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ABSTﬁAcT
‘ The.suhject of this thesis deals with the essential nature andh
function of symbols in the life and thought of the Ukrainian phllOSOpher-
writer, Hryhor11 Skovoroda. .
. Since much cOnfu81on and hisunderstandihg has'alwajs surrounded
Skovoroda's philosophic and 11terary creativity, thls dlssertatlon B prz-'

‘mary. objectlve attempts to show that his thought can often be greatly

Slmpllfled and more eas11y understood once he is approached symbol1cally,-

rather than by the tradltzonal methods of 11tera1 1nterpretat10n..

‘The thesis is composed of three chapters and an appendix whlch
contazns a select number of 111ustrat10ns and symbolic sketches which are
’d1rectly related to the study. |

- In the first chapter,'yerious interpretationSjcoﬁcerning Skovoro#
da's life and.worke are discussed,'followed by a.oritioal examination of
‘some existing problems associated with thefcurrent state of research on
Shovorodé as abwhole. Chapter’two sketches the evolution and subeequent
ihfluehce of symbols_on‘the philosopher with-speoiellemphaeis directed
toward the_purpose_of his philosophic terminologﬁ; graphic symbols, and

stylistic method of expressioh. Flnally, the nature and function of

Skovoroda's symbolic 1mages and terminology is carefully descrlbed and
’ analysed as they are respectlvely related to some of the more-lmportant

themes found w1th1n the broad spectrum of hxs metaphy51cal thought.

On the basis of these 1nvest1gatzons, it was found that substantlal
ev1dence conclusively supports the contention that the philosophy of -
Skovoroda is greatly 51mp11f1ed and ‘more eas11y comprehended whenever he

is approached from the symbollc poxnt of view and in accordance with his

personal method'of'expression,_namely, by means of his.philosophic termin-



ology.

Although the study of symbols in Skovoroda has by no means been
exhausted, this thesms is an attempt to take a small” step forward 1n

deepening and expandlng existing research on thls topic.
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'CHAPTER ONE
SKOVORODA, A PHILOSOPHER OF MISUNDERSTANDING

Introduction

'Most’schpiars of Slavic thought are generally agreed that the dis-
finguiéhedAUkrainian phildsopher-writer-of the eighteenth century, Hry-
horii Skovoroda.is basically an unknown entity in world philosophical
‘circles,, | _‘ | A |
In 1972, on fhe'occasion of thé 250t #nn;versary éf his birth,
"bmany important scholafly-ééminaré épd publicaﬁiohé re-focussed world; |

- wide academic interest onvhis lifeland works, which had gradually declin-'..
ed to a state of intellectual dormancy. It was at one of these cpmméﬁo—f
rative seminars held in New York City thét J; Bs Rudnyq'kyj undgrscored '
the existence of what he termed as "a con&piraéy of éiiénce".1'against» |
Skovoroda which continued to obscure him4froﬁ'the rgnks of the world's
most ﬁoted'phiioaophers. Rudnye'kyj cohténded that,

- ", . it should be stressed thét unlike his great
contemporaries, J. J. Rousseau, Denis Diderot,
Francois Marie Voltaire, Immanuel Kant, and others,
Skovoroda is mostly unknown to basic Western ref-
erence works (e. g. "Encyclopedia Britanica",

"Americana", "Grolier", "Chamber's", etec.) or to .
most compendia of the history of world philosophy."

- | - _ S _ 4
, .. Jo B. Rudnyc'kyj, "Tribute to Skovoroda". The Ukrainian Review
(London, The Association of Ukrainians in Great Britain, Ltd, 1973), Sum-
‘mer edition, Vol, XX, No. 2, p. 17. The above article is the text of a
paper, delivered by Prof. J. B. Rudnyc'kyj at the annual meeting of the
American Association of Teachers of Slavic and East BEuropean Languages
(AATSEEL) in New York, Dec. 29, 1972, closing Skovoroda celebrations in
America in 1972, 'Prof, Rudnyc'kyj is Vice-President of the Association.

2 .
Ibido' P 16.




In 1933 Dmytro Chyshevs'kyi stated in the preface to his Fil'o-

sofiia H, S. Skovorody that although Skovoroda's biography was well knoun

4n literature according to existing sources, there was little unanimity

amongst scholars regarding his literary or philosophic works. 1 Further-

i more, besides one or two rare exceptibns 2 any attempt to systematically :

_analyze the works of Skovoroda was, for some reason, avoided. ?
Chyzhevs'kyi noted that no other philosopher in the world has been

_so variously and diametrically interpreted as Skovoroda. For example, ofvb

the 250 studies devoted to Skovoroda by 1933, Chyzhevs'kyi maintained

‘ that of these, no less than 250 variant viewpcints were expressed regard-:

ing that'philosopher's‘influence in past, present'and future facets of

‘Ukrainian cultural life. '

The scope and obJect of this essay is to approach Skovoroda'

creative works from the standpoint of his symbolic images which appear

. to play a major role in the simplifieation-of his entire metaphysioal

"'thought. Along with this symbolic ‘approach, Skovoroda will be examined

within the historical context of his particular epoch and according to
jbhis pereonal method of expression, namely, by means of ‘his symbolic

terminology.

1 : ’
- Dmytro Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia H. « Skovorod (Varshava, Pratsi
Ukrains'koho’ Naukovoho Instytutu, 19355, pe 3 Hereafter cited ag, Chy-
~zhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, P

: Ibid., P+ 3. .Chyzhevs'kyi cites V. Ern's Hryhorii Savvych Skovo-‘
roda, Zhyzn' i Uchenie (Moskva, 1912) as the firet genuine attempt to ana-
lyze the worke of Skovoroda.

3
Ibido’ Pe 30

Ibid., p. 5.




REASONS FOR SKOVORODA'S OBSCURITY

Soon after his death in 1794, Sko#broda's:worké sustained severe

Y'censorship oppression" while a number of his other manuscripts were

"not perhitted to be printed’. 1

This would‘explain why so few of Skovo-

foda’s works were known in the nineteenth centﬁry. 2 :Vladimir Erﬁbsug-.

‘gests thaf the Ukrainian philosopherAactually "guarded_his manuscripts'

from his literary enemies" by speciaily préserving ﬁhem‘fof his closest
3 : _ _ _ ; o

:friends.

~ Since few of his yorks wefe approved :bripubiication by thé strict
"cenéors,'no Skovorodaic school of thought was ablebtagemgfge immediafely
:afterfhis deéth to_preservg his iich Iegécy fbr fqture generations.

 Therefore, "just as in his lifetime he had had more admirers than‘disci-

ples, so after his death there were manyvyho were fqécinated by his per-

sonality and would honpur'his memofy,‘butAfew who showed an“interest_ih‘

his works and became absorbed in his ideas." >

1 - : o » ' _ o
‘ ~ D, Bahalii, Ukrains'kyi mandrovanyi filosof Hr. Sav. Skovoroda -
(Kharkiv, 1926), p., 201. . Quoted after Domet Olianchyn, "Tvory Hr. Skovo-
‘rody 4 Moskovs'ka Tsenzura', Nasha Kul'tura (Zhovten', 1936), Kn. 10, _
ps 691, See Appendix, Table #1 which lists an example of a censored page -
from Skovoroda's "Alfavyt ili bukvar' myra'. : - _

. 2 -

Olianchyn, op. cit., p. 694.
3 , L
Ern, op. cit., Pp. 170-171..

. John-Paul Himka, '"H, S, Skovoroda: HiS’Place.in.Inﬁelleqtual _

- Tradition", Minutes of the Seminar in Ukrainian Studies held at Harvard

University during the Academic Year 1971-1972. Cambridge, Massachussets,
_ 5 '

. Ivan Dziuba, "Ivan Dziuba on Hryhorii Skovoroda', The Ukrainian
Review, (London, The Association of Ukrainians in Great Britain, Ltd., :
19335, Autumn edition, Vol. XIII, No. 3, p. 67. (Translation of an essay .
by Dziuba, published December 4, 1962 in Literaturna Ukraina). '




~Once the works of Skovoroda began to gradually infiltrate into
the world, a major obstacle that was to hinder their wide acceptance _
soon became apparent. In the early.nineteenth_century, Ukrainian.or
Russian philosophic terminology was almost‘ncnexistant-and many of the'
unigue expressive terms'which Skovoroda coined in his literary’and '
"philosophic works were not readily understood and therefore not retain-_,
':ed in the subsequent development of those particular disciplines. 1
_ This same problem, as far as current Skovorodian studies are concerned,

.ie still evident tcday with - the absence. of appropriate philosophic v

vdictionaries or_scholarly lexicons that WOuld explain'the various-philo-__l

sophic symbols and word structures employed by that philosopher in his
‘works., | |

In a report entitled, "y, S. Skovoroda: His Place in Intellectual-
vTradition" delivered by John-Paul Himka at Harvard University in 1972,
five "obstacles" were described which he considered to have 'long imped-
ed'an assessment of Skovoroda'e place in intellectual tradition". These .
.may be summarized as follous. Skovoroda's obscure style, the varied
' interpretations of his philosophy, outright faleifications of his texts,
inadequate biographical/archival research and inadequate editions of
Skovoroda's works themselv,es_.v2

Rudnyc'kyj suggests that '"the lack of conparative_philosophical

g 1 ' ' ' '
‘ . George L. Kline, "Philosophy" Dictionarx of Russian Literature

(Westport, Connecticut, Greenwood Press, 1971), Edited by William E. Har-
kins, p.)289. (Originally published in 1956 by the Philosophical Library,
New York g

2 o ) .
- Himka, op. cit., p. 83.




studies of Skovoroda™ must be seriousiy‘conéideredsas anothef factor
responsible fbr.that phiiosopher-writer's dbscurity'in world recogni-
tion: | |

"Except for D. Cyievskyj's and J. Mirtuk's efforts
~ to link him with German mystics, and his Soviet

Russian lineage "a priori" from M. V. Lomonosov,
no serious study has been undertaken to compare

 Skovoroda to Descartes (with whom he .shares some
characteristics in outlook), to Rousseau (with

- regard. to his 'encyclopediem'), to Voltaire (as
far as his ‘enlightenment' is concerned), or even
to the classical philosophers, in particular Sto-
ics (Zeno, Seneca, Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius)
and idealists (Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle).
On the other hand, the study of Skovoroda's rela-
tion to freemasonry and the sectarian movements
(includipg Canadian "douxobors") is in a cradle
stage." .

According. to Taras Zakydalsky'é conjecture concerning "Skovoroda's
Philosophy of Man' an "inadequate analysis of thé‘key.concepts of his

theory of man has led to confusion and even inconsistency in some studies

dealiﬁg With-SkovorodaU. 2
| From the Séviet viewpoint, P; M. Popov'deséribes a éimple three '
. poiht outline in an effort to explain ékovqréda's‘éécondary role in » |
world philo#ophy: ~SkoVoroda's'wotk is itsélf contf&diétory; ‘Skovoroda

Adid not leave a clear, systematiZedAéxposition of his views; »notvallr.[

sides of his life, work, and Weltanschéuung héVe»been properly inveéti-

) gated.-B_

1 _ , : . '
Rudnye'kyi, op. cit., pp. 16-17.

2 : o S v
~ Zakydalsky, "Skovoroda's Philosophy of Man', Minutes of the Semi=
nar in Ukrainian Studies held at Harvard University, 1971-1972, op. cit., -

3 _ - _
P, M.~Pzpov; Hryhorii Skovoroda. Literaturnyi Portret (Kyiv, 'Dni-
pro', 1969), p. 40. ' . o S




Although other valid reasons could be added to’ the above-mentioned )
summary to. show why Skovoroda is still little known in the intelléctual
world the given information leads one to the inevitable conclusion that

the philosophy of Skovoroda has never really been properly understood in |

order that it might he Justly evaluated and universally appreciated.
Unfortunately, whenever any serious attempt has been nade‘to fnrther the .
N studiestof Skovoroda without approaching him through his'symbols:and j

: philosophic terminology, it appears as if he has, more often than not,-

been more confused and misunderstood than before.

A brief survey of some of the many varying interpretations found
inbstudies devoted to Skovorodian topics will clearly illustrete.the '

validity of such a view.
VARIOUS INTERPRETATIONS . , |

In a recent in depth biographical study on Skovoroda made by the
Soviet Ukrainian scholar Leonid Makhnovets' it was stated that in 1972 - 5
~there were approximately 1,442 studies published on Skovorodian topics. | |
| Since this figure would probably include only the known Soviet publica- |

_tions, it is enough to justify the assumption that there has been a re-

'7markable resurgence of interest in Skovoroda in recent years.
- These: studies, however, have not ‘always served to bring the works -
of that philosopher into clearer focus. Many, if not most of them, have

_seriously fractured and distorted his views by ‘their unfounded and contra-‘

dictory conceptions and assertions.

1

: Leonid Makhnovets', Hryhorii Skovoroda. Biohrefiia»(Kyiv,'"Nané
kova dumka", 1972), p. 3. S o . '




An attempt will be made to summarize in limited detail some of the /
more important differing viewpoints currently held regarding the nature
and substance of Skovoroda's literary_and-philospphic works. This_should
convincingly substantiate the sﬁggested premise that Skovoroda has, - and
‘remains to be generally misundersfoodlfoday, becausé'hig creative works
and mode of self expression have been appfoaqhed literally and haphazard-
f__lyAleading to confused conclusions. '

Ih the first place, some Russian and Western scholars'have,-accord&
ing to existent political tendencies, chosen to consider Skovoroda as ''a
Russian philosbpher"'rather than a phiiosopher-writer‘of Ukrainiaﬁ origin,

‘Acc'ording to V. V. Zenkovsky "Gregory Savvich ‘Skovoroda (1722-94) is notew
worthy'aé the first Russian philosopher in the sttict»sensé of the word" 1
having somehow experienced natibnal métamcrphosis: |

"Although Skovoroda's development was closely conQ
nected with the ecclesiastical life of the Ukraine,
-~ he went far beyond its.boundaries and was essenti-
ally in harmony with the Russian spiritual life.
He is universally Russian in importance and occu-
- ples a 1egitigate pPlace in the history of Russian _
philosophy." _ S

~ Earlier in his introduction to Skovoroda, however, Zenkovsky'apparentlyA"'

~ contradicts himself when he says, "Skovoroda would be incomprehensible

taken oﬁt of.historical perspective, apart'frgm the_philbéophinculture

which deieloped in South Russia_(Ukraine,:JRP) around,the‘Kiev Academy."'B”

ohasm

1

vIbidO' p. 54‘
Ibide, pe 53.

' V. V. Zenkovsky, A Histogz'ovaussian Philosophy (New York, Col- - .
umbia University Press; 1953), trans. by George L. Kline, 2 Vols., I, p. 53.
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Similarly, Josepﬁ T Fuhrmann Segins his essay on "The First Ruse
sian Philqsobher's Search for the Kingdom of'Godh by intrbdﬁcing Skovo~
roda as "a Ukrainian-Russian mystic and wanderer of the eighteenth cen-
fury" 1, and ekplains tﬁat "thies is no reflection upon Skovo:oda»himsglf,An'
-mefely'a commentary upon the extent to which he has béeh appréci#ted by
‘students of Russian intellectual hisfo#y in the Soviet Union and abroad," 2
That Fuhrmann considers Skovoroda'as="Russi#n"-réthéﬁ than "Ukrainian" is
illustrated by:such statementg as ’%kovorodg stands fbrthsés.the first"
true Russian_philosopher"'3 Aaﬁd, ", ..Skdvorodg;.the most learned Rusé_'
siah of the pefiod"; _ | : ' |

| In an;apparent effort to justif& thesé assertipns; Fuhrmann'attempts
to éxplain hiﬁ'ghdveméntiﬁned views invthe'folléwing,maﬁner:

"It is true, of course, that the "Russian" philo-
sopher Skovoroda was actually Ukrainian by birth,
residence, and immediate area of influence. By
the late eighteenth century, however, the integra-
tion of the Ukraine.into the cultural life of the -

~ Russian empire had gone so far that Skovoroda hime
self chose to write in Russian, with numerous. let- -
ters in Latin and Greek, and this placed him, ul- |
timately, within the overall framework of Russian
history and culture. Moreover, although Skovoroda
loved the Ukraine as his home, I find in him few
‘elements of Ukrainian "nationalism", nor, for that
matter,sdissatisfaction in being a "Russian sub-
ject".' , Lo o

1 . : - L o . ,
Joseph T. Fuhrmann, "The First Russian Philosopher's Search for -
the Kingdom of God", Essays on Russian Intellectual History (Austin, Texas, .
University of Texas Press, 1971), Edited by Leon Borden Blair, Pe 33.. -

;bid.; PPe 33-3h.
Ibido,'po 340

£ W

Ibido’ p"360

\n

Ibid., p. 38,




Richard Hantula of Harvard.University, in a reference to Fuhr- .

: mann's essay, makes some key observations regarding the 1atter 8 attitude

toward the use of Ukrainian by Skovoroda which is worthy of mention at

~this point:

"Nowhere do we find a reference to a work in
Ukrainian, which is to say that Fuhrmann has ap-
‘parently not read not only the large works of
.Cyzevs'kyj and Bahalij, but also many smaller but
useful articles or monographs. Perhaps this is
why he does not exhibit a very critical use of .
sources in describing Skovoroda's life. His 80-
called '"Bibliographical Essay" fails to mention
the invaluable Biobibliohragéjg of 1968 (Xarkiv).
He does of course use the 1961 edition of Tvory,

. which he criticizes: "Unfortunately its lengthy
"Introduction" and notes . . , as well as trans-

- lations of Skovoroda‘'s many letters written in

- Latin and Greek, are given only in Ukrainian,
which means that these volumes will do remarkably -

. little to elevate Skovoroda to something higher - 1
‘than the status of a provincial Ukrainian thinker."

- Many other similar quotations could be cited almost indefinitely

showing how Skovoroda is often cast in the role of an "eighteenth century

Russian" 2 rather than as a bona fide.representative-of Ukrainian cul— :

tural life.o

M, I, Kovalens'kyi 3, Skovoroda s fxrst biographer, student, fol-

lower, and 1ntimate friend described h1m a8 being born in 1722 in Chernuxy,.

a small Ukrainian village located between Kyiv and Kharkiv, in the Liuben~-

1 . , .
P, M. Popov, Hr horii Skovoroda. Literaturn ortret (Kyiv, '"Dni-

pro", 1969), reviewed by Richard Hantula in ecenzija, Spring 1972 edition,
'_ Vol. II No. 2, Pe L“Bo :

2
Ern, o __g.‘gg._t., p. 48,

Comprehensive archival research by Leonid Makhnovets' has revealed
that Skovoroda's biographer was known as "Kovalens'kyi" rather than "Kova- -

lins'kyi" as often used to date. See Makhnovets', _2. cit., p. 74 ff.

i
i
i
i
i
i

{
1
i
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skii'regien. 1 Iran‘Franke spoke of Skovoroda asbﬁnrohahly thengreatesa ,
figure in the spiritual circles of Ukraine in.the eighteenth century".ha'
After a brief sojeurn‘in the West andva'short visit to Moscow, Skovoroda
remained within the borders of Ukraine until his death. 3 Once, when |
Catherine the Great invited him to settle in the 1ntellectua1 milieu of
St. Petersburg, Skovoroda replied to the emissary bearing this proposal'
"Tell our little mother (matushka) the tsarina, ‘that I will not abandon

- my homeland (the Ukraine) . My reed pipe and sheep are dearer to me than

) ] ", b
a sovereign & crown', -

Most of the well known Ukrainian and Russian scholars describe'
' Skovoroda ‘ag '"a distinguished Ukrainian philosopher-writer of the eight- :
_ eenth century" 5, or ! a _great Ukrainian philosopher" 6, or even more
patriotically as "a great son of the Ukrainian nation'. 7

Often, a combination of such descriptive terminology is used in a
context that definitely portrays Skovoroda as being a fUndamentally
'Ukrainian rhilosopher. Typical of thie approach is the characterization “
made by Makhnovets® who represents the traditional Soviet-Ukrainian inter-

pretation:

N 1 _ _ ‘ S o n
o D. I. Bilets'kyi (ed ), Hr horii Skovoroda: Tvory v Dvokh Tomakh,
Kyiv, 1961, II, p. 488, Hereafter cited as Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, Vol. p..
2 Ivan Franko, "Bibliohrafiia" Zapysky naukovoho tovarystva im.
T. H, Shevchenka (L'viv, 1895), T. v, I, p. 79. .

3 |
Ibide’ pe'80'o .

) Quoted after Joseph T. Fuhrmann, Op. cite, p. b4, Text translated
by Fuhrmann. o

5 L

~ Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. XI.

6

. -Grigorii Skovoroda, Sochineniia v dvukh tomakh (Moskva, "Mysl'"
19?3) I’ p. 5. .
7

Istoriia Ukrains'koi Literatury u vos'my tomakh (Kyiv, 1967),



1

"MucauTens ¢iliocod, XYLOXHHK CJIOBa, Teia-
I'OT'y My3UKaKOMIO3uUTOp I'puropi# Casmu CKoBO-
Pola HAJEXUTh IO HAHBU3HAUHINHNX gocmameﬁ

B icropil yxpalrcbkoro mapozy'!.

Dr. Vasyl Lev's stéy on "Hryhoriy Skovoroda, A Ukrainisn Philoso-
pher' may well be summarized by the stateﬁent he made concerning Skovoro-~
da's contributions to Ukrainian cultural life in that " awskened in

2 Dr. Lev has noted that "In Ukraine,

them a deep love for Ukraine™.
the Russian regime considers him (Skovoroda, JRP) a Russian as well as

a Ukrainian philosopher and poet simply beéause he spent some time>in :

Russia and wrote in literary baroque_languasé, slightly influenced by the
then official language". > - | | |

| chdrdingvto Ivan Dziuba, a noted contemporapyvliterary critic in
ﬁkfaine,_"ﬂryhory Skovoroda was noiprovincial philésophizing eccentri&,v i |
but a profound and Originai‘thinkér, a new and bold,pioneér of hﬁman | |
thought".¢“ Dziuba éoes on to deécribe'Skovordda as "a spgcificaily
| Ukrainian philosopher" Qho'may_be_readily compared to Shévchenko: |

"What the two have in common. is the truly Ukrainian
conception of truth and conscience as. immutable hu-
man principles. These principles are echoed in the
“popular philosophy of Ukraine, in Ukrainian folk-
lore: inner stubbornness and rebellious attitude,
protest against the flouting of human dignity, dis-
dain for the trivial and superficial, and, finally, .

- the hard struggle of ghe soul in pursuit of the
‘genuine and hidden",

1

2 ' ' S : S

. Dre Vasyl Lev, "Hryhoriy Skovoroda: A Ukrainian Philosopher' The

Ukrainian Revj-aw’ 92. ﬁo, Pe 13. - L Co
3 ' o

) Lev, oD g_i_t_o, p. 12.

Dz:iuba, ._020 .gj_._t_o, Poe 68.
5 | |
' Ibido, Pe 69.
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These views reflect those of I. Mirchuk ‘who insisted that thé 
| persohaiity'ahd créative'wbrks of Skovéroda'featured and dépicied those
'unique characteristic elemehts of the Ukrainian people of his daj.> This -
was a perfectly natural phenomenon because every creative‘writer is, in '
© a very real sense, a child of hié 6wn-epoch‘anduéocial'environment in
which ﬁe was rezaLred.'1 It is precisely in this Ukrainian national and
:'cultural contextlfhatrSKQVOroda mﬁst always.be étudied:

~"He cannot, in fact, be understood outside that
historical succession of national figures and
personalities like Ivan Vyshensky, the controver-
sialists of the 171 century, Melchisedek Znachko-

~Yavorsky, the Cossack chroniclers, the Haydamaks,

~ the fighters against the policy of the empresses -
Elisabeth and Catherine and of tsar Peter I, a
policy which sought to destroy the distinctness
of Ukraige ("'. . s0 that there be no dissimilar-
ityﬂ) ", : . .

From_the‘evidenceApréseptéd fhus far'it is,obviéus-that should
| . Skovoroda be approachedvénd studied_in any cher nationél or .cultural
.«context thén his own.Ukrainiap héritage,'hié philosophy and meaning will
- never be pfoperleunderstoodbor afpréciated: » ' N

"Only. in this context and in the contéxt of Ukrainian
national philosophy and. psychology can Skovoroda be

- grasped. For a full understanding of his work it is-
equally necessary to keep in mind the many important
analogous examples in history of how the human mind
and human conscience hgvé withstood the pressures of
a treacherous epoch'. © ~ R

1

tury, Pratsi Ukrains'koho Istorychno-Filolohychnoho Tovarystva v Prazi
(Praha, 1926), Vol. I, p. 22. L ' '

2 DZiuba, _OEQ.Cito, Pe 69.
Tbid, -

"I. Mirchuk, H. S. Skovoroda (Zamitky do istorii ukrains'koi kul'e
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TIt is significent that P, M, Popov,'who generally reflects the
| traditiooel Soviet interpretation of Skovorooa,_Supporta‘this point of
view by stating bhat Skovoroda must be evaluated historically as a |
Ukrainian national -("narodnyi') philosopher-writer whose thoughts and
works are rooted deeply in the culture from which he evolved.

"mOo IDPaBHILHO OUiHATH cnameHy GROBopoxH
i Busmauuri il micme B mpomeci pPo3BUTKY
@1&000@11 TO, ﬂlmepamypn XYIIT cr., Tpeﬁa
nixifity mo HMX 1 ¢ T O p M U H 0,.He Bin-
. puBaTH @1&000@& Bix #oro emoxu, To6TO
posraszaTy #Horo 3 yciMma cuibHMMH i caab-
KUMH CTOpOHaMH, BPaXoBYOUM, MO Bim, ax i
BCaku#t MuciuTess, IMChbMEHHUK, lcropuunnit
Iigg, OyB CHHOM CBQFl €I0XM, BHUPA3HUKOM

" CBOTO cepeJOBzma" ' :

Finally, the ‘well~known Soviet scholar, A. M. Nizhenets' has ob~
served that the identity of Skovoroda' has been permanently engraved upon
his tombstone which reads, "Hryhorii Savych Skovoroda, Ukrainian Philoso=
pher, Born in 1722, Died October. 29, 179&. 'The World Was After Me, But
i Neﬁer Trepped Metn, 2 _ | - ‘ |

_ Not only'has Skovoroda been described ae a "Ruseian pbilosopher" -
.but many of those who have studied his works claim that he wrote almost
Vexclusively in the . "Russian language." This difference of opinion has

often. given rise to many heated debates and discussions. 3',

1 ' e
. Popov, 22. cit., Pe ho.
2

A. M. Nizhenets'g Ge Se Skovoroda. Memorable Places in the. Khar~~
kow Region (Kharkov, "Prapor", 1969), p. 61. See Appendix, Figure #2 for

a photograph of Skovoroda's. tombstone depicting the epitaph deseribed
- above by Nizhenets'. '

3 o
Hantula, "Skovoroda in Subsequent Lmterature" Minutes of the
Seminar in Ukrainian Studies held at Harvard Universigx, op. cit., p. 86,




' cago, Quadrangle Books, 1965), p. 14,
3

h ,1'*:

Fuhrmann, for'ihstance,ISeriously doubts-that Skovoroda ever wrote:

in Ukrainian, ‘not even‘in letters to fellow Ukrainians" 1. while James

- Mo Edie asserts he wrote exclusively in the so-called "Russian idionm" of

his time andvmilieu. 2 Still others, such as Iavors'kyi and to some ex~

tent Tovkacheva'kyi, consider Skovoroda as an "internationalist" who

created an alleged "linguistic dialect" from the existent Russian,

Ukrainian and 0l1d Church Slavio languages for easier communication bet-

 ween® residents and strangers alike. 3

That some found it "difficult" to understand the language used by
Skovoroda in his literary and philesophic works is further illustrated
by P. Zhytets'kyi who described the Ukrainian philosopher's terminology

”chaotic"' ' ‘
"He JETKO 1HOA1 poelépamnca B nbouy xaoci
caiB, To BipmMimuuX 32 sHavenHaM i nOX0%~
XKEHHAM, TO HOXiOHUX 33 SHQUEHHAM, -aje Bim-
M1HHEX 32 NOXONXeHHAM . . . HlxKOpHEQHCb
PisHOManiTHEM BUJIUBaM MOBM, TO KHHmHOl, TO

poaMOBHOl, ‘TO MlCI:ICOl, TO ClJIbCI:K014 BlH
'H151/I BTpaTKB came Bl,ZU»IYTTfI i1 .

Taras Shevchenko, who at one time had underestimated Skovoroda s
mode of expression, stated that the language of Skovoroda had precluded

him from becoming a great and national poet. > Similarly, Ivan Franko

Fuhrmann, op. cit., Pe 35.
2

James M. Edie et al., eds. and trans., Rﬁssian Philoagphy (Chi~

Mirchuk, _2. cit., p. 30.
b

Quoted after Borys Derkach, ‘Hryhorii Skovoroda - Pys!' hennyk"

: Radians'ke Literaturoznavstvo (Kyiv, "Naukova Dumka"", 1971) II, p. 69.

5
Derkach, op. cit., p. 69.
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observed'that Skovoroda wrote his verses and songs in;a "rather awkward
bookish language" with an "unusually crimpy and disturbing style'l. 1
Derkach is quick to point out, however; that the views expressed by

Shevchenko and Franko were later proven to be unfounded when the language

and style of Skovoroda was finally studied against the historical context
 in which he lived and created his works. 2 - |

Dziuba conceded that, although Skovoroda's linguistic method of

. expression was somewhat ‘Hifferent" from the contemporary Ukrainian 1lit-

erary language. its basic style ‘and structure was nonetheless "deeply

rooted in the national soil' of Ukrainian culture:

" . o it is said that the somewhat unwieldly and
rather artificial language of Skovoroda makes it
hard to read his works. Up to a point this may
" be so. But it is quite easy to get accustomed to
his language. One must appreciate the difficulty
- of his task, since he had first to coin new words
for a philosophical vocabulary in Ukrainian. A
 Nevertheless, and despite the use of an uncommon
vocabulary, Skovoroda's language is - in its
structure, rhythm, spirit and intonation, not to : o
‘mention its imagery ~ the language ofBUkraine, . : ' o
deeply rooted in the national soill, , - i

A similar view has been expressed by the editors of the 1961 edi-

tion of Skovoroda's philosophic and literary works.»

"P. C. CxroBOpoOra Imcas cBol TBOPH CKJIa 1~

HO ‘MOBON, IO Mae xapaxrep cyMimi Tparu-

nifmol UEPKOBHOCIOB’ AHCBKOL, ' CTAPOKHUKHOT _
yKpalucpkol i poci#icbkol MoB Toro yacy Ta o o aw
XUBOL DPO3MOBHOL YyKpalHcbkol MOBU . ., YKpa- : '
Iuismu e OPTraHivuHUM eJeMEHTOM MOBU CKOBO-

pomm, AKud IpoHusye Bel foro TBODH i BHAB-
IS€ThCA Yy Beix MOBHEX 3acobax annany noro
Aymox i nouyrris",

1 - -
. 'Derkach:, Op. _c_i-_t_:r, Po 69. ’
Ibid,

 Dziuba, op. cit., p. 70.
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. XXXV, .
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- ‘According to V. Chaplenko the so-called "High Slavonic literary

language" current during Skovoroda's time (i.e. consisting of Ukrainian,

Church Slavic, and Russian elements), which Skovoroda used, resulted-from

the political and cultural turbulence that existed in Ukraine in the

second half

of the eighteenth century:

"Ile GysB vac nixBizanii momirwusol aBToHO-
M1l HEeHTPaNbHUAX YKPalHChKUX 3eMelb - [eTh-

MaHNWHH, YaC 3aTPaTd NONEePelHbol YKPalHCh=-

- KOI KyJbTypHOI. Tpazumii Ta BRINYSHHS TORim~
'HbOIl yKpalHChbKOI TBOpUYOl iHTerirennmii s

This

future de&elopment of the living Ukrainian language as it came into in=

yceimnepchke KyJabTypHE XUTTSH, @?KTHHHO PO~
cificexe /MBesuxo-pociiicere" /", o

intefnéllnational conflictrhad'fragic consequences'for(thev

creasing conflict with the dominant Church Slavic and Russian literary

lahguageg:'

"leit TparisM 6yB y TOMy, mO, 3 OJHOTO 6OKY 4
Hal yKpalHCBPKHM KyJbTYPHUM XHTTAM me # paxi
TAXLIS AK lCTOpHUHE NMPOKIATTH uyxa CBOIM ‘

- NOXOIXCHHAM LEPKOBHOCJOB®’AHCHKA MOBa, mMO He
. AOLyCKaJla N0 BXUTKY B KYyJbTYPHUX QyHKiax

XUBOL, BIACTHBOL YKPalHCHKOIL MOBH, a 3 IpYy=

‘TOro - neHrpaixisanis xyxsTypHOro mpomecy. B

Pocificbri#t immepil mpmsBogmia no 3aHEeXaaHHA.

% niel moBu, CaK-TaK yce Taxu HPHCTOCOBAHOL
“BHACH1NOK LOBIOTPUBANIOrO IONEePEIHLOT0 BXUTKY

B0 HauloHaJNbHO-KyJb TYPHEX IOTpel, a HarTomicTs
Hakunaja pocilicbkull BapigHT Tiel x Taku nep-

 KOBHOCJOB’sfHCBKOI MoBH. lle BCe CTBOPHIO, B

ne#l nepexozosuit nmepiox -~ B OIHOMY Hanpami xo

- noBHOI pycmpiranil BxuBaHOL aireparypuol

MOBH, & B IPYyTroMy - LO 3apOIXeHHA HOBOL yKpa- .
1HCBKO1 JiTepaTypHol MoBH . "

1
V.

L AChaplénko, "Movha Pozytsiia i Mova Hryhoriia Skovorody";
‘vol'nyi Shliakh (London, "Ukr. vyd. spilka", 1963), p. 650.

2

Chaplenko, op. ¢ite, p. 651.

Vyz-
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It;s_interesfing.to n&te that Skovoroda.;ften inténtioﬁaily differ-'
eniiated-between his use-§f "Ukrainian' and "Russianﬁ.terminology 1, - but
for the mosﬁ ﬁart his basic communication with the3kaa;nian‘population
was in Ukrainian ° , and not-Russién. There. are numerous instances where .
Skovqrpdg employed ;he living Ukrainian language in'his-sohgs and fgles
as éxemplified by his populaf'verse, "4 ty;:ptychko’zholtdboko":

"O#t TH, mTHYKO, X0JTOGOKO,
"He xuamu rubsna Bb1COKO!
Kaanu Ha 3exenoit rTpasxb,
Ha- moyonensxoit MyDaBKb ,

L] ....O . * o .. L] .'.. e
CrouT ABOP HalL TOpPoON,

Bce xuBaer roxosow,
By#up1 BbTpR1L HOBBB&?T,
Pyxu aBopy mamapr", Z - -

‘Definite b§51¢ kaqinian‘eléments appea;vip all the phonetiééi,
morpholdgica;,vsyntacticgl,_lexica;, gnd'phfageological‘aspects. inéludiﬁg
‘the 'lingﬁistic 'stylés of srr.évoro&a ‘*, as illustr_at-ed in the intfoductory
notes in th§.1961 edition of Skovorodéls works;s It was ﬂot lohg before
the "compliéated»bOOkish 1anguage"l§f Skovoroda 9volved>in£o tﬁe quéin‘

_ Ukrainian 1iterary<1anguagei

4

Chaplenko, op. cit., p. 652.
S DerkaCh'.g‘R.o _c-i_to'po 690
3 4 2R

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 32. -
L -

PQPOV, op. Qio, Pe 67.

~ Skovoroda, Ivory, 1961, I, pp. XXXV-XXXVII, For a more comprehen-
- sive treatment of this subject see, V. Chaplenko, "Movna Pozytsiia i Mova .
' Hryhoriia Skovorody", Vyzvel'nyi Shliakh, op. cite., pp. 649-671; and P, A.
Morgun, '"Mistse H. S. Skovorody v Istorii Rozvytku Ukrains'koi Literatur- .

noi Movy", O. O, Potebnia i Deiaki Pytannia Suchasnoi Slavistyk (Kharkiv,
Vydavnytstvo Kharkivs'koho Universytetu, 19325, pp.'93~113. o
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_ "Bynyqn OTHUM 3 ocrammix IpoABiB momepeg-
. HbOI CTApPOKHHXHOT MOBHOL’ Tpazunil, Axa-

3axinqynana05 y XVIII CT., MOBa CKOBopoxn
BOZHOYAC MiCTHTB y co6i i BaPOJKH HOBOIL
nlmepamypﬂ01 MOBH Ha HaponmHi# ocuosi., B
cBiTai miel TeHneHnil CxoBopoxy MOxHa
BBaxaTH B icrTopilil yxpalncsx01 aiTeparyp-
HOI MOBH onan 3 momepenHukis I. KoTaap-
eBChKOTO",

Chyzhevs'kyi's summation of the nature of Skovoroda's linguistio

style is brief and to the point when he says,

", ., MOBa Cxosopoxn He Oyia Ha Tonlmﬂlﬁ :
YxpalHi 4 y x a MoBa, Takcame, AK He 6yB
uyxu#t i #oro mireparypmmit ctmie . . . 1
MoBa Crosopoxu, # #oro axireparypuuii cruis
He ManTb i3 MOBO® Ta JIlTepaTypHuM CTHIEM
cyuacHoI fiomy pociiicerol nlregamypn H 1=
Woro cnixsHOT o“

On the basis of the above, it becomes clearly evident that Skovo-v
roda was unquestionably a Ukrainian philosopher who expressed himself in
the language of his own people, namely, the Ukrainian language. , |
. - Not. only has Skovoroda been misunderstood from the all-inportantA
”standpoint of . nationality and use of language ‘as a means of creative ex-'-
pression, but there has been certain controversy in whether or not he
should be spoken of as a philosopher in the specifio implication of that-
term. Mirchuk expresses that contentious point of view in this way:

| | “CROBopoxa e "He ¢iabocod 3axinHo-eBpo—

nedcekol mipm . . . fIK CXOUeMO WMyKaTH
" CKOBODOAN HK ®1nboco®a B Horo HHC&HHHX,

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. XXXVII., - _ ‘

2 S o

' Dm. Chyzhevs'kyi,"Ukr. Literaturnyi barok" Pratsi Ukr, - Ist,
Filh, T-va v _Prazi, No. II, Vol. 1V, (Praha, 1942), p.'181.
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TO MM HiKOJM He lemyxaemo noro, 60 nlmepa—'
TYypHa CHajmuHa TaK HeborarTa Kimbkicron i Hee
opnrlHaana opmow, mo cMiNO MOXHA CKa3aTH, -
‘mO. Ha TiH ocHOBL He MoOxHa HOI0 NPUIHATH
$impocopoM B NOBHIM PO3YMiHHD TOTO CIOBas
OxpiM mporo roxoBHL #oro Jymxm PO3KHHeH1 ¥y
fioro TBOpax 6e3 HafMEHmMOTO HOPALKY, Tak mO
3aBIAHHEM KDUTHKA ABIAETHLA moﬁHo NmeBHA -
cucremisanis nux Jymox'. . :

Although Mirchuk concedes that Skovoroda could be described as "the
first Ukrainian philosopher in general” 2,A he-nevertheless insists that
Skovoroda 8 philosophy is "unsystematic’ and “superficial"' |

"qua CKOBOPOJa 38JIHmEB IO CO6i adirepa-

- TYPHY CHAIMUHY, TO MMMO TOI0 HiJKOM OHpAB=
IaHO HasuBae HOTo Kynpuucoxuit "®1nboco®om
6es cucrem", 6o xamHOl cHCTeMH BiH HaM He
nas aHi HaBlTb HEé IOKa3aB HaM HOBHX METOJN-
iB HayxoBol nmpani., [Mo6 MaTe nouaTTH po
CRonopony, ZOCHTD . npoqnmarn oxuH #Horo TBip,

. BCl Apyri ftoro TBODH IIOBTapATE 'mutatis mu-
tandis" T1 cami IyMKH, He JanTb HaMm Hiyoro
HOBOTrO, HesBuwyaiina npocTopa ®1nﬁoeo®11
CKOBopoxn, HeMmoxxuBicTy migifity mo mei si
3BHYAlHNM MacmTaOoOM KPUTHKE POOGHTEL 1ii Tax-
KOV JJA BHKJIany i ToMmMy y Beix pmasHifimux
npanax npo CKOBOPOLY . . . 624uMo 3 piabo- T

- cofivHOro GOKY 3Bnqaﬁgo xoaoni.nonepxonue ‘ o |
TPaKTYBaHHA cnpaBH" _ - o ' |

Gustav Shpet, who according to Zenkovsky "had written an excellent
study on the history of Russian philosophy in general", arrogantly denied_

~ that Skovoroda was a philosopher, asserting that "in Skovoroda'a worke I

find an extremely small amount of philosophy". b

1 | |
MirChu_k’IQEo gé_t_o' Pe 250

.2

Ibido, Pe 24,
3T

Ibid., p. 23.

Quoted after Zenkovsky, op. cit., Pe 55. See Gustav Shpet, Ocherk -
razvitiia russkoi filosofii (Petrograd 1922), pp. 69=70, 70, 74
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OQver against these negative views is the positive contention ex-
‘pressed by Ivan Dziuba who declared that "Skovoroda was first and fore—
most a philosopher:

"Even as a poet he was at his best in his philo- -
. sophical-theological works. Yet he is a philoso~ .
~ pher of a singular kind, who is important not so
much for working out generally valid systems. and
concepts, but for his poetic-psychological . compre-
hensions of the human soul, although he by no
means neglected questions of a universal nature."
. It has already been seen that Chyzhevs'kyi considers Skovoroda as
‘"the first representative of Ukrainian philosophy" whose"life was his
| philosophy, and whose philosophy was his life." 2 This summation is

generally held by most students of Skovoroda, yet there is a valid expla-,

nation for his "unsystematic" approach, as well as his "practical’ exempli-

fication of his singular prhilosophic thought.

In the first place, it should be remembered that Skovoroda's philo-, -

'sophy was not originally designed or refined for publication in a syste-
: matic form, nor was it primarily intended for wide readership as explained
by Morgun in the following quotation.

"no peql cxaaamn, mo aBTop nncaB cBol TBOpH
.He cueniagsuo mug Ouy6niryBaHnA, a 3xeolnb-
| WIOTO HPUCBAYYBAB IX npuATeNaM - 3Halomum i.
He sHadomuM., Tsopu I', CxoBopoxu B dlnbmocmn
nepenucyBanuch #Horo yuHaMH Ta IPHATENAMH 1
nepecunanucd Ha pisHi agpecu, Pizme IIOCHIA-
JucCA cami aBTOFp&@H. IIi ob6craBuuu 3YMOBIW~
BajIn N0 neBHOI wMipm MOBHOCTH%}CTHqHy cnpﬁmo-
BaHlCTb T8 npaBoan TBOplB"

1 | o
~ Dziuba, op. cit..’p. 67.
2

Chyzhevs'kyi, Narysy z Istorii Filosofii na Ukraini (Praha, Ukra-_

.'ins'kyi Hromads'kyi Vydavnychyi Fond, 1931), PP 35, 38. Hereafter cited
aa. Chyzhevs'kyi, Narysy, p. _
3

Morgun, gp.‘gigy, p. 113.
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A'Furthérmore, Skdvoroda himse1f wéS'nét qvefly concerned aboutvthe
traditionél concépts‘of philosophy (such as;“theoretiéal" of "cognitivgﬁ
practices) as he was about the deep emotional and voiitignél,naturé of
the human soul - the "heaft" of mén. For example, when asked for:his :
‘personal définition on the meaning of‘"philosoﬁhy", Skovoroda replied in

this way:

"The chief end of human life, the head or governor
of a man's deeds is his spirit, mind or heart.
Everyone pursues an end in life, but not everyone
pursues the chief end, that is, not everyone is
occupied with life's belly, that is, he directs

all of his deeds to giving life to his belly;
‘another to the eyes, another to the hair, another

to the legs and other limbs, still another to fine
clothing and such soulless things. Philosophy, or
the love of wisdom, directs the whole circle of

its deeds to a single end, in order to give life

-to the spirit, nobility to the heart, radiance to
the mind, as to the head or governor of all things. -
When a man's spirit is chéerful, when his mind is
tranquil, his heart at peace, then everything is 1
radient, happy, and blessed. Such is philosophy. .

"The Ukrainian philosopher had a special love for world philosophy
which invariebly had a profound impact upon his future thought:

"Bece cBoe cmBizome xuTTH 3Beprasca CKOBOpPOIa
B0 CIHaIMUHE aHTHYHOL ¢ixocodil Ta mirepa-
Typu. B #oro TBopax sycTpivawThes uacTi

- TOCUJI@HHHA Ha aHTHWUYH1 TBOPM Ta BUCIOBILBAHHL
CTapOrpeubKUX 1 DPHUMCHKUX MUCIUTENLiB Ta NOE-
TiB, TarKux, AKX Coaon, IlnaroH, Apicroreis,
Coxpar, Iigarop, I'opaniit, llinepon, Ceneka,
[lnyrapx ra GaraThox immmx, K OIHCBbMEHHHUK
CxkoBopoja nepexaasas TsBopw EBpinmiza, I'opa-.
‘Jis, OBimis, o6pobuss GalikoBi coxern Eszoma.

1 _ . - , _
: - V. Bonch~Bruevich (ed.), Materiialy k Istorii i Izucheniiu Russ-
kago Sektantstva i Staroobriadchestva, Part 5, Sobranie Sochinmenii H. 'S,
Skovorody (st. Petersburg, 19125, Pe 32. Hereafter cited as, Bonch-Bru-
evich, p. Text quoted after the translation of George L. Kline, Edie, OP.
_‘E_i_-_to, PP 22"230 o . . . o : ’




| ﬁomy Hanemarh nepernamy PirocodpchbKux TBO-
pis Hayrapxa ra linepoua. 3anikasiaenicrs
- CKoBOpPOIH CHaIMAHON AHTHYHUX MUCIHTEN1B 1
- Bigbunraca Ha 3M10T1 ﬁoro‘Bnacnoi ginmocodii",
Besides having an excellent knowledge of the above-mentioned ancient '
Greek and Roman philosophers, Chyzhevs'kyi's theais. ehows that Skovoroda
obviously had a good working knowledge of the so~ca11ed WEerman mystics"
the philosophers of the Middle Ages and the Early Church- Fathers. 2
As a student of philosophy and theology at the Kievan Academy 3
who wasg ranked among the top etudents in -his class 4, Skovoroda was dee-
tined to become one of the most enlightened individuals ot hie ‘era., 5 vHe
was, in fact, often referred to as the "krainian Socratee" 6 and Iurii _
Lawrinenko cites a quotation from V., Karazyn (a. contemporary of Skovoroda)
who thought of him as a Ukrainian Pythagoran, Origen and Leibnitz. In a .
letter to his publisher. Molodyk, Karazyn urote,
"Tonl, MOXJNBO, HAUMmMy g 610rpa®1m Hamoro
Myzpend, HEZOCTaTHRO B DPIiBHUX xypHaiax
NOZaHy, Ta # TO ypusKkamu 3 I8I0 poky, Gox -
i3 TOro poKy TiidpkM mOuaANH ZoranyBarTuch

mo My nminxm yyooMm i B pralHCBIClI’I CBHTHI

MaJH CBOTI'O Hlmaropa, Opirena, ﬂaﬂonlua" 7

1

I. V. Ivan o, "Etyka Skovorody i Filosofiia Epikura", Vid V shens

koho do Skovoredy (Kyiv, "Naukova Dumka®, 1972), p. 125..

Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, o ~g. cit., ps 6.

2
3 .
g Makhnovets', op. cit., Pe 23.

Ern, op. cit.. pe 51,
: Istoriia’ Ukrains'koi Literatury, _g. cit., i1, p. 111,

Marc Raeff, Imperial Russia 1682-1825: The Coming ot_Age of Modern

Russia (New York, Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1971), p. 127.

4
' - Iurii Lavrinenko, Vasyl' Karazyn: Ar khitekt Vidrodzhennia (Miun-
* khen, 'Guchasnist'", 1975), Pe 37, » .
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In a very“real sense, D, I. Bahalii peroeivedothe realekovoroda
-when he urote, "it is impossible to distinguieh in ‘Skovoroda the writer |
from the philosopher or even the person, because in him all of this was
blended into a single monolith". 1 -

vHowever, as already mentioned, the "unsystematic' philosophy of

‘Skovoroda is sufficiently continucus to enable a careful student to under-

stand some of its more difficult details. Naturally, not all of these
details nor all of his ma jor philosophic thoughts are always readily and
easily comprehended. This ie, of course, the reason why there are so
many unfounded v1ews ‘and serious oontradictions existent in works on
 Skovoroda -today. - o

There has long been a school of thought claiming that Skovoroda
-was "not an original thinker, or aven an.influential one for later Rue-
sian philosop " 2,. but that he "arrived at a philosophy which was ec-.
lectic rather than original" > In other words, it is alleged that the
Ukrainian philosopher favoured no particular belief or practice, but
selected what he considered to be the hest philoeophic elements from all
'schoole or methods. ’ '
| - To a certain degree, these contentions may be partially valid for
vSkovoroda wag indeed greatly influenced by other philosophere as noted

earlier. Yet, to allege that the Ukrainian philosopher lacked total ori- -

Lginelity in his creative works is a point of view that cannot be factually ;

justified.

1' . o : . N
Quoted after Derkach, o op. ¢cit., p. 60.
-2
Stephen Patrick Scherer, The Life and Thought of Russia's First
. Theologian, Grigorij Savvic Skovoroda (1 22-94), (Ph.D Dissertation, o
The Ohio State University, 1969), p. ‘
3

A ]

Ibid., P 172. See also Chyzhevs'kyi Fil'osofiia, ﬁp. cit., p. 5.




Those who consider him as an "original thinker, poet, and en-
lightener" are generally agreed that Skovoroda created -an original philo-
sophy even though he may have derived much of his inspiration from the

ancient Greeks or from the other philosophers he may have studied. 1 Zen-

kovsky explains this as follows:

" . + even a cursory acquaintance with Skovoroda'
works makes one feel his unquestionable original-
ity, not in the sense that he was subject to no
influences, but in the sense that he always thought
his ideas through independently, even if they came
to him from outside. He was a genuine philosopher."

Vladimir Ern pictures Skovoroda as a dexterous "bee", who, although

influenced by the philosophers of antiquity and later Church Fathers,,
skillfully reworked their thoughts into his own pure:and original - "honey"‘ 3
'Ivan Franko appesars to support this evaluation, having spoken of Skovo- |
roda as "pouring new wine into the old skins" of philosophic thought in
Ukraine. 5’ No T Kostomarov not only viewed Skovoroda's work positively

in terms of time and place in which it appeared, but also found in it a

‘ ’:remarkable original morality and freedom of thought. 2

Related to the question of originality is the fact that not all who :
have attempted to study Skovoroda have arrived at the same conclusion con-

cerning his 1ntellectual or scholarly abilities. Ern has shown that some '

of his contemporaries considered him to be a "dunce'—',,6 while many of hia't |

1

I.V. Ivan'o, gp. eit., p. 131.
: Zenkovsky, op. cit., p. 55.
Ern, op. cit., pPe 209, |
Franko, op- cit.,-pp. 79, 81.

N. I. Kostomarov, "Slovc o Skovorode', Osnova, 1861 #?. P 178

O WM W

El'n, Oop. Cite, p. 210,



,philosophic works were classified as too "dangerous" for publication. 1
Shpet denies that Skovoroda was a highly educated person claiming
vthat, ‘although Skovoroda had some knowledge of anclent philosophy and the
Church Fathers, it is "not enough to conclude that he was a successor to
" Plato' as many historians have done" 2 ~ This opinion was shared to some

extent by E. Radlov in his Ocherk istorii russkoi filosofii. 3

Vladimir Ern cites V. Krestovs'kyi who .as. early as 1861 had pub- _
lished the following description of . Skovoroda in his periodical Russkoe ,

Slovo.

"I consider Hryhorii Savich no more and no less

" than another seminary dunce, born by the thou-

sands in the Kievan,theological seminary over

the past century".
'In the very next issue of that same. publication, Krestovs'kyi's attack
against Skovoroda vas' continued when he declared him to be a "dull-w1tted"
and "carrionlc seminarian" 2. .

.Another who failed to appreciate the intellectuul end philosOphic'

worth of Skovoroda was one of his biographers, H. P, Danylevs'kyi who wrote"
~ that "although Skovoroda s life was well known, his phllosophlcal works
for our time have no meaning"."g Ern has noted that Skovoroda was 'too

great for hls epoch", and therefore 1t was dlfficult for average scholars

to understand him and accurately evaluate his creatlve ablllties.v?

1. o :
Olianchyn, 2244313., p. 692.
5

Shpet, op. 01t., Pp. ?O 7#
3.
E. Radlov, Ocherk istorii russkoi filosofil (St Petersburg, 1920)

P 10. l{. »
Ern, Op. cit., p. 210,

Ibide, pp. 210-211,
g == , .

Vol. XXI, p. 87.
?“Ern, ope cit., p. 54,

H. P, Danylevs'kyi, Sochineniia v XXIV‘tomaRh-(St. Petersbutg,-1902),
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Early”in his childhood Skovoroda demonstrated'a remarkable talent
and thirst for learninga 1 So intense was his love. for acquiring greater
.knowledge that Kovalens'kyi made 1t ‘clear that it was not Skovoroda s
father s idea to send him to the Academy, but rather that his father sent
him to ‘the Academy in 1738 "as a result of his (Skovoroda's - JRP) wish-u
es," 2 It was a little later in 1ife that Skovoroda recalled w1stfully,
Mfrom my earliest years a mysterious power and mania attracted me to .
moralizing books, ‘and I loved them more than anything else: they doctored
‘and cheered my heart". 3

“Along. with his books, nature played a significant role in the for-
mation of Skovoroda's character and education. 4 The scope of his know-

ledge extended from philosophy and theology to music, history, mathematics,
5

and science. -Some scholars claim his works were "widely disseminated
‘ in manuscript form during his lifetime" such that he soon became known as
‘an "encyclopaedically enlightened person" ‘and a "wandering university"
On the basis of sound historical and biographical evidence it be-
comes apparent that the Ukrainian philosopher was not indifferent to

learning for he argued that "nothing is better than a good education:

P . _ _ R
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 488.

2 Ibid., p. 489. Recent biographical studies en Skovoroda have re-
_vealed documented evidence that the Ukrainian philosopher studied only one
full year (1744-1745) at the Kievan Academy rather than the widely accept-
ed (1738-42; 1744-50) years as ccmpiled by M. I. Petrov in 1902. (See L.
Makhnovets' op. cit., pp. 23-24). R '

> Bonch-Bruevich, op. eit., p. 245.

» 4 Mykhailo Vozniak, Istoriia Ukrains'koi Literatury (L'*vov, "Pros--
vita™, 1924), III, p. 77. o

® Ern, op. ¢it., pp. 61-63. Ses also, Vozniak, op. cit., pp. 78-

79.

: _ 6 Istoriia Ukrains'koi Literatury (Kyiv, 1967), ope. cit., pp. 110-
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neither rahk, nor wealth, nor family, nor the tendernessvof landlords,.
nor noble birth". 1 | . | |
Skovoroda's influence, both philosophic and academic, was very
‘ profound upon the Ukrainian population and later served to establish the
necessary groundwork for the founding of Kharkiv university. 2. It ‘can
therefore be safely concluded that the Ukrainian philosopher was not. only
recognized as an original thinker, but,as a competent educator whooexemp-
lified his academic credentials not only hy his many years'of teachinév
| and 1ecturing, but also in his substantial philosophic and literary
creativity. ‘ i . _
| - It appears as if Ern was among the first to initiate the contro-
-versy concerning Skovoroda's relation and attitude toward religion and
the Church when he wrote, "Skovoroda, although he was not in principle
,:bhostile to the Church, nevertheless’ found himself in a position of mute,
3

,unconscious opposition to it". 'Bonch—Bruevich,.the editor of Skovoro-
da's works goes'further and, on ‘the basis of isolatea expressions gleaned -
‘from Skovoroda; represents him as close to sectarianism. 4 This view was
later revived by P. Miliukov who classified the Ukrainian philosopher as
-"a Sectarian in spirit"

| " The general Soviet interpretation of Skovoroda's attitude toward
'religion and the Church casts him as 'resolutely re;ecting the Christian

concept of God" 5 since, according to Bilych and POpov, he was basically

Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 462.

2 Vozniak, op. cit., p. 8.
B_Ern,.gp.ogit;;-p.ABES. .
Bonch~Bruevich, "Zamitka ot redaktsii", Pp. vii-xv.

2 0l. Doroshenko, Pidruchnyk Igtorii Ukrains'k01 Literatury (Khar-
kiv, "Knyhospilka", 1930), P 70.
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"atheist" and very "materialistic" in his outlook. L M. P. Red'ko's
thesis characterizes Skovoroda as an idealistic opponent of religion and
an enemy of the official Church. 2

In a very interesting essay entitled '"The World of Symbols in H. S.
Skovoroda", D, P, Kyryk explains that Soviet scholars have often misrepre-

sented Skovoroda's religious convictions because most of them have expres-

sed literal rather than the proper symbolic insights of his philosophy

and have ignored or misunderstood his "method of expression" 3 A;'P. Mar- ,

kov reflects Kyryk's conclusions stating that "to conclude that Skovcroda

" was an atheist or an idealistic opponent of religion.is unfounded', 4

Other scholars such'as Ve V. Zenkoveky concur with these views

.showing that the Churoh in Skovoroda's day was sadly secularized and that
"Skovoroda was a free ecclesiastical thinker, who felt himself a member of
the Church but firmly preserved his freedom of thought" 5 Furthermore,

FGkovoroda's thought never broke avay from the Bible, and the more his

thought matured, the more profound did the meaning of the Biblical narra-

tives appear to him" .6

‘ In‘Skovoroda's dialbgue»entitled, "A Conversation'Among-FivejTravel-

1

See T, A, Bilych "Kalendar ateista -H. S. Skovoroda, (Kyiv, 1959)
P, Popov, Hryhorii Skovoroda (Kyiv, 1960). '

2y, P. Red ko, Svitohliad H, S, Skovorody (L'viv, 1967) .

3 Kyryk, "Svit Symvoliv H. S. Skovorody", Vid Vyshens'koho do Skovo-
rOdy’ _ﬁe Cito’ PPe: 11?, 1200 .

A, P, Markov, "Spivv1dnoshennia dulkkhovnoho i materiial‘noho u filo-

sofii He S, Skovorody', Vid Vyshens'koho do okovorodx, Op. cit., p. 115.
' > Zenkoveky, o op. cit., p. 57. '
Ibid., pp. 57-58.




ers Concerning Life's True Happiness," Longinus (Skovoroda) says:?

"I began to read the Bible in my thirtieth year.
But this splendid Book won out over all my -other
loves, slaking my long hunger and thirst with

the bread and water of God's truth and Justice, =~
which were sweeter to me than honey and the honey-
comb. I feel by nature especially drawn to them,
I have fled, and I flee, under the guidance of my
Lord, all the obstacles of life, and all carnal
lovers, so that I might find peace and joy in the’
pure embrace of this daughter of God-onvis fair-
er than all the daughters of men . " '~ =

Skovoroda lived by his faith, and he had not the least fear of_los-. 

ing that faiﬁh in the paths of freqithought, as Mirchuk points out in the
: follqwing quotation: | B
"CroBOpPOZa MaB CBOD pexirin,.BipnB B Bora
- safimapcsa Bi6aien Toxi, Koxn'uivpiqn,nnga—'
aaﬁnca}inmenirenmnnu;RonaM, BHXOBaHEM Ha
¢panuyspri alreparypi, niaxom sadisuM
6amscrom" , 2 S o
According to Franko, Skov@roda's'phildsophy bf life along with his
interpretation of morality, precludedbany 1ntimate'aséociation with the
existant hierarchy. 3 He Qas.not'an avowed“"eﬁemy" of the Church, nor

was he "atheistic"' in his religious“outlook. The Ukrainian philosbpher

simply considered the Orthodox Church . as incapable'bfvtrue spiritual-

._1eadership_#, its monasteries as nests of indﬁlgenf phariseés 5, and'ité.f 

membership as a crowd of unreflective and superstitious louts. 6.

,1
bj George_L.'Kline. Compare, Edie, op. cit., p. 56. B
o ZTMirchuk, op. cite, p. 32. o |
' 3‘Fxtamko, 22.'213., p. 80.
4 Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 72.
2 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 498.
6 Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 362.

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. 2h6.  Quoted after the trénéiation :

i
]
i
b
|
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These views and attitudes have caused some writers to see him as -
the "forerunner of Ukrainian evangelism'. 1 . Stephen Scherer sums up
Skovoroda 8. attitude toward the established Church in this way:

"Despite his outlook concerning’ the Church, however, :
Skovoroda did not abandon his belief in its most
crucial dogmas, the trinity of God and the Divinity
of Jesus Christ. Still his opposition to the Or-
thodox Church impelled him to seek a more spiritual
.and ascetic Christianity removed grom a dependence
on material forms and comforts', '
In short, Skovoroda believed that individual spiritual regeneration rather i
than ecclesiastical or social reform would promote social tranquility. To
- this end he was willing to devote his- entire strength and ability, even.
his life. |
Dmytro Chyzhevs kyi mentions a number of other areas where Skovoroda
~ has been grossly misunderstood and where diametric interpretations still
exist. Metaphysically, he was described as a ‘monist, dualist and material-
ist. 3 Ethically, says Chyzhevs'kyi he was denoted as a relativist who
defined norms meaningful only for the individual, while conversely, he has
been described ‘as the precurser of "absolute" ethics. 4 Chyzhevs kyi goes
on to p01nt out how the philosophy of Skovoroda has been variously compared
to the thoughts of other philosophers whose views were known to be founded
upon different premises.
_"CKOBopony 3BAByBaJH i 3 Haﬁpisnomanlm~
. HimmMu ¢inocodiumumm Tpamumiamm: 3 Cok-
~ paroM, IllnaToHOM, ApicroTexem, cTolxamu,
llrorinom, orusMm uepxsu, Cnino30L, MaJjb—

GpanmeM, Xp. BoubgoM, ¢1xooo®16n npocaive-
HOCTH /@paﬂuyabxa HpOCqueHlCTB, Palimapyc/,

o Iv. Floryns'kyi Hryhorii Skovoroda -
helizmu (Toronto, National Publishers Limited,

2 Scherer, _p. cit., ps 51.
3 Chyzhevs'kyi Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 5.
4 Ibid., '

Predtecha Ukrains'koho Ievan- :
195
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Ta HaBiTh ia3 Mnonennnaun, mo ¥UAM TO Cxono~
popi - 3 Mlexninrom, lerexem Ta I'epGapToM!
llelt panx iMeH MM MOTJH 6 NDPOJOBXHTU T3 NONOB-
HUTH iMeHaMu MeHm Bigomumu , "

There are similar'differences of.opinioh ooncerning the ihfiuenoes
that the West may or may not have had on Skovoroda. While Chyzhevs'kyi
conoedes such a probability 2 ’ Ern strongly rejects the validity of
- any argument to uphold that belief. > |

Last, and by no means least, a number of scholars hare claosified
Skovoroda as '"a late representatlve of Baroque mysticism" 1n Ukraine.'
vPopov, however, reJects the attempts of those (such as Ivan'e and Chy--’
‘_zhevs'kyi in this instance) who choose to link Skovoroda to the Baroque
rstyle, as "anti-historical" >
In view of these conflicting interpretations made by scholars re-

B gardlng the life and works of Skovoroda, Chyzhevs'kyi poses a number of o
| crucial questlons which demand -serious. consideratlon by those with a
igenuinerdesire to know and further the studies of Skovoroda-in,the academic
world: | } |
‘"MO MOXHAa spoonmn 3 oM Xa0COoM xymox? Yn
He 0as3yeThCd nA podbixmicres onimis, inTep-
,npemaulﬁ Ha ToMy mo CroBmopoja 6yB IyX,
. aAKu# yce npnﬁmaa, ‘yce cnoayuyBaB, - 8060
- ainme yce sMmimyBaB, yce 3IMBaB y onHe? Ynu

He OyB BiH oxmH i3 THX, MO He € HIUWM NeB-
- HEM, 60 Xo0ue oywn BCiM sapasom? Y He 3Ha-

T o o -

Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 5.

_ Ibid., p. 6. ' ‘ o S
3 Ern, op. cit., pp. 55-59. C o ‘ o ’

' b Dmitrij Cizevskij, Com arative History of Slavic Literatures

(Baltlmore, Maryland, Vanderbilt University Press, 19715, Translated by

‘Richard Noel Porter and Martin P. Rice, p. 92. See also, Ivan Ivan' o,

"Nove Doslidzhennia. Pro Hryhoriia Skovorody", Dnipro (Kylv, 1969), No. 5,
p. 147, v s

5 P‘Opov,. P_Eo 9_1._2.’ po127.

2




- the interests of encouraging future Skovorodian studies, such well-known
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YHTH  Ie, mo BiH OyB Jaume X y p io 3 0 M,
aHiAK HE Y Yy T oM ¥y 1cmop11 YRPaIHCE-

~ KOoro: xyxa? Ane, sk Tozmi 3ACyBaTH BHYTpim-
HDO enHicts #oro ocobucrocTu Ta HOTO XUTTE—
BOr0 maaxy? fx 3ACyBATH floro rauGoxuit
BIJIKB Ha CY4acCHMKiB Ta TO#f arT, mo Ykpa-
IHCbKa Jgyxosa icropis BCe, AK 3avyapoBgHa,

~ nosepmaembcs Io "CrxoBopozuucTaal? ot

In response to Chyzhevs'kyi's obvious concern about the confused
state of Skovorodian studies due to the existence of so many inconsistent
and diametric'interpretations, an.attempt will be made in this thesis

to approach Skovoroda a little differently by viewing his works through

his symbols, emblems and philosophic terms rather than through the tradi-
btional means of literal interpretation. FurtherMOre, it is believed that
once he is examimed within the historical context of his own epoch and ac-
'cording to his personal method of stylistic expression, then his entire E
philosophical thought and literary creativity will crystallize into a - _ gv
sensible unified system of ideas that will be recognized as being strangely

unique in the history of world philosophical thought.
PROBLEMS TO BE RESOLVED

‘From all indications it appears as if Skovoroda will continue to be

“'a "non-entity" among the world's most celebrated philosophers unless his
works are re-published by scholars who are qualified to undertake and im-

prove upon the quality of existing editions of his works. Furthermore, in

early editions and studies on Skovoroda by I. T. Lysenkov 2, as well as

1 .
Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., pPe 6.
"2 I. T, Lysenkov (ed.), Sochineniia b stikhakh i proze Hryhoriia

Savycha Skovorody (St. Petersburg, 1861). Located at. Columbia University it
is the earliest comprehensive ‘edition of Skovoroda's writings.,
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D, I. Bahalii 1,_and'V. D. Bonch-Bruevich 2 (which are now reéognized.as
"biographical rarities" °) 4shou1d be re-issued, as without easy access
to these and other important works, students of Skovoroda can bécome,

easily discouraged in their'research.

There are,‘of_course, many valuable4iﬁ-de§£h_étudies énd;essaysA"
on Skovoroda that are, for tﬁe most part, inaccessible to students‘on an
intermediate level of academic reséarch, Since‘these works are often
B difficult to'locate'on an inter-library loan basié, mahjﬂstudents'are'_

thereby hindered in'making positive and reliable progress on the basis

qf earli¢r~scholar1y aécomplishments in these areas. _
Joseph:T. Fuhrmanp‘;n his "Biographical:Essay”'h; vcifes a series
of interesting Skovorbdian sources ﬁy"RuSsian-aﬁﬁhois including‘Khitheuvs,”
_Father,Superior‘Gavriil 6.' N. Stellétskii'7,,;A.'S, Lébédev 8;: and
seferal others which appear ag‘if'they would enrich fhe prdgress of re--

search on Skovoroda were they to become ''standard references" in moét  o ?

| university libraries.

1 IR | .

‘ D. I, Bahalii, Sochineniia Hryhoriia Savycha Skovorod (Kharkov,

1894 in 2 volumes, located at the ‘Library of Congress. Also, D, Bahalii,’

Ukrains'kyi mandrovanyi . filosof Hr. Sav. Skovoroda, (Kharkiv, 1926),

_ ,2 V. D, Bonch-Bruevich, Sobranie Sochinenii H. S. Skovorod .(St.
Petersburg, 1912). Located at the University of Manitoba, it was originally

 planned as an extensive 2-volumed edition, but only the first volume con-
taining the dialogues appeared in 1912, ' L T S :

> Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. VI. .
Fuhmann’ 22,0-2:220" ppo 6?"'72. o . , N ‘ .
_ . 4 S'Khidzheu,_"GrigOrii Varsava Skovoroda..Istoriko-kritichéskii‘ocherkﬂ,'
Teleskop, No. 26 (1835), pp. 1-24, 151-178. Located in the New York Public
. Library. , o , .

o 6 Father Superior Gavriii, Istoriia Filosofii (Kazan, 1839-1840),
Vol. 6. Located at the Library of Congress. ' » ‘ a

7 N. Stelletskii, "Stranstvuiushchii ukrains'kii filosof Grigorii -
Savvich Skovoroda', Trudy Kievskoi Dukhovnoi Akademii, 2 (July, August 1394) ,
- pp. 449-478; 608-629.’Locatedfat Harvard University. : '

A. S, Lebedev, "G. S, Skovoroda kak bogoslov",.Vb oS filésofii i
psikhologii, 27 (1898), pp. 170-177. Located at the Library of Congress.
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In the second place, it is generally_knoun that not all the liter-

" ary or philosophic works on Skovoroda have been found-and subsequently

published. For example, Figures #6 and #7 in the Append of this essay

illustrate two copies of a newly discovered letter and song of Skovoroda -
: that were unknown to students of Skovorodian studies up until only a few'

'~ years ago. Although the’ editors of the 1961 edition.of the Ukrainian

philosopher 5 worksa state ‘that in these two volumes are published "all the

-,known works of Skovoroda" 1, it is widely held that with future archival

research by Soviet scholars, many new works by that philosopher-writer

- will be discovered thereby enhancing his stature as a philosopher deserv-

-ing world-wide recognition.

Whenever the works of Skovoroda have been republished by Soviet

scholars (such as in the 1961 and. 1973 editions) the original text has o

always undergone considerable "modification" by its translation into the

: contemporary Ukrainian or Russian orthography. In so doing, the intrinsic

essence and meaning of the Ukrainian philosopher 8 thoughts have been de-

formed and subsequently misrepresented because the new orthography tends

to cloud the gist of the original

Even.though such a departure from accepted norms was ackncwledged~

in the interests of encouraging "wider readership" 2, it should be noted

that the failure to render a. "word-for—word" precise interpretation of .
the text has’ given rise to many unfortunate inaccuracies and uncertaintiea
concerning Skovoroda's literary style and method of linguistic expression.

For example, since the old "8"sign has been omitted (whereas"s"

1 .
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I Pe vI.

2 Doid., p. VL.
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" i " and,"bnf’ have been retained - "as dictated by the original" 1 Y,
the following difficulties arise in the text.

a). Original phrases such as "10 & u cam-b TO0T™ Yac chany" 2
are altered by the contempo;ary translation to read,"10 A 1
caM ToTvyac BCTaHy . _

b). Having already made such a drastic change, the phrase render-
ed in the first of Skovoroda's "Sad bozhestvennykh pisnei':

"A cmepTes ecTh CBATAH, KOHUHT Hama j3aad,
H3BomuTh 310 BORHB1L B moOKOH ., .M :

could be read as « « .
" sBOIHT 3 axoit BoﬁHbl B noxoﬁ "

Furthermore, according to some of the earliest grammatical customs

(which wereastill'widely~practiced during the time of'Skoyoroda;z1?22s1?94);
the stress ('naholos") played a very important role in Ukrainian orthog-

raphy. Skovoroda often employed these "stress" signs in: his philosophic

]
|
.
i
|

" and literary works as they were very unique in Ukraine ? and were widely
'_used to differentiate between Ukrainian and Russian speechlforms}v There~
fore, in publishing any ancient Ukrainian manuscripts it is essential that

every given case of "stress" be reproduced without -any change whatsoever.

|
|
!
|
i
|
|
f
|
{
i
{
|
i
|
|
|

This has not always been done by Soviet scholars_as, by their own
admission, stresses were 'only retained whenever they differed from con-

temporary usage ~ or where the stress more,accurately defines”the meaning

of the word', © Having thus omitted the all-important stress signs from

1 . ' .
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961 I, p. VIIL.

Ibid., p. 65. See A endix, Figure #3.
3 Ibid., p. 66.
Ibido’ II, Pe 7o

' 5 For further details see, I. Ohienko, "Naholos iak metod oznachennia
mistsia vykhodu starodrukovanykh knyzhok" - Zap. N, T, Sh. (L'viv, 1925),
PP 136-137; pp. 197-224. o , -

Skovoroda, Tvorx, 1961, I, p. VII.

2




* the works of Shouoroda "unless-they differed frem‘contemporary usage",
one begins to wonder whether "'contemporary usage" refers to the Ukrainian
‘or Russian langusge! | o
In orderAto'simolify the study and understanding of Skoyoroda'
: creativity, it is absolutely essential that all grammatical peculiarities'
(unique to the original text) be retained whether they compliment present
day usages or not.‘ The following examples amply Justify the necessity of
© such retentions.

a). Skovoroda's stress signs can clearly be seen in his original .

autographs. "Er,zxa HeMomeCTBylo . 11 4g rendered on the
.opposite page as- "Erga HeMomecTBylo . "2 yithout the
stress! :

b). It would be.interesting to know how Skovoroda pronounced the
- word "uma" (name); in Russian"¥Ma" or in Ukrainian. "HMA"?
(According to Sov1et reproductions of the original text, this
would be difficult to reconcile)!
~ Similarly, one cannot add such things as "punctuation marks" (if
they do not exist in the original text). because these are historical docu-
ments and: cannot be altered under any circumstances, unless they are clear~
ly designated and properly acknowledged by footnotes, in the extenuating
circumstance. | o |
| A most significant Judgment was made by Constantine Kostencheskyi,
the distinguished Serbo-Bulgarian paleographer of the IV century, that
Yevery letter within each word has its own meaning", which can easily be
. lost in translation. 3 "Heresies often result" he says, "from omissions
. and additions to the original text" 4 and this is even more applicable to

the translation of religious manuscripts.

1 %
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961 II, p. #09. See Apgend s Figure # 5.
Ibid., P ho8.

3 D. C, Lykhachev, Razvitie Russkoi Literatury X-XVII vekov (Lenin-
grad, "Nauka" 1973), Pe 85.

Ibido s Do 850

2
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‘Publishers often tend-to justify such textual "correotions" on
vthe premise that they "81mplify the understandlng of these works for the
benefit of contemporary readers". -j These works, of course, are often
mostly studied'by students, which would therefore negate the apparent
_"necessity" for tampering with the origlnal Skovorodian manuscript. o
Should such "changes" be 1nSisted upon, then the original document would :
have to be given intact on the opposite page for textual comparisons. In
'this wey,_by respectingAthe importence and significance of preserying the

" original text in republication, Skovorodian studies would be greatly simpli-

fied once the proper rules and methods of studying it are adopted. .

In accordanoe with these same prlnciples the illustrations, diagrems
and autographs made by Skovoroda,should be more clearly reprinted to faci-
" litate easier scrutiny and evaluation by the serious scholar. |
Skovoroda's creative works, both 11terary and philosophical, are

always more easily comprehended once they are studied within the proper .

§
|
¢
{
i
i
{
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i
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|
i
|
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Biblical context from which they received their original 1nspiration. _
By the age of seven, the young Ukrainian philosopher-writer had
-already become aware . of a strange "attraction w1thin him" for the study

of the Bible 2; a mysterious inner compu151on that 1ncreased inlintenSity

all through his life. Kovalens'kyi has shown that the Old and New- Testa- ‘
ments of the Bible were for Skovoroda the basie of his life, knowledge,
_ education, and creative writing. 3 -He studied the Holy Scriptures fervent-

'ly both day and night and committed most of the Bible to memory. Seldom

1 . ' .
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, pp. VII-VIII.

Ibid., II, p. 488,
‘3.Ib1d., pPD. 525-525-

2
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' was he separated from it as he carried the Scriptures.with him every;

where in his wanderings considering the Bible as "one of the most import-

‘ant crucibles of truth available to man'". j When he died he rested
his head upon the Bible - as a symbolic gesture of its importance: to his
life and works. 2 »

A closevexanination and consideration of his writings will'reveal
that SkovOroda's_language and works are 1iterall§dsaturated with speci-
fic Biblical-thoughts. -In fact, there is rarely an important thought in
Skovoroda that does not reflect a definite Biblical quotation either. by

direct citation or casual implication. when given from’ memory. >

It would appear that these quotations (either from the 0ld or New ‘

Testaments) should be clearly acknowledged wherever they appear in the
original manuscript and appropriate footnotes should accompany those in-

stances where Skovoroda made definite reference to Biblical sources, but

failed to denote the Scripture reference he used. This procedure is often

'practiced by scholars in most academio circles,
Should these quotations from the Bible be appended in italic form,
the reader would be able to see that the Bible was clearly the basic

source of Skovoroda' '8 thought for, in reality, ‘he never departed from

" the Scrlptures. The following examples illustrate this point more fully._

In his dialogue, "A Conversation Among Five Travellers" we read,

" JoHTUHZH, AX 4yeJoBbK ! Hocmbinncs cero
ropopuTh! EcTam Kpacmber 3alal COJHeuHbiH,
UTO 3aBTPUEHIE nens Bozciser qncmsln a

1 . . ' . .

~ Skovoroda, Tvor y 1961, II, p. 502.
2

(Paryzh, "Vozrozhdenie", 1929), p. 76.

3 Kyryk, "Svit. symvoliv H. 8, Skovorody", Vid Vyshens'koho do Skovo-

Hr. P. Bobrynskoi, Starchyk Hryhorii Skovoroda. Zhyzn' i Uchenie

-rodz,rgp. c1t., p. 121.
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ecTau BapyMHHHTCE BOCTOK, = cmyxa ¥ Heno-

ale}ic:} nyeT,Fero IHA, BCP T'OBOPEM = U Obl-

Baer rax." - _
Neither the author (Skovoroda) nor the editors‘of the 1961 edition of his
“works have noted that this thought is Biblical rather than Skovorodlan. 2
Similar examples can be found even in Bonch-Bruev1ch's edltion of 1912"

"Iunembprl /rosopuTca b Hawb /, June HeGecw

HO€ NOINIMHHO XOPOWO Bbl PpPazcupars Hay4uJucsy,

a Bai Yero He unpumbyaere 38KOHOBB, YTO 6b

BaMb, Kake IO Cxbny, Lo6GparTks ca Zo anmmeﬁ
omacmnnnnms BaCh HCTHHB1?" .

This thought was based upon Luke 12:56 though neither Skovoroda nor Bonch-'
Bruevich had taken the trouble to acknowledge it.
| From the given examples it is clear that Skovoroda often thinks in
Biblical terms without consistently acknowledging his Scriptural source
'by an approprlate notation. Instances such as those given above could be '
cited almost indefinltely showing that the omiss1on of such known Biblical
referencee greatly hinders a clearer understandlng of his works, Since o
most Soviet Ukrainian scholars interpret Skovoroda. as an "atheist" and
"materialist" 3 sy 1t would probably explain why a more complete compila---
tlon of these: Blblical references in Skovoroda has not yet been made.z |
In view of the confused and diametric interpretations already con-
'sidered in works on Skovoroda, it 18 glaringly obvious that few who have
studied his works in any real depth, have’ been able to properly distin- :
}guish.between the thoughts,Skovoroda_gleanedifrom the Bible, from other

'philosophere; or those which may have been hisVown}AiFailing to make this

1
Skovoroeda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. 223,

2 Compare, Luke 12: 54-55,

3 A._P Markov, "Spivvidnoshennia Dukhovnoho i Materiial'noho u _
. Filosofii. H, S. Skovorody', Vid Vyshens'koho do Skovorody, op. cit., p. 110,
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~ importent discovery, the works of Skovoroda heve therefore femsined mig-~
- understood and classified as "too cohfﬁsed" or even as "irrelevant".
AStill'another important requiremehtvessential to the.simplificaa.
tion of Skovoroda's thought is the need to preserve the'usevof ell cspi-
tsl'letters as rendered in the original text to distinguish "HolyAnaﬁes"
or "Sacred'terms"'ffom those of.cohmon origih. .In the ancient Ukrainian
manuscripts,‘"Holj.words"‘were often writteh in an'abbrevisted form with

: a short line placed over the word: e. g. bg';, bgu ’ denoting bcgz,bogu,

as Horace G. Lunt describes more fully in his 01d Church Slavonic Gram-

mar: : : ‘
. "Apparently this was Originally a means of empha-
sis rather than a space-saving device, and it was
‘restricted to the "nomina sacra", the names of .
- Divinity, such as "God", '"Jesus", "Spirit". It
early became extended to a number .of other words,
and is particularly common with the forms of the
verb 'glagolati' 'speak, say': ri¥eT, rAA =
vglagolet’s, glagol;jg, etc" '
The above-mentioned short. line (tittle) placed over abbreviated
words primarily indicated that the word below it was "Holy"> This was
a grammatical law that wag never broken in Ukraine. With thefpsssing'of
time, (as this practice was extended to 1nclude a number of other words
: such as "glagolati" mentioned by Lunt) the "nomina sacra" began to be
: written with a capital letter (still in the abbreviated form under a tit—
'tle) in order to be easily distinguished from the abbreviated secular
words.
In 1707, according to a. decree issued by Peter the Great these
words were now to be written in full (without tittles) but still in the o

'-Vcapitalized form denoting the Divine form. This trend continued to be

1

Horace G. Lunt, 01d Church Slavonic Grammar (The Hague, Mouton &
CO. N. Vo 1968), PP 22-230 : : -
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' upheld by:the grammatical iaws of the XVIIﬁ and XVIiIm centuriee in
Ukraine,‘untii the beéinning of the XIX% century when,qeccording-to the
orthographic‘reforms-of Ja. K. Grot 1, a protestant'wno»did not recog-
‘nize the_"nomina sacra" law, the tendency»to write'Divine words in the.
lower case was initiated.

It should be noted, however, thet Skovoroda strictly observed the
 ™omina sacra" law and’distinguished'eli'Divine,words from common ones by
using.the capitalised form along with thelappropriete tittles, although
,.there are instances where the latter was sometimes omitted by the philo- ;
- sopher. Nevertheless, capltale were always used, not only by Skovoroda,

but by the entire region of Ukraine.

- In recent years, most publications of Skovoroda's works have ape
peared without the proper use of capitals to denote Divine words "in order
~ to be consistent with- current grammatical 1aws" :2 -Representatlve exam-
'*ples can be easily given from Skovoroda's personal autographs in the- 1961
edition of his works to show his respect for the - "nomina sacra'" law. Con-
‘51der, for example, the_following specimens:.
| "ﬂeCHTOCTPYHHaH HcanTbips . . Korxa nplﬁxy,

'n JABmoes Jluny B/o/xin? . . k_llapb He6ecnomy
Bbl e OTBe 3uTE nﬁb‘BpaTa IIpaBmsa .,
B/o/r P/o/ {no/x/b" "Napersia Boxia . .

B/o/m . "CnoBQ B/o/kle M2 Ny

.CBATb1H Bome, # BLKOBS Taopeub . 6"O B/o/ke

. . -u Hacirazurucs Bechzow _BO Xp/ﬁ/crt Hxe
Ma BbeTe, ® asmp ero AT

1 » . . .
: We Ko Matthews, Russian Historical Grammar (London, The Athlone ;
Press, University of London, 1960) p. 314, Reprinted with corrections, 1967.i‘

2 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. VIII,

3 Ibid., p. 65. See Appendix, Figure # 3.
;g;g.,'p. 347. See Appendix, Figure # 4. .

7 Ivid., p. 435. - ‘
Ibid., II, p. 63. o

7 Ibid., p. 409.
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o From the above examples we can see ‘that Skovoroda always denoted
Divine terms with capital letters thereby expressing his reverence and
, respect for the- Divinity he was referring to. It is significant-that the
'_editors of the 1861, 1894, and 1912 editions of Skovoroda's works had
- carefully retained this practice observed by Skovoroda, although this
cannot be said of the more recent editlons.

.Whenever these capitals have been removed from the text (as evi-

‘denced by the 1961 and 1973 edltions) the initial meaning of - Skovoroda -]
f works immediately become confused because one cannot always distinguish
Vthe true meaning of the philosopher s thoughts.

This fact is clearly seen by the following examples: "AB ecMm, az’

- oecMm, as eCM cpift , (This phrase refers to the Name of God indica- -

ting the 'unsearchableness' of God, rather than His mere."existence", as
'commonly supposed. Cf. Exodus 3‘14).' In each instance, the ‘underlined - |
letter should be capitalized according to Skovoroda's original text. And:
‘again: " . . a oorocnos Ipyroe ums ,z:aetrz gor - Jmoosb ec'.rs" 2
(Here, "bohoslov' refers to the Apostle John who wrote,"ﬂod is Love" I
John b; 16). As one can see, the capitals have been omitted here also..
Finally, " o . qmod Bcesnnsmee, HexpeMnmmee, Bennxoe Bcero
"“MKpa OKO . ." 3 (Reference here is being made to the all-seelng Eye-

‘of God, which should be capitalized). |
| Included in the capitallzed form of Divine terminology eerevsuch

~ things as the names of the Biblical books, the word 'Bible" "Gospel",

etc. The omission of such capitalized forms not only destroys the original_

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961 I, Do 213. All underlinings are my own.

2 Ibid., p. 214, A1l underlinings are my own.

3 Ihid., p. 221, All underlinings are my own,
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text but severely clouds the meaning of its contents. 1 For the average -
reader, the statement: "Ilocia gyxa CbiHa CBOEro B Ceplua Hama . n2
would be relatively unclear. quever; whén from the original autograph

we read the proper capitalized form: "Ilocia Iyxa Cbl_Ha CBoeEro B -

ceprua Hama . .," - everything becomes clear!

Correlated with the above-mentioned "nomina»sacraﬁ law was the .
pfactice of denoting pronouns with small letters rather than capitals as
~ we do today. In a letter to his'friend, Ja. Pnayyts'kyi,'Skovoroda~

. Y ’ . (N . - '
wrote: "Mub naBHO CKyuHO, YTO Cb Bamu He Gecbryw ., ., morTmycs

, , - _ o . A _
BUZbTH Bac i " 3 om page 408, directly opposite the given original
autograph, the pronouns in Skovoroda's text have all been capitalized by
the editors of that edition.thereby'adding further confusion in the under-
* standing of his works. . | o B o |
In an effort to justify the ébsolufe'necessity of preserving ancient
ménuscripté in their given original form, D. S. Lykhachev cites Kostenches- e
kyi who,willédvthe "wrath of God" upon those who chose to add to or sub-
tract even the minutest detall from;the primary source:'
"KoncranTur KocTendeckuit HCXONUT U3 yOER=
" IeHHA, UTO Kaxlias O0COGEHHOCTH rpaguku,
Kaxnad O0COCGEHHOCTD HaIllMCaHUA, IPOU3HOMEHUSA
ciosa uMeeT CBOH cmbica. IlosHanuwe mis
HEero, Kak ¥ JIA MHOTHX OGOI'OCIOBOB CpPeIHE-
- BEKOBbH, = 3TO BBlPaKEHHE MHDA CPEICTBAMU
A3b1lKa. CJOBO. M CYMHOCTH IIA HEr0 HEpas-

Pp1BHBR1l, OTCKZa ero upessbiualiHoe GecmO-
'KOHCTBO O KaxjOM CIyYae DacXOXIEHMA MEXLY

‘For further details see, Mytropolyt Ilarion, Nasha Literaturna
Mova (Winnipeg, "Nasha Kul'tura", 1958), pp. 334-362, - ‘

2 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 12. A1l underlinings are my own.,
> Ibid., p. 409. See Appendix, Figure # 5.
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~ HHMH, KOTOPOE€ MOXeT HOJYUYHTILCA OT HEenmpas
BUHJIBPHOI'O HAaNHCAHHA, OT HeNpaBuIbHOH dop--
Mpl cxOBa. JTH PaCXOXLEHHA MOTYT HpH-
BECTH K epecu ¥, BO BCAKOM CIyuae, K HE-
JpaBHIbHb1M BO33peHumaM,'" ' -

Kostencheskyi goeé s0 fér as to say that every letter in each word has

its own ﬁniquéAmeaning and purpose and7therefore'cannot be-repléced under.
any circumstance without doing irrepairable harm to the entire context of
the given situation:.

"Orcoxa raaBHO# sanaveil maykm OH cuuTaer
CO3ZaHNe NPABHIBHOTO #3b1Ka, NpaBHIbHOH
opdorpadun, NpPaBmMIbHOIO mHceiMma. O cTpe-
MUTCA YHHUTOXUTP BO3MOXHL1€ HENDPABHILHOCTH
B A3blKe, opdorpaduu ¥ nHUCbMe, NblTaeTCH
MHOTOUYMCIEHHL1MH NPHMEDAMH IIPOXEMOHCTPUPO—
BaTh TecHefimyl cBA3b BHemHeHd GopMbl CIOBa
M €ro 3HauUeHHA, [OKA3aTh CMbiCH KaxibiX
Measyalimux ocoGenHocrei opdorpadun u rpadp-
. HKu, EpecH NDPOUCXONAT, IO e€ro MHEHU, OT
' HeJOCTATKOB WJIKM M3JIMNECTB B OMCbMe,  Ero
KpallHe GECIOKOAT BCE pPaBHOIIACHA Mexny
.COHCKaMH, W OH NPH3blBaeT Kal3Hb GOXHV Ha
Téx, KTO JexaeT ONUCKM B DYKONHCAX, HIH,
- Laxe TONBKO 3Hag 06 omnHcKax He "o6awmuaer!
uX, OH HCXOJUT M3 MOJOXEHHUS, YTO Kaxias
OyKBa B CJIOBE MMEET CBOE 3HAUEGHHE U CHO—
- COOHa M3MEHHTb CMblCJ peur, IIlpu 3TOM OH - . _ o
nblTaeTcd BHIETH 0COOb1#, BHyTpeHHHE cMblca - [
Zaxe B OyKBaX caMuX o cefe, NPHOUChiBaeT ' 3
KaxJo¥ U3 HUX CBOW UHIAMBHIYANEHYD poab, M

"By reproducing_Skqvoroda's works_according tdithé_strict guidélinés'sug—

gested by Kostenchéskyi, (without additibns, qdrrectibns,-mbditiCations,

or.subtractions);‘his philosbphic thoughﬁs and views would be greétly R
simplified and more easily comprehended.

Since Skovoroda's vocabulary consists of many Church Siavi¢, O1d

Ukrainian, and Russian termsg his works could bé further siﬁplified with

P : ‘

LykhaChev’ Ope. Cito',, Pe 85. ) . )
2'ibid.,Kostencheskyi'argued that religious manuscripts were more es—

pecially vulnerable to heretical interpretation by careless translation. -

. Since these religious texts revealed spiritual truths, absolute accuracy de- o

manded that precise "letter-by-letter" renditions be given (op. cit., pp. 86-87),
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- the compilation of a scholarly dictionary both for his philosophic and
literary terminology. Most students of Skovoroda would generally agree |
that to read his works without the use of an appropriate dictionary is

a tedious task,

It would appear.as if the Kievan Academy could make a‘tremendous-
contribution to Skovorodian studies by publishing a similar dictionary
to explain the language of Skovoroda as it did to simplify the vocabulary

employed by Taras Shevchenko in his creative works. ? ‘D, P, Kyryk il-

lustrates the necessity of such a dictionary for the simplification of

Skovoroda's symbolic and literary terminology when»he describes.the in-
,vtrinsic meaning of the word "tvar'" often used by that philosopher-writer
in his description of the 'visible nature" or great world:

""TBapb" y nepxosnocnos AHCBKil MOBL o03Hg-
98¢ "TBOleHH" "npeximer", "icroral, - Hefx
TEepMiH Cxonopona BXMBAE HE BUNSIKOBO. Bin
ninxpecnme noxizHicre, BaynexHicTe "TBapeii" -
Bix TOro, mo He TBOPHTH CA, Brg Biqnocwn,
To6To Bix HEBHJIUMOL Harypn"

¢
'
i
i
i
i
{
i
i
i
)
i
i

~ Although a brief listing of archaic and little known words is given '
with short explanations in the 1973 edition of Skovoroda's works 3u,- it is
clearly inadequate for in—depth research purposes, though it may be seen

: as a definite step forward. in simplifying the study of- Skovoroda. Until a

-good scholarly dictionary is produced for his works, Skovoroda s philosophyv
will remain obscure and difficult to everyone who is not reasonably pro-.

ficient in the Old Church Slavie language and who can read his works with

relative ease and understanding.

-1 ' ' "
. V. S Vashchenko (ed.), Slovayk Movy Shevchenka v Dvokh Tomakh
(Kyiv, "Naukova Dumka', 1964). v .
2 Kyryk, "Svit symvoliv H. 8. Skovorody", Vid Vyshens koho do Skovo-
ody, op. cit., pe 120, : _ _ , :
. 3 Hryhorii Skovoroda: Povne Zibrannia Tvoriv (Kyiv, "Naukova Dumka" »
1973), II, pp. 55?-560 o




Ondé a good translation is madeibf Skovoroda's philosophic and -
literary'works by competent‘scholars of the-Church Slaviec, Qid Ukrainign }
~and 014 Rﬁssian languages, and published in-a'form where the ofiginal |
text faces the translation for easy reference and comparison, then the
works of Skovoroda will undoubtedly experience greater popularity in
areas where they are virtually unknown today.

Finally, the present status of Skovorodian studies . demand more
ektensive biographical and archival reSearch, not only toicritically~
. evélﬁate known facts on‘Skbvoroda 1 ’ butito diéc§ver new materiél thaﬁ-
' will enhance the level of our present understanding of that great philo-
sopher-writer of Ukraine. ]

| With the publication in 1960 2 and 1972 - 5 of the known biblio--
graphy on Skovoroda by the Ukrainian _Academy of Sciences in Kyiv and Khar-
kiv, it was found that over 1, kha different titles were devoted to the
study of that particular philosopher; 4.’Although many of’thesg recorded‘
studies may not be readily évailébie.to the Western student, théy-still
_have imméasuregbie value to the,pver-ail stud& of Skovordda's phiiosophy.

When-searching for a'éimilar Skovorodiaﬁ‘biblidgraphy compiléd by .
Western scholars, one will invariably be greatly dlsappointed._ Besides‘a
‘number of sketchy listings, there is very little reliable information
available as to the'number, description or location of'such~similar stﬁdies~;
" made in the West. Until this important-bibliographiQaI informétion oﬁ

‘Skovoroda is gathered and properly compiled‘to compliment the Soyiet list-

T
MakhnaVéts', op. c1t., Pe 5.

2 Ukrains'ki Pys'mennyky: Bio—Blbliohraflchnyi Slovanyk u_p'iaty
tomakh, 0. I. Bilets'kyi (ed.), (Kyiv, 1960), I, pp. 521-536.

3 A. P. Kovalivs'kyi (ed. ) Hryhorii Skovoroda: Blobibllohraflia
(Kharklv, Vyd-vo Kharklvs'koho univerbytetu, 1972), 20# PP+ -

Makhnovets', o _2. clt., P 3. :
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ings, progress in simplifying the study of Skovoroda will remain in a

- state of retardation.

Summary - An assessment of Skovoroda's place in.intellectual tradition '

_ has long been impeded by many obstacles and problems.. With the severe
censorship of his creative works, no school of thought wag able to emerée
after Skovoroda s death to preserve his rich legacy for future generations.v

A lack of scholarly comparative philosophical studies on Skovoroda.
seemed to support the view that his thought was too obscure and unsyste-
matic for serious academic con51deration. Having underestimated and mis—.'
understood the philosopher 8 method of philosophic and literary expres- ,

- sion, many varied and often falsified interpretations on his life,_worksg
~and influence soon began to appear in‘publication;

In recent years, inadequate translations and reproductions of the
philosopher 8 original texts along with the lack of suitable Skovorodian
: dictionaries and lexicons, have hindered the progress of study and re-
search in this area of Ukrainian philosophy and literature. Flnally, the
Present state of limited biographical/archival research and the inadequate
editions of Skovoroda 8 works themselves have done little to simplify the
A study of that Ukrainian philosopher—writer such that he continues to be |
denied a _Place of rightful prominence in world philosophical circles.,

An attempt w111 be made in the following chapter to examine Skovo-
roda's life and thought by ‘means of the ‘many - symbols and philosophic
'descriptions found scattered throushout the entire spectrum of his crea— :
tive works. In so doing, it is hoped that this may be a positive step
forward in simplifying and understanding the valuable philosophic and

literary legacy left for us by that unusual philosopher.




CHAPTER TWO

- THE ROLE OF SYMBOLS IN SKOVORODA

'Introduction'

The history of world philosophical thought has clearly revealed
i-that the creative religious writer or philosopher secks to formulate |
~deep, intangible but profoundly significant meanings to the intense feel-'
ings or reflective thoughts he has experienced. For the most part, these:
intangible meanings cannot be expressed directly or literally, but only
| through the’ ekillful use of carefully selected symbols or images. - The
_deeper meanings of religious experience must be expressed in symbols
'which are_taken‘from the ekternal world but used in a way that seeks to
express inner relationships and meanings.- | |

To try to make a literal interpretation Ofiwhat a philosopher ex-
, presses is to miss the point completely, as a literal interpretation of

" the meaning of a great work of art would miss its deeper- meaning. For ex-

.lample, Skovaroda often speaks of the Bible as a snake. 1} Now if this is }"'

' taken literally (as often is the case) it makes no sense. Rather, it is
to ‘be used as an image or symbol through which a deeper truth is communi-

cated on the level of feelings as well as of ideas.

‘ Religious symbols are like "windows" through which we may look into

our own souls and into the nature and meaning of life. It is not the sym-:

bol which is important but what the philosopher is trying to say through
the symbol. - Our task is to approach the symbol with receptivity, imagina—

tion and feeling as well as reason, and. in this way come to "see itl

1 R .
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961,'I,,p, 297,




k9

meanihg réther than to arfive‘at "logieél'COnclusions."
Skovoroda clearlj underscores the soundness of this approach when
he says, "He Benmke Hyxza 3HarTh, omxyny 01e CIOBO POLMIOCE &

xnb6-oT xnbda nnn OT XJOmoT, a B TOM - TOJKO cnna, 41006 yanamb,

yro '»Ipea TOE UMA 03Hauae'1'c& n 1 Another supporting example could

be cited as follows:

"Ecmnn KTO SHaer gora, uem Hi ecThb WMEH-
yer ero cepiue nouurareneso, Bce To pbitcT-
BUTEIBHO H noépoe UM, Her HHYerc, uTo
OJHH 3Haer ap‘cog y & Ipyrigt’ pa.nus ,2 TOJKO
61 B pas3ymb He IIOPO3HUJIHUCE -,

Similar thoughts can be found in the tale "Verbliud i olen'm and:
in Skovoroda 8 21-st letter to M, Kovalens'kyi. Here, Skovoroda draws
' attention to the fact that .aname or word is merely a conventional "sign" o ~é
(symbol), not directly linked with the basic essence of _the des1gnated |
| object. Apart from the verbal sign (which has a corporeal material na-
ture), one must be able to properly discern its true meaning which is im-
material, spiritual and invisible. In other words, by making use of words
we utilize the "'shadow" rather than the "body", or the "sign" instead of |

3

the_true "substance''. Skovoroda explains the use of these signs, words

- or names in this way

"CroBo, uMa, 3HaK .‘.-TepMHH ecTh TO .

. rabHHB1M BoOpoOTa, Benymi# K HeTabHis HCTOY=
- HHKY, KTO He pasgbideT CIOBECHB1X BHAKOB
H& HJIOTh ¥ XyX, Cedl He MOXET paljuuaTh
MEXLY BQNOL ¥ BOLOW, KpaCOT_HeéeCHle "

' pOCbl " :

1'Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. 213.
Ibid., p. 214. I
S.IEEQ., II, p..267.

Ibid., pp. 125-126,

2
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Iu.ehort,,it.is argueo that'it‘mahes little difference'by what oesigna-
tion God hes been named at varioue times by &ifferent authors, especially
in the Bible. What is important, however, is that these designationseailv
refer to one.ehd the same source,’namely;.the "invisible nature",_which
is omniscient, omnipresent andveverlaeting. 1 ‘

-It'may be of some help to understand the nature'of the symbol ihh
contrast with'other forms of representational‘imaéery'such es'allegory
. and metaphor.' Between allegory. ahd symboi the borderlines are'not‘always'
easily discernible, and therefore their dlfference is frequently blurred
in common terminology. ‘The reason for this is their aiming at the same
éoal from opposite ends. |

The symbol, especially as used by Shovoroda, is somethihg concrete -
o ano-specific that is intended to_cohvey somethiné epirituel or inyisible,
either as an indicatihg sign‘or'imege, i: e. an act of_pointihg,‘or as eh
:actuel representation in'which the dyhamic division of the sign is'ahol-
ished. That which points, that which it p01nts to, and- the act of p01nt- |

ing, have become one and the same.,

Etymologically, the word "symbol" can be traced to the Greek "sym-v» o

- ballein', which means to "throw together" or simply to "place together”
{as when two things are 3uxtaposed for the purpose of comparlng them. The
‘.abstract and more general use of the term st111 retalns the notion of one

thing (usually material and v1sible) calling forth 1ts complement or bet- j

‘ter half (usually somethlng that is immaterlal and unseen) 2 Thus, Hugh

'of Saint-Vlctor descrmbee the symbollc process as ”a comparlson -of the

1
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, pp. 16, 21 , 42, 57.

: 2 Jo. M. Somerville, "Symbol", New Catholic Encyc10ped1a (New York,
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967) Vol. 13, P. 860.
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'A visible forms for the showing forth of the invisible'. 1
Allegory, conversely; starts from sométhiﬁg primarily'general and
.ébstract, a'purely_conceptual entity, which it clothes in a concrete

body. Relafed distinctions between allegory and Symboi'havé been made by

Goethe and Coleridge.. According to GOethe,

"Allegory transforms the phenomenon (Erschelnung)
into an abstract concept (Begriff), the concept
into an image, but in such a way that the concept
can still be expressed and beheld in the image in
" a clearly circumscribed and complete form.  Sym-
bolism transforms the phenomenon into an idea,
the idea into an image, in such a way that the
idea remains for ever infinitely active and un~ - ;"
reachable in the image and, even if expressed in
all languages, still inexpressible . . . We may
speak of true symbolism, when the particular rep-
resents the more general, not as a dream, or , . }
- -shadow, but as a livigg instantaneousvrevelation ' - : P
of. the 1nscrutable " : o ' o

Coleridge speaks of allegory as merely,

" . . a translation of abstract notions into a
picture language, which is itself nothing but- an
.abstraction from objects of the senses . . a sym-
'bol- is characterized by a translucence of the ' B :
special (the species) in the individual, or of ; . e ?
the general (genus) in the special . . above all

by the translucsnce of the eternal through and in

the temporal." - .

The'metaphor (from Greek: "metaphora“ transference) is neither a

vsign, nor the representational unity of duality, but paraphrase, parallel- '
ism, "31m11e" Commonly, it is meant to elucidate an abstraction by vise
_-ualizing it transferrlng it into an image, this, however, not in the

_ manner -of allegory,. through personifying incarnatibn, but,rather'by way

of analogy.

1
Somerv1lle, op. cit., Pe 860.

Quoted after Rene Welleck and Austin Warren in Theory of Litera-
" ture (New York, Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 19#9), pp. 193 ff.

3 Ivid., pp. 193 f£f. .
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Sohe;er's analysis of Skovoroda's epistemology reveals'two reasons
why synbols,were of significance in his philosophical thought:

' "Firstly, his view of knowledge impelled him to
see the material spheres, nature, man and the
Bible, as symbols whose appearances concealed the
Divine essence. Man, through self-knowledge,
could penetrate these symbols and arrive at know-
ledge of the Divine spark in himself as well as
in nature and the Bible. In fact, Skovoroda's
view of the material sphere as a symbol which ‘

- ghields the Divine prlncip%e is a crucial feature -

of all mystical thought'. ' '

In the second place, he contends that,

'Gkovoroda, who had himself experienced the ineffable
-and noetic experiences of a meeting with the true
man and God, found it impossible to describe such an
encounter or the insights it produced in any but
symbolic terms. Therefore he employed the symbols -
as a bridge betwsen his "inner" experiences . and the
- "outer" world".

Whlle descrlblng the nature and lmportance of symbols, Skovoroda
declared that the use of symbols evolved from the initlal attempts made by
men to convey the meaning of their most profound rellgious experlences and

in51ghts.

" + o ‘truth, to the sharp gaze of wise men, did not '
seem vague and distant, as it did to the ignorant,
but rather it presented itself clearly as in -a mir- .
ror, and the wise men, having vividly seen its 11v-_
-ing form, 11kened it to various materlal figures."

,Since it was v1rtua11y impossible for man to express his- intense inner

- religious feelings and 1ntangible spir1tua1 thoughts by means of literal

or factual words or descriptive phrases, he was-constrained in his dilemna

to see symbolic rather than abstraot terms to communicatevthose ethereal

emotions. Skovoroda's partiality to the use of symbols for the most accur-

1 A |

Scherer, op. cit., p. 80.

Ibid., p. 80. | o | |
) 3 Skovoroda, Tvorx 1961, II, p. 102, Quoted after the translation

by Scherer, o _R' cit., p. 81 , o C

2
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ate'éxpreSSion of the Divine or of such intangible éntities_as,truth or
beauty is shdwn*in his declaration that, "Coldurs alone do not describel. ’
the rose," the lily, and the narcissus so vividly as’ the shadow of heavenly :
and earthly forms creates in them the invisible Dlvine truth. From this
were born hierogIYPhlcS, emblems, -and symbols".'j' It is apparent,.there-
fore, that symbols, accordiﬁg to Skovoroda, were Divinely inspired so that
they mightidompensate for man's inability‘té express his spiritual thoughts
and emotions by natural means. 2
From a brief analysis of Skovoroda‘s use of symbols, Scherer'points

out that from that. philosopher's conceptlon of Divine symbols, material
-flgures could serve as symbols' for the D1vine only because matter itself
contained a spark of divinlty.

"In more general terms a symbol, for Skovoroda,

had to participate in, or perhaps, be like that

which it symbolized, Of course a symbol also

"~ had to be different from that which it symbolized -
' or there would have been no need for symbols.

Skovoroda, therefore, argued for the use of mater-

ial figures as symbols of the D1v1n3, because mat-

ter was both like and unlike God", 7

While discussing the meriﬁs of symﬁols;in defining ihe'intehgible

thoﬁghts and feelings of men, Skovoroda was fully aware that not all men ‘

would be able to perceive the Eternal by means of these material figures

‘.'or symbols. Ern ‘has, in fact, shown that a "spe01ally trained eye" is

needed in order to detect the hldden symbolic meanings concealed w1thin-
the given figure or image. b There were those .in ancient times, for
example, who did not see the figure as a "symbol" and subsequently ‘con~

sidered it as an end in itself. That Skovoroda was painfully aware of

-1
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 102.
2 Scherer, o op. clt., p. 82,
Ibid.

Ern, _2. _C_i-_’t_'r.o' Pa 228.
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the potential deterioration and possible destruction of the symbol is

seen in his

references to the unfortunate circumstances surrounding the

ancient Egyptian sphinx:

"The fortune-telling of this monster concealed a
single moral: know yourself. Not untying this
knot was the destruction of the spirit, and the
deprivation of the world. The Egyptians built
statues of this monster along the streets so that,
like numerous mirrors striking the eyes, they
would brﬁng to mind this self-sufficient know-
ledge." ' o §

The sphinx to the ancient Egyptians was a symbol-monument for within it

bwas concealed the lumlnous truth, "Know Thyself" . Their offspring, how-v'

ever, did not follow in their steps.- They lost their head for wisdom,

- and a portion of their worshlpping God fell into decay 1n that only the

ornamental "arts" with thelr physxcal enchantments and superstltions re-

mained.

" The original monument of their forefathers, which was filled with

light, was gradually transformed into an 1mage, an idol, "a lantern w1th—-

out light"'

"They removed the essence of wisdom from this sym~' -
bol, stripped away the purity of its God-worship,
and left only a physical piece of art with its at- -

. tendant magic and superstition. This monument,
suffused with the most useful advice for all, be-

came a temple which had a mouth but did not speak.
It only beautified the streetg, and .was now born
as the source of falsehood.' :

A similar phenomena took place in anclent Greece. When‘amongst the

Athen1ans there were no more sages (such as Socrates) then "the fountain,

1

Bonch-Bruevich, op. c1t., p. 320. Quoted after the translation

by Scherer, op. cit., p. 83.
2 Ibid.

BVIbid. Quoted after the translation by Scherer, op. git.,'p, 83.
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thaf waters the garden of society,'became contamiﬁatéd and trampied bj a
‘herd of swine., Théy were a mob. of philosophical apes, who, apart from
their comical masks 'recall the philosophical garb and beard); fhey had

no essence of veritable wisdom". A great number at that time "of the as-

ses were named és‘mules, and the mules"as-colts".,1
Skovoroda, writing of the Persians in like manner, declared that,

"Zoroaster depicted the Sun in these words, 'Hear
us! Blessed, all-see¢ing, all-possessing, and eter- -
nal eye'. Hence the ancient Persians worshipped
the sun . . ., The eye however gave cause to depict

. the monument as men, beasts, brutes, birds, fish

- and reptiles.  And from this came the occasion for
idolatry. Baseness, seeing the sculpted or paint-
ed figures in places of honor, and not penetrating
to ‘the Divine principle hidden within them . . .
seized upon the igsignificant canopy of-figures and

" wallowed in it." < :

All of this was, as expressed by Ern, a historical blackout, a cor-
:ruptionaof'the’symbol, transferring it from a monument intq an idol~ :,
~ image, aAdecay Qf_symbolic'fhcﬁght and dognifion §f the world. > .

Bedauselskovoroda understood sﬁperstition to be precisely the loss

. of "doﬁble-vision" and the resulting destruction of the Syﬁbol, he consid-

ered it as the most baneful feature of human life. 4 For this reason he

wrpte:thaf,

"Nothing is more harmful than the symbol which is
built for the chief good, but becomes corrupt.
‘Nothing is more fatal for society than supersti-
tion: it is the camouflage for hypocrites, the
mask- for swindlers, the protection for parasites,
and the spear and the torch for the- childish-

- minded"., ' o s :

1. : _

‘Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 332. v _ : _ :

2 Ibid., pe 369. Quoted after Scherer's translation, op. cit., pp. 83-84.
> Ern, op. cit., p. 227. | - -

Scherer, op. cit., p. 84,

-2 Bonch-Bruevich, op. ¢it., p. 362. Quoted after Scherer's transla-
tion' P.Eo .E-ii;_o, pp. 84"'850 . . . : . )
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Having expressed such strong sentiments for the demise of the.
anc1ent symbol, one can now more readlly apprec1ate the relevance Skovo-
roda placed upon the role of symbols 4n his own phllosophy. He did not
limlt himself, as did many other phllosophers, to a mere re-deflnltlon

_of one empty term with another. On - the contrary, the Ukrainian phllo—
~sopher introduced a new and unique content into the realm of phllOSOphlc
thought in the Ukraine of the XVIII% century. Ern characterlzes thls re-h
markable revolutionary innovatlon by Skovoroda in one succinct phrase.
MQOmp COBHATENBHO BepPHY b cepbeSHoe 3HayeHie
'CHMBOJIy H creyajp CHMBOJDL O,EHOﬁ ¥3b OeH~
;.I:'ga.irbljﬁl)%b Icameroplﬁ ‘cBoero. (I)HJIOCO@CTBOB&H-
Since the symbol occuples such an 1mportant place in his life and-

' thought, it would be well to sketch its evolutlon and then examine the

- ways it-actually influenced Skovoroda during his formative7years.
EVOLUTION OF SYMBOLS

As mentioned earlier, it is generally believed that the use of sym-
bols developed from an innate urge by early man to express his most pro-
- found religlous thoughts and emotions into some tangible, understandable'
form. In an effort to accomplish thls most difficult assignment Skovo—
roda has shown that a special "symbollc language" was dev1sed by the
anclents as a means of "expressing the 1nexpressible"'

"Ancient sages had their own special language where
they expressed their thoughts through imagery as if-
with words. Those images were figures of heavenly
and earthly creatures where, for example, the sun
depicted truth. A ‘circle, or a snake coiled in a
circle, represented eternity. An anchor - decision
or resolution. A dove - shyness, stork = 5 plety.
Seed and grain - thought and ideas o« o ’

1
. Ern, _Eo Cita, Pe 2230

2 Bonch—Bruevich, op. cit., p. 268




‘ Comparable traditions were eV1oent in the culture of the anclent
Egyptians whose symbolic writing was one form of hieroglyphic writing.
Clement of Alexandria, a Greek Christian theologian of the second century
A, D.,'giVeé'a.detnile& exposition and classification of the symbolic
Egyptian tekt which is worth noting et.fhis _point: . .

"erunTaan HaBuabLTH THX, xro B HHX yuurbcs,
cluepmy TOrO HNHCbMa, MO 3BETHCHA B HHUX JHC~
TiBHE, HOTIM yxpyre - rieparuuHoro nucbMa,
DO BXMBAETHCA B CBATHUX KHUTAX, Biprax, Ha-
pemml, rleporniwlqnoro nuceMa. Ile ocraHe
noxinserbca, 3i cBoro 6oxy, Ha nBa poxms:

| IIepme noxae Gesnocepennbo BHaKu Brykis,
IPyTe € CUMBONiuHe IHCHMO 3HAKaMK, CHM-
BOJNiuHE HAMCBMO a60 - :306paxye peui Gesnoce~
PesHbO vepes HacAizysanus, a6o II0ae. CUM=
Boniuni sHaxrm /Tponiqno/, a60 BHCIOBJIKE .
AYMKM uyepe3 NOPiBHAHHA NnpH nonomosi MNeBHUX
3aranox /ealrMamano/ Tax BOHE POGAATH
KONO, MO0 BHBHAUMTH conne{ cepnonamnﬁ 3HaK,
mob Busnaann MlCHHb .

Clement concludes his description of these Egyptian hieroglyphics by . stat-

ing that,

". . CnMBoniqnnM aacodoM BOHH KOPHCTYITH — -
CA, KOJH 32 JeAKoD I0I06en /3Havinng/ npeg-
METLiB IEpPeHOCATh 200 HPUKIAIALTH 10 YOroch
HHIIOTO, IOYaCTH He06M1Hmmqn, nIoYacTy SMiHWo- -
bur Ix, A ue xaift 6ygme NpRKJIan Ha. TpeTif,
eHirvaTuynuit 32ci6 - uEmi 3o0pi, sa. ix KpH -
BONiHifiBu# xix, BoHM Bu3HaYaWTH TijgoM .3mil,
saTe COHLE BOHH 306paxanThb MaanKOM CKapa-
Geﬁ, 60 cxapaGeit pOGHTB KYyJIbKY 3 Koponﬂqoro
KisgKy Ta KOTHThH 11 noIeper ce6e o

Skovoroda, while referring to the origins of these unique hierogly-

phics, explains that they were among the first attempts made by man to des-

‘ cribe end define the "invisible" and secret intangibles of life:

" . . Byaz # Bnranani oopaau, Hanp., chinke,
cupeHa, genike, cemnronosun amnn Ta HH . .,

Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 30.
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06paz, mo B co6i 38X0By€ TaeMHUID, 3BaBCH
no-rpeubku Lufdjua Enblema, cesto BCTaBJeHe,

- BIpapjieHe, Hibu B KaGIyuky ZlamanTa, Hanp.,
Bo6paxeHu# rpu¢p iz nignucom: ycake Tijyo e
TpaBa. Jxmo Gyxo nBi abo Tpm Takli ¢girypm
CKJIaCTH JNOKyNHX ., ., TOXL BOHH 8BANUCHE VU -
Kol oV, Conjectura NO~DHMCBKH; NO~HANOMY ~ _
CKHHEHe, . 3BepxKeHe , i Taki ¢irypm, mo Tacw
MHe 300paxysaJgs BiynicTy, Bupisysain crapi
Ha nevaTKax, Ha Kallyukax, Ha, nocynri, ma
TalIuIgX, Ha CTiHax XpaMis, TUMTO BOHE i
3BaJucia Hieroglyphica, ce6to0 cBarTa. ¢dirypa :
abo pissGa, a ToBMaui 3BaJINCA Hierophantes = :
CBATOABHUKK 260 Mystagogi, cebTo raftmoBogu," 1

It was not long before the early'Greeks had "éimilar‘figures; which
embodied secret hidden powers, and were identified‘by’the Greek philoso-
phers“as,. +» Emblemata, Hieroglyphica'’, 2 These primitive forms of sym-
bology Skovdroda.often described as ‘'pagan theblogy"a 3. Nevertheless,

~ the invention of the symbol was hailed by the Ukrainian rhilosopher ds one
6f_the greatest and advanced discoveries of man in‘that day:

"Bme Hame He Gpixo CIL1NHO WMA cie MarTema-
THKa, a Hamd NPerkKy HaBHO Yxe HUMbLIM 10—

. CTPOEHHble Xpawmbil Xpucrosoil mKOXb1, BgHeil
oCyuaeTcHd BECh POFb YENOBhLUECKLL cpozHaro

-cebe mactiga u cig To €CIb Kapoauuyeckas, TO
@CTh BCEpPOJHasA HayKa, §abiueckie KYMUPHHIb 1,

"Goxuunmp1" wim xanuma ecTs TOMb Xpambl XpUCe
- TOBa y4YeHisg ¥ mKoxp1l , ," L ~

Chyéheis'kyi’haSsshown that although the philosophy of antiquity
waé_primarily founded ﬁpon the symbdl, its sense or meaniné was rarely

'_described.béyond the given symbolic form: -

. ! BonéheBruevich, op. cit., pp. 268-269. Quoted éfterVChyzhevs'kyi's
translation, op. cit., p. 28. ‘ v . -
? Ivid., p. 373,
2 Ibid., pp. 75, 146, 328, 355.
* Ibid., pp. 226-227, -
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"@1uoco®1n aHTHUYHOCTH /B 11 ronoBHuX Te-

yiax, TaxcamMo gk i NaTpuCTUKA, AK MiCTHKa

CEpeIHbOBiUYA Ta HOBMX uaciB, sK i miaa

HUBKL2 Teyi#t HOBiTHBROIL @13000@11/ POMEHTH - -

xa/, OyJau HaCKpPisk cuMBoaiuni, BOHU He

BKECHmBanH, mo mnpasia, ceHncy niel cuMBO-

dikm ¢inocodiumo, ta HHOX1 HaBiTh He nig-

erCJIIOBaJIH OTBepTO Ta HCHO- QHMBOJIJ._‘IHOPO

XapaKrepy Bna0H01 Memonn" - _
It was notﬁuntll the time of Plato (4272 - 3472 B.C.) that the
symbol began to be more closely examined and discussed in terms of its
nature, purpose and functlon in philosophical thought.v2

. The symbolic 1nterpretation of the Bible by Skovoroda was not,
_‘therefore, something really new or unique in the development of metaphy~
'sical thought down through the ages, Under the influence of Platonlc and '
Biblical thought the early Greek Fathers, espec1ally of the Alexandrian
‘School (Phllo, Clement, Origen, etc) took a highly symbollc view of the
Scriptures and of the . universe as a whole. During this creatiVe period
the Bible was approached allegorically and symbolically, and in this they
lwere followed in the West by Ambroae, Augustine, and Gregory the Great
whose symbolic cast of thought is manifest in their allegorical exegesis. 3
Chyzhevs'kyi - cites a number of interesting quctatlons from the

~writings of Philo, Tertullian, Origen and Clement of Alexandrla which re-
' flect a remarkable similarity of thought with that of Skovoroda. Philo,
‘for instance, clearly placed a symbolical interpretation upon his under—
standlng of the Scrzptures, for he wrote, "after a literal narration it

18 essential to,render the allegorical sense ;..,because almost everything '

“in the (Bible - JRP) has-an allegorical meaning', 4 Similarly, - Origen

T ' o
Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 29,
Ibid., . - o

_ 3 A, Dulles, 'Gymbol in Revelatlon" New‘Catholic'Encyclqudia,
. OP. Cite, P 862 : ; :

2

Tk Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 29,
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‘obserVed that Vthe 'letter' of the Scriptures is the visible covering,

the 'husk!' , the sense being hidden beneath thls -surface spirit" 1 ‘4 while
Tertullian had devised a classification of symbols. figurae, aenigmata,
allegoriae, parabolae. 2

In the Middle Ages, symbollsm in religlous art and literature be-

came progressively more exuberant, 3 By the XVIQ and XVIIM centurles,_

_ the allegorical method of interpretlng the Bible was continued in the

‘works of N, Conti, Philippi Picenelli and, in some 1nstances, in George

l‘. .

The beginning of the XVIIIm century saw the publication in the

Russian language of Vetstenyi Henrykh's _ymbola et emblemata selecta,

which was destined to have a tremendous impact upon Skovoroda'e-metaphysi;
cal thought as we shall see later. 5 It is important to.note, honever, o
that during the XVIE and . XVIIm centuries, the expre551on of thought by -

means of symbols, images and metaphors was greatly expanded, and for many

philosophers and intellectuals it soon became an accepted form- of medita-

 tion and contemplation.

So widespread was the use of symbols during this period that the f
Kievan Academy offered special courses in the "allegoric interpretatlon

of the Bible" to its prospective students of theology and religion. 7 F,

: Prokopovych “the distinguished Ukrainian professor of rhetoric and religion

Chyzhevs'kyi Fil'osofiia, _2. cite, po- 29
Ibid.-' '
A. Dulles, op. cit., P. 862.

Kyryk, "Svit symvoliv H. S Skovorody", Vid Vyshens*koho do Skovo-

-P'\NN

5 Chyzhevs kyi, N xez, Op. cit., pp. 41-63,

‘ Kyryk, "Svit symvoliv He S. Skovorody", Vld Vyshens'koho do Skovo- E
ody, _p. cit., p. 117

7 Ibid.
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at the Kievan Academy during the years 1704-1?15 1, wrote that the
teachings of the Holy Scriptures would not impede scientific discoveries
because these texts are to be "underetood'allegorically and not literallyﬂ. 2.
Reliable historic sources indicate that during Skovoroda's attendance at
the Academy in Kyiv there were certain courses 4in philosophy available
which dealt primarlly with the study of symbols and their relationship to
terminological means of expression. D. P. Kyryk describes one of these
1ectures as taught by M, Kozachyns'kyi.

"Ha cnmnoniqne, a e GyKBanbne pOQYMlHHH

Bi6xii CKOBopony, OUE€BHAHO, HaNTOBXYBAaJH

-TaKoOx uyuTaHi B axanzemil xypcu ¢luaocogii,

B AKHX YuMano Micnoa BigBomuiocd HNUTaHHAM

cem1omnxn. Hanpuxnaxn, y Kypei @1noco®11‘

M. KosaumnHopxoro /xypc uurapcs 3 I743 1o

I745 p./ wicrurses poszix "Ipo smaxm", B

AKOMY JIOKI&IHO POBTIAANA0TE CA. BUIH 3HaKlB,

87 ACOBY€ETE CA npnpona CJOBa ‘AK YMOBHZ 3HA~

Ka, aHanisyeThbcsa BlggomeHH& cnona IO peul -

1 moHaTTA TOMO o

. That the. symbol was popular in Ukrainian literature during the-

XVII% and XVIII centuries is not 80 unusual for this perlod generally de- :
notes the epoch of Ukrainlan Baroque. 4 With' the approach of the XIXm
'century, however, the popularity of the symbol in the Ukrainian Baroque :
"tradition quickly faded with the advent of the Romantic Movement._ Although
the symbol was still quite fashionable in Western phiIOSOphical circles 5,
1t had clearly lost its appeal in the Ukraine by the XIXm century as Chy—

'zhevs'kyi explains so well'

' ratkaia Literaturnaia Entsiklo ediia (Moskva, 'Bovetskaia Ent51-
klopedii " 19715, Vol. g, o2 3. Hereafter referred to as "KLE", p.
Quoted after Kyryk, "Svit symvoliv H, Se Skovorody", op. cit., p.

117. See ‘also, A, N, Pypin,Istoriia russk01 11teratury (st. Petersburg, 1902)
Vol. III, p. 201, : : o

3 Ibid., pp. 117-118

_ S Pohorilyj "Symvoly u Skovorody", Ridna Nxva (Winnipeg, 'Gpilka

2 Chyzhevs'kyl, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., pp._3o-32.
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"It was not p0531b1e however, for the Slavs to
revert to baroque literature, as baroque had done
with the literature of the Late Middle Ages. There
was an unbridgeable barrier between the literature
of the baroque period and that of the newly emerg-
ing romanticism: on the one hand the language of
baroque poetry, and in part its poetics, was en-
tirely antiquated; on the other hand, many of

the baroque poets were still to too great an ex-
tent under the influence of ecclesiastical ideo-
-logy. In any case the Slav romanticists seldom
referred back to the baroque sources, they created
their romanth ideology with. the help of the newer.
philosophy"

Thus, at the turn of the XVIIIm century, Ukrainian literature ex-'.
perienced not only a change in style (baroque-romanticism) but also a N
‘ revolution in language. As a late representative of Baroque mysticism,
Skovoroda was quickly brushed aside into the shadows of his era and was,

in large measure, forgotten. 2

Ironically, some of the most. 1mportant flgures of the Romantic per- ,

iod in Ukraine could not comprehend the mode of think1ng or means of ex-bl
. pression in Skovoroda. Symbollsm in his creatlve works was taken literal-
1y, while his -01d Ukrainian 1anguage was thought to have been Russianlzed.
Moreover his phllosophical works within a.short time were branded as
anthuated unlntelliglble, extravagant and carrlonic. 3' |
Fortunately, this prodigious philosopher—wrlter was rediscovered by
- Baha111 Ern, and more recently by Chyzhevs'kyl as. they began to approach
him and’ ‘his 1ntriguing philosophy by means of hls "forgotten symbol." In

50 d01ng. it appears as if they were prlmarlly responsible for the remark-

able resurgence of interestiln,Skovoroda evident over the past few.decades.

- e

1 Chyzhevs'kyi, ComparatiVe Hlstory of Slav1c L1teratures, op. git.}
Pe 121. , - '
. ' 2 Pohorilyj y ~9£0 9_3:.&0 Y pu R 98.
’ hig,. -




and symbols in the creative works of Hryhbrii Skovoroda.

"Tou cannot love a man's heart", says Ern by quoting th

- "™unless you appreciaﬁe his mind", >

INFLUENCE OF SYMBOLS ON SKOVORODA .

It would be a great error to ignore the decisive meaning of allegory

1 This conclu-

- sion is supported by.V. Ern who has'shown thaf Skovdréda revived the prac-

tical use of the'symbol in his day and made it central to his philosophy. 2

at same philosopher,

The studies of Chyzhevs'kyi reveal that Skovoroda not only spoke in

a éymbolic language, but that his entire life and thought was structured

upon the figurative concept: .

y CxoBOpPOIM MOHATTA HiG6M XeBPilTE TiabKu,
IpiManTe niz noxposom o6pasiB Ta cumBOJiB.
- HoxeH cumsox /ax me 6ymo i » LOCOKpaTurin/
HE Mae¢ y HbOr'0 TBEPZOTO HNEBHO-YCTANEHOTIO,
P13K0O~-0OMEXEHOTO 3HAuiHHg, a Mae HEBHY MHOM~
Hicre 3Havinn, mewxi SHAQUYHOCTH HAKUX IIOYACTH'
. CyMexH1l ogHa 3 OZHOTO, IOYaCTH nepexpenynTs -
© e, IoYacTH WijxoM pixni ., . CuMBONiKa xuBe
. TYT NOBHHUM XHTTAM i CTDPEMHTEH BiGpaTu B cebe
nonArifive, osHaue, "cyxe!, CxoBapoza ogz-
PixHgeTH CH Big’gbOOKpaTnRtiTnM, mo BiH Mae
32 coGow BEeJHKY TPamuuin ¢inocopiuroro .poz-
BUTKY, yco "amaparypy", Beco "igcrpymerTa-
- pif" noHaTE amTHYHOT ¢imocodil, marpuerurn
1 mowacrn cepezmboBiuug, Are BiH Gepe ix,
AK- 00pasu i cuMBOINHM, CTABUTHCH IO HUX, Tak
Ou MoBHTH, K IuTHHA, i rpaerbecs 3 HHUMH,
BilxnCGynorywun szamicrs CYXUX KOHCTDPYKUi# xusBi
.CuMBOJiyHi 6yZOBH, mMO He €, OJHaue, 0e3CUC-
TeMH1, 6esaMicroBHi i tpiaxocoq)itmo,HesHaqu".4

By his'own admission, thé Ukrainian sage'oftgn referred to the Greek

ana Roman philosophers of antiquity for some of his inspiration'and‘meditaQ

-tion. His works are riddled with direct’and-indirect references and -

1 : : : v o e _ :
Ivan'o, "Nove dislidzhennia pro Hryhoriia Skovorody', Dni r'o.,

'2'2. E.j:.t.i" Ps 1’"9.

% Ern, op. cit., p. 223.
3 Ibid., p. 211
- Chyzhevs'kyi, Narysy, op. cit., p. 39.
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acknowledgments to the ancients who'initially discovered the intrinsic

adrantages of expressing intangiblevthoughts and emotions throughAsym-

"bols:
: "BaCHOCﬂOBHBIH IPEeBHUXS MYILpPELOBH KHUTH,
€CTh TO caMmas npenpeBHAs Gorocyosig, Ou
Takrb Xe He BemeCTBEHHOE ecTecTBO Boxie
usobpaxanu QUrypamu, Lacbi HeBHIUMOE ObL1lJO
BUIUMb1MB , HPEICTaBIAEMOE PUTYpaMu TBapeu",
And again,

m, . xpeenie MYIpenbi. annn CBO# S3B1KL
O0COOJUBL1H, OHH H306Paxay¥ Mb1LlCIHM CBOHU 00~
basamu, 6yxTo crosamm., 0O6pasa Tb Gbinu .
QPUIypPbl HEGECHB1XD M B3EMHb1XH TBapeil, Ha-
IpUM, CONHIE SHAYMJIO MCTHHY. KOHBHO, )05
8Miif, BH KONBUO CBUTBb1H, -~ BLYHOCTE,

ARODPD '~ yTBepxIeHie uyu cosbThb, lony6s. -
CTh1UJANBOCTb, IITHHA Oycemb - ooroqmenle

' 3epHO ¥ cbMA, - NOMblmieHie m MubHie.
Bb1a¥ m Bb1IMb1MIEHHb1E oopasa, Halpum., $ -
Copmuxroes , cnpenﬁ, meHHKCb ‘CeMuIVIaBHB1H smilt
u npoqaﬂ . _ . ' '

During his lifetime, Skovoroda acquired an. excellent knowledge of

: Latln and German together with the Greek and Hebrew languages. He posses-

sed an insatiable love for the Bible whlch was "the most influential book

Arin his life', 3 It was the Bible, his "world of symbols" and ancient

philosophy which for the most part,. formed the basis of his philosophy. &'

'His multi-lingual skills ‘enabled him to become familiar with the

" works of many of the pre-Socratic philosophers as- 1ndicated by the preced- .

ing quotations., More 1mportantly, though, was his erudite knowledge ‘of

Pythagoras, Socrates and Plato as well,as Epicurus, Demosthenes; Aristotle,

'1vBonch—Bruevich, Op. cite., p. 355. -

2 Ivid., pp. 268-269.

3 Ibid., p. 6. S
Chyzhevs'kyi arysy, ope cit., pp. 40-41,
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Philo and Plutarch. In addition, he was well versed in Roman literature »
having an- acquaintance with the works of Horace, Vergil Cicero, Marcus
"Aurelius, Marcus Lucanus, Seneca, Lucretlus, Per51us, and Terence. 1-.His

encyclopedlc knowledge included a substantial awareness of the writings of

the early Church Fathers such as Clement of Alexandria, Orlgen, Dionysius
of Alexandria (the AreOpagite) Gregory the Great Isidore, Augustine,
and others.'a

: Kovalena'kyi has little to say about Skovoroda's travels and exper-

iences in the West except that, while there, he was- able to beconme acqualn-

ted with many "learned peOple" 3. His Western excursion most llkely '

- brought him into contact with the sclentlflc thoughts of that time for he  ‘»
expresses a. somewhat sophistlcated knowledge of Newton, Copernicus and
other scientlfically related topics in his works. b Thls exposure, while
‘douhted'by some scholars 5; obviously broadened the scope of his learning,
tforcing him to re-evaluate much of hls former, 1argely theological_educa—

. tionc 6

|
|
{
|
5
{
,
i
‘

- Some scholars of Skovorodian thought have wrltten that he "under-
took a journey to the Holy Places; he went to Jerusalem, Mount Athos and

'_ Contantinople — 7 Several important studies have shown that by 1753

- Vozniak, op. cit., pp. 77-78.

2~ Ibid‘, Po ?80 . ) .

3 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 490. : :

4 Vozniak, o _E' cit., Pe 78. ‘In his works, Skovoroda mentions the pla-_'
net Saturn (Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. 252), the possibility of life on
other heavenly bodies, viz. the moon (Ibld., P+ 223), the achievements of

man in the study of the earth's interlor, seas, etc., the existence of many
worlds, the discovery of ranges on the moon, etc (Ibid., P. 222) '

2 Ern, op. cit., pp. 55-59.
Scherer, op. cit., p. 11.

: 7 F. P, Lubianovskii, "Vospominaniia Fedora Petrovicha Lubianovskago",
Russkii Arkhlv. 1872 col.v106 Quoted after Scherer, op. cit., p. 13.
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vSkovoroda had met Qith the feachingS‘of the German mystics aﬁd that this
‘contact was to have a marked influence on his mature work. 1

~Perhaps no other single work (besides'the Bible) has had such a
profound impact upanSko§oroda's creativity thaﬁlVetStenyi'Henrykh's

Symbola et emblemata selecta, published in Amsterdam in 1705. 2 Chyzhevé'-

kyi, having gained_acceSS to this rare symbolic moanument, is convinced
“that Skovoroda used it as a primary source for his philosephic thought;v
because many of his key'phrases, illustrations and most important symbols
have been borrowed directly from Henrykh's work.

Befdre attempting to examine some of these Wsimilarities”; it would
be fitting to consider Chyzhevs'kyi's description of this important symbo=.-
lic source: _ _ - |

"Kuura mae 840 rpasop /Migepuris/, mo cro-
JyueHl mo 6 Ha TAGIHIAX; IO KOXHOTO 3 eM=
OJeMaTHUHHX MaJoHKiB e BULAHHA NOXHE KO=
POTKHE TeKcT BichMoMa MOBamu /HBEPKOBHOCIOB~.
- IHCBKOW, X0 Pevyl, 3 HEe3HAUHUMH YKPalHChKIMH
SIeMeHTaMu, JaTHHChKOD, QPPaHIY3bKOD, - iTaj-
1#CbKOW, €CHaHChKOW,. aHIJNifCbXON, TOMAHICH=
KoM Ta Himenpkowo,"3 A

The first edition of this unique volume became an immediate rarity
as it was said that the vessel transporting thisiimpoftant anthology of
vsymbols to St, Petersburg sank scmewheré off the shores of Sweden. Later -
republications of these rare,dfawings and texts appeared'in 1743, 1?88,"'

~and 1811,and were imitated (at least in part) in a so-called "Nurnberg-“

i » . | .
Co;lection". Chyzhevs'kyi, goes on to show that the influence of the

1 N | S -
Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., pe 6.

2 Compare, Dr. Dmytro Chyzhevs'kyi, "Pro Deiaki Dzherela"Symvoliky
Hr.' Skovorody', Pratsi Ukrains'koho Vysokoho Pedahohichnoho Instytutu Im.
Mykhaila Drahomanova u Prazi, Naukovyi Zbirnvyk, Vol, II (Praha, Ukr, Vysok.
Ped. Instytutu, 1932), p. 407. Hereafter cited as Chyzhevs'kyi, Pratsi, p.
> Chyzhevstiyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 37. o
Ibid. | ‘ S




- &

-Symbola et emblemata was widely experienced in Ukrainian and Russian
spiritual circles due to its immense popularity.
Following an in-depth study of the Amsterdam Collection, Chyzhevs'kyi

concludes, as noted earlier, that the majority of Skovoroda's most’ import-

‘ ant-symbols ahd emblems were borrowed from this source. 1 while many
such instances have been cited and verified by Chyzhevs'kyi 2,' the foliow-
ing quotation mentions a number of typical examples where Skovoroda uses

a symbol in the same sense as it-Was_fendered in the Symbola et emblemata.

The ﬁumerals indicate the page-location of the given symbol as they appear

in the edition of Skovoroda's wgrkévpublished bj Bonch~Bruevich:

"B amcrepmamchkoMmy 36ipHuKy sHalizemo B TOMY
camoMy sHaviwmi, mo # y CxoBopozm: 6ycaa S P
/104, 491, 283/, manny /557/, rony6a /372, : S
769/, oxnens /834/, cupenu 577/, denikca
/57, 135, 320, 649/; pocrumHAa CHMBOJika ' S |
CroBOpOIM Mae, SK MM NOGAUHMO IANi ., . HHe '
me mxepeno, ajke 3Haljgemo B " gymbola et em- -
blemata selecta” KOJOC y CXOXOMY IO CKOBOPO~
JIUHOTO 3HauiuHg /582/, npousimuit mocox Vaevem
CHUMBOJM, 3all03uvYeHl 3 HexwBOI npuposm T2 ap-
TeParTH BHAUNIEMO B aMCTEePIaMCbKOMY 36ipHHKY
Maiixe Bei - marner /I82/, kommac /I29/, Be-=

. cexxy /384/, coume /142, 219, 260, 464, 518,
576 ta wrmi/, BOLy, ZIXepeyo, IOTiK, KPUHHUIW -

. 8ycrpiHemo Hepas /64, 69, 693, 834 Ta He uH-
.Ze/, Takoxks: ckeuwo /3aroxosHa cropiHka, 163,
462, 482, 576, 806/, nmoGauumo # nAGLpUHT
/443/, nepcrens /168/, rozuHHmE /35, 539/,
cirx¥1{768/, anTexy, AKip, kxoxeco, Komo it
T.,II,O

One shpuld.bg-aware at this point.that, althoughAsuéh extensive

"borrowings’t were made by that philosopher, his own creative works were

nonetheless unique in that Skovoroda used the symbols from this, and other -

1 e : ' _
- Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 38.

2 . S . .
' Ibid., pp. 34-47. See also Chyzhevs'kyi, Pratsi, op. cit. o«
- hos-423, S ST e B R R

3-Ibid., Pe 39,
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sources, as a means of‘expressing an original philosophy.

Before the publication in Amsterdam of the Symbola et emblemata in

1705, other analogous collections on symbols and emblems had already cir-
culated within Ukraine. For example, between 1632-1633, P. Mohyla had
allegedly purchased a certain Emblemata, while mplphanius Slavynets' kyi,
Stefan Iavors'kyl, and F. Prokopovych yere known to have had‘similar value
able,acquisitions.on symbolic and emhlematic topics in their'libraries. 1
During the XVIE XVII® and XVIIIt centurles, these, and other sym-

bolic works had a definite influence upon the art, llterature and splrlt-

. ual life of Ukraine. It was almost inevitable, therefore, that the works

of the Ukrainian phllosopher—writer were to be influenced by them also. 2

Not only did these early books on symbols and emblems influence

Skovoroda and other Ukrainian writers and theologians, but their value was

‘often recognized and adopted by many well known representatives of Russian‘

literature. Ivan Sergeyevich Turgenev (1818-1883), a leading Russian -
novellst and playwright of the XIXm century, speclfically mentioned a cer-

ta1n ﬂ§ymbola et emblemata" in his novel A Nest of Gentlefolk 3 where ‘

his hero, Lavretskyi during his chzldhood in the 1820'5, had become fami—_

liar with it in his spare time. , - _
Chyzheve'kyl has cited H, Derzhavin (17#3—1816) the greatest Rus-

sian poet of the XVIII% century, v, Zhukovs'kyi (1783 1852) a lead-

zlng Romantic poet and translator of the early XIXt century, and Fyodor

- Tiutchev (1803-1873), one of Russia's greatest poets, as having been

Chyzhevs'kyi, Pratsi, op. cit., p. 416,
2 Chyzhevs'kyl, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 41,

31, Turgenev, Romany (Moskva, '"Detskaia literatura", 1970),
'Dvorianskoe Gnezdo”, p. 177. .
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directly-or indireotly influenced bylthose same symbols and emblems. 1
A comparable trend was evident in the works of Herzen (1812—18?0) a lead-
ing Russian revolutionary thinker and philosopher of the mid-XIXth century,
V. Bellnsky (1811-1848) the Russian literary critic, political thinker and
'philosopher of the 1830's and 1840's," and later in Alexey Remizov (1877-
), a prose writer of the X century. 2
Since the use of symbols in art 1iterature and philosophy was not

an unusual phenomenon in Ukraine, (especially between the XVIit and XVIII®% -
__centuries), it becomes difflcult to understand why s0 few scholars have'”
.ever attempted to approach Skovoroda from the symbolic point of view. The
'Ukrainian philosopher had often re-iterated in his phllosophy that to see
,"superficially" or to 1nterpret 'Qiterally" was nothlng less than a return
to 'paganism” and '"idol worship" 3 It was, in fact a’ damriable heresy.
The philosoPher-writer was firmly convinced that 11teral and superflcial
'1nterpretat10ns of the Bible had spawned the proliferation of "warrlng
factions" and dissident "sects” in his society. > )

| It would appear that the divergent oplnlons and views _on Skovoroda
discussed in the first chapter of this essay bear w1tness to the different
A and confllcting perspectives which have arlsen as the result of superflclal
‘and 11teral 1nterpretations being made of his phllosophy. Prlme examples

1llustrat1ng the results of these "superficial" and "llteral" evaluations -

; .
Chyzhevs® kyi ‘Pratsi, op. 01t., Pp. 418-419,

2 Ibid., p. 419, S A
Ern, op. cit., p. 228. See also, Likhachev, gp;.git., pp.. 83-90.
Ibid. | - N |
.S.Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 362.

\
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of Skovoroda can be seen in Belinsky's negative and éaréasﬁic appraisalv
when he wrote, "Oh incomparable master Khoma.1! How magnifiéent_you are :
in your stoic indifference to everything earthly . ." 2 Then there was
the Russian author; V. Nikolskyi, Who summarized Skovoroda'svthought as:

" . . confused and inconsistent. While it is a
little pantheistic, a little rationalistic, and a
little mystical it is neither the first, the sec-
-ond, nor the third: this is so not because Skovo-
roda reconciled these world views into some kind
of a higher synthesis, but simplyjbecause he could
not unravel one from the other," :

By their own admission, sqme‘ﬁore recent Soviet Ukrainian sch@lars
such as A. P. Markov, I, Ivan'o, énd D. P. Kyryk, have _aami.tted that many
of'their colleagueé have often serioﬁsly miérépresented and contradicted
' Skovorodé by their superficial and literalrinterpretatiops:

"3 mamoro moramany, me MoxHa OOACHUTH, 30-
Kpema, THM, WO LOCHIJHUKM HEeXTYyBajl¥ CEMaH-
ranHMvaHaniaom'TepMinonorii.CKOBopoxn i
CIOBECHY (OPMYy BHDa3y COpuiMall B 6YyKBAdb=
HOMy DPO3yMiHH1, TOMy B KOHNENNiAX LODPEBO- :
apmidnux asropis Yepaldcexuff ¢pinocod - Teo-
- JIOT, NOCHiZOBHUK 3aXiZHMX MicTHKiB /M. Kpac-
- HOK, @. 3eleHOropcrkuil ra immi/, 3 ngiel x o

IPHYMHE PagAHChXI mocaiguuxkm T, Biamu i II.
JlonoB BBaxaoTh CxoBopory maTepiaricrom i
arelcroM. B inTepmperanii I. A. Tadaunze-
KoB& BiH - zyanicr, Jeaxi po6oTe CKOBOPO=
Zn 3. MegemeHko Haannae,meonoriqnnmz. M.I.
Pexprxo Xapakrepusye ¢girocopa sk izeitmoro ,
/HIPOTHBHHKZ pexiril ra Bopora ogimifuoi nep=~-
KBH., B ODHTaHHAX OHTOXOTiI CKOBOpPOXZa Hi6ETO

1 . ' : ' _

A _'Khoma Brut, the central character in Nikolai Hohol's story "Wij."
He was a seminarian. and philosophy student in Kiev, who, while travelling
home for the summer, experienced a series of extraordinary adventures. The
last of these was his face to face meeting with the monster, Vij, which

o encounter resulted in Khoma Brut's death. (Footnote, Scherer, op. ¢it., p.

2 V. G. Belinsky, Polnoe Sobranie Sochihénii, 53 vols.,'(Mbécow,

1953-1959), I, p. 30k,

‘ > V. Nikblskyi,f"UkrainS'kyi Sokrat', Istoricheskyi Vestnik, 1895,
LX, ps 222, Quoted after Scherer, op. ¢it., p. 165. S '
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MaB JBa HOIJIAIN HE MaTeplm Bimpmicrs pag-
AHCBKUX aBTopiB BB?K&ETB, mo CxoBOpoga GyB.
Mamepianicrom
Others, such as M, P; Red'ko were known to have omitted key phrases from
Skovoroda's original text, in order to substantiate their preferred con-
clusions.

Vladimir Ern, one of the first scholars to rediscover the Ukrainian

‘philosopher, insisted that the crucial determinant in comprehending Skovo--

roda's life and works was totally dependent upon one' 8 ability to grasp
his symbolic method of expression, namely, his symbolic images and unique
philosophic terminology. 3 From all apparent indications. this appears
to be by far the most reasonable and logical procedure one. must follow in

order to perceive the more deeper: meanings of Skovoroda's philosophy.
’SKOVORODA'S.SYMBOLIC TERMINOLOGY'

Most, if not all, of the world's most dlstinguished philosophers
who have created an original philosophic system have, at the same time,
devised an ' appropriate vocabulary in order to more ea81ly facilitate an
. accurate express1on of those obscure thoughts and concepts that are dif=-

ficult to ‘define by ordinary means. Skovoroda was no exception,'for he
is generally recognized as the first to have coined new words for a.

philosophical vocabulary in Ukraine. 4

: A. P, Markov, op. cit., Pe 110.° See also, Ivan Ivan'o, "Nove

Doslidzhennia Pro Hryhoriia Skovorody", op. cit., pp. 147-149; and D, P,

Kyryk, "Semantyclnyi metod v istoryko-filosofs' komu doslidzhenni', Z Isto-

‘rii Filosofii Na Ukraini (Kylv, Akademiia Nauk Ukrains'koi RSR, 19677,
pp. 82-91. ‘ o

2 Tbid., pp. 110-111.
BEI'H’ _O_R. cito' Do 43'

Dziuba, op. cit., p. 70:
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We have already seen that the apparent indlfference by scholars
toward his termlnology and the scarcity of comprehen51ve studles on this
important toplc have greatly contributed to the- dlametrlc and confusing

viewpoints already in existence. Nevertheless, inasmuch as thought and

language have always been 1nseparably linked together, and the fact that A'
genulne understanding can only exist on the ba81s of well~ch05en words,

it is obvious that a epe01al expre531ve vocabulary is abhsolutely eesent-‘i
jlal to any meanlngful philosophy.

Chyzhevs'kyi argues that the obv1ous misunderstanding of Skovoro—

da's phllosOPhy stems not so- much from ‘the pecullarity or complex1ty of
hlsvthought;as it does from a basicvdlfflculty in comprehending the philo-
; sopher's fundamental method of expression.

"CKOBopony He Jerxko posyM1mn e Tax' I ne .
TOMY, mO Horo moma He ¢ 3Buualina "Hayxona"
MOBa, B.gKi#i BRUBALTLCH TBEPLO i MimHO yec-
TalreHi croBa~-TepMiHu., Mosa CRonoponn €
‘MOBa 06pasip i cummBoxis. -HaBirs Ti ciroBa,
AKi Bxe npmpbaan HayKoBO-~(pinocopiune sHa~
YiHHA B cywacHi#l #Homy ®1nooo®11, a6o me B
aHTH4YHOCT1, BiH moBeprae 1o 1IXx mepBicHOrO
00pa3oBOro 3HauiHHa., MoBa CKoBOpPOIH IO~
BepTasToCA N0 MATEPHHCHKOI'Q JIOHZ CHMBOJ-
;1KH. Tyr ua gmomomory ﬁomy NPAXOZUTE 1 cuM-
. BOJika XpucriAHCbKa, AK OTULB I€PKBH, Tak

i yxpaldcekol noxemiumoi ra ngononln301
nlmepawypn XYI—XYIII BikiB," N

 Among those who failed to distlngulsh between Skovoroda 8 symbolic
terminology and the contemporary use of simllar words was the Ukralnian |

romantlc, P. Kulish, who at one t1me had written,

"In speech by deed he was a sage,

In speech by word - a defunct corpse.
. » only a learned mouse is versed, 2
In the hieroglyphics of Skovoroda”

1 .
Chyzhevs'kyi, Nar y OD. 01t., p. 39.

Tvory Panteleimona Kulisha (Ltviv, 1909) Vol. 2 p. 322.

2
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The Soviet scholar, D P. Kyryk has written an interesting essay '

entitled, The Semantic Method in Historio-Philosophical Research where he

stresses the importance of studying the meanings of various speech forms,
especially concerning the development and changes in the meaning of words '
and word groups. In addition, he proceeds to 1llustrate the critical |
relationshlp that exists between signs and symbols and what they signify
or denote explalning their importance in this way.

"S8uaueHHa TepMiHiB Moxma NPaBUILHO BUBHA~ -
YNTH AMmE Toxi, Koau COMPATHCh H& HAYKOBO -

"oorpynwonani N PUHIINIH aHaxisy -cais, Illpun-
MY aHanisy sHaveHs ciais, i B nepmy uep-
Ty HayKoBUX TepMiHiB, pospobiaeni cemanTi-
Ko, I[eHTpaXpHO® IPOGIeMOn CeMaHTHKH €
INTaHHA NPO 3HAUEHHA 3HAKA -1 Npo BigHOw
NeHHA 3Haka X0 IeHoTaTa /ﬁecnrnara, pe-~
depenTa, HomiHaHrta/, TOGTO IO nO3HAYY -
B&HOTO npexMeTa S o

Kyryk's '"semantic method of research" leads him to the same conclusion as
that deduced by Ccnstantine Kostencheskyi the celebrated Serbo-Bulgarian R
'paleographer of the XIVs century quoted earller 2, who insisted that
"every letter in each word has its unique meaning and purpose ‘in its given
context", and therefore cannot be replaced under any . circumstance. Kyryk
obviously supports that viewpoint when he contends that Skovoroda‘s termin—
010gy is structured in a delicate "dove-tail" fashion where every term is
intimately interlocked with another and can be comprehended only as it is'
‘read in its proper context.

"Cucrema TeleHlB 3a3mnn oynycrbca TaK, MO

KOXHUHA TepMmin moB’saszanust 3 inmmMu i doro

BHaUeHHA PO3KpHBaeTHCH yepes BZL,ILHOHIGHH}I Ko

Hux, JlificHe 3HaueHHa KOXHOT'O OKPEMOTO Tep-

-~ MiHa MOxHa BCT&HOBHTH, Jume’ npoaHanlsyBaan

- cucreMy TeleHlB B miromy. Towmy P POB=
'xpnmmi amMiery TepMiHiB He06x1nHo Bpaxosysarn

9
- : D. P Kyryk, 'Semantychnyi metod v 1storyko«filosofs komu doslid-
zhenni", op. cit., p. 83, Hereafter quoted .as Kyryk Semantychnyi metod, P

2 See pp. 36, 43-44
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He TiNBKM IX. ceMaHTHuHe 3HaquHﬂ /leno-
MEHHA 3HAKa 1O xenowama/, ‘a @I CHHTSXKCHY-
He /BipHomeHHA 3HaKiB. ommH Ro onHoro/ "

A proper understanding of Skovoroda's phllosophy, therefore, de-
mands that a thorough snalysis and exposure be made of such _key symbolic
tenm;asgﬂnarypa annmaﬂ", "Hamypa-HeannMaﬁ", “TBapb"; "Bor",
"Havamo", "Bbunoctn', "BuzuMocTHL", "weBuzuMOCTB", "HmuTO", .

2 and

"uburocs", "Bemecmeo", "nnociach", "Marepia®, "®0pMe";
80 fofth. | | |

In keeping with the pre-determined outllne of this study, these
terms will be analysed -more fully in the next chapter as they are respect—.
ively related to ‘the philosopher's varlous metaphysical themes.

In his work, ’Kol'tso," Skovoroda specially underscores the charac-»
teristics of the symbolic method of thought as ‘he descrlbes the nature,
evolution, and meaning of the symbol, etc. Our study thus far has reveal-
ed that the ancients invented their own special language to express their
‘mystical thoughts not by words, but through images and symbols. And this
is precisely how the Ukrainlan philosopher—wrlter believes the Bible was ‘h
originally written. Therefore, the only way 1t can be logically'understood
“is through the exclusive use . of symbols, because "every last sound and
word in the Bible breathes symbolically and is totally dependent upon N
them. > Skovoroda observed that, " ... Bch B dnénlﬁ npnﬁTHble
-dnmeaa, Hanpnmtp. cebrT, panocmb, Becenle, mnsor, BOCKpeceHie,
‘nymb, odtmaﬂle, paﬁ CNaKoCTh u Ip., = BCk Tt~osnaqamm:ceﬁ'

- 4
oxaxenxbmﬁ mup".

1
Kyryk Semantychny1 metod, op. cit., pp. 83-8h

Ibld-, p. 84, .
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p.f312.
Ibid., p. 228.

-P\NN




75

While endeavoring to explein the purpose'of'his symbols,<Skovorodel-
appears to have established a very important maxim for our careful con--
(sideratlon' The aim of every Biblical symbol. con51sts in focussing man' 3
~attention upon an understanding of the "beglnning" "invisible'", and

Meternal! nature. For example.'

"Cie merunnoe exHHoe HaYyaJo eCTh 3EePHOM
¥ naoxowm, UeHTpoOM H rapaHb, HAYAJOM. H KOH-
ueM BCHX KHMI eBpefickux, "BHauank 66 cio-
- Bo." Cupbup: Bcell 6uGniit CJIOBO CO3ZAHO B
~TOM, UTO0 6b1Na OHA ENHHCTBEHHbB1M MOHYMEH-
ToM -Havaxa , , ., HbT B Hell pbum, Hum c.noaa1
qmod HE Iblmato ouarosbcrlem thﬂaro. n
In the second place, the sense or meanlng of the Bible is to be
found in its aim to bring man to an awareness of his splritual ‘and inner
vpotential, rather than the fleshly and outerlappearance. This also, can
'only~be»aCcomplished with the assistance of'Biblical images (syhbolé) to
reveal its hidden spiritual truths. Once thisg is achieved, the “figura~
tive (symbolic) curtaln" drops, revealing the "Eternal” "Beginning"
Skovoroda shows in the 1ntroduction to his work, ""Zhena Lotova'
that the scribes who 1ncessantly read the Bible both day and night, saw -
only its exterior form. The outer world ‘was on their eyes and thereby

pnecluded them from grasping the other world - the inv1sib1e. 3

,Having established the-importance and purpose of'Skovoroda's sym-

bOllC terminology in expre531ng the .inner "invielble" concepts of the Bible .

and of his own phllosophy, it now remains for us to see how that philoso-

- phic vocabulary is ueed to define and explaln the intangible.

1 , . o
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, PPe 38&-385.

2 Kyryk, "Svit symvoliv H. S. Skovorody"; Ope cit., p. 122.
> Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961 I PP 401-—402. '
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In’so far as ‘the Bible for. Skovoroda was a Book about God and God
is the "Beglnning" of all ex1stence, then the Bible's primary purpose was '
to teach about that UBeglnnlng". In the Biblical texts, says Skovoroda,
"thns veritable Beglnnlng is symbollzed by all that wh1ch bears resem- _:
~‘b1ance to a beglnm.ng".'1 Some typical symbols. that the phllosopher uses
~to portray the intrinsic essence of a beginnlng are the words "ring", |
"wheel, Yeirclet!, "head", 'root", ”spark" "father", and 80 on, inclu—
ding eQen af”Snake". Accordlng to Ern, these symbols are basically "self-.
eXplanatory" 2 s once they are accepted figuratively and not literelly,ﬂ
leading our minds to an understanding of'deeper hidden truths.,

For example, the ’Beginning" can be symbolized by a serpent in that
‘when it is coiled in a circle (holding its tall between its teeth as il—
lustrated in the Appendlx, Figure # 11) it is difficult to distingulsh
its beglnnlng from its end. > The serpent (often portrayed as a symbol of
the Bible) is used by Skovoroda in his works, 'Kol'tso" "Ikona Alkivilads—'
‘Hkala" "Zhena Lotova”, and "Potop Zmiyn". b Thus, in his dlalogue, "Potop
'Zmlyn" the phllosopher stresses that . in the flguratlve or‘"symbollcal
world" (the Blble), every being and obJect is de51gnated by a system of
figures (where every figure has a speciflc meanlng) and the serpent fig-

_ure naturally has its own dlstlnct 51gn1ficance. 5

1'Sko§orgda, Tyory, 1961, I, p. 296.

a-Ern,'gp. cit., p. o2k,

5 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961 I, p. 297.

* Ibid., pp. 296-297; 373, 376-377, 400; 426, 343 550-560.

: ,5 Ibid., p. 5#9. Skovoroda employed the term "serpent" to empha-
size once more -that the Bible, in spite of its Divinity, shared in the
world of appearances or perlshable flgures. Compare Scherer, o _B° cit.,
pp. 80-97,
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There is a sense, however, where the seréent-s&mbol is used by
Skovoroda as a direct antithesis to the way it ie portrayed in'"Petop
Zmiyn", as a figure of "Eternity" or of the 'Beginningﬁ; The difference

-ie primariiy dependent upon whether the snake is symbolized as ”ceiled in
a circle" or "stretched out upon the ground".'lIn the first instance it
would denote the "Invisible ﬁature" while in the latter aspect it des-
-cribesvthe "temporal'', "perlshing", "external form.‘ "You know what the
serpent is," he wrote,'"know that he and God are the same. Falsity:but. -
truth; foolishness, but wisdom; evil but good".,'1 . |

By e‘superficial ef literal interpretation, many heve concluded
thet Skovoroda ﬁae either "inconsistent!, "disorgenized" and "self-contre—
dictory"; or else he was "heretical' and "athelstlc" in that he described
God as possessing quallties of fa151ty, foollshness and ev11. Yet, herein
is the supreme importance of grasping Skovoroda's use of symbols and com=-
prehending the "method" of his philoSophic expfession; |

In the abovementioned quotatlon, the Ukrainian phllosopher 31mp1y
presented an identification of evil with good.  But he could not finish .
with 'such a simple 1dent1fication of good and evil., »Rather;lhe ettempted

t‘to.ehoﬁ fhat-evil had the inherent pefential of.beeoming good. "The ser-
"pent,n:sayseskovoroda, ﬁonly does harm wheh.it crewls alehg.on the earth,”
and "we, like children, cfawl aloné'on the earth‘and the sefpent cfawls
after us." But he added, "If you raise your: head then you can raise
‘your whole body', and the serpent will become harmless, ev11 will ‘be over-

come.

I . |
V_Bencthruevich, op. cit., p. 512.

2 Ibid., p. 513.
® Ibid., p. 5.
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From this, we can see that fa181ty, foollshness and evil was not
equated with God but connected with the earth. Skovoroda, therefore,
later contended that the material world could assist manbin his search
for God, happiness and good , for Vderkness was impressed on us in order
that the light might be revealed . . an observer, hating reCOgnined |
black, will suddenly recognize_white”. 1

Examples such as this in the works of the.Ukrainian philosopher-‘
‘vwriter are too numerous to mention for that would far exceed the purpose
and scope of this study. Although a few more of. these symbols will be
analysed later (accordlng to their relatlonshlp with some of the more
important philosophic themes in.Skovoroda) ’ the 81gn1f1cance of this ;
philosopher s symbolic vocabulary should now be clearly seen. \

George Bruno - (1548-1600), the poet,, phlloSOpher and a late repre—
ﬁ’sentative of the Itallan Renaissance 3‘, held smmilar views concerning
the special treatment of Biblical texts as did the Ukrainlan phllosopher.

taught that all words are polysemantic because, they are 1nseparably
linked 1n a pre—designated manner to the main subJect by various means
" and aspects. The relationship between these words and the sub1ects they
designate, can be understood by the reader or hearer elther correctly or
‘incorrectly. Bruno argues that a proper understanding 1ndlcates an ac-
.curate connection of the word with those. subgects as they were orlglnally'
~ conceived by.the writer or speaker. Conversely, to. mlsunderstand means
to fall in the comprehension of the 1ntended relat1onship of the glven

words with the subject as intended by the author.

' Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., ps-286.
2 Reference to Skovoroda's "ohilosophic themes" has been defined
and described on the basis ©of the philosophic content of his works. “In.

- reality, Skovoroda .did not systematically classify his thought. For fur-
ther details, see pp. 105-153, : : o ' '

7 MKLEW, op. cit., I, pp. 750-751.
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Further, Bruno contended that b951des words and phrases, many
etcerpts and even entlre works can be polysemantlc. In»thls respect, he
‘1solates the Bible as being the most'polysemantic*inasmuch as it contains :

an infinite nunber of various meanings.v It was his contentlon that p

beneath the exterlor literal meaning of the Holy Scriptures, there were
concealed many different epiritual‘meanings or connotations. In other

' worde, not only were the very words of God polysemantlc but also the
-teachings of Moses, David, Solomon, and so forth. The Italian philoso-

pher—poet thus concluded that "ag in one meaning of God's word are hid-

iden all meanings, 80 also one meaning can. be found in all worde" Thus;
God's thought in any given letter or word can be compared to be llke the
spirit dwelllng in the flesh. 1 | ‘

The paramount slgnlficance of Bruno's observatlons is foond in the .
realization that philosophers have often used words in their creative:
works that do not .always mean the same thing as when they are used in
daily conversation. For a proper analy51s of any philosophlc legacy, .
therefore, it becomes absolutely essential for one to know the particular

method of expression employed by the origlnator of that philosophy, other-f

- wise a correct evaluation of that system of thought would be 1mpossible. 2

It now becomes more clearly apparent why 86 many different and
COnflicting interpretatione of Skovoroda's philosophy have been made :

"IrHopyBanua ato HepOByMlHHH “cnocooy BH-
croBreHHa" mucauTeng IPABOJUIO HEAKHX
aBTOPLB HOXOBTHEBOTO. nepiozy He timpku no-
XuOHUX BUCHOBKIB Hpo cyTHicTb Buemus CKO-
BOpoIn, a #i 1o KaTeTOPHYHOTO 3amepeyeHHs
6ymp-aKol Horo saprocri, -He suukHyBmH y

) , , _
Kyryk, "Sv1t symvoliv H, S, Skovorody" op. cite, pe 119.

2 Ibid.




"enoci6 Bncxoznenna" ®1noco®a, a oTxe, i
He 306arxysmu cyTHOCT1 #oro BueHHH; BOHM
auMin y TBOPaAX YKPaiHCHKOTO MHCIHTEIN
) name.gequamlne HaI‘pOMS.,IT,)KeHHH mm‘_a'r 3
Bigmii," _ o
In.simiiar fashiom, many schisms and sects have.occurred in Christ-
endom from man's inability'to uaderstand they”language of expressiom",as'
: used,by the-inspired writers of the'Bible. .Skovoroda was‘naturaily well
aware of this common human failing as he taught that the Word of God could |
not ennoble the human heart unless man understood that the Bible was a |
‘"world of symbols”, which had to be interpreted symbollcally and not phy-
‘sically or literally. He descrlbed the Bible as a realm of symbols ,'
’ because, "in it are collected the heavenly, earthly and chthonic creatures.
These creatures are to be the chief monuments of our thought in the con=-
‘ception of the Eternal Nature, which is concealed in the perlshable as a
: portralt in its own colours"
V. H, Kooy, in hls study of Biblical symbology illustrates the use
vof symbols by the writers of the Holy Scriptures in such things as words,

- Names y persons, obJects, and places. The Bible is shown to contaln many

> examples of prophetic and cultic symbolism "summlng up the hopes and ex-

' pectatlons, the meaning and s1gnif1cance, the past and future of Ierael'

faith and history" ? In the New Testament, symbolism centres mostly around‘.
the person of Jesus Christ, His 1dentity, and the 51gnificance of His life’
and ministry. Kooy shows ‘that much of thls flgurative 1magery was borrow-v-

ed from the 01d Testament and Jew1sh apocalyptlc llterature. Symbols were

1
Kyryk, "Svit symvollv H. S. Skovorody", op. git., p. 120,

2 Bonch-Bruevich, o _p. cite, Do 496

3 V. Hs Kooy, "Symbol, Symbolism", The Interpreter s Diction ary of

the B1ble, Edited by George Arthur Buttrick, (New York, Abingdon Press,
: _19325 Vol. 4, pp. 472. o I
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thus used to descrlbe t1t1es, the Christ, salvation, worship, and escha-
‘tology. |

Since the Bible was a "realm of symbols", it shared the weakness :
inherent in all symbols , namely, the potential for becoming the base of
superstitlon if it were interpreted on the basis of appearances alone.

The pr0per understanding of Biblical terminology was crucial because, ac-
cording to Skovoroda, "the speech of the Blble is like the Asian river
Meander. It is said that this river flows by the most beautiful places,
but its current winds like a sneke, and even loses its way, llke a palace
‘-labyrlnth" »3 - |
Nevertheless, the Ukrainian philosopher-writer argues that for the
one who is not easily frustrated by the Bible s symbollc termlnology, nor
'side-tracked by its descriptive narratives through misleading llteral
vinterpretations, the intelligent reader "between the emptj burlal mound

of an unrestralned atheism and the foul swamp of a servile superstition,
1nclin1ng neither to the right nor the left, goes stralght to the DlVlne
mountain" b In short, when one con51ders the Blblical language and napg- .
ratives symbollcally, then the 1nconeistenc1es and contradictlons of 11ter;v
.al 1nterpretat10ns disappear. This, of course, is true not only of the '
Bible, but of the works of bkovoroda themselves.-

It should be noted, howeVer, that the Ukralnian rhilosopher expres-
sed hlB metaphy51ca1 thoughts not only in symbolic words and 1mages but
actually 111ustrated many of them in descriptive graphlc forms. An attempt
'will now be made to describe and analyse these drawings in the following |

chapter.

Kooy, op. cit., pp. 472-476,

% Scherer, op. cit., p. 8.
.Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p.'l67.
l'- Ibido, ppo 360-3610
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GRAPHIC SYMBOLS

Since few schoiars have attemptéd a serious and comprehensive study
 0£ symbols in the.philosophy.of Skovoroda, the impbrtant graphic illustra-
tions that.symbolize his philosophy have been,éadly neglécted and_evenl
forgotten. This is difficult ﬁo underéiand because thes§ dfawings depict .
~some of the moét important abstract.goncepts in the Ukrainian philosophefié'_
entire eystém'of metaphysical thought. | |

A considerable number of these figurative sketcheé originally apf

peared as component parts of Skovoroda's manuscript, "Alfavyt ili Bukvar:g‘
Myra", and other works, though few Qere ever.published or described in any
’aetail. Skovoroda described some of these "unpublished"™ graphic symbols

in his dialogue "Kol'tso", where an appropriate explanatdry inscription_

i
!
i
I
¢
¢
{
|
|
i
|
|
|
:

- was. appended to‘intefpret its symbolic meaning:

" . . cHOm® TpaBbi Ob cew HammmCBIO: BCAKA o B |
ILIOTE TpaBa . . urypa 3Mis, BE KOIBUO CBU- '
Taro, Cr» CeO HaJINHCLO: OTH> TelGe Boxe Haua- f
0, Bb TE6E XK€ Ja KOHYHTCH, BbuyHaro pby- S |
'HOCTB Takb xe 00pa3oBatach TpeMms nepcrHaM 000 - |
HIU KONbLaMH, Me®s CO60K. cubNAeHMbiMu ob ” A
Hapnuceb: Cim rpie, Bbime Bebxs cTuxii.

- Cepzne ycrpemupmeecs Kb BbUsHOMYy O3HAUG-
.Jtocsl o6pasome crpbasi, TOoPh cTpeMamedcHa xp .
3Bb3ab, Ob TAKOD mOANUCHIO: ZoBxber™s Mk -
orume owb, Cepmie BbuHOCTi® mpocsbmenHoe .
00pas0BaNOCh KYCTaPHHKOML HIE HacaxieHiewms
HIOZONPHHECEMD BEPHO, Najanmee CBEPXYy Ho-
BEPXHOCTH 3eMHOH#, Ob NONNHCLD: -Yamp 6ynymia
¥U3HU, H300paxaloca M OpPIAOMb BRUPSLNUME: I
“BO3JIETANMUMb. Kb COJHy Ob IOJIHCHIO: aloy )]

kb OescMmeprib, Taxexe 3aMieMb, COBIEXmHMD

' CBO BETOHB BECHOD ¥ OGHOBHBNHMD oHOEeTH, fl
HELaBHO Hanmmcayas raflucrsenmwriii o6pasg Owms
HPERCTABIACTE MOPE Ob GEperoms, om KoToparo
JACTHTE Ha JEPYTYHL CTOPOHY MOpA JacToubKa, Cb
HAZNECRI: 3UMON HbTH 31bCh IJA MeHs moxop! .,

1 . -
© - Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 269,




-.dand explalned. Although the second drawing deplcting a dove resting on a
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As noted earl1er, Skovoroda is known to have reproduced many of

these graphic symbols from the important Aymbola et emblemata publlshed

in Amsterdam in 1705. Others were appropriately modlfied, when they'were

specifically adapted to his rhilosophy, and are found scattered through-

. out his various dlalogues whenever truths of an eternal or 1ntangible :

nature are being discussed
Chyzhevs'kyl has noted three specific examples of Skovoroda's gra-

phlc symbols that have been preserved in the works of BonchuBrueV1ch and_'

‘Bahalii:

"Ti rpw manonxu, mo, 3a3nﬂxn Baraxleel T8
Bornu~BpyeBryeBi, MM 3HaeMO 3i Crnaimuay CKO-
BOPOAH /8 Takmx MaJIVHKIB € B HBLOTO me He
omur/, cToATH HiNkKOM Yy Tpamunmii emMGieMa -
Ku HOBUX uaciB: BCeBHIDUYE OKO, roxyc Ha
ckexl cepex Mops /xo peui, Hi6u npocro
- .cxomioBanuii 3 aMCTepAaMCbKOT0 361pnnxa/,

. T2 HolBs xoBYer - yci Boum Hawm Bizomi i

3 HHIOUX- mxepes. Ta OCHOBOX  Hamoro 3Ha~

" #oMcTBa 3 eMGreMaTHEOD CxoBopoOIN MOXYTH
6yTH He ni MaawHkKM, & Ti ZeCATKH Ta COTKHR
‘eMOIeMaTHUYHNX 006pa3iB, mo nopoecnnyaani o _ :
Beix ﬁoro nlreparypnnx TBOPAxX, "_1 S : ' L

Of the three draw1ngs mentioned above by Chyzhevs'kyi only the Pythagor—
ean symbol for God, (a point or an eye in31de an equllateral trlangle whlch

‘was in turn clrcumscrlbed by a clrcle) ’ .was technically well reproduced

- ecrag in the mldst of an open sea. 3, was fairly well reproduced by Baha- _

”1111, its specific meanlng was not fully descrlbed. Binally, wmth refer-

ence to the third 1llustration by Skovoroda denotlng Noah's ark, it must
be stated that a reliable facs1mile of it cannot be easily located nor'

. is there much pertinent data avallable regarding its intended meaning.

1_'v ‘
Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 46,

? See Appendix, Figure # 8.
> see Appendix, Figure # 9.
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In recent years, three other sketches‘from Skovoroda's manuscflpt,
"Alfavyt 1li Bukvar Myra" have been reproduced from the orlglnal text. 1
The first of these (where God is likened to a fountaln) s appears to be
~an original creation of the author with. the inscription,~"Ne ravnoe vcim
ravenstvo", - Tﬁe latter two, depicting Amur supporting the earth 3; and
a moth hovering sbove a cahdle,h » are thought to have been copied from

‘the Symbola et emblemata published in 1705,

Although these valuable graphic drawings have not been clearly re~

printed from the original manuscrlpts noxr comprehensively descrlbed as to
_ their spec1fic 1ndividual meanlng, their 1mportance in the study of. Skovo~»
roda's thought cannot be underestlmated. '

There can be no doubt that Skovoroda flrmly believed in the anclent
concept of a God Who was both a- Unity and a Trinity simultaneously, for he
proclelmed that "3, 2 and 1 are the .same", > Inan effort to depict this
difficult cohcept graphically,-Skovoroda drew an equileteral trianglevto
illustrate the equality and three—orbed nature of God. Clrcumscrlbed '

around this triangle was a perfect c1rcle symbolizlng the 1nfin1ty of God

with the Greek letters. alpha, beta and. omega denoting His having no begln- :

- nlng or end. The open eye within the triangle was symbolic of Div1ne life

‘.and 1nte111gence, expre331ng the hldden powers and supernatural vismon of

: God. 6 Skovoroda saw the Trinity then, as equally -three 1n Person and one -

Y

1
p. 6k, Plate # 14, p. 160, Plate # 1.
' 2 See Appendix, Flgure # b,
3 See Appendix, Flgure #19.
4 See A Appendix, Flgure # 17,

2 Bonch-Bruev1ch OPe 01t., Pe 511

6 Peter Fingesten, The Ecllpse of Symbolism (Cclumbia, S.C4, Univer-
'sity of South Carolina Press, 1970), pp. 37-51.. ' :

Cfe. Turii Loshchyts Skovoroda (Moskva, '"Molodais Gvardyiaﬁ,'1972),
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"in nature: "I see one and it is three; I see three and it is one". 1
Schefer has observed that,

"« « such a view of the Trinity, with its equal
emphasis upon God's unity and trinity underlined
the profundity of the Divine mystery, and man's
inability to comprehend it. Skovoroda, through-
out his writings had stressed man's incapacity
for understanding God, while, by his own inquiry
-into the nature and persons of God emphasizing
the need for man to consider God so that he could
come to recognize his own inadquacies next to
God's staggering magnificence".

By illustratihg the essential nature of God in the form of a simple graé,

.1 phic symbol, Skovoroda therebj greatly simplified the theological complexi-
| ties often assoqiated with the traditibnal-éoncepti§ns of Divinity, |
Bahalii'svpoorly reproduced gfaphic drawihg.depicting é dqve‘rest;‘
| ing on a rocky crag in thé midst of an open sea (Aggendix,;figurév#‘9)5
,gppears\to describe the Efefnal as a firm‘foundation upon'which one Can'
‘rest when surroundedft}y the flooding tides of life:
| "Ilocmorpn xe, Gappa, u ua xpyroﬁ_éﬁﬁaonb

Bb IEHTPEL KOEro yrapfeTs cif b Esexiuna

Pbus, Baraaue coga! : :

6:a p p a. Bﬁxy. Ha-caﬁéms Bepxﬁ'xamnﬂ,

. BB cpexnnb-mopﬁ_cmoamaro,‘cmonwb.naﬂ—mo
ITHYKe., HKaMeHb CXOmb H& CHpEeHCKil. '

"M 3paumas, Kame emy 6o1Th CHPEHCKUMS ,
KOrja riach CHMBOJNOBHL TaKOBb: :

"In constantia quiesco , cupbung
"Ha messi6iaeMocTH: nouupan®, -

- Kas sBbpHOCT: Ha CHPEHCKOMb , BOJNHAMU HOKPb 1~
BaeMomp? Cell ecTh KamemHb1i Xoxwmms Bbu=~

- Haro, BPIHMKHIA U3b-NIOEL BCENEHCKATO MOTO-
Ila, Ha Koeme ynoxkomicai Ho e B4 T o Iy 65,
Cb Taxume Onarosberiemss - v .

1 : .
Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 512.

2‘Scherer, op. cit., p. 160."_
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Inveni portum Jesum. Caro, Munde, valete.

_Sat me jastasis. Nune mihi certa quies, CUPBUL 3.
[Ipomait cruxifiHeift moToms ! o
AnouinmaxoamMaxs BbH uan af.o,
O6pbrmu BbTBYy 6 m ax e c 7 B a,"

After the same principle of graphic illustratibn; Skoyoroda‘s sym-

bolic drawing depicting Noah®s ark seems to portray the Bible which was
described earlier as being composed of "heavenly, earthly and chthonic
'creatufes’; o ? _Ih his dialogue, "Kol'tso', Skovorcda says,

"Mub xaxerca, uTo m camas BHOXif eCTh BOre
OMb CO33aHA, UBb CBAMEHHO-TAHHCTBEHND1¥h
‘o6pazoss., He6o, JdyHa, CoxHue, 3Bb3upl,
Beuepb, yTpo, O6iaKs, ayra,. pa#, nragezr,
3Bbpu, uveroBbKzm mpouas, Boe cie CyTh
o6pasbl BRicOTHL, HeGecHO# npemyxnpocrH,
noxasaHHo#f Moucen Ha ropb; BCe cie um Beg -
- TBapb €CTh CTEHb, O0pasywmas BbunoeTs.,
Kro 651 Mors IorazaTh Ca, 4TO Hoesa ayra
00pase ecTh CBAMEHHbig bubnin, ecrim 6pi
He 05135,Cnpaxonb,vnoxaangg'somecrneﬂaym
npemyrpoeTs c§?sanb: CraBa BB1COTbl, TBEPID .
uMCTOTEL , M 7 S o '

Aﬁong the most popular symbolic drawings sketched by Skpvorodg Qas'
that'&hiéh'dépicted God as a "rich fouﬁtain" th.invited all'ﬁen,‘regérdlgss‘
of their iﬁdividuél éapécity for»understanding; to share equally in the |

. knowledge of'theiffinner:selvés. *  This he defined and later symbolizéd

as the prinqiple of "unequal'equality":'

~""God is like a rich fountain which fills various
containers according to their capacities. Above
the fountain is the inscription,_'equality is not
equal for all'. Various streams of water flow

- from various pipes into different vessels which
stand- around the fountain., The smaller vessels
contain less then the larger, but they are equal-
1y large in s0 far as they are equally full", 5

1 L -
Boncthruevigh, op. ¢it., pp. 198, 265,

® Ibid., p. 496.
3 Ibid., pp. 269-270.
" See Appendix, Figure # 4.

\ > BonchiBruevich, g2;igig.,‘pp..340;341. Quoted éftef Scherer's.trans;
lation, op. cit., p. 72. ; : L
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" Before publishing his Fil'osofiia H. S. Skovorody in 1933, Chy-

zhevs'kyi had petitioned authorities in Moscow and Kyiv for photographic

- copies of the unpublished graphic symbols that were known to have appeared

in the philosophic works of Skovoroda. Particular interest was eXpressed‘f
in the Ukrainian philosOpher's'original manuscript "Alfavyt ili Bukvar .
Myra“,,asoit was believed that many of Skovoroda's drawings ih.this work

- were influenced by the aforementioned Symbola'et~emblemata. T

Since these requests were not acknowledged, it was not until Turii
Loshchyts' book was publlshed in 1972 that the first two of these drawings

were finally released. 2 Then, in the 1973 edition of Skovoroda s works,

along with the well—known Pythagorean triangle and fountaln symbol, another E

nine new graphic illustrations were published as they had originally-ap-

peared in Skovoroda' "Al favyt il Bukvar Myra" 3

A 81mple comparison of these emblematlc sketches with those discov-

ered by Chyzhevs'kyi in Henrykh's Symbola et emblemata show that the

Ukrainian phiIOSOpher either copied or adapted_et leastjtwelve of the
| known seventeen drewings noted by Chyzhevs'kyi from the Amsterdam Collect-
ioh. | |
H | Whether Skovoroda chooses to explaln hls philosophy by means of
~natural symbols, speclally devised philosophlcal terms, or by graphic 11-
" ilustrations and draw1ngs, there is a definite "method" he employs which
appears ‘to be rooted in the traditions of antiquity. For want of a better
descriptive term, these shall now. be examined and analysed as_ part of

',‘Skovoroda s phiIOSOphlc styllstics.-

1 - : . - S
Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 210.

2 Loshchyts, op. cits, p. 160 (a).

3 Skovoroda, Povne Zlbrannla Tvorlv, 1973, Vol. 1, op. cit,,'pp. 304,

435, 448455, bspbss.,

Compare the 17 symbols listed in Flgures # 10 & 11 of the ppendix
as they originally appeared in the Symbola et emblemata with those adapted
by Skovoroda. as shown in Figures 13-21.
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SKOVORODA'S PHILOSOPHIC STYLISTICS

A close‘e#amiﬁation of'SkDVOroaa'é "méthoa'Qf-phiibsophizing” will
re§eal that his‘creativelworks'are almost all wfitten in<the,form ofldia—'
logues in whiéh the protagonists discuss ethical, métaphysical‘and‘reli—
~ gious toﬁicé‘related to the purposé of iifé, the‘naturé.ofbmén, the soui,
the virtues, God, and the ultimate naturé of reality.

| The dialogﬁe, generally recognized as an anciénf liteﬁary form_1 ’
is a carefully organized e#pOSition chéractefized bé.invented-bonvérsétion
and‘contrasting'philosophical or'intellectual attitudés. Ité ultimate.
’purposé, by examining statements logically and“systematically'as by ques-
tion andvapswer, is to establish validity which would éven?uglly lead to
truth,. N - |

- Skovbroda‘s dialogﬁes.are highly‘original‘even_théugh‘tﬁey appeér
B t§ be étronglylinfluenced by the "Socratic méthod", which wasvnot'deéigﬁated
‘for the comﬁunication of a system,_bpt for the education of the sﬁbjgct in
philosophical thinking and life. ? Albert Schéglerfin.his Hiétorx of |
Philosophy explainé that the ’Gocratic method" ﬁad two éidés; a negative -
. aﬁd positive, and it appears as if the Ukrainian ppilosophgrawriternufil-

'_'ized both of these in his works. Schwsgler describes the hégétivé*sidé as

1 . - o S
The oldest known dialogues are the Sicilian mimes, written in rhyth-
mic prose by Sophron of Syracuse in the early 5t century BC. Although none
of these have survived, their nature may be inferred from the verse mimes of |
Herodas (Herondas), an Alexandrian of the 3rd century BC. They depict brief,
realistic scenes of everyday l1ife involving common character types. Although
- Plato knew and admired the Sicilian mimes, the form of philosophic  dialogue
~ that he perfected by 400 BC was sufficiently original to be an independent
literary creation. With due attention to characterization and the dramatic
situation from .which the discussion arlses, it develops dialectically the main
tenets of Platonic philosophy . . The revival of interest in Plato during the
Renaissance encouraged numerous imitations and adaptations of the Platonic dis-
logue. (The New Encyclopaedia Britannica in 30 Volumes (Chicago, William Ben-
ton, 1043-1973, Helen Hemingway Benton, 197 )y Micropaedia, ITI, p. 518.

2 o o — _ Sl
Albert Schwegler, A History of Philosophy (New York, D. Appleton. and
~ Company, 1906), Translated by Julius H. Seelye, p. 74. , R




characteristic of Socratic irony:

"The philosopher takes the attitud

89

e of ignorance,

and would apparently let himself be- instructed by

those with whom he converses, but

through the ques-

tions which he puts, the unexpected consequences
"which he deduces, and the contradictions in which

he involves the opposite party, he

‘soon leads them

to see that their supposed knowledge is only a

source of confusion and contradict
barrassment'in_which'they now find

ion. In the em-
themselves pla-

ced, and seeing that they do not know what they

supposed, this supposed knowledge

completes its

own destruction, and the individual who had pre-
tended to wisdom learns to distrust his previous

opinions and firmly held notions.

"What we knew,

has contradicted itself', is th refrain of the

-most of these conversations'.

- Typical of such a method of philosophical expression in the works

of Skovoroda is_higidialogue entitled "A Conversation Among Five Travel-

ers Concerning Life's Trué‘Happiness". During his conVersation'with‘

Athanasius and James, Gregory. (Skovoroda) attempts to bring his cqlleagugs

to an awaréness of happiness on a spiritual level rather than on the basis

_of.fleshly lusts and desires., After béing.acgompanied‘by Yermolai and .

_ Longinus, the various theories-concerning:manbs'queét for'happiness'are

considered sccording to their individual merits until, with the help of

- a'number of appropriate Symbolic illustrafions,

the obvious.donclusion is

; spelled out by Gregory (Skovoroda) for their combined benefit and learning

"Let us give thanks to our Heavenly Father for have '
ing opened our eyes, Now we understand in what our
true happiness consists. It lives in the inward

~peace of our own heart, and peace

lives in harmony

with God. The greater the harmony the greater one's
- blessedness.. The health of the body. is nothing

else than the balance and harmony.

of fire, water,

air and earth; and the quieting of the soul's rebel-
lious thoughts is the health of the soul, and life

eternal. A man who is in harmony

with God has Just

as much peace in his heart whether he has three

1 : o .
Schwegler, op. cite, p. 74. -

.«
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pieces of gold, or. fifty, or a ‘hundred. A4s the
shadows flee away, the light enters in, Bless-
ed is he who from day to day mounts ever higher
upon the mountain of this most radiant City of
Peace ., "

By his assiduous questlonlng and by his 1nterrogatory dlssectlon of

the notions of him with whom he might be conversing, Skovoroda knew how to
elicit thoughts from his colleagues of which they had previously been un-

conscious, and how to help them give birth to other new and deeper 1deas.

This phllosophic operation has been described by Schwegler as the method

f "Socratic induction" which he descrlbes as follows'

- ""The philosopher, thus, startlng from one 1nd1v1d-

- ual, concrete case, and ‘seizing hold of the most
common notions concerning it, and finding illust-
rations in the most ordinary and trivial occurrenss:
ces, knew how to remove by his comparisons that
which was individual, and by thus separating the _ [
accidental and contingent from the essential, o - > I
could bring to consciousness a universal truth and )
a universal characteristic, - in other words,
could form conceptions. In order, e.g., to find
the conception of justice or valor, he would start
from individual examples of them, and from these
deduce the general nature or ‘conception of these

. virtues. From this we see that the aim of the 2
Socratic induction was to gain logical 'Heflnitlons"

Skovoroda s Socratic method of "inductlon" is clearly demonstrated

in his dlalogue, "Narklss" where the characters CleOpas, Luke and a frlend

_.engage in an interestlng discussion concerning the nature of the true God. ,

From an in1tia1 concept of God Who possesses the general form of "nature" 3;

the dlscusslon proceeds systematically with'the Subsequent elimination of

irrelevant commonly held notions -of Delty, untll the flnal conclusion is

reached, "Isn't- He the belng in everything He is the.true tree in the_

1 ' . S
‘ Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, pp. 231-232, Quoted after George L.
Kline's translation. Cf. Edie, op. cit., Pe ks, ' '

2 Schwegler, op. c1t., pe 75.

3 Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 8. - g T
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tree, the grass in the grass, the music in the music, the house in the
: house, . ; He is everything in all"; 1 Far from assigning a pantheistic
concept to God the Ukrainian ph11050pher merely maintains God's immanence

in the world stating that, " . . God penetrates and sustains all creation:

He was, is, and will be always and everywhere'. ?}
The art or practice of examining statements logically to establish
~ validity and truth is a basic technique Skovoroda employs in his metaphy-

‘sical discourses which must be understood otherwise hls thoughts and con-p

clu51ons will appear to be, not only confusing, but contradictory and un-

certain.

Another rhetoriceal style borrowed from the philosophers of antiquity
by the Ukrainian sage was the principle of "antitheSis" where irreconc11-
able opposites or strongly contrastlng ideas are placed.in sharp juxta-
position and sustained tension one against the-other. Only a brief ac—]-
quaintance with Skovoroda B8 thought will show that this technlque of ex-
presslon was basic to his entlre philosophy.

The Greek philosopher Heraclitus (535°~#75° B. C ) is often consid-
ered as being among the first to adopt the antithetical style in hlS theo~
retical reflectlons when he mused that "God is Day, Night, Wlnter, Summer,"

War, Peace, Satiation, Hunger", etc.-3 Chyzhevs'kyi s research has shown

that this mode of phiIOSOphlc thought wag, in fact, not only widely used
by Plato and Arlstotle but was popular with the Church Fathers, the mys- _

' -tics of the Mlddle Ages, and more espe01ally w1th the German philosophers _

of more modern tlmes

1 _ : _
Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 86.
? Chyzhevs'kyi, Narysy, op. cite, p. 41,

QIChyzhevsfkyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., pp. 10-11.
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3For'Skovoroda, the funétion of antithesis. served to illustrate or
explain two major realities existent in the wniverse. TIn the First place,
it wae his éontention that life, as man knows it to»be;Acouid not exist
apart from the reality of antithesis. Secondly, it would be impossible
to define any humén reality, concept or emotion, without the presence of
the antifhetical principie:
", . Torma Buxmy Bb cemp ubioMp Mipb mma
Mipa, - emuwp Mipes cocraBiswmie, Mupb
 BUZHB1# ¥ HeBuEHb1H, ®uBL1# u MepTBbif,
nbibi1# m corpymaembiit, Ceft puza, a TOTH
thao, Ceii thus, a.7T0Th HxpeBo, Cell Be-~
QecTBo, a TOTh UNOCTACh, CHPbYL OCHOBA-
ie, comepxamee BeMEeCTBEeHHYY. I'DA3b, TaKb
KaKb PUCYHOKb JKEPXHUTH CBOW Kpacky. MrTaxs,
Mipr Be Mipb ecrb-To BbuUHOCTE BB rabHR,
¥U3Hb BP CMEpPTH, BOCTaHie BO CcHb, crbTh
BO TbMb, BO Jaxb KCTKHQ? Pb naaudb paxocTs,
Bb OTYasHiu Hazexma", : Lo
In the above-mentioned’quotationvSkovoroda attempts to elucidate the
" +dual role of his ahtiﬁhetical ﬁhought. In the world you have - "eterﬁity
in perishability, life in death; awakening in a dreamgilight in.darkhess,”
while in.human life you see "in falsehood truth,‘in weeping laughter, in
~desperation hope'. Similar,themes'thét illustrate the antithetical sﬁyle5
can be found interwoven in mény of the Ukrainian philosbpher's metaphysi—
cal»éreations. In nature‘ﬂwoﬁvwill not find a‘day_withoﬁt darkness and -
‘light, a year without heat‘and'winter",,? ‘"By_night.you-have alsb-théA
morning day of the Lord"{3 -
Aécording to Skovoroda,’antitheses»create an essential unity of ‘many
apparently unlike elements in the world. For example, hunger and-sétié»_

tion stem from food, wintervand summer'yield a harvest, darkness and light. :

1 . ' o
~ Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 368.

2 Ibido’ P-346.
B.Ibid., p. 318.
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developtintq'a day, life and death isbthe lot cf all fiesh.,1 And, "God
created good and ev11, poverty and riches, and fused them into a unity". 2
The same nrinciple applies in spiritual life: "You will not dis-

cover any 51tuation not mixed of misfortune and sweetness" - "Sweotness

is the reward of bitterness, and bitterness ~ the mother of sweetness". 3
"Crying 1eads to laughter, and laughter is- concealed in crying. Proper
crying is the same as opportune laughter. These two halyes constitute

. a unity". 4 |

Wany of the values . of human life are known to be paradox1ca11y

“antithetical: "Fortunate is the one who was lucky enough to discover 1n
the heartless tenderness, in the bitter sweet, in savagery kindness, in
the toxicvedibles, in death life -and in disgrace honbur" ~5

For the Ukrainian philosopher-writer the whole of creation 1s, 1n
reality, kept in motion on the bas1s ‘of existlng antithetical laws since
it is well known that that which has served 1ts purpose eventually deter-
iorates and dies giving place to the newborn. 6' In thlB special sense,

Skovoroda paraphrases the Apostle Paul saying (human llfe) is "sown in

|
i
i
|
|
|
{
|
i
{
!
|
|
|

|

= corruption it is raised in fragrance, sown in hardness it is ralsed in

tenderness, sown in bitterness it is raised in sweetness, sown a natural

body it is ralsed a sp1ritual body, ‘s0wn in foollshness and blindness, it

is resurrected in great.wisdom and sagacity". 4

1 B
Bonch-Bruevich, Op. cit., p. 520.

Ibid.
3 ;Eig.;‘p; 346,

' Ibid., p. 520.
5'Ibid., PP. 394-395,
Ibid., Pe 263. |

7 Ivid.

2
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Often, when Skovoroda employs his antlthetlcal style by plac1ng
~one word or phrase in direct opposition to another he intends to magnlfy
‘and amplify the 1n1t1al 1mpact it proaects by being v1ewed in exp1101t

contrast to the other. This unique effect was often achleved by Biblical-

’:writers as they endeavoured to compare and contrast the\enormous_advantages
‘of spiritual blesslngs over that promised by the fleuh. Paul,. for example,

often empha51zed his joy in serving God especially when it involved per- -

. sonal hardship on his part in remaining in a state of falthfulness. " .. a8

dylng, and behold, we live; as chastened, and not killed ‘As sorrowful ‘yet.

-always rejoicing; as poor, yet maklng many rich, as hav1ng -nothing, and yet
posse551ng all thlngs" 1
In another instance that same apostle excléims, ”Always bearing about . N |

in the body the dying of the Lord Jesus that the life algo of Jesus might - g

- be made manlfest-;n our body. For we which live are alway dellvered unto

death for'Jesus'jsake, that the llfe also of Jesus mlght be made manlfest
in,ouf mortal flesh." 2
Slmllarly, the blesslngs of salvatlon and immortality far: outwelgh :

- the rewards of sin and coxruptlon. ”Therefore ve are burled with him by

baptism into death:_that like as Chrlst was raised up from the dead by the

glory of the Father, even so we should walk in newness of life', And-again,'
"For this ‘corruptible must put on 1ncorruption, and thls mortal must put’

on immortality . . For as in Adam all,dié, even so in Christ shall all be

“made alive'.

1
2 Gorinthians 6‘9—10.

2 2 Corinthians 4: 10»11.
3 Romans 6:4, _
.h I:Corlnthlans 15:53, 22, : -
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God's eternal.scheme for redeemlng lost man through Christ was
fbased upon a definite principle of antlthesls:."For ye know the grace of
our Lord-Jesus Christ, that, though he was rich, yet for your sakes he’
- became poor,'that Ye through his\poverty might be rich". 1‘"For he that
‘is called in the Lord,-beingva servsnt, is the Lord's freeman: likewise
also he-that is called, being free, is Christ's servant", 2 |

Examples such as those already mentloned from Skovoroda and the ,
‘v:Holy Scrlptures are far too numerous to examine in any further deta11
at this p01nt. It suffxces us to know, however, that the prlnczple of
antithes1s was often used by Skovoroda as one of his most favourlte
and fundamental methods of expressing h1s phllosOphlcal thought.

While bidding farewell to his close fr1end Kovalens'kyl, the now
aging phllosopher stressed the 1mportance of rememberlng that the pr1nc1-.
"ple of antlthe51s.was basic to understandlng theskey issues of life:

| ~ "Perhaps I will not see you again. Goodbye! Re-

member always, - during all your life's adventures,
the things we have often discussed: light and dark-
ness, head and tail, good and evil, eternity and '
time. My spirit has recognized you as most3capa-
ble of receiving the truth and 1ov1ng ith, .

A failure to comprehend the meanlng and purpose of" thls 51gn1f1cant
'rhetorical technlque often serves to confuse the sense of Skovoroda's dia-
logues in the mlnd of the reader. However, once thzs teachlng on the ’
"unlty of oppos1tes" is grasped, then many of that phllosopher 8 more ob-

- seure thoughts and concepts suddenly appear to crystalllze into clearer

- focus.

2 Corinthians 8:9.

1 Corlnthlans 7:22.

. 3 Skovoroda, TVO 1961 1T, p; 530. ~Quoted after Scherer's trans-
lation, Op. clt., PP. 1.;.3. . : ' S A

2




Inseparably linked with Skovoroda's above-mentloned theory of
 "coincidentio Opp051torum" was his hypothe51s that the world functions
‘on the basis of a definite perpetual_cycle ("rukh") that exists between

all antipodal forces within the universe. In other words, such antithetic

realltles as 'light" and "darkness", "good" and "ev1l" "summer" and "w1n— ,

ter" "llfe" and "death", etc., do not exist 1n an isolated state of com-
plete qulescence, but have a defznlte relatlonshlp one to the other. This
"relatlonshlp" may be either antagonlstlc or assume a form of harmonious -
co-exlstence where one force becomes dependent upon the other in order‘
that 1t may perpetuate its own functlon.;

In Skovoroda, antithetical forces_do not clash becauee such a

phenomenon would disrupt the perpetual cyclerf nature and result in abso- -

lute chaos. Rather, the reconciliation of these opp051ng entltles is

" realized by nature when they are "set in motlon" in a c1rcu1ar function
where, after a given length of time, everythlng eventually returns to its
: ihitial point of origin. Thus, "the last and the first po1nt is one and

the’ same, for where it began, there 1t ends", d

Since Skovoroda recognlzes God, not Only as the Creator of the unie

v verse, bhut as the "Beglnnlng" of all existence 2, he concludes that all
thxngs God has created (1nc1ud1ng the soul of man), 1nev1tab1y returns to

'Hlm during the process of this cyclic "motlon" in the world:.

"Korza Bca Tmape#t ¢mben nponcmenaemb 3B
BoxbAro McrouHmKa TOrza Xa BOsBpamaeTcs Kb
TOMY %€, KO eCTh HAYaNo ¥ KOHems u HACh
3a COGOK La BeXEeTh OTHb CMEPTH Kb NUSHH I
OTH 3emaM Kb Hebecw., , Torza Bce ‘BO3BDPA-
 MaeTcs Kb Oe3HavalbHOMY xonuy, KaKb Konbuy
K Kb OeaHavaibHOMY Haqany . W3

1 | o | .
Bonch~Bruevich, op. ¢it., p. 366.
Ibid., p. 277. ’
3 Ibld., Bp. 270, 277.

2
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This "cycllcal motion" which Skovoroda deflnes as the principle of
"Kolovorot" T is seen not only in the natural‘world but also in the spile
" ritual realm. In the physical world the cycle of nature'is clearly observ-

ed by the perpetual "“dying" ahd "regenerative!" processes of life: "When the

‘0ld seed decays in the field new greenery springs from it, and the death

. of the old is the'birth of the new, so that wherever the fall, here eiiets
the rebirth". 2 ' '
~No matter what the form of the flesh may be: man, beast, blrd, rep-

'tlle or fish, the same 1aw applles equally to all "One»thlng's decay
3

'brlngs forth another creature'. ."Although they are not acknowledged as
such, the preceding quotations from Skovoroda appear to be paraphrased
illustrations of the B1b11ca1 thought that " , . except aicorn of wheat
afall into the ground and d1e, 1t abldeth alone. but if it die, 1t bringeth
forth meh fruitn, ¥ |

Not only was this true Qithih the physical'realm, but the same prin--

clple of antlthesls in clrcular "motlon" is demonstrated by man's splrlt- |
ual death and regeneratlon. for, M"as in Adam all dle, even so in Christ o f
shall-all be made alive". >

Paul's the51s concernlng man's fall and redemptlon (as expounded in .

- Romans 5 12-21), can- be easily 111ustrated ‘as shown by the dlagram (Flgure
# 22) in the Appendix. Through Adam sin entered the world and death by
‘sin. With God's introduction of the Old Testament Law into the affairs of

hen, sin increased, and man was now exposed to the,judgment of God. This

1
Skovoroda probably derived this des1gnat1on from "Kolo" (circle)

and “povorot™ (turning). Thus "Kolovorot" would mean "to turn in a circle".

2

Bonch-Bruev1ch, _2, cit., p. 366.
3 Ibid., p. 368. »
John 12:2k.

-7 1 Corinthians 15:22.
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negatlve downward trend was feversed in Chrlst Who is the "new: Adam"
Through Hlm, man received grace, new life, Justlce and final exoneratzon
from his former sins such that "the last and the first point is one and
the same, for where it began, there it ends".

From the same diagram we can see that in the spiritual aspect, .
,grace is the ant1thesms of sin, llfe of death, Justice compared to Law, ‘f
'and exoneratlon in the place of . gudgment. Taken as a whole, one can “
readily dlscern the "unity of qpposites" and the fulfillment of'the
» Divine regenerative process according to the law of "ecyclic motion"

There are a number of specific symbols Skovoroda often employs in
an effort to deflne these difficult concepts more clearly, and among these,
the circle ("kolo") would be his most favourite:’ |

| "W6o Gaaroxpyria ects HCTHUHHA, axﬁ riyra . -

BbuHaa"., . ', "Komeuno, LUPKYJAL €CTh Ha-

dJalbHai QUrypa, OTems KBAIpPaTOP., TPe-

yroabnnxoeb 24 APan25 6e3qncneaﬂblxs" 1
-Skovordda argued that in a circle the "beglnning and ending is one and the
same" ? and therefore the '"circle is a ‘symbol which conceals w1th1n 1t-_
self the infinite circle of God's etermty".‘3 - In addltlon, w1th1n the
c1rc1e the "heavenly 15 hldden in the earthly, and the 1mperlshab1e in the
perlshable" b

Similar to the or1g1nal concept of the circle’ ("kolo") the "symbol
of symbols"»‘ one may_encounter many other clrcular symbollc objects in
t the'phllosophy of Skovoroda such as a ring (”kil'tse“), cheine("ientsiuhﬁ),
ball ("kulia"), piate or dish ("myska, "tarilka“), and wheeiv("koiesc").

Additional derivatives such as (round) bread ("khlib"), coins ("monetu"),

! Bonch-Bruev1ch,__2. cit., pp. 457, 288.
2 JIbid., pp. 162, 366.
B.M., P 271,
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crown'("korona“), necklace ("namysto"), appie ("iabluko") ~ the sun
("sontse") and others, are used at will by the phllosopher to explain the
~ nature and functlon of ‘the "antytetyka" and "kolovorot" principles found
in his philosophic works. |
Forming a close association with the circle-symbol is the SkovoA,}

rodlan "serpent" 1mage described earlier whlch, "when it hangs coiled in-
a c1rcle is a symbol of eternity'": 1_ Accordlngly,

"v... aMift, gzepxamiit mo ycraxs CBOMXD

XBOCTH npnoctnaere, uTO GesKoHeuHoe H a-

4 adJd o0 u OesHadadeHbit K o H e ns,

HaumHag KOHUNTh, KOHYAasg HauuHae?s, Ho

6e3uUCaeHHb1H} ecmb TaﬁHo~06pa3Hblﬁ Mpaxb
onecmneﬂnblxe raxanlﬁ 4 .

For Skovoroda, the serpent-image symbOlized eternity because,
o ;v. 4YTO XUTPH ¥ BbETCH Bb ‘KoJia Takb,
9TO HE€ BHJIHO, Kyla JAyMaeTb, €CJIM He . NpH -
‘MbTHTH TONOBY ero., Takb ¥ BHUHOCTD Be3 b
- €CTb, ¥ HUrJb ea HbThb, ThMb qu Hesnxna,
jsaKpblsaﬁ CBom vonocrace . _
The Ukrainian phllosopher's attempts to portray h1s thoughts con-
' cernlng the perpetual regenerative cycles evident in the world found fur-
" ther express1on in hlS sklllful exploitation of the "seed" symbols ("slmla"
"zerno") that are cleverly adapted ‘to his phllosophy in many of hlB works. :
~ For example, "The descreplt straw on ‘the ear of grain does not fear .
destruction.' As it sprang from the seed, 50 again it 15 concealed in the
‘seed, which, though it decays externally, malntalns its strength eternally"-

_ And agazn, "The whole world as a beautlful tree in bloom, is concealed in

' its seced from whxch it later reappears" 5

1
' Chyzhevs'kyl, Fll'osoflla, op. cit., p. 20.

2 Bonch-Bruevich, op. czt., P. 369. _

3 Ibid., p. 505. See Appendix, Figure # 1, Sketch # 1.
Bonch-Bruev1ch op. cit., p. 103. ' -

5 Eggg,,fp.-216.

N\
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‘From these and other similar quotations, Skovoroda's observations
~ of this dyhamic and cyclical activity of nature led him to conclode that
however insignificant the world ‘may have been, it ex1sted necessarlly and

inflnltely.

"If you tell me that the external World ends in any
time and place, having in itself a determined limit,
I say that it ends, namely, it begins. You see, one
rlace's limit is another's door, which opens a field
of new spaces, just as a chick begins when the egg
is rulqed. And 80 everything always goes to infin-
1ty"

It was only in thls special sense of nature 8 endless regenerative ,

cycle (according to. the aforementioned princxples of antlthesls and "kolo-
vorot"), that: Skovoroda had propounded his controverszal theory concernlng
the eternal nature of all material things. 2 Since ‘God was immanent. 1n
the materlal world, and the material world was the shadow of the true 1n-
v151b1e world, then it was obvious that in a very unlque sense the phllo-
: sopher's theory of "materia aeterna" contalned certaln princlples of
v‘valldlty as we shall dlscuss more fully in the next. chapter.

Before: proceeding to examine the relation of Skovoroda's symbols

and flguratlve termlnology in some of hls more popular phllOSOphlc thenes,

it would be well to examine how his symbols need to be approached in order‘

_to understand thelr relation and meaning in his thought.
Chyzhevs'ky1 has shown that the symbols of Skovoroda are prlmarlly
intended to translate 1deallst1c, abstract, and general concepts 1nto con-

crete, tanglble and SpGlelc realltles, a process Wthh demands keen in-

s1ght and a Special ab111ty to "thlnk in symbols"'b

1 v N . . . ’ N
Bonch-Bruev1ch, op. clt., Pe 368. Quoted after the translation
_by Scherer, o op. cit., p. 145, : :

2 Ibid.; pp. 382, 551-552.
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"Io TOro Hi. OZHOTrO CHMBOXY He MOXHZ PO3BA-
saTH "OZHO3HauHO", CE6TO B AKOMYCh OZHOMY
mepHOMy cencli, Axe, Ha IymMKy CKOBODOIH,
e € camMe HNOBHTHBHA DpUCa CHMBOX1luHOTO Hig-
- HaHHA, MO B HBOMY MM NOCTilHO MyCHMO HMOCH
BHTOBKMauyBaTn, iHTepuperysaTH, aHanizy-
BaTH: TaxKMM UYUHOM, MM 3MymeHl npoxommru
raubme B CyTh peyi, Mm sMymeHi HEe CyTO Ia-
CUBHO npufimaTM oGeKT nisHanusg, a HaBHaKH,
ocBiTmwBary neit o6exT, IomoBHOBATH HOro 1pu
AONOMO31 XMBOL aKTHBHOCTH HamOTo Iyxa . .
CKMBonqua.@opma'mncneﬂnz Mae B CxoBOpoOIH
TeHJeHNin saxonuTH uixny coepy IYMKH, NpH-
HABHNX B cefe BCe NOHATTEBE, "c¥xe", crucne,
.TepMiHoJOrivuHO OXpecnene ., M '

‘,As far as Chyzhevs‘kyi is cqncefnéd, Skovoroda's entire,phiios6phy
is saturated with symbols: all‘concepfs, historical (Or given as histori-
: cal)'occurrénces,.Biblical dafés,_manifestations of existence, worldiy'
xphenomena (both animate and inanimate), and that of culture. vAnything>‘
' visible,of apparent is an imagé,'substance énd perishable. 2 In:qther"
words; ", . "@irypn", "cumBoan" o nume‘ininné nyﬁnnHHﬂ_npann,
.zxa Mae‘Bix nbord ujﬁnﬁnnﬁ Bngnbnninéb,,cxnnymn ﬁoro 3 cene , ,
;@irypn - nnme’"mopdnnxn‘xna 30joTa Ta JYHIUHHS 3epHa 6Qmoro".3'
As‘a reéﬁlt, fﬁé-Ukrainién philosophér-writér urgeS‘his readefs.toé

" . . OcraBb Qusblueckis crazkm 6e33y6b1Mb

MIajeHname, Bce To 6adie, U GaCHb. ¥ OyC= =

Tomb, 4YTO HE BeJeT™ Kb raBaHm., ChKu ckophe

BCH NIJNOTE IO HU3PaMICKH, Cepxych, uTo MeJ-

Jims Ha' cxopaynb. Coxpyma#t m Bb1znipail 3ep-
HO cuab1r Boxis , M 4 _ E
Every symbol, according to Skovdroda, is composed of three basic.

components: an ordinary outward form, an iintermediary descriptive function
~ and the éséential»cdncgaled sense of the image. . A failure on the parf

of the reader to "breach! or penetrate these outer layers ("husks") which

1
Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 26.

2 Ibide, pe 27.
> Ibid.
b Bonch-Bruevich, ope cit., p. 199.
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. conceal the true nucleus of the symbol meaﬁs thét its hidden truths have
 not been successfully fatlhomed or resolved:

"Tpa1 %e, cnime MO#, uYnuTad KHHETY BHIMMATO U
SXaro cero mipa, BOBBOLb CepreuHOEe TBOE OKO
BO BCAKOMB Ibaib Ha caMmy® riasy mbaa, Ha
camoe - cepiue ero, Ha campiil HCTOUHUKD ' €ro,
Torza, ysHa®sp Hauajlo U CbMA €ro, 6y nemu

- papb Ccyzis BCAKOMY mbay, BUXA raasy pbia.
M CaMyno HCTY, HCTHHE %€ U36aABUTH TH OTH
BCAKiA Hanacrm ., . Cif To ecTh WCTHHHAS
aBpaaMckad OOroCHOBig - Opo3phbTh BO BCAKOMB
Ibab rebspamarocs AyXas Oaare Ju OHBY UMM

80m? He cymuTe mo JELY, #AKOXE Juuembpni.
Yacro noms 3506HLIMD JENEMb H NOKb XYIOKD
MacCKOKW BoxeCTBeHHOE cisHie u 6raxennoe
TauTCA cephie Bb Jund ¥€ CBbTIOMb, QHTENb-
CKOMb - caramaM, 1 =~ .

The philosopher describes the 'hidden truths" within the'symbol as
. similarvto‘the 1iving soul of man -that is‘clothed in the outward and
éerishable fleshly body, and which muSt be resurrected»from.the dead: E
| "Ceit ozunr BCecHALHBiH cxonami#t orb BB 1~
- HATO JIy¥b: Kakb COTBOPHNID BCD cix HeGec-
Hb1XH ¥ 3€MHB1Xb M NPEHCHOIHHXS I MOPCKHXb
/csbrnna, 3Bbpu, soJoOTO, nepaa/ o6pas3oBs
-TbMYy, TeXb U BbiBeCTb MOReTH H3b MepTBaro
. KHBO€, H3b IycTblHH H300HIie, U3b 06yANaro
BKyCb, uU3b ThMb1 npocebmenie, u peue Bore
Ja OyneTb CebTh! mH 6b1cTb CcBbTH , ."_2
Following an'extensive detailed study of-symbolstas,the& are used by
Skovoroda in his literary ahd_philosophic works,»ChyzheVs'kyi has summarized
 _ (in five different categories)'some'if the;more popularvtypés of symbbls
and emblems used by that philosopher in explaining his thought. > These he .

has listed, along QithAtheir respective page locations'in7Bonch-Bruevich,

as follows:

» A .
Bonch"BrueVi ch 3 _O_Bo ) Ci t.o s Poe 485.

Ibide, pe. 271. _ .

3 Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, OPe Citey pe 37.

2
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I. 3pipn Ta nrunis "six-moxmorHmk" /I165/,
sMHA /Ckpisb, mop. 268, 385/, Oycex . .
/200, 268, 470/, wmamna /341/, rouyé
/268/, oneunr /ckpiss/, Bep6Saby /207/;

‘II. PauracTuuHi TmBapunu: cdimxc 268/, oy~
perm /258, 193 ra gaxni/, ¢enikc /268/;

III. PocruHa Te poCTHHEHME cBiT: Koxoc /IOI .
. Ta paxi/, nponsiia naimuka-nocox /I47/, .
adayus /204/, abxyko /205/, kBacoas
268/, sepHo Ta cima /268/, xmopocr/ 299/,
xxi6 /409/; | o :

IY. Meprsa mnpupoma: Maruer /247, 360, 367,
370/, Becexxa /270/, coume /268/, Boma
/287/, zxepexo 414/, morik /ckpisn/,
Kpuuuna /ckpiss/, ckena /415/ B

ra gaxl/, aaGipwur /167/, nepcrens/184, .
268, 366/, xopna /220/, roxwmuur /II9, -
239/, anruxa /235, 263/, akip /268/,
roxeca /27I, ckpisn/, Koxo/"mEpKyib'":
288 ra pani/, win /299/, cirka/pmbax-
uaus, LIS XOBY NTHOb: 30I, 483/, i T.X.

Y. UponyxTu JAOICHKOY mpanmis Tpnxymnnj//sll.

Iﬁ-Skd?oroda, each'of these symbols is to be considered és-ﬁvbridgg
' between.his "innér" éxpérién¢e§ ﬁﬁd:the "outerh world, where thé'symbol it-
self becomes a “perishable gate leading to the imperishable source''. 2 As
mentioﬁgd'eérlier,’it'is_not the'symﬁol_which is imporﬁant. but.what the

philosophef is trying to day through the Symbol.

§EEEE£I;4 ‘Like many other world-renown philosophers, Sko#oroda'employed a .

. system of symbolic imagés and a new philosophic vocabulary in his works in
order to describe the intense'metaphysical thoughts and emotions he exper-
ienced deep within his inner man.

According to Skovoroda, . symbolic thinking.appeared to originété in

1 : o
Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 37.

2 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 125.
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ngptian,.Greék, and Persian ant1qu1ty in the form of emblems and hlero;
glyphics and were deslgned to express profbund rellg1ous thoughts and
-feellngs into a tangible comprehendable form. It'was not long, however,
_before this art deteriorated into superstitious idOl-worship when later
generations lost their "double-vision"'and began to considef the image-
as an end in itself, rather than as‘the_intendéd means to an end.

" Under the influence of Platonic and Biblical thought, the ancient
method of symbolizing'metaphysical'ideas was:revi§ed and-iater widely |
used by the Alexandrian School and the phllosophers of the West. By ihe
time of Skovoroda. symbols had become a popular form of medltatmon and '
. contemplatxon in Ukraine, but with the arr1va1 of the Romantic movement\
in the beginning of the XIX® century, they soon dlsappeared into rapzd
obscurlty. :

As an ardenf studeﬁt of.philosophy and theology, the Ukrainian
|  phi1osopher-writer_was naturally greatly influenced ﬁy the'symhéiic -
thought of the’ancienthreek ahﬂ'quan mystics,,the7Cﬁurcthathers-énd '
'.thevWestern philoSoPhers.blYet; besides the Bible, no other sinéle Qork

_appears to have 1nf1uenced Skovoroda's overall creat1v1ty more than the

Symbola et emblemata publmshed by Vetsteny1 Henrykh in Amsterdam 1n 1705.
Coupled with hlS emblematic 1mages (which were often depicted _
. graphically), Skovorqda 8 phllosophic vocabulary, along with hlB dlaiogues,.i
- antitheses and principle.of "éyclicbmotion“ (Kolovorot), greatly 51mp11- |

fied the more dlfficult aspects of his complex phllosophy.




CHAPTER THREE

SKOVORODA'S SYMBOLIC THOUGHT

Introduction:

Much has already ﬁeen written b& scholars of Slavie thought.con-
 cetning many of thevvarious,major thematic aspeets of Skovoroda's phile-_
sophicalAthought. The following pages, therefore, will be devbtedlpfi-_
| ﬁarily.as’en attempt to-deseribe'and analyse the relationehip of some.ei
the more common symbolic images andvtefminology used‘by-theiUkrainien..
 ph11osopher to elucldate his metaphysical ideas. |

For the purpose of convenience and simpllcitf, thls chapter has

been divided into five basic divisions in an effort to represent a reason- ‘

B able spectrum of Skovoroda's phllosophy in thls dzscu531on. Each of the

five Sectlons (God, the Materlal World, the Blble, Man and Happlness) w111
be approached systemat1ca11yAaccordlng,to a basic three-po1nt out11ne.
ﬁiret, a,ehoft, general sumﬁary embedying the philosopher‘s'mein-thoughts~ ;
and views will be'coneidered followed by a description of eome Of'the
similes and antlthetical relationships he often employs to infuse additiOn-L
.al emphasis and meanlng to his work. Flnally, a brief survey w111 be made
of some ofeSkovoreda‘s specialrsymbols as they are commonly employed to. |
‘ iliustrate and-explain,the'more abstract meanings and impiicatiens of his
.various philosophic themee.
| “The‘specific-aim of thié approech is'primerily‘intended'to undepseore

"the importance and place of symbols in the phllosophy of Skovoroda. Onee |

.thezr 81gn1flcance and mean1ng is grasped, 1t is belleved that the more
| dxfficult aspects and 1mpl1cat10ns of his thought will be greatly 31mpli-

- fied.
' 105
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GOD

Besic to. Skovoroda's entire metaphysical thought is.the‘doctrine
that everything in the universe, by,neture,'is composed of two separate
-and distinctive.characteristics'which, wheﬁ-takec together, eomﬁose'oce v
inseparable end totelvunity: v, . the whole world ccnsists of two na#ures,
one visible, the other in#isible. The visible nature is called creation,

} and the invisible one, God.l The-invisible nature or God penetrates ahd
~ sustains all creatlon" | |
| " In every case, the invisible nature occupies a deflnxte position
of pre-eminence over the visible material form; for under no circumstance
can these two natures be mixed or confused where no clear distinction is
made betweec theﬁ: . | o
Uap1yHuKKE Bch 0O3HAUANTCA CHMD nMeHeMe
 "Bapuuone", a cie 3HauuT™, cmbmenie, nau
caiauie, OIHY OHH HaPYXHYH NIOTH BHEATH,
n ell Beanb VEIABAAKWTCH, ONUCYDLTH, H3MbD~
. A0Th, ¥ HAXOIAMYCH BO NIOTH IYXOBHYH
HCTHHY, HE 3Hai ee, cMbEEBawTE Cb IJIOTiD
" Ha3b19amrs Meqmom" 2
Skevoroda asserts that “if both of these natures are fused 1nto one, where
only the visible substance is recognlzed, then thls would denote complete
1dolatry" 3 |

For the most part, the Ukralnian philosopher-wrltec was more. inter— ‘
» ested in dev1s1ng means to 51mp11fy the complex trad1t10nal concepts of God'
'and becomlng “God-llke“ than in creat1ng a new system of thought that |
would add to’ the mu1t1tudinous theology already wrltten on that subject.

Reference ‘has already been made to some of the prlmitzve attempts

- devzsed by the ancients to describe the "1nv131b1e nature" (or, God) in .

1 o :
Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 63.

Ibide, p. 182.
3 Ibid., pe 243.

2
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‘general human terms. "The ancients", Skovoroda noted,'"-.v. had varibus -
names for Him., For instance, nature. The eésence of things. Eternity.
Fate. The indispensaﬂle fo:tuhe and so on". 1 From the Christian'point
of view, God was mdrg commonly deécribed as "Spirit, Lord,‘Ruler, Father,
.Mlnd, and Truth". 2
As far as Skovoroda was concerned, howeQer, man could not naime or
~ describe the trgnscedent.God in positive human_termsAbecause the essential
;-ngture of hetaphysical DdViﬁity was beyond imperfeqt haman comprehension.

For him, all words (being of imperfect nature andAorigin) were themselves

' vlmperfect and . therefore 1ncapable of expre881ng the 1neffable nature of

D1v1n1ty., Hav1ng arrived at this fundamental concluslon, Skovoroda pro-
ceeded to descrlbe God, however 1mperfectly, w1th the aid of a spec1ally
dev1sed phllosophical vocabulary whlch was loaded with aymbolxc connota-v-
:tlons.

"In the Blble God has many names: He is called "flre"
"water', "wind", "iron", "stone" and given other
names.without number. When then should He not be

“called "Nature''? In my own opinion it would be im--
possible to find a more 1mportant and more seemly name
for God than this one. "Natura" is a Latin word: in
Russian we call it “priroda" or "yestestvo'. This
word refers to everything that comes to birth within

" the mechanism of this gorld, and also to_what is un-
born, l1ke flame o " '

The all-lmportant symbollc meanings “concealed" w1thin the exterior "huaks"
of the term, “"Natura'’ (Nature)Aclearly 111ustrate a more‘51mplif;ed con-
cept of God than was normally-defined by words alone:’

"But why should not &ll of creation be called by
‘that inclusive name, "Nature"? The whole world, with

— | | |
Bonch-Bruevich, ope. cit., p. 6k.
Ibid. |

3 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, pe 213.. Quoted after the tramslation
‘by George L. Kline, Edie, op. cit., p. 32. ” ' o

2
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all its comings to birth, is concealed within it
like a fine, flowering tree within the seed from
-which it develops . . It is called both Father
and Beginning or principle . . since It has nei-
ther beginning nor end and is dependent upon nei-
-ther time nor place . ."™
Perhaps the best positive descrlptlon of God made by Skovoroda was that
- which describes Him as the "Beglnnlng" ("Nachalo") Who possesses the
characteristic of omnipresence: |
"Thig true Beginnlng lzves everywhere. -Because of
this ‘It is not a part, nor does It comsist of
" parts. On the contrary, it is whole, steadfast,
and therefore indestructible. It does not move
* from place to place, but is unified, boundless,
and constant. And as It is everywhere, so It is
eternal. It anticipates and includes eVerythlng,z
and Itself is neither antlclpated nor included".
Since God was the "Inv1sib1e Nature" in Skovoroda's "dual-natured"
~ concept of the world‘then He could also be deserlbed.as.thevdlrect antl-
‘thesis of allnthat was "visible" "materiall andl"perishing". From this"
negative po1nt of view, God could be deflned as "1nf1n1te, eternal, ine
d1v181b1e, unmoving, uncontained, indestructlble, unantlclpated, and in-
,comprehensible"' 3 Skdvoroda’could now portray God as '""the eternity in
perishablllty, the life in death, the arlslng 1n sleep, the llght 1n dark-
: ness, the truth in falsehood, the Joy in weep1ng, the hope in despalr" b
etc.
_ Although a certain pantheistic trait seems to &ppear in some of
Skovoroda's descriptions of the Eternal, it is generally conceded that
this was simply an unavoidable conclusion which sprang;qﬁite uninteptibn- :

‘ally from his teaching on the immanence of God in the world. In: other

1 o S .
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, p. 214, Quoted after George L. Kline's
translatlon, Edie, op. cit., pp. 32~33. - _ o ) '
2 Bonch~Bruevich, _E..cit., pe 366. Quoted after Shcherer's trans-
lation, op. cit., p. 155. _ S : - ‘
3 Scherer, Op. Clt., Pe 156.

& Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 86.
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words, Skovoroda plainly taught that "the presence of God pervaded all
creation', rather than the doctrlne that "the whole universe is God"

The term "visible nature" (“vydymaia_natura"), which Skovoroda
often uses to denote God in his-phiIOSOphy, has many interesfing and -
striking similes that are found scattered throughout his works. Among
these are: | ' |
| | "uarypa 6nameﬁnaa, HaTypa BoxecTBeHHas)

HaTypa BbuHafg, HaTypa TOCHOLCTBEHHAa; ecTecT~
BO BoxecTBEHHOE, €CTECTBO BbuHOE, €CTEeCTBO

TOCHOJNCTBEHHOE § NpEpoZa BbuHasg, NPHPOLA I'GC-

- MIOJCTBEHHa, NPHPOJE TAaBHadA; Mblp HEBHUIUMB1i,

Mb1p BbuHB1#, Mp1p XMBOH, MBb1lp HepBopopHBLH'",

Each of these epeciallj-chosen'designationa‘for God have a func-
tion predetermlned for them by Skovoroda in hls creative works.

For example, God the "inv1s1ble nature', has been observed by the
phzlosopher—wrlter as the prlmary cause of everythlng's exlstence, 1nc1u-
Adzng~Hls own. 2 In additxon, Skovoroda 1nd1cates that God, as the 1m-
mater1al base of all things, is eternity ("vechnost'"), Splrlt (“dukh"),
truth ("istyna"), dinvisibility ("nevydymost'"), beglnnlng ("nachalo"),
.the perpetual soufce-andA"concealed 1aw" within all materlal things.

Skevoroda desciibed "eterhity" as that which has no beginning or
_eedlng because nothing could have existed before "eternzty" and noth1ng
after it.. Therefore, "eternlty" ("vechnost'") is simultaneously the be-:

'ginning and endzng of all that exists in ‘the unxverse.‘

- "BoxecTBeHHb1le Mncmarorn, HIH Taﬁnoanxn-,
TeJH NPHUNCH1BaT HAUANO0 eIMHCTBEHHO TOUUD

E _ , . A

Kyryk, "Semantychnyl metod v 1storyko-fllosofs'komu ‘doslidzhenni "

" Op. clt.' p. 85, Compare also, Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, oP- 16, 57, 193,
9L, 205, 243-245, 309, 334, 395, 538-539. :

2-Skovqroda, Tvory, ﬂ961w I, p. 259. |
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Bory . . Hauano TOUHOEe €CTh TO, UTO Ipexne
cebe Huyero He umbjo. A KaK BCsA TBaph PoO=-
IUTCA M HmesaeT, TaKk KOHEYHO, HbUTOCHE HNpex-
Ie esa O6b1lX0 u nocydh es ocraeTcs, HTex,
HUYTO HAualloM M KOHIeM OblTb He MoxeT, Ha-
4ajo ¥ KOHeub €eCTk TO %€, 4YTO Bor, Hax Bbu-
HOCTb, HMUYEBO HET HH Hpexie eq, HH nocHE"'
ean, 1 ,

If can clearly be oﬁserved, as iiluatrated by the 1at£9r quotation;
that the words Skovoroda uses to describe - the Di#ine natu¥e>are much moré
than mere nominal designations. They arg;'in_fact, speciélvsymbolic '
creatiohs &esignated by the Ukrainian philosopher to’deéict‘mo}e éleérlj.
fhe intangible‘nature 6f God., It was, therefore, only a natural cpnclu-
sion to i&énfify God with such figurative'terms as "E.ternity“v'('?Vebhno_st:'").2 4
the "Invisxble Nature" ("Nevydymaia Natura") 3 MPruth" ("Istyna") h; vana_ |
"Idea" ("Ideia") 5, etc. | — ‘

According to the principle of antithesis, fhé:COchpt Qfl"Eternity”
waspthe direct opposite of the material "perishaﬁle" nature, ﬁnd éduid not
be éomprehendéd by physical means for it was ihvisiblé. "Etégnityﬁican.
never have material connotations which are epheméra1, f§£ it‘is.aiiays con=-
stant and 1na1terab1e. u  .

"ﬂyma. Paszsb Bﬁqnocmb u Bor ecTh TO Xe?
- Byx, KoseuHno, BbUHOCTHL €CTb TBEpXEb, Be3xb,
. BCErJja BO BCEM TBEPIXO CTOAmad, U BCH Tnhub, -
. Kax ONexny HocAmas, BCAKOTO pasubunenia u '

ocsas3aHis qymxa% OHa - TO ecTh Hcmnna "
Herabuie , ,!

Skovordda often used the term "Truth" ("Istyna") in an antithetical

_relationship with "falsehood" ('"lzha") in order to emphasize the omniscient

Skovoroda, Tvo EZ 1961, I, pe 379. All underlinings are my own.

Ibid., ppe 57, 379, 536.
3 Ibid., pp. 16, 57.
Ibid., pp. 307, 536, 5h2.
7 ZEEQP&-P? 5h0- '
Ibids, p. 536. All underlinings are my own.

2
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and guileless attributes of God. "Truth" was therefore the exclusive

. antithesis of the material world which is temporal, perishing, and a MlieM:
"HeTura BbYHB1M CBOMM IpebblBaHiem coschbM

‘NIPOTHBHa HENOCTOAHHOMY BemecTBYy . . Hukorgza .

eme He 6blBaya BHIHMOCTbL HCTHHOK, & HCTHHA
BUIMMOCTBY® , ., 4YTOo ecTk BbuHOCTL? -~ TO, UTO

neruna, UYTo ecre nHeruHa? -~ To, YTO IpPeuHC-

Toe; HerTabHHoOe M ejunoe, To, yro Besub
Bcerza Bo BceMm ecTp', 1

Thus, in the- phllosophy of Skovoroda the term "Truth" ("Istyna") is sym-
_bollcally employed to portray the. meanlng of "actual, or1g1na1 exlstence"
havzng an excluszve ontological content. This "real state of'belng", ac-

cording to the ph11050pher, has nothlng in common w1th its antithetlcal

- counterpart, namely, "yeshchestvo' . ("matter" "substance").

S1m1lar1y, the word “forma" ("form") is another Iundamental charac-

terlstlc of the “invisible nature" (God)- whlch is often cast in a contrast-v o

“ing role with "materiia™ ("materlal") the typical de51gnat10n for the
~"v131b1e" world.

On the other hand, "forma' has been used in the same sense as "Ipos-
. tas'“ ("Hypostasls") ,_a specially dev1sed Skovorodlan concept deplctlng
D1V1n1ty, which pOssessed the 1ntr1nsxc meanlng of "truth" ("1sta") "be-_-:
ing" ("sushchestvo") "essence" ("sushchnost‘" "essent511a"), "headﬁ_.
("'giava") "principle" ("glavnost'")' 3 and so on‘.' |

Hav1ng brxefly cons1dered some of the more common symbollc conno-
‘tatlons inherént in the terms used by ﬁkovoroda to descrlbe the "1nv151b1e 4

'nature" of God, we,flndvthat'the_meanlng of his metaphys1cal rhetoric is

‘1 . } ) . .
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, pp. 16, #7, 307. N ' : _

2 Ibide, pp. 381-382, 550. "Hypostasis': A logical dlstlnctlon or
entity conceived as a self-subsisting object. It pertains to, or exists as
the essential substance or personallty, eSpeclally as regards the nature or
personallty of God. . o

s Ibid., pp. 33, 49, 523
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~ thereby considerably simplified. For'examp;é, Skovoroda:faught that the
world'wés‘esséntially composed of two natures (Mestestv'), - ﬁaterial and
immaterial, or ("materiia") and ("forma"). The material nature was vola-

- tile and ephemeral, while the immaterial form was eternal. In other

words, "Forma" was none other than "God's nature", (invisible and intrin-.
 gic in all things, eternal), while '"materiia' was the outwérd,’visible and
perishable substance which concealed within itself its own form:

"Bebk TpH Mb1Dbl COCTOAT H3 LBOX €JIHHO CO-
CTaBIAKMAX €CTEeCTB, Ha8blBaeMblX MaTepid
u popma. Cim dopmu y IliaroHa HasplBaNTCA
uzeun, cupeub BurbHis, BHIB1l, 06pasbl. OHH
CyTh HEPBOPOJHLIN Mb1lpbl HEPYKOTBODEHHB1d,
rafivbisa BepPEBKH, NPEXOIAMYW chb, UJIU Ma-
Tepin, cozepxamis. BO BENHKOM M MaJOM
Mb1lpb BemecTBeHHb1# BHY maeT 3HATE O yTa-. .
€HHb1X IOoJ HHUM (opMax, HJI¥ BLUHL1X 06pa-—
3ax, Takox Jie ¥ B cnmdonnqaom, iy 6i6-
xiugoM, Mp1ipb, cobpanie TBapeil cocraBageT
MarTepiv, Ho Boxie ecTecTBo, Kyjma 3HaMe-
Hiem cBouM BejeT TBaph, €cTb QopmMa. VGO
¥ BceM Mbipb ecTb maTepia m QopMa, cupbub
nnomb H IyX, cmbnb M MCTHUHa, CMEDPTh N’ mnsnb"

1

Here, Skovoroda s term "forma" 1s used synonymously w1th the term "ideia",

a pOpular designation for God employed by Plato in his phllosophlc works.

It was the Ukralnlan philosopher 5 conv1ction that the "1nv181b1e

nature" (God, Splrlt, Idea, Hypostasis, Form) permeates the entire materlal

realm and actually determines its existende; whgfeas'thé_"visiblé nature"b
(matter, substance, visibility, creature) was only a shadow of the former
" nature. 2

During_the coufse-of‘this_study we have already determined that

Skovoroda often introduced symbolic images into his philosophy in an éf;

- fort to more vividly portray his metaphysical thoughts and concepts to his

Skovoroda, Ivory, 1961, I, p. 539.

2. Inid., pp. 175, 192, 382, 537, 551.
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readers. The Minvisible nature", for instance, was variously described

as a tree ("derevo") 1,_a living tree 2, an eternal tree 3; a tree of

5

1ife h, ani.evén an apple tfeé. Designétions for God such as the
-circle-symbols 6 have already been examined in some considerable detail,
As the sourcé of all existence, Godbwas aptly symbolized as the.
east "QSkhiA"); heaft ("sertse"), a fruitful trée ("ﬁlodiﬁche derevo"),
mouth ('usta"), along with such other misééllanéous desigﬁations as: a
' clbud-("khmara“), .spérk ("igkra"), father ("bat'ko"), mother ("maty"),
and so forth. ! - | | o
' Chyzhevs'ky1 has summar1zed an 1nterestmng 115t of some of the
more common symbolic images depuctzng God that are freguently found to
reappear in the works of Skovoroda which are worth nqt1ng<at this poxnt.8
Skoyoroda oftéﬁ'éompared God to the sun ("sontse"), where the tfue
mean1ng of D1v1n1ty was found not so much in the image of the "materlal

sun" as in the more important "sun-concept" the “other sun" ("sonechko")

which_was one of Skovoroda's major symbolic flgurés depicting the Divine

nature:

"[lan ycix cTBOPiHB, - coHue! . . "6raxenue
COHLe npasau" . . "Boxe, naHe Ham! TBOHA
npaBia XuBe y cpirai, CBirno - y TBOLH
npaBnl llpasza TBOA XUBEe B COHUi, CoOHue
croirTe Ha TBOIH npaBnl" . o "Maxan coxuit

(R : '

Skovoroda, Ivory, 1961 I, p. 382.
2

Ibid., ppe 175, 551.

3 Ibid., p. 551

* Ibid., p. 192.

5 Ibid., pp. 175, 192, 382, 537, s51.
Bonch—Bruev1ch, Ope cite, PP 136 230, 257, 366, 501,

7 Ibid,, p. 286 ff. | |

Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osoflla, _2, clt., pp. 95-86.

9 Bonch-Bruevich, op. clt.. pp. 77, 231 h27, 503%. Quoted after
Chyzhevs'kyi's translation,
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Related to the "sun"-God concept was the thought that God was like
fire or light: "BoruaHa pixa 60&&"1 , "Borugme oGrmuus Gome", °
God "uxaser MOXHien, CMOTDPHT JEHHHMIEH, IbiNeT MCKDPaMH ¥ TODPA-
muM yraiem".D God is Light in that He illuminates truth ("osvitliuiuchy
S id) thereby making it accessible to man. 4
Not only that, but God is also the fountaln-source ("dzherelo") or

well-sprlng ("krynyt51a") of all_thlngs.

"Pixy THHYTH. IloTOKE mepecuxapth, CTpPY-

MOYKH B3aHUKAOTh, Jume Ixepeso Juxae Biuxon

‘Napow, MO OXUBANE T8 NPOXOJOXxye, JwOiw

aume ;xepeso Ta 3aHumkaw . "', . CoHme axe-

peso csirxna', . "Bea cyMim TBOPiHL Tede 3
60XEeChLKOT0 xmepeua“ 5

The philoébpher's most popular reference to God'in this respect was his
well-known grapﬁic symbol (Appendix, Figure # 1), where he illustrates
God ﬁlikeva rich fountain,which fills various conﬁaineré-according to
théif igdifidual capacities. Above the fountain is the inscription,
"eéuality is not equa1 for all'., Various streéms of water flow from var-
-‘ioué pipes into differént veséels which-sﬁand ar§nnd the'fountain"; 6.
Every’mag, theréforé, performing up to his capééity.forbmeditation and
Self—knowle&ge and opening himself cdmpletelj‘to Divine nourishﬁeﬁt.

~ could come to some gnderstanding of himself and thq:Divinity buried with- '

in‘himself. 7_ 

1‘Bonch—Bruevich, op. cite, p. 110,
Ibid., pe 131. '

3 Ibide, p. 174.

4 i_bi‘_i_-.a p. 105. o )
5 Ibide, ppe 76, 77, 270. Quoted after Chyzhevs'Kyi's translation. :
6 ;ggg., p. 340, o |
7'Scherer, op. cit., p. 72.
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In a similar vein, the Ukrainian philosopher has piétured God as a
bottomless ahyss ("Bezodnia") asking, "HoMy TH He Xouem XOBIZMTHCH,
Ak 3BeThCA Bor? YoMy He JoCTYKyemcs, mo6 fforo mobaumtu? Bes-

OXHA HaNOBHUTL Ge30xHL", 1

In Skovoroda 8 philosophy, God was not only deplcted as a c1rcle
("kolo") or sphere ("sfera") as noted earlier, but He was also the centre

("tsentr") of that eternal circumference:

MCame KOJO 3alexuTh Bijx CBOro ueHrpy, 6o
gett ¢ momepexn uvoro /xeoxa/ . . lle € ,. .
6esnouarkoBui, Hesugmuit mowarok". . "Tou-. .
xa BiuHocTHM . . GOXECBKMH# NEHTDp , . cTpiua

BCix mymox, cnp&monaaa Ha HEeHTD qunocmn" 2

Accordlng to the poPular Blbllcal symbol, God was frequently com-_

pared to a rock (Fkamin'"), or crag ("skelia™) as illustrated (Appendix,
Figm'e #9), and often employed in Skovoroda's dialogues:-.".}.Sor € Ka:xi'nb y

a Bce nﬁme TniHHich, 6pex3ﬁ, Kajawxs . oM 3

Einaliy, the Ukraihian philosopher-writer consistentiy»upheld the
traditional Orthodox view that God was both a Unity and a Trinity at the
same time. He'aftémpted to illustratq tﬁié-difficult theological conceﬁt
by means of a graphié sketch or'illustratidn'( see ABEendik, Figure # 8)
‘which vas based up0nltheAanciént Pythagoréan symbdl_fo:'God. Circumscribed
around an equilateral triangle (which dépicted the equality of the Trinity),
was a peffect circie'répresenting.the'eféfnity of thevGodhead with the |
Greek 1ettersg alpha, beta and‘omega denotiqg God!slhaving;no béginning'or~
end. The open éje within-the triangle was.symbolié of Divine life énd

intelligence, expressing the hidden powers énd’supernatufal vision of the

. Bonch-Bruevich, _Ik CIt., p. 270. Quoted after Chyzhevs'kyi's
translation. o o .

2 Ibid., op. 289, 374 375, 377.
5 Ibid., p. 203.
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Eternal. It was Skovoroda's cdnvictidp'that," .'. XTo 3 Miraropom
POBKYCHB cnméoniqnnﬁ /M ourypub1i/ ipnkymﬁnx, mo‘chBonisye.
opaBnry, To# 6auuTh, MO B HbBOMY TpPOE, nade TO OZMH € oxHe It
To came", 1 |

On the basis df'the aboVegmentioned symbolic_exampies, it appears

as if Skovoroda relied very strongly upon the intrinsic ability of his

philosophic terminology and figurative images to simplify and clarify

“the meiaphysicalﬂcomplexities inherent in his metaphysical thought con-

cerning God's nature and purpose in the universe. A further study of his

works will reveal that he adOpféd this seme approach in his examination

.of the material world and its relafionship-to God.

“THE MATERIAL WORLD

It is generally well-known that Skovoroda propounded the theory

- concerning the "three worlds" and "two natures" around which his entire

philosophy-is carefully structured. Accofding to this-hypothésis, the

fundamental phy51ca1 and splrltual entltles (i.e. the "vxsible" and "ine

v1sib1e" natures) can be found in the “three worlds": macrocosm (mater1a1

nature), mlcrocosm (man) ‘and the "world of symbols" (the Bible):

‘MCyTh xe TPpH. Mblpbl. [epsnlit ecTh BCEOGw
mi# ¥ Mp1pLr OGHTENBLHBL1H, rab BCe POXIEHHOE
oburaer™s. CeH cocTaBieHP H3b OE3YHUCIEHHb1XDH
Mb1lph MP1POBb X €CTb BeJuki#f Mpipb. Jpyrim
IBa CyTh UYaACTHB1W K MaJyibilu Mb1pbl. I[lepmbilt
- MiKpO-KO3MB: CHDPbUb - MB1PHKL, MHPOKD, HIN
yeJoBbKb, ~ Broprlil Mpipk CHUMBOAMYHL1N, CHD-
bup Bubaisa, Bo o6uTelbHOMb Koemb JHGO Mb1Lpb
COJIHIIE €CTb OKOMb €roj M OKO y60 eCTh. COJH--
uemb, A Kaxb COJXHIE eCcTh rjasa Mblpa, TOT'Ja
He JUBHO, UTO YeJoBbKb HasBaHb MHKPOKOCMOCH,

1 | ' | |
Bonch-Bruev1ch, op. cit., pp. 258, 360, 395, 511-512. Quoted
.. after Chyzhevs'kyl 5 translat1on. . : O :




cupbup madeHuLK1# Mpipp. A Bﬁénia ecTh
- cuMmOoinyHb1# Mbiphb. 3arbMb, uTO BB Hei
cofpaHHbid HeG6ECHB1RL, BEMHB1W H Ipe-
 HCHOJHUY TBape# ¢urypbi, xaGbl OHU
6b1JU MOHYMEHTaMd BEIYNMUMHM Mb1CJb Hamy
BPb noHaTie BbuHbig HaTyperl, yCTaEHHb1lA
e TabuHO#, Tajb KaKb DPUCYHOKb Bb Kpac-
Kaxs cBouxb', '

The bulk of Skovoroda's philosophic érgumentation appeafs'to focus
upon - the foundational proposition that each of these "three worlds" are
madé‘u§ of spiritual (Minvisible") and physicai ("material") 'ingredients".

‘Man's chief pﬁrpose]in life consists in being able to distinguish wisely
between them and follow after that which is unseen as it alone leads to
true human 'hap.piness and fulfillment: "BujiHO HY%HO Be3xd BUILTDH
HBOE..'.’Bpocs tbHb, cobmu kKo Hermmb ., . CoKpyma#d um BR1mblpai
sepHo cmabl Boxis", 2 Statements such as this are repeated almost
endlessly by the philosopher'asihe attempté to.encourage.his pupils and
readers to look beyond the périshable external appearance of thingé in an
effort to discover the precious truths concealed within: " . . BMbCTO
mbiu - 31aTro; BmbcTO ®eibsa - cpefpo; BMLCTO APOBL -~ Msxb;
BMbCcTO KameHlis - menbéo; BmMbcro whcournaro @yanamenma - Ana-
MaH™s, Camdups ¥ AHppakcs . . 3 ”

With specific reference to the material world, Skovoroda affirmed -
that if man wanted to undefsténd the "great world" correctly, he had to
~ consider it (not as a thing in itself), but as a “weil" which concealed
‘the Divine essence:

A1l men consider it, (the world, JRP) but thought-

lessly. They observe its heel, . . they gaze on
its feet, but they do not look on the real world,

1 o

Bonch~Bruevich, op. cit., p. 496..
Ibide, p. 199.
3 Ibid., p. 202.

2
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namely, on its head and heart. Seeing only the
heel in this business, but not the head, one,
seeing does not see, sensitive of body, but blind
of heart. The body is seen by the body, but the
"heart by the heart . . In this fashion all the
‘mindless people read the book of this world. And
they do not profit by11t, but rather become en-
- tangled in its net't,

As seems to. be his general custom,iskovoroda proceeds to compare .
vthe nature of the material world with that of the spiritual by means of
another interesting array of symbolic similes, antitheees‘and figurative
imeges;' These are all primarily used as negative reflections of the "“in-
vigible" spifitual world rather than bitter adjectiies exﬁressing presum-
edvanimositiee.harboured by the philosopher-writer egeinst the ﬁateriai
realm, -

Paralleled, therefore, with the term "vigible nature" ("vydymala
natura") which Skovoroda most often uses in reference to the great world,
are the symbolic _expressions: "gaTypa TIbHHaA, HaTypa ThiecHad,
€CTeCTBO TIHHAHOE, €CTEeCTBO IeleJbHoe, ecmecreovmnbnﬂoe; npU-
POIa HHUBmAax, NPUPOJa ThiecHasd; Mblp BUIUMb1H, Mbip.BpemeHHblﬁ,
Mb1lp MEPTBBLE . .“‘2 Skovoroda defined the physical and material realm '
as the "visib1e wor1d" beceuse it consisted primarily of all perishable
subetence and matter. Inasmuch as the "material,wcrld".was ephemeral by
netﬁre, it. could never be considered as epiritual,‘for the invisible"

realm, aecording to Skovoroda, was eternal. 'For this reason,.it was deem-
: ed necessary by the phzlosopher to portray the "great world" as "a shadow"

("tin'v), "grass" ("trava") a “disappearing world" ("znykaiuchyl svxt"),

and "nothing" ("nishcho").

L

1 ' : o
' Bonch-Bruev1ch, op. cite, DP. 48#-485. Quoted after Scherer'sﬂ
translatxon, ope cite, p. 134. v

2 Kyryk, "Semantychnyl metod v 1storyko-fllosofs'komu doslidzhenni",

. cit., p, 85. Compare also, Skovoroda, Tvory 1961, I Pp. 16, 57, 193
»'Bh 205, 2hz-2bs, 309, 334, 395, 538-539. T ’ '

3, Ibld.' Pe 860
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_lThé Ukrainian philoaopher.oftén cdntfaété_thé physical world ﬁith 
the sﬁirituai claiming that the iattgr,vwhich is'?terﬁal, cohstant andving
variablé, is actually concealed within the "visible natureﬁ. It is there-

fore the creative power behind all material-snbstanées, forming and chang-
ing them at will, Although this‘operation cannot be seeﬁ, it}néverfheless
"exlsts as the sustalnlng function of the 1nvzs1b1e and eternal nature of
’Godiﬁmself, "Clﬁ Heanxnmaa namypa HIHU Bor BCHO Taap nponnnaem
H COXEpXUT . M The Divine immanence in the world thereby adds the
.coﬁcept 6f reality to ali exisfehce, for‘it aloﬁeﬂis‘the'ﬁnchanging aﬁd
: eternal ba51a of all belng. 2 |

_ We have already seen that the phllosophy of Skovoroda contains the
term‘"Truth"j("Istyna") which is symbolically employed to portrgy the
meaning'of "actﬁal, originél, genuine existencé“, as was charactéristic
of the "1nv1slble nature"

o describe the antlthetlcal quality in the material world, the
Ukrainien philosopher devised the terms "tvar'" ("creature") and»"lzha"
_("falsehood") which, (belng visible, material, varxable, and 1ack1ng real
‘ exlstence), was only "deceptlve" in that it "concealed the genulne base of.
all existence', namely, the “invisible nature" or d1v1ne "Truth"'

"Bea me'ggégg eCTh JIOXb Henoomoaﬂna 7 06- |
MaHuyuBa, XM BCA TBaAph b ecTb TO NoOJe CibIoB.
" Boximx. Bo BcbX CHUX JXMBB1X TEpPMHHAX,

nau npepbrax, TAUTCA M ABIAETCH, JEXHT H
BoccTaeT npecebrias MCTHHA . M

-Bonch-Bruevich, _Ip_cit., pe 63.°
3 Ibldo' p- 357. All underllnzngs are my own,

o2
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‘Thé'material world, as the cuter covgriﬁg'or Yhusk! conCealiné the true
essence of "Truth", is farther symbolized as; " ., . Bbk Ham ecTh TO
AxE Meqma,‘CyeTa, napa, HHYTO %€, & MCTHHA TIOCHOJHA Npebbl-
:Béem BOBbKH", | "Like its counterpart "lzha", the symbolic term "tvar'"
(a derivative of “creature') which Skovoroda used to describe the perish-
: ing nature of the material world, had many mean1ngful and flguratlve con-
- notations such as: matter, substance ("veshchestvo"‘ "materlla"), element
.("stykhla") earth (“zemlla") flesh ("plot'") and shadow Q"tln'") 2.

In his phxlosoph1c creat;ons, Skovoroda makes an 1nterest1ng dis— B
finction between "nichtoa'"_and,"nychto". Contextually, it appears as if"
the'philosopher purposefully'chosé these'antithetical terms (hot only t&
emphaéize the difference between the twé,antipodaiiworlds), but as a unique
"play on words".

From all apparent 1nd1catzons, "nlchtos'" appears to be a clever
sjmbdlxc derlvatzpn.of inechto" ("someth:ng"),‘whlle ﬂnychto" would mean
'("nothlng"). When applied to Skovoroda'sbphiloSOphic distinctiohs between 4
~the two worlds, we find that "nichtos'" is always used to denote the "1n-
visible real world" denotlng God, Spirit, Eternxty, Truth, etc., whereas
“nychto" -is consistently reﬁdered as the antithetical countérpari descfibe
"ing'the “yisible nature", namely, creature, matfer, eubstance, flésh, shaé
dow, and falsehood as described above. 3 In'short,."Nichtos'" in Skovofoda |
. means “immétérial," "gpiritual®, or "iﬁvisible", _'while "nychto" glenotes'

the "material" or "substance" as indicafqd“by the following quotatiqns:

1 _ S
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, 192.

Ibid., pp. 16-17, 57, 193-194, 205, 245, 539.
3 Ibid., pp. 33, 37, 82, 192, 284285, 379.

2
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v , . Bce uMbau u Bce pasymbau, Kpomb uTO,
ysuas Hedusuueckaro, HergbHmaro Bora, c

- HAM noTepaau HEUTOCH, pasympi "Mup symes-.
Hp1#" ., ., "IxoTh anmo x%e. Ho xorga cia
IJIOTh M3 HUYTOXHOCTM CBOel BL1XOXNHT B TOU~
HOe CBOE& HAYalX0, TOTr'JA CO3MIAETCH M3 HHU~
TOXHOCTH B HEUTO ¥ mnepecraeT 6b1Th HUUTO,
T.e, niaorin 1 ThMmow." .. . "Bearas srbm—
HOCTL €CTh TpaBa, ThHB, anmo." . o "Befi-
xad BUJIMMOCTL €CTb 06pas, & Kaxibillt o6pas
.ecTh NJAOTH, CcbHL M Hmuro.," , . "Buiumbp B
cefe ozHYy semnb, HO cuM CaMblM . HHUYEro He .
BUJMED 5 MOTOMY UTO BEMIA M HUYTO = OJHO U
Toxe " 1 y

Aﬁong the,mahy symbolic'similes used'by the philqéopher-teacher to
-define.tﬁe matérialjworld were such vivid termé as dirt or filth ("hfiaz'"),-
heel (Mpiata"), canopy (“een'"), and téil_("khvostv).va A an antithetic
:v reality of the in?isible‘spiritual world, Skovoroda embleﬁatize& the ele~-

mental realm as "physical matter" 3,. “nothing" h, an "idol“vsy and,

sométhing "which basses momentarily"‘6 .

Naturally, there éré numerous appropriate symbolic imaggsbassociated
with Skovorodian descriptions of the ''great worid" which'deservg,recogni-
‘tion at thls point. | | |

In the flrst place, the physlcal realm was. commonly deplcted as a
"shadow" of the "apple tree", a figure characterlzlng the 1nv1sib1e world.

Skovoroda -implemented the "shadow" symbol prlmarlly to emphasize the varia~-

bility and transiency of the material world. "This world,” wrote the

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, pp. 325, 284, 82, 285, 33. All under-
linings are my own. ' ‘ :

2 Ibid., pp. 15-16, 382, 540

3 Boan—Bruevichg op. cit., p. 406.
b Ibid.y pe 80, o |

2 Ibid., p. 408.

6 }919}, p. 318.
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philosopher,
"Is the shadow of God. It disappears from view

partially, it does not stand constantly, and it

. is transformed into various shapes. Nevertheless, -

it never removes itself from its living tree, and

as a result those who are enlightened have heen

saying for a }ong time, 'Materia aeterna'. Matter

is eternal®,

Having misunderstood Skovoroda's application of the "shadow" sym-

bol in relation to the invisible world (or, "apple tree"), many had reach-

ed the conclusion that Skovoroda was a "materialist! &

in that he obser-
avvéd matter as "eternal". The fhilosopher,'however, had merely sﬁated 
that the invisible world (God; Idea, F9rm,,etc) was ete;nal‘and unchang-
.ing,‘B, aﬁd, like a tree,:was unmb#eable by reméining'in & state 6f pér-
,fedt_chstancy. As‘long,‘thereforg, as the tree‘e#isted.it would alﬁayé

have its potenfial shadow.

Inasmuch as the tree is the invisible world and is eternal by na-

- ture, thenvita shadow or visible world has the potential of being "eter-

nal". In Sho:t, the visible material world is absolutely'dependént uponA
the invisible'spiritual feélm'for its‘complete existence, and'6n1y-in
this_uniquébrelationship was Skovoroda prepared to defend his theéis‘cdn-
cerning the contrévérsiél "materia aetefna" cdﬁceét. It was in"fhis con-:
ditional’respect'that he wrote, |

" . . BHXY B ceM UIbJoM Mupb - IBa MHPa, €IUH
Mip cocTaBrAOmiA: Mip BumHn1# ¥ HeBHJIHbLLH,
¥uBb1¥ i meprBB1#l, babr1#t B coxpymaembiii,
Ce#t pusa, a ToTr -~ TBIO, ce# ThHBL, & TOT -
. IpeBo; cel BemecTBO, 2 TOT WIOCTaCh, CHUD—

. buyp: OCHOBaHle, cogepxamee BemeCTBEHHYD
TpAsk Tak, KaK DPUCYHOK IEPKHT CBOK KPACKY

. . Bcs ucnoxHgomas HaUYaJ0O M Mip cell, Haxo-
IdAce ThHBH ero, rpauun He mmber, OH Bceria
H . .

1 ' | . S I
Bonch-~Bruevich, op. cit., p. 507. Quoted after Scherer's trans-
lation, op. cite, pp. 137-138. :

-2 Markov, op. c1t., p. 110.

3 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, ppe 379, 406 536 542.
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¥ Besxb OpE CBOEM Haqant,‘xax thHS npH

A6JOHM, B TOM TOJBLKO Pal3Hb, YTO IPEBO.

KHBHH CTOUT M IpebhLiBaeT, a Tbnb ymaxﬂ—

ercas TO OPexXomuT, TO POIUTCH, gme—

32T H eCTb HHUUTO. Materia aeterna"
‘There can be no douht that in this and other similar passages 2, Skovoroda
considered matter and substance ag representative of the perlshable mater-
ial nature that was completely sustained by the superior invisible nature,
" or God. |
Mutﬁally :élafed to the ''shadow" symbol, by which the physical
world was depicted in the philosophy of Skovoroda, is the concept that
this world "is the smoke'of eternity and eternity is the fire which con<’

3 Here, aga1n, the phzlosopher seeks to symbolxze

sumes everythlng"
the: loglcal reallty that - just as the shadow and smoke is dependent upon |
' the existence of the tree and fzre, s0 also the world of matter was de-
pendent upon the existence of God.

| Slmllar relatmonshlps could be examined from the symbol;c polnt of .
~ view concerning the relatlvlty of many other Skovorodlan figures which
were often used by. the philosopher to portray, expla;n and define the
rmaterzal-world. Among these we could 1lst the flguratlve 1mages of death
'("smerf‘")Ah. ixes ("brekhn1a") 5 'curtaln ("zavxsa") 6  and ashes-("po-
| pel") 7 ’ whlch are only a few of many scattered thronghout his 11terary

‘and phllosophlc creatlons.

! Skovorada, Ivory, 1961, I, p. 382,

bed., Pe.. 551=552. ' :

3 Bonch-Bruevxch, Op. clt., Pe 392.

o Ibid., pp. 62, 98, 110, 214, 379.

5 Ibid., pp. 53, 59, 203, 362.
Ibid., PP. 52, 521,

7 Ivid., pp. 60, 100, 143, 245,

2
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It now has become apparent that most of Skovoroda's thought was
structured upon a'sound symbolic base in o:dei to'illusfrate'and exﬁi#in
- his intahgible philosophic concepts more clearly and simply to,thosé who
wished to understand his views.

The Bible was the primary source and inspiration for mdat of his |
symbolic-imagery; ahd it was this Book (the "world of symbols") that |
evoked from that_phildsopher his most colourful and confroversial émblé-:

matic expressions.
THE BIBLE

Anyone fﬁmiliar,ﬁith fhe philosophy of Skovoroda will-rea&ily

| ackhbwledgé that the Bible occupies a central role in that philOSOphei's
metaphysical thought. From the earliést days df'his childhood he was

_ profoundly influenced by a "mystical attraction" to the Holy Scrlptures ,
which serVed to sustaln him throughont his adult life even until his

. death:

", . thzs splendid Book won out over all my other
loves, slaking my long hunger and thirst with the
bread and water of God's truth and justice, which
were sweeter to me than honey and the honeycomb., I
feel my nature especially drawn toward them. I have
fled, and I flee, under the guidance of my Lord,
all the obstacles of life, and all carnal lovers,
so.that I might find peace and joy in the pure em-
brace of this daughter of God whe is fairer than

. all the daughters of men . . The more profound and
unpeopled is my solitude, the happier is my life
with her who is beloved among women. I am content
with the fate which the Lord has given me. I was
born a man, a complete and. true1human being, ‘and
I shall not d1e childless . ."

Not one of his phllOSOphic works was written without either direct

1 - B . _
. Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, I, pp. 246-247. Quoted after the trans-
' latxon of George L. Kline, Edze, ope cite, pP.. 56—57. '




25

or ‘indirect refeiénce to that eternal Book. T Skévorbda éonsidéred:the
Bible as the genuine source oi all wisdon fpf it alone was sﬁfficient to
lead man to "now himself", to understand his material world and to dis-
cover the essence of ultimate human happiness and fulflllment. 2 .
Consxstent with his basic hypothesis concernlng the dual nature of

: ali things within the universe, Skovoroda argued that the Bible was no |
‘excgption in that it was also primarily."visibie",and."invisiblg“ by
nature. In addition, the only possible way to fathom its immaterial
| depths was thréugh the useiof symbols, for they élone cou}d'successfﬁiiy .
' span the>mufky Biblical'"éxtérioré" that concealed the true meaning and -
e#sence of God‘s Word. '"The Bible“, ﬁe said,

" . . contains figures from:creatibn:which_are

heavenly, earthly, and infernal, designed to serve

as monuments to lead our thought to an understand-

ing of the eternal nature hidden within perishable

(ex?erlor realltg) as a palntlng (is hidden) with-

in its colors".
- Since “every 1aéf sound and word brea{hed-sjmbpiically'and was dependent
upon it" in the Bible 4; man's biggest assignnenf in life consisted in
v'maklng a serlous attempt to correctly interpret these 1mages in order to
dlscover the revelatlon of God's truth to the world. >

It was Skovoroda' s contention that since the Blblxcal symbols orl-;'v

'ginated in the first book of the Blble, then the entire Bible must be ex-
" amined symbollcally, otherwise many:;nconsxstencles and contradxcticns,

" will result from careless‘literal'interpretationsi

1
Kyryk, "Svit symvoliv H. S. Skovorody", Ope citey peo 121,

Ibld., Pe 121. See also,.Skovoroda,_Tvogx. 1961, I, ppe. 22#-225.

3 Skovoroda,iTvogz, 1961, I, p. 536. Quoted after the translation
by an, -O_Bc Cit., p. ‘+6. ) ’ .

Ibid., p. 312. .
5_Chyzhevs'kyz, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., p. 53

2
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"On the first day six figures appeared: darkness,
light, night, day, evening, morning. From these.
six figures come three symbols: Darkness and light; - -
Night and day: Evening and morning. The symbol

. consists of two or three figures which signify cor-
ruptlon and eternity . . For instance, evening and
morning . . Evening is the1ccrruptzon, Jbut morning
is the city of eternity".

Follow1ng the example of the ancient Greek phllosophers, the early
Church Fathers and certain thinkers of his own tlme, Skovoroﬁa proceeded‘
to define and explain his understanding of Biblical truths by means of

figurative words and symbolic 1mages. For'him, the Bible was the "third

vorld", a uniqne "world of symbols" that was 1nt1mately 1nterrelated

‘with tﬁe "materialvworld" (the macrocosm) surroundlng man,;and the pri-
vate "11tt1e world" of the human ind1v1dual, the microcosm. 2

In his philosophy, the Ukrainian philosopher-wrlter often descrxbes
the Blblg as a "fiery tongue", aw":xver",.-"seaﬂ, or "seed". He spoke of
it as a "new world", a."new'life", or a "fig§ra§ive.wor1d“ és the follow1ng_

excerpts readily show: -

"Bu6iais ecTh CIOBO Boxie K A3b1KbL ornenublﬁ"

. . CBsamenHoe mnucarie moxofro pbxb MM MODPW.
YacTo Bb TOMb MbeTh ray6uHa ¥ caMblMb aHIeN-
CKUMB OuaMp HeynoOo3puMas 3aprlnaemcg, rib
10 HApPYXHOGTH MOKA3blBaeTCA NIGXC ¥ npocTo."

. . 3uaff zpyre wmo#i, uro Bubuia ecrtb, HOBH1H

v.Mlpb ¥ aoms Boxift, seMus mMBL1Xb; CTpaHa U

. IapCTBO JANOBH} ropalﬁ Iepycanums ., " "Exe-

J¥ BO @1rypannom5 516n1qHOMb cems Mblps . ." 3.

The Ukralnian ph11050pher 5 attempts to distlngulsh between the
outer form and the proper contents of the Bible created the need for the

introduction of many str:kxng antlthesea Whlch are- closely related to the

symbolzc method of Skovoroda's philosophic expression.

]

1 ' ' ’
' Bonch-Bruevich, OPe. clt., Pe 373, Quoted after the translatlon by
Scherer, op. cit.y p. 90,

2 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961 I, pe 536.
‘ 3. Bonéh-Bruevich, _B° clt., pp. 261, 115, 399, 505.
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" In this respect Skovoroda symbolized the Bible as a "snake" or a

"seven-headed dragon who covered the earth w1th his superstltzon" The
Bible was sxmultaneously "God and serpent"'v 1t was "flesh and spirlt,
‘witlees and wlse, an ocean and port, a flood and an ark",

The dlatinctlve impact of the ph;losopher s antithetical concepts
can be more'easily'appreciated by referring to Chyzhevs'kyi'gutranslation ‘
‘of the origina1=text:

-"Bona ¢ amuit, aae 3apaéom_i Bor. Bpexiusa,
“gye # npaBpuBa. Iypuna, axe # npemynpa.
81a, ajxe 3apas3oM i gob6pa'. . "Bayum, mo
sMuit mosse mo 6pexHi, xepe OpexH®w, O6JWE

- fpexnen , ., lloragHp Ha BCH 3EMHY KyJIKO Ta .
He BBech HemacHu#i pixp avjpcbxnit, Hesxe He
Gaunm? Hxuii mMyumabpuHuit, Hemacau# IO TOT
epeceﬁ CBapok, CyeBip, MHOTOBip T& DPi3HO-
Bip ii xBuaoe, oxouawe, NOTONNWE! AJje BBECH

me# moron He paMui# Ham isropu, a Horo ox- 3
pUTHYJIA., BHGHBOBqun, BnéxmBaﬂa nama : smMua",

eréping in mind the dual-role of the “serpent-symbql" in the ﬁorks

Aof Skovoroda, the phiiosopﬁer argueé.thét‘thé_sefpent must be "raised from
' thevearth", that is to say, the serpent (Biblé)_must be-intérp:etéd sym-~
| bolically and not lige:ally or superfiCiél}y.k'Just as_Mosés‘"lifted up fhe
' sérpent" in the wilderness of Midian (Numbers 21 :,6-9) and provided hegling
for those who beheld it, so also a symbolic interprepation of the Bible
| wili bring life to those who will be ﬁrépargd.to view it beyond ifs super-
ficial exterior form. | | |

| For those Qho-were unable, or unwilling to view the Biblé,through

Skdvoroda'sbsymbolic.prism,'it quickly became a‘book of confusiqn,leading

1 . |
Boneh-Bruevich, Ope citey pe 361.

Ibidog P. 5060
3 Ibid., pp. 512, 508-509. - : o _
Ibid.s pe 513. Cf. Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia,: op. cit., p. 52.

2
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those who were content wlth 1nadequate 11teral 1nterpretatlons 1nto
heresy and superstit;on. After all, since the Blble shared the duallty
of man and,nature‘then its contents (wh;le they could lead to true know— '
ledge) were worthless and even deceptive. As a result, Skovorbda intro=-
duced the fascinating butbvalid antithetical concept that‘thg»Bible‘was
a Book of Truth and "lies" at the same time: - |
"The Bible is a 11e and an insult to God not so .
that it may teach us lies, but rather that it may
print in the falsehoods the tracks and paths
which lead the -slowly creeping mind to the hlgh-
.est truth®.
‘Man's contentment to acéept-the'Biblical narratives as mere histori-
cal or pérabolic_accounts (without'attempting to understand the concealed.
' meaning inherent in them) led the philosopher to portray these stories_aé.
"puffoonery" ("durachestﬁo"),’ a "corpse" ("trup"), as "filth ("h?iaz"),
tpubbish" or "trash" ("drian'") and even as "human excrement" ("hnoi chelo-
vecheskii'):
“prﬂb ecTb BCHKb OpeHub1i 4eJOBbKb M BuG-
ais ects uwexosbkp u Tpyms" . . "Bubxis BecCh-
Ma ecTh IYPHON M HECJIOKHOK XYL, €CTIH ee
of6pamaems Kb HaNUMb I[IIOTCKHML Jbjaamb, OONY-~
miﬁ’mepnonnnxb, TOPbKaA U HEBKycHas Baja,
IypauecTBo, €cTay cb [laBrome ckasaTh Boxies
HIY CKaxy Ja#Ho, MOTB1K2, JIpAHL, I'PA3L, I'HOR
wexosbueckit . M2 - '
 Scherer observed that Mit was foolhardy in Skovoroda's opinion to
consider the matefial details of the Bible for their own.sake.'-Such con~
 sideration.cou1d only lead to atheistic.tejectibnAof the Bible on the one

hand or its superstitious acceptance on the other . Q_Ih either case

7 - |
Bonch-Bruev;ch, op. cit., p. 362. Quoted after Scherer's trans-.
'latlon, op. cit., p. 76. ‘ ' , ‘

2 Ibid., pp. 202, 179, 261.
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man fallediuafznd true knowledge in the Bible because he could not pene-
trate its externa11ty and find the Divine truth hidden wzthzn" Skovoro-

da, however, provides a 1ogical solutlon.

"Korza BB Bomlnx&_xnnrax& YUTaemb § HifgH
CTBO, HAaJOXHHYECTBO, KpopocmbmeHie, amy-
pbi u mogo6uoe, He Mbmkall Ha COLOMCKUXD
CHXP YIAHLIAXDH; HO NPOXOIb HE 33aIyMblBascCh
Ha HUXb, M Ha IOyTu rpbmHb1lXs He CTOH.
_BuTp BuOJyia He Kb CHMP YJaHIaMb, & TOJIBKO
ypess cim yauupl, BeJeTh Tefe Bb IropHia
cTpaHbl, W uyMcThb1l# Kpall He B NJIOTCKLA
MyIpoBaHif, ¥ HCXOZUTL Kb BbuHOMy. FuO-
Jdix HLTH HYXZb1 IO OpbXa, L0 HHUXHAI'O CEro-
Hamero Bora, Hu 150 O0paka, HM IO LaAps
naorckaro. OHa BcA B BblmHeMp Borb . .
~Bubxnia ecTp [lacxa, OPOXONE, HEPEXOXb, HCw-
" X0@b» ¥ BXOom . . Kb cemy nepexoxg Bubxia
Te6h ecTb, M MoCTp u Jbcrsuual.

From the above quotation we learn that the Ukrainian philoébpher -
considered the Biblical narratives as the "lower rungs of a ladder" which
enable‘ané'to climb highér tdward a more perfect"understanding of eternal
truths. The Bible, in fact, was the only means by whzch men could come
3.

4

to know'God and it was therefore variously symbol1zed as "wlngs"

("kryla"), a "door" ("dvery"), or a "harbour" ("havan'"), and "brldSeFA
_ ("most"),_etc, i
Although Sk99oroda employed-many:striking~ﬁegativé‘symhols in‘his'

philosophy in an effort to denounce thevliteral inierpretations’of Biblical

narratives, this did not imply that he held them in contempt or did not
“believe they actually camé to pasé. On the'coﬁtrary,_"many people," said

Skovoroda,

1 ‘ ' .
Scherer, op. cit., pp. 76-77.

Bonch~Bruevich, op. cit., pp. hOh-&OS.
3 Ibid., p. 364. '
' Chyzhevs'kyl, F1l'osof11a, op. cit., p. 53.

2
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", not understanding me, or not wishing to
understand me, have slanderously. declared that I.
reject the stories of the Old and New Testament,
because I acknowledge and preach the spiritual -
meaning of these stories, because 1 perceive the
God-given law and discern the essential meaning
through the literal meaning. I thus enrich these
stories rather than nullify them, for, just as
the body without the spirit is dead, so is Holy
Scripture without faith dead; but faith is the
evidence of thlngs ungeen o "

Wﬁehever Skovoroda discussed the Bible in his various works, he,simply:
kept on repeating this éame general argument, namely, ‘that a Divine es-
sence ﬁas concealed béneath the external appeara#ce of all things; and in
this case it was to be found beneath the "superficiaﬁ'Biblical narratiiés:

"Read1ng the Holy Scrlpture with the daim of being -
instructed in the worship and fear of God, love
for one's neighbour, obedience to authority, sub-
mission to the powers that be, and perfection of
the heart in all its dealings, and when, for ex-
“ample I find the story of how the hlgh—prlest Aa-~
ron took the golden calf of the Hebrews which they
had made and begun to worship during his absence,
and threw it into the fire and melted it, I am not
concerned with the chemistry of this event, since
I always keep in mind that the Bible is not a
chemist's handbook but a Holy Book, which instructs

" men who are capable of grasping its teaching in
holiness of conduct. I learn from this story that
the heart of man cannot remain idle and that when

"~ holy thoughts, understanding of the iruthy and the

" "spirit of reason are absent from it, it 1nstantly
turns to base activities unworthy of its high birth
_ —~honouring, glorifying, and deifying what is con--
temptible, insignificant and vain. .This meaning of
“the story is much more edifying to me, and facili-
tates my inner perfection much more,than if, having
discovered how to make gold 1n$tant1y out of all
thlngs, and turn all things into gold, I should

" give myself up to thg desire for wealth or the prac-
- tice of chemistry". ‘ .

Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 36. Quoted after the translation by
. George L. Kline, Edie, op. c1t., Pp. 23-2h, '

, 2 Ibid., pe 37. Quoted after the translatlon by George L. Kllne,
Edie’ _O_Ro cz.to’ PP« 24"25. . ’ :
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Tﬁroughoﬁt his philosophic works,-thérefore, we may find numerbﬁs:
emblems and symbols depicting the céncealed ﬁDivine essence" that exists
,beneath'the exterior narrative form of the Bible. It was the "seed" or
’ "kernel" hidden beneath the "husk" or "shell" which formed the exterior
covering; 1 the eternal contents which are hidden in a tran or chest;
a,peafl found within the outer shell. 2 Furthérmére, the Bible was 1ikeA
a drawingvor painting etched within a cave 3;' or a Seautiful garden su:- 
vrounded-by an impassable outer hedge or fénce. 4 Along-wi£h maﬁy other
similar exampleé 5, Skovoroda insists that fﬁe outer "visible" férms-.
“mast be successfully penetrated before the "1nv151b1e" spir1tua1 truths
'concealed within the Bxble can be genulnely understood and apprec1ated._
‘Despite the danger inherent in the‘use.qf the Bible, Skovoroda
'conéidered its employmeht and cérrecf understandiﬁg absolutely necessary
for a greater knowledge of God. 6 He qﬁoted the Bible itself to under-
" score the necessity'of diiigqnt_study aﬁd meditation, as man musﬁ Nsearch
the scriptures . . It is they who bear uitness té me", (John 5:39)a.7
A In each of the three sections examlned thus far: God, the material
world, and the Bible, Skovoroda‘'s major philosophzcal premlse that "every-
thlng was. composed of corrupt appearance and Divine eesence" has been |

.clearly 1llustrated by his figurative terms and symbolic images. For him,

true knowledge consisted in understandiﬁg the Divine_principle hidden

! Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., pp. 271-272, 274, 285, 290, 363.
?-.I_b_i__‘i;f.’p-, 265. o T
3 Ibid., pe 172
* Ibid., pe 176.
2 Ibid., pp. 287-290. |
Scherer, op. cit.; p. 89.

7 Bonch-Bruev;ch, op. cit., p. 36k,
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within the deceptive externaility. This same éppfoéch has beén‘effect-'

ively adaptéd to his teaching concerning the dual nature of man.
MAN

Just as "the whole world consists of two natures, one seen, and the
other unseen" 1, 50 also man, the "mlcrocosm," was compqsed ofva dual
ngture, namely, the ﬂoutef" and "inner" man. 2 Skovoroda, who cph#idered
the study of man as central to his entife metaphySical thought, contend-
ed. that man's préocéupaﬁion with his‘eXférnal‘féaiﬁfes'had blinded hih.

_ to an acute awareness of his splrztual connterpart hidden deep within his
own personalltya_ "You have seen and loved the dolt and idol in yourself,
but not tﬁé true hody o o E It was the contention of .the Ukralnlan_
philosopher that he "who has fallen in love with his.fleshly'appéﬁrancev
is unable to pursue beyond this appearance o oM 4 |

Fbllow1ng the example of the Apostle Paul (Romans 7, Skovoroda
' declared that man's visible physical nature was devzlishly deceptive and
that he must first "fathom himself" for "if we do not find the measure :
within ourselves, then with whaf één Qe measure?" 5_‘

4 Céﬁcerning this_"oﬁte# man",.'Skovoroda employed 2 strikiﬁg grray
 of negative symboiié terms which,deséribedvhié mistrust and contempt for
| the visible nature as‘compaiedito'itsﬁinner.spirituai’coﬁnferpart:
| "You are the shadow, gloom and decay!. You are a

dream of your true self. You are the cloak, but
it is the body. You are an apparition but it is

! Bonch-Bfnevich, op. cit., p. 100,
Chyzhevs'kyl, Narysy, _2, cit., p. 53.
3 Bonch-Bruevmch, op. cit.y p. 96.

4 Egig,,,p. M.

2
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the’iruth‘in you. You are nothing, while it is
your essence. You are dirt, but it is your beauty,
form, and plan; neither your form nor your beauty
issues from your physical appearance, rather it is
“in you and sustains you. O Filth and nothingness!
You won't know the true man unless you acknowledge
 along with Abraham that you are only dirt and ashes".
As was true in every other instance, it ilas the inner spiritual -
. man who strengthened and sustained the outward physical . form, 2 and
~ thus, it became essential for man to look beyond the superficial external
'-1mage of hlmself in order to dxscover hzs true splritual 1dent1ty "How
long . . until you understand that all flesh is nothlng, a .shadow whlch
conceals ‘the hlghest amount of wisdom . 2" 3 " And agaln, "You have
loved yourself, i.e. the rubbzsh, hut not the hldden D1v1ne truth in your-
self, which you have never seen, nor considered as belng." A
Skovoroda 1ns1sted that unless man could f1rst "know himgelf" it -
" would be useless and even impossible to know anythlng outside hlmself"
"You see in yourself only the earth, and because
of this you see nothing, for the earth and noth-
~ ing are one and the same. It is one thing to see
' the shadow of the oak tree it is another to see
" the tree itself., You see your shadow, to put it
simply, your waste land and nothing else. But_
.yOu have never seen yourself“ '
Placed in contradistinctlon to the per1shable outer man was the
spiritual "inner man® that Skovoroda symbolized as a "geed" concealed
within its external "husk";

"Like @ good and full ear of wheat. Judge for
yourself: an ear is not the stem with its branches, -

1 : .
~ Bonch-Brtevich, _Ib cit., p. 8h. Quoted after ‘the translat;on
" - by Scherer, _Iy clt., p. 101. A

2 Ibid., p. 82.
3 Ivid., p. 52.
Ibi.do' Peo 96. n

L 3 Ibide, p. 8o. Quoted after the translation by Scherer,'ggg_cit;,
Pe 68. . - ’ - o . '
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nor its straw, nor the outer skin, which covers
the grain: rather the ear is that very. power,
which generates the stem, the straw, the body of
the grain and so on, in. wh%ch power all of these
are 1nv151b1y contained™. v

On the bas1s of the abovementloned symbol, Skovoroda showed that
"just as a hidden power sustained the sten, straw and skin of the wheat,
so0 a hidden power, true man, supported all of a man's external members".Z
~ In other words, once man was able to-discover;the.Diviné nature concealed
- within his éxternal physical being, it was the same as if he had ™uncover~
ed a spark in his own ashes". 3 - » |
During this process 6f "éelf-discovéry" Skovoroda recalls the
4.d1ff1cult struggle he encountered by warring with the flesh:

"Oh my Father! It is dlfflcult to sever my heart :
from the sticky, elemental filth., ©Oh it is diffi-
cult! I have seen the image of a-winged youth. He
- yearned to fly into the celestial regions, but his
foot, attached by a chain to the earth, 1mpeded
him, This image is my own"..

It was Skovoroda's personal llfe-long ambxtxon to gain a complete '
victcry aver the flesh in order to enjoy the sweet fellowshlp that issued
from an intimate unlon with the inner man: "Crucify my body, nazl,lt to
" the cross; Let my body suffer, that my spirit may'have room. Lét_my'
outer self grow dry, that my new inner self may bloom". 2 The life of
the Ukrainian philosopher was totally divorced from the material and

fleshly pleasures offered by the earth 6 except for those things that

vere necessary for normal phys1cal survival: "I want no new sciences, only o

. | o . | .

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 506. Quoted after the translation
by Scherer, op. cit., p. 32. o o
2 Scherer,._g. clt., Pe - 32.

5 Bonch-Bruevmch, Op. clt., Pe 496. e -

b Ibld., De. 499.' Quoted after the translation by Scherer, op. clt.,

p. 42, 5
_ Skovoroda, Tvpgz, 1961, II, p. 16.
6 Scherer, ope cit., pp. 19, 38,
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a healthyamind,'and the_wiedom of Christ,.which will’provide me.peaceﬂ.
fmhis objective appears to have been~shccessfnllj realized for_upen his

tombstone there is engraved the memorable epitaph;v"The world enticed,

hut did‘not seduce me'.

An examination of Skovoroda' works on this particular theme will
reveal that he often adopted varlons_symbo;ic terms sheh‘as,"soul",
"thought", and“ﬁhnderstandingﬁ to describe the essential‘nature of the
“inner man". 3 Probably his mosf popular-symhelic-designetion was the
"heart" ("sertse"), which did not denote the fleshly organ but rather the
 immaterial essence of man. | | |

A seiective number of quotetions from his "philosophy of the
heart" will clearly reveal the 1nterest1ng assortment of symbollc images
that the Ukra1n1an phllosopher-writer utlllzed to describe the: difference
between the two natures of man: "Your heart" 'he once said, "is the
ruler'ef your appearances. While it is the ruler, you yourself are your
heert. If you don't come near to,.ahd accompany this which is your ruler,
then you ﬁill remain.a dead shadow and a corpse'. b Furthermore,v"the
externaility of your body is nothing but a mask which'conceals-all of
‘your members, which are hidden in the heart as in a seed" > Additlonal
‘symbollc expreserons are seen in the statement, ny gee your branches but

I do not see your roots,syour heart . o I Bee your outer eye . . but I do

k Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 23.
2 bide, po 531, - |
5 Edie, op. cit., p. 15.
Bonch~-Bruevich, op.. c1t., Pe 88,
2 Ibld., P. 100. '

6 Thia Ibid., pe 169.
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not see your essential eye. It has been concealed there (in the heart)".
"Man's heart is an unlimited abyss. It is like the air (sic) which car-
ries the floating planets'. 2 By his refereﬂce to the heart as an
"abyss“ ("bezodnia") Skovoroda explains, in vivid symbolic terms, that.
it is 11mit1ess and incomprehensxble. |
"The profound heart, known to God alone, is nothing
else but an abyss which is unlimited by our thoughts
« «» i.e. the true essence and the essential truth,
our very essence, kernel, and strength in which
- solely consists our life, but without its mortal
" shadow, so that it is evident what a perfect vanity
it is to lose oneself, though one possessed the en-
. tire Copernican universe" o
Hav1ng reallzed the eternal nature of the "1nner men'", Skovoroda
,Vexclalmed in obvious awe, “Ch heart! . . How deep you are! Ybu contain
and sustein everythlng, but nothing contalns you', b Stephen Scherer has
appropriately noted that “Skovoroda, havihg idehtified the infinite, all-.
sustaining,‘and;unfathomable heaft's abyss as the true man within»the"
visible man, concluded logically that this infinite and unfathomable true
man was divine". > The Ukraihian philosopher‘s'final resolution was
clear: '"There is a single 1abour in both of these, knowxng oneself and
comprehendzng God, knowzng and comprehending the actual man . . know that
the true man and God. are the same" | ,
After portraylng the "inner man" as bhoth God 7, and Christ 8

1 . . ‘ ’
‘Bonch-Bruevich, o _Rr cit., p. 169.

Ibldo ’ pp‘ ""20-1"21 .

- 3vIb1d., Pe 9. Quoted after the translatlon by Scherer, op. cit.,:

2

Ibid., pe 88.

2 Scherer, op. cite, pe 107.

6 Bonch«Bruevich, o _2, citey po 92.
7 Ibid., pp. 101, 486.

.Eyig,,-pp. 486, 521-522.
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_ Skovoroda proceeds to describe its Divine attributes in distinct sym=
bolic images:

W, . He flies without limit into the heights, the

. depths, and the expanses. Neither mountains, nor
rivers nor seas, nor deserts impede him, He sees
into. the distance, begins to view what is hidden, .
sees the past, penetrates into the future, moves
over the face of the deep, and enters through
closed doors. He has the eyes of a dove, the
wings of an eagle, the speed of a stag, the daring

"~ of a lion, the fidelity of a turtle-dove, the
gentleness of a lamb, the quzckn$ss of a falcon,

. and the good cheer of a crane".

In an effort to dlstznguish between the "1nner" and "outer" man,

the Ukrainian philosopher-writer employed the use of capital and small -
letters respectlvely in order to eliminate nnnecessary confus1on between
the two natures of man. 2

Among some of the other symbols employed by Skovoroda to. portray

man in relationship to God was the deplctxon of man as a dlsh or contain-
er ("posud") which could be filled with Divine nourlshment accord:ng to
"1ts own 1nd1v1dua1 capacity to rece1ve and contain 1t. 3 Slmllarly, man
was descrxbed as a chest ("skrynxa") contalning holy images. #,'or the gar-
5

ments worn by God.

'Skovoroda's symbolic descriptions of’man'inélude such.phraées‘aé

' tyhat the compass isltq the boat, so God is to man" 6 ‘or, "man's heart

is a lamp where burns thevoil of God's divine existénce",b7. According tov'

! Bonch-Bruevich, ope. cit., p. 401. Quoted after the translation

by Scherer, Op. cit., pp.: 09-110. ' - s
Chyzhevs'kyx, Narysy, op. cit., p. 54,
3 Bonch~Bruevich, op. cit., p. 340 £f.
hh!é&i-’ PP. 359, 387. |
> Ibid., pP. 84, 205, 312, 368.

Tbid., p. 320. |
7 Ibid., p. 251.




138t

Sknvorodn nan was like the "husk™ concealing God as thé'"seéd" 1,:or;
man was the refulgence ("siaivo") of God as a refiection fron:a mirror,
since hin_corporgal body was only the shadow of the real Man"., 2 In ade
dition, the Ukrainian philosopher dnscribed'man's soul as a "magnet"
which recezved its "strength" from God, 3 | |

As a means of descrlbing h;s thought concernzng man's search for
self-knowledge, Skovoroda employed the»well-known nythologzcal figure of
.Narcis;us'whdi beholding his réflgqten image,in glponl; loved himself
because he "knew himself", In other words, he was able to see‘neyond :
his Buperficial éxternal appearancé to the Divinity concéaled'ﬁithin‘him-
self, Contrary to the actions of the mythological fzgure, Scherer has
observed that Skovoroda's Narcissus, when asked what he had seen in the
water, replied, "I have seen in the supernatural form that which flows -
through my'fléah". 4 This, as far as the Ukrainian philosopher-writer
was concerned, formed the whole purpose and duty of man, -

By means of his symbols and descrlptlve terms, Skovoroda was able
to show that once manvhad mastered the dlfflcult technique of brlnglng'
_-the earthly nature into harmony wzth the "Dmvxue Spark" of the human
| soul, then true happzness would flnally be achieved. “Since he glso
taught that "thene ie»nothing sweeter for man ‘and nbthing.more necéssary

s" 5 s it is 6bvious'that ‘this theme would occupy an import-

. than happines
~ ant place in his phllosophy, and that his symbols would play a. maaor role

in its explanatxon and clar1f1cat10n.

1 Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., pp. 97-98, 102, 169, 248.
2 Ibid., pp. 125-126.
> Ibid., p. 270.
% Tyia Ibid., .p. 78.
5 Ibid., p. 61. |




- HAPPINESS

~ Skovoroda's passionate emphasis upon the need of man to "know him-

self" and thereby come to a knowledge of God appears to stem f;dm the
fact that he did nqt'believe the physical world had the capacity to bring
" man the kind of lasting happiness he so0 desperately désired. His melan-
'choly:despair in this regard is clearly reflected in the following
verses: '

"Woe unto you world! You dlsplay laughter outside

While you sob secretly from the soul in51de.
- Your surface is well adorned, ‘

“But inside with tears1you overflow
: Both night and day".

Live for three centuries or even for eternity,

Is it any good, or use,
* If your heart endures abuse?

'When you are not at ease, no material can appease.

'Conquer_the world, rule many lands

Is it any good, or use .

If your heart endures abuse? >

When you are not at ease, no.material can appease.
Wiﬁh regard to Skovoroda's basic thesis concerning life's true
' happineés, it is essential to note'that he sfrongly rejécts any suggestion
that it can be achieved.by.anything outside oneself,:be¢anse such thiﬁgs
as worldly goods, fame, health, power, etc., have never been known to
pérmanently safiéfyvthe deepest yeérhings of the human heart. 3
On the contrary, Skovoroda insisted that the secret of happiness

lies»in:acceéfing all things as they are, for everything is willed by_de.

- Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p.'Gﬂ. Quoted after the translation by -
Scherer, op. cit., p. 62.

: 2 Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, Pe 51. Quoted after the translatlon by
Scherer, op. cit., pp. 52—63.A‘ . .

3 Ibzd., I, Ppe 1#-15.
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‘In.other-wordé, men must first "know himself and tﬁen accept the_divine
o 6rder of things by seeking to live in'hérmon&lnot_only with himself,.but
“with God and nature.
Many, however, in‘séeking life's true meaning and pufpose have 5e-
come confused for they do not know where:ultimafe»happiness.qan be found:

"Many are those who seek Christ in the sovereignty
of Augustus and Tiberius, or who follow the trail
through Jerusalem, Jordan, and Bethlehem; there is
Christ, they say to one another. Izknow, the Angel
eries out to them, ye are looking for the cruci-
fied Christ. He is not there! So .they search for
Him in the ranks of the mighty, in magnificent

: houses, at sumptuous feasts . . staring at the blue
firmament, the sun, the moon they try to find Him

- among the worlds of Copernlcus « o« No, He is not
there! Then where is He? They seek Him through
long prayers, in fastings, in the rituals . . not .
there! Then where is He? Surely He must be there
where they preach so eloquently, and study the
secrets of the Prophets . . No, neither is He ,
there, The ill-fated scribes, reading the Prophets,

J sought for man but fell on a corpse, and perished

with it . . No, Christ is not among the dead. If
ye have not found Him hitherto within yourselves,
it is needless to search elsewhere'.

ﬁav1ng reaected all materlal and vain ceremonlal pursults ﬁs pos-
' gible solutions to the attainment of‘true happlness, Skovoroda was not
‘ thereby implying'thaf dne_canﬁqt Belhappy if one is fiéh, famous,‘in good
‘health, or in control of great power or authority. ‘ﬁe merely insisted
that if one happens to be happy in any one (or all) of these clrcumstan-
ces, then it should be remembered that the situation 1tse1f was not res-
ponsible_for the happiness one experienced. |

Skovoroda argﬁés that if true human happiness was dependent upon
the maésive écquisition_of external “things",<then most henbwould never

~even haye.an oppo:tunity to be'happy for the majdrity do not have an

- v Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., pp. 55-56. Quoted after the translation
by P. Miliukov, op. cit., pp. 9k.95, o S ~
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' over-abundance of material posse531ons, whlle those who do are generally
ruined by them. The absurdity of such reasonlng 1s considered further in
the following'statement by Skovoroda:

"What would it be like then if happiness, the most

necessary and dear thing for everyone, depended on

place, time, flesh and blood? I will speak more

clearly: what would it be like if God confined

happiness to America, or to the Canary Islands, or

to Jerusalem, or to the Tsar's court, or to Solo-

_ mon's age, or to riches, or to the desert, or to

rank, or to learning, or to health?" 1
Per:shable thlngs, in and of themselves, can never bring about happlness |
fbecause'they_are tran31ent, therefore the feellng after whlch man»must _
search should be eternal, the spiritual part of his existence. "Many bod4
1ly needs awalt you," Skovoroda once said, "but happlness is not there.
For your heart one thxng is needed and ‘there is God and happiness'.

As far as the Ukrainman phllosophernwrlter was concerned, he was
content to be an "observer" rather than a}"partlclpant" in the world. This
was essential because man had a definite need and ability to observe'and
understand the physioal'world., Scherer has observed that for Skovoroda,
"knowledge of the physical world, by its inenfficiency, ihpelledeman to
seek a higher spiritual knowledge, and by-ite organization, pointed the
way toward the spiritual essence which‘underpinned and ordered the mater-

ial world®, >
Knowledge of the material world was therefore, accordlng to Skovo-

roda, only the fxrst step towards a greater, Splrltual knowledge. "If you

want to know something truly", he wrote, "1ook f;rst at the flesh, i. e.

1 » | o |
Bonch-Bruevich, ope cit., p. 62. Quoted after the translation by
SCherer' __2_.’ cit. s P 112, ‘ ) '

? Ivid., p. 63.
3 Scherer, op. cit., po- 6b.
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at its externaiity, and you willfsee on it traces of God which reveal
the unknown and hidden wisdom",

,irue human happiness and contentment, therefore, was to be found
"within oneself" by the formation of an intimate relationship with the
"inner man" Who is none other than God and Christ:

#Xouem OyT: macTimBuit? He nykail macTd 3a
MopeM, He npoxaft fioro B JIOIMHM, He MaHIDPYyH -
10 miaHeTax, He TuHaihcA o naxangax, HE HOB=-
safl mo xyni semuiil, He Xoxm mo €pycanmmax. .
3a rpomi TH MOXem KYIHTH Celo, CIpaBa BaXKa,

6o ob6xigra, a macTa, AK HeoOXigmua HeoO6X1im~- 5
uicrs, Japyerscd- CKpl3B T2 34BHES aanypno. M

' Skovoroda taught that "the Klngdom of God" was wzthln each ind1v1dua1 and
that entrance could only be gained by waging a successful battle agalnet ,
the exterlor fleshly nature:
"acTa Hame B Hac . . Xa# HiXTO He uexae
macra Bix BUCOKHX HAYK, Bij mMadHOBHUX mnocag,
Bigz pmo6yrxis . . llapcTBo 60%€ HE THK NPU-
’ XOXUTh HAK TicTh J0 rocreit, mo6 MoxHa Horo
. 3yCTPiHyTHM, #K BOHO BHHUWKAE 334 rlp, is3za
MOpH, 334 XMap. BOHO HE IaleKo Bln Hac.
Boro B Hac camux , ., CKple Bor , Ie x
Horo Oxmxkvue mMyrRaTH, HK y T061 camomy? .« o

Mope Bipn Hag Lajxexo a Bor Ham Yy Hac, y cep-
ui Hamomy"

According to Skovoroda, man should be content'wifh the bafe necee-'
»sitieS'of life such as sunshine and fresh air-u,. as ﬁost other meterial
wants become ae "excess baggage" for the true seeker of God's ‘Truth and
rlghteousness. ‘ |

By the dedication of one's life to follow after the w111 and call-

ing ("poklykannla“) of’God, man will 11ve harmon1ously w1th pature and

1
Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 309.

. 2. bed., p. 62. Quoted after the translation by Chyzhevs'kyl, Fil'o-A
sofiia, op. C1t., pe 157.

: 3 Tbid., pp. 344, 142, 172, 252. Quoted after the translat:on by _
- Chyzhevs'kyl, Fil'osoflla,_gp, citey Ppo 158 :

Ibld.’ po 62.
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thereby receive the fulflllment of all of his wants and needs:

"Macmﬂ 32JeXHTh He Bix HayK, He Bix ypﬁxls,
He Bix 5aramcrea, a Jgume Bigp TOPO, mob oxoue

‘vleﬂaTKCE Boxl Goxi#i. Ile Jume MOXe 38CHO-
KoITH mymy . . PO3BKYCHMO TPOX® € CJOBO: Bij-
rnarrca Boal Goxi#t ., . MpuragpaliTe M0€ CA0OBO:
YuM XTO 3rigHimu#t i3 Borow, -TuM MupHimu# Ta
macausimuit, Ile 3HAUUTL ¢ XUTH 3I'iZHO 3 NpPU-
ponom o o ' '

By 11v1ng in harmony with nature one recelves the necessary ‘enthus-

- iasm and strength to enaoy;hxs 11fe s work. 2 On the other hand, those

who choose to dlsregard the career or niche chosen for them by D1v1ne

providence, are left to wallow in misery and frustration. 3

‘Skovoroda attempted to symbolize th;s relationship of meh, nature,
and the principle.of'Divine calling by depicting the world.ae a ﬁtheatre"
where each person "performs" accord1ng to a special “role" specially cho-~
sen for them by nature which has been designed according to that 1nd1v1d-
ual's Speciflc natural talents and character: |

"The world is 11ke a theatre' in order to. stage a
play successfully one must cast the roles accord-
ing to the aptitudes of the actors. The actors on .
the stage are praised not by the distinction of
their roles, but by their success in playing them.
I determined this long ago, and I have seen by '
‘many experiences that I can not play successfully
on the world's stage any role besides a low, sim-

 ple, care free, and solitary one. I chose fhis
role, I have taken it and I am Satlsfled"

”The philosopher was not dlsapp01nted w1th the role imparted to him by the
prov1dence of natnre. He was, however, absolutely content in the know- -

ledge that the life he chose to live was in full accord thh the predestlned

Bonch-Bruev1ch, Op. cite, pp. 322-323. Quoted after Chyzhevs'kyi's '
translation. o : : o ,

> Ibide, p. 334, | o
Ibid., pp. 2#-25. Quoted after the translation by,Scherer,"ép, cite,

"pp. 333k,
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will of God:
"If I felt today that I could fearlessly slash the
Turks, then from this day I would strap on a Hus-
sar's sword, don a shako, and go to serve in the
_armed forces. Work which is in accord with one's
natural inclinations is satisfying".
On another occasion, Skovoroda wrote,
"Understand that I would be a hundred times heppier .
if I were making clay pans in accord with God, than
if I were writing in opposition to nature. But I
feel, until now, that the incorruptible hand of,the
: Eternal supports me in my present occupation" '
. Speaklng of a former student-friend who was obviously unsuited in
his academic pursuits, the philosopher wrote, "I looked with pity and won-
der on his lack of ability. But és soon as he dedided to be a mechanié> o
he amazed everyone w1th hls understandlng, and all vzthout any gu:dance w3
Much to Skovoroda's dismay and regret, most people did not aspire
to know God's truths or to 11ve according to the "nzche" predestlned for
'them by nature. They were far too preoccupied with empzrlcal knowledge
~ which, héving a certain value, did not provide man w1thvthe solutions to
life's true meaning or purpose; The philosopher therefqregiamentéd, say-
ing, "We have fathomed the sea, the earth, the air thevheavens . o what is
it we have not learned to accomplish? But there is sorrow that in all of
this there is nothing of greatness".
This did,hot mean that Skovoroda was'oppoéed to écientific'adVance~

~ment, for he-"commended its latest achievements".<5v’Howefér,.there was an

.
Bonch-Bruev1ch, Qap.:¢eit., Pp. 2h=25, Quoted after the translatlon
- by Scherer, Op. cit., PPe 333k, : .

2 Tbid., p. 326. Quoted after the translation by Scherer, gr, cite, -
Ibid., p. 327.

4 Ibid., Do 22k,
5 Ibid., p. 226.
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‘inevitable ruinous danger inherent in the exclusive rursuit-af knowledge '

that was divorced from the spiritual realities of life: “"Mathematics,

‘medicine, physics,'mechanics,'music . . the more copiously we partake of

them the more does our heart burn with hunger ‘and thirst, but our rough

ignorance can not guess that they (the sciences, JRP) are all handmaidens

~ for the mistress". 1

Scherer éxplains‘that'"this.mistress'of tﬁe sqiehces for Skovoroda
was ‘Christian philosophy', and it was just fhié mistress which was, ac-
cording fé Skovoroda, ignored by eightgeﬁth-céntury'scieﬁtific thought";'a_'

It is precisely at this point that the Ukrainian philosopher intro-
duces another-of‘his véluaﬁle symbois‘which wés intended to depict the

frustrated dilmena of those people who preferred the empirical above the

spiritual in their pursuit of happiness. Skgvorbda depicted them as

 caged birds, "which beat themselves against the cage from one side to the

other, but nowhere find room to fly". 3

Just as the birds were restrained by the cage so0 where those indiv-

iduals who were imprisoned by their attachment to "appearances". % Such

~ people were, according to Skovoroda, "confused and tormentedjwithin’their'

walls," and therefore he was forced to conclude by saying, "What is so0

narrow and restraining»és'appearances?ﬁ 5
From all indications it would appear as if it were a simple thing '

to fly from the cage into the "freedom of the spirit". Skov@rbda, however,

1 P
Bonch-Bruevich, ope cit., p. 225.

2 Scherer, op. cit., p. 16. Cf. Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 227. . -
3_Bonch-Bruevich, op. cite, pe 97. :
b Scherer, op. gi},,»p. 65. |
5‘Bpnch-3ruevich, gﬁ, cit., p. 97.
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recognizes the difficulty of their dilemna and describes it in vivid
. symbolic terms:
" . . #K HaM BHJETiTM ZO TOTO, YOTO HE BBa-
xaemMo 3a OyTTA? UM BHIETHTD AK NTAX Hame
cepue 38 I civrox? Ax! He BHIeTUTB, 60 I1II
cepieM Hame cepue spobuaocs". . "BaxaHHa ¢
HelnoracHuil BOTOHL, mHMO T'OPUTH YIEHb ~ra BHOUL
'« o e oruume T2 1A O0€30JHA € BOTHEHHE By~
rlnnﬂ, KyleHH IUMYy, MO BHKHI2E NOJYyMAHIL
xBuyxi, saxki nlnlﬁMameca IO Hebec Ta CXOILgTh
yHH2 ¥ 6es3ojgHO ., M
A number'of symbolic descriptions concerning the loftiness and pur-
ity of the human heart have already'beén examined, yet there is a hegative
aspect of this "inner man" that needs to be discussed in respect to man's
pursuit of happiness. Those, for instance, who choose to wallow in' the
shallows of empirical knowledge alone, are portrayéd by.Skovoroda‘as having
hearts: that are bad ("zle sertse"), or murky ("i:emn_:i.").z2
In its corrupted and*"unregenerated"»stafe; a man's heart is de-
picted by the phllosopher—wrlter as possesszng many different mean1ngs° It
was,“cmape"3, "cyenlpHe" b, "nonlm;ne"5S "Tlxecne" 6, "cKorch~
Ke".7 , "zpipaue 8, "HG"IHCTG"g » and so on.
Assoc1ated with these mlscellaneous descrlptlons of the heart are

.. many symbol1c images borrowed from the anlmal world such as a camel ("ver-

‘bliud"), wolf ("wovk"), deer ("olen'"), ox ("vil"}, lion ("lev"),

"1 , o
Bonch-Bruevzch, _p, cites pe 97, 427. Quoted after Chyzhevs'kyi's
translatlon, Fil'osofiia, op. CIt., Pe 121.

2 Ivid., pp. 101, 237, 475.

3 Ibid., p. 88.

Ibid., p. 100.

? Ibid., p. 410.

6 Ibid., p. b2,
9 Ivid. p. bS5,
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falcon ("sokil"), eegle ("orei"),-and'dove ("hblub").'1 The relationship
.between the good and bad heart hasiﬁanj populer antithetical connotations.
in the works of Skovoroda, among which are: "Ilpa'B,sze voxo" , "nificue
oxo", "oxo cepua", "®xo Bipu", "oxo pO3YMY", - as c_ompered with:
’"Hiqoro", “cmapo:o", "eximoro", "mycroro", and, "HeoGpusaHe
6R0h 2 | 44

A man's heart can be flooded with a bitter sea ("morem hlrkym"), in
which resides the head of a serpent ("holova zmyla") 3 on the other
hand, a clean heart "has no fear before the grave or a_lightning»flash;" |
for it "belongs to God, and God beloﬁgs to it.":'It is the fiiend~(5pry-
iatel') and sacrifice ("zl'ze_rt\vnm").t:bvao.d.-"P eThue, Skovorodavcries'out.'
"O,:qncmevcepne! Ty ~ HoBH# uwac, Biqne BeCHa, npexpacne He60,
: o6iroBaHa semas, pa#t posywmy, panicmt, Tnﬁa; croxift Gomﬁﬁ; cy=-
6ora Ta Bennxuﬁ IeHn Beﬂnxoxﬁﬁ D

Slnce a man s heart has the potent1a1 for becoming cold ("kholodne")
dark or murky ("temne“), old ("stare"), and filled with superstition ("suie-
4v1rne"), Skovoroda makes an emotional appeal for man’ to protect his heart
("okhorOniai-sertse") © . because an "evil man shall lose his(heart,-namaly,
1ose hlmself" ’ B

There ‘can be only one way to. "protect the heart" and that is to apply

what appears to have become Skovoroda's cardlnal relxg1ous commandment to

: Bonch-Bruevich, op. CIt.. PPe 207-209.
2 Chyzhevs'kyi, Fll'osoflla, Op. ‘cit., p. 131.
3 Bonch-Bruev1ch, op. cit., p. 237. ' |

* Ibid., p. 486. |

2 Thid,

6 Jbid., p. 92,

7 .I.Q.l::d_'» Pe 9“’
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"Know Thyself!", for in so doing one will know God and God will know him:
WIisHail cnepmy ce6e camoro. He Gayxail no
nraHeTax Ta Nno 30pAX. IlOBEPHUCE JOIOMY.
Tam TBiff G6arpxo" ., ."ByTM maciHBHM - 3HA-
unTh, 3HalTH cebe camoro . . Bu BCe 3ZHaeTe

Ta BCE MacTe, Jume 3Halitu cebe. CaMuX BH He
BMieTe Ta He Xouete , M

" Skovoroda's "theory of self-knowledge" evolved quite neturally-from
his major philosOphical premise that all three worlds (man, natufe, and the
Bible) were composed of corrupt appearances and D1v1ne essence, and true
‘knowledge con51sted in understandlng (or dzscoverlng) the D1v1ne pr1n01p1e
hidden within the deceptzve externallty.. Our study thus'far has shown
‘that in each of these "worlds" the intrinsic "sense' of their respective
‘meanzngs was concealed beneath a shroud of symbollc and emblematic forms, '
which needed to ‘be successfully penetrated before the sense could be reach~-
ed and understood. Thls "sense" could be found not only in the objects -
themselves, but also in the lnner spiritual dejths of man himSelf |

Accordlng to Skovoroda, this 1mportant act of "self—knowledge"
(which was basic to the ultimate realization of true happlness), could be
. more easily understood if it was viewed symbolically. This, however, was
to be preceded by the negative act of "self knowledge" which consisted in
the destructlon of the "deceptlve externalxty".

Skovoroda symbolized this process by comparlng it symbollcally to
the "chewing" or "mast1cat1on“ of food'

| "Ryﬁ . . poamonyﬁ . posmoeyure, posxymyn-
T€, poaTonryire, poadnnaﬂre uporo igoaa,
pospusafire mporo JnBa-zigBoNa Ta BHaXOZb Te
BCEePeNMHl 3aX0BaHy CTpaBy Ta CONOAKL mijb-
HUKY BiuHOCTH, HeBizoMol Ta TaeMHOl npasiu

“6oxol , posmosyﬁoe noope . . poamexwiire
CIxy 3y6amn - 4

Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., Pp.’ 179, 227. Quoted'after Chyzhevs'kyi's
translation, op. cit., pp. 130-131. :

_ z Ibid., pp. 400, 396, 82, 152. Quoted after Chyzhevs'kyl 5 transla- »f
tion,‘gg, czt., PDe 130*131. o
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For Skovoroda, "mastication" (“rozzhovuvannia") was the same as
~ the division ("rozdilianniam") of two truthé which form the basis of all
existence: "Pozginaru, pospyCyBarn, abo CyIuTH € ojHe # Te
cavMe",’ One must always see "doubly" because self-knowledgg is dew-
pendent upon one's ability to distinguish between light énd darkness, 5
and to discern between the good and the bad. 4
In some 1nstances, the ph11030pher~wr1ter symbol1zes this ab111ty
~ to "divide" or "separate" w1th the "cloven hoof" ("rozshcheplene kopyto")
.of animals that were con31dered n¢lean™ by Moses’ (Dueteronomy 14:9): "Po3—
‘menjeHe KOHKTO'. . fire sa mpaBIO® Gomomﬂ.s , " .. myxaﬁ Las
HOBOTO WAAXY HOBHUX gipn 6 y  and o on.
In Skovoroda, ruminants always symbolize true self knowiedge,
‘whereby,jduring the process of masticatiph, thehessential truth or ndurish-
ment is extracted from the exterior "husks" or ceremonial "forms" which
conceal the true essence or sense:
lepme XKYBaHHSA ﬁdnarae B TOMYy, mMO POBXROBY~ -
©OTh 1CTOPUYHY LEPEeMOHiANBHY mKipy, JAymMOMHHA
. « Toxi Tpeba nepefiTy 10 APYroro XyBaHHA,
‘mo6 sHaliTH B HenmoTpiOwi# aymmuni ropixa sza-
XOBBAHUHE CMaK - TaX AK 3€PHO JEXUTL TaEMHO
saxoBadHe B aymnuui" . . "mo 3a xopucTs ®y-
BaTH, & He NnouysaTH cMaky . ." "icru Ges
- 3y6iB Ta G6e3 cmaxy, To7xyem nnme camy npocwy
_Ta ripKy AYMINHKY .

According to the Ukralnlan phllOSOpher-wrlter, one must '"eat less,

~and mastchte more" -~ for muck “is lost by improper "eat1ng" habits:

i .
Bonch-Bruevich, op. cit., p. 146.

2 Ibids, p. 147.
3 Tbide, ps 175.
* mid., p. 17.
> Ibids, pe 165.
‘ ,6 Ibld. '

7 Ibld., pp. 159, 160, 265. Quoted after Chyzhevs'ky1's transla—
tlon, Fil'osoflla, op. clt., Pe 130-132.




"Icu emmHy CTpPaBy 3i'cmaxom,_ma mboTo TO6i
‘IOCHUTHL ., ., Bi3pMu Jume OZuH .rOopixX . . POo3-
KyCcH Ta posxy# Horo. .BozHOYacC TH PO3KYCHB
- yeco BiGaiv ., , Yuenu#l xepe GaraTo. Myzpuit
IcTs MaJo, aye 31 ¢cMakoM., BueHicTb € HEe-
HaxepauBicTp , M A
True happiness, therefore, accordingvto'Skovoroda, consisted in
living according to truth, because a truthful heart is a merrylheart, and
a merry heart (disposition) mekes for a healthy body.'_2 But ultimate
happinéss through self-knowledge can orly be found in God:
"CpiTno BizKpuBae Hamime, mo B niThMu Jaume
6osBanino, Tax TiapKu Bor OoJZKpuBae -HaM
. HOBY npasiy . . 4Yac , ., XUTTA Ta BCE HHmE
_ 3HaxozurbcA B Bosi . ., IlouaTox MyzpocTH -
posymuTr Bora., XTo He 3Ha€ Bora, CXOoxu#
Ha dpaﬁuﬂ y BasHuul, o Moxe Taxuil y TeM-— -
paBi posymirn? ToxoBHuH Ta noqamgosnﬁ IYHKT
MyIpPOCTH € 3HaTTA Nnpo Bora .
As mentioned earlier, Skdv0roda depicted the one who was able to-
arrive at self-knowledge successfully as symbolic of "Narcissus" who,
~ "Moved himself" because he knew himself, in that he was able to see be-
yond external appeérances to the Divinity concealed déeprwithinlhis own
personalitj. Scherer contends that "Skovoroda used the image of Nar-
cissus to iliuminate his own experiences and to incorporate them into -
" his teachings, and this was neither fahcifnllnoruféulty.bee used -such 3
an image because he could not explain in qohceptual tefms his profound

and ineffable inner experiences," 4

1
Bonch-Bruevich, op. c1t., pp. 395, 413, Quoted after the trans-
lation by Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit., pp. 131-132.

2 Tbid., p. 360.

3 Ibid.;'p. 105.  Quoted: after the translatlon by Chyzhevs'kyx,
Fil'osofila, ope. cit., p. 132.

Scherer;, Op. cit.y pe 73..
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‘In the second pléce, man was now compared to the familiar.human-
"contalner" "posudﬁ), whicﬁ was being.fille& by Divine nourishment
from the eternal fountain of life (God) Who fllled each vessel according
to its 1nd1v1dua1 capacity to retain His goodness. 1 This fountain which ‘
'symbolized God's'"uﬁedual'eqﬁality" was graphicgliyvillustfated byASkovo-»"
. roda as shown in.the A  endix, Figure ".%. - o

Finally;.Skovoroda offen compared human happiness to tranqﬁility '
'("apokii"),_.peacé'("myr"), and even like thevsabbath (ﬁsubota"); 2 e
' figst,pf these three concepts was symboliied és a terminal or depof‘(hki-
nets'"),vahd harbour (“havan'") depiétingithe_end of a long-and‘tedioué

“ journeye. 4ItAfollows, therefore, that such symbolic synonyms as light

("Svitlo"), joy ("radist'", "radisnist'"), life ("zhyttia"), 'reéurrectidn_’

' ("voskfeSenyia"), péth'("shliakh"),- paradise ("rai"),-and sweetness
" ("solodoshchi") are often associated with the experxence of hav1ng finally»
reached the haven of true human. happxness.‘3 
Secondly, the'graphic symbolic illustration depiéfing a dd#e reét; ‘
1ng on a rocky crag in the midst of a great ocean (Aggen Xy Flgure # 9)
.denotes true "peace" in many of Skovoroda s works._ ”he dove, ( a Bibli-
cal symbol of purity and 1nnocence), rests upon a rocky crag (symbollc of
God, as the Rock of Ages), surrounded by a great (bo1sterous) ocean, a
‘figure of the perishing material world. Taken together it means: "On sta-
_ " ‘

bility I rest" ("Na nezyblemosti pochivaiu').

And -then, after the Biblical basis of creation, Skovoroda copétructed

1 : : .. '
Bonch~Bruevich, op. cite., pp. 340-341.

Ibid., pp. 104, 107, 467.
3. ‘Chyzhevs'kyi, _2 CIt., P. 1#0

2

anch—Bruevich,__E, cit., PPe 198t‘265.
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' h1§ "sabbath" symbol showzng that after six days of "toil" (deplctlng the
process of penetratlng the perlshable "externaility"), there was designated
a day of "rest". (Cf. Genesis, Chapter 1)._’Thus, after having “toiled"
infovercoming.the_flesh. man can now fgst and»celebréte his "friendship"
* with God. | | |
| On the basis of these symbols and phllosophlc deBcrlptlonS, the ,
: Ukrainian phllosopher-wrlter by his teachings and personal living eiampie -
vdempnstrated that.lxvlng in harmony gxth_God and in accord with nature_
was the only way that ﬁan cbuld remain simultaheoﬁsly defgched-from an&
happy in the world., . | | |
It would be imposéiilé‘to separate Sk&vo;oda's‘philosophy from the .

mahner‘in which he lived ﬁis.own.life,_for theilaiter was symbolic of.
.everything he believed and taught. Vladimir Ern had, in fact, devoted
half pf his study dn’Skovoroda to an examinatioh of'thevphiloéophef's B
ﬁersonai life because "té know his life wés to knoﬁ his philosophy"'

~ In conlus1on, one should be aware that Skovoroda's phllosophy was
- intended not only for careful study and medltatlon, but more 1mportantly,
- for practlcal 1mplementat10n. Unfortunately, « « the average 1nte11ect-
ual and youth of our day are 1nc11ned to utter the name of Hryhory Skovo-v
roda with reverence, but they‘are unl;kgly to become enthuslastlc»abput
his s&yinge or to turn to him for advicé in matters of heart and mind." 5
‘This, according to Skovoioda; symbolizes‘a return to superstition and

“idol=-worship.

, — - .
Bonch-Bruevich, op. clt., YPe 55, 224 232, 238 310 486,
2 Ern, op.. cxt., P. 29.

3 Dziuba, op. 213.,_p. 67.
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Suﬁmarz - Skovoroda's entire philOSdphy appears tékbe sfructufe& upon the
foundational premise that everything ih.the ﬁniverse.ié composed of dis-
fincfivé visible and invisiblé characteristics which, when taken togethér;
compose one inseparable and harmonious unity. The invisible nature; often
defined as God, penetrates and sustains the visible cfeation ahd thereby
-occﬁpies'a placg of ﬁnquestioned breeeminence'OGer it.

In each of his philosophic themes ;oncerning God, the Material
~ World, the:Bible, Man, and Héppinesa, Skovoroda seems to be more inter-
ested in devising_mefhods to simplify the'esséntial méaning of these =
‘various metaphysical concepts rathér than cré&ting new sjstems 6f thought '
about them. | | |

By means of vivid simileé, striking antithetical cpmparisons, and
appropriate symbblic images and illustratibns,'the:Ukréinian pﬁilosophér
shows that man can.sucqessfully'penetrate the deceptive éxteriof appear-
ahces'of thé visible world and dis§OVer the C§ncegled tfuths inherent'in
 the in§isible natﬁfe.ﬁhich is immanent in all things.
| Skovoroda concluded that man, having solved ihe myStery of the

dual-natured universe, now entered the haven of genuine_human'happiness
for ﬁe had expefiepéed épiritual régeﬁeration_and’thusvreceS£abiished a

long lost friendship and intimacy with God.




- CONCLUSION

The'primary:objective of this fhesis consisted in epproaohing
Skovoroda's creetive uorksvfrom the standpoint of his symbolic images
and philosophic termlnology in an effort to show that they played a major
role in the 81mp11f1cat10n of his entlre metaphy81cal thought.

An assessment of Skouoroda's place in intellectual tradltion re-
vealed that his worldwide recognition was impeded by many obstacles aud
ﬁproblems. W1th the severe censorshlp of his creatlve works, no school
: of thought was able to emerge after Skovoroda s .death to preserve h1s
-rlch legacy for future generatlons.

 Purthermore, a 1ack of scholarly comparatlve phllOSOphlcal stud1es
on Skovoroda seemed to support the view that his thought was too obscure
and unsystematlc for serious academic consxderatlon. Hav1ng underestl-
mated and mlsunderstood the phlloSOpher‘s method of philosophic and
' 11terary expre851on, many varled and often falslfled 1nterpretat10ns on
his life, works; and influence soon'began»to appear in.publication.

In recent years, inadequate transiationslend oeprOduotions of the

philosopher's original texts, along withfthe lack of suitable Skovofodian

dlctlonarles and lexlcons, have hindered the progress of study and research :

in this area of Ukrainian phllosophy and. 11terature. In addition, the
current state of 11m1ted blographlcal/archlval research and the inadequate
editions of Skovoroda s works themselves have done 11tt1e to simplify
the'study of that Ukrainian'philosopher-writer such<that he continues to
be denled a2 place of rlghtful promlnence in world ph11050ph1ca1 clrcles.,-
'_“"»"izﬂg—ﬁehy other world-renown ph11050phers, Skovoroda employed a

-system of symbolxc images and a new phllosophlc vocabulary in hls‘works in

“order to-describe the intense metaphysical thoughts and emotions he had -
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nexPeriénced.déép within his inner man.

According to Skovoroda, symbolic thiﬁking originated in Egyptian,
Greek, and Persian antiquity in the form.of‘émblems and hieroglyphics and
were designed to express profound religio@s thoughts and feelings into a
tangible comprehendable form, It was not long, however, before»this.art
deteriorated into superstitious 1dol-worsh1p when later generatlons lost
the;r "double-v1szon" and began to Qon51der the image as an end in itself,
rather than as the intended means to an ehd. |

Uhder the influence of Platonlc and B1b11cal thought, the anclent

method of symbollzlng 1ntang1b1e ideas and concepts was rev1ved and later
wldely used by the Alexandrlan School and the phllosophers of the West.
By the time of Skovoroda, symbols had become a popular form of meditation
and contemplation 1n XVIIIQ Ukralne, but w1th the arrlval of the Romantlc
movement in the beg1nn1ng of the XIXt century, they soon dlsappeared into
rapid obscurlty. _

As an ardent student of philosophy and theology,'the_Ukrainian
'philosopher-writer Qaé’naturally greatly influencéd by the symboiic-thought
-of the ancient Greek and Roman mystics;vthe Chufch Fathers, and the Weétern
phildSOphers;  Yet,-bésides the Bible, no othef'single'work iﬁfiuenced';

Skovoroda's overall creat1v1ty more than the Symbola et emblemata pub11ahed_

Aby Vetstenyl Henrykh in Amsterdam in 1705.'

Coupled with his emblematic images (whlch were often depléted in
graphic form), Skovoroda!s phllosophlc vocabulary, along with hzs_dlalog-
ues, antitheses, and principlé‘of "eyclic hotion"'(Koloﬁdrot), greatly
simplified the mofe difficult aspects of his complex philosophy.'

This dissertation has revealed that Skovoroda's eﬁtiré philcsqphy _
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' is structured upon the foundational premise that everythihg in the universe .

.isecomposed of distinctive visible and invisible characterietics which,
‘when taken together, compose cne inseparable and.hafmenious unity. The
invisible nature, often defined as ch,.penetrateS‘and sﬁStains the vieible
creation and thereey occupies a place of unquestioned supremacy over it.

Fufthermore, in each of his philosophic‘themes concerning God, the
" Material World, the Bible, Man, and Happinese, it was found that Skocoroda
seemed to be more concerned about dev1sing dlfferent ways and means to
simpllfy the essent;al meanlng of these various concepts, rather than in
creating new systems.of'thought about them. Thus,‘by-means of vivid |
similes, striking‘antitheticallcomparieons, and appropriate eymbolic images-
and illustratipne, the Ukrainian philoeopher reeealed that man can succes-
sfully penetrete.the deceptive:exterie: apéearences of the visible world |
and discover the concealed truths inherent in the.ihvisible hatcre which
is immanent in all thlngs.‘ |

Skovoroda concluded that man, having now solved the mystery of the
‘dualnnatured universe, could finally enter the h&ven of genulne human
happzness,'for through his sp1r1tual regeneratlon he had thus resestabliehed
“his long lost friendship3end intimacy with'God. | | |
| ‘ On the basms of this symbollc approach, 1t was found that there is
eubstantzal evidence 1n the works of Skovoroda to support the contentlon -
that his phllOSOphy can be greatly 81mp11f1ed and more easily comprehended
whenever he is studled and subsequently evaluated from the symbollc p01nt
of view rather than by the-superficial means of.literal interpretatidn.

The preceding investigation of the role of symbols in Skovoroda
may be consxdered as a mere 1ntroduct10n to the topic when viewed in terms
of_lts potentlal research'p0551b111t1es. There are at least five mejor '

‘areas where edditionel research would serve to enhance the position'ef'
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current studiesvconcerning'the place~and purpose of symbols in the works
of Skovoroda. | |

In the first place, there is a genuine need‘for the coﬁpilatioﬁ,of
:a reliable dictionary and lexicon which would.explain the intrinsic mean-
ings of the-many philosophic and symbolic words.anc phrases used by Skovo-
roda throughout his creaiive works. This could be followed by an 1n-depth
study and explanatlon of typlcal symbols as they were employed in the '
works of Skovoroda's eontemporarles.durlng the age,of.baroque llterature
~in XVIII% century Ukraine.'o ‘ | |

-A comprehensife comparison of symbois as they were used by Skovo;
roda and his contemporarles, together wmth a study of Skovoroda B works
as compared to Biblical symbology would be extremely beneflclal. Flnally,
wuth the publlcat1on of scholarly translations of Skovoroda‘s collected
works into the modern Ukralnlan and Engllsh languages, where the transla-
tion faces the or1g1nal text and contains approprlate comments and explana-'
tions in footnote form, the works of Skovoroda would galn w1der readership
and'popular1ty thereby enabling him to be recognlzed as one of the world's

leading.phi1050phers.;
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‘Source: Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, II, p. 409.
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Cropitka konii nosoaHaiineroro aucra I'. C. CkoBOpOLH.

(- A copy of a newly-found letter by Skoioﬁodo’.) .

Source: skovoroda, Povne Zibrannia Tvoriv, 1973, II, p; 361,
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(a photocopy of a newly-fcund’ao@g by Skovoroda)

Source: ,Skovéroda, Povﬁe Zibrannia Tvoriv, 1973, II, p. 133.




| FIGURE # 8

:,If

mcz;;wtcw?v ’U"tw[bxm@-'}.‘{/{ ','-‘;,Buzfvo Z»vw Cu, ,'“'

o3 ,
2 0 L
Cﬁl'mc
he g

2 2

CHumoK'b .C'b ‘o6opoTa 21 crpauuust pyxonucu I'. C. CKoBOPOAEL
»[10TOIl'b. SMIMHB,
(1791 ro,qa)

A photocopy from the reverse side of the 21st. page of Skovoroda's manuscript_'
- "POTOP ZMIYN" Co

1791

.

PR Source: Bonch-Bruevich, op. git., p. 50 (a).




FIGURE # 9

Maa. 19, Maawnor iy pyiowniy o dagivsity .
NUPY ., !

- (A dove resting on a‘cfag]surrouﬁdéd'by an open sea)

= ", — . A symbolic drawing from'Skovorqdafs manuscript,.
' "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra"
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Source: Chyzhevs'kyi, Fil'osofiia, op. cit.; p. 40 (a).
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detailed description of these



FIGURE # 11
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Symbolic engravings from the Symbola et
emblemata published in Amsterdam in 1705
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o Source: Chyzheis'kyi, Mgz, ope. cit., p. 57. For.a detailed des-
% - ._ cription of these symbols, see p. 166. o
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A reprbductioh'of various emblems‘frdm Camerarius (1-9),
Al'tsiat (10, published in 1608), and Boshiius (11).

Source: Chyzhevé'kyi, Fil'osofiia, gg.‘gig., Pe 96 (a). For a de-
tailed description of these emblems, see p. 211. '
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«Ancasur, unu Byksapt mupar, AMYD, yarpuer ougui 3e~kmo.
~ Amur, supporting the earth
from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra".
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«Angasur, unu Bykeaps mupar. Ceda M MOTbIbKM,

Moth hovering above a candle
- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra'.

Source: Loshchits, Skovoroda, ope. cit., pe 160 (a).




FIGURE # 14
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~ "A nightingale with its offspring: teaching them
to sing . ." (Parents are our best instructors).
- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra".
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e LA déor: pierced through the side by an ar-
row . . eats grass « it will drive out the arrow."

- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra',

Source: Skadroda, Povne Zibrannia Tvbriv, 5973,.1; PP 448_44§.T




FIGURE # 15
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"4 shell or tortoise or oyster".

- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra'.
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An elephant, with trunk raised, faces the east -

and welcomes the rising sun.
~ from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra".

Source: ‘Skovoroda, Povne Zibrannia Tvoriv, 1973, I, p. 450.
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FIGURE # 16

B " . . unfortunate Narcissus . ."

- - from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra".
/;\D"g;,; ,_/z“;,fz,/mo O ry j:f,vf . ',g
- . :

I‘Ix(/’ ‘ .
¢ Bawa . )' ranasth , cels oo i
s 4 T e H i
A bushy-tailed animal runs glancing backwards,‘
. resembling a wolf.
_/ o . - from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra'.
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Sburcet,Skdvoroda, Povne Zibrannia Tvorii;‘1973,_1, PP
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A moth hovering above a candle
= from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra'.
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T e e ugforthngte'Akteon changing into a deer . ."
- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra".
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Source: Skdvoroda, Povne Zibrannia Tvoriv, 19?3,-1,;p. #53.




"FIGURE # 18
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A bird with her young ones mourns the death of
"I will sing my sweetheart a song'.

hgr‘ mate.

Source: Skovoroda, Povne Zibrannia Tvoriv, 1973,
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'FIGURE # 19
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"three boats . ;'guided by cupids. ."

- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra".
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" . . two wonderful boys . . one carrying the -
other (crippled) on his back . . the beareris
blind, so the one being carried provides sight"

- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra".

‘Source: Skovoroda,bPovnc?Zibrqggia Tvoriv, 1973, I, p. k57,




FIGURE # 20
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Amur, auﬁporting the earth

- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra'.
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~ Cupid, shooting the earth through with arrows.
- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra",

Source: Skovoroda, Povne Zibrannia Tﬁdriv,'1973.-1, p. 458,
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- "Bushes, shrubs . . . a'fruit-bearing seed, is-
suing forth above the surface of the earth . ."

- from "Alfavyt, ili bukvar myra',

Source s Skovoroda, Povne Zibrannia Tvoriv, 1973, i, p. 459.




FIGURE # 22
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Diagram adapted from H.-Léiségang: Paulus als Denker, Lpz, 1923,
illustrating the principle of ANTITHESIS and "KOLOVOROT'.

Source: Chyzhevs'kyl, Narysy, op. cit., p. 45,






