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I. RUSSIA, AN AILING NATION
A population with an inadequate conception of God 

shall also have an inadequate State, 

An inadequate Government, inadequate laws













Hegel

"We are living in a sick society", "Russia is an ailing nation" ‑ these assertions are being heard more and more often.


However, hardly anyone has sought to make an diagnosis of the condition, as this would mean facing up to the fact that it is affecting not only, and not so much, the State and the economy, but the Russian people themselves. The adoration of the people as a form of idolatry is the key impediment to an honest and bold process of self‑assessment.


The pace of reforms, the performance of the new economic and political models and the progress achieved on the road to development ‑ all of these factors are determined to a great extent by the state of the population itself, its mentality, its conscience. Neither the German model, nor the Swedish model, nor the Latin American model can be organically and integrally transposed into Russia. An honest assessment reveals a series of unattractive sides to the Russian character:


‑ self‑delusion and a refusal to repent


‑ a tendency to blame outside forces for one’s own misfortunes


‑ a tendency to both kowtow to and despise authority


‑ irrationalism as an alternative to culture


‑ envy of the wealthy and equality proclaimed in poverty.


By perpetrating for decades a veritable genocide of the people: through the physical destruction of the representatives of culture (the nobility), of spirituality (the priests), of the entrepreneurial spirit (the middle classes), of the work ethic (the well-to-do  peasant farmer) and of the intellectual spirit (scholars, writers), the contribution of the communist dictatorship to the construction of this mentality has been fundamental. 


However, the causes of all the ills suffered by Russia have much deeper roots.  The people destroyed religion by their own hands, and by the hands of their descendants, forgetful of their own roots, and this means the people's faith was fragile. 

Russian society, and particularly the intelligentsia, began to reject religious belief already in the 19th century. Both the Revolution and the events it spawned were but a result of a spiritual crisis. As a result, all reform programmes are doomed to failure unless they address the fundamental factor: the spiritual basis of society. As far as we are concerned, this basis is Christianity in all its moral and cultural dimensions and its religious depth.


Today, at a time when Christianity has only just begun its process of renewal and democracy is only beginning to emerge,

we, Christian Democrats of Russia,

see our country in the Third millenium, as

Christian Russia and democratic Russia. 

II. CHRISTIAN RUSSIA

RUSSIA’S CHRISTIAN PREDESTINATION


The rechristianisation of Russia is a natural and inevitable process that is unfolding independently of anyone’s volition. The task of the intelligentsia is to recognise the beneficicial nature of this process, to understand its meaning and to give it new impetus.


The moral and spiritual void is now felt in all sections of society.  Most people believe it is related solely to the collapse of Communist ideology.  Voices are being raised calling for a kind of new ideology, reflecting the historical experience, to be created and established in Russia.


No human speculative structure (ideology, legislation, political system, economic blueprint) can be viable if it is not in harmony with the natural laws or (in religious terms) if it contradicts God’s laws.


We are not inventing or discovering anything new. We are merely convinced that the only ideology capable of binding Russian society together can only be based on the Christian faith.


Two thousand years ago Christ was crucified on the cross.


Shortly afterwards, eleven of his disciples had been slaughtered. Three centuries later, the teaching of Jesus Christ had spread throughout the Roman Empire. Billions of people today belong to the Christian faith. Throughout the two millennium, people have tried time and time again to discover or artificially create a non‑religious basis for a system of morality and all of these attempts have ended in failure.


Isolated from Europe for several generations by the Iron Curtain, we have not yet realised that European civilisation is first and foremost a Christian civilisation. Although the religiousness of Europeans and Americans may not be obvious at first sight, the Christian spirit and the Christian system of morality does pervade European and American societies.


The destruction of religion in Russia, pursued for decades by the Communist totalitarian state, turned the country into a spiritual desert, but neither the massacres, nor the destruction of churches and icons, nor the constant stream of anti‑religious propaganda proved able to extirpate it completely. The Russian language has retained the words it owes to the Church, Russian culture has retained myriads of spiritual treasures bequeathed to it by illustrious masters. The Russian Orthodox Church has  survived as an institution and the dramatic increase in the number of parishes in the early 1990s is but the external manifestation of the renaissance of Christianity apparent in all sections of society.

NOT A RESTORATION, A RENAISSANCE

When speaking of spiritual renaissance we do not have in view a restoration, that is, a replica of the State Church system that existed prior to 1917.


To restore that system is simply impossible, for what is involved in not a work of art, a human creation, but the spiritual state of a huge nation. To speak of the restoration of a way of life, constantly changing, evolving under the influence of internal and external factors and beholden to known and unknown laws, would be absurd and irresponsible. It is just as irresponsible to speak of re‑establishing the legal, political and economic relations that existed prior to the Revolution. To idealise the past, separated from us by a whole century, by speculating on the nostalgia for an ideal world lying deep down within us all, is extremely dangerous and tantamount to creating a new idol.


To talk of a restoration means avoiding a frank and bold assessment of the pre‑revolutionary system and opting for a unilateral approach. Even if an assessment of the political and economic aspects of pre‑revolutionary Russia does provide some useful pointers in the search for the road that present‑day Russia should follow, more important still are the analysis of what happened in the religious life of Russia, the awareness of the tragic experience of Russian Orthodoxy.


The fault of the Russian intelligentsia, which started with criticism of the Orthodox Clergy to end with atheism, is obvious, and in this many were involved. There is never just one culprit.


Receiving Christianity from Byzantium, Russian Orthodoxy had retained its traditions and above all its relationship with the State.


The status of a State religion inevitably implies subjection to State constraints, it places the Church in a position of subservience and transforms it into something akin to a State Ministry for Religious Affairs. Citizens also experience violence when their membership of a Church parish and ecclesial discipline is used as a public demonstration of their allegiance to the State (it will be recalled that under the imperial system, all civil servants were compelled to provide a certificate of communion each year). This situation has a demoralising effect on the clergy, which has no need to fight for each single soul, to become involved in missionary activities.


It is normal that each State should seek to safeguard its identity and set its face against other States. In Europe, this tendency was to a certain extent counterbalanced at different periods of history by the aspiration of the Christian Churches to unity. In Russia, however, the country’s isolation from Europe only served to favour the later division of the Churches. In contravention of the evangelical precepts and notwithstanding the liturgical prayers for the unity of all the Churches, isolationism, the rejection of European Christianity, was preached on all sides, the different and exceptional nature of Russian Orthodoxy was asserted.  “Holy Russia”, "Third Rome”, “Chosen People” ‑ all these self‑proclaimed titles are the fruit of self-delusion and akin to absurd slogans such as “Long live the Soviet people, the builders of Communism”.


The ultra‑conservatism and self‑imposed isolation practised in all the spheres of Orthodox life led to the consolidation within the Orthodox Church of elements of ritualism, paganism and superstition. Services that had remained unchanged for centuries became more and more opaque to the faithful, by becoming transformed into abstract theatricalised acts. A gulf opened up between the religious and non‑religious spheres of life, the religious culture of the people weakened. The crisis of Orthodoxy had become a reality by the end of the 19th century. The Church found itself incapable of withstanding the atheism of destructive revolutionaries.


As far as the contemporary Orthodox Church is concerned, therefore, restoration offers no opportunities. Fortunately, its most clear‑sighted representatives fully understand this, which cannot be said of numerous priests belonging to the parish clergy who favour conservative attitudes and go along with the wishes of the less cultivated and most superstitious members of their congregations.


Those of us who belong to the Orthodox faith, while critical of the isolationist attitudes displayed by some parties, reject the “fundamentalist” attempts to label them “foreign” and exclude them from the Orthodox community. We believe in the enormous potential of an Orthodox Christianity freed from temporal stratifications and reunited with the universal Christian movement.


Firm supporters of the need to promote evangelical relations with all Christian creeds and of freedom of conscience, we nonetheless look to the Protestant Churches to refrain from an unseemly competition to win converts. The constant increase in the number of independent religious organisations gainsays the very idea of uniting all the Churches. The assurance displayed by some self-confident preachers induces not only reactions of rejection against them but also against Christianity as a whole.


The renaissance of Christianity naturally encompasses both the form of belief already existing among the people and the influence of the whole of the Christian world.

RELIGION AND POLITICS


While placing great emphasis on faith and Church‑related issues, and cooperating in the process of the conversion of Russia, the CDU is neither a religious organisation nor a Christian lay association, but a political party.  We have no aspirations to take over the Church’s missionary role.


Our membership is not a reflection of a common faith but a commitment to common values. Some of us call them universal values, others God’s commandments.


In our dealings with people, we are often compelled to acknowledge our religious convictions, but we do not demand that everyone accept them literally. For those who are still non‑believers, let these concepts be understood as metaphors for the high ideals specific to each human being.


At first sight crystal‑clear, these principles have nonetheless been a stumbling block for many. Since its inception eight years ago, the Christian-Democrat movement in Russia has had to overcome numerous obstacles of this type.


Calls used to be made to allow only believers to join the CDU.


The political forum then became transformed into a pulpit for righteously delivering sermons peppered with quotations from the Gospel. Political candidates sometimes sang hymns during television debates.


The blessing of the religious authority became the standard of the electoral campaign.  Party meetings turned into theological debates. Disagreements, fuelled by the disunity of the Churches and their internal conflicts, spilled over into the political arena. Journalists were eager to highlight all of these incidents and took a delight in counting the number of Orthodox Christians or Protestants belonging to such and such a regional CDU organisation.


Unfortunately, certain Church officials also committed (and continue to commit) the same errors, by criticising the CDU for allowing membership to believers from different denominations.


All of these shortcomings and errors stem from the same objective cause: most CDU members are believers, assuming tasks connected with the defence of human rights in the name of freedom of conscience, performing practical tasks, connected with creating religious associations, restoring churches and undertaking missionary work. When joining the CDU, not all of them proved able to understand the fundamentally different nature of political action, and draw a clear line between political statements and religious sermons. The difficulty here revolves around the fact that active believers are really called upon to address problems concerning the Church’s destiny and they cannot but reflect these concerns in the work they perform for the CDU. We are constantly seeking ways of overcoming this difficulty.


We are often told: “You claim to assume the role of a people’s party and yet you call yourselves Christian Democrats. In doing so, you automatically turn away Muslims, Jews and other religions”. This is an error resulting from the same confusion. We call ourselves Christian-Democrats because:

-
our concept of humanity is a Christian one and this is essential for us;

‑
we live in a Russian‑speaking country, where all citizens have access to Russian culture, of which the roots are Christian;

‑
it is Christianity which formulated in their entirety the ideas that are now described as universal values.

People who join the CDU are not asked what their religion is, so anyone sharing our political opinions can join our party, even though they belong to another religion. Our aim of becoming a People’s Party in due course does not reflect any plan to invest our movement with a totalitarian ideology.


In fact, only atheists tend to ask questions about our relationship with other religions. Genuine Jews, Muslims or Buddhists also suffered from the same State oppression and therefore understand us perfectly.


We recognise the impossibility of drawing upon the Holy Scriptures to establish a political platform. However, the Christian vision of the human being, the perception of his nature both created in the image of God and sinful, can lay the foundations for a responsible form of politics.


We assert that "human beings are created after the image of God", from which flows the first fundamental principle of Christian Democracy: Human beings are free and human beings are responsible.

THE CHRISTIAN ATTITUDE  

Towards human beings

The former Soviet citizen must now become a free and responsible citizen, and this process necessarily involves a formidable amount of self‑scrutiny. The conflict between the human being as the image of God and as a sinner acts as a constant stimulus for individuals to strive for perfection. No change is possible without inner change. Here is a clear instance of the privileged position of the believer: aware of his responsibility towards God and expecting judgement only from Him, he embarks upon this process of his own, without concerning himself with others, without paying attention to the mistakes of others. A lack of companions is no obstacle, for in the process of spiritual change there is no need for collective enterprise.


Collectivism was impressed upon Soviet citizens as being one of the highest virtues.  Initially reflecting genuinely positive feelings towards friends, comrades, collectivism inevitably results in a loss of individuality, a weakening of personal responsibility, in a servile dependency on the people around one. It is but a short distance from the concept of the “collectivity” to that of the “crowd”.


At the same time, we can find no satisfaction in selfish individualism: all human beings are answerable not only to themselves but also to those around them, to society. The common good, social obligations, civic virtues ‑ all of these form part of Christian-Democrat values.


By acknowledging freedom as the supreme value, the human being also recognises the right of others to freedom. Answering for his own conduct before his own conscience and before God, a human being is entitled to expect responsible behaviour from others. In so doing, the individual takes account of human imperfection, and thus refrains from expecting too much from others.

Towards the family

For us, the family is the corner-stone of society. It is the place where individuals feel protected, discover the meaning of love and concern, and form their first conception of the world and society, develop their capacities, recognise the ties between generations. Love and tolerance, expectation and independence, closing generation gaps, sacrificing personal interests and habits, if need be, to facilitate confidence and love within the family ‑ all of these are derived from Christian morality.


We favour every form of State support for the family: for housework to be treated as productive work, for a substantial level of child benefit, for a differentiated and socially weighted system of taxation taking account of the size of the family. We are in favour of retaining the public crèche system, guaranteeing each child entitlement to a place in a crèche, of grants for families that do not use crèches.


We want society to acknowledge its responsibility towards the life of each infant to be born. A proper system of care should be established for pregnant women, there must be no unwanted children.


When asserting the principle of the independence of families, we nonetheless recognise the problems faced by disadvantaged families and those unable to raise their own children.  The authorities should be allowed to ignore a family’s right to privacy only in extreme cases, when a child’s rights are being infringed. However, society cannot remain aloof when a child assimilates early on within a family asocial and hostile tendencies that reflect the law of the jungle. Social institutions prepared to exert an influence on the upbringing of such children are almost non‑existent today, but their creation is indispensable. In this context, the Church’s involvement seems desirable, and the time‑honoured self‑sacrificing attitude of the Russian teaching profession, indispensable. It will be necessary to benefit from the experience of crèches and youth clubs, which must have a sound moral basis and be subject to social supervision.

Towards property

A proper attitude towards property and a clear legal environment for related issues calls for a firm moral basis. This is a highly sensitive issue in Russia, as perceptions have been completely distorted by 70 years of so‑called “social property”.


The people long ago realised that the concept of “social property” was a falsehood, and coined cynical sayings: “If it is public, it belongs to no‑one” or “you’re in charge, you’re not a guest, at work anything you may steal". A double standard in relation to stealing was common in large sections of the population: “It is wrong to steal from an individual but not from the State”. Many people have acquired the habit of stealing, and it will take more than privatisation alone to eliminate this form of dishonesty, even though it is one of the best ways forwards. The inviolability of property is a key value that should be taught from infancy. 


The concepts of wealth and poverty also touch upon another moral issue. The Communist egalitarian concept, which boils down to “the expropriation of the expropriators", required an ideological grounding. Towards this end, Communist propaganda pointed to the Gospel’s alleged condemnation of wealth and praise of poverty. In fact, the aim of bringing people down to the same level is founded on envy, and envy is described by Christianity as a sin.


The human freedom we are seeking embraces the individual’s desire for success, for practical achievements. Success finds its expression in wealth, in the development and extension of a sphere of activity. Human beings are free in exercising their right to own property. Responsible and honest individuals who pay their taxes are primarily ensuring the continuity of their endeavours, which assume social importance. Responsible individuals express bonds of fellowship with the people around them, by providing succour to the needy, by freely earmarking resources for social purposes.


Among many "New Russians", the bond of fellowship is absent, whilst they blatantly flaunt their wealth against the background of an unacceptable level of poverty, thereby creating feelings of envy. The future generation of Russian entrepreneurs, having assimilated the concept of solidarity, will place its achievements at the service of society.


But there is luxury and luxury. When the Russian nobles and merchants of yore built magnificent residences, not only did they provide work for craftsmen and artists they also contributed to the creation of architectural masterpieces, promoted the development of the arts.


As a result of Communist propaganda, private property became anathema to the Soviet citizen, a symbol of oppression of man by man. Let us understand that the only genuine property is private property and it may be collectivised or nationalised only on a voluntary basis, or by legal constraints subject to compulsory compensation. Private property provides each individual with broad opportunities for independent decisions and consequently enhancing personal freedom. There have been numerous attempts throughout history to abolish private property but each has failed miserably. While the cost of the Bolshevik experiment is reckoned in millions of deaths and ruined lives, it brought only destruction and misery.

Towards pluralism

Its incapacity to forge a consensus, to establish dialogue, is the tragedy of our society.

”Those who are not with us are against us !” By surrounding this slogan with a romantic aura and enshrining it in art and literature, the Bolsheviks have corrupted the Russian social conscience for a long time to come.


Hostility, suspicion, a pathological need to denigrate absolutely everything, an inability and refusal to understand the other person’s point of view ‑ such are the traits of the Soviet citizen.


Tolerance, an eagerness to establish dialogue, an ability to listen to the opinions of others ‑ these are the qualities of the Christian and the qualities that all responsible individuals strive to cultivate.

Towards the State

We must all overcome our servile attitude towards the State. The Communist State regarded individuals as slaves, whose lives are regulated from the cradle to the grave. The Soviet citizen in turn perceived the State with a slave mentality : the State was revered, hated secretly, and this attitude always assumed a pseudo‑religious, or more precisely, pagan character.


The citizen’s pagan attitude towards the State is still evident today to a great extent.  As before, people look to the State not only for protection but as a system for catering for all material needs. It is also expected to provide instruction and advice for all social situations and to regulate all spheres of activity.


What is serious is the citizen’s continuing belief that the individual is unable to exert any influence on State policy‑making and as a result there is no point in taking part in the electoral process. Notwithstanding the evidence, there is a widespread inability to perceive the difference between voting for a single candidate under the Communist system and the 

alternatives offered by democracy. 


In our opinion, the State is the result of society’s attempt to organise itself, it serves to protect the freedom and dignity of the citizen. In order for the State to assume its role, citizens must refrain from demanding too much from it. An absolute principle must apply here : the State should deal only with tasks and problems that the citizen or a small group 

cannot deal with themselves. The local collectivity in turn should take responsibility only for issues citizens cannot address themselves. Matters the citizen can deal with alone or in cooperation with others should remain the citizen’s responsibility.


From this principle stem the State’s basic tasks:

‑
defending the fundamental rights of citizens and protecting them against possible abuse of power;

‑
protecting citizens against external and internal threats;

‑
protecting the weak and helping citizens cope with the different kinds of risks they are unable to deal with themselves;

‑
maintaining the law and order needed to ensure a normal community life; 

‑
maintaining the diversity of the social fabric and protecting minorities;

‑
safeguarding natural living conditions for us and future generations.


Wherever possible, social tasks should be performed not by the State but by free citizens. The individual’s civic duties as regards the State are respect for the law, due payment of lawful taxes and a responsible involvement in free elections.

THE INTELLIGENTSIA AND CHRISTIANITY 

    Before we discuss the intelligentsia, we first have to define the terminology, given the various shades of meaning attached to it. The intelligentsia may be defined as the social stratum which sees its duty in the spiritual and intellectual influence it exerts on society, irrespective of profession. Applying the principle: “If not me, then who ?” the intellectual (“intelligent”)  in fact becomes a preacher in all spheres of life.

    Professional preachers - the priests - were practically non‑existent during the Soviet era. In their stead were the professional propagandists working for the Communist pseudo‑religion. Seeking to oppose the official propaganda in one way or another, the intellectuals put across their point of view as best they could. It was not the word of God, but their statements did contain a foretaste of God.


The emergence of an intelligentsia in the 19th century was a purely Russian phenomenon because the Russian clergy, shut in within its own world, was unable to play its role of giving moral guidance to the people.


But the intelligentsia of the previous century did not confine itself to attacking the clergy.  With the extremism and intolerance specific to the Russian people, it rose against God.


Paradoxically, the intelligentsia’s external activity was strongly redolent of apostolicity.  The same enthusiasm for the people, the same internal fire, the same indefatigability, the same self‑denial. It is precisely this that explains the success of the Narodnichestvo (1) populist movement, the forerunner of the revolutionary movement. 

__________________________________

(1)

Narodnichestvo ("populism") was a social movement which agitated Russia from 1860 to 1895. A form of utopian socialism based on the peasant Commune (translator's note).


For a long time afterwards, into the nineties of our century, the idea of the revolutionary as a martyr for his or her ideal has fired the imagination of young people.  Dostoyevsky’s “The Possessed”(2) had by no means been read by everybody.


The Russian intelligentsia therefore turned their fire on God. Apostasy may have been its misfortune in the early days of the movement, but after the publication of the “Vekhi” (Landmarks) (3), it became its fault. Sergey Bulgakov, Nikolay Berdyayev, Pyotr Struve, Semyon Frank and before them Vladimir Solovyov, clearly signalled the dangers of switching from criticising the Church to apostasy, and the disastrous effects of nihilism for the country.  When looking now at the work of these Russian religious philosophers, we see that their ideas, rejected by society at the time, are just as valid as ever.


We recognise the truth of the great theories propounded by the Russian religious philosophers and we urge the intelligentsia to acknowledge them as well.  Russia’s tragic experience clearly shows where atheism leads as a social ideology.


This applies in particular to people professionally involved in teaching children and young people, people with access to the media and culture.  Very often these intellectuals unintentionally, but no longer without being aware of their huge responsibility for each word spoken in the public arena, sow the seeds of disbelief and atheism.  And the harvest in this case can only be spiritual void, cynicism, and an excessively long journey along the path to the Truth.

STATE AND CHRISTIANITY 

The separation of Church and State was achieved throughout the world at the cost of a bitter historical experience. We resolutely support the principle of the independence of the Church as regards all internal issues, its rights as a legal entity.  Nor is the State any longer beholden to the Church institutions and even less to a given confession.


At the same time, the juridical principle of the “separation of Church and State” is often regarded nowadays as indicative of complete mutual isolation from each other, a conflict of interests and the absence of obligations.


Most of those involved in the teaching profession, matters cultural and the media are non‑believers or know little about religious issues. They represent an obstacle to any religion‑related activities. They regard Christianity as something strange and out of tune with the “State line”. This has an effect on religious teaching issues, on the quality and number of materials illustrating religious themes in the media, on cultural programmes, on national festivals and other mass events.

_____________________________________________

(2)

"The Possessed: one of Dostoyevsky's major works. First published in 1871, it predicts how the revolution would reuslt not in freedom but in total tyranny (translator's note).

(3)

The "Vekhi": a collection of articles in which several authors with liberal and democratic leanings castigate the revolutionary movement. They included Berdyayev, Bulgakov, Struve and Frank, regarded as the harbingers of christian Democrat thinking in Russia (translator's note).



If nothing else, the State represented by its leaders and civil servants should recognise the real advantages to be gained from cooperating with the Church. The State in fact has never succeed in solving the problem of educating the individual and citizen.  Strictly speaking, it is not the function of the State, as the authorities have at their command nothing more than instruments for providing a legal framework and spreading 

information and these instruments are devoid of moral content. Even the national culture did not develop alone but was established through the efforts of intermediaries. Any real moral training must be provided in a way that directly or indirectly reflects the influence of the Church.


Believers are  citizens who are eager to obey the law and careful not to offend or mislead their neighbours. Since such citizens can only be of benefit to the State, the latter must encourage the Church to take part in any activities likely to make an impact on the education of the people.


Cooperation between the State and the Church should not be based on a system of “social command” and even less on administrative procedures.  The Church should not be regarded merely as one of the social institutions and thus required to accept orders on how to operate “from the point of view of the social needs of Russian society”. For the Church and its followers the Church is the body of Christ.


The State’s cooperation with the religious institution should pay heed to the genuine separation of the Church and devise a system for taking account of the interests of all denominations. The frequent attempts of politicians and civil servants to use the statements of individual churchmen to confer an "ideological legitimacy" to their position and surround it with an aura of infallibility present a real danger.



All these obstacles in the way of a positive relationship between the Church and the State can be overcome by only one means: religious instruction and greater competence of statesmen in religious affairs.


The relationship between the Church and State in Russia is, however, overshadowed by 

the events of recent history: the Russian State during the Soviet era was responsible for physically exterminating members of the Clergy and practising Christians, destroying church buildings and religious property.


The enormity of the crimes the Communist State committed against the Church is impossible to quantify. Hundreds of thousands of people who died for their faith, but they are only part of our dead and this is not what is at stake, they cannot be brought back to life. But there is still all the Church property to consider: the places of worship, real estate, icons, sacred vessels, bells. Much of this wealth was “used for the cause”, sold off and the proceeds put to work in the socialist industrialisation process. Those responsible for the pillaging are not unknown criminals. The operations were carried out by State officials under the terms of specific official decrees.


The Russian Federation has today been recognised as the heir of the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR), and this applies in particular to the country’s foreign economic relations. We see a need for responsibility for the debt owed to the Church to be recognised in law. What we are seeking is obviously not the immediate payment of compensation nor the immediate restoration of what property has remained intact.  What we are referring to is the legal recognition of proprietorial relationships and, more importantly, the State’s moral acknowledgement of this terrible debt.


Christian Russia is neither an utopia nor an illusion. This is the way in which we, Christian-Democrats, see our country through the crust of cynicism, vulgarity and irresponsibility which covers it. This is mirrored by the extraordinary wealth of Christian culture, the tragic experience of its rejection, the essentially Christian nature of every human being.


III. DEMOCRATIC RUSSIA


Only he is worthy of happiness and freedom,


who rises each day to their defence.





                                                         Goethe


RECOGNISING THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE PAST DECADE

Within the space of a year

The current political situation is somewhat rightly deemed to be a defeat for democracy, the revenge of the bureaucracy. Generally identified with the democratic process, the legislator is now in a state of paralysis nationally owing to failure of political groupings to form a majority and the impossibility of forging a compromise. At regional and local level, the legislative authority is nominal or non‑existent. The former Nomenklatura occupies the Executive structure everywhere, the causes reside both in the inertia of the previous period (technological obsolescence, worn‑out equipment, weak management) and in the price paid for the freedom we enjoy: the huge scale of structural reconstruction, the demise of the Soviet Union’s economic ties, prolonged inflation, the slow assimilation of the market ideology, the deliberate resistance of pro‑Communist forces.


Most voters have no time for causes. In their view, the people in power at a given  moment should always be blamed for low standards of living. This tends to put a question mark over the chances of the reformers being able to remain in power. The democratic institutions and market economy system established by the democrats are unlikely to be destroyed, unless possibly a fascist dictatorship should come to power. The economy is more likely to go through a period of hesitation, marked by an overall low rate of growth.


Disappointment in the achievements of democracy and the lack of a bold and clear‑sighted view of history may lead to failure.

Within a 10‑year period


The state of our people during the 1950s can be best described as a moral and political unity based on generalised mindlessness.


Twenty years elapsed between the process of destalinisation under Khrushchev and Gorbachov’s perestroika. Both were steps along the spiritual road.


It will be up to the historians to specify the chronology of the current reforms and provide names for the different stages of this era. Nonetheless, it is already evident that the month of March 1985 will be commemorated in a special way and that the term “perestroika” (with or without inverted commas) will stay. At that time, one thing was clear: the Soviet Tower of Babel was ready to collapse, even though it seemed indestructible to the vast majority of Soviet people: so well‑ordered its structures, so subtle the way in which the life of each citizen, each house, each activity was controlled.


And its collapse was inevitable, because from top to bottom it was based on untruth. Solzhenitsyn said it and more than a few thought it. A lie about the future earthly paradise of universal happiness, a lie about the property of the whole people, a lie about free elections, a lie about friendship between people, a lie about the moral and political unity of the people, a lie about history, and finally, a lie about God. The lie was bound to evaporate when it was no longer possible to continue blocking the Way, to hide the Truth and destroy the Life that irrepressible human conscience carries with it. God’s gift to humankind. The global information society being developed at the end of this century is too powerful to be resisted by borders, prison bars and human stupidity.


Of course, the totalitarian system also collapsed as a result of purely material causes, which brings to mind Lenin’s time‑honoured advice that was no longer heeded under Brezhnev:


“The productivity of labour is in the final analysis the most important factor for the victory of the new social regime”. It is easy to imagine the panic felt any convinced by Marxist who would have been privy to truthful information on hearing that productivity under the Socialist system, in its seventh decade of existence, was not only far lower than the capitalist output but was also declining in a number of cases. This, according to Leninist logic, was indicative of the inevitable victory of capitalism.


Many people today still fail to understand that the relative well‑being of the Russian people (according to Russian standards) of the 1970s was achieved through an unscrupulous and unrestrained policy of selling off our natural resources. During that period we were eating into the inheritance of our children and grandchildren. The sale of oil for hard currency provided a means of bridging the most yawning gaps in the budget and yet feeding the country still proved to be a difficult task. Many people nowadays have forgotten the empty shelves in stores throughout Russia, except in Moscow and Leningrad, the “sausage trains” (4), the compulsory belt‑tightening throughout the year.  As a result of a decline in oil prices, the depletion of resources and the cost of the war in Afghanistan, the old men in the Kremlin were compelled to hand over power to Gorbachov.  However, no‑one at the time was able to imagine the process this decision would set in motion.


A genuinely powerful and genuinely universal totalitarian system could not be dismantled in a smooth and deliberate way. It is pointless now to accuse anyone of embarking unconsciously on the path the country has followed since 1985. What happened had to happen.


Gorbachov sought to initiate changes in two main areas at the same time. The first was focused on the party apparatus (changing the cadres at the top of the party, bringing in his own people). This was necessary to avoid a repeat of what happened under Khrutshchev. The second involved the policy of “glasnost”.

____________________________________

(4)

Sausage trains: shelves in provincial stores were chronically empty, so people used to take the train to Moscow, Leningrad and other major cities to do their shopping (translator's note).  


Gorbachov offered his personal protection to publishers of newspapers and journals who

were willing to print something innovative, thereby transcending the limits of what was permitted.


The process was fairly sluggish but the pace of the Glasnost campaign was determined not so much by the resistance of the Nomenklatura as by the extent to which the readers themselves were prepared for the new environment.


January 1987: the first reference to the possibility of changing the voting system. This acted as a signal for all those intellectuals who wondered whether Gorbachov were trustworthy or not.


April 1987: the word “system” mentioned for the first time, as a result of which it was possible to talk of reforming the political and economic system and not just the composition of the leadership.


Summer 1988: the possibility of removing from the Constitution the chapter on the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) as the leading force is discussed.


January 1989: candidates in the elections refer to the mixed economy, which already implies private property.


Each of these small number of steps was an event in itself: before, all these concepts lay under total interdict. In truth, in the beginning was the Word.


It is difficult to regard the dissolution of the Soviet Union as one of the positive achievements of that time. It is moreover often forgotten that under the terms of the Soviet Union’s Constitution, the Soviet Republics were independent and entitled to leave the Union. In other words, the dissolution took place on a perfectly legal basis. The lie on paper was transformed into a tragedy in reality.


The first period of reforms which lasted from 1985 to 1991 was political in nature, had been prepared by the deterioration of the totalitarian system, was initiated from the top and executed by a very small section of society relying on the protection of senior State officials, against the background of the Nomenklatura's utter disarray and the total incomprehension of the people. To this must be added the unpreparedness of the authorities for any radical economic reform and the disastrous economic situation of Russia in 1992.


The second stage, which still continues today, was marked by two major events: economic reform and reform of the Constitution.


Generally speaking, the reforms carried out over the 10‑year period may be described as successful. The main thing is that they were pushed through without civil strife or famine, as some predicted.


Freedom was obtained, or if nothing else the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted and became law. As to whether we know what to do with freedom, that is another question.


Free elections have been held. The disgraceful spectacle of universal suffrage involving a single candidate is a thing of the past.  For that matter, the Constitution should include a guarantee against the possibility of elections without an alternative.
The principle of the separation of powers has been understood and is being assimilated.

The CPSU has been liquidated as a monopolist political force.

A multi‑party system is in the process of being established.

Freedom of conscience is a reality, buildings have been returned to the Churches, believers are no longer under pressure.

It is now possible to choose which educational establishments one’s children should attend.

The centralised system of managing the economy has been dismantled, enterprises have achieved their independence, the shareholding system has been legalised.

Private ownership of the means of production has been given the force of law.

Privatisation of enterprises, land and housing is in progress.

Prices have been deregulated.

Commercial banks and stock exchanges have been set up, the stock market is developing rapidly.

Businesses and individuals now have access to the world market.

Tax administrations, a State property management system, anti‑monopoly monitoring agencies and private insurance companies have been created.

Military spending has been curtailed and continues to be reduced.

The national currency’s exchange rate has been stabilised.

The rate of inflation is on the wane, the fall in production is slowing down.

This is an impressive list, particularly in view of the fact that that all these achievements have been made for the first time, in an empty space, mainly over the last six years.

All these innovations are apparently irreversible.

Yet intelligence and determination are needed to hold onto these gains.  It has to be understood that all of the achievements represent the material medium for spiritual freedom.

Do our people value freedom?

Freedom of worship and conscience is valued by those who have faith and a conscience.

Freedom of expression is valued by those who have something to say.

Free elections are valued by those who know how to make a choice.

The right to own property is valued by those who know how to respect property.

ESCHEWING DEMOCRATIC DOGMATISM


Nowadays, it is almost respectable to talk disparagingly of democracy and democrats, and, emulating the crowd, "those in the field", the "professionals" speak condescendingly of the "chatter" of democrats. Hence the need to have the courage not only to defend at all times the democratic achievements, but also to review regularly one’s own conception of democracy.


The process of democratisation that unfolded in the 1980s and 1990s often led to different conceptions of democracy amongst the people.


In the very first stage, many thought it was enough to wrest power from the Communist Nomenklatura by any means possible, and to replace it by fearless prosecutors who would deal with the former leaders and return the CPSU money to the people.


Next, the importance of  respect for the law and procedures began to dawn upon people.  There was even a slogan: “Democracy is synonymous with procedures”. This was extremely important to guarantee free elections.


It was only later that democracy began to be identified with the rule of law, the principle of the separation of powers was discovered and the idea of a multi‑party system began to take shape.


In varying degrees, all these different concepts still exist in the minds of the politicians and voters. In other words, at each stage, there are people who have refused to move on to the next one, believing that their conception of democracy is the right one.


Whole parties are often guilty of oversimplification and faith in the infallibility of certain democratic truths. Intolerance is frequently displayed at the same time ‑ a form of intolerance that calls itself democracy and yet remains aloof from those who think differently.


One example among many is the absolutism of the elected bodies, particularly the Parliament. Under this banner, the democratic movement is split, a precarious balance is endangered and blood has even been shed. These developments coincide with the nostalgia among some sections of the population for "the strong hand" and there is even serious talk about restoring the monarchy.


And yet a de facto compromise has already been reached between these two extremes: the form the Presidential system currently takes. A tendency towards authoritarianism and the specific risks inherent in this system are offset by relative stability, possibilities of breaking political deadlocks, the opportunity for people to understand the objectives of State policy and, most important of all, personal responsibility, as contrasted with the collective and diluted responsibility of Parliament.


Another example of dogmatism is the commitment to direct elections.  Without wishing to underestimate the importance of direct elections, we are not in favour of abandoning certain types of indirect ones. For example, Solzhenitsyn’s idea of indirect elections via the organs of local assemblies (Zemstva) deserves to be discussed and developed. Indirect elections in the context of local self‑management (for instance having senior administrative official elected not by all the voters in a district but by the representative body, or coopting in the Municipal Council of representatives of the next level down, the District Councils), provide a major advantage in terms of the qualifications of the people involved in the voting and inciting more responsibility in decision‑making.


Another problem of the same kind revolves around the question of personalities.  It is very common to witness subjective and egocentric attitudes raised to the status of political doctrine. Candidates whose personalities fail to impress, irrespective of their political stances, become figures of fun to the point of slander ? Democrats are loath to forgive people, when they aspire to be elected to official positions, for their Communist pasts. This is a case of failing to recognise historical facts: the CPSU had 20 million members and in fact was not a political party, but a key component of the State structure. As far as most people were concerned, the system appeared indestructible, an overwhelming majority deep down accepted this. Ordinary people lived in the conditions they were offered and it would be wrong to accuse them of conformism and lack of heroism. The CPSU recruited talented and able individuals who went on to make a career in economic management, only occasionally were they required to take part in ideological activities. 

In 1990, when trying to recruit people to work in the Government structures, the democrats were unable to find enough people outside the ranks of former CPSU members who were capable of performing the work. To have been a member of the CPSU is nothing to be proud of, but neither need former members be made to repent in public for their allegiance. Until the democrats have established their own cadres, such persons should not be pushed aside, not only for purely pragmatic reasons but also because of the moral dimension involved in reaching verdicts about people’s personalities.


The democrats' current “sacred cow” is freedom of the media. Yes, it has gained its freedom, and this can only be welcomed. However, we believe freedom goes hand in hand with responsibility and sadly, a great many newspapers and television programmes have a poor record on this score.


Irresponsibly disregarding the intellectual abilities and apathy of their readers and audiences, journalists tend to write in the style they use for discussions among themselves, not caring about whether their audiences are able to understand or if they grasp what is going on in the country. Journalists share much of the blame for the present lack of knowledge about the most basic historical, religious or legal issues, and about basic market principles. The media is a school where the instructor has to repeat a subject again and again before it is understood.


There is also an irresponsible tendency to disregard the fact that broadcasters and journalists do not just deal with raw information, they also have an effect on people’s emotions. They convey quite specific feelings, they educate. The clenched jaw of the journalist on the television screen may completely alter the effect of the information he has just given. A negative title will linger longer in the reader’s memory than the article itself. Unfortunately, more than a few journalists (and those standing behind them) are helping to spread the seeds of discouragement, envy and frustration. This is done on the quiet and at the expense of the taxpayer. In return for what services have these journalists been provided with the opportunity to express whatever thoughts they wish to millions of readers or viewers, who gave them the right to corrupt society ?


In this context we are talking about the media financed by the State, or financed in part by it, where society must be provided with a system for monitoring the moral content of publications and programmes, even if somebody calls this censorship.


A democratic system does not by itself provide any guarantee. It denies the principle that force is the law, it allows freedom of expression. In this respect, there is no unchanging dogma over which there is no opportunity to place a question mark. Democracy is based first and foremost on respect for the individual.
OVERCOMING PSEUDO‑PATRIOTISM

For my part, I do not believe

in your sentiments about the nation.

One’s own people cannot be loved

by hating others.



                               Andrey Voznesensky


That “there can be neither Jew nor Greek” is one of the basic ideas of Christianity.  This sentiment was expressed by the Apostle Paul with an extremism reminiscent of many statements made by Christ himself, such as "Let the dead bury the dead" or "... whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek...". These maxims are not intended to be applied literally but to act as a guide to thought and spiritual change. They are designed to ensure human beings never cease putting themselves in question and do not halt on the path to spiritual perfection.


Patriotism may be also be understood in the light of a simple example from life.  For a man to shout in the street that his mother is better than any other would be sign of some abnormality but for a man to try to convince his mother he loves her more than her other children do would be quite improper.


A love of one’s country is as natural and unconscious a process as love for one’s mother. It is not a matter of choice. No‑one confuses it with the love for other countries, just as no‑one confuses love of one’s own mother with love of other people.


To love one’s homeland is a natural impulse, yet patriotism is a political stance.  To call oneself a patriot is in fact to compare oneself with non‑patriots, people who do not love their homeland.


Patriotism begins simply with a love of life. Nature, familiar faces, habits and customs, language, in fact the entire national culture, in other words, all that surrounds the individual is loved and is placed under the heading of homeland. What happens next depends on the individual’s destiny, for if a person assimilates other languages and cultures from an early age and becomes used to other faces, there is every chance that he or she will be unaffected by patriotism‑related problems. In the opposite case, anything that is different, unusual, may seem strange, unacceptable. An inability to understand another culture may develop into xenophobia. Embarking upon a political career, the xenophobe will campaign under the “patriotic” banner to restrict the right to disseminate foreign cultures and urge the population to isolationism.


In this case, the earlier and commendable confession of love of country is already forgotten. Yet, still wishing to get on despite a lack of personable qualities, the patriot relies on his membership of a great people, a great nation. The patriot’s line of reasoning is: “I belong to the great Russian nation. Russia is superior in every way to country X.  This means I am better than X.  As the X people do not recognise the truth of this, they are my enemies”.


Another type of patriotism is “derzhavnost” (worship of the State), where the country is identified with the State, where it has to be powerful, well armed, because it surrounded by enemies. History is perceived as a constant series of wars, the cult of military leaders develops into a form of hysteria. “We have beaten them, we are beating them, we will beat them” ‑ such is the slogan of “derzhavniki” patriots.


"If there are no enemies without, we will find enemies within. We will seek out, unmask and condemn those who love a culture other than ours. Or to put it more simply: those in whom runs the blood of another nation we will call non‑Russians. Moreover, it is a fact that they assemble according to national origins, and they assemble against us".


So runs the path leading from the pure love of one’s childhood village to fascism.  It is wiser not to set off down that path.


It is wiser to bear firmly in mind this difficult but sublime truth: “There can be neither Jew nor Greek, there can be neither bond nor free, there can be no male and female: for ye all are one man in Christ Jesus” (Gal.3.28).

TOWARDS THE SOCIAL MARKET ECONOMY

The existing economic systems may be divided into three fairly distinct types:


‑ State control


‑ liberalism


‑ social market economy.


These economic models may be briefly described as follows:


The idea of placing the economy under State control  (planned economy) starts with the principle that most citizens are by nature so stupid and bad that they are incapable of looking after themselves and their families. If given the freedom to do so, they end up by obstructing and harming each other in the quest for these objectives. Of course this basic principle is never clearly stated in public but remains confined to the circle of the elect.


As regards the State, the planned economy implies that the State, in contrast, is so good, wise, powerful and generous that it is in the interests of all to confer upon it absolute power.  Supporters of this concept are generally convinced that the State can provide its benefits freely.  In other words, the State is deified or, to be more precise, idolised.


However, the State is not God, merely a human structure and it is unable to provide material assistance without paying for it with the proceeds of a tax collection system.  Taxes in turn increase production costs, which, when prices are artificially kept low, reduces cost‑effectiveness. Shortages of all kinds, queues, ration cards and coupons are the inevitable results of this type of system. Nonetheless, planned economies do offer advantages, such as protection for the most vulnerable, the sick, people less able to work.


Liberalism  allows economic growth unfettered freedom. The fittest must break through in the struggle for survival, even at the expense of the weakest. State intervention in economic activity is proscribed.


Liberalism is based on the principle that individuals are so good and intelligent that, provided they are given the freedom to do so, they will look after themselves and even assume some responsibility for the well‑being of others. At the same, the followers of liberalism shun the principle of social equality: they take the view that those less able to work, the less talented, the less intelligent and the less energetic should, without fuss, make way for the stronger in the struggle for survival and be excluded from the process  perpetuating the species, or make do with the charity voluntarily provided by the victors. Naturally, as in the case of the planned economy, this principle is rarely spelled out quite so clearly. Rather than speak of the struggle for survival, people prefer to call it healthy competition.


Liberalism morally justifies any initiative, to the point of bordering on criminal acts, and there is a sharp division between the very rich and the very poor. Even if the poor in this case are provided with a survival subsidy, the contrast with the wealthier members of society is so acute that they regard themselves as being reduced to a state of abject poverty.


In strictly economic terms, liberalism always prevails over the planned economy.


(In this discussion of liberalism, the system’s characteristics have been deliberately exaggerated and oversimplified. The liberalism depicted never existed as such or perhaps only in the 19th century. Contemporary neo‑liberalism has borrowed a great deal from the social market economy).


In a social market economy, free market and social equality principles are combined.


The social market economy is based on the belief that even though human beings are by nature good, there are different levels of intelligence and moral goodness differs from person to person. The more the members of a community or nation are stupid and bad, the more need there is for State intervention, the more intelligent and morally good they are, the more freedom they should be allowed in a bid to achieve the State aim, which is peace and the well‑being of its citizens.


The social market economy is first and foremost, and to a great extent, a market economy that is seen as a “third way” between unfettered liberal capitalism and the totalitarian administrative economy, a path leading to a free, economically efficient and stable order.


The following specific examples of solutions to social problems illustrate the general principle of the three systems described above.


Eliminating poverty

From the liberal standpoint. In this case, it is fair to say that poverty is not combated, rather is it created by the system itself. Individuals are left to escape from their poverty as best they can. This is not compatible with Christian teaching on charity and justice for the poor.


In a planned economy. In this case there is forced evening out of the population by the expropriation of wealth. This method is unworthy of humankind and inefficient.


In a social market economy. Progressive taxation, the development of education and employment programmes, social insurance (which may be mandatory), compulsory schooling subsidies, market stimulation, encouraging business start‑ups, government projects solely when absolutely necessary (as they exacerbate inflationary trends): these are a just a sample of the measures taken into account.


Control of inflation

Liberalism. There are no grounds at all for combating inflation as the system favours the victory of the strong and the most far‑sighted.


Planned economy. Inflation is not deemed to be a fundamental evil. Prices are frozen, condemning production to a gradual stagnation. Output is maintained only in State enterprises. The subsequent steps include food rationing and import bans, etc.


Social market economy. The measures to be contemplated include increasing supply, sharpening competition, relaxing import restrictions, and abandoning major government programmes.


Stemming the flight from the countryside

Liberalism. No attempt is made to stop people leaving for the towns and cities.


Planned economy. People are compelled to work in the agricultural sector.


Social market economy. In this case, attempts are made (with tax relief and the like) to improve living and working conditions in the countryside. Production incentives are provided along with inducements to create lower prices.


Solving the housing problem

Liberalism. The problem is not addressed and people are left to their own devices.


Planned economy. The State strives to carry out housing construction programmes so as to strengthen its monopoly control over the housing sector. Rents are frozen making it unprofitable to build and maintain the housing stock, thereby exacerbating the accommodation problem.


Social market economy: The State sanctions schemes for granting concessional loans so as to promote investment in construction projects. This is in keeping with the Christian principles of personal freedom and the development of the human being, with each individual making a contribution to the effort.


The examples above should help convince us that the social market economy is not just a compromise, a halfway house between liberalism and the planned economy, but a dialectical synthesis, an alternate component of the spiral. This is easy to understand, if the question is seen in the light of the ideologies underpinning the economic systems, or more specifically, their theological bases. It has to be recognised that the theological approach, which was totally impossible in Russia, only a few years ago, is taken for granted in the rest of the world.


From a theological point of view, the planned economy, as mentioned, is tantamount to worship of the State‑cum‑idol. Christianity describes this as paganism. With a view to achieving the ideal of a strong State providing universal happiness, individuals are prepared to work with enthusiasm for the common good. But this stimulus does not last for ever. It ends when the individual becomes aware that an idol is nothing but an idol.


Liberalism with its slogan calling for total freedom is the negation of any faith, whether it be in an idol or in God.


The ideology involved in the social market economy is Christianity. It is no coincidence that the German Christian-Democrats were the first to develop and actually apply this ideology (the “German miracle”). And it was not without good reason that it was adopted by the entire European Christian-Democrat movement. This goes to show its almost universal value. The ideology is currently progressing also on the Latin American continent.


Christianity’s contributions to the social market economy are many and varied.  When a majority of the population share the same faith, what is involved is not an imaginary but a genuine moral unity of the people. Fear of God, a hope of being blessed with God’s gifts, an exalted love for God ‑ all of these help individuals act with honesty and compassion.


Another dimension of Christian influence is to be found in the praise of poverty.  As far as the Russian Orthodox Church is concerned, this problem is extremely relevant today. The ideal of poverty may not be formally proclaimed by the Church, however, it does tend to dominate ecclesial life in practice. Great efforts are needed to ensure Orthodoxy extensively reflects the ideas of the Apostle Paul, who in his action, set an example and called upon his disciples to labour honestly not only to earn enough to provide for themselves but also to have sufficient to provide for the welfare of others (for example, Eph. 4.28).


It is reasonable to ask what sort of economy the present Russian economy should be described as. The move to deregulate prices and the sharp division between the rich and poor are features of liberalism. The huge burden of the State enterprises, the monopolism prevailing in various sectors, the high rates of taxation ‑ these are genetic defects of the planned economy. However, if nothing else, this much is clear: the remaining road to a social market economy is a long and difficult one.


Owing to the partialness and inconsistency of the economic reforms of the early 1990s, the Russian CDU has placed liberal measures at the top of its list of economic demands:


‑ financial stability, without which investment in production is out of the question


‑ tax reforms to boost profitability


‑ support for small and medium‑sized enterprises


- better anti‑monopoly legislation


‑
displacing the tax burden: reducing the tax on profits in favour of taxes on the use of 

resources


‑ lowering customs duties


‑ private ownership of land


- active support for local self‑management with budgetary responsibility.

In the area of social legislation, the CDU recommends:


‑
targeted material assistance for the most disadvantaged instead of global subsidisation of social services 


‑
increasing social grants for education and training with direct funding of social assistance for families


‑
statutory social insurance as a principle for encouraging individuals to take charge



of themselves.



“Democracy is not a perfect form of government, but nothing better has yet been invented”. This frequently quoted saying needs to be repeated again and again. Democracy is never a final state, but a relentless, permanent struggle. Courage is needed to ensure that those calling for results at each stage of the process are constantly reminded of this.



There is no special need to seek a  “specific way” for Russia. Lessons need to be drawn from the experience of other people whose journeys along the democratic path have proved to be a splendid success. Our own path will take shape by itself in response to the dictates of life".


IV. AN AGE OF ENLIGHTENMENT

A culture for a culture‑less society



Our culture in its most magnificent forms is possibly the sole thing the Russian people can pride themselves on. The works and names of our great masters are known throughout the world.



And yet if we look around us, and listen to people talking on trains and buses and in queues, we can find no trace at all of this culture of which we are so proud.  Another language, other ideas, another morality. No more than a tiny proportion of the population can boast of an authentically Russian culture. This concerns not only the humanist culture, but also the scientific, legal and political cultures.



The tragedy is not such much that our people do not recognise the authentic culture but that there is no culture in their spiritual lives. Culture is absent from communication insofar as most of the social groupings come into being not on the basis of noble ideas, but around myths, denigration, vulgarities and cynical attitudes.



As for the reason for our non-culture, can it really be attributed to a genetic peculiarity?  Certainly not, any such racist theory is repugnant to us. The horrifically repressive actions perpetrated during the Communist era, when the most noble individuals, in all sections of the population, were physically destroyed, have of course had a genetic impact on our people. Yet the nation's forces are not exhausted. Accordingly, we must look to the education and teaching systems for the causes.



If our society is to be rid of its deep malaise it must find within itself the strength to effect a fundamental transformation of its system of education and teaching.  Whatever the contents of the reform of the teaching sector, the process will require resources. And this brings us to a vicious circle: an ailing society prefers to produce a young generation in its own likeness. This is demonstrated in practice by the fact that even the most democratically representative bodies give top priority, in their talks on how to allocate funding, to such items as the police, pensions, wages and transport systems. When it comes to education, the more so when large increases in spending on the sector are involved, there is no money available.



Human instinct must be recalled: a mother may die herself but she will feed her child.  By skimping now on the education budget, we condemn our children and grandchildren to further suffering.



However, the basic problem is more than just a matter of funding. The Russian education system suffers from at least two major defects.

Elitism of the educational system


To get a firm grasp of the voluminous and gruelling school syllabuses organised by the State, a young person has to be highly cultivated. In reality, most schoolchildren never manage to learn more than a hundreth part of the core syllabus.



By the fifth or sixth year (5), a child typically has ceased to understand anything in mathematics. With each passing day the incomprehension grows, the child develops an inferiority complex. In an effort to hide its backwardness, the child resorts to copying, evasive answers, and various ruses. The same behaviour spreads to other subjects. Teachers often turn a blind eye to the situation: it is impossible to stop, they are compelled to move on under the pressure of the syllabus. The child is simply excluded from the education process. Until such time as the child receives a certificate of attendance at school, the individual will simply while away the time, filling his or her head with things that are far from innocent.



The reputation of a school and a teacher is gauged by the number of pupils that go on to higher education. But a school is not required to justify itself to anyone for the number of children who turn out to be criminals or alcoholics.



Tragically, the process described is typical. It is of a massive nature. There may be argument about the figures, but the society’s lack of culture is by itself incontrovertible proof of the inadequacy of our educational system.



Only a very small number of schoolchildren really manage to assimilate the subject matter featured in the syllabus and can thus be admitted through university to the ranks of the intelligentsia. In a developed society, the borderline between the educated and uneducated is fairly vague, but in Russia it is all or nothing. What is tragic is the extremely poor level of instruction and how ill‑equipped for life are the “average” pupils in the final classes.



The core reform of the teaching system must involve simplying the compulsory schooling, however paradoxical this idea may seem at first sight. It is vital to make compulsory schooling accessible to all, so as to ensure a young person who has received basic education possesses the practical skills and experience needed in society. It is essential for the State school system to accept responsibility for ensuring that the level of education of children conforms to a standard programme.



There is a fairly easy way of dealing with the problem of exceptional children for whom the standard syllabus is too easy: devise a system of individual grants for gifted children and send them to colleges or private schools. There is also sufficient experience in respect of differentiated teaching within the same school, with funding being the only problem in this case.

Atheism in the education system


Although openly atheist propaganda is no longer being spread, atheist syllabuses are in fact still being applied and atheist teachers at still at their posts. Atheism is considered the norm, religion is deemed a fantasy. There is no question of equal rights between atheism and religion in education, given that no heed is paid to the religious view of the world.

__________________________________________________

(5) The secondary school cycle in Russia is 10 years (translator's note)



The State school system is duty‑bound to allow children and young people to be able to make the most important choice of their lives: whether or not to believe in God. Children need to have the right information to make such a choice. When children leave school at 17 years of age without knowing what happened in Jerusalem two thousand years ago, it is a tragedy not only for them, but for the whole of society.



We have no argument at all with the legislative provisions for maintaining the non‑religious nature of the education system. Unfortunately, there are major misunderstandings about these provisions. Non‑religious  education is not synonymous with an atheist education.  Secularism applies solely to the manner and procedures involved in providing education but not to its content. Secular religious education  is possible and vitally needed in State schools, excluding prayers, sacraments and rites in the courses and preserving total freedom of conscience.



We do not agree with those Church officials who believe the teaching of religious subjects is a prerogative of the clergy. First, it is by no means easy for a priest to teach in a secular spirit. The procedure allowing a priest to teach is a complicated one, as the agreement of all parents is required and special classes have to be established. Secondly, it is well-known that there are not enough priests available now and in the near future to perform the basic religious duties: services, teaching in Sunday schools. Should the Church decide to resist religious teaching by laymen and laywomen, the cause of religious instruction in Russia could be put back several decades.



What is needed now is for the Church and higher education establishments to join forces in preparing teachers able to teaching the Christian faith in State schools. We need a network of theological institutes whose graduates would be able to work not only as teachers but also as journalists and civil servants in the administrative structures in charge of State/Church relations. Russian society suffers from the fact that the people taking care of these matters do not have appropriate training.



A State religious instruction programme is needed. The State’s responsibility towards the Church, the simple pragmatic recognition of the public usefulness of religious instruction, demand it.



The new generation of Russian Christians is destined to bring to the Church a faith that is carefully thought out, and deeply felt, free of superstition, national and confessional prejudices. They will open up the Church to a modern culture and to the experience of global Christianity.

CULTURE AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PERSONALITY



Culture moulds a human being to produce a mature individual, as distinct from an animal which is in possession of it generic attributes as soon as it is born. Given the exceptional abilities that some people possess, it is hardly likely that all human resources have yet found the environment conducive to their development.



Culture develops the human being as part of the socium, when the individual assimilates the minimum culture needed to be admitted into a given group endowed with 

the ability to reflect and specific codes of conduct.



Culture brings human beings into closer contact with their cultural heritage, facilitates the assimilation of other cultures ‑ foreign languages, professional skills a  broad humanist culture.




Culture gives tangible shape to a person’s individuality, develops the aptitudes that are featured in each person’s genetic capital and are defined by the uniqueness of the person’s biography and experience of life.



Culture in turn is created, develops and is retained by people as individuals and society as a whole. Society’s attitude towards culture has to be a fully conscious one.



Our culture needs to evoke its Christian roots, directly via its Orthodox heritage and under the influence of Western Christianity. From this point of view, there needs to be an understanding of the new influences reaching us via the global information society, and either to accept or reject them.



We must repeat again and again that a return to the Christian roots, to the religious roots of culture, does not at all mean jettisoning the achievements of humanism. On the contrary, what is involved is an upward spiralling movement, towards a new stage of development where scientific thought merges into religious contemplation, where freedom is combined with responsibility, where the Way, the Truth and the Life are to be found.



All of this now has to be demonstrated. Too many people today find themselves unable to break free from the stereotypes acquired during their atheist childhoods, by virtue of which faith is something to be ashamed of. It is these types of people who are now producing television programmes, creating newspaper columns and organising the mass “cultural events”.



We are entitled to expect these cultural professionals to be the first to free themselves from these stereotypes, particularly as so many of them had already done so in the “years of stagnation”, at a time when this required an unusual amount of courage. A developing society cannot abandon culture to its own devices, unrestrained, because culture can not only educate but can also be an instrument of perversion. The time has come to decide: how should society exert its influence on culture ? 



The mass entertainment culture should be regulated by legislation only, in other words only works having perverse effects should be banned. This dimension of culture is not funded by the State, it is self‑financing.



The State should encourage types of culture that make a positive impact on society. Yet is should not be left to civil servants alone to decide whether these items should be funded in part or in full by the State. In this case a learned assembly, made up of representatives of leading figures from the world of culture, science, religion, and politics, should be responsible for arbitration. Its recommendations should be decisive for decisions to lend tangible support, or, on the contrary, to apply restrictions first and foremost to radio and television programmes.



This raises the problem of how to compose such a learned assembly. Obviously, it cannot be elected by universal suffrage. Nor is it really possible to allow the culture professionals  sole responsibility for its creation, without becoming exposed to corporatist influences. It is possible to find solutions, even if they have their shortcomings: the main thing is to take the first step and end the reign of the faceless programme editors and dictators, and lift the veil of secrecy surrounding those who bear responsibility for developing the social conscience of the future.



All Russian thinkers, all the brilliant minds of Russian culture have dreamed of an Age of Enlightenment. More than one statesman has sought to pave the way, each according to his conceptions. Today, at a time when Russia finds itself on a scorched earth, we Christian -Democrats urge our society to proclaim the advent of the Age of Enlightenment, so that defeat may be turned into victory.


V. OPENNESS OF CHRISTIAN DEMOCRACY 


When choosing a companion to journey with us on a trouble‑strewn path, it is best to know what he expects to find at the end. We have to discover his motives and understand his character. Only then will we be in a position to protect ourselves against the unforseeable reactions of this companion in life’s vicissitudes.


As well as applying to human relationships, this principle also holds for relations with society. To be interested in a political party also usually implies interest in its programme. Yet, the carefully crafted statements in the programmes of political parties generally only serve to disguise the real nature of their aims.



In these pages, we have sought to present in an open and unrestricted way the features of the Christian-Democrat Union, to define its general tendencies and its long‑term aims, to highlight the problems facing it and the country as a whole.



Christianity and democracy ‑ in the interaction of these two concepts resides the whole issue we have sought to give prominence to. Both are new to Russia, and still more the concept of “Christian Democracy”, as a political movement, as a conception of the world, as an ideology. But we go even further: we believe in Christian Democracy as a way of life for Russia in the third millennium.



We have had fairly harsh words to say about the ailments of our society, or the Russian mentality. It goes without saying that these words also apply to ourselves. We have no reason to dissociate ourselves from the people and even less to come into conflict with them. Courage is needed to speak the truth about oneself. But this is the sole way of breaking the vicious circle of self‑consolation and self‑delusion. To turn our eyes away from the truth is to create a younger generation which is the exact replica of ours.



Russia is filled with the sound of complaints, curses and discouragement. But we say that there have been much worse times than these. We are told that everything is in ruin, everything has been consumed in flames, there is no hope in sight. But we point to the opportunity that exists to discover a new way, it is possible to sow on a bared soil.



Just as the poem that has stemmed from the poet’s pen ceases to belong to him, so we claim no monopoly on what we have stated. On the contrary, we would like to hope that some people will claim these ideas as their own and that others will use them as subjects for discussion.



It has hardly been possible for us to express all the ideological implications of Christian Democracy in all its clarity: it is a living body, constantly evolving. But at the same time it is a clearly defined forum in the international political spectrum. The Christian- Democrat movement only just born in Russia, is already open to all, individuals and political and social organisations, to whom Christianity and democracy are dear.



We hope to be understood. Not all words are the truth. And yet ‑ IN THE BEGINNING WAS THE WORD.

St‑Petersburg 1996







