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Summary. The article scrutinizes basic approaches of the solution of the problems, pri-
marily, the circle of writers, members of the “Russian cosmism” and, secondly, the basic ideas
that unite these philosophers, scientists, religious thinkers and cultural figures. On the basis
of analysis of Russian discussions of the last three decades on this issue we have the main
among those ideas are the followings: Ontological and epistemological aspects of the unity;
co-evolution, co-evolution of man and nature; consideration of any issues through the prism
of moral values, in search for the “truth” (truth-justice). As the roots of these ideas, we believe
the inherent Russian and wider Slavic peasant “cosmic feeling”, based on which we invite to
a dialogue the writers from the Czech Republic, with a view to finding common Slavic roots of

“Russian cosmism”.
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The fact that Russian culture has devel-
oped as a culture of the state of imperial
type, manifested, firstly, it incorporated
the congenial ideas from other cultural ar-
eas, and, on the other hand, was intended
to achieve its widest possible range of dif-
ferent cultures. (In connection with the
pertinent words of Fyodor Dostoyevsky,
expressing both of these aspects: the Rus-
sian “friendly, with a total love in our soul
took the genius of other nations, all togeth-
er” [5, p. 147], and “to become a real Rus-
sian, become completely Russian, maybe it
means ... to become the brother of all peo-
ple, a universal man” [5, p. 147]. For all
that, the closest, comprehensible and ur-
gent Russian culture is conformably, phi-
losophy as a cultural identity of the Slavic
peoples. We stand in solidarity with the
philosopher and Scientist-Encyclopaedist
Nikolay Danilevsky, heir of Slavophiles
and the founder of civilized approach to
historical development (its “Russia and
Europe” was written in half a century be-
fore the “Decline of the West” of Oswald
Spengler — in 1869 and 1918 respectively)
in relation to the fact that legitimately use
the term “Russian-Slavic -civilization”.
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Correspondingly, we have reason to be-
lieve that the philosophical ideas ex-
pressed, in particular, representatives of
the “Russian cosmism” are important and
interesting, for the Czech readers as well.
In this regard, these significant words of
Ph. D. Y. V. Oleynikov and A. A. Onosov,
which they precede their in-depth study of
the course “Anthroposphere Project of So-
cio-Natural Evolution” (1999): “an appeal
to the spiritual heritage of thinkers cos-
mists, on the one hand, their philosophical
quests “truth”, on the other — the precise
definition of the scientific trends of socio-
natural process” [7, p. 2]. On the “scientific
accuracy” of ideas of “Russian cosmism”
we will mention that the thought of “in
search for the truth” — a concept that con-
nects truth and morality expresses a fea-
ture inherent in precisely the Slavic cul-
ture. No less significant are the words of
Doctor of Philosophy, Academician
E. S. Troitsky, composed of the annota-
tions to his collection of “Russian idea,
Slavic cosmism ...” (2000), “is a powerful
and original, the whole patriotic ideologi-
cal current generated Russian-Slavic civi-
lization and contradictory forms integrates




the idea of Russian traditional national
values and archetypes with the latest dis-
coveries and information technologies
with modern concepts ... “universal hu-
manity” (Dostoyevsky)” [8, p. 4]. In other
words, “Russian Cosmism contains spirit-
ual and patriotic, scientific potential, un-
fortunately, it is poorly demanded”
[8, p. 4]. As we see, in this passage, firstly
it has been recorded association with the
particular philosophical traditional spirit-
ual values and scientific discoveries and
technologies. Secondly, this is considered
to be as an expression of Russian and
wider Slavic tradition. Agreeing with
E. S. Troitsky on both counts, adding that
the roots of the “Russian cosmism” can be
regarded as inherent in Russian and wider
Slavic peasant as a “cosmic sense”. It is
about their sense of complicity throughout
the universe, the perception of all of its ac-
tivities — even economic, such as plowing
the land or building houses — as a co-par-
ticipation in the life of the Universe. Re-
garding the latter concepts we present the
following profound observation of one of
the first post-Soviet Russian researchers of
cosmism, Ph.D. F. I. Girenok. He refers to
the historian of the 19th century.
A. P. Shchapov drew attention to the fact
that the Russian word «Bcenmennas» has
no analog in other languages as opposed to
the word «xocmoc». In this case Shchapov
sees evidence of the low level of abstract
thinking of the Russian people: «kocmoc»
rather abstract term, «BceseHHasI» iS too
anthropomorphic ...” (op. At [4, p.10]),
because associated with the image of “the
Russian peasant engaged common af-
fairs” — namely, “the moving in the House”
(op. at [4, p. 10]). In contrast, A. P. Shcha-
pov, himself F.I. Girenok appreciates the
uniqueness of the Russian word
“BcesrenHasn”, “Russian cosmism therefore
called Russian (unlike all other cosmism)
that space it appears in the original sense
of the word “universe” etc. as ahouse,
which still have to settle”, [4, p. 10], with
“not alone, but the whole world” [4, p. 10].
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Briefly describe the modern relevance of
the ideas of “Russian cosmism” for repre-
sentatives of the “Slavic world”, we give
a brief definition of the most authoritative
Russian philosophical publications. (Who
will speak for us in the role of “the thread
of Ariadne” not allowed “to get lost” in the
“space” of intense debate, ongoing for
more than three decades around the issues
of authors belonging to this trend, and the
basic ideas that unite these philosophers,
scientists and figures of Culture). In the ar-
ticle “Cosmism” in fundamental “New
Philosophical Encyclopedia” (2010), be-
longing to above-mentioned F. I. Girenok
(which is another argument in favor of its
authority in this area) indicated that cos-
mism as an independent religious-philo-
sophical and natural-scientific trend es-
tablished namely in Russia [3, p. 314]. In
it stand the natural sciences, religious and
philosophical and poetic and artistic di-
rection. The first is represented by
N. A. Umov, D.I. Vernadsky, K.E. Tsi-
olkovsky, N. G. Kholodny, A. L. Chizhevs-
ky; the second — N. F. Fyodorov, V. 1. So-
lovyov; and third — V. F. Odoyevskiy,
A. V. Sukhovo-Kobylin, N. Zabolotsky,
A. Platonov, and others. In addition,
F. I. Girenok identifies the following two
tendencies within the “Russian cosmism”:
organic (from “organism”) and projectic
(from “Project”); the first is represented by
V.I. Vernadsky, and the second, respec-
tively, by N. F. Fyodorov and K. E. Tsiolk-
ovsky [3, p.314]. Besides, indicated in
touch with the authors of these concepts
sophiological concepts of P. A. Florensky
and S. N. Bulgakov [3, p. 315] In another
urgent source for our theme is an Encyclo-
pedia of Russian Philosophy (1995) Ph.D.
A. 1. Aleshin agreeing to the above release
in Russian cosmism three directions, and
the two trends, and with the specified
range of authors, while critical of the idea
of the existence of Russian cosmism as
a unique, self-identical currents. In partic-
ular, according to him, for the above-men-
tioned authors cosmism “is available as
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a common theme and objectives, while the
interpretation of this theme very different
and in some respects even opposite. Any-
way, cosmism as a principle that does not
unite them”[1, p. 2777]. In other words, the
name of “Russian cosmism” “hides not the
single, solid and philosophical developed
tradition” [1, p. 282], but only a “charac-
teristic cultural mood” [1, p. 282] (remem-
ber, this approach to further consider its
radical version). With respect to the natu-
ral science direction of said trend is critical
as well, “and the language of science, and
scientific data become a means of giving
a Utopia (... cosmic philosophy) likeli-
hood” [1, p. 280] (as we see, it contradicts
the assessment of high scientific value ide-
as of the Russian cosmism given Y. S. Troit-
sky). Turning to the same position as one
of the first and most authoritative re-
searchers considered trend, S. G. Semeno-
va, we see that it ranks as cosmism Rus-
sian philosophers and scientists such as
N. Fyodorov, A. V. Sukhovo-Kobylin,
N. A. Umov, V. F. Odoyevskiy, Konstantin
Tsiolkovsky, Vernadsky, A. L. Chizhevsky
V. N. Muravyev, A.K. Gorsky, N.A. Set-
nitsky, N. G. Kholodny, V.F. Kuprevich,
A. K. Maneyev. Separately, she allocates
the representatives of “Russian religious
revival” ideologically close “pathos ideas of
Russian  cosmism”: V. A. Solovyev,
P. A. Florensky, S. N. Bulgakov, N. A. Ber-
dyayev. The list is given of the anthology of
“Russian cosmism” (1993), which became
amilestone in understanding this phe-
nomenon (Making, in particular, refer to
this tendency of the author of this article),
composed by S.G.Semenova, together
with A. G. Gacheva and other authoritative
researcher of the movement [9]. The pres-
ence of all above authors’ ideas that enable
them to carry Russian cosmism, S. G. Se-
menova and A. G. Gacheva is justified ex-
cerpts from primary sources, but the ex-
pansion of the list of thinkers to include in
the pleiad of Russian cosmism, gives
grounds for the criticism that we have seen
in A. Aleshin. The radical version of it can
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be found from Russian authors
(N. K. Gavryushin) and foreign (M. Hage-
maister) as well. The essence of this criti-
cism clearly expressed in the following
words of respectively: “as are available to
the works of Russian “cosmists” increas-
ingly apparent is fundamentally incompat-
ible their ideological positions” [2, p. 105],
Russian cosmism is a “pure invention of
the late Soviet time” [6, p. 61]. Asitis a sin-
gle school “there was not: Vernadsky abso-
lutely no idea about Fyodorov, Tsiolkovsky
did not know anything about Vernadsky,
but they were all united in some kind of ar-
tificially “some typically Russian philoso-
phy of the 21st century” [6, p. 61]. The fact
that between these cosmists took place the
exchange of ideas, it would be possible to
prove by referring to the history of philos-
ophy and science. But the more important
area of proving the existence of Russian
(Slavic) cosmism we believe the selection
of those ideas, firstly, inherent in all these
philosophers, religious thinkers, scientists
and people of art. Secondly, these ideas are
peculiar to all-Russian (Slavic) culture.
(Which is indirectly confirmed even criti-
cal characteristics of Russian cosmism —
revealing, for example, the words of
M. Hagemaister that supporters see the
current “consider the concept of cosmism
as anoriginal creation of the Russian
mind, the most important element of the
“Russian idea” [11, p. 41], and “... the con-
cept has its roots in a purely Russian ar-
chetype of “unity” [11, p. 41] .The question
discussed thoroughly in [13]). Among
these ideas, first, let’s call that, which we
mentioned at the beginning of the article:
Russian cosmism concerned with world
outlook quests, that is a system of “uni-
verse — aman” in their essential interde-
pendence and what the human place, the
human role in this entirely. In connection
with the last one cannot forget the central
fancies all Russian philosophy — “The Uni-
ty”, which, as the S.S. Horuzhy, means
“the principle of the inner form of the per-
fect unity of the set, according to which all




the elements of such a set identical to each
other and identical to the whole, however,
do not merge into indistinguishable and
continuous unity and form a special poly-
phonic system” [12, p.102]. Since the
“deepest” philosophy of the unity was
V. S. Solovyov, to turn to the laconic words
of him: “I call true or positive of the unity
is one in which there is not one at the ex-
pense of, or damage to them, and for the
benefit of all. False, negative of the unity
suppresses or absorbs its constituent ele-
ments and itself, therefore, in vain; true
unity preserves and strengthens its mem-
bers, carried out in them as the fullness of
existence”[10, p.63]. Earlier we talked
about the ontological aspect of the unity.
Secondly, the most important idea of
Russian cosmism will call the epistemo-
logical aspect of the unity, i. e., striving for
synthesis, the interaction of philosophical,
scientific, religious and artistic knowledge.
(On the one hand, in many respects al-
lowed Russian cosmism anticipate a num-
ber of ideas of modern science; but on the
other, has led to criticism of the scientific
part of his legacy, which is analyzed
in [14]). Thirdly, for all of Russian cos-
mists one of the central was the idea of co-
evolution, i.e. co-evolution of man and
nature, in which man is given both active
and adaptive role. That is, on the one hand,
we have an active an idea of evolution as
a fundamentally new stage in the develop-
ment of the universe in which humanity
will consciously manage the socio-natural
development based on the synthesis of
reason and morality, a moral duty. On the
other hand, Russian cosmism denied the
excretion of person outside the world pic-
ture, as well as mechanistic version of the
latter, which contributed to the change in
the pragmatic-consumerist attitude to-
wards the nature responsibility. There are
more private ideas inherent in Russian
cosmism, for example, that was pointed in
“firstly” connected with belief in human
space mission, and with the presence of
the sense of establishing a cosmic whole,
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and paradoxical identity “Microcosm” and
“macrocosm” (i. e. man and the universe),
etc. Also pointed in the points, “firstly” and
“secondly” is associated with the develop-
ment of system-synergetic ideas in terms
of which the Russian cosmism beat West-
ern European science. But the main thing —
all of these items are inextricably linked to
moral values, “permeated” by them, in
connection with which the beginning of
this article and talked about “in search for
the truth” (meaning “truth-justice”), as
one of the main orientations of the Russian
cosmism. Accordingly, we believe it is pos-
sible to invite a dialogue authors from the
Czech Republic, as an example of their cul-
ture — and philosophy as its identity — to
contribute to find a common Slavic roots
of “Russian cosmism.”
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