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Mazaeva Olga G. National Research Tomsk State University (Tomsk, Russian Federation).
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/1
ON THE STUDY OF THE LEGACY OF GUSTAV SHPET AT THE SIXTH SHPET

READINGS
Keywords: G.G. Shpet, Shpet Readings, phenomenology, hermeneutics, social ontology, ontol-

ogy of art, modern humanities research

Since 1985 about fifteen international conferences and seminars have been devoted to the legacy
of G.G. Shpet. Six of them were held in Tomsk. During this time there appeared the new publications
and republications of his texts, translations and studies of his works. This meeting is characterized by
new interpretation of some known problems, in particular, the relation of phenomenology and herme-
neutics, in-depth study of Shpet’s ideas in different areas of social ontology and their actualization.
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und in jeden Augenblicke Vorüberge-
hendes. (…) Sie selbst ist kein Werk (Er-
gon), sondern eine Thätigkeit (Energeia).
(…) Sie ist nämlich die sich ewig wie-
derholende Arbeit des Geistes, den arti-
culierten Laut zum Ausdruck des Gedan-
ken fähig zu machen [C. 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 einwir-
kende Natur. Er umgiebt sich mit einer
Welt von Lauten, um die Welt von Ge-
genständen in sich aufzunehmen und zu
bearbeiten. (…) Durch denselben Act,
vermöge dessen er die Sprache aus sich
herausspinnt, spinnt er sich in dieselbe
ein, und jede zieht um das Volk, wel-
chem sie angehört, einen Kreis, aus dem
es nur insofern hinauszugehen möglich
ist, als man zugleich in den Kreis einer
andren hinübertritt.
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1   .  «Die Analyse der Empfindungen
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, 1927.
5. .  « » / . M.O. , A. .  // -

. . : , 1990. .  186–
189.

6. .  – .  (1927. IX. 20), : . . 
. : . . :  « » //

.  2006–2007 [8]. ., 2009. . 127–139.
7. .  // . ., 1989.
8. Humboldt W. von La diversità delle lingue / trad. e cura di D. Di Cesare. Bari-Roma,

Laterza, 1991.

Venditti Michela University of Neaples L'Orientale (Neaples, Italian Republic)
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/2
PHILOSOPHICAL LANGUAGE OF G.G. SHPET. SOME OBSERVATIONS ABOUT

THE EXPERIENCE OF ITALIAN TRANSLATION OF «THE INNER FORM OF THE
WORD»

Keywords: Shpet G.G., inner form of the word, philosophical text, translation

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 spe-
cific character of his philosophical lexicon and style.
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 «das Objekt»  «der Gegenstand», -
 « l’objet ». -
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 (par exemple: la chose).  ( )
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 « »  « », , 

 « »  « » [13. . 131]. 
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, ): « l'unité objective » [14. . 441–442], -
 [12. P. 124], ,  « l'unité objecti-ve» –
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 " ". -
,  species. […] » [15. . 99].



. , . 22
 " "» [13. . 67; 12. P. 53], 

.  « -
»,  « ».  « »

,  « ».  
 «le

Moi». , 
«cogitatio»  « », le « Moi pur » [13. . 88; 12.
P. 75],  « -

»  « ». -

 «Je», 
 « » , 

»,  « » [13. . 86; 12. P. 73]. 
 «ego cogito».

 ego :  «ego cogito» 
 «cogito»,  «ego». , 

, 
, . -

 « »: , «
 – » [13. . 92; 12. P. 80]; , «  cogitatio

 explicite  Ego cogito» [13. . 89; 12. P. 76], . 
«Moi pur» . , -

. , 
, ,  1914 , 

 « »  « »,  « »  « » 
 « »,  « ».

. 
. , -

, 
. 

, -
. , 

 «ego»  « ?» [17.
. 76]. : « » [17. . 77],  « , -

 " " , 
, » [17. . 77–78]. , 

, , 
, . .

, -
, . -

, 
. 

, 
, 

, 
. 



23
: -

, 
.

: , , -
, -

, -
.

, , -
, . 

»  « ».  6-  [13.
. 154; 12. P. 149],  «

» ,  « ,
» [13. . 154; 12. P. 149].

, , , 
, 

, , , -
, .

, , .

1. . ,  .  .:
, 1914.

2. Husserl E. Ideen zu einer reinen Phaenomenologie und phaenomenologischen Philosophie
), I, Max Niemeyer, Halle,

1913.
3. Dennes M. Husserl-Heidegger. Influence de leur œuvre en Russie, Paris, L'Harmattan, 1998,

coll. Ouverture philosophique.
4. Dennes M. Le renouveau de l’herméneutique à travers la reprise en compte de l’œuvre de

Gustav Chpet // Chroniques slaves, 2006, # 2, CESC, Université Stendhal-Grenoble 3. P. 173–183.
5. Le corps de l’écriture dans la modernité russe, M. Weinstein (Dir.), PUP (Publications de

l’Université de Provence, Aix-en-Provence, 2007. P. 209–219.
6. . (Dennes M.) .  « -

» // 
 ( ) //

.  / Comprehensio,  / . . . . : -
. , 2003. . 24–37.

7. De la ‘structure du  mot’  à  la  ‘forme  interne’  chez  Gustav  Chpet",  in  L’Allemagne  des
linguistes russes, Revue germanique internationale, N°3, CNRS éditions, Paris, 2006. P. 77–92,
http://rgi.revues.org/114.

8. «La structure du mot et de l’expression dans l’œuvre de Gustave Chpet, et sa signification
pour l’histoire du structuralisme », Gustave Chpet et son héritage. Aux sources russes du
structuralisme et de la sémiotique, Toulouse, Slavica Occitania, 2008, 26. . 13–19; «

»
. . ),
9. Dennes M., Lektorski V.A., Pruzhinine B.I., Schedrina T.G. (réd.), -

.  [Gustave Chpet et son héritage
philosophique. Aux sources de la sémiotique et du structuralisme]. M.: , 2010. . 143–153.

10. Dennes M. Die Hauptthesen Gustav Špets zur Wort- und Ausdrucksstruktur und ihre An-
wendung als methodologisches Prinzip (insbesondere an der GAChN). // A. Hansen-Löve, B. Ober-
mayer, G. Whitte (hrsg), Form und Wirkung, Wilhelm Fink, München, 2012. P. 55–71;

11. Dennes M. G. Spet : l’héritage et la critique de Humboldt comme accomplissement d’une
œuvre scientifique, Cahiers de l’ILSL, 2012, 33: Humboldt en Russie, P. Sériot (éd.), Université de
Lausanne, 2012. P. 17–33.

http://rgi.revues.org/114.


. , . 24
12. Chpet G.G. Le Phénomène et le sens. La phénoménologie comme science fondamentale et

ses problèmes, Traduit par Maryse Dennes et Françoise Teppe, Préface de Maryse Dennes, Postface
de Françoise Teppe, éditions de la Maison des Sciences de l'Homme d'Aquitaine (MSHA), Pessac,
2013, coll. Russie Traditions Perspectives N°2. 193 p.

13. . .  //
. .  / . .- . . . ., 2005.

14. Ricœur P. ldées directrices pour une phénoménologie. Paris: Gallimard, 1950.
15. . : .

. 3- , ... 11.
16. Zavialoff N. PR, linguistique, théorie de la traduction, sciences cognitives. Kime, 2007.
17. .  // . .

.: , 1994. . 20–116.

Denn Mariz Université Bordeaux Montaigne (Pessac, French Republic)
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/3
Tepp Fransuaza Université Bordeaux Montaigne (Pessac, French Republic)
DOI 10.17223/1998863 /32/3
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 particu-
lar 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 “Rus-
sian Tradition Perspectives”, organized and directed by me). The first version of Appearance and
sense introduced the contents of the first volume of Husserl’s Ideen in an analytical and critical way.
Hermeneutics and phenomenology in this text are closely connected, constantly intersect and here
there are some thoughts about the structure of the word and expression. Translation allows us to un-
derstand not only how the basic ideas, important 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 pro-
foundly individual. 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 lexical changes that are difficult for
translation. Considering these difficulties we can suggest that Shpet is at first bound by the terminol-
ogy of German idealism gradually gets rid of it by changes in the meanings of words.
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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
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and can not be reduced to any other sort of experience (such as animal life or psychic). Russian phe-
nomenologist Gustav Shpet in his work Appearance and Sense (1914) also develops an original con-
ception of social being. He states that this being as a special ontological region correlates with a spe-
cific intuition which he called “social” or “hermeneutical” one and which he differs from empiric and
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 emotional 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 appears 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 ontology without subject. Soon after 1910s a long-time decline of the category
of empathy began 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 interme-
diate experience of the other coincided with the so called “ethical turn” in phenomenology that sup-
posed 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 problem of empathy as it arose in the beginning of the XX
century already shapes these oscillations 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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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 transcendental phenomenology,
1st volume of “Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomenology”. 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 di-
mension not as a transcendental fundament but rather as immediate content of visual perception. In
other words, experience of perception is not the experience of hiding but that of revealing the herme-
neutical, or the teleological in terms of Shpet. Similar understanding of hermeneutical contents we
find also in the contemporary – “actionist” – theory of perception, basic elements of which has been
presented in the recent works of an American philosopher Alva Noe and a British sociologist Tia
DeNora. Nevertheless a sketch of the actionist 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: consideration of per-
ceptive 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,
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forms of understanding. In consequence, perceptual experience obtains, besides a cognitive and onto-
logical dimension, also political one.
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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 be-
came 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. Analy-
sis of the celebration- and the game-parameter of artwork showed a fairly significant differences be-
tween 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, allow-
ing 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 mate-
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rial" 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 philoso-
phy and art being understood differently: if for Gadamer experience of art ontologically equal to phi-
losophical understanding of being, for Shpet art as "through concreteness", carries out the subordi-
nated 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 prefer-
ence 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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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 distribu-
tive ideas. If it is obvious that the statements of type 2 × 2 = 4 are of one type, namely, of uni-
versal 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 universality: 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 universality. 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, Descartes,
Spinoza and Leibniz doctrines. The special emphasis is on the Leibniz’ one: the world of mo-
nads, at first glance, actually excludes any distributive knowledge, for every monad is essen-
tially individual. Yet it is in Leibniz we find many elements of a distributive theory of knowl-
edge. 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 dis-
tributive knowledge was not fully manifested and, due to the Kantian critique of knowledge, was
screened by the concept of objectivity.
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This article analyzes the views of G. Shpet on the problems of the nation and nationalism, as well
as his a broader approach to the understanding of social space. At the beginning of the study recon-
structed the concept of "narod" in the Shpets theory, which is a function of social emotions expressed
in the changes of connotative meanings. In the understanding 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 posi-
tion, proclaiming 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 depends 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 substantialistic 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 rejects 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 prod-
ucts 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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The article deals with the reception of Hegel’s aesthetics in the philosophical community 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 re-
fers 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 philosophy 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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In the introduction part of the article the author gives a proof of the topicality issue, defines
the goal and formulates the problem of the research. Variety of theoretical concepts of creativity
in various areas, on the one hand, and a practical orientation on the solution of problems – with
another, cause a multi-level of knowledge of a creative product. In the main part of the article
the author in detail considers the basic levels of scientific knowledge of the relation of so diffi-
cult concept as creativity. Within the first level the attention is focused on fundamental studying
of production of a product of culture from a position of political and economic approaches, es-
pecially approach of the cultural, creative industries. Creativity is the essential feature of cul-
tural goods and services. Many foreign authors consider the cultural benefits as goods. Cultural
goods and services – result of the cultural industries are set of economic and cultural values. In
general activity in the sphere of the cultural industries is aimed, first of all, at formation and
distribution of economic value, without which not exists actually the goods. It, is in turn ex-
pressed in such properties of goods as utility, consumption and exchange value. The general that
can unite the modern points of view within approach of the cultural, creative industries in under-
standing of a creative product, – culture as system of values and symbols, at the heart of the
assuming the creative beginnings. On a joint of the first and second levels, including applied
researches  of  creativity,  there  is  a  culture  sociology  which  is  mainly  developing  in  the  USA.
Weber's tradition of the analysis of "production of culture" is the cornerstone of this approach.
The second level of knowledge level, is connected with empirical researches in the field of the
cultural industries, namely with questions of the power and an inequality. At the end of the arti-
cle the author summarizes and concludes. Utility, value, procedurality (production, distribution,
exchange and consumption) are the main economic property of the cultural goods. Whereas the
possession of a certain form of creativity, existence of symbolical sense, close interrelation with
aspects of difficult intellectual work are the main cultural properties of goods of the creative
industries.

References

1. Trosb, D. (2013) Ekonomika i kul'tura [Economy and Culture]. Translated from English by I.
Kushnareva. Moscow: HSE.

2. Caves, R. (2000) Creative Industries. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
3. Grant, P. & Wood, C. (2004) Blockbusters and the Trade Wars. Vancouver, Toronto: Douglas

& McIntyre.
4. Hesmondhalgh, D. (2006) Media Production. Maidenhead and Milton Keynes: Open Univer-

sity Press.
5. Garnham, N. (2005) From Cultural to Crreative Industries: The Analysis of the Implications of

the Creative Industries Approach to Arts and Media Policymaking in the United Kingdom. Interna-
tional Journal of Cultural Policy. 11(1). pp. 15-30. DOI: 10.1080/10286630500067606

6. Garnham, N. (2004) Class Analysis and the Information Society as the Mode of Production.
Javnost / The Public. 11(3). pp. 93-104. DOI: 10.1080/13183222.2004.11008862



: 93

7. Hawkins, D. (2001) Kreativnaya ekonomika. Kak prevratit' idei v den'gi [Creative Economy.
How to turn ideas into money]. RTanlsated from English by I. Shcherbakov. Moscow: Klassika-XXI.

8. Roberts, K. (2004) The Leisure Industries. Basingtoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
9. Hezmondalsh, D. (2014) Kul'turnye industrii [Cultural industries]. Translated from English by

I. Kushnareva. Moscow: HSE.
10. Throsby, D. (2001) Economics and Culture. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
11. Florida, R. & Tinagli, I. (2004) Europe in the creative age. Pittsburgh: Carnegie Mellon

Software Industry Center Funding.
12. Becker, H.C. (1982) Art Worlds. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
13. Weber, M. (2006) Izbrannoe: Protestantskaya etika i dukh kapitalizma [Selected works: The

Protestant ethic and the spirit of capitalism]. Tanslated by M.I. Levin et al. 2nd ed. Moscow:
ROSSPEN.

14. Peterson, R.A. (1976) The Production of Culture: A Prolegomenon. London: Sage. pp. 7– 22.
15. Mattelart, A. & Mattelart, M. (1988) Theories of Communication. London: Sage.
16. Tuchman, G. (1978) Making News. New York: Free Press.
17. Gitlin, T. (1983) Inside Prime Time. New York: Pantheon Books.



. . . 2015.  4 (32)

 1(091)
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/11

.A. 

, -
. 

 « -
» .

: , , , .

, : «

, -
, » [1. . 9]1. -

,  « , -
 „ “  – » [1.

. 9]. , -
. , 

. , 
, , , -

. -
. -

. , , 
,  « »

. , , 
, .

, -
, -

. : « , 
, . 

 „ “  „ “ , 
, » [3. . 328]. , 

, 
, 

. -
, 

. , -
 –  « , 

» [1. . 86]. 

1  [2] .



95

, , -
. 

,  « » ( . renversement –
) -

. -
, , 

. 
-

. , , «  – 
, -

» [3. . 332]. , -
, , , 

 [3. . 334].  ( )
 « » [3. . 335]. 

, , -
, , ,

, . -
, , , -

, -

.
 ( ., , [4, 5]).

, 
 [6]. , -

, 1.
. -

, 
,  – . 

, , 
 ( ).  

 – ,
, -

, .
, , , , 

, 
.

 ( ,
), -

 [6. Def. 2.1]:
1. a b b c , a c  ( );
2. a a  ( );
3. a b b a , a b  ( );

1 , . 
. -

, , « , », -
 « » [6. Def. 2.1].



. 96

4. a b,c , b a c  (
);

5. , .
, 

 « »: , 
, , -

. , 
. 

, 
, , 

 ( , 
, , -

,  « »).
, , 

, ,  « -
». 

?  ,  .  -
. F ,

:
1. F ;
2. a, b F c F , c a c b  ;
3. a b F , b a , a F .

, 
F , , , -

,  « ».  « »
: -

, . , -
, , , -

. , , 
, -

. : 
, . ,

 « »,
.

, , -
.

p
, : pF {x | p x} . , 

. -
, p -

, -
: q p , x p x q x , ,

{x p x} {x q x} , . p qF F . -
 ( . . ) , -



97

. 
. , -

:
4. p p F , p F ,
p  – p  (

). , , , 
, ;

.
 ( ) 
, .

 – 
1. -

 « », -
, . . .

. , : 
? , -

, . , -
. 

 « » , , -
. -

, ,  ( -
) ,

»  « » , -
.

 « » -
,  – , -

, . , -
, , 

. , 
. -

-
. 

, . 
, , 

»; 
. , , , ,

, -
.

,  ( -
) .

1  « » .
, . 

. 
.



. 98

, , -
 « ». , -

, 
. , 

» . , 
.

 ( ., , [7, 8]). 
-

, , -
. .

, -
, ,

. , -
, , 

, , . -
, , 

. 
, , -

, . , -
. -

, 
 « »  « » -

 ( , , , 
). , 

, -
. , , 

-
, .

, 
.

, .
, , -

, . 
, , : -

, , . -
. , -

 (
) , -

. , -
 ( , ) 

 ( -
). , -

: a b
b a  – ,  « ». -

, .



99

-
 [9]. -

-
A . 1 2P , P , , 1x P

, x A ,  2x P , 
x A . 

1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2P ,P Q ,Q ,  P Q  P Q .          (1)

, , 1P

2P , . , 
, 

. , , -
, . -

, -
.

, 
, -

. -
, -

, 
 ( , , -

). , , -
. , .

, , . -
, . , -
. . 

,  [10. P. 495 sqq.], 
.

N A
A ,  .  .  ,  -

A N . -

, -
.  « » 

» , 
 ( <n, x> -

). , , 
, , 

. 
N A  –  « ». -

 –  – A , -
N A , 

A , . 
. , -



. 100

, 
N . 

 – , , -
, – 

. , 
, . -

, 
, – , 

, . 
, , -

, . , 
 – A , 

, , – , -
. 

, , 
, -

 ( . -
). , , -

,  « »
, . , 

, .
-

? , , -
. ,

-
, . -

, 
. , 

 ( ) -
. , 

, 
,  XIX –  XX , -

, , 
.

1. .  / . . . , . . .:
, 1998. 384 .

2.  Deleuze G. Différence et répétition. Paris : PUF, 1968. 416 p.
3. .  / . . . . .: , 2011.

472 .
4. Whitehead A.N. The concept of Nature. Cambridge: Camb. Univ. Press, 1920. URL:

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/18835/18835-h/18835-h.htm ( : 22.10.15)
5.  Whitehead A.N. An Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge. Cambridge:

Camb. Univ. Press, 1919.
6.  Gerla G., Miranda A. Mathematical features of Whitehead’s pointfree geometry// Handbook

of Whiteheadian Process Thought. In 2 vols. Vol. 2 / ed. by M. Weber, W. Desmond. Frankfurt:
Ontos Verlag, 2008. P. 119–130. DOI: 10.1515/9783110333299.2.119.

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/18835/18835-h/18835-h.htm


101

7.  Picado J., Pultr A. Frames and Locales: topology without points. Vol. 28. Basel: Birkhäuser,
2012. (Frontiers in Mathematics). DOI: 10.1007/978-3-0348-0154-6.

8.  Borceux F. Handbook of Categorical Algebra. In 3 vols. Vol. 3. Sheaf Theory. Cambridge
University Press, 1994. 522 pp. (Encyclopedia of Mathematics and its Applications; 52). DOI:
10.1017/CBO9780511525872.

9. Badiou A. L’être et l’événement. P.: Seuil, 1988.
10. Johnstone P.T. Sketches of an Elephant: A Topos Theory Compendium. Vol. 2. Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 2002. 716 pp. (Oxford Logic Guides; 44).

Domanov Oleg A. Institute for Philosophy and Law, SB RAS (Novosibirsk, Russian Federation)
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/11
A MATHEMATICAL MODEL OF DELEUZE’S ONTOLOGY OF BECOMING
Keywords: Deleuze, ontology, becoming, pointless topology

While analyzing Plato’s theory of ideas Deleuze claims that it 1) is based on the process of com-
paring 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 com-
parison 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 spe-
cial properties. In mathematics these algebras in particular serve as locales in the so-called pointless
topology. 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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The paper submits a formal limitation of the domain of relevant applicability of “Hume’s Guillo-
tine” by means of precise definitions of epistemic modalities “a-priori-knowledge-of-being” and “a-
priori-knowledge-of-value”. Logical interconnections between these modalities are graphically mod-
eled by means of the logical square and hexagon. The abstract logical-philosophical corollaries are
illustrated by concrete examples from the classical physics. For the first time in the world literature on
nature-philosophy the three laws of classical physics, which are well-known as “the ones of Newton”,
are considered from the viewpoint of two-valued algebra of metaphysics as formal axiology. At the
very beginning of the paper the author submits a logical square and hexagon of opposition of epis-
temic modalities “a-priori knowledge” and “a-posteriori one”. The two kinds of knowledge and their
contrariness are precisely defined by means of compositions of epistemic, alethic, and axiological
modalities. Systematically exploiting the hypothetic-deductive method the author investigates the set
of logic consequences of accepting the above-mentioned hypothetical precise definitions of the epis-
temic modalities “a-priori-knowledge-of-being” and “a-priori-knowledge-of-value” and of the graphic
representation of their logical interrelations. Accepting the submitted definitions (and the square-and-
hexagon-of-opposition) of epistemic modalities implies a set of nontrivial consequences to be examined
by comparing with specific materials of concrete sciences. In the present paper the consequences are
compared with the material  of  classical  physics,  namely,  with “the three laws of Newton”.  Being for-
mally-axiologically interpreted and precisely formulated in terms of two-valued algebra of metaphysics
as formal axiology the laws in question have passed the examination successfully: they are (formal-
axiological) laws of nature-metaphysics in that special meaning of the term “law” which is precisely
defined in two-valued algebra of metaphysics as formal axiology.
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In the article considers question about the origins and factors of formation of the meta-
phorical problematics in the analytical philosophy. I don't agree that the problem of the analysis
of metaphors originated in the pre-war period of analytical philosophy. This view, for example,
can be detect (found) in the article Nikonenko (see his article «Analytical interpretation of
metaphor»). I think, that researchers , who take this point of view , do not distinguish between
the problem of meaningless expressions and, something similar to it, problems of metaphorical
using of language. Since the problem of meaningless expressions really originated in the pre-
war period of analytical philosophy, it might seem that the problem of metaphor originated in
the pre-war period too. But it's not true. The problem of metaphor is a completely special re-
search topic. Metaphors cannot be reduced to a meaningless expressions and, so, the problem of
metaphorical using of language cannot be reduced to a problem of the meaningless expressions.
Metaphor is specifically linguistic phenomenon. its specificity in the fact that metaphors have
two structural elements - literal and, conditionally, non-literal (for example, implied). We can
call them, for example – «literal meaning» and «implied sense» , "tenor" and "vehicle, «meta-
phor's focus» and «frame», etc. It is believed, that metaphors do not refer to non-linguistic ob-
jects  and,  thus,  they  are  kind  of  empty  names.  But  why  they  often  are  used  in  naming  of  phe-
nomena (objects) that have not yet designations in language? Why are metaphors used in science
and philosophy, including in analytical philosophy? For example, we can remember metaphors
in the theory of Russell – «logical atom», «molecular sentence» . Vitgensteins metaphors : «the
logical picture of the world» , «the world of facts» , «language as border of thinking» and so on.
Marguerite La Caze in her «The Analytic Imaginary» also writes about metaphors, that used in
analytical philosophy . Can we then say that metaphors are kind of empty names , which, more-
over, must be eliminated from strictly language? This position is dangerous to themselves ana-
lytical theories - for example, the conception of the logical athomism. It turns out that it consists
of empty names? What to do in this case Russell or Vitgenstein? I think, analytics should to
consider metaphors more carefully and deeply and we must understand , that metaphors have
many different and useful for science functions. However, this happened in the postwar period
in the genesis of analytic philosophy.
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PROJECTIVE SEMIOSIS IN HERMENEUTICS (IN THE CONTEXT OF TECHNICAL

CONSCIOUSNESS)
Keywords: understanding, projective semiosis, technical consciousness.

Within the frame of general semiotics, understanding means a process of sign decoding. A sign is
an entity of four components, including a material sign, a way of denoting as a place of this sign in the
semiotic  system or  as  its  sense,  an  object  of  denoting  as  a  sign  meaning,  and  the  condition  of  sign
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possibility as a subject’s skill (interpretant). To understand some sign means to find the defining rule;
since semiosis involves three types of rules (semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic), understanding can be
defined as fixation of an object, a place in the system or an interpretation skill. Technology is treated
as a projective way of consciousness work with signs, which consists in reversion of reception and
leads to creation of new “meanings” while realizing semantic, syntactic and pragmatic rules at each
level of cognition, whether it is sense perception, understanding (Verstand) or reason (Vernunft).
Technical consciousness is considered within three levels. On the first level it is treated as “tradition”
and technology is defined as unconscious activity complying with certain rules and providing survival
in natural environment. On the second level it is treated as “the second nature” and technology is
defined as the process of creation of something new, which is possible in case of matter control. It
replaces natural environment with an artificial one. On the third level it is treated as “the third nature”
and technology is the means of reflection control. Technical consciousness described as projective
semiosis shows evolution of an individual from tradition to neomankind. After the birth, a human
being masters the skills transmitted by cultural memory, which provides survival in natural habitat.
Fantasy, fiction and metaphysical conception generated by astonishment, aesthetic experience or a
practical problem provoke processes of self-comprehension and make it possible (indirectly) to see
reflexive character of practical activity. The ability to create fictional objects in material substrates
generates the second nature which replaces natural objects of perception and presentation. The ability
to modify rules of reflection leads to deliberate and controlled self-evolution of a human being by
means of creation of “the third nature”, where a human being becomes a neohuman being who is
capable of changing the quality of one’s existence as a reflexive creature. Projective semiosis in the
context of technology shows that the understanding as the ability to "do", as the material realization of
the sense of a sign is determined not only by traditional receptive semiosis skills of communication
and cognition, but also by matter control skills and embodiment skills.
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THE CONCEPT OF RESPONSIBILITY AND THE PROBLEM OF IMPUTATION IN

THE ETHICAL AND LEGAL DISCOURSE: A CRITIQUE OF THEORIES OF CAUSATION
IN ETHICS
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The article discusses the issue of rethinking and clarifying of the concept of responsibility in the
ethical legal discourse. Who do we call responsible? What are we responsible for and before
whom? What is the essence and the basis of our responsibilities? The semantic field of the concept of
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responsibility is expanded in the article. The connection of responsibility with the concept of imputa-
tion demonstrates the need to define the subject of responsibility. An option of moral
responsibility justification in terms of causal theories is considered. It is shown that the problems of
determining of moral responsibility and imputation become apparent at the intersection of ethical and
legal discourses. Imputation of guilt, especially in criminal law, requires not only the establishment of
the subject, the perpetrator, but also the determination of his/her motives. The philosophically known
problem connected with the impossibility of determining "alien consciousness" may well result in
theoretical skepticism. In addition, if a motive is interpreted as a cause of action, there is an evident
error in reasoning: a motive can be learnt from a description of action, but the way action is described
already contains an indication of the motive which only requires finding. In civil law, on the contrary,
the expansion of the concept of responsibility and virtual disappearance of the concept of guilt are
observed. This fact leads to removal of the subject of moral responsibility. It seems that the main
problem is to determine legal responsibility based on actions already committed. Consequentialism
also assumes focus on a result. This shows certain difficulties of evidentiary support of the causal
approach in the ethical legal environment and demonstrates the inapplicability of consequentialism as
a basis for the formulation of universal moral principles.
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IMPLEMENTATION
Keywords: logic, psychologism, antipsychologism, logical law, logical rule.

This paper deal with the problem of relation between logic and thought in the discussion of the
psychologism and antipsychologism. Based on the analysis of the conflict thesis these positions, the
question is formulated on the subject of logical rules and the ultimate foundations of the logical rule-
implementation. Making difference between logical law and logical rule detects a range of problem-
atic aspects of the logical rule-implementation. Researching the problem concerning limit of free
action in realization rule-implementation in perspective of the law–norm–rule, the role of subject in
the rule-implementation practice, and the time factor as a necessary condition for the implementation
of logical rules. The results show that the question of the relationship between objective ideal-logical
content of thought and subjective really-psychological conditions for the implementation of logical
rules lies beyond the boundaries of the opposition "psychologism–antipsychologism", and requires a
logical-philosophical reflection.
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According to the teaching of modern Eastern Orthodox theologians, Eucharistic liturgy brings
about a supernatural transcendence beyond the boundaries of time, which allows for an identification
of the Eucharist with the sacrifice of Jesus Christ on Calvary. In order to provide a philosophical
analysis of the claim, we suggest four different approaches to solving the metaphysical problem of
contemporaneity of the two temporally distant events. Two of them exploit the concept of time travel;
the third approach establishes the Platonistic relation between the events; the fourth one deals with
multilocation of the event in time. Each of the four approaches has its strengths and weaknesses, and
each of them requires its followers to make either a theological or a philosophical sacrifice. The whole
enterprise of the temporal interpretation of the Orthodox teaching on the Eucharistic sacrifice does not
comply with the requirements of analytic metaphysics.
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The paper presents an analysis of the main approaches of causality in legal reality. The most fa-
mous 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.

References

1. Didikin, A.B. & Ogleznev, V.V. (2012) Ontologiya i epistemologiya prava: analiticheskaya
traditsiya [Ontology and epistemology of law: the analytic tradition]. Novosibirsk: Novosibirsk State
University.

2. Hart, H.L.A. & Honore, A. (1966) Reasons and Causes in the Law. In: Weitz, M., Edwards,
P. & Popkin, R. (eds) (1966) Twentieth-Century Philosophy: the Analytic Tradition. New York, Lon-
don: Free Press. pp. 352–361.



. 174

3. Foot, Ph. (1963) Hart and Honore: Causation in the Law. The Philosophical Review. 72(4).
pp. 505–515.

4. Ogleznev, V.V. (2015) Several remarks to reasons for action. Vestnik Tomskogo gosu-
darstvennogo universiteta. Filosofiya. Sotsiologiya. Politologiya – Tomsk State University Journal of
Philosophy, Sociology and Political Science. 2(30). pp. 214-220. DOI: 10.17223/1998863/30/23

5. Kelzen, G. (2015) Prichinnost' i vmenenie [The reasons and imputation]. Translated from Eng-
lish by A.B. Didikin. Scholae. Filosofskoe antikovedenie i klassicheskaya traditsiya – Ancient Phi-
losophy and the Classical Tradition. 9(2). pp. 265–283.

6. Ogleznev, V.V. (2012) G.L.A. Hart i formirovanie analiticheskoy filosofii prava [G.L.A. Hart
and the formation of analytic philosophy of law]. Tomsk: Tomsk State University.



. . . 2015.  4 (32)

 13+177
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/20

. 

-
. -

.
: , , .

, , -
. 

,  [1], -
 «/» , 

 [2]. , 
, ,  « » -

, – , -
, 

, . 
, 

, ,  XX  XXI . -
 [3],

.
, . -

, 
, .

 «  [ -
] 

» [4. . 23]  « »
[5. . 169] -

, « » -
. , 

, . , 
, , 

. -

,  « » , 
1.

1

 ( ,  155),  ( 15-03-00598),
 ( 14-06-00440).



. 176

, -
: -

? -
, 

. -
 « », 

 « »  « » 
. ,  « -

»  « » , -
, -

, 
, .

,  [6–12],
, . -

, -
,  « » -

 « » . , 
,  «

, 
» [6. . 63], -

 « »
[13. . 65]  «

» [14. . 236]. 
 «  ( -

, , )» [7. . 9] -

 [15–16]. 
» [11. . 118] 

 «
» [17] -

,  [18–19]. 
 « » [12. . 156]

 « -

»  [20. . 239]. 
. , -

:  « » 

,  « » 
, -

-
, . 

-
,  ( ) -

-
, 

.



177

,   [12],
 [6],  [11], -

,  [7]. -
, 

 [6, 7  11, 12].  [ 8–10], 
, 

 « », -
. 

, -
. .  [8–10],

, -

, -
-

 « » -
. 

 « -
» [9. . 46] 

,  – , , -
 – 

 [8]. 

, 
 [10],  ( ) 

.
 « »

[21] -
, . -

 [22],
 [23–26], -

 [4, 27–28], -
 [5, 29–32] -

 [33–34]. 
, , 

. ,
 « »

, -
, -

. -
-

, 
. -

, 
-

 « » , -
. -



. 178

,
-

. -
-

, 
. 

, -

, 
 [1, 2]. ,

 « »,
», « »  « » -

.
.

,  –  « » -

, , ,  « »
.). -

,   ,
, 

. 
, : « -

 (« », « » « » .)» [5.
. 175]; « , 

» [4. . 17–18]. 
 (  [4], 

[5],  [15],  [23],  [28],  [27, 29] .), -
 « » . , 

, 
, -

 «
, -

» [4. . 23]  [5. . 175].
.

, -
, « » 

. -
, -

, : -
 « », « »,

» 
.

, 
 « » [4], 



179

, )
.

, -
, . 

 [1] 
 [2, 32], -

-
 [6–11], -

. 
, -

, . , -
. -

. 

,  [4].
 – ,  [4. . 23]. 

, . , , -
,  [29],

 « »
[5. . 175] . -

-
, 

 « ».  « -
» .

1. .  // . 2011.  3.
. 5–20.

2. .  2045: .  « -
 2045.  ( ) -

» // . 2014.  8. . 181–186.
3. . 

 // . 2006.  2. . 27–43.
4. . , -

 // . . . . 2014. . 7. . 16–24.
5. . -

 // . . . . 2013.
. 1. . 169–175.

6. . -
 // . . .  . 2013. . 5.

. 63–66.
7. . : 

» // . . . . 2014.  7. . 9–15.
8. ., . , -

 // . . . . 2013.  11. . 173–181.
9. . -

// . . . . 2014.  7. . 45–52.
10. .  // . . .
. 2015.  5. . 103–109.



. 180

11. .  // . . .
. 2015.  5. . 118–122.
12. .  //

. . . . 2014.  1. . 156–160.
13. . 

 // . . . . 2014.  7. . 65–67.
14. .  // . . .
. 2013.  9. . 236–240.
15. .  // .

. . . 2013.  11. . 182–187.
16. . :  // . . . .

2015.  5. . 140-146.
17. . :  // .

. . . 2011.  11. . 187–191.
18. .

 // . . . . 2013.
 11. . 167–172.

11. .
 // . . . . 2014.  7. . 94–98.

12. .  //
. . . . 2013.  12. . 239–242.

13. .  // .
. . . 2011.  10. . 216–221.

14. . // . .
. . 2014.  7. . 99–102.

15. .
: vs  // .

. . . 2014.  7. . 25–32.
16. . : 

 // . . . . 2013.  9. . 262–267.
17. . . 

 // . . . . 2015.  5. . 128–134.
18. . . 

:  // . . . .
2013.  5. .92–98.

19. . : , // .
. . . 2013.  9. . 229–235.

20. ., .  // . . . .
2012.  4. . 208–213.

21. .  // . . . .. 2013.
 5. . 110–118.

22. . 
 // . . . . 2013.  1. . 163–168.

23. . : 
// . . . . 2013.  9. . 255–261

24. .  //  .  .  .
. 2014.  7. . 33–44
25. . :  //

. . . . 2012.  4. . 230–234.
26. .  // .

. . .. 2013.  9. . 207–210.

Melik-Gaykazyan Irina V. Tomsk State Pedagogical University (Tomsk, Russian Federation)
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/20
SYMBOLISM OF BIOETHICS IN RESEARCH OF MODERN CULTURE

TRANSFORMATIONS
Keywords: bioethics, symbolism, image.



181

The article is answering to question do proliferation of bioethics’ images and philosophical re-
searches take place. The answer is based at review of philosophical researches of modern culture
published during the last 3 years at «Tomsk State Pedagogical University Bulletin». The magazine is
not dedicated to philosophy so the set of reviewed articles was selected on random basis. By its con-
tent articles are grouped by: 1) their direct relation to bioethics; 2) their indirect relation to bioethics
(articles finding in bioethics example to demonstrate results of their sociocultural transformation re-
search); 3) their relation to research of transformations of modern reality images (science, communi-
cative complexity, game, memory). For articles of the 1st group it was proved that bioethics focus its
efforts on «protection of individuality» (T.Mescheryakova). In articles of the 2nd group bioethics ap-
pears as response of culture to unified pressure of new technologies and as response of science to
request of modern culture for creation of methods of any individuality protection (particular person,
embryo, animal, hybrid forms of life). Analysis of the 3rd group content allowed to reveal correlation
between articles. It is based at extinction of «borders between the natural and the social, the organic
and the humane» (I.Inishev), «the social and the individual» (N.Smirnova). Attitudes of bioethics are
corresponded to research of images that are “living” in communicative complexity of modern cul-
ture’s playing reality. Element of randomness in selection of articles reveals trajectories of mutual
proliferations of bioethics’ symbolism and modern reality images in research of culture – from bio-
ethics to comprehension of «individuality» and «norm» images’ essence and from phenomena of
modern culture’s anthropologic conformations to its manifestations in bioethics. Analysis of methodo-
logical approaches implemented at all reviewed articles allowed to define set of respectable ap-
proaches to research of bioethics’ symbolism: philosophical hermeneutics, semiotics and synergy.
Condition of these approaches’ integration was defined – acceptance of procedural interpretation of
the event (A.N.Whithehead) which allows to reveal semiotic and synergetic mechanisms of «revolu-
tion in symbolism».
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Revealing of causes of bioethics’ emergence allows not only to trace history of new science dis-
cipline formation, its genesis but also to formulate the main purpose of bioethics – protection of hu-
man rights and dignity via protection of human individuality. Besides the question is very individual-
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ity not personality or identity. Personality does not change and individuality is entirely under the
threat of its modification (that cause its loss when its unique, individual features disappear) or direct
destruction, annihilation (as in the event of artificial abortion – an embryo is not a personality in the
true sense of the word but exist as a human individuality already). Striking instance of losing indi-
viduality is face transplantation. It impossible to replace “individuality” concept with “identity”. Indi-
viduality is totality of human features. Being “a fragile property of personality” (S. Benkhabib), indi-
viduality does not coincide with identity because identity suppose an attitude of individual to himself,
describe his affiliation with some community. Targeting bioethics on individual caused by epistemo-
logical features of medicine and specifics of bioethical problems emerging as a result of some bio-
medical technology application as well as by medicalization of culture. Medicine deals with individ-
ual phenomena, its objects are individual cases, situations and documents. Epistemological features of
medicine spring from this stipulated by gap of “two cultures” in it on the one hand and dual nature of
medical knowledge (as nomothetic and ideographic science) on the other hand. In turn it actualize in
bioethics a patient’s individuality in its different manifestations. In bioethics individuality possess all
features of historical individuality: it is indivisible and cannot be divided in composite parts, it has
temporality and development, it is an element of social organization. Comprehension of individuality
as historical individuality allow to define borders of human existence in more clear way and reveal a
place and significance of bioethics in solving problem of individuality protection.
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The paper is dedicated to the problem of immanent connection between literary genre, utopias

and ideology, including different definitions of terms “utopia” and “ideology”. The object of analysis
is feminist utopia genre, the paper reviews sociolinguistic characteristics of utopian genre and its
philosophical analysis and modeling opportunities.

References

1. Todorov, Ts. (1997) Vvedenie v fantasticheskuyu literature [Introduction to science fiction].
Translated from French by B. Naumov. Moscow: Russian Phenomenological Society.

2. Tomashevskiy, B.V. (1999) Teoriya literatury. Poetika [Theory of Literature. Poetics]. Mos-
cow: Aspekt Press.

3. Genet, J. (1998) Figury. V 2 tomakh [Figures. In 2 vols]. Vol. 2. Moscow: Publishing House
named after Sabashnikovy.

4. Voloshinov, V.N. (2000) Marksizm i filosofiya yazyka [Marxism and the philosophy of lan-
guage]. In: Bakhtin, M.M. Freydizm. Formal'nyy metod v literaturovedenii. Marksizm i filosofiya
yazyka. Stat'i [Freudianism. A formal method in literary criticism. Marxism and the philosophy of
language. Articles]. Moscow: Labirint. pp. 349–486

5. Bakhtin, M.M. (1996) Sobranie sochineniy [Collected works]. Vol. 5. Moscow: Russkie
slovari. pp. 159–206.

6. White, H. (2002) Metaistoriya: Istoricheskoe voobrazhenie v Evrope XIX veka [Metahistory:
Historical imagination in Europe of the 19th century]. Ekaterinburg: Urals State University.

7. Booker, K.M. (1993) Womanon the Edge of a Genre: The Feminist Dystopias of Marge
Piercy. Science Fiction Studies. 21(3). pp. 337–350.

8. Butler, J. (1993) Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex”. New York:
Routledge.

9. Butler, J. (1993) Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New York:
Routledge.



. . . 2015.  4 (32)

 81'276.5 +81'42
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/23

. 

» 
 2011–2012 

 « » , -
 2011–2012 . 

.  « » -
. , 

 « » -
, .

: , , , -
.

,  2011 ., 
, . -

, , , , -
, 1.

, -
. , ,

, -
,  « ,

, 
» [1. . 28–29].

-
: 

, 
 «  – ». -

, , -
,  2011 .,

, 
, , 

.
 2011–2012 . 

 (  « »2). -
 – 

 (Facebook, Twitter, LiveJournal), , -
 ( , , -

,  « »).

1 ,  « »  afisha.ru,
2 , , , , -

. ,  « ».



. 200

-
. , 

2012 .  « »  « -
 2011 .: ». -

, -
1. , : . 

. », .  «
)». ,

-
, , -

. , , 
, . 

.
-

. , 
) 

. -
. , 

, , -
, . -

. -

, .  («
», , 1921), .  («

», , 1919), .  («
», , 1922), .  («

», , 1921), .  («
», , 1922). . 

(« , »), A.  (« »)
.  («

 (1914–1918)»). , , 
-

, , -
: «  “ ” -

. , , 
, , 

» [2. . 320]. , -
, : « -

-
: ,

. 
, -

» [3. . 190]. -
, -

1 ,  « : , 
»  (  2013 .).



» 201

. 
-

, , 
-

.
, , -

, -
, -

: , , . 
, . , -

, ,
-

 ( -
). 

 – .
 1993 .

1. , -
 « »  « ». « -

 – , 
.  – -

, , -
. 

 – » [4. . 107]. -
 « » (Anti-languges)2

, , 
.  1976 ., , , 

, -
, , , -

-
.

-
,  « ». 

, -
. , -

. -
, ,

, 
.

-
:

1.  2011–2012 .
2.

.

1 . :  // -
. 1993.  4. . 107–125.

2 Halliday M.A.K. Anti-languages // American anthropologist. 1976. P. 570–584.



. 202

, -
-

, 
. 

, , 
, , 

, -
 2011–2012 .

, , 
, , 

 2011–2012 . -
, , , .

 2011–2012 . 
, -

. 
, . ,  –  «

, -
-

, 
 ( , )» [5. . 31]. 

, 
. , -

: -
 (  facebook), twitter , , ,

, -
. , 

,  – 
, -

,  « » . -
 – -

 ( , 
4 ) , -

. , 
 2011–2012 . 

. . , 
, « , , ,

. , 
, , 

, . , , , -
. -

. , -

, 
, » [6, .102]. -



» 203

, -
 « »  « ».

, , 
. , -

, 
 10  2011 ., -

. 
, .

, . 1

 2011 . -
 1968 . , -

.  – -
,  1975 . «Le slogan»2, -

 1968 . , , 
: «
,  (

, , ). 
, -
, , , » [7. . 155].

,  «
: -

, -
 ( , ); -

 « », 
, , -

» [7. . 155]. , 
 1968 . ( , « -

 – », « », «
» .) 

», 
», . , 

, -
, -

. , -
 10  2012 .  « »  « » 

,  (lenta.ru, gazeta.ru)  « -
».  « » -

,  « -
»3,  1996–1997 ., -

1 .  ( )? // . 2012.  16.
. 155.

2 ,  1975 . , -
, . 
 «Le Slogan» . .

3 . , . 157.



. 204

, -
. , -

. -
, , , 

 « »1, . . -
. 

2: , , 
. -

, 
, 

.
, 

, -
 – -

, . 
, , , -

.
, « » , -

 « », , , -
, .

? 
 2011–2012 ., -

.  2011–
2012 . .

1. , -
.

, 
 « , » [8. . 135]. 

, , 
-

,  – -
3. -

, , 
.

2. , -
, .

 2011–
2012 ., 

, .
3. ,  – .

,
, , -

1 . . .
., 1965.

2 . Podgorecki A. «Second Life» and Its Implications. Mimeograph. P. 20.
3 , . , ,

. , .



» 205

.  («146 -
», « », « », « » .) 

 (« », « » .). ,  24 
1384 , , 10  «146

», 13 – « », 7 – « », 34 – « », 2 –
», 12 – « », « », 65 – « ».

4. : -
, .

, .
5. , -

.
, -

, . , 
 «  – », 

, 
. -

 Twitter  Lenta.ru. -
 « » -

, -
 « » . ,  Twitter c :

, ,
»1 (

),  50 , 
: « ?», « -

!», « , -
?».

6.  – , 
 « »  « ».

, -
, -

.  10  2012 . -
 « »2, 

. , 64%
, , -

3. , -
, -

. , 
 24 -

 2  10 . -
, , -

 – , 
. , 

»  « -

1  Twitter-  @lentaruofficial.  15  2012 .
2 . « , »: » //

. 2012.  16. . 136.
3 .: . . 140.



. 206

» 
. , 

,
, . 

, 
.

7.  – . ,
.

, , , 
, , , ,

. 
, 

:
, ,  ( ,

», « », « »).
 ( , « », « -

», « », « », « »).
, ,  ( , « », «

», « »).
, 

. -
, , 

, -
 –  « -

», -
, 

. , -
,  « » , ,

. -
, , -

. . , -

(« »). 
, -

. ,  « » -
, . 

, 
 « »  « » -

. , , -
.

8.  – 
.

,  2012 . , -
, , -

-
. 

. , . , . ,  Twitter-



» 207

@lentaruofficial), . , 
.  2012 .

, ). , -
,  2012 . . -

, -
 ( , « », « » .).

, , -
, , 

, 
 2011–2012 . .

, -
 ( , ), ,

, 
. 

, , 
, 

, . , 
-

, , -
.

1. . . .: , 2006.
2. . , :  // 

. 1922. . X.: . . 320.
3. . : -

. 1917–1926. ., 2003. . 190.
4. . :  //

. 1993.  4. . 107–125.
5. . : 

: . … . . . , 2011. . 31.
6. . .: , Corpus, 2013. . 102
7. .  ( )? // . 2012.

 16. . 155.
8. . « , »: -

 // . 2012.  16. . 135.

Rogovich Tatiana V. National Research Tomsk State University (Tomsk, Russian Federation)
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /32/23
ANTI-LANGUAGE AS A SOCIAL FORM OF LANGUAGE ON THE EXAMPLE OF

RUSSIAN PROTEST DISCOURSE (2011-2012)
Keywords: protests, social movements, identity, anti-language, sociolinguistics.

Analysis of language practices of Russian protesters in the winter 2011-2012 revealed that state
of art in Russian sociolinguistics is missing a concept that can be used as an adequate definition for
these practices. Sarcastic, metaphorical, humorous language of protesters received phenomenal atten-
tion of social scientists but mostly in a sociological prospective as a tool of middle class self-
manifestation. Attempts to classify this language phenomenon were very limited. Nevertheless, the
similarities between winter 2011-2012 protest discourse and language shifts accompanying revolu-
tions are rather apparent. Even though, revolutionary discourse is apparently an extreme case of social
‘re-construction’ of reality, “carnavalesque” protest language formed in the winter 2011-2012 has
properties and features resembling it. Albeit a fact that Russian sociolinguistics was heavily formed
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during revolution in the beginning of the 20th century, the unified concept for revolution’s language
definition was not crystallized. Present article proposes to use a concept “anti-language” introduced
by British sociolinguist M.A.K. Halliday as a proxy for description of protest and revolutionary lan-
guage. Author is distinguishing the main features of “anti-language” and analyzing protest discourse
of the winter 2011-2012 in order to find them. The conclusion is that this concept is more appropriate
definition for protest and revolutionary discourse than terms generally accepted in Russian linguistics
(e.g. jargon, sociolect, etc.). In future will be established links between concepts of anti-language
(Halliday), carnavalesque (Bakhtin) and social construction of reality (Berger and Luckmann). Based
on that Halliday’s concept of anti-language will be refined and complemented.
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The  article  discusses  a  possible  solution  to  a  moral  dilemma  Kant  formulated  in  the  light  of
the polemic between generalists and particularists.Issue is broadly discussed by modern English-
speaking scholars. Generalists insist on the decisive role of moral principles in determining morally
relevant properties or relations and correctness of our actions. Particularists argue that morality of
certain characteristics is determined by the context; thus, an agent's appeal to moral principles for
understanding of particular cases is ill founded. It is alleged that a possible solution to the problem
requires a redefinition of the nature and role of the principle. It is argued that no principle can be ap-
plied directly. The principle is designed to generally differentiate between the moral and the non-
moral and direct the search for morally significant features and correct actions. Therefore, principle
application needs its interpretation (e.g., what means “to treat humanity, whether in your own person
or in that of another, never as a means only but always at the same time as an end”) and specification
(what actions should be implemented in a given situation for all participants to be treated as an end in
themselves, not a means). Then the requirement of unconditionality refers only to the principle. Any
specific norm or action will always be conditioned. It seems that the proposed interpretation of the
nature and role of the principle provides a methodology for solving the dilemmas of the Kantian type:
should one lie to a murderer to save the life of a third person. If the principle requires treating any
rational human being as an end, not a means, it is proved that in this context it is lying that provides
for treating all the participants of the situation as an end.
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The philosophical anthropology under human nature traditionally understood persistent, un-
changing features and properties inherent in man at all times, regardless of biological evolution
and the historical process. Philosophers, focusing on the analysis of the social nature of man, its
cultural conditioning, have developed a number of different interpretations of the concepts of
the human essence. However, advances in science and technology allow recently directed trans-
form what was seen as an invariant for millennia - the nature of man. In the context of industrial
civilization to society is the problem: Who will be the man, whether there will be inherent in
human nature it unchanged constant, not influenced, or its transformation to happen. In connec-
tion with the NBIC – technology and questioning about the prospects of a posthuman future, the
problem of human nature has acquired a moral and ethical, value measurement. In this case, the
absolute duty is to preserve "the ontological idea of man" (H. Jonas).

It is important to understand the problem of human nature, taking into account advances in
technoscience and from the standpoint of the modern historical consciousness, including the
idea of global evolutionism. NBIC technologies are not just another scientific and technical
development, they "blow up" the world of human life, up to the transformation of the very na-
ture of man, his identity. The article examines how to rethink the identity of the person in con-
nection with the problem of conservation of human nature. The various interpretations of the
concept of "identity", such as the measure of his personal, social and cultural. The authors intro-
duce an additional three under consideration a new dimension - natural or ontological dimension
of identity.

That it is the foundation of human self-identity allows him to keep his "essence" in all
transformations, is the same basis on which to build human evolution. The natural dimension of
human identity is not bound to the substrate, determines its own human, whether soul, mind or
spirit, and function with form of activity performed by a human, social practices, to build on a
sense of the dignity inherent to the individual. A qualitative change in the nature of man - not
the way to improve his abilities and to the destruction of the whole system "Man-Culture-
Society."
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MORAL  FEELING  AS  THE  FOUNDATION  OF  KNOWLEDGE  IN  THE  FIELD  OF

MORALITY
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In this article I would like to present a hypothesis about how knowledge is organized. My main
aim is to show that moral feeling plays a significant role in the process of cognition. Since knowledge
in the field of morality seems the most problematic one, we begin with it. The difficulty here lies in
the fact that in moral sphere knowledge does not have such a reliable foundation as empirical facts. It
seems that there can be only two possible variants of moral foundations, i.e. historical ones and those
which consider morality to be transcendent. The former presupposes a notion that morality is just a
result of a chain of causes and effects. According to the second interpretation morality does not de-
pend on any phenomena of experience. Apart from discussing the dispute between these two theories
of the foundation of morality, we are to notice one important thought, which came to the fore within
the framework of the historical way of explaining the emergence of morality. This well expressed by
Hume idea is that some personal attitude is necessary for making a certain norm valuable for a subjec-
tive will. In the case of transcendent morality this idea is to become a significant problem. It is intui-
tively clear in this situation to suggest that there should be some “moral” feeling, which differs from
other senses by its principal autonomy from the purpose of self-adaptation to the reality. It would be
absurd to accept any immoral feelings here for such a role, because in that case following moral
claims would be just a contingency. Such idea was close to Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, who sup-
posed that there was some extra moral feeling, such as “a sense of the common good” or “sympathy to
others” which guided a person to the moral law. However, it seems that such a salvation is not quite
satisfactory and some more specification is needed for moral feeling to be an appropriate solution of

http://antology.rchgi.spb.ru/St_Bernard/De_gratia_et_libero.rus.html
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the mentioned problem. To understand the otherness of moral feeling I will make a comparison of
moral and immoral feelings in the sphere of how motivation works. A good example in such a case is
Kantian philosophy and its problem of relation between moral motivation and sensual affects. One of
the contemporary researchers, Allen Wood suggests an interesting way out of this debate. According
to him, only those good actions can really have moral value, which are presupposed by a deliberate
decision. Allen Wood states a very significant idea that morality in its full sense is not possible with-
out a struggle of different motives, without choice. It seems clear that a struggle can occur between
congenerous phenomena. In such a case, moral feeling should be a part of phenomenal world like
other affects and its triumph should become a result of a relation of all these motivational forces.
However I try to show that both such statements are absurd. In the end I ask one simple question: how
an attitude to eat  an apple differs from an attitude for the world to have its  sense? In my opinion,  a
good answer to it gives us Wittgenstein claiming that an independence of virtues from facts. And
finally we came to the main statement I am arguing for in this article that moral feeling which is nec-
essary for any choice, i.e. for any moral knowledge, is not to be considered as a phenomenon, as an
object of research.
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 [6]. , . , . , . , 
, , . ., , [7.

P. 107–115].
2  [8].
3 .  [9. P. 43].  [9. P. 277],  « »

,  « » .



» 243

 (T2), (T3)  (T4) – -
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3 […],  [ ] ,
4 , , :
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6 ,  ( , ). […]
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,  (= , 
),  ,  

 ( ) .
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DK.  « » (ajge>nhton kai< ajnw>leqro>n),
 « » (oujde< pot j h+n oujd j e]stai), 

.  « »

1  28 B 8.4–6 DK .  [10. P. 279–284],  DK -
. , -
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» 247

, . 
-

 [11. P. 106–110; 10. P. 80–87; 10. P. 131–132; 10.
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3 xunece<v sunece>v  28  8.6 DK, xunece<v -
sunece>v, .



. 248

, « » (pela>zei) ,
-

.  « » (xunece<v), -

, , . -
,  ,  

 « » (pa~n e]stin o[moion). -
, (T4)  (T2).

(T2a)&(T3a)  (T4a)

-
, . 

 (x, y, X, Y, , , )
.  ( , ) 

.
-
-

 – T. ,  ,
 – T .

I!X, I!Y, X, Y -
n  (n 1) 

-
, . , , 

x, y. , x, y
, .

-
 « » ( -

), «X » , 
 ( ) X

X .
 «I!X»  «

X ». , «
X  ‘ -

’»1.  «I!X» 
:

(I!Xx) ( X) [I!X  ( x) (x X I!x)].
, , .

1 . . , -
 « »  « » ,  « » 

» [13, 14].  «A!x»   «x -
»; «xF»  «x F». -

, , -
: , , 

, , , 
, . -

. 
, 

; .



» 249

 «T ˆX »  « -
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 (DisPr) p q  (ˆp  ˆq -
p q ),  –

.
 (DisP) 

(DisPr1)  ( X) ( Y) ( ) ( ) [(I!X & I!Y) {ˆ X Y  {( ) (T X
T Y)}}].

,  (DisPr1)  (CrIdPr).

***

. -
(Component-Wise) ,

, 
 ( -

) . , 
, 

:
(CrIdPrCW)  ( X) ( Y) ( ) ( ) [(ˆX =ˆY )  (X=Y & )]1.

 (CrIdPrCW)  &  (CrIdSeq)  ,  ,
,

, 
. , , -

, , 
, , -

, . 
n m -

, . ,  « »,
.

1  (CrIdPrCW) , , 
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Berestov Igor V. Institute of Philosophy and Law of Siberian Branch of Russian Academy of
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“UNITY OF BEING” IN PARMENIDES AS INDISTINGUISHABILITY NOEMA’S

CONSTITUENTS
Keywords: One – Many Problem, noema, intentional object, thinking, interdependence

This paper attempts to interpret to eon in Parmenides’ poem not as a real object, but as a noema or in-
tentional object of thinking. So, we succeed to J. Barrington’s and G. E. L. Owen’s approach. We have
shown that there is a possible interpretation of Parmenides, in which his proof of “indivisibility (indistin-
guishability) to eon” is very convincing one: this proof is based on the assumptions that are difficult to dis-
card without a peep; moreover, this proof allows for the formalization, in which it is logically correct. We
have demonstrated that Parmenides’s noema is fully determinated by each act of thinking, thanks to which it
is thought about. Then we have interpret Parmenides’ thesis on “indivisibility (indistinguishability) to eon”
as the averment that the intentional objects, which can be determinated only simultaneously, are indistin-
guishable.The formalization of this proof was carried out in two ways. In both cases, it is proved that if a act
thinking, which is directed to noema as some intentional composite (whole) object, is possible in principle,
then the constituents of this whole object are indistinguishable from each other. In the first case the constitu-
ents are propositions that determine a intentional composite (whole) object, and in the second case – inten-
tional individuals. In our formalization of Parmenides’ argument is used the Operator of Thinking from
Epistemic Logic. Furthermore, our notation is based on the notation in B. Linsky and E. Zalta’s Theory of
abstract objects. The most controversial assumption in constructed formal proofs is the assertion that states
that internal objects of thinking are identical, if they cannot be thought independently. We can say that the
criterion for distinction of intentional objects of thinking is here their ability to independent existence – i.e.
the possibility for one object of thinking to be thought about, when the other object of thinking is not
thought about. Discussion of these problems can lead to the discussion of the nature of identity and deep
epistemological problems.
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FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE’S APOLOGY OF WAR
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Free Spirits

The article discusses the role of metaphor and the concept of war in Fr. Nietzsche’s texts. The
doctrine of the opposition between the Apollonian and Dionisian origins in the culture of ancient
Greece is the original context of the war thematization; Nietzsche's analysis of the crisis state of the
contemporary world leads to idea of "higher culture" based on violence and war. On the other hand,
Nietzsche  completely  subordinates  his  style  to  the  metaphor  of  war:  he  declares  a  war  on  morality,
Christianity, compassion; he constantly engages in war with them, identifying himself with the war.
Nietzsche's statements are open to different contexts, thus, the images intertwined with concepts
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acquire depth; the concepts accompanied by images acquire dimension, relief, scale. Metaphor defines
the axiological importance of the concept; the concept is a means of expanding the metaphor. The
openness of these statements to different contexts often leads to contextual chimeras, combinations of
disparate contexts, which in turn leads to an explosion of the language norm, liberation from the
power of tradition, a new language. Nietzsche's apology of war is a demonstration of the new
philosophy and is located on the other side of good and evil. The “war” stands as the ultimate
foundation of the language of life itself, the language of the "Free Spirits".
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CONCEPT OF "EXPERIENCE" IN A HERMENEUTICS: F.SHLEIERMACHER, W.

DILTEY, M. HEIDEGGER, G.-G. GADAMER
Keywords: experience, individuality, tragedy

In article is formulated the preliminary concept of experience. It is necessary to make a reserva-
tion that it is about existential, but not scientific experience: 1) Experience is a reality something sin-
gle, but not general. General is always a correlate of the sphere of knowledge, but not experience. As
"nobility" is the nobility "general and necessary". To have experience is means to deal with singular
and accidental. The appeal to experience assumes search of exceptions, search of the facts, search of
counterexamples which could call into question the importance of the rule or law. 2) Experience is a
sphere new, earlier not meeting, unknown and unexpected. It is unlikely "eternal return same" can be
called experience in the true sense of the word. We don't need experience if we know "what order of
things" and "at all that it will hardly change". 3) Experience is an experience of passivity, but not a
condition of active designing of meanings. Experience of reading, experience of travel, experience of
communication always assumes that something opens to me. Experience doesn't assume that I design
and I define something by means of various acts. To test experience is to stay in a passive state in the
most different meanings of this word. Further in article the analysis of evolution of concept of "ex-
perience" in hermeneutics’ tradition is carried out. For this purpose some key figures of a mature
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phase of history of a hermeneutics are chosen: F.Shleiermacher as the representative of romantic tra-
dition, W. Diltey – as the representative of historical tradition, M. Heidegger and G.-G. Gadamer,
respectively, – philosophical. In article two lines of evolution of concept of "experience" in herme-
neutics’ tradition are recorded: 1) F.Shleiermacher's doctrine about others world and other era as infi-
nitely interesting and causing pleasure, but not changing my subjectivity. – W. Diltey's doctrine about
change of my subjectivity under the influence of the stranger, but only in imagination. M. Heidegger's
doctrine about alien as the internal moment of my ekzistention and fight for an individuation as reali-
zation only authentic opportunities for me and to rejection of the alien: but not in imagination, but in
being. – G.-G. Gadamer's doctrine about insignificance of my subjectivity and subjectivity of Another
in relation to the importance of tradition. 2) Neutral experience of immersion in others subjectivity at
F.Shleiermacher. Vital dynamics of suffering – happiness at W. Diltey. – Overcoming of this naive
vitality in "being-to-death" as radical individuation at M. Heidegger. – Tragic experience of overcom-
ing of identity through the address to the general and substantive at G.-G. Gadamer.
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S. FRANK AND J. DERRIDA : THE NEED FOR THE IMPOSSIBLE
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In article some aspects of philosophy of one of the main figures of the Russian religious Renais-
sance – S. Franc – and one of the brightest representatives of the French post-structuralism – J. Der-
rida are compared. A subject of the analysis is the mystical and intuitive 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 "potentsirovanny 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 re-
fusal 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 "potentiate 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 concepts such as "antin-
omy", "convergence", "gift", etc. By which S. Frank tries to find a way to overcome the denial meta-
logical. 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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ESSENCE OF SCEPTICAL INVESTIGATION
Keywords: ancient pyrrhonism, sextus empiricus, skeptical investigation

Philosophy of Sextus Empiricus, the main representatives of ancient Pyrrhonism, suggests a
definite way to the common goal for Hellenistic philosophers – happiness, which is understood by
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Sceptics as tranquility and peace of mind (ataraxia). At the bottom of this way lies a philosophical
study on controversial issues about the nature of things. One can see the importance of the investiga-
tion for sceptical lifestyle by the name itself - the skeptics, that means investigators, inquisitors. How-
ever, a modern researcher G. Palmer cast doubt on the importance of the search for truth in Pyr-
rhonism and concluded that Sextus Empiricus is not interested in discovering the truth – which Palmer
considers as a necessary condition of investigation. Therefore, the search is used only as a defence
and a protection from accusations of negative dogmatism. K. Vogt criticizes this interpretation and
suggests other premises of understanding the ancient concept of the search, which, in her opinion,
were shared by the skeptics, for a better explaining of the Pyrrhonian philosophy. She puts forward as
a condition a value of truth premise, according to which an essential quality for the philosophical
search is not only the discovery of truth, but also the identification and avoidance of false beliefs. We
suggest the following picture of skeptical investigation by developing the idea of K. Vogt, and show-
ing the rootedness of the skeptical method in the ancient philosophical tradition (Gorgias, Socrates,
Plato). Sextus defines it as a second-order investigation, it explores not the world, but is investigating
the truth and falsity of beliefs, which pretend to apprehend the nature of things. The main opponents
are not contemporaries of Sextus, but philosophers of the past. Every belief is investigated with a
skeptical modes. A lack of justification of any belief becomes clear through investigation, if it is pos-
sible to oppose to him an equal convincing belief among the existing ones, or create one by means of
modes. Thus, this procedure eliminates all came to the study untrustworthy beliefs, which may be
false and therefore can lead to anxiety. This outcome - refraining from judgments about having equal
persuasiveness beliefs - accident leads sceptic to ataraxia. At the same time there is a possibility of
finding the truth, if a certain belief will be tested through modes, and will have an irresistible power of
persuasion. Thus, a skeptical search satisfies the standard of investigation, that was already men-
tioned.
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Phenomenology of logical space in Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus and in “Some Remarks on
Logical Form” by Ludwig Wittgenstein faces the necessity to give the definition of objects, being
simultaneously starting points and endpoints of the procedure of the logical analysis of language.
Juxtaposition of two divergent interpretations of Tractarian objects – 'atomist' and 'wholist' ones –
leads to indication of two principal attitudes towards the world, both of which derived from the accep-
tance of corresponding interpretations. Parallelism between the ambiguity of the attitude towards the
world in Tractatus and divergence of composing practice strategy in P. Boulez and J. Cage is men-
tioned: technical improvement of the musical material against allowance for sounds to be themselves,
i.e. to be anything. Phenomenological interpretation of Tractarian objects allows to give them defini-
tion 'anything', for anything can become simple object in the Tractatus. Comparing the notion of the
object as anything with theoretical works by J. Tenney shows that any sound can be clang (unit of
understanding “contemporary music”), hence the border between the musical and the non-musical
vanishes. The breakdown of the border between music and sound implies the possibility of extrapola-
tion of the projection principle from the Tractarian symbolism to the musical one, which is considered
with the example of composition “Treatise” by C. Cardew, where the graphical notation leaves space
for determination of the relationship between score and sound produced to the musician-performer.
Thus inner relation between sign and corresponding sound is splitting, and there only remains possi-
bility to understand music as unpredeterminated, unprescribed and hence any.
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THE WILL IS NOT AN EXPERIENCE: THE PHILOSOPHY OF ACTION IN LUDWIG

WITTGENSTEIN’S LATER WORKS
Keywords: Wittgenstein, action, will

In this paper, I review and discuss the philosophy of action in Wittgenstein’s later works. In the
first part, I discuss Wittgenstein’s criticism of the variety of contemporary theories in the philosophy
of action: the theory of innervation, the ideomotor theory of action of William James, the “trying”
theory of action. Key intuitions in Wittgenstein’s criticism can be summarized in three points: 1)
Action has an active as opposed to passive quality as it is given in our experience; 2) action is not
produced by some kind of means, action has no prior phenomenal causes; 3) we know what move-
ments are our actions. The first group denotes the property of "activeness", the second one denotes
"non-causal" property of actions, and the third one denotes the property of "authorship". In the second
part, I develop these intuitions. The problem goes as follows: how can we explain the property of
“activeness” and the property of "authorship" of action without introducing in our account the phe-
nomenally given antecedents of action? I propose to divide two types of action. Those actions that are
done without much thought in everyday life (automatic), and those actions that occur with a high
concentration of attention and deliberation (problematic). Further, I propose to consider the the-
ory of action that is based on the following assumptions: real causes of action can not be given in
experience. We should analyze the action as having two components: 1) a phenomenal and 2) non-
phenomenal. The phenomenal component of action is what we can observe as the action like the bod-
ily movements or the mental actions. Non-phenomenal includes the causes of this phenomenal part.
There are two possible meanings of "non-phenomenal" causes of action. The first approach is natural-
istic: the actions have unconscious physiological processes in our body (more precisely – in our
brains) as their causes. These processes produce the relevant experience of authorship and activity.
The alternative approach is the "transcendentalist’s" agent-cause: the cause of action is the transcen-
dental will, which cause the phenomenal "action". The agent is the will and exists as the agent only
when he wills, i.e. when he is doing something.
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The article deals with a study of the problems with the definition of freedom by the means
the analytic philosophy of language on an example of Isaiah Berlin’s concept of freedom of.
Certain critical arguments against his approach, their strengths and weaknesses, are represented.
As  it  is  known,  the  idea  of  distinguishing  between  a  negative  and  a  positive  sense  of  the  term
«freedom» goes back at least to Kant, and was examined and defended in depth by Isaiah Berlin
in the 1950s and ’60s. Discussions about positive and negative freedom normally take place
within the context of political and social philosophy. They are distinct from, though sometimes
related to, philosophical discussions about free will. Work on the nature of positive liberty often
overlaps, however, with work on the nature of autonomy. As Berlin showed, negative and posi-
tive freedom are not merely two distinct kinds of freedom; they can be seen as rival, incompati-
ble interpretations of a single political ideal. Since few people claim to be against liberty, the
way this term is interpreted and defined can have important philosophical implications. It has
also suggested that the idea of distinguishing between a negative and a positive sense of the term
of freedom is for the several reasons ineffective.
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COMPOSITIONAL TECHNIQUES AND INEXPRESSIBLE: TO L. WITTGENSTEIN’S

PHILOSOPHY OF MUSIC
Keywords: L. Wittgenstein, philosophy of music, philosophy of language, philosophy of culture,

classical music.

Ilya Pavlov’s article searches the aspects of L. Wittgenstein’s philosophical heritage, which can
help researcher to find the new fruitful strategies for interpretation Wittgenstein’s philosophy in gen-
eral. Author emphasized that Wittgenstein’s reflections on the music are one of these aspects because
they helps to see how philosopher’s ethical, cultural and religious concepts correlates with published
works on analytical philosophy of language. For this research author uses L. Wittgenstein’s notes
“Culture and Value”. In this source author analyzes philosopher’s point of view on the great European
composers as well as his reflections on the compositional technique, the musical form and the music.
Then the paper deals with more general Wittgenstein’s thoughts about the religion, culture, nations
and the historical path of the Europe, which can be found in notes “Culture and Value”. Author con-
siders these general metaphysical ideas to be linked with the analogical places in Wittgenstein’s notes
and his published works “Logical-Philosophical Treatise” and “Philosophical Investigations”, which
demonstrate the correlation between the functions of the musical language and the natural language of
people’s everyday communication. Wittgenstein’s judgments about the composers are analyzed not in
order of appearance in the text of notes “Culture and Value”, but in chronological order. So, chaotic
notes of philosopher are grouped together in systematic review of European culture’s history. Basing
on the quotes from Wittgenstein’s notes, author demonstrates the analogies in wittgensteinian descrip-
tion of polyphonic language of baroque music and solemn one of romantic music of XIX century.
Both, they are some compositional techniques which can express the musical composition’s spirit
irreducible to this technique (Bach, Beethoven) as well as only develop empty musical form (Men-
delssohn, Shubert). This irreducible spirit can’t be analyzed. It designates that language of the music
as well as the natural language in its everyday practice are based on people immediate life and the
characters of the persons. Analysis of music, language and its understanding by human faces many
philosophical problems because the human life can’t be reduced to formal schemes and techniques. At
the same time, these techniques (such as counterpoint) can’t be abstracted from existential and meta-
physical aspect of the life.
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DAVIDSON AND THE PRINCIPLE OF DISTRUST
Keywords: propositional attitudes, radical interpretation, holism, semantic indeterminacy

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 atten-
tion 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
understanding of semantical anomalies can clarify why sentential structure of propositional attitudes usually
escapes our attention.
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The article is devoted to the analysis of W. Tatarkiewicz’s aesthetical conception. It deals with
problems of definition the subject, direction and methodological position of his aesthetical investiga-
tions. Author pays attention to the questions of multidimentional character of aesthetical phenomena,
foundations of pluralism in aesthetics and value of implicit aesthetics. In philosopher’s opinion, aes-
thetics is science about beaty and science about art – these are two main directions in investigations of
aesthetics. There are also some other aesthetical problems. Tatarkiewicz argued that the definition of
multidimensional development and formation of concepts of aesthetics significantly expands the
scope of its investigations. At the same time it enriches the knowledge about the connection of aes-
thetics and other forms of consciousness. This approach has received an expression of the methodo-
logical basis that “common basis” sees in the belief in the diversity of phenomena: beautiful, artistic,
aesthetic position. As a result of the approval of the heterogeneity phenomena from 1913 the program
element of Tatarkiewicz’s aesthetics was the notion of pluralism. An important role in the Tatarki-
wicz’s works play non-aesthetical, social issues. Philosopher emphasized the need to consider and
include in aesthetic theory the matter of taste, fashion preferences. He tries as best as possible to con-
vey the intellectual climate of a typical or common definition of the main stages in the development of
aesthetic thought. The content of Tatarkiewicz’s “History of aesthetics” defines two areas: explicite
aesthetics and aesthetics implicite, contained in the statements, which only in some sense address
issues of aesthetics. The philosopher believes that the material of implicit aesthetics gives the history
of aesthetics many valuable observations. In this context, we can talk about a kind of “egalitarianism”
of Tatarkiewicz’s scientific position. He takes into account the value of many important public and
artistic statements, regardless of their position in the established hierarchy. Tatarkiewicz attached the
great importance to studying the history of aesthetics, because he believed that it helps to see the
conditions of modern development of aesthetic theory and defines its relationship with artistic
practice.
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