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	“Who has thought the deepest loves the most living

	Who has investigated the world understands high youth.”

	Friedrich Hölderlin

	 

	
 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	I dedicate this publication to Prof. Roberto Valle, who introduced me to Eastern European history, Russian-European relations, and Eastern European political thought.

	As an enthusiast scholar of the subject, I have investigated the existential perspective of the glocalist model of collective identity – crossed by biographical elements – opposite to the Westphalian one
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Preface

	It is possible to conceive of Europe as a series of dichotomies. They might be geographic in nature – East-West or North-South. They might be religious – Protestant-Catholic or Christian-Muslim. Or they might be schematic – advanced-backwards or enlightened-unenlightened. Maps can be drawn in this fashion. So can historical arguments be fashioned and judgments rendered. The great appeal of Dr. Renata Gravina’s study, Three Russian Glocalist Intellectuals in Europe, is that it avoids dichotomies. It is a book of intersections and syntheses, some of them intellectually brilliant, some of them bizarre, some of them mysterious. The intersections follow from the biographies of Dr. Gravina’s three subjects, and they follow as well from the chaos of the twentieth century, which uprooted the lives of so many, intellectuals among them, and in the process mixed ideas and philosophical legacies. Dr. Gravina captures this aspect of twentieth-century history with nuance and with precision.

	Three Russian Glocalist Intellectuals accomplishes three multiple ends. One is to deepen the understand of a Russian element within twentieth-century European culture. This understanding tends to be dominated by literature, by the great Russian writers who left either the Russian Empire or the Soviet Union and like Vladimir Nabokov in one generation and Aleksander Solzhenitsyn in another became widely read and widely influential in Europe. Dr. Gravina explores other sides of the sizable Russian diaspora initiated by the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917, concentrating on the history of ideas. She demonstrates that her three subjects were, among other things, shapers of European culture. They brought the uniqueness of their perspective to the writing they did in Europe, and they brought the uniqueness of their experience. In this manner, Europe played host to reckonings with the Soviet Union by those who had been exiled by it. Europe also played host to the afterlife of the Russian Empire, its life cut short in 1917, though its imprint on ideas and on the formulation of ideas endured well into the twentieth century.

	Another of Dr. Gravina’s insights is into the sheer variety of Russian intellectual culture. Too often analyses of Russian culture – after 1917 – have used the Revolution as the ultimate benchmark, separating Russians into supporters or opponents of the Bolshevik experiment. Dr. Gravina charts an alternate path, a splintering of an epochal and global event, the creation of the Soviet Union, into dozens upon dozens of local realities. The Revolution had itself been caused by a Russian engagement with European ideas. A consequence of the Revolution was to continue this engagement, though often in ways that had conservative rather than radical overtones. A sub-theme of Dr. Gravina’s book are the religious reverberations in the minds of her subjects, religion in general and Christianity in particular providing a means for Dr. Gravina’s subjects to navigate the relationship between the global and the world-historical on the one hand and the recalcitrance of the local on the other. Three Russian Glocalist Intellectuals can be read as a book that connects the pre-1917 Russian environments with the Russia that emerged from the Soviet Union in 1991, though not in a way that can be reduced to any single thesis statement.

	A third contribution of Dr. Gravina’s is to merge the Russian and the European storylines of her book. At a moment when a terrible war begun by Russia is isolating Russia from Europe and Europe from Russia, it is worth pausing contemplating the logic of isolation. Dr. Gravina does so as a historian, and she does so by exploring a phenomenon that is the opposite of isolation – the tendency in the world of ideas for borders to get crossed and sometimes to get erased. For the past three centuries, Russia has assimilated enormous amounts of European culture, while being a part of the European state system. For these same centuries, it has never really been possible to say where Europe ends and where Russia begins; Europe and Russia shade into one another. Dr. Gravina’s study is a meditation on this complicated dynamic. Between the global and the local is a Europe that is not quite a continent, a Europe not necessarily contiguous with the Russian Empire or the Soviet Union and a Europe that would be inconceivable without Russia. This may well be a contradiction or set of contradictions. If so, it is a very interesting set of contradictions, to which the perfect introduction is Three Russian Glocalist Intellectual in Europe by Dr. Renata Gravina.

		Michael Kimmage

	Professor of history 
      at the Catholic University of America

	 

	 

	
Introduction

	The purpose of this study is to examine and highlight the relevant connections between three different Russian intellectuals active in the European political life during the first part of last century: Vladimir Zabughin (St. Petersburg, 1880-Vinschgau, 1923), Aleksandr Kojève (Moscow, 1902-Brussels, 1968) and Iona Jean Gottmann (Kharkiv, 1915-Oxford, 1994)1.

	The philologist Zabughin, the philosopher Kojève and the geographer Gottmann – representatives of an imperial Russian intellectualism who escaped from the motherland – were united, first and foremost, by emigration. Their sense of uprooting and the desire to appropriate a homeland outside one’s own are the existential starting point of the scholar profiles proposed in this study. All of them had the opportunity to interweave their own existence by inserting it into the dynamic reality of the twentieth-century European intellectuality and contribute, in this way, to what is called the emigr’kult (the Culture of Emigration), a term coined in reference to the burgeoning intellectual complexity generated as novum by the intersection of different cultures. From 1905, and even more so from 1917, the White Russia (Belaja Rossija) represented a multifaceted phenomenon of opposition to Bolshevism outside the borders of the motherland. Russian émigrés sought to create a community, to forge links, to resist total assimilation and to reconstitute a culture outside the borders (za granicami) with their host society. The exiles had quickly realised that an important period of Russian history and culture was irretrievably over, and were dramatically aware that they were living at the threshold of an epoch.

	The belief in a Glocalist 2 perspective uniting the Russian thinkers corresponds to an ideal of communities within virtual ideological, economic, theological, or spiritual intra- or trans-territorial boundaries, in antithesis to the Westphalian model of collective identity related to the well-defined State territorial boundaries drawn in Europe, especially after the 1648 Westphalian peace, after the Thirty Years’ War. Besides, the history of Eastern Europe began as a subject of glocalist study, because it interprets reality through the connection between major geopolitical scenarios and the trajectories of national or community subjects that have redrawn borders, identities, and models of power. Unlike in Western Europe, where nationality and state often coincide, Eastern Europe has seen theories of multiple nationalities within the same political entity, as well as linguistic and cultural emancipation movements. 

	Zabughin, Kojève and Gottmann were deeply immersed in Glocalism, not only as an independent value system, but also as a discerning perspective on international relations. The three intellectuals were Glocalists in the sense that they underwent a process of uprooting and partial dissolution of their original collective identity, ultimately arriving at a renewed one, as a consequence of the osmosis of multiple value systems. The dialectical, ideological character of the Russian thinkers’ convictions appears evident within the scope of their political action and intellectual mission, encompassed in the first half of the twentieth century. Moreover, the three also introduced a transnational perspective on international relations, as opposed to a defined state boundary. In their view, the national vision was of paramount ideological-systemic value.

	 Indeed, if nation-states historically had the absolute power to decide within their territorial sovereignty, this mechanism has been overwhelmed by globalization, the process as a result of which nation-states and their sovereignty are conditioned and connected transversely by transnational actors, their power chances, their orientations, identities, and networks. In three different ways, the three intellectuals understood the profound significance of the decline of the idea of Europe and identified in the protean reality of modernity the non-place of the future arrangement of the globe. In this sense, Zabughin, Gottmann and Kojève are epigones of that primarily resigned globalism of those who oppose events in their purest and deepest unfolding.

	Zabughin, belonging to a family of civil servants, had distinguished himself as a young man in St. Petersburg for brilliant studies in literature and music, and had landed in Italy in 1903 to perfect his studies. 

	Italy, particularly Rome, had become his new home when, partly because of the 1905 revolution, the impossibility of continuing his studies at the Petersburg university convinced him not to return to Russia. 

	Zabughin pursued his religious, musical and philological interests, developing them successfully in Italy, partly due to the free teaching of humanistic philology given at the Sapienza University of Rome. 

	As for his religious interests, after attending the Basilian monastery of St. Mary of Grottaferrata under the leadership of Abbot Arsenio II Pellegrini Zabughin had, likewise, converted from Orthodoxy to Greek-rite Catholicism. 

	Between 1910 and 1921, Zabughin had been among the main animators and editors of the magazine Rome and the East, a publication published by the Grottaferrata Abbey to promote the union of the Churches. From that time on, and thanks to Zabughin’s efforts, criticism of Russian secularization and advocacy of an ecumenical church had taken shape in Russian emigration. The same journal indicated the aim of dispelling misunderstandings, the darkness of ignorance, malice, jealousy, and unrestrained passions, in the sweet and calm light of impartial history which could be neither Greek nor Latin, but only true or false.

	While Zabughin’s scholarly activity opened up new perspectives for the study of the Renaissance and humanism, the Petersburg intellectual’s efforts were torn between his attempt to orient society on the problem of the Union of Churches and his war mission to Russia in 1917, when he was commissioned by the government in Rome to illustrate in Russia the characteristics of war.

	The study highlights Zabughin’s mission in revolutionary Russia. This mission took on multiple meanings because, from the point of view of the Russian philologist, the total commitment spent in the struggle for religious freedom and the liberation of Russia within the Entente was the consequence of a true intellectual apostolate. 

	For Zabughin, the possibility of uniting East and West in the universal commonality of Christian and democratic faith seemed a powerful impetus for action, but his hopes of playing a political-cultural role in Italy and Russia were in fact frustrated by the turn of revolutionary events, and the contextual situation of turmoil that Italy also experienced in the Red Two Years. 

	Zabughin had initially believed in the possibility that Italian-Russian relations could be a vehicle of salvation for New Russia (a term referring to the White anti-Bolshevik Russia, considered new). However, it was precisely the disappointment caused by the political, religious and spiritual obstacles he encountered in Russia as envoy in 1917 that made him sceptical about the possibility of salvation for a Russia now secularised and prey to madness. 

	With the revolution of February 1917 there had been a serious, if temporary, impression in Italy that there would be a government in Russia led by the Allies, in accordance with an instinctive capitalist solidarity (of which Ciccotti spoke in l’Avanti in 1917) which would have seek ways and terrain of action in Europe in the face of the orientations of the Russian revolution. 

	The question of White Russia led to a patchwork of misunderstandings and inconsistent actions, including complicity in the war effort. On the other hand, the prospect of a democratic outcome opposed to Bolshevism, which the Allies had tried to induce in Russia’s civil war prey – first by supporting the Provisional Government of the Duma and later by the myriad military attempts at anti-Bolshevism put in place by the Volunteer Army – was abandoned (perhaps prematurely) for fear of the spread of revolutionary ferment in the rest of Europe. 

	Zabughin’s recipe for disrupting Russian nihilism had been direct, and it unified intervention by the Entente forces against revolutionary politics (the revolution in the absence of spontaneity, led by the Germanic lieutenants). 

	After the capitulation the general vision of the future of Europe remained, a future in which Russia also had to take its place. Zabughin’s idea of Eastern Europe was primarily an ecumenical and cultural vision. In it, the “Mad Giant” (an epithet Zabughin applied to imperial Russia) was to unravel its knots of cultural affinity, especially in the belief in the ecumenism of Christianity. On the other hand, in Zabughin’s transnational idea the new national consciousness of Soviet Russia (after 1918) had to solve the problem of allogens by absorbing them in order to avoid a return to the demon of destruction. 

	Kojève (born Kojevnikov), the son of wealthy shopkeepers, became an Enemy of the People for the Bolsheviks with the October Revolution of 1917, and was forced to flee. 

	In January 1920 he fled Moscow and settled in Germany, where he studied for a doctorate at the University of Heidelberg. Having obtained his doctorate in philosophy and oriental languages, Kojève decided to move to Paris and, from 1926, to carry out research at the École pratique des hautes études (the same place where, in 1933, he gave his famous lectures on Hegelian phenomenology). 

	This study highlights, in this context, a project of political and strategic geography that he developed in 1945, at the end of the Second World War, around the figure of Charles De Gaulle. After several years of intense study and philosophical teaching, Kojève lived a second life as a statesman, in his quality of secret bureaucrat in the French administration. 

	After 1945, unable to become a professor in France with a German doctorate, Kojève turned to Robert Marjolin, who had just been appointed head of the Directorate of Foreign Economic Relations at the French Ministry of Economy and Finance (DREE). Marjolin appointed Kojève as a consultant for the Ministry, and from this privileged position Kojève drew up a geopolitical project for France in the imperial context. 

	Kojève’s idea was that if De Gaulle’s France wanted to play a role in the world politics of the victors – the United States and the Soviet Union – it would have to present itself as the founder of an alliance between peoples related by being Romanised, culturally Catholic, and of Latin-Western civilisation. 

	Such a project, which Westphalian De Gaulle never even considered, was based on the Glocalist idea of trans-nationality and trans-statehood in the absence of precise borders, nourishing Kojève’s spiritual and ideological idea of the End of History as the implementation of a now understood order, namely the alignment of peripheral provinces. 

	Born into a Franco-Dutch family of Jewish entrepreneurs who had settled in the Russian Empire, Gottmann was orphaned when he fled with his adoptive family to Constantinople, and then he arrived in Paris in 1921 as a stateless person. Gottmann combined the study of geography with that of law, and became the assistant and collaborator of Albert Demangeon, an epigone of French human geography. 

	Gottmann’s life, similarly to Zabughin and Kojève, was marked by transfers, journeys, reconsiderations and tears. For 20 years Gottmann lived in France, but in 1940 he had to leave Paris because of the German occupation, and from 1941 he moved to Princeton and then to Washington, where he continued his studies. 

	The distinctive element of Gottmann’s geographical study is his observations and studies related to urban geography and, more generally, his contribution to political geography through the category of compartmentalisation (enclosure). For Gottmann, the political enclosure of geographical space should be understood as the product of the interaction between flows of movement and symbolic systems (regional iconographies). Interpreting Charles-Louis Montesquieu’s teaching Gottmann insisted upon the relations between physical differentiation and the variety of political characters and organisations on the surface of the globe. For Gottmann, rather than physical geography, the compartmentalization of space stems from the diversity of human geography; it is the flow of traffic that organizes space and differentiates it – underlining, on the one hand, the impact of human psychology and, on the other, that of accessibility (main divisions actually appear in the minds of individuals). The overall functioning of the human symbolic systems link the identity of a community to the region in which it is located. For Gottmann, regional iconographies refer to the dynamics of circulation in geographical space. Taken to its extreme, the search for security through the reinforcement of local iconography leads to the exclusion from the same territory on which the settled community is located of those who identify with different regional iconographies, and the two exoduses of Gottmann, who belonged to a persecuted minority, explicitly confirm this.

	The concept of regional iconography seems to have been new in the landscape of human geography at the time of Gottmann. Gottmann’s geographical idea is certainly an appendage of French human geography indebted to scholars like Paul Vidal de La Blanche and in discontinuity with the German geopolitics of Friedrich Ratzel and especially Karl Haushofer on living space. German determinism and organicism are the two traits contested by the school of human geography inherited from Gottmann. Human geography conceive possibilism what interpretive category based on the belief that the causal link between physical factors and human activity acts in a restrictive sense (i.e., that the geographical environment places limits on human choices) and that they try to use geographical conditions in their favor. According to Gottmann the process of circulation and stasis of human movements is considered a continuous alternating cycle that is the subject of study in the local but especially international perspective, as an interpretative element of the rise and decline of certain political forms over time.

	Gottmann also belongs to the circle of Glocalists. His heuristics tends to read this dialectical dynamic between geographical and political factors in terms of movement: in terms of spatial oscillations between moments of opening and moments of closing, historical-geographical space tends to produce communities and their boundaries. Compartmentalisation is produced, fixed and broken in various successive stages.

	 

	
Chapter 1
Italy and Russia in Zabughin’s Mysticism3
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	1.1.      Zabughin and the 1917’s Russian Apostolate4

	The plurality of the revolutionary components operating in 1917 became manifest in the events of February and October. The intertwining of the war-revolution binomial has been the subject of comparison within the emigr’kult 5 (the culture of Russian political and intellectual emigration formulated in European hermeneutic circles).

	The Russian intelligentsia 6, in particular that of emigration, interpreted the events of 1917 through literary, philosophical, historiosophical, semiotic-historical, and historiographical cultural categories7. Besides, the socio-political and historiographical perspectives seem essential to recognize the different images and expectations that emerged from the revolutions of February and October 1917 respectively, both on the part of Russian emigration in Europe, and on the part of European diplomats.

	Vittorio Strada8 underlines how the historiographical debate on the interpretation of the two revolutions has often formulated a parallel between the French Revolution and the Russian Revolution of October 1917. According to Strada, on the contrary, a correct parallel should be with the Russian Revolution of February 1917 9, since the latter and the French Revolution were equally bourgeois 10. Strada lists, among the characteristics that made the Russian revolution of October 1917 unique, the organizational tenacity, the character of compactness and internationality of the Bolsheviks and, finally, the image of the revolution that Bolshevism created through the control of the soviets and propaganda in newspapers and magazines11.

	A historiography on Russia in the year 1917 requires an effort to interpret that revolutionary complexity manifesting itself polyphonically as an emanation of multiple and contrasting voices in the different phases of 1917 (between the first and second revolutions). In the field of international relations, some scholars12 including Vittorio Strada13, Roberto Valle14, Giorgio Petracchi15 have contextually analyzed those heterogeneous components that acted, both in the revolutionary phases of 1917 and subsequently. In particular, in his “Revolutionary Russia” ’s introduction Petracchi raises the issue of the prejudicial attitude of the Italian government towards Russia, dictated by emotional elements, with a mix of ideology and realism influencing historical stereotypes of Italian politics. 
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