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Two important historical events coincided with tlevelopment of liberalism in Russia: The death
of tsar Nicholas | in 1855 and Russia’s defeah& €rimean War (1854-56). These events changed the
framework for public life and created scope for termulation of central concepts and the intréidac
of new ideas. Most importantly, they created arodppity for change. The demise of the tsar alsanne
that the gap between the educated elite and trerrgorent that was caused by the Decembrist revghitmi
be overcome. Nicholas | was a formidable despot kdid his country in an iron grip for thirty yeakse
saw as his mission the elimination of all formspofitical opposition. As a consequence of his pedic
intellectuals left politics and turned inward toilpsophical speculations and abstract thinking g&ia
novsky, 1976; Malia, 1960; Saunders, 1992; Lincb8¥8; Lieven, 1992). With the accession of the new
tsar, Alexander Il, freer discussion of social peais became possible. Slowly, these discussionganov
out of private salons and secret circles to pub$ttutions, such as the gentry assemblies angehedic
press. Issues that had not been on the agendatlsintaled Decembrist revolt were now being braugh
back to discussion (Lincoln, 1990; 1982; Emmon$8i%ield, 1976; Polunov, 2005). However, in con-
trast to the Decembrists, who acted in secret @hdal make any efforts to incorporate conservafitige
early liberals wished to address a wider audiermesisting of both conservative and progressivepgo
and containing both intellectuals and state officilost importantly, they did not wish to alienttte tsar
or his reform-inclined ministers by proposing tadical changes (Hamburg, 1992: p. 11).

The second event that created conditions for chamagehe military defeat in the Crimean War. The
defeat shocked both the government and the edugliteedn a flash, it seemed, Russia lost itstgpeaver
status and appeared as a weak, backward statghtenkd bureaucrats and intellectuals alike rebttsst
something had to be done. In order for Russia &p lkeer prominent position in the European system of
states, the government had to introduce moderniafuyms. As usual Russians looked to the West for
inspiration. The model that appeared most sucdessthe time was the European nation-state. This w
an era when the nation-state was becoming thesuoséssful political form both in terms of intefoasl
relations and economic and political developmenthé words of the liberal economist, Walter Bageho
nation-making was the ‘essential content’ of niaetk-century social evolution (Hobsbawm, 1993:3). 2
All states had to prepare themselves for an engesgorld of nations competing not only on the milita
battlefield but economically as well. The secontl bhthe nineteenth century was thus a fertile fera
reform in the structure of governments.

In the middle of the nineteenth century, proces$estion-building were at work all over the world.
These processes were characterized by a combirwdtiostionalist thought and concentration of céntra
state power (Gellner, 1993; Greenfeld, 1993; Hobamal993; Bender, 2006: 141-150; Tilly, 1975;
Bayly, 2004). There was a desire for a more effeadministration, and for state intervention ohabieof
modernization and progress. Economic and techrealbdevelopment, modern warfare, democratization
and international competition forced the statedapato new conditions and meet new demands. One of
these demands was the state’s capacity to moltdlizgvn citizens for war and economic developmeat.
this to succeed citizens had to be integratedtirgtate so that they felt a willingness to cbnta to the
common good. There was a call for civic spirit gadriotism. The common way to integrate the people
was through national education, conscription inatmy, and political participation, either throuah in-
dependent public opinion and a free press, or tfiroepresentative institutions. The granting oil tiher-
ties and the creation of an independent civil $paiere seen as tools that could solve problentsgiti-
macy in traditional states. In this way, liberdbrens could create civil loyalty and transform fressive
subjects of the autocrat into the active citizehshe nation-state. By integrating state and spceid
enlisting the cooperation of the people, citizease to identify with the state rather than feedraied
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from it (Hobsbawm, 1993: pp. 82-85, 89; Tilly, 19Rokkan, 1999; Bender, 2006).

This was exactly what the Russian government hémedhen it launched its reform project. Ac-
cording to Geoffrey Hosking the choice of the nasitate as a model for Russia’s reform effortsileata
divided strategy. In the beginning the governmegaged in a civil strategy, which in the 1880s veas
placed by an ethnic strategy. The objective ofciki strategy was to create loyalty to the sté@wgh
liberal reforms. These reforms were part of a gan#an to form a nation from above and thus exdeal
break with the longstanding Russian tradition oEbucratic despotism and noble privileges. In fath-
ard Pipes has argued that the whole purpose @& rtbat Reforms in the 1860s was ‘to bring Russiait so
ety into closer participation in shaping the lifettee country and to transform it from a body ofqae
subjects into one of active citizens'(Pipes, 1978&8)"

Hence, nation-building was related to the develoygroéliberalism. But liberalisation was not only
a prerequisite for nation-state formation. It wés dahe case that liberalism in this era entailation-
making. Liberalism was a way of organizing societya manner that promoted its harmony, prosperity,
and power in a world of independent states. Acogrtt liberal ideology the nation constituted thege
reached by human development by the mid-ninetessttury and it was assumed that people realised
themselves in the establishment of a nation-stdtes, the nation-state was considered the mostgsog
sive form of state (Bender, 2006: p. 126; Hobsba®®83: p. 39; Suny 2001: pp. 354-55). That theee is
connection between liberalism and nationalism, el & between nationalism and modernization in the
West is well-known. This article draws attentionthe relationship between liberalism, nationaliamd
modernization in Russia. Because nationalism irsBUsas commonly been seen as cultural, consezyativ
and utopian rather than political, liberal, andgpessive its link to the emergence of liberalisrthizn 1850s
has not attracted much attention (Kohn, 1945; Riaitze 1973; Smith, 1991; 1998; 2001; Greenfeld3199
Ignatieff, 1994; Sugar, 1995; Rabow-Edling, 200&]inbva, 2000).

The fact that the 1860s was the period in Russ&ori when liberal ideas had the greatest influ-
ence on politics is an indication that the natiaiiding strategy of the regime corresponded withgtrat-
egy of the liberals. In fact, the Russian stateton-building project coincided to a great exterth the
program of the early liberals from the mid 1850s.€Brly Russian liberals emancipation of the seds
the central issue and a prerequisite for a modaiomstate. This goal was reached in 1861 whddaar
was abolished, and was followed by reforms of edimstitutions fully in accordance with the libepao-
gram. Like governments in other modernizing coaesfrthe Russian government tried to integrate the
population through education, the army, and lodatiistration (Akman, 2004)The new policy of taxa-
tion was supposed to create civic spirit (Kotsa2§)4: p. 222). Higher education was opened uprtodr
serfs and academic control was relaxed. Univemasaription was introduced and education rather tha
social origin determined form of service in the priRegional councilszémstvgswere formed. The gov-
ernment thus made elective local self-governmessipte for the first time in modern Russian histdny
addition, the diminishing role of the censors drereduced control of academic research and coroaruni
tion created a public sphere, where a public opicimuld be formulated. This was also an institutiat
shaped civic spirit. It formed a link both betweitizens and between society and the state. Thribuidjie
voice of the nation could be expressed and thaarpif its citizens be represented. Thus, publiciop
served as a form of political participation.

To a certain extent then the state satisfied litdeands for civil rights. In addition, calls fibre
rule of law and transparency in exercising stategoavere partly met. The state budget was publisined
civil and criminal courts were opened to the pultharthermore, the concept of the law as impersamal
impartial was institutionalised. The judiciary wagisen complete independence from the administration
and the same legal system was now valid for atestexcept the peasantry, for whom a special bbdy
law was created (Blum 1961; Emmons 1968; Lincd®0LEklof et al, 1994).

I

Modern research tells us that early Russian lisenatleveloped in the middle of the 1850s. Al-
though liberal ideas can be found already at tlikecérthe eighteenth century, it was not until {hésiod
that liberalism took a programmatic form as welbadear middle stance between radicals to theleft
conservatives to the right (Shneider, 2006; HamblL®§2). Early Russian liberals wished to prevkat t
return of despotism but at the same time avoid pofiular and aristocratic rule. Their goal wassform
and modernise Russia while preventing revolutiah aamarchy. To accomplish this they needed the, state
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or so they felt. Hence, in contrast to earlier mefsts, these liberals chose to cooperate witrsthie in-
stead of working against it (Herzen and Ogarev6iB860, vol. 1: pp. 9-36). There were several mreRso
for this approach, besides the intellectual infagenf Hegel. Perhaps the most significant was dhest
explicit willingness to implement liberal reformwas important not to frighten or alienate ther 0 that
he would abandon his reform plans. There were hastgnbe drawn from the failed Decembrist revait th
led to thirty years of despotism and stagnationzia 1961; Raeff, 1966; Riasanovsky, 1976). lir the
program these liberals dissociated themselves fieesiutionary movements and explicitly stated that/
did not form a secret society striving to remowe tionarchy. Instead, they portrayed themselvasists t
worthy citizens, patriots working for the commorodpin contrast to socialists, who undermined thges
and conservatives, who used the state to pursuateiinterests (Herzen and Ogar#856: pp. 10-11).
Another motivation behind the liberal approach wasincreasing alarm they felt at the spread dtead
ideas and their concern about disintegration amoluton, a fear that was not altogether unfoungicat
han, 2003; Lyons, 2008).

This article focuses on the formative years of Rumskberalism in the immediate post-Crimean pe-
riod, before disagreements arose inside the litmaralp concerning Chicherin’s steadfast belief @ rta
tionality of the state (Hamburg, 1992uring this period in Russian history, liberalisvas most clearly
related to civic nation-building.

Early Russian liberalism has its origins in a it campaign, initiated by Konstantin Kavelin,
whose aim was to urge the new tsar to depart flnenaéspotic policies of the previous regime. Duseto
sorship this reformist campaign took the form afgiely circulated anonymous manuscripts, critwfal
Nicholas’s despotism and the institution of serfd@ubsequently, this ‘manuscript literature’ wad-pu
lished in London by Alexander Herzen’s Free Rus$leess in an anthology call&bbices from Russia
[Golosa iz Rosdii It was in the anonymous introduction to thiswak that a liberal program was formu-
lated and signed by a ‘Russian liberal’. Half ofvias written by Kavelin and the other half by Boris
Chicherin (1828-1904), who became the most pronilieeral theorist in Russia (Herzen and Ogarev,
1856: pp. 9-36).The first major contribution by Chicherin to themuscript literature is his abolitionist
article, ‘On Serfdom'’ @ krepostnom sostoiapipublished in volume 1l o¥/oices from RussigChicherin,
1856, II: pp. 127-229). In the fourth volume\dbices from Russjdis first political article, called ‘Con-
temporary Tasks of Russian Lif&&¢vremennye zadachi russkoi zRigras published (Chicherin, 1857b:
pp. 51-129). Here, Chicherin develops his ideakbenalism, formulated in the first program andsibe-
lieved to be the clearest formulation of early Rarsdiberalism. While ‘Contemporary Tasks’ presents
Chicherin’s positive prescriptions for reform, ‘@mistocracy, Especially the Russian Aristocrad@b|
aristokratii, v osobennosti russkas concerned with one of the negative messag#sedfberal program
(Chicherin, 1857a: pp. 1-113). Chicherin wrote ‘@nistocracy’ at a time when liberals worried thiag t
old aristocracy had enough power to thwart progreseforms. In this article he urged the governinmen
to replace despotism with aristocratic fulEhe other negative feature of the program wastitisism of
socialism and rejection of popular rule, which leenmented on in the anonymous introduction to the
manuscript literature. Chicherin exhorted Russiari® patient about reforms, because they had t¢orbe
trolled and moderate in order to succeed (HerzdrCayarev, 1856: pp. 9-36).

The only work used here that did not belong tadheelin collection is Chicherin’Essays on Eng-
land and FrancgOcherki Anglii i Frantsij. This is a compilation of reviews on Europearitjus written
by Chicherin for various journals between 1856 &868. The article is of special interest to therthef
nation-building and liberalism because it considieespros and cons of centralisation and decesutain
(Chicherin, 1858b).

Chicherin was born into a rich noble family in fa@vince of Tambov. He studied law and history
at Moscow University, as did Kavelin. Here, he camder the influence of Hegel. He was also inspired
by his history teacher, the moderate Westernisaeofli Granovsky. Scholars have mainly been intedest
in determining whether Chicherin was a conservative liberal (Kelly, 1977: pp. 195-222; 1998: gp1-

44; Walicki, 1992; Hamburg, 1992; Benson, 1975; part) 1965; Zorkin, 1984; Osipov, 1996: pp. 81-
106; Prilenskii, 1995: pp. 206-306; Itenberg andl&khaev, 2001: pp. 85-113Pepending on how one
defines these concepts, which texts one looksndtwdnich tendency in his thought one focuses o, it
possible to find ample support for either intergien. On the one hand, the assessment of Chitherin
thought depends on whether his ideas are seea oottiext of classical Anglo-Saxon liberalism aignat
individual liberty, or in the context of post-reutbnary European liberalism, seeking a balancevds
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liberty and stability. On the other hand, the as®esnt also depends on how one interprets the ingpact
Hegel. Should Chicherin be seen as a Right Hegelizah if so, what does this imply ideologicallyhés
even more conservative than Hegel himself? Doas Fect try to fit contemporary Russia into Hegel's
scheme, i.e., does he find an incarnation of Hegelthtstaain the contemporary Russian autocratic state,
or is this an ideal to be realized in the futuk€éllyy, 1998: pp. 221-244; Yevlampiev, 2009: pp. 1113).

The purpose of this article is not to define Chitlie thought as liberal or conservative, but tinpo
to the importance of nation-building to his eaitetal project and show how he combined liberahsde
with notions of nation-building and the nation asadernising phenomendrBeen in this context, his
concern with a strong state makes more sense.ujththe young Chicherin might have appreciated lib-
eral valueger se at least in the 1850s, he had a somewhat instatregoproach to liberalism. It served a
specific purpose — to integrate the people andeshagommunity of active citizens so that Russiddcou
modernise. Nation-building was a prerequisite faygpess and in order to realise it, liberalisatizes
needed. According to Chicherin, being a liberal e@sivalent to being a patriot, because liberaitme
could ‘awake Russia to new life and provide theoopmity to develop the nation’s slumbering potahti
(Chicherin, 1857b: pp. 125-6). Hence, to him, liem was above all a means to get Russia ous of it
backwardness. Chicherin was concerned with thedtiom of a modern nation-state rather than thdesta
lishment of popular rule or political rightSIn this sense his thinking fits well into what AyhAkman has
called modernist nationalism. Modernist nationalisma state-driven project of modernity, where rihe
tion is seen as the container of the project feratiainment of modern civilization. It differs fnocivic
nationalism mainly through its suspicion of, ansitnietions on, popular participation (Akman, 2004:
24-26). Akman argues that this is a nationalisjgatowhich becomes relevant in non-European states
without any experience of direct colonial rule, ts@s Turkey and Russia. Without making any further
comparisons between the Turkish and Russian casmjltl like to emphasise here that, just as in Buss
the initial spur for modernising reforms among@teman state elites was the need to re-establigargn
parity with European powers, to ensure the sunafiéthe state, and to make it competitive in theofean
inter-state system, in which the Ottoman stateatpe(Akman, 2004: pp. 33-34).

I

One of Chicherin’s basic concerns in his earlyimg was Russia’s standing in international poli-
tics. The disastrous military performance in ther@an War came as a shock to him, just as it diddst
Russians who still had a vision of their countryhesinvincible conqueror of Napoleon. How coule arf
Europe’s great powers fail so completely? The anseemed to lie in backwardness. Russia had not de-
veloped concurrently with other European powersil&\the flourishing European countries were charac-
terized by free and law-abiding citizens with aripéit concern for the common good, Russian society
lacked both liberty, the rule of law, and civicréipilnstead, it was characterized by oppressian|dss-
ness, discord and indifference. Chicherin was cmed that the root to this problem was found incthre-
servative ideology of the government, an ideoldgy &llowed the people neither liberty nor autonofy
country without liberty could not develop, he argjugecause in such a state there was no inceatpre+t
gress, nor were there any feelings for the comnoard gChicherin, 1857b: pp. 51-2, 75-94, 103-108).
order to get out of its backwardness Russia neldmtly and nationalism.

The Crimean war had made it clear to Chicherinpbiditical power in the new Europe of emerging
nation-states depended not only on the governmailitary resources, but on its citizens’ intellgitand
economic activities (Chicherin, 1856: pp. 127-228).believed that a modern society needed botti-an e
fective state and the cooperation and active faation of the people. Russia could not competk wtiter
states if it stuck to its traditional way of ruiee., a bureaucratic autocracy with passive stij#mneeded
to shape active citizens who were working for themon good. Previously in Russia, the only actor on
stage had been the government; now, Chicherirtadsithe people should be allowed to play the& &
well (Chicherin, 1857b: p. 110). It was time foethovernment to grant ‘political life’ to the peepbe-
cause ‘the people are that very society for whake all governmental institutions exist’. Thusyauld
contradict good sense to deprive them of the oppitytto participate in their own affairs (lbid: pp0-71,
127-29). But, more was at stake than good senseh&®m argued that in the contemporary world agov
ernment could not implement modern reforms withibet cooperation of the people. It could not even
bring about elements necessary for a full life adthletting the people discuss political issueth@public
arena. In fact, no enlightened state could sunwiteout involving the people in its political lifgbid: pp.
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107-110, 129). Furthermore, Chicherin maintainetlalboration with the people to achieve the common
good would benefit the government. It would gereepatblic support and then the government would find
in the people its best ally (Ibid: pp. 67-71, 191 It would seem that involving the people in §ta's
political life meant that they would be given pobi rights, but as we have seen Chicherin wasapai
popular rule at this stage. He argued that whieeRhissian people were not ready for political sglet,
they had to be given civic rights. Then they wdalt their support to the state.

However, it was not only the government that hachgnge its course. Russian society needed to be
transformed as well. It was divided and lacked eamdor the common good. Chicherin singled out the
lack of civic spirit as one of the most importanbigems in contemporary Russia. Without it, a metio
community could not be formed and without a naticeanmunity, active citizens could not be shapedi an
Russia could not develop. He claimed that compiardiae rest of Europe, civic spirit was very poaiy
veloped among the Russian people. They were &linggtd from each other and did not care about com-
mon needs and interests. This criticism was abbwdiracted towards the aristocrats, who accordang
Chicherin were corrupt and selfish and pursued thwh personal interests, unconcerned for the publi
good. This lack of public interest, this indiffecerto the common cause prevented the Russian demple
developing. Russia could only modernize if its papon felt part of a common destiny and workedtfar
common good (Chicherin, 1857b: pp. 56, 64-67; 18%8a 236-39; 1857a: pp. 11, 74)Thus, to
Chicherin, nation-building was imperative.

The transformation of Russia into a unitary stitended on equal citizenship, was essential to this
nation-building project. Chicherin believed thatht people were granted equal civil rights andgabl
tions, without concern for class, birth or religiduelief, then individual interests would be goeerby the
interest of society as a whole (Chicherin, 185padpl13). It may appear curious that Chicheriricttalk
about the national unity of a multiethnic empiteIRussia. One should bear in mind, however, tingt n
teenth-century liberal nation-builders paid scatérgion to cultural differences. In fact, contemgyg
European liberals argued that the rule of onedibeation over other nations was justified if itvesl to
develop the subject nation’s capacity to becomelfageverning people, made up of self-governing-ind
viduals. In J. S. Mills words, when a nationalitgsvoriginally an inferior and more backward pantiof
the human race the absorption [in another] is lgréaits advantage’(J. S. MilConsiderations on Repre-
sentative Government. 300). To Chicherin the Russian empire corsisfea more or less homogeneous
mass of people. Only the Ukraine was seen as iadligntity with a character of its own (Chicherin,
1857h: p. 55). It was possible for Chicherin taeligrd questions of ethnicity because to him nation
unity had to do with the creation of unitary lawslaqual rights, rather than with a unitary culfdnda-
tional unity concerned the establishment of equaleaship and the removal of special privileged an
rights pertaining to social groups or local regions

The two most glaring impediments to the realisatibiChicherin’s vision of a unitary state were
aristocratic privileges and serfdom. Aristocrativifeges were also the most obvious impedimeriioto
eral reform in general and so early Russian lisdegdred that the old aristocracy would gain imfeesand
thwart liberal reforms. In ‘On Aristocracy’ Chicliriaunched his attack against privileged nobilitys
main argument was that the aristocracy had outligduistorical role and was now inimical to praggeA
modern state should not be partial towards on¢eesital further this estate’s interests before tbbsth-
ers. To the contrary, the modern state should beatend work for the benefit of all. It shouldbprote
the welfare of society by subordinating particutlermands to universal interests. Noble privileges,
Chicherin declared, were sanctioned neither by @od,by nature, because all men were equal before
God. Hence, these privileges could not be acceptddthe aristocracy should not be allowed to play a
dominating role in the new order (Chicherin, 185@b56; 1857a: pp. 1-113). Like Hegel before him,
Chicherin believed that the state alone was capdldeawing together all estates and reconcilingtres
dictory aspirations of various social groups, beeannly the state was placed above specific itteres-
resenting common interests (Chicherin, 1858b: BB8-24)** The removal of noble privileges was one
crucial factor in the unification of Russia. THeeliation of the serfs was another factor.

Serfdom was a major impediment to the realisatioa anitary state based on equal citizenship.
Chicherin argued that this institution could nolseepted in a modern state, where every citizeuldte
equal before the law and enjoy the blessings @ tife equally. If people were equal before Ganing
people could not own others as slaves. To illestthe archaic and illegitimate nature of serfdom,
Chicherin compared the relationship between seffraaster to that between a despot and his subjects.
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Both were unequal, characterised by the same Kinthoipotent and irresponsible mastery and bottewer
unlawful. Neither the person nor the property @ serf/subject was immune from the master’s arbitra
ness (Chicherin, 1857b: pp. 115-119; 1858b: p. Bé8zen and Ogarev, 1856: pp. 22-24).

According to Chicherin serfdom reflected the ermargeconservative ideology that dominated the
whole country. It was an antiquated institution efhilike noble privilege, was part of the old ordés
continued existence hampered Russia’s progressdswamodern political order by preventing vital so
cial, economic and military reforms. Furthermofes fact that the serfs carried the whole burdethef
financial system, while they were deprived of euvégit, threatened the social harmony that wad tagta
Chicherin’s vision of a modern integrated statei¢@rin, 1857b: pp. 92-105; 126-131; 1856: pp. 127-
229). Hence, both noble privilege and serfdom bdwktabolished.

The forming of a unitary state, based on equaterighip was an aspect of Chicherin’s nation-
building strategy. It was supposed to bring thepfetogether and shape national unity. Howevehef
people were to form public interests and a conf@rthe common good, they had to become both equal
and rights-bearing citizens. They had to be giwghliberties. Chicherin believed that if they veegranted
civil liberties they would realize their duty towdartheir native country, because civil rights detbcertain
obligations towards the common good, and the gemesitbeing of the state. Thus, the freedom of the
people was intertwined with their patriotism. Thi& between civil liberties and civic spirit lies the root
of Chicherin’s calls for civil rights to the Russigeople. In his view, only proper citizens witmgime
rights felt civic duty. Hence, the government skddet each Russian regard himself as a citizerisoflah
therland, called to contribute to the common cause.

If, on the other hand, the people were denied gifits, they would see no reason to contribute to
the common good. Chicherin argued that this wasgaly what had happened in Russia. Here, the @eopl
regarded themselves as slaves, ‘who for each djgpadiword’ could ‘be seized and subjected toteatby
punishment,’ rather than as citizens (Chicherirg7b8 pp. 119-20). The government considered itself
substitute for the rest of society. It had supgedseedom of thought and speech so that the phaple
become alienated from and opposed to the stateivBdmf the right to talk or even to think freetie
Russian people did not feel that they had anythingommon with the government. According to
Chicherin, this was the main reason for their apmaindifference to public affairs: ‘if one forbidihe
people] to speak, if one strives to create harnfgrfpree, it... walks away from the government inreec
and refuses to cooperate with it (Ibid: pp. 94-8@nce, the Russian state had lost the trust divet aop-
port it so badly needed in order to make viablerra§ and modernise Russia. The only possible soltdi
this predicament, Chicherin maintained, was forgheernment to grant liberty to the people. Thensil
obedience of the subjects, which Chicherin foundiasiructive, had to be replaced by the freedom of
speech of the citizens. At that moment, civic spuduld be formed among the people and they would
work together for the common good of their counisee speech was also a prerequisite for publit- opi
ion, an institution that Chicherin regarded asiafuo nation-building.

v

Already at the beginning of the nineteenth centtmyopean liberals had emphasized the role of
public opinion in the creation of a modern natitates (Fontana, 1991; Craiutu, 2003; Kahan, 20083. T
general view among these liberals was that a fbéguopinion enabled the people to participatpublic
life and thus made it possible for them to formaulptiblic interests. The impersonal voice of théonat
replaced local networks or family ties as the basmmunication. This created a feeling of belogdo
a community and a concern for the general gootisfcommunity. (Craitu, 2003: p. 197; Fontana, 1991
pp. 38-39, 82, 88). Chicherin emphasized this imgfand integrating function of public opinion. Biaw it
as an institution that created civic spirit andstbhauld shape an active citizenry in support oftate in its
struggle for reform and its fight against revolati@hrough a free public opinion the Russian peopléd
develop a genuine understanding of social issugsdncate their political instincts. This wouldriggse
their interest in public issues and concern forcttrlamon good (Chicherin, 1858a: pp .236-39; 18ppb:
94-97; 101-102; 119-21).

To European liberals public opinion was not onipeans to form civic spirit. It was also seen as an
indicator of the condition and level of developmehsociety. More specifically, it informed the gom-
ment of the dominant ideas and interests of themand of its spontaneous progress. If the govemim
listened to public opinion it would know which refias that suited the current stage of developmesht an
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would not pursue obsolete goals. Thus, the goverhmieuld be warned against the shortcomings of its
policies. Problems connected with the implemematiblaws and policies would be brought to theratte
tion of the government so that it could make betémisions (Kahan, 2003: pp. 62-3; Fontana, 19985p
Craitu, 2003: p. 262). For this reason, the govemtrhad to listen to public opinion and to actto®th-
erwise, it would fail in its reform effort and walihstead alienate the people.

Chicherin recognised this other side of public mpiras well. He emphasized its capacity both to
form a concern for the common good among the peaptto form a link between the people and central
government (the state). The Russian governmentdshotifear the power of public opinion to expdse t
shortcomings of laws and abuses of rulers. Instealould try to benefit from public opinion as iade-
pendent and legitimate source of power in ord@otoect these irregularities. In this way the goweent
would attain the support of the people in its nef@ffort. ‘A people that is outwardly silent butsardly
resentful is of little use to the government.” Wihtabeeded, according to Chicherin, was a peoé th
joined it with trust, and in order for such a trtesform, public expression of opposing views habté al-
lowed (Chicherin, 1857b: p. 129). Chicherin argtleat the government had to make political oppasitio
legal so that terrorism and revolutionary actigitimuld be counteracted. A free public opinion mash
an opposition possible in the first place. It pded a legal channel for expressing the now supgutesspi-
rations of the people, something that would pretkeir alienation from the state. Furthermore, joubl
opinion offered an outlet for opposing views. Ading to Chicherin, a nation’s political life consid of
debate between conflicting perspectives (Ibid: 34®9-21, 87-88). This was something the government
needed to accept in order to transform Russiaaim@dern state with an active citizenry.

Unfortunately, the Russian government under Nighblead pursued a destructive policy in this re-
spect. The exercise of the freedom of public opiiad become more and more restricted and the gov-
ernment had become ‘all-encompassing, dominatiregyethere, penetrating everywhere.” People no
longer dared to speak the truth. Instead everyadetd ‘bow silently before the government (Chiaheri
1858a: pp. 236-39; 1857b: pp. 76-80, 87-88, 94199;21, 101-102). The voice of the nation had been
silenced and the vital link between state and gebptl been broken. The suppression of public apinio
had disastrous consequences for Russia. It degheegovernment both of a useful check on officald
of the possibility to learn of the people’s actoahdition. Most importantly, it deprived the goverent of
the people’s trust and alienated them from pulffiaira and common concerns. This destructive josliti
destroyed national unity and was the reason whgiRuw was found in such a dismal state of back-
wardness. Hence, Chicherin urged the new tsaratee l¢his ideology behind in order to give Russia a
chance to develop into a modern state. The onlyfaraRRussia out of this predicament was to reihatal
free public opinion. Only then could the governmesgain the trust of the people and concern for the
common good evolve among them.

Nineteenth-century liberals held that a precondlifar the function of public opinion as a check on
authority was transparency of public life. Accoglio Benjamin Constant, the public good could mdtte
without publicity, that is, the transparency of #wtions of public authorities. It was the necespascon-
dition for the control of the conduct of governm@rpntana, 1991: p. 81). Chicherin agreed. Hessites
that the people would not be able to take parblitigal life without publicity. Hence, the formati of an
active citizenry in Russia required transparenctheématters of state. The Russian people showd kn
what was happening in central government, becaulsiee ousiness was the people’s own business, and a
government that genuinely cared about the peoplelare could not fear publishing a record of its a
tions. Indeed, one of the central demands of begdl program, listed in ‘Contemporary Tasks,’ et
all government activities should be published. ptslication of the budget, of state revenues ape ak-
tures was imperative. In contemporary Russia, @hicrargued, the alienation of the Russian pubdis w
so strong that it did not even occur to the petéethe treasury actually existed for their benéfie in-
terests of treasury and people were so differentttiey resembled two opposing parties that sgdrest
‘to play on each other as many dirty tricks as iptes¢Chicherin, 1857b: pp. 124, 96-7).

But, transparency in legal matters was equally itapd. Another central principle of the early lib-
eral program was that legal proceedings shouldub&cp How else could public opinion serve as ackhe
on corruption and administrative arbitrariness? Hase could the rule of law be upheld and the civic
rights of the people guaranteed. How else wouldthelespotism and tyranny be forever left behiimd?
his article ‘Ocherki Anglii i Frantsii,” Chicherinuggested that Russia learned from the Engliskeraysi
build a society which respected the rule of law ealded publicity. He argued that publicity conggd
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the basis of all public life in England, and thiatérved as the most reliable buttress of the taglar. As a
consequence, it was difficult for English officidts conceal their abuses, since ‘every Englishneamds
on guard, thinking himself the natural guardiatheflaws of his fatherland, and each violatiorheiht he
brings before the court of public opinion (Chichegited in Hamburg, 1992: pp. 168-69). Chichegn b
lieved that one reason for the sorry state of iggal Russia was the suppression of public opinidrich,
in his view, had contributed to the spread of lasteess and capriciousness. Without a free pubhiop
the law, which should defend the people, serveyd asla means for enriching officials and the posver
trusted to the authorities became an instrumeoppfession (Chicherin, 1857b: pp .88-90). Chichedas
convinced that if public opinion was equally valuedRussia as it was in England, it would be pdesib
eliminate the innumerable abuses ‘now hidden utigecover of darkness’ so that fair verdicts arekdy
trials could be guaranteed. Publicity would prof@aintiffs and defendants against oppression andwe-
age judges to render just verdicts. Furthermorbligity would elevate the judiciary in the eyeshufth
government and people to its ‘rightful place’ as ohthe most important branches of governmeradth-
tion, Chicherin believed that the daily spectadlérial and punishment would nurture in the citizea
respect for rights and legality that, in his vievas the ultimate basis of rational public life katich was
unfortunately declining in contemporary Russiadilip. 125).

Chicherin’s ideas about education were also verghniarmed by his desire to turn Russia into a
modern nation-state. In the liberal program, hkeddbr the liberalization of education. Only byyiding
a public education could the government integlaegpeople; only by making education independeriticou
the people be trained to take an active part mifay public opinion and work for the common gooé- R
grettably, the Russian government had not redls#dhe state benefited from the largest posailneber
of educated people. Neither had it understood doessity of academic freedom and so, education was
curtailed by a number of prohibitions. This, Chithevarned, held negative consequences both for the
possible modernisation of Russia and for her iatéynal status. A state with a government that egged
education was doomed to backwardness, becauseiedueas the backbone of the modern state. More-
over, such a government would never gain anyomsgect, especially not that of enlightened cowtrie
To counter this negative development Chicherineadidar the importance of academic freedom. Hedstate
that scholarship had to develop independent ofitivernment and that education should be basedb-on li
eral principles. The government’s attempt to cérdaholarship was futile because science and tise ar
were free by nature. They did not ‘bend to the gawvent’s prescriptions.” The government might very
well destroy them, but could not ‘direct them inaatbitrary fashion (lbid: pp. 100-104, 124).

Chicherin especially objected to the disregardséience visible in the government’s attitude to-edu
cation and scholarship. He argued that this apprbad disastrous consequences for Russia’'s economic
development and ability to compete with the powestates of Europe. The government’s disregard for
science was reflected in the primitive conditiorinofustry in Russia. As industry could not get glavith-
out science and science could not get along witioertty, there could be no industrial growth witiho
liberalism. Thus, liberty was the first requiremémtthe successful development of industry, batamby
because it promoted science. Industrial growthireduan active, energetic population and freedoon pr
vided the opportunity for people to use their eiesrgnd talents in the most profitable way. Withigut
there would be no entrepreneurial spirit. Chichepplied similar reasoning in his criticism of slern.
Maintenance of Russia’s international position desea intensified industrial activity, but serfdooutd
only diminish the productivity of labour and indystit constituted an obstacle to any improvemerag-
riculture. It diverted from work a significant piamn of the people’s energies. It suppressed pojmitéa-
tive and independence and so undermined populastmolisness. Only liberty could produce active cit
zens, integrated in the state with a concern ferctimmon good (Chicherin, 1856: pp. 127-229; Herzen
and Ogarev, 1856: pp. 22-4).

Chicherin complained that the conservative ideoladgpted by the government generated ruinous
restrictions for industry and trade, and it desttbyrivate credit without which commercial exchange
were impossible. What was needed was a systemvefrgoent that would not hamper commercial ex-
changes. This entailed establishing the rule of Twe civic liberties that were needed to turn passub-
jects into active citizens, who stimulated indastgrowth, had to be legally safeguarded againgeme
mental interference. In order to mobilize the pedpltake part in the economy and in the modeiaizat
process in general, they needed both civic licedred an independent sphere. When, as in contemppora
Russia, the government’s presence was felt in eagggct of daily life, legal protection against adstra-

214



Liberalism and Nationalism ...

tive arbitrariness became vital (Chicherin, 185t:91-5, 103-4). Chicherin’s illustration of thebitrary
despotism prevailing in Russia feels oddly familiar

[Olne might assume that government is establisbethé benefit of the governed, but in reality it
turns out to exist solely for the benefit of thiers who constitute a bureaucratically organisegaration
based on the principle of mutual assistance inrdbbery and oppression of their subjects (Chicherin
1857b: pp. 89-90).

This was the old-fashioned system that ChicherintechRussia to leave behind so that she could
enter the modern world of nation-states. To thi &@e put his faith in liberalism. Through libesali, he
held, individuals from all social estates wouldter@nd shape a powerful public opinion for charhigel:(
pp. 111-12).

\Y

In this article | have argued that to early Ruséilaegrals, and to Chicherin in particular, libesai
served a specific purpose. It was not only vpéd se but served to instigate a process of nation-imgjld
which he believed was a prerequisite for the madation of Russia. Hence, Chicherin believed that t
realization of his proposed reforms was not onligied for the liberalisation of Russia. They wesseantial
for the future of Russia as a great European pdulegralism, nationalism, and modernity were alkéd
together in Chicherin’s thought. The significanéesstoring Russia’s great power status is evidiEatdy
in his first political article, written in 1855. IH& he is deeply concerned with how the mighty Russ
which before 1853 ‘stood at the very summit ofjitsry and power’ and decided ‘all European question
in 1855 suddenly ‘tumbles from the height of itsveo’ is humiliated ‘and sees before itself thegiwhen
it will be a second-class European power’ (Chicheiied in Hamburg, 1992: p. 119). Chicherin formu-
lated his reforms in the context of the Crimeanag&h) presenting the ruling elite with two cleatiaps.
Either the government realized the need for refpong chose to disregard this historical oppadtjufor
change. In the first case, Russia’s might and ghayld be restored together with her major rol&uimo-
pean politics. In the second case, the country dvetdgnate completely, military, economically, poli
cally, and culturally. Chaos, instability and pgrhi@ven revolution would follow. As a consequeRtss-
sia would lose its power and influence. It woulddiee a second rate European power. It would bedorc
to humiliate itself before other states and, if stmame to worst; it would lose its political indegence,
its sovereignty® Chicherin presented his liberal reforms as a wWagoanteracting this destructive devel-
opment. He believed that liberalism was of vital@grn to Russia’s national interest, i. e., tostinival of
the state. That is why Russian liberals were adsaots.

Not es

" Cratbs panee nmy6ukoBanach B Nations and Nationalisr8, no. 4 (2012): 701-718.

! See G. HoskindRussia and the Russians: A Hist¢@ambridge, MA, 2001) for similar arguments.

2 The shaping of citizens from above can be compaitidsimilar policies in the Ottoman Empire.

% The fear of revolution was something they heldammon with other contemporary European liberaih@6, 2003
and Lyons, 2006).

“ Kavelin directed particularly harsh criticism aggtiwhat he saw as Chicherin’s defence of thesstata (Hamburg,
1992).

® For studies on (early) Russian liberalism, seentasitsch, 1957; Fischer, 1958; Hammer, 1962; Titake, 1972;
Field, 1973; Offord, 1985; Roosevelt, 1986; Sclgd©87; A. Walicki1992; G. M. Hamburg, 1992998; Pipes,
2005; Kitaev; 1972; Zorkinl975; Prilenskii; 1995; Osipov, 1996; Pustarnakog Khudushina, 1996; Shelokhaev,
1998; Itenberg and Shelokhaev, 2001; Arslanov, 22004.

® Chicherin modified his negative views of the aisacy during the 1860s. See Hamburg, 1992, pp3136

" He reiterated this criticism in a more persontcit directed at Herzen in a letter publishedtokol 1 Dec 1858.
Kavelin strongly disapproved of Chicherin’s disresiful treatment of Herzen.

& While Aileen Kelly, and to a certain extent Evgémimpert, has taken a rather hostile approacthioh@rin, Gary
Hamburg expresses a more balanced opinion.

® See Leonard Schapiro, 1967 for the link betweseradiism and nationalism. Chicherin was not alonying to
combine liberalism and nation-building in Russiakihail Katkov, for example, expressed similar idégse Renner,
2003. In this article Renner argues that Chichedn in favour of popular sovereignty. However, thigs not some-
thing he believed in until late in life.

19 Chicherin believed that progress woslcentuallylead to the shaping of a liberal Russian staterevhitizens were
given political rights, since modernity demandéety, but the people had to be educated first.
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1| ike Turkey, Russia was a non-Western and a nimizb state, but in the Russian case this dichmezin that ques-
tions of cultural distinctiveness were irrelevaih the contrary, they were highly relevant.

12 This criticism aimed at the aristocrats is in fiatilar to the one expressed by the Russian Stalesyin the 1840s
(Rabow-Edling, 2006).

13 His disregard for questions of ethnicity did natyent him from opposing Russification policiegtat

14 Chicherin discussed this idea in connection with debate among Russian intellectuals concernagnrits of
centralised versus decentralised government (QtimgH&858b: 223-24).

151n 1855 Kavelin also warned that a possible outcofra revolution for Russia was lost independéKeselin, 36-
37).
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JUBEPAJIN3M U HAIIMOHAJIN3M B ITIOJJUTUYECKOMN MBICJIA
POCCUM: BOPUC YNYEPUH KAK IIPEJACTABUTEJIb
MOJAEPHUCTCKOI'O HAITMOHAJIU3MA

Oxonuanvie KpbeiMckoli BOWHBI M Havano napctBoBaHus Asekcanzapa |l cozmanum ycmoBus mist cy-
LIECTBEHHBbIX MEpEMEH B MHTEJUIEKTyanbHOM JaHqwadre mmmeparopckoii Poccuu. C ogHOM CTOPOHBI,
BO3HHUKJIM HOBbIE IUIOLIAJKU Ul CPAaBHUTEJBHO OTKPBITOrO M MAacCOBOr0 OOCY)KIEHMS MOJUTHUECKHX
npo6sem. C Apyrol CTOpPOHBI, MACOJIOTMUECKOE OCMBICIIEHHE BOEHHOTO TMOPAXKEHHS TOJIKAIO MHTEJUIeK-
TyaJlOB K BOCHPUATHIO yTBEprKAAroLlelcad Ha 3anaje MOJENIM HAlHMOHAIBHOIO rOCyJapcTBa KaK OITH-
MaJIbHOHM (OpMBI CyLIECTBOBaHMs nojauTHyeckoro coodiectsa. [loscemectno B EBpone n CLLA Hanumo-
HaJIbHOE TOCYAapCTBO BOCIPUHMMAJIOCH KAaK MIACAIbHBIM MHCTPYMEHT AJI MHTErpalMy IpaxiaH B MOIM-
THYeCKOe COOOIIECTBO M KaK ClIeCTBUE MOOMIU3ALMU Mace 11 «oOuero aena». C 3Toi TOUKH 3peHus,
rpakJaHCKHe MpaBa M HE3aBUCUMOE TPaKAaHCKOe OOIIECTBO MHTEPIPETUPOBATIMCH KaK HEOOXOIUMBbIE
YCJIOBHS [UTSl TIOJIEPKAHUS JISTHTUMHOCTH TPAJMLIMOHHBIX PEXHUMOB, a JIMOepaibHble peopMbl — Kak
WHCTPYMEHT (hOpMHUpPOBaHUS JIOSUTHHBIX U MATPHOTHYHBIX WIEHOB rOCY1apCTBa.

HmenHO Takol LiesIbIO 3a/1aJ10Ch POCCHUICKOE MPAaBUTEBCTBO, LIOKUPOBAHHOE MO30PHBIM MOpaKe-
HueM B BoiiHe. Kak ormeuan P. [laiinc, nmbepanbhbie pedopmbl Anekcanapa Il mpusBaHbl OblM mpeBpa-
TUTb MACCUBHBIX MOAJAHHBIX B AKTUBHBIX MPAXKIAaH M BBICTYNAIM COCTABHOM YacCThIO IUIaHA 10 CO3AAHMIO
«HALMKW» CBEPXY W MPEOAOJICHUIO TPAAULIMI OIOpPOKPATHYECKOrO AECTIOTH3MA M APUCTOKPATHYECKUX MPH-
Biernid. Takum o6pazom, GpopMUpoBaHHE HALMU-TOCYJAPCTBA ObLIO TECHO CBSI3aHO C pa3BUTHEM JMbe-
palM3Ma M MOJISpHM3ALMEH TPaaMIMOHHOTO OOIIECTBA, W 3Ta TPOMCTBEHHAs CBA3b — HALMOHAIN3M—
MbepaIn3M—MOAEPHU3ALMS —JISKUT B OCHOBE JaHHOTO MCCIIeIOBAHMS.

Kak u3BectHO, paHHMi poccuiickuii TOepaau3M JOCTaTOUHO OCTOPOXKHO OTHOCHIICS K HApOJOBIIa-
CTHIO, PACCUUTBIBAsI CKOpPEe Ha rOCYIapCTBO M COTPYAHMUYECTBO C HUM, YEM HA MHCTUTYTbI MOJMTHYECKOMN
nemokpatuu. Mcropudeckuii MOMEHT — npoBezieHne Benmkix pedopm cBepxXy — OaronpusTcTBOBaj BO3-
HUKHOBEHHUIO CUTYallMH, B KOTOPOH JuOepaibl MO3MLUMOHMPOBaKM ce0si JOOPOHPABHBIMHM MAaTPUOTAMM.
ITono6Has xapakrepuctuka 6e3ycnoBHo nogouria 61 1 bopucy UnueprHy, B3rs bl KOTOPOro CONPOTHB-
JISIFOTCS PyOpUKALMKU B MPUBBIYHBIX HAEOJIOMMYECKUX TAKCOHOMMUSIX. 3a7aua CTaTbH, OTHAKO, COCTOUT HE B
BBISICHEHUH TOr0, ObUT T YnuepuH IrbepaioM Wik KOHCEpBaTOPOM, a B aHAIK3€ TOro, KaKoe MECTO B €ro
MOJIUTUYECKHX BO33PEHUSX 3aHMMalla KOHLEMLMsS HAalMOHAJIM3Ma Kak WHCTPYMEHTa MOJEPHHU3AaLMH U
MPEOJIONEHNsT OTCTANIOCTH. TeopeTHUECKHii KOHTEKCT MOAOOHBIX B3[JISI0B MOXKHO HAaWTW B KOHLETLIMM
«MOZEPHHUCTCKOTO HAaLMOHAIM3Ma», MPEIIOKEHHOH A. AKMaHOM sl aHalIW3a MIEOJOTMYECKON CHTya-
uuu B Typuum.

Tomukom 111 TeopeTHUecKuX MocTpoeHuit Ynuepuna mociysknna KpeiMckas BoiHa, MokazaBiuasi,
M0 €ro MHEHHIO, HECTIOCOOHOCTh KOHCEPBATHBHOTO TMPABUTENILCTBA OOECTIEUMTh MACCOBYIO MHTEIUIEKTY-
aTbHYI0 M BKOHOMHUECKYIO TIOJIEp KKy HacesneHus. Ho, He coenquHuB 3¢p(heKTHBHOCTB TOCYAapcTBa ¢ Mac-
COBOM MOJIMTHYECKONM aKTUBHOCTBIO Hapoja, PoccHs He CMOXET OCTaBaThCsl KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHON Ha
MEeXIyHapoaHo! apeHe. Tem He meHee, UnyepuH He cuUMTall BO3MOXKHBIM MPEAOCTABUTh HAPOAY MPaBO
y4acTusi B MPUHATUM TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX PELLIEHHUH, MPEeAIoKIB B3aMEH IpakIaHCKHUe NpaBa, KOTOpble Obl
HOJHUIM «IyX Hapofa». OTMeuas GecrpelieleHTHYtO /11 EBporbl c1abocTh IpaskIaHCKOro caMOCO3Ha-
HUS B Poccru, OH CBS3BIBAJI €€ ¢ MOJMTHYECKOH MHAM((PEPEeHTHOCTBIO MOUIaHHBIX MMITepaTopa K «o0-
LieMy Jefy» W Ipeasiarai ee npeoJosieTb MyTeM CO3JaHus TOMOTEHHOIO HalMOHAIBHOrO rocyaapceTea. B
€ro MpeJICTaBIEHUH 3TO He MPOTUBOPEUMIIO MPHUPO/IE MHOTOHALMOHATIBHOW UMIIEPHH, KaKOBOH SBIIsIach
uapckas Poccus. J{ns Unuepuna, kak v 1j1s1 O0JIbLIMHCTBA €BPOIEHCKHUX JTMOEPanoB ero 3MoXH, KyJabTyp-
HbI€ ¥ STHUUYECKHE Pa3iiMuMsl UIMEIM BTOPOCTENIEHHOE 3HAaU€HHE M0 CPaBHEHUIO C MPaBOBOM Cpeioi U crc-
TEeMOM rpakJaHCKHUX Mpas, noaTomy Poccus npeacrasnsiach eMy Kak yKe BeCbMa FOMOT€HHOE KYJBTYp-
HOE TeJO C €IMHCTBEHHBIM OTHOCUTENIEHO BaXKHBIM UCKJIFOUEHHEM B BHIE Y KpauHBbI.

Wneonornveckas araka UnveprHa Oblia HarpaBiieHa MPOTHB JBOPSHCKUX MPHUBUIIETHH, ¢ OTHOM
CTOpPOHBI, M OecTIpaBHsl KPETMOCTHBIX KPECThSH — C IPYTOM, YTO HO He «CHU3Y», a TIPU TOCPEICTBE TOCY-
JapcTBa, KOTOPOe OH MOJ Tere/bsSHCKUM BIMSHUEM CUMTAl BOIUIOLIEHHEM OOLIEHApOJHOrO MHTepeca.
BTopbIM 1m1arom kK HalMOHAIBEHOMY TOCYIApCTBY JOJKHO OBLIO CTaTh JapOBaHHME MpakIaHCKUX TPaB BCe-
My HacesleHHto nmriepur. ITockonbKy npaBo npenmonaraeT 00s3aHHOCTb, UIMEHHO CBOOOHBIN YesTOBEK B
3aKOHOMEPHOM rOCyapcTBe, B €ro NpeAcTaBieHuH, Oy1eT 0CO3HaBaTh CBOIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a «obLiee
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7510 1 OJ1arocoCTOsSTHUE BCEro rocyiapeTsa; cBodoza moposknaeT narpuotism. M, Haobopor, uieHHbIe
IPaKIAHCKMX TIPaB JIFOAM He BUJIEN cMbIcsia paboTaTth Ha Oaro rocyaapceTsa, YTo IMEHHO U MPOUCXOH-
710 B nopedopmeHHoit Poccun.

Yo e MpaKTHYEeCKH MpearnosaraeT JapoBaHue TpaskIaHckux ceodbon? s esporneiickoro smbepa-
J1a 3TO, MpeXkae Bcero codoay crosa. CBoOoa MyOIMYHOTO BBICKAa3bIBAHHS CBOEH MO3ULIMK M OTKPBITHIE
nebatbl MO MOJMTHYECKUM BOMpOcaM MpeACTaBIsuid i UnueprHa BayKHEHILME MHCTPYMEHTBI TpaHC-
thopmaumu Poccun B coBpeMeHHOE HaLMOHAIBHOE TOCYAAPCTBO, KOTOPOE JEPIKUTCS Ha JOBEPUU K HEMY
rpakziaH v Ha aTMocdepe, B KOTOPOH JIFOM OLIYIIAIOT 3HAUMMOCTh CBOETO MHEHHMS 1 CBOEH JINUHOCTH 1S
npasuTeneil. bonee Toro, 6e3 cBoOOABI ClIOBa HEBO3MOXKHO OOECMEUUTH MPO3PAYHOCTh MOJUTHUECKUX
TMPOLIECCOB M PEXHMM 3aKOHHOCTH B TOCYAapCTBe.

Takum o6pazoM, U1 paHHUX POCCHHCKKX JIMOepasioB, B YacTHOCTH, A1 b. UnueprHa, mubepanmusm
ObIT BakeH He caM 1o cebe Kak MAeoJIoruyecKast MpoeKIys MOJIMTUYECKUX LEHHOCTeH, HO KaKk MHCTPY-
MEHT MojiepHHU3alK Poccru mocpeacTBOM CO3aHUsl HALIMOHAIBHOTO TocynapcTea. MoTHBOM ero Teope-
THUYECKHUX TMOCTPOCHUIA Oblila ropeyb nopakeHus: B KpbIMCKO# BoliHe W Oco3HaHME Toro, 4to Oe3 Jrbe-
pasibHO# pedhopmbl Poccust OyneT nmpomomkaTh CTarHUpOBaTh KAk BOGHHAS JIeprkaBa, a Takke Kak HKOHO-
MUU€ecKasi U KyJIbTypHas CUJIa, OTXO/ Ha 3a/IHUH TJTaH MUPOBOW MOJIMTUKH, TEPSsk CyBEPEHUTET U UyBCTBO
COOCTBEHHOT'O JOCTOMHCTBA.
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