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В статье рассматривается проблематика мас-
карада в антропологической перспективе. Ос-
новываясь на письме Ф. Степуна к жене («Из
писем прапорщика артиллериста», 1916), в
котором дается характеристика Нового года
как праздника, неотъемлемыми атрибутами
которого являются маска и маскарад (как
форма трансгрессии индивидуального «Я» в
сфере культуры), автор различает два типа
этого явления: развлекательный и философ-
ский, или трансцендентный (термины Сте-
пуна). Объясняя, что означают эти термины
по отношению к театральному явлению, ав-
тор проводит различие между светскими
(Новый год) и религиозными (Рождество,
Святая Троица) праздниками. Затем в кон-
тексте анализа работы «Основные проблемы
театра» (1923) ставится вопрос об условиях
возможности маскарада философского типа.
Степун, вводя понятия «единодушие» и
«многодушие», выделяет три антропологи-
ческих типа: мещанин, мистик и артист;
только один из них отвечает условиям фи-
лософского маскарада. Через сопоставление
двух вышеупомянутых текстов раскрывает-
ся антропологическая основа театральных
явлений, включая маскарад. Рассматривает-
ся также проблематика трагического в кон-
тексте антропологии и культуры; автор ука-
зывает на сходство между концепциями
трагедии Степуна и В.И.  Иванова.  В основе
обеих концепций трагедии лежит отноше-
ние человека, действующего в мире, к мета-
физическому идеалу. Последней отправной
точкой рассуждений является утверждение,
относящее понятие театральности в первую
очередь к антропологическим категориям и
лишь во вторую – к культурным феноменам.
В тексте показана необходимая антрополо-
гическая подоплека феномена маскарада.
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тропология театра, трагедия, В.И. Иванов.

The article takes up the issue of the masquerade
in an anthropological perspective. On the basis
of F. Stepun’s letter to his wife (included in his
work From the Letters of an Ensign Artillery-
man, 1916), in which the philosopher gives a
characterization of the New Year as a holiday
which inseparable attribute is the mask and
masquerade (as a form of transgressing the
individual self in the sphere of a culture), the
author distinguishes the two types of this phe-
nomenon – pure entertainment and philosophi-
cal or transcendental masquerade (these are
Stepun’s terms). The paper explains what these
terms mean in relation to the theatrical phe-
nomenon and also draws a distinction between
the mentioned secular holiday and religious
holidays, for example Christmas Day and Feast
of Holy Trinity. Then, in the light of the text
The Main Problems of the Theater (1923), the
question about the conditions of the possibility
of a philosophical masquerade is posed. Stepun,
introducing the concepts of единодушие and
многодушие, distinguishes three anthropologi-
cal types – the city dweller, the mystic, and the
artist; only one of them meets the conditions of
philosophical masquerade. Thanks to the juxta-
position of these two mentioned above texts,
the anthropological basis of the theatrical phe-
nomena, including the masquerade, emerges.
The article also raises the question of the tragic
principle in the context of anthropology as well
as culture. The similarity of the concepts of
tragedy introduced by Fyodor Stepun and
Vyacheslav Ivanov is shown. The final point of
the considerations is the statement that refers
the notion of theatricality first and foremost to
an anthropological category, and only secon-
darily to cultural phenomena. The paper shows
the necessary anthropological background for
the phenomenon of masquerade.

Keywords: Fyodor Stepun, masquerade, anthro-
pology of theatre, tragedy, Vyacheslav Ivanov.
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In 1915, Fyodor Stepun, fighting on the Russian-German battlefront,
wrote a letter to his wife in which he shared his impressions about the up-
coming holiday: the New Year. According to the Russian philosopher, the
New Year’s time is radically different from all other holidays, including the
religious ones, such as Christmas or the Holy Trinity. What distinguishes
the New Year is the lack of reference to any specific event taking place in
the archaic past. “In illo tempore” principle, known from the philosophy of
religion [3, p. 409] – the axis of myth and ritual – does not apply in the case
of the New Year. It is, as the Russian philosopher claims, a celebration that
has a void content – this means that the act of celebration does not refer to
any “what”; there is no narrative associated with this holiday. However,
despite the lack of empirical, content reference, the New Year’s time has a
powerful – metaphysical – power. What is it about? Let us quote a longer
fragment of Stepun’s letter, reflecting both the atmosphere of the holiday
and containing the conceptuality basic for the Russian philosopher’s under-
standing of it.

“Òû çíàåøü, ÿ ëþáëþ Íîâûé ãîä, íî ëþáëþ ýòîò ïðàçäíèê ÷åì-òî ñî-
âñåì äðóãèì â ñåáå è ñîâåðøåííî èíà÷å, ÷åì ïðàçäíèêè Ðîæäåñòâà, Ñâÿ-
òîé  èëè  Òðîèöû.  Åëêà,  êðåñòíûé  õîä  âîêðóã  êîíäðîâñêîé  öåðêâè,  à  íà
ñëåäóþùèé äåíü â áîëüøîì áåëîì çàëå òîðæåñòâåííûé ïàñõàëüíûé ñòîë,
Õðèñòîñ Âîñêðåñå, áàòþøêà, ïåâ÷èå è âñåîáùåå õðèñòîñîâàíèå; êóäðÿâûå
â ïåñòðûõ ëåíòàõ áåðåçû è çâîíêèé äåâè÷èé õîð ó áàëêîíà – âñå ýòî ïîì-
íèòñÿ ñ ñàìîãî ðàííåãî äåòñòâà, âñå ýòî âñïîìíèòñÿ è ïî-íîâîìó îçàðèòñÿ
ïåðåä ñìåðòüþ. Ñîâñåì â ñòîðîíå îò âñåãî ýòîãî æèâåò ÷óâñòâî Íîâîãî ãî-
äà. ß íå ïîìíþ, êîãäà ïîëþáèë ýòó íî÷ü: ìóçûêó, âèíî, ìå÷òó, ìàñêó, íî
ÿ çíàþ, ÷òî ñ ÷óâñòâîì Íîâîãî ãîäà â äóøå íåëüçÿ ñòàðåòü è íåâîçìîæíî
óìèðàòü. Èì îïîçîðèòñÿ ñòàðîñòü è îáåññìûñëèòñÿ ñìåðòü. Ñåé÷àñ çäåñü ÿ
ïîíèìàþ ýòî ãîðàçäî ãëóáæå è îò÷åòëèâåå, ÷åì ïîíèìàë ðàíüøå. È ýòî
ïîñòèæåíèå ïîëíî äëÿ ìåíÿ ãëóáîêîé ñêîðáè è ðåçèíüÿöèè. Íîâûé ãîä –
åäèíñòâåííûé ñîâñåì íå ðåëèãèîçíûé, à åñëè õî÷åøü, ÷èñòî ôèëîñîô-
ñêèé ïðàçäíèê. Â íåì íåò ïðîñëàâëåíèÿ êàêîãî-ëèáî ìåòàôèçè÷åñêîãî
ñîáûòèÿ. Íîâûé ãîä òðàíñöåíäåíòàëåí: â íåì óòâåðæäàåòñÿ âñåãî òîëüêî
êàñàíèå ôîðìû âðåìåíè ñ áåñôîðìåííîé âå÷íîñòüþ. Ìíå î÷åíü òðóäíî
ïåðåäàòü  òåáå  â  òîé  ñóìàòîõå,  â  êîòîðîé  ÿ  ñåé÷àñ  ïèøó,  òî  ñêîðáíîå  è
ïðîíçèòåëüíîå, ÷òî ÿ çíàþ â ñåáå êàê ÷óâñòâî Íîâîãî ãîäa” [21, p. 49].

The quoted passage testifies to the fact that Stepun did not reveal to his
wife the theses of a well-thought-out, consistent system of thought, some-
thing deductively closed, but shared with her an intense inner experience,
caused – and not for the first time, as the quoted passage allows to conclude
– by a special time in the year. The artillery cadet (the position he held dur-
ing World War I), giving in to the mood of the holiday, traced within him-
self, like a true phenomenologist, the reality his own experience made him
aware of.

Let us note that the religious holidays mentioned in the passage are also
remembered by the philosopher with great sentiment, however it is the New
Year  that  stands  out  from  the  festive  days  known  to  him  since  his  child-
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hood. The thinker speaks directly about the philosophical character of the
holiday. What this means, we read in the quoted fragment: “Â íåì íåò ïðî-
ñëàâëåíèÿ êàêîãî-ëèáî ìåòàôèçè÷åñêîãî ñîáûòèÿ. Íîâûé ãîä òðàíñöåí-
äåíòàëåí: â íåì óòâåðæäàåòñÿ âñåãî òîëüêî êàñàíèå ôîðìû âðåìåíè ñ
áåñôîðìåííîé âå÷íîñòüþ”. Developing his thesis about the philosophy of
the New Year as a content void, the thinker expressis verbis continues the
transcendental tradition of Kant [20].  It  was the philosopher from Königs-
berg who emphasised that “transcendental” means “not disturbed by empiri-
cism, not entangled in causal dependence” [16, p. 234–236]. It is therefore
necessary to ask what this holiday refers to, or – in the spirit of semiotics –
what it is a sign of. In other words: what are we celebrating at this time?
What Stepun discovers is summed up in this statement: the meaning of the
New Year, as a holiday of void content, is reduced to, as was said, its tran-
scendentality, and this – within the framework of this letter – means “the
moment of the meeting of time and eternity”. It should be added at once
that time is assigned the category of form, and eternity the category of
formlessness. In this context, Aristotle’s theory of prime matter and indi-
vidual objects emerging, thanks to form, from it, is imposed. Stepun, there-
fore, sees the relationship between time and eternity in the spirit of Aris-
totle: time shapes and simultaneously – by giving form – limits endless
eternity.

This moment of transcendentality is closely related to the mask that is
the subject of our considerations. After all, the New Year is the period in
which masquerades are customarily organised. According to Stepun, a per-
son, experiencing the transcendental moment, reflexively puts  on  a  mask  –
not only as a garish attribute, an ornament of the New Year’s period, but –
potentially – as a sign of metaphysical experience. It is this experience that
makes a person greedily enter into a masquerade in search of something that
is transcending one-ness, not limited by a single identity, a specific fate. The
mask, an inalienable attribute of the masquerade, symbolises the desire to
come out of the finite, the individual. Knowing what a man is escaping from
by putting on a mask, one should ask: where is this man going? The answer
can  be  twofold:  to  what  –  and  this  is  the  key  difference  –  is  “beyond”  or
“above” individuality. It is in this alternative that there are two possible
types of participation in the masquerade – both are aspirations to break out of
the deaf prison of individuality, but one is lost in the horizontal multiplicity,
while the intention of the other reveals its metaphysical, or vertical, nature.

Let us say that Stepun was a conscientious disciple of Solovyov, in whose
works we find a distinction between false (“áåñêîíå÷íîñòü ñòðåìëåíèÿ è îä-
íîâðåìåííî íåâîçìîæíîñòü óäîâëåòâîðèòü åãî”) and right infinity (“áåñêî-
íå÷íîñòü ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé äóøè, ñïîñîáíîé âìåñòèòü âñþ áåñêîíå÷íîñòü áî-
æåñòâà”)1. Let us quote a longer fragment of Solovev’s Lectures on Godman-

1 It is worth mentioning that even during his stay in Germany, where neo-Kantianism
was the dominant philosophical system, Stepun identified himself with Solovyov’s
thought: “В Германии же он выступал адептом философии Соловьева, отрицая
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hood that influenced Stepun’s thought: “Áåçóñëîâíîñòü, òàê æå êàê è äðóãèå
ñõîäíûå ïîíÿòèÿ: áåñêîíå÷íîñòü, àáñîëþòíîñòü, èìååò äâà çíà÷åíèÿ: îò-
ðèöàòåëüíîå è ïîëîæèòåëüíîå. Îòðèöàòåëüíàÿ áåçóñëîâíîñòü, íåñîìíåííî
ïðèíàäëåæàùàÿ ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ëè÷íîñòè, ñîñòîèò â ñïîñîáíîñòè ïåðåñòó-
ïàòü çà âñÿêîå êîíå÷íîå, îãðàíè÷åííîå ñîäåðæàíèå, â ñïîñîáíîñòè íå îñòà-
íàâëèâàòüñÿ íà íåì, íå óäîâëåòâîðÿòüñÿ èì, à òðåáîâàòü áîëüøåãî… Íà÷à-
ëî èñòèíû åñòü óáåæäåíèå, ÷òî ÷åëîâå÷åñêàÿ ëè÷íîñòü íå òîëüêî îòðèöà-
òåëüíî  áåçóñëîâíà  (÷òî  åñòü  ôàêò),  òî  åñòü  ÷òî  îíà  íå  õî÷åò  è  íå  ìîæåò
óäîâëåòâîðèòüñÿ íèêàêèì óñëîâíûì îãðàíè÷åííûì ñîäåðæàíèåì, íî ÷òî
÷åëîâå÷åñêàÿ ëè÷íîñòü ìîæåò äîñòèãíóòü è ïîëîæèòåëüíîé áåçóñëîâíîñòè,
òî åñòü ÷òî îíà ìîæåò îáëàäàòü âñåöåëûì ñîäåðæàíèåì, ïîëíîòîþ áûòèÿ, è
÷òî, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ýòî áåçóñëîâíîå ñîäåðæàíèå, ýòà ïîëíîòà áûòèÿ íå åñòü
òîëüêî ôàíòàçèÿ, ñóáúåêòèâíûé ïðèçðàê, à íàñòîÿùàÿ, ïîëíàÿ ñèë äåéñò-
âèòåëüíîñòü” [19, p. 19–25].

In other words, returning to Stepun’s division: non-finiteness, which
man seeks through the cultural form of masquerade, can be of two kinds:
either endless multiplicity, a parade of masks, multiplication of individual
identities (the so-called empty, stupid infinity), or a qualitative, non-
quantitative denial of finiteness, an entry into another – metaphysical –
level (proper infinity).

However, it is necessary – within Stepun’s concept – to strongly em-
phasise one source of the two types of masquerade. Throwing oneself into a
procession of masks, in the exchange of roles, in the act of turning the
world upside down, accompanied with unbridled laughter – although some-
times it remains at the level of a simple tendency to playfulness and rewind-
ing – always grows out of, even if it sounds like pathos, metaphysical desire
– the desire for eternity.

Let us deal with the first type of masquerade. Let us note, however,
that the second type – at the level of “matter” – reproduces the same but
gives it a different “direction”.

The multiplicity of masks, the multiplicity of experiences, the multi-
plicity of love – an attempt to satiate the insatiable metaphysical hunger
with all this – these are the experiences that a man who covers his face with
a mask is craving. Playing behind the veil of a mask, first this one, then a

свою принадлежность к неокантианству” [14, p. 349]. But, on the other hand, it must
be stressed that Stepun was aware of the importance of German thought for Russian cul-
ture: “Young publishers fully understood the significance of contemporary German
thought for the Russian philosophy of that time. In fact, they were conductors of neo-
Kantianism in Russia” [4, p. 71]. This apparent inconsistency is linked by the following
statement: “В России Степун выступал активным пропагандистом западноевропей-
ской культуры, прежде всего немецкой философии… Важно понимать, что пропо-
ведь Степуном западноевропейской мысли диктовалась его любовью к России,
желанием дать ей все лучшее в мировой культуре, петровской жаждой научить,
чтобы потом русские могли творить сами” [19].
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completely different one, is a frenzy of not being oneself, a state of libera-
tion and intoxication with this liberation, when all the basic limitations of
the individual are exceeded: belonging to a given era, one’s origin, age,
one’s own previous choices, irreversibly narrowing the range of possibilities
present on the further path of life. The masquerade meets the aforemen-
tioned desire for another life (the life of someone else); it goes against the
current of its irreversible course. The mask gives a lightness of detachment
from one’s own fate, from always the same facial features. With the help of
a mask, a man seems to shed the burden of being only himself, gaining the
power to be everyone else, and thus, it seems, everything.

This first type of masquerade based, according to Stepun, on a certain in-
ternal indisposition stops at the mere level of sole multiplication. The intoxi-
cation of not being oneself and, in this experience, negative freedom, does not
allow a person to take up that metaphysical intention that lies at the bottom
of the New Year’s play. A man is too attached to his “I”; for a moment having
desired something more, he finally confirms the existence only at the indi-
vidual level: “Âå÷íîñòü âî ìíå õî÷åò îñâîáîäèòüñÿ îò ôîðìû ìîåãî ÿ. Íî ÿ
ìàëîâåðåí. Òîñêóÿ ïî âå÷íîñòè, ÿ îäíîâðåìåííî ëþáëþ ñåáÿ, áîþñü óíè÷-
òîæèòüñÿ â íåé, è â ýòîé ëþáâè è áîÿçíè ïîäìåíÿþ âå÷íîñòü äóðíîé áåñ-
êîíå÷íîñòüþ – õî÷ó íå ñìåðòè â áåçëèêîì, à æèçíè â äðóãîì îáëèêå. Õî÷ó
äðóãîãî ñåáÿ, äðóãîé ëþáâè, äðóãîé ñóäüáû” [21, p. 52].

Stepun explains this interpretation of indisposition with the temptation
of multiplicity (“ñîáëàçí ìíîæåñòâåííîñòè”). He writes: “Óñòóïàòü ýòîìó
ñîáëàçíó â ïëàíå ñâîåé ïîäëèííîé, íàñòîÿùåé æèçíè íå ìóäðî, èáî íåò
áîëåå ïðèçðà÷íîé ñâÿçè ñ âå÷íîñòüþ, ÷åì ñâÿçü ÷åðåç ìå÷òó è ñëó÷àéíóþ
ìíîæåñòâåííîñòü” [21, p. 53]. It can be said that the masquerade experienced
in this way is an experience of quasi-eternity – a careless intoxication with it.

However, the masquerade can be an expression not only (because it al-
ways has this element) of a silly search for infinity (or silly infinity, consist-
ing only in infinite multiplicity), but a search for another ontological level –
the fullness in which all multiplicity and individuality find their end. The
proper intention of the masquerade is the search for the absolute level. This
is how Stepun describes it: “Â äóøå êàæäîãî ÷åëîâåêà íåèçáåæåí è èíîé
ïëàí, òîò ïëàí ìå÷òû, â êîòîðîì êàê áû ïî ïðàâó ñêèòàþòñÿ ïðèçðàêè. Â
ýòîì âòîðîì, èððåàëüíîì ïëàíå ÿ òîëüêî è óòâåðæäàþ ìîé íîâîãîäíèé
ìàñêàðàä, ãäå â óñëîâíîé àòìîñôåðå ýñòåòè÷åñêîãî èëëþçèîíèçìà ìîÿ
ïåâó÷àÿ è îñòðàÿ òîñêà ïî âå÷íîñòè òàê ñòðàííî ïðåëîìëÿåòñÿ â ïëåíè-
òåëüíûõ ñîáëàçíàõ ìíîãîëèêîñòè” [21, p. 53].

It is clear that in the second type, this sweeping gesture of masquerade
is  in fact  a  metaphysical  gesture:  splitting from one’s  “I”  is  the reverse of
something much more fundamental than the tendency to play. Refusal to be
only oneself is a refusal to be enclosed in a time-separated “me”. It is a dis-
agreement with metaphysical separation. In our opinion, this issue – the
role of the mask – was most accurately expressed by R. Goldt: “Ìàñêà êàê
ñâèäåòåëüñòâî ìíîãîêðàòíîãî îòåëåñíåíèÿ ÷åëîâåêà èìååò ýêçèñòåíöè-
àëüíîå çíà÷åíèå” [10, p. 183].
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At  this  point,  an  obvious  question  arises:  how  is  it  that  this  playful
tone, which is always present in the masquerade, does not lose the meta-
physical sounds that are so essential to it? In other words, the question we
pose to Stepun here is this: What are the conditions for the possibility of a
second type of a masquerade? What must necessarily be accomplished so
that the masquerade is not just frivolous fun, that it does not move from
the dimension of metaphysical intention to the level of idle entertainment,
but that it “rolls on” the fuel of metaphysical yearning? Or maybe: Who
should participate in it to guarantee the characteristic described by Stepun?
The above questions approach the phenomenon of culture, which is the mas-
querade from the side of a person participating in it. The purpose of such a
perspective setting is the anthropological justification of this phenomenon
of culture – masquerade in its transcendental version (the second type).

To achieve the above goal, it is worth comparing here the two texts by
Stepun – that from which the quoted letter comes: Èç ïèñåì ïðàïîðùèêà
àðòèëëåðèñòà (1916) and the second: Îñíîâíûå ïðîáëåìû òåàòðà
(1923). The first, as was already said, comes from the front and is a sponta-
neous, letter-wing sentence of the matter to the wife of experiencing the
New Year in wartime circumstances. The second text – already purely theo-
retical – published in Berlin (Stepun emigrated from Russia in 1922), seem-
ingly has nothing to do with the first one. And yet, when one carefully reads
the anthropological classifications contained in the second text, it is clear
that it can be an interpretation of the reflections contained in the first text.

In the work Îñíîâíûå ïðîáëåìû òåàòðà Stepun distinguishes three an-
thropological types – depending on what “way of being” prevails in them. One
of them seems to guarantee the masquerade what is desirable for its serious-
ness – metaphysical shaking. In this text Stepun presents three types of peo-
ple: a townsman, a mystic and an artist. It should be mentioned immediately,
following Stepun, that these types do not coincide with social divisions [14,
p. 347]: the criterion of typology is their internal orientation. It is therefore
not so much a typology of human characters or personalities themselves, but
rather “ways of being”. This term was introduced by Martin Heidegger [15, p.
179–185]; we use it in a simplified form – as denoting the basic reference of
man to the world, expressed in the constant directing of man to a certain type
of values. This means that man, by registering and recognising various values
(of various types and levels), subordinates his life – his worldview and actions
– to one type of them. It is a basic axiological reference.

So, a townsman is satisfied with the values of his existence, he feels “at
home” among them, there is no need to give the world meaning from a
higher level (“connecting” the diversity of world life into one meaning). All
the variety of “worldly life” doesn't even particularly appeal to him, since
it's his dumb belief – that there is no other dimension; with all unreflec-
tiveness he adapts to this world, without needing any justification or “key-
stone”. Therefore, by emphasising this consent to the “scattered” reality
that has no centre, Stepun expresses the essence of a townsman: ìíîãîäó-
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øèå takes precedence over åäèíîäóøèå1. If we recall Heidegger’s idea that
man is a being asking about his own being, we can state that the townsman
escapes this definition. He does not ask, he does not pursue; he takes what
he found on earth at face value.

The opposing “direction of being” is adopted by a mystic – he subordi-
nates  all  aspects  of  life  to  religious  values.  While  the  townsman feels  per-
fectly in the element of everyday life, the mystic, by necessity functioning
in earthly realities,  at  the final  level  deprives  them of  all  weight;  they are
important insofar as they are “illuminated” by the divine design and mean-
ing. The townsman loves the variety of life, does not look for meaning for it
in the “monochromaticity” of a higher level, while the mystic does not so
much combine all the colours and voices of this world into one hymn of
praise to the Creator (in such a situation he would affirm them), but at the
final level he denies them a voice and “discolours the world” – deprives
earthly life of colours (“Äëÿ ìèñòè÷åñêîãî äóøåâíîãî ñòðîÿ âñÿ æèçíü –
ãëóõîå óìèðàíèå” [22, p. 34]). This is why the true religiosity and culture
(creativity) – Stepun knew this already in 1910, when he wrote the work
Òðàãåäèÿ òâîð÷åñòâà – never go hand in hand: “Âîçìîæíà òîëüêî æèçíü
â Áîãå, íî íàâåêè òðàãè÷åñêè íåîñóùåñòâèìà ìûñëü î ðåëèãèîçíîé êóëü-
òóðå. Áåññìûñëåííà ïîòîìó, ÷òî êóëüòóðà åñòü òâîð÷åñòâî, à âñÿêèé
òâîð÷åñêèé àêò åñòü íåìèíóåìî ðàçðóøåíèå ñèíòåòè÷åñêîé öåëîñòíîñòè
äóøè, ò.å. åå ðåëèãèîçíîé ïðèðîäû. Åñëè åñòü âîîáùå ðåëèãèîçíîå äåëî,
òî ýòî äåëî íå îò ìèðà ñåãî, è åñëè åñòü ðåëèãèîçíîñòü êàê ïðåäìåòíàÿ
öåííîñòü, òî îíà ìûñëèìà òîëüêî çà ïðåäåëàìè ìèðà, íàì äàííîãî” [20,
p. 195]. In this world, however, the tension between religiosity and creativ-
ity  in  human life  takes  on  the  tragic  quality:  “×åëîâåê...  ïðåáûâàåò  â  ñî-
ñòîÿíèè òðàãè÷åñêîé, ïðîòèâîðå÷èâîé ïîëÿðíîé íàïðÿæåííîñòè, ðàçðû-
âàÿñü åäèíåíèåì ñ Áîãîì è âûïîëíåíèåì ñâîåé òâîð÷åñêîé ìûñëè” [8,
p. 340]. It’s clear now that the mystic follows Spinoza’s thought: only God
is the true substance, other beings lose their inherent substantiality in his
light. Applying the categories mentioned above, it must be said that in mys-
ticism completely prevails åäèíîäóøèå.

Only the third type – the artist (let us remember that this is not about
the psychological or social profile, but the artistic way of being) exceeds this
binary (åäèíîäóøèå vs. ìíîãîäóøèå), not caring about the principle of the
excluded middle. The artistic way of being contains a multitude of possibili-
ties – the artist hears and identifies with the multiplicity of voices
(ìíîãîäóøèå) and at the same time, being after all the subject (of thoughts
and actions), he somehow chooses one of them (åäèíîäóøèå).  On  the  one

1 Stepun doesn’t explain these terms; he just introduces them: “Предельного, траги-
ческого углубления борьба человека с самим собой за себя самого достигает... не
там,  где человек борется против зла,  но там,  где он борется против своей <широ-
ты>, которую надо бы <сузить>, т.е. там, где положительное богатство человече-
ского многодушия катастрофически сталкивается с требованием строгого огра-
ничивающего единодушия” [22, p. 18–19].
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hand, his inner disposition is so broad that it predisposes him to participate
in the experience of people of different values, acting within different
axiologies, internally passing through various life paths. On the other hand,
however, what should always be emphasised when talking about the cate-
gory called by Stepun ìíîãîäóøèå is  that  man  is  always  not  a  supra-
individual, but an individual whole – as a thinking and acting individual –
he puts certain values in the foreground. R. Goldt writes about this way: “Â
ñâîåì òîëüêî íà ïåðâûé âçãëÿä ïîñâÿùåííîì èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî âîïðîñàì
ñöåíè÷åñêîãî èñêóññòâà ñî÷èíåíèè ‘Ïðèðîäà àêòåðñêîé äóøè’ (1923)
Ñòåïóí çàðèñîâûâàåò ñõåìó ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ñîçíàíèÿ êàê ïîëå ïîðîé òðà-
ãè÷åñêîé áèòâû ìåæäó ‘ïîëîæèòåëüíûì áîãàòñòâîì ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ìíî-
ãîäóøèÿ’ è ‘ñòðîãî îãðàíè÷èâàþùèì åäèíîäóøèåì’” [22, p. 113].

That  is  why  in  the  artist  his ìíîãîäóøèå always finds limits in what
Stepun puts in the category of åäèíîäóøèå, but also vice versa: unity is al-
ways “broken” by a multitude of voices (equivalent in the artist’s percep-
tion). The Russian philosopher expresses it in the following words: “Â ïðî-
òèâîïîëîæíîñòü êàê ìèñòèöèçìó, òàê è ìåùàíñòâó àðòèñòèçì âñåöåëî
ïîêîèòñÿ íà ðàâíîìåðíîì óòâåðæäåíèè â äóøå ÷åëîâåêà îáîèõ ïîëþñîâ,
íà óòâåðæäåíèè ÷åëîâåêà è êàê ðàññûïàþùåãîñÿ áîãàòñòâà, è êàê ñòðîÿ-
ùåãîñÿ åäèíñòâà” [22, p. 26].

The artist, as one who understands many ways of being, is doomed to
experience eternal tension between them. A multitude of equally attractive
voices, a multitude of almost equivalent possibilities – this is his “daily
bread”. A person of an artistic nature does not want and cannot definitively
decide on one of the ways; he cannot seduce the voice of various proposals of
existing  in  the  name  of  its  superiority  among  others.  This  tension  is  per-
ceivable in the following words: “Ïðèíöèïèàëüíûé îòêàç îò íåñïðàâåäëè-
âîñòè âñÿêîãî ïîñëåäíåãî âûáîðà” [22, p. 26]. And further – as a sign of
the indelible, fundamental tension between the different ways of being in
the soul of the artist: “Àðòèñòèçì ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ñâîåîáðàçíåéøèé
äóøåâíûé ñòðîé ïàòåòè÷åñêîãî óòâåðæäåíèÿ â ãðóäè ÷åëîâåêà âñåõ
âçðûâàþùèõ åå ïðîòèâîðå÷èé… ãîðäèåâûé óçåë âñåìèðíûõ ïðîòèâîðå-
÷èé... âî âñÿêîé ïîäëèííî àðòèñòè÷åñêîé ãðóäè” [22, p. 26–27].

The word “contradiction” is significant in this context. The artistic way
of being is the one that contains contradictory answers to the most impor-
tant  questions;  it  can  be  said  that  artistic  existence  is  a  correlate  of  “cul-
tural polyphony” – a concept introduced by M. Bakhtin. If, according to the
Russian philosopher of a dialogue, culture is an eternal dialogue around
fundamental questions, then the artist is in a way a great cultural subject,
containing various, very often contradictory, answers. There is only one
difference – culture as a subject does not experience sadness, does not suf-
fer, whereas the artist is condemned to an individual life, which entails
making choices (“this, not that”), so he experiences all the mentioned above.
That is so because one life, with choices that narrow the perspective (each
choice limits the spectrum of future possibilities), is not able to realise all
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possibilities, to live all “lives”, to experience all loves; an individual life is
therefore doomed to lose (or give up) what one loves, and thus to suffer.

“Àðòèñòè÷åñêàÿ ëþáîâü âñåãäà çâó÷èò ñêîðáüþ è òðåâîãîé, â íåé èñ-
ñòóïëåííûé âîñòîðã âñåãäà ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ îò÷àÿíèåì... Â åå ñëàäîñòè
âñåãäà ãîðå÷ü. Íà êîíöå åå æàëà – ìåä. Íî âñå æå – íàäî âñåì áîëü, áîëü
èçáûòêà ñâîåãî áîãàòñòâà, áîëü íåâìåùàåìîñòè áåçìåðíîãî ìíîãîäóøèÿ
âî âñåãäà ñëèøêîì ñêóïî îòìåðåííûõ ôîðìàõ ñóäüáû” [22, p. 36]. Above
all, however, the artist (understood as a way of being) carries within himself
the lofty idea of love which cannot, in principle, be realised: “Äîîïûòíîå
ïðåä÷óâñòâèå ëþáâè âñåãäà èñïîëíåíî â àðòèñòè÷åñêîé äóøå òàêîãî ïà-
ôîñà áåçìåðíîñòè è âå÷íîñòè, ÷òî âñÿêèé îïûò íåèçáåæíî çâó÷èò ïðåäà-
òåëüñòâîì è èçìåíîé” [22, p. 36].

In this context, Don Juan appears to Stepun not as a constant betrayer,
but, quite the contrary, as one who is betrayed by reality that cannot reach
the ideal. Stepun writes: “Ïðîáëåìà Äîí Æóàíà, êàê ïðîáëåìà àðòèñòè÷å-
ñêîé äóøè, ïîòîìó îòíþäü íå òîëüêî ïðîáëåìà íåâåðíîñòè, íî è âåðíî-
ñòè: âåðíîñòè èñêîìîìó îáðàçó ëþáâè, – íåâåðíîñòè åãî íåäîñòîéíûì,
íåäîñòàòî÷íûì âîïëîùåíèÿì. Ïîäëèííûé Äîí Æóàí òîëüêî â ýìïèðè÷å-
ñêîì ïëàíå – æåñòîêèé âëàñòåëèí è âåòðåííûé ïîâåñà; â ìåòàôèçè÷åñêîì
îí âåðíûé ðàá è ñâåòëûé ðûöàðü” [22, p. 36].

The key to understanding Stepun’s words about Don Juan (as an exem-
plification of the artistic way of being) is the category of metaphysical de-
sire. The ideal reality manifested in the desire – as its correlate – forever
remains distant from concrete experiences and realisations; ideas are always
“betrayed” by reality. There is no chance of obtaining the subject of meta-
physical desire1 –  the  positive  divine  unity  of  all2. This thought coincides
with the intuitions of Vyacheslav Ivanov, the mentor of Stepun. Ivanov
wrote: “Ñîòâîðèòü <âîçìîæíîå> çíà÷èò èçìåíèòü åäèíñòâåííî æåëàííî-
ìó è ñâÿòîìó <íåâîçìîæíîìó>, èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ: áåçóñëîâíîìó” [17, p. 159].

The masquerade is the cultural embodiment of this desire, and – result-
ing from the tragedy of existence – the inherent failure of every attempt to
realize it. Stepun’s idea of the tragedy of human life also coincides with the
discoveries of Ivanov3: “Âèíà ìÿòåæíûõ ïåðâåíöåâ Çåìëè... è èõ àë÷íîñòü
ê äåéñòâèþ è äåéñòâåííîñòü èç àë÷íîñòè, ïðè áåññèëèè ê òâîð÷åñòâó, ðî-
äÿùåìóñÿ èç ïîëíîòû” [17, p. 158] and “<×òî çäåñü íå ãðåõ? Âñå –
ãðåõ!>... òàê, ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå, ôèëîñîôñòâóåò Òðàãåäèÿ” [17, p. 156].

Stepun took these thoughts extremely seriously and consistently; the
formula of his authorship is, in our opinion, the formula of tragedy brought
to  its  (we  mean  the  logic  of  tragedy)  most  distant  consequences:  “Íå  êàê
íîñèòåëü çëîé âîëè âèíîâåí ÷åëîâåê ïåðåä Èäååé, íî êàê íîñèòåëü âñÿ-

1 This metaphysical desire (desire for unity) permeats entire Ivanov’s work [7, p. 148].
2 About human creativity – in Stepun’s concept – never being able to achieve unity

see [1, p. 772–773].
3 About the close intellectual-spiritual relationships between F. Stepun and V. Ivanov

see [10, p. 178–186].
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êîé âîëè... Ó÷åíèå âûñîêîé òðàãåäèè – ó÷åíèå î òîì, ÷òî ÷åëîâåê äîëæåí
áûòü ðàçðóøåí íå òîëüêî êàê ñîñóä çëà,  íî è êàê ñîñóä äîáðà,  èáî ëèöà
äîáðà è çëà â ïîñëåäíåì ñ÷åòå – îäèíàêîâî ïîçîðíûå êëåéìà íà áåçëèêîé
ñóùíîñòè èäåè” [22, p. 111–112].

The shocking truth about the necessity of destroying the human subject
as the centre of both good and bad deeds undoubtedly is consistent with
Ivanov’s conception of man1. Recall that Prometheus, the hero of Ivanov’s
drama, loses all the more miserably, the more capable he is of the purest in-
tentions and the actions that flow from them [18, p. 112]2.

What is the most interesting in the above context, in Stepun’s thinking
we are dealing with the derivation of cultural forms from anthropological
assumptions. The sharp contradictions of human existence mentioned
above, the “electric discharges” of the artistic soul resulting from its basic
condition, which Stepun calls ìíîãîäóøèå, constitute the anthropological
basis of theatre as a field of culture (“…áëàæåíñòâî õóäîæåñòâåííîãî òâîð-
÷åñòâà çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ... â îáðåòåíèè âíåæèçíåííîé òåððèòîðèè äëÿ ðåàëè-
çàöèè ñâîåãî ìíîãîäóøèÿ” [22, p. 45]) and acting as a profession: “Àêòåð-
ñòâî íå êàê ñïåöèàëüíîå ìàñòåðñòâî... íî êàê âíóòðåííåå ìàñòåðñòâî ïå-
ðåâîïëîùåíèÿ, êàê ìàñòåðñòâî ïåðåñåëåíèÿ ñâîåé äóøè â ñàìûå ðàçíîîá-
ðàçíûå äóøè ñâîåãî ìíîãîäóøèÿ” [22, p. 53]. It is worth adding that
Stepun equalises the two types of acting – anthropological and professional:
“Ìåæäó ìàñòåðñòâîì ñöåíè÷åñêîãî ïåðåæèâàíèÿ íàñòîÿùåãî, íå ñëó÷àé-
íîãî íà ñöåíå àêòåðà è æèçíåííûì àêòåðñòâîì òâîð÷åñêè àðòèñòè÷åñêîé
äóøè íåò ïîòîìó íèêàêîãî ïðèíöèïèàëüíîãî ðàçëè÷èÿ” [22, p. 53].

In the light of the above, it is clear that masquerade, as one of the theat-
rical forms, is also based on the phenomenon of internal acting; the sine qua
non condition for the existence of a philosophical variant of it is the artistic
way of being, with its great clashes within one existence (ìíîãîäóøèå).

Therefore, answering the question asked above about the conditions of
the possibility of a philosophical masquerade characteristic of the New
Year,  we  repeat  that  it  is  made  possible  only  by  the  artistic  way  of  being,
organically gravitating towards the mask3. Forms  of  a  culture  are,  within
the framework of the discussed concept, the objectification of anthropology,
and  the  basic  function  of  a  culture  –  in  this  case  theatre  and  one  of  its
forms, masquerade – is therefore to provide man with space for playing in-
dividual roles of internal drama. We should add, that Stepun is one of the
few thinkers to give masquerade such a deep cultural significance: “Ôåäîð
Ñòåïóí... íàõîäèòñÿ ñðåäè íåìíîãèõ èíòåëëåêòóàëîâ ñâîåãî âðåìåíè,
ïðèçíàâøèõ çà ÷åëîâå÷åñêèì ñòðåìëåíèåì ê ýêçèñòåíöèàëüíîìó ìàñêà-
ðàäó ïðàâî íà ñóùåñòâîâàíèå” [10, p. 186].

1 Anti-individualism (as well as anti-positivism) in Ivanov’s concept of culture is
emphasized by the Polish author Andrzej Dudek [2, p. 216].

2 About the problem of tragedy in Ivanov’s conception see [5, p. 155–171, 203–217].
3 On the political context of this anthroplogical type see [11, p. 228–229].
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