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In This Issue 1

In This Issue:

N. Pliskevich: “As a country of ‘catch-up development,’ Russia has repeatedly 
attempted to quickly make up for lost ground in the military-political sphere, which 
our rulers over the centuries have seen as the most important one for strength-
ening the state. Reforms ... are usually implemented by means of mobilization 
drives and are not accompanied by institutional or sociocultural changes... the 
technical and organizational innovations required by the power elites are introduced 
by methods customary for an outdated system.”

N. Tikhonova: “Russia still identifies its poor the way the developing coun-
tries do, although the official living wage and the perception of poverty in Rus-
sian society indicate that in this respect it is more likely in the category of ad-
vanced countries.”

E. Pain, S. Fedyunin: “Today, while Russia and the West seem to be develop-
ing in opposite directions and heading for a confrontation... they are going through 
similar processes in the intellectual sphere. In the early 21st century, a critical at-
titude to the idea of nation prevails in both Western and Russian enlightened cir-
cles... However, the causes of mistrust and actual renunciation of the nation as a 
form of self-organization differ in the two cases.”

V. Stepin: “Accumulation of knowledge includes paradigmatic transforma-
tions that tolerate several scenarios of the system’s development, the realization 
of each of them depending not only on intra-scientific facts (including intra- and 
inter-disciplinary interactions) but also on the nature of the sociocultural mi-
lieu that prefers some possible scenarios and blocks off the rest... Even if one of 
the programs is accepted as promising and dominant and the ideas of alternative 
programs are assessed as unproductive, they might acquire a new lease on life at 
later stages of scientific evolution. This creates a new interpretation of continuity.”

S. Horujy: “Since the beginning of the Third Millennium, Russian politics, 
the Church sphere, public life and mass media have increasingly been dominat-
ed by conservative trends and sentiments. The all-embracing conservative trend 
and atmosphere are asserting themselves aggressively... ‘Adherence to tradition,’ 

‘reliance on tradition,’ ‘preserving and protecting tradition (or traditions)’—these 
and similar formulas are heard constantly and everywhere like an incantation, a 
cloying commonplace in Russian public discourse. On closer inspection, how-
ever, this commonplace is an empty place.”
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E. Sergeev: “Official and personal sources... disprove the view that the UK 
was actively involved—through official channels, much less secret ones—in Rus-
sia’s internal affairs in order to ‘prepare and accomplish’ the Revolution.”

E. Ponomarev: “All Soviet methodologists... concur on one key point: a school 
child cannot be trusted with reading classics independently. The teacher must 
guide the student’s thought... The author’s biography plays a special role in the 
introductory talk... Struggle is the key concept in the school literature course... 
In studying the history of Russian literature, school students are introduced to 
the history of revolutionary ideas and themselves become part of the revolution 
which is still ongoing.”

I. Dementev: “Man as the object of scientific research is by no means a new 
theme. However, at each new stage in the study of the evolution of human scienc-
es, i. e., humanities and social disciplines, the scholar has to raise new questions 
and reinterpret the path covered by predecessors. The collective monograph Hu-
man Sciences: A History of Disciplines (2015)... is a milestone in Russian history 
of science.”



Paternalism vs. Liberalism

Modern economic theories exploring the role of the state in the system of 
socioeconomic relations inherent in particular societies can hardly avoid deal-
ing with the problem of paternalism (state paternalism in the first place, but also 
paternalism on a smaller scale confined to a certain territory, diaspora or oth-
er type of social group). In this context, most researchers agree that paternalism 
is essentially opposed to liberal interpretations of economic development paths 
because, on the one hand, it shifts the responsibility for the solution of people’s 

Keywords: paternalism, individualism, liberalism, freedom, responsi-
bility, “power-property.”

Abstract. This article attempts to explain the existence of archaic forms of 
paternalism in Russia along with its modern (though often distorted) forms 
characteristic of developed countries. It is shown that the archaic nature of 
paternalism in Russia results in large part from the archaism of the institu-
tional structure that emerged in the country by the beginning of the 2000s 
and has only strengthened since then: a system of relations known as the 

“power-property” system. The author examines the role of individuals’ re-
sponsibility for their own welfare, as well as the responsibility of the pater, es-
pecially in cases where individuals are deprived of the opportunity to solve 
their problems on their own. Such monopolization of these problems by the 
pater in the existing hierarchical system of access to their solution promotes 
the growth of aggressive adaptive individualism among the masses, which 
becomes extremely dangerous when the system is weakened.

Nataliya PLISKEVICH

Archaic Paternalism as an Organic Part  
of the “Power-Property” System

Archaic Paternalism as an Organic Part of the “Power-Property” System 3

N. Pliskevich, senior researcher, Institute of Economics, Russian Academy of Sciences; dep-
uty editor-in-chief of the journal Obshchestvenniye nauki i sovremennost (Social Sciences and 
Contemporary World). E-mail: ons@naukaran.ru. This article was first published in Russian 
in the journal Obshchestvenniye nauki i sovremennost (ONS), No. 1, 2018.



4 SOCIAL SCIENCES

everyday problems to the pater, and, on the other hand, it allows the people them-
selves to demand assistance from the pater in solving even those problems that 
they could actually solve on their own. In such a situation, the pater begins to 
dictate the terms of its assistance in different areas, and this makes it difficult to 
demand that people take a proactive and creative approach, which is essential for 
rapid economic growth.

In general, the paternalistic approach is usually contrasted with liberal eco-
nomic theories, because the latter place emphasis on the individual efforts of peo-
ple, for whom the interference of a pater (unless they have a special relationship 
with the latter) is an obstacle to developing individual entrepreneurial ability. It 
appears, however, that such absolutization of the contrast between paternalism 
and liberalism is nevertheless erroneous. After all, any individual, including an 
active, inventive, and creative one, lives in a society with all its constraints and 
institutions, primarily the state. That is why individuals take advantage, in var-
ying degrees, of the benefits associated with this modus vivendi and often think it 
rational to use these benefits precisely for the purpose of stimulating individual 
activity. Hence, the absolute negation of paternalistic tendencies may be equiva-
lent to the negation of any pater, whether group or state, which is simply impos-
sible when people live in a society. Actually, even the classics of liberalism were 
not inclined to such absolutization.

For example, Milton Friedman emphasized in his famous book, Capitalism 
and Freedom, that liberals are not anarchists and do not reject government. True, 
the list of areas where, in his view, government intervention is justified is quite 
short, although it can include elements that might be adopted by the paternal-
ists: “A government... which supplemented private charity and the private fami-
ly in protecting the irresponsible, whether madman or child—such a government 
would clearly have important functions to perform. The consistent liberal is not 
an anarchist” [6, p. 36]. As for periods of economic reform, according to the the-
ory of reform developed by Viktor Polterovich, in such periods “the role of the 
state increases. In particular, effective modernization requires a stronger state” 
[20, p. 425]. That is why Tatyana Chubarova is quite right in saying that the prob-
lem of paternalism in general and paternalistic tendencies in modern Russia in 
particular is not whether paternalism itself is justified, but whether the paternal-
istic practices used are sufficiently rational and appropriate [5].

Ruslan Grinberg and Alexander Rubinstein (see, for example, [8; 23]) make 
an in-depth analysis of paternalism in the conditions of a market economy. For 
example, Rubinstein has factored the influence of the political component of so-
cial life into the pater’s economic preference system and has shown the chang-
es in paternalistic approaches over time with the modernization of society as a 
whole, along with the development and improvement not only of socioeconom-
ic relations, but also of civil society institutions, which play an increasing role. 
In time, civil society not only develops instruments for influencing government 
decision-making processes, but also creates instruments that make it possible to 
identify areas in need of assistance and support and to provide such assistance 
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and support in practice. This line of reasoning has led the researcher to the im-
portant conclusion that “paternalism as part of the economic reality, developing 
in time and space, is undergoing an institutional evolution in a distinctly liber-
al direction” [23, p. 28]. In that article, as in other works (see, for example, [7]), 
theory appears to be based primarily on a general analysis of the evolution of lib-
eralism mainly in the developed countries. As for Russia, there is a link here be-
tween liberal ideas and paternalistic methods, “often with all its negative elements 
characteristic of archaic paternalism, when even liberal ideas that have not passed 
through the filter of consociational selection turn into their opposite” [23, p. 28].

Archaic Paternalism and Institutional Archaism

Evidently, this idea needs to be developed so as to identify the reasons for the 
present situation in the country, which are rooted in the very history first of Rus-
sian and then of Soviet society, a society often described as the “power-proper-
ty” system. Societies of this type (among which we can include, in varying de-
grees, most modern states) have a basic characteristic: property relations in such 
societies depend on the property owner’s position in the system of hierarchical 
power relations.

Until the modern era, such a subordinate position of property owners, who 
were actually dependent on the whims of the ruler, was also typical of countries 
that are now classified as developed ones. But they have reached their present state 
as a result of evolution, changing their institutional structure gradually (though 
not always without bloodshed) and bringing it into line with the needs of techni-
cal progress, which, in turn, was boosted precisely by the new social institutions. 
Each country followed its own path of development in accordance with its soci-
ocultural traditions.

True, the modernization of catching-up countries is a very complex process, 
in which, as emphasized by Lawrence E. Harrison, among others, one cannot 
ignore the cultural component: “By incorporating culture into the mix of fac-
tors that shape development, the pace of progress can be accelerated.” An im-
portant point here is that “a single instrument of cultural change... is unlikely 
to divert the powerful momentum of culture. What is necessary is a coordinat-
ed program that may involve, among other things, childrearing, religion and re-
ligious reform, education and education reform, the media, legal reform, reform 
of business culture, and political leadership committed to the democratic capi-
talist model.” With such reforms, Harrison believes, “societies can be substan-
tially transformed within a generation” [10, pp. 172, 173, 190]. These remarks are 
important for our topic, because the greater or lesser need for paternalism (state 
or group) is usually part of the general cultural basis of different countries. This 
is precisely why it is relatively easily overcome in some countries, whereas it be-
comes a serious socioeconomic problem in others.

However, when it comes to the evolutionary development of our country, one 
should also take into account, in addition to the above, a number of its specific 
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features and serious blunders that have left their imprint on Russian institutional 
culture. As a country of “catch-up development,” Russia has repeatedly attempt-
ed to quickly make up for lost ground in the military-political sphere, which our 
rulers over the centuries have seen as the most important one for strengthening 
the state. Reforms, which have often been extremely painful for the population, 
are usually implemented by means of mobilization drives and are not accompa-
nied by institutional or sociocultural changes. This happens not because (or not 
only because) alien institutions are transplanted to unprepared ground, but be-
cause the technical and organizational innovations required by the power elites are 
introduced by methods customary for the outdated system.

Such methods of modernization reform inevitably create social tensions. These 
tensions, usually caused by instrumental changes implemented based on the tra-
ditional institutional environment, have a very adverse effect on the latter. They 
leave specific “institutional scars,” which often cause much more serious prob-
lems than those faced in the past by developed countries that have traveled an 
evolutionary path (see [19]).

The existence of such institutional “scars” and related distortions in the en-
tire socioeconomic life of society leads to a situation where the state, in its at-
tempt to keep this distorted and thus not very stable institutional structure in-
tact, takes control of various spheres of social and individual life, including those 
which do not require it. Without going into the history of pre-revolutionary or So-
viet attempts to establish such control, one can say that these attempts were re-
newed after the reinstitutionalization of the “power-property” system already in 
the post-Soviet period. This was expressed in the state’s desire to gain maximum 
control over every aspect of public life. Since the early 2000s, this trend has be-
come particularly pronounced. And if we find such state control on the one hand, 
on the other hand we will naturally find an equally rapid rise in paternalistic at-
titudes, and this in a fairly archaic form.

Such an increase in the public need for paternalism, state paternalism above 
all, results primarily from the specific forms of the new institutional “power-prop-
erty” system that have emerged already in the 21st century. They are the flip side 
of the state’s policy as it has sought not only to control areas that are subject to 
government control by definition, but also to expand them without limit. Among 
the key instruments of such control are legally formalized methods of financing 
various activities that remain formally independent from the state. This applies 
to business, where success depends in large part on the ability to “build relations” 
with government agencies, as well as to the problems of another huge sector of the 
economy: non-commercial (nonprofit) organizations (NCOs).

People working in various NCOs, on the one hand, constitute a group that 
is least reliant on paternalistic assistance from the state. On the other hand, the 
realities of everyday life, underpinned by recently adopted laws, limit their ac-
tivities. Today, NCO funding either depends directly on the state or requires the 
state’s blessing. This compels NCOs to accept their inevitable dependence on the 
pater, to recognize the triumph of paternalism in today’s Russia. Although the law 
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does not provide for this, actual law-enforcement practice shows that any NCO 
receiving foreign grants, even if it is far removed from politics, is always at risk 
of being declared a “foreign agent” (de facto, in most cases this means cessation 
of activity) in the event of disobedience not so much to the state as to some local 
officials. This has already happened on many occasions, for example, with envi-
ronmental organizations.

Another reason why the majority of the post-Soviet population tends towards 
archaic forms of paternalism is connected with the revolutionary destruction of 
customary institutional forms of life in the 1990s. It was not only young people 
just starting their first job or seeking to engage in new, entrepreneurial activity 
and strong enough to cope with difficulties who found themselves in that position, 
although it was not easy for them either. The situation was much more painful 
for the older age groups, especially for people who had already spent ten or more 
years learning an interesting and relatively well-paid profession and had accu-
mulated sufficient human capital, which suddenly depreciated, so that its own-
ers unexpectedly lost all the advantages of their previous position. A typical sit-
uation that arises during rapid revolutionary change in the social system is when 
the old institutions serving to utilize the previously accumulated (and still need-
ed) human capital, to convert it into other types of capital (primarily money cap-
ital), have already been destroyed while new institutions have yet to be created. 
Naturally, there are areas where old skills and abilities are no longer required in 
new conditions. However, there is a large segment of human capital owners whose 
knowledge and ability are still needed by society, but the institutions that could 
help them to gain public recognition have either been destroyed or are unable to 
function normally.

In this situation, part of society’s human capital stock remains “dormant,” 
and its ability to realize its potential in the new conditions depends on what kind 
of changes take place in society, on whether the old institutions are “unblocked” 
or new ones are created so as to enable the old human capital to get a new lease 
on life, especially since human capital in today’s rapidly changing world is a “per-
ishable good.” For its mere maintenance, let alone its further development, the 
owner of human capital should work on its expanded reproduction on a daily ba-
sis. And the higher the quality of accumulated human capital, the more sensitive 
it is to interruptions in the process of its reproduction and the shorter the time 
before it starts to deteriorate.

Having gone through a radical breakdown of all habitual socioeconomic re-
lations and the corresponding institutional structure, people who failed to fit into 
the new system, often with loss of social status, blamed the state for all their trou-
bles. After all, it was the state that had launched the painful reforms. There was a 
rise of paternalistic attitudes among these people, who believed that the state or, 
at any rate, their enterprise had to solve the new problems arising in the process 
of reform. As for the state, it paid attention to and supported primarily those so-
cial groups with which government officials at different levels were building re-
lations within the newly institutionalized “power-property” system, as well as 
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groups that the newly established government authorities saw as a threat. Thus, 
while de facto remaining the country’s main pater, the post-Soviet state distort-
ed a key principle of paternalism that is usually not reflected in philosophical or 
sociological definitions, but is often captured by jurists. Viktor Vovk, for exam-
ple, defines paternalism as “a legal and cultural phenomenon reflecting the re-
lationship between rights and obligations (emphasis added), i. e., the substantive 
part of law” [26]. One should also add that developed paternalistic relations re-
quire a developed sense of responsibility (which includes the obligations factor) on 
the part of both the pater itself and those under its protection.

Responsibility in the System of Paternalistic Relations

In the study of paternalism, the element of responsibility is usually not in-
cluded in analysis. As a rule, analysis is confined to contrasting paternalism with 
freedom, which is logical for developed countries. This is because freedom, as un-
derstood by both liberals and conservatives, includes responsibility, since freedom 
of action for a sensible, rational person implies both internal moral constraints 
and compliance with clearly defined legal rules. This is what distinguishes it from 
the Russian volya as unlimited freedom to act at will without restraint. But, in 
my view, it is particularly important to include the category of “responsibility” in 
the analysis of paternalistic relations specific to our country.

Here one should also bear in mind the specific development of Russia, where 
Peter the Great’s mobilization effort not only failed to undermine serfdom in the 
country, but actually turned it into an instrument of reform by extending it to in-
dustry, an area of economic relations where it was absent in countries that served 
as a model for the reform. A state of serfdom, for its part, means that serfs are re-
lieved of responsibility for their own existence, as this responsibility is transferred 
to their owner or to the state.

The period after the abolition of serfdom in Russia—only half a century—
was too short to allow its people to acquire new skills. Later on, with the estab-
lishment of the Soviet economic model, its inherent monopolism in distributing 
essential goods and in presenting the state as the only employer (with very rare 
exceptions)—that is, the only source of legal subsistence—further strengthened 
paternalistic attitudes among the population. The very way of life in the coun-
try instilled the idea that nothing depends on the people themselves and that the 
goods they need should be provided by the pater in accordance with their posi-
tion in the social hierarchy. Even if people saw this hierarchy as unfair, they took 
it for granted, accepting what they believed to be their natural dependence on the 
authorities. Neglect of sociocultural modernization in the Soviet period with em-
phasis on traditionalistic sociocultural forms, their consolidation and strength-
ening, led to a situation where, despite the successes of industrialization and ur-
banization, the deep cultural roots of Homo Sovieticus (“Soviet man”) remained 
intact among the masses (see, for example, [12; 24]).

The events of the early 1990s, as Aleksandr Akhiyezer wrote already in 1992 
[1], were misinterpreted as Russia’s transition to a liberal society, whereas actually 
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it was a transition to yet another stage of localism (a weakening of the central gov-
ernment, with part of its authority being taken over by lower levels of government), 
characteristic of some stages in the development of the Russian civilization. In 
contrast to liberalism, localism preserved the requirement of an archaic type of 
paternalistic tutelage in its cultural tradition, albeit at a lower, subnational level, 
such as that of a region (republic) or an individual enterprise. At the same time, 
the heads of such enterprises positioned themselves as paters of their work col-
lectives, although they had no real resources for this purpose. But heads of en-
terprises backed by thousands of employees had a stronger position in bargaining 
with the government over resources: a large workforce was a factor that helped 
put additional pressure on the government. In fact, it still helps save many of the 
country’s unprofitable enterprises from bankruptcy. As for employees who have 
pinned their hopes on the local pater, they usually get a very small share of the 
assistance obtained as a result of such pressure. Overall, people in this situation 
have responded to the new difficulties and problems as they used to respond un-
der the Soviet economic model.

With the start of reforms, however, the conventional stereotypes of paternalis-
tic behavior did not work anymore in most cases: the state simply lacked the funds 
to pursue its previous policy in a situation of extreme economic imbalance. And 
when it suddenly turned out that the state could no longer perform its obligations 
and that individuals themselves had to take responsibility for their own survival 
and for the survival of their families, most people were even more distressed by the 
ongoing reforms. That is why they were so satisfied with the changes of the 2000s, 
when petrodollars provided an opportunity to address a number of social problems. 
And yet, under the economic model established at that time, these opportunities 
were insufficient to meet all obligations, on the one hand, and, on the other, they 
were still inadequate in the eyes of the people, most of whom not only regarded 
the conventional mode of obtaining benefits as normal, but could do nothing to 
change it. Many employees today receive a wage that is insufficient for the nor-
mal reproduction of labor power. Even during the “fattest” years a large number 
of employees received extremely low wages and remained among the poor popu-
lation (see Table 1). The “system of low wages” constructed in the Soviet econo-
my is still in place [17]. In this situation, a significant part of the country’s work-
force still cannot abandon the habit of relying on archaic forms of paternalism 
due to lack of real sources of income that would enable them to take responsibil-
ity for the solution of some of their problems.

This is why it is not surprising that the so-called “monetization of benefits” 
in 2005 led to strong protests, especially in big cities, where demonstrators even 
blocked highways in protest against that reform. On the one hand, the reform 
enabled the state to “cast off” some of its statutory obligations, which in many 
cases were not being met anyway. But on the other hand, the protests compelled 
the government to restore some of the in-kind benefits (free drugs for disabled 
persons, free city transport for pensioners, etc.). This has resulted in a dual sys-
tem comprising cash payments (which do not compensate for actual costs) and 
a number of in-kind benefits, as well as subsidies for some services from among 
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those traditionally provided to citizens in the Soviet period almost free of charge 
(housing and public utilities, transport, and others). With the decline in petro-
dollar revenues, the authorities have fewer opportunities to maintain the status 
quo. Here and there attempts are being made to reduce cash payments, in-kind 
benefits, and subsidies. But, as before, all of this meets with active protests, since 
most people have never been given an opportunity to solve these problems on  
their own.

And this preserves the basis for the existence of an archaic type of paternal-
ism in the country, as indicated by public opinion polls (see Table 2). For exam-
ple, in answer to the question about the preferred option for providing assistance 
to the population, more than 70% of respondents have selected archaic paternal-
istic options over a period of nearly 20 years. From 16% to 20% of respondents 
select more modern variants of state paternalism, and only 2% to 4% believe that 
people are fully responsible for their own fate and should solve their social prob-
lems on their own (let me note that this figure is much lower than the estimated 
15-20% of the population who have successfully adjusted to the new life).

At the same time, one should note the discrepancy between these data, which 
can be regarded as an expression of the respondents’ wishes reflecting their notions 
of justice, and the results of another Levada Center poll that reflect people’s realis-
tic perceptions of how the social protection system actually works (see Table 3). Ac-
cording to these data, which have also remained stable throughout the monitoring 
period, more than 70% of respondents say that in the event of social problems they 
rely on themselves, while the percentage of those who rely on the support of the state 
is around 20%.

This contradiction clearly demonstrates the realities of the social policy pur-
sued by the modern Russian state as a pater and its attitude to the category of “re-
sponsibility” with regard to its actions and preferences. As I see it, government 

T a b l e  1
Low-Income Population in Russia by Groups, 2002-2007 

(%; total low-income population for each year = 100%)

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Economically active population 61.2 60.5 60.2 60.2 60.5 61.1

Employed persons 58.7 58.2 58.1 58.4 58.7 59.4

(of the above) Working pensioners  2.9 3.0 3.3 3.5 3.8 4.1

Unemployed persons 2.4 2.3 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.7

Economically inactive population 38.8 39.5 39.8 39.8 39.5 38.9

(of the above) Non-working 
pensioners

16.1 16.2 15.7 15.0 15.1 15.1

Source: [25, p. 181].
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policy is the key element in shaping the quality of paternalism that becomes part 
of society’s ideological narrative. The state’s real actions designed to support cer-
tain types of activity and social groups, its efforts to create conditions for diversify-
ing the types and forms of activity of independent entities in the economic, social, 
and cultural spheres, as well as to create institutions for a detailed independent 

T a b l e  2
Which of These Statements About Social Protection Comes Closest to  

Your Own View? (%)

Year 1999 2005 2008 2011 2014 2015 2016

The state should provide a 
normal standard of living  
for all citizens

52 53 61 47 50 46 52

The state should provide  
assistance to all those who 
find themselves in a diffi-
cult situation (e.g., those who 
have lost their jobs)

25 23 18 29 26 29 25

The state should provide as-
sistance only to those who 
cannot fend for themselves: 
pensioners, disabled persons, 
orphans

17 18 17 20 18 19 17

People should fend for them-
selves and provide for their 
own welfare without any as-
sistance from the state

3 3 2 2 4 3 4

Difficult to say 2 3 2 3 2 3 2

Source: [16, p. 22].

T a b l e  3
Today, What Do You Rely on Most? (%)

Year 1996 1998 2008 2011 2014 2015 2016

My own efforts and 
resources

75 78 79 74 71 75 78

Social protection and sup-
port from society and the 
state

20 17 18 23 25 22 18

Difficult to say 5 4 3 3 4 3 5

Source: [16, p. 22].
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discussion and control of government decisions, ultimately lead to the establish-
ment of a particular type of paternalistic relations, as identified in [23].

And if we see signs of archaic paternalistic relations in 21st-century Russia, 
rather than modern types of paternalism whose main purpose is to develop hu-
man potential—to increase the individual’s human capital as the most effective 
kind of capital in the modern economy—this points to the archaic nature of the 
state itself (the pater) even if there is a set of modern institutions formally oper-
ating in the country. And this, in turn, shows that the pater (or, more precisely, 
the influential elites that have assumed this function) has no responsibility to so-
ciety as a whole or its individual members for the policy it pursues, although the 
state, as many researchers note, considers itself responsible for the operation of 
the economic order as a whole (see, for example, [3; 13, p. 46]).

Such a situation has arisen in post-Soviet Russia primarily because the trans-
formations launched at the end of the 1980s did not lead to the main thing: a firm 
policy of dismantling the “power-property” system. As a result, there was a re-
institutionalization of this system, as noted already in the early 2000s [14]. Since 
then, “power-property” relations have only strengthened, taking new legal and 
illegal (shadow) forms. Such changes have naturally affected the qualitative char-
acteristics of paternalism. They have helped to maintain monopoly within this 
system, primarily the monopoly of the pater, as well as that of paters at lower lev-
els of the system.1

True, in characterizing these paters one should note that it is not some Levi-
athan that acts in this capacity, but the bureaucratic and law-enforcement appa-
ratus—officials at different levels. Under an immature, transitional institutional 
system undergoing profound transformation, those who personify the state ap-
paratus have special opportunities to use the public resources at their disposal 
not only for the common good, but also for personal gain, and these opportuni-
ties are much wider than in countries that have already passed this stage of evo-
lution. Corruption reaches an unprecedented level.

This situation, which becomes known to the public quite quickly, undermines 
the credibility of any government decisions, however reasonable, just as the credi-
bility of high-class managers responsible to society acting in the capacity of gov-
ernment officials. The situation worsens when reforms slow down, stop halfway 
or are even reversed (as with the reinstitutionalization of the “power-property” 
system in Russia). In this case, in the opinion of Joel Hellman, even if the living 
standards of the majority of the population improve, further reforms are blocked 
not so much by opposition from the “short-term losers of reform” as by the po-
sition of the “short-term winners,” i.e., those who have gained from partial re-
forms at the early stages of the reform process [11].

Irina Busygina and Mikhail Filippov note in this context that many of these  
 “early beneficiaries” are “quite satisfied with a situation of half-hearted reform, 
because it allows them to maintain their position and to collect all kinds of rent 
from both the state and society. Members of the group that benefits from half-heart-
ed reforms will seek to maintain the status quo until they cease to benefit from it” 
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[4, p. 39]. In such a situation, especially when it is compounded by the extreme-
ly low ethical standards of a significant part of the national bureaucracy (see, for 
example, [15]), the “grassroots” naturally lose confidence in government initia-
tives, often attempting to bypass the legal economic arrangements constructed 
by the state and to “move into the shadows.” And government officials, in turn, 
lose confidence in all activities beyond their control in any sphere (business, char-
ity, culture, etc.).

In these conditions, the state seeks to bring all these activities under its direct 
or indirect control. Freedom of choice in selecting a sphere of activity is limited 
in the extreme. Businesses are subjected to all kinds of audits and inspections, de-
spite repeated statements about the need to reduce their number and streamline 
the process. This reduces employment opportunities for ordinary people, limits 
their options for earning legal income and, as a side effect, increases the need for 
paternalistic tutelage in its archaic form. Most citizens in this situation, which 
they regard as obviously unfair, actually demand this kind of tutelage, see it as 
perfectly justified, and seek, wherever possible, to shift the responsibility for the 
solution of many of their problems to the pater, although in different conditions 
they would be able to solve these problems on their own.

But the state’s distrust of organizations and businesses beyond its control 
and attempts to establish monopoly control over the largest possible part of so-
cial life lead to a situation where only the state (or persons specially authorized by 
the state) finds itself in the position of a legal pater. Paternalism returns to its ar-
chaic forms, under which the pater state (at all levels) acts as the only entity that 
can officially help its citizens in various situations. As for business involvement 
in philanthropy, it has been placed under special control. It is not only that di-
rect instructions are given to business owners to allocate funds for various social 
purposes (often outside their sphere of interest), but also that the amount of such 

“offers that can’t be refused” may even exceed the capabilities of these businesses, 
putting them in a difficult position, although such offers are usually made under 
the banner of “corporate social responsibility.” A study by Tatyana Zaslavskaya 
and Marina Shabanova shows that business people finding themselves in a situ-
ation of forced sponsorship and philanthropy have a lower-than-average level of 
confidence in any government authorities [27].

Thus, even much of the funding for various social, cultural, and other pro-
grams is under de facto government control. This only strengthens the monopoly 
role of the state as almost the sole source of funds for projects in these areas. Such 
a system, as conceived by its founders, makes it possible to gain control (objective 
or subjective) over those who are not yet in need of such assistance, but realize that 
this assistance option is politically the safest one, as well as over the broadest pos-
sible strata of the population and potential actors in the field of economic activity.

It has turned out, however, that a certain element built into this system is 
eroding it from within. As the state has concentrated in its hands most of the re-
sources for conducting various nonprofit activities (from social to cultural), it has 
thus assumed the responsibility for their sufficient funding. But having assumed 
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this responsibility, the state is usually unable to meet the needs it has taken un-
der its patronage, while the paternalistically minded public urges it to do so: af-
ter all, the public has been formally relieved of responsibility for the solution of 
problems patronized by the state. As a result, the state de facto tends to prior-
itize the various public needs to be financed. “Defense and security” usually top 
the list of priorities, which is well in line with Russia’s current national security 
concept, where the priorities are ranked as follows: “state—society—individual.”2

This situation, on the one hand, induces people to look for additional funds 
to solve their problems. But under conditions of near-total state control over le-
gal financial flows, when the state is declared to be the main legal pater officially 
responsible for most spheres of social life, there is no decline in paternalistic at-
titudes of the archaic type. At the same time, people increasingly engage in shad-
ow-economy activities at different levels: from individual to corporate. As part of 
the resources circulating in the country flow into the informal sector, the state 
faces increasing problems in collecting the taxes it needs to finance its commit-
ments. This undermines both public confidence in the pater, which neglects its 
duty to maintain spheres of vital importance to the public welfare, and the pa-
ter’s confidence in the people, whom it suspects of shirking their duty to pay tax-
es into the state coffers.

On the other hand, since the institutional “power-property” system contin-
ues to function, the hierarchical benefit distribution principles inherent in it also 
continue to operate. In this situation, when paternalistic principles are dominant 
in the minds of most people in Russia, they are gradually combined with individ-
ualistic principles, because the opportunity to obtain statutory benefits from the 
pater requires significant individual effort (or climbing up the hierarchical lad-
der). But under this combination of archaic paternalism and individualism, the 
latter acquires properties that are far from constructive. Back in the 1990s, Guer-
man Diligensky noted a special type of personality distortion under conditions 
of a state-paternalistic culture: aggressive adaptive individualism combined with 
social passivity [9, p. 277]. This specific feature should be taken into account in 
developing strategies for modernization, for transition to a market economy with 
more developed built-in forms of paternalism.

Andrey Gorodetsky and Alexander Rubinstein believe that the country’s cur-
rent task in the light of the concept of social liberalism and the theory of patron-
ized goods is to “create strong civil society institutions and a balanced system of 
public administration” [7, p. 34]. Essentially, this requires a fundamental review 
by both the pater state and its citizens of the whole system of their responsibility. 
In addition, this overarching goal cannot be achieved without a qualitative im-
provement in trust at all levels of the socioeconomic system, as well as between 
these levels, because trust is a key element of healthy market relations.

Evidently, these are the factors that underlie the transition of socioeconomic 
relations from the sphere of competition to that of cooperation, which Viktor Pol-
terovich sees as an essential aspect of transition to a new, post-industrial economy 
[21]. But it is also important to take into account that the path of fostering moral 
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qualities required by the modern economy, including responsibility to oneself 
and to society as a whole, is quite long. Samuel Bowles writes, for example, that 

“the oldest capitalist societies have sustained vibrant civic cultures characterized 
by widespread conformity to cooperative and generous social norms,” whereas in 
societies “in which the reach of market institutions has been more recent” these 
qualities are much less pronounced [2].

But even while rejecting the methods of archaic paternalism and attempt-
ing to advance to its more modern forms based on built-in public control over all 
stages of the government decision-making process, coupled with bottom-up in-
itiatives and their implementation by government agencies, one must admit that 
the path of transition is quite long and difficult. It should be traveled not only by 
civil society activists as they upgrade their skills or by ordinary citizens, but also 
by those who personify the pater, primarily the most far-sighted members of this 
coalition. As Viktor Polterovich notes, successes in modernization have been 
achieved by states (and strong ones at that) which, in implementing various re-
forms, were able “to suppress excessive distributive activity while allowing civil 
society to emerge” [20, p. 283].

That is why in Russia at the present stage it is probably premature to recog-
nize the “weak or strong state” dilemma as false [7, p. 34]. The very continued 
existence of archaic paternalism in the Russian social structure shows the weak-
ness of today’s state. Government here is not only weak, but also big, flabby and 
slow-moving. It includes the pyramidal structures of the “power-property” sys-
tem, whose main purpose is to serve the corporate interests of social groups at 
different levels of the state hierarchy. This is why archaic paternalism as a natu-
ral attribute of such a state carries hierarchical overtones, which hinders the fight 
against it on a national scale. The main task, as I see it, is to gradually dismantle 
the institutional “power-property” system and thus to eliminate the conditions 
for the existence of archaic paternalism. We need a gradual transition to more ad-
vanced and flexible public administration practices dictated by the needs of the 
modern economy and social development in general and based on trust in the in-
dividual and individual freedom.

Only this approach makes it possible to dismantle obsolete institutions while 
providing opportunities for the natural transformation of paternalism into more 
modern forms: merit, asymmetric, and consociational [23, pp. 26-27]. After all, 
paternalism is part of the reality of any society, since every society has its own 
strong and weak sectors that generate profit, as well as sectors whose purpose is 
to generate new knowledge and support culture in general and which are essential 
to future progress while producing no direct income. This is why long-overdue 
institutional changes in Russia are necessary, among other things, for a qualita-
tive transformation of the currently dominant type of paternalistic relations and 
thus for more rational use of limited resources to support both the weakest stra-
ta of society and breakthrough projects, without which the country cannot exist 
as an advanced, post-industrial information society.
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Notes

1 As noted above, the structure built in the 2000s can hardly be` called a “power vertical.” 
Rather, it is a complex system of three interconnected pyramids, each of which contains 
its own smaller pyramids at the regional and local levels nested within larger ones ma- 
tryoshka-style. These lesser pyramids are subordinate to the higher authorities, on the 
one hand, and live their own lives in their own interests. Three types of such composite 
pyramids have been identified: administrative, economic and law-enforcement. They 
constantly compete among themselves for resources and deal with problems that arise 
depending on which pyramid as stronger in each particular case instead of acting for the 
common good [18].

2 It is interesting that at a meeting of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet in Jan-
uary 1990, Academician Yury Ryzhov, member of the Congress of People’s Deputies of 
the USSR and Chairman of the USSR Supreme Soviet’s Committee for Science, Ed-
ucation and Culture, proposed a different concept of national security, which gave pri-
ority to human security, while that of society and the state was seen as its derivative. At 
that time, the proposal was supported by Mikhail Gorbachev. A commission was set up 
to develop an appropriate concept, but it was disbanded just over two months later with-
out completing its work.

Translated by Yevgeniya Lipinskaya
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The previous article [8; 9] described in detail the income stratification model 
that has emerged in Russia. Among other things, it shows that the bigger part of 
the population forms a group with median incomes that are one and a half times 
higher than the official minimum living wage (MLW), this despite the widespread 
belief that poverty is a norm of Russian life. Moreover, the Russian MLW is al-
most a quarter higher than the poverty vulnerability line and almost three times 
higher than the poverty line for the developing countries.2

This situation reflects the country’s general development level and how Rus-
sians perceive the poverty phenomenon itself, which they have long interpreted as 
the incapacity, because of the scarcity of money, to maintain the way of life char-
acteristic of the majority of people [4] rather than the lack of money for physical 

Keywords: social structure, stratification, incomes, social status, mod-
ernization, poverty.

Abstract. This article (one of a series of two articles, for the first of which 
see [8; 9]) analyzes specific features of income stratification in Russia in 
comparison with other countries (Germany, Hungary, Bulgaria, Venezuela, 
Mexico, China) based on data from several nationwide surveys. It demon-
strates that the income stratification model, which refers average per capi-
ta incomes at a specific household to the median income in a country, cap-
tures well the peculiarities involved in different models of society. It uses the 
data of an international comparative study, International Social Survey Pro-
gramme (ISSP), to show that the Russian income stratification model is typ-
ical of Europe. At the same time, Russia is in-between Europe and the for-
mer Third World in terms of the extent of income inequalities.
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survival. In keeping with this approach, the poor include many of those whose 
incomes are higher than Russia’s formal minimum living wage [6].

But discrepancies in poverty evaluations revealed by different approaches, as 
well as their existence itself, are not accidental. Countries passing through differ-
ent stages of historical development use different concepts of poverty and methods 
of identifying the poor. In advanced countries, poverty is usually relative, which 
means that those believed to be poor are just in an unfavorable situation relative 
to the majority of members of the same community. Developing countries, on 
the contrary, view poverty through the prism of so-called absolute poverty, which 
means that the poor are those whose income is lower than the living wage guar-
anteeing sheer physical survival. For example, India calculated its poverty line, 
up until 2014, as the cost of 650 grams of corn per day [5] (for, according to In-
dian experts, it is this amount that keeps a man from the death by starvation).

Accordingly, the income stratification models based on the absolute or rela-
tive approaches show a great variation. Russia still identifies its poor the way the 
developing countries do, although the official living wage and the perception of 
poverty in Russian society indicate that in this respect it is more likely in the cat-
egory of advanced countries.

This imbalance creates much confusion in the minds of those who intend 
to diagnose the general condition of Russian society and identify Russia’s place 
among other countries. The income stratification situation, including the pover-
ty situation, can help to measure the degree of development of this or that society. 
For example, it is common knowledge that developed countries were character-
ized by the emergence of a vast middle class as they transited to the late indus-
trial stage. As for pre-industrial societies, their populations were typically poor.

Moreover, some or other historical epochs and economic systems were distin-
guished not only by different size of certain strata in the income stratification but 
also by different types of poverty [1; 2], whose domination directly affects the in-
come stratification model. For example, nonindustrial poverty (or rather pre-in-
dustrial one, which is more in tune with the current situation) exists in the form 
of massive rural poverty and the poverty of downgraded urban lower classes in 
the period of explosive urbanization. The nonindustrial rural poverty was due to 
the existence of considerable excessive rural populations and low efficacy of sub-
sistence or semi-subsistence agricultural production. The pre-industrial pover-
ty of downgraded urban lower classes in its classical form known from the histo-
ry of developed European countries in the 18th and 19th centuries results from 
an uncontrolled migration to the cities from the overpopulated country. In both 
cases, it is massive poverty in general and widespread utter poverty in particular, 
although in the latter case the number of poor in the structure of society is less 
than in the former case, as is the share of the utterly poor.

Industrial poverty is characteristic of all countries at the stage of industrial 
development. It is due to an excessive supply of low- and semi-skilled labor and 
low wages enjoyed by this category of workers. This is the “poverty of exploited 
labor,” where the relation of supply and demand in certain segments of the labor 
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market was particularly unfavorable for workers. In industrial societies, the share 
of the poor is the greater, the more power the employers have in the labor market, 
and the weaker the employees’ bargaining positions are (which in many respects 
is linked to the political system in a country and policy pursued by its leaders).

Like pre-industrial poverty, industrial poverty is usually analyzed from the 
point of view of the absolute approach, although the living wage in countries with 
a predominant industrial type of poverty is based on the need to ensure intergen-
erational reproduction of sufficiently skilled workforce rather than on require-
ments of elementary physical survival. Speaking of income stratification models 
in societies with the predominantly industrial type of poverty, these are usually 
characterized by the presence of relatively numerous middle strata, a very pro-
nounced vertical extent of income stratification, and a comparatively low level 
of the median income.

The economic basis of postindustrial poverty is formed by structural chang-
es in the economy as it transits to the fifth and sixth technological modes and the 
growth of rivalry for jobs on the international labor market. The fundamental dif-
ference between the postindustrial type of poverty and the industrial variety is that 
this poverty, although also shaped with labor market involvement, is exposed to 
global rather than local influences. With low-income jobs outsourced to develop-
ing countries passing through a period of industrialization, poverty, particularly 
dire poverty, is increasingly perceived in developed countries as a serious devia-
tion from the norm. The majority of the population there is concentrated in nu-
merous middle strata. Although the recent decades have seen a tendency towards 
an erosion of these strata, this generates not only greater vulnerability to poverty 
risks but also an increase in the number of high-income strata.

Therefore, income stratification in a society and the number of mid-income or 
poor strata are directly dependent on the degree of its development and stage of soci-
oeconomic modernization. This writer understands modernization in its neo-mod-
ernization interpretation as a diverse process based on specifics of national cul-
tures and historical experiences whereby traditional (nonindustrial) societies can 
reach a modern state by means of economic,3 social,4 cultural,5 demographic,6 so-
ciocultural,7 and political8 modernization.

If we look at contemporary Russia from this point of view, we will see that it 
differs considerably from the overwhelming majority of developing countries not 
only by its poverty situation but also other key parameters. As we know, Russia 
launched its industrialization drive in the late 19th century and has been a ma-
jor industrial power for almost 80 years. Many of its industries are quite compet-
itive internationally. Moreover, in the last third of the 20th century, Russia start-
ed transiting to a late industrial stage and now 63.1% of its economically active 
population is employed in the services sector [12]. The primary sector (agriculture, 
forestry, fish husbandry and fishing) employs only 9.4% of the working population 
[12]. The process of urbanization in Russia was also completed rather long ago, 
with the current settlement pattern, where three-fourths of the population lives 
in cities, taking shape back in the mid-1970s. But a considerable part of villagers 
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are also employed in cities, while the role of subsidiary farming in their lives is 
dramatically declining.9 Not only the first but also the second demographic tran-
sition with their characteristic drop in mortality and birth rates came to an end 
more than 50 years ago. Finally, Russia has a network of socioeconomic institu-
tions typical of developed European countries—universal pension and medical 
insurance, mandatory secondary school education, a sufficiently strict labor leg-
islation, etc.—although they are not always as efficient as we would like them to be.

This testifies to the fact that Russia, like an overwhelming majority of other 
European countries, has long completed the process of main modernization-re-
lated transformations. Since the type, extent and distribution pattern of pover-
ty in a country depend on where it stands in this context, the problem of poverty, 
like the problem of physical survival, has been mostly solved in Russia. In fact, 
it is hard to speak about physical survival, when even members of the lower in-
come decile (the least earning 10% population group) consume almost 70 kg of 
meat, fish and meat and fish products per capita per year, and have a rather full 
range of properties per household: 33% own cars, 80% PCs, 98% washing ma-
chines, etc. [12]. Accordingly, to identify the poor and build an income stratifi-
cation model, it is more expedient to employ the relative approach using the me-
dian income as the basis for the model.

Does this mean that even in the latter case the Russian income stratification 
model will look the same as one typical of Europe? What is in general Russia’s sit-
uation in this area by comparison with other countries? Is Russia closer in this re-
gard to the developed countries or to the former Third World nations, where mod-
ernization began much later? Answers to these questions are both of theoretical 
and practical importance, particularly in the light of the continuous attempts by 
the neoliberal wing of the Russian elites and expert community to apply in Rus-
sia the experience and standards of pay, compulsory insurance, and social sup-
port measures characteristic of the former Third World countries.

We used the data from the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) in-
volving 50 countries to make a comparative analysis of the income stratification 
models in Russia, Central and East European countries, and developing coun-
tries with different political orientations and economic development levels. This 
affords huge opportunities for analyzing income stratification models in coun-
tries with qualitatively different types of the socium. Russia has participated in 
the ISSP since 1991.10

For a better comparison, we have selected the following countries:11

Germany, an advanced industrial European nation with high-technology 
industries, high per capita GDP indices, high level of incomes, and predomina-
tion of Protestantism;

Hungary, a post-socialist Catholic European country very close to Russia as to 
a number of socioeconomic indices, including per capita GDP and income levels;

Bulgaria, the poorest EU country, which is far behind Russia in terms of per 
capita GDP and income levels but close to it in that it is a former socialist coun-
try and has a predominantly Orthodox Christian population;
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Venezuela, a developing Catholic Latin American country headed for many 
years, at the time of the survey, by a left-leaning political leader; like in Russia, 
oil revenues are a very important budget item;

Mexico, a relatively poor developing Latin American country led for 10 years, 
at the time of the survey, by a neoliberal government; its predominant religion is 
Roman Catholicism;

China, a poor, if rapidly developing, Asian nation, where, unlike the above 
countries, the urbanization and industrialization processes are just gaining speed; 
its predominant creeds are Confucianism, Taoism and Buddhism and it is still 
oriented to the socialist development model.

Our analysis has made it possible to check the comparative importance of dif-
ferent factors in income stratification models, including general level of econom-
ic development (as represented by per capita GDP); industrialization stage (its in-
dicator is the share of employees in the secondary and tertiary sectors); extent of 
urbanization (indices: share of urbanites in the total population and share of those 
employed in agriculture); income levels (indicator: median income level); historical 
past both over centuries (belonging to different civilizational areas and predomi-
nance of different religions) and relatively recent past counted since the mid-20th 
century (socialist or neo-socialist); political course pursued by the leadership, etc.

As shown by the analysis, two of the seven countries (Russia and Hungary) had, 
in 2012, not only a practically identical per capita GDP but also similar household 
median income indices, shares of urban population, and so on, although they differ 
in their religious orientation (see Table 1). As for other countries, their econom-
ic development and income levels, inequality indices, etc., differed greatly from 
those in Russia. At the same time, they included countries approximating Rus-
sia closely by certain indicators, which made their analysis particularly interest-
ing. For example, per capita GDP with account taken of purchasing power pari-
ty (PPP) was practically identical in the two very different countries like Mexico 
and Bulgaria. Orthodoxy predominates in Russia and Bulgaria. Household me-
dian income was practically the same in Bulgaria and Venezuela, etc.

As we can see from Table 1, the post-socialist countries of Eastern Europe are 
the closest to Russia by the majority of main income stratification indices. But 
the extent of income inequality as measured by the Gini coefficient makes Rus-
sia more similar to China than the European countries. Although generally the 
parameters of the income distribution model in Russia and the Russians’ percep-
tion of the poverty phenomenon bespeak gravitation towards the European devel-
opment vector, the extent of inequalities, particularly those related to incomes of 
underpaid middle strata, is a sign of problems in this area and calls for an addi-
tional comparative analysis of Russian income stratification.

Visualized models provide the most interesting material. As we use data clus-
ters obtained by different research centers (see Fig. 1), the outlines of this income 
stratification model in Russia practically overlap. At the same time, it should be 
kept in mind that the mass surveys fail to cover the upper 3-5% of the population 
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and their inclusion in the model would add to it an infinitely long and very nar-
row spire.

As we can see, all the three models on Fig. 1 display a number of peculiari-
ties: an almost complete absence of dire poverty implying incomes of less than 
25% of the median income; the narrowing bottom part of the model testifying 
to the fact that low incomes in Russian society are increasingly a deviation from 
the norm as they dwindle; the presence of big “wings” (median group), in which 
nearly 40% of the population is concentrated.

These models look totally different in countries, such as China,14 that are at 
the outset of or midway in their movement towards socioeconomic modernization. 

T a b l e  1
Characteristics of Income Distribution in Different Countries (2012)12

Indices Mexico China Bulgaria Venezuela Russia Hungary Germany

Household median 
income, per month, $, 
PPP13

152.67 314.76 362.32 388.16 541.71 550.66 1,265.82

Average per capita 
incomes per house-
hold per month, $, 
PPP

285.35 548.58 428.38 535.86 623.44 574.75 1,531.85

Relation of average 
income to median 
income

0.59 0.57 0.85 0.72 0.87 0.96 0.83

Relation of coun-
try median to aver-
age Russian income 
median

0.28 0.58 0.67 0.72 1 1.02 2.33

Correlation of in-
come or consump-
tion shares of up-
per and lower 10% 
groups*

20.5 17.6 13.7 68.2 14.0 8.0 7.0

Gini coefficient of 
inequality**

48.1 42.1 36.0 46.9 41.6 30.6 30.1

Reference: GDP per 
capita per PPP***

16,000 11,200 16,100 18,000 25,300 22,700 43,600

    *  Calculated according to [16]. Data for China are dated by 2010, Venezuela 2006, Germa-
ny 2011.

  **  Data derived from [17]. Data for China are dated by 2010, Venezuela 2006, Germany 
2011.

 *** Data derived from [18].
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One peculiarity of income stratification in countries of this type is a very big gap 
between the average and median incomes even among the surveyed rank-and-file 
population (see Table 1), a comparatively small size of the middle strata, a high 
proportion of dire poverty, and a considerable strength of the high-income stra-
ta (see Table 2). These peculiarities are not accidental and result from an under-
sized median income induced by mass-scale nonindustrial poverty, on the one 
hand, and by simultaneous coexistence of economic paradigms belonging to dif-
ferent historical epochs with a fundamentally different cost of labor, on the oth-
er. As is clear, incomes will vary hugely in semi-subsistence, or even subsistence, 
agriculture in certain countries of Africa and Asia and in their clusters of mod-
ern production, where wages are influenced by the situation on the internation-
al labor market.

It is for this reason that the more modernized and urbanized developing coun-
tries with a greater number of up-to-date jobs look somewhat different in terms 
of income stratification than the countries in the first group, including China. 
These are countries in Latin America, where, like in Mexico, the urban popula-
tion has, for decades, constituted a majority (and even an overwhelming majority, 
like in Venezuela). However, they are characterized by a high level of preindus-
trial poverty in downgraded urban lower classes, although poverty in developing 
Latin American countries concentrates in cities rather than villages. The com-
mon feature of developing countries with an incomplete social, economic and 

ISSP 2012
RAS IS 2012
RLMS 2012

Fig. 1. Models of income stratification of Russian society in 2012, based 
on three different surveys.15
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demographic modernization is a large share of low-income strata in the struc-
ture of society. For example, it was 35.5% in Venezuela in 2012, 37.2% in Mexi-
co, and 36.8% in China.

The income distribution model should not be confused with assessments 
of the general standard of living in this or that country. Moreover, it is influ-
enced by different factors. For example, the median income in neoliberal Mex-
ico was twice as low in 2012 as in socialist China ($152.57 with PPP as against 
$314.76), although Mexico’s per capita GDP was at that moment remarkably high-
er than in China (see Table 1). At the same time, urbanized Mexico with its lower 

T a b l e  2
Main Income Groups and Strata in Different Countries in 2012 (ISSP, 2012, %)16

Groups and strata Mexico China Bulgaria Venezuela Russia Hungary Germany

High-income strata, 
including:

24.9 20.6 9.8 18.6 8.5 4.2 10.4

Wealthy (> 4 in-
come distribution 
medians)

7.7 4.7 0.5 4.2 0.8 0.2 0.5

Well-to-do stra-
ta (from 2 to 4 
medians)

17.2 15.9 9.3 14.4 7.7 4 9.9

Middle strata, 
including:

37.9 42.6 60.9 45.9 59.3 61.9 58.6

Mid-income stra-
ta (from 1.25 to 
2 medians)

14 20.4 23.2 20.2 20.3 26.8 22.5

Median group (from 
0.75 to 1.25 medians)

23.9 22.2 37.7 25.7 39 35.1 36.1

Low-income strata, 
including:

37.2 36.8 29.3 35.5 32.2 33.9 31.0

Vulnerable to pover-
ty (from 0.5 to 0.75 
median)

15.6 12.7 15.5 18.8 18.4 16.1 20.2

“Below the poverty 
line,” including:

21.6 24.1 13.8 16.7 13.8 17.8 10.8

Poor ( from 0.25 to 
0.5 median)

15.1 12.7 9.5 14.4 11.5 14.7 9.2

Dire poverty (≤0.25 
median)

6.5 11.4 4.3 2.3 2.3 3.1 1.6
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proportion of preindustrial rural poverty had twice as little a share of the ex-
tremely poor as China (see Table 2), where almost a half of the population still 
live in villages.

If we compare the visualized income stratification models in Russia and in 
countries with incomplete modernization, it is obvious that this country differs 
from them fundamentally primarily in that the Russian society is certainly a “mid-
dle class society.”

Russia’s distinctions from these countries will be even more pronounced, if 
we take into account their differing median income levels: the income stratifica-
tion models in countries with incomplete modernization will dramatically slide 
down in relation to Russia (see Fig. 3). In Venezuela, for example, the median in-
come level is approximately 72% of Russia’s median, which means that it is at the 
level of the previous income group, while in China it stands at 58%.

Mexico, a country with the poorest population of all covered by this com-
parative analysis and with a relatively high per capita GDP, has an income medi-
an equal to 28% of its Russian opposite number, which in Russia is a borderline 
between poverty and dire poverty. Within the Mexican stratification model, in-
comes in the upper income group covered by mass polls are, with PPP counted 
in, lower than 1.25 of the median, a line separating the median and the mid-in-
come groups in Russia. This means that the living standard of the Mexican upper 
income strata is the same as that of the mid-income strata in Russia.

The example of Venezuela and Mexico as relatively equal in terms of per 
capita GDP, modernization stage, civilizational and cultural affinity, predomi-
nant religion, etc., can also illustrate the role of the national leadership’s policy 
to form an income stratification model. While in Venezuela under Hugo Chávez 

Fig. 2. Income stratification models in Russia, China and Venezuela (ISSP, 2012, %).17

Venezuela
Russia
China
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the PPP-adjusted median incomes were, in 2012, $388.16 per month, the share 
of the middle strata in the population exceeded 45%, and the proportion of ex-
tremely poor was very small (2.3%), in neoliberal Mexico, the median incomes 
were in the same year $152.67 per month and the share of extremely poor amount-
ed to 6.5%, this against the background of the most innumerous middle strata of 
all countries selected for the analysis (see Table 2).

The above is not only an indication of the fundamental differences between 
the income stratification model in Russia and its counterparts in the developing 
non-European countries but also enables an assumption that the decisive role in 
efforts to form the national models is played not so much by a country’s economic de-
velopment level as by its past historical experience, civilizational features, modern-
ization stage (urbanization and industrialization levels, etc.), as well as the political 
course pursued by its leaders.

The importance of these factors is evident from an analysis of income strat-
ification models in East European post-socialist countries, which also testifies 
to the importance of economic factors but gives precedence to civilizational and 
cultural specifics, modernization stage, and political vectors.19 Income distribu-
tion in the European post-socialist countries differs markedly from that in Latin 
American countries and China by its much smaller share of people living below 
the poverty line and by a noticeably higher share of the middle strata regardless 
of their economic development level. These characteristic features can be traced 
even in the poorest EU country, Bulgaria, where the 2012 median incomes and 
per capita GDP were much lower than in Venezuela (see Table 1).

Fig. 3. Income stratification models in Russia, China and Venezuela, adjusted based  
on difference in income median (ISSP, 2012, %).18

Venezuela
Russia
China



28 SOCIAL SCIENCES

At the same time, the income stratification models have an almost identi-
cal look in Russia, Hungary and Bulgaria (see Fig. 4), although considering the 
difference in median incomes will lead, like in the case of Venezuela and China, 
to a “slide-down” of the Bulgarian model, as a result of which its median group 
will correspond to the “vulnerable” group in Russia in terms of its real standard 
of living. Hungary’s mass stratification model, given the fact that the median in-
comes there are practically identical to those in Russia, will almost tally with the 
Russian stratification model in this case as well.

The income stratification model in Germany, an advanced European country 
that has long transited to the late industrial stage and is entering the post-indus-
trial stage, is practically the same in its outline as in Russia and for that matter in 
East European countries, although Germany’s general income level differs con-
siderably from what is the case in Russia (and elsewhere in Eastern Europe). Thus, 
the decisive role in forming the income stratification model in these countries is played 
by their affinity with the European culture as well as their economic, demographic and 
social modernization status rather than the comparatively recent socialist experience.

Of course, the case in point is the models’ general outline and proportions 
of different strata defined by country civilizational and cultural features, which 
shape public perceptions regarding the legitimacy of a certain level and localiza-
tion of income inequalities, the acceptable extent and scale of poverty, etc. But 
where the standard of living of different strata in Russia, Germany and the East 
European countries is concerned, the Russian standard of living as measured by 
2 to 4 medians approximately equals the median standard of living in Germany, 
which, naturally, leads to a Russian income stratification “slide-down” relative 
to Germany when the country medians are compared (see Fig. 6). Nevertheless, 

Fig. 4. Income stratification models in Russia, Hungary and Bulgaria (ISSP, 2012, %).
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as is evident from Fig. 6, the zone where both income stratification models inter-
sect, given the differences in country median income, is not so small, while com-
pared with the mass income levels in Bulgaria, to mention just this country, Rus-
sians look more than wealthy (see Fig. 6).

As we can see, differences in the European countries’ income stratification mod-
els are also defined by things other than their economic development levels, although 
economic development level does have a direct influence on the mass income levels. 
At the same time, we should not forget about other factors influencing these levels, 

Fig. 5. Income stratification models in Russia and Germany (ISSP, 2012, %).

Fig. 6. Income stratification models in Russia and Germany, adjusted based on the  
difference in median incomes (ISSP, 2012, %).20
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specifically the distribution of produced national wealth as a political priority, the po-
litical course implemented in this or that country, the specifics of redistributive rela-
tions in society, etc. For example, the comparatively low level of incomes in Russia 
relative to the German indices is due not only to Russia’s lower per capita GDP 
but also to the fact that a relatively smaller part of the Russian GDP is reaching 
the masses as incomes. According to calculations based on ISSP-2012, the 2012 
annual median income level in Russia was 25.7% of the GDP per capita per PPP, 
which compares with 34.8% in Germany.21

An important factor contributing to low Russian income levels, as distinct 
from advanced European countries, is the general extent of the social gap formed 
by the super-incomes of the richest citizens (the upper 3-5% not covered by the 
polls), which is vast in Russia.22 This is demonstrated by the Gini coefficient, 
which the World Bank put at 41.6 in Russia in 2012, and only 30 or so in Germa-
ny. It was somewhat higher in Hungary (30.6) and Bulgaria (36.0), while reach-
ing 46.9 in Venezuela and even 48.1 in Mexico [17]. After a period of fast growth 
in the 1990s, the Gini coefficient and the R/P 10% ratio illustrating the income 
gap between the upper and lower 10% of the population have been at the same 
level in Russia since the mid-2000s. Given the widespread discontent in Russia 
over the existing depth of income inequality, its current indices are accepted as 
maximum permissible for this country short of another rise in social tensions. 
Thus, Russia is not so much with Latin American countries as in between Latin 
America and Europe, although Russians are deeply displeased with the fact that 
the upper 3-5% of the population, and particularly the richest citizens, are not 
poorer than the same groups in the most advanced countries, while the rest have 
a much lower level of incomes [4].

*     *     *

To sum up: the income stratification model based on correlating average per 
capita incomes in a specific household with the mass median incomes as a whole 
is quite reflective of specific features related to different socium models. Com-
paring the resultant income stratification models shows that the countries far ad-
vanced in terms of modernization (such as post-socialist Russia and Hungary), let 
alone nations, which have completed modernization (Germany), are character-
ized by an income stratification model that is distinct from countries, which are 
just starting the process or have covered half of the way (such as China or Vene-
zuela). Moreover, this regularity works irrespective of their general economic de-
velopment level, per capita GDP, and income levels, even though a country’s sys-
tem of institutions that took shape under the influence of its historical experience 
and civilizational affinity, as well as its political system and government policies 
can and do impact on the making of its income stratification model.

By its type of stratification model, Russia is part of the European civiliza-
tional and cultural area, despite the existing depth of income inequalities, some-
thing reflected in public consciousness, specifically in Russians’ views on just and 
unjust income inequalities, acceptable limits and scale of poverty, etc. But the 
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neoliberal ethos of the elites has resulted, in recent decades, in a parallel existence 
of an essentially European income stratification model and very deep income ine-
qualities between the upper crust and the rest of society, which is characteristic of 
countries not belonging to the European area. This aspect of the existing Russian 
stratification system is at odds with the objective national development vector and 
is evoking stable discontent with the existing situation among the rank and file.
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Notes

1 The results of the project “Analysis of social and economic inequality and redistribution 
policy, evaluation of the standard and quality of life of different social groups, and re-
search of the factors of a healthy and active ageing,” carried out within the framework 
of the Basic Research Program at the National Research University—Higher School of 
Economics (HSE) in 2017, are presented in this work.

2 In keeping with the World Bank methodology [10, p. 33] the poverty vulnerability line 
is at the level of $10 PPP, which was $1 = R23.97 in 2015 [15]. This means that the 2015 
poverty vulnerability line was approximately at the level of 7,191 rubles per capita per 
month, with the national living wage amounting to 9,701 rubles [11]. Where poverty 
proper is concerned, the World Bank put its contemporary boundary at 3,596 rubles per 
month ($5 per day)—the maximum poverty line used in the methodology applicably to 
different types of developing countries—which was 2.7 times lower than the official liv-
ing wage at that time.

3 By economic modernization, I mean industrialization, commercialization of agricul-
ture, introduction of new methods based on systemic application of scientific knowledge, 
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development of the secondary and tertiary economic sectors through a relative reduction 
of the primary sector industries, etc.

4 By social modernization, I mean urbanization, growing societal differentiation and mul-
tiplication of social roles, emergence of a class model of social structure, reversal of so-
cial control mechanisms (decline of the traditional authority and tradition and a transi-
tion to regulation by “written law”), etc.

5 By cultural modernization, I mean secularization of public consciousness, a surge in ed-
ucation levels, the emergence of a new cultural paradigm focused on progress, tolerance 
for the “different” and the “other” amid the increasing plurality of forms of social life, etc.

6 By demographic modernization, I mean a dramatic reduction in mortality and birth rates.
7 By sociocultural modernization, I mean the formation of new normative and value sys-

tems and meanings, behavior patterns, as well as the rational type of thinking and in-
ternal locus control, which in combination creates the basis for the emergence and suc-
cessful functioning of new social institutions.

8 By political modernization, I mean the emergence of institutions securing public consen-
sus and legitimization of the authority amid a pluralism of public interests, to wit, polit-
ical parties, parliament, electoral law, secret ballot, etc.

9 In the country, judging by the RAS Institute of Sociology data, only 40% of residents 
own land; even during the latest economic crisis, when the role of subsidiary farming 
had grown, more than 60% of villagers listed income sources other than production and/
or sale of agricultural produce [7]. This is a sign that the transition to an urbanized em-
ployment model in the country is drawing to a close.

10 For more detail, see official websites [21; 22].
11 Only industrialized countries with predominantly urban populations were compared. 

Asian and African countries, such as Congo, Angola, India, Afghanistan, etc., that are 
very remote from Russia in terms of their development level and possess a fundamental-
ly different income stratification model were dropped from the analysis.

12 To calculate household income indices, the table used the PPP conversion factor, private 
consumption (LCU per international $) [15]. GDP per capita, PPP (current international $) 
[16] was used to characterize per-capita GDP PPP and demonstrate a country’s gener-
al development level. The background in each line identifies indices that are maximal-
ly close to the Russian figures.

13 Here and hereinafter all indices related to average, median, etc. income indices in a spe-
cific country have been calculated based on ISSP-2012 data, unless otherwise specified.

14 The RAS IS data means the Institute of Sociology’s survey titled What Russians Are Dream-
ing Of? held in March 2012 on the basis of a national sample involving 1,600 people from 
Russia’s economic regions; within the regions, the sample was differentiated by sex, age, 
and type of settlement (for more detail, see [3]. The RLMS-HSE data means 21 waves 
of the Russian monitoring the health and economic welfare of households and individ-
uals conducted by the National Research University—Higher School of Economics in 
the fall of 2012 (for more detail, see [20]). The boundaries of income groups, as used here 
and hereafter to make the model, are thresholds established as optimal in the course of 
an analysis carried out by a research team that included Vasily Anikin, Anastasiya Kar-
avay, Yuliya Lezhnina, Svetlana Mareyeva, Yekaterina Slobodenyuk and Natalya Tik-
honova (head). For boundary substantiation, see [2].

15 The share of urbanites in China exceeded 50% only a few years ago (51.27% in 2011) [19]; 
the reduction of birth rates was decreed from on-high and occurred much later than in 
Russia, while a large-scale industrialization began 60 years later than in Russia.

16 The background indicates the most characteristic features of certain income groups and 
strata in different types of countries.

17 Here and hereinafter, the income stratification models are based on converting incomes 
in each country in US dollars with account taken of the PPP [15].
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18 The income stratification models have been developed with regard for income recalcula-
tion based on dollar-denominated Russian median incomes with account taken of the PPP.

19 Faith impacts on the income stratification model, unlike the other listed factors, are rath-
er debatable and cannot be directly traced in the analysis.

20 Fig. 6 is drawn by analogy with Fig. 3. Its recalculation of income group boundaries in 
Germany and Bulgaria is also based on Russia’s dollar-denominated median incomes PPP.

21 The calculations used the per capita GDP indicator, see [18].
22 With regard to the irregularity in the distribution of incomes in the mass strata, various 

sociological surveys show that Russian society is characterized by a very smooth 1.1 in-
crement of incomes from one 5% group to another with the exception of three income 
distribution zones that defy this regularity. First, this is the lower 5%, whose maximum 
incomes are 1.3 times less than those in the next group. Second, this is the median dis-
tribution zone, where three income groups at once have practically identical incomes. 
And, third, these are the three upper groups (15%), where the maximal income coeffi-
cient grows in relation to the previous 5% group first to 1.2, then to 1.4, and finally to al-
most 2, that is, it begins to grow hyperbolically, with the curve becoming almost verti-
cal as it reaches the strata not covered by mass polls.

Translated by Aram Yavrumyan
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Abstract. This article argues that in the modern world the civil nation is 
a key prerequisite for the emergence of democratic regimes and for their ef-
fective functioning. To prove this, we look at two types of deviation of the 
organization of society from the civil nation principles, in Russia and in the 
Western countries, and the resulting dysfunctions. We begin with a brief anal-
ysis of the hybrid type of nation state in Russia, which retains some features 
of the “imperial syndrome” and simulates national unity. We then proceed 
from the analysis of the experience of the European Union countries and 
the USA to show that the current crisis of Western liberal democracy is due 
in large part to the weakening of national unity and the emergence within 
the elite of the notion of a “post-nation” era. Finally, we draw some conclu-
sions on the common regularities of the interdependence between national 
identity, democracy and civil participation.

Emil PAIN, 
Sergey FEDYUNIN

Departures from the Civil Nation in Russia  
and in the West: Similarities and Differences1
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What is the sociopolitical essence of a nation? Could it be that the epoch of na-
tion states is over and we have entered the “post-nation world”? The questions are 
not new, they were raised back in the late 19th century by Ernest Renan in his 
famous 1882 lecture What Is a Nation? (Qu’est-ce qu’une nation?). They take on 
added resonance today.

Today, while Russia and the West seem to be developing in opposite directions 
and heading for a confrontation (many experts speak of a new Cold War) they are 
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going through similar processes in the intellectual sphere. In the early 21st cen-
tury, a critical attitude to the idea of nation prevails in both Western and Russian 
enlightened circles. Both in Russia and in Europe many intellectuals consider na-
tions to be obsolete institutions while the word “nationalism” is more often than 
not used as a profanity. However, the causes of mistrust and actual renunciation 
of the nation as a form of self-organization differ in the two cases.

Russia has not attained the shape of a political nation and is increasingly 
looking back to “historical childhood.” The Russian elite seems to be immersing 
itself either in the era of classical empires and “gunboat politics” or in the Sta-
lin era with its aggressive crackdown on dissent when the population withdraws 
from civil activity and eschews interaction with the state. At the same time Eu-
rope is increasingly seduced by “dreams of a post-modernist future” without na-
tions, borders and social control. Since the 1970s the idea of the nation has come 
in Europe under fierce and sometimes radical intellectual, sociopolitical and mor-
al criticism which was abrupt and sometimes radical until the last time. Howev-
er, at the start of the new millennium the European countries are confronted 
with a widening gulf between the cosmopolitan elites and the population, which 
feels that its identity and habitual way of life are threatened. In response the na-
tional-populist reaction has reared its head getting unprecedented social support.

To be sure, the “pre-nation” Russia is very different from the purportedly 
“post-nation” West European countries, which also differ among themselves. That 
is why the processes observed in the two different contexts differ in scale, the de-
gree of danger and amenability to correction. All this gives cause to think about 
the link between democracy and national organization of society in the modern 
world. We believe that the civil nation is one of the key prerequisites for the emer-
gence of liberal-democratic regimes and for their effective functioning in the present 
era. We shall try to prove the validity of this proposition by analyzing two types 
of deviation from this norm (in Russia and in the Western countries) and reveal-
ing the resulting dysfunctions.

Russia: The Imperial Syndrome as an Alternative to the Civil Nation

There is no public consensus in Russia on the meaning of the word “nation.” 
At the everyday level and even in political discourse the nation has traditionally 
been identified with ethnicity and even race. This definition is accepted by ide-
ologists of every stripe, and not only by avowed nationalists. On the other hand, 
the government tries to flirt with these sentiments and promote the official con-
cept of “patriotism” [18]. The scholarly community too is uncertain about the 
concept of “nation.”

Russian experts tend to take one of two extreme positions on the question as 
to whether or not there is a civil nation in Russia. One maintains that a civil na-
tion already exists in Russia. This is the official establishment view and its main 
champion, Academician Valery Tishkov, maintains that this nation existed in 
the Russian Empire and in the Soviet Union, albeit under other names [27]. The 
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opposite view is that Russia has no nation and it has a different type of state, that 
it has always been and remains an empire.

“No longer an empire.” Russia is called an empire by such ideologists as Al-
eksandr Dugin and Aleksandr Prokhanov, who invest this definition with a pos-
itive meaning. The features they ascribe to the empire (state grandeur, religious 
mission, traditionalism, opposition to the West and liberal values, protection of 
minorities in empires, etc.) make them feel proud of their country [34; 53]. Ob-
viously, in the eyes of their authors and adepts such concepts of imperial essen-
tialism need no proof.

Meanwhile, since the adoption of the 1993 Constitution Russia has arguably 
had early legal signs of a nation state. Russia’s constitutional model recognizes the 
principle of the sovereignty of the people (“The bearer of sovereignty and the sole 
source of power in the Russian Federation shall be its multinational people,” Art. 3, 
Clause 1 of the Constitution), the rule-of-law state (universal legal equality of 
Russian citizens throughout the whole territory, Art. 5, Clause 2). The Constitu-
tion, unlike all the previous ones, does not merely proclaim the equal rights of all 
the citizens of Russia, but spells out the procedure of election of the federal and 
regional governments on the basis of a referendum or free elections. The consti-
tutional status of Russia as a federated nation state invalidates claims that Rus-
sia cannot be a nation in principle. At the same time, the real political process in 
Russia sees not only the formation of prerequisites for the emergence of a nation 
society, but also opposite trends.

“Not yet a nation.” Signs of the “imperial syndrome” in Russia persist and are 
even growing stronger (see [23]). Russia is a composite state which has inherited 
its “imperial body” from the imperial system of earlier centuries, that is, numer-
ous areas inhabited by previously colonized ethnic communities which have their 
own traditional cultures. As long as horizontal civil links are weak, the “imperial 
situation” [10] is reproduced: i.e., parallel and separate functioning of such com-
munities, which are linked only by being subordinate to the single center. Treaty 
relations, mutual commitments between the center and the regions characteristic 
of federated nation states were being formed in Russia in the 1990s, but began to 
grow weaker in the 2000s giving way to the resurgent, or rather, deliberately re-
stored imperial hierarchy. In its framework the central authorities can arbitrarily 
and unilaterally change the “rules of the game”: introduce unconstitutional gov-
ernance institutions (Federal Districts); allow or ban elections of the heads of re-
gions and mayors; abrogate at will treaties on delimitation of powers between the 
central authorities and those of the constituent entities of the federation.

Some claim that civil consciousness in Russia is growing [1], because in opin-
ion polls the majority of Russians, when asked about their identity, say “We are 
citizens of Russia” first and then identify themselves with their region and eth-
nicity. In reality, this is, first, an incorrect interpretation of the results of socio-
logical surveys. Leokadiya Drobizheva, a major expert in this field, says such re-
sults hold only for predominantly Russian-populated areas (these include some 
republics, for example, Bashkiria and Yakutia). The situation is already different 
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in Tatarstan where the “titular nationality,” the Tatars, prevail. There identifica-
tion with the republic is more frequent than with the country as a whole: 71% of 
respondents versus 63% respectively [8, p. 81]. In all the republics surveyed the 
representatives of the peoples that gave their name to the republic identify them-
selves first ethnically and then, in “civil state” terms. Secondly, it is incorrect to 
interpret identification with the state as a synonym of civil identification. In our 
opinion, all these polls show is that state-centered consciousness prevails over 
ethnic and regional consciousness, especially in Russian-populated regions. Dro-
bizheva notes that for the Russians “the state is the most significant consolidat-
ing factor: it wins twice as many votes (60-75%) as any other significant entity 
that unites the Russians” [8, p. 81].

Levada Center studies (2006-2015) show that the key feature of a civil na-
tion—civil self-identification, the implementation of the principle of the people’s 
sovereignty—is not growing stronger in Russia, and the willingness of formal citi-
zens of Russia to participate in political life and influence it has diminished since 
the 1990s. More than two-thirds of respondents (between 67 and 87% in various 
years) consistently say that they “have no influence on the political and econom-
ic life in the country or region.” The share of those who take an interest in public 
affairs has dropped by almost three times, from 37% in 1999 to 13% in 2015. More 
than half of respondents avoid any contact with the authorities [22, pp. 54-68].  
Many people rely for survival on the “garage economy” (the shadow economy), 
their “vegetable gardens” and for the most part do not resist corruption.

It has to be stressed that this regress has nothing to do with any traits of the 
Russians who form an ethnic majority in the country. Ethnic Russians, includ-
ing those born in the USSR, can be very active in the civil field and are quite ca-
pable of assimilating the liberal-democratic norms in the countries where such 
norms are not suppressed by the authorities. In Russia the state increasingly takes 
control of society, therefore civil participation is waning. Instead of encouraging 
civil activities and other prerequisites that enable the nation to thrive, the Rus-
sian authorities are building a token façade of “unity,” “spiritual bonds” and “in-
terethnic harmony” designed to conceal the travesty of the civil nation project. 
The political instruments used by the authorities put the historical consciousness 
of Russians into a state of lethargy. Not only is there no consensus on key periods 
and events in the country’s past, but there is ambiguity in their moral assessment 
[12]. Therefore mass consciousness easily lends itself to manipulation, including 
over the official policy of constructing a “convenient” past that blends Soviet and 
monarchic symbols, for example, by building ever new monuments both to Sta-
lin and to the Tsars—Nicholas II, Alexander III and even that most odious fig-
ure of Russian history, Ivan the Terrible.

The link is being revived between imperial and religious hierarchies, most 
notably of the Russian Orthodox Church. Being aware of the popularity of tra-
ditionalist ideas in Russia the state leaders demonstrate their links with narod-
nost (“spirit of the people”) in accordance with the principles proposed by Count 
Sergey Uvarov: “Orthodoxy, Autocracy, Narodnost (Nationality).” Vladimir Putin 
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and Dmitry Medvedev constantly demonstrate their Orthodox identity and show 
little inclination to protect the secular character of the state. Russia has passed a 
law on “protecting the feelings of believers,” but no one protects the feelings of 
atheists. And yet in a country where “statist” consciousness prevails, state sup-
port of clericalism leads to the growth of various forms of religious fundamental-
ism. The recently formed radical Orthodox Christian State party copies in many 
ways the Islamic State movement which is banned in Russia. Official discourse is 
reproducing the norms of imperial militaristic language. Just like the Russian di-
plomacy has reverted to its aggressive language full of Cold War propaganda cli-
chés, Russia has seen the resurgence of the “national policy discourse.” Only the 
slogans and labels have changed: “friendship of the peoples” has become “poly-
ethnic civilization” with a special “cultural code” [20].

However, the more the archaic imperial situation is reproduced, the more 
nagging becomes the question: does not this practice lead to long-term problems 
and growing dysfunctions of the socioeconomic and political system?

The Crisis of the Post-Imperial Situation in Russia

In our opinion, Russian society is living, though it is not yet conscious of it, 
through a crisis of its post-imperial situation. This crisis is unfolding slowly and fit-
fully, but steadily and is caused by the clash of the “imperial body” and “impe-
rial order” inherited from the past with new social, economic and political con-
ditions. Federated relations would seem to be the last area in which this crisis 
could be expected to manifest itself. Today the Kremlin rules the regions in pret-
ty much the same way as the Russian Tsars ruled the provinces. The running of 
the federation is becoming more and more archaic, so that today appointing the 
head of a Russian republic is reminiscent of the principle of the transfer of pow-
er over the “satrapies” to a local ruler and vassal of the Tsar. The position of the 
Bukhara Emirate in the Russian Empire shows some striking similarities to the 
situation in some republics within the Russian Federation. Since 1868 the rulers  
of Bukhara became Emir Muzaffar—who some time earlier had declared a gazavat 
(holy war) against Russia—and his heirs. Similarly in 2000 the leader of Chech-
nya (first as the head of the interim adminisration and then as president) became 
Akhmat Kadyrov who had earlier (in 1995) declared gazavat against Russia, and 
his heir Ramzan Kadyrov who took part in that holy war. The similarities are 
there, only today unequal statuses of terrritories contradict the constitutional 
norm of equality of the Federation’s constituent entities, a circumstance that 
may be taken advantage of by those who are disgruntled with the way consoli-
dated state budget money is distributed among the regions. The inequality is in-
creasingly resented by both the elite and the population of neighboring territo-
ries now that the information and political state is much more consolidated than 
in the times of the Romanov empire.

The demographic situation today is different from what it was in the Russian 
Empire and in the USSR. Then the Russian population in the colonized regions was 
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growing, while today it is shrinking in practically all the “ethnic” republics. This sit-
uation gives rise to many conflicts. In recent years conflicts increasingly arise over 
the issues of national languages in the republics of the Russian Federation. The local 
elite, with the law on its side, insists on the study of local languages at state schools, 
but the practice is resisted by the Russian population, especially where it still forms 
a (rapidly diminishing) relative majority.

The biggest obstacle to the reproduction of the traditional imperial situation is 
the dramatically increased social and territorial mobility of the population in the 
post-Soviet years. In the era of classical empires both the colonized peoples and the 
inhabitants of the mother country had for centuries preserved their way of life be-
cause the bulk of the population was born and died within the borders of their eth-
nic territories. The 1926 census revealed that even after the turmoil of the Civil War, 
only 25% of the USSR population lived outside the places where they had been born, 
whereas the latest Russian census of 2010 put that figure at more than half (53,8%) 
[29, p. 462]. Territorial mobility in the Russian Federation is different from that in the 
USSR. The scale and structure of migration flows has changed due to the growth of 

“forced migration” from the areas of post-Soviet conflicts, and due to free migration, 
where people themselves choose where to live. In the Soviet Union free migration 
was restricted by state regulation of the movement of people, the institution of prop-
iska (residence permit for a specific address), the housing shortage and absence of 
private housing. In any case, according to Zhanna Zayonchkovskaya, after the col-
lapse of the USSR free migration within Russia, as well as the outflow of people from 
Russia and even more so the inflow from the former post-Soviet republics, increased 
markedly and became more diversified compared, for example, with the 1980s. Rus-
sia experienced an “unprecedented growth of annual migration, two and a half times 
higher than in the 1980s” [55].

Migration from the former borderlands with a different cultures to the former im-
perial center fuels racism and xenophobia which are part of the compensatory, “de-
fensive” consciousness of the population of the former mother country resenting the 
break-up of the imperial space. In 2011-2013 Russian cities were swept by a series of 
clashes between local residents and migrants. Initially unrest was registered main-
ly in small towns and villages (Sagra, Demyanovo, Pugachev, etc.), but in 2013 they 
spilled over into big cities and agglomerations: Biryulevo in Moscow, Apraksin Dvor 
market in St. Petersburg. Still earlier, in December 2010, a huge crowd of angry foot-
ball fans and Russian nationalists gathered on Manezh Square in the Russian capital. 
The protest developed into clashes with the police and street fighting between the pro-
testers and “people from the Caucasus.” In 2013 xenophobia in Russia reached the 
highest point in the whole period of sociological surveys in the post-Soviet era [24]. 
The situation changed in 2014-2015 when xenophobia with regard to migrants from 
Central Asia and the Caucasus subsided as society’s attention turned to the events 
in the Crimea and Donbass. However, there is still a lingering xenophobic potential 
with regard to migrants from the North Caucasus and Central Asia. There seems to 
be more than an irony of fate behind the fact that colonial conquests of these territo-
ries in the past were the longest, bloodiest and costliest [16; 21].
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The post-imperial syndrome in Russia is far more acute than in many other for-
mer colonial powers. Granted, much less time has passed since the break-up of the 
USSR and the Chechen war than since the end of the French war in Algeria (1962) or 
the end of racial segregation in the USA (1965). However, a more important circum-
stance is that Russia has not made much progress towards political and legal mod-
ernization. While in developed countries with a colonial legacy it is counterbalanced 
by the strengthening of civil ties and protection of the rights of minorities, Russia has 
fallen back on a semblance of the Soviet “friendship of the peoples” and “patriotism” 
discourse. It is notable that mass unrest on ethnic grounds occurs in Russian cities 
as an expression of discontent on the part of the ethnic majority directed against a 
minority. Those who take part in ethnic riots in Russia, unlike the relatively similar 
urban clashes in France or the USA, do not directly demand that government bod-
ies (police, law courts) do their job properly in accordance with the law. On the con-
trary, the mob seeks to administer “justice” itself and punish the guilty party in this 
or that incident that triggered the unrest. Being alienated from the power institutions 
and from the state, the protesters follow the logic of alienation. People do not believe 
that it is at all possible to influence the situation at the local level or on the national 
scale. In such a situation a riot, a flare-up of mass discontent with elements of eth-
nic-racial violence [31] is a sign of the weakness of real social links, low level of trust 
and lack of political participatory culture.

The waning trust in public institutions and other members of the community in which 
conscious and active solidarity is supplanted by passive loyalty to the ruler and top 
officials is the main consequence of the lack of a civil nation in Russia. The preser-
vation of the current eclectic monster—no longer an empire, but not yet a nation—is a 
growing problem. There is more and more evidence that Russia can no longer live as 
it lived in the era of classical empires. It is not only that the external world does not 
allow it to do so; its inner disposition includes vast spaces occupied by new institu-
tions, above all economic and political ones, which are choking from popular mis-
trust suppressed by the authoritarian state.

Thus, today, as before, there are fundamental factors that prompt vertical impe-
rial and post-imperial regimes like the Russian one to transform themselves into na-
tion states. The process of nation-building is always long, stretching over decades if 
not centuries, because it involves trial and error in adapting to new conditions. The 
process is particularly arduous in Russia considering how long the imperial regime 
has existed there and the perfected technology of disguising old models to look like 
new ones. To make the process of national civil consolidation in Russia still more 
difficult, the Western countries, which seemed to have entered the “post-national” 
phase, are experiencing a crisis of civil values and democratic institutions.

National Split in Western Countries: Main Manifestations and Factors

The Western world is living through hard times. Its political and intellectu-
al circles watch in bewilderment the chain of dramatic changes, expecting the 
worst. The observers who attended the Munich Security Conference in Febru-
ary 2017 note “a surprising sense of the West’s lack of self-confidence, which is 
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in striking contrast with the confidence that reigned at such fora over the years” 
[46]. Prominent Western, including European, intellectuals write about a lack of 
benchmarks. While as late as “the early 1980s the Western world was convinced 
that it was creating a prosperous society,” today self-confidence gave way to “un-
certainty, fear and despair,” writes the French sociologist Edgar Morin [49]. There 
are numerous social, economic and political prerequisites for the crisis of confi-
dence that afflicts the Western countries. The crisis reflects the profound trans-
formations of recent years which in many ways changed the look of Western so-
cieties and created a number of problems for their development.

The transformation problems that need to be singled out are the fragmented 
and uneven development of different aspects of life in the West. Commercial and 
information globalization that has been gathering pace in these societies since 
the 1970s went hand-in-hand with the slowdown of economic growth, deindus-
trialization of entire regions, deregulation of labor relations and the spread of a 
truncated kind of legal and social guarantees of employment. Hardest hit were the 
working class and the bulk of the lower middle class whose well-being is thought 
to be the underpinning of the stability of democratic political systems.

Another important factor of imbalance in Western societies is the rapid growth 
of multiculturalism, especially ethnic and religious. These societies have become 
much more complex and diverse culturally. The flow of migrants to the wealthy 
global North countries from the far less prosperous South brought about chang-
es in the social and state institutions of the host countries, if only because many 
migrants are culturally very different from the majority of their populations. Al-
though these cultural differences could to some extent have enriched and stim-
ulated the development of the cultures of the host societies, more often than not 
they created the problem of the growing cultural distance. For a long time most 
Western societies were unaware of this problem which was not addressed in ac-
cordance with the policy of “multiculturalism.” The problem of integration of 
migrants was compounded by some novel historical circumstances, such as the 
increased influence on migrants of the traditional environment of their home 
countries. While as late as the mid-20th century a person’s migration to another 
country was usually a one-way trip, this is far from being the case in the modern 
world: links with the home country can be maintained at a distance (via telephone 
and the Internet) and thanks to high-speed transport. New technical opportu-
nities spawned quasi-traditional structures on a global scale, such as for example 
the world Islamic Ummah, which, being a virtual phenomenon, nevertheless ex-
erts real influence on the behavior of Muslims the world over.

Emancipation of minorities, transformation of family relations and general liber-
alization of mores also brought substantial changes to the Western societies. Based 
on the World Values Survey project, sociologists speak about substantial changes 
of civil values and behaviors: from the model of allegiant citizens to that of asser-
tive citizens who are more oriented toward self-expression, distance themselves 
from authority in family and politics, trust institutions less and prefer the strat-
egies of peaceful approval/protest to voting in elections [5]. All this, of course, 
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generates new development opportunities, but also new problems of integrating 
into the civil nation not only migrants, but various categories of citizens of the 
EU and the USA whose families have lived there for generations.

In the more complex, culturally heterogeneous and emancipated societies 
living through painful economic change, where the distance between the rep-
resentatives of different cultures, between the rulers and the ruled is becoming 
ever more tangible, the question suggests itself: what unites the immigrants and 
the local population, the “minorities” and the “majority,” the rich and the poor, 
the elite and the masses? What binds them together in one society over and above 
the visible differences? Do they form, like in the former times, a single nation 
of citizens for whom a feeling of social solidarity and dedication to the common 
good still matters? All these issues of national harmony and national identity have 
been growing inside Western societies before they came to a head in the form of 
Trumpism, Brexit and anti-European populism. The paradox of Western democ-
racies is that at a certain point in time the ruling elites began to shy away from 
grappling with these issues. Christopher Lasch, an outstanding American soci-
ologist, called this phenomenon the revolt of the elites [19].

The wealthiest and most influential groups have always differed from the un-
derprivileged classes not only in social status, but in their way of life. However, in 
the past, Lasch argued, the elites were an inseparable part of the urban commu-
nity and publicly expressed their loyalty to the national community. Their own 
comfortable position did not prevent them from being aware of the problems daily 
faced by their fellow-citizens. Today’s “privileged classes—by an expansive defi-
nition, the top 20 percent” [19, p. 45], on the contrary, live a life separate from 
the rest not only in the social and symbolic sense, but in the direct geographical 
sense. The rich suburbs and posh neighborhoods in megalopolises separate their 
world from the world of “bad news” and the problems that are alien to them, such 
as “the decline of manufacturing and the consequent loss of jobs; the shrinkage 
of the middle class; the growing number of the poor; the rising crime rate; the 
flourishing traffic in drugs; the decay of the cities” [19, p. 3]. The members of the 
top social strata extol the virtues of multiculturalism, but do not share its cost: 
the members of the elite do not compete with migrants in the labor market, do 
not meet migrants (except their servants) in their “golden ghettoes” [13].

While previously success of privileged groups hinged on reputation acquired 
by doing good deeds for the local community and all the fellow countrymen, now 
it depends more on individual mobility, connections and personal links which are 
becoming increasingly global. With no feedback from the “common people,” the 
political, media, economic and artistic (Hollywood, figuratively speaking) elites 
have lost much of their sense of oneness with the fellow citizens and of responsi-
bility to their country. There are many empirical data to prove it. According to 
the American Edelman Trust company, practically everywhere in the West, espe-
cially in the wake of the 2008 economic crisis, there is a widening “trust gap” be-
tween the “informed part of society” and “the mass of the population” in terms 



44 SOCIAL SCIENCES

of attitude to the key institutions, such as education, the media and especially the 
executive and legislative branches of government [35].

Describing the USA of the early 1990s Christopher Lasch noted that many 
members of the privileged classes “have ceased to think of themselves as Ameri-
cans in any important sense, implicated in America’s destiny for better or worse. 
Their ties to an international culture of work and leisure—of business, entertain-
ment, information, and ‘information retrieval’—make many of them deeply in-
different to the prospect of American national decline” [19, p. 46]. A little later 
Samuel Huntington in his last major monograph on the challenges to American 
identity arrived at similar conclusions [15].

Populism: the Reverse Side of Elitism

The last third of the 20th century saw the birth of a constantly mounting cri-
tique of the nation state and the idea of the nation from the philosophical, esthet-
ic, sociopolitical and moral viewpoints. Inflated expectations from the collapse of 
communism and successes of globalization in the late 20th century almost turned 
this critique into intellectual mainstream. It invariably came from the class of 
educated and prosperous people—academics, philosophers, journalists, actors, 
businesspeople and left-wing liberal political leaders. Simultaneously, everything 
connected with the phenomena of “trans-” and “post-nationalism,” “the global 
civil society” and “European democracy” became fashionable. The cosmopolitan 
elites found the space of the nation state too close and ties to the national com-
munity an anachronism in the increasingly diverse world. All the more weird and 
outrageous was in their opinion the reaction of the “conservative masses” voting 
for counter-elitist groups with their radical nationalist and aggressive slogans and 
often demonstrating (through absenteeism) their total disenchantment with pol-
itics, democracy, the state, in short, “the system.”

Nothing perhaps better illustrates the depth of the national split of Western 
societies at the beginning of this century as the interpretation of the wave of na-
tional populism that swept them by the liberal left and progressive public. These 
circles saw the election of Trump as the leader of the world superpower and Brex-
it as a sinister omen of an imminent catastrophe.2 At the same time protection 
of the current state of affairs and globalization are seen as the defense of a belea-
guered civilization from the onslaught of barbarism and tribalism. We identify at 
least three most common variants of this discourse.

Resurgent nationalism. The word “nationalism” in modern Western political 
parlance has a distinct negative connotation (even national populists prefer to 
call themselves “patriots”), but the reference to “resurgence” is not accidental: 
it points unambiguously to the period between the two world wars (1918-1939) 
which saw the rise and spread of Fascism in Europe. However, from the scien-
tific point of view comparing modern national-populist parties with Fascism is 
highly dubious [25]: unlike the Fascist movements of the past (and present), the 
goals of modern identity populism are neither messianic nor revolutionary, but 
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“defensive.” The slogan On est chez nous! invariably accompanying the meetings 
and actions of the French National Front reflects the ideology of all such move-
ments: to protect, through accentuation and juxtaposition, “our identity” and 

“our way of life” in the face of immigration flows, Islam and European integra-
tion/globalization. The new-wave national populists do not seek to destroy the 
democratic system, but play strictly by its rules. In opposing the model of liber-
al democracy, modern-day national-populist movements promote the project of 
transforming democracy from the viewpoint of monoculturalism and “truncated” 
liberalism confined within national borders. In other words, we can talk about 
the concept of “majority democracy” (similar models are already being imple-
mented in other EU countries, for example, in Hungary and Poland). In accord-
ance with this concept, the fruits of freedom understood in this way (and other 
common benefits) can only be enjoyed under certain conditions: first, readiness 
to accept the cultural behaviors prevalent in society and second, public demon-
stration of loyalty to the dominant norms and values of society.

Failure to see the differences between the modern national populists and the 
nationalist movements of the past, which leads to regurgitation of superficial anal-
ogies in the liberal left milieu, is counter-productive. Instead of exposing neo-pop-
ulists and depriving them of any social support, the establishment’s strategy of 
demonizing them (along with the campaigns of these movements to burnish their 
image) merely reinforces their image of irreconcilable fighters against “the system.”

The revolt of losers of globalization is another cause of the growth of nation-
al-populism widely current in the media. Rejection and ridiculing of nationalist 
political leaders in the progressive press and liberal blogosphere is often trans-
ferred to include the masses of their supporters or “the silent majority” standing 
behind them. Thus the support for Trump and the Brexit vote are often treated 
as the reaction of disgruntled “losers of globalization” (see [47; 50]) who feel nos-
talgic about the past era of stability and prosperity of nation states. The shocked 
liberal public in the USA rails against the “revolt of angry white men” (see [54]) 
pining for the image of a “great America” of the 1950s (see [36; 39])—a nuclear 
superpower leading the capitalist world, experiencing an industrial boom and not 
knowing the words “political correctness.” As for the English, they are afflicted by 
another kind of nostalgia, an English delusion, a crisis of identity resulting from 
a failure to come to terms with the loss of empire and the end of its own excep-
tionalism, argues Cambridge University professor Nicholas Boyle. Europhobia 
revealed by the referendum result is the English psychosis, a narcissistic expres-
sion of the English identity crisis (this refers to the English, and not all Britons 
because the majority in Scotland and Northern Ireland as well as in the cosmo-
politan London, voted for remaining in Europe). It is not until the English real-
ize that “the world—indeed, the island of Great Britain—contains people other 
than themselves... will the delusions that led England to Brexit finally be dissi-
pated by contact with reality. And perhaps then, with their psychosis healed, the 
English will apply to rejoin the EU” [33].



46 SOCIAL SCIENCES

Archaic reaction to progress. This variety of elitist discourse is not much differ-
ent from the first two. Seen through this prism the national populist movements 
in modern Europe and the USA are a negative reaction to progress, or rather, to 
what is seen as progress today: emancipation of mores and individual behavior 
models, “cosmopolitan” consciousness, etc. This viewpoint goes some way, but 
not all the way to explaining the situation.

The “mixture of self-righteousness and panic” with which the new elites 
view the masses was already pointed out by Christopher Lasch [19, pp. 28-29]. 
Just like in the 19th century the urban bourgeoisie in Western Europe contemp-
tuously referred to the working people as “dangerous classes” (classes dangere-
uses) [4], and to the peasants as “savages” (sauvages) [30], the modern educated 
high-status public in the West vents its anger and disgust on the masses of “red-
necks,” “racists,” “traditionalists” and “nationalists.” Incidentally, the Russian 
liberal public today (adjusted for the historical-political context) calls the Rus-
sians who are nostalgic for the Brezhnev era sovki (a disparaging word for “Soviet 
people“) and those who approve of President Putin’s policy vatniki (a reference to 
cotton-padded jackets worn by peasants and laborers during the Soviet era). This 
kind of rhetoric is as charged with hate and social racism as a century and a half 
ago, but what it lacks is even a hint at the desire to understand, persuade and en-
lighten, and, for starters, just to engage the opponent in a dialog. While rightly 
exposing the ungrounded fears and xenophobia of their countrymen, the enlight-
ened Western public itself shows an extreme degree of intolerance. Not surpris-
ingly, this attitude on the part of the educated classes merely deepens the symbol-
ic split between the “cosmopolitan elites” and the “common people” introduced 
by the populist rhetoric. At the end of the day moralizing aimed at “losers” and 
fellow citizens suffering from “psychosis” amounts to admission of the speaker’s 
intellectual and political impotence.

We believe that the new forms of European and American nationalism which 
take on board populist vocabulary are not only or largely a protest against progress 
as an expression of anti-elitism. In other words, an answer to the chasm (quite real 
but often imagined) between the ruling groups which set the intellectual trends, 
on the one hand, and the underprivileged classes, on the other.

Svetlana Boym, an authoritative student of nostalgia, noted that the phe-
nomenon “is not necessarily opposed to modernity, rather it is coeval with mo-
dernity itself.” This is true both of reflective nostalgia which appeals to “individ-
ual and cultural memory” and of restorative nostalgia which concerns itself with 
the past and future of the nation [3, p. 49]. Today’s identity nationalisms present 
a modern challenge to the Western democracies partly with the help of nostalgia, 
anti-modern myth-making of history. Attractive, but extremely vague images of 

“good old England,” “the great America” or, say, “sweet France”3 of the times 
of post-war economic boom do not so much hark back to the past, as it may ap-
pear at first sight, but serve as symbolic markers of current political aspirations.

The historian Geoffrey Hosking attributes the current wave of national pop-
ulism in the European countries to the erosion of the nation state in the process of 
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economic globalization, even though the state still has no equals in reproducing 
symbolic systems that create and support generalized trust in society and manag-
ing public risks. Without taking this into account it is impossible to explain why, 
for example, new nationalist movements are right-wing on ethnic policy and si-
multaneously left-wing on economic issues. In openly demonstrating and spread-
ing xenophobia, nearly all the European national populists seek to set up a barrier 
for transnational companies and restore state capital controls [14, pp. 212, 219]. 
Although all of them advocate tax cuts for the middle class and small business, 
some of them, for example, Marine Le Pen, simultaneously criticize the auster-
ity policy and campaign for the preservation and even expansion of existing so-
cial guarantees. Thus it would be a mistake (as interpretation in terms of “protest 
against progress” would seem to suggest) to reduce the anti-immigration and Is-
lamophobic discourse of the European national-populists to bringing back “the 
values of grandfathers” (see [32]), and their radical criticism of globalization and 
European integration to ontological fear of The Other. The criticism is at least as 
much reflective of rejection of the policy pursued by the ruling elites and espe-
cially their commitment to “one-way” communication that rules out active cit-
izen participation.

This is the conclusion drawn by political philosopher Michael Sandel in his 
analysis of Trump’s victory in the US presidential elections. He believes that the 
progressive parties “should learn from the populism that has displaced them—
not by replicating the xenophobia and strident nationalism, but by taking seri-
ously the legitimate concerns with which these ugly sentiments are entangled... 
In particular, there are four themes that need to be addressed: income inequali-
ty, meritocratic hubris, the dignity of work, and patriotism and national commu-
nity” [48]. The attempt to propose viable solutions to these problems requires a 
rethink by the liberal community of its mission and purpose. The same problem 
has recently confronted the European elites.

United Europe and National Identity

The European Union’s political discourse has always considered the issues 
of identity to be marginal and for the most part gave it a negative interpretation: 
the very word “identity” has been associated above all with national conscious-
ness and “national egoism” of the member countries, a conventional way of think-
ing and acting which slowed down or hindered European integration. It is no se-
cret that the united Europe project was conceived in order to weaken the national 
identities of its countries (German, French, Belgian, Italian, etc.) and bring down 
the state borders which impeded free movement of capital and people. The foun-
dational myth of the European Union was based on the assumption that a unit-
ed Europe was an answer to the setbacks of the first half of the 20th century and 
that European integration was prompted by the desire to overcome nationalism 
in order to ensure stability and economic security on the continent [6, p. 532].



48 SOCIAL SCIENCES

As regards common European identity, the project of constructing it has nev-
er really been developed. During the times of the founding fathers of the Europe-
an Union (Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman) it was assumed that European in-
tegration would be driven by economic cooperation, which would inevitably lead 
to the creation of common governance and political structures. The rest would 
take care of itself. However, as the processes of integration of European econo-
mies deepened, more and more contradictions piled up which did not lend them-
selves to solution by such institutions as the European Parliament, the European 
Commission and the European Council. Over time it became clear that the EU 
remained merely a union of nation states in which the key issues of internal (no-
tably budget) policy as well as foreign policy were solved by a consensus of the na-
tional heads of state or government. The deficit of a common vision of a united 
Europe among the European elites, including as a geopolitical entity in the glob-
al world, was highlighted in the beginning of this century [42]. Growing mistrust 
of Brussels in turn gave grounds for new quarrels and discontent with the coun-
tries’ “European policy.”

Several years before the onset of a massive migration crisis which brought about 
a split and discord among the European governments and the unprecedented Brit-
ish decision to leave the EU, Francis Fukuyama argued that the main problem of 
the European Union on which its future hinged was not the complexities of eco-
nomic integration nor even the work of European political institutions, but the 
issue of European identity. Noting a systemic malfunction in this area, he wrote 
that “there was never a successful attempt to create a European sense of identity, 
and a European sense of citizenship that would define the obligations, responsi-
bilities, duties and rights that Europeans have to one another beyond simply the 
wording of the different treaties that were signed” [38]. However, even if a clear-
cut project of forming the consciousness of the supranational European commu-
nity had been proposed, it would inevitably have encountered a number of objec-
tive difficulties. The reason is that the European identity concept has no single 
culture, language or common history to fall back on and is therefore sure to lose 
out to national forms of consciousness.

The lack of consensus on the idea of European culture manifested itself dur-
ing the drafting of the EU Constitution, which never came into force having been 
rejected in the referendums in France and the Netherlands in 2005. At the time 
the issue of Europe’s cultural heritage was a big talking point. The differences 
centered on the role of spiritual values: some insisted on recognizing the special 
role of Christianity (and other religions, notably Judaism and Islam) in the shap-
ing of European civilization, while their opponents gave priority to the values of 
humanism and the secular tradition of the Enlightenment that laid the founda-
tion of modern Europe (see [2]). The fact of the matter is that neither humanis-
tic values, such as human rights, democracy and tolerance, nor Christianity can 
serve as a solid foundation of European identity. In Europe religion has become 
largely a private matter for individuals. Although an appeal to Christian values 
can still be a potent mobilizing factor (especially on issues such as abortion or 
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same-sex marriages) these values can no longer consolidate the whole society in 
any EU country, including even the most religious of them, Poland and Italy. On 
the other hand, the officially declared humanistic ideals of European civilization 
in spite of the undeniable historical role of Europe in articulating and spreading 
them throughout the world, are perceived as universal values. Those who stress 
their European provenance are accused of “Euro-centrism,” which makes it that 
much more difficult to define the symbolic (and even political) boundaries of a 
unified Europe.

Language diversity presents just as many problems. The European Union’s mot-
to is In varietate concordia (“United in diversity”). Pluralism of cultures, tradi-
tions and languages is one of the key elements in the discourse of European elites. 
The EU has 24 official languages (not counting such languages as Catalan and 
Welsh which have the status of co-official languages), in which all the documents 
are published and discussions are conducted in the European Parliament. How-
ever, the most popular working languages are French and English: French be-
cause Brussels was chosen as the EU headquarters, and English has been the most 
popular international communication vehicle in post-war Europe and the world 
(English has displaced French which was formerly the language of international 
diplomacy and business correspondence). The other languages, including Ger-
man, take the back seat, despite the fact that the FRG is universally recognized 
to be the motor of the EU.

The problem of common European historical memory attracted particular atten-
tion in the past decades, notably after the signing of the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. 
This spurred the construction of a common European narrative and the collective 
memory [9]. More often than not the choice was made in favor of neutral symbol-
ic strategies that “would not offend anyone,” but that robbed them of their emo-
tive element. One striking example is the Euro banknotes which show “stylized 
pictures of bridges, Gothic and Romance arches” that are not identified with any 
concrete place [7, p. 197]. In spite of such a policy the process of creating a Eu-
ropean memory runs into many problems stemming from the diversity of histor-
ical experiences and assessments of the past. The main watershed, not to say rift, 
is between the Western and Central European countries.

In Western Europe the key subject of historical debate is rethinking the imperi-
al past and getting rid of the colonial legacy. The emergence of “post-colonial con-
sciousness” led to a re-writing of school and university history programs and a change 
of the symbolic policy of West European states. It will be recalled that all the West 
European countries that spearheaded European integration, with the exception of 
Luxembourg, had been centers of empires for a long time. This shared experience of 
course unites the national strategies of West European countries in revising histor-
ical consciousness. However, the focus of discussion of memory policy shifted dra-
matically with the enlargement of the European Union in 2004 when it was joined 
by the Central European and Baltic countries. Unlike the West European countries 
which expose their own imperial colonial past, the Central European and Baltic coun-
tries offered another image, the consciousness of a victim society which had suffered 
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from the Soviet occupation and was in need of national revival. As regards Hunga-
ry, it has a noticeable painful “imperial nostalgia” for the Hungarian lands lost after 
the two world wars to Romania, Slovakia, Serbia and other states. While in Western 
Europe there are signs of weakening of national identity as a result of increased con-
cern with the rights of minorities and the wish to come to terms with cultural diver-
sity, the continent’s East reveals a different historical dynamic: after the collapse of 
the Soviet empire they have seen a resumption of the processes of constructing the 
images of ethnically homogeneous nations, while the idea of multiculturalism does 
not have much traction in the public space. These differences of historical memory 
policies exacerbated internal European frictions that go beyond historical debates.

The migrant crisis effectively divided the European Union into two camps with clear 
historical boundaries. The countries that have come out for accepting refugees in the 
name of humanism and European solidarity are led by Germany which feels guilty 
of unleashing the most devastating war in history and of the genocide of Jews. Al-
though the flak directed at the German leadership showed that the internal German 
consensus concerning the past is eroding, over the past two years Germany has re-
ceived more than a million refugees from the Middle East. The leaders of other coun-
tries in the west, north and south of Europe largely supported Chancellor Merkel’s 
position, albeit cautiously and with reservations. In contrast, all the “post-social-
ist” countries of Central Europe and the Baltic states formed a united front oppos-
ing immigration. The leaders of these countries simply refused to accept migrants 
although none of these countries, with the exception of Hungary, has been directly 
affected by the migration crisis.

Even so, the issue of migration to Europe has been used by the leaders of the Cen-
tral European countries to challenge from within the current structure of the Euro-
pean Union and even its very raison d’être. Thus, the Hungarian Prime Minister 
Viktor Orbán, dismissing the fact that more than 170,000 Hungarian refugees who 
fled the country after 1956, found refuge in Western European countries [51], trans-
formed his traditional tough anti-immigrant stand into the language of ultimatums 
addressed to Brussels. At the height of the refugee crisis Orbán even warned against 

“Sovietization” of the European Union [40] (the pseudo-historical reference is not 
accidental). Meanwhile the former Czech President Vaclav Klaus and his long-time 
colleague published a book under the tell-tale title Resettlement of Peoples LLC. Ex-
posing the “hypocritical and perverted humanism” of the European elites calling for 
solidarity and for distribution of refugee quotas among EU member countries, the 
authors effectively accuse “the mama of migrants,” Angela Merkel, and European 
Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker of using the Middle East crisis to fur-
ther their own ends, that is, to discredit internal European opposition (i. e., people 
like Klaus himself) and even to replace the indigenous population of the continent 
with “new Europeans” [17].

To sum up an interim result: the creation of a European identity has encountered 
a host of problems which cannot be solved in the foreseeable future. But the main 
problem that prevents the concept of European citizenship from being invested with 
symbolic and practical substance is probably the absence of the European civil society 
and the weakness of the common public (political) European Union space. Without 
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a sense of commonality based on cultural ties and a feeling of solidarity across na-
tional borders, ordinary Europeans do not identify themselves with the policy con-
ducted on their behalf on which they have no practical influence. Because, to quote 
Alain Dieckhoff, European civil society is at best “in embryo,” ordinary Europeans 
have little interest in the European agenda that goes beyond the framework of the 
national agenda. Noting the low voter turnout in European elections (absenteeism 
hovers around 55% in the EU founding member countries and is still higher in other 
countries), Alain Dieckhoff draws attention to yet another circumstance: the major-
ity of the population in the EU member states still move only or largely within their 
national borders. On the whole this shows the tenacity of national identity in Europe, 
whether in the form of attachment to the national state, populist and reactionary na-
tionalism or “regional nationalism” [7, pp. 197, 198].

The failure of the “transnational democracy” project is admitted even by its 
champions such as Jürgen Habermas. The German philosopher notes the significant 
link between the fact that European policy is not embedded in civil society and the or-
ganization of the European Union in which key economic decisions affecting the in-
terests of the whole society are “removed from democratic choice” [41]. The extreme 
weakness of the European public space is one of the reasons why the deputies of the 
European parliament, that is, representatives of European citizens, do not have ef-
fective instruments for interacting with the voters. At the same time policy-making 
and decision-making on behalf of the whole European Union boil down to the abil-
ity of the heads of government of the member states to agree among themselves and 
with the Brussels “Eurocrats.” At the same time, feedback is important: lack of mech-
anisms of influencing the European Union’s policy, something constantly criticized 
by the “Eurosceptics,” generates popular mistrust. According to Eurostat data, the 
share of citizens who trust the key EU institutions has been steadily declining since 
the 2000s. Thus, between 2004 and 2014 the share of Europeans who trust the Eu-
ropean Commission dropped from 52% to 38% (on average), the Council of Europe, 
from 45% to 36% and the European Parliament, from 57% to 42% [44].

The European Union has lost its former positive and in many ways idealized im-
age and today looks more like a burden, an illegitimate superstructure than an em-
bodiment of historical progress and the political will of the European citizens. Thus, 
the recent statement of Donald Tusk, the head of the European Council, to the effect 
that the “single European nation” is an illusion and that Brussels must “convince our 
citizens that we are able to provide this feeling of security and stability” by “re-es-
tablishing effective control of our external borders,” should be seen as an admission 
of the depth of the accumulated contradictions and the resulting erosion of the Eu-
ropean idea. In our view, a critical reappraisal of this idea and its institutional fram-
ing should follow several principles.

Attention to Identity, Shedding of Illusions and Return to the Civil Nation

The foregoing analysis suggests several fundamental conclusions. The first 
and pivotal one is that national identities and the corresponding cultural differences 
cannot be denied. National self-consciousness in the modern world plays the same 
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role as religion and social estates played in the past, being the dominant form of 
people’s collective identity [11, p. 20]. The history of the European Union demon-
strates that the hopes of “overcoming” national identity and national conscious-
ness of the Europeans are illusory. The idea that loyalty to the national community 
will wither away as economic integration deepens and will eventually be replaced 
by adherence to universal values and abstract symbols has encountered a num-
ber of obstacles indicated above. And this in the world’s most developed democ-
racies. As for other countries, public invocation of the “national theme” has, if 
anything, become much stronger over the past decades (see [28]).

Attempts to deny or even “eradicate” national consciousness in the Europe-
an countries have provoked a groundswell of popular resentment. The discontent 
often assumes aggressive forms of anti-globalist rhetoric, rejection of European 
integration in any form and fear of the “Islamic menace.” On the other hand the 
persistent neglect shown by the European elites for the issue of identity, which un-
til recently was considered to be of minor significance, came back to haunt unit-
ed Europe at the most critical moment. The lack of a European civil society, pub-
lic space and clear political boundaries has played into the hands of all kinds of 

“Eurosceptics” who now have a stronger case for calling for an end to the “Brus-
sels diktat” and bringing back sovereignty and freedom to the peoples of Europe.

The erosion of national consciousness in the USA proceeds in a different way 
than in Europe. Since the 1970s the prevailing trend in America has been what 
Mark Lilla calls identity liberalism. This liberalism is marked by “a fixation on di-
versity” at American schools, in the media and politics which has given rise to a 
whole generation of narcissistic liberals and progressives oblivious of living con-
ditions outside their “self-defined groups” [45]. Obsession with public display and 
parading of particular identities has consigned to oblivion the notion of a single 
civil consciousness and led to the fragmentation of American society.

Another important conclusion is recognition of the illusory and counter-pro-
ductive nature both of elitist cosmopolitanism and grassroots national-populism which 
makes its pitch to the middle and working classes. As is often the case with dia-
metrically opposite positions, they have much on common. In fact the national 
populism which has reared its head in Europe and America is a mirror image of 
the cosmopolitanism of the political, intellectual, economic and artistic elites. 
Whereas cosmopolitanism promotes unlimited globalization of every aspect of 
life, national populism advocates state paternalism and rigorous protectionism; 
while the former comes out for “identity liberalism” and diversity in all forms as an 
end in itself, the latter extols the virtues of conservative mores and token demon-
stration of national loyalty. Just as elitist cosmopolitanism cannot be a practical 
solution because it deepens the sociopolitical divides within Western nations, so 
the populism of identity is not a viable alternative if only because it is inherent-
ly reactionary, not to mention the fact that most of its proposals are inadequate.

The swinging of the pendulum between the cosmopolitan utopia of the 
“post-national” world and the equally utopian project of a “homogeneous” na-
tion so far merely exacerbates their antagonism. The ability of various groups to 
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reach agreements is weakened and faith in democratic institutions is undermined. 
The national schism which has been deepening since the end of last century is 
arguably the main intellectual and political challenge for the modern West. The 
challenge consists in not dismissing national populism as archaic and doomed to 
lose out to moral and social progress, but in seeing this reaction as an erratic and 
in many ways destructive protest against the illusions and misconceptions char-
acteristic of modern Western and world politics.

At the beginning of this article we noted some processes that Russia and lead-
ing European countries have in common. They involve intellectual and political 
discrediting of the idea of the civil nation, the erosion of democratic institutions 
and attacks on liberal values (from radicals in Europe and the political leadership 
in Russia). However, while in the case of Russia we may be witnessing a simula-
tion of national unity and the democratic system, in the West the situation can 
rather be described in terms of “satiety” and complacency caused by successes of 
national development over the past two centuries. At the same time the Western 
countries may be seeing light at the end of the tunnel: influential political circles 
in the West are taking a long hard look at the link between civil nationalism and lib-
eral democracy. Thus, for example, all the leading candidates in the French pres-
idential race in 2017 came out for greater national unity.

In that respect the election of Emmanuel Macron as French president may 
turn out to be a milestone.

First, it embodies the desire to increase civil participation and restore trust 
in political institutions against the background of a series of corruption scan-
dals and the crisis of traditional parties. Macron’s movement La République en 
Marche (“Onward, Republic”) from the start put its stake on involving represent-
atives of civil society in politics, and in the parliamentary elections in June 2017 
it trounced the socialists and the right (extreme and moderate).

Secondly, the “Macronism” phenomenon goes a long way to meet the de-
mand for the establishment of national harmony based on adherence to liberal 
democratic values.

Thirdly and lastly, the event is an example of a liberal-democratic and at the 
same time national alternative to isolationist trends (Brexit, Trumpism) and to 
anti-national cosmopolitanism. By defeating the left and right populists (Jean-
Luc Mélenchon and Marine Le Pen), Macron’s victory has every chance of be-
coming a key factor in reforming the European Union. This is evidenced by the 
French president’s judicious and pragmatic proposals so far [43].

The realities of this century bring more and more proof that civil society 
cannot exist virtually, in the absence of a sense of solidarity of its members and 
their practical participation. A liberal democracy (or any other kind of democ-
racy) cannot be built without a nation state because it can be exercised only in a 
clearly defined polity [25, p. 201]. The philosopher Charles Taylor puts it in the 
following way: “A citizen democracy can only work if most of its members are 
convinced that their political society is a common venture of considerable mo-
ment, and believe it to be of vital importance that they participate in the ways 



54 SOCIAL SCIENCES

they must to keep it functioning as a democracy” [26, p. 120]. That is why the 
development of democracy is hampered, if not entirely blocked, without devel-
oping the civil nation: without national identity, civil participation and involve-
ment of ordinary citizens and elites in striving for national accord and prosper-
ity democratic institutions cease to work and the values of freedom and equality 
are deprived of their social base.
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Contemporary approach to the analysis of the development of scientific knowl-
edge takes into account the factors of its social determination, the state of the so-
cial sphere and culture in which science develops. Scientific knowledge used in 
various spheres of social life, the changing social expectations and functions of 
science as a social institution can also be described as objects of the history of sci-
ence and one of its special aspects. On the one hand, historical-scientific stud-
ies of natural science require adequate knowledge of the subject of studies. On 
the other hand, they can be interpreted as social-humanitarian studies connect-
ed with philosophy, sociology and cultural study of knowledge.

Very much like any other developed scholarly discipline, the history of science 
functions at the interacting empirical and theoretical levels. The former deals with 
facts, studies of varied sources including scientific texts some of them written by 
those who lived and worked a long time ago, their correspondence, memoirs of 
their contemporaries who described and assessed their achievements, of their fol-
lowers and opponents in different historical circumstances, etc. The knowledge 
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obtained at the empirical level is better described as conglomerates of facts that 
fix certain ideas and discoveries, their dates, the ways they were used later at the 
theoretical and practical levels, etc.

The theoretical level presupposes that the discovered facts should be explained 
through theoretical reconstructions that build up the logic of a certain stage of 
the evolution of scientific knowledge and that tie together, within this system of 
logic, the discovered facts.

The empirical and theoretical types of historical knowledge are not always 
treated as two different types. The philosophy of postmodernism, for example, 
defines historical studies as “narrative”; this means that the studies of history 
are treated as stories about the past. Historical reconstructions, however, are not 
identical to conglomerates of statements on facts even though both can be inter-
preted as descriptions of history.

Historical reconstructions are theoretical models of the historical process 
being under study. They are a special type of theoretical knowledge oriented to-
ward studies of complex and developing systems used both in the social-human-
itarian and natural sciences. Today, natural science relies on theoretical models 
(historical reconstructions) to explain the development of the observable universe 
from the Big Bang to our days, the evolutionary history of life on Earth, individ-
ual stages of this history and its influence on the planet.

Social history and the history of culture of which history of science is one of 
the parts rely on historical reconstructions. The same object of historical stud-
ies might be comprehended in very different theoretical, yet mutually comple-
mentary, models (reconstructions). Karl Marx, for example, reconstructed the 
development of capitalism through reconstruction of the transformation of com-
modity production into the capitalist mode of production (money became capital 
while workforce, commodity). Max Weber, on his side, offered a different recon-
struction of the same process: he concentrated at the development of the “spir-
it of capitalism,” by which he meant cultural changes closely connected with the 
Protestant ethics and a special type of rationality (formal rationality) that regu-
lated economic and other types of activities.

These reconstructions of the fairly complicated systemic process of the de-
velopment of capitalism were mutually complementary and contained objective-
ly true knowledge about the aspects of the development of capitalist society. The 
differences in the reconstruction of one and the same stage of social history were 
determined by very different sociological ideas about social dynamics. Karl Marx 
proceeded from the materialist interpretation of history, the product of his coop-
eration with Friedrich Engels: they looked at the changes in the methods of pro-
duction of material wealth as the main source of radical social transformations. 
Max Weber proceeded from different prerequisites that continued the neo-Kan-
tian tradition, according to which social changes were rooted in cultural chang-
es, new philosophical ideas that determined the axiological and purpose-orient-
ed structures regulating human activity and behavior.
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The studies of history, history of science being no exception, inevitably rely, open-
ly or latently, on a certain accepted system of philosophical ideas. Applied to the his-
tory of science, they are the ideas about the structure and historical dynamics of sci-
entific knowledge elaborated by the philosophy and methodology of science. For a 
long time, in the epoch of classical natural science, it was believed that new theories 
were products of generalization of never-ending accumulation of experimental knowl-
edge and expressed, to a great extent, the so-called common sense of science of the 
time. Within systemic approach these ideas looked as a simple (quasi-mechanical) 
system, its analysis based on a separately studied theory as related to experimental 
facts. There was a latent agreement that the corpse of scientific knowledge of any dis-
cipline or a science is, on the whole, determined by the properties of this basic unit.

This made history of science a process of discovery and accumulation of new 
facts on which new theories were built, while the process of building up a new theo-
ry was interpreted as a generalization of the accumulated facts and prediction of new 
ones. This approach known as “standard conception” was revised in the process of 
evolution of the philosophy of science.

The studies of the procedures through which scientific facts were formed revealed 
that they included processing of observed information in a special way, identification 
of invariant content interpreted on the basis of the already discovered, substantiated 
and proved theoretical laws and principles. This made empirical facts “theoretically 
overburdened” which meant that the standard conception should be revised: an inter-
action between the theory and its empirical basis became a problem of correlation be-
tween this theory and the earlier formulated theories of any given scientific discipline.

Seen from a somewhat different angle, the same problem of systemic interac-
tion of theories was pushed to the fore by an analysis of the methods used to formu-
late theoretical hypotheses and substantiate them. It turned out that the method of 
analog modeling that relied on theoretical models (core of the already formulated 
theories) to create analog models of new theories was widely used. This revealed the 
systemic interaction of scientific theories both within the frames of a scientific dis-
cipline and in interdisciplinary studies.

These development specifics of scientific knowledge led to a revision of the stand-
ard methodological conception. A new conception was thus formulated in which an 
integral system of theoretical and empirical analysis became a unit of methodolog-
ical analysis that interacts with other disciplines and is immersed in the historically 
developing sociocultural context [8, pp. 8, 12-13].

This approach presents scientific knowledge as a complex and self-developing 
system. In the course of historical development these systems pass through consecu-
tive stages of qualitative changes by forming new levels of their organization and new 
subsystems within the frameworks of the gradually complicating whole. Each new 
level affects the earlier ones by restructuring them and restoring, by the same token, 
the systemic integrity of science at each stage of its evolution. This approach formu-
lates the idea of historical changeability of all components of science—empirical and 
theoretical knowledge, methods, types of scientific rationality, its organization as a 
special social institution and its functions in social life.
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An analysis of the growth of scientific knowledge is the key aspect: it is the main 
product of scientific activities used in different spheres of social life. In a new meth-
odological conception this growth presents itself in a special and wider discussion 
range. True knowledge is accumulated in the course of historical development and 
succession which, in turn, is differently interpreted in the context of the standard 
and non-standard approaches.

The standard conception regarded continuity as preservation and uninterrupt-
ed accumulation of true knowledge as it ascended to a new level of historical devel-
opment. This created an image of an escalator of sorts of scientific progress in the 
course of which less promising or even false ideas were uprooted while the true ones 
were preserved and accumulated. This approach excluded complementarity of al-
ternative conceptions: only one of them could and should be accepted as true while 
others, which contradicted it, were described as false to be excluded from the flow of 
translation of scientific knowledge.

The nonstandard conception offers a very different approach. It looks at scien-
tific knowledge as a complex and self-developing system, in which each of the alter-
native theoretical explanations of facts related to the same subject area contains el-
ements of true knowledge.

This means that accumulation of knowledge includes paradigmatic transforma-
tions that tolerate several scenarios of the system’s development, the realization of 
each of them depending not only on intra-scientific facts (including intra- and in-
ter-disciplinary interactions) but also on the nature of the sociocultural milieu that 
prefers some possible scenarios and blocks off the rest. Different scenarios of the de-
velopment of knowledge look like rivaling research programs, the process that might 
go on for a fairly long time. Even if one of the programs is accepted as promising and 
dominant and the ideas of alternative programs are assessed as unproductive, they 
might acquire a new lease on life at later stages of scientific evolution. This creates a 
new interpretation of continuity realized within a much wider scope that it was be-
lieved possible within the standard conception. This means that what was pushed be-
yond the mainstream of scientific knowledge at one stage might become reassessed 
at another stage of the evolution of science. The ideas rejected as marginal might be 
reinterpreted, while the identified elements of true knowledge might find themselves 
a place in a new mainstream.

History of science is brimming with subjects that confirm this wider interpre-
tation of continuity. Let us discuss three subjects related to different fields of scien-
tific knowledge.

Subject One: Physics

Two alternative programs of the studies of electricity and magnetism—electro-
dynamics of Ampère-Weber and alternative electrodynamics of Faraday-Maxwell—
were competing among themselves throughout the 19th century. The former de-
veloped Newton’s variant of the mechanical picture of the world when theoretical 
explanation of experimental facts relied on the ideas about an interaction of electric 
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charges and magnetic poles through interaction of electric and magnetic forces that 
instantaneously propagated in empty space (the long-range interactions principle).

The latter, the Faraday-Maxwell program proceeded from an alternative idea 
according to which the electric and magnetic forces propagated from one point in 
space to another with certain velocity (the short-range interactions principle). It was 
believed that these forces were carried by certain material substances—electric and 
magnetic fields as real as matter (material corpuscles and the bodies they formed).

The theory that offered mathematical formulas of the laws of electromagne-
tism was developed within the Ampère-Weber research program that, at first, looked 
more adequate than the field conception of Michael Faraday that formulated the laws 
he discovered in a qualitative form. James Maxwell’s mathematized theory of elec-
tromagnetic field and his famous equations that predicted electromagnetic waves 
changed the situation. The field conception was accepted as dominant in physics.

The way Heinrich Hertz treated Maxwell’s theory was a very specific signal that 
the priorities of the academic community had changed. Hertz who had implement-
ed his outstanding experiments (that confirmed Maxwell’s prediction of electromag-
netic waves) with the sole purpose to disprove this prediction became an active sup-
porter of the wave conception and even tried to reformat classical mechanics from 
the positions of the field ideas [6].

The gradually rising authority of Maxwell electrodynamics suppressed the for-
mer interest in the alternative program and the efforts (made in the mid-19th century, 
more than two decades before Maxwell formulated his theory) to correct it by aban-
doning the long-range interactions principle while avoiding the field ideas. In 1845, 
Carl Gauss, leading mathematician of his age, in a letter to Wilhelm Weber pointed 
out that the problems that shored up every time certain factors of the Ampère-Weber 
theory were explained could be overcome by accepting the existence of certain ad-
ditional forces that propagated in an empty space with the “universal velocity limit.” 
This idea inspired Georg Riemann to elaborate the theory of the potentials and ar-
rive at an equation for the concept of retarded propagation of potentials.

In the 19th century, however, the scientific community rejected the idea of force 
that propagated in an empty space with a finite velocity as contradicting the idea about 
force being indissolubly connected with its material propagator. Being instantane-
ously transferred forces did not detach themselves from their propagator (interact-
ing charges, masses). Transferred with a finite velocity the forces that detached them-
selves from the charges were seen as independently “travelling” in space and time. 
These ideas badly fitted classical natural science and its picture of the world: they vi-
olated the principle of an indissoluble tie between force and matter. To survive side 
by side with the idea of a finite velocity of propagation of electric and magnetic forc-
es this principle needed a space filled with a certain medium.

Guided by this principle Faraday postulated that the electric and magnetic fields 
were real. This meant that within the classical type of thinking the corrected variant of 
Ampère-Weber electrodynamics could be accepted only in its field interpretation and 
that, therefore, it should be replaced with the Maxwell theory of electromagnetic field.
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Later it became clear that the Gauss-Riemann idea blocked off by the physical 
picture of the world in the 19th century acquired a new lease of life in the next cen-
tury in the epoch of quantum electrodynamics. Reproduced by Richard Feynman 
in a generalized variant, this idea stimulated the development of a new theory and its 
mathematical apparatus and the method of renormalization as the last touch.

In his Nobel lecture Richard Feynman specifically pointed out that the model 
that made it possible to push aside the state of the field created by charges and deal with 
a simplified variant that waves of one charge would cause, after an interval, waves of 
another charge. In fact, that was the Gauss-Riemann program revived that allowed 
a description of electric and magnetic interaction in the terms of Liénard–Wiechert 
potentials without “some underlying medium.” Feynman generalized these ideas 
by adding the idea of advanced potentials. The idea suggested by Feynman’s teach-
er John Wheeler had been even more extravagant since it admitted that the present 
could affect not the future only, but also the past. Feynman wrote about this: “I was 
enough of a physicist at that time not to say, ‘Oh, no, how could that be?’ For today 
all physicists know from studying Einstein and Bohr, that sometimes an idea which 
looks completely paradoxical at first, if analyzed to completion in all detail and in 
experimental situations, may, in fact, not be paradoxical” [1].

To be a physicist in the 20th century when the relativity theory and quantum me-
chanics had been already formulated meant acceptance of the non-classical type of 
rationality. The methodology of building up a theory within its frames presupposed 
that the explanatory procedures should include ideas about specific means and op-
erations of activity that fixed the object of studies while all sorts of mathematical de-
scriptions of laws in one and the same object-field were regarded as a condition of 
the growth of knowledge. Each definition of that type might introduce new physi-
cal meanings, new interpretations, including alternative to the generally accepted, 
and create favorable conditions for new non-standard and promising physical ideas.

Feynman concluded his Nobel lecture with: “Different views suggest different 
kinds of modifications which might be made and hence are not equivalent in the hy-
potheses one generates from them in ones attempt to understand what is not yet un-
derstood. I, therefore, think that a good theoretical physicist today might find it use-
ful to have a wide range of physical viewpoints and mathematical expressions of the 
same theory” [1].

Subject Two: Biology and Medicine

The history of medicine of the last third of the 19th century reveals that the 
ideas about organisms underwent cardinal changes. The idea of the organism as 
a “quasi-mechanical system” in which the qualities of the whole were complete-
ly determined by the qualities of its parts was replaced with the idea that the or-
ganism was a self-organizing entity in which the whole was endowed with specif-
ic systemic qualities that determined the properties of its elements [9].

Physiologist Claude Bernard and anatomic pathologist Julius Cohnheim did 
a lot to make this transfer possible. Bernard, in particular, registered in his works 
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that the cells of any organism might change their qualities depending on their 
place in the organism and function and develop differently. He relied on his ex-
periments with transplantation of an instep bone of a young rabbit into its ver-
tebra to assert that cells as parts of an organism were always determined by its 
systemic whole [9, p. 27]. He supplied a highly generalized answer to the ques-
tion about a mechanism responsible for the transformations of cells transplanted 
from one part of an organism to another: each cell was adjusted to the environ-
ment, therefore, any changes in its dislocation in the body meant that it respond-
ed with its changes to the changed conditions.

The discovery of the gene in the 20th century enriched the problem formu-
lated by Claude Bernard in the most general form with a new meaning and a new 
lease of life. The studies of morphogenesis shed a new light on the old problem. 
Numerous experiments confirmed the situation described by Bernard in his time: 
originally undifferentiated cells differentiated differently in different tissues. “Ex-
periments indicate that the information is not originally given to the individu-
al cells but that a cell within a tissue receives information in its position from its 
surroundings, whereupon it differentiates. In experiments with embryos, trans-
plantation of a cell from a central region of the body into the head region caus-
es the cell to develop into an eye” [3, pp. 13-14]. It was assumed that chemical 
exchange and formation of special chemical “pre-patterns” in the inter-cellu-
lar space acted as inhibitors that affected the genetic code of a cell to determine 
the nature of its further differentiation. The hypothesis was experimentally con-
firmed. “A number of chemicals have been found in hydra which are good can-
didates for being activating or inhibiting molecules for the formation of heads or 
feet.” These types of processes of cooperative interaction of cells are very typical 
of self-organization described by synergetics [3, pp. 17-18].

The idea formulated by Bernard back in the 1870s—1880s got a new lease of 
life in the 20th century as a highly promising research program of the function-
ing of genetic codes of cells and different types of their interaction. This paved the 
way to new, even more impressive discoveries made at the turn of the 21st century: 
stem cells that can differentiate into specialized cells and a possibility of trans-
formation of specialized cells into stem cells.

Subject Three: Philosophy and Natural Science

If history of philosophy is considered to be a part of the history of science the 
specifics of philosophical cognition needs to be clearly identified.

Today, philosophy is seen as self-awareness of culture and reflexive approach-
es to the fundamental meanings and values on which culture stands. These mean-
ings and values of life are described by different terms ranging from concepts, ide-
as, categories of culture to philosophical universals represented by the content of 
the categories of “man,” “nature,” “space,” “time,” “causality,” “good and evil,” 

“personality,” “fairness,” “freedom,” “fear,” “faith,” “beauty,” “love,” “truth,” etc.
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Linked together and interacting they form a homogenous picture of the world 
in which man lives in any specific historical epoch. Philosophical universals in-
clude a rational component as its part but are not reduced to it. They determine 
not only our interpretation of the world and its rational comprehension but also 
the way man understands the world and experiences it as well as emotional as-
sessments of all sorts of aspects, states and situations of human life. In this con-
text the meanings of universals are perceived as the basic values of culture.

Man acquires them in the process of education and socialization through the 
patterns of behavior and activity, involvement in various types of activity, through 
language and knowledge translated by culture. Not infrequently he is not aware of 
the entire meaning of these categories even if he knows of and understands them.

The universals of culture are not limited to one sphere; they are present in 
culture in its entirety and crop up in language, everyday ideas, art, religious feel-
ings, political and legal thinking and scientific cognition.

The philosophical universals in their interrelations function as extremely gen-
eralized programs of activity of people, their conduct and interaction and can be 
described as genes of sorts of social life in accordance with which social types are 
reproduced.1 Anybody wishing to change society should change these genes which 
explains why spiritual revolutions predate political revolutions and not vice versa.

It is the function of philosophy to ponder on the fundamental worldview uni-
versals of culture. Philosophy invariably reflects on something that is taken for 
granted: it problematizes and analyzes it.2 At the theoretical level philosophy for-
mulates and substantiates new categorical meanings that go beyond the univer-
sals of its culture and are addressed to the future. In this constructive-prognostic 
function philosophy operates as any fundamental science: it generates knowledge 
that might be used in future in different spheres of human activities.

Science might find new categorical meanings created by philosophy and the 
ideas created in the process useful and productive when applied to cardinal sci-
entific problems. The idea of the atomistic structure of matter substantiated by 
Democritus and Epicurus in the philosophy of Antiquity and later, by physics and 
chemistry of the 17th—19th centuries became a fact of natural science and the fun-
damental principle of the scientific picture of the world. Feynman had the follow-
ing to say on the subject: “If, in some cataclysm, all of scientific knowledge were 
to be destroyed, and only one sentence passed on to the next generations of crea-
tures, what statement would contain the most information in the fewest words? I 
believe it is the atomic hypothesis (or atomic fact, or whatever you wish to call it) 
that all things are made of atoms” [2]

Not infrequently, philosophical ideas addressed to the future generations 
are translated in culture throughout many centuries. This process not only pre-
serves the original form of these ideas but modifies them and adjusts to new cul-
tural milieus. The earlier ideas reformulated in a new philosophical language ac-
quire new features.

Translation of philosophical ideas in culture does not exclude situations in 
which reconsideration of earlier philosophical categories not only enriches them; 
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they might lose certain ideas that cannot be adjusted to the values of a new cul-
tural context. These ideas, however, might revive as highly important in later his-
torical epochs. History of philosophy preserves them in social memory and is re-
sponsible for their later translation and integration into creative cultural processes.

The following example (not the only one in the history of philosophy and nat-
ural science) serves the best illustration of the above.3 The Aristotelian potentiali-
ty (dunamis) as an expression of the fundamental description of being was not ac-
cepted by mechanical philosophy that for a long time—from the 17th to practically 
mid-19th century—dominated in natural science as its philosophical foundation. 
It was in the early 20th century that the development of quantum-relativist phys-
ics called for a revision of the categorical matrix of mechanistic philosophy to ar-
rive at a new understanding of the categories of the part and the whole, thing and 
process, causality, space and time. It turned out that the idea of potentially pos-
sible played an important heuristic role in these developments.

In quantum mechanics the problem of understanding causality became an 
organic part of discussions of its mathematical apparatus and its interpretation. 
Werner Heisenberg, one of the founders of quantum mechanics, wrote in his rem-
iniscences that when he, Niels Bohr and Wolfgang Pauli had been working on it 
they regularly returned to the philosophical meaning of determinism and, there-
fore, history of philosophy. His book Physics and Philosophy testifies that Heisen-
berg and his colleagues were fairly widely read in the history of philosophy, in-
cluding the traditions of Antiquity to which the author rightly pointed out as one 
of the sources of new European rationalism [4, pp. 58-70]. The authors of quan-
tum-relativist physics were introduced to the history of philosophy as students at 
grammar schools in which philosophy, Ancient Greek and Latin as well as works 
of Plato and Aristotle were part of the curriculum [5, pp. 142-143].

Judging by what Heisenberg wrote in his book, the Aristotelian potentiali-
ty and its association with the category of causality were one of the sources of his 
ideas about probabilistic causality [4, pp. 129, 156]. Niels Bohr substantiated this 
idea in his discussions with Einstein at Solvay congresses. It extended the idea of 
the causality by complementing (but never dismissing) the idea of determination 
formulated by Laplace and outlining the limits of its applicability.

History of philosophy, therefore, was part of the very complicated activities 
in the course of which the category of causality was reinterpreted to arrive at an 
understanding of the specifics of the object of quantum physics. Later, the idea 
of probabilistic causality obtained new foundations within cybernetics, the the-
ory of complex systems and synergetics.

*    *    *

The three subjects discussed above reveal that scientific knowledge was devel-
oping as a complex system in which plurality of ideas and approaches to the stud-
ies of the same subject created the conditions in which new knowledge was formed 
up to and including new earlier unknown laws. Each of the ideas that formed the 
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foundation of competing research programs contained certain elements of truth, 
therefore the victory of one of them did not bury the others as hopeless.

When new levels of the hierarchy of knowledge appear, the highest of them 
reformulates the knowledge of the lower levels; it might include certain forgotten 
and abandoned ideas into the continuity process, their newly interpreted mean-
ings giving them a new lease of life. In this process, pluralism and cumulative 
continuity (accumulation of true knowledge in the course of its historical devel-
opment) do not contradict each other but perfectly harmonize.

This sheds a new light on the role of the history of science in the process of 
creation of new knowledge. Its previous (as related to the present time) stages cre-
ated ideas addressed to the future; in the course of their development some of them 
were realized, others blocked off by the state of the sociocultural milieu and the 
dominant styles of thinking. This means that previously rejected and forgotten 
ideas have a chance to be reassessed in a changed milieu only. They are re-dis-
covered to serve the cornerstone for new and promising research programs. Based 
on the history of science the process can be intensified and become much more 
effective. It goes without saying that in this case the studies of the history of sci-
ence should be realized within the methodology going beyond the pinching lim-
its of standard conceptions. At the empirical and theoretical levels, these meth-
odologies used to build up reconstructions should be oriented at the ideas about 
scientific knowledge as a complex and developing system, part of the historical-
ly developing context.
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pp. 269-279].
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ical of the initial epoch of philosophy, reappear throughout its later history. At the first 
stage philosophy tries to identify, in different spheres of culture, the shared meanings 
of worldview universals that determine human activities. At this stage the universals of 
culture become philosophical categories for the first time. At first they are presented in 
the form of meaning-images (Logos of Heraclites, Nous of Anaxagoras, Tao in Chinese 
philosophy, etc.). At this stage philosophy shares many common features with literature 
and art. At the second stage the initial categorical meaning-images are further rational-
ized to become structured concepts: they become simpler, more schematic and, in gen-
eral, develop into ideal objects, abstractions which thinking treats as specific substances. 
Philosopher studies their properties in the same way as a mathematician studies num-
bers, figures, functions, types of geometrical spaces, formulates new ideas about num-
bers, figures and spaces, etc. At this stage philosophy is a fairly strict theoretical science.

3 For more detail about the prognostic function of philosophical ideas and their influence 
on the emergence of new research programs of science see [8, pp. 257-267].
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Abstract. This is a critical analysis of ideological trends in modern Russia 
belonging to the mainstream of traditionalism (Byzantinism, Neo-Eurasian-
ism, “primordial tradition” theories, etc.). After reviewing the whole range 
of versions of traditionalism, the author identifies their common methodo-
logical and epistemological principles. He finds that in all the versions dis-
cursive strategies are based on fictions and arbitrary manipulations. The two 
main types of strategies analyzed are: (A) chronotope manipulation theories 
based on the primordial tradition, and (B) discourse manipulation (Byzan-
tinism). In the former case a simple three-step scheme is used:

(1) a “vacant space” is found, i. e., a part of the historical chronotope of 
which, for some reason, history knows nothing,

(2) the vacant space is filled with an invented “primordial tradition,” and
(3) historical reality is interpreted in the light of the manufactured fiction.
Inventing “the primordial tradition” is a job no different from faking an-

tiquities in the art market. In the latter case the freedom to pass off unscien-
tific speculations as scientific theories is achieved by mixing incompatible 
sources and discourses (rational and chaotically mystical), fact and legend, 
etc., where the final discourse does not lend itself to any criteria to check its 
authenticity. This gives rise to the political mystique of Russian Byzantin-
ism fitting into the Nilus Matrix, which is actively exploited today.
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Alle solche Urteile, wie dijenige von der Art, 
wie meine Seele den Koerper bewegt oder mit 
andern Wesen ihrer Art jetzt oder kuenftig 
im Verhaeltnis steht, koennen niemals et-
was mehr als Erdichtungen sein und zwar bei 
weitem nicht einmal von demjenigen Werte als 
die in der Naturwissenschaft, welche man Hy-
pothesen nennt, bei welchen man keine Grund-
kraefte ersinnt, sondern dijenige, welche man 
durch Erfahrung schon kennt, nur auf eine 
der Erscheinungen angemessene Art verbin-
det, und deren Moeglichkeit haben kann und 
also nur schoepferisch oder chimaerisch, wie 
man es nennen will, dichtet.
      (Immanuel Kant. Traeume eines Geisterseh-
ers, erlaeutert durch Traeume der Metaphysik)

Since the beginning of the Third Millennium, Russian politics, the Church 
sphere, public life and mass media have increasingly been dominated by con-
servative trends and sentiments. The all-embracing conservative trend and at-
mosphere are asserting themselves aggressively, but it can readily be seen that as 
distinct from the Soviet period the prevalent course, “the general line,” is not in-
formed by any complete ideology and does not have a robust ideological or philo-
sophical foundation. Its intellectual support and theoretical basis are composed of 
disparate religious, philosophical, historical or political constructs, journalistic 
musings, ideological schemes that tend to be unprovable, parascientific, archaic 
and downright fantastic. This chaotic body of ideas and attitudes may appear to 
have a kind of ideological cohesion because it has a common element, a sui gen-
eris common denominator in the form of tradition. “Adherence to tradition,” “re-
liance on tradition,” “preserving and protecting tradition (or traditions)”—these 
and similar formulas are heard constantly and everywhere like an incantation, a 
cloying commonplace in Russian public discourse. On closer inspection, how-
ever, this commonplace is an empty place. In nearly all contexts—official, jour-
nalistic and even academic—the meaning of the cure-all called tradition remains 
fuzzy, and it is unclear what concrete traditions are meant.

Moreover, we discover that in the majority of contexts there is no sign of an 
attempt to clarify the mysterious concept, and identify exactly what traditions we 
should draw on. More often than not this question is sidestepped by substitut-
ing the term “tradition” with a vaguer term “traditional values.” Today the tra-
ditional values discourse holds sway everywhere in Russia, while the content of 
this formula is expressed in a vague and declarative form through such notions 
as “family,” “morality,” “social order...” This is in striking contrast with unam-
biguous and powerful old slogans such as Blut und Boden or World Revolution. So, 
it would be wrong to say that the traditional values discourse performs the func-
tion of a state ideology or even the much-touted “national idea.” Rather, it is a 
palliative, a band-aid.
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However, there is a plethora of varyingly marginal, exotic and extremist ide-
as on the topic of tradition advocated by small groups and subcultures. An odd 
picture emerges. The dominant conservative-traditionalist idea manifests itself 
in the ideological field in such a way that the center of this space, which should 
be occupied by concepts shared by the majority or imposed by the authorities, is 
essentially vacant while the periphery is replete with a multitude of traditional-
ist theories, concepts and schemes of varying (but never totally scientific) stand-
ard, marginal and radical to varying degrees. The feature that they all have in 
common is cavalier treatment of tradition: they all promote a biased and distort-
ed treatment of traditions—ideologized, stylized, mystified, etc.—and often de-
scribe imagined “ancient traditions” as the basis for their parascientific theories. 
In other words, their authors do not immerse themselves in tradition and its expe-
rience, but hijack tradition, producing various kinds of distortions and simulacra.

The aim of this text is to provide a concise analytical description, classification 
and assessment of the phenomena that crowd the field of present-day Russian tra-
ditionalism. Let us start with a brief catalog of the main phenomena in this field.

Introductory

Obviously, conservative thought in Russia draws above all on the religious 
tradition of Orthodoxy and the secular tradition of the monarchical stateness. In 
the Russian culture both have had a long and controversial history that defies a 
straightforward and unambiguous assessment. The relations between the two have 
seen many twists and turns. Present-day traditionalism, too, offers various inter-
pretations of these relations, but they all share the view that there must be a close 
alliance, a unity of the two traditions. Such a union has been the rule throughout 
the history of the Orthodox world until the 20th century, including the Russian 
Empire. The most salient example, however, is the Byzantine Empire, the first 
Orthodox kingdom, which lasted a thousand years. For the Russian conserva-
tive consciousness this example has acquired the status of a paradigm and an ar-
chetype, so that the modern concepts and platforms that advocate a marriage of 
Orthodoxy and monarchy can be considered to be part of the general current of 
Byzantinism. The term is polysemantic, its conceptualization going back to two 
antipodes, Ivan Gagarin1 and Konstantin Leontiev. For the purpose of this study 
I chose the narrow interpretation as a trend in modern Russian ideological life.

There is no doubt that Byzantinism is the mainstream of Russian tradition-
alism today. But the trend is not monolithic; it has various subdivisions. The divi-
sions, however, are not sharp and do not rule out important unifying factors: thus, 
all the Byzantinist theories represent the Byzantine Empire as a positive exam-
ple for Russia and the West as a dangerous and hostile entity. Nevertheless these 
theories are very different in terms of their main thrust, their emphasis and goals 
and in many other ways. The most visible division is between the more pragmat-
ic, political and geopolitical Byzantinism and mystical and eschatological Byz-
antinism. The first variety uses relatively moderate and rational discourse and 
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clearly seeks to gain recognition of the authorities and become the state ideolo-
gy. A perfect example of such Byzantinism is the well-known television film The 
Lesson of Byzantium by archimandrite, now bishop Tikhon (Shevkunov). These 
strivings have had some success: Byzantinist “empire-building ideologies advo-
cating a vertical integration... of various peoples and states around Moscow and 
Russia... are used by the Russian political regime... For a long time the Byzan-
tinist narrative was in high demand mainly for marginal ‘patriotic’ intellectual 
circles. However, in the early 2000s it caught the eye of the people in the corri-
dors of power where the mobilizing potential of this ideologeme was appreciated. 
The concepts of the Orthodox civilization, post-Byzantine space, ‘the Russian 
World,’ the Third Rome, etc. came to be discussed” [14, p. 136]. All these con-
cepts, which are included in the sphere of political Byzantinism, have become 
part of the official discourse.

The second variety has from the outset developed outside the limits of sci-
entific critique: it is the discourse that blends real and sacral history and refuses 
to distinguish among authentic sources, hagiographic narrative, apocrypha and 
legends. These tools are used to build mystical and fantastic schemes of history, 
and mainly of the end of history complete with the advent of “the last time” and 
the enthronement of the Antichrist. These two varieties occupy different plac-
es in the public domain: while the former, as has been said, looks to the center 
which it seeks to gain control of, the latter has long been consigned to the fringe 
zone although it leaps into prominence from time to time (as in our day). Howev-
er, the differences between them are more external than internal: after all, politi-
cal Byzantinism rests on the same religious and historical foundations and ideas, 
though it prefers not to discuss them owing to their exotic character. I will con-
sider these foundations anon.

Along with Byzantinism, Eurasianism undoubtedly is among the most in-
fluential ideological trends in Russia today. Its relevance to our theme, i. e., tra-
ditionalism, is not immediately apparent. Typologically, the initial Eurasianism 
of the Russian émigrés in the 1920s was clearly an avant-garde and not a tradi-
tionalist trend, which is why its proponents were described as “Slavophiles of 
the Futurist era” (Fyodor Stepun). However, today’s Eurasianism, or Neo-Eur-
asianism, is a different phenomenon. It is still more heterogeneous than Byzan-
tinism, comprising a whole spectrum of versions. But the important thing is that 
it is clearly evolving in the direction of traditionalism. With the exception of “left 
Eurasianism” oriented toward leftist philosophical trends2 we find the discourse 
of tradition and the principle of reliance on tradition in all the main varieties of 
modern Neo-Eurasianism. However, unlike Byzantinism, Eurasianism cannot 
link its basic idea of Eurasia as a distinct type of civilization and culture with any 
tradition that has ever existed. Therefore if Neo-Eurasianism is to gravitate to-
ward the traditionalist discourse, tradition has to be interpreted in a special way.

Traditionalism in the narrow sense—associated primarily with the names of 
René Guénon and Julius Evola—provides a suitable interpretation. The core of 
this theory is a special approach to tradition: it proceeds from the premise that 
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the whole spectrum of world religions, cultures and civilizations has its source 
in a single “primordial,” “pristine” or proto-tradition, the ancient sacred tradi-
tion that is still unknown to science. “The traditionalists claim that all sacred 
knowledge has a single source in the original tradition” [4, p. 476]. Each of the 
theories within this kind of traditionalism propounds its own version of what the 
proto-tradition was, seeking to represent it as a reconstruction of genuine pre-his-
torical tradition and find convincing arguments to explain why this tradition is 
unknown to science.

This already makes it clear that all this is outside the sphere of scientific cog-
nition and belongs to some parascientific or non-scientific paradigm. We will con-
sider it in more detail below, but at this point let us just note that this extra-sci-
entific paradigm, which simulates scientific discourse and method, opens broad 
opportunities—proposes a matrix, if you like, for producing constructs distanced 
from science to varying degrees, based on all sorts of imagined “traditions” that 
may serve various ideological, political, religious and other purposes... There is 
great demand for these opportunities in the current Russian (and world) situa-
tion. As a result, traditionalism in the narrow sense is a highly visible and influen-
tial phenomenon in Russian culture, ideology and to some extent politics. Con-
tent-wise, it is divided into separate conceptions each asserting the existence of 
some proto-tradition which it uses as the basis for historical, historiosophic, re-
ligious or political schemes and constructs. To evaluate these concepts it would 
make sense to distinguish them among themselves, above all in terms of how far 
they are removed from reality, how much fantasy has gone into them: a “tradition” 
may be a 100% invention of an armchair historian or a modification of some real 
tradition, leavened with varying degrees of arbitrariness, distortions and additions.

Let us use this principle to compile a brief catalog of the main present-day tra-
ditionalist concepts, starting with moderate ones and moving gradually to those 
that blatantly disregard reality and science.

(1) The spectrum of Neo-Eurasian concepts contains a relatively moderate 
version whose authors, while taking liberties with historical and cultural data, 
still avoid undisguised additions and distortions. Such moderate traditionalism 
has produced the widely known theories of Lev Gumilyov and, among modern 
authors, of Aleksandr Panarin, who claimed the existence of “a single tradition 
that is archetypically common to the peoples of Eurasia” [15, p. 463], but did 
not venture to describe it, saying that such reconstruction is a task for the future.

(2) Yevgeny Shiffers (1934-1997), a brilliant film and stage master, came up 
with a very original version of traditionalism. His spiritual quests led him to a 
syncretic mystery-like fantasy that blends Tibetan Buddhism and mystical Or-
thodoxy [16]. Shiffers had and still has a small but staunch following and his ex-
traordinary sensitivity to the spiritual tradition puts him in the category of tra-
ditionalists and not simply New Age-style dilettantes. He puts forward his own 
version of Eurasianism connected with the idea of the “Eurasian proto-mother-
land.” However, Shiffers does not introduce the concept of the primordial tradition, 
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so in our classification his concept is between traditionalism in the narrow and 
in the broad sense.

(3) In the broad sense it can be said that Eurasianism is close to Tengrism, an-
other post-Soviet branch of traditionalism. Tengrism claims that the proto-tra-
dition is the cult of the god of heaven Tengri, and this cult is the most ancient 
monotheistic proto-religion, which is supposed to have been practiced by all the 
peoples of Central Asia long before Buddhism and Islam. According to the radi-
cal version of Murad Adzhayev (Murad Adzhi) Tengrism, which sprang up among 
the Turkic peoples in Altai, was the source of all the cultures and religions of In-
dia, the Middle and Near East, North Africa and Europe, where it turned into 
Christianity. In the Asian regions of Russia and the former Soviet Union repub-
lics, Tengrism is widely recognized and is included in textbooks in some places; 
there are many organized groups of its followers.

(4) A Russian analog of Tengrism, albeit on a smaller scale, attempts to pres-
ent the paganism of ancient Slavs as a proto-tradition often covered by the blan-
ket term Rodnoveriye (Slavic Native Faith). Similar attempts are made by a num-
ber of small neo-Pagan movements such as Velesov krug, Bayanova tropa and 
others which preach the revival of the pantheon, myths, rituals and customs of 
Pagan Slavs. They have no unity or any coherent construct of a proto-tradition. 
However, they often have a political orientation, usually gravitating toward Rus-
sian nationalism.

(5) Traditionalism in the narrow sense should also include the well-known 
salafiyah trend in modern radical Islam (salaf means “forefathers” in Arabic) which 
advocates a return to the original Islam of the time of Mohammed. Salafi trends 
and groups are active today all over the Islamic world, including Islamic regions 
in Russia. The proto-tradition here is the Islam of the early Muslim preachers, 
of which infinitesimally little is known, so that, as in other traditionalist trends, 
it is not so much about reconstruction as about arbitrary construction of the ba-
sic tradition. While it is common practice to include Salafis in traditionalism in 
the broad sense it has also been noted that by its nature the movement meets the 
definition of traditionalism in the narrow sense. The typological kinship has been 
noted of the Salafi ideology with the doctrine of the Aryan Nordic proto-tradi-
tion in German Nazism. “What exactly was it like—the world of nascent initial 
Islam?... Various attempts have been made to reconstruct it... The end product 
turned out to be an utopia that had never existed in reality. An extreme manifes-
tation of Muslim reaction is today represented by people like Osama bin Laden... 
These groups are sometimes called Salafite movements... They create an imagi-
nary world... and we discover a striking similarity between the imaginary world 
of ultra-reactionary Muslim movements and reconstruction of imaginary Ger-
man Aryanism... German Aryanism was an ultra-reactionary reconstruction of a 
past that never was... It was argued that if the Germans had acted like their Teu-
tonic ancestors they would again control Europe. Here we discover an analogy 
with the ultra-reactionary Muslims who claim that if the Muslims of the world 



Why Tradition Needs to Be Protected from Traditionalists 75

had acted like their righteous and devout ancestors they would again be in con-
trol of the Middle East” [11, pp. 195-196].

Here we see yet another important feature of proto-tradition projects: the ul-
timate driving motives of these projects are usually political, geopolitical and ide-
ological goals and plans. From the outset, they separate these projects from the 
task of impartial research, of establishing the true historical and spiritual reality. 
As we shall see below, a natural correlation arises: the more radical and extrem-
ist the external motivations, the more blatantly unscientific and remote from the 
truth and reality the imagined “traditions” tend to become.

(6) The resemblance of Islamic and Aryan-Nordic traditionalist projects may 
appear to be formal and artificial. But this is not so. Russia today has at least one 
more example of such resemblance. It is the traditionalism of Geydar Dzhemal. 
Dzhemal, a Shiite Islamist also known as “the metaphysician of Tradition,” in his 
treatise Orientation—North (1997) presents a philosophical transcription or par-
allel of the Nazi theosophy of Herman Wirth (1885-1981) with its theory of the 
northern land, Arktogeia, a land of superhumans called Hyperboreans. Accord-
ing to Dzhemal, the North is “the point where Cosmos ends,” “the last frontier of 
reality,” “the pole of the impossible” and the orientation toward the North means 
the orientation toward getting rid of the “plague of being,” the cult of death, apoc-
alypse and chaos. The universe is cyclic, ruled by the principle of “cosmic fire,” 

“titanic will”—this is the set of motives that chime in with the Teutonic mytholo-
gy in the Nazi edition. An important feature of Dzhemal’s traditionalism is polit-
ical activism of a markedly extremist kind; he was a government member of one 
of the warring Islamic groups in Tajikistan. The basic premises of Shia extrem-
ism have much in common with Salafism; for example, in an interview he pro-
claims the aim of Islamic policy to be “people’s self-government corresponding 
to the democratic spirit of the original Islam” (see [5]).

(7) Extreme features of radical traditionalism are highlighted by the multi-
farious activities of Aleksandr Dugin, a noted political figure, journalist and au-
thor of numerous books. Characteristically, he refers to his version of tradition-
alism as “total traditionalism.” It is a compilation, a hodge-podge of elements 
of many traditions and teachings obviously prompted by the exigencies of Rus-
sian politics. Let us look at its main components. The main content of “total tra-
ditionalism” is the Nazi Hyperborean geosophy of Wirth (Dugin and Dzhemal 
come from the same Moscow intellectual or occult underground circle), which is 
now presented in an upfront and detailed way; most of Dugin’s books were pub-
lished by Arktogeia (Arctogaia), a publishing house he had founded. The presenta-
tion of Dugin’s theories is mostly carried out on the conceptual and methodolog-
ical platform of René Guénon (1886-1951) who introduced substantial changes in 
the traditionalist discourse, generalizing it and shaping it into a coherent system. 
Added to this basis are new elements which adapt it to the modern Russian con-
text. Chief of them are Turanism, due to which “total traditionalism” includes 
Eurasianism into its orbit (Dugin’s position is often described as Neo-Eurasian) 
and Russian Orthodoxy.
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The author chose to give prominence to the last element: exactly at the time 
when he emerged on the Russian political scene he had concluded that the “Trin-
itary Orthodox metaphysics” is the highest point of the development of Tradi-
tion “which provides a full and perfect expression of all the most valuable revela-
tory vectors.” But his concept of Orthodoxy is somewhat peculiar: Dugin reveals 
a “strikingly literal, even totally structural... coincidence between the Christian 
tradition... and the paradigms of Hyperborean sacralness so brilliantly unpacked 
and restored by Wirth” [3, pp. 153, 745]. Dugin has not contributed anything new 
to the body of fundamental ideas of traditionalism, nor has he discovered any new 
proto-tradition. However, his derivative and eclectic constructs are skillfully pre-
sented and appeal to the masses, attracting a following. They bolster his political 
activities, which peaked during the war in Donbass. Today Dugin is undoubted-
ly the most influential figure in Russian traditionalism, both in the narrow and 
broad senses.

Anatomy

The above impressive list of traditionalist concepts and movements clear-
ly shows that traditionalism in Russia today is a significant element of the ide-
ological and political situation. In starting to analyze and assess it, it has to be 
acknowledged that for all its heterogeneity and diversity, it has an important com-
mon feature: all these elements treat tradition as an instrument, a tool and means 
of achieving some political and ideological goals that are extraneous to tradition. 
Traditionalism as such cannot set as its goal simple and unbiased scientific study 
of tradition. Likewise, it does not seek to simply take part in tradition and be-
come immersed in its living experience. Traditionalism is by no means the same 
as life within a tradition and faithfulness to tradition, and those who live in tra-
dition are anything but traditionalists. Traditionalism either produces a certain 
construct which it bills as proto-tradition (traditionalism in the narrow sense) or 
manipulates some real tradition to fit some political, ideological or religious pro-
ject (traditionalism in the broad sense). For traditionalism is always a certain pro-
ject; tradition has to provide its foundation, and to this end it is fitted into a cor-
responding Procrustean bed inevitably distorting and twisting and subjecting it 
to vivisection. Or it is simply invented on somebody’s commission.

Hence any traditionalism fulfils an assignment involving methodological or 
epistemological arbitrariness or plain subterfuge by passing off a fresh-baked con-
struct for an ancient tradition or interpreting some real tradition, taken off the shelf 
for some extraneous reason, in an arbitrary way. And of course it seeks to present 
its concepts not as a loose hypothesis or a literary composition, but as a scientif-
ic truth. Thus, fulfilling an assignment presents a problem which different tradi-
tionalist trends tackle in their own way. However, it is easy to see some common 
principles and methods behind these solutions. By revealing them we may gain 
an insight into the way traditionalism works and peep into its secret laboratory.
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The approach to solving the problem readily suggests itself: the required con-
cepts, theories and views should be presented in a way that is impeccable from 
the scientific point of view. To this end they should be given a science-like form, 
which is not a major challenge; but in addition, and most importantly, the sub-
stance of these concepts should be unassailable. On that key point intuition again 
comes to the rescue: the concepts should be taken outside the domain of standard 
scientific discourse with its norms and rules and the requirement of being in ac-
cord with the existing foundation of scientific principles and data, of being prov-
able and verifiable, etc. In other words, one should find some vacant space, some 
discursive Lebensraum or wild West, a space that is out of reach of existing science 
and in which anything can be declared to be a science. There are actually ample 
opportunities for finding such a space. I will now name the two main strategies 
used by traditionalism before taking a closer look at how they are implemented.

The simplest and most obvious way is manipulating the chronotope. Academic 
science has yet to provide a detailed and authentic study of all the remote epochs, 
and the body of sources and testimony in written and material culture shrinks 
dramatically as we go further back in time. Beyond a certain point in historical 
time lie areas of the global chronotope of which infinitesimally little is known—
the space of “prehistoric” or “protohistorical” existence of man; so, given the will, 
it is quite possible to colonize these spaces filling them with the kind of content 
that is required for a traditionalist project, populating it with ethnic groups and 
races, ascribing to them a suitable culture and most importantly, “a tradition.”

It will readily be seen that the majority of the above-mentioned trends in mod-
ern Russian traditionalism—projects meeting the definition of “traditionalism in 
the narrow sense”—follow the simple model of finding a “vacant space” that can 
be filled arbitrarily. They differ only in the choice of the “vacant space” and the 
thoroughness in elaborating their teachings. As regards the choice of space, the 
body of trends mentioned here offers the following options:

Proto-North (Hyperborea, Arktogeia)+proto-Russia (Dugin);
Proto-North+proto-Islam (Dzhemal);
Proto-Islam (Salafites);
Proto-Slavdom (Slavic Native Faith, or Rodnoveriye);
Proto-religion of Central Asia (Tengrism).
The claim to belonging to such special (fictional!) space is usually established 

by the prefixes “proto-” and “paleo-.” Attaching these symbolic prefixes to cat-
egories of standard historical, ethnological, cultural-civilizational discourse has 
been a classical method of traditionalism since the times of Guénon, and one of 
the main methods of colonizing “vacant space.” This is how a traditionalist teach-
ing is created: “proto-civilization,” “proto-language,” “paleo-continents,” etc. 
may be introduced into the vacant space and with a certain amount of effort a co-
herent alternative world history can be fabricated. To build such theories their au-
thors even introduce traditionalist imitations of the main human sciences which 
are called “sacral” or “symbolic” disciplines: thus there appear sacral history, sa-
cral geography, linguistics, ethnology corresponding to the proto-tradition and its 
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space... However, only some projects attain such a global scale: among the Rus-
sian teachings it is the Dugin project, and outside Russia the classic traditional-
ist projects of Guénon, Evola and Wirth.

Another widespread strategy of taking over “vacant space” does not claim to 
present a newly-discovered “ancient tradition” and is in that sense less radical. 
The main tool of this strategy is not the chronotope, but discourse, its key meth-
od being a mixing of totally different types of discourse. If discourses with dia-
metrically opposite rules are mixed together, the result will be a free-for-all kind 
of discourse without any rules of rigor or correctness, so that any arbitrary prop-
ositions can claim to be true. This is the kind of strategy cultivated by tradition-
alism in the broad sense which in Russia is above all represented by Byzantinism. 
In this paper we pointed out its two varieties: the moderate one, leaning toward 
politics, and the radical one with a mystical-eschatological thrust. I will now pro-
ceed to explain their methodological and epistemological principles, which are, 
for our purpose, pretty much the same: only modern Byzantinism uses them with 
caution, whereas radical Byzantinism goes to extremes.

As pointed out above, any traditionalism seeks to implement a certain pro-
ject. The nucleus of the Byzantian project is a blend of Orthodox and monarchic 
or imperial principles. Such a blend should be presented in a form that the broad 
popular consciousness, especially political circles and the educated part of socie-
ty, find convincing. This calls for a scientific discourse; but, as I have stressed, no 
traditionalist project can be justified from the scientific standpoint, which makes 
it imperative to go beyond scientific discourse.

The concepts of Byzantinism are linked with Orthodoxy and draw mainly 
on the discourses of the Holy Scripture and holy history and less frequently on 
the discourses of dogmatics, hagiography, etc. These are specialized discourses 
belonging to the sacral sphere in Christianity, and by borrowing elements there-
of and drawing on their data Byzantinism is included in the category of confes-
sional discourses (unlike traditionalism in the narrow sense which presents its 
proto-tradition discourse as discourse of scientific truth unconnected with con-
fessional limitations). Such discourses combine sacral and secular elements. Be-
cause they follow different rules, how they are combined is crucial. Correct con-
fessional discourses take into account the fact that sacral discourses call for special 
hermeneutics, special methodologies of reading and use whose rules are rooted 
in the foundations of the corresponding religion. Because of this the assertions 
and conclusions of sacral discourses have a different sphere of validity than dis-
courses of the secular, and this difference is scrupulously taken into account in 
correct confessional discourses, as exemplified by Christian theology. Taking 
into account the nature of the discourses is particularly and vitally important 
in the case of mystical-eschatological discourses. This is a special kind of sacral 
discourses whose subject is real or supposed events of direct encounter of man 
with sacral reality, such as visions, revelations and transformations of perception 
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systems. Their organization, logic and epistemology are far removed from and 
diametrically opposed to the characteristics of scientific discourse and require a 
special kind of treatment.

However, there exists a host of incorrect confessional discourses in which 
secular and sacral discourses are mixed and blended indiscriminately. In such 
cases discourses of the sacral are exploited without taking into account their spe-
cial nature on a par with secular and scientific discourses, which leads to various 
errors and false assertions. Going back to Byzantinism I maintain that it has to 
be categorized as incorrect discourse. Indeed, the most actively used discourse 
here is apocalyptic, one of the most radical and off-beat mystical-eschatological 
discourses, as a result of which incorrectness reaches its limit. By combining in-
compatibles, blending together opposite discourses into something that looks like 
science, Byzantinism ends up with a discourse that is “vacant space” or, to use 
an earlier expression, free-for-all discourse that follows no rules, is open to arbi-
trary statements and makes it possible to “prove” anything. We can readily see it 
by taking a closer look at the notion of katechon which forms the ideological nu-
cleus of modern Russian Byzantinism.

The term “katechon” (Greek τό κατέχον “that which withholds,” or ὁ κατέχων 
“the one who withholds”) goes back to the New Testament (2 Thessalonians 2: 2-3,6-
7: “... that day [of Christ] shall not come, except there come a falling away first, and 
that man of sin is revealed, the son of perdition... And now ye know what withhol-
deth that he might be revealed in his time. For the mystery of iniquity doth already 
work: only he who now letteth (ὁ κατέχων) will let, until he be taken out of the way” 
(quoted from [24]; cf. a different translation: “... the day of the Lord... will not come 
until the rebellion occurs and the man of lawlessness is revealed, the man doomed 
to destruction... And now you know what is holding him back, so that he may be re-
vealed at the proper time. For the secret power of lawlessness is already at work; but 
the one who now holds it back will continue to do so till he is taken out of the way” 
[25]). This is one of principal texts of an apocalyptic and prophetic character which 
says that the coming of Antichrist (“the son of perdition,” “the mystery of iniquity”) 
and his freedom of action are restrained by “ὁ κατέχων.” Since the ancient times in-
terpretations of the text sought above all to guess what exactly St. Paul meant by the 
cryptonym “the one who... holds it back,” or katechon. Various versions were put for-
ward, with the main and long established version of St. John Chrysostomos identify-
ing katechon with the Roman state. His argument goes as follows: “When the Roman 
Empire is taken out of the way, then he (Antichrist) shall come. And naturally. For 
as long as the fear of this empire lasts, no one will willingly exalt himself” ([18, 598], 
quoted from [23]). The identification of katechon with the power of Rome, the claim 
that Rome prevents the coming of the Antichrist contributed to the positive (re)as-
sessment of the Roman Empire in Orthodox thought (and indeed in general Chris-
tian thought because such identification was characteristic of the Western Church 
Fathers as well—Irenaeus of Lyon, Tertullian, Augustine). Along with other factors 
the idea of Empire as katechon also contributed to the emerging Byzantine ideolo-
gy of sacralization of power.
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Later the so-called Apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius of Patara (7th—8th cen-
turies) links the one that withholds in 2 Thessalonians 2: 6-7, not with the Roman 
Empire, but with Byzantium (the Greek Kingdom). This early Byzantine pro-
phetic text exerted a considerable impact on historical thought in Muscovy. For 
example, Philotheus of Pskov transfers some theses of Pseudo-Methodius con-
cerning the Greek Kingdom to the Moscow Tsardom in his writings elaborating 
the idea of the Third Rome.3 However, neither Philotheus nor other authors treat 
katechon as implying such a transfer to Rus. Nowhere—neither in Russia, nor in 
Byzantium, nor in the West—is the text of 2 Thessalonians 2: 3, 6-7 and its con-
cept of the one who withholds used as the basis for any historiosophic or politi-
cal-state concepts. They are confined entirely to eschatology remaining within 
the special genre of apocalyptic prophesies and its main theme, i.e., Antichrist. 
This genre is typically highly marginal, its authors are isolated figures and its au-
dience is formed by ill-educated circles who tend to trust fantasies and fall easy 
prey to the spirit of alarmism and fanaticism. Its content can be described as “con-
crete eschatologism” and an authoritative Orthodox historian claiming to be “an 
apologist for Byzantinism” cannot help issuing this warning: “Concrete escha-
tologism has always easily degenerated into superstition” [10, p. 234].

In calm epochs the audience of this genre is small. But there are periods when 
apocalyptic discourse, talk about Antichrist, “the last times” and “the last king-
dom” gain greater prominence moving from the periphery closer to the center 
of public attention. The cataclysms of Russian history in the 20th century inev-
itably served as a catalyst. Present-day Russian Byzantinism is one of its mani-
festations and the form it has assumed is centered on the idea of katechon. The 
idea is elaborated further to link it directly to Russia. This “Russian edition” is 
attributed to Sergey Nilus: Part Three of his well-known book The Great in the 
Small (1905/1911) presents, next to the notorious Protocols of the Elders of Zion, a 
modernized scheme, or matrix of apocalyptic discourse totally oriented toward 
Russia as the key actor in the final act of world history which is already upon us.

The pattern is canonical: immediately before the end of world history the 
Scriptures predict the coming of Antichrist, “the son of perdition,” and his en-
thronement; the coming is already approaching (“the mystery of iniquity doth al-
ready work”), but it cannot occur as long as there is a katechon in the world. The 
new element is that katechon can only be provided by Russia. “Russia is the last 
bulwark.. If Russia... becomes remiss in piety then what is predicted in the Apoc-
alypse is sure to happen.” Apocalypticism is concrete and, according to Nilus, 
katechon is embodied in the heads of Russian autocracy and Orthodoxy. Thus 
Antichrist failed to triumph during the European troubles in 1848 because “au-
tocracy was in the strong hands of Emperor Nicholas I; Orthodoxy was safeguard-
ed by the two Filarets, “the holy and the wise,” and a cloud of hierarchs like stars 
in the firmament. St. Paul’s “the one who... holds it back (ὁ κατέχων)” (2 Thes-
salonians 2:7) had not yet been taken out of the way. Emperor Alexander III was 
an equally strong katechon: “Russia and its peacemaker Tsar were for the whole 
world what St. Paul designated by the word ὁ κατέχων” (“the one who... holds it 
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back”)... Such is the world significance of the reign of Alexander III.” Thereaf-
ter the need for the Russian katechon and its world importance continue to grow 
because “all the efforts of covert and overt, conscious and unconscious servants 
and workers of Antichrist... are now directed toward Russia.” In the political and 
state sphere Antichrist’s servants “strenuously propagate liberalism”: according 
to the Protocols, the Zion Elders state that “we have infected state bodies with 
liberalism, a lethal poison” [13, pp. 373, 365, 386-387, 396, 487].

It is worth noting that although Nilus is extremely focused on Russia, his 
matrix records universal features of a certain type of consciousness: fanatical ex-
tremism fueled by an eschatological itch and building schemes of the end of the 
world. This type has since been very much in evidence. The anti-Semitic part of 
Nilus’s scheme was taken on board by the Nazi doctrine and was actively used by 
the Nazi propaganda. Today Nilus’s matrix is given a new lease on life by Islamic 
extremism based entirely on the Muslim substratum in the framework of the lat-
est traditionalist ideology of the Islamic State. The gist of this ideology was thus 
summed up by an IS militant: “This revolution is... the end of the world preced-
ed, according to Hadiths,4 by the victory over the West in Syria, the revival of the 
Caliphate and the advent of the Prophet Isa (Jesus)” [22]. This is an excellent ex-
ample of the translation of ideological matrices across epochs and cultures: the 
Nilus matrix has traveled from the Christian to the Islamic context, from the con-
servative to the revolutionary discourse while preserving intact its readily recog-
nizable apocalyptic nucleus.

Today’s Russian Byzantinism faithfully follows the Nilus matrix in reviving the 
idea of an Orthodox Empire. Only two or three undesirably eye-catching details 
have been dropped such as overt anti-Semitism and lurid pictures of the Serpent 
creeping over the map of Europe and “eating away and devouring all non-Jewish 
forces.” On the whole “the idea of the gracious katechon became a commonplace 
in the milieu of Russian monarchists in the 20th century” [19, p. 515]. A centu-
ry after the publication of Nilus’s book new links are added to the chain of Rus-
sian katechons and—take note—it includes even ... the theomachist Bolshevik re-
gime. “The Soviet Union was heir to the Russian Empire, the Russian Empire 
was heir to the Kingdom of Muscovy and the Kingdom of Muscovy to three po-
litical-historical entities—the Kievan-Novgorodian Rus of the Ryurikovichi, the 
Byzantine Orthodox Empire and the Eurasian Golden Horde” [9, p. 491]; the au-
thor stresses that inheritance of the katechonic mission “came with the territory.” 
Some Byzantinist texts openly claim that Stalin was also a katechon. The Stalin 
empire turns out to be even closer to Byzantium than the Petersburg one because 
the Bolshevik “social experiment brought into politics and public life” masses of 
new people who “carried a powerful charge of traditional Moscow Byzantinism” 
[6, p. 50]. There the idea of katechon merges with the currently strong national-
istic apologia of Stalinism and the “Red Orthodox project” which, among other 
things, is part of the motley ideological baggage of today’s Donbass separatists.

The geopolitical configuration is also changing. Needless to say, the servants 
and workers of Antichrist still come from the West, but while for Nilus their center 
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was “France, the Jewish-dominated nest of the Freemason Conspiracy,” today 
the main spawning ground is America. It has already occupied Russia: “Russia 
is directly ruled from America... We are an occupied territory... The occupation 
system includes the government directed from outside, the agents of influence, 
grant recipients, traitors on various levels and the propaganda machine” [7, pp. 
94, 93, 91]. Its link with the “son of perdition” is obvious: “The sinister country 
on the other side of the ocean... is asserting its planetary dominance... over all the 
Earth’s peoples. Over us... This is strikingly reminiscent of the prophecies of the 
advent of Antichrist” [3, pp. 657-658]. Furthermore, today’s version of the Ni-
lus matrix aspires to a much higher theoretical level. While Nilus wrote religious 
essays for the public, the authors of modern Byzantinism for the most part be-
long to the scientific community and their articles (monographs are few and far 
between) often promote far-reaching conceptual constructions in history, phi-
losophy of history and political philosophy. The main subjects are Russian and 
Byzantine history, the link between Byzantium and Russia, modern geopolitics, 
apologia of imperial principles, monarchy, autocracy and criticism of Western 
liberalism. In particular, the case for autocracy is made by positing the link of 
the tsar-autocrat with katechon, the one who withholds.

As for the theme of empire, its treatment is usually based on the leitmotif, which 
is often expressed in Fyodor Tyutchev’s words: “Empires do not die.” This is the 
underlying intuition of Byzantinist imperial thinking that is best expressed and 
justified exactly through the idea of katechon, and today, of Russian katechon. 
This line of thinking represents a continuous logical chain: the world is threat-
ened by Antichrist who is already at work, ergo to preserve the world and the 
course of history that which withholds is needed, the one who withholds can be 
only an empire which is supported by faith in Christ (and also the Roman Em-
pire because, according to St. Luke 2:1-3 it included Christ in its population cen-
sus—“Our Lord was written into Roman power” is the argument of Kosma In-
dikoplevst (6th century) which was taken up by Philotheus), ergo the existence of 
the Russian Orthodox Empire in our day guarantees the existence of the world 
and history. If history is to continue this empire has to be. This is the innermost 
nerve of Russian Byzantinism.

Alas, this does not rule out that the nerve is but a phantom or sick nerve, a 
disease of social consciousness. Quite obviously, the above logical chain consists 
of patently unprovable propositions in all its links and all its implications. The 
majority of them hark back to long-familiar stereotypes which form part of the 
peculiar discourse of end-of-the-world prophecies, a prophetic and eschatolog-
ical discourse of utterly cryptic and illogical and obscure nature. This discourse 
stands apart even in the circle of sacral discourses as a direct opposite not only 
to scientific discourse, but to any discourse that is epistemologically clear and 
transparent. Meanwhile traditionalists try to make it the basis of their concepts 
of the philosophy of history and political philosophy and develop an ambitious 
project that determines Russia’s geopolitical strategies. In the process, of course, 
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they mix together absolutely incompatible discourses and end up with a no-holds-
barred free-for-all discourse that provides them with the coveted “vacant space.”

Antichrist takes on a new role, that of a broad discursive opportunity. What 
embodies his threat, from where it may strike, who and what contribute to it—all 
this is totally unknown and unknowable, but traditionalists discuss it all with a 
scientific face and in great detail. In determining the salutary katechon and point-
ing a finger at the servants of Antichrist, in executing and pardoning, they com-
fortably deploy under the guise of Orthodox eschatology their own likes and dis-
likes, complexes and idiosyncrasies. It is hard to disagree with a critic‘s judgment: 

“Modern Byzantine fantasies ... are a narrative of a medical case” [12, p. 235].
Just one more thing can be added. Without any eschatology, which should 

not be mentioned needlessly, Antichrist is a fixture of modern Russian discourse. 
Traditionalists trumpet his successes, ascribing to him a great role and power in 
the modern world. In this way they undoubtedly inflate his significance and ad-
vertise him. But does it not mean that they are the servants of Antichrist in the 
sphere of public relations?

Conclusions

As we see, anatomizing traditionalism supports our preliminary assessments. 
No versions of today’s Russian traditionalism and Byzantinism are conducive to 
genuine participation in tradition and immersion into its living experience. They 
all speculate on tradition in various ways, mainly in the field of history and pol-
itics, with history leaning toward historiosophy and politics leaning toward geo-
politics, i. e., areas long favored by the authors of way-out parascientific theories. 
These speculations have certain basic elements. The main method of traditional-
ism is creating a “vacant space” in which it is free to develop its unprovable theo-
ries. As a rule, the “vacant space” is created by clearing away chunks of historical 
time, past and/or future. A model example is the concept of “primordial tradi-
tion” which underpins the entire “traditionalism in the narrow sense.” It adds to 
the real historical past an imaginary pre-historic stretch its authors fill ad libitum, 
however they like, and using this filling, in the light of their imagined tradition, 
the whole picture of the real past is cardinally changed and reformatted. In other 
words, proto-tradition is used to supplant or even to steal the past. Thus, in tradi-
tionalism-Byzantinism apocalyptic and eschatological schemes create a “vacant 
space” that defies critical reason, while interpretations of the Apocalypse are a 
special genre in which fantasies and speculations have always thrived. Modern 
Byzantinism translates these speculations into a quasi-scientific discourse spawn-
ing futurological concepts and strategies and creating an image or model of the 
future in accordance with a certain apocalyptic scheme. In other words, apoca-
lyptic schemes are used to hijack the future. One can argue that stealing the past 
and hijacking the future are the two main operational techniques of traditionalism.

Bearing in mind the assessments given above we can conclude that modern 
traditionalism is a profoundly false form of ideological life. It is similar to faking 
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antiquities—forging paintings by old masters, counterfeiting furniture and artifacts 
of ancient cultures has long been practiced in the world of art and antiquities. One 
cannot but see that consciousness engaged in faking tradition or stylizing as tradi-
tion is diametrically opposite to consciousness that has a tradition and is based on 
tradition. Therefore traditionalism poses a threat to tradition, and tradition needs to 
be protected against traditionalists.

Lack of intellectual scruples, faking, stylization, mystification, and often ob-
scure roots and total fantasy—all this likens traditionalism typologically and epis-
temologically to such phenomena as occultism, theosophy, anthroposophy and the 
New Age subculture. They all share a common quality—lack of disciplined thought 
and cognition, elementary methodological culture and, as a consequence, are intel-
lectually second-rate. Mikhail Bakhtin in his time noted that such phenomena can-
not be first-rate in principle. One would have thought that there is one variation of 
traditionalism that stands apart from all others and has nothing to do with the criti-
cized features: moderate Byzantinism focused on political-state aspects shies away 
from fantastic theories, be it proto-tradition or the symbolic Serpent with heads de-
vouring Russia. But on closer inspection that version is not much different from the 
others. As has been said, it is best represented by the film The Lesson of Byzantium. 
This is the comment it has drawn from Viktor Zhivov, a world authority on links be-
tween Russia and Byzantium: “People who are ignorant of history should refrain 
from making comments on it (history—S. H.) being aware of their ignorance. These 
words fully apply to... the film about Byzantium. The paradigm its authors construct 
does not exist in reality” [21, p. 170]. So, that too is a fake, the only difference being 
that this time around it is a politically commissioned piece of work without a shadow 
of mystique. The effect is the same: traditionalism invariably brings ignorance and 
inferiority to Russian culture.

Yet, in spite of all this, traditionalism, and especially Byzantinism, is going from 
strength to strength. Its champions are full of confidence: “The ideological and so-
ciopolitical practices of today’s Russia... will forever fall back on Great Russian Byz-
antinism” [6, p. 51]. “Byzantinism is emerging as a kind of unofficial ideology, an in-
ner metaphysical dimension of the Church and state life of Russia” [2, p. 85]. Current 
Russian reality provides ample grounds for such confidence. At this writing, pomp-
ous celebrations have just been held of the Millennium of Russian monastic presence 
on Mount Athos, and this event sent a wave of enthusiastic wishes of “Many Years 
to Basileus Vladimir!” on the Internet. This gives cause for concern. Marginal shod-
dy thinking which spawns pseudo-scientific and pseudo-mystical theories, sees en-
emies everywhere, is coming to the surface and claims to occupy the high ground in 
the country’s ideological life. This is certainly a symptom of an unhealthy atmos-
phere and unhealthy processes in society, a sign of a dangerous downgrading of in-
tellectual culture.

The issue of how to counter this trend is beyond the scope of this paper. Howev-
er, it has to be stressed that modern Orthodox thought is fully equipped to answer the 
challenge of traditionalism. Correct understanding of tradition, the art of living in-
side tradition has been handed down from century to century. Today it can be found 
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in the theology of culture of Reverend Georgy Florovsky and in synergic anthropol-
ogy that develops it today. It consolidates again the old Orthodox paradigm of the 
Living Tradition: the spiritual tradition is the preservation and passing on of the liv-
ing experience of the Christian’s communion with Christ. It is a school of person-
al spiritual experience, and not an ideology, be it imperial, apocalyptic or any other. 
It draws on spiritual practice, Orthodox hesychasm, and preserving this invigorat-
ing and directing link is a reliable counterweight to all the manipulations and spec-
ulations on tradition, all attempts to make ideological fakes, of which modern tradi-
tionalism is one example.

Adequate treatment of tradition contrasts with traditionalism on yet another im-
portant point. Traditionalism is fully in the framework of the old philosophical and 
political thinking based on binary oppositions, above all the Tradition—Modernity 
opposition. But seeing tradition as a school of living experience which does not make 
an absolute of any entities and institutions prompts an interpretation of tradition as 
creativity thus paving the way to resolving these oppositions. As leading authorities 
on philosophy and sociology admit, resolving the Tradition—Modernity opposition 
is a prerequisite for the development of society today. Alain Badiou writes: “A situ-
ation has to be created that escapes this alternative... (Tradition—Modernity alter-
native—S. H.) you must not let yourself be structured by this opposition” [1, p. 94]. 
This means that unlike the strategies of traditionalism, strategies based on true loy-
alty to the spiritual tradition do not structure new conflict situations and do not in-
crease global threats and risks.
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The centenary of the start of the Great Russian Revolution of 1917-1922 pro-
vides an occasion and a reason for the study of various aspects of this complicat-
ed historical period replete with contradictory events, a process that had been 
influenced by a range of external factors which undoubtedly include British pol-
icy vis-à-vis Russia.

It will be recalled that the Convention signed between the Russian and Brit-
ish Empires in 1907 put a period to their geopolitical rivalry known as The Great 
Game (see [57]). By the summer of 1914 Petersburg and London maintained al-
lied relations without signing any international legal act, although on April 8 of 
that same year Nicholas II proposed signing an Anglo-Russian defense alliance 
in a conversation with the British Ambassador Sir George Buchanan. It was not 
by chance that on May 5, 19161 in a talk with Buchanan, who, incidentally, was a 
distinguished citizen of Moscow and Professor Emeritus of Moscow University, 
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Nicholas II spoke of “the close economic understanding which he hoped to see 
established between Russia and Great Britain after the war.” The ambassador re-
plied that “such an understanding would depend on whether Russian industrials 
were prepared to renounce their idea of prohibitive duties on all foreign goods” to 
which the Emperor said that “as Russia could not be self-supporting for years to 
come she ought to try to develop her industries with the help of British capital and 
British experts’ advice” [6, p. 9].

This seemed to be an achievable goal after three years of war when, as a re-
sult of the revolutionary events that put an end to autocracy, both countries were 
living through a period of foreign political rapprochement which can safely be 
described as a “honeymoon” in the history of their relations.

It would be appropriate at this point to stress that although the study of Brit-
ain’s role in the February 1917 Revolution and the reciprocal impact of Russian 
events on the situation in the United Kingdom is important, the topic has re-
ceived comparatively little scholarly attention up until now. Only some aspects 
of it have been addressed by historians who had limited access to sources (cf. the 
most notable studies: [1; 11; 12; 16; 18; 23; 24; 26; 27; 29; 44; 2; 69; 71]). Foreign 
scholars, especially in the 1950s to 1980s, expressed doubt that it was possible to 
somehow change the basic picture through new research, or else they wrote that 
the time has not yet come for studying Anglo-Russian relations from the view-
point of both sides, with the Revolution as the starting point because many sourc-
es were inaccessible while European and American scholars were not very famil-
iar with the works of Soviet historians [43, p. 234; 71, p. V].

Although experts studying Russian-British relations have to work against 
heavy odds [14], I believe the time has come for proposing a modern perspective 
on the development of contacts between Petrograd and London during the Rus-
sian 1917 Revolution. In tackling this task, I drew on the body of sources that in-
cludes not only published diplomatic documents, transcripts of parliamentary 
debates and the press, but also memoirs of those who were involved in the events 
as well as archive materials only recently brought into domain of researchers.2

The author’s aim is to examine the character of the links between Petrograd 
and London on the eve of February 1917, to cover the reaction of the British 
public to the revolutionary events in Russia after the triumph of democracy and 
to assess the consequences of the fall of the monarchy in changing British pol-
icy vis-à-vis Russia during the spring months of the third year of the World War 
which were crucial for the opposing coalitions. The logic of the study prompted 
its chronological framework: the “Milyukov” period in the foreign policy of the 
first (liberal) Provisional Government headed from March 15 until May 18, 1917 
by Prince Georgy Lvov, a prominent Zemstvo leader.

First, however, it would not be irrelevant to remind the reader that by the time 
the cannons of the First World War began to talk Russia and Britain had close eco-
nomic and cultural ties. In 1913, Russia was the second biggest trade partner of 
the British Empire after Germany. Russia’s import from Britain stood at £17 mil-
lion (at the time £1 = 10 rubles), the bulk of it being equipment with high added 
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value. Meanwhile the main Russian exports to the British Isles were commodi-
ties such as timber, flax, seedcake and oil products (for more detail see [30; 51]).

According to statistics provided by the former British Ambassador to the USSR 
Curtis Keeble, at the start of the war about 7,000 subjects of King George perma-
nently lived in Russia, ships flying the Union Jack accounted for 35% of all the 
ships calling at Russian sea ports, and up to 50% of the total British investments 
in the economy of the Romanovs’ Empire (£40 million) went into the oilfields in 
the North Caucasus and the Caspian (Baku) [26, pp. 5-6].

One sign of economic rapprochement between Petersburg and London was 
the founding of the Anglo-Russian Chamber of Commerce in 1909 and, three 
years later, of the Russian-English Bank designed to boost cooperation between 
the two countries’ private companies.

The Russian community in London by the start of The Great War was be-
tween 4,000 and 5,000-strong. There were close political links at the level of top 
aristocracy, including the families of both monarchs and between members of the 
liberal intelligentsia represented in Russia by activists of the Octobrist and Con-
stitutional Democratic parties many of whom, as Pavel Milyukov, for example, 
regarded the British parliamentary monarchy as an ideal state structure. These 
links were reflected in the creation of the Anglo-Russian Friendship Commit-
tee in 1909. They were consolidated by the publication in London in 1916 of a 
joint book The Soul of Russia. It contained articles by Russian and British trave-
lers sharing their impressions of the respective countries, essays on Russian lit-
erature and the arts and essays on the participation of the subjects of Nicholas II 
in the world war (for more details on the Russo-British ties in science and cul-
ture see [14, pp. 51-64]).

It is notable that by February 1917 there were non-governmental organiza-
tions in both empires committed to still stronger cultural ties. For example, the 
English Club which opened back in the late 18th century had branches in Pe-
trograd and Moscow which boasted illustrious members coming from the noble 
families of the Golitsyns, Dolgorukys, Obolenskys and Yusupovs.3 During the 
war, the English Club attracted mainly the Russian Anglophiles who held right-
wing views, whereas the Russian-English Society and the Moscow Society for 
Rapprochement with England set up by prominent Constitutional Democrats 
in 1916 consisted mainly of liberals [15, p. 19]. At the same time, as attested by 
Meriel Buchanan, the daughter of the British Ambassador, beginning from Au-
gust 1914, the entire population of Petrograd and indeed the majority of people in 
large and medium-sized Russian cities favored a close alliance with Britain [7].4

The revolutionary events in Russia in February—March 1917, which marked 
the beginning of the end of the autocratic regime of Nicholas II, met with a broad 
response in the British political circles of various persuasions. The main reasons 
for the keen public interest in the February Revolution in Britain were the close 
alliance of the two empires within the Entente, the importance of Russia’s mil-
itary effort for achieving victory over the Central Powers during the First World 
War and finally, serious fears of the British establishment that the pro-German 
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forces surrounding the Tsar’s family and the top echelons of government pow-
er sought to bring about a separate peace with the Quadruple Alliance states op-
posing the Triple Entente.

Many contemporaries noted that the February events in Petrograd came as 
a total surprise not only for the ordinary Brits, but even for well-informed poli-
ticians and experts. Thus, according to Sir Robert Hamilton Lockhart, the Brit-
ish Vice Consul in Moscow from 1912 until September 1917 and subsequently a 
prominent diplomat, “Revolution was not even a distant probability, although from 
the first day of the war every liberal-minded Russian hoped that victory would 
bring constitutional reforms in its train” [35, p. 98] (for more detail see [2, p. 9]).

From February 1 to February 20, 1917, i. e., on the eve of the fall of Tsarism, 
amid swirling rumors about conspiracies and coups, Petrograd played host to del-
egations from Entente countries who had arrived to take part in an Allied confer-
ence called upon to agree strategic plans for a victorious end to the long-drawn-
out war. The conference had been postponed by the Tsarist Government by two 
weeks because of the murder of Grigory Rasputin.5

The central role among Russia’s Allies at the forum was played by a high-pow-
ered British delegation led by Viscount Alfred Milner, an influential member of 
the War Cabinet, Minister without Portfolio and subsequently the head of the War 
and Colonial Ministries (read more on Lord Milner’s trip to attend the confer-
ence in [45, p. 277-280; 74, сh. XX]). Upon return to London, he tried to convince 
his fellow cabinet members that although the situation in Russia was in crisis and 
governance was in disarray, on the whole it was stable and not likely to experience 
any revolutionary upheavals [39; 49]. However, after Milner’s meeting with Pyotr 
Struve, a CD leader, in the building of the British diplomatic mission, the Allies 
expressed their wish to see a responsible government formed under Sergey Sa-
zonov whom they also wanted to see as the Russian Foreign Minister. That wish 
was first expressed by Milner during an audience with Nicholas II, and was lat-
er conveyed to the Emperor in the shape of a formal message [65, p. 85] (see also 
[1, pp. 243-244; 31, pp. 230-234]).

That this message had indeed been delivered is borne out by the words of the 
then head of the Foreign Office James Balfour in a conversation with the Times 
columnist Lieutenant Colonel Charles à Court Repington well-known in govern-
ment circles, who said that “no plenipotentiary ever gave a more serious warning 
to a great monarch than Milner gave to the Tsar.” According to the Times observ-
er, Nicholas II’s flat refusal even to discuss with the Allies the option of politi-
cal reforms killed whatever hopes the Western democracies still had for contacts 
with the authoritarian regime and forced the Russian opposition to seek their 
own path to freedom. Although the charges of complicity of British diplomats 
and military representatives in preparing the Russian revolution have long been 
refuted by documentary evidence, the issue still fuels various conspiracy theo-
ries which, unfortunately, are being spread by the popular press, television and 
the Internet.6 Therefore one more attempt to disprove the theory of the “British 
conspiracy” against the Russian autocracy would not come amiss.
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First of all, let us note that London was unquestionably interested in the pres-
ervation of the Russian Empire, albeit with reforms which, in the opinion of the 
British establishment, had to be carried out to bring the First World War to a victo-
rious end. Hence even hints at a Russian attempt to sign a separate peace with the 
enemy were absolutely unacceptable for the Lloyd George government. Meanwhile 
the resignation of Sergey Sazonov from the post of foreign minister in July 1916, to 
be replaced by Boris Stürmer, put into question the coordination of Allied foreign 
policies because from that moment on daily meetings of the diplomatic represent-
atives of the leading Entente states were discontinued [36, p. 271]. The events that 
followed, such as the speech by Pyotr Milyukov to the State Duma on November 14, 
1916, government reshuffles and the activities of the “dark forces” (Rasputin and 
others) could not but cause serious concern in London. Here is an entry in the 
diary of Charles Scott, long-time editor of The Manchester Guardian and a long-
time supporter of Lloyd George, about his conversation with the Prime Minis-
ter on January 16, 1917: “It is believed that the reactionaries are doing their ut-
most to stir up a revolution (in Russia—E. S.) in order to make this an excuse for 
breaking the compact of London and making a separate peace.”

Furthermore, it has to be stressed that Buchanan, a typical representative 
of the “old,” non-public diplomacy, could not even imagine, let alone take part 
in any anti-government activities on the territory of the state which had grant-
ed him accreditation. Here is how Robert Lockart characterized Sir Buchanan: 

“Sir George Buchanan was a man whose every instinct was opposed to revolution. 
Until the revolution came he always refused to meet and, actually, never did meet 
any of the men, who were responsible for the overthrow of Tsardom, nor did he 
either personally or through his subordinates give any encouragements to their 
ambitions” [35, p. 119]. One should also recall the warning of a possible conspir-
acy at the top the British ambassador gave Nicholas II during his last personal 
audience with the Tsar on January 25, 1917 [6, pp. 42-49].

Further proof that the British Ambassador was not involved in London’s 
“scheming” against the autocracy is the editorial article in the newspaper Izvestiya, 
the organ of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, which, un-
like some members of the first Provisional Government, could hardly be suspect-
ed of sympathizing with the United Kingdom. In its May 26, 1917 issue the pa-
per wrote: “In the early days of the revolution the great change was seen by many 
as a victory of the war party. Those who held this view claimed that the Russian 
Revolution had been caused by British intrigues and the British Ambassador was 
named as one of its guiding spirits. However, Sir Buchanan, considering his views 
and intentions, played no part in the victory of freedom in Russia” [76].

Izvestiya’s editorial opinion is corroborated by the diary entries of a well-in-
formed participant in the events, the former head of Petrograd’s security service 
Konstantin Globachev: “They say that England helped our revolutionary center in 
staging the government coup through its Ambassador Buchanan. I maintain that 
throughout the war neither Buchanan nor any English subject took an active part 
in our revolutionary movement and in the actual coup. The most one can say is 
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that perhaps Buchanan and other Englishmen had private sympathy for the revolu-
tionary sentiments in Russia believing that the people’s army created by the revolu-
tion would be more patriotic and would crush the Central Powers sooner” [19, p. 70].

Like the diplomats, the members of the military intelligence MI6 who were 
seconded to the Russian General staff since September 1914 to receive and pro-
cess secret data about the enemy (mainly German naval actions in the Baltic and 
the northern seas) simply did not have enough resources to instigate spontaneous 
actions by Petrograd citizens at the tail end of the winter of 1917 (on coordina-
tion between the Russian and British intelligence services during the First World 
War see [25, p. 288-290, 311-312]). This author has perused the recently declassi-
fied materials and reminiscences of the participants in the events which refute the 
theory of any official or unofficial instructions on that score being issued to in-
telligence officers, let alone diplomats [66].7 It has to be said for fairness sake that 
there were contacts between the liberal opposition and British representatives in 
both Russian capitals, which accounts for the fact that the British Government 
was well aware of the planned palace coup which was almost openly discussed at 
the capitals’ salons and restaurants in the late 1916 and early 1917 [65] (see also 
[32, p. 74]; on the “awareness” mentioned above see [56]).8

Noting the spread among ordinary Russians in the spring and summer of 1917 
of rumors about alleged British involvement in the “preparation” of an anti-mon-
archy uprising, the question suggests itself, “Who was creating these rumors?”

Modern historians consider it proven that the key role in misinformation was 
played by the massive German propaganda targeting soldiers in the trenches and 
civilians in the Russia’s hinterland guberniyas (provinces). For example, one Ger-
man leaflet, though dated as late as November 11, 1917, told the Russian troops 
that “though they had got rid of Tsar Nicholas, the British Ambassador was still 
enthroned as Tsar at Petrograd, that he imposed his wishes on the Russian Gov-
ernment, and that so long as he remained reigning in Russia and drinking Rus-
sian blood they would never have peace or liberty” [6, p. 211]. Going beyond the 
chronological framework I set for myself, I would like to draw attention to the 
significant fact that the persistently repeated German claim that Russia was to-
tally following the bidding of its ally, i. e., after the October 1917 Revolution, this 
claim was heavily exploited by the Bolsheviks whose power was greatly bolstered 
by the intervention of the Entente and US troops into the former Empire.9

On the other hand, rumors about British “scheming” against the Russian 
monarchy were fueled, if only indirectly, by the euphoria in British society caused 
by the surprisingly quick triumph of democracy in the spring of 1917 in the coun-
try which the inhabitants of the “foggy Albion” considered to be uncivilized and 
backward Russia (see [52, pp. 3-98]). Most observers tended to associate the rev-
olutionary transition of power from the Tsarist to the Provisional Government 
with supposedly similar events of more than a century earlier, the liquidation of 
the old order during the Great French Revolution of 1789. “All parties welcomed 
Russia into the following of free peoples,” enthused the British papers from all 
parts of the political spectrum ranging from right-wing Conservatives to Labour, 
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with the latter of course forming the most vocal chorus hailing the February Rev-
olution [5, pp. 122-124; 2, pp. 11-23].

As early as March 16, a message of greetings was sent to the Provisional Gov-
ernment by twenty trade union leaders six of whom were Cabinet members and 
the rest were MPs [75]. Thereafter dozens of organizations and hundreds of ordi-
nary people addressed to the State Duma deputies, ministers and leaders of polit-
ical parties in revolutionary Russia letters of support for the country’s entry into 
the democratic epoch of its history. The British and European public opinion 
was particularly elated by the decision of the Provisional Government of March 
25, 1917 to amnesty political prisoners. Many English people who were contem-
poraries of the social cataclysms in the spring of 1917 described the great sympa-
thy and a groundswell of friendly feelings for the Russian people among the sub-
jects of George V in connection with the overthrow of the Tsarist regime which 
they saw as a hangover of the obsolete feudal epoch. Such “romantically-minded” 
Labour leaders as the pacifist Ramsay MacDonald, the future Prime Minister of 
the UK, were almost “ecstatic” about the fall of the Russian monarchy, accord-
ing to his biographers. In his personal letter to Aleksandr Kerensky, MacDonald 
stressed that the Russian Revolution ushered in an era of profound social trans-
formations of the whole world [39, pp. 208, 210-211].10

Many British public figures and politicians compared the two revolutionary 
movements—in France in 1789 and in Russia in 1917. For example, Reginald Baliol 
Brett, 2nd Viscount Esher who was close to the royal court, pointed out the sim-
ilarities in a letter (dated March 26, 1917) to Lord Stamfordham, personal secre-
tary to King George V [4, pp. 98-99]. However, for understandable reasons, the 
comparison was most frequently made by liberal intellectuals in Britain—scien-
tists, writers and artists—until the mid-1920s. One notable example was the pam-
phlet written by the world-famous philosopher Bertrand Russell who visited So-
viet Russia with a delegation of the British Trades Union Congress in the spring 
and summer of 1920 [55, p. 5].

There were those, however, who compared the Russian Revolution with the 
era of the Glorious Revolution of 1688 which, like the demise of autocracy, did not 
claim thousands of lives.11 Others noted the similarity of the revolutionary events 
in Petrograd to the start of anti-royalist protests of the supporters of the British 
Parliament in 1640. On the whole, however, the majority of observers shared the 
view of leftist commentators that the toppling of Nicholas II was strikingly simi-
lar to the liberation of France from the absolutist regime of Louis XVI in the late 
18th century [2, pp. 28-29].

On March 17 after the first democratic government in Russian history was 
formed, its Chairman Georgy Lvov and Foreign Minister Pavel Milyukov lodged 
an official request for recognition with the Allied and neutral states. The tele-
grams which the new Foreign Minister hastened to send to the foreign govern-
ments stressed the country’s commitment to all its earlier assumed internation-
al obligations and the determination to continue the war together with its Allies 
until victory.
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However, notwithstanding the enthusiastic sentiment among the ruling cir-
cles and the public in the United Kingdom in connection with the collapse of 
Tsarism, it was only on March 24, 1917 that London recognized the new Russia 
two days after the US President Woodrow Wilson did so of his own accord. At the 
same time daily consultations were resumed between the Russian Foreign Min-
istry and the heads of the British, French and Italian diplomatic missions. It was 
not until the beginning of April that the Entente countries agreed to reaffirm 
their commitment to the secret treaties signed with Russia on territorial chang-
es in Europe and Asia after the war.12

An insight into the reasons for the vacillations of Lloyd George’s cabinet over 
the issue of recognizing the democratic government is afforded by comparing the 
opinions of top British political figures about the situation in revolutionary Rus-
sia. Two key remarks of the British Premier made in early 1917 deserve special no-
tice. The first was made before the February Revolution: “We must keep her (Rus-
sia—E. S.) in, if no longer as a steam-roller, then as a stone-wall.” The second one 
was made immediately after receiving a telegram from Buchanan about the fall 
of the autocratic regime: “From now on they are useless to us in this war” (quot-
ed from [48, pp. 375-376]). The pessimism of Britain’s most experienced politi-
cians of the time was well-justified because the Entente seriously counted on ac-
tive Russian involvement in the offensive of the spring and summer of 1917. As 
many specialists rightly stress (see, for example, [37, p. 304]), the British politi-
cal elite took a thoroughly pragmatic view of the February events in Russia: who-
ever gained power in the end, the main aim was effective prosecution of the war 
against the German bloc.

Even so, some political leaders and the broad public in the United Kingdom 
were full of optimism. One of its mouthpieces was Andrew Bonar Law, member 
of the Cabinet and leader of the Unionists, as the Conservatives were then called. 
Addressing Parliament on March 15, he said: “All our information leads us to be-
lieve that the movement (the February Revolution.—E. S.) ... is not against the 
Government for carrying on the war, but against it for not carrying on war with 
that efficiency and with that energy which the (Russian.—E. S.) people expect.”

In spite of the largely successful offensive operations of General Nikolay Bara-
tov’s Cavalry Corps in Western Persia and Mesopotamia, which by the end of 
March 1917 enabled the Russian and British expeditionary forces to join in fact, 
the failure of the General Staff to organize a marine landing in the Bosporus be-
cause of the crisis on the railways and the reluctance of the troops to take part in 
the actions of the Black Sea Fleet fueled London’s fears of an early withdrawal 
of its ally from the war. Stanley Baldwin, a prominent Conservative who served 
three terms as Prime Minister in the 1920s and 1930s, wrote in a letter to his wife 
Louise dated May 15, 1917: “Russia so far as we can tell will be of no military use 
this year. If she had only held together and been organized (two impossibilities, 
I fear) the war would have been over this summer. But you can’t have a revolution 
without loosening discipline through the whole life of the country” [72, p. 31].
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To establish contacts with the Provisional Government and democratic pub-
lic organizations, and most importantly, to stimulate the ally to take more vigor-
ous military action a TUC delegation headed for revolutionary Russia on May 22, 
1917. It was led by Arthur Henderson, a prominent Labour leader and a minister 
without portfolio in Lloyd George’s coalition Cabinet.13 One of the aims of the 
trip, which lasted until June 24, was to sound out the possibility of sending Eng-
lish delegates to the international socialist conference due to be held in Stock-
holm. Besides, according to Buchanan’s memoirs, the Foreign Office was planning 
a reshuffle by replacing him as a monarchist-minded Ambassador with Labour 
leader Henderson who was more acceptable to moderate socialists in Russia in 
the situation that was taking shape there. The plan was never carried out for a 
number of reasons, and Henderson had to resign in August 1917 because the War 
Cabinet categorically refused to approve the participation of British represent-
atives in the Stockholm forum, which nevertheless was held in early September 
1917 [6, pp. 143-147].14

The development of the situation in Russia and its impact on Britain’s pol-
icy were wrapped up in the memoranda written by Lord George Curzon, chair-
man of the Privy Council, and Leo Amery, deputy foreign minister for liaison 
with Parliament, for the War Cabinet respectively on May 12 and 20, 1917, i. e., 
after Milyukov resigned as Foreign Minister and the second Provisional Gov-
ernment was formed [8; 62].

George Curzon in a document titled Policy in view of Russian development [62] 
considers the serious consequences of Russia’s probable withdrawal from the war. 
These are, based on the memoranda of the Chief of the Imperial General Staff Field 
Marshal William Robertson and 1st Earl Lord Admiral of the Fleet John Rush-
worth Jellicoe, redeployment of German divisions to the Western Front, Austrian 
divisions to the Italien Front and Turkish divisions to the Palestinian and Meso-
potamian Fronts; an end to Allied offensive against Bulgaria north of Thessalon-
iki; German naval dominance on the Baltic; the break of the Entente’s econom-
ic blockade of the Central Powers and, finally, the demoralizing effect which the 
Allies would be unable to compensate any time soon. In the light of our chosen 
theme, we are particularly interested in what Curzon, an experienced politician 
and thoughtful expert, believed to be aspects of the revolutionary movement in 
the former Russian Empire that could put an end to the “honeymoon” of the re-
lations between London and Petrograd. In his opinion, the most alarming news 
coming from Russia was the loosening of discipline among the troops, the frater-
nizing of Russian soldiers with the enemy, growing economic disarray and, most 
importantly, the spread of pacifist sentiment not only among the far left, but also 
among the moderate socialist parties. At the same time, Curzon ruled out the 
possibility of Russia signing a separate peace with the Quadruple Alliance, be-
cause such a move would mean “humiliation of her national pride” and “might 
be perilous in terms of claims on the occupation of worthy position among pow-
ers in the post-war world.”



96 SOCIAL SCIENCES

Leo Amery took a similar view of the prospects of continued war in a mem-
orandum called The Russian situation and its consequences [8]. His main conclu-
sion was that although Britain’s eastern ally was unlikely to lay down arms al-
together, its actions would be largely defensive. On the other hand, Amery, who 
represented the most influential informal political organization called Round Ta-
ble Group,15 warned that without Russia Britain’s efforts to counter the plans of 
the Central Powers to create a Middle Europe under German patronage and re-
solve the Polish, Rumanian and Serbian issues in its framework were sure to fail.

It has to be stressed that the main recommendations Curzon and Amery ad-
dressed to the government were in fact identical. While the Lord President of the 
Privy Council proposed to do everything to strengthen the moderate forces in 
Russia in order to curb the extremists, including the holding of a forum of the 
Entente countries’ socialist parties in London, the deputy foreign secretary urged 
the Cabinet to pursue a policy of dialog with the Provisional Government in or-
der to explain the goals of the Entente in the world war and replace the slogan of 

“peace without annexations” with the key principle of future territorial disposition 
of Europe in accordance with the will of the people of the corresponding territo-
ries (on the Curzon and Amery memoranda see also [17, p. 176]).

Analysis of the events of February 1917 in the context of Anglo-Russian re-
lations requires a clarification of one more important but still moot question: 
the issue of granting political asylum to Nicholas II and his family in Britain.16

Reports reaching London about a popular uprising in Petrograd under the 
slogan of overthrowing the Tsar disturbed George V who, judging from a diary 
entry of March 13, initially believed that the movement was directed against the 
government and not against the monarchy. However, two days later Buchanan 
sent a wire to London reporting that Nicholas II had abdicated, eliciting a pre-
dictable reaction from the King. “I am in despair,” he wrote in his diary (quoted 
from [77]; see also [47, p. 203; 54, p. 379]).

It was only four days later, on March 19, 1917, before Britain officially rec-
ognized the Provisional Government, that George V sent two telegrams to the 
diplomatic mission in Petrograd. The first one was of a personal character ex-
pressing sympathy with Nicholas II over his abdication and assurances of true 
and loyal friendship, and the second, more formal one, warned the new Russian 
authorities of the extremely unfavorable impression violence with regard to the 
members of the former imperial family would produce on the British public [43, 
p. 299; 47, p. 203; 54, pp. 345-346].

However, upon receiving these telegrams from the British Ambassador, Pavel 
Milyukov, instead of conveying them to the addressee, chose to inquire whether 
London could grant Nicholas II and his near and dear ones a political asylum. In 
the opinion of foreign historians, the Russian Foreign Minister naively believed 
that after several months of revolutionary turbulence Russia would calm down, 
and the former Tsar, “much the wiser” for his experience, could come back to 
Russia to become a constitutional monarch like George V [18, p. 132].
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In response to Milyukov’s submissions made on March 19 and 20 on behalf 
of the new Russian Government, a meeting was held of the War Cabinet chaired 
by Lord Stamfordham, personal secretary to the King. A meeting on March 22, 
after a lively discussion during which alternative options of sending the Tsar to 
Denmark or Switzerland were considered, it was eventually decided to agree on 
behalf of George V to Nicholas and his family staying in the United Kingdom 
pending the end of the war, but on condition that his stay would be financed by 
the Russian Government [28, p. 324; 38, pp. 140-141; 43, pp. 300-301; 46, p. 90; 
47, p. 203; 54, p. 349].17

However, a week later, on March 30, 1919, King George V, after some hesi-
tation, asked the Foreign Secretary, Alfred Balfour through Lord Stamfordham, 
to recall the invitation. According to some sources, the decision was to some ex-
tent influenced by Buchanan who allegedly tried to persuade the King to retract 
his invitation citing a possible negative reaction from the Petrograd Soviet [43, 
pp. 301-302]. On the other hand, the apparently paradoxical move on the part of 
the King may have been prompted by the concern of George V and members of 
Lloyd George’s coalition cabinet that the arrival of the Tsar who had the repu-
tation of a “bloody tyrant” in Western Europe could fuel republican sentiments 
in the country. The King was perturbed by the insulting letters he was receiv-
ing about the negative consequences of inviting Nicholas [43, pp. 301, 307-308].

Meanwhile in a reply to Stamfordham on April 2, 1917 Balfour expressed his 
surprise over the attempt to recall the invitation to the Romanov family rightly 
pointing out that the monarch’s wavering put the whole Cabinet in an embarrass-
ing situation vis-à-vis the Provisional Government. Lloyd George, after another 
conversation with Lord Stamfordham, used his own channels to sound out the 
possibility of sending the Tsar to France after securing a prior agreement of the 
War Minister and future Prime Minister Paul Painlevé [43, pp. 301-302].

On April 6, at the King’s request Lord Stamfordham sent two more letters to 
the Foreign Office stating the case for King George’s refusal to receive his cousin. 

“With every day the King is more worrying about the problem of Emperor and Em-
press arriving in this country,” the monarch’s personal secretary wrote. And he 
went on to draw the attention of the Foreign Secretary to the flood of letters ad-
dressed to the sovereign with objections of various social groups to the arrival of 
the former Russian Emperor. Another message attributed the change of George 
V’s position to the publication of an article by prominent socialist Henry Hynd-
man in the magazine Justice in which he condemned the invitation of Nicholas 
II to the country and put the blame for the possible negative consequences of the 
move on the royal family [63] (see also [47, p. 206; 54, pp. 358-362]).

Finally, on April 10 the King, again through his private secretary, informed 
the Cabinet of the need to annul the invitation to the Romanovs. This was sent by 
wire to Buchanan, who fully supported the King’s view, to be conveyed to the Pro-
visional Government. On April 13, 1917, the Ambassador, with tears in his eyes, re-
ported the news to Aleksandr Kerensky, stressing that the arrival of the former Tsar 
at the British Isles could dangerously fuel the already significant anti-monarchist 
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movement caused by King George’s support of the Russian ex-monarch and King 
Constantine of Greece [18, p. 133; 46, p. 91].

Facts attest that the fears of the British monarch and the ruling elite were well 
justified because in April—May of 1917, Ramsay MacDonald, together with some 
left Labour leaders, influenced by the rapid democratization of Russia, launched 
a campaign for calling a National Convent in Leeds that would proclaim Britain 
a republic and deliver power throughout the country to the Councils of Work-
ers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies [43, p. 308].18 At the same time, the claim made by 
Lloyd George in his memoirs (not published until the mid-1930s) to the effect 
that the British Government “did not recall the invitation to the Tsar” [34, pp. 
973-975] sounds ambivalent and hypocritical. Although officially Buchanan re-
ceived through the Foreign Office only the will of the monarch, in reality such a 
step would hardly have been possible without the approval of the Cabinet, espe-
cially its head (see [53, p. 327]).

To “sweeten the pill,” Buchanan suggested to Milyukov that the Tsar be sent to 
the Crimea and put under house arrest at the Livadiya Palace, a solution to which 
Nicholas II agreed. However, the head of the Provisional Government, Prince 
Lvov, told Milyukov that this was impossible because en route to the south, the 
train with the Emperor’s family would be seized by the revolutionary soldiers and 
workers who would lynch the former monarch and his spouse [46, p. 92].

Kerensky’s last query about the possibility of sending the Romanovs to Brit-
ain addressed to Buchanan in early June 1917 was dismissed by the head of the 
diplomatic mission. After that abortive attempt the Provisional Government nev-
er again raised the issue of the Tsar’s family moving to another country [38, p. 
144]. By contrast, the London-controlled Canadian authorities in late April 1917 
allowed Leon Trotsky, his relatives and party comrades, who had been in deten-
tion for nearly a month, to depart from Halifax for home (on Trotsky’s stay in 
Canada and return to Russia in the spring of 1917 see [67]). Part of the reason 
why the issue was solved in favor of the future number two in the Bolshevik lead-
ership was the angry letter he had sent to Milyukov whose content was conveyed 
to Buchanan [64].

The study of Britain’s role and place in the Russian revolutionary process 
confirms that its first stage coincided with the critical stage in the Entente’s glob-
al conflict. Therefore the key issue for London in its relations with Russia, which 
was living through profound sociopolitical transformations, was to stimulate Rus-
sia’s war effort. Our analysis shows that, on one hand, February 1917 triggered 
the restructuring of allied relations along new lines that would pool the efforts of 
the old European and the new Russian democracies opposed by the anti-people 
monarchic regimes of the Central Empires. On the other hand, the restructur-
ing was held back by the increasing disorganization of governance and econom-
ic chaos in the former Russian Empire.

The transformation of the character of Anglo-Russian relations was hin-
dered by the poor knowledge of the realities of the life of its ally by the British 
elite, the traditional perception of Russia as a backward, semi-Asiatic periphery 
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of the “civilized world,” the fear of the spread of pacifist, anarchist and social-
ist ideas and violent methods of solving sociopolitical issues from Russia to Brit-
ain, which had gone through the “sickness” of revolution more than two centu-
ries ago, as the members of its ruling elite pointed out.

Official and private sources, on which the author draws, disprove the view 
that the UK was actively involved—through official channels, much less secret 
ones—in Russia’s home affairs in order to “prepare and accomplish” the Revolu-
tion. That hard-nosed political calculation prevailed over the show of maintain-
ing kinship bonds between the Windsors and the Romanovs is witnessed by the 
eventual refusal of George V to do all he could to offer political asylum on the 
British Isles to the former autocrat and his family.

Another conclusion that can be drawn about the perception of the February 
1917 revolution in the United Kingdom is that Britain initially underestimated 
the impact of the extreme left views on the development of allied, specifically An-
glo-Russian relations. Documents attest that in spite of the concerns expressed 
by statesmen such as Lord Curzon and experts such as Amery, the majority not 
only of Labour and left-wing Liberals, but also of Conservatives hailed what in 
the spring of 1917 appeared to be brilliant prospects of Russia’s leap from Medi-
eval feudalism to industrial society. The transformation of the sociopolitical sys-
tem promised to the British elite tangible benefits in the process of post-war re-
structuring of Europe along the lines formulated by the intellectual leaders of 
liberal democracies.

However, within three or four months Britain’s euphoria over the February 
events in Russia gave way to anxiety in expectation of the worst. Arguably, the de-
cisive role in this process was played first by the failure of “the Kerensky offensive” 
on the Eastern Front in July followed by the failure of Lavr Kornilov’s movement 
in August—September 1917. These were the events that led the sophisticated Lon-
don politicians and experts to predict the diminished role of Russia in bringing 
the Great War to a victorious end and to warn of the dangers in store for the newly 
established democratic system in connection with the mounting internal anarchy.

Subsequent development of the Russian Revolution in the fall of the most 
momentous year in the 20th century amply vindicated the warnings and the fore-
casts that were made.
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Notes

1 Here and elsewhere the dates in British sources are according to the Gregorian calendar.
2 An example is the documents of the British counter-intelligence service better known 

as MI5 whose members monitored the activities of prominent representatives of social-
ist parties in Russia, including the Socialist-Revolutionaries, Mensheviks and the RS-
DLP (B) see [42].

3 The activities of the English Club in Russia are mentioned by the authors of memoirs [33, 
pp. 207-208; 36, p. 281].

4 Read more about the spread of Anglophile sentiments among the Russian intelligentsia, 
especially the members of the Constitutional-Democratic Party, in the first two decades 
of the 20th century in [3; 68].

5 Confirmation of the forced postponement of the Petrograd Conference is to be found in 
unpublished reminiscences of Hoare, Lord Templewood), the official head of the mili-
tary intelligence (MI6) mission in Petrograd, see [9, p. 83].

6 A salient example of such “theories” is the unsubstantiated claim of the author of a pop-
ular publication with a large press run that “the destruction of the Russian Empire was 
the most grandiose operation in the history of the British intelligence service” [59, p. 6].

7 In addition to the reminiscences of George Buchanan and Robert Lockart, other highly 
informative sources accessible only in British libraries include [21; 61].

8 The “British trail” in organizing and carrying out the murder of “the starets” is traced by 
the authors of books [13, p. 126; 41, pp. 16-26].

9 An example is the Soviet propaganda pamphlet published on the occasion of the break-
off of diplomatic relations between Moscow and London in May 1927. Its author gra-
tuitously claims that the February Revolution was prepared by none other than George 
Buchanan, see [58, p. 10].

10 Let it be noted that MacDonald was going to visit revolutionary Russia in May of 1917, but 
the trip had to be canceled because of the seamen’s strike; see [70, pp. 93-94].

11 The British statistics of casualties in the February Revolution in Petrograd are as fol-
lows: 53 officers, 602 enlisted men, 73 policemen and 587 civilians, a total of 1315 per-
sons, both men and women, who died in the streets of Petrograd, see [12, p. 85]. Many 
myths about the escalation of the uprising in the Northern Capital and those who alleg-
edly killed civilians are refuted by eyewitness accounts, for example [33, pp. 262-277]. 
For an assessment of the revolutionary events in February 1917 by a British Slavic schol-
ar see [50, pp. 440-471].
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12 For more details on Pavel Milyukov’s early foreign policy moves and the reactions of West-
ern powers see [24, pp. 126-132].

13 Still earlier—in April-May of 1917—revolutionary Russia was visited by a group of prom-
inent Labour leaders including Jim O’Grady, Will Thorne and W. W. Sanders; see [35, 
p. 183].

14 On the visit of the TUC delegation to Russia in the mid-1917 see [48, p. 377; 2, p. 55; 60; 
68, pp. 93-94]. For more details of the organization and holding of international social-
ist conferences in Stockholm and London see [2, pp. 66-74; 71, pp. 66-88].

15 The Round Table Group included many prominent British politicians, for example, the 
above-mentioned Milner. One of the Group’s meetings, according to Amery’s diary 
notes, discussed the prospects of the survival of the British Empire in connection with 
the revolutionary developments in Russia, see [10]. See more on the Round Table Group 
in [45, p. 284].

16 The most detailed analysis of the issue in Russian historiography is to be found in the 
book [47, pp. 202-209], although it does not draw on archive sources and the latest lit-
erature abroad.

17 Some authors mention secret contacts between King George V’s trusted persons and Wil-
helm II’s emissaries concerning unobstructed passage of the Romanov family to Britain 
through German territory (see [47, p. 203]). However, I have failed to find any concrete 
proof that such a sounding out had indeed taken place.

18 This fact refutes the opinion that the threat to the throne in the United Kingdom in the 
spring of 1917 was negligible. See, for example, [47, p. 201]. It is another question that 
further study is needed to find out how real that danger was.

Translated by Yevgeny Filippov
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Literature as a discipline was not included in Soviet school curricula until the 
mid-1930s. Close attention to the study of literature coincided with the abrupt 
shift of official Soviet ideology from the world revolution project to the national 
imperial conservative project. The school was changing together with the coun-
try and began (without abandoning its socialist essence) to borrow some elements 
from the curricula of Russian gymnasiums (secondary schools). Literature, around 
which the teaching of humanities in old Russian gymnasiums was built, came to 
occupy front and center in the Soviet school programs. It occupied the top line 
in the school student’s report card.

Literature was charged with the main ideological tasks of educating the new 
generation. For one thing, 19th century poems and novels were more interesting 
and told a more vivid story of the history of the Russian Empire and the strug-
gle against autocracy than the sanitized history textbook. And the convention-
al rhetorical art of the 18th century (with a sprinkling of Ancient Rus verbal art) 
was more convincing in exposing tyrants than analytical social disciplines. Sec-
ondly, pictures of life and complex life situations with which fiction literature was 

Keywords: literature, school, literature at school, USSR, Soviet practice.

Abstract. This article deals with the teaching of literature, the princi-
pal ideological subject in Soviet schools, and the key elements of teaching 
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ade) aimed at educating ideologically literate Soviet citizens. The ideolog-
ical traditions of Soviet schools are still very much in evidence in Russia’s 
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young Russians freed from ideological dogma.
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replete, made it possible, while remaining within the confines of historical dis-
course, to apply historical and ideological knowledge to concrete life situations 
and one’s own actions. Working out convictions with which the heroes of classi-
cal literature were invariably preoccupied stimulated the Soviet school student to 
define his/her own convictions, which in practice were presented to them ready-
made with the halo of the Revolution. The determination to always follow one’s 
chosen convictions was also borrowed from classical texts and was strongly en-
couraged. Thus the ideological quests of the pre-revolutionary intelligentsia were 
assiduously being turned into school clichés and children were encouraged to be-
lieve that they were following the best traditions of the past. Finally, literature 
classes conferred unassailable authority on the Soviet ideological dogma because 

“our ideas” (as theoretical scholars called them) were presented as the fruition of 
age-old aspirations of all progressive mankind and the best representatives of the 
Russian people. The Soviet ideology was thus perceived as a product of collective 
effort of such people as Radishchev, Pushkin, Gogol, Belinsky and many others, 
down to Gorky and Sholokhov.

It is no accident that by the late 1930s theoretical pedagogues were declaring 
in the journal Literatura v shkole (Literature at School), founded in 1936 for peda-
gogical support of the main school subject, that of the two components of teaching 
literature—the study of literary works and bringing up a Soviet citizen—upbring-
ing came first. The Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet (parlia-
ment) of the USSR, Mikhail Kalinin, famously told the teacher’s conference in 
late 1938 that “the main task of the teacher is to educate the new man, a citizen 
of socialist society” [22, p. 6]. And the chief editor of the Literatura v shkole jour-
nal, Nikolay Glagolev, published an article under the tell-tale title Education of 
the New Man Is Our Main Task [4, p. 1].

Any classical text became a testing ground for applying socialist ideas to var-
ious issues and situations. In teaching the works of Nikolay Nekrasov at junior 
high school the teacher did not seek to tell his students about the poet and his 
work, but to bring home an ideological message: before the Revolution peasants 
lived badly and after the Revolution they lived well. The study of the “Nekras-
ov” topic was backed up by modern Soviet folklore, the verses of the Kazakh poet 
Dzhambul and other Soviet poets and even the Stalin Constitution [26]. The top-
ics of compositions, which had recently been introduced in the curricula, show 
the same approach: “Old Russian Bogatyrs (Warriors) and Bogatyrs of the USSR,” 

“The USSR is our new Cherry Orchard” [19].
The main objective of a lesson was to find out how the student would have 

behaved in the main character’s situation (would he/she have behaved like Pavka 
Korchagin, the hero of Nikolay Ostrovsky’s novel How the Steel Was Tempered). 
Thus were created models of behavior and clichés of thought (was Pavka Kor-
chagin thinking right about love?). The result of such an attitude to literature (a 
guide to life) is “naïve realism” which makes students think of a book character 
as a real person, seeing in him a friend or an enemy.
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“Naïve realism” in the Soviet school had its origins in pre-revolutionary schools. 
Literature was seen as “a reflection of reality” not only by Lenin and Leninism, 
this attitude can be traced back to the traditions of Russian 19th-century literary 
criticism (and further back to 18th-century French materialism) which formed 
the basis of the pre-revolutionary Russian literature textbook. In the textbooks 
of Vasily Sipovsky, used at schools before the 1917 Revolution, literature was pre-
sented in the broad sociocultural context, but closer to the 19th century the met-
aphor of reflection came to be used more and more often. The pre-revolution-
ary textbook often interpreted literary works as a sum of the characteristics of 
the main characters. These characteristics were borrowed by the Soviet school, 
which brought the meaning of the word closer to the new bureaucratic meaning 
of “character reference” or “letter of recommendation.”

Characteristics is the basis of the “analysis” of the works included in the So-
viet textbook and the most common type of school composition: “Characteriza-
tion of the hero means revealing his/her inner world: thoughts, feelings, moods, 
and motives... In characterizing the heroes it is important to identify above all 
their common, typical features and at the same time particular individual traits 
that distinguish them from other persons in a given social group” [16, pp. 94-95]. 
Significantly, the typical features come first because the characters are perceived 
by the school as a living illustration of past social classes and epochs. “Particular 
traits” make it possible to see literary heroes as “elder comrades” and to follow 
their example. It is not by chance that 19th-century literary characters are com-
pared (practically an obligatory methodological procedure in secondary school) 
with 20th-century heroes—Stakhanovites and Papaninites—which provided mod-
ern role models. Thus, literature, invades reality, or, more precisely, mythologized 
reality merges with literature, creating the fabric of the monumental culture of 
Socialist Realism. Thus “naïve realism” plays a key role in shaping the world view.

An equally important role of characterization is character training. Charac-
terizations instill the notion that the collective is key while the personal can only 
exist inasmuch as it does no harm to the collective. They encourage students to 
pay attention not only to human acts, but to their class motives. The importance of 
this method in an era of intensive search for a class enemy and snooping on one’s 
neighbors is hard to overestimate. Teaching characteristics also has a pragmatic 
side to it being the main genre of an official statement (both in oral and written 
form) in Soviet social life. Character reference is the basis of discussing individ-
uals at the Young Pioneer, Young Communist League and Party meetings and 
Comrades’ Courts. A character reference from the place of work/study is an of-
ficial document that is required in many situations, from hiring for a job to rela-
tions with the law-enforcement bodies. Not surprisingly, a child is taught to de-
scribe a literary hero as if he/she were a schoolmate. The equation can easily be 
reversed: a Soviet student characterizes his schoolmate as skillfully as a literary 
hero. A transitional genre (especially if we keep in mind that many speech gen-
res in the 1930s were similar in style to denunciations) was that of a review, not 
only of current printed matter, but of classmates’ compositions.
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Characterizations are required for all characters (from Empress Elizabeth 
Petrovna in Mikhail Lomonosov’s ode to the Grass Snake in Maksim Gorky’s 
Song of the Falcon—bizarre examples cited by Grigory Gukovsky, a literary schol-
ar). They follow a standard pattern, with the main boilerplate the students have to 
derive from literature classes including the formulas describing the positive and 
negative traits that are manifested in acts, utterances and thoughts.

All Soviet methodologists (including refined G. Gukovsky and crudely ideo-
logical Vasily Golubkov) concur on one key point: a school child cannot be trusted 
with reading classics independently. The teacher must guide the student’s thought. 
Before reading a new work the teacher conducts an introductory talk about the 
main problems raised in the work and the epoch when the work was written. The 
author’s biography plays a special role in the introductory talk: “the writer’s life 
story is not only the story of his growth as a personality and his writing activities, 
but also of his social activities and his struggle against the dark forces of the ep-
och” [13, p. 81]. The concept of “struggle” is key in the school literature course. 
Following in many ways G. Gukovsky’s “theory of stages” that formed the foun-
dation of the Soviet studies of literature, the school sees the literary process as an 
important weapon of social struggle and the revolutionary cause. In studying the 
history of Russian literature the students are introduced to the history of revolu-
tionary ideas and themselves become part of the revolution, which is still ongoing.

The teacher is the drive belt that imparts revolutionary energy. When telling 
the students the life story of Nikolay Chernyshevsky the teacher has to be “on fire,” 

“infecting” the students (the term is borrowed from the “psychological school” and 
the literary criticism of the late 19th century—see, for example, Leo Tolstoy’s arti-
cle What is Art?) with the great man’s ideas and feelings. In other words, the teach-
er must demonstrate rhetorical skills and teach the students to produce the same 
kind of “emotionally charged” speech. One cannot talk about great people without 
emotion, methodologists say with one voice. During a lesson, let alone an exam-
ination, the student is not supposed to speak about Vissarion Belinsky or Nikolay 
Ostrovsky in a calm voice. From childhood, school students were mastering acting 
skills and learning to speak in an artificially agitated manner. The student knew ex-
actly how much passion was appropriate for each topic under discussion. The result 
was a dramatic and fundamental mismatch between genuine feeling and the feel-
ings demonstrated in public—between one’s own thoughts and the words passed 
off as one’s own.

Given the task of “infecting” and “firing up” the students, literature lessons 
are dominated by rhetorical genres, reading aloud with feeling, the teacher’s emo-
tional stories (the initially used term “lecture” gradually disappears from school 
pedagogy) and emotional speech of the students. Methodologists increasingly re-
duce the informative elements of the school subject to rhetorical genres. Thus, they 
claim that expressive reading of the text helps to bring out the author’s message. 
A well-known Moscow schoolteacher maintains that “exposition of the text” is 
deeper and is to be preferred to analysis: “Three lessons devoted to reading Hamlet 
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in class (with comments) will give the students more than long-winded talk about 
the tragedy” [12, p. 86].

Rhetorization of education results in every teaching act being perceived as a 
(rhetorical) manifestation of belonging to the socialist state. School compositions 
that allow ideology to invade the history of literature quickly turn into compo-
sitions eulogizing the Party and Soviet leaders. The peak of such education-up-
bringing is reached when students are offered to write letters of congratulations 
to foremost Soviet people on the occasion of the First of May holiday.

Writing such letters to Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov and other leaders, read-
ing them in class and having the whole class experience such a moment helps the 
children to feel themselves to be citizens of a great country and to feel in a tangi-
ble way their closeness to the great people of our era...

Such a letter often ends with pledges “to study ‘well,’ ‘not to get bad marks,’ 
and ‘to become like you.’ The school grades become for the youthful author a real 
political factor and are valued as performance of civil duty to the whole coun-
try” [5, p. 30].

A composition becomes part of the mythology of Socialist Realism with the 
goal and its fulfillment demonstrating:

(1) the unity and kinship of the people constituting the Soviet State,
(2) direct contact between the masses and the Leader, and
(3) the duty and responsibility of every Soviet citizen, even a child.
More and more teachers introduce such compositions and, miraculously, 

they have no spelling mistakes [19, p. 64]. Ideology supplants learning and works 
wonders. The pedagogical process reaches its climax so that it is unclear what 
else can be taught to a pupil who has written a brilliant letter to Comrade Stalin.

The ideological element of literature lessons naturally increased during and 
immediately after the World War II. The country was changing its ideological 
benchmarks. By the late 1930s the school had switched from educating students 
in revolutionary internationalism to Soviet patriotism [27]. With the start of the 
war the patriotic strain became the basis of Soviet ideology, with love of coun-
try blending with love of the Communist Party, its leaders and Comrade Stalin. 
The writers included in school programs were all declared to be ardent patriots, 
and the study of their work was reduced to memorizing patriotic slogans culled 
from classical texts by the new generation of literary scholars. Phrases that sound-
ed unpatriotic (like Lermontov’s Farewell, Unwashed Russia...) had still to be in-
terpreted as patriotic because opposition to autocracy and any reference to the 
backwardness of the Russian people were prompted by love of the Motherland.

The Soviet Russian literature was described as the most advanced literature 
on the planet; the textbooks and new programs and the topics of matriculation 
compositions centered around the notion of “The world significance of Russian 
and Soviet literature.”

Patriotism breathed new life into the biographical method. When reading a 
writer’s biography, the student was supposed to emulate the writer’s patriotism 
and feel pride for Russia’s great son. In such biographies the most ordinary of acts 
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were interpreted as patriotic service: “Gogol’s attempt to join the Alexandrinsky 
Theater company, his attending of art classes at the Academy of Arts, and his ex-
periment with journalism... all attest to Gogol’s desire to serve the people through 
his art” [28, p. 57]. The biographical approach often set the tone for the study 
of the text: “The discussion of the novel (The Young Guard—E. P.) should best 
be built according to the stages of the Young Guard members’ lives” [29, p. 33]. 
With the reduction of the number of hours dedicated to literature many biogra-
phies are studied in less detail and the writer’s biography on the whole becomes 
fairly stereotyped. Even so, biography is an end in itself: writers’ lives are studied 
at school even if their work has been dropped from the syllabus.

There is no need to read a writer’s works to assimilate his patriotic ideas. Over-
views of topics and works (overview lectures) became common practice. While 
in the 1930s the school gave up analysis in favor of text, in the early 1950s it gave 
up the text as well. The student as a rule read not the actual works, but extracts 
from them contained in textbooks and anthologies. Besides, the teacher had to 
make sure that the student “correctly” understood what he/she had read. Begin-
ning from school year (1949-50,) schools had handed down to them not only lit-
erature study programs but also commentaries to these programs. If an anthology, 
review or biography replaced the authentic text with a different, abridged version, 

“correct understanding” changed the very nature of the text: instead of the liter-
ary work students studied methodological instructions.

The idea of a “correct” reading of the text existed even before the war because 
the Marxist-Leninist doctrine on which the interpretations were based explained 
everything once and for all. The patriotic doctrine put a final seal on the “correct” 
reading of the text. This approach suited the school, making literature similar to 
mathematics and ideological education an exact science that ruled out accidental 
meanings, such as differences of characters and tastes. The teaching of literature 
was reduced to memorizing the correct answers to every possible question, which 
put it in the same category as university courses in Marxism and Party history.

Ideally, detailed instructions were supposed to be developed for every work 
included in the school program. Literatura v shkole published many articles con-
taining instructions verging on the absurd. One example is instructions on how 
to recite Nekrasov’s poem Reflections at the Main Entrance “correctly”: where to 
express sympathy and where to express anger [8].

The principle of analyzing a literary work—through portrayal of characters—
did not change since before the war (plucking characters from the fabric of the 
text was in line with the methodological task of killing the text by every means 
possible). The classification of characteristics was increased: there were now in-
dividual, comparative and group characteristics. The analysis of a character was 
based on the statement of it being “typical” for its environment (synchronic anal-
ysis) and the epoch (diachronic analysis). The class aspect of characters was best 
manifested in group characterizations: the Famusov society (in Griboyedov’s Woe 
from Wit), civil servants in Gogol’s Inspector-General and land-owners in Dead 
Souls. Characterizations carried an educational message, especially in the study 
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of Soviet literature. Indeed, what can be more instructive than the portrayal of 
a traitor in Aleksandr Fadeyev’s Young Guard: the life of Stakhovich, the meth-
odologist explains, consists of steps down which a person slides into becoming 
a traitor [29, p. 39].

The composition acquired exceptional importance in the period after the war. 
The matriculation (General Certificate of Education) exam began with a manda-
tory composition on literature. For the sake of practice, compositions were writ-
ten several times in each of the senior grades (in the middle grades the analog 
was a rendering with elements of a composition); ideally, after each new theme 
has been covered. In practical terms it amounted to consistent training in free 
written discourse. Ideologically the composition turned into a regular practice 
of demonstrating ideological loyalty: the student did not just have to demonstrate 

“correct” understanding of the writer and the text, but also to show a degree of in-
dependence in using ideologemes and required theses and a moderate degree of 
initiative by internalizing the ideology, making it part of his/her own conscious-
ness. Compositions taught the young person to speak with an official voice pass-
ing off what has been fed to him at school as his inner conviction. Written dis-
course carries more weight than oral speech, it expresses more of the self, being 
written and signed by the student’s own hand. The practice of “infection” with 
the right kind of thoughts (so that the person perceived them as his/her own and 
was at the same time chary of untested thoughts—what if they are “incorrect?” 
what if “I say something wrong?”) did not only promote a certain ideology, but 
fostered a generation with a skewed consciousness unable to live without a con-
stant ideological “fix.” The ideological fix in adult life was provided by the en-
tire Soviet culture.

To make the process of “infection” more effective compositions were divided 
into literary and “publicistic.” Literary compositions were written on the basis of 
works included in the school literature course, while publicistic ones were osten-
sibly on freely chosen topics. At first glance, there was no fixed “correct” solution. 
But you only have to look at the proposed topics (“My Gorky,” “What I value  
about Bazarov,” “Why I consider War and Peace to be my favorite work”) to 
understand that free choice is a fake: a Soviet school student could never write 
that he does not value Bazarov and does not like War and Peace. Independence 
was confined to the arrangement of parts, to formatting. That again could not 
be done without bringing in ideology, separating what is “correct” from what is 

“incorrect” and thinking up of arguments to bolster the conclusions given in ad-
vance. Those who wrote compositions on free topics based on Soviet literature 
had an even harder time. For example, “The Leading Role of the Party in the 
Soviet People’s Struggle Against Fascism (based on Aleksandr Fadeyev’s novel 
The Young Guard).” Here one had to draw on general ideological knowledge: to 
write about the role of the Party in the USSR, the role of the Party during the war 
and cite evidence from the novel, and if there is not enough evidence, from “real 
life.” On the other hand, one could prepare for writing such a composition in ad-
vance: no matter how the topic was worded, one had to write basically the same 
things. Statistics of matriculation compositions cited by the People’s Education 
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Ministry show that many school leavers choose publicistic themes. They are pre-
sumably the “best students,” who may not be very well up on the texts of the lit-
erature program, but are adept at using ideological rhetoric.

The high pitch of emotionality (tried and practiced even before the war in 
oral answers) was very helpful in writing this kind of composition. Neither lit-
erature nor the Soviet man’s ideological values could be imagined without such 
emotionality. This is how teachers taught and such were the literary models. The 
answers of the students during the course of examinations have to be “convinc-
ing, sincere and emotional” [14, p. 57] (three words with different lexical mean-
ings are used as synonyms in context and establish an order of importance). It is 
the same in written work: “The elementary-scholarly” style, according to A. Ro-
manovsky’s classification, should be combined with “emotional style.” However, 
even he as a methodologist admits that school students are often too emotional. 

“Immoderate rhetoric, triteness and feigned pathos is a particularly common va-
riety of mannered speech in graduation compositions” [24, pp. 38, 44].

Feigned emotion is matched by feigned content of school works. Combating 
clichés in compositions emerges as a key challenge for teachers. “It often hap-
pens that students... write compositions on various topics according to the same 
boiler plate, filling it with different factual material... ‘Such and such century (or 
years) are marked by... the famous writer So and So lived and created his works at 
that time. In such and such a work he reflected such and such social phenomena. 
This is evidenced by this and that,’ etc.” [6, p. 51]. How to avoid clichés? Teach-
ers have only one answer: by formulating the topic in a correct out-of-the-box 
way. For example, if instead of the traditional topic The Character of Manilov the 
student is asked to write a composition on the topic What I hate about Manilov, 
there is no way he can copy stuff from his textbook.

In the post-war period methodologists and teachers started to pay more at-
tention to the extramural reading of their students. There was a nagging anxiety 
about the fact that reading outside school was out of the teachers’ control. Lists 
of books recommended for extramural reading were formed. They were issued 
to the students and students had to periodically report how many books they had 
read and what they had learned from them. At the top of every such list is mil-
itary-patriotic literature (books about the war and Russia’s heroic past, the ex-
ploits of Aleksandr Nevsky, Dmitry Donskoy, Suvorov and Kutuzov). Then books 
followed about peers, Soviet school students (also with an admixture of the mil-
itary topic as many of these books were devoted to Young Pioneers who behaved 
as heroes during the war). As programs are curtailed, everything that cannot be 
covered in the classroom is relegated to the sphere of extramural reading (for ex-
ample, the whole of West European classical literature). Extramural reading les-
sons also comprise the formats of arguments, discussions and disputes that were 
popular in the 1930s. There is no more room for discussing works that are part of 
the program: they carry an immutable “correct” message. However, non-clas-
sics can be the subject of argument providing an opportunity to apply the knowl-
edge acquired during classes. Students are sometimes allowed to choose—not the 
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viewpoint, but the favorite character—between, for example, Pavel Korchagin and 
Aleksey Meresyev, or between Korchagin and Oleg Koshevoy.

Books about labor and especially about Soviet children reduced out-of-class 
reading lessons to the level of daily life leavened with ideology. During a reader’s 
conference devoted to Ivan Bagmut’s story Cadet Krinichny’s Happy Day, a school 
principal draws the students’ attention not only to the need to appreciate heroic 
behavior, but also the need to maintain discipline [17]. K. Yudalevich, a school 
teacher, slowly reads The Story of Zoya and Shura by Lyubov Kosmodemyanskaya 
to fifth-grade students. Military heroism is present only as a halo, while attention 
is riveted to Zoya’s upbringing and her school years: the girl students discuss how 
Zoya helped her mother to do the house chores, how she stood up for the reputa-
tion of her class, how she combated lies, and students’ cheating [30]. School life 
becomes part of ideology: this is the Soviet way of life, an epic life of the people 
which has won the war. To use crib sheets or simply to study sloppily is not just 
bad, it violates the rules handed down from on high.

Teachers tirelessly refer to literature as “the manual of life.” Sometimes even 
literary characters are described as having this kind of attitude to the book: “For 
Young Guard members literary fiction is not for rest or recreation. They see the book 
as a ‘life manual.’ This is evidenced, for example, by the notebook of Ulyana Gro-
mova, a member of an underground anti-Fascist group, in which she copies extracts 
from the books she has read which sound like a guide to action” [29, p. 34]. Didac-
ticism, which increasingly fills the literature lessons, develops into overt moraliz-
ing and lessons on the topic “How to live?” become lessons in morality. A “pas-
sionate” 10th-grade student writes a composition about The Young Guard: “You 
read and think, ‘could I have the guts to act like this? Could I have risked my life 
to put up red flags, attach leaflets and suffer privation?... Stand against a wall and 
die from the butcher’s bullet?’” [23, p. 48]. Come to think of it, what can prevent 
someone put against the wall from dying? The question “could I?” which opens 
and runs through the passage is self-denying. But neither the girl student nor her 
teacher are aware of the stretch that produces the required sincerity. Such twists 
to the topic are encouraged in every way: each time the students are invited to 
imagine themselves in the hero’s place, to immerse themselves in the story to 
test their mettle. Once inside the story, the students’ consciousness hardens, and 
becomes straightforward and moralistic. This is called inculcating a worldview.

The Thaw years brought some changes to Soviet school practices. The fight 
against clichés, which had been in abeyance since the late 1940s, got official ap-
proval. Instructions to teachers were cast aside. Along with instructions, thematic 
reviews, talk about “typicality” of heroes and all that diverts the student from the 
actual text went by the board. The emphasis was not on the common features that 
the text shares with other texts, but the individual traits that made the work stand 
out. Language, images, composition, in short, the artistic aspects came to the fore.

The articles by teachers and methodologists assiduously promote the notion 
that “artistic work” needs to be taught creatively. “Cut and dried” programs (the 
term would come to be widely used—E. P.) are thought to be the main reason 
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that turns literature lessons into “grey, boring chewing gum” [18, p. 39]. School 
programs came under a hail of criticism. Criticism came in very handy because 
it enabled many to justify their pedagogical incompetence. However, criticism of 
programs (and any type of uniformity in instruction) had an important conse-
quence: teachers were de facto freed from any obligatory interpretations and any 
rules of conducting a lesson. Methodologists had to admit that teaching literature 
is a complicated process that cannot be planned in advance, that the teacher can 
at his/her discretion add or diminish the number of hours devoted to this or that 
topic, change the course of the lesson if an unexpected student question pops up.

The Literatura v shkole lends its pages to new authors, innovative teachers who 
set the tone of the whole journal and offer several new concepts of education. They 
encourage direct perception of the text, recalling the ideas that were current be-
fore the war. However, for the first time, they speak about the way students per-
ceive the literary works. Instead of an introductory talk, these innovative teach-
ers believe, it is better to ask the students about what they had read, what they 
like and what they do not like. If the pupils didn’t like the work, it is the teach-
er’s task to make them change their minds by the treatment of the whole theme.

How to study a literary work is another question. The advocates and oppo-
nents of text analysis engaged in spirited discussions at teachers’ congresses and 
meetings, in the pages of Literatura v shkole and Literaturnaya gazeta. Before long 
a compromise was achieved in the form of annotated reading of works. The com-
mentary contains elements of analysis, offers a deeper insight into the text without 
impeding direct perception of the text. This idea informs the last Soviet literature 
textbook for eighth-and ninth-grade students (devoted to classical Russian liter-
ature) published in 1968. It contained fewer head-on ideological invectives, giv-
ing way to commented rendering of the content of the works (for more detail see 
[20]). Comments greatly diluted Soviet ideologemes in teaching practice as well. 
However, ideologemes did not go away and the teacher was duty-bound to make a 
student who said that he found Mayakovsky’s poetry or Gorky’s novel The Moth-
er boring change his/her mind. The student, who by now may have come to re-
gret being so frank with his teacher found it easier to defer to the teacher’s opin-
ion than to persevere in his/her heresy.

Along with commentary, scientific literary scholarship was slowly making a 
comeback in school. In the late 1950s the school begins to use the term “text” as 
a generalized scientific synonym of the commonly used “work,” and the notion of 

“text analysis” is introduced. A model of commented reading of a Chekhov play 
was presented in an article by Mariya Kocherina: the teacher dwells on the de-
velopment of the action, on the “undercurrents” and what is to be read between 
the lines of the characters’ utterances and the author’s remarks, landscape de-
scriptions, sounds and pauses [10]. This amounts to an analysis of poetics as it 
was understood by Russian formalism. The article by L. Gerasimova on the per-
ception of The Dead Souls goes like this: “Obviously, in studying the poem (nov-
el) one has to pay attention not only to the characters, but also to how these im-
ages have been ‘constructed’” [3, p. 41]. The classic article by Boris Eikhenbaum 
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finally reached the school half a century after it was written. Simultaneously, the 
latest Soviet studies that elaborate formal analysis sneak into the school program 
reflecting structuralism that was becoming fashionable. In 1965 Gennady Belen-
ky published an article Author—storyteller—hero devoted to the narrator’s view-
point in Aleksandr Pushkin’s The Captain’s Daughter. This is basically a meth-
odological rendering of the ideas of Yury Lotman (“Ideological structure of The 
Captain’s Daughter,” 1962), which culminates in the introduction of the trendy 
word “structure”. The school was given a perspective, the possibility to move to-
wards the science of literature. However, this perspective was felt to be frightening 
and was promptly replaced by pedagogy and psychology. Instead of the formal-
ist “how the book is made” and Tartu University “structure,” school methodol-
ogy introduced the concept of “the writer’s craftsmanship.”

“The writer’s craftsmanship” built a bridge leading from “immediate percep-
tion” to “the correct meaning.” It was a convenient tool if, for example, a stu-
dent considered the novel The Mother to be dull and generally a failure and May-
akovsky’s poetry no more than play with rhymes. An experienced teacher would 
draw the student’s attention to the poetic (writer’s) skill and the student had no 
option but to defer to the authority of scientific knowledge.

Another innovative method—“emotionalism”—involved concentrating atten-
tion on those features of the characters that have universal human appeal. Inna 
Klenitskaya, reading Mikhail Lermontov’s A Hero of Our Time during the lesson, 
spoke not about “the superfluous man” during the reign оf Tsar Nicholas I, but 
about contradictory human nature: a personality out of the ordinary wastes his 
potential on pandering to his own whims bringing nothing but evil to other peo-
ple. For good measure she speaks about the woes of unrequited love, the attach-
ment of the lonely Maksim Maksimych to his young friend and other aspects of 
emotional life [7]. Klenitskaya reads aloud extracts that can evoke the strongest 
emotions of the students seeking to elicit empathy on their part. This is transfor-
mation of the idea of “infection”: from patriotic fervor the school moves to uni-
versal humanity. It is a case of the new as well forgotten old: in the 1920s Mikhail 
Gershenzon proposed a method of “feeling one’s way into the text,” but Vasi-
ly Golubkov, an established methodologist, branded this method as un-Soviet.

Klenitskaya’s article provoked powerful resonance on account of the author’s 
position. Without rejecting sociopolitical judgment of the text she argued that 
this was a one-sided and incomplete method. Her hidden message was that such 
assessments were unnecessary. Emotionalism allowed for multiple interpreta-
tions and thus negated the notion of “correct meaning” of the text. For this rea-
son emotionalism failed to become dominant even in spite of support at the high 
level. Teachers preferred to combine it with “analysis” and in one way or another 
reduce it to habitual (serious) methods. It became an embellishment of explana-
tions and students’ answers, a new version of pedagogical “firing up.”

One major obstacle in the way of a genuine school reform was the notion 
of “correct meaning of the work.” It did not disappear and was not questioned. 
While condemning particulars, trail-blazing teachers did not dare challenge the 
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foundations of official ideology. Renouncing the notion “correct meaning” would 
amount to renouncing the very idea of socialism or at least liberation of litera-
ture from politics and ideology, which ran counter to the Lenin articles that were 
studied at school and the entire logic of the course in literature built during the 
1930s. Timid attempts at reform which lasted several years were quashed by offi-
cial literary scholars and ideologists. The literary scholar Dmitry Blagoy conde-
scended to publish a programmatic article in Literatura v shkole in which he took 
the reformers to task for going too far. The Soviet literary functionary pontifi-
cates that the aim of teaching literature is “to deepen... direct perception leading 
to historically, ideologically and artistically correct understanding” [1, p. 34]. No 
comments, no emotionality could replace an instruction lesson, in his opinion. 
Emotions and arguments should be kept out of the classroom: their place was in 
literary circles and at meetings of Young Pioneers.

To cut a long story short, the reformist impulse of the Thaw petered out in the 
Soviet school as it did in the whole country. Commenting and emotionalism re-
mained in the study process as auxiliary methods. Neither could replace the ba-
sic method. They had no all-embracing idea comparable with Gukovsky’s “the-
ory of stages,” which remained the underpinning of the school literature course 
even after the author’s death.

However, the Thaw era introduced some changes in the school course and 
school practices that may appear to be insignificant at first glance. They apply 
less to compositions than to extramural reading. The crusade against clichés in 
compositions started in earnest, and not only in words, yielding some fruit. The 
first step was renunciation of the three-part plan (introduction, the main body, 
conclusion). It turned out that the plan does not follow from universal laws of hu-
man thought (until 1956 methodologists were of the opposite opinion). Clichés 
in naming topics were frowned upon, the titles of topics became more “person-
alized” (“Pushkin: a friend of my youth,” “My attitude to the poetry of Mayak-
ovsky before and after I studied it at school”) and sometimes even connected with 
aesthetic theory (“What is the meaning of the harmony of form and content in a 
literary work?”). Innovative teachers sometimes proposed ground-breaking top-
ics: “What I consider to be happiness,” “What would I do if I became an invisible 
man,” “My day in 1965, the last year of junior high school.” However, ideology 
prevented compositions from acquiring a new quality. Whatever subject a Sovi-
et student was writing on, he tried to demonstrate above all that his convictions 
were “correct.” This is, come to think of it, the only theme of a school compo-
sition: the thoughts of the Soviet man. A. Romanovsky in 1961 weighed in with 
the judgment that clinched the argument: the main aim of a matriculation com-
position is to test the maturity of worldview [25].

The liberal era substantially expands the horizons of extramural reading. The 
list of books about the life of children in tsarist Russia increases to include Anton 
Chekhov’s Vanka, Aleksandr Kuprin’s The White Poodle, and Valentin Katayev’s A 
Lonely Sail Is Flashing White. Significantly, the works selected become more com-
plicated and less straightforwardly ideological. Extramural reading includes some 
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foreign works that were totally new for Soviet schools: in fifth grade they study 
Gianni Rodari; older kids were offered The Gadfly by Ethel Voynich. Innovative 
teachers read themselves and encourage their students to read the literature they 
had skipped over several decades (Archibald Joseph Cronin, James Aldridge, Er-
nst Hemingway) as well as modern Western works translated into Russian in the 
USSR: John Steinbeck’s Winter of Our Discontent (1961), Jerome Salinger’s The 
Catcher in the Rye (1951), Harper Lee’s To Kill a Mockingbird (1960). School stu-
dents actively discuss contemporary literature (Literatura v shkole lends its pages 
to a discussion of works by Vasily Aksyonov, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn is mentioned 
repeatedly and the latest works of Aleksandr Tvardovsky and Mikhail Shol- 
okhov are discussed). The reading culture of school students developed in the early 
1960s, the wish to read what is new and previously unknown and is not like any-
thing else led to “binge reading” in the perestroika era, the time when the school 
children of the 1960s grew up and matured.

An extraordinary widening of literary horizons was matched by an extraor-
dinary widening of the range of the topics discussed. Teachers found it increas-
ingly hard to reduce school classics to hackneyed truths and well-worn matrices. 
Having learned to read and to speak more freely the school students of the Sixties 
(not all of them of course and not in everything) learned to form their own opin-
ions of what they had read, putting them above the stereotyped phrases from the 
textbook even though they continued to use them to prepare for their exams. Lit-
erature was slowly liberating itself from the ideological “chewing gum.”

The public discussion of the aims of teaching literature was a clear sign that 
something important had changed in the school. The main goals were formulat-
ed by the top methodologist of that era, Nikolay Kudryashev:

(1) the tasks of aesthetic education,
(2) moral education,
(3) preparing students for practical activities,
(4) the volume and proportion of knowledge and skills in literature and the 

Russian language [11, p. 68].
Significantly, the list did not refer to education of worldview. It had given way 

to aesthetics and morality.
Innovative teachers took to enlarging the list. M. Kocherina argued that in her 

opinion the development of thinking was the key aim of literature lessons [9, p. 32]. 
I. Klenitskaya believed that literature was important above all “for understand-
ing the human heart and ennobling the feelings of students” [7, p. 25]. V. Lyubi- 
mov, a Moscow teacher, wrote that the works included in the school program 

“represent, as it were, impassioned comment of writers on societal issues of con-
cern to them” [15, p. 20]. The mention of societal issues was a concession to the 
old methods, but the general idea proposed by Lyubimov made the study of lit-
erature more similar to the study of the history of philosophy and sociology; we 
would call it the history of ideas in modern parlance. German Fein, a teacher 
at the famous school No. 2 in Moscow, future dissident and émigré (a rare case 
among Soviet teachers) advocated the teaching of the specifics of thinking in 
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images: to teach to read means to penetrate deep into the movement of the au-
thor’s thought and to form one’s own understanding of reality, one’s own under-
standing of the essence of human relations” [2, p. 62]. Suddenly, we see diversi-
ty in Soviet pedagogical thought.

Soviet ideology could not tolerate that. So it put the main aim—bringing up 
the man of the communist era—above all the other proposed aims. That formu-
la was introduced after the 22nd Congress of the CPSU which announced the 
exact deadline for completing the building of communism. The new goals were 
reduced to the old ones harking back to the late Stalinist years. Teachers again 
were told to inculcate a worldview. All the other goals were reduced to the lev-
el of technical tasks.

Some innovations were accepted in their status of technical tasks. The idea 
of a well-rounded aesthetic education fared better than others. Teachers were al-
lowed to use “related arts” in their lessons (with a warning “not to go too far”) 
bringing in paintings and music. They help to understand the nature of lyrical 
poetry which, partly under the impact of the new 1960s poetry, is no longer re-
duced to the sloganeering of the late Mayakovsky. More and more often teachers 
seek to explain to their students the nature of a poetic image: for example, fifth-
grade students are asked what images are conjured up for them when they read the 
word combination “white frills” (Sergey Yesenin’s poems sneaked into the pro-
gram little by little, beginning from grade school). The study of Pushkin’s love 
poems, many of which were set to music, was an occasion to highlight the link 
between lyrical poetry and music. Some compositions are devoted to describing 
paintings. What is more, this is not just a method of teaching narrative, but a way 
of introducing students to art and understanding painting. Visual arts are an im-
portant prop in explaining the importance of landscape in classical texts. All of 
which stresses that literature is not ideology, that an artistic image is not coex-
tensive with the concept of “character.” On the other hand, being carried away 
by music and paintings, the teacher cannot resist the temptation of discussing art 
in general forgetting the specificity of literature and the narrative nature of the 
text. The student was taught to look and listen in order to teach him to read. It is 
a paradox that literature was taught by-passing literature.

Another approved formula was education of morality. If one adds the epithet 
“communist” to the word “morality” the result is a task connected with world-
view education. However, teachers increasingly take “morality” to the everyday 
level casting aside the trail of abstract ideologemes. For example, during lessons 
on Eugene Onegin teachers cannot help discussing with the schoolgirls whether or 
not Tatyana was right in confessing her love first. In this context the writer was 
perceived as a paragon of absolute morality and a teacher of life, a connoisseur 
(no longer an “engineer”) of the human soul and an insightful psychologist. The 
writer cannot teach evil things; everything that the school considers to be im-
moral (the anti-Semitism of Dostoyevsky, religiosity of Gogol and Leo Tolstoy, 
the demonstrative amoralism of Lermontov, the philandering of Aleksey Tol-
stoy) was hushed up, proclaimed to be accidental or simply denied. The history 
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of Russian literature was turning into a manual of practical morality. This was 
not a new trend, but it had never before taken such a complete and overt form.

The prevailing moral attitudes that dictated the school course in literature 
brought with it a notion that was destined to have a long life. The notion was “the 
author’s position” interpreted for the most part as the attitude of the author to 
his heroes. While innovative teachers tried to persuade their colleagues that it is 
wrong to identify the narrator’s position with the views of the author in real life, 
and the thoughts of the characters with the writer’s thoughts, some historians of 
literature decided that all this made the lesson unduly complicated. Thus, Pyotr 
Pustovoyt, explaining to teachers the new interpretation of the principles of “par-
tisanship” (partiynost) declared: “we find... a clear attitude of the authors to their 
heroes in all Soviet literary works” [21, p. 6]. Shortly afterward there emerged 
the term “the author’s assessment of what is portrayed” which would be opposed 
to naïve realism. “The author’s position” gradually moved to the foreground of 
school analysis. Being directly linked with the teacher’s idea of morality, the sen-
timental and naïve idea of the “spiritual kinship” of students with the authors of 
the school program, it became an instrument of school analysis of the text that 
was fundamentally different from scholarly analysis.

Having, as it were, cast aside the rigorous ideological premises and given the 
right to diversity and relative freedom, the school made no attempt to return to 
the pre-ideology epoch, to the course of literature taught at Russian gymnasiums 
before the revolution. The recipe sounds utopian but then the 1960s era was per-
meated with the utopian spirit. Turning to scientific study of literature was a pos-
sibility even in the framework of the Soviet ideology. In practice there was no such 
chance: Soviet academic literary scholarship in its concepts was ideologically judg-
mental and unscientific. Having been given leave to loosen the constraints of ide-
ology the school chose the soft option, moving toward didacticism and moralism.

The Brezhnev era saw growing preoccupation with particular issues of teach-
ing literature. Touched up and cleansed a bit of direct ideologizing, the “theory 
of stages” remained the core of the school course. Methodologists turned their 
attention not to the general questions of art and worldview (which appeared to 
have been resolved once and for all), but to the methods of explaining this or that 
theme. In the mid-1960s Leningrad methodologists Tamara Chirkovskaya and 
Tereza Brazhe formulated the principles of “holistic study” of a literary work. 
They challenged the method of commented reading which ignored the analysis 
of composition and the general concept of the work. Simultaneously, Lyudmila 
Lesokhina, a school teacher who during the Thaw years pioneered the method of 
a lesson in the form of a debate, proposed the concept of “problematic literature 
lesson” and “problematic analysis of a literary work.” The concept was targeted 
mainly against “emotionalism.” Interestingly, the diversity of the Thaw meth-
odologies was attacked precisely by those who in the previous years were innova-
tors working towards democratization of the study process. By the mid-1960s they 
had gained their PhD degrees, the status of methodologists and leaving the school 
(this applies to Brazhe and Lesokhina, as Chirkovskaya had defended her PhD 
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dissertation earlier) these people committed themselves to bringing uniformity 
to teaching, creating new stereotypes instead of those they had challenged them-
selves. The ideological conformism of the Brezhnev era has not yet been suffi-
ciently studied, but it is a very important phenomenon.

Equally indicative is the interaction between methodologists and the Ministry 
of People’s Education. Before long “holistic analysis” would be declared wrong 
and Tereza Brazhe, who had by that time issued a 300-page manual for teach-
ers devoted to this method would be among its fiercest critics. Meanwhile “prob-
lem-specific analysis” would be hijacked by the Ministry experts who would keep 
the term but change its content. By problematic they would mean not a hot prob-
lem connected with the work and with the life of the school students, but the prob-
lems of the texts and the author’s work. “The correct meaning” again.

The school was again forced to live according to instructions. “Systems of 
lessons” in each topic of the problem become fashionable. The authors of a new 
textbook, Mark Kachurin and Mariya Shneyerson, started in 1971 publishing 
instructions for planning the study year in each grade, coyly calling them “rec-
ommendations.” This is a telltale sign of the stability of the Brezhnev era. From 
the early 1970s to the mid-1980s methodologists would not generate a single new 
concept. They would continue writing about the “problematics of teaching” in 
the first half of the 1980s just as they did in the early 1970s. At the turn of the 
1970s and 1980s a draft appeared of a new program (which would reduce the for-
mer program). It would be the subject of discussion in every issue of Literatura v 
shkole for 1979. The discussion is long-winded and devoid of genuine commit-
ment because there is nothing to discuss. The same can be applied to conceptual 
articles dealing with pedagogy and teaching. In 1976 the 3rd issue of the journal 
Literatura v shkole carried an article Forming Reader Skills at Literature Lessons 
by Natalya Meshcheryakova and Lyudmila Grishina. The article is discussed in 
the journal’s pages during half of 1976 and the whole of 1977: the first issue of 
1978 wraps up the discussion. However, the essence of the discussion is elusive. It 
boils down to the meanings of the term “reader skills” and the spheres in which 
it can be used. These are scholastic concepts of no practical use. Thus was born 
an attitude to methodologists on the part of practicing teachers (characteristic 
and largely deserved): methodologists are windbags and career seekers; many of 
them have never conducted lessons themselves, and others have forgotten how  
to do it.

Nearly half of every issue of the journal of the times is devoted to commemo-
rative dates (from the centenary of Lenin’s birth to the 40th anniversary of Victo-
ry, to jubilees of the writers whose works are included in the school program) and 
to new ways of attracting the attention of young people to literature (the largest 
body of materials is devoted to National Festivals of School Students, a form of 
activity combining a literary club and national children’s tourism). In the prac-
tice of teaching literature one topical problem crops up: rekindling interest in So-
viet literature (neither Gorky nor Nikolay Ostrovsky, nor Aleksandr Fadeyev are 
much loved by students) as well as in ideologemes that need to be articulated at 
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lessons. Significantly, the teacher is finding it harder and harder to instill in his 
students the sense of the grandeur of “socialist humanism,” which under the pro-
gram is to be discussed when studying Fadeyev’s novel Defeat: school students 
cannot get their heads around the fact that the murder of partisan Frolov car-
ried out by a doctor with Levinson’s consent, should be considered a humane act.

Gorbachev’s perestroika dramatically changes the style of teaching, but the 
change has hardly been reflected in the journal Literatura v shkole. As before, the 
journal is slow to adapt itself to change: the editors brought up in the Brezhnev era 
took a long time deciding what can and what cannot be printed. The Ministry of 
Public Education was quicker on the uptake. In the spring of 1988 literature teach-
ers were allowed to freely change the questions in the matriculation exam cards. 
In fact every teacher was free to write couch the questions as he pleased. By 1989 
the practice of innovative teachers who were put on a pedestal—TV programs and 
press articles were devoted to them, their lessons were attended by many people 
who often had little to do with school teaching of literature—had no constraints 
at all. They taught according to their own programs, themselves decided which 
works to study at the lessons and which works deserved being mentioned in re-
view lectures, which texts would be chosen for writing compositions about and for 
city Olympiads. The names of Dmitry Merezhkovsky, Aleksey Remizov, Vladimir 
Nabokov and Joseph Brodsky were spotted in the lists of topics for such works.

Outside the school, the reading masses, which of course included school stu-
dents, was overwhelmed by a flood of previously unknown literature: works from 
Europe and America, previously not published in the USSR; the entire litera-
ture of Russian émigrés, banned Soviet writers and previously banned literature 
(from Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago to Venedikt Yerofeyev Moscow—Petushki), 
modern émigré literature (Eduard Limonov and Aleksandr Zinovyev started to 
be published in the Soviet Union in 1990-1991). By 1991 it became clear that the 
course of 20th century Russian literature studied in the final year (by that time 
it was 11th grade; school switched from ten to eleven years in 1989) was in need 
of a radical change. Extramural reading, which was no longer possible to con-
trol, gained the upper hand over class reading of books included in the program.

The most important change was that “correct meaning” lost its correctness. 
Soviet ideologemes drew nothing but sarcastic laughter in the context of new ide-
as. The use of ideologemes during lessons became absurd. Plurality of views on 
classical works became not just possible, but obligatory. The school got a unique 
opportunity to move in whatever direction it chose.

However, the mass of teachers, trained at pedagogical institutes during 
the Brezhnev era, remained hidebound and wedded to the Soviet tradition. 
It resisted the removal from the program of The Young Guard and the in-
troduction of the perestroika era hits—Doctor Zhivago and Master and Mar-
garita by Mikhail Bulgakov. Significantly, the first Solzhenitsyn work to be 
included in the school program was Matrena’s Place as that text fitted in 
with the 1980s idea of the “rustic writers” as the pinnacle of Soviet litera-
ture. But it still does not accept The GULAG Archipelago. The school resists 
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any change in the traditional teaching of literature, believing that changing 
the established scheme of things would mark the end of the school disci-
pline. The mass of teachers had the support of the army of methodologists 
and other education structures that existed in the Soviet times (for exam-
ple, the Academy of Pedagogical Sciences of the USSR renamed Russian 
Academy of Education in 1992). The people who found themselves on the 
ruins of Soviet ideology no longer remembered or understood how litera-
ture could be taught in any other way.

Another factor was the exodus from the country (including some of 
the best teachers) in the early half of the 1990s. One major factor was low 
pay in school in the 1990s and 2000s. Innovative teachers merged into the 
overall context of the era, the pension-age teachers who had been educat-
ed and had worked under the Soviet system for years calling the tune in the 
new Russian school, the tiny number of young teachers was educated by the 
same theoretical methodologists from pedagogical universities that previous-
ly trained teachers for the Soviet school. This was the answer to the “conti-
nuity of time”: without creating a coherent demand for change of the entire 
system of teaching, literature teachers confined themselves to a cosmetic 
cleaning up of programs and methodologies of elements obviously redolent 
of Soviet ideology. And they stopped there.

Significantly, the last Soviet textbook on 19th-century literature (M. Ka-
churin and others), first published in 1969 and used as recommended text-
book by all the schools in the RSFSR until 1991, was regularly reissued in 
the 1990s and was last reissued in the late 2000s. Equally indicative, the 
school literature program in 2017 (and the list of literary works for the Uni-
fied State Examination) differed little from the program and the list of works 
for the matriculation exam of 1991. It contains practically no literature of the 
20th century, while classical Russian literature is represented by the same 
names and works as in the 1960s and 1970s. Soviet power (for ideological 
convenience) sought to limit Soviet people’s knowledge to a narrow circle of 
names and a small number of works (as a rule reviewed by “progressive crit-
ics,” which put a seal of ideological approval on them). Under the new con-
ditions teaching had to be oriented not to ideological goals but to the goals 
of education. In the first place the program of years 9 and 10 had to dras-
tically revised by including, for example, the romantic stories of Aleksandr 
Bestuzhev-Marlinsky, the Slavophile poetry of Fyodor Tyutchev, the dra-
mas and ballads of Aleksey Konstantinovich Tolstoy along with the works 
of Kozma Prutkov, in parallel with a Turgenev novel (which did not neces-
sary have to be Fathers and Sons). A Thousand Souls by Aleksey Pisemsky 
had to be read, Crime and Punishment had to be augmented by The Possessed 
or The Brothers Karamazov and War and Peace had to be taught along with 
the later Tolstoy. The list of Anton Chekhov’s works was also to be revised. 
Most importantly, the school student was to be given freedom of choice: for 
example, to read two favorite Dostoyevsky novels. None of these tasks have 
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been accomplished by the post-Soviet school. It chooses to limit itself to the 
list of a dozen or so classics and a dozen or so other works without teach-
ing the history of literature, the history of ideas in Russia or even reading 
skills, inculcating long irrelevant truths into students’ minds. The teach-
ing of literature liberated from ideology could become a mental antidote to 
post-Soviet Russia. We have postponed that decision by more than 25 years.
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Man as the object of scientific research is by no means a new theme. However, 
at each new stage in the study of the evolution of human sciences, i. e., humani-
ties and social disciplines, the scholar has to raise new questions and reinterpret 
the path covered by predecessors. The collective monograph Human Sciences: The 
History of Disciplines (2015) edited by Aleksandr Dmitriyev and Irina Savelyeva 
[17] is a milestone in Russian history of science. It is a project that brings together 
scholars from various countries presenting a broad panorama of sociohumanitar-
ian knowledge and proposing a revision of traditional approaches to the issues of 
continuity of knowledge development, the relationship between theory and prac-
tice and the confrontation of the academic hierarchy and alternative communities.

The book’s three sections are devoted to three stages in the evolution of so-
ciohumanitarian knowledge—early Modern Times, the long Golden Age (from 
late 18th to the mid-20th centuries) and (post) Modernity. This periodization does 

Keywords: history of knowledge, humanities, human sciences, social 
sciences.
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not quite coincide with that proposed by Dmitriyev in the introduction based on Jo-
han Heilbron’s scheme of succession of disciplinarity regimes: “the watershed era” 
(1750-1850), “intensive articulation” (1890s—1920s), the establishment of the Big 
Science format as the dominant model of science organization (pp. 20-23).1 Dmi-
triyev notes that theoretical thought, i. e., “reflection on disciplinarity” has been 
lagging behind discipline-building, which is why the main stages in the evolution 
of reflection fall basically on the 20th century (p. 24).

The first section, Orders and Structures of Knowledge: From Humanism to En-
lightenment, has just three chapters, but they convey the message that the disci-
plinary order on the eve of the differentiation of sciences was problematic. Pavel 
Sokolov writes about the pre-history of humanitarian epistemology, Yuliya Iva-
nova analyzes the development of the principle of disciplinarity in the early Mod-
ern Times and Natalya Osminskaya examines the case of science classification 
by the early Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz. In demonstrating how the epistemolog-
ical status of humanities changed in the 15th—17th centuries, Sokolov stresses 
the existence of differing, even opposite trends in theoretical views on learning. 
The aspiration to build an “integral science” of the historical world was accom-
panied by elements of disciplinary monism, when individual disciplines claimed 
meta-disciplinary status (p. 49). Ivanova’s chapter shows how in the 17th—18th 
centuries, in parallel with disciplinary specialization anchored in the scientific 
knowledge of the Modern Times, alternatives to the disciplinary principle were 
developing. The author follows the evolution of that juxtaposition through to the 
methodological discussions in the 20th century: in this approach, humanitarian 
epistemology is doomed to be forever in between futile search for what Ivanova 
calls a single language of humanitarian theory and the existence of multiple dis-
ciplinary dialects (p. 73). Finally, Osminskaya explores Leibniz’s attempt to de-
velop a universal science. The philosopher paid much attention to classification 
of sciences and ways of integrating them in the framework of an encyclopedia. In-
terest in Leibniz’s methodological experiments is more than interest in curiosities 
(who would today recall what is poeographia (ποιογραφία), the science of sensu-
ally perceived qualities?), for it gives an insight into an important stage in the de-
velopment of the principle of disciplinarity. By merely raising the problem Leib-
niz paves the way for 18th-century practical encyclopedists and the scholars whose 
names are associated with the establishment of disciplines in the 19th century.

The second section, titled The Golden Age of Discipline-Building, is the largest 
in terms of volume, containing as it does ten chapters. Lorraine Daston’s overview 
of “disciplining of disciplines” in the period from the late 18th to late 19th centu-
ries is followed by the description of individual disciplines in various national tra-
ditions, apparently in accordance with the scientific interests of the authors. Some 
chapters focus on the European tradition as a whole: Pyotr Rezvykh writes about 
mythology as the subject matter and discipline in the romantic science of antiqui-
ty, Grigory Yudin about Edmund Husserl’s theory of science in the context of the 
crisis of the theory of the division of sciences and Rolf Torstendahl about meta-
morphoses of disciplinarity in the practical professions and in research activities 
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over the course of a century (1850-1940). However, most of the cases considered 
are closer to home: “the science of Russian antiquities” (Vladislav Boyarchenkov), 
historiography (Vladimir Berelovich), the study of law (Michel Tissier), Russian 
sociology (Ilya Gerasimov, Marina Mogilner, Aleksandr Semyonov) and Soviet 
sociology (Aleksandr Filippov) and psychology (Anton Yasnitsky).

The third section, Post Discipline or New Disciplinarity?, contains eight chap-
ters. Grigory Yudin continues the conversation on sociology, Boris Stepanov turns 
to cultural studies, Vladimir Fayer to the science of language, Maksim Dyomin 
to university philosophy, and Rostislav Kapelyushnikov to behavioral economics. 
New processes prompted the authors to concentrate on new challenges. Thus, Iri-
na Savelyeva reflects on public history (whose being part of the body of disciplines 
is itself questionable) and Olesya Kirchik on transnational hierarchies and local 
ordering of knowledge in economics. In the final chapter Aleksandr Dmitriyev 
and Oksana Zaporozhets write about the disciplinary principles in the analysis 
of the “knowledge society.” Characteristically, while the second section concen-
trates on the national tradition, the third one attests rather to internationalization 
of knowledge. The introduction and conclusion, which frame the study concep-
tually, are written by Dmitriyev, and a supplement to the book contains a trans-
lation of the methodologically important article by Arnaldo Momigliano Ancient 
History and the Antiquarian (1950).

The chapters in the main part focus on specific disciplines, with the titles of 
sections reflecting the processes that characterize each stage: the first one ad-
dresses the problem of the picture of syncretic knowledge of man which on closer 
inspection turns out to be devoid of strategic unity; the second offers a case study 
of concrete disciplines; the third sees the current state of sciences as disappear-
ance of disciplinarity or as a new type of disciplinarity.

Describing a fundamental and voluminous work that opens up numerous 
perspectives for looking at the experience of the emergence, development and in 
some cases collapse of human disciplines is a daunting task. It is hard to give a 
single name to the area in which the team of authors works: it contains the histo-
ry of sciences which got second wind in recent years (thus, in 2015-2016 the his-
tory of sciences was among the topics in several issues of Annales; see, for exam-
ple [8]), intellectual history (p. 388), and the sociology of scientific knowledge. 
The book is referred to as a collective monograph although the skeptical read-
er may feel that it is rather a collection of articles (especially since some chap-
ters are translations of articles from foreign publications). At the same time it is 
a collective effort at an in-depth study of a single topic, evolution of the disci-
plinarity principle in the human sciences. It brings together historical overviews, 
theoretical forays and thorough study of specific cases. Thus the disciplinarity 
problem is viewed at the micro- and macro-levels with due account of both the 
world and national trends.

The general theoretical question of the division of sciences is seldom touched 
upon, with the authors typically adopting the pre-existing picture of differentia-
tion of knowledge of the world and man. One notable exception is Yudin’s chapter 
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on Edmund Husserl’s theory of science. A relative late-comer to the long-run-
ning argument about the division of sciences, Husserl in his phenomenological 
analysis consistently stressed the lack of parity between the natural and human 
sciences (and indeed between sciences in general and philosophy). Because the 
living world “surrounds us before any science... knowledge of nature cannot be 
equal to knowledge of the spiritual world” and philosophy “can be only a genu-
ine and universal science of the spirit” (p. 261).

This approach offers a historical view of the progress of scientific knowledge: 
claiming an equal status with the natural sciences was an effective strategy at the 
stage of institutionalization of humanities disciplines, but this is no longer the 
case. Admission of disparity should protect humanities against naturalism and 
enable it to tap into the potential of philosophy as the scientific instrument of cog-
nizing the spiritual world. The superiority of humanities knowledge over natu-
ral knowledge is ontological, but the realization of this superiority, which Hus-
serl came to understand several decades ago, has yet to be achieved (p. 262). It is 
particularly interesting to compare Husserl’s conclusions with, for example, Yu-
din’s analysis of the autonomy of sociology according to Talcott Parsons, who in-
sisted, four decades after Husserl, that sociology and philosophy were different 
sciences (pp. 384-385).

Most other authors, however, shied away from discussing mere theory and 
proposed to analyze the phenomenon of disciplinarity by considering concrete 
disciplines, an area that emerged as a battlefield of different strategies and insti-
tutions. In the 21st century, whenever the issue of disciplines arises, the ques-
tion of interdisciplinarity inevitably crops up revealing the same inner contradic-
tions: like the ouroboros, it overcomes disciplinary differences and reproduces 
them at the same time.

Interdisciplinarity as a trend in the development of scientific knowledge can 
be interpreted as an organic synthesis of various approaches, though sometimes 
exotic rhetorical figures may be required. Thus, Kapelyushnikov uses the meta-
phor of imperialism2 in describing the invasion of psychology into the econom-
ic science comparing one area to the mother country and the other to a colony 
(p. 510). This is a particularly interesting instance of interdisciplinary interaction 
because intradisciplinary situations are essentially different: economic theory is 
based on “monoparadigmality” while psychology is marked by methodological 
pluralism. An in-depth study of behavioral economy thus prompts a revision of 
the prospect of reflection on other interdisciplinary experiments.

A deeper insight into the nature of interdisciplinary projects is offered also 
by the history of cultural studies which reveals the importance of disciplinarity 
structure for understanding discursive mechanisms. Stepanov shows that even an 
extended critique of disciplinarity undertaken in cultural studies with the aim of 
asserting this area as a distinct “anti-discipline” is inherently contradictory and 
generates disciplinarization of research at the next level (p. 419). Finally, as noted 
by Fayer, the emergence of scientific areas over and above disciplinary boundaries 
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(semiotics and cognitive science) increases the overall uncertainty in the inter-
pretation of the modern state of disciplinarity (p. 482).

Quantification of sociohumanitarian knowledge is a specific case of the inter-
pretation of the interdisciplinary approach that merits a separate analysis. Mas-
sive use of the mathematical apparatus puts science “out of reach of critique,” a 
phenomenon considered in Human Sciences by citing several examples, albeit not 
analyzed in sufficient detail: Kirchik cites economic theory to demonstrate the 
lack of consensus on the epistemological limits to the use of mathematical meth-
ods (pp. 547-550), while Fayer restores the picture of the perception of mathe-
matization as a means of protection against ideological diktat in Soviet linguis-
tics (p. 468).

Another aspect of modern human sciences is redefining their boundaries 
in the light of the analysis of the professionalism of the scientist “with regard to 
whose work publicity is a deviant model” (p. 421). Only public history forms the 
subject of a separate essay, although Savelyeva mentions a wide range of topics 
for further study from public psychology and criminology to philosophy and so-
ciology. As for public history, the question of specialization and inner logic of the 
scientist’s work turns out to be more important than the issue of the boundaries 
between rigorous science and its popular versions. Public history as a phenome-
non of contemporary society, according to Savelyeva, sheds some light on the re-
lationship between professionalism and disciplinarity: not being a separate disci-
pline, public history certainly has all the features of a profession (p. 451).

Along with revising (inter)disciplinary boundaries the authors of Human 
Sciences probe the cultural-geographical boundaries comparing a wealth of Rus-
sian material with the world agenda. Synchronizing watches is a standard proce-
dure, but in this case it involves practically all the main human and social sciences, 
which creates an “optical effect” by suggesting to the reader that Russian science 
is a part of the world mainstream in spite of the deviations of the Soviet period. 
Perhaps part of the reason for this attitude is the lingering unconscious desire 
to legitimize Russian science whose contribution and potential are still under-
estimated in the world: traumatic experience, Dyomin notes, blocks reflection 
(p. 502), so that the presence of reflection itself signals that the trauma is receding.

Invoking Russian experience invariably brings back the idea of continuity be-
tween pre-revolutionary and (post)Soviet periods of Russian history. The authors 
of the book often show signs of continuity: for example, the structure of subjects 
of philosophical teaching in Imperial universities has an impact on the mod-
el of (re)production of philosophical knowledge at Soviet universities, which in 
turn explains the preservation of philosophy as a discipline after the collapse of 
Marxism-Leninism (p. 494). It would be appropriate in this analysis to take into 
account the experience of reproduction of philosophical knowledge in the Rus-
sian émigré community which played a part in redefining the contours of Rus-
sian philosophy in the post-Soviet period (this applies not only to philosophy).

The genealogy of scientific traditions is not always pleasant to recall. For ex-
ample, Yasnitsky, in examining the emergence of Russian psychology in the first 
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half of the 20th century, refuses to see the events of 1917 as the cause of the dra-
matic break in tradition. Owing to a number of circumstances, pre-revolutionary 
features of the psychological science which followed the general European trends 
survived in the USSR until the Great Break at the turn of the 1920s and 1930s. Ide-
ologization of the psychological science followed its own logic, vestiges of which 
still survive: the author notes that “the Stalinist model” in Soviet psychology is 
still “in many ways the basic organizational form of the existence of university 
psychology in this country” (p. 329). An unbiased discussion of some genealo-
gies to this day can be very uncomfortable whether one discusses how many ru-
diments of Stalin’s jurisprudence remain in present-day Russian jurisprudence or 
how many Soviet-era historical stereotypes remain in official historiography today.

Some authors, of course, manage to resist the temptation of looking for in-
ner continuity in the practices and institutions over and above the visible chang-
es of the social order. Thus, Gerasimov, Mogilner and Semyonov note a break in 
continuity in the development of Russian sociology when it was saddled with a 
new orthodoxy after 1917, which, mutatis mutandis, put an end to “the most cre-
ative and critically acute social theorizing” (p. 298).

In short, in Human Sciences the reader will find many conclusions that are 
important for understanding the development of social and humanities knowledge 
based primarily on Russian material. The historical approach, while presenting 
a temptation to fall into anachronism, makes it possible to read relevance into 
any, even the most archaic of topics. Boyarchenkov recreates the atmosphere of 
fierce controversy that accompanied the formation of the science of ancient Rus 
in the first half of the 19th century. Most scholars at the time proved to be psy-
chologically ill-equipped to meet the disciplinary challenges remaining in thrall 
to “ingenuous descriptive approaches” (p. 186). Although Boyarchenkov’s study 
is scrupulously historiographic, one cannot help drawing analogies with the state 
of humanities in Russia in the period when official methodological monism was 
collapsing. Another “eternal” Russian theme is probably the relationship be-
tween knowing one’s country and loving it: “...our country’s history. It seems we 
know it so poorly because we love it so much,” Berelovich quotes from a 1884 lec-
ture of Vasily Klyuchevsky (p. 200). There is no doubt on whose side the author 
of A Course in Russian History would have been in the recently revived debate on 
national interests in historiography.

Dyomin, turning his attention to present-day university philosophy in Russia, 
reflects on the “professionalism dilemma” which forces the scholar to choose be-
tween the strategies of loyalty and sabotage: loyalty to the existing institutions in 
the absence of real reputational mechanisms is convenient but constrains knowl-
edge while sabotaging the current norms in the absence of adequate resources 
presents unreasonable risks (p. 507). Stepanov demonstrates how cultural stud-
ies in Russia, belying the term, practically shied away from the achievements and 
methods of cultural studies leaving that task to history and anthropology (p. 390). 
Fayer, starting with the analysis of the Western context, drifts into the subject 
of the relationship between linguistics and yazykoznaniye (language studies) in 
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Soviet science (the two seemingly synonymous concepts disguise paradigmatic 
differences) (pp. 481-482).

No less interesting are Kirchik’s observations of the evolution of the Russian 
economic science: even though Soviet economists have some achievements to 
their credit, after the break-up of the USSR “nothing or next to nothing of their 
legacy could be taken into the future. Indeed, in the post-Soviet period the en-
tire body of economic disciplines has undergone a radical change of theoretical 
and worldview-related principles, methodology and scientific language” (p. 558). 
In that regard it would be very useful to study the history of mathematical eco-
nomics in the USSR which presented an alternative to the ideologically sterile 
political economy of socialism and is still waiting to be studied in that capacity 
(p. 550). Paradoxically, it was economic science, which has the most developed 
formal apparatus, that was “decimated” after the collapse of the USSR.

Filippov, in a chapter provocatively titled Soviet Sociology as a Police Science, 
plays on the ambivalence of the word “police” harking back from its modern mean-
ing of “law enforcement bodies” (with the connotation of “repressive bodies” dat-
ing back to the Soviet times) to the forgotten concept of “discipline” (blagochiniye) 
as it was interpreted in the times of Catherine II (p. 334). Overcoming the dis-
continuity in the history of the concept, the author shows that Soviet sociology 
emerged as a practical discipline, the science “of regulating behavior, transfor-
mation of motives and distribution of incentives to achieve common good in a bu-
reaucratic, social-police state” (p. 348). Such a history of Soviet sociology, Filip-
pov notes, has yet to be developed, although the overall character of its problem 
field is clearly discernible.

Some of the ideas expressed by the authors of the monograph have to do with 
the more general regularities of the development of scientific knowledge. Thus, 
Yudin demonstrates that the application of Parsons’ model oriented towards “ex-
panding rationality” resulted in “sociological education mainly training those 
who deliver sociological education”: the choice of a career in the habitual envi-
ronment is a perfectly rational one (p. 386). One wonders if this fact manifests 
general features of professionalization of knowledge on the basis of disciplines, as 
witnessed by the example of science in the 19th century when “historians started 
writing for historians” (p. 431). And could the same be said of the state of phil-
osophical education in Russia where the most rational way of building a profes-
sional career is building it in the “habitual environment,” that is, in the condi-
tions when reputational mechanisms are undeveloped?

Savelyeva, analyzing the trends in the emergence of public history (in Rus-
sia) notes differentiation among historians who cooperate with the public on the 
basis of common interest in the absence of a sociocultural conflict between the 
parties. Along with academic historians who have “learned to be public, i. e., be 
popular while remaining within science and not compromising its principles in 
their main work” there are historians who have made public history their profes-
sion in the sociological meaning of the word (p. 435). Savelyeva raises new ques-
tions concerning changes in professionalism and disciplinarity in the face of the 
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challenge of publicity, noting that the scholars who go public avoid sharing their 
thoughts on the “transformation of craft” that occurred due to the transforma-
tion of their role in society. What makes this, and some other chapters, particu-
larly valuable is that the author moves from the habitual genre of “background to 
the issue” to constructing research perspectives leading the reader into her own 
professional laboratory. When it turned out that the materials published fail to 
answer important questions, Savelyeva resorted to the “interactive method”: the 
same questions were raised in interviews with participants in student projects 
and private correspondence with colleagues. Perhaps by crossing the bounda-
ry between the sources that are respectable but fail to keep abreast of the rapid-
ly changing life and ego-documents of the new generation the scholar ipso facto 
demonstrates important changes in modern human sciences.

Considering the number of contributors to the monograph it is hard to iden-
tify a common approach. For some the relationship between the human and nat-
ural sciences is the key question (Yudin), others assume the autonomy of human 
sciences dodging the question of the grounds for such autonomy. Some chapters 
provide an overview of paradigmatic shifts (for example, the chapters by Savely-
eva and Stepanov) and some abandon the study of a concrete case midway: af-
ter learning about Husserl’s revolutionary contribution to the science of science, 
the model of professionalism in Parsons’ sociology or the dialectics of theory 
and practice in Russian jurisprudence at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries, 
the reader expects a review of the further development of this problem in science, 
but there is no space left for that. Even in terms of vocabulary some authors tend 
to use the traditional language of science studies while others gravitate toward 
post-modernism: Stepanov speaks about deconstruction of stereotypes upfront, 
while Kapelyushnikov uses the word “deconstruction” in inverted commas ar-
guing that the “standard” model of rational choice has come under attack during 
the pivot of economic theory toward behaviorism (pp. 420, 514).

The “flowering complexity” characteristic of this collective effort is not an 
accidental lapse into eclecticism, but a conscious choice of the authors and com-
pilers. I will try to put this approach in a broader context. An abiding feature of 
modern history of science is the search for the ultimate origin not unlike the in-
tent of early Greek nature philosophy. All the human sciences can be derived 
from classical philology, as does James Turner [38], or from German hermeneu-
tics in the second half of the 18th century, as does Robert Leventhal [25]. A sin-
gle solution of the question about the first beginning may not exist at all: already 
in early modern science, as shown in the first chapters of Human Sciences, the 
emerging disciplinary landscape was marked by a diversity of strategies while the 
modern retrospective view of the sources of the humanities is often prompted by 
topical modern issues. The authors of the monograph seem to deliberately avoid 
discussing the question. Rezvykh perhaps comes closest to the heart of the issue 
of substantiality in demonstrating how the transformation of the problem range 
and methodology of modern humanities finds its sources in the philological dis-
cipline of mythology which got a powerful impetus in the period of Romanticism.
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The demise of the idea of the unity of scientific knowledge instantly raises 
the question of how it is differentiated, especially within “non-natural” knowl-
edge. Dmitriyev sees social and humanities knowledge as one, even though it is 
divided into different branches and sciences (pp. 10, 14), owing to which other 
scholars too imperceptibly begin to use the notions of “humanities” and “social 
sciences” interchangeably. Thus, Tissier speaks of an ensemble of “humanities 
and social sciences” (p. 207), while for Torstendahl, for example, humanities and 
social sciences are two different groups of disciplines. (p. 367).

What Are Humanities? And What Are Social Sciences?

What are humanities and how do they differ from social sciences? The question 
is constantly and unsuccessfully mooted in the literature on the history of science. 
Leaving aside the utilitarian definition (humanities are what they study at human-
ities departments [4, p. 2]) and seeking to break out of the hermeneutic circle (the 
humanities are “the understanding of how we understand ourselves” [33, p. 496]), 
it would make sense to turn to the history of the concepts that have been part of 
scholarly discourse for several centuries already.

The concept of “humanities” or “human sciences” exists in various Europe-
an languages. In France they speak of les sciences humaines, in the Scandinavian 
countries of humaniora / humanvidenskaber. The English humanities morphologi-
cally seemed to separate the area of interest of humanities scholars from scientific 
research proper (science is always an exact science). However, in the 20th centu-
ry the clear understanding of disciplinary boundaries began to be blurred every-
where. In English there appeared the notion of human sciences (widely attributed 
to the influence of English translations of the works of Michel Foucault, one of the 
very few French concepts imported into the English language [7, p. 3]). The Ger-
man tradition did not have a humanitarian root because there was the time-tested 
notion of Geisteswissenschaften (science of the spirit) which was generated by the 
early 19th century idealistic philosophy (Hegel and Schelling) in contrast to the 
sciences of nature. By 1825 at the latest the binary structure of scientific knowl-
edge gained recognition [21, S. 3], and at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries 
it gained further legitimacy thanks to neo-Kantian theoreticians. However, in the 
second half of the 20th century the influence of English terminology led to the 
appearance of new concepts: Gesellschaftswissenschaften (social sciences), Men-
schenwissenschaften and even Humanwissenschaften (human sciences). Thus the 
expansion of English terminology caused confusion in the relatively ordered Ger-
man literature on the history of science. In the collective comparative study the 
old-fashioned definition of “the science of the spirit” had to be replaced with an 
enumeration of groups of disciplines formerly covered by that notion: the social, 
historical and cultural sciences (Sozial-, Geschichts- und Kulturwissenschaften), 
the first two apparently differing in meaning from Gesellschaftswissenschaften [39].

The problem of German terminology stems in many ways from the fact that for 
every German root there is a Romance double (hence the pairs Gesellschaft- and 
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Sozialwissenschaften, for example). While in French as well as in many ways in 
English the vocabulary of the discourse on scientific knowledge goes back to Lat-
in, in German (like in Russian, cf. sotsialniye nauki and obshchestvenniye nauki, 
these concepts are also used interchangeably in Human Sciences book), along with 
terminology originating from Latin there emerged the “national” terminology 
(largely under the impact of Romanticism which flourished at the time when ba-
sic scientific concepts were being formed).

The concept of “humans sciences” (sciences humaines), recorded in the French 
language not later than 1644, initially denoted the body of knowledge including 
language, grammar, poetry and rhetoric. During the centuries that followed it was 
opposed not to natural but to so-called “high sciences” (hautes sciences) which 
included theology, philosophy and mathematical disciplines. It was not until the 
20th century, in the opinion of French lexicographers, that sciences humaines be-
gan to draw closer to sciences sociales (the latter being a loan translation of the 
English social sciences) [11, pp. 3417-3418].

The object of this ensemble of humanities and social sciences was “man in 
society.” This concept was shared by Fernard Braudel, who promoted the notion 
of “sciences of man” (sciences de l’homme). In his article History and the Social 
Sciences. La longue durée (first published in 1958) Braudel, following the tradi-
tion of the previous generation of the Annales school, argued that the sciences of 
man formed a single body: “All the social sciences, including history, have mu-
tually contaminated each other. They are speaking, or can speak, the same lan-
guage” [6, p. 55].

The need to delimit the boundaries between human and social sciences en-
gaged the young Claude Lévi-Strauss. A quotation from one of his works gave rise 
to the notion that became current in Russian humanities literature, namely, that 
Lévi-Strauss had made a pretentious statement to the effect that the 21st century 
would be a century of the humanities if it was to be at all. The early Lévi-Strauss 
did state something like that. In the preface to the book by Catherine Helen Berndt 
Women’s Changing Ceremonies in Northern Australia he wrote that “le XXIe siècle 
sera le siècle des sciences sociales, ou ne sera pas” [27, p. 8]. However, it is not so 
easy to reconstruct Lévi-Strauss’s interpretation of social sciences. He formed 
an idea of the difference between the humanities and social sciences in the 1950s. 
For example, in his Structural Anthropology (1958), he writes that anthropology 

“has, as it were, its feet planted on the natural sciences, its back resting against the 
humanistic studies, and its eyes directed toward the social sciences” [28, p. 361]. 
By humanistic studies he meant history, geography and linguistics and by social 
sciences social psychology, sociology and political studies.

Lévi-Strauss systematically presented his views on disciplinary bounda-
ries in the article Scientific Criteria in the Social and Human Disciplines (1964),  
included in the second volume of Structural Anthropology (1973), which unfortu-
nately, has not been translated into Russian [26]. In considering how scientific 
various disciplines were, Lévi-Strauss comes to the conclusion that the bound-
ary is determined epistemologically: the exact sciences (referred to as physical 
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sciences in the above-quoted preface) as distinct from other sciences achieve ob-
jectivity in the cognition of their object. Among humanities and social sciences 
only post-Saussurian linguistics meets the science criterion. However, some hu-
manities sciences (archeology and history, anthropology, linguistics, philosophy, 
logic and psychology) are closer to the natural than social sciences (law, econom-
ics, political studies and some sections of sociology) [26, pp. 341-363] (for more 
detail see [20, pp. 19-25]).

Why does it happen? As scientific knowledge develops, according to Lé-
vi-Strauss, the gap between the humanities and social sciences will widen. Those 
who study social sciences prepare themselves for practical work, professional ser-
vice to society, which is why these disciplines are oriented toward maintaining 
the status quo. By contrast, the humanities build up the external perspective with 
regard to the same object (man in society) while refusing to become directly in-
volved in tackling current social problems. Lévi-Strauss draws the somewhat sur-
prising conclusion that because the human sciences distance themselves from cur-
rent reality they are closer to the natural sciences and, together with the latter, are 
juxtaposed to social sciences.

Lévi-Strauss’ approach is by and large shared by many authors as they try to 
adequately convey French concepts in other languages. For example, Marita Gil-
li, in a review of French human sciences, uses the classification offered by Lé-
vi-Strauss as the starting point, but ends up recommending the German concept 
of Geisteswissenschaften (sciences of the spirit), in which she includes sociology, 
ethnology, anthropology, political sciences, the study of the heritage, econom-
ics, psychology, pedagogics, philosophy, linguistics and cognitive sciences, that 
is, almost everything with the exception of history and philology [13].

Almost simultaneously with Lévi-Strauss, the question of the relationship 
between different groups of disciplines was raised by Jürgen Habermas. In his 
introductory lecture at Frankfurt University in 1965, he attempted to distribute 
various types of scientific knowledge based on the relationship between knowl-
edge and interest. To achieve an interest, that is, technical dominance over na-
ture, empirical-analytical studies must first be carried out by the natural sciences 
(Naturwissenschaften) which reveal universal regularities. Historical-hermeneutic 
disciplines, or Geisteswissenschaften, concentrate on interpretation of the text in 
pursuit of understanding people and their cultural traditions. The social scienc-
es (Gesellschaftswissenschaften), such as economics, sociology, political science 
are concerned, like the former, with regularities, but only those of an administra-
tive-technical character dealing with the issues of management in society. Unlike 
Lévi-Strauss who lamented the fact that social sciences were in thrall to the in-
terests of government, Habermas, a neo-Marxist, insists that a critical social sci-
ence would require a critique of ideology, so in general it is close to the require-
ments of objectivity which Lévi-Strauss reserved only for the first two (on social 
theory as critique see the first section of the monograph [18]).

The influence of various foreign traditions is also felt in the Anglo-Saxon 
world which seems to be used to dictating its will to the academic community. 
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Each overview of humanities or social sciences begins with the statement of insur-
mountable inherent contradictions of any classification. Occasionally the authors 
simply ignore the differences between the humanities and social disciplines, as 
did, for example, Joel Isaac in his article The Human Sciences in Cold War Ameri-
ca: his concept of human sciences took in philosophy, psychology, economics, so-
ciology, and anthropology, i. e., the disciplines traditionally distributed between 
humanities and social sciences [19].

This attitude fits into the general scientistic system of coordinates to which 
Anglo-Saxon science is still wedded: the list of sciences includes exact and natu-
ral disciplines while all the other disciplines are excluded from science (see back-
ground chapter [7, pp. 3-5]). Such rigorism, incidentally, results in a curious sit-
uation when general works on the history of science or the philosophy of science 
have a typically “humanitarian” format, but still deny its claim to a domain in 
the space of science (see [10] which includes the classical humanitarian discipline 
of the philosophy of science comprising the philosophy of physics, the philoso-
phy of biology, the philosophy of neuroscience, the philosophy of chemistry and 
philosophy of mathematics). Rens Bod noted the absence of a general history of 
the human sciences whereas there exists the history of sciences and the history of 
the social sciences. In A New History of the Humanities he proposed a comparative 
and inter-disciplinary study that is not confined to any single region [4, pp. 1, 5].

Meanwhile The Cambridge History of Science includes a separate volume de-
voted to the social sciences of the Modern Time [7]. Thus the spread of the con-
cept of science to an area that had traditionally been denied a place in science 
has become a fact. Even so, Theodore M. Porter and Dorothy Ross who edited 
this volume had to defend their bold attempt to cross the traditional discipline 
boundaries. They argued that previous definitions of sciences of man, moral scienc-
es, moral and political sciences, behavioral sciences, human sciences were all prede-
cessors of the modern concept of social sciences [7, p. 1]. Thus, while recognizing 
the relevance of the use of the concept “human sciences” Porter and Ross settled 
for “social sciences” as an umbrella term for their review.

However, the actual choice of disciplines on which the compilers of the vol-
ume focus does not cover the whole spectrum of human sciences. They focus on 
psychology, economics, political science, sociology, anthropology, geography 
and history (described in terms of its innovative interdisciplinary trends), man-
agement, and accounting, psychiatry and a host of transdisciplinary fields (from 
gender studies to the theory of modernization). Lacunae can be spotted even in 
the contents: linguistics and other philological disciplines are not among so-
cial sciences while historiography is represented in fragments that intersect with 
other social sciences (archeology, for instance, is totally absent) [7, pp. 391-405].

Roger Backhouse and Philippe Fontaine in The History of the Social Scienc-
es since 1945 review the development of psychology, economics, political science, 
sociology, social anthropology and human geography. They have some doubts 
about the first and last cases and therefore see fit to present additional arguments 
in favor of their inclusion [1, pp. 3-4]. They look back on the history of attempts 
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to order classification, all of which suffered a fiasco (in terms of logic and non-ac-
ceptance by peers), as for example, behavioral sciences with Bernard Berelson. 
In contrast, Backhouse and Fontaine have no doubt that the science of man-
agement, social history, linguistics and jurisprudence may also be considered to 
be social sciences although traditionally they have been treated as a case apart  
[1, pp. 4-5]. Modern adepts of the brain science, or neuroscience, lay claim to 
humanities knowledge.

Some scholars do not turn to the Anglo-Saxon world seeking (in line with 
the “thick description” principle) to adjust their categorization to the concepts 
pertaining to other cultures. Thus, a special issue of the History of Science journal 
devoted to the history of humanities in China lumps together as human scienc-
es the study of the state, paleoanthropology, psychology, medicine and physiol-
ogy in a marked departure from the Anglo-Saxon tradition (see introductory ar-
ticle to the issue referred to [9]). Daniel Beer takes respect for national cultures 
a step further in his groundbreaking monograph Renovating Russia. The Human 
Sciences and the Fate of Liberal Modernity, 1880-1930 by choosing from among 
Russian and early Soviet human sciences only one group of disciplines, i. e., “bi-
omedical sciences” before concentrating on psychiatry, criminology, epidemiol-
ogy and social psychology [2]. It is unlikely that Russian colleagues today would 
recognize the habitual human sciences in this exotic set of disciplines, any more 
than Anglo-Saxon readers of Beer would recognize them as familiar humanities. 
It looks as if the author himself was not very comfortable with these identifica-
tions judging from his recurring admissions that “disciplinary boundaries were 
decidedly fluid within the human sciences throughout the revolutionary period” 
or that “disciplinary boundaries were decidedly fluid within the late imperial hu-
man sciences” [2, pp. 8, 135] (perhaps, considering the chronological framework 
of his work, Beer might have put it in a more simple way: disciplinary boundaries 
in the human sciences are always fluid).

Original views expressed by Russian scholars add to the overall picture of 
chaos reigning in world science. To cite but one example. Lev Kleyn suggests 
that the term “human sciences” refers to disciplines in which “laws, exact meth-
ods and rigorous logic are less important than intuition, anecdotal evidence and 
individual values” [22, p. 258]. And he warns against confusing two classifica-
tions of disciplines, by subject (natural and social) and by method (exact and hu-
man). Thus, sociology, economics, linguistics and psychology are social sciences 
in terms of subject, but exact sciences in terms of method whereas literary or art 
studies are at once human and social disciplines. Difficulties arise when Kleyn 
turns to history and geography which study “not so much the laws as the facts in 
their causal and spatial connections... These sciences are difficult to bring under 
the umbrella of humanities in spite of the whole tradition of our science studies. 
In these sciences the empirical basis is far more prominent and facts are treated 
in a far more objective and rigorous way. However, it is not easy to regard them 
as exact sciences since the choice of object, interpretation and values play a big 
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part in them” [22, p. 259]. In such a classification history and geography are as-
signed to a separate category, which obviously skews the picture.

In the light of the above-said, the project of building a non-contradictory 
classification of sciences looks like the problem of squaring a circle. In The His-
tory of the Social Sciences since 1945 the compilers, despairing of finding a single 
logic of disciplinarity, simply shelved the issue expressing the wish to move from 
the history of individual disciplines (which are the subjects of separate chapters 
in this collective work) to treating social sciences as one without imposing false 
unity on disciplinary diversity [1, pp. 11-12]. This is essentially the position tak-
en by the authors of Human Sciences who prefer “flowering complexity” to the 
unidimensional approach.

Topical Discussions of Human Sciences

Another very important aspect of the book under review is that the authors 
have undertaken to reassess the Russian science tradition with all its “birthmarks,” 
all the traumas and dramas.

The problem of rossica non leguntur is well-known: people do not read in 
Russian outside the shrinking post-Soviet space. These are problems faced not 
only by Russian humanities scholars, but also by their colleagues in the countries 
where human sciences have a more venerable tradition, for example, in France 
and Germany. It is very hard to compete with the Anglo-Saxon world, or to put 
it more mildly, with anglophony in science [32, S. 17-20; 35]. However, the fact 
that we share this problem with non-anglophone colleagues is poor consolation.

Russian-language science is barely known outside Slavic studies and works 
published in Russian have a limited audience. Translations of humanities stud-
ies were few and far between in the Soviet and post-Soviet times. Even the works 
of Aron Gurevich and Yury Lotman translated into European languages reach a 
narrow circle of specialists (for all the significance of their work which certain-
ly goes beyond the framework of individual disciplines). A notable exception is 
Mikhail Bakhtin (and also perhaps Vladimir Propp, in both cases Western struc-
turalism played a happy role.) Ever since the 1960s and to this day specialists in 
various human sciences turn to his work, and his popularity is undiminished even 
in the period of the digital revolution. The latest manual in digital humanities 
studies mentions only three Russian names in addition to that of Bakhtin (au-
thor of “celebrated studies of textual polyvalence and heteroglossia” [30, p. 375]). 
They are modern scholars Yevgeny Morozov and Yury Takhteyev, both having 
been accorded a single reference to works published in English. The rest of Sovi-
et and present-day Russian science is simply drowned out by the burgeoning dig-
ital humanities studies.

Historiography, for example, fares even worse. The recent work Fifty Key Works 
of History and Historiography does not mention a single Russian book or even a Rus-
sian name [37]. The Cambridge History of Science chooses psychology to present suc-
cessful Russian experience (the chapter of Jaromír Janoušek and Irina Sirotkina 
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Psychology in Russia and Central and Eastern Europe [7, pp. 431-449]). Other achieve-
ments of Russian science in the 19th—21st centuries are not accorded such hon-
or, although Russian names are encountered on other pages of this tome (a motley 
assemblage including Nikolay Bukharin, Pyotr Kropotkin and Vasily Leontyev).

The role of foreign-language publications of Russian authors in the emer-
gence of the Russian tradition and in world science merits a special study. Human 
Sciences devotes some space to this topic in the chapter of Rezvykh who mentions 
Sergey Uvarov’s treatises published in French (p. 151). However, this theme, and 
indeed the whole drama of internationalization of Russian science, certainly call 
for a deeper analysis. A comprehensive study is needed of foreign language publi-
cations of pre-revolutionary intellectuals, and of state-sponsored translations of 
Soviet humanities studies and the foreign-language publications by Russian émi-
grés (think of Lev Karsavin, an émigré who wrote in Lithuanian). Such analysis 
could throw new light on the role of the endogenous (national tradition) and ex-
ogenous (the pressure of globalism) factors in the internationalization of Russian 
humanities studies at the present stage.

The authors of Human Sciences raise some topical issues, answer them and/
or discuss the prospects of further investigations. However, the book leaves out 
a host of other problems that have to do with the modern state and near-term 
outlook for human sciences. I would like to mention just three topics that have 
been prominent in recent discussions. First, the impact of globalization on hu-
man sciences; second, the challenge of digitilization; and third, demoderniza-
tion of human sciences in connection with the discussion of Bruno Latour’s ideas.

Globalization and post-colonial studies that coincided with it gave added 
relevance to the issue of the ways and prospects of overcoming Euro-centrism in 
interpreting the history of science. Many works on this topic still reveal the old 
habit of putting the Western tradition at the focus of the narrative, even though 
the authors increasingly have to apologize for this (see, for example, [16, p. 6]).

The awareness that identification of the concepts of Modern and Western has 
more to do with ideology than historiography came after 1989 [7, p. 407]. Inter-
nationalization of the social science in the past two and a half decades favored the 
study of Western and non-Western traditions as part of a whole. The current trend 
is not just to compare the trajectories of the development of knowledge in various 
cultures giving due to the achievements of non-Western societies, but to look for 
a common framework for a single narrative about the evolution of knowledge in 
the history of human civilization. This is sometimes achieved through cross-cul-
tural studies (cf. the attempt to overcome Euro-centrism in comparing Antique 
and Chinese traditions [29]), and sometimes through standard narrative descrip-
tion of national or regional traditions and their idiosyncrasies (cf. essays in the 
history of some social sciences in Latin America, Russia and Central and East-
ern Europe, Egypt, Morocco, Africa, India, China and Japan [7, pp. 413-533]).

However, even in the framework of the European tradition there are many 
“histories of science,” a diversity of logics and discipline-building which too mer-
it attention (see, for example, the collective work on disciplinary boundaries in 
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historiography focusing on Scandinavian academic schools [5] or the review of 
the achievements of social sciences in Central and Eastern Europe [12]). In Hu-
man Sciences the majority of contributors turning to Russian material proceed 
(sometimes tacitly) from the idea of opposition between the world (a euphemistic 
reference to Western Europe and America) and Russian science. On rare occa-
sions the experience of Russian science is compared with the experience of sci-
ence in Eastern Europe under socialism (p. 495), and still less often the spotlight 
is turned on the space outside the Western world (for example, the chapter of Kir-
chik). This model probably reflects the limited penetration of the post-colonial 
approach into the practice of Russian analysts.

It is likewise symptomatic that the Russian scholars pay scant attention to the 
gender aspects of knowledge history whereas Lorraine Daston, for example, de-
scribes the practice of gender exclusion taking the Berlin Academy of Sciences as 
an example (pp. 122-123). Perhaps greater focus on the relationship between the 
center and the periphery in the development of scientific knowledge (both geo-
graphically and sociologically) could provide a deeper insight into the evolution 
of scientific knowledge. Gender as a useful category of historical analysis has long 
been known to Russian humanities scholars, but gender is sometimes ignored even 
in the study of the mechanisms of sidelining “minority” areas or overt or covert 
practices of prioritizing disciplines (this is how the abstract of Human Sciences 
formulates its tasks).

The dismantling of the monopoly of the single subject is a procedure that 
likens post-colonial studies and gender analysis acquiring particular dynamism 
in the context of modern processes. We may yet see a global history of sciences 
which is essentially the history of globalization [35, p. 400], when the impact of 
globalization on the character of social and humanities knowledge is sure to be 
at the focus of studies.

The second issue is the challenge of digital humanities. Digital humanities 
render the differences between humanities and social sciences irrelevant because 
the demarcation line is between traditional (non-formalized) and digital disci-
plines. The digital turn confronts everything—the arts, humanities, social scienc-
es—with the same questions, a perspective that erases old distinctions [3, p. 11]. 
Meanwhile, as the adepts of the digital pivot argue, the transformation of knowl-
edge into information in the 21st century prompts a revision of the very idea of 
university and other traditional, institutions of reproducing knowledge [3, p. 6]. 
In the German tradition, humanities (Geisteswissenschaften) so far include both 
traditional and digital disciplines. It is a tell-tale sign that the recently published 
collective work, Between artes liberales and artes digitales, is divided into two sec-
tions, Articles on Traditional Humanities and Articles on Digital Humanities [45]. 
Classical philology appears under both rubrics depending on the methods used. 
The dependence of disciplinary identity on the method echoes neo-Kantian stud-
ies which are still influential in the German tradition.

Interestingly, the term “digital humanities” is being tried in various languag-
es: the English term digital humanities is on the whole matched by the French 
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humanités numériques, although Latour believes that the term “is still vague” (en-
core vague) [23, p. 7]. This, however, does not prevent him from implementing his 
project by taking part in the development of humanités numériques.

This brings us to the third important issue concerning the current state and 
prospects of the history of science. I am referring to demodernization of the hu-
manities advocated by Latour. Нuman Sciences pays tribute to his classical works (p. 
19), but virtually ignores the current agenda. Of course, Latour’s authority today is 
debatable. In the introduction Dmitriyev notes that disciplinary reflections in the 
2000s tend to depart from the “extremes... of the actor-network approach” (p. 31).  
However, the challenges discussed by Latour and those who discuss Latour are 
not the whims of an intellectual in an ivory tower, but a reflection of the real, 
though not always readily discernible, processes in the development of knowledge.

Graham Harman writes that the first lesson Latour teaches us concerning hu-
manities can be formulated in a very simple way: humanities are not only about 
humans [15, p. 249]. Reflecting on what happens when things strike back, La-
tour, proceeding from the positions of STS (Science & Technology Studies) in-
sists that social sciences should venture outside the sphere traditionally regard-
ed as the “social” sphere and at least turn to natural phenomena. In this case the 
boundaries between nature and society, between the natural and social sciences 
are no more than an anthropological and historical detail. Anticipating the cre-
ation of a common world, each social science basically has a double in natural 
science and thus is fraught with a conflict between different ways of looking at 
things [24, pp. 343, 355, 359]. Demodernization of the humanities implies not a 
return to classics, but a revision of all modernist concepts of nature and culture, 
which is what the actor-network theory is engaged in [15, p. 270].

While the redefinition of the boundaries of scientific knowledge undertak-
en by Latour is not universally supported, it can no longer be ignored. The ac-
tor-network theory in the social studies traditionally associated with the name of 
Latour has “relatives” in other disciplines. An echo of this manifesto in favor of 
giving objects the status of actors is easily discerned at least in the latest historio-
graphic area, the history of animals [36, p. 7]. Asserting the historicity of the di-
vision between man and animal (the Darwinian point of view does not make an 
absolute of it, but considers it to be historically determined) the advocates of the 

“animal-centered perspective” reorient the past representing animals as actors in 
the historical process (see [36; 40]). Overcoming anthropocentrism in eco-history 
and Big History reflects the same trend as the one engaging Latour. David Gary 
Shaw puts the history of animals in the general context of reorientation of theo-
ry and history of today from symbolism and language to feeling and presence, to 
the phenomena of materiality, space and corporeality [36, p. 12].

Latour writes that “all was well with the social sciences except for two tiny words: 
‘social’ and ‘sciences’” [24, p. 342], and Olivier Nkulu Kabamba asks an equally 
trenchant question, are human sciences human? [31]. The play on words makes it pos-
sible to interpret the question in various meanings, for example, are human scienc-
es humane? Is it not the case that as scientific knowledge evolves the main task and 
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justification of humanities—man’s self-questioning throughout his existence—is lost 
sight of [31, pp. 91-92]? Putting the question in this way brings in ethical aspects of 
science which, paradoxically, worry natural scientists more and more and human 
scholars less and less. Meanwhile it is in the light of redefinition of the boundaries be-
tween subjects and objects that the issues of ethics in the history and theory of knowl-
edge take on added relevance. An ethical perspective could be a substantial addition 
to the primarily sociological perspective which is the main focus of Human Sciences.

It would be wrong, though, to claim that the authors of Human Sciences have ig-
nored ethics. Torstendahl reflects on the moral aspects of research work conclud-
ing that in the majority of human sciences and in many social sciences their inher-
ent professional value system only rarely influences the scholar’s moral position (p. 
367). He strictly distinguishes the need for norms in the research profession and the 
need for a moral code of conduct for the professions in which relations with clients 
(including patients) are involved.

The scientist’s moral position, however, can be mixed not only with the profes-
sional ethics of the practician, but also with a political position (let us leave aside the 
distinction between ethics and morality introduced by Paul Ricoeur for politics [34]). 
The ratiocinating of the authors which often seems to be purely theoretical, may 
lead to professional-ethical and political conclusions. Thus, the analysis of the evo-
lution of the post-Soviet system of producing philosophical knowledge undertaken 
by Dyomin suggests that there is an urgent need to strengthen corporate reputation-
al mechanisms (p. 507). This position may appear to be politically neutral although 
practice convincingly refutes that view (the weakening of internal corporate regu-
latory mechanisms increases the role of external, including politically determined 
factors). An analysis of the debate around behavioral economics leads Kapelyush-
nikov to assert the limited rationality of individuals, which, contrary to the opinion 
of some experts, “is an argument in favor not of expanding, but on the contrary, of 
limiting the scale of state interference in the economy and, more broadly, people’s 
private life” (p. 542). The criticism the adepts of cultural studies level at modern uni-
versities distorted by the neo-liberal context, generates the demand to go back to the 
idea of public good (p. 413). Here we see political implications of theoretical propo-
sitions which again bring out ethical problems.

The impact of globalization, the emergence of digital humanities and redefini-
tion of the ethical perspective in the context of the emergence of transhumanism—
all this is largely left outside the framework of Human Sciences. Is that a sufficient 
ground for claiming that the underlying concept of this collective monograph is in-
complete? The authors have no illusions on that score. Dmitriyev notes that “in par-
ticularly short supply are methodological works that would restore the picture of the 
evolution of the entire field of sciences of man” (p. 602). The book under review is an 
important step on the way to such reconstruction. It outlines the conceptual frame-
work of key discussions of the evolution of social and humanities knowledge, broad-
ens considerably our ideas of the continuity and gaps in the national tradition, and 
helps to redefine the prospects of the development of human sciences.
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Another important thing is that the authors of the monograph who would seem 
to be engaged in specialized issues pertaining to their profession, offer their answers 
to the question about the meaning of vocation in science, the value aspects of the 
scholar’s activities which are not reduced to refined professionalism. The Russian 
reader is familiar with the differentiation between vocation and profession from the 
Russian translation of the classic 1918 report by Max Weber (the original title is Wis-
senschaft als Beruf, literally translated into English as “Science as a Vocation”). The 
Russian translators Aleksandr Filippov and Piama Gaydenko chose to convey both 
meanings of the word Beruf by two Russian words coming up with Science as a Voca-
tion and a Profession (Nauka kak prizvaniye i professiya) [43]. Interestingly, this is not 
Russian knowhow: the classical French translation of Weber’s report is Le métier et 
la vocation de savant (The Craft and Vocation of the Scientist) [42], but in 2005 Isabelle 
Kalinowski proposed to alter the translation choosing “the Russian way” though in 
her translation words swap places: La Science, profession et vocation [44]. The Polish 
translator also opted for this word order—Nauka jako zawód i powołanie [41]. It is in 
the framework of sociohumanities knowledge that axiological studies in science are 
possible and necessary: the scientist’s activity acquires a meaning being interpreted 
at once as a profession and as a vocation.

The conversation in which the authors of Human Sciences engage the reader, leav-
ing aside particulars, is about the raison d’être of social and human sciences. Human-
ities scholars are sure to have many answers to this question. The co-authors dedi-
cate their collective work to the memory of Andrey Poletayev who conceived the book 
containing a comprehensive analysis of the problem of disciplinarity in the history 
of science. The dedication itself hints at yet another important meaning of human 
sciences: at each new stage to help us form our attitude to the cultural tradition without 
which the process of knowledge increment would be devoid of a key component, the 
sense of personal involvement of the scientist in the production of the common good.
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disciplines, especially sociology.

Translated by Yevgeny Filippov
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VESTNIK ROSSIYSKOY AKADEMII NAUK
(Herald of the Russian Academy of Sciences)

No. 1, 2017: N. Shamsutdinov et al. Halophytes: Ecological Features, Global Resources, and 
Outlook for Multipurpose Use; A. Tatarkin et al. Socioeconomic Problems in the Development 
of the Russian Arctic Zone; V. Ivanter. Prospects for Recovery of Economic Growth in Russia; 
G. Matisov et al. Climate and Large Marine Ecosystems of the Arctic; A. Volkov, A. Sidorov. 
Invisible Gold; V. Petrenko, O. Mitina. A Psychosemantic Approach to Reconstruction of 
Political Mentality: Research Methods and Examples; A. Grigoryev et al. The Problem of the 
Radiation Barrier during Piloted Interplanetary Flights; V. Ivanov, G. Malinetsky. Applying 
systems analysis and modeling to the fulfillment of defense contracts; I. Andreyev. The 
Aquatic Nanofoundation of Human Life and Health; A. Grinev. The Problem of Citation in 
the Humanities.

No. 2, 2017: G. Romanenko. Genetic Resources of Plants, Animals, and Microorganisms 
as the Basis for Basic Agricultural Research; I. Savchenko. Breeding New Varieties and 
Hybrids of Agricultural Plants; V. Fisinin. The Creation of High-yield Animal and Poultry 
Breeds and Crosses; I. Tikhonovich et al. Metagenomic Technologies of Detecting Genetic 
Resources of Microorganisms; V. Tutelyan. Ensuring the Safety of Genetically Engineered and 
Modified Organisms for Food Production; N. Kolchanov et al. Status and Prospects of Marker-
assisted and Genomic Plant Breeding; L. Aksyonova, L. Rimareva. Directed Conversion of 
Protein Modules of Plant and Animal Foods; I. Kulikov, L. Marchenko. Genetic Methods of 
Creating New Varieties of Garden Plants; I. Donnik, I. Shkuratova. Molecular-genetic and 
Immunobiochemical Markers in Assessing the Health of Agricultural Animals; B. Pivovarov 
et al. Molecular and Biotechnological Methods of Creating Genetic Resources for Vegetable 
Crops; G. Lavrinov et al. Basic Science as a Crucial Element in the Modern System of National 
Security; I. Shcherbakov. Lasers in Modern Clinical Practice; V. Moiseyev et al. The Upper 
Paleolithic Man from Markina Gora: Morphology vs. Genetics?

No. 3, 2017: N. Makhutov. Generalized Regularities of Deformation and Fracture Processes; 
V. Solovyov et al. Applied Scientific Research on the International Space Station and New 
Flight-control Technologies; V. Pishchalnik, I. Minervin. Analysis of Variations in the Ice 
Regime in Individual Regions of the Sea of Okhotsk during the Warming Period; M. Krylov. 
Evolutionary Commonality of Nonliving Nature and Living Organisms; A. Podlazov. 
A Theory of the Global Demographic Process; S. Shvartsev. Do Additive Technologies Have 
a Future? S. Avakyan. Environmental Supramolecular Physics: Climatic and Biophysical 
Effects; A. Kerzhentsev. The Rock-forming Role of Biota.

Editorial note: We continue to inform you about the contents of the leading RAS journals 
specialized in Social Sciences and the humanities, which are published in Russian and 
confirm our readiness to help our readers order translations of any article mentioned below.

ACADEMIC JOURNALS
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No. 4, 2017: A. Akayev. From Rio to Paris: Achievements. Problems, and Prospects in 
the Struggle against Climate Change; O. Favorsky et al. Priorities in Providing Russia’s 
Power Industry with Competitive Equipment; Ye. Ponomarenko et al. Prospects in 
Studying the Human Proteome; M. Kurtser. Predictive Technologies and Possibilities of 
Molecular Genetics in Reproductive Medicine; D. Kondratov. The Contemporary Global 
Monetary System and Prospects to Transform It; N. Makarov et al. The Space of Antiquity: 
Archaeological Sites on the Map of Russia; V. Imshennik. Theoretical Research on Collapsing 
Supernovae in Russia; V. Bolshakov. On the Ill-defined Notion of the Milankovitch Theory and 
Its Influence on the Development of the Orbital Theory of the Paleoclimate.

VOPROSY ISTORII
(Problems of History)

No. 6, 2017: A. Yermolayev, A. Petrov. Commercial Relations of the Russian-American 
Company with China in the Second Half of the 19th Century; S. Belous. Timofey Ivanovich 
Sidelnikov; V. Kolotov. The Ho Chi Minh Ideology against the French Strategy of Blitzkrieg; 
V. Filatov. Agricultural Tax in the Urals on the Eve of Mass Collectivization; A. Tikhonova. 
Evidence of the “Russian Swiss” about the Revolutionary Events of 1917; Ye. Marasinova. 
Repentance in Russia in the 18th Century; S. Panin. Guard, Intelligence and Life Support 
on the Russian-Afghan Border (1900-1918); P. Fyodorov. From the History of Enlightened 
Bureaucracy in Russia before the Great Reforms: N. Chichagov.

No. 7, 2017: I. Omelyanchuk. Monarchists in 1905-1917: From Triumph to Catastrophe; 
Ye. Sirotkina. Count Gyula Andrássy; F. Sinitsyn. Political Situation in the Occupied Territory 
of the USSR during the First Period of the Great Patriotic War (June 1941—November 
1942); A. Ivanov. Dueling Misadventures of F. Rodichev; A. Mankov, Ye. Mineyeva. Russian 
Revolutionary Terrorism; O. Bukharenkova, V. Yegorov. Craft as a Phenomenon of Russian 
Urban Life in the Second Half of the 19th Century; A. Manoylenko, Yu. Manoylenko. “The 
Struggle for the Nobility” of Persons of Judaic Confession in the Russian Empire in 19th—Early  
20th Centuries; A. Andreyev, Yu. Andreyeva. French Quarter of Vasilyevsky Island in 
St. Petersburg in the 18th Century; S. Voytikov. The September 2, 1918 Announcement of 
Mass Red Terror—Initiative of the Masses or the Individual Act by Ya. Sverdlov?

No. 8, 2017: S. Fyodorov. Formation of the British Aristocracy in the Early 17th century; 
L. Ivonina. Augustus the Strong; Yu. Timkin. The “Lapin Coup” in Vyatka in March 1918; 
G. Azamatova. Local Authorities for Food Supply of Army and Population in 1914-1917 (on 
Materials of the Ufa Province); D. Vasilyev. The Fate of Tashkent on the Eve of the Formation 
of the Turkestan Governorate General; I. Maltsev. A Case of “Discharge by Court from 
Slavery” of Dzhungar A. Alekseyev; P. Iskenderov. The Albanian Uprising of 1908-1912. In the 
Context of the Formation of Albanian Statehood; I. Petrov. Hyderabad during the British Raj 
in India; Choi Jung-Hyun. On the Little-known Prince in the History of Severskaya zemlya 
of Kievan Rus at the End of 12th—Beginning of 13th Centuries; K. Nazarenko, M. Smirnova. 
Unknown Chronicler of Russian Guard V. Savonko.

No. 9, 2017: V. Bagdasaryan, S. Resnyansky. Search of the “Masonic Conspiracy” and the 
Crisis of the Right Ideology in Pre-revolutionary Rus; S. Mikhalchenko. Fyodor Vasilyevich 
Taranovsky; Ye. Susloparova. Soviet Russia in 1920 through the Eyes of an Englishwoman 
Ethel Snowden; P. Grebenyuk. Economic Efficiency of Dalstroy Gold-mining (1932-1956); 
I. Popp. Peasants’ Justice in Post-Reform Period; V. Rozhkov. The Origin of the Name 
Moscow in the Context of the Medieval History of the Volga-Oka Interfluve; M. Belyayev. 
The Origins of Prussian Militarism; N. Velikhanly. Once again about Azerbaijan’s Boundary 
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in the 9th—10th Centuries; R. Ismagilova. Ethiopia’s Somali; N. Gezalova. Conclusion of the 
Turkmanchay Treaty and the Policy of Great Britain.

NOVAYA I NOVEYSHAYA ISTORIYA
(Modern and Contemporary History)

No. 4, 2017: E. Sergeev. Britain and the February Revolution of 1917 in Russia (Based on 
the British Archives); N. Khachaturyan. Medieval Parliamentarism: On the Problem of the 
Prehistory of European Civil Society; M. Yusim. Guicciardini and Commynes (Two Views 
on the Beginning of the Italian Wars); The Russian Revolution of 1917 and the World History; 

“The Cold War”: Retrospective and Perspective; A. Kiva. The BRICS Countries: Hard Times; 
A. Zhidkova. Right Populists on the European Political Scene in the Early 21st Century. 
Evolution of Ideological and Political Views and Attempts to Unite; N. Tanyshina. Anti-
Russian Sentiments in France during the July Monarchy (1830-1848); G. Tsypkin. Russian 
Medics in Ethiopia. Beginning of the Relations between Two Countries; M. Bibikov. New 
Monument of Athonian Historiography “Athonias” (1848-1865) by Jacobus Neaskytiotes; 
N. Vashkau, B. Khavkin. Aleksandr Ivanovich Boroznyak: Historian and Time.
No. 5, 2017: Ye. Sergeyev. Russian October 1917 in the British Public Opinion; V. Zemtsov. 
Beginning of War between France and Russia in 1812 (According to the French Archival 
Documents); Ye. Kotova. Russia at the Congress of Vienna in 1814-1815; V. Prilutsky. 
Protestants and Catholics in the United States in the First Half of the 19th Century; A. Vatlin. 
Soviet Russia and the German Revolution of 1918; S. Mazov. The Failed Alliance: The 
Congolese Crisis and Soviet-Ghana Relations, 1960-1961; O. Volotov, S. Volotov. Hungary 
in Conditions of the Crisis in the West; E. Dabagyan. Colombia: Difficult Roads to Peace; 
A. Vershinin. Revolution of 1917 through the Eyes of French Politicians; T. Labutina. From 
Ivan the Terrible to Catherine II: Russian Monarchs in the Perception of the British.

ETNOGRAFICHESKOYE OBOZRENIYE
(Ethnographic Review)

No. 2, 2017: Special Section of the Issue: Multiculturalism in the Baltic States: Possibilities 
and Limitations (Guest Editor V. Volkov); V. Volkov. Ethnic Minorities of Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania in Academic Research; V. Poleshchuk. The Political Participation of the Russian-
Speaking Population in Estonia and Latvia and Its Specificities; V. Volkov. Ethnic Minorities 
in the Political Discourse of Latvia; A. Marcinkevicius. Integration of Ethnic Minorities in 
the Context of Ethnic Policies in Lithuania (2010-2015); T. Agarin, I. Kozachenko. Post-
Soviet Hangover: Defense of Pluralism of Identities in the Baltic Countries; N. Rakuts. 
Social Organization of Native American Societies to the East of the Andes in Descriptions 
by Conquistadors and Missionaries (16th—18th Centuries); Ye. Aleksandrenkov. Española’s 
Natives in the Account of Repartimiento of 1514-1515; V. Fedyushin. Pre-Hispanic Political 
Organization of the Northern Yucatan Maya in the Views of the Late 16th Century European 
Colonists; S. Sinchuk. The Ornitomorphic Image of the North-Russian Hut: A Semantic 
Reconstruction Drawn on the Materials of Slavic Culture; K. Osipova. A Loaf for One Day, 
Hunger for Two: Peasant Food in the Times of Famine (A Study of the North-Russian Dialect 
Vocabulary); A. Teryokhina. Nomadic Schools: Limitations or Opportunities? A. Perevalova, 
Ye. Perevalova. Stefano Sommier: Travels of an Italian Naturalist across Siberia and the Urals;  
Jiangang Wang. Vectors of Contemporary Ethnic, Social, and Cultural Development of the 
Xinjiang Uyghurs.
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No. 3, 2017: Special Theme of the Issue: The Return of Migrants Home: Perspectives for an 
Anthropological Study (Guest Editor S. Abashin); S. Abashin. Return Home and Circular 
Mobility: How Crises Change Anthropological Views of Migration; Ye. Borisova. “She No 
Longer Greets Us—That’s What Going to Russia Means”: The Return of Migrant Children 
as an Object of Moral Judgment in Tajikistan; O. Brednikova. The (Non-)Return: Can 
Migrants Become Former Migrants? V. Peshkova. Life Plans of Central Asian Migrants 
in Russia: Narratives and Practices; G. Sabirova. “Return after Return”: Repeated Labor 
Migration to Russia; V. Tishin, N. Seryogin. On the Issue of Clergy among the Ancient 
Turks of Central Asia; A. Baulo. Sacrificial Linens of the Ob Ugrians: The Outcome of a 
Hundred Years of Studies; A Arkhipova et al. “Our Answer to Obama”: The Logic of Symbolic 
Aggression; G. Makarova, G. Gabdrakhmanova. Ethnocultural Community in the Discourse 
of the Crimean Tatar Youth and Experts; E. Iagafova. Ker Sari—The “Autumn Beer” in the 
Traditional and Modern Festive and Ritual Culture of the Chuvash; M. Ryblova. The Ritual 
Feast among the Don Cossacks: From the Everyday to the Sacred.

VOPROSY FILOSOFII
(Problems of Philosophy)

No. 1, 2017: “Realistic turn” in Contemporary Epistemology, Philosophy of Mind and 
Philosophy of Science? Materials of a Roundtable; Ye. Smirnova. Possible Worlds and 
the Notion of “World Pictures”; V. Arshinov, V. Budanov. Systems and Networks in the 
Context of the Paradigm of Complexity; R. Nugayev. The General Theory of Relativity 
Genesis: Intertheoretic Context; O. Baksansky. Cognitive Picture of the World Created by 
A. Einstein: 100 Years of the General Theory of Relativity; Ye. Serdyukova. Materials from 
the Archives of N. Lossky and A. Einstein: The Discussion of Space and Time (the 1950s); 
Ye. Mareyeva. The Methodological Aspect of the Debate of Mechanists and Dialecticians 
about Spinoza; A. Voronin. Feliks Mikhaylov’s Concept of “General Theory of Humanities” 
and Transdisciplinarity; D. Bugay. On the Interpretation of the Second Part of the Plato’’s 
Parmenides; A. Yunusov. Principle of Contradiction as an Axiom: Regarding the Origin and the 
Status of the “Common Principles” in Aristotle’’s Philosophy; A. Karabykov. The Language 
of Adam, Egyptian Hieroglyphics and the “Emblematic World View” of the Renaissance; 
Valeriani Pierii. Hieroglyphica, sive de sacris Aegyptiorum literis commentarii; M. Lokosova. 
Network of Categories: Analysis of the Key Concepts of Whitehead’s Process Philosophy; 
A. Whitehead. Process and Reality.

No. 2, 2017: V. Vilkov. Axioms of the Political and Philosophical Model of Nation and Nation-
State Building by Jürgen Habermas; A. Kovelman. Nietzschean Paradigms in the Humanities: 
Derrida, Averintsev, and the Others; E. Heurgon et al. F. Laruelle’s “Non-Standard” 
Philosophy: Conference Materials in Cerisy (Cerisy-la- Salle, France, September 3-10, 
2014); K. Frolov. Internalism and Externalism as Alternative Approaches in Epistemology 
and Semantics; A. Chernyak. Event Semantics and Discourse; V. Venda. On the Laws of 
Mutual Adaptation and Transformations of the Systems; V. Gorokhov. Philosophical Dreams; 
V. Kotsyuba. The Ecclesiastical-Academic Philosophy of 19th Century in the German History 
of Philosophy of the 20th Century; M. Monin. Anarchism of Dostoyevsky; I. Vorontsova. 
Article of “Neocatholic” M. Zdziechowski “The Modernist Movement in Roman Catholic 
Church” (1908) as a Source of the Beginning of the 20th Century on a Roman Catholic 
Modernism: Experience of the Critical Analysis; K. Troitsky. Ivan Ilyin’s Resistance to Evil 
by Force as a “Spiritual Immoralism.”

No. 3, 2017: I. Ivannikov. Truth and Justice; I. Tantlevsky. Under Eternity’s Arm... Perception 
of the World and Awareness of History in the Context of Hebrew Conceptions of the “Olam” 
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and Ancient Greek Ideas of the Order of “Kosmos”; A. Vdovichenko. About Poetry with 
Platonic Feelings. Sketches on the Communicative Philosophy of the Poetic Text and 

“Language”; Yu. Petrunin. Lapis Philosophorum, Artificial Intelligence and Perpetuum 
Mobile: the Evolution of Mutual Relations of Myth and Science; N. Zhirtuyeva. Orthodox 
Hesychasm in the Context of Comparative Analysis of Philosophical and Mystical Traditions 
of the World; I. Kasavin. The Victorian Philosophy of Science: William Whewell (Reflections 
on Book); M. Sushchin. The Bayesian Mind: A New Theory in Cognitive Investigations;  
L. Sultanova. Actual Infinity in Mathematics as Labyrinth of Thinking.

No. 4, 2017: Apostolic Journey of His Holiness Pope Francis to Cuba, to the United States 
of America and Visit to the United Nations Headquarters (19-28 September 2015); G. Alfeyev. 
Orthodox Viewpoint on Problems Facing Humanity in the 21st Century; O. Davydov. Evidence 
of the Good: Ethics of Communitarianism; Ye. Arinin. Religion, Philosophy of Religion and 

“Glocal Religious Studies”: between the “Exotic,” “Conscience” and “Professionalism” (to 
the Discussions at the Congresses of Russian Researchers of Religion); S. Vorontsov. Some 
Considerations on the (Anti)clerical Discourse and Alethurgy; Ye. Stepanova. Our Christ 
Is Not Your Christ: Challenge of Individual Interpretation of Sacred Text; T. Samarina. 
Phenomenology of Religion and Philosophical Phenomenology; D. Kanakov. Historical and 
Philosophical Research of Dogma; D. Gasparyan. The Mystery of the Natural Semantics: The 
Transcendental Dimension Meaning and the Problem of Artificial Intelligence; O. Popova. 
Ethics, Aesthetics, Anesthetic in the Context of the Development of Plastic Surgery; V. Porus. 
So What Is Culture of Gnoseology? (Reflexions over the Book).
No. 5, 2017: A. Zapesotsky. D. Likhachov’ Culturological Heritage; K. Abishev. 
M. Heidegger’’s Fundamental Ontology and Problem of Human Being; V. Naydysh. 
Mythmaking in the Activities of Consciousness; A. Radeyev. Debates on Aesthetic Attitude: 
History and Problem; S. Polatayko, A Lvov. The Existential and Heroic as the Subject of 
Philosophic Reflection. Pondering on Mikhail Pronin’s “The Existence: The Forgotten 
Chernobyl”; V. Bransky et al. The Global Development of Mankind in Terms of Synergetic 
Historicism; S. Lebedev. The Structure of Scientific Rationality; Ye. Zheltova. Leo Tolstoy in 
Bruno Latour’s Sociology of Science.

No. 6, 2017: A. Guseynov. The Philosophy of the Act as the First Philosophy (An 
Interpretation of Bakhtin’s Moral Philosophy). First Article: To Be Means To Act; V. Mironov, 
D. Mironova. Multiculturalism: Tolerance or Acceptance? A Besedin et al. Insufficiency of the 
Manipulation Arguments and Disappearing Agent regarding the Problem of Free Will and 
Moral Responsibility; V. Vasilyev. Wittgenstein in Moscow: The Places He Visited; A. Krotov. 
The Methodology of Modern Researches in the History of Philosophy in France; L. Tutov, 
A. Shastitko. The Experience of the Subject Identification of New Institutional Economics; 
M. Zagirnyak. The Two Concepts of Society in Philosophy of Nikolay Alekseyev; V. Dianova, 
Ya. Skoczynski. Marian Zdziechowski’s Life and the Worldview; T. Obolevich, A. Tsygankov. 
S. Frank on Russian Marxism; A. Gaponenkov. Vl. Solovyov’s Religious Philosophy in the 
Perception of S. Frank; G. Lobastov. Word and Consciousness in the Space of Cultural and 
Historical Psychology (to the 120th Birth Anniversary of L. Vygotsky).

CHELOVEK
(Human Being)

No. 3, 2017: S. Avanesov. Nowadays Anthropology: How to Correct Basic Guidelines; 
V. Znakov. The Place of Comprehension in the Understanding of a Person’s Inner World; 
Ye. Zolotukhina-Abolina. The Soul: Fragments of Landscape; Ye. Kostrova. Economics and 
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the Other: The Line between Two Worlds in the Philosophy by H. Arendt and E. Levinas; 
A. Shipilov. “Us” and “Them” in the Dynamics: the Case of Rome; M. Guryanova. Fashion 
of the Court Society: Status as a Main Significatum of the Costume; V. Lebedev, T. Volkova. 
The Home and the Loss of Home: More on the Anthropology of Dwelling; S. Mareyev. On the 
Ideality of Human Emotions: L. Vygotsky against Naturalism and Spiritualism; C. Burmistrov. 
Practices of Consciousness Transformations in Buddhist Culture: Deautomatisation and 
Desemantisation; O. Soina, V. Sabirov. Live Historiosophy by F. Stepun.

No. 4, 2017: What Is Animal Ethics?; Peter Singer. All Animals Are Equal; M. Kozhevnikova. 
A Human Being as an Animal; A. Prokofyev. Shame without the “Eye of Others” (an Ethical 
Analysis of the Desocialized Conception of Shame); Ye. Skvortsova. The Wind of Change 
from the West in the Land of the Rising Sun; G. Yudin. Economic Man as a Political and 
Philosophical Problem; A. Voloshinov, S. Shindel. Harmony—Symmetry—Beauty; M. Klinova. 
The Concept of “Civility” in the Late 1930s Social Policy; V. Fortunatova, Ye. Valeyeva. 
Educational Stability as a Background Factor of Personality Development; A. Maydansky, 
M. Maydansky. Voltaire’s Savage Civilized; V. Bachinin. Descartes vs. Luther: Counter-
reformation of Thinking; O. Soina, V. Sabirov. Live Historiosophy by F. Stepun; S. Kolesnikov. 
Look Homeward, the author!..; A. Drikker, Ye. Makovetsky. Language of Number.

PSYKHOLOGUICHESKY ZHURNAL
(Psychological Journal)

No. 1, 2017: A. Zhuravlyov. Orientations to the Principles and Norms of Social Interaction as 
a Factor of Psychological Attitude to Business Partnership; N. Kharlamenkova. Psychology of 
Post-traumatic Stress: Results and Prospects for Future Researches; V. Kuznetsova. Personality 
Traits as Mediator of Interrelationship between Upbringing Methods and Behavioral Problems 
of Children; R. Shamionov, M. Grigoryeva. Psychodynamic Characteristics as Predictors of 
Person’s Subjective Well-being; O. Shcherbakova. O. Tikhodeyev. Non-shared Environment: 
Its Origins and Role in Psychological Traits Development; T. Lotareva. The Role of Social 
Support to Resilience of Social Sphere Professionals.

No. 2, 2017: Ye. Sergiyenko. Realization of the Principle of Development in the Psychology of 
Subject; M. Volovikova, I. Dzhidaryan. Results of Psychological Health’s Study in Laboratory 
of Psychology of Personality; N. Zhuravlyova. Sociopsychological Factors of Tolerant 
Attitude to Views and Opinions of Others; A. Belolutskaya. Approaches to the Study of 
Dialectical Thinking; D. Chernego et al. Mental Development of Preterm Infants in Different 
Institutional Environment; Ye. Rasskazova et al. Incoherence in Appraisals of Self, Others 
and Events in Health and Mental Illness; A. Zhuravlyov, A. Zankovsky. Tendencies of the 
Development of Organizational Psychology.

No. 3, 2017: V. Koltsova, A. Zhuravlyov. Essential Characteristics and Factors of Russian 
Mentality Formation; T. Grebenshchikova, N. Pavlova. Discourse and Its Psychological 
Influence: Approaches to the Study; O. Akhmetova, Ye. Slobodskaya. Personality as a Partial 
Mediator between Reinforcement Sensitivity and Mental Health; V. Barabanshchikova, 
S. Ivanova. Predictors of Procrastination in the Modern Employee’s Work Activity; 
M. Kashapov, Yu. Poshekhonova. The Role of Metacognition in Professional Thinking 
of Pedagogues; M. Kolbeneva et al. Chronic Tension-type Headache Is Associated with a 
Decrease in Speed of Mental Reactivation of Tactile-Related Experience; A. Zhurzvlyov, 
L. Pochebut. The Development of Social Psychology in the Works of Ye. Kuzmin (to the 95th 
Birth Anniversary); 
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No. 4, 2017: A. Makhnach. Human Resilience as Research Object in Psychology; A. Gostev. 
Psychological Aspects of Global Manipulation Studying; A. Zhuravlyov, Ye. Sergiyenko. 
Principle of Development in the Psychology: Elaboration and Perspectives; M. Shchukina. 
Birth and Death as Elements of Person’s Existential Experience; I. Tilmdiene et al. Links 
between Personal Characteristics and Experience of Bullying among Adolescents; 
M. Vasilyeva et al. Executive Functioning in Young Children Living in Baby Homes and 
Biological Families; I. Kaminsky et al. Interrelation of Imagery Perspective and Imagined 
Movement Specifics and Expertise.

OBSHCHESTVENNIYE NAUKI I SOVREMENNOST (ONS)
(Social Sciences and Contemporary World)

No. 5, 2017: M. Dmitriyev, V. Krapil. Expectations and Reality of Optimization of Business 
Processes in the Russian Public Administration: “Quick Wins” or “the Protracted Uphill 
Struggle”?; A. Andreyenkova. Perception of Fairness and Economic Inequality in Comparative 
Cross-national Context; S. Barsukova. Agricultural Policy of Russia; A. Zaostrovtsev. 
Reaction to Counter-Sanctions: “The Price is No Concern...”; A. Akhremenko  et al. Barriers 
to Institutional Development in Europe: Economic Productivity, Social Trust and Political 
Capital; A. Sungurov, A. Semikova. Legal Political Science or Political Science of Law: the 
Outline of Research Field; A. Kartsov. Political Science of Law as a Science (Brief Remarks); 
S. Nefyodov. Was Russian Revolution an Accident?; M. Babkin. The Clergy of the Russian 
Orthodox Church and the Overthrow of the Monarchy: “the Priesthood” vs. “Kingdom.”

POLITICHESKIYE ISSLEDOVANIYA (POLIS)
(Political Studies)

No. 3, 2017: V. Sergeyev et al. The Policy of “Mainstream” and Its Alternatives in the 
Modern Western World: On the Way from the World Economic Crisis to “Impossible 
Politics”?; V. Gutorov, A. Shirinyants. Terrorism as a Theoretical and Historical Problem: 
Some Aspects of Interpretation; L. Fishman. Populism Will Be Long-Lasting; V. Baranovsky. 
Transformation of Global World Order: Dynamics of Systemic Changes; A. Ilyin. The Ability 
of Consumerism to Absorb Anticonsumer Ideological Content; D. Streltsov. Dominant Party 
Systems: Some Approaches to the Methodology of the Study; N. Tregubov. Factors of Electoral 
Choice: The Classification and Analysis; F. Sharkov. The Convergence of the Elements of 
Political Media; A. Sungurov, M. Karyagin. Russian Expert Community and Government: 
Main Forms of Interaction; A. Arbatov, N. Arbatova. Trump Factor in Russia—US Relations; 
R. Mikhaylov. The Russian-French Dialogue on the Crisis of European Civilization (The 5th 
Berdyayev Readings in Paris).

No. 4, 2017: P. Dutkiewicz, D. Kazarinova. Fear as Politics; T. Alekseyeva et al. “Quantum-
like” Theory of Decision Making in Political Science; D. Degteryov. Formal Models in 
International Studies; A. Glukhova. Populism as a Political Phenomenon and the Challenge 
of the Modern Democracy; G. Vaynshteyn. Modern Populism as a Subject of Political 
Science; I. Tsapenko, G. Monusova. Integration Capacity of Ethnocultural Diversity in 
European Societies; A. Tokarev. Comparative Analysis of the Post-Communist Secessions: 
The Prognostic Attempt of Quantification of the Factors’ Impact on Secession; A. Linetsky. 
Modernization of Traditional Societies: A Way to Prosperity or a Road to Nowhere? I. Grinin. 
The Russian Revolution and Modernization Traps; V. Konyshev, A. Sergunin. “The Great 
Debates”: The Means of Structuring or the Periodization of International Relations Theory? 
N. Gudalov. National Identities and International Relations Redux, or Is It Necessary to 
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‘Reinvent’ Constructivism? A. Tsygankov, P. Tsygankov. Enlightened Statism (A. Bogaturov 
and Russian International Relations Theory); A. Zheleznyakov. Civilizational Pillars of 
Russia’s Modernization.

GOSUDARSTVO I PRAVO
(The State and Law)

No. 2, 2016: V. Chirkin. About a Modern Concept of Public Power; M. Maleyna. Right of the 
Head of State to Privacy: From the Established Practice of Legal Regulation; O. Martyshin. 
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