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Introduction

Seren Aabye Kierkegaard (1813-1855) and Vladimir Sergeevich Solov’yov
(1853-1900), and their works, are two worlds apart. In many ways they are so
different that bringing them together appears strange or perhaps unjustifiable. It is
like hearing the loud and penetrating organ tones of Lutheran hymns while gazing at
the flickering lights of wax candles in front of an ancient icon in a darkened Russian
Orthodox church, a situation that can be imagined but would never occur. The works
of both thinkers! were written in different contexts and times, and to realize this one
only must think of the fact that in 1853, the year Solov’yov was born, Kierkegaard
was in the final phase of his activity. The biographical parallel that both thinkers
lived short lives did not help them either to get to know each other’s work and
appreciate it. However, Solov’yov read some tiny fragments of Kierkegaard’s texts,
but this reading had no noticeable effect on his work [1, p. 129].

Even though Kierkegaard and Solov’yov are two worlds apart, there are
fundamental things that unite them. In this paper, 1 will explore the philosophical
kinship that exists between Kierkegaard and Solov’yov, which is a kinship that has
all too long been overseen.”> Both thinkers were born in countries that were
latecomers to modernity® and both young Kierkegaard and young Solov’yov had to
cope with the scientific and philosophical innovations from abroad without having a
sturdy native philosophical tradition to rely on. However, both Solov’yov’s Russia
and Kierkegaard’s Denmark had strong native religious traditions where both
thinkers could find refuge. Eventually, both thinkers thought their way out of their
religious and existential crises and took up their life’s work of development of
religious philosophy. Their shared mystical inclination, the study of the history of
philosophy they immersed themselves in, and their native Danish Lutheran and Russian
Orthodox traditions provided them with the means to analyze the crises of their day and
lead them to explore new paths.

Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s work differs in structure and temperament and
was created in different contexts, but both thinkers share a common mission and use
comparable philosophical and theological tools to achieve their goals. Both

1T describe Kierkegaard and Solov’yov as thinkers and not as just philosophers, because their activity
goes well beyond the scope of traditional philosophy and involves religion, theology, literature, and
politics.

2Cf. [2, p.173].

3 Neither Denmark nor Russia was a center of scientific or industrial innovation in the late eighteenth
and early to mid-nineteenth century, and both countries can be considered latecomers to modernity. In
the field of philosophy early and mid-nineteenth century Denmark and Russia were followers rather
than trendsetters. Kierkegaard is in fact the first Danish philosopher worth mentioning, while the same
can be said about Solov’yov in relation to Russian philosophy. The term ‘latecomers to modernity’ is
taken from [3, pp. 68—70]. In his book Mishra does mention Russia as a latecomer to modernity, but not
Denmark.
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Kierkegaard and Solov’yov detect a de facto absence of the religious principle in
their days and an overwhelming dominance of reason in in all realms of knowing and
understanding. Being contemporaries of Schopenhauer (1788—1860) and Nietzsche
(1844-1900), Kierkegaard and Solov’yov formulate criticism that is to some extent
comparable with that of both German philosophers. All four thinkers share their
doubts about the capability of human reason to function as the sole base for
understanding the world and for guiding human life. However, Kierkegaard’s and
Solov’yov’s thought contrast sharply with the positions of Schopenhauer and
Nietzsche in its outcome. Both thinkers criticize the absence of the religious
principle, which is even manifest within the official churches, and strive for the
wholeness of the human person.

Kierkegaard and Solov’yov emphasize in their works the necessity of
philosophy for religion and of religion for philosophy and maintain that there exists a
possibility of unmediated access to the absolute, to God.

A common core of Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s religious criticism is the
idea that the petty state of public religion is as much an effect of the degeneration of
the official churches as of philosophical developments. Both thinkers add to this
criticism their shared critique of a state sponsored and supported Christianity that is
forced upon people by means of power, and instead argue for a Christianity that is
based on the inner willingness of the human person to freely engage in it. The
development of a religious philosophy that is inspired by traditional Christianity but
at the same time also at odds with it, and with its institutions, is a significant parallel
between the activity of Kierkegaard and Solov’yov. It is this parallel that will be the
focus of attention in this paper and the perspective from which the philosophical
kinship between Kierkegaard and Solov’yov is explored.

Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s common religious-philosophical mission is
political as well because both criticize the official state churches of their native
countries for failing to live up to what they consider to be the true ideals of
Christianity. Both the Danish Lutheran State Church, of which Kierkegaard was a
member, and the Russian Orthodox Church, to which Solov’yov belonged, were so
much an integral part of state and society that any criticism of them was effectively
criticism of society and state as a whole. Eventually, Kierkegaard was not allowed to
become a countryside pastor by the bishop of Copenhagen and ended up in a fierce
polemic against the Danish State Church, while Solov’yov received temporary
teaching bans more than once and in 1896 was denied absolution after confession on
the grounds of holding unorthodox theological views.*

In this paper both thinkers are presented as religious thinkers and critics of
society and public religion by means of a comparison of their works Practice in
Christianity [Practice] and Lectures on Divine Humanity [Lectures]. Practice was
published for the first time in 1850 as Indovelse i Christendom under the pseudonym
Anti-Climacus and a part of the text was delivered as a discourse in the Church of

4 For example, in 1891, after a series of lectures at the Moscow Psychological Society. Cf. [4, p. 554].
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Our Lady in Copenhagen. Solov’yov published the Lectures in 1878 as Ymenus o
boeouenoseuecmse and these were delivered as public lectures from 1877-1881 in
Saint Petersburg. Attending Solov’yov’s lectures were among others Dostoevsky,
who attended several times, and Tolstoy, who attended only once.

Mystical experiences lay at the heart of Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s
religious-philosophical work, which is yet another parallel.” In this paper I
understand mystical experience according to James’ classical definition.®

Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s religious thought
in relation to the history of philosophy

It is difficult to adequately interpret Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s thought
without reference to classical Greek philosophy, because both thinkers were deeply
influenced by it. Socrates, the <<simple wise man of old>> [7, p. 12] to whom
Kierkegaard devoted his dissertation On the Concept of Irony [Irony], is a significant
authority for Kierkegaard and literally omnipresent in his oeuvre. According to
American scholar Jacob Howland, one of the reasons for this esteem for Socrates can
be found in the Philosophical Fragments where Kierkegaard portrays Socrates as a
thinker who shows <<in his speeches and deeds the capacity of philosophy to know
its own limits>> [8, p. 5, 7]. Because of its awareness of the limits of philosophy and
its closeness to the human existence, Kierkegaard considers Socrates’s activity the
culmination of what a person can achieve in thought. Solov’yov thinks just as highly
about Socrates and writes <<To go further and higher than Socrates — not in
speculation only and not in aspiration only, but in the real achievement of life —
would require to be more than human>> [9, p. 240-241].” Like Socrates,
Kierkegaard and Solov’yov both understood philosophy as an existential quest for
wisdom and insight in relation to religion and real life. Kierkegaard and Solov’yov
attribute the poor state of public religion in their days to modern developments in
Western philosophy, and as early as in their dissertations they interpret the history of
philosophy as a process in which from the days of Socrates philosophy gradually
transformed into an objectivist and rationalist science of knowledge.

In Irony, Kierkegaard thematizes a <<shift from Socratic ignorance to Platonic
speculation>> [10, p. 29] that is already taking place in the works of Plato.
Kierkegaard considers Socrates’s position to be more in touch with human existence,
while Plato’s perspective is more objectivist at the cost of its existential orientation.
In connection with his translation of the works of Plato into Russian, Solov’yov
published The Life Drama of Plato and in this work, he argues for the same as

5 Kierkegaard is known for his negative attitude towards mystical theology and mysticism, partly
because he regarded the mystics as proto-speculative thinkers. However, in Kierkegaard’s relations to
the mystics there is not only refutation. Cf. [5, pp. 178-179].

¢ Cf. [6, pp. 287-288].

7 My translation of: “Uro6sl uaru nassiue u Boine CoKpara — He B yMO3PEHUH TOJLKO M HE B CTPEMIICHHH
TOJIBKO, a B ICHCTBUTEIIEHOM YKU3HEHHOM ITO/IBUTE — HY)KHO OBLIO OOJIBIIIE, YEM YeIoBeKa.”
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Kierkegaard. About Socrates’s existential thought and Plato’s speculation, Solov’yov
writes the following: <<[Socrates is] sometimes an unsuccessful pseudonym [for
Plato], for example, when he has to hold discourses that the real Socrates not only
did not hold, but could not hold: for example, when an imaginary Socrates seriously
discusses metaphysical and cosmological issues, topics that the real Socrates
recognized as barren and worthless, but topics in which Plato became especially
interested long after the death of his teacher [Socrates] and under other
heterogeneous influences>> [9, p. 194-195].2

In The Crisis of Western Philosophy. Against the Positivists [ Crisis] Solov’yov
deals with the transformation of philosophy from a quest for wisdom into a science
of reason by giving a critical account of this development. In Crisis, Solov’yov
describes how a rational comprehension of the world solely based on human
reasoning and out of touch with religion, gradually is granted absolute primacy in
Western philosophy from medieval scholasticism to the <<absolute Panlogism of
Hegel>> [11, p. 26]. Like many Russian thinkers’ of his day Solov’yov saw the
negative aspects of the rise of what he calls positivism, and the Russian scholar Lev
Evgenevich Shaposhnikov adds that Solov’yov regarded the rise of positivism as a
<<spiritual regression>> and a <<return back>> [12, p. 286]. One would, however,
misinterpret Solov’yov by thinking that his ideal was a philosophical return to the
day of unquestioned authority of religious texts, since in his Lectures, Solov’yov
states clearly and repeatedly that human reasoning and the materiality of reality justly
want to exercise their powers in the realm of philosophy.

Willingly or unwillingly, both Kierkegaard and Solov’yov through their works
engage in a dialogue with Fichte, Hegel and Schelling. The American scholar John
Stewart, argues that Kierkegaard’s varied relationships to Hegel are not all negative
or dismissive in nature and that Hegel’s dialectics significantly influenced
Kierkegaard, as did his interpretation of classical Greek philosophy.'” The British
scholar Oliver Smith observes a similarity in Solov’yov’s relationship to Hegel, and
remarks: <<behind all the rhetoric, the form adopted by Soloviev owes much to the
Western tradition, and betrays considerable reliance on the Hegelian dialectic>>
[11, p. 26]. It is remarkable that in spite of Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s critique of
Hegel, the vital themes of Hegel’s works, like church and state, the God-Human and
the significance of history, are all present in the their works, and are of great
significance. However, it was only after he lived through his materialist phase and

§ My translation of: “CokpaT €cTh TONBEKO TIPHHATHIN pa3 HABCET/A JUTEPATYPHEII MPHEM, OOBIMHBINH
nceBnoHMM [lnaTtoHa, — NCEBIOHMM WMHOTJA HEYNAyHbI — KOTAA €My HPUXOAMUTCS TOBOPUTH TaKUE
peuH, KOTOPhIX JeHcTBUTENbHBIN COKpaT He TOJIBKO HE TOBOPUII, HO M HE MOT ObI TOBOPUTB: HAaIIPUMED,
Korga BooOpaxaemblii CoKpaT Cepbe3HO pacCcyKZaeT O MeTapu3MYeCKUX M KOCMOJIOTHYECKUX
BOIIpOCax, KOTOpbIe AeiicTBUTENbHBIN COKpaT MpH3HaBald OECIUIOJHBIMU M HECTOSAIIMMH BHUMAaHU, HO
KOTOpBIMU [ImaToH cTax 0coOEHHO MHTEPEecOBaThCS MHOTO BPEMEHH IOCIE CMEPTH YYUTENIs U II0J
JPYTHMH Pa3HOPOJHEIMY BIUSHASIMA.”

° Most notably the thinkers of the so-called Slavophile movement, like Khomyakov and Kireevski.

10 Cf. [13, p p. 132-135 & 164-166].
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regained his religiousness with the help of the works of Spinoza, that Solov’yov
thoroughly read the works of Hegel and Schelling.!' In his materialist period
Solov’yov was influenced by the Russian materialists Pisar’ev and Chernyshevsky,
who themselves had studied Hegel, Feuerbach, and Marx. In a way Solov’yov never
really abandoned materialism and as Oliver Smith points out, much of his
philosophizing is aimed at reconciling materialism and idealism [11, p. 22].

The relationships between Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s thought and
Schelling’s philosophy seem to be less ambivalent than to Hegel’s philosophy. The
Danish scholar Rasmus Rosenberg Larsen argues that Kierkegaard and Schelling
share a common intention, which is: <<the ambition to re-describe freedom and
subjectivity in coherence with a theological foundation>> [15, p. 482], which also
applies to Solov’yov.'"?

Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s mystical experiences
and their religious philosophy

Nowhere do the Dane and the Russian claim to be prophets who directly
communicate divine messages and it is certainly not in this way that mystical
experience has a significance in connection with their work. It is equally important to
notice that Kierkegaard and Solov’yov, as religious as they may be, are not
irrationalists or fideists. Both thinkers have never dismissed philosophy, theology,
and human reasoning, nor have they ever presented thoughts that were based solely
on religious concepts or mystical experiences. Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s
mystical experiences were the so-called fuel of their thinking, but never the content.
The German researcher Mariele Nientied has rightly argued that in Kierkegaard’s
writings, faith is never preferred over reason'’ and this is even more true for
Solov’yov, who [like Hegel] explicitly sees faith and reason as being in harmony
with each other.

Kierkegaard and Solov’yov have written about their mystical experiences and
from these accounts it becomes clear that both thinkers have experienced something
insightful that influenced their activity and needed to be articulated in some way, but
was difficult to put into words at the same time. Kierkegaard experienced two
significant mystical events, while Solov’yov’s life was characterized by three main
mystical experiences and a succession of minor experiences. Solov’yov describes his
mystical experiences in his poems, some of which are ironical in tone. On this irony,
Estonian scholar Indrek Vaino remarks: <<He thought the subject was too serious to
be serious about it>> [17, p. 3].!* Kierkegaard wrote about his mystical experiences
in his journals'®, which were not intended for publication. The mystical experiences

1 Cf. [14, p. 116].

12Cf. [12, p. 288].

13 Cf. [16].

14 My translation of: “Teema oli tema arvates liiga t3sine, et sellest tdsimeeli radkida.”

15 Meant here are Kierkegaard’s Journaler; his diaries which were posthumously published.
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of both Kierkegaard and Solov’yov are related to important personal moments but
the accounts both thinkers give of these mystical events differ. Kierkegaard’s
descriptions are laced with Bible quotations in a style resembling the popular style of
the Pietists. Solov’yov’s descriptions of the mystical events in his life are written in a
vivid, poetic style and often refer to his concept of Sophia.

For both Kierkegaard and Solov’yov their mystical experiences were events
that, as James’ definition indicates, significantly influenced their lives’ interests and
activity. Mystical experiences helped them to overcome the religious crises of their
youth and to reacquire their Christian faith in a new and unorthodox way.

Practice in Christianity and Lectures on Divine Humanity as critical works

Kierkegaard’s Practice and Solov’yov’s Lectures are works of criticism of
public religion par excellence. Both thinkers present comparable criticism even
though Practice and Lectures criticize different situations. Both the Dane and the
Russian argue that in their societies, religion is a shallow and superficial affair and
that the absolute is regarded as something secondary and circumstantial. In relation
to this, both thinkers reflect on the process of history and on the God-Human Christ
as a way out of the religious crises.

Society and the absolute

In the Lectures, Solov’yov writes that: <<Contemporary religion represents a
very pitiful thing: properly speaking, religion as the dominating principle, as the center
of spiritual attraction, does not exist today; instead, there is the so-called religiosity as a
personal mood, a personal taste: some have this taste, others do not, just as some
people like music and others do not>> [18, p. 67]. To this, he adds in an ironical
fashion: <<I will not dispute those who at the present time maintain a negative attitude
toward the religious principle. I shall not argue with the contemporary opponents of
religion — because they are right>> [Ibidem]. Comparable words on the regrettable
state of religion can also be found in Kierkegaard’s Practice where he writes:
<<Christianity came into the world as the absolute (...) In relation to the absolute, there
is only one time, the present; for the person who is not contemporary with the absolute,
it does not exist at all>> [7, p. 63].

In Practice, Kierkegaard draws attention to the fact the New Testament Christ
was a scandalous person in the eyes of the authorities of his days and came in
conflict with them. From this, Kierkegaard proceeds to argue that worldly power and
religious integrity can never be combined in the form of a State Church. It is
remarkable that in Solov’yov’s Lectures Roman Catholicism and Protestantism are
criticized, while at the same time there is no explicit criticism of the Russian
Orthodox Church. It is, however, possible to interpret Solov’yov’s reluctance to
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mention the Russian Orthodox Church as precisely his critique of a church that lived
a life of subjugation to the state and was not free to function in its own right.'®

Both thinkers view the societies they live in and the offical churches as
untruthful. The Danish and Russian societies of Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s day
claim to be officially Christian, and people even seem to take a certain pride in this,
while at the same time it is obvious that Christian religion is more a matter of fashion
and trend, or is presented in such an anamorphic way that it becomes the total
opposite of what religion ought to be. In all circumstances, Kierkegaard and
Solov’yov observe that the absolute presented in religion, is not the absolute in the
lives of individuals, nor in society, nor within the official churches. Kierkegaard and
Solov’yov argue that this absence of true religion results in a loss of wholeness, unity
and meaning.

In his Lectures, Solov’yov emphasizes the significance of religion for the
wholeness of the world and the human being in the following words: <<Religion
<...> is the connection of man and the world with the unconditional beginning,
which is the focus of all that exists. It is evident that if we admit the reality of this
unconditional beginning, it must define all the interests and the whole content of
human life>> [18, p. 67]. Solov’yov regards wholeness to be so important for
humanity that people will always search and strive for <<some uniting and
integrating principle>> [18, p. 68], and he continues: <<Although according [to] the
prevalent conviction all the ends and beginnings of human existence are reduced to
the present reality, to the given natural existence, and our life is locked ‘in a narrow
ring of sublunar impressions’; yet even in that narrow ring contemporary civilization
is laboring to find a unifying and organizing principle for mankind>> [Ibidem].

Socialism and positivism

That Kierkegaard and Solov’yov lived in different periods of the nineteenth
century becomes most clear from the fact that Solov’yov in his Lectures refers to
positivism and socialism, while Kierkegaard primarily engages in criticizing the
Danish State Church. Although Kierkegaard makes some remarks about socialism in
his oeuvre, socialism and positivism in his day were not the popular political and
philosophical movements that they would become during Solov’yov’s lifetime.

In the Lectures, Solov’yov discusses socialism and positivism in relation to the
gradual demise of religion and he argues that people seek solace in positivism and
socialism precisely because the religious principle has become <<subjective and

16 Tt is possible to interpret Solov’yov’s reluctance to mention the Russian Orthodox Church in his
critique of Christian traditions not only as something that was done in connection with censorship, but
also as a criticism of the fact that since 1721 (under the reign of Czar Peter I) the patriarchate of
Moscow was abolished and replaced by a synod consisting of bishops and government officials, which
changed the Russian Orthodox Church from a church body into an integral part of the Russian State, and
in the eyes of Solov’yov into a non-existent church. Only in 1917 would the Moscow patriarchate be
reinstated.
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impotent>> [Ibidem]. According to Solov’yov <<neither socialism nor positivism
stands in any direct relation to religion>>, but <<they would simply occupy the
empty space that religion has left in the life and knowledge of modern civilized
humanity>> [Ibidem]. And although Solov’yov refuses to argue against socialism or
positivism because he recognizes some truth in them, he does not accept them as
valid philosophical options. In his Lectures, Solov’yov analyzes socialism as <<right
in rebelling against the existing social untruth>> [18, p. 71], but at the same time he
sees that when socialism is not based on self-denial and love, it is factually based on
the same egoistic striving for material welfare that it claims to fight. This makes
socialism inherently self-contradictory [18, p. 72].

In the Lectures, Solov’yov also depicts positivism as a philosophical position
that is unable to create and sustain its own epistemological base, because <<Reason,
<..> is only a means, an instrument, or a medium of knowledge, but not its content
<...> while the content of reason or of rational knowledge is reality>> [18, p. 73].
Since reality in rationalism is limited to the natural phenomena because metaphysics
has been abolished, Solov’yov argues that there cannot be any totality of knowledge
or truth in human reason.

Without any uniting and unconditional principle there is only an unknowable
multitude of widely divergent natural phenomena that no single mind could study
[18, pp. 73-74]. Solov’yov maintains that basing the knowledge of reality on the
presumed epistemological foundation of human reason alone is impossible, without a
uniting and unconditional principle. Even though positivism and socialism are not
religions themselves, Solov’yov argues that a logical furthering of the socialist and the
positivist principles ultimately leads to the unavoidable necessity of an unconditional
beginning, and thus to religion [18, p. 74].

At the end of his argumentation about socialism and positivism, Solov’yov
defines religion in the following words: <<Religion is the reunion of man and the
world with the unconditional and integral principle. That principle <...> excludes
nothing, and therefore the true union with it, the true religion cannot exclude, or
suppress, or forcibly subject to itself any element whatever, any living force either in
man or in his universe>>[Ibidem]. Solov’yov argues that forced subjugation and
exclusion of otherness is incompatible with true religion, which leads him to the
conclusion that <<the religious principle appears to be the only actual realization of
liberty, equality, and fraternity>> [Ibidem]. This broad definition of religion is
further developed into the idea of divine humanity, directed at countering the loss of
wholeness.

The God-Human
Although in Practice one can find references to the Hegelian conviction that it

is possible to comprehend the God-Human, the main purpose of Practice is not
criticism of Hegelian thought and its harmonization of faith and reason. Practice is
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Kierkegaard’s attempt to reintroduce Christianity into Christendom.!” In order to
achieve this goal he presents a kenotic Christology: a portrayal of Jesus Christ as a
rejected human which contrasts sharply with the heroic Christ-figure of the
Christendom of the State Church. Kierkegaard states: <<Christianity has been quite
literally dethroned in Christendom <...> it has also been abolished>> [7, p. 227], and
he blames the distorted religiosity of the Danish Lutheran State Church for this. He
considers this the religiosity of the established order'® to be an illegal occupant of the
religious sphere, and most of all he despises this religiosity because according to his
opinion it deprives individuals of the opportunity to encounter the true Christianity
that is presented in the New Testament.

Both Kierkegaard and Solov’yov have difficulty with the unity of spiritual
authority and the exercise of worldly power. In Practice, Kierkegaard elaborates
upon the thought that in Christendom the established order deifies itself at the cost of
human freedom and individuality. In his Lectures, Solov’yov argues that: <<Every
power that does not represent the unconditional principle of the truth, is oppression
and subjugation to such a power can be only a forced one>> [18, p. 72].

On the first page of Practice, Kierkegaard begins to contrast his imagery of the
abased and suffering God-Human!® of the New Testament with what he calls a
<<thoughtless-romantic or a historical-talkative distortion>> [7, p. 9] of Christ.
Kierkegaard argues that the distorted Christ-figure of the established order has little
in common with the outcast-Christ of the New Testament and is created to make him
more palpable for a larger public, and thus more functional. It is impossible,
Kierkegaard argues, to be offended by the Christ-figure of the established order and
precisely because of this, the established order makes Christian religion inaccessible.
Kierkegaard presents the Christ-figure of Christendom in the following words:
<<But precisely this is the calamity, and for many an age has been the calamity of
Christendom — namely, that Christ is neither the one nor the other, neither the person
he was when he lived on earth nor the one he will be at his second coming>> [7, p.
35] and he continues <<we have learned that he was some kind of great somebody>>
[Ibidem]. According to Kierkegaard, the end result of this was that <<one became a
Christian without noticing it and without the slightest possibility of offense. Christ’s
teaching was taken, turned, and scaled down>> [Ibidem]. In his Lectures, Solov’yov
argues like Kierkegaard that the person of Jesus Christ alone, and nothing else, is the
core of Christianity.?

17" Kierkegaard distinguishes between what he, in Danish, calls Christendom [Christianity] and
Christenhed [Christendom]. Christendom is the religion of the abased God-Human of the New
Testament, while Christenhed is the fantastic construction of the established order. Cf. [7, p. 58].

18 Kierkegaard writes about Det Bestaaende, which can be translated both as ‘the established order’ or
‘the existing order.” Kierkegaard criticizes Det Bestaaende for its self-deification.

19 Gud-Mennesket in Kierkegaard’s Danish, which literally translates as God-Human. The idea of the
God-Human originates in an ancient Christan dogma that was established at the Council of Chalcedon
in 451. The God-Human is also a significant theme in Hegel’s works.

20 Cf. [18, p. 152]
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Contemporaneity and history

The strange truth of Christianity, Kierkegaard argues, is that a rejected human,
in fact God himself, wants to save the world. He calls it a <<meaningless madness>>
[7, p- 53]. When the God-Human is observed through the eyes of his historical
contemporaries and through the literal text of the New Testament, Kierkegaard
argues, nothing indicates that this man is the God-Human. Because of the
improbability of the truth of Christianity, taking offense is always in between the
believer and the God-Human. Without offense, Kierkegaard argues, there is no
contemporaneity in faith, since in order to achieve contemporaneity one first needs to
pass through offense. Here, Kierkegaard is far away from the thought of Solov’yov,
who is always convinced of the rationality of Christianity. Oliver Smith writes:
<<Soloviev defines the task which stood before him and humanity alike: ‘to clothe
the eternal content of Christianity in a new and suitable, i.e. absolutely rational
form™> [11, p. 25]. For Kierkegaard, this would simply be an impossible position
since his thought is primarily based on the assumption of the inherent absurdity of
Christianity.

The concept of religious contemporaneity is of decisive importance in
interpreting Kierkegaard’s understanding of Christianity. It is in fact a concept of
faith.?! In the eighth issue of The Instant, Kierkegaard presents the concept of
contemporaneity as his most precious concept as he writes: <<Pay attention to
contemporaneity! <...> This idea is the idea to my life. <...> Not that I have
invented this idea myself <...> the idea is old, it is from the New Testament>> [19,
p. 273].2% According to Kierkegaard, contemporaneity of faith means that there is no
difference in time or distance between the believer and Christ. Kierkegaard argues
that Christ enters the time and life of the believer and that the 1800 years historically
separating Christ and the believer have no religious relevance.

The idea that Christian faith cannot be based on or defined by historical
knowledge about Christ is fundamental to Practice. Kierkegaard writes that
<<knowledge annihilates Christ>>[7, p. 33], to which he adds that <<one cannot
know anything at all about Christ; he is the paradox, the object of faith, exists only
for faith>> [7, p. 25]. Because of this, demonstrating that Christ is the God-Human is
the folly of all follies for Kierkegaard, since to ‘demonstrate’ is after all, to turn a
thing into the rational-actual. Is it possible to turn that which conflicts with all reason
into the rational-actual? [7, p. 26]. The one who knows Christ from history and likes
him as a <<great somebody>> [7, p. 35] is called an admirer by Kierkegaard,
distinguishing this person from the believer, who is a contemporary of Christ in faith
and an imitator of his example [7, p. 53]. In Kierkegaard’s understanding of

21 Samtidighed in Kierkegaard’s Danish.

22 My translation of: “Denne Tanke er mig mit Livs Tanke. <...> Ikke at jeg har opfundet den, Gud
forbyde, at jeg skulde forskylde saadan Formastelse, nei, Opfindelsen er gammel, er det nye
Testamentes.”
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Christianity, the imitation of Christ is the process in which unification of the divine
and the human takes place, it is the process of divine humanity itself. However,
unlike in Solov’yov’s thought, Kierkegaard’s process of divine humanity is a process
on the level of the individual believer and not at the collective level.

Although, according to Kierkegaard, the contemporaneity in faith and the
imitation of Christ are both affairs between the individual and the God-Human, it is
not about <<a private gnostic flight of the soul to God>>, as American scholar David
Gouwens argues [10, p. 229]. Gouwens describes Kierkegaard’s concept of the
imitation of Christ as <<a call to discipleship in the social matrix>> [Ibidem],
indicating that the contemporaneity of faith with Christ and the imitation of Christ
will have its effects in the social sphere. Redemption is only to be experienced
through Christ and was a fundamental conviction of Kierkegaard. In Practice, he
writes: <<So human in his divinity! With the Father he knows from eternity that only
in this way can the human race be saved: he knows that no human being can
comprehend him, that the gnat that flies into the candlelight is not more certain of
destruction than the person who wants to try to comprehend him or what is united in
him: God and man. And yet he is the Savior, and for no human being is there
salvation except through him>>[7, p. 53].

Divine Humanity

Solov’yov, like Kierkegaard, employs the idea of the God-Human?® to present
an alternative for the decaying religion of his day. But, unlike Kierkegaard,
Solov’yov links his concept of the God-Human to both his broad definition of
religion and his historical-philosophical perspective. Noteworthy is that because of
this perspective, the religious-historical process, that has no religious relevance and
significance in Kierkegaard’s thinking, is of the utmost importance for Solov’yov’s
religious philosophy. For Kierkegaard, eventually, everything boils down to the
mystical relationship between the one believer and Christ, albeit with consequences
for society. For Solov’yov, the historical-religious process of the whole of humanity
itself becomes the process of divine humanity. In his Lectures, Solov’yov presents an
account of the historical and religious development of European and Asian
civilizations, and in his examination of these developments he aims to show how
everything reaches its culminating point in the life of Jesus Christ, the God-Human in
whom the divine and human became united in history and time.?*

The first stage of the development of religious consciousness, according to
Solov’yov, is that of the pessimism and asceticism of Buddhism, with its emphasis
on the renunciation of the world as something false and illusionary. Idealism is the

23 Solov’yov uses the word Fozouenosex which translates as ‘God-Human.” The concept

bocouenoseuecmso is translated in this article as ‘Divine Humanity’ and refers to the process of
deification of the whole of humanity.
24 Cf. [18, p. 154]
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second stage of the process of divine humanity, Solov’yov writes, and this is visible
in the <<mystical perceptions of Plato>> [18, p. 151]. The third stage is monotheism
with its <<acknowledgement, beyond the boundaries of the visible reality, of not
only the realm of ideas but also of the unconditional beginning as the positive
subject>> [Ibidem]. Judaism, the fourth stage of the religious development according
to Solov’yov, adds <<the last definition of the divine beginning in the pre-Christian
religious consciousness>> [Ibidem], namely, <<the definition of it as the triune
God>>, which according to Solov’yov is found most prominently in the Alexandrine
school of theology [Ibidem]. At the end of his argumentation, Solov’yov states that
<<All these phases of religious consciousness are contained in Christianity [and]
became parts of it>> [Ibidem]. However, Solov’yov simultaneously points out that
Christianity is more than just the sum of these historical-religious developments
when writing that <<Christianity has its own content, independent of all these
elements which enter it; and this content is singularly and exclusively Christ>>
[18, p. 152].

Solov’yov states that the person of Christ and not his teaching is the center and
the absolute of Christianity, which is comparable to Kierkegaard’s criticism of those
who want to turn Christianity into mere teaching and then subordinate Christ to this
teaching. Strangely enough Solov’yov only mentions Protestantism explicitly when
he criticizes this theological position and writes that <<at the present time in the
Christian world, especially in the Protestant world, one meets people who call
themselves Christians but maintain that the substance of Christianity is not in the
person of Christ, but rather in His teaching>> [Ibidem]. According to Solov’yov,
Jesus Christ is the center of the whole divine-human process of history and religious
consciousness, and therefore he writes: <<The individual being, or the realized
expression of the unconditionally-extant God, is Christ>> [18, p. 154]. Solov’yov
considers reason and faith to be in harmony which each other and is convinced of the
rationality of Christianity, but all of this does not mean that religious truths can be
understood by reason alone. On this, Solov’yov remarks that <<It is quite evident
that the reality of the unconditional beginning, as existing in itself, independently of
us — the reality of God <...> cannot be deduced from pure reason, cannot be proved
by logic alone>> [18, p. 90]. Faith, according to Solov’yov, is just as necessary as is
reason to understand religious truths, because <<all proofs of that existence, reduced
to the law of causality, appear thus to be only considerations of probability, not
evidences of certainty — only faith remains to be such an evidence>> [18, p. 91].

Unlike Kierkegaard, Solov’yov is convinced that <<Divinity belongs to man
as well as to God>> [18, p. 84], and even though he argues that <<God possesses it
[divinity] in eternal reality, whereas man can only attain to it>> [Ibidem], he is
certain that humanity is destined to be deified. Here, a significant difference in native
theology between Kierkegaard and Solov’yov becomes visible. In Solov’yov’s words
clearly resonates the Orthodox theological concept of cuvépyeia (working together)
that describes the relationship between a mutually interdependent God and human
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cooperating <<in a harmony of two wills>> [20, p. 34].%° In his Lectures, Solov’yov
writes that <<the uniting link between the divine and the natural world is man>>
[18, p. 158], for humanity, according to Solov’yov is <<at once divinity and
nothingness>> [Ibidem]. With one leg in the divine world and the other leg in the
natural world, human beings are the linking pin between God and his creation. In the
Lectures, Solov’yov defines Sophia, the divine wisdom, as <<the ideal or perfect
humanity, eternally contained in the integral divine being or Christ>> [18, p. 159],
and it is Sophia who is the guarantee of the eternity of humanity and of every single
human being.

Like Kierkegaard, Solov’yov writes about the necessity of imitating Christ in
the process of achieving divine humanity. The fundamental difference between
Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s understanding of the imitation of Christ is, however,
that Solov’yov is focused on <<the self-negation of the human will and a free
subjection of it to Divinity>> [18, p. 200], and not on suffering as in Kierkegaard’s
interpretation.?® This difference in understanding is most likely related to
Kierkegaard’s and Solov’yov’s native theologies that show significant dissimilarities
on this point. Traditionally, Lutheran theology is categorized as theologia crucis
[theology of the cross] that emphasizes the human incapability to play an active role
in the process of their own salvation. In this perspective, the salvation of the
believers is earned for them through the suffering and death of Christ on the cross.?’
Eastern Christian theology, on the other hand, traditionally emphasizes the
resurrection of Christ and not so much his death on the cross, which explains its
categorization as theologia gloriae [theology of the glory]. Eastern Christian theology
teaches a possibility for humans to partake in their own salvation in a more active
way, for example in the form of monasticism.

At the end of his Lectures, Solov’yov summons all humanity to partake in the
redemptive process of divine humanity by following the example of Christ, which
practically means <<the inner acceptance of Christ>> [18, p. 201]. This means
turning away from taking pleasure in material welfare and making a free and willed
subjection to divinity, which according to Solov’yov is something totally different
than a subjection to church authority.?® In this way, a double path of incarnation is
realized, the first path being the life of Jesus Christ and the second path the religious-
historical process of all of humanity, that subjugates itself freely to God in imitation
of Christ. Solov’yov’s ecumenist dream, that is not fully unfolded in the Lectures,
was that the Eastern and Western Churches would reunite. About this Solov’yov
writes that <<Western humanity sooner or later must turn to the truth of
Godmanhood>> [18, p. 205], and he proceeds to argue that where the Western
Church needs the truth of the Eastern Church, the Eastern Church needs the Western

25 My translation of’ “coryiacoBaHHOCTb ABYX BOJIb.”
26 Cf. [10, p. 229] & [5, p. 208-215].

27Cf. [21, p. 10]

8 Cf. [18, p. 201]
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Church to further its Christian culture. Through a reunion of the Churches of East
and West and through a free subjection of all of humanity to divinity, Solov’yov
argues, Gods redemption will take place [Ibidem].

It is worth mentioning here that, according to Russian scholar Igor Ivanovich
Evlampiev, the later Solov’yov’s view on salvation which is unfolded in the Three
Discourses comes to differ dramatically from the perspective that Solov’yov gives in
the Lectures [22, p. 125]. In line with Dostoevsky’s thought, Evlampiev argues,
Solov’yov abandons the idea of a salvation through a historical process of self-
perfection of humanity under divine inspiration, but comes to consider Jesus Christ
as the only force strong enough to overcome all evil in the world [22, p. 124]. This
later Solov’yovian perspective is closer to the Kierkegaardian idea of the salvation
through a mystical union between the individual believer and Christ than is the
concept of salvation that Solov’yov offers in his Lectures.

Pedepar

[Ipu BceM pa3nmuunu ABYX M3BECTHBIX PEUTHO3HBIX MBICITUTEICH U KPUTHKOB
XIX Beka Cépena OO0 Knepkeropa (Seren Aabye Kierkegaard) (1813—1855) u
Bnamgumupa Cepreesuua ConosrseBa (1853—1900) uccnenyercs ux ¢uinocodcekoe
poncTBO. BIOXHOBIEHHBIE MUCTHYECKHM OTIBITOM, C(HOPMUPOBAHHBIM KIIACCHYECKOM
rpedeckoil gunocodueii, HEMEIKMM HJCaTU3MOM W UX POJHBIM JIOTEPAHCKUM U
npaBociaBHbIM OorocnosueM, Kbepkerop n Coj0BbEB pa3sBUIIM CBOIO PETUTHO3HYIO
¢mwiocopuro u KpuUTHKY oOmecTBeHHOH penurud. Keepkerop u ConoBbeB —
PENUTHO3HBIE MBICIIUTENN, KOTOPhIe aKTHBHO y4acTBOBAJM B JIUCKYCCHUSX OOIIECTBa
CBOETO BPEMEHH, a TAK)KE CaMU HaXOJMJIMCH MO/ BIMSHUEM 3THX JUCKYCCHA.

Ksepkerop sipoctHo kputnkoBan Jlarckyto Jlrorepanckyro ['ocynmapcTBeHHYIO
LlepkoBb 3a ee MCKa)XKEHHOE NPEJICTAaBICHWE O XpUCTHAHCTBE, a COJIOBBEB IPSIMO
KPUTHUKOBAJI KATOJHMIIU3M M MPOTECTAHTU3M M KOCBEHHO, HO CTOJb )K€ PEIIUTEIHHO
kputnkoBal Pycckyto IIpaBocnaBHyto LlepkoBb.

OtcyTcTBHE PEIMTHO3HOTO NPUHIMIA B LEPKBU M OOIIECTBE, IO MHEHHIO
Knepkeropa u ConoBseBa, MpUBEIIO K HETITyOOKOH PEITUTHO3HOCTH M OOIIEH yTpaTte
CMBICIIAa U eUHCTBA. UTOOBI MPOTHBOCTOSTh KPU3HCAM CBOETO BpeMeHHu, Kbepkerop
n CoNOBBEB, KPUTHUECKH NIEPEOCMBICIINBASI COBPEMEHHYIO UM XPHUCTHAHCKYIO PEJIH-
THIO, TIPE/IJIAratoT CBOK PEIUTHO3HYI0 (GHMII0cO(UI0 B KaUeCcTBE BHIX0/1a U3 KPU3ZHUCOB.
Cokpar, KOTOpBIA 3Had 00 OrpaHUYeHUsAX QuiIocopuu, SBISETCA i1 000HMX
MBICJIMTENICH aBTOPUTETHOH (UTypoil B HCTOPHHM pENMIHo3HOW Quiocoduu, ux
¢duocopckm repoem.

Ob6a MpICTUTENsT HE COTJACHBI C  YTBEPXKACHHEM DPalMOHAIBHOCTH
xpuctuanctBa. HecmoTps Ha To, uto COJOBBEB OTBEPr HICI0 XPUCTHAHCTBA,
KOTOpasi BIIOJIHE MOHATHA IJISl pa3yMa, OH CTPEMMJICS] IPEACTABUTh XPHUCTHAHCTBO B
pammonaneHON (popme. Kbepkerop, B orimume oT CoJoOBBEBa, paccMaTpHUBaET
XPUCTHAHCTBO KaK HEYTO abCypJHOE W B HaWOOJBIIEH CTETNIEHH MPOTHBOpEHaIIee
pasyMy, XOTs OH HUKOTJIa He ObUT HPPALIOHATIICTOM MM (PUICHCTOM.
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Uctopuss 3amagnoit ¢unocodpuu Obuma mns Keepkeropa u  ConoBbeBa
OJHOBPEMEHHO OOBEKTOM KPUTHKM M OOTaThIM HCTOYHHUKOM Marepuana Jyis
MTOCTPOCHUSI COOCTBEHHBIX PENMTHO3HBIX (unocoduii. Tak, Hampumep, B Tpynax
Kbepkeropa u CosoBbeBa MOSBISIOTCS TerelieBCKHMEe TeMmbl. Kpome Toro, oba
MBICIMTENSI, pa3BuUBas CBOIO  pENUTHO3HYI0  (uiocopuio, HCMOIB30BAIN
LIEJUIMHTOBCKUH IOAXO/.

B penurnosnoii punocodun u Keepkeropa n ConaoBbeBa BBIIAIOMIYIOCS POJIb
urpaet bocouenosex (Gud-Mennesket, Ha natckom Kwepkeropa), Mucyc Xpucroc.
Kbepkerop mnpeacraBnsier cBoro KoHuenuuto Cogpemennocmu co  Xpucmom
(Samtidighed med Christus), B KOTOpOH OOBEIMHEHBI YEIIOBEYEeCKOE U
00)kKecTBeHHOE. JTO OOBEIMHEHHE B COBPEMEHHON Bepe SBISETCS CHACHUTENBHBIM
COI030M OTIEIBHOTO BEPYIOIIET0 CO XPHCTOM, COIO30M, KOTOPBIH BBIPXKACTCS B
MPaKTU4YEeCKOM HoApakaHuu Bepytouiero Xpucty (Christi Efterfolgelse). Keepkerop
HaCcTauBa€T Ha TOM, YTO M3 MHCTOPHU HHYECTO HE MOKET 6I)ITI:» HU3BECTHO O
PEIUTNMO3HOM 3HAYCHHUU XpI/ICTa, qyTO A€JacT €ro uACro €JUHCTBA CO XpI/ICTOM B
COBPEMEHHOU Bepe MO CBOEH CYTH HEUCTOPUYHOM.

ConoBreBckass KoHUenuus bozouenogeuecmea Pe3KO OTINYACTCA OT 3TOH
koHnenuuu  Kbepkeropa. CoriacHO  COJIOBHEBCKOM  KOHIICTIIMH,  IPOLIECC
PEIUTNO3HO-UCTOPUIECKOTO Pa3BUTHSL YEJIOBEYECTBA — 9710 TPOLECC CIACECHHS.
Konuenuus ConoBseBa NpHHUMNMAIBHO McTOpuuHa. borouenoseuectso, o Coino-
BbBCBY, COCTOUT U3 JIBYX HEPA3ACTIUMBIX KOMIIOHCHTOB: BO-TIICPBLIX, U3 Bborouenoseka
Nucyca Xpucra, KOTOPBIA SIBISIETCSI UCTOPUYECKOM YEIOBEUYECKOM JMYHOCTBIO,
obobenuHsAoniel bora n yenoBeuecTBO; BO-BTOPHIX, U3 BCETO YEJIOBEYECTBA, KOTOPOE
pa3BuBaeTcsi Onarojaps B3aWMOJEHCTBUIO PENUTHM M HCTOPHUH B UEIOBEYECKHI
00KeCcTBeHHBI opraHn3M. B pemurnosHoit ¢unocopun ConoBbeBa eCTh HUues
JBOWCTBEHHOI'O BOIUIOLICHUS: MEPBOE — BOIUIOLIEHHE XPUCTA, KOTOPOE OINKCAHO B
HoBom 3aBere, a BTOpOE — HCTOPUYECKOE M PEIMICHO3HOE PAa3BUTHE BCETO
4eJIoBe4YeCTBa, KOTOpPOe CBOOOIHO MoaunHsieTcs bory B mojpaxanuu XpucTy.

Takum oOpa3zom, 00a MBICIUTENSI UCTIONB3YIOT CONOCTaBUMBIE OOTOCIOBCKHE
KOHIICTIIMH U 00pa3bl, HO UCHONB3YIOT UX MO-Pa3HOMY, UYTO CBSI3aHO C IPOUCXOXKIE-
HUEM UX TEOJIOTHH U UX WHAUBUAYAJIbHBIM TBOPUYCCKUM MBIIIJIICHUCM.
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