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ANTHROPOLOGY OF THE MASQUERADE
IN THE CONCEPT OF FYODOR STEPUN

Marta Lechowska

B crarbe paccmarpuBaercs nmpobieMaTHKa Mac-
KapajJa B aHTPOIOJIOTHYECKOH nepcrektuse. Oc-
HoBbIBasick Ha muckMe @. Cremyna k xxene («3
MMCEM Mpamnopliyka apTwiiepucta», 1916), B
KOTOpOM jaeTcst xapakTepuctuka Hosoro rozxa
Kak TNpa3JHUKa, HEOThEeMJIEMBIMU aTpUOyTaMu
KOTOpOTo SIBISIIOTCS Macka M Mackapap (Kak
(opMa TpaHCTpeCCHUH MHIUBUAYANBEHOTO «S1» B
cdepe KynbTyphl), aBTOP pa3iIM4acT JBa THIA
9TOTO SIBJICHUSI: Pa3BIIEKAaTENIBHBIA U QHIOCO]-
CKHW, WM TpaHCUEHACHTHbIH (TepmuHBl CTe-
nyHa). OOBACHSS, YTO O3HAYAIOT 3TH TEPMHHBI
M0 OTHOUIEHHIO K T€aTpalbHOMY SIBICHHUIO, aB-
TOp MPOBOAMUT PA3NUUUE MEXAY CBETCKUMHU
(HoBwiit rom) u penuruno3usiMu (Poxaectso,
Cpsaras Tponua) mpa3nHukaMu. 3aTeM B KOH-
TEKCTe aHaIn3a paboTsl « OCHOBHBIE IIPOOIEMBI
tearpay (1923) craButcs Bonmpoc 00 yCIIOBHSX
BO3MOKHOCTH Mackapana (Griocockoro Tumna.
CremyH, BBOAS MOHATUS «CIUHOIYIIHE» U
«MHOTOJYIINE», BBIAETSIET TPH AHTPOIOJIOTH-
YEeCKHX THMA: MEIIAaHUH, MHUCTHK U apTHCT;
TOJBKO OJJMH U3 HUX OTBEUYAeT YCIOBUSIM (H-
nocodekoro Mackapana. Hepes cornocrasieHue
JIBYX BBINICYIIOMSIHYTBIX TEKCTOB PAacCKpPHIBACT-
Csl aHTPOIIOJIOTWYECKash OCHOBA TEaTPAIBHBIX
SIBJICHHH, BKJIIoYas Mackapan. PaccmarpuBaet-
cs1 Takke IpoOJIeMaTHKa TPAarndeckoro B KOH-
TeKCTe aHTPOTIOJIOTUH U KYJIbTYpHI; aBTOp YKa-
3bIBa€T HAa CXOJCTBO MEXKAY KOHLEMIHAMHI
Tparenuu CrenyHa u B.M. BanoBa. B ocHoBe
00enx KOHIEMUUH TpareIuu JIEKUT OTHOILIE-
HHE JeJ0oBeKa, JAeHCTBYIONEro B MUpe, K MeTa-
¢mugeckomy uneary. [locnennel oTnpaBHOI
TOUYKOH PacCyXICHUH SIBISIETCS YTBEPXKICHHUE,
OTHOCSIIIEE MOHSITHE TEaTPaITbHOCTH B HEPBYIO
ouepeab K aHTPOMONIOTHYECKUM KaTErOpusM U
JIMIIB BO BTOPYIO — K KYJbTYPHBIM (heHOMEHaM.
B TekcTe moxazaHa HeoOXoAMMas AHTPOIOJNO-
ruyeckas 1mojoreKa peHoMeHa MacKapaja.
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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 edunodywue and
muozodywue, 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.
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https://doi.org/10.31119/phlog.2021.2.143



C

HAYYHbIE CTATbU

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.

“TbI 3Haelb, g g0/ HoBBIH rofi, HO JH00II0 3TOT IIPA3AHUK YEeM-TO CO-
BCeM ApyruM B cebe 1 COBepIIeHHO mHaue, ueM npasgauku Poxxkaecta, CBs-
Toir mau Tpowunsl. EnKa, KPeCcTHBIN X0 BOKPYI KOHAPOBCKOM IePKBM, a Ha
CIeAyIONnii [eHb B 00JIbIIIOM 0eJIOM 3aJjie TOPYKeCTBEeHHBIN MacXaJbHbBIHA CTOJI,
Xpucroc Bockpece, 6aToIKa, IeBYNe U BCeoOIIlee XPUCTOCOBAHNE; KYAPABBIE
B IIECTPHIX JeHTaxX Oepesnl 1 3BOHKUU JeBUUYUHA X0Op Y OaJIKOHA — BCE 9TO IIOM-
HUTCS C CAMOT'0 PAHHEro IeTCTBA, BCe 9TO BCIIOMHUTCS U II0-HOBOMY O3aPUTCH
nepen cmepThbio. COBCEM B CTOPOHE OT BCErO 3TOro KuBeT 4yBcTBO HoBoro ro-
na. {1 He MOMHIO, KOrIa MOJIO0UJI 9Ty HOUb: MY3BLIKY, BUHO, MEUTY, MacKy, HO
S 3HAI0, YTO ¢ YyBCcTBOM HOBOrO roma B Ayllle HEJIb3sS CTAPETh WM HEBO3MOJXKHO
yMupaTh. IM OII030PUTCA CTAPOCTDL U 00€CCMBICIUTCA cMepTh. Celiuac 3mech s
IIOHMMAI0 9TO ropasfo IIyOsKe U OTUeTJHBee, YeM IIOHMMAaJ paHbime. W aTo
MIOCTUKEeHNe IOJIHO AJA MeHs IIyOOKOoil CKopOu u pesuHbsauu. HoBulil rog —
eIMHCTBEHHBIN COBCEM He PEJIUTHO3HBIN, a €CJM XOuelllb, YMUCTO (huaocod-
CKMI IpasgHWK. B HeM HeT IIpOoCIaBJeHHUS KaKOro-imbo MeTapusuuecKoro
coObiTusA. HOBBINM rof TpaHCIEHIEHTANCH: B HEM YTBEPIKIAETCS BCErO TOJBKO
Kacanue (GopMbl BpeMeHHU ¢ OecpopMeHHOH BeuHOCTHI0. MHe OUeHb TPYILHO
mepenaTh Tebe B TOM cyMaToxe, B KOTOPOIl A ceilluac MUIINY, TO CKOpOHOe u
MIPOH3UTEJbHOE, UTO I 3Haio B cebe KaK uyBcTBo HoBoro roma” [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-



Lechowska M. Anthropology of the masquerade in the concept of Fyodor Stepun

hood. The thinker speaks directly about the philosophical character of the
holiday. What this means, we read in the quoted fragment: “B mem HeT mpo-
CJIaBJeHUA KaKOro-ambo meradusmuecKoro cooniTusa. HOBBIN rog TpaHCIeH-
IEeHTAaJIeH: B HEM YTBEPJsKIAeTCs BCEro TOJBKO KacaHue ()OPMBI BPEMEHHU C
b6ecopmenuoii BeunocThio”. 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 Konigs-
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 (“OecKOHEUHOCTE CTPEMJIEHUS U Of-
HOBPEMEHHO HEBO3MOXKHOCTE yAOBJIeTBOPUTH ero””) and right infinity (“becko-
HEUHOCTh UeJIOBEUeCKOIl AYIIM, CIIOCOOHOM BMECTHUTHL BCIO 0ECKOHEUHOCTH 00-
skecrBa”)l. Let us quote a longer fragment of Solovev’s Lectures on Godman-

"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: “B TI'epmanun xe oH BbIcTyman agentoM ¢miocodpuu CoJoBbeBa, OTpHLAs
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hood that influenced Stepun’s thought: “BesycioBHOCTE, TAK XK€ KaK U IPyrue
CXOJHbIE MOHATHUSA: 0OECKOHEUHOCTb, a0COJMITHOCTh, NMEET IBA 3HAUEHW: OT-
pullaTeJIbHOE U IOJOKUTeabHOe. OTpuilaTe/bHas 6e3yCI0BHOCTh, HECOMHEHHO
MIPUHALJIEKAIAsd YeJIOBEUECKOM JIMYHOCTU, COCTOUT B CIOCOOHOCTH IIEPECTY-
IIaTh 34 BCAKOE KOHEUHOE, OIPAaHUUYEHHOEe COIePKaHNe, B CIOCOOHOCTH He OCTAa-
HaBJIMBATBLCI HA HEM, HE YIOBJIETBOPSATLCSI UM, a TpeboBaThk GoJbInero... Haua-
JIO MCTUHBI €CTh yOe:KIeHNe, YTO Ue/JIOBeUeCKas JMYHOCTD He TOJBLKO OTPHUIlA-
TeJIbHO GesycisioBHA (UTO ecTh (haKkT), TO €CTh UTO OHAa HE XOUeT W He MOXKeT
VIOOBJIETBOPUTHCA HUKAKMWM YCJIOBHBIM OTPaAHNMYEHHBIM COJEPKaHMEeM, HO UYTO
YeJI0BeUeCKas INYHOCTD MOXKET JOCTUTHYTD U IIOJ0XKUTEIBHOM 6€3yCJIOBHOCTH,
TO €CTh UTO OHA MOXKET 00JIaZaTh BCEIeJIBIM COIEePIKAHNEM, IIOJTHOTO OBITHS, 1
YTO, CJIEOBATEILHO, 3TO 0€3YCIOBHOE COAEPIKAHNE, 9TA IOJHOTA OBITHUA He €CTh
TOJBKO (DaHTA3UA, CyO'beKTUBHLIN IPU3PAK, a HACTOMAIAMA, IIOJHAS CUJI JAelCT-
BuTesbHOCTE” [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

CBOIO MPUHAIISKHOCTh K HeOKaHTHAHCTBY  [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: “B Poccuu CrenyH BbICTynaa akTUBHBIM IPOMATraHINCTOM 3allaJHOEBPOIEH-
CKOW KyJIBTYpBI, IPEKAE BCEro HeMenkol ¢utocoduu... BaxxHo moHUMATh, 9TO MPOTIO-
Benb CTernmyHOM 3anaJHOEBPOINEHCKON MBICIM JMKTOBajach ero Jiodbosbio k Poccum,
JKEJJaHUEM JaTh €M BCE Jydlllee B MUPOBOU KYJbTYp€, NETPOBCKOM KaK10H HAy4dWTh,
4TOOBI IOTOM PYCCKHE MOTJIN TBOPHUTH camu’” [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: “BeunocTs BO MHE X0UeT 0CBOOOAUTELCA OT (popmbl Moero s1. Ho a
MajsioBepeH. TOCKYs IO BEUHOCTH, I OJHOBPEMEHHO JI00J10 ce0si, 60I0Ch YHIU-
TOMKHUTHCA B HEll, U B 9TOU JII0OBU 1 O0OA3HMN IMOJMEHAI BEUHOCTHL AYPHOI Oec-
KOHEUYHOCTBHIO — X0Uy He CMePTHU B GE3IMKOM, a JKU3HU B APYroM O0JuKe. X0ouy
Ipyroro cebs, npyroii 100Bu, Apyroi cyaponr” [21, p. 52].

Stepun explains this interpretation of indisposition with the temptation
of multiplicity (“cobsasu muOecTBeHHOCTH”). He writes: “Vcerymats aTomy
co0sa3Hy B TJTaHE CBOel MOAJMHHOM, HACTOAINEH KU3HU He MyIpo, 160 HeT
0oJiee MPU3PAYHON CBA3KU C BEUHOCTBIO, UeM CBS3b UEPE3 MEUTY U CIAYYAHHYIO
MHOXKecTBeHHOCTR” [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: “B gyiire Kasxa0oro ueaoBeKa Hems30eKeH M MHOM
ILJIaH, TOT ILJIAH MEUYTHI, B KOTOPOM KaK ObI II0 IPaBy CKUTAIOTCS IpU3paKu. B
9TOM BTOPOM, MPPEAJHLHOM ILIaHE S TOJBKO M YTBEPXKIAI MOM HOBOTOIHNI
Mackapag, rie B YCJIOBHO# aTmocdepe 3CTEeTHUYECKOro MJLIIO3MOHU3MAa MOS
IeBydYas M OCTPAas TOCKA IO BEYHOCTH TAK CTPAHHO IIPEJIOMJISIETCS B ILJI€HU-
TeJbHBIX co0JasdHax MHoroaukocTu” [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: “Macka xax
CBHUIETEJIBCTBO MHOTOKPATHOI'O OTEJIEeCHEHMSI UYeJOBEeKA HMeeT SK3UCTEHIIU-
anmbHOe 3Hauenme” [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: 43 nucem npanopuurxa
apmuaaepucma (1916) and the second: OcrogHbie npobremb. meampa
(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 Ocnognble npobaemvr meampa 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: mHo200y-
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wue takes precedence over edunodywue'. 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 (“Iljssi MUCTUUECKOTO AYIIIEBHOTO CTPOS BCS KU3HL —
riyxoe ymupanue” [22, p. 34]). This is why the true religiosity and culture
(creativity) — Stepun knew this already in 1910, when he wrote the work
Tpazedus meopuecmea — never go hand in hand: “BosmoskHa TOJBKO KU3HB
B Bore, HO HaBeKM Tparn4eCcKy HEOCYIECTBUMA MEIC/Ib O PEJIUTMO3HON KYJIb-
Type. BeccMbiciieHHa IIOTOMY, YTO KYJbTypa €CTh TBOPUYECTBO, a BCAKUU
TBOPUYECKHUI aKT €CTh HEMHHYEMO PaspyllleHre CUHTEeTUYECKON IeJIOCTHOCTHU
IOYIIN, T.€. €e PEJUTHO3HON Ipupoasl. Eciau ecTh BOOOIIEe PEUTHO3HOE €10,
TO 3TO IEeJI0O He OT MHUPA Cero, WM €CJU eCTh PEJUTHMO3HOCTH KaK IIpeqMeTHas
IIeHHOCTDh, TO OHa MBICJIMMA TOJBHKO 3a TpeaejaMu Mupa, Ham marnuoro” [20,
p- 195]. In this world, however, the tension between religiosity and creativ-
ity in human life takes on the tragic quality: “YemoBek... mpeGeIBaeT B CO-
CTOSTHUM TPArnuecKoil, MIPOTUBOPEUNBOM HMOJAPHON HAIPAKEHHOCTH, Pa3pPhI-
Basch eqUHEHMEM ¢ BoroM u BBHITIOJIHEHUWEM CBOell TBOpUecKou mbicau” [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 edurodywiue.

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 (edunodywiue vs. mnozodyuwiue), 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
(mrozodywue) and at the same time, being after all the subject (of thoughts
and actions), he somehow chooses one of them (edunodywue). On the one

! Stepun doesn’t explain these terms; he just introduces them: “IIpenensHoro, Tparu-
YecKOro yriayOJjeHus: 0opb0a deroBeka ¢ caMuM coOOH 3a ce0sl caMoro AOCTUraeT... He
Tam, Ie YeIOBEK OOpEeTCsi IPOTHB 311a, HO TaM, I/ie OH OOpeTCs MPOTHB CBOCH <IIHUPO-
TBL>, KOTOPYIO HaJ0 ObI <CY3UTBH>, T.C. TaM, TJIe NOL0JCUMENbHOEe HO2aAmMCme0 uenoseye-
CKO2O MHOZO()ymMﬂ Kamacmpod)ultecxu cmankKueaemcs ¢ mpe606aHueM cmpoecoeo oepa-
Huuugarwezo eounodyuus” [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 muozodywue 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: “B
CBOEM TOJILKO HA II€PBBLIM B3IJIAM IOCBSIIEHHOM HCKJIKUYWTEILHO BOIPOCAM
CIIEHMYEeCKOro mcKyccTBa coumHeHuu ‘IIpmpoma akrtepckoit mymm’ (1923)
CrellyH 3apHCOBBLIBAET CXEMY YEJIOBEUECKOTO CO3HAHMSA KaK II0Jie IOPOi Tpa-
THUUYECKOM OMTBBI MEXKIY ‘TMOJOKUTEIbLHBIM 0OTaTCTBOM YeJOBEUYECKOTO MHO-
TOAyIIuA’ U ‘CTPOTO OTPAHUYUBAIONIUM eauHonyIiem’” [22, p. 113].

That is why in the artist his mrozodywue always finds limits in what
Stepun puts in the category of edunodywue, 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: “B mpo-
THUBOIIOJIOXKHOCTh KAaK MUCTHUIM3MY, TAK W MEIaHCTBY apTUCTHU3M BCEIEJIO
IIOKOUTCSA HA PABHOMEPHOM YTBEDPKIEHUHU B AYIle YeJIOBEKA 000UX IIOJIIOCOB,
Ha YTBEPIKICHUYU YeJI0OBeKa M KaK PacCCHIIAIerocsa 60raTrcTasa, u Kak CTPOS-
merocs exuacTBa” [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: “IIpuHINNINAJBLHEIA OTKA3 OT HECIPAaBEIJI-
BOCTHU BCSKOTO Iocjenmero Bbibopa” [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: “Aprucrusm mpexacrasiseT cob0i cBOeoOpa3HEHIIIt
OYIIEBHBIA CTPOM IIATETHMYECKOr'0 YTBEPKAEHUS B IPYAH UYeJOBEKa BCeX
B3PBHIBAIOIIIUX €€ IIPOTUBOPEUMUi... TOPAUEBBIN y3€JI BCEMUPHBIX ITPOTUBOPE-
Yuii... BO BCAKOM MOAJMHHO apTUCTUUEeCKoi rpyau” [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.

“ApTrucTruecKas JII000BL BCerga 3BYUUT CKOPObIO M TPEBOTOM, B Hell uc-
CTYILJIEHHBIM BOCTOPI BCErZa COIPOBOXKIAETCA OTUAsHMEM... B ee ciamocTu
Bcerga ropeub. Ha Koure ee sxama — mezn. Ho Bce ke — Hazo BceM 00Jib, 6OJIB
u30BITKA CBOEro OoraTcTBa, 00JIb HEBMEIAaeMOCTH 0e3MePHOTO MHOTOIYIITHSI
BO BCeT[la CJUIIKOM CKYIIO OTMEPEHHBIX opmax cyabowl” [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: “IloomsiTHOE
IpeauyBCTBYUE JIOOBM BCErja MCIIOJHEHO B apTUCTHUYECKOM AYyIlle TAKOro Ima-
¢oca 6e3MepPHOCTH M BEUHOCTH, UTO BCSAKUI OIBIT HEM30€:KHO 3BYUUT IIpeja-
TeJbCTBOM U u3MeHoi” [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: “IIpo6iaema Hou Kyana, kak mpobJyiemMa apTUCTUUE-
CKOH IyIlIM, IIOTOMY OTHIOAbL He TOJIBbKO HpPo0JeMa HEBEPHOCTH, HO M BEPHO-
CTH: BEPHOCTH MCKOMOMY 00pasy J00BM, — HEBEPHOCTH €ro HeIOCTOMHBIM,
HeJIOCTATOUHLIM Bomonienuam. Iloanuunaeiil [lon dKyaH ToIbKO B aMIupuye-
CKOM ILJIaHE — »KeCTOKMI BJIACTE/JIMH ¥ BETPEHHEBIH IMoBeca; B MeTa(pu3nIeCKoM
OH BepHBIH pabd 1 cBeTJabIl philaps” [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 desire! — the positive divine unity of all®. This thought coincides
with the intuitions of Vyacheslav Ivanov, the mentor of Stepun. Ivanov
wrote: “CoTBOPUTH <BO3MOYKHOE> 3HAUUT M3MEHUTH €IUHCTBEHHO KeJaHHO-
MY ¥ CBATOMY <HEBO3MOYKHOMY>, MHaUe roBopA: 6esycaoBuomy” [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 Ivanov®: “BuHa MATEKHBIX IePBEHIEB 3eMIM... I UX AIIHOCTh
K OeficTBUIO U AeMCTBEHHOCTDh U3 aJYHOCTU, IPU OECCUIUU K TBOPUECTBY, PO-
oAmemMycsa u3 moaHoTwh” [17, p. 158] and “<Yro 3mech He rpex? Bcece —
rpex!>... Tak, mo kpaiineir mepe, puasocopcrsyer Tparegusa” [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: “He kKax
HOCHUTEJb 3/l10ll BOJY BUHOBEH ueJIOBeK mepen Vmeeil, HO KaK HOCUTEJIDb 8CS-

' This metaphysical desire (desire for unity) permeats entire Ivanov’s work [7, p. 148].

* About human creativity — in Stepun’s concept — never being able to achieve unity
see [1, p. 772-773].

® About the close intellectual-spiritual relationships between F. Stepun and V. Ivanov
see [10, p. 178-186].
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KOl BOJIH... YUeHNe BRICOKOM Tpareiuy — yYeHNe O TOM, YTO YeJIOBEK HOJIIKEH
OBITH paspyllleH He TOJbKO KaK COCY[H 3Ja, HO M KakK cocyn mo0pa, ubo Jauia
mo0pa u 3J1a B MOCJIeIHEM CUeTe — OLUHAKOBO II030PHBIE KJIelMa Ha 0e3IUKOR
cymaocT ungen” [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 man!. 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]%

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 muozodywue, constitute the anthropological
basis of theatre as a field of culture (“...0/1a2K€HCTBO XyI0KECTBEHHOT'O TBOP-
YeCcTBa 3aKJIIOYAETCH... B O0PeTeHNN BHEKUSHEHHON TEePPUTOPUM AJIA Peaiu-
3amuu cBoero MHoronymua” [22, p. 45]) and acting as a profession: “AxTep-
CTBO HE KaK CIeIHaJbHOEe MaCTePCTBO... HO KAK BHYTPEHHEe MAacTePCTBO IIe-
PEBOILIOIIEHN A, KAK MAaCTePCTBO IIePeCceIeHnsi CBOel AYIIN B caMble Pa3HOO0-
pasHble myimm cBoero mMHoromymumsa”’ [22, p. 53]. It is worth adding that
Stepun equalises the two types of acting — anthropological and professional:
“Mexx Iy MacTepPCTBOM CI[€HHMUYECKOI'0 IIePeKNBaHUA HACTOSAILETO, He CJOydai-
HOT'O Ha CIleHe aKTepa M JKM3HEHHBIM aKTE€PCTBOM TBOPUYECKU apPTUCTHUUECKON
OYIITY HeT IOTOMY HUKAKOTO IPUHIIMINAIBHOTO pasaunuusa’ [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 (mHrozodywiue).

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 mask®. 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: “d®emop
CremyH... HaXOAWTCA CPEeIV HEMHOTMX WHTE/JIEKTYaJ OB CBOEro BPEMEHH,
IIPU3HABIINX 34 YeJOBEYECKHMM CTPEMJICHMEM K SK3UCTEHIIMAJBHOMY MAaCKa-
pany mpaBo Ha cytmiectBoBanue” [10, p. 186].

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

* About the problem of tragedy in Ivanov’s conception see [5, p. 155-171, 203-217].

? On the political context of this anthroplogical type see [11, p. 228-229].



Lechowska M. Anthropology of the masquerade in the concept of Fyodor Stepun 61

References
Research

1. Chernysheva, A., & Kostikova, A. (2018), Russian Neo-Kantianism of Fyodor
Stepun and Sergius Hessen: Features of the Philosophy of Culture, in: Advances in
Social Science, Education and Humanities Research, vol. 283, pp. 771-774.

2. Dudek, A. (2000), Wizja kultury w tworczosci Wiaczestawa Iwanowa [A vision of
culture in V.I. Ivanov’s work], Ksiegarnia Akademicka, Cracow.

3. Eliade, M. (1966), Traktat o historii religii [A treatise on the history of religions],
transl. by W. Kowalski, “Ksigzka i Wiedza”, Warsaw.

4. Kantor, V.K. (2012), Fyodor Stepun, “Musaget”, Emilii Medtner, in: Kantovsky
Sbornik. Selected Articles 2010-2011. Academic Journal, Immanuel Kant Baltic
Federal University Press, Kaliningrad, pp. 70-79.

5. Lechowska, M. (2015), Teatr misteryjny w kulturze rosyjskiej [Mystery theater in
Russian culture], Ksiegarnia Akademicka, Cracow.

6. Hartmann, J. (ed.) (2004), Stownik filozofii [Dictionary of philosophy], Cracow.

7. Wozniak, A. (1990), Kultura i zywiol. Wiaczestawa Iwanowa koncepcja kultury
[Culture and the element. Vyacheslav Ivanov’s concept of culture], in: Luzny, R.
(ed.), Literatura rosyjska i jej konteksty. Praca zbiorowa [Russian literature and its
contexts. Collective work], Wroclaw, Warsaw, Cracow, Gdansk, £.6dz, pp. 141-150.

8. Voznyuk, M.A. (2010), Problema cheloveka v filosofii F.A. Stepuna [Problem of
man in F.A. Stepun’s philosophy], in: Vestnik MGTU [Moscow State Technical
University Bulletin], no. 2, pp. 337-341.

9. Goldt, R. (2015), “Dolg grekha”? Etos lichnosti i vopros nasiliya u F.A. Stepuna
[“The debt of sin”? The ethos of personality and the issue of violence in F.A. Ste-
pun’s view], in: Voprosy filosofii [Questions of Philosophy], no. 10, pp. 112-118.

10. Goldt, R. (2012), Demony maskarada. Problematika maski, lika i lichnosti v tvor-
chestve Fedora Stepuna i Vyacheslava Ivanova [Demons of the masquerade. Prob-
lems of the mask, face and personality in the works of Fyodor Stepun and Vyaches-
lav Ivanov], in: Kantor, V. (ed.), Fyodor Avgustovich Stepun [Fyodor Avgustovich
Stepun], ROSSPEN, Moscow, pp. 178—186.

11. Kantor, V. (2011), “Krushenie kumirov”, ili odolenie soblaznov. Stanovlenie filo-
sofskogo prostranstva v Rossii [“Crushing idols”, or overcoming temptations. The
formation of philosophical space in Russia], ROSSPEN, Moscow.

12. Kantor, V., Stepun v Germanii [Stepun in Germany], URL: https://magazines.gorky.
media/vestnik/2001/3/stepun-v-germanii.html.

13. Lukyanenko, A. (2013), Fyodor Stepun: na puti k transtsendentalnoy (kantianskoy)
ekzistentsii [Fyodor Stepun: on the way to transcendental (Kantian) existence], in:
Istoricheskie, filosofskie, politicheskie i yuridicheskie nauki, kulturologiya i iskusst-
vovedenie. Voprosy teorii i praktiki [Historical, philosophical, political and legal
sciences, cultural studies and art history. Questions of theory and practice], no. 2
(28), Gramota, Tambov, pp. 105-108.

14. Steinberg, E. (2020), “Mnogodushie” F.A. Stepuna kak sredstvo adaptatsii v period
sotsialnogo sloma [“Mnogodushie” of F.A. Stepun as a means of adaptation in the
period of social breakdown)], in: SLAVIA casopis pro slovanskou filologii [SLAVIA
Journal for Slavic Philology], vol. 89, pp. 339-353.



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

HAYYHbIE CTATbU

Sources

Heidegger, M. (1994), Bycie i czas [Being and Time], translated by B. Baran, PWN,
Warsaw.

Kant, I. (2010), Krytyka czystego rozumu [A critique of pure reason], vol. 2, transl.
by R. Ingarden, PWN, Warsaw.

Ivanov, V.I. (1974), O deystvii i deystve [About act and action], in: Ivanov, V.I.,
Sobranie sochineniy [Collected works], vol. 2, FOYER ORIENTAL CHRETIEN,
Bruxelles, pp. 156-170.

Ivanov, V.I. (1974), Prometey [Prometheus], in: Ivanov, V.I., Sobranie sochineniy
[Collected works], vol. 2, FOYER ORIENTAL CHRETIEN, Bruxelles, pp. 105-155.
Solovyov, V.S. (1912), Chteniya o Bogochelovechestve. Chtenie vtoroe [Readings
about Godmanhood. Reading 2], in: Solovyov, S.M., and Radlov, E.L. (eds.), So-
branie sochineniy Vladimira Sergeevicha Solovyova [Collected works of Vladimir
Sergeevich Solovyov], vol. 3, Knigoizdatelskoe Tovarishchestvo “Prosveshchenie”,
St. Petersburg, pp. 15-26.

Stepun, F. (1910), Tragediya tvorchestva [The tragedy of creativity], in: Logos, vol. 1,
pp. 171-196.

Stepun, F.A. (1926), Iz pisem praporshchika artillerista [From the letters of the en-
sign artilleryman], Plamya, Prague.

Stepun, F.A. (1923), Osnovnye problemy teatra [The main problems of the theater],
SLOVO, Berlin.



