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Abstract. The issue of the existence of a peculiarly “Russian” philosophy has long been the object of
many debates, which soon led to very different and often opposite conclusions. The question is always
the same: Is there an original contribution that Russian authors made to philosophy, in the same way as
with literature, arts, and sciences? What happened to Greek/Western philosophy when cultivated in
“Russian soil”? In order to answer these questions, it is necessary to first carry out a brief examination
of the never-obvious issue of “what being a philosopher means”, i.e. of what generally distinguishes an
intellectual who claims to be a “philosopher” from other kinds of intellectuals or scholars. After this
short but necessary premise, this article will try to sum up some of the classic and modern definitions of
Russian philosophy (from Chaadaev to Evlampiev) and conclude by proposing a personal idea about an
overarching frame of Russian philosophical thought. In my opinion, the latter mostly originates from a
peculiar reception in Russia of Platonism, Idealism and Marxism that ultimately transformed those
views, especially during the Silver Age, into a sort of “integral gnoseology”, which connects “logos”
and “life” in a specifically dialectical way that can be described, pour cause, as “Russian”. This “inte-
gral gnoseology” ultimately conjoins science and humanism in an original way and is capable of open-
ing up to discreet phenomena and to multiple levels of knowledge.
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CymecTByeT Jin «pycckasi pusiocopus»?
I'panuusl 1 npupoaa Bonpoca

Arnomayus. Bonpoc 0 CyIIecTBOBAHHH CBOCOOpPa3HOW «pycckoi» ¢unocoduu Beerna GbUT MPEAMETOM
MHOTHX CIIOPOB, KOTOpBIC JIETKO HPUBOJMIIM K CaMbIM Pa3HbIM M YacTO MPOTHBOIIOJIOXHBIM BBIBOJAM:
€CTb JIM OPUTHUHAIBHBIA BKJIAJ, KOTOPBI PyCCKUE aBTOPHI BHECIH B (DMIOCO(HIO, KaK 3TO IMPOU3OILIO B
JMTEpaType, UCKYCCTBE M HayKe W YTO CIyYWIOCh C IpedecKoi / 3amamHoi ¢unocodpueil Ha «pyccKoi
semsie»? B mensx mowcka OTBeTa Ha 3TH BOIPOCHI, NMPEAJAraeTcs KPaTKO HCCICNOBaTh HEOUCBHUIHYIO
mpo0JieMy «4TO 3HAuuT OBITH (uirocodoM?», TO €cTb, YTO OOBIMHO OTAMYAET HHTEIIEKTyaua,
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MPETEHAYIONIEro Ha 3BaHue «hunocodar, OT APyruxX BUAOB MHTEIUIEKTYaJOB WK yueHbIX. [Tocie KopoT-
KO, HO HEOOXOAUMON MPEANOCHUIKH MPEANPUHATA MOMBITKa CYMMHPOBATh HEKOTOPbIE U3 KJIACCHYECKUX
U COBPEMEHHBIX OompeleneHuil pycckoil ¢unocopun (ot Yaamaesa mo EmammueBa), 4ToOBI, HaKOHEI,
MIPEIOKHUTE JIMYHBIA B3I Ha BCEOOBEMITIOLICYIO CTPYKTYPY pYcckoil ¢unocodcekoit Miciu. Ipu sTom
JleTaeTcs aKIeHT Ha CBoeoOpasHylo TpaHcdopmarmio B3minoB Ilmatona, 'eremst m Mapkca B Poccun,
0COOEHHO B IEPHOZ cepeOpsSHOr0 BeKa, B CBOETO POJia KMHTETPAITBHYIO THOCEOJIOTHIO», KOTOpas CBS3bIBA-
€T W yIep)KUBAeT BMECTE «JIOTOTHIIBI» U <OKU3HBY B CHEIM(GHIECKH THAJIEKTHIECKOM cMEBIce. [lemaercs
BBIBOJI O TOM, YTO 3Ta «MHTETPAIbHAsi THOCEOJIOTH» B KOHEYHOM HUTOT'€ OPHTUHAIBHBIM 00pa3oM coeu-
HsIeT HayKy ¥ TYMaHU3M H CIIOCOOHA OTKPBITHCS CKPBITHIM SIBICHUSIM ¥ MHOTHM YPOBHSIM 3HAHUSL.

Kniouesvie cnosa: Pycckas punocodusi, pycCKuil HHTEIICKTYalTu3M, MeTap3MKa, THOCCOJIOTHS, MaTe-
pHUanu3M, TyMaHH3M, HHTYHUIHS, UCTUHA, TUIATOHU3M, SITHCTEMOJIOTHS
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Philosophers and “Non-Philosophers”: An Introduction

In searching for the boundaries of Russian philosophy or, to put it differently, in
understanding the reception of Western philosophy in Russia, any scholar or historian
must deal with the troublesome situation of a highly variegated scenario. The main issue,
in this case, is to identify who the “philosophers” in Russia were as well as those who
were not “eligible” for that attribute. From the end of the eighteenth century and over the
subsequent two centuries, there were many authors and movements that to some extent
might well define themselves as philosophical. However, most of them were more likely
to be included as a part of a wider Russian history of ideas or intellectual history rather
than of the “history of philosophy”, properly speaking.

The main question one should ask in this case is whether the term “Russian phi-
losophy” is to be understood as “Russian intellectualism”, the quest for Russian identi-
ty or for any social or political or national ideal, or as the birth of and debate on a
“Russian idea”, or as something different altogether. Not by chance, the histories of
Russian philosophy that were written in the last century often dealt with a wider ques-
tion of a “Russian thought”, whether this were social or political or religious, in order
to not exclude a number of decisive contributions to the Russian history of ideas'.
Talking of a “Russian thought” is certainly more suitable to the nineteenth- and twenti-
eth-century Russian situation than investigating the more or less adequate convergence
of Russian thinkers with a specifically Western philosophical tradition. In any case, the
problem of “where to start?”” with a history of Russian philosophy and of “who to in-
clude?” in the set of a possible Russian philosophical tradition still remains.

! The renowned examples of the works by N.O. Lossky, V.V. Zen'kovsky and G. Florovsky (who even
employs the word “theology” to connote Russian thought) emphasize the religious aspects of Russian
philosophy, whereas — as is easily predictable — the Histories written during the Soviet era as well as
some contemporary Western studies interpret Russian thought mainly as a history of social or political
ideas. This antithesis, “religious vs. social thought”, which somehow matches the classic polarity “Slav-
ophile vs. Westernizing thought”, reflects a longstanding tradition of Russian intellectual history that
surely does not help to focus on the existence of a specifically “philosophical” thought.
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| tried to take a different view of this whole historical question for two rea-
sons: firstly, to highlight and re-evaluate the meaning of the word “philosophy” as
something specific, and secondly to avoid an overly well-trodden path whose story
has already been written many times, and which concerns the difficult and long-
standing issue on the nature of Russian identity as divided between East and West. In
other words, the question is: Is there a specificity peculiar to the word “philosophy”
in Russian thought that should not be confused with “intellectualism” or “national
identity”? This is, in my view, the first problem, which somehow precedes the other
main question: “What are the boundaries and nature of Russian philosophy?”, i.e.
“When or where does it begin?” and “What are its specific contents?”. In such a con-
text, another, more original question may also emerge: “What are the boundaries of
philosophy itself?”. That is to say: What does “being a philosopher” mean? What is
the difference — is there one? — between a philosopher and an intellectual, or a semi-
ologist, an anthropologist, or other, for instance? Were Yuri Lotman or Mikhail
Bakhtin philosophers? Were any of the Marxist or early Socialist theorists philoso-
phers? Were two of the finest intellectuals from the Silver Age, such as Vyacheslav
Ivanov and Mikhail Gershenzon, also philosophers? Was Dmitrii Merezhkovsky a
philosopher? These are only few examples, but the main point is: before discussing
the nature (if there is one) of Russian philosophy, it would be helpful to identify what
a philosopher is and, consequently, who the “Russian philosophers” are. This ap-
proach, in fact, is a necessary premise in the case of Russian philosophy, and indeed
of all philosophy.

In order to avoid the uncomfortable conclusion that any intellectual idea is
“philosophy”, | would tentatively suggest at least a couple of directions on what phi-
losophy is or should be in a stricter sense. The first and most obvious one may be the
following: if one employs the word in accordance with the Western meaning, philos-
ophy is a form of knowledge ascribable to a given tradition starting from the Pre-
Socratic philosophers, following (to name only a few essential authors) with Plato
and Aristotle up to Descartes, Leibniz, Spinoza, Hume, Kant, Schelling, Hegel and so
on. In this regard, practising philosophy or being a philosopher means primarily, but
not exclusively?, relating to that tradition: namely — although this might seem even
too simplistic — “quoting” those philosophical authors and ideas among the main ref-
erences for one’s own work. If one accepts this first requirement, V. Solovyov is in-
deed a philosopher — possibly more than anyone else in Russia — as is N. Berdyaev,
and no doubt also A. Losev, G. Shpet, S. Frank, A. Kojeve, N. Lossky, L. Lopatin,
A. Kozlov, along with others (indeed, all the Neo-Hegelians and Neo-Kantians, such
as for example B. Chicherin, A. Vvedensky, and I. Lapshin), and even an apparently
“anti-philosopher” like L. Shestov, whose lifelong concern was confronting Greek

2 This is more or less the same as affirming that being a medical doctor means “primarily” following the
Western “official” medicine, which does not consider the fact that there are many more ways of being a
medical doctor or of practising medicine. The “primarily”, in this case, is rather an exemplary and regu-
lative way, so to speak, for “clearing the field”.
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philosophy, and Kant, and Hegel, etc.®. By the same token, even some of the most
religiously committed thinkers who constantly confronted the Western philosophical
ideas, such as P. Florensky and S. Bulgakov, surely stand in this category, whereas
other religious thinkers may not entirely fulfil this precondition®. In the Soviet times
of the post-Stalin era there were a number of philosophers who opened Marxist
thought to a new comparison or contrast with Western classic philosophy and dis-
cussed in-depth questions of logic, epistemology and metaphysics: these included E.
Il'enkov and M. Mamardashvili®. As far as the 19" century “social philosophers” are
concerned — from A. Herzen to N. Chernyshevsky, D. Pisarev, and others — the doubt
is actually the same concerning Marx, Engels, Feuerbach, and whether they belong to
the classic Greek-European philosophical tradition, as well as how much they would
consider themselves as “philosophers” in that regard.

The latter question leads, in fact, to the second “strict requirement” for belong-
ing without question to philosophy, which, in my view, is: treating a subject with a
certain (i.e. specific, characterizing, somehow predominant) degree of metaphysics.
The word “metaphysics” can be understood here as a rational approach that is con-
stantly addressed to the essence of things — i.e. the self-definition and search for the
fundamental criterion of truth that makes them what they are — rather than to other
external goals: for example, their use or function (e.g. the understanding of how
things work), or their effectiveness, or the search for conventional laws or classifica-
tion for the sake of classification. After all, if there is a difference between philoso-
phy and other subjects such as sociology or anthropology, or psychology, or even
linguistics and indeed any modern science, this possibly lies in this very issue®.

I used the expression “a certain degree of metaphysics” while being well
aware that a good part of Western modern philosophical tradition defines itself as
explicitly anti-metaphysical. However, such a criticism of metaphysics in the history
of philosophy has been always dealt with as an inner criticism, i.e. a criticism against
a given model of transcendent or transcendental metaphysics in order to unavoidably
develop a new one opposing the latter. Yet, any new response of this kind always
obeys an epistemological criterion that is in search of the ultimate nature of some-

% In my recent work (Lev Shestov: The Philosophy and Works of a Tragic Thinker. Boston: Academic
Studies Press, 2020), | tried to demonstrate precisely Shestov’s adherence, albeit in a critical way, to the
Western classic philosophical tradition.

4 Authors like V. Rozanov, N. Fyodorov or D. Merezhkovsky may not appear as canonical as the others
mentioned above, but that does not exclude the fact that, precisely because of their “unorthodoxy”, they
might be considered to be some of the most original Russian philosophical thinkers.

5 On the destiny of Western and non-Marxist philosophy during Soviet times and on the existence of an
authentic renaissance of philosophical thought, especially during the period of Krushchev’s “thaw”, see
the remarkable study: V.A. Lektorsky-M.F. Bykova, Philosophical Thought in Russia in the Second
Half of the 20" Century. London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2019.

6 This definition does not exclude that those disciplines may deal at times with the question of their
foundation or with the criteria of truth that regulate the analysis of their objects. However, when this
occurs, it is neither the primary focus of those disciplines nor the scope for which they were created. It
is, in fact, a “philosophical analysis” on a specific object of that discipline.



Onno A. Cywecmsyem nu «pycckas gunocogpusiy? I'panuysr u npupoda eonpoca 51
Oppo A. Does a “Russian Philosophy ” Exist? The Boundaries and Nature of a Question

thing (i.e. the fundamental basis of our knowledge of it), which in more than one way
is still a form of metaphysics. In this respect, any attempt at eliminating metaphysics
in philosophy has been always highly problematic’. This tendency to address one’s
quest for the essential conditions that determine the very possibility of any investi-
gated object is possibly the main feature distinguishing philosophy from any other
intellectual activity®. It is not the only feature, but it is an essential one. In the Greek
philosophical tradition, the Socratic question “ti esti?” (“what is it?”) is that kind of
guestion that is directed at the essence of something, for it is the philosophical ques-
tion par excellence. That question, in fact, never leads to a mere description or ex-
planation of the object, but rather to a deeper investigation of the abstract conditions
and epistemic foundations that allow its very possibility of existence.

To give a few examples, a philosopher of mind investigates the question of
“What is a mind?”; a neuroscientist, on the contrary, is focused on understanding
“How a brain works”. A mathematician is interested in how to conclude a calcula-
tion; a philosopher of mathematics, however, ponders the question “What is the na-
ture of numbers?”. Philosophy, at its core, has always been focused on the essence of
concepts. Of course, there are many views of philosophy and many ways to do it, but
in a strict and classic sense, at the heart of philosophy, there is mainly the “metaphys-
ical issue”, even when a given kind of metaphysics is denied by philosophy itself, as
has been observed before. When Heidegger explores the nature of poetry, he raises
the question “What is poetry?”, not “How does poetry work?”. Or “What must hap-
pen to a prose text to become a poetic text?”. The latter, in fact, is precisely Yuri
Lotman’s point of view in his excellent study on poetry®. Lotman investigates the
way in which poetry becomes poetry. Heidegger, as it were, “stops” at the problem of

" This entire question is actually immense and involves at the same time both absolute relativism and
absolute anti-metaphysics. Already Plato, in disputing with the sophists, maintained that Protagoras’
doctrine of relative truth was technically “self-refuting” as it destroyed itself in its very definition (it is
the so-called peritropé or “table-turning” argument: see Plato, Theaetetus 188c2-171c7). Moreover, as
has been widely discussed in contemporary analytic philosophy (by R. Carnap and A.J. Ayer in particu-
lar), this sort of impossibility of getting rid of itself is part of the very nature of metaphysics, for when
one produces an anti-metaphysical argument, the latter very easily turns out to be a newer form of a
metaphysical proposition. To deny an absolute (metaphysical) criterion of truth, in fact, presupposes at
least a set of equally absolute assertions or requirements that can hardly be considered as “non-
metaphysical” themselves. Wittgenstein, for example, in his attempt at overcoming metaphysics with
his famous “picture theory” of language, eventually fell into a self-referential incoherence (as he
acknowledged in his later works). This does not mean that any rejection of metaphysics is absolutely
impossible, but only that it often and quite easily becomes contradictory.

8 In point of fact, if one encompasses the entire history of Western philosophy even with all its differ-
ences and contradictions, the so-called “problem of metaphysics”, as Aristotle saw it, can be reduced to
the search for an epistemic criterion of truth. In this regard, philosophy is the discipline that searches for
a primary criterion of validity of knowledge. Far from being a “transcendent” issue, speaking of the
essence of something is fundamentally the question “How can | be sure this is true?”, or in other words,
“What is the epistemic/objective/ultimate truth of something?”. For “turning to the essence of some-
thing”, philosophically speaking, means turning to its ultimate and incontrovertible truth.

9 See Y. Lotman, Analysis of the Poetic Text. Trans. by D. Barton Johnson. Ann Arbor (Michigan):
Ardis, 1976.
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what it is. Not by chance, Heidegger — as he admitted himself — could deal only with
those authors, like Holderlin, whose poetry is about poetry itself: that is, a poetry ex-
pressing the nature of poetry™®.

If | follow these two “guidelines”, my conclusion is that in Russia there are in-
deed a certain number of philosophers, and that other intellectuals or writers may not
be strictly included in this group, albeit the latter might perhaps embody the most
original part of Russian thought**. I do not propose to give any “list”, for anything of
this kind (i.e. lists and frameworks) is never historically real, and | am still convinced
that philosophy lies in many more places than | stated before. But this is, at least, an
attempt to ascertain a difference and prevent philosophy from unravelling into an
undefined area of intellectual idea-production. According to this framework — as af-
firmed before: it is not the only one, but it is a classic one —, Solovyov is probably the
first and most meaningful among the Russian philosophers, as Berdyaev also
acknowledged'?, without forgetting the authors who preceded him, such as
G. Skovoroda, P. Chadaaev, and the early Slavophiles A. Khomyakov and, above all,
I. Kireevsky, whose elaboration of Schelling’s late thought contributed decisively to
the project of a “positive” (Slavophile, religious) philosophy in Russia. But Solo-
vyov, most of all, accomplished this project and acted as a point of reference for his
successors and for laying the foundations of a Russian approach to philosophy,
which often contradicted his thought but could never ignore it'3. After Solovyov, all
the thinkers who, in one way or another (in following it or, by contrast, rejecting it),
related to the path he opened up should be legitimately included under the label of
“Russian philosophers”.

10 See the leading idea in Martin Heidegger’s “Hélderlin und das Wesen der Dichtung” (Hélderlin and
the Essence of Poetry): a speech Heidegger held in Rome on 2 April 1936, then subsequently published
in the journal Das innere Reich 1936, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 1065-1078.

11 As Berdyaev observes in this regard, “the chief figures in Russian religious thought and the religious
quest of the nineteenth century were not philosophers, but the novelists Dostoevsky and Tolstoy. Dosto-
evsky is the greatest Russian metaphysician or rather anthropologist” (N.A. Berdyaev, The Russian
Idea. Trans by R.M. French. Hudson, NY: Lindisfarne Press, 1992, p. 194). In another passage, Ber-
dyaev expresses an even more radical concept: “The greatest Russian metaphysician and the most exis-
tential was Dostoevsky. Unamuno said that Spanish philosophy is contained in Don Quixote. In the
same way we can say that Russian philosophy is contained in Dostoevsky” (ibid., p. 175).

12 |bid., p. 182. Semyon Frank also expressed the same concept: “Solovyov is unquestionably the great-
est of Russian philosophers and systematic religious thinkers” (S. Frank [ed.], A Solovyov Anthology.
Trans. by N. Duddington. London: SCM Press, 1950, p. 9).

13 Themes such as the critique of Western philosophy (mostly understood as “positivism” and “rational-
ism”), the heritage of Platonism, the ideal of an integral knowledge, the philosophical frame of absolute-
ness or unitotality, the myth of a “Russian idea”, the critique of abstract principles and consequently the re-
evaluation of life as opposed to reason, a certain kind of apocalyptic and eschatological view, and the idea
of Godmanhood: these are all Solovyovian motifs which, in one way or another (sometimes by opposition),
spread throughout the entire Russian philosophical tradition. On Solovyov’s relationship with Western
philosophy, see M.V. Maksimov, Vladimir Solovyov i Zapad: nevidimyi continent (Vladimir Solovyov
and the West: The Invisible Continent). Moscow: Prometei, 1998. On the Platonic heritage in Solovyov,
see: M.V. Maksimov, Traditsiya platonizma v metafizike Vladimira Solovyova (The Tradition of Plato-
nism in Vladimir Solovyov’s Metaphysics), in Modernités russes 2015, vol. 15, pp. 93-105.
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Now, the question is: does this group of philosophers that we call “Russian
philosophers” — on the basis of their nationality and of their belonging to an original-
ly Greek and somehow “metaphysical” tradition* — have a common idea of philoso-
phy? Are there any recurrent topics within this group that allow us to speak of the
existence of a “Russian philosophy”, not only in terms of the nationality of its au-
thors but also of a distinct national thought? Is there a “boundary” or a substantial
difference between this Russian philosophy and, for instance, European philosophy?
In short, as is stated in the title of this article: Does a “Russian philosophy” exist?

Western Philosophy and Russia

I am aware that anyone who intends to deal with this topic is entering a sort of
a “minefield”, since a substantial part of Russian intellectual history was dedicated to
such a collective effort for self-definition and, in particular, for self-definition with
strict reference to European thought. As Boris Groys suggested, all Russian intellec-
tual history is overtly shaped through a constant comparison to Europe and, accord-
ing to him, the whole of modern Russian thought is a point of view on Europe®®.
Groys is certainly not the only one to affirm that understanding Europe, in order to
understand Russia, is the central problem of the Russian philosophical tradition, as
well as one of the main problems of Russian literature and Russian culture®®. Any
analysis of this kind would probably start from the day after Russia’s victory in the
war with Napoleon, in 1814, when Russian intellectuals started to reflect on their role
with regard to Europe, and would continue up to the present time'’. This whole topic
is obviously too big to be dealt with in this context.

Many prominent authors, from Chaadaev to the present time, have tried to an-
swer this question on the Russian philosophical identity. Chaadaev’s answer is well
known and is a negative answer®, In many ways, this “negative start” marked the
entire path of Russian philosophy and it acted, as it were, like a “curse” on it, by gen-
erating or reinforcing a sort of “neurosis of distinctiveness” (as Evgenii Barabanov

14 Once again, | employ the adjective “metaphysical” here in the same way as it can be maintained that
the entire Western philosophical tradition, from Plato onwards, is “metaphysical”.

15 This position is also expressed by Boris Groys in his article “Russia and the West: The Quest for Rus-
sian National Identity”, in Studies in Soviet Thought 1992, vol. 43, no. 3, pp. 185-198.

16 Tbid., p. 185. See also Vera Tolz’s opinion: “Since Peter the Great’s reforms "the West" (zapad) had
become arguably the most important ingredient of modern Russian identity” (In W. Leatherbarrow and
D. Offord [eds.], A History of Russian Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010, p. 197).
17 See on this the classic study by A. Koyré, La philosophie et le probléme national en Russie au début
du XIXe siécle, Gallimard, Paris 1976 (the text was written in 1929).

18 “Every nation has its period of stormy agitation, of passionate unease, of hasty activities. [...] All
societies have gone through such phases. Such periods provide them with their most vivid memories,
their legends, their poetry, their greatest and most productive ideas. [...] But we Russians, we are devoid
of all of this. [...] There are no charming remembrances, no graceful images in the people’s memory;
our national tradition is devoid of any powerful teaching. [...] We live only in the narrowest of presents,
without past and without future, in the midst of a flat calm” (P.Y. Chaadaev, Philosophical Letters and
Apology of a Madman. Knoxville: The University of Tennessee Press, 1969, pp. 35—-36).
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puts it in a critical way'®). At a certain point, the only question regarding Russian
philosophy seemed to be “What can we (Russians) add to European philosophy?” or,
in other words, “What is the difference between us and them?”. But this kind of
guestion, as Chaadaev argued from the very beginning, can only result, over and
over, in a lack of something?.

Leaving aside the fact that such concern for a national identity (or peculiarity)
of thought in other European countries has never been as problematic — which would
possibly confirm Barabanov’s thesis of “originality neurosis” — it is my opinion that
this way of posing the question concealed, from a historical point of view, another
more relevant event that happened in Russia. | am talking about the fact that when
any “original” Western philosophical content, or any Western author, “crossed” the
Russian border, it simply became different from whatever it previously was. If we
take the Western philosophers that had the greatest influence on Russian history and
thought — and | would name the classic triad: Plato-Hegel-Marx — the Russian recep-
tion of these authors radically transformed their thought from what it had been in Eu-
rope into something other. In short: into something “Russian”. These are not the only
authors, of course. There may be many additions to this list: Kant, Schelling and Nie-
tzsche are probably the most obvious. The “Kant case” is particularly interesting in
this respect, since his thought was largely perceived in Russia as “enemy” or as
something antithetical to Russian philosophical sensitivity?!. Therefore, one can ar-
gue that in Russia there was no original production of philosophical ideas, but there

19 E.V. Barabanov, Russian Philosophy and the Crisis of Identity, in Russian Studies in Philosophy
1992, vol. 31, no. 2, p. 48. Barabanov’s comment on this is very harsh: for him, philosophy in Russia
was no more than a pathological mechanism to keep minds in a position of passivity and subjugation.

20 The only result that can be found, in his view, is the unconscious, unrepresentable mode of being that
is alternative to any historicity. With respect to the universal world history, according to Chaadaev, this
“mode of being” is unarticulated, unobjectified and unoriginal. Needless to say, this a-historicity of
Russian identity (i.e. this extra historical and “unformalized” character of Russian culture), which is
nonetheless “full of inner life”, would be the “gist” of later Slavophile reflection.

2L In 1925, Semyon Frank affirmed that “the criticism of Kant’s philosophy and the fight against Kanti-
anism are constant topics of Russian philosophical thought” (cf. S.L. Frank, Russkoe mirovozzreniie
[The Russian Worldview]. St Petersburg: Nauka, 1996 [1% ed. 1926], p. 169; on the same issue, see also
A.N. Kruglov, Filosofiya Kanta v Rossii v kontse XVI1I1-pervoi polovine XIX vekov [The Philosophy of
Kant in Russia at the End of 18™ and First Half of the 19t Century]. Moscow: Kanon + ROOI “Reabili-
tatsiya”, 2009, p. 11). Frank’s opinion is certainly not unbiased, however it is a good representation of a
certain philosophical and religious tendency (see, on this, M.A. Meerson, Put’ against Logos: The cri-
tique of Kant and Neokantianism by Russian Religious Philosophers in the Beginning of the Twentieth
Century, in Studies in East European Thought 1995, vol. 47, nos. 3-4, pp. 225-243, and A. Akhutin,
Sophia and the Devil: Kant in the Face of Russian Religious Metaphysics, in Russian Studies in Philos-
ophy 1991, vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 59-89). The reception of Kant in Russia, especially during the 19™ centu-
ry, is actually more complex and variegated than the religious philosophers’ point of view may express.
In this regard, see: A.l. Abramov — V.A. Zhuchkov, Kant Pro et Contra. Retseptsiya idei nemetskogo
filosofa i ikh vliyanie na razvitie russkoi filosofskoi traditsii (Kant pro et contra. The Reception of the
German Philosopher’s Ideas and Their Influence on the Development of Russian Philosophical Tradi-
tion). St Petersburg: Russkaya Khristianskaya gumanitarnaya Akademiya, 2005; and T. Nemeth, Kant in
Russia: The Initial Phase, in Studies in East European Thought 1988, vol. 36, pp. 79-110.
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certainly was a definite reaction to Western philosophical ideas. The nature and qual-
ity of this “reaction” perhaps reveal more about the identity of the Russian philoso-
phers than the positive contents of their works do. In this regard, what they do not
accept about European philosophy is often more meaningful than what they develop
as their own position.

Thus, if the issue of originality is what matters, one might conclude that per-
haps there is not so much original philosophical content in Russia, but there is un-
questionably a distinct and original way of absorbing philosophy. Philosophy in Rus-
sia is something that involves all human life and aims at including it within an objec-
tive investigation of the truth. It would appear that a subjective point of view on
things, in Russia, cannot easily be dissected. At the same time, unlike what happens
in other similar “humanistic views” in Europe, the fields of this research are not lim-
ited to thought or to an existential approach, but include every cultural aspect of life.
Given all this, an implicit (or sometimes a very explicit) critique of Western logos
emerges, which is probably the main trait and achievement of Russian philosophy as
a whole. It is a philosophy that originated from the West, with an initial “lack” (here
Chaadaev influenced everyone after him), but that eventually turned out to be an in-
strument of critique of the West itself thanks to an enlarged concept of logos.

When Nikolai Lossky, at the end of his History of Russian Philosophy, tries to
sum up the main characteristic features of Russian philosophy, he names the Solo-
vyovian ideal of “integral knowledge??, along with different forms of intuitivism in
epistemology?®. In Lossky’s synthesis, many other references and authors converge:
from the earliest Skovoroda to Chaadaev, to Kireevsky, to Herzen, Solovyov, Roza-
nov, Florensky, Frank and many others, who give different names (sobornost’,
tsel’nost, vseedinstvo, nepostizhimoe etc.) to a concept that is very close to this ideal.
Boris Groys interprets this “integral knowledge” as the “search for unity and univer-
sality not at a level of thought, but of life”?*. Not far from this is Vasilii Zen'kovsky
when he writes that Man and Humanity (their destiny, their meaning, their ways and
the ends of their history) represent the real core of Russian philosophical thought:
i.e. not universe, not matter, and not even God. In this sense, Russian philosophy ap-
pears essentially “anthropocentric” rather than “cosmocentric” or “theocentric”?.
This would seemingly offer a solid reason for the model of wholeness. More recent-
ly, Igor’ Evlampiev confirmed this view by saying that the four main traits of Rus-
sian philosophy are: the quest for the hidden meaning of Christian ideas; the meaning
of human being, on the one hand, and the meaning of history, on the other (the latter
forming together a radical antithesis); and finally a peculiar style of philosophizing

22 Cf. N.O. Lossky, History of Russian Philosophy. London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd, 1952,
pp. 404-405.

23 1bid., p. 403.

2 See B. Groys, cit., p. 186.

25 V.V. Zen'kovsky, Istoriya russkoi filosofii (History of Russian Philosophy). Vol. I. Leningrad: EGO,
1991, p.16.
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that combines rationality with intuition, and logic with arts and literature®. In addi-
tion to this (and actually going much further, almost to the point of dismissing phi-
losophy as such), A. Zamaleev maintains that Russian philosophy produced its own
style, a rhetorical and exegetic one, which never focused on the theory of knowledge
as its primary goal, as European philosophy did?’.

From a historical point of view, Russia certainly welcomed more that kind of, so-
called, metaphysics of “participation” which assumed either a transcendent or an all-
encompassing paradigm (emblematically: Platonism, Neo-Platonism and Idealism) rather
than any other metaphysics of “experience”, which, like Aristotelianism, or all Cartesian-
ism or Empiricism, implied a strong sceptic option at the root of its analysis on human
knowledge?®. This difference between Russia and Europe is also due to a precise histori-
cal path of Russian theology that radically differed from European Christianity. It is very
likely that such an original and fundamental option — let us say, to put it briefly, Neo-
Platonism over Aristotelianism — may also have affected the Russian view on Material-
ism in the 19" century, which, as a “dialectical materialism”, became an all-embracing
materialist ontology: one might well say, a brand-new form of metaphysics contrasting
the traditional form. Thus, the paradigm of unity and, within it, the idea of a fundamental
dialectics of two principles, a higher one and a lower one, is a cultural feature that ap-
peared in Russia long before the philosophical ideas of the 19" century. It is, in fact, a
fundamentally Neo-Platonic paradigm that entered Russia along with Christianity. When
one considers the transition from Medieval Russia to modern Russia and the encounter
with European philosophy, which after the Renaissance largely abandoned that same
paradigm, there may appear to be a conflict.

From the early 1990s up to the present day, there has been a critical re-
thinking of this alleged Russian paradigm of “unity of thought” and on the postulated
existence of a Russian identity. Many contemporary scholars (among others: E. Bar-
abanov, M. Epstein, V. Podoroga, S. Khoruzhy®) imply, mostly in a critical way,
that such a myth created a “system of ideocracy” and a “suicidal quality” to Russian
philosophy. In other words, it created a sort of “slavery” for the Russian culture. Eve-
rything that happened in Russia (from theocracy to Marxism) depended upon this
idealistic effect or “distorted Platonism™, which eventually created a “Plato-
Marxism” (M. Epstein). In a recent survey of these positions (and also an excellent
essay on the contemporary status of philosophy in Russia), significantly entitled The
End of Russian Philosophy, Alyssa De Blasio shows how, after an initial revival of
the Russian religious philosophy in the immediate post-soviet years (the 1990s), in

% I.1. Evlampiev, Istoriya russkoi filosofii (History of Russian Philosophy). St Petersburg: RHGA,
2014, pp. 4-5.

27 AF. Zamaleev, Kurs lektsii po istorii russkoi filosofii (Course of Lectures on the History of Russian
Philosophy). St Petersburg: 1zd. St. Peterburskogo universiteta, 2009, pp. 13-14.

2 As A. Zamaleev rightly observed, the quest for knowledge rather than for truth — where truth is meant
in the broadest sense — was the main goal of this second line of development of metaphysics (see ibid.).
2 For an analysis of Khoruzhy’s critique on Russian religious philosophy, from a religious point of
view, see A. De Blasio, The End of Russian Philosophy. New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2014,
pp. 129-133.
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the years that followed an ongoing criticism arose about its unfruitfulness and lack of
philosophical dialogue. At the present time, while many contemporary philosophers
in Russia dismiss the value of the experience of Russian religious philosophy, they
also find a new way for philosophy under a renewed concept of “philosopher-
intellectual”, capable of setting up an organized discursive place and of playing a
public role in society, which is exactly what an “essentialist view of Russianness” is
unable to do¥.

I do not wish to enter into the merits of this debate. It does occur to me, howev-
er, that even such radical criticism® ultimately lies within the same paradigm of
thought, as if it were the ultimate idealistic assertion deriving from the same source.
Perhaps — at least, this is my impression — even a complete re-start, away from Plato-
nism (and from the Hegelianism and Marxism that derive from it), would not be neu-
tral, but it would be another idealistic reaction to the same idealistic source. | agree that
Russian philosophy was often merged with ideology (whether national, theocratic, hu-
manitarian, political, or messianic). But a large part of this “end-of-Russian-philosophy
movement” is no different, as it replaces one ideology with another ideology, which
may overvalue some tendencies of Western thought. Labelling Solovyov or Florensky
or Berdyaev as simply “messianic?, “transrational” and therefore “inauthentic philos-
ophers” has the unfortunate consequence of not listening to what they had to say about
a specific problem®. Such an approach does not stay true to the “fact” (i.e. the options
they proposed, which were not just absurd or literary inventions, but authentic epistem-
ic positions). In the same way, affirming that the closeness between philosophy and
literature in Russia results in a less authentic philosophy does not help to see what the
consequences of this proximity are (e.g. a new philosophy, a new literature). Finally,
refusing to accord any philosophical value to Russian philosophy because it is not what
a “real philosophy should be” implies another hidden assumption, i.e. the overrating of
European/Western philosophy in its most logic and positivistic embodiments as the
perfect and only model to aspire to. But that kind of philosophy (i.e. rationalism, em-
piricism and ultimately analytic philosophy) is equally a vast range of varied approach-
es and, at the same time, is only one of the numerous outcomes of Western philosophi-
cal tradition. Why should Russian philosophers be considered “messianic” when au-
thors like Spinoza or Kierkegaard or Nietzsche, or Schopenhauer, or Bergson, or
Heidegger, or even the whole German Idealism are not? Why should a good part of

30 See ibid., pp. 2-5.

31 According to which, it would seem, all Russian intellectual history (whether transcendentalist or ma-
terialistic) was wrong, in that it lacked authentic realism.

32 Although in Slavophile’s and Solovyov’s thought such a claim of a “Russian mission” is certainly appropri-
ate: see, in particular, Solovyov’s work: Three Forces. Moscow: B universitetskoi tipografii, 1877.

3 The case of Florensky is paradigmatic in this regard. As Massimiliano Spano seeks to demonstrate in
his Afterword to the English edition of his 1922 work Mnimosti v geometrii (cf. P.A. Florensky, Imagi-
naries in Geometry. Ed. by Andrea Oppo and Massimiliano Spano. Milan: Mimesis International, 2021),
Florensky’s philosophy of science is anything but a religious or esoteric experiment, but is instead an
authentically epistemological paradigm of knowledge and a modern example for a Platonic “speculative
mathematics”.
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contemporary French philosophy — which is largely merged with literature (in part fol-
lowing precisely the Russian example!) — not be equally “messianic”, “ideologized”,
and “inauthentic? No one would deny the value of these authors who had such a huge
influence on the world culture.

The point is: Western philosophy has had different shapes and models during
its long history. In its wide “array” of forms, there is room for varied and heteroge-
neous positions, although these should certainly keep an epistemic frame of truth, i.e.
the Western logos, as an ultimate scope and boundary. For this reason, in order to
avoid any ideological approach as much as possible, 1 would like to keep my conclu-
sions at an epistemological level, i.e. trying to trace the main characteristic of the
Russian philosophical tradition within the issue of the “knowledge of truth”.

At first glance, Russian thought might seem to be a large inconsistent puzzle,
made of many scattered pieces: religious existentialism, materialism, ontology, dia-
lectics, theology, symbolism, semiotics, culturology and so on. But if one looks at a
number of hidden premises and at the final results of those pieces, the same puzzle
may appear differently. Some of these results, for instance, are: the way in which the
religious frame of sobornost' became a philosophical one with Solovyov and the
subsequent Silver Age philosophers; what kind of materialism the “Russian material-
ism” truly was (i.e. certainly different from the European “historical materialism”);
what kind of science the Russian science from the beginning of the 20" century was
(I am thinking of the Moscow School of Mathematics, or Naturalistic science in the
way scientists like V. Vernadsky or A. Bogdanov approached it); but also how the
“discovery” of Palamite theology impacted the general antinomic view on reality in
Russia and many other examples of this kind concerning, in particular, the social and
humanistic sciences. From such a context, one may deduce that in Russia an extend-
ed and often antinomic idea of logos has been explored and developed®. It is not an
opposite of Western Aristotelian logos, but it does include more objects of reflection
(including arts, literature, culture, myth and religion, to name a few) than the classic
Western logos does. Not only are the objects of this logos “extended”, but so are the
subjects that affect them — as Georgii Florovsky notably argued “It was not merely
‘philosophy in Russia’ [...] but a new "philosophical subject™ %,

In other words, it is imprudent — to say the least — to speak of a “Russianness”
of Russian philosophical thought, as if it were a philosophy that stands apart by vir-
tue of its own different nature (as, for instance, ancient Chinese mathematics did).
But it is historically reasonable to state that the reception of Western philosophy in
Russia occurred with characteristic aspects, which on the one hand include a substan-
tial disregard for Aristotelian logic and Cartesian metaphysics, and, on the other, a
reworking of the Neoplatonic and Hegelian paradigms in a modern form. This, in
very brief terms, generated a new and peculiar way to maintain both a scientific and a
humanistic approach to the knowledge of truth.

34 It is not by chance that this is also an old Slavophile argument.
% G.V. Florovsky, Puti russkogo bogoslaviya (Ways of Russian Theology). Moscow: Institut russkoi
tsivilizatsii, 2009, p. 301.
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A Paradigm of Discontinuity Within the Wholeness

This “extended logos” combining rationality with intuition (Evlampiev) is
what | would call — along with Solovyov and N. Lossky — “integral gnoseology”.
Yet, the “wholeness” or integrality of the paradigm of knowledge — which, as one of
its main results, conjoins science and humanism in an original way — is not sufficient
per se to account for another quality of a typically Russian approach to epistemology,
namely the fact that such an integral form is capable of opening up to discreet phe-
nomena and to multiple levels of knowledge. By means of a dialectical production of
discontinuous antitheses of reality, the logos can more easily embrace a wider spec-
trum of problems. This quest for the discreet and dialectic nature of reality is what |
would also term, in its most epistemological connotation, a “scientific Neoplato-
nism”. Such a definition — which may even sound like a sort of oxymoron — applies
in particular to the so-called “Moscow Pythagoreans*® and indicates a modern form
of metaphysical Neoplatonism that is nonetheless “scientific” in that it is addressed
to an epistemic comprehension of the natural world with the instruments of modern
science. In essence, it is a philosophical view that, in its widest frame, entwines the
thought of a significant number of Russian philosophers as it originates from a his-
torically peculiar reading, which took place in Russia, of Plato (in fact, a “Neoplaton-
ic Plato”), Leibniz, Kant, Schelling, Hegel, and Marx. This tradition ultimately pro-
duced a position of realistic ontologism and dialectical metaphysics and, at least in
some authors, of an “epistemological intuitionism™. The latter is not, however, the
same intuitionism as Brouwer’s — from which it differs essentially due to the nature
of intuition itself¥” — and yet it stands equally opposite to mathematical constructiv-
ism and to Gottlob Frege’s logic, which in more ways can be said to hold the paterni-
ty of contemporary analytic philosophy.

If one takes into account the thought of those Russian thinkers who have been
mentioned so far as being closer to the label of “philosophy”, this openness and interest
towards the discreet nature of reality, in all its levels, is particularly evident. There is no
wonder, then, that the category of integral gnoseology, as understood in this way, led
Russian thought to group into the same epistemological level fields that are otherwise
antithetical, such as science and literature, or existential-subjective humanism and social
sciences, or again (especially in arts and literature) a given view of Christianity and the

3 On this, see L.A. Lyusternik, The Early Years of the Moscow Mathematical School, in Russian Math-
ematical Surveys 1967, vol. 22, pp. 171-211; and S.S. Demidov, N.V. Bugaev i vozniknovenie Mos-
kovskoi Shkoly teorii funktsii deistvitel'nogo peremennogo (N.V. Bugaev and the Birth of the Moscovi-
an School of the Theory of Functions of a Real Variable), in Istoriko-matematicheskie issledovaniya
1985, vol. 29, pp. 113-124.

37 For L.E.J. Brouwer, intuition is a “pure” intellectual intuition and does not involve sensory experience.
On the contrary, for an author like Florensky it is precisely through life experience that it is possible to
have an intuition of numbers. For the same reason, Brouwer — once again, unlike Bugaev and Florensky —
rejects Cantor’s actual infinite, which is not “construable” and eventually leads to contradiction. Floren-
sky’s conception of number and of mathematics can, in fact, accept contradiction as it derives from life
itself, which is superabundance of sense, and can certainly bear and absorb all the contradictions.
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search for a historic-materialistic meaning of life. Russian culture achieved all this — i.e.
keeping together the most different perspectives and even the strongest oppositions —in a
way that European philosophy had scarcely conceived of throughout its history. Un-
doubtedly, many of the achievements of Russian social or historical disciplines, or even
empiric sciences, and most of all a particular way of considerating history and science,
originated from this epistemic context as well as from a specific (dialectic, antinomic)
idea of truth. Russian culture offered a number of clues to recognize this truth. It is, in the
broadest sense of this expression, an “epistemological truth”, in which the point of view
on world knowledge is, in large part, dialectically alternative to a classic, Euclidean, Ar-
istotelian, and Cartesian paradigm®. From differential mathematics to non-Euclidean
geometry, and from iconographic and avant-garde art to Orthodox theology, there are
many fields in which an antinomic or discontinuous “double” was positively theorized by
Russian schools, authors or scientists within a paradigm of integrality of knowledge and
a metaphysics of total-unity. Most significantly, theology is the field where such a “dis-
continuity within the wholeness” was openly and uniquely affirmed, as the two different
“economies” of the Son and the Spirit are what distinctively give Orthodox theology its
huge historical influence on Russian and world culture. In an analogous way, with its
crucial distinction of Being and Essence within the absolute Unitotality, Solovyov’s
thought, perhaps the real, original matrix of all Russian philosophy, provided authors like
Florensky with a general philosophical paradigm of integrality that might well be defined
as the metaphysical background of his philosophy of discontinuity as well as of his phi-
losophy of history. The Russian mind and culture — as Florensky largely maintained in
his works® — has revealed this “discontinuous double”, which finds its raison d’étre in an
original and epistemic shape of truth. The general philosophical views of Sergei
Trubetskoi and Lev Lopatin — two of the most direct disciples of Solovyov — are also a
good example of all this. Sergei Bulgakov’s sophiology also represents an important de-
velopment of Solovyov’s and Florensky’s ideas precisely in placing sophia as a kind of
third being in between Absolute and cosmos: hence his ambiguous but also enriching
notion of the “world-soul” as the living unity of being. Some of the main and most im-
portant conceptions of the Russian philosophers fall under a similar framework, albeit in
an apparent (but not substantial) opposition to Solovyov: for instance, Nikolai Ber-
dyaev’s dialectics of the phenomenic (necessity) and noumenic (freedom) world within
the eschatological aim of the “Russian idea”; and Lev Shestov’s aporetic nature of truth
as divided between “Athens” and “Jerusalem”. The same can be said for Semyon Frank’s
concept of “unfathomable”, Nikolai Lossky’s doctrine of “intuition” or Aleksei Losev’s

38 On the existence of a specific epistemological style of Russian intellectual culture, see B. Pruzhinin, Rus-
sian Philosophical Tradition as a European One: Epistemological Style of Intellectual Culture, in Philosophi-
cal Traditions in Europe (Proceedings of the XXIIl World Congress of Philosophy) 2018, vol. 34, pp. 65-69.
See also B.1. Pruzhinin-T.G. Shchedrina, Antinomizm kak printsip kul turno-istoricheskoi epistemologii, ili
ob odnoi linii preemstvennosti v russkoi filosofii (Antinomicity as a Principle of Cultural-Historical Episte-
mology, or On a Line of Continuity in Russian Philosophy), in Ratsional ‘nost ' i kul ‘tura. K yubileyu Viadimi-
ra Natanovicha Porusa. St Petersburg: Aleteiya, 2013, pp. 139-150.

39 See, on this, my work: Conceptualising Discontinuity. Pavel Florenskii’s Preryvnost' as a Universal
Paradigm of Knowledge, in Russian Literature 2021 (forthcoming).
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theory of “myth”: as all-encompassing and universal concepts, they have an internal,
complex dialectical system, which is often made up of dualistic antitheses*’. Analogous-
ly, during Soviet times, the most relevant philosophers of science (such as B. Kedrov, P.
Kopnin, and M. Omelyanovsky) dealt with the interaction between philosophy and sci-
ence in quite a different way from the modern positivistic attitude that was developed in
the West: i.e. they worked on wider conceptual categories (such as reality, matter, space,
time) and on a systemic structural conception, a whole theory of “reality” and of “activi-
ty”, which combined logic, epistemology, psychology and sociology in the creation of
new knowledge and cognition®.

A special case is represented by Gustav Shpet, a “Husserlian philosopher who
attended Husserl’s lectures in Gottingen for a year. He elaborated the German phi-
losopher’s main problems from a strong Russian perspective, i.e. combining Hus-
serl’s analysis of consciousness with a fundamentally religious Platonism, and yet
not following the Russian sophiological thought. In this way, starting from the Hus-
serlian phenomenology, he managed to develop an original aesthetics and above all a
“hermeneutic phenomenology” that was focused on the problem of knowledge and
language, but also merged with specifically Russian themes and with a Platonic con-
ception of the absolute*?. The Husserlian phenomenology as proposed by Shpet and
by N. Lossky had a short but significant impact in Russia*®. The Soviet revolution
did not allow the development of this process to be seen fully*, but I have reason to
think that many clues might point to a convergence between the late Husserlian phe-
nomenology and Russian philosophy as a whole, the first and foremost among them
being the insufficiency of classic Western logos to grasp the complexity of reality,
which is indeed an adequate premise to the entire Russian philosophy in all its histor-

40 Many more examples of the same kind (i.e. in search of a larger and more dialectical frame to inter-
pret specific problems) could be easily added in extra-philosophical fields: this line of thought can easi-
ly be extended all the way to Mikhail Bakhtin’s critique of ideology as well as his attack on Freud’s
“disembodied” and inauthentic unconscious. Not to speak of Yuri Lotman’s seminal concept of “semio-
sphere”, which, as inspired by Vernadsky’s theories, is the concept that indicates more than any other a
holistic approach to culture and to the meaning of language by means of the primacy of the “whole”,
namely, the semiosphere itself.

41 On the peculiarity of modern Russian philosophy of science as the quest for the interdependence of
various disciplines within a whole heuristic philosophical system, see the section “Philosophy of Sci-
ence” of the volume: V.A. Lektorsky-M.F. Bykova, Philosophical Thought in Russia in the Second Half
of the 20 Century, cit., pp. 117-151.

42 See, on this, in English language, S. Cassedy, Gustav Shpet and Phenomenology in an Orthodox Key,
in Studies in East European Thought 1997, vol. 49, pp. 81-108. An English edition of Shpet’s writings
on “hermeneutic phenomenology” appeared in recent times: see G. Shpet, Hermeneutics and its Prob-
lems: with Selected Essays in Phenomenology. Ed. by Thomas Nemeth. New York: Springer, 2018.

43 See F. Tremblay, Nikolai Lossky’s Reception and Criticism of Husserl, in Husserl Studies 2016,
vol. 32, pp. 149-163.

4 Until the end of the 1950s, the Soviet commentators considered Husserl’s philosophy as irrational or
even “mystical”, and they used to criticize it on a number of points, above all for its investigation of
“essences”. See, on this, T. Nemeth, Husserl and Soviet Marxism, in Studies in Soviet Thought 1975,
vol. 15, pp. 183-196.
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ical forms. The “religious outcomes” of the neo-Kantian group, the late Florenskian
research on culture and language, and a general tendency that from pure mysticism
pointed to culture and language, are only some of the results of the philosophy of
Silver Age that lead one to think of a general paradigm of criticism towards Western
logos. Losev and Shpet are two key-figures, in this respect, for understanding the
ultimate identity (or what it could be) of philosophy in Russia. With their original
interpretation of phenomenology, they are probably the best “missing links” to bridge
the gap between European and Russian philosophical thought, if such a gap actually
exists*®. The same can be said about Kojéve as far as his interpretation of Hegel and
Hegelianism is concerned.

All in all, Russian intellectual culture was capable of shedding new light on
European philosophical movements like Platonism, Kantianism, Hegelianism, mate-
rialism, phenomenology, and existentialism. In this sense, Russian philosophy might
be regarded as an inner and constructive critique with respect to Western thought. By
this, I am not saying that there is an “essential Russian philosophy”, as it were, a gift
for “native Russian adepts”, but | am implying that there are philosophical (i.e. meta-
physical, epistemological, rational) ideas that are “Russian” in that they derive and
find their meaning within a definite Russian historical and theoretical context, which
is undeniably more religiously and idealistically marked than it is in other cultures.
This is true for Russia in the same way as it is true that Pragmatism has its historical
roots in American culture, or Empiricism in modern British culture, and Hermeneu-
tics in contemporary French culture. In the same way, it can be affirmed that modern
Italian philosophy (in particular, from Giambattista Vico onwards) is traditionally
connoted as Historicism and Political thought, whereas Spanish philosophy is in gen-
eral, as Ortega y Gasset famously defined it, a particular kind of existentialism or a
“ratio-vitalism*®. Similarly, an integral approach to the philosophy of knowledge
and of science, and, above all, the definition of this approach in terms of a dualistic
and often antinomic framework, but at the same time a deeply humanistic/literary
approach to philosophy, are characteristic features of the Russian cultural philosoph-
ical background. Perhaps not “inborn” qualities, but cultural elements, yes.
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Pedepar

B cratbe paccmaTpuBaeTcs psii OOMIMPHBIX U HEMPOCTHIX BOMPOCOB, Kacaro-
LIMXCSl CYITHOCTH pycckoi ¢uiocopuu. Hampumep, ecTh i1 B pycCKOW MBICTH
cnerudugeckas 0COOEHHOCTH y clioBa «huiIocopus», KOTOPYIO HE CIeAyeT MyTaTh
C «UHTEJJIEKTYaTU3MOM» WU «HAIMOHAIBHON MAEHTHYHOCThIO»? Kakas pasHuna
W CYIIECTBYET JIM OHA MeXAy (QHI0COPOM M MHTEIUIEKTYyalloM WIH CEMHOJIOTOM,
AHTPOIOJIOTOM WM KeM-To emie? KakoBwl, COOCTBEHHO, TPaHUIIBI PYCCKOU (HIIO-
copun? W HakoHer, uMeeTcs i1 y pycckux (uimocodoB obiiee mpeacTaBieHrue o
¢unocopuu? EcTh U B 3TOW TPYIIE MBICIUTEIICH MOBTOPSIOIIMECS TEMbI, KOTO-
phIC TIO3BOJIMIM OBl TOBOPHUTH O CYIIECTBOBAHUU «PYCCKOH (PUI0CO(UU» HE TOIBKO
C TOYKH 3PEHMS HALMOHAIBHOCTH €€ aBTOPOB, HO U C TOUKH 3PEHHUS HANUYUS OTIH-
YUTETHHONH HAlMOHATBLHOW MbICHH? ECTh M «TrpaHMIla» WIH CYIIECTBEHHOE OTIIH-
4re JaHHOM pycckoil ¢unocodum, Hanpumep, oT eBporeiickoi ¢punocodpun? Cio-
BOM, KaK ¥ ObUTO 0003HaYEHO B 3ar0JIOBKE CTATHHU: CYIIECTBYET JIH «pyccKas puio-
codus»? st Toro 4To0sl pazoOpaThCs CO BCEMH dTUMH MpobiieMaMu, HEOOXOIH-
MO OTBETUTH Ha APYTOH, UCXOAHBIN BOMIPOC: KAaKOBBI IPAHUIBI caMoii (uiocopuu?
To ecTb, uTO 3HAYUT «OBITH PprIOcOGOM»? YCTAaHOBUB Mapy KIACCUUECKUX KpUTE-
pHEB, TO3BOJSIIOIIUX OTJIMYUTH (puiocopuio oT Apyrux obracTeil 3HaHUA, U TPU-
3HAaB, YTO, B COOTBETCTBUU C 3TUMHU KPUTEPUSAMH Psiji PyCCKUX PHI0cOPOB BCe ke
CYLIECTBYET, a TAK)XKE IOCJIe KPaTKOTO U3yUEHUs JaBHUX CIIOPHBIX BOTPOCOB B3aH-
MOOTHOUIEHUH MEXAY PYCCKOM M 3amagHOi MBICIBIO U TEKYIIEH TUCKYCCHU O HUX
B Poccum nccnenoanue oOpamaercst K IOMCKaM OOLIMX KOpHEH pycckoi ¢uiio-
CO(CKOH MBICITH.

®dunocodpus B Poccun — 370 HEUTO, YTO OXBATHIBAECT BCIO YEIIOBEUECKYIO
XKHU3Hb, CTPEMSCh CHENIaTh €€ YacTbi0 OOBEKTHUBHOI'O MCCIENOBaHUS MCTUHBL. [lo-
BUIMMOMY, B Poccuu Henerko npoaHain3upoBaTh CyObEKTUBHYIO TOUKY 3pEHUS Ha
BelIM. YUUTHIBAs 3TO, BO3HHKAET HEesiBHAS (A MHOTJIA M OYEHB SIBHAS) KPUTHKA 3a-
MaJHOTO JIOroca, YTO, BEPOSATHO, U ABISETCS TIaBHON YePTOW M JOCTHIKEHUEM pPycC-
ckoil punmocodun B nenoM. 1o drutocodus, npuineamas ¢ 3amnaaa, ¢ W3HaYaIb-
HBIM «HeJIocTaTkoM» (Kak yrBepxknan [1. Uaanaer), HO KOTOpas B KOHEYHOM HTOTE
MpeBpaTHiiach B MHCTPYMEHT KPUTHKH caMoro 3amaja Ojaroaapsi paclIMpeHHOM
koHnenuuu joroca. Korga Hukonaii Jlocckuil B koHue cBoeit «McTtopuu pycckoit
¢unocodum» npITaeTcst 0000NIMTH OCHOBHBIE XapaKTEPHBIC YePThl pycCcKOU (uiio-
coun, OH Ha3BIBAET COJIOBLEBCKUN MAEAT «LUEIOCTHOIO 3HAHUSY, & TAKXKE PaziInd-
Hble (OpPMBI MHTYUTHBH3MA B THOceosoruu. C HCTOpUUYECKO ToukH 3penus Poc-
cusi, 0e3yCJI0BHO, OOJIbIIIE MPUBETCTBOBAIA TaK HA3bIBAEMYIO MeTa(hH3UKy «coyda-
CTHS», KOTOpas Tpearojaraia JTu00 TPaHCICHACHTHYIO, JTU00 BCEOOHEMITIONTYIO
napagurmy (CUMBOJIMYECKH: TUIATOHU3M, HEOTJIATOHU3M M UAEaN3M), YeM KaKylo-
00 IPyTyI0 METapU3NKY «OIBITa», KOTOpas, MOT00HO apuCTOTEIN3MY, KapTe3u-
aHCTBY WJIM 3MIIMPU3MY, [IOJIpa3yMeBajia CUIbHBIN CKENTUIIM3M B OCHOBE aHaIu3a
YeJI0BeueCcKoro 3HaHus. Takum oOpa3om, mapajurmMa eIMHCTBA U B Hell uaest QyH-
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JAMEHTAJIbHON JIMAJEKTHKH JIBYX Hayajl — BBICIIEr0 W HU3LIETO — 3TO KyJIbTypHas
0cobeHHOCTh, Bo3HUKIIas B Poccun 3amonro no gunocodekux uneit XIX seka. Ilo
CyTH, 3TO NPUHIUIHNAIBHO HEOIUIATOHWYECKas Napaaurma, npumenmas B Poccnro
BMecTe ¢ XpucTHaHCTBOM. Ecim paccmatpuBaTh mepexon oT CpeIHEBEKOBOM K CO-
BpeMeHHO# Poccuu u BeTpedy ¢ eBpomneickoil ¢puocodpueii, KoTopas mocie 3MOXH
Bo3poxneHns B 3HAUNTENBHON CTENEHN OTKA3alach OT TOW K€ MapaJurMbl, MOXKET
BO3HUKHYTHh KOH(IuKT. Ha mepBbIil B3rAn, pycckas MBICIb MOXKET HMOKa3aThbCs
00JIBIION TPOTHBOPEUUBON TOJIOBOJIOMKOM, COCTOAILIEH U3 MHOXECTBA Pa3pO3HEH-
HBIX YacTeH: PEIUTHO3HOIO 3K3HCTCHLIHATN3Ma, MaTeprualn3Ma, OHTOJIOTHH, Tua-
JIEKTHKH, TEOJIOTMH, CUMBOJIN3Ma, CEMUOTHKH, KynpTyposoruu u T.n. Ho, ecnn
paccMOTpPEeTh HECKOJIBKO CKPBITHIX MPEANOCHUIOK M UX KOHEUHBIM pe3ynpTar, oJHa
U Ta € TOJIOBOJOMKa MOXET BBIMJIAJIETh MO-pa3HoMy. DakTHYECKH, U3 TaKOro
KOHTEKCTa MOJKHO CIeNlaTh BBIBOA, YTO B Poccum Oblna mccienoBaHa W pas3BHUTa
paciIipeHHas 1 4acTO aHTUHOMMYECKas 1ies Joroca. OTo He MPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTh
3araJlHOMy apHUCTOTEIIEBCKOMY JIOTOCY, HO BKIIIOUAET B ce0s O0bIlIe OOBEKTOB OT-
paxeHus (TakUX Kak MCKYCCTBO, JUTEPATYPY, KYIbTYPY, MU(BI, PEIUTHUI0 U MHO-
roe Jpyroe), 4YeM KJIACCHUECKHH 3amaJHbIi Joroc. «PacmupeHsr» He TOIBKO 00b-
€KTbI 3TOTO JIOTOCa, HO U MpEeAMETHI, KOTOpble Ha HUX BIMAOT. Kak, B 4acTHOCTH,
3ameTun ['eopruit @nopoBckuii, «3T0 OBIIA HE TIpocTO “Grnocodus B Poccun™ ...,
HO HOBBIH “dunocodckuii mpeamer’».

B nenom pycckast HHTeNIeKTyalbHas KyJIbTypa CMOTJIA IPOJIUTH HOBBIM CBET
Ha eBporneiickue QuinocopCckue NBHKEHHS, TaKhe Kak IMJIATOHU3M, KaHTHAHCTBO,
rerenbsiHCTBO, MaTepUuannu3M, (GeHOMEHOIOTHs U SK3UCTeHIaIN3M. B aToM cMbIc-
Je pycckyio ¢GmIocopuio MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTh Kak BHYTPEHHIOI M KOHCTPYK-
TUBHYIO KPUTHKY 3amagHod MbIciad. Ilpm 3TOM, MBI He yTBep)KJaeM, 4TO CyIle-
CTBYET «CYIIHOCTHas pycckas ¢puiiocopus», Kak Obl Jap «ACKOHHO PYCCKUM ajell-
TaMm», a UMEEM B BUAY, YTO CYLIECTBYIOT (huiocodckue (T.e. mMeradusnueckue,
THOCEOJIOTHYECKHE, palliOHAIbHBIE) HJIEH, KOTOPHIE SBISIOTCS PYCCKUMH B TOM
CMBICJIE, YTO OHH MPOWCTEKAIOT W UMEIOT 3HaUeHHE B paMKax KOHKPETHOTO HCTO-
PHUYECKOTO M TEOPETUYECKOTO PYCCKOTO KOHTEKCTA, KOTOPBIA, HECOMHEHHO, BBIpa-
xKeH Ooyiee PeNMruo3HO M HICAJTUCTHYECKH, YeM B IPYTUX KylbTypax. JTo JeH-
CTBUTENHHO Ay Poccum TOYHO Tak ke, Kak SIBISIETCS BEPHBIM, YTO MparMaTu3M
MMEET CBOM UCTOPUYECKUE KOPHU B aMEPHUKAHCKOHN KyJIbTYpE MM SMIIHUPHU3M B CO-
BPEMEHHOI OpUTAaHCKOH KyJIbType, a TePMEHEBTUKA B COBPEMEHHON (hpaHIly3CKOM
KyJIbType. AHaJOTHYHBEIM 00pa3oM, MEJOCTHHIN moaxod K dmiocodhnun 3HAHUS U
HayK{ U, NPEXAE BCEro, ONpENeIeHUE 3TOr0 MOAX0Ja B TEPMHHAX AyalHCTHYE-
CKOH W, 4aCTO, aHTHHOMUYECKOH CTPYKTYPBI, HO B TO )K€ BpeMs I'IyOOKO r'yMaHH-
CTHYECKHH W JUTEPaTyPHBIH MOAX0 K GpHuiIocohuu — Bce ITO XapaKTepHBIC YEPTHI
PYCCKOTO KyJIbTYPHO-(PHIOCOPCKOTO KOHTEKCTa. BO3MOXKHO, 3TO HE «BPOXKIEH-
HBIE» KauecTBa, HO TOYHO 3JIEMEHTHI KYJIbTYpHI.



