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Preface

Is Orthodox Christianity compatible with (Westempdernity? Does Or-
thodox Christianity accept at least some fundanteateomplishments of
modernity, such as the inviolable individual humaghts? What role do
the problematic relations between Orthodox and ®asChristianity in
history play in this context? These questions pretacomplex and multi-
dimensional issues that cannot be answered in argersweeping way.
One thing is certain: there have historically besany problems in differ-
ent Orthodox cultures due to the import and infaeenf Western moder-
nity. The virulent Orthodox anti-Westernism accaufdr this. Orthodox
reactions also stem from the fact that modernipatuas often identified
with Westernization in earlier periods. Yet, theyweoncept of moderniza-
tion underwent significant changes in recent desa@specially in the
wake of the ongoing globalization, and was deprietis exclusive West-
ern contours. The possibility of a “syncretic madst’, adapted to local
cultural, social and political conditions, is naitegorically ruled out any
more. As a result, the discourse on “multiple mades” (S. Eisenstadt)
beyond the Western one has become a dominantmpafténought in con-
temporary social and cultural sciences. In thislireg there may thus be a
particular way to modernity for Orthodox culturesveell.

Things are, however, not as straight-forward ag s2m to be. This is
because numerous Orthodox clerics and thinkerdudimg the official
body of the Orthodox Church, have often voicedagu# of and objections
to the most basic tenets of modernity. The conteamydOrthodox critique
of the individual human rights is a case in polntactual fact, these Or-
thodox thinkers challenge the entire humanistic Emetal background of
the modern concepts as a consequence of seculamizatstead, they ar-
gue from a traditional and normative perspectivié lsbund to the pre-
modern period, but at the same time embedded imibgern discursive
universe. The Orthodox Church of Russia, for exampas in a series of
documents since the collapse of the Soviet Unidicially formulated its
own views on a variety of issues related to modriihis is a rather un-
usual phenomenon in the broader Orthodox world,fandother Orthodox
Churches have taken similar steps so far. It is thwelcome development
in many respects. It clearly shows that OrthodoxisBianity is willing to
address the issues related to modernity and ttdidels not solely remain



attached to its “glorious past.” But, at the saimef these documents re-
veal several crucial characteristics of the OrthxoGdristian tradition and
culture, which differentiate it in a fundamentalywaom Western Christi-
anity.

The seventh issue of thierfurter Vortrage zur Kulturgeschichte des
Orthodoxen Christentumsontains the contribution of Professor Alexander
Agadjanian, who is an expert on the social, cultara religious changes
effected in the post-Soviet era and how they affecdsian Orthodoxy. His
interests lie, among other things, in the analgéithe official documents
produced by the Orthodox Church of Russia, thegkbeound, implica-
tions and significance. This is exactly what thesent issue, which goes
back to a lecture given at the University of Erfont October 8, 2008, is
about. Agadjanian performs a close reading of seoent documents con-
cerning the crucial issue of human rights from ath@dox Christian per-
spective. He analyzes how the Orthodox Church cfsRuhas gradually
articulated its own vision regarding human rightsupnded in the Orthodox
Christian tradition and how it takes part in thggoimg discussion about the
universality of human rights. In addition, he sha¥ws areas in which the
Russian Orthodox vision of human rights divergesnfrrelated Western
concepts and the consequences thereof.

Professor Agadjanian promptly provided us with wréten version of
his lecture to be published in this series andihkhhim for this. My thanks
also go to my new secretary, Ann-Christin Jahnyels as to the doctoral
students at the University of Erfurt, Brigitte Kamel3er and Sebastian
Rimestad, who have in different ways decisivelytabated to the prepara-
tion of this publication.

Erfurt, December 2008

Vasilios N. Makrides



Russian Orthodox Vision of Human Rights:

Recent Documents and Their Significance

Alexander Agadjanian

Introduction

This paper was prompted by my study of an ongoielate around the
concept and practice of human rights, initiatedtty Russian Orthodox
Church since the end of 1990s. Being initially pnagjc and political, this
debate later acquired a wider scope and depth taycipon most profound
discourses and meanings of the religious and @llttadition. It became a
debate on human nature, linked to the emqtiablématiqueof religious an-
thropology and political philosophy, the notionsfifedom, dignity, mod-
ernity, civil society, and others.

It is no wonder that the issue of “human rightg,ttee “rights talk” be-
came the prime trigger of the debate. The Russivateé is a belated ver-
sion of a major discussion started with the 1948 ‘IDdclaration of Hu-
man Rights.” The Declaration of 1948, echoing tretanical 17-18" cen-
tury prototypes (British, American, and French<if rights and declara-
tions), shaped a surprisingly enduring and prawgilanguage, a new “se-
mantic universe;” Elie Wiesel called it “world-wigecular religion” (Wie-
sel 1999, 3); Michael Ignatieff called it “the ling franca of global moral
thought” (Ignatieff 2001, 320).

Reflections on these matters can be fountihe Bases of the Social Concept of the
Russian Orthodox Churcadopted at the Jubilee Bishops’ Council in 2008-(O
novy 2000); also in a few conceptual articles mi#d in the late 1990s and in the
early 2000s; then in a series of discussions aadguncements in the mid-2000s,
of which the most interesting was a round-tabléAugust 2004 at the Moscow
Danilov Monastery called “Freedom and Personal DygrOrthodox and Liberal
Vision” (Round-Table 2004); in thBeclaration on Human Rights and Dignity
approved by the World Russian Congress in April@2eclaration 2006); and fi-
nally, in the document of 2008 he Bases of the Russian Orthodox Teaching on
Dignity, Freedom and Human Right®snovy 2008)This paper is mostly based
upon the last text, with a few references on tle¥ipus ones.
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However, the “rights talk,” or the human rights adiarse (hereafter:
HRD), has been constantly defied by various fotbas rejected its claim
of universality. The HRD was criticized by the so@t governments; by
Islamic and Asian thinkers and politicians; by VWestMarxists and post-
modernists. The Russian Orthodox search for anmnaliee to “human-
rightism” is but the last example from this list@fltural responseslever-
theless, despite the ongoing debate and critictsam all sides, the lan-
guage of human rights continues to be in vogue pathdoxically, even
the critics, finally, do accept this language, amolens nolensinscribe
themselves into this “semantic universe.” One of ofyectives is to at-
tempt to analyze this paradoxical acceptance-thraafusal.

In what follows | will analyze the recent, most qu@hensive official
document adopted by the Russian Church at the Bi§lgop Council,
called The Bases of the Russian Orthodox Teaching on ®igiRreedom
and Human Right¢Osnovy 2008) (hereafter: Document), making ita-an
lytical overview and then an attempt to grasp Merall cultural signifi-
cance.

The Analysis of the 2008 Official Document on Human
Rights

(a) Soteriological significance of the project

Since the end of the 1990s the notion of “humahtsiyj or what we can
call “the human rights discourse,” along with th@ions of “dignity” and
“freedom,” became of increasingly frequent usehim publications and dis-
cussions of the Church establishment (mostly inDepartment of Exter-
nal Relations of the Moscow Patriarchate) and Orthddgxwriters. In the
beginning these discussions were polemically tadyeigainst the human
rights NGOs, who have unreasonably usurped, acuprtti Church au-
thors, the entire ideology and practice of humaghts. Instead, Christian
Orthodox intended to propose their own, alternatigeon of human rights,
with a different foundational approach and withfelént orientations and
emphases.

Why is it important, in the opinion of the Churdi, engage in the
HRD? It is because, as Metropolitan Kirill of Smw& and Kaliningrad
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stressed in his commentary at the Council wheroauicing the 2008
Document, the HRD acquiressateriological significance. Why is it so?
Because some of the rights, which contradict thep8ls and Christian
morality, are being established as legal norms in some gesntfhese
anti-Christian norms are imposed upon the belieweh® arecitizens and
must comply with the changing legislation, and éfiere the believers’ sal-
vation prospect is directly threatened.

(b) “Dignity,” “freedom,” and “human rights:” the issue of their Christian
origin

From the very first attempts to grasp the substafi@n alternative vision
of human rights, the Orthodox thinkers gauged thteons of human rights,
dignity, and freedom with one major criterion: theompatibility, or affin-
ity, with the Christian symbolic and doctrinal framork. It looks like these
notions were initially seen as a certain part & @hristian legacy, or at
least having Christian roots. In the last offidimcument of 2008 and the
introductory comments by Metropolitan Kirill at tl2908 Bishops’ Coun-
cil, it was clearly stated that the notions ddinity and freedomare cer-
tainly connected to and derived from the Christimssage, but later, under
the non-Christian influences, the original Christimeaning in these no-
tions has been profaned and therefore distortedfoAshe notion of the
human rightsas such, it haso direct Christian origin, for it has direct di-
vine determinatiomeitherin the Scripturesnor in the Church Tradition.
The idea of human rights is based not on Chrisbahpn alreadynodified
anddistortednotions of dignity and freedofn.

Let us consider the interpretation of the key nwtief dignity and
freedom The dignity in the Christian sense (the 2008 Doent empha-
sizes that it operates with tlasternChristian meaning of the notion, 1.2),
is related to the God's creative act, God’s image l&eness, which is not

In some previous pronouncements, Metropolitanllkiras more positive towards
(not only the notions adignity andfreedom but also) the concept of human rights:
he could say that the concept of human rights adiidual liberties has on it “a
spark of Divine truth” (Kirill 1999); later Kirilleven called the human rights con-
cept “one of the most powerful, positive ideashad modern world” (Kirill 2005).
In the 2008 Document, as we see, the borderlirdemrly drawn: “dignity” and
“freedom” are approved, in particular sense, agsfihn categories, while “human
rights” are not.
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erased by the original sin. Throutteosis(6¢wo1g, deification), the adept
seeks to discover the divine image in oneself. &loee, the notion of dig-
nity is moral Gravstvennog it does not go beyond this moral scale and is
not morally neutralTheosismeans restoring the primordial image that ex-
istedbeforethe original sin, and therefore, the notion ofnillg can not ap-
ply to anything that is related to sin in ChristeEanse.

Freedom is the second important category, andhidenstanding relies
upon two major points. First, freedom is not sonmgthihat is the value for
its own sake (freedom of choice as such). Secardddbm — in Christian
sense — is precisely the freed@mom sin, not freedonin sin (not freedom
to besinful). The text of the Document introduces twonis as used in the
Eastern Orthodox tradition to distinguish two kinad freedom:
avtefovolov, freedom of choice in neutral sense, andvOepla, the
freedom in the true Christian sense, freedom fron(related to dignity in
the sense described above) (I£1).

This means that, according to this theological oeery, the human
rights can not be considered as something relatétethighest values or as
a dominant cultural paradigm, because the HRD Haslirect Christian
roots and can not be higher than the spiritual gsak in the Christian
teaching (111.2). The moral scale, accordinglyhigher than the law; the
divine truth is higher than all human establishreantd institutions. Ergo,
for example (this is an example given in the Docathethere can be no

This vision of freedom is in line with the prevediscussions published earlier. In
fact, these earlier texts were at times much hansh&erms of the critique of the
“liberal ethos” (and the liberal meanings of digréind freedom). Liberal ethos was
called, for example, a “universal non-spiritual tavé grounded upon the fallen
man’s unlimited freedom which is conceived as theotute value and the measure
of truth” (Osnovy 2000, XVI. 3). Liberalism, wrotdetropolitan Kirill, places the
“fallen man,” who “abides in sin,” at the centertbke “anthropocentric universe”
(Kirill 1999). This “unlimited freedom” is in facthe “emancipation of the sinful
individual, and therefore, the deliverance of thdus potential of the human per-
son. The free person can reject anything that bimafs everything that prevents
him from the affirmation of his sinful self” (Kitil2000a). The freedom in this case
equals the “freedom of sin,” a “self-wil(svoevolie) the human self becomes an
autonomous subject of individual rights devoid fralvine reference (Osnovy
2000, IV.7). Liberalism is an emancipation of thertan being from divine image
(Nikiforov and Makarii 2004). Liberalism’s last amibw dominant “stage of de-
generation” is libertarianism, a manifestation gqfostasy (Round-Table 2004,
Narochnitskaia). This extreme liberalism/libertarsan goes as far as negating life
reproduction through accepting the rights of abortihomosexual unions, and
euthanasia (lbid., Shafarevich).
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justification of offences against the believersliiegs with the references
to the freedoms of speech, creativity, or expressio

Naturally, the HRD and the norms that are derivestd¢of can not be
accepted if they contradict the divine truth andi§tlan morality. Interest-
ingly enough, at this point the Document introdue¢so the notion of
“natural morality,” which is coupled with, but nopposed to, the “gospel’'s
morality” (evangelskaia ili estestvennaia moral‘gospel’s or natural mo-
rality”) (111.3). (The elaboration of this distinicin goes beyond this paper’s
scope, however). The examples of the legal normtsdbntradict Christi-
anity are those norms that “support sins” like stXicense and perver-
sions; the cult of profit andiolence kult nayhivy i nasilig also abortion;
euthanasia; use of human embryos in medicine; arpats changing the
human nature etc. (Ibid.).

(c) Harmonizing human rights with Christianity?

After this clear opposition — Christian (naturaBrsus secular value sys-
tems — the Document’s next step, however, is téatharmonizethe Chris-
tian Orthodox tradition with the HRD. This leadstasthe central issue of
the whole project: the compatibility of the libers¢cular ethos and the
Christian Orthodox ethos. The intention of “harneation” is by itself em-
blematic: the very term “to harmonize” has beerciaurom the very early
publications on the subject by Metropolitan Kialhd other members of his
group (see Kirill 2000b, where he spoke of “comhbim@ and “harmoniza-
tion”). As we see from the 2008 Document, this geas finally officially
integrated, though it must be stated that theree Haeen, certainly, dis-
agreements on this matter. The disagreement waneglg, over the extent,
or degree, in which liberal and Christian Orthoddikos are compatible
and, therefore, capable to be “harmonized.” Metlitgoo Kirill himself
might say, quite radically, that the presumptioowtlfreedom as “both the
goal and means of human existence” and about theofate value of hu-
man person” is common for liberalism and ChristiagKirill 2000a); An-
drei Kuraev stressed the Christian origins of tleedom of religion (free-

* Here certainly we can feel an allusion to the dedous anti-religious art works,

which were the Russian replicas of the similar @dilasphemy cases mostly re-
lated to Islam, but also to other faiths. On theshuzlebrated case, the “Caution:
Religion!” art exhibit, see Agadjanian 2006.
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dom of conscience), which was the source of akwothdividual freedoms
(Round-Table 2004, Kuraev); a State Duma deputgeyePopov pointed
out that the liberal “harm principle” (freedom mbg only limited by an-
other’s freedom) is simply a form of the “goldenefuof Christian ethics;
and the ideas of democracy and pluralism come bilhe same source
(Round-Table 2004, Popov).

Yet, this opinion has never been unanimous. Thave bbeen opinions
which simply denied any affinity, any synthesis,imieed any connection
between liberalism and Christianity and which woudther see them as
“the two opposed religions,” of which the “religibof liberalism is ag-
gressively targeted against Christianity (Roundida004, Shafarevich;
Osipov); if liberalism is an apostasy, a deviatitrere can be no way for
Christians to negotiate with it. It is interestitigat Metropolitan Kirill has
sharply criticized this nihilism in one of his talkhus trying to defend his
position of “harmonization”TheBases of the Social Conceyft2000, as a
compromise text, wasestrained and cautious about the possibility to
“combine” liberal and Christian Orthodox ethos. iKihimself has been
very ambivalent. he agreed that liberalisailects an apostasy that goes
back to three sources: Renaissance, Protestantnifon and Jewish
late-medieval philosophy (Kirill 1999; restatedHKirill 2004). This distor-
tion has created the Western idea of human rightéch can not, as we
have already seen, be related to Christianity.

Yet, all this been said, the final verdict, as egsed in the 2008
Document, is that some kind of harmonizatman and should be found.
How then can we harmonize these two value setstecklo very different
meanings of dignity and freedom? The answer iolsws: there should
be, first, a differentiation within the scope ofnhan rights to those that are
admissible and those that are not; and secona #m&uld be established a
hierarchy where the human rights are subordinatiechigher, Christian
values. The condition for the rights to be recogdizs that they “do not
contradict the divinely instituted moral norms &ahe traditional morality
based on these norms.” And the Document continlies){ “The individ-

> Kirill said: “...[S]Jome propose to reject complstehe concept of human rights

and declare it the biggest foe of the traditiondri€ian mind. The millennial

Church tradition, however, suggests that we dd&rdntly with various systems
of views that contain a piece of sound thoughtselto Christian ideas. The
Church’s principle has always been a careful cohlgcof smallest grains of truth
scattered within the human experience of learni(igirill 2005).
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ual human rights can not be opposed to the valndsrderests of the Fa-
therland, the community and the family. The rediaraof thehuman rights
can not serve to justify the offence against religi sacred things
(sviatyn), cultural values, and the people’s identggriobytnos}.”

In this citation we already see some important easph concerning the
limits of the individual human rights. Yet, in pdple, some of the rights
are recognized in Christian terms, and overall, Dloeument of 2008 as-
signs to the HRD a preparatory, auxiliary functipnaising “its possible
role in the creation of favorable outward condidar the enhancement of

the person on her path to salvation” (1V.1).

(d) Rights that are recognized as valid — but W@tiristian interpretation

While introducing a few rights as valid, legitimate Christian terms, the
Document supplies respective interpretations; dedimterpretations are,
indeed, the most important thing here. Let us emataghese recognized
rights as they are put in the Document:

The right for lifecomes first. Life starts at the moment of conceptio
therefore, abortion is a murder. However, the deatmalty is not rejected
straightforwardly, because, the Document statesh surejection is not
confirmed by the Scriptures; rather than rejectiegth penalty, the Church
should provide generous support and solicit meocytlfe convicted. Over-
all, it is stated that the earthly life of the midiual is not the end in itself;
and in fact there are “heavenly values” or the theal of one’s Fatherland”
that may be higher “for the Orthodox Christiangllig pravoslavnykh
khristian) than the value of an individual life.

Freedom of conscienagomes next, and the Document reveals a very
mixed attitude toward this notion (the previous @hustatements, includ-
ing The Bases of Social Conceyt2000, showed a similar ambiguity). On
the one hand, it is recognized that theedom can be in line with the di-
vine will if it protects from an arbitrary interfemce into the inner life of a
person; this freedom also helps the Church to keggpendence from the
secular state and within the secular society. Hanethelegal principle of

®  This passage with its failure to directly oppose tleath penalty and to recognize

the highest value of life was sharply criticized tmany commentators of the
Document.
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the freedom of conscience as such is a witnespastasy, and the Church
can not admit neutrality, relativity and equal biubf all faiths.

Freedom of speecis also recognized as very important; however, the
emphasis in the interpretation is made not on #rg nght to pursue this
freedom, but rather on thesponsibilityof a person for his/her speech;
and, particularly, any freedom of speech is repgedtéhe spoken words can
spread sins, instigate strife in society and esfigaivhen they offend na-
tional and religious feelings. Thiereedom of artistic creativityhas the
same limits: the artistic expression can not offetiter people, promote
cultural nihilism and, in particular, contain sdege toward the holy sym-
bols and objects of a religion.

The right for educatioomeans not only acquiring knowledge, but also
the right to be brought up in line with the Creaodesign; education
should correspond to the cultural tradition of diarg and the believer
must have the right to receive “knowledge aboutri#gion that shaped
the culture he lives in.”

Civic and political rightscome next, and, indeed, this passage, devoted
to the very central set of rights as understoothenWestern HRD, seems
to be rather ambiguous in the 2008 Document. Irbdggenning paragraph,
the Document does recognize the importance of thé and political
rights. Then, however, the Document delves intoissae of the common
good, which is valued higher than egoistic indixatgoals; it refers to the
Russian Orthodox tradition of togethernessbrnost) that puts clear lim-
its to the realization of civic/political rights:ithin the sobornost’ para-
digm, the unity (not the strife) in society is aal¢ and this has evolved
into a good tradition of cooperatiosofabotnichestvobetween state and
society “in the regions servedkormliaemykh by the Russian Orthodox
Church;” and although the danger of the totamotivated control over the
individual may threaten the dignity of the persomsome situations, for
the sake of the common good, some degree of sgonteol (over the in-
dividual) can be required aratcepted. Overall, in this section the central
set of rights — rights to challenge the state ae$y and to vindicate in-
dividual selfness — are strongly limited, and tingphasis is made on rec-
onciliation rather that opposition, on unity rattiean disputes, cooperation
with the state rather than individual’s face-offtwihe state (IV.7).

" Compare, in previous writings, direct criticism @émocratic competitiveness by

Father Vsevolod Chaplin and Metropolitan Kirill: &#lin 2005, Kirill 2005.
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Socioeconomic rightsome next in the list of accepted rights, and the
Church stresses the legitimacy of the propertytsigime right for work, for
protection from employers, but also the right foref entrepreneurship, as
well as the right to a decent life quality. Yete tktipulation for these rights
to be legitimate is keeping central their “morahdnsion” and their inferi-
ority to the religious goals. The crucial issuetltdse rights is “to prevent
confrontation and disparity” in society (1V.8). OQad, the emphasis in this
paragraph seems to be in line with the old ané«hib tradition of promot-
ing the “second generation rights”, as has beeitaypf the socialist cri-
tique of the HRD.

Collective rights(1V.9) are discussed separately and opposed to the in-
dividual rights. Overall, there is an attempt teate a balance between in-
dividual and collective values, but the very fatirdroducing this special
paragraph means an emphasis critically directethsigthe individual fo-
cus of the Western HRD. The critique of individsal has been central to
the discussions from its very start, although tlet tof the Document
avoids any sharp polemics on the issue. The fanghts seem to be the
main form of collective rights, but then a few atHellow, including,
symptomatically, the right of a collectivity to ‘gserve its cultural legacy
and inner norms regulating the life of various camities,” which is an
obvious allusion to the protection of the colleetrights of religious com-
munities.

Then, in Part V, the Document goes on in outlinimgpractical prin-
ciples of the human rights advocacy in Orthodormterinterestingly, once
again, we can see here a shift from the classiedt¥vn HRD (a clear jux-
taposition of the individual freedom to arbitrargweers) to an entirely dif-
ferent approach. As it is stated in this sectiosing aphrase that sounds
implicitly polemical toward the classical WesterRH),

in the contemporary world the human rights areatedd, and the human
dignity trampled, not only by the state authoritibst also by transnational
corporations, economic organizations, pseudo-alsgi terrorist and other
criminal communities (V.2).
In the following list of particular activities théhe Church would support,
religious freedom (in a particular sense we hawnse few paragraphs
above) comes first and opposing the crimes relatedligion and national-
ity comes second; only then comes the “classictgmtoon of individual
rights against authorities, and then follows a dittformulations that are
quite specific and not fitting into the classicadRB: protection of the vic-
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tims of conflicts; of the military during their sece; and some other em-
blematic points, such as the protection for theims of the “destructive
sects” and “protection of right of nations and éthgroups to preserve
their religion, language and culture” (V.3).

The Document ends with a statement showing thatirtethe Ortho-
dox Christians, while respecting the opinions dfeotsocial groups,

to keep the right of participating in the arrangaimef a society in such a
way that would not contradict their faith and magpahciples. The Russian
Orthodox Church is ready to promote these sameiptes in the dialogue
with the world community and in cooperation wittheit faithful of the tra-

ditional confessions and religions (V#).

Overall Significance of the 2008 Document: Major Empha-

ses and Ambivalence

It is remarkable that the Russian Church continoeseate this kind of of-
ficial documents (starting witfihe Bases of the Social Concept2000),
which are the result of more or less public dismrsand which are auda-
ciously addressing various social and politicaliess thus radically break-
ing off with the traditional indifference to thesssues, the other-
worldliness or, rather, a certain liturgical nascssn, the inability to pro-
nounce and to impact the social life outside thendi service, — all which
have long been a target of criticism of Easterrh@ibxy in general and
the Russian Church in particular. It must be shat this genre of official
statements is exceptional in the Eastern Orthodortdwand a supposed
influence of the Western Churches does not seepalistic here.

We can assume that the Document 2008 has beemacf@rof the en-
tire discussion on human rights, and in this sens®y be seen as a sum-
mary of the Russian Orthodox vision and approachht® issue. The
Document avoided direct polemic and most implacatigcism of the
Western HRD, as has been the case in some mormalkaekts and pro-
nouncements over the last few years. It also adodieect confrontation
with the liberal human rights NGOs, whose critiqofeclericalism and

8 “Traditional” in this case refers to a semi-officclassification used in the Russian

public discourse; “confessions” in this contextliide Christian denominations and
some non-Christian faiths. We will not speculatesien which of them could have
been included in this case. There is an extengim@iure on the notion of “tradi-

tional religion” and its implications to legal, jatal and inter-religious practices.
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whose unequivocal protection of the religious mites partly inspired the
Church to engage in the entire project.

In a sense, the Document 2008 takes a more cdngjligosition and
emphasizes dialogue, trying to reconcile the etifdSastern Christianity,
as the authors see it, with the ethos of the humghits. | can reiterate what
| have stated in the beginning of this paper: therall significance of this
discursive negotiation is that the Russian Chunetin all its protective and
conservative approach, and in spite of many camttiand reinterpreta-
tions (I will summarize them belowjloesaccept the very language of hu-
man rights and finds some ideological and evenldggmal tools to legiti-
mize the discoursassociated with the liberal and secular symboldeir
The Church wants to be a player in the public sguathin Russia and in-
ternationally, claiming its own place and role ne arrangements of the na-
tional and global society, and appealing to othaditional”) religions
that can join these efforts.

One important conclusion that we can draw from dhalysis of the
Russian Orthodox vision of the human rights is thatwhole project, as it
was clearly seen in the Document 2008 we havesjustied, has an am-
bivalent, protean intent. On the one hand, as kehast mentioned, it is
outward-orientedfor it contains a claim of the Church to be pclglipre-
sent and visible, to play a social role and to @ega political and moral
weight; it contains some declarations that are esk#d to the wide na-
tional and global public.

On the other hand, it seems to be de@phard-oriented Its major ob-
jective is to create a clear reference to beliewerthe Church members, to
the clergy and lay communities, and to offer somielgjines to the Church
on how to deal with the HRD and how to use thislend ideological in-
strument with the purpose gfotecting the rights of the Church and its
members This inward orientation seems to be prevalents lexpressed
overtly in the resolution of the Bishops’ Counaithich recommends the
Document to be used in dealing with respectiveassand to be studied in
the seminaries. However, even more important amesdeas found in the
text of the Document. The intrusion into the rigtdsbelieve and to per-
form religious rituals is considered a major vimatof human rights; the
Document warns about the interference into theriife of believers; it
fights against the imposition of alien norms andraites that contradict
the religious ones; it reiterates the threat toithegrity of religious and
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cultural traditions and makes the protection thEeeomajor human rights
activity; it singles out offences against religicasiefs, religious feelings
and the desecration of the holy objects. Finally amost importantly, as we
have seen, the authors speak of sbteriologicalsignificanceof the de-
bate, because the ubiquity of the HRD and respedtigal norms directly
conflict with some foundational Christian strategi@imed at salvation.
This approach proves that the Document is addrefisstdof all, tobeliev-
ers and not to all the rest who do not have to fég ¢rucial conflict in
their life strategy. Although we can find referesde wider notions of
rights and a wider scope of rights’ applicatiortgre is an unmistakable
penchant in the Document to create a meaningfume@f coordination
between Christian Orthodox values and the HRD.

| would like to point out this internal ambivalenicetween the outward
and the inward orientations of the Russian Orthdadaxans rights project,
for, as we shall see quite soon, this clearly ctfl@an ambiguity in the very
identity and self-positioningof the Russian Church. But to be able to ex-
plain this fundamental ambiguity, we first needqtockly overview major
substantial emphases as expressed in these texts.

In terms of content of the project and the valuesmwted there, |
would single out the following points. One sucheneisting point is the
treatment of correlation between individual and pamity, individual
rights and communal (group) rights. As | have sthd,2008 Document is
trying to soften this opposition, in comparisorstome of the previous texts
| have studied. The individual and collective rglatre said to be interre-
lated. | think that the Church cannot deny the\imdllial personalistic as-
pect of the theological language of dignity andceflem, and the recogni-
tion of the social consequences of this languageyistself remarkable.
Yet, undeniably, the authors’ goal is to addreisst of all, the community,
— or, rather, two kinds thereof: firstly, the conmity of explicit Orthodox
believers, and secondly, the community of “the pebpt large who are
supposed to bemplicitly Orthodox. Thus, collective or group values cer-
tainly dominate, in the final analysis.

Accordingly, a common and ubiquitous feature acrbss previous
texts and the 2008 Document is the emphasisabional values, the rights
to hold them and the rights to protect them; thgonalist vocabulary goes
hand in hand with the religious one, and the “melaights” are thought as
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the utmost manifestation of the group, or collegtinights® (Family is also
heavily stressed as the first focus of group valuslso, predictably, as the
next step, based on the national discourse, comeb\aous bias in the en-
tire project to diminish the perception of te&ate as a threat to human
rights: instead of a clear classical oppositiothefindividual rights to state
authorities, the Document is careful to avoid imgnéalthough not in all)
cases such a direct opposition and to negotiateich rmore collaborative
stance with regards to the national state. For pi@this bias is expressed
when the Document speaks about the “higher in®redtthe Fatherland,
or when it endorses the cooperation with the stdtidle downplaying the
issue of social strife; or when alluding to thetftmat the state should not
treat the “nationally formative” Orthodoxy equalyith other faiths; or
when including some state-related social securityiviies into the
Church’s own repertoire; or when muffling the rofethe state by putting it
in a long list of other threats to human rightarfgnational corporations,
pseudo-religious sects, criminal communities, etc.)

Russian Church’s dual identity: minority or majority or
both?

Let us get back now to the overall significancetlted Russian Orthodox
human rights project, as | call it, and to the fameéntal ambivalence
which can be revealed there. First of all, the cije of the entire project
is clearlynot to refute the Western HRD completely in orderdassert an
unchanged, traditional Christian vision of man aadiety; no: it is rather a
negotiation, or even “harmonization”, in the auti@wn languageNor is
it an attempt to create a comprehensiternativehuman rights theory —
this might have been, indeed, an initial ambitibat it has not been real-
ized.

In fact, the project seems to be more modest artccplaristic: trying
to negotiate a place of the community of Russiath@ox believeras a

In a previous text, Father Vsevolod Chaplin, wias been active in the discussion
on human rights, promoted a much more radical afean “organic’symphonia
betweenChurch, Nation and State, the idea of “people-asgah whose differen-
tiation into individual actors, involved in competn, is undesirable and should be
rejected as a direct product of “the world damabgdsin” (Chaplin 2005 and
2007).
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minority (perceived individually, but mostly collectivelyithin the new
secular symbolic universe — national and globad; teans self-positioning
as an institutional, social and momaiclave which uses the human rights
rhetoric to create and protect its own niche, g anodest space within
the global multicultural universe. The liberal HR® mostly seen as the
cultural environment favorable to protecting thdigieus rights of the
community of Orthodox believers (as well as the camities of other
faiths).

On the other hand, however, there is yet anothéivene which is less
straightforward, not promoted aggressively, bubbsiously expressed in
many ways. Namely, the authors want to remind thesRn society, the
Russian state (and the international community,tiiat matter) that the
Russian Orthodox Church has been a “formative fadty the Russian
cultural ethos, and therefore Christian anthropglaghristian vision of
dignity and freedom, Christian version of rightsst define- at least in a
certain degree — the public discourse of valuesnaoiglity. This reminder
has a totally different tenor: it is not a proteetposition of a minority, but
rather the claim to represent, as a dominant celggand moral force,raa-
jority — be it implicit, latent, only potential, but stilhe majority of the
Russian people. (Hence, by the way, comes the ctargfusal to accept
the legal norm of religious freedom as a “sign pbstasy;” hence comes
also the appeal to the state not to observe ecuatality to all religions).
In this aspect, Russian Orthodoxy claims religious, morad aultural
domination, not the protection of a minority endav

Here are the roots of ambivalence: self-positiorasgminority in one
sense, and majority in another sense. If Russi#imo@oxy is a minority, its
approach to the HRD represents a typical protecgaetion against liberal
tradition, with distinct overtones of anti-Westepast-colonial reaction to
the dominant language of human rights — the languhgt claims to be
global and universal. To this global secular “maritige” promoted by the
West, the Russian Church responds with a proteceebration of paro-
chial, particular tradition, a “cultural reservayithin which “the rights” are
conceived to be different and only partly applieabl

Conversely, if the Russian Orthodoxy claims to Imeagority in Russia,
as a “dominant moral force” (and, perhaps, globalyalliance with all
other “traditional” religious traditions that arkagether opposed to secular
globalization), its engagement with the issues wi&n rights means a
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more determined and ambitious challenge to the &destrights talk.”
However, in my opinion, at this point, the firstofective tone dominates,
while the second claim remains more ifagnt less articulated mode — at
least in the final official Document we have disser.

In any case, an obvious significance of the Chgreilmgagement in the
HRD may be further interpreted in the following walye Church, speak-
ing in sociological terms (I put aside here the enttreological definitions
of what the Church is), is a huge institution, wathbig number of people
being its corporate “employees” (not only clergyt,bive can say, in some
sense, all the believers, however loose may sou@derm). This institu-
tion has therefore its particular “corporate ing¢s€' This institution or, we
can say, this nationwide and, indeed, transnati@uporation has the
right and the will to claim a special treatmentn akeclare and assert its
own vision and interests in the public square.his sense, it is not at all
surprising that one of the main spheres of sucklfaassertion and self-
protection would be the widely recognized, legalhd politically efficient,
but also highly contested sphere of human righisth their discourse and
practice.

There is yet another important side of the whokués the Russian
Church not onlyseekdo assert its “corporate interests,” but asableto
do this, and these abilities may be growing simeedarly 2000s, with the
rise of the Putin regime and an overall shift ie Russian society. There is
certainly a correlation, if not a direct link, bet@n the Orthodox critique of
the Western HRD and the growing anti-Westernisnh lrothe ruling Rus-
sian elites and the population. It is true thatriees Russian regimes have
been looking for some new ideological foundatiomséd specifically Rus-
sian form of societal and political system. The dwnt religion has been
mentioned many times as one of the possible saultcgses without say-
ing that the high Church hierarchy is a part of ploditical establishment,
cooperating with the authorities in many ways é&tlatels. The idea of
such cooperatiomwith the government — instead of a classic human rights
idea of protecting the individualgainstthe government — has being obvi-
ous in some parts of the Document we just analyzed.

It should be said, in terms of precision, that plodtical regime’s ap-
peal to the Russian Orthodox tradition and the Clinlnas been quite care-
ful and cautious; in no way is the Church openhjited to become a full-
fledged state institution or its official ideologlcagency; the constitutional
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secularity is firmly observed, and religious skeistin and anti-clericalism
IS quite strong among a part of the ruling eliteeik if the affinity of views
on human rights, as on many other issues, in thacaband religious el-
ites may be striking, both sides are quite carahdut being sufficiently
autonomous from each other. The Church, for it$, pires want to be in-
creasingly active in its involvement with the stabat not to the point of
loosing this autonomy.

Overall, in its particular vision of human rightsdathe human person, ex-
posed in the last official Document of 2008 anccdssed at length in this
paper, the Russian Church firmly tries to circuniexits special institu-
tional space and its interest to assert specifjotsi of the clergy and be-
lievers; it emphasizes the protection of the righhold and to practice Or-
thodox values in the world dominated by Western &mghts ideology;
and it carefully and cautiously reminds to politiedites and the Russian
society that it possesses a set of values thabeaffered as an alternative
to the “Western liberal ethos.” Important herehis &cceptance, despite and
eventhrough partial rejection, of the very language of humaghts; and
the will to use the very notion and principle ofniman rights in the
Church’s own discourse. However, in the final asslythe ultimate objec-
tive here is to use thghtstalk to assert theight to be different.
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