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1. Bulgakovs metaphysical Chekhov-Interpretation
and its contexts

Sergey Bulgakov’s “Public talk” on “Chekhov as thinker” (1) offers a metaphy-
sical interpretation of the writer the meaning of which becomes accessible in its con-
texts. On the one hand it deals with the field of discourse of the Chekhov images in
literary criticism, in which Bulgakov positions himself and in which he had a determin-
ing constructing influence. On the other hand the talk shows a close connection to his
philosophy, in which his journalistic works and the literary criticism play a crucial role.
In the talk Chekhov, who for Bulgakov is in the shadow of the “eminent authorities”
(CM 136) of Russian literature, Tolstoy and above all Dostoevsky, and who is otherwise
rarely mentioned in the philosopher’s work, serves Bulgakov’s matter to evoke awareness
for a renewal of Christian religiosity amongst Russian intellectuals. Bulgakov’s essay
is supplied with figures of thoughts and key motives of the two contexts mentioned
above.

2. Bulgakov’s position in the literary criticism of Chekhov

Bulgakov explicitly distances his interpretation from the Chekhov reception which
has developed in literary criticism of the 19th century and which is mainly influenced
by the essays of N. Michajlovsky (2). The view of Chekhov be defined by the issue of
the rank of ,,direction («nampasnenue», CM 133), in a double sense of moral spiritual
teaching function and social political commitment (3). Bulgakov however, does not un-
derstand art as a mediator of ideas but as a specific method of cognition.

From this standpoint Bulgakov is able to resolve fopoi of the Checkhov criticism
that have become clichés: The reproaches of ,lack of ideas* (4) and ,,the absence of
aworldview” (5) as well as the characterisation of Chekhov as a writer of the everyday
(6vrmonucamenv) (6) he faces with his approach to appreciate him as “a thinker” (7).
Bulgakov’s definition of art allows him to consider Chekhov as a philosopher in an
artistic way and his work as an expression both of a guiding idea and a specific world-
view. However, Bulgakov does not look for idea and worldview in explicit and concep-
tual form, but rather in the artistic arrangement of the work, that brings it into appear-

51



Bectauk PYJIH, cepus @urocogpus, 2011, Ne 4

ance implicitly and indirectly or even only ex negative (8). Bulgakov also disapproves
of the critic’s reproach that his work be ,,mosaic like* (9), claiming they were not able
to discover the unity at the basis of Chekhov’s work.

Besides this methodological correction of his predecessors Bulgakov in addition
develops a conversion of the main subject that has been focused on by Chekhov critics:
Chekhov’s demonstration of , triviality (nowocms), ,,bourgeois nature® (mewarncmeo)
and ,,world weariness* (muposas ckop6w), which was negatively judged by Michaj-
lovsky as painful awareness about the lost ideal i.e. the lost God (10) and then considered
as anti-Christian by Zinaida Gippius, and escalated in a condemnation of Chekhov “in
whose soul the devil made his home” («B ero myme yept nocenuics mpodroy») (11).

Bulgakov, in contrast, understands this subject as a representation of the “spiritual
state” («ayxoBHOe cocTostHuey», CM 160) in present time (12), and seeks the cause for
its symptoms in an unconscious ,,search for faith* («uckanue Bepsr», CM 137). Bul-
gakov characterises Chekhov as a ,religious seeker (13).

With his contribution Bulgakov does not only try to approach Chekhov’s work
in a new way as far as the method and the contents are concerned but also to rehabilita-
te him from several reproaches from both positivistic (Michajlovsky) and symbolistic
standpoints (Gippius).

A certain parallel can be found between Bulgakov’s approach and Andrey Bely’s
essays (1904/1907), which honour Chekhov — likewise with subliminal polemic with
older symbolists like Brjusov and Merezhkovsky — both as a link between realism
and symbolism and as predecessor of the latter. For Bely Chekhov’s characters and
images represent ,,symbols“ by means of their ,,microscopic* character, which allow
to “look behind triviality* (14). Everyday life becomes lucid for the ,,abyss of the
spirit* and make the ,,flight into eternity* (15) possible. Bely, however, by putting em-
phasis on Chekhov’s style and artistic approach, adapts a different point of view than
Bulgakov. Yet, both revalue Chekhov with the aid of a platonically shaped approach to
interpretation, which allows to view Chekhov’s works as an artistic expression of trans-
cendent ideas, reflexively and conceptually ungraspable as such and even for the author
himself remaining largely unconscious, which gives his works a metaphysical depth.

In Lev Shestov’s essay of 1904 (16) Bulgakov’s — and Bely’s — metaphysical
image of Chekhov is contrasted by an aesthetic play with stereotypes of the Chekhov-
criticism. Shestov who, by writing his book on Nietzsche and Dostoevsky (1902), in-
troduced himself as an enfin terrible of literary criticism, picks up the classic reproaches
and exaggerates them (17), by stylising Chekhov into a “poet of hopelessness™ (18),
a metaphysical ,criminal’ and ‘assassin’ of all ideals (19). His essay deals with Chek-
hov’s various ,,condemnations* by humorously exposing their underlying authoritative
claim of truth. Chekhov’s ,,ignorance* is revaluated in an ironic way as the only honest
attitude appropriate to the present.

Apparently under Shestov’s influence Merezhkovsky’ essay of 1906 is written,
in which he, however, retransforms Shestov’s aesthetic interpretation of Chekhov’s me-
taphysical ,nihilism’ into ideological condemnation of the writer and deploys it for a ne-
gation of Bulgakov’s view of Chekhov: Merezhkovsky reject the existence of explicit
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as well as implicit religiosity in Chekhov and justifies the writers condemnation —
set up by his wife, deconstructed by Bulgakov — as anti-Christian. Both Shestov and
Merezhkovsky, although in contrary ways, turn against a metaphysical view of Chek-
hov (20), whom they believe has pronounced a “death sentence” on Christianity and
religiosity (21).

From the beginnings of literary criticism in Russia, it has been characteristic of it
that it is not so concerned with the comprehension of the works as such, but rather with
opening a sphere, in which arguments and worries of ideological, philosophic, social,
political etc. sorts, as well as artistic-programmatic positions, can be discussed. This
also applies to the here suggested discourse of the Chekhov criticism and Bulgakov’s
position in it.

Bulgakov’s attempt to found a metaphysical image of Chekhov (22) becomes clear
in the context of his own philosophy in the first decade of the 20th century. Essentially
the Chekhov-interpretation is based on his understanding of art as cognition (23), which
makes a certain hermeneutic method necessary. Some reflections that can be found in
the Chekhov-essay, as well as in articles close by it, allow a basic reconstruction of
Bulgakov’s concept of art and his method of interpretation.

3. Art as cognition and Bulgakov’s ,eidetic method’

The paradox of the attempt to represent Chekhov as a “thinker” whose works do
not contain any or only reflections that can barely be attributed to the author as mate-
rial for interpretation for the reader is solved by Bulgakov by his view of art as a spe-
cial cognitive process («cKyccTBO ecTh MbIieHne», CM 134). | Artistic thinking* is
distinguished from ,,scientific thinking* (cf. CM 135f.: «xynoskecTBeHHOE» Vversus «Ha-
Y4YHOE MBIIUIEHHE») because its origin lies in intuition, which always contains more
than is accessible to conscious reflection (24).

Bulgakov explicitly refers his concept of intuition to the model of the poeta vates,
revived in Romanticism (25): Intuition is rooted in the (divine) world of ideas, which
on the one hand the world of appearances is based on, but which holds “secrets of life”
(«taitnbl xu3Hm», CM 136) that go beyond it on the other hand. By means of intuition
art gains contents of trans-temporal, transpersonal and universal human meaning. By
the artist taking part in a dimension transcendent to conscience through intuition, art
becomes a form of ,,mysticism* for Bulgakov (26).

For Bulgakov art shares the intuitive origin with philosophy (27). Not only do they
owe it freedom and creativity but also the orientation towards ,,eternal* and existential
issues (cf. CM 136), that all end in the same “enigma” (CM 134, 145): self-knowledge
as a human being. According to Bulgakov art is distinguished from philosophy by its syn-
thetic form and its expression in ,artistic images* (CM 136: «xyaoxecTBeHHbIE 00pa-
361») (28), that replace conceptual analysis.

Bulgakov understands intuition as a union of the artist and ideas taking place be-
yond consciousness. The reception of the ideas becomes coloured by the individuality
of the artist — preceding the empirical person — that can also be described as idea or
eidos in terms of the idealistic tradition (29). Hence, Bulgakov defines the work as an
expression of the ,,artistic individuality* (CM 156) (30).
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Intuition opens a sphere between the empirical person of the artist and his eidos,
characterized by the difference between ideality and reality. The artist’s empirical point
of view can also be imagined as a dimension of perception for the eternal idea, which
never appears to the artist in its pure form but is always broken by the medium of his
empirical standpoint. This consideration explains why intuition for Bulgakov allows per-
ception of the ,,spiritual state” i.e. of the relation between the world of appearances and
the world of ideas, which exists for a certain land, for a certain period of time, a social
class as well as for an individual single person living in them. Times of ,health’ or ,ill-
ness’, about which Bulgakov likes to talk (31), are founded in some affinity to the ideal,
or, in contrary, in the distance from it.

Thus art, for Bulgakov, is not only an expression of ,,artistic individuality* i.e. of
the artist’s eidos, but also always an expression of the specific symptoms of time. The
worldview Bulgakov uses here in the sense of world perception (CM 134: «mupoco-
3epranue») emerges from this relation of eidos and time reference. According to him
this kind of worldview — which is thus not to be confused with ,ideological’ content
in Bulgakov — takes form in art.

Since art grasps the symptoms of time intuitively and not reflexively, according
to Bulgakov it ,,cannot lie* and it can be positioned ,,beyond good and evil* (32): For
him art has the ability to demonstrate “spiritual crises” to the point of ,,demonism** with-
out being ill itself (33). As long as art owes itself an intuitive origin and is in that sense
,pure’ and thus for Bulgakov ,true’ art, it must not be ‘condemned’ neither morally nor
metaphysically (34).

Bulgakov’s understanding of art requires a specific hermeneutic method, that can
be characterised as ,eidetic process’: Ideas are always set both beyond their demonstra-
tion in the piece of work and the conscious reflection through the artist. They form the
foundation for the artistic perception of the world and the creative act, yet without ever
becoming entirely expressed in the piece of work (35).

This assumption enables him to discover in the works of an artist the hidden spiritual
unity independently from their chronologic origin, which Bulgakov explicitly ignores
in his Chekhov interpretation (36). The individual works are put together to form a ,,mo-
saic* which is supposed to allow the eidos of the artist to have his individual figure
shine through (37). As becomes clear from Bulgakov’s Chekhov-analysis the ,images’
of the archetype each have a different quality: They either can be an expression of the
reflection of the empirical world or the personality of the artist and then carry an in-
creased symptomatic character; or they can give a more or less clear insight to the un-
derlying eidos, the artist’s individuality. These ‘insights’ can be called ,,primary phe-
nomenal®, in a transcendent sense in reference to Goethe.

Hence the piece of work always reveals more than the artist himself is aware of
and thus, according to Bulgakov, has to be interpreted as detached from the concep-
tual declarations and personal intentions of the artist. Bulgakov also refuses placing
the author on the same level as the characters, as was common practice in the criticism
of Chekhov (38). However, Bulgakov can still quote single passages of a work to give
immediate information about Chekhov himself. But since they are not referring to his
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intention but his eidos, Bulgakov here escapes the contradiction. In this case the char-
acters are not taken as the author’s mouthpiece, but as “primary phenomenal” expres-
sion of his eidos.

According to Bulgakov, the ,eidetic reading’ assumes an intuitive approach to the
piece of work also on the side of the interpreter, since the eidos can never appear im-
mediately in the concrete work or become ‘explicit’ as such (39). The interpreter there-
fore has to have a ,double’, a sensuous-spiritual view of the work: he has to perceive
the work concretely and at the same time to grasp his underlying eidos intuitively.
Thus the interpretation of the work becomes necessarily coloured by the eidos of the
reader himself, and therefore is of ,subjective’ nature: Besides, for Bulgakov the ap-
proach to the piece of art is individual (40). However, Bulgakov does not take the ei-
detic reading to be arbitrary, since he also tries to analytically present the syntheti-
cally grasped eidos through perception of the concrete text, and to reflexively put its
contents into concepts.

This procedure allows Bulgakov to understand literary criticism as necessary con-
tinuation of art. The interpreter is supposed to make art’s ,,treasures of the spirit” con-
ceptually accessible (41) for the conscience and to render them fruitful for cognition.
For Bulgakov, the symptom grasped in art only turns into actual ,,diagnosis* (42) of
the problems of time in comprehensive reading, which makes the search for a ,procedure
of treatment’ possible. In Bulgakov’s view, however, the remedy indirectly comes with
every piece of art: It dwells in its reference to eidos, that, figuratively speaking, like
‘sunlight’ indirectly makes ‘life’ possible, even for water plants inhabiting the deepest
darkness (cf. CM 150). According to Bulgakov, the cure of the ,,spiritual illness* can
only begin through mobilisation of the metaphysical nature of man, of which ‘true’
art always gives report due to its intuitive origin, and to which it also accordingly ap-
peals in the recipient.

Against the background of the sketched understanding of art, Bulgakov’s Chek-
hov image becomes better understandable: He acknowledges Chekhov as a ,true’ art-
ist in the sense of the poeta vates, who, facing the task of human self- knowledge can
thus be considered as ‘philosophical’. In his talk, he wants to both show the individ-
ual artistic profile of Chekhov that like a seal gives its creation a uniform character,
beyond stages of development, and the “diagnosis of the spiritual state” of the Russian
intelligencija (43) to be found in Chekhov’s work (CM 160). Independent from
Chekhov’s awareness towards these issues, the path to ,cure’, which is supposed to
lead out of the ,,spiritual crisis®, in Bulgakov’s view, is also based in Chekhov’s work.

4. Chekhov and the ,spiritual crisis“ of the Russian Intelligencija

Bulgakov refers to Chekhov as a representer of the Russian intelligencija, a de-
scription common in literary criticism (44). However, he consults essential constant
factors of the feature set that he himself developed for his interpretation of intelligen-
cija — especially in his essay about Dostoevsky’s Ivan Karamazov (1902) (45).

Bulgakov’s intelligencija interpretation is based on his anthropology: Independ-
ently from the conscious attitude towards faith, man is a ,,religious being* (46), because
his nature has a metaphysical origin.
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But man’s nature is a dualistic one, by contrasting the (good) metaphysical prin-
ciple with an (evil) natural one (47). Because the first is of passive and the latter of active
kind, the evil pushes the good principle into the back. The resulting weakness of the
spiritual is considered as ‘sin’ in a Christian way and restricts man, as Bulgakov writes
in reference to Paul:

«“[...] HO B UJIleHaX MOMX BHXXY HHOW 3aKOH, MPOTHBOOOPCTBYIOIINI 3aKOHY YMa MOETO
U JICAOIINIA MEHS IUICHHUKOM 3aKOHA TPEXOBHOIO, HAXOJSIIETOCs B WICHaX MOHX. bex-
HBIH 51 yenoBek! KTo u30aBuT MeHs oT cero Tena cmepTHoro? (k Pumi. 7, 15—24). B atux
MPOCTHIX, HO OECKOHEYHO MYJPBIX U ITyOOKHX CJI0Bax BBIPAXKEHO TO, YTO YEJIOBEK HAXOJUT
BO BHYTPEHHEM OIBITE CBOEM, HMCHHO: MYYHTEILHOE CO3HAHHE OecCHus 100pa, KOCHO-
CTH JlyXa, CKOBAHHOT'O IPEXOM.)

‘But I see another law at work in the members of my body, waging war against the
law of my mind and making me a prisoner of the law of sin at work within my members.
What a wretched man am I! Who will rescue me from this body of death?’ (Romans 7,
15—24). These simple but endlessly intelligent and profound words express that what a per-
son finds in his internal experience, namely: the tormenting consciousness of the impotence
of the good, the stagnation of the soul which is fettered down with sin (48).

In the demonstration of the ,,weakness* and the ,,dying of the spirit* («yramenue
nyxa») (49), as well as the good and the ideals, Bulgakov finds the eidos(50) of Chekhov.
Thus he transfers his anthropological Paulus-interpretation to the Russian writer. The
central theme which, in variations is run through Chekov’s works is Chekhov’s question:
Why is the ,,force of triviality” so strong in man? (51) Hence Bulgakov transposes the
topos, central in the Chekhov criticism from noutiocme and mewarncmeo, to the meta-
physical with the help of his conception of man taking up to Paul, and by this prepares
his religious interpretation of Chekhov (52).

Bulgakov reads mewarncmeo not so much as the lower middle class person’s ex-
ternal way of life, but rather the mental and spiritual attitude, that only underlies life
styles absorbed in everyday occurrences (53). It is marked exactly by the ,,dying of
the spirit™, that means ,,impoverishment of the ideals* (54) and the ceasing of striving
for their realisation (cf. CM 146) (55). This, for Bulgakov, results in a life characterised
by noutrocms (56).

As a reason for such a life, Chekhov points to the ,,spiritual damage* (,1yxoBHas
MOBpEeXIeHHOCTH ) and ,,inner weakness of human personality* (,BHyTpeHHsIsSI c1a00CTh
yenoBeueckon muuHoctr’, cf. CM 144). Elsewhere Bulgakov himself shows a deeper
reason for weakness of personality. He detects it in the corrupting influence of ,,sa-
tanic* power that not always appears as a ‘big’ evil but that also parks itself on day to
day life (57). According to Bulgakov, the tactics of the apparently not very dangerous
devil (described by the symbolists as ,grey’ (58)) should not be underestimated, because
precisely under the mask of the supposed innocence of the trivial he can pursue his aim
even more effectively (59): the extinction of metaphysical roots in men, that consists
of the destruction of being human by the separation of lower nature from the higher
one (60). Bulgakov understands both mewancmeo and life in nowiocms as a sign of the
»spiritual captivity («mxyxoBHbI TIeH» (61)) of man and his spiritual ,illness’.
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However, it is exactly this ‘illness’ that Chekhov is supposed to show in form of
his ,,gloomy people” («xmypsie moam», CM 139) (62). Yet, for Bulgakov, Chekhov’s
figures are distinguished by the fact that they react to the ,,emptiness““(63) that trivial-
ity evokes in their souls with the ,,tortures of their search for faith (cf. «myku 3TOTO
uckanus», CM 137), with ,,world weariness* («mupoBast ckopos», CM 145) and a sad
longing («tocka»; CM 137). Bulgakov, though, reads this reaction as a sign that the
soul’s metaphysical roots are yet undamaged. For him, they make the state of nouwiocme
perceptible as inadequately for a human being and trigger a searching movement of
the soul that is an expression of the spiritual i.e. divine principle’s demand for realisa-
tion (64). Bulgakov interprets the world weariness and longing of Chekhov’s charac-
ters as a sign of a ,,fight* (65) between the two principles in man, taking place in the
hidden depths of the souls.

There are only two possible ways for this fight to end: final ,,spiritual death”, or
man’s spiritual ‘rebirth’ (66). ‘Rebirth’ for him emerges from the union of Christ and
the individual human being: Christ has created the objective possibility for the ,victory
of the Good’ and saved men. Man however, has to actively realise his redemption by
his own actions, since only then are freedom and individuality possible (67). Accord-
ing to Bulgakov, the realisation of redemption takes place through ,,self discipline*
(cf. ,camoBocrmranue’, CM 160), which aims for the natural principle to be in control
of the metaphysical principle in men. The starting point for this, however, is man’s
double cognition: on the one hand the realisation that he is in a state of sin; on the other
hand, that only faith can release him from this state. For Bulgakov, hope for redemp-
tion only becomes a real prospect when man is convinced that the Good is of super-
human kind and has defeated Evil. Only through faith in Christ is man able to believe
in the reality of the absolute Good i.e. divine in other human beings (CM 148). For Bul-
gakov, however, this is a premise sine qua non for morality and sociality, because only
the partaking in the divine is the cause of inviolability of the other human being (68).

The alternative to faith for Bulgakov consists in the transition from ,,spiritual captiv-
ity* to ,,obsession*, in which the divine is completely driven out by the daemonic princi-
ple (69). This, however, according to Bulgakov, equals the release of the ,,animal* in
man, whose powers of destruction are directed against his own personality as well as
the environment (70).

This ,,alternative* (CM 148) between being human based on religion or the loss
of it, for Bulgakov, follows as a consequence from the readings of Chekhov’s works:

«TonbKO Beps B Hee [CBEPXUENIOBEUECKYIO U BceMoryinyto cuiry J{oopa, H.S.], moxem
MbI BEPUTH B cels ¥ B CBOUX 6paTBCB — yejoBeuecTBO. TakoB BBIBO/, KOTOpBIﬁ, AyMacT-
CiA HaM, HCOCIIOPHUMO BBITCKACT U3 BCEI'O0 TBOPYCCTBA YexoBa. 3araz[1<a O YCJIOBEKE B 4eE-
XOBCKOM IOCTAHOBKE MOKET TMOJIYYUTh WUJIA PEIIUTMO3HOE Pa3pCIICHUC UIIH... HUKAKOI'0.»
(CM 148)

Only by believing in it [the superhuman and omnipotent power of the Good] can we
believe in ourselves and our brothers — humanity. This is the conclusion, we think, which
indisputably emerges from Chekhov’s works. The mystery of the person in Chekhov’s
interpretation can attain only a religious solution, or... nothing.

Bulgakov argues that Chekhov himself tends towards the view of the first alter-
native i.e. Christian faith (71). Bulgakov interprets the ,,world weariness” to be the sign
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that constitutes the prevailing mood in Chekhov’s works (72). Elsewhere Bulgakov
develops the view that the intensity of mocka is the expression of the degree of pres-
ence of the metaphysical principle in man:
«Her, B meccumu3Me 3aj10T TOr0, YTO YEIOBEK CO3JIaH ISl BEUHOCTH U JuIst bora, u, 1o-
TEPAB 3TO, CTPAAACT U TOCKYCT TEM HAIIPSXKCHHEC, YEM BBILIEC OH CaM.» (73)
No, in pessimism lies the guarantee that the person is created for eternity and for God,
and, having lost that, suffers and longs more.

In Bulgakov’s view the possibility for spiritual ‘rebirth’ is constituted in the ex-
perience of mocka, through which the soul defends itself against the approaching ,,spiri-
tual death®. Thus Bulgakov represents Chekhov as of extremely religious nature, on
which the pessimistic mode of representation — independent and even against his aware-
ness — bears witness. Chekhov for Bulgakov is an eminently Christian writer, even if
he pronounces himself explicitly against religion and Christianity.

Bulgakov goes a step further by trying to also determine a development to a de-
liberate turn towards faith in Chekhov. This attempt is based on Bulgakov’s opinion
that an artist, by demonstrating man’s ,,spiritual illness*, already starts to break away
from it (74). He understands the artistic registration of symptoms to be a harbinger of
spiritual recovery.

Accordingly Bulgakov looks for signs that are supposed to point to the beginning
of spiritual ‘rebirth’ in Chekhov. Those signs he finds in his “trust” in the individual hu-
man being, in advice to work (CM 150) as well as in ,,faith in the approaching victory of
the Good* (CM 150) and in , historical progress of humanity* (CM 154). These elements
would convert Chekhov’s pessimism into a sort of “optimopessimism” (CM 150). Even
though they do not derive from a conscious religiosity, for Bulgakov they are still an
expression of Chekhov’s religious nature that pushes its way into his consciousness.
In literary as well as in biographical texts, Bulgakov tries to find indications for Chek-
hov’s growing religious consciousness in the course of his life (75):

«Boo01iie n3 conocTaBIeHNs PACCESHHBIX U BCETAA CKYIIBIX 3aMEUaHHi aBTOpa 10 ITUM

HWHTHUMHBIM BOIIpOCaM BBIHOCUTCSA BIIOJIHE ONPEACIICHHOC BIIEYATIICHUE, YTO B HUX CTBIIJIN-

BO H, OBLITH MOJKET, HCCKOJIBKO HEPCIIUTCIBHO OTPaXXaCTCA KPCIHYINasA pECIMTInO3Has BEC-

pa, XpUCTHAHCKOTO OTTeHKa [...].» (CM 151)

In general, by juxtaposing dissipated and always grudging remarks by the author on
these intimate questions, one gets the definite impression that they reflect an embarrassed
and perhaps a somewhat unsure religious faith with a Christian taint.

In Bulgakov’s talk, the thought that the path which the author Chekhov took in
the beginning — through the sensation of mocka to the realisation of the necessity of
faith as well as self-knowledge — also have a meaning for the reader of his works can
only be found implicitly indicated: Bulgakov emphasises directly at the beginning that
Chekhov’s works envoke mocka in the reader himself (76). However, in the context
of Bulgakov’s full reflections that does not mean anything but that they also open up
the possibility of self-knowledge and spiritual ‘rebirth’ for the reader. Hence, for Bul-
gakov, Chekhov would not only be a writer who symptomatically grasps the ,,spiritual
crisis* of the Russian Intelligencija under the aspects of mewancmeo, nownocms and
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muposas ckopbdw or rather mocka, i.e. a writer of the intelligencija, but also a writer
for the intelligencija (77), by leading it ‘therapeutically’ onto the path of spiritual health,
both indirectly by the mocka-effect of his works and directly by few explicit notes.
According to Bulgakov every individual still has to tread her path on her own.

5. Philosophical interpretation as an open space in history

Bulgakov, by giving the talk on Chekhov, pursues the same task that is charac-
teristic for his journalistic work and his literary criticism in those years and that are
closely connected to his understanding of history.

For Bulgakov, the individual human being is crucial for the result of the fight be-
tween the principals in world history, the divine and the diabolical (78). Man can miss
his freedom, entirely lose it, or become aware of it and deploy it by stimulating his “spiri-
tual world”. The spiritual in man, according to Bulgakov, is the ,,genuinely creating
power in history““(79):

«[...] IyXOBHBI MHUp YEIIOBEKA, 3Ty MOJIMHHYIO TBOPUECKYIO CHIIy HCTOPHH. [...] Pox-

JICHHE HOBOTO YEJIOBEKa, O KOTOPOM TOBOPHUTCS B Oecesie ¢ HUKOANMOM, MOYKET TIPOH30UTH

TOJIBKO B HEZPaX YENOBEUECKON MyIIH, B TAWHUKAX caMOoNpeaessiroieiics tnunocty. [loa-

BHI' HCTOPHYECKOTO TBOPYECTBA HE MOXKET OBITh OT/ENCH OT AYXOBHOTO MOJBUIA BO3POXK-

JICHUS YeJIOBEYECKOU JIMYHOCTH, KOTOPOE HE COBEPIIIAeTCs TOMUMO Harei Boim.» (80)

The person’s spiritual world, this authentic creative force of history [...] The birth of

a new person, discussed in conversation with Nikodim, can only take place through the

depths of the human soul, within the secrets of the self-defining personality. The taks of

historical creativity cannot be separated from the spiritual task of giving birth to a hu-
man personality, which does not take place against our will.

To be able to deploy this freedom man has to become aware of it first. Because
of this Bulgakov sees the essential dimension for the succession of history in the indi-
vidual intellectual worlds of human beings (81). Not only does the intellectual world
symptomatically reveal the “spiritual state” but it also forms the sphere in which man,
without restricting the freedom of others, can consciously contribute to the historical
development, or rather influence its direction towards either Christ or also Anti-Christ.
The task to grasp the symptoms of time and its diagnosis as well as the offer of therapy,
Bulgakov essentially ascribes to art. However, in Bulgakov’s view, cognition, the re-
sulting conscious turn to faith, and the collaboration to the world’s spiritual transforma-
tion i.e. deification in a sophiological sense — is a task of philosophy above all. There-
fore the eidetic interpretation is synonymous with spiritual symptom diagnosis that takes
place in some sort of open historical space. Bulgakov considers it to be the purpose of
his journalistic writings to build the foundation for the origin of a ,,Christian intelli-
gencija“ through cognition in this space (82).

6. Critical concluding remark

Bulgakov emphasises that his method of interpretation is necessarily subjectively
coloured because of the intuitive character. The subjective point of view in Bulgakov,
however, goes so far that in his Chekhov interpretation figures of thought — as the
path of atheism through cognition to faith and “self discipline” from faith — and key
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motives of his own philosophy — as the religious interpretation of the Russian intellec-
tual — serve as a hermeneutic foil. Bulgakov, hence, does not meet the requirements
of his own eidetic method because instead of the ,double’ — intuitively grasping and
perceiving — view, he applies coagulated patterns of his philosophy and by projec-
tions disguises the work itself. Bulgakov, in his Chekhov interpretation, succumbs to
this exact power in man that Chekhov in his works repetitively shows in its socially
deconstructing effect: to the captivity in illusion that can result both in an identity-
establishing (z.B. «Crynent» / “The Student”) as well as -destroying (z.B. «UepHsrii
moHax» / “The Black Monk™) process, yet always blocks the access to the concrete
perception of the other people.

(M

@
3)

“4)
®)
(6)
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ENDNOTES

For translation of this article I am grateful to Christiane Maria Bacher. Bulgakov gave his talk
«UYexoB kak MeiciuTenby [in the following: CM] in Jalta and Petersburg in autumn 1904 (first
published in: Novyj put’ 1904, No. 10, p. 32—54; No. 11, p. 138—52; separate edition Moskau
1905). As he mentions in his preface, Bulgakov added a demonstration of Chekhov’s attitude
to the Russian Intelligencija for the reprint Moskau 1910, c¢f. S.N. Bulgakov, Couurenus ¢ ogyx
momax, Vol. II, p. 131—61 as well as I.B. Rodnjanskaja’s notes to the essay: ibid, p. 670—72.
H.K. MuxaiinoBckuit: «O0 otrax u metsx u o r-He Yexore» (1892), «Koe-uto o r-He UexoBe»
(1900). In: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. — P. 80—93, 332—54.

Concerning «Hanpasnerue» cf. CM 132f. as well as the details on «TennentmosrocTs» CM 135.
Merezhkovsky in his debut essay «Crapsiii Borpoc mo noBojy HoBoro tanaHtay (1888, in:
A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. — P. 55—79, here: p. 56f.) already pointed to the importance
of the issue of ,tendency’ for the assessment of Chekhov by criticism. Bulgakov, however
also looks at critics like V. Gol’cev, V. Golosov, R. Sementovsky et al. (on their criticism of
Chekhov cf. in particular the commentary of Dolotova et al., in: Chekhov, Ilornoe cobpanue
couunenuii, vol. 8 [Pacckasel. IloBectn, 1892—1894. Mocksa 1977], p. 426f.). Bulgakov, be-
cause of his understanding of art refuses the demand for ,tendency’ in general. Also cf. note 24.
Cf. Michajlovsky, «O6 otuax u nersx u o r-He Uexose» (1892), in: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et
contra. — P. 86, 92.

Cf. Protopopov, «Keptsa 6e3Bpemenbs (IToBectu r-na AntoHa Uexosa)» (1892). In: A.P. Chek-
hov: Pro et contra. P. 112—43 here: p. 132.

Concerning Bulgakov’s criticism of the Chekhov image cf. CM 144. A characterisation of
Chekhov as a “writer of the everyday* (6srrormcaresns) can for instance be found in: Protopopov,
«KeprBa 6e3Bpemenbs. (I[ToBectn r-na Antona Yexosa)» (1892). In: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et
contra. P. 112—43, here: p. 129. The theme is also found in Merezhkovskii: «1 Hegapom
BOBJICKACT OH NPHUPOIY B OBIT: HIMEHHO 37IeCh, B ObITC — TJIaBHAS CHJIA €ro KaK XyIOXKHUKA.
OH — BeNuKuil, MOXET OBbITh, JaKe B PyCCKOW JIMTEpaType BeIMYalIInil OBITONMHCATENb.)
[Not without reason does he bring nature into everyday life[by?]; for here, in everyday life,
lies his main strength as an artist. He is a great writer of the everyday — maybe the greatest
in Russian literature.] («4exoB u ['opbkuii», 1906. In: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 692—721,
here: p. 697.) As opposed to Merezhkovsky Bulgakov emphasises the ,,universal human mean-
ing” (CM 144) of Chekhov’s work (vgl. ibid.): ,,JToaTomy cuntars UexoBa ObiTonucarenem
PYCCKOH >KM3HU M TOJIBKO BCETO — 3TO 3HAYHUT HE IIOHMMATh B HEM CaMOro Ba)KHOT0, He MO-
HUMaTh MHPOBOTO 3HAYEHHS €ro HICH, ero XyJaokecTBeHHOro mpmuieHus.» [Therefore to
see Chekhov as a writer of everyday Russian life and only this — this means to fail to under-
stand in him the most important aspect, to fail to understand the universal significance of his
ideas]. In opposition cf. Merezhkovsky: «On [UexoB] 3HaeT cOBpeMEHHBII pyCCKHi OBIT, KakK
HHKTO; HO, KpOME 3TOT0 ObITa, HUYETO He 3HAeT M He X04eT 3HaTh. OH B BHICIIEH CTEIICHN HAallH-
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OHAJICH, HO HE BCEMHPEH; B BBICIICH CTENCHH COBpeMeHeH, Ho He uctopudeH.» [He [Chekhov]
knows everyday Russian life like no one else; but, other than this everyday life, he does not
know anything else, nor does he want to. He is nationalist to the highest degree, but not univer-
sal; and to the highest degree contemporary, but not historical.] («dexoB u [opskuii», 1906,
in: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 692—721, here: p. 697.)

Here Bulgakov apparently alludes to Merezhkovsky who declared Pushkin a thinker (cf. his
essay «[lymxum» (1896)). Merezhkovsky refers to a corresponding tradition, that can be traced
back to Pushkin’s environment and is said to be renewed by Turgenev above all in his speech
for the inaugural ceremony of the Pushkin memorial in Moskau, who quoted Baratynsky with
the words: «Moskelib Tl ceOe MPEACTaBUTh, YTO MEHsI OOJIbIIIe BCEro M3yMJISIET BO BCEX ITHX
mosmax? O6mmme meicieit! [lymkua — mpicnuTtens! MoxHO 11 66UT0 3TO 0kuaath?» [Can
you imagine what amazes me most in all these poems? The abundance of thoughts! Pushkin is
a thinker? Could we have expected this?] (cf. Turgenev, «Pe4b kK MOBOAY OTKPBITHS MaMST-
muka A.C. [lymkury B Mocksey, in: Turgenev, Iornoe cobpanue coyunenui, vol. 12, p. 341—
50, here: p. 346).

Cf. both the description CM 150 and the details on Chekhov’s ,.artistic speciality* to focus
on the ,,negative aspects of life” (CM 152f.).

Cf. for instance the references of Dolotova et al. to Poltavsky/Dubinsky, in: Chekhov, I1ox-
Hoe cooparue couunerutl, vol. VIII [Pacckazsr. [Tosectn, 1892—1894. Mocksa 1977], p. 425.
Cf. also Michajlovsky (1892) concerning the lack of a ,,general idea” in Chekhov: «/ Bo Bcem
9TOM JICHCTBUTENBHO JIaKe CaMblii NCKYCHBIM aHAIMTHK HE Haiijer oOuiei unen. Hu oOiueit
UJIeH, HH YyTKO HACTOPO)KEHHOTO B KaKy-HHOY/b ONpe/IeNICHHYIO CTOPOHY HHTepeca. [1pu
BCell CBOEW TaJIaHTIMBOCTH I'-H YEeXOB HE MHcarellb, CAMOCTOSITENILHO pa30uparoniuiicss B CBO-
€M MaTepuaje U COPTHPYIOUINA €T0 C TOYKH 3pEHUS KaKOH-HUOYOh oOmmeit naewn...» [And in
all this even the most skilled critic will not find a general idea. Not a general idea, no interest
which is carefully directed towards a specific subject. For all his talent, Mr Chekhov is not a
writer who organizes his own material from the point of view of some general idea...]
(Michajlovsky, «O6 ormax u nersx u o r-ue Yexose» (1892), in: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et con-
tra. —P.91.)

Cf. «[...] To mycTh OH OyIET XOTH IMOTOM TOCKH IO OOIIEH Hiee M MyYHUTEIILHOTO CO3HAHUS €€
HeoOxoaumocTh.» [And let him be some kind of poet of misery according to a general idea
and the tormenting consciousness of its necessity] (Michajlovsky, «O6 oTmax u aeTsx u o T-He
UYexoe» (1892), in: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 92). Cf. also Michajlovsky, «Koe-uto
o r-ue Yexose» (1900). In: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. — P. 341. Bulgakov states (CM 145):
«[...] YexosB sBmsieTcs mo3ToM MuEpoBoi ckopbu.» [Chekhov is a poet of world grief].

Cf. Krajny [Gippius], «O mouwiocti» (1904), in: Gippius, Jlumepamypnwiii OnesHux, p. 221.
Bulgakov frequently speaks of a ,,spiritual crisis* especially concerning the turn of the cen-
tury and thus places himself in the subject of crisis widely spread at that time, among the
symbolists in succession to Solovyev in particular. Cf. for instance his essay about Leont’ev
(«ITobemurens — nobexxneHnsii. (Cynpoa K.H. JleonTheBa)», in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 osyx
momax, vol. II, p. 549), or his ,,Vekhi”-essay «I'epousm u noasmxaudecTBo (13 pa3mbiinie-
HUI O PEIMTHO3HBIX Weanax pycckoi mHremmreniun)» (in: Bulgakov, Couunenus ¢ osyx
momax, vol. II, p. 302—42, here: p. 302).

Bulgakov interprets several representatives of the atheistic Russian Intelligencija to be “reli-
gious seekers” («penUruo3HEIA HcKatenby, cf. «lymeBnas gpama [epriera» (1902), in: Bul-
gakov, Couunenus ¢ osyx momax, vol. II, p. 97) and an “expression of the origins of the
Christian religion” («BbIpa3uTeb Ha4Yad XPUCTHAHCKON peruruny, ibid., p. 204). In the talk
it is referred to in a similar way (CM 137): «][...] oHO [TBOpYecTBO UexoBa] MOCBSIICHO |...]
WCKaHUIO mpaBjbl, bora, nymm, cmpicia xu3HU. [...] B npousBenenusx Uexosa sipko oTpas3u-
JI0Ch 3TO pycckoe uckanue Bepsl [...]» [It [Chekhov’s work] is devoted to the search for truth,
God, the soul, the purpose of life [...] Chekhov’s works sharply reflect the Russian search for
faith].
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Cf. Bely’s essay «Uexony» (1904, in: Bely, Kpumuxa, scmemuxa, meopus cumsonuzma. Vol. 11,
p- 357): «HexoB, HA0OOPOT, UCXOJIS U3 PEAITBLHOTO 00pa3a, yToHYask M U3ydas camblii 00pa3 BUIH-
MOCTH, PacCMaTpHBaeT ero Kak Obl B MUKPOCKOII, yKa3bIBaeT HaM Ha TO, 9TO 00pa3 3TOT, B CyIL-
HoctH, ckBo3HOU.» [Chekhov, emerging from the real image, perfecting and learning the very
image of visibility, examines it as if through a microscope, points out to us that this image is
in fact transparent. |

«TaxoB UexoB. Ero repou [...] XOI4T, IIBIOT, TOBOPST ITyCTSAKH, a MbI BUAUM OE3IHBI TyXa, CKBO-
34IIMe B HUX. [...] Pa3Be 3T0 He Ha3BIBaeTCsA CMOTPETh CKBO3b NMOMUIOCTE? [...] UeX0B, HCTOH-
Yasi peaJbHOCTh, HEOXKUIIAHHO HamaaaeT Ha cuMBoJbl. OH e/1Ba JIM TI003PEBACT O HUX, [...]»;
«YexoB, 0CTaBasiCh PEaUCTOM, PA3JBUTACT 3/ECh CKIAMKH KU3HH, M TO, YTO M3JalH Ka3a-
JIOCh TEHEBBIMH CKJIaJIKaMH, OKa3biBaeTcs mposietoM B Beunocts.» [Such is Chekhov. His
heroes [...] walk, drink, say banal things, and we see the abyss of spirit that shines through
them [...] Does this really not mean to see through their banality? [...] Chekhov, exhausting
reality, unexpectedly attacks symbols. [...] Chekhov, remaining a realist, smoothes out the
wrinkles of life, and that which from a distance appeared to be wrinkles, in fact becomes the
flight into the universal] (Bely, «HexoB», the chapter «Bummessrit camy» (1904), in: Bely, Kpu-
muka, s3cmemuxa, meopusi cumeonuzma. Vol. IL, p. 364, 365). Direct references between Bul-
gakov’s talk and Bely’s essay on the ,,Cherrygarden®, printed in the February issue of the
Vesy 1904, as well as Bely’s obituary of Chekhov in the issue of August of 1904 («UexoBy,
in: Bely, Kpumuxa, sacmemuxa, meopusi cumsoauzma. Vol. 1, p. 318—24) are not with us. At
about the same time as Bulgakov Bely denied that Chekhov was to be classified as belonging
to pessimism (ibid., vol. I, p. 323), and similarly to Bulgakov has Chekhov unconsciously-
consciously take part in the metaphysical dimension of Being, by ,.feeling what his sad he-
roes do not know””: “eternity” which “his hopeless images breathe in” (ibid., vol. I, p. 323).
Lev Shestov: «TBopuectBo u3 Hudero (A.I1. YexoB).» In: A4.P Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 566—
598. Shestov is said to have written the essay in 1904 on the occasion of Chekhov’s death. It was
first published in ,,Vestnik zhizni* in 1905 (cf. the commentary to the essay in: A.P Chekhov:
Pro et contra. P. 1032).

In Shestov’s essay for instance the fopos of the lack of idea and worldview in Chekhov be-
comes the “hate” of them: «MupoBo33peHUs U HICH, K KOTOPHIM OYeHb MHOTHE OTHOCSTCS
JOBOJIGHO PaBHOAYIIHO — B CYIIHOCTH, JPYIOTrO OTHOIISHUS 3TH HEBHHHBIEC BEIIU U HE 3a-
CITY’)KHBAaIOT, — CTAHOBATCS U1 UexoBa MPEeIMETOM TDKEIIOH, HEYMOJIMMOM 1 OecronaHon
HeHaBucTu.» [Worldviews and ideas, to which many remain fairly indifferent — in fact, these
innocent things do not deserve a different attitude — become for Chekhov the subject of a
difficult, relentless, and merciless hatred.] (Shestov: «TBopuecTBo u3 Huuero (A.I1. Uexos).»
In: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 579). Shestov draws the same conclusion as Gippius had
done earlier: «“He 3Ha10*, — oTBevan YexoB BceM PHIAAIOIINM 1 3aMy4YE€HHBIM JIIOASIM. DTHMH
Y TOJIBKO 3THMH CJIOBAMH MOYKHO 3aKOHYHUTH CTaThio 0 Yexose. Résigne-toi, mon coeur, dors ton
sommeil de brute» [“1 do not know,” Chekhov replied to all those who wept and were tortured.
With these and only these words is it possible to conclude an article on Chekhov. Résigne-toi,
mon cceur, dors ton sommeil de brute] (Ibid., 598). The motif of the ,,ignorant Chekhov* is
continued by Merezhkovsky in 1906.

This demonstrates a negative reinterpretation of the motif ,,Poet of the Weltschmerz* developed
in Michajlovsky und Bulgakov.

Cf. Shestov: «TBopuectBo u3 Huuero (A.Il. Uexor).» In: A.P Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 567f.
Cf. also Merezhkovsky «UexoB u I'opbkuit», in: A.P Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 693.

A crucial role in the assessment of Chekhov as religious or areligious / anti-Christian must be
attached to his narrative «Ckyunas uctopus» [A Boring Story] in whose interpretation the
stresses are accordingly shifted (strikingly, for instance, from Michajlovsky to Bulgakov, as well
as then from Bulgakov to Shestov and Merezhkovsky).
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Cf. Merezhkovsky («YexoB u ['opekuit», in: A.P Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 706): «4exoB Tem
CaMbIM MOAMKCHIBACT CMEPTHBIH MPUTOBOP HE TOJIBKO COBPEMEHHOMY PETMTHO3HOMY JIBHKE-
HHo B Poccuu, HO M BceMy XpUCTHAHCTBY [...]». [With this, Chekhov signs the death warrant
not only for the contemporary religious movement in Russia, but also all Christianity]. Merezh-
kovsky emphasises — as opposed to Bulgakov’s distinction of Chekhov from Byron’s und
Nietzsche’s mangodhood («6orouenoseuectBo», cf. CM 148: «Henosek, no YexoBy, coBceM
HE TroAuTCs Ui posin 6oxkectsa [...]») —, that Chekhov indeed is a representative of the —
anti-Christian — Godmanhood (Ibid., chapter III).

Cf. CM 145: «YexoBbIM cTaBuTcs [...] Benmkas npodieMa MeTadH3HIeCKOro U PETUTHO3HOTO
co3HaHMs — 3arajka o denoBeke.» [Chekhov takes up ... the great problem of metaphysical
and religious consciousness. ]

Bulgakov explicitly stresses this (CM 134): «B ycTpaHeHHe 3TOM KaxyIeics mapamokcaib-
HOCTH 5 TIO3BOJISIFO ce0e CKa3aTh HECKOJIBKO CIIOB U O 3aJla4aX UCKYCCTBAa BOOOIIE, HACKOJIBKO
3TO HEOOXOJMMO B LIENISX HACTOsIIEro u3noxeHus.» [In eliminating this apparent paradox,
I permit myself to say a few words about the duty of art in general, as far as this is necessary
for the purposes of the present exposition. ]

Cf.: «/lns HacTOSMIEro XyHIOXKHUKA €r0 TBOPYECTBO €CTh M PACKPBITHE €ro TYIIH B CaMBIX
ITyOOKHX M HEJOCATaeMbIX ¢ TAifHHKax, — OHO MHTUMHEE, YeM THEBHHK, U HCKPCHHEe, YeM
ucroseb. OHO €CTh OHOBPEMEHHO MBIIUICHHE 1 UCKaHHE XYIOKHHKA, XOTSA U HE pa3yMoM,
a XyJI0’)KECTBEHHOW MHTYHUILIUEH, KOTOpasi, OHAKO, CHJIBHEE M OCTPEe PacCyJOYHOTO MBIIILIE-
Hus.» [For the present artist, his creation is the opening of his soul to reveal the deepest and
most inaccessible secrets — it is more intimate than a diary, and more sincere than a confes-
sion. It is at the same time the artist’s thought and his searching, although not through reason
but through artisti intuition, which, however, is stronger and more incisive than rational thought.]
(«Yenosekobor u yenoBexo3Bepb. [1o moBomy nociennux npoussenenuit JIL.H. Toncroro: ,,/Ips-
Box“ u ,,Oren; Cepreit“y, in: Bulgakov, Covunenust 6 0syx momax, vol. 11, p. 458—98, here:
p. 458). — This explains Bulgakov’s rejection of ,tendency’ and his vote for the ,pure’ (purpose-
less) art in the Chekhov-essay: Origin in intuition frees art from ,tendency’ because the latter
distinguishes itself through reflexively grasped, conscious imminent concepts (aims and purpo-
ses), intuition, however, neither develops from a conceptual content, nor can be fully grasped
by the artist’s consciousness. — Cf. note 28 concerning Potebnja’s (and the symbolist’s) in-
fluence on Bulgakov’s theory of art.

«BIOXHOBEHHOMY B30pY XyJO)KHUKA OTKPBIBAIOTCS TAKUE TalHBI )KU3HH, KOTOpBIE HE TIOJ] CH-
Jy YJIOBHUTH TOYHOMY, HO HEYKIIFOXKEMY M HEMIOBOPOTIHBOMY aIIapaTy HAyKH, 03apCHHOMY
CBBIILE MBICIIUTEIIO-XYI0KHHUKY HHOTIA ICHEE OTKPBITHI BEYHBIE BOIPOCHI [...]» [Inspiration
opens up to the artist’s gaze such secrets of life which cannot be discerned through the exact
though uncouth and clumsy apparatus of science, sometimes the eternal questions are clearer
to the thinker-artist who is enlightened from on high] (CM 136). Cf. also: «Benukuii Xym0o:KHUAK
€CTh BEIIIyH, SCHOBHJIEI HHOTO Mupa. OH roBOpHUT OT ceds1, HO He cBoe.» [The great artist is a py-
thon a clairvoyant of another world. He speaks from himself, but not his own words.] («JL.H. Ton-
croi». In: Bulgakov, Tuxue oymet, p. 281—305, here: p. 297).

Cf. «Bcsikoe HacTosImee HCKyCCTBO €CTh MUCTHKA, KaK MIPOHUKHOBEHHUE B TIIyOWHY OBITHSD
[All real art is a form of mystery, a penetration into the depths of being] («Tocka. Ha BeicTaBke
A.C. Tonyokunoi». In: Bulgakov, Tuxue dymet, p. 52—61, here: p. 59). With this Bulgakov
develops further Vladimir Solovyev’s understanding of art and mysticism.

Bulgakov transfers Vladimir Solovyev’s concept of free philosophy (cf. Solovyev’s Teope-
muyeckas ¢unocoghus) to the sort of art, which shares the openness and freedom with phi-
losophic thinking because of the joint intuitive (mystic) origin. Here Bulgakov himself also
indirectly points to Solovyev by quoting the same line from Pushkin to indicate the freedom
of art that Solovyev used in the “theoretical philosophy” as an indication to the freedom of
thought («cBoOoHBIH yM», cf. Solovyev, Couunenus 6 08yx momax. Vol. 1, p. 762).
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CM 135: «[...] caMOCTOATENFHOCTh XYI0KECTBEHHOTO MBIIUICHHS, TOT CBOCOOPa3HBIH HH-
TYWTHBHBIA CHHTE3, KOTOPBIAH MBI MMeeM B HcKyccTBe.» [Independent artistic thought, this
unique intuitive synthesis, which we have in art] — Bulgakov thus refers to Potebnja’s theory
(and its origins in W. v.Humboldt’s and A.W. Schlegel’s philosophy of language), that poetry
represents some type of (self-) cognition in images (cf. Potebnja: «Mpicib u si3b1k», «Ilcuxo-
JIOTHSI IIO3TUYECKOTO | MPO3aUYeCKOro MBIIIUICHUS», in: Potebnja, Croso u mugh, p. 17—200,
201—35. About the theory of Potebnja cf. Aumiiller, Innere Form und Poetizitdt). Further-
more, Bulgakov’s concept of art is close related to the context of the Russian symbolists, es-
pecially of Bely’s philosophy, who develops Potebnja’s studies.

Bulgakov in his talk speaks of Chekhov’s ,,idealism” i.e. the ,,ideal” (CM 149), which as a model
indirectly underlies the explicit demonstration of negative appearances. Concerning the dis-
tinction of the higher and the lower I cf. «Pa3mpimennst o mHarmonamsHOoCcTIY (1910) (in: Bulga-
kov, Couunenus ¢ 08yx momax, vol. 11, p. 435—57, here: p. 438): «Ilotomy smupuyeckoe
HE TOJIbKO HE BhIpaKaeT Hallly TOJIMHHYIO, CyOCTAaHIMAIBHYIO JINYHOCTh, HO U HE MOXKET Ha 3TO
MIPUTA3aTh, HEATCKBATHO €if; OHO €€ TOJIBKO 0bHapyicusaem, BBIABISAET [...].» [Therefore the
ermpirical self does not only fail to express our authentic substantial personal, but is also unable to
lay claim to it, and is insufficient to do so; it only uncovers it, reveals it]. Bulgakov’s distinc-
tion of personality and individuality or lower empirical and transcendental nature of man re-
fers back to his reception of V1. Solovyevs in particular. For Solovyev, the spiritual individu-
ality that forms the basis of the empiric person in the apparent world is an ,,idea*.]

Cf. also: «[...] u0o Bezib 0 ueM Obl HHM MHUCATH XYJ0KHHUKH, OHH JAI0T B KOHEYHOM MTOTE CaMHX
ce0s1, OHH OTO3HAIOT JKU3HB B ce0e U upe3 ceOs, OCBEIIAI0T MOA3eMENbe CBOUM COOCTBEHHBIM
ceerom.» [For whatever artists write about, in the end they give up themselves, they acknowledge
life in themselves and through themselves, they illuminate the underground with their own light]
(«Yenosekobor u yenoBexo3Bepb. [1o moBomy nociennux npoussenenuit JIL.H. Toncroro: ,,/Ips-
Box“ u ,,Oren; Cepreit“y, in: Bulgakov, Covunenust ¢ osyx momax, vol. 11, p. 458—98, here:
p. 459.) — Bulgakov’s understanding of art is closely connected to that of younger symbol-
ists, above all Andrey Bely. This amongst other things becomes evident by the reference of
both to the works of Vladimir Solovyev.

Besides ,,symptom®, ,,diagnosis®, ,crisis“, and ,,condition“, expressions like ,,health” and
»illness* (each taken in a spiritual sense) also belong to Bulgakov’s vocabulary to characterise
his time and the Russian Intelligencija in particular. So already in the essay about Ivan (cf.:
«HBan Kapamazos (B pomane JloctoeBckoro ,,bpatsst KapamazoBbr®) kak (rmocodekuit THID),
in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 osyx momax, vol. 11, p. 15—45, here: p. 21).

Cf. Bulgakov, Unmennueenyus u Penueus. O npomugopeuusocmu cospemeHHo20 be3penusio3Ho-
20 mupososspenus, http://ftp kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009: «Myku
COBPEMEHHOM I, TOCKa COBPEMEHHOTO cep/ilia 0 bore sicHee BCEro, KOHEUHO, OTPAKAFOTCS
B HCKYCCTBE, KOTOPOE HE MOXKET JITaTh, HE MOXeT MPUTBOPATHCA.» [The trials of the contem-
porary soul, the longing of the contemporary heart for God are most clearly expressed, of course,
in art, which cannot lie, cannot be contradicted] Cf. also: «[...] cienarbcst OpraHoM 4UCTO 3C-
TETHYECKOT0 BOCHPSTHS M 0TOOpaKEHHSI MUPa» «II0 Ty CTOpOHY n00pa u 31a» [make himself
an organ of a purely aesthetic understanding and reflection of the world beyond good and evil]
(«JLH. Toncroii». In: Bulgakov, Tuxue dymut, p. 281—305, here: p. 298).

Cf. his essay on Picasso: «Tpym kpacotsr. [lo moBoay xaptus [Tnkacco» (1914, in: Bulgakov,
Couunenus 6 08yx momax, vol. I, p. 527—45).

Thus Bulgakov cannot share Gippius’ and Merezhkovskys’ condemnations of Chekhov —
i.e. of artists in general. Cf. his essay on Picasso, that symptomatically grasps ,soul’s hell” of
contemporary mankind and that demonstrates the ,,demonism in art* with its ,,black icons*, but
that Bulgakov still values as ,great art’ due to their intuitive and accordingly pure aesthetic form
(«Tpyn kpacotsl. [To moBoay xaptun ITukaccow, in: Bulgakov, Couunenusi ¢ 0gyx momax,
vol. I, p. 527—45, here: p. 530 f., 544).
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Cf. his details analogous to his concept of art about the relationship between eidos to person
and life of a human being: «Ilocnennee cnoBo, TaliHa )XUBOI MHINBUIIYAJIBHOCTH, €€ TyXOBHAs
CYILIHOCTh OKa3bIBaJlaCh BCE-TaKKW HEBBICKA3aHHOM, TBOPYECKHI 3aMbICEI, BHI3BABIIHN K OBITHIO
3Ty KUBYIO IyILY, HEPACKPBITHIM, H O TOM, 4YTO K€ JEHCTBUTEIBHO OBLIO CaMBIM Ba)XKHBIM,
HOAJIMHHBIM, CYIIECTBEHHBIM B YEJIOBEKE, IPUXOIUTCS TOJIBKO rafaTh U crioputb.» [The last
word, the secret of living individuality, its spiritual essence is inexpressible, a creative conception,
calling into being this living soul, unrevealed, and one can only guess and argue about what
was in fact the most important, authentic, and essential aspect in the person.] («BeHel TepHOBBIIL.
[Mamstr @.M. [loctoeBckoroy, 1906, in: Bulgakov, Couunenusi 6 dsyx momax, vol. 11, p. 222—
39, here: p. 222).

Cf. CM 133.

Cf. CM 133: «[...] ocTaercs 0JJH IyTh — MOMPOOOBATH MMOJIYYHUTh, TAK CKA3aTh, MO3aNYECKYIO
KapTHHY, CyMMHPYS MBICJHA W BIICYATIICHHSI OT OOJBIIIONO KOJMYECTBA MPOM3BEACHHN CpaBHHU-
TEJIbHO MEJIKMX 1 BHEUTHE Pa3po3HEHHBIX.» [... one path remains — to attempt to attain, so to
speak, a mosaic, summing up the thoughts and impressions from a large number of works which
are comparitavely insignificant and seemingly disparate.]

Bulgakov, who held Goethe in high esteem, refers here to his natural scientific method, as is
shown in the essay ,,The attempt as mediator of object and subject, and transfers it to humani-
ties. However, there is no evidence for an explicit indication to such a relation of reception.
Cf. CM 139.

Cf. Bulgakov’s demonstration of the cognition of the other’s nature that he himself prefers to
gain from their works, Bulgakov, Couurenus 6 ogyx momax, vol. 11, p. 222—39, here: p. 223).
As the piece of art is the expression of the artist’s individuality, the eidetic interpretation also
has to carry the special character of the interpreter’s individuality (cf. «Benen TeproBbIid. [lamsitu
®.M. [Toctoesckoroy, in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 0gyx momax, vol. I1, p. 222—39, here: p. 224).
Cf. «MBan Kapamazos (B pomane J{octoeBckoro ,.bpatsst Kapamazossr®) kak ¢unocodckuii
T, in: Bulgakov, Couunenus ¢ 08yx momax, vol. I, p. 15—45, here: p. 16.

Bulgakov repeatedly speaks of the ,,diagnosis®, that artists make for their periods of time, or
also of ,,symptoms® of the spiritual health state that they show in their works. Cf. e.g. «/Ban
Kapamaszos (B pomane J{octoeBckoro ,,bparest KapamazoBbi®) kak guiocodckuii Tumy, Ibid.,
p. 41 f. Also concerning (,spiritual symptomatology’ cf. Bulgakov, Humennueenyus u Penu-
eus. O npomueopeuusocmu  COBPEMEHHO2O0  OEe3PenUSUOIHO20  MUPOBO33PEHUSL,
http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009).

Cf. the parallel case in the Vekhi-essay «I"epomsm 1 moaBmkHIIecTBO (M3 pa3sMbIinieHnii 0 penm-
THO3HBIX MJeaax pycckoil untesuureHuun)» (in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 0syx momax, vol. 11,
p. 302—42, here: p. 310).

Merezhkovsky’s essay of 1906 possibly inspired Bulgakov to add details about the relation bet-
ween the writer and intelligencija in the reprint of Chekhov’s talk (1910), cf. Merezhkovsky’s
«YexoB u [opekuity (in: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 692—721, here: p. 692): «YexoB
1 ['opbKHii pyCCKOM MHTEIUTUTSHIMN KaK pa3 1o 1wiedy. OHH ee TyXOBHBIC BOXKIM U YUUTEI,
,,BIIACTUTENH JyM'* COBPEMEHHOTO TOKOJIeHHs pycckoi uHTerumreHumy». [Chekhov and Gor’kii
are practically shoulder to shoulder within the Russian intelligentsia. They are its spiritual lead-
ers and teachers, the “possessors of the thoughts™ of the present generation of the Russian intel-
ligentsia] — The new passages in Bulgakov’s essay are also immediately connected to the con-
text of his essay for the ,,Vekhi“ (1909).

«Ban Kapamazos (B pomane [locroeBckoro ,,bpates Kapama3oBbr®) kak GpuiaocohCkuii THID
(talk 1901/ essay 1902), in: Bulgakov, Couunenust 6 dgyx momax, vol. 11, p. 15—45. Bulgakov,
however, does not transfer essential features like the “human divinity” that he deprives Che-
khov of, because he draws an ideal image of an intellectual, who, led by his own inner nature,
finds the path to the Christian faith.
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Cf.: «YernoBek eCTh CYIIECTBO PEIUTHO3HOE, MOTYT OBITh HEPEIIUTHO3HBIC WIN JaXKe aHTHPE-
JIMTHO3HBIE JIIO/IN, HO BHEPEIIMIMO3HBIX HET B CHITy MeTaH3UYECKOH MPUPOJIBI YeJIOBEKa, €ro
JTyXOBHOCTH M €TO CBOOO/IBI, C OZHOM CTOPOHBI, ¥ €ro TBAPHOH OTPaHNYEHHOCTH — C JAPYTOM.»
[A person is a religious being, there may be irreligious or even anti-religious people, but no one
stands outside religion in the strength of a person’s metaphysical nature, his spirituality and
his freedom on one side, and his beastial finiteness on the other.] (Bulgakov, «Ot aBTopa»
(1910), in: Bulgakov, Dva grada, p. 5—17, here: p. 8).

Cf. «Uenosekobor u yenmoBeko3peps. [1o moBoay nmocnemuux npousseacuuit JI.H. Tonctoro:
»psBoi u ,,0teit Cepreit“y (in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 dgyx momax, vol. 11, p. 458—98, here:
p- 460): «CoracHO IepBOMY, YelloBeUecKasi IPHPO/Ia TBOHCTBEHHA M TUCTAPMOHIYIHA, TTOCKOIb-
Ky OHa MPEACTABISCT CMEIICHUE JBYX BPAXKIYIONNX Havdal, 1oOpa u 31a [...].» [Human nature
is split and inharmonious, in as far as it presents the merging of two opposing beginnings,
good and evil...]

Ibid. 460 f.

Cf. Bulgakov, Unrennurenims n Penurns. O poTHBOPEYMBOCTH COBPEMEHHOTO OE3pEeITIHO3-
HOTO MUpPOBO33peHus, http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009.

Cf.: «MTak, o0mIievenoBeYecKnii, a o TOMy caMoMy U (IIOCO(CKIIA BOIIPOC, TAFOIIHIA TIIaBHOE
coepkaHue TBOpuecTBY UexoBa, eCTh BOIIPOC O HPaBCTBEHHOU ciabocT, Oeccunnu nodpa
B Iyle cpeaHero denoneka [...]» (CM 139), cf. also (CM 142): «[...] KaKk IJIOXHET MOCTETIEHHO
cems obpa [...].» [And so, the philosophical question which affects all of mankind and which
gives the main content to Chekhov’s work is the question of the ethical weakness of the good
in the human soul...]

Cf. (CM 143): «Otuero Tak BeJIMKa Cuiia OOBIACHINNHBI, cuia ronnioctu?» [Where does the
strength of offensiveness, of vulgarity, come from?] Concerning mewancmeo cf. (CM 141):
«YexoB B TIOTHOM 00BeMe XyJI0)KECTBEHHO ITOCTABHII MPOOJIEeMY TOCPEICTBEHHOCTH, YMCTBEH-
HOI ¥ HPaBCTBEHHOI OTrPaHMYEHHOCTH, lyXOBHOTO MEIAHCTBA, KOTOPOE 00E3BKYIIMBACT KU3Hb
U cebe U ApyTuM, JeiaeT ee cKydHoi u nmocteutoil.» [Chekhov, to the fullest extent through
his art, posed the problem of indirectness, the finiteness of the mind and ethics, of spiritual mesh-
chanstvo, which dullens the life of the artist and others, which makes life boring and odious.]
Bulgakov also explicitly points to Chekhov’s Christian dimension and uses expressions from
the New Testament for his characterisation, cf. the motif of «auiue myxom» [those poor in spirit]
(CM 147, cf. also CM 148).

Cf. Bulgakov, Mumennueenyusn u Penueus. O npomusopeuusocmu Co8pemMeHH020 be3penucuosHo-
20 mupogo3ssperus, http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009: «160 310
CaMOyJOBJICTBOPECHHE, CAMOIOBOJILCTBO U PABHOBECHE B TAKOM IOJIOKCHHH, B KOTOPOM He-
BO3MOJKHO OBITh YEIOBEKY B PABHOBECUH, €CTh Y)K€ H3BPALIECHUE YEIIOBEKOM CBOETO €CTECTBa,
yrauieHue Jiyxa, IIpojiaxka rpas IIepBOPO/ICTBA 32 YeHeBHYHYIO 1oxy1eOKy.» [For this self-satisfac-
tion, this complacency and balance in such a situation where it is impossible to be a person in
equilibrium there is already a perversion of the person’s nature which the person himself cau-
sed, an unleashing of the spirit, a sale of the rights to primogeniture.] Bulgakov refers to the
term mewarcmeso in Herzen and deepens it (cf. Herzen’s «ITucemo mepBoe» in his work «KoHtsr
1 Hayanay, in: Gercen, Cobpanue couunenuii 6 mpuoyamu momax, vol. 16, p. 129—198, here:
p. 131—142).

Cf. «ockynennn uneanos» [impoverishment of ideals] (Bulgakov, «/lymeBHas npama ['eprieHay,
in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 08yx momax, vol. 11, p. 95—130, here: p. 124), Michajlovsky spoke of
an ,.idealisation of the lack of ideals* («uneammsupoBats orcyrcTBue maeanosy) in Chekhov (cf.
Michajlovsky, «O0 otmax u getsx u o r-He Uexosey (1892), in: A.P. Chekhov: Pro et contra. P. 92).
MeIaHcTBO «CTPEMHUTCS Mapaln30BaTh 3Ty AeATeNbHOCTH [yxa; H.S.]», «3armymmTs Beiciiue
MOTPEeOHOCTH JIyXa, CIIeNaTh CYIIECTBOBaHNE IUIOTCKMM, CKYJHBIM U HU3MEHHBIM» [aims to para-
lyze this activity [of the spirit], [to make existence vulgar, miserable and base] («/{ymieBHas
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npama ['eprienay, in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 0gyx momax, vol. 11, p. 95—130, here: p. 126f.).
Cf. also: «/lyXOBHOE MEIIAHCTBO |[...| UPPEITUTHO3HOCTD, U €€ BO3MOXKHOCTh HOCUT B JIyIIIC KaXK-
JIBII YETOBEK HE3aBHCHMO OT CBOMX BepOoBaHHMiA. OHA MOCTOSHHO TSHET €ro BHH3, IPHUIABIHBACT
JKI3HB JTyXa, KOTOpasl IAeTCs MO3TOMY TOJKO B OopbOe, MmoiHOH mode u mopakeHuit. B sTom
HPOSBIIAETCS MOLIb CTHXHMHU I'PeXa, HEMOIIHOCTh IUIOTH, IPOTHB KOTOPOil OOAPCTBYET IyX.»
[Every person caries in his soul spiritual meshchanstvo [...] its irreligious nature and its possi-
bility, regardless of his beliefs. It continually pulls him down, suppresses the life of the spirit,
which is therefore given only in battle, full of victories and defeats. This is where the power
of the elements of evil appear, the weakness of the flesh, against which the power of the spirit
fights] (Bulgakov, «Ot aBTopa» (1910), in: Bulgakov, Dva grada, p. 5—17, here: p. 7.)

CM 142: «C yxacoMm U yHbIHHEM YeXOB IMOCTOSHHO BHOBb M BHOBb BO3BPAIIAETCS K ATOMY
CKOTCKOMY PAaBHOMYIIIMIO CPEIHEro OOBIBATEIs, K €r0 OECCMBICICHHOH 37I00HOCTH, TYIIOMY 3T0-
u3My, K Bce oOBonakuBarorieii monuroctu.» [With horror and despondency, Chekhov returns
again and again to this brutish indifference of the average philistine, to his needless wicked-
ness, his stupid egoism, to his all-enveloping vulgarity. |

«CaraHn4ecKoe Hayallo MHpa, ,,KHA3b MHUPa CEro™, eCTh MIMEHHO OJIMIIETBOPSHHOE MEIaHCTBO,
CIIEKYJIUPYET Ha JyXOBHBIH yNaaoK, OpsiOiocTh, pyTHHY, opaboieHue «miotu»;» [The satanic
origins of the world, the “prince of this world”, is in fact a personified meshchanstvo which profits
from the spiritual decline, sluggishness, routine, the enslavement of the “flesh”.] («/lymeBHas
npama ['epuenay, in: Bulgakov, Coyunenus 6 dgyx momax, vol. 11, p. 95—130, here: p. 127.)
Cf. Bely, «Cesimennsie nsera» (1903/1911), in: Bely, Cumsonusm xax mupononumanue,
p- 201—209, here: p. 201.

Coming from Solovyev’s representation of the Anti-Christ, whose evil is disguised behind the
mask of humanity, and referring to the figure of the apparently ,small’ evil in Gogol’s work,
the image of the ,trivial’ evil began to spread at the beginning of the 20th century, cf. in par-
ticular Sologub’s novel Menkuii 6ec and Merezhkovsky’s essay I ocons u uepm.

For Bulgakov the ontic consequence of atheism means the destruction of being human i.e. meta-
physical suicide: «/la motomy, 4to, XopoHs bora B cBoeM CO3HaHWNH, OHH BBIHYKIAIOTCS XO-
POHHTH U OOXKECTBEHHOE B CBOEHT IyIe, a O0KECTBEHHOE €CTh JICHCTBUTENbHAS, peabHast IIpH-
pona uesoBeueckoit aymrn» [Because, burying God in his consciousness, they also need to bury
the divine in their soul, and the divine is the real nature of the human soul.] (Bulgakov, Humenu-
eenyust u Penueusn. O npomusopeuusocmu co8pemMeHH020 Oe3penueuo3H020 MUPOGO33PEHU,
http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009).

Cf. «ABtobmnorpaduaeckoe», chapter: «Moe 6e300xkue» (in: Bulgakov, Tuxue oymer, p. 397—
404, here: p. 404).

This title of an anthology of Chekhov’s narratives became the central thought in Chekhov
criticism after Michajlovsky’s review of 1892 («O0 oTiax u netsx u o r-He Uexose»).

Cf.: «B nmywe yenoBeuecTsa, Tepstomero bora, 1omkHa HENPEMEHHO 00pPa30BaThCsl CTPAIIHAS
MycToTa, 0O OHO MOXET MPUHATH Ty WIN HHYIO JOKTPUHY, HO HE MOXET 3ariIyIluTh B cebe
ToJI0Ca BEYHOCTH, JKaXKIy aOCOIIOTHOTO copep kaHms >Ki3HI.» [In the soul of a person who is los-
ing God, there certainly forms a terrifying emptiness, for it can accept this doctrine or another, but
cannot deafen in itself the voice of eternity, the thirst for the absolute content of life.] (Bul-
gakov, Humennueenyua u Penueus. O npomueopeuusocmu cogpemMenno2o 6e3penucuosno2o mu-
pososzspenus, http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009).

Cf. his interpretation of the Russian intelligencija, that also supports his Chekhov-interpreta-
tion ibid.: «[...] ctpaganpueckas myma [71. VcneHckoro, KOTOpEIi, mogo0Ho ["apmHy 1 HeKOTo-
PBIM IpYTUM, HECOMHEHHO CTpaJall OT HECOOTBETCTBHS CBOEIO MHTEIUTMICHTCKOTO MHPOBO33pe-
HUS PETUTHO3HBIM 3aIIpocaM AYIIH. [...] ITO TporaTebHble IPU3HAHMS HHTEIUTMTeHTCKON TyIIy,
Tockyrouieil o bore u He co3Haromel AeicTBUTENBbHOM Mpupoasl cBoel Tocku.» [The suffering
soul of Gl. Uspenskii, who like Garshin and others undoubtedly suffered from a conflict bet-
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ween the worldview of an intelligent and the religious questioning of his soul. [...] This is the
touching acknowledgement of the infelligent’s soul, longing for God and understanding the
real nature of his longing.]

«Jl1sl XpUCTHAHCKOTO TIOHMMAHUS )KU3HH M UCTOPUH, KPOME TOr0, HECOMHEHHO, TO 4YeJloBeye-
CKOH ITyIIOW BIAJCIOT M MCTOPUEH IBIDKYT peallbHbIe MACTUUECKUE Havyaja, U IIPUTOM OOpIOIIH-
ecsl MexIy co0O0l0, IIOJIpHbIe, HEMPUMHUpPUMBIE. B 3TOM CMEBICTIE PeUTrHO3HO HEHTpaIbHBIX
Jrofei, COOCTBEHHO rOBOPS, AaKe HET, (JaKTHYECKH U B UX Ayl MPOUCXOIUT Ooppda Xpucra
u ka3 Mupa cero“». [For the Christian understanding of life and history, apart from that, un-
doubtedly, which is possessed by the human soul. In this sense people do not have a religious
neutrality of people, in fact, and their souls is the location of the battle of Christ and “the prince of
this world”] («Kapa Mapkc kak penurno3ssiii tur (Ero oTHoIIeHHe K penuruy 4eaoBeko0o-
xust JI. Deitepbaxay, in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 08yx momax, vol. 11, p. 240—72, here: 240).
«B 3T0i TyXOBHOM OMYCTOIIIEHHOCTH HAIIIEH SMIOXH, B ATOH ee 0€3bICXOHOCTH 3aKIII0YaeTCs
Halla BeJIMYaiIas Hagexka, JyXOBHAs CMEPTh MOXKET OKa3aThCsl KAHyHOM JTyXOBHOTO BOC-
kpecenus [...]» [Our greatest hope lies in this spiritual emptiness of our times, in its despair,
spiritual death can also be the eve of a spiritual resurrection...] (Bulgakov, Humeniueenyus
u Penueus. O npomusopeyugocmu  Co8peMeHHO20  0e3penucuo3noe0  Mupo8o33peHus,
http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009).

Cf. «Bockpecenne Xpucra u COBpeMeHHOEe co3HaHue», in: Bulgakov, Dva grada, p. 421—
29, here: p. 426.

This thought can be found outlined in the details (CM 147) on the human’s soul’s ,,absolute
value® — in connection to ,,Christian morality —, to which Chekhov, from Bulgakov’s
point of view, is close. Bulgakov also refers to Solovyev’s philosophy, with the thought of us
being the image of God as the reason for human dignity, cf. e.g. Solovyev’s ethics «Ompag-
nmanue qoopa» chapter VIII, 7 (Solovyev, Couunenus 6 dsyx momax, vol. 1, p. 261).
Concerning the subject of ,,obsession — to which A. Bely expressed similar thoughts, cf.
especially his novel Cepebpsnviii 20n1y66 and his Bocnomunanus o Broke — in Bulgakov cf.
«Tpymn kpacotsr. [1o moBomy xaptuH [Inkacco» (1914, in: Bulgakov, Couunenus 6 0gyx momax,
vol. I, p. 527—45, here: 544) as well as Bulgakov’s essay on Dostoevsky’s «becb» in particular
(«Pyccxkast Tparenusi», 1914, in: Bulgakov, Couunenus ¢ 06yx momax, vol. 11, p. 499—526).
According to Bulgakov the ,,animal“ — as an instrument of the devil — can only be tamed
by the stimulation of the spiritual principle in man (Bulgakov, Humenrucenyus u Penueus.
O npomusopeyusocmu COBpeMeHH020 Oe3penuio3Hoeo muposospenusi, http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_
bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009)

Cf. CM 148.

Cf. CM 143, 146.

Cf. Bulgakov, UnTennurenuust u Penurus. O MpOTUBOPEYMBOCTH COBPEMEHHOTO Oe3pesnru-
03HOTrO MUpPOBO33penwus, http:/ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009.

Cf. the analogy for the curing of the ,,obsessed* that begins with his awareness of the ,,obses-
sion” («Pycckas Tpareaus», 1914, in: Bulgakov, Couunenus ¢ deyx momax, vol. 11, p. 499—526,
here: p. 526.)

This is his interpretation of Chekhov’s «Crynent», and more, cf. CM 150f. As explained above,
the references that Bulgakov establishes between character and author are not to be under-
stood to function in the ordinary sense of a mouthpiece, because Bulgakov is looking at indi-
viduality in comparison with Chekhov’s personality, not, however, at Chekhov’s reflexive-
intentional consciousness which his emphasis of the “restless” nature of Chekhov’s faith points to
(CM 150). For him Chekhov’s faith as ,,a strong one* [Ibid.] is embodied in individuality; the
uncertainty of faith, on the other hand, belongs to the empirical person who Bulgakov only
comprehends in an approaching process to its underlying eidos.
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«[...] mecHs, HaapbIBarOIIAs AyIIy TOCKOH U 3aCTaBISIOIIAS ,,TPEHETATh OT HEH3bSICHHUMBIX
npenauyBctBui“ [...]» [The song which cuts through the soul with longing, and which makes
us tremble from “inexplicable foreboding”...] (CM 132). Concerning art’s task in Bulgakov
also cf. his allusion to Pushkin’s ,,prophet®, who is called to lay waste with fire the hearts of
men («JaHO IJIarojoM xeub cepana ioxaei» (CM 136).

Cf. Bulgakov, concerning Chekhov’s “testament to the Russian intelligentsia” («3aBeranue
YexoBa k pycckoit uHTeIHreHmm», CM 160, 161).

Also Bulgakov thinks to find in Chekhov this concept of history which is determined by the
activity of the individual, cf. CM 154 and 160.

«[...] 60 MMYHOCTB, ONPEEISIONIAsACS B TAHHUKAX I ¥ MHTUMHEUIINX TEePEKUBAHUIX CO-
BECTH, €CTh BCE JKE€ SANHCTBEHHOE TBOPYECKOE Hayajo B HCTOpHH. ToNbKO 31eck cBoOOaa, H
TOJIBKO cBOOOJIE MpHHAUISKUT TBOopuecTBO.» [For the personality, defined in the secrets of
the soul and the most intimate concerns of the conscience, is the only creative origin in history.
Only here is freedom, and creativity belongs only to freedom] («Ot aBropa», in: Bulgakov,
Dva grada, p. 5—17, here: p. 16.) In view of the concept of history a connection to Andrey
Bely can also be detected.

Bulgakov, NUuaremmurenims u Pemurus. O mpOTHBOPEYMBOCTHA COBPEMEHHOTO OE3pEITUTHO3HOTO
mupoBo33penus, http://ftp.kelia.ru/s_bulgakov/Main.htm; download 31/05/2009.

Ibid.

Ibid.

This path from (atheistic) ,,marxism to idealism* (shaped by Solovyev and therefore of sophiolo-
gic nature) Bulgakov claims to have autobiographically experienced himself. He understands
his own life to be prototypical for the Russian intellectual (cf. Bulgakov’s volume: «Ot Mapkcu3-
Ma K uneamsmy. Coopauk crareit. (1896—1907)», in: Bulgakov, Om mapxcuzma k udeanuzmy,
p. 367—721).
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C.H.BYJITAKOB O HEXOBE
U COBPEMEHHbIN KPU3NC AYXOBHOCTU

Xenpuke llTans

OtaeneHue cnaBUCTUKU
Yuusepcurer r. Tpup
Yuueepucmemcpune 15
D- 54286 Tpup I'epmanusa

B crarse anammupyercst unteprpetanust C. bynrakoseiM npoussenenuii A.Il. Yexosa. ABTop pac-
CMaTpHBAET CBS3b MEXTY JUTEPaTyPHBIM KPUTULIM3MOM ByirakoBa m mMeTapu3HYeCKHMH JOIMYIIEHHSIMU,
TIOJIOKEHHBIMH B OCHOBY €TI0 TOHMMAaHHSI IPUPOIbI HCKYCCTBA.

KumoueBsle ciioBa: pycckas dumocodus, A.I1. Uexos, C. bynrakos, MeTadusnka, TUTEpaTypHBIH
KPUTHLU3M.



