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Abstract

This master’s thesis “A Theosemiotic Reading of Hryhorii Skovoroda” seeks to provide an
overview of the Ukrainian thinker’s ideas relevant to theosemiotics by carefully setting
philosophical foundations in dialogue with semiotic ideas of Skovoroda. It is accomplished by
the use of historical, cultural and literary parallels, as well as literary criticism and illustrations
of possible semiotic interpretations. The thesis captures a fairly significant range of possible
points of interest for English-speaking academics interested in theosemiotics. The reader is
made familiar with Skovoroda’s interpretation and use of semiotic concepts such as the sign,
the symbol, the image, the emblem, the figure, the archetype. From Plato to Umberto Eco
—some bridges are built that can help place Skovoroda on the map of the English-speaking
academy. The first chapter, from a philosophical point of view, discusses Skovoroda in relation
to Plato, Epicurus, Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine, mystics (Angelus Silesius and Jacob
Béhme), Stefan Yavorskiy, emblemata books (especially “Symbola et emblemata selecta) and
Johann Arndt. The semiotic analysis of Skovoroda is based mainly on Ukrainian scholars, in
order to introduce their extensive research to the English-speaking academic community.
Although many non-English-speaking scholars appear in the work, the thesis is largely based
on the interpretations and commentaries of Dmytro Chizhevskiy and Leonid Ushkalov. As an
encouragement to sparkle up interest in Skovoroda's ideas in terms of theosemiotics, some of
Skovoroda’s concepts are placed in the context of modern semiotics. Charles Sanders Peirce’s
object, interpretant and representamen are used in the second chapter to analyze the meaning-
generating aspect of the emblem, which also has a trifold structure, Kobus Marais’s ideas
relevant to translation processes within the emblem are also discussed. Finally, in the third
chapter, Skovoroda’s concept of the Bible as a book (a book-world), the smaller world, the
plane of being (medium) and the collection of divine knowledge is interpreted in the light of
Umberto Eco’s concept of an encyclopedia. Eco’s concept proves to be very relevant not only
to Skovoroda’s notion of the Bible, but also to his notion of the Abecedary containing the

alphabet of the world.
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Introduction

In times of war, I see it as my duty to say “thank you” to the ones who raised me. Hryhorii
Skovoroda (1722-1794), a Ukrainian philosopher, poet, composer, artist, and a core thinker of my
culture, had raised my ideas. These ideas | address back to him in gratefulness.

| would first like to address Hryhorii Skovoroda as a Ukrainian thinker. While his identity
as a Ukrainian should invoke no objections, it can still be a matter of active discussion?. For
instance, Halina Usatenko writes that thinker’s national identity raises questions, since the thinker
“never articulated his national or ethnic identity”?, “never cultivated the Ukrainian intellectual
context”, or even “addressed the social and political realities”® of his times (Usatenko 2013: 48).
In Ukraine, there was, nevertheless a tendency, as Vyacheslav Artiuch calls it, of the “extraction’
of Skovoroda into the Ukrainian context from the “general Russian one” (Artiuch 2022: 65). This
tendency was cultivated based on three cornerstones of Hryhorii Skovoroda’s Ukrainian identity:
first, his “terrestrial identity””® (his homeland, Slobidska-Ukrainian gubernia®), second, his image
as a representative of the “common”’ (or, in this connotation, Ukrainian®) folk rooted in the
academic circles, and finally, the third, his Ukrainian ethnicity and belonging to “Ukrainian
philosophical culture”® (Ibid., 65). All of these cornerstones should, no doubt, be taken into
account, when addressing a thinker of such national-consciousness-forming capacity as
Skovoroda possesses. In this thesis, | found my way to celebrate Hryhorii Skovoroda’s national

identity. To my best capacities, | presented Hryhorii Skovoroda in the light of Ukrainian research,

1 Other researchers directly addressing the matter in their articles are Daria Lukyanenko and Valeriy Shevchuk.

2 “3arampHOBiOMO, mo I.CKOBOpOAa HIKONM HE ApPTHKYIIOBAB CBOEI HE JIMIIE HAI[IOHATBHOL, a # eTHiuHOi
HasexHocri [...]” (Here and further translation mine).

3 Ommak He KyNbTHBYBaB YKDAiHCHKMil IHTEIEKTyalbHMH KOHTEKCT, [...] HIKOJM He BJaBaBCA 1O OLIHKH UM
OCMHUCITCHHSI CycrinbHOToM THYHuX peanii Yrpaiau XVIII cr.

4 BunynrysaHssi.

® The quotations are taken from this sentence in Artiuch (2022: 65): “[...] Ha mouartky XIX cT. BiH «yKpaiHCHKHii»
TOMy, IO MAa€ YKpPAiHChKY TEpUTOpiajibHy 1EHTHUYHICTh, TOOTO moOB’s3aHMH 13 Cno0inckko-YKpaiHCHKOIO
ryoepHier”.

® Gubernia was an administrative subdivision in XIX century Ukraine.

"Artiuch calls it, in original, «mpocTnit» ykpaiHCHKHiT HAPOI.

8 Chlopomania (peasant-mania) was a movement that existed among the intelligentsia in XIX century Ukraine that
re-enforced the image of the common folk as Ukrainian villagers. The echoes of that image of the “common folk” can
still be felt in Hryhorii Skovoroda’s contemporary image.

9[...] #ioro dinocodis HATERUTH 0 YKpATHCHKOT (BiocOPCHKOT KyIbTypH.



such as Leonid Ushkalov (1956-2019), Dmytro Chizhevskiy (1894-1977), Oleksandr Soletsky
(1977-). It is their unprecedented academic input that serves as the point of reference in my thesis,
especially Leonid Ushkalov’s commentaries.

What of Hryhorii Skovoroda from a broader perspective? Hryhorii Skovoroda is called the
Ukrainian Socrates and the Ukrainian Epicurus. In his works, influences of Plato and the
Alexandrian School (Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Clement of Alexandria), Augustine, Jacob Bohme
and other mystics are sharply present. Hryhorii Skovoroda also rightfully claims his place in the
late literary baroque, and the worldwide and Ukrainian emblematic traditions.

Skovoroda’s ideas extend far beyond his time and provide exciting research opportunities,
when studied in context of modern semiotics. In this thesis | have mainly referred to the ideas of
Umberto Eco (with special attention dedicated to the encyclopedia-dictionary distinction) and
Charles Sanders Peirce (in relation to an emblem as a meaning-generating unit), but I readily
acknowledge that Skovoroda could, without a doubt, be studied from many more modern semiotic
perspectives. Needless to say, the possibilities for studying Hryhorii Skovoroda extends the
humble capacity of this master’s thesis.

Skovoroda has no shortage of those researching his work. At least two collections of
bibliographical references give a good scope of the extent of what has been researched until the
present day. The first, “Hryhorii Skovoroda: The Philosophy of Life and Works of the “Ukrainian
Socrates™”' (2019), features a collection of references topic-wise distributed into Skovoroda’s
works in the context of the philosophy of freedom, pedagogical ideas, intercultural
communication, and even the axis of the current bibliographical research. The second
bibliography, “Hryhorii Skovoroda: Seminarium™ (2004) by Leonid Ushkalov, the prominent
figure in Skovorodian studies, gives an even broader scope. It is a good place to look for the
collection of references divided into biographical, theological, emblematic, philosophical,
literature studies, mystical, mythological, pedagogical, art, and translation sections. To retell these
bibliographies would be, of course, a waste in this thesis, so | will delimit this note only to those
parts that are of immediate importance to the scope of this work. Leonid Ushkalov, the author of
the second bibliography, is one of the biggest authorities in Skovorodiana (the bibliography of
Skovoroda), and he retains this place in this thesis. His insightful historiographic comments on the
collection of Skovoroda’s works (2010) set the tone for my theosemiotic reading here. Ushkalov,
in his turn, uses, as the foundation for his insights, Dmytro Chizhevskiy’s “Philosophy...” (1934)
and “Introduction to Skovoroda’s Symbolism” (1934). These two works give a grounded
interpretation of the philosopher”s legacy. Dmytro Bahaliy (1858-1932) and Myroslav Popovych

(1930-2018) are two more authoritative names in Skvorodian studies. Notably, Oleksandr
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Soletsky (1977-) explores the role of Skovoroda in the emblematic tradition. Considering the
extent and depth of these studies, many of which explicitly address Skovoroda’s symbolism (and
even emblematics as its particular form), what vast gaps could | see in the body of research that
need to be filled? The first and most obvious answer is that there is an evident shortage of studies
written in English, which the bibliographies mentioned earlier also demonstrate. Secondly, no
presently existing work is aimed at the “theosemiotic reader” (in a broader sense). By Tartu
standards, Skovoroda is not present in the current semiotic discourse. To bring him forward as an
interesting subject of discussion is also a powerful argument to make this overview. Even though
Skovoroda is not precisely a semiotician per se, his perspective can prove valuable as one of the
forms of symbolic religious expressions.

Finally, what about Hryhorii Skovoroda himself, Skovoroda the artist? I always refer to
Skovoroda’s ideas as creative, regardless of how much the influence of other authors may have
been on him. Hryhorii Skovoroda surely gives creative answers to many relevant theological and
semiotic questions. My hope is to give a flavour of this creativity to English-speaking academics
in my beloved Tartu and beyond, so it could be an inspiration for further research into his ideas.

To put it simply, the purpose of this work is to stimulate further work!

Materials

Hryhorii Skovoroda’s works in their original language from the academic anthology issued for
scientific use will be used as a primary source. As mentioned in the Introduction, Hryhorii
Skovoroda produced many types of creative work. However, even though this thesis aims to
present a comprehensive perspective on Skovoroda and even serve as an overview, it would
require a more extensive scope to encompass all of this prolific thinker’s multifaceted body of
works. That is why, besides two fables “The Dog and the Mare”'?, and “Bee and the Hornet!!
used to illustrate the philosopher’s understanding of the kindred work,'? a letter to his friend with

10 Cobaka n Ko6sura. (All of the translations of the names of Skovoroda’s works are borrowed from Skovoroda Online
Concordance. Accessible at: https://skovoroda.ucu.edu.ua/ua/texts.php?glang=. The only name that is translated by
me manually is “A Colloquy, called “Alphabet” or the Abecedary of the World” instead of the commonly used “A
Colloquy, called “Alphabet,” or “Primer of Peace”.

1 MMuena u lepuieHs.

12 Cponma mpans, a term widely used by Skovoroda and explained in more depth in chapter 1.4.



https://skovoroda.ucu.edu.ua/ua/texts.php?glang=

a usage of the “sign” concept, and a poem “The Garden of Divine Songs™*® related to Epicurus,
most of Skovoroda’s works I cite are dialogues and tractates.

The exact period when Skovoroda created his works is often a matter of debate. According
to Leonid Ushkalov, the dialogues “The Narcissus. A Deliberation on the Topic: “Know
Thyself”'* and “A Symphony, called “The Book of Achsah” [Caleb’s daughter] on Self-
Knowledge”*® were written around 1769 (Ushkalov 2011: 12). The dialogues “First Conversation,
Called “The Observatory. (Zion)”*®, “A Colloquy among Five Travelers on True Happiness in
Life (An Amicable Colloquy on Tranquility of Mind)”!’, “The Circle. An Amicable Colloguy on
Tranquility of Mind”8, “A Colloquy, called “Alphabet” or the Abecedary of the World”® were
all written between 1771-1772 in Tavolska sloboda, and depict Skovoroda’s actual friends as
characters (Panas Pankov and Yakiv Dolhansky) (Ushkalov 2011: 12). Considering that these
dialogues were written in the same timeframe, they could be regarded as a rather uniform legacy
of Skovoroda’s body of ideas, with no significant chronological gaps. In these dialogues,
Skovoroda’s thought is already developed and mature. The dialogues provide a good perspective
on his ideas, since they compose a significant part of his overall body of works.

However, the other works, wherefrom the ideas come from, fall out of the timeframe. The
tractat “The Primary Door to Christian Ethics”?° stands out of the timeframe, being the notes from
the catechesis classes that Skovoroda taught around 1760 (Ushkalov 2011: 20), preceding the
dialogues. “A Little Book, named “Silenus Alcibiadis,” that is the Icon of Alcibiades”?!, “A little
book on reading the Holy Scripture, called Lot’s wife” were written in the span 1776—1788 and
constitute the latter part of Skovoroda’s legacy and the further development of his ideas. The
“Dialogue. Its Name is “The Serpent’s Flood”?? was written considerably further ahead, 1791.
Nevertheless, all of the aforementioned dialogues echo, repeat, pick up and develop similar

motives, and represent ideas of theosemiotic relevance.

13 Canx 6oxecTBeHHBIX ThCHEIA.

14 Hapxicc. Pasriaron o Tom: Y3Haii cebe.

15 Cvmoonia, Hapeuennas Kuura Acxans.

16 (Bechna 1-s1, napeuennas Observatorium (Cion).

17" «Pa3roBop mATH MyTHUKOB O HCTHHHOM IACTIH B KH3HHY.

18 Komb1io. JIpyseckiii pa3sroBop o aymesHoM Muph.

19 «Pasrosop, HazbiBaeMblit Anpasur, umm Byksaps Mupa».

Havanbuas JlBeps ko Xpucrisackomy JoGpoHpasito.

21 KHMOKEUKA, Hazsiaemas SILENUS ALCIBIADIS, cupba MIKOHA AJIKIBIAJICKASL.
22 Jlianor. Ums emy: [oTon 3miny.



The aim of the thesis and research questions

A broad objective of this thesis is to spread Hryhorii Skovoroda’s ideas from a semiotic
perspective to the English-speaking academic world. This thesis aims to present an overview of
Hryhorii Skovoroda’s ideas that are or could be relevant to readers from theosemiotics. The
overview consists of three thematic chapters. The first chapter is meant to give an introduction to
the philosophical outlines of Hryhorii Skovoroda (relevant to the semiotic ideas presented),
namely his nature as a "fleeing philosopher”, two Natures, the Inner Man (and vision), and the
affinity. The second chapter intends to provide insights into the semiotic concepts present in
Hryhorii Skovoroda’s works (hame and word, sign, symbol, archetypes, vice figures, and emblems
in relation to Ukrainian and worldwide emblematic tradition, as well as to Peircean ideas). The
third chapter puts the ideas introduced prior into broader perspective by introducing Hryhorii
Skovoroda’s symbolic worlds: the three worlds, one of which is the Bible, and the Abecedary of
the World, containing the Alphabet. In summary, this overview demonstrates the breadth of topics
that answer the question: What could be of interest to the theology- and semiotics-affiliated reader
and researcher? In summary, an overview of the ideas put forth by H. Skovoroda will help
encourage further studies and discussion about this outstanding thinker within theosemiotic
discourse. Even though this thesis does not detail every proposed idea and definition, it is meant
to introduce the relevant ideas to a sufficient extent to capture the scope of potential that H.
Skovoroda’s works present for theosemiotics.

What does “theosemiotic” mean?

To avoid confusion, | must clarify what theosemiotics means, as in the thesis title “theosemiotic
reading”. | would not be as brave as to call myself a theosemiotician, so it is not a reading by a
theosemiotician. It is, however, a reading from a theosemiotic perspective addressed to
theosemioticians. That perspective is broad but not exhaustive. Studying all of the extents of
related topics, even with the work already done by researchers in the Skovorodian studies field,
would require decades.

Back to the definition of “theosemiotics”. Thomas-Andres Pdder, a representative of the
field in Tartu University, overall, distinguishes three separate theology-, religion, and semiotic-

related fields:



1. Semiotics of religion. This field originated in the 1960-the 1970s, based on narrativity,
ethnological and mythographic research, structuralism, and literary analysis (P6der 2021b:
3). Notably, semiotics of religion can study religious semiotics, however “implies an
awareness of its difference from the religious process” (Ibid., 9). To this field, we can also
add Massimo Leone’s definition, namely of “semiotic studies on religion”: “theories of
religion that implicitly use a semiotic theory; those that use one explicitly; analyses of
religious texts that employ semiotic methodologies” (Leone 2023: 72).

2. Religious semiotics. This branch is focused on “sign conceptions in religion” or “religious
perception or production of meaning” (Pdder 2021b: 9).

3. Theosemiotics. This is “a metaphysical semiotics or philosophical theology” (lbid., 13),
“an umbrella for different versions of metaphysics, philosophy of religion or philosophical
theology inspired by Peirce” (Pdder 2021a: 31). Alternatively, Pdder suggests a
perspective on theosemiotics “as (a version of) cultural semiotics of religion” (Ibid.).
Theosemiotics, as Pdder suggests, is more connected with Charles Sanders Peirce. Michael
L. Raposa, in his “Theosemiotic: Religion, Reading, and the Gift of Meaning”, places
Peirce, too, notably, at the focus of his work on the history of the theosemiotic (Raposa
2020: 15).

Here, some clarification is in order, since the thesis is not uniformly following one
approach, although motivated by one idea. The first part of the thesis reconstructs the sign as
Skovoroda himself regarded it, placed on the Plato-Augustine axis of thought. If we are true to the
classification above, that places the focus on religious semiotics.

In section 2.6 (Emblem) of the thesis, however, a short detour is made, and the emblem is
discussed in terms of Peircean ideas. This detour is an instance, where, according to the
classification, we can agree it was theosemiotic. The detour of course, is justified — in Raposa’s
words, ““ while Peirce is often considered to be a foundational figure in the development of modern
semiotic theory, there is considerable evidence to suggest that he may have been indebted to
medieval predecessors for some of his ideas” (Raposa 2020: 24).

Much more than Peirce, Umberto Eco participates in the culmination of the thesis: the
whole of chapter three. Umberto Eco, in Leone’s words, "was able to weave the US and the
French-speaking semiotic traditions™ (Leone 2023: 71). He will be the reconciling force for me in
this thesis as well, allowing for the reconciliation of Skovoroda’s diverse ideas within the
philosophy of language.

So, why say “theosemiotic”? When I said “theosemiotic reading”, I meant it, as I had just

noted, not in the sense of Peirce, but rather in the sense of “a metaphysical semiotics or
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philosophical theology" (Pdder 2021b: 13)”, and also, in the sense of religious semiotics, on
Skovoroda’s "religious perception or production of meaning" (Ibid., 9). In short, in the title of the
thesis, theosemiotics means theology-related semiotics.

So, the definition of Skovoroda’s reconstructed understanding of a “sign” on the Latin-
Age, Neoplatonist axis, moves from its origins onto the modern semiotics (represented by Peirce
in one instance, but mostly Umberto Eco). This is done to demonstrate how Skovoroda’s theories

are at all relevant to the axis of theosemiotics.

Method: What does “Reading” mean?

Skovoroda is an extremely multifaceted author and can be challenging to read. Dmytro
Chizhevskiy writes about Skovoroda:
Skovoroda was praised as an author of original thoughts and made into a completely dependent thinker,
repeating ideas and words of others. According to one view, he is a completely unsystematic, even chaotic
writer, while, on the other hand, he is regarded as a theorist and “researcher” solving scientific questions [...]

others suppose, he mostly worked in the field of ethics, or was a “sage”, whose wisdom is rooted in his
biography? (Chizhevskiy 1934: 5).

“The world was trying to catch me, but it never got me” is more than just the famous last words
in Hryhorii Skovoroda’s case, now engraved on his tomb. He did live up to what he died with,
being one of, if not the most enigmatic Ukrainian thinkers of all time. Besides all the
characteristics listed by Chizhevskiy, according to Prokopov, Skovoroda also belongs to the
“fleeing” philosophers, whose “fleeing” status needs to be respected as self-proclaimed by him
and taken very seriously (Prokopov 2003: 81). In my approach, | find Prokopov’s idea to be very
helpful. After all, in order to give Skovoroda an overview of the scope as broad as | intended, |
have to allow him to “flee” to some extent (I cannot afford to go into every detail of every idea in
the thesis).

Skovoroda’s dialogues constitute, in terms of our semiotic journey, the core part, as | said
before. They are also a core part of Skovoroda’s overall body of works, constituting the more
significant part of it. Leonid Ushkalov refers to them as “Socratic dialogues” (Ushkalov 2011: 21).

Together with Prokopov, let us take this as our first point, where we meet Skovoroda, the

23 CkoBOPO/Y BHXBAJISUIH, K TBOPLS OPUTiHATBHEX IYMOK Ta POOHIIH IL[LIKOM HECAMOCTIMHMM MHCICHHHKOM, IO
JIMIIE TIOBTOPIOE 4yki inei Ta cioBa. Ha ayMKy onHHX, BiH € IIUIKOM HECHCTEMaTHYHHH, Ta HaBITh XaOTHYHHN
MMCHMEHHUK, WHII BBAXKAKOTH HOTO 32 TEOPETHKA Ta «BUCHOTOY, IO «PO3BA3yBaB» HAYKOBI MUTaHHA [...] ramaroTh,
110 BiH NEPEBaXXHO €THYHHUN MHUCICHHHUK a00 HaBiTh «MYIPEIb», [0 CBOIO MYAPICTh 3IiHICHUB y CBOMOMY JKHTTI.
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philosopher. Prokopov, in his article, compares the self-references of Plato and Skovoroda in their
dialogues. From his perspective, there is a difference between the two. Plato uses self-references,
sometimes posing as Socrates, to highlight different perspectives on a matter of philosophical
importance (Prokopov 2003: 82). At the same time, at least according to Prokopov, Skovoroda
does so due to his existence at the border of a philosopher (a “namesake-philosopher’’?¥) and a
non-philosopher (the agent of common sense) in his relationship to wisdom (Prokopov 2003: 84).
Skovoroda, according to Prokopov, is ever-fleeing, and should not be caught in a fishing
categorization net within the philosophical tradition. However, | do not think that Prokopov
implies that Skovoroda transcends the boundaries of philosophy itself. Skovoroda is often, though
not always, faithful to many of the influences of different traditions of thought.

The case here is rather that Skovoroda himself expresses the will to be perceived this way,
the way of the “fleeing philosopher”. In order to prove this point, Prokopov uses Skovoroda’s
dialogue “Pry” as an example. This dialogue is devoted to finding answers to the question: Is it
hard or easy to do good? Prokopov describes the special nature of the existence of three versions
(inner moral voices) of Skovoroda.

The first Hryhorii is the former and “mistaken” mode of himself, Hryhorii-Daimon
(coming from the past) (Prokopov 2003: 84). The second is the current Hryhorii, the carrier of the
truth, Hryhorii-Warsawa (coming from the present) (Ibid.). Unlike in Plato’s case, there is also a
different third, Skovoroda, whose standing on the dilemma is the same as Warsawa’s (Ibid.). He
could be Hryhorii coming from the future if we continue putting it into temporal terms.

According to Prokopov, this dialogue is an excellent example of the deliberate "fleeing"
of Skovoroda as an author (Prokopov 2003) A third, meta-Hryhorii, accepts what Warsawa, the
voice of truth, thinks about the moral dilemma. Remarkably, Skovoroda even refers to himself as
the author of the Kharkiv Fables, identified by his own moral voices (Prokopov 2003: 84), as
stands in the dialogue:

DAE [MON]. Was it not you who wrote the Fables and gifted them to Athanasios Pankov?
WAR [SAVA]. Truly, it is so. This is the Friend of Warsawa?®

(Skovoroda 2011:872).

Self-referencing his works adds yet another level to how Skovoroda perceives his works and what
it means for us, as readers, as well. Unfortunately, this exciting idea of Skovoroda’s authorship is

2 Mdinocod-im’s.
25 TAVI[MOH]. Te! 1 Hanmcan [purueit u napun OHbI AeaHa cito [TaHkoBY?
BAP[CABA]. Bo Hcrtuny tako ects. Ceif ects Hpyr Bapcask.



extended by Prokopov only as far as the “Pry” dialogue goes. To take this road, I should go further.
Another question that Prokopov implies, but does not answer directly, is about Skovoroda’s
motivation to flee (and whether, as readers, we should respect it).

Ushkalov gives us hints, referring to the thinker’s aversion to “stulta philosophia”, or
nopocdgia (the foolish wisdom) (Ushkalov 2011: 1196, n.134). According to the researcher, the
flight from foolish wisdom happens in two directions: 1) Towards the philosophy of Christ, rather
than just any philosophy?® (2011: 24). 2) Towards the folk.

To support the second claim, let me feature another reference by Ushkalov. To Skovoroda,
as Ushhalov writes, “The very words “philosophy”, “theology”, “religious study”, “knowing of
God”, and “thinking of God” stand for all and the same “general study” of human happiness...”?’
(2011: 24).

More often than not, Skovoroda is also referred to as a cordocentric philosopher, focusing
on the inner world and happiness, concerned with the well-being of the Inner Man. Given that
Skovoroda’s philosophy is so inward-focused and personal, would his life be one of his works?
Are the two inseparable? The answer | would give is: Yes, to an extent. To the extent that
Skovoroda is cordocentric, he is self-oriented, and writes to fulfil and express his own convictions,
rather than to continue any line of thought of any other philosopher of the time, let alone to follow
any particular tradition, even if he can be fitted into it. As an author, Skovoroda expresses himself
in an eccentric way that makes it impossible to ignore his strong presence in texts. This
amalgamation of Skovoroda the author with his text gives us a certain degree of freedom in how
we try to conduct a deep reading of his works. Essentially, | could say, Prokopov is, just like me,
attempting to reconstruct Eco’s model reader for Skovoroda: the perfect reader corresponding to
the fleeing author (philosopher). Eco writes so about model readers:

Since the intention of the text is basically to produce a model reader able to make conjectures about it, the

initiative of the model reader consists in figuring out a model author that is not the empirical one and that,

in the end, coincides with the intention of the text (Eco 1990: 180).

Skovoroda makes it easy for his supposed model reader to find him as a “model author”, not only
by means of the aforementioned “Pry” dialogue, but also, and above all, by means of his unique
form of expression (language), which will be discussed in detail in sub-section 2.1 of the thesis.

26 paraphrase of the original: Omiit cripassxHiit pimocodii CkoBopona mpoTumnoknagas “aypuy dizocodiro™ (stulta
philosophia), abo “ayprHomyapie” (popocd@uy), mo #oro cB. am. IlaBno Ha3BaB KOJHCH “MycTOl0 (UIOCcCOdiero,
KoTOpast OpakHUYHT 110 Oypab cTuxiiiHOH, npensTcTByromei ¢punocoderBoBars o Xpuctb...”.

27 Orxe, dinocodis CkoBOpomM Mae BHpasHuii peniriitauii xapaxtep. Cami cioBa “duocodis”, “Gorociosie”,
“ooropbabuie”, “OorosHanie”, “OorompIciie” 03HAYAIOTHh IJISI HHOTO OJHY W Ty camy ‘“Bce3arajlbHy HayKy Tpo
JFOJCHKE IIACTs.
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As a model reader for Skovoroda, I can be tasked with coming close to the trials or challenges in
which Skovoroda invites me to participate. That is, Skovoroda’s theological questions become my
questions.

However, | have to confess that | have a model reader of my own, the one who comes from
theosemiotics. Thus, | try to position myself in such a way that my reader’s questions, like my
author’s questions, become my own as well. Although, as this is a thesis, the questions of my
model reader are of greater relevance to me. In the intersection of these two forms of enquiry, my
analysis, which can be described as literary, semiotic, cultural-historical and hermeneutic
functions to respond to the potential requests of the theosemiotic reader.

If, as Leroy Huizenga summarizes it neatly, “at every step the Model Reader leaves the
text and travels into and through the encyclopedia, searching for the pieces of cultural knowledge
that are required for the making of coherent sense” (Huizenga 2009: 33), I become the model
reader by consulting the encyclopedia of cultural context Skovoroda belongs to and the tradition
of thought he was influenced by. I cannot turn Skovoroda into a semiotician. Unlike Augustine,
Skovoroda never gave an account of the specific ontological classification of signs. However, |
see theosemiotics in its broadest sense (not just in relation to Peirce, as | had previously elaborated)
as a perfect encyclopaedia to consult when interpreting Skovoroda’s works. Not only is it
important to consult this encyclopaedia, but also, in my case, to try to see how Skovoroda’s ideas
fit into it. In a way, this thesis presents Hryhorii Skovoroda as a suggested entry for this
encyclopaedia of theosemiotics.

| also feel the need to explain why | devoted such a large part of the thesis to Umberto Eco,
rather than Peirce, and used his ideas for my overall approach to Skovoroda’s texts. Not only did
| consult Eco for his semiotic ideas, but I also adopted his approach in my overview. The point
was to set the limits of my interpretation. Giampaolo Proni puts the differences between Umberto
Eco and Charles Sanders Peirce very relevantly for my point addressing “Peirce’s pragmatic
limit™:

Eco poses the problem, which never troubled Peirce, about which habit a literary text might bring about,
considering that it is bound to be different to that which the interpretation of a chemical definition, consisting
of a series of operative instructions, requires. [...] The final interpretant of an aesthetic text can be the request
for further reading moved by the mere pleasure of fruition, a change in introspective attitude, the choice of
correcting one’s behavior in a sometimes radical manner, and so on. Certainly here individual competences
and local encyclopedias also come into play (Proni 2015: 20-21).

Since Hryhorii Skovoroda is a fleeing philosopher, and remembering Dmytro Chizhevskiy’s

characteristic given to the diverse interpretations that are used to interpret his works (Chizhevskiy
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1934: 5), | cannot help but turn to Eco for his ideas on interpretation that presupposes meaning as

something central to the interpretation process.

Another idea of Peirce that was taken up by Eco is that a term (or rheme) is a potential proposition, and a
proposition (or dicisign) a potential argument. This allows him to say that “the meaning of a sign inchoatively
contains all the texts within which that sign can be inserted” (1979b: 184). From this point he develops one
of the central theses of the book, “a sememe is in itself an inchoative text, whereas a text is an expanded
sememe” (1979b: 175) (Proni 2015: 20).

It makes a lot of sense to use this technique to interpret Skovoroda’s text with a certain degree of
freedom, not limiting “the expandability of term and proposition to their logical consequences”
(Proni 2020: 20), but instead, enjoying the “possibility of expansion on the basis of discoursive

implications, produced by interpretations sedimented in the Encyclopedia” (Ibid., 20), in hopes to

add Skovoroda’s name to this Encyclopedia.
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I. Outlines of Hryhorii Skovoroda’s Philosophy

In this chapter, important fundamentals of Hryhorii Skovoroda’s philosophy are discussed. As
Hryhorii Skovoroda could well be called a Neoplatonist, or actually, a Platonist, in a lot of regards,
as we will find out, first the distinction between the two natures, and his relation to Plato is
discussed. Then, as Hryhorii Skovoroda is not only regarded as a Ukrainian Socrates, but also the
Ukrainian Epicurus, his concept of “kindred work” is discussed as related to Epicurus’ philosophy.
Next, Skovoroda’s ideas are discussed in the light of Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, and Augustine,
as related to how his idea of the “Inner Man” fits into the context of similar ideas. Finally, an

overview of how Skovoroda can be regarded as a “mystic” is given.

1.1. Skovoroda and Plato. Two Natures

Leonid Ushkalov names a wide row of researchers; himself included, that refer to Skovoroda as a
“Christian Neoplatonist” (Fedir Zelenogorsky, Volodymyr Ern, Oleksii Losev, Dmytro
Chizhevskiy, Vasyl Zenkovsky) (Ushkalov 2011: 39, n. 84). This is true, despite Skovoroda’s
vivid language and sometimes far-reaching overinterpretation of otherwise rather standard
Platonic philosophical terms. Unlike Augustine, who lived unaware of some Greek influences
(Biemiller 2019: 35), Skovoroda, an academy man, undoubtedly had Plato, among other giants of
philosophical thought, at his fingertips.

At the foundation, the dualism of natures is essential to Skovoroda. However, before we
proceed to look at two natures, let us try to determine what “nature” is by itself. Ushkalov
conveniently summarises, based on Feofan Prokopovych, all the critical nuances of Skovoroda’s
perspective. He advises taking into consideration such outlooks on nature as:

1. Nature as God himself

2. Nature is in opposition to “natura naturans” (the creative nature) or God versus “nature
naturata” (the nature created) or created things.

3. Nature as the “entirety” and unity of things.

4. Nature as in “natural primordial reason”.
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5. Nature as the “source and birthing of all that is born” (“alive”)?® (Ushkalov 2011: 535).
Let’s search for a general definition of nature in Skovoroda. In my mind, it is rather clearly
defined in his self-referencing (with all qualities of fleeing, discussed earlier) dialogue The
Conversation of Five Travelers on the matters of true life’s happiness or The Talk between Friends

about the World within the Soul?®). In the words of the dialogue’s character Yermolai:

YERMOLAL. In the Bible, God bears the name of a Fire, and water, and wind, and iron, and stone. "Why
not call Him (God) "Natura" — Nature? "Natura" is a Roman word, in our language, translated as Nature or
Being. This is the word that Signifies everything that is born within the World’s Machine, and what is unborn
is like Fire, and all that is unborn is called the World [...]*° (Skovoroda 2011: 506).

To that, Yermolai’s opponent Athanasios objects that even matter is born (2011: 506). Yermolai,
in turn, is not fighting against the objection. Instead, he accepts that the things of perishable matter
also are born but adds that in Nature, there is an economy of “Everlasting strength”, and that
Nature is “so called because everything that comes into being and is born from the secret unlimited
depths, from the All-Mother’s Womb, stems from a temporal Beginning” (Ibid.). Nature is then,
the Mother, but also the Father (since it self-reproduces), the Beginning because it is the source,
but also No-beginning because it has no end, otherwise, evidently like a “Circle”, “Ring”, or
“Snake” (Ibid.).

So, what we understand by Nature is, then, the whole array of things, although Skovoroda
refers, at all times, to all the same nature, “natypa”. Being the Mother and Father, Nature does
resemble divinity. However, it is not synonymous with it. If Nature is an umbrella term for all that
comes to life, then it cannot be God by itself because it would mean the amalgamation of immortal
and mortal, which Skvoroda, a devout Christian of his times, would never allow. God is not just
any Nature; He is the invisible one.

28 3pincu Binocodu BUBOIATH BiIMIHHICTb IPUPOIM, TOBOPSAUH MOIATHHCHKOMY, 1O OJIHI€I0 € ‘TIPUPOJA TBOpYA®
(natura naturans), a npyroto — ‘npupoja ctBopena’ (natura naturata). ITin mepuioro BoHH po3yMitoTh camoro Bora, a
min wieto — cTBopeHi pedi. [lo-mpyre, mig Ha3BOK ‘mpHupoaa’ po3yMieThesi CYTHICTh Oyab-skoi pedi [...] [To-tpere,
NPUPOIOI0 HA3MBAEThCS BCE3aralbHiCTh peyeld... [lo-uyeTBepre, ii BUSHAIOTH MPUPOAHO NpH4YHHOKO [...] Hapemri,
Ha3BOIO ‘TIPHpO/a’ MOCITYTOBYIOTHCS ISl BU3HAUECHHS HapoKeHHs knBoro” [IIpokonosua @. Hatypdinocodis, abo
®i3zuxa // [Ipoxonosua @. dinmocoderki TBopu: Y 3 T. — Kuis, 1980. — T. 2. — C. 147]..

29 Pazrosop ITsTH IyTHAKOB O MCTHHHOM macTin B xu3nn (Pasrosop pysxeckiii O Jlyme BHoM Mu ph).

30 EPMOJIAM. B Bu'6ain Bor umeny ercs OrHe’m, Bojo 10, BbL'Tpom, xeib'30M, kKa'MEHEM W TPOTUYUMHU
0e3un’cIeHHBIME HMeHa Mu; Iiistaero x Ero He Ha3Bath “Natura” — Haty poro? Uto xx 10 Mmoero MHbLHIS HaIIIEKHU T,
Henb3sl chicka Th BakHb'e m bory mpunmmunbe u'menn, kak cie. “Natura” ecte pu'Mckoe ci0'BO, 10 Ha IIeMy
Ipupo’'na, unu EcrectBo®. Cum cio’Bom O3Haua’eTcst Bce-Ha-BCE, YTO TOJIBKO pojau TCsA BO Bceill Mipa cero
Ma murb93; a uTo Haxo JUTCs HEPOXKIe HHOE, Kak Oro Hb, M BCE PO Tieecs BooOIie Ha3biBa ercst Mip [...].
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This idea, as Ushkalov notes in his index, is attributed to the influences of the stoic ideas
in Cicero’s “On the nature of gods” and Augustine’s “On the Trinity”’3! on Skovoroda (Ushkalov
2011: 535 n. 84). Skovoroda gives an affirmation in his “First Door to Christian Virtue” Tractatus,
in the “On God”” chapter:

All the World consists of two Natures: the one visible, the other invisible. The visible Nature is called

Creation, and the invisible — is God. This invisible Nature, or God, holds and permeates all the Creation; this

is how it is and always will be. For instance, the human body is seen, but the permeating and upholding Mind

is invisible. This is why the ancients called God the World’s Mind. He went by different names. For instance:
Nature, Being, Eternity, Time, Destiny, Necessity, Fortuna, etc %2 (Skovoroda 2011: 214).

So, if invisible nature is synonymous with God, what does it make the visible one? In Skovoroda
we find that it, also, goes by many names such as The Substance, the Matter, the Ground, the
Flesh, the Shadow, etc.®® (Skovoroda 2011: 215).

John Deely, in his “Four Ages of Understanding”, refers to the Platonic Ideas as a “supra-
or trans-sensible reality”, in which everything perceivable by our senses is just “shadows of
participation” (Deely 2001: 58). The shadows “give us nothing of reality”” and need to be inferred
by “purely intellectual means” to get the gift of “awareness” of the divine (Ibid.). Skovoroda fits
perfectly within this framework, and the quote to illustrate would be:

One thing is to see the stone with the letters on it and the paper with ink with your outer eye, and the other

is to look with a different kind of vision: “Raise your eyes” [...] “Written not with the ink, but with the God’s
Spirit it is alive in the canvas of the soul”. 3* (Skovoroda 2011: 567).

In the dialogue, we encounter the mention of this “awareness” or “vision”. Skovoroda, in a rather
Augustinian sense, differs between the “inner” and the “outer” eye. The invisible and eternal

things are only invisible up to a point, since we can “Raise our eyes” and see things written not in

31 Therefore, the nature that has not been made, and that has made all natures both great and small, is undoubtedly
more excellent than those which it has made, and, therefore, than this, too, of which we are speaking, namely, the
rational and intellectual nature which is the mind of man, and which has been made according to the image of Him
who made it. But the nature more excellent than all the others is God. And indeed “He is not far from anyone of us,”
as the Apostle says, and then adds: “In him we live and move and have our being” [Acts :—]. If this were said with
regard to the body, it could also be understood of this corporeal world, for we also live and move and have our being
in Him according to the body. Therefore, it must be understood in a more excellent and, at the same time, invisible
and intelligible way, namely, with respect to the mind that has been made to His image (Augustine 2002: 15).

32 Becy Mip cocrout u3 aByx Hatyp: omma Buammas, apyras HeBumuMmas. Buammas Hatypa nassiBaercs Taps, a
HeBugumas — bor. Cis neBugumas Harypa, unu Bor, Bcio TBaph NpoHHIIAET U CONEPIKUT, Be3ah Bcerna Obl, ecTh U
Oyner. Hampumbp, Thbno ugenorbueckoe BUAHO, HO MPOHMIAMIIIN M coaepXkaimlii oHoe YM He BuaeH. Ilo cei
npuunsk y apesrux bor HazwBancs YM BCEMIPHBIM. Emy x y Hux Gbutu pasHbis umena. Hanpuwmbp: Harypa,
briTie Bemeit, Bbunocts, Bpems, Cynn6a, Heobxoaumocts, @opTyHa u mipod[as].

33 Yro kacaercst 10 Bunumont Hartypsel, To Eit Takke He ogHo ums. Hanpumbp: BemecTBo, unum Marepis, 3emis,
[Tnote, ThHE U npoy[as].

34 Minoe abio BuxbTh KaMeHp ¢ GyKkBaMH M OyMary ¢ YepHHIAMH BHBIIHEM OKOM, a APyroe B3upaTh ThM B30pOM:
“Bo3BeanTe 04M Baln’, ¥ CIIBIIATH ThMu ymamu: “VIMbsai yIer cismmaTy, Aa CIOBIINAT , ¥ MOT'TH cKa3ath ¢ [laBiom:
“Hammcano He yepHMIOM, HO JlyxoM bora sxuBa Ha CKprKajiex cepAa INIOTIHBIX .
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ink, but in God’s Spirit itself on the canvas of the soul. For comparison, Augustine suggests, in
“The Trinity” we do it with our gaze fixed on the eternal things which we are to obtain, passing
quickly by the former, but clinging to the latter” (Augustine 2002: 98). Augustine asks: “And who
does see his own thought, not I say with the eyes of flesh, but with the interior gaze itself?”” (2002:
184).

The next question would be, is this visible world vile, while the invisible good? For
Skovoroda, it seems to be the case. However, these two opposing natures surely have some
tension, however, they are united under God’s watch. To illustrate, Skovoroda writes:

For the different Beings not to be in conflict and tear apart, the Day unites the darkness and the light, the

morning and the night.The Day is made from contradicting Natures: one Vile and the other Kind.%®
(Skovoroda 2011: 741).

1.2. The Kindred and Happiness. Skovoroda and Epicurus

Skovoroda was well-known for his fables. A few of his fables happen to be a good way to
demonstrate what affinity, for him, means. Although Ushkalov suggested another example (the
fable about the Bee), | will broaden the perspective and use another one of my choice.

In short, the fable in question describes a debate between an old dog with no master and a
well-trained proud horse, a debate between upbringings, if we may. To the ridiculed horse, the
dog says cunningly, “My lady, | am sorry, but | have no shame of my natural trait to laugh even
at a good deed that goes against nature”® (Skovoroda 2011: 164). The moral, or “strength” (Cuna)
of the fable, as Skovoroda himself would call it, is that the horse, although trained in an “academy”
(by human hand), cannot compare to the dog, who, through Creator himself, received his ability
to hunt. More precisely, as Skovoroda describes the process, “through affinity, an ability to hunt,
and through hunt, the knowledge and the habit” (Ibid.).

Such, for Skovoroda, is the source of all, not only dog’s, but human wisdom. "To be
without nature means to have no path: the further one wanders, the more lost one gets” (2011:
164). Only through Affinity and Habit (which stems from Experience) can something be brought
to perfection, reach its finality, “resolve itself”: the end in a circle is always where the beginning

is (Ibid.). It might be, here, perhaps, a good place to extent the ideas into Peircean thought that

35 Ho naGe1 omst "t He mocirh1oBan pasiop, pa3puBaromIiii 1BOK 1y CONPSUKEHHBIX BO €IMHO EcTecTs, 3ab1an 13 TMbI
u cebra, 3 qHA v HOuM, U3 Be yepa u Y1pa [Jens EJJVIH.
36 Mpocrure, Cynapbins, MeHs, He Talocs B ceM MoeM Ipupoasom ITopoxh, uto s MeHe cMBIIHBIM KakeTcs 1
Ho6poe Ibmo, nkuemoe 6e3 [Tpuposr.
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amuses itself a lot on these matters, although, definitely not in the confines of this page-limited
thesis.

To finally give a generalized definition, affinity is, to Skovoroda, “God’s Grace and a
Secret Law of His, which guides all creation”3(Skovoroda 2011: 667). Skovoroda writes:

To know something that the Soul bears likeness to, and what it aims for, what is the equality between a
Friend to a Friend, and what is the likeness between the food and the digestive tract [...]. The two things that
bear likeness to each other, are attracted to each other, one to one, another to another...*¥(Skovoroda 2011:
667).

Going into Peirce would be uncalled for, but, at least, the issue of likeness here, as it is specific to
Slavic Christianity due to its Old-Slavonic connotation, and, thus, immediate to Skovoroda. As

Uspensky writes:

This is the connection of the word prepodobnyj ‘saint’ corresponding to the Greek 6ctog with the word
podobie ‘likeness’; cf. the word nepodobnyj, lit.: “unlike’, which is contrasted to it as an antonym (see
Ouspensky and Lossky, 1952: 35, note 5) and, on the other hand, words of the type spodobifsja ‘to be
considered worthy’, derived from the same root. Also characteristic is the meaning of the word podobat (lit.:
‘to be alike’) in the sense of ‘to conform’, ‘to agree with’, ‘to comply’ (it is revealing in this connection that,
in the pre-Nikon editions of Matthew Il1: 15, we find Podobno esf — ‘it is becoming’, literally ‘it is alike’,
which was later corrected to podobaet — ‘it becometh’. Compare, in this connection, the well-known
expression po obrazu i podobiju Boziju ‘in the image and likeness of God’ as uniting in its thought this whole
sphere of meanings. (Uspensky 2009: 181)

So, what does it mean, to find this likeness? First, in the sense of our formerly discussed two
Natures, it can refer to finding the link, balance, and correspondence between the two, a task of
the true human, and be, as Uspensky gives us a hint, in some likeness of God. Second, it means,
in Skovoroda’s specific sense, his signature expression "work of affinity” (cpogna mpars). By
“work”, Skovoroda does not imply a rigid craft (although it often is the case). He means, rather,
something related to Nature (in the general sense, the Father-Mother version of it). More
specifically, he writes:
Nature is the primary Cause for everything, and a self-moving Spring. She is the Mother of the Will. And
the Will is the burning, the affinity, the movement. The Will is stronger than the Non-Will, as according to
the Saying. She strives towards the Work and finds joy in it, as she would in her own son. The Work is the
living and unsleeping movement of the Machine, until it produces the perfect deed that is like a Crown of

joy meant for its Creator. [...] What is this NATURE but the Blissful Spirit within a man. 3 (Skovoroda
2011: 651).

87 IIpupona u cpoaHocTh 3HauuT BpokaeHHoe boxie bnaroBonenie u Taiiueiii Ero 3AKOH, Bcio TBapb
YIPaBIAIOLIIH.

38 3nartp-To, uTO ecTh mon0Gie B JIyurk u B ToM bk, K KOTOPOMY OHa CTPEMHUTCS, KAKOBOE PABEHCTBO MEXIY
Hpyrom u [Ipyrom, a cX0JCTBO MEXAY MUMICIO U xkeayakoM. “TlomoOHoe TeueT Kk moo0HOMY .

39 [pupo’na ects nepBoHauanbHas Becemy [puumna u camoBIKyIascs [pysxu Ha. OHa ecth MaTh Ox0 Thl. OX0Ta
€CTh paXKKeHie, CKJIOHHOCTh M jaBmkeHie. Oxo'ta cunHa'e Heso nu, mo IlocnoBuirk. Ona crpemutcs x Tpyny u
paayeTcsi UM, KaKk Chl HOM CBOMM. Tpy[ €CTh KUBBIH M HEYCHITHBIA BCe Maru Hbl X0/ TOTOJIb, ITOKOJb HOPOANT
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It is the likeness to this Nature, not only God, that is implied by the “work of affinity”” here. But
what is divine can be natural. Even though mortal matter is flawed, it still can be separated into
vain and non-vain. This idea of Skovoroda resonates with Epicurus and his views on happiness.
Skovoroda writes in his poem:

Do you want to live in sweetness? Do not be envious anywhere.

Be sated with a small portion, do not fear everywhere. Put out of your mind the dust of the grave and

childhood fears;

Death is peace, not harm [that is near].
Thus lived the Athenian, thus lived the Hebrew Epicure — Christ (Skovoroda 2016: 101).

The visible, grounded in mortal flesh, is not necessarily bad by design, although it is negative, for
Skovoroda. It is negative because it contains deception, and masks the truth, as in the quote from
before (Skovoroda 2011: 220). So, the pleasure, as Epicurus defines it, that we would think comes,
for humans, first-hand, from the visible, is also not “bad in itself”, but “the things that make for
pleasure in certain cases entail disturbances many times greater than the pleasures themselves”
(Epicurus 2013: 174), so they are also, in a way, bad just for the sake of them being deceptive.
One could well interpret it like Skovoroda, being Christian, and see Christ, indeed. Living simple
is considered a divine quality, simplicity in this case is not precisely a norm that denies overall all
of the visible, and Skovoroda is not a monk. It can be seen as a precaution taken not to be deceived.

Let us stick to an example. In his fable, “The Bee and the Hornet”, Skovoroda depicts a
story of a Hornet mocking the Bee for making honey instead of enjoying it, sometimes even
leading to her death (Skovoroda 2011: 172). But the Bee explains that to do something she was
born to, is much better than stealing someone else’s (Ibid.). “The Bee is the Insignia of the wise
Man that does kindred work™*° (Ibid.).

Skovoroda writes, in this fable, the moral of the story:

We need to discover what it means, to live by Nature. For not the Law of our animalistic Drives and Passions

determines what is kindred to every creature, but the Divine Being that is, among theologians, called the

Three-Sun, which prescribes it, giving every creature a Place and purpose. It is about this Being that Epicurus

had said: “I thank the Divine Nature for making the necessary easy, and the difficult unnecessary”*
(Skovoroda 2011: 173).

Thus, the pleasure is defined by something that one is born to do, and it is easy. This kind of
pleasure does not deceive, it does not betray. To be without what one was born to do is a suffering

coBepiienHoe ko, corrbraromee Teopiy cBoemy Bbuen pagocrtu [...] A uto x ects cis [IPUPOJIA, eciu He TOT
Bnaxxennsiii B yenosbxb dyx.
40 A TTuema ects I'ep6 My aparo Yenosbka, B cpomroM abih Tpymsmarocs.
41 Ho packycuTb e JI0IDKHO, 4To 3HaunT kuTh 110 Hatyph. He 3akon ckotckux Vios u [ToXOTel HAIIMX, HO 3HAYMT
bnaxxennoe onoe ECTECTBO, nassiBaemoe y borocnosos TPUCOJIHEUHOE, Besxoit TBapu cBoro nis Hest HacTs
u cponHocth BbuHO mpeanucytomiee. O cem-to Ecrectsb ckazan apesHii Emi-kyp cabayromee: BJIATOJJTAPEHIE
BJIAXKEHHOM HATYPBH 3A TO, UTO HYKHOE 3/IBJIAJIA HETPYJIHBIM, A TPYJHOE HEHYKHBIM.
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to Skovoroda (2011: 172). That is also, as it is for Epicurus, to exist in excess: “What can be more
of a suffering, than to swim in Excess, and live through grave suffering without the kindred
Work?*#2 (Ibid., 173).

The kindred work is referred to as “a sweet” and “bodily” delight (Ibid.). This ultimately
proves the point that, to Skovoroda, bodily is not inherently evil, unless it is deceptive. Even Death
herself is, to Skovoroda, as it is for Epicurus, a delight, if a person lives according to their Nature
(Ibid.). If Epicurus writes that “death means nothing to us, since every good and every evil lies in
sensation” (Epicurus 2013: 156), it is easy to see how a Christian reading, like the one of
Skovoroda, would recognize sensation as belonging to the fleshly plain, where vain pleasures are
those of non-affinity, those that deceive and lead away from God. Epicurus and Skovoroda’s Bee
are not frightened by Death. The Bee and the Epicurean man “do what they are born to do, without
stopping, until they Die”*? (Skovoroda 2011: 173). For Epicurus, “a correct comprehension of the
fact that death means nothing to us makes the mortal aspect of life pleasurable” (Epicurus 2013:
156), so for Skovoroda. Death “gives a lot to the insatiable” (Skovoroda 2011: 173), and to the

one, that “prefers the most savory dish to merely the larger portion” (Epicurus 2013: 156) alike.

1.3. The Inner Man. Skovoroda, Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine

There is a tradition of Ukrainian writers, who speak of seeing the world through the inner or mind’s
eye (Stefan Yavorskiy, Innokentiy Vinnitskiy, losaf Krokovskiy) (Ushkalov 2011: 977, n.30).
However, it is of utmost importance that Skovoroda’s inner man is not only a tool of a certain
vision, he is a microcosm.

Ushkalov writes that the perception of a human as a microcosm (“pikpokdopog”, “mainbiit
mip”, “parvus mundus”, “$wiat mnieyszyi”, “4-edged-world), goes all the way back to
Anaximander (Ushkalov 2011: 977, n.29). Through the thought of Clement of Alexandria, Origen,
Gregory of Nyssa, this concept has travelled also to Ukrainian writers in the 17—-18 century (Ibid.).
This microcosmic world, according to Ushkalov, could be seen as either Democritian,

“humoral”*, or grounded in God’s Wisdom (lbid.).

42 Yo ropecrrbe, kak miaBath B M3061IiH 1 CMEPTHO MydnTHCH 63 cpoaHaro JIhma?

BK CeMy MBI POKICHHBI U HE TIPECTaHEM, ITOKO JTb YMpeM.

44 TIpu ToMy BOHM MOTIH TIOKITMKATHCSA, CKaXiMO, Ha JleMokpiTta (“/[UMOKpAT %e y6o YI0BCTBEHHOMY MUY H3PABHSs
yenoBbka, MaJl MUp TOTO UMEHOBA, SIKO OT MUPCKHUX CTUXiH cocTtosmacs...” [Anda i Omera. — Cympacib, 1788. —
Apxk. 38 (3B.)]) abo KopHCTaTHCA 3 HOHATH T'yMOpaIbHOI Teopii [...].
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Viktor Chernyshov finds parallels between Skovoroda’s overall cosmology (two natures
and three worlds, which will be discussed later in the thesis), and the microcosm of the inner man.
He suggests, the microcosm is a “smaller model of the bigger cosmos” (Chernyshov 2013: 73).
The only difference here is that the inner world’s particular affinity with the Logos. Overall,
according to Chernyshov, Skovoroda’s inner man comes in four versions:

1. The “Heavenly (of the sky) man” — “Christ-Logos”, the archetypos of the human, and the
human being.

2. The “Earthly human” — the immediate representative of humans, the “empiric” man, two
dimensions: bodily and spiritual.

3. The “The outer human” — the bodily dimension of a human, biological, the one who lives

(has «wxkwutie») but not lives-lives (doesn’t have «okuTTSI»).

4. The “Inner man” — the spiritual dimension, the heart, the centre of human existence®

(Chernyshov 2013: 75).

Taking this into account, Chernyshov indirectly states that Skovoroda’s good person lives,
by deification, by nearing their being to the archetype*® of the Heavenly person, and and not
according to the outer one, using the things of the world in inappropriate ways (Chernyshov 2013:
75). These inappropriate ways will be discussed in the following section as the ones not bearing a
special quality: Affinity, kindred discussed previously.

How much this idea of an encapsulated inner human, can be seen as Augustinian (I mean
here, primarily, Magistro, the Teacher, or Christ, within). As for Skovoroda, so for Augustine,
Magistro, the Teacher, Jesus Christ, is the inner force that gives a man a center, a focus. For
Skovoroda, with his cordocentric philosophy, the centre would be called the “heart”. Of
cordocentrism | will speak more in the next subchapter.

In the relation between the body and soul, with a human as a microcosm, we also see the

similarities of Skovoroda’s ideas with the one of Nemesius of Emesa. To him, a man is an “apex

45 paraphrase of: [To—cnpaBKHBOMY JIFOICHKE KHTTS MOKIINBE TUTBKH y XpHCTi, 3 XpHCTOM i jutst XpHCTa, — BIIACHE,
Take JKUTTSA 1 € imeanoM ykpaiHCbKOro muciutenst. Lled XpUCTONOTriYHMH MOTHMB 3JIMBAETHCS 3 MOIEPEIHIM,
TEOJIOTIYHUM TUIBKHM 4acTKOBO. ['oBopstun ipo Xpucra, CKOBOPOA MOCTIIHO TPUMAE y TIaM ’sITi T€, 1110 BiH HE TUIbKH
bor, a ii ictuaHa moauHa. TakuM 9WHOM, «iCTHHHA JoauHay CKOBOPOIM — HE XTO iHIWH, sik boromroamna Icyc
Xpucroc, SKuil i €, TaK O MOBUTH, «TYMaHICTHIHHUM ifeaaom» muciutens. Came igest 60romocsKocTi, sky B.Epn
ITOMIJIKOBO iNeHTU(IKYBaB K «TIHOOKMI i1 Oe3cTpamrHWi aHTPOMOJIOTI3M», € ONHIEI0 3 KITBKOX PHC, «III0
(yHIAMEHTAJIFHO XapakTepusye Bcio ayMKy CkoBopomm» [10,492]. Orxe, He mroanHa, SK BBaxkaB EpH, a
Boromoguaa—Xpucroc € 1t CKOBOPOIM «KIJIFOU JI0 BCiX PO3TaIOK XKHUTTSA, SIK KOCMiYHOI Tak i 60xkecTBeHHOI» [10,
492-493], ToMmy 110 BCi MUTAaHHS W yCi TAEMHUIII CBITY 30CepeKeHi A1l Hboro came y Xpwucri. [liiicHo, «ioauHa —
11e MikpoKocM. BcecBiT yBech crioBHa IpHCyTHiH y Hill, MeTadi3uuHo y Hill peanbHuii» [10, 493], BTiM, TINBKHK TOII,
KOJIM eMITipUYHa JIFOJMHA BIpHIM YHHOM BiZiOuBae y cobi 00pa3 boxxectBennoro Jlorocy, — BoHa cTae 60T0II0ANHOIO.
Lleii «anTpormosori3M» He 3’SBISETHCS caM—c00010, BiH Oepe CBii M0YaTOK, BUPOCTAE 3 TIIMOMHHOT XPUCTUSIHCHKOT
BipH Y TiIHICTH JIIOAMHU, MO 0a3yeThes Ha i11e1 OOTOII0ACHKOI €THOCTI B 0c001 boromoaguarn—XpucTa.
46 The archetypes discussed later in the thesis (Chapter 2.5).
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of sensible reality” that “summarizes the whole sensible universe”, and can be a “sundesmos
(bond) of creation” (Motta 2000: 511). That makes the role of the man as a microcosm, a mediator,
we can even dare to say, an interpreter between the sensible and intelligible realities, a notion
Skovoroda would be very happy with in his anthropocentrism. Nemesius writes:
Who, then, could rightly be surprised at the nobility of such an animal that binds together in himself mortal
and immortal elements, and of the whole creation, for which reason he was also called a microcosm; who
was thought worthy of so great divine providence; for whom is every thing that is now and is to be, and for
whom indeed God became man; who ends in incorruption and escapes mortality? He is king over the

heavens; being born in the image and likeness of God, he communes with Christ, is a child of God, and
surpasses all principalities and powers (Nemesius 2008: 50).

Through man’s eyes, thus, and the power of his interpretation, we can say, the invisible and the
visible are tied together. This is important, since it means that we can reaffirm, as we established
before, for Skovoroda, as for Nemesius, there exists not only tension between the planes
((Skovoroda 2011: 741), but also reconciliation, and the consoling force is man. We should be
careful here, of course, not to imply that the Skovorodian man fulfils here the function of God,
who, with the power of the Day, unites the two Natures. However, we can assume that, to an
extent, the Skovorodian man, like the one of Nemesius, is positioned as a link that can, with two
different visions, look beyond both existing borders of reality. A man can be that link because he
is focused in himself, he is cordocentric (and so is Skovoroda, in his understanding of him).

To know yourself means, in this case, also to recognize likeness to God within oneself.
The center and focus is where the likeness is placed within a human being. Another connecting
point, for both Skovoroda and Augustine, in this sense, would be Origen, who, according to
Kayikcli, ties internality very closely to being Christian itself (Kayikci 2015: 140).

Relating to the invisible and divine which is possible by deification, and that unites
Skovoroda and Origen. Notably, Origen, in is “First Principle”, states, that even if the mind fails
to recognize God, it can ground itself in a likeness and grow again, from the source:

This is the more likely since, even if the mind through carelessness should fall away from the pure and

perfect reception of God into itself, it nevertheless always possesses within some seeds as it were of

restoration and recall to a better state, which become operative whenever -- the inner man, who is also termed
the rational man, is recalled into the image and likeness of God who created him. This is why the prophet

says: "All the ends of the earth shall remember and be turned unto the Lord, and all the families of the nations
shall worship before him" (cf Ps 22:27). (Origen 2013: 430).

This idea of deification, or Oéwoig, is at the core of Skovoroda’s “The Narcissus. A Deliberation

on the Topic: “Know Thyself”** dialogue. Narcissus is not a tale of woe for Skovoroda, on the

47 Hapkicc. Pasriaron o Tom: Y3Haii cebe.
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contrary, he represents finding the source, and finding the focus within oneself: That one, who
saw in the Waters their fleshly Beauty, falls in love not with their Appearance, or the Waters of
their decay, but with themselves and their source Point™*® (Skovoroda 2011: 231).

Another important aspect is Skovoroda’s definition of Moses. If Origen writes, on the very
first page of the “First Principles”:

By the words of Christ we do not mean only those which formed his teaching when he was made man and

dwelt in the flesh, since even before that Christ the Word of God was in Moses and the prophets (Origen
2013: 1).

Skovoroda goes further, in his dialogue “A Symphony, called “The Book of Achsah” [Caleb’s
daughter] on Self-Knowledge*, directly comparing Christ to Moses, even making an equalising
link between the two (Skovoroda 2011: 295-296). While, considering Hryhorii Skovoroda comes
from the Orthodox Church, it might resemble heresy, it is only on the surface that it appears so.
Viktor Malachov writes:
In any case, the reflex to deteize Christ —and | repeat, it is just a reflex, that never assumes a form of heresy,
in my opinion, is inherent to religious and philosophical inquiries of Hryhorii Skovoroda. This reflex is, by

itself, naturally returning the image of Christ to the thickets of plots, figures and events of the Old Testament,
the “rampage”, as Skovoroda himself would call it>® (Malachov 2001: 105).

I, too, considering the parallel with Origen, do not see any sign of heresy, on the contrary, | see
the task Origen had: to tie together the Old and the New Testament, “that the God of the Law and
the Prophets, and the Father of Our Lord Jesus Christ, is One” (Origen 2013: 117), and “refute
those who think that the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is a different God from him who gave

Moses the sayings of the law and sent the prophets” (Ibid., 117).

1.4 Mysticism and Skovoroda

Dmytro Chizhevskiy summarizes seven traits of Skovoroda’s mysticism thinking:

1. “Visio Dei” (seeing God or referring to an “inner vision”).

2. The union with God (God as an encompassing force).

48 Ko, ne, mpo3phpn Bo Boaa'x ceoes Tibunu Kpacoty cBoro, ToT He Bo Bub tuHOCTh Ky '10-1160, Hit BO Tak Hist
cBoero Bo’ 1y, HO B ca'maro cebe u B ca’Myto cBoro To UKy B0 OHTCSI.

49 Cvmobonia, Hapeuernas Kunra AcxaHb.

%0 Tak uu imakimme, meBHumii pediexc mereizamii Xpucra — HOBTOPIOKO, came pediekc, IO HIKOJM He csrae
BU3HAYEHOCTI EPETUYHOIO CIOBIAYBaHH [5],— Ha MOIO TyMKY, € IPUTaMaHHUM PeJiriiHO-(PiI0COPCHKIM MTONTYKaM
I'puropiss CxoBopoau [6]. I meit pediexc yxe cammuii mo cobi MPUPOIHUM YMHOM IOBepTae obpa3 Xpucra 1o
T'yIIaBUHU — “OyiicTBa”, sIK cka3aB 6 CKOBOPOIa,— CIOXKETIB, rmoctaTei 1 moxii Craporo 3amoBiTy.
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The likeness and beautification (theosis, deification).

The soul is the bride of God.

The second birth of the soul happens through ecstatic states.
The birth of God happens within the human soul.

N oo g &~ W

The joy of ecstasy is characterized as drunkenness (“ebreitas”)®! (Chizhevskiy 2004).
However, if Hryhorii Skovoroda as a mystic does not cause much debate, his relations to
particular authors do, case in point Jacob Bohme. Leonid Ushkalov writes that many writers such
as Domet Olyanchin, Nikolai Berdyaev, Georgiy Florovsky noted that Bohme , a representative
of mysticism, was a big influence on Hryhorii Skovoroda (Uskalov 2016: 159). Also, Dmytro
Chizhevskiy seems to connect Skovoroda to Béhme (Chizhevskiy 1934: 31-32). In another work,

Ushkalov himself is very sceptical on the matter, and writes that he does not have “a single
evidence of this influence”? (Ibid., 159). Another authority on Skovorodian studies, Elizabeth
von Erdmann notes that, since, Bohme was only published in Russia in 1815, which is long after
Skovoroda’s time (Erdmann 2022: 153). Furthermore, the translation that he supposingly made a
translation of Béhme, does not convince Erdmann as good evidence (Ibid., 153).

No matter if we trust Hryhorii Skovoroda’s direct relationship with Bohme, the
interconnection of ideas is rather strong in some instances, and | will highlight them further in the
thesis in a few instances: the idea of the Abecedary and Alphabet of the world and the mirror. As
of now, I would like to note that Béhme fits within Skovoroda’s anthropocentric framework (man-
as-microcosm). Bohme writes, in Aurora, that man contains Father’s powers, although is not
equivalent to him:

And as all the powers in God the Father
rise up from eternity to eternity, so all the powers

51 paraphrase of ITpuramaiimMo 3H0BY, mo CKOBOPO/IA 3HAE — Ta BKMBAE IX — YCi MIOHATTS XPUCTISHCHKOT MiCTHKH,
SIKI CHMBOJIIYHO XapaKTepPU3YIOTh MICTHUHY €KCTa3y:

1) mictuk Gaunth Bora (visio Dei): «Cepiie, man oueii, 0a4nuTh came BCECBITHE CBITWIIO cBiTY» (411: camoe
Mipa cBBTHII0 BeeneHcKkoe)

2) mictuk 3emuyeThes 3 borom: «O cepre uuncte!., Tv € boxke, a bor € T06i TBiii... Bu € n1BOE Ta € eamHE»
(486: BU IBOE €CTE M €CTE €JIMHO);

3) MicTHK 000XYyeThcs: «uIne3ato B Tebe u mpeobpaxatocs» (76), «BiH mepeoOpakyeThes B MaHa BCIiX
CTBODIHB, y coHie» (77, mop. 78-79,131,205)23

4) nyma MicTHKa € HapedeHa Ta ApyxkuHa boxa: «Tu Hapo/mkeHui, mobu B3aiMHO mobutHcs 3 borom»
(303), «BiH € TBilf YONOBIK, ... TBiif bor» (104: OH MyX TBOI)

5) mymia moACchKa HApOKYETHCS B MICTHUHIN €KCTa3i BAPYTre: — «BTOPOE POXKICHIE)

6) arme BogHOYAC Y AYIIi JIFOJCHKIH 3po/kyeThecsi bor: i3 koxHOi «ocobu [3paineBoro popy... BUXOIUTH
TIEpPBOPOAHUH €TMHUI 1TOYaTOK» (274: KaXk/10€ Cero poja JHIo, OYATO JIOKECHA pa3Bep3aeT, KOra UCXOANUT U3 HETO
nepBopoaHoe oHoe EnnHonauano)

7) «pagmicTb», excra3dy xapakrepusye CkoBopoaa TpaauiiiHuMu oOpa3amu «crsHimicTe» (Trunkenheit,
ebreitas): «bot pox miancTBa WM BHA €ro», «OTCIOLY Kypak, HOBBIS MBICIH, CTpaHHbIA pDuu, yyaHas cuia, siceH
s3pIK» (517, mop. 516 Ta unze).

S2[IpunaiiMHi 5 He MOy HABECTH XKOIHOTO MPSIMOTO JI0KA3y TAKOTO BILIHBY.

22



rise up also in an angel, and in a man, into the
head; for higher they cannot rise;
for they are but creatures that have a beginning and end (Béhme 2009: 129).

Moreover, as Hryhorii Skovoroda writes that “Nature is the primary cause for everything, and a
self-moving Spring® (Skovoroda 2011: 651), so does Bohme allude to similar ideas:

Now this twofold source, good and evil, in

everything, is caused by the stars; for as the

creatures in the earth are, in their qualities, so

also are the stars.

For from its twofold source, everything

hath its great mobility, running, springing, driving

and growing + For meekness in nature is a

still rest, but the fierceness in every power make the
all things moveable, running and generative (B6hme 2009: 66).

As discussed prior, the interior world of man is of great importance to Hryhorii Skovoroda’s
understanding, grounded in the “inner man”. The mystics, such as Valentin Weigel, and Angelus
Silesius also keep their focus on the Inner. That interiority does not only happen to be focused in
the other side of man, his inner counterpart. It is focused in one organ: the heart. Hryhorii
Skovoroda refers to the heart so much in his works, that he is often called “a cordocentric
philosopher”. He writes, in the “Primary door to Christian virtue” that the soul itself is “the Most
Divine Face of God written upon the Heart>*” (Skovoroda 2011: 216). Skovoroda elaborates,

At the same time, the Heart is the pure source of our good deeds that make the Soul joyful, so to be truly

human in our soul and body, we need to be joyful, and then, we liken ourselves to the Cornerstones, from

which the God’s House of Life is built, in which he Reigns in all his Grace (Skovoroda 2011: 216)%.
The Heart seems to represent a direct medium with the divine that receives God’s grace for
Skovoroda, a canvas. The Heart is “blindly and forcefully held in place”® by Hope (Skovoroda
2011: 220). The Heart can be of the slaving kind and of the graceful kind. It becomes graceful if
the Hope holds it in place, and the “Trifold fire”>’ burns it (Skovoroda 2011: 220). Otherwise, it
can be a source of sin. From these statements, one can conclude that Skovoroda sees the heart as

an inherently human organ of perception and focus, that takes on and reproduces the qualities it

53 [pupo’na ects nepBoHauabHas BceMy [IpuumHa 1 caMoIBIvKymascs [Ipyxu Ha.

54 [...], u He uHOE uTO ecTh, kak bnaxxennbiimee Jlumo boxie, Talino Ha Cepark HanucanHoe.

% B 10 Bpems Cepare Hamie 1biaeTcst YUCTHIM UCTOYHUKOM OnaroabsHil, HeckazaHHO Jlyiry Becemnsiux, U Toraa-
TO MBI ObIBa€M MCTHHHBIMH 1O Iynrh u mo Thiy denobkamu, mogo0HBI TOAHBIM AU CTPOCHIS YeTBepOyTrOIbHBIM
Kamusm, ¢ kakoBberx JKussiit boxiit lom coctaBnsieTcs, B KoTopoM oH oco0mBoro [lapcTByer MuocTiro.

56 [...] crbno u HacKIIBHO yEpKUBAET.

57 Cum Tpoenu4HbIM orHeM PaxokenHoe Cepate.
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gets exposed to, whether Grace or sin. It is, hence, by right, a center of the human being, a human
component of the divine Soul.

This special relationship of the human with their heart is also present in Angelus Silesius’
(“The Cherubinic Wanderer”), such as in the verse, “The external helpeth thee not”,

In vain the Cross on Golgotha

Was raised—thou hast not any part

In its deliverance unless
It be raised up within thy heart (Silesius)®.

And in “Heaven is within us”,

My Christian, whither runnest thou?

All Heaven within thy heart doth wait.
Why dost thou seek to find it then

By knocking at another’s gate? (Silesius)®°.

Just as Skovoroda, Silesius places importance on the heart. It is an exclusive place, where the

divine qualities can be cultivated, from Christ’s sacrifice to Heaven itself.

%8 https://www.sacred-texts.com/chr/sil/scw/scw05.htm.

%9 https://www.sacred-texts.com/chr/sil/scw/scw05.htm.
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I1. Outlines of Hryhorii Skovoroda’s Semiotic Ideas

This chapter presents an overview of Hryhorii Skovoroda’s language- and meaning-related
concepts: word, name, sign, symbol, figures, archetypes, and emblems. All of these concepts
can be studied individually in great length, but since this thesis is written as an overview, so
this chapter, as the previous one, mainly introduces them, and their possible interpretation, to

the reader.

2.1. Skovoroda’s language: Baroque. Codes

Hryhorii Skovoroda’s thought is often attributed to late Ukrainian baroque. His writing style is
exactly what comes to mind when thinking of baroque, labyrinths and layers, sophisticated and
sometimes strange forms. Ukrainian baroque had, in contrast to other cultures, very distinct
features. It also has a special name, Mazepian baroque (or cossack baroque), often referring to
church architecture. An example of such architecture would be the Uspensky Cathedral in
Kyiv. However, Ukrainian baroque encompasses much more than just decorative art.

Dmytro Chizhevskiy attributes the literary baroque tradition to the whole extent of the
17-18 century, although he denies the necessity to call it “cossack baroque”, whether in terms
of architecture or literature (Chizhevskiy 2003). “Most Ukrainian writers of that time were not
cossacks, but priests”®, he writes, accentuating the “prevalence of spiritual themes over secular
ones”®! (lbid.). This, according to Chizhevskiy, makes the Ukrainian tradition very different
from the other European counterparts. Hryhorii Skovoroda, for Chizhevskiy, is “the last great
Ukrainian baroque writer... the one to bring the end to baroque not with a whimper, but with
a full flame. Together with the literary language inherent to Ukrainian baroque: the language

to replace it was the language of the folk”®? (Ibid.).

80 yKkpaiHChKi MUCHbMEHHMKH THX YaciB OyJIM FOJIOBHE HE KO3aKH, @ YEHIII.

61 [TepeBary eneMeHTIB LyXOBHHX HaJ[ CBITCHKHMH.

62 ocrannili BENMKUI yKpaiHCHKMI MMCBMEHHUK eroxu 0apoka I'p. CKoBopoa. AJjie 3 HUM JIiTepaTypHuil 6apok
HE JIOKEBPIB, a IOTOPiB MOBHUM TIOJIyM ’SIM JIO KiHIIS Ta Bpa3 3rac. 3rac pa3oM 3 BJIIACHOIO YKpaiHCHKOMY 0apoKy
JIITEPaTypHOIO MOBOIO: Ha 3MiHY IIPHUHIILIA MOBA HAPOJIHA.
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Another great source to consult on all related to Ukrainian baroque, especially in
relation to Hryhorii Skovoroda’s works, is Archibishop’s lhor Isichenko’s “History of
Ukrainian Literature: The Baroque Era of the XVII-XVIII century”. He dedicates a chapter to
Dmytro Chizhevskiy. Isichenko notes that Chizhevskiy “was the first one to apply the
methodological foundations of the Prague structuralists to the literature process periodization”,
finding only a negative reaction in the Soviet Union (Isichenko 2011: 22).

Isichenko also mentions something particularly important to us now, the Ukrainian
baroque era as the one, to which codes are central. Isichenko defines the code as “a semiotic
system that makes possible the reception of information, or doses, schematizes, or formalises
the interpretation”®® (Isichenko 2011: 31). The “style-forming codes reveal the hidden,
oftentimes mysterious and enigmatic, layer of meaning of the baroque text”® (Ibid., 31),
Isichenko writes. Ludmila Sofronova refers to various kinds of codes to analyse Hryhorii
Skovoroda’s legacy, in her “Three Worlds of Hryhorii Skovoroda”, from the codes of smell to
the codes of vision. The researcher also uses oppositions to thematize Skovoroda’s works,
naming  “visible/invisible, inner/external, secret/revealed, flesh/spirit, life/death,
light/darkness, truth/lies, new/old, time/eternity, bitter/sweet, clean/dirty, high/low, right/left,
difficult/easy, necessary/unnecessary, pagan/Christian”® (Sofronova 2002: 109). The
oppositions resonate, according to Sofronova, with the concept of the antithese by Dmytro
Chizhevskiy, that also highlighted Skovoroda’s use of this stylistic device, characterizing
Skovoroda’s view on human existence as “movement between antitheses” (Ibid., 108). Neither
Isichenko, nor Sofronova, do not specifically refer to modern semiotics for their analysis, so
they do not refer to Umberto Eco. However, | definitely see a possibility to do so here. For
instance, Sofronova could, if there was a need, connect Umberto Eco’s semantic codes (s-
codes) to her analysis of Skovoroda’s codes and oppositions. Umberto Eco, precisely, defines
the s-codes as based on oppositions, such as in cultural anthropology (Eco 1984: 174).

Let me demonstrate. Baroque language, or baroque code, as defined by Isichenko (it
might not be true to all baroque writers but it is true to Skovoroda in our case) has a stylistic
purpose to surveil and unveil the mystical layer underneath. Let us take it to be constructed by

the historical, cultural, and social contexts, the baroque era discussed prior. We also have

63 Kox — cemioTnyHa cucTeMa, KOTPa YMOMKIIMBIIIOE PELeTiio iHpopmarii abo 1o3ye, cxemarusye i Gpopmarizye
IHTEpIpeTarLio.

64 BapoKOBOMY TEKCTY HEOAMIHHO HAJEKHUTH MPUXOBAHHUM 3MICT, 9aCcTO TAEMHWYMH 1 3arajkoBHii, IO
BHSIBIISIETHCS MIUIIXOM aHAJI3y CTHICTBOPYUX KOJIIB.

6 pumumoe/HeBHIMMOE, BHYTpPCHHEE/BHEITHEE, TAaWHOC/SIBHOE, IUIOTH/IyX, KH3HB/CMEPTh, CBET/ThMa,
HWCTUHA/IOXb, HOBOE/CTapoe, BPEMs/BEYHOCTh, TOPHKOE/CIAAKOE, YHCTOS/TPSA3HOE, BBICOKOE/HU3KOE,
MIpaBoe/IeBOE, TPYAHOE/TIETKOE, HY)KHOE/HEHY)KHOE, SI3bIYECTBO /XPUCTUAHCTBO.
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Skovoroda’s actual writing, a layer underneath the baroque influence, which reflects his
intentio auctoris, the intention of the author. It so happens that this intention repeats, in some
way, the overall baroque tendency, veiling and unveiling, but is not equivalent to it. It is on the
basis, and in synchronicity with this intentio, that Skovoroda encodes his texts additionally,
with multiple various layers. His use of the Scriptures and the emblems, for instance, would be
examples of these codes. Talking in riddles, Skovoroda expects the reader to possess the
encyclopedic knowledge needed to give an answer to them, as he does it intentionally. The
relation between these codes could be a separate object of a full-bodied study, and it could use
Umberto Eco’s approach as a basis. It is especially relevant, because Skovoroda’s language
can be, justifiably, described as deceiving. This is where the game of veiling-unveling can be
found. Skovoroda talks in riddles. However, a riddle is not a question, especially not the
baroque kind. A riddle is a challenge that unlike a simply directed question, is not demanding,
and focused on acquiring an answer, but rather accentuates the process of the veiling-unveiling
game. In other words, the riddle is a challenge. It can also, as a challenge it presents, represent
an attempt of deceit, or, a lie (and |1 mean it, semiotically as well, in Eco’s terms).

Before we return to Umberto Eco, let us take an excurse into the labyrinths of
Skovoroda’s language. One of the things a reader will definitely note when reading Skovoroda
is that an angel can be found in the same place of the text as the sphinx, and a Gnostic image
with the quote from the Scripture. This religious syncretism is only further enhanced by
Skovorodian lingua mixta, a true language mixture in a lot of senses of the word. The lingua
mixta of Skovoroda has borrowed words from Polish, Old Slavonic, Russian, Ukrainian Latin,
Jewish, Greek. According to Lidia Gnatyuk (reviewed by Hryhorii Pivtorak), this mixta has a
firm root, namely, the Ukrainian orthographic and Old-Slavonic Church literary tradition that
serves as the basis for Skovoroda’s works (Hnatyuk 2011: 81-82). The Ukrainian stressing
system is also named the foundation of all of the philosopher’s writings, reflecting the
Ukrainian “living language”, or, more specifically, its east-western dialects (Hnatyuk 2011:
82).

The mixed language of Skovoroda was criticised, as Ushkalov mentions, by many
Ukrainian writers (Ushkalov 2011: 30), with Ivan Nechui-Levitsky, one of the literary tradition
fathers, as the mighty herald. Even though some of the words Skovoroda uses can seem Russian
to the contemporary speakers, they are “functionally Ukrainian” in terms of the literary-written
tradition of his times, especially in terms of the Ukrainian proverbs (Hnatyuk 2011: 82).
Ukrainian idioms and proverbs, thus, play a big part in the symbolic landscape of Skovoroda’s

thought. Furthermore, the idioms are one of the ways that Skovoroda uses to “send us back to
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the folk” (we had discussed him, previously, as a folk philosopher). The proverbs are an
interesting subject, especially in context of Skovoroda as a representative of a rather
intellectualized emblematic tradition discussed further in the thesis. In an emblem, the proverb
(although in a different form), turns into a coded mysterious message. The wisdom of the folk,
especially in its Slavonic translation in the “Symbola et Emblemata Selecta”®, becomes the
encoded Wisdom of God. It happens because, by a large part, the folk represents common
knowledge, naive truth, and the closeness to Nature, as well as, quite pragmatically,
demonstrates the capacity to do the work of affinity (literally working with what one was born,
such as a field).

Here we are, already, making a transition to philosophy of language proper. Bova and
Levchenko kindly rule out a few theses for us to be guided by in these matters:

1. Skovoroda relates himself (and possibly wants us to, as we had discussed in terms of his
purposefully “fleeing” role), to the body of his works linguagenetically (See also S.
Megentesov) (Bova, Levchenko 2022: 18).

2. Skovoroda’s linguaphilosophy is a philosophy “of the name” (not philosophy of the
statement) in the context of the Platonic and Christian (neoplatonic) tradition. The focus of
Skovoroda’s “linguaphilosophy” is the word®’ (lbid.).

Let us add here, for the complete picture, another thesis, suggested by Svitlana
Demyaenko:

3. “The language in the linguaphilosophical conception of Skovoroda is tightly connected with
thinking. The thought triggers the speaking”, and the soul (heart, inner man), accordingly,
triggers the thought (Demyanenko 2009: 31).

The last two theses are discussed in the following chapters, so let us now focus on the
last one, which will be, consequently, our last elaborate link to cordocentrism in the former
sense we discussed it in (chapter 1.4). Demyanenko means here, that it is the heart that sets the
thought in motion, and then the thought that gives a beginning to the speaking (lbid.). So,
before the speech reaches us, it has to go through a few stairways first. It has to get hold of the
will of the inner man first, then resolve itself into thought, and only then can it be expressed.

To elaborate more on the foundations of Skovoroda’s language, let me demonstrate

how Skovoroda himself justifies his lingua mixta:

%6Symbola et emblemata selecta. Accessible at
https://tile.loc.gov/storage-services/service/rbc/rbc0001/2020/2020yudin50625/2020yudin506 25.pdf

®7 Minkpecaroerses, mo ninrsodinocodis CxoBopoau — 1e pinocodis iMeHi (a He BUCTOBMOBAHHs). Y IHOMY
MposBIIsie cebe aHTHYHA (IUTaTOHIBChKA HacaMIIepe), a TAKOK XPUCTHUSHCHKA TpaauLis hiTocopcbKOro BUBYEHHS
MoBH. Came (peHOMEH clIoBa MPHUBEPTAB TOJIOBHY yBary CKOBOPOIH.
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The most Ancient Word is this: Tvd6t ceavtov. NOSCE TE IPSUM. KNOW THYSELF. And now it is
in everyone’s mouth, but not to everyone’s tastes. The sweetest Berry, or Kernel, even though it is in the
lips, cannot give out any taste, unless it is chewed upon. A small word, like a Kernel, hides within it, a
great taste. Some think, the Herald of this word was the ancient sage Phales. | believe it. Whoever finds
their own and loves it, that one has a right to claim it, and the TRUTH is Beginningless.% (Skovoroda
2011: 646).

This idea of Skovoroda Ushkalov refers to as a part of “philosophia perennis” (Ushkalov 2011:
698, n. 14), a truly fascinating tradition of theological thought, which provides a necessary
answer to many questions we may have about Skovoroda’s manner of writitng. Ushkalov traces
the concept of “philosophia perennis” back to Agostino Steuco’s namesake tractatus (1540)
(Ibid., 698). The researcher notes:

This concept of “eternal God’s wisdom” is traceable in the works of the Church fathers, as well as Jacob

Bohme, Renaissance neoplatonics, such as Marsilio Ficino and Pico della Mirandola, and, also, the
popular Jesuit writer Athanasios Kircher, along with many others.5® (Ushkalov 2011: 698, n.14).

To this idea | will return again in the concluding chapter of the thesis. For now it provides us
with no less than a very plausible explanation. If it seems like a tiresome process, it truly is.
Skovoroda doesn’t only challenge himself with it, but also us, his readers. Not a wonder that
one of the articles on the matters of Skovorodian language is called “A trial by language”’°.
Ushkalov describes how saturated Skovoroda’s writing style is, with “brutalistic imagery (folk-
words)”’* and neologisms, as well as metaphors’? (Ushkalov 2011: 29). | would say that, here,
“aggressive” is the key.

Such figurative literary aggression is explained, by Bohdana Krysa, in her “Trial by
Language”, through a few factors. First, she attributes his style to a traditional Ukrainian

bilingual baroque one, which fluctuated between the folk’s common speech and the Old

Slavonic Church greatness (Krysa 2020: 145).

88 TIpempesnbiimee CroBo ects cie: I'vddt ceontov. NOSCE TE IPSUM. Y3HAM CEBE CAMATO. U Teneps
oHO BchM BO ycrax, HO He MHOTUM BO BKy ¢b. Ca'mas cia’crHas Srona, mim 3e’pHO, XOTs BO ycTa X, HE Jae’T
BKYy'ca, IIOKO JIb HEe paxkxkeBa Th. Kpo mednoe, kak 3¢ pHO, €10 BO Cie BBICO Kill BKyC yTau 10. [ly 'Marot, uTo
Haua npHuk cno’Ba cero 6su1 apesabiimriit Mynpen Oanu’c. Bbpro. Kto 4ro Hamen u o 6ut, TO€ CBOM'M eMy
obITh MOXeT, a UCTHUHA be3nauanbHa.

69 Tum wacom KoHUenT “BiuHOT B0K0i MypoCTi” MOKHA 3HAMTH 1 y CBATUX OTILIB, i B SIk00a beme Ta HIMEUBKUX
METHCTIB, i B HEOIUIATOHIKIB 100K BimpomkeHHs, 30kpema B Mapcinio ®idino Ta Iliko nemra Mipannonu, i B
MIOITYJIIPHOTO MMChMEHHNKa-€3yiTa AtaHacis Kipxepa, i B 6araTbox iHIINX.

0 BunpoGyBaHHs MOBOKO.

L Cnpaezi-60, CKOBOpOa JOCHTh 9aCTO MOCTYTOBYETBCS CYTO KILIOTAHHMH» 0Opa3aMi, He pa3 JOBOII
rpyOuMHU, 3317151 OKpECITICHHS IIOHAWTOHIINX JYXOBHHUX ITUTAHb.

2 Okpim Toro, 11s cTrmo CKOBOPOIH XapaKTEepHi ACKPaBi HEONOTi3MHU (aMypHTCS, 3aBePTAChI, TACKOCEPICTBYET,
mobonpaxu, okpeutaThi, mycTocnasa, cyo000TCTBYeT, IIETyXaHbI, A31KOBpeie) Ta Halpouyx Oarata Metadopuka,
HEPO3PUBHO MOB’s3aHAa 3 HOTO CHMBOJIITHOIO MAaHEPOIO TIIYMadeHHsI OyTTS.
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The second factor is Skovoroda’s “spirituality of style”, the “expression in the word as
the focus of the eternal intensity of being”’3, which is directly related to Skovoroda’s affection
towards the Scripture (Krysa 2020: 146). The way that Skovoroda uses quotes from the
Scriptures, in long sequences, or, as Krysa calls it, “processions” is the indication of his
signature search for analogies, and untying the links between the worlds (2020: 147). That
search is so intense because it is, in some sense, futile, since God and his secrets can never be
uncovered to the fullest. Rather than to speak on these matters, it’s best to look with the “inner
vision” discussed earlier, I presume. This is how the Trial by Language happens -- it is a trial
of the search for the right expression. For Skovoroda to find the right words, sometimes, not
only lists of synonyms, but also repetitions are needed:

H. Skovoroda, as we would say now, has a huge vocabulary. The compilation of his vocabulary is one

of the possible and even necessary aspects of the study of his works. However, in his works, the insistent

repetition of certain words, such as wheel, ashes, apple-tree, for example, is immediately striking. It is

unlikely that a philosopher, like a poet, would return to these words again and again, giving them a

particular mytho-poetic significance, although it is possible. But this is not the point. On the one hand,

the repetition of single words, as well as the repeated use of meaningful oppositions in different guises,

give a text a particular rigidity. Repetition is one of the known ways of organizing it. On the other hand,
the repetition of words, especially at first sight, seems a little too intentional at times™ (Sofronova 2002:

79).

In this paragraph, I would like to address Sofronova’s suspicion about the intentionality of

Skovoroda’s style. This is where we can return to the topic of deceit. Umberto Eco writes:
One can also lie by using improperly the modalities of a literary genre (which is an institutional system):
one can begin a poem in an epic style and then betray the reader’s expectation by a sudden anticlimax,
shifting thus from heroic to grotesque (Eco 1984: 181).

This, for Eco, would be a combination of “lying about the rules” and “lying with the rules”

(Eco 1984: 181). Skovoroda switches between the folk speech and heightened speech, between

different kinds of mythology, such as making a character of a Greek myth (Narcissus) into a

Christian figure. We know that Skovoroda, a semiotically interesting figure, definitely lies, in

Eco’s sense of the word. We are left to wonder if he does so intentionally, playing with the

73 PosroprauHs y cioBi sk Ha «(oKyc Ge3KiHeUHOT IHTEHCHBHOCT GYTTSL.

"4 T. CxoBopoa, Kak ObI ceifyac ckasaim, 00671a1aeT OrPOMHBIM CIIOBapHEIM 3anacoM. COCTaBICHHE ero CI0Baps
OIMH U3 BO3MOXXHBIX M JaK€ HEOOXOAMMBIX acIeKTOB HCCIIe/IOBaHHs ero TeopuecTta. Ilpm sToMm B ero
COUYMHEHHMSX Cpa3y OpocaeTcs B IV1a3a HACTOMUYMBAsE HOBTOPSIEMOCTh OTIEIBHBIX CIIOB, TAKHX, KaK KOJIECO, Ipax,
s10510Hs1, HarpuMmep. Bpsin mu ¢unocod, mogodHO 1mo3Ty, BO3BpaIlacs K HUM CHOBAa M CHOBA, NpHUAaBas UM
0co0y10 MH(OIOITHYECKYI0 3HAUUMOCTh, XOTSI M 3T0 Bo3MoxHO. Ho Bce ke neno 3zxech B apyrom. C ogHOM
CTOPOHBI, IIOBTOPSIEMBIE OT/ICJILHBIE CJIOBA, KAK U OCTOSTHHO BCTPEYAIOIHECS] CMBICIIOBBIE OTITO3UIINH B PA3HBIX
00IMYBAX, IPUIAIOT TEKCTY 0c00YI0 yCTOWYNBOCTH [I0BTOp — OJIMH M3 M3BECTHBIX CIIOCOOOB €ro OpraHu3alyy.
C JIpyroil CTOpOHBI, MOBTOPSEMOCTb CJIOB, OCOOCHHO Ha TEPBBIH B3IJIA[, KAKETCS MOPOH YK CIHIIKOM
IIpEIHAMEPEHHOM.
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correlational and institutional codes, and if he blatantly breaks the rules, or as Eco writes, lies
about or by them. In short, what kind of lie can we see in Skovoroda?
| prefer, in Skovoroda’s case, to explain it through imitation of unintentionality. More
precisely, to the imitation of the lack of words, which “stops being just a rhetoric figure and
becomes borderline in character”” (Krysa 2020: 147). She relates it to language collapse:
It is because “everything that is capable of escaping speech is unexpressible, unthinkable, and nonbeing,
nothing, and even less than nothing”, his language is balancing at the border of the expressibility and
unexpressibility, the process of catching and the unability to be grasped, and borders on the feeling of

the "language collapse”, when the thought, “the everlasting movement", is leaving the "withered
clothing™ (Krysa 2011: 148).

Even when Skovoroda quotes, he tries to integrate, and not to refer to something (2020: 147),
which probably also goes for forceful integration of characters from other mythology, such as
Narcissus. Krysa quotes Skovoroda, the force of writing is a kind of destruction, while the force
of spirit is a renovating, animating one (Krysa 2011: 15). But it is not only aggression and
destruction that we see in such baroque enigmatic texts as Skovoroda, but also the tendency,
as Isichenko notes, of a baroque text to address itself, “direct itself onto its own “second layer”,
the deep layer of meaning, that is only accessible to those who are aware of the riddles that the
symbolic code of the text entails”’’ (Isichenko 2011: 22). So, the perfect reader for Skovoroda,
would be the one aware of the riddle, or, in other words, aware of the lie.

2.2. Word

The first Word was God, according to the Bible, and Skovoroda, a devout follower of the
Scripture, treats this fact with utmost seriousness. In Skovoroda’s texts, a word can just be a
common linguistic word that has an etymology that he gladly delves into. It can, however, also
be Logos. The word also can mean, the Word of God, such as the Bible. Skovoroda writes:

75 TlopiBHAHO 3 PaHIIIMMK yKPAiHCHKMMH TTOETAMH, 3 TIEK KHEOCATHEHHICTIO OCATaHb HEOCATHEHHOTO Boray, Ky
JeKapyBas, 30kpema, K. CTaBpoBenbKuii, MOUyTTsI HEAOCTATHOCTI CIIiB IepecTae OyTH pUTOPHUYHOIO (iryporo, a
Ha0yBa€e rPaHUYHOTO XapaKkTepy.

8T ToMy, 1110 «yCE, 371aTHE BTEKTH Bijl MOBH, € HEBUMOBHE, HEMHUCJIMME, HECYIIE, HIIlO i MEHII, HIX Hill0», MOBa
Horo TBOpiB OanaHCye Ha MeXI BUMOBHOCTI i HEBUMOBHOCTI, JIOBUTBH Ta HEBJIOBHOCTI @)X IO MEPEaUyTTS
«MOBHOT'O KOJIATICY», KOJIN 3/1a€THCS, 110 AYMKa, «IBHXKHMOCTH HETIPEPBIBHAS, IOKHIAE «OOETIIAIOIIYIO PH3YY.
7 TBip Bizcumae cam cebe J0 «IPYroro JHa», FMMOUHHOTO IIapy, HOCTYIHOTO /s BTAEMHHYEHUX y 3arajku
CHMBOJIIYHOTO KOJTy TEKCTY.
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If the tongue wounds, why not call it an “arrow”? The Bible is the word of God and the fiery tongue [...]

This arrow is sent to us by the Almighty to wound our enemies. The words of the prophets are arrows. "

(Skovoroda 2011: 569).
Yet again, we encounter Skovoroda’s language as very aggressive and intense, now a weapon,
arrow. It is enticing now, to go back to our “Trial by Language” for help. Krysa explains, the
key is an attempt to establish a link between the Scriptures and the interpretation, God and man,
the Embodied Word and the Word-combination™ (collocation) (Krysa 2020: 152). The
establishing of that link is hard work, and one of affinity. This link need “work” to “retain and
express the divine hypostasis of God’s image” (Krysa 2020: 152). The words around God’s
Word are, then, just productions, crafts, of a rather material sort. Krysa gives the first part of
the quote by Skovoroda describing these adornments as “Gold of God” and “Small Satchels of
Gold and Husk of the God’s grain”, or “the adorning jewellery” (2020: 152). To access the
word, a challenge, or trial, or a deceiving riddle needs to be overcome. As Sofronova writes,
“H. Skovoroda does not think a word something given, always open to any human. It is,
according to his opinion, a holder of secrets, and that is why it needs to be challenged.”®
(Sofronova 2002: 86). To conclude, for Skovoroda, the Word of God and the word of man are
ontologically different. Skovoroda writes, “Truth speaks simple”® (Skovoroda 2011: 393),
implying the divine word. We could suggest that, by the logic that Skovorda himself uses to
access the divine truth by his highly symbolic, multilayered texts, that the simplicity can be

earned by challenge and the truth can be acquired by lie (riddle).

2.3. Name (of God)

Name, in Skovoroda, goes hand-in-hand with the word. Skovoroda writes, from the perspective
of God, “And my Word, and Truth, and Destiny and Grace, and my Name — all is One.”®?
(Skovoroda 2011: 315). As God’s name has power, so does God’s power of giving a name. As

Skovoroda writes, “Mortals often name things with no being. It’s not the case for God. For

8 Ecim A3bIK PA3uT, JUIA 4ero He Ha3BaTh ero crphio? Bubmis ects c1oBo Boxie u A3bIK orHeHHsIl. [...] Cis
ctpbia ot BRIIIHSTO HaM mociana s Bparo. CiioBa boronponosbaHukoB cyTh cTphItbL.

9 MoBreHHEBICTh HOT0 TEKCTIB, MONMPH «Peai3aiiio 38°43Ky OIMHHIL MOBH» Ta MHUCJICHHS, CIIPIMOBAHO Ha
0COOHMBY TyXOBHY CTONYYyBaHicTh Mixk CBATUM [TMCEMOM 1 HOTO CIIPUMHSATTAM — 3a aHaJIOTi€r0 0 BTineHoro
Croga sk CrioBo-cnioydeHHs (apxumaHAapuT Manyccakic) mix borowm i iroxuHo.

80T, CKoBOpO/Ia HE TOJIaraeT CJI0BO HEKOEH JAHHOCTHIO, BCETIa OTKPBITOH 1S uenoBeka. OHO, 0 €r0 MHEHHIO,
CKpBIBaeT B ceOe TalHBI, ¥ IOITOMY €T0 CIICAYET UCTIBITHIBATh.

81y Ucrunst npocras phus.

82 A Crnogo Moe u Uctuna, Cyasba u Munocts, u mst Moe — Bce To OfHO.
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God, the name and being are the same. He names, and immediately gives being.””®® (Skovoroda
2011: 678). However, there is a way to inquire about God, which is not a direct road, but a
roundabout. Paradoxically, for Skovoroda, one has to give up looking for the Name of God to
really find it (Skovoroda 2011: 507). God’s existence has to be accepted as a given.
Augustine, among other Medieval thinkers, also was the one seeing the “possibility of
knowing the essence of a thing by etymologizing its name, which means that the way to
understanding of the nature of things would be the way from verba to res”® (Ushkalov 2011:
718, n. 350). Chizhevskiy also addresses the multitude of names, as seen by Skovoroda, in
reference to names of philosophers that already made an appearance in the first part of the

thesis:

The idea of “negative theology” is closely related to Platonism, [...] and soon became domesticated in
Christian theology. Already according to Clement of Alexandria, God cannot be known in concepts and
defined by individual names. According to Origen, God has no “appropriate” name. For Gregory of
Nyssa, every name of God is “darkness and silence” and no word in its own sense [...] The same is true
in German mysticism. And for Bohme: “God the Father is in Himself, but without names, for He is in
Himself light, clear and transparent eternity, without substance...”. But God has the right to all names
[...] and the Angel Silesius said: “I do not know what God is”, “God has all names and none. You can
call the highest God by all names, but, on the other hand, you cannot recognise him by any of them.”
(Chizhevskiy 1934: 88).

Talking about negative theology, we have to mention Thomas Aquinas. As Deely writes,
summarizing Acquinas’ point: “We can know of God, by demonstration, that he exists, but,
beyond that, insofar as our concepts are multiple and his being is simple, we know more what
he is not than we do what he 1s” (Deely 2001: 273).

As for Aquinas, so for Skovoroda, God is not accessible directly, but around. As
Deely’s summary of Aquinas’ idea goes:

That being so, since we can know him “in this life” only by a variety of concepts, we cannot know what

he is. But we can indeed know a great deal and a great many things about him — that he is real, not a

figment of human construction within the understanding without counterpart in the physical order; that
he is good, not in any way lacking or deprived of existence; that he is one, not in any way specified and

83 Y cMepTHBIX YACTO MMEHEM BeIHUYAIOTCA HE MMYIie cymecTsa ero. Y bora e Tak. Y Er0 uMs U CyIIecTBO
€CTh TOX/1eCTBOM. Kak TOJIbKO Ha3BaJl, Tak BIPYT M €CTECTBO Jall.

84 3pemroro, i anTuuna putopuka (Apicrorens, Kpinrinian, LliepoH), i cepeHbOBIUHA XPUCTHAHCHKA TPAIMITis
(Eponim, ABryctuH, Icuaop CeBiIbChKHIT) BBAXKAIN 32 MOKIIMBE IMI3HABATH €CTBO PEYi MUIIXOM TIIYMAdeHHS i1
iMeHi, TOOTO MUIAX Ti3HAHHS MPUPOIN pedei MOCTaBaB TYT SK NUIIX Bim verba o res.

8 I11es «HeraTMBHOI TeoIOrii» TICHO 3BA3aHA 3 MIATOHI3MOM, [...] CKOPO 3/0MAIlIHIa B XPUCTIsSHCBKl TEOJOTII.
Boxe 3a Kimumenrom OnexcanppificbkuM — bora He MO>KHa ITi3HATH B IOHSTTSX Ta BU3HAYUTH OKPEMHUMH IMEHAMHU.
3a Opirenom — bor He Mae «BiamosigHoro» imenu. nst I'puropiss Hucbkoro Bcske imsi boxe € «TbMa Ta
MOBYAHHSI» Ta HisIKE CJIOBO y BiacHOMY ceHCi [...] Te came B HiMenbKiil Mmicturi. Ta it qyst Beme: «bor-Orelip € B
co0i camim, ane 6e3 iMeH, 00 BiH € B c00i caMoMy CBiTJIa, siCHa Ta IIPo30pa BiuHICTh, Oe3 ecTBa...». Ane bor mae
npaBo Ha BCi iMeHa [...] a Auren Cinesiii kaxe: «He 3Hat0, 110 Take Bor», «bor Mae Bci fiMeHHsI Ta HisTkoro. MoHa
iimenyBaTH HaiiBumoro bora Bcima iMmeHamu, ase, 3 Apyroro 60Ky, He MOJKHA BU3HATH 32 HUM Hi OJTHOTO».
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limited from within; that he is true, not in any way capable of being deceived; that he is [...] and so on,
in a semiosis as unlimited as God is infinite. (Deely 2001: 274).

Let us stop on unlimited semiosis here. The notion was developed by Peirce, and nuanced by
Eco. Since Eco is the herald of this thesis, it is to his nuanced version that I will cling to. As
Eco himself summarizes his approach to Peirce:
In my presentation at the Peirce’s International Congress at Harvard University (September 1989) I tried
to show that the notion of unlimited semiosis does not lead to the conclusion that interpretation has no
criteria. To say that interpretation (as the basic feature of semiosis) is potentially unlimited does not mean

that interpretation has no object and that it “riverruns” merely for its own sake. To say that a text has
potentially no end does not mean that every act of interpretation can have a happy end (Eco 2004 23-24).

This is the approach I took with this thesis (delimited myself to the “happy end” for a
theosemiotic discourse), and this is the approach that | believe, Skovoroda as a writer, also
suggests his readers to take (when talking about, or around, God). That is why we have to read
carefully, when Skovoroda writes, for instance, that “That one, who knows God, no matter
what his praising Heart calls Him, truly gives Him a good name”®® (Skovoroda 2011: 507). Just
because one can talk of God forever, in unlimited semiosis, does not, in any way, imply that
every name that a man chooses for God’s being is a correct one. In other words, we are dealing
with an infinitude of correct names, but also a potential infinitude of incorrect ones. Apostle
Paul, Moses, Isaiah, and, a devout theologian are all correct, in naming God different things,
as long as they understand him similarly (Ibid., 507).

That understanding is achievable, if one’s inner vision is used. To see, and to
understand, when one is seeing with the inner eye, is equivalent, in this case. As Skovoroda
writes, “that who sees me with the eye of their faith, that one Knows my Name”®’ (Skovoroda
2011: 507).

There is not much material about Kabbalah and Skovoroda, although we can see the
connection to Pico della Mirandola, whose reader the wandering philosopher, by consensus,
could have been. However, the parallel is strong here. To quote Eco, “The Kabbalah of names
[...] rearranges, dismantles, and recombines the surface of the text and its syntagmatic
structures, all the way down to the linguistic atoms constituted by the individual letters, in a
process of continuous linguistic re-creation” (Eco 2014: 301). This sounds very akin of the

impulsive language of Skovoroda. If the problem with the language in general was that it is

86 Eciin’ ko 3Ha €T Bo'ra, uem Hu e’cTh mMeHY et Ero ce piiie nounra TeneBo, Bce To AEHCTBH TEITHO | 10 Opoe
M1
87 Kto Bb pBl 0'KOM upe3 Mpak MeHe BH 1uUT, TOT ¥ MM Moe 3Ha'eT.
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difficult to express the invisible, the problem with the Name of God is in the impossibility of
comprehending the complete oneness and unity in the world that, from a human perspective,

seems to be so divided (invisible/visible, sacred/profane).

2.4. Sign and image

The concept of sign is, no doubt, central to theosemiotics. Skovoroda’s understanding of the
sign, however, is a rather vague subject. The only instance of Skovoroda extensively and
academically interpreting the “sign”, as it is linguistically equivalent to the word 3nak (not
symbol, or any other bordering semiotic concept, that may be interchanged with a modern
semiotic understanding of the sign), is found in his letter to Mykhailo Ivanovych Kovalynsky
(1745-1807). Little is known about Kovalynsky, Skovoroda’s pupil and his closest friend,
other than his pioneering biography of the wandering philosopher (ILlleBuyk 2013: 29);
however, what any reader can tell from the letters, the young man seemed an engaged mind
interested in unravelling academic mysteries, some very semiotic in essence. In response to
his student’s interest in the Ukrainian idiom “a6sr cs1 Ky puno” (let the smoke be), Skovoroda
offers a few analogical Latin interpretations. He refers to “the Greek saying, “like a sign””. The
interpretations are:

1. mihi umbra sufficit, sive titulis, sive imago (a shadow, a name, or an image will suffice).

2. dicationis gratia (for show).

3. crasso filo / tenui filo (with a thick/ with a thin thread).®® (Skovoroda 2011: 1134).

In this case, the signs are “shadows”, alluding us to the distinction between Skovoroda’s

two natures, where the visible one is just a shadow cast by the divine invisible, a Platonic
distinction. Soletsky calls Skovoroda’s signs “visual-signifying points of intensity that hide the

deep transforming semantics that falls into God’s Absolute”®® (Soletsky 2018: 216).

88 Tomy He mpuCIiB’sM, 5 IyMaro, TH JIOCHTb 3a10BLIHO MOYEI CKa3aTH JATHHCHKOI MOBOK Tak: Mihi umbra
sufficit, sive titulis, sive imago — meni gocuts TiHi, Ha3BH 4n 00pa3y. ['peKku B PHUCITIB’IX KAXKYTh — HIOH 3HAKOM.
Harme mpucnis’s B bOMY pasi TBEPIUTH, IO TOCUTH AUMY, X04 OW /10 BOTHIO CIIpaBa il He fmidnuia. TakuM YMHOM,
i TyT TiHB 3aMiCTh TiNa, 3HAK 3aMiCTh pedi. Aie ock To6i mpuciis’s dicis gratia, sk KaxyTs — ISt BULY, TH O
ckasas: dicationis gratia — st mokasy, — KOJM 10-HeOyb pOOHThCS HAIIBHIAKYPYY, — CIOCIO BHCIIOBJICHHS B
HEIMPHUX BUKOHABIIB PeJiriiiHNX 00psiB, SKi 4aCTO B XpaMi )KepTBYIOTh borosi He Te, 110 rijiHe HOTO, a TIJBKK
o6 MaTH 3HaK, 10 BOHU MPUHECTH xepTBy. [lepeknanaii tak: [abbl T 1uis ciaBbl] Ta iH. JIATHHCHKOKO MOBOIO
MOHa ckazaT Crasso filo — rpy6oro HUTKOIO.

8 3pak — jue TiHb, Bi3yalTbHO-CMICIIOBHIT KOHIIEHTPAT, IO XOBa€ y co0i MIHOOKY TepeXiHy CeMaHTHKY, AKa
CIIMHSETHCS Y BceocsoKHIH boskecTBeHHNIT AGCOMIOT.
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So, the signs are the tapestry of this dual world. However, are such signs merely
likenesses, reminders? Or, to put the question differently, does Skovoroda live up to
Augustine’s legacy, as formulated by Phillip Cary, to go beyond resemblance into

signification? (Cary 2008: 5). The answer, | think, can be found in this quote:

This Divine Love has outer appearances, or signs: the ceremony, sacrament, or images of grace. And the

sacrament around the grace is like a leaf next to the fruit, or the hull atop of a grain, or a complement

given out of affection. If you remove the strength from under the mask, the mask just signifies deception,
and the human becomes an adorned Coffin. It is the same ceremony that any poor little fool can conduct.*

(Skovoroda 2011: 220).

In the quote, we see that he goes as far as to call a sacrament something that can be performed
by a common fool, — something that Augustine could have never said. Both of them agree that
the signs are not the source of Grace, but would Skovoroda really refer to a sacrament as a
“sacred sign”, sacrum signum? Probably not. Skovoroda even uses the word “3Hauku”, a
diminutive, “little signs”, to describe a sacrament in the quote above.

Skovoroda’s syncretic manner of combining Christian and pagan imagery and folk-
inspired, brutal expressions in regard to theological matters, demonstrate he can go great
lengths, even diminishing the signs of Grace, placing them into the vile and visible. Thus, signs
are not only “likenesses”, they are not just brute depictions of the inner processes, they can also
be tools of deception, and this is the role that Skovoroda assigns to them very radically. If the
source of the sign is removed, a sign will make whatever it was attached to, into a vile object,
in other words, defile it.

As opposed to the vile sign; there is also the Sign of God that does not deceive; it refers
to itself. The unbreakability between the sign and the signified in the case of the God-sign and
the sign of God is the divine quality and the mark of the invisible nature. God seems to be the
only sign (being and having a sign) bearing this divine quality. As | already quoted Skovoroda
in the previous chapter, “For God, the name and being are the same”®! (Skovoroda 2011: 678).
Bova and Levchenko take a step further, and comment on the same quote, that, for Skovoroda,
“the main characteristic of the language of God is the unity of the sign and the signified”%
(Bova, Levchenko 2022: 20).

9 Cis BoxectsenHas JIr060Bb nMbeT Ha ceGb BHbIIHIE BHBL, MM 3HAYKH; OHM TO HA3BIBAIOTCA: LIEPEMOHIs,
00psia, i obpa3 6marodectis. M Tak niepeMoHis Bo3rb GiarodecTis ecTh TO, 4TO BO3Th MIOM0B JTUCT, YTO HA
3epHax Ieiayxa, 4To Mpu Jo0pokenarenbcTBh KoMIuIieMeHThl. EcTiu *k Cis Macka JUIIeHa CBOEH CHIIbI, B TO
BpeMsI ocTaeTcs ojHa JuneMbpHas 0OMaHIMBOCTb, a uenoBkk — ['(poGom paskpamenHsM. Bee ke To riepemMoHis,
YTO MOXKET HCIIPABIIATH CAMBIN HEIIaCTHBIN Oe3bIbHIK.

91V cMepTHBIX YACTO MMEHEM BEIHYAIOTCA HE MMYIie cymecTsa ero. Y bora He Tak. Y Er0 uMs u CyIIecTBO
€cTb TOXAecTBOM. Kak Tosbko Ha3Bal, Tak BAPYT U €CTECTBO Jall.

92 OcrHoBHa 03HaKa MOBH Bora — TOTOKHICTh 3HAKY i 03HAUYBAHOTO.
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Even though Skovoroda’s sign is by no means a universal concept, and is only

occasionally used in its direct translation as “3Hak”, we can, nevertheless still find a universal

29 <6

enough counterpart, which is “the image”, “o6pa3”, which Skovoroda uses in his texts. Before
| discuss the nuances of images, | would like to conclude this subchapter with a classification
that could, due to its universality, encompass all of the units of meaning Skovoroda uses in his
texts. This classification belongs to Stefan Yavorskiy. His work, “Stone of faith”,% which was
likely accessible to Skovoroda through their common alma mater, the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy,
and through Charkiv collegium’s libraries. Yavorskiy gives a classification of images that is
broad enough and related enough to almost all of Skovoroda’s philosophical ideas discussed in
the previous chapter.

Now, to the classification itself. As Yavorskiy himself notes, he took after John of
Damascus’ interpretation of icons (Yavorskiy 2010: 63). He gives the images five distinct

characteristics:

1) “Icon, or image, is a likeness, that reveals someone, whom it belongs to”** (Yavorskiy 2010:
34).

2) “Any icon, or image, is not, in every regard, equivalent to someone, who it reveals. One thing
is an image, the other, the formed in the image. For instance, the image of man only reveals a
human body, and even that it does only in part, while the powers of the soul cannot be revealed
in such a manner”® (lbid., 34).

3) “Icon, or image, if it reveals a sacred object, can also be referred to as “sacred”, however, not
in its essence, but only in a figurative sense. In such a way, also the Bible, and the Gospel are
referred to as Holy Scriptures not because they are holy in essence, but because they are related
to sacred objects™® (lbid., 34-35).

4) “Icons, or images, have a purpose to reveal and understand hidden, inevident, distant and secret
things, and to remember about them”® (Ibid., 35).

5) “Icons, or images, differ from each other, some in essence, some in expression”® (Ibid., 35).

93 KameHb Bepbl.

% HMxona, uiu 00pas, ecTh HEKOE M01001e, ABIAIONIee B cebe Toro, yeil 310 06pas.

% Beskas MKOHa, WK 00pas3, He BO BCEM M0/100Ha TOMY, KOro siBjisieT. [ToToMy 4TO OfIHO Jiesio 00pas, a coBceM
apyroe obpasyemoe. Harpumep: 00pa3 yenoBeka sBISIET TOIBKO YEI0BEYECKOE TENO, ¥ TO OTYACTH, HO JAYIICBHbIC
K€ CHJIBI SIBUTh HE MOXKET.

% Tlonosxenue Tpethe MkoHa, uim 06pa3s, eciy ABJISET CBATON NPEJIMET, M CaMa Ha3bIBAETCS CBATOM, HO HE IO
CBOEMY BelleCcTBY, a 00pa3Ho. Tak, u nHTepHeT-nopran «A30yka Bepb» 35 bubnus, n EBanrenue HazpiBatoTcs
CasiieHHbIM [IncanneM He 1O CBOEMY BEILIECTBY, HO I10 SIBIICHHIO CBSIEHHBIX IIPEIMETOB.

97 VikoHBI, nim 06pasbl, HYKHBI U1 TOTO, YTOOBI SIBUTh, MO3HATh JANIEKUE, HEMPHUCYIIUE, OTCTOSIINE U TaiiHbIE
BEIIIM, U IOMHHUTH O HUX.

9 VkoHbI, 1M 06pa3bl, PasinyaroTCs MEXLY COOOil, OJIHU MO €CTECTBY, UHBIE K€ M0 COCO0Y N300paXKeHHs.
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This classification is convenient enough to locate an image somewhere on the Augustinian
axis, which Skovoroda takes (a sign as something that stands for something else). It is
convenient enough, also, to correspond, and even warn, of the capacity of the visible to deceive.
In point number 3, Yavorskiy’s idea also resonates with a fact that the signs, also for
Skovoroda, cannot be holy by themselves, and can even harm the gullible. Finally, Skovoroda’s
definition of a symbol as “a rightful arrow, shot at the distant Secret”®® (Skovoroda 2011: 440—
441), corresponds to Yavorskiy’s point number 4. To Yavorskiy’s classification | will return a

few more times later.

2.5. Symbol, image, figure, archetype

The concepts of symbol, image, figure, and archetype are used in close interconnection in
Skovoroda’s texts, so this is how I will overview them in this chapter. I will begin with symbol.
Symbol has, by far, the most transient meaning in the body of Skovoroda’s works.

In a chapter of his dialogue, “A Little Book, named “Silenus Alcibiadis”, that is the
Icon of Alcibiades”, he poses a question of the meaning of the symbol, which he, already in
the question, immediately links to the “image” (O6pa3) (Skovoroda 2011: 742). The definition
of a symbol is a peculiar one,

The names of the Figures, that contain within themselves the hidden force, were given by Ellinistic Sages:
EMBLEMATA, HIEROGLYPHICA. And in the Bible they are called: Miracles, Signs, Roads, traces, a
wall, a Door, a Window, an Image, a Border, a Seal, a vessel, a place, a house, a City, a throne, a Horse,
a Cherub, or a chariot, and others... They are, in truth, Cattle, Beasts, Birds, pure and impure, and the
Bible is the Ark and the Godly Heavens, or in other words, a Bestiary®® (Skovoroda 2011: 742).
Here, we see an example of Skovoroda’s unlimited semiosis, or challenging speech. A long
array of enlisted words, assumed by a finalising touch, the comparison of the Bible to a
Bestiary, which makes the closest synonym to the “symbol”, then, “the beast”. It is in this
dialogue that we encounter two more concepts that will be discussed further in the thesis: the

Bible as the World, and the Book (here, in the form of the Bestiary), the emblem, and the

% Cie-To ecTb xpaHuTh, HabM0ATH, NpuMbuath, cupbub Mpu u3BECTHOM MOHATE 6e3BECTHOE, a ¢ IPeACTOoAIIAro,
OynpTo ¢ BhIcOKOH ['opbl, YMubI Jlyd, kak nmpaBonyunyro crpbiay B Mmbre, MeTaTh B oTnanennyo TalHOCTS...
OTcroy poAMIOCh CIIOBO CUMBOIL.

10 Takis @wury’pel, 3akmouaroniis B ceOb TaliHyro cuiy, Ha'3Banbl oT BEiumuckux Jllo60oMy gpIIOB:
EMBLEMATA, HIEROGLYPHICA. A B bubnin naseiBarotcs: Uyneca, 3ua 'meHnis, [lytie, cnbner, chbub, cThHa,
Heepw, Oko Ho, O6pa3, [penkbur, Ilewa s, cocy’n, mbero, mom, I'pan, npecto n, Kons, XepyBu'™, cu'phub
KOJIeCHH T1a, 1 mpoT4[as]... Oun-To cyTh CKOTHI, 3Bbupn, [1TH 1161, YHCTHIA 1 HeUHCTHIA, a bu'Onia ects KoBue' T
u Paif Boxiii, mpocthe ckazare — 3Bbpu Her.
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“Figure”. Even though from this passage, it might seem that the Figure, the emblem, and the
symbol might be synonymous, | have to note: It is not the case. Symbols are distinct concepts.
Skovoroda writes that the symbol comes from “preserving, observing, noticing, seeing the
hidden in the visible, and seeing the future descending from the top of the Mountain. It is a Ray
of Wisdom, a rightful arrow, shot at the distant Secret”'%! (Skovoroda 2011: 440-441).

As for the figures, they seem to be placed within a particular symbol to generate its
sense. Such combinations are demonstrated, for instance, within the emblem (that, in its turn,
can be composed of symbols):

I am sending you another gift: the first one is an elephant, the other one is the sun. If you put them

together, they will make a “symbol”, or the fold, encounter, the union, that, together, will radiate graceful

strength”%? (Skovoroda 2011: 1317).

If the emblem seems to be placed higher in the hierarchy, than symbols, images, and figures,
we should not that symbols can be, in their turn, composed both of images and figures
simultaneously (or originate from them):

In the first day, came to being the figures of the darkness, the night, the day, the evening, the Morning.

From these figures, came to be the Symbols. The Symbol is composed of two or three figures that stand
for the mortal and the Immortal planes of being.1%® (Skovoroda 2011: 742).

Here is another passage from Skovoroda that confirms the relations between the emblem,
symbol, and figure, established prior:
The image that contains the secret, is, in Greek, called “EMBAHMA, EMBLEMA?”, or, something
embedded, implanted, like a diamond into the ring. [...] If you put together two or three of (such) figures,
like in an aforementioned emblem, then they would call it ¥YMBOAON, CONJECTURA, such as they
say in Rome.'% (Skovoroda 2011: 576).
A concept of an “image” is a very peculiar one. It seems to be a constitutional part of the
emblem, and can also be a part of the symbol, along with a figure. However, we also encounter

an interesting use of the “image” by Skovoroda, as here:

101 Cie-to ects xpamuth, HaGmonate, npumbuate, cupbub npu m3BhCcTHOM mOHATH GesBbcTHOE, a ¢
npeacTosimaro, 6yapTo ¢ BeICOKOH [opbl, YMHbIH Jlyd, kak npaBoixydHyto ctpbiay B MbTh, MeTaTh B OTHAICHHYIO
TaitHOCTS... OTCIOLY POAUIOCEH CIOBO CUMBOIL

102 MTocpuraro Bam ouH 1 JIPYTO# TOCTHHEIb: |- CITOH, 2-# COJIHIIE; €CTIN UX CIOXKUTH, T0 3xbrator CUMBOJI,
T. €. CKITaJIKy U M3KITI0YaTh MIPEKPACHYIO CHITY.

103 B cem nepsom aubh sBunOCH Bury’p 6. Tma, chT, HOlb, AeHb, Beuep, YTpo. U3 Thx ¢ury p Cu'MBoisL. Tma
u cBbT, HOMIB ¥ JIeHb, Beuep U YTpo. Cu'MBOJI cOCTaBisIeTCs N3 QUIyp ABOMX MM TPOUX, O3HAYAIOUUX TIEHb 1
Btpunocts.

104 O0pa3, 3akmovaromniiii B ce0b taiiny, nmeHoBascs no-emnackn "EMBAHMA, EMBLEMA, T. e. Bkunka,
BIIpaBKa, OyATO B MepCcTeHb anmMasa [...] A ectim takux ¢uryp cioxuts BMberh 18b mitk Tpu, Kak B MOMSIHYTO#M
medaty, Toraa HaseiBanocst XY MBOAON, CONJECTURA mo-pumck.
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If you think about it, every image is trifold, the simple one, the forming one, and the formed one. For
instance, there is the simple bread, the forming bread, and the angelic bread. “Man shall not live by bread
alone” (Skovoroda 2011: 604).

This trifold structure seems to imply that this “image” is not the same one that we find as a
smaller, integral part of the symbol. If anything, it is placed higher than the symbol, or even
the emblem. It could be something that, if it was called “3uak” (sign), by Skovoroda, could
serve as a universal definition of the sign as a generalised unit of meaning. It is possible,
however, in Old Slavonic, to use “sign” and “image” interchangeably.

Jakovleva, in her analysis, calls the first layer of a Skovorodia image a “shell of sound”,
or the “matter that gains symbolic meaning”, “action”, while the second is “a symbol itself, the
being that is depicted”, and the third — the “hidden sense”'® (Jakovleva 2020: 77). To
understand the symbol, Jakovleva writes, the planes of the symbol’s being need to be “untied”
(Ibid.).

Let us take one of Skovoroda’s image of the bread, and attempt to “untie” its planes,
following Jakovleva’s guidance. The first bread, in its simple form, would be the bread of the
visible, material kind, the one that can be physically consumed in the physical world. The
second bread would be the one that the material bread refers to, the invisible, perfect Platonist
version of the first simple bread, charged with a meaning of all the vain, fleshly, and mortal in
the world. The third, “formed” bread, however, is a peculiar one. Formed resonates with
“created”, and, if we take it to bear a special “hidden sense”, we could suggest that this bread
would resonate with an image of the original bread. “Original”, in the sense, would mean bread
as originally created and intended by God, the prototype of bread. To access this formed bread,
simply using symbols would not be enough. A keyword, or an archetype, is needed.

Hryhorii Skovoroda,besides symbols and signs, also distinguishes a particular system
of keywords, to which archetypes belong. As Sofronova writes:

The hidden essence of the word is expressed through the context, in which the words take unequal

positions. So, there exist particular word-keys, or keywords, that are placed higher than others. This term

is not borrowed from contemporary content analysis, but belongs to the philosopher himself. He writes,
there are words that unlock the sense of the text!% (Sofronova 2002: 85).

105 Tpyruii map GyTTa, MO penpe3eHTye CUMBOI, TO € GYTTs, sIKe 300pakKyeThcs, i TpeTiii — Ie 3axoBaHuil y
cumMBoti cmucit. OcHoBHY yBary I'. CkoBopo/ia NpUALISIB MPOLECY, 3aB/SKH SKOMY MO>KHA MOZ0JIaTH 30BHIIIHIO
MarepianbHy (opMy CHUMBONY, WO O3Hadano y po3yMiHHI I'. CKOBOpOAM «PO3IUMTH», «BIAPI3HUTH,
«pO3B’s3aTU» Pi3HI MIapH OyTTs, IHAKIIE KAXY4H, «pO3rajaTn» 3aBAaHHs, IPOOIeMy.

106 CkppiTass CylIHOCTB CJIOBa B TIOJIHOM Mepe TPOSBISAETCS B KOHTEKCTE, TJE CIIOBA 3aHMMAKOT HEPABHOE
nosioxxeHue. Tak, CyIecTBYIOT 0COOBIE CIIOBA-KITIOUH, WIIM KIIOUYEBbIE CII0BA, UMEIOLIHE BEICIIYIO TIO3UIUIO0. DTOT
TEpMUH 3aMMCTBOBaH HaMH HE M3 COBPEMEHHOTO KOHTEHT-aHAJIM3a, a MPUHAAIEXHT camoMmy (mmocody. OH
IHUIIET O TOM, YTO CYLIECTBYIOT CJIOBA, CIIYXKAIIHE KIIOYOM K CMBICITY TEKCTa.
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Let us now backup Sofronova’s overview with an example from Skovoroda’s text:

The Sun is the archetype, the First and the Main Figure. The Copies and Vice Figures are Many, abundant
in the Bible. This Figure is called “antitype” (Foundational Image, Vice-Image), something that is,
instead of the Main Image, put forward to replace it. All of them are tending back to the Source, to the
Sun. Such vice figures can be, for instance, the Jail and Josef, the Chest (ark) and Moses [...] Ark and
Noah [...], the Cave and the Lion [...] The same is with the Sun and the Little Sun, the Snake and the
God.1%7 (Skovoroda 2011: 946).

From this passage, it is evident that archetypes are, then, a very special niche within
Skovoroda’s symbolic world, different from all the sign, symbol, image, and figure. Knowing
the traditional meaning of the word “archetype”, we can be very puzzled by Skovoroda’s
definition. There is, for sure, not a Jungian archetype in play here. The Skovorodian archetype
means something primary, principal, or leading rather than ordinary or generalised.

In Roman Dodonov’s example, the ill “Kefa”, the Jewish word for “stone” serves as
the archetype for its Polish and Greek translations, which serve as supporting interpretations
(Dodonov 2022: 202). That means that etymologising, which Skovoroda indulges in in his
everlasting language challenge, is also an archetype interplay.

Dodonov refers to Bartolini to fish out the example of the parallel Skovoroda makes
between the Sphinx’s riddle and Jephthah (Dodonov 2022: 202). Not only is the Sphinx, for
Skovoroda, a tool of a Christan God, but also, the right way to answer his riddle is to say
“wheat”, or “ear of wheat” (Ibid.) Wheat is the archetype that unlocks the hidden sense, Christ:

Christ, upon becoming human, has become a mediator between the temporal and the atemporal being,

and solved the problem of the gap between the spiritual and material meaning of the sign. This way, the

“archetypes” in Hryrorii Skovoroda’s works should be considered as the proto-images, which allow us

to open the doors to another world — the symbolic world, the Bible, and through those — to the God’s
wisdom itself'% (Dodonov 2022: 203).

I readily agree with Dodonov’s interpretation here. I could take a little step forward, and say
that, we can conclude Christ to be an archetype himself, unlocking the deeper divine meaning,

much like the “wheat” serves as an archetype to unlock Christ’s image. If we accept the

107 Co’nue ectw apxu'tvioca, cupbub [Tepponada’sina u I'na’sHa ®iry pa. A Ko'niu es u Binediry psl cyTh
be3un'cnennbls, Bcto bi-Omiro wcmo mHuBMms. Taka’ss ®PITYPA nHaszweBa'nmace AmnTi-Tvioc (IIpo’obpas,
Bimeo'6pa3), cu’'pbup Bmbucro I'ma’Bmbist ®II'YPBI mocra’snenna wHa'a. Ho Bch oHH, kKak K cBoeMy
Hcro unmky, creka totest k Co Hiy. Takiss BILE®ITYPBI cyts, Hanpumbpp: Temuun ma u lo’cud, Kopo 6ouka
u Motice#, [...] KoBue'r u Hoi, [...] [leme pa u Jles [...] Bce Cie To” ke ects, uto Co Hiue u Co ‘Hymiko, 3mii
u bor.

108 Crapmm momuHO0, XPHCTOC BUCTYIAE MOCEPEIHHKOM MK YaCOM Ta [03a4acOBMM OYTTSM i TAKHM UHHOM
PO3B’s3y€ MpoOIeMy BiIMIHHOCTI MiXkK IyXOBHUM 3HAYCHHSIM 1 MaTepiaIbHUMU 3HaKaMU [ 1, ¢.92]. Takum unHOM,
«apxeturiocu» B TBopuocTi ['puropis CKOBOPOAM CIiJl pO3TIsAgaTH SK MpooOpas3u, sSKi JO3BOJSIOTH BiAKPHUTH
JIBEpi JI0 1HIIIOTO CBITY — CBITY CHMBOJIIB, bi6mii [5], a uepes aHux — 10 boxoi myapocrTi.
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mediating role of archetypes, and the mediating role of Christ as belonging to the same
category, we can say that the archetype could be the key to Jakovleva’s “untying” of planes.

To assist in this untying, Yavorskiy’s classification of iconic images, once again, could
be useful. He distinguishes six whole genuses of these images, some of which resemble
something akin of a sign, some of which a symbol, a figure, or an archetype. The classification
goes as follows:

1) The “natural image™'% (Yavorskiy 2010: 35)

2) The “likeness to God”*1° (Ibid.)

3) The “Holy Scripture”'! (Ibid.)

4) The “creation”*? (Ibid.)

5) The “protoimages of future events”**® (1bid.)

6) The “miraculous, glorious, courageous deeds”'* (Ibid., 36)

The first kind of images, the natural images, are synonymous with what we previously
defined as the evidence that for Skovoroda, a sign of God is equivalent to itself. This way, it
represents the invisible in a pure form, or “natural” form, as Yavorskiy calls it in this
classification. Yavorskiy confirms the parallel, “this Image in everything is equal to whom it
belongs to, unless it is related to matters of Fatherhood and Sonhood, birth or unbirth”!*
(Yavorskiy 2010: 35).

The second image represents the human being, bearing the likeness as Skovoroda’s
inner man as a microcosm does, but not equivalent to the Creator.

The third image | will look into in more depth in the final chapter of the thesis. We will
discover that it perfectly coincides with Skovoroda’s understanding of the Bible and its
function in the symbolic world.

The fourth image is the visible plane, where, I would suggest, for Skovoroda, overall
symbols belong. The fifth kind, however, containing protoimages, does not only refer to
symbols, or even just predictions about the coming of Christ, but could also resonate with
Skovoroda’s figures and archetypes, the keywords unlocking the hidden sense. After all, the
stalks Skovoroda uses for the Sphinx’s riddle, appear in the pharaoh’s dream in the Old

Testament, but signal the event of the New Testament, the coming of Christ.

109 o6pas ecTecTBEHHEII

110 1onobue bora

111 Csmennoe [Mucanne

112 rpapp

113 1po06pasbl Oy iy mux sSBIEHUH

114 yyecHble, MpecIaBHbIE M MY’KECTBEHHbIE Jej1a

115 3roT O6pa3s Bo BceM paBen Tomy, ueii 310 O6pas, kpome OteuecTsa u CHIHOBCTBA, POIKASHKS 1 HEPOIKISHHUS.
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The sixth kind of images, images that perform a mnemonic function of reminding
humans of glorious deeds, will also, along with the Scripture as an image, be discussed in the
last chapter.

Skovoroda writes:

According to Plutarch, the Delphy’s temple dedicated to Apollo, was decorated with a saying: “KNOW
THYSELF”. Also the Ancient Egyptians praised this word highly. What the meaning of Sphynx is, I has
already explained in the previous colloquy. The name of the Sphynx means “link” or “knot”. Also, his
Riddle had the same imperative: “Know thyself”. If the knot would not be untied, a painful death was
waiting ahead, a murder of the soul itself, a deprivation of the WORLD. That is the reason why the
Ancient Egyptians set up the statues of the Unsightly across the streets, so that like endless Mirrors
appearing to the folk’s eyes, these statues would remind them of the Knot that conceals Knowledge
within. But their successors were different. They lost the Wisdom, and gave up on the pure Worship.
What was left were merely Artistries, with Physical magic, and Superstitions. The MONUMENT, once
filled with an advice for Everyone, turned into an Idol, with a mouth that could not, anymore, speak,
merely decorating the street, like a Spring of water turned to a Puddle.'*® (Skovoroda 2011: 646).

Evidently, for Skovoroda, the mnemonic function of the image is of great importance.

Although here not great deeds, but punishment is in question.

2.6. The Emblem

Now I suggest we look at the semiotic diorama composed of symbols and figures discussed
before, the complex phenomenon of an emblem. Being such a special part of Skovoroda’s
legacy, since he was a member of a very particular Ukrainian baroque emblematics, the section

of the emblem features a proper historical introduction.

2.6.1. A note on history and literature

Mara R. Wade refers to the period from 1500 to 1750 as the emblematic era (Wade 2010),
which makes Hryhorii Skovoroda one of the last representatives of this tradition. Although
there are multiple theories about the roots of the emblematic style, | offer here a short and
common explanation given by the Ukrainian researchers Nataliia Levchenko, Oksana

16 [umer [nyTa px, uto Ha Anosmwio HosoM, dendi-iickom Xpamb 610 Hamucano: “Y3HAM CEBE”. Jlpe Baie
Eru’'niTsiee citoBo cie Beicoko mountany. Uro 3naun T CHuHKC, M3BsICHEHO B IepBoM pazroBopb. Mms ero 3nauut
cBs3b, WM y 3011, ['aga’Hie cero Ypo'nma yraesa'sio Ty x cuiny: “Y3Hail cebe”. He pas3Bszars cero Y3ma Oblia
CMepTh My4H TeJbHas, yoilicTBo aynrb, mumenie MUPA. [nscero Eruntsine onaro Ypo 'na cra’ Tyn nocTasist u
mo y nmumam, na0bl, KaK MHOTOYHCIEHHBIA 3¢ pkana, Be3gb B Oum momama’s, ceil camoHyxHbiimee 3HaHie
yTaeBaromii Y301 Ha ra MsATh npuBoAWiId. [1oTo MKM ux ObuH He TakoBBl. OTHsIACH OT HUX [1aBa Mynpocrw,
J0JI0H ma’ma 4yu’'crtas yacth boroure His. Octa’nuck onHu XynoxectBa, ¢ OU3bl YeCKHMMHU BOIIIIe OCTBAMH H
Cyesbpiem. MOHYMEHT, namnoe ‘HHb11 Beenonesubitmmm s Kaxknaro copbrom, o6partu ‘ncst B Kymu p, yera
HMMYIIiH, ¥ HE TIAroJIOMiN, a TOJIBKO y JHIEI yKpamaoniiil, u Oynsto Mcro unuk B JIy Ky oTpoau ncs.
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Zosimova, Olena Liamprekht, Olena Varenikoba, and Svitlana Boiko in their article “The
emblematic literature as a form of biblical hermeneutics”. According to this research, the
emblematic tradition stems from the Mediaeval interest in symbols and allegories and the keen
and somewhat credulous interest in hieroglyphs (idiographic writing) that took over
Renaissance Europe (Levchenko et al. 2020: 64). The first example of emblematic literature is
believed to be Andrea Alciato’s “Emblemata”, published in 1531. Inspired by Alciato, many
other collections of emblems emerged over time. One such book, “Symbola symbola et
emblemata selecta” (1705), reached Skovoroda about two hundred years after Alciato’s
pioneering work. The emblematic tradition, according to Leonid Ushkalov, encompasses a
wide range of authors, Nicholas of Cusa (“Electorum symbolorum et parabolarum historicarum
syntagmata”), Hildegard von Bingen, Jacob Boéhme, Abraham von Frankenberg, Daniel
Czepko von Reigersfeld, Angelus Silesius, and many others (Ushkalov 2011: 36).

Emblematic literature produced ample interpretation. In particular, the foremost
commentary under the name “Treatise on Symbols” (1577) written by Mignaut of Dijon in
response to Alciato’s “Emblemata” (1531) proves to be very useful from the semiotic
standpoint and, thus, relevant to this research. Research on emblems is on the rise in modern
times, with names like Mario Praz (1897-1982) and Peter Daly (1936 ) bearing considerable
academic authority. Moreover, scholarly conferences!!’ attract new minds from all across the
world. Notably, Daly writes: “We moderns live in a brave new digital world. In fact, I believe
that the future of emblem studies lies in digitization” (Daly 2014: 79). I had discovered, to my
delight, that the platforms like Emblematica Online!'® demonstrate that Daly’s project is, to an
extent, already set in motion, with support coming from many universities worldwide. Leonid
Ushkalov is a name of significance in Ukrainian Skovorodian studies, and questions of
emblematics are no exception. Another reference work for me is Olexander Soletsky’s “The
emblematic types of discourse: from myth to postmodern: a monograph”. This study provides
a theoretical and methodological overview of the emblematic forms, models, codes, and
conventional iconic schemes, proving most helpful in my attempts to universalize the concept
of an emblem to a certain extent in this (and the following) subchapter.

It is crucial to note that emblematics concerns not only emblemata books (collections

117 An example could be the SES XII International Conference of the Society of Emblem Studies under the name
"Muta poesis, pictura loquens” (2022).
118 http://lemblematica.grainger.illinois.edu/.
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of images with inscriptions) but other art genres. Such artistic forms are found in “stained glass
windows and carving, in jewelry and glass, needlework and tapestry, painting and portraiture,
wall and ceiling decoration, and architecture” (Drysdall, Daly 2017: 96).

However, the Ukrainian emblematic tradition that developed, in its curious form, on
par with the world emblematics mainly involves poetry. According to Volodymyr Krekoten
(1929-1995), the Ukrainian emblematic poems can be classified as heraldic epigrams (loanykii
Haliatovsky, Ihnatii Oxenovitch-Starushych), inscription poems (Dmitry Tuptalo, Ivan
Velychkovsky), and emblematic poetry (Lazarus Baranovich, Bartholomeus Yasynsky, loann
Armashenko) (Krekoten 1992: 6). Hryhorii Skovoroda, in fact, is himself considered an
emblematic Ukrainian poet (to be explored with more precision in the following subchapter).
Leonid Ushkalov (1956-2019) names “Carmen” and “De libertate” as examples of
Skovoroda’s emblematic poetry (Ushkalov 2011: 14). Last, besides the art genre, emblematics
can also be regarded as a way of “thinking and seeing”, the namesake of Gyorgy E. Szonyi’s
(1952-) article on the emblematic tradition of the Renaissance (2018).

This approach to an emblem serves as an example of the culturally saturated perspective
of an emblem as a cultural and historical mnemonic device. Emblems are historically
determined knowledge-sharing devices preserving the cultural context (tradition) they emerged
in. The emblematic phenomenon marks a particular point of cultural (Baroque) history. This is
why, naturally, the question arises, how historical exactly should this thesis be? Daly, a
passionate advocate for historicity, concerned with a related issue, conveniently presented us
with a to-be-or-not-to-be question: “Is knowledge the basis of the emblem, or the sense
intended by the emblem and its creator?” (Daly 2014: 238). Allow me to paraphrase once more.
Is an emblem a mnemonic device that demands de-coding on the historical and cultural level,
a carrier of knowledge? Or is an emblem like a riddle, an act of knowing manifested by the
author rather than a carrier of knowledge?

In the particular case of this thesis (and in coordination with its goals), the answer is:

The emblem is relatively both, but literally neither because the emblem in the focus of
this thesis is mainly regarded as a meaning-making theosemiotic device. This understanding of
an emblem, even though it still situates Skovoroda within the world- (and even more so!)
Ukrainian emblematic tradition requires a particular and, at the same time, somewhat

generalized perspective on the emblem.
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2.6.2. In search of the proper definition

As we had established before, a fascination with hieroglyphs was to thank for the
emergence of the emblematic style in Europe. Sofronova places the importance on graphic

representation:

Skovoroda also touches on issues of graphics. He repeatedly writes that a word is expressed by “figures
of letters”, that people use letters to represent their thoughts. Attaching great importance to the opposition
—visible/invisible, he remarks that letters, as well as any signs, represent invisible, i.e. thoughts; they are
visible. [...] The importance of graphic representation for Skovoroda is so great that he often urges a man
to write with eternal colours on his heart, frightening him that his name will not be written in heaven®®
(Sofronova 2002: 83).

Hieroglyphs can be regarded as perfect graphic representations. Thus, the mystery of the
emblem’s birth may lie in the distinction between an emblem and a hieroglyph. On the
historical level, the heightened interest in hieroglyphs of Alciato’s time led to their
(mis)interpretation as symbols rather than to the perception of them as signs within a natural
language system?° (Levchenko et al. 2020: 60). Here, the symbols are not meant in a Peircean
way. Thus, in a way, the emblems are re-interpreted hieroglyphs that exhibit, in Peircean terms,
less relationality between the likeness between the sign and the object (iconic quality) and more
of a symbolic quality. Let us talk now more about this symbolic quality. Mythrophan
Dovgalevskiy, a Ukrainian scholar and Skovoroda’s contemporary, defines the difference
between hieroglyphs and emblems as such: “A hieroglyph is like a symbol or an emblem
because it is a figurative image; however, it is different from them because hieroglyphs do not
have titles that can be present in symbols and emblems.”*?! (Dovgalevskiy 2005).

So, why is the absence of a title such a striking difference between a hieroglyph and an
emblem? Dovgalevsky’s definition is extremely interesting for us here because it not only
mentions the titles (commonly called inscriptio in the emblemata books) of the emblems but
also the titles of the symbols. What could it all mean? | would explain it so: A title, taken
figuratively, is a layer of meaning that opens the symbolic dimension of the emblem. I
understand the “title” as “proper name” here, which provides a certain degree of exclusivity

and serves as a clip, holding together the lesser elements of the emblem’s senses. This way, the

119 Takxe I'. CkoBoposa 3aTparuBaet BOmpockl rpaduku. OH He pa3 MHIIET O TOM, YTO CJIOBO BHIPAXKAETCS
«hurypamu OykB», 9T0 OyKBaMH JIOAM M300pakaroT CBOM MBICHH. [IpuiaBas orpoMHOE 3HAUYEHHUE OMITO3UIINN
BHANMOE/HEBUINMOE, OH OTMEYAET, YTO OYKBBI, KaK 1 BCAKHE 3HAKH, H300pakaloT HEBUAUMOE, T. €. MBICIIH; CaMU
e OHM BUIUMBIE. [...] 3HaummocTs rpaduueckoro nzobpaxetus st I'. CKOBOPOIBI CTOJb BEIUKA, YTO OH YaCTO
MIPHU3BIBAET YEJIOBEKA MICATh BEYHBIMU KPacKaMH Ha CepAlle.

120 This is a perspective also accepted by Chizhevskiy, D. and Soletsky, O. See Solenickiy 2018: 18) for the
reference.

121 Tepornid) 36iraeThest 3 CHMBOIOM Ta eMBJIEMOIO B TOMY, IO BCi BOHH € DirypHUMH 300paKeHHAMI, & Pi3HATHCS
MiXx co00r0 THM, IO ieporihu He MarOTh 3ar0JOBKIB, SKi MOXYTh OyTH B CHMBOJIaX Ta eMOJyieMax.
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emblem can contain both a summary and a sum of senses. The sum is the senses collected
individually from each structural part of the emblem, while the summary is the message the
emblem expresses as a whole (indicated by the title).

A comprehensive definition of an emblem is also given by Elena Grigorieva in her
dissertation on the structure and pragmatics of emblems, as follows: “Classical emblematic is
to a large extent the art of free combination of a certain fixed selection of elements, both
figurative and verbal'?? (Grigorieva 2000: 21).

Grigorieva’s analysis is interesting on a lot of accounts, but, in regard to Skovoroda in
particular, | was most delighted to discover she draws a parallel between an emblem and a
fable: “Typologically, the relationship between the extended narrative, the object picture and a
short synopsis, apart from the emblem, can be compared with the classic fable”?3(Ibid., 29).

As | mentioned before, Skovoroda was a famous author of fables. The philosopher
valued their importance as irreplaceable tools of expression, especially in relation to the

Gospel:

Hryhorii: Does not the Gospel teach with Fables? Have you forgotten that only a fool builds their house

on the sand? Let those teach without Fables, who paint without the paints.*?* (Skovoroda 2011: 428).

Each of Skovoroda’s fable follows the same structure. A title is given, which matches,
conceptually, the title of the emblem. Then, a description of a vivid scene between two animals,
usually conversing, is introduced. This corresponds to the image, pictura. And finally, a
“Strength”!? is given, which serves as a moral resume of the described event.

We could, of course, regard emblems as symbols in a general semiotic sense (N6th
1990: 115). However, | should be careful with where I place my focus. My Ariadna’s thread
running in-between different approaches to the emblem is generality. According to Mignault’s
treatise, the main differences between emblems and symbols lie in the distinction between
precision and generality, with the emblem being the more general of the two (Mignault 2003).
Soletsky, in his work, seems to agree with Mignault’s interpretation, noting that the symbol is
“potentially polysemantic” (“meanings are contextually regulated”) (Soletsky 2018: 18), while

the emblem is “a meaning-maker, with the elements that have a differentiating function” (Ibid.).

122 Knaccuueckas 5MO/EMarvka B 3HAYMTENHON CTENMEHM SBISETCH HCKYCCTBOM CBOOOJHOTO COYETAHHUS
HEKOTOPOTO CTaH/IapTHOTO Habopa JIEMEHTOB, KaKk M300pa3uTeNIbHbIX, TaK U BEpOAIbHBIX.

123 TunonorM4ecKku COOTHONIEHHE PA3BEPHYTOrO TMOBECTBOBAHMS, TNPEIAMETHOM KAPTHHBI M KPATKOTO
00001IaroIero pe3roMe, TOMUMO SMOJIEMBI, MOXKET OBITH COTIOJIOKEHO C KJIACCUYECKOH OacHeH.

124 PPUT[OPIi]. Eanrenie pa3sb ue [Ipurtuamu yuut? 3aGbL1 Thi XpaMHHy, JTypaKoM OCHOBaHHYIO Ha mhekh?
[Tycts yuut 6e3 [Iputueit ToT, KTO MuIIeT 6e3 kpa’'cok!

125 Cuna.

47



Notably, Soletsky also writes that in hieroglyphs, “the particular is generalized, and in the
emblem, on the contrary, the general is individualized” (Soletsky 2017: 17).

A Peircean concept of the symbol exhibits a certain generality as such (Deledalle 2000:
123), so Mignault and Soletsky’s interpretations are not very illustrative of a Peircean
approach. However, what could be a pattern is that the emblem seems to possess a quality of
symbolic generality (and generalization as a function, possibly).

In my search for the definition of an emblem and the deeper semiotic understanding
thereof, we need to also look into its triadic structure. Chizhevskiy and Soletsky also addressed
this problem to some extent. Daly, however, has a whole chapter dedicated to the inquiry about
this particular aspect of the emblem.

Let us begin now with the traditional definition of the emblem through its three-fold
structure, as demonstrated in the emblemata collections: “In a classical interpretation, an
“emblem” is a popularized form of baroque “signifying speech”, a triadic unit that consists of
a title (inscriptio), an image (pictura), and an epigram (subscriptio)”’*?® (Soletsky 2018: 10).

Right after giving the definition, Soletsky argues that the triadic form was never a
“dominant determinant of the emblematic” (Ibid.). According to Daly’s explanation, this is, at
least to some extent, grounded in the historical fact that the titles and inscriptions for the
emblems were created apart (the images were often produced by the masters afterwards) (Daly
2014: 247). That is why Daly, an advocate for historicity, offers to interpret the emblem with
regard to these separate layers of historical meaning, taking into account as many parts of the
emblem as the motif, the historical context, the author’s background, and the body of
knowledge demands it (Daly 2014: 242). Of course, we can spot a historically imposed
hierarchy between the three parts of the emblems. In this hierarchy, the text in the emblem
plays a primary role. The text, as we established before, consists of inscriptio and subscriptio.

Between the two, a rivalry for the primary function within the emblem can also be
discovered. The inscriptio, as a motto, can be seen as a specific unit of wisdom, imperative for
understanding the meaning of the emblem. On the other hand, we have subscriptio, the text,
which is a more direct reflection of the emblem’s content. Daly quotes Mario Pratz’s
definition, “emblems are simple allegorical designs accompanied by an explanatory motto and
destined to teach in an intuitive form a moral truth” (Daly 2014: 28). The researcher is sceptical

about the motto’s primary function (lbid., 182), as well as the descriptive capacity o the

126 y knmacmuHOMY TpakTyBaHHI «eMOleMay — Iie CHONYJISPU30BAHMI BHTBIp GAPOKOBOIO «CHIHI(iKATHBHOIO
MOBJICHHSI», TPHOXKOMIIOHEHTHE YTBOPEHHS, 110 CKIAAEThCS 3 HAAMUCY-3aroioBka (inscriptio), 306paskeHHs-
ManroHKa (pictura) ta emirpamu-mianucy (subscriptio).
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emblem’s textual component in general, as it does not always directly correspond to the picture
part (Ibid., 201).

In the case of “Symbola et emblemata selecta”, which served as a reference collection
of emblems for Skovoroda, the depictions of emblems roughly match their text, and the
inscriptions are written in a form that can be classified as a motto because of its aphoristic
appearance. The title is situated above the overall text, which usually describes the emblem in
German, with the text with a motto-like description situated below. The emblem number
corresponds to the pictura on the following page. For example, the emblem number 12 has the
title “Twee handen houdende een kroon van Doornen” (German, translated as "two hands
holding a crown of thorns™) and, indeed, shows two hands gripping the flower crown. At the
same time, the motto-like subscriptio says, “Rather dye, than to break his trust” (in the meaning
of infidelity) (Symbola et emblemata selecta 2018: 4). So, the classic trifold interpretation of
the emblem is fitting, at least in our case with Skovoroda. Soletsky mentions that it’s akin to
Barthes’ three-component system (Soletsky 2018: 60).

Due to its triadic structure, the emblem also allows itself to be “dissected” in a Peircean
manner. | mean that it can be understood through the three-part relation between the
representamen, the object, and the interpretant, although with some nuances. Suppose we
accept the role of the text as a primary description (or transcription or instruction) that allows
for the manufacturing of the pictura after the text has been written. In that case, the title
becomes a representamen, a sign vehicle, a scripted form that the sign takes. The vision itself,
the pictura, can be seen as an object, hidden and revealed on request (via instructional text).
The object, pictura, is, thus, re-created in the likeness of the instruction given in the textual
component. The text, which exists as a sense-making particle of the structure, can, thus, become
the interpretant. If the tenfold Peircean classification is used, the emblem can be regarded as a
delome-symbolic-legisign, primarily because of its motto-like appearance and the imperative
that directs our eyes towards a particular image, gives us vision, and extracts a moral argument
(in other words, extracts sense) in the process of doing so.

The pictura is not only a physical image in the emblemata book but also a
reconstruction of the mental image. However, what interests me here is not an opportunity to
use specifically Peircean terms as applied to emblems but rather the demonstration of basic
semiotic schemes, in which the specifics of emblems as meaning-generating units are revealed.
In particular, 1 am talking here of the way that the mental image, the object, which serves as
the aim of the textual instruction, is produced in a recreated act of speech, which we will talk

about in the next section (emblems as a form of sacral speech). This meaning-generating aspect
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of the emblem is studied by Alexander Mikhailov (1938-1995), who defines the emblem as a
“specific means of generalization that delivers the very core sense in the form of a scheme”,
“force of an intense clearness (visibility) as a form of directed thought” (Mikhailov 2007). This
approach combines the generalization function and the function of a specific called-up imagery

(object) within the emblem.

2.6.3. Focal points in terms of Augustine and Skovoroda

In this section, we can more closely discuss the emblem as an efficient theosemiotic device for
Christianity?”, although this topic will be fully covered in the following subchapter.

Saint Augustine’s semiotic theory gives the last and most helpful insight into how the
emblem can be related to a specific divine way of speaking, the emblematic speech of
Skovoroda explored in the following subchapter. Augustine is directly related to Andrea
Alciato, the creator of the classic emblem. In the words of Drysdall and Daly, Alciato was
“basing himself on account of meaning which would be familiar to many contemporaries as
that of St. Augustine” (Drysdall, Daly 2017: 89). In particular, Alciato, even though his
definition was, according to the researchers, rather “hasty” (1bid., 89), still connects the concept
of Augustine’s res to the forming of the word (dictio) (Ibid.).

Let us begin with the basics, the generalizing quality of the emblem explored
concerning the symbol and hieroglyph; | offer here to draw a simple parallel, at least in the
Christian sense, between generalization as sacralization. In other words, | talk of the general (a
broader, more symbolic perspective on the world, an aspect of “higher power”), and the
particular (the material likeness, the physical resemblance). | will speak figuratively here:
When the emblem creates meaning by presenting to us a collection of particular physical
objects, it is by no means a still life (natur morte) but an exposition of highly (divinely)
animated things. A case in point here would be something as simple as the act of creation of
humans in the likeness of God. The likeness here is of the lesser to the greater, the creation to
the creator. The general can be, then, implied as something of greater extension, as God, to
Augustine, who is “everywhere a whole and never limited in space” (Augustine 2021: 119),
which is to be discussed more broadly in the following subchapter.

Secondly, | take into account the triadic relation within the emblem, with the process

of the generation of a mental image via its physical representation (pictura). In other words, we

127 By “Christianity” I mean, as the case for all of my thesis, mainly an understanding of the Christian dogma by
Saint Augustine.
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can interpret the image (and the process of retrieving the image as a semiotic object) also as a
vision. As we discovered in the previous chapter on the symbols, Skovoroda and Augustine’s
understanding of the sign is similar specifically in terms of a conceptual framework of a certain
vision that humans require to recognize and read the signs.

For Augustine, signs are learned from things (the thing signified must be known before
the significance of the sign is revealed)?® (Cary 2008: 42). For a signification process to begin
with an object playing its role, a thing should enter our awareness. However, what would not
stir up any conflict is that the mind should be primarily informed,; in this sense, the significance
of the sign comes second. This is where the capacity of the signs to negate themselves comes
from (Cary 2008: 4). Signs are incapable, as well as words, of revealing or expressing things
by themselves. For that, a human needs to see the Truth or God. This vision will be gained at
redemption, and the “mind’s eye will be purified as to see God” (Ibid., 14). This vision in
question, in fact, can be related to this understanding of an awareness (the purified vision is the
undistracted vision, the one that represents pure awareness). This view corresponds to
Skovoroda’s definition of the symbol as fitting within the theological maxim of the promise of
the revelation, as discussed previously (to understand means to see the promise of something
secret in the visible object, as related to the Inner Man)*?°,

By that | mean the understanding of an emblematic image (form) as something that
enclosed a hidden truth. It demonstrates also how vision plays a large role in emblems, as they
embody a (mental-, hidden-, object-) image. For Skovoroda, emblems can be a language of
visions, a visionary type of speech (the emblematic speech), or, in Mikhailov’s words from
before, an expression of “directed thought”. An emblem is a space where the interplay of the
visible and invisible takes place, where the promise of the hidden Truth is made. The emblem
IS, in a sense, a stamp of this promise, a signature. In Skovoroda’s words: “A signature is not
powerful because of its ink, but because it binds. [...] Everything invisible is stronger than its
visible counterpart, it is hidden that the visible relies upon...”*% (Skovoroda 2011: 665).

Thus, | would say that the emblem is like a seal. I can take a seal of Caesar Augustus’

from Skovoroda’s Dialogue “The Ring or A Talk of the Soul’s Serenity” (Skovoroda 2011:

128 Here and further, Philip Cary’s Outward signs: The powerlessness of external things in Augustine's thought
(2008) is used for reference. This influential work was a milestone in the semiotic research of Augustine’s
expressiveness and outwardness of signs.

129 The definition of the symbol by Skovoroda that illustrates these concepts: As the “rightful arrow shot at the
distant secret” (Skovoroda 2011: 440-441).

130 Bekcenp He Gymarowo M YepHMIAMH CTpAIIeH, HO YTAa€HHOIO TaM 00OBsA3aTeIbHOCTHIO. [...] Bee HeBmmHOE
CHJIBHSIC €CTh CBOCTO BHJIHATI0, 1 OT HCBU/JIHAr0O 3aBUCHUT BHJIHOC.
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576) as an example. This seal we can interpret as both a stamp of authority and a binding
medium (sealing the hidden Secret).

The emblematic language can be a pure language, the one not profanely polluted with
earthly things, in Skovorodian terms (Skovoroda 2011: 576). Natural language, in itself, is not
inherently conventional. According to Augustine, and in the beautiful interpretation of Philip
Cary, language became this way as a result of corruption and “failure to fulfill its original
function as the outward sign of inner unity” (Cary 2008: 79). So, the emblematic language

could, perhaps, be regarded as a form of this uncorrupted (pure) language.

2.6.4. An exercise in translation. Kobus Marais

Between these three components of the emblem, a constant process of translation is taking
place: there is usually a moral maxim in the form of a motto present (in the case of Symbola et
emblemata selecta used here, it belongs to subscriptio), which is transcribed through a short
description of the visual narrative of the pictura, that, with an assigned number, is situated on
the neighbouring page. | hereby attach a table that features different variants of translation of
a particular emblem by criteria:

a) The corresponding structural elements of the emblem (inscriptio, pictura, subscriptio)

b) The interpretation of the same emblem by Hryhorii Skovoroda, a Ukrainian philosopher
influenced by the emblematic tradition.

c) The interpretation of Skovoroda’s translation of the emblem by the Ukrainian researchers
Tetyana Shevchuk and Olexandr Soletsky.

d) My uninformed, primary translation.

e) A possible example of the abstract reader’s uninformed translation.
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Translation within

Image (Pictura)

Title (Inscriptio)

Subscriptio (motto)

interpretation

are emerging from beyond
the Mountains!

Those wise men who
describe Beasts write that
Elephants, in a Commune,
gather before dawn daily
and look in the direction of
the East.’® (Skovoroda
2011: 686).

Devout man.*® (1bid.)

An elephant’s Greeting to
the Sun (Ibid.).

the emblem
Translation within Een Elefant na de Son | Coects  wumcras  Gory
the emblem ziende yrojaHa.
(Symbola et (Symbola et emblemata,
emblemata) 143). Purified piety pleases God
(Ibid.).
(Symbola et emblemata,
142)
Skovoroda’s
painting
Skovoroda’s Look! The rays of the sun | A vivid image of a|But for you who revere my

name, the sun of
righteousness will rise with
healing in its rays. And you
will go out and frolic like
well-fed calves.!* (lbid.).

Shevchuk’s
interpretation

Plant-motives, a synthesis of
natural elements (Shevchuk
2010: 78).

An elephant in the
original  (Symbola et
emblemata selecta) is in
the dead land,
Skovoroda’s elephant is
in flourishing land (1bid.).

A peaceful  animal
charmed by the sun (lIbid,
78).

A tree stretching towards
eternity (sky).'* (lbid.,
78).

Peace comes in harmony
with nature, nature
symbolizes synthesis (Ibid.).

131

CMOTPAT HAa BOCTOK.
132

He »xwuBoii nu ceit 00pa3 yenosbka biarouectnBaro?

Omnucatenu 3Bbpeii mumryt, 9yro Ci0 HBI KaXKIbli JAeHb [ pOMago0 coOMparoTcs Mpel BOCXOJIOM COJHIIA U

133 Bon cmotpu! Jlyun uz-3a I'op BeiHMKatoT! Bo3sciser Bam, bosimumcs WUmene moero, Connue I[lpaBabl u
ucubneniec B Kpunbx Ero. W mseigere, u B3birpaere, sikoxe Temusl, ot Y3 paspbmennsr (Translation
from https://biblehub.com/malachi/4-2.htm)

134 Ceo€ro KpOHOIO JIEPEBO TATHETHCA 110 HeOa, a B IEPEHOCHOMY 3HAY€HHI — 110 BIYHOCTI.
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Soletsky’s An elephant with a raised | A strong Man

interpretation trunk (Soletsky 2018: 168) | (Ibid., 158).

My uninformed | Elephant in the desert | An elephant rising his | The Sun rewards the

interpretation bathing in sun rays with his | head at the Sun. elephant with light, because
trunk happily raised. He is innocent

(An elephant means kindness
(former  knowledge  of
elephants taking care of their
dead), Sun means God (Sun
as life-giving power).

A possible
uninformed
interpretation

République de Cote d’lvoire

“Republic of Cote d’Ivoire”

Table 1. Translations of the “Symbola et emblemata selecta” emblem 422.

So, what exactly is going on here? On the one hand, intersemiotic translation processes are
taking place here. Echoing Henrik Gottlieb, we could recognize signs of deverbalizing
conventionalized translation (Gottlieb 2008: 43). As we had established before, the
representamen in an emblem is a descriptive element, in our case, the inscriptio. It serves as a
formal title for the emblem. According to Marais, the representamen translation is interlingual,
with changes happening on the material level (Marais 2019: 145). If Marais suggests five
senses in terms of animals, we can suggest, very figuratively, our emblematic four:

4. The mythological (narrating about past events)

5. The physical (revealing natural qualities or causes of events)

6. The moral (focused on the human behaviour as content)

7. The theological (related to the knowledge of God) (Krekoten 1992).

These categories can be our four “senses” when talking about emblems. This way, when we
successfully categorize our sign-vehicle as an elephant, it is essential to categorize him
according to one of the four categories-senses. In our case, the compromise in Table 1 is that
the elephant belongs to the moral category, proven by the interpretant (a short motto or

subscriptio), which it translates into.
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The object, the image that is extracted from the textual instruction and represents the

vision (or imagery), is multilayered. In other words, our beloved emblematic elephant may or

may not translate immediately. | have made this comparison for better illustration:

Thus, as the platypus has a beak (dynamic
object), led it to being categorized
(interpretant) as a bird (immediate object).
When it was found that it suckled its young
(a change in the dynamic object), scientists

The creature looks like an elephant,
categorising it as an animal (immediate
object, category 2 (physical). When it is
established, with the help of the inscriptio
(title), that the elephant is looking at the sun,

were forced to recategorize (interpretant) it as
a mammal (immediate object).

the motto (subcriptio) below the inscriptio
can be inspected for clues. Then, the elephant
is recategorized as a moral object (a devout

(Marais 2019: 149) man).

Thus, the “curating” role of the emblem’s title is very evident in the translation here, which, in
a translation process, sends the reader from the object to the interpretant (motto) and urges him
to evaluate the need for recategorization.

The interpretant of the emblem, the moral maxim (or motto), is lingual, so, by Marais
(and Peircean) logic, it could be categorized as final, the one that expresses all that there is to
learn from the sign (Marais 2019: 154). However, there is more to it than meets the eye. As
Morais writes, “because semiosis 1S a process, interpretants, being determined by the
representamen and related to the object mediately, become the representamens for further
semiosis” (Ibid.). In terms of our elephant emblem, we could conclude that our aphorism can
become a title for the emblem. This could happen if the motto is accepted as the final truth of
the emblem in the course of the categorizing and recategorizing of the elephant as an object
demonstrated previously. | would readily agree that inscriptio and subscriptio can be, in some
sense, interchangeable. The dynamic interpretant, in this case, would be the motion
(movement) of thought. At the same time, the immediate interpretant could be the uninformed
idea (See Table 1) being compared to the formalized, finalized interpretant (the motto).
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I11. Hryhorii Skovoroda’s Worlds of Meaning

The focus now is on Skovoroda’s concept of the “Bible”. This chapter heavily focuses the
discussion of the Bible and the Abecedary as the answer to the suggestion by Svitlana

Povtoreva to attribute the Skovorodian concept of the abecedary to Eco’s “encyclopedia”.

3.1. Skovoroda’s worlds

After discussing what the keys are (the name, the word, the sign, the symbol, the figure, the
archetype, and the emblem), the next step is to discuss the Skovorodian worlds opened by these
keys: The Bible and the Alphabet (Abecedary) of the World.

The two Natures discussed prior are characteristic, for Skovoroda, of three worlds. We
find their descriptions in the Dialogue “The Flood of the Snake”. Skovoroda writes, the first
world is “the World of All, the Dwelling World inhabited by All that is born” (Skovoroda 2011:
943). That world is, in its turn, composed of Inner-Worlds. They are two secondary (and
smaller worlds). These Inner-Worlds are:

The First one is the Microcosm, or the Little World, or Man, The second World is the Bible, the Symbolic

World ... The Bible is called the Symbolic world for it contains all the Heavenly, Earthly, and Hellish

Creations and Figures, for them to serve as Monuments that guide our Thought towards the

Understanding of the eternal Nature, which is concealed in the mortal matter the same way the Image is
concealed in its Paints.”**® (Skovoroda 2011: 943)

135 Besik poske ‘HubIit ecth B Mb1'pb cem Ipume nen, Cabnsiit umn IIpocsbute Hubiii. He TIpexpa cHblil
Xpam [Ipemy nparo bora Meip ceii? CyTs e Tpu Mol pol. I1e pBbiii ecth Beeo 6miit 1 Meip O6u “tenbHbli, rob
Bce poxne 'HHOe obura’et. Ceii cocra’BieH u3 0e3un’ ciieHHBIX MbIp MBI poB U ecTb Benu kit Mbip. [pyri-n
Ba cyts Ya'ctabi 1 Ma nein Mpl pel. [le pBoiit Mikpo'- Kosm, cu'pbus Mel puk, Mupo 'k, uiau Yenobk.
Bropsrit Meip Cumbomu unbli, cupbub bu 6mia. Bo O6u tensrnom Ko em-m60 Mel ph Co nHite ects OkoM ero,
u Oko y'60 ect Co'nmHueM. A kak Co’'mHiue ecth ['maBa Mel'pa, Torma He au'BHO, uyTo UenoBbk Ha3pa H
Mikpo ‘kocmoc, cupbub ma nenskiit Meip. A bi-6mia ects Cum6o0usn unbIid MBIp, 3aThM uTO B Hell coOpa HHBIsA
Hebe cupix, 3emus! X 1 Ilpencno’ naux TBape it @iry psl, 7a0b1 oHE 061 1 MOHYME 'HTaMH, Bey IIMMHA MBICTH
Hamry B [Tons tie Bbunbia Haty pel, yrae ‘HHbII B TTbUHHOHN Tak, kKak Pu’cynok B Kpa'ckax cBomx.
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The first world is, thus, the all-uniting world of God, closest to the “abecedary”, the concept
we will discuss last. This is the world, of which the dichotomy visible/invisible (discussed
prior), should be characteristic. The other two smaller worlds are parts of the big lifeworld.

The second, smaller, world is the microcosm, or a world of the Inner Man. In a way, it
replicates the bigger picture, so it can also be called a model of the First world, if we take a
man to have a dichotomy of Soul (or heart, since Skovoroda, after all, is a cordocentric
philosopher) and flesh.

Finally, the third, smaller world is the Bible. Here, | would like to specifically address
the idea of the world as a Book, first. The idea is not Skovoroda’s, and has existed for the whole
of the baroque era around Europe. Taras Lytvyn gives a good overview on the subject in his
“Baroque symbolism. An attempt of philosophical analysis*3¢. Lytvyn also relies on Umberto
Eco for an interesting interpretation, for instance, Eco’s character, Father Caspar. Father Caspar
accentuates that both the book of nature and the Scripture need to be read equally, since “they
were made by the same hand”**" (Lytvyn 2007: 3). Lytvyn names kabbalah (lbid., 9), Francis
Bacon’s “Advancement of Learning” (Ibid., 3), and John of Damascus in the interpretation of
Stefan Yavorskiy (Ibid., 7), Dante’s and Erigena’s allegorical interpretation of the Bible (Ibid.,
10) as possible sources of inspiration of baroque symbolism. To me, the parallel with Stefan
Yavorskiy is the one that needs some attention in the thesis. Yavorskiy, indeed, names the Bible
as a special kind of “image” or “icon” (icons all differ according to content or expression)
(Yavorskiy 2010: 35). | had already mentioned Yavorskiy’s classification in the subchapter
2.5. of the thesis. Yavorskiy directly links the image of Christ to the Bible: “God Himself in an
image of a human being, in possession of eyes and ears, arms and legs”**® (Yavorskiy 2010:
35). This role of the medium is shared by the man, Christ, and the Bible. In a way, they can
perform the same function. However, the difference between the Scripture (and Christ) as this
medium and a human being, is that a human being is situated somewhere between the second
(hereditary) image and the fourth (the visible) kind. The Scripture stands alone as its own kind
of medium due to its purity. As we will discover a little later, it is due to it being a kind of a
perfect, non-lying mirror.

Last, | would pay some attention to Johann Arndt in the light of the biblical

interpretation (world as a book) influences, mainly because of the lack of representation of his

136 CumBosika Gapoko. Cripo6a hinocodchKoro aHamisy.

137 Opnua i apyra TBOpeHi 0HIEIO PYKOIO, i KO TpeGa BMITH YMTATH Ta HAMAraTHCS 3pO3yMITH NEpIIy, TO TaK
camo Tpeba HaBYMTHUCS YUTATH 1 PO3YMITH APYTY.

138 Camoro Bora B 0Gpase uenoBeka, HMEIOMIEro I11a3a U YIIH, PYKH H HOTH.
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ideas in connection to Skovoroda’s in great detail. Ushkalov and Chizhevskiy both seem to
agree that Arndt had influence on Skovoroda historically (Ushkalov 2015)'%. Upon reading
“True Christianity”, one cannot help but note the frequency of usage of the expression “the
book of life”. Such instances are related to studying with an intermediacy of Christ, such as
here: “Such a teacher was our Lord Jesus; and his conduct is the pattern of teaching, and the
book of life which we ought to study” (Arndt 2010: 97), or here “the life of Christ is their
exemplar; he himself is their book, whence they derive all solid and substantial learning, as it
respects both life and doctrine” (Ibid., 138). But the most interesting instance to me is this one:

All who believe in Jesus Christ, the Son of God, are written “in the book of life” (Phil. 4:3), or as the
Lord expresses it, “in heaven.” Luke 10:20. This shall be made manifest in that great day, when the Lord
will “confess their names before his Father, and before his angels.” Rev. 3:5. But besides this, the Lord
Jesus himself is a most complete Book of a truly Christian life: he being, as the word and wisdom of the
Father, made man, and come into the world to teach us by his life and death; and by his conduct and
conversation, to set a pattern before us for our imitation (Arndt 2010: 399).

Another “books” that Arndt refers to is also the “Book of nature”, such as here,

That which, in nature, we call the goodness of God, is, by the Scriptures, called the grace of God; this
bearing relation to the soul, and that to the body. And as God has, by a thousand ways, discovered his
goodness in the great Book of nature, so he has, in innumerable instances, discovered his grace and mercy
in the Book of his word, all which are completed in Christ, who is the great centre of all the treasures of
divine goodness and love that are distributed in heaven and earth.
Finally, Ardnt refers to “the universe” (equivalent, in some sense, to Skovoroda’s First World)
and “the inferior world”, “Man” (equivalent to Skovoroda’s smaller world, which is also man)
as “two powerful witnesses of God, in the book of Creation” (Arndt 2010: 754). The Scripture
is prescribed, also, much in tune with Skovoroda, a revealing capacity, simultaneously forming
in the heart, which, in its turn, resonates with Skovoroda’s cordocentric philosophy (lIbid.).
Besides Arndt’s influence, we could trace many others in the European thought of that
time. Taras Lytvyn gives a good overview on the subject in his article “Baroque symbolism.
An attempt of philosophical analysis”**°.Needless to say, he conveniently for the direction of
this thesis, relies on Umberto Eco for an interesting interpretation. The example he uses is not
Eco’s semiotic theory per se, but Eco’s character, Father Caspar. Father Caspar accentuates
that both the book of nature and the Scripture need to be read equally, since “they were made

by the same hand”**! (Lytvyn 2007: 3).

139 hitps://kharkiv-nspu.org.ua/archives/3839# ftn30

140 Cumsosika 6apoko. Cripo6a hinocodchkoro aHamizy

141 Opma i mpyra TBOpeHi oHIEIO PYKOIO, 1 AKIIO TpeOa BMITH UMTATH Ta HAMAraTHCS 3PO3YMITH MEpIIy, TO TaK
camo Tpeba HaBUMUTHCS YUTATH 1 PO3YMITH APYTY.
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Father Caspar, representing barogue thinking, of course, has historical parallels too.
Among the influences, Lytvyn names kabbalah (Ibid., 9), Francis Bacon’s “Advancement of
Learning” (Ibid, 3), and John of Damascus in the interpretation of Stefan Yavorskiy (Ibid., 7),
Dante’s and Erigena’s allegorical interpretation of the Bible (Ibid., 10). To me, the parallel
with Stefan Yavorskiy is the one that needs some attention in the thesis, since it had been
already discussed a few times before.

As | already mentioned prior, in the different genus of icons, a Scripture is presented as
a separate type of iconic image. Yavorskiy writes: “The third kind of image is the Holy
Scripture, because it tells of both visible and invisible things, and indulges us by revealing God
Himself in an image of a man with eyes and ears, arms and legs, to us” (Yavorskiy 2010: 35).

By this classification, the Bible is an iconic image as a whole, that can be, in its turn,
filled with other images on the inside. This integrity of the bible as a single unit of meaning, a
separate plane of being, even, is akin to Skovoroda’s understanding of it as a World-Book, a
smaller world of its own. Yavorskiy’s Bible is a single image the same way his concept of a
Man is an image of God, although a distant one. Skovoroda also takes a man as a singular unit
of meaning, in his case, however, a microcosm as opposed to the bigger cosmos. The Bible,
however, is a separate kind of image that seems to possess a power of pure representation.

Yavorskiy directly links the image of Christ to the Bible (Yavorskiy 2010: 35). This
role of the medium is shared by the man, Christ, and the Bible. In a way, they can perform the
same function. However, the difference between the Scripture (and Christ) as this medium and
a human being, is that a human being is situated somewhere between the second (hereditary)
image and the fourth (the visible) kind. The Scripture stands alone as its own kind of medium
due to its purity. As we will discover a little later, it is due to it being a kind of a perfect, non-
lying mirror.

Before | go any further on my way to Bible as the mirror let me enlist all the approaches
I can distinguish in Skovoroda’s interpretation of the Scripture:

1) A book (and a World-Book. This Book was, according to Skovoroda, made by
“Moses, after the example of Egyptian priests, put into one Whole the heavenly
and earthly Creatures, and made the Book of the Being, or Universe...”'*?
(Skovoroda 2011: 739). Skovoroda writes:

[...] this Symbolic World of Moses is a Book. It does not relate to the mortal World directly, but
only, in the footsteps of creations collected within, guides us to the essential BEGINNING, like

142 Moticeit, pepny s Crsme Haukam Eru metckum, cobpa’sn B oy ['poma’ 1y HebecHbIs 1 3eMHbIs TBa pu u,
npunas pox brarouectn Boix Ilpeaxos coux, crbnu n Kau 'ty Beitis, cupbus Miposaa 'His. ..
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a Magnetic Arrow, that overlooks the everlasting firmament of His.'*® (Skovoroda 2011: 739—
740).

2) A world. Second, the Bible is a world, an Inner-world, or Smallworld. It is
bearing the touch of the divine as an innocent plane of being, touched by the
Universe directly (God), unlike the rest of the World inhabited by mortal
Creatures (Ibid.).

3) Adual plane (meeting point, border) between visible and invisible. In this sense,
it also functions as a meaning-unit (meeting point between the translation of the
visible and the invisible), so, in other words, Yavorskiy’s image. Sofronova

could also imply something similar here:

Skovoroda notes repeatedly that, in spite of the multiplicity of events, persons, the Bible always
says the same thing. Although it is full of different tales and speeches, they all concern the same
“point”, and its vast structure revolves around it, like a wheel. The philosopher assumes that the
infinite number of images, or figures scattered throughout the Bible, are reduced to a single
meaning, that there is a central figure, and vice-figures defined by it'** (Sofronova 2002: 162—
163).

Interestingly, in the Bible, “the figures are present that are placed around the God’s illuminating
grace”* (Skovoroda 2011: 580). The figures, or as we call them, vice-figures are at the
borderline of creation, where the mortal turns into immortal. They symbolize this borderline.
We can assume that the archetypes, providing accurate translation, also belong to this border.
4) A mirror. Skovoroda compares the Bible to the pure mirror, such as here: “You
[...] gaze fondly into the translucent ashes to see your mortal Idol but cannot
stand the sight into the sacred waters of the Bible [...]”%*¢ (Skovoroda 2011:
431).
The reflecting capacity is the same, in a way, as Yavorskiy’s revealing function
of the holy image.
5) A collection. Third, the Bible is a collection, in this case, a collection of signs,

names, words, symbols, vice figures and archetypes, as well as “enigmatic

143 Moiice iickiit ke, Cumbonu ueckiii (TaiinooOpasHeiit), Mip ectb Kuura. OHa HM B uyeM He Tpo TaeT
obu'renpHaro Mipa, a Tonpko cabma’™Mu coOpaHHBIX OT HEro TBape W IyTEBO ICTBYET HAC K MPHCHOCYITHOMY
HAYAIJIY enunctBeHHO, kKak Marau THas Ctpbna, B3upas Ha sbunyro tBepas Ero.

144 On nocTOSAHHO yKa3hIBaeT Ha TO, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha OOWIME cOOBITHIA, MepcoHakeil, B bubnaum Bcerma
TOBOPHTCS 00 OJTHOM M TOM >Ke. XOTSI OHa U HOJIHA Pa3HOOOPa3HbIX IOBECTEH M peueHHH, HO BCE OHU KacaloTCs
OJIHOTO «ITyHKTa», W BCE €€ OrPOMHOE CTpPOEHME, II0JJOOHO Koiiecy, oOpamaercsi BOKpyr Hero. ®wuiocod
IIpeAIoJaraeT, 4yTo OecyrCIeHHOe KO JIMYEeCTBO 00pa3oB, WiH (Uryp, pasdopocaHHbIx 1o buOmmu, cBOIMMBI K
OJITHOMY €JMHCTBEHHOMY 3HA4EHHIO, YTO €CTh INIaBHAsl QUI'Yypa U BUIE-(DUTYPBI, €10 ONpe/eisieMbIe.

195 ne xwuBoii 1u ceii 06pas bubnin, Gpurypamu ochusromtiii cisuie cnasel boxkis, Ha rophs npeobpasyembis?

146 Muno Te6b B MCTOUHMK M B PO3payHbIii nenen 3beath Ha rubenbHbIi TBoil Kymup, a He cHOCHO cMOTphTh BO
cBsameHAbs brubie #ineist Bo pl.
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figures, fables, and images™'4’ (Ushkalov 2011: 767, n.154). Ushkalov also
notes that the Bible even has emblems, within the “soul-saving net that catches
the image of the Absolute”, in which “even the invisible God himself, when he
turns into the senses-images from the Scriptures, can grant the human, burdened
with their mortal flesh, to understand the essence of the Absolute...so the
biblical images-figures are, first of all, the emblems of God’s truth”'*® (lbid.).
This collection, as | quoted prior, even has a name, a Bestiary: “They are, in
truth, Cattle, Beasts, Birds, pure and impure, and the Bible is the Ark and the
Godly Heavens, or in other words, a Bestiary”!4® (Skovoroda 2011: 742).
One of my tasks in this thesis is to discuss this collection as Eco’s encyclopedia.

The definition that would tie all of these six together would be, for Skovoroda, in my
opinion, the Bible as the source of truth. The Skovorodian God is similar to Augustinian: He
does not lie: “To be and to be called is divided by our lie and not by the undivided TRUTH”**°
(Skovoroda 2011: 678).

For Skovoroda, there is even a test if something is true. To find something a lie, one
has to discover it has empty essence. Skovoroda writes, “the empty name with no essence is
like grapes painted on the wall cunningly”**! (Skovoroda 2011: 679). Let us remember,
again, how Skovoroda describes the Sphinx:

The MONUMENT, once filled with an advice for Everyone, turned into an Idol, with a mouth that could

not, anymore, speak, merely decorating the street, like a Spring of water turned to a Puddle.'!
(Skovoroda 2011: 646).

We could say, for Skovoroda, without the essence, would directly mean “without God”, since
God is the one in possession of all essence.

This is also why, for Skovoroda, all evil stems from non-affinity: from one doing what
he was not meant to do, falsing the essence in favor of empty essence (the one that does not

derive from God). The essence of the Bible is indivisible:

147 Ha nymxy CxoBOpo/IH, BUHHEHA “H3 TailHOOOPa3HBIX (Biryp, mpurueii 1 noa06iH”.

148 Bi6nis € pariBHAM mIeTHBOM 0Gpasie AGcomoTHoro. Cam HeBHANMEIT BOT, IepeTBOPIOIOYHCH HA UyTTEBI
o6pasu kaur Cesroro [Incema, 103BoIsS€ OOTSKEHIN TUIOTTIO JTIOANHI 30arHyTH €cTBO AbcomoTHoTo. [Tpn Tomy
CkoBopoja posrisiaae 0i0uiiiHi 006pasu-“¢dirypu’” mepeaoBcim sk emOnemu boxoi mpasam.

149 Omm-10 cyTh Cx0THI, 3BbpH, ITTH 1B, UMCTHIS M HEUHCTHISA, a Bu'Gnia ects Kopue T 1 Pait Boxiii, nmpoctbpe
ckasatb — 3Bbpu ‘Hell.

150 Bith u HaskIBaTHCS pasgbnser Hama J10b, a He boxis nepaznbinas UICTUHA.

151 MOHYMEHT, nanoe Hublii Beenosiesnbitmm pius Kasxnaro copbrom, o6patu nest B KyMu'p, ycra MMyIIiH,
1 HE TJIaroJIfoIlii, a TOJILKO y JTUIBI yKpamaroniii, u 0yasto Vcto wank B JIy Ky oTpoau ncs.
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The only subject of the Bible that it refers to is God Himself. It is the beginning and the end, the
indivisible essence of it. Without Him, the Bible would be a source of lies, foolishness and harm. And
with Him — more wonderful than anything. He is the Light in its filth, like a diamond with its shine.
(Skovoroda 2011: 690).

This idea is represented beautifully, in Skovoroda’s famous emblem, the Fountain of Equality.
It depicts the water flowing into different vessels from the single source, with the inscriptio
“The equality is for everyone unequal”**? (Skovoroda 2011: 669). For the everlasting flow of
water, there will be an everlasting supply of vessels. Each of the vessels, no matter the form,
and the size, is the fullest at his own capacity. Ushkalov suggests Skovoroda’s fountain is an
answer to Augustine’s question in the “Confessions”, if God is everywhere as a whole, and as
He is filling the world, He never runs empty, never runs dry (Augustine 2021: 713). However,
He is also the God that does not lie, and, as long that man is full to the fullest extent with his
Glory, no matter the form of the “vessel”, it will always fill him completely, leaving no empty
spaces for lies to exist.

Then, a question arises: What of Skovoroda silver-tongued Dialogue characters playing
endless bead-games with their sophisms? Are they not surveilling the truth and speaking with
no essence? Do they not divide the indivisible essence? The answer is “no”. From all the units
of meaning | had introduced in the previous chapter, it can be implied that they rather represent
order than chaos. As long as everything has a perfect invisible form it represents, that form
ensures the truth is reflected. For Skovoroda, this form can be unlocked by certain symbols,
figures, archetypes, and emblems. | remind here, Skovoroda is cordocentric, believing in the
focus of the Inner Man, and in the capacity to find one’s kindred work (affinity). This is why,
it rather matters who speaks, and not what is spoken.

Like Skovoroda, we may use, syncretically, any token, any emblem, — mix the Pagan
with the Christian like he would do, the angel with the sphinx, — there is no lie, if our subject
is directly God. So, the exact instruction of how to check if the essence is not present, for
Skovoroda would be to assure that one bears the likeness that addresses one to God directly, in
all of their motions, and speech. This instruction is, in short: “Know Thyself”. In order to

“Know Thyself”, completely, one needs to take a look at the special mirror, which the Bible is.

152 He pasHoe BchM paBeHCTBO.
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3.2. The Bible as a mirror

The mirror, being a popular baroque metaphor, especially among Ukrainian writers, as
Ushkalov rightfully notes (Ushkalov 2011: 445), most straightforwardly, in the case of
Skovoroda, goes back to Gregory of Nyssa. In “On mirror of the infinite”, David Hart, our
research authority here on the subject, writes that, according to Gregory, the mirror is “the
surface, in which light is gathered, creating depths where none previously existed, and by which
it is reflected back to the source of its radiance™ (Hart 2002: 547). The mirror is not only a
reflection, but also, in fact, a contemplation tool. That is, “all knowledge consists in theory of
the reflected, and this is in some sense so even within the life of God: the Son is the eternal
image in which the Father contemplates and loves” (Ibid., 567). This mirror reflection gives,
thus, the key to understanding the Trinity, constituting God himself, as a part of the “eternal
play of the invisible and the visible” (Ibid., 548). The Creation, then, is the “answer of light to
light” (Ibid.). We also find it in Bohme, that refers to a “mirror, looking-glass, or similitude of
the eternal “world”” (B6hme 2009: 148).

Skovoroda directly compares the Bible to a mirror in “Observatorium”,

A: Why look in the Bible, if there are bare anecdotes there? Mirror is a whole different thing.

H: How is it different, for it is the same kind of emptiness? Haven’t you been to the mirror factories?

Mirror is ash.

A: Ash, but transparent ash. It amuses me. | see it myself. Everyone to oneself is the most beloved sight.

H: Ah, the Narcissus captured by his own reflection! You [...] gaze fondly into the translucent ashes to

Z%el)y.our mortal Idol but cannot stand the sight into the sacred waters of the Bible.*>® (Skovoroda 2011:
If the “waters of the Bible” (the mirror) are sacred, as long as the Source is present in them,
and gazing back at us, from the other side, a question arises. That is, how can we trust that the
Source is present, and the Bible did not turn into a Source of lies instead? As mentioned before,
the Bible is that mediating plane of being, for Skovoroda, which is exclusively touched by God.
From the quote we understand that a Bible, theoretically, could be the Source of lies, but then
it would need to lose its exclusivity in regard to God, and its status as a World, a Word-book,

a medium plane, etc. It is not specified by Skovoroda how it could happen.

153 A®AH[ACIM]. K uemy x 3bBaTh Ha bu6iiio, korma B Heii rombie bamsa'cei? A 3epkano — abio uHOE.
PUITOPII]. Kak uHoe, ecnu oHO ecTh Ta e mycromb? Pa3sb TeGb He 10Benoch GbITH B XPYCTAIbHBIX
®a’6pukax? Ono ects nenen. AQAH[ACITH]. Tlenesn, Ho npo3paunsrii. OH MeHst BecesuT. 51 B HEM BIKY CaMaro
cebst. A Besik cam ce6b mumsie Bcero. TPUMI[OPIH]. O mrbuennsiit TBonm Bonsarnom Haprsr cce! Muno Te6h B
HMCTOYHMK U B MPO3padHblil menen 35Bate Ha rubenpHbIi TBOM Kymup, a He CHOCHO cMOTPhTh BO CBAIICHHBIA
Bubine #iueist Bo mel.
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Could there be someone, a human, for Skovoroda, with a capacity to make the Bible
non-sacred or lying? | would think, no, there could not be. Skovoroda, in general, does not
dwell on the subject of atheism, or engage in polemics against other confessions, as Yavorskiy
did. I doubt that Skovoroda’s model interpreter of the Bible could be so wrong as to make the
whole Bible impure and empty it of its essence. The one in power to do so is not a human, but
God.

So, let us accept that a Bible as a source of lies is an improbable scenario, at least from
a human perspective, to Skovoroda, and proceed to discuss its perfect reflective capacities. In
other words, | will talk of the Bible, as a mirror and, as such, a Source of truth.

What is that perfect mirror? Umberto Eco, who dedicated the whole chapter to mirrors

in his “Philosophy of Language”. Let me briefly summarize the points:

1. The mirror should be recognized as a mirror to be trusted, and self-identification in the
mirror should be successful (we tend to “use the mirror image correctly, but speak of it
wrongly, as if it did what we ourselves are doing with it (that is, reversing it). “Once
we have acknowledged that what we perceive is a mirror image, we always begin from
the principle that the mirror ‘tells the truth’” (Eco 1984: 207).

2. “A mirror does not ‘translate’; it records” (Ibid.), which makes it trustworthy. “Our
brain interprets retinal data; a mirror does not interpret an object. But it is just this
Olympian, animal, inhuman nature of mirrors that allows us to trust them”.

3. We trust mirrors just as, under normal conditions, we trust our organs of perception”
(Eco 1984: 208). They are prosthetics, just like binoculars, as well as channels, although
“when the channel state of activity is a symptom of both the channel efficiency and the
existence of a source, are connected to the symptomatic use of the channel rather than
to the messages it conveys” (Ibid., 209). But this is, according to Eco, a bit of a grey
area. Being prosthetics, they can be trustworthy, but being “channel-prosthesis, the
mirror can be a source of perceptive deception” (Ibid.).

Mirrors, according to Eco, are “peculiar” and “inspiring” cases of a double, “an absolute
double of the stimulating field” (1984: 210), and “thresholds between perception and
signification” (Ibid.).

If the Bible is considered a trusted source, or a source of truth, it has to be, indeed, first
identified as a source of truth. In this case, the Bible has to be identified as a mirror. Skovoroda

does so, calling it the “transparent ashes”.
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Second, there remains a question, whether the Bible as a mirror, translates or records
(or rather, of course, gives the impression of doing so, to a human). The Bible is a medium and
a border between the two planes, the visible and the invisible. But is it still a translation, if the
message is coming from the world of pure invisible forms that have stable meanings “on the
other side”? For God, the border is non-existent, since he is ever-permeating, after all. Not at
all in the common, modern, semiotic sense. Rather, we can, with more certainty say, that, for
Skovoroda, a man is a translator, and the translation really happens outside of the Bible (what
happens in the Bible is rather a direct transfer, it seems). Translation would happen externally,
in the process of a man accessing the product of the direct transfer from the invisible to the
visible. The transfer itself would probably not be a translation in this sense. This “transfer” can
be very similar to “recording”.

Next, we can look at the Bible as a prosthetic. Indeed, the Bible has a clear function for
humans, to deliver the Grace of God. It had not been transferred by God directly onto earth
without the help of Moses. Moreover, the role of Moses is, in Skovoroda, a very significant
one. As | already mentioned, Moses is even compared to Christ (Skovoroda 2011: 295-296).
A Bible, with such a high role of a human in its production, can definitely be seen as a response
to particular human demands (to gain access to the invisible).

By these criteria, the Skovorodian Bible is a mirror. It is, however, not a simple one,
but an ideal one, or at least close to what Eco defines as such. The ideal mirror feeds into the
“semiotic dream of proper names being immediately linked to their referent (just like the
semiotic dream of an image having all the properties of the object they refer to)”, or, as he calls
it, “a sort of catoptric nostalgia” (1984: 212). The traditional, non-ideal, mirror, according to
Eco, only names “a concrete object”, it names “one at a time”, and it always names “only the
object standing in front of it” (Eco 1984: 211). That makes it unfit to produce signs. On the
contrary, our Skovorodian, ideal mirror, which is the Bible, is capable of sign production
because it refers not only to the events past, not only the events present, but also to the eternity
itself. It names the objects that are, on one hand, always immediately in front of it (because in
the eyes of God everything is immediately present to Him, and the Bible reflects that), but also
it refers to objects, since we do not have access to God’s immediate consciousness, the objects
that we, as humans, are, from the perspective of our mortal nature, unable to see.

We can also connect this purified mirror, or medium to Yavorskiy’s classification I
addressed prior. To do that, particular attention should be paid, in Yavorskiy’s classification
(Yavorskiy 2010: 35-36), to how the function of revealing is distributed between the holy

images. The Bible, for Yavorskiy, as it is also for Skovoroda, has a special status because it is

65



a pure plane, where the visible and the invisible are represented equally. It can, in purity, and
not by mere likeness, such as category number two (man) or four (visible creations), bring the
invisible to humans and make it accessible to humans. It is precisely because the Bible is a pure
mirror, a mirror that does not deceive.

However, to Skovoroda, the Bible as a mirror, is not its whole, but rather the sum of its
parts, a collection of shards. Ushkalov writes, quoting Skovoroda:

When Skovoroda claims that the thousands of images in the Holy Scriptures are “taking after” the God’s

Wisdom like the “shards of the broken mirror reflect the human’s face”, he means the way that the

theologians tried to explain the sacrament of the Eucharist: the whole of the mirror shows the face as
well as each one separate piece®> (Ushkalov 2011: 826, n. 540)

So, we can be dealing here with a sum of individually true, ideal mirror-shards (little mirrors
of their own). What to make of this shards is up to the interpreter. I would think, they represent
the archetypes, individually true meaning-carriers that provide direct access to divine truths.
One could debate for a long time, however, about the true meaning of Skovoroda’s Bible-in-
shards. “In shards”, however, in no way implies that the Bible is “broken”. It still is, evidently,
one “Ark”, for Skovoroda, with shards probably just being the visual implication of the tension
between the two natures, the visible and the invisible.

The reflection in the Bible can still be collected and assembled into a whole, and should
be recognized, for Skovoroda, as such. As Eco writes:

Under these circumstances | interpret the data given back to me by the mirror, in the same way in which,

with regard to refractory phenomena, even if | continue to see the stick which is broken in half by the

water, | nonetheless interpret these data by continuing to accept this stick as unbroken (Eco 1984: 218).
But the curious question is: If the Bible is such a perfect mirror, what of the rest of the world,
the world not blessed with the Bible’s perfect exclusive mirroring-the-Source ability? Is visible
Nature itself a pure or impure mirror? After all, we can’t let it slip out of our attention that the
whole world we inhabit, is, according to Skovoroda, in principle, mirrored itself. The most
basic example being visible versus invisible Nature, where shadows, according to Skovoroda,
appear,

Are you looking at the mirror? Think of your Idol. Even though it is behind you, you see its Shadow.

Before your eyes is the gracefully rounded Bow of the Rainbow, but behind you is the King of the

heavens, the Sun. Watch His graceful shadow that you see in the Cloud, like in a pure Source, with your
outer vision, but the Life-giving and salvatory light, perceive with your wise Eye... The Pure Mind is

154 Komu CxoBoposa cTBepKye, 1m0 THEsui 06pasis Crsroro InceMa “Haciinyors” boxy [Ipemympicts Tak
camo, SIK “4acTHIBI pa3ouTaro 3epuaia’ — Jr0JICbKe 00JINYYsl, BiH HaB SI3y€ThCsS 10 00pa3y, 3a JONOMOT0I0
SIKOTO OOTOCIIOBH HAMAraJIMCsl MOSICHUTH TaTHCTBO CBSATOI €BXAPHCTIT: IiJIe [3ePKalo MOKa3ye 1Lijie 00aryus, TaK
caMo, K 1 KO>KeH IIMaTOYOK J[3epKajia po30HTOro.
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like the Sun. Its rightful arrows reflect directly upon the face of the Ocean, but their very stings deflect
the face of the Sea'®® (Skovoroda 2011: 432).
The shadow, then, implies that that the invisible plane illuminated by Skovoroda’s archetypal
Sun (God) is floating by, casting the shadow down to earth. We could say that, this perfect
mirror, now represented by the invisible itself, is casting shadows, or, producing signs.
My opinion here resonates with Ushkalov’s completely:
Skovoroda interprets matter as the eternal and moving shadow of the invisible nature, a certain mirror,
in which ideas, upon reflecting, create their images — things. [...] On the other hand, he gives matter a

whole variety of names that refer to its artificiality, lack of essence, or, to put it differently, a null level
of being.'%® (Ushkalov 2011: 979, n. 47).

True, this mirror, of visible reality, unlike the Bible, is not, anymore, so definitively perfect,
even with the Source directly cast upon it. We had more than once, after all, referred to the
exclusive placement of the Bible as the plane of being capable of bearing this perfect reflection.
Maybe that is why we can refer to this sort of reflection not as a mirror, like in the Bible’s case,

but as a lens, a lens in Skovoroda’s concept of Observatorium.

3.3. Observatorium

If the reader of the Bible, for Skovoroda, should be capable of looking into the mirror by the
“Know Thyself” instruction, the observator of the world should be equipped with a lens, as |
call it, or the tool for observation.

In the first case, with the Bible, one can look in the clear waters simply by presenting
themselves to the clear waters. That is, to put it pragmatically, to simply get exposed to the
Bible, interact with it, read it, think of it, speak it. This way, the procedure of looking into the
sacred mirror, would be complete.

In the second case, when a human is placed in the visible world, how can a human
recognize what is reflected and not false in essence? That it, how can a human recognize that

he is looking at the direct representation of the invisible in the visible? Unlike the Bible, the

155 Tngnaum B 3epkano? Bermomuu TBoM BonBan. OH mo3aau tebe, a Bumum ero ThHb. [Ipen ounma TBOMMA
6narokpyribiid Paxyru Jlyk, a 3a cnuHoro y Tebe — Llapp HeOecHbIX kpyroB ConHue. Ha npekpachyio Ero Bo
O6mnaktb, kak B uncrom Mcrounnkb Thub, rusan BrbmHNM B30poMm, a Ha JKuBoTBOpsmee u cnacutensHoe Ero
cisie B3upail yMHbIM OkoM... UucTslit YM ectb TO e, uTo Connie. Ero npaBomyuHslst cTpbiisl npsiMo yaapsitor
B e Oxua Ha, a camoe ux JKajo, yKIoHssch oT mia Mopckaro, ko cBeHHO 601eT MbTh nHyto.

156 CxoBOpoO/Ia TIIyMa4nTh MaTepito AK Bi4HY Ta IUIMHHY TiHb BiYHOI HEBMIMMOI IIPHUPOJIH, CBOEPIIHE I3€PKAIIO,
BiZIOMBAIOYKCH B IKOMY, 111 CTBOPIOIOTH BJIACHI 00pasu — pedi. [...] I3 apyroro Goky, BiH ja€ Marepii Liny HU3KY
iMEH, MMOKJIMKAaHUX IMiKPECIUTH ii HECTIPaBKHICTh, HEICTOTHICTh UM, CKa3aTH 0, HyJIbOBHI PiBEHb OYTTSI.
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outside world, for a human, is full of all sorts of signs, some of them deceiving, without
essence.

We already know that some special kinds of images, the archetypes, allow for a direct
access into the world of the divine. But it cannot be that the archetypes are only found within
the Bible. In the outer, visible world, for Skovoroda, one can surely, also recognize the light,
not only the shadow of the Sun (Skovoroda 2011: 432). For that, a vision is needed, of a certain
special kind, the tool to observe that belongs to the Skovorodian “Observator”.

Skovoroda instructs to observe the shadow with the outer vision, but the light with the
inner eye. Skovoroda explains, later in the passage:

This is what it means, to observe and to recognize. We see and perceive with our senses in the present

world, but we can only recognize and observe with our Heart. That man who does it is the exact
OBSERVATOR. And the field of his whole life is an OBSERVATORIUM (Skovoroda 2011: 432).

Another example of such vision, Skovoroda demonstrates here:

One thing is to see a rock with letters on it or a paper with ink on it with the outer eye, and the other, is
to see with that one gaze: “Lift up your eyes”. Like Paul, we can say “It is written not in ink, but in the
Spirit of God, which lives in the canvas of the hearts...The paints in the picture can be seen by anyone,
but to see the liveliness of the fine art, you need another eye (Skovoroda 2011: 567).

| presume, when Skovoroda berates the chicken that lies in the shadows that the more she looks,
the less she really sees (Skovoroda 2011: 432) the reason should be that the chicken cannot
employ the “clever Eye”, the inner vision. At one point, he refers to an indexal link (“Do you
see the trace? Think of a Hare” (Ibid.). The other time, he refers to a symbolic connection, such
as not only seeing, but also recognizing the light as coming from God (lbid.). These usual
semiotic operations, from the point of view of modern semiotics, to Skovoroda are examples
of the proper use of the “clever”, inner eye.

Now, I would like to explain my usage of the word “lens” prior. It is because the
Observator’s vision invokes the image of a telescope, as the Observatorium invokes the image
of the planets under the planetarium dome.

Like us, Benjamin Peters inquired about Eco’s mirrors twice. He is preoccupied with
his passion, telescopes, and also wonders, “if there is not more to the telescopic mirror image
than a nonsignifying reflection”, although not from a theological point of view (Peters 2017:
344).

Peters finds that “the processed telescopic image is also a content-laden expression that
can be interpreted” since telescopes are stricken by “old” light and riddled with noise”, and the

distances that the light has traveled are too big not to be taken into account (Ibid., 356). Not
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like Peters completely ignores theological awe. He writes, referring to Yuri Lotman, that the
telescope can provide the extraordinary pleasure of feeling the “vastness of the universe”
(Ibid.).

These cosmic, in the scientific sense, distances, can be also perceived as cosmic in the
philosophical sense. Even if we successfully use the inner eye, as Skovoroda suggests, are we
sure what we see? The distance between the eternal being of God and the being of a human is
inconceivable. As in the Universe, where the planets we see might not exist anymore, what
divides us is not only space, but time. The light of the dead stars we can observe with a telescope
nowadays, no matter how poetic it may sound, is observable time.

Skovoroda is very close to Augustine in his comprehending of time as not common
between man and God, and not inherent to God whatsoever. In another dialogue, on the origins
of the World, he writes:

LONG (IN). The same Eye you use to observe the Time from Yesterday, you can see also as far as the
Times of Abraham. Paul uses one Word, “yesterday”, to refer to all past times, the word “Today” to refer
to the present, and all the future time he calls “Eternity”: Jesus is Yesterday, and Today, and also for All
Eternity. 15’(Skovoroda 2011: 478).

From the telescope placed in Skovoroda’s Observatorium, unbeknownst to the author himself,
as he never lived up to the modern times, a man can also see history, “the cosmos as it was
thousands and millions (and even billions) of years in the past” (Peters 2017: 356), as far as
God Himself.

| appreciate greatly, in Peters’ case, is his use of the categories of the Firstness, the
Secondness, and then the Thirdness to refer to the observed through the telescope. Through the
telescope, according to Peters: “We encounter the Firstness, the Secondness, and then the
Thirdness”, in which the Firstness is just a very perceptual meeting with the Source (Peters
2017: 357).

If we are to be brave enough, we can also apply this process to Skovoroda’s interaction
with the Sun. The Sun first presents itself as a perceptual object entering the awareness. Next,
the shadows are observed, in the Secondness stage. By “shadows”, like before, I mean “signs”
(images, symbols, archetypes). Finally, after the Inner Vision participates, and the proper
connection is established between the light, the shadow, and the Sun, the stage of Thirdness

commences.

157 JIOHT[UH]. Thm xe Oxom, koum cMo Tpuuib Ha Buepa mnee Bpe'ms, Mo'’KHO B3upa'Th Ha ca Mbls

ABpaamckis Bpemena. Ila’Bex Bch mpome’ qmin JIbra 3axmioua’er B cem Cno’sb “Buepa”, bl wbuoraem — B
Cno’'st “/lnecy”, a Bee 0y mymiee Hapuna’ et Bhkowm.
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3.4. The Abecedary and the Alphabet of the World

Having discussed the two smaller Innerworlds, the Bible and the microcosm of a human being,
we can proceed, with all the lenses, equipped, onto the bigger, First World out of the three.
That world, in Skovoroda, is represented by the Abecedary, and contains the Alphabet. The
idea of the alphabet and a book containing it is very interestingly expressed by Jacob Béhme,

in his “Dialogues on the Supersensual Life”:

This virtue which is in Love is the very life and energy of all the principles of Nature, superior and
inferior. It reaches to all Worlds, and to all manner of beings in them contained, they being the
workmanship of Divine Love, and is the first mover and first moveable, both in heaven above, and in the
earth beneath, and in the water under the earth. And hence there is given to it the name of the Lucid Aleph
or Alpha; by which is expressed the beginning of the Alphabet of Nature, and of the Book of Creation
and Providence or the Divine Archetypal Book, in which is the Light of Wisdom and the source of all
lights and forms (Béhme 2010: 45).

Not only does he refer to the Alphabet here, but also to a Book containing archetypes, a very
important notion for Skovoroda.

In Ukraine, the influences of the baroque ideas were mostly felt in poetry, or, so called,
“alphabetic poetry”. Isichenko defines it as the one, in which “the formal composition forms,
such as the placement of various parts of the text according to the alphabet or acronymic
relations between the strophes or verses to the author’s name”**® (Isichenko 2011: 35). One of
such examples Isichenko gives is the “Alphabet” of St. John Maksymovych (lbid., 419).
Lytvyn adds, also, “Alphabetum rozmaitym heretykom” by Ionikiy Galyatovskiy, and
Velychkovsky to the list (Lytvyn 2007: 3). Ushkalov highlights, Dmytro Tuptalo (Rostovsky)
as another prominent example (Ushkalov 2011: 698). Notably, both Tuptalo and Skovoroda
also, in the introductions to how this alphabet functions, address the “Know thyself” formula
(Kis 2015: 26), important to us as a connecting link to the Bible we discussed in regard of
reflectivity prior.

Priorly, in this thesis, | abstained from connecting Skovoroda to the teachings of the
Kaballah due to the scarcity of research on this particular matter. The metalanguage of
Skovoroda, in general, however, rings many familiar bells. As Eco notes, referring to Sefer,
according to this view, “Hebrew is still the Holy Mother Tongue because the names given by

Adam were in accord with nature and not chosen arbitrarily” (Eco 2014: 304). Here, we cannot

158 Heabusky ponb BimirpaioTs (opManbHi KOMIOSMIIHHI MpuiloMM, HANPMKIAJ PO3TAINYBAHHS YacTHH 32
anaiToM ab0 aKpOBipIIEBHH 3B’ 130K PSKIB 9 cTPOd 3 iIMEHEM aBTOpa.
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go as far as to say that Skovoroda had a relationship with Hebrew like that, but we can say that
he still sees the rigid conventionality of the Tongue of God and the human language.

| can rely on the possibility that Skovoroda was, at the very least, a reader of Pico della
Mirandola. This might be one of the ways the Kabbalah influences got passed on to him.
Mirandola also provides a link to a relevant concept, philosophia perennis discussed prior. As

Erdmann writes:

Skovoroda, with a flexibility and matter-of-factness like Pico della Mirandola, takes the same pagan

traditions as precedents and guarantors of the same one Wisdom throughout different times to validate

tlhzeoifa\me concept of knowledge of God, the world, and self that recurs in his writing?*® (Erdmann 2022:
Notably, Mirandola has a conveniently similarly-ringing notion of “revolutio alphabetarian”.
The “revolution” is not an “Abecedary” or an “alphabet” in Skovoroda’s sense, so we should
be cautious comparing the two. Elaborating on the expression, Eco writes:

Observe that, in the Abulafian tradition, the word revolutio stands for combination in general

(Wirszubski 1989: 137), but the term certainly implies a rotatory connotation, which calls to mind the

Kabbalistic or Llullian wheels (or, as we will see, steganographic wheels, a la Johannes Trithemius) (Eco

2014: 410).

Skovoroda also addresses the wheel symbol. Firstly, he uses, in part of the Biblical reference,
Ezekiel’s metaphor about a “wheel within a wheel” (Skovoroda 2011: 579). Second, he finds
a similarity between a wheel and an eye, a likeness and the image: both the wheel and the eye
are, to him, a kind of Ring (2011: 580). Skovoroda also addresses the wheel symbol. Firstly,
he uses is in part of the Biblical reference, Ezekiel’s metaphor about a “wheel within a wheel”
(Skovoroda 2011: 579). Second, he finds a similarity between a wheel and an eye, a likeness
and the image: both the wheel and the eye are, to him, a kind of Ring (2011: 580). Perhaps,
neither of these instances is sufficient to tie it firmly to Piko’s “revolution”.

However, in a very loose sense, the wheel can bear the resonance with the usage of the
term “as a more or less visual image of the combinatory swirling typical of the Kabbalistic
technique” (Eco 2014: 410). The key is not so much the “swirling”, as it is the “combinatory”
function here. I remind here, that, after all, Skovoroda, within his baroque tradition, referred to
the Machine (factory) (Skovoroda 2011: 651). In this sense, which is, again, very loose, a wheel
as a part of the machine might resonate with Pico’s notion. Would it be a statement far removed

from reality to claim that the world, as it functions in an almost mathematical sense with the

159 Selbstverstandlichkeit wie Pico della Mirandola dieselben paganen Traditionen als Vorganger und Garanten
fur die eine Weisheit in verschiedenen Zeiten in Anspruch, um das gleiche Konzept der Gottes-, Welt- und
Selbsterkenntnis, das er immer wieder ausfuhrt, zu bestétigen.
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Kaballah, functions in a similar way to a baroque factory driven by the letters of the alphabet
in Skovoroda? Most certainly. Nevertheless, the idea is worth exploring.

In the dialogue “The Ring”, Skovoroda introduces the concept of the “abecedary of the
world” as such:

God and Wisdom are eternal. That is the real pest, what was born yesterday on a whim. [...] With God’s

and his Bible’s guidance, I could, if my narcissism does not prevent me from it, show you the alphabet
of the world, its abecedary.'®° (Skovoroda 2011: 575).

Bova and Levchenko write that the Skovorodian “alphabet” is represented by a fixed collection
of archetypes and their copies (Bova, Levcehnko 2022:19). The “copies” in this context might
refer to the sacraments. The sacraments, in their turn, are, according to Skovoroda, located as
the alphabet is in the abecedary, which is, generally, “called a Law” (Skovoroda 2011: 1321).

Let the reader not be confused by Skovoroda’s quote, in which “the alphabet” and the
“abecedary” are listed with a comma. Skovoroda separates the abecedary and the alphabet. He
also tells the two apart, asking to “show the alphabet of the world, its abecedary” (2011: 575).
These concepts are not synonymous. The Skovorodian alphabet is, as we have discovered, not
only a collection of images, figures, copies, and other sense particles we had encountered prior,
but also a set of beginnings and compounds of the Holy Law itself. This set of sense particles
is, like the alphabet, irreducible. The Abecedary, on the contrary, is another Worldbook,
similarly to the Bible.

Another example where the abecedary and the alphabet go hand in hand but are not
synonymous, appears right in the beginning of the namesake Skovoroda’s dialogue, in
comparison with another dialogue, “The Ring”. Whereas “The Ring” *
Spheres with David”*®! (Skovoroda 2011: 646), “The Alphabet” dialogue tells of the knowing

trialed the Heavenly

of “the Beginningless BEGINNING from the easy, smaller Beginnings, as from the
Alphabet”?%2 (lbid., 646). This alphabet “urges one to follow God, and bears the name of the
“Abecedary”” (Ibid.). From these definitions, it can be understood that Skovoroda means the
Alphabet refers to, as it logically would, to the contents of the Abecedary.

This definition of the alphabet is concluded by Skovoroda with the already familiar
formula for the Bible, “NOSCE TE IPSUM. Know Thyself” (Ibid.). The next question would

be, how similar is the Abecedary to the Bible?

160 4 3a npensomuTenscTBOM BokiuM u ero Bubnin MOr K BaM, ECTJIM MEHS HE OOMaHeT caMoJlo0ie, MoKa3arh
anaBuUT MHpa, WK OyKBaph €ro.

161 Tepepiit ucnbityet ¢ Jlapu’ 1om Hebecnbis Kpy Ti.

162° A propelii, y3naB Besnaua nenoe HAUAJIO, u3 He Tpyanbix Haua'tkoB, Oy abTo mM3 Asda’suta, Bory
nocirboBath MoOyxkaaet, 1 Ha3BaH «bykBape M.
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3.5. Are the Bible and the Abecedary synonymous?

If we have the Bible-book-world, and the Abecedary-book-world, the good starting question is
how synonymous or alike they are. In my mind, this is not all and the same book by any means.
The Bible’s role, as we had previously established, is more of a mediating kind. It is a mirror,
or, a border, rather than a collection, although it can also present as such (for example, as a
Bestiary). In Svitlana Povtoreva’s analysis of Skovoroda in terms of structuralism and
semiotics, she, rightfully, compares the Bible and the Abecedary as the two “nets (systems) of
signs, in which all the elements of meaning are structurally connected with each other”
(Povtoreva 2008: 102). | would readily agree.

Nevertheless, even if we take the Bible and the Abecedary to both be collections (or
nets, or systems of signs), they would be collections of two different kinds because they serve
two different purposes. And, since we are reading theology, one has to keep in mind that a
different purpose is much more than just a pragmatic array of possible uses for them. We are
talking here of two ontologically different structures, structures representing two different
worlds for Skovoroda, separated by the borders of being itself.

The Bible is described by Skovoroda as an Ark (Skovoroda 2011: 742) because it is
inhabited by the powers of life themselves. It is, as in Arndt, a Book of Life, after all (Arndt
2010: 97). As opposed to the Bible’s purpose, the purpose of the Abecedary containing the
alphabet is much more enigmatic. The Abecedary seems to be related to Skovoroda’s First
world, rather than to any of the smaller ones (let me remind that the Bible is the Third, smaller

world).

3.6. Is the Bible an encyclopedia?

Continuing the discussion of the abecedary as a collection of knowledge, Povtoreva attributes
the concept of the alphabet and the abecedary (as the sacred text of the world) to Umberto Eco’s
notion of the “encyclopedia” (in contrast to the notion of a dictionary) (Povtoreva 2008: 102).
In my opinion, this extremely interesting claim deserves a discussion. But before we ask that
question about the abecedary, let us apply the notion of the “encyclopedia” to the Bible first.
The Bible is, as Povtoreva also writes, a medium, methodology, mediator, the Third (Ibid., 99),

so she does acknowledge it the same way | did before.
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Skovoroda’s Bible tempts me, also, greatly to call it an Eco’s encyclopedia. However,
I would like to exercise restraint and count the pros and cons. Let us begin with the positive
points, in favor of the Bible being an encyclopedia.

First, if “the encyclopedia is dominated by the Peircean principle of interpretation and
consequently of unlimited semiosis” (Eco 2014: 68), we could gladly accept the “unlimited
semiosis” as related to Skovoroda’s unlimited Source (God). God, as a Source (and principle,
if we are to engage in some wordplay), does, indeed, dominate the generation of meaning
within all the worlds for Skovoroda, the smaller and the bigger ones. God was already discussed
as related to unlimited semiosis in chapter 2.3 (Name) of the thesis.

Secondly, in the encyclopedia, “every expression is interpretable by other expressions”,
which makes the process “self-sustaining” (Eco 2014: 69). That could also be accepted as true.
Not only are the symbols, signs, archetypes, and figures, are all interpretable among each other,
but the Bible itself is a border between the visible and the invisible. That means that whatever
is visible can be interpreted by its invisible counterpart in the Platonic world of forms. The
Bible also represents, as mentioned before, a complete essence, as opposed to form without
essence. The Bible and its contents, then, can be described as curated by the purpose of filling
up the gaps in essence, giving the proper knowledge to fill the otherwise existing gaps between
the visible and the invisible (and knowledge thereof).

Finally, if we take Povtoreva’s definition of an encyclopedia as the self-sufficient basis,
the need for any discussion borders on disappearing. That is, if we simply accept that “An
encyclopedia is built as a sign system from the beginning, in which all of the elements are
interconnected”!%® (Povtoreva 2008: 102), the Bible and the Abecedary both qualify as
encyclopedias. After all, there is no denying this about their teleology: They were created, for
Skovoroda, as a result of divine plan. They, by logic, should be deeply organized structures of
the visible and invisible maintained on the divine level. It would be a fair and simple solution,
since it is precisely from this standpoint that Povtoreva attributes Skovoroda’s alphabet and
abecedary to the concept of an encyclopedia. But | choose to keep the discussion going. | do
so for the sake of broadening horizons, and not at all, for arguing against Povtoreva’s remark.

To move further, now, we have to pay attention to some nuances. One has to take into
account that the revealing (mirroring) aspect of the Bible is a very important one. Even though

the Bible grants access to the secret and invisible, which is also, by definition, divine and

163 Euuuknonexmis sk i3 caMoro mnodaTky OyayeTbcs SK 3HAKOBA CTPYKTypa, y skiil Bci ii enemeHTH
B3a€MOIIOB ’s3aHi.
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unlimited, it is still a “perfect mirror”, and prides itself on being rather precise. In fact, it is so
perfect that it is an exclusive plane of being and symbolic world, that, in unison, combines the
visible and the invisible within. An encyclopedia, unlike the dictionary, does not exactly pride
itself on being correct, it rather finds purpose in presenting a full panorama of knowledge. Of
course, we can debate, and mention here, that, to Eco, the dictionary can be a disguised
encyclopedia (Eco 1984: 68). Also, in defense, I could note that unlimited semiosis does not
mean, for Eco, an endless, borderless, and unconventionally correct interpretation.
Nevertheless, it is an aspect one can stumble upon, drawing the parallel between the Bible and
the encyclopedia, and expecting to see a clear connecting bridge.

Finally, we have to consider if the Bible as an encyclopedia makes sense in terms of
philosophia perennis | already mentioned in relation to Skovoroda’s writing style (Skovoroda
2011: 646-647). As Elisabeth von Erdmann summarizes philosophia perennis in relation to
Skovoroda’s interpretation of the Bible:

All contributors to the philosophia perennis who refer to the mysteries of the ancients are not concerned

with the original concepts and original ways of thinking, but with incorporating such concepts into their

own version of unified knowledge. Skovoroda, for this very reason, relates the hieroglyphs directly to
equivalents in the Bible.1%* (Erdmann 2022: 111)

Thus, even if we accept the Bible as a collection of universal knowledge that even transcends
confessions and beliefs themselves, it is only complete halfway. It would be, in this case, an
equivalent of an uncomplete thesaurus, rather than encyclopedia proper. In other words, just
because the Bible’s symbols may have equivalents outside of the Bible does not mean that the
Bible is an encyclopedia (or even a collection in general) of equivalents itself.

To sum up, the Bible communicates knowledge as the encyclopedia does, but it cannot,
in Eco’s words, contain “not only truths...but also what has been said about the truth, what has
been believed to be true” (Eco 1984: 83). The Bible either contains all the truth, if it is used
properly as an ideal mirror, or none of the truth, in which case it turns into the tool of deception
(or a null). It is not an encyclopedic perfect, ideal sum of all knowledge because it might imply
including a lie in it. Of course, especially for Eco, it would be a semiotic paradox (semiotics is
lying). But, as we established, the Bible is quite paradoxical as a mirror that perfectly records
and externalizes its own translation. This fact might get in the way of giving a definitive answer

to the question “Is the Bible an encyclopedia?”, although, I am sure, it can be reached in the

164 Allen Teilhabern an der philosophia perennis, die sich auf die Mysterien der Alten beziehen, geht es dabei
nicht um die urspriinglichen Konzepte und originalen Denkanséatze, sondern um deren Einbezug in ihre eigene
Option des Einheitswissens. Skovoroda setzt aus diesem Grund die Hieroglyphen in eine unmittelbare
Beziehung zu Aquivalenten in der Bibel.
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course of a productive and informed debate. As | am introducing points of interest rather than

definitive answers in this thesis, | will leave the conclusion open-ended.

3.7. Is the Abecedary an encyclopaedia (or is the Abecedary the Abecedary)?

Now, I will address Povtoreva’s claim (Povtoreva 2008: 102) directly, namely, the suggestion
to define Skovoroda’s Abecedary and alphabet as an encyclopaedia. First of all, it is unclear if
Povtoreva implies that the concepts are synonymous. Since | am not arguing with her remark,
but simply using it to fuel discussion, | will leave this aspect with no criticism. Even though |
had already assumed in the former subchapter that alphabet and abecedary are not synonymous
concepts, | would also insist to approach them in unison, especially in this occasion (when
determining their status as an encyclopedia).

| would suggest, the starting point here must be culture. We need to understand what
Skovoroda might refer to, or be influenced by, when talking of the alphabet and the abecedary.

Let us keep in mind that, historically, in Europe, and also on Ukrainian land, the
abecedary was of great authority. The religiously influenced Medieval standard puts an
importance on the abecedary as more than a system or a tool: it is an introduction and greeting
to the whole world, the best gift for a child. As Johanna Drucker rightfully notes, the ABCs
have long been the sign of literacy in the Western culture, ever since as early as the sixteenth
century, with instances such as “In Adam’s Fall, we sinned all” serving as mnemonics for
learning the letter “A” (Drucker 2022: 302). A person learning the alphabet from such an
abecedary, and a person learning Skovoroda’s alphabet of the world, are both under the effect
of childish wonder and discovery. The traditional Ukrainian abcedaries contained prayers
among images, grammar rules and words. It is worth noting that Ivan Fedorov included in his
pioneering printed abecedary “an alphabetical acropoem, the abecedary prayer, where each line
began with a certain letter and conveyed the sense of a certain religious wisdom” (Kruchuk
2018). Thus, we can perceive our model abecedary, as culturally, it would make sense for
Skovoroda: A collection of knowledge organized by alphabetical order built with a pedagogical
or knowledge-expanding purpose. Such is the case of a certain prayer attached to a letter, or,
for instance, the alphabetic ordering of poems by baroque poet Maksymovych. Interestingly,
Isichenko writes that, for Maksymovych, the alphabetic ordering of poems is akin to

encyclopedic one (Isichenko 2011: 419).
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But the interesting part would be to try and deduce the relation between a certain letter
of that alphabetic order and the content it is assigned to. This relation is not self-evident.

An encyclopedia may order its contents by alphabetical order, using them as it would
use numbers. Unlike the abecedary, the ordinary encyclopedia ordered alphabetically does not
restrict its contents: One letter to one thing. It is often the case for abecedaries, however. Even
in an abecedary today, letter A, would usually correspond to one Apple. In the same way, letter
A could be assigned to one prayer, or one poem, et cetera. There seems to be certain degree of
exlusivity observed here. Let us also not forget that, in case of Skovoroda, we would have to
remember that we are dealing with a theological argument. In one of his letters, Skovoroda

writes:

As applications of the law, we imply certain actions, and ceremonies. They are always subject to God’s
truth, or to the silent outline or faint image of the Holy Spirit. To elaborate, sacraments are simply
outward expressions that reflect the urge towards God and mutual affinity, sealed by the adhering to His
holy law, in relation to which they are found [sic!], or, as according to the abecedary’s alphabet.!6
(Skovoroda 2011: 1321).

So the principle, by which a letter of the alphabet is connected to a prayer, or a letter of the
alphabet of the world to the certain thing in that world, is not exactly for order by order’s sake,
but for a holy order, or holy law. To study an Abecedary of the world, then, is not only to gain
overall knowledge, such as an encyclopedia would allow to, but to understand the basic (holy)
order of the world. In other words, the abecedary, rather, provides preliminary knowledge to
any knowledge whatsoever (the order of things). | also find it fascinating that Skovoroda
presents the sacraments as related to the alphabet, and not among the general signs, here (a
subject, perhaps, for another research).

That order implies great authority that is demonstrated by the means of its
irreducibility. Such is the case, Skovoroda begins his namesake “Alphabet...” dialogue from
the Biblical statement from the Apocalypse “Alphabet letters: I am Alpha and I am Omega’*6®
(Skovoroda 2011: 649). In a way, we could even connect this function of the abecedary to
Skovoroda’s understanding of God as a self-referring, self-equivalent sign (a non-lying sign).
Perhaps, a letter of an alphabet, in its great authority that it represents, is signaling of the order
of things, and among the main principles of that order, of the self-equivalence of God.

185 Koneuno, mon gbnamu 3akona pasymbercsa nbiictsisa, nepemonin. Onu Beerma HaxonaTcs B boxiell nctunb
wm [lyxa Csararo HbMbeIM HauepTaniem u cnabbiM oOpasoM. Scabe ckazarb, nbilcTBill LepeMOHIATHBIX CYTh
KOMIUIEKTHl M JKEMaHHBIA HapyxXHOcTH, oObmatomis ycepaie x bory u npyxOy, koropas mneuariabercs
UCIIONHeHieM cBsieHHbiimaro 3akoHa Ero, 10 koToparo oHM HaxosTest HBKOIO 4acTio UM CMHJIOCTHHORO [Sic!]
u, OyaTo ¢ andasurom OykBapsi.
166 A3 ecMb AJIOA u QMETA.
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Is it possible, even with Skovoroda’s inner vision, to perceive the letter of the divine
Alphabet of the world, and see the other side of its meaning? A letter of the alphabet is not an
archetype (keyword), unlocking the door to the invisible counterpart of the visible. Can it be,
rather, an irreducible atom in the world’s structure? Is it a part of the Law to be accepted?

| can suggest a hint here, to help answer this question. Perhaps, the key is in the
mnemonic, not only generally pedagogical function of the abecedary. The alphabet letters with
their mnemonics went together, in Ukrainian ABCs with prayers, because they were similar to
prayers and sacraments. The paradox of the prayer and a sacrament is that it is an individual
human address to God, which can, however, be memorized and repeated. A prayer, and a
participation in the Eucharist, neither can really be subjects to analytic learning. One has to
accept the rule, rather than understand all the technicalities of the process. That is because, a
prayer and a sacrament are basic, fundamental rules of addressing God. To learn these basic
ways of addressing God, could then be compared to learning the alphabet, and especially the
Alphabet of the World.
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Conclusions. Is Hryhorii Skovoroda of Interest to the Theosemiotic Reader?

The question in the title may sound like a closed one, although it is not intended as such.
However, after all the Skovorodiana journey we have made, | should give the definitive answer
to my overwhelmed reader. Yes, my dear theosemiotic Reader, Skovoroda is of interest to you.

This “yes” has a lot to do with a lot of material, as is evident from the range of topics
under discussion. There are many directions from which Hryhorii Skovoroda came, and there
are many ways for scholars to explore his rich legacy. One way is to see him as a devout Neo-
Platonist, another as a follower of the Patristic school, a third as a representative of the
Ukrainian Baroque, and a fourth as a representative of the emblematic tradition. Whichever
way one chooses, it is certain to produce a great deal of exciting research. From Plato to
Umberto Eco, Skovoroda’s interpretation can lead in many different directions. In this thesis,
my exploration of the limits of possible approaches to Skovoroda has only scratched the surface
of all the possibilities that exist.

Since the aim of the thesis was to find the points of interest for the theosemiotic reader,
| would like to briefly outline those that I find most fundamental, valuable or creative (or all of
the above).

Let me begin by examining the philosophical orientations that underlie Skovoroda’s
semiotic processes. As a Christian Neo-Platonist, Skovoroda is interesting to study for his ideas
on the Platonic dualism of natures (the visible and the invisible). In this sense, especially with
regard to the inner man (or microcosm) and the inner (or wise) vision that allows one to see
into the invisible, Skovoroda can also be fruitfully studied as a follower of Augustine.

Another theme to explore would be the tension between the two Platonic levels of being
and the falsification of essence that can appear in between. As a proudly independent and very
creative concept, | would like to mention Skovoroda’s idea of “kindred work”, related to
Epicurus and his ideas on happiness.

| also agree with the general academic consensus that Skovoroda should also be studied
as a mystic, especially in relation to Jacob Béhme and Angelus Silesius. Needless to say, he is
at the very least an interesting example of a philosopher considered orthodox who was

influenced to such an extent by Protestant thinkers.
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While addressing Skvoroda’s interpretation of the relevant semiotic notions of the
image, sign, symbol, figure, archetype, and emblem in Chapter 2, I accentuated the importance
of Skovoroda’s language taken as a whole as a point of special interest. There are many layers
in Skovoroda’s language to be uncovered. For example, | demonstrated how the baroque codes
with the application of Eco’s theory could be used to decypher some of the stylistic layers.

Each of the terms Skovoroda uses in his works — “a sign”, “a symbol”, “an image”, “a
figure”, “an archetype”, “an emblem” — can be studied individually and in relation to each
other. In addition to Platonic and Augustinian influences, it has proved fruitful to use Stefan
Yavorskiy’s classification of sacred iconic images in relation to Skovoroda’s semiotic
concepts.

One of the cases that deserves special attention is Skovoroda’s interesting interpretation
of the “image” as a triple structure (the simple, the forming and the formed) (Skovoroda 2011:
604). As in Jakovleva’s analysis, the relationships between these tree folds can be “untied” to
reveal the hidden meaning in an image (Jakovleva 2020: 77).

Another concept that deserves close examination is the notion of an archetype for
Skovoroda, or a keyword that unlocks this hidden meaning. An elaborate study of this
enigmatic semiotic device that unlocks divine knowledge could, no doubt, be very fruitful for
theosemiotics.

A theme full of potential, developed to a considerable extent by Oleksandr Soletsky, is
the emblematic tradition (both in Ukraine and worldwide) in which Skovoroda proudly claims
a well-deserved role. Since an emblem is a triadic unit that consists of a title (inscriptio), an
image (pictura), and an epigram (subscriptio) (Soletsky 2018: 10), an interesting parallel can
be drawn to Charles Peirce’s representamen, object, and interpretant. As in the case of
Skovoroda’s use of emblems, the study of the meaning-generating aspect of emblems in
general proves to be extremely promising in terms of pleasant discoveries. As a small detour,
| have also shown how interpretation based on Peirce can be used to address the processes of
translation in the emblem, with a focus on Kobus Marais.

Finally, Skovoroda’s symbolic worlds of meaning, as I call them, are of considerable
interest to any theosemiotic reader. Skovoroda’s notion of the world as a book and the notion
of writing as a smaller world would certainly be possible targets for a researcher interested in
theology and semiotics. In relation to Umberto Eco’s concepts, | could, poetically speaking,
refresh Skovoroda’s ideas and bring them into the context of modern semiotic thought.

Skovoroda’s Bible can be studied as a book (and a World-Book), a smaller world, a plane of
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tension and a medium between two Natures, a mirror (and even Umberto Eco’s perfect mirror),
and a collection of knowledge (possibly, Eco’s encyclopaedia).

| also took the opportunity to discuss The Alphabet of the World in relation to
Abecedary as a possible candidate for an encyclopaedia, taking up Svitlana Povtoreva’s
suggestion (Povtoreva 2008: 102).

Although my attempt was only a sketch, I discovered that there may be a line of defense
that can be built around the notion of the Bible and the Abecedary to protect them from being
fully integrated into Eco’s concept of an encyclopaedia. | find this little experiment particularly
fruitful in the case of the abecedary, a peculiar concept that | have treated from a cultural
perspective in order to gain a better understanding of its role as a collection of knowledge. The
question remains: Can an abecedary be a collection of knowledge in its own right, between an
encyclopaedia and a dictionary? A satisfactory solution is under discussion.

These conclusions have one purpose: to challenge future English-speaking
theosemiotic researchers not to conclude, but to develop these and many other issues related to
Skovoroda’s ideas. This paper has provided only a glimpse of the complexity and variety of
issues to be explored by anyone interested in technology and semiotics, and the relationship

and application of the two in relation to Christian philosophy.
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Kokkuvote. Grigori Skovoroda teoloogilis-semiootiline lugemine

Kéesoleva magistritdé eesmérk on anda Ulevaade Ukraina humanisti Grigori Skovoroda
teoloogilise semiootikaga seotud ideedest. Skovoroda filosoofilisi kirjutisi korvutatakse ja
vorreldakse semiootilise raamistikuga, kasutades ajaloolisi, kultuurilisi ja kirjanduslikke
paralleele, Kkirjanduskriitikat ja ideede v&imalikke tBlgendusi. Skovoroda mdttemaailmast
antakse laiahaardeline Ulevaade, mis hdlmab Usna olulist hulka vGimalikke huvipunkte iga
inglise keelt valdava huvilise jaoks. Vaitekiri tutvustab lugejale erinevaid vdimalusi
asjakohaste semiootiliste mdistete, nagu mark, simbol, kujutis, embleem, figuur, artefakt,
kontekstualiseerimiseks Skovoroda méotlemises. Platonist kuni Umberto Eco moodsa
semiootilise ldhenemisviisini ehitatakse sillad, mis paigutavad Skovoroda ingliskeelsele
akadeemilisele kaardile, kusjuures ei puudu ka soovituslikud huvipunktid, millele uurijad
vOiksid edaspidi tdéhelepanu poorata.

Esimeses peatikis tutvustatakse Skovoroda motte filosoofilisi aluseid. Filosoofilisest
vaatenurgast arutletakse Skovoroda suhete lle Platoni, Epikurose, Origenese, Gregorius Nyssa,
Augustinuse, mustikute (Angelus Silesius ja Jacob Bohme), Stefan Javorski (kui Damaskuse
Johannese t6lgendaja), emblemata raamatute (eriti “Symbola et emblemata selecta”) ja Johann
Arndtiga.

Skovoroda semiootiline anallitis (millele on plihendatud td6 teine ja kolmas peatlikk)
tugineb peamiselt ukraina teadlastele, suures osas eelkdige Dmytro TSiZevski ja Leonid
Uskalovi tolgendustele ja kommentaaridele.

Aratamaks huvi Skovoroda ideede vastu just teoloogilise semiootika seisukohalt, on
mdned Skovoroda kontseptsioonid asetatud kaasaegse semiootika konteksti. Naiteks
kasutatakse Charles Sanders Peirce’i objekti, interpretandi ja representameni mdisteid, et
analliisida embleemi tdhendust genereerivat aspekti, millel on samuti kolmekordne struktuur:
pealkiri (inscriptio), pilt (pictura) ja epigramm (subscriptio). Samuti néidatakse, kuidas
Peirce’il pdhinev ldhenemine voib resoneerida Kobus Marais’ ideedega, kasitledes
tolkeprotsesse embleemi sees.

Lisaks arutatakse Skovoroda arusaama Piiblist kui raamatust (raamatumaailmast),

vaiksemast maailmast, olemise tasandist (meediumist) ja jumalike teadmiste kogumist
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Umberto Eco entsiiklopeedia kontseptsiooni valguses. Eco kontseptsioon osutub véga
asjakohaseks mitte ainult Skovoroda mdistele Piiblist, vaid ka tema arusaamale maailma
tahestikku sisaldavast Abecediast. KOik véitekirjas tOstatatud kusimused véarivad kahtlemata
edasiuurimist (ja julgustavad esile kutsuma uusi) antud valdkondadega tegelevate

ingliskeelsete teadlaste poolt.
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