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ABSTRACT

lbe subjecü of thie thesie deale vÍth the essential nature and

fi¡nction of s¡nrbols in the l-ife and thought of the ukrainian pbilosopher-

writer, Hryhorii Slcovoroda.

Since nuch confusion and m:isunderetandiñg has aLways s-umounded

skovorodars phÍlosophic and literarly creativity, tbis dissentationrs pri-
nanr obJective attenpts to shou that his thought can often be greatly

: sÍnplÍfied and nore eaeily understood once he is approached eynbolically,

.

, contains a select number of íllustrgtione and s¡rmbolfc sketchee wbich Erre

directly related to the study.

i In the first chapter, va¡ious interpretations concerning scovoro-l

I dats life and works are ùlscussed, fol1owed by a crÍtical exanÍnation of

I 
ôone existing problens agsociated r*ith the current state of researcb on

i Slcovonoda as a ïhole. Clrapter two slcbtches the evolutÍon and eubsequent

influeace of synbole on the phil"osopher ¡rith speciaL emphasis directed- -5-----_

,', toward the purpose of his phiLosophic termínoloryr g3aphic eynbolsr and

Etylistic ¡¡ethod of erçression. Finally, the nature aad function of
:

Stovorodals s¡rnbolic inages and terminotogr is carefulS.y described and

analysed as tbey are reapectively related to sone of the nore important

thenesfo¡ndwíthinthebroadepectrumofhisnetaph¡rsica1thought.

ü the basÍs of these investigations, it r¡as fouad that Eubstantial
evidence conelusl.very supporte the contention that the philosophy of
s<ovoroda ie greatly sÍmplified and nore easily comprehended uhenever he

is approached f¡'on the s¡rmbolie point of view and in accordance with hie
personal nethod of expresslon, nanely, by neans of his philosophic termin-



11t_

ology.

Although tlre study of symbors in skovoroda has by no neans been

exhausted, this thesis is an attempt to take a sualr step forrard in
deepeaing and expanding exieting research on thie topic.

1...
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CEAPTER ONE

sKovoRoDA' A PEïlosoPEER oF MrsttNDERsrAlfDrNc

Introducti_gn

l{oet scbolare of Slavic thought are generally agreed that the dis-
tingufehed Ukrainian phLloeopher-urlter of the elghteenth centur¡r, Hry-

horif Skovoroda le baeÍcally an unknown entity in world philoeophlcal.

circÌee. ,

Tn L972, oa the ocsàel'on of the 25Otù anniverÊary of hLs bfrthr
naa¡r lnportant echolarJ.y eentna¡e and publlcatf.one rg-focuesed world-

uLde acadenLc interegt on hle lLfe and uorka, whlch had gradlually declln-
ed to a state of tntellectr¡al dornancy. It sas at one of theee corüneilo-

ratLve eeninare held 1n New ïork Clty that J. B. RudnycrtryJ unaerscored

tbe exLstence of what he terned as ifa conspiracy of eJ.rence,, 1 agalnst

Skovoroda whÍch contlnued to obsct¡te hin fron the ranks of ùhe worldfs
nost noted phfloeophera. RndnycrkyJ contended that,

rr . . lt ehould be streeeed tbat unLlke hle great
contemporarl.es, J. J. Roueseau, Denl.e Dideroõ,
Francoie MarLe Voltaire, rmmanuel l(antr and oóbers,
Skovoroda f.e nostJ.y unk¡roum to basf.c trtéstern ref-
erence uorks (e. q. ItFnc¡rclopedla B¡Ltenicar,tlAnerl,ca¡arl, ItGrolfertr, itç¡.t6"trsr, etc.) oí to
noet compendl." of the úlrto"y ãi ro¡;ra phlloeop¡¡y.r 2

1,
't. È. Rtldnycrþj, ItTribute to Skovorodart. lhe Uk¡ainlq¡ Revleu(Iondon,.[heAseocrátfo;-ófI'krafntarr"rociããt¡irtffi

ner edition, vol. xx, No. z, p, Ll. The above artlcle is ühé tãxü of apaperr delive.red by Prof. J. B. Ruclnycrkyj at the a'nual""tfggìC-tUe
AnerLcan Ae'eociaüion of reacberE or Éraviä ana gagt Ðrropean lr""";d;-1¡¡1gr.rr,) l¡ New ygrk, D9.: zgr Lgiar-;i;;i.g-siovoroda cetebratÍons lnAnerica b L972. Prof.. Rudnycdkyj fË vrce-piesfdent of the Aesoclatl.bn.

2
fbfd., p. 16.

L.

'i:,':.r:_'
!i.1. ì ì :li



'':
In lgtt Dn¡rtro Cþzbeverþl etated. ln the preface to his Fll'o-,- _

sofLla H..S. Skovor.od¿ that although Skovorodare blography vas ueII knom

Ln ll'terature according to exf.sting 6ourcee, there wae llttle nnanfnlty

anonget Echolars regardlng hls literarJ¡ or phllosophic yorks. 1 trh"th""-
....- :.

tsorer besidee one or two rare exceptfone ¿ eny attenpü to eyatenatLcally .''.,"'.,,1"'

arralyze the workg of skovoroda uae, for eome reaaonr avol.ded. 5

Ch¡rzbeverþi" noted that no other phllosopher 1n tbe world hae been

so varf.ouely and dianetrLcally fnterpreted ag Skovoroda. For exanple, of ¡',":,',',,',',",'
.l-a ..: -.: 

_r.- .: 
_ -.t .I

ùhe25ostud1eedevotedtoSkovorodaby1913tCh¡rzheve|ky1nalntalned
-...... .:.

nte were expreseed regard- i."'""''.""':

fng tbat phlloaopherre Lnflueace tn paet, preeent and futr¡re facete of
Ukralnian cultural ll.fe. 4

acopo and obJect of thls esaalr Ls to approach skovorodare 
i

Lic inagee vhicb appear

to pla¡r a naJor role 1n the olnpl.ifieation of hie enH.re netaphysloaL i

l

thought. Âlong wfth this syabolfc approach, Sko¡oroda wlII be exanfned ',

sLtbl'n the hlstorical context of his particular epoch aad accordlug to
hle personal nethod of expression, nanely¡ by meane of hf.e s¡rmbolic

, ,. . t:., ,,,,,terminoLory.

1

Ilkralnsrkoho'Naukovoho Inslytu cited as, Chy_zhevsrþl.r El.ltosofll'g, p.
2 ..:.:.-.-.:.:t.:-.:-

-_:_ o,_S,.r,,p-. 5. Çhyzheverkyf citee v. Þnf s Eryhorli savvEh sko_vo- - ,'' -'.

3å. Fhvznf-,,l Uç,hepte (Moslva, 191:Ð as the flret @lyze the worke of STovoroda.
,

fbld.r p. J.4-
b1d.¡ p. J.
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REASONS FOR SKOVORODAIS OBSCI'RITY

Soon after bls death ln' 1?94r Skovorodarg norks suetatned aevere
rfceneorshl'p oppresslonrr whlle a nunber of hie other nanuecripte uere
ilnot pernltted to be printedrt. 1 lhtr vould explafn why eo few of Skovo-

rodars works were knotm in the nLneteenth century. 2 vl"dtnir Þïr s¿g-

gesta that the tkralnLan pbilosopher actually rguarded hip nanuscrlpte

fron hLs literar¡r enenlesff by speclaLly preeerviag then for hle closeEt
2

frLends. /

Slnce few of hLe vorks rere approved for publlcetlon by the sùrict
cenaoraf no Skovorodaic echool of thought uas able to energe fnrnedLately

after hle death to presenre hLe rlch regacy for future generatione. 4

Therefore, r?Just as in hls lifetíne be had had nore adnL¡ers than diEci-
plesl so after his death there wore nany who were fqocinated by hle pen-

sonality and ¡¡ould bonour hfe menory, but few who showed an fnterest Ln

hl.s uorks and becane absorbed in hie ideae.tr 5

':..:-t.f:

1

D. Bahalii,
(Kharkiv, 1)26), p.

nandron
a ted after Domet

f Hr. Sav.
Hr.

of a ceasored page

ssets,

from Skovorodaf e tfÂlfavyt ili bukvarf n¡rrar.
2

Ollanc\rn, gp. clt., p. 694.
,
. &n, 9!. g1!., pp. 1le-171.
4

John-Paul Hlnka, r!H. S. Skovoroda: Etre P1ace in Intellectual
of held at Ea¡v

Ac idge,
Tradltionrl

versl
1-1972¡ p.

Ivan Dzlubâ¡ ttlvan Dziuba-on- tryhorll Skovorodan, The Ukral.nLanIElg' (London, The Assocl.atl.on of ukraLr."e rrr-èilãtìiitffi Lrd.¡1966)' nutunn edr.rion, vol. xrrrr-yg. 7, p-àzl- (r;;"i"iiäiår an e.aalrbv Dzluba, pubtished December r, 1962 rn'l¡¡çråt""o" ur*ãr"ãil -
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Once tbe corke of Skóvoroda began to gradually infiltrate Lnto

the world, à naJor obatacle that vae to hl¡der thetr wLde acceptance

soon becane apparent. fn the aarly nf.neteenth centur¡r, Ilkralnian or
Rt¡selan philosophic ternlnology was al.noet nonexlstant and nan¡r of the

unlquc e:çresel,ve terne wblch skovoroda colned ln hfe literary qnd

phlloeophlc uorks sere not readl.Iy underetood a¡d therefore not ¡s!¡ln-
cd la the eubsequent deveropnent of thoee partLeutar dlectpli¡¡"". J

Thle sane problen, as far as current Skovorodia¡r etucliee are concerned,

1e ettll evLdent today with the abeence of appropriate phj.rosophlc

dLctLonarlee or echolarly Lexfcone that would expLaia the varlous phllo-
eophLc e¡rubols and word structuree enployed by that philosopher ln hle

work8.

report entLtl'ed, rTI. S. Skovoroda: His PLace fu fntellectual.
Traditlonrf delivered by Joh¡-paul Hlnka at Ha¡vard unlverstty in 1g?2,

flve rrobetacleetr were deecrf.bed which, he coneldered to have frlong fnped-

ed an asB€Faneatrof Skovorodafe place ln intellectual traditl.o¡r. Thess

re style¡ ühe varied

l,nterpretatÍons of hls phllosopþ, outright fatelfioations of hls texte,
Lnadequate biographLcal/arcbLvaL reseafch a¡d inadequate ed,Ltione of
Skovorodats sorks themeelve t. 2

Rrrdnycrkyj euggeets that frthe lack of conparative philosophlcal

1

George L. Kline, tlphirosophïrf r Dlgtlonaxvlf Ruestan ttterature
tlestnortr^connecüicut, dreenwood fuäué, ffiaE E, Har-kins, p.-289. (ortgf¡alLy publlebed tn'1gt6 uy tue phltosopblcJr,rü".,õ,
Neu lork).

8inka, gp, clt.r p. 8J.
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sùudLes of SkovorodaB nuEt be eeriouely consldered,ae anothêr factor
reeponsÍ.ble for that phtlosopher-writerrs obscutlty fn vorld recognL-

tlon:
?rlbccept for D. ðyäevskyJrs and J. l{irðukre efforte
to Lir¡c hin witb Gernan nyetlce¡ aad hiE Soviet
Russl.ân lÍneage ffa prLorlrr fron M. V. Iononoeov,
no eerlous study hae been undertaken to compare
skovoroda to Deecartes (rclth whon he sharee eone
cha¡acteristLce Ln outlook), to Rousseau (wfth
regard to hle reucycl.opedl.snr), to Voltaire (as
far,3e hls renl_igbtenneatr ie concorned), or even
üo the claeslcal philoeophere¡ ln particúIar Sto_
lce (Zeno, Seneca, Epictátusr'Marcire Ar¡relfuE)
aad ldeallsts (socraùee, plator arrd Arietotre).
On the other hand, the study oi Skovorodare rela-
tfon to freenasonry and the sectaria¡ novemente(includi4g Canadiai rrdouxoborerr) is in a cradle' stage"f I

According to Tarae zaþdalskyr e conJecture conceruing rskovorodar s

Pblloeoph¡r of Hantt an rrinadequate anaÌysis of the key concepts of hie

theory of man has led to confusion a¡,ril even inconeletency in some etudies

deallng wlth Skovorodar.!. 2

From the soviet vlewpoinü, p. r,t. popov descrlbes a slmpre three

point outrine in a¡ effort to exprain skovorodars êecondary role fn
world phllosophy: Skovorodats work ie itself contredfcüory; Skovorods

diil not leave a c1ear, eystenatized expoeition of his vtews¡ not al_l

sldes of hle lLfe, work, and hleltanschauung have been properly favestí-
2gated.'

Rudnyctkfl, g.p. gË., pp. 1_6-l?.
1

2

- Zakydalsky, I'skovorodare Pbl.losophy of MeÌ¡ilr l¡lfnqt
ån ukralnian studies herd at Hc¡vara univereity. 19?1-1

SenLi
3r !9. cit,,

Pr Ö'fr 
,

P. M. Popov, {ryhoril Skovoroda. I,lt-elaþ¡g¡ljorür.e.g (Xytvr nDni_
pro'f r 1969) r p. 40. .--- --;1 \
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Although other valld reasons couÌd be added to the above-nentloned

Eunmary to show why Skovoroda Ls still littte known 1n tbe intelLectual
world, the given lnformation }eade one to the lnevitable concluefon that
the philosophy of Skovoroda hae neyer real}y beeu properLy understood in
order that tt might be Justly evaluated and univereally apprecf.ated.

Unfortunately, whenever any eerioue attenpt has been nade to further the

studies of skovoroda wLthout approachlng hLm through his symbole and

phirosophf,c termlnology, it appears aE if he hae, nore often than not,
been more confi¡sed a¡rd mfsunderstood than before.

A briei survey of some of the nany varying interpretatf.ons for¡nd

in etudies devoted. to SkovorodLan topLce wÍÌI clearly t-Iluetrate ùhe

valtdlty of euch a yiey.

VARIOUS n¡TmpRrEA,TrONS

In a.recent 1n depth bLographical, study oa Skovoroda made by tbe

Sovfet UkralnLan scbolar Leonld l{a}chnoveter, lt wa.e etated that Ln 1g?Z

there rrerê approxJ.naüely 11442 studLee publlshed on Skovorodla¡ topice. I

Since thle figpre uould probably include onLy the. lmorm Soviet publLca-

tions, it Ls enough to Juetify the aseunptlon that there bae been a re-
na¡kable reeurgence.of fnterest Ln skovoroda iu recent yeare.

Ttreee etudÍeE, however, have uot alvays eerved to bring the worke

of that phlroeopher fqto crea¡er focus. Mr¡ry, Lf not nost of theu, havc

serLousþ fractured and dlgtorted his vl.ews by thelr unfounded and contra-

dictory conceptlons and assertioae.

1

r,eonld Ì'lakhnovetsr, HryhorlL skovoroda_, B=iohr.qfl.ía. (Kyfv, rtNau-
kova dr¡mkatt, 1)lZ) ¡ p. j.
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An atteupt wlll- be oade to su¡marlze ln lintted detail some of the
nore l-nportant dl'ffer{ng vlerrpointc cumently held regardlng the nature
aad eubEtar¡ce of skovorodats J.Lterary aad philoeoÞhic works. Thie ehould

convLncingly substantfate tbe euggested prenLee that skovoroda hae, and

renaine to be generally nlgu¡derstood today, beeause hl.e creative ¡rorks

and nocle of eelf expresalon have been approached ltterally ancl haphazard-

ly Leadlig to confuEed conclusLons.

fn the firet place, sone Russla¿ and Heetern echolare have, accord-

fag ùo e:dsteat poIltical tendencles, ehoeen to conelder Skovoroda as ra

Russia¡ phLloeopherft rather than a phlloeophef,-rd.ter of ukraintan orl,gin.
Accordl'ng to v. v. zenkovsk¡r tGregory sawicb skovorod:a (1?22-94) ie note-
wortby as the flrst RuEsLe¡ phlloeopher 1n the etrfct eeasE of the word, 1

havÍ¡g eonehow erperùeuced naü.oual netanorphoer.sr

ItÂrthough skovorodar e devero¡nenù wae closery con-nectedwiühtbeecc1esl'aet1cãt1lfeofthotlitraÍne,
be weat far beyond r.tg bor¡ndariee and rag essenti-
4fy ia haroon¡¡ wlth the RuseLan sp!.rltuaf fife,-te I'e univerearþ Rresran tn inporiance and occu-
pf-es a regtttgate prace fn tbe trtetory ot nusÃia¡phllosop\¡r.il'

Ea¡lLer 1n hiE introductioa to skovoroda, however; zenkoveþ apparentry

contradfcts biûEe1f wben he eaye, rskovoroda would bc inconpreheneible

talcen out of hLetorLcal perspective, aparü fron the pbilosophic cultr¡¡e
rhlch deveJ'oped in soutb Russia (utraine, ,rRP) around the Klev Acadeny.rr ,

1

unbia u,rl;,.:;rí"*3HTir !-;ä::ïi,.;:;.,2
Iblal.¡ P. !ll.

,
Ibtd.1 p. JJ.
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stûftrar1y, Joeepb T. !\¡hr&ann beglas his eeeay on rlfhe Firet Rus-

slan Pblloeopherre Search for the Kfngdon of Godr by introduclng skovo-

roda as rfa llkralnlan-Ruesf.an ryetlc and wandercr of tbe efghtee¡th cên-
.|

tur¡rtr ', and explaine that ftthie fs no reflIectlon upon Skovoroda hinself,
nerely a con¡nentary upon the extent to yhlch he hae been apprecÍated by
etudente of Rr¡eeLan fntellectual hletory tn the soviet llnLoa and abroad.,r 2

that f1¡þ5¡nn conef-ders Skovoroda ae trRussLanrt rather than rfukraLnlanrr Le

llLustrated by such statemente ae ttskovoroda etands fortb ae the flrst
true Ruseian philosopbs¡rr 5 and, rr . . skovoroda, the moet learned Rus-

sl.an of the periodrr. 4

In an apparenù effort to Justlfy theee assErtf.one¡ tr\rhrn¡,rn attenpte
to explaln his abovenentLoned vieue in ùhe forrowing rtanners

ttlt. Ls !:"", of couree, that the rfRussJ.enrr pbllo_
sopher Skovoroda wag. actually Ukralnlan by ËttU,
resLdencer abd lnnediate ,a¡eà of influencä. By
!!" late eLghteEnth century, however, tt"-Lteþa_tion of the Ukrai¡e. f¡to thé cultur"í fit"ìf ;h;Rusetan empfre had gone eo far t¡at sr<ãv;;"ã;;ir-self chose to urite La Russlan, with numerous Let_tere ín I.t+.and Greekr and thie placed hl"n¡.ul_tlnatery¡ vfthin the overarr. frameiork of Russian
htetory and cuJ.ture. Horeover, although Stovãro¿a
loved the Ulcrain€ as hl.s home, I f5.nd in Ufn f;;--
e1e¡i¡ente of UkrainLan rbatlonàliontr, no"r--fo" tU"tnatterrrdLesatlsfaction in bef.ug a ,iRr¡ssian ;d:*'jêcttt. /

.Ioscph T. tr\rhrna¡'u, rfftre FLrst Ruesian Pbilosopberf E Sea.rcb forthe Klngdon of Godrt tual (Austln, Texaõ¡sYE t s99s.,

Ilnfversl.ty of Texas 
-p;æã;

en Blair, p. 33.2
Ib{d.¡ pp. tt-tÇ,t

. fbld.r p. 34.
4

fblÈ., p. J6.
,

IbLd.¡ p. J8.
fì,j':ì..¡j.:,:ìr.i
il.i:: ::.i
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. Richard Ea¡tula of Harvard. Universlty, in a refereace to ¡\¡hr-

nan¡lfs eGEaJrr nakee some key obEervatlona negardtng the latterrs attltude
toward the use of llkrafufan by Skovoroda uhich 1e uorthy of nentlou at

thle polnt:

ItNowhere do we find a refe¡ence to a work Ín
Ilkralnian, which Le to sa¡r that Fuhrm¡nn has ap-
parentÌy not read not only the large works of
CyzevstkyJ and BahallJ, but aleo many snaller but
ueeful artlcles or monographe. perliape tbie ie
uhy he does not erl¡tbtt a very critical use of
sources in deecriblag Skovorodare life. HLe so-
called rtslbllographical Essaytr faile to nentlon
the Lnvaluable Elgþ!þIl_oþaftla of 1968 (Xarkiv),
Be d.oee of courõîélîüË-îfdi-editiãn of *;¡I;
whlch he crftLcl.zee: f{Iafortrurately its Ic;ãEËi'fiIntroductionft and notee . . ., ae wel.I as tianÉ-
lations of Skovorodare nany lettere Ìrrttten in
Lq.ttn and Greekf are gC.ven onl.y in uk"J;i;;
which neans that these volunee wf.Il d.o renarkably
little to elevate Skovoroda to eoroething higher 

-

than the etatua of " ptooio"ià-uk";únlan thlnkcr.rf 1

Many other sinllar quotat{one couLd be clted almost indeflnitely
shorlng how Skovoroda ie often cast ln the rolc of an fteLghteentb centqr¡r

)
Russianti ¿ rather than ae a bona fide representative of Ukralnlan cul-
turaL lLfe.

'M. r. Kovalensrkyí 3, skovorodars firet blographer, student, fol.-.:
Iower, and intinate frÍend descrlbed hin as betag born ln 1?ZZ Ln Cberaq:qr,

a snall UlcrafnLan vitlage locatecl between Kyl.v and KharkLv, in the LLuben-

i:..-.
i:-:-:

1

P. M. Popov, E ! (Kytv, tÐnf-
pto'tr 1969), revf.ewed Ë] Prfug :1972 ed,ltiontVol. If, No. 2, p. 43.

2
bn, 9¡. g1!., p. 48.

,
Conprehenel.ve archlval reeearcb by Leonld Malchnovetsr baa revealedthat Skovorodaf s blographêr ¡rag kno¡rn ae rrKovalenerkyLrf rather then tryovã-

Il¡stþltt as often ueed-to date. See Makt¡novetet, gp: Sl!:;;: ã, ff.
f.:rj:-,

I

Skovoroda



',|ekLi reglon. i tvan trba4ko spoke of Skovoroda ae rþrobably the greatest

flgure 1n thE epfrftual ei.rclee of Ukraine la the efghteentb cent¡ry,,. 2

After a brlef eoJourn fn tbe t¡lest and a ehort visl,ü to Moecoy, slcovoroda

renained withln the borderE of lllcralne r¡ntil hle deatb. J once, uben

CatherLne the Great fnvlted hln to settle ia the intellectual milfeu of
St. Petereburg, Skovoroda qeplled to the emieeary bearing this proposali
tlPeLl or¡r little mother (matushtca) tUe tsarfna, that I uill not abandon

n1y honela¡d (t¡e Ûkratne). My reed plpe anù eheep are dearer to ne than

a aovereignls crown,,. 4

Moet of the well known ltkra{nLqn and Russlan ecbola¡s d,escrfbe
' Skovoroda aB tta dl'etírguiebed. ükrainian phlloeopher-nrLter of the clght-

eenth centur¡rrf 5, or rf a great ulralnta¡ phl,loeoph"r,r'6, or 6yen nore

patrf.otica[y ae rta.great eon of the Ukralnian nationr!. 7

Ofte¡, a combination of euch deecrf.ptfvc terml-nology fs ueed Ln a
oontext that deflnltely portraya Skovoroda as bcf.ng a ft¡ndanentally

ukralnlan philoeopher. Iþpical of tÌ¡tb approach ie the characterl.zatLo¿

¡na1 Soviet-Itkrafnlan Lnter-
pretatfon:

1

D- r. Biletsrþf. (edr), [ryþgri-i skgyorodai rþgry v ÐvoEh ronakh,Kviv, 19611rr, p. 4gg.- uereátúeñIEããGE?oroda, Tvory, 196r, vor. p.t t * trbagko, rtsibliohraflfar,
T. H. Sþevchenkg (Lrviv, 189Ð¡ T. v¡

,
Ibid., p. 80.

¡l

Quoted af,ter .Ioseph r. Fuhrnnnnr 9p. 4!., p. Ir4. Text trgnslatédby Fuhrmann.
5

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961t I, p. XI.
6

1g7t), r,
7

Grtrgôrli Skovorod,a, (Moskra, ,M¡elr fr¡
P.5.

(ttyiv, 196?) t
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llMlrc¡øte¡r {i.rocoS, xyÃo)Kr{rarc cJroaa, ne,qa_rorr Mysr¿Ka*oMrosr¿rop rpøropiË caeiu cüðao-po,4a rrarreli{r4rË go naünøgia.rHinE* go¿rn*;flr--
n icropii yicpaïncbrcoro uapogyrl. 1

Dr. Vasyl Levrs eÊsaJr on tlHryhoriy Skovoroda, Â llkrainLan phLloso-

phertf nay well be sunnarf.zed by the etatenont he nade concernLng Skovoro-

dar e contrlbutLone to Ulcatnlan cult¡¡ra1 ltfe ln that tlhe awakened fn
athen a deep lovo for Ulcrainetf. é Dr. Lev hae noted that ttln Ukra{ne¡

tbe Russlan regine cousidere hln (St<ovoroda, JRp) a Russia¡¡ ae rrelL aa

a llk¡etnLan phLloeopher and poet stnply because he spent sone tine tn
Rr¡esia andl nrote in l.lterar¡¡ baroque languaqe, eltgbtþ L¡¡flLuenced by tbe

zthea offLclal langrrage,t. )

Ascord{ng to lvan Dzf.uba, a noted contenporarJr tlterary crl.tlc fn
Ukra{ne, tlEryhory skovoroda was no provinclgl phtloeophizlng eccentrl.c¡

but a profound and orLglnar tblnker, a neu and bord pioneer of hr¡nan
,L

thoughtrt. - Dziuba goee on to deecrLbe Skovoroda as ra epecfflcally
tkralnLan phLloeopher?t wbo may be readl.ty conpared to shevchenlco¡

rhlhat the two have in conmon Le tbe tnily lfþ.a{¡{sn
conception of truth and conscience aE innutable hu-
nan prJ,ncf.p-les. fhese princlples a¡:e echoed ln thepopular philosophy of Ilkrainer in Uk¡qinian folk-lore: ínner etubbornnees and rebellioue attitud,e,proteet ago'inst the flouting of hunan dignity, dis-
daln for the trivl{ *d euperficial, anã, fio"ttyi
the hard struggle of [he soul in purouit'ót tne
genuine a¡rd hiddentt. r

1

_ Malchnovets!'¡ 9!. gi!.r p. J.
2

Dr. VasyL Lev, rlllryhoriy Skovoroda¡ A Ukrainlan philoeopheril TheUkrainlgn Revievr .gp. it., p. It.t
Lev, gp. È., p. J.Z.

Dziuba, g. cit.¡ p. 68.

fbid., p. 69.
i:_.: ;

r.j¡! l
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These views refLecü ühose of I. Mirchuk ¡sho insisted thaü the
perEonaLity and creatÍve works of skovoroda featured and depicted those

unique characterloüic eLenente of the ukrainian people of his day. Thls
was a perfectly naturaL phenomenon because every creatÍve writer is,,in
a very real sense, a chlJ-d of his own epoch ar¡d social e4víronment in
whÍch he was reared. 1 rt is precisely in this tkralnÍan natisnal and

culturar context that skovoroda nuoü always be studied:
rTIe ca¡rnot, in fact, be understood, outslde thathistoricar- succession of national trsures anä--pereonal-r.ties like rvan vyshensky, tñe controvêf-sia].ists of, the 12& centr¡ry, Uefäúfsedek t";;hk;_Tavorsky, ühe coesact< chroiícr"r"l-the llaydanaks,the fighúers qgainst the policy of the enpressesELisabeth and caüb,errne and of'ts"" e"t""-ir-ã--poticy yhic| sought to desÈroy the dlstinctiessof ukraíge (r . . so that there be no dtssimÍlar-
ityrr¡ rr. < ---: -

From the evidence preseated thus far lt is obvious that should
skovoroda be approached and studÍecl J.n any other nationaL or-cultural.
context than his own llkrainlan heritage, hls phllosophy and, neaning wirl
neyer bo properly understood or appreciated:

ttonry ln this context and f.n the contexü of ukraÍniannational philosopþ and psychology can Skovor"d" b;-grasped. For a fr¡l.L understandtni of hLe work Ít tsequ3Lly neceasar¡r to keep in mlnd ühe raany rrp"ri*,t
analogous exanpÌes in history of how tne úu¡uan nfnAand hunarr consciencg hqve wilhstood ühe pressures ota treacherous e¡rochrt. /

I. Mirchuk, E. S. Skovoroda (Zenitky do istorii ukr¡f'tsrkoi kulr-
tury,
(Praha,

Pratsi Ukrainsrkoho

3 rbid.

v Prazi192O, Vol. t, p.-ãã.-
2 Duilrb., .S,. gl!., p. 69.
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rt 1e slgnlfJ.cant that p. M. popov, who generally reflLects the
':

tradLtf'onal Sovlet lnterpretatl.on of Skovoroda, supporte tbis point of
vien by statlng that Skovoroda nust be evalu¿ted hÍetorlcally ae a

tkralnlan natioaal (rnarodnyttr) philosopher-writer whoee thoughts and

worke are rooted dceply Ln the culturc from whfch he evolved:

l[oõ npaBraJrbuo oqinuru craÃqr.ruy Cronopo¿ri euauaqltrl¡ iï vicr¡e n npor¡eci poaeurrcy
Õi¡ggoÕiï ra nireparypr4 Xyfff cr., rpe-óaui¡iärr¿ .qo siix i c r- o p E q H or.¡re*si¡_

. puaarur rþitoeocþa si.q ñorô eroxtr, óoõro
poar.rraÃarø üoro g ycilaa cø¡¡ulnuø i c¡aó_
Kr¿Þrrz cîoponaMr4, npáxon¡rrovø, qo uiu, ¡rr i
Bc"EKI¿ü MI¿cJIiãTeJrË, rrIdcbMeHHI,rK, icropraqHaü
¡i.nu, 6yn ci4uoM ónqeT eiroxø, BHpaaHrzKoM
cBoro cepe,qorr¿qar. I

Finally, the well-knoun Sovlet echolar, A. M. NLzbenetglhas ob-

eerved that the identíty of Skovoroda has been peruanently cngraved upon

hLs tonbEtone whlcb reade, rlHryborll Savych Skovoroda, IllcaLnla¡ phLloso-

pher, Born lu 1?22, DLed October 2!, 1?g4. fThe htorld Was After Me, But

Never Trapped Yg,,,. 2

Not only hae Skovoroda been descrfbed as a trRusstan philoeophorrt

but n'an¡r of thoee who have atudied his uorka clainr that he rrrote alnost

exclusively in the frRuesl,an languagorft tllfs dlfferenca of opinton hae

oftea gíven rlee to many heaüed debates a¡d dlscussio o". 3

i:

Pop'ov, gg. qlt.¡ p. 4O.

koJ Reelon (IQrarkov, ,,prapoFÇt 1969) ¡ P. 6I. Ánpendix.

-t

the

a- photograph of skovorodar s tónbstone ãeptctrng tuãî,ïiffiü deeerLbed
above by Nlzbenetst.

t
Hantulal tfskovoroda La .subsequent Literaturefr Ml.nutee of tbeseni¡ar tn ukrainlan srurti.gq hgrd at Harvara univers.ig¿fffi!ffi se .

I "-1.:ar'iìti

j : ::. -
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Ftrhrnann, for lneta¡¡ce, eerioueLy doubts that skovoroda cver rrote
1n llkra{nfan, Ituot evea Ln letters. to fellov Utcrainla¡rsr, 1, uhile Janee

M' &lLe asserts he wrote excluel.vely in the so-callcd tfRr¡selan idtonrr of
hls tlne and nilieu.'2 Still others, such ae favorsrþrl a¡d to aoEC êt(-

tent Tovkacbcverk¡rl, cons!.der Skovorod" T an trfnternaùlonalfetrr who

cieated an alleged rtlingulgtic dlalecttt fron the exietent Ruseian,

Utcral'nLan and o1d Church slavÍe languagee for eaeier comnunicatlon bct-
ycèa reeLdents aad etrangera allke. 5

That soüe found lt ttdifficultfr to underetand the language used by
skovoroda 1n hie lLterary and phitosophfc worke is furthor flluetrated
by P* zùlytetsrkyL who degcrLbcd the Ukralnlan phllooopherre terminology

as nchaotictr:

rrHe Jrerrco ino¡i poaióparuc.E B rÞq¡.ry xaocic¡isr ro ai-¡ruri¡rnrx Ba s*r*étrtn"ni i äo*õ.q--
rKeHHÉM' sO no.qiõHr{x 3a s*".r"r"*nl u"ã-[i¡-¡uirurnx sa roxo,qJrcer¡rr.fiM . . . ni¡róp"au"ãi-
posMorsoïr To ¡vric¡¡coïr To ói¡¡c¡rcoi. sílr- 

-

Hióll BrpaÍr¿B ca¡{e aigúyrra Ti . lrì-+ --''

Tarae Shevchenko, who at one tlne had undereetlnateC skovorodars

node of expreceion, stated that the languqge of skovoroda had precluded,

hln fron becoming a great and ¡ationar poet. 5 si"irarry, rvan trranko

E

Fuhrnann, 9¡. -glt. ¡ þ. 30.
2

Janeg M. F¡Ée ct n1.r edg. and trans..
cagor Quadrangle Booke, 196Ði p. 14. ----'

,
Mirchukr g.

Quoteô cfüer

R.usstan PhllggopÞy (C¡f-

Itrryhorii SkoVoroda - p¡rgr6s¡¡1yþrr

"Naúkova o,-r"i, ilzù r" irl-îlägl

r'.t .,

Ë.r pr ]O.

Borye Dcrkach,
?gelvq (rytv,

Derkach, gp, cit., þ.69.
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obscrved' that Skovotoda wrote hle vergeE and aonga in a ttratber awkwa¡rd

bookish languagctf with an ttunusua!.ly crinpy and disturbing style,,. 1

Derkach J.e qulck to polnü out, bowever, tbat tha vtewe cxpreesed by

Shevchenko and' Fr¡nko uerc Later provcn to be uafor¡nded vhcn thc lansuagç

ancl atyle of Skovoroda was ftnalLy etudled agaieet the hlstortcal context

ln vhich hc trlved and created hLe worke. 2

' Dzf"uba aonceded that, altbougb Skovorodale llngglstlc neùhod of
expreeslon wag sonewhat Itdffferentrr fron the contemporary ukral.nlan ltt-
erary languqge, lte baglc etyle and Etrr¡cture uac noncthelces rrdeeply

rooted ln the natl.onal eof,Ifi of Ukra{nian culture:
rf . . ft ie saLd ühat tbc eonewhat unrylcldly and
rathcr arH.ficrar ranguagc of skovoroaa n*såeJi
hard to read his uorkr. 'Up to a polnt thls nay
be eo. But lt fe qulte eaãy to gät 

"""uutoneô 
tohls langueg'o onc rugt appreclate the dlfffcurtyof hie taskr sincc he bad r¿"rt to coln o"r-rãraåfor a phJ.loeophl.cal vocabulary in UkraLnl,an.

Neverthelese, and deepl.te the:use of an:-"ncã*no
vocabul.ary, Skovorodars language 1e _ in ftc
etructure, rhythn, spirlt and intonatJ_on, not to
nent{on lte lmagery -.th9 taaguage ofrUkratner

A elmllar vl'ev hae been expreesed by the editore of the 1961. edl-
tLon of Skovorodats philoeophl.c a¡rd lltcrary uorka:

lf . C. Cnoaopoga rrr4can cnoÏ rEopø crJra,q_
:3ll-_y9"-9t-ol_ Ho Mae xaparcrep..cyraiuÍ rpa.qu_qr_usoL qeprcoanocJroa r Etcb roï , ctapoxuøwuoTyrpaincr¡coï i pociücriroi r¡oá ,orð ;;õ i"
Slpgl_ posr¿oau-oi__¡rcpaTnc¡roi 

"o;;- . 
-l-Í*p"_

:LHi_BMrt e opralri.ruraM e.ne¡¡eirsoM Monr,r Crcono_poÃü, .aruü rpour.roye ¡ci Ëoro *;óp; i--ü;"-rrrrsrbcf y sclx MoBHgx aacoóax ar.rrt-rra¿y tô"o
ÃYMOK i nouyrrigll. T

1

^ Derkachi .S,. Ë..,
2

Ibid.
t
n Dziuba, ![i cit.¡

Skovoroda, Ig9gl,,

P. 69.

Pe 70.
1g6Lr r, pr XXXV.
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Accordl'ng to V. Chaplenko tbe so-called rlHigh Slavonlc ltterary
languagett current durlng Skovorodars tine (1.e. consietÍng qf Ukrafuilan¡

Cht¡tch Slavicr and Russian elenente), whlch Skovonoda used, reeulted fron

tbe pol"ltical a¡rd cultr¡ral turbulcnce that existed 1n Ûkraine i¡ thc

eocond balf of thc elghteenth century:
rr[e õya uac ¡i¡csi,qar{ii no¡ir¡¿.¡soÏ aBToHo-r¿ii r{errtpaJrbtriâx yrpaiircrrilx seMenÉ fer¡_
MaHqr¿Hi{, uac garparr,r llollepe.quboi yKpaï¡r.c¡_
rcoi..ry;rrrypnoi rpa¡øqiï rá rr¡roqai¡r¡ã ro¡iu_
rrboï yxpaïHcbroï laopvoï isre¡ifeuqii r"y"uiy1:pgi19 _t{Trryp*g ftlrr1g.l ðryrøuiro po-
ciües¡te /tt aenwwo-po õiücr ß.ett /i. .

Thl'e Lnternal natLonal conflict had traglc consequcncee for the

f\rture developnent of the l{vtrng llkrafntan language aE Lt cane fnto fn-
creaslng conflict uitb the donl.na¡t Church Slavic and Russfan literar¡r
Ianguagee:

llqeü rpariau 6ys y roùryr Bor B o,quoro óory,
HaÃ-yrpaïncrrr4M KynËTypHr.rM xnrrerrr qe ü ¡ajrír¿xi¡a .rrrc icropurrse uþóxrerr.E qy)Ka'csoI;
uoxo.qrceuu.EM r{ep&oruocnoar.E{c¡Ka MoBa, qo He
{_9l{9"*ra Ão B}KlrrKy B..Kyrbrypnt4x Synnqiexrc4nor_, BJracrr{aor yrcpaïsc¡roi MoBr.r ¡ & B ,qpy_
Ior9..- rlgïrpa.nfea41n Kyrrårypuoro ûpoqecy B?ociücr¡rifi ilanepiï npusao.qi¿¡a .qo sa'exa.ãr¡H.Efi qieï MoBrr, cruc-ra¡ç-yce ra¡cr¡ itprõr"õãdñl
anac.ni¡or .40Brorpana.rrôro nonepei'¡¡s oro nxnffiygo uaqiouä;rbHo-Kyrbrypur¿x uorpeó, a naroruicär
y?yy4*t" pocj_ücbrøü aapi¡rnr rieï-E rarcrâ 4êp=KoBHocJroBtsucÉKoï ngnu. Ile Bce c[BoBr4Jror' är¡eü uepexo4oaufi {repio¡. - e o¡nolay ¡ranp.eri Ãonosnoi pycnsiraqiï exusasor- ïirs¡rr¡prãi
Y_?lI:^ ? l. Ãpyrouy -...4o sapo&Ker+¡.a r¡oBoï yrcpa-
LHcbKol- niTepaTypuoï MoBlr . .rl

1

v. chaprenko, ttMovba PozytsLla L Mova Eryhorfra skovorody,r, W-volfayt.Shllgk4 (London, rrUkr. vyd. epllkau, ,l96ri, p. 650.
2

Chaplenkor 9p. gI!., p.6j1.
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ftrs interestlng to note that Skovoroda often Lntentionally diffcr-
entf.ated bctwccn hle uec of dUkrainLantt and tlRueeiantf termlnology 1, bot

for the nost part hie baelc connu¡rlcatloa cith thc Ukrarnlan population
)

wae in Ukrainian ' , and not Ruseian. Therc are nunerous ineta¡ces nhere

Skovoroda enployed the livlng llkrafnian language ln hf.e eonge and talee____ ___9_ .--

ae erenpJtfled by hie popuLarverÊc, roi ty¡ ptychko zholtobokor!

]lOü T!{ r ritrdrrrco, xo.nroóorco,
Itre ruia¡u rnba.qa BbLco¡co !
I(ta¡lr.Ha se¡eHoü rpaorcb,
na ijo¡o¡eiliõä-,ryi.ñr6 .
aaaaaaaaaaaa

$ä3"ä,,Ëå3i i3f";3å:"'
ByfiHrr 

"b*pur "õ"i"",pr,Tyrcr .Enopy .[aMatorrf . 2

Deflnlte baef.c ukraj.nran'elenents appear ln a1r thc phonetrcJ,

norphologC'cal¡ syntactl.cal r lcxlcal, and phraseologC,cal aepecte, includl¡g
tbe ltngulstl'c styles of Skovorod" 4, ae 1Ìlustratcd l¡.the Lntroductor.¡r

notcs ln the 1961 edf.tlon of Skovorodars yorka.5 It wag not long bcforc:
thc ttconpllcated booklalr languagcff .of Skovoroda evolvcd luto the nodcra

Ukrai"{în ll,terar¡r laaguagc 3

1

Chaplcnko¡ 9!. gl!., p. 65A.
2

Derkach¡ 9!. 9!E.r p. 69.
,

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961r I,I, p. )2,
4

_ Popov, gE. É., p. 67.
5

skovo"ol":.Tvorvir 
^1961r. 

rr pp. )üxv-þoffrr. For a EorG conprchen-sivc treatnent of thle subJect seel V. Chaptentco, rfMovna poo"i"ff" i Movallryhoriia Skovorodyl, @, h. clr., pp; g+é_Éii, ,oU p. A.Morgun, tttietsc II. s. @i ñãovliÊu ukiorngi¡or id.t";"l;-
noL Movytt, O. O bnla L

r.'. j.' :
ilt.:.

....:

Vydavaytctro nt""
(lftarkf.v,



llEygyur,r o.qulrM B ocrauuix upoania nonepe¡-Irtol' craponur{x¡roï rúosroï rpa¿rnqiï, e¡cã 
"

sarcinvynaJracb y )trIII crr !-rúosa Cionopo¡ø
Bo.quoqac l¡icram y coõi i Bapo.qKH Hosóï
.nirepar¡irpnoï MoBr¿ Ha Hapo.ql¡ift ocr¡oai. Bcsir¡i qieï rer¡eni¡i-ï Cioäopo¡y rr,roxua
Bearrarlr a icropii yrpaïnc¡rcoï aireparyp_
Hoi ¡¿onu..o.qrjÍr¿M a nónépegnørin r. Kõr¡äþ_
eBcbKoroil, I -

Chyzhevotkylre sunnation of the nature of Skovorod,ars ltnguietlc
etyle ls brlef and to the point whea hc says,

li . ¡ MoBâ Cnonopo¡r¿ He ótytta na ro¡j.u¡riül¡cp"ï"i :f y rE a røona, ra¡cða¡uer nK üe-oy"
uyxuü. i üoro.nirepar¡pnuü crriJrb . , . i: MoBa Croeopo¡ra, fi üoro niteparypnraü crrrJrb

cyuacuoï ftor,ry.pociüco¡cot iiri;þar¡¡pra s i _q o r o c u i ¡ ¡ H o r ot,. Z

on the basf.s of the above, Lt becones clearly evident that Skovo-
roda was unquestioaably a ukraLnLan phllosopher who expreosed hlnserf Ín
the languagc of hie own peopre, nanely, the llkrafnf.an language.

Not only has skovoroda been nfgunderstood fron the alL-iaportant
'stanclpolnt of natfonarLty and use of languagc aa a ¡neang of creatf.vc ex-
preeeioa, but thcrc hae been certal,n controverey ln whether or not be

should be. epoken of as a phirosopbcr fn thc specf.fr.c impllcatf.on of that
tern. Mirchr¡k expre.aea that contentious pornt of viev in thie way:

lrCrconopoga. qe Ee Si.nboco$ aa:ci¡uo_eBpo_
rrefic¡¡coi rraipu : . . flr cxoqeMo rrryrarrã ,

Crcoeopo.qrir aK Õi.rr¡oco$a s üoro nøäar¡u.ax,

1

Skovoroda, Iþori, 1961r Ir p. ru(xvll.
2

_ DE. Ch¡zhcv-otkJrlf tlUkr. Literaturnyl, barokil,f@, No. ri, vol. rv, (prab;; ì94ãt,'

18

:i

Pratsi - fet.
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. To Mrr HiKonr{ He Bi,qEyKaeMo üoro, õo ni.repa-
Eypr{a cirarn{r,rua rar Heóorara ri¡ra¡cicr¡o i r¡e-
oprfiua¡Lua Qoprraoro, qo cl¡i¡o MolKHa crasarr{,
qo Ha riü oc¡¡oaÍ He MoJrHa üoro npr.rsuarr¿
Èi¡¡tocoSou s rrosuir\,r poayrrr,tinn¡o roio cJroBai
Qnpil,r rdboro ro¡on¡¡i fioro ¡yMKE poarcuneni y
f4oro rBopax óeg ¡raüuenruoro- nopa¡ry, rarc qó
san.qaurreM KprlTr{Ica fiRJrEerbpr qoüuo ireBua
cr¿cTelaiaaqin qux ¿yuoirt. I

Although Mirchr¡k concedee that Skovoroda could be deecrl,bcd ae t'thc

flrst Ulcraintan phlloeopher f.n general" 2, he neverthelees Lnsietg that

Skovorodare pbilosopby fs rrunsyetenaticrr'ad treuperficLalrt:

tllerra Croropoga BaJrr¿nEB rro coói- .rirepa-
T.ypuy ctra.qüuxyr To M]rMo roro qi.rrcol,r õnpaa-
Ãaso HaBr{Bae fioro Ï(¡r¡pzucrrcraü ttÉi¡rocoeor,l
óea cucre¡ull, óo xa¡noï crrc.teMl4 aiu Har,{"He
Ãas aHi ¡rasits He [oKasaB HAÀÍ HOB]IX MeTO.q_
io. uayrcosoï npaqi. Eoõ MarH roH.ETTfi rtpo
Crconopo¡yr...qocüÍb rrporrïTarrã o.qr,ru üoro rrip ,sci Apyri ftoro rBopr{ noBtapfiÐr¡ rhrutatte qu_- 

-

tandi.err ri caui ÃyMKr{, se .qaþTË HaM niqoro
HoBoro. Hessuqaüna upocropa SiatocoSiï
CroBopo.qlr, HeMo)trJr¡rslcr¡ ni¡iüôø ¡o ¡rôi si
aa¡rqafiHsM Macmraóou rpururu poótrm iï T.Erc-
Koro .qJr.E rirrta¡y j- Totny y ncíi ganniiåurar
rrpaqrrx npo CronopoÃy . o, 6aqul¿o e Si;rro_coSiuro.ro óory eauuaËryro .qoso¡i roBeproane
Tpa$TyBann.fi crrpaBr¿tt. )

Guetav Shpet, uho according to Zentcovsky tlhad rrrl"tten an cxeeÌlent

etudy on the blstory of Rusefan: phl.loeophy in geucral.il, gnogantly dcnied

that Skovoroda nae a phlloeophcrr aeaorting that ttin Skovorodate yorks I
.t.

find an extrencly enall anount of philoeophyil. 4

'1
Mlrchulc, .9p. g!9. , Í,. Z.r.

2- 
&1g. ¡ p. 24.

3
Ibid. t p. 27.

4-
Quoted after Zenkovskyr .9p. .gå!.r Þ.razvltiia russkof filosofil" (tetr@raa, lgZA) |

J!. See Guetav Shpet,
pp. 69-?0, ?O, ?4.

¡:iii
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Over againet these negative vLene 1e the positf.ve contention ex-
presscd b¡f fvan DzLuba who declared that trSkovoroda uaa flret and fore-
noet a phf.losopherlt:

ItErren aa a poet he wae at hLe best in hie phflo*
. sophicql-theological works. yet he is a ptrttoso_
pher of a singula¡ kind, who ie important-not so
mucl¡ for worklag out generarry valid syeteus and
conceptsr but for hr.s poetlc-peychorogical. conpre-
henslone of the human Ëoul, attúough he by no 

- 
4

mean6 neglected questione of a universaÌ, nature.ft

It has already been seen that Chyzhevsrkyf coneidere Skovoroda as
frthe fLrst representative of Ukralnian philosophyrrwhosenlLfe was his
philosophyr'and whose philosophy wag hls life.rt 2 Thls summation ia
generally held by moet studente of Skovoroda, yet there fe a valid expla-
natlon for his rtuneystemattcrt approach, ae weLÌ as his rþracticalfr exenpli-
fication of hie sfngular philosophic thought.

In the first p1ace, it ehoul"d be remembered that Skovorodars pbllo-.
sophy wae not orlginally deslgned or refinEd for publícation in a systc-
natic forn, nor wae tt þr¡¡narily intended for-wide readershfp ae explaLned

by Morgun 1n the following quotation:

ll,[o peui crasarrar Eo. aBrop n]rean cBoi TBopr{He cueqÍa;ruuo ,qnrr ouyó;rircyoanu.E, a B.qeói¿r¡_uoro npøcB.Errynae ïx [pI4.BTeJI"rrM _ gHafio¡,¿¡¿1,,t iHe sHaüoroflrr\Á. llaopu f-. Crconopoglr B Oi.muocr¡¡
nepe[i¿cyBalrr{cb üoro yr¡H.EMr¿ rá upurre¡¡ru¡¿ i
rlepecrrJraJrrrcfi. sa pieui a.qpecu. ?i¡ue IIoc]rJrâ,_
Irr4cfi. ca¡¡Í aBTOrBaæu. ili-oõcra¡r¿nr¿ syMoBJrÐ-
BaJr?r .qo rre,Bgoi uipu MoBgocrrrqicr¡¿rruy cnpauo_Bar¡ictr ra npaoorruc rnopirtt. 1

1'
DzLuba, gp. gi!., p. 67.

2
chyzhcvsrþ.ir 

-Na¡ïsi z- Ietôr:Lt Ftlosofll ra urcralni (praha, Ilkra-lnsfkvi l{ronadsrkyl vya rs: Ëfe"¡to-Jriä-ae, Chyzhevetkyf., I{aqygx p. -

,
Morgua, gp..gig.r p. llJ"



Furtbernore, Skovoroda himself was not ov€r1y coneerne¿ about the

traditfonal concepte of philosophy (such as trtheoretlcaltt or ftcognitiverf

practices) as he uae about the deep enotl.onal and votÍtlonal nature of
the human soul - tbe rheartrf of nan. For exampl,e, when askcd for híe

pereouar definltlonlon the neãning of rþhilosophyr,, skovoroda reptlcd ln
thle way:

r{Ihs chief end of hunan life, tbe head or goyernor
of a nanrs deede le his sptrit, nind o" Ueärt.- 

--

Ðveryonc purêuos an oad fn fftó, but aot everJrone
pur€uea the chlef end, that f"s, aot cveryonc is
occupLcd wtth lffef e belly, that f,s,, he dlrecte
al.l of hLs deede to glvlng life to hís beltyi
a¡other to thc eyec, another to the halr, 

"oótn""to tbe legs aad other li"mbs, etill a¡other to fLac
clothing and eucb soulless tbl"uge. philosopþ, or
the love of nLedon, diròcte the wholc ctcfã óilte dceds ùo a si4glc ond, ia ordcr to givc lifc
to the eplrlt, noblllty to the heart, rad,lance to
the ¡dndr as to the hcad or governor of all th{rnga.
wl¡ea a na¡¡fe spfrrt ie cheerlurl uhen nre ntnd-iË-
traaquil, hfe heart at ¡eace, then cverythlng fc
nadtant, happy¡ and b1eãeea.' sücñ ie pLttoeõpuy. .,, 1

The Ukrafnlan phLlosophcr had a epecl.al love for world phllosoph¡

whlch lnvarLably had a profound Lmpact upon hfs future thoughtr
llBce croe cni¡oue JKlrrr.E BBepraBcfi CroBopo.qago craÃqr¿Hr,r anruquoï Si;rocoeiï ra uirepã_Typi4. B ftoro rnopa^:( âycrpiüa¡orsc.a uã"^ri
NOCI{JI.AHHfi HA A¡{TI,ÍI¡Hi TBOPI4 TA BI4CJIOBJIIOBAHHJT
craporperÞKlDr j. purr,rcaxux- Mr¿cJrr¿TeJriB ta noe_
Iiu, TaKriT, :fic¡c Co¡on, IIuaron, ApÍ.crorà.lri,Corpar, IliSarop, fop?qiür Uiúepón, Ceuerca,
lln¡rrapx sa óarar¡ox isnui. flr-uuó¡ues¡¡r¡n
C¡cosopo,qa-[eperJra,qaB TBopr¿ Eopini¡a, ¡;p;_
4tinr Obi¡ie, oõpoõrea óafiro¡i- cloxärú ¡ããrrr.

V. Boncb-Bruevich (ed.),

Skovorodv
cvLch, p.
9Å9. r PP.

, Part l¡tetva
St.
lext

tereburg,
tra¡elatisa of George L. KIr!Ê, &lLer .9!,.
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-I¿Itoløy_uateJrcarb rreperJra.qrã ðiüocoscr røx rBo_
Biu ll.uyrapxa ta llir¡epona. gaqiras¡euicæs
Crcoa opo¡u crra"qquu oÐ arr rr{qnrax Mia cJir¿ r e¿ i¡
ni-¡õnnacrr Ha sÀ,ricri üoro ¡¡a*roi oi"ôõõæirr!. 1

BesLdae having an excellent k¿osledge of the abovc-mentLoncd irnclent

Grsek and Ronan philoeophers, Chyzhgvsrt(yi,e theeie ehoue that Skovoroda

obvl'ouely had a good uorklng knowledge of the so-cálled rGernaa n¡atlcsr,
thc phflosopbcrs of tbe Mictdre Âges and the Early church Fathera. 2

As a student oi philoeopby and theolo6y at the Klevan Acadeny ,,

who vac ranked anong the top etudcnte fn hLe cI"." 4, 
Skovoroda yag d,cs-

tlnod to beconc one of the úoet enLightencd i.ndtviduals of his """. 
5 H"

raa, Ln fact, oftcn referrcd to as the ttUkralnlan Socratce,,6 and, Ir¡rll,
Lavrfnonko ol'tee a quotation fron V. Karazyn (a coaüemporarJr of Skovoroda)

wbo thought of h{n ae a ukrainLqn pythe8o!¡Rr origen a¡d Lef.b¡itz. rn a
lettcr to hle publleher, Molodyk, Karazyn yrotc,

lrTo,qi, MoÍcJrr¿Bo, Haurãuy rr óiorpa$in nanono
¡ryÃÞerirr He,qoctarrrbo o pj-auux wypuanaJ(
rro,qauy, Ta fr. To yplrorcaùr¡¿ e IBI0- po*y, óox ,

ia roro-porcy ri¡irr noqaüu ¡é"u..qy""Tr¡cqo Mrr rrri u¡roor,r i ¡ yrpãirrci¡cit'lä;;;rri- ;
Marr¡.t croro lliraropa, Opireua, Ieü6niqan , Z

1:
I. V. IJ"T_t_of rfEtyka Skovorody.l Ff.loeoftta-þlkurar¡ llld Vïsbensr-

kohq d-oébqvorqel (X¿v, rfNaukova Uunkál, 1g?Ð, p. 1Zi. ' :
¿

Cbyàheverkyl, trl1rosofl_Lqr g¡ó cL.-g., p. 6.3 --: -

Ern¡ g!" 9ig., p. 5I.
5

,t::: :'

fetorll,a UlcraLqstl@i Literaturf,¡ go clt., II, p. 111,
6

R".er" r-ïii"l;:Tr :
7

iil::ì
1:::'

The

.P. 1

kùea,
Iurtl lavrlnenko. Va6

ttsuchasnlgtr rrr ß?5j rã
(utr¡n-



In a very real seneG¡ D. I. BahallL percelvcd the real Skovoroda

uhcn he urotc, 'Et is lnpoesible to dLeùinguigh ln Skovoroda the ¡riter
from the phtlosopher or even the personr because Ln hln aLl of this waa

blended lnto a cLngle nonolithrt. 1

Eowever, aa alrcady mcnti.oncd, the 'uneyetenatl.crr philosophy of
Skovoroda Le sufficlently contlnuoue to enable a careful stud.ent to under-

etand eone of lts nore difflcult detatls. NaturalJ.y, not all of theee

detalla nor q1,1 of hie naJor phllosophtc thoughte arc alwaye readily and

easlly conpreheadcd. ThLe Le, of couree, the roason uhy thcre are ao

nan¡r unfor¡nded views a¡d serlous contradlctÍone exl.etent in works on

Skovorodr todey.

Tbcre bae long bcen a scbool of thought claining that Skovoroda

wae thot an orÍg{nal thlnkerf or aycn al lnflucntlal onc for Later Ruc-

slan phllosoph¡rrr 2, but that hc ffanlvcd at a philosopby whlch raa êc-
lectLc rather ühan origJ.nalrt. J rn otber uorda, it la arleged that thc
Iltcrafnlan phllosophcr favoured no particurar belfef or practlcc, but
selccted vhat he Coneldercd to be tbe hest phl.Ioeophtc clemente tlon all
echoole or uethode.

To a certaîn degree¡ thcse coatentf,ona &aJr bc parùially valld for
skovoroda rlae i¿deed greatly lnf,Lucnccd by othcr phÍlosophere as noted.

carl$er. Teü, to. all'cgc tbat tbc llkrainfan phtloaopåcr lacked total ori-
g1traüty ln hls creativc worke Le a poLnt of vle¡r that caanot be factually
Juet*flcd.

Quotcd, after Dcrkach¡ gg. glt., p. 60.

Stephen Patrick Schcrer, The lrtfe and
Sawlc

Ohlo State Univ-rett¡ ¡ po TÞr

2t

.::..:.

1

2

t,¿;:
:.:t

Ibf{;r p. 1?2. See aleo Chyzhevsrþi, Fl,lrqg.ofilar g¡. git.q Þ.5.



24

rhose who consider hLm ae an rrorlglnal thinker, poat, and en-

ù that Skovoroda created an origfnal philo-
eophy even thougb hc may havc derived nuch of hls inepiration fron the

4sncl'ent Grecke or from the other phllosoþhcre hc nay have etudÍed. 1 ?,en-

kovsky explalne this ae followe:

fr . ¡ GVC'a Cursory acqualntancc with skovorodars
lrorks nakca oEG fcer. his unquestionable originai-Lty, not ln the scnee that he wae eubject tãìo-influcncee, but in ühc 6en'e that hc Ãr*ays thought
hla-idcae through indcpcndentry, even if it"y 

""ñ"to him fron outsidc. Ee was a icnuine phlloËophor.rr 2

Vladimlr Ern picturcs Skovoroda as a dexterouc rrbGcn, who, altbougb
lnfluenced by tho phllosophcrs of antiqulty and latcr Church Fathcrs,

eklluulLy reworkcd thcir thoughte lnto hÍa own pureì and orLgfaaL .rbone ylu. 5

rvan Franko appcar8 to support thle evaluation, having epoken of skovo-

roda as rfpourlùg nev uine into the old skinstt of phllosophlc thoughü in
ukraine. I N. r. Koetona¡ov not onry vlewed skovorodaru ro"r, no]rrro"r"
Ln tcrne of tinc and pracc ln whl.ch iÈ appcared, but aleo found in it a

renarkable origfnar noralr.ty aad frecdon of thought. 5

Relatcd to the qucstlon of originality Ís thc fact thet not all who

have attcnpted to etudy skovoroda havc arÍvcd at tbc sane conclugioa co'-
cernJ.ng hig intellectual or echola¡ly abilltfes.' Ern has shown that eonc

of hie contenpora¡les conef.dcred hln to be a ,dunce,r, 6 whfle nany of hie

1

I. V. fvanror 9p. clt.¡ p. 1J1.
2

ZcnkovskÍr !p. g!!., þ. 55.t
. Ern, 9¡. oit.¡ p. 2O).
4

Franko, 9p. cft., pp. 29, B1r
5-
ln. 

r. Kostomarovr rsÌovo o skovorodcfr, esnovi, tg6t, #?rp. 1?g.

Þn, 9g. ,9i!., P. 21o.

i
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pbiloaophls worke wpre cLassifled as too rtdangerouett for publicatforr. 1

shpct denlca that skovoroda uaa a btghly cducatcd pereon clainlng
although skovoroda had sone knowlcdge of ancient phfloeophy and thc
Fathere, it is thot cnougb to concrudc that he Haa a rEuccessor to
as Eany historia¡e have done,,. 2 $rfs opinfoa was eharcd to eonc

by E. Radlov in hl.s . l
vladlnir Ern cltce v. KrestoverkyL who.ae carly ae 1g61 had pub-

thc folrowing descrlption of skovoroda in hie perlodlcal, Rueekoe

that,

Chu¡ch

Platof

cxtont

liebed
.'

Slovo:
tlI conelder llnyhoril Savlch no nore and no lcee
than another scnfnary duncc, born b¡r the th;:-
ff:ï*:i :ÏrHT,ïulrrootosical 

seni¡¡""v oo"i

fn tbc yêry acxt igsuc of that sana

agaLnst Skovoroda was contlnucd vhcn

a¡ld ftcarfionic scmluariaa u. 5

Ánothcr who failed to apprcciate the lntellectual and phtlosopbic

worth of Skovoroda.uas one of hJ.e bfographers, H. p. Danylevsrkyl who r¡rotc,. .. yq¡J¿.svÞ ¡lLJ

that ttaLthough skovorodare life wae well known, hie phÌlosophical works

for our tlmc have no neanlnil".6 Ern hae noted that Skovoroda waefrtoo
great 'for his epochf , and therefore it was cl:i.fflcul"t for average scholars
to r¡nderstaad hln and. accurately evaruate his creatíve abilities. 7

1

Olianchynr op: gå!., p. 692.
2

_ Shpet, 9p. gi!., pp. ?O¡ ?4,
3

E. Rad'Iov, Ocherk istonii russkol ftlosofli (st. petersburg, 19AO)lp. 10. 
U

Ern, 98. 9ig., p. 21O.
5

- fb,id. r pp. .A1O-411.
6

H' P" Danyleverkyr, soch{qe.nügJ xx{-.tg,nakh (st. petersburg, 1go2) |Vol. XXI, p. B/.
,7

' Ertl, gE. g!!., p. J4.

publicatlon ¡. Krestovs r kyl r e attack

hc declarcd him to be a ?fdull-wittcdrl
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Early in his chilclhood Skovoroda d.enonstrated a rema¡kable talent
and thirst.for J.earnJ-ng. 1 So i¡tense wae his love for acqulring greater

knowledgo that Kovalenerkyi made it clear ühat it was not Skovorodafe

fatherre l-dea to send hlm to the Academy, but rather that hís father sent

hln to the Academy in 1?38, rtas a result of his (Skovorodatc - JRp) wish-
)

e8.rr Z It was a little later in life that Skovorod,a recaLled wistfully,
rfflom my earllest years a nysterious power and nania aütracted me to
moralizing booksr and I loved them nore than airything elee; they doctored

r.
and cheered ny heartrt. J

Along wlth his books, nature played a signiflcant role in the for-
natLon of Skovorodafg character and education. 9 Îhe ecope of hj.s know-

ledge cxtended fron phllosophy and theol.ogy to nuotc, hlstory, nathenag.ce,
E

and scleac9-. ) Sone schoLare clalm hfs works were rrwidely dlesemlnatcd

,fetÍmeft such that he soon bccane known as

an ttencyclopaedically enllghtencd per6onfr 4nd a trwand,ering ünivcrslty,r 6

'

On the basis of sound historical and biograpbicaL evidcnce it bc-

coüe6 apparent that the Ukrainia¡¡ phllosopher was not lndlfferent to

learnfng for he argucd that thothing is better than a good education:

'1

Skovoroda, Tvoiy, 1961r fI, p. 488.)
- - : ++d.l !. 489. Recent biographlcal etudf.ên¡ on Skovoroda have re-vealcd docunented evidence that the Ukralnlaa philosopåer studied onfy ãicfull ycgr.U?44-1?45) at the Kievan Acadeny ""ih"" tUan the ¡iã"ry accept_

?a (vfi-4¿i l?44-5o) years as conpilea uy-u. r. p"trov tu 1tõã: (scc L.
Makhnovetsfr 9p. g1!., pp. Zl,-A4).

' Bonch-Bruevlch, gp. cit., p. A4J.
lL

. tlflr¡altro voznLak, retorÍia ukralnsrkójl Lltcratury (L,vov, r!p¡.es-
vitan, 1gz4) | flf ¡ þ. ??.

E2 Enn, 9p. g1!.r pp.-6l-65, see also, voznlak, gp. g!!.r pp. Zg-
79.'

6 fetoriia UkTainetkoi {,itefatury (xylv, 196?)r .g!,. clt., pp. 110-

i:::::l'.:

111 .



nclther ranlc, no¡ wealth, nor fanlly, nor the tc¡derness of randLo¡ds,

nor noble birthtt. t 
,

Skovorodafe influcncc, both philosophic and acadenic, b'as v€rJ¡

profound upon the Ukrai¿lan population and later served to establish thc

ncccasa¡'Jr groundwork for thc for¡r¡ding of Kbarkfv unfvcrslty. 2 fü ca¡r

thcrcfore bc safely concluded that the Ukralnlan philoeopher was not oaly

recognJ.zed ae ar-r original. thLnkcr, but as a êonpetent educator who êxcmp-

lifiod hie ecadenic credcntlale not only by hts nanJr yeare of teaching

and lectr¡rlngr but aLso l¡x hLe eubeta¡tfal phitoeophic and literary
crcatLvity.

ft appcars as 1f hn tras ånong thc flret to lnitlate the contro-

vcr6y conscrning Skovorodefe relatLon and attÍtude toward rcliglon and

thc chr¡rch when he wrotc, ttskoyoroda, âlthough he ¡vas noù in prlnclplo

. hoetllc to thc Church, nevertheLcse foÌnd hlnEel.f in a posf"tlon of nutc,

, unconeclous opposlt{on to iütt. } Bonch-Bruevich, thc cdltor of Skovoro-

dars norks gocs furùhÊr 
"ndr on the baeis of isolated cxpressfons gleaned

ttfron Skovoroda, rcprcsente bln as clo¡a to secte.ria¡rlem. + This vLcs wae

later revivcd by P. Mlltutcov who claEsifled the Ukralnlan phllosophcr as
tta Sectaria¡¡ l¡ opiritrt.

Thc general Sovfet lnterpretetÍon of Skovorodats attitude toward

rcllgl"on and thc Church caete bin a.e 'rresolutely rcjectlng thc chrletiatl
Ê

concept of Godttr/- sÍncc, accordf.ng to Bilych and Popov, hc vae baelcally

1

Bonch-BruevÍch, 9p. g1!., p. 1t62.
2 voznia¡cr 9!,. "tg.; nj+.
4

; Ern, gp. cit;, p. jZ5.
Bonch-Bruevich, t%anltka of rcdaktsf.irr, pp. viL-:rv .

5 0r, Doroehcnkor. -riia""rno 
(tcrar_

kLvr "Ibybospilka'r, 19,O);JìÌö.
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an tratbeisttt aad very 'tmateriarietictf ín hr.s outrook. 1 M. p. Redfkore

theels characterizee Skovoroda a6 an ldealistic opponent of rellglon and

an eneny of the official Church. 2

In a very interestfng e6say entitled rrÎhe tJorld of Syrnbols fn H. S.

skovorodatt; D' P. K¡rryk cxpJ.ains that sovlct scholars have often nlereprc-
eented Skovorodafe rcligioue convictions becausc most of them have expre6-

sed lLteral, rather than the proper s¡nnbolf.c insighte of hre phllosophy

and beve tgaored or misundcretood hle rrnethod of expressloyrrr. S Ai p. Mar-

kov reflocte Kyrykfs conclueLone etatiug that rrto conclude.that skovoroda

uaa an athelet or a+ idcalistic opponent of rellgion ie unfot¡ndedr,. 4

Othcrecho1arseuchaeV.V.Zcnkovekyconcurw1ththcscvl'ewe

showfng that the church in Skovorodafs day was eadly eecularlzed and that
trskovoroda uas a frce ecclesiastlcal thinkcr, who fctt hínsel-f a nenber of
tbe Church, but flrnly preserved bis freedon of though¡n. 5 Furthcrnore,
Iskovorodare thought never broke away fron the Bfbler and the nore hie
thought natured, tbe morc profound did the meaning of the BibltcaL trarra-
tivcs appêar to hlnrt. 6 .:

fn Skovorodare dialogue cnültled, ItA Conversation Arnong Five Travel-

1

see T. A, Bi.lych, 'Kalendar atofstar, H. s. skovoroda, (Kyiv, 195Ð iP. Popovr ffryhorii SkoJoroda (ryÍv, 1960) q 
- 

- - --- - -- -:-r

l t. q. Redrko, Svttoqlt"A U. S. St ovoroay (!rviv, 196?).J rytykr "svit g
rody, lBo cl.t.¡ pp. 11?r 1AO"

4
A. P. llarkov, trspiwidnoshennfa dukhovnoho i naterilalrnoho u filo-eofff *; *. Skovorod.y't, Vld Vyeh,cqs.tgl19-qg_qlgfgfg*r op. "iJ., p. 115.r Zenkovekyr 9!. cit., p. j?.

6 rbfd,r pp. 5?-58.
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erÊ concernlng LLfers lrue Eappinceelr r.onginue (skovoroda) says:

tfl began to read the Biblc in ny thirtleth Jrear.But thls sprcndid Book won out over alr .y óttrer
lovêa, slakfag my J.ong hungcr ãnd thiret wftl
the bread and watcr of Godrs truth and Juetlco,vhich were sweeter to mc than honcy and:thc honey-coub. I feel b¡ naturc cepeciall¡r drawn to them-¡I have fledr and I fllae, ,roae" thå guldan"" oi-ryIord, all the obetaclcs of life, and a1l carnal
Iovere, so that I nlght flnd pcace aad joy ln thopure embracc of thie daughtcr of Gocr who is fair-cr thar¡ all thc daughters of men . .rt 

-l

not thc Least fcar of loe-
ing that falth Ín the paths of free thought, as MÍrcbrrk potnta out in thc

following quotation:

It0rooopo.qa MaB cnoÐ penirin, niprn s Ëora
saË¡'{anc.E Ei6¡ien ro¡i, Korrrr'r¡i þiurE atrxà_
sairiucs i¡rre¡ife¡¡*¡r¡u ironau, n¡rxõsa*Hu üà
Èpanqysorciü- airepae¡rpi, r¡iiror,r sãùr,l" --
õanr.acroMil , c

Accordlng to Frauko, skovorodare phJ.losophy of life along with his
interpretatÍon of morallty, preclucled any lntimate aosocÍatÍou with thc
cxistant hlerarcby. 

' He was not an avowed ,,ênenyil of the Church, nor
uas hc rratheÍstietr ln hie relfgLous outlook. Thc ukrainian philosopbcr

slnply considcred ths Orthodox Chr¡rcb as incapable of truc splrltual
lcadership 4, iüs nonasücrfis ae neete of indulgeut pharir"u" 5, and lte
nenbcreh1pe8acrowdofunrcflLecüÍvcand.superstitioueloute.6

by George L. K1ine. Conparc, Eclfer-9¡. clt.,
2 i.firchuk, g¡. cit. 1 p. JZ.c.- Frankor .9p. g1!., p. BO.
' Bonch-BruevÍch, gg. cÍt., p. lZ.
5 skoto"oda, tvory, 1961, II, p. 49g.
6 Bonch-Bru""ã']g. 

"r;., ;.' t6;.

Quoted' after the translatlon
p. 56.
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These vielrs and attltudes have caueed some wrLters to see him aa

the ttforerunncr of ukrainian cvangcll.gnrr. 1 st"phen schcrcr srrns üp

skovorodare attitude toward thc cstablfshcd church in thLs.way:
ttDcspiüc hie outlook concerning thc church, however,
skovoroda dld not abandon hte bcuef in 1ts nost
c1u1tal dogrnas, thc trinÍty of God and thc Dlvlnltyof Jcsus chrtst. stilr hrô oppoettlo¿ to thc or- -
thodox chgrc! impctrcd hrm to Äcek a nore spr.rltual
and ascetfc chrlettanlty removed, {ron a dcpändcncc
on material forns and confortstt. Z

fn ehort, Skovoroda believed that lndivldual splriùua1 rcgencration rathcr
than ecclcslaetlcaL or social reform uould promotc social traaqu{Iity. To

tbis cnd hc was wiIl1ng to devote hls entire strength and abillty, even

hie llfc.
Dnytn'o Chyzhevsrkyf mentfons a nunber of other areae wherc Skovoroda

has been grossly nist¡nderstood and whcrc dla¡netric lnterpretatlone stt11
cxLet. Metaphyelcally, he was dcscrl.bed as a moniet, dual.ist and naterl,al-

2
Let. / Ethlcalty¡ s€iye cþzhcverkyl, he was d.caotcd ae a rcLativf.st who

defined nor'ms meanlngful only for ühe lndfvidual; whilc conversely, he hae

bccu deecribed as the precr¡raer of ltabeoLuüetf cthi"". 4 Chyzheverkyl goes

to point out how the phllosophy of skovoroda has been varLously compared

thc thoughts öf other ¡ùrllosophers whoee vlewe uere kuown to bc fot¡ndcd

on

to

upon differeat premisce:

lrCrcoropo.qy BBfiBy¡a¡u i B uafipieuouanir_
¡rin¡¡¡r¡¡r einoco@i.r'ra!,rrd rpagør¡iãuø: ã: cõ¡c-pargy, IlJlnrouorr,r, ApieroreJreM, croïranau,II¡ori¡lol,r, orrIEMrl r¡êprcnn, Cniúoaon, Marb_
9g*rço1l lp. Boraeorrr, eíaocoSir" úpãõãíu"_. Hocra ,/ÕpauiIyabra upocni-ue¡ricr¡ , pãfirrnap¡c/,

hcllznu.
2

t
4

.]v. Flor¡mstkyl, Hlyhorii skojo_roda - prcd,_tcghg ukrainsrkoho revan-(Toronto, W.tton"t
Schcrer, 9!,. qtt. t p. 51.
Chyzhevsrkyl, -tr.iljpsofitgr .oll. cl_t.¡ p. 5"
rbld. ,



t1

ra r{aBiTb ia ¡r¡r¡c¡eHuKaMr4 r 40 xcr.rJrlf rro c¡cono-poli - a llle¡¡infou, Iefe¡enr ra lepõapror¡!
l1eü peg ir,reu Mr.r MorJr]r õ upo¡onïc]rp; rä uonoc-
HtrÍtt iuena¡¡¡¿ MeHIII nigorvnarrra . .. il '

Thcre are eimllar dlfferencea of oplnion concernlng the Ínfluencee

that the Wcst may or may not have had on Skovoroda. lihilc Chyzhevsfkyi

concedes euch a probabillty 2 , Ern strongry reJectg the validfty of
an¡r argument to uphold that beli.f.7

Lastr and by no neana least, a nunbcr of scholars havc classiflcd
Slcovoroda ae [a late representative of Baroque mystlcisntt in Ukraine. 4

Popov, however, rejects the attempüs of those (such as lvanro a¡¡d Ch¡r-

zhevsrkyi fn this inetance) who choose to link Skovoroda to the Baroque

etyle¡ a8 ffentl-historis¿1,,' 5

In vicw of these confllctlng interpretatione made by scholars re-
garding the Iife and works of Skovoroda, Chyzhevsrkyf poses a nunber of ,

crucial questions which demand -eeri.ouð, consid.eration by those with a

genuine desire to know and further the etudies of Skovoroda in the acadenic

wor1d.:

ll[o r,roxwa spoõnîs s q]rM xaocoM ÃWoK? qa
He õaayettcø qs poaõircrrlcrb eqinín, Íurep-
rperarliü Ha roMy qo C¡copopo,qa óyB ,qyx,firyft yce npilül¡anr lce cnoayuynaã, -- aóo
ainme yce sMirryBaBr ¡rce s.trrnàa y o.que? qü
He õyB BiH o.qrü is rrax, qo He o HiquM rreB-
HlrM, õo xoqe óyru BciM sapaaoM? Va se aua-

1

Chyzhevstkyi, Filtosofi:Lar 98. g&., p. j.)-- Ibid., p. 6.
ã--
í *o' -9.P.' 91!'r PP' 55-59'

t- -.. 
* Dtitrij-Cizev-skij, Comparattvg Hlstory gf Slavic Literatr¡ree(Baltinone, MaryJ.anA, Vroáé" ,RÍsbard Noel Porter aud Ma¡tin p. trLicer p. 92. seé "i"or'tvan ivanro.frNove Doeridzbennia pro Hryhoriia skovorãdyí', Drrip"o-(xji"r-i969), ñå. ¡,p. 14?.
tr/ Popov, 9p. g!!., p. 12?.
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qr{Îb qe, qo BiH õyB Jrríw.e K y p i o 3 o M,a H1EK He-q Í Ã o r,r y icroþiï yrcfai*ã"]'
Koro .qyxa? -Ale I .EK To,qi s.EcJrBalr{- anyrpirn_Hþ e.q*icr¡. üoro ocoõucrocrrr ia fioro xr¿õre-Boro r¡rJr.Exy? .,flr aøcyBaru fioro r¡øõorcaü
BrrJrr.rB Ha cyrrae¡rr¿rcis-ra roË Õa¡crr Uo yrcpa_ïsc¡xa ¡yxóea icropln 

""è, ãr, ,rurpoBana.
troneprac rb c.E "qo 

rf cicoropo¡á¡rórnã[ i":-:*. il'1

In response to Chyzhevsrkyirs obvloue concern about the confused

otate of skovorodlan etudtes due to the existence of so many lnconeistent
and dÍanetric Lnterpretationsr an attempt w111 be nade in thts thesfs
to approach Skovoroda a ltttle dLfferently by vlevirig hLs works through

hie eynbolo, embLeme and phiLosophic terns rather than through the tradi-
tional teaas of literaL lnterpretatlon. Furthernore, it is belLeved that
once he fs exaninied wlthln the hf.storlcal context of hls own çpoch and ac-
cordLng to his pereonal nethod, of styJ.lstic expression, then hie en6.re

phlloeophical thougbt and literary creatlvity wiLl crystallize into a

eensLble unffled systen of ldeae that wilL be recognized as beiag etrangely
unique ln the hístory of uorld phlloeophtcar thougbt.

PROBLB,ÍS TO BE RESOLVÐ

Fron aII indlcatLone it appeara as 1f Skovoroda.wtll conH.nue to be
:

'a ttnon-enüÍüyrt among the worldre moet celebrated philoeophers r¡nlees b1e

worke ere re-publlshed by schotare who are qualLfled to r¡ndertake and ln-
prove upon the quaLtty of exl.stlng editlone of hls works. Furthermore, in
:Lttflq-tglgggg-€ encouregf.ug future skovorotliar¡ etudÍes, such well-known

early editLons and studles on Skovoroda by I. T' Lysenkov 2, as welL as

Chyzhevet þl., Fil t osofila, gp. cLt.¡ p. 6.
I. T. Lysenkov (ed.),

4 (st.. Petereburg, rSGltJoc"t"d at c@ rtcouprehensiveeditlonofSkovoroda|ewritfngs.

1

2

l¡:r;:,1:::
i.r.r't:i.
i. . i:

l

the earLfest
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4
D. I. Bahalli 1, 

"nd 
V. D. Bonch-Bruevlch 2 (whlch are now recognized ae

rfbl.ographLcaL raritleerf J) should be re-issued, ai without easy acceÊa

to these and other inpor-rant works, etudents of skovoroda can become

eaeily dfscouraged in their research.

There are, of course, many vatruabre in-depth etudles ànd, essays

on skovoroda that are, for the most partr inaccesslbre to students on an

Lnternediate leve1 of academic reeearch. slnce. theee worke are often
dtfftcult to locate on an lnter-library loan basf.e, nany etudents are
thereby hlndered in rnaking posÍtÍve and reliable progreea on the basic
of earli.en schorarL¡r accomprishnents in these a¡eas.

Joeeph r. Fuhrmal¡ in hr.e rtsiographrcar Eseay,, 4, cites a serÍee
of iateresting skovorodian sources by Russiau authore including KhÍdzheu

Father superl'or GavrÍil 6, N. ster.retskii ?, A..s. Lebedev 8, 
and

ieh the progreÊs of re-
search on Skovorodã were they to becone trstandard referencesrr in noet
univerelty libraries.

I:.,11:"t5t*ll:_'Tf ran.etyulu.shchii ukrains, kii fitosof GrigoriiSawich Skovorodarr, Truáy Kievskoi Dl. l.a t.nÕ l^ô /.-_**:_=_:*_ 9*tÈ9Eor-4*g9**t, 2 (rury, Auguet 1894) |

D. f. Bahatli, SochLne¡
1894 rn t;"i;;", ro"ár .tä:ffiÏÏ:

,-sþovorqãã, 
-ii¡*[i" i Tgrsl .)' V. D. Bonch-Bruevich, Sglra¡rie SochinelPetersbu"å, igrät: ï;;;;;-;¿ Íìåi"rr."pranned as an exteneLve 2-voru¡¡ed edition, uit-onry the first voLune con-taf.nlng the dLalogues appeared in 1912.

o ;;;;;:',ru. ;';;: 6?_?2.
5 ¡<hid"h"tr,Fi+r*t; ;;";;"'ruo"o"oua. rsroriko-krlrlcheskii ocherk,,,lgleskop, No. 26 oïtÐ, pp. 1-24, isl-izg-.-iJc"t"a in the New rork pubricLibrary. '- - --:-
6," Father Superior Gavriil, Istorlia Filosofii
Located at the Lì.brary oi ffit

lrr

J',.::.'

VoL. 6.
(Kazan, 18]9-1840).

pqlkholoeif , 2? (1898), pp. tzo-lll.-i;;";ä ;;"ffiii;"ffi
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fn the second place, 1t íe generallJr knom that not all the 1l-ter-
a¡y oq phllosophic works on Skovoroda have been found and subeequently

published. For. example, Flgutes #6 and #? Ln the .Appea4j.I of thie essay

ilLustrate two copies of a newly diecovered letter and song of skovoroda

that were unknown to students of Skovorodta¡ studies up until only a few

years ago. Although the'edito¡rs of the 1961 edttlon.of the Ukrainian

philosopherrs worke etate that 1n these two volunes are publishedrralL tbe

knowr worke of Skovorodat' 1, lt is wfdely held that with future archivaL

research by Soviet schola¡sr na¡¡Jr new vrorks by that phllosopher-wrLter

3 aa a philoeopher deserrr-

f.ng world-wfde recognttion.

hlhenever the worke of Skovoroda have been republlshed by Sovlet

schoLare (such as in the 1961 e¡rd, 19?j editione), the orlglnal text has

always undergone considerable ttnodlficationrtby its translatÍon lnto the

contemporary Ukraìnian or Rueel,an orthography. In so doing¡ the intrlnsic
esc¡ence and nea¡ing qf the Ukratnian phllosopherre thoughts have been de-

forned a¡d subeqquently mfsrepresented, because the ner orthography tends

to cloud the gist of the orlginal

Erren though such a departure fron.accepted norns yae acknowledged

in'the lnterests of encouraging rwfd.er readerehfp,, 2, it ebould bc noted

that ùhe faflu¡e to render a rrword-for-worcltr'preclee tnterpreüatLon of
the text has'gJ.ven riee to many uaforùunate inacêuracies asd uncertafntie¡
concerning Skovorodars literar¡r süyle and srethod of llnguietic expre6sion.

For exanpre, since the old rfBrt sign has been onltted (vhereae rrfrr,

^ 
Skovoroda, lvoty,t *tg., p, vrr.

:

1961r I, p. Vf.
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tr I tr and, tt Ël-1r have been retained

the followfag difflcultiee ariee ln

ftas dictated by the original,, 1 ),
the textg

a). original phrases such as lllo .e s ca¡¿b, Torb rlac ncrá¡¡yn 2
are altered by the contenpoì:ary transtation to read, il ro .8" ncau rorqac BcraHy . .n 2

b). Having alrgady nade euch a dràstic chaage¡ the phraee render-
ed Ln the flrst of Skovorodarg ltSad bozñ*.t*r"noytt pteneirt:tt{ cMeprÉ ecrb cB.ETarr, Kouqnr Hartta ¡p,aa^,Hsno¡rata grolT sofiI¡br tr uoroü . .ll t

. could be read as . . .
ttVI BBo.qIlr B anoü BoüHb1 B r¡orcoü.r

tr\rrthernorer accordlng to 6ome of the earlLest graranatJ.cal cuetome

(whlch were stllt widely practLced during the tlme of Skovorodar, 1?22.1?94)

the etreee (ttnaholostt) played a very inportant role in Ukrainien orthog-

raphy. Skovoroda often enployed these rretressfr sLgns in hls philosophic

aad literary works as they were very unique in Ukraine 5 and. were widel.y

ueed to dlfferentfate between llkrainian and Rueslam epcech forms. There-

fore, ln publl.shlng any ancient Ukrainian nanuecrlpts Ít is essential that,
every given caee of rretreserr be reproduced wlthout any ehange whatsoever.

This has not aluaye been done by sovÍet scholars as, by their own

adnisslou, stresses rdere rfonly reüained whenever they differed from con-

tenporary usage - or where the stress

of the word,,,. 6 Having thue onitted

more accuratel_y defines the meening

the alhimportant stress sfgns fron

1

Skovoroda, Tvory., 1961, I, p. VII.' .)
_' Ib¡d,. , p. 65. See Appendix, Figure #5.
] rbid., p. 66. -tL'' rbid., rr, p. ?.
5 ilfrutther details see, I. ohienko, ilNaholos iak

nietsia vykhodu elgo{n¡tovanykh knyzhokÍ. Zap. N. T. Sh.pp. 1fr:1j?i pp. 19?-224.
6 skouo"oda, lyof¡¿¡ 1961r r, p. VII.

f ",,i

metod oznachennfa
(L'viv, 1gz5),
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tbe worke of Skovoroda ttunlees they df,ffered from contenporary usager,

one begias to vonder whether ffcontemporåry ueagerfrefere to the Ukrainian

fn order to almpJ-ify the etudy and underetanding of Skovorodars

creativith lt is absolutely esseutlal that all granmaùical peculLarities
(unique to the orlglna1 text) be rete{¡ed whether they conplinent preeent

dqy usages or,not. lhe followiag exanptes anply juetify the necessity of
such retentione ?

a). Skovorod.af e stress
autographe. ItEr.qà
opposfte page aÊ
Êfresst

even nore applicable to

eigns can clea¡ly'be e,een f.n biå ortgtnal
HeMoqec.tnJ¡¡o . . ll I Ls re^ndered on thelrEr¡a HeMoqec.TBJr¡o . . tl z wLthout the

b). It would be inter.eetÍng to know þow Skovoroda pronounced thanord llI¿Mfi[ (nane); in Russl*rr¡[**tt o" fn-UL¡;";i;i;iltÞ
(Accordlng to Soviet reproductlons of the orlginal text, thfc
would be dlfficult to reconcile) t

Sfnllarly, onq cannot add such thinga as tþunctuatfon marks,l (ff
they do not exiet 1n the origl.nal text), because these are historlcal docu-

nente and cannot be altered under any circumstancea, unlese they are cLea¡-

ly deelgnated and properly acknowledged by footnotes, ln the extenuating

circunetance.

A most sigolflcant judgoent was made by Constantine KostencheekyL,

rf the XfVtù çsn¿ury, that
rfevery letter wlthtn each word has itE own neauingtt, vhfch can easfly ba

loet in translatioo. 5 ttHeresLes often resultil, he says, ilfrom onissione

and addittons to the origlna-L text,r 4 and this ie
the tra¡slation of reltgious nanuscripte.

Skovoroda, Tvgfy, 1961, If, p. lro9. See Appendù!,, Figure # 5.2 rbld., p. 4oB.

..1 0.. 9. r-{43chev, Razvfrle RusskoJ .tite-ætlty- x--xÌ/r-r- v*o-t (Len1n-frNanrkart, 197Ð, p. 
-8î---

lL' rbfd., p. 85.

grad,
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Publishers often tend to justlfy such textugl Itcorrectionert on

the p¡emfee that they ';sinpllfy the understanding of these worke for the
1benefit of contempora.ry readerstr. .' rhese works, of course, are often

mostly etudied by studenüs, which would therefore negate the apparent

trnecessitytt for ta.mpering with the original skovorodLan manuscript.

Should such ttchangeert be insisted uþon, then the orlginal document would

have to be given inüact on the opposite page for textual conparisons. In

thíe way, by respocting the importance and significa¡ce of preserving the

original üext .in republication, Skovorod.ía:r studies would be greaüIy elmpli-

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

ïn accordance wLth these eane princlples the iLlustrationsr'diagrams 
i

and autographs made by Skovoroda ehould be nore ctrearly repíinted to faci-
LLtate easLer scnutiny and evaluation by the eerious scholar.

Skovorodats creative works, both literary and philosophical, aÌe

aluaya nore easlly comprehen,ded once they a¡e studied wlthin the proper

Biblical context fron which they received their original inspiratiorlr

By the age of Êevenr ühe young Ukrainlan phlloeopher-wrfter had

already become a!úare of a strange rrattraction within hÍmff for the study
) .: :. r.'of the BJ.ble ', a myeterl.ous {nner compulsÍon that increased in inteneity " "

. , .,.:,., .all through hls life' Kovalensrkyl. has ehori¡n that the Old aad New Testa-. ',',r,,,r

ments of the Bible were for Skovoroda the basLe of his life, knowledge,

educationr and creatLve writing. 
' 

He etudl.ed the Holy ScrÍptures fervent-

ly both day ancl night and cosmitted most of the Blble to menony. Seldon ì..,,:,,,',,

1

Slcovoroda, Tvory, 1961r Ir pp. VII-VIII .
2 rbld., ïr, p. 488.
J rbid., Þp. 525-526.
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wa8 he eeparated from it as he carrLed the ScrÍpturee wiüh hln ever¡r-

where in hle wauderinge considering the Blble aÉ trone of the nost inport-
.lant cruciblee of truth available to nar¡,. ' vfhen he died, he reeted

hís head upon the Blble - FFr a s¡rnbolic geeture of its inportance to hie

life aad *rorks. 2

A close examLnatlon and coneide¡ation of his writinge wJ.ll reveal

that Skovorodars language and works are llterall¡¡ saturated rrlth epeci-

f1c Biblical thoughts. In fact, there is rarely an important thought in
Skovoroda that does not reflect a deflnite Blblical quotation elther by

direct cÍtatLon or' casuar lmplication when given fro¡¡ reno rv. 7

It uould appear that these quotatÍons (elther flon the OId o:r New

Teetanente) shouLd be clearly acknowLedged whorever they app€sr ln the

origlnal nanuscript and appropriate footnotee should. accompany those ln-
stanqes where Skovoroda ¡rade defínLte reference to Biblical eou¡ces, but

failed to denote the scripture refcrence be uged. Thf.s procedure te often
practicecl by echolars in nost academic circles.

Should thcee quotations fron the Blbtre be appended Ín itaLtc forn,
the reader vould be abre to see that the Bibl"e wae clea¡ly the basic

aource of skovorodais thought for, fui reality, he never departed from

the Scriptures. The folLowlng examplee illuetrate this pofnt nore fully:
In bie dialogue, ttA Conversatfon Aurong Five Travellersrr we read,,

f-l

JI o H r n H. A:c r¡e¡osür! Ilocmr.Ãr{cb ceroronopa$ ! Ecr¡¡¿ &pacHÀer BaIIa,q coaneurroifi,rrTo saBTplftrrËiü geur noaci_¡rer vucroiü, a

1

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961, fI, ,p. 
JO2.

Hr' P' pgur¡ryrco1¡-@kovoroda: zhyzu, i uchenie(Faryzh, lrv'ozrozhd,enierr, lg¿ù p. 26,
4 Kyryk, ItSvit s¡rmvoliv H. S. Skovorodyrr, Vid Vyshe4qrkoho do Skovo_

TodYr 9P. 9i!. , p. 121.

r:,::ri:'::.ì
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ecTJrI4 3apw.Elru.Tcfi. BOcTOK, - Clyea rr HeIIo-ro¡a óy¡er 1oero ÃHfrr Bcb roBopärø - ¡¿ órr_
Baer raK.lt '

Neiüher the author (skovoroda) nor the editorE of the 1961 edition of hle
worke have noted that thle thought is Blblical rather than skovorodÍan. 2

Slnllar examplee can be found even Ín Bonch-BruevÍchrs edition of 1912t
llJluqeruåps'- 

/ronopr.frc.E nb uarn/, naqe neõec-
. Hoe [onJrr{Huo xopoüo Bbr pagõHparb Hayqnrr.{cb,

a" ånrr 1gro He rpr¿MÈqaere saKouoar, uäo øBaMb, rcanb no cnÉ¡y, ¡oópatqcJr Eo m,rtrcrqeü
oqaerJrr.rgøTb Bacb uôrsu¡r?r z

lhle thought wae based upon Luke 12:56 though nefther skovoroda no¡: Bonch-

Bruevich had tarcen the troubre to acknovredge it.
Fron the 8lven exanplee it ls clear that Skovoroda. often thinks in

Biblical terne without conslstently acknowredglng hie scriptural aource
'by an appropriate notatfon. Inetancee euch as those given'above could be

clted almost fndefinitely showlng that the onission of such knowa Biblical
referencee greatly hlndere a clea¡er rrnderetarxding of hle worke. Slnce

most SovÍet ÏIkrainiar¡ scholars interpret Skovoroda as an rfatheistn and
zfrnaterinl,istrr / , lt wour.d probabry'expraln why a more conplete compila-

tion of these Bibllcal.referencee in skovoroda has not yeü been ,*u".
In view of the confueed and dia.netric iuterpretatlons already con-

eidered in vorks on skovoroda, it ie glarlngLy obvloue that few who have

etudLed. hie worke in any rear depth, have been abre to properry dietln-
guLsh betweeri the thoughte skovoroda gleaaed from tbe Bible, frora other
philoeophersr or those which may have been hie ow1. Failing to nake thia

1

Skovoroda, Tvory¡ 1961, T., p. 2ZJ.)- Compare, Iuke 1As 54-55.
t 

t ----/ 4...P. Markov, trspiwldnoshennia Dukhovnoho l. Materilalrnoho uFrtosofii H. s. skovorody;', vra vy+"¡"'L.¡ã-ãå_Èx"rã"piy;-ö:-öl i. rro.



ioportant discovery, the.works of Skovoroda have therefore reaalned mie-

understood and classified as tttoo confusedtf or even.aE tflrrelevsntr.

Still another important requl.rement eosentiaf to the eimplifl,ca*

üion of Skovorodars thought 1e the need to preserve the uee of a1I capi-

taL letters as rendered ln the original text to dlstlnguish rfHol.y na.nestl

or rtsacred termetf fron thosg of common origin. In the ancient Ukral.nian

nanuecrf.pts, rfHo]-y wordetf were often wrLtten 1n an abbrevlated forn rrith

a ehort I1ne placed over the word¡ e. g: bEä, bEü , denotLng boeFrbogu,

as Horace G. Lunt descrlbes nore ft¡lLy ln hie Otd fhurch.slavonlq grag-

ge!l
ffAppa.rentty this was orfgf.nally a ne¡ns of enpha-
eis rather than a space-Baving device, and ít was
restricted to the trnomina Bacrail, the nanes of
Divinity, such pE rrGodrtr tUesusrti ilSpirÍtrr. Iü
early becane extended to a number of other words,
and le partlcularly conmon with the forns of the
verb trglagolatiil tspeak, Ba{t: rÍe-r,b; ffi¡ =glagoletG, g1ago1jg, etctr.

The above-mentioned short tine (tlttle) placed over abbreviated

nords prfmarlly indfcated that the word below it was frlorytf. Thle ¡ra6

a grammatical law that was never broken in Ukrafne. þ/ith the paesJ.ng of

tfu9, (as thls practice wae extended to Ínclude a number of other words

euch ae rrglagolatLrt nentl-oned b¡z tr¡at), the lfnomina Bacrarr began to be

wrítten with a capltaJ. letter (still ln the abbrevfaùed form under a tlt-
tlc), in order to be easLly dletingulshed fron the abbreviated secuLat

woids. '

Tn 17Q7¡ accordLng üo a decree lssued by peter the Great, ühese
1

words vere now to be written ln fuIl (wfthout tittles) but stilI in the

capltalized fórn denoting the Divine forn. This trend contlnued to be

1

Horace G. I;untr OId Church Slavonl"c Granrnal (ttre Hague, Mouton
co. N. v. 1968) r pp. zz-z-

:: :.:

I.1..',1

t.-..
:l-

i:,j.',,1,,'.::::
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upheld by ühe gramrnatlcal laws of the JffIfs and XI/IIIÐ centurlee in
Ukraine, unilt the beglnnlng of the XIX$ centur¡r when, accordfng to the

orùhographic reforms of Ja. K. Grot 1, a protestant.who dld not recog-

rlùe Dlvlne word,e in the

lower case was ialtiated

It ehould be noted, however, that Skovoroda etrlctly observed the
Itnonlna Eacraft law a¡rcl dtetlnguished aLl Divine words fron commoa onee by

uaing the capitalized form along wlth the,"pproptl"te tittles, although

there are lnetances whcre the lattei r*" sonetlnes onftüed by the phflo-1
sopher. Neverthelese, capitale were always used, not only ,; ,;;;:;",
but by the entÍre reglon of Ukraine.

In recent yeara, noet publicatlone of Skovorgdar6 workg haye ap-

peared without the proper u6e of capltals to denote'Dluio" urords rln order

to be consfetent w{t[ cunent granmatical ].aws,,. 2 Representative êxa.o-

ples can be easf.ly given fron Skovorodara personal.autographs in the 1961

edltlon of his works to ehow his respect for the fhomÍna sacrarr 1aw. Con-

sider, for exanple, the foLlowing specimene:
,

r..:.:

l1¡"_:1-1l"rpyrrua.E lgu+ï"-ipu . .._KoI,q_? n.qiü¡y,
nr.EgrrÐca JI¡¿¡¡y ,E/o/xín?.-. . rc. l-[apb'Heóðclrolayt -- -----s ,-t -f.''---. - : r ¡!\ r{qyry ¡¡suçv.çlLJ

Prï",i' ú ^0,T131?Tï,:,,y"È PP?:1-IP1'P 1-,
'J:11 

î/'("#3Æ1:')
E/o/rc ,' t 0nónq, S/9/xis,

t, r4d,Pvr¡rJ-tl nDL,Jü,fJ1 . .
/o/xíe. .l .ft 2 ,trtYu,
Taopér{b .. .-rrottO ß/o/we

llllapcrnig.Eoxi.e . .
/u,4ø ll 2 ltrÞ -

.cB.ETËrit Boxe, u rùrcíss' t'BoBér{b . .tt. . g HacJra.qr¿Tnc.e Eect.qorc,rno Xp/u/crlo, r.rxe
t'¡.E ¡ cTb, tr a3É €ro

1

kl. K. Matthewe, Russiag llíst,origal- Granmar (London, Tbe Âthrone
universLty of London, 19-lo);E71T; Reprinted wlth óo*ections, 196?.
2 skooo"oda, lvory | 1961r Ir p. VIII.
] Ibla., p. 65. see Appendlx, Figure # 9.

_ Ib14., p. 347. See Âppendlx, Figure # 4.
5 rbfd. , p. 4j5. ,

6 ñ., it, p. 6t.
7 rbld., p. 4o9.
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trbom the above exanplee we can eee that Skovoroda always denoted

DivLne terme wfth capftal letters ühereby erpreesing his reverence and

respect for the Dtvtntty he was refering to. It is significant that the

edftors of the 18611 1894, and 1912 editlons of Skovorodars works had

carefully retaÍned this practLce observed by Skovoroda, although thie

ccrnnot be said of ühe nore recent editicins.

I'lhenever these capitale have been renoved from the texü (as evi-
:denced by the 196t ana 19?3 edltione) the lnitiaL meaning of.skovorodars

worke LmmedÍately become confused because one cannot always distinguieh

the true.neanfng of the philosopherre thoughte.

Thie fact ie clearly 6een by the foltrowing exanples:rlAg ecrvt, ag

gcMr aB ecM qbr.ü . ." 1(fhre 
phraee refers to the Nane of God. indica-¿ y¡s qos ¡,ç¡E¡_4, urJ ¡,I¡ct ¡ta¡¡¡g (lI \i,

tlng the rruneearchabLeneestt of God, rather than Hls mere ltexisteacen, as

comonly suppoeed. Cf. Erodue f :14). In each instancê, the u¡derllned

letter should be capftalLzed accordlng to Skòvorodare original text. And

agâin: ll . . a óorocnoB .qpyroe Irì4.8 ,qaers õor - rþóoBb ectbfr.2
(Eeref .tb'ohoglovrf refe¡ls to the Apoetle,rohn who wrote, rEod is Loverr, r
Jo}¡ 4¡16-)' As one can aee, the capltalg have been onltted here aLèo.

Final1y, lf . . qroó BceBr¿,q.Eqee, HeÃpeMn¡oqee, BeJrr4rcoe Bcero
2

Mlrpa oKo .' .tt ) (Reference here ls being made to the all-eeeing Ele

oul rI ho ¡r.en{ f-q1 {of God, whl.ch ehould. be capLtalized).

Included in the capitalized forn of DivLnd terninology were such

thiaga ae the na&es of the Bibltcal booke, the word; rBibJ.efrr.rgoe¡reJ.rr,

etc. The o¡riesion of such capitaLlzed forms ngt only destroyÅ the original

Skovoroda, &gL, 1961, f, p. 21J. Áll
¡,bid., p. 214. AlI r¡nderlinings are ny
Iþtd., p. 221. AI1 underlini¡ge are my

4z

1

2

,

underllnlngs
oïrn.

Ol,ú,þ, ¡

are n]r own,
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,

text but severely cloude the neaning of ite conter,tu. 1 For the 
"o"""g"

reader, the etatenent: tflloc¡a AXxa cbt-Ha gBoero B cepÃqa Hara . .trã

would be relatively unclêâr¡ However, when from the original autograph

we read the proper capitalized forn¡ lllloc¡a flyra C¡rsa Cnoero s

cep,qlla Hatla . .lf - everything becones clear!

Correlaüed with the above-mentioned ftnomina sacrarr law was the

practlce of denoting pronouns with small Leùtere rather than capltals as

ye do today. In a Letter to his friend,, Ja. fravytstkyi, Skovoroda

wrote: flM¡¡È ¡ar¡¡il cryvno, qro c" 
"ál,nu 

ne óecÉgyn. . r¡orqfc.E

sú¡b T![ Bac ' : .n 7 On page 4OB, dlrectty opposite the given originaL

auüographt the pronouns 1n Skovo¡od.ars text have all been capitallzed by

the editore of that editlon thereby adcling further confusion ln the under-

standÍng of his works.

In an effort to justlfy the aþsolute necessity of preserving ancient

manuscripts in their glven original form, D. S. Lykhachev cltes Kostenches-

kyi who willed the ltrvrath of Godrt upon those who choee to add to or sub-

tract even the minutest detail from the primary source3

' llKoncrarltrau l(oc¡er¡qecrr{fi ucxo,qlrr r.rg yõex-
ÃeHI{Jt, r¡ro Ka.x.qa^Ê ocoõeguocm rpa{:nrcír.,
ICA^UC"qas OCOõenHocrb HalrucaHrã.E, nporaanoúeH?r.E
cJrora r,rMeer caoû c¡¿bLcn. IIosHaH¡¡e AnrrHero, r'ar- tt .qn.E MHorr{x óorocJroBoB cþe¡He_
Be¡conb.sr - 9Ío BbrpailceËfie .Mrlpa cpe¡õraar'ru
JrBÞLKa. C¡oro r¿ cyquoetb ¡.ur uero Hepaa-
pbl_BHb1. 0rqnqa ero trpesBËt-qaüsoe 6ectro_
&or¿crBo o KalKÃoM cnyqae paexofcÃeHl{fr MeJK.4y

For further details see, Mytropolyt flarlon, lüasha Literaturna.
Ì4ova (Wlnnipeg, 'rliasha Kulrturart, lÞ¡B), pb. ll4+eZ.'.

2 skouo.oda, Tvory | 1961, ïï, p. 1;-. All 
'nilerllnfngs

' tuiq., p. 4o9. See Appe$di.x-r Figure # 5.
are my ovrn.
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Hr{Mtr, KoTopoe MoxceÎ ¡IoJlyrruTbc.E oT Hêtrpâ,*
BEnbHOro Hatrr{caHu.E, or HetrpaBEnbHoft öop_.Mbi cJroBa. 3Tr,r pacxoïc,qeHr{.Ê.Moryr npr{_
BêCTI4 K epeOl4 I4, BO BC.ÊKOlvr CJIyqAe, ¡c He-

. npaBliInb Hb 1M B O A gpeHr.r.EM . ll

Kostencheskyi 8oe6 so far as to say that every letter in each word has

its own unlquÞ meanf.ng and purpose and:therefore cannot be replåced under

qny clrcumstance without doing fnepairable harrn t,o the entire context of
the glven situatlon:

llOtcnga rnaauoü Ba.4aqeü Hayrcr,r oH cqr.rraer
co3.4a¡rr4e llpaBr.rJrbHoro a3b].Râ, IlpaBEnbr¡oü
oBÕorpa.ÕErî, trpaar{nbxoro rucÞMa: 0n crpe_
Mn r cfi. Jrurn.Il ox¡,r Íb Bo 3MO&Ilb r-e HerrpanlrJrb H o clu
B fi3b]-Ke, opÕbrpa$uu $. nEcbMe, rrbl_raercfi

: , MHOTOqI¿CresHbl-MI4 nprfMepaMr{ IIpoÃeMoHcTpr4po_
Barb recrreüEyn cnaãl rneusefi-öoB¡r¡r cioiaÃ ero lsaqeHr.r.E, IIoKaSATÉ CMb]-ôn KA.ff.qbix
MeJrbrraünEx ocoõeHHocreü opÈorpaðr4n lr rpaö_!t[tv.. EpecE llpogcxo,q.ÉTr tro ero MHer{r{D, oT
He.qocÍaTKoB I,IJTH Lf SJrr{UreCTB B II]ICbMe. Ero
Kpafirre õecnoroar Bce pasuorJracus MeJ$.qt
ctrr.rcraMrd, fl otr rrplrgbl_Baer Kaglrb óoxr¿l-¡râ
Tex, KTO .qeJraeÎ oIII{oKI{ B pJr¡COüACEX, Vr.Jryt,, .qaJre ToJrbKo ggafi oõ or¡Bcxax ge uoó¡øqaetrr
vIX" 0X rCXOgr4E lI3 IIOJTOXeHI{g, IITO ICaJK,4A.É
6yrcna u cJrone ¡4Meer cnoe suaúe.Hae ¡¡ cno_
co6¡¡a r¿aueHr{sb cMbj.cr peqË. 'IIpa gToM oH
IIb]-TaeTcs Br{.qerb ocoõÉr-fi , BHylie¡ilraü cMÞ1cn
.qaJre n ó¡rucnax ca¡lux rto ceõe, nþunucrinaer
rcax¡oü .ua Hr,rx caon r¿H,qrrnlu,yánriyrc poJrb . ! Z

By reproducing skovorodate works according to the strict guideline. sug-
gested by Kostencheskyf , (without additionsr corrections, modifÍcaùions,

or subtractions), hJ.e phirosophic thoughts and views wouLd be greatly i

siq.lifÍecl and more easily comprehended.

Since Skovorodafg vocabulqry conelsts of many Church Slavl.c, Old

Ukrainl'aur and Russian terms, his works coula be further simplified with

1

Lykhachev, g!. 9!!., p. 85.)
-¿ Ïbld.,Kostencheskyi argued that, religåous nanuscripts were norepeclall-y vulnerable to hereticai Ínterpretatlãn by carele""'t""o"r"tioo.Since these religioue texts revealed 

"prritrrar .t¡uths, absolut,e accuracy
nanded that precise ''leüter-by-letterrr renditi.ons ¡"-Ëiv"i-lþl 

"rt.r pp.

ea-

de-
86-8?).
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the compilation of a sihol.arly dÍctionary boüh for hte phlJ"osophlc and

llüerary terminology. Most etudents of skovoroda wourd generally ag?ee

that to read hLs works wlthout the use of an appropriate dictionary is
a tedious task.

It wouldl appeax as Lf the Kievan Academy could make a trenendous

êontributfon to skovorodian studiee by publishing a si¡¡ila¡ dicttonary
to explain the language of skovoroda ae 1t dld to slmplify the vocabulary

enployed by Taras Shevchenko in hie creative works. J O. p. Kyryk iJ._

luetrateE the neceeslty of sùch a dlctlonary for the sinpliflcation of
skovorodats sy'nbolic and llterary terninology when he describee ühe 1n-
trineic meaning of the word trtvarfIt often used by that phitosopher-wrf.ter

ln hte deecription of the rvleible naturerr or great world:
lll|Irapr|,yr{ep¡coBHoeJIoB,""."*î;;;-;,Ha-
na:_ _l]"lpi"Hfirf , ff npe¡uerrr r nicroral . 

-Uufi
TepMiH cronopo¡a BJfcr{Bae né Br{na,*KOBO. Bi¡¡ri¡rpec.nne noxi¡xicr¡, a_r"*.*iü;-" ;;añäfr,,
"i4 roror uo He r¡op¡{rbc¡r, ,i¡-"i"";õ;;"toóro ri.¡ Hena.q¡¡¡,¡oi- Harypúrt .1

Althougb a brief llstlng of a¡ehaic and little k¡own worde is given

with ehort expl.anatlons in the 19?3 edlü.on of Skovoroda, e .works 3 , it Ls

clearly inadequate for indepth research purpo6eÊ, though it nay be eeen

as a defl'nitè step forward 1n sinpllfylng the etudy of Skovorod,a. Until a
good scbolarly dlctlonary is produced'for hls vrorks, Skovorodafs'pbilosophy

will renain obecure and difflcult to everyone who fs uot reasonably pro-
ficient in the OId Chu¡ch Slavfc 1anguage and who can read his hrorke with
relative ease a¡d understanding.

1

V. S. Vashchenko (ed.),
(Kylv, rNaukova Dunkar?, 1964). '

KyT{k, Itsvi"t .s¡rnvoriv II. s. skovorody,r, vid vy"h"o"rkoho d -rodY, 9P. É.¡ p. 12o.

-^ñ,\ l_ (Kyiv, rhtaukova Dunkar,,19?Ð, IIm :\?-i'-" "4s'
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Once a good translatlon is nade of Skovorodaré philoeophfc and

Iiùerary works by conpetent schoLars of the Church SlavÍc, OId Ukrainia¡

and 01d Ruesian languagesr and publiehed Ln a forro wlrere the original

text faces the translation for easy reference and conpirrlson, then the

works of skovoroda wlLr undoubtedly experience greater populaiity in
area6 where they are vlrtually unknowa today.

extensive biographical and a¡chlval research, not only to crltically
acte on Skovorod.a 1 , but to dLscover new material that

¡¡lll euhance the level of our present underptanding of that great philo-

the known bibLio-
graphy on Skovoroda by the Ukralnian Acadeny of Sciencee ln Kyiv and Khar-

kiv, lt was found that over 11442 different titles r+ere devoted to ühe
I

study of tbat particular philosoph"". 4 Although many of.these recorded

s.tudlee na¡r not be readily availabLe to the l/eetern student, they still
have LmmeasureabLe value to the over-qlL study of Skovorod,ars philoeophy.

When searching for a simllar Skovorocllan bibllography conplled by

t'Iestern scholars r one wLll invariaúfy be greatly disappolnted. Besid.es a

nunber of sketchy listings, there ie very LlttLe reliabLe lnfornatLon

available ae to the nr¡nber, description or LocatLon of such similar etudtee

nade l,n the Weet. Ilntil this inporta¡rt blbÌiographical l¡fornatlon on

Skovoroda ís gathered and properly compiled to conplimenü the SovLet li.st-

Malchr¡ovetÉ¡t r .9p,. 9ig., p. 5.)- 
- 
uklaig s,ilc.i ELs lggeryFy : .Bi o -Bibti-ohfe{f9

tci_ne&4, 0. r. -FlGtsçl"TäaîJ] @@Trï,q- A. P. Kovalivsrkyí (ed,), Ilryhq¡_ii Sk,

sopher-wrÍter of llkrai.ne.

' With the publlcatlon ln 'tg6O 2 
and, 19?Z 3 of

(fna¡fiv, Vyd:vo Kharkivsikoho untvffiî
l.' Makhnovetsr, g¡. gÅ!., p" 3.

j i::,,,:,;l ¡,,,
l::.:1: . :1_ :"r:
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ingst progres€ 1n slmpllfylng the study of Skovoroda will remain in a
state of retardatf.on.

Sunma¡y - -å¡r assessnent of Skovorodafs place in inteLlectual tradltion
has long been impeded by many obotacles and problems. VJith the severe

censorship of his creative wolke, no school of thought was able to emerge

after Skovorodars death to preeerve hie rich legacy for future generatlons.

A lack of scholarly comparative philosophfcal studÍes ou Skovoroda

seemed to support the view that hie thought was too obscure and unsyste-

natic for serious acad.enic consideratÍou. HavJ.ng underestÍnated and mis-

underetood the philosopherfe nethod of phitosophic and lÍt,erary expreÊ-

sion, many varied a¡rd often faLslfied Lnterpretations on hle J.ife, works,

and {nfluence soon began to appear ln publtcation.

In recent yearÉ¡, J.nadequaüe translations and reproducüione of the

phlloeopherre orJ"gina1 texte aloag with'the Lack of euitablc Skovorodlan

dLctloaa¡1es and lexicons, have hindered the prbgress of study and re-
search ln thie area of Ukrai¡¡lan phllosophy and literature. Finally¡ the

present state of liníted biographlcal/archival research a¡¡d the inadequatc

edltlons of Skovorod,are worke themselves have. donc Ilttle to eimplify the

study of, that Uk¡ainfa¡r phfloeopher-wrfter such that he conH.nues üo be

denied a placc of rfghtful proninence Ln world philosophical circl?e,
An attcmpt wilL be nade 1n the foLlonl-ng'chapter to exanl.ne Skovo-

rodar s life ?rnd thought by means of the many sy,mbols and phllosophic

descriptfong found ecatte¡ed throughout the entire epectrun of his creâ-

tive works. r¡ so doing, Ít le hoped that this nay be a positLve step

forward in einpllfyÍng and tuderetandlng the valuable philosophLc and

literary regacy left for ue by ühat unumral phirosopher.



CITAPTER TICO

lHE ROTE OF SYMBOI,S IN SKOVORODA

fntrodlgÈlon

fhe hletory of r*orld .phl.losophicaL thpught hae clearly revealed

that the crcatlve relÍgfous writer or phf.losopher eeeke to fornulate
deep, lntaagÍble but profouadly stgrliflcant ncanfngs ùo the lntense feel-
I'nge or reflectlve thoughts he lra6 e:tperienced. For the noet partr thcse

lntangtble neanlngs ca¡rnot be expressed dfrectly or 1iterally, but onl.y

through the ekillfu1 use of careftrlLy selected eymbols or lnages. The

deeper neanlngs of religioua exporience nuet be expreseed in symbols

vhicb are taken from the external world but ueed in a way that seeks to
expresa fnner relationships and meanJ.ngs.

To try to make a literal interpretatfon of what a philosopher ex-
preases is to nries the point completellr âa a llteraI lnterpretatlon of
the neanlng of a great work of art would mlss its deeper neaning. I.or ex-

anpre, skovoroda often epeake of the Bible "s a surke. 1 Now Lf t.his is
taken literall'y (as often fp the "*u*j'it makee no sense. Rather, it J.e

to be ueed a6 an image or synbol through whÍch a de.eper truth ie: comuni-
cated on the level. of feel"lngs as wel"l as of idaae,

Religioue synbole a¡e rike frwindowsr through whlcr¡ we naJr look into
our owll soulç and lnto the nature and neaning of life. ft is not the syn-
boL whlch is important, but what the phirosopher ie trylng to eay through

t'he s¡'nboI. Our task ie to approach the synbol wfth receptivit¡¡, imagJ.na-

tion a¡d feeling as well 4,F reasonr and in thls vray conè to rrseerf ite

Skovoroda, Tvgry, 1961, T.r.p. Z)1.



neaning rather than to arive at trlogfcar concrusione.rf

skovoroda clearly .t¡nderscoree the soundness of this
he eaye, ttHe Be.rrlrx& Hy)rÄa Bnarb, orry¡y cle cJroBo

x¡¡Èó-ot x¡Bóa t¿nn or xJIoüOr, a B TOM TOJTKO CÃJ.,,,

4g

approach when

po.4l{nocb t

.rro6 yauarb,
tlTo 

. 

qpea Toe' raM.É ogrraqae,TC.g. rr

be clted as followe:
flEct¡u Kro Bltaer õora, r¡eM ¡¡i ecr¡ EMet¡_yer ero cep.qqe nor¡utaóeJleBo, Bce ro .qbt"r_
"T::""^i9_I ¡oópoe lrMn¡ IË r-Hr¿qero, urogAlH sHaer gpcoi r a Ãpyrifi panus ,- roJrrcoórr B paayrrÈ' ue- noposií¡¡¡¿c¡ -. 

.r! ? --*-'"

slnfla¡ Ùhoughte can be found 1n the tatre tr/erbltud I ets¡r rr a¡d
1n Skovorodets 21-st 1etter to M. Kovalene,kyf. Here, Skovoroda drawe

attentlon to the fact that :e:üar¡e or word is merel"y a conventional rtsigrn

rence of the designated
obJect' Apart from the verbal sign (whfch has a corporear materlar na-
tu¡e) | one. muet be abte to properly discern lts true-neaning whlch te ie-

'ds, by making use of words
we utilize the rrshadowrr rather than the ,bod¡,,r, or the ,,sig¡,, instead of
the true ttsubsta¡rco".1 skovoroda explains the use of theee sigas, words
or na.mes ln thie way:

tl0¡ogo , vÍMfi., BHarc, , . TepMI{H ecrb ror¡ils¡r¡r¡¿ aopora, ae¡yrqift'K 
'";rÈ;i.å-ncroq_Hrrry. ï{To ue pasSJrfier cJroBecuÉrx guaroe

Ha rrJrorË Lr ÃVx, ceü ne *o*e*-paonrtlratb
.Mex,qy Bg.qoÐ ra Bo,qoÐ, &pacor Heóecublx rr
Pocbl' lt''t

1 Ar,oth"r supporting example could

1

Skovorodâ.,
2 rbíd., p.
f tuta., rr,
4 tti4-. r pp.

Tgory¡ 1961t T., p. Z1J.
214.

p.26?.
125-126.
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In shortr lü is argued that it makes litüLe difference by whaü designa-

tion God has been named at va¡lous times by different authora, eÊpecially

in the Bible. trlhat is important, however, Ls that these desJ"gnatlone aL1

refer to one and the 6ane aource, namely, the rrinvisibre natu¡er, which

1s onniscient, onnipresent and everlasting. 1

It may be of sone help to understand the nàture of the symbol in
contrast with other forns of representatíonal imagery such as allegory

and netaphor. Between allegory and s¡'nboÌ the borderlines are not always

easiJ-y díscernible, and therefore thelr difference is frequently 'bluged.

Ín common terminology. The reason for this is their aiming at the aane

goal from opposfte endË.

The symbol, especially

and specific that is intended

either as an lndi.cating 6ígn or image, i. e. an act of pointingr or aÊ arl

actuaL representation in whlch the dynanic division of the eign Ls abol-

ished. That which points, that which Ít points to, and the:act of point-
ing, have becorne one and the sa¡neo

ì

Etymologlcally, the r*ord tts¡rmboltt can be traced to the Gr.eek,,fs¡m-

balleJ-nt', whlch means to ffthrow togethertr or simply to ttplace together",

as when two thlngs are juxtaposed. for the purposê of comparing them. ;"
abstract and nore general use of the term still retains the noH.on of one

thÍng (usualJ-y materLal and vislble) calling forth its complement or bet-
ter half (usually somethÌng that is immateriaL andlrrr"""r.).2 Thue, Hugh

of Safnt-Victor deecribee the s¡rmbolic process a6 rra conparison of the

used by Skovoroda, is somethÍng concrete

convey something spiritual or ínvisible,

1961, rr pp. 161 21, 42, 52.

,;å#:"+:i. (New York,

as

to

1

Skovoroda, lVory,
2 J. M. Somerville,

McGraw-Hill Book Company,
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vieibLe forms for the showing forth of the invisiblert. 1

AlLegory, conversely, starts from eomething primariry general and

abstract, a pureLy conceptual entity-, which it clothes i¡ a concrete

body. Related distinctions between al-Iegory and symbol have been r¡¿¿g 6t
Goethe and Coleridge.. Accordlng to Goethe,

nAllegory transforms the phenomenon (Erscheinung)
into an abst,ract concept (Begriff), the concept-
Lnto an Ímage, but in such a way that the conõept. can stl_Il be expreesed and beheld in the image in
a clearly cLrcumscribed and comp3.ete forn. Syn-
bollsn traneforme the phenonenon tnto an idea,
the Ídea into a¡r inage, ln such a waJr that thé
ldea remaina for ever infinitely active and un;. ; -

reaehabÌe in the image ed, even Íf expressed Ín
all Languages, etiJ-I-l.nexpreesible ,' .-. r,,/e may
epeak of true eymbolisn, úhen the parùicular rãp-
resents, thê more general, not as a drean, or

. shadow, but as a itvtqg inetantaneoua revelaüion
of the ùnscrutable.tt'

Colerid6e epeake of aLlegory as nerel_y,

tr . . a tra¡t61atíon of abstract notions into a
pfcture J,anguage, uhfch ís itseLf nothing but an
atstractÍon from objects of the senees . o a 6fE-
bol is cháracterized by a translucence of the
special (ttre.speciee) in the ,ind.lvidúal, or of
the general (genus) in the speclal . . above all
by the translucqnce of the elernal through a¡rd in
the temporal.il /

fhe metaphor (fron Greek¡ rtmetapborart, transfprence) ie nelther a
si8n, nor the representational unity of duallty, but paraphrase, paraLlcl,-

f.sn, treinilctf. Commón1y, it ts neant to elucLdate an abstraction by vie-
ualizÍng itr.trânsfeming it into an image; thls, h.owever, not in the

rn'"Bêr of allegoryr.through pereontfying incarnatíon, but rather by way

of anal.ogr.

Somervillêr 9p. Ë., p. 860. .

2 quoted afüer Rene Welleck and Ausüln
(New York, Harcourt, Brace & trtorld, Inc.¡

?- ,r pp. 193 ff .

l'Jarren f.n Theory of Litera-
1949) r pp. 19t ff.ture
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Schererts analyeis of. Skovorodars epístemologr reveals two reasone
.

why eynbole were of significance in hls philosophical thought:
ttFirstly, his view of knowledge inpelled him to
see the material sphenes, nature, rnan a¡rd theBible, as e¡rnbols ¡rhose ápp"""*ées concealed theDivine essence. Manr through self_knowledge,
cor¡Ld penetraüe these synbois ¡nd a¡rive at know-
ledge of the Dfvine cpot in frfmseif-""-""if'*
Ln nature and the Bibie. Iu factr:skovorodars
view- of the nateriaL sphere as a syrnbol which
shields the Divine princlple ie a cruciar featurelof al"I myetlcal thoughtrr.- |

fn ühe second place, he conteade that,
rtskovoroda, r.ho hact hfmself experienced the lneffabre
and noeüic eiperiences of " m"ãtÍng ivith the true
nan and God, fouud it inpossrble to describe euch an
encounter or the insights ft produced in any but
synbollc terms' Therefore he emproyed the eymbore.
as a bridge betwqen his rrinnerr experience'.aad thelloutertt lsorldrf . ¿

hlhile describing the nature ancl importa¡ce of s¡rnbols, Skovoroda

decLared that the use of s¡rnbols evolved from ühe lnitial attenpts nade by

nen to convey the neanLng of their nost profound religfous experiences and.-
insights 3

?t . . üruth, to the sharp gaze of wise men, dÍd not
Êeen vague and distant, as it did to the fgnorant,
but rathei it presenteá itserf crearry 

"u In a nir-rort a'd the wise men, having vivldly eeen its riv-_ing forn, likened 
'' 

io variãus-mÀi"íiãi=îi*,.i";:; ¡
Since lt was virtual-ly lmposslble for man to express his intenae inner
rellgLoue feelfngs and intangible spiritual thoughts by neans of literal
or factuaL woids or descríptlve phrases, he was constrained in his dileøna
to see e¡rnbolic rather than abstract terms to commruricate those ethereal
emotlons. skovorodars partlality to the use of s¡rmboJ.s f,or the mosü accür-

1

Scherer, 93. _c1t. r p. BO.)
¡biq., p. 80.

. _ : 
] Skorro"oda, Tv.orf,, 196,1, ïf , p. 1O2. Quoted'after the translationby Schererr 9!,. 9i!., p:81.:
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ate expresslon of the Divine or of such intaugíbJ-e entities as truth or

beauty is shown in his decLaration that, tfColoure alone do not descrlbe

the rose, the Iily, and the narcissus so vlvfdly as'the shadow of heavenl¡r

and earthly fonns creates l-n them thq invieible Divine truth. fþom this
were born hlerogl-yphics, emblemsr and s]rmbolsr. 1 tt is apparent, there-
fore, that symbols, accordÍng to Skovoroda, were Divinely inspíred eo that
they might compensate for manrs inability to express his epiritual thoughte

a¡d enotioas by naturaL r"*". 2

From a brief analysls of Skovorodars use of symbols, Scherer polnte

out that fron that philosopherrs conceptÍon of Divine sþbols, materLal

figures could serve as eyabols for the Divine only becauee natter ltself
contained a spark of'divinity:

rrln more general ter¡ns a symbol, for Skovoroda,' had to participate in, or perhaie, be lilre that
which it s¡rmboLlzed. Of cóurse a symbol also
had to be different from that which it s¡rmbolízed
or there would have been no need for synúols.
skovoroda, therefore, argued for the use of mater-ial figures as synbols of the Diving, becauee mat_ter was both like and unlike Godrr. )'

Whfle dÍscusetng the nerits of eynbo).s in defÍnlng the intangible

thoughte and feetlnge of:menr Skovoroda was fully aware that not all ¡aen

would be able to perceive the Eüernal by neans of these materfal figuree
or s¡rmbole. Ern has, in fact, shown that arfspecially trained eyefr Íe
needed Jn order to detect the hidden e¡rnbolJ.c:meanings concealed within
the glven flþgre or

exanple, who dld not

sidered it as an end

À
Lnage. ' there were those in ancient tlmes, for
eee the flgu:le as a tts¡rnbsltt and subsequently con_

in itself. That Skovoroda was painfully aware of

1

2

,
4

Skovoroda, lvorl,
Schererr 9p. 9i!.,
rbtd;

1961, II, p. 102.

p. 82.

Era¡ ¡¡p. g1!., p. 228.
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the potential deterloration and possible destruction of the syrnbol ie
eeen in hie references to the rufortunate cLrcumstancee surrounding the

ancient Egyptlan sphlnx:

rrÎhe fortune-tellfng of thie moneter concealed a
sÍngle noral: know yourself. Not untying thls
knot was the dcstruction of the epirlt, and the
deprlvation of the world. t?re Egyptfans built
statues of thle monster al_ong the streets so that,
ILke nuneroue nlrrors strikiãg the eyê€, they -

woul.d bring to mind this sclf-sufflcient know-
ledge.rr I

Thc sphin¡c to the ancient Egyptlsns naa a e¡rmbol-monunent, for wtthfn ft
ùreE concealed the luninous truth, tKnow ThyeeJ.frr. Thetr offspr{ngr how-

ever|d1dnotfo1loyintheirsteps..fhey1osttheirheadforwisdon,

and a portion of the*r worshipping God fell into decay in that only the

ornanental ltartsrr r.rith their physicaL enchantments and superstitione re-
2ma].ned.

The orlginà1, monunent of their forefathers, whlch wae fLLled wlth

Ught, wag gradually transformed into an inage, an idol, rra 1antern with-
out lJ.ghtt':

illhey removed the essence of wLsdom from this syn-r . r

bol, stripped away the purity of it,e God-worshli,
and left only a physical piece.of art rrlth its at_
tendanü rnagi.c and supersH.tion.' Thls nonunent,
suffused wÍth the nost useful advice for all, ú"_
cane a tenple whích had a mouth buü did not spealc.Iü only beautified the stree,tç¡ and;wae now bãrn

the source of faLsehood.rr ,

A eimilar phenomena took place in ancient Greece. When anonget the

.Atheni.ans there !úere no more aages (such as Socrates), then rtthe fountaJ.n,

1

Bonch-Bruevlchr oP. cit.¡ P. 32O. Quoted after ühe tranelatioa
by Scherer¡ oÞr gl!., p. 8J.

2 rbid.
] Ibid. Quoted after the translation by Schererr 9p. cit., p. 85.
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that waters the garden of soclety, becane contaninated a¡¡d tranpled by a
hercl of swine' They rdere a nob of philosophical apes¡ who, apart fron

their comical maske treêall, the philoeophical garb and beard), they had

no ea6ence of veritable,wisdomft' A great number at that time ltof the as-

aea were named as mulesr a{rd the nules as colts,,. 1

Skovoroda, writing of the Persla¡re in llke manner, declared that,
trZoroaster depicted the Sun in these words, rHear
us! B1essedl 4J.-seeing, all-possessfng, snd eter_
nal. eyer. Hence thc ancient persians worshlpped
thb sr¡n . . ¡ The eye however gave cauae to áèpict
the monunent a6 men, beasta, brutee, birds, flËh
and reptiles. And from this cane the occasion foridolatry. Baseness, seeing the sculpted or painü-
ed figuree fn placeÅ of hoior, ana nòt penetiating
to tUã Divinc prlnciple hidden within them . . .
seized upon the tqsignificant canopy of.figuree and
wallowed in it. n é -

All of thls was, aa expressed by Ern, a historLcal blackout, a cor-
ruption of the s¡rmboI, transfeming it from a nonunent into an idor-
i:nage, a deca¡r of symboli,c thought and cognltion of the world. S

Because Skovoroda understood superstltion to be precisely the loes

of ttdouble-visionrr and the resul.t,fng destruction of the s¡rmbol¡ he consid-
'h

ered i.ü as the moet baneful feature of hunan life. T l'or thie reason he

wrote:that,

I'Nothing ls more harnful than the synbol_ whlch Íe
buil_t for the chlef good, but becomes comupt,
Nothing is more fat,a1 for society than supeisti_
tion: it 1s the canoufLage for hypoc:ritee-, the
rt{ask for swindlers, the lrotectióo too parasi.tes,
and the sqear a¡rd the torch for the childish_
nlnd.ed. rr. - :

1

2

,
4

.5
tion, gp.

Bonch-BruevÍch, gg. qi!., p.
Ibid. r.p.369. Quoted after
Ern, gp. ilt., p. ZZ7.

Scherer, gp. cit.r p. 84.
tsonch-Bruev!9h, 9!,. 9ij.. n p.
g&., pp. B4-8S.

312.
Schererrs translation, gg. ,cit.r pp. 83-84.

't

762. Quoted after Scherenr s transla-

lir
i:.',
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Having éxpressed such strong sentlments for the demise of the

ancient s¡rmboLr one caÌr now more read.Íly appreciate the relevance Skovo-

roda placed upon the role of eynbors ,in his own philosopþ. He did not
limit himself, as did many other phitrosophers, to a mere re-definition
of one empty tern wlth another. on the contrary, the ukraínÍan phÍlo_

sopher introduced a new and unique content into the realm of phiLosophic

thought in the Ukraine of,the lffIIIu century. Ern characterizes ühis re_
markable revolutionary innovation by Skovoroda.in one succinct phrase:

-llor¡ co.HarðJrbr{o Bep'yJrb cepbes'oe B¡raqe'i-e
cr,rMBoJIJt Ir C.qenaJlb crãMBOJrb oruroü r{.b qe*_
rpa.rs Hr Ì4r na r e ropiü c¡ oe ró^6i.uo coÕc rno sa*-i'a ' 'll 

'1

since the symbol occupies such an importaut place in his life ar¡d

thought, it wouLd be well to sketch Lte evoÌution a¡¡d then examine the
wa¡¡s it actualì-y infruenced skovoroda during his fornatÍve years.

EI/OTUTION OF SY}IBOT,S
l

Ae mentioned earlierr lt is generally believed that the use of sym-

bore developed from an innate urge by earJ.y man to express his nost pro-
found religious thougbts and emoüions ln,to sone tangibre, understandable

forn. In an effort to accomplish this nost difficult assignnent, Skovo-

roda hae sho'm that a.speclar rre¡rmboric Languagetf iúa.6 devi.sed by the
ancients a6'a &eans of tfexpressing the inexpressibler:

tiAncient sage6 had their own special tangugge wheretl:y expreesed rheir ühoughüs irr"ousl -iã;ñt ;-i;withwordg.'Thoseimageswerefiguiesof-heävenÌy
a¡d earthly creaùure. where, for ãxanple, the sun-depicted truth. A circle, ór a snake "oir"J riìcircler_represented eterníty, An anchor --J*ãrurooor resolution. A dove - shyness, stork ¡ pletv.- --

Sêed and grain - thought aná taeås . .,, 1 ' - -v

1

2
Ern, g¡. g!9.,
Bonch-Bruevich,

P. 22).
gg. cit.¡ p. p68.
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Conparable traditlons were evident in the cuLture of the ancient
Egrptians whose symbolic hrrlting was one form of hierogl¡rhic wríting.
Clement of Alexandrfa, a Greek christian theoLogian of the second. century
Â' D', gives a detailed exposition qnd classlficatíon of the eymbolic

Eg¡¡ptian text whlch is worth noting at this poJ_nt,:

llêr¡¿nr.e¡tl¿ HaBqa¡orb rlix, xro B HI{x yr{üTbc.B,
Cnepnlf TOfO III{CbMa, qO ABeTbcfI B HrãX JITIC_Tinse, rroriM yÃpyre _ rioparuquoro nucir,aa,qo Bxr¡Baolbcfi B cB'TI{.x KHLIrax, rl¡tarr Ha_penTi, ri.epofligivnoro rlrcbua. IIä-ððiax;rro.q]-nfierbc8, Bi cnoro óorcyr H& ÃBa poÃ!r:
repEe llo.qae õesuocepeÃHbo BHaKE'"ryi,:-ã, 

-

Spyre e cr{MBoJriwre r¡ncruo aHaKaME.- Csi,l_¡o¡iq'e rrncbMo aóo ;aoópa*ye peui ó"sttõóe-
peÃTbo- qepea uac.ri¡ynaiu.el aËo no¡a.-"ñ_Bo¿iwri BHaKr¿ /rponlurio/r' aõo aac¡o'Jrr.e
,4y'{rc* qepes nopfgnru'€ rrpu ¡onouoai 

''eB'r.rxsara,qor /.eaituaxvtuao/. Tanc Bonr,r poõnnru
$ono r uoó Br{B*atrrÍTr¿ co*qe, qepnonär"a -ã"ar 

,qoõ BI¿3Har¡Iiu{ ¡¡icgr$.¡ . ofi 
'*

ian hieroglyphice by stat-
lng that,

ll 
^?,,.ã^ 

** -------. Cuu'o¡iq'iaM aacoóo¡¡ Bo'tr KoplrcryÐ*b:
cE, . KoJrra sa ,qefiKoro .nogoóew /anauiri+u,a/ npe¡_¡¿esis nepeHoc.ETb aóo npr,rrc*a¡arom ¡o qorocb
rir*rrroro r roqacru ¡reoõruriãn¡o"t';' 

"õ"aã*" 
t;;il;-

Ðuu Ix. A qe xaü .6y¡e npur.ia¡ ,là ,p"rifr;enifuarn.¡Hufi gaciõ _ ¡¿¡¡ui aopí, ," i*-¡cpi_so¡i¡riünuü xiÄ r Bo*r, s*s*aqaÐri ri¡or,o ãtii ,Base conl{e BoHIr aoópaxa"lom ld,aJrrorinorvr Cxapa_õ9", õo cnapaõefi poãu* 
"yn""i s rcopoa.Erroro.riaarcy Ta Korrrrb IT nonepê,q ceóe."n . -- ---

skovo:roda, whf.J.e roferrrng to the origÍne of these 
'nlque hlerogry_

phics, explaine that they were arnong the first attempte made by man to dee_

crlbe a¡d define the tfinvisibler and eecret intaagibles of rife:
tr . . Ey{rr ü aura¡aHi o6paar4, Hanp., csiuxc,
cr{pena, Seuirc, ceMr{ro¡oãuü år,¡ufi ôá'"¡r-. I

Chyzhevsfkyl, Filtqsofiiar gp. g,l!., p. JO.
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.!ónaar Eo a_coõi saxorye ra6uurarl¡0, BBaBcs
"o-lp:11 rcn &útit< Embtäna, ðuorð-;¿r;;;;;,
B[paBJreHe.r. t¡iöa-a raónyvrcy giarøauta, uanp.,
aoõpancenryfi rpr¿e ia ni¡irr¿có¡¡'¡' y."*" ri¡o erBaBa. firqo 6yao gai aõo rprz- rari {ifypøc&ltactr¿ ,qorc]rfir . .l to¡i BoHü as¿.lruô:oåirtt.
ÞoÀof. ConJectura uo_pr{Mcbrcø; no_Harrronay _
cKi-rHeHer. sBepxeHe-. ¿ Tarci Sifypø, 4ó Tae_MHe soõpa,nyna¡ra sit¡sicrr, røpiã¡¡sáJu crapiHa reqaîKax, na xaón¡ruraJc, nã nócygi, *ã--Taõnur¡'exr Hâ crinax icpartriá, rurrro no¡*¿ isnaJrr.rcfi- 

_ 
HieroglyphLcal ceõso cB.ETa Sifypaa6o piar6a, a -tó-sr"laci 

sBaJrr{c.E Hierophantes -cB.Êro.EBHr4xí. a6o ¡rvstasosf, 
.ðãoro- 

rãårioiõju r' r

rt wae not Ìong before the earry Greeks had ,siúilar figures, whlch
cnbodled eecret hidden ponsrsr aud uere identÍfied by the n"""i rr*;"":-

i ..: .."

pbers as . . EnbLemata, Hierogl¡phÍcar,. 2 These prlmitÍve forms of s¡rm_

bology Skovoroda often described ae npagan theologyrr ) NevertheJ-ess,
the invention of the symbol was hallcd by the ukrainÍan philosophcr aE¡ one
of the greatest and advanced discoveries of man in that day:

llrqe Ha¡db He õ¡r¡o cJrÉr-EIIo u*.e cie Mâ.'€ME-Ttuta, a Harln rrpeÃKr¿ ,qanuo yxe øuLnH rro_cqqg?TÏlae xpai,,/lsr XpHcroaoh uKofiba. Bs¡reüoóyuaerc¡r seðr poJÞ -.¡enóãbüe"äiä-õpo,qñi;"
ceõ,e qacrin r¿ cj-.e ro ecTtb xa$onuvecrcasr Toecîb Þcepo,q'aJr HayKa. ;fisrr.¡écrle rcyl,rr.rpnrr¡rr,rr6oxr¡urf¡r-rr r¿¡a rairuqa eãr!. ro,n" xpa*br xpi.rc-. ÍoBa yveHla E IIIKoJIba . .il 4

chyzhevstkyi hae shor¿¡a that although the phil,osophy of antiquity--'- - -E-'!

was prlnarily founded upon the syiabör, ita eense or meantng was rarery
descrlbed beyond the given synbolic forn:

1.
rrar¡s1ail.ï:"H:":il::n;.tË¿.€'r PP' 268-26s' Quoted

2 rbid. t p. J?3.3-
; fbid.r pp. ?j, 1ß, tag, ,55.'t rbid.r pp. zz6-za1.

i ¡l'. l.

::irj,

after Chyzhevstkyire
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rr(Þiuocosi.s a*suq*ocrrr /a'ïÏ ronoB*r'x re-uiex, TaKeaMo .erc i narþacrrara, a¡c ui..crzracepeÃHroslqq.E Ta HoBlrx qaei.nr .EK i ui¡aHu'¡ca reqiü non'lrruoï si.rroco$it¡ por,iarr"-
Ka/ , 6ynu nacrBiar 

""*Ëãni"ùi , ;oil--ile - -'

Br¿JrcHroBaJrI¿, qo rrpaB.qa, ceucy úiei 
"ru*uo_¡ircr¿ ei.rrocoÖivuo ¡ ra úno¡i iraãiri ;;;iÃ_

&peeJrroBAJEf OTBepro ra .Êc'o çu',raoaiú¡¡oro 
'

xapaKrepy s¡acuoï Mero,4r¿n. ,

It was not until the tlme of ptato &A?? _ 34?? B.C,) that the
synbol began. to be more closely exaniued and discusoed in ùerns of its
naturcr purpoËe and function in philosophical thought. 2

Thc synbolic interpretatlon of the Bible'by skovorod.a was not,
therefore, eonethtng really new or unique in the development of metaph¡r-

eical thought dorr¿r through the ages. Ilnder the infl-uence of platonic and

BibLical thought, the early Greek Fathers, especially of the Alexandrian

.schoor 
(nhiLo, crenent, origen, etc)¡ took a hÍghJ-y s¡rnbolÌc vlew of the

scrÍpturee and of the universe as a whole. Durlng this creative period,
the Bfble wa6 app¡oached a1legoricaL1y and s¡rmboJ-i-ca1ly, and in this they
were foll-owed in the t{est by Anbrose, Augustine, and Gregory the Great,
whose symboJ-ic cast of thought 1s nanifest ín their "tr";*;""a "*ru""t".,

chyzhevsfkyi'cites a nunber of Lntereeting quotations from the
wrÍtings of Ph1lo, Tertullian, origen anrl clement of Alexandria which re-
flect a remarkable sinllarity of thoqght r¡Lth that of, skovoroda. phiLo,

for l-nstaqce, clearly placed a s¡nnbolical lnterpretation upon his under-
standing of the Scriptureo, for he wrote, ttafter a literal narratl.on it
ie essentlal t,o render ùhe allogorlcaL 6ense . r

1n the (gtUte - JRp) has ên al.Iegorical oeanlng'r.

beeause slmosù everything
à- SÍmilar1y, Origen

1

2

,
9P' 9t. t

4

Chyzhevsrkyi, Fllt osofilg, g!,.
rbiÈ.. 

"

A. Dulles, trsynbol
p. 862.

cÍ_!., p. 2p.

in Revelationtr, I'lgw CatholÍc E:rcyc1-opedia,

Chyzhevsrkyi, tilf osofliqr oþ. Ë,, p" 29.
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observed that ttthe tletterr of the Scrlpùures is the vlsible covering,
the thuskt, the Fen6e belng hidden beneath this surface spir1t,, 1 , while
TertuLlian had devised a classf.ffcatfon of syrnbols: ffgurae, aenigmata,

al.legoriae, parabol"e. 2

rn the Mfddle Ages, symbolism in religious art a¡d literature be-
ca&e progreseivel-y more exuberant. I By the XVïu sn¿ xvrïÞ centuries,
the allegorical nethod of J.nterpreting the Bfble h,a6 contlnued in the
works of N. conti¡ phÍlippi picenelLi and, Ín some inotances, in George
_ÀBruno. -

The beginnLng of ühe )ffIIIti century eaw the publication in the
Russfan Laaguage of vetsteny{ Henrykhrs s.rrmbqra et eqbrqq_qta eergglq,,

which was destfned üo have a tremendoue inpact upon skovorodars metaphysi-

cal thought as v¡e shar.l see later. 5 rt is important to note, however,

that durlng the XVIÞ and )ffïfb centuries¡ the expression of thought by

ûean6 of symboLs, imagee and metaphors uras gre-atl¡¡ expandedr and for rnany

phfLosophere and lntell"ectuale it soon beca.r¡e an accepted form of medita-
tion and contenplation. 6

so wldespread wae the uee of e¡nnbors during thls pertod, that ühe

Kievan Academy offered special courses in the ttallegorlc interpretatÍon
of the Bibtrett to its prospective str¡dents of theorogy and religion. ? F.
Prokopovych, the dÍstinguished Ukrainian profesaor of rhotorlc and religlon

1

ChyzhevstkyL, Fi-lrosofliar 9!. Ë., p. 2).2 rbid.

? A. Durlesr g¡,. g!!.,
4 Ky*yk, "s*rluylãrr,

rodY,r 9p. c-it. , p. 111.
5 chyzheverkyi, Naryey,
6 Kyryk, "Svit "Ñ;rodyr 9P. Ë. , p. 111.
7 r¡tao

Ikoho

gp, cl,t.r pÞ. 41-6t.
H.. S. Skovorodyr', Vid Jygþensrk-ohÞ _do SEqJo-
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aü the KLevan Acadeny during the years 1?O4-1?1r 1, wrote that the

teachings of the Holy Scriptures vould not impede scientific dlscoveries
because these texts are to be ttunderstood allegorically and not llterallyrr.
Rel{ab1e historic sources lndlcate that during skovorodars attendance at
thc Academy 1n K¡rfv, there were certafn courses ln phiJ.osophy available
which deart primarily wfth the study of symbols and their relationehfp to
terninological reane'of expresgioa. D. p. Kyryk despribcs one of these
lcctures as taught by M. Kozaclqnrerkyf:

ttHg cr,rMuoüique, a He óyrcra^lrsue poayuinnø
Eiõ¡lï Crconopo¡y, oue"írggõl-"urro"xy¡arrr¿
raxo]ft rrraraui B ara.qeMiï ry.þcu 6t.rrocä6ii,
ce¡¿iorr¿¡t¡t. Haupuryna,q, y ¡cypci Oi-¡oðo*fiM. I(osaqøHcbrcoro /*yp" ür¿räãc.s ít t7+S^ûo
17 

!?_-p /_ _n¡i csam cs i¡-o e¿i" - ñilpo,*á*" ñ 
n 
-,

.Ercouy,qolcJra.quo pocrn.fr.qaþTb efi Br,rÃ!Í auaúin,
srJrcoByeT.bce npupo.qa cJroBa .EK ]TMOBHA 3Ha_

, Kâ, anra.niaystbca ai4¡orueuufi c¡ósa ¿o peui .i non¡rtt.s Toqo . .tt'2
That the symbor was popur.ar in ïIkralnian riterature during the

lffrrb sad xvrrrs centrrieg ia not so unueual for thfe period generally de-
notee thc epoch of ukrainir'B""oqu". 4 h/ith the approach.of the xrxÈ
centuryr however, thc popularity of the symbol in the ukralnia¡r Baroque

traditlon quickly faded with the advent oflthc Romantlc Movcment. Although
the sylrboL wae still quite fashtonable in h/estern philosophicai circles ,,
it had clearly loet lts appeal in the UkraÍ¡e by the XfXù ssÌr¿ury as Chy_

zhevsrkyi explains so welL:

Kratkaia Literaturnaia EntslkLopediia (Moskva, r,sovetskala htsi_hlgPeÈtr" fe¡red tå "s-;Kr;;;, p.2 
Qoot"d afterl(yryk, "svit symvoriv'H. s. stovoroay";;. lrr., n.117' see arso, A. N. fopin, is-toriia rgeskoi J-iteratury- (st. petersburg, lgoz)Vor. rrr, p. 2o1 \vv' ¿=vs

1-
: Iþi{.r pÞ. 11?-118.
4 ,. PohorilyJr^xS¡rmvoly u Skovorody'r, Rldne.Nyva (l{innipeg, ,,Spi1kaElcklezilai,, 1974), äl'9g."
5 Ch¡rzhevsrþi, Fflrqsofliqr ol. 911., pp. (L-rz

t.'
i:.

t-
i'_

-:;.:,:
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tllt was not possible, however, for the Slavs torevert to baroque lLterature, aa baroque had doncwith the literature of the Late Middte lges. There
lra6, Sr.unbridgeabre ba*ier between t¡e ifteratureof the baroque period a¡d that of the newly 

"r.+g-ing romantÍcLsn: on the one band the tang;ag" oïbarogue poeüry, and in part its poetlcs, ñ""-"n_tirely antiquated; on the other hand, many of
the.baroque poets were still to too great äo 

"*_tent under the fnfruence of eccleslaãticar fdeo-logy. fn any case the Slav romanticists seldomreferred back to the baroque aources, they 
"""*t"atheir romantiq ideorogy with.the heri or irre o";;;.PhilosoPhYrl' -:- --

!L,thùe¡.at the turn of the Tl/IIfÈ century, Ukrainian literaüure ex_-- --!,

perienced noü only a change ln etyle (baroque-ronanticlsm), but also a
revolutlon tn language. As a late representatÍve of Baroque nyetÍcl.sm,
skovoroda was quickly brushed aeide fnto the ehadowe of hie era and. wa',
in large measure, forgottuo. 2

Ironical'lyr 6ome of the most inportant figuree of thc Ronantic per-
lod 1n llkralne could not comprehend the mode of thfnki,ng:o" &eane¡ of ex_
pression in Skovoroda. S¡nmboliem ín his creative works was taken 1iüeral-
[y, whfre hls ord ukralufan language was thought to have been Russiarized.
Moreover, hle phílosophical works withÍn a short time were branded as

antiquated, uninterltgible, extravagaat and carrionlc. ]
Fortunately, thie prodigfoue phllosopher-writer yÍag rediscovered by

Bahalii, Ernr and more recentry by chyzheverkyi gs they began to approach

him and his Íntrigulng philosophy by means o.f hisrrforgotten synbor.rr rn
so doing, it appears as if they were primarily responsible for the rema¡k-
able resurgence of interest iir skovoroda evident over the past few decades.

;i..-.

4
'Chyzhevsrkyi,

p. 121 .
).

4- rbid..

C ompalet{rlg_Eiglggy__gt _grgvåg .Li t erature s, op . c i!.',
cit.¡ p. 98.
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INFTI]ENCE OF SYMBOLS ON -qKOVOROD¡.

rt would be a great emor to ignore the d.ecisive mea.ning of allegory
and s¡nnbols 1n the creative works of l{ryhorfi Skovoroda. 1 thi" conclu-
slon ls supported by V. Ern who has shown that Skovorod.a revived the prac-
tical use of the syrnbol in hio ,tay and made Ít centr.al to his philosophy. 2

ttYou cannot, love a manrs heartri, says Ern by quoting that same philouoph"r,
zrtunLess you appreciate his mindrt. t

The st'udies of Chyzhevsrkyi reveal that Skovoroda not, only spoke in
a symbollc language, but that hie entÍre life and thought was structured.
upon the fígurative concept:

t'y, crcosopo,qr{ ,,'HETT.E Hi-õu xce'pirorb'rir¡Ko,,
¡piuarom ri,q norpoBou oõpaain ra c.IrMBoJriB.
Hg*":T_cr.rMBoJr /arc-4e óy.uo i B ,qocoxparuxfø/He Mae y Hboro TBep.qoro [eBno_yctaaenoror.piano-obuexesoro aää.¡i'Hãrtã 

"*, treBHy MHow-Hicr¡ anaqi*¡, uexi s"auróc;kr. **^x noqacrr.r
cJndeJeHj_ ogHa a o.qHoro, fioqacra uepexþefivrorb_

Tyf 
''oBHr'rM 

xcr'TT.EM i..Crpeun* nióparr. 
" "¿ãenou.eriüHe, osuaqe r rrcyisrr . C"o"äpã¡"-o!I"-plx*.Eerbeø ri¡ goðo*pära¡cis rr.rM, tõ-uii-"r,Ba co6o¡o Berrrrrcy spa¡r¿qin 6i.uocoéii"o"ã-'"äã_

"r.Tily:^{::_ 
ilanaparypyll I nêc¡ "iricrpyuð"ñãI,Þiüt ro*.nrb anr;q'ót"oí¡õõõóit, raîpr¿crr¿Krii noqacru gepe.qubo¡:-.r,i;. ü; úin oãi]ð.1;;

.EK: Oõpa3I4 i Carutrorril, cTABI.IlbCJf .qo .,,I.{N, ÍaKõr4 Moanr.wr fiK gurunâ, i 
"pããr"c.E B i{i.rMr.r,nlgõy¡gBypqï aa¡uicrs' cyrcni *orr"*py¡cr¡iË--;asi

"ry:g"i:1i 6¿r.uonu, 
. 
qg lrg e , o,qraqe, õeocr¿c_re¡¡si, õesar,ri"ro"úi-i æi"ðåoæitr'o nee*aur¡ii 4_---:_...-'.

By his'own admission, the ukrainian sage often referred to the Greek

and Roman philosophers of antlqulty for some of his inspiration and nredita-
tLon' Hie works are rlcldled wfth direct and indirect references and,

r:,: :

1

gp. cit. rt;îri;.rtNove 
dislidzhennia pro Hryhoriia skovorodyr, DniÞ{o,

2^
_ -Eirnr op. 9i!., Et. 2Zj.I ,olu,lp. 211.
L-

Chyzhevsf kyf , IVarysyr g!,. 9&., p. 7g.
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acknowLedgments to the ancients who initially dÍscovered the intrinsic

, 
advantages of expresslng intangible thoughüs and emotions through sy¡n-

bole:

||EacrrocJIoBHb].Jf,qpeBHII)GMy.qpeIIoB6KHI4rH'
ecrb ro caMa.E rlpe.qpeBg.g.a õoroc¡oei.E. OHLI
Tarcb J{ce He BeqecrBeuuoe ecrecrBo Eoxie
øeoõpaxa"nø {,lrryparrau, Ãa6tL HeBr{.qr¿Moe 6rr¡o
Br'r"4I,rMbr-rüb r llpeÃcraBJr¡reMoe sørypar,aø TBapefirr . I

And again, -

tl . . ¡penuie MyÃpeqbr u¡r¡b¡r¿ ceoü lrsbl_Irt
ocoóunaarfi, or¡¡¿ ¡¡aoópa.xaJrl4 Mbr-cJrlr cBoI¿ oõ-paoaur4, õygro cJroBaMr,T. Oõpaaa rÈ órr¡a
Snryprr ueõec¡rbt_tø a'ae¡¡Hrrtrb rnapeü, 

-*r_
rtpøl{. coJruqe ouaqr4ro 14crrruy. Itonsqo, lrJrlrsì,rifir BB KoJIbi¡o corarreü, _ sÈqHocTb.
flropr - yrBepx¡eni_e vJru conÈ r¡ . lotiyór _
crst-,qJrrrBocrb. flrur¡a 6yce.m _ õoroqrêr¡ie.
Sepuo u cÈri¡"er - rloMbrniesie u l,rußsie.
,B¡t,Jrvr. 14 Bbl-Mbl_ltrreuubre oópaea, Harrprar*. :
ceuurccro, c?rpe*g, æe'rîKcb, 

- ceuør.'aei¡iü - 
s^,riü

14 flporrafi . .il e
v!¿c¡l¡l- . o "

During hls lifetJ.ne, Skovoroda acquired an. excellent knowledge of
Latin a¡¡d German together with the Greek and Hebrew languagee. He posses-

sed an insatiable love for the Blb1e which was ftthe most influentlal book
zin his lÍfett. / It was the Bib1e, hisrrworl-d of e¡nmbols'r and ancient

phlloeophy which, for the most part' forned the basie of his phlrosophy. 4

Hie nuLti-ltnguaL skllle enabled hfn to become fanlliar wlth the

works of many of the pre-socratlc philosophers as índlcaüed by the preced-

lng quotatfons. More importantly, though, wae his crudite knowledge of
P¡rthagoras, socrates and Plato as hrell as Epf.curus, Denosthenes, Aristotle,

Bonch-Bruevich, gp. g!!. ¡ p. 3j5.
Ibld.r pp. 268-269.
Ibid.r p. 16.

Chyzhevs'kyi, I?ryey.r gp. 9l!.., pp. 40-41.

l1': -1 - -.

2

,
4
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Philo and Plutarch. rn addition, hc was welL versed fn Rooan Literature
havfng an'acqualntance with the works of Horace, ver:giI, cÍcero, Marcus

'Aurelius, Marcue r,ucanus, seneca, rucretius, persiusr a4d rerence. 1 Hi,
encyclopedic knowledge included a substantiar awareness of the wrltinge of
the early church Fathere such as clement of ArexandrJ.a, origen, Dionyslus
of ALexandrfa (the Áreopagrte), Gregory the Great, rsidore, Auguetr.ne,

)
and otherg. '

Kovalensrkyl hae littre to eay abouù skovorodars travers and exper-
lences in the !{est except that, while therer,lre wae abLe to become acquain-
ted wlüh nany rtlearned peop1e,,. , Hie .l¡,lestern excuraion most likely
brought hlm into contact with the scientific thoughte of that tlme for he

êxpresaea a somewbat sophisti.catéd knowledge of Newton, copernlcue and

other' scientifica[y related topics in hie ,ro"k". 4 This exposure, whfre
doubted by some schorars 5, obviousry broadened the scope of his lcarning,
forcLng him .ùo re-evaluate mueh of his forner, largely theorogical educa-

6tion.

of Skovorodlan thought, have written that he ffunder_

HoIy Places; he went to Jerusalem, Mount Athos a¡d
SeveraL inporta:rt studies have shown that, by 1?j3

Some schoLars

took a Journey to the

Contantlnople . .rr 7

1

. Voznlakr,.g¡,. gi!.r pp. ??-?g.
2- Ibid., p. /8.
J skouo"oda, Tvory | 1961, Ir, p. 49o.
4 vozniak, tp;Ë: , l,'-?g. rn hls works, skovoroda menrions rha pLa-nct saturn (sr<ovórõãa,Eå¿;, töSi,-ïrl: ä;äï rhe possibitfty of tife onother heavenly bodi,es, ffiirr"-Tú (rb¿g:;-;: zz¡.)t rhc achievemenrs ofna¡ in the study of the ea¡thf s interiãlfe;;; 

"!o., the exÍstence of manyworl.dsr-the discovery of ranges on the ,oóoo, "í"-iiiía.i=n.^äãåi.
I *ot g' clt.r PP. 55-59.ô S"huru"r oþ. cit.r p. 11.
7 F. p. rrr¡ã"Jr, -' ,*^

nus*r i nrrcniv, "iä;ï":il 
I 

* 
i *T " "ffi it:il:f 

"1"å:il3" ï : 
"ä:":î. :ïoiï;;:k"*" ",
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Skovoroda had met with the teachinge of the Germa¡r mystice and that this
contact was to have a ma¡ked lnfruence on his hature work. 1

Perhapsno other oingl-e work (besides the Bibre) hâs had such a
profound lnpact upon skovorod,afe creativity than vetstenyJ. Henrykhrs

Symbqle et ,emb.l"gnala-e*electg, published in .Arnsterdan in 1lOJ. 2 Chyzhevs,_

kylr havinE gained access to this rare symboric monument, Ís convinced

that skovoroda ueed Ít as a prima¡y source f,or his phírosophic thought,
because nany of hie key phrases, lllusüratLons and most írnportant symbole

have been bomowed directly.from flenrykhrs ,rrork.

Before attempting to examlne eome of these

be fittÍng to considdb Chyzhevsrkyire description

Iú.c eource:

rrHs¡¿ra Maê _B4O fparnp /uiq,epuria/, qo cro_uyue'i no 6 sa raõ.rrøi¡nic; ïo-roxn'oio-ã ;;:õ¡eMar¡¿q'r,rx MaJrro¡rxls qe' nøgas*a'no.uae Ko-pocruü re*cr nicruon¡a MoBan\4r.r /qep"õu*oð.io"-fiHcbKoro, go pevi, B sear{a.ruü$riE yipaTnc"i""*
eJreMeHTanúr¿, Jrarr4ucbKoro, epanrlJ¡eixõn, ira¡_ific¡Koro, ecnaucbrgg, aúr¡ific¡Koro, ron.Eu.qcb_KoÐ ta ¡ril¿eqbKo¡0. llJ

The first edition of thle unique volwne becane an irnmediate rarÍty
as it was said that the vessel transportlng this important a¡rthology of
s¡rmbors to st' Petersburg sank eomewhere off the shores of sweden. re.ter
republÍcatfons of these rare drawings and texts appeared rn l?43, 1?BB,

tlsimilaritiesrr¡ ft would

of this Lmportant s¡rnbo-,-

and 1811 a¡¡d

Collectlontt.

were initated (at reast in part) Ín a so-calred rfNuenberg
4

Chyzhevsrkyi gges on to ehow that the influence of thc

1

Chyzhevsrkyi, Filrq_sofiier oI. clt., p. 6.2 co*p""":, D:. o*r"" t'nt*"";n ;'*" o"i*i Dzherera symvolfky
I:.- slguorody,,, ;ñùiíãi,ã'i"'ä

a

- Chyzhevsikyi, Fij.rosbf.lis, .gp,. È!., p. j?.
4 rbid.
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Çymbola et emble¡nata was wideLy experlenced in Ukrainian and Ruesla¡i

spirÍtual clrcles due to its immense popularity.

Following an in-depth study of t,he A¡nsterdau Collection, Chyzhevsrkyl

concludes, as noted earlier, that the majority of Skovorodars noet funport-

ant symboLs and emblems were bonowed from this source. 1 lühil-u,o"oy

such instanccs have been clterl and verifled by Chyzhevsrkyi 2, the folLow_

ing quotation nentions a number of typlcal exanples where Skovoroda uees

a s¡rnbol in the Eane aense as lt úae rendered in the $x,mbola et emblemata.

-

The numerals indícate the page-location of the given eymbol as they appêar

Í¡ the cditfon of skovorod.af s works publiehed by Bonch-Bruevf.ch:

,tt3 an¡crep.qaùrcbrorr,ty só1pur{Ky snaü4euo B ToMy. oaMoMy elra.ris¡ri, qo ü i Cxäsópoo*i 6vcra
/\94,," 4sr, zs,t7_: .il*ny" / D;i/",' iäiiaä" 7äi z,
7.62'/, _gyena _/ss4/, .crabeir¡¿- /Sil/ , æã"ihõ"-'
/_j7-r 

' 
rB5 r Bzo, G'+g/ J-_õoó*rír"å cr¿¡,rso¡i_xa

ciconopo¡r¿ Mae, Jûc ME lloóAquri,ro ¡.aui . . ätH-, me .qxepeJlo, a¡e guaÊ.qeMo B ilsymliota et em_
b1e¡nata selecta" Ko,{gg J cxoxor,l} ,qo Crosöpo_
.qlruoro aHaqiHH.E /faz¡, npor¡riirøt-"õðõi-Iiry,
clrMBoJrr¡r sa''osuqeHl 3 HeJrs¿Boï npupogn tâ a'p-resaxru anaü¡euo B alrerep.qaMcbrõuv s6ip*uriuaftxe nci - Marner /]a?/-,'.KoMrac hzgTl Ã""_
cetxy _/BB4/ r, có¡rqe '/r+z'r'zig, záo'r- 4'6:4; ;iã ,j76 xa unwi/, Bo,4I¿ .qxepeno, .rorirc, 

"pririqùBygt'pineMo Hepas /6.4, 69 , 698, gB4 - ra- He ñr-
491, Taryotr3 creJrro /çatonorlna cropisra. T68
4.62t .482, 576, 806/, noõaqr¿¡,¿o fi-;;6ñ;*Ë--'
/+4?l_,,uópcre*' /íeá/, "õü¡'""; hj;' räö1,cirny {768/, aur-ery¡' øripr. rco.ree'o, ioio-h'
l.L.tt t

One shourd bc aware at this point that, atthough such extensrve
thomowLngstr were made by that phitosophcr, hie own ereative works were

nonathersss uniquc fn that skovoroda used the symbols frorn thisr a¡ld other

1

2

4o5-42t.
t

Chyzhevsrkyi, FiLtosofliar gp,. cit., p. Jg.
lbid.r pp. 34-4?. See also, Chyzhevsrkyi, pratsi_r 9p. ciJr¡ pp.

Ib.id. ¡ p. li9.
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'::
sourcc6, as a nca¡¡6 of expressing an orlginal philosophy.

Bcfore the pubì-ication in Aneüerdan of the slrmbola et emblenatá 1¡1

1705, other analogorrn coLlecüfons on synbole a¡rd enblems had already cir-
culated within ukraine. For exanple, bctween 16tz-16rtr p. Mohyr.a had.

allcgedly purchased a certaln Emblenata, whíIe Epiphanlue slavynetsrkyi,
Stcfan Iavorerkyi, and F. Prokopovych were known to have had.similar valu-
able acquisitions on e¡rmbolic and emblematic topics in their lÍbra¡ies. 1

bolic works had a definite lnfluence upon the art, lÍteraturc and epirit-
ual l1fe of ukrains. rt was almost inevftabLe, therefore, that the works_____, v.¡qv

of the ukralnlan philosopher-rriter were to be infl-uenced by then aleo. 2

Not only did these early books on symbols a¡d emblems influence
skovoroda a¡rd othcr ukrainian rriters and theoroglans, but their value was

often recognized and adopted by rnany well known representatives of Russian

Literatu¡e. Ivan Sergeyevlch lhrggnev (tgtg_tgg3), a leading Ruesian

noveli.st and playwright of thc xrxr century, spêcifical.ry nenH.oned a
-

taín t@r Ín hfs noveL, A Nest of Gentrefork , where

hie he¡ro, r,avretskyi, durfng hLs childhood in the lSaorqr had become fanl-
lia¡ with tt in his spare tine"

chyzheverkyi has cited H. Derzhav tn U?4t-1816), the greatest Rus-

siari poet of the XUIffË ccntury, V. Zhukovsrtqyl 0?gi-1g5ù, a 1ead_

Íng Ronanùlc poet and transrator of the aarry xïxþ 
""rrrrrr", and trþodor

Tiutchev (r8of=r823), one of Russùars greatcst poete, as having bcen

1

Chyzhevsrkyi, pratsL-r 
-op-. ejlt., p. 416.

: ChyzhevsrLvi, fff 'ouofft".¡ 9p,. g!g., p. 41.Jr.s.T,
'Dvorianek;" cr;;äåÎi"l: W 

(Moskva' tDetskaia lltcratura", 1p?o)¡

tr "

i l. ,.'.''': ::
l-:r- -.-

Cêl-
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directly or indirectly influenced, by those eane sy¡nbo1s and cmbLems. 1

A cornparable trend was cvLdent 1n thc worke of Herzen (l|'lz-lg?o), a lcad-
fng Russlan revolutionary thinker and philosopher of the mld-xrxh century,
v' Belineky (r8t1-1848) the Russfan literary critic, poritical thinker and

phllosopher of the r8¡Ors and 184ore, and later in Arexey Remr.zov (1gz\-
), a prose writer of the XXlb century. 2

since the use of symboJ.s in art, literature and phirosophy was not
an unusual- phenomenon in ukrainc, (especialry between the rivrþ a¡d xtlrrïÈ
centurics), it becomes difficult to understand why. so few schorars have

ever attempted to approach skovoroda from the symbolÍc point of view. The

ukraln{an phllosopher had often re-iterated in his philosophy that üo see¿-g

ItsuperfLciallyrr or to interpret ttliteralJ-yrr wa6 noühing 1ess than a return4s sÐ 9r¡

to'rpaganisnrrand 'tidol- worship',. J ït was, in fact, a d.amnable heresy. 4

The philosopher-wrÍter wae firmly convinced that, literal and superfÍclal
'interpretations of the BÍbLe had spawned the proliferation of lrwa¡ríng

factlonstt and dissident rfsectsrr iu his society,. 5

ït would appear that the drvergent opinions axd views on skovoroda

diecussed in t'he first chapter of thie essay bear witness to the different
and confl-icting perspectlvee which have arisen as the result of superficial
and literal interpretations being made of his phirosophy. prime exampreE

illustrating the results of these rfeuperficialil and ?rlÍteraln evaluations

Chyzhevsrkyi, pratslr 9!,, cit",
Ibid., p. 419.

pp..418-1119.

Ernr gge- g19., p. 228. See also, Likhachev, gp. ,gi!., pp. BJ_90.
rþid.
tsonch-Bruevich, g!,. gåg. , p. J6Z.

1

2

)
4

5

1'-::..r1':1..

i. '- . :,.
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of Skovoroda ca¡ be seen in Belinsk¡ilf s negative and

when he wrote, ttoh incomparable master Khoma 1! 
How

in your stoic inilifference to everything earthly . .

sarcastic appraisal

nagnificent you are
)rr - Then there vrag

the Russia¡r author, V. Nl-kol-skyi, who surnuarÍzed Skovorodars thought as:
,, . . confused and inconsistent. !,lhiIe it, is alittre pantheistic, a little rationalistic, rtrJ 

"LÍttre nysticar it is neither the f,irst, túe sec-
ond, nor the third: thrs is so not because skovo-
roda reconcfred these worr.d vÍews into some kindof a higher synthesis, but slmpLyrbecause he couldnot unravel one from the other.fr 2

By thel-r ohm admiesÍon, 6ome nore recent Soviet Ukrainian scholats

such as A. P. Markovr.I. Ivanror aad D. p. Kyryk, have adni.t,ted that many

of their colleaguee have often serÍously mfsrepreeent,ed and contradícted

skovoroda by thelr superficial and Literal lnterpretatione:
ll3 gauoro norJla.qy, qe MolKHa troficrluîIf r Bo_KpeMar :[EMr .qo,4ocJri¡nurr HexryBaJr¡¡ ðer¿a¡r-. rEqHr.rM auaJrigorrr reprr,riuo¡oriï Croaopogu icnoBecuy æopM{ B}rpaay cnpuüruan" 

" åyinaJrb_
T9y¡-*Io.ylrinni. Torury.-s Kouqenqiøx lopeno_Jr¡oqr_r¿Hr4x anropi-n yrpaïncrruü ei.uocoð$ _ réo_Jror, nocnÍgonnurc saxi.qnr4x ¡¿icr¡a¡cie /fu1. Ílpu"_HpK, Q.. 3e¡e¡roropcrxuü xa Luni/. B' rliei-x
''p'r¡r¿Hi. 

pa.4.Errcbl(i .qocJri¡nr.rrca T'. Ei¡rr.r i n:Ilonos Bea^Earorb CxoCopo¡y l,rarepia¡icrou-i'-'areïcroM. B inrepnpêräi¡il i.'A:--T;ããî""_
KoBa BiH - ¡yaticr. .[emi poõotr4-C*ouopo_
Ãu 3. Mereqe'Ko Hasr{Bae reoioriq""ooto. M.fI.Pe.q¡ro xaparreprdayo Si.roco4a ff( i¡eiloro---
trporr{Brrr4rca peJririi na eopoia oÕiqlüHoT qep_nnrd. B uurarur.Etc ouro¡oriï Croaopo¡a siõl¿io

Khoma Brut, the central character in Nikorai Hoholrs story ,r/i¡.rrHe was a seninariar¡ ar¡d puii.".pr,;;;ã; il ;ii"u, who, while r,raverlinghone for the sumner¡ expãrl*t."å ä 
"e"ieu-oi-"*ir*ordinary adventures. Thelast of these *as hio fÁce ro race meeri"s.rid;'tn" ,rirrå";ïij';ïiin','=

;ä;ïtï 
resuLted Í-n Khoma Brutre death. (Footnore, scherer, ¡L_ g!!., p.

2 V. G. Belinskv- po]nnc
lgrt-195g), r, nltlffiI"' lotrnoe sgbraqie sochlneniÍr 1J vole.¡'(Moscow,

Ir::':

J V. Nlkolskyi, rÌUkralnsrkyf Sokrat'r,
I'X, p, 222. Quoted afùer Scherer, gp. ctt.i

1895'



71

MaB ,qBa rlorna.q]r Ha Marepi¡o. El¡rnicrr pa,q_
"ÊHcbrr{x arropln Bogrnarorb r Eo crôaõpõ.qã ã;;uarepia,nieto¡r¿. . tr

othere, such a6 M. P. Redfko were known to have omitted key phrases from

skovorodats original text', Ín order to substantiate their prefeged con-
cLueions. 2

Vladimfr Ernr one of the flrst scholare to redlecover the Iik¡ainlan
pbilosopher, ineÍsted that the crucial deternina¡t, Ín comprehending skovo-

rodars Ilfe and worke was total-ly dependent upon oner6 ability to grasp

hio symboLic rnethod of expression, naneJ-y, his symborlc images and unique

phlloeophic terminorogy. J Fron all apparent indications, thie appear.

to be by far the moet reasonable and loglcal procedure one nu€t follow ln
order to perceive the more deeper meaníngs of skovorodafe philosophy.

SKOVORODA'S SYI{BOLIC TERMINOLOGT

Most, if not dr, of the worr.drs most distinguiehed philosophers

who have created an origlnal. philosophic system have, at the same tine,
devised an'appropriate vocabulary in order to nore easily facilitate an

accurate expressÍon of those obecure thoughts and, co¡cepts that, are dif-
flcul-t to define by ordinary neans. skovoroda was no exception, for he

Ís generally recognized ae the f,irst to have coined new words for a.

philosophicaf. vocabulary ln llkraine. 4

1

A. P. Mar|¡ov.r gp¡ g|!,., p. 11O.- See aleo, Ivan lvarlror nNove
Doel-Ídzhennia pro HrytroEtaT*ovoiody", oB. "if,, óp, liz-l+gl-td o. p.
K{TyIr- "senantychnyÍ metod v lstorykó-iiñ"oiFtomu-dosliaznå¡mi", z rsto-rii FllosofÍf Na ukraini (Kyiv, Akadeniia Nauk ukrainsrkoi nsn;-råeãff-ppffi 'rú<¡!

)- Ibid.r pp. 110-111.
I

inrnr gp. gË., p, 41.
Dziuba, g¡. cit., p. /0i :



hle have aLready seen thaü the apparent, indifference by scholars

toward hl-s terminolog'y and the ecarcity of comprehensive studies on this
fmportant topic have greatS.y contributed to the dianetric and confuslng

viewpoints already in exlstence. Nevertheless, inasmuch as thought ancl

language have alwa¡i's been inseparably linked togetherr and,the fact that
genuine understanding can only exist on the basis of well-chosen words,

it ls obvious that a special expressf.ve vocabulary ie absoluteLy essent-
ia1 üo any rneanÍngful phíLosophy.

Cbyzhevstkyi argues that the obvious misunderstandLng of skovoro-

dare philoeophy stems not so much from the pecuLiarity or complexity of
hÍe thought as lt does fron a basic dífficulty in comprehendÍng the philo-
sopherfs fundanental- method of expression:

'fr0ronopoÃ{ He Jrerxo pospitr.r. ile ran! ï ueÍoMy, qo fioro MoBa rre e ssuqafir¡'a ,rrnayrcõnjti
MoBa, a.xriü Bxlrrarotbc.n TBep,qo i Miqäo-yã_ra¡esi_cJro's.-Tepuiuø. Mosa- cicoaopoju e 

"
MoBa o6paain Í cuMso¡is. Hasirb ii"c¡ora," JtKi Bwe rpï.q6a¡u Hay*oBo_Si.nocoeiurie ;;;;'qj-HH.E ¡ cyqacuift üor,ry ði¡ôcoÕii, *Oo qä-"
a'rr¡q*ocri r nlu 

''oBeprae Ão ïx iepaic*oro
oõpaooooro BrraqÍHHE. ¡noaä C¡rosopo,qu rro_
qepTaeTËc.E ÃO rr,ratepUxCbKorO JIOHA cr4MBoJr_irca. Tyr Ha .qor¡euóry ftolay opr¿*ó¿n¡r"-i--cr*_
no¡i¡ca..xpncr1øncbrca, - ør oär¡i¡ qeprcna, ra¡ri yicpaincrroi no¡e¡r,riqsoI ra nponõai¡úoiuireparypu ïJfI-ltrIII nixis.rr 1 ,-----

Among those who faLled to dlstinguish between skovorodar s s¡nnbolic

terminology ald the contetnporary uoe of slr¡ilar words was the Uk¡ainia¡l
ronantic, P. Kulish, who at one tine had written,

rrïn speech by deed he was & sage IIn speech by word _ a defunct õo"pse.. . only ¿i learned mouÊe fs verseá, _fn the hieroglyphics of Skovoroda". 2

i.: ïi
t1.:'

:rì,

1

2
Chyzhevstkyt, ìlarys¿, gE: giü., p.
TVory.Panùgleisona Kq1ish¿r (L, viv,

?o
J/.

1909), vol . 2, p. J22.
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The Sovlet scholarr D. P., Kyryk has writ,ten an inüeresting e6say

eutiüled, the Seqs.r{c r,fe_rh.odlgJlglqfþ:Bhilegoph+Ft,_E"geargþ where he

stresses the importance of studying the meaníngs of various speech forms,

especiall)r concernfng the devel-opment and changes fn the neaning of worde

and word groups. fn addiùion, he proceeds to i.llustrate the critical
bols and what they signify

or denote, explaining their importaace ín thÍs way:
- '--! -

rlB'aqe*rs rep^ainia Moxc*a rrpa'I{JrÊso B'IBHâ.-

"T1T__Ilrg rg.qi, rcorrlr crüparucb Ha HayKoEooõrpyr¡Tonaui npr{Hr¡r{uta alra.rlay c¡in. nú;H:
rywnn auaaj,ay sia.rer6 c¡ri¡, i' , nepry qep_ry Hay¡{o'r¿x repMisia, poe;þoó¡esi_ ð"ín"ilrä'-Koþ. IlertpamÉHoro npoõnerrróþ ceMarrrunu e
ür{rar{H.fr rrpo a¡ra.reur¡fi ouare, i'upo 

-nü;o;
neHH.E Br{axa .qo .qeuo,Tara /¡ecuraara, pe_
drepenra, uouiuanra/r. qoo'rõ ¡ò no=ráoi_
BaHoro IIpeÃMeTa . .lf I

:

Kyrykr s ttsemantic method of researchrr leads hlm to the sane concl-uslon as

that deduced by ConstantÍne Kostencheskyi, the celebrated Serbo-BuLgarian

pareographer of the xrvs century quoted earLier 2, who Lnslsted that
Itevery 1etter in each word. has lts unique neanJ-ng and purpose in its g{.ven

contexttt, a¡rd therefore cannot be replaced under any circumstance. Kyryk

obviously eup.ports that vLewpoint when he contends that, Skovorodar s termin-
ology 1s structured in a delf.cate ttd.ove-tailrt fashlon where every term ie
intinately interlockeit with another and can be comprehended only as it ls
reacl in its prope¡r context:

lf Cscteua repuiuì-a-BaBtr,ql.l óy¡yerbcE Tari, qo
¡coxur¡å repr,rfu no'reea'r¿fi a'ïi*r*¡o i üoio '

sHaqeHH,E-IroSKpr{aae rb cfi qepes ¡i¡¡¡ouesii-oor{}rx. fiificne ãnaqe'n.E Koïc'oro-õ[p"ilãiõ"-äi-
r¿isa ¡¿bxsa BcTarro'urlr, JrräEe' npoaua.nisy'aBr[,ncr{creMy reprrrlnia B. qiáoMt: no*y npr4 pos_rcpunri ar'',ri_ery reprrrinia iräo6xi¡uo BpaxoBygarn

1

D. p. Kyrt'k¡
zhennirr, 9p.. çit. r p.

2 See pp. J6¡

, ...ti,r,
-.: ---

, . ..: .: ,t:t r.l
IIi-:f:t:1i1:il:::'

trSemantychnyl metod v
8t, Hereafter quoted

4j-44.

istoryko-filoeofe I koøu doslid-
.as Kyryk, ,Senantyctig¡¡i urêlod, p, l. li- .:. .
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He riJrbK¡¿ ïx. ceMarrrur¡He s*aqeuna /rigno-ueurr.E.BHaKa .4o ,qerrorara/, a ia. cuularciiq_-
He /niguomenr¡.a Buarcia. o.qúH ,uo o,unòrã7. ri 1

A proper understandlng of skovorodars philosophrr therefore, de-

nande that a thorough analyeis and erçosure he made of such key s¡rmbolic

terme as: llHaTypa Bla.qnuâfi||, llHar¡fpa HeBIa¡zMartl, ttTaapbil rEorn,
llHa.IaJIotl, llBÈvHocÎÊtl, llar¡uuocÎbll, ttgega¡uuoc1bt, nHEt¡Torr 

r

ItuÈqtoc¡ll r ltaeqecTsotl, llufloctacbttr tt¡¿areplail r,,öopua,,, 2 
and

so fortht .

rn keeplng wlth the pre-deternined outline of thls study, theee

terme r*i1L be analysed nore fulIy in the next chapter ae they are """p""t-'
physical themee.

In hÍe work, rKolrtsoril Skovoroda .speciatly undeiscoree the charac-

terLetiee of the symbollc method of thought as.he deecríbes the nature,
evoluüLonr and meanlng of the symboÌr_etc. our study,thus far'has reveal-
eil that ühe ancients lnvented thefr orur epecial language to exprea6 their
nystical thoughte not by words, but through inages and s¡mbo1s. And this
is precisely how the Ukrainian phiì.osopher-writer believee the Blb1e wae

originaLl-y wrftten. Therefore, the only way it san be logically understood

is through the exclusive use.of e¡nnbols, because rrevery last sound and

word in the Bible breathes symboJ.ically and is total-Iy dependent upon

them". 5 skovoroda observed that, lt . . Ecb B 6r¿6n,.lü. nprr.Etttbie

rrMega, nauþrar,rbp: cabr, pa.qoctb, ¡ece¡rie, nr4gor, Bocrpecegie,
IryTb, oó3qa^lrie, pafi, cJra,qoctb u np. - BCS rÈ oa¡¡aqalor ceü

õ¡axer¡n¡Íü nauptr. 
4

Kyrykr {emg+tychnyi metodr g,p,. c1!.r pp. B}-84.
Ibid., ¡r. 8l+.

Skovoroda, TyorI, 1961r T, p. J1Z.
fÞid., p. 228.

:

T_

1

2

3

4



75

lrlhile endeavoring to explain the purpoee of hie symbols, Skovgroda

appears to have estabLLehed a ve:ry important naxin for our careful con-

slderation: The aim of every Blbllcal s¡rmbol. consists in focussing nanrs

attention upon an understandlng of the rfbeginningr, rrinvieible*, and.

tteternalff nature. For example:

llcie øcru'Hoe H e.qr¿Hoe HasaJro ecîb sep*oùr
Lt rrJIo,{oM, qeHTpoM H raBaHbÐ, I¡arraJoM lI KOH_qeM..Bcß-x Kgr.rr eBpeftcKr4x. ililr¡ar{a¡Ë úb cuo_Bo.rr Clrp$ut: Bcéfå õu6¡iü 

"¡oao coa¡auð--eroM, rrroõ õ¡r¡a oua e.qnncrreuubr-r*l 
"6;ñe;_loM.HaqaJra . . . IIßr a lteü pbuu¡ rltr eJIoB&.rrroõ ue ÃËLrraJro õ¡aronåcrieir sËúHaro. :u-1

rn the second praée, the senae or meaníng of the Bibr.e r.s to be

found in ite aím to bring man to an ahrarenees of:hie epírltual and Lnner
potential, rather than the fleshly and outer appearance. This ar.sor ca'
only be acconplished with the aselsta¡ce of Blbl.ica1 inages (eynbole) to
reveal its hidden spfritual truths. once thie ls achl.eved, the nflgúra-

tive (eymbollc) curtainrt drops, revealfng the rrEternalrr, r6eglnningn. 2

Skovoroda'sho*re in the introductLon to his work, ,fZhena totovarf
that the Ecribes who incessantly read the Blble both day and nlght, Baw

only lte exterfor form. The outer world das on thefr eyes and thereby
pnrcluded them from grasplng the other worLd - ùhe invisibLe. J

Ilaving establlshed the inportance ar¡d purpose of Skovorodars eyn-
bolic terminology ln expressing the inner 'rlnvlsiblen concepts of the Btble
and of his onlr philosophYr it now renains fo:r us to see how that philoso-
phic vocabulary ie used to define and exprain the intangible.

Skovoroda, Tvgry, 1961, Ir
Kyryk, trsvit symvoliv H. S.
Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961r Tr

pp. 784485.
Skovorodytt, g!,. g![., p. 1ZZ.

pp.4o1-4o2.

1

2

3
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. In so far as t¡r-e BlbLe for Skovoroda was a Book about God, and God

is thetrBeginnlngttof all exÍstencer then the Bibrefs primary purpo.e lras

to teach about that rtseginningtt. rn the BiblicaL texts, say6 skovorod.a,
Itthis veritable Beginning Ís eyrnbolÍzed by al-l that which bears resen-
bl-ance to a beginning". 1 some typical symbols that the phiì-osopher uses

to portray the intrinsíc essence of a beginning are the words rrringn,
tlwheelttr rtcfrcletl?¡ thead.rt, rtrootfr¡ rrgparl¡rr,'fatherrr, and 60 on, inelu-
dlng even a trsnakert. Accord.ing to Ern, these symbols are baelcally nself-

)explanatorytr c r once they are accepted figuratively and not riterally¡,
leadlng our mlnds to an understandÍng of deeper hirrden truths.

For exanpJ-e, the rBeginningrr can be symborized by a serpent in that
when ít is coiled in a circle (hol.atng Íts tail between its teeth as lL-- --: --- -"'
lustrated in the Appendix, tr'igure ll lü, it J.s difficurt to distlnguish
lts beginning from its end. J rhe serpent (often portrayed' u.. " syrnbol of
the Bible) is used by Skovoroda in his works, iKoI,tgorr, rrïkona Alkivliads_

ctovarr, and rfPotop Zniy.n,,. 4 *no", in hls dialogue, rlpotop

Zmiyarrthe philosopher eùreeses that in the figurative or ,rsynbolÍcal

world.'(trre gitte), every being and object is designated by a system of
figures (r,rhere every figure has a speclfic meaning)r and the eerpent fig_
ure natural-ly has its orm distinct signiflca¡"". 5

Skovoroda, Tvory, 1)t6,t , I , p. 2p6.
2- Ernr .9¡,. clt.¡ p. 224.
3 skouo*oda, Tvory | 1961r I, p, 2g?.
l+' rbid..¡ pp. 296-29?i 3?3¡ 3?6-'??, 400; 4¿6,, 434¡ 550_560,'q

Ibid., p. 549. Skovoroda enployecl the tern ttserpentrr to enpha-size once more that the Bibre-, in spii" är itu-Divinity, shared in the

ültËr:årappearancea 
or periehabru -figrr""".ìorp""" 

sclerer, gp. ct.,

i:
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There is a seneer however, where the serpent-synbol Ls ueed by

Skovoroda as a direcü antithesls to the way 1t is portrayed 1n trPotop

Zmiynrt, aB a figure of ItEterni,tyrr or of the ttleginnlngrt. The difference

ie prl-mariJ-y dependent upon whether the enake is symbolized ae itcoiled in

a cilclerf or rteüretched out upon the groundtr. fn the first insta¡ce it

would denote the tflnvisible naturert while i¡ the latter aepect it des-

cribes the trtemporalrt, rrperÍshlngrt, rfexterualfr form. rYou know what the

serpent isrrthe wrote, rlcnow that he á¡d God are the sa¡ne. Falslty but

truth; footishness, but wiedom; evil but, good,". 1

that Skovorod.a was elther trÍnconsistentrr, rfd,isorganized.rr and ttself-contrâ-

dfctoryrr, or else he was tbereticalrr and |tatheisticrt Ln that he descrLbed

God ae possessfng qual.ities of falsity, foolishness and evil. Yet, herein

ls the supreme inportance of grasping Skovorodar Ê use of symbols and com-

prehendlng the trnethodt¡ of his philosopblc expression.

In the abovementloned quotatÍon, the Ukrainiari philosopher sinply

presented an identiflcat.lon of evil r+lth good. But he coul"d not flnLeh

with sr¡ch a slmple identiflcation of good and evil. 'Rather, he attempted

üo sbow that evlÌ had the inherent potential of becoming good. tllhe ser-

pentrtt says Skovoroda, ttonly does harm when it crawle along on the ealthrtt
'.

and tfwe, like chiltlren, crawl along on the earth ancl the serpent crav¡Is

after us.tr But, he added, ttlf you raise youl head, then you ca¡ raise

your whole bod-yrr, and the serpenü will becos¡e harnless¡ evíI w111 be over- :

'i.

cone.

1

Bo:rch-Bruevlch, 9p. 9i!. , p. J12.
t' Iþig. r P. 517.
z, Iþ8., P. 514.

::-1,::.:':'l'
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',
From thisr h¡e can see that falstty, fool-Íshness and evil was not
'

equated with God' but connected wlth the earth. skovoroda, therefore,
Iater contended that the materÍal world could assist ¡na¡ in his sea.rch

for God, happlness a4d good, for *darkne66 lras inrpressed on us in order
that ühe light, might be revealed . . ar observerr havlng recognized
black, will ouddenly recognize whÍte'r.

Exanples such a-s this in the works of the ukral-nian phil-osopher-

writer are too nuoerous üo'mentlon for that woul-d far exceed the purpose

and scope of this study. Ârthough a few nore or tn*"u symbors ,rrp o"
anal'ysed later (accordi-ng to their relationshlp with some of the more

lmportant phiJ-oeophic thenes rn skovoroda).2 , tb"'signific4nce of thia
ph1'1osophertss¡nnbo]"icvocabu1aryshouldnowbec1ear1.ySeen,.

George Bruno (1548-'t6oo), the poet¡ phirosopher and a late repre-
sentatlve of the rtalia¡ Renafqean""S , held símfl-ar views concernlng
the epecial- treatr¡ent of BiblÍcal üexts as did the ukrainiaa phÍtoeopher.
He taught that aLl words are polyeemantic because, they are inseparably
IÍnked in a pre-designated manner üo the main subject by various neans

and aspects' The relationshÍp between these words and the subJects they
designater can be understood by the reader or hearer either correctry or
Íncorrectly. Bruno argueÊ that a p¡oper understanding indicaùes an ac-
curate connecüion of the word with thoee subjects as they were originalry
conceived by' the r¡rriter or speaker. conversefï, to ni-sunderstand. means

to fail- in the comprehenston of the íntended relationship of the given
words with the subject ae intended by the author.

1

Bonch-Bruevlch, op. cit., p. 2g6.
) 

:Ã'' '::;-'tt ¡" Gvv'

- Reference to scovorodars rrphilosophic themesrr has been definedand described on the basÍs of the philosophic content of hÍs worke. ïnreality, skovoroda did-not svstenaii;Jiy-"il"Jiry his rhought. For fur_ther details, see pp. 1}i2-1|t.
z/ r{Cfrrrr oÞ..eit.r Ir pp. ?50-?51.



79

Further, Bruno contended that besides wor,le and phrases, many

excerpts and even enüire works can be polysemantic. In this respect, he

j.solates the Bible as befng the most polysemantic inasmuch as ft contaÍns

an infinlte r¡unber of various meanfngs. ft was hÍs contentÍon that
beneath the exterÍor lfteral meaning of the Holy Scriptures, there r+ere

concealed many different eplrltual meanings or connotations. In other

worde, not onl-y were the very words of God polysemantic but aleo the

teachln6s of Moseer David, solomonr a¡rd eo forth, The rtalian phÍloeo-

pher-poet.thus conclud.ed that 'ras Ln one meanlng of Godre wo¡,å are hid-
den alL meanings, eo aleo one neanlng can be found Ín all wor.derr. Thus,

Godrs thought in any glven Letter or word can be compared to be 1ile the

splrlt dwelling in the fLesh. 1

fhe paramount eignificance of Bruaors observatLons is found in the

reallzatLon that, philosophers have often used words ín their creative
works that do not alwaya mear¡ the saae thing as whea they are used 1n

dally converaatlon. For a proper.analysis of any phirosophic legacy,

therefore, it beconee absolutely eesentlal for one to know the partlcular
method of expresoion emp}oyed by the origínator of that phÍIosop¡yr other-
wÍse a coffect evaluation of that eysten of thought. would be impoesible. 2

trt now becomes more crearly apparent wþ Ëo many dlfferent a¡rd

conflictiug interpretatione of skovorodars phirosophy have been made:

.ttï"ï9g{Barru.E aõo Heposyuinne rlcuocoóy' u"-
cJroBJIerIH.Ér ¡',rl¿crHTeJIE nþUnOgano ¡e.ørcui 

-

a'ropi' .4'r{co'r*eBoro repioïy ¡r""ri,'orrf Ãoxr¿õnøx BracHoBKlB upo cyrnicär u.r""*"- c*ã-Bopo,qa, ? 4 ,qo Kareroprr¡Horo eauepeverrnnÕy¡p-.fiKoï üoro aaproc-ri. .He euørcuyamrE y

Kyryk, "Svit symvoliv H. S. Skovorody", .9¡.
rb1d.

P. 119.

1

2

i'j:t:ì: ì...11 I

cit. ¡
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{Tqe. r¡eBpç)syMine uarpolúa.qrrenu.rr rlr¿TarEiõ¡iï. tt | -

n sl¡ilar fashionr ûanl schisms and sect,e have occured in Chrlsü-

endonl from nanre lnabllity to understand the rtlanguage of expressionr aÊ

used by the InepJ"ned writers of the'Bible. Skovoroda was'natu¡a1ly weJ-I

aware of this corunon human faillng as he taught, that the Word of God, could

not ennobl-e the human heart unÌess ma:r r¡nderetood that the Bible lJas a
Itworld of e¡rmbolsrr, whÍch had to be lnterpreted e¡rmbolically a¡d not;phy-

slcally or literally. He described the Bíbl-e as a realn of s¡abole

becauser ttin iü are colLected ühe heavenly, earthly and chthonic creatureg.
These creatures are to be the chlef monunents of our thought in the coî-
ceptlon of the EternaL Nature, which ie conceaLed fn the perishable a6 a

portrait in ite own co1ours,,. 2

V. H. Kooy, in his study of Bibllcal s¡rmbology illuetrates the use

of e¡rmbofe by the writere gf the Holy Sc¡lptur:es in such thinge as word,e,

na¡nesr per6onB, objectsr and placee. The Blble 1e shov¡n to contaÍn nany

exanples of prophetic and cultLc s¡rmbolism ftsunmÍng üp the hopee and ex-

pectatÍone, the meaning and signifigancer ùhe past a¡d future of ]eraelfe
3falth and hLstoryrr.- In the New Testameut, c¡rmbolLem centres nostly around

the person of Jesue Ch¡ist, His identlüy, and the eignificance of His life
and mlnistryJ .Kooy shows that nuch of this figurative inagery was bopow-

ed from the Old Testament and Jewish apocalyptic literature. S¡rmbole were

llcnoció BncJroBJreuu.ail Siaoco$a, a or)re, iHe sóaruyour cyrrrocri Ëoro BÌreHHrr; Bourróaunw y caopaJc yrpaïHcËKoro MltcJrrrr.en.fr

Kyryk, rtsvit symvoliv H. S. SkovorodÍ'rr !p. gig., p. 120.2 Bonch-Bruevich, gg. cit.r p. 496.
J V. H. Kooy, "Syuobo1, Symbo1ism", The.fntetpJiej,e.lrs Dictionar.y of

,,H'î+åi .ull;i .otr::o"" 
Arthur s"t t"i"

1.1:i,

r : ::..... 1-

lr .. _ .-. .. ..

ì '.--': ]
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thus ueed to describe üitles, the ch¡ist, sarvation, worehip, and escha_
¿l

tolog1r.

since the Bib1e was a ttrealm of synbol-stt, it sha¡ed the weaknese

lnherent in alr synbo1s, namely, the potentiar- for becoming the base of
superstltion if it were interpreted on the basis of appeara¡ces 

"Lone. 
2

The proper undorstanding of Bibl-ical- ternlnorogy was eruclal becaue€¡ ac-
cordlng to skovoroda, rrthe speech of the Bibl"e is rike ttre Asian river
lufeander. rt is eald that thÍs river flows by the most beautiful places,
but its cu¡rent wind.s like a snaker a¡d even roses its way, like a pal_ace

J.abyrinth ,r. 3

Nevertheless, the ukraínfan phÍlosopher-writer argr¡es that for the
one who is not easily frustrated by the Blblers synbolic te¡minorogy, nor
side-tracked by its descrÍptive namatives through misleadlng literal
interpretations, the intelligent reader ilbetween the empty burial- ¡¡ound.

of an unrestrained atheism and the four- 6vråmp of a servrr" 
""n"rstt!ion,

incllning neither to the right nor the left, goes straight to the Divine
nountain"' 4 Ïn short, when one considers the Bibrical languago and nar-
¡atives symbolícally, then the inconsÍstencies and contradÍctions of riter-
a1 inüerpretaùions d.isappear. This, of course, is true not only of the
Blble, but of the works of skovoroda themserves.

r.t should. be noted, however, that the ukrainian philosopher expres_
sed hie metaphysical thoughts not only fn symbolic words and imagee, but
actually illustrated many of them in descriptive graphic forms. An attenpt
will now be made to desc¡Íbe and anaIyee theee drawings in the,following
chapter.

Kooy, .9¡.. gË.r pp. 4?A-4?6"

Scherer, gp. cft.., p. 89,
iJonch-Bruevich, op. cit. I p. 16?.
Ibid.¡ pp. j6o-t61.

1

2

3

4
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GRAPIIIC SYMBOI,S

Since few scholars have attenpted a seriouc and comprehenslve study
of symbols ln the phlJ-osophy of skovoroda, the inportant graphic iltustra-
tions that synbolize hie philosophy have been sadly neglected and even

forgotten. This is difficul-t Èo underetand because these drawings depÍct
sone of the most ímportant abetract concepte in the Ukrafnlan philosopherr_s

entÍre eystem of netaphysical_ thought.

A conslderable nunber of these fígurative sketchee original.ly ap-
peared as conponent parto of Skovorod.are manuscript, rrAlfavyt tlt Bukvar

lfyratlr and other works, though few were ever publiehed or described in any

detail'. Skovoroda described some of these ttunpubllshedrt graphlc eynbols

in his dialogue rrKolrtgo', where an appropríate explanatory fnecription
vras appended to Ínterpret its s¡rnbolic neaning:

ll . . cnon6 rBaB i cb ceþ Ha,qttücbro3 Bc.fi¡carIJIorÉ TpaBa . . $Hrypa Builr, Br KoJrÉqo cBIr-raro, ob cero HA.4nHCbþ, olb ieõe Eoxe Ha.ra.lor sb Teõe JKe .qa KoHquTcrr. IßqHaro 
"¡.r_HOCfb ralcÞ 8e oõpaSoBaJIACb rBeM.fi rrepcrH.EMz

IrJrr¿ KoJrbr[ay4, MeJÍ6 CO6Oro cqþñueHHb j,¡¿u-cr
Ha.qnncbÐ: Ci¡¿ Tpie, Bbix[e acrb]G car{ilü.
9:!{qg_ycrpeMr{Bmeeð"e lsb sb.¡bHgMy oBHâtr&_

.Jro.err oõpasotuÞ crpbrblr ro¡ß crpäMsqefici ¡cusBbB.qE, ob TaftoÐ Eo.qnscb:þ: ¡ouig"il-;r¿;o.qurrb orõ. Cep¡r¡e stqHoccl$ fipocBÈqeHHoe
odpasoaaJrocË Kycrapul{Ko¡/É I{JIE Hacale,qenj-etõ
I{94gupaHeelrrø¡vfb..seBuo, ra,AaËqee cnep:çy no_BepxHocT¡¿ seMHOü, ob rroÃuucËrc3 rlaJo -eiy¡¡nqia

TTITT: llaoõpa"rarroc.n r¡ oprro¡/rb nanparoqilíÀ E.Bosneraxlqrr¡¿Þ Kb co.nnqy cra uo¡uøerñ: ;ot;l(b õescueprin. [a¡coxé alaiel,ta', 
"on¡eiuär*c¡oro Beror[b BecgoÐ r! oó]rogr.rsna¡,rb tor"õË: fl.HeÄaBHO HellEea-rrb raüncrBeHsbifi oópásß--o*trpe,qcra'Jr"freTb Mope 06 õeperorør; 
-oä-rãroi""o

I9II* ¡¡a ¡pJrl{¡o cropoHy Mop.E nacrolrbrca; ebHa.4IIrrcbI0S Bt4Mo¡o r¡È¡o a¡åcs .qJrfi Meu.rr rro$oþt':1

!::r.:

':

cit. ¡
BonchJruevich, gp. p.269,



As noted earrier, skovoroda is known to have reproduced many of
these graphlc symbolo from the important s.ynboLa et ernblenata pubLiehed

in Ansterdam in 1?o5. others r¡ere approprÍately modified, when they were

specÍfically adaptèd to his philosophxr æd are found scattered through-
out hfs varioue dial-ogues whenever truths of an eternal or intangible
nature are belng discuseed.

Chyzhevsrkyi has noted three speci.fic

phic symbole that have been preserved in the

BahalÍi:

exanplee of Skovorodare gra-

wqrks of Bonch-Bruevi.ch and 1..-.'...

ItTi Tpr¿ MaJr¡oHKr{, Eor BaB**K}r Eara¡ieBi raËorq-Ëpye'raqeÈir Mrr s'aeMo si-ãrãAqñ; c;o-
"2?_g- /-? rarr¿x-rr"rrn¡rciB ã " ,"o"õ-q"--r,o.*u*/ r' CTO.flrb r¡i.rrou y rpa¡ur¡iï er*o¡err,rãr¡¿-
Kr.r rroar.nc qaciar ucennlncä örd, "üt6-ä-"creui cepe.q Mopn /xo 

'peuj-, 
*i6ur-,póónä-crouio¡a¡¡r¿ü a aucceB¡ar,,rc¡ioro saiüulá/ -ra Hoin rcoBqer _ U"i' BoHr¿ 

'r*^ ;i;ã;ï"í'B usnrrx .qrrepeJr. ia ocrroBos 
"árõr"-"ã"_üor¿crna s e;ró¡erd"r""ãr'õiãTopo¡n Morçyri,õyrlr He r¡i uarirourra, a ri gãõsrrcu ra cor*¡r

eù¡ó¡¡ e¡\aar!Íqgprx o opaá ia, qo' 
-uopõää""1"ã.ii'îo

rcix üoro nireparypuai rnop¿f.ñ-î"dreq¡* 
uv

of the three drawings mentioned above by chyzhevs,kyr-, only the pythagor_
ean symbor for God, (a point or an eye. insid" un uqrrilateral triangle whÍch
was in üurn circunscribed by a círcre) 2, 

". tech:rically well 
""p"o¿*"¿'and explained' artrrough the second drawfng depictinu , uó"" ;;;-;;'

3crag in the midst of an op"r, 
"". 

,, was falrly well reproduced by Baha:
1Í1, its specffic neaning wae not fulty describedr lì{¡s11y¡ with refer_

'encetothethirdi11ustrationbySkovorodadenotingNoahlsatk,1ùnust

be stated that a rerr.able facsinir.e of rt can¡ot be easily rocated, nor
is there mucb pertinenü data avairable regardfng its intended meanlng.

1

Chyzhevstkyi, FiIr osofiÍa-/ Ê- See Appendix, Figure # g.
- See Áppendix, Figure # 9.

gp, cit.., p, 46.
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rn recent year6, three other eketches from skovorodars manuscript,
:ttAlfavyt ill Bukvar Myraft¡ have been reproduced from the original text. 1

The first of these (rh"re God is likened to a fountain) 2 , appears to be

an origlnal- creation of the author w.lth the inscription, ,,Ne ravnoe vcim
ravenstvott. The latter two, depicting Amur supporting the earth J, and

a noth hoverÍng above a candle 4 
, u"u thought to have been copíed from

the Symbola et emblemata published ín 1?O5.

Arthough' these varuable graphlc drawings have not been clearly re-
prÍnted from the originaL manuscripts nor comprehensively described as to
ühelr speciflc individual meaning, their importance in the study of skovo-
rodars thought cannot be underestimated.

rhere call be no doubt that skovoroda firmly belie,¡ed in the ancÍent
concept of a God lfho rrras both a Unlty and a Trinity oimultaneously, for he

proclaimed that "j, ?- a¡rd 1are the eeslerr.5 ln an effort to depict thle
difficulü concept graphically, skovoroda drew an equilateral triangle to
ilrustrate the equarity and three-orbed nat.ure of God. circurnscr:Íbed

around this triangl-e was a perfect circle symbolizing the inflnÍty of God

wit'h the Greek letters; arpha, beta aud ornega denoting His having no begin-
ning or end' The ope¡ eye withfn the trLangle was symbol-fc of Dlvine life
and inüelligencer expressing the hidden po'¡/ers and supernaturaL vision of

â.

Gd' o skovoroda saw the Trinity then, as equaLly three in person and one

p. 64, pff; ,"äÍi ï"iå|i$i"ffifge 
(Moskva, 'Drorodaia Gvardvla,,, 1s?a),

2 s"u Appendix, Figure # 4.' J s"" ¡epenaJ, FÍgure # 19.
h' See Appendixr Figure # 1?.
5 eoocl.-¡ruuvi¿h, 9¡,. gri!., p. 511.6 n"ru" Fingesten,;.;

sfty or sourh c;;il;-;;"##åtlîd:#H* (corum¡ra' s.c., univer-
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in nature: rrr see one and it is ilrree¡ r see three and it i6 one,,. 1

Scherer has observed that,
rr . . such a view of the Trinity, with its equalenphasls upon Godrs uniüy and trinity u'derrinedthe profundity of the Divine mysteryi 

""¿ ,;;;-: inability to comprehend it. sËororäáa, i*""dout his r,r¡itÍngs hacl stressed ma¿rs incapacit]for understanding God, whiIe, by his orvn inquiryinto the nature and per'sono óf êoa emphasizing 
-

the need for man to consider God so that he cãu*
come to recognlze his own iuacreq4acr*. .r"xi ;;---
Godr s staggering nagnificencetr.'z

B¡r lllustratÍng the essential nature of God in the form of a sirnple gra-
phic symbol, skovoroda thereby greatly sirnplified the theorogical complexi-
tl.ee often associated nlth the traditional_. conceptions qf Divinity.

Bahal.iirs poorly reproduced graphfc drawlng depictlng a dove rest-
lng on a rocky crag in the midst of'an open 6ea (Appendix, Figure # g),
appear8 to describe the Eternal ao a firrn foundation upon whlch one can
rest when surrounded by the fLoodfng tides of 1lfe:

llllocu_ocpu $e, Oappa, rr Ha ¡pyroü erdMnoJrbBã qe'rlrb Koero y,qapsesb ci.q- tffi Eserir,r*apÈ.rb, Bor.l¡Errb cm¡al

O:,.a-f p â-. Bu:ry. Ha ca¡¡orca nepx3 Kâ¡rU.s,BÉ cpe¡llnÈ Mopfi crofiqaro, crouir KaJr_Tonlutrna. ffa¡¿ens cxoÍcb Ha cnpenexlü.

U . -l 3_T Jr b. I(aro euy õrrrt cnpeucrcr¿¡rfla,Kor.qa lJracb craMBoJIoBb TarconË z I

llfo consùantfa qulesco ¡ erpËr{s ¡ilHa ¡regrró¡euocra uoqusãJo,,. 
-

Has BÈploc1b..rra c'pe*e*o'*, 
"o;";u ro*pb,--Bae¡¿olrÉ.? ceü ecîb KanireHlrbía x o n M.b sÈq_Haro, sa¿H*rnifi rs6_nom' ãõã"äïõ"ärä ioiä_-tr€rr sa r{oelrb yrorcoanc.e H o e 
" ã- --i-o--i-,i-o 

.,gb TAKI.rt¿tb ó¡aroabcrielrø,

:,l

1

Bonch-Bruevich, 9!,. ci!., p. J1Z.)- Schererr gp. .cit., p. 160.
f. ;;: 'i.J:::::
i:: -: -:i,,:::
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fnveni portum Jesun. Caro, Munde, valete.
Sat ne..Jastasis. Nune nihí ""*t"'q"i*Àr-""p"* r
lnouaü- cruxiüsrrt uo*ã* i- 

--
fl noqip Ha x o Jr M a x.6 s Ë q H a .¡r o,OópÈrmuBirnyõ Jr.aEeH c rBa.i;I -

fter the sare principre of graphic illustration, skovorodars s¡rm-

bolic drawlng deplctfng Noahls ark seens to portray the B:i.ble whlch wae

deecrLbed earlier as being compoeed of rfheavenJ"y, egrthry aad chthonic
creatures ¡ .tt 2 rn hls.dial0gue, rKolrtsorr, skovoroda aaya,

tt*¡¡! 
_Kalrerc.fi, rrro E calra.E En6¡ic ecîÉ Eor-o¡¿b co3ÃAHa, u,gb cB.EqeHHO-ranncr¡e"*irr*-

o6paaoro. úe6o, Jryga, coxnrle, saÈglrbl. ,

Beqepõr lrpor oóua¡ør ÃTrâ, páü, nrr,rr¡ri,BaÈpu, venoaÈrøu upouan; ncõ aíe-;t;;-'
o6paeË1" Bbícorbr, ireOecnoü-np""y¡pocru,
roxaga¡trrofi Mo¡¿ceÐ Ha ropbi sðe äiä ¡¡-uó"rBapb ecrb creub, oópasyÐita-a Bbu*o"*"1---Kro.,órr r,,rort gora¡arica-, qro HoeBá ¡i""opnlæecrb- cahen¡r¡rs Súo¡iñ, 

""noo ó¡iuè cbr_Fþ .crapaxorø, nox'arrgg Éoxãcäa_ñi"rrpeMy.qpoerb cxasa&É : c¡asä'*Bb].coÍbr., råep.¡ptluc1orbL . rrl 2

Anong the most popular s¡mbori,c drar+inge sketched by skovoroda was

that which depicted God,"u 
"trrich fountainrtHho invfted all men, regardlese

of their lndlviduar. capacity for understanding, t,o share equarly i¡r the
knowledge of their inner 

""rr"u. 
4 This he defined and later s¡rnborized

as the princfpl"e of ttunequal equalityrr.
trGod is llke a rich fountain which fi1.Is variousconùainers accordlng to their càpaciti;;. 

- 
ï;;the fountafn is the inscriptionr- tequa:.iiy ir-iàtequal for al.lr. Various sir**mu of uater flowf-rom-verrious pipes into dlfferent vessels, 
"rri"r,stând ar_oùnd the fountain. The smal1u, u"uueLã

l9nlla+nr1gE" !ìe4 the ]ar4er, but, they """ "ou"l_ry raiôgé in sö fdr ad õhèy are equall! full;lj-

Bonch-tsruevich, g¡. cit.r pp. lggr 265.2 r¡ia., p. 496,

: ñ., ;;. ,ár-rro.
t}-_-.-.v.
_ See Appendl.x, Figure # 4.
5 BonchrÊ

lau.on, gp, "*.'T"iitåå: 
9¡' clt'r PP' 14o-;4t' Quoted after

r: :':..;
a li r"- 

-'

Schererts trane-
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Before pubrishing his FilrosofÍia II. s. skovorody ín 19i3, chy-

zhevsrkyi had petitioned authorities in Moscow and Kyiv for photographic

copiee of the unpublished graphic symbols that were known to have appeared

in the philosophic works of Skovorod.a.' Pa¡ticular interest was e)cpressed

in the llkralnian phllosopherre orlgínal nanuscript tìAlfavyt ili Bukvar

Myratr, as i-t wae belleved that many of Skovorodare draì,rÍngs in this work

were infruenced by the aforementloned symbola et em.þremata. 1

Since these requeete were not ackaowledgect, it wae not until luriL
Loehchyter book was published tn 19?2 that the first two of these drawingg.

were fÍnally releaeed. 2 Thenr in the 19?1 edttion of SkovorodarË work6,

along wlth the well-known Pythagorean triangle and fountain s¡mbo1-, another

nlne new graphic lllustratl-ons rvere publiehed as they had orlginally ap-

3peared in Skovorodaf s ttAlfavyt ili Bukvar M¡rrano

A eimple comparlson of these emblenatic sketches w.Íth those dLecov-

ered by chyzhevsrkyi in Henrykhte symbor,a et e.mbl,qqàta ehow that the

Ukrainlan phiLosopher either copied or ad.apted at least twelve of the

known seventgen drawings noted by chyzhevsrk¡ri fron the Ansterdan coll-ect_
.4
iOD o

whether skovoroda chooees to expJ-ain hie phiì-osophy by means of
natural s¡rmbols, specially devised philosophical terms, or by graphlc Íl_-

llustrations and. drawings, there is a defrnite nmethgd.rr, he emproys which

appears to be' rooted Ín the traditions of antiqutty. For want of a bet,ter

descriptive tenm, these shaLl now be examined and analysed a,s part of
Skovorodat É philosophic etyl-istlcs.

^ Chyzhevsrkyl, Fll'oso{iÍar gp. !å!.,)- Loshchyts, g¡. ,9![., p. t60 (a).
?
' Skovoroda, Povne Ziþran4_iq Tvoriv., 1977¡ Vol. 1r op. cit., pp. JO4,435' 448.455, 45?-45õ.

;. 
4 compare- the 1? s¡rmbols risted- in Figure s f 1a & 1l of the Appendi*

å*iJ;åå'i3':il#Í'îi';î**i"lnî¡Wwiththos"m*r

p.210.

i. '',.',,

aÊ
by
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SKOVORODA'S PHTLOSOPHIC STTLTSTICS

A clo6e exa¡rlnatr-on of skovorodare frmethod o.f phitoso^ohizingrr þr-Í1r

reveal that his creative worke a¡e alrnost a1l written in the forr:n of dia-
logues in which the protagoniets dlscuss ethical, metaphysical and reÌi-
gloue topics related to the purpose of l"ife, the natrrre of rnan, the soul,
the vLrtues, Godr and the ultinrate nature of real_lty.

The dialoguer generarly recognf.zed as an ancient literary form 1 
,

Ís a carefully organized exposÍtÍon characterized by invented conversation
a:rd contrasting phfLosophical or Íntellectuar att,itudes. rt,s urtimate
purpoge, by exaninlng statenents Iogfca11y and,systematically as by queg-
tion and ansl{er, ie to establish vaj,idity which would eventually lead to
-truth.

skovorodats dialogues are highry origÍnar even though they appear
to be strongly influenced by the |tsocratic nethod.n, whfch was not deeLgaated

for the communÍcation of a systen, but for ühe education of the eubJect in
phÍLosophicar thinking and life. 2 Albert schegLer in hie Historv of
PhiLosqphy exprains that the ttsocratic methodrt had two sidee, a negatÍve
and positfve, and it appears as if the U¡¡.¿1nian phÍIosopher_writer util_
I'zed boüh of ühese in his vrorks. schwegrer describes the negative elde a.s

The oldest known dialoguee are tlre sisiLiar¡ mimes, r.¡ritÈen in rhyth-mic prose by Sophron of Syra"ouã.in the "r"ry-!* c"rrt,r"y-nð."-ü.ttough noneof these have survfved, their nature may be inierred from the ver6e mlnes ofHerodas (Herondas), an'¡rexan¿iian or tír* ¡rJ cenrury BC. They åãnräa-i"rli,reali'stic Êcenea.of ele1ydal Llfg involvÍn!-"o*oo character typee. AlthougbPlato knew and admlred trre sicilian 
-n{nes r"trru-?or* of phiroeophlc df-aloguethat he perfected uy 4oo BC was eufficienirj=;.-utnat tã be an'independent,lfterarv creation. ldlth due attentlon to cira¡aci;;i;";;";=;ä ine ¿ra,uatfcsituation fron which the dÍscussion u"rÀ""r--iti"""i;;;-ã1"1";tica[y the mairitenets of Pratonic phÍlosophy . . The revival oi irrt""ret in prato during theRenaissance encouraged nuriãräue tuil"tiã""'Ja-åa"päli;;"ïr'iiu plaronic did-ltfi";"fiis#ffii ;;ni"fiil'i';J:"-

2 --. -! | _--v_vFsel4¿q, ¡¡¿r tl. ,.1o.- Albert schwegrer, 4 HfsEy ollþilqEgp!¿ (New york, D. Appreton a¡¡dcompany¡ 1906), TraneÍat"á ffip. ?4.
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characteristic of Socratic irony!
' trhe philosopher takes the attftude of ignorance,

and would apparentry ret hrnserf be instiu"¿-d-;Jthose with whom he converses., but through trr*-qrrå.-tions whlch he putsr-the unexpected consequenceswhich he deduces, and the coniradlctions in whichhe involves the opposite party, he soon leads themto see that their supposea Uówfeage is onfj-a-----aource of confueion and contradiction. rn ihe em-ba¡rassment,in which they novr find thenselves,pl;_ced, and seeing that they ao ,ro[--Lrrow what theysupposed, thls supposed knowredge courpleües itåown-dest,ruction, and the indivíãua1 
"fro 

fr"a prã_tended to wisdom rearns to distrust hie pru.,riåuuopioions and firmry held notions. titrhat';" k";;,has, contradi.cted itself,, is tfie refrain of thenoet of these conversations,,. 1 : -

' TypicaT" of such a method of philosophlcal expressJ-on ia the works
of skovoroda 1s 

.hi'g 
dialogue entitfed ttA conversat,ion Arnong Five Traver-

ers Concernlng T,ifets lrue Happinesstt. ÐurÍng hÍs conversation wiùh
Atha¡aeius and Janes, Gregory.(Skovoroda) attempt-s to bring his colleagues
to an alfareness of happfness on a spiritual level rather than on the basis
of fleshLy lusts and desires. After befng acconpanied by ïerinolal and.

r,onginus, the va¡ious theories concernÍng:ma¡r,e quest for happinea'.are
considered acco¡ding to their i¡rdividuar merits until, with the help of
a number of approprlate s¡rmbollc fll¡¡strations, the obvlous concruslon ie
spelled out by Gregory (skovoroda) fsr their combÍned benefit and learning:

rrlet us give thanks to our Heavenly Father for hav_ing opened our eye6. Now we unaerËtana--i" 
"lråt";;true happiness consr-ets. rt lives in the tnwara---peace oi bur own hea¡tr and p""au-liues in ha*nony

blessednêsse Tñe hear.rh of rhe uåa.y iuï;t;i;s""" "
else ühan the balan:.: qod-hannony of fi**, 

"rião'air a:rd earth; and the quieting ät tnu soulrs reber.-lious thoughts is the health oT tn" soul, a¡rd life-eternal- Ã m"n who is i" 4;;;n;--iitt God has justai' much peace in híe heart "whethär'r¡e 
hae three

Schwegler, g!,. qit., p. 24,
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pieces of goId, or fift¡rr or a hundred. Äe the_ shadowe flee aþrayf the light enters in. Bless_
ed ie he who from day to ãay nrount" unu" ilõ;"
upon the nountain of this mãst radlu"t cily"oipeace..tr 1

By his aesiduous quectioning and by hie Ínterrogatory dÍssection of
the not'lons of him with whom he might be conversfng, skovoroda knew how to
eliclt t'houghts from his corleagues of which they had previousry been ,n:.
coneciousr and how to help them give bÍrth to other new and deeper ideas.
This phÍlosophic operation has been descrLbed by schwegler as the method

of frsocratlc inducfi.onft which he describee as followe3
trhe phirosopher, thus, starting frora one individ-ual, concrete caser and. seízing hold. "r trt".rãåt-

commoa notr.ons concerning it, and finding illust-
ces, knew hor,r to remóve by his comparisone thatwhich was indr.viduar-, and by thue ãeparatint'itre
accfde¿tal and contingent fron the essentiaÍ,
could bring to co'sciõusness a uni.versal truth anda unLversaL characteristic, _ in other words,could form conceptlons. fn order¡ ergr, to findthe co¡ception oì ¡ustrc, o, ,r"ià;r-;;-;";i¿:lîärt
from {ndivtduar examples of them, *a rr"*-trr"""-'
deduce the generar nature or conõ*ptlon of thesevirtuee. Fron thie ne see that thè aim of thesocratic l-nduction was to gain rogrcal definr.tions,r 2

skovorodar s socratic method of ttLnductÍon'i fs clearry demonetrated

in his dialogue, trNarkiesrtwhere the characters-cleopas, Luke and a friend
engage ln an LnterestÍng dlscussion concernfng the nature of the true God.

From an initlal concept of God lalho possesses the general form of rhaüur er, 3 
,

the discussior proceeds systematically wlth the subsequent elimlnatlon of
f.lre1evant commonly heJ.d notfons of Deit¡r, until the final conclusfon i.e ,,-- - -- i:''reaohed. rrlsnrt He the being Ln everythlng? IIe Ís the.true tree in the

1

Klinet s
2

.Skovoroda, Tvory, 1961r fr pp. Zl1_ZtA.
translation. Cf. EdÍe, 9¡. ciË., p. 45.
Schwegl-err gp. cit., p. ?5.
Bonch-Bruevich, 9p. cit.r p. 84.

Quoted after George L.
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tree, the grass in the graB€, the music in ùhe music, the house in the
.1hou€e, . . He ie everythlng Ín alJ-ri. I Far from aseignlng a panthefetic

concept to God, the Ukrainian philoeopher nerely maintaine Godfs irnmanence

1n the worLd stating that, ,, 
: . God penetrates and susùains aLr creation:

He wa6, ie, qnd wilL be always and everywherelt. 2

Ihe a¡t or practfce of examining statemento logically to establlsh
validtty and truth is a basic tochnLque Skovoroda employe in hls uretaphy-

sical dlscourses.which must be understood, otherwfse his thoughts an¿ con-
crusione wtL1 appcar to be, not, only confuefng, but contradf.ctory and un-
certain.

Another rhetorical etyle borrowed from the phflosophers of antiquity
by the Ukraintan Êage vraÉ¡ the principLe of rrantithesistt where imeconcil-
able opposltee or strongly contrasting ideae are ptraced in sharp juxta-
position and eustained tension one against the other. .only a brief ac-
quaíntance with Skovorodats thought r,rtll show that thie technique of ex-
pression wae basic to hle entire philosophy.

Tìe Greek philosopher HeracLitus $35?-4?j? B.C.) ie often coasid_

ered as bei-ng a¡nong the first to adopt the anültheticaL style in his theo-
retical reflections when he mused that ilGod is Day, Nighü, w5.nter, summer,

l'Iar, Peace, satiation, Hungerrr, etc. J chyzhevsrkyi,s research has shown

tlrat, this node of philosophÍc thought was, in fact, not only vrrdery used

by Plat'o and'Aristotle, but was popuLar with the Church Fathere, the mys-

tics of t'he Middle Agesr and more especially with the German pirffo"opt er6
.4of more nodern times.

Bonch-Bruevich, g¿. cit.,
&i!., p. 6J.
Chyzhevstkyi, iüqrlslr op.
Chyzhevsf kyi, Eili osofiia.,

p.86.

-cit, , p. 41o

gp,. 9å!. r ppr 10-11 '

1

2

3

4
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For ,Skovoroda, the function of antÍthesís served to illustrate or

expLain two rnajor realíties exlstent in the univer.se. fn the first place,

it was hie contention that life, a6 rnan knorls it, to be, coul-d not. exiet
apart from the reality of antithesis. Second.ly, it would be impossible

to define any human reality, concept or ernotion, without the presence of
the antithetical principle :

11- , . Tor.qa Bra]ry E6 ceM6 rþ¡our¡ Mipt ABaMipa, - e.qlrlrb Mip¡..coetaBJrfiroqie. _t m¿ã¡ 
-

BraÃHb*fi s r¡enr,r.4xbrü, 
. xrarr r-fr. u ueprauih,qÈ¡rtË { corcByrrae¡,r¡it. Cefi prtaa, a rorbrù¡o. Ceü cbuo, a.rorb Ãpeoó. Céü se_qecrBo, a rorb llnocracb, culÈrrb ocuoBâ_.1e, coÃepfia,qee BeqecrBeunyþ-rpasb, Taù' KAICË plreJrsonb .4epJrcr{sb cBoio KpacKy. I{ra¡c6 ,Mipr ¡ø MipÈ ecri-ro eÈ.¡Hocri nr-ratna,

xrrsrr-b y cMepr4, aoctanie Bo cr{g, cnbnó
Bo rb¡/ß r Bo ntß llcruHqr Bb u¡a.rÈ'pa,qocrË ,: Bb orqa.EHiil Hâ.¡ex¡¿ll. 1' - r-

, ' In the above-tnentioned quotation Slcovoroda attempts to elucidate the
'duaL role of his antitheticaL thought. In the world you have - reternfty

ln perishabiltty, Iife j-n death, awakening in a d.rearn, llght in darknessrti

while in hu¡nan life you,seertin falsehood truth, in weeping laughter, in
desperation hopett- sÍmilar themes that illustrate the antlthetical stylel
can be found interwoven in many of the Ukrainian philosopherrs netaphysi-

caL creatione. rn nature '.,you wirl not find a day without darkness a¡d

light, a year r¿ithout heat and r,,interr,. 2 rBy nlght you have also the
.2

morning day o.f the Lordtt. /

' Accolding to Skovoroda, antitheses create 'a-n essentÍaL unÍty of rnany

apparently unlike elements in the world. For u*mpr", hunger and eatia-
tion sùen fron food, winter and surnmer yleld a harvest, darknese and lighü

Bonch-Bruevich,

Ibid. , p. J4;6.

Ibfd., p. J18.

i. :.i:.

1

2

3

9E' 9i!'t P' J68.
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develop:Ínto a day, life and death ís the rot of aLr. fiesh. 1 And,rfGod

created good and evil, poverty and riches, and fused then into a unityrr. 2

The same principle appliee in splrltual life: ,iyou will noü dis-
cover any sÍtuatj-on not nl'xed of misfortune and eweetnessrr --rfsweeüness
is the reward of bitternessr and bitterness - the mother of sweetnoss,,. J

Itcrylng leads to laughter, and J.aughter is concealed in crying. proper

crying is the 6a¡ue as opportune laughter. These two halves eonstltute
La unityrr.

Manyoftheva1uesofhuman11feareknowntobeparadoxica11y

antlthetical: fFortunate is the one v¡ho was lucky enough t,o discover in
the heartless tenderneËs, in the bit,ter sweeü, Í.n savagery klnduess, in
the toxic edibres, in death life and in disgrace honour,,. 5

For the ukrainian phirosopher-writer the whor-e of creatfon is, j-n

realiüy, kept in notlon on the basis of existing antlthetical laws'sinc"
it 1s well' knowr¡ that. thaü which has served its purpose eventually deter-
loratcs and di.es giving prace to the o"rborr,. 6 rn thie speclar .ense,
Skovoroda paraphrases the Apostle paul saying (human 1ífe) {e i,sowrr in
corruption it 1s raieed in fragrancêf aohrn in ha¡dnoss it ie raised in
tenderness, sown Ln bÍtternees it is raised in sweetneas, Bown a natural
body it is raieed a spirltual body, 6own in foolishness an¿ blindness, it
1s resu*ected in great wlsdom and sagacityil. 7

1

Bonch-Bruevlch, gp. cÍt., p. J2O.
2 tuia. -z-/ rbid. , p. j46.
' Ibid. , p. JZO.

c- IbÍd.r pp. 394495.
o rbid., p. 263.
? rbÍd.

I -:f;i.'.:
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Often, when skovoroda employs hie €mtithetÍcar styre by placing
one word or phrase 1n direcü oppositlon to another, he intends to rnagnify
and arnpllfy the initÍal impact it projects by being vÍewed. 1n expLici.t
contrast to the other. lhis unique effoct was often achíeved by Biblical
wrÍters as they endeavoured to compare and contrast the enorÌuous advanta6oe ,, 

'1,-:..,.:1,

of epÍritual bles¡:inge ovor that promised by the flesh: paul, fer exanpl_e, .

often emphasÍzed hÍs Joy in servÍ.ng God especlally when it invorved per-
sonar hardshlp on hfs parü in remalning in a state of faithfulness. rr . o âB .,,,,',',,

d'yingt and behold, we lfve; as chastened, aad not tillert; As soryowfulr ,.eü
a3-waye reJoicing'; a6 poorr ïet naking many rlch¡ as having nothing, and, yet
possessing all things,r. 1

In anoüher lnstqnce that same apostle exclainrs, ?rAlways bearing about
Ín the body the dying of the Lord Jesus, that the l-ife also of Jesus might
be made r¡tanifest in our body' For we which l.Íve are al-way delive¡ed unto
d'eath for Jesuer sake, that the life also of Jesus might be made manifest
:ln our mortal flesh.,, 2

simíJ-ar1y, the blessings of salvation and f¡nmortality far ouüweigh

the rewards of ain a¡¡d corruption: "Thereforb we are buried wÍth hinr by
baptism into deat'h¡ that' like as christ was raieed up from the dead by the

rerrness of rife,,l .And qgain,
lfFor this corruptÍbIe must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put
on immort'alit! . . For as in Adan alL tlie, even so in Christ shall all be
made aliv",r. 4

1

2 Corlnthlans 6:j-1O.
2 2 Corinthians 4:10-11.
J Romatr 6:4.
4 f Co"inthians 1j:53, ?-2.



Godrs eternal schene for redeening lost nan through ChrÍst was

based upon a definite principle of antithesis: rfFor ye know the grace of
our Lord .Tesus chrÍst¡ that, though he was rich, ¡ret for your salces he

be richft. 1 ,rFot he that
is called in the Lord¡ being a servant, is the lordts freenån: IÍker.¡dse

also he that ís c?lredr being free, is chrÍstrs servantr.2
: hanples such as those already nenùioned fron Skovoroda and the

HoIy Scriptures are far too numerous to examÍne in any further detail
at thie poÍnt. rt suffÍcea us to kaow, however, that the principLe of
antithesis nas often used by skovoroda a6 one of hÍs nosÈ favourÍte
and ftrndamentaL methods of erpressing his philosophÍcal thought.

hll.ire biddÍng farewelr to his close friend KovaLensrkyí, the np¡¡

agíag philosopher stressed the inportance of renembering that the princi-
pre of antíthesis ua6 basic to understanding the key issues of rife:

ItPerhaps I will not see you again. Goodbye! Re_
s¡enber aluays, during ari youi riie'" ;;;;ir""J,
the rhings we have oãt"o di";;;ãi rieht and dark_
ness, head dnd tai1, good and evil, etðrnity ándtime. My spirit has recognized you aB most-caps_
b1e of receiving tbe trutñ and l-åvin!-itr. -1--r'

A failure to comprehend the neaning and purpose of this significant
rbetorical' technique often Êetrres to confuse the 6ense of Slcovorodars dia-
logues in the nigd of the reader. However, once this teaching on the
trunity of opposítqsrr is grasped, then many of that philosopherfg more ob-

scure thoughte and concepts strddenly appear to.cryi:taLlize into clearer
focus.

I
2 Corfnthians 8:9.

2 1 Corinthi ane ?t22.

r-r! '*""ii";;Ë;;-',rrr, ïr, p,. 5io. Quoted amer scherer,s tra¡s-Iat:.onr 9p. jILg. r pp. 42-113.
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Inseparabl,yr Linked with Slcovorodats above-mentíoned theory of
ttcoÍncidentio oppositorumrr was his hyþthesis that the r¡orld fr¡nctions
o¡r the basis of a definite perpetual cycle (rr¡'ü.hrr) thatr exísts betweea

all ant;ipodal forces wíthfn tbe universe. rn other words, such antíthetic
realities as rtJ-ighttr and Itdarknesslt, rrgoodrr and ilevílilr rrsumnern and rrr,¡in-

terrr, ttlife[j'and |tdeathrl, etc,, do not exist ín an iso].ated state of con-
plete guÍescence, but have a definite relationship one to the other. Tluis
ttrelatÍonshiprr nay be efther antagonistic oï assune a form of ha¡nonÍou.

co-exÍstence where one force becones dependent upoa the other Ín order
that it naJr peryetuate íts oüm function,

rn skovoroda, antitheticar forcee do not clash becauee such a

phenonenon sould disnrpt the perpetuaL cycle of nature and result in abso-

lute chaos. Rather, the reconcílíation of these opposing entitiee is
realízed by nature when they are rtset in rnotionrr in a circuLa¡ function
where, after a gC.ven length of time, everythÍng eventually returns to its
initial point of origin. ThuE, rrthe last a¡d the first point Ís one and

the -eame, for where it began, there it endslr. 1

Since Skovoroda recognizes God, not only as the Creator of the uni_
verser brut as the nBegÍnning[ of a]-L eristence 2, he concludes that al'I-

thíngs God has created (incl.uding the soul of nan), inevitably returns to
Hin during the process of this cycric nmotionrr in the world:

ll.I{or.ua Ec.E Tgapeü cì{b cÊ npor{crenaera usb
Eoro.ero ucroquulta ror.{a ¡à roaapaqaerc.tr 116toMy se, ¡coË ect¡ HAiraJIo r{ ¡coHe;¡6 

'* 
""c*3A COóOn .qa Be,4erb orÊ cMepltr KÉ. xr{ox; 

-;
0t'6 BeMrr4 reb Heóecu . . Tor.qa Bce BoBBpa_qaeTcfi rsb õesHar¡arbHoMy Korrqy, sar(6 ronrqy!r rcb óea¡raqarÊHoMy nava:uy .'-.í, 3

ri.-: ri

1

2

,

Bonch-Bn¡evfch,

t019, ' p. 277.

+ig: r Þ-P' 2?o,

9P' 9i!" P. 366.

2??.



Thie ncyclicdl notionn wbich Skovoroda defines as the principLe of
4rrKoLovorotil ' is seen not only in the natural worLd but aLso in the spi-

ritual real&. In the physíca1 worLd the cycle of nature is clearly obsenr-

ed by the perpetual trdyÍngrt and, ilregenerativer¡ procesaes oî 1ife: rrhlhen the

old seed decays in the fierd ne!, greenery springs from it, and the death

of the old is the birth of the newr so that wherever the fall, here exists
the rebirthrr. 2 :

No natter what the form of the flesh. nqy be3 m¿rn, beaet, bÍrd, rep-
til'e or fÍehr the sane law appliee equarr-y to arL: ror¡e thingrs decqy

bríngs forth another creature'r. J AJ.though they are not aclcnowledged as

sucht the preceding quotations from s<ovoroda appear to be paraphraeed

iLLustratÍons of the Biblical thought that r! . . except a corn of wb.eat

faLl into the ground and die, it abidetb 
"1oo*', 

but Íf Ít die, it bringeth

forth nuch ¡rrr11,,. 4

Not only was this tnre within the physicaÌ realn, but the sane prin-
cÍple of antitheeis in cÍrcuLar ttmotionrr ie denonstrated by marrts spiriü-
ual death and regeneration, for, ra6 Ín Adan aLr die, even so in christ
shall aL1 be nade aLiverf. 5

Paults thesis coucerning nanrs fa1L and redemptíoo ("r e:çounded in
Ronans Jz12-21), ca¡¡ be easily illustrated as shown,by the diagran (figure

# 2Ð ín the Appendix. firrougb Adan sin entered the wortd and d.eath by

sin. l'jith God.r s introduction of the oLd Testanent Law into the affaÍrs of
nen, bin increaeedr and nan rdas no!¡ exposed to the Judgnent of God, Ihis

Skovoroda proþably deríved this designation fro¡n tKolon (circle)
and rt¡rovorotlf (turning). Îhue ttKolovorotrt.roñtA neanrrto tu¡n in a circlen.2 Boach-Bruevich, .93. cft. , p. 166.

3 tþ¿_q,., p. J68.
ILt John 1ztz4.
5 1 corinthians 1JIZZ.

i:-.:.'.:.::.:.:-)
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negative downward trend lras reversed in Christ lfho is the frnew Ad.ann.

rhrougl¡ HÍn, man received gracet new life, justice and final exo¿eration
froa his former sins such that tfthe last and the:first point is one and

the eane, for where it began, there it endsrr.

From the sane diagran ue can see that in the spiritual aepect,
grace is the antithecis of sin, life of death, Justice compared to taw, .

' .:
and exoneration in the prace of judgment. Taken as a whole, one ca¡

readily discern the ftunity of oppositesr and the fulfillment of the

' DÍvine regeneratÍve process according to the law of rrcyclic úotionn.

There are a nunrber of specific s¡nnbols Skovoroda often enploys in
effort to define these difficult coneepts no¡e cl-earl¡ and among thesa,

cirele (rç61orr) would be hís nost favourite:
llyõo ó;rarorpyrna ecrb rrelr{Hua, arrr AyraBt.ru&stt. . . ilItogeqgo, qrIpKyJIb ecrb Ha_qaJrbHaa surypa, oTerÞ rsaÃpäroBb, rpe_yro{buunorb'n gp¡rruxr õesquc¡euu;r_x;n. 1

Skovoroda argued that ín a clrcle the rrbegínaing and endiag is one and the
)

samett - and therefore the trcircle ie a s¡nnbo1 which conceaLs v¡ithin it-
eeLf the infinite circle of Godrs eternity'r.3 ïn additÍon, wit¡in the

circle the rrheavenly ís hidden in the earthly, and the imperishable in the
trperishabletl. -

similar to the original conoept of the circl-e (rÌkoIor), the ns¡rmbo1

of s¡rnboLsrr, one ¡nay encounter many other circular synbolic objects Ín
the pÌ¡ilosophy of skovoroda such as a ring (ftilrtser), chain (,r1anteiuh,,),

baLl (lqnuliatt), plate or dish (ttmyskar, rrtarilkan), and wheel (r¡koLeso,r).

AddÍtional derivatives such as (round) bread (rr¡¡¿i6'), coins (rrnoneturr)r

':j 
:!: 

::,: ,: 
:,: :

1

2

t
4

Bonch-Bn¡evich,

Ibi+.¡ pp. 162,

&i9. , p. 211.
ïbid.

9P,. gi!.r PP. 45?, 288.

366.
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crolrn (rkoronart) , necklace t,rnamystor) ¡ appl-e ( r,iab1uko,,) , the sun

(trsontsefi) and others, are used at will by the phi)-osopher to er¡r1ain the
nature and functíon of the Itantytetykatt a¡d ftkoLovorotrt príncipLee found

.lin hie phflosophic works.

Forrning a close assocfatÍon trith the circle-s¡rnboL is the Skovo-

rodian trserpentrr image described earLÍer which, riwhen it hangs coiled in
a circle ie a s¡rmboL of eternityrr: Accordingly,

ll . . euiü, ¡epxaqlü so ycraxb caorâxb
xBocgb npuocbnaêlb r qro õea¡coilecHoë H a_ :qaro 14 óesuaqarrbublfi I(onuqäl
Harrl4¡ra.E Koltqugb , KOHiIaa HaqËHaegb. Hoõeaq¡{c¡err'Ër-ü ecrb rq"üno;oopaenirfi. 

"p"Jß"Eoxeernerrabl-tcb ra.qar¡iü.u e- -'

For skovoroda, the serpent-inage s¡mborÍzed eternity because,

rr_: . rrro xarpÉ g Bberc.E Bb KoJïIIa ra¡gb ,
"Ig T_* BB.qHOr KJr.qâ ,qwaesb, ecJrlf He r¡pu_
ttT* roJiory eio. ia¡cs u's¡.ruocri uäã¡secrb, u nzr¡þ es.nbrr, rüut qto r{egl¿lrua.

Ttre llkraiaian philosopherrs attempts to portray ÌrÍe thoughte con-:

cerniug the perpetual regenerative cycles evídent in the wgrld found fur-
ther e:rpression in hie skillfi¡I exploitation of the frseedrf s¡rnbole (,rsi'far,,
rrzeraotr) that are cJ.everry adapted to his philosophy in nany of hÍs works.

For example, ttlhe descrepit straw on the ear of grain does not fear
deet¡:uction. As tt qprang fron the seed, so again Ít is concealed in the

gseed, wb.ich, though Ít decays externallh naintains its strength eterna3-1y,r.

Ánd again, rrTbe whole worl-d, as a beautífuI tree in bloom, is concealed Ín
its seed from which it later reappear6,r. 5

1

^ C1r¡rzhevsrkyi, FiL.tosofÍía, .S,. cft., p. 2O.2 Bonch-B*"ot"n,3¿ l%g.?

; .Ibid., p. JOl. See !&rpen4ix, tr'ígure # 11, Sketch # 1.
' Bonch-Bnrevich, .9¡,. É,¡ p. 1OJ.
5 . 1 p. 216.
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:

Fron these and other sinilar quotatÍons, skovorodars obserr¡atÍons

of thie d¡monis and cyclical activity of nature led him to conclude thàt
however insÍgnÍficant the world nay have been, it existed necessariry and

infírrÍtely:
frrf you telr- ne that the externar r¡torld ends rn any:time and prace, having i"-lü;il-" ¿ut"*ined liniî,I say that it ends, nanel_y, it begins. you 

""", oo"
placef s lÍnit is anotherrs door, ,.¡f*"n opens " ii"t¿of nen Eraces, just as a cbick úegins whån in" 

"ãeie nri'4eã- And-so euerything alwãys goes to ÍnfîiitYtr' I

It was only in this specia!.6ease of naturefs endlesÊ regenerative
cycle (according to the'aforernentioned principles of antitheeÍs a¡d rtkolo-

vorottr), that Skovoroda had propounded his controversial theory concerning

tbe eten¡al nature of all material things. 2 sfnce God was in¡nanent ín
the naterial wor1d, and the nateríal yorld was the shadow of the tlte Ín-
visible world, then it was obvioue that in a very unique sense the philo-
sopherf e theor'¡r of rrnateria aeternart contained certain principlee of
valÍdity aa we ebalt dÍscuss more fulLy ín the next chapter.

Before proceeding to exanine the relation of Skovorodare e¡rmbols

and fÍgurative terninoLog¡r Ín sone of his nore popular philosophic themes,

ít would be well to exanine hor* his syubols need. to be approached in order
to understand theÍr relation and neaning in his thought.

Cbyzhevsrkyi has shonu that the e¡rabols of Skovonoda are prínariLy
lntended to t¡a¡slate idearistic, abstract, eurd generar concepts,into con-

crete, tangi'ble and specÍfic realÍtiee, a process which denands keen in-
sÍght and a speciaL abiL.ity to r?th-ink in spnbolsn¡

1

Bonch-Bruevich,
by Scheretr 9!. g.ig., p.

2- fbid., pp. JBA,

op. cit., p. 368. Quoted after the translation
145.

551-552.
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.

llflo roro Hi o,qnoro cHMBoxy He MotEHa pogua_gaal{ llo¡roeuaqnoil, ceõro a nrolaycr ognorr,ry
neBsouy ceue1. A¡¡er Hâ ÃyMKy Cxoaopo,q¡¡r-qe e caMe 

''osrrrr,f'Ha 
pr.ca cau¡o¡lqr¡oio"nía-

HaHH.E, qo B sÉouy Mrã uocrj_Ëno Myci.tuo qoeb
BEToBKMaqyBarn, inrepnperyBaril, - ana;riiy_Barrri rarrrM rrøHoM, Mu euyneul upoxogurírr¡uóue B cyrb peTi r MH or'rymeni ie eyro .na_
cr.rByo npuüuarN o6ert uiouäuua, a uarnarcu,oc¡it¡nsaraqeüoõert',qonoBHónat¡laooðip'n
.qo[oMosi xvsoï arcTrrrt{octü Earrroro Ãyxa , .
c¡¿¡r¿so¡iqHa. sopr'ra MscneHrrJr Ma6 B crönopo¡r¿ren¡eur¡iro saxourrfi r¡iJry cÈepy ,qyMrclrr trpu_
H€Brrrrr B ceóe Bce nou.ÉTtcBe, if cyieilr'crûcne,
tepuinoaofiquo orpecneue . ' .ft 1

.As fa¡ ae Chyzhevsrkyi is concerned, Skovorodare entire philosophy

ie saturated with s¡rnbols: all coucepte, hiotorical- (or given as bistori-
caL) occurre[cesr Bib1ical datee, nanifestatíons of existence, worldly
phenonena (Uotfr aninate a¡d Íne¡inate)r and that of culture. Anything

)víslble or apparent is an inage, subetance and perishabre. ¿ rn other

vord.s, ll . o ll@ifypøll, rcl.rMBorEil - Jllrt€ r¡inue xyI[rII{HHfi IIpaB.4ü,

.EKa Mae Bi,4 lÞoro JIyI[nI,IH¡Ifi B]rBBoJrr{Tr,[cb, cKr{Hyrr[ üoro a cebe .

Ëirypra - JIüü€' llropóuurl{ Ãn.rl BoJtora ra Jrynrrr,rgrra sepga 6oxoron . J
As a result, the tlkrainian philosopher-wrÍter urgeË.his readere to:

f! . _r-,0eraBb ðaerrqeeris cKaBKr! õeeeyóru"rr
Mxa.qegqal,É . Bce to 6aöj.e, n óac¡¡¡ rr- trJro_rorrb, r¡To He Ee¡erã rcb raáauø. cBr¡¿ ciopre
Bc¡o t¡Jrorb tto I4Bpau.rIcKE, Cepxycr , qto Me.q_rrr{uÉ Ha c&opJryuË . .. coriyuat-í" 

"" 
i¿" apafi 

- 
ã"p-HO ClitJIbl- EOXi.e . .ll 4 - -

EVery 
3Vnboì.r accordÍng to Skovoroda, is composed of three basic

components: an ordÍnar¡r outward forn, an iintermediarXr descriptíve function
and the eeeential concealed eense of the image. A failure on the part
of the reader to rrbreachrl or penetrate these outer layers (rr¡u6l(srr¡ which

CtryzhevorkXi, Filrosofiia, gp. 9i!., p. 26.
IþiÊ', P' 2?'

rbid.
Bonch-Bnrevich, gg, cÍt., p. 1JJ.

2

3
t+
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Gonceal' the tnte nucleus of the s¡mbol neans that íts hidden truths have

aot boen ouccessfully fatþo¡ned or resolved:
ttTrr xe, cbr.He MoË, q!ÍTa-E Krrøry nw¡tmar:o uSJraro cero Mipa, BO3BO¡Þ cep.4eqHoe TBoe oftoBo BcrrKoÀ,'É ¡Èat Ha ca'lrþ r.rräiiy ùttar-;; --'-
caMoe cep.4rIe .eror Hâ CaMÉrü r¿crorn¡aúr ero,Tor.qa, JrgHaBË llar{aro I4 cBM.e ero, õy¡euz--'nparÉ cyglø BclrnoMy ÃÈ¡y, Dø.qn raaËy ¿b.naH caMyro lrcry, Iacrr,rn& xe ¡¡s6asro* T""oä---ncercfur ¡rarracrr{ . . Cis ro eòru ucr}r¡¡rrarraBpaaMc*A¡r õoroc¡osis - npoepÈTb Bo sò8ro',6¡È¡È^rHÈe¡nqarocn Ayxa¡ ojrarå-ñ ;;"ã-ï;ao¡r? He cyÃ?tsb uo nur¡Jr, Jrrcorce urr¡euÈp;i;rlacro roÃÞ s¡oõHrrMt ¡lrléw ü roÞ xy.qoÐ. Macron Eowecr¡enrroe ci¡r¡rie u O¡a.!ie¡¡nóä-
Tar¿TcJr cep.qqe no 

runrfÈ xe csÈTJrotæ, 
"rlr"*_CKOtvtb CaEa¡IAil .

lhe phÍlosopher deecrÍbes the tthidden truthstt within the symbol as

eÍnilar to the S.iving soul of ¡nsa .that is clothed in the outward aad

periehabl'e fleshly body, and whích nust be resumected from the dead:
tl0eü o.qr4ub Bcecl{Jrbutrft cxog.sqiü ort Bbr_tr_
H_ero ,4yxÞ t &alcb cotBopr,rJrÉ ncn ci¡o ¡¡eóec_IrÉr,xb u servrH¡ir* r{ r¡peHc''o.q*]üoo ¡{ MO'CKTÍ&
/cnb_rwta, anÈpra, BoJroro , n*p^î¡ äoöääã#-TËrr{y, raKb ø ag]-aectr ¡r¡oxeta I{3,É MeBrBaro*"1.9_., ls6 rrycrËr-lru rrooõr¿Jner r{et o-oya¡ã"oBrycb, vrab rËMbr npocaÈqenie, B peqe-Eor.¡
¡a 6y¡em csÈ r¡ ! ra õ¡ t-crb crÉ rs . 

- 
. - 2-'-

skovoroda in hís lÍterary and philoeophic works, chyzhevsrkyi has sunnarized
(in five different categories) sone if the more popular t¡rpes of synbols
gnd enblens used by that phil'osopher in expraining his thought. 3 These.he
has listed, along wfth their respective page rocations in Bonch-Bnrevich,

as fol"lows:

Bonch-Bn¡evich,

Iþ19., P. 211.

gg. qit., p. 485.

':'
1:.

2

3 Chyzhevs tkyi, Fil!osofiia eE 9i!. ¡ þ. 32.



10,

I. Snipn ra nrr¿q1: rrsi¡-Mo¡orHnxtt /165/,
ffiop. 26er BB5/, õyeet Ò .
/.200r.268, 470/, uarrrra /s4r/, ruryó
/268/ , oneub /cnpLsv /, aep6rirc Ã /2O7 / i

II. Þautacruqnl rgapurrr,r¡ c(Þisrc /268/, ctl-
i/, Senircc /268/ 1

III. Pocrrsa ra pocrnggüü cuirs KoJroc /lOl
_nocox /r.+7 / ,

aó.nyn s. /204/ , sõ.ryrco /2O5/ , rcaaedra/
268/ , .oepxo ta cius /268/, xaopocr/ 299/ ,x¡ió /4o9/ î

Iy. Meprra np¡npo¡e3- MarHer /247r, 360., 367 ¡

W/27o/, coirr¡e izøa/', Bo,qa
/287 / , .q¡ceperro /.4r"+/ , uor.lr /.cxpisu / ,
KpEHuqn /cnpiat/, crcern /4T5/t

y. g

qaqa, ¡¡s ¡'oiy'nru'rpi-'gór, 4Bs'/-, i i.,q. 1

fn Skovoroda, each of these s¡rnbole is to be coneidered as a bridge

between bis linnerrr experiences atìa tne rrouterrr wor1d, where the synbol it-
)

self becoßes a rtperishable gate leading to the inperishable sourcerr. - AE

mentioned earlier, it is not the syn'bo} which is important, but what tbe

philosopher is trying to riay through the s¡rnbol.

Sumnary - Like many other Ìrorld-ronowr philosophere, ,Skovoroda empJ.oyed a

systen of synbo3.ic images and a neu phíLosopiric vocabuLary in l¡-i.s works in

order to descbibe the intense rnetaphysicaL thougtrts and enotions he oçer-

ienced deep within hie inner nqn.

According to Skovoroda, synboLic thinking appeared to originate in

Clryzhevsrkyi, Filirosofiia, .9¡.. .gi!.r P. 17.

Skovoroda, TvorJ¡, 1961, If, p. 125.

1

2
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Egrptian, Greekr and Persian antiquíty in the forn of enbl.eurs and bíero-

glyphice end ¡¡ere deoigned to eterege profound religious thougþte and

feelíngs into a tangible conprebeadabLe fotm. It wae not long, bovever,

b.efore this art deterioraùed into superstitious idol--uorship when Later

generations lost their rrdouble-visioatr anrd began to coneider the image

a6 an end in iteelf, rather tha¡ ae the intended neans to an end.

ünder tlre influence of Platonic and Bíblíca1 thought, tb.e ancient

nethod of eynbolizing netaphysical ideas rr"slr"vived and later videly

ueed,by the Alexandrian ScbooL and the phil"osophers of the tleet. By the

tine of Skovoroda, eyobole hact becone a popular fo-rn of neùítation and

contenplation in llkral.ne, but wíth the arrival of the Ronantic novenent.

in the begin¡{¡g of the XIl0ù centr¡zy, they soon disappeared lnto rapid

obscurity. 
:

As an a¡dent studept of philosophy a.ad theologXr, the llkraiaia¡r

phitosopher-uriter r¡as naturall¡ greatly influenced by the symbolic

thougbt of the aJxcient Greek and Rona¡r nystice, the Church Fathere and

the tdestern philosopbers. Yet, besidee the Bible, no other eingLe work

appears to have infLuenced Scovorodafs overall creativity nore than the

Syglg.La .et embleqpta publishe_d :1 Vlteteafi_ Ilenrykh in Lnster 17Or.

Coupled w:Íth his emblenatíc images (which were often depicted l

graphically), Srovorodate philosophlc vocabula¡ry, alo,ng rsith hie diaìoggesr

anùitheses and principle of trcycl-Íc motiontr (Kolovorot), greatly einpli-

fied the nctre d.iffi.cult aepects of his conplex philosophy



SfiAPTER THRÞE

SKOVORODAIS ST}{BOLTC THOUGHT

Introduction:

Much hae already been writtep by scholars of Slavic thought con-

ceraing many of the various najor thematic aspects of Slcovorodare philo-

eophical thought. Ibe follow'Íng pagea, therefore, wiLl be devoted pri-

narily aa an attenpt to describe and analyse the relationship of some of

the nore conmoa e¡rnbolÍc inages and terninology used by the Ïlkrainian

phÍlosopher to el"ucidate his nretaphyslcal ideas.

For the pur¡rcse of convenience and simp}icity, this chapter hae

been divided into five basÍc divisione Ín an effort to represent a reâsotr-

able epectn¡n of Skovorodars philosophy in this discussÍon. Each of the
'

fÍve dections (Cod, the Material l{orld, the Bible, Man and Happiness) uill

be approached systematically'according to a basib three-point outline.

First, a ehort, general sunnary enbodying the phflosopherrs nain thoughts

and views will be 
"oourd"t"d 

followed by a descrlption of sone of the

si¡riIes and antithettcal relationshipe he often ernploye to llnfuee addition-

al emphasis and neaning to hls work. Finally, a bfief survey will. be nade

of sone of Skovoroda'ts special s¡nnbols ae they are comnonly e¡rployed to

illustrate and er¡llain the more abstract meanings and inpll,cations of his

various philosop-híc thenes.

i.fic aim of ttrie approach is prinrarlly intended to unde¡score

the importance and place of synbols in the philosophy of Skovoroda. Or¡c€

theír significance and neaning ie graspedr it is belleved that the nore

üifficult aspects and implicatione of his thought will be greatly sinpll-

fied.
105
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GOD

Basic to Skovorodars entíre netaphysical thought ls the doctrine

that everytbing in the universe, by tature, is coqposed of two se¡rarate

and distinctive characteristics which, uhen taken togetherr conpoÊe one

inseparable and total unlty: tr . . the rrhole worl-d consists of two naturee,

one vieible, the othor invisible. The visibLe nature ie called ereation,

and the invfsible one, God, The invisible naturq or God penetrates and

1
s¡rstaÍne all. creatÍonil.

of pre-eninence over the visible naterial form¡ for under no ci:rcunstance

can theee two natures be nixed or confr¡sed where no clear distiuction Íe

nade bettueen ther¡:

llfla¡rqullrt[ BcÈ ograqaþtcfi crr]rb IfMeHe[46il3anu"o*iir a cie guaqnr6, craÈneuie, flJra
c¡i¡ilrie. o,qHy oErr HapyxHylo IIJlogb BE.qErË t
t4 efi Be3.qÈ y.qHBJ[rrlorcfir 'onl4cylort r I43Mgp-

: .flþfb r I4 Ha}O.qfiqyÐCb 8O nnOTI'l .{yXOBIIJ¡IO '

¡rcrHHyr, He SHaa ê€r -c¡¡bnssaþrs cË IInolj-D
u Hasb aBaprb Megroþrl . 2

S:kovoroda assertg that ttif both of these natlrres are fused into one, where

only the visible substance Ís recogniøed, then this would denote conpl-ete

2
ídoLatryrt. r

For'the nost part, the Ukrainian phiLosopher-wri,ter was nore inter-

ested in devising nean6 to sinplify the courplex traditional concepts of God

and beco¡ning rrGod-likeil, than ín creating a new systen of thought thaü

would add to the nultitudinoue theologr already wrÍtten on that subJect.

Reference has aLready been nade to sorne of the prinltive attenpta

devieed by the'a¡ciente to deecrlbe tire trÍnuísibl-e natureil (orr,G6¿¡ in

1

Bonch-Bnrevich, 9p. gi!. t p,. 63.
t Iþ¡g', P' 182'

' &t1., Et. 243.

i.: .: :.
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.

general- hunan ter¡ns. trThe ancientsrr, Skovoroda noted, rt . . had various

natres for IIi¡n. For instancer' nature. The essence of tbings. Eterníty.

Fate. lbe indfepensable fortune and so oot. 1 From the Ctrristian ¡roint

of view; God was more cotuüonl.y described ae nspirit, Iord., Ru1er, Fatherl
)

Mind, and Trt¡thrr. -

As far as Skovo¡sda ¡rae concerned¡ however, man could not name or

deeicriÚe the transcedent God in positive human terms becauee the essential

nature of metaphyeicaL Divinity uas beyond imperfec-t hùnan conprehension.

For hin, a-lÌ words (teing of irnperfect aature and orÍg:in) were thenselvea

ÍnFerfect and therefore Íncapable of expressing the ineffabLe nature of

DÍvinity. Having atrived at.this fi¡ndanental, conclusionr Sltovoroda pro-

ceeded to descríbe Crod, however imperfectly, rrith the aid of a'speeially

devÍsed philosophical vocabulary wlr.ich was loaded nith eyubolic connota-

tions:
rrfn the BibLe God has nany nanes: He ie called rrfireil,
tlwaterrt, rlwindlrr rfÍronttr rrÊtonetlr and g'iven other
nanes w'ithout nunber. Uhe¡ then should He not be
calIed rtNaturerr" In my otm opfnion it r¿ould be in-
possible to find. a o¡orà inportant and nore seenly nane
for God than this one. trNaturatr i8 a Latin word: in
Russian we call it rþrirodarr or ilyeetestvotr. Tt¡is
nord refers to everything tbat con¡eo to birth wÍthin
the nschànism of this ryorld, and also to whet is u¡-
born, like f1a^ne . ." )

Ttre all-iurportant eynbolic neanings rrconcealedlt withl.n the exterior rrbueksrl

of the ter:n, trNaturarr (t'tature) c)-earl.y illustrate a nore sínplified con-

cept of C¡od than $as normally defined by words alonei

tlBut rl}ry shouLd not á1I of creation be. called by
that ínclusive naner ItNaturerr? lÌ¡e whole world, with

Bonch-Bn¡evich, gg. cit.¡ p. 64.
2 rbid.
zT2 skovoroda, Tv.o¡ly | 1951, L, p. 21J. Quoted af-ter the translation

by George L. .Kline, Edíe, .S., gi!. ¡ p. J2.
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all its comings to birth, ie concealed wÍthin it
like a fÍne, fÌLowering'tree witl¡ín the seed from
y¡hich it develops : . It is caltred both Í'ather
and Beg:inning or principle - . sillce It has nei-
ther beginning nor end anÇ Ís dependent upon nei-
ther tine nor place . .ú' 1

Perlaps the best poeitive description of God made by Skovoroda was that

t¡bich describes Hin as the ttseginningr' (rtNachalo") l¡,lho posdesses the

characteristic of omnipreeence:

tlThis tnre BegÍnning lives ever¡nrhere. Because of
this ft is not a Part, nor does It consf.st of

' ;;;". on the contrary, it is whole, steadfast,
and therefone indestn¡ctíble. It doee not nove
from p'lace to place, but Ís unified, boundless,
and consüant. Ând as It ís ever¡mherer so It is
eternal. It a¡rticipates and incLudee evelïthil8r2
and ltse1f Ís neither anticipated nor includedrr. -

Since C.od uas the ttlnvielble I'laturetr in Skovorodats ftdual-naturedrr

concept of the worLd then IIe could also be described.as the direct antí-

thesis of all that was itvísibletr, trmaterialrr and'rþerÍshiagrr. Fron thiq

negatfve point of view, God. could be defined as rrinfinite, eternal, in-

divisÍble, unnoving, uncontaÍned, lndeetructible, unanticipated, and Ín-

conprehensíbl"e". J Slcovoroda could now portray God as ftthe eternity in

perishabilíty, the l'ife in death, the arising in s1eep, the light in dark-

neês, the tnrtb in faleehood, tihe.joy in weeping, the hope Ín despair", 4

etc.
.

Although a certain panthelstic trait Beets to appear in sone of

Skovorodate descriptions of the Eternal, it is general-Iy concêded that

this wae eimply a¡ unavoÍdable conclusion whÍch Bprang quite unintention-

ally fron his teaching on the imranenco of Cod in the world. In other

1

Slcovoroda, Eg¡I., 1961t I, p. 214.
translation, Edie, .S,. gi!-r pp. JZ-JJ.

2 36¡çþ-BnrevÍch, 9!.. g!!. , p. 366.
lation, g3. gi!, 1 p. 155.

3 s"h"t""r 9g. gi!r, p. 156.
lL: Bonch-Bruevich, 9¡,. gü., p. 86.

Quoted after George L. Kliners

Q¡roted after Shchererrs trans- ì". t:,::ti..::::-.rl;
':i :- l: -:
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ïordsr Skovoroda plainly taught that rtthe precerrce of God per:vaded all

creationti, rather than the doctrine that trthe rhole universe is Godrr.

rrvísible naturert lrryyd¡maÍa naturart)r r¡hich Skovor^oda

often uses to denote God ín his ph-Ílosophy, has many interesting and

striking sinilee that are found scattered tlrroughout his work6. Anong

these are:

llnarypa ónaxeunan, EatJrpa Bosecrseuna^Eii
Halypa gbqHa.E, Harypa rocr.ro.qcrBeHHai ecT€cT-
Bo ËoxceegseHHoe, ecrecÍao BbqHoe, ecrecrBo
roctro.qcraèHuoet rtprpo.qa Bbquarr, rrpüpo,qa roc-
I¡O.qCTBeHHA, ¡IpHpO,qA rJraBHaEi MÞap HeBIir.qI{Mb].ü, 4 :

Mbl-p abuuriü, Mbap JwI,fBoü, Mbi-p trepBopo.qHÉLürl . ' ;,,..,,,,,,

Each of theae s¡leclally chooen desígnatÍons for Go.d have a func-

tion predeternined for then,by Skovoroda in hie creative workg.

For gÐran¡1le, Crod the frinvieible naturetr¡ has. been obsenred by the

philoeopher-HrÍter as the prinqrXr eause of everythinsts existence, inclu-
')

ding. EÍs orro. ¿ In addition, Srovorodá indicates that Godr as the Ín¿

naterial base of aLt thilgs, Ís ete¡aÍty (tbechnostrlt), spirit (ttdr¡khtt),

tn¡th (rtlstyuarr), invfsÍbllity (.rfnevyd¡rnosttrt), begiuring (rrnachaLorf),

. the perpetual aource and Itco¡tcoaled Lat*rr within al-L material things.

S&ovoroda described ilgterni.tyrt as thåt wbtcb has no begÍnning or

ending because nothing could have existed before |teternitytr and nothing

after it.. Therefore, t¡eternitytr (rtvechnoetf tt) is simultaneously the be:

gfnning and ending of all that exists in the univeree:

lf Foxeccgeulrbt e MRcgarornr uJrn' raüHorll.qË-
. TeJM IIpUtrSCb1BAJOT IfAr¡aJiO eÃLTHCTBeHHO ÎOl¡UÐ

1

Kyrryk, rtsenantychnyi netod v istoryko-filosofsrkow doelldzhennÍ trf
' oÞ. cit.¡ B.-85. Con¡nre aleo, srovoroda, Tvorï, 1961r I, FP. L6r 5?r lgtt

ï64,To5, 243-245, 7q, tt4, 395, 5t8-5t9.
2 sLouo-da, Tvory t 1961+. r, p. 2J).



Eory . . gg'¡gJig_ roquoe ecrË Tor r¡To rrperc.qe
ceóê n¡¡.reñ.Ïõ-'E¡,¡b¡o. A Karc Bcfi rBapb po-
,quro.rl u sqesaer, Tary Konequo, sÈyr.ocr {pex-
.qe efi ó¡r¡o ¡a noc¿tb e.E ocraerca. ?Ira¡c,
Hür¿To HaqanoM 14 KorrqeM ósrrs He Moxer. gg-
qaJro n KoËegL ecsb ro fre, sro Eorr unn Bu-
rrocrÞ. Hnqeso Her Hlr Epe$,qe €Br ¡ru noe¡B
effl

It can clearly be obserred, ae Ílluetrated by the l"atter quotationt

that the uords Skovoroda uses to describe tbe Divine nature are nucb. more

than nere noninal deetgnations. They are, in faet, special s¡mboltc

creations designated by the Ukrainian phf.loeopher to depict nore clearly

the fntangd.bLe nature of God. It vae, therefore, only a natural. conclu-

eion to identÍfy God with srrch ffgurative te¡ns as frEternitytt (ttVechnostrÍ)r

the ltlavisíble Naturetr (trltevyd¡rnaia lüaturat) ], rrrtuthrr 1il1s¡n¡¿rr¡ 4, and

rrfdean (rrJ¿gisrr) 5, etc.

AccordÍng to the principle of antithesis, the ,concept of ttEtertrityil

was the direct oppoelte of the naterial rþeriehablel nature, and, could irot

be conprehended by pùysicaL means for it vas invisibLe. ttEternityrr catr

¡ever have naterial connotatione whfch aro epheneral, for it is alrays con-

stant and ínalterable:

l:.1:.:'.'
I r":: ::-

|Iyua. ?assÈ BBqHocr¡ r¿ Eor ecrb ro rce?
AJrx. Iiouequo¡-EFffirr em- rBep¡Þ, nea¡B,
Bcer¡a Bo sceu@-cro.Eqa.a, a ròn rrËur,
KaK o.qeaÃJr Hoc.Eqa.E, BcfiKoro pasgBneHia a
o cJrS ar{t_,fi r¡ye.qa%.
ireg¡È¡rle . .ll

OHa - To eerb Hcrnua ¡¿

' Slcovoröda often used,the tero ItTnrthrr (lrlstynatf ) in an antithetical

relatÍonship nÍth ftfalsehoo¿rr (rr12¡rtt) in order to enphasize the omniscient

Skoyoroda, þIl,r 1961, ï1 p. 3Þ. All underlininge are
2 rbÍd.r pp. 5?,3?g, 5t6.

] fo*.r pp. 16, 5?.u .r PP. ,o?t 536t 542-
5 Ibid.. Þ. 54O.
6 -, 

i. ur. Arr undertinings are my or{Do

Ef Olllr
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and guileLess attributes of God. rtÎn¡thrr was therefore the exclusive

antithesis of the naterial world wh,ich is tenporal", períshing, and a nlierr:

llHcr¡¡Ha ab.rr{brìf cEo.I¿M rlpeóblBaHieM co¡cÈM
IIporEBHa HeIIoclofiHHoùIJr BeqecrBy . . HurorÃa
eqe ¡re órrna¡a al{.qsMocrb I4cTl.IHoIo, a vcTtrlja

. BI{.4I{MOCTbIO . . qtO ecrb sbqEocrr? - Tor IIro
ttctr¡rra. rlro ecrË netulg.a? - Tor qro rlpeql4c-
Toe; net¡Èsgoe E e,qlruoe. To r qro reo¡È
Bcer,4,a Bo BceM ecTbll . 1

ttrus, in the philosophy of Skovoroda the ter¡n ttth¡¡¡tt (ttltlynarr) is s¡m-

bolically errpl-oyed to portray the neaning of ftactual, original eristencefl

having an ercclusrve ontologrcal content. fhfe tfreal state of beingtrr ac-

cording to tbe phiLosopher, has notbing. in comnou r¡ith Íts antitheticol

counterpart, namely¡ ttveshcheetvorr (trmatter'r¡ rrstrbstancert).

Sinilarly, tbe word rfform"tt (tr¡qrmtt) is another dundamentaL charac-

teristíc of the ¡rinvisible natureil (Co¿) which is often cast in a contrast-

i.ng role uÍth tt¡aateriiatr (rrmaterialrr), tbe typlcail designation for the

Itvisibletr wor1d.

On the other ha¡d, Itformarr hae been used in the gâqe sen6e as rrlpos-

tpnrrt (rtE¡rpoetasist') 2 , a opecially devieed Skovorodian concept depicting

Diviníty, wbich possessed the intrÍnsic neaning of tt!¡1¡tþtt (rrÍstatt)f ilbs-
'

ingrr lrt*shchestvorr), rrgssgncett (ttsushch.nostrtr, tres6entsiiaft)1 rlbeadrr

7
(irglavar)¡ tþrincÍplerr (rrgLavnostttt), ) and so on.

Having briefly coneidered some of the nore conúon eyinbolic con¡o-

tations Ínherént in the terms used by Skovoroda to describe the rtinvísib1e

naturert of God, we find that'the meaning of his uretaphysical rhetoric is

,1

Slcovoroda, !!9I8, 1961, Ir PP. 16, hit tO?.
)
'Iþg.r pp. 381-184 55o. nH¡postasisn' A logieal,distinction or

entity coffived-ãe a self-subsisting ob¡ect. It pertaino to, or exists as
the essential substance or personal-Íty, especially as regards the nature or
pereonaLity of God. '.

5 &¿g.r pÞ. 7J, 49, 523.

'.'i:
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thereby considerabLy sinplified. For example, Skovoroda taught that the

world uaa esgentia].ly composed of two natures (tfestestyrr), - naterial- and

imnaterial, or (ttnateríiatr) and (rrfornart}. Tbe naterial natu¡e vtaa vola-

til,e a¡rd epheneral, while the innaterial- form v¡ae eternal. fn other

word6, rrFormarl tras none other thqn rrGodrs naturett, (invisible and intrin-

sic in all things, eternal), whilerrmateriiatr tras the outwardt visible and

perishabte subetance which conceaLed uithin itseH its otñl forn:

llBcb Tpr¡ Mbt-pbt- coetoJrr r[g .qnox e.qËHo eo-
csaBJlfi¡oqnx ecTecTBr Ha3Ë].BaeMb].x w!}s
14 Égre,. Ciu Öopr'r{ I tllatoua Hasr-iBaJolcs
u¡erar-ìupeva g¡tbë¿gr E&år oõpa3bl-. oHH
cyrË nepBopo.ql{bLs Mb].pbr- IlepyKoTBopeHlrb].fl t
Tâitn¡rs- reþerru, rpexo.q,fiq¡rto cåtm, IrJIlt M8,-
repip, co¡epxaqiø. Bo se¡urou I{ MaJIoM-
Mbafig'seqäei¡eris¡rfi BI{,q ,qaer Buarb o yra-
euublx rroÃ nuru Qoprvrax, ![JM ntqurrx oópa-
eax. Ta¡cox .qe H E cl¿tr,tóo¡¡lqnotl'lr E.tIu 6iõ-
uiuuou, rørpb, coópanie tnapefi cocraRJI.EeS
Mar_g-pg. Ho Ëoxle ecÎecrBor KYÃa srraMe-
ffiffior,rM Be.qer rBapb, ecrú öópua. VÕo
u BceM urrtrÈ ecrb rraatepia u ÕõÞffiÐ cøpbul
nooril-r- .ati, ãrs""-ffi*ã, ffi" -"jiç¡ãru'l .'

Here, Skovorodats term rlf6¡'6¿rr is used sJrnonJnnously with the term rrideÍatrl

a popular designation for God eupLoyed by Plato in hÍs philosophic Ì¡orks.

It sas the Ukrer:inian philosopherts convictlon that.the rrinvisible

naturert (Coa, Spirit¡ ldea¡ H¡>ostaeis, Forn) pewneates the entire naterial-

realn and actual-ly determínes its existence¡ uhereas the rbisible naturerl

(matter, substance, visibility, creature) uàs onl-y a shadow of the forner

.2nature. -

h¡ring the course of'thie study Fe have already deterrnined that

Scovoroda often introduced symboLic Ímages into hi.s phiLosophy ín an ef-

fort to nore vividLy portray hi6 netaphysical thoughts and concepto to his

1

Slcovoroda,
t t-o*. r pp.

fVo"y, 1961, I¡ p..539.
1?5t 1g2,382, 53?t 591.
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readerc¡. fhe rrinvíeible naturerr, for instance, waË varÍouely descríbed

as a tree (rrderevor') 1, 
" líving tree 2, ar¡ eternal tree', a tree of

hlife ', and eyea an apple t "e.5 Designations for C.od gr¡ch ae the

circle-s¡mbots 6 have already been exanined in some considerable detail.

As the Eource of all exfstence, God was aptLy symboliøed as the

eaet nrekhidn)l heart (rtsertsetr), a fnritful tree (t5troaÍuche derevorÌ),

noutb (tru6tatt), along wíth Such other rnisceLl"aneous deel.gnations 483 a

cl-oud (rtkhnaratr), Epatk (rri51çrsrr), father (rr¡sXr¡qrt)t mother (ttnatyil),

and so fortb. ?

Cbyzhevsfkyi hae sunmarizod an interestíng list of sone of the

Eore common symbolfc inages depucting God that are frequentty found to

reappear in the works of Skovoroda which a¡e worth noting at this poínt.8

Skovoroda often compared God to the flrn (Isontsert), where the tnre

raeaning of Divinity wae found not so ¡nrch in the inage of the .ft¡naterial

suntr a6 Ín the nore inporta-at rr5¿¡1-e{rtrcept'r, the rtother sunrr (rlsoaechko[)r

whlch rraa onê of Skovorodar s najor synbol-Íc figureo deplcting the Divine

nature:

lllla¡¡ ycix crBopiubr - coullell . . lró¡a¡cesr¡e
coHIIe rlpaa.ql{ll . . llEome, naHe HaIE! TBo.É
npan.qa rcnse y cairni. Csir¡o - y rnoïfi
npaB&i. Ilpaa.qa TBofi Ícr4Be B coHrli, eo$qe
CtoÏs¡ Ha rBoiü npaBÃirr . . rllla.nar¡ õo¡cuft
- co$qell .9

Scovoroda, &ory, 1961, I, p.
t **.r ppr 1?5t 551.
5 **. , p. ii1.
u 

&¡g. , p. 1JZ.
5 &ig.r pp. 1?5, 1g2, 382, 55?,
6 ¡onch-gruevÍch, gp. .gÊ.¡ Þp.
7 rbi-d., p. 286 ff.
x.T

Chyzhevsrkyi, FlLr oFöfiiar 9E
9 nonch-Bn¡evich, op" gj!. r Fp.

Cbyzhevsrkyi I s traasl-ation.

382.

551.
1t6t Ðo, 257, 3661

.9i!., PP. 85-86.

??, 211, 42?, 5A3.

5O1.

Qpoted after
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Related to the rrsuntr-God concept wae tbe thought that God was Like
I 

6oxEe ll . 2fire or light: llsorssRa píxa óofiå,ll ' r llnorssge o6¡Rqqs

God llwraet ¡¡Oanierc, CMOTp!{T .qeuurqeto, gliner ¡{CKpaMII }f ropfi-
2quu yrJrieMlt.2 God is Light in that Ee illuninates tn¡th (ilosvitliuiuchy

L
ii) thereby rnaking it accessible to nan.

Not only that, but God iE also the fountain-source (ttdzherel-otr) or

well-s¡rring ('fkrynytsÍa'f) of all thiles:
ItPåru rl¡Hygb ., IÏotorn trepec]rxaþtÞ. Crpy-
t40rIK9I 3€rHr4KAIoTb . Jlrne '.q8epeno ,quxae ni.rHolo
traponr 4o orcl4BÍne Ta flpoÏoJloÃ¡{yo. Jlpd¡ro
nElte .q,JKepeno ra SarrlrKaJo . . ll ll . . Cogqe Ãfie-
peJlo cBiIJrall . . llBcs cyulm rBopiHb lelle 3
óoxecrKoro Ãrrcepenatt . .,

the phil.osopherr e nost popu!.ar reference to God ¿tt ¿hi B reapect was his

weLl-known grapqic synbol (Appgndix, Figure # 4), ¡¡here he iLlustratee

God nlike a rÍch fountain r'¡hich fills varioue containers according to

their individuaL capacities. Above the fountain is the inscriptionl

requality ie not equal for allr. Various streans of nater flow:fron var-

ious pipes ínto different vessels which stand around tåe fountain". 6

Eþery nan, therefore, perforuring up to his capacity for neditation and

self-knowLedge and opening himself conpletely to Divine nouriehment,

couLd cone to some understandlng of binself a¡d the DivinÍty buried witb-
q

ín hiuself. (

Bouch-Bnrevf,ch.r gg. p. 11O.

Ib!È. ¡ p. 191.

Irblq., p. 1f4.

&!l.'' p. 1ol.
r pp. ?6, ??, 7?o. Q¡roted

Iþ¡g. r P. 3l{o'
Scherer, .9¡.. gÉ. ¡ p. 12.

1

2

3

4

,
6

?

cít. ¡

after Chyzhevelkyir s' translaùion.



lí:-:-r?: :::. .r': '

115

fn a sinilai veín, the llkrainian philoaopher hae pictured God as a

bottonl"ess aþyss (rtBezodniart) aeklng, ügOlry TII He xOtIeE ¡Oui,qarUCnt

.EK sBeîÉos Ëor? {ouy ne .qocrJrrcyel[eJrr-qo6 fioro noóaqurn? Eea-

o,qHtr sartoBHl,rrb óeao¡Hrcll. 1

In Skovorodars philosophyr fud was not only depicted ae a circl.e , ',,'.',

':r'_: 
_ 

:

(,rkoLott) or sphere (rr5¡s¡.rr) as noted earlier, but He was also the centre

(tttsentrrr) of that eternal, circumferenee:

llCaue KoJIo saJIercI,ITb BiÃ cBoro qerrtpy, óo
qefi e fioflepe.q lrb or.o h+oJra/ . . [e € , .
óesnoqat¡cont¿ü, uenugiu4fi noqarorrl , . frTot¡-
Ka Biqnocru o . 6onb'c¡røü r¡e¡¡tp . . crpi.tta

According to the popular Bib1ical e¡nobolr God wae frequently coü-

pared to a rock (ttlca¡iinnf), or crag (nst<e1iar) as illuetrated (4pl"ndiït

EtgUre # g)r and often employed-in Scovorodars dialogues:"llËor e rauiul ,

a Bce unrse ruiuuicrr, 6pexnø, KaJIþEa . .n 3'

Finally, the ukrainian philosopher-uriter consistently upheld the

traèitLonal Orthodox viow that God $as both a Unity and, a lbinity at the

sa¡ue tine. He atternpted to i.llustrate this difficul"t theolog:ical concept

by neans of a graphÍc sketch or illustration ( eee Slpg¡!¿g, Figure # 8)

upon. the ancÍent Pythagorean synbol for God. Circumscribedwhich was based upon the ancient

around an equiLaterá1 triangte (which de_picted the equa-LÍty of. the Srinity) r

lråa a perfect circle repreeenting the eternity of the Godhead with the

Greek letters¡ aÌpba1 beta and onega denoting C¡odls havÍng no beginning or

end. The opea eye within the triangle was e¡nboLic of Divine life a¡d

Íntelligence, expressin6 the hidden por¡ers and supernatural vision of the

Bonch-Bn¡evich, .gp.. Ë. 1 p. 27c. Qgoted after Chyztrevefkyirs
translation.)' &!q..r pp. 289, 3?4, ,?5, t7?.z7- $!¡!. r P. 2oJ.

I.: :it;.
'-.: :l
i , "-

.:.:_ì;_
.l::_,
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Eternal. It was Skovofodare convictÍon that, t' . . XTO e [irafOpOrl

poBKycr¿B cr.rMBorlquufr. /tt$uflyp$lf'fr/ rp¡{KyllHI{Kr qo cI4MBOJIisye

EpaDÃy, Toft õaq¡¡rrr Eo B HboMy rpoer ,4Boe To o.qlrH e oÃHe fi

ro caMell . 1

On the baets of th,e above.nentioned symbolic exanples, it appears

as Lf Scovorod.a relied yery strongly upon the intrinsÍc ability of his

pbiloeophic teløinol"ogy and figurative images to sirpl.if¡r and clarify

the netaphysical conplexities inherent in his rnetaphysical thougtrt con-

cerning Go.dts nature and purpoee in the universe. A further study of hie

rortcs rrill reveaL that he adopted thie sane app¡oach in Ìris examination

of the naterial uor.Ld and ite relatiouship to God.

.Tffi MAIffiIAT WORLD

It is generally well-knor,¡n that SÈovoroda propounded the theorXr 
i

concerning the frthree worldstt and tftwo natufesil around which his entire

phil,osophy is careful-ly stnrctured. According to this hypotheeie, the

fundanentat- physical and spirítua1 entfties (i.e- the |tvÍel,blefr and rrin-

vÍelblerr naturee) ca¡¡ be found in tbe rrthree worldstr: macrocosn (material

- nature), ruicrocos¡n (nan), and the frworld of s¡rmbolstf (tne Bib1e): i'

tl0yr¡ ,Ke rpr{: ¡Íbr.pbr.. Ilepnrrü ecsb Bceoõ-
qih rr Mblp; o6¡rr-e¡snrrÈr- rÃÈ Bce pox,qeuuoe
oõntae16.- Cefi cocraBJlerlb r{gÉ óea.r¡¡cre¡¡gba]cÞ
Mba!É Mbr-poffi r.r ecTb Benra¡r,ifi Mbapb. fipyriu
ÃBa cyrb qacrffbr'a H MaJibra u¡l-pbL. [Ieprriü

, laircpo-Koaìro: cltpgtrb - Mbr-plalcb I lul![polcb ¡ l{Jrrl
qeüoaÈrcb. ' SropËrfi Mrr¡n cr¡r¡dour¿qurl-lâ, cup-
brrs' Ëaõ¡tifi. Bó oóuseai¡¡oruo rcoer\n6 xr{õo ¡rbapÈ ;
coJrHqe ecrb oKo!,rb ero; n orco yóo ecÎb coJrH-
qè!¿b. A KaKb coJrHI{e ecrb rJIaBa Mbt-pa, Tor.qa
He ,q,r,rBHo, qro qe¡osbr¡ IIaSBaITË MrrKpoKocMoeb,

1

Bonch-Bruevichr op. cit.¡ pp. 258, j&, tgSr 511-512. euoted
after Chyzhevorkyir s translatÍon.
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cnþgqb MaJreubrr.fi urrln. A FHõ¡ia ecrb
cr¡¡¡õo¡ur¡irrü Mbaps . gatÈM¡, gro sb ¡reü
coõpaIrHb j-.e ¡reõecHË].r!b, 3eMIIb116 a rrpe-
ucrro.qura)ab rnapeü þuryprr, ¡aórt ouu
ó¡t¡r¡l MoEJTMeHTaMlr Be,qJrur{Mrã Mbl-cJtb Hartty
sb non.arie sÈrisbia Haryprr, ycraegrlba.E
Bb r¡Èssoftr Tâ16 Karcb pr{cysonb Bb Kpac-
Ka)Ëb cBolÍxb tl . I

,,':,.
lbe bulk of Skovorodars philosophic argunentation appears to focus

trpon the foundatfonal proposition that each of these rrthree worldetr are

nade up of spiritual (ffinvisiblen) and physical (¡rnaterialt) rtingredientsrr.
'' 

j:

Manr s clrief pur?ose in life coneiete in being abLe to df stinguf sh rlisely 
1,,

betneen then and fo1lou after that r¿hich ie unseen aE it aLone Leads to i.

tn¡ehumanbappinessandfir1ff11nent¡||Bg,4l¡oH}DrHoses.qbsn,4Èt¡

,4808 . .' Bpoeb tÈn¡, cuÈuu $o IIcrnHß . . Coxpynafr nt BblÃbrpaü

3epEocI{JIb1-Eoxig|l.2Statenentszuchasthigarerepeateda1most

endleeeLy by the philosopher aa he attenpts to encourage his pupils and

rhabl,s external appearance of thingn in anreaders to look beyond the perishabl,s external ap¡earance of tbi

efforttodiscoverthepreciouetnrthsconcea1edw.ithin:||..B!ôcT'o
MÈ,qu - aJraro; unaÈcro xeuÈB& - cpeõpo¡ BturÈcro ¡posr - ¡¡b,qb;

a¡¡!cro KaMeuirr - rcerbao¡ svbcro rtåcor¡Haro Qyn¡alceara - AÃa-

, CanQ¡rpt $ AHöpaKsb . ,fi 3
'-a

tCith s¡lecific rcference to the naterial worLd, Skovoroda affírned ',
',t

l

tbât if na¡r santed to understand the rrgreat uorl-dil correctly, he had to

coasiderit(notasathinginitse1f),butasa|\¡ei1|'whichconcea1ed

the Divine esa€nce:

trA]-l, men coneider it, (¡¡g worLd, JRP) but thought-
Ieealy. they obserrye its.heel, . , theJ Saze on
fts feet, but they do not look on the real worlldt

Bonch-Brr¡evich, 9E gi!.,
E , p. 199.

JÞiÈ.¡ p. 2O2.

1

2

t

p. 496.



namelyr on its head and heart. Seeiag orly the
heel in this businessr but not the headn oaet
eeein6 does not Eeer sensitive of bodyt but blind
of beart, lhe body is eeen by the bodyt but the
heert by the heart . . In tbie faahion all the
nlndless peoBl-e read the book of this world. And

they ao nãt profit by,it, but rather become en-
tangled in its netrr.

A6, seems'to bO hie general custom, :Scovo¡.Oda proCeede tO coApare

thcnatr¡reofthenaterfa1wor].dwi.ththatofthespiritua1byneaneof

another interesting array of e¡rnbolic einilee, antitheees and figurative

inagee. tbese are all prinariLy used aE negative reflectfons of the rlin-

vf.síbler? sptritual vor!.C ratber tha¡ bitter adjectivee e:çressfng presuûl-

ed animoeities harboured by the philosopher-writer ageinst the nateria-l

realn. .

Paralte1ed, therefofer rÍth the tern tbisÍb1e nature[ (tt'ryAymaia

naturar) yhich Skovoroda nost often u6eÊ ín reference to the great sorldt

are tl¡e s¡rnbofÍc e:çreeefons: llualypa t.nbnnafrt HaTypA lbltecgAst

ectecîBo ,rJrriHfiHoe, ecreerBo rreneJrbHoe, ecTeerBo rütHHoe; spII-

poÃa HrifBrrrafi, trplfpoÃa tb¡ecnaq Mbap Bl¿ÃlîMbl-fir MbLp BpeMeHEb1üt

!rb1p MeBTBrJ-Ë . .lt 2 S<ovoroda defined the physical and naterial rcaln

ae the rrvieible worldrt because it consisted prdnarily of all perishabLe

substance and uatter. Inasur¡ch ag the rtnaterial worldtt ¡ras epheneral by

aaturel ft could nerer be considered as epiritual, for tbc rrÍnvÍsiblerr

rea1m, accordl,ng to S<ovoroda, rae eternal, For this reaÊonr it ras deen-

ed necessary'by tbe philosopher to portray the frgreat wOrldrr as rra ehadoWn

(rtinrn), trg¡.a6gtt (ntravat!), a ltdÍeappearing worldtt (iturykaiuchyi qittt)r

and tìnothingrr, (ilnieheho"). J

1

Bonch-Bn¡evich, op. cit.r pp. 484-485. Quoted after Schererts
transLation¡ oÞr Ë., ît. 134.

2 Kyryk, rtsemantychn¡ri netod v istoryko-filosofsrkonu doelidzhennirr,
op. cit., p.-Bi. Conpare +Isor.Skovomda, T\¡ory, 1961r Ir PP'f.61 57t L93r
ii+,:æ5; à41-24i, 3ú, 334, t95' 5t8-519. 

-3 
-IÞ¡.g,. r P. 86.



119

lhe Ukrainian philoeopher often contraste the physical corld sit¡

the spiritual claining that the latter, which ie eternal, constant ar-rd in-

variable, ie actually coneealed within the rVisible nah¡rerr. ft is there-

fore the creative pouer behind al-l naterial st¡bstancee¡ forming and cbang-

ing then at sill. ALthough thie operatíon ca¡rnot be Eeenf it neverthelese

exists as the s'ustaining functfon of the invieibLe and eternal nature of

God $inself: llci"a HeBr-rÃIifMan lraTypa .$JrtL Eor sc$ TBap llpoHrrqaeT

U CO.qepJIcET . . tl 1 The DLvíne innanence in the sorld thereby adde the

conecpt of reality to a1.3. existence, for it alone is the unchangíng and

eternal basis of all being. 2

He have already seen that the philosophy of Skovoroda containE the

te¡m ttllruthn (nI6t]rna,,) which is s¡rntolically enployed to portray the

neaning of Itactual., origÍnalr Bêilrine existencefr, €tB uae characteristic

of the rfinvieible natutetr.

To describa the antithetícal quatrity in the nateriaL t¡or1dt the

llkraini¿in phiJ.osopher devieed the te¡:ns rrtÌ¿arrtt (rtcreaturerr) and rrlzltarr

(r'faleeþoodrr) whích, (*in6 víeible, naterial, variablet and Lacking real

existence), ms only ildeceptivett in that Ít |tconceaLed tha geauine base of

irll. e¡istencerr, namely, the ttinvisfble traturen or divine ttltuthtr'

rrBcs ñe g.ry. ecÍb ggg Heroctorrura .y 06-
Magq¡{Barffi.n -ggggb ecsb ro llone crÈ,4o8
Eoxilrx. Bo BcÈx cüx Jllrclrrbr-_lr repMl{Haxt
lrJrr.r upe¡ËJrax, Ta^¡rrcß fffitcfi r-JIe)KRT lit

1

2

t

Eoccráer rrpecaÈrJIafi IrtlgHA . tt't

Boncb-Bnrevich, 9E gii&. ¡ p. 6].
Scovbroda, sg¡g, 1981r Ir pp. 38r 461 55-56.

I!id., p. 35?. All underllinings are ßy oyn.
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llhe naterial world, as tbe outer covering or rrhuslctr concealÍng the tn¡e

egae¡cê of frTrn¡thtt, is furttrer syrubolized as, ll . . Bå¡c IIaE ecÎb To

rxa', Meq1a, cye3ar napa, Hnqro lßer a ucrng.a rocflo,Elfi Epe6b1-

aaer gogs¡tgtl . 1 Like its counterpart rtlzharrr the eyubolic term rrtvarrrt

(a derivative of rrcreaturetr) whl¡eh Skovo¡'oda ueed to describe the perisb-

ing nature of the naterial- world, had many ncaningfuL and figurative qon-

notations mrch as¡ natter, sr¡betånce ([veehchestvorr; ttnateriiail), elenent

(',sty&hia¡r), earth (rr¿snl¿sn), flesh (rrplotlrl) and shadow (rrtinrt'). 2'

I¡ his philosopLic þreations, Skovomda salçes an interestíng dis-

tfnction between rrnichtogrtt and rfnychtorr. Contextuallyr it appears as if

the philoeopher purposeftrlly chose these antitheticaL teras (not only to

enphaeize the difference between tbe tvo antipodal corlds), but ae å uniqre

tþIay on uorderr.

Fron aLI appareut indications, nnichtssrrr appeara to be a cleYer

synbóIic derivation of [nechtort (ttaomethingtr), vhiLe hnychtorr wou].d teaa

(nnothingt,). llhen applied to Slcovorodars phiLosophfc distfnctio¡rs between

the tno uorlde, rse find that ltaichtosttt is always used to denote 1¡u rrin-

vÍsible real worldfr denoting Crod, Spirit, Eternity¡ fruthr etc.¡ nhereas

r4Jrchtorr ib consistently rendered ae t-he antitbetical counterpart deecrio.'-
..

lng the tVisibLe naturerr, namely, creature, natter, gubstance, flesh¡ sbal
2

dow, and fa-lsehood as deecribed abo.ve. / ûl srhortl trltichtosilr ia S<ovoroda

Beans rtimateriaLrrr rrspirÍtua}r, or trinvisibletr, whil-e ftnychtoir denotes

the nnaterLalr! or rrsubstancerr as ind:icated'by the folloning quotations:

Skovoroda, $¡¡¡5¡,t

IÞIÉ.r PP¡ 16-171

1961r rt 192.

5?, 1gt-1g4t 2O5t 2:45, 519.
82, 192, 284-285¡ 379.

1

2

, Iþíd.., pþ. 31¡ 37¡
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ll . . Bce uróuu II Bce pasyMgnr,r, KpoMË rtrto,
ySHaB HeÓr¿3r¿qecKaro, HeTJrùHEaro Eora, c
HEM .rrotepei.ru nÈqrocîb, paaylabü rrurp AyEqB-
r¡¡:.ülr . . llll¡ffiro )Ke. Ho Kor,qa cln
flJrorb ¡¿a r¡fi.rrox¡romsoeü Eb:'xo,q]rr B loq-
IIoe cBoe HarraJlo, Tor,qa coSl{.qaerca Ir3 IrI{f¡-
rojruocrR s r¡Èqco u trepecrae! órrr¡ gz!@,
Fæ;ftnoriro-ïE'luor0. rr-.. . rrBcfißa^E ¡ri[-m-_,gocrb ecrb fpaaa, tÈs¡, EIfIg.tf . . flBcfi-
r{a,E Brl,qr.rMocrb ecrb oópaa, a Kaxc.qÞrft oõpaa
ecrb flJlorb, cbHr H gr.tro.!! . . ltBn¡tturs B
ceõe oÃHy geMûIo. Ho cu¡-t caMË1M Huqero'He
BH,4I4T r,| IIOTOMJI IITO 3eMJIfi 14 qEfITq - O,qHO I4

Anong the nany s¡rmbolíc sÍriles used by the phflosopher-teacher to

defi¡e.the rnaterÍal world lrere such vivid terms as ùirt or filth (¡trriaztr!)r

heeL (tçiata[), canopy (rroenilf)¡ and tail (ttkhvostrt). 2 o" an antithetic

reality of the invisibl-e epiritual world, S<ovoroda enblenatized the ele-

nental- realn as |tphyeical natter" Ir [uot]ririgft 4, * "1¿o1" 
5, and

sonething rïuhich trxrseeË nonentarilyrr 6 .

Naturally, there are nunerous appqopriate s¡rmbolic inagee associated

with ftovorodian descriptions of the rlgreat worldrr which deserse recogni-

tion at tbie point.

fn the firet place, the ¡ihyeical realn nas connonly depicted ae a

rrshador¡fr of the ftapple treerr¡ a figure cbaracterizÍng the invieible worLd.

Skovoroda inpleuented the rrshadolrrt eynrbol prinaril.y to emphaslze the varia-

bíIÍty and transÍency of the naterial vorld.. rrThis worldr¡'wrote the.

1

Skovoroda, lVory¡ 1961, fr pp. 325, e84, 82, 2851 33. AlL under-
Iininge are nJr olrn.

&i9. r pp. 1r-76, ,82'- 5t+O

Bonch-Bnrevicb, 9!.. gi!., p. 406.

s5!.r p. 8O.

$!., p. lo8.

2

3

4

5

6 Iþid., p. ]18.
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philosopher,

rtïe the ehadow of God. It dÍsappears froq view
partially, it does not stand constantlyt and it
is transforned into various shapes. NevertheLesÊt
l.t never renoves itself from its living tree, and
aE a reË¡ult those who are enligþtened have been
saying for a |'ong tirae, rMateria aeternar. Matter
is eterflalrr.

Itravfng misunderstood flrovorod.ats application of the trshadowrr e¡rm-

..
bol ín relation to the invisible vorld (or, Itapple treerr), nany had reach-

ed the conclusion that skovoroda ¡Ías a |tnateriaList" ? in that he obser-

ved ¡natter as rfeterrra3-rr. the philosopher, however, had nerely stated

that the invisible world (ood, Idea, Form, etc) wae etenml and unchang-
'7

ing, 2, and, like a tree, tras unmoveable by rernaining in a state of per-

fect constancy. As 3-ong, therefore, as the tree existed it wouLd alrrraye

sl shndar¿-have lts potential shadov.

Inaçmr¡ch as the tree Ís the invieible world and is eternal by ¡a-

ture, then its shadovt or visible world has the potential of being lreter-

naltt. In ehort, the vieible materíä worLd is absolutely dependent upon

the invieible splritual reaLn for its conplete existencer and onl¡r in

tbis unique relationsldp was fl<ovoroda prepared to defend hie theeis cotl-

eerning the controversial tfmater{.a aeternatt concept. It r¡as Ín t}¡-is con-

dítional respect chat he wrote,

rl . . Bt¿)Ky B ceM gb¡o¡r,r MI4pb ,qBa MEpa, e.lII{H
t',t:Lp cocraBJr.Eroqi.Es MiB Bra,qubrü r nerøgrmrü,
]K&rnbrü i MeprBbr-ü, qbJrËrü u corcpyuaeublü.
Cefi pnaa, a to[ - rË¡o, ceü rÊH¡, a ror
'qpenoi cefi BeqecrBo, a ror lrrrocracbr clrÞ-
Èrlb ! ocuonallie, co.qeprtcaqee .tseqecrner¡HJrÐ
rp.É3b TaK, KaK pr.rcyHoK .qeprrcEr cBolo KpacKy
. . Beg ucuoJll{.Eloqair HarraJlo r'r Mip ceü, Haxo-
.q.Ecb rtn¡rc ero, rpaul¿q He l¿líÈer. 0r¡ Bcer.qa

1

Bonch-Bn¡evich, op. cit., p. 5O?. Quoted after Schererrg
Lation, 98. 9i!., þþ. 13?-138.

t *"n*, 98. gig., p. 11o.
J sLoootoda, Egf.ï., 1961r rr pp. 3n' 4o6t 536, 542.

i:.:

trans-
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r{ Bes.qg rrpn cBoeM Hatrarb,' Karc rb¡¡¡ rrpu
R6¡IoH¡d. B to¡r¡ loJrbxo pagsb, qro .qpeBo
ÍcEBH?r crorfr u npe6rrBaer, a rbm WaJrrr-
eÍc.E8 TO trpexoÃr,rTr To po,4r{TcJrr ro 4qe-
SaeT I-I eCTb HI¿IITO. Hateria aeternarf . I

There can be no dor¡bt that in this end other sinilar paÊsages 2, Skovoroda

considered natter aud substance aE¡ representative of the perishable r¡ater-

fa.l naturc that was conpletely suståfned by the superior invisible nature,

or God.

Mutually related to the ttshadowr¡ syrnbol, by which the phyeicaL

rorld wae de¡icted in the philosophy of Skovoroda, ia the concept that

thle world fris the snoke of eternity and cternity iE the fire chich con-
z

sunes everTthin1t.. ) ffere, agaín, tbe philosopher seeks to synbolize

the l.ogÍcal reaLity that Just as the shadow a¡d snoke ie dependent upon

the exfetence of the tree and fire, so also the rorld of natter cas de-

Jpendent upon the exietence of God.

SÍni1a¡ relationshípe .coul-d be exa¡rined from the syraboLíc point of

view coneerning the relativity of nany otber Strovorodiau figures which

uere often ueed by tbe phllosopler to portray, erplain and defÍne the

materiaL world. Ámong these ue could l.ist the fÍgurative images of death
t.Et

(rrsuertrtt) 4, lieE (rrbrekhniaff) ), curtain (wzavisq") o aad ashes (rìpo-

?,

pelr) r , whicb are only a fev of nany ecattered througbout his literary

and philosoBhic creations. .

1

Skovorodar gg¡g,, 19611 I, p. j82.
t 

JÞig,'r PP. 511-552-
¡ **;-t*evich, 99. cit. , p. 1g2.
4 roi¿.r Þp. 64 98, 11or z14r 3w.

? *ig.r PP. 53, 59¡ zott t62.
o ¡þig.r pp. 52. 521.
? **rr pp. 60, 1oo, 143, z4r. i,iì.:1:.-
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It no¡r bas becone apparent that uost of Skovorodars tbought rae

stn¡cturcd upon a eound synbolic base Ln order to ilLuetrate and exptain

hfs intarigiblc phlloeophlc concepts nore clearly and elnply to those vho

viehed to underetand his views.

the Bible ras the priuary aonrce and inspiration for noet of his

syu¡bollc lmagery, and ft vas thig Book (the ilwor1d of synbolsn) that

evoked from that phil-osopber his nost colourfrrl" and controversial. enble-

natic expreseions.

THE BIBTE

â¡¡Vone faniliar with the philosop\y of Scovoroda rrilL readily

acknorledge that the Bible occupies a central role Ín that philosopherra

metaphyeical thougtrt. Fron the earlf.est days of his childhood he rae

profotrndly lnfluenced by a trmystical attractionrt to the Hoþ Scriptures

uhich served to erretain hinr throrrgbout hie adult life even untÍl bie

deatb:

rr . . this eplendid Book won out over al-l uy other
loves, slakíug ny long hunger and thirst rith the
bread'a¡rd uatõr ôf Goãts tnrttr a¡d Justicen which
uere €¡vreeter to ne ttran honey and the honeycornb. I
feel, ny nature eepecially drawa tovard theu. I have
fled, and f fl-eer-under ltre guidance of ny Iordt
al.I. the obstacLes of lifet and all carnal lovere,
so that f night find peace a4d ioy in the pure en-
brace of this daughter of God uho is fairer than
all the daughtere of ñslr ¡ . The nore profound and
unpeopled is ny eol-itude, the happier is ny life
vith her vho ie beLoved anoug ttot!êtr¡ I an content
u:ith the fate trhich the Lordihas given ne. I wág
born a nan, a conplete and tnrenhunan being, and
I shall not die cbildless . .rt '

Not one of hís phitrosopbi.c worlks cas yritten without either ùirect

l.li.::

Slcovoroda, þ5g., 1961r Ir pp. 246-247. Quoted after the. trane-
lation of George L. K1'Ínè, Eùie, .93.. g![., pp. 56-57
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or Índirect reference to that eternal Book. t Skovoroda co¡sidered the

BibLe as the genuine aource of al.l wiedon for it alone was eüfficient to

lead nan to flcnou himselftt, to uaderstand his naterial r¡orld and to dis-
)

cover the essence of ultinate human happinees and fulfi1l-nent. -

Consistent Ìrith his baeic hSrpotheeie concerrring the dual nature of

a13, tbings within the uni,veree, Stovor'oda argued that the Bibte rras no

exception in that it rtae also prinarily rrvisiblert. and rrinvisíblert by

naùure, In addition, the ouly possib!.e my to fathon its irunaterÍal

depths wae th¡ougb the uee of s¡rnbols, for they alone could mrceessfully

span the üurky Biblical tfexteriorert that concealed the tme neaníng and

e¡¡Êerree of GodrE tJord. rrlbe Biblett, he saidt

It . ' contains figurea fron creation'wlrich are
heavenl.y, earthl"y, a¡d ínfernal, designed to Eel'ee
aa nonuneuts to lead our thought to a¡ u¡detstand-
ing of the eternaL nature bÍdden qithin perishable
(eiterior reaLít¡) as a painting (is hidden) with-
fn ite colorofr. /

Since rrevêry Last sound and ¡rord breathed synbolically and rae dependent

tL
upon itrr fn the Bib1e -, Eanrs bigge.st assigtrnent in life consisted in

¡raking a serioue attenpt to correctly interpret these inages in order to

discover the revelatioa of Godre tn'th to the wor1d. -

ft was ftovorodars coatentlon that oince the Bib1ical symbol.s ori-

ginated in the first book of the Bible, then tbe entire Bible uust be ex-

anl ned syøbo1,icalIy, othenrise nan¡r, inconsistencies and contradictions

rrilL resrrlt fron careless Iíteral ínterlretationsi

1

Ky¡Tk, ttsvit s¡rnvoliv H. S. Skovorodytt, .9¡.. 9i!., p. 1Zl.
)
:IÞig.¡ p. 1ã. sec aleo, skovorods, E'o., 19611Ir PÞr 224-22r'
3 skorro*da, lfnorT ¡ 1961, !, p. J76. Q¡oted after tbe translation

by Fr¡hma¡rnr op. gÊ., p. 46.
't-1- * rbid. t p. 312.

*I*-""tkyi, tril,togofiia, .S.. 9l!., þ. 53.
\.::...:.:,
i i..'::



126

ft0n the firet day six figurea appeared: darkness,
l1ght, dghtt day, evening, nor:ning. Fron theee :

elx figures cotite three ayûbols: Darkness and ligbt;
Night and day: EVenÍng and nornÍng- Tire synbol
coneists of tr'ro or three figurea t¡hich eignify cor-
nrption and eterrrity . . For instance, eYening and
nrorning . . Evëning ie thencornrption, but norning
is the cftY of eternftYrt. '

FoLlowing the exarnple of the aacient C.reek philosophers, the early

Ct¡urch Fqthers and qertain thinkers of his own time, St<ovoroda proceeded

to define and explain his understa¡ding of Biblical tn¡ths by neaus of

figurative worda and e¡nbolic irnages. For hin, tbe Bib1e was the tttbl'rd

worldtt, a unl,que t\¿or1d of s¡rnboletr¡ that nae intinatel"y intelrel-ated

with thc nuaterial sorLdff (the nacrocom) sl¡rrounding nlanr 
1a 

tUe pri-

vate rt!-itttq vorldtt of the ht¡nan lndÍvidual, the r¡icr¡ocoen. -

In his philosop[y, the llkralnian phllosopùrer-t¡riter often deeeribee

the Bible a¡i a lrfíel1 tongu€rr, a rrriverrir . rreeart, or rtseedtr. Ee spoke of

it as a rnew worldrr, a tfuen lifetr, or a trfigßrative worldrr as the follorriug

excerpte readilY show:

lrE¡a6¡1ø eerb cJIoBo Eowle E .Esbrl(ß orger¡gbl-ülr
. . Ca.gqen¡roe n¡{carrie noÃoõBo pbrÈ I{JIII Moplo. '

gacto Eb ro¡rb ruÈctÈ rüyõüHa u canÍbL¡@ a$reJl-
cK?lù,ÍÉ OqaMb HeyÃoóospllrdafi SaIcpbl'Baetc.Er rÃb
no HapylKHocrI,I rioKaSËaBaeTcfr IIJIOXo g rlpocro.ll
. . 3uafi Ãpyrb Ìúofir aITo El¡ó¡ia'ecrbr HoBbaü
Mipa r{ Jrlo.qÞ Eoxiftr oeMJrfi ñLrBbalo i crpaua !r
qapcrBo ü¡oõBHi ropEifi lepycaJlrEilb . .rl lrExe-'
Jri{ "õ-Oil}p-""i"*'olooi.tää* "ôut 

-Mbt-trÊ-. 
. [ '

Tbe ttkrainia¡ philosopherts atteupts to dietinguisb between tbe

outer fo¡u and tlie proper contente of tbe 8lble crcated the need fo¡ the

i¡tr.oduction of many strfking antithesee whích are closel.¡r related to the

eyobolic nethod of Skor¡orodats philosophlc expression.

1

Bonch-B¡r¡evicht op' cit. ¡ p.
Seherer¡ .9g. È., p. 90.

2 s*oou*da, Eg, | 1961r rr p.
1 Bonch-Bnrerich, 9p. gi!.r pp.

375. Qaoted after the transLation b¡t

,t6.
261t 115, ligg, 5Or.
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In this respect Skovoroda sürnbolized the Bible as a rfsnalcêñ or a

Itgeven-beaded dragon vho coyered the earth vith his superstitiorrt. 1 lh.

Bib1e nas siür¡ltaneouely rrGod and eerpentn; it nae rrflesh, and spirit,
)

witLess and uise, an ocean and port, a flood and an arkr. '

the dietlnctive im¡nct of the ptrilosopherte antithetical- concepts

can be nore easily appreciated by referring to Chyzlreverkyire translation

'of the original tert:
llBor¡* e gMl4fir aJle-BapasoM i Eor. Epexlntra,
aJIe ü npangøBa. ' Iyp¡ra, a¡e Ë npeuygpa.
3;ra, aJIe BapaSoM i ¡oópall . . llËattrrfrr 4o
eÌ,ulfi noose uo dpexnir sepe õpexnro, 6¡¡oe

Ha BBecb HeqacHI{Ë pÍ¡ nn¡crrnfi. Hesxe se
óaquu? .flrnfi uyura.urrtuü, neqacnnfi noroil
epecefir caaporcl cyeaip, rurrroroeip ra piano-
Bip iï. xnznroe, oxoIIJIIoê r norouurce ! A¡e BBeeb
qeü noton He ,q,a¡iËü r¡a¡¿ iaropu, a üoro o,q-
pr""v"à,-u"é¡í'ó¡yoon, ¡uõ¡nåa¡a Earqa "*"trr .3

Keeping in nind the duaL-ro1e of the |tserpent-a¡rnbolil iu the irorks

of Skovorodar. tbe phflosopher argusa that the serpent must be rrraised fron

the earthtr, that is to eay, the serpent (gitfe) nuet be interpreted s¡n-
,'L

bolically and not literally or superficially.- ¡Iust as Moses frtifted up the

eerpenttf in the uiLdernoss of Mid.ian (lfumbers 21:G9) and provided healing

for those wbo beheld itr so aleo a synbolíc interpretation of the Bfble

riLl bring li.fe to those who rrill. be prepared to vier.r ít beyoud its super-

ficia-l erterior fo¡m.

For those who were unable, or uncílling to view the Bible througlr

Skovorodars s¡nnbolic prÍsnr'it quickly becarne a book of confueioa leadÍng

Boncti-gnrevich, .Ð. g&. ¡ p. 161.

wL-:l¡,.
Cf. Chyzhevsrkyí, Filro.sofíiar,gg. cit. ¡.p. J2.

Ibid.r p. 506.
2

t
4

JÞig'' PB' 112'
., p. 513.
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tbose ubo uere content vrÍth inadequate literal interpretatione into

hereoy and anperetftion. After al'l, since tbe Bible shared the duality

of na¡ and.nature then ite coatents (while they could Lead to tn¡e knos-

Iedge) uere worthlcss a¡d eve¿ deceptive. As a result, Slcovoroda intro-

duced the fascÍnating but valid aatithetical coacept that the Bible wag

a Book of Truth and rfliestf at the sane time:

rfThe Bible ie a IÍe and an insult to God not eo
that it nqy teach us lies, but rather that it nay
prfnt in the fal-seboods the tracke and paths
ühich Lead tþe slow1y creeping nind to the higb-
est truthrt. 1

Uanre conteutnent to accept the Bíb1ical narrativee aE mere h:ietori-

cal or paraboJ.ic accounts (without attenrpting to understar¡d the conceaLed

meanÍng ínherent in then) led the phíloeopåer to portray these storiee as

trbuffoonerytr (rtduracheetvort), a trcotpserr (tttn¡prt), as lrfilthil (rrhriaztr),

rtubbi'bn or ntrashn (ndr.ianrr) 
"o¿ 

even as rhuman excrenent[ (rt¡*6i chelo-

vecheekiirf ):
llTpyr¡¡ ecrb Bcfircb õpe'lur¡rfi qe¡osblcb a Euõ-
nig ecrb rreroabrb LI ÍpyrrÉrl . . llB¡¡ó¡itr Becb-
Ma ecTb ,4ypHol0 !I HeeJIorcHoIo .qYÃopr eeTJIu ee
oópa4aer,,É r(|6 HaII¡u!,íË IIJIolcKI,Ilvlb ÃÈJIa¡/Þ r 6oÃy-
qiü tepHoBui.Ir{b r ropbKarr !I Herrcycuarr Ba.qat
rypaqecrBo, ecTJII4 c¡ lias¡olvlb cKasarb Ëoxle ¡
r4Jrrr cKaJKy ¡aü¡¡or tåorbtrar gpfiÉrbr rpaabr rsoü
qerogbqecKifi . .tt ¿

Scherer observed that rfit vas foolhardy in Skovorodars opinion to

consider the urateriaL detaÍLe of the Bible for their owr sake. Such con-

sideration could only lead to atheistic rejection of the Bible on the one

band or ite euperstitious acceptance on the other . . Ïn either case

1

Bonch-Bn¡evich, gg. .9i!., p. J62. Quoted after Schererrs tra¡rs-
lation, 9¡.. gÊ. r p. 76.

|.

t fotq.r pp. 2o2r 1n, 261.
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ma¡ failedtto find t¡r¡e knowledge in th.e BibLe becauee he couLd. not pene-

trate ite externality and find the Divine truth hidden vitbinn.l S.orro"o-

da, however, provÍdes a 1o6ica1 eolution:
lll{or,qa Bb Foxir¿:ct Kïrhraxb qrraenb i rri.err-
crBo, HaJro[csEqecTBo, KpoBoct'¿Èue¡rie, a.Ivfy-
pbi- u nogoónoe, r¡e ¡¡Ènrcaü sa co,qoMcrcn-xb
cu)iË yJlHuaxb ; Ho [poxo.qb He 3a.4yùÉ aBa.Ec
Ha Hr.rx6, vt ua nyru r¡Èuxrrro He croü.
Brtr Euó¡ia ge \çb cr¿1r46 yJII{rIaMb, a roJIbKo
r¡pe36 clra y.nl,Iglr, Be,qeTb te6e Bb ropuia
crpar{b1, a qr4crbrü rcpaü ue sb n¡otcris
MyÃposarrinr Ii l{cxoÃrlrt lcb nÈunol,ty, EHÇ-
¡j-ø uÈTb Hyx.Þa Ão óproxa, .4o HIrßHJrro cero
Hatlero Eora, HII .qo 6parcar Hü ,qo qap.E
rrJlorcxaro. Ona ncg ¡a BËtI[Heùß EorB . .
Et¿ó¡ia ecr¡ llacxar fipoxo.qË r r¡epe]roÞ r üc-

' xoJÞ tr BxoJÞ r . Igb ceMy nepexolry Euó¡ia
TeõÈ ecrÉ , rã Moer6 ø ¡rÈ creËI¡arr . d

Fron the above quotation we leara tbat the lJkrainia¡r philosopher

considered. the BibLical narrativee ae the rrlower rungs of a laddertt uhich

enable one to climb lui.gþer toward a nore perfect understanding of eter¡al

tmthe. Ttre Bible, in fact, rras tbe only means by which nen could cone
.z

to knorr God 2, and it wae therefore variously syubolized as ttuÍngort

(rçr"1srr), a rfdoortr (ndvs¡T,!t), or a ttharbourtr (tthavgnr[), and trbridgerl

( rrs6u¿') ¡ etc. 4

Althqugh Scovoroda er¡lloyed nany'striking negative syubols in hie

ph,ilosophy ín an effort to denounce the lÍteraL iuterpretatious of BÍblical-

nanativee, tìis did not imply that he held them in conterpt or did not

believe tbey.actually carne to pass. On the conÈrar¡r, rrmany peoplerrr ssid

Slcovorodai

Scherer, gE gi!.r pp. 76-7?.
Eonch-Bruevich, .9¡.. gi!.r pp. l+o4-4o5.

&i9. r p. J64.
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4 Cbyzhevsrkyi, filr osofíia, 98. gi!., p. .53.
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rr . o not understanding mer or not wishing to
understand ne, have slanderously decl"ared that I
reject tbe etoriee of ¡þs OLd and New Testamentt
because I acknowledge and preach the spiritual
meaning of these etories, because I perceive the
God-given law and disce¡:n the essential neaning
through the literal üeaning. I thus enrich these
storiee rather than nulLify them, for, just ae
the body without the spirit is deadt so ie Holy
Scriptuíe without'faítit dead; but faith ie the
evidence of thinge üDesêtt o .rr I

ìdhehever Skovoroda discussed the Bíble in his various works, he sinply

kept On repeating this sane generaL arguruent, namely, that a Divine ee-

aence wae coucêaled beneath the external appearance of all things, and in

this case it was to be found beneatb the ttsuperficiailtBibLical narratives:

rlReading the .Holy Scripture with the 'aira of bei,ng
instn¡eted in the worshíp and fear of Crodr love
for oners neighbourl obedience to authorityr sub-
mission to the poÍer6 that be, and perfection of
the heart Ín all its deaLingsr and whenn for ex-
ample f find the story of how the high-priest Aa-
ron took tbe golden caLf of the ffebrews which they
had nade and begun to worship during his absencet
añd thre¡r it Ínto the fire and nelted itr I a¡r not
concerned with the chenietry of thie eventl siace
I aluaye keep in nùnd that the BibLe ís not a
chenistre handbook but a Eoly Bookt which instn¡cte
men who are capable of graspÍn6 Íte teaching in
holiness of conduct. I }earn fron this stor'¡r'that
the heart of rnan cannot renain idle and that when
holy thoughte, underptanding of the truthr; and'the
spirit of reason ate absent from itr it inetantly
turns to base activities unworthy of its high birth
--honouring, glorif:¡rng, and deifying'what is con-
tenptÍb1e, insignificant and vain. This neaning of
the story is much Bore edifyÍng to ne, and facil-i-
tates ny inner perfection nuch. norerthan ifr having
diecovered how to nalce gold instantly out of a.].l
things, a¡d turn al.l things into 6oÏdr f should
give myself up to thg desire for wealth or the prac-
tice of chenietrytr, -

Bonch-Bn¡evich, .9B,. g1!., p. 36.. Quoùed after the tranelation by
George L. Kline, Edíe, 93,. g¿!.r pp. 23-24.

)c ftü. t p..7?. Quoted after the tr:anslation by George L; Kline,
Edie, 98. gi!.r pÞ. 2\-25,
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ì

Throughout his philoeophic works, therefore, ïe na¡r fiad nu¡¡erous

enbler¡s and synbole d.epÍcting the conceaLed rrDivíne essencerr that exiete

beneath the exterior nalrative foto of the Bible. It was the ltseedtr or

Itkerneilr hidden beneath the tlhust(rr or il6hel,Ltt wltich formed tbe exterior
al

covering; ' the eternal contents which are hidden in a try¡rk or chest;

a pearl found within the outer ehelI. 2 trl¡rtbernore, the Bible was like
?

a drawing or painting etched ri.thia a eave ', or a beautiful Sarden eur-
L

rounded by an inpaesable outer bedge or fence. - Along rith many other
E

girrl{lar exanples 2, Srovoroda insists that the outer rþisíblerl fonne

nust be $rcceeefuLly penetrated, before the [invfsib].err spfr{.tuaI tnrthe

conceaLed uithin the Bible ca¡ be genuinely understood aad appreciated.

Despite the daager inherent ín the use of the Bible, Skovoroda

consldered ite enpl-o¡rment and. correct understanding abeolgüe1y lecessatî

for a greater knowledge of God. 6 Ee quoted the BibLe itseLf to under-

¡t trsearchacore the necessfty of dilige.nt study A¡d neditation, aB aan muf

the scripturee . . It is they who bear wiÈaess to neff¡r(John 5t3g).7

In gacb of the three sections exarrined thue far: Gôd, thc mater{al

world, and the Bible, Scovorodars najor philosoph.ical prenrse that ftevery-

thing was. cour¡nsed of corrtpt appealance and Divine e66encefr, has beetl

clearly illustrated by his figurative terns and synbol'ic inagee' For hi¡tt

tnre knowledge consisted ín understandlng thc Divine principle hidden

Bonch-Bnrevich, 9E gi9.r PP. 2?1-2?4 2?4r 285r ÐO,36r.
t 3¡9. t Þ. 265'.

I -**. , p. 112.
* E¡gr¡ P. 1f6.
5 rbid.r ÞP. 28?-Ðo.
6 ñ-"*t, gg. g¡9., p. 89.
7 nonch-gnrevicb, 9Ê. gü. r p. J64.
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sithÍn the deceptive exteraaility. Ibis sane approach bas been effect-

ively adapted to hfs teaehing conceraiug the dual nature of nan.

!{ÂN

Just a¡s ttthe whole world consiets of tvo naturee, one seenf and the
1

other uuÉeenft ', so aLso nan, thc tfnicroeosnr[ was cotqroeed of a dual
)

nature, aanely, the iloutertt and [innérrr !tâ.n. - Scovorodar sho considered

tbe etudy of nan ae central to hie entire netaphysical tboughtr contend-

ed-tbat nanre preoccupation wÍth his e:rterrnat- features had bl.inded h.í¡n

to an acutc auarênesa of hig spiritual counterpart bidden deep'rithin bl.o

own personalityr. t.tYou have eeen and loved the dolt a¡¡d ído1 in yourself,
2

but not the tme body . .tt ) It was the contention of tbe llkrai¡ían

phitosopher that he trwho hae fallen in love ritb hle fleebly appêarance

is unable to purzue beyond tbie appe&rance . .t 4

FollouÍng the exanple of the Apostle Paul (Ronans ?), Scovoroda

declared that nånrs visible physical nature r¡as devilishly deceptÍye and

that he nr¡et first rrfathon hÍaselfn for trif we do not find the neasure

within ourselves, then nith ïhaü cen nc Beaer¡re?'r 5

Concerrring this ttouter n¡nrlr Scovoroda euployeä a strlklng array

of aegatlye syübollc teras wbich desc¡{,bed hle nietrr¡st aüd. conter¡lt for

the visible nature aa conpared to ite Lnner spiritual counterpart:

rlYou are the shadow, glooa and decayl You are a
drean of your true self. Tou are the cloak, but
it ie the bòdy. Tou are an apparition but'it is

trt:-:.:.

Bonch-Bmevich, .98. gi!.¡ p. 1OO.
2 c¡yå¡*"6tkyi, lüa¡îey, .9¡,. gi!. t þ. 55.
3 ¡oncrr-nn¡evicb, 9p. g!|.r p. 96.
h ,oiu.. D. 91. -
/ rbid., p. 88.
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the'tnrth in you. Iou are nothing, whfLe it ie
your esgence. Iou are d.irtt but it is yorr beautyt
form, and plaqi neither your forø notr your beauty
igsuee from yorr pbysical appearance, ratber it is
tn you aad enstaine you. O tr'ilth and nothingpees!
Tou uonf t know the tnre nan unless Jrou acknovledge 

1
along with Abralran that you ara oqly dirt and asheetr.'

As r¡as trtre Ín every other instance, it sas the inner spiritual

nan who atrengthened a¡d er¡stained the outward physical form, 2 and

thue, f.t becanre essentia-l for nan to look beyond the snrperficial external

ínage of himself in order to discover his tnre spirdtuaL identíty: tr8ow

I-ong . . until you underetand that all. flesh ie notlr:ing, a shadow sbich

conceals the highest anount of visdom . .?rr 3 And again, ilYou have

toved yourself, i.e. the nrbbish, but not the hidden Divine tnrth in your-

sel"f, wbich you have never Eeenr nor considered as being.t' 4

Stcovoroda insísted that unleas ¡nan could firet ftknow hineeilftf it

r.¡ouLd be useless and even ílEroesibLe to know anyttrínS outsíde hinÉêIf:

[lou see in yourself only the eartb, a¡d becauee
of this you eee nothing, for the earth and notb-
ing are one and the sane. ft 1e one tt¡inÀ to eee
the shadou of the oak tree it is another to see
tbe tree itself. You eee your shador*, to put it
6ir¡plyr.your waste land aad nothing elêe. But
you have never ae6n yourselftr. )

Placed in contradistinction to the periohablb outer $an was the

epirftual trinner nantr tbat Skonoroda synrbolized ae a ilseedrt concealed

vittrin ite exte¡nal r¡ot¡¡ir'

rll,ike.a good ánd, fuIl ear of wbeat. Judge for
yourseS,f: an ea:r is not the sten uith its branches,

1

Bonch-Bruevich, gp.. gi!., p. 84. Quoted after the tranELaÈion
by Scb.ererr .9p,. g!!" p. 1O1.

t *¡¿., p. 84.

? **. , p. J2.
4 IþE ¡ p. 96.
5 ¡Þiu., p. 8o. Quoted after tbe

p. 68.
translation by Scherer¡ .S_.- g!!.,
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nor its etrawr nor the outer skfn, which covers
the graiu¡ rather the ear is that verA po¡terr
vhich geaerates thc stenr the strasr the body of
the grãin and 80 on, in ubich trtower all of tbeee
are invÍgibly containedrr. I

On the basie of tbe above¡oentioned synbol, Slcworoda showed thaù

rrJust as a hiddetr pover sustained the eten, straw and elcin of the wheat,

so a hidden power, tnre maa, supported all of a nanre external mestberstl.Z

In other uords, once nan wae able to discover the Divine nature.concealed

wlthin his external ptryeical being, it vas the sane as if he bad r\¡ncover-

ed a epark in hie own ashes". 5

During this procesa of, |tse1f-dÍscoveryn, Skovoroda recalls the

d.ifficult stnrgg.Le he encountered by uarriing ritb the fleeh:

tr0b ny Fathert It is difficult to sever ny heart
fron the aticlcy, elemental filth. Oh it is diffi-
cultt f have seen tbe inage of a'tringcd youtb' He
yearned to fl¡r into the ceJ.estia'l reg:ious, but hie. footr attached by a chain to the earthr inpeded
hin.' &rie image- fs uy ount. 4

'

It was Skovorodafs perqo¡al life-long anbition to gain a couplete

vfctorXr over the flesh in order to enjoy the sweet fellowehip that issued

fron a¡r intinate union r¡ith the i¡urer. Eal¡! rtCtucify ny body, na:il it to

,thc croes; Let qy body suffer¡ that ny spirit na¡r have roon. Let ny
E

outer self .grow drry, that EJr neu inner self nay bloourr. / lhe life of

the llkrainian pbiloeopåer ¡ras totally dl.vorced fron the nateríal and

f,Leshly pleasures offered by the earttr 6 occept for those things that

uere necessar$r for normal phyeicaL snwival¡ ttï want no new sciences, only

1

Skovor.oda, .sgg,, 1961r II, p. !06. Quoted after the translation
by Schererr gg. cit., ¡1. ]2.

2 s"hät"", .$,. g¡g., p. JZ.
! so¡cu-s"o;i"llE¿. "*., p. 496.
O &ig,, p. 499. õToaã-"tt"" tl" transration by scherer, gp.. É!.,
6
" scovolnoda, lVog¿r 1961, rr, p. '16.

b.s"hutu"r S,. gi.!.., pp. 'l9r J8.

,:.:

p. 42.
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a healthy nind, a¡rd tbe wisdom of Christ, vhich wÍll provÍd,e ne peace!'. 1

fhfe obJective appears to have been succeesfully realized for upon his

to¡obstone there is engraved the ne¡¡orable epitapb: ttlhe world enticed,
)

but did not eeduee nett. '

An exa¡rination of gcovoro¿ars norks on this particular ther¡e'$i11"

anreveal that he often adopted verious synbolÍc terrns such as .rrÊoul",

trthougbttr, atd'trunderstandingtt to describe the essential nature of the
A

lrinner r[ånrr. / ProbabLy his nost popular syraboJ.ic designation waE the

thôar¡ùn (trsertsett), which did aot denote the fleehly organ but rather the

i¡¡nateriaL esoence of nan.

Â eeLectíve nunber of quotations fron his ttpbiloeopþ of the

heartft will clearly reveal the Ínteresting assortnent of s¡rnbolic iuages

that the llkrainian philosopher-writer utilized to describe the difference

bettreen the ttro natureg of man: trYour heaftrr, he onee sald, ttis the

n¡ler of your appearancea. li'lhiLE it ie the nrlerr ¡rotl yourself are y'our

heaft. If you donrt cone near to, and accoqpany thie wlr-ich is your nrLer,
b

then you wiL3- remain a dead shadov arid a corpeen. F\¡rthe¡mofe, rt¡¡"

exterrrailùty of your body is nothing but a naek uhlch conceaLe all of

your nenbers, wtrich are hiddgn Ín the heart ae in a seedrf. - Additional

syobolíc er¡lreseions are seen in the statenent, t¡f see your branchès but
A

I do not Êee ¡rour tootur6yorrl. heart . . I Eee your outer €¡rê o . but r do

1

Skovoroda, Þ, 1961, I-I, p. 2J.
t *tu. ç Þ. 5i1.
t Edi", gE gi!.¡ p. 1!.
b gonch-Bn¡evich, .9¡.. Ë., p. 88.
5 tuid. r F. 1oo.

Ibid., p. 169.
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not see your e66entia1" eye. It has been co¡ceaLed there (in ttre heatt)rt.

rrManrs heart ie an unl,inited abyes. It is like the air (slc) which.ear-

ries tbe f,Loating planeterr. 2 By his reference to the heart as an

rrabysstt (tbeøodnian), Skovoroda ex¡rlains, Ín vivid synbolic teroe, that

ft fe lÍmitless and inconprehensible:

' ilIhe profound heart, known to God alone, is nothing
elee but an abyss t¡bich Ís unlinited by our thougbts
. . i.ê. 'the tnre easence and tùe essential trutht
our very essence, kernel, and strength in whicb
sol"ely consists our life, but without ite nortaL
ehadoïtr so tbat 1t is evident vhat a perfect vality
it te to lose oaeself, though one po66eesed.the en-
tire Copernican universeil. )

IlavÍng realized the eternal nature of the ilidrer nanrfr Scovoroda

exclainsd in obvfou rfOh heartl . . IIot{ deep you arel lou contaiu
¡r

and eustain everytbing, but notbing containe youtr. Stephen Scherer hae

appropr{.ately noted that tf$covoroda, having identified the infinite, all-

sustainíngr and:lrnfatbonable heartre abyss as the tnre nan ¡rithin the

vieible nan, concluded logicaLly that this infinite and unfatbonable tnre
E

nan ya6 divÍ[etr. / The I]kraisian philosopherte fínal reeolution nag

cl,ear: rrl'here ie a slngle labour ín both of these, knowÍng oneself and

conprehending God,, knoving and conprehendlng the actual- ñân 
- 

know that

the tnre nan and Crod are the sa¡re". 6

n
.After portrayiug the ttínner nanff as botb God 'r, and Chrisù 8,

Bonch-Brr¡evieh, .9¡,. Si9., p. 169.
t &ig'r PP' 42o-421'
J IÞ¿g.r p. 94. Quoted after tbe tra¡rslation by Scheretr g¡,. gi!',

p. 1Oþ.r,- f$4!., p. 88.

? ::H;*;"ru.'il:',',.,,.
7 rbid., pp. 1o1, 486.

rÞiq. r,pp. 4864 92',t-r22.
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Srovoroda prodeeds to describe its Divine attributes in dístinct syut-

boLic i'negee:

rr . . He f}íes without linit into the heights, the
depthsr and tbe expan€¡ea. Neither ¡oouutaÍner nor
rivers nor 6easr nor deserte impede hín. He sees
into the dÍetâltce, begins to view vhat ie hidden,
sees the pa6tr penetrates into tbe futuret novea
otrer the face of the deep, and entere through
c!,osed doors. Ee has the eyee of a dove, the
wings of an ea6.Le, the spaed of a stagt the daring
of a liont the fídelity of a turtle'dovet the
gentl-eness of a lanbr the quicknçss of a falcon,
and the good cheer of a cra¡tetr. I

-9

In an effort to distinguish between the rrinnertt and [outerrr man,

tbe llkrainian phllosopher-,rriter enpLoyed the use of capita-l and srall

lettere respective}y in order to elíninate unnecèÊEartr conft¡sion betseen

the tro ¡atures of nan. 2

Among sone of the other synbols enployed by Skovgroda to portray

nan ín reLationship to God nae the depiction of uan a6 a alish or co¡tain-

er (tt¡rosudr) ubich could be fÍIled ¡rith Divine nouriehne¡t accordi4g to
2

íta om Índividual capacíty to receive end contain it; / Sinitarly, nan
h

wae deserÍbed as a chest (ïskryniatr) containing holy inagee -, or the gar-

nente vorn by God. 5

Stcovorodara s¡mbolic descriptione of nan include srreh phraaea as

nwhat the cornpass Íe to tle boat, so Crod is to manÌr, 6 o", rrnanrs heart

ia a lar¡l uhere burns the oil of Godrs divine ecristenee". ?. According to

p. 4O1. Quoted aftei the translation

9Ë', P' 54'
p. 34o ff.

368.

1

Bonch-Bnrevich, .9p. g!!. t
by Schererr .9¡,, gi3.r pp.'109-110.

)- Ch¡rzlevsfkyi, Narys¿1 gg.
J nonch-gmevích, g*. rig.,
L Ibid.r pp. t gr 38?.
tæ-7l¡bidrr pp. 84t 2o5t 112,r-o g. r p. J2o.
t't $5!. 1 p. 2J1.
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'1
Skovoroda nån was Like the [huslctr concealing God ae the rtsêedrr l, oF,

nan ¡raa thc refuLgenco (rfaiaiyotr) of God as a reflection frora a nirror,
)

aÍace hís corporeal bod¡r was only the shadow of the reaL l'lanrt. - In ad-

ditíon, tthe llkrainian philooo¡rher deacribed nants soul as a tlnagnetrl

?
uhÍch received ite lrstrengthtt fron God. /

As a neans of descrÍbing hia th,ougþt concarning nants search for

sclf-knowledge, Slcovoroda enployed the ve1l-tcnlun rfthological fi8ure of

I{arciEsus who, beholdf.ng his reflected iuage Ln a ¡nol, loved hinself

bccausc he rrkner hinselftr. In other words, be r,¡as able to see beyond

hie cuperficial ertcrnal appearance to the Divinity concealed rtthin hin-

Eelf. Contrar¡r to the action.¡r of the mythologlcal figure¡ Scberer hås

obse¡çed that Scssorodete l{a¡clesrrs, wbea aeked vhat he had saen fn the

natern replied, rrf hane eeen in the supernatural fo¡n that whlch flors
tL

tbrough uy fleshfr. llhfsr ae far ae the ltkrainian phiLosopher-writer

vas eoncerned, fo¡qed tbe whole pur?ose and dnty of na¡.
:

By neane of his gynbole a¡d deecriptive terme, Skovoroda vas able

to shor that once ñÂn had nastered the dÍfficult technique of bring:ing

the earthly nature Ínto harnony çith the rrDivíue Sparkrr of the hunan

eoul, then tn e happinese rould finally be achieved. Since he also

reeter for nan and not{ring mre necessar1rtaugþt that rrthEre is nothing svreeter for nan a¡
G

than happincss,, " , it ie obyÍoue that thig thene uould occupy an ir¡nrt-

arit place in.bis philosophyr âFd that his a¡mbols wouLd play a rnajor roLe

in its gxplanation and cl.arífication.

1 Bonch-Bnrevicb, 9E gi!.r pp. g?48_ 1O2, '1691 248.
t **. r pÞ. 125-126.
5 r¡ld. t pt. 2?o.

'* ;ñ., p. ?8.
5 --rJ - r,tIþjd., p. 61.
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EAPPTNESS

Skovorodare ¡raesiorate er¡rhasis upon the need of ryn to flknoy hin-

leara to eten fro¡n the

fact that he did not believe the p\ysical world had. the capaeity to bring

nan the kind of laeting happinesa he so deøperately desÍred. Hie nela¡-

choLy deepair in this regard ie clearly refl-ected in the follouing

vcfEeg:

ttl,/oe unto you uorld! You display l"aughter outside
Ithile you eob eecretl"y fron the soul fnside.
lour surface is ueLl adorned,
But inaide with tearsrvou oyerflor¡
Both night and dayr.

Livo for three centuries or even for eternity,
Is it any Boodr or user
If your beart endures abuee?
ldhen you are ¿oü at eaee, no naterial can appeaee.

Conquer the world, nrLe nany lands
, IB it any Boodr or uae

ff your heart endures abuse? .
l{hen trou are not at ;;;-;r.materiar car¡ appea"". 2

hlith regard to Scovorodafe basic thesie concer.ning tifete t¡r¡e

happiness, Ít is essential to note that he strongLy rejects anJr suggpstion

that it can be achieved by anything outeide oneself, becauec such things

as sorld1y goods, fame, health, power, etc., have never been known to
I

permanently satisfy tbe deepest yeartrings of the hunan heart. I

On the contrar¡r, Srovoroda insieted that the secret of happinese

liee in accepting aI-L thÍngs as they are, for everything is wilLed by God.

1

Bonch-BnrevicÞ, gB. gi!., p. 61. Q¡roted after the translation by
Scherer, g.. gl!., p. 62.- 

t iloolIu".r-*oo, 1961) rï, p. )1. Quoted after the translation by
Schererl gp. cit. , VlÆ,-63.f &ig., r, PP. 14-1J.
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Iu other wordb, nan nust first rrknov himselt a¡d then accept the ûivine

order of thirige by eeeking to live in harnony not onLy with himeelf, but

uith God and nature.

l,tany, hovever, fn seekÍng Lifers true neaning and purpoee have be-

come confi¡eed for they do not know where ultimate bappiness can be found:

fildany a¡e thoee who seek Christ in the sovereignty
of Augustus and ÎÍberius, or who follou the trail
througþ Jerusalem, Jordan, aad Bethlehen; tbere is
Chriot, they say to one another. Ir:know, the'Angel
cries out to then, ye are looking for the cn¡ci-
fied Ctrrist. He is not theret So .they eearch for
Hin in the ranko of the nightyr in nagnificent
houses, at sunptuous feasts o o staring at the blue
firnanent, the sun¡ the noon they try to finil Hin
ânong the vorlds of Copernicue . . No¡ He is not
there! ttren uhere is He? They eeelc Ein througb
loag prayere, fn fastingst in the rituals . . rot
there! then uhere is He? Surely He muet be there
wbere tbey preach Eo eJ.oquentlyr and study the
secrets of the Prophete . . I'lor neither .is He

there, The ill-fated scribes, rcading the Frophets'
,, Íioùght for nan but feII ou a colpser and perisbed

with it . . ¡¡or Chriet is not anong the dead. If
ye have not found tÍn hitherto witbin-yourselvear
ít is needless to searcb elsewheretr. 1

Ilaving rejected aLl'uaterial and vaia cerenonial pqrsuits as poa

sible solutione to the attainnent of tnre happiness, Scovoroda sas not

thereby implying that one carulot be happy if one is rich, famoue, in good'

health, or in control of great power or authoníty. IIe merely insistad

.that if one happens to be happy in any one (or alL) of these circunstan-

ces, then it should be remenbered that tbe sítuation itsel-f wae not res-

ponsible for the happíness one experienc¿d.

Scovoroda argues thât if true hr¡nan happiness r,ras dependent upon

the nassive acquisition of external rrthingsrrr then nost men would never

even have an opportunity to be happy for the nrajority do not hsve an

fi::' 
;ì.:'

r;l:lli:

1

Bonch-Bnrevich,
by P. Milir¡kov n 9E g![., 9P. 9i!,.1-PP. 55-56. . 

qsoted after the trånslation
pp. 94-95. .



over-abundance of naterial possessions, while those t¿ho do are generaLly

ruined by them. The absurdity of sueh reaeoning i.s considered further in

the follouing statenent by Slcovoroda:

Itllhat would it be llke then if happinese, the most
necessary and dear thing for everyonor depended on
placer' time, flesh and blosd? I r+ill speak nore
cLearly: what wouLd it be like if God confined
happinãse to Americar or to the Canary Ie1ands, or
to Jenrealenr or to the Tsarrs court, or to Solo-
'nonrs ager or to richoe, or to the desert' or to
;"ok, oi úo learzring, o" to heaLth?rr 1

Periehable thinge, in and of thenselvea, can never bring about happiness

becauee,they are transient, therefore the feeling after which nan ¡m¡st

search ehould be eternal, the spiritual part of luis existence. trÞlany bod-

ily needs await you¡tr Scovoroda once eai.d, rrbut happiness is not there.

For your heart one thing is needed and there is God and happinesÊ". 2

As far as the lJkrainian philosopher-¡¡ríter uas conceraed, he nae

content to be a¡r robee¡rieril rather tþa¡ a rrparticipantfr in the worLd. ftrie

waË essential becauËe læ had a definite need and ability to obeerve and

underetand the physÍcat world- Scherer hae obseryed that for Scovofodå,

rrknouledge of the physicaL uorld, by its insrrfficiencJ" inpelled nan to

seek a higþer spíritual knowl,edge, and by its organi'aation¡ pointed tho

rmy tonard the epiritual- essenee which underpianed a¡rd ordered the nater-
?

iaL worldft. -

KnowlldSe of the naterial worl{ vae therefore, according to Stovo-

roda, on3.y the first step towarde a greater, spiritual knowledge' rrtrf you

Hant to hnow sornething tnrlyrr, he vrote, trlook first at the flesb, i. ê.

1

Bonch-BnrevÍch, gE g!!. I 9. 62. Q¡roted after the tranelation by
Scherer, .9¡.. É.n p. 112.

)r,' JÞU' , P' 63'
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at its e¡rternajllty, and you wiIl, 6ee on it traces of Göd uhich reveal

the unknotrn and hidden wisdontt. 1

înre hunan happiness and contenüment, therefore, waË to be found

rrwithin oneeelftt by the fornation of an intimate relatioaship with the

ftínner nantr tlho is none other than God and Christ:

llXoqen óytø qacrJII{BI{ü? He uyraü 4âcr.É 3a
MOpeM, He npoxaü üoro B JIIOÃLlHi4r Hê MaH,4pyü
no [Jlaneraxr Hê tøg.süc¡r no naJlaqaxr Hê non-
sati no KyJri aeMsiür He xo,qu rro gpycaJIlaMax. .
3a rpoui Tr,I MoJKeI[ KynHT![ ceJlor cnpaBa BaJlcrcat
õo o6xi¡na, a qacr.Er fiK Heoõxi,que Heo6xiÃ-
tii"r", .qapy6ru"" õ*úial ;ã-ã;ãt"-"ã.qyp"o'.' .rr 2

Scovoroda taught that rthe Kingdon of Godfr wae witluin eactr individual and

that entrance could only be gai¡ed by vaging a ntucceseful battl,e aggÍnat

the orterior flLeehly nature:

llll{acrn uame B Eac . . xaü. gixro tre qe$ae
qacT.ñ sig nrcoK,llx HayKr BiÃ .uraHoBHEx lloca,4,
si¡ ¡oõyrrcia o . Ilapctro óoxe ue re,K nps-
xo.4r¿Tb frK ricîb Ão roerefi, qo6 MoÍcHa üoro
ayctpiuyru, sr{ BoHo BI,rH}r$ae eea ripr leea
Moplr, Bsa xMap. BoH,o He .qa;rero ui¡ Hac.
Bono B Hac caMlax . . Crpier Ëor , . Ãe x
üoro ó¡n$cqe uyrca[pr ¡ .rn y 1061 cauoMy? . .
Mope aig Hac-,qaJIeKo a Ëor HatIl y Hac, y cep-
qi aauouy" ,5 :

Accordi.ng to Scovoroda, nan ehould be co¿tent wlth tbe bare rrecêE-
h

eities of, l-ife st¡ch as &lnshine and fresb *ir t, ae nost other nateriat

wants becone as nexcess baggagerr for the tn¡e seeker of Godre Tn¡th and

righteousress.

By the dedication of onets life to follow after the rrÍLl, and call-

ing (tþoklyk¡nniart) of God, man wil.L live ha¡moniously w:ith nature and

I :._¡1.: l.;'rì1.::,

1

Bonch-Birrevlcb, 9p.. S.r p. 3@.
ât 
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thereby receive the fulfiLLment of all of his wants a¡d needel

He pi.q óararcrBar a JIIrte BiÃ Toror Eo6 oxoqe
ni¡ Ãalucfi. ao¡1 õoxifi. Ile JIIlte rkosce saeno-
rcoïTu ,qyny . . Poarycul,ro rpoxu ue cJIoBo: 11¡:.
Ãa;rÃc.s so¡l 6oxift . . Ilprara¡aüte l¡oe eJioBo í
qr4M xro gri.qHiqüfi ia Eorol,t, ,TIIM r'rrpsiqraü Ta
qacuuniqr4fr. IIe guarrr,rrb: )rcutr¿ ari¡uo a npu-
po.qoÐ . .ll 1

By living in harmony w'ith nature one receivea the neceseary entbue-

iasn and etrength to enjo¡ his lifets work. 2 Oa the other hand, those

uho choose to disregard the career or niche choaen for the¡n by DÍvine
2

providencer a:rê left to wallow in niserly and fn¡stration- /

ftovoroda attempted. to s¡mbolize tbie relationship of nan, nature,

and the prÍncipLe of Divine calliag by depÍcting tbe world as a Ittheatrett

uhere each person tþerfomsrt according to a special rrrolerr epecially cho-

sen for tben by nature whÍch h,ae been designed according to that iudivíd-

ualrs specific natural talente and character:

rrthe vorld is f.ike a theatre: in order to stage a
play enrcceesfull,y one nust cast the roles accord-
ing to the aptitudes of the actors. The actors on
the stage are praised not by the dietinction of
their roles, but by their fliccess in pJ.ayfng then.
I determined thÍs long ago, and I have eeen by
¡nariy experiences that f can not play successfully
on the vorldte süage any role besides a Iow, si¡n-
pler care free, anã solitary one. I ehoee f;his
ro1e, I bave taken it a¡rd f a4 satÍsfiedrr.

Ttre pbiloeopber nas not disappointed uÍth the role inparted to hin by the

providence of nature. He was, however¡ absolutely content in the know-

ledga that the life be chose to J-ive yas in full. accord with the predestined

Bo¿ch-Bruevich, 9p.. gi!.r pp. t22-323. Quoted after Chyzhevsrkyif s

.\¡. L ::

translation.
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wiLl of God:

trlf I felt today that f could fearlessLy eLash the
fnrko, then fron this day f would strap o¿ a Hue-
Bartg eword, don a shako, and 8o to serve in ths
arned forceé. tJorkffiú Ís in accor{ with onef e
natural inclinations is satisfyingrr.

On another occasion, Skovoroda rrotet
ItUnderstand tbat I would be a hund¡ed tineg happier
if I ¡rere naking clay pans iu accord rith Godt than
tf r ldere writing in gpposition to nature. h¡t I
feel-1 until nowr-that'îüe lncornrptible hand ofrthe
Eternal sup¡nrts ne ln'ny preoent occupationrt. -

Speaking of a former student-friend who $ae obviousl.y ua$¡ited i¡

hie acadenic pureuite, .the pbilosopürer rrote, t¡I looked nith pity and won-

der on bie lack of ability. But aa soon as he decided to be a necba¡ic
ìß

be amazed everyone sith his under¡tanding, and all rithout aay guidancê.Í /

Ìtuch tO Skovorodate dismay and regret, most people did not asplre

to k¡orl Godre tnrthe or to live according to the rrníchsÙ predeotined for

them by nature. ftrey r¡ere far too preoccupied uith enpirical knowledge

which, having a certa{n value, did not provide "rs'' witb the solutions to

lífere tn¡e neaning or purpoaeå The påilosopher therefore,lanented, ea¡r-

.in6, tïCe have fathoued the sea, the earth¡ the aLr the heavens . . chat ie

it ue have not learned to accorpllsh? Br¡t there ie eorrorr that in aLÌ of
4tbie there ie sothing of greatae6e[.

Ibis did not üean that Stovoroda ras oplþsed to scientific advance-

nent, for be.trcon¡ended tts latest achievementstf- 5 However, there was an

1

Bonch-Bn¡evieb, g.,!!!.r Þp. 24-2r. Qgoted after the tranelation
.by Scherêr1 ![r gi!., pp.--tt-T4.
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'

ÍuevitabLe nrf.noue dan6er inhereat Ín the orclueive pursuÍt of knorLed6e

that wae dlvorced from the qriritual realities of life: nllatbenatiee,

B, necharics, m¡sic . . the nore copiously we partalce of

them the nore doee our heart burn yith hunger'a¡d thirst, but our,rough

ignorance can not guesa that they (the sciences, .IRP) a¡e al.l ha¡dmaideng

for the nistresstr. 1

Scherer explains that rrthis nistress of the scienceg for Slcovoroda

ïas rChristian phíloaophyr, and, it was just thie nistrese vhish ues¡ êc-

cording to Skovoroda, igaored by eighteenth-centur.¡r scientific thoughtu.2

It is precieely.at this point that the llkrainian philosopber intro-

duces another of hie val"ua.ble synboLs vhich uas intended to depict the

fnretrated dilnena of those people who preferred the enpirical above the

spirituaL in their pureuit of happiness. S<ovoroda depicted then as

caged birde, rtwhich beat thenEeLvee agaiast the cage from one side to tbe

other¡ but noshere find roon to fJ.yil. ]

Just as the birds vere reetrained by the cage so where those indfv-

idua-ls uho uere ÍnrprÍsoned by their attachnent to frappearaniest'. 4 Such

people werer according to Slcovoroda, rrconft¡eed and tormented wÍthin their

rallertt and therefore he wag forced to conclude by sa:¡-¿ngr rrh¡hat ie so

narroy and restraining aa appearances?rt 5

.Fron aLl inùications ít would appêar as if it nere a oinple thing

to fly fron.the cage into the trfreedon of the spiritl. Scovorôda, hoveyer,

i.,--

1

Bonch.Brr,¡evich, gpr g!!., p.
2 s"h."u"r 9p.. g.l!., p. 16. cf.
] Bonch-Bnrevich, 9I,. gi!., p.
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recognizes the diffícu1tY of

Bynblic terne:

their dilenna and describes it in vivid

ll . . ftK HaM Bl{Jleritir ¡o roro, qoro ue BBa-
)ËaeMo 3a 6y1Îfi? 9s BHJIeTT¿Tb fiK nrax gaEe
cepqe B IT" citor? Ax ! ue Br4Jrerr¿Tb , õo iÏ
cepIIeM Hate cepqe 3poõHrocalr. . llEaJKalIH.E e
Hênoracsufi Boroub r 4o roplatb yÃelrb 'Ta Bl¡oqi '

... Ile orr{øqe ra rI8 óeao¡nn e'BorHeHHe By-
ri¡¡.s, rcypinur ,qøMy, qo Br¿Krd.qae noa¡nrarui
xssJii, fiKi ni¡ifir',tarorÞc.E .Uo Heõec r9, cxo,qstb
yHHB y Oeao¡nio . .ll 1

A nunber of s¡rmbolic descriptions concerning the loftinese and pur-

Íty of the human hearü have already been examined, yet there is a hegatíve

aspect of this rrí¡ner manrr that needs to be discussed in respect to nants

pursuit of happiness. Those, for instance, wbo choose to wallov in the

shal.lovs of enpirical knowledge aLone, are ¡rortrayed by. Skovoroda aE having

bea¡ts that are bad ([z].e sertsefr), or murky (fftemni!'). 2

In itg corrupted and [unregeneratedtr state, a nånrs heart is de-

p:icted by the phílosopher-writer a6 possessing many different meaninge: It

ras, llc1apetl3 , llCyeaipnett 
'+, 

llnonj-¡¡¡tOtt5r, llri¡ecue¡i 6 t llgrgggs-

relr ?, llsnipn.¡gtr 8, ilHevEclell 9 r and so or1.

Ássociated with these nriscellaneous d,escript:ious of the beart are

nany s¡abolic inages borrowed fron the anÍmal worLd such as a canel (ttver-

bliudrt), wolf (trvovktt), deer (rrols¡rrr)r ox 1n"1ilr¡, liqn (rlsyrr),

1

Bonch-Brueviehr
translation, Fil I osofiia,

2 rbid., pp. 1o'l ,
3 toio., p. 88.
'JÞi!., P. 1oo.
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4
falcon (tts6¡i1tt), eagl,e (ttstsltt), and dove (tt¡61¡6tt). ' lbe relationship

betceen the good and bad heart bas:rnany popular antithetical connotaüione

'n the uorke of Skovoroda, arnong which are: llupaaÃuse oxott, lr¡iücue

orcoll , ltorco eepl{Elr, ll6ro Blpull, Itoro pooyMytl, aÊ coupared w:ith:

flEivoroll , llclaporoll , llc.rluoroll, llnycrorott , and r' tlueoópuaane

6rçolt . 2

A nanrs heart can be fLooded with a,bitter sea (rrnoren hirk¡rmrt), in
yhich resides the head of a serpent (ttholova znyia'¡). ] on the other

hqnd, a clean heart trbas no fear before the grave or a lÍgbtning flashr[

for it trbelongs to God, and God belongs to it.lt' It is the friend (tþrV-

iatelf t,) aå¿ sacrifice ('rzhertva'r) of God. .4 Thus, Skovoroda criee out,
ll0, urcte cepqe! T¡¡ - uo¡ufi qac, siqua Becra, upercpacue neõo,

oõfuosaua selrJrJr, paü poayM¡r r pagicrr, lsIua, cnoxiü 6oxuür cI-
óora tra BeJII,lKgü ,qerr¡ Be¡øro.qug . .n 5

SÍnce a manr6 heart has the potential for beco¡ring cold (ttkhol.odnetr),

da¡k or nurky (l,te¡nnett), old (Í"¡"¡.srr), and filled wítþ supenstition (ttsuie-

viraetr)¡ Skovoroda nakes an ernotional appeal for nan to protect his heart

(rrokhoroniai sertse") 6 , because an frevil na¡ shall lose bie heart, nanely,

lose binsel-fft. 7

fhere can be only one way to tþrttect the

what appeq¡s to have become Slcovorodats cardinal

heartfr and that is to apply

relùgÍous connandnent to

1

2

3

4

5

6

?

Bonch-Bnrevicb, 9p.. g!!.r pp. ?Q7-2A9.
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ttKnow lhyselflrr, fof in so doing.one wiLl knor¡ C'od a¡rd God will knor¡ hin:

lrilianaü crepuy ceóe cauoro. He 6nyraü no. rrJlarrerÐr ra lro sop.Ex. Iloaepui4cb ,qo,qoMy.
Tar'r tsifi 6at¡¡coll . , llEyri{ I{â.cJIEBHM - BEa-
trr4Tb, gr¡afirË ceée caMoro . . Bø Bce Bgasre
Ta Bce Maere, Jir,fte a¡¡aftrø ceõe caMnx Br{ He
Buiete ra He xoqege . .ll 1

Skovorodats |ttheory of self-knowledgetf evolved quite naturally from

hÍs najor philosopblcal prenise that all three worlds (nan, nature, and the

Bib1e) were eomposed of cornrpt appearances and DivÍne e6sence, and tn¡e

knowledge consisted ùn understanding (or discovering) the Divine principle

hidden within the deceptive exterrral.íty. Our study thrre f,ar has ehown

that i,n each of these [uorldsft the intr{.asic rrsensert of their respective

rneanùnge rlas concealed beneath a shroud of e¡¡nbôLic and enblenatic for¡ns,

which needed to'be suecessfi¡Ily penetrated before the sense couLd be reach-

ed and understood. This rrsenseil could be found not only in the objects

themsel¡ee, but also in tbe inner spirituaL depths of gn himself.

According to Scovoroda, this irportant act of nself-knowledgert

(which wae basic to the uLtinate realization of t¡rue happiness), could be

nore easiLy understood if it was vieÌred syrabolÍca1Ly. Tttis, howeyer, was

to be preceded by. the negative act of ilge1f knowledgert which consisted in

the destn¡ction of the ttdeceptive externaLity[.---- -5

Skovoroda e¡mbolized th,is process by conparing it symbolically to

the [cbewlngrr or rrnasticati.oatt of food:

rrï0yË . . posrconyü . . po3r€ouyür*, posryrrryfi-
T€r Bosrotrtyüre, poaórÌBa.üre rÞoro igota,
pospunafi.re rÞoro .rrrna-¡inBoJra ra auaxoÃbre
BCepe,4r{Hi SaxoBarry cTpaBy Ta coJro,4rci qi.xa-
Hnrcu sirrHoctu, r¡enlÃouoï Ta [aeMuoi rrpau.qr.I
6oxoï . . poatrcooyj.Ëre ¡o6pe . . posMeJrþüEe

' ïxY aYóaMu . .lt "2' . ^

1

Bonch-Bn¡evich, gp. cit.r pp. 1?gr 22?. euoted after Chyzhevsrkyifo
translation¡ lpr Ë., pp. 1JO-131.
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For Skovoroda, rrmasticationr! (rtmzzltovuvanniatt) was the sarne as

thè division (lrrozdilia¡nianfr) of tryo tn¡the which form the baeis of all

existence: llPos.qiJr.ETH, poepyõyuarr{, aóo cy.qr{Tr{ 6 o.que fr. xe

^. )
can¡ell .' One mret a.Iway6 aee rr¿6r¡51"rr ¿ 

because self-lcnowledge is de-

pendent

and to

upon oaers abil-ity to d.istlnguish between light and darkn"uu, J

dÍscerfi between the good and the bad. 4

In sone instances, the ph.iloeopher-writer

to |tdividert or rrseparateil rûith the rrcloveu hooftl

of aninals that were considered rrclean[ by Moses'

o , . ft,4e aa trpaBÃoro óoxo¡ottqetrJleHe EOÍII{I, 
,.

HOBOfO Un,Ðcy HOBI{X Uif fl o , ånd 8o on.

s¡rmbolizes tluis ability
( trrozshchepJ-ene kopytott )

(Dt¡eteronomy 1 4:?)' rrlPoe-

5rll ..nyxafiÃrfi

In Skovoroda, nrminqnts always s¡nnbolize tn¡e self knowledge,

wherebyr. duríng the process of maetication, the essentÍal tn¡th or nourieh-

nent is extracted. fro¡t the erterior rrhuel(stt or cerémoniaf. Itforosrr which

conceal the true esaence or senae:

llnepue JrcyBaHHfi troJl.Érae B Totryr Eo pocxoay-
IoTÊ ictopuvuy qepeMosiEübHy nripy, JlJnIIIIr,rHrrrr
. , To¡i Tpeóa flepeüTr.r .qo .qpyroro JKyBaHH.fi,
qoõ suaüru. B Herrorpiósifi Jryürnui ropixa aa-
xornar{uü cMaK - TaI{ EK sepso Jre)Klttb raeMr¡o
3A)COBaHe A JrJ¡rr¡nr¿Hill . i ltqQ 3a KOpr4Crb fiy-
Baln, a He üoqyBalE cMaKy . .ll llïctu ões
ByõiB ra õea eMaKy, ToõFyots Jrure caìry rpocTy
ta ripry nJnurrlrnrcy. .ll

According to the Ukrainian phiLosophêr-uriter, onê mrst rfeat loss,

end nasticate moretr - for nuch is lost by irnproper ffeatingtf habits:

1
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l!Ïcr.r egnuy crpary ai cMaIçoM s T& r{boro roói
.4ocl.rrb . . Biã¡¡m JIHIIIe o.qnH,ropix . . Pos-
Kycu ra poa)rcyü ñoro. Bo.qsogac rI4 poaKycun
ycÐ Ei.6¡irc . . Vr¡eguü Jrepe 6araTo. It{y,qpl4Ë
ïcrg MaJIo , a$e ai cMaKoM. Bqer¡icts e He-
HaJKepJnrBiór¡ . .ll

frue happineÊs, therefore, according to Skovoroda, consieted in

living according to tnrth; because a tmthful heart is a nerrSr heart, and

a merrlr heart (disposition) nakes for a healthy body- 2 But ultimate

happinees through self-knowledge can only be found. iu Crod:

It0airro aigrpnrae HaM Te, qo n nir¡u¡,r Jrr.rre
6oasauiro. Tar ri.mrø Ëor o,qrpr4nae Har\,r
uoBy npaB¡y ; . 9ac . .' Íc¡{TTn ra Bce l¡HIIIe
Buaxo,4lrrbc.n E EoBl . . Iloqarorc My,qpocrr{
pogyMlrrr¿ Ëora. Xro se sÊae Eora, cxoxuË
Ha ópaur¡fi y BEBHlIrdi. I[o rrroxe raruü y reM-
prni poapirr,r? Io¡osnr'rü Ta noqarryoarafi rJrl{Kr
l,r¡r,qpocrr4 e euatrr hpo Eora . .lr 2

As mentio¡ed earLier, Srovoroda depicted the one r¡þ nas able to

arrive at seLf-knowledge succeesfi¡lly as symboLic of frNarcigs;ustr who,

rlloved hinselftt becauee he kner¡ hinself¡ in trhat he vae able to ¡ee be-

yond e:cter.nal appearances to the Divinity concealed d.eep rithin his or¡n

personality. Scherer contende that tt$çovoroda used the inage of Nar-

cissrs to illuninate híe orrn e:çeriences and to incorporate them into

hie teacbings¡ and tbis sas nelther fancifi¡I nor faulty. He used É'uch

an funage because he could not e:rpl.ain Ln coneeptual terms hl.s profound

and ineffable fnner gr¡lerd.enees." 4

1

Bonch-Bn¡evich,
lation by Cbyzbevdrkyi,

gg. cít.r pp. 3951 417.
Filrosofiia, 9p.. g!!.r pp.

Quoted after the trane-
131-132.

2 
&ig. r p. 36o.

' 
ïbid., p, 1o!. Quoted after the

Filrosofiia, op. É., p. 1J2.
-l--rGh;, gp. "¿t., p. ?i.

translation by Oqyzhevstþi,
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In the second place, mFn sag t¡ow corpared to the fa¡niligr huran

rrcontaine"rr (rþoandrr), nhicb sae being filled by Divine nouriehnent

fron the eternal fountain of life (Co¿), Uho fi}led each vessel according

to ítg individual capacity to retain Iäs goodneee. 1

synbolized Godrs ttunequal equalityrr yas graphically ilLustrated by Skovo-

roda as shown in ühe Appenjlixr Ffgure tr 4.

RinaLly, Scovoroda often corpared hunaa happinqes to tranquility

(,,4¡okii,,), peace (ttnyrt'), a¡rd even lfke the sabbath (trËubotatt) 2 the

first of theee three concepts was synbolized as a termiaatr or depot (itfi-

netefrt), and harbour (ilhatr'a¡m) depictfng the end of a long and tedioue
.

journey. ft followe, therefore, that sucb, symbotlc synonyüs as ligþt

(r,sçíü.o,r), joy (ilradietfr, trradieniu¿rrr), lÍfe (rizhyttiair)r resuffection

(tboskresenyiart), patb (trsbliqkh,t) r paradise (rr""1il) r and sceetnesg

(iteolodoshchiil) are often assocÍated with the experience of having finally

reached the haven of tnre hunan tsFpiness. 
'

Second1y, the graphic eynbolic illustration depiótiag a dove rest-

,n (¡Elgg, FÍgure # 9)

denotes tnre rþeacëtr in nany of Scovorodars works: llre dove, ( a Bibli-
ca1. e¡mbol of purity and innocence)¡ reats upon a rocky crag (s¡rurbolic of

God, as the Eock of Agee), eumounded by a great (toÍeterous) ocean, a

figure of the periehing nater{.al uor1d. Talcen together Ít nea¡s: rrOn sta-

bility I resttt (rrNa aezyblemosti pochivaiut'r.. U

, ând then, after the BiblicaL basis of creation, Skovoroda constncted

1

Bonch-Bruevicb, .9Ê. g!!.¡ pp. 3I+O-3+1..
t .r pp, 1o4, 1o?t 46?.
z-/ chyzhevsrkyi, 9Ê. gi9.¡ p. 1l{O.
+ Bonch-Bnrevich, .9¡.. 9i!.r pp. 1g8t 265.

This fountain vhich
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hie rtsabbathtf oyabol ehowing that after six daye of "toilft (depicting the

proceae of penetrating the períshable tr€xternailitytt), there was desigaated

a day of ltreêtro (Cf. Genesis, Cbapter 'l). Thue, after hav:ing [toiledrr

iu ovencoming the flLesh, nan can nou reet and celebrate his trfriendshiprf

wÍth God. 1

On the.basls of theee synbole and philosophic descriptions, the

Uk¡ainÍan phit-osopher-nriter by his teachings and personal lfving exanple

denonetrated that l.iving in harnony uith God and in accord u.ith nature

was the ouly way that ¡ran could remain sinulta.neously detacbed fron and

bappy in the uorLd,

would be ÍrpoesibLe to separate Srovorodats philoeophy from the

nanner ia nhich he Lived his orm l,ife1 for the Latter was eynbolic of

everything he believed and taugbt. Vladinir Erri ha.dr in fact, devoted

half of his study on Skovoroda to an examination of the philosopherrs

pereonal, life because rrto knov hie l.Ífe was to knou hio phiLosopryrr. 2

.'
In conlusion, one sho-uLd be avare that Scovorodare philosophy nas

intended not only for careful study and neditation, but nore inportantly,

for practical inplenentation. Unforturateily, rr . . the average intelLect-

ual and yôutb of our day are incLined to utter the nane of H.rAhory Stovo-

roda rrith reverencer but tbey are rrdilsfy to become enthueiaetic about

his sayÍngs or to turrr to hin for advice Ín natters of heart and nind.tr J

Tbis, according to S<ovoroda, eymbolizes a return to superstition and

idol-worship.

1

Bonch-Bn¡evich, g. gi!.,
t *o, g, cit. t p. 4.
J D"lob*, gg. cit. ,'p. 6?.

pp. 55, 224t 232t 238, J1O, 486.

ì:.j:' ",;:'.'iì1 ..r'.-:,
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Surunary - Skovorodars entire philosophy appears to be stnrctured upon the

found.atíonal prenise that everythÍng Ín the universe is composed of dis-

tinctive visible and invisible characteristÍcs which, when taken together,

cotspose one inse¡rarable and harmonious unity. The invisible nature, often

defi¡ed as God, 
,penetratee 

and sustains the visible creation and thereby

occupiee a pLace of unquestioned pre-eminence over it.

; I¡ each of hie pb.ilosopbio thenés concerning God, the Material

World¡ the BibLe, ¡,fan, and IfappiDéBS1 Skovoroda ËeemÊ to be nore inter-

ested in devisÍng nethods to sinplify tbe eeeential nenni.ng of these

various metaphysicaf. coqcepte rather than creating new Syetens of thougbt

about then.

By neane of vivid einilee, striking antitheticaL comparieone, and

appropriate symbolic inages and illustratione, the llkrainian philosopher

ehows that nan can auccesofully penetrate the deceptive exterlor appear-

anceÊ of the vieible worild and discover tbe concealed tnrths inherent in

the invieible nature which is i¡nma¡ent in all things"

Skovor"oda concluded that'nan, having solved the mystery of the

duel-natured universe, now entered the haven of genuine huuan happineso

for he had erperienced spin"itual. regeneration and thus re-established a

Lo49 Iosü friendehip and intimacy with Crod.

ir::

t,
.
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The primary,objectíve of this thesie consisted in approaching

Skovorodars creative works fron the etand¡nint of his s¡rmbolic imagee

and philosophic terminology in an effort to show that they played a major

.:-,:.,'.,role in the simplification of his entire metaphysicaS- thought.

An assessnent of Skovoroda¡e place in intellectual tradition re-

veaLed that his worldwide recognitlon lra6 impeded by rnany obstacles and

prob1.ems.rdiththe6everecensorshípoflr.iscreat,iveworks,noechoo1
:'

of thought wae able to emerge after Skovorodar s death to preserve his 
,,i,:,.t,,

rich t-egacy for future generations. i:'::':

Il¡rthermorer a lack of scholarly conparative phil-osophical studiee

on Slcovoroda seemed to support the vien that his thought wae too obscure

and unsystematic for serious acadenic consÍderation. Having underesti-

rnated and mísunderstood the ph:ilosopherrs method of phil"osophic and

literary expression, nany varied and often fal-sifÍed interpretatione on

his life, works, and influence froon began to appear in pubtr-ication. 
i

In recent years, inadequate transLations and reproductions of the

pbilosopherrs original texts, along wíth'the Lack of suitabLe gcovorodian 
1,,,,
,'- ..'

dictionaries and lexicons, have hindered the progresq of study and research ' ,'
..::':,,:

in this a¡ea of Ukrainian philosophy and literature. In addition, the :::

cuuent state of linited biogaaphical.,/archival research and the inadequate
.

editíons of Skovorodars Ïrorks themselves have done little to simplify

the study of that lJkrainia¡ philosopher-writer such that he continues to i,r,ii:-a:

be deníed a place of rightful prorninence in world philosophical círcIes.

like nany other world-renown philosophers, Skovoroda enrplOyed. a

s¡rsten of symbolic images and a new philosophic vocabularXr in his works in

order to describe the intense metaphysÍcal thoughts and e¡rotions he had
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experienced dëep sithin his inner nan.

According to Skovoroda, s¡rnbolic thinking originated in Egrptian,

Greek,and'Persianantiquityinthefornofenb1emsandhierog1¡phicgand.

were designed to express profound religious thoughta aud feelings into a

tanglble comprehendable form. It uas not long, however, before ttris art .,, ,.''' ;l

. déteriorated into superstitious idol-worship when later generations lost

their rrdouble-vÍsionrt and began to consider the inage as en end in itseLf,

rather than as the intended neane to an end. :.' ; l: i:- 
,::.::.
. :.".:'

Under the inflLuence of Platonic and Bib}ica1 thought, the ancient
1..,. -',.

netbod of syrnbolizing intangible ideas and concepts was revived and later ,,',,..,':
widely used by the Alexandrian Schoo1 and the plrilosopbers of the Weet.

By the time of Skovoroda¡ eynbols had becone a popular forn of ¡neditation

and. contenplation in XVIII& Ûkraine, but with the amival of the Ronanti.c 
,

i

novement in the beginning of the XI)$ century, they soon disappeared into 
l

rapid obscurity. ,I

As an ardent student of philosophy'and tþeolog¡y, the llkrainian

phiJ.osopher-writer wae naturally greatl¡¡ influenced by the synbolic thorrght

-of, the ancient Greek and Roman nystics, the Church Fathers, and the Western 
,':,

philosophere. Yet, besides the Bibfe, Do other eingle work infl,uenced , ,',

Skovorodaf s o¡era}I creativity more tha¡r the Sïqbol,a et gnblemata published ¡ '..

Henrykh in A¡nsterda¡r in 1?O5.by Vetstenyi Henrykh in A¡nsterdas¡ in 1705.

Coupled with hia enblenatic Ínages (shich were often depicted ín

graphic fom), Skovorodare philosophic vocabulary, along w:ith his ùialog- 
,,:,,,,,,,,

i ": 
:'-'

ueÊ, antitheses, and principl"e of |tcyclic motiontf (Kolovorot), greatLy

simplified the nore dif,ficult aepects of his complex ptriloeophl¡.

$ríe dissertation has revealed that Skovorodars entire philosophy
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Ísetn¡ctureduponthefoundationaIprenisethatever7thingintbeuaiverse

is composed of distinctive visible and invisible characteristics which,

'wh1n talcen together, compose one ínseparable and hainonious unity. Tt¡e

invisible nature, often defined as God, penetrates aüd sustâins the visible

cy over it. I,

tr\¡rthermore, in eacb of hie philosophic therqee concerning God, the

Materia1Hor1d,theBÍb1erMan'andHappÍne8a'itwasfoundthatSkovoroda

fferent ways and neans to ,,.,' .:::'
.: :i: ..

si4ptify the essential ueaning of these various concepte, rather than in

f vivÍd 
':'-,':'

siniles, striking antithetÍcal conparisons, and appropriate symbolic irnages

and íllustrations, the llkraÍnian phfioeopher revealed that rnan can succes-

sfully penetrate the deceptive exterior appearancea of tbe visible world 
i

anddiscovertheconcealedtn¡thsinherentintheinvisib1e.uaturewhich

is innanent in all thinge.

Skovoroda concLuded that nan, havlng now solved the myste¡y of the

duaL-natured universe, could finally enter the haven of genuine hunàn

happiness, for through his spiritual regeneration he had thue re-eståblished
,,.., ,his long loet friendship and intinacy with God. :i'.:':
'''

On the basis of this symbolic approach, it was found that tbere is ,',,',,',,

substantial evÍde¡ce in the works of Scovoroda to emp¡nrt the contention '

that his philosophy ca:r be greatly.oinplified and more easily comprehended

wh.enever he is stuùied and subsequentl,y evaluated fror¡ the symboLic poi.nt 
,,,,,,r,;,,

of víew ratber than by the'superficial neans of Literal interpretation.

The preceding investigation of the role of s¡rnbols in Shovoroda

nay be considered as a nere introduction to the topic when víewed in terus

of its potential research possibilities. There are at least five najor
: i,:ìi.,,

areaE where addÍtional research sould se¡:l/e to enhance the posítion of
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current etudies concerning the place and purpose of e¡rnbols in the works

of Skovoroda.

. In the first place, there is a genuine need for the compitr-ation of

a reliable dictÍonary and lexicon whicb would erplain the intrinsic mean-

ings of the nany philosophic a¡d aynbolic words and phraeeg used by Scovo-

roda throughout,Ïris creative norks- This could be foilowed by an in-depth

study and erplanation of t¡picaL s¡r:mbole as they were enployed in the

works of Slcovorodate contenporariee during the age of baroque literature

in XVïIIË century Ukraine.

A coruprehensive conparison of s¡rmbols as they were used by Skovo-

roda and hie contenporaries, together with a study of Skovorodars vorks

as conpared to BÍblical synbologr would be extrenely beneficial. FÍna11y,

uith the publication of scholarly tra¡rslations of Skovorodars collected

works Ínto the nodern Ukrainian and Þrgl"ish languages¡ where the transla-

tion faces the original text and contaíns appropriate conments and expJ.ana-

tions in footnote forn, the uorks of Skovoroda r¡ou1d gain wider readerehip

and popul"arity thereby enabling hin to be recognized as one of tbe worLdrs

leaðing philosophêr€i.,
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TIGURE # 6
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( A copy of a ncwly-found lettcr by Skovorode).'

SourcÕ! Slcovorodar Povne Zibrannia Tr¡oriv 19?3, ÍT., p. J61.
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FIGIIRE # 9
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Source: Chyzhevarkylr iNqrl'eIr 
.9p. gå!.r p., 58.



-\

a, o É o 9.

Þ
()

ol
t

ct
<

Ð
N

P
.lr

F
O o< Ê
n

p,
f

o< A
P

.
Q

r
lt ål

E
<

tlF
,

fr
.l 

-
ot

cl
tlð ol

g
fil

l¡. Iu
.

cl
ll

¡t
¡

8r
o

ol
ö .a

.?
 r

.,
E

l 
lF

!
dl

É
O

¡
F

J*
I r 

)t
d a

Ð O
F oo E
^ .'¡ 'l\

) 
o

.J o rà
{ o t1 F

T
A

6n
hu

t 
l.

(1
6 

e¡
rn

bo
Ll

c 
e¡

c¡
tc

hc
c 

ac
 t

hc
y 

ap
pc

ar
 ln

 th
c 

sy
nb

ot
î,c

t 
cm

Þ
re

nà
tr

 t
 1

?o
5)

.

l=
rj H G
) ct Ð t{ ìs o



FIGURE # 11
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Jf¡¡. lO, 18,'tt, 19. l¡taanp.u ic A.ucrep,ùtt.vcb,il¡r oCu.uao¡ie i e.u6-.tc.ut,.1705 p..

S¡rnbollc cngravlngs fron thr Synbola et
q4þþ4qtq publlahcd in Aaetcr.'ilan in'1?O,

Souroc: Chyzhcvr'lcy1, I!9tr9,, 9!. 91!. t p. 57.
cription of thccc e¡roboLr, ccc p. 166.
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A rcproductLon of various cnblen¡
Alrteiat (tO, publLahocl tI¡ 1608)r

fron Cancrarius (l-9),
and BoshLlu¡ (1'l).

1,., 'i,:. :
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Sourcc: Chyzhcvstkyi, Mg!!!gr 9p. É., p.96 (a). For e d?-
tailcd dcocrl.ption of thcee cnblcmsr rcc p. 211.
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Moth hqvcrfnE above a candlc
fron frAlfevytr il1 bt¡kvar mJrrtrr'

il;i.,,:',;i:::1

Skovoroda, gp. gi9., p.'160 (a).
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FIGURE # 14
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TIGURE # 15

Îf . . unfortunata Narcie6ü! o .ll
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bushy-taLlcd aninaL rUns ghncing backuarda, ,

rcscnbll¡t a ¡roLfq

- from ttÂl-farrytr i1i bukvar mJrran.

Source: Skovoroda, Povnc ZLbrqln:Ll lvorlv'- 197j¡ Ir pp. :45.t-452.
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Source : Skovoroda, lqvno .Zibrennla vo4v, 1773t I, p. 45j.
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Sourcc: Skovoroda, Povnr Zibrandl .f\roqfv':, t9W, T, p. 457'.
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ttBushca, shrubr . . . a fruLt-bearing aeed, La-
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- fron ttAlfavytr itri bt¡kvar'¡¡/rrrro
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Sourcrí Skovoroda, Povnc Zibra¡nia Tvo¡iy-, 197jt I, p. 459.
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Death

Dfegran adaptcd
{Iluctrattng thc

B:çr:rer"aÌ;ion

Just,ice

LifeÏ¡âtI

fron H. LcÍeegang: Paul"qq-e,1-g Dc-nk-qt, tpz, 1923,
prlncLplc of ANTIT-I{ESIIS and ttKOLOVOROrIrf .

Sourcc: Chyzhevefkyl, IggÍg¡,, 9,. 9!!r, p. 45.




