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      Our everyday thinking suggests to us a thought which seems to be obvious. This is the thought that the life of every
individual is submitted to a social and historical process which cannot be changed by this individual. All of us, one way
or another, are oarsmen on the galley of history, and our part - no matter what our personal aspirations and ambitions
are - is not a bit more enviable than the part of slaves in pagan empires.
      The one thing we are given is this: by virtue of our strengths and opportunities, to try to comprehend the laws of the
process of civilization, so as to understand from these laws the historical present and try to forecast the historical future.
      In other words, everyday thinking represents to me, a subject, the civilization process as an object. And this object in
regard to me is nothing but Fate, and so to speculate about my independence from it is a vain and flighty thing. All our
"champions of a new life" and "creators of history" lived and live with the same realization of their submission to the
historical process, though seeing themselves as its progressive tool. In a word, the perception of the process of
civilization as objective reality is nothing but an acknowledgement of full social determinism of man.
      However, galleys, in spite of all the efforts of Rousseauistic "civic religion" adherents, by principle cannot become
tabernacles for man. Man cannot physically exist without a real understanding of meaning, and this understanding
cannot be given by endless strokes of a heavy oar. Meaning is given by a perception of internal freedom, "secret
freedom" that Alexander Pushkin and Alexander Blok talked about. This freedom cannot be replaced with any, even the
most lovely and desired, freedom of social life.
      Here we are faced with a contradiction: while everyday thinking claims our absolute submission to society in all its
historical development, of which we are indeed a part, something inside us persistently resists this full submission to
contemporary civilization. And we either 1) force ourselves, trying to adopt "the rules of the game" accepted by society,
which usually leads only to a realization of our own dichotomy and illusory attempts to compensate, from alcohol and
drug addiction to possible crimes and violence, or 2) again, force ourselves, submitting ourselves to one or another
social Utopia which often leads us to fanaticism and the same cruelty; not in the least, however, approaching the
realization of freedom rooted in our heart, and similarly losing the meaning of our existence, or 3) proudly oppose
ourselves to all social life as such, as was the case for the youth movement of the 60's, becoming social renegades.
The unnaturality of the latter state is seen the best, and in the middle of their lives people come "back to society" with
the same feeling of internal dissatisfaction and diverse illusory compensations of this dissatisfaction with themselves and
the whole world.
      I think we have no other way out but to overcome our everyday thinking itself, which, being based upon outer
experience and trusting it exclusively, strictly opposes my Ego to society in its historical development, fully submitting my
Ego to society in one way or another. We have to acknowledge that it inevitably takes into account also the inner
experience of man, which first of all reveals the essence of the connection between man and the world, including the
social world in all of its historical development. And it turns out that for me, a subject, the civilization process is not a
separated object which tries to violently subject me to itself. After all, in my every word, gesture and look, in every
feeling and perception, first of all and last of all an essential connection between the so-called "subject" and so-called
"object" is clear. Shelling said once, "For me the connection is first, and then a particular thing." Pavel Florensky also put
it perfectly: "The word is a subject which gets to know, and an object which is becoming known; it is being held by the
intertwined energies of these two."
      Let me repeat that these energies become intertwined not only in verbal human language, but also in the language
of gestures and in various senses and feelings, that is in all of our process of experiencing the world, experiencing that
cannot be separated from all our vital activity.
      The inner experience of man, - as something unrevealed in "the visible world" - ceased to be taken into account by
the followers of John Locke who in Chapter Two of his Essay Concerning the Human Understanding stated that "The
soul does not have innate principles, "so a man is tabula rasa, that is, an "erased tablet" on which society can write
whatever it pleases.
      This post-Renaissance exclusive trust to just one "visible world" and outer experience led to a false postulate, of a
possibility in principle of limitless influence on man, for instance, the potential to "bring him up happy" by chaining him to
one or other galleys. (Why even man! "People's Academician" Lysenko, as is known, brought up even wheat!) Exclusive
trust to only the visible world inevitably led also to postulizing of a principal boundedness of human knowledge, and as a
result of this the criterium of Truth (as we know, even Pontius Pilate asked "What is Truth?") was replaced with the
criterium of Use (J. Locke, D. Um), in which connection "usefulness" was defined by the survival needs of man as a
merely physiological organism (Rousseau). Nothing other than the denial of the transcendent gave birth to the history of
speculative and real social Utopias which carried away millions and millions of lives, then as now perverting the
conscience of millions and millions of people.
       What led the Universal (Alles, as the Germans said) down to the world given us by our direct senses, that is to the



"visible world?"
      I think that the answer is in the fact that a realization of our inner experience as reality is given not only by
speculation itself but by human activity which involves a sense of the higher meaning of one's own existence and the
meaning of existence of the whole Universal, that is, an activity which is related to the sphere of unconditional values. In
other words, it is given by culture, for culture is in essence nothing else but a principle of human life directed to the
formation of a positive semantic foundation for the whole of the visible and invisible world. We can either feel or realize
this foundation. It is culture, namely, that makes it possible to identify man with the essence of Creation. As Fet, a
Russian romantic poet of the 19th century, said:
      The infinity of lights is so transparent 
      And the abyss of ether is so accessible
      That I look from time directly to eternity
      And recognize your flame, the world's sun.
      The abyss of time is accessible to a man, the obstacle constraining a man's soul in its separation from the very
essence of the universe is not felt anymore, and a man does not experience it as a remote "object," but gets to know it.
He gets to know it, because even in his everyday life he feels the presence of this higher sense of our existence as an
inalienable part of both his Ego and all the things he considers his non-Ego.
      But let me repeat, all this is given only under the condition that, as Boris Pasternak put it, "the soul must work
unceasingly, day and night, and day and night. " Man is given freedom of choice either to carry out this labour or fall
under the temptation of spiritual laziness and an "extraordinary easiness of thoughts" which is reflected, for instance, in
modern slang that has come to us from the West. There are Western sayings, "No problem" or "I have a problem,"
where a problem as such is considered something originally undesirable and, therefore, life with no problems is seen as
an ideal, such an easy walk in the mountains full of joy and light. Man is given this freedom of choice, yet he is also
given the sense of duty, and if he finds himself in conflict between this duty and the tempting "extraordinary easiness,"
there is again a choice before him: either to overcome or to excuse this sleep of the soul. If the latter is the case, he,
trying to remove this painful contradiction between the duty and the real in his mind, starts doubting or even passionately
denies (as Nietzsche did) the real existence of higher values in life, and at the same time convinces himself to believe
only his outer experience and use his mind in the "limits of its abilities," which supposedly serve only man's physical
needs.
       The 20th century - and this may welt be its historical sense - demonstrated in practice what the enlightening and
Utopician theories of the past and the present are worth, and what worth can be found in man's life precepts for carefree
irresponsibility and adherence to simple feelings, to the detriment of his creativity in life. The 3rd-millenium paradigm
directly depends on every man's paradigm, for the civilization process is not pagan Fate, and its connection with man is
at least two-sided. So it is in our power to make a choice: either to be a slave on the galleys of history, or to be a free
man who realizes the meaning of his life or, speaking more precisely, his own life creativity based on the knowledge of
the immutable values of this world which is given by our inner experience. And man's freedom is in his correspondence
to the positive essence of the world, in libertarianism in his correspondence to God's image, and in fruitless and tragic
attempts of find its theoretical grounds and practical realization.
      Therefore it hardly makes sense to forecast a paradigm of the 3rd millennium, that is to speculate about the future,
based on historical experience. After all, an analogy is not a proof. Besides, this "forecasting" brings us back again to
that subject-object opposition where history turns out to be a galley, existing on its own and for its own sake, which
deprives us of the chance to exist with meaning and dignity.
      That is why it is necessary to project a paradigm of the 3rd millennium, based on an understanding of duty which is
revealed in our self-cognition, to build our own life in correspondence with this understanding. By this, we will define not
only our own existence, but to some extent the existence of civilization in the 3rd millennium. This civilization, having
survived the terrible experience of the 20th century, may stop being the opposite to culture, but become its social
realization. I want to believe in this, for indeed, even outer experience and feelings (not to mention inner experience)
obviously show us that "The light shines in the darkness, and the darkness has not overcome it" (John 1:5). And it will
not overcome it in the 3rd millennium either, for the darkness cannot overcome the light in principle. Such is the nature
of the light, giving life, knowledge, love, and meaning.
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