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Международный центр изучения русской философии  

ÌÅÆÊÓËÜÒÓÐÍÀß ÔÈËÎÑÎÔÈß ÊÀÊ ÝÏÎÕÀ,  
ÑÕÂÀ×ÅÍÍÀß Â ÌÛÑËÈ 

Ìàðèýòòà Ñòåïàíÿíö Институт философии РАН  
 

Осознание необходимости межкультурной 
философии вызревало в академическом со-
обществе в течение всего ХХ в. Решающую 
роль в этом сыграли геополитические пере-
мены, прежде всего крушение колониальной 
системы и глобализация. Межкультурная 
философия выросла из сравнительной фило-
софии, которая прошла три основных этапа 
эволюции: 1) доказательство «истинности» 
только западной философии; 2) создание 
«синтетической философии»; 3) признание 
автономности и значимости незападных 
философий. Межкультурная философия не 
альтернатива, а продолжение философского 
компаративизма на качественно новом уров-
не – в контексте новых вызовов глобализма. 
Это рефлексия, не ограниченная рамками 
национальных или цивилизационных гра-
ниц. Межкультурная философия находится 
на стадии перехода от манифестации (Дж. 
Ганери, А. Чакрабарти) к утверждению как 
самостоятельного направления. Допустимо 
говорить о нескольких путях ее развития. 
Первый путь ориентирован на формирова-
ние межкультурного подхода в философии 
на основе понимания того, что никакая фи-
лософия не является единственной, а потому 
не может быть абсолютизирована. Второй 
путь предполагает выход за рамки «когни-
тивной скромности» (Р. Малл) к углублен-
ному изучению и восприятию обогащающих 
идей и концепций других культур (Г. Ленк, 
Г.  Пауль).  Третий путь заключается в при-
знании множественности культурно укоре-
ненных философий и в утверждении интер-
культурного полилога, обогащающего всех, 
кто участвует в нем. Этот путь вселяет на-
дежду на открытие новых, ранее неведомых 
решений универсально значимых проблем.  

Ключевые слова: компаративистика, меж-
культурная философия, колониализм, глоба-
лизм, европоцентризм, эпистемология, За-
пад–Восток, диалог, полилог. 

Intercultural philosophy is regarded as a result 
of the 20th century philosophy development. 
The fact that this kind of philosophy is of great 
importance became clear due to the modern 
geopolitical changes, primarily the collapse of 
the colonial system and globalization. Intercul-
tural philosophy is shown to have grown out of 
comparative philosophy, which went through 
the three main stages of evolution: 1) it was 
believed that only Western philosophy should 
be considered as the “true” one; 2) there were 
different attempts to create a “synthetic phi-
losophy”; 3) it was finally recognized that non-
Western philosophies are autonomous and sig-
nificant. It is argued that intercultural philoso-
phy is not an alternative to philosophical com-
parativism; rather, it is its new form developed 
under the circumstances of the challenges of 
globalism, a kind of philosophical reflection 
which is not limited to national or civilizational 
boundaries. At the moment, intercultural phi-
losophy is developing from its manifestation (in 
the  works  by  J.  Ganeri,  A.  Chakrabarti)  to  af-
firmation as an independent trend. There are 
several ways of the development of intercul-
tural philosophy. The first one implies justify-
ing an intercultural approach in philosophy 
based on the belief that there are many philoso-
phical traditions and no one can be absolutized. 
The second way involves elimination of “cog-
nitive modesty” (R. Mall) to study philosophi-
cal ideas and concepts elaborated in other cul-
tures  (H.  Lenk,  H.  Paul).  The  third  way  is  to  
recognize the multiplicity of culturally rooted 
philosophies and to establish an intercultural 
polylogue, which is helpful for everyone who 
participates in it. This way may lead to discov-
ering new, previously unknown solutions to 
universally significant problems. 

Keywords: comparative studies, intercultural 
philosophy, colonialism, globalism, Europocen-
rism, epistemology, West–East, dialogue, poly-
logue. 
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Ïðèíÿòî ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî ìåæêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ êàê íàïðàâëåíèå 
çàðîäèëàñü â 80–90-å ãã. ÕÕ â. â Ãåðìàíèè è Àâñòðèè. Ñëåäóåò, îäíàêî, 
èìåòü â âèäó, ÷òî ýòî íîâîå «äåòèùå» ôèëîñîôñêîãî àêàäåìè÷åñêîãî ñî-
îáùåñòâà «âûíàøèâàëîñü» ïðàêòè÷åñêè öåëóþ ýïîõó – â òå÷åíèå âñåãî 
ÕÕ â. Â ðîæäåíèè ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè ðåøàþùóþ ðîëü ñûãðàëè 
ãëîáàëüíûå ïåðåìåíû â ìèðîâîì ñîîáùåñòâå. È ýòî áûëî çàêîíîìåðíî, 
ïîñêîëüêó «ôèëîñîôñêîå ñîçíàíèå åñòü ÷åëîâå÷åñêîå ñîçíàíèå, íî íå ÷å-
ëîâåêà, à ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà, åãî òâîð÷åñòâî íå ðàñïûëåííî-èíäèâèäóàëüíîå, à 
ñîöèàëüíî-êîëëåêòèâíîå òâîð÷åñòâî» [21, ñ. 19].  

Èìïóëüñ ê çàðîæäåíèþ ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè èñõîäèë èç îñòðî 
îùóòèìîãî óæå â ñàìîì íà÷àëå ÕÕ â. ïðåä÷óâñòâèÿ íåèçáåæíîñòè ðàñïà-
äà êîëîíèàëüíîé ñèñòåìû, à ïîòîìó íàñòîÿòåëüíîé íåîáõîäèìîñòè ïåðå-
ñìîòðà ìèðîâîççðåí÷åñêèõ óñòàíîâîê, êîòîðûå áûëè ïîëîæåíû â îñíîâó 
îïðàâäàíèÿ è ïîääåðæàíèÿ êîëîíèàëèçìà. Òðåçâûé ðàñ÷åò ïîäñêàçûâàë, 
÷òî îáðåòåíèå êîëîíèàëüíûìè è çàâèñèìûìè íàðîäàìè ïîëèòè÷åñêîé 
íåçàâèñèìîñòè ïîëîæèò êîíåö ìèôàì î ìèññèîíåðñêîé ðîëè çàïàäíîé 
öèâèëèçàöèè â îòíîøåíèÿõ òåõ, êîãî åâðîïåéöû ñ÷èòàëè «âàðâàðàìè», à 
çíà÷èò, ïîòðåáóåò âûñòðàèâàíèÿ ìåæäóíàðîäíûõ îòíîøåíèé ïî íîâûì 
ïðàâèëàì. Íàñòóïèëî âðåìÿ ïðèñòóïèòü ê «íàâåäåíèþ ìîñòîâ» – è ïðå-
æäå âñåãî ñ èíòåëëåêòóàëàìè, èìåþùèìè âëèÿíèå íà îáùåñòâåííîå ñîç-
íàíèå ïðîáóæäåííûõ ê äåéñòâèþ è áîðüáå íàðîäîâ.  

Íàèáîëåå âåñîìûå óñèëèÿ ïî êîíñòðóèðîâàíèþ òàêîãî ðîäà ìîñòîâ 
áûëè ïðåäïðèíÿòû êîìïàðàòèâèçìîì. Èíòåðåñ ê ñðàâíèòåëüíîìó ïîäõî-
äó â ôèëîñîôèè ïðîÿâëÿëè íåêîòîðûå åâðîïåéöû åùå â XIX â. Íî òîãäà 
êîìïàðàòèâíûå èññëåäîâàíèÿ áûëè âûáîðîì èíäèâèäóàëüíûì, åäèíè÷-
íû. «Îáùèì äåëîì» îíè ñòàëè ëèøü â íà÷àëå ïðîøëîãî âåêà âî ìíîãîì 
áëàãîäàðÿ ó÷ðåæäåíèþ «Êîíôåðåíöèé ôèëîñîôîâ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà» 
(Ãîíîëóëó, Ãàâàéè).  

Ïî÷åìó ýòî ïðîèçîøëî íà îñòðîâàõ â Òèõîì îêåàíå, ïðàêòè÷åñêè íå 
ïðè÷àñòíûõ  ê  öèâèëèçàöèÿì  Çàïàäà  è  Âîñòîêà?  Ðàáîòà  ñ  àðõèâàìè  Ãà-
âàéñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà ïîçâîëÿåò èñêàòü îáúÿñíåíèå â ñòå÷åíèè ðÿäà îá-
ñòîÿòåëüñòâ ñóáúåêòèâíîãî è îáúåêòèâíîãî õàðàêòåðà. Ê ïåðâûì îòíî-
ñÿòñÿ ëè÷íûå èíòåðåñû ïðîôåññóðû Ãàâàéñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà, îñíîâàí-
íîãî â 1907 ã. è. çàíÿâøåãî ê 1930 ã. òðåòüå ìåñòî ñðåäè àìåðèêàíñêèõ 
óíèâåðñèòåòîâ ïî ÷èñëó ïðåïîäàâàåìûõ âîñòîêîâåäíûõ êóðñîâ. Ïðîôåñ-
ñîð ×àðëüç Ìóð, âîçãëàâëÿâøèé êàôåäðó ôèëîñîôèè, âûäâèíóë ïðåäëî-
æåíèå ïðîâåñòè êîíôåðåíöèþ ôèëîñîôîâ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà ñ öåëüþ «âû-
ÿâèòü âîçìîæíîñòü ðàçâèòèÿ ìèðîâîé ôèëîñîôèè ÷åðåç ñèíòåç èäåé è 
èäåàëîâ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà» [19, c. 225]. Óâëå÷åííîñòü ×. Ìóðà èíäèéñêîé 
ôèëîñîôèåé, åãî ýíòóçèàçì è ýíåðãè÷íîñòü ïîçâîëèëè çàèíòåðåñîâàòü 
èäååé ïðîâåäåíèÿ êîíôåðåíöèè ïðåçèäåíòà óíèâåðñèòåòà Ãðåãîðà 
Ì. Ñèíêëåðà. Ñîâìåñòíûìè óñèëèÿìè èì óäàëîñü óáåäèòü â öåëåñîîáðàç-
íîñòè ðåàëèçàöèè ñâîåãî çàìûñëà ïîëèòè÷åñêîå ðóêîâîäñòâî ÑØÀ è áèç-
íåñ-ýëèòó. Ïðîåêò ïðîâåäåíèÿ êîíôåðåíöèé ïîëó÷èë ôèíàíñîâóþ ïîä-
äåðæêó ñî ñòîðîíû Ãîñäåïà ÑØÀ, ôîíäîâ Ðîêôåëëåðà è Ôîðäà. Ìîæíî 
ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî òàêîãî ðîäà ïîääåðæêà îáúÿñíÿëàñü ñòðàòåãè÷åñêèìè 
ïëàíàìè ÑØÀ ïðèíÿòü àêòèâíîå ó÷àñòèå â ïðåäñòîÿùåì ïåðåäåëå ìèðà. 
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Ïîäîáíîå îáúÿñíåíèå ìîæåò ïîêàçàòüñÿ íåäîïóñòèìîé óïðîùåííîé 
ïîëèòèçàöèåé ôèëîñîôñêîãî ïðîöåññà. Ïîëàãàþ, îäíàêî, ÷òî îíî èìååò 
ïðàâî  áûòü  óïîìÿíóòûì è  ïðèíÿòûì âî  âíèìàíèå.  Â  ýòîì óáåæäàåò  íå-
äàâíî îáíàðóæåííûé ìíîþ ïîëíûé òåêñò âûñêàçûâàíèé âûñîêîàâòîðè-
òåòíîãî ïðîôåññîðà Ãàðâàðäñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà Óèëüÿìà Ýðíåñòà Õîêèí-
ãà, çàôèêñèðîâàííûõ â ïåðâîé ãëàâå ñáîðíèêà ìàòåðèàëîâ Ïåðâîé êîí-
ôåðåíöèè ôèëîñîôîâ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà [17].  

Ïðîöèòèðóþ íà÷àëüíûå ñòðîêè òåêñòà Ó. Ý. Õîêèíãà: «Çàïàäíûé 
ìèð íà÷èíàåò âñåðüåç ïðèíèìàòü Âîñòîê. Íåêîòîðûé èíòåðåñ ê íåìó 
ïðîÿâëÿëè â ïðåäøåñòâóþùèå äâà ñòîëåòèÿ… Îäíàêî âî âñåõ àêàäåìè÷å-
ñêèõ ðàáîòàõ ðåäêî äîïóñêàëàñü êàêàÿ-ëèáî öåííîñòü äëÿ íàñ âîñòî÷íîé 
ôèëîñîôèè. Êðîìå Øîïåíãàóýðà, íè îäèí èç âèäíûõ çàïàäíûõ ôèëîñî-
ôîâ  íå  âêëþ÷àë  âîñòî÷íûå  èäåè  â  ñâîþ  ôèëîñîôñêóþ  ñèñòåìó…  Ýòà  íà-
ó÷íàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü øëà ðóêà îá ðóêó ñ ïîëèòè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòüþ. Âîñòîê 
ñóùåñòâîâàë  â  íåé  èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî  êàê  ñûðüåâîé  èñòî÷íèê  è  îãðîìíûé  
ðûíîê ñáûòà» [17].  

Äàëåå Ó. Ý. Õîêèíã ïðèçíàåò, ÷òî ñ íà÷àëîì ÕÕ â. îòíîøåíèå ê Âîñ-
òîêó íà÷èíàåò ìåíÿòüñÿ,  è ãëàâíàÿ ïðè÷èíà ýòîãî èìååò ñóãóáî ïðàêòè-
÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð. «Ìû âñå áîëüøå è áîëüøå èìååì äåëî ñ Âîñòîêîì âî 
âñåõ îòíîøåíèÿõ, – ïèøåò îí, – è ìû äîëæíû çíàòü, ÷òî ýòî òàêîå, ñ ÷åì 
ìû èìååì äåëî. Êîììåð÷åñêèå è ïîëèòè÷åñêèå ñäåëêè íèêîãäà íå ÿâëÿ-
þòñÿ ïðîñòî îáìåíîì òîâàðàìè è óñëóãàìè; âñåãäà åñòü ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèé 
ýëåìåíò. Ýìîöèîíàëüíàÿ ðåàêöèÿ ëþäåé äîëæíà ïðèíèìàòüñÿ âî âíèìà-
íèå â äèïëîìàòè÷åñêèõ è êîììåð÷åñêèõ îòíîøåíèÿõ» [17]. 

Óïîìÿíóòàÿ âûøå Ïåðâàÿ êîíôåðåíöèÿ ôèëîñîôîâ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà 
ñîñòîÿëàñü â 1939 ã. Îíà íîñèëà ñâîåîáðàçíûé õàðàêòåð, ïðåäñòàâëÿÿ ñî-
áîé äëèâøóþñÿ â òå÷åíèå äâóõ ìåñÿöåâ äèñêóññèþ ìåæäó øåñòüþ ôèëî-
ñîôàìè. Òðîå èç íèõ áûëè ïðîôåññîðàìè Ãàâàéñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà 
(×àðëüç Ìóð, Âåíü-öçè ×àí è Øóíçî Ñàêàìàêè), Óèëüÿì Õîêèíã (Ãàð-
âàðäñêèé óíèâåðñèòåò), Ôèëìåð Íîðòðîï (Éåëüñêèé óíèâåðñèòåò), 
Äæîðäæ Êîíäæåð (Óíèâåðñèòåò Ìèííåñîòû) è Äæàíäæèðî Òàêàêóñó 
(ßïîíñêàÿ èìïåðàòîðñêàÿ àêàäåìèÿ). Ïîñëåäóþùèå ÷åòûðå êîíôåðåí-
öèè (1949, 1959, 1964, 1969) íîñèëè ïðèâû÷íûé ôîðìàò êîíôåðåíöèé, 
ïðè÷åì ñ ïîñòîÿííûì íàðàñòàíèåì ÷èñëà ó÷àñòíèêîâ. Çàòåì â 60–70-å ãã. 
XX â. ñîñòîÿëàñü ñåðèÿ ñèìïîçèóìîâ. 

Ñëåäóåò îòìåòèòü, ÷òî ïåðâûå äâå êîíôåðåíöèè íå èìåëè ñïåöèàëüíî 
îáîçíà÷åííîé òåìû. Ñàìè îðãàíèçàòîðû çàÿâëÿëè, ÷òî êîíôåðåíöèè ïðå-
ñëåäîâàëè öåëü «îòêðûòü äëÿ çàïàäíîé ìûñëè çíà÷åíèå âîñòî÷íîãî îá-
ðàçà ìûñëè è âûÿâèòü âîçìîæíîñòü ðàçâèòèÿ ìèðîâîé ôèëîñîôèè ÷åðåç 
ñèíòåç èäåé è èäåàëîâ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà» [19, c. 225]. 

Ïÿòü  äåñÿòèëåòèé,  ñ  1939  ã.  ïî  1989  ã.,  ìîæíî  ñ÷èòàòü  ïåðâûì  ïå-
ðèîäîì â èñòîðèè èíñòèòóöèîíàëüíîãî êîìïàðàòèâèçìà, îòëè÷àâøåãîñÿ 
ïîñòåïåííûì îòõîäîì îò ïðÿìîëèíåéíîãî åâðîïîöåíòðèçìà. Ïîñëåäíèé 
áûë ÿðêî âûðàæåí Ãåãåëåì è åãî ïîñëåäîâàòåëÿìè, ñêëîííûìè óòâåð-
æäàòü, ÷òî íà Âîñòîêå îòñóòñòâóåò «èñòèííàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ», à ïîòîìó ñîç-
äàííûå íà Âîñòîêå ó÷åíèÿ íåëüçÿ âêëþ÷àòü â èñòîðèþ ìèðîâîé ôèëîñî-
ôèè [20, ñ.  160]. Êîìïàðàòèâèçì ïåðâîé ïîëîâèíû ÕÕ â. äîïóñêàë ïðè-
çíàíèå âîñòî÷íûõ ôèëîñîôèé, îäíàêî ïðèçíàíèå ýòî áûëî îòíîñèòåëü-
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íûì – ëèøü â ðàìêàõ ñòåðåîòèïíîé äèõîòîìèè (×. Ìóð, Ý. Áàðòîí, 
Ó. Øåëäîí è äð.), ïðè ýòîì ïîä÷åðêèâàëèñü êîíòðàñòíûå îòëè÷èÿ ôèëî-
ñîôèè íà Âîñòîêå: ñëèòíîñòü ñ ðåëèãèåé, èäåàëèçì, èððàöèîíàëèçì, èí-
òðîâåðòíîñòü, êîñìîöåíòðèçì, ïåññèìèçì, ïðîòèâîïîëîæíûå õàðàêòåð-
íûì äëÿ çàïàäíîé ôèëîñîôèè íàòóðàëèçìó, ìàòåðèàëèçìó, ðàöèîíàëèç-
ìó, ýêñòðàâåðòíîñòè, àíòðîïîöåíòðèçìó, îïòèìèçìó. Ñèíòåòè÷åñêàÿ ìè-
ðîâàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ â ðåçóëüòàòå ìûñëèëàñü êàê «ïîäêëþ÷åíèå» ê çàïàä-
íûì öåííîñòÿì òîãî, ÷òî áûëî â êàêîé-òî ìåðå ñîçâó÷íî èì â êóëüòóðå 
Âîñòîêà; òå æå òðàäèöèè, êîòîðûå áûëè ïðèíöèïèàëüíî èíûìè, èãíîðè-
ðîâàëèñü èëè îòðèöàëèñü êàê óñòàðåâøèå, îòæèâøèå ñâîå âðåìÿ.  

«Ñóáñòàíöèîíàëüíûé ñèíòåç», îäíàêî, áûë ïðèçíàí íåöåëåñîîáðàç-
íûì è äàæå îïàñíûì âñåìèðíî àâòîðèòåòíûìè èíòåëëåêòóàëàìè. Â ñâÿ-
çè ñ âûõîäîì â ñâåò ïåðâîãî íîìåðà æóðíàëà «Ôèëîñîôèÿ Âîñòîêà è Çà-
ïàäà» (1951) Äæîí Äüþè, Ñàðâåïàëëè Ðàäõàêðèøíàí è Äæîðäæ Ñàíòàÿ-
íà âûðàçèëè ñâîå îòðèöàòåëüíîå îòíîøåíèå ê ýòîìó ñèíòåçó. Íàèáîëåå 
ðåçêîå çàÿâëåíèå ñäåëàë Äæ. Ñàíòàÿíà: «Âû ãîâîðèòå î “ñèíòåçå” âîñ-
òî÷íîé è çàïàäíîé ôèëîñîôèé. Íî ýòîãî ìîæíî áûëî áû äîñòè÷ü, òîëüêî 
îïóñòîøèâ îáå ñèñòåìû… Ñ ãóìàíèñòè÷åñêîé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, êàê ÿ ïîëà-
ãàþ, èìåííî ðàçëè÷èå è íåñîèçìåðèìîñòü ñèñòåì, ïðåêðàñíûõ êàæäàÿ 
ïî-ñâîåìó,  äåëàþò èõ èíòåðåñíûìè, à  âîâñå íå êîìïðîìèññ ìåæäó íèìè 
èëè  èõ  ñëèÿíèå»  [18,  c.  5].  Ñ.  Ðàäõàêðèøíàí  ïèñàë:  «Ìû  íå  õîòèì  íè  
êîíôëèêòà, íè ñëèÿíèÿ Çàïàäà è Âîñòîêà. Êàæäûé äîëæåí ñîõðàíèòü 
ñâîþ öåëîñòíîñòü, çàèìñòâóÿ ó äðóãîãî âñå, ÷òî äëÿ ñåáÿ öåííî. Áëàãîäà-
ðÿ òàêîìó âçàèìíîìó îïëîäîòâîðåíèþ ìû ñìîæåì ðàçâèòü ìèðîâóþ ïåð-
ñïåêòèâó â ôèëîñîôèè» [18, c. 4]. Ä. Äüþè ñ÷èòàë «îñíîâíûì óñëîâèåì 
äëÿ ëþáîãî ïðîäóêòèâíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ìåæêóëüòóðíûõ îòíîøåíèé… ïî-
íèìàíèå è óâàæåíèå ðàçëè÷èé». Çàäà÷à, óòâåðæäàë îí, çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ íå â 
òîì, ÷òîáû ñèíòåçèðîâàòü Âîñòîê è Çàïàä, à â òîì, ÷òîáû «ïîêîí÷èòü ñ 
ñàìèì ïðåäñòàâëåíèåì î ñóùåñòâîâàíèè òàê íàçûâàåìîãî Çàïàäà è Âîñ-
òîêà, êîòîðûå ñëåäóåò ñèíòåçèðîâàòü» [18, c. 4].  

Èíñòèòóöèîíàëüíûé ôèëîñîôñêèé êîìïàðàòèâèçì, ïðåæäå âñåãî 
Êîíôåðåíöèè ôèëîñîôîâ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà (ÊÔÂÇ),  à  òàêæå ïåðâûé ìå-
æäóíàðîäíûé æóðíàë ïî ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè «Ôèëîñîôèÿ Âîñòî-
êà è Çàïàäà» ñïîñîáñòâîâàëè òðàíñôîðìàöèè ôèëîñîôñêîé êîìïàðàòèâè-
ñòèêè èç ìîíîëîãà â ïîëèëîã ñ àêòèâíûì ó÷àñòèåì ôèëîñîôîâ íåçàïàä-
íîãî ìèðà. Äîñòàòî÷íî ñêàçàòü, ÷òî óæå íà III ÊÔÂÇ (1959) ñðåäè ïÿòèäå-
ñÿòè åå ó÷àñòíèêîâ áûëè âûäàþùèåñÿ ôèëîñîôû èç Êèòàÿ, Èíäèè è 
ßïîíèè: Õó Øè, Ñàðâåïàëëè Ðàäõàêðèøíàí è Ä.Ò. Ñóäçóêè. 

Ðàäèêàëüíîå èçìåíåíèå ñîäåðæàíèÿ è íàïðàâëåííîñòè êîìïàðàòè-
âèñòèêè ïðîÿâèëîñü ñ íàñòóïëåíèåì âòîðîãî ïåðèîäà åå ðàçâèòèÿ, îçíà-
ìåíîâàííîãî VI Ãàâàéñêîé êîíôåðåíöèåé, ïðîõîäèâøåé â 1989 ã., ò. å. 
ñïóñòÿ äâàäöàòü ëåò ïîñëå ïðèçíàííîé íåóäà÷íîé V ÊÔÂÇ (1969). Îíà 
áûëà ñàìîé ïðåäñòàâèòåëüíîé èç âñåõ ïðåäøåñòâóþùèõ: â åå ðàáîòå ïðè-
íÿëè ó÷àñòèå ïî÷òè 150 ôèëîñîôîâ áîëåå ÷åì èç 30 ñòðàí. Ñðåäè íèõ áû-
ëè âûäàþùèåñÿ ñîâðåìåííûå ìûñëèòåëè: Àëàñäåð Ìàêåíòàéð, Ðè÷àðä 
Ðîðòè, Õèëàðè Ïàòíåì, Ðè÷àðä Áåðíøòåéí, Ä. Ï. ×àòòîïàäõüÿÿ, Ðàì 
×àíäðà Ãàíäè (âíóê Ìàõàòìû Ãàíäè), Êàðë Îòòî Àïåëü (ó÷èòåëü Þ. Õà-
áåðìàñà),  Õ.  Îäåðà  Îðóêà,  Àãíåññà  Õåëëåð,  Ñâÿòîñëàâ  Ñòîÿíîâè÷  è  äð.  
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Äèðåêòîðîì, ò. å. îðãàíèçàòîðîì è ðóêîâîäèòåëåì êîíôåðåíöèè, áûë 
ïðååìíèê ×àðëüçà Ìóðà Ýëèîò Äåé÷.  

Íà VI êîíôåðåíöèè áûëî ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàíî ïðèçíàíèå ïåðåìåí, 
ïðîèçîøåäøèõ â ôèëîñîôñêîé êîìïàðàòèâèñòèêå. Ñàìà òåìà êîíôåðåí-
öèè «Êóëüòóðà è ñîâðåìåííîñòü: àâòîðèòåò ïðîøëîãî» ãîâîðèëà î òîì, 
÷òî ñðàâíèòåëüíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ ñîáèðàåòñÿ èçìåíèòü ñâîå îòíîøåíèå ê 
òðàäèöèÿì, ÷òîáû íå ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëÿòü èõ ñîâðåìåííîñòè, à ó÷èòûâàòü 
èõ çíà÷èìîñòü. Íà ñìåíó èëëþçèÿì îòíîñèòåëüíî ìèðîâîãî ñèíòåçà 
êóëüòóð ïðèøëî ïîíèìàíèå öåëåñîîáðàçíîñòè ïîëèëîãà âî èìÿ ñîõðàíå-
íèÿ êóëüòóðíîãî ìíîãîîáðàçèÿ è â òî æå âðåìÿ åäèíåíèÿ ðàäè ðåøåíèÿ 
îáùèõ ïðîáëåì: «Íåò îäíîé èñòèíû, íåîáõîäèìî ñîõðàíÿòü âñå òî, ÷åì 
áîãàòû ëþäè, èõ ìèð. Íàäî óìåòü ñëóøàòü äðóã äðóãà, íå óäîâëåòâîðÿòü-
ñÿ íàéäåííûì, áûòü âñåãäà â ïîèñêå, ñòðåìèòüñÿ ê ñîâåðøåíñòâîâàíèþ 
ñåáÿ è îáùåñòâà â öåëîì» [5].  

Íîâûé êóðñ â êîìïàðàòèâèñòèêå áûë ïðîäîëæåí ïîñëåäóþùèìè ãà-
âàéñêèìè êîíôåðåíöèÿìè (1995, 2000, 2005, 2011, 2016). Õîòÿ î ïðîèñ-
õîäÿùåì íà êîíôåðåíöèÿõ ãîâîðèëè êàê î äèàëîãå, íà ñàìîì äåëå ýòî 
óæå áûë íå äèàëîã ìåæäó Çàïàäîì è Âîñòîêîì, à ïîëèëîã ñ ó÷àñòèåì 
ïðåäñòàâèòåëåé ðåãèîíàëüíûõ ôèëîñîôèé ñ ðàçíûõ êîíòèíåíòîâ. Àêàäå-
ìè÷åñêàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ ó÷èëàñü íå òîëüêî ñïîñîáíîñòè ñðàâíèâàòü, íî è 
ìåæêóëüòóðíî ôèëîñîôñòâîâàòü. Ïî ñóùåñòâó, îá ýòîì áûëî çàÿâëåíî íà 
ñàìîì ïðåäñòàâèòåëüíîì ôèëîñîôñêîì ôîðóìå, êàêîâûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ Âñå-
ìèðíûé ôèëîñîôñêèé êîíãðåññ (Ñåóë, 2008). Ñàìûì âïå÷àòëÿþùèì èç 
ïëåíàðíûõ äîêëàäîâ áûë äîêëàä èçâåñòíîãî ëàòèíîàìåðèêàíñêîãî ôèëî-
ñîôà Ýíðèêî Äþññåëÿ íà òåìó «Íîâûé âåê â èñòîðèè ôèëîñîôèè: ìèðî-
âîé äèàëîã ìåæäó ôèëîñîôñêèìè òðàäèöèÿìè». Ý. Äþññåëü ñòðàñòíî 
êðèòèêîâàë åâðîïîöåíòðèñòñêèå ïîäõîäû. Îí çàÿâèë, ÷òî ÷åëîâå÷åñòâî â 
öåëîì è ôèëîñîôñêîå ñîîáùåñòâî â ÷àñòíîñòè âñòóïàþò â ýïîõó, äëÿ êî-
òîðîé õàðàêòåðåí ïëþðàëèçì, ïèòàþùèéñÿ èñòî÷íèêàìè íå òîëüêî çà-
ïàäíîé, íî è äðóãèõ ôèëîñîôñêèõ òðàäèöèé. Òî åñòü ðå÷ü øëà íå î âûðà-
áîòêå ìåòàôèëîñîôèè, à î âçàèìîîáîãàùåíèè íà îñíîâå ñîõðàíåíèÿ ìíî-
ãîîáðàçèÿ è áîãàòñòâà òðàäèöèé.  

Áûëî áû îøèáî÷íî ïîëàãàòü, ÷òî ðå÷ü øëà î òîì, ÷òî óæå ðàíåå ïðè-
çíàâàëîñü íåîáõîäèìûì, ò. å. î ìåæêóëüòóðíîé êîììóíèêàöèè. Þðãåí 
Õàáåðìàñ, íàèáîëåå ÿðêèé ñòîðîííèê óêàçàííîãî ïðîåêòà, è åãî ïîñëåäî-
âàòåëè îòëè÷àëèñü ïðèâåðæåííîñòüþ ê çàïàäíûì ïðèíöèïàì ðàöèî-
íàëüíîñòè, çàïàäíîìó òèïó ôèëîñîôñòâîâàíèÿ. Êîììóíèêàöèÿ òàêîãî 
ðîäà íå â ñîñòîÿíèè îáåñïå÷èòü ïîëèëîã, ïîñêîëüêó íå ïðèíèìàåò âñåðüåç 
äðóãèå êóëüòóðû. Ìåæêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ æå ïðåäïîëàãàåò ïðèíöè-
ïèàëüíóþ òðàíñôîðìàöèþ èñõîäÿ èç ïðèíöèïà «êîãíèòèâíîé ñêðîìíî-
ñòè» (Àäõàð Ìàëë), ò. å. ïðèçíàíèÿ òîãî, ÷òî çàïàäíûé òèï ôèëîñîôñòâî-
âàíèÿ íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ åäèíñòâåííûì, ÷òî íàðÿäó ñ íèì èìåþòñÿ äðóãèå, íå 
ìåíåå öåííûå. Ýòî ðåôëåêñèÿ, íå îãðàíè÷åííàÿ ðàìêàìè íàöèîíàëüíûõ 
èëè öèâèëèçàöèîííûõ ãðàíèö. Îíà íàöåëåíà íà ïîñòèæåíèå íå òîëüêî 
ôèëîñîôñêèõ ïðîáëåì, íî è íàõîæäåíèå íîâûõ ñïîñîáîâ ñîâìåñòíîãî ðå-
øåíèÿ îáùåçíà÷èìûõ ïðîáëåì. 

Ìåæêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ íå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé àëüòåðíàòèâó 
ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè, êàê èíîãäà ïîëàãàþò, îíà ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðîäîë-
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æåíèåì êîìïàðàòèâèñòèêè â êîíòåêñòå íîâûõ âûçîâîâ: íå ñòîëüêî åâðî-
ïîöåíòðèçìà, ñêîëüêî ãëîáàëèçìà. Îá ýòîì î÷åíü âûðàçèòåëüíî âûñêà-
çàëñÿ ïðîôåññîð Ðàóëü Ôîðíåò-Áåòàíêóð, íàçâàâ ïðîèñõîäÿùåå â ýïîõó 
ãëîáàëèçàöèè «àíòðîïîëîãè÷åñêîé ðåâîëþöèåé». Òàêîãî ðîäà ðåâîëþöèÿ 
áûëà «îñóùåñòâëåíà â ñâÿçè ñ ðàçâèòèåì îðãàíèçàöèîííîãî ïðèíöèïà 
ñîâðåìåííîñòè, îðèåíòèðîâàííîãî íà ëîãèêó äåíåã è ÷àñòíîé ñîáñòâåííî-
ñòè, êîãäà ïðèíöèïû îáùíîñòè è ñîëèäàðíîñòè âûòåñíåíû èç ñîöèàëü-
íîé äèíàìèêè ýãîèçìîì, êîíêóðåíöèåé è áåçäóìíîñòüþ. Ýòî ñïîñîáñòâî-
âàëî ïîÿâëåíèþ îáùåñòâà áåñïîùàäíîé áîðüáû íå íà æèçíü, à íà ñìåðòü, 
â ðàìêàõ êîòîðîé äèàëîãè ñìåíÿþòñÿ ñîïåðíè÷åñòâîì, íåäîâåðèåì è 
êîíôëèêòîì... Ýòî – “ìóòàöèÿ”, êîòîðàÿ ïðåîáëàäàåò â ñîöèàëüíûõ îò-
íîøåíèÿõ íàøåãî âðåìåíè è ÿâëÿåòñÿ èñòî÷íèêîì ìíîãèõ êîíôëèêòîâ, 
ïîñêîëüêó îíà ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ðåçóëüòàò ñèñòåìíîãî ðàçðóøåíèÿ 
ðàçíîîáðàçèÿ è çàìàë÷èâàíèÿ ñëîâà Äðóãîãî» [2, ð. 48–49]. 

Ïîäêëþ÷èâøèñü ê øèðîêî îáñóæäàåìîìó ïðîåêòó ìåæêóëüòóðíîé 
ôèëîñîôèè, ÿ îñìåëèëàñü â ñâîåé íåäàâíî îïóáëèêîâàííîé êíèãå [15] 
âûñêàçàòü  ïðåäïîëîæåíèå,  ÷òî  èìåþòñÿ  îñíîâàíèÿ  ãîâîðèòü  î  äâóõ  ïó-
òÿõ, âåäóùèõ ê óòâåðæäåíèþ ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè. Ïåðâûé, êî-
ðîòêèé ïóòüâåäåò ê îòíîñèòåëüíî ëåãêî äîñòèæèìîé öåëè. Îí ïîçâîëÿåò 
èçáàâèòüñÿ îò áëèçîðóêîñòè è äàëüòîíèçìà, îò ãëóõîòû èëè ïðîñòî îòñóò-
ñòâèÿ ñëóõà ïðè âîñïðèÿòèè èíîé êóëüòóðû. Ýòîò ïóòü âåäåò ê ðàñøèðå-
íèþ  ãîðèçîíòîâ  äëÿ  òåõ,  êòî  ó÷àñòâóåò  â  ôèëîñîôñêîé  ðåôëåêñèè:  îíè  
ïåðåñòàþò «âèäåòü» òîëüêî îäíó ÷àñòü ìèðà, «ñëûøàòü» òîëüêî òå ãîëî-
ñà, êîòîðûå ïðèõîäÿò ñî ñòîðîíû áëèçëåæàùåãî îêðóæåíèÿ. Êîðî÷å ãî-
âîðÿ, êîðîòêèé ïóòü îðèåíòèðîâàí íà ôîðìèðîâàíèå ìåæêóëüòóðíîãî 
ïîäõîäà â ôèëîñîôèè. Îäèí èç ãëàâíûõ åãî òåîðåòèêîâ, Ðàì Àäõàð Ìàëë, 
óòâåðæäàåò: «Ìåæêóëüóòðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ – ýòî îïðåäåëåííûé òèï ôèëî-
ñîôñêîãî óáåæäåíèÿ, ïîäõîäà è ãëóáèííîãî ïîíèìàíèÿ. Íè îäíà ôèëî-
ñîôèÿ, òàê æå, êàê íè îäíà êóëüòóðà, íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ åäèíñòâåííîé, à ïîòî-
ìó íå èìååò ïðàâà àáñîëþòèçèðîâàòü ñåáÿ. Ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêàÿ ñêðîì-
íîñòü ìåæêóëüòóðíîñòè â ôèëîñîôèè, ðåëèãèîçíàÿ òåðïèìîñòü â òåîëî-
ãèè è ìîðàëüíàÿ ïðèâåðæåííîñòü ê ïëþðàëèñòè÷åñêè-äåìîêðàòè÷åñêîé 
ïîçèöèè â ïîëèòèêå – òàêîâû íîðìû è öåííîñòè îðèåíòèðîâàííîãî íà 
ìåæêóëüòóðíîñòü îáùåñòâà» [4, p. 8]. 

Âòîðîé ïóòü áîëåå ñëîæåí. Îí ïðåäïîëàãàåò âûõîä çà ðàìêè «êîãíè-
òèâíîé ñêðîìíîñòè» ê óãëóáëåííîìó èçó÷åíèþ è âîñïðèÿòèþ îáîãà-
ùàþùèõ èäåé è êîíöåïöèé äðóãîé êóëüòóðû. Íåêîòîðûå ôèëîñîôû óæå 
âûøëè íà ýòîò áîëåå äîëãèé ïóòü. Òàê, ïî÷åòíûé ïðîôåññîð óíèâåðñèòå-
òà Êàðëñðóý Ãàíñ Ëåíê è åãî êîëëåãà Ã. Ïàóëü â òå÷åíèå ðÿäà ëåò âåäóò 
ìåæêóëüòóðíî-ôèëîñîôñêèå èññëåäîâàíèÿ â áëèçêîé èì îáëàñòè ëîãèêè. 

Äîïóñêàþ, ÷òî âîçìîæåí è òðåòèé ïóòü, êîòîðûé ñòàíåò äîñòóïíûì 
òîëüêî ïîñëå óñïåøíîãî ïðîõîæäåíèÿ ïåðâûõ äâóõ. Ýòî ïóòü íàèáîëåå 
êðåàòèâíûé, à ïîòîìó îñîáåííî ñëîæíûé. Îí èäåò äàëüøå ïðèçíàíèÿ 
ìíîæåñòâåííîñòè êóëüòóðíî óêîðåíåííûõ ôèëîñîôèé è óòâåðæäåíèÿ 
ìåæäó íèìè âçàèìîóâàæèòåëüíûõ îòíîøåíèé, äàëüøå âåäåíèÿ ïîëèëî-
ãà, îáîãàùàþùåãî âñåõ, êòî ó÷àñòâóåò â íåì. Òðåòèé ïóòü òàèò â ñåáå íà-
äåæäó íà îòêðûòèå íîâûõ, ðàíåå íå âåäîìûõ ðåøåíèé óíèâåðñàëüíî çíà-
÷èìûõ ïðîáëåì. Ê ïðèìåðó, òîãäà, êîãäà ðå÷ü èäåò î ïåðåîñìûñëåíèè 
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ñîöèàëüíî-ïîëèòè÷åñêèõ èäåàëîâ, ôîðìóëèðîâàíèè àëüòåðíàòèâíûõ 
êîíöåïöèé ìîäåðíèçàöèè, îòûñêàíèè ýôôåêòèâíûõ îòâåòîâ íà ýêîëîãè-
÷åñêèå âûçîâû, ðàñøèðåíèè ãðàíèö ôèëîñîôèè è íàóêè, ñîçäàíèè íîâûõ 
ñöåíàðèåâ ïîñòðîåíèÿ ãëîáàëüíîãî ìèðà è ò.ä.  

Êàêîâû ïåðñïåêòèâû ðàçâèòèÿ ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè? Íà ýòîò 
âîïðîñ íåò åäèíîäóøíîãî îòâåòà. Îäíè ïðåäïî÷èòàþò îñòàâàòüñÿ â ñòîðî-
íå, èñõîäÿ èç óáåæäåííîñòè â íàäóìàííîñòè òðåáîâàíèÿ î ïåðåñìîòðå 
ïîäõîäà ê èñòîðèè ôèëîñîôèè, ê ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêèì îñíîâàíèÿì ðàöèî-
íàëüíîãî äèñêóðñà, ê îñâîáîæäåíèþ îò åâðîïîöåíòðèçìà (òðàíñôîðìèðî-
âàâøåãîñÿ â çàïàäíîöåíðèçì) âî âñåõ îáëàñòÿõ ôèëîñîôñêîãî çíàíèÿ. Ê 
òàêîâûì îòíîñÿòñÿ íå òîëüêî ïðåäñòàâèòåëè åâðîïåéñêîé è àìåðèêàí-
ñêîé èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîé ñðåäû, íî íåðåäêî è òå, êòî, áóäó÷è óðîæåíöàìè 
äðóãèõ êîíòèíåíòîâ, ïî òåì èëè èíûì ïðè÷èíàì ïðèäåðæèâàþòñÿ ìíå-
íèÿ, ÷òî çàïàäíûå öåííîñòè è èíñòèòóòû îñòàþòñÿ íàèáîëåå ñîâåðøåí-
íûìè è ïðåäïî÷òèòåëüíûìè äëÿ âñåõ. 

Ïîäîáíàÿ ïîçèöèÿ îáû÷íî ïðîèçâîäíà îò îáùåãî îòðèöàòåëüíîãî îò-
íîøåíèÿ ê ìóëüòèêóëüòóðàëèçìó. Ïîêàçàòåëüíû â ýòîì ñìûñëå âûñêà-
çûâàíèÿ âûäàþùåãîñÿ àìåðèêàíñêîãî ôèëîñîôà Äæîíà Ðîäæåðñà Ñёðëà 
(ðîä. 1932) – ïðîôåññîðà ôèëîñîôèè Êàëèôîðíèéñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà â 
Áåðêëè. Ðàáîòû Ä. Ð. Ñёðëà â îáëàñòè ëèíãâèñòèêè, êîãíèòèâíîé ïñèõî-
ëîãèè ïîëó÷èëè ìèðîâóþ èçâåñòíîñòü. Ñ 80-õ ãã. ÕÕ â. åãî áîëåå âñåãî 
èíòåðåñóþò ïðîáëåìû ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ è ìûøëåíèÿ. Îí èçâåñòåí 
ñâîåé æåñòêîé êðèòèêîé èäåè èñêóññòâåííîãî èíòåëëåêòà è êîãíèòèâíîé 
ïñèõîëîãèè. Ä. Ð. Ñёðë íå îñòàëñÿ â ñòîðîíå è îò ñïîðîâ îòíîñèòåëüíî 
ìóëüòèêóëüòóðàëèçìà. Îí âûñòóïàåò ïðîòèâíèêîì ïîñëåäíåãî, ñ÷èòàåò, 
÷òî òîò âåäåò ê ïîäðûâó êîíöåïöèé èñòèíû è îáúåêòèâíîñòè â çàïàäíîé 
òðàäèöèè. Îòêàç îò òðàäèöèîííûõ ñòàíäàðòîâ èñòèíû è îáúåêòèâíîñòè, 
ïî åãî ìíåíèþ, âåäåò ê ãîðäûíå âñëåäñòâèå ïðèíàäëåæíîñòè ê îïðåäå-
ëåííîé ðàñîâîé èëè ýòíè÷åñêîé ãðóïïå, îòðèöàíèå çàïàäíîé ðàöèîíàëè-
ñòè÷åñêîé òðàäèöèè óãðîæàåò ñàìèì îñíîâàì çàïàäíîé êóëüòóðû. 

Äëÿ òåõ, êòî ñêëîíåí ñåðüåçíî è â öåëîì ïîçèòèâíî îòíîñèòüñÿ ê àê-
òèâèçàöèè ìåæêóëüòóðíîãî äèñêóðñà â ôèëîñîôèè, ãëàâíûì êàìíåì 
ïðåòêíîâåíèÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ îöåíêà âçàèìîñâÿçè ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè 
è êîìïàðàòèâèñòèêè. Äàæå òå, êòî ïðèçíàþò ãåíåòè÷åñêóþ ñâÿçü ìåæ-
êóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè ñ êîìïàðàòèâèçìîì, îñòðî äèñêóññèîííî ñòàâÿò 
âîïðîñ, ñîõðàíèòñÿ ëè ýòà ñâÿçü â áóäóùåì. 

Êðèòèêà ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè è çàìåíà åå «ôèëîñîôèåé 
ôüþæí» (ôèëîñîôèåé ñëèÿíèÿ, ñèíòåçà) áûëà ðåøèòåëüíûì îáðàçîì 
èíèöèèðîâàíà îäíèì èç âåäóùèõ êîìïàðàòèâèñòîâ Ìàðêîì Ñèäåðèòñîì 
– ïðîôåññîðîì Èëëèíîéñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà (íûíå ðàáîòàþùèì â Ñåóëü-
ñêîì óíèâåðñèòåòå), èçâåñòíûì ñâîèìè òðóäàìè ïî áóääèçìó ìàõàÿíû. 
Êðèòè÷åñêóþ ïîçèöèþ Ì. Ñèäåðèòñ íåîäíîêðàòíî âûñêàçûâàë íà ìíîãî-
÷èñëåííûõ êîíôåðåíöèÿõ è ñèìïîçèóìàõ. Íàèáîëåå ÷åòêîå âûðàæåíèå 
îíà ïîëó÷èëà â êíèãå «Ëè÷íàÿ èäåíòè÷íîñòü è ôèëîñîôèÿ áóääèçìà: ïî-
ëûå ëè÷íîñòè» [7].  Â íåé Ì. Ñèäåðèòñ óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî îøèáêè è íåäîñ-
òàòêè ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè ïðåîäîëåâàþòñÿ ôèëîñîôèåé ôüþæí, â 
êîòîðîé ñðàâíåíèå çàìåíåíî ñëèÿíèåì. Ýòî ñëèÿíèå îñóùåñòâëÿåòñÿ ïî-
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ñðåäñòâîì «èñïîëüçîâàíèÿ ýëåìåíòîâ îäíîé òðàäèöèè ñ öåëüþ ðåøåíèÿ 
òðóäíûõ âîïðîñîâ äðóãîé» [7, c. XI].  

Ñïóñòÿ áîëåå ÷åì äåñÿòèëåòèå ïóáëèêóåòñÿ ñòàòüÿ Ì. Ñèäåðèòñà ïîä 
íàçâàíèåì «Ôèëîñîôèÿ ñðàâíåíèÿ èëè ôèëîñîôèÿ ñëèÿíèÿ?» [6]. Â íåé 
ôèëîñîôèÿ ôüþæí îïðåäåëÿåòñÿ êàê íîâûé ñòèëü ôèëîñîôñêîãî ìûøëå-
íèÿ, êîòîðûé â ïîèñêàõ ðåøåíèÿ ïðîáëåì îïèðàåòñÿ íà ðåñóðñû ðàçíûõ 
ôèëîñîôñêèõ òðàäèöèé. Îáúåìíîå âèäåíèå ëþáîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ïðîáëå-
ìû âîçìîæíî ëèøü ïðè ðàññìîòðåíèè åå êàê ñî ñòîðîíû ñîáñòâåííîé 
òðàäèöèè,  òàê  è  ñî  ñòîðîíû  âñåõ  âîçìîæíûõ  äðóãèõ  òðàäèöèé.  Ïðè  òà-
êîì óòî÷íåííîì îïðåäåëåíèè ôèëîñîôèè ôüþæí âîçíèêàåò çàêîííûé 
âîïðîñ: à ÷åì îíà îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè, î íåîáõîäè-
ìîñòè êîòîðîé áûëà çàÿâëåíî äî Ì. Ñèäåðèòñà â 70–80-å ãã. ïðîøëîãî 
âåêà åâðîïåéñêèìè, ïðåèìóùåñòâåííî àâñòðèéñêèìè è íåìåöêèìè, ôè-
ëîñîôàìè? Ê ÷åìó ýòà ïîäìåíà óæå ïðèíÿòîãî è óñïåøíî ðàçâèâàþùåãî-
ñÿ íàïðàâëåíèÿ? Ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ, ÷òî íà ýòî ìîæíî äàòü íåñêîëüêî îòâå-
òîâ. 

Âî-ïåðâûõ, ñóäÿ ïî ñëîâàì ñàìîãî Ì. Ñèäåðèòñà, ìåòîä ôüþæí èìååò 
öåëüþ èñïîëüçîâàòü «ýëåìåíòû îäíîé òðàäèöèè ñ öåëüþ ðåøåíèÿ òðóä-
íûõ âîïðîñîâ äðóãîé». Ìåæêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ ïðåäïîëàãàåò è ñòðå-
ìèòñÿ  ê  òîìó,  ÷òîáû  âçàèìîäåéñòâèå  íå  áûëî  ëèøü  äâóñòîðîííèì  è  íà-
ïðàâëåííûì íà ðåøåíèå òðóäíîñòåé îäíîé èç ðåãèîíàëüíûõ ôèëîñîôèé. 
Åå çàìûñåë çíà÷èòåëüíî øèðå è çíà÷èìåå. Åå ïîäõîä èäåò äàëüøå ïðè-
çíàíèÿ ìíîæåñòâåííîñòè êóëüòóðíî óêîðåíåííûõ ôèëîñîôèé è óòâåð-
æäåíèÿ ìåæäó íèìè âçàèìíî óâàæèòåëüíûõ îòíîøåíèé; äàëüøå âåäå-
íèÿ äèàëîãà. Ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè ïðèñóùè ïîòåíöèè îòêðûòèÿ 
íîâûõ, ðàíåå íå âåäîìûõ ðåøåíèé óíèâåðñàëüíî çíà÷èìûõ ïðîáëåì. Ê 
ïðèìåðó, íàõîæäåíèå îòâåòîâ íà ýêîëîãè÷åñêèå âûçîâû, ðàñøèðåíèå 
ãðàíèö ôèëîñîôèè è íàóêè, ñîçäàíèå íîâûõ ñöåíàðèåâ ïîñòðîåíèÿ ãëî-
áàëüíîãî ìèðà è ò.ä.  

Âî-âòîðûõ, Ì. Ñèäåðèòñ ðàòóåò çà ïðåîäîëåíèå êîìïàðàòèâèñòèêè 
ïîñðåäñòâîì ôèëîñîôèè ôüþæí. Ëîãèêà åãî ðàññóæäåíèé òàêîâà: ôèëî-
ñîôèÿ – ýòî «äèñòèëëÿöèÿ ìûøëåíèÿ» ïðåäñòàâèòåëåé òîé êóëüòóðû, â 
êîòîðîé îíà âîçíèêëà. Êîìïàðàòèâèñòû, ñòàâÿ öåëü ïîçíàíèÿ «êëþ÷å-
âûõ» ïîíÿòèé äðóãîé êóëüòóðû, ïî ñóùåñòâó, ñòðåìÿòñÿ ÿêîáû «ñäåëàòü 
Äðóãîãî ìåíåå ÷óæèì». Íî ôèëîñîôñêèå ïîíÿòèÿ èìåþò ñìûñë òîëüêî â 
òåõ òðàäèöèÿõ, â êîòîðûõ îíè âîçíèêëè, à ïîòîìó áåññìûñëåííî ñðàâíè-
âàòü èõ ñ  ïîíÿòèÿìè, îòíîñÿùèìèñÿ ê äðóãèì òðàäèöèÿì. Âûõîä îäèí:  
ôèëîñîôñêàÿ «ýìèãðàöèÿ» â äðóãóþ òðàäèöèþ «ïóòåì ïîëíîãî âõîæäå-
íèÿ â íåå», îáðåòåíèå «ñïîñîáíîñòè äóìàòü, êàê óðîæåíåö ýòîé êóëüòó-
ðû» [6, c. 3]. Ïîäîáíàÿ «ýìèãðàöèÿ», åñëè îíà âîîáùå âîçìîæíà, «íå 
ñïîñîáñòâóåò ñöåïëåíèþ ðàçíûõ ôèëîñîôñêèõ âçãëÿäîâ è ïîçèöèé, íî 
ïîäìåíÿåò ñîáîé ýòè âçãëÿäû è ïîçèöèè [3, c. 237]. Òàêàÿ ýìèãðàöèÿ âå-
äåò ê èçîëÿöèîííîé çàìêíóòîñòè è òàêèì îáðàçîì ïðåïÿòñòâóåò ìåæ-
êóëüòóðíîìó âçàèìîäåéñòâèþ, ïðè êîòîðîì ïðåäñòàâèòåëè ðàçíûõ êóëü-
òóð äåéñòâóþò ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíî, îñòàâàÿñü âåðíûìè îñíîâàì è êîíöåïòàì 
ðîäñòâåííîé ôèëîñîôèè, íî ïðè ýòîì, îáíàðóæèâ ñåãìåíòû ïåðåñå÷åíèÿ, 
îáùíîñòè òðàäèöèé, ãîòîâû èñêàòü íîâûå àëüòåðíàòèâíûå ðåøåíèÿ îá-
ùåçíà÷èìûõ ïðîáëåì.  
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Èäåÿ «ïðåîäîëåíèÿ» ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè ïîëó÷èëà áîëüøîé 
ðåçîíàíñ â ôèëîñîôñêîé ñðåäå. Åñòü òå, êòî æåñòêî êðèòèêóþò åå, êàê ýòî 
äåëàåò, íàïðèìåð, êîìïàðàòèâèñò èç Àâñòðàëèè Ìàéêë Ëåâèí, óòâåð-
æäàþùèé, ÷òî íå ñóùåñòâóåò êàêîãî-ëèáî ïðàâîïðååìñòâà îò ñðàâíè-
òåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè ê ôèëîñîôèè ôüþæí è ïåðåõîäà îò îäíîé ê äðóãîé 
[3]. Èíîãî ìíåíèÿ ïðèäåðæèâàåòñÿ âëèÿòåëüíàÿ ãðóïïà ó÷åíûõ, êîòîðûõ 
äî  íåäàâíåãî  âðåìåíè íå  ñìóùàëî ïðè÷èñëåíèå  èõ ê  ñîîáùåñòâó  êîìïà-
ðàòèâèñòîâ. Òàê, îòâåòñòâåííûå ðåäàêòîðû ñàìîãî àâòîðèòåòíîãî êîìïà-
ðàòèâèñòñêîãî æóðíàëà «Ôèëîñîôèÿ Âîñòîêà è Çàïàäà» ïðîôåññîðà Ãà-
âàéñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà Àðèíäàì ×àêðàáàðòè1 è Ðàëüô Âåáåð2 èíèöèèðî-
âàëè îáúåäèíåíèå åäèíîìûøëåííèêîâ âîêðóã ñáîðíèêà ñòàòåé ïîä íà-
çâàíèåì «Ñðàâíèòåëüíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ áåç ãðàíèö» [1]. Ñðåäè àâòîðîâ 
ñáîðíèêà áûëè Òîì Äæ. Ô. Òèëëåìàíñ, Áàððè Õàëëåí, Öçÿíü-ñèí Õî, 
Ëîðè Ë. Ïàòòîí, Ìàñàòî Ècèäà, Ñàðè Íóñåéáå è Ñîð-Õóí Òàí. Â èõ ñòàòü-
ÿõ ðåàëèçóåòñÿ ìåòîäîëîãèÿ, î êîòîðîé ñêàçàíî â ïðåäèñëîâèè êíèãè: 
ïðåæäå, ÷åì ãîâîðèòü î «ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè áåç ãðàíèö», íåîáõî-
äèìî  ðàçîáðàòüñÿ  ñ  òåì,  ÷òî  ïîíèìàòü  ïîä  ãðàíèöàìè.  Ëþáûå  ãðàíèöû  
ìîæíî ïåðåñå÷ü ïðè íåîáõîäèìîñòè, à ïîòîìó ãðàíèöû – íå ïðåäåëüíûå 
îãðàíè÷åíèÿ, îíè ñóùåñòâóþò èìåííî äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû «îòêðûòü âîçìîæ-
íîñòè åñëè íå ñëèÿíèÿ, òî õîòÿ áû ïðîíèêíîâåíèÿ â íèõ. Âñå, ÷òî ñâÿçà-
íî ñ âîçâåäåíèåì, îáíàðóæåíèåì è ïîäðûâîì ãðàíèö ìåæäó ôèëîñîô-
ñêèìè òðàäèöèÿìè ðàçíûõ ÷àñòåé ñâåòà, ìåæäó èñòîðè÷åñêèìè ýïîõàìè, 
äèñöèïëèíàìè, óáåæäåíèÿìè âíóòðè îäíîãî èñòîðè÷åñêîãî ïåðèîäà è 
íàïðàâëåíèÿ, ñîñòàâëÿåò ïðåäìåò ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè [1, c. 1]. 

Â ñâîèõ ñòàòüÿõ À. ×àêðàáàðòè è Ð. Âåáåð âûñòóïàþò â çàùèòó èäåè 
ôèëîñîôèè ôüþæí, ïîíèìàåìîé íå êàê ïðåîäîëåíèå è çàáâåíèå ñðàâíè-
òåëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè, íî êàê íîâàÿ åå ñòàäèÿ. Ýòî òàêîå ôèëîñîôñòâîâà-
íèå, êîòîðîå èäåò äàëüøå ñðàâíèòåëüíûõ ìåòîäîâ, ñòàíîâÿñü ïîèñòèíå 
ìåæêóëüòóðíûì (cross-cultural) â òîì ñìûñëå, ÷òî íà ñìåíó «ñðàâíåíèÿ 
ôèëîñîôèé» ïðèõîäèò «ôèëîñîôñêîå ñðàâíåíèå» [1, c. 235].  

Îíè ñ÷èòàþò, ÷òî ñðàâíèòåëüíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ çíà÷èòåëüíî óñîâåðøåí-
ñòâîâàëà ñâîè êîíöåïöèè, è âû÷ëåíÿþò òðè ñòàäèè åå ðàçâèòèÿ [1, c. 20]. 
Ïåðâàÿ  ñîñòîèò  â  ïîèñêå  ýêâèâàëåíòîâ  çàïàäíûì  ôèëîñîôñêèì  èäåÿì  â  
íåçàïàäíûõ ôèëîñîôèÿõ, êîòîðûå ïðåäâîñõèòèëè çàïàäíûå ôèëîñîôñêèå 
îòêðûòèÿ. Âòîðàÿ ïûòàåòñÿ ïðîòèâîïîñòàâèòü ýòè ôèëîñîôèè. Òðåòüÿ 

                                                   
1 А. Чакрабарти (Arindam Chakrabarti) получил степень доктора философии в 

Оксфорде в 1982 г. Помимо серьезного изучения аналитической философии языка, 
он несколько лет проходил традиционное обучение в Индии, изучая «ньяю» – ин-
дийскую логику. Преподавал в университетах Калькутты, Вашингтона, Лондона, 
Сиэтла, Дели, семнадцать лет преподавал в Гавайском университете в Маноа, где 
был директором направления «Восточная философия сознания и гуманитарные 
науки». Чакрабарти – автор и составитель десятков книг и сотни статей на англий-
ском, санскрите, бенгали.  

2 Ральф Вебер – профессор в университете Базеля (Швейцария), редактор серии 
книг «Философии Востока и Запада». Сфера его научных интересов – конфуциан-
ство, политическая философия и сравнительная философия. 
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ñòàâèò öåëü ïåðåîñìûñëèòü çàïàäíûå ôèëîñîôèè, èñïîëüçóÿ òåðìèíû 
íåçàïàäíûõ ôèëîñîôèé (è íàîáîðîò). 

Àâòîðû ïðèçûâàþò îòáðîñèòü òåðìèí «ñðàâíèòåëüíàÿ» è çàíèìàòüñÿ 
ôèëîñîôèåé ôüþæí áåç ïðåäçàäàííîé ñòðóêòóðû ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëåíèÿ è 
ñðàâíåíèÿ çàïàäíûõ è íåçàïàäíûõ ôèëîñîôèé, ÷òîáû ñòàâèòü è ðåøàòü 
ïðîáëåìû, èñïîëüçóÿ ðàçíûå òðàäèöèè. Òàêîé ïîäõîä ïîìîæåò ïåðåñå÷ü 
âñå ãðàíèöû – êóëüòóðíûå, ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêèå èëè äèñöèïëèíàðíûå – è 
ñîñòàâèò ñëåäóþùóþ, ÷åòâåðòóþ ñòàäèþ â ðàçâèòèè ñðàâíèòåëüíîé ôèëî-
ñîôèè [1, c. 22]. 

Èäåÿ ìûøëåíèÿ âíå êàêèõ-ëèáî ãðàíèö, ìîæåò áûòü, ïðèâëåêàòåëü-
íàÿ, íî íàñêîëüêî îíà ñáûòî÷íàÿ? Ïðåäëîæåííîå Ì. Ñèäåðèòñîì «ïîëíîå 
âõîæäåíèå» â äðóãóþ êóëüòóðó, ò. å. «ñëèÿíèå» ñ íåé (ïî åãî ñîáñòâåííî-
ìó îïðåäåëåíèþ), åñòü ôèëîñîôñêàÿ ýìèãðàöèÿ. Íî ëþáàÿ ýìèãðàöèÿ 
îçíà÷àåò «ïåðåñåëåíèå» â ïðîñòðàíñòâî äðóãèõ ãðàíèö. Ýòî ïåðåõîä èç 
ïðèâû÷íîãî, ÷àùå âñåãî ãåíåòè÷åñêîãî, ïðîñòðàíñòâà íà äðóãóþ «òåððè-
òîðèþ». Íî âåäü è îíà èìååò ñâîè ãðàíèöû. À ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî ôüþæí íå 
îñâîáîæäàåò îò ãðàíèö, à ëèøü ïîäìåíÿåò îäíè äðóãèìè.  

«Ïåðåñå÷åíèå âñåõ ãðàíèö», ïðåäëàãàåìîå À. ×àêàðáàðòè è Ð. Âåáå-
ðîì, íå ìîæåò ñ÷èòàòüñÿ ôüþæí, ïîñêîëüêó ðå÷ü èäåò íå î ñëèÿíèè, à î 
ïîñòàíîâêå è ðåøåíèè ïðîáëåì ñ èñïîëüçîâàíèåì ðàçíûõ òðàäèöèé. Òà-
êèì îáðàçîì, ôàêòè÷åñêè î÷åâèäíî ñîâïàäåíèå ñ ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëî-
ñîôèåé.  Ðàçëè÷èå,  îäíàêî,  â  òîì,  ÷òî  â  ïåðâîì  ñëó÷àå  ïðîÿâëåíà  ïî-
ñïåøíîñòü, ðåâîëþöèîííûé ïîðûâ îòáðîñèòü â ñòîðîíó ñðàâíèòåëüíóþ 
ôèëîñîôèþ. Ïîäîáíûé ïîðûâ íå îïðàâäàí è ðàçðóøèòåëåí.  

Âûõîä íà íîâûé óðîâåíü ðàçâèòèÿ ôèëîñîôèè – îòêàç îò îðèåíòàöèè 
íà êîíå÷íóþ èñòèííîñòü êàêîé-ëèáî îäíîé òðàäèöèè è èñïîëüçîâàíèå 
áîãàòñòâà ìíîãîîáðàçèÿ òðàäèöèé, ÷òîáû íå îñòàâàòüñÿ óòîïèåé, – òðåáó-
åò âðåìåíè, áîëüøèõ óñèëèé è êîëëåãèàëüíîñòè. Ýòîò ïðîöåññ ïîäîáåí 
öåïè èç ìíîãèõ çâåíüåâ. Ê òàêîâûì îòíîñÿòñÿ: îïðåäåëåíèå ïðîáëåì, 
ðàçðåøåíèå êîòîðûõ ÿâëÿåòñÿ íàèáîëåå àêòóàëüíûì; âûÿâëåíèå ñïåöè-
ôèêè ïîäõîäà ê íèì è ñïîñîáîâ èõ ðàçðåøåíèÿ â êîíòåêñòå ðàçëè÷íûõ 
ôèëîñîôñêèõ òðàäèöèé; ñðàâíèòåëüíûé àíàëèç, íàïðàâëåííûé íà âûÿâ-
ëåíèå êàê îñîáåííîãî, òàê è ñåãìåíòîâ ïåðåñå÷åíèÿ; ðåôîðìà îáðàçîâà-
íèÿ íà âñåõ óðîâíÿõ ñ âêëþ÷åíèåì ìåæêóëüòóðíîé îðèåíòàöèè ïðè ïðå-
ïîäàâàíèè ãóìàíèòàðíûõ äèñöèïëèí; ðàçâåðòûâàíèå âî âñåõ âîçìîæíûõ 
ôîðìàõ ìàñøòàáíîãî äèñêóðñà ñ öåëüþ ïîèñêà àëüòåðíàòèâíûõ ïîäõîäîâ 
ê ðåøåíèþ êàê ñóãóáî ôèëîñîôñêèõ, òàê è ãëîáàëüíûõ ïðîáëåì.  

Äàáû ôèëîñîôèÿ íå óòðàòèëà ñâîåãî ïðåäíàçíà÷åíèÿ ñõâàòûâàòü 
ìûñëüþ äóõ âðåìåíè, îíà äîëæíà ïåðåñòàòü áûòü «îäíîìåðíîé», âûéòè 
èç ñàìîâîëüíî èçáðàííîé êóëüòóðíîé èçîëÿöèè, ñòàòü ïîäëèííî ìåæ-
êóëüòóðíîé. 

Ïðèçíàíèå íåîáõîäèìîñòè ìåæêóëüòóðíîãî ôèëîñîôñòâîâàíèÿ, áåç-
óñëîâíî, – это óæå øàã âïåðåä ïî ñðàâíåíèþ ñ ðàíåå äîìèíèðîâàâøèìè â 
ôèëîñîôñêîì ñîîáùåñòâå óìîíàñòðîåíèÿìè. Íî êàê íà ïðàêòèêå ðåàëè-
çîâàòü ýòî ïðèçíàíèå? Äåëî ýòî ÷ðåçâû÷àéíî ñëîæíîå è òðåáóþùåå ïî-
âñåìåñòíî ðàäèêàëüíûõ ïåðåìåí â âûñøåì îáðàçîâàíèè. Â ýïîõó ãëîáà-
ëèçàöèè îáðàçîâàíèå íå ìîæåò áîëåå îñòàâàòüñÿ îãðàíè÷åííûì èñêëþ÷è-
òåëüíî ðàìêàìè íàöèîíàëüíîé êóëüòóðû. Íåäîñòàòî÷íî ïåðåäàâàòü ñ ïî-
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ìîùüþ îáðàçîâàíèÿ ëèøü ñîáñòâåííûå íàöèîíàëüíûå, ýòíè÷åñêèå öåí-
íîñòè,  òðàäèöèè.  Ìîðàëüíûì  èìïåðàòèâîì  ÿâëÿåòñÿ  îáðàçîâàíèå,  ó÷è-
òûâàþùåå êóëüòóðíîå ìíîãîîáðàçèå ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ñîîáùåñòâà, ò. å. îíî 
äîëæíî ñòàòü ïîëèêóëüòóðíûì.  

Ê ââåäåíèþ ìàñøòàáíîãî (â ðàìêàõ îáùåíàöèîíàëüíîé îáðàçîâà-
òåëüíîé ñèñòåìû) ïîëèêóëüòóðíîãî îáðàçîâàíèÿ ïîêà ÷òî ïðàêòè÷åñêè 
íèêòî íå ãîòîâ. Äâà ôàêòîðà çäåñü èãðàþò îñîáóþ ðîëü. Ïåðâûé – íàëè-
÷èå ó ïðàâÿùåé ýëèòû ïîëèòè÷åñêîé âîëè ê ïîäëèííîé, à íå ìíèìîé ðå-
ôîðìå îáðàçîâàíèÿ â óêàçàííîì íàïðàâëåíèè. Â Ðîññèè òàêîå ïîëîæåíèå 
äåë îò÷àñòè îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ îáðåìåíåííîñòüþ èíåðöèåé èñòîðè÷åñêîãî ïðî-
øëîãî. Äëÿ îáðàçîâàíèÿ, â òîì ÷èñëå è óíèâåðñèòåòñêîãî, â äîðåâîëþöè-
îííîé Ðîññèè áûëî õàðàêòåðíî ïîñòîÿííîå ïðîòèâîáîðñòâî äâóõ ïîëÿð-
íûõ òå÷åíèé: îäíî áûëî îðèåíòèðîâàëî íà îòêðûòîñòü, íà âêëþ÷åííîñòü 
Ðîññèè â èíòåëëåêòóàëüíûé ìèð Çàïàäà, íà ñâîáîäó ïðèíÿòèÿ è âûðàæå-
íèÿ èäåéíûõ ðàçëè÷èé, äðóãîå, íàïðîòèâ, îòñòàèâàëî íåîáõîäèìîñòü 
èçîëÿöèè, ïîääåðæàíèÿ è óêðåïëåíèÿ ñòîëïîâ öàðñêîé èäåîëîãèè. Ïðè-
÷åì èìåííî âòîðîå òå÷åíèå â êîíå÷íîì ñ÷åòå îêàçàëîñü äîìèíèðóþùèì.  

Âòîðîé ôàêòîð – ñåðüåçíîå ïîëèêóëüòóðíîå îáðàçîâàíèå íåâîçìîæíî 
áåç ïîäãîòîâêè ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèõ ïåäàãîãè÷åñêèõ êàäðîâ, ó÷åáíûõ ïîñî-
áèé  è  ìåòîäè÷åñêèõ  ðàçðàáîòîê,  êîòîðûå,  â  ñâîþ  î÷åðåäü,  íàõîäÿòñÿ  â  
ïðÿìîé çàâèñèìîñòè îò ñîñòîÿíèÿ íàóêè. Íàóêà ïðèçâàíà îáåñïå÷èòü 
êîììåíòèðîâàííûå ïåðåâîäû èíîêóëüòóðíûõ òåêñòîâ, çàëîæèâ òåì ñà-
ìûì  õîòÿ  áû  ýëåìåíòàðíóþ  èñòî÷íèêîâåä÷åñêóþ  áàçó,  ðàñøèðèòü  è  óã-
ëóáèòü èññëåäîâàíèÿ, ïîçâîëÿþùèå âûÿâèòü ñïåöèôèêó òîé èëè èíîé 
êóëüòóðû è âûâåñòè íà óðîâåíü ïëîäîòâîðíîãî ñðàâíèòåëüíîãî àíàëèçà. 

Ïåðâûå øàãè ïî âíåäðåíèþ â ÐÔ ïîëèêóëüòóðíîãî îáðàçîâàíèÿ óæå 
ïðåäïðèíèìàþòñÿ. Ê íèì ìîæíî îòíåñòè äâà ïðîåêòà â Èíñòèòóòå ôèëî-
ñîôèè  ÐÀÍ.  Îäèí  èç  íèõ  ñâÿçàí  ñ  âûñøèì  îáðàçîâàíèåì,  âòîðîé  –  ñî  
ñðåäíèì.  

Ââåäåíèå íîâîé îðèåíòàöèè â óíèâåðñèòåòñêîì ïðåïîäàâàíèè ãóìà-
íèòàðíûõ äèñöèïëèí, â ÷àñòíîñòè ôèëîñîôèè, áûëî èíèöèèðîâàíî àêàä. 
Â. Ñ. Ñòåïèíûì. Îí ïðåäëîæèë ìíå, êàê ðóêîâîäèòåëþ ñåêòîðà âîñòî÷-
íûõ ôèëîñîôèé Èíñòèòóòà ôèëîñîôèè ÐÀÍ, ïðî÷èòàòü ðÿä ëåêöèé çàâå-
äóþùèì  êàôåäðàìè  ôèëîñîôèè,  êîòîðûå  áûëè  íàïðàâëåíû  ê  íàì  íà  
êóðñû ïîâûøåíèÿ êâàëèôèêàöèè. Îïûò îêàçàëñÿ óäà÷íûì è áûë ó÷òåí 
ïðè ó÷ðåæäåíèè â 1992 ã. Ãîñóäàðñòâåííîãî àêàäåìè÷åñêîãî óíèâåðñèòå-
òà ãóìàíèòàðíûõ íàóê. Ñëåäóÿ çàâåòàì Ì. Â. Ëîìîíîñîâà («Ðåãëàìåíò 
àêàäåìè÷åñêèé òàêèì áûòü äîëæåí, äàáû Àêàäåìèÿ íå òîëüêî ñàìà ñåáÿ 
ó÷åíûìè ëþäüìè ìîãëà äîâîëüñòâîâàòü, íî è ðàçìíîæàòü îíûõ è ðàñïðî-
ñòðàíÿòü ïî âñåìó ãîñóäàðñòâó»), áûëî ðåøåíî íà áàçå âåäóùèõ ãóìàíè-
òàðíûõ èíñòèòóòîâ ÐÀÍ ñîçäàòü ôàêóëüòåòû, ñ òåì ÷òîáû îñóùåñòâëÿòü 
ñîåäèíåíèå àêàäåìè÷åñêîé íàóêè ñ óíèâåðñèòåòñêèì îáðàçîâàíèåì. 

Èíñòèòóò ôèëîñîôèè ÐÀÍ ïîñòàâèë ïåðåä ñîáîé çàäà÷ó îðãàíèçàöèè 
è ðóêîâîäñòâà ôèëîñîôñêèì ôàêóëüòåòîì è ôàêóëüòåòîì ïîëèòè÷åñêèõ 
íàóê. Â ïðîãðàììó óêàçàííûõ äâóõ ôàêóëüòåòîâ áûëî ðåøåíî âíåñòè èí-
íîâàöèþ: ñîçäàòü ñïåöèàëüíóþ êàôåäðó ïî ïðåïîäàâàíèþ âîñòî÷íûõ ôè-
ëîñîôñêèõ òðàäèöèé (Êèòàÿ, Èíäèè, ìóñóëüìàíñêîãî ìèðà). ×åðåç øåñòü 
ëåò (â 2008 ã.) íà áàçå óêàçàííîé êàôåäðû, ðàáîòà êîòîðîé îñóùåñòâëÿ-
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ëàñü ñîòðóäíèêàìè ñåêòîðà âîñòî÷íûõ ôèëîñîôèé, ïî ñîãëàøåíèþ ìåæ-
äó ÞÍÅÑÊÎ è Èíñòèòóòîì ôèëîñîôèè ÐÀÍ áûëà ñîçäàíà ïåðâàÿ è äî ñèõ 
ïîð åäèíñòâåííàÿ â Ðîññèéñêîé Ôåäåðàöèè êàôåäðà ÞÍÅÑÊÎ «Ôèëîñî-
ôèÿ â äèàëîãå êóëüòóð (ÔÄÊ)». 

Äåÿòåëüíîñòü êàôåäðû ÔÄÊ íàïðàâëåíà íà ïðîâåäåíèå íàó÷íî-èñ-
ñëåäîâàòåëüñêîé ðàáîòû, îáó÷åíèå è ïîäãîòîâêó êàäðîâ â îáëàñòè ôèëî-
ñîôñêîãî âîñòîêîâåäåíèÿ ñ öåëüþ ïðåîäîëåíèÿ åâðîïîöåíòðèñòñêîé îðè-
åíòàöèè, íàèáîëåå ÿðêî âûðàæåííîé Ãåãåëåì, óòâåðæäàâøèì, ÷òî «òàê 
íàçûâàåìàÿ âîñòî÷íàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ… ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé íå÷òî ïðåäâàðè-
òåëüíîå… â îòíîøåíèè… ê ìûñëè, ê èñòèííîé ôèëîñîôèè» [10, ñ. 160].   

Ïåðåîñìûñëåíèå èñòîðèè ôèëîñîôèè âîçìîæíî, ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå, 
äâóìÿ ñïîñîáàìè. Ïåðâûé ñîñòîèò âî âêëþ÷åíèè â êóðñ ïî èñòîðèè ôèëî-
ñîôèè, íàðÿäó ñ çàïàäíîé ôèëîñîôèåé, îñíîâíûõ «âîñòî÷íûõ» ôèëîñîô-
ñêèõ òðàäèöèé (êèòàéñêîé, èíäèéñêîé, ÿïîíñêîé, àðàáî-ìóñóëüìàí-
ñêîé). Âòîðîé ñïîñîá, êîòîðûé êàæåòñÿ ïðåäïî÷òèòåëüíûì, ïðåäïîëàãà-
åò âêëþ÷åíèå «èíîêóëüòóðíîãî», íåçàïàäíîãî, ìàòåðèàëà â ïðîãðàììû 
êóðñîâ ïî âñåì îáëàñòÿì ôèëîñîôñêîãî çíàíèÿ, áóäü òî îíòîëîãèÿ, ýïè-
ñòåìîëîãèÿ, ëîãèêà, ôèëîñîôñêàÿ àíòðîïîëîãèÿ, ýòèêà, ýñòåòèêà, ïîëè-
òè÷åñêàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ, ôèëîñîôèÿ íàóêè è òåõíèêè è ò. ä. Îäíàêî âòîðîé 
âàðèàíò íà ñåãîäíÿ íåðåàëèñòè÷åí. Äëÿ åãî îñóùåñòâëåíèÿ ïîòðåáóåòñÿ 
âðåìÿ è óñèëèÿ â ïîäãîòîâêå ïðåïîäàâàòåëåé, çíàþùèõ è ïîíèìàþùèõ 
êóëüòóðó íàðîäîâ çà ïðåäåëàìè çàïàäíîãî ìèðà.  

Íàìè áûëà ïîñòàâëåíà çàäà÷à ïî âîçìîæíîñòè èçáåæàòü ïðèâû÷íûõ 
ñòåðåîòèïîâ, ïðåäñòàâèâ «âîñòî÷íûå ôèëîñîôèè» ÷åðåç ìíîãîîáðàçèå 
ïîäõîäîâ ê ðåøåíèþ îñíîâíûõ ìèðîâîççðåí÷åñêèõ ïðîáëåì è â ñðàâíå-
íèè èõ ìåæäó ñîáîé, à ãëàâíîå – ñ çàïàäíîé ôèëîñîôèåé. Â èçëîæåíèå 
áûëè âêëþ÷åíû ðàçäåëû, ïîñâÿùåííûå èñòîðèè çàðîæäåíèÿ ôèëîñîôèè 
â Êèòàå, Èíäèè è íà àðàáñêîì Âîñòîêå, âîççðåíèÿ íà îáùåå ñòðîåíèå ìè-
ðîçäàíèÿ, íà ïðèðîäó ÷åëîâåêà è ñìûñë åãî ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ, íà ñïîñîáû è 
ïóòè ïîñòèæåíèÿ èñòèíû, íà ñîîòíîøåíèå òðàäèöèè ñ ñîâðåìåííîñòüþ, 
íà ñòàíîâëåíèå ìåæêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè. Â îñíîâó ïðåïîäàâàíèÿ áûë 
ïîëîæåí ó÷åáíèê «Âîñòî÷íàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ» (1997) [10]. Ñî âðåìåíåì ïîÿ-
âèëèñü åùå äâà [11; 13], à òàêæå àäàïòèðîâàííûå äëÿ çàðóáåæíîãî ÷èòà-
òåëÿ íà èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêàõ [8; 9]. Â íàñòîÿùåå âðåìÿ èñïîëüçóåòñÿ 
òðåòüå èçäàíèå [12]. 

×òî êàñàåòñÿ ïîëèêóëüòóðíîãî îáðàçîâàíèÿ â øêîëàõ, òî â ýòîì äåëå 
äåÿòåëüíîñòü êàôåäðû ÞÍÅÑÊÎ ñòàëà ïîèñòèíå ïèîíåðñêîé. Íàìè áûëà 
ðàçðàáîòàíà êîíöåïöèÿ ïðîåêòà è îïóáëèêîâàíà ïðîãðàììà ïðåïîäàâà-
íèÿ êóðñà «Äèàëîã êóëüòóð» â 9–10 êëàññàõ. Ó÷åáíûé êóðñ ðàññ÷èòàí íà 
68 ÷àñîâ (íà äâà ãîäà, 1 ÷àñ â íåäåëþ). Åæåãîäíî ñ 2013 ã. ïðîâîäèëèñü 
êóðñû ïîâûøåíèÿ êâàëèôèêàöèè ïî ïîëèêóëüòóðíîìó îáðàçîâàíèþ íà 
áàçå Èíñòèòóòà ôèëîñîôèè ÐÀÍ. Îïûòíîé áàçîé äëÿ ðåàëèçàöèè ïðîåêòà 
ñòàëè øêîëû îáðàçîâàòåëüíîé ñèñòåìû ÐÆÄ èç ÷åòûðíàäöàòè ðåãèîíîâ 
ñòðàíû. Â 2014 ã. áûëî îïóáëèêîâàíî ïîñîáèå äëÿ ó÷èòåëåé, âêëþ÷àþ-
ùåå ëåêöèè è îáúåìíóþ àíòîëîãèþ ïåðåâîäîâ îðèãèíàëüíûõ òåêñòîâ ñ 
êèòàéñêîãî, ñàíñêðèòà, õèíäè, ïàëè è àðàáñêîãî ÿçûêîâ. 

×åðåç ãîä – â 2015 ã. – âûøåë â ñâåò ó÷åáíèê äëÿ ó÷àùèõñÿ 9–10 
êëàññîâ [14]. Âî ââîäíîé ÷àñòè ïîñîáèÿ ðå÷ü øëà î ïëàíåòàðíîé çíà÷èìî-
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ñòè äèàëîãà êóëüòóð è ìåòîäàõ âåäåíèÿ äèàëîãà. Îñíîâíûå ðàçäåëû áûëè 
ïîñâÿùåíû öåííîñòíûì îñíîâàíèÿì çàïàäíîé, êèòàéñêîé, áóääèéñêîé è 
ìóñóëüìàíñêîé öèâèëèçàöèé. Âûáîð ïåðå÷èñëåííûõ öèâèëèçàöèé îáú-
ÿñíÿåòñÿ ðÿäîì ïðè÷èí. Âî âíåøíåïîëèòè÷åñêîì ïëàíå, ïî ðàñ÷åòàì 
ìåæäóíàðîäíûõ àíàëèòèêîâ, äàííûå öèâèëèçàöèè áóäóò èãðàòü ðåøàþ-
ùóþ ðîëü â ãåîïîëèòèêå, â äåëå ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ áóäóùåãî ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà. 
Èìåííî îíè, ïðåäñòàâëåííûå ñîîòâåòñòâåííî Êèòàåì, Èíäèåé è ñòðàíàìè 
ìóñóëüìàíñêîãî Âîñòîêà, áóäóò íàõîäèòüñÿ â êîíêóðåíòíûõ è äàæå, âîç-
ìîæíî, â îñòðîêîíôëèêòíûõ îòíîøåíèÿõ ñ çàïàäíîé öèâèëèçàöèåé. 

Ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ âíóòðåííèõ èíòåðåñîâ Ðîññèè ïåðå÷èñëåííûå òðè íå-
çàïàäíûå öèâèëèçàöèè âûñîêî çíà÷èìû, âî-ïåðâûõ, áëàãîäàðÿ ñîñåäñòâó 
è íàëè÷èþ îáùèõ ãðàíèö (ñ Êèòàåì è ìíîãèìè ãîñóäàðñòâàìè èñëàìñêî-
ãî ìèðà), âî-âòîðûõ, èç-çà òîãî, ÷òî ìóñóëüìàíå ñîñòàâëÿþò âòîðóþ, à 
áóääèñòû (ðîäèíîé âåðîó÷åíèÿ êîòîðûõ ÿâëÿåòñÿ Èíäèÿ) òðåòüþ ïî ÷èñ-
ëåííîñòè ðåëèãèîçíóþ êîíôåññèþ â ÐÔ. Êèòàéöåâ íà òåððèòîðèè Ðîññèè 
ïîêà ÷òî íå î÷åíü ìíîãî, íî îæèäàåòñÿ áóðíûé ðîñò ìèãðàöèè èç Ïîäíå-
áåñíîé. 

Ó÷åáíîå ïîñîáèå çàâåðøàåò ðàçäåë îá îñîáåííîñòÿõ ðîññèéñêîé êóëü-
òóðû è ìåñòå Ðîññèè â öèâèëèçàöèîííîì ïðîñòðàíñòâå, òàì ðàññìàòðè-
âàþòñÿ ïðîáëåìíîå ïîëå ìèðîâîãî äèàëîãà êóëüòóð è ôîðìû ó÷àñòèÿ 
Ðîññèè â ïîñòðîåíèè öèâèëèçàöèè áóäóùåãî.  

Óñïåõ ââåäåíèÿ ïîëèêóëüòóðíîãî îáðàçîâàíèÿ íà áàçå îáðàçîâàòåëü-
íîé ñèñòåìû ÐÆÄ ïîáóäèë ðóêîâîäñòâî èññëåäîâàòåëüñêîãî èíñòèòóòà 
«Äèàëîã öèâèëèçàöèé» (Áåðëèí) âêëþ÷èòü â ïðîãðàììó ñâîåé äåÿòåëü-
íîñòè ïðîåêò ïî ìåæêóëüòóðíîìó îáðàçîâàíèþ è îñóùåñòâèòü ïåðåâîä íà 
àíãëèéñêèé ÿçûê óêàçàííîãî âûøå ïîñîáèÿ. Áûëè ïðåäïðèíÿòû óñèëèÿ 
ïî ñîçäàíèþ ìèðîâîé ñåòè øêîë äèàëîãà êóëüòóð. Ñ ýòîé öåëüþ òðèæäû 
ïðîâîäèëèñü êðóãëûå ñòîëû íà êîíôåðåíöèÿõ íà î. Ðîäîñ. Îäíàêî ïî ðÿ-
äó ãëàâíûì îáðàçîì ïîëèòè÷åñêèõ è ôèíàíñîâûõ ïðè÷èí îñóùåñòâèòü 
ýòè ïëàíû ïîêà íå óäàëîñü. 

Ñëåäóåò ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî ìåæêóëüòóðíîå îáðàçîâàíèå â ìèðîâîé ïðàêòè-
êå äî ñèõ ïîð ïðàêòè÷åñêè íå ðåàëèçóåòñÿ. Íî îíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ îïðåäåëåííûì 
îðèåíòèðîì ïðîäâèæåíèÿ âïåðåä ê òðóäíî äîñÿãàåìîé öåëè, òðåáóþùåé 
áîëüøèõ êîëëåêòèâíûõ óñèëèé. Òàêîãî ðîäà îáðàçîâàíèå äîëæíî áûòü 
íàïðàâëåíî íà ðåøåíèå ïðîáëåìû ïðè÷àñòíîñòè ðàçíûõ èäåíòè÷íîñòåé ê 
íåêîòîðîìó îáùåìó ïðîñòðàíñòâó èäåíòè÷íîñòè, òàê ÷òîáû öåëîå ìîãëî 
ñòàòü ñîâîêóïíîñòüþ ÷àñòåé. Îíî íåîáõîäèìî äëÿ óòâåðæäåíèÿ êóëüòóðû 
ìèðà, áåñêîíôëèêòíîãî ñîñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ íàðîäîâ ïëàíåòû.  
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Почему современный мир бросает вызов 
межкультурному взаимодействию и особен-
но интеркультурной философии? Обсужде-
нию этого вопроса и посвящена данная ста-
тья с намерением предложить возможные 
варианты ответа на него. Эта задача решает-
ся посредством рассмотрения трех темати-
ческих блоков. 1) Что мы имеем в виду, ког-
да говорим о «современном мире»? Прежде 
всего, это конструкция гегемонистской вла-
сти, результат развития европейской циви-
лизации. Автор выделяет следующие пред-
посылки современности: социополитиче-
скую, онтологическую, антропологически-
теологическую, идолопоклоннический ан-
тропоцентризм, историософскую, техноло-
гическую и эпистемологическую. 2) В какой 
степени «современный мир» является вызо-
вом для межкультурного взаимодействия и 
интеркультурной философии? Анализируя 
культурные и исторические причины непри-
ятия идеи интеркультурности, автор указы-
вает, во-первых, на укорененную в традиции 
европоцентричность «современного мира» 
(этот мир не принадлежит всему человече-
ству, в образовании и обустройстве совре-
менного мира не все культуры человечества 
участвуют на равных), во-вторых, на тот 
факт, что к европейской / североамерикан-
ской гегемонии присоединяется сейчас геге-
мония капитала. 3) Что может сделать ин-
теркультурная философия, чтобы противо-
стоять диктату современного мира? Автор 
определяет задачи интеркультурной фило-
софии: критика гегемонистского истолкова-
ния мира; открытие теоретических и прак-
тических путей для подлинно гуманистиче-
ского общения человечества; борьба за сво-
боду и культурное многообразие. 

Ключевые слова: интеркультурность, евро-
поцентризм, межкультурное общение. 

Why is the modern world a challenge for inter-
culturality and especially for intercultural phi-
losophy? The discussion of this question is the 
focus of the article which is aimed at proposing 
some possible answers to it. This task is solved 
by considering three thematic blocks. They also 
form the three sections of the article. 1) What 
do we refer to when we speak of the “modern 
world”? First of all, we mean a construction of 
hegemonic power, the result of the develop-
ment of European civilization. The author iden-
tifies the following preconditions of modernity: 
sociopolitical, ontological, anthropological-
theological, idolatrous anthropocentrism, histo-
riosophical (historical-theological), technologi-
cal, and epistemological. 2) To what extent is 
the “modern world” a challenge for intercul-
tural interaction and intercultural philosophy? 
Analyzing the cultural and historical reasons 
for the rejection of the idea of interculturalism 
nowadays, the author points out, firstly, the 
traditionally rooted Eurocentrism of the “mod-
ern world” (this world does not belong to all 
mankind, not all human cultures participate 
equally in the formation and development of 
the modern world), secondly, the fact that the 
hegemony of capital is now joining the Euro-
pean / North American hegemony. 3) What can 
intercultural philosophy do to resist the dictates 
of the modern world? The author determines 
the tasks of intercultural philosophy as follows: 
criticism of the hegemonic (eurocentric) inter-
pretation of the world; the search for theoretical 
and practical ways of a truly humanistic com-
munication between different cultures; the 
struggle for freedom and cultural diversity. He 
concludes that the challenges of the “modern 
world” should be regarded as those to our own 
being, our understanding of humanity.  

Keywords: interculturality, eurocentrism, inter-
cultural communication. 
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Ââåäåíèå 
 

Êàê ñëåäóåò èç íàçâàíèÿ ýòîé ñòàòüè, ÿ èñõîæó èç ïðåäïîëîæåíèÿ, 
÷òî «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé âûçîâ äëÿ èíòåðêóëüòóðíî-
ñòè, òî÷íåå ãîâîðÿ, äëÿ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè, ñ ïåðñïåêòèâû êî-
òîðîé ÿ ñîáèðàþñü ãîâîðèòü íà ýòó òåìó. 

Íî åñëè ÿ ïðåäïîëàãàþ, ÷òî «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» áðîñàåò âûçîâ èí-
òåðêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè, òî ëèøü ïîñòîëüêó, ïîñêîëüêó ïîä ýòèì, â 
ñâîþ î÷åðåäü, ïîäðàçóìåâàåòñÿ, ÷òî èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòü, à èìåííî èíòåð-
êóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ, èíà÷å ïîíèìàåò è ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ìèð, êîòîðûé 
îáîçíà÷åí çäåñü êàê «ñîâðåìåííûé», â òîì ÷èñëå – ýòî äîëæíî áûòü ÷åò-
êî îãîâîðåíî ñ ñàìîãî íà÷àëà – è åãî ãëîáàëüíîå óñòðîéñòâî, îñíîâàííîå 
íà ãîñïîäñòâóþùåé òðàåêòîðèè ñîâðåìåííîé èñòîðèè: òàê íàçûâàåìûé 
(êàïèòàëèñòè÷åñêèé) «ìèðîïîðÿäîê». 

Èñõîäÿ  èç  òàêîãî  ïîíèìàíèÿ  òåìû,  ÿ  èçëîæó  ñâîè  ðàññóæäåíèÿ  â  
òðеõ ñìûñëîâûõ áëîêàõ. Êàæäûé èç íèõ äîëæåí âíåñòè âêëàä â äèñêóñ-
ñèþ ïî îäíîìó èç ñëåäóþùèõ òðеõ âîïðîñîâ: 

1. Íà ÷òî ìû ññûëàåìñÿ, êîãäà ãîâîðèì î «ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå»? 
2. Â êàêîé ñòåïåíè ýòîò «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ÿâëÿåòñÿ âûçîâîì äëÿ 

èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè è èíòåðêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè? 
3. ×òî ìîæåò ïðîòèâîïîñòàâèòü èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòü, è ïðåæäå âñåãî 

èíòåðêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ, ñèëå ýòîãî ìèðà? 
Ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòüþ ýòèõ âîïðîñîâ ÿ óêàçûâàþ òàêæå íà ïîðÿäîê 

òðåõ ÷àñòåé, íà êîòîðûå äåëèòñÿ ìîÿ ñòàòüÿ. È ìîæíî çàìåòèòü, ÷òî â 
ýòîì ïîðÿäêå ïåðñïåêòèâà èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè è èíòåðêóëüòóðíîé ôèëî-
ñîôèè ðàñêðûâàåòñÿ ïðåèìóùåñòâåííî â ïîñëåäíåé ÷àñòè. Ïðè÷èíó ýòî-
ìó íå ñòîèò èñêàòü â óòâåðæäåíèè Ãåãåëÿ î òîì, ÷òî ôèëîñîôèÿ çàïàçäû-
âàåò ñ âìåøàòåëüñòâîì â ìèð è èñòîðèþ, êàê ýòî âûðàæåíî â åãî èçâåñò-
íîé ôðàçå: «Ñîâà Ìèíåðâû íà÷èíàåò ñâîé ïîëåò ëèøü ñ íàñòóïëåíèåì 
ñóìåðåê» [10, c. 28]. Íåò, íå Ãåãåëü áûë âäîõíîâèòåëåì òàêîãî ðåøåíèÿ, 
à, ñêîðåå, èçâåñòíûé ìåòîä ëàòèíîàìåðèêàíñêîé òåîëîãèè è ôèëîñîôèè 
îñâîáîæäåíèÿ: «óâèäåòü, äàòü ñóæäåíèå, äåéñòâîâàòü», êîòîðûé ïîáóæ-
äàåò íàñ ñåðüåçíî îòíîñèòüñÿ ê êîíòåêñòóàëüíîñòè ìûøëåíèÿ; èëè æå, 
åñëè ãîâîðèòü ñëîâàìè Èãíàñèî Ýëüÿêóðèà, ê «îòâåòñòâåííîìó ïîçíàíèþ 
ðåàëüíîñòè»  [5,  c.  44–73].  Â  ñîãëàñèè  ñ  ýòèìè  ñîîáðàæåíèÿìè  ÿ,  òàêèì  
îáðàçîì, ñ÷èòàþ ïðàâèëüíûì, ÷òî ôèëîñîôèÿ, ðàç åé òàêæå ñëåäóåò áûòü 
ôîðìîé àêòèâíûõ äåéñòâèé, íà÷íåò ñ òîãî, ÷òî îïðåäåëèòñÿ ñî ñâîèì ïî-
ëîæåíèåì è çàäàñòñÿ âîïðîñîì, íà ÷üåé ñòîðîíå åé ñëåäóåò áûòü òàì, ãäå 
îíà íàõîäèòñÿ. Òåïåðü ÿ ïåðåõîæó ê èçëîæåíèþ ìîèõ ðàññóæäåíèé ïî 
òðåì ñôîðìóëèðîâàííûì âîïðîñàì. 

 
1. Íà ÷òî ìû ññûëàåìñÿ, êîãäà ãîâîðèì î «ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå»? 
 

Ñåãîäíÿ äëÿ íàñ âûðàæåíèå «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð», î÷åâèäíî, ñîîòíî-
ñèòñÿ ñ òåì âðåìåííûì ïðîìåæóòêîì, ê êîòîðîìó ìû âñå âìåñòå ïðèîá-
ùåíû «îäíîâðåìåííî» è êîòîðûé ïîýòîìó âîñïðèíèìàåòñÿ êàê «íàøå 
âðåìÿ». Â ýòîì ñìûñëå âûðàæåíèå «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» îòñûëàåò ê òîìó, 
÷òî â Äðåâíåì Ðèìå ñõâàòûâàëîñü ïîíÿòèåì «saeculum». Íî â âûðàæå-
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íèè «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ìû ìîæåì âìåñòå ñ òåì óñìîòðåòü è óêàçàíèå íà 
ãîñïîäñòâóþùèé â ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè è æèçíè ïîðÿäîê èëè 
æå ñèñòåìó îòíîøåíèé;  óêàçàíèå,  êîòîðîå  îòñûëàåò  íàñ  íå  òîëüêî  ê  èñ-
òîêàì äðóãèõ ïîíÿòèé àíòè÷íîñòè, òàêèõ êàê «ìèð êàê âñåëåííàÿ» 
(mundus), «ìèð êàê çåìíîé øàð» (orbis) è «ìèð êàê çåìëÿ» (terra), íî 
íàðÿäó ñ ýòèì ñòàëêèâàåò íàñ ñ òàêèì âîñïðèÿòèåì ìèðà, ê êîòîðîìó 
âîççâàë â ñâîåé ýíöèêëèêå «Laudato si’» ïàïà Ôðàíöèñê, íàïîìèíàÿ, ÷òî 
«ìèð»,  â  òîì  ÷èñëå  è  ñåãîäíÿ, ÿâëÿåòñÿ íå òîëüêî ïðîáëåìîé, ïîäëåæà-
ùåé ðåøåíèþ, íî è òàéíîé, êîòîðàÿ ñòàâèò ïåðåä íàìè, êàê ñîâðåìåííè-
êàìè, çàäà÷ó îáåðåãàòü «íàø îáùèé äîì» [20]. 

Ýòèì êðàòêèì çàìå÷àíèåì î ñåãîäíÿøíåì ïîíèìàíèè âûðàæåíèÿ 
«ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ÿ õîòåë ëèøü ïîä÷åðêíóòü ìûñëü, êîòîðàÿ èìååò 
êëþ÷åâîå çíà÷åíèå äëÿ äàëüíåéøåãî ïðîÿñíåíèÿ âîïðîñà, ñôîðìóëèðî-
âàííîãî â ïåðâîì ñìûñëîâîì áëîêå. Ýòà ìûñëü çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â ñëåäóþ-
ùåì. Îáúåäèíåíèå ëþäåé â åäèíñòâî ñîâðåìåííèêîâ ïî ïðèíöèïó ñî-
âðåìåííîñòè äåëàåò èç îáèòàòåëåé ìèðà «ñîñåäåé», «áëèæíèõ» âî âðåìå-
íè è ïðîñòðàíñòâå, áîëåå òîãî, ýòî åäèíñòâî îáúåäèíÿåò èõ ñèòóàòèâíî è 
òåìïîðàëüíî êàê ÷ëåíîâ îäíîé ñåìüè. Îäíàêî èç ýòîãî íå ñëåäóåò, ÷òî 
ñìûñë èëè îñîáåííîñòè, êîòîðûå ôîðìèðóþò ýòî âðåìÿ ìèðà è ïðèäàþò 
åìó «ïðèâû÷íóþ àòìîñôåðó» ñîâðåìåííîñòè, âîçìîæíî îáúÿñíèòü, èñõî-
äÿ  èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî  èç  òåêóùèõ  óñëîâèé,  íà  ñåé  äåíü  îïðåäåëÿþùèõ  õà-
ðàêòåðèñòèêè òàê íàçûâàåìîãî «âðåìåíè ñîâðåìåííèêîâ». Ââèäó èñòî-
ðè÷íîñòè, ïðèñóùåé âñåìó ÷åëîâå÷åñêîìó, íåîáõîäèìî îòìåòèòü, ÷òî 
êàæäîå íàñòîÿùåå èìååò ïîä ñîáîé èñòîðè÷åñêóþ îñíîâó, êàæäûé «ìèð» 
– âíå çàâèñèìîñòè îò òîãî, îñîçíàåò îí ýòî èëè íåò, – «ñîâðåìåíåí» êàê 
ðàç ïîòîìó, ÷òî ýòèì íàñòîÿùèì ñòàë, áóäó÷è «íàñëåäíèêîì» ïðî-
øëîãî. Íàøà ñîâðåìåííîñòü íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ èñêëþ÷åíèåì. Îíà òàêæå – íà-
ñëåäèå, ðåçóëüòàò è ÷àñòü èñòîðèè. Ïîýòîìó ïîíèìàíèå åå ñìûñëà è îñî-
áåííîñòåé òðåáóåò óñèëèÿ, ÷òîáû âèäåòü äàëüøå îñëåïëÿþùåé íîâèçíû è 
îáíîâëåíèÿ, êîòîðûå êàæóòñÿ ñóòüþ íàøåé ýïîõè. 

ß  íàñòàèâàþ  íà  òîëüêî  ÷òî  ñêàçàííîì,  ïîíèìàÿ,  ÷òî  íàø  «ìèð  ñî-
âðåìåííîñòè» îáû÷íî îïèñûâàåòñÿ õàðàêòåðèñòèêàìè, êîòîðûå ñòàðàþò-
ñÿ ïîä÷åðêíóòü èìåííî åãî ðàäèêàëüíóþ íîâèçíó êàê óíèêàëüíîé «ýïî-
õè» èëè óíèêàëüíîãî «âðåìåíè», èçìåíåíèÿ êîòîðîãî îçíàìåíîâàëè ïå-
ðåëîìíûé ìîìåíò â èñòîðèè, ðàçäåëèâøèé èñòîðèþ ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà íà «äî» 
è «ïîñëå». Âñïîìíèì, íàïðèìåð, òàêèå èçâåñòíûå è ÷àñòî ïîâòîðÿþùèå-
ñÿ îïðåäåëåíèÿ èç îáëàñòè ñàìûõ ðàçíûõ íàóê, êàê «àòîìíûé âåê», «íà-
ó÷íî-òåõíè÷åñêèé ìèð», «îáùåñòâî ïîòðåáëåíèÿ», «îáùåñòâî ðèñêà», 
«îáùåñòâî äîñóãà è âïå÷àòëåíèé», «ïîñòòðàäèöèîííûé ìèð», «èíôîðìà-
öèîííîå îáùåñòâî», «âèðòóàëüíûé ìèð», «öèôðîâàÿ ýðà», «ýïîõà êîíöà 
äîñòîâåðíîñòè», «áûñòðûé ìèð», «ýïîõà ðàçîáùåííîñòè è âûáèðàåìûõ 
ñîîáùåñòâ», «ìèð óìñòâåííîãî è êóëüòóðíîãî êàïèòàëèçìà», «ýïîõà 
ïîñòïðàâäû» è äð. 

Êðîìå òîãî, ïîíÿòíî, ÷òî âñå ýòè îïðåäåëåíèÿ èìåííî ïîñòîëüêó, ïî-
ñêîëüêó îíè ïðåòåíäóþò íà òî, ÷òîáû êàê-òî îòðàçèòü ôóíäàìåíòàëüíóþ 
÷åðòó ýïîõè, íàñòîé÷èâî óòâåðæäàþòñÿ â êà÷åñòâå ìàðêåðîâ ðàäèêàëü-
íîé íîâèçíû, ñ ïîçèöèè êîòîðîé ìû äîëæíû ïîíèìàòü íàøå íàñòîÿùåå. 
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Â öåëîì – â êîíòåêñòå ìîåãî ïðåäøåñòâóþùåãî óòâåðæäåíèÿ è, êî-
íå÷íî, áåç íàìåðåíèÿ ïðåíåáðåãàòü äåéñòâèòåëüíîé íîâèçíîé ïðîèçî-
øåäøèõ ïåðåìåí èëè æå óìàëÿòü èõ çíà÷åíèå – ÿ óâåðåí â ïðàâîìåðíî-
ñòè âîïðîñà, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè óñëîâèåì âîçíèêíîâåíèÿ ýòèõ èçìåíåíèé îñíî-
âàíèÿ, êîòîðûå çàëîæåíû íå èìè, áîëåå òîãî, òå òåîðåòè÷åñêèå è ïðàêòè-
÷åñêèå îñíîâàíèÿ, êîòîðûå îáðàçóþò ñîáîé ñòîëïû ãîñïîäñòâóþùåé öè-
âèëèçàöèè, íàïðàâëÿþùåé íàñ óæå â òå÷åíèå íåñêîëüêèõ ñòîëåòèé, è ê 
âîïëîùåíèÿì êîòîðîé, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, îòíîñÿòñÿ ñåãîäíÿøíèå èçìåíå-
íèÿ. Ïîýòîìó ïîçâîëþ ñåáå îäíîâðåìåííî ïîñòàâèòü ïîä ñîìíåíèå íåïî-
êîëåáèìóþ óâåðåííîñòü, âûðàæåííóþ â ñëåäóþùåì âûñêàçûâàíèè, êî-
òîðîå ñòîëü ÷àñòî ïîâòîðÿåòñÿ êàê îáùåèçâåñòíàÿ èñòèíà: «Íàøå âðåìÿ 
íå ýïîõà ïåðåìåí, à ñàìî ïî ñåáå ýïîõàëüíàÿ ïåðåìåíà». Äàæå åñëè áû 
áûëî äîïîäëèííî èçâåñòíî, ÷òî ìû æèâåì â íîâîé ýïîõå, ìíå êàæåòñÿ íå 
ìåíåå îïðåäåëåííûì, ÷òî ýòà ïðåäïîëàãàåìàÿ íîâàÿ ýïîõà íå îçíà÷àåò 
ñîáîé êîðåííîå èçìåíåíèå öèâèëèçàöèè. Òî åñòü, â ëó÷øåì ñëó÷àå, ýòî 
áûëà áû íîâàÿ ýïîõà â ðàìêàõ òîé æå öèâèëèçàöèè. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè: 
íàø «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» – ýòî ïðîäîëæåíèå öèâèëèçàöèè, êîòîðóþ ÿ 
óïîìèíàë  ðàíåå  è  ê  õàðàêòåðèñòèêå  êîòîðîé  åùå  âåðíóñü.  Íî  ñåé÷àñ  ÿ  
âåðíóñü ê ìîìåíòó, íà êîòîðîì ìû îñòàíîâèëèñü. 

Îòâå÷àÿ íà âîïðîñ îá îñíîâàíèÿõ, äåëàþùèõ âîçìîæíîé íîâèçíó 
íàøåé ýïîõè, – ýòî ñëåäóåò ïîä÷åðêíóòü – ÿ íå îòðèöàþ íè çíà÷åíèÿ, íè 
ðåàëüíûõ ïîñëåäñòâèé, êîòîðûå âûçûâàþò â èííîâàöèîííîì ïðîöåññå 
ýòè ïåðåìåíû, îáóñëîâëèâàþùèå íàøå íàñòîÿùåå è íàêëàäûâàþùèå íà 
íåãî ñâîé îòïå÷àòîê. Ñêîðåå, ðå÷ü èäåò î òîì, ÷òîáû ïðèäàòü èñòîðè÷-
íîñòü íàøåé ñèòóàöèè, îòñëåäèòü åå èñòîêè è òàêèì îáðàçîì, âåðîÿòíî, 
ïîëó÷èòü  âîçìîæíîñòü  çàäàòüñÿ  âîïðîñîì,  íå  ïîêîèòñÿ  ëè  íàø  ìèð  íà  
îòâåñíûõ ñêàëàõ èëè íà çûáó÷èõ ïåñêàõ; èíà÷å ôîðìóëèðóÿ, ìîæíî ñêà-
çàòü, ÷òî ðå÷ü èäåò î òîì, ÷òîáû ìû ìîãëè ñïðîñèòü ñåáÿ, íå ñáèëèñü ëè 
ìû ñ ïóòè è åñëè äà, òî ãäå, êîãäà è êàê. 

Â ýòîì, òàêèì îáðàçîì, çàêëþ÷àþòñÿ ñìûñë è öåëü ìîåãî óòâåðæäå-
íèÿ, ÷òî «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ðåçóëüòàò èñòîðè÷åñêî-
ãî ïðîöåññà, à òàêæå ñìûñë óæå óïîìÿíóòîãî âîïðîñà íàñ÷åò îñíîâàíèé, 
åãî îáóñëîâëèâàþùèõ. 

Íî âîçíèêàåò ñïðàâåäëèâûé âîïðîñ: äî êàêîé ñòåïåíè ýòî èìåííî ðå-
çóëüòàò? Ïîýòîìó ìíå ñëåäóåò óòî÷íèòü ñâîå óòâåðæäåíèå êàñàòåëüíî 
ýòîé òåìû: ìîÿ òî÷êà çðåíèÿ êàê îòâåò íà âîïðîñ ýòîé ÷àñòè (Íà ÷òî ìû 
ññûëàåìñÿ, êîãäà ãîâîðèì î «ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå»?) çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, 
÷òî ìèð, êîòîðûé ìû íàçûâàåì íàøèì «ñîâðåìåííûì ìèðîì», ïðåäñòàâ-
ëÿåò ñîáîé ðåçóëüòàò èëè, ëó÷øå ñêàçàòü, òåêóùóþ ôîðìó ïîâîðîòà, íà-
÷àòîãî íîìèíàëèçìîì ïîçäíåñðåäíåâåêîâîé ôèëîñîôèè è ðåíåññàíñíûì 
ãóìàíèçìîì, ïðåæäå âñåãî èòàëüÿíñêèì. 

Èñõîäÿ èç ýòîãî óòî÷íåíèÿ, íèæå ÿ ïîïûòàþñü ïîÿñíèòü ñâîþ òî÷êó 
çðåíèÿ, êðàòêî ïåðå÷èñëèâ íåêîòîðûå èç ïðåäïîñûëîê, êîòîðûå, íà ìîé 
âçãëÿä,  êàê  áû  ïåðåêëèêàþòñÿ  ñ  óõîäÿùèìè  äàëåêî  â  ïðîøëîå  îñíîâà-
íèÿìè ìíîãèõ ïðîöåññîâ òîé ìîäåëè ðàçâèòèÿ, ê êîòîðîé ïðèíàäëåæèò 
íàøå íàñòîÿùåå. Áåç ïðåòåíçèè íà ïîëíîòó ÿ ïðèâîæó ñëåäóþùèå ïðåä-
ïîñûëêè. 
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Âî-ïåðâûõ, ïðåäïîñûëêà, êîòîðóþ ÿ íàçâàë áû âñëåäñòâèå åå – 
âïëîòü äî íàøèõ äíåé! – ñèëüíîãî âîçäåéñòâèÿ íà îïðåäåëåíèå èäåàëà 
æèçíåííîãî óêëàäà è íà êðèòåðèè îáùåñòâåííîãî ïðèçíàíèÿ, âîçìîæíî-
ñòåé  âëèÿíèÿ  íà  ïîëèòèêó  è  îáùåñòâåííóþ  æèçíü  â  öåëîì,  à  òàêæå  íà  
èåðàðõèçàöèþ è óïîðÿäî÷èâàíèå ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ñîñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ «ñî-
öèîïîëèòè÷åñêîé» ïðåäïîñûëêîé. ß ãîâîðþ î ïðåîäîëåíèè áåäíîñòè êàê 
æèçíåííîì ïðàâèëå è îáùåñòâåííîì èäåàëå äëÿ æèçíè â ìèðå, ïîíèìàå-
ìîì  êàê  «òâîðåíèå»,  â  ãàðìîíèè  ñ  åãî  òðàíñöåíäåíòíûì  ïîðÿäêîì  è  â  
ñîãëàñèè ñ êàæäûì ñîçäàíèåì, êàê âîñïåë ñâ. Ôðàíöèñê Àññèçñêèé, ïî-
ñðåäñòâîì âîñõâàëåíèÿ ìàòåðèàëüíîãî áîãàòñòâà è ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî òðóäà, 
êîòîðûå íûíå ðàññìàòðèâàþòñÿ íå êàê óñòðåìëåíèå ê ïîëíîòå, à êàê ðàç 
êàê èíñòðóìåíò äîáû÷è è ïðèóìíîæåíèÿ ìàòåðèàëüíîãî áîãàòñòâà, òî 
åñòü äåíåã è èõ íàêîïëåíèÿ. 

Âî-âòîðûõ, ïðåäïîñûëêà, êîòîðóþ ÿ íàçîâó «îíòîëîãè÷åñêîé», ïîòî-
ìó ÷òî îíà ðàñøèðÿåò ãîðèçîíò äëÿ ïîíèìàíèÿ ïîðÿäêà áûòèÿ è, ïî ñó-
òè, ðàñêðûâàåòñÿ â èíâåðñèè àíòè÷íîãî ïðèíöèïà «operari sequitur esse» 
â ïðèíöèï «esse sequitur operari». Ïîñðåäñòâîì òàêîé ïåðåñòàíîâêè ñëà-
ãàåìûõ ñòàíîâèòñÿ ÿñíî, ÷òî îòíûíå ÷åëîâå÷åñêàÿ ñèëà ôîðìèðóåò èñ-
òèííûé ïðèíöèï ðåàëüíîñòè. Â ýòîé æå èíâåðñèè óæå ïðîÿâëÿåò ñåáÿ 
ñëåäóþùàÿ ïðåäïîñûëêà. 

Â-òðåòüèõ, ïðåäïîñûëêà, êîòîðóþ ÿ îáîçíà÷ó êàê «àíòðîïîëîãè÷å-
ñêè-òåîëîãè÷åñêóþ», òàê êàê îíà çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â îñïàðèâàíèè âëàñòè Áî-
ãà  ââèäó óæå óïîìÿíóòîé ñèëû ÷åëîâåêà,  ïðè÷åì ñëåäóåò  óòî÷íèòü,  ÷òî  
ðå÷ü  èäåò  î  ÷åëîâåêå,  êîòîðûé  ñàì  ñåáÿ  îñîçíàåò  â  êà÷åñòâå  èíäèâèäó-
àëüíîãî, ñâîáîäíîãî è, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, àâòîíîìíîãî ñóáúåêòà. 

Â-÷åòâåðòûõ, ïðåäïîñûëêà, âïèòàâøàÿ â ñåáÿ ñóòü ïðåäûäóùèõ 
ïðåäïîëîæåíèé, – «èäîëîïîêëîííè÷åñêèé àíòðîïîöåíòðèçì». Â íåé 
óêàçûâàåòñÿ íà âûäâèæåíèå íà ïåðåäíèé ïëàí ÷åëîâåêà, êîòîðûé ñòðå-
ìèòñÿ áûòü ñîçäàíèåì ëèøü ñîáñòâåííîé ñèëû è òåì ñàìûì âíîñèò â ìèð 
è èñòîðèþ ïðîåêò «î÷åëîâå÷èâàíèÿ», òðåáóþùèé îò ÷åëîâåêà ñòîëü çíà-
÷èòåëüíîé âåäóùåé ðîëè, ÷òî òîò âûíóæäåí ðàçîðâàòü âñå áåç èñêëþ÷å-
íèÿ âçàèìîñâÿçè, êîòîðûå íå áûëè ñîçäàíû åãî ñîáñòâåííûìè äåéñòâèÿ-
ìè; ðîëü, êîòîðàÿ, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ïðèçâàíà îòñå÷ü íå òîëüêî ñâÿçü ÷åëî-
âå÷åñêîé æèçíè ñ  òðàíñöåíäåíòíûì, íî è ñâÿçü ñ  êîñìîñîì, ïðèðîäîé è 
äàæå ñîîáùåñòâîì. Ýòîò òèï ÷åëîâåêà îáðåòàåò ñâîå «öàðñòâî» ïî ìåðå 
ðàçðóøåíèÿ ñóùåñòâóþùèõ ñâÿçåé è âìåñòå ñ òåì òåðÿåò Áîãà, êîñìîñ, 
ïðèðîäó è îáùåñòâî. ß ïðîèëëþñòðèðóþ èäîëîïîêëîííè÷åñêèé àíòðîïî-
öåíòðèçì âûñêàçûâàíèåì Ôèõòå, êîòîðîå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé åãî íàèáî-
ëåå òî÷íóþ è æеñòêóþ ôîðìóëèðîâêó: «Ïåðâîèñòî÷íèê âñåãî ìîåãî 
ìûøëåíèÿ è âñåé ìîåé æèçíè – òî, èç ÷åãî ïðîèñòåêàåò âñå, ÷òî ìîæåò 
ñóùåñòâîâàòü âî ìíå, äëÿ ìåíÿ è áëàãîäàðÿ ìíå, ãëóáî÷àéøèé äóõ ìîåãî 
äóõà íå åñòü ÷óæäûé ìíå äóõ, íî îí ñîçäàí ìíîé ñàìèì â òî÷íîì ñìûñëå 
ýòîãî ñëîâà. ß âåñü – ñâîå ñîáñòâåííîå ñîçäàíèå… ß íå õîòåë áûòü ÷àñòüþ 
ïðèðîäû, íî õîòåë ñòàòü ñîáñòâåííûì ñîçäàíèåì; è ÿ ñòàë èì, ïîòîìó ÷òî 
õîòåë ýòîãî» [6, c. 256]. 

Â-ïÿòûõ, ïðåäïîñûëêà, êîòîðóþ ÿ íàçîâó ïðåäïîñûëêîé èñòîðèîñî-
ôèè, èëè èñòîðèîòåîëîãèè, ïîòîìó ÷òî îíà èìååò îòíîøåíèå ê òîìó, ÷òî 
ñ õðèñòèàíñêî-áîãîñëîâñêîé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ìîæåò áûòü èñòîëêîâàíî êàê 
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óçóðïàöèÿ âëàñòè Áîãà  íàä  âðåìåíåì è  èñòîðèåé,  èëè òîìó,  ÷òî  ñ  ïîçè-
öèè ôèëîñîôèè ìîæåò áûòü îõàðàêòåðèçîâàíî êàê âûòåñíåíèå âðåìåíè, 
ïåðåæèâàåìîãî êàê ðåçîíàíñ ðèòìà áûòèÿ (Õàéäåããåð, Ïàíèêêàð), çà-
ïðîãðàììèðîâàííûì è ðàññ÷èòàííûì «âðåìåíåì» àêòèâíîñòè homo 
faber. Ïîñëåäíåå ÿâëÿåòñÿ âðåìåíåì, êîòîðîå ÷åðïàåò ñâîå ñîäåðæèìîå èç 
òåõ âîïðîñîâ, êîòîðûå ÷åëîâåê ñâîåé àêòèâíîñòüþ ñàì âíîñèò â ïîâåñòêó 
äíÿ, è êîòîðîå âïîñëåäñòâèè ïðèâîäèò ê ïîÿâëåíèþ ôåíîìåíîâ, îïèñû-
âàåìûõ ñåãîäíÿ ïîä çíàêîì îïóñòîøåíèÿ âðåìåíè. Òàê êàê ýòî âðåìÿ 
ñëóæèò ëèøü èíñòðóìåíòîì äëÿ îâëàäåíèÿ ìèðîì, îíî íè÷åãî íå «ïðè-
íîñèò» è òåì áîëåå íå «íåñåò â ñåáå» íèêàêèõ îáåùàíèé íàäåæäû è ñïà-
ñåíèÿ,  áóäó÷è  îòêðûòûì  òîëüêî  òîìó,  ÷òî  ïðåäñêàçàíî  îæèäàíèÿìè  è  
ïëàíàìè äåÿòåëüíûõ ëþäåé. 

Çäåñü ïîçâîëèì ñåáå íåñêîëüêî ðèòîðè÷åñêèé âîïðîñ: êàê ìû ìîãëè 
óïóñòèòü  èç  âèäó  âîçäåéñòâèå  è  îòïå÷àòîê  òàêîãî  ïîíèìàíèÿ  âðåìåíè  â  
îäíîì èç ïîíÿòèé, êîòîðîå ñ íàèáîëüøåé âëàñòüþ è ýíåðãèåé óïðàâëÿåò 
íàøèì «ñîâðåìåííûì ìèðîì» è îïðåäåëÿåò ïðàêòè÷åñêè âåñü åãî êîí-
òåêñò, – èìåííî êîíöåïöèþ, èëè, âåðíåå, èäåîëîãèþ, ïðîãðåññà? Äåéñò-
âèòåëüíî, áûëî áû èçëèøíèì äîáàâëÿòü, ÷òî ìû ñîîòíîñèì ñåáÿ ñ ïðî-
ãðåññîì â åãî çàïàäíîì ãîñïîäñòâóþùåì çíà÷åíèè ìàòåðèàëüíîãî ïðåóñ-
ïåâàíèÿ è ïðîöåññà îáîãàùåíèÿ, òî åñòü ñ òàêîé äèíàìèêîé, êîòîðàÿ ïà-
ðàäîêñàëüíûì îáðàçîì îáåñöåíèâàåò âðåìÿ, íàñòðàèâàÿ åãî â ñîîòâåòñò-
âèè ñ äåíåæíûì êîìïàñîì íàêîïëåíèÿ áîãàòñòâà. 

Â-øåñòûõ, ïðåäïîñûëêà ïðèíÿòèÿ «øóìà» êàê ýëåìåíòà è êðèòåðèÿ 
ðåàëüíîñòè è åå ëåãèòèìíîñòè. Ýòà ïðåäïîñûëêà íå ìîæåò áûòü îáúÿñíåíà 
áåç óêàçàíèÿ íà âûáîð â ïîëüçó ðàçâèòèÿ òåõíèêè êàê íàèáîëåå îïòè-
ìàëüíîãî  ïóòè  äëÿ  çàïàäíîé  êóëüòóðû  [13,  c.  5–36;  14].  Íî  ÿ  ïðåäïî÷òó  
ãîâîðèòü íå î «òåõíè÷åñêîé» èëè «òåõíîëîãè÷åñêîé» ïðåäïîñûëêå, ïîòîìó 
êàê õî÷ó ïîä÷åðêíóòü â ýòîé ïðåäïîñûëêå êàê íàñëåäèè íàøåé ñîâðåìåí-
íîñòè ñàíêöèîíèðîâàíèå îáùåñòâîì «øóìà» êàê ôîðìû è ñèìâîëà ó÷à-
ñòèÿ â æèçíè, ÷òî, â ÷àñòíîñòè, âûíóæäàåò íàñ íåïðåðûâíî íàõîäèòüñÿ 
«íà ñâÿçè». Ñ òåõ ïîð, êàê ìû íà ãëàçàõ òåðÿåì ÷óâñòâèòåëüíîñòü ê ìîë÷à-
íèþ  è  òèøèíå,  â  êîòîðûõ  ðàñêðûâàåòñÿ  âåëè÷èå  ìèðà  è  äóøè,  ìû  âñå  
ïðèñòàëüíåå âíèìàåì «ìàøèííîé ïîñòóïè» è åå äèññîíàíñíûì øóìàì – 
èìåííî òàê, êàê ýòî ïðåäñòàâëÿë ñåáå óæå Ãёëüäåðëèí [12, c. 4; 18]. 

È, íàêîíåö, â-ñåäüìûõ, ïðåäïîñûëêà, êîòîðóþ ÿ íàçîâó «ýïèñòåìî-
ëîãè÷åñêîé», òàê êàê âìåñòå ñ íåé õî÷ó âûäâèíóòü íà ïåðåäíèé ïëàí 
çíà÷åíèå ñìåíû êîãíèòèâíûõ ïàðàäèãì, êîòîðàÿ íà âûñîòå êóëüòóðû 
çàðîæäàþùåãîñÿ ñðåäíååâðîïåéñêîãî ìîäåðíà îçíàìåíîâàëàñü ïåðåõîäîì 
îò òåîðåòè÷åñêîãî è ñîçåðöàòåëüíîãî ïîçíàíèÿ, ñ åãî èäåàëîì ïîçíàíèÿ, 
ïðåäñòàâëÿâøåãî ñîáîé ñî÷åòàíèå ó÷еíîñòè è ìóäðîñòè, ê ïîçèòèâíîìó è 
òåõíè÷åñêîìó çíàíèþ, ðàçäåëÿþùåìó ó÷åíîñòü è ìóäðîñòü, ïîñêîëüêó 
îñíîâíîé èíòåðåñ ïîçíàíèÿ ñìåñòèëñÿ ñ äîñòèæåíèÿ ïîëíîòû áûòèÿ è 
ñîâåðøåíñòâîâàíèÿ ÷åëîâåêà ê óñòàíîâëåíèþ ãîñïîäñòâà íàä ðåàëüíî-
ñòüþ è êîíòðîëþ íàä íåé. 

Êàê èçâåñòíî, ýòà ñìåíà ïàðàäèãì îòìå÷àåò íà÷àëî òîãî, ÷òî Ìàêñ 
Âåáåð íàçâàë «îñîáûì õàðàêòåðîì çàïàäíîãî è, â ðàìêàõ îíîãî, ñîâðå-
ìåííîãî çàïàäíîãî ðàöèîíàëèçìà» [22, c. 12; 21; 1; 7]. Íèêòî íå îòðèöà-
åò, ÷òî åâðîïåéñêèé «îñîáûé ïóòü» ðàñïðîñòðàíèëñÿ íà âåñü ìèð, áóäü òî 
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ïîñðåäñòâîì èìïåðèàëèçìà èëè ÷åðåç ñîáëàçíèòåëüíóþ ñèëó «íîâîãî» – 
ýòîò âîïðîñ ïóñòü îñòàíåòñÿ ïîêà îòêðûòûì, ÷òîáû ïðåâðàòèòüñÿ â ðå-
øàþùèé ïðèíöèï ïîçíàíèÿ è âèäîèçìåíåíèÿ ìèðà, à òàêæå ñòàòü îäíèì 
èç ñòîëïîâ «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìèðà», â êîòîðîì ìû ñåãîäíÿ ïîâñåìåñòíî íà-
õîäèì îïîðó. Íà ýòîì ìåñòå çàÿâëÿåò î ñåáå åùå îäíî íàñëåäèå íàøåãî 
íàñòîÿùåãî. 

Íî çäåñü ÿ ïðåðâó ïåðå÷èñëåíèå ïðåäïîñûëîê, ÷òîáû çàêîí÷èòü äàí-
íóþ ÷àñòü âîïðîñîì-ïðèãëàøåíèåì ê ðàçìûøëåíèþ îá îñíîâîïîëàãàþ-
ùåì äóõîâíîì íàïðàâëåíèè, â êîòîðîì ìîæåò äâèãàòüñÿ «ñîâðåìåííûé 
ìèð» è êîòîðîå ðàñêðûâàåòñÿ â ðàçâèòèè îäíîé èç ðàíåå ïåðå÷èñëåííûõ 
ïðåäïîñûëîê – îñíîâ íûíåøíåé öèâèëèçàöèè. Ýòîò âîïðîñ ÿ çàäàþ ñ 
êðèòè÷åñêèì ñêåïñèñîì è ôîðìóëèðóþ åãî ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì. 

Åñëè ìû äîïóñêàåì, ÷òî âûÿâëåííîå â ñîâîêóïíîñòè íàñëåäèå ìîæíî 
îáîáùèòü â îñíîâíîé òåíäåíöèè ïðèâåäåíèÿ âñåé ðåàëüíîñòè ê ïîçèòèâè-
ñòñêîìó õàðàêòåðó,  òî åñòü ê èñêëþ÷åíèþ èç íåå âñåãî,  ÷òî íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ 
«ïðîäóêòîì», èëè, äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè, âñåãî, ÷òî íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ âèäèìûì è 
ïðåäñêàçóåìûì âíóòðè ãîðèçîíòà èäîëîïîêëîííè÷åñêîãî àíòðîïîöåí-
òðèçìà  è  ÷òî  íå  ïîäëåæèò  èçìåðåíèþ  è  ðàñ÷åòó,  òî  ìû  äîëæíû  çàäàòü  
ñåáå òðåâîæíûé âîïðîñ: íå îòîìñòèò ëè íàì âïîñëåäñòâèè íàø «ñîâðå-
ìåííûé ìèð» ïîçèòèâèçìîì (êîòîðûé,  êàê  êàæåòñÿ,  ïðåîäîëåí  â  Ëà-
òèíñêîé Àìåðèêå), ñ åãî î÷åâèäíûì ñòðåìëåíèåì – â ìàãèñòðàëüíîì òå-
÷åíèè – ê áåçäíàì íèãèëèçìà?1 Êàê óæå áûëî ñêàçàíî, ÿ îñòàâëÿþ ýòîò 
âîïðîñ  îòêðûòûì  â  êà÷åñòâå  ïðèãëàøåíèÿ  ê  ðàçìûøëåíèþ  î  «äóõå  íà-
øåãî âðåìåíè» è ïåðåõîæó êî âòîðîé ÷àñòè ìîåé ñòàòüè. 

 
2. Íàñêîëüêî «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ÿâëÿåòñÿ âûçîâîì äëÿ èíòåð-
êóëüòóðíîñòè, èëè, òî÷íåå, äëÿ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè? 
 

Íà ôîíå âñåãî èçëîæåííîãî â ïðåäûäóùåé ÷àñòè îòâåò íà âîïðîñ, êî-
òîðûé áóäåò èíòåðåñîâàòü ìåíÿ âî âòîðîì ñìûñëîâîì áëîêå ñòàòüè, êà-
æåòñÿ ëåæàùèì íà ïîâåðõíîñòè. Ïîýòîìó, çàáåãàÿ âïåðåä, ÿ ìîãó âûðà-
çèòü åãî â îäíîé åìêîé ôðàçå: «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð», î êîòîðîì èäåò çäåñü 
ðå÷ü, áðîñàåò âûçîâ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè, áîëåå òîãî, îí ïðîòèâîñòîèò åé è 
ïûòàåòñÿ ñëîìèòü åå ñîïðîòèâëåíèå, ïîòîìó ÷òî âîñïðèíèìàåòñÿ è óñòðî-
åí êàê íåîòúåìëåìûé àòðèáóò ãîñïîäñòâà çàïàäíîé öèâèëèçàöèè, êîòî-
ðàÿ â íàøè äíè îïðåäåëÿåò ïîäàâëÿþùóþ ÷àñòü æèçíåííûõ óñëîâèé ÷å-
ëîâå÷åñòâà. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, èìåííî ïðèíàäëåæíîñòü ê ãîñïîäñòâóþùåé 
öèâèëèçàöèè ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëÿåò «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» èíòåðêóëüòóðíî-
ñòè,  ãëàâíûì îáðàçîì çà  ñ÷åò  òîãî,  ÷òî  óñòàíîâëåíèå  è  ñèñòåìàòè÷åñêîå  
ïîääåðæàíèå ãåãåìîíèè âñåãäà ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ ïîäàâëåíèåì ïëþðàëèç-
ìà è, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, îòðèöàíèåì ìåæêóëüòóðíîãî äèàëîãà è êîíâèâåí-
öèè2, èëè æå ñîñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ. Íî äàâàéòå ïðîàíàëèçèðóåì ýòîò îòâåò 

                                                   
1 Этот вопрос поднимается здесь исходя из наблюдений Ницше и прежде всего 

Хайдеггера [15; 16]. 
2 Нем. die Konvivenz, «сосуществование» как общность жизни на основе взаи-

мопомощи, – термин интеркультурной теологии, в том числе латиноамериканской. 
Прим. переводчика. 
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áîëåå ïîäðîáíî è ïîïûòàåìñÿ ïðîÿñíèòü åãî ïîäîïëåêó, ÷òîáû ñäåëàòü 
ïîíÿòíåå îáîñíîâàíèå. 

Î÷åâèäíîå ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëåíèå, ñóùåñòâóþùåå ìåæäó «ñîâðåìåí-
íûì ìèðîì» è èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòüþ, ñîãëàñíî ìîåé èíòåðïðåòàöèè, áåðåò 
ñâîå íà÷àëî ïðåæäå âñåãî â òåîðåòè÷åñêèõ è ïðàêòè÷åñêèõ ñëåäñòâèÿõ, 
ñóùíîñòü è ôîðìà êîòîðûõ ïðîèñòåêàþò èç ðàçâèòèÿ óïîìÿíóòûõ ïðåä-
ïîñûëîê. Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ýòî ëåãêî ïîíÿòü èç ìîåãî ïðåäøåñòâóþùåãî 
îáúÿñíåíèÿ ïðåäïîñûëîê. 

Òàê, íàïðèìåð, èç àíàëèçà ïðåäïîñûëîê, êîòîðûå ÿ íàçâàë «àíòðî-
ïîëîãè÷åñêè-òåîëîãè÷åñêîé» è «èäîëîïîêëîííè÷åñêîãî àíòðîïîöåíòðèç-
ìà»,  ÿñíî,  ÷òî  îíè  ïðåäñòàâëÿþò  ñîáîé  äâèæóùóþ  ñèëó  ïðîöåññà  âñå  
áîëüøåãî ñóæåíèÿ ãîðèçîíòà æèçíåííîãî è ìèðîâîãî îïûòà, ïîñêîëüêó, 
êàê óæå áûëî óïîìÿíóòî, óíè÷òîæàþòñÿ ñâÿçè ñ òðàíñöåíäåíòíûì, êîñ-
ìè÷åñêèì è êîëëåêòèâíûì. Òåì ñàìûì îíè ñ ëîãè÷åñêîé íåîáõîäèìî-
ñòüþ âåäóò ê ìàðãèíàëèçàöèè âñåõ òåõ êóëüòóðíûõ âñåëåííûõ, â êîòî-
ðûõ äåéñòâóåò æèçíåííàÿ ñèëà «î÷àðîâûâàþùèõ» è ïîääåðæèâàþùèõ 
îòíîøåíèé, è çàòåì ê ïðåíåáðåæåíèþ íèìè. 

Åùå ïðèìåð: ìîæíî áåç òðóäà óâèäåòü, ÷òî ñ ïîìîùüþ ïðåäïîñûëêè, 
êîòîðóþ ÿ íàçâàë «ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêîé», áûëè çàëîæåíû îñíîâû òîãî, ÷òî 
íàâÿçûâàåò ÷åëîâå÷åñòâó îïðåäåëåííóþ ñèñòåìó ïîçíàíèÿ è ìåòîäîâ, íà-
öåëåííûõ íà äîñòèæåíèå ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêîé ñòðîãîñòè, ïîçâîëÿþùåé 
îïðàâäàòü ýëèìèíàöèþ çíàíèé è äîñòèæåíèé, ïîñêîëüêó îíè ñ÷èòàþòñÿ 
«òðàäèöèîííûìè», òî åñòü «äîíàó÷íûìè», è ýòè îñíîâû, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, 
âûñòóïàþò îäíèì èç îïëîòîâ ñîïðîòèâëåíèÿ «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìèðà» îòêðû-
òîìó äèàëîãó çíàíèÿ, êîòîðûé íåîáõîäèì â èíòåðêóëüòóðíîì ìèðå. 

Ýòè ïðèìåðû îò÷åòëèâî ïîêàçûâàþò, ÷òî «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð», î êî-
òîðîì èäåò ðå÷ü, áðîñàåò âûçîâ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè, ïîòîìó ÷òî åãî îñíî-
âû è óñòðåìëåííîñòü – åñëè âûðàçèòü ýòî îäíèì ñëîâîì – ïðîíèçàíû åâ-
ðîïîöåíòðèçìîì. Äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè, ýòî ìèð, êîòîðûé íå ïðèíàäëåæèò 
âñåìó ÷åëîâå÷åñòâó; ìèð, â îáðàçîâàíèè è îáóñòðîéñòâå êîòîðîãî íå âñå 
êóëüòóðû ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà ó÷àñòâóþò íà ðàâíûõ. Ïîýòîìó ìû – «ñîâðåìåí-
íèêè» ìèðà è â ìèðå, ÷åé âûçîâ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè è èíòåðêóëüòóðíîé 
ôèëîñîôèè ÿâëÿåò íàì êîíêðåòíóþ ñèòóàöèþ îò÷óæäåíèÿ è èçãíàíèÿ, â 
êîòîðîé â áîëüøèíñòâå ñâîåì æèâåò ÷åëîâå÷åñòâî. È åñëè áû ìû ïðî-
äîëæèëè îáúÿñíåíèå ïåðâîïðè÷èí ïåðå÷èñëåííûõ ïðåäïîñûëîê, ìû 
ìîãëè áû ïðåäñòàâèòü ýòó ñèòóàöèþ åùе íàãëÿäíåå, ïîêàçàâ, íàïðèìåð, 
êàê ïåðåíîñ âðåìåíè ïðîãðåññà â äðóãèå êóëüòóðû îçíà÷àåò ñîáîé îò÷óæ-
äåíèå èõ ñîáñòâåííîãî âðåìåíè. 

Íî ÿ õîòåë áû ïðîäîëæèòü îáúÿñíåíèå ìîåãî òåçèñà («ñîâðåìåííûé 
ìèð» áðîñàåò âûçîâ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè, ïîòîìó êàê ýòî ìèð, íå ïðèíàä-
ëåæàùèé âñåìó ÷åëîâå÷åñòâó), ïðèáåãíóâ ê õàðàêòåðèñòèêå, êîòîðóþ äàë 
ôèëîñîô è áîãîñëîâ Èãíàñèî Ýëüÿêóðèà, êîãäà ãîâîðèë î íàøåì âðåìåíè 
êàê î «öèâèëèçàöèè êàïèòàëà» [4, c. 233–293]. 

Ïî÷åìó èìåííî òàêîé õîä? Ïîòîìó ÷òî îí ïîçâîëÿåò ðàñøèðèòü ðà-
íåå ñêàçàííîå îäíèì ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûì àñïåêòîì, êîòîðûé ïîäðàçóìå-
âàëñÿ â ðàçëè÷íûõ ïðåäûäóùèõ óòâåðæäåíèÿõ, íî êîòîðûé òåïåðü ñëå-
äóåò âûðàçèòü îò÷åòëèâî è îïðåäåëåííî, ÷òîáû ïðîÿñíèòü â áîëåå êîí-
êðåòíîì èñòîðè÷åñêîì ñìûñëå íàøå ðàññóæäåíèå î «ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå». 
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Ïðîòèâ òàêîãî õîäà ìûñëè ìîæíî âîçðàçèòü, ÷òî õàðàêòåðèñòèêà 
Èãíàñèî Ýëüÿêóðèà ðîäîì èç äàëåêîãî ïðîøëîãî, è åå ïåðåíîñ íà íàø 
«ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ÿâëÿåòñÿ àíàõðîíèçìîì. Íî ÿ óâåðåí, ÷òî òàêîå ãè-
ïîòåòè÷åñêîå âîçðàæåíèå íåïðàâîìåðíî. Äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü îïðîâåðãàåò 
åãî. Êàê ñèñòåìà è «êóëüòóðà», êàïèòàëèçì äîáèëñÿ íå òîëüêî ðàñïðî-
ñòðàíåíèÿ â ìàñøòàáàõ âñåãî ìèðà, íî è èíòåíñèôèöèðîâàëñÿ, îñîáåííî â 
ñâÿçè ñ ïðîöåññàìè ðåêîíôèãóðàöèè êàðòû ìèðà, íà÷èíàÿ ñ ãîäà ðåçíè â 
Ñàëüâàäîðå. Ïîýòîìó, ñêîðåå, ñëåäóåò ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî õàðàêòåðèñòèêà Èã-
íàñèî Ýëüÿêóðèà ñåãîäíÿ âåðíåå è «àêòóàëüíåå», ÷åì â 1989-ì ãîäó, êî-
ãäà îíà áûëà ñôîðìóëèðîâàíà. Ýòî, áåç ñîìíåíèÿ, ÿâëÿåòñÿ òðàãåäèåé 
èñòîðèè, êîòîðóþ ñåãîäíÿ ïèøåò ÷åëîâå÷åñòâî. 

Èãíàñèî Ýëüÿêóðèà ãîâîðèë î íàøåé öèâèëèçàöèè, òî÷íî îïðåäåëÿÿ 
åå  êàê  «öèâèëèçàöèþ  áîãàòñòâà  è  êàïèòàëà»  [4,  c.  273].  È,  êàê  ÿ  óæå  
ñêàçàë, ÿ óáåæäåí, ÷òî ýòèì îí îòêðûâàåò íàì ôóíäàìåíòàëüíóþ ïåð-
ñïåêòèâó áîëåå îïðåäåëåííîãî ïîíèìàíèÿ ãåíåçèñà è îñîáåííîñòåé ïðî-
öåññîâ, êîòîðûå áûëè ïðåäñòàâëåíû êàê ñòîëïû «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìèðà». 
Áîëåå òîãî – è ýòî àñïåêò, êîòîðûé ìíå â ýòîì îïèñàíèè ñåé÷àñ õîòåëîñü 
áû  âûäåëèòü  è  ïîä÷åðêíóòü,  –  óêàçàíèå  íà  òî,  ÷òî  ìû  æèâåì  â  ðàìêàõ  
êàïèòàëèñòè÷åñêîé öèâèëèçàöèè, ïîçâîëÿåò íàì äîïîëíèòü îòâåò íà âî-
ïðîñ ýòîé ÷àñòè, äîáàâèâ, ÷òî íàø «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» ÿâëÿåòñÿ âûçîâîì 
äëÿ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè íå òîëüêî ïîòîìó, ÷òî îí åâðîïîöåíòðè÷åí, íî 
òàêæå  è  ïîòîìó,  ÷òî  ýòî  ìèð  êàïèòàëèñòè÷åñêèé. Ê åâðîïåéñêîé/ñå-
âåðîàìåðèêàíñêîé ãåãåìîíèè ïðèñîåäèíÿåòñÿ ãåãåìîíèÿ êàïèòàëà, êàê 
ýëåìåíòà íàøåãî «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìèðà».  

Òåïåðü ðàíåå ïðèâåäåííûé îòâåò – êîãäà ÿ ñêàçàë, ÷òî «ñîâðåìåííûé 
ìèð» âûñòóïàåò ïðîòèâ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè, ïîñêîëüêó, ïî ñóòè, íå îòíî-
ñèòñÿ êî âñåìó ÷åëîâå÷åñòâó, – ìîæíî äîïîëíèòü, ïðèäàâ åìó áîëåå îñò-
ðîå  çâó÷àíèå  óêàçàíèåì  íà  òî,  ÷òî  ìèð  íàõîäèòñÿ  â  ðóêàõ  êàïèòàëà  è  
èìåííî ïîýòîìó íå ïðèíàäëåæèò âñåì ëþäÿì. 

Êàê ìû âèäèì, óãëóáëåííûé àíàëèç ïðè÷èí, ïî êîòîðûì «ñîâðåìåí-
íûé ìèð» ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé âûçîâ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè, ïðèâîäèò íàñ ê 
«íàâÿç÷èâîìó» ïîëèòè÷åñêîìó âîïðîñó, êîòîðûé ìû ìîæåì ïîäíÿòü ñå-
ãîäíÿ. Âîïðîñ çâó÷èò òàê: êòî óïðàâëÿåò «ñîâðåìåííûì ìèðîì»? Èëè, 
åñëè âûðàçèòüñÿ åùå ÿñíåå: êîìó ïðèíàäëåæèò «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð»? 

Äëÿ Èãíàñèî Ýëüÿêóðèÿ îòâåò áûë î÷åâèäåí, êàê âèäíî èç íàçâàíèÿ 
åãî çíàìåíèòîé «ïåðåäîâèöû»: «Ïî òâîåé êîìàíäå, ìîé êàïèòàë!» [3]. È 
òåêóùàÿ äèñêóññèÿ ïî ýòîìó âîïðîñó, ïîõîæå, äîêàçûâàåò åãî ïðàâîòó 
[17]. Íà äàííûé ìîìåíò ÿ íå áóäó âäàâàòüñÿ â ýòó äèñêóññèþ. Ïîòîìó êàê 
äëÿ ñîáëþäåíèÿ çàìûñëà âòîðîé ÷àñòè ìîåé ñòàòüè äîñòàòî÷íî óêàçàòü íà 
âàæíîñòü êðèòè÷åñêîãî ðàññìîòðåíèÿ âîïðîñà î òîì, êòî «óïðàâëÿåò» 
ìèðîì, åñëè ìû äåéñòâèòåëüíî õîòèì ïîíÿòü õîä åãî ðàçâèòèÿ,  à  òàêæå 
îòíîøåíèå ê èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè1. Èòàê, ÿ ïåðåõîæó ê òðåòüåé ÷àñòè. 
 

                                                   
1 Следует отметить, что уже испанский философ Хосе Ортега-и-Гассет указал 

на важность обсуждения этого вопроса [19]. 
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3. ×òî ìîæåò ïðåäïðèíÿòü èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòü, è ïðåæäå âñåãî 
èíòåðêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ, ïåðåä ëèöîì îòâðàòèòåëüíîé ðå-
àëüíîñòè «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìèðà»? 
 

Îäíî ïðåäâàðèòåëüíîå çàìå÷àíèå: ÿ ïîäíèìàþ âîïðîñ â òðåòüåé ÷àñ-
òè ñòàòüè èìåííî â òàêîé ôîðìå, ÷òîáû ïîä÷åðêíóòü òî, ê ÷åìó ÿ ïðèøåë 
â ðåçóëüòàòå ââîäíûõ ðàçìûøëåíèé îòíîñèòåëüíî êîíöåïöèè èíòåðêóëü-
òóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè êàê ôîðìû àêòèâíûõ äåéñòâèé â ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå. 

Èñõîäÿ èç ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåé èíòåðïðåòàöèè «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìèðà» è ñ 
öåëüþ çàùèòû ïîäàâëÿåìîãî ïëþðàëèçìà, èíòåðêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ 
ïðèçíàåò, ÷òî åå ïîçèöèåé â ýòîì ìèðå äîëæíà áûòü ïîääåðæêà êóëüòóð â 
èõ áîðüáå çà âîññòàíîâëåíèå ñîáñòâåííûõ ðèòìîâ æèçíè, òî åñòü èõ ñîá-
ñòâåííûõ âðåìåí è ïðîñòðàíñòâ. Ïîòîìó êàê èìåííî â ýòîé áîðüáå ñòàíî-
âèòñÿ î÷åâèäíûì òî, ÷òî «ñîâðåìåííûé ìèð» âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ êîíòåêñòû, 
êîòîðûå íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëèøü «ïåðèôåðèåé» ãîñïîäñòâóþùåãî ïîðÿäêà, à, 
ñêîðåå, ïðåäñòàâëÿþò ñîáîé âîïëîùåíèå ðàçíîîáðàçèÿ ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà è, 
ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, âûðàæåíèå äðóãèõ ìèðîâûõ ïîðÿäêîâ. 

Òàê, èíòåðêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ, îïèðàÿñü íà îïûò ìèðà êàê ïðî-
öåññà îòêðûòûõ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòåé, ó÷èòñÿ èñïðàâëÿòü ìðà÷íóþ êàðòè-
íó «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìèðà», êîòîðûé ââèäó «ïåðåïîëíåííîñòè» êàïèòàëèç-
ìîì ïðåäñòàâëÿåò «ïåðñïåêòèâó» îäíîé ëèøü êàïèòàëèñòè÷åñêîé äåéñò-
âèòåëüíîñòè. Åñëè ìû âîñïðèíèìàåì èõ íå êàê çàõâàòûâàåìûå òåððèòî-
ðèè, à êàê âûðàæåíèå ðàçíîîáðàçèÿ, òî ðàçëè÷íûå êîíòåêñòû ìèðà ïî-
êàçûâàþò íàì, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ÷òî ìèð ìîæåò áûòü îáæèò êàê «îáùèé 
äîì». Îäíàêî ýòî ïðåäïîëàãàåò, ÷òî îí íå áóäåò âîñïðèíèìàòüñÿ êàê «ðà-
áî÷àÿ ïëîùàäêà» äëÿ íåêîé ñèñòåìû-ãåãåìîíà, à áóäåò ïîñòðîåí íà îñíî-
âå «ïðîöåññà äèàëîãà» ìåæäó êîíêðåòíûìè ïðîÿâëåíèÿìè ðàçíîîáðàçèÿ 
÷åëîâå÷åñòâà. 

Ïîýòîìó ñ ïðîöåññîì ðàçâèòèÿ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîé ôèëîñîôèè íåðàç-
ðûâíî ñâÿçàíà åùå îäíà çàäà÷à. Ýòî çàäà÷à ó÷àñòâîâàòü â áîðüáå çà êóëü-
òóðíîå ðàçíîîáðàçèå – íî íå ñ öåëüþ íàéòè ìåñòî äëÿ ðàçíîîáðàçèÿ â «ñî-
âðåìåííîì ìèðå», à, ñêîðåå, ÷òîáû äîáèòüñÿ âîçâðàùåíèÿ ìåñò ðàçíîîá-
ðàçèÿ êàê çíà÷èìûõ êîíòåêñòîâ ñîáñòâåííîãî ìèðà. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, èí-
òåðêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ, âñòóïàÿ â ñòîëêíîâåíèå ñ «ñîâðåìåííûì ìè-
ðîì»,  ïîçâîëÿåò  ïîíÿòü,  ÷òî  ðå÷ü  èäåò  â  ïðèíöèïå  íå  î  òîì,  ÷òîáû  äî-
áèòüñÿ áîëüøåé òåðïèìîñòè èëè ïðèçíàíèÿ â ðàìêàõ ãîñïîäñòâóþùåé 
öèâèëèçàöèè. Ýòà öèâèëèçàöèÿ âñåãäà áóäåò ñëèøêîì òåñíîé äëÿ ðàçíî-
îáðàçèÿ ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà. Òðåáîâàíèå èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè ãëàñèò: ñâîáîäà îò 
ýòîé öèâèëèçàöèè! 

È ïîñêîëüêó ýòî òðåáîâàíèå ïðåäïîëàãàåò ñâîáîäó âîçìîæíîñòåé îá-
æèâàòü è ôîðìèðîâàòü ìèð, îíî ñîåäèíÿåò èíòåðêóëüòóðíóþ ôèëîñîôèþ 
ñ èíîé ïåðñïåêòèâîé äåéñòâèé â «ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå», à èìåííî âîçìîæ-
íîñòü äåéñòâèÿ, ñâÿçàííîãî ñ «ïðîöåññîì äèàëîãà», íà êîòîðûé ÿ ññûëàë-
ñÿ ðàíåå. Ðå÷ü èäåò î ñëåäóþùåì. 

Äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû íàø «ìèð ìíîãèõ ìèðîâ» ìîã áûòü îáæèò êàê «îá-
ùèé äîì», òðåáóåòñÿ, ÷òîáû ÷åëîâå÷åñòâî îñîçíàëî, ÷òî äèàëîã ìåæäó 
ðàçëè÷íûìè ñîîáùåñòâàìè íå äîëæåí áûòü òîëüêî ñðåäñòâîì ðåãóëèðî-
âàíèÿ è óïðàâëåíèÿ «ñîñóùåñòâîâàíèåì» áîëåå èëè ìåíåå «ñâÿçàííûõ» 
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êîíòåêñòîâ, íî ýòî äîëæåí áûòü äèàëîã, ïîçâîëÿþùèé ýòè ðàçëè÷èÿ îñ-
ìûñëèòü è ïî÷óâñòâîâàòü íåîáõîäèìîñòü ïðåîäîëåòü ïðîñòîå «ñîñóùåñò-
âîâàíèå», äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû ðàçëè÷èÿ ìîãëè âîññòàíîâèòüñÿ â êà÷åñòâå ñî-
ñóùåñòâóþùèõ ðàçëè÷èé [2; 8; 9]. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïðåäïîëàãàåòñÿ äèà-
ëîã, «ñîåäèíÿþùèé» æèçíåííûå ìèðû è ôîðìû äëÿ ñîâìåñòíîé æèçíè; 
ñèëüíûé àêöåíò íà óïîòðåáëåíèè ýòîãî ñëîâîñî÷åòàíèÿ äàåò ïîíÿòü, ÷òî 
ìû îáæèâàåì «îáùèé äîì» êàê ÷ëåíû îäíîé ñåìüè, êîòîðûå îñîçíàþò 
ñâîè ðîäñòâåííûå ñâÿçè êàê íàãëÿäíîå îëèöåòâîðåíèå âçàèìîñâÿçàííîãî 
ó÷àñòèÿ êàæäîãî â òàéíå æèçíè. 

Ðåçþìèðóÿ: ÷òî ìîæåò ñäåëàòü èíòåðêóëüòóðíàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ â íàøåì 
«ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå»? – Òðóäèòüñÿ íà áëàãî ñîñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ ÷åëîâå÷åñò-
âà â òîëüêî ÷òî èçëîæåííîì ñìûñëå. 

 
Çàêëþ÷åíèå 
 

ß çàêîí÷ó ñâîþ ñòàòüþ ñëåäóþùèì ïîäûòîæèâàþùèì ñîîáðàæåíè-
åì.  Òîò  ôàêò,  ÷òî  ÿ  îáîáùèë  çàäà÷ó  èíòåðêóëüòóðíîé  ôèëîñîôèè  êàê  
âíåäðåíèå òàêîé ôîðìû ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ñîñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ, êîòîðîå äåéñò-
âèòåëüíî çàñëóæèëî áû ïîäîáíîå íàçâàíèå, âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ, íà ìîé 
âçãëÿä, òðåáîâàíèå íàó÷èòüñÿ âîñïðèíèìàòü âûçîâû «ñîâðåìåííîãî ìè-
ðà» äëÿ èíòåðêóëüòóðíîñòè â òîì ÷èñëå è êàê âûçîâû, êîòîðûå ïðåëîì-
ëÿþòñÿ  â  íàñ  ñàìèõ,  òî  åñòü  êàê  âûçîâû  íàøåìó  ñóùåñòâó,  íàøåìó  ïî-
íèìàíèþ ÷åëîâå÷íîñòè è åå íàçíà÷åíèþ. Åñëè íàì ïëîõî æèâåòñÿ ñ äðó-
ãèìè, òî ýòî, âîçìîæíî, ïðåèìóùåñòâåííî ñâÿçàíî ñ òåì, ÷òî êàæäûé èç 
íàñ ñëàáî âîïëîùàåò òî ñàìîå «÷åëîâå÷åñêîå» â ñâîåé ñîáñòâåííîé æèçíè. 
Âåðîÿòíî, íàèáîëüøåé ïðîáëåìîé ÿâëÿåòñÿ òîò ÷åëîâå÷åñêèé òèï, êîòî-
ðûé ìû ñîáîé è ïðåäñòàâëÿåì. Ïîýòîìó â äàííîì ñëó÷àå, äàæå åñëè ýòî è 
ìîæåò ïîêàçàòüñÿ íåñêîëüêî íàçèäàòåëüíûì – âîïðåêè ñîâåòó Ãåãåëÿ î 
òîì, ÷òî «ôèëîñîôèÿ äîëæíà îñòåðåãàòüñÿ æåëàíèÿ áûòü íàçèäàòåëüíîé» 
[11,  c.  17],  äîïóñòèìî  çàêîí÷èòü  âîïðîñîì,  àäðåñîâàííûì  êàæäîìó  èç  
íàñ, îòíîñèòåëüíî åãî îáðàçà ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî áûòèÿ: cìîæåì ëè ìû, êàê 
æèâóùèå â ýòîì ïðîòèâÿùåìñÿ äîáðîæåëàòåëüíîìó ñîñóùåñòâîâàíèþ 
âðåìåíè, ïðåëîìèòü åãî õîä?  
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Десять лет назад британский журналист и 
сценарист Чарли Брукер начал создавать 
сериал «Черное зеркало» как форму совре-
менной антиутопии. Особенностью сериала 
стал акцент на том, что биотехнологические 
инструменты невероятно увеличивают спо-
собность контролировать людей, манипули-
ровать ими и экспериментировать на них. 
Критика евгеники, трансгуманистической 
классовой дифференциации, медиа-тотали-
таризма, порабощения социальными сетями 
также была представлена в сериале. Сегодня 
многие из предсказаний Брукера неожидан-
но начали сбываться. Пандемия коронави-
руса открыла пространство для массового 
использования новых технологий, таких как 
камеры распознавания лиц 5G, приложения 
для смартфонов или использование искусст-
венного интеллекта, алгоритмы которого 
определяют состояние здоровья человека и, 
соответственно, степень свободы его пере-
движения. Офицеры с тепловыми забрала-
ми, которые появлялись на улицах китай-
ских городов, чтобы опознавать и изолиро-
вать людей с повышенной температурой, 
выглядят так, как будто они только что со-
шли с подмосток шоу Брукера. Автор статьи 
стремится продемонстрировать и проанали-
зировать на основе методологии Брукера 
фундаментальные проблемы свободы, раз-
нообразия и приватности, обусловливающие 
выживание человека в современном мире. В 
свете событий пандемии Covid 19 он анали-
зирует современные приемы интерпретации 
реальности. Делается вывод, что некоторые 
традиционные православные взгляды и цен-
ности могут способствовать защите челове-
ческого достоинства от трансгуманистиче-
ских экспериментов и связанной с ними 
опасности. 

Ключевые слова: «Черное зеркало», биотех-
нология, наблюдение, межкультурное мыш-
ление, свобода. 

Ten years ago, the British journalist and 
screenwriter Charlie Brooker began creating the 
“Black Mirror” TV series as a form of contem-
porary dystopia. Its characteristic is a special 
focus on biotechnological instruments that in-
crease the ability to monitor, manipulate and 
experiment on human beings. The criticism of 
eugenics, transhumanist class differentiation, 
media totalitarianism, enslavement to social 
networks is also featured in the series. Nowa-
days many of those visions began to appear in 
reality. The coronavirus pandemic has opened 
up the space for massive use of new technolo-
gies such as 5G face recognition cameras, 
smartphone applications, or the use of artificial 
intelligence whose algorithms determine an 
individual’s health status and degree of free-
dom of movement. Officers with thermal visors 
who have appeared on the streets of Chinese 
cities to identify and isolate people with a high 
temperature seem as if they have just emerged 
from Brooker’s show. With the addition of 
previously known social credit experiments in 
some Chinese cities, we have become aware 
that the civilization faces one of its greatest 
possible challenges. In this contribution, the 
author seeks to demonstrate, on the basis of 
Brooker’s methodology, the fundamental chal-
lenges to freedom, independence, diversity and 
privacy as fundamental phenomena of human 
survival. Also, in the light of the actualization 
of these visions in the time of the Covid 19 
pandemic, he strives to re-examine the space 
that contemporary thinking, of various fields 
and traditions, gains or conquers in the facing 
and reflecting on reality. He offers some in-
sights into traditional Orthodox views on tech-
nology which might contribute to the defence 
of human dignity from experiments and trans-
humanistic danger. 

Keywords: “Black Mirror”, biotechnology, 
surveillance, intercultural thinking, freedom. 
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The first episode of the television series Black Mirror, broadcasted in 
2011, tells the story of a British prime minister who is forced to have sexual 
intercourse with a pig in front of the cameras. Four years later, there came 
out a public testimony about how David Cameron (the prime minister at the 
time of the broadcast of the mentioned episode) actually had to put his penis 
into a pig’s mouth during his student days when he was initiated into the 
Piers Gaveston Society. The author of this series, Charlie Brooker, in the 
book Inside the Black Mirror,  claimed  [3,  p.  43]  that  he  had  no  previous  
information about this anecdote, but that unfortunately he was increasingly 
noticing how his weird ideas about the development of modern society, and 
above all about the pathology caused by rapid technological progress, appear 
in reality. 

With the emergence of the Covid 19 crisis, as in some science fiction 
story or mass experiment, modern civilization has transformed overnight in 
incredible ways. An important part of this transformation which we are 
witnessing every day is the massive use of technology, gadgets, applica-
tions, virtual reality, CCTV, 5G face recognition technology, drones, and 
thermal visors used by the police, and all forms of surveillance of people. 
The dystopia announced by Brooker during the past decade suddenly started 
rapidly realizing in front of our eyes. 

In this article, we will first discuss the phenomenon of the Black Mirror 
series, which has become one of the symbolic pillars of modern culture, not 
unlike Fritz Lang’s Metropolis or Orwell’s 1984. Black Mirror, and its open-
ing with a broken black screen, became a metaphor for the justified fear in-
creasingly felt by the more enlightened parts of humanity due to the envi-
ronment growingly surrounded by technology, the radically increased de-
pendence on it and especially the more and more pronounced forms of pa-
thology and the real dangers it allows. 

In the second part of the article, we will focus on the still current events 
surrounding the coronavirus pandemic. In the interest of tackling this in-
fection, hundreds of millions of people have been placed under surveillance, 
locked down and isolated. During the pandemic, an increasing number of 
countries, whether nominally authoritarian or liberal-democratic, began to 
use hitherto unimaginable amounts of technological control, surveillance, 
networking, data processing, and other forms of techno-management that 
directly violate privacy and basic human rights. Fear for security is used as 
a legitimization of extremely dangerous practices, and as Snowden [18] 
points out, we know from previous experience that governments will find it 
difficult to give up these mechanisms even after the end of the epidemic. 

If we take into account the ideas of large corporate magnates (Bill 
Gates, for example), who are working hard to develop vaccines, with the 
idea of making them mandatory and potentially containing nanoparticles 
that allow monitoring of the internal state of the human body, with data 
sent to computers and networks, and the idea of vaccination passports as a 
condition for any trip to other countries, then the fears justifiably increase. 

Viewed from that perspective, we will finally try to analyse the chal-
lenges that the development of biotechnology and surveilled societies brings 
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to humanity and see how interculturally conceived and applied thinking can 
react to it. 

*** 

In the modern world, in which the phenomena of popular culture gain 
instant popularity and subsequently disappear overnight, it is still possible 
to notice an extraordinary work of art that stands out in its genre and de-
fines one area, despite the fact that we are overwhelmed with novelties. 
That is exactly what happened with the British television series Black Mir-
ror. The project, which was launched by the talented and experienced 
screenwriter, television figure and author Charlie Brooker in 2011 with 
only three episodes, has become one of the most important artefacts of mod-
ern civilization in less than ten years. So far, in five seasons of broadcast-
ing, with one Christmas special and one feature-length interactive film, 22 
episodes have been realized. This series, in which each segment is made as a 
supreme combination of aesthetics, philosophy and ethical issues, and in 
which everything from lighting to music, acting and camera plays an impor-
tant role, created a special world and marked an entire genre. Today, with-
out referring to the series it is almost impossible to seriously explore the 
position of modern technology, its rapid progress and the consequences it 
brings to human societies, institutions, practices, relationships and human 
self-perception1. This also refers to any consideration of the fundamental, 
basic human identity, which develops in the series starting from a small 
“cookie” in which the consciousness of an individual is replicated, through 
cyborgs to holograms. 

It is interesting to note that the first season of the series was broadcast 
in 2011, exactly two centuries after the appearance of the so-called Luddite 
movement in England. Even before them, there were important intellectual 
challenges to the modern fascination and belief in natural science and tech-
nology as universal panaceas for the progress of the human race – the third 
part of Swift’s saga that leads Gulliver to Laputa and Balnibarbi is still an 
unsurpassed, witty and sharp critique of mathematisation and scientism. 
But the Luddites, followers of the fictional leader “General Ned Ludd”, were 
the first organized practical group to recognize the direct and imminent 
danger to themselves and their families in machines and technology. From 
their perspective, the advancement of machinery did not lead to universal 
progress or a utopia, but to the abolition of jobs and the reduction of wages, 
that is, to misery and enslavement. They therefore broke and destroyed ma-
chines and defined the technology itself as a problem.2 

                                                   
1 At the protests against Trump’s presidential election, a banner was seen that reads: 

“This episode of Black Mirror sucks” [16]. 
2 With the rapid advancement of robotics, artificial intelligence and other forms of 

technology that make dystopian scenarios of human redundancy and replacement by 
machines increasingly relevant, interest and respect has risen for “General Ludd” and his 
notorious movement against whom the British authorities passed a special law in 1812, 
and sent an army to defend the factories from them [5]. At the dawn of the computer age 
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Brooker started his project as a distant reflection of the Luddite spirit. 
As he explains the incentives that led him to create the series, around 2010 
a new wave of techno-optimism, fascination with the iPhone and increas-
ingly numerous smart gadgets began to redefine our workspace, percep-
tions, habits, desires, forms of entertainment, and even our love and sex 
life. Suddenly, we willingly or unwillingly become surrounded by screens on 
all  sides,  and our every step or  act,  as  Snowden quickly taught us,  has be-
come available to secret services, corporations, or private hacker and crimi-
nal groups that can play with us and blackmail us. The title of the series and 
its fantastic opening sequence, which with a frightening psychotic sound 
theme and rising tensions leads to the cracking of a seemingly empty black 
mirror, have become a metaphor for dystopia, and all the numerous dangers 
of this screened world in which “privacy is no longer the norm”.1 

The Black Mirror is a series conceived as an echo of the famous Twi-
light Zone (1959–1964). It revived the form in which each episode tells a 
stand-alone story with new actors. But in addition to form, it  is connected 
to the Twilight Zone by  its  willingness  to  deal  with  fantastic,  sometimes  
paranormal phenomena, and the way in which these things affect human 
relationships. Black Mirror is especially interested in the novelties that 
technology enables and its consequences on human life and human societies. 

Already in the first two seasons (with three episodes each), it achieved 
great success and won a special place with a refined, educated audience, but 
also with the wider masses who love gadgetry and fiction. But when Netflix 
joined the project in December 2014, the series gained an incredible momen-
tum. The audience expanded, primarily in the USA, but also in other parts 
of the world; better and more expensive production was enabled, as well as 
the engagement of A-list stars such as Jody Foster, actors from the series 
Med Men, Breaking Bad, House of Cards etc. Filming in Iceland and other 
attractive locations also became possible. The third and fourth seasons with 
six episodes each, as well as the interactive film from 2018, were met with 
an extraordinary reception, while preserving originality, inventiveness and 
a high level of criticism towards the topics brought by modern gadget cul-
ture. 

The series has won a number of Emmy awards and other recognitions, 
but it has also been taken very seriously by theorists in the field of social 
sciences. So far, as many as four books dealing with this phenomenon have 
appeared. In addition to the useful bedecker Inside Black Mirror, in which 
Brooker and Annabel Jones, in conversation with Jason Arnopp and other 
protagonists, revive topics and present production data, Black Mirror and 
Critical Media Theory [4], Black Mirror and Philosophy [10] (Blackwell), 
and Through the Black Mirror [11] (Palgrave Macmillan) have been pub-
lished. The latter two were done as individual analyses of each episode of the 

                                                                                                                              
in 1984, the American writer Thomas Pynchon wondered if it might be okay to be a 
Luddite. 

1 This is exactly what Mark Zuckerberg said during his Senate hearing in 2010, when 
he answered the question why the profile on Facebook was open and not closed by de-
fault. 
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series and the theoretical problem it deals with. In addition, a large number 
of articles have been published, even in other languages (Spanish, Russian)1. 

One of the important metaphors that Brooker uses is that modern tech-
nology is not unlike narcotics in that it causes various forms of addiction, 
and that the series explores the side effects of that pathology [2]. It has long 
been noticed that due to using smartphones or the Internet people today 
memorize less and less, relying on the complete externalization of data, 
counting on the fact that all data, including important phone numbers, will 
always be available to them via computers and gadgets. Children spend their 
time less and less socializing and playing outside with friends, and more and 
more in their rooms, through the interface (games, consoles, social net-
works), etc. 

The second level of narration is the question of how technology 
(re)shapes the universe of human discourse and action [13]. Corporations, 
governments, hackers, individuals can manipulate and shape our desires, 
needs, habits, ways of looking at the world, communicating with other peo-
ple, loving, hating, imagining, participating or not participating in politics, 
social life, etc. The process of our subjectivization and bildung today is 
deeply impregnated and conditioned by the network of technology in which 
we move and on which we depend for performing daily tasks, work, enter-
tainment, and even choosing friends or partners2. 

Brooker deliberately placed the episodes in a time that is just a little 
ahead of ours [12, p. 10]. The technology used in the episodes, which often 
serves as the basis of the plot, is already in the realm of the conceivable, and 
as we will see, some of these ideas have already been realized in just ten 
years since the series began broadcasting. Thus, the effect of the series and 
the questions it raises is further strengthened because it directs us to a 
world in which we will live very soon, and instead of resolution and har-
mony, we usually get very dangerous indications. Technology, which should 
be a form of prosthetics for us, something that strengthens and expands our 
possibilities and helps us, becomes the most common source of worries, 
anxiety, addiction, and human suffering. 

In a manifest text written for The Guardian [2], announcing the start 
of the broadcast of the series, Brooker explained that the Black Mirror is 
placed between the pleasure that each of us gets from the screen and worry-
ing about where it all leads. The key is that it is first necessary to under-
stand how the world is changing rapidly due to technology: “We routinely 
do things that just five years ago would scarcely have made sense to us. We 
tweet along to reality shows; we share videos of strangers dropping cats in 
bins; we dance in front of Xboxes that can see us, and judge us, and find us 

                                                   
1 At the University of Amsterdam, Professor M. Baerveldt teaches a special course 

called Black Mirror, our human condition in a digitalised society (https://www.uva.nl/ 
en/programmes/open-programmes-iis/black-mirror/black-mirror.html). 

2 Paul Virilio and Baudrillard are thinkers who have been systematically following 
this transformation for several decades. Virilio published his important work on Speed 
and Politics in 1977 [25], and in 1999 he released the Information Bomb [24], which is 
very relevant to what Brooker is doing. 
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sorely lacking. It’s hard to think of a single human function that technology 
hasn’t somehow altered, apart perhaps from burping. That’s pretty much all 
we have left. Just yesterday I read a news story about a new video game in-
stalled above urinals to stop patrons getting bored: you control it by slosh-
ing your urine stream left and right. Read that back to yourself and ask if 
you live in a sane society.” 

*** 

In order to capture the range of techno-social challenges, we will try to 
briefly present the basic topics and problems that have been covered in the 
series from the beginning. In the first season, the authors dealt with the 
terror of social networks, the perverted idea of engaged artistic perform-
ance, the problems of mass surveillance, the hypertrophied culture of 
screens with games, reality shows, avatars, with unlimited pornography and 
the terror of entertainment (à world in which one loses credit if s/he refuses 
to watch pornography and partake in entertainment), as well as transhu-
manist ideas about expanding human memory, mutual surveillance and con-
trol that causes an obsession with the past and re-examination. 

The second season brought, first of all, playing with the possibilities of 
artificial intelligence and augmented reality (the idea of reconstructing a 
person based on the data she left about herself on social networks), as well 
as  with  the  figure  of  a  cyborg.  This  was  followed  by  a  realistic  dystopia  
about the possibilities of a new system of punishment – a corporate park of 
justice that includes reality shows, theatre and repetitive psychological tor-
ture of prisoners. It ended with the idea of the participation of an animated 
character in the parliamentary elections, the destructive role of social net-
works and the mixing of entertainment and politics, with a clear indication 
of the role of secret services in manipulating technology, social networks 
and even politics. Another addition was a Christmas special that also brings 
three important stories: a Bluetooth device with conference training in sex 
coaching, then doubling and transferring a person’s consciousness to a 
small egg (cookie), from where she leads the whole household like an Alexa 
device, and finally a new criminal investigation system based on manipulat-
ing the consciousness of such a separated suspect, and playing with the pos-
sibilities of a person being darkened, excluded and erased in reality (such as 
rejection on social networks or a legal restraining order). 

The third season has fantastically expanded the existing range of is-
sues, adding new ones to those already underway. It started with the treat-
ment of the so-called “social credit” system, the idea that, as on social net-
works or websites such as Booking, Tripadvisor, etc., people are constantly 
evaluating and rating each other on a scale of one to five, and that their em-
ployment, rent, financial credibility, possibility of movement and use of 
other social services and amenities depend on one’s average rating. Then we 
had the analysis of the corporate video game system with the idea of using 
living people as guinea pigs, but also augmented reality and neuro-analysis 
with torture performed on us by machines. What followed was a monstrous 
episode dedicated to hacker monitoring of people’s behaviour on the Inter-
net, blackmail, incitement to crime and destruction of their lives by disclos-
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ing surveilled actions. The next episode deals with the possibility of virtual 
life through avatars and the creation of parallel virtual worlds, with the 
possibility of transferring one’s consciousness to a hard disk, i.e. to the 
software of some of these permanent virtual adventures. The fifth episode 
touches on the controversial fields of eugenics and chipping – soldiers who 
have implanted chips get a distorted perception of certain dehumanized 
classes of people in order to eliminate and remove them more easily, without 
remorse. The last episode is about bee-shaped minidrones, which are pro-
duced for human needs, and end up as alleged mass murderers of hundreds 
of thousands of people who were targeted on social networks, from the per-
son who incited their malice and eventually punished them. 

The fourth season brings new kinds of modern technology, putting 
them in logical but controversial contexts. The series opens with a story 
about a video game creator who, with the help of the DNA of his colleagues 
from the same company, creates a parallel world in which he can harass, 
dominate and abuse them. What follows is a variation on different forms of 
parental supervision (surveillance) over children, through the story of an 
embedded chip through which a mother can look from a distance through 
her daughter’s eyes, always locate it precisely and censor phenomena that a 
girl should not see (blood, violence, sex). The next story is about the massive 
covering of public and private space with mini cameras, grains, drones, and 
what a police investigation and the behaviour of people in such a world looks 
like.  In  the  fourth  episode,  Brooker  plays  with  a  variation  of  Tinder and 
other dating apps used today, exposing them as a simulation. The following 
is a story about robots, automated, military machines that have autonomy 
to  choose  the  ways  of  realizing  their  given  goal  of  eliminating  people.  Fi-
nally, there is a three-part episode in which the idea of a device for causing 
pain addiction is put forth, then the idea of the consciousness of a deceased 
woman which her husband transfers to his head, and another variation on 
the idea of corporate punishment – people with holograms of convicts that 
visitors can endlessly torture. 

The interactive film from 2018 played with the idea of an interactive 
computer game in which the player chooses actions and directions, so that in 
the meantime, virtual and real realities are shifted. The narration about the 
games also appears in the first episode of the fifth series, in which players 
can fight via avatars, but also make love with real stimuli (similar to the 
Matrix movie). This is followed by a story about dysfunction and tragedies 
that cause addiction to smartphones and social networks, and finally an ex-
amination of the mechanisms that the corporate industry uses or will be able 
to use (psycho-drugs, tranquilizers, holograms) in the production, control 
and exploitation of teenage slaves in the music industry. 

This last episode brought the series its first big music hit, a cover of the 
song On a Roll performed by “Ashley O” (played by Miley Cyrus) with about 
20 million views on YouTube so far. This reinforced the very widespread 
thesis  [16;  13;  12,  p.  42;  29,  p.  56]  about the controversy of  the capitalist  
world in which we live, where such a rebellion against technology and cor-
poratism eventually comes to be treated as a commodity, a form of goods, 
just  like  any  other  product  that  can  be  well  cashed  in.  The  series  is  sup-
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ported by Netflix as a leading corporate player in the age of media digitiza-
tion, the most important promoter of new digital platforms that make cable 
TV and previous generations of technologies obsolete1. 

*** 

It has long ago been noticed that various controversial ideas, gadgets 
and technological possibilities, used in the Black Mirror as fiction, very 
quickly found application in reality or accounts surfaced that work was be-
ing done somewhere on their realization. There are numerous examples, in-
cluding the notorious social credit system that several cities in China are 
already experimenting with, then multi-purpose mini drones like bees from 
the episode Hated in the Nation, even something like a grain used as an 
externalizer of our memory, etc.2 

But events during the coronavirus pandemic have shed additional light 
on the controversies and problems that Brooker has opened [6]. This pan-
demic will be remembered as the first crisis in which the tools facilitated by 
the new digital technological revolution were used en masse in controlling 
the infection, but were also introduced into the general social and political 
system, with a great likelihood of becoming a permanent setting of our lives 
and universally applicable. 

The first thing we have learned from the wars and great crises of the 
last century is that once they have seized new and expanded powers, as a 
rule governments do not intend to give them up completely when the crises 
pass. At the moment, this primarily refers to mass electronic surveillance, 
which, along with the pandemic, is spreading around the world, both in 
China and in Britain, for example. This crisis will be remembered in history 
as the first case of mass use of all forms of new technologies, from robots, 

                                                   
1 Already after the fourth season, which was otherwise well received, there were 

criticisms that Brooker had become repetitive and that the basic ideas were mostly re-
peated, with a predictable resolution (https://www.engadget.com/2018-01-04-black-
mirror-season-four.html). One can hardly agree with this statement, but the assessment 
that the fifth season has nothing more to say does not seem unfounded 
(https://www.engadget. com/2019-06-11-black-mirror-season-five-review.html). Video 
games, social networks, obsession with controlling children, are really already exhausted 
topics, so only the last episode tackled a new topic, but with a lot of mannerism and un-
reality in the implementation. Whatever the future of this project may be, what has been 
done so far is more than enough. 

2 Blackwell reports that there has been a patent for a device such as a grain since 
2003, and that Sony recently patented a device based on smart eye lenses that have the 
ability to record. There are also a number of other gadgets (GoPro, Google glasses, etc.) 
that have similar features, except that they are not implanted [1]. Troullinou and 
D’Aquinn covered three episodes (Be Right Back, Entire History of You, Hated in the 
Nation), showing that for all three cases (personality reconstruction with the aid of artifi-
cial intelligence, grain and mini drones) there are already similar patents, products and 
potentials to introduce almost identical gadgets into mass practice [20]. For an expert 
analysis of the possibility of creating similar technology, see [7].  
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through virtual reality, to numerous instruments for monitoring and track-
ing people, using their private data almost without any restrictions. 

A special problem is that the countries that violated the rights of their 
citizens proved the most successful in fighting the crisis. China, South Ko-
rea, Singapore, but also Israel, have shown excellent results in controlling 
and combating the spread of Covid 19, as well as a small number of casual-
ties. But the methods they use are gaining Orwellian proportions. China has 
cameras installed in front of the apartments of those in isolation, barcodes 
on phones determine people’s health status, cameras with 5G technology 
and face recognition also monitor movement and hunt the disobedient, arti-
ficial intelligence algorithms in the “WeChat” application define recom-
mendations for the duration of isolation and (non)restricted movement. 
From the beginning of April 2020, police officers with special visors that 
can recognize faces, identify persons and register fever among the observed 
people are on the streets. Chinese officials claim that these cameras, which 
send real-time data to the headquarters, i.e. to the police database, help to 
identify criminals and terrorists, but from recent times also people who 
have a fever. Such a person stands out in red (as in the White Christmas 
episode) and is led to triage and examination. 

In Singapore, the “TraceTogether” application is used, which registers 
possible contacts of infected people with other people via a Bluetooth signal 
between smart phones. In South Korea, a combination of data on the use of 
credit cards, the location of smartphones, camera recordings, as well as 
monitored conversations of people, is used to make a publicly available map 
of the movements of the infected. In Israel, the secret service monitors the 
movements of those who should be in quarantine over the phone. In Poland, 
the infected have the obligation to install an application through which the 
police check whether they are in quarantine. Both Germany and France, 
among others, have announced the mandatory introduction of an applica-
tion that pings on a smartphone if you approach someone less than a meter 
away. There are ideas to introduce this throughout the European Union. 

Bulgaria and the United Arab Emirates have used drones to fight the 
pandemic. The Bulgarians equipped the drones with thermal cameras and 
set them to fly over Roma settlements and thus check whether there were 
any hotspots with high temperatures. In the Emirates, drones with face rec-
ognition cameras were used during lockdown to identify those moving 
through the streets without permission, and then the authorities sent fines 
to their home address. In Singapore, at the beginning of May, they also in-
troduced a four-legged robot dog called Spot with a camera that walks 
around the park and monitors how many people there are and how much 
they adhere to the obligation of wearing a mask, keeping distance, etc. This 
data is reviewed by the competent service that controls it remotely. Journal-
ists have noticed that the robot in question was almost identical to the one 
from the Metalhead episode of the Black Mirror1, which is understandable 
because it was made by the company Boston Dynamics, whose prototypes 
Brooker and his team used to develop theirs. 

                                                   
1 https://www.marca.com/en/lifestyle/2020/05/09/5eb7224122601d35418b4633.html. 
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However, what causes most concern and has even triggered large pro-
tests in a number of countries (USA, Germany, Poland) is a topic that, sur-
prisingly,  Brooker has not  dealt  with yet  – compulsory vaccination.  Vacci-
nation is becoming one of the biggest bioethical and, above all, biopolitical 
problems in the world today, causing huge controversies and seemingly jus-
tified fears among ordinary people. Huge corporations such as Novartis, 
GlaxoSmithKline or Microsoft (Melinda and Bill Gates Foundation), which 
are the largest financiers of the World Health Organization, have estab-
lished a strong political and media lobbying system that introduces manda-
tory vaccination against a growing number of “potential diseases” in an in-
creasing number of countries. People are threatened with financial penal-
ties, having their children taken away from them, bans on enrolling chil-
dren in schools and kindergartens, etc. For those public figures, doctors and 
thinkers who express concern and have a critical attitude towards the con-
troversial, violent spread of this practice, the mocking name antivaxers was 
coined, while those who point to the greed of corporations and opportunities 
for them to profit at the cost of our health are called conspiracy theorists1. 

During the crisis, this lobby was extremely vocal in promoting a culture 
of  vaccination  as  mandatory  for  the  future  world.  They  focused  on  two  
points. One is developing a vaccine against SARS-CoV-2. Bill Gates has said 
that as many as seven of his factories are working in that field, and over 8.7 
billion euros were collected at a pledging conference. A number of actors 
mentioned  the  possibility  of  using  nanochips  as  part  of  the  vaccine,  which  
would send (somewhere? to someone?) data on the state of a given organ-
ism2. 

The second point is the mandatory status of this vaccine, which would 
be provided by the so-called obligatory vaccination health passports, and 
those would, in turn, be a prerequisite for movement, travel and sports 
competition. On May 5, the state of Serbia introduced a new protocol which, 
in the wake of these recommendations, radically tightened its policy to-
wards vaccination to worrying proportions. The obligation to have all avail-
able vaccines has become a condition for enrolling children in school under 
the threat of having them taken away them from their parents. Tennis 
player Novak Djokovic’s public scepticism towards the use of a potential 
vaccine that has not yet even been invented has caused a barrage of accusa-
tions and defamation3. 

In the end, thanks to the efficiency that China has allegedly shown in 
the fight against Covid 19 owing to the use of technology, its soft power has 

                                                   
1 Even great philosophical names like Giorgio Agamben, who during the corona cri-

sis expressed reservations about the behavior of states, international institutions and cor-
porations, were ostracized and ridiculed [22].  

2 This was seen in the last episode of the James Bond franchise, the movie Spectre, 
(“smart blood”) as a model for the permanent tracking of a disobedient agent. 

3 It is very easy to forget that after the Second World War, precisely because of Nazi 
biopolitics and experiments on humans, the rule was introduced that no substance can be 
injected into people without their consent [26]. In contrast, mandatory vaccination is 
being pushed everywhere today. 
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grown tremendously globally, especially in Europe. The people of Italy are 
infinitely grateful for their help, as in Serbia, and many other countries 
would gladly accept their help and experience. But, as many times before in 
history, questions arise as to whether the people of Europe are ready to ac-
cept the suppression of their freedom and privacy, and full control over 
their bodies for the sake of efficiency and security. 

There is a justified fear that many states, but also corporations and 
renegade parts of the state administration, will continue to use the mecha-
nisms of monitoring and tracking people even after the corona crisis, and to 
abuse them for various illegal things. The Black Mirror taught us in a great 
way what dangers and possibilities of abuse are hidden behind all this fasci-
nation with the new technology introduced for security reasons. To para-
phrase Brooker, we will only hear about the dark sides of these novelties. 

*** 

The Black Mirror is an attempt to face the challenges of (bio) technolo-
gies that originated at the very centre of modern Western and corporate 
culture. The noble attempt of intercultural philosophy is based on the af-
firmation of other traditions, so it is very interesting to see how other tra-
ditions have faced the challenges of technology, how they do it today, and 
whether something can be learned from those perspectives. 

For example, the living Islamic practice in the Muslim world limits ex-
cessive interest rates as haram and has led to the important practice of Mu-
hammad Yunus with micro-credits. Due to this living religious and moral 
practice, there are restrictions on financial machinations in Muslim coun-
tries, which have much fewer problems with the banking system. As we 
know, it has now become a regular periodic phenomenon in the West. 

Before  the  outbreak  of  the  corona  crisis  the  University  of  Tübingen 
planned to hold a summer school of intercultural philosophy with Professor 
Yuk Hui, entitled “Philosophies of Technology in an Intercultural Perspec-
tive”1. In his 2016 book Question Concerning Technology in China, profes-
sor Hui tried to develop an authentic perspective called “cosmotechnics”, 
which he provisionally outlines as “the unification between the cosmic order 
and the moral order through technical activities” [9]. 

This is very interesting because it seems that the modern Chinese civili-
zation is becoming a leader in the Faustian brutal use of technology in the 
name of profit, in which there is no room for ecology, ethical boundaries, 
respect for intellectual property, rule of law, etc. China is becoming a lead-
ing technological giant, but without the barriers of the rule of law, democ-
racy, respect for individual human rights and similar restrictions that pre-
vent corporations in the Western world from turning human society and 
nature into nothing more than “resources” for profit. Contrary to the hopes 
of much of the world that it could balance Western fascination with profit, 
development, and bare materialism, modern China seems to have become 
hyperwestern and hypermaterialist, marked by the worship of profit, tech-

                                                   
1 See http://www.edu-active.com/camps/2020/mar/17/summer-school-philosophies-

technology-intercultura.html. 
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nology, and materialism. Hence the great fears of reports about the cloning 
of macaque monkeys, experiments with genetically modified twins, the fact 
that China is slowly becoming a leading force in cashless payments and es-
pecially regarding all these above-mentioned uses of digital technologies for 
human surveillance and control. 

Most of the attempts of other cultures to confront (Western) technology 
have so far moved mainly between the thesis that it goes with the acceptance 
of complete Western metaphysics, culture and political institutions, and 
other views, as a rule utopian, that Western technology can simply be super-
imposed onto a mostly intact authentic spiritual, the cultural, religious or 
political tradition of a people. 

In the last thirty years since Eastern European countries came out of 
communism, and Orthodoxy began to return to the public sphere, debates 
have begun within the Orthodox world about the attitude towards technol-
ogy and the customs that its accelerated progress brings. A large part of the 
population in Orthodox countries today behaves, thinks and values the 
world according to the same customs used and followed by the majority of 
the Western world. But at least a part of the population, led by the clergy 
and some intellectuals, journalists, and rarely politicians, tries to rethink 
the essence of the technique from the perspective of its tradition. Here, at 
the end, we will present some of those views, demands and actions to deter-
mine the position of the Orthodox world on this progress in technology. 

The great Serbian theologian Nikolaj Velimirović summed  up  the  es-
sence of the Orthodox view of technology in the following way: “Technology 
is deaf, mute, and unanswering. It is completely dependent on ethics, as eth-
ics on faith” [23]. Velimirović reminds us that technology has been present 
among humans since their inception, but that there has always been the 
question of how it will be used, and that depended on the value and ethical 
assumptions that man accepts. 

Orthodoxy, similarly to the logic with which Jacques Maritain defended 
the idea of human rights and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
after the Second World War, also believes that the establishment of value 
frameworks stems from transcendence and faith. Thus, that intersubjectiv-
ity is not a sufficient guarantor or protector of the norms on the inviolabil-
ity of the human being as an image of God, and that only faith can sanctify 
and establish universal ethical norms. The Nazi experience for Orthodox 
thinkers reinforced the significance of Dostoevsky’s thesis from the novel 
The Brothers Karamazov “If there is no God, then everything is allowed.” 

If we take the figure of a hacker as a metaphor for all the problems that 
an individual can cause, we will understand that the challenge of modern 
technology is more dangerous than the great threat of a nuclear war had 
been in the Cold War. At that time, the points of a potential threat were lo-
cated very precisely; they were centralized and easier to monitor and con-
trol. Today’s challenges are capillary, they spread like the Internet through 
billions  of  homes,  and  hence  states  may find  it  harder  to  locate  sources  of  
threat and prevent them from doing harm. On the one hand, corporations 
have the means and ability to manipulate various areas of technological ad-
vancement, but on the other hand, a talented individual can go much far-
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ther with knowing computer software, using software shortcuts so as to en-
danger banks, individuals and institutions, and breach their security sys-
tems. When we look at the capillary expansion of the space for threats and 
challenges, it is understandable that sometimes it looks as if only prayer can 
give us some hope… 

With the rapid development of biotechnology in recent decades, bio-
ethical issues are increasingly coming into the focus of Orthodox thinkers, 
reinforcing the need to recall Dostoevsky’s dictum. Everything that is pos-
sible must not be allowed, the modern formulation would say. But as Gayle 
Woloschak [27] noted, the different nature of the Orthodox world, unlike 
the centralized Catholic Church, has led to a lack of universally shared atti-
tudes of Orthodoxy towards modern technology. Patristic thinkers, of 
course, could not give instructions for a world of computers and biotechnol-
ogy, so today Orthodox thinkers face these problems in different ways: from 
a certain techno-optimism espoused, for example, by Woloschak herself to 
the extremely negative attitudes that can be found in the more conservative 
parts of the intellectual and public community1. But here we will stick to the 
official attempts of the churches to determine their positions on the issues 
of technological challenges. 

In the first attempt of an Orthodox church to explain the basis of its so-
cial teaching, there is a special chapter dedicated to bioethical topics [19]. In 
it, the church, starting from the Holy Scriptures, the Holy Fathers’ tradi-
tion and the great Russian Orthodox thinkers, tries to set limits for the pos-
sibility of biotechnological intervention in the nature of man, conception, 
death and family. The basic idea is about the sanctity of the human person, 
as an image of God, which has dignity and thus limits the legitimacy of ex-
perimentation. Based on it, a clear borderline is set between what is accept-
able when it comes to medical interventions and what is not and must never 
be. While accepting the possibility of insemination and IVF, the church pre-
cisely insists on the unacceptability of destroying embryos or using them for 
therapeutic purposes. The church also points out the dangers of abusing 
prenatal testing, opposes the idea of human cloning and surrogacy, and ac-
cepts organ transplantation only as voluntary and non-commercial. A spe-
cial problem that it envisaged 20 years ago is the Nietzschean idea of trans-
humanism and human enhancement. 

Therefore, in this area as well, the church repeats the necessity of set-
ting limits on the use and abuse of technology, insisting that decisions on 
limits are ethical, value-based and, from its perspective, religious. Technol-
ogy will  not set limits for itself or limit its future evolution. This must be 
done by people, preventing the interests of irresponsible individuals or cor-
porate actors from crossing those borders through corruption, abuse and 
illegitimate means2. 

                                                   
1 For example, see [17] on Russian neoconservative thinkers. 
2 Western science and philosophy continue to operate largely with the implicit accep-

tance of the idea of progress based on the advancement of the natural sciences and tech-
nology. The Russian Orthodox philosophical tradition has long rejected the progressive 
discourse. 
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The authors also deal with the issue of science and the relationship be-
tween man and technology in Chapter 14. Here, too, they point to the erro-
neous assumptions of the Enlightenment that produced scientism and fasci-
nation with science divorced from value. Therefore, to ensure normal hu-
man life it is necessary today as never before to restore the lost link of sci-
entific knowledge with the religious spiritual and moral values, they claim. 
Modern environmental problems are seen as one of the many indicators of 
this misconception about free science and technology. “Today’s achieve-
ments in various fields, including the physics of fundamental particles, 
chemistry and microbiology, show that they are essentially a double-edged 
sword that can both benefit man and take away his life. The evangelical 
norms  of  life  make  it  possible  to  educate  a  person  in  such  a  way  that  the  
knowledge and abilities acquired could not be abused.” The church therefore 
seeks the return of transcendence and spirituality to education, to public 
and media space, in order to restore moral, spiritual, value, but also legal 
limits to the possibilities of technology abuse. 

This corpus of principles, which was published in 2000, represents liv-
ing matter, which is further developing, trying to find its way into the sys-
tem  of  legislation,  education,  and  medical  practice.  But  it  is  built  on  the  
rich Russian tradition of Orthodox thinkers and philosophers such as Berd-
yaev, Solovyov, Sergei Bulgakov1 and Ivan Ilyin, who built an authentic, 
transcendence-based view of man’s relationship with technology, science, 
nature and culture. This corpus of thought, a great body of work created in 
the diaspora, the so-called “White Russian emigration”, has not yet been 
fully reintegrated into the topology of thought and education in Russia it-
self, and the central currents of Western philosophy generally do not know 
or ignore this tradition. It is precisely the issues of technology, the tremen-
dous progress of artificial intelligence and the phenomena discussed in The 
Black Mirror, that could increase the need to discover this direction of 
thinking and acting. 

In addition to the Russian tradition, let us mention here the Greek Or-
thodox thinkers, who are primarily engaged in seeking answers to bioethical 
questions. The work of Metropolitan Nicholas Hadzinikolaou, who has been 
leading the Synodal Committee for Bioethics of the Archbishopric of Athens 
since 1998, is especially important. He is the author of the great book Free 
from the Genome, in which he elaborates the Orthodox position on the is-
sues of genetic engineering, cloning, embryos, assisted reproduction, hybrid 
experiments on humans, transfusion, organ transplantation and the issue of 
cremation [30]. 

Contemporary Western philosophy keeps moving further and further 
away from transcendence and classical ethics based on it, but also further 
and further in the direction of detabooing man and what can be done with or 
to him. The deeply anti-humanist A Cyborg Manifesto by Donna Haraway 
[8] is one of the most respected and cited publications in modern Western 

                                                   
1 Some basic outlines of their thought can be found in the articles [21; 28] published 

in a special issue of the journal Condordia, presenting Contemporary Philosophy from 
Eastern Europe (guest editor: Bianca Boteva-Richter). 
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universities... The Orthodox tradition and Orthodox philosophy claim, how-
ever, that there can be no return of ethics, values and taboos without a re-
vival of the living religious tradition and transcendence. This perspective in 
the dialogue with our Western interlocutors such as Heidegger, Levinas or 
Maritain could help us defend the dignity and inviolability of the human 
being and set limits to the possibilities of technological experimentation, 
however seductive, tempting and promising they might seem, especially 
when it comes to military needs to improve the psychophysical characteris-
tics of man1. 
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В статье рассматривается связь между ин-
теркультурной философией и занятиями 
философией с детьми. В 2016 г. был иници-
ирован проект детского полилога, предпола-
гающий философское общение между уче-
никами начальных школ из Вупперталя 
(Германия) и Гонолулу (Гавайи). Это был 
большой опыт и успех для всех участников. 
Основываясь на этом опыте, в 2019 г. проект 
был продолжен – между учениками началь-
ных школ из Вупперталя и поселка Теней в 
регионе Фукусима (Япония). Этот проект 
также был завершен успешно. Идея детско-
го полилога является закономерным разви-
тием полилого-интеркультурной позиции в 
философии. Автор статьи – по образованию 
интеркультурный философ – активно зани-
мается философией с детьми. В статье пред-
принята попытка при помощи анализа полу-
ченного опыта рассмотреть некоторые важ-
нейшие темы интеркультурной философии, 
а именно вопросы о месте, пространстве и 
мире, в контексте занятий философией с 
детьми, в частности, сопоставив эти вопро-
сы с проблемой определения смысла игры. 
Целью этого рассмотрения является изуче-
ние творческого потенциала человека, реа-
лизующегося в интерактивном процессе 
построения мира, продвигающемся в на-
правлении к все большей гуманизации. Де-
лается вывод о том, что взрослые должны 
начать с саморефлексии и самопреобразова-
ния, чтобы установить надлежащие отноше-
ния с детьми. То же верно и для выстраива-
ния надлежащих отношений между людьми, 
принадлежащими к различным культурам, 
придерживающимися различных философ-
ских взглядов и проживающими в различ-
ных регионах мира. 

Ключевые слова: интеркультурная филосо-
фия, философия места и пространства, фи-
лософия с детьми, исследования детства, 
детство, построение мира, философия игры.  

In my paper I’d like to connect intercultural 
philosophy with doing philosophy with chil-
dren. In 2016 I initiated the children’s poly-
logue. This is to say, I was mediating a phi-
losophical exchange between elementary 
school children from Wuppertal, Germany, and 
elementary school children from Honolulu, 
Hawai’i. It was a great experience and success 
for all participants included. Building on these 
experiences, in 2019 I had the opportunity to 
continue this project between elementary 
school children from Wuppertal and elementary 
school children from Tenei Village, in the Fu-
kushima region of Japan. Again it was a very 
touching experience for us all. The idea for the 
children’s polylogue has grown up from my 
polylogical-intercultural orientation in philoso-
phy. Trained as an intercultural philosopher, I 
am actively engaged in doing philosophy with 
children. Becoming more and more aware of 
the existing multiplicity of local children’s 
philosophical activities, I was wondering how 
these children also could become aware of each 
other. So, what I will try to do in my paper is,  
by referring to my practical experiences, to 
reflect about some basic intercultural philoso-
phical topics – in concrete: the topics of place, 
space and world – and connect these with re-
flections about some basic topics connected 
with doing philosophy with children, like e.g. 
the meaning of play. What I am finally con-
cerned with is our creative human potential in 
our inter-active world-building process to make 
the world more humane. We (adults) have to 
begin with self-reflection and self-trans-
formation to come into true relationship with 
children. The same is true for building true 
relationship with human beings from other 
parts of the world. 

Keywords: intercultural philosophy, philosophy 
of place and space, philosophy with children, 
childhood studies, childism, world-building, 
philosophy of play. 
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Introduction 
 

“Because children are full human beings, neglecting children diminishes 
the humanity of us all” [16, p. 2]. These words, formulated by theoretical 
ethicist  John  Wall  point  to  one  of  the  basic  roots  of  the  ethical  problem  of  
“humanity’s inhumanity” [16, p. 48]. When I read them, they resonated with 
what I already feel for quite a long time. They express, in short, that human-
ity is basically connected with the relationship between adults and children, 
and more concrete: with an honestly accepting and appreciative attitude to-
wards children. Already before I started to be professionally busy with chil-
dren,  I  recognized  that  many  adults,  including  parents  and  educators,  not  
really encounter children at eye level. And when I entered the field of doing 
philosophy with children, I also realized, roughly speaking, two different ap-
proaches: one more pedagogic and intentional and one more open, dynamic 
and unplanned. The adult’s role is picked up and questioned only by the sec-
ond approach. But to encounter children on eye-level, in my understanding, 
the view of the adult teacher as the ‘knower’ has to be completely left behind. 
Encountering children, e.g. during a philosophical conversation, should hap-
pen playfully and respectfully. The adult should act as a facilitator, that 
means he or she is mainly responsible for providing a safe setting, so that 
every single child can feel safe in any respect: physically, emotionally and in-
tellectually. All of this we find in the Hawaiian approach of doing philosophy 
with children, founded by Thomas Jackson in the 1980s. This approach pro-
vides the ground for my own philosophical work with children. 

Having said this, in my paper I would like to connect intercultural phi-
losophy with doing philosophy with children. By doing so, this paper is in-
tercultural in two ways: concerning the relationship between different cul-
tures and concerning the relationship between children (culture) and adults 
(culture).  For  providing  a  framework,  I  will  first  deal  with  the  topics  of  
place, space and world. These topics play a major role in the field of inter-
cultural philosophy. In a second step, I will introduce the so called ‘childist’ 
perspective. Here my thesis is that, like intercultural and decolonial ap-
proaches, the childist approach is a reaction to unjust conditions in societies 
and in the world. In connection to that, I will critically reflect the concept of 
the ‘adult’. Like in intercultural philosophy also in doing philosophy with 
children the attitude of how one encounters the other is of vital importance. 
Concerning the relationship between adults and children, it is always the 
adult who defines and determines e.g. about the meaning of ‘child’ and 
‘childhood’. But the concept of the ‘adult’ is nearly never reflected; it 
rather serves like a norm concept taken for granted. In a third step, I will 
focus on the meaning of play and on the polylogue – that means on the chil-
dren’s polylogue in particular. Play as well as the polylogue I do understand 
as basic philosophical activities: play in the context of doing philosophy 
with children and the polylogue in the context of intercultural philosophy. 
Nevertheless, both are at the same time entangled: Play, in a broader sense, 
is the creative aspect of philosophizing and the polylogue could play a major 
role for the children’s world-building process (in the sense of Hannah Ar-
endt). All in all, I consider play as well as the polylogical thinking and 
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speaking about the world not only as a basic condition of children, but as a 
basic human condition. 

The concern of my paper is twofold: 1) to implement a childist perspec-
tive in doing intercultural philosophy and 2) to show one possibility of doing 
philosophy  with  children  interculturally.  As  a  major  aim,  I  would  like  to  
stick up for a more just society – on the local as well as global level – which 
is able to respond to any kind of differences: differences in culture, ethnic-
ity/‘race’, gender, class, ability and also in age. 

 
The ‘inter’ as the space and place of doing philosophy 
 

In intercultural philosophy the topics of place, space and world play 
significant roles. My basic assumption here is that philosophy always comes 
from a place. The place where philosophy occurs – anywhere in the world – 
is always imbedded in an environment and is thus situated in a space which 
is created from the respective place. In this context, one of my leading ques-
tions is: Where, in which place, inter-cultural philosophy is to be located? 
The term ‘inter’, at first sight, seems to be contradictory to place, because 
already conceptually it denotes an in-between space; and by using the term 
‘inter-cultural’, the term ‘inter’ refers to the in-between space between cul-
tural places. Until here, we can sum up that the term ‘inter’ describes two 
aspects: 1) The mutual constitutive relationship between a place and the 
space created from this place and 2) the space between places. These two as-
pects, I would say, characterize fundamentally the concept of ‘inter’. 

Having said this, we realize that the notion ‘inter-cultural’ goes beyond 
the above mentioned pretended contradiction. In both cases, the relation-
ship between place and space and the space between cultural places, place is 
the constitutive reference point. Especially in the second understanding of 
the intercultural inter-space, place as places in the plural is always implied 
and referred to. Thus, places in the plural – or in other words: the plurality 
of places – and space are mutual constitutive. Taken the plurality of places, 
it becomes visible that the space-in-between does not differ from the space 
and is also not a particular space, but rather is a meeting space of places in 
relation. 

The French sociologist and philosopher Michel de Certeau describes the 
relationship  between  space  and  place  in  a  short,  but  very  illuminative  way:  
“Space is a practiced place” [5, p. 117]. In this view space is not given as such. 
It  is  rather  through  the  activity  in  a  place  –  carried  out  by  actors  –  that  a  
space opens up. Transferred to the intercultural context it can be put in the 
following way: Cultures are platial cultural spaces from where the inter-space 
could open up. Or, in other words, cultural subjects from places in the plural 
create,  on  one  hand,  their  philosophical  places  and  spaces  and  at  the  same  
time the intercultural philosophical space through their relational philosophi-
cal activities. Thus, the intercultural place of active philosophizing takes 
place in  the form of  a  polylogue.  In other words:  The place of  inter-cultural 
philosophy is neither located prior nor after the philosophical activity, but 
simultaneously in the very moment when the philosophical conversation or 
polylogue takes (its) place and by this opens up the inter-space. This kind of a 
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platial thinking-(inter-)space cannot be located inside one culture, but is at 
the same time not detached from cultural relatedness. 

 
The taking-place of the polylogue as world-building 
 

The expression ‘taking place’ in English is commonly used to denote a 
planned or scheduled, more or less specific event (like e.g. a concert), while 
‘happen’ refers to an unplanned or accidental event. In German there is a 
similar use between the different verbs ‘statt-finden’ (take place) and 
‘geschehen’  (happen).  The  word  ‘Statt’  in  German  means  ‘place’  or  ‘loca-
tion’. So we can see, in the English as well as in the German case there is a 
reference to place when describing the happening of a specific event. But 
there is also a very interesting difference. In German this place is found, 
and thus refers to a mediating process in which the subject and the object 
become fitting, whereas in English the place is taken, what refers to a very 
active process led by the subject1. It is in in this tension between finding and 
taking (a) place that I like to locate my following reflections. 

Like elaborated above, the place of intercultural philosophizing appears 
as an event-place, a place that arises in the very moment when the philoso-
phical polylogue takes place. This event-place (or – in the words of de 
Certeau: practiced place) is what I like to call the ‘taking place’ of intercul-
tural philosophy as polylogue. Consequently, interculturality, or intercul-
tural philosophy respectively, means the dynamic potential of starting phi-
losophizing from manifold cultural places, finding a meeting place in the 
inter-space and finally taking place as a polylogue. In this event-place it is 
possible to philosophize together without a given direction or a particular 
result. From here we can ‘come to the world’2 and create the world anew. 

The idea of new-beginning is basic for the thought of Hannah Arendt. 
Arendt calls the realm where the world is created (anew) the ‘political’. The 
political here is neither meant to be the topic of political sciences nor being 
identical with politics, but rather is seen as the execution – or the taking 
place – of human interactions. “The world”, Arendt says in her Lessing-
speech about ‘Humanity in Dark Times’ in the year 1959, “The world lies 
between people” [1, p. 4]. It is here, in this in-between of the world as an 
event-place where speaking and acting, and thus the origin of the political, 
is located. At this point, Arendt makes an interesting distinction between 
the first (objective) in-between – which refers to the worldly, objective real-
ity – and the second (subjective) in-between – which refers to the human 
beings directly. The first in-between is created by the people – in plurality – 
who “constitute […] something which inter-est” [2, p. 182]. Simultaneously, 
while acting and speaking about these inter-ests, the individual agents un-
cover themselves by unavoidably bringing in something personal or, in 
other words, showing something specific from one’s place. This second in-

                                                   
1 It would be really interesting to continue these interlingual reflections about the ex-

pressions of ‘taking place’ by including other local languages. 
2 This expression refers to Peter Sloterdijk [14]. 
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between Arendt calls the “web of human relationships” [2, p. 182–183] to 
denote its intangible, but nevertheless real quality. 

Given this, for creating the world inter-personal as well as inter-cultural, 
the world needs to be the topic of conversation: “For the world is not humane 
just because it is made by human beings, and it does not become humane just 
because the human voice sounds in it, but only when it has become the object 
of discourse. […] We humanize what is going on in the world and in ourselves 
only by speaking of it, and in the course of speaking of it we learn to be hu-
man” [1, p. 24–25]. This is to say, only by discourse, conversation, polylogue 
the world becomes humane. Not the human world as such is humane, but we 
human beings prove to be humane when we speak together about the world. 
This has to take place interculturally  by  polylogical  conversation  and is  the  
task not exclusively, but especially for us philosophers. 

 
The political of the children’s world 
 

In her own translation of the German term ‘Weltbildung’, Hannah Ar-
endt chose the English term ‘world-building’. Even though the words sound 
similar, this translation is quite unusual. But an interlingual ‘thick read-
ing’ might give us some very interesting insights. While the English term 
‘building’ refers to construction or the act of constructing, the German 
term ‘Bildung’ refers to a dynamic and creative activity as well as to educa-
tion. While education, what corresponds to the German ‘Erziehung’, means 
training or knowledge transfer in the sense of teaching skills, ‘Bildung’ in-
cludes aspects like personal growth, self-cultivation, and personal trans-
formation. The fact that Arendt decided not to  use the regular translation 
of  ‘education’  for  ‘Bildung’  shows  clearly  that  for  her  it  is  primarily  the  
creative process which counts. World-building in this sense means the crea-
tion as well as cultivation and transformation of the world by human beings. 

According to Arendt, the world is creatively constructed together 
through speaking and acting. To the extent that we consider adults and 
children likewise as human actors and world-creators, for me, doing phi-
losophy with children is to be understood as an activity of the children’s 
world-building process. This is why one has to be aware not to fall into the 
trap of instrumentalizing the activity of doing philosophy with children as 
an educational tool [3, p. 142]. The point is rather to include children and 
their perspectives and speak together about the world. Children are new-
comers to the world. At least when they enter kindergarten – but it mostly 
starts already earlier – they actively start to create their world with other 
children and adults by speaking and acting. So, what Arendt worked out can 
be applied already to the children’s sphere. It is even more present here, 
since children are really new-beginners: They are open and curious, they are 
not yet too much fastened to specific opinions or preconceptions, they think 
lively and playfully, they vividly change topics and are always in the flow. 
In reference to Arendt, for whom the political does primarily mean the re-
alization of human interactions, I suggest to consider the realm which is 
opened up during philosophizing with children as the political of the chil-
dren’s world. 
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The childist perspective1 
 

At this point I like to introduce the childist perspective which is about in-
cluding childhood and the children’s perspectives as explicit basic and com-
mon parts of human experiences into the field of ethics and philosophy. The 
terms ‘childist’ or ‘childism’, suggested by John Wall, express a form of 
(self-)critique in analogy to the terms ‘feminist’ or ‘feminism’.2 According to 
Wall, the ‘first wave’ of childhood studies in the 1980s, brought the chil-
dren’s voices and agency into public discourse. They were acknowledged as a 
particular  group  with  an  own  culture.  In  the  ‘second  wave’  during  the  late  
1990s, children became more included as contributors in society and research, 
and adult researchers started to engage dialogically with children in their 
own cultures of communication. The ‘third wave’ of today’s childhood studies 
(here Wall himself is an active contributor) is questioning basic concepts in a 
deconstructive way and one of  the main challenging issues is  the norm con-
cept of adulthood. Adults’ experiences are always taken for granted as the 
general reference points of agency and participation. One explicit goal is thus 
the conceptual reconstruction of agency and participation by taking into ac-
count particularly the experiences of children [17,  p. 33–34]. 

In Walls childist theory, moral life is seen no longer as based on “indi-
vidual autonomy” or the “authority of tradition”, but on interdependence, 
rooted basically in the relationship between children and adults [16,  p. 10]. 
The pitfall of an educational use of philosophy with/for children can be dis-
covered in the underlying developmental adultist view that by using phi-
losophy with/for children, children could and should learn and develop cer-
tain skills and capabilities. There is, of course, nothing wrong with learning 
those skills, but from a childist perspective this pedagogical (adultist) gaze 
does not fully do justice to the children’s world. The adultist conception of 
the human being in this view is rather a non-child-inclusive one. A childist 
conception of the human being, in contrast, does not put the focus on the 
developmental or educational use of philosophy, but on its creative poten-
tial.  Thus,  philosophy,  as  I  understand  it,  means  the  potential  of  seeing  
things in new ways, of being wide- and open-minded, and of thinking free-
spirited about the world. It is not about reproducing existing discourses, 
but to create new discourses [15, p. 25]. These new discourses are of course 

                                                   
1 I am very thankful to Tanu Biswas who introduced to me the childist approach of 

John Wall in the context of the new childhood studies [4]. 
2 By taking a childist perspective, Wall intends to formulate a new, more dynamic 

and child-inclusive ethics. What for him is at stake is an ethical restructuring towards a 
child-responsive moral theory. By this, the basic ethical question of “what it means to be 
human” comes to the fore and is expanded towards social – inter-human – interrelation-
ship [16, p. 3]. Here one of Wall’s basic questions is “Does childhood offer any lessons 
that can save our account from ontological despair?” And the answer he gives is the 
starting point for his ethical theory based on the notion of play: “What childhood ulti-
mately shows is that moral creativity remains possible because of an inexhaustible hu-
man capability for play” [16, p. 48]. 
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not radically new; they are connected to the existing ones, but also go be-
yond. This is, in my view, the main point of Arendt’s idea of new-beginning. 

The UN-Convention on the Rights of the Child from 1989 considers a 
child as an active subject with rights. Additionally, by following the Hawai-
ian approach of doing philosophy with children, I am convinced that for a 
peaceful and just society we need to develop mindfulness and heartfulness. 
Children’s voices should be listened to and taken serious and not be infantil-
ized or restricted to what adults want to hear from them. For doing so we 
need to provide places for children to express their thoughts, free spaces 
and environments which are as less pedagogic and educational as possible. 
There is an urgent need to be sensitive to the existing power structure be-
tween adults and children. Children have something to say; their world-
views and their ways of being are essential parts of our human world. In or-
der to achieve (global) justice for children, I therefore consider the trans-
formation of the adult-child relationship as one major aspect. In the follow-
ing part of my paper I would like to uncover the ‘adultist’ gaze and to sensi-
bilize to the normative role of the category of the ‘adult’. 

 
Uncovering the adultist gaze 
 

We know, roughly, three stages of age: childhood/youth, adulthood and 
old-age. These stages have been frequently (re-)defined, and their meanings 
often changed in the course of history. ‘Age’, thus – like other differentiating 
categories such as ‘race’, ‘class’, ‘gender’, ‘ability’ – can be understood as a 
social construct with meaning creating function which is used, applied, prac-
ticed,  conceptualized,  and  normalized  in  different  ways,  but  always  hierar-
chical. Concerning the category of age, we don’t find many philosophical re-
flections. None of the founding modern theories of social justice deals explic-
itly with the concerns of children. It is primarily the disciplines of sociology 
and pedagogy which deal with the category of age. In pedagogy, childhood 
and youth are seen as stages of life in which knowledge should be transmitted 
to the still ‘unready’ children and adolescents to prepare them for the follow-
ing (st)age of adulthood. In this process they are taught by adults according 
to their – adultist – aims, purposes and intentions. The basic assumption in 
this educational engagement is that children are “people who lack something” 
and that by education “they can become ‘real’ people” [12, p. 33]. There is also 
an opposite view, shaped by Romanticism and Rousseau, in which children 
are seen as the authentic, real incarnations of being human. But what prevails 
in our present time is a ‘developmental’ thinking which indicates that the 
‘savage’ or ‘primitive’ child needs to be ‘cultivated’ and implicitly holds the 
view that childhood and children’s activities only have meaning insofar as 
they  lead  to  adulthood  [12,  p.  34].  This  shows  very  clearly  that  our  present  
predominant educational and pedagogical attitude is supported by the com-
mitment to development; and the adult is the (unsaid) norm for this develop-
ment. Finally, this prevalent adultist approach takes itself – tacitly and as a 
matter of course – as ‘general human’. 

This view is challenged by new approaches in childhood studies where the 
adult-child-relation is reflected concerning inequality and power. Barbro Jo-
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hansson, for example, worked out several aspects in which we can obviously 
find the hierarchical relationship between children and adults. First, there is 
the asymmetric interdependency: Children depend on adults, but adults don’t 
depend on children (even though all societies depend on children for their 
continued existence). Second, there are the implications concerning agency 
or, more concrete, to which extent agency is denied or ascribed to children. 
And third, there is the fact that it is always the perspective and interpreta-
tion of the adult from where the child is located as the ‘other’ [9]. What be-
comes clear in this listing is that child/childhood and adult/adulthood are 
dichotomous and at the same time entangled constructs. Like ‘white’, ‘mid-
dle-class’, ‘male’, etc. the ‘adult’ is the norm taken for granted and as such 
the ‘blind spot’ which has to be uncovered and deconstructed. While the con-
structive character of childhood is widely accepted, the constructive charac-
ter of adulthood is less investigated. But according to Johansson, the con-
struction of adulthood is “an enterprise in which not only adults, but also ob-
jects, environments and not least children are involved” [9, p. 111]. In her 
conceptual analysis of the ‘adult’ she discovered (for now) four forms of 
adulthood which I will not explicate in detail, but only mention briefly: There 
is 1) an ‘adult-in-charge’, 2) an ‘adult-included-in-commonality’, 3) an ‘adult-
as-incompetent-child’ and 4) an ‘adult-as-other’ [9, p. 105–111]. Probably we 
could find even more ‘adults’ or aspects of adulthood, but already these four 
aspects show that adulthood appears “no more homogeneous, complete or un-
ambiguous than childhood” [9, p. 112]. 

Coming back to the issue of education, we should probably see childhood 
as the “possibility of a radical questioning” and the “radical change of the 
given  order”  [11,  p.  3].  What  is  stake  is  a  concept  of  education  that  puts  
priority on creative self-thinking which enables children – but not only 
them – to always see things new1. To overcome the understanding of the 
‘unready’ child, who has to learn to become an adult ‘ready-to-society’, we 
need an open-minded re-questioning of basic issues like ‘What is learning?’, 
‘What is education?’, ‘What is Bildung’? What should/must we learn and 
what do we want to learn? In this process of re-shaping our understanding 
of learning and education “[t]here are so many things to unlearn in order to 
create conditions for learning differently […]. Above all, unlearn a way of 
learning that inhibits experience” [10, p. 180]. 

This childist approach of education takes the children part of the adult-
child-relationship serious and includes actively children’s life-worlds, experi-
ences and imaginations. When we really like to achieve social and global jus-
tice for children, e.g. in the field of education, a mere reform of the education 
systems is not enough. What is needed is a reform of the whole society espe-
cially concerning the power structure between adults and children and a criti-
cal questioning and reflection of the ‘adult’. I am not saying that education is 
wrong or that we don’t need education. What I say, is that we should rethink 
education and pedagogy in order to do more justice to children. And there-

                                                   
1 In fact, children by themselves do see thing always new, but during school life this 

way  of  looking  at  the  world  –  this  ‘sense  of  wonder’  (like  Thomas  Jackson  calls  it)  –  
becomes gradually ‘de-educated’. 
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fore, the best way to shift this gaze is to enter a creative process of unlearn-
ing. In this process of looking anew to the issues of learning and education 
play should ‘play’ a major role. In short: A child-just education has to be un-
derstood as the children’s world-building process in the form of play. 

 
Play as a basic condition of being (child-)human 
 

In general we associate play primarily with an activity performed by chil-
dren. But we also use the expression in the context of sports, theater, litera-
ture, imagination, arts, etc. In all cases, play is deeply connected with culture 
and, in particular, it is an essential part of children’s culture. In Article 31 of 
the UN-Convention on the Right of the Child the right “to engage in play” is 
explicitly mentioned. Children need to play. Play is a basic condition for being 
a child. It is not yet that long, that play and games carry a positive connota-
tion. In the 18th century games were even seen as “poisonous” for children’s 
education. With Romanticism the qualities of imagination and spontaneity 
were revalued. They were seen as central qualities especially of children, but 
also of human beings in general. In what follows, play was defined as some-
thing “particularly appropriate to childhood” [12, p. 21–22]. 

This very brief historical outline shows that it is a cultural and histori-
cal grown consideration, emerged in the last 150 years, that play belongs to 
children like work belongs to adults – but in fact, play is very often “taken 
more seriously by children than is work by adults” [16, p. 49]. Children 
grow  into  a  given  culture,  take  it  over  by  playing  and  create  their  ‘chil-
dren’s culture’. This term, formulated by Flemming Mouritsen, has three 
different shapes: 1) the culture that is produced for children (books, games, 
movies etc.), 2) the cultural activities that are practiced with children (lei-
sure activities, workshops etc.), and 3) culture that is produced by children 
what  Mouritsen  specifies  as  ‘play  culture’  [12,  p.  16].  This  play  culture  is  
transmitted from child to child and does not exist in a fixed form; it de-
pends on situations. Play is something that is not already known by a child, 
but is coming to the world by playing. There are as numerable differences in 
the ways of playing as different conditions like e.g. age (younger/older), 
gender (girl/boys), class (rich/poor), geography (province/city, country), 
and culture (religion, language, etc.). Play culture enables children to ‘cul-
tivate’ themselves, that is, to create patterns or to produce artistic expres-
sions. Play culture, furthermore, takes place everywhere in the world and is 
thus local and global at the same time. 

Concerning the evaluation of play and games, the child’s gaze very of-
ten differs from the adult’s gaze. Where the adult mostly looks through the 
‘pedagogical lens’, the child looks through the ‘lens of play’ what frequently 
leads to clashes. Mouritsen sees the reason for this in the role adults play in 
the ‘game’ of viewing children and childhood which is mostly an educational 
or pedagogical game and has become something like a “cultural law” [12, p. 
31–32]. When a game or play does not look like to have a learning effect, 
adults tend to devalue it as wasting time, bad, or annoying. This pedagogi-
cal view, or “pedagogical project”, is “settled into us” (adults) and shapes 
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our view and understanding of children, childhood, child culture and chil-
dren’s cultural expressions [12, p. 32–33]. 

In contemporary theories of play, play is understood no longer in an 
utilitarian way as  an educational  tool,  but  as  “something in its  own right” 
and, in a broader sense, as “a characteristic human form of expression” [12, 
p. 25–26, 35–39]. Play is the “deeper capability” for “creating already cre-
ated worlds into meaning”; it is the “gift in all persons from birth to death 
for opening themselves up to more expansive experiences of being and rela-
tions” and, on a deeper level, play is “the very dynamics of human being-in-
world” – “being-in-the-world […] is play” [16, p. 48–49]. Finally, children as 
well as adults are seen as the “coauthors of the play of life” [16, p. 57]. 

This approach is very clearly directed against any instrumental under-
standing of play, especially against the view of play as a teaching tool in the 
context of children’s educating. Play, in this sense, is a basic condition for 
being human; it is, in reference to Hannah Arendt, a human condition. In a 
broader sense, it  is  a human right of every human being to play a part not 
only “in the formation of their societies” [17, p. 41], but also, again in ref-
erence to Arendt, in the creation of the world. The capability to create the 
world is for all human beings – adults and children – the basis for culture. 
Through play children take part in the human world-building process and 
we adults should learn from that for the sake of an all-inclusive humanity. 

 
The children’s polylogue 
 

In  this  last  chapter  I  will  deal  in  more  detail  with  the  question:  How  
could it be possible to do philosophy with children interculturally? After 
some general thoughts about doing philosophy with children, or P4C1, I will 
briefly sketch the two implementations of the children’s polylogue project – 
2016 in Hawai’i and 2019 in Japan – and also add some reflections. 

Doing philosophy with children/P4C does exist now for more than 50 
years and could definitely be called a worldwide movement. Nevertheless it 
is always a very local project: Small groups or classes take place at the loca-
tion of residence, the children are characterized by their direct cultural, 
familial, and social environment, and they think and communicate in their 
mother tongue or the respective official language. But mostly, already here 
we can encounter a first intercultural dimension – I  call  it:  ‘local intercul-
turality’: The children represent various cultural backgrounds which have 
influence on their philosophical inquiries. 

Besides this, there is a ‘global interculturality’. It appears, on one hand, 
in the worldwide philosophical activities with children and, especially, in 
the manifold ways in which Matthew Lipman’s or Gareth Matthews’ ap-

                                                   
1 The term P4C (philosophy for children) has been invented by Matthew Lipman in 

the 1970s and is commonly used in the English speaking areas. Also Thomas Jackson 
uses the term, but uses small letters to denote the processual activity of doing philosophy 
–  and  adds  the  Hawaiian  reference:  p4cHI.  For  me,  I  prefer  the  term ‘with’  instead  of  
‘for’, because it refers more directly to an eye-level-relation between adults and children. 
In accordance with Jackson I prefer the progressive form. 
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proaches1 are culturally adapted. The approaches in different cultural con-
texts differ in relation to language, history, topics, conflicts etc. Another 
global intercultural dimension appears in academic reflections about inter-
cultural aspects observed by philosophers or other scholars working with 
children. One interesting example is the project of Amy Reed-Sandoval who 
is doing philosophy with indigenous children and youth in Oaxaca, Mexico. 
Her experiences of the ethnic dimension due to the particular positionality 
of herself as the foreign teacher and the indigenous students resulted in re-
flections about a “place-based philosophy” [13, p. 9–12]. 

In my work with children my main interest lies in the intercultural di-
mension of the children’s questions and reflections: What kind of questions 
do children ask in different cultural contexts? Are the questions similar? Or 
are there very specific questions? With what kind of images and arguments 
do children think in different places? And finally I am wondering, how chil-
dren from one country (cultural context) would deal with questions from 
children from another country (cultural context). In other words: How could 
a children’s polylogue work and what kinds of effects would this have on the 
children? 

The  starting  point  for  my  inaugural  project  of  the children’s polylogue 
was in early spring 2016. At that time I was practicing philosophy with ele-
mentary-school-children in Wuppertal, Mid-West-Germany, and I got the op-
portunity to visit Hawai’i to collaborate with Thomas Jackson and other 
members of the Uehiro Academy of Ethics and Education at the University 
of Hawai’i at Manoa. In preparation, I took pictures of the wonderings from 
14 of  my 3rd and 4th graders with whom I had been philosophizing regularly 
once a week for already one year and translated them into English. In Ha-
wai’i, I was introduced to several classes and teachers of Waikiki-Elementary-
School, where p4c is deep-seated in school life. In one class of 5th graders with 
20 children I conducted a p4c-session. I first showed the power-point-
presentation with the wonderings of the children from Wuppertal. In the 
style of the so called Plain Vanilla2 the children from Honolulu democrati-
cally chose one question about which they wanted to do their inquiry which I 
audio-recorded. The question was: “Is there an end of the world?” After the 
session I took pictures of their wonderings, translated them into German and 
prepared a PPP for the children in Wuppertal. Back home, I first reported to 

                                                   
1 Both didacts of philosophy count as the ‘founding fathers’, starting in the 1970s to 

put their focus on children’s thinking. While Lipman was following a more didactic path 
of teaching critical thinking skills, Matthews considered that children have a natural ca-
pacity to philosophize and therefore adults should engage in serious conversations with 
children. 

2 Plain Vanilla is a strategy suggested by Jackson which can be used for a p4c ses-
sion. The name refers to the basic taste of vanilla ice cream which can be modified in 
taste depending on your preference. In short there are five steps: 1) Reading/watching/ 
hearing a text/picture book/film/song etc., 2) the children are formulating their questions 
in reference to the stimulus, 3) the children vote democratically for one question, 4) the 
children do their philosophical inquiry about this question, and 5) the children are re-
flecting about their inquiry [7, p. 463]. 
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the German children the course and outcome of the Waikiki-inquiry. In the 
next sessions I showed the Power-Point with the Waikiki-questions, and since 
we had more time, the children from Wuppertal could choose some more won-
derings for their inquiries. Finally, I sent the proceedings of our sessions to 
the Waikiki-teacher, and she transmitted them to her class. 

All of the children involved liked the project very much and partici-
pated enthusiastically. They were very proud to realize that children from 
another place, “from the other side of the globe”, did philosophical inquiries 
about their questions. And they also found the respective other children’s 
questions very exciting. Out of the not so many culturally specific ques-
tions, there were two questions from the Hawaiian children concerning 
Buddhism and reincarnation in which the German children – most of them 
Muslims and a few Christians – were especially interested in, because they 
didn’t understand these topics at all. It would go too far to describe the in-
quiries in detail here, but their inquiries, e.g. about the meaning of reincar-
nation and how to imagine it, were really very fascinating, for them and for 
me. For all of us new thinking horizons – intercultural thinking horizons – 
opened up very literally. 

The second round of the children’s polylogue took place in July 2019 in 
Japan. It was in collaboration with Prof. Dr. Taketo Tabata from Miyagi 
University of Education in Sendai, Miyagi prefecture in the North-East of 
Japan, who is one of the pioneers of doing philosophy with children in Ja-
pan. Prof. Tabata and his colleagues maintain close contact and an active 
exchange program with the Hawaiian Uehiro Academy.  Like  my  own  ap-
proach, the Miyagi style of doing philosophy with children has Hawaiian 
roots and it also has been adapted to the Japanese context. For six weeks I 
was invited to visit numerous schools – from kindergarten to high school – 
and thus could get a lot of different experiences. The opportunity to hold 
the children’s polylogue was finally provided by a very little elementary 
school with altogether eleven pupils in the countryside of neighboring Fu-
kushima prefecture where I could stay for three days. The pupils already 
experienced p4c classes for four months, once or twice a week. Like in 2016, 
I brought with me pictures with questions – this time translated into Japa-
nese – from twelve 2nd and  3rd graders from my Wuppertal elementary 
school where I still was busy then. On the second day I gave a little lecture 
(in simple Japanese) about Germany, Wuppertal, and the elementary school. 
On the third day, finally, the Japanese teacher and I held a p4c session. 

The pupils between the ages of six and twelve chose one question their 
teachers were very surprised of. It was posed by a 3rd grade girl from Wup-
pertal and reads as follows: “Who invented the Kanji (the Japanese charac-
ter) of Japan?”1 This question provided an entry to a wonderful intercul-
tural encounter and the inquiry that followed I consider as a masterpiece in 
creative intercultural thinking. In the following I will give a brief outline. 
The older children started with sharing their knowledge about the historical 
Chinese-Japanese encounter. One girl said that at one time in history the 

                                                   
1 As one little activity for preparation I taught the German children how to write ‘Ja-

pan’ in Japanese characters what they really appreciated and were eager to learn. 



Saal B. The children’s polylogue – doing philosophy with children 67 

Chinese forced the Japanese to use Kanji. A younger boy asked why they 
forced the Japanese. He further asked if it couldn’t have been also possible 
that the Japanese liked the Kanji and therefore used it. The oldest girl at 
one point said that probably the Chinese didn’t force the Japanese, but told 
them the Kanji on friendly terms (after the session the teacher told me that 
she is half Chinese). The inquiry turned then to the more general question, 
how very different people could meet as friends. After a while I tried to 
come back to the topic of Kanji and contemplated, that there must have been 
someone – probably a Chinese, but maybe also a Japanese person – who in-
vented the very first writing of a Kanji. I asked them what they think about 
that1. Again the older children started with their knowledge about the pic-
tograms, and in the following they reflected and discussed very lively how 
pictures could have been changed into Kanji. When the time has passed I 
asked if they would like to invent a Kanji. They were first surprised and 
then very eager to do so. They took their drawing block, and every child by 
him- and herself drew a new and unique Kanji; one boy even several. When 
they finished, one by one explained the meaning of the respective Kanji. For 
us adults, especially for the Japanese teachers, it was a bit like magic. They 
couldn’t believe this creative power of ‘their’ children. For the closing part 
of the session, I was inspired by the wonderful energy to ask, if they could 
draw their favorite Kanji for the German children so that they could learn 
them – maybe similar to the Chinese-Japanese Kanji encounter. Again very 
eager, they draw beautiful pictures of their favorite Kanji, explained the 
meaning and gave a reason why they like especially this Kanji as their fa-
vorite. I protocolled all and took pictures. 

In Germany, unfortunately, after the summer break the structure in 
the Wuppertal school completely changed and there was no more time for 
philosophy sessions. Therefore, I only had one short opportunity to show the 
pictures to the 3rd grade children. So, sadly, I could not complete this part of 
the children’s polylogue, but nevertheless, this experience, in addition to 
the first  round in Hawaii,  provides a  very fruitful  basis  for  further devel-
opment. In conclusion, again all the children involved were very excited and 
enthusiastic in terms of the project. I can say that the children’s polylogue 
caused a clear extension of the children’s horizons concerning global con-
nectedness.  The  local  places,  so  to  say,  opened  up  a  global  intercultural 
thinking space by practicing the polylogue. Or, in other words, the places 
appeared as event-places, where the polylogue took place. 

 
Résumé 
 

In this paper I elaborated that the polylogue is central for creating the 
world. This creative world-building process could and should already be part 
of children’s life experiences. The activity of playfully doing philosophy 

                                                   
1 Concerning this kind of ‘intended intervention’ towards a specific direction, it is 

never sure that it will work that the discussion will take the intended direction. It is well 
possible – and it often happens – that the children don’t ‘catch this ball’, but go further 
with what they are more interested in. 
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with children could play a basic role here. What I call playfully doing phi-
losophy with children builds on a childist concept of play and on a childist 
concept of philosophy which is oriented towards not-knowing. Not-knowing 
is an experience very alive to children and it was also very alive for Socrates 
[3, p. 49–50]. 

The intercultural dimension of the children’s polylogue can be experi-
enced in two ways: 1) between children from different cultures and 2) between 
children (culture) and adults (culture). In order to do justice to children, we 
adults have to be aware especially of the second way. It is not about teaching 
children, but about encountering them on eye-level. As I have shown, during 
the taking place of the children’s polylogue the children experience directly 
and concretely self-active world-creation. They don’t create something what 
we  adults  prescribe  to  them,  but  what  arises  anew  to  them  in  the  very  mo-
ment. In this sense we can speak of the children’s world-building-process. 
Additionally, the children experience the connectivity with children in other 
world regions in a way that the worldwide plurality and diversity of children 
and cultures is not taught by adults, but is bodily and sensually experienced 
by the children themselves. This realm which opens up during playfully doing 
philosophy with children I consider as the political of the children’s world. By 
providing  a  thinking  space  for  children  that  goes  beyond  national  and  cul-
tural borders we adults enable them to actively take part in world-building 
through encounter and exchange with other children far away. This, I would 
say, is one way of learning to be human. 

On a theoretical level, childhood has the potential of a radical questioning 
and radical changing of the given order – primarily in the context of educa-
tion and pedagogy, but also in philosophy. What is needed, is not knowledge 
transfer at all costs, but to put priority on creative self-exploration and self-
thinking for enabling to see things new. This is why the childist approach is a 
great enrichment especially for rethinking questions about social and global 
justice as well as human rights. A childist or child-just behavior in relation to 
children could finally also change the behavior between adults. Furthermore, 
the primacy of the value of interdependence over individual autonomy or tra-
dition could be helpful not only in the context of child-inclusive ethics or 
child-inclusive human rights, but also in the global and intercultural context. 
So, my central claim could be formulated as follows: We (adults) have to begin 
with self-reflection and self-transformation to come into true relationship 
with children; this is the most important part of doing justice to children. 
The same is true for building true relationship with human beings from other 
parts of the world. World-building is peace-building and this concerns all 
human beings including children. 

As  I  started  my  paper  with  some  words  from  John  Wall,  I  like  to  end  
with some words from Mahatma Gandhi excerpted from a speech he hold at 
the Montessori Training College in London in 1931 and in which he refers to 
the great educationist and philanthropist Maria Montessori: “[I]f we would 
but stoop and humble ourselves, we would learn not from grown-up learned 
men, but from the so-called ignorant children… [I]f we are to reach real 
peace in this world… we shall have to begin with children” [6, p. 240]. 
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Анализируется понимание символа в рабо-
тах Н. А. Бердяева и В. Стружевского – двух 
мыслителей, принадлежащих к различным 
культурам и философским направлениям. 
Бердяев с позиции экзистенциально-спири-
туалистической философии показывает, что 
сам мир является символическим, а творче-
ство человека представляет собой символи-
ческую репрезентацию того, что находится 
вне его самого – божественных актов творе-
ния, лежащих в основании культуры. Сим-
волическими, с этой точки зрения, являются 
религия, культура и история, а сам символ 
«есть мост, переброшенный от творческого 
акта к сокровенной, последней реальности». 
Польский философ Стружевский, будучи 
учеником Р. Ингардена, обращается к фено-
менологии и посредством феноменологиче-
ского анализа проводит деконструкцию 
символа, его многослойной структуры и 
понимает символ как знак, относящийся к 
чему-то невыразимому по своей сущности. 
При этом особой глубиной, по его мнению, 
обладает символ религиозный, который 
направляет сознание к Абсолютно Иному. 
Символ не является чисто языковым конст-
руктом, он «приближается к неизведанному, 
оставляя его неизведанным, указывает на 
трансценденцию». Таким образом, и Бердя-
ев, и Стружевский понимают символ как 
предмет, который наилучшим образом от-
сылает к тому, что находится вне его само-
го, является абсолютно иным и невырази-
мым. Оба автора подчеркивают важность 
символа и его рефлексии для понимания 
культуры и таинственного отношения меж-
ду Богом и человеком. Делается вывод о 
том, что идеи, высказанные Бердяевым и 
Стружевским о символе, не утратили своей 
актуальности и в настоящее время.  

Ключевые слова:  Н.  A. Бердяев,  В.  Стружев-
ский, символ, икона, культура, религия. 

The author analyzes the understanding of sym-
bol by Nikolay Berdyaev and Wladyslaw Stró-
żewski. Both thinkers, in spite of their belong-
ing to different cultures and philosophical tradi-
tions, paid great attention to the study of the 
symbolic in their works as they considered the 
symbol to be of real importance. Moreover, 
they came to similar conclusions. Thus, Berd-
yaev, in his existential-spiritualistic philosophy, 
claimed that the world itself is symbolic, and 
human creativity is kind of a symbolic repre-
sentation of the divine creative principles that 
lie at the foundation of a culture. In this view, 
religion, culture and history are symbolic too, 
and the symbol itself “is a bridge thrown from a 
creative act to an intimate, ultimate reality”. 
The phenomenologist Stróżewski tried to make 
a phenomenological deconstruction of the sym-
bol to describe its multi-layer structure. The 
Polish philosopher regarded the symbol as a 
sign relating to something absolutely inex-
pressible. To his mind, it is the religious sym-
bol that has a special significance, which helps 
the consciousness of man to grasp the Abso-
lutely Different. The symbol is not a merely 
linguistic construct as it “reaches the unknown 
and, leaving it unexplored, indicates the tran-
scendence”. Therefore, he insists, the symbol 
can be interpreted as kind of a mysterious De-
vine gift. Thus, both Berdyaev and Stróżewski 
consider symbols as what can best refer to the 
reality which is outside of it and is absolutely 
different and inexpressible. Both philosophers 
emphasize the importance of the symbol and its 
reflection for a proper understanding of a cul-
ture and the mysterious relationship between 
God and human being. It is concluded that the 
ideas expressed by both Berdyaev and Stró-
żewski about the symbol have not lost their 
relevance at the present time. 

Keywords: Nikolay Berdyaev, Wladyslaw Stró-
żewski, symbol, icon, culture, religion. 

© Дуда К., 2020                                                            https://doi.org/10.31119/phlog.2020.1.109 
                                                   

* Перевод с польского языка Р. А. Туровского. 



Дуда К. О сущности символа в философии Н. Бердяева и В. Стружевского  71 

Ââåäåíèå 

Ïî÷åìó ñèìâîë? Ñèìâîë ÿâëÿåòñÿ îäíèì èç òåõ çíàêîâ, êîòîðûå ýê-
çèñòèðóþò â ðåàëüíîñòè ÷åëîâåêà – êàê â åæåäíåâíîé æèçíè, òàê è â 
ïðîñòðàíñòâå sacrum, ïðèäàâàÿ ñìûñë åãî ñóùåñòâîâàíèþ. Ñèìâîë, îñî-
áåííî âî âòîðîì èç ïåðå÷èñëåííûõ âûøå çíà÷åíèè, ñòàë ïðåäìåòîì ðàñ-
ñìîòðåíèÿ ìíîãèõ ìûñëèòåëåé – íà÷èíàÿ îò ôèëîñîôîâ è ëèíãâèñòîâ è 
çàêàí÷èâàÿ êóëüòóðîëîãàìè. Îí ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ îäíîé èç íàèáîëåå ñóùå-
ñòâåííûõ, õîòÿ è íå îöåíåííûõ ïî äîñòîèíñòâó, êàòåãîðèåé äëÿ âñåé îá-
ëàñòè ãóìàíèòàðíûõ äèñöèïëèí [1]. 

Ïî÷åìó èìåííî Íèêîëàé Áåðäÿåâ è Âëàäèñëàâ Ñòðóæåâñêèé? Ïåð-
âûé ïðèíàäëåæèò ê ÷èñëó òåõ ôèëîñîôîâ, êîòîðûå ïðèäàâàëè ñèìâîëó 
î÷åíü âàæíîå çíà÷åíèå â ñâîåì òâîð÷åñòâå. Òàê, ñèìâîë, íàðÿäó ñ êàòåãî-
ðèÿìè  ñâîáîäû  è  òâîð÷åñòâà,  ñòàë  îäíîé  èç  ñàìûõ  ñóùåñòâåííûõ  ïðî-
áëåì, êîòîðûå ðóññêèé ìûñëèòåëü ïîäíèìàë â ñâîèõ ðàáîòàõ. Â ñâîþ 
î÷åðåäü, ïîëüñêèé àâòîð, ÷üÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ èìååò íåñêîëüêî äðóãèå êîðíè, 
òàêæå ïðèçíàâàë ñèìâîë îäíîé èç ñàìûõ ñóùåñòâåííûõ êàòåãîðèé, êîòî-
ðóþ ñëåäóåò ðàññìàòðèâàòü îñîáåííî â êîíòåêñòå èññëåäîâàíèé ôåíîìåíà 
òâîð÷åñòâà. Íåñìîòðÿ íà òî, ÷òî Ñòðóæåâñêèé íå ñòàâèë ïðîáëåìàòèêó 
ñèìâîëà âî ãëàâó óãëà, êàê ýòî äåëàë Áåðäÿåâ, îäíàêî èññëåäîâàíèÿ 
ïîëüñêîãî ôèëîñîôà, ñâÿçàííûå ñ ìåñòîì ñèìâîëà â êóëüòóðå, çàíèìàþò 
îäíî èç öåíòðàëüíûõ ìåñò â åãî îðèãèíàëüíîé ôåíîìåíîëîãè÷åñêîé ôè-
ëîñîôèè. 

Îáà ôèëîñîôà â ñâîèõ ðàçìûøëåíèÿõ íàä ñìûñëîì ñèìâîëà ïðèçíà-
ëè åãî îãðîìíóþ ðîëü äëÿ êóëüòóðû, èñêóññòâà è ðåëèãèè. Òàê,  ïî ìíå-
íèþ Áåðäÿåâà è Ñòðóæåâñêîãî, ñèìâîë ÿâëÿåòñÿ òåì âèäîì çíàêà, êîòî-
ðûé íàèëó÷øèì îáðàçîì îòñûëàåò ê òîìó, ÷òî íàõîäèòñÿ âíå åãî ñàìîãî, 
ê  òîìó,  ÷òî  ÿâëÿåòñÿ  àáñîëþòíî  èíûì  è  íåâûðàçèìûì.  Äàëåå  ìû  ðàñ-
ñìîòðèì, êàê èìåííî êàæäûé èç ôèëîñîôîâ ïîíèìàåò ñìûñë ñèìâîëà è 
åãî çíà÷åíèå äëÿ êóëüòóðû â öåëîì.  

 
1. Ñèìâîëè÷åñêàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü ìèðà è êóëüòóðû â ìûñëè Áåðäÿåâà 

 
Äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû ïîíÿòü ñóùíîñòü ñèìâîëà ïî Áåðäÿåâó, íåîáõîäèìî 

ïðåæäå âñåãî îïðåäåëèòü îñíîâíûå ïðåäïîñûëêè åãî àíòðîïîëîãèè. Ðóñ-
ñêèé ôèëîñîô áàçèðóåò ñâîå âèäåíèå ÷åëîâåêà íà óáåæäåíèè, ÷òî ìèð 
áûë ñîçäàí Áîãîì è ó åãî îñíîâàíèÿ íàõîäèòñÿ ìåîíè÷åñêàÿ, íè÷åì íå 
îãðàíè÷åííàÿ, íåñîòâîðåííàÿ áîæåñòâåííàÿ ñâîáîäà, ïðèíàäëåæàùàÿ ê 
ñàìîé ñóùíîñòè Ñîçäàòåëÿ è ÿâëÿþùàÿñÿ îáùåé êàê äëÿ Áîãà, òàê è äëÿ 
÷åëîâåêà. Èìåííî áëàãîäàðÿ ýòîé îáùíîñòè ÷åëîâåê ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñóùåñòâîì, 
ñïîñîáíûì ê òâîð÷åñêîé àêòèâíîñòè â ìèðå. Ïðè ýòîì íàèáîëåå ñóùåñò-
âåííûì, õîòÿ è îáúåêòèâèðîâàííûì, ìèðîì äëÿ íåãî ÿâëÿåòñÿ ìèð êóëü-
òóðû. Äàëåå ìû ðàññìîòðèì òî, êàê ýòîò ìèð âèäèò ðóññêèé ôèëîñîô. 

Áåðäÿåâ ïîä÷åðêèâàåò, ÷òî êóëüòóðà èìååò îãðîìíîå çíà÷åíèå äëÿ 
ðàçâèòèÿ ÷åëîâåêà êàê ëè÷íîñòè: «…[ìíå] õîòåëîñü áû ïðåäîòâðàòèòü 
ëîæíîå ïîíèìàíèå ìîåé ìûñëè. ß ñîâñåì íå îòðèöàþ òâîð÷åñòâà êóëüòó-
ðû,  ñîâñåì  íå  îòðèöàþ  ñìûñëà  ïðîäóêòîâ  òâîð÷åñòâà  â  ýòîì  ìèðå.  Ýòî  
åñòü ïóòü ÷åëîâåêà, ÷åëîâåê äîëæåí ïðîéòè ÷åðåç òâîð÷åñòâî êóëüòóðû è 
öèâèëèçàöèè» [10, c. 202]. Ñîãëàñíî ðóññêîìó ôèëîñîôó, «â æèçíè îá-
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ùåñòâåííîé äóõîâíûé ïðèìàò ïðèíàäëåæèò êóëüòóðå. Íå â ïîëèòèêå è 
íå â ýêîíîìèêå, à â êóëüòóðå îñóùåñòâëÿþòñÿ öåëè îáùåñòâà. È âûñîêèì 
êà÷åñòâåííûì óðîâíåì êóëüòóðû èçìåðÿåòñÿ öåííîñòü è êà÷åñòâî îáùå-
ñòâåííîñòè» [12, ñ. 556]. Ïðè ýòîì «êóëüòóðà ðîäèëàñü èç êóëüòà. Èñòîêè 
åå – ñàêðàëüíû. Âîêðóã õðàìà çà÷àëàñü îíà è â îðãàíè÷åñêèé ñâîé ïåðèîä 
áûëà ñâÿçàíà ñ æèçíüþ ðåëèãèîçíîé» [12, ñ. 557]. Ïîñòóëèðóåìîå âûøå 
ïðîèçðàñòàíèå êóëüòóðû èç êóëüòà îïðåäåëÿåò è åå ñèìâîëè÷åñêèé õà-
ðàêòåð. Êóëüòóðà âûðàæàåò ñîáîé ãëóáèíó àóòåíòè÷íîãî áûòèÿ, îíà ÿâ-
ëÿåòñÿ òåì,  ÷òî íàñ – êàê â  ïðîöåññå åå  ñîçèäàíèÿ, òàê è â  ìîìåíòû îá-
ðàùåíèÿ ê íåé – ê òàêîìó áûòèþ îòñûëàåò. 

Êóëüòóðà âîçâûøàåò ÷åëîâåêà íàä ìèðîì ïðèðîäû è òðàíñöåíäèðóåò 
åå ïîñðåäñòâîì ïðîÿâëåíèÿ â ìàòåðèàëüíîì ìèðå èäåé – íåêèõ êà÷åñòâ, 
ïðåäøåñòâóþùèõ ìàòåðèè. Ñîãëàñíî ðóññêîìó ôèëîñîôó, êóëüòóðà ïðè-
íàäëåæèò ê òðàäèöèè ïåðâè÷íîãî îïûòà ñôåðû sacrum è – êàê òàêîâàÿ – 
èçíà÷àëüíî íàõîäèëàñü â åäèíåíèè ñ ðåëèãèåé: «íà êóëüòóðå ïî÷èåò îñî-
áîãî ðîäà áëàãîäàòü ñâÿùåíñòâà» [12, ñ. 558], êîòîðàÿ ïîçâîëÿåò åé îá-
ðàùàòüñÿ ê èñòîêàì îïûòà ñâÿùåíñòâà. Êóëüòóðà, ìèíóÿ ìèð, îáðàùàåò-
ñÿ íåïîñðåäñòâåííî ê åãî íà÷àëàì, ïðè÷åì íå ïîñðåäñòâîì ïîâòîðÿþùå-
ãîñÿ ðèòóàëà, à ÷åðåç îáðàùåíèå ê áîæåñòâåííûì òâîð÷åñêèì ïðèíöè-
ïàì. 

Íàñòîÿùàÿ êóëüòóðà,  ïî  ìíåíèþ Áåðäÿåâà,  äåëàåò  ñòàâêó íà  òðàäè-
öèþ è îäíîâðåìåííî, îïèðàÿñü íà íåå, ñîçäàåò íîâûå êà÷åñòâà, «â êóëü-
òóðå ïðîèñõîäèò âåëèêàÿ áîðüáà âå÷íîñòè ñî âðåìåíåì, âåëèêîå ïðîòèâ-
ëåíèå ðàçðóøèòåëüíîé âëàñòè âðåìåíè. Êóëüòóðà áîðåòñÿ ñî ñìåðòüþ, 
õîòÿ áåññèëüíà ïîáåäèòü åå ðåàëüíî. Åé äîðîãî óâåêîâå÷åíèå, íåïðåðûâ-
íîñòü, ïðååìñòâåííîñòü, ïðî÷íîñòü êóëüòóðíûõ òâîðåíèé è ïàìÿòíèêîâ. 
Êóëüòóðà, â êîòîðîé åñòü ðåëèãèîçíàÿ ãëóáèíà, âñåãäà ñòðåìèòñÿ ê âîñ-
êðåñåíèþ. Â ýòîì îòíîøåíèè âåëè÷àéøèì îáðàçöîì êóëüòóðû ðåëèãèîç-
íîé ÿâëÿåòñÿ êóëüòóðà äðåâíåãî Åãèïòà» [12, ñ. 558–559]. Êóëüòóðà, õî-
òÿ è îáðàùàåòñÿ ê òðàäèöèè, íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëèøü òîëüêî åå ïðèóìíîæåíè-
åì è ïîâòîðåíèåì. Îíà ïðèâíîñèò íîâûå êà÷åñòâà, îïèðàÿñü íà ïðèìåðû, 
óæå ñòàâøèå êëàññè÷åñêèìè. Ïî Áåðäÿåâó, ñóùíîñòü êóëüòóðû âûðàæà-
åòñÿ â ïåðåïëåòåíèè òîãî, ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ êëàññè÷åñêèì, ñ ðîìàíòè÷åñêèì, 
òîãî, ÷òî âäîõíîâëÿåò,  ñ  òåì,  ÷òî  ôîðìóëèðóåò. Èñòî÷íèêîì âäîõíîâå-
íèÿ äëÿ êóëüòóðû îñòàþòñÿ âñå òå æå ïðîáëåìû, íî âñå íîâûå ñïîñîáû èõ 
âûðàæåíèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ êëþ÷åâûìè êà÷åñòâàìè è ôàêòîðàìè åå ðàçâèòèÿ. 
Êëàññè÷åñêàÿ êóëüòóðà ñòðåìèòñÿ ê ñîõðàíåíèþ â ñåáå òîãî, ÷òî â íåé 
ñîâåðøåííî, â òî âðåìÿ êàê ðîìàíòè÷åñêàÿ êóëüòóðà âûðàæàåò êàæäûé 
ðàç ïî-íîâîìó ñîäåðæàíèå ïåðâîé. Áåç ýòèõ äâóõ – êëàññè÷åñêîãî è ðî-
ìàíòè÷åñêîãî – ñîñòàâëÿþùèõ àêòèâíîñòè ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî äóõà ðàçâèòèå 
êóëüòóðû, äà è îíà ñàìà, ïîïðîñòó íåâîçìîæíî. 

Êàê ïèñàë Áåðäÿåâ, «êóëüòóðà åñòü íåîòâðàòèìûé ïóòü ÷åëîâåêà è 
÷åëîâå÷åñòâà», «÷åëîâå÷åñòâî îáðå÷åíî êóëüòóðå» [12, c. 573], îíà ïðè-
çâàíà âîçíåñòè íàñ ê äàëüíåéøèì ïîèñêàì è îïûòíîìó ïåðåæèâàíèþ 
áîæåñòâåííûõ òàéí è ñìûñëîâ, âûñîêàÿ êóëüòóðà ÿâëÿåòñÿ èñòî÷íèêîì 
ìèñòè÷åñêîãî îïûòà. Ïðè ýòîì ñàì ìèñòè÷åñêèé îïûò òàêæå ÿâëÿåòñÿ 
îäíîé èç ôîðì êóëüòóðû – ôîðìîé, ïîíèìàåìîé êàê êóëüòóðà ÷åëîâå÷å-
ñêîãî äóõà. Êóëüòóðà – êàê îáúåêòèâèðîâàííàÿ â ïðîèçâåäåíèÿõ ñîçäà-
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âàåìûõ ÷åëîâåêîì, òàê è äóõîâíàÿ – ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ÷åëîâåêà âî âñåé åãî 
ïîëíîòå, âûðàæàåò åãî â êà÷åñòâå òîãî, êòî èìååò âîçìîæíîñòü äîñòèãàòü 
áîæåñòâåííûõ òàéí è ñìûñëîâ è âîïëîùàòü èõ â æèçíü, ñëèâàòüñÿ ñ íè-
ìè â ïðîöåññå òâîð÷åñêîãî ìèñòè÷åñêîãî ýêñòàçà. 

Ïîíÿòèå phantasie catalepthice ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ åùå â ãðå÷åñêîé ìûñëè [8, 
c. 433], â ïåðèîä æå Ñðåäíåâåêîâüÿ êàòåãîðèÿ âîîáðàæåíèÿ áûëà ñâåäåíà 
ëèøü ê ñôåðå ñàêðàëüíîãî òâîð÷åñòâà. Îäíàêî Ðåíåññàíñ è ïîçäíåéøèå 
ýïîõè ðåàáèëèòèðóþò âîîáðàæåíèå, îïðåäåëÿÿ åãî ñóùåñòâåííîå ìåñòî â 
ðÿäó äðóãèõ ÷åëîâå÷åñêèõ àêòèâíîñòåé è ñïîñîáíîñòåé. Òàêæå è Áåðäÿåâ 
óäåëÿåò áîëüøîå âíèìàíèå êàòåãîðèè âîîáðàæåíèÿ, óêàçûâàÿ íà åãî îã-
ðîìíóþ ðîëü êàê äëÿ òâîð÷åñòâà, òàê è äëÿ ëè÷íîñòíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÷åëî-
âåêà âîîáùå [3, c. 212]. 

Óêàçûâàÿ íà èñòî÷íèêè òâîð÷åñòâà, ðóññêèé ôèëîñîô îáðàùàåò âíè-
ìàíèå íà äâå îáëàñòè ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ðàçóìà – íà áåññîçíàòåëüíîå è íåðàç-
ðûâíî ñâÿçàííîå ñ íèì ñâåðõñîçíàíèå: «…ôèëîñîôñêîå ïîçíàíèå, ïðå-
îäîëåâàþùåå îáúåêòèâàöèþ è îòíîñèòåëüíîñòü, êîðíÿìè ñâîèìè ïîãðó-
æåíî â áåññîçíàòåëüíîå è âîñõîäèò ê ñâåðõñîçíàíèþ… òàéíà ïîçíàíèÿ â 
òîì, ÷òî ïîçíàþùèé â àêòå ïîçíàíèÿ âîçâûøàåòñÿ íàä ïðåäìåòîì ïîçíà-
íèÿ. Ïîçíàíèå âñåãäà åñòü òâîð÷åñêîå îâëàäåíèå ïðåäìåòîì è âîçâûøå-
íèå íàä íèì» [9, c. 16]. Â ñàìîì æå ñîçíàíèè òâîð÷åñêèé ïðîöåññ çàäåð-
æèâàåòñÿ, ñòàíîâèòñÿ constans. Ïî Áåðäÿåâó, «åñòü âíóòðåííèé òâîð÷å-
ñêèé çàìûñåë, âîçíèêàåò èç òüìû òâîð÷åñêèé îáðàç, ïåðâè÷íàÿ òâîð÷å-
ñêàÿ èíòóèöèÿ. Ýòî è åñòü ãëóáèíà òâîð÷åñòâà, óõîäÿùàÿ â íåäðà áåññîç-
íàòåëüíîãî. Íî òâîð÷åñêèé àêò åñòü òàêæå ðåàëèçàöèÿ òâîð÷åñêîãî çà-
ìûñëà, âîïëîùåíèå òâîð÷åñêîãî îáðàçà, ðàçâîðà÷èâàíèå òâîð÷åñêîé èí-
òóèöèè â òÿæåñòè íàøåãî ãðåõîâíîãî ìèðà. Âíóòðåííèé òâîð÷åñêèé àêò 
åñòü ãîðåíèå äóõà. Âíåøíèé òâîð÷åñêèé àêò, ïîä÷èíåííûé íîðìàì è çà-
êîíàì, åñòü óæå îõëàæäåíèå» [9, c. 82–83]. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, èñòî÷íèêîì 
òâîð÷åñòâà ÷åëîâåêà ÿâëÿåòñÿ «òåìíîå» áåññîçíàòåëüíîå, êîòîðîå ïðåîá-
ðàçóåòñÿ âî âíóòðåííèé, ïîëíûé íàïðÿæåíèÿ òâîð÷åñêèé àêò, â òî âðåìÿ 
êàê âîâíå ñîâåðøàåòñÿ åãî âîïëîùåíèå, êîòîðîìó ñîïóòñòâóåò åãî «îõ-
ëàæäåíèå». 

Â äóõîâíîì ïðîñòðàíñòâå âîîáðàæåíèÿ ïðîèñõîäèò ðîæäåíèå ìèðà 
êóëüòóðû èç íåñîòâîðåííîé, áåçäîííîé ìåîíè÷åñêîé ñâîáîäû. Ñëåäîâà-
òåëüíî, âîîáðàæåíèå ïðèîáðåòàåò îãðîìíóþ âàæíîñòü, ñòàíîâèòñÿ ñèì-
âîëîì òâîð÷åñòâà ðîæäàþùåãîñÿ â äóõîâíûõ ãëóáèíàõ ÷åëîâåêà. Ïðè 
ýòîì «âîîáðàæåíèå âîçíèêàåò èç íåäð áåññîçíàòåëüíîãî, èç áåçäîííîé 
ñâîáîäû. Âîîáðàæåíèå íå åñòü òîëüêî ïîäðàæàíèå ïðåäâå÷íî ñóùèì ïðî-
îáðàçàì, êàê èñòîëêîâûâàåò åãî âñÿêèé ïëàòîíèçì, âîîáðàæåíèå åñòü 
ñîçäàíèå îáðàçà íåáûâøåãî èç íåäð íåáûòèÿ, èç òåìíîé ïîòåíöèè. Ýòî 
ïðèâîäèò íàñ ê òîìó, ÷òî áåññîçíàòåëüíîå èìååò äâîÿêîå çíà÷åíèå â ÷å-
ëîâå÷åñêîé æèçíè. Îíî èñòî÷íèê áîëåçíåé ÷åëîâåêà, åãî êîíôëèêòà ñ 
ñîçíàíèåì, è îíî æå èñòî÷íèê òâîð÷åñòâà, ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî âäîõíîâåíèÿ, 
÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ñèëû âîîáðàæåíèÿ» [9, c. 82]. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ñîãëàñíî 
ðóññêîìó ôèëîñîôó, âîîáðàæåíèå ÿâëÿåòñÿ íè ÷åì èíûì, êàê äóõîâíîé 
ñèëîé  ÷åëîâåêà,  âêëþ÷àþùåé  â  ñåáÿ  êàê  ñâîáîäó,  òàê  è  òâîð÷åñòâî,  ïî-
òåíöèè ê ðåàëèçàöèè â ðåàëüíîì ìèðå è ñîçäàþùåé âðåìåííî-ïðîñòðàí-
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ñòâåííûå êà÷åñòâà äëÿ èõ äàëüíåéøåãî ââåäåíèÿ â ñîòâîðåííûé ìèð â 
êà÷åñòâå ñîäåðæàíèÿ êóëüòóðû. 

Îáðàùàÿñü ê íåñîòâîðåííîé ðåàëüíîñòè, âîîáðàæåíèå èìååò äåëî ñ 
ñîâåðøåííûìè äóõîâíûìè êà÷åñòâàìè, ïîñêîëüêó ðåàëüíîñòü ýòà, ñàìà 
ïî ñåáå, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñîâåðøåííîé. Îäíàêî ïîñëåäóþùåå ïðåîáðàçîâàíèå 
ýòèõ êà÷åñòâ â ñîòâîðåííóþ ðåàëüíîñòü èìïëèöèðóåò îõëàæäåíèå âîîá-
ðàæàåìîãî ìèðà, ÷òî ìîæåò ïðîÿâëÿòüñÿ êàê íåóäîâëåòâîðåííîñòü òâîð-
öà ñâîèì ïðîèçâåäåíèåì. Âåäü â âîîáðàæàåìîì ìèðå ñâîåãî ñîçäàòåëÿ îíî 
èìååò çíà÷èòåëüíî áîëüøóþ èíòåíñèâíîñòü è ñèëó, ÷åì â ñîòâîðåííîé 
ïðåäìåòíîé ðåàëüíîñòè. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, âîîáðàæåíèå ñòàíîâèòñÿ òåì 
ïðîñòðàíñòâîì, â êîòîðîì ïåðåñåêàþòñÿ îòðàæåíèÿ ñîâåðøåííîãî ìèðà 
èäåé ñ ìàòåðèàëüíûì, ñîòâîðåííûì ìèðîì, ìåñòîì, ãäå â ïðîöåññå ñâî-
áîäíîãî òâîð÷åñòâà ðîæäàþòñÿ íîâûå êà÷åñòâà, êîòîðûå ìîãóò è äàëüøå 
îñòàâàòüñÿ íåîáúåêòèâèðîâàííûìè. Â ýòîì ñëó÷àå òàêèå êà÷åñòâà îñòà-
þòñÿ ñóáúåêòèâíûìè ïðîèçâåäåíèÿìè èíäèâèäóàëüíîãî âîîáðàæåíèÿ. 
Íî êðîìå òîãî, îíè ìîãóò áûòü îáúåêòèâèðîâàíû è ñîçäàâàòü ìèð êóëüòó-
ðû è èñêóññòâà. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, îáúåêòèâàöèÿ âîîáðàæåíèÿ ïîçâîëÿåò ñî-
åäèíèòü ñîâåðøåííûé ìèð èäåé ñ îáúåêòèâèðîâàííûì ìèðîì ïðåäìåòîâ. 

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ìèð êóëüòóðû, ÿâëÿÿñü îáúåêòèâèðîâàííûì, îäíî-
âðåìåííî îòñûëàåò ÷åëîâåêà ê ñâîáîäå è ñîâåðøåíñòâó, êîòîðûì ñîïóòñò-
âóåò è òâîð÷åñêîå íà÷àëî. Ïî Áåðäÿåâó, òàêàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü ðîæäàåò ñóáú-
åêòèâíîå ÷óâñòâî âîñõèùåíèÿ ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íàáëþäàåìîé êðàñîòå. Â 
ïîäîáíîì ïðîöåññå ðîëü âîîáðàæåíèÿ ñòàíîâèòñÿ âåñüìà ñóùåñòâåííîé, 
âåäü èìåííî áëàãîäàðÿ åìó ìû ìîæåì íàñëàæäàòüñÿ ñîâåðøåííûìè ïðî-
èçâåäåíèÿìè èñêóññòâà, îòñûëàþùèìè íàñ ê ñîâåðøåííîìó ìèðó èäåé. 

×åì æå, ñîãëàñíî ðóññêîìó ôèëîñîôó, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñèìâîë è êàêîâà åãî 
ðîëü  â  òâîð÷åñòâå  è  –  øèðå  –  â  êóëüòóðå?  Ñèìâîë  «åñòü  ìîñò,  ïåðåáðî-
øåííûé îò òâîð÷åñêîãî àêòà ê ñîêðîâåííîé, ïîñëåäíåé ðåàëüíîñòè» [11, 
c. 449]. Êàê çàìå÷àåò Áåðäÿåâ, «åñòü ñèìâîëèçì âî âñÿêîì ÷åëîâå÷åñêîì 
òâîð÷åñòâå. Ñèìâîëèçì åñòü òâîð÷åñòâî íåçàâåðøåííîå, íå äîñòèãøåå ïî-
ñëåäíåé öåëè, íå îêîí÷àòåëüíî ðåàëèçîâàííîå… Íî ñèìâîëèçì íå ìîæåò 
áûòü ïîñëåäíèì ëîçóíãîì õóäîæåñòâåííîãî òâîð÷åñòâà. Äàëüøå ñèìâî-
ëèçìà – ìèñòè÷åñêèé ðåàëèçì; äàëüøå èñêóññòâà – òåóðãèÿ. Ñèìâîëèçì 
åñòü ïóòü, à íå ïîñëåäíÿÿ öåëü, ñèìâîëèçì – ìîñò ê òâîð÷åñòâó íîâîãî 
áûòèÿ, à íå ñàìî íîâîå áûòèå. Ñèìâîëèçì – âå÷íîå â èñêóññòâå, èáî âñÿ-
êîå ïîäëèííîå èñêóññòâî åñòü ïóòü ê íîâîìó áûòèþ, ìîñò ê èíîìó ìèðó» 
[11, c. 450]. 

Ñèìâîëèçì êóëüòóðû, ñ îäíîé ñòîðîíû, îòêðûâàåò ïåðåä íåé ïîèñòè-
íå  ìåòàôèçè÷åñêèå  âîçìîæíîñòè,  íî  â  òî  æå  âðåìÿ  îí  è  îãðàíè÷èâàåò  
êóëüòóðó, âåäü ìèð êóëüòóðû è èñêóññòâà, ïîíèìàåìûé ñèìâîëè÷íî, ñ 
îäíîé ñòîðîíû, íå ìîæåò ÿâëÿòüñÿ â ïîëíîé ìåðå àóòåíòè÷íûì âûðàæå-
íèåì òâîð÷åñòâà ÷åëîâåêà, ñ äðóãîé æå ñòîðîíû, îí íå â ñîñòîÿíèè âûðà-
çèòü è íåêèõ ìåòàôèçè÷åñêèõ, èäåàëüíûõ ñîäåðæàíèé. Áåðäÿåâ ïèøåò 
îá ýòîì ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì: «…â èñêóññòâå òâîðèòñÿ íå íîâîå áûòèå, à 
ëèøü çíàêè íîâîãî áûòèÿ, ñèìâîëû åãî. Èñêóññòâî âñåãäà ó÷èò òîìó, ÷òî 
âñå ïðåõîäÿùåå åñòü ñèìâîë èíîãî, íåïðåõîäÿùåãî áûòèÿ. Ïîñëåäíÿÿ 
ðåàëüíîñòü ñóùåãî òâîðèòñÿ â èñêóññòâå ëèøü ñèìâîëè÷åñêè. Íå ñèìâî-
ëè÷åñêè, ðåàëüíî ïîñëåäíåå è ñîêðîâåííîå ñóùåå íåäîñòèæèìî äëÿ õó-
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äîæåñòâåííîãî àêòà. Ïîýòîìó ñèìâîëèçì èñêóññòâà åñòü íå òîëüêî åãî 
ñèëà, íî è åãî ñëàáîñòü. Ñèìâîëèçì óêàçóåò íà âå÷íóþ òðàãåäèþ ÷åëîâå-
÷åñêîãî òâîð÷åñòâà, íà ðàññòîÿíèå, îòäåëÿþùåå õóäîæåñòâåííîå òâîð÷å-
ñòâî îò ïîñëåäíåé ðåàëüíîñòè ñóùåãî… Èñêóññòâî íå ìîæåò áûòü ðåàëè-
ñòè÷åñêèì íè â ñìûñëå ýìïèðè÷åñêîì, íè â ñìûñëå ìèñòè÷åñêîì» [11, 
c. 449].  

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ìèð êóëüòóðû ïðîëåãàåò ìåæäó òåì ñîòâîðåííûì è 
íåñîòâîðåííûì, îí íå ïðèíàäëåæèò ïîëíîñòüþ íè ê ïåðâîé, íè êî âòîðîé 
ðåàëüíîñòè. Ýòè äâà ïðîñòðàíñòâà, êîòîðûå êóëüòóðà â ñåáå îáúåäèíÿåò, 
ðîæäàþò ïðîèçâåäåíèÿ, ñî÷åòàþùèå â ñåáå îáà ýëåìåíòà. Êðîìå òîãî, 
ñèìâîë îòñûëàåò íàñ ê íîâîìó àêòó òâîðåíèÿ, â êîòîðîì îí ñàì îñîçíàåò 
ñâîè ñîáñòâåííûå îãðàíè÷åíèÿ è ðåøèòåëüíî ñòðåìèòñÿ ê èõ ïðåîäîëå-
íèþ. «×åëîâåê íå ñàì âèíîâíèê ñâîåãî äàðà è ñâîåãî ãåíèÿ. Îí ïîëó÷èë 
åãî îò Áîãà è ïîòîìó ÷óâñòâóåò ñåáÿ â ðóêå Áîæüåé, îðóäèåì Áîæüåãî äå-
ëà â ìèðå. Íåò íè÷åãî áîëåå ñìåøíîãî è æàëêîãî, êàê ãîðäèòüñÿ ñâîèì 
ãåíèåì. Ãîðäèòüñÿ åùå ìîæíî áûëî áû ñâîåé ñâÿòîñòüþ, íî íå ñâîèì ãå-
íèåì. Ïîýòîìó ãåíèé ÷óâñòâóåò,  ÷òî îí äåéñòâóåò êàê áû íå ñàì, ÷òî îí 
îäåðæèì Áîãîì, ÷òî îí åñòü îðóäèå Áîæüèõ ñâåðøåíèé è ïðåäíàçíà÷å-
íèé» [9, c. 136].  

Ïî Áåðäÿåâó, ÷åëîâåê ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñèìâîëîì, ïðîñòðàíñòâîì sacrum, 
êîòîðîå ìîæåò ñîçäàâàòü ðåàëüíîñòü êóëüòóðû. Îíà èìååò ðåøèòåëüíî 
ñèìâîëè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð, òàê êàê îòíîñèòñÿ ê âå÷íûì èäåÿì, êîòîðûå 
ýêçèñòèðóþò â íåñîòâîðåííîé, ìåîíè÷åñêîé ñâîáîäå. Êàê ñïðàâåäëèâî 
çàìå÷àåò ßí Êðàñèöêèé, «ìûñëü Íèêîëàÿ Áåðäÿåâà ìîæíî îïðåäåëèòü 
êàê ýêçèñòåíöèàëüíûé ñèìâîëèçì» [4, c. 170]. 

 
2. Àíàëèç ñìûñëîâ ñèìâîëà ó Âëàäèñëàâà Ñòðóæåâñêîãî 

 
Ó÷åíèê Ðîìàíà Èíãàðäåíà, Âëàäèñëàâ Ñòðóæåâñêèé (ðîä. â 1933 ã.) 

îòíîñèò  ñèìâîë  ê  çíàêàì,  îäíàêî  îòíîñèò  åãî  ê  ñîâñåì  äðóãîìó  èçìåðå-
íèþ, ÷åì ýòî äåëàþò ìíîãèå ôèëîñîôû. Êðàêîâñêèé ôåíîìåíîëîã ñ÷èòà-
åò,  ÷òî  «(1)  ñèìâîë  ÿâëÿåòñÿ  çíàêîì,  îòíîñÿùèìñÿ  ê  ÷åìó-òî  â  ñâîåé  
ñóùíîñòè íåâûðàçèìîìó, (2) ìåæäó ñèìâîëîì è òåì, ÷òî îí ñèìâîëèçè-
ðóåò (îòíîøåíèå ñèìâîëèçèðóþùåãî è ñèìâîëèçèðóåìîãî), èìååò ìåñòî 
îòíîøåíèå îñîáîãî ðîäà ðîäñòâà, ñ êàêèì ìû íå ñòàëêèâàåìñÿ â íè îäíîé 
äðóãîé ñåìàíòè÷åñêîé ñòðóêòóðå». Òàêèì îáðàçîì, «äâà âûøåóêàçàííûõ 
ñâîéñòâà îïðåäåëÿþò ñâîåîáðàçíóþ äèàëåêòèêó ñèìâîëà, äåëàþò åãî 
åäèíñòâåííûì â ñâîåì ðîäå çíàêîì» [6, c. 439]. Ñòðåìÿñü îáúÿñíèòü ñòà-
òóñ ñèìâîëà ñ ôèëîñîôñêîé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, Ñòðóæåâñêèé ðàñïðàâëÿåòñÿ ñ 
ìèôàìè, êîòîðûìè, ïî åãî ìíåíèþ, îáðîñ ñèìâîë â ôèëîñîôèè. Ïðåæäå 
âñåãî îí îòêàçûâàåòñÿ âèäåòü â ñèìâîëå ëèøü ÷èñòî ÿçûêîâîé êîíñòðóêò. 
Ïî åãî óáåæäåíèþ, ñèìâîë íå íåñåò â ñåáå íè îäíîãî òàêîãî ýëåìåíòà, êî-
òîðûé áû ìîã ïîñðåäñòâîì ñàìîé ôîðìû âûðàæåíèÿ, îñîáåííî ÿçûêîâîé, 
îâëàäåòü òåì, ÷òî îí ñèìâîëèçèðóåò. Ñèìâîë, êàê ïèøåò ïîëüñêèé àâòîð, 
«ïðèáëèæàåòñÿ ê íåèçâåäàííîìó, îñòàâëÿÿ åãî íåèçâåäàííûì, óêàçûâàåò 
íà òðàíñöåíäåíöèþ, íå äåãðàäèðóÿ ïðè ýòîì ê åãî ñóùíîñòè» [6, c. 440]. 

Ñòðóæåâñêèé ñòàâèò âîïðîñ î  òîì, èìååò ëè ñèìâîë òàêîå æå çíà÷å-
íèå äëÿ ÷åëîâåêà, êàê ÿçûê, è îòâå÷àåò íà íåãî îòðèöàòåëüíî. Âåäü ÿçûê, 
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ïî åãî ìíåíèþ, ñòðåìèòñÿ ê äîìèíèðîâàíèþ íàä îïèñûâàåìîé ðåàëüíî-
ñòüþ, íàöåëåí íà åå ïîëíîå îáúÿñíåíèå, â òî âðåìÿ êàê ñèìâîë «îòâå÷àåò 
íà íå ìåíåå âàæíóþ íåîáõîäèìîñòü ñîõðàíèòü òàéíó òàéíû, íåîáõîäè-
ìîñòü ââåäåíèÿ â òàéíó, êîòîðîå íèêîãäà íå ïðîèçâîäèòñÿ íàøèìè ñîáñò-
âåííûìè ñèëàìè. Íî [ñèëàìè] ÷åãî-òî – èëè êîãî-òî – ÷òî (êòî) íàñ ê ýòî-
ìó ïîäïóñêàåò, íàêîíåö, [ñèìâîë îòâå÷àåò íà] íåîáõîäèìîñòü ïîêëîíåíèÿ 
òîìó, ÷òî íàñ ñàìèõ áåñêîíå÷íî ïðåâîñõîäèò» [6, c. 440]. Ñòðóæåâñêèé 
ïîä÷åðêèâàåò, ÷òî, áóäó÷è â ñîñòîÿíèè îáúÿñíèòü ðåàëüíîñòü, ê êîòîðîé 
îí îòíîñèòñÿ, ñèìâîë íèêîãäà íå ìîæåò ñäåëàòü ýòîãî èñ÷åðïûâàþùèì 
îáðàçîì. Ñèìâîë ïðè÷àñòåí òîìó, ÷òî îí ñèìâîëèçèðóåò, è ïåðåäàåò åãî 
ñìûñë òîìó, äëÿ êîãî ñèìâîëèçèðóåò. Òîò, êòî ñ ïîìîùüþ ñèìâîëà æåëà-
åò  ïîëó÷èòü  çíàíèå  î  òîì,  ÷òî  ÿâëÿåòñÿ  ñèìâîëèçèðóåìûì  íåêèì  îáðà-
çîì, ñîåäèíÿåòñÿ ñ íèì ïîñðåäñòâîì ñèìâîëà. Ïðè ýòîì èíèöèàòèâà ïî-
äîáíîãî ñîåäèíåíèÿ âñåãäà èñõîäèò ñî ñòîðîíû íåêîé òðàíñöåíäåíòíîé 
ðåàëüíîñòè: òîò, êòî ïîçâîëÿåò áûòü ïîçíàííûì, îòêðûâàåòñÿ ïåðåä ïî-
çíàþùèì íàñòîëüêî, íàñêîëüêî ñàì æåëàåò îòêðûòüñÿ. 

Â ñèìâîëå ñîâåðøàåòñÿ ñâîåãî ðîäà ÿâëåíèå äàðà, êîòîðûé âñåãäà 
ïðåäïîëàãàåò ïðèñóòñòâèå íåêîé òàéíû. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, «ñèìâîë ëåæèò 
êàê áû â ñåðåäèíå ïóòè ìåæäó èçâåñòíûì è íåèçâåñòíûì, ìåæäó ñëîâîì 
è ìîë÷àíèåì» [6, c. 440–441; 2, §4–5]. Äàííîå ïîíèìàíèå ïðåäïîëàãàåò 
ìíîãîñëîéíûé îáðàç ìèðà: ìèð, êîòîðûé ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïåðåä íàìè, èìååò 
ñëîæíóþ îíòîëîãè÷åñêóþ ñòðóêòóðó. Ïîäîáíàÿ áûòèéíàÿ èíòóèöèÿ èç-
âåñòíà  óæå  ñ  àíòè÷íûõ  âðåìåí,  èìåííî  îíà  ðîæäàëà  âîïðîñ  îá  arche. 
Èìåííî òàêèì îáðàçîì äðåâíèå ñòàðàëèñü óêàçàòü íà òî, ÷òî ñóùåñòâåí-
íî, ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ îñíîâàíèåì ìèðà, íî ãðàíèöû èõ ÿçûêà êàê ïëîäà êóëü-
òóðû, â êîòîðîé îíè æèëè, áûëè îäíîâðåìåííî ãðàíèöàìè èõ îòâåòîâ. 
Îáúÿñíåíèå òîãî, ÷òî èìåííî íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ÿâíûì, âñåãäà èìåëî ñèìâîëè-
÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð, âåäü, êàê çàìå÷àåò Ñòðóæåâñêèé, «ïåðâè÷íûé îïûò 
ðåàëüíîñòè ÿâëÿåòñÿ êîëûáåëüþ êàê äëÿ ÿçûêà íàóêè, òàê è äëÿ ÿçûêà 
ñèìâîëîâ» [6, c. 441]. 

×òîáû ïîêàçàòü, â ÷åì èìåííî çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ ñóùíîñòü ñèìâîëà, ïîëü-
ñêèé  ôèëîñîô  îáðàùàåòñÿ  ê  îäíîìó  èç  íèõ,  à  èìåííî  ê  ãðàôè÷åñêîìó  
çíàêó, êîòîðûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ îáðàç, ïðîèçâåäåíèå õóäîæåñòâåííîãî èñêóññò-
âà. Ñòðóæåâñêèé àíàëèçèðóåò âíóòðåííþþ ñòðóêòóðó ñèìâîëà. Ïî åãî 
ìíåíèþ, ñèìâîëè÷åñêàÿ ñòðóêòóðà êàê òàêîâàÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ îïðåäåëåííûì 
âàðèàíòîì ñåìàíòè÷åñêîé ñòðóêòóðû, îíà âûðàæàåò ñïîñîá ïðèâÿçêè 
ñèìâîëà ê òîìó, ÷òî îí ñèìâîëèçèðóåò. Â ñàìîì ñèìâîëå ôèëîñîô âûäå-
ëÿåò åãî ôîðìàëüíîå è ìàòåðèàëüíîå ñîäåðæàíèå: «ïåðâîå ÿâëÿåòñÿ îñ-
íîâàíèåì óòâåðæäåíèÿ î òîì, ÷òî äàííûé ïðåäìåò P âîîáùå ÿâëÿåòñÿ 
ñèìâîëîì, âòîðîå æå ïîçâîëÿåò îòâåòèòü íà âîïðîñ, ÷òî èìåííî ñèìâîëè-
çèðóåò äàííûé ñèìâîë. ×àñòî ïðîèñõîäèò òàê, ÷òî, íàõîäÿñü ïåðåä ëèöîì 
êàêîãî-òî òàèíñòâåííîãî ïðåäìåòà,  ìû íå ñîìíåâàåìñÿ â òîì, ÷òî îí ÿâ-
ëÿåòñÿ ñèìâîëîì (òàêèì îáðàçîì, ìû îòêðûâàåì åãî ôîðìàëüíîå ñîäåð-
æàíèå), îäíàêî ìû íå â ñîñòîÿíèè îòâåòèòü íà âîïðîñ î òîì, ÷òî èìåííî 
îí ñèìâîëèçèðóåò (ìàòåðèàëüíîå ñîäåðæàíèå ñèìâîëà îñòàåòñÿ äëÿ íàñ, 
òàêèì îáðàçîì, ñîêðûòûì)» [2, c. 422]. Îäíàêî íà ýòîì íå çàêàí÷èâàþòñÿ 
âíóòðèâèäîâûå  ðàçëè÷èÿ,  êàñàþùèåñÿ  ñàìîãî  ñèìâîëà,  âåäü  ñàì  â  ñåáå  
ñèìâîë ñîäåðæèò ìíîãî ñëîåâ. Èìåííî îò òîãî, êòî èìåííî ñîïðèêàñàåòñÿ 
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ñ ñèìâîëîì, çàâèñèò òî, îòêðîþòñÿ ëè ïåðåä ýòèì ðåöèïèåíòîì íåêèå 
ñêðûòûå ñëîè ñèìâîëà èëè æå îòêðîþòñÿ òîëüêî òå, êîòîðûå ïðåäñòàâ-
ëÿþòñÿ åìó î÷åâèäíûìè. Âî âòîðîì ñëó÷àå ìû èìååì äåëî, ñêîðåå, íå ñ 
ñèìâîëîì, à ñî çíàêîì. Âåäü äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû íàáëþäàåìûé ïðåäìåò ìîã 
ñòàòü ñèìâîëîì, â íåì äîëæíà ñóùåñòâîâàòü âîçìîæíîñòü íåñêîëüêèõ 
ñëîåâ, èç êîòîðûõ íàèâàæíåéøèì ÿâëÿåòñÿ, ïî Ñòðóæåâñêîìó, òîò, êî-
òîðûé îí íàçûâàåò «âûäåëåííûì ñîäåðæàíèåì ñèìâîëà» [6, c. 442].  

Äàëåå ôèëîñîô äåëàåò âûâîäû, êîòîðûå âàæíû íå òîëüêî äëÿ ôèëî-
ñîôèè, íî è äëÿ êóëüòóðîëîãè÷åñêèõ èññëåäîâàíèé. Îí îáðàùàåò âíèìà-
íèå íà òîò ôàêò, ÷òî äëÿ ïîíèìàíèÿ âûäåëåííîãî ñîäåðæàíèÿ ñèìâîëà 
íåîáõîäèìî çíàòü äàííóþ êóëüòóðó. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, íàõîäÿùèéñÿ âíóò-
ðè äàííîé êóëüòóðû ÷åëîâåê ìîæåò îêàçàòüñÿ ïðîôàíîì ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê 
ñèìâîëàì, êîòîðûå â äðóãîé êóëüòóðå, âûðàæàåìîé ñ ïîìîùüþ äðóãîãî 
ÿçûêà, ìîãóò èìåòü îãðîìíîå çíà÷åíèå. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, óëàâëèâàíèå òà-
êîãî âûäåëåííîãî ñîäåðæàíèÿ ñèìâîëà çàâèñèò îò ñóáúåêòà, êîòîðûé 
ñòàëêèâàåòñÿ ñ ñèìâîëîì, è îò åãî àêñèîëîãè÷åñêèõ (îòêðûòîñòü èíîé 
êóëüòóðå), èíòåëëåêòóàëüíûõ (ïîíèìàíèå çíà÷åíèÿ ñèìâîëà â äàííîé 
êóëüòóðå) è ðåëèãèîçíûõ (óâàæåíèå ê îòëè÷íûì îò ñîáñòâåííûõ ðåëèãè-
îçíûì óáåæäåíèÿì, ê êîòîðûì îòñûëàåò ñèìâîë) ïîòåíöèé [7, ñ. 382]. Íî 
ïðåæäå  âñåãî  ïîíèìàíèå  âûäåëåííîãî  ñìûñëà  çàâèñèò  îò  âåðû  â  òî,  ÷òî  
îêðóæàþùàÿ íàñ ðåàëüíîñòü ìîæåò èìåòü ñèìâîëè÷åñêîå èçìåðåíèå; 
óâèäåâ  æå  ñèìâîë,  íóæíî  ñîãëàñèòüñÿ  ñ  òåì,  ÷òî  îí  ïîðîæäàåò  áîëüøå  
âîïðîñîâ, ÷åì äàåò îòâåòîâ. 

Çäåñü èìååò ìåñòî ñõîæåñòü â ìûøëåíèè î ñèìâîëå ìåæäó Ñòðóæåâ-
ñêèì è Áåðäÿåâûì. Îáà ôèëîñîôà îáðàùàþòñÿ ê êëàññè÷åñêîé ãðå÷åñêîé 
ôèëîñîôèè. Íè÷òî, êîòîðîå ãðåêè îïðåäåëÿëè äâîÿêî – êàê ouk on èëè 
æå me on, ñòàíîâèòñÿ â ñèìâîëå äàííîñòüþ. Ñòðóæåâñêèé ïðåäñòàâëÿåò 
ñâîå ïîíèìàíèå äàííîãî ôåíîìåíà ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì: «…íåãàòèâíûé 
ìîìåíò, ñ êîòîðûì ìû âñòðå÷àåìñÿ â ñèìâîëå, âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ îáà òèïà 
îòðèöàíèÿ. Ïåðâûé îòìåíÿåò âûäåëåííîå ñîäåðæàíèå – åñëè íå âñå, òî 
âî âñÿêîì ñëó÷àå â òàêîé ñòåïåíè, ÷òîáû ñòàëî ÿñíî, ÷òî îíî óæå íå ÿâ-
ëÿåòñÿ òåì, ÷åì ñòàëî â ðåçóëüòàòå íàòóðàëüíîãî ïóòè ðàñøèôðîâêè 
ñòðóêòóðû ñèìâîëà, íà÷èíàÿ îò îáðàçà, ÷åðåç îáîáùåííîå ñîäåðæàíèå äî, 
ñîáñòâåííî, âûäåëåííîãî ñîäåðæàíèÿ. Ïîäîáíàÿ îòìåíà ïðîèçâîäèòñÿ 
ïåðåä ëèöîì èíîãî, ê êîòîðîìó, îïèðàÿñü íà âûäåëåííîå ñîäåðæàíèå, 
îòíîñèòñÿ ðàçëè÷àþùåå îòðèöàíèå. Ïîñðåäñòâîì îòìåíû ñåáÿ, â ñàìîîò-
ðèöàíèè âûäåëåííîå ñîäåðæàíèå óêàçûâàåò, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, íà èíîå, ðà-
äèêàëüíî îòëè÷àþùååñÿ îò íåãî, ïðèíàäëåæàùåå ê èíîìó áûòèéíîìó 
ïëàñòó è èíîìó ñïîñîáó ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ. Ïðèðîäà ýòîãî èíîãî íå ñòàíî-
âèòñÿ, òàêèì îáðàçîì, òî÷íåå îïðåäåëåíà. Äàæå íàîáîðîò: çäåñü ðå÷ü, 
ñêîðåå, èäåò î òîì, ÷åì îíà íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ. Êîãäà â èãðó âõîäÿò ñîäåðæà-
íèÿ, îòíîñÿùèåñÿ ê Àáñîëþòó, ìû èìååì äåëî ñ ñèòóàöèåé, àíàëîãè÷íîé 
òîé, êîòîðóþ ñî âðåìåí Ïñåâäî-Äèîíèñèÿ ìû ïðèâûêëè îïðåäåëÿòü êàê 
íåãàòèâíóþ òåîëîãèþ» [6, c. 444]. 

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ìû âèäèì, ÷òî Ñòðóæåâñêèé ïðîäâèãàåòñÿ â ñòîðîíó 
èññëåäîâàíèÿ ñèìâîëà â åãî ñàìîì ñèëüíîì çíà÷åíèè, òî åñòü â çíà÷åíèè 
ñèìâîëà,  îòñûëàþùåãî ê Àáñîëþòó – Áîãó è ïðîÿâëÿþùåãîñÿ êàê «äàí-
íûé  è  äàþùèé»  [6,  c.  447].  Ïîëüñêèé  ôèëîñîô  òàêæå  îáúÿñíÿåò,  ÷åì  
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ïðèíöèïèàëüíî îòëè÷àåòñÿ ñèìâîë, îòíîñÿùèéñÿ ê òðàíñöåíäåíöèè, îò 
îáû÷íîãî ñèìâîëà. Ïî åãî óáåæäåíèþ, «ñèìâîë, â åãî ñèëüíîì çíà÷åíèè, 
ïðîÿâëÿåò ìîìåíò íåîáõîäèìîñòè ñâîåé ñòðóêòóðû, ÷òî èìïëèöèðóåò åãî 
îöåíêó êàê óñòàíîâëåííîãî – îïîñðåäîâàííî èëè íåïîñðåäñòâåííî – ñà-
ìèì Àáñîëþòîì. Â òî âðåìÿ êàê äðóãèå çíàêè, â òîì ÷èñëå òàêæå ñëàáûå 
ñèìâîëû, êîíñòèòóèðóþòñÿ è äåêîäèðóþòñÿ íàìè ñàìèìè, îí ïðîÿâëÿåò-
ñÿ a priori êàê äàííûé òðàíñöåíäåíòíûì áûòèåì è ÿâëåííûé íàì ê ïî-
íèìàíèþ» [6, c. 448].  

Ñòðóæåâñêèé îïÿòü îáðàùàåòñÿ ê ñïîñîáíîñòè ÷åëîâåêà ÷óâñòâîâàòü, 
ê  îñîçíàíèþ  òîãî,  ÷òî  â  ñèìâîëå  ìû  èìååì  äåëî  ñ  òàéíîé.  Ïðè  ýòîì  îí  
äîáàâëÿåò  åùå îäèí àñïåêò,  êîòîðûé ÿâëÿåòñÿ  î÷åíü  âàæíûì äëÿ ïîíè-
ìàíèÿ ñèìâîëà – ó÷àñòèå ñèìâîëà â ñàêðàëüíîì îáðàçå, â ëèòóðãèè. Ñëå-
äîâàòåëüíî, â ñèìâîëå òàêæå îòêðûâàåòñÿ åùå îäíî èçìåðåíèå, «ãîðè-
çîíòàëüíîå èçìåðåíèå ñîîáùåñòâà, êîòîðîå ñàìî ó÷àñòâóåò â èíîì ìåòà-
ôèçè÷åñêîì ïîðÿäêå, â ïîðÿäêå sacrum» [6, c. 449]. Ïîëüñêèé ôèëîñîô 
çàäàåò âîïðîñ î òîì, êàê âûãëÿäèò îòíîøåíèå ñèìâîëà ñ ðåàëüíîñòüþ, â 
êîòîðîé ñèìâîë ýêçèñòèðóåò. Îí îáðàùàåò âíèìàíèå íà òðè óðîâíÿ îò-
íîøåíèÿ ñèìâîëà ê ðåàëüíîñòè. Âî-ïåðâûõ, ñèìâîë âûðàñòàåò èç ðåàëü-
íîñòè âìåñòå ñî âñåì åå ðàçíîîáðàçèåì, âî-âòîðûõ, ïðåâîñõîäèò ýòó ðå-
àëüíîñòü, òàê êàê îí íàïðàâëåí ê èíîìó, â òðåòüèõ, â êà÷åñòâå ðåëèãèîç-
íîãî ñèìâîëà îí «ïîëó÷àåò ñâîé ñìûñë è ñïîñîáíîñòü ó÷àñòèÿ áëàãîäàðÿ 
ñîîòíåñåíèþ ñ ðåàëüíîñòüþ – êîíòåêñòó, êîòîðûé äåëàåò åãî âîîáùå ïî-
íÿòíûì  â  êà÷åñòâå  ñèìâîëà»  [6,  c.  449].  Òàêèì  îáðàçîì,  ñèìâîë  ñòàíî-
âèòñÿ äëÿ ïîëüñêîãî ôèëîñîôà ñèìâîëîì par exellånce ëèøü òîãäà, êîãäà 
îí ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ â àêòóàëüíîì ïðîñòðàíñòâå ðåëèãèè. Ñèìâîë ìîæåò ïîÿ-
âèòüñÿ â ðàçëè÷íûõ êóëüòóðàõ, íî îí íåèçìåííî ñîõðàíÿåò ñâÿçü ñ êóëü-
òîì.  Ïðè  ýòîì,  êàê  áûëî  óêàçàíî  âûøå,  ýòî  äîëæåí  áûòü  àóòåíòè÷íûé  
êóëüò, îòñûëàþùèé ê òîìó, ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ èíûì è íåïîäâëàñòíûì äëÿ 
îáúÿñíåíèÿ ñðåäñòâàìè ñàìîãî ñèìâîëà. Çíàê, êîòîðûé ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñèìâî-
ëîì è ìîæåò áûòü îáúÿñíåí ñ ïîìîùüþ âñåãî áîãàòñòâà çíàíèÿ è ÿçûêà, 
îñòàåòñÿ  ïðîñòûì  ñèìâîëîì,  èëè  æå,  êàê  âûðàæàåòñÿ  Ñòðóæåâñêèé,  
«ñëàáûì ñèìâîëîì». 

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ñèìâîë îòëè÷àåòñÿ òàêæå è îò àëëåãîðèè, êîòîðàÿ 
øèðîêî ïðèñóòñòâóåò â èñêóññòâå. Âåäü àëëåãîðèÿ îñòàåòñÿ íà óðîâíå 
ÿçûêà,  è  â  òîì  æå  ÿçûêå  íàõîäèòñÿ  åå  îáúÿñíåíèå.  Îíà  íå  îòíîñèòñÿ  ê  
÷åìó-òî, ÷òî âîçâûøàåò ÷åëîâåêà ê Àáñîëþòó. Ñòðóæåâñêèé îáúÿñíÿåò 
ýòî ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì: «…ðàäîñòü îò ðàñïîçíàâàíèÿ àëëåãîðèè ñõîæà ñ 
òîé ðàäîñòüþ, êîòîðàÿ ñîïóòñòâóåò íàõîæäåíèþ îòâåòà íà çàãàäêó; çäåñü 
ðå÷ü íå èäåò îá îòêðûâàíèè íåêîé òàéíû» [6, c. 453]. Â êà÷åñòâå ïðèìåðà 
ñèìâîëà  â  èñêóññòâå  Ñòðóæåâñêèé  îáðàùàåòñÿ  ê  «Ñâÿòîé  Òðîèöå»  Àíä-
ðåÿ Ðóáëåâà. Ïîñëå àíàëèçà íàõîäÿùèõñÿ â èêîíå çíàêîâ, êîòîðûå íåïî-
ñðåäñòâåííî îòñûëàþò ê Åâàíãåëèþ, ôèëîñîô óêàçûâàåò íà òî, ÷åì íåëü-
çÿ ïðåíåáðå÷ü: «…ýòî èêîíà, â êîòîðîé êðàñîòà íàøëà êàê áû íàèáîëåå 
ñîâåðøåííîå ìåñòî. ×òîáû ñäåëàòü ñëåäóþùèé øàã è ñêàçàòü, ÷òî ýòà 
èêîíà ÿâëÿåòñÿ òàêæå ñèìâîëîì íàèâûñøåé Êðàñîòû, ñëåäóåò ïðèíÿòü 
äâà ïðåäïîëîæåíèÿ, ïðèíàäëåæàùèå ê îáëàñòè òåîðèè èñêóññòâà è ýñòå-
òèêè. Âî-ïåðâûõ, õóäîæíèê íå ñîçäàåò öåííîñòè íåïîñðåäñòâåííî, îí 
ëèøü ñîçäàåò óñëîâèÿ, ïðè êîòîðûõ îíè ìîãóò ïîÿâèòüñÿ. Âî-âòîðûõ, 
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êðîìå ýñòåòè÷åñêîé êðàñîòû, â íåêîòîðûõ ïðîèçâåäåíèÿõ èñêóññòâà ïî-
ÿâëÿåòñÿ êðàñîòà, ïîíèìàåìàÿ êàê ñâåðõ-ýñòåòè÷åñêàÿ öåííîñòü – êàê 
îòðàæåíèå òîé Êðàñîòû, êîòîðóþ Ïñåâäî-Äèîíèñèé Àðåîïàãèò íàçâàë 
hyperkalon» [6, c. 458]. 

Àíàëèçèðóÿ «Ñâÿòóþ Òðîèöó», Ñòðóæåâñêèé îïÿòü îáðàùàåòñÿ êàê 
ê ÷óâñòâåííîñòè âîñïðèíèìàþùåãî, òàê è ê öåíèìîìó Áåðäÿåâûì ñóáú-
åêòèâíîìó âîñïðèÿòèþ ìèðà. Ïîëüñêèé ôèëîñîô ïîäâîäèò èòîã ñâîèì 
èññëåäîâàíèÿì ñèìâîëà ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì: «…áûëî áû âñå ýòî âîçìîæ-
íûì, åñëè áû â ãëóáèíå äóøè ìû íå ðàçäåëÿëè – âìåñòå ñ ïðàâîñëàâíîé 
Öåðêîâüþ – óáåæäåíèÿ, ÷òî èêîíà Ñâÿòàÿ Òðîèöà Ðóáëåâà ÿâëÿåòñÿ 
òàêæå è òàèíñòâîì?» [6, c. 464]. Òàêàÿ Êðàñîòà ïðîÿâëÿåòñÿ â ñèìâîëå 
ñàìà ïî ñåáå. Çäåñü ïðåäïîëàãàåòñÿ îòêðûòîñòü ÷åëîâåêà, âîñïðèíèìàþ-
ùåãî ñèìâîë, ñîó÷àñòâóþùåãî â Êðàñîòå. 

 
* * * 

Ñèìâîë è åãî çíà÷åíèå â êóëüòóðå ñëîæíî ïåðåîöåíèòü. Îí ïðèñóòñò-
âóåò  â  êóëüòóðå  åäâà  ëè íå  îò  ñàìîãî  íà÷àëà  ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé èñòîðèè.  Ìû 
íàõîäèì ñèìâîëû â èçîáðàæåíèÿõ, ïðèíàäëåæàùèõ êàê ñàìûì äðåâíèì 
öèâèëèçàöèÿì, òàê è ñîâðåìåííîé êóëüòóðå. Ñëîæíî ïðåäóãàäàòü, íàó-
÷èòñÿ ëè â ðåçóëüòàòå ýâîëþöèè íàøà öèâèëèçàöèÿ îáõîäèòüñÿ áåç ñèì-
âîëîâ èëè íåò. Îáà ïðåäñòàâëåííûå â äàííîé ñòàòüå ôèëîñîôà ïîä÷åðêè-
âàþò, ÷òî ñèìâîë îòíîñèòñÿ ê òîìó, ÷òî íåâûðàçèìî, ê òîìó, ÷òî ÿâëÿåò-
ñÿ  àáñîëþòíî èíûì ïî  îòíîøåíèþ ê  ìèðó.  Íàì ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ,  ÷òî  ÷å-
ëîâå÷åñòâî åäâà ëè ñìîæåò êîãäà-íèáóäü âûÿñíèòü Àáñîëþòíî Èíîå òà-
êèì èñ÷åðïûâàþùèì îáðàçîì, êîòîðûé áû ïîçâîëèë ýëèìèíèðîâàòü èç 
êóëüòóðû ñàìî ïîíÿòèå ñèìâîëà. Êðîìå òîãî, âðÿä ëè â áóäóùåì ÷åëîâåê 
ñìîæåò çàáûòü î òîì, ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ Àáñîëþòíûì, âåäü misterium fascino-
sum, èëè misterium tremmendum, íåèçìåííî ñîïóòñòâóåò ÷åëîâåêó â åãî 
îäèññåå. Â ñàìîé æå ôèëîñîôèè, êàê ñïðàâåäëèâî çàìå÷àåò Àíäæåé Îñò-
ðîâñêèé,  ñ  ïîìîùüþ  ñèìâîëà  ìîæíî  ãîâîðèòü  î  ÷åì-òî,  ñ  ÷åì  ðàçóì  íå  
ñïðàâëÿåòñÿ ñîáñòâåííûìè ñèëàìè, òåì ñàìûì ïîáóæäàÿ äðóãèõ ê ìûø-
ëåíèþ, à â äàëüíåéøåé ïåðñïåêòèâå – ê ñàìîïîíèìàíèþ [5, c. 27]. 
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V. I. LENIN AND THE CASE OF P. N. TKACHEV’S 
THOUGHT IMPACT* 

Ondrej Marchevský University of Prešov, Slovakia 

В статье показано, как сама природа фило-
софского мышления, морали, этики и также, 
возможно, более широкой культурной ин-
формированности в конкретной области мо-
жет быть использована как для провоциро-
вания определенной конфронтации, так и 
для постоянного сотрудничества, внедрения 
целого спектра более или менее оригиналь-
ных инициатив. В качестве примеров анали-
зируются разнообразные типы мышления 
русской провинциальной интеллигенции, 
главным образом второй половины XIX и 
начала XX в. Идеи, сформировавшиеся в 
этот период, во многом определили даль-
нейшее развитие русской мысли и нашли 
разнообразное применение русских филосо-
фов последующих поколений. В этом пе-
риоде также надо искать истоки трагических 
событий, которые нередко воспринимаются 
в качестве крупнейшей исторической трав-
мы не только русской, но и мировой исто-
рии, причем русская революция 1917 г. еще 
не самая страшная из них. Исследование со-
средоточено на революционной ветви рус-
ской мысли, в частности на анализе народ-
ничества, квинтэссенцией которого призна-
ется деятельность и учение П. Н. Ткачева. 
Концепция Ткачева, поднятые им проблемы 
позволяют проследить и подвергнуть анали-
зу его влияние на мышление и политиче-
скую практику одной из самых противоре-
чивых фигур не только российской, но и 
мировой истории – В. И. Ленина. В статье 
также рассматриваются вопросы об отноше-
нии народников к идеям, высказанным Ле-
ниным, и о восприятии Лениным идеологии 
и практики народничества.  

Ключевые слова: народничество, революция, 
П. Н. Ткачев, В. И. Ленин, ленинизм, фило-
софская мысль, политическая практика. 

One of the theses proposed in the article is that 
the very nature of philosophical thinking, mo-
rality, ethics, and even any cultural activity can 
be used both to provoke a dramatic situation, a 
confrontation in the society etc., and at the 
same time to stimulate a continual cooperation 
which may pave the way for more or less origi-
nal social and cultural initiatives. As examples, 
the author analyzes various types of philoso-
phical thinking of the Russian provincial intel-
ligentsia, mainly referring to the second half of 
the 19th and early 20th centuries. The ideas 
formulated during this period largely deter-
mined the further development of Russian 
thought and later were differently interpreted 
and used by the Russian philosophers of 
younger generations. In this period, there 
should be found the origins of the tragic events, 
which are often considered as the largest his-
torical trauma not only of Russian, but also of 
the world history, and the Russian revolution of 
1917 was not yet the most terrible of them. The 
author focuses on studying the revolutionary 
branch of Russian philosophical thought, in 
particular Narodnism as it was presented in the 
works by Petr Tkachev. Tkachev’s concept, the 
problems he raised are analyzed to stress his 
influence on the thinking and political practice 
of one of the most controversial figures in both 
Russian and the world history – Vladimir Le-
nin. The article also touches upon some topics 
dealt with the polemics between Lenin and 
Narodniks. When considering all this, the au-
thor took into account the interpretations given 
by Andrzej Walicki and Leszek Kolakowski in 
their research works on the history of Russian 
philosophy.  

Keywords: Narodnism, revolution, Petr N. Tka-
chev, Vladimir I. Lenin, Leninism, philosophi-
cal thought, political praxis.  
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Speaking about the Russian intellectual history of the 19th and 20th 
ñenturies along with the works of V. S. Solovyov, F. M. Dostoevsky, L. N. 
Tolstoy, A. P. Chekhov, N. A. Berdyaev, P. A. Florensky, or I. A. Ilyin, 
there can be seen also the development of strict secular thinking, the aim of 
which is a change of Russia, a change resolute and rapid, the revolutionary 
one. It is embodied in works Narodniks1 and later in Lenin’s activities. 

Talking about Lenin – chiefly in the countries of the Eastern Bloc – re-
quires a considerable extent of professional “grace” and “tact”. It is a fact 
that wounds – and not only those physical – are very deep, and that as re-
gards Lenin, it is not possible to avoid views implying mistrust or fear and 
also animosity, contempt, even disgust. It  is important to note that all  the 
mentioned feelings are fully legitimate. For this reason, I would like to 
make  clear  that  my  aim  is  not  to  justify  or  to  glorify  the  Russian  radical  
thought. I approach the radical spectrum of Russian thinking as the histori-
cal-philosophical issue, which should be critically reflected. We cannot just 
close our eyes or adopt an ignoring stance as some kind of “punishment” 
aimed at the topic. In doing so, we would just repeat the sins of those whom 
we criticize for the very same thing. And our attitude would be no less radi-
cal than theirs. A legitimate criticism should be based on the knowledge of 
criticised content as well as of the circumstances of its shaping. Thus, the 
following lines are written to contribute to the knowledge of the phenome-
non, not to excuse or rationalize the historical maladies and pathology. 

                                                   
1 Rus. народничество. Russian Narodnism is a secular movement that use to be 

called also as the Narodnik intelligence. Having a considerable influence on changes in 
the social as well as political field, it represents one of the most influential intellectual 
formations of the second half of the 19th century in Russia. Beginnings of this move-
ment are linked with events such as the death of Emperor Nicholas I (1855), the fall of 
Sevastopol during the Crimean war (1856), or the abolition of serfdom in Russia (1861). 
The  question  of  the  end  of  the  Narodnism  is  open.  There  can  be  seen  different  shifts  
which may be taken into consideration, from the attempted murder of Emperor Alexan-
der II (1881), through the fall of Port Arthur (1905) in the Russian-Japanese war, up to 
the year 1918. However, an analysis of the Narodnik attitudes enables us to find a set of 
typical and frequently discussed topics. These include: interest and care of the people, 
sense of guilt and moral debt as regards the people, will to redeem debt, intention to 
work for the people’s good. Regarding the Narodnism as an extraordinary rich move-
ment, there can be defined some aspects of the Narodnik phenomenon through which it 
is possible to examine and problematize it. Foremost, we can mention the relation of the 
Narodnism to the people. To important aspects of the examination belong the study of 
Narodnism as a political-theoretical and ideological movement. Narodnism as a practical 
movement may be perceived in two levels. In the first case, it is the public enlighten-
ment, also called the walking among the people (1872–1875). The second one of the 
practical levels may be identified with anarchism, terrorism, revolutionariness. Narod-
nism is also reflected as an economical movement, an utopia, an ethical movement, a 
literary movement, journalism, philosophical thinking. For details see Zverev [11], 
Broda [1], Pomper [7], Rydzewski [8], Walicki [10]. 
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Naturally, the scope of the paper is not sufficient for a complex grasp 
of such a delicate issue. For this reason, it is necessary to specify my view in 
more detail. 

We can use as the introductory quotation well known idea of Andzrej 
Walicki “The Narodnik doctrine has been – at least partly – revived in the 
Leninism. I have in mind the doctrine of Bakunin, Nechayev, and Tkachev 
in particular” [9, p. 262] which indicates, among the radical Narodnik 
thinkers the important status is held by Pyotr Nikitich Tkachev1. Walicki’s 

                                                   
1 Rus. Петр Никитич Ткачев. *1844 (Sivtsovo, Pskov Governorate) – †1886 (Paris). 

Tkachev was the son of the well-known architect who died when Pyotr was 7 years old. 
After the father’s death, he together with his mother, two sisters, and brother, moved 
from the province to the capital city, i.e. to Sankt Petersburg. Mother’s principal inten-
tion was to secure a quality education for her children. Tkachev was a student at a 
grammar school. He was extraordinarily interested in activities of G. Garibaldi. After he 
graduated at the grammar school, he continued his studies at Faculty of Law at Univer-
sity of Sankt Petersburg (1861). During these studies, he began to express his critical 
attitudes to the existing society. His activities were so intensive that he spent two months 
in prison during the autumn of 1861. Tkachev was confident about the illegitimacy of his 
imprisonment behind the walls of the Kronstadt fortress. As Isakov (2010) remarked, 
that incident sowed the seeds of the radicalization of Tkachev’s opinions. As a conse-
quence of the imprisonment was Tkachev expelled from the university. In order to gain 
an education, Tkachev decided to pay his attention to intensive self-education. He fin-
ished his studies extramurally and, subsequently, he successfully defended his disserta-
tion on the rectification of underage perpetrators of crimes. He earned his living as an 
auxiliary at the law court where he gained enough different materials for an evaluation of 
the legal and judicial system in Russia. There he laid a foundation for his literary debut, 
which came in 1862 in the journal “Время” edited by Dostoevsky brothers. Let me re-
mark that at the time already three Tkachev’s articles were prohibited by the censorship. 
Nevertheless, the labelling of Tkachev’s articles as prohibited made him even more mo-
tivated. He was convinced that it is a sign that he writes about something dangerous from 
the view of the official power, about something that might change the existing condition. 
He started to cooperate also with other editorial boards and published his articles in jour-
nals such as “Библиотека для чтения, Русское слово” and later “Дело”. Aside from 
the political and economic issues, Tkachev dealt also with questions of law, statistics, the 
emancipation of women, literary criticism, or history. His articles had a great response 
throughout the whole Russia. Thanks to his knowledge of German, French, and English 
language (as a result of his self-education), he was able to get to know many different 
opinions and attitudes of intellectuals of the time. He also worked on many translations 
with a commentary, what in turn enriched his domestic intellectual milieu. He was an 
extraordinarily active person who devoted a lot of time to work, even to writing or to 
translations, and he was also actively engaged in the political life and its radical spec-
trum in particular. As a consequence, Tkachev was constantly under the supervision of 
police, and, due to his activities, he was often imprisoned for short periods. Because of 
his cooperation with radical circles, he was even punished by the resettlement to the 
province. From there he fled across the borders to Switzerland on December 1873. Dur-
ing his exile, he attempted to join Pyotr L. Lavrov, but he very soon discovered that their 
opinions are diametrally different and that cooperation is out of the question. After the 
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note also shows that there existed the mutual historical-philosophical and 
social-political connections between Narodnik thinking and Lenin’s atti-
tudes. This paper presents the partial results of my examination of these 
connections. Its first part is focused on the reflection of Tkachev’s original 
writings. Using the approach ad fontes, I am going to expound Tkachev’s 
conceptualizations of revolution as a radical change, understanding of soci-
ety, man, action, and progress in history.  

The second part of the paper addresses the problem of the possible ideo-
logical connection between the Narodnik legacy, and particularly Tkachev’s 
attitudes,  and  the  legacy  and  works  of  V.  I.  Lenin.  This  examination  will  
result in a sketch of current horizons and visions regarding research of the 
line Russian Narodnism – Lenin. I will proceed from the work “Idea wol-
noњæi u myњlicieli rosykskich” [9] by Andrzej Walicki, and the second vol-
ume of Leszek Koіakowski’s opus magnum, “Gіowne nurty marksizmu” [5]. 
Thus, I follow from the works of the historians, whom I consider to be pre-
cursors of a new reading of the history of Russian thinking. Despite the 
attitudes of these historians are not complex, they are original to such an 
extent that they could form a starting point (not ultimate) of new examina-
tions in the mentioned field of study. 

First of all, it should be noted that in the case of all Narodnik authors, 
one of  the fundamental  stimuli  of  their  philosophical  reflections is  the no-
tion of the necessary need for a change of the existing social conditions in 
Russia  of  the second half  of  the 19th century.  There can be found various 
reflections on revolution and violent coup, and also on the overthrow on 
Tsar and the Tsarist autocracy. However, neither for N. K. Mikhaylovsky 
nor for P. L. Lavrov is this motive decisive to such an extent as for Pyotr 
Nikitich Tkachev. Tkachev approaches revolution as the social revolution 
and he defines it as follows: “A radical change of social and moral relation-
ships of the members of society is called social revolution” [19, p. 651]. In 

                                                                                                                              
polemics with Lavrov and also with Engels, Tkachev decided to establish his own press 
body in order to spread his ideas. His attitudes were positively received by the Russian-
Polish Slavic circle that held similar opinions as the French Blanquists did. The associa-
tion was publishing the journal “Nabat” since the end of the year 1875 in Geneva and 
since 1879 in London. Tkachev became the main ideologist and central figure not only 
of the editorial board and the journal but also of the strong secret Movement of National 
Liberation which strived for the overthrow of the tsarist regime and for the revolution in 
Russia. Tkachev’s activities constantly attracted the attention of Russian police which 
controlled all his communication with the domestic environment and reported on the 
results the tsar himself. In 1878 Tkachev left the editorial board of the jour-
nal “Nabat”  and yielded up his position to Kaspar Tursky, a loyal Polish adherent, and 
moved to Paris. During his stay in France, he managed to make one of his dreams come 
true when he personally met with Blanqui. That was in 1879, shortly after Blanqui’s re-
lease from the prison. These two were not destined for a long friendship because Blanqui 
died in less than two years later, in January 1881. Tkachev was about to be one of the 
main speakers at Blanqui’s funeral, but his intention to say goodbye to his great example 
was thwarted by the police arrest. Since 1882 Tkachev suffered from serious mental is-
sues which resulted in his death five years after Blanqui passed away. 
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this context would be appropriate to mention Tkachev’s understanding of 
anarchy: “Anarchy means a no-reign. But a no-reign is only one of the nec-
essary logical consequences of much fundamental and deeper cause – equal-
ity” [14, p. 457]. On the next page of the same work, Tkachev continues: 
“Equality presupposes anarchy, whereas anarchy presupposes freedom. 
However, equality as well as freedom – both of these concepts meet in one 
term, in one word – in the word fraternity. Where is fraternity, there is also 
equality, where is equality, there is also no-reign and there is freedom as 
well” [14, p. 458]. Now, we have some notion of Tkachev’s starting points. 
For completion, let me quote his definition of socialism: “Socialism is a so-
cialistic definition of social relationships. It is a definition derived from a 
consistent scientific examination and a critical analysis of social life phe-
nomena, and it is equally general and valid as any mathematical theory” 
[19, p. 660]. I cite this vague definition of socialism without a clearer ex-
planation because it shows a characteristic feature accompanying Tkachev’s 
thinking.  I  mean his  emphasis  to  scientific  and critical  analysis,  results  of  
which are generally valid. Thus, if Tkachev talks about a need for the 
change, he sees the possibilities and space for a change as always present. 
He emphasizes several times that a possibility of change is present also in 
the situation or environment in which would status quo last even a thousand 
years. Such a long-term state without changes does not mean that it  is  un-
changeable and valid for good. It should be perceived as a symbol signalizing 
that certain circumstances have not changed. As Tkachev claims, “social 
ideals correspond to forms of social coexistence forming them up. If the 
forms of social coexistence are conservative, if there cannot be found any 
inner impulse for further development, the ideals will be marked by the 
same conservative character as well. And in truth, the social ideal of our 
nation does not exceed petrified forms of its way of life” [17, p. 529]. I have 
chosen this idea to illustrate how Tkachev perceives his period. The idea, as 
well as the author, works also with the problematics of determination of so-
cial ideals by existing forms of social coexistence. I will return to an analy-
sis of this motive later. 

Regarding the legacy of Tkachev’s thinking initiative, it is necessary to 
point  out just  to  his  emphasis  on a  radical  change not  only in the sense of  
laying stress on the speed of change but also in a much broader meaning 
framework. In his view, the radical change implies a radically different so-
cial organization than the existing one, which could be applied immediately 
after the violent revolutionary takeover of power. It should be an anarchis-
tic organization of society. Tkachev’s opinions on a radically different soci-
ety appear in the context of polemics with two anarchistic projects of an or-
ganization of social relationships formulated by the Genevan and Brussels 
circle  of  socialists.  I  will  not  refer  to  these  projects  in  detail  since  for  a  
clearer understanding of Tkachev’s initial position is sufficient to mention 
that he doubts their anarchistic character because both of them only at-
tempt to give a new content or even a new attire or uniform to the old insti-
tutions such as state, police, army, judiciary, government. According to 
Tkachev, that is not anarchy. Anarchy cannot consider the state to be the 
necessity as regards the organization of social relationships.  
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Following from mentioned problematization of revolution as the neces-
sary way to  a  change of  social  organization,  I  am going to  make a  broader 
entrance to this field of Tkachev’s thought. I am convinced that a clearer 
space for the understanding of his philosophical reflections and his legacy 
as such can be revealed in this way. 

An orientation on group, society, and question of man present the cru-
cial  motives  that  have  to  be  addressed  in  this  part  of  my  consideration  of  
Tkachev’s philosophy. 

When referring to terms “group” and “society”, it is appropriate to em-
phasize that Tkachev uses these terms in various meanings. By the term 
group or minority, or more precisely, a revolutionary minority, Tkachev 
understands such power which should implement a revolution. “We say: A 
revolution has to be implemented by more or less intelligent and revolution-
ary tuned minority” [16, p. 515]. An initiator, leader and subject of the 
revolutionary ferment should be a minority, identity of which Tkachev 
finds in the milieu of intelligence. This part of society has an education, it is 
“endowed”, and it has knowledge and ability to grasp a revolutionary proc-
ess. On another place of Tkachev’s writings we can find the idea referring to 
the problematics of a revolutionary minority which allow us to make a bet-
ter picture on what Tkachev cares about: “When will we finally understand 
that only unified, disciplined, and closely serried organization may provide 
the genuine power, that only in this way we can compensate our a little 
number of us in a sufficient extent?” [15, p. 505]. He specifies the mental-
ity of a revolutionary minority as follows: “In order to change the nation 
from possible revolutionary power to genuine power, from possible revolu-
tionist to genuine one, we (revolutionary minority), first of all, have to de-
vitalize, weaken, and destroy the political organization devastating the na-
tion and also the conservative, exploitative, and absolutistic state” [15, 
p. 509]. Thus, Tkachev sees that as the only solution, as the only way out 
without other options. The notion of the only solution represents an argu-
mentative tool which Tkachev often mentions when he presents his opinions 
and, as we will see later, he even consciously abuses it. However, Tkachev 
does not exaggerate the mentioned abuse too much. I formulate this thesis 
here, within the initial statements, since I am convinced that a deeper im-
mersion in Tkachev’s philosophical thoughts will fully confirm my evaluat-
ing attitude mainly in the context of a criterion of obviousness which I will 
analyse later.  

When Tkachev writes on a necessity to overthrow the conservative 
state, he emphasizes an authority of history, which for him represents the 
base of argumentation and, on the other hand, also the key issue which he 
tries  to  cope with:  “If  the a  priori  evidence is  insufficient  for  you,  look at  
history. Examine purely folk movements – beginning with the great revolt 
of  slaves  in  Rome  up  to  the  Paris  Commune  –  and  you  will  see  that  all  of  
these without an exception could happen only when chaos and disorder ruled 
in the high social circles” [15, p. 509]. In this way, Tkachev formulates his 
conviction about the necessity of a revolutionary fight and its right timing 
in the Russian contemporary context. 
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By the term society, Tkachev understands, first of all, the target group. 
Social  space is  a  place that  has to  be  changed.  Thus,  it  is  not  the man who 
has his irreplaceable active place in the revolutionary process, and accord-
ingly, it is not the man who should change himself of his own accord. 
Tkachev insists on a need to change society – only the change is determina-
tive for man as an individual. This view also corresponds with his under-
standing of man as such. For an illustration, we can mention his view on the 
radical differences among efforts, aims, and activities of socialists – revolu-
tionists and religious sectarians1. “The role of the former, if I can say it so, 
has purely individual character: a sectarian tries to educate, to transform, 
to improve each one person separately. A socialist revolutionist attempts to 
change and to transform those social conditions which influence life and 
development of the whole society while remaining at the position of the in-
dividual. The former influences individual, the latter influences masses” 
[20, p. 651]. Thus, Tkachev points to a change of the individual through a 
change of social circumstances where an individual lives and develops one-
self. It should be emphasized that, in doing so, Tkachev does not underesti-
mate the value of  man as  such;  he does  not  consider man being inferior  to  
the whole and the whole being prime. The whole, society, is an important 
tool. In the context of these reflections, let me note that despite the trans-
formative process is not dominantly based on the activity of the individual, 
the changes suggested by Tkachev are meant to be primarily aimed at the 
benefit  of  each  man.  That  will  have  an  essential  impact  also  on  thoughts  
which I will address later. According to Tkachev, not only a revolution 
should be realized by the initiative of the minority – the revolutionary mi-
nority. It is decisive also for the whole development immediately after the 
revolution. The situation should be consolidated through a small, hierarchi-
cally arranged and stabilized competent minority, a dominant group with 
clearly set goals. 

The revolutionary minority has to work in the perfect concealment be-
fore an outbreak of the revolution. Subsequently, Tkachev attempts to point 
out to a need for the formation of organizations and structure, which will 
manage this process, such as the socially-revolutionary union, the party. 
When thinking about this dominant minority as a well-organized group, 
Tkachev  is  aware  of  criticism  of  opponents  aimed  at  a  potential  abuse  of  
power by the minority. This context is related to an extensive topic of 
Tkachev’s writings, the topic of the revolutionary party, elaborated mainly 
in the work “What is the party of progress”. The scope of this paper does 
not allow me to expound this motive more extensively. I will mention just 
several features relevant for the discussed issue, i.e. what are the founda-
tions on which the revolutionary social change should be successfully im-
plemented.  

                                                   
1 By the term religious sectarian Tkachev designates the adherents of the Russian re-

ligious philosophy who represented the strongest ideological and philosophical opposi-
tion to the Narodnism as a secular stream of thought. We can mention Vladimir Ser-
geyevich Solovyov as an example of the representatives of the Russian religious thinking 
in the second part of the 19th century. 
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When talking about the question of a change of society through a revo-
lutionary coup, we should pay attention also to Tkachev’s understanding of 
man. As I mentioned above, in Tkachev’s view, an individual man does not 
play any principal implementing role. It can be seen also in a free usage of 
the terms man, individual, and person in his works. The notion that man is 
a product of society and his surroundings may be regarded as the dominant 
attribute of Tkachev’s characteristics of man: “Human self is a product of a 
long sequence of causes; it fully depends on an environment in which one 
lives. It is connected by uninterruptible ties with many other human selves 
which have preceded it and of which it is a contemporary and which deter-
mine its action. In short, it is only one of the small links in an endless chain 
of causes and consequences. In other words, it represents one of the mani-
festations of that necessity, which was in the past laid as the opposite of 
freedom” [21, p. 140]. Thus, Tkachev emphasizes the influence of society on 
individual in such a way that society not only determines man, it even de-
termines how a man perceives oneself within categories such as freedom of 
action and thinking: “Our consciousness of own freedom in thinking and 
action is nothing more than a consciousness that all our thinking and action 
is dependent and determined by our self, i.e. an aggregate of those diverse 
physical and psychical causes, those affective and intellectual states, which 
we have agreed to call our self, our character, our will etc.” [21, p. 141]. 
Another principal attribute of man is his egoistic nature: “Majority of peo-
ple in the majority of cases do not act on noble principles or abstract ideas, 
but on an ordinary calculation” [23, p. 130]. At the other place, he notes in 
the similar spirit: “If we perceived man separately, in isolation from other 
people, it would be undeniable that each man always thinks and acts upon 
his private interests, for his advantage, own benefit, own welfare. That 
represents  the  only  stimulus  of  human  activity”  [23,  p.  120].  Afterwards,  
he  adds  also  the  second,  social,  side  of  man:  “For  the  confirmation  of  the  
truthfulness of human utilitarianism, it is appropriate to look at the results 
of an impact of the whole society understood as a connection of many human 
individuals” [23, p. 120]. The result of these statements is the following 
question: “Where does that peculiar contradiction between the individual 
effort of each man to reach personal happiness and the consequences of the 
influence of society which bring a direct opposite of any personal happiness 
come from?” [23, p. 120]. Tkachev writes that the majority of respected phi-
losophers and theologians have explained this issue by an influence from the 
outside, by the influence of some power out of man. In this way, the issue is 
transformed into the eternal problem, which is only apparently explained by 
individual conceptions – including religion. Tkachev does not agree at all 
with such a way of explanation and he states that this issue is possible to 
solve in generally valid level. However, in doing so, he does not deny that it 
is not only an intrinsic human action. That conviction or, more precisely, 
such formulated demand of a general validity will play an important role in 
the formulation of further thoughts of this Narodnik thinker.  

The motive of action and decisiveness in action represents another fun-
damental feature in Tkachev’s thinking, which is probably not very surpris-
ing if we take into account the abovementioned thoughts. It is understand-
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able or possible to suppose that the author who puts such a great emphasis 
on the change of social organization through a radical way will stress that 
motive. Take a look at his answer to the question concerning the role of 
moral ideal and the need for its implementation: “Morality of a certain envi-
ronment is not determined only by the extent, meaningfulness, and human-
ity of its moral ideals, but mainly (and that is fundamental) by its relation-
ship to these ideals. Man can have an extensive and meaningful moral ideal, 
but if s/he will not even move his or her finger for its practical implementa-
tion, if s/he does not implement it into his or her life, if s/he does not pro-
ject it into his or her action in society, then nobody will consider such a man 
being moral” [22, p. 449]. We can notice that here Tkachev refers to man as 
an individual. Nevertheless, I have chosen this idea mainly as appropriate 
illustration of the motive of action. The idea is interesting also because on 
the one side it determines a need for decisive action but on the other side, as 
I will try to show, the motive of action and implementation of a certain ideal 
opens for Tkachev a problematic space. According to the Russian thinker, it 
is crucial to answer the question which may be formulated in the following 
way: What ideal should be fulfilled, according to which one should we act? 
Thus, Tkachev is interested in what a revolutionist should implement. Pre-
cisely speaking, Tkachev is in a certain way distressed by the notion of 
many ideals that could be imagined and also by the fact that any ideal can be 
neither the only one nor the only correct one. Tkachev, who emphasizes the 
principle  of  general  validity and necessity,  sees  in that  not  only a  problem 
but the essential mistake. An accompanying problem of this relativeness is 
frequent excessive concentration on the question how to justify and deter-
mine the right ideals, which according to Tkachev do not lead to any results 
and do produce a vicious circle of constant questioning without a possibility 
to reach a clear idea of what has to be implemented. It is not hard to imagine 
that within the intentions of Tkachev’s works, this issue is extraordinarily 
serious if we take into consideration what he so frequently emphasizes. Ac-
cording to Tkachev, the value of ideals lies mainly in their role of the goals 
of action and implementation of changes. 

So far I tried to introduce those elements and issues which in a consid-
erable extent influenced Tkachev’s opinions and which emerge from the 
need to implement a radical social change in the form of a social revolution 
implemented by a small group of revolutionists, i.e. to adjust social condi-
tions on the grounds of generally valid determinations to be able to have an 
influence on individual. We can imagine what causes a problem also beyond 
direct Tkachev’s statements. However, it should be reminded that the cen-
tral interest of this paper lies just in the works and opinions of the Russian 
thinker. The following statement can be understood as a milestone in the 
reading of Narodnik thinker’s works: “The preparation of a revolution is 
not a role of a revolutionist. It is prepared by exploitation-men – capitalists, 
landowners, popes, police, office workers, conservatives, liberals, progres-
sivists etc. Revolutionist not only has to use and in an appropriate way com-
bine the elements that are complete, given, created by history, and emerg-
ing from a social life of a nation, which are consolidated and developed 
thanks to an obtuseness of protectors and nonsense of governments with 
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their policemen and armies… Revolutionist does not prepare a revolution, he 
implements it. Let’s go forward! Let’s go quickly! All indecisiveness, each 
delay is criminal” [14, p. 455]. The basis of a revolution depicted in repre-
sentations of social determinations covered by a motive of capitalists, land-
owners, popes, police, or public servants, is, as I suppose, quite comprehen-
sible. I consider the given idea to be a milestone in the reading for that rea-
son that a revolutionist is not the one, who prepares a revolution, but he 
“only”  implements  it,  and  he  does  so  with  the  help  of  a  certain  set  of  in-
struments which are unknown for us yet. At this moment, the mentioned 
inspirational  task may be crystallized more clearly on the background of  a  
demand which Tkachev formulates as follows: “What does, in general, de-
termine the revolutionary powers of this or that social environment? They 
are determined mainly by two prerequisites: by the character of ideals in a 
given environment on the one side, and by their relationship to the reality 
of the real life on the other” [17, p. 527]. Here we can find a more detailed 
notion of the abovementioned need to determine an ideal that should be im-
plemented since it represents the fundamental determination of action as 
the most dominant activity in general. The second side enriching our reflec-
tions on Tkachev’s works is the relationship to a reality of the actuality. By 
that Tkachev understands the relationship to that what in fact happens in 
society. An inspirational mission of those who prepare a revolution lies in 
their task to determine the ideal and to find instruments for implementa-
tion of changes in society in order to satisfy social needs. Tkachev fre-
quently points to a problem of the separation of conceptions of thinking 
from the real life. In consequence, it only contributes to – besides an ab-
sence  of  a  general  validity  of  ideals  –  an  impossibility  to  act  according  to  
them. The importance of a criterion of rooting the thinking in social action 
and its needs as well as applicability into this environment is illustrated also 
by the following idea: “It is understandable that among all writings, the 
greatest significance for us do have those ones which clarify to the youth its 
revolutionary ideals, give the youth advice and examples of a revolutionary 
praxis,  those which deal  with basic  questions of  its  activity in this  or  that  
way” [21, p. 174]. These writings form one of the basic frameworks within 
which Tkachev presents his thoughts. He actually has an indubitable ambi-
tion to enter just this space and to deal with practical use of ideas right in 
the revolutionary and post-revolutionary environment of the second day 
after the revolution when the social relationships will be consolidated anew. 
An urgency of these requirements associated with the time when Tkachev 
was writing is expressed by this statement: “A revolutionist has not yet re-
alized, how and by what the replacement of the existing abnormal organiza-
tion of social relationships is required, he still has not even created any 
ideal of a light future in his head. So far, it is impossible to expect some ex-
traordinarily useful results in his action, there cannot be seen any manifes-
tation of stableness, neither consistency nor purposefulness” [19, p. 543]. 
Stableness, consistency, purposefulness represent the building stones of 
possible changes and action of a revolutionist that, however, – as yet – have 
not been fulfilled, and a revolutionist himself is unable to do that since it is 
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not his scope of activity. A revolutionist waits for the goals which he has to 
fulfil and also for the tools by which he will fulfil the goals. 

In order to define a wider context into which are set Tkachev’s philoso-
phical thoughts, mainly on history, I consider being necessary to introduce 
the author’s attitudes in two, or more precisely, three mutually intercon-
nected time levels in relation to the act of revolution itself. 

Firstly, there is a certain preparatory period that on the one side lies in 
a deterioration of social situation to such an extent that the change through 
a revolutionist and, in fact, through a violent coup appears as inevitable, 
and on the other side, within the mentioned period, the change is formed as 
a product of escalated social situation in the level of ideology, philosophy 
etc.,  what  makes  a  platform  of  the  revolution  itself.  The  second  period  is  
aptly named by the title of one of his works: “On the Eve and the Day After 
the Revolution”. It is a period of the implementation of a revolution itself 
and simultaneously a period of changes which will arrive after the revolu-
tion is finished. The changes which come after the overthrow of the existing 
regime are the long-term sequence of events, and for this reason, I have out-
lined the evolution of Tkachev’s thought in two, or more precisely, three 
periods. Tkachev himself understands a radical transformation of society as 
a long-term process. It represents another level of Tkachev’s objections to 
the conceptions of the Brussels and Genevan socialists. According to 
Tkachev, they do not deal with how this change will practically arrive at all. 
It seems that they consider a new organization being fallen down from 
heaven, as it would be clearly given, working and fulfilling all socialistic 
ideals. However, they do not even have an idea of how could all this be es-
tablished.  

If I wrote on the need for an ideal for the implementation of revolution, 
it is necessary to note that these Tkachev’s reflections are tied with the con-
tent of the term progress. Just the idea of progress has for the revolutionist 
a principal significance within a directing of his action. 

I have also mentioned that in the preparatory phase of the revolution, 
besides social conditions, the significant role is played also by those factors, 
or those ones, which Tkachev does not delimit in any clear way. However, it 
can be understood that they create conditions for the implementation of the 
revolution. Tkachev’s views on history indicate that the work of historian 
plays a certain role in the process. Just a historian1 appears  to  be  the  one  

                                                   
1 In this context, the still open question is, who exactly should be that power, the 

element that will determine the clear direction of a revolutionary change. Based on my 
previous study of Tkachev’s works, it is possible to think also about philosophers, jour-
nalists, and writers besides historians who appear to be the most acceptable base. Men-
tioned unclarity leads up to the question, whether Tkachev could deal with the issue in 
any of his works which have not been preserved. In relation to Tkachev’s works, there 
can be found some reactions on works which are ascribed to this Narodnik and which are 
not preserved (such as work “Эстетическая критика на почве науки”). It is also well 
possible that the question refers to an open issue that the Russian thinker intended to 
problematize later. There are several places in Tkachev’s works where the author de-
clares that he will elaborate a certain question in a separate work in the future, however, 
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who plays a significant role within the preparatory phase of a change – next 
to the overall social atmosphere. His mission lies in an understanding and 
appropriate explanation of progressive or regressive phases in history, and 
also in the definition of what is progress as an ideal that a revolutionist has 
to implement. Tkachev presents in detail his notion on what elements a re-
flection about progress contains, in other words, what kind of reflection 
could be called as progressive: “I pointed to essential, inevitable elements of 
the term progress. It necessarily has to contain the notion of a movement in 
one determined direction for the achieving of a certain goal. Movement, de-
termined direction, and goals – these are three main moments of the pro-
gress” [13, p. 296]. In this context, he later formulates another principal 
idea: “If a movement is needed, and if this movement goes in one and the 
same stable direction, then we examine this movement as a progressive one” 
[13, p. 309]. He points out in another place: “What is the notion about pro-
gress? It is a metaphysical product of a teleological world-view. Progress 
supposes a purposeful movement, a development directing to the achieve-
ment of certain result which is considered to be its criterion. Without a no-
tion about the goal is a notion about the progress unthinkable” [12, p. 249]. 
As I outlined, Tkachev characterizes only those elements which create the 
term progress. It is necessary to address the problematics of a goal and cri-
teria of movement in one stable direction without a consciously determined 
goal or with a goal that is unclear. Tkachev, in a certain way, explains the 
existence of progress without a possibility that it could be perceived as pro-
gress independently on the moment of a clear goal. At the same time, he 
creates a space for an explanation of existing interpretations of progress to 
which he assumes a critical attitude. Among the moments of progress, the 
goal along with a movement is determinative. Both of these criteria, both 
moments, may assign to such process the name progress. As we will see 
later, this will have an essential significance for Tkachev, since he considers 
the determination of the goal to be so peculiar that nobody took it into con-
sideration in a real action so far. Thus, what absents here is the moment of 
discontinuance of movement referring to a certain sequence of events 
which, in Tkachev’s case, still yet to begin. I will return to these motives 
later  and  I  will  try  to  expound  them  in  a  detailed  way  in  the  context  of  
transformations founded in Tkachev’s works. I would like to emphasize that 
he understands these elements as objectively valid components of the term 
progress, while he sees the movement itself as a conscious action, an activ-
ity. Here we meet a problem linked with the postulating of a certain objec-
tive validity of the elements of the term progress which is neither rooted 
nor argued in detail anywhere. It seems that Tkachev presupposed that 
there exists something such progress itself defined by these attributes 
which should determine it as objectively established and independent on 

                                                                                                                              
he did not manage to write it (we can mention the motives from the works “Педагогика 
– родная дочка психологии” or “Издательская и литературная деятельность Благо-
светлова”). We may assume that only Tkachev himself is able to properly determinate 
this revolutionary directing. This footnote should be perceived as an indication of a cer-
tain problem which I intend to cope with in the form of a separate paper in future.   
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subjective evaluations. As we saw, the elements of the direction and goal 
can be also understood as constituents enabling movement in any direction 
and, in doing so, they enable this movement to become progress. It brings 
considerable problems since these variables may be fulfilled with various 
contents depending on individuals or differently determined societies. In 
this variability, Tkachev sees one of the greatest issues of the examination 
and social change. The main scheme of the problem can be outlined in the 
following way: The ideal of progress is an inevitable stimulus for action, but 
its content may be varied. He formulates one of his negative attitudes to an 
existing understanding of the historical process as follows: “The theory of a 
movement  in  the  circle  is  quite  dismal.  It  is  terrible  to  think  of  that  that  
human history presents a long time ago told fairy-tale, that there cannot be 
found anything new and unexpected, that the future will be only a restora-
tion of the past, that people are sentenced to the Sisyphean work, that a 
stone of civilization is pressed to a steep peak of progress only in order to 
fall to its bottom again” [13, p. 304]. 

In the connection with the term progress, Tkachev pays attention to an 
issue which could be called an issue of the content emptiness of the term 
progress. Tkachev writes: “There are not so many words in the everyday life 
of a society which would be so frequently, or more precisely, constantly 
abused as the word progress” [13, p. 277]. Tkachev sees that as a great prob-
lem; according to his opinion, this term has been emptied in social dis-
course, although it has the essential status in relation to social events since 
it represents a fundamental determination for a division of society to those 
who fight for a progress and those who may be called as conservatives and 
routine-men. Based on this criterion, also groups of co-fighters and enemies 
are defined: The sides proceeding from a certain determination of progress 
(even if they are called by the other side as routine-men and conservatives) 
may freely define these groups because of the content ambiguity of the 
term. 

Tkachev  mentions  an  interesting  example  with  shops  in  a  city.  If  all  
shops in a city were termed only by the same word shop (he uses it as a paral-
lel to the term progress), we would not know what is sold there, and thus we 
would have to visit all of them to buy everything we need. He admits that, 
after some time, we could get oriented in shops and streets and we would 
exactly know where we can buy this or that, and thus we would not have to 
go to all the shops over and over again. The problem here is that everybody 
calls oneself a fighter for progress, but each one “sells” his progress, and if 
we get oriented, then we know which understanding of progress is provided 
in this or that “shop” and, thus, we can visit them according to our prefer-
ences. However, until we will get oriented, a butcher’s shop will sell to us its 
progress similarly as a textile shop will sell its one. Such selling of different 
kinds of progress may cost us a lot of time and worn-out shoes. And imag-
ine, as Tkachev warns, that you move among several cities for several con-
secutive days and you need to shop everywhere. Tkachev points out also to a 
situation that you would ask for a certain item in the shop where it is not 
sold, and they will send you to a wrong shop either consciously or because of 
their stupidity; they will send us to a butcher to buy a coat. Tkachev tries to 
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say that even these “dealers” do not have to know each other. Tkachev says 
that  it  can  drive  us  crazy  and  that  such  a  problem  concerns  everyone  who  
wants to evaluate people around by the category of progress, in other words, 
to divide them into progressive and conservative ones, because it is not clear 
which brands of goods they prefer, where do they shop, and to what extent 
do they know a local offer.  

In this  way,  Tkachev points  to  the problem of  a  definition of  the term 
progress which, according to Tkachev, becomes only the empty form in 
communication, and an arbitrary scale of contents may be ascribed to it. It 
is necessary to put an end to the ambiguity of this kind once and for all. It is 
necessary for the effective implementation of revolutionary efforts. On the 
way out from a dangerous and insane stalemate, the Narodnik thinker pro-
vides a criterion that has to be implemented to determine a clear, in 
Tkachev’s view, objectively valid vision of progress. 

The criterion is obviousness1: “And such criterion does exist and it is 
not any phantom or desire. That criterion is obviousness, however, not in 
that vulgar meaning so often used in society in order to express an ordinary 
subjective conviction about legitimacy, i.e. truthfulness of this or that, but 
in that more exact meaning, according to which an obvious denotes some-
thing that every subject would consider being undoubtedly convincing, i.e. 
true, independently on his or her opinions” [13, p. 285]. This is the funda-
mental argumentative thesis of his objectively valid conception that creates 
a basis for other explanations leading to the foundations for an action of an 
impatient revolutionist. Tkachev wants to explain the character of that 
something2: “We are justified to consider these somethings being true in 
themselves because they are true not only for me or for you, but for all peo-
ple in general. And if moral world-view of a man may be brought to unambi-
guity binding for all  subjects, then do not say that it  is  true only for him, 
for that one concrete man. No, it is true in itself because it has to be true for 
everybody” [13, p. 285]. By such, for Tkachev clear (although for a reader 
certainly incomprehensible), way the author creates foundations for objec-
tively valid or existing somethings in  general.  Since  Tkachev’s  efforts  are  
primarily oriented to a practical sphere of action, to a need for transforma-
tion of the country, he is not idle and he specifies that objective somethings 
as the fact of the goal of progress that, up to now, has been presented as the 
element of the term progress.  

The goal becomes a necessity in the life of society: “Society without a 
goal is logically unthinkable, therefore the fact that in social union3 is  a  
goal always present is the fact fully objective” [15, p. 313]. On the other 
place, Tkachev adds in a similar spirit: “We cannot impose goals on nature, 
but we can and even must do that on the human society” [12, p. 251]. 

                                                   
1 Rus. очевидность 
2 Rus. нечто. Tkachev uses the Russian equivalent for something in the plural. 
3 Rus. общественный союз. Tkachev uses this term often, however, he does not 

specify it in detail. That indicates, Tkachev uses it only as a general term denoting soci-
ety. 
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Subsequently – after the clarification of objective foundations of pro-
gress – Tkachev formulates an important question: “If human life has some 
objective goal that is obvious for all the people and everyone, then why this 
goal is understood so differently by various people?” [13, p. 313]. Even in 
this case, Tkachev offers an objectively valid, and thus “obvious”, answer: 
“All thinkers (of course, excluding those who investigate society as an inde-
pendent  organism  having  its  own  organic  units)  agree  that  people  form  a  
society in order to be able to implement their human, individual goals in a 
better and fuller way. Therefore, a collective union of men cannot have any 
other task besides as full and perfect implementation of life goals of its 
members as possible. All of them also agree that a connection of these life 
goals may be included in one goal – in a man’s effort to live a happy life, to 
achieve happiness. According to a general opinion that is the goal of each 
human existence” [13, p. 314]. Here we meet an attempt to provide a genu-
ine complex explanation of an objective validity which can cope with un-
comfortable thoughts in a peculiar way – either by denoting them as subjec-
tive fables or by tucking them into a corner of nonsenses not worth of com-
menting and wasting time. Later, we meet with the notion of happiness as 
the objective goal: “The goal of human society is identic with the goal of the 
individual, and that is human happiness. This goal may be called the objec-
tive one. It is obvious to such an extent that it becomes obligatory for hu-
man reason” [13, p. 314]. 

On the origin of happiness as a determining measure and criterion for 
assessing the ideal of progress, Tkachev writes: “This measure, which is a 
priori so to speak, is inductively derived from history of human life in soci-
ety; it has been adopted from the essence itself, from the goal of this social 
life” [12, p. 251]. Let me quote an extensive statement where Tkachev tries 
to solve, in a peculiar way, also an issue emerging from an obvious reality of 
human needs, and which could objectively relate to all the people: “Society 
may fulfil its tasks in a full extent only if: first, it will connect life goals of 
all the people, i.e. it will create completely equal conditions of education 
and, in the future, it will bring all chaotic heterogeneities made by individ-
ual during regressive movements in history to one common denominator, to 
one common level. Second, it will achieve harmony of means and needs, i.e. 
it will develop those needs among its members which are possible to satisfy 
by the productivity of work, or which may immediately increase productiv-
ity or decrease losses, those needs which are necessary for support and de-
velopment of the individual. Third, if there will be a certain possible extent 
of satisfaction for all needs of all the people equally guaranteed (we say: a 
possible extent because the establishment of absolute harmony between 
means and needs represent only barely reachable ideal). Implementation of 
all these three conditions in as full extent as possible represents a final goal 
of society. It is a goal completely objective that emerges from the essence of 
life in society itself. Human life in society cannot have another task than to 
help to implement the goals of individuals which constitute the society” [13, 
p. 321]. The mentioned quotation from the work “What is the party of pro-
gress” allows, as I think, to make a clear idea of the understanding the term 
happiness within the conception of progress. It represents an objective goal 
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that as an element of progress becomes the objective goal of progress as 
such.  According  to  Tkachev,  that  is  an  original  output  that  none  of  those  
subjective idealizing or religiously idealizing sectarians has ever managed 
to do. If I indicated in my description of the elements of progress that 
Tkachev specifies the determination of progress by the connection of move-
ment as a conscious activity with one of the elements, with a goal or unin-
terruptedness of this movement not by a chance, now we can see this inten-
tion more clearly. As I mentioned, according to Tkachev, nobody has deter-
mined such objective and obviously clear criteria of progress so far, nobody 
has determined the goal of progress in such an objective way; so there would 
not be possible to think about progressive thinking if progress necessarily 
consisted of all three objective elements. It would not have any historical 
representation in this undivided form. 

Postulating of the objective progress take us only a step from all great 
possibilities which this discovery based on obviousness will enable.  

As a key for the entrance to a new world that has not been objectively 
known so far, Tkachev uses economical interests. These have been already 
partly formulated by him.  

Economical factors are, according to Tkachev, dominant elements in 
the whole history. He writes: “Neither moral doctrines nor critical thinking 
moves the history or create its genuine content which is determined sover-
eignly by the individual affects, by the subconscious, almost completely in-
stinctive needs. These affects, these subconscious needs are determined by 
the economic interests of that environment in which they arise and are de-
veloped. They are some kind of nerves of social life, a soul of history, on 
which all the attention of a historian is concentrated” [21, p. 173]. On the 
effect of economical causes, Tkachev writes in other work: “Economical 
causes,  as  we  can  saw,  have  created  and  supported  all  the  enormous  non-
senses which tortured and excruciated human reason during so many centu-
ries. The same economical causes have eliminated and destroyed all those 
nonsenses as soon as the need for them disappeared. The fact that all the 
wisdom of intellectuals and all the beautiful speeches of apostles could not 
be implemented was caused by the economical interest itself” [23, p. 129]. 
Tkachev demonstrates the power of economic influences on several places, 
such as: “When a factory owner yields a certain percentage of profit, when a 
shopkeeper decreases the price of goods, when Englishmen bought slaves in 
their colonies and English barons, in turn, bought their serfs, then believe 
that  the  stimulus  was  neither  philanthropy  nor  love  to  humankind  or  any  
humane motives, but an ordinary arithmetic calculus and nothing more” 
[23, p. 130]. Tkachev even claims that also religious determinations are sub-
jected to this economical factor: “In most cases, every private business has 
had also some religious goal. Business expeditions have been at the same 
time the missions, and missions – business expeditions” [23, p. 131]. In this 
connection, he mentions also the crusader expeditions. However, he also 
writes that the church with its teaching was often a considerable obstacle in 
the development of business and market, i.e. businessmen frequently had to 
fight with the authority of the church, what often caused that the economi-
cal power prescribed operation of the church, and the church was an apolo-
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gete of economical interests. A few pages below, he adds in the same spirit: 
“A dominant philosophy, religion, and science do not represent anything 
else  than a  mirror in which the economic needs of  a  nation is  a  certain pe-
riod are reflected and repeated with a mathematical accuracy” [23, p. 133]. 
He goes even further. “All great changes that have been realized in human 
world-view within a moral sphere and in a sphere of thinking arrived by the 
influence of given economical relationships, of given economic interests. As 
we saw, these changes were happening unobserved, gradually, they had not 
been in accordance with great scientific discoveries, they had not been made 
by the power of some genius or the whole group of extraordinary thinkers. 
Thinkers started to spread disbelief, tolerance, or utilitarianism long time 
after the economical calculation has changed people’s views on the infallibil-
ity of the catholic dogmatism and on the role of suffering and hedonism in 
human life” [23, p. 149]. 

Thus, it is apparent that the power of economical influences does not 
evade even the sphere of the state, politics, and law, as we can saw, while 
the role of the economic element in the legal field still has not been suffi-
ciently explained. In this connection, Tkachev writes on the role of economic 
influences: “In general, it is possible to say that economical relationships 
determine the main and key elements of a state organization. Details and 
particularities  are,  of  course,  determined  by  a  given  level  of  thinking  in  a  
country” [25, p. 438].  

The abovementioned sequence of Tkachev’s statements represents one 
of the results of his new and objectively valid characteristics of progress 
that establishes the happiness of individuals of the respective society as the 
goal of social life. Just the determination of objective criteria helps us to 
uncover the number of falsehoods and injustices which happened and are 
still happening, falsehoods and injustices which were conditioned by eco-
nomical influences and excused by anything, and which were perceived as 
plausible at the time. 

To explain the arisen state, I consider being necessary to pay attention 
to one essential element which plays a significant role in economic relation-
ships. It the given context, Tkachev emphasizes capital: “All qualities of 
man, everything s/he has, everything s/he wishes for, everything s/he 
strives for, all that has a significance for man only to such an extent to 
which it can be capital. Having a capital, that is the highest good, that is 
his/her final goal, and that is also what s/he fights for” [25, p. 434]. He de-
liberates about capital also in the sense of mental capital: “What an all-
embracing and dominant status in the consciousness of a majority the term 
capital has. Everything, certainly everything, even also honesty, great-
heartedness, or love falls into the category of this term” [25, p. 434]. It can 
be seen that Tkachev understands the capital in a very wide meaning.  

A wider meaning of the term capital is not accidental. On the grounds 
of his objectively determined goal of progress, Tkachev sees in the capital 
the key issue of the whole history: “Means for survival – too little for a his-
torical man, he needs to have them in the form of capital. If s/he once 
reached this goal, s/he will cease to belong to herself or himself, s/he will 
completely give herself or himself to the hands of this affair, possession of 
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which s/he strives for. Capital does not belong to her or him, s/he belongs to 
capital,  s/he  does  not  manage  capital,  but  capital  manages  her  or  him.  It  
forces her or him to constantly wage a fight which s/he does not wage for 
herself or himself, but for capital. At this moment, the fight loses any form 
of the fight for survival. Our attempt to find any reasonable mental 
grounds, any real or meaningful need for this fight in human nature would 
end unsuccessfully. No, man does not act on the grounds of own logic, but 
on the grounds of the logic of capital” [25, p. 434]. This idea refers to a cer-
tain digression made by humankind in relation to capital. The thing we 
yearn for and want to achieve has dominated the humankind to such a de-
gree that it has become completely subjected to that thing. In the result “the 
accumulation of capital and economic progress indeed undoubtedly help to 
the development of an activity of reason, but only, so to speak, in a quanti-
tative and not also in qualitative ratio” [25, p. 436]. The development can be 
understood as the determination of thinking by something what sort of al-
lowed the accumulation of capital. As one of his merits – besides the objec-
tive goal of progress – Tkachev considers also the mentioned revelation, a 
new  view  or  rather  an  impulse  for  the  revaluation  of  history.  From  this  
viewpoint can be seen that all ideals and values which had been established 
in history as dominant stimuli of particular historical periods, were deter-
mined by the economical conditions fully dominated by the pursuit of capi-
tal over which the humankind lost a control. This issue completely disap-
peared from the objective – and the only possible – goal of history that is 
human happiness. The capital that should contain a variety of goals and 
happiness became an unawareness of the genuine goal of human society, a 
slaveholder ruling the society.  

Manifestations of perversity following from the subjection of philoso-
phy and thinking to the capital can be seen, according to Tkachev, also in 
great thoughts and ideals formulated by bourgeois thinkers: “Bourgeois 
thinker sums his understanding of social ideal in this way: What is the in-
dividual  in  contemporary  society?  It  is  nothing.  What  it  should  be?  It  
should be everything. What is the state in contemporary society? It is eve-
rything. What it should be? It should be nothing” [24, p. 349]. The quoted 
Tkachev’s idea evokes the political context of his work when he writes about 
bourgeois thinkers’ approach to the role of the state: “In a word, the state is 
transformed from a political and legal institution to an insurance company” 
[24, p. 349]. An unprecedented example of such bourgeois thinking is, ac-
cording to Tkachev, the French publicist and philosopher of law, Émil de 
Girarden, on whose philosophy he writes: “Whole philosophy of Girarden 
which deals with an impossible task to conciliate the irreconcilable – the 
freedom in a legal sphere with the freedom of capital – is inwrought by a 
number of contradictions covered with sophisms and smoothed down with 
layers of pointless phrases” [24, p. 351]. Later, in relation to the French 
thinker, Tkachev adds: “Yes, that is the apotheosis of tyranny. Tyranny, the 
enslavement of individual; that is the final synthesis of all contradictions of 
that principle of the absolute individualism, which is preached by bourgeois 
philosophy” [24, p. 364]. He points to the inability of bourgeois philosophy 
to liberate itself from the subjection to capital, the subjection that bour-
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geois philosophers do not want to admit. On bourgeois philosophy, Tkachev 
also writes: “It uses a raw empiric material in order to fulfil arbitrary 
frameworks of its metaphysical systems. Since systems are not able and 
cannot lead anything to mutual accordance, there cannot be any harmony, 
any unity. They cannot uncover and clarify those unconditional scientific 
laws, without knowledge of whose social philosophy will stray in the dark 
forever, and will be getting lost in its own contradictions, while bowing 
down to praxis with flatterness of a slave as its echo, instead of coura-
geously analysing and ruling it. It takes pride that it strictly follows the 
facts and does not admit any fantasizing; it calls that as a sober realism” 
[24, p. 371]. 

And thus, Tkachev’s works may be characterized in the following way: 
The central point of his interest is the effort to determine the objectively 
valid criterion of progress as the ideal which regulates human action, or 
more precisely, the systematically elaborated revolutionary action. With its 
organization, it reminds the structure of army with officer’s staff and the 
ranks,  or  to  be  more  precise,  in  Tkachev’s  view,  the  strong  party  with  an  
executive controlling unit such as a committee, and ordinary members of 
the party, the executors of revolution. For Tkachev, this ideal with its 
stimulating function is tied chiefly to a group of revolutionists, ergo to 
those who practicably execute a revolution. In the process of the determina-
tion of the objectively valid ideal within Tkachev’s conception, an important 
status is held by a historian and history as a science working with the past, 
which is perceived as a space full of different events, social phenomena and 
changes. Just history represents the soil that is able to most effectively ab-
sorb and use influences of objectively and absolutely valid truths. At the 
same time, it is able to revaluate its own impact and also the mistakes which 
have been done in other fields of human active action. And finally, history 
may provide to revolutionists everything they need for the implementation 
of revolution and for the transformation of the country during “the second 
day after the revolution”. 

We can imagine that the confrontation of Tkachev’s opinions with his 
contemporaries as well as with latter historians of philosophical thinking 
resulted in sovereignly critical attitudes to his works. Many of them would 
recommend placing the works of the Russian Narodnik into archival funds 
titled Never read that again – brash nonsense. Despite the mixed feelings 
caused by the mentioned imaginary title, I consider a further work with the 
thoughts of this Russian author to be still valuable. I think that his obser-
vations pointing to expensively paid social changes or his reflections on in-
fluences determining a historian’s view on history are extraordinarily 
thought-provoking. Nevertheless, I cannot get rid of the conviction that a 
creative spirit of this Russian author is considerably disparaged by the way 
how revolutionarily he profiles himself within the intellectual discourse of 
the time, and how violently and, let me say, artificially he stipulates his 
postulates. In my reading of Tkachev, I have not found any single moment 
that would disprove my conviction that he himself serves as the confirma-
tion of necessity of what he criticizes so much, which means, of subjective 
attitudes. For me, he represents a negative example of how essential is the 
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form of presentation of the thoughts of a philosopher as well as the way of 
his engaging in social discourse concerning the certain thematic field. How-
ever, the fact is that his opinions were not marginal,  but, on the contrary, 
they were resonating at the time. The study of Tkachev’s works has next to 
strictly Narodnik context also a much broader significance: his thoughts 
represent a valuable basis for our understanding of history of thinking – 
philosophical, political, and social one, within the Russian province in wider 
relations. These contexts present a historical continuum, and they have 
permanently marked a character not only of Russia but also of the whole 
world. I allude here to the mutual interactions of the Narodnik tradition 
and the  legacy  of  Tkachev’s  works  within  the  works  of  V.  I.  Lenin  in  par-
ticular. 

As I already mentioned, this topic is extraordinarily delicate in the en-
vironment  of  the  former  Eastern  Bloc.  It  is  undoubtedly  a  topic  which  re-
quires new readings that would be able to enrich still open questions, as one 
of the significant historians, Leszek Koіakowski, indicates: “The question of 
the independence of the Leninism1 as a distinctive variant of the Marxist 
doctrine and tactics is a long-term subject of disputes. Precisely speaking, 
these discussions dealt with the question if, in the relation to the Marxist 
tradition, the Leninism was a revisionist ideology or, contrarily, a perfect 
application of the main principles of the Marxism in a new political situa-
tion” [5, p. 392]. In this way, Koіakowski points to a problematic nature of 
Lenin’s legacy. Let me note that this issue may be even more distinctive 
when the question concerns the connections of Lenin’s works to the Russian 
Narodnism and Tkachev  in  particular.  The  extent  of  the  issue  as  such  is  a  
peculiar question. However, I am convinced that new readings definitely 
require a substantial expert discussion on the nature of these new readings 
as  well  as  on  the  nature  of  a  systematic  study  of  the  topic  –  and  I  do  not  
mean only “to dust off” the selected works of Lenin.  

In this phase of my study, I do not have any ambition to outline the na-
ture of new reading or to offer a clear and strict specification of the influ-
ence of Tkachev on Lenin. My intention is to give an idea of a possible na-
ture of this relationship, to introduce some problematic features of the rela-
tionship and tasks which stand in front of everybody who would like to en-
gage in such research. 

As I mentioned above, I will proceed from the works of two Polish histo-
rians – Walicki [9] and Koіakowski [5]. The former emphasizes the year 
1903 as the turning point – it was the year when the Russian Social Democ-
ratic Labour Party split into two factions: Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. Ac-
cording to Walicki [9], up to that year, the intensive and strictly ideological 
struggle between Marxists and Narodniks took place. 

Proceeding from these sources, I will describe general frameworks 
which may be perceived as the conditions and circumstances of Lenin’s pos-
sible confrontations with the Narodnik legacy. Subsequently, in the con-

                                                   
1 In relation to the term Leninism, it should be emphasized that neither in the work of 

A. Walicki [9] nor in the work of L. Koіakowski [5] can be found any difference in us-
age of the term Leninism and legacy, works, or opinions of V. I. Lenin himself. 
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cluding part of this paper, I will sketch several forms of the interaction be-
tween the Narodnik tradition as such and the Leninism, and also between 
Tkachev and Lenin. 

The environment in which young Lenin grew up and was intellectually 
shaped, distinctively under the influence of his elder brother Alexander, is 
fulfilled with thoughts of  the radical  Narodnism. It  is  possible  to  say that  
Lenin relates mostly to opinions produced by the radical and terroristic 
branch of the Narodnik movement, which, according to Walicki [9], linked 
Marxism (in the field of economics) with political radicalism of Tkachev. In 
this context, I would add that Narodnik ideas cannot be perceived only as an 
immediate and overall identification with economical-philosophical atti-
tudes of the classical Marxism. In a considerable extent, there is emphasized 
an agrarian folk that cannot be fully identified with the proletariat of 
Marx1. In this atmosphere can be found also the origin of an attitude that is 
typical for a part of the radical Narodniks including Tkachev as well as for 
Lenin, the conviction that “underdeveloped countries are the closest to the 
socialism; civilizational development under capitalistic conditions does not 
increase but decrease the chances of the socialistic revolution. The only 
chance  of  socialism  is  an  interruption  of  capitalistic  development  at  the  
right moment. Socialism has a greater chance in Spain and Italy than in 
England, France, and Bismarckian Germany… Socialism has the greatest 
chances in Russia” [9, p. 239–240]. As we can see, a comparison of the posi-
tions of these subjects is possible. Walicki points to that also on another 
place of his work, when he defines three types of Russian revolutionary in-
telligence. 

The first type is called the rational one, and it has a religious-emotional 
relationship to its doctrine. Walicki denotes the second type with the at-
tribute “dogmatic-rational” because it uncritically accepts the cult of sci-
ence. The third type of intelligence is the pragmatic one, which despises all 
the tenets and principles, it intends to achieve its goal at any cost, and “it is 
represented by Nechayev, Tkachev, and, in a considerable extent, by Lenin” 
[9, p. 249]. Walicki’s approach enables not only to make a comparison of 
these subjects but also to identify their common attitudes. 

                                                   
1 The main issue is that the agrarian way of life of the Russian servitude entailed a 

specific social order and social organization called obshchina. M. Broda refers to atti-
tudes of the Russian Narodniks to the obshchina as follows: “An extraordinary attention 
of representatives of the intelligentsia was attracted by the Russian rural community - 
obshchina and its belonging forms of social autonomous life, mir, in which they saw 
fundaments of future social and economic system in Russia” [3, p. 87]. I. Berlin in this 
connection notes: “All populists were agreed that the village commune was the ideal 
embryo of those socialist groups on which the future society was to be based” [2, 
p. 219]. R. Pipes writes: “Mir –  the  village  commune  –  meant  also  ‘the  world’.  The  
community restrained the unsocial impulses of the muzhik: the collective was superior to 
its individual members” [6, p. 158]. And L. Bazylow adds: “Without the permission of 
the whole mir, a peasant could not get rid of the rationed allotment or leave the village” 
[1, p. 325]. 
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One of their similarities can be seen at the terminological level. Walicki 
[9] remarks that the term working class used by Lenin is definitely the 
Narodnik term and that it was the subject of mockery among the Marxist 
circles. In relation to the terminological field, he also points out to likeness 
between Lenin and Narodniks in his usage of the term democratic in his 
early works1: “Word democratic is for Lenin (similarly as for the Narodniks) 
the opposite of word bourgeois, liberal” [9, p. 260]. 

However, the mentioned similarities are not inherent in the whole scale 
of questions concerning the relationship between Lenin and Narodniks. L. 
Koіakowski summarizes Lenin’s ideological continuance and interest in the 
Narodnik tradition along with his intention to critically revaluate it as fol-
lows: “According to Lenin, the credit of Narodniks is that they were first 
who commented the ambiguity of capitalistic economy in Russia; but they 
were  not  able  to  answer  the  question  they  asked  in  another  way  than  by  a  
reactionary idea of the golden age” [5, p. 328]. We can see that Lenin is 
aside from the radical Narodnism closely linked just with Tkachev. Tkachev 
may be viewed as a linking element – a functional connection in the rela-
tionship between Lenin and radical Narodniks. In favour of this stance 
speaks also Walicki who in the connection with the teaching of the Narodnik 
Bakunin writes: “The most important link between Bakunin and Lenin is 
undoubtedly Tkachev. Bakunin imagined that after the triumph of the revo-
lution, the centralized and authoritarian organization will quickly become 
unnecessary. Tkachev did not live in such a delusion. According to his opin-
ion, after the victory of the revolution, a revolutionary dictatorship control-
ling overall social life (including spiritual life) will be inevitable. The power 
will belong to labourers supervised by the party (intelligence), even though 
they were a minority” [9, p. 267]. Here we can see an element that may be 
viewed as the shift to a crucial dimension of the paper, i.e. the possibility to 
perceive Tkachev as an immediate ideological predecessor of Lenin. Next to 
the ability to resist the “delusion” of the insignificance of the party after 
the victory of the revolution, the motive of minority emerges as well. That 
can be considered as the key motive on an axis of interaction between 
Tkachev and Lenin. I would like to emphasize that the abovementioned mi-
nority is nothing else than the revolutionary party. In this respect, Lenin 
does not hide his admiration for Tkachev, which probably follows from the 
fact that he could not find any substantial support for this matter in Marx’s 
works. Koіakowski [5] points to the fact that although Marx did not equate 
the proletariat as a whole with the party, he “did not create any thoroughly 
elaborated theory of the party” [5, p. 400]. Marx was convinced about an 
unrestrained power of the proletariat, which Lenin resolutely denied. Lenin 
as well as Tkachev decisively refused to base a successful revolutionary 
campaign on unrestrained efforts of the labour movement, no matter how 
purposeful it would be. I agree with Koіakowski’s opinion that “thus, ac-
cording to Lenin, the key issue for a perspective revolution is theoretical 

                                                   
1 A. Walicki mentions three significant periods of Lenin’s works and activities: (1) 

up to the year 1903; (2) the revolutionary years 1905–1906; (3) after the year 1917 [9]. 
Thus, the mentioned early works fall under the first period. 
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consciousness of the revolutionary movement, hence the consciousness 
which is not able to produce an unrestrained labour movement at any case” 
[5, p. 397]. The same attitude can be found also in Walicki: “An important 
role that Lenin assigned to a well-organized, hierarchically ordered, and the 
centrally controlled party had proceeded from a deep distrust of power and 
abilities of the unrestrained labour movement. Labourers dependent on 
themselves  may  at  best  arrive  at  a  trade-unionism,  in  other  words,  at  an  
ideological subjection to the bourgeoisie. The party (or rather, the leader-
ship of the party) in Lenin’s conception should have to play the same role as 
the intelligence in the Narodniks’ conceptions, mainly in that of Nechayev 
and  Tkachev”  [9,  p.  262].  If  Walicki  points  to  the  key  role  of  intelligence  
within the Narodnik conceptions of Nechayev and Tkachev, it should be re-
minded that Tkachev works with the motive of the party as well. To move 
forward from this statement, let me briefly refer to Lenin’s immediate reac-
tion to the mentioned organizational-theoretical dimension of Tkachev’s 
legacy.  That  will  also  enable  us  to  identify  the  most  crucial  feature  of  
Lenin’s relationship to the legacy of Tkachev. 

I will proceed from A. Walicki’ analysis of the well-known Lenin’s work 
“What is to be done?”1 Walicki remarks that Lenin aimed to form a central-
ized and secret organization of professional revolutionists, and he notes 
that: “Lenin called the Tkachevian plan of gaining the power as grandiose” 
[9, p. 261]. 

More precise assessment may be found in Koіakowski: “Historians very 
often  emphasize  the  role  of  Tkachev  as  a  precursor  of  the  Leninism.  The  
conspiratorial Narodnik party Land and Liberty founded in 1876, owed 
Tkachev its organized character, but not its social opinions. Although Lenin 
spoke about the Narodnism, and mostly about its later form, with a great 
despise, he greatly appreciated the organizational tradition of the Narodnik 
conspiracy” [5, p. 336]. Besides the mentioned immediate statements of his-
torians, the connection on the line Tkachev–Lenin is possible to notice also 
through a criticism addressed to Lenin: “Mensheviks – similarly as Rosa 
Luxemburg – constantly reproached Lenin’s doctrine for “Blanquism”, for 
the effort to defeat the existing condition by a conspiracy, in other words, 
for following the conspiratorial ideology of Tkachev” [5, p. 407]. An organi-
zation of revolutionary activities, strict classification, discipline, and 
clearly defined frameworks; these were the motives of Tkachev’ concept of 
the revolutionary party, which most notably attracted Lenin’s attention. I 
would like to stress that I base that opinion on the secondary sources, i.e. on 
the texts of historians I worked with. I have chosen such an attitude inten-
tionally, and I am aware of all admissible difficulties. It should be perceived 
as my expression of respect to the topic as well as to the reader. The second 
part of the paper aimed “only” to show that the link between Tkachev and 
Lenin does exist and that there are good reasons to examine the line Narod-

                                                   
1 The work with the identical title was written also by one of the devisers of the 

Narodnik movement N.G. Chernyshevsky in 1863, 39 years before Lenin. It is said that 
Lenin knew this Chernyshevsky’s work by heart. 
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niks–Tkachev–Lenin and vice versa. That  context  opens  a  great  space  for  
research, despite the hidden difficulties.  

In  the  course  of  the  interpretation  of  the  ideological  proximity  of  
Narodnism to Leninism, we bumped into the issue of terminological ambigu-
ity,  of  certain  vagueness  in  Lenin’s  usage  of  terms.  That  is  why  Walicki  
sends a message to future historians, saying that “the essence of Leninism 
has to  be  uncovered in its  hideaway” [9,  p.  258].  He reflects  the nature of  
the terminological issue as follows: “The basic complication as regards the 
writing about Leninism is the necessity “to read between the lines”. Lenin 
did not subject his practice to “orthodoxness”, however, he unwillingly re-
nounced traditional “orthodox” formulations within the field of theory: in-
stead of rejecting them, he preferred to use them and attributed them – of-
ten through strange interpretive methods – the completely different con-
tent.  He  tried  to  camouflage  (also  before  himself)  his  revisionism  at  any  
cost” [9, p. 258]. All those who are interested in the study of Lenin’s legacy 
should take that into account. 

Walicki  remarks  that  it  is  not  possible  to  perceive  Lenin’s  legacy  as  a  
chapter in the history of Marxism, and not at all as a part of the history of 
the international proletariat. “Leninism is something less and something 
more at the same time. The problem of Leninism is a problem of the whole 
Russia and all its history, along with its Europeness and Asianess, revolu-
tionary movement, and four hundred years lasting Tsarist autocracy” [9, p. 
269]. On the other place, Walicki emphasizes a need to conduct an interdis-
ciplinary research and to take a wide scale of variables into consideration: 
“The investigation has to be done by constant selection of the importance of 
various Lenin’s statements, by revealing diverse meanings in formulations 
which appear to be identic at the first glance, by permanent confrontation 
of Leninian thoughts with classical Marxism, with different kinds of the 
Russian Marxism, and with traditional Russian revolutionary thinking” [9, 
p. 258–259]. Walicki outlines many hidden issues and difficulties of such 
examination. In a certain sense, it may be viewed as a stimulus for histori-
ans, although the investigation can be never completed. As the credo of 
hermeneutics says, history has to be constantly overwritten… 

In my view, the associated question, the problem arising in front of pos-
sible future investigations, is also the question with which I am going to 
conclude my paper: Can we say with a certainty, which ideas are the genuine 
ideas of Lenin? Should not we start with the selection between the authentic 
Lenin’s legacy and the Leninism of “selected writings”? 
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×ÅËÎÂÅ×ÅÑÊÀß ÆÈÇÍÜ  
ÊÀÊ ÎÒÐÀÆÅÍÈÅ ÑÎÖÈÀËÜÍÎÉ  
(Ê 60-ËÅÒÈÞ Ì. Þ. ÑÅÐÃÅÅÂÀ) 

 
Â êîíöå àïðåëÿ ýòîãî ãîäà 

âûäàþùåìóñÿ ôèëîñîôó, ðå-
ëèãèîâåäó, ïîýòó è ïóáëèöèñ-
òó Ìèõàèëó Þðüåâè÷ó Ñåðãå-
åâó èñïîëíèëîñü 60 ëåò. Íà-
ó÷íàÿ äåÿòåëüíîñòü åãî øèðî-
êà è ðàçíîîáðàçíà. Îí ÿâëÿåò-
ñÿ äîêòîðîì ôèëîñîôèè, ïðî-
ôåññîðîì Óíèâåðñèòåòà èñ-
êóññòâ (Ôèëàäåëüôèÿ, ÑØÀ), 
çàâåäóþùèì êàôåäðîé ðåëè-
ãèè, ôèëîñîôèè è òåîëîãèè 
Óèëìåò èíñòèòóòà ïðè Íàöè-
îíàëüíîé äóõîâíîé àññàìáëåå 
áàõàè  ÑØÀ,  îñíîâàòåëåì  è  
ãëàâíûì ðåäàêòîðîì æóðíàëà «Studies in Bahá’í Philosophy», ÷ëåíîì ðå-
äàêöèîííûõ ñîâåòîâ æóðíàëîâ «Âåñòíèê Êèåâñêîãî íàöèîíàëüíîãî óíè-
âåðñèòåòà êóëüòóðû è èñêóññòâ», «Ôèëîñîôèÿ è æèçíü» (Òàøêåíò, Óçáå-
êèñòàí), «Credo New», «Ôèëîñîôñêàÿ ìûñëü» (ÐÀÍ), «Ôèëîñîôèÿ è 
êóëüòóðà» (ÐÀÍ), «Âåê ãëîáàëèçàöèè», «Ôèëîñîôñêèé ïîëèëîã», äîëãîå 
âðåìÿ áûë ãëàâíûì ðåäàêòîðîì êíèæíîé ñåðèè «Contemporary Russian 
Philosophy»  (Leiden: Brill, Íèäåðëàíäû). 

60 ëåò – ìíîãî ýòî èëè ìàëî? Ñòàðîñòü ýòî èëè çðåëîñòü? Òàêèå âî-
ïðîñû ÷åëîâåê çàäàåò ñåáå, êîãäà ïðèáëèæàåòñÿ ê ýòîé äàòå. Îäíè ïîñëå 
60-òè óæå ïðîñòî äîæèâàþò æèçíü, äðóãèå òîëüêî âõîäÿò â åå âêóñ, ïðî-
äîëæàþò ïîäíèìàòüñÿ  â  ãîðó  è  èñïûòûâàþò ðàäîñòü  ïîäúåìà ââåðõ,  ðà-
äîñòü âèäåíèÿ ìèðà ñ âûñîòû ïòè÷üåãî ïîëåòà, äà è ñàìè îíè óæå íå õî-
äÿò ïî çåìëå, à ïàðÿò â ñâîèõ èäåÿõ, çàìûñëàõ, òâîð÷åñòâå, âîçâûøàÿñü 
íàä ñèþìèíóòíîé çëîáîäíåâíîñòüþ, ïîíèìàÿ ñ âûñîòû ñâîåãî ïàðåíèÿ 
ïðîèñõîäÿùåå íà çåìëå ãîðàçäî ãëóáæå è àäåêâàòíåå, ÷åì òå ëþäè, êîòî-
ðûå æèâóò, ïîãðóçèâøèñü â çåìíûå òÿãîòû, âñå áîëåå ïðèäàâëèâàþùèå 
èõ  ê  äîëó.  Ê  òàêèì  «ïàðÿùèì  â  áåçâðåìåíüå  ëþäÿì»  ïðèíàäëåæèò,  íà  
ìîé âçãëÿä, Ìèõàèë Þðüåâè÷ Ñåðãååâ. 

×àñòî ëþäè ó ïîñëåäíåé ÷åðòû æèçíè ãîâîðÿò: «Æèçíü íåçàìåòíî 
ïðîëåòåëà…». Ìèõàèë Ñåðãååâ òàê áû íèêîãäà íå ñêàçàë. Ïî÷åìó? Äà ïî-
òîìó, ÷òî îí óæå ïðîæèë íå îäíó æèçíü, à ìíîæåñòâî, è êàæäàÿ – î÷åíü 
íàñûùåííàÿ, à ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ñóáúåêòèâíîå âðåìÿ åå î÷åíü âåëèêî. Áî-
ëåå òîãî, îí ïðîäîëæàåò ñòðîèòü ïëàíû, ìå÷òàòü è, ïî ñóùåñòâó, ñòîèò íà 
ïîðîãå åùå îäíîé æèçíè, êà÷åñòâåííî îòëè÷àþùåéñÿ, êàê è âñå åãî æèç-
íè, îò ïðåäûäóùèõ, à ìîæåò, è íå îäíîé. Â íåì ðàñêðûâàþòñÿ âñå íîâûå 
è  íîâûå  òàëàíòû,  ñïîñîáíîñòè,  à  ñëåäîâàòåëüíî,  ðîæäàþòñÿ  íîâûå  çà-
ìûñëû, ïðîåêòû, íîâîå âèäåíèå ñòàðûõ ÿâëåíèé æèçíè, íîâîå âèäåíèå 
áûòèÿ. Íî íå áóäåì çàáåãàòü âïåðåä, ïîïðîáóåì óâèäåòü ìíîãîñåðèéíûé 
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ôèëüì æèçíè Ì. Ñåðãååâà; è õîòÿ ñîäåðæàíèå êàæäîé ñåðèè î÷åíü îòëè-
÷àåòñÿ îò âñåõ äðóãèõ, ãëàâíûé ãåðîé è åãî èíòåíöèè îñòàþòñÿ òåìè æå – 
ýòî èíòåíöèè ê Èñòèíå, Äîáðó, Êðàñîòå, Ëþáâè, Ñâîáîäå, Òâîð÷åñòâó, 
Ãàðìîíèè. 

Ðîäèëñÿ Ì. Ñåðãååâ â Ðîññèè â Ìîñêâå â 1960 ãîäó, òîãäà ýòî áûë 
ÑÑÑÐ, â êîòîðîì ñóùåñòâîâàëà îñîáàÿ ïðîãðàììà ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ ëè÷íî-
ñòè. Íà èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîì óðîâíå – ðîñò íàóêè è îáðàçîâàíèÿ, èõ âûñî-
êàÿ ñîöèàëüíàÿ çíà÷èìîñòü. Íà äóõîâíîì óðîâíå – âîèíñòâóþùèé àòå-
èçì è çàïðåò âåðóþùèì çàíèìàòü ñîöèàëüíî çíà÷èìûå äîëæíîñòè. Êðî-
ìå òîãî, íåÿâíûé àíòèñåìèòèçì, òî åñòü îôèöèàëüíî: âñå ëþäè – áðàòüÿ, 
íî â ðåàëüíîñòè åâðåè íå ìîãëè ïîñòóïàòü â ïðåñòèæíûå óíèâåðñèòåòû, 
íà îïðåäåëåííûå ñïåöèàëüíîñòè è çàíèìàòü ïðåñòèæíûå äîëæíîñòè. Êî-
íå÷íî, áûëè èñêëþ÷åíèÿ: òàëàíòëèâûå è ãåíèàëüíûå åâðåè âñå æå ïîëó-
÷àëè è ïðåêðàñíîå îáðàçîâàíèå, è íîáåëåâñêèå ïðåìèè, è èçâåñòíîñòü âî 
âñåì ìèðå. Èìåííî â òàêîé àòìîñôåðå ôîðìèðîâàëàñü ëè÷íîñòü Ì. Ñåð-
ãååâà. 

Ðîäèòåëè Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâà – âûñîêîèíòåëëèãåíòíûå ëþäè – äàëè åìó 
ïðåêðàñíîå îáðàçîâàíèå: îí çàêîí÷èë ïðåñòèæíóþ ôðàíöóçñêóþ øêîëó â 
Ìîñêâå ñ çîëîòîé ìåäàëüþ, çàòåì çàõîòåë ïîñòóïèòü â Èíñòèòóò ìåæäó-
íàðîäíûõ îòíîøåíèé íà ôàêóëüòåò ìåæäóíàðîäíîé æóðíàëèñòèêè. È 
òóò ñòîëêíóëñÿ ñ «ïîäïîëüíûì» àíòèñåìèòèçìîì: åãî, êàê ñûíà åâðåéêè 
(ó Ñåðãååâà îòåö ðóññêèé, à ìàòü åâðåéêà), ñðàçó âû÷åðêíóëè èç ñïèñêà 
ïîñòóïàþùèõ, íî îí âñå æå, íåñìîòðÿ íà ýòî (ýòî îòäåëüíàÿ èñòîðèÿ), ïî-
ñòóïèë â ÌÃÈÌÎ è çàêîí÷èë åãî, èçó÷èâ, ïîìèìî ñïåöèàëüíîñòè «Ìåæ-
äóíàðîäíàÿ æóðíàëèñòèêà ñî ñïåöèàëèçàöèåé ïî Ëàòèíñêîé Àìåðèêå», 
äåâÿòü èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêîâ, ïðè÷åì øåñòü óæå ïîñëå ÌÃÈÌÎ (ôðàíöóç-
ñêèé  –  â  ñïåöøêîëå,  èñïàíñêèé  è  àíãëèéñêèé  –  â  ÌÃÈÌÎ,  ëàòûíü  è  
äðåâíåãðå÷åñêèé – â ÌÃÓ íà êàôåäðå äðåâíèõ ÿçûêîâ, íåìåöêèé – íà 
êóðñàõ èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêîâ, èâðèò – â ÷àñòíîé øêîëå, èòàëüÿíñêèé è 
ïîðòóãàëüñêèé – ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíî). Ê òîìó æå, Ì. Ñåðãååâ ïðåêðàñíî èã-
ðàë íà ãèòàðå, ïåë è ñî÷èíÿë ñòèõè. 

Ïðè  ýòîì,  êàê  âñå  ñîâåòñêèå  ïèîíåðû  è  êîìñîìîëüöû,  îí  ðîñ  àòåè-
ñòîì. Òî åñòü âî âçðîñëîå îáùåñòâî âîøåë òàëàíòëèâûé, ýðóäèðîâàííûé, 
èäåîëîãè÷åñêè «ïðàâèëüíûé», âûñîêîïðîôåññèîíàëüíûé ñïåöèàëèñò, è, 
ïî ëîãèêå âåùåé, äëÿ íåãî äîëæíû áûëè áûòü ðàñïàõíóòû äâåðè ïðå-
ñòèæíûõ îðãàíèçàöèé è ïðåäñòîÿë áûñòðûé êàðüåðíûé ðîñò. Íî íå òóò-
òî áûëî! Ïîñëå îêîí÷àíèÿ èíñòèòóòà Ì. Ñåðãååâ íå ìîã íàéòè ðàáîòó, äâà 
ãîäà áûë áåçðàáîòíûì è áûë îôèöèàëüíî çàðåãèñòðèðîâàí íà áèðæå òðó-
äà. 

Ïîñëå îí ðàáîòàë ðåäàêòîðîì ìåæäóíàðîäíîãî îòäåëà åæåíåäåëüíèêà 
«Ñîáåñåäíèê», ðåäàêòîðîì â Ãîñòåëåðàäèîôîíäå, çàâëèòîì â ìîñêîâñêîì 
òåàòðå-ñòóäèè «Àðëåêèí», îäíàêî ÷óâñòâî íåðåàëèçîâàííîñòè ñåáÿ êàê 
ëè÷íîñòè íå ïîêèäàëî è òÿãîòèëî åãî. È èçó÷åíèå èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêîâ, 
ïî ñóòè, áûëî äëÿ íåãî «èíòåëëåêòóàëüíûì àëêîãîëåì», êîòîðûì îí ïû-
òàëñÿ «çàëèòü» äóøåâíóþ íåóäîâëåòâîðåííîñòü ñâîåé ðàáîòîé. 

Â  1990  ã.  Ìèõàèë  Ñåðãååâ  áûë  â  êîìàíäèðîâêå  â  ÑØÀ  îò  òåàòðà-
ñòóäèè «Àðëåêèí», è òàì ó íåãî ïðîèçîøëà ñóäüáîíîñíàÿ âñòðå÷à ñ çàâå-
äóþùèì êàôåäðîé ðåëèãèîâåäåíèÿ Òåìïëüñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà, ïðîôåñ-
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ñîðîì Äæîíîì Ðåéíñîì, êîòîðûé ïîñëå äëèòåëüíîé áåñåäû, ïðîäîëæàâ-
øåéñÿ îêîëî äâóõ ÷àñîâ, ïîðàæåííûé åãî çíàíèÿìè, îñîáåííî èíîñòðàí-
íûõ ÿçûêîâ, ïðåäëîæèë Ìèõàèëó Þðüåâè÷ó ïîñòóïèòü â ìàãèñòðàòóðó, à 
çàòåì – àñïèðàíòóðó Òåìëüñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà ïî ñïåöèàëüíîñòè «Ôèëî-
ñîôèÿ ðåëèãèè». Ì. Ñåðãååâ ïðèíÿë ýòî ïðåäëîæåíèå ñ âîîäóøåâëåíèåì, 
èáî äóøà åãî òÿãîòåëà ê ïðåïîäàâàíèþ è íàóêå, íî â ÑÑÑÐ «ïîäïîëüíûé 
àíòèñåìèòèçì» íå ïîçâîëÿë åìó ñàìîðåàëèçîâàòüñÿ â ýòîì íàïðàâëåíèè. 
Îí ïûòàëñÿ ïîñòóïàòü â àñïèðàíòóðó – õîòåë ïèñàòü äèññåðòàöèþ ïî Ñå-
ðåáðÿíîìó âåêó, íî åãî äàæå áëèçêî íå ïîäïóñòèëè ê âñòóïèòåëüíîé 
êîìïàíèè â àñïèðàíòóðó. Îí ðåøèë íå òîëüêî åõàòü íà ó÷åáó â ÑØÀ, íî 
è ýìèãðèðîâàòü èç ÑÑÑÐ, ãäå, óâû, íå ìîã òâîð÷åñêè ðåàëèçîâàòü ñåáÿ. 
Òàê çàêîí÷èëàñü ïåðâàÿ æèçíü Ì. Ñåðãååâà. 

 Â 1990 ã. îí ñ ñåìüåé óåõàë â Ñîåäèíåííûå Øòàòû íà ó÷åáó, â 1993 ã. 
ïîëó÷èë ñòåïåíü ìàãèñòðà, â 1997 ã. çàùèòèë äîêòîðñêóþ äèññåðòàöèþ 
ïî òåìå «Ðåëèãèîçíî-ôèëîñîôñêàÿ êîíöåïöèÿ Ñîôèè: åå ãåíåàëîãèÿ è 
ýâîëþöèÿ â ðóññêîé ìûñëè ÕIÕ è ÕÕ ñòîëåòèÿ», è åìó áûëà ïðèñóæäåíà 
ó÷åíàÿ ñòåïåíü äîêòîðà ôèëîñîôèè ïî ñïåöèàëüíîñòè «Ôèëîñîôèÿ ðåëè-
ãèè» â Òåìïëüñêîì óíèâåðñèòåòå â Ôèëàäåëüôèè. Âïîñëåäñòâèè äèññåð-
òàöèÿ áûëà îïóáëèêîâàííà â âèäå ìîíîãðàôèè «Sophiology in Russian 
Orthodoxy: Solov’ev, Bulgakov, Losskii, Berdiaev», êîòîðóþ îäèí èç 
êðóïíåéøèõ ýêñïåðòîâ ïî ïðàâîñëàâíîìó áîãîñëîâèþ â ñîâðåìåííîé 
Àìåðèêå, ïðîôåññîð Ïîë Âàëüåð íàçâàë «ëó÷øèì ââåäåíèåì â ðóññêóþ 
ñîôèîëîãèþ íà àíãëèéñêîì ÿçûêå».  

Â ñâîåé äèññåðòàöèè Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ âïåðâûå â îáùåì âèäå ñôîðìóëè-
ðîâàë òåîðèþ ðåëèãèîçíûõ öèêëîâ, êîòîðóþ â äàëüíåéøåì ðàçâèâàë â 
ñòàòüÿõ è êíèãàõ. «Â îñíîâå ìîåé ãèïîòåçû, – ðàññêàçûâàåò Ñåðãååâ, – 
ëåæèò ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î ðåëèãèè êàê îá îðãàíèçìå – îðãàíè÷åñêîé ñèñòå-
ìå, ôóíäàìåíò êîòîðîé ñîñòàâëÿþò ñâÿùåííûå ïèñàíèÿ è èõ èñòîëêîâà-
íèÿ â ôîðìå ñâÿùåííîãî ïðåäàíèÿ. Â çàâèñèìîñòè îò ðàçëè÷íîãî ñîîò-
íîøåíèÿ Ïèñàíèÿ è Ïðåäàíèÿ, ðåëèãèîçíàÿ ñèñòåìà ïðîõîäèò ÷åðåç ðÿä 
ñòàäèé, èëè ôàç, ñâîåãî ðàçâèòèÿ: ïåðâîíà÷àëüíóþ, îðòîäîêñàëüíóþ, 
êëàññè÷åñêóþ, ðåôîðìèñòñêóþ è êðèòè÷åñêóþ»1. 

Ïîñëå çàùèòû äîêòîðñêîé äèññåðòàöèè Ì. Ñåðãååâ íà÷àë ïðåïîäà-
âàòü â ôèëàäåëüôèéñêîì Óíèâåðñèòåòå èñêóññòâ, ïðîéäÿ ïîñëåäîâàòåëü-
íî äîëæíîñòè îò ëåêòîðà äî àäüþíêò-ïðîôåññîðà. Ñòóäåíòû íå òîëüêî åãî 
óâàæàþò, íî è îáîæàþò. Îíè çàïèñûâàþòñÿ ê íåìó çà òðè-÷åòûðå ìåñÿöà, 
à  èíîãäà  èì  ïðèõîäèòñÿ  æäàòü  íåñêîëüêî  ëåò,  ÷òîáû  ïîïàñòü  íà  êóðñû  
Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâà, ïîòîìó ÷òî ìåñòà âñå çàíÿòû. Çà ãîäû ñâîåãî ïðåïîäàâà-
íèÿ Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ïðî÷åë îêîëî 20 ðàçíûõ êóðñîâ, ñðåäè êîòîðûõ «Ìè-
ðîâûå ðåëèãèè», «Àâðààìè÷åñêèå ðåëèãèè», «Ââåäåíèå â Áèáëèþ», 
«Ðóññêàÿ ðåëèãèîçíàÿ ìûñëü», «Ââåäåíèå â ìîäåðíèçì: XIX âåê», «Ââå-
äåíèå  â  ìîäåðíèçì:  XX  âåê»,  â  òîì  ÷èñëå  è  àâòîðñêèå  êóðñû  «Ñâÿòàÿ  
âîéíà», «Ðåëèãèÿ, èñêóññòâî è àïîêàëèïñèñ», «Æèçíü ïîñëå ñìåðòè». È 
ýòî íå óäèâèòåëüíî, èáî Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ – ÿðêàÿ, êîëîðèòíàÿ ëè÷íîñòü, â 
êîòîðîé îðãàíè÷åñêè ñî÷åòàåòñÿ âûñîêèé ïðîôåññèîíàëèçì è èíòåëëåêò, 

                                                   
1 Сергеев М.Ю., Шелковая Н.В. Религия и духовность. Опыт философского 

размышления // Философские науки. 2017. № 12. С. 77. 
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àðòèñòè÷åñêèå ñïîñîáíîñòè, òâîð÷åñêîå èçëîæåíèå ìàòåðèàëà, íåñòàí-
äàðòíûå ìåòîäèêè ïðåïîäàâàíèÿ è âûñîêàÿ êóëüòóðà. Êðîìå òîãî, ÷òî 
î÷åíü âàæíî, îí ëþáèò ñâîþ ðàáîòó è ñòóäåíòîâ. È îíè, êîíå÷íî, ýòî ÷óâ-
ñòâóþò. 

Âìåñòå ñ òåì, Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ – êðóïíûé ó÷åíûé, íåîðäèíàðíî ìûñ-
ëÿùèé è ìíîãîãðàííûé â ñâîèõ èíòåðåñàõ, êàê ëþáîé òàëàíòëèâûé ÷å-
ëîâåê. Îá ýòîì ñâèäåòåëüñòâóþò ñàìè íàçâàíèÿ åãî êíèã: «The Project of 
the Enlightenment: Essays on Religion, Philosophy and Art» (ñáîðíèê ñòà-
òåé íà ðóñ. è àíãë. ÿç.) (2004), «È ñîòâîðèë Áîã ñìåõ» (2005), «Sophiology 
in Russian Orthodoxy: Solov’ev, Bulgakov, Losskii, Berdiaev» (2006), 
«Àïîêàïèòàïñèñ: Çàìåòêè ôèëîñîôà» (2009), «Ïîýçèÿ ðóññêèõ ôèëîñî-
ôîâ äâàäöàòîãî âåêà: Àíòîëîãèÿ» (àâòîðû-ñîñòàâèòåëè Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ, 
Ë. Í. Ñòîëîâè÷) (2011), â êîòîðóþ âîøëà áîëüøàÿ ïîäáîðêà ñòèõîòâîðå-
íèé  ñàìîãî  Ì.  Þ.  Ñåðãååâà,  «Smile  From  Heaven:  An  Anthology  of  Reli-
gious Humor» (2012), «Theory of Religious Cycles: Tradition, Modernity 
and the Bahá’í Faith» (2015).  

Ñëåäóåò îáðàòèòü âíèìàíèå íà òîò ôàêò, ÷òî ñîâåòñêîìó àòåèñòó 
ñóäüáà óãîòîâèëà ñïåöèàëèçèðîâàòüñÿ â îáëàñòè ðåëèãèè, ÷òî íå òîëüêî 
íå âûçâàëî ïðîòåñòà â äóøå Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâà, íî è íàøëî ïîëîæèòåëüíûé 
îòêëèê. Ïî ïðèåçäó â ÑØÀ â ñâÿçè ñ áîëüøèìè òðóäíîñòÿìè ðàçíîîáðàç-
íîãî  õàðàêòåðà,  ñâÿçàííûìè  ñ  ïåðâûì  âðåìåíåì  ïðîæèâàíèÿ  â  äðóãîé  
ñòðàíå, Ìèõàèë Þðüåâè÷ ñíà÷àëà ïîòÿíóëñÿ ê ðåëèãèè ðîäà – èóäàèçìó, 
íî åãî ñâîáîäîëþáèâóþ è â òî æå âðåìÿ òîëåðàíòíóþ íàòóðó îòòîëêíóëà 
ñòðîãàÿ äîãìàòèêà èóäàèçìà. Îí íà÷àë èñêàòü äóõîâíóþ îòäóøèíó. 
Ïðèìêíóë âðåìåííî ê ïðîòåñòàíòèçìó, øèðîêî ðàñïðîñòðàíåííîìó â 
ÑØÀ, íî è òàì îí íå íàøåë òîãî, ÷åãî èñêàëà åãî äóøà.  

È òóò îí âñòðåòèëñÿ ñ óíèêàëüíîé ðåëèãèåé áàõàè, êîòîðàÿ, â îòëè-
÷èå îò âñåõ äðóãèõ ðåëèãèé, íå ñ÷èòàëà ñåáÿ åäèíñòâåííî èñòèííîé, íå 
îòâåðãàëà äðóãèå ðåëèãèè êàê ëîæíûå, à «ñíèìàëà» èõ ó÷åíèÿ â ñâîåì 
ó÷åíèè î åäèíñòâå âñåãî ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà. Êîñìîïîëèòèçì ýòîé ðåëèãèè îò-
âå÷àë ñâîáîäîëþáèâîé íàòóðå Ì. Ñåðãååâà, è îí ñòàë ïîñëåäîâàòåëåì ýòîé 
ðåëèãèè. Ïðè÷åì îí íå òîëüêî ïðèíÿë âåðó áàõàè â ñâîþ äóøó, íî è ñòàë 
åå òåîðåòèêîì, ïîñâÿòèâ åé ñâîþ ìîíîãðàôèþ «Theory of Religious 
Cycles: Tradition, Modernity and the Bahá’í Faith» è â 2012 ã. îñíîâàâ ïåð-
âûé â ìèðå íàó÷íûé æóðíàë î âåðå áàõàè «Studies in Bahá’í Philosophy». 
Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ïðèíèìàåò àêòèâíîå ó÷àñòèå â ëåêöèÿõ î ôèëîñîôèè áà-
õàè, à â 2017 ã. ñòàë çàâåäóþùèì êàôåäðîé ðåëèãèè, ôèëîñîôèè è òåîëî-
ãèè Óèëìåò èíñòèòóòà ïðè Íàöèîíàëüíîé äóõîâíîé àññàìáëåå áàõàè 
ÑØÀ. Ñåé÷àñ îí ïî ñêàéïó ÷èòàåò ëåêöèè ïî ôèëîñîôèè âåðû áàõàè ñòó-
äåíòàì ýòîãî èíñòèòóòà ñî âñåãî ìèðà, ðàññìàòðèâàÿ ôèëîñîôèþ êàê ïóòü 
ê äóõîâíîìó ïðîñâåòëåíèþ. Òàê, Ì. Ñ. Ñåðãååâ â èíòåðâüþ ñ À. Ñ. Íèëî-
ãîâûì îòìåòèë: «ß íå ñ÷èòàþ, êàê ïèøåòå Âû, ÷òî “Òðàíñöåíäåíòíîå Îç-
íà÷àåìîå íàëàãàåò çàïðåò íà ôèëîñîôñêîå âîïðîøàíèå”. Íàïðîòèâ, îíî 
åãî ñòèìóëèðóåò»1. 

                                                   
1 Теория религиозных циклов (беседа А. С. Нилогова с М. Ю. Сергеевым в 

рамках проекта «Современная русская философия») // Философские науки. 2017. 
№ 1. С. 128. 
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Â 2017 ã. ãëàâíûé ðåäàêòîð êíèæíîé ñåðèè «Ñîâðåìåííàÿ ðóññêàÿ 
ôèëîñîôèÿ», âûõîäÿùåé â ãîëëàíäñêîì èçäàòåëüñòâå «Brill», ïðîôåññîð 
Óíèâåðñèòåòà Ñåâåðíîé Êàðîëèíû Óèëüÿì Ãåé óøåë íà ïåíñèþ è ïåðå-
äàë ñâîé ïîñò Ì. Ñåðãååâó, òàê êàê åìó î÷åíü ïîíðàâèëàñü åãî ìîíîãðà-
ôèÿ î ðåëèãèîçíûõ öèêëàõ. Òàê íà÷àëàñü åùå îäíà æèçíü Ì. Þ. Ñåðãåå-
âà. Íà ïîñòó ãëàâðåäà îðãàíèçàòîðñêèå ñïîñîáíîñòè è òâîð÷åñêèå çàìûñ-
ëû Ìèõàèëà Þðüåâè÷à ðàçâåðíóëèñü âî âñþ øèðü â ïðÿìîì ñìûñëå ñëî-
âà: îí ñîçäàë è ðåàëèçîâàë ïîèñòèíå ýïîõàëüíûé ïðîåêò, ïîäãîòîâèâ ê 
èçäàíèþ íà àíãëèéñêîì ÿçûêå àíòîëîãèþ ñîâðåìåííîé ðóññêîé ôèëîñî-
ôèè «Russian Philosophy in the Twenty-First Century: An Anthology», â 
êîòîðóþ âîøëè ðàáîòû ëó÷øèõ ôèëîñîôîâ ñîâðåìåííîé Ðîññèè (â òîì 
÷èñëå è æèâóùèõ çà åå ïðåäåëàìè). Ýòî ïåðâàÿ àíòîëîãèÿ ñîâðåìåííîé 
ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè â àíãëîÿçû÷íîì ôèëîñîôñêîì ìèðå. 

Ïàðàëëåëüíî Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ñîçäàë è ðåàëèçîâàë äðóãîé ýïîõàëüíûé 
ïðîåêò: èçäàë â ÑØÀ íà ðóññêîì ÿçûêå àíòîëîãèþ ôèëîñîôñêèõ òåñòîâ 
ñîâðåìåííûõ ðóññêîÿçû÷íûõ àâòîðîâ èç 8 ñòðàí ìèðà (Ãåðìàíèè, Èçðàè-
ëÿ, Èòàëèÿ, Êèòàÿ, ÑØÀ, Óêðàèíû, Øâåéöàðèè, Øâåöèè) – «Ðóññêîå 
çàðóáåæüå: Àíòîëîãèÿ ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè» (M-Graphics, 
Boston, MA, 2018). 

Â 2020 ã. Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ïåðåäàë ñâîé ïîñò ãëàâðåäà êíèæíîé ñåðèè 
«Ñîâðåìåííàÿ ðóññêàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ» Àëèññå ÄåÁëàñèî (Äèêèíñîí êîë-
ëåäæ,  ÑØÀ),  ÷òîáû  ïîëíîñòüþ  ïîñâÿòèòü  ñåáÿ  íàó÷íîé  ðàáîòå.  È  íå  
òîëüêî íàó÷íîé. Êàê ÿ óæå îòìå÷àëà, Ìèõàèë Ñåðãååâ – ðàçíîñòîðîííå 
òàëàíòëèâàÿ ëè÷íîñòü: ïèøåò ñòèõè, èãðàåò íà ãèòàðå, ïîåò, åìó ïðèíàä-
ëåæèò çàìå÷àòåëüíàÿ ïîâåñòü «Ñâîåé ñâîáîäîé äîðîæè…», ïðåäñòàâëÿþ-
ùàÿ èñòîðèþ ìîñêîâñêîãî ìóçûêàëüíî-äðàìàòè÷åñêîãî òåàòðà «Àðëå-
êèí»,  ïèøåò  êíèãó  î  òåàòðå,  â  êîòîðîì  ðàáîòàë,  –  «Ìîñêîâñêèé  òåàòð  
“Àðëåêèí”: ñîçäàíèå, èñòîðèÿ, ñïåêòàêëè».  

Ïðè ýòîì îí – íåæíî è òðîãàòåëüíî ëþáÿùèé ìóæ, îòåö è ñûí, âåð-
íûé è ïðåäàííûé äðóã, î÷åíü èñêðåííèé è ïîðÿäî÷íûé ÷åëîâåê, î÷åíü 
äîáðûé, îòçûâ÷èâûé, ñ òîíêîé äóøîé. 

Îò âñåé äóøè ïîçäðàâëÿåì Ìèõàèëà Þðüåâè÷à ñ þáèëååì è æåëàåì 
åìó åùå ìíîãî-ìíîãî íîâûõ, èíòåðåñíûõ, òâîð÷åñêèõ æèçíåé, ðåàëèçà-
öèè çàìûñëîâ è ïðîåêòîâ, ðîæäåíèÿ ãåíèàëüíûõ èäåé è ïðîñòî ÷åëîâå÷å-
ñêîãî ñ÷àñòüÿ è ëþáâè. È, êîíå÷íî, ìíîãàÿ ëåòà â äîáðîì çäðàâèè. 

 
Í. Â. Øåëêîâàÿ 
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В XIX и XX вв. феномен религии обясняли, 
как правило, редуцируя религиозный опыт к 
другим сферам общественной деятельности 
– социальной, экономической или психоло-
гической. Сейчас тезис о «смерти Бога» ка-
жется ошибочным, а влияние религии не 
только возросло, но и, к сожалению, приве-
ло к росту религиозного экстремизма. Како-
вы же предпосылки для мирной эволюции 
религиозных институтов? Являются ли ре-
лигиозные организации всего лишь власт-
ными структурами, которые связаны с наси-
лием? Значит ли это, что для искоренения 
войн на земле необходимо избавиться от ре-
лигиозных практик? Эти и другие вопросы о 
роли религии в обществе становятся осо-
бенно актуальными в наше время, для кото-
рого характерна стремительная глобализа-
ция. В статье роль и место религиозных 
систем в глобальном мире рассматривается 
через призму авторской теории религиозных 
циклов, согласно которой в ходе эволюции 
каждая историческая религия проходит че-
рез конкретные и почти идентичные фазы 
становления и развития: формирующую, 
ортодоксальную, классическую, реформист-
скую, критическую и пост-критическую, а 
также претерпевает два типа кризисов – 
структурный и системный. С этой точки зре-
ния анализируются иудаизм, буддизм, хри-
стианство и ислам. В статье прослеживается 
сходство в развитии этих конфессий и пред-
лагается иной взгляд на современный рели-
гиозный ландшафт, делается предположение 
о росте новых религиозных движений с гло-
балистскими учениями и институтами.  

Ключевые слова: эволюция религии, религи-
озный цикл, иудаизм, буддизм, христианст-
во, ислам, сравнительные исследования. 

In modern times there have been numerous at-
tempts by scholars to theorize about religion. 
Most of those theories reduced religion to other 
spheres of social activity – social, economic, or 
psychological. Now, in the 21st century, those 
radical predictions about the “death of God” 
seem shortsighted. After a temporary retreat reli-
gion came back with increased influence, power, 
and, unfortunately, violence. What are the pre-
conditions for a peaceful evolution of religious 
institutions? Are religious systems simply power 
structures that inevitably involve violence and 
abuse, and to eradicate the war should we also 
get rid of religion? Those and many other related 
issues concerning religion’s role in society be-
come especially important in our time of the 
increasing globalization. This paper looks at 
religion in the global age through the prism of 
the theory of religious cycles that is outlined by 
the author. According to his approach, in the 
course of its evolution, every historical religion 
goes through specific and almost identical stages 
of growth. Based on a distinct correlation be-
tween sacred scriptures and traditions, the author 
distinguishes six such phases – formative, ortho-
dox, classical, reformist, critical, and post-criti-
cal. Also, in the course of its expansion religious 
system undergoes two types of crises – structural 
and systemic. The author applies his theory of 
religious cycles to the analysis of such world 
spiritual traditions as Judaism, Buddhism, Chris-
tianity, and Islam. The study reveals astounding 
similarities in the evolution of those faiths, offers 
a different perspective on modernity and predicts 
the rise of new religious movements with global-
ist teachings and institutions. 

Keywords: evolution of religion, religious cy-
cle, Judaism, Buddhism, Christianity, Islam,  
comparative studies. 
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Introduction 
 
In modern times there have been numerous attempts by scholars to 

theorize about religion. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Western 
thought produced major theories on the subject, which are still debated in 
American universities as classical illustrations of scholarly work in the 
field. Most of those theories reduced religion to other spheres of social ac-
tivity – social, economic, or psychological. In the twentieth century, with 
the rise of the Soviet Union – the first and only atheistic empire in human 
history – believers were even more so confidently told that religion is simply 
an old-age superstition and is about to disappear with the continuous pro-
gress of modern science.  

Now, in the twenty-first century, those radical predictions about the 
death of God seem premature, shortsighted, and “slightly exaggerated,” to 
say the least. Not only religion did not die out but it resurfaced instead with 
increased robustness and power. Religion is the only social institution that 
provides us with a glimpse of hope and a sense of certainty about life after 
death  and  immortality.  And  it  is  not  surprising  that  people  stick  to  faith  
with all their hearts to exhaust the existential anxiety of their life journey. 

What seems to be wrong with religion though is centuries-old violence 
that  was  –  and  still  is  –  perpetrated  in  its  name.  Islamic  jihad  and,  of  
course, medieval Inquisition and Crusades are the first things that come to 
our mind when we think of religion today. Can religious systems evolve? 
Can they guide us to and establish egalitarian peace rather than hierarchical 
authority? Or, as the New Atheists contend, religious systems are simply 
power structures that involve violence and abuse, and to eradicate war we 
should also get rid of religion? 

Those and many other related questions about the role of religion in so-
ciety become especially important in our time when all problems of human-
ity are increasingly globalized and thus magnified. In this paper, the wide-
reaching evolution of religion is analyzed through the prism of a theory of 
religious cycles that aims to discover similar patterns in the historical de-
velopment of religious systems. 
 
Model of Religious Cycle 

 
To approach religion from a global standpoint I proposed a theory of reli-

gious cycle that provides methodological tools to compare religious systems 
phenomenologically. According to my theory, a religious system represents a 
semantic structure that creates a net of meanings whose origin is not available 
to ordinary human beings. To preserve its original teachings and to transmit it 
to the following generations, religions develop sacred scriptures and sacred 
tradition whose main purpose is to interpret the primary texts. No matter how 
explicit or detailed, the scriptures are never exhaustive and call for interpreta-
tion because of the peculiar nature of the religious experience that is rooted in 
the transcendent.  

In the course of its evolution, and independently of its doctrines and prac-
tices, a religious system goes through six stages or phases – early or forma-
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tive, orthodox, classical, reformist, critical, and post-critical. The early or 
formative phase of the religious system contributes to the formation of its 
scriptural canon and the establishment of its sacred tradition. The orthodox 
phase cements the traditional foundations of religion by fighting heretical 
movements and their alternative scriptural interpretations. The classical 
phase reformulates sacred tradition by adding new interpretations to the 
canon. Reformists purify tradition from the accumulated interpretations to 
get back to the core of sacred teachings and restore the original faith.  

Each phase in the evolution of religion offers its answer to the misbalance 
of sacred scriptures and sacred traditions that result in the structural crisis of 
religion. Structural crises, which challenge sacred tradition, are usually re-
solved by the appearance of new branches or divisions within the existing re-
ligions. In contrast to structural crises that question tradition, the systemic 
crisis of religion shakes up the foundation of the system itself, namely its sa-
cred scriptures. The systemic crisis marks a fundamental challenge to reli-
gious authority that can be overcome only by the introduction of new religious 
systems with their own scriptural texts. During this critical phase, mother-
religions usually produce their offshoots in the form of new religious move-
ments.  

  
Chart 1 – Model of religious cycle 

 
 
After the critical phase, religious systems do not deteriorate but renew 

and reconfirm their foundations. The birth of a new religious movement from 
its mother-faith sparks competition between the two, which is vital and 
healthy for both traditions. As a result, age-long religions flourish alongside 
their younger counterparts by reorganizing their sacred tradition and restor-
ing the authority of primary scriptures. In the following section of the paper, 
this model of religious cycles will be applied to the evolution of Judaism whose 
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historical development may serve as an archetype for the cycles of major world 
religions of Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam. 

 
The Cycle of Judaism 

 
Judaism is one of the oldest religious traditions in the world. Its historical 

records are preserved in the Hebrew Scriptures; however, many of those writ-
ings remain legendary from the point of view of modern archeology and his-
toriography. The scriptures of Judaism, called the Tanakh, consist of three 
parts – the Torah, the Prophets, and the Writings. The most important part 
is the Torah, or Pentateuch, which contains mythological sagas about the 
creation of the world, the fall of Adam and Eve, the Hebrew patriarchs, and 
the life and teachings of Moses. According to Biblical scholarship, its 
priestly editor(s) compiled the Torah from multiple sources around the 
fourth century BCE [3, p. 95]. 

According to tradition, Jews trace their ancestral lineage to the patri-
arch Abraham and his wife Sarah, their son Isaac and grandson Jacob who, 
after having wrestled with God, changed his name to Israel and became the 
progenitor of the new nation. Although Abraham is considered the first He-
brew who made the covenant with God, the central figure of Judaism as a 
religion is Moses who delivered the sacred Law to the nation of Israel. Ac-
cording to Biblical scholars, Abraham may have lived around the eighteenth 
century BCE while Moses prophesied nearly six hundred years later – some-
where in the thirteenth century BCE. 

The Bible emphasizes the special status of Moses who “beholds the like-
ness of the Lord” and the extraordinary character of his communication 
with the deity [5, num. 12.6–8]. For the Hebrews, the journey out of the 
wilderness into the land of prosperity and happiness symbolized salvation. 
From that moment on, the Biblical religion developed along the lines of the 
model of religious cycles outlined in the previous section. Having begun 
with Moses, the religious cycle of Judaism would later culminate with Jesus 
and the birth of Christianity during the systemic crisis of the Jewish faith, 
which will undergo its further post-critical transformations. In the mean-
time, the covenant with Moses was recorded in the scriptures and became 
the heart of Biblical Judaism. And, eventually, the Torah, which revolves 
around the Law of Moses, acquired the highest status within the Jewish 
scriptural canon. 

After the death of Moses, his appointed successor, Joshua, led the Isra-
elites to the Promised Land in a series of military campaigns that resulted 
in the settlement and land distribution among the twelve tribes. In the Bi-
ble, these events are described in the Book of Joshua that immediately fol-
lows the Pentateuch in the Hebrew Scriptures. In terms of my theory, they 
refer to the formative phase of ancient Judaism. By the end of this phase, 
the tribes were united under the law of the covenant, the issues of scriptural 
authority and proper worship were settled, and the confederation of tribal 
states was organized. The time had come for the next, orthodox, phase of 
religion that in Biblical Judaism was represented by the period of the char-
ismatic and popular leaders known as the Judges. 
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Biblical scholars estimate that the era of the Judges spanned approxi-
mately  from  1200  to  1020  BCE,  lasting  about  two  centuries.  During  this  
period the tribal Judges delivered their people from oppression by advanc-
ing God’s justice, proclaiming divine judgment on Israel and its neighbors, 
and calling their people to righteousness and the worship of one God. In po-
litical terms, it was a tribal theocracy, in which the Judges exercised both 
religious and political authority. 

The age of the Judges, in its turn, ended with the establishment of the 
monarchy and centralized worship. This transition from the tribal theocracy 
to an absolute monarchy or, in our terms, from the orthodox to the classical 
phase of Judaism, is important because it shows that the shift itself, as it is 
often the case with other religions as well, involves significant social and 
political changes, which could be ambivalent in their consequences.  

According to Biblical scholarship, the events that led to the foundation 
of the United Monarchy and the building of the Temple in Jerusalem had 
occurred in the tenth century BCE. So, it took approximately three centu-
ries for Judaism – from the revelation of Moses in the thirteenth century to 
the construction of the Temple in the tenth century – to complete an impor-
tant transition to the classical phase, which marks a new balance between its 
sacred scriptures and sacred tradition. In the case of Biblical Judaism, the 
sacred tradition refers to the legitimate application of the Law of Moses, 
which, strictly speaking, is possible only with the existence of the Temple 
and priesthood since the law requires various types of sacrifices to be per-
formed by the priests. Hence, the erection of the Temple and the establish-
ment of proper religious specialists and procedures signal the beginning of 
the classical phase of ancient Judaism. 

 
 

Chart 2 – Religious cycle of Judaism 
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After the death of King Solomon, the Hebrew monarchy split into two 
parts – the northern kingdom of Israel and the southern kingdom of Judah. 
Notwithstanding the difference, both kingdoms suffered the same fate. In 
721 BCE, the northern kingdom of Israel fell to the Assyrian Empire. In 607 
BCE, the successors to the Assyrian power, the Babylonians, conquered the 
southern kingdom of Judah and in 586/7 BCE they destroyed the Jerusalem 
Temple. 

Since that time the Jews lived under the shadow of other politically 
dominant  nations.  New  empires  rose  to  replace  the  military  might  of  the  
Assyrians and the Babylonians. The Persian rulers were especially favorable 
to the Jews. In 538 BCE, after Cyrus the Great, King of Persia (550–530 
BCE), permitted the Jews to return to their homeland, the first wave of im-
migrants led by Sheshbazzar came back from exile and began rebuilding the 
Temple. During the reign of another Persian king, Artaxerxes I (465–424 
BCE), Ezra and Nehemiah led the last two groups of the Jews to their home-
land and reestablished the Mosaic Law and standards of worship.  

The religious renewal initiated by Ezra and Nehemiah and described in 
the Bible in the books that bear their names signaled the beginning of the 
reformist stage of Biblical Judaism. This phase lasted until the first century 
of the Christian era when the Roman army destroyed the Temple again, this 
time, apparently, for good. The reformist stage signified the return to the 
sources of the Jewish religion – Moses, the Law, and the Torah – and re-
sponded to the structural crisis of faith due to the loss of political independ-
ence and the following exile. Postexilic Judaism flourished for about five 
centuries and produced the third major part of the Jewish scriptures, the 
Writings or Ketuvim, which took its final shape by the end of the first cen-
tury CE.  

The destruction of the Temple by the Romans in 70 CE and the follow-
ing second exile marked the beginning of the critical phase of Biblical relig-
ion. The first exile and restoration represented the structural crisis of Juda-
ism and its successful resolution within the existing religious tradition. The 
scriptures were finalized; the teachings were reinforced, and the community 
life and worship restored and renewed. The second exile, however, brought a 
much more serious challenge to Jewish religious institutions. 

The Temple was never rebuilt and the priesthood went out of business. 
In those dire circumstances, the Law of Moses that required sacrifices to be 
performed in the specific place, manner, and by a special class of religious 
leaders, could never be properly re-established. Judaism was facing a sys-
temic crisis of religion, which is usually resolved not by the appearance of 
new branches or sects within the existing tradition, but by the inception of 
new religious systems with their independent scriptural texts. 

It was in those times that Christianity was born amid its mother-faith 
of Judaism while Judaism itself had to redefine its scriptural foundations, 
religious institutions, and ritualistic practices. The critical phase of the 
Jewish religion lasted for about five centuries and was characterized by the 
mutual influence between the ancient Jewish faith and the newly created 
Christian religion. During those times Jewish rabbis canonized Hebrew 
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Writings and also produced supplementary scriptures whose main purpose 
was to reinterpret the Jewish law in the new social circumstances.  

From the sixth century CE onward the rabbinic version of Judaism was 
firmly established and the Jewish religion entered its post-critical phase, 
which lasted without any significant changes for twelve hundred years. 
During this period, Rabbinic Judaism provided the religious means for uni-
fying a Jewish community that was dispersed throughout foreign lands and 
lacked its political institutions and sovereignty.  

 
The Cycle of Buddhism  

 
The cycle of evolution that we outlined in monotheistic Judaism could 

also be found in non-theistic Buddhism that was conceived in a different 
region amid a systemic crisis of its mother-faith Hinduism. In fact, by 
tracking the progress of the first world mission we can appreciate the essen-
tial importance of meaning and interpretation for the progression of relig-
ion. Overall, the formative phase of Buddhism lasted for about four centu-
ries  and  came  to  an  end  with  the  completion  of  the  Tripitaka  scriptural  
canon and the formation of Theravāda as an orthodox branch of the Bud-
dhist religion.  

Around  the  same  time  in  the  first  century  BCE,  new  Buddhist  sūtras 
that had no counterparts in the established Theravāda canon began to 
emerge. Those additional texts promoted the doctrines that, in the eyes of 
their followers, had been taught or approved by the historical Buddha. The 
composition of those sūtras, which would become the cornerstone of Mahā-
yāna Buddhism, continued from the first century BCE through the third 
century CE.  

The scriptural differences between Theravāda and Mahāyāna are typical 
for the divergence between the orthodox and classical phases of religion. 
Both orthodox Theravāda and classical Mahāyāna believe in the Buddha, his 
enlightenment, and the Four Noble Truths of suffering, causes of suffering, 
cessation of suffering, and the path that leads to it. Both claim to have pre-
served the original teachings of the Buddha in their unvarnished purity. 
But Theravāda Buddhists believe that the scriptural texts of Tripitaka re-
flect the full version of what the Buddha had entrusted to his followers. 
They reject any additions or deviation from that canon. In full accordance 
with the spirit of orthodoxy, the Theravādins freeze the development of 
scriptures that had been established during the formative age of religion 
and built their sacred tradition on that foundation by refusing any interpre-
tative innovations. 

Mahāyāna Buddhists, on the contrary, accept the Tripitaka canon as au-
thoritative but not as final or complete. Mahāyāna believers hold that the 
later scriptural texts reveal higher insights into the Buddhist teachings, 
which are complementary but not opposite to the writings of Theravāda. The 
name of Mahāyāna means the Greater Vehicle or path toward salvation in 
contrast to Hīnayāna – the Lesser or Inferior Vehicle – whose main repre-
sentatives are Theravāda Buddhists. The sacred tradition of Mahāyāna is 
broader and more inclusive because it relies on an expanded set of scrip-
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tures. Also, when it comes to doctrinal issues, the difference in the sacred 
traditions becomes far-reaching and compelling. 

 
 

Chart 3 – Religious cycle of Buddhism 

 
In the course of its evolution and maturation, the two main divisions of 

Theravāda and Mahāyāna eventually grew apart, especially when Buddhism 
was forced out of its native land. Theravāda planted the seeds of its teach-
ings in the Southeast Asian countries of Sri Lanka, Myanmar (former 
Burma), Thailand, Laos, Kampuchea (former Cambodia), and Vietnam. Ma-
hāyāna Buddhism was developed in China and later in Japan, the two coun-
tries that became the main centers of this form of the Buddhist religion. It 
was also from the northern part of India that Mahāyāna Buddhism was car-
ried to Tibet where it formed the third major tradition, which is now prac-
ticed in Nepal, Bhutan, Mongolia, and also some parts of India, China, and 
Russia.  

Because  of  its  origin,  Tibetan  or  Vajrāyāna Buddhists consider their 
branch  of  the  Buddhist  faith  to  be  part  of  Mahāyāna. However, Vajrāyāna 
can also be seen as a separate division that represents the reformist phase of 
Buddhism. The following features of Vajrāyāna serve, in my view, as impor-
tant indications, which may lead to that conclusion. 

To begin with, the Vajrāyāna form of Buddhism has a distinct name that 
juxtaposes it not only with various Mahāyāna denominations like Zen and 
Pure Land, for example, but also with both Mahāyāna and Hīnayāna them-
selves. Vajrāyāna means the “Diamond Vehicle,” the perfect road to enlight-
enment in contrast to the “Lesser Vehicle” of meditation in Hīnayāna or the 
“Greater Vehicle” of compassion in Mahāyāna. Second, Vajrāyāna estab-
lished its scriptural canon that is different from both the Hīnayāna and Ma-
hāyāna branches of Buddhism. 
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The reform Vajrāyāna promoted did not consist of coming back to the 
original teaching and replacing the existing sacred tradition with a newly 
constructed one. Instead, Tibetan Buddhists reached for the authentic spirit 
of Buddhism by accumulating previous traditions to which they provided 
some additions of their own. Tibetans received instruction and started their 
lineages directly from the Indian masters. They translated the scriptures 
from the original Indian manuscripts. At the same time – following the ex-
ample of Mahāyāna – Vajrāyāna Buddhists did not reject the later sūtras but 
incorporated them into their sacred tradition while adding unique elements 
that did not exist in either Hīnayāna or Mahāyāna. 

Consequently, and this is the third characteristic feature that distin-
guishes Vajrāyāna from other branches of Buddhism, its religious require-
ments include the observances of both Hīnayāna and Mahāyāna with the ad-
dition of complex esoteric techniques, which are believed to have been en-
couraged by the Buddha himself as the culmination of the Buddhist path 
toward enlightenment. Complementing the Hīnayāna meditation and Mahā-
yāna compassion, Vajrāyāna Buddhist practitioners used the tantric or “de-
ity-yoga” in order “to construct an indestructible ‘diamond-body’ for them-
selves that will allow them physically to sustain entries into the intense en-
ergies of higher levels of consciousness.” They believe that this advanced 
training will speed up the achievement of enlightenment, which, with its 
help, could be reached within the span of a single life. 

 
The Cycle of Christianity 

 
The evolution of the Christian faith serves as the perfect illustration of 

my  theory  of  religious  cycles.  The  history  of  Christianity  is  typically  di-
vided into three periods: early, medieval, and modern. The early period, 
which lasted for the first four centuries and was crucial for the development 
of the Church, represents the formative phase of Christianity. The medieval 
period, which resulted in the split of the Christian Church into two coexist-
ing branches of Orthodoxy and Catholicism, saw the rise of Christianity’s 
corresponding orthodox and classical phases. Finally, during the modern 
period, two new movements were initiated – Protestantism and the Enlight-
enment – which marked the reformist and critical phases of the Christian 
religion.  

During the first four centuries of its existence, the Christian faith came 
a long way since its inception in Palestine to become the state religion of the 
Roman Empire. By the end of the fourth century, it had successfully formed 
its organizational structure, formulated its creed, canonized its scriptures, 
routinized its ritualistic practices, and was already embraced by the major-
ity of the population of the Empire [1, p. 53]. 

After the boundaries of the Old and New Testaments were fixed and the 
scriptures canonized, Christianity moved to the next phase, which consisted 
of the formation of sacred tradition. To be sure, the Christian tradition de-
veloped right from the beginning of the new era. The prophetic teachings of 
its founder, the missionary journeys of the apostles, and the establishment 
of the church communities in the Roman Empire all attest to that. Hence, 
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the well-known saying that the scriptures are the written tradition and the 
tradition is the living scripture. 

However, the proper development of the sacred tradition is impossible 
without the written texts whose interpretations become foundational for the 
growth of tradition. Furthermore, whoever is in charge of the interpreta-
tion also controls the sacred tradition. In the early Christian Church, it was 
the function of general ecumenical councils to produce interpretations that 
were considered authoritative and binding upon all Christians. As the for-
mal head of the Church, the Emperor convened and presided over those 
councils, which included representatives from both the Eastern and West-
ern Churches. From the fourth to the eighth centuries, seven councils took 
place to debate and reach an agreement on various controversial doctrines in 
Christianity. 

 
Chart 4 – Religious cycle of Christianity 

 
For the Orthodox Christians, the ultimate authority lies in the decisions 

of those ecumenical councils and for that reason, they froze the sacred tra-
dition and rejected any subsequent change or alteration that came from 
elsewhere. Since no ecumenical councils could conceivably be convened after 
Orthodoxy and Catholicism had parted ways in the eleventh century, no 
modification to the tradition was possible either. As for Catholicism, it de-
veloped a sacred tradition of its own, which Catholics only partially shared 
with the Orthodoxy.  

By the time Christianity suffered a split in 1054 CE, both Orthodox and 
Catholic Churches had already successfully developed their corresponding 
sacred traditions while remaining very similar to each other in many other 
respects. And it was the Catholic tradition – which represented the classical 
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phase of the Christian religion – that the Protestant reformers would later 
rebel against. When the Protestant Reformation was sweeping Europe in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it signaled the beginning of the 
third phase of the Christian religion, which may appropriately be called re-
formist. It was a response to the structural crisis of Christianity and is 
aimed at resolving this crisis by coming back to its scriptural roots. 

Sola scriptura became the motto of the Reformation and Luther himself 
produced the German translation of the Bible from its original languages. It 
was the first full translation of scriptures into any European language since 
the Latin translation of St. Jerome in the fourth century that the Catholic 
Church had been using for more than a millennium. By rejecting the su-
premacy of the Popes or the infallibility of ecumenical councils, Martin Lu-
ther invested all the authority into those Biblical texts. He questioned the 
existing Christian interpretations and ended up creating a sacred tradition 
of his own. 

The doubt in the existing sacred traditions marked the structural crisis 
of Christianity. Like any structural crisis of religion, it was resolved by the 
formation of a new mode of interpretation within the existing religious sys-
tem. The eighteenth-century European Enlightenment, which initiated the 
age of modernity, posed an entirely different challenge. The Enlightenment 
thinkers questioned the very foundation of the Christian religion – its 
scriptural texts. The Enlightenment initiated a systemic crisis of Christian-
ity that in the next two centuries affected all major cultural and religious 
traditions and as a result turned into a global crisis of religious conscious-
ness. While remaining an inalienable part of Christian history, it extended 
well beyond European or Western civilization, and as such, it should and 
will be discussed separately. 

 
The Cycle of Islam 

 
Islam was the third world religion to arrive at the global stage after 

Buddhism and Christianity. The Prophet Muhammad (570–632 CE) founded 
Islam in seventh-century Arabia as a monotheistic faith that aimed to renew 
and spread the message of one universal God – the God of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. Since its historical beginnings, Islam has split into two major 
divisions – the Sunni and the Shia. The term “Sunna” means a manner of 
living or customary practice, which refers to the example of the Prophet. 
The name “Shia” refers to a separatist party that remained an uncompro-
mising minority in the Muslim faith. 

One of the major differences between Islam and the two other world re-
ligions of Buddhism and Christianity is that Muhammad, unlike the Buddha 
or Jesus Christ, was not only the religious but also the political and military 
leader of the Muslim community. After he migrated from Mecca to Medina 
in 622 CE, along with a handful of his followers, the Prophet Muhammad 
engaged in a series of military campaigns that eventually established him as 
a ruler of most of Arabia. Muhammad’s death in 632 CE created both a reli-
gious and a political vacuum within the community. 
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The political successors to Muhammad’s office or heads of the Muslim 
state were called the caliphs – meaning “successor” or “deputy” of the 
prophet of God. The first four of those rulers were companions of Muham-
mad, and they are known in the history of Islam as the Four Righteous Ca-
liphs. It is to that period that both Sunni and Shia Islam, as the two major 
branches of this religion, trace their beginnings.  

The period of the Four Righteous Caliphs gave rise to the Sunni Islam, 
which in contrast to Shia orthodoxy represents its classical stage, and, as is 
the case with other world faiths, enjoys the majority of adherents and 
serves as the model of Muslim spirituality. As John Esposito points out, the 
rule of the righteous caliphs was “especially significant not only for what 
they actually did, but also because the period of Muhammad and the Rightly 
Guided Caliphs came to be regarded in Sunni Islam as the normative period” 
[2, p. 38]. 

 
 

Chart 5 – Religious cycle of Islam 

 
In the course of the following evolution of the Muslim faith, its Sunni 

and Shia branches each developed its distinct vision of religion, politics, and 
history. Central to those differences was the notion of the Shia imamate in 
contrast to the Sunni caliphate. The caliphate allowed for a degree of sepa-
ration between religion and politics. The caliph exercised political power 
while religious scholars provided authoritative interpretations of Islamic 
law.  

In the Shia idea of the imamate, this distinction was completely erased 
in the figure of the Imam who was supposed to be the rightful successor to 
the Prophet Muhammad in both the political and religious spheres. The 
Imam had the authority to rule the people and to produce interpretations of 
the scriptures. According to Shia views, the Prophet Mohammad’s son-in-
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law and the fourth Righteous Caliph, Ali, was the first Imam and the line of 
succession should have remained within the descendants of Ali and his son 
Husayn.  

In addition to its two major Shia and Sunni branches, Islam has also de-
veloped a faction, which, historically speaking, is relatively new but may 
still  exemplify  a  reformist  stage  of  the  Muslim  faith.  I  am  referring  to  
Wahhābism, a movement that was founded in the eighteenth century by 
Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahhāb (1703–92) and since then has served as a 
model for other versions of Muslim revivalism.  

There is an essential difference between Wahhābism and later nine-
teenth-century revivalist movements, on the one hand, and Islamic re-
sponses to modernity in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, on the 
other. As Esposito points out, “premodern revivalist movements were pri-
marily internally motivated, [while] Islamic modernism was a response…to 
the external political and religiocultural threat of [European] colonialism.” 
Islamic modernists were mostly preoccupied with the issue of “the compati-
bility of Islam with modern Western thought and values” [2, p. 124]. 

The difference between Wahhābī revivalism and later Islamic modern-
ism runs parallel to the difference between the Lutheran Reformation and 
the following European Enlightenment in Christianity. Wahhābism closely 
followed the spirit of the Protestant Reformation but applied it by following 
the theological doctrines and historical practice of the Muslim faith.  

The self-proclaimed goal of Wahhābism consisted of stripping Islam of 
all innovations, which had been accumulating over the centuries in Muslim 
tradition and which Wahhābī supporters considered as deviations from true 
faith. The purification of Islam, Wahhābīs argued, was necessary to return 
to the straight path of faith that was drawn by Muhammad and his early 
followers. Similarly to Martin Luther, who proposed a return to Christian 
origins and the Bible, al-Wahhāb promoted a vision of Islam that is renewed 
by the example of the Prophet and the Sunni. However, since the lives of the 
founders of Christianity and Islam were so different, the results of the re-
spective reforms in both religions turned out to be opposite to each other as 
well.  

 
The Project of Modernity 

 
The European Enlightenment in the eighteenth century marks the cul-

mination  of  early  modern  efforts  to  create  a  new  model  of  society.  The  
Enlightenment developed to the fullest extent what was started during the 
Renaissance and is now equated with the coming of “modernity” and “mod-
ern times.” What are the main characteristic traits of this intellectual and 
cultural movement?  

It is well known that the newfound fascination with nature, which ani-
mated the spirit of the Renaissance, led to the discovery of innovative scien-
tific methods and humanistic disciplines. During the Enlightenment, this 
intellectual impulse resulted in the cultivation of human reason itself. Like 
their famous ancient predecessors, modern rationalists aimed at “the disso-
lution of myths and the substitution of knowledge for fancy” [4, p. 3]. They 
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regarded human intellect as autonomous and self-sufficient in its pursuit of 
truth and the scientific investigation of reality.  

The absolutization of the reason that characterizes the spirit of the 
European Enlightenment runs parallel to skepticism toward organized relig-
ion. Unlike the Protestant Reformers who rebelled against the sacred tradi-
tion but never questioned the Holy Scriptures, the Enlightenment intellec-
tuals expressed doubt in the scriptural texts, thus shaking the foundations 
of Christianity itself; hence, the difference between the structural crisis of 
Christian faith during the Reformation and its systemic crisis that was ini-
tiated by the Enlightenment. 

There were three main trends in Enlightenment thought, each reflect-
ing in its own way the systemic crisis of Christianity. A critical view on 
Christian theological matters, also known as Biblical criticism, arose as one 
of  the  immediate  and  direct  implications  of  modern  rationalism.  The  pri-
macy of reason, which the Enlightenment thinkers asserted and defended, 
was  extended  to  the  domain  of  revelation.  As  a  result,  the  distinction  be-
tween sacred and profane was obliterated from critical research and scholar-
ship, and consequently, the Bible became the subject of rational and histori-
cal studies like any other literary work.  

The deists, who belonged to the second trend of Enlightenment thought, 
disposed of the very idea of revelation. The reason for this new and increas-
ingly popular position in the eighteenth-century was twofold. First, scien-
tists tended to think of God as a distant creator who does not interfere di-
rectly with worldly affairs. And, second, the scriptures of three major 
monotheistic religions display the evidence of cultural conditioning and mu-
tual contradictions. That means, revelation itself, if it exists, is subject to 
change during human history. According to deists, this fact is incompatible 
with the universality of God’s actions and moral laws.  

Atheism was the third and most radical trend of Enlightenment 
thought, which questioned the authority of scripture from its standpoint. 
Atheist thinkers rejected the very idea of God and for that reason denied the 
credibility of revelation and the authority of any scriptural text whatso-
ever, including the Bible. It is no wonder that those thinkers regarded Bibli-
cal literature as a purely human invention that masqueraded as the word of 
God.  

Biblical critics, deists, and atheists had distinct reasons for rejecting 
traditional interpretations of the Bible. What they shared in common was 
their questioning of the scriptures, which constitutes the essential feature 
of the systemic crisis of religion, in this case, Christianity. Having initiated 
the critical stage in the evolution of Christian faith, Enlightenment ideol-
ogy transformed it in the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries 
into a global crisis of religious consciousness. The rise of the Soviet Union 
as an atheist empire in the twentieth century was one manifestation of those 
radical Enlightenment tendencies, which negatively affected the three ma-
jor world religions – Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam – that had peace-
fully coexisted in Russia for centuries. The spread of totalitarian states all 
over the world in the same century also bore witness to the global dimen-
sions of the contemporary crisis of religion. 
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Since the dawn of modern times in Renaissance Europe, modernity has 
never been a homogenous movement, but rather a complex cultural phe-
nomenon that incorporated within its sphere various competing trends and 
visions, including a strong tradition of self-inquiry and self-criticism. In 
addition to such a critique from within, non-Western countries, when chal-
lenged by the rise of modernity, also evolved a highly critical attitude to-
ward the West.  

Russia  was the first  – but not  the only – country that  had significant 
problems in adjusting to the project of modernity. Numerous other cultures 
soon followed in its footsteps – Latin America and Asia, Africa, and the 
Middle East. The diversity of religious traditions, including Hindus, 
Muslims, Buddhists, Confucians that had to deal with the challenge of the 
Enlightenment, made the application of modernity in those countries even 
more problematic. In their encounter with modernity, non-Christian 
religions developed their reformist ideologies that repeat almost verbatim 
the notorious Russian ideological split between Westernizers and 
Slavophiles.   

The fact is that pre-modern religions, which were formed and developed 
before the Enlightenment, have a limited number of ways to adjust to its 
ideology. Since their scriptural canons are fixed and cannot be altered to 
address new cultural developments, they can either accept or reject the so-
cial teachings of modernity. In the first case of religious “renewal,” its lead-
ers distance themselves from the political sphere and concentrate on spiri-
tual issues, including the promotion of inter-religious dialogue and coopera-
tion. In the second case of the “revival” of religion, they conflate politics 
and  spirituality,  compete  for  power,  and  proclaim  the  superiority  of  their  
religion over all others. Various other solutions – more balanced and more 
complex – are situated somewhere between those two radically different op-
tions.  

In contrast to pre-modern religions, religious systems that were estab-
lished after the Enlightenment, have the advantage of addressing modern 
political and social issues in their scriptural texts, thus erecting a new abso-
lute foundation that supersedes modernity. It is among those religious tra-
ditions, in my opinion, that one should look for a possible post-modern relig-
ion that will be able to resolve the present crisis of religious consciousness 
and thus move humanity forward. 

 
Conclusions and Implications 

 
From the perspective of my theory of religious cycles, modernity, and, 

more specifically, the age of the Enlightenment, can be understood as a sys-
temic crisis of the Christian faith. Enlightenment ideology questioned the 
validity of Christian scriptures in several different venues, including deism 
and atheism. Enlightenment thinkers also challenged the traditional foun-
dations of society; they envisioned its reorganization according to more ra-
tional principles and, if necessary, by revolutionary means. The emphasis on 
pure, autonomous, and self-sufficient reason in juxtaposition to the critical 
view of tradition and revelation became the trademark of the Enlighten-
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ment, which exerted its influence over numerous geographic regions, his-
torical cultures, and spiritual traditions. 

The negative effects of the Enlightenment as the critical phase of Chris-
tianity were felt in the momentous rise of secular culture and radical atheist 
ideologies such as Marxism, accompanied by the rapid deterioration of tra-
ditional morality. The history of the Soviet Union as the twentieth-century 
atheist empire that aimed to eradicate religion by suppressing the world’s 
spiritual traditions of Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam, provided the 
most striking example of the magnitude of the crisis. As a result, our con-
temporary spiritual condition may be characterized as a total crisis of reli-
gious consciousness, which is well attested to in modern art and literature. 

The positive effects of the Enlightenment ideology and modernity, in 
general, resulted in the de-absolutization of political power and the estab-
lishment of Enlightenment-type states on the European and American con-
tinents.  The  principle  of  the  limitation  of  power  found  various  practical  
manifestations, including the democratic election of public officials, the 
separation of the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of govern-
ment, and the separation between church and state. Those and other socio-
political reforms paved the way for the establishment of the rule of law and 
the advancement of human rights and freedoms in modern societies. 

Yet, according to my theory, neither traditional religious nor modern 
secular ideologies will be able to overcome the global crisis of spirituality in 
which humanity finds itself in the twenty-first century. Religion is indis-
pensable for social development, and systemic crises of religions could be 
overcome only by the advancement of new religious movements that erect 
their scriptural absolutes and establish order amid ever-deepening intellec-
tual and cultural chaos.  

The real substance of twentieth-century history, in my view, consisted 
of the juxtaposition between late modernity – whether in its liberal or to-
talitarian version – which reflected in very different forms the global crisis 
of spirituality, and the rise of a new revelation that was supposed to coun-
teract it in the long run. In the Christian scriptures, this time is known as 
the Apocalypse. In terms of religious cycles, it can be described as the con-
tradistinction between the systemic crisis of an old religion that passes 
through its critical stage and the rise of a novel spiritual tradition that is in 
the formative phase of its development.  

Historically speaking, the formative phase of religion lasts for about 
four centuries. The European Enlightenment started the systemic crisis of 
Christianity in the eighteenth century, and modern religious movements, 
whose mission was to counteract the upcoming global spiritual crisis, 
started to appear since the middle of the nineteenth century. So, if history 
follows its pattern, the end of the apocalyptic era could reasonably be ex-
pected around the middle of the twenty-third century.  

In the meantime, modern civilization is in its golden age and swiftly de-
veloping a planetary version of the Enlightenment project, which eventually 
would reach and exhaust its global potentials. Modernity offers short-term 
solutions to the social problems of humanity by focusing on external re-
forms, while new religious movements envision long-term changes based on 
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the inner transformation of individual human beings. Yet we have to re-
member that religion is never a panacea for social ills. It always fulfills its 
minimum requirement of ensuring the survival of a targeted group of peo-
ple – in this case, all of humanity. The rest would be up to us who are going 
to choose for ourselves what type of society we would prefer to survive in. 
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Ê ÞÁÈËÅÞ Í. È. ÁÅÇËÅÏÊÈÍÀ 
 
Î ôèëîñîôèè ÷àñòî ðàññóæäàþò êàê î ïðèçâàíèè ëèáî êàê î ïðîôåñ-

ñèè, ïîäðàçóìåâàÿ ïîä ïîñëåäíåé ïðåæäå âñåãî ïðåïîäàâàíèå, íåðåäêî 
äàæå ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëÿÿ èõ äðóã äðóãó. Äåéñòâèòåëüíî, åñëè ôèëîñîôèÿ – 
ýòî ìûøëåíèå, òî ïåðåä ïðåïîäàâàòåëåì ôèëîñîôèè ñòîèò íå âñåãäà èñ-

ïîëíèìàÿ  çàäà÷à:  ìûñëèòü  â  
îòâåäåííîå ðàñïèñàíèåì âðåìÿ 
è  íà  çàäàííóþ  òåìó.  Ïîâñåä-
íåâíûé æèçíåííûé îïûò, ê 
ñîæàëåíèþ, äàåò äîñòàòî÷íî 
ïðèìåðîâ ìåçîñîôèè ó, êàçà-
ëîñü áû, ïðîôåññèîíàëüíûõ 
ëþáèòåëåé ìóäðîñòè. Îäíàêî 
îáðàçíûé ðåïåðòóàð ôèëîñî-
ôèè áóäåò íåïîëíûì, åñëè íå 
óïîìÿíóòü  î  ôèëîñîôèè  êàê  î  
ñëóæåíèè. Ñëóæåíèå âîâñå íå 
ïðåäïîëàãàåò ïðèíóäèòåëüíîñ-
òè ìûøëåíèÿ èëè îáðåìåíå-
íèÿ ìûøëåíèÿ ÷óâñòâîì äîë-
ãà, õîòÿ ñëóæåíèå, âåðîÿòíî, è 
ïðîèçâîäíî îò ñëóæáû. Ðóñ-
ñêèé ÿçûê ïîäñêàçûâàåò, ÷òî 
ñëóæàò àêòåðû, ñâÿùåííèêè è 
âîåííûå. Ñòîëü ðàçíûå, êàçà-
ëîñü áû, âèäû äåÿòåëüíîñòè 

ñâÿçûâàåò ïîëíàÿ âîâëå÷åííîñòü ÷åëîâåêà â ñâîå äåëî, îòäà÷à åìó ñåáÿ 
áåç îñòàòêà, âïëîòü äî ñàìîïîæåðòâîâàíèÿ, äî ãèáåëè. Íî âåäü òàêîâî è 
ìûøëåíèå, âåäü è ìûñëèòü èíà÷å íåâîçìîæíî. Ìûñëü ïîëíîñòüþ ïîãëî-
ùàåò ÷åëîâåêà, îíà íåäåëèìà. Íåëüçÿ ìûñëèòü «íàïîëîâèíó» èëè «÷óòü-
÷óòü». Ìîæíî ëèáî ìûñëèòü, âñåãî ñåáÿ îòäàâàÿ ïðîöåññó ìûøëåíèÿ, 
ëèáî íå ìûñëèòü âîâñå. Íåäàðîì ãîâîðÿò î «ñòèõèè ìûñëè», ñòàâÿ ìûø-
ëåíèå â îäèí ðÿä ñ íàòóðôèëîñîôñêèìè ïåðâîýëåìåíòàìè ìèðà.  

Õîòÿ Ïëàòîí, êàê èçâåñòíî, îòâîäèë ñòðàæíèêàì ïîä÷èíåííóþ ðîëü 
ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê ôèëîñîôàì-ïðàâèòåëÿì, òåì íå ìåíåå, ôèëîñîôèÿ íèêî-
ãäà íå ïðåíåáðåãàëà àãîíîì, à âîëÿ ê ìûñëè ôèëîñîôó âñåãäà áûëà íå ìå-
íåå íåîáõîäèìà, ÷åì ñîçåðöàíèå èëè äèàëåêòè÷åñêàÿ èçâîðîòëèâîñòü 
óìà. Ìûøëåíèå òðåáóåò ðåøèòåëüíîñòè è ñìåëîñòè, ïîñêîëüêó ÿâëÿåòñÿ 
âûñøåé òî÷êîé ñàìîñòîÿíèÿ ÷åëîâåêà, åãî ñïîñîáíîñòüþ áûòü ñîáîé. Ôè-
ëîñîôñêîå îáðàçîâàíèå âîâñå íå ãàðàíòèðóåò ýòîé ñïîñîáíîñòè áûòü ñî-
áîé, ðåøèòåëüíîñòè îòñòàèâàíèÿ ñâîåé ìûñëè êàê ñòîÿíèÿ â èñòèíå. 
Çäåñü íóæíû êà÷åñòâà âîèíà, ãîòîâîãî èäòè äî êîíöà. ×åëîâåê, çíàêî-
ìûé ñ àðìåéñêèìè áóäíÿìè, ñêîðåå óâèäèò â íèõ ïîìðà÷àþùèå ïðàêòè-
êè àáñóðäà, ïðîÿâëåíèÿ íèçøèõ ñòèõèé ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ïðèðîäû. Îäíàêî 
ðå÷ü  çäåñü  èäåò  î  âîèíå  êàê  ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîì  è  äàæå  äóõîâíîì  òèïå  è  
ñîïðîâîæäàþùåé åãî ðåôëåêñèè. Âîèí èìååò äåëî ñ èíûì êàê ïðîòèâíè-
êîì – òàê æå, êàê ôèëîñîôñêîå ìûøëåíèå èìååò äåëî ñ èíûì êàê ñâîèì 
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ïðåäìåòîì. Íàñòîÿùåå ìûøëåíèå èçáûòî÷íî, ôèëîñîô ìûñëèò îò èçáûò-
êà, íàïîëíÿÿ ñâîåé èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîé ùåäðîñòüþ ìèð. Â ôèãóðå ìûñëè-
òåëÿ ñìûñë, íàñòàèâàþùèé íà âûðàæåíèè, îáðåòàåò ñâîþ îïðåäåëåí-
íîñòü, ïðîÿâëÿåò ñåáÿ â èíîì, áåç êîòîðîãî íåò ýòîãî «ñåáÿ».  

Èñòîðèÿ ôèëîñîôèè, âîïðåêè ìíåíèþ Ïëàòîíà, çíàåò ñðîäñòâî ôèëî-
ñîôà è âîèíà è äàåò òîìó íåìàëî ïðèìåðîâ:  Ñîêðàò ñòîéêî ïåðåíîñèë ïî-
õîäíûå òÿãîòû îïîë÷åíöà-ãîïëèòà, ïðèíèìàÿ ó÷àñòèå â ñðàæåíèÿõ Ïåëî-
ïîíåññêîé âîéíû è â îñàäå Ïîòèäåè; íà çèìíèõ êâàðòèðàõ áàâàðñêîé àð-
ìèè â íà÷àëå Òðèäöàòèëåòíåé âîéíû çàðîæäàëàñü íîâîâðåìåííàÿ ôèëîñî-
ôèÿ Ð. Äåêàðòà; ãóñàðñêèé îôèöåð Ï. ß. ×ààäàåâ ó÷àñòâîâàë â Îòå÷åñòâåí-
íîé âîéíå 1812 ã. è ãðîìèë íàïîëåîíîâñêèå âîéñêà ïîä Êóëüìîì; À. Ñ. Õî-
ìÿêîâ õðàáðî ñðàæàëñÿ íà ïîëÿõ ðóññêî-òóðåöêîé âîéíû 1828–1829 ãã.; 
Ë. Âèòãåíøòåéí â îêîïàõ Ïåðâîé ìèðîâîé âîéíû ñî÷èíÿë «Ëîãèêî-ôèëî-
ñîôñêèé òðàêòàò»; à Í. Î. Ëîññêèé ñèìóëèðîâàë ïîìåøàòåëüñòâî â ðÿäàõ 
ôðàíöóçñêîãî Èíîñòðàííîãî ëåãèîíà. Èç ïðîôåññèîíàëüíîé âîåííîé ñðåäû 
âûøåë è Íèêîëàé Èâàíîâè÷ Áåçëåïêèí, êîòîðîãî ìû íûíå ÷åñòâóåì. 

20 èþíÿ 1950 ã. ïðîèçîøëî, ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå, äâà çíàìåíàòåëüíûõ 
ñîáûòèÿ: â ãàçåòå «Ïðàâäà» áûëà îïóáëèêîâàíà ñòàòüÿ È. Â. Ñòàëèíà 
«Ìàðêñèçì è âîïðîñû ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ», à â ã. Ìîãèëåâå ðîäèëñÿ íàø þáè-
ëÿð. Ñîâïàäåíèå, êàê ìû òåïåðü çíàåì, îêàçàâøååñÿ ñóäüáîíîñíûì. Ôè-
ëîñîôèÿ  ÿçûêà  è  åå  èçâîäû  â  ðóññêîé  ôèëîñîôñêîé  òðàäèöèè  ñòàëè,  
ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ãëàâíîé èññëåäîâàòåëüñêîé òåìîé Íèêîëàÿ Èâàíîâè÷à. 
Îäíàêî  ïóòü  ê  ýòîìó  áûë  äîëãèì  è,  êàê  âîäèòñÿ,  ñîñòîÿë  èç  ñòå÷åíèÿ,  
êàçàëîñü áû, ñëó÷àéíûõ îáñòîÿòåëüñòâ, õîòÿ, êàê ñâèäåòåëüñòâóåò èñòî-
ðèÿ ôèëîñîôèè, íèêàêèå îáñòîÿòåëüñòâà íå çàñòàâÿò ÷åëîâåêà ìûñëèòü, 
äàæå åñëè êðèâàÿ âûâåäåò åãî íà àäìèíèñòðàòèâíóþ âåðøèíó ôèëîñîô-
ñêîé èåðàðõèè. Çàêîí÷èâ â 1972 ã. Ëåíèíãðàäñêîå âûñøåå âîåííî-ïîëè-
òè÷åñêîå ó÷èëèùå âîéñê ïðîòèâîâîçäóøíîé îáîðîíû, Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí 
ïîëó÷èë ðàñïðåäåëåíèå â äàëüíèé ãàðíèçîí Êîø-Àãà÷à (ïî÷òè íà ãðàíè-
öå ñ Ìîíãîëèåé), à ÷åðåç íåñêîëüêî ëåò áûë ïåðåâåäåí â Ñåìèïàëàòèíñê. 
Ýïè÷åñêóþ êðàñîòó Ãîðíîãî Àëòàÿ, ïîæàëóé, íàäî ïðèçíàòü îäíèì èç 
ñàìûõ ñèëüíûõ è ÷èñòûõ âîïëîùåíèé êàòåãîðèè âîçâûøåííîãî. Ïî 
êðàéíåé ìåðå, ìíå íå äîâîäèëîñü âñòðå÷àòü ëó÷øåé èëëþñòðàöèè ê êàí-
òîâñêîé ýñòåòèêå. Îäíàêî íå òîëüêî ýñòåòè÷åñêèå ÷óâñòâà, ïðîáóæäàåìûå 
îêðóæàþùåé ïðèðîäîé, íî è âíóòðåííÿÿ äóõîâíàÿ ïîòðåáíîñòü âëåêëè 
Íèêîëàÿ Èâàíîâè÷à ê ôèëîñîôèè, ïîýòîìó â 1977 ã. îí ïîñòóïèë íà ôè-
ëîñîôñêîå îòäåëåíèå âîåííî-ïåäàãîãè÷åñêîãî ôàêóëüòåòà Âîåííî-ïîëèòè-
÷åñêîé àêàäåìèè â Ìîñêâå, ïî îêîí÷àíèè êîòîðîé íà÷àë ïðåïîäàâàòü 
ôèëîñîôèþ â Ëåíèíãðàäñêîì âûñøåì çåíèòíîì ðàêåòíîì êîìàíäíîì 
ó÷èëèùå. Â êðóã åãî íàó÷íûõ èíòåðåñîâ âõîäèëè ïðåæäå âñåãî ïðîáëåìû 
ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà è ìåòîäîëîãèè íàóêè. Â 1985 ã. îí çàùèòèë êàíäèäàò-
ñêóþ äèññåðòàöèþ «ßçûê âîåííîé íàóêè êàê ñðåäñòâî ïîçíàâàòåëüíîé 
äåÿòåëüíîñòè ñîâåòñêèõ âîåííûõ êàäðîâ. Ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêèé àíàëèç». Çà 
ïî-âîåííîìó ñóðîâîé è äèññåðòàöèîííî ãðîìîçäêîé ôîðìóëèðîâêîé 
ñêðûâàëàñü ïåðâàÿ â îòå÷åñòâåííîé íàóêå ïîïûòêà âûÿâèòü ñïåöèôèêó 
ÿçûêà âîåííîé íàóêè, îïðåäåëèòü åå êàòåãîðèàëüíî-ïîíÿòèéíûé àïïàðàò 
è ïîäõîäû ê åãî èçó÷åíèþ. Â ïîñëåäóþùèå ãîäû Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí íåîä-
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íîêðàòíî îáðàùàëñÿ ê ïðîáëåìàì ìåòîäîëîãèè íàóêè1 è ê àíàëèçó ÿçûêà 
â êîíòåêñòå ñîâðåìåííûõ âîéí è ñèñòåìû óïðàâëåíèÿ2. Îí ïîêàçûâàë, 
÷òî  ÿçûê  ÿâëÿåòñÿ  íå  òîëüêî  ñðåäñòâîì  êîììóíèêàöèè,  íî  è  âûñòóïàåò  
îáúåêòîì èíôîðìàöèîííîãî ïðîòèâîáîðñòâà, ïîñêîëüêó ÿâëÿåòñÿ âàæ-
íåéøèì èíäèêàòîðîì íàöèîíàëüíîé êóëüòóðû è ñàìîãî íàðîäà, ìîæåò 
âûñòóïàòü êàê ôàêòîðîì èíòåãðàöèè, òàê è ðàçîáùåíèÿ3.  

Ñëåäóþùèì ìåñòîì ñëóæáû Íèêîëàÿ Èâàíîâè÷à ñòàëà Ìèõàéëîâñêàÿ 
âîåííàÿ àðòèëëåðèéñêàÿ àêàäåìèÿ, ãäå, ãîâîðÿ ÿçûêîì êàçåííîé àâòîáèî-
ãðàôèè, îí ïðîøåë ïóòü îò ðÿäîâîãî ïðåïîäàâàòåëÿ äî íà÷àëüíèêà êàôåä-
ðû ãóìàíèòàðíûõ è ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêèõ äèñöèïëèí. Â àêàäåìèè â 
ïîëíîé ìåðå ðàñêðûëèñü ïåäàãîãè÷åñêèå è îðãàíèçàòîðñêèå ñïîñîáíîñòè 
Í. È. Áåçëåïêèíà. Ìíå ïðèøëîñü áûòü ñâèäåòåëåì, êàê â ÷àñòíîì ðàçãî-
âîðå ñóðîâûå ïîëêîâíèêè, ïðåïîäàâàòåëè êàôåäðû, èñêðåííå âûðàæàëè 
ñîæàëåíèå îá óâîëüíåíèè Íèêîëàÿ Èâàíîâè÷à â 2001 ã. ñ âîåííîé ñëóæáû. 
Ýòó ðåäêóþ îòå÷åñêóþ çàáîòó è ïîïå÷åíèå ñ åãî ñòîðîíû âñêîðå äîâåëîñü 
îùóòèòü è ìíå, êîãäà â 2006 ã. Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí ñîçäàë êàôåäðó ôèëîñî-
ôèè â Ñàíêò-Ïåòåðáóðãñêîì óíèâåðñèòåòå óïðàâëåíèÿ è ýêîíîìèêè. Â 
ýòîì êðóïíåéøåì ãîðîäñêîì ÷àñòíîì ó÷åáíîì çàâåäåíèè Íèêîëàé Èâàíî-
âè÷ â ðàçíîå âðåìÿ ðàáîòàë è äåêàíîì, è ïðîðåêòîðîì, è çàâåäóþùèì êà-
ôåäðîé. Ìàëî êòî èç íûíåøíèõ ïðåïîäàâàòåëåé ìîæåò ñåáå ïîçâîëèòü 
ðîñêîøü äîâîëüñòâîâàòüñÿ ëèøü îäíèì ìåñòîì ðàáîòû. Áîëüøèíñòâî âû-
íóæäåíû ïðåïîäàâàòü â ðàçíûõ ÂÓÇàõ è íå ïîíàñëûøêå çíàþò, íàñêîëüêî 
ýôôåêòèâíîñòü ðàáîòû è àòìîñôåðà íà êàôåäðå çàâèñÿò îò ëè÷íîñòè, êóëü-
òóðû, èíòåëëåêòóàëüíûõ è îðãàíèçàòîðñêèõ ñïîñîáíîñòåé ðóêîâîäèòåëÿ. 
Äóìàþ, ñî ìíîé ñîãëàñÿòñÿ âñå, êîãî áåñõëåáíàÿ ïðåïîäàâàòåëüñêàÿ äîëÿ 
ñâåëà ñ Íèêîëàåì Èâàíîâè÷åì. Êàê ðóêîâîäèòåëü, îí áðàë íà ñåáÿ ïðàêòè-
÷åñêè âñþ êàôåäðàëüíóþ (â òîì ÷èñëå ìåòîäè÷åñêóþ è ïðî÷óþ «áóìàæ-
íóþ») ðàáîòó, ìàêñèìàëüíî îãðàæäàÿ ïðåïîäàâàòåëåé îò ïàòîëîãè÷åñêîãî 
íîðìîòâîð÷åñòâà àäìèíèñòðàöèè, çàùèùàë èõ ïåðåä íà÷àëüñòâîì, «ñòðà-
õîâàë» â ñëîæíûõ ñèòóàöèÿõ, ïîääåðæèâàë âñåìè äîñòóïíûìè ñðåäñòâàìè 
è ò.ï. Åñëè èäåàë íåäîñòèæèì â ïðåäåëàõ íàøåãî çåìíîãî ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ, 
òî Íèêîëàé Èâàíîâè÷ âîïëîùàåò èäåàë ðóêîâîäèòåëÿ (âîñïîëüçóåìñÿ âû-
ðàæåíèåì Ë. Ï. Êàðñàâèíà) â ñòÿæåííîì, ò. å. ïðåäåëüíî ïðèáëèæåííîì ê 

                                                   
1 Безлепкин Н.И., Караваев Э.Ф., Микляев В.А., Савченко Л.С., Мельников Е.Г., 
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Àáñîëþòó, âèäå. Íåñëó÷àéíî êîëëåãè ïî÷òèëè Íèêîëàÿ Èâàíîâè÷à â ãîä 
åãî 60-ëåòèÿ þáèëåéíûì ñáîðíèêîì1. 

Öåëîå äåñÿòèëåòèå (ñ 1995 ã.) Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí áûë âîâëå÷åí â äåÿ-
òåëüíîñòü êàôåäðû èñòîðèè ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôèè Ñàíêò-Ïåòåðáóðãñêîãî 
ãîñóäàðñòâåííîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà, ñ êîòîðîé áûëà ñâÿçàíà åãî ðàáîòà íàä 
äîêòîðñêîé äèññåðòàöèåé, à ñ 2000 ïî 2005 ãã. â êà÷åñòâå ïðîôåññîðà êà-
ôåäðû îí ÷èòàë ëåêöèè ïî «Îñíîâàì ëèíãâîêóëüòóðîëîãèè» è «Èñòîðèè 
ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà â Ðîññèè». Â 1999 ã. Íèêîëàé Èâàíîâè÷ çàùèòèë â 
Ñàíêò-Ïåòåðáóðãñêîì ãîñóäàðñòâåííîì óíèâåðñèòåòå äîêòîðñêóþ äèññåð-
òàöèþ «Ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêà â  Ðîññèè (XIX –  ñåðåäèíà XX â.)»2. Í. È. Áåç-
ëåïêèí ÿâëÿåòñÿ îäíèì èç àâòîðîâ êàôåäðàëüíîãî ó÷åáíèêà ïî èñòîðèè 
ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôèè3. Äèññåðòàöèîííûå ìàòåðèàëû ëåãëè â îñíîâó åãî ìî-
íîãðàôèè «Ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêà â Ðîññèè», êîòîðàÿ â êîðîòêèé ñðîê âûäåð-
æàëà òðè èçäàíèÿ4 è ñòàëà êëàññè÷åñêèì èññëåäîâàíèåì çàÿâëåííîé òåìû. 
Îí ðàññìàòðèâàåò ôèëîñîôèþ ÿçûêà (ëèíãâîôèëîñîôèþ) êàê ñàìîñòîÿ-
òåëüíîå íàïðàâëåíèå ðóññêîé ìûñëè, â ÷åì-òî äàæå àëüòåðíàòèâíîå ëîãè-
êî-ãíîñåîëîãè÷åñêîìó ïîäõîäó. Ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêà, êàê ïîêàçûâàåò 
Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí, âûðàñòàåò íå èç ðàçâèòèÿ ëèíãâèñòèêè è ãðàììàòè÷å-
ñêèõ ó÷åíèé, à  ñâÿçàíà ñ  ïîïûòêàìè îñìûñëåíèÿ ðîëè ÿçûêà â äóõîâíîé 
æèçíè íàðîäà è åãî ñîîòíåñåííîñòè ñ ìûøëåíèåì. Îãðàíè÷èâàÿñü â ñâîåì 
èññëåäîâàíèè ïåðèîäîì XIX – ïåðâîé ïîëîâèíû XX â., Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí 
îáîñíîâûâàåò â ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà òðè íàïðàâëåíèÿ: ôîðìàëèñòè-
÷åñêîå (À. Ñ. Õîìÿêîâ, È. Â. Êèðååâñêèé, Ê. Ñ. Àêñàêîâ, Í. Ï. Íåêðàñîâ, 
Ô. Ô. Ôîðòóíàòîâ, À. À. Øàõìàòîâ), ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîå (È. À. Áîäóýí äå 
Êóðòåíý, À. À. Ïîòåáíÿ, Ä. Í. Îâñÿííèêî-Êóëèêîâñêèé) è îíòîëîãè÷åñêîå 
(Ï. À. Ôëîðåíñêèé, Ñ. Í. Áóëãàêîâ, À. Ô. Ëîñåâ). Â îòå÷åñòâåííîé ëèí-
ãâîôèëîñîôèè ÿçûê ïîíèìàëñÿ ëèáî êàê ñðåäñòâî âûðàæåíèÿ ñàìîáûòíî-
ñòè íàðîäà è ôîðìà åãî íàöèîíàëüíî-êóëüòóðíîãî ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ, ëèáî êàê 
ìûñëåîáðàçóþùèé ïðèíöèï (âíóòðåííÿÿ ôîðìà ñëîâà) ïîçíàâàòåëüíîé è 
òâîð÷åñêîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè ÷åëîâåêà, ëèáî êàê îíòîëîãè÷åñêàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü, â 
êîòîðîé è ÷åðåç êîòîðóþ ïðîÿâëÿåò è çàÿâëÿåò ñåáÿ ñóùíîñòü âåùè. Âíå 
ñëîâà íå ñóùåñòâóåò è ôèëîñîôèÿ êàê êàòåãîðèàëüíîå, ïîíÿòèéíîå ìûø-
ëåíèå, îáóñëîâëåííîå êóëüòóðîé, õàðàêòåðîì è ïñèõîëîãèåé íàðîäà. Â ïî-
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3 История русской философии: учебник для академического бакалавриата / 
Замалеев А.Ф., Малинов А.В., Осипов И.Д., Безлепкин Н.И., Бродский А.И., Ев-
лампиев И.И., Рыбас А.Е., Троицкий С.А. М.: Издательство Юрайт, 2016. – 361 с. 

4 Безлепкин Н.И. Философия языка в России: опыт историко-теоретической 
систематизации. СПб.: СПбГУ, 1999. – 144 с.; Безлепкин Н.И. Философия языка в 
России: К истории русской лингвофилософии. СПб.: «Искусство-СПБ», 2001. – 
392 с.; Безлепкин Н.И. Философия языка в России: К истории русской лингвофило-
софии. Изд. 2-е, доп. СПб.: «Искусство-СПБ», 2002. – 272 с. 
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ñëåäóþùèõ ïóáëèêàöèÿõ Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí ñóùåñòâåííî ðàñøèðèë èíòåð-
ïðåòàöèþ èñòîðèè îòå÷åñòâåííîé ëèíãâîôèëîñîôèè: îò Þ. Êðèæàíè÷à äî 
Í. ß. Ìàððà è Ì. Ì. Áàõòèíà. Îí óòî÷íÿåò ïîíèìàíèå Ê. Ñ. Àêñàêîâûì 
èñòîðèè ÿçûêà êàê èñòîðèè íàðîäà, ñâÿçè ÿçûêà ñ äóõîì è ìûñëüþ íàðî-
äà, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîìó îñîáûå ôîðìû ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà îòðàæàþò óíèêàëü-
íûé èñòîðè÷åñêèé îïûò ðóññêîãî íàðîäà. Â òâîð÷åñòâå Í. Ï. Ãèëÿðîâà-
Ïëàòîíîâà, Â. Ä. Êóäðÿâöåâà-Ïëàòîíîâà è Â. Ñ. Ñîëîâüåâà îí óñìàòðèâàåò 
ïðåîäîëåíèå ïñèõîëîãèçìà è îáîçíà÷àåò èñòîêè îíòîëîãè÷åñêîé ôèëîñî-
ôèè ÿçûêà1. 

Â 2010-å ãã. Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí ïðèñòóïèë ê ðàçðàáîòêå íîâîé äëÿ ñåáÿ 
òåìû – ôèëîñîôèè èñòîðèè, ê èçó÷åíèþ êîòîðîé îí ïîäîøåë êàê èñòî-
ðèê ðóññêîé ìûñëè. Â ìíîãî÷èñëåííûõ ïóáëèêàöèÿõ, ê ñîæàëåíèþ, íå 
ñëîæèâøèõñÿ â îòäåëüíóþ ìîíîãðàôèþ, îí ïðîâîäèò ðàçëè÷èå ìåæäó 
èñòîðèîñîôèåé è ôèëîñîôèåé èñòîðèè, ïîêàçûâàÿ, ÷òî èñòîðèîñîôèÿ 
ñôîðìèðîâàëàñü â ðàìêàõ õðèñòèàíñêîé ìîäåëè èñòîðè÷åñêîãî ïðîöåññà 
è òðàäèöèîíàëèñòñêîé ñèñòåìû öåííîñòåé, à ôèëîñîôèÿ èñòîðèè îòðà-
æàåò óæå ñöèåíòèñòñêèå óñòàíîâêè Íîâîãî âðåìåíè. Â èñòîðèè ñàìîé 
ôèëîñîôèè èñòîðèè ìû âèäèì, òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïåðåõîä îò èñòîðèîñîô-
ñêîãî îñìûñëåíèÿ ïðîøëîãî ñ åãî óñòàíîâêàìè ïðîâèäåíöèàëèçìà, ýñõà-
òîëîãèçìà, òåëåîëîãèçìà, ìåññèàíñòâà è ïðîãðåññèçìà, ê ñîáñòâåííî ôè-
ëîñîôèè èñòîðèè. Ïîòðåáíîñòü â íàöèîíàëüíî-êóëüòóðíîì ñàìîîïðåäå-
ëåíèè íàðîäà è óÿñíåíèè åãî ìåñòà â ìèðîâîé öèâèëèçàöèè, êàê ïðàâè-
ëî, ðåàíèìèðóåò èñòîðèîñîôñêîå ìèðîâîççðåíèå, ïîñêîëüêó îòâåòû íà 
ýòè âîïðîñû ìîãóò áûòü äàíû òîëüêî â ðàìêàõ èñòîðèîñîôñêîãî ïîäõîäà. 
Ñòàíîâëåíèå ñöèåíòèñòñêîãî ïîíèìàíèÿ èñòîðèè â Ðîññèè Í. È. Áåçëåï-
êèí ñâÿçûâàåò ñ ó÷åíèåì è äåÿòåëüíîñòüþ Ò. Í. Ãðàíîâñêîãî. Ôèëîñîôèÿ 
èñòîðèè ïîëó÷èëà ïðèçíàíèå ïðåæäå âñåãî â ïðîôåññèîíàëüíîé, óíèâåð-
ñèòåòñêîé ñðåäå, êîãäà øåë ïðîöåññ ñòàíîâëåíèè èñòîðèè êàê íàóêè, ïî-
ýòîìó åå âðåìåííûå ðàìêè îãðàíè÷åíû ñåðåäèíîé XIX – íà÷àëîì ÕÕ â. 
Óíèâåðñèòåòñêàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ èñòîðèè óæå ñîñðåäîòî÷èâàåòñÿ ïðåèìóùå-
ñòâåííî íà ïðîáëåìàõ ãíîñåîëîãèè è îíòîëîãèè èñòîðèè, â òîì ÷èñëå íà 
ñîîòíîøåíèè âñåîáùåé è íàöèîíàëüíîé èñòîðèè. Â êà÷åñòâå ïðèìåðîâ 
ïðîôåññèîíàëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè èñòîðèè Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí ïîäðîáíî îñòà-
íàâëèâàåòñÿ íà ìåòîäîëîãî-èñòîðè÷åñêîé êîíöåïöèè À. Ñ. Ëàïïî-Äàíè-

                                                   
1 Безлепкин Н. И. Немецкий идеализм и русская философия языка // Русская и 

европейская философия: пути схождения. СПб., 1999. С. 165–171; Безлепкин Н.И. 
Идеологические аспекты в отечественной философии языка XX в. // Вестник 
Санкт-Петербургского университета. Серия 6. Философия, политология, социоло-
гия, психология, право, международные отношения. 2004. № 2. С. 22–28; Безлеп-
кин Н.И. Лингвофилософские основания государственности // Вече. 2010. № 21. С. 
42–56; Безлепкин Н.И. Онтология языка в русской религиозной метафизике // 
Вестник Санкт-Петербургского университета. Серия 17. Философия. Конфликто-
логия. Культурология. Религиоведение. 2014. № 3. С. 43–54; Безлепкин Н.И. 
Лингвофилософия К.С. Аксакова // Философский полилог: журнал Международ-
ного центра изучения русской философии. 2017. № 2. С. 155–168; Безлепкин Н.И. 
Проект «всеславянского» языка Юрия Крижанича // Вече. 2018. № 30. С. 56–67. 
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ëåâñêîãî è ó÷åíèè Ë. Ï. Êàðñàâèíà, êîòîðîå õàðàêòåðèçóåò êàê «èñòîðè-
÷åñêóþ äèàëåêòèêó»1. 

Â ðàáîòàõ Í. È. Áåçëåïêèíà íàøëè îòðàæåíèå è äðóãèå ñþæåòû ðóñ-
ñêîé ôèëîñîôèè: îò èñòîðèè ôèëîñîôñêîãî îáðàçîâàíèÿ â XVIII â. äî ëè-
òåðàòóðîöåíòðèçìà ðóññêîé ìûñëè. Îí ðåêîíñòðóèðóåò ôèëîñîôñêî-àí-
òðîïîëîãè÷åñêèå, èñòîðèîñîôñêèå, ýñòåòè÷åñêèå è íðàâñòâåííî-ðåëèãè-
îçíûå âçãëÿäû Í. Â. Ãîãîëÿ, ïîêàçûâàÿ èõ ýâîëþöèþ è äåìîíñòðèðóÿ 
óáåæäåíèå ïèñàòåëÿ â òîì, ÷òî ïóòü ê ïðåîáðàçîâàíèþ îáùåñòâà ëåæèò â 
èçìåíåíèè âíóòðåííåãî ìèðà ÷åëîâåêà. Â òâîð÷åñòâå îäíîãî èç íàèáîëåå 
ôèëîñîôñêèõ ðóññêèõ ïîýòîâ, Ã. Ð. Äåðæàâèíà, îí ôèêñèðóåò ñîåäèíåíèå 
äâóõ ëèòåðàòóðíûõ òðàäèöèé (ïðèäâîðíûõ îä Ì. Â. Ëîìîíîñîâà è èí-
òèìíîé ëèðèêè è ñàòèðû À. Ï. Ñóìàðîêîâà). Îäíàêî òàêîé êðóïíûé òâî-
ðåö, êàê Ã. Ð. Äåðæàâèí, íå ìîã óäåðæàòüñÿ â ñòðîãèõ ðàìêàõ òðàäèöèè 
è ñòàë ðàçðóøèòåëåì êëàññèöèçìà, ñîçäàâ íîâîå ìèðîïîíèìàíèå â èñêóñ-
ñòâå è ñâîé ïîýòè÷åñêèé ÿçûê, îáîçíà÷àÿ òåì ñàìûì ïåðåõîä ðóññêîé ïî-
ýçèè îò ðèòîðèêè ê æèçíè2. 

Ïóòü, ïî êîòîðîìó èäåò â íàóêå Í. È. Áåçëåïêèí, – ýòî áëàãîðîäíûé 
è òåðíèñòûé ïóòü èñòîðèêà ôèëîñîôèè. Áåç èñòîðèè ôèëîñîôèè íåò è 
ñàìîé ôèëîñîôèè, íî èñòîðèê ôèëîñîôèè äîëæåí æåðòâîâàòü ñîáñòâåí-
íîé îðèãèíàëüíîñòüþ, ÷òîáû âî âñåé ïîëíîòå ïðåäñòàâèòü ìûñëü äðóãîãî, 
ïåðåæèòü åå êàê ñâîþ ìûñëü è ïðè ýòîì íå îïóñòèòüñÿ äî óðîâíÿ ïðîñòî-
ãî ïåðåñêàçà è óòðàòû ñîáñòâåííîé ñïîñîáíîñòè ìûñëèòü. Èñòîðèê ôèëî-
ñîôèè îáðå÷åí áûòü â òåíè ÷óæîé ìûñëè. Êà÷åñòâà èñêóñíîãî èññëåäîâà-
òåëÿ óäà÷íî ñî÷åòàþòñÿ ó Íèêîëàÿ Èâàíîâè÷à ñ ÷èñòî ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ïðè-
âëåêàòåëüíîñòüþ, îòêðûòîñòüþ, ïîðÿäî÷íîñòüþ, èñêðåííîñòüþ â îòíî-
øåíèÿõ ñ êîëëåãàìè è ó÷åíèêàìè. Çàëîã åãî óñïåõà â íàóêå è æèçíè – 
ýòî ñïîñîáíîñòü ïîñòîÿííî ó÷èòüñÿ, íå áîÿòüñÿ áðàòüñÿ çà íîâûå òåìû, 
îòêðûâàòü äëÿ ñåáÿ íîâûå ñþæåòû ìûñëè.  

À. Â. Ìàëèíîâ 
                                                   

1 Безлепкин Н.И. Философия истории Т.Н. Грановского // Вече. 2015. № 27-2. С. 
33–38; Безлепкин Н.И. Русское воззрение на историю // Управленческое консуль-
тирование. 2016. № 7 (91). С. 146–155; Безлепкин Н.И. Университетская филосо-
фия истории в России второй половины XIX – начала XX вв.  //  Вече.  2016. № 28. 
С. 20–27; Безлепкин Н.И. От историософии к философии истории: эволюция взгля-
дов на историю в отечественной философской мысли // Управленческое консуль-
тирование. 2017. № 8 (104). С. 119–132; Безлепкин Н.И. Историософская традиция 
в истории отечественной мысли // Вестник Санкт-Петербургского университета. 
Философия и конфликтология. 2018. Т. 34. № 2. С. 151–164; Безлепкин Н.И. 
Историческая диалектика Л.П. Карсавина // Философская мысль. 2019. № 5. С. 15–
24; Безлепкин Н.И. «Методология истории» А.С. Лаппо-Данилевского в россий-
ских университетах // Журнал социологии и социальной антропологии. 2019. № 5. 

2 Безлепкин Н.И., Качарава В.Б., Солонин Ю.Н. Академический университет и 
начало преподавания философии в России // Вече. Альманах русской философии и 
культуры. 1999. Вып. 12. С. 17–40; Безлепкин Н.И. От риторики к жизни: философ-
ские мотивы в поэзии Г.Р. Державина // Вече. 2014. № 26. С. 8–26; Безлепкин Н.И. 
Н.В. Гоголь как философ // Вестник Санкт-Петербургского университета. Серия 17. 
Философия. Конфликтология. Культурология. Религиоведение. 2015. № 3. С. 15–25. 
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В статье представлен концептуальный ана-
лиз эволюции лингвофилософских учений в 
России. Основными методами исследования 
выступают сравнительно-исторический, поз-
воляющий установить историческое тожде-
ство и различие философских учений о язы-
ке, а также культурно-исторической интер-
претации и текстологического анализа. Ав-
тор выделяет словологию и философию язы-
ка в качестве основных этапов эволюции 
лингвофилософских учений в России, ука-
зывает на особенности их развития. Для сло-
вологического этапа, обусловленного слово-
центричным характером духовной культуры 
России, было характерно представление о 
слове как способе миропонимания и пред-
ставления мира, специфической форме вы-
ражения национального самосознания. Рус-
ские мыслители отмечали соборный харак-
тер языка, видели в нем способ антрополо-
гически-экзистенциального осмысления ми-
ра, средство передачи духовного опыта на-
рода, подчеркивали онтологическую приро-
ду языка, рассматривали слово как архетип 
культуры. Этап философии языка был отме-
чен принципиально новым подходом к рас-
смотрению важнейшего методологического 
вопроса о связи языка и мышления, сосре-
доточенностью на вопросе о языковой при-
роде человеческого общения, ее коммуника-
тивных, социологических, психологических 
и иных аспектах, связанных с функциониро-
ванием языка в обществе. В статье делается 
вывод о самостоятельном статусе филосо-
фии языка как междисциплинарной отрасли 
знания, подчеркивается, что обращение к 
истории лингвофилософских учений откры-
вает путь к решению философских, этно-
культурных, социально-психологических и 
собственно лингвистических проблем.  

Ключевые слова: словология, философия 
языка, словоцентрическая культура, онтоло-
гизм, гносеологизм, концептуализм. 

The article provides a conceptual analysis of 
the evolution of linguo-philosophical teachings 
in Russia. The main research methods used in 
the article are comparative-historical, which 
allows to establish the historical identity in 
philosophical teachings about language and 
difference between them, as well as cultural-
historical interpretation and textual analysis. 
The author distinguishes the two main stages in 
the evolution of linguo-philosophical teachings 
in Russia: 1) wordology (slovologiya) and 
2) philosophy of language, he describes the 
peculiarities of every stage and their develop-
ment. The wordological stage, formed by the 
word-centric nature of the spiritual culture of 
Russia, is characterized by the idea of the word 
as a way of understanding and representing the 
world, a specific expression of the national self-
awareness. Russian thinkers of the first stage 
insisted on the conciliar nature of language, 
regarded language as a way of anthropological-
existential understanding of the world, a means 
of passing the spiritual experience of the peo-
ple, they stressed the ontological nature of lan-
guage, believed that the word is an archetype of 
culture. The stage of the philosophy of langu-
age is regarded as marked by a new approach to 
solving the most important methodological 
problem of the relationship between language 
and thinking. Russian thinkers of the second 
stage focused on studying the linguistic nature 
of human communication, its sociological, 
psychological and other aspects related to the 
functioning of language in society. It is con-
cluded that philosophy of language is an inter-
disciplinary discipline, which is necessary to 
study – along with the history of linguo-philo-
sophical teachings – to properly solve some  to-
pical philosophical, ethnocultural, socio-psy-
chological and linguistic problems. 

Keywords: slovology, philosophy of language, 
slovocentric culture, ontologism, gnoseologism, 
conceptualism. 
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Ðåôëåêñèÿ íàä ïðîáëåìàìè ÿçûêà â èñòîðèêî-ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè 
èìååò äàâíþþ òðàäèöèþ â Ðîññèè è âîïëîùàåò â ñåáå äëèòåëüíûå è 
ñëîæíûå ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèå èñêàíèÿ è ðàçìûøëåíèÿ îòå÷åñòâåííûõ 
ïðîñâåòèòåëåé è ìûñëèòåëåé. Èññëåäîâàíèå ñòàíîâëåíèÿ è ðàçâèòèÿ 
ëèíãâîôèëîñîôèè ïîçâîëÿåò íå òîëüêî ïîíÿòü îñîáåííîñòè èñòîðèè îòå-
÷åñòâåííîé èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîé ìûñëè, íî è îáëàäàåò çíà÷èòåëüíûì ýâðè-
ñòè÷åñêèì ïîòåíöèàëîì êàê äëÿ óãëóáëåííîãî èçó÷åíèÿ ðàçëè÷íûõ îá-
ëàñòåé íàó÷íîãî çíàíèÿ – ëèíãâèñòèêè, ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ, èñòîðèè ôèëîñî-
ôèè, ïñèõîëîãèè è äð., òàê è äëÿ ðåøåíèÿ ñëîæíûõ ñîöèàëüíî-ãóìàíè-
òàðíûõ ïðîáëåì, ñâÿçàííûõ ñ «ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèìè ðåâîëþöèÿìè» â ðÿäå 
ñòðàí, äëÿ âîññòàíîâëåíèÿ äèàëîãà êóëüòóð ìåæäó íàðîäàìè.   

Ýâîëþöèÿ îòå÷åñòâåííûõ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé ïðåäñòàâëÿåò 
ñîáîé ãåíåòè÷åñêè ñâÿçàííûå ýòàïû èõ ñòàíîâëåíèÿ è ðàçâèòèÿ, îòðà-
æàþùèå ôîðìèðîâàíèå ïðåäñòàâëåíèé î ÿçûêå è ñëîâå â ðàçëè÷íûå ïå-
ðèîäû äóõîâíîé êóëüòóðû Ðîññèè, äîìèíèðîâàíèå òåõ èëè èíûõ ïîäõî-
äîâ ê ïîíèìàíèþ ïðèðîäû è ðîëè ÿçûêà â îáùåñòâå, ÷òî áûëî ñâÿçàíî ñ 
ñîñòîÿíèåì ðàçâèòèÿ ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ â ñòðàíå, ñ âëèÿíèåì åâðîïåéñêîé 
ôèëîñîôèè è ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêîé íàóêè. Èñïîëüçîâàíèå ñðàâíèòåëüíî-èñ-
òîðè÷åñêîãî ïîäõîäà ïîçâîëÿåò óñòàíîâèòü òîæäåñòâî è ðàçëè÷èå ôè-
ëîñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé î ÿçûêå, âûäåëèòü îñíîâíûå ýòàïû â ñòàíîâëåíèè 
ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ïðåäñòàâëåíèé è ó÷åíèé. Ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ äîìèíèðó-
þùèõ  ïîäõîäîâ  ê  èçó÷åíèþ  ÿçûêà  è  îñîáåííîñòåé  åãî  âîñïðèÿòèÿ  â  îá-
ùåñòâåííîì ñîçíàíèè è êóëüòóðå ýâîëþöèÿ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé 
â Ðîññèè ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ðàçâèòèå îò ñëîâîëîãèè ê ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà.  

Ñëîâîëîãèÿ, êàê ïåðâîíà÷àëüíàÿ ôîðìà âîïëîùåíèÿ ëèíãâîôèëî-
ñîôñêèõ èñêàíèé îòå÷åñòâåííûõ ïðîñâåòèòåëåé è ìûñëèòåëåé, îñíîâû-
âàëàñü íà ïðåîáëàäàíèè êóëüòóðíî-ôèëîñîôñêîãî ïîäõîäà â îñìûñëåíèè 
îñîáîãî ìåñòà è ðîëè ñëîâà â ðóññêîì îáùåñòâå. Òðàíñôîðìàöèÿ ëèíãâî-
ôèëîñîôñêèõ ïðåäñòàâëåíèé â òåîðåòè÷åñêè îôîðìëåííûå ó÷åíèÿ ôèëî-
ñîôèè ÿçûêà ñòàëà âîçìîæíîé íà îñíîâå ïðèìåíåíèÿ íàó÷íûõ, ôèëîñîô-
ñêî-ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèõ ïîäõîäîâ, âûðàáîòàííûõ â ïðîöåññå ðàçâèòèÿ îòå-
÷åñòâåííîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè è ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ ïîä âëèÿíèåì åâðîïåé-
ñêîé ôèëîñîôñêîé è ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêîé ìûñëè. 

Âîçíèêíîâåíèå ñëîâîöåíòðè÷íûõ ïî ñâîåìó õàðàêòåðó ëèíãâîôèëî-
ñîôñêèõ ïðåäñòàâëåíèé áûëî îáóñëîâëåíî îñîáåííîñòÿìè èñòîðè÷åñêîãî è 
êóëüòóðíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ñòðàíû. Ñâîèìè êîðíÿìè ñëîâîëîãèÿ óõîäèò âî 
âðåìåíà õðèñòèàíèçàöèè Ðóñè. Ïîä âîçäåéñòâèåì âèçàíòèéñêîé áîãîñëîâ-
ñêî-ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè ñîçäàâàëñÿ îñîáûé äóõîâíûé ìèð, êîòîðûé íå 
òîëüêî íå ðàñòâîðèëñÿ â öåðêîâíîì ïðàâîñëàâèè, íî è ñïîñîáñòâîâàë ôîð-
ìèðîâàíèþ öåëîñòíîãî è âñåîõâàòûâàþùåãî ìèðîïîíèìàíèÿ, îáúåìëþ-
ùåãî ïðàêòè÷åñêóþ è óìñòâåííóþ æèçíü ðóññêîãî íàðîäà. Â òðóäàõ íàè-
áîëåå âèäíûõ ïðåäñòàâèòåëåé âîñòî÷íî-õðèñòèàíñêîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè 
(Âàñèëèÿ Âåëèêîãî, Ãðèãîðèÿ Áîãîñëîâà, Èîàííà Äàìàñêèíà, Ãðèãîðèÿ 
Íèññêîãî, Ãðèãîðèÿ Ïàëàìû) ñëîâî è åãî ðîëü â æèçíè ÷åëîâåêà îöåíèâà-
ëèñü î÷åíü âûñîêî. Ñëîâî, ïîñòàâëåííîå íà ñëóæáó ïðàâîñëàâèþ, îñìûñ-
ëèâàëîñü îòöàìè öåðêâè êàê âàæíåéøèé ôàêòîð ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ äóõîâíîãî 
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ìèðà ÷åëîâåêà. Âàñèëèé Âåëèêèé, îòìå÷àÿ ñèëó ñëîâà, óêàçûâàë, ÷òî îíî 
«îáøèðíåå äåëà». Ñ ðàçâèòèåì õðèñòèàíñêîé ñëîâåñíîñòè îíî ïðèîáðåòàåò 
ìèðîâîççðåí÷åñêóþ, äóõîâíî-ðåëèãèîçíóþ îðèåíòàöèþ, óÿñíÿåòñÿ, ïî âû-
ðàæåíèþ Ï. À. Ôëîðåíñêîãî, êàê «ïðèíöèï ïîçíàâàòåëüíî-òðóäîâîé æèç-
íè». Ñëîâî ÷åðåç ïðèçìó ñâÿòîîòå÷åñêîé òðàäèöèè ðàññìàòðèâàëîñü êàê 
âîïëîùåíèå íðàâñòâåííîé ñàìîáûòíîñòè è ñêëàäà ðóññêîãî óìà. Íà Ðóñè 
ñ÷èòàëîñü, ÷òî «èñòèííîå ñëîâî» ìîæåò «ïðîñâåòèòü è óìóäðèòü», à «ðà-
çóì åñòü ñâåò äóøè ñëîâåñíûÿ» [6, ñ. 64, 138].  

Ñ ïðèíÿòèåì õðèñòèàíñòâà è çàèìñòâîâàíèåì êóëüòóðíûõ öåííîñòåé 
âèçàíòèéñêî-õðèñòèàíñêîãî ìèðà ïðîèñõîäèëà è èõ ìåíòàëèçàöèÿ.  Êàê 
çàìå÷àåò Â. Â. Êîëåñîâ, «ïðèíÿòèå õðèñòèàíñòâà ìîëîäûì âîñòî÷íîñëà-
âÿíñêèì  ãîñóäàðñòâîì  íå  ìîãëî  çàêîí÷èòüñÿ  ïðîñòûì  êðåùåíèåì  –  ðè-
òóàëüíî-ñèìâîëè÷åñêèì àêòîì. Ìàëî áûëî ïåðåïèñàòü óæå ïåðåâåäåííûå 
íà ñëàâÿíñêèé ÿçûê ñâÿùåííûå òåêñòû èëè ïåðåâîäèòü íîâûå, íåäîñòà-
òî÷íî áûëî îáó÷àòü ãðàìîòå ìàëûõ ñèõ èëè ÷èòàòü ïîó÷åíèÿ ïðîñòîé 
÷àäè. Íóæíî áûëî äîáèòüñÿ âîçìîæíî áîëåå ÿñíîãî ïîíÿòèÿ î ñèìâîëàõ è 
äîãìàòàõ íîâîé âåðû, à ñäåëàòü ýòî âîçìîæíî òîëüêî íà ïóòÿõ ïðåîáðàçî-
âàíèÿ ñîáñòâåííîãî ÿçûêà êàê âñåîáùåé ðåàëüíîñòè ìûñëè» [5, ñ. 198].  

Ìåíòàëèçàöèÿ ñëàâÿíñêîãî ÿçûêà îñóùåñòâëÿëàñü ïîñðåäñòâîì íà-
ñûùåíèÿ íîâûì ñìûñëîì óæå ñóùåñòâóþùèõ ñëîâåñíûõ çíàêîâ è ðàñ-
øèðåíèåì ïåðåíîñíûõ çíà÷åíèé ñëàâÿíñêîãî ñëîâà. Ïðîèñõîäèëà îíà â 
òðàäèöèÿõ ðàííåñðåäíåâåêîâîãî ñîçíàíèÿ ñ ïðèñóùåé åìó êóëüòóðîé 
âåðáàëüíîãî òèïà, â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ êîòîðîé ñëîâî ïðåäñòàåò êàê öåííîñò-
íî-âîïëîùåííîå áûòèå, âûðàæåíèå åãî ïðåäåëüíûõ ñìûñëîâ è îñîáåííî-
ñòåé  èñòîðè÷åñêîãî  ðàçâèòèÿ.  Ñëîâî  ðàññìàòðèâàëîñü  êàê  òà  ïî÷âà,  íà  
êîòîðîé íåïîñðåäñòâåííî ïîðîæäàþòñÿ è ïîääåðæèâàþòñÿ íàñòðîåíèÿ 
«èñòîðèîëîãîñíîãî»  õàðàêòåðà  êàê  â  êóëüòóðå,  òàê  è  â  îáùåñòâåííîì  
ñîçíàíèè â öåëîì. 

Ñëîâîöåíòðè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð äóõîâíîé êóëüòóðû Ðîññèè îïèðàëñÿ 
íà ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î ñëîâå êàê î òîì, ÷åðåç ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ Ëîãîñ, ãäå ÿçûê 
«åñòü âîïëîùåíèå öåëîãî, âñåîáùå-òîæäåñòâåííîãî ìèðîñîçåðöàíèÿ», è 
îäíîâðåìåííî êàê î âûðàæåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ è äóõîâíîãî îïûòà ÷åëîâåêà 
[18, ñ. 307, 304]. Â ýòîì åäèíñòâå Ñëîâà è Ëîãîñà, ïîëàãàëè ôèëîñîôû, 
íàõîäèò âîïëîùåíèå ñîáîðíûé ðàçóì íàðîäà, êîòîðîìó òîëüêî è äîñòóï-
íû âå÷íûå èñòèíû áûòèÿ. 

Ñëåäóåò îòìåòèòü, ÷òî ñëîâîöåíòðè÷åñêàÿ òðàäèöèÿ ñîõðàíÿåò ñâîå 
çíà÷åíèå è ïî ñåé äåíü. Ñ. Ñ. Íåðåòèíà â ñâîåé ãëóáîêîé è ñîäåðæàòåëü-
íîé ìîíîãðàôèè «Òðîïû è êîíöåïò» îòìå÷àåò, «êàê ìíîãî çíà÷àò ñëîâà... 
äëÿ ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ êîíêðåòíîé, âîò ýòîé æèçíè. Âëîæåííûå â ðå÷è 
ëþäåé, îíè ñïîñîáñòâóþò ïðåîáðàæåíèþ âñåé æèçíè â çàâèñèìîñòè îò 
òîãî, ñ êàêîé èíòîíàöèåé, æåñòèêóëÿöèåé, îáðàùåííîñòüþ ê ÷èòàòåëþ è 
âûñëóøèâàíèåì îòâåòà îíè ñêàçàíû» [8, ñ. 252]. Íîáåëåâñêèé ëàóðåàò, 
ïîýò È. Áðîäñêèé â ñâîåì ýññå î Ìàíäåëüøòàìå îòìå÷àåò, ÷òî «äëÿ äóõà, 
âîçìîæíî, íå ñóùåñòâóåò ëó÷øåãî ïðèñòàíèùà», ÷åì ðóññêèé ÿçûê. 
«Ñàìîå  ñâÿòîå,  ÷òî  ó  íàñ  åñòü,  –  ïèñàë  îí,  –  ýòî,  ìîæåò  áûòü,  íå  íàøè  
èêîíû è äàæå íå íàøà èñòîðèÿ – ýòî íàø ÿçûê» [14, ñ. 204]. Ðàññìàòðè-
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âàÿ  ðóññêèé  ÿçûê  êàê  ìåòàôèçè÷åñêóþ  âåëè÷èíó,  ïîýò  ïîëàãàë,  ÷òî  îí  
ñïîñîáåí íå òîëüêî íà ñîçäàíèå âåëèêîé ëèòåðàòóðû, íî è ëó÷øåãî îáùå-
ñòâåííîãî ñòðîÿ.  

Ïîÿâëåíèå ñëîâîëîãè÷íûõ ïî ñâîåìó õàðàêòåðó ó÷åíèé áûëî òàêæå 
ñâÿçàíî ñ îñîçíàíèåì âàæíîñòè ÿçûêà ïðè ðåøåíèè íàó÷íûõ è ïðîñâåòè-
òåëüñêèõ çàäà÷. Â ñâîå âðåìÿ ïîëüñêèé èåçóèò Ïåòð Ñêàðãà, îáðàùàÿñü ê 
ðóññêîìó íàðîäó, äîêàçûâàë ïðåâîñõîäñòâî ëàòèíñêîãî ÿçûêà íàä ñëà-
âÿíñêèì è ãîâîðèë î òîì, ÷òî âíå ãðå÷åñêîãî è ëàòèíñêîãî ÿçûêîâ íå ìî-
æåò áûòü íèêàêîé íàóêè, îñîáåííî äóõîâíîé. «Âñÿ íàóêà îñíîâàíà íà 
ýòèõ äâóõ ÿçûêàõ, – óòâåðæäàë Ñêàðãà, – è ïåðåëîæèòü åå íà äðóãèå íå-
âîçìîæíî... Ïîýòîìó ÷åëîâåê, ãîâîðÿùèé òîëüêî îäíèì ñëàâÿíñêèì 
ÿçûêîì, íèêîãäà íå ìîæåò áûòü ó÷åíûì» [3, ñ. 216]. Ìíåíèå Ñêàðãè ðàç-
äåëÿëè òàêèå èñòîðèêè îòå÷åñòâåííîé äóõîâíîñòè, êàê Ã. Ï. Ôåäîòîâ è 
Ã. Ã. Øïåò. Â «Î÷åðêàõ ðàçâèòèÿ ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôèè» ïîñëåäíèé, â ÷à-
ñòíîñòè, ïèñàë: «Íàñ êðåñòèëè ïî-ãðå÷åñêè, íî ÿçûê íàì äàëè áîëãàð-
ñêèé. ×òî ìîã ïðèíåñòè ñ ñîáîé ÿçûê íàðîäà, ëèøåííîãî êóëüòóðíûõ 
òðàäèöèé, ëèòåðàòóðû, èñòîðèè? Ñîëóíñêèå áðàòüÿ ñûãðàëè äëÿ Ðîññèè 
ôàòàëüíóþ  ðîëü...  È  ÷òî  ìîãëî  áû  áûòü,  åñëè  áû,  êàê  Çàïàä  íà  ëàòèí-
ñêîì, ìû óñâîèëè õðèñòèàíñòâî íà ãðå÷åñêîì ÿçûêå? Âèçàíòèÿ íå óñòîÿ-
ëà ïîä íàïîðîì äèêîãî Âîñòîêà è îòíåñëà ñâîè íàñëåäñòâåííûå äåéñòâè-
òåëüíûå ñîêðîâèùà òóäà æå, íà Çàïàä, à íàì îòäàëà ëèøü ñîáñòâåííîãî 
ïðîèçâîäñòâà ñóððîãàòû, ïðèäóìàííûå â ýïîõó åå ìîðàëüíîãî è èíòåë-
ëåêòóàëüíîãî âûðîæäåíèÿ» [29, ñ. 28–29]. 

Îòå÷åñòâåííàÿ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêàÿ ìûñëü îòñòàèâàëà ïðàâî ðóññêîãî 
ÿçûêà íà åãî èñïîëüçîâàíèå â íàóêå è ïðîñâåùåíèè. Ó÷åíûå è ïîýòû 
ïåòðîâñêîãî âðåìåíè – Ô. Ïðîêîïîâè÷, À. Ä. Êàíòåìèð, Â. Í. Òàòèùåâ, 
Â. Å. Àäîäóðîâ, Â. Ê. Òðåäèàêîâñêèé, À. Ï. Ñóìàðîêîâ – âûñòóïàëè çà 
èñïîëüçîâàíèå æèâîé ðóññêîé ðå÷è â ñôåðå ãîñóäàðñòâåííî-ïðàâîâûõ 
îòíîøåíèé, â ëèòåðàòóðå, â ïðîñâåùåíèè. Ôèëîñîô è ïóáëèöèñò 
Ì. Í. Êàòêîâ â ìàãèñòåðñêîé äèññåðòàöèè «Îá ýëåìåíòàõ è ôîðìàõ ñëà-
âÿíî-ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà» (1845) îáîñíîâàë ïðàâî ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà íà âíèìà-
íèå íàóêè, ïîñêîëüêó åãî àíàëèç îñâåòèò è æèçíü íàðîäà. È. È. Ñðåçíåâ-
ñêèé  â  1849  ã.  îòñòàèâàë  èäåþ  î  òîì,  ÷òî  «ÿçûê  –  ñîáñòâåííîñòü  íåðàç-
äåëüíàÿ öåëîãî íàðîäà» [24, ñ. 16], ÷òî íàðîä è ÿçûê ñóùåñòâóþò íåðàç-
äåëüíî. Íàðîä ïîëíåå âñåãî è âåðíåå âûðàæàåò ñåáÿ â ÿçûêå, âñÿêîå èç-
ìåíåíèå êîòîðîãî íîñèò çàêîíîìåðíûé õàðàêòåð. Èçìåíÿåòñÿ íàðîä – 
èçìåíÿåòñÿ è ÿçûê. ßçûê âñåãäà æèâåò, ñ÷èòàåò ó÷åíûé, ïîä óñëîâèÿìè 
îïðåäåëåííîé ôîðìû, ïîýòîìó «íàðîä, âïîëíå ñî÷óâñòâóÿ ôîðìàëüíîé 
ñòðîéíîñòè ÿçûêà ñâîåãî, áîèòñÿ íàðóøèòü åå, áåðåæåò åå, êàê ñâÿòûíþ» 
[24, ñ. 19]. È. È. Ñðåçíåâñêèé ðàñêðûâàë ôàêòîðû, îáóñëîâëèâàþùèå 
èçìåíåíèå ÿçûêîâûõ ôîðì, è ñâÿçûâàë èõ ïðåæäå âñåãî ñ ïðîìûøëåí-
íûìè, óìñòâåííûìè, ïîëèòè÷åñêèìè, ðåëèãèîçíûìè è êðîâíîðîäñòâåí-
íûìè ñâÿçÿìè íàðîäà ñ äðóãèìè íàðîäàìè. 

Îáðàùåíèå ê ôèëîñîôñêèì âîïðîñàì ÿçûêà íîñèëî çàêîíîìåðíûé 
õàðàêòåð è áûëî îáóñëîâëåíî ïîëåìèêîé îá èñòîðè÷åñêèõ ñóäüáàõ Ðîññèè 
è âûáîðå ïóòè åå äàëüíåéøåãî ðàçâèòèÿ. Â ýòîì ïðîöåññå «íàöèîíàëüíî-
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èñòîðè÷åñêîãî ñàìîíàõîæäåíèÿ è ðàçäóìüÿ» [26, ñ. 236], ïî âûðàæåíèþ 
Ã. Â. Ôëîðîâñêîãî, ÷ðåçâû÷àéíî àêòóàëèçèðîâàëàñü èäåÿ íàöèîíàëüíîãî 
ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ,  îò  óðîâíÿ  ðàçâèòèÿ  êîòîðîé  íàïðÿìóþ  çàâèñåë  õàðàêòåð  
èñòîðè÷åñêîãî âûáîðà. Ïîýòîìó íå ñëó÷àéíî, ÷òî â òàêèå ìîìåíòû, êàê 
îòìå÷àë Þ. Ì. Ëîòìàí, ñëîâî, ðå÷ü, ïðîïàãàíäà ïðèîáðåòàþò îñîáåííî 
âàæíîå èñòîðè÷åñêîå çíà÷åíèå [7, ñ. 325]. À. Ñ. Õîìÿêîâ, È. Â. Êèðååâ-
ñêèé, Ê. Ñ. Àêñàêîâ â ñâîèõ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ðàáîòàõ îáîñíîâàëè ïî-
ëîæåíèå  î  òîæäåñòâå  ÿçûêà  è  ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ  íàðîäà,  ðàññìàòðèâàÿ  íà-
öèîíàëüíîå ñàìîñîçíàíèå íàðîäà êàê «îáùåå ñðåäîòî÷èå äëÿ âñåõ îò-
äåëüíûõ ñèë ðàçóìà», à åãî íåïîñðåäñòâåííóþ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü âèäåëè â 
ÿçûêå. Ïðåäñòàâëÿÿ ÿçûê êàê äóøó íàðîäà, ñëàâÿíîôèëû îöåíèâàëè åãî 
êàê ñèíîíèì íàðîäà. ßçûê íå íå÷òî îòâëå÷åííîå, à æèâîå, íåðàçðûâíî 
ñâÿçàííîå  ñ  äóõîì  è  ìûñëüþ  íàðîäà,  ïîýòîìó  èñòîðèÿ  ÿçûêà  âîñïðèíè-
ìàëàñü èìè êàê èñòîðèÿ íàðîäà.  

Âàæíàÿ ðîëü ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé â äóõîâíîé êóëüòóðå Ðîñ-
ñèè ñâÿçàíà ñ ïðîáëåìîé ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ åäèíîãî îáùåíàöèîíàëüíîãî ðóñ-
ñêîãî ÿçûêà. Äëÿ ÿçûêîâîé ñèòóàöèè, ïðåäøåñòâóþùåé åãî ïîÿâëåíèþ, 
áûëî õàðàêòåðíî èñïîëüçîâàíèå ðàçíîîáðàçíûõ ÿçûêîâûõ ñðåäñòâ äëÿ 
ïðàêòè÷åñêèõ íóæä. Â Ðîññèè íà ðàâíûõ ïðàâàõ óïîòðåáëÿëèñü öåðêîâ-
íî-ñëàâÿíñêèé ÿçûê, èñïîëüçóåìûé ïðåèìóùåñòâåííî â áîãîñëóæåáíûõ 
öåëÿõ, «ïðèêàçíîé», èëè «ïîäüÿ÷åñêèé», ïðèìåíÿåìûé ïðè âåäåíèè ãî-
ñóäàðñòâåííûõ äåë, è æèâîé îáùåðàçãîâîðíûé ðóññêèé ÿçûê, íàèáîëåå 
óäîâëåòâîðÿþùèé ïîòðåáíîñòÿì ëþäåé â èõ îáùåíèè è ïîâñåäíåâíîé 
æèçíè. Âîêðóã äàííîé ïðîáëåìû ñîñðåäîòî÷èëèñü èíòåðåñû ãîñóäàðñò-
âåííîé âëàñòè, èñïûòûâàþùåé íàñòîÿòåëüíóþ ïîòðåáíîñòü â åäèíîé 
ÿçûêîâîé ïîëèòèêå äëÿ ðåøåíèÿ çàäà÷ óïðàâëåíèÿ ñòðàíîé, è îáðàçî-
âàííîé ÷àñòè ðóññêîãî îáùåñòâà, âèäÿùåé â åäèíîì ÿçûêå âàæíîå ñðåä-
ñòâî îáðàçîâàíèÿ è ïðîñâåùåíèÿ íàðîäà.  

Ôîðìèðîâàíèå îáùåíàöèîíàëüíîãî ëèòåðàòóðíîãî ÿçûêà ñïîñîáñòâî-
âàëî ðàñøèðåíèþ êðóãà ïðîáëåì ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ èññëåäîâàíèé â 
Ðîññèè, ÷òî îòðàçèëîñü íà ïîÿâëåíèè íîâûõ íàïðàâëåíèé è ó÷åíèé, èõ 
ýâîëþöèè îò ñëîâîëîãèè ê ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà. Ýòîò ïðîöåññ ñîïðîâîæäàë-
ñÿ èñïîëüçîâàíèåì íîâûõ îñíîâàíèé è ìåòîäîâ èçó÷åíèÿ ÿçûêà, íå îò-
âåðãàÿ ïðè ýòîì äîñòèãíóòîãî îòå÷åñòâåííîé ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñ-
ëüþ. Äèñêóññèè â ðîññèéñêîì îáùåñòâå î òîì, êàêèì äîëæåí áûòü îáùå-
íàöèîíàëüíûé ÿçûê, â ÷àñòíîñòè ìåæäó àðõàèñòàìè è íîâàòîðàìè, 
ãðàììàòè÷åñêèå ñïîðû ñðåäè ÿçûêîâåäîâ îáóñëîâèëè ïîÿâëåíèå íîâûõ 
ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêèõ ïðèåìîâ ê èçó÷åíèþ ÿçûêà. Ñòàëà î÷åâèäíîé íåäîñòà-
òî÷íîñòü îïîðû òîëüêî íà êóëüòóðíî-ôèëîñîôñêèé ïîäõîä â èññëåäîâà-
íèè ÿçûêà. 

Èçìåíåíèå ïîäõîäîâ ê èçó÷åíèþ ÿçûêà è åãî ðîëè â äóõîâíîé êóëü-
òóðå Ðîññèè ñïîñîáñòâîâàëî ïîÿâëåíèþ â îòå÷åñòâåííîé ëèíãâîôèëîñîô-
ñêîé ìûñëè íîâûõ íàïðàâëåíèé, â ðàìêàõ êîòîðûõ ñëîæèëèñü äîñòàòî÷-
íî çðåëûå êîíöåïöèè ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà. Â ñîâðåìåííûõ èññëåäîâàíèÿõ 
îñóùåñòâëåíà èõ èñòîðèêî-ôèëîñîôñêàÿ êëàññèôèêàöèÿ è âûäåëÿþòñÿ 
ñëåäóþùèå íàïðàâëåíèÿ: ôîðìàëèñòè÷åñêîå, çàðîäèâøååñÿ â ñëàâÿíî-
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ôèëüñòâå (Ê. Ñ. Àêñàêîâ, Í. Ï. Íåêðàñîâ, Ô. Ô. Ôîðòóíàòîâ); ïñèõîëî-
ãè÷åñêîå, áëèçêîå ïî ñâîèì íàó÷íûì îñíîâàíèÿì ê ðóññêîìó ïîçèòèâèç-
ìó (À. À. Ïîòåáíÿ, Ä. Í. Îâñÿíèêî-Êóëèêîâñêèé); è îíòîëîãè÷åñêîå, 
òåñíî ñâÿçàííîå ñ ôèëîñîôèåé «ðóññêîãî äóõîâíîãî ðåíåññàíñà» (Ï. À. 
Ôëîðåíñêèé, Ñ.  Í.  Áóëãàêîâ,  À.  Ô. Ëîñåâ)  [1;  4].  Ôîðìàëèñòè÷åñêîå íà-
ïðàâëåíèå ñîñðåäîòà÷èâàëîñü ïðåèìóùåñòâåííî íà îïðåäåëÿþùåé ðîëè 
ÿçûêîâûõ ôîðì, ïîñðåäñòâîì êîòîðûõ âîïëîùàåòñÿ è ñóùåñòâóåò íàðîä-
íûé  äóõ.  ×åðåç  ïðèçìó  ôîðì  ÿçûêà  ðàçáèðàëèñü  âàæíåéøèå  âîïðîñû  
ìèðîïîíèìàíèÿ, ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ïîçíàíèÿ. Ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîå íàïðàâëåíèå 
â ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà áûëî íàöåëåíî íà ðàñêðûòèå ðåøàþùåé ðîëè çíà÷å-
íèÿ  ñëîâà  êàê  â  ñôåðå  îáùåíèÿ,  òàê  è  â  ñôåðå  ïîçíàíèÿ.  Âíóòðåííÿÿ  
ôîðìà ñëîâà, êàê áëèæàéøåå åãî ýòèìîëîãè÷åñêîå çíà÷åíèå, âûñòóïàåò ó 
À. À. Ïîòåáíè è åãî ïîñëåäîâàòåëåé â êà÷åñòâå îñíîâû ðàçâèòèÿ ÿçûêà, 
óñëîâèÿ ðåàëèçàöèè åãî ìíîãîîáðàçíûõ ôóíêöèé â ÷åëîâå÷åñêîì îáùå-
ñòâå. Â îíòîëîãè÷åñêîì ó÷åíèè î ÿçûêå ãëàâíûìè öåëÿìè áûëî ñîçäàíèå 
ðàçâèòîé â òåîðåòè÷åñêîì îòíîøåíèè ôèëîñîôñêîé ìåòàôèçèêè, à òàêæå 
îêîí÷àòåëüíîå îôîðìëåíèå àíòðîïîëîãè÷åñêè-ýêçèñòåíöèàëüíîãî ïîíè-
ìàíèÿ ðîëè ñëîâà.  

Íå èñ÷åðïûâàÿ âñåãî ìíîãîîáðàçèÿ èäåé è øêîë â îòå÷åñòâåííîé ôè-
ëîñîôèè ÿçûêà, äàííàÿ êëàññèôèêàöèÿ ïîçâîëÿåò ðàñêðûòü èõ îñîáåííî-
ñòè è õàðàêòåð ýâîëþöèè. Ðàçëè÷èÿ â öåëÿõ èçó÷åíèÿ ÿçûêà â îòìå÷åí-
íûõ íàïðàâëåíèÿõ íå çàòóøåâûâàþò ïðèñóòñòâèå â íèõ îáùèõ ÷åðò, ïî-
çâîëÿþùèõ óÿñíèòü îñîáåííîñòè ýâîëþöèè îòå÷åñòâåííûõ ëèíãâîôèëî-
ñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé.  

Ê ÷èñëó íàèáîëåå çíà÷èìûõ èç íèõ ñëåäóåò îòíåñòè ïîäõîä ê ÿçûêó 
êàê îñîáîìó ñïîñîáó îñâîåíèÿ è ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ ìèðà, ãäå ñëîâó ïðèíàä-
ëåæèò öåíòðàëüíîå ìåñòî. Ñîäåðæàíèå îòå÷åñòâåííûõ ëèíãâîôèëîñîô-
ñêèõ ó÷åíèé ïðîäîëæàëî îñíîâûâàòüñÿ íà òðàäèöèîííîì ïðèíöèïå ñëî-
âîöåíòðè÷íîñòè â ïîíèìàíèè ÿçûêà. Îñîáåííî õàðàêòåðåí òàêîé ïîäõîä 
äëÿ ôîðìàëèñòè÷åñêîãî íàïðàâëåíèÿ, ãäå óòâåðæäàåòñÿ, ÷òî ñëîâî åñòü 
âîññîçäàíèå ìèðà [27, ñ. 330]. ×åëîâåê ïîñðåäñòâîì ÿçûêà êîíñòðóèðóåò 
ñâîé ìûñëåííûé ìèð, ãäå ñëîâî ñ åãî ãðàììàòè÷åñêèìè ôîðìàìè âîñïðè-
íèìàåòñÿ êàê ñòðîèòåëüíûé ìàòåðèàë, î ïðîèñõîæäåíèè êîòîðîãî îí è íå 
çàäóìûâàåòñÿ, íî ñ åãî ïîìîùüþ ÷åëîâåê îêàçûâàåòñÿ â íîâîì âðåìåíè è 
ïðîñòðàíñòâå,  óæå  îò  íåãî  íå  çàâèñèìûõ,  à  äàííûõ  åìó.  À.  Ñ.  Õîìÿêîâ  
áûë  óáåæäåí,  ÷òî  åñëè  ìû  ïîéìåì  ñâîþ  ãðàììàòèêó,  òî  òîãäà,  ìîæåò  
áûòü,  ìû  ïîéìåì  õîòü  ÷àñòü  ñâîåé  âíóòðåííåé  æèçíè.  ßçûê  âûñòóïàåò  
òîé ôîðìîé, áëàãîäàðÿ êîòîðîé ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ âîçìîæíûì âîññòàíîâèòü 
è çàêðåïèòü äóõîâíûé îïûò íàðîäà, ïîñêîëüêó «âîëíåíèÿ æèçíè áåñïðå-
ñòàííî èçìåíÿþò îáðàç ñëîâà» [28, ñ. 318]. 

ßçûê â îòå÷åñòâåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà âûñòóïàåò ìåòàôèçè÷åñêèì 
ïðèíöèïîì áûòèÿ ÷åëîâåêà. Ýòî îáîñíîâûâàåòñÿ äâóìÿ åãî âçàèìîñâÿ-
çàííûìè äîñòîèíñòâàìè: âî-ïåðâûõ, ÿçûê ñîöèàëåí; âî-âòîðûõ, îí äàåò 
ïóáëè÷íîå âûðàæåíèå ìûñëÿì, èìåþùèì ñîáîðíûé õàðàêòåð è ñîîòâåò-
ñòâóþùèì îðãàíè÷åñêèì íà÷àëàì áûòèÿ òîãî èëè èíîãî íàðîäà. «ßçûê, 
– ïèñàë Â. Ñ. Ñîëîâüåâ, – íå ìîã áûòü ñîçäàí ëè÷íîñòüþ îäèíîêîþ, ñëå-
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äîâàòåëüíî, ëè÷íîñòü îäèíîêàÿ íå áûëà áû ñóùåñòâîì ñëîâåñíûì, íå áû-
ëà áû ÷åëîâåêîì» [22, ñ. 284]. ßçûê â ñèëó ñâîåé ñîáîðíîñòè ïðåâðàùàåò 
ñîçíàíèå ÷åëîâåêà â ñîöèàëüíî çíà÷èìûé ôåíîìåí, â èñòèíó íå îòâëå-
÷åííóþ, íî ñâÿçàííóþ íåïîñðåäñòâåííî ñ áûòèåì. Îí ñòàíîâèòñÿ õðàíè-
ëèùåì ñîáîðíûõ èñòèí, ôîðìîé èõ âûðàæåíèÿ.  

Ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î ñîáîðíîì õàðàêòåðå íàöèîíàëüíîãî ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ 
íàðîäà, åãî âîïëîùåííîñòè â ÿçûêå â ðóññêèõ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ èñ-
ñëåäîâàíèÿõ òåñíî óâÿçàíî ñ äðóãîé âàæíîé ÷åðòîé – âîçìîæíîñòüþ àí-
òðîïîëîãè÷åñêè-ýêçèñòåíöèàëüíîãî îñìûñëåíèÿ áûòèÿ ÷åðåç ñëîâî. 
ßçûê ñ ìîìåíòà ñâîåãî âîçíèêíîâåíèÿ, ïî óáåæäåíèþ ñëàâÿíîôèëîâ, 
ïðî÷íî ñâÿçàí ñ ôîðìàìè æèçíåäåÿòåëüíîñòè ëþäåé, ïåðåäàåò öåëüíîñòü 
è ïîëíîòó èõ áûòèÿ. È. Â. Êèðååâñêèé â îòêëèêå íà ïóáëè÷íûå ëåêöèè 
Ñ. Ï. Øåâûðåâà ïî èñòîðèè ðóññêîé ñëîâåñíîñòè ïèñàë, ÷òî ñëîâåñíîñòü 
îòðàæàåò íå òîëüêî óìñòâåííóþ è õóäîæåñòâåííóþ îáðàçîâàííîñòü, íî è 
«âñþ ñîçíàííóþ è íåñîçíàííóþ ïîëíîòó íàðîäíîãî áûòà, êàê îí ðàñêðû-
âàåòñÿ â ñàìûõ ðàçíîîáðàçíûõ ñôåðàõ – óìñòâåííîé è ãðàæäàíñêîé, õó-
äîæåñòâåííîé è ïðîìûøëåííîé, ñåìåéíîé è ãîñóäàðñòâåííîé, â ïëåìåí-
íîé è ñëó÷àéíî-ëè÷íîé, â ñâîåîáðàçíîé è çàèìñòâîâàííîé» [19, ñ. 112]. Â 
ÿçûêå, ïî ìûñëè È. Â. Êèðååâñêîãî, ðåàëèçóåòñÿ «öåëüíîñòü äóõà», áëà-
ãîäàðÿ êîòîðîé îí ñïîñîáåí âûðàçèòü èñòèíó âî âñåé åå ïîëíîòå, ïðåäñòà-
âèòü ìèð òàêèì, êàêîâ îí åñòü, ïîñêîëüêó â íåì ñîåäèíÿþòñÿ âñå ïîçíà-
âàòåëüíûå, ýñòåòè÷åñêèå, íðàâñòâåííûå è ðåëèãèîçíûå ñèëû íàðîäà ïðè 
ó÷àñòèè åãî âîëè. Ïîñðåäñòâîì ÿçûêîâûõ ôîðì, óòâåðæäàëè ñëàâÿíîôè-
ëû, â ïàìÿòè ïîêîëåíèé ñîõðàíÿåòñÿ äóõîâíûé îïûò ïðåäêîâ, ïåðåäàþò-
ñÿ òðàäèöèè íàðîäà, îñóùåñòâëÿåòñÿ ïðååìñòâåííîñòü â ðàçâèòèè êóëü-
òóðû. Îòìå÷àÿ, ÷òî åâðîïåéñêèå ÿçûêè ïîñòðîåíû íå íà âíóòðåííåé 
öåëüíîñòè ìûñëè, à íà âíåøíèõ ñâÿçÿõ ïîíÿòèé, È. Â. Êèðååâñêèé ïè-
ñàë, ÷òî «èõ ÿçûê, çàäàâèâøèé, ïîä èñêóññòâåííîé ñòðîéíîñòüþ ãðàììà-
òè÷åñêèõ êîíñòðóêöèé, åñòåñòâåííóþ ñâîáîäó è æèâóþ íåïîñðåäñòâåí-
íîñòü äóøåâíûõ äâèæåíèé», ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ïåðåâåñ íàðóæíîé ðàññóäî÷-
íîñòè íàä âíóòðåííåé ñóùíîñòüþ âåùåé [20, ñ. 186]. 

Çàïå÷àòëåâàÿ â ñåáå ïðèðîäíóþ ëîãèêó íàðîäà è ñîñòîÿíèå óìñòâåí-
íîé æèçíè îáùåñòâà, ÿçûê îáëàäàåò íåîñïîðèìûìè âîçìîæíîñòÿìè äëÿ 
ðàçâèòèÿ ïðîñâåùåíèÿ. Óêîðåíåííîñòü ÿçûêà â ñàìûõ îñíîâàõ íàðîäíîé 
æèçíè è ãëóáîêàÿ ñâÿçü ñ åå èñòîðèåé äàâàëè îñíîâàíèå ñëàâÿíîôèëàì 
ïðèçûâàòü ê èñïîëüçîâàíèþ åãî áîãàòûõ âîçìîæíîñòåé â ðåøåíèè ïðî-
áëåì âîçðîæäåíèÿ è ïîäúåìà íà íîâóþ äóõîâíóþ âûñîòó íàöèîíàëüíîãî 
ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ. Â ôèëîñîôñêî-ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèõ òðóäàõ ñëàâÿíîôèëîâ 
ÿçûê ðàññìàòðèâàëñÿ êàê âàæíîå ñðåäñòâî ïåðåäà÷è óíèêàëüíîñòè äó-
õîâíîãî îïûòà ðóññêîãî íàðîäà, êàê òîò ñïîñîá, êàêèì ïðåäñòàâëÿëîñü 
âîçìîæíûì âîññîçäàòü óòðà÷åííûå â ðåçóëüòàòå åâðîïåèçàöèè Ðîññèè 
äóõîâíûå íà÷àëà íàðîäíîé æèçíè.  

Ðîæäåíèå ñëîâà â ÷åëîâå÷åñêîì äóõå åñòü íåðàçðåøèìàÿ òàéíà ñëîâà, 
áûëè óáåæäåíû ðóññêèå ôèëîñîôû. ßçûê íå ñîçäàåòñÿ, íî ëèøü îñóùåñòâ-
ëÿåòñÿ â îáùåñòâå, «ñëîâà ñîçäàþò ÿçûê äëÿ ñâîåãî îáëà÷åíèÿ», «ñëîâî 
êîñìè÷íî â ñâîåì åñòåñòâå, è ÷åëîâåê åñòü ìèðîâàÿ àðåíà, ìèêðîêîñì, èáî 
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â íåì è ÷åðåç íåãî çâó÷èò ìèð, ïîòîìó ñëîâî àíòðîïîêîñìè÷íî, èëè, ñêà-
æåì òî÷íåå, àíòðîïîëîãè÷íî», – îòìå÷àë Ñ. Í. Áóëãàêîâ [16, ñ. 22, 24]. 

Àíòðîïîëîãè÷åñêè-ýêçèñòåíöèàëüíîå îñìûñëåíèå áûòèÿ ïîñðåäñò-
âîì ÿçûêà òåñíî óâÿçûâàëîñü â îòå÷åñòâåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà ñ îáîñ-
íîâàíèåì åãî îíòîëîãè÷åñêîé ïðèðîäû. Ïðåäïî÷èòàÿ èìåòü äåëî ñ ñàìèì 
áûòèåì èëè ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå ñ òåì, ÷òî âõîäèò â ïîçíàíèå êàê íåïîñðåä-
ñòâåííîå áûòèå, ðóññêèå ôèëîñîôû àïåëëèðóþò ê ñëîâó. Îíî âîñïðèíè-
ìàåòñÿ èìè â êà÷åñòâå ñèìâîëà, çíàêà, èìåþùåãî òåëåñíîå è ñìûñëîâîå 
âîïëîùåíèå. Â ñëîâå, ïîëàãàëè îíè, áûòèå îáðåòàåò ñìûñë, à ñìûñë ïî-
ëó÷àåò áûòèéíîå âîïëîùåíèå. Ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèå ó÷åíèÿ Ï. À. Ôëî-
ðåíñêîãî, Ñ. Í. Áóëãàêîâà è À. Ô. Ëîñåâà áûëè öåëèêîì îñíîâàíû íà äî-
êàçàòåëüñòâå áûòèéñòâåííîñòè èìåíè, ïðîíèçàíû óáåæäåíèåì, ÷òî ÿçûê 
è  åñòü  òîò  âèä  áûòèÿ,  äëÿ êîòîðîãî  ïðèñóùå åäèíñòâî  ñóùíîñòè è  ýíåð-
ãèè; â èìåíè äîñòèãàåò ñâîåãî ìàêñèìàëüíîãî âûðàæåíèÿ ïðåäìåòíàÿ 
îñìûñëåííîñòü áûòèÿ. Åãî ñèìâîëè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð îòìå÷àåò îïðåäåëåí-
íûé  óðîâåíü  ïîñòèæåíèÿ  ñóùíîñòè,  ñîõðàíÿþùèé  âìåñòå  ñ  òåì  íå  äî  
êîíöà ðàñêðûòóþ òàéíó áûòèÿ. Èìÿ â ðàññóæäåíèÿõ ðóññêèõ ôèëîñîôîâ 
ïðåäñòàåò êàê îñîáîå ìåñòî âñòðå÷è «ñìûñëà» ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ìûñëè è èì-
ìàíåíòíîãî «ñìûñëà» ïðåäìåòíîãî áûòèÿ. 

Â êîíöåïöèè Ï. À. Ôëîðåíñêîãî èìÿ îäíîâðåìåííî «åñòü èäåÿ-ñèëà, 
ñóáñòàíöèÿ-ñëîâî» [25, ñ. 190]. Îíî äåëàåò òîæäåñòâåííûì ìûñëü è ñëî-
âî, óêàçûâàÿ, ÷òî íåëüçÿ ìûñëèòü áåç ñëîâ. Â èìåíè îáúåêòèâèðóåòñÿ è 
ïîëó÷àåò îïðåäåëåííîñòü äóõîâíàÿ ñèëà ÷åëîâåêà – åãî âîëÿ. Äîñòàòî÷íî 
ñêàçàòü èìÿ, ÷òîáû âîëåíèå îáðàòèëî ÷åëîâåêà â êðóãîâîðîò ìèðà. Èìÿ 
âåùè – òàêæå è ñóáñòàíöèÿ âåùè. «Â âåùè æèâåò èìÿ; âåùü òâîðèòñÿ 
èìåíåì. Âåùü âñòóïàåò âî âçàèìîäåéñòâèå ñ èìåíåì, âåùü ïîäðàæàåò 
èìåíè» [25, ñ. 185]. Âîçìîæíîñòè ïîçíàíèÿ âåùåé âñåöåëî îáóñëîâëåíû 
çíàíèåì èõ èìåí. «Êîìó èçâåñòíû ñêðûòûå èìåíà âåùåé, – óòâåðæäàåò 
Ï. À. Ôëîðåíñêèé, – íåò äëÿ òîãî íåïðåñòóïàåìîãî» [25, ñ. 185]. Óñòà-
íîâëåíèå îòíîøåíèé ìåæäó èìåíåì è âåùüþ ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ íàèáîëåå 
âàæíûì ìîìåíòîì, ðàñêðûâàþùèì ïðèíöèïèàëüíîå îòëè÷èå ïîíèìàíèÿ 
ïîçíàíèÿ â ðóññêîé è çàïàäíîåâðîïåéñêîé ôèëîñîôèè.  

Ïî  ìíåíèþ  À.  Ô.  Çàìàëååâà,  â  îòëè÷èå  îò  çàïàäíîåâðîïåéñêîé  òðà-
äèöèè, êîòîðàÿ çàìûêàëà ïîçíàíèå â  ïðåäåëàõ óìà,  ò.  å.  áðàëà åãî â  àñ-
ïåêòå íå ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ, à èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî ëîãèêè, ðàöèîíàëüíîñòè, â 
ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôèè èñõîäèëè èç òîãî, ÷òî áûòèéñòâåííîñòü è ñîñòàâëÿåò 
ïîçíàíèå,  êàê åãî îñîçíàíèå.  Â ôèëîñîôèè èìåíè, â  ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ  òðà-
äèöèÿìè ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôèè, ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíî ïðîâîäèòñÿ âíóòðåííÿÿ 
ñâÿçü ïîçíàíèÿ è áûòèÿ, ãäå ñóáúåêò è îáúåêò ïðåäñòàâëÿþò íåðàçðûâíîå 
öåëîå, ñðàùåíû äðóã ñ äðóãîì, à ñàìî ïîçíàíèå íîñèò ñîáîðíûé õàðàê-
òåð, ïîñêîëüêó â íåì ó÷àñòâóåò íå îòäåëüíûé ÷åëîâåê, à âñåãäà ìíîæåñò-
âî ëþäåé, îáúåäèíåííûõ äóõîâíîé îáùíîñòüþ. Îíòîëîãèçàöèÿ èìåíè ñ 
íåèçáåæíîñòüþ îáóñëîâëèâàëà è îíòîëîãèçàöèþ ïðîöåññà ïîçíàíèÿ, êî-
ãäà ïîçíàíèå óæå ðàññìàòðèâàåòñÿ êàê ñîáûòèå âíóòðè ñàìîãî áûòèÿ, åãî 
íåîòúåìëåìàÿ ÷àñòü. Èìÿ, òàêèì îáðàçîì, âûñòóïàåò êàê ìåòàôèçè÷å-
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ñêèé ïðèíöèï áûòèÿ è ïîçíàíèÿ è îïðåäåëÿåò ïðîáëåìàòèêó ðàçâèòèÿ 
ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà â XX â. 

Îáîñíîâàíèå îíòîëîãè÷åñêîé ïðèðîäû ñëîâà îáóñëîâèëî ðàçâèòèå 
ñàìîáûòíîé òåîðèè ïîçíàíèÿ, ñóùåñòâåííî îòëè÷àþùåéñÿ è âìåñòå ñ òåì 
äîïîëíÿþùåé ðàöèîíàëèñòè÷åñêóþ (ëîãèêî-ñèëëîãèñòè÷åñêóþ) ãíîñåî-
ëîãèþ çàïàäíîåâðîïåéñêèõ ìûñëèòåëåé. «Òåîðèÿ ïîçíàíèÿ â ðóññêîé 
ôèëîñîôèè ðàçâèâàëàñü íå â ôîðìå ãíîñåîëîãèè, à â ôîðìå ëîãîãíîçèè, 
èëè, èíà÷å, ñëîâîëîãèè (ïî-ñòàðèííîìó: ðå÷åìûñëèÿ, ò. å. ñëîâîçíàíèÿ, 
ñëîâîó÷åíèÿ)» [4, ñ. 11]. Âñëåäñòâèå ýòîãî «ðóññêàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ ïðåäïî-
÷èòàëà èìåòü äåëî ñ ñàìèì áûòèåì èëè, ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå, ñ òåì, ÷òî âõî-
äèò â ïîçíàíèå êàê íåïîñðåäñòâåííîå áûòèå» [4, ñ. 11]. Â ëèíãâîôèëî-
ñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèÿõ Ï. À. Ôëîðåíñêîãî, Ñ. Í. Áóëãàêîâà è À. Ô. Ëîñåâà 
èìÿ, ñëîâî ïðåäñòàþò êàê íåïîñðåäñòâåííîå áûòèå è îñíîâà ïîçíàíèÿ. 

ßçûê, ïîä÷åðêèâàë Â. Ñ. Ñîëîâüåâ, ïðèçâàí çàñâèäåòåëüñòâîâàòü íå-
ïîñðåäñòâåííóþ, ñàìîî÷åâèäíóþ äîñòîâåðíîñòü äàííûõ ñîçíàíèÿ íåçàâè-
ñèìî îò ìåòàôèçè÷åñêîé ïðèðîäû ïðåäñòàâëÿåìûõ èì îáúåêòîâ è ñóáú-
åêòîâ. Ôèëîñîô áûë óáåæäåí, ÷òî ïîçíàíèå îñóùåñòâëÿåòñÿ â ñëîâå è ÷å-
ðåç ñëîâî, â êîòîðîì ìûøëåíèå ïîëó÷àåò ñâîå áûòèå. Ìûñëü íåðàçðûâíî 
ñâÿçàíà  ñî  ñëîâîì,  îïèðàåòñÿ  íà  ÿçûê,  êîòîðûé  áëàãîäàðÿ  óêàçàíèþ  íà  
äîñòîâåðíîñòü îáîçíà÷àåìîãî èì ñïîñîáñòâóåò íàäåëåíèþ èñòèíû ìåòà-
ôèçè÷åñêîé ñóùíîñòüþ, à íå òîëüêî ãíîñåîëîãè÷åñêîé. ßçûê ïðè ýòîì 
óêàçûâàåò íå òîëüêî íà äîñòîâåðíîñòü ïîëó÷åííûõ çíàíèé, íî è ÿâëÿåòñÿ 
îíòîëîãè÷åñêîé îñíîâîé ëîãè÷åñêîãî ìûøëåíèÿ, ïîñêîëüêó îíî, ïîëàãàë 
Ñîëîâüåâ, «íå ìîæåò íà÷èíàòüñÿ âïîëíå ñ ñåáÿ ñàìîãî áåç âñÿêîé äðóãîé 
òî÷êè îòïðàâëåíèÿ» [23, ñ. 807]. Ñëîâî ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåîáõîäèìîé ìàòåðè-
àëüíîé îñíîâîé ðàçâîðà÷èâàíèÿ ìûñëèòåëüíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè ÷åëîâåêà, 
ñïîñîáîì âûðàæåíèÿ åå ðåçóëüòàòîâ.  

Â òî æå âðåìÿ, ñ÷èòàë âûäàþùèéñÿ ðóññêèé ôèëîñîô, «ñëîâî ñîçäàåò 
ñâîåìó ñîäåðæàíèþ íîâîå åäèíñòâî, íå áûâøåå â íàëè÷íîñòè íåïîñðåäñò-
âåííîãî ñîçíàíèÿ», óïðàçäíÿåò îòäåëüíîñòü îùóùåíèé è îñòàâëÿåò îá-
ùåå è ïîñòîÿííîå â îáîçíà÷àåìîì [23, ñ. 810]. Ñëîâî ïðèäàåò ìûøëåíèþ 
ôîðìó âñåîáùíîñòè, ÷òî îçíà÷àåò ñâîáîäó îò ýìïèðè÷åñêèõ óñëîâèé 
ñóáúåêòèâíîãî ïñèõè÷åñêîãî ïðîöåññà. «Ñëîâî åñòü ñîáñòâåííàÿ ñòèõèÿ 
ëîãè÷åñêîãî ìûøëåíèÿ, êîòîðîå áåç ñëîâ òàêæå íåâîçìîæíî, êàê âîçäóõ 
áåç êèñëîðîäà è âîäà áåç âîäîðîäà» [23, ñ. 810]. Âñå ýòî, â êîíå÷íîì ñ÷åòå, 
ïîçâîëÿåò ìûñëèòü íå òîëüêî î ïðåäìåòå, íî è î ñàìîì ìûøëåíèè, äàåò 
âîçìîæíîñòü ñíÿòü âñå âîçðàæåíèÿ, âûäâèãàåìûå ïðîòèâ ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ 
ãíîñåîëîãèè.  

À. À. Ïîòåáíÿ â ñâîèõ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ðàáîòàõ âûäåëÿë òðè 
ôîðìû ïîçíàíèÿ: ìèôîëîãè÷åñêóþ, ïîýòè÷åñêóþ è íàó÷íóþ (ïðîçàè÷å-
ñêóþ), êîòîðûå âñåöåëî îáóñëîâëåíû ñëîâîì. Ïðèîðèòåò ïðè ýòîì îòäà-
âàëñÿ ïîýòè÷åñêîìó ïîçíàíèþ, êàê òîìó ñïîñîáó, áëàãîäàðÿ êîòîðîìó 
îñóùåñòâëÿåòñÿ ïåðåõîä îò ïîëíîãî òîæäåñòâà ñëîâà è áûòèÿ â ìèôîëî-
ãè÷åñêîì ñîçíàíèè ê «ñãóùåíèþ» ìûñëè â íàó÷íûõ ïîíÿòèÿõ. Ïîýòè÷å-
ñêîå âîñïðèÿòèå ìèðà, ñîãëàñíî À. À. Ïîòåáíå, – ìîãóùåñòâåííîå äîíà-
ó÷íîå ñðåäñòâî ïîçíàíèÿ ïðèðîäû, ÷åëîâåêà è îáùåñòâà. Îíî «óêàçûâàåò 
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öåëè íàóêå, âñåãäà íàõîäèòñÿ âïåðåäè íåå è íåçàìåíèìî åþ âîâåê» [21, ñ. 
72]. 

Âàæíàÿ ðîëü â ýâîëþöèè ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé áûëà ñâÿçàíà ñ 
ïîñòàíîâêîé è ðåøåíèåì âîïðîñà î ñâÿçè ÿçûêà è ìûøëåíèÿ – öåíòðàëü-
íîãî âîïðîñà ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà.  Îò ïîçèöèè â åãî ðåøåíèè íàïðÿìóþ çà-
âèñåëè ðàññìîòðåíèå äðóãèõ âîïðîñîâ è ïðåæäå âñåãî âûÿâëåíèå ïîçíàâà-
òåëüíûõ âîçìîæíîñòåé ÿçûêà. Â äîìèíèðîâàâøèõ äî ñåðåäèíû XIX â. ëî-
ãèêî-ôèëîñîôñêèõ è ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèõ òåîðèÿõ ÿçûê ðàññìàòðèâàëñÿ êàê 
ïàññèâíîå ñðåäñòâî âûðàæåíèÿ ìûñëè. Â íèõ íå ñòàâèëñÿ âîïðîñ, êàêèìè 
ñïîñîáàìè ïðîèñõîäèò ýòî âûðàæåíèå. ßçûê ïðèçíàâàëñÿ òîæäåñòâåííûì 
ìûøëåíèþ èëè æå, ïîä äàâëåíèåì ôàêòîâ, íàäåëÿëñÿ «îñîáûìè çàêîíà-
ìè»,  íå èìåþùèìè îñíîâàíèé â ìûøëåíèè. Âïåðâûå âîïðîñ î  ñîîòíîøå-
íèè ÿçûêà è ìûøëåíèÿ â öåëÿõ ðàçðàáîòêè «îáùåãî ôèëîñîôñêîãî ïîíÿ-
òèÿ î ÷åëîâå÷åñêîì ñëîâå» áûë ïîñòàâëåí â òðóäàõ Ì. Â. Ëîìîíîñîâà. Ðîñ-
ñèéñêèé ó÷åíûé è ìûñëèòåëü èñõîäèë, ñ îäíîé ñòîðîíû, ñ ïîçèöèé ëîãè-
êè, ÷òî áûëî ñâÿçàíî ñ âëèÿíèåì íà íåãî åâðîïåéñêîé òðàäèöèè, åå íàöå-
ëåííîñòè íà ðåøåíèå âñåõ ÿçûêîâûõ ïðîáëåì ïîñðåäñòâîì ïðèíöèïîâ âñå-
îáùåé ôèëîñîôñêîé ãðàììàòèêè, ñ äóãîé, îïèðàëñÿ íà ôèëîñîôñêîå îñ-
ìûñëåíèå èñòîðèè îáùåíàöèîíàëüíîãî ÿçûêà.  

Íàèáîëåå çíà÷èìûé âêëàä â ðàçðåøåíèå ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ äèñêóñ-
ñèé âîêðóã âîïðîñà î ñîîòíîøåíèè ÿçûêà è ìûøëåíèÿ âíåñ À. À. Ïîòåáíÿ. 
Ïðåîäîëåâ îäíîñòîðîííîñòü ëîãèêî-ãðàììàòè÷åñêèõ òåîðèé, îí ïîêàçàë, 
÷òî íàó÷íîå ðåøåíèå ïðîáëåìû ñîîòíîøåíèÿ ÿçûêà è ìûøëåíèÿ ñâÿçàíî ñ 
èõ èçó÷åíèåì êàê èñòîðè÷åñêè ðàçâèâàþùèõñÿ ÿâëåíèé. Ìåæäó íèìè 
èìååòñÿ òåñíàÿ âçàèìîñâÿçü è âçàèìîçàâèñèìîñòü, íî îòíþäü íå òîæäåñò-
âî. Ïîíèìàíèå ÿçûêà êàê óñëîâèÿ îñóùåñòâëåíèÿ ìûøëåíèÿ è êàê ñðåä-
ñòâà, ïîçâîëÿþùåãî õðàíèòü ìûñëè, ñôîðìèðîâàííûå â ïðîöåññå ìûøëå-
íèÿ, à òàêæå ïåðåäàâàòü èõ, ïîçâîëèëî ó÷åíîìó èçáåæàòü îòîæäåñòâëåíèÿ 
ìûøëåíèÿ è ÿçûêà, íàéòè âåðíûé ïóòü ðåøåíèÿ öåíòðàëüíîãî âîïðîñà 
ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà. Íà îáøèðíîì ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêîì ìàòåðèàëå À. À. Ïî-
òåáíÿ ïðîñëåæèâàë ðàçâèòèå è âçàèìîäåéñòâèå ìûñëè è ÿçûêà. Îí çàêëþ-
÷àë, ÷òî «ñî âðåìåí Âèëüãåëüìà Ãóìáîëüäòà âñå, ñåðüåçíî çàíèìàþùèåñÿ 
âûñøèìè çàäà÷àìè ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ, ïðèøëè ê óáåæäåíèþ, ÷òî ìûñëü è 
ÿçûê íåðàçäåëèìû, ÷òî ÿçûê áåç ìûñëè òàê æå íåâîçìîæåí, êàê ìûñëü áåç 
ÿçûêà;  ÷òî  òî  è  äðóãîå  îòíîñÿòñÿ  äðóã  ê  äðóãó  êàê  äóøà  è  òåëî,  ñèëà  è  
ôóíêöèÿ, ñóùíîñòü (ñîäåðæàíèå) è ôîðìà» [21, ñ. 252]. 

À. À. Ïîòåáíÿ ïðèõîäèò ê âûâîäó, ÷òî ïîäõîäû ê âûÿñíåíèþ ïðèðî-
äû ÿçûêà, åãî ñâÿçè ñ ìûøëåíèåì ñëåäóåò èñêàòü íå òîëüêî ïîñðåäñòâîì 
ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèõ èëè ëîãè÷åñêèõ ñðåäñòâ. Ëîãèêà, êàê íàóêà îá óñëîâè-
ÿõ ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ ìûñëè, ñìîòðèò íà ÿçûê êàê íà ãîòîâóþ óæå âåùü. Åå 
ôîðìàëüíûé õàðàêòåð ïðîòèâîïîëîæåí ðåàëüíîñòè ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ. Ëèí-
ãâèñòèêà, íàîáîðîò, èçó÷àÿ ÿçûêîâûå ôîðìû, îòñòðàíÿåòñÿ îò âûÿâëå-
íèÿ èñòîðè÷åñêîé âçàèìîñâÿçè ìåæäó ðàçâèòèåì ãðàììàòè÷åñêèõ ôîðì 
è ôîðì ìûñëè. Ïîýòîìó, ñ÷èòàë À. À. Ïîòåáíÿ, ñëåäóåò èñïîëüçîâàòü âîç-
ìîæíîñòè öåëîãî ðÿäà íàóê äëÿ èçó÷åíèÿ ïðèðîäû ÿçûêà, íå îãðàíè÷è-
âàÿñü ÿçûêîçíàíèåì, ëîãèêîé, ìåòàôèçèêîé. Â ñâîèõ èññëåäîâàíèÿõ îí 
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îáðàùàåëñÿ ê ôåíîìåíîëîãè÷åñêèì, ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèì, ëîãè÷åñêèì è 
ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèì èäåÿì è ìåòîäàì, ÷òî âûòåêàëî èç ãëóáîêîãî ïîíèìà-
íèÿ èì ñëîæíîé ïðèðîäû ÿçûêà, ïîòðåáíîñòè èññëåäîâàíèÿ åãî ñ ïðè-
âëå÷åíèåì äàííûõ ñìåæíûõ ñ ÿçûêîçíàíèåì íàóê. Ðàçðåøåíèå ïðîáëå-
ìû ñîîòíîøåíèÿ ÿçûêà è ìûøëåíèÿ îòêðûâàëî äîðîãó ê ðåøåíèþ ïðî-
áëåìû ÿçûêîâîãî çíà÷åíèÿ. 

Ýâîëþöèÿ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé â Ðîññèè ïîä âëèÿíèåì åâðî-
ïåéñêîé ìûñëè, íà÷èíàÿ îò Â. ôîí Ãóìáîëüäòà è äî Ý. Ãóññåðëÿ, à òàêæå 
îñîáåííîñòè ïðåäøåñòâóþùåãî ðàçâèòèÿ îòå÷åñòâåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçû-
êà â êîíå÷íîì ñ÷åòå îáóñëîâèëè êà÷åñòâåííî íîâûé ýòàï â åå ðàçâèòèè. Â 
íà÷àëå XX â. ñòàíîâèòñÿ çàìåòíûì ïåðåõîä îò îíòîëîãèçìà è ãíîñåîëî-
ãèçìà ê ôåíîìåíîëîãè÷åñêèì ïîèñêàì (Ã. Ã. Øïåò), óæå èìåâøèì ìåñòî 
â ôèëîñîôèè èìåíè À. Ô. Ëîñåâà. Ñìûñë ôåíîìåíîëîãè÷åñêèõ èñêàíèé 
Ã. Ã. Øïåòà çàêëþ÷àëñÿ â îáíàðóæåíèè è àíàëèçå âíóòðåííåé ëîãè÷å-
ñêîé ôîðìû ñëîâà è ÿçûêà êàê ñìûñëîâîãî îáðàçîâàíèÿ, êîòîðîìó äàíî 
ïðåäñòàâëÿòü íåêîòîðîå èñòîðè÷åñêè îáóñëîâëåííîå ñîäåðæàíèå âíå îò-
íåñåíèÿ ïîñëåäíåãî ê ÷àñòíîìó ñóáúåêòó. Ã. Ã. Øïåò îáðàùàåëñÿ ê èçó-
÷åíèþ ñîöèàëüíîãî, íàäëè÷íîñòíîãî óðîâíÿ áûòèÿ, êîòîðûé ôèêñèðóåò-
ñÿ â ÿçûêå è ïîíèìàíèå êîòîðîãî äîñòèãàåòñÿ ïóòåì åãî êóëüòóðíî-èñòî-
ðè÷åñêîé ðåèíòåðïðåòàöèè â ðàìêàõ ôèëîñîôñêîãî èëè õóäîæåñòâåííîãî 
äèñêóðñà. ßçûê è êàê ðå÷ü, è êàê òåêñò åñòü êóëüòóðà â åå íàèáîëåå ïîë-
íîì è êîíöåíòðèðîâàííîì âûðàæåíèè. «Ñëîâî åñòü àðõåòèï êóëüòóðû», 
ïèñàë Ã. Ã. Øïåò, è îíî ÿâëÿåò ñîáîé âûñøóþ ñòåïåíü ýñòåòè÷åñêîãî ðàç-
âèòèÿ è äàæå âûñøèé óðîâåíü ðåàëüíîñòè êàê òàêîâîé [29, ñ. 7].  

Ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêà Ã. Ã. Øïåòà, ïî ñóòè, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëîãîöåíòðèñòñêîé, 
ãäå ñëîâî «åñòü íå òîëüêî è íå ñòîëüêî ôåíîìåí, ñêîëüêî ñðåäñòâî, ïðåäú-
ÿâëÿþùåå íàì âñå ïðî÷èå ôåíîìåíû, â òîì ÷èñëå è ñàìîãî ÷åëîâåêà». 
Ìû íå ìîæåì âûéòè çà ãðàíèöû ñâîåãî ÿçûêà, äàæå åñëè áû õîòåëè ýòî 
ñäåëàòü. Ýòî áûëî áû ðàâíîñèëüíî âûõîäó çà ïðåäåëû ñóùåãî, êîòîðîå 
ïîëíîñòüþ îõâà÷åíî ÿçûêîì è ïðåäñòàâëåíî â íåì, òàê êà äëÿ Ã. Ã. Øïå-
òà âåñü ìèð åñòü ñëîâî. «×åëîâåê ïðåáûâàåò è äåéñòâóåò â êðóãå, î÷åð-
÷åííîì ÿçûêîì, è òîëüêî â ðàìêàõ ýòîãî êðóãà âîçìîæíî åãî ñóùåñòâî-
âàíèå, åãî ñâîáîäà è åãî ñìûñë. ×åëîâåê, êåì áû îí íè áûë, íå âëàñòåí 
âûéòè çà ïðåäåëû ýòîãî êðóãà è îñòàòüñÿ ñàìèì ñîáîé» [10, ñ. 76]. Ðåàëè-
çîâàííûé Ã. Ã. Øïåòîì ôåíîìåíîëîãè÷åñêèé ïîäõîä ê îíòîëîãèè ÿçûêà, 
ãäå ïîñëåäíèé èñòîëêîâûâàåòñÿ â âèäå çíàêîâîãî ñòðóêòóðíîãî îáðàçîâà-
íèÿ è â êà÷åñòâå àðõåòèïà âñåõ êóëüòóðîñìûñëîâûõ ôåíîìåíîâ ñîöèàëü-
íîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà, ÿâèëñÿ íîâûì øàãîì â ýâîëþöèè ôèëî-
ñîôèè ÿçûêà, áûë ïðåäâåñòíèêîì ïîÿâëåíèÿ âëèÿòåëüíûõ ñòðóêòóðàëè-
ñòñêèõ òå÷åíèé â çàïàäíîåâðîïåéñêîé ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè. 

Ïåðâîé ïîïûòêîé ïîäâåñòè èòîãè ðàçâèòèÿ îòå÷åñòâåííîé ôèëîñî-
ôèè ÿçûêà è ðàçðàáîòàòü ôèëîñîôñêî-ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêóþ êîíöåïöèþ, îò-
âå÷àþùóþ ìèðîâîìó óðîâíþ ðàçâèòèÿ ÿçûêîâåä÷åñêîé íàóêè, ñòàëà 
âûøåäøàÿ â 1929 ã. êíèãà Â. Í. Âîëîøèíîâà «Ìàðêñèçì è ôèëîñîôèÿ 
ÿçûêà.  Îñíîâíûå ïðîáëåìû ìåòîäà â  íàóêå î  ÿçûêå».  Â ðàáîòå íàä êíè-
ãîé íåïîñðåäñòâåííîå ó÷àñòèå ïðèíèìàë Ì. Ì. Áàõòèí. Îñíîâíîé èäååé 
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ýòîé êíèãè ÿâëÿåòñÿ èññëåäîâàíèå «ïðîäóêòèâíîé ðîëè è ñîöèàëüíîé 
ïðèðîäû âûñêàçûâàíèÿ» [17, ñ. 301], ÷òî óêàçûâàåò íà ñîöèîëèíãâèñòè-
÷åñêèé  àñïåêò  èçó÷åíèÿ  ÿçûêà  â  äàííîé  ðàáîòå.  Àâòîð  èñõîäèò  èç  ïî-
ñûëêè, ÷òî âñÿ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü ñëîâà âñåöåëî ðàñòâîðåíà â åãî ôóíêöèè 
áûòü çíàêîì, à ñëîâåñíûé çíàê îïðåäåëÿåòñÿ «ñîöèàëüíûì êðóãîçîðîì 
äàííîé ýïîõè è äàííîé ñîöèàëüíîé ãðóïïû» [17, ñ. 315]. Îïèðàÿñü íà 
ó÷åíèå Í. ß. Ìàððà, Â. Í. Âîëîøèíîâ ñ÷èòàåò, ÷òî «ïðîèçâîäñòâåííûå 
îòíîøåíèÿ è íåïîñðåäñòâåííî îáóñëîâëåííûé èìè ñîöèàëüíî-ïîëèòè÷åñ-
êèé ñòðîé îïðåäåëÿþò âñå âîçìîæíûå ñëîâåñíûå ñîïðîêîñíîâåíèÿ ëþ-
äåé, âñå ôîðìû è ñïîñîáû èõ ñëîâåñíîãî îáùåíèÿ» [17, ñ. 313]. Ôèëîñî-
ôèÿ ÿçûêà â òðàäèöèîííîì åå ïîíèìàíèè â äàííîì ñëó÷àå òðàíñôîðìè-
ðóåòñÿ â «ôèëîñîôèþ èäåîëîãè÷åñêîãî çíàêà», ôóíêöèîíàëèçì. 

Ñîñðåäîòî÷èâøèñü íå ñòîëüêî íà ÿçûêå, ñêîëüêî íà âîïðîñå î ÿçûêî-
âîé ïðèðîäå ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî îáùåíèÿ, åå êîììóíèêàòèâíûõ, ñîöèîëîãè÷å-
ñêèõ, ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèõ è èíûõ àñïåêòàõ, ñâÿçàííûõ ñ ôóíêöèîíèðîâà-
íèåì ÿçûêà â îáùåñòâå, Â. Í. Âîëîøèíîâ ñòðåìèëñÿ ïðåîäîëåòü íåäîñ-
òàòêè è îäíîñòîðîííîñòü ãîñïîäñòâîâàâøèõ â ìèðîâîé ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêîé 
ìûñëè ôèëîñîôñêî-ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèõ êîíöåïöèé. Âïåðâûå â îòå÷åñòâåí-
íîé èñòîðèîãðàôèè áûë äàí èñòîðèêî-ôèëîñîôñêèé îáçîð ó÷åíèé î ÿçû-
êå è èõ êëàññèôèêàöèÿ. Â îòëè÷èå îò óñòîÿâøåãîñÿ â íàóêå âûäåëåíèÿ 
äâóõ ýòàïîâ â èñòîðèè ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ – èñòîðè÷åñêîé ëèíãâèñòèêè XIX â. 
è ñòðóêòóðíîé XX â., â êíèãå íàìå÷àþòñÿ äâà íàïðàâëåíèÿ: «èíäèâèäóà-
ëèñòè÷åñêèé ñóáúåêòèâèçì» è «àáñòðàêòíûé îáúåêòèâèçì» [17, ñ. 340]. 
Ïðè ýòîì àâòîð ñîáðàùàåò âíèìàíèå íå òîëüêî íà èõ ïîÿâëåíèå â ìèðî-
âîé ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêîé íàóêå, íî è ïðîñëåæèâàåò èõ âîïëîùåíèå â îòå÷å-
ñòâåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà.  

Â «Ìàðêñèçìå è ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà», íåñìîòðÿ íà èçâåñòíûå èäåîëî-
ãè÷åñêèå êëèøå, â ïðèíöèïå áûëî âåðíî ñõâà÷åíî ðàçëè÷èå ôèëîñîôñêî-
ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèõ îñíîâàíèé ó÷åíèé î ÿçûêå. Â. Í. Âîëîøèíîâ ñóìåë 
ïðåäìåòíî î÷åðòèòü êðóã ïðîáëåì ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà è ìåòîäû èõ ðåøå-
íèÿ â ðàçëè÷íûõ íàïðàâëåíèÿõ ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ. Â òî æå âðåìÿ, â äàííîé 
ðàáîòå óæå ïðîñìàòðèâàþòñÿ òå ïðîáëåìû, êîòîðûå â ïîñëåäóþùåì ïî-
ëó÷èëè ñâîå ðàçâèòèå â ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà Ì. Ì. Áàõòèíà, êîòîðûé íà 
ïðîòÿæåíèè íåñêîëüêèõ äåñÿòèëåòèé âåë ñâîè èññëåäîâàíèÿ, òÿãîòåâ-
øèå, ïî åãî îïðåäåëåíèþ, ê ôèëîñîôñêî-ôèëîëîãè÷åñêîìó ñèíòåçó è êî-
òîðûå, êàê îí ñ÷èòàë, äîëæíû ñîñòàâèòü îñîáóþ è íîâóþ ãóìàíèòàðíóþ 
äèñöèïëèíó, îáðàçóþùóþñÿ íà ñòûêå ôèëîñîôèè, ëèíãâèñòèêè, ëèòåðà-
òóðîâåäåíèÿ è äðóãèõ ãóìàíèòàðíûõ äèñöèïëèí.  

Î÷åðòàíèÿ ýòîãî öåëîãî, êîòîðîå îí èìåíóåò ôèëîñîôèåé ÿçûêà, îñî-
áåííî çðèìî ïðîñìàòðèâàþòñÿ â íàáðîñêàõ 1959–1961 ãã., îïóáëèêîâàí-
íûõ ïîä íàçâàíèåì «Ïðîáëåìà òåêñòà â ëèíãâèñòèêå, ôèëîëîãèè è äðó-
ãèõ ãóìàíèòàðíûõ íàóêàõ. Îïûò ôèëîñîôñêîãî àíàëèçà», êîòîðûå äîëæ-
íû áûëè ñòàòü ÷àñòüþ áîëüøîãî èññëåäîâàíèÿ. Ïðåäìåò ñâîèõ ðàçðàáîòîê 
Ì. Ì. Áàõòèí îïðåäåëÿë êàê ôèëîñîôñêèå îñíîâû è ìåòîäîëîãèþ ãóìà-
íèòàðíî-ôèëîëîãè÷åñêîãî ìûøëåíèÿ. Â åãî ïðîåêòå çàìåíòû ìîòèâû àê-
ñàêîâñêèõ ìûñëåé î íåðàçäåëüíîñòè ôèëîñîôèè è ôèëîëîãèè, êàê íàèáî-
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ëåå âàæíûõ îáëàñòåé ãóìàíèòàðíîãî çíàíèÿ. Íî îñîáåííî îùóòèìî áûëî 
âëèÿíèå ïîòåáíèàíñòâà. Â îòëè÷èå îò ïîçèòèâèñòñêè îðèåíòèðîâàííûõ 
êîíöåïöèé, ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêà Ì. Ì. Áàõòèíà ïðåäïîëàãàåò ôèëîñîôñêèé 
ñèíòåç öåëîãî êîìïëåêñà ãóìàíèòàðíûõ íàóê. Ó÷åíûé áûë óáåæäåí, ÷òî 
ëèíãâèñòèêà íå ìîæåò âûñòóïàòü â ðîëè ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà, ïîñêîëüêó 
îíà «èçó÷àåò òîëüêî îòíîøåíèÿ ìåæäó ýëåìåíòàìè âíóòðè ñèñòåìû ÿçû-
êà, íî íå îòíîøåíèÿ ìåæäó âûñêàçûâàíèÿìè è íå îòíîøåíèÿ âûñêàçû-
âàíèé ê äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè è ê ãîâîðÿùåìó ëèöó (àâòîðó)» [15, ñ. 314]. 
Ëèíãâèñòèêà – òîëüêî ñðåäñòâî ïðè èçó÷åíèè ÿçûêà. 

Âàæíîé îñîáåííîñòüþ áàõòèíñêîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðè-
ñóùèé åé ïîâîðîò îò èçó÷åíèÿ ïîçíàâàòåëüíûõ è âûðàçèòåëüíûõ ôóíê-
öèé  ÿçûêà  ê  åãî  êîììóíèêàòèâíîé  ôóíêöèè,  ÷òî  õàðàêòåðíî  äëÿ  âñåé  
ôèëîñîôñêî-ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêîé ìûñëè âòîðîé ïîëîâèíû ÕÕ â. Êîììóíè-
êàòèâíàÿ ôóíêöèÿ ðàññìàòðèâàåòñÿ Ì. Ì. Áàõòèíûì êàê âàæíûé âíóò-
ðåííèé êîíñòèòóòèâíûé ïðèçíàê ñàìîãî ÿçûêà, êàê ôóíäàìåíòàëüíàÿ 
ñîñòàâëÿþùàÿ ñîçíàíèÿ âîîáùå [2, ñ. 154]. Äàííîå ïîëîæåíèå íàøëî 
ïðîäîëæåíèå â ðàáîòàõ Ì. Ê. Ïåòðîâà, êîòîðûé îòìå÷àë, ÷òî «ÿçûê ìî-
æåò... ðàññìàòðèâàòüñÿ åäèíûì îñíîâàíèåì ëþáûõ ìèðîâîççðåíèé» [11, 
ñ. 316]. Â ãëóáîêîé è ñîäåðæàòåëüíîé ðàáîòå «Ðîëü ÿçûêà â ñòàíîâëåíèè 
è ðàçâèòèè ôèëîñîôèè» îí ïèñàë: «Ïðÿìîé õîä îò ãðàììàòèêè ê ìèðî-
âîççðåíèþ... äîâîëüíî òî÷íî îòðàæàåò ïîëîæåíèå äåë â íàøåé åâðîïåé-
ñêîé  êóëüòóðíîé  òðàäèöèè  –  êîñìîñ  Àðèñòîòåëÿ  óñòðîåí  ïî  ïðàâèëàì-
êàòåãîðèÿì ãðàììàòèêè ãðå÷åñêîãî ÿçûêà» [11, ñ. 317]. Îáðàùåíèå ê 
ãðàììàòèêå ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà ïîçâîëÿåò ïîëíåå è ãëóáæå ïîíÿòü îñîáåííî-
ñòè ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ ìèðîâîççðåíèÿ è ìåíòàëèòåòà ðóññêîãî íàðîäà. 

Îòå÷åñòâåííàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêà êîíöà XX – íà÷àëà XXI â. ýâîëþ-
öèîíèðóåò â ñòîðîíó êîíöåïòóàëèçìà, ÷òî ñâÿçàíî ñ îñìûñëåíèåì âàæ-
íûõ äëÿ ðóññêîé ÿçûêîâîé êàðòèíû êóëüòóðíûõ êîíöåïòîâ, êîòîðûå 
ðàññìàòðèâàþòñÿ êàê ñðåäñòâî ïîçíàíèÿ îñîáåííîñòåé íàöèîíàëüíîé 
ìåíòàëüíîñòè.  Â  ðàáîòàõ  Ä.  Ñ.  Ëèõà÷åâà  («Ëîãè÷åñêèé  àíàëèç  ÿçûêà.  
Êóëüòóðíûå êîíöåïòû», 1991), Â. Â. Êîëåñîâà («Êîíöåïòîñôåðà ðóññêîãî 
ÿçûêà», 1993; «Æèçíü ïðîèñõîäèò îò ñëîâà…», 1999, «Ôèëîñîôèÿ ðóñ-
ñêîãî ñëîâà», 2002), Ñ. Ñ. Íåðåòèíîé («Òðîïû è êîíöåïòû», 1999), 

Î. À. Êîðíèëîâà («ßçûêîâûå êàðòèíû ìèðà êàê ïðîèçâîäíûå íàöèî-
íàëüíûõ ìåíòàëèòåòîâ», 2000), Þ. Ñ. Ñòåïàíîâà («Êîíñòàíòû: Ñëîâàðü 
ðóññêîé êóëüòóðû», 2001) òåðìèí «êîíöåïò» êîíñòèòóèðîâàëñÿ áîëåå 
êàê îáùåêóëüòóðíûé, ÷åì ñîáñòâåííî ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèé. Þ. Ñ. Ñòåïàíîâ 
â ðàáîòå «ßçûê è Ìåòîä. Ê ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà» îïðåäåëÿåò 
êîíöåïòóàëèçì êàê «òå÷åíèå ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà, ïðèçíàþùåå ñóùåñòâî-
âàíèå çà âûðàæåíèÿìè ÿçûêà íåêîòîðûõ îáúåêòèâíûõ (íå ïñèõîëîãè÷å-
ñêèõ) ñóùíîñòåé – âåùåé, êîíöåïòîâ, ëîãè÷åñêèõ èñòèí (...èñòèí ýòè÷å-
ñêèõ)» [12, ñ. 542]. Ñóùíîñòü êîíöåïòóàëèçìà, òàêèì îáðàçîì, ñîñòîèò â 
ïðèçíàíèè îñìûñëåííîñòè ÿçûêîâûõ êàòåãîðèé è îáîáùåíèÿ â íèõ îáú-
åêòèâíûõ ÿâëåíèé áûòèÿ è äóõà.  

Ïðè èçâåñòíûõ ðàñõîæäåíèÿõ â òðàêòîâêå ïîíÿòèÿ êîíöåïòà îáùèì 
ìåñòîì â ïåðå÷èñëåííûõ ðàáîòàõ ÿâëÿåòñÿ åãî òðàêòîâêà êàê ñãóñòêà 
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êóëüòóðû â ñîçíàíèè ÷åëîâåêà,  êàê òîãî,  â  âèäå ÷åãî êóëüòóðà âõîäèò â  
ìåíòàëüíûé ìèð ÷åëîâåêà, è íàîáîðîò, ýòî òî, ïîñðåäñòâîì ÷åãî ÷åëîâåê 
ñàì âõîäèò â êóëüòóðó. Êîíöåïò ÿâëÿåòñÿ ãëàâíûì ïðèçíàêîì íàöèî-
íàëüíîé èäåíòè÷íîñòè âî âðåìåíè è ïðîñòðàíñòâå åå ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ. Â 
«Ôèëîñîôèè ðóññêîãî ñëîâà» Â. Â. Êîëåñîâ îáðàùàåòñÿ ê èñòîðè÷åñêîìó 
ðàçâèòèþ êîíöåïòà, êîòîðîå, ïî åãî ìíåíèþ, èìååò äàâíþþ òðàäèöèþ, 
áåðóùóþ ñâîå íà÷àëî â ôèëîñîôèè ñëàâÿíîôèëîâ. Ìåæäó òåì, îí âïîëíå 
îáîñíîâàííî îòìå÷àåò, ÷òî óæå «äðåâíåðóññêàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ åñòü â ïðÿìîì 
ñìûñëå ëþáîìóäðèå, èíà÷å – âñåîõâàòûâàþùàÿ ìóäðîñòü, êîòîðàÿ ñâîèì 
ïðåäìåòîì èìååò èäåþ â îòíîøåíèè ê âåùè, íî èùåò ýòó ñâÿçü â ñëîâå» 
[5, ñ. 395]. Èññëåäóÿ ôèëîñîôñêèå îñíîâàíèÿ «òðåõ þæíîñëàâÿíñêèõ 
âëèÿíèé» íà ðàçâèòèå ðóññêîé êóëüòóðû è ôèëîñîôèè, èññëåäîâàòåëü 
ïðèõîäèò ê âïîëíå ëîãè÷íîìó âûâîäó, ÷òî ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîå ðàçâèòèå 
ñîäåðæàòåëüíûõ ôîðì ðóññêîãî ñëîâà ïðîèñõîäèëî íà ïðîòÿæåíèè âñåé 
ðóññêîé èñòîðèè íå ïîñðåäñòâîì çàèìñòâîâàíèé, à ïóòåì «îòòàëêèâàíèÿ 
îò ïðîòèâîïîëîæíûõ êîíöåïòîâ äðóãèõ êóëüòóð, â ðåçóëüòàòå ÷åãî î÷å-
ðåäíîå âíåøíåå “âëèÿíèå” îêàçûâàëîñü êîíöåïòóàëüíî ïåðåðàáîòàííûì 
îáîãàùåíèåì ðóññêîãî ñëîâà» [5, ñ. 394]. Èñòîðè÷åñêîå îñâåùåíèå ðàçâè-
òèÿ êîíöåïòà ïîçâîëÿåò âûÿâèòü «æåñòêèé êîíòóð êîíöåïòóàëüíîãî ÿäðà 
êóëüòóðû», êîòîðûé îáåñïå÷èâàåò ñàìîáûòíîñòü ðóññêîé ìåíòàëüíîñòè è 
åãî ñïîñîáíîñòü âîñïðèíèìàòü âíåøíèå âëèÿíèÿ «âñåãî ëèøü êàê âîñ-
ïîëíåíèå äî öåëüíîñòè íîâîãî êóëüòóðíîãî ñèíòåçà» [5, ñ. 394].  

Èçëàãàÿ è õàðàêòåðèçóÿ çíàíèå î êîíöåïòå, äîñòèãíóòîå ñîâðåìåí-
íîé íàóêîé, Â. Â. Êîëåñîâ ñîñðåäîòà÷èâàåòñÿ íà ðàçëè÷íûõ ïîäõîäàõ ê 
åãî ïîíèìàíèþ: ìèñòè÷åñêîì, áîãîñëîâñêîì, óíèâåðñàëèñòñêîì, äèàëåê-
òè÷åñêîì, ëîãè÷åñêîì, ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêîì, êóëüòóðîëîãè÷åñêîì, ñåìèî-
ëîãè÷åñêîì, êîììóíèêàòèâíîì, ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêîì. Ó÷åíûé ïîëàãàåò, ÷òî 
ïðîáëåìà êîíöåïòà, ðàâíî êàê è ñëîâà, ìîæåò áûòü èñ÷åðïûâàþùèì îá-
ðàçîì èññëåäîâàíà òîëüêî ñ ôèëîñîôñêèõ ïîçèöèé. «Ïîñòèæåíèå êîí-
öåïòà ñîñòàâëÿåò åñòåñòâåííóþ öåëü ôèëîñîôèè, êàê áû íè íàçûâàëè ñà-
ìè ôèëîñîôû ñâîè ïîèñêè àáñîëþòà, ñóùíîñòè. Äëÿ ïîëíîöåííîãî ôèëî-
ñîôñòâîâàíèÿ, – ïèøåò Â. Â. Êîëåñîâ, – ó ôèëîñîôà íåò íè÷åãî áîëåå 
ãëóáîêîãî, ÷åì ñàì åãî ÿçûê» [5, ñ. 406]. Ïðèáåãàÿ ê àïîôàòè÷åñêîìó (îò 
ïðîòèâíîãî) îïðåäåëåíèþ êîíöåïòà, îí âûñòðàèâàåò îïðåäåëåííûé ðÿä 
ïðèçíàêîâ, õàðàêòåðèçóþùèõ äàííîå ïîíÿòèå, êàê «çåðíî ïåðâîñìûñ-
ëà»,  êàê  «÷èñòîå  áûòèå»,  ó  êîòîðîãî  íåò  íè  âðåìåíè,  íè  ïðîñòðàíñòâà,  
êàê èíâàðèàíò ñìûñëà, çíà÷åíèÿ è öåííîñòè ñëîâåñíîãî çíàêà, êàê èñ-
õîäíóþ òî÷êó çàâåðøåíèÿ ïîíÿòèÿ, ò. å. êàê «ïîòåíöèàëüíîå ïîíÿòèå», 
íå îôîðìëåííîå íèêàê ïîíÿòèå, ïðèçíàâàÿ, ÷òî «ïîíÿòèåì íå èñòîëêî-
âàòü êîíöåïòà» [5, ñ. 51, 61, 81, 101]. 

Çàäà÷ó ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà Â. Â. Êîëåñîâ âèäèò â ãëóáîêîì 
ïðîíèêíîâåíèè â ñóùíîñòü êîíöåïòà, ýíåðãèÿ êîòîðîãî, ïîñòîÿííî âîçîá-
íîâëÿÿ ñîäåðæàòåëüíûå ôîðìû ñëîâåñíîãî çíàêà, ïðåîáðàçóåò êóëüòóðíûå 
ïàðàäèãìû â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ òðåáîâàíèÿìè âðåìåíè è çàäàåò íàöèîíàëüíî 
ñïåöèôè÷íóþ  ôîðìó  èõ  ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ.  Çàäà÷à  òåì  áîëåå  âàæíàÿ,  ÷òî  â  
ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè âìåñòî êîíöåïòà öåëüþ è ïðåäìåòîì èçó÷åíèÿ 
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ñòàë äèñêóðñ, îáóñëîâèâøèé ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèå èçìåíåíèÿ â êóëüòóðíîì 
ïðîñòðàíñòâå. Íà ïðèìåðå ñìåíû êóëüòóðíûõ ïàðàäèãì Â. Â. Êîëåñîâ ïî-
êàçûâàåò, êàê ïðîèñõîäèò ïðåîäîëåíèå ñíà÷àëà îáðàçà è çàòåì ïîíÿòèÿ, à 
â íàøè äíè è ñèìâîëà ïóòåì îòòîðæåíèÿ, îò÷óæäåíèÿ, ïîòðåáëåíèÿ ñîîò-
âåòñòâóþùåé êîíöåïòóàëüíîé ôîðìû, çàìåíû èõ äèñêóðñèâíûìè õàðàê-
òåðèñòèêàìè. Ðåçóëüòàòîì ðàçðóøåíèÿ òðàäèöèîííûõ êîíöåïòîâ ñòàëî, 
êàê îòìå÷àåò ó÷åíûé, ðàçâèòèå â XX â. «áåññîäåðæàòåëüíîãî îáðàçà ó ìî-
äåðíèñòîâ», èç-çà ÷åãî ñîâðåìåííîå èñêóññòâî âñе áîëåå íàïîìèíàåò ÷èñ-
òóþ èãðó, ïîñêîëüêó ëèøåíî ïðèñóùåãî åìó â ïðîøëîì ïîëóðåëèãèîçíîãî 
ñòàòóñà, à íàóêà óòðà÷èâàåò èäåàëüíî òåîðåòè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð è âñå áîëåå 
ñâîäèòñÿ ê ïðàêòè÷åñêèì, ïðèêëàäíûì ìîìåíòàì [5, ñ. 430]. 

Íàðÿäó ñ êîíöåïòóàëüíûì àíàëèçîì ÿçûêà â îòå÷åñòâåííîé ôèëîñî-
ôèè ÿçûêà ïîëó÷èëà ðàçâèòèå ãåðìåíåâòè÷åñêàÿ èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ ÿçûêà, 
óõîäÿùàÿ ñâîèìè êîðíÿìè â ôèëîñîôèþ ÿçûêà Ã. Ã. Øïåòà, òåîðèþ 
êîììóíèêàöèè, ñâÿçàííóþ ñ ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèì ó÷åíèåì Ì. Ì. Áàõòè-
íà, êîòîðûå ïðåäìåòîì ñâîåãî èññëåäîâàíèÿ äåëàþò ðå÷åâûå âûñêàçûâà-
íèÿ, ÿçûêîâûå êîììóíèêàöèè, ïðàãìàòèêó è ñåìàíòèêó ÿçûêà. Ëèíãâî-
ôèëîñîôñêèå ó÷åíèÿ ñåãîäíÿ âñå áîëåå òåñíî ñîïðèêàñàþòñÿ ñ ðàçâèòèåì 
îòå÷åñòâåííîãî ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ, ñîåäèíÿÿ ôèëîñîôèþ ÿçûêà è ôèëîñîôèþ 
ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ [13, ñ. 8], ãäå ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêà îðèåíòèðîâàíà íà «ñàìó 
ÿçûêîâóþ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü êàê ôðàãìåíò ìèðà, ôåíîìåí ðåàëüíîé äåé-
ñòâèòåëüíîñòè», à ôèëîñîôèÿ ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ – íà «òåîðèè, ìîäåëè îá ýòîì 
îáúåêòå» [13, ñ. 314]. Ïðåäìåò è ÿçûêîçíàíèÿ, è ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà ê íà-
ñòîÿùåìó âðåìåíè ñóùåñòâåííî ðàñøèðèëñÿ. Ïðåäìåòíàÿ îáëàñòü èõ 
èçó÷åíèÿ âêëþ÷àåò íå ïðîñòî ÿçûê êàê àêòèâíîñòü ìûøëåíèÿ, íî è ðå÷ü, 
ðå÷åâûå êîììóíèêàöèè, âñå ôîðìû èñïîëüçîâàíèÿ ÿçûêà, ïîíÿòûå êàê 
ñïîñîáû äåéñòâèÿ, ôîðìèðóþùèå êîíòèíóóì ñìûñëîâ, îáëàäàþùèå ïî-
ëèñåìè÷íîñòüþ è îìîíèìèåé, íå ðåäóöèðóåìûå ê îäíîçíà÷íûì è èäå-
àëüíî-îáúåêòèâíûì çíà÷åíèÿì è ïðåäïîëàãàþùèå â êà÷åñòâå ñïîñîáîâ 
ñâîåãî âûðàæåíèÿ ôèãóðû ðå÷è, ìåòàôîðû è òðîïû [9]. 

Çàêîíîìåðíûì èòîãîì ýâîëþöèè ëèíãâîôèëîñîôñêèõ ó÷åíèé â Ðîñ-
ñèè ñòàëî îáðåòåíèå ôèëîñîôèåé ÿçûêà ñòàòóñà ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíîé ìåæ-
äèñöèïëèíàðíîé îòðàñëè çíàíèÿ, èìåþùåé âàæíîå òåîðåòè÷åñêîå è 
ïðàêòè÷åñêîå çíà÷åíèå äëÿ ðåøåíèÿ ïðîáëåì ñîöèàëüíîãî è ãóìàíèòàð-
íîãî õàðàêòåðà. «Ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèå ðåâîëþöèè» â ðÿäå ñòðàí áëèæíåãî 
çàðóáåæüÿ, à òàêæå ÿçûêîâûå ïðîáëåìû îñòðî ñòàâÿò ëèíãâèñòè÷åñêèå 
âîïðîñû.  Â  ñîâðåìåííîì  ìèðå  ÿçûê  ìîæåò  âûñòóïàòü  êàê  â  êà÷åñòâå  
ôàêòîðà ñîöèàëüíîé èíòåãðàöèè, òàê è êàê ñðåäñòâî ðàçîáùåíèÿ ëþäåé. 
Îñîáåííî îñòðî ýòî ïðîÿâëÿåòñÿ â òå èñòîðè÷åñêèå ïåðèîäû, êîãäà ïðîèñ-
õîäèò ïðîáóæäåíèå íàöèîíàëüíîãî ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ ëèáî êîãäà ÿçûê ñòàíî-
âèòñÿ ïðåäìåòîì ïîëèòè÷åñêîé êîíúþíêòóðû è ìàíèïóëÿöèé ñî ñòîðîíû 
îïðåäåëåííûõ îáùåñòâåííûõ ñèë, ïàðòèé, ãðóïïèðîâîê. Îáðàùåíèå ê 
îïûòó îòå÷åñòâåííîé èñòîðèè ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà ïîçâîëÿåò ïîëíåå ó÷è-
òûâàòü ðàçëè÷íûå àñïåêòû ãîñóäàðñòâåííî-ïîëèòè÷åñêîãî, ýòíîêóëüòóð-
íîãî, ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî, ñîöèàëüíî-ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîãî è ñîáñòâåííî ëèí-
ãâèñòè÷åñêîãî õàðàêòåðà ïðè ðåøåíèè ÿçûêîâûõ ïðîáëåì.  



СОБЫТИЯ 154 

Литература 
И с с л е д о в а н и я  

1. Безлепкин Н.И. Философия языка в России: к истории русской лингвофилосо-
фии. СПб.: Искусство-СПб, 2002.  

2. Гоготишвили Л.А. Философия языка М. М. Бахтина и проблема ценностного 
релятивизма // Бахтин как философ. М.: Наука, 1992. C. 142–171.  

3. Замалеев А.Ф. Восточнославянские мыслители: эпоха Средневековья. СПб.: 
Изд-во СПбГУ, 1998.  

4. Замалеев А.Ф. О русской философии: Статьи. Оппонентские отзывы. СПб.: 
Изд-во СПбГУ, 1998.  

5. Колесов В.В. Философия русского слова. СПб.: ЮНА, 2002.  
6. Лаппо-Данилевский А.С. История политических идей в России в XVIII веке в 

связи с общим ходом развития ее культуры и политики / Подг. текста, сост. и 
др. М. Ю. Сорокина. Köln; Weimar; Wien: Böhlau Verlag, 2005.  

7. Лотман Ю.М. Внутри мыслящих миров. Человек – текст – семиосфера – исто-
рия. М.: Языки русской культуры, 1996.  

8. Неретина С.С. Тропы и концепты. М.: Институт философии РАН, 1999.  
9. Огурцов А.П. Философия языка // Электронная библиотека ИФ РАН «Новая 

философская энциклопедия». URL:https://iphlib.ru/library/collection/newphilenc/ 
document/HASH0c141311923d800963380c.  

10. Павленко И.В. Густав Шпет: Философия языка и проблема семантической ин-
терпретации ментальных феноменов. Днепропетровск: Национальный горный 
университет, 2013.  

11. Петров М.К. Роль языка в становлении и развитии философии // Историко-фи-
лософский ежегодник 91. М.: Наука, 1991. С. 310–335.  

12. Степанов Ю.С. Язык и метод. К современной философии языка. М.: Языки 
русской культуры, 1998.  

13. Юрченко В.С. Философия языка и философия языкознания: Лингвофилософ-
ские очерки. Изд. 4-е. М.: ЛЕНАНД, 2017.  

14. Янгфельдт Б. Заметки об Иосифе Бродском. М.: АСТ; CORPUS, 2016.  
 

И с т о ч н и к и  

15. Бахтин М.М. Проблема текста в лингвистике, филологии и других гуманитар-
ных науках // Бахтин М.М. Эстетика словесного творчества. М.: Искусство, 
1986. С. 297–325.  

16. Булгаков С.Н. Философия имени. СПб.: Наука, 1998.  
17. Волошинов В.Н. Марксизм и философия языка // Бахтин М.М. Тетралогия. М.: 

Лабиринт, 1998. С. 298–456. 
18. Гиляров-Платонов Н.П. Рационалистическое движение философии новых 

времён // Гиляров-Платонов Н.П. Сборник сочинений. Т. I. М.: Изд. К. П. По-
бедоносцева, 1899. С. 301–365. 

19. Киреевский И.В. Публичные лекции проф. Шевырева об истории русской сло-
весности, преимущественно древней // Киреевский И.В. Полное собрание со-
чинений в 2 т. Т. 2. М.: Типография Императорского Московского универси-
тета, 1911. С. 109–114. 



Безлепкин Н.И. От словологии к философии языка    155 

20. Киреевский И.В. О характере просвещения Европы и его отношении к просве-
щению России // Киреевский И.В. Полное собрание сочинений в 2 т. Т. 1. М.: 
Типография Императорского Московского университета, 1911. С. 174–222.  

21. Потебня А.А. Из записок по теории словесности. Харьков, 1905.  
22. Соловьев В.С. Оправдание добра //  Соловьев В.С.  Сочинения в 2  т.  Т.  1.  М.:  

Наука, 1990. С. 47–580. 
23. Соловьев В.С. Достоверность разума// Соловьев В.С. Сочинения в 2 т. Т. 1. М.: 

Наука, 1990. С. 797–813. 
24. Срезневский И.И. Мысли об истории русского языка. М.: Учпедгиз, 1959.  
25. Флоренский П. Общечеловеческие корни идеализма // Символ. 1984. № 11. 

С. 171–193.  
26. Флоровский Г.В. Пути русского богословия. Киев: Путь к истине, 1991.. 
27. Хомяков А.С. Второе письмо о философии к Ю. Ф. Самарину // Хомяков А.С. 

Полное собрание сочинений. Т. 1. М.: И. Н. Кушнерев и К°, 1911. С. 317–343.  
28. Хомяков А.С. Семирамида // Хомяков А.С. Сочинения в 2 т. Т. 1. М.: Медиум, 

1994. С. 15–446. 
29. Шпет Г.Г. Очерк развития русской философии // Шпет Г.Г. Сочинения. М.: 

Правда, 1989. С. 11–342. 
30. Шпет Г.Г. Эстетические фрагмент: Своевременные напоминания. Структура 

слова in usum aestheticae. М.: ЛИБРОКОМ, 2010. 
 
Bezlepkin, Nikolay I. From word studies to philosophy of language:  
the evolution of linguophilosophical doctrines in Russia 
 
References 
 
1. Bezlepkin, N.I. (2002), Filosofiya yazyka v Rossii: k istorii russkoy lingvofilosofii 

[Philosophy of language in Russia: from the history of Russian linguophilosophy], 
Iskusstvo-SPb, St. Petersburg. 

2. Gogotishvili, L.A. (1992), Filosofiya yazyka M. M. Bakhtina i problema tsennost-
nogo relyativizma [M. M. Bakhtin’s philosophy of language and the problem of 
value relativism], in: Bakhtin kak filosof [Bakhtin as a philosopher], Nauka, Mos-
cow, pp. 142–171. 

3. Zamaleev, A.F. (1998), Vostochnoslavyanskie mysliteli: epokha Srednevekov'ya 
[East Slavic thinkers: the Middle Ages], SPbSU Publishing House, St. Petersburg. 

4. Zamaleev, A.F. (1998), O russkoy filosofii: Stat'i. Opponentskiye otzyvy [On Rus-
sian philosophy: Articles. Opponent reviews], SPbSU Publishing House, St. Peters-
burg. 

5. Kolesov, V.V. (2002) Filosofiya russkogo slova [Philosophy of the Russian word], 
YUNA, St. Petersburg. 

6. Lappo-Danilevsky, A.S. (2005), Istoriya politicheskikh idey v Rossii v XVIII veke v 
svyazi s obshchim khodom razvitiya yeyo kul'tury i politiki [The history of political 
ideas in Russia in the 18th century in connection with the general course of devel-
opment of its culture and politics], Böhlau Verlag, Köln, Weimar, Wien.  

7. Lotman, Yu.M. (1996), Vnutri myslyashchikh mirov. Chelovek – tekst – semiosfera 
– istoriya [Inside the thinking worlds. Man – text – semiosphere – history], Yazyki 
russkoy kul'tury, Moscow. 



СОБЫТИЯ 156 

8. Neretina, S.S. (1999), Tropy i kontsepty [Tropes and concepts], Institute of Philoso-
phy of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow. 

9. Ogurtsov, A.P. Filosofiya yazyka [Philosophy of language], in: Elektronnaya biblio-
teka IF RAN “Novaya filosofskaya entsiklopediya” [Electronic library of the RAS 
Institute of Philosophy “New Philosophical Encyclopedia”], URL: https://iphlib.ru/ 
library/collection/newphilenc/document/HASH0c141311923d800963380c. 

10. Pavlenko, I.V. (2013), Gustav Shpet: Filosofiya yazyka i problema semanticheskoy 
interpretatsii mental'nykh fenomenov [Gustav Spet: philosophy of language and the 
problem of semantic interpretation of mental phenomena], National Mining Univer-
sity, Dnepropetrovsk. 

11. Petrov, M.K. (1991), Rol' yazyka v stanovlenii i razvitii filosofii [The role  of  lan-
guage in the formation and development of philosophy], in: Istoriko-filosofskiy yez-
hegodnik 91 [Historico-philosophical yearbook 91], Nauka, Moscow, pp. 310–335. 

12. Stepanov, Yu.S. (1998), Jazyk i metod. K sovremennoy filosofii yazyka [Language 
and method. To the modern philosophy of language], Yazyki russkoy kul'tury, Mos-
cow. 

13. Jurchenko, V.S. (2017), Filosofiya yazyka i filosofiya yazykoznaniya: Lingvofilosof-
skiye ocherki [Philosophy of language and philosophy of linguistics: Linguophi-
losophical essays], LENAND, Moscow.  

14. Jangfeldt, B. (2016), Zametki ob Iosife Brodskom [Notes on Iosif Brodsky], ACT, 
CORPUS, Moscow. 

 



ФИЛОСОФСКИЙ ПОЛИЛОГ. 2020. Выпуск 1 (7) 
Международный центр изучения русской философии  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ФИЛОСОФСКИЕ ЭССЕ  
PHILOSOPHICAL ESSAYS 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ФИЛОСОФСКИЙ ПОЛИЛОГ. 2020. Выпуск 1 (7) 
Международный центр изучения русской философии  



ФИЛОСОФСКИЙ ПОЛИЛОГ. 2020. Выпуск 1 (7) 
Международный центр изучения русской философии  

ÝÏÈÑÒÅÌÎËÎÃÈß ÑËÅÄÀ È  
ÏÐÎÁËÅÌÀ ÍÅÏÎÑÒÈÆÈÌÎÃÎ*  

Àíäðåàñ Áóëëåð 
Министерство по социальным делам 
Баден-Вюртемберг (Германия);  
Томский государственный университет 

В центре внимания статьи – взаимосвязь 
между понятиями «след» и «непостижимое» 
в философской концепции С. Л. Франка. 
Несмотря на то, что «след», в отличие от 
непостижимого, является доступным и ре-
альным элементом действительности, он 
точно так же, как и непостижимое, содержит 
в себе загадку, ибо, по меткому выражению 
П. Рикёра, след «показывая скрывает». Ви-
димые следы являются символами невиди-
мого мира и потому имеют символический 
характер. Но далеко не каждый след являет-
ся символом, в то время как любой символ 
является следом, ибо имеет свое прошлое. В 
диалектике следа и символа, таким образом, 
скрыта сложная взаимосвязь между вечным 
и преходящим, доступным и недоступным, 
человеческим и божественным. Франк от-
крывает в предметах и явлениях окружаю-
щего мира «следы Божьих деяний», чего 
человек нерелигиозный, как правило, сде-
лать не в состоянии. Этот факт говорит о 
том, что одни и те же следы воспринимают-
ся и читаются различными людьми по-раз-
ному. Однако, несмотря на индивидуальные 
различия в способах восприятия и чтения 
следов, процесс человеческого познания 
принципиально подчинен универсальным 
законам, которые никто не способен обойти. 
Причина этого лежит в онтологии следа, 
который пришел из прошлого, но существу-
ет в настоящем. И пока след существует, он 
имеет свое будущее. След существует во 
времени, и категория «время» имеет ключе-
вое значение для познания как преходящего 
следа, так и непреходящего непостижимого.  

Ключевые слова: след, символ, становление, 
«ставшее таким бытие», время, С. Л. Франк. 

The article is focused on studying the relation-
ship between the notions “trace” and “the un-
knowable” in the religious-philosophical doc-
trine of S. L. Frank. Despite the fact that the 
“trace”, in contrast to the “unknowable”, or 
“incomprehensible”, is an accessible, present, 
and actual element of reality, it still contains a 
riddle, because it “reveals and hides” simulta-
neously, according to the apt expression of Paul 
Ricњur (“la trace signifie sans faire ap-
paraоtre”). Visible traces are symbols of the 
invisible world, and therefore have a “symbolic 
character”. And yet, not every trace is a symbol 
for us, though any symbol is undoubtedly a 
trace, because it has its own past. The dialectics 
of the trace and the symbol, therefore, conceals 
a complex relationship between the eternal and 
the temporary, the accessible and the inaccessi-
ble, human and divine. Frank sees the “traces of 
God’s acts” in objects and phenomena of the 
world; those who are not religious, as a rule, 
can not do this. This fact indicates that the same 
tracks are perceived and read by different peo-
ple in different ways. However, despite the 
individual differences in the process of perceiv-
ing and reading traces, this process obeys uni-
versal laws that neither a religious person nor a 
non-religious man can break. The reason for 
these laws to be universal lies in the ontology 
of the trace that came from the past, but is in 
the present and, while it is still here, also has its 
own future. Traces exist in time. The category 
“time” is of key importance for comprehending 
both the ephemeral trace and the eternal un-
knowable. For this reason, at the end of the 
article the time problem is analyzed. 

Keywords: trace, symbol, becoming, “this way 
formed being”, time, S. L. Frank. 
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Íåïîñòèæèìîå ñëåäà 
 
Â öåíòðå íàøåãî ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêîãî àíàëèçà ôèëîñîôèè íåïîñòè-

æèìîãî Ñ. Ë. Ôðàíêà áóäåò íàõîäèòüñÿ ïîíÿòèå «ñëåä». Íî ïî÷åìó ÿ ñâÿ-
çûâàþ  çäåñü  äðóã  ñ  äðóãîì  äâà  òàêèõ,  êàçàëîñü,  ñîâåðøåííî  ðàçíûõ  è  
äàæå âçàèìîèñêëþ÷àþùèõ ïîíÿòèÿ, êàê «ñëåä» è «íåïîñòèæèìîå», âåäü 
â ñëó÷àå ñî ñëåäîì ìû èìååì äåëî ñ êîíå÷íûì, êîíêðåòíûì è ïðåõîäÿ-
ùèì, à â ñëó÷àå ñ íåïîñòèæèìûì, íàîáîðîò, – ñ íåïðåõîäÿùèì, âå÷íûì è 
àáñîëþòíûì? Äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû äàòü îòâåò íà ýòîò âîïðîñ, íåîáõîäèìî ðà-
çîáðàòüñÿ ñ ïîíÿòèÿìè «ñëåä» è «íåïîñòèæèìîå». Ïîíÿòèå «íåïîñòèæè-
ìîå» ïðîèñõîäèò îò ãëàãîëà «ïîñòèãàòü», ò. å. ñòðåìèòüñÿ ïîíÿòü íå÷òî, 
ïûòàòüñÿ ïðîíèêíóòü â åãî ñóùíîñòü. Ôðàíê, îäíàêî, èñïîëüçóåò ýòî ïî-
íÿòèå â îòðèöàòåëüíîì çíà÷åíèè, èáî îí ãîâîðèò î íåïîñòèæèìîì, äåëàÿ 
óäàðåíèå íà ïðèñòàâêó íå-,  ÷òî,  îäíàêî,  íå  îçíà÷àåò,  ÷òî  îí  èñêëþ÷àåò  
âîçìîæíîñòü ïîçíàíèÿ íåïîñòèæèìîãî. Ôðàíê ïðåæäå âñåãî ñòðåìèòñÿ 
âûÿñíèòü, ãäå ëåæàò ïðè÷èíû íåïîñòèæèìîñòè ìèðà – âíóòðè ÷åëîâåêà 
èëè âíå åãî.  

Ñ îäíîé ñòîðîíû, ýòè ïðè÷èíû, áåç âñÿêîãî ñîìíåíèÿ, ëåæàò â ñàìîì 
÷åëîâåêå, èáî íåïîñòèæèìîå ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåïîñòèæèìûì ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê 
ïîçíàþùåìó ñóáúåêòó. Îíî, êàê ãîâîðèò Ôðàíê, «îáîçíà÷àåò îòíîøåíèå 
ê íàøåìó ïîçíàíèþ», à èìåííî îòðèöàíèå âîçìîæíîñòè ïîñòèæåíèÿ êàê 
«íåäîñòóïíîé äëÿ ïîñòèãàþùåãî ïîçíàíèÿ» [5, ñ. 196]. Äîñòóïíîñòü íå-
ïîñòèæèìîãî çàâèñèò, òàêèì îáðàçîì, îò ïîñòèãàþùåãî ïîçíàíèÿ è åãî 
âîçìîæíîñòåé, èëè æå, ïðèáåãàÿ ê êàíòîâñêîé òåðìèíîëîãèè, îò «óñëî-
âèé âîçìîæíîñòè îïûòà», êîòîðûå ïî Êàíòó, «ÿâëÿþòñÿ îäíîâðåìåííî è 
óñëîâèÿìè âîçìîæíîñòè ïðåäìåòîâ îïûòà» [8, ñ. 232]. Îñîçíàâàÿ óñëîâèÿ 
ïîçíàíèÿ íåïîñòèæèìîãî, ìû ïîçíàåì è ñàìî íåïîñòèæèìîå, êîòîðîå, 
îäíàêî, â ïðîöåññå ïîçíàíèÿ îñòàåòñÿ «âåùüþ äëÿ íàñ». Íî, ïðèçíàâàÿ 
òîò íåîñïîðèìûé ôàêò, ÷òî íåïîñòèæèìîå ñóùåñòâóåò äëÿ ÷åëîâåêà êàê 
«âåùü äëÿ íàñ», Ôðàíê, ñ äðóãîé ñòîðîíû, íå îòðèöàåò ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ 
íåïîñòèæèìîãî è êàê «ñàìîãî ïî ñåáå», èëè æå êàê «íåïîñòèæèìîãî ïî 
ñóùåñòâó» [5, ñ. 197], êîòîðîå, ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ÿâëÿåòñÿ àíàëîãîì êàí-
òîâñêîé «âåùè â ñåáå». Èìåííî ýòî, ñêðûòîå îò íàøèõ ãëàç è íåäîñòóïíîå 
íàì íåïîñòèæèìîå (ïðî)ÿâëÿåò ñåáÿ â ñâîèõ ñëåäàõ è ñèìâîëàõ. Îáëà-
äàþùåå ñèìâîëèêîé íåïîñòèæèìîå, íåñîìíåííî, ïîçâîëÿåò èññëåäîâàòü 
ñåáÿ ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ôåíîìåíîëîãèè ñëåäà.  

Ìåæäó ôåíîìåíîì ñëåäà è ïðîáëåìîé íåïîñòèæèìîãî èìååòñÿ öåëûé 
ðÿä îáùèõ ìîìåíòîâ, èáî êàê ñëåä, òàê è íåïîñòèæèìîå ñóùåñòâóþò è â 
ñôåðå ìàòåðèàëüíîãî, è â ñôåðå íåìàòåðèàëüíîãî,  ñîäåðæàò  â  ñåáå  êàê  
âèäèìîå, òàê è íåâèäèìîå, èìåþò êàê ïðîøëîå, òàê è íàñòîÿùåå, óêàçû-
âàþò êàê íà âå÷íîå,  òàê  è  íà  ïðåõîäÿùåå. Ñëåä ïî ýòîé ïðè÷èíå âïîëíå 
ìîæåò ñòàòü «ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêîé ìèêðîìîäåëüþ» ïîçíàíèÿ íåïîñòè-
æèìîãî1.  Áîëåå  òîãî,  ïîïûòêà  ðàññìîòðåòü  äâà  ýòèõ  ïîíÿòèÿ  â  âçàèìî-
ñâÿçè ïîçâîëèò íàì âîñïðèíÿòü ìèð âî âñåé äèíàìèêå åãî ðàçâèòèÿ.  

                                                   
1 Существенный вклад в развитие феноменологии следа, несомненно, внес 

П. Рикёр, который рассматривает это понятие в тесной связи с концепциями следа 
Э. Левинаса и М. Хайдеггера [10, c. 212–229]. 
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Ïîäîáíóþ ïîïûòêó – ðàññìîòðåòü  ìèð  â  äèíàìèêå  åãî  ðàçâèòèÿ  – 
ïðåäïðèíÿë íåìåöêèé ôèëîñîô Ì. Õàéäåããåð, êîòîðûé â ðàáîòå «Áûòèå 
è âðåìÿ» èññëåäîâàë ïðîáëåìó âçàèìîñâÿçè ìåæäó íåïðåõîäÿùèì Áûòè-
åì (Sein) è åãî ïðåõîäÿùèìè ôîðìàìè (Dasein). Ñìûñë ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ 
«çäåñü-áûòèÿ» Õàéäåããåð, êàê ñ÷èòàåò À. Êîðòè, âèäåë â ôàêòîðå âðåìå-
íè [3, ñ. 287]. Ñóùåñòâåííàÿ õàðàêòåðèñòèêà «çäåñü-áûòèÿ» ëåæèò â åãî 
âðåìåííîñòè, êîòîðàÿ íàøëà ñâîå âûðàæåíèå â «ñëåäàõ ïðîøëîãî». 
Õàéäåããåð, ïðàâäà, íå óïîòðåáëÿåò ïîíÿòèå «ñëåä», à ãîâîðèò îá àíòèê-
âàðèàòå (Altertümer), îäíàêî ñóòü äåëà ýòî íèêàê íå ìåíÿåò. «Õðàíèìûå 
â ìóçåå äðåâíîñòè, ïðåäìåòû äîìàøíåé óòâàðè, ê ïðèìåðó, ïðèíàäëåæàò 
“ïðîøåäøåìó âðåìåíè” è â òî æå âðåìÿ ïðèñóòñòâóþò “çäåñü”. Â êàêîì 
ñìûñëå ýòè ïðåäìåòû ÿâëÿþòñÿ èñòîðè÷åñêèìè, âåäü îíè åùå íå óøëè?» 
[6, ñ. 380] – ñïðàøèâàåò Õàéäåããåð.  ×åì áûëè ýòè âåùè ðàíüøå, ÷åì ñå-
ãîäíÿ îíè íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ? [6, ñ. 380] – ïðîäîëæàåò îí ñòàâèòü ñâîè âîïðî-
ñû. Íî ïðåæäå âñåãî Õàéäåããåð ñòðåìèòñÿ âûÿñíèòü, ÷òî âîîáùå «óø-
ëî», åñëè àíòèêâàðíûå âåùè ïðèñóòñòâóþò? Îí äàåò ñëåäóþùèé îòâåò íà 
ýòîò âîïðîñ: óøåë òîò ìèð, âíóòðè êîòîðîãî ýòè âåùè ñóùåñòâîâàëè: 
«…ñàìîãî ìèðà áîëüøå íåò. Íî ïðåæíåå âíóòðèìèðíîå òîãî ìèðà åùå 
ïðèñóòñòâóåò» [6, ñ. 380]. Îòñþäà ñëåäóåò, ÷òî «èñòîðè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð 
ñîõðàíèâøèõñÿ âåùåé îñíîâûâàåòñÿ, òàêèì îáðàçîì, íà ïðåõîäÿùåñòè 
Áûòèÿ, ìèðó êîòîðîãî îíè ïðèíàäëåæàò» [6, ñ. 380].  

Íî ìîæåò ëè Áûòèå âîîáùå óéòè/ïðîéòè? – ïðîäîëæàåò ñâîé àíàëèç 
Õàéäåããåð è ïðèõîäèò ê âûâîäó: î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî «Áûòèå íèêîãäà íå ìîæåò 
óéòè èëè ñòàòü ïðîøëûì. È íå ïîòîìó, ÷òî îíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåïðåõîäÿùèì, 
à  ïîòîìó,  ÷òî  îíî  â  ñóùíîñòè  íå  ÿâëÿåòñÿ  ïðèñóòñòâóþùèì;  åñëè  îíî  
åñòü, îíî ñóùåñòâóåò. Áîëåå íåñóùåñòâóþùåå Áûòèå â îíòîëîãè÷åñêè 
ñòðîãîì ñìûñëå íå ïðîøëî, à áûëî çäåñü»  [6,  ñ.  381].  Äëÿ  ìèðà,  òàêèì  
îáðàçîì, õàðàêòåðåí «èñòîðè÷åñêèé ñïîñîá ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ» [6, ñ. 381], 
ïðèõîäèò ê âûâîäó Õàéäåããåð, êîòîðûé, çàìåòèì, ïðèíöèïèàëüíî ðàç-
ëè÷àåò ìåæäó áûëûì (da-gewesen) è ïðîøëûì (vergangen). Íî êàêîé 
ñìûñë â ïîäîáíîì ðàçëè÷èè? – ïî ïðàâó ñïðàøèâàåò Ï. Ðèêёð, êîòîðûé 
óáåæäåí â òîì, ÷òî íåäîñòàòî÷íî ðàçëè÷àòü ìåæäó ýòèìè äâóìÿ ïîíÿ-
òèÿìè, à íåîáõîäèìî, èñõîäÿ èç ïåðâîãî, ïîêàçàòü ýâîëþöèþ ñìûñëà 
âòîðîãî, ò. å. «ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî èñòîðè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð Áûòèÿ â êàêîì-òî 
ñìûñëå ïåðåíîñèòñÿ íà ïðèñóòñòâóþùèå è äîñòóïíûå âåùè äëÿ òîãî, ÷òî-
áû îíè âûïîëíÿëè ôóíêöèþ ñëåäà» [10, ñ. 221]. Ðåøåíèåì ýòîé çàäà÷è 
ìû è çàéìåìñÿ. 

Ïðåçåíòàöèÿ ñëåäà è ñèìâîëèêà íåïîñòèæèìîãî 

«Ïîçíàâàåìûé íàìè ìèð îêðóæåí ñî âñåõ ñòîðîí òåìíîé áåçäíîé íå-
ïîñòèæèìîãî»  [5,  ñ.  217],  –  ïèøåò  Ôðàíê.  Íî  ïîçíàâàåìûé  íàìè  ìèð,  
êàê ìû â ýòîì óáåäèëèñü, íàïîëíåí òàêæå ñëåäàìè ïðîøåäøèõ ñîáûòèé 
è çàêîí÷åííûõ ïðîöåññîâ. Ïàðàäîêñ ñëåäà çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî ñëåä 
óêàçûâàåò íà îòñóòñòâóþùåå è â ýòîì ñìûñëå âñåãäà «ïîêàçûâàÿ ñêðûâà-
åò» [10, ñ. 226], ïîä÷åðêèâàåò Ðèêёð.  Ñ îäíîé ñòîðîíû, ñëåä ÿâëÿåòñÿ ìà-
òåðèàëüíûì îáúåêòîì, à ñ äðóãîé, èìàãèíàðíûì ýëåìåíòîì äåéñòâèòåëü-
íîñòè, êîòîðûé âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ íå òîëüêî âîñïðèÿòèÿ, íî è ñîçäàííûå íà 
èõ îñíîâå îáðàçû ïðîøëîãî. È õîòÿ ñëåä ïðèñóòñòâóåò, ïðåçåíòóåò îí 
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íàì, òåì íå ìåíåå, îòñóòñòâóþùåå. Ëþáîé ÷èòàþùèé ñëåäû (èñ)ñëåäî-
âàòåëü ñòðåìèòñÿ ÷åðåç ïðèñóòñòâóþùåå ïîëó÷èòü  äîñòóï  ê îòñóòñò-
âóþùåìó. Ôðàíê â ýòîì ñëó÷àå íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ èñêëþ÷åíèåì. Îí òàê æå, êàê 
è ñëåäóþùèé ñëåäàì (èñ)ñëåäîâàòåëü, ñòðåìèòñÿ îáíàðóæèòü â ïðåäìåòàõ 
îêðóæàþùåãî ìèðà ñëåäû íåïîñòèæèìîãî, êîòîðîå, êàê îí ïî ïðàâó ñ÷è-
òàåò, äîëæíî áûòü â «êàêîé-ëèáî ôîðìå» ïðèíöèïèàëüíî äëÿ íàñ äîñ-
òóïíûì è äîñòèæèìûì [5, ñ. 196], âåäü èíà÷å ìû íå èìåëè áû ïðåäñòàâ-
ëåíèÿ î íåì: «…íåïîñòèæèìîå ìîãëî áûòü ïî ñâîåìó ñîäåðæàíèþ îò íàñ 
“ñêðûòûì”… èëè âîîáùå íåóëîâèìûì, èëè, ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå, íå ÿñíî 
óëîâèìûì, îñòàâàÿñü, âìåñòå ñ òåì, èìåííî â êà÷åñòâå “ñêðûòîãî”, “ïðè-
êðûòîãî”, “òóìàííîãî äëÿ íàñ” èëè “óäàëåííîãî îò íàñ” âñå æå ñàìîî÷å-
âèäíî ïðåäñòîÿùèì íàì. Èëè, â èíîé ôîðìóëèðîâêå: îíî ìîãëî áû ñàìî-
î÷åâèäíî “èìåòüñÿ” ó íàñ, íå áóäó÷è ÿâíî äàííûì» [5, ñ. 197].  

«Íå áóäó÷è ÿâíî äàííîé» ÿâëÿåòñÿ äëÿ íàñ è «ñëåäîâàÿ äåéñòâèòåëü-
íîñòü», êîòîðàÿ, ìåæäó ïðî÷èì, íå òîëüêî ïðåçåíòóåò, íî è ñèìâîëèçè-
ðóåò. Ðå÷ü çäåñü èäåò, êàê óòâåðæäàåò íåìåöêèé «Ñëîâàðü ñèìâîëèêè», 
íå îá îäíîì è òîì æå [9, ñ. 551–553]. Ñïåöèôèêà «ñèìâîëà» çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ 
â  òîì,  ÷òî  îí  ÿâëÿåòñÿ  «âèäèìûì  çíàêîì  íåâèäèìîãî  ìèðà».  Ïî  ýòîé  
ïðè÷èíå, êñòàòè, ñèìâîë âñåãäà íàõîäèòñÿ íà ïåðåñå÷åíèè äâóõ ðàçëè÷-
íûõ óðîâíåé áûòèÿ: ìàòåðèàëüíîãî è èäåàëüíîãî. Áîëåå òîãî, ñèìâîë íå 
ïðîñòî óêàçûâàåò íà äâà ýòèõ ðàçëè÷íûõ óðîâíÿ, íî è ñàì ïðèíàäëåæèò 
èì [9, ñ. 551–553], âåäü îí ÿâëÿåòñÿ íå òîëüêî ìàòåðèàëüíûì ýëåìåíòîì, 
íî è «ñèìâîëîì», ò. å. çíàêîì, èäååé, âîñïîìèíàíèåì èëè óáåæäåíèåì. 
Íàäî ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî ñëåä òàêæå, íåñîìíåííî, ÿâëÿåòñÿ «âèäèìûì çíàêîì 
íåâèäèìîãî ìèðà», îäíàêî, «ñëåä» íå ñèìâîëèçèðóåò, à ëèøü ïðåçåíòó-
åò, õîòÿ ãðàíèöà ìåæäó ïðåçåíòàöèåé è ñèìâîëèçàöèåé, è ýòî íàäî ïðè-
çíàòü, ÿâëÿåòñÿ äîâîëüíî äèíàìè÷íîé è èçìåí÷èâîé. Èáî îäèí è òîò æå 
ïðåäìåò â ñîñòîÿíèè â îäíèõ ñèòóàöèÿõ âûïîëíÿòü ðîëü «ñèìâîëà», à â 
äðóãèõ – áûòü «ñëåäîì ïðîøëîãî». Â ïîäòâåðæäåíèå ýòîãî ÿ ïðèâåäó 
çäåñü äîâîëüíî ïðîñòîé ïðèìåð äðåâíåãî «íàòåëüíîãî êðåñòèêà».  

Äëÿ ñïåöèàëèñòà ïî èñòîðèè ñðåäíåâåêîâîãî ðåìåñëà ýòîò ñäåëàííûé 
èç äåðåâà èëè ìåòàëëà èíòåðåñíî îôîðìëåííûé è îðèãèíàëüíî óêðàøåí-
íûé êðåñòèê ÿâëÿåòñÿ «ñëåäîì», èëè «îñòàòêîì», ïðîøëîãî, êîòîðûé 
ñîäåðæèò â ñåáå áîãàòóþ èíôîðìàöèþ îá óðîâíå ðàçâèòèÿ ïðîèçâîäñòâà, 
òåõíèêå îáðàáîòêè ìàòåðèàëîâ, à òàêæå ïðîöåññàõ èçãîòîâëåíèÿ ñà-
êðàëüíûõ ïðåäìåòîâ êîíêðåòíîãî îáùåñòâà. Îäíàêî çàíèìàþùèéñÿ âî-
ïðîñàìè äóõîâíîé æèçíè èñòîðèê óâèäèò â ýòîì êðåñòèêå íå ïðîñòî ïðî-
äóêò ðó÷íîé ðàáîòû îäàðåííîãî ðåìåñëåííèêà, íî è «ñèìâîë âåðû», êî-
òîðûé îòêðîåò åìó äîñòóï â íåâèäèìûé ìèð îùóùåíèé, èäåé è óáåæäå-
íèé ÷åëîâåêà ïðîøëîãî. Ò. å. äëÿ èñòîðèêà äóõîâíîé æèçíè êðåñòèê ÿâ-
ëÿåòñÿ ñèìâîëîì íå òîëüêî ìàòåðèàëüíîãî, íî è íåìàòåðèàëüíîãî ìèðà. 
Îäèí è òîò æå ïðåäìåò ìîæåò, òàêèì îáðàçîì, â îïðåäåëåííûõ ñèòóàöè-
ÿõ èìåòü ñèìâîëè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð,  à  â  äðóãèõ  íå  èìåòü  åãî.  Ïîäîáíîå  
ìîæåò ïðîèñõîäèòü íå òîëüêî ñ ïðåäìåòàìè, íî è ñ ÿâëåíèÿìè, êàê, íà-
ïðèìåð, ñ îãíåì. Ìû îïðåäåëåííî ðàçëè÷àåì îãîíü ïîõîäíîãî êîñòðà è 
«âå÷íûé îãîíü». Òîëüêî ïîñëåäíèé èìååò äëÿ íàñ ñàêðàëüíîå çíà÷åíèå. 
Íî ðå÷ü âåäü èäåò çäåñü îá îäíîì è òîì æå ÿâëåíèè – îãíå, êîòîðûé òîëü-
êî ïðè îïðåäåëåííûõ óñëîâèÿõ ïðèîáðåòàåò ñèìâîëè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð. Â 
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íåêîòîðûõ ñëó÷àÿõ ñàìûé îáû÷íûé îãîíü, êàê, íàïðèìåð, îãîíü îêàçàâ-
øåãîñÿ âíå êîíòðîëÿ ãèãàíòñêîãî ïîæàðà, ìîæåò ñòàòü äëÿ âåðóþùèõ 
ëþäåé «Áîæüèì çíàêîì», ò. å. ïðèíÿòü ñèìâîëè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð.   

Ñèìâîëû îòëè÷àþòñÿ îò îáûêíîâåííûõ âåùåé òåì, ÷òî ìåæäó íèìè 
è òîé ðåàëüíîñòüþ, êîòîðóþ îíè ïðåçåíòóþò, ñóùåñòâóåò îñîáàÿ – ñèìâî-
ëè÷åñêàÿ – âçàèìîñâÿçü. Â ýòîì îòíîøåíèè îíè îòëè÷àþòñÿ îò ñëó÷àéíî-
ãî ñëåäà, êîòîðûé, êàê ïðàâèëî, íå «ñèìâîëèçèðóåò», à ëèøü «ïðåçåíòó-
åò». Íî êîãäà è ïî÷åìó îáû÷íûå âåùè íà÷àëè äëÿ ÷åëîâåêà ÷òî-òî ñèì-
âîëèçèðîâàòü? Âîçìîæíî, ÷òî îòâåò íà ýòîò âîïðîñ ìû íàéäåì â ýòèìîëî-
ãèè ñàìîãî ñëîâà «ñèìâîë». Íà äðåâíåãðå÷åñêîì ÿçûêå ñëîâî σύμβολον 
ïåðâîíà÷àëüíî îáîçíà÷àëî ðàçäåëåííûé íà äâå ÷àñòè ïðåäìåò (êîëüöî, 
ìîíåòó, ãëèíÿíóþ òàáëè÷êó), êîòîðûé ìåæäó ñîáîé äåëèëè ðàññòàþùèå-
ñÿ äðóçüÿ. Èìåÿ ïðè ñåáå âèäèìóþ ÷àñòü ðàçäåëåííîãî ïðåäìåòà, åå îáëà-
äàòåëü ñîõðàíÿë â ñâîåé ïàìÿòè åãî íåâèäèìóþ ÷àñòü. Â ýòîì ñëó÷àå ïðè-
ñóòñòâóþùàÿ ÷àñòü ïðåäìåòà ñëóæèëà ñèìâîëîì åãî îòñóòñòâóþùåé ÷àñ-
òè: âèäèìîå â ýòîì ñëó÷àå ñèìâîëèçèðîâàëî ñîáîé íåâèäèìîå. Âîññîåäè-
íåíèå ýòèõ äâóõ ÷àñòåé îáîçíà÷àëîñü â äðåâíåãðå÷åñêîì êàê συμβολέιν [9, 
ñ. 551–553]. 

Íî  ê  òàêîìó  æå  – ñèìâîëè÷åñêîìó – âîññîåäèíåíèþ «ðàçäåëåííûõ 
÷àñòåé» Áûòèÿ ñòðåìèòñÿ è îòêðûâøèé â ïðåäìåòàõ îêðóæàþùåãî ìèðà 
ñëåäû áîæåñòâåííîãî ñîçèäàíèÿ ÷åëîâåê. Ñàìà ïî ñåáå èäåÿ «íåïîñòèæè-
ìîãî» ðîäèëàñü â òîò ìîìåíò, êîãäà åäèíûé ìèð â ãëàçàõ ÷åëîâåêà ðàñêî-
ëîëñÿ íà äâå ÷àñòè: ìèð âèäèìûé («ïðåäìåòíûé») è ìèð íåâèäèìûé 
(«ìèôîëîãè÷åñêèé», èëè «áîæåñòâåííûé»). Ýòî çâó÷èò ïàðàäîêñàëüíî, 
íî ñèìâîëè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð â ãëàçàõ ÷åëîâåêà ïðèíèìàåò òîëüêî «ïðåä-
ìåòíûé», ò. å. âèäèìûé è äîñòóïíûé åìó ìèð, èáî îí îäèí â ñîñòîÿíèè 
ïðåçåíòîâàòü è ñèìâîëèçèðîâàòü òî,  ÷òî  ñêðûâàåòñÿ  çà  íèì.  À  çà  ñëå-
äàìè è ñèìâîëàìè äåéñòâèòåëüíî âñåãäà ÷òî-òî ñêðûâàåòñÿ!  

Èìåííî ýòà – ïðåçåíòàöèîííàÿ – ôóíêöèÿ ïðåâðàùàåò ìàòåðèàëü-
íûé  ñëåä,  èëè  ñèìâîë,  â  «ÿâëåíèå»,  à  íå  â  «ñóùíîñòü».  Ôðàíê  âèäèò  â  
«ïðåäìåòíîì ìèðå» ôîðìó (ïðî)ÿâëåíèÿ ñêðûòîé è íåïîñòèæèìîé ñóù-
íîñòè. Âûðàæàÿñü îáðàçíî, îí ñ÷èòàåò, ÷òî ÷åëîâåê äåðæèò â ðóêàõ ëèøü 
«ïîëîâèíêó» ðàçäåëåííîãî ïðåäìåòà, êîòîðàÿ ñâîèì ïðèñóòñòâèåì ïîä-
òâåðæäàåò  îòñóòñòâèå  åãî  äðóãîé,  íåâèäèìîé  ÷àñòè.  Íî  çäåñü  îí,  íàäî  
ñêàçàòü, ëèøü ïðîäîëæàåò íà÷àòóþ Ïëàòîíîì è ïîçæå ïîäõâà÷åííóþ è 
äðóãèìè ìûñëèòåëÿìè – Íèêîëàåì Êóçàíñêèì, Êàíòîì è Øîïåíãàóýðîì 
òðàäèöèþ äðóãîãî ìèðà, ñèìâîëîì êîòîðîãî ÿâëÿþòñÿ «èäåè», «áîæåñò-
âåííîå  áûòèå»,  «âåùü  â  ñåáå»  èëè  æå  «âîëÿ  ê  æèçíè».  Î  êàêîé  áû  èç  
âûøåíàçâàííûõ ìîäåëåé èíòåðïðåòàöèè ìèðà ðå÷ü áû çäåñü íå øëà, â 
êàæäîé èç íèõ ïðèñóòñòâóåò ñòðîãîå ðàçäåëåíèå ìåæäó ñóùíîñòüþ è ÿâ-
ëåíèåì, ñèìâîëîì è ñèìâîëèçèðóåìûì, èëè æå, êàê âûðàæàåòñÿ Ôðàíê, 
ìåæäó ïðåäìåòíûì è íåïðåäìåòíûì áûòèåì: «Ìû îáíàðóæèëè âûøå 
íàëè÷èå íåïîñòèæèìîãî ïî ñóùåñòâó – òîãî, ÷òî âûõîäèò çà ïðåäåëû 
ïðèíöèïîâ ðàöèîíàëüíî-îòâëå÷åííîãî çíàíèÿ, – â ñîñòàâå ïðåäìåòíîãî 
áûòèÿ… Íî òåïåðü âîçíèêàåò âîïðîñ, ìîæíî ëè âêëþ÷èòü ýòîò ýëåìåíò 
ïî  ñóùåñòâó  íåïîñòèæèìîãî  áåç  îñòàòêà  â  ñîñòàâ  òîãî,  ÷òî  ìû  çîâåì  
“ïðåäìåòíûì áûòèåì”» [5, ñ. 255]. Ôðàíê äàåò ñëåäóþùèé îòâåò íà ïî-
ñòàâëåííûé èì âîïðîñ: «Áûòèå, êàê öåëîå, î÷åâèäíî, íå ñîâïàäàåò ñ 
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“äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòüþ” ïðîñòî ïîòîìó, ÷òî äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè êàê çàêîí-
÷åííîãî, çàìêíóòîãî â ñåáå öåëîãî âîîáùå íå ñóùåñòâóåò» [5, ñ. 165]. Ó 
Ôðàíêà áûëè âñå îñíîâàíèÿ ïðèéòè ê òàêîìó âûâîäó, èáî â ëþáîé ìî-
ìåíò ñâîåãî ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ ìèð, äåéñòâèòåëüíî, íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ «çàêîí÷åí-
íûì â ñåáå çàìêíóòûì öåëûì», èáî îí íàõîäèòñÿ â ïðîöåññå ïîñòîÿííîãî 
ñòàíîâëåíèÿ, íåïîñðåäñòâåííûìè ñâèäåòåëÿìè êîòîðîãî ÿâëÿþòñÿ… ñëå-
äû ïðîøëîãî.  

Ñëåäû ïðîøëîãî 

Áëàãîäàðÿ ñëåäàì ìû âèäèì â íàñòîÿùåì íå ïðîñòî «íàñòîÿùåå», à, 
óïîòðåáëÿÿ òåðìèí íåìåöêîãî òåîðåòèêà èñòîðèè Äðîéçåíà, «ñòàâøåå 
òàêèì áûòèå» («das Gewordensein»). Äðîéçåí ïî ïðàâó óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî 
«ëþáîé ïóíêò íàñòîÿùåãî ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñòàâøèì» [4, ñ. 397]. Ïî ýòîé ïðè÷è-
íå âñå, ÷òî íàì äàíî â êà÷åñòâå îáúåêòà èññëåäîâàíèÿ, åñòü íå òîëüêî 
ïðîøëîå, íî è íàñòîÿùåå, êîòîðîå «ñòàëî òàêèì» [4, ñ. 397]. Èìåííî ñëå-
äû âûíóæäàþò íàñ âèäåòü â íàñòîÿùåì «ñòàâøåå òàêèì áûòèå». Â òîò 
ìîìåíò, êîãäà íàñòîÿùåå â íàøèõ ãëàçàõ ïðèîáðåòàåò ñòàòóñ ñëåäà, îíî 
âîñïðèíèìàåòñÿ íàìè êàê «ñòàâøåå òàêèì». Ñëåä, òàêèì îáðàçîì, ðàäè-
êàëüíî ìåíÿåò íàøå ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î íàñòîÿùåì. Áîëåå òîãî, îí äàæå íà 
êàêîé-òî ìîìåíò ëèøàåò íàñ åãî, èáî âûíóæäàåò âèäåòü â òîì, ÷òî åñòü, 
íå òî, ÷òî åñòü, à òî, ÷òî áûëî. 

Ôðàíê, îäíàêî, îáðàùàåò âíèìàíèå íå íà «ñòàâøåå òàêèì áûòèå», à 
íà ñàì ïðîöåññ ñòàíîâëåíèÿ, êîòîðûé ïîçâîëÿåò åìó ðàññìàòðèâàòü íå÷òî 
êàê «ñòàâøåå, ñîâåðøèâøååñÿ, êàê â ãîòîâîì çàêîí÷åííîì âèäå äàííîå â 
àñïåêòå ïðîøëîãî» [5,  ñ.  244–245].  Ïðè  ýòîì  îí  çàìå÷àåò,  ÷òî  ýòîò  ïðî-
öåññ «íåëüçÿ íè ðàçëîæèòü íà îòäåëüíûå ýëåìåíòû, íè ñâåñòè ê ÷åìó-
ëèáî òîæäåñòâåííîìó» [5, ñ. 246], èáî ñòàíîâëåíèå ïðèíöèïèàëüíî íå 
ïîçâîëÿåò ñåáÿ óõâàòèòü. Âîñïðèíèìàòü íå÷òî â ïðîöåññå ñòàíîâëåíèÿ 
îçíà÷àåò «îòêðûòü â íàñòîÿùåì ïðîäîëæåíèå ïðîøëîãî», èëè «óâèäåòü â 
íîâîì ïðîäîëæåíèå ñòàðîãî» [5, ñ. 248]. Îäíàêî ïîïûòêà óâèäåòü â íîâîì 
ïðîäîëæåíèå ñòàðîãî ìîæåò ïðèâåñòè íàñ ê ïàðàäîêñàëüíîìó âûâîäó, 
÷òî äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü, â ñóùíîñòè, íå ìåíÿåòñÿ. Èáî ïðåäïîëîæåíèå, 
÷òî, «“èç A ̀ âûòåêàåò Â” äîëæíî çäåñü îçíà÷àòü: “ñîáñòâåííî ãîâîðÿ”, À è 
Â ñóòü îäíî è òî æå. Â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè, îäíàêî, åñëè “èç À âûòåêàåò 
Â”, òî, ïðè âñåé ïðîáëåìàòè÷íîñòè ýòîãî îòíîøåíèÿ, ÿñíî, âî âñÿêîì 
ñëó÷àå, îäíî: Â íå ìîæåò áåç îñòàòêà áûòü òîæäåñòâåííûì À, ìûñëèòüñÿ 
êàê ïðîñòîå “ïðîäîëæåíèå” À – èíà÷å îíî âîîáùå íå áûëî áû Â, à áûëî 
áû ïðåæíèì A ̀ è íè÷òî èç íè÷åãî áû íå “âûòåêàëî“» [5, ñ. 249]. Ïðè ýòîì 
ÿñíî, ÷òî èç âñåîáùåé ïîòåíöèàëüíîñòè À ìîæåò âîçíèêíóòü íå âñå âîç-
ìîæíîå,  à  òîëüêî  Â.  Òàê,  íàïðèìåð,  èç  æåëóäÿ  ìîæåò  âûðàñòè  òîëüêî  
äóá, à íå êàêîå-íèáóäü äðóãîå ðàñòåíèå èëè æèâîå ñóùåñòâî, êîíñòàòèðó-
åò  Ôðàíê.  Íî,  òåì íå  ìåíåå,  ýòî  âîâñå  íå  îçíà÷àåò,  «÷òî  ãîòîâûé äóá  âî  
âñåõ äåòàëÿõ ñâîåãî îáëèêà è ñâîåé ïðèðîäû óæå “ïðåäîïðåäåëåí”, ëåæèò 
“ïðåôîðìèðîâàííûì” â æåëóäå. Íàïðîòèâ, ëèøü “äî èçâåñòíîé ñòåïåíè”, 
“â èçâåñòíîé ìåðå” (èëè, ñêîðåå, â ìåðå, íèêîãäà òî÷íî çàðàíåå íå èç-
âåñòíîé ̆) ïîòåíöèàëüíîñòü ïðèóðî÷åíà ê íàëè÷íîìó, â ãîòîâîì âèäå äàí-
íîìó óñëîâèþ, ò. å.  ê îïðåäåëеííîé ïðè÷èíå; âñåãäà çäåñü èìååòñÿ è íå-
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êèé îñòàòîê, êîòîðûé îñòàåòñÿ íåîïðåäåëåííûì» (ïîä÷åðêíóòî ìíîé. – 
À.Á.) [5, ñ. 250–251].  

Èìåííî ýòîò óïîìÿíóòûé Ôðàíêîì «íåêèé îñòàòîê» ÿâëÿåòñÿ òåì, 
÷òî ìû îáîçíà÷àåì âåëèêèì ñëîâîì «ñâîáîäà». Åñëè áû ýòîò «îñòàòîê» 
áûë ôàòàëüíî è èçíà÷àëüíî ïðåäîïðåäåëåí, òî òîãäà ïðîöåññ ñòàíîâëåíèÿ 
áûë áû ëèøåí ñâîáîäû. Íî ïîêà ýòîò «íåîïðåäåëåííûé îñòàòîê» ñóùåñò-
âóåò, áóäåò ñóùåñòâîâàòü è ñâîáîäà, êîòîðàÿ, êñòàòè, ìîæåò ïðîÿâëÿòü 
ñåáÿ íå òîëüêî â ñîçèäàòåëüíûõ, íî è â ðàçðóøèòåëüíûõ äåéñòâèÿõ. Èáî 
â òîò ìîìåíò, êîãäà ìîëîäîé ðîñòîê äóáà íà÷íåò öåëåíàïðàâëåííî è 
ïðåäíàìåðåííî çàòàïòûâàòüñÿ â çåìëþ ãðóáûì ñàïîãîì, ñâîáîäà ïðèìåò 
ðàçðóøèòåëüíûé õàðàêòåð. Â òîì æå ñëó÷àå, êîãäà ðîñòîê äóáà îêàæåòñÿ 
íåïðåäíàìåðåííî ñëîìëåí ÷üåé-òî íåëîâêîé íîãîé, â èãðó âñòóïèò óæå íå 
ñâîáîäà, à ñëó÷àéíîñòü. Íî ñëó÷àéíîñòü ëèøåíà ðàöèîíàëüíîãî ìîìåíòà, 
êîòîðûé ñ íåîáõîäèìîñòüþ ïðèñóòñòâóåò â ñâîáîäíîì äåéñòâèè. Êàêèì 
áû îáðàçîì ñóùåñòâîâàíèå ìîëîäîãî èëè çðåëîãî äóáà íå çàêîí÷èëîñü, 
åãî çàêëþ÷èòåëüíàÿ ôàçà æèçíè íåèçáåæíî ïðèìåò ôîðìó ìàòåðèàëüíî-
ãî ñëåäà, êàê, íàïðèìåð, åùå íå îñòûâøåãî ïåïëà îò ñãîðåâøåãî äåðåâà 
èëè æå ìàññèâíîãî äóáîâîãî ñòîëà.  

Ñëåä, ïî èçâåñòíîìó âûðàæåíèþ ôðàíöóçñêîãî èñòîðèêà Ìàðêà Áëî-
êà, ÿâëÿåòñÿ «íåâîëüíûì ñâèäåòåëåì» [2, ñ. 60], êîòîðûé çàôèêñèðîâàë â 
ñåáå (èëè æå ñîáîé) òîò íåâèäèìûé ðÿä ñîáûòèé, ñîñòàâíîé ÷àñòüþ êîòî-
ðîãî îí ñàì òåïåðü ÿâëÿåòñÿ. Ñëåä çàâåðøàåò ýòîò ðÿä, êàê, íàïðèìåð, 
ðóèíû «çàâåðøàþò» ñóùåñòâîâàíèå âåëèêîëåïíûõ ñòðîåíèé. Íî, çàâåð-
øàÿ îïðåäåëåííîå ðàçâèòèå, ñëåä íå ïðîñòî ñòàâèò òî÷êó, à ïðèäàåò 
ñìûñë âñåìó ïðîöåññó ðàçâèòèÿ, êîòîðûé, êñòàòè, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðîöåññîì è 
åãî ñîáñòâåííîãî ñòàíîâëåíèÿ. «Ýòî îñîáåííî âåðíî â îòíîøåíèè ñìåð-
òè», âìåøèâàåòñÿ â íàøó äèñêóññèþ ôðàíöóçñêèé ìûñëèòåëü Âëàäèìèð 
ßíêåëåâè÷,  çàìå÷àÿ,  ÷òî  «ïîäîáíî  òîìó,  êàê  â  êàæäûé  îòäåëüíûé  ìî-
ìåíò ïîñëåäóþùåå ïðèäàåò ñìûñë ïðåäûäóùåìó, ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ÷òî 
îêîí÷àòåëüíûé êîíåö âûÿâëÿåò ñìûñë âñåé ïðîäîëæèòåëüíîñòè ñóùåñò-
âîâàíèÿ; ïðèäàâàÿ âñåìó çàâåðøåííîñòü, êîíåö âûñâå÷èâàåò çíà÷èìîñòü 
îòäåëüíîé æèçíè è åå èñòîðè÷åñêóþ ðîëü» [7, ñ. 110]. Â ñëó÷àå ñìåðòè, 
îäíàêî, «ñèìâîëèêó ñëåäà» â ñîñòîÿíèè ïîíÿòü ëèøü òå, êòî îñòàëñÿ â 
æèâûõ, èáî äëÿ ìåðòâûõ îíà óæå íå èãðàåò íèêàêîé ðîëè. È ýòî íå ïðî-
ñòî ìàëåíüêàÿ äåòàëü èëè íåçíà÷èòåëüíûé ìîìåíò â õàðàêòåðèñòèêå 
ñëåäà, à åãî ôóíäàìåíòàëüíàÿ ÷åðòà, êîòîðàÿ óêàçûâàåò íà òî, ÷òî ñëåäû 
íå òîëüêî ÷èòàþòñÿ â ïðîöåññå æèçíè, íî è (íåâîëüíî) ó÷àñòâóþò â íåì.  

Ìàðêèðóÿ êîíåö êàêîãî-ëèáî ðàçâèòèÿ èëè ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ, ñëåä, òà-
êèì îáðàçîì, ïðåïÿòñòâóåò åãî áåñïîâîðîòíîìó è àáñîëþòíîìó èñ÷åçíî-
âåíèþ. Âåäü ïîêà ñëåäû ïðèñóòñòâóþò, ãîâîðèòü îá àáñîëþòíîì êîíöå 
òîãî, ÷òî îíè ñîáîé çàâåðøàþò èëè ïðåäñòàâëÿþò, åùå ðàíî. Ïî ýòîé 
ïðè÷èíå, êñòàòè, «íåëüçÿ áóêâàëüíî ñêàçàòü», ÷òî óìåðøåå ïðîøëîå 
«èñ÷åçàåò áåññëåäíî, èáî “ñëåäû” êàê ðàç-òàêè îñòàþòñÿ» [7, ñ. 235]. 
Òîëüêî áëàãîäàðÿ ñëåäàì ïðîøëîå èìååò ñâîå ïðîäîëæåíèå â íàñòîÿùåì, 
à òàêæå øàíñ îêàçàòüñÿ â áóäóùåì. Íî ñàìî ïðîøëîå è áóäóùåå, êàê çà-
ìå÷àåò Ôðàíê, «íàì íå “äàíî” â ñâîåì ñîäåðæàíèè: î ïðîøëîì ìû ëèáî ñ 
áîëüøåé èëè ìåíüøåé òî÷íîñòüþ “âñïîìèíàåì”, ëèáî òîëüêî äîãàäûâà-
åìñÿ è óìîçàêëþ÷àåì (êàê ýòî äåëàþò, íàïð., èñòîðèêè), à áóäóùåå ìû 
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ìîæåì â ëó÷øåì ñëó÷àå ñ áîëüøåé èëè ìåíüøåé ñòåïåíüþ âåðîÿòèÿ 
“ïðåäâèäåòü”, “óãàäûâàòü”, “ïðåäïîëàãàòü”. Ïðîøëîå è áóäóùåå, ïî 
êðàéíåé ìåðå â çíà÷èòåëüíîé, ïðåîáëàäàþùåé ÷àñòè ñâîåãî ñîäåðæàíèÿ, 
åñòü äëÿ íàñ íåèçâåñòíîå. Ýòî íåèçâåñòíîå, îäíàêî, ñ ïîëíîé î÷åâèäíî-
ñòüþ è íåîòìåíèìîñòüþ åñòü (êîíå÷íî, â ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåé åìó ôîðìå 
áûòèÿ, ò. å. “áûëî” è “áóäåò”)» [5, ñ. 208].  

Íî  ïî÷åìó  Ôðàíê  íàçûâàåò  íåèçâåñòíûì  íå  òîëüêî  áóäóùåå,  íî  è  
ïðîøëîå, âåäü î ïðîøëîì ìû, â îòëè÷èå îò áóäóùåãî, âñå-òàêè ÷òî-òî 
çíàåì? Êàêèì ñòàòóñîì îáëàäàþò ïðîøëîå è áóäóùåå? ×åì îíè îòëè÷à-
þòñÿ äðóã îò äðóãà? Òóò ìû âïëîòíóþ ïðèáëèçèëèñü ê êëþ÷åâîìó âîïðî-
ñó íàøåãî àíàëèçà, êîòîðûé, âîçìîæíî, ïîçâîëèò íàì ðåøèòü çàãàäêó 
íåïîñòèæèìîãî. Ýòîò âîïðîñ êàñàåòñÿ ïðîáëåìû âðåìåíè. 

Âðåìÿ è äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü 

Â ñòðîãîì ñìûñëå ñëîâà êàê ñëåä, òàê è íåïîñòèæèìîå ÿâëÿþòñÿ 
âðåìåííûìè êàòåãîðèÿìè. Âåäü äàæå òàêîé, êàçàëîñü, àáñîëþòíî íå ïîä-
÷èíÿþùèéñÿ âðåìåíè ôåíîìåí, êàê «âå÷íîñòü», ïîçâîëÿåò ïîíÿòü ñåáÿ 
òîëüêî ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê âðåìåíè è âî âðåìåíè. Ïîýòîìó äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû 
ïîçíàòü íåïîñòèæèìîå, íåîáõîäèìî îáðàòèòüñÿ ê àíàëèçó ïîíÿòèÿ «âðå-
ìÿ»,  ÷òî  Ôðàíê  è  äåëàåò.  Ïðè  ýòîì  îí  áóêâàëüíî  ñëåäóåò  ñâîåìó  ãåíè-
àëüíîìó ïðåäøåñòâåííèêó Àâðåëèþ Àâãóñòèíó, â ÷åì ìû óáåæäàåìñÿ, 
÷èòàÿ åãî àíàëèç íàñòîÿùåãî ìîìåíòà. Íàñòîÿùåå, ïèøåò Ôðàíê, ïðåä-
ñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ìèã, â êîòîðîì áóäóùåå, åùå íå ñáûâøååñÿ, ñòàíîâèòñÿ 
ïðîøëûì, óæå áûâøèì [5, ñ. 263]. À ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî íèêàêîé äåéñòâè-
òåëüíîñòè íàñòîÿùåãî íà ñàìîì äåëå íå ñóùåñòâóåò, ïîòîìó ÷òî «âñå, ÷òî 
ñîçíàåòñÿ íàìè êàê íàñòîÿùåå, óæå â ìîìåíò åãî îñîçíàíèÿ ñòàëî ïðî-
øëûì; âñå,  íà  ÷òî  íàïðàâëÿåòñÿ  íàø  âçîð  â  íàøåé  çàáîòå  èëè  íàøåé  
ìå÷òå, åñòü áóäóùåå» [5, ñ. 264], çàêëþ÷àåò îí. Èç ñêàçàííîãî ñëåäóåò, 
÷òî «âî âðåìåííîì èçìåðåíèè íàì äàíî òîëüêî “íàñòîÿùåå” – ñòðîãî ãî-
âîðÿ, òîëüêî ìàòåìàòè÷åñêèé ìèã íàñòîÿùåãî; íè÷òî “ïðîøåäøåå” è 
“áóäóùåå”  íå  ìîæåò  áûòü  íàì  “äàíî”  â  òîì ñìûñëå,  â  êàêîì  äàíî  íà-
ñòîÿùåå. “Íàñòîÿùåå” è åñòü “ïðåäñòîÿùåå”, le pre ́sent, die Gegenwart. 
Òåì íå ìåíåå, äëÿ íàñ íåò íè ìàëåéøåãî ñîìíåíèÿ, ÷òî îíî ïðèìûêàåò ê 
“ïðîøåäøåìó” è “áóäóùåìó”, åñòü ìîìåíò â ñîñòàâå ñïëîøíîãî áåçãðà-
íè÷íîãî ïîòîêà âðåìåíè, è ìû íå ìîãëè áû äàæå ïîíèìàòü åãî êàê “íà-
ñòîÿùåå”, åñëè áû ìû íå çíàëè ñ ïðåäåëüíîé î÷åâèäíîñòüþ, ÷òî îíî åñòü 
ãðàíü ìåæäó “ïðîøëûì” è “áóäóùèì”» [5, ñ. 208].  

Ôðàíê çäåñü,  íàäî  ñêàçàòü,  ÿâíî  âûõîäèò  çà  ãðàíèöû òîé èíòåðïðå-
òàöèè íàñòîÿùåãî, êîòîðûå áûëè îáîçíà÷åíû Àâãóñòèíîì, èáî îí óáåæ-
äåí, ÷òî ïðîøëîå è áóäóùåå íå ïðîñòî èäåàëüíî ïðèñóòñòâóþò â íàñòîÿ-
ùåì, à îíòîëîãè÷åñêè «ïðèìûêàþò» ê íåìó. Àâãóñòèíà, îäíàêî, èíòåðå-
ñóåò äðóãàÿ ÷åðòà â õàðàêòåðèñòèêå íàñòîÿùåãî, à èìåííî åãî ìèìîëåò-
íîñòü è íåóëîâèìîñòü. Èìåííî ýòà ÷åðòà ñîçäàåò, ïî ìíåíèþ Àâãóñòèíà, 
ñåðüåçíóþ êîãíèòèâíóþ ïðîáëåìó, èáî «íàñòîÿùèé ìîìåíò» íå ïîçâîëÿ-
åò ðàçäåëèòü ñåáÿ íà ñàìûå ìåëü÷àéøèå ÷àñòè: îí íàñòîëüêî ñòðåìèòåëü-
íî óíîñèòñÿ èç ïðîøëîãî â áóäóùåå, ÷òî äëèòåëüíîñòè â íåì íåò. Åñëè áû 
îí äëèëñÿ, òî òîãäà â íåì ìîæíî áûëî áû îòäåëèòü ïðîøëîå îò áóäóùåãî, 
çàìå÷àåò Àâãóñòèí è ïðèõîäèò ê ïàðàäîêñàëüíîìó âûâîäó: «íàñòîÿùåå 
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íå ïðîäîëæàåòñÿ» [1, ñ. 28]. Íî åñëè íàñòîÿùåå íå ïðîäîëæàåòñÿ, òî òî-
ãäà âîçíèêàåò âîïðîñ, ñóùåñòâóåò ëè îíî. Âåäü äàæå íåóëîâèìîå äâèæå-
íèå âðåìåíè èç ïðîøëîãî â áóäóùåå îñóùåñòâëÿåòñÿ íå â ïðîøëîì è íå â 
áóäóùåì, à â òîì ñòðåìèòåëüíî èñ÷åçàþùåì ìîìåíòå íàñòîÿùåãî, êîòî-
ðûé ïûòàåòñÿ óõâàòèòü è îáúÿñíèòü Àâãóñòèí [1, ñ. 34]. 

Âíå âñÿêèõ ñîìíåíèé íàõîäèòñÿ òîò ôàêò,  ÷òî ýòîò íåóëîâèìûé ìî-
ìåíò ñóùåñòâóåò, èáî åãî îòðèöàíèå áûëî áû ðàâíîöåííî îòðèöàíèþ 
Áûòèÿ. Êàêèì êîðîòêèì ìîìåíò íàñòîÿùåãî íè áûë áû, îí òåì íå ìåíåå 
äîëæåí «áûòü». È îí äåéñòâèòåëüíî «åñòü». Áîëåå òîãî, îí âõîäèò â 
«ðÿä»  òàêèõ  æå,  êàê  è  îí,  ìãíîâåííî  èñ÷åçàþùèõ  ìîìåíòîâ,  êîòîðûå,  
ïðèìûêàÿ äðóã ê äðóãó, îáðàçóþò åäèíûé «ðÿä âðåìåíè». Âíå ýòîãî «ðÿ-
äà» êîíêðåòíûé ìîìåíò ïåðåñòàë áû áûòü «ìîìåíòîì», âåäü ëþáîé ìî-
ìåíò ïðèíöèïèàëüíî ñëåäóåò èç îäíèõ è ïðåäøåñòâóåò äðóãèì ìîìåíòàì. 
Â ýòîì ñìûñëå ëþáîé ìîìåíò, íåñîìíåííî, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ÷åì-òî áîëüøèì, 
÷åì ïðîñòî «ìîìåíòîì».  

Íå èìåÿ àêòóàëüíîãî ìîìåíòà, ñ îäíîé ñòîðîíû, ìû íå èìåëè áû 
ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ  î  ïðîøëîì  è  áóäóùåì,  êîòîðûå  ïðèñóòñòâóþò  èìåííî  â  
íàñòîÿùåì ìîìåíòå, âíå êîòîðîãî îíè íå ìîãëè áû áûòü íè ïðîøëûì, 
íè áóäóùèì. Ñ äðóãîé ñòîðîíû, íå èìåÿ ïðåäñòàâëåíèé î ïðîøëîì è áó-
äóùåì, ìû íå èìåëè áû äëÿ ñåáÿ è íàñòîÿùåãî (ìîìåíòà). Ëþáàÿ ïîïûò-
êà ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå îïðåäåëåííîå ïðîøëîå è áóäóùåå âíå íàñòîÿùåãî 
ìîìåíòà ïðèíöèïèàëüíî îáðå÷åíà íà ïðîâàë, èáî âíå íàñòîÿùåãî ìî-
ìåíòà íåâîçìîæíî íå òîëüêî ñåáå ÷òî-òî ïðåäñòàâèòü, íî è ñóùåñòâîâàòü. 
Âåäü íàñòîÿùèé ìîìåíò ñîäåðæèò â ñåáå àáñîëþòíî âñå, ÷òî áûëî, åñòü è 
áóäåò. Îí ñêðûâàåò â ñåáå êàê «ñëåäû ïðîøëîãî», òàê è «çíàêè áóäóùå-
ãî».  Îí  åñòü  òî,  ÷òî  ìû  íàçûâàåì  æèçíüþ.  Ñàìûì  ñóùåñòâåííûì  ïðè-
çíàêîì æèçíè ÿâëÿåòñÿ åå ïðèíàäëåæíîñòü ê íàñòîÿùåìó ìîìåíòó. Òî, 
÷åãî íåò â íàñòîÿùåì, íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ æèâûì.   

Îäíàêî íàñòîÿùèì ýòîò ìîìåíò ñòàë òîëüêî ïîòîìó, ÷òî ïðèíàäëå-
æèò  âå÷íîñòè.  Àâãóñòèí  äåìîíñòðèðóåò  íàì  ýòî  íà  äîâîëüíî  ïðîñòîì  è  
îäíîâðåìåííî ãåíèàëüíîì ïðèìåðå ïåñíè: ïåðåä òåì, êàê íà÷àòü ïåòü 
ïåñíþ, ìû óæå èìååì ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î íåé. Ñ êàæäûì íîâûì ìãíîâåíèåì 
ñïåòûå ñëîâà è íîòû óíîñÿòñÿ â ïðîøëîå, à íåñïåòûå ïîêà åùå ÿâëÿþòñÿ 
íå íàñòóïèâøèì áóäóùèì. È ëèøü ïîñëå òîãî, êàê ïðîçâó÷èò ïîñëåäíÿÿ 
íîòà ïåñíè, îíà, ïî àíàëîãèè ñ ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé æèçíüþ, îêàæåòñÿ ñïåòîé. 
Ïðè ýòîì âñå, «÷òî ïðîèñõîäèò âî âñåé ïåñíå, ïðîèñõîäèò òàêæå â åå îò-
äåëüíûõ ÷àñòÿõ è â êàæäîì åå ñëîãå. Ïîäîáíîå ïðîèñõîäèò òàêæå â äëè-
òåëüíîì äåéñòâèè, ÷àñòüþ êîòîðîãî ýòà ïåñíÿ, âîçìîæíî, ÿâëÿåòñÿ. Ýòî 
æå  ïðîèñõîäèò  è  íà  óðîâíå  âñåé  ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé  æèçíè,  ÷àñòüþ  êîòîðîé  
ÿâëÿþòñÿ ÷åëîâå÷åñêèå äåéñòâèÿ. Òî æå ñàìîå, â êîíöå êîíöîâ, ïðîèñõî-
äèò è â óíèâåðñàëüíîì (êîñìè÷åñêîì) âðåìåíè, ÷àñòüþ êîòîðîãî ÷åëîâå-
÷åñêîå âðåìÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ» [1, ñ. 54]. Ëþáîå, äàæå ñàìîå íåçíà÷èòåëüíîå, 
ìãíîâåííîå äåéñòâèå, íåñìîòðÿ íà ñâîþ ìãíîâåííîñòü, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ìîìåí-
òîì âå÷íîñòè, â êîòîðîé, ïî ñëîâàì Àâãóñòèíà, íè÷òî íå ïðîõîäèò, èáî «â 
âå÷íîñòè öåëîå ÿâëÿåòñÿ íàñòîÿùèì», îäíàêî âðåìÿ, ïîä÷åðêèâàåò îí, 
«â ñâîåé öåëîñòè íå ìîæåò áûòü íàñòîÿùèì» [1, ñ. 18], âåäü èíà÷å îíî íå 
áûëî áû âðåìåíåì.  
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È çäåñü, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, ëåæèò ãëàâíàÿ ïðè÷èíà òîãî, ïî÷åìó íåïî-
ñòèæèìîå îñòàåòñÿ äëÿ íàñ íåïîñòèæèìûì. Âåäü äàæå òî, ÷òî ñóùåñòâó-
åò íåçàâèñèìî îò âðåìåíè, âûíóæäåíî ñóùåñòâîâàòü âî âðåìåíè, à òî÷-
íåå, â àêòóàëüíîì ìîìåíòå âðåìåíè, èáî âíå àêòóàëüíîãî ìîìåíòà íè÷òî 
ñóùåñòâîâàòü íå ìîæåò. Ýòî â ïîëíîé ìåðå êàñàåòñÿ êàê áóäóùåãî, òàê è 
ïðîøëîãî, ò. å. âå÷íîñòè.  

Âðåìÿ ðàçâîðà÷èâàåò ñåáÿ âî âðåìåíè. Âðåìÿ, ðàçâîðà÷èâàÿ ñåáÿ, îñ-
òàâëÿåò ñâîè ñëåäû, êîòîðûå íå òîëüêî ôèêñèðóþò åãî íåîñòàíîâèìûé 
õîä, íî è óêàçûâàþò íà ñêîðîòå÷íîñòü Áûòèÿ, â êîòîðîì ýòè ñëåäû êîãäà-
òî âîçíèêëè è â áåçäíå êîòîðîãî îíè, íåñîìíåííî, êîãäà-òî èñ÷åçíóò. 
Äðóãîé  ñóäüáû  ó  íèõ,  â  îòëè÷èå  îò  âå÷íîñòè,  íåò  è  áûòü  íå  ìîæåò.  Ïî-
çíàâàÿ ïðåõîäÿùåå, ÷åëîâåê òàêèì îáðàçîì ïîçíàåò è âå÷íîñòü, îäíèì èç 
ýëåìåíòîâ êîòîðîé îí ñàì ÿâëÿåòñÿ. «Ïîçíàé ñàìîãî ñåáÿ!», ñîâåòóåò ÷å-
ëîâåêó ôèëîñîôèÿ ñ àíòè÷íûõ âðåìåí, èáî òàéíà âå÷íîñòè, à âìåñòå ñ íåé 
è òàéíà íåïîñòèæèìîãî, ëåæèò â òåáå ñàìîì – ïðåõîäÿùåì è â òî æå âðå-
ìÿ íåðàçðóøèìîì ñóùåñòâå. 

Âûâîäû 

Ñ ïîìîùüþ ôåíîìåíîëîãèè ñëåäà ìû ïîïûòàëèñü ðåøèòü ïðîáëåìó 
íåïîñòèæèìîãî. Ñïðàâèëèñü ëè ìû ñ ýòîé çàäà÷åé? Óòâåðæäàòü, ÷òî ìû 
ïîëíîñòüþ ïîçíàëè ñóùíîñòü íåïîñòèæèìîãî, áûëî áû ñàìîóâåðåííûì è 
ñàìîíàäåÿííûì âûñêàçûâàíèåì. Íî íåêîòîðûå âàæíûå âåùè ìû, îäíà-
êî, ñìîãëè âûÿñíèòü.  

Èñïîëüçóÿ «èíñòðóìåíò» ñëåäà, ìû, âî-ïåðâûõ, âûÿñíèëè, ÷òî äîñ-
òóï ê íåäîñòóïíîìó è çàãàäî÷íîìó ìèðó îòêðûâàþò íàì âåùè âïîëíå 
äîñòóïíûå è îáû÷íûå, êàêîâûìè ÿâëÿþòñÿ «ñëåäû ïðîøëîãî». Èìåííî 
ñëåäû ïîçâîëèëè ÷åëîâåêó óâèäåòü â ïðåõîäÿùåì íåïðåõîäÿùåå, â äîñ-
òóïíîì íåäîñòóïíîå, â âèäèìîì íåâèäèìîå. Èìåííî ñëåäû ïîçâîëèëè 
÷åëîâåêó  ïîçíàòü  ñêîðîòå÷íîñòü  Áûòèÿ,  çàñòàâèâ  åãî  ïðèéòè  ê  âûâîäó,  
÷òî «ëþáîå ñîñòîÿíèå è ëþáîå ìãíîâåíèå ÿâëÿåòñÿ áåñöåííûì, èáî îíî 
åñòü ìîìåíò âå÷íîñòè» (È. Ãåòå). Ñëåäû òîëüêî ïîòîìó è ñòàëè ñèìâîëà-
ìè ïðåõîäÿùåñòè è ñêîðîòå÷íîñòè æèçíè, ÷òî îíè íåðàçðûâíî ñâÿçàíû ñ 
êàòåãîðèåé âðåìåíè: ëþáûå ñëåäû ïîÿâëÿþòñÿ âî âðåìåíè è èñ÷åçàþò â 
íåì.  Ñëåäû  ïðèíöèïèàëüíî  çàâèñèìû  îò  âðåìåíè.  Íî  íàì  óäàëîñü,  âî-
âòîðûõ, òàêæå âûÿñíèòü,  ÷òî íå òîëüêî ñëåäû çàâèñÿò îò âðåìåíè, íî è 
âðåìÿ  ïðèíöèïèàëüíî  çàâèñèò  îò  ñâîèõ  ñëåäîâ,  â  êîòîðûõ  îíî  ñåáÿ  â  
ïðÿìîì ñìûñëå ñëîâà «îâåùåñòâëÿåò» è (ïðî)ÿâëÿåò. Â ýòîì ñìûñëå ñëå-
äû ÿâëÿþòñÿ «çíàêàìè» âðåìåíè è âå÷íîñòè.  

Íàì îñòàåòñÿ òîëüêî óäèâëÿòüñÿ òîìó ôàêòó, ÷òî òàêèå íè÷òîæíûå è 
íåïðèìåòíûå ýëåìåíòû äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè, êàêîâûìè ÿâëÿþòñÿ «ñëåäû 
ïðîøëîãî», â ñîñòîÿíèè îòêðûòü ÷åëîâåêó ïóòü ê ïîçíàíèþ íåïîñòèæè-
ìîãî. Íî ñïîñîáíûìè íà ýòî ñëåäû îêàçàëèñü òîëüêî ïîòîìó, ÷òî îíè ÿâ-
ëÿþòñÿ ñèìâîëàìè íå òîëüêî ìàòåðèàëüíîãî, íî è íåìàòåðèàëüíîãî ìè-
ðà. Ñëåäû ÷åì-òî íàïîìèíàþò ñòåêëÿííûå îñêîëêè ðàçáèòîãî öåëîãî, ÷à-
ñòüþ êîòîðîãî îíè êàêîå-òî âðåìÿ áûëè. Òîëüêî ïðîíèöàòåëüíûé 
(èñ)ñëåäîâàòåëü, êàêèì ÿâëÿåòñÿ Ôðàíê, â ñîñòîÿíèè óâèäåòü â ýòèõ îñ-
êîëêàõ êàê îñòàòêè ïðåõîäÿùåãî, áðåííîãî è ìèìîëåòíîãî, òàê è ñëåäû 
íåïðåõîäÿùåãî, âå÷íîãî è íåäîñòóïíîãî ÷åëîâåêó Áûòèÿ.  
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