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Abilkalamova Alina B. Al-Farabi Kazakh National University (Almaty, Kazakhstan)
GUSTAV SHPET ON THE PROBLEM OF INTERPRETATION OF

FIGURATIVE SIGNS IN ST. AUGUSTINE
Keywords: Shpet, Augustine, Dogmatic Interpretation, doctrine of figurative signs.

Gustav Shpet in his work «Hermeneutics and Its Problems» analyses Saint
Augustine's doctrine of figurative signs, defining the principles of Dogmatic Interpretation.
According to Augustine's doctrine, the structure of figurative sign is as follows: the thing
designated by the proper sign is used for designating another thing. In other words, the
meaning of a proper sign, in turn, performs as a figurative sign. Shpet admits the indubita-
ble merits of such definition. However, Augustine's theory serves practical interests and is
subordinated to the needs of Dogmatic Interpretation. Dogmatic Interpretation allows two
meanings to be present in an expression: the human and the theopathic one. At the same
time, Augustine's definition compels to admit the uniqueness of sign's meaning, because
the seeming plurality of meanings stems solely from the condition that the meaning of a
sign may, in turn, perform as a sign itself. Figurative sign in Augustine's interpretation
paradoxically combines ambiguity and unambiguity. Augustine allows the multitude of
meanings of figurative signs, which is reducible, though, to a single sense. In the process of
interpretation, he successively transforms the thing implied by a given sign into a sign of
another thing, which, in turn, transforms into a sign – and so forth until the interpretation
results in a sublimated meaning of the starting sign. At every stage, the sign is interpreted
unambiguously, because only one quality of the thing is declared as significant, but there
may  be  as  many  such  stages  as  needed  in  order  to  come  to  the  meaning  dictated  by  the
Dogmatics. Any quality of the thing, be it non–essential, or even non–existent, may be-
come significant for expressing the meaning predefined by the Dogmatics. Such manner of
interpretation, in search for a more sublimated sense, digresses more and more from the
thing itself.
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Ananieva Ekaterina M.  Saint Petersburg State University (St.-Petersburg, Russian
Federation)

ANTROPOLOGY AND HERMENEUTICS: TOWARDS SOURCES OF
G. SPET’S PHILOSOPHICAL TERMINOLOGY

Keywords: anthropology, hermeneutics, critique of historical reason, history, life,
science of spirit, understanding.

Among the subjects, defining Spet's philosophical position, hermeneutics stands
apart – these problems are believed to be determined by his interest towards issues of
methodology of humanitarian knowledge, as well as towards critics of both Kant's and anti-
Kant's position on this subject. Nevertheless, because of anthropology, it seems interesting
to examine the well-known Spet's corpus of texts on hermeneutics. At first sight an inter-
section of both philosophical approaches towards this material may seem inappropriate;
Spet himself rarely uses term “anthropology”, replacing it with its subordinate – “anthro-
pologismus” – sharing a negative connotation and apparently, just once, in late 20–ties
used it to entitle his article (“ The Lavrov's anthropologismus in the light of the history of
philosophy”), and even there giving more cautious definition: “ the anthropological point
of view” in philosophy. But, despite direct allusions to this subject, it is obvious the con-
tent's connection of these problems in researched material. Present research is aimed to find
out remains of these content's intersection and allusions, as well as to discuss reasons of
why they remained unfocussed. Hopefully it will somehow clarify some points of Spet's
personal philosophical position, since either interest or its absence towards anthropological
problems are believed to be motivated by certain neokantian admissions and by a relevant
treatment of historical and philosophical material concerning Kant's philosophy, his both
predecessors and followers, supporters and opponents. Is anthropology a kind of extreme
of Spet's philosophical concept out of which he intends to move in the opposite direction,
or it represents certain “point of view” in philosophy, opposing theoretical abstraction of
natural science? All these issues will be discussed in the paper.
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Ashmarov Igor A. Voronezh State Academy of Art (Voronezh, Russian Federation)
TO A QUESTION ABOUT THE SIGNIFICANCE OF RESEARCH

G.G. SHPET IN HISTORY
Keywords: G.G. Shpet, philosophy of science, philosophy, history and methodology

of history, hermeneutics.

Research G.G. Shpet (1879–1937) in the field of history are quite a few, mostly – it is
following his works, namely: "History as a problem of logic" (1916) and "Philosophy and
History" (1916), which reduced to the disclosure of the philosophy and methodology of
history. According to leading modern experts, the primary goal of these writings of G.G.
Shpet is to rethink the problem of historicism, as a problem, first of all, philosophical and
methodological, comprehension of the most important stages of formation of the method-
ology  of  history.  In  these  books  G.G.  Shpet,  if  we  may  say  so,  to  fix  the  basic  stages  of
formation and development of the philosophy of history, which are scientific and educa-
tional interest for any professional historian needs a good methodological preparation.
There are several logical and historical stages which G.G. Shpet identified, namely: 1.
Anglo–French and German Enlightenment XVIII century as a kind of intellectual basis and
prerequisite for the historical rational knowledge in the XIX century; 2. The first major
works on the history of that G.G. Shpet named the first experience of the logic of historical
sciences. It has been formulated the subject of history, the concept of the historical knowl-
edge and explanations; 3. The philosophy of history, based on strict rationalism; 4. The
philosophy of history based on universal criticism, that is, the critical rethink philosophy
from the standpoint of historical events, facts and phenomena.

Shpet analyzes in detail the theory of historical science developed by the German his-
torian E. Meyer, in particular historical knowledge, the level of which depend–screens not
only on logic, but on aesthetics, as since the days of Aristotle's story matched with the art
of individuality by virtue of their knowledge and their events. The first approach to history
is the history of the problem, which is considered G.G. Shpet and many writers before him
and after him – it is a problem of money, therefore, the story does not follow any logic.
Another approach is to admit that the history of the idea of special historical logic, since we
are talking about the likelihood of any event that constitutes the essence and the basis – the
fabric of history. G.G. Shpet poses in his work both approaches. Thus, we can see that G.G.
Shpet in his essay, "History as a problem of logic," on which he worked almost his entire

http://www.psystudy./
http://www.dissercat.com/content/metodologicheskie-
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life, supplementing it with new chapters, organize the development of philosophical ideas.
They are devoted to the subject, the methodology and the most important thing – the logic
of the presentation of history, based on the semantic the nuances of the historians and phi-
losophers of a particular period. G.G. Shpet searched and found basic science – a "model of
knowledge that is able to justify epistemologically the humanities", discussed the problem
of priority of psychology and history, because of their connection with the problem of
identity and subjectivity in a certain context. History has been chosen as the basic science
of them due to its universal role. It seems that the profound ideas in the understanding of
historical knowledge inherent G.G. Shpet in the early XX century, is needed a new further
study and research by our contemporaries.
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Barmashova Tatiana I. Krasnoyarsk State Agrarian University (Krasnoyarsk, Rus-
sian Federation)

THE CONCEPT OF INTUITION IN RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY (G.G. Shpet
and others)

Keywords: intuition, direct discretion, understanding, rational and irrational.

 Analysis of the concept of intuition in Russian philosophy is rather topical. On the
one hand, it is determined by the importance of the phenomenon in the cognitive process.
On the other hand, the reference to this subject is largely determined by the degree of lack
of reflection on cognitive approach to the problem of intuition in Russian philosophy. This
is the main task of the article. The article makes explicit the notion of intuition in the phi-
losophical views of N.O. Lossky, S. N. Bulgakov, E.N. Trubetskoy, S. L. Frank G. G.
Shpet. At the same time the views of G. G. Shpet are paid more attention to, because the
philosophical legacy of this extraordinary thinker is studied, unfortunately, to a lesser ex-
tent than the philosophical ideas of many other Russian thinkers.The article highlights the
following features of the approach of Russian thinkers in the understanding of intuition.
First of all, one–sided interpretation of intuition, common to many members of the opposi-
tion in the context of intuitional rational and non rational (part of which is irrational)is
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overcome. In their work the intuition is presented in the unity of the rational and non ra-
tional. Moreover, domestic thinkers rightly did not oppose the intuitive and logical think-
ing. In our view, the benefit of this can result in the following argument. There is a well–
known repeatability, regularity, order flow of intuitive processes. On this basis, it is appro-
priate to draw a conclusion about the reality of the unconscious as a logical unreflecting
logic regulator of unconscious thinking, the so–called intuitive logic. Among the specific
features of Russian thinkers methodology in the sense of intuition is underlined the point
that the concept of intuition they actually nominated as a concept with a broad philosophi-
cal content, enabling them to apply this concept not only for the knowledge of the natural
world, but also for the socio–cultural sphere. In this context, they emphasized the role of
intuition at the basis not only of individual experience, but also the collective, the public.
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HOLISTIC ASSUMPTIONS IN PARMENIDES, PLATO, EMPIRICUS
Keywords: holism, interdependence, intentional object, Meno’s Paradox, skepticism.

We are showing that some significant philosophical arguments of Parmenides, Plato
and Sextus Empiricus can be represented as the argument which are using the assumption
of a holistic nature of the whole, i.e. of parts’ interdependence in the whole, which means
that the parts in the whole can exist only simultaneously. This group of arguments includes
arguments for the impossibility to think the negation of a given proposition (Plato, pre-
sumably – Parmenides), for the impossibility of thinking of a given proposition in the com-
plex proposition or in the proof (Sextus), for the impossibility to increase the knowledge of
the same intentional object (Plato, Sextus ), for the impossibility for one subject to under-
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stand the intentional object of another subject (Plato, presumably – Protagoras), for the
impossibility for cognitive act of some kind to grasp the intentional object which cognitive
act of another kind is intended to (Plato, Sextus). This group of arguments includes also
Quine’s prove of impossibility to quantify into propositional–attitude idiom from outside.
It turns out that some very important for epistemology arguments are following the same
scheme. Under this scheme, it is assumed that first have been implemented or have been
grasped some (primary) constituents or characteristics of a thing, and then are implemented
or are perceived other (secondary) characteristics or constituents of the same thing. This
entails the contradiction: one and the same thing does not have and has the secondary con-
stituents or characteristics.  The first  way to get  rid of the contradiction is  to reject  the as-
sumption that the considered constituents or characteristics can be actualized or be appre-
hended sequentially. However, this method is not always efficient, because the collections
of the primary and secondary constituents or characteristics may be determined in such a
manner that the object, which has the secondary constituents or characteristics, has same
constituents or characteristics that are incompatible with the constituents or characteristics
of the object, which has the primary constituents or characteristics. In this case, the rejec-
tion of the assumption of the sequential character of object’s actualization its constituents
or characteristics do not help get rid of the contradiction. In order to get rid of the contra-
diction in this case, one can to resort to the second method and acknowledge that the object
with the primary constituents or characteristics can’t be identical to the object with the
secondary constituents or characteristics.
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dern eine Thätigkeit (Energeia).
(…) Sie ist nämlich die sich ewig
wiederholende Arbeit des Geistes,
den articulierten Laut zum Aus-
druck des Gedanken fähig zu ma-
chen ( . 41)

Wie der einzelne Laut zwischen
den Gegenstand und den Menschen,
so tritt die ganze Sprache zwischen
ihn und die innerlich und äusserlich
auf ihn einwirkende Natur. Er um-
giebt sich mit einer Welt von Lau-
ten, um die Welt von Gegenständen
in sich aufzunehmen und zu bear-
beiten. (…) Durch denselben Act,
vermöge dessen er die Sprache aus
sich herausspinnt, spinnt er sich in
dieselbe  ein,  und jede  zieht  um das
Volk, welchem sie angehört, einen
Kreis, aus dem es nur insofern hi-
nauszugehen möglich ist, als man
zugleich in den Kreis einer andren
hinübertritt ( . 58–59)

,
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 (konzipieren),  (konstatieren), -
 (präsentieren),  (regulieren) .; 

, -
, : ' ' (Begriff-Konzept), ' -

' (Wirklichkeit-Realität), ' ' (Gege-
nstand-Objekt). 

: 
, -

. , 
' 

«oggetto».  ‘ ' ; 
 «oggetto concreto».   ‘ ', 

,  «oggetto astratto» 
«oggetto». 
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ABOUT THE EXPERIENCE OF ITALIAN TRANSLATION OF «THE INNER
FORM OF THE WORD»
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This article examines the characteristics of G. Shpet philosophical text. The author
points out the main difficulties encountered in her experience of translation into Italian of
the «Inner form of the word». In particular it is about the Shpet's way of quote another text;
his paraphrase the content of other works without quoting the source; his use of word and
expressions in other languages; the specific character of his philosophical lexicon and style.
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Volkov Aleksander G. Khmelnitsky’s Melitopol State Pedagogical University (Meli-
topol, Ukraine)

CRITICISM OF WESTERN PHILOSOPHY BY I.G. MIHNEVICH AND
P.P. KUDRYAVTSEV

Keywords: absolyutivizm, relativism, empiricism, empiriocriticism.

Critical attitude to Western philosophy had a great influence on the formation of the views
of the representatives of the Kiev religious school. This conditioning can be illustrated by
considering the heritage of one of the earliest of its representatives I. Mikhnevich and last –
P.  Kudryavtsev.  The characteristic feature of their  worldview is  Christian origins that  has
defined their attitude to Western philosophy. On the one hand, their views were formed
under the influence of the development of its members, on the other, it was the cause of
their critical thinking. In particular rejected secularization, although this does not mean that
the Christian worldview was restored in its scholastic form. A critical attitude is largely due
to the tradition of the philosophy of the heart, which have developed in the Slavic philoso-
phy since Vladimir Monomakh, and then embodied in the philosophy of G. Pans. In par-
ticular, the I.G.Mihnevich upholds the fundamental importance of the supernatural divine
light of reason by which the human mind is overcome imperfections. The subject of his
criticism is the philosophy of Kant, I.Fihte and F.Shelling. The basic premise of Kant's
skepticism of I.Mihnevich is that in a pure mind there is no representation of the fullness of
nature and of God. Partly overcome such skepticism is done by the practical activity of the
mind, indicating that the combination of the various philosophical trends. The disadvantage
of Fichte`s epistemology considered the fact that it limits knowledge to the sphere of pure
I, which is defined as a metaphysical egoism; and the imperfection of the philosophy of
nature F.Schelling – that the spirit of it is seen only as the highest level of development of
nature, resulting in a mixture of revelation with the mythology. This leads to the ability to
empower the mind frankly that is a fallacy. In addition, God or the Absolute – is only the
unity of all, that the interpretation of the substance resembles Spinoza. Unlike Schelling, I.
Mihnevich regarded consciousness as the strength of our spirit, delineating it subjective
and objective side. Criticism directed against P. Kudryavtsev pure empiricism with regard
to moral realities. He puts the task of identifying the prerequisites to achieve moral perfec-
tion, provided that in God the source of his being, which is regarded as the center of exis-
tence. It opposes the direction of life, in which the use of human power is transferred to the
periphery, that is, within the scope of the empirical nature of man. The subject of criticism
is a relativistic point of view, starting with the Sophists, including empiricism of modern
times, Kantianism, evolutionism, materialism, voluntarism and Empiric differ naive em-
piricism. They are reflect and clean. In this context, it considered the struggle of idealism,
which involves the allocation as a basis of absolute norms and values, and realism (materi-
alism) to deny them. Kudryavtsev agrees with Kant on the question of the presence in hu-
mans of a priori moral powers, but insisted that only through faith can comprehend abso-
lute good, absolute being and absolute truth, because God is in this case not only the al-
mighty power and the bustling center of the absolute values.
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German  Olga  N. Tomsk State University of Control Systems and Radioelectronics
(Tomsk, Russian Federation)

THE INFLUENCE OF VIRTUAL REALITY ON THE ESTHETIC
EXPERIENCE OF PERSONALITY

Keywords: virtualistics; virtual reality; hyper reality; esthetics; post–esthetics; es-
thetic experience; technoimage.

The virtual reality has a number of the specific features influencing change of esthetic
experience of reality. Firstly, it removes a problem of territorial isolation and generates the
effect of spatio–temporal asynchronism. The esthetic experience of space is carried out
without geoculturological and psychological specifics that leads to the loss of initial objec-
tively set content. Secondly, there are no social authorities. The renunciation of rules of the
external forms of expression taken in society leads to the deconstruction of esthetic hierar-
chy, ethical chaos, eclecticism and bad taste. Thirdly, it is the “doubling of reality” leading
to the depreciation of esthetic values. The masquerade and handling games lead to a narcis-
sism, subjectivity and esthetic anarchism. Anonymity and non–criticality don't allow the
viewer to identify the artist as the bearer of objective esthetic values. In the article the prin-
cipal propositions of the put–forward statements are revealed, and also a number of ques-
tions is considered: whether it is really possible to speak about the transformation of es-
thetic experience and its characteristics today? How the virtual reality influences esthetic
experience and modern esthetic values?
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Grigorenko Ekaterina V.  Siberian  Federal  University  (Krasnoyarsk,  Russian  Fed-
eration)

THE PROBLEM OF FOLLOWING THE RULE IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF
G.G. SHPET

Keywords: rule, value, meaning, inner attitude, understanding.

This article presents a study of the problem of following a rule in the philosophy of G.
G. Shpet. The author of the article based on the study of V. A. Ladova «Illusion of value:
the problem of following the rule in analytic philosophy», where are two interpretations of
values: weak and strong. The weak interpretation is characterized by the linguistic expres-
sion in the context of several rules of language use in different societies and cultural tradi-
tions. A strong interpretation of the value is expressed by the becoming and applying the
value by the individual or a society. The author based on the definition of Humboldt, which
is characterized by the expression of thought through a constant and uniform method, the
purpose of which is the understanding. An analysis of the philosophy of G. G. Shpet in the
context of the problem of following a rule showed that this problem is expressed by the
thinker through the inner form of the language, aimed at forming of a general algorithm,
rules of learning, understanding and use of language. Based on the study of texts: «Lan-
guage and meaning», the «Inner form of the word. Etudes and variations on the theme of
Humboldt», «Introduction to ethnic psychology» it was concluded that G. G. Shpet pre-
sents two interpretations of following a rule: moderate and weak. The moderate solution is
expressed distinct values according to the object and the weak interpretation is character-
ized by the author using the method of interpretation, aimed at the formation of the multi-
dimensionality of values.
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GUSTAV SPET AND EUROPEAN TRADITION OF AESTHETIC

KNOWLEGE: THE OPPORTUNITIES OF INTERDISZIPLINARY
HERMENEUTICS

Keywords: hermeneutics, aesthetics, Spet, art studies.

The purpose of this study is to give a comparative analysis of the theoretical and his-
torical approaches to the problems of art and aesthetics; in particular case to establish a
methodological stratum for rt studies as an independent discipline (the first quarter of the
twentieth century). In this article, I am guided by critical review of Gustav Shpet to this
issue. And it turned out, that the primary task, that is to establish comparability of different
approaches in the issue of its disciplinary status of art, can not be solved, if we have not
taken into account the authors previous general understanding of aesthetic knowledge,
which is phenomenological and which also goes far beyond the traditional discussions on
subject and purpose of any discipline. In this case, to avoid the scopes of his phenomenol-
ogical point of view seems almost impossible.
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THE PROBLEMS OF TRANSLATION OF APPEARANCE AND SENSE IN

THE CONTEXT OF THE INTERSECTION OF PHENOMENOLOGY AND
HERMENEUTICS

Keywords: phenomenology, hermeneutics, appearance, phenomenon, the structure of
the word and expression, object, subject, the problem of “I”.

For over a decade in Bordeaux, we have been translating Russian philosophical
texts, in particular texts of Gustav Gustavovich Shpet. Nikolai Zavyalov translated
The inner form of the word (1927), published in Paris in 2007, we with Fransuaza
Tepp translated Appearance and sense (1914), published in 2013 (in the Aquitaine
House of Human Sciences / MSHA, Bordeaux/ collection “Russian Tradition Perspec-
tives”, organized and directed by me). The first version of Appearance and sense in-
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troduced the contents of the first volume of Husserl’s Ideen in an analytical and criti-
cal way. Hermeneutics and phenomenology in this text are closely connected, con-
stantly intersect and here there are some thoughts about the structure of the word and
expression. Translation allows us to understand not only how the basic ideas, impor-
tant for the development of Shpet’s work, are formed, but also how his style is formed
and his own language manifests itself, being both philosophical and profoundly indi-
vidual. We managed to put forward some of the characteristics of this style and under-
stand deeply a number of his ideas and concepts. In Appearance and sense there are
some linguistic facts such as semantic movements, terminology revaluation and lexi-
cal changes that are difficult for translation. Considering these difficulties we can
suggest that Shpet is at first bound by the terminology of German idealism gradually
gets rid of it by changes in the meanings of words.
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CAUSALITY AND RESPONSIBILITY: PHILOSOPHICAL AND LEGAL

ANALYSIS
Keywords: analytical legal philosophy, causation, conditions, legal responsibility,

imputation, legal principles, legal norm.

The paper presents an analysis of the main approaches of causality in legal reality.
The most famous conceptions of causality and the possibility of their application in legal
philosophy, in particular in the determination of legal responsibility are considered. The
paper substantiates the position that the specificity of legal relations does not settle the
question of responsibility for the violation of laws based on conception of a conditio sine
qua non, common in practice.
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A MATHEMATICAL MODEL OF DELEUZE’S ONTOLOGY OF
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While analyzing Plato’s theory of ideas Deleuze claims that it 1) is based on the proc-
ess of comparing and selection of pretenders and 2) can be “reversed” through presenting
this process as an infinite process of becoming never coming to any identity or stability. To
build a mathematical model of this philosophy we can take Deleuze’s words literally and
consider objects together with their comparison to each other on the basis of better or
worse conformity to the ideal prototype. This gives us a partial order relation and in this
way, we arrive to Heyting algebras or partially ordered sets with special properties. In
mathematics these algebras in particular serve as locales in the so-called pointless topol-
ogy. In this topology, the point is a derivable notion and is defined as ultrafilter. In the
context of Deleuze’s ontology, the latter plays the role of the transcendent idea – the end of
becoming. Thus pointless topology equips us with a theory in which the system of locale’s
differences “simulates” identities of points. This suggests this topology as a mathematical
model of Deleuze’s ontology of becoming. This is even more so if we take into account
that there are locales without points, which provide us with a model of Deleuzian becoming
without end.
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SOCIAL ONTOLOGY OF GUSTAV SHPET AND THE PROBLEM OF
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The problem of empathy (Einfühlung) as a part of the question of experience of other
minds was one of the most vividly discussed issues in phenomenology in 1910s. Max
Scheler stated that other minds can be directly perceived in sympathy or Fremderfahrung.
Edith Stein and later Edmund Husserl argued that other minds can be experienced only
indirectly, though such experience is original and can not be reduced to any other sort of
experience (such as animal life or psychic). Russian phenomenologist Gustav Shpet in his
work Appearance and Sense (1914) also develops an original conception of social being.
He states that this being as a special ontological region correlates with a specific intuition
which he called “social” or “hermeneutical” one and which he differs from empiric and
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eidetic intuitions. This intuition as the hermeneutical one is the understanding of sense, and
as the social one it is none other than empathy. This empathy is not just sympathy or emo-
tional contagion – it is the direct experience of the other in his or her concrete being, or it is
essentially the perception of the face. So, in this conception of social intuition Shpet ap-
pears to be closer to Scheler than to Husserl and Stein, but unlike Scheler he accepts
Husserlian transcendental phenomenology, though moving towards a sort of social ontol-
ogy without subject. Soon after 1910s a long-time decline of the category of empathy be-
gan in philosophy in whole. Nonetheless the problem of empathy stayed a “primal land-
scape” for the question of intersubjectivity in phenomenology. The refusal of empathy as
of intermediate experience of the other coincided with the so called “ethical turn” in phe-
nomenology that supposed the infinite inflation of the other becoming the Other from the
capital letter and marking the rupture of phenomenality. In contrary, present-day modest
renaissance of empathy concurs with the return of interest in the “mere” other. The prob-
lem of empathy as it arose in the beginning of the XX century already shapes these oscilla-
tions between two contradictory requirements forming a paradox: the experience of the
other must not be intermediate, or there’ll be no other; and at the same time it must be
such, or there’ll be no experience. And this paradox appears also in Shpet’s conception of
social or hermeneutical intuition that is not any given intuition at all and that gives that that
slips off its givenness – the intimate sense that is radically outside.
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GUSTAV SCHPETT'S NOTION OF THE HERMENEUTIC INTUITION IN
THE LIGHT OF ACTIONIST APPROACHES TO THE THEORY OF
PERCEPTION

Keywords: phenomenology, transcendentalism, hermeneutic dimension, perception
as a social action.

What makes Gustav Shpet’s work “Appearance and Sense” so important is not only
that it was one of the first critical reactions to Husserl’s programmatic work of transcen-
dental phenomenology, 1st volume of “Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomenol-
ogy”. Besides its critical stance, the book retains its actuality in the contexts of ongoing
discussionsabout foundations and consequences of “hermeneutic transformation” of the
initial phenomenological project. Like Heidegger several years later, Shpet, drawing on
research principles Husserl’s,has revealed what can be called hermeneutic dimension of
perceptual experience.But, unlike Heidegger, Shpet conceders this hermeneutical dimen-
sion not as a transcendental fundament but rather as immediate content of visual percep-
tion. In other words, experience of perception is not the experience of hiding but that of
revealing the hermeneutical, or the teleological in terms of Shpet. Similar understanding of
hermeneutical contents we find also in the contemporary – “actionist” – theory of percep-
tion, basic elements of which has been presented in the recent works of an American phi-
losopher Alva Noe and a British sociologist Tia DeNora. Nevertheless a sketch of the ac-
tionist approach to the phenomenon of perception we can find in programmatic article (“On
Multiple Realities”)by Alfred Schutz, the founder of phenomenological sociology. As a
result, all this creates necessary prerequisites for revisiting theaforementioned Shpet’s work
from the standpoint alternative to the traditional phenomenological lines of thought. To key
innovations within contemporary theories of perception belong the following: considera-
tion of perceptive acts as forms of social action and forms of direct access to the world; the
broadening of the concept of understanding to include non-conceptual, practical, bodily,
for example sensorimotor, forms of understanding. In consequence, perceptual experience
obtains, besides a cognitive and ontological dimension, also political one.
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THE ETHNOGRAPHIC ASPECT OF JOINT ACTIVITIES OF RUSSIAN AND
WEST–EUROPEAN SOCIETY
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The article emphasizes that the ethnographic dimension in the joint activities of the
Russian society plays an important role. Years of reforms clearly showed that positive
adaptation to market sociocultural system requires high quality human capital. Moderniza-
tion of the Russian socio–cultural system in practical terms implies changes in the institu-
tional sphere. Socio–cultural development of Russian society is largely due to economic
and political reasons that, in the aggregate, however, rest on mentality, or in the words of g.
g. Gustav Shpet related "soul" of the Russian people. Convert the philosophy of spiritual
development in the practice of life, then use scientifically based multiple–criteria optimiza-
tion development.
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ESTHETIC EXISTENCE AS "AN ESTRANGED EXISTENCE": IN THE
WAKE OF G.G. SHPET'S INTERPRETATION

Keywords: esthetic existence, estranged existence, an entelechy, phenomenological
ideas of an esthetics, an internal poetic form, an internal form of the word.

In article reconstruction of a historical and philosophical context of the concept of the
famous Russian thinker is offered; positions of philosophers–antagonists of G.G. Shpet are
investigated and the range of the subsequent esthetic and cultural reflections is consistently
restored. Culture – in interpretation of the understanding philosophy of culture – as a mid-
dle zone. The culture phenomenon is interpreted as something that is "between" a subject
valid, a thing and a subject ideally imaginable, possible. The esthetics defined as area of
"an estranged existence" reflects in G.G. Shpet's position. We do not go departing from
"the valid existence". We talk about such prospect of vision that is enriched with experi-
ence of experience of the world by the subject setting and forming new meanings. On the
one hand, Shpet has an obvious sending to data of sensual reality; on the other hand, the
third type of existence is – intermediate – makes the thinker to take it out of a context of
the practical utilitarian purposes. Shpet considers that it is necessary for the birth of a work
of art that concrete "sense" surely corresponded to certain "value". It is necessary in that
degree in which the maintenance of "value" is modified through "sense". From here actu-
ally "poetic function" is born. Context reconstruction – a complex problem. During differ-
ent eras it was solved also by foreign researchers of Shpet’s works, and – domestic re-
searchers of works of the Russian philosopher. But also today it is necessary to state an
inaccessibility of the similar purpose and necessity of authentic reconstruction of this con-
text.
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LONELINESS AS A ONTOLOGICAL PROBLEM: PHENOMENOLOGICAL
ANALYSIS

Keywords: loneliness, freedom, transcendentness, gender identity, self–
consciousness.

This paper is devoted to philosophical analysis of existentially–ontological fundamen-
tals of loneliness. The specific feature of a philosophical approach to the problem of a
loneliness allows to throw light on an ambivalent nature of a given phenomenon. In this
paper is showed that a loneliness in a contemporary world becomes an irremovable, imma-
nent inherent way of the existence of a man. Loneliness, investigated philosophically,
manifests itself as a special way of the existence of a man and is an immanent state of  his
consciousness, constituting the limits of personal existence as dissociating from himself
and realizing his own autonomy.
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S. FRANK AND J. DERRIDA : THE NEED FOR THE IMPOSSIBLE
Keywords: identity, difference, incomprehensible, differance, denial.

In article some aspects of philosophy of one of the main figures of the Russian reli-
gious Renaissance – S. Franc – and one of the brightest representatives of the French post-
structuralism – J. Derrida are compared. A subject of the analysis is the mystical and intui-
tive knowledge set as criticism of ratio and expansion of its borders as the project of need
of comprehension "impossible". On the basis of the comparative analysis of construct of
"differance" with a concept "incomprehensible" clears up sense of the principle "potentsi-
rovanny denial" as intension of a post-metaphysical discourse. It is shown that the post-
metaphysical space of philosophy is a metaphysics "distinction". The aspiration Derrida
and Franc is found to express "incomprehensible" in reason language. It is claimed that
refusal of the Hegel's dialectic principle "denial denial" leads the Russian philosopher to
justification of a "antinomystical monodualism" position and the doctrine about positive
ontologic sense and value "denial". The substantial and verbal analysis of the concept "po-
tentiate denial" of the Frank's doctrine is carried out. As a result, the author suggests to
consider this concept as a concept anticipation of "the distinguishing distinction" Derrida.
The author shows how reflections S. Frank moves in the context of the basic concept of
Vl.Solovyov "positive unity", with the result that reinterpreted the Platonic-Pythagorean
relationship of being and non-being and establishes the principle of absolute negation. In
the opinion of the Russian philosopher, the denial must not only deny but also consolidate
various bond. In the context of post-metaphysical philosophical discourse analyzed con-
cepts such as "antinomy", "convergence", "gift", etc. By which S. Frank tries to find a way
to overcome the denial metalogical. In the end, S. Frank manages to comprehend the scope
of trans-rational, will not go beyond the rational, without leaving the border area between
the subject and that stipulates the terms of this knowledge.
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PROBLEM OF THE PERSONALITY IN G.G. SHPET AND M.M. BAKHTIN'S
PHILOSOPHY

Keywords: personality, another, tempora, phenomenology, Bakhtin, Shpet.

The idea of "another" at M. M. Bakhtin deserves to itself special attention not only
from the existential importance, as a gap with traditional philosophy of the subject and
object  relations,  but  also  as  break  to  the  analysis  of  deep  essence  of  time,  absolute  time,
that time, which and in which another lives. In the phenomenological theory of the
personality of G.G. Shpet all looks in a different way. Distinctions of the
phenomenological theory of the personality of G.G. Shpet and philosophy other M. M.
Bakhtin can be subdivided into the following types: Conceptual. – For M. M. Bakhtin
personal I am a thematic basis for an institutionalization of absolutely incomplete time; for
G.G. Shpet the personality is a philosophical problem. G. G. Shpet literally immerses the
personality in social space where it becomes one of social "things". This aspect of the
social personality offered by G.G. Shpet found the further application for E.V. Ilyenkov
who using other M. M. Bakhtin's scheme created the communicative project of the
personality. Genetic. – According to M. M. Bakhtin, personal I express the primordiality
not in the experience, and in experience of life of another. It is the subject of life for
another. It can have the hidden abilities (dispositions) which else weren't fully released and
by that assume possibility of further development. According to G.G. Shpet, the
personality is built initially in a certain hierarchy of subjects (cathedral, collective,
individual), as defines all its dispositions. The original egoism of the person as M.
Heidegger assumes, is reflected from things thanks to direct and passionate wasting of in
this world. Semantic – According to M. M. Bakhtin, semantic expression of a certain sort
of predisposition of the personality to something and, first of all, predispositions of the
personality to a samotemporalization is overcome in art works of the author of work. The
personality as a result of such transformation recognizes herself from another. According to
G.G. Shpet, concrete identity will be an extreme form of importance of the personality.
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THE PHENOMENON OF ART IN G.G. SHPET’S AND H.-G. GADAMER’S
PHILOSOPHY

Keywords: decoration of reality, through concreteness, decorative effect, increase in
being.

Article presents the comparative analysis of conceptual understanding of the
phenomenon of art in G.G. Shpet’s and H.- G. Gadamer's philosophy. Key parameters of
the comparative analysis became thematically and substantially close to both thinkers
theses on the esthetic transformation of reality in the experience of art, on communication
of art with phenomena of game and celebration, on cognitive and ontologic potential of art,
and essential interrelation between art and philosophy. Analysis of the celebration- and the
game-parameter of artwork showed a fairly significant differences between thinkers. For
Gadamer game and festive dimension of art testifies ontologically independent, de-
subjectivized  and  medial  character  of  a  work  of  art,  whose  way  of  being  –  self-
presentation, allowing the world and being be fully self-open and self-reveal. Accordingly,
the fine is understood not as the effect of the perception of the subject, but as a way of
being, representing the universal ontological structure of the world. Shpet's definition of art
through the metaphor of «decoration of reality», on the one hand, does not isolate art from
life, but, on the other hand, significantly reduces its ontological status. The nature of the
interaction between art and life on the model of "active form – passive material" represents
a weak (soft) version of the subject-object model of aesthetic consciousness, which became
the hard Gadamer's criticism. In Gadamer's understanding experience of art has the highest
cognitive (hermeneutics) potential as it approaches us to original understanding of human
being. In Shpet's understanding the thought (idea) have a priority rank and teleologic
character, and experience of art, beauty and fine – the secondary, subordinated status. From
here partnership between philosophy and art being understood differently: if for Gadamer
experience of art ontologically equal to philosophical understanding of being, for Shpet art
as "through concreteness", carries out the subordinated aisthesis function on which is built
the philosophy as "the last concreteness". Effects of the experience of art for the human
being are treated by Shpet in a Hegels paradigm of increase of ranks of reality in process of
increase of level of its intelligence. The criticism of synthetic arts and preference of pure
classical types of arts (among which literature and poetry are the most perfect), testifies the
importance for Shpet of the principle of hierarchy of reflections and correlative to them
reality ranks when determining the status and functions of art. In Gadamer's understanding
the main mission of art consists in building being-in-the-world. For this reason Gadamer
uses expression "increase in being" (Seinszuwachs) in the attitude towards architecture and
decorative arts.
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HOMONYMY OF “I” AND DISTRIBUTIVE KNOWLEDGE
Keywords: distributive knowledge, Early Modern metaphysics.

Gustav Shpet notes that when we say "I", we unwittingly fall into homonymy: it is
one thing to assert  something,  directly related to speaker,  the other – to use mathematical
statements, which have not any “subject” of assertion. This ability of statements – to be
shared by others, we call distributive knowledge. The task of the article is to present a
classification of distributive ideas. If it is obvious that the statements of type 2 × 2 = 4 are
of one type, namely, of universal and necessary distribution, then what are other classes of
distribution? Knowledge is what is distributed, the circulation of knowledge is a necessary
feature of any kind of knowledge. One can not, therefore, to posses the knowledge, the
only possibility is to share it. However, the fact that knowledge is distributed entity does
not means that any type of knowledge is distributed by the same way. Classification of
distributive knowledge can be built on different bases, first of all on a degree of universal-
ity: singular distribution, particular and universal. But also there are ideas that con be
shared by nobody, even by uttering. Therefore, there is zero distribution. And we can point
out on negative forms of distribution. The latter can also be specified by the degree of uni-
versality. The article traces the way in which the idea of the distribution of knowledge
implicitly presented in Early modern metaphysics, it regards the elements of Bacon, Des-
cartes, Spinoza and Leibniz doctrines. The special emphasis is on the Leibniz’ one: the
world of monads, at first glance, actually excludes any distributive knowledge, for every
monad is essentially individual. Yet it is in Leibniz we find many elements of a distributive
theory of knowledge. We mean Leibniz’ special interpretation of innate ideas and the point
where imperceptible transformations in conscious perceptions. In conclusion we point out
that the concept of distributive knowledge was not fully manifested and, due to the Kantian
critique of knowledge, was screened by the concept of objectivity.
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Naiman Evgenie A. National Research Tomsk State University (Tomsk, Russian
Federation)

G.G. SHPET ABOUT THE NATION AND THE NATIONALISM PROBLEMS
Keywords: ethnic psychology, nation, nationalism, spiritual way of life, social ex-

perience of language.

This article analyzes the views of G. Shpet on the problems of the nation and national-
ism, as well as his a broader approach to the understanding of social space. At the begin-
ning of the study reconstructed the concept of "narod" in the Shpets theory, which is a
function of social emotions expressed in the changes of connotative meanings. In the un-
derstanding of the social use of language reveals the continuity of the concept of neo-
Kantianism Shpet (Humboldt-Cassirer), Durkheim, Parsons, Weber, Husserl and Bakhtin.
The article shows that Shpet is one of the founder of new methodological position, pro-
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claiming the necessity of situational and contextual approach to the concept of "nation".
This is opposed to a universal theory of nationalism, as well as the notion of "national idea"
related to the understanding of the nation as a organism. Understanding of the nation de-
pends on the historically conditioned system of oppositions. It allows confronts the myth of
natural oragnic nation building. The article emphasizes the connection Shpets position to
modern sociological theories (Anderson, Bourdieu) in terms of understanding the "nation"
as a social construct and the product of symbolic manipulation. Shpet opposes substantial-
istic understanding this category, considering it as a volatile form of cataloging, as well as
against the nominalist relativism, which reduces the diversity of the social world to the
theoretical constructs. Shpet adheres to the principles of real social typology, and also re-
jects the homogeneous nature of the social space. The article shows Shpet formation of a
new understanding of the social space in which the categories of perception of the social
world are products of inclusiveness objective structures of this space. It is emphasized that
in their theoretical views on these issues Spet avoided the ideological fervor, proclaiming
no bias and methodological rigor of social science.
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Naumov Oleg D. Siberian State Technological University (Krasnoyarsk, Russian
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AT THE ROOT OF POSTMETAPHYSICAL CULTURAL ANTHROPOLOGY:
HUSSERL, SHESTOV, SHPET

Keywords: philosophy, postmetaphysics, culture, subject, minds, Shpet.
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The subject of analysis in the article appears architectonic Western culture, as concep-
tualized chaos – a system of singular, isolated from the flow of thought and is – the point of
view of the subject on the world around him. Thus, the main issues are reduced to articles
on: the status and purpose of philosophy, the role of the mind in the European culture, the
question of the subject. The question of the subject is seen as a key issue of both classical
and contemporary – postmetaphysical Western European tradition of philosophising, pre-
sented works by Delez, Derrida and other thinkers of the end of the beginning of the XX–
XXI centuries. By analyzing the decision on the subject in the philosophical projects tran-
scendental phenomenology Husserl and irrationalism L.Shestov author he examines these
famous philosophers dispute as a basis of reflection G.Shpet. As a result, phenomenologi-
cal–hermeneutical project by G.Shpet represented as a theoretical and methodological ori-
gins of the modern tradition postmetaphysical philosophizing. In many ways, this interpre-
tation G.Shpet design is made possible by the analysis of the concept of "understanding"
and "transformation" of the subject.
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Nikitin Anton P. Katanov Khakass State University (Abakan, Russian Federation)
G. SHPET’S SEMIOTIC PROJECT IN HIS SUPPLEMENT TO THE

RESEARCH OF SOCIAL REALITY
Keywords: social fact, social institution, status function, language, semiotics.

The peculiarity of social reality regarding the reality of natural origin is its constitu-
tion with the help of linguistic means at what J. Searle points particularly in his work “The
Construction of Social Reality”. Language is a fundamental social institution in the sense
that all another social institutions cannot exist without it. The fundamentality of language
as regards to the social reality is illustrated by the example of status function of money.
Paper bank notes  can burn no matter the fact if people identify this quality in them (the
fact of natural origin). It is possible to get something for the paper scraps on condition if
they are admitted as the objects carrying out the proper function (the fact of social origin).
However, such acknowledgement is possible only on condition the effect of language
means.In this regard, in the research of social reality as totality of institutional facts de-
pendent on language means, G. Shpet’s idea of ontological language status gains actuality.
Without acknowledgement this idea, the researcher of social reality falls into the endless
semiotic  regress:  if  to  consider  language  to  be  as  social  institution,  then  its  existence  be-
comes constitutional language system of another order, however this sign system should
also be supposed as forming with the language, and so on. G. Shpet in his semiotic project
did not satisfy such approach to the signs in that language was considered as the system of
strictly fixed designations. Ontological interpretation of semiotics assumed that sign is not
only the subject of relation, to what the meaning is correlative, but it is the process of attri-
bution of signs to the meaning. In the research of social reality this conception proves to be
highly productive and leads to the conclusion that all social institutions should be consid-
ered the sign system as they are formed with the help of language. Money cannot exist
without language as a matter of principle the sign cannot exist without another signs.
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JUSTIFICATION PREREQUISITE KNOWLEDGE IN SHPET’S
PHILOSOPHY

Keywords: base knowledge, premises, logic, history.

Work Shpet "History as a problem of logic" is a deep study covering a lot of problems
of philosophy. In his work Shpet problem affects the current state of philosophical thought.
The main question that interests him, is not that what philosophy is, and that serves the
beginning of the prerequisite knowledge. Shpet writes that the requirement search
preconditions – a requirement of logic itself. Since the Enlightenment, according Shpet, the
era of negative philosophy. Therefore, the main task Shpet began the task of finding a base
or beginning of the Enlightenment. The method of finding the source of the Enlightenment
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he calls "the excretory method." Shpet gives a description and analysis of some of the
philosophers of the Enlightenment. The presentation of different concepts of philosophy,
he also stops at the options of sources of knowledge. Since, according to Shpet, the logic is
the basis of science, history – it is not a sequence, and organization. All the "subspecies" of
history: the history of philosophy, history of religion, even personal history – it is also an
organization. History as a science, so – organization under– organization. Shpet offering
logic as the basis of science, logic considered more as a methodology. Great value
philosophy Shpet is to develop the theme premised knowledge. Historical discourse
possible bases of knowledge presented in Shpet helps extend the study premise knowledge.
Justification of logic as the basis of science, allows you to select the logical premise of
knowledge that can be used as a method for the arts and sciences.
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Petrenko Valeria V. National  Research  Tomsk  State  University  (Tomsk,  Russian
Federation)

TO PHENOMENOLOGY OF FASHIONABLE CONSCIOUSNESS:
CYNICISM AS STRUCTURE MENTAL AND ZHIZNEMIRNY STRATEGY

Keywords: fashion, semiotics, sign, subject, sociality, consumption, psychoanalysis,
cynicism.

The article presents the prospect of a new methodology of philosophical studies of
fashion and fashionable subject. Application ideas of modern social theory, psychoanalysis
and semiotics perspective on the subject of fashion and fashion statements aims diskurso-
vization and categorization of fashion experiences, speaking independent methodological a
priori possible ontology fashion consciousness. Outlined methods theming and methodo-
logical basis of the analysis of this type of consciousness through actualization of ideas
about the structure of mental cynical, substantiates the horizon of sense and significance in
shaping the discourse. In the center of discussion placed the subject of the speech, the de-
sire and consumption. The question of the genesis of the structures subordinated to discus-
sion of the problem of subjectivity of fashion identity. On the example of a phenomenon of
fashion it is shown how the order of social codes and communications is articulated in
individuals in the form of their own mentality and structure of their vital world.
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Plotnikov Nikolai S. Ruhr-Universität Bochum (Bochum, German Federal Republic)
ART AND REALITY. HEGEL, SHPET AND RUSSIAN AESTHETICS
Keywords: Hegel’s aesthetics, Philosophy in Russia, art studies (kunstwissenschaft),

ontology of art, aesthetic appearance (schein), aesthetical object, recognition.

The article deals with the reception of Hegel’s aesthetics in the philosophical commu-
nity of State Academy of Arts in the 1920s. At the center of the discussion about Hegel in
GAKhN is the problem of the ontology of art, presented by G. Shpet in his works. Under
this ontology Shpet gives a non-metaphysical interpretation of Hegel’s aesthetics. There,
art is interpreted as an autonomous mode of cultural existence as “detached” or “aesthetic”
reality. In characterizing this type of reality Shpet refers to two Hegel’s definitions of art:
(1) this reality is determined as an aesthetic "appearance" or “quasi-reality”, in contrast to
the pragmatic reality, and (2) this reality does not exist by itself and must be recognized by
humans. Thus, there is some freedom in the definition of “aesthetic reality”. Shpet’s phi-
losophy of art, based on the principles of Hegel’s aesthetics, is an alternative to Marxist
aesthetics which dominates at the turn of the 1920s-30s.
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FROM LOGIC TO THE METHODOLOGY OF HUMANITARIAN
KNOWLEDGE: A PHILOSOPHICAL EXPERIENCE OF G. SHPET

Keywords: Shpet, logic, notion, proposition, socio–humanitarian methodology.

Discusses some basic ideas of G. G. Shpet in the context its methodological value for
the Humanities. The author believes that the logical–methodological experience of Shpet it
is important to include in Russian tradition of understanding the nature and role of logic. Is
the idea that the Shpet's interpretation of the relationship of General logic as a formal dis-
cipline with the logic of the Humanities seems pressing in context of contemporary discus-
sions about humanitarian epistemology.
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DAVIDSON AND THE PRINCIPLE OF DISTRUST
Keywords: propositional attitudes, radical interpretation, holism, semantic indetermi-

nacy.

The article discusses the sentential approach to the analysis of propositional attitudes.
As a rule, the main tool for interpretation of another's speech and behavior – attitude of
holding-true a sentence - escapes our attention in conversation. The reason for this is
largely due to the fact that the requirement for a holistic approach to our beliefs depends on
the semantic indeterminacy of translation. Author of the article suggests that widened un-
derstanding of semantical anomalies can clarify why sentential structure of propositional
attitudes usually escapes our attention.
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Ryashentsevna Anastasia D. National Research Tonsk State University (Tomsk,
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SHPET ON THE NATURE OF PHILOSOPHICAL KNOWLEDGE AND
DEVELOPMENT OF RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY

Keywords: G.G.Shpet, typological divisions, positive and negative philosophy, origin
and of Russian philosophy.

In several of his works Shpet gives the typological divisions of philosophy. In his arti-
cle “The wisdom or mind?” (1917) he tries to determine the nature of philosophical knowl-
edge and to discern between worldview attitudes and basically distinctive characteristics of
thinking. According to Shpet, the world culture is connected to the relative division into the
East and West. In terms of worldview, wisdom dominates in the East and philosophy of
Hellas – in the West. It was important for him to make a distinction between positive and
negative philosophy. Philosophy as pure knowledge – a product of the Greek spirit – has
positive tasks, a rigorous method and the precise purposes. It originated when it looked at
itself reflectively. Shpet considered Parmenides, Plato, Aristotle the founders of the posi-
tive European philosophy, he analyzed and revealed the meaning of their fundamental
ideas. In his book “An essay on the development of Russian philosophy”, Part One (1922)
Shpet gave his version of the origin and development of Russian philosophy. He believed
that in comparison with other countries, philosophy in Russia appeared rather late and
often came as the handmaiden of theology. Being a supporter of the positive tradition,
Shpet did not find the Hellenic beginning neither in Russian culture, nor in Russian phi-
losophical thought. Shpet stated that the question of the existence of pure philosophy in
Russia was not finally solved. On the one hand, he showed the similarity of the Western
European and Russian philosophers in matters of autonomy and separateness of the subject,
method and language of philosophy from other forms of consciousness. On the other hand,
he pointed out the inclination of a number of Russian thinkers to Byzantinism as a synthe-
sis of the Eastern and ancient heritage, which was an obstacle for the development of the
positive philosophy.
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THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION OF SPET’S
HERMENEUTICS

Keywords: phenomenology, hermeneutics, philosophy, sense, reason, intuition, un-
derstanding, people, Spet, Husserl.

The aim of the article is to explicate the nature of Spet’s hermeneutics by means of
phenomenology and to expose the meaning of Spet’s hermeneutical studies for phenome-
nological philosophy. It is disclosed that the reason of interpretation of Spet’s thought as a
transition from phenomenology to hermeneutics is a result of a transfer of the history of
reception of his philosophy to the history of his philosophy itself. Spet’s phenomenological
novelties which have brought to an elaboration of the hermeneutical dimension of the hu-
man experience are demonstrated. I claim that hermeneutics is just a part of phenomenol-
ogy according to Spet. The starting point for Shpet’s critique of husserlian phenomenology
is, in my opinion, a problematization of the central phenomenological conception of consti-
tution, presented in Husserl’s “Ideas I” (1913), especially of the concepts of noema, intui-
tion and sense. This problematization results in Gustav Shpet’s essential innovations in
phenomenology. All these changes, I suppose, originate from Shpet’s discovery that the
universal and fundamental component of the process of constitution is the implied layer
(Unterschicht) of ethnically, culturally and historically common life. This layer makes it
possible to understand the meaning of an object. In “Appearance and Sense” Shpet points
out the unity of birth as the basis of any understanding and interprets the world as the hori-
zon of things that are “pre–given” in the practical dealing with them. Means of dealing–
with are acquired due to communication within genus, providing for the intimacy with the
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world (Vertrautheit mit “der” Welt) and the connection between generations. The essential
question for Shpet is how in the course of communication the original intimacy with the
world emerges manifesting itself in the natural attitude. Thus the problem of comprehen-
sion of an object’s meaning becomes the question of the origin of the world’s unity as the
universal horizon of the connections of sense and that of the kind of “communication”
underlying the unity of the world and the possibility of the meaning of an object, and form-
ing “I”. In his philosophy, according to my interpretation of Shpet’s ideas, sense does not
merely have intersubjective nature, but 1) generative, 2) practical and 3) historical one as
well. It is a unit of understanding between man and mankind. Sense connects man with
contemporaries as well as with past and future generations. It equally connects man with
the world–as–a–whole.



 165.3
DOI: 10.17223/9785751124014/33

. 

 ( . )
 ( . )

. . -
, . -

 ( )
.

: , , .

. , , 
, -

-
.

, , , -
. 

, , -
, .

, -
, 

. , -
-

.
. , 

, 
.

 « » . 
-

: « , ,
 “ ”  « », .

, . , , -



. 354

, . 
,  “ ”  “ , 

”, “ ”.  “ ” -
, ,  “ ”  “ ”,

, , » [1. . 46].

 « » -
. 

. :  XVIII -
.

.  « » -
 – 

: «
, 

, , 
, -

» [ . . 47].
-

, . 
. -

,  ( )
.

. -
, . 

.  « »
, 

, 
.

, . , -
, -

: « -
, -

, 
, ,

. , , -



355

, -
» [2. . 465]. -

-
, .

. 
: « -

, 
 ( )»  ( .  467).

. -
, -

.
. , 

, 
, , -

, : « , -
, , , , 

: » ( . 467–468).
. -

 – « ». -
, , « -

» ( , , .)  « » ( )
. -

 « » – 

. -
,  «

»  « ». 
, -

.
-

, : « , 

, 
. 

, -
. , 



. 356

, , -
» ( . 474–475). 

, -
, , . , -

, . -
. -

: -
-

 – 
, -

, « » .
-

, -
: « -

, –  – 
, , , – ,

. -
.  – , -

, , » ( . 475).
. -

 « » : « -
, , -

, -
» ( . 476). 

.
 « » 

.  ( ) 
-

 « ». 
.  « -

» . 
.

. -
,  XX . 

-
, , , , , -



357

,  – -
 [3. . 8].

 «
», . -

-

)  ( ).
. 

,  ( ) -
: «“ ”

, . 
, . 

.  “ ” -
,  “ ” -

 ( .)» [4. . 327]. « » -
, . , -

. « » 
-

, , 
.

, -
, 

,  « » 
.

. ,  « -
, , , ,

-
. , 

, -
, -

, -
. , 

, , -
» [ . . 302].

-
. . -

, -
 « » . , -



. 358

, -
. , . -

-
, -

 [3. . 9].

 « »: «
” , 

.
, 

, 
. …

: , -
, 

 (“ ”). -
:

, »
[4. . 304].  «

» . , : -
, 

, -
.

 « » -
, :

-
, , -

, , ,
» [ .

. 312]. 
.

, 
,  « », 

. , -
, -

, : « , -
, , -

. , 
. -



359

 “ ” , 
» [ . . 324].  « -

» 
, , ,  « -

» 
.

, , -
, -

. 
. 

-
. . 

» -
-

. « » -
 ( -

) 
.

1. . . .: .  « », 1994. 376 .
2. . : -
 / . .- . . . .: 

), 2007. 712 . ( . ).
3. . . : ,

2007. 456 .
4. . . .: 

, 1998. 448 .

Samarin Andrei S. Siberian federal university, institute of humanities (Krasnoyarsk,
Russian Federation)

FEATURES OF THE INTERPRETATION OF THE SUBJECT THROUGH
AESTHETICS (G.G. SHPET) AND METHODOLOGY (D. B. ZILBERMAN)

Keywords: subject, model, Modern philosophy.

In this article author attempts to investigate problem of subject in the context of com-
parison two different views on this problem. One of them is aesthetical conception of G.G.
Shpet. And second is methodological approach of D.B. Zilberman. Despite of significant
differences these views, we can find touch points. Starting point of our investigation is
difference between aesthetic and methodological views on the one hand, and traditional
view of subject, on the other hand. According to view G.G. Shpet, original meaning of
«subject» came from Middle Ages and based on the logical view. In process of time we can
see that this term is narrowed, especially in German philosophy of the 18th century. We
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can see that aesthetic view on problem of subject includes idea about «subject as an ob-
ject». It means that subject acts as mediator between world of nature and world of culture.
So, in G.G. Shpet's view we see tendency of objectivism and attempt to interpret subject
through cultural significance. This is possible because the analysis of the cultural role of
art. D.B. Zilberman demonstrates abilities of methodological view on subject. Analysis of
Indian philosophy of Advaita Vedanta helps to understand, that subject (Atman) and
highest object (Brahman) unites through activity of philosophy. This activity have
methodological nature. In Vedanta we clarify illusive nature of phenomena around us.
After all, we get oneness instead of subject and object. As a result of our investigation we
identified that methodology and aesthetic as a views on subject have key similarity. It's
blurring of subject–object dichotomy.
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PHENOMENOLOGICAL DESCRIPTION AND THE PROBLEMS OF
«LOGICAL» OF MIND GUSTAV SHPETS PHILOSOPHY

Keywords: Gustav Shpet, phenomenological description, mind, signs, logical, pre-
logical, explanation, understanding, intuition, purpose, Husserl, concept, word, value, G.-
G. Gadamers.

In article data reveal the sense of a matter of understanding as ontology and sign the-
ory of Gustav Shpets philosophy. Understanding is process, which to work of explanation,
when explanation to be employed of description phenomenological historical (social).
What is description data? At question this to answer Gustav Shpet. Besides that, he consid-
ers understanding of region rational as philosophy G.-G. Gadamers. Philosopher discloses
“rational” (logical, ideal) through ontology and collateral concept as signs. Shpet following
phenomenological method intelligible intuitive "setting", however, believed that this area is
a "theoretical", conceptual and social sphere, whereas Husserl uses a method in which it is
possible to speak about the relevance of the possible. Husserl transcendental subject allows
a descent from the theoretical (categories) to the pre-theoretical, reflective experience of
the inner consciousness. However, according to Shpet, the concept, as opposed to intuition,
are always certain. It consists in identifying and his theoreticity. Education concepts rather
makes us the image of the drawing, executed by the artist. The concept is always "condi-
tionally" as its drawing. Conditionality is theoreticity concept, its speculative. "The concept
of limiting itself, determining the content of intuition, as it leaves the focus is what con-
nects them captured with the Infinity intuition." The concept, says Shpet, "captures in its
limits every moment gives way to intuitive flow, and only the" identity ", which are in-
stalled in most of intuition as a form of life." Rules "Rules achieve intuitive fullness of
diversity in the form of" puzzles "," issues "and" problems "and constitute the content of
logic." He believes that the process of understanding has to go in addition to "setting" theo-
retical stage "signification" objectivity. So he goes to the hermeneutic understanding of the
basics.
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EXPERIENCE IN THE G.SPET HERMENEUTICS
Keywords: comprehension, deep semiotics, Erlebnis, experience, hermeneutics, per-

sonal experience, sense, understanding.

As previously noted by the author, the G.Spet hermeneutics extends beyond the theory
of signs, goes back to the semiology (F. de Saussure and the French structuralism) and the
semiotics (American pragmatism – Ch.S.Pierce, Ch.Morris). In this regard, there was even
introduced the concept of "deep semiotics» (deep semiotics), which is intended to include
the personal dimension in the understanding of language and cultural phenomena. After
analyzing the G.Spet ideas about internal forms and ethnopsychology, there have been
allocated 3 basic levels in the semantic structure: material form, social values (including a
substantive and meaningful content), personal sense (including evaluative attitude and
experience). Direct passage of these components associated with the comprehension (un-
derstanding, disobjectification, subjectivation) of cultural phenomenon, and the reverse
passage – its embodiment (objectification, reification). Experience (das Erlebnis) plays a
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special role in this system. It is not just about empathy (die Einfuelling) only, but namely
about the living experience, re-tenance of the concrete personal life, activities, and social
practices that are implemented by person – as a source, the means and the result of any
interpretation and formation of cultural comprehensions and artifacts. The experience role
examples of emotions are not only a introjection of the social external to internal form, or
the G.Shpet attention to the personal realization of "ethnic" (which refers to the social ex-
perience of community), but also his experience of hermeneutic commentary to "The Post-
humous Papers of the Pickwick Club", which was released by third volume of the book Ch.
Dickens (Moscow: Academia, 1923). In addition, G.Shpet was deeply interested the acting
skills nature during his work in RAAC/GAAC. The such attention examples are also his
retreat in the personal experience of Russian thinkers in the "Essay on the development of
Russian philosophy". Finally – the very fate and the G.Shpet personal experience, his re-
tenance of this experience open up additional prospects for the understanding of his work.
These perspectives are not yet sufficiently implemented by researchers.
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THE ORIGINS OF DILTHEY’S IDEA OF HERMENEUTIC CIRCLE
Keywords: Dilthey, hermeneutic circle, psychologism, originality of the sciences of

the spirit.

The aim of the article is to find out whether the history of development can be viewed
within the hermeneutic circle. In reference to the history of development, the hermeneutic
circle extends and modifies the relationship of the whole and the part. The source of the
concept of the circle of understanding is in Aristotelian rhetoric with its emphasis on the
coherence of the text and speaker-listener interaction. In the Middle Ages the hermeneutic
circle was used to explain the obscure places in the Scripture and hold parts of the Bible
together. In the XVIII century the connection between the parts and the whole is consid-
ered by Fr. Ast and the whole is defined as the timeless spirit of culture. Fr. Ast did not
give a clear definition of interpretation, hermeneutics being treated as an auxiliary proce-
dure. Hermeneutics takes the shape of science in Schleiermacher’s works; the hermeneuti-
cal circle is formed in the form of the original formula, in which the whole is understood as

http://www.ukraine-online.org/germenevtika-kak-instrument-ponimaniya/57-vazhnejshie-
http://www.ruthenia.ru/logos/number/
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the cultural era contemporary to the author. Schleiermacher’s ideas were developed by
Dilthey who tried to make humanities more independent and free them from the hegemony
of the natural-science method. Dilthey relied on the methodological dichotomy of sciences
developed by I. Droysen and proved the originality of the sciences of the spirit. In support-
ing the autonomy of the human sciences Dilthey failed to avoid psychologism, although he
criticized it. Originally for studying history he used introspection and subsequently re-
placed it with intersubjective communication, medial structure which includes objective
spirit, but in spite of attempts to eliminate the psychic element there is some kind of subjec-
tivity and psychologism. The criticism of psychologism by Dilthey and other philosophers
of the XX century served as an impetus for the further development of hermeneutic con-
cepts. The article is an attempt to explicate the applicability of the concept of hermeneutic
circle by Dilthey in his research on the emancipation of the humanities in the XIX century.
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THEORY OF THE POETIC IMAGE OF LINGUISTIC AND PHILOSOPHIC

CONCEPTIONS OF BEGINNING OF THE XX CENTURY (ANDREW BELIY -
PAUL FLORENSKY - GUSTAV SHPET)

Keywords: poetic image, magical image, being of the image.

The article presents a comparative analysis of the concept of poetic trop in the doc-
trins of Andrew Beliy, Pavel Florensky and Gustav Shpet. Andrew Beliy suggest that the
act of nomination is the magical act of development of the world. In this position, his doc-
trine is similar to the Paul Floresky conception of worshiping act (the glorification of the
name) which is a magical exploration of the world. Gustav Shpet argues that the act of
nomination is only the lower layer of the hierarchical structure of the poetic word. He be-
lieves that the image is located between the real thing and the perceived speculative idea,
and thus it has the conterminal status. It is this status provides an unstable, dynamic way of
being of the image.
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Chernyaev Anatoly V. Institute of Philosophy of Russian Academy of Sciences
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CONCEPTUALIZATION OF HISTORY OF THE RUSSIAN
INTELLIGENTSIA IN THE "ESSAY OF DEVELOPMENT OF RUSSIAN
PHILOSOPHY" OF GUSTAV SHPET

Keywords: Gustav Shpet, Russian philosophy, Russian intelligentsia, historiography.

"Essay on the development of Russian philosophy" of Gustav Shpet is the first experi-
ence of theoretical history of Russian philosophy. The book raised new challenges, revised
periodization, made a reassessment of of many phenomena, overcome stereotypes and
build new lines of research of Russian philosophy. "Essay" of Shpet is also a significant
contribution to the history of the Russian intelligentsia and the continuation of the contro-
versy about it after the publication of the book "Vekhi" (1909). When writing "Essay",
Shpet distinguished himself as a research scientist at the same time as the Russian intelli-
gent, concerned for the fate of Russia and Russian culture. According Shpet, formation of
cultural and philosophical consciousness – the key to the social rehabilitation of Russia. As
a philosophy – is the pinnacle of culture, location and fate of philosophy in the national
cultural and historical context – an indicator of the spiritual state of culture and society.
Analyzing the reasons for the weak development of philosophy in Russia, Shpet focuses on
the characteristics of the Russian intelligentsia. The intelligentsia – a collective socio–
cultural agent, which plays a decisive role in the development and distribution of the high-
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est forms of the national spiritual culture. Compared to classical historiography of the Rus-
sian intelligentsia, the concept of Shpet become innovative in substance and methodologi-
cally. One of the discoveries of Shpet – problematization of the role and significance of Cyril
and Methodius legacy for the history of Russian culture. Formally, the priority belongs to
Georgy Fedotov, but the book of Shpet sounded louder. We can assume that this idea hatched
by scientists both at the same time, because it was suggested by them almost simultaneously.
As the analysis of the correspondence of Shpet demonstrates, philosopher was thinking about
this subject long before the writing of the book. In general, presented in the "Essay" concept
of the history of the Russian intelligentsia and philosophy, produced by it, was very produc-
tive and influential. Many theses, hypotheses and methodological approaches of Shpet were
accepted or taken into account by the leading Russian and foreign historians of Russian phi-
losophy and culture of the XX century.
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Chistanov Marat N. Khakassia State University N.F. Katanov (Abakan, Russian
Federation)

THE DICHOTOMY OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT AND HISTORICISM IN
THE GG SHPET "HISTORY AS A PROBLEM OF LOGIC" IN THE CONTEXT OF
CONTEMPORARY SOCIAL AND CULTURAL MODERNIZATION

Keywords: philosophy of history, the inner consciousness of historicism, socio-
cultural modernization.

In one of his most important works "History as a problem of logic," G.G. Shpet
indicates that the traditional opposition of his time to the Enlightenment as the anti-
historical methodology and the Romantic as historical tradition is deeply mistaken. On
concrete examples he showed that in the rational tradition of the Enlightenment ripened
grain subsequent romantic historicism with strong irrational overtones. Similarly this
dichotomy is typical for modern philosophy of history. After a long and unsuccessful
attempts to construct a rational scheme of historical knowledge, the representatives of
analytic philosophy and hermeneutics of historical proclaimed new pragmatic turn. In
practice, this most often refers to religious and mystical solution. A similar situation takes
place now with processes of Russian modernization. We talked together for a long time
about our wonderful and great future. But the future still come, and then it turned out that
our speculations on this subject the result has nothing to do. This is the same fallacy as
those that were considered earlier.
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Shemonaev Timur I. Ural State Mining University (Yekaterinburg, Russian Federa-
tion)

THE HERMENEUTIC ASPECT OF THE EXPERIENCE OF
DIFFERENTIATION AND UNDERSTANDING OF STATE OF AFFAIRS IN
"FUNCTION PREDICATION" OF SHPET AND THEIR STATUS IN THE «IDEAL
TYPE OF UNITY» OF HUSSERL

Keywords: state of affairs, the things themselves, the course of things, the conscious-
ness of the time, the experience of differentiation, conceptual synthesis, redundancy of
interpretation, descriptive analysis, the experience of processualityof happens.

The article analyzes the possibility of hermeneutical positions depending on method
the theming or non-theming concept of time. Considered the difference between the ex-
perience of the course of things in the consciousness, not conditioned by an abstract repre-
sentation of the time. The analysis is performed on the material of classical works on phe-
nomenology, working language and meaning Shpet, early texts of Heidegger and investiga-
tions of François Julien.
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Shiyan Anna A. Russian State University for the Humanities (Moscow, Russian Fed-
eration)

HUSSERL’S PHENOMENOLOGY OR REALISTIC PHENOMENOLOGY?
TO THE CLEARING OF GUSTAV SHPET’S PHENOMENOLOGICAL POSITION

Keywords: consciousness, essence, intuition, sense, phenomenological attitude, real-
istic phenomenology.

It is carrying out in the paper the comparative analysis of Gustav Shpet’s phenome-
nology, as it is presented in his work “Appearance and Sense”, and realistic phenomenol-
ogy on the one hand and Husserl’s phenomenology on the other hand. A primary position
of Realistic phenomenology is an acceptance of direct access to the reality, which ensure
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by essential intuition. For Shpet intuition is a main source of our knowledge also, by which
we comprehend “the reality itself”. The problem of intuition, its genera and species is a
central problem of “Appearance and Sense”. Husserl advances a thesis too that intellectual
intuition is necessarily meaning for essence comprehending. Shpet approaches to the ana-
lysis of “Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie. I”
with understanding of phenomenology as a science of essences. It is considering in the
paper a question in what degree such understanding of Husserl’s phenomenology is valid.
In this connection it is investigating the basis that permitted for Shpet identified Husserl’s
“inner perception” with his “essential intuition”. One of such identity basis is understand-
ing of intentionality as essential characteristic of the consciousness. The special attention is
given in the text for Shpet’s interpretation of intentional analysis of consciousness. In con-
nection with this author analyzes Husserl’s conceptions of noem, noesis, morphe, act of the
giving meaning and Shpet’s rethinking of them. Shpet tries to answer the question did not
put by Husserl: how can the intentional analysis of the consciousness to reach us to the
essence of an object? In the terms by Shpet the question is formulated: how we can to pass
from the sense of a noem to the sense of its object? Shpet affirms that it is impossible.
Negative answer of Shpet brings his position nearer to Realistic phenomenology, which is
supplemented by new type of intuition – the intelligible intuition. Author emphasizes that
the distinction between Husserl’s and Shpet’s positions concerned the sense (essence) of
objects and the way of understanding them is explained by different initial attitudes in the
actuality understanding. For Shpet the surrounding world of objects is the world of signs
which sense must be specially perceive. For Husserl by his side the surrounding world of
objects is initially given as interpreted but from phenomenological attitude we more precise
some details and perceive some differences invisible from the natural attitude. The conclu-
sion of authors investigation is that Shpet’s analysis from “The appearance and the sense”
is nearer to Realistic phenomenology than to Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology.
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«RECOGNITION» AS DISCURSIVE PHENOMENON: GUSTAV SHPET AND
PAUL RICOEUR

Keywords: recognition, Shpet, Ricoeur, identification, actualization, alterity,
individuality.

In the article considers the concepts of «recognition» by Gustav Shpet and Paul
Ricoeur in the context of issues of identity and interaction between The Self and The
Others. In the process of comparing the author reveals the common source of their concepts
and conducts the idea that approaches of Shpet and Paul Ricoeur to the phenomenon of
recognition and self-recognition are comparable and relevant today in the historical, social,
moral and cultural way.
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GUSTAV SHPET IN GÖTTINGEN: MOVEMENT TOWARDS
PHENOMENOLOGY

Keywords: phenomenology, Gustav Shpet, Edmund Husserl, archival research.

In the article presented Shpet’s diaries of 1912-1913, made by him during his stay in
Göttingen. The author says that thanks to these records can clarify the origins of
ideological and existential foundation of Shpet’s way to phenomenology, and also shows
that the second part of "History as a problem of logic" was almost entirely written exactly
in this period.
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