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Abstract. The article reveals the methodological principles of the Russian researcher 
D.V. Pivovarov’s synthetic theory of the ideal, which laid the foundation for the research 
of regularities of an ideal-forming process in fine arts. According to the theory, the ideal 
is as an intermediary between a human and the world and has a feature of a harmonious 
unity of the two opposite sides of being – material and spiritual. A work of fine arts is an 
artificial and skillfully produced ideal, a temptation which is aimed at a representative 
relation of the finite with the finite and the finite with the infinite. Finding the place of a 
work of art in the system of artistic culture, the author of the present paper argues that 
D.V. Pivovarov’s concept of the ideal is a basis of modern theory of fine arts, it promotes 
the scientific study of fine arts, helps to master a difficult dialectical process of a human’s 
(a viewer’s) representative relationship with his / her soul, souls of the others, the Spirit 
of God.
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In January 2016 Daniil Valentinovich Piv-
ovarov, a famous Russian philosopher, died. 
A researcher with a broad array of interests, 
D.V. Pivovarov established a scientific school 
“The Synthetic Paradigm in Philosophy”, de-
veloped his own integrated conception of the 
religion which was recognized by the scien-
tific community, defined a special dialecti-
cal-and-logical algorithm of categorial synthe-
sis. The issues of visual thinking, culture and 
creativity set forth in a number of monographs 
and articles, some of which are written togeth-
er with the author of this paper (Zhukovskii, 
Koptseva, Pivovarov, 2006; Zhukovskii, Pivo-
varov, 1991, 1998, 2010, 2015; Zhukovskii, Piv-
ovarov, Rakhmatullin, 1988), take not the last 
place in his scientific pursuits. 

D.V. Pivovarov’s scientific and creative 
heritage is still in need for its researchers. Yet, 
we can already formulate the main provisions 
of D.V. Pivovarov’s synthetic theory of the ide-
al, which became a methodological basis of an 
innovative concept of fine arts (Zhukovskii, 
2011). 

Daniil Valentinovich’s synthetic theory of 
the ideal is extremely attractive because when 
applied to the solution of actual problems of 
fine arts it is effective for mastering an ex-
tremely complex mechanism of a viewer’s rep-
resentative (through an idol) relationship with 
his / her soul, souls of other people, the Spirit 
of God and the Perfection of the Fullness of Be-
ing through an artistic work as a sign complex. 
According to the synthetic theory of the ideal 
developed by the researcher, this requires an 
object model or its sign (a work, piece of art); a 
scheme of a mental action linked with the mod-
el and a viewer’s subjective ability to mentally 
reproduce the image of a class of things, stand-
ing for the model. 

The ideal is a philosophical category de-
noting the typical properties of eidoses, ideas, 
ideals and idols. According to D.V. Pivovarov, 
the most important of these properties are 
non-extended nature and immateriality, con-
tent similarity of an image and an object linked 
with it, an ability of image to become an entity 
of a human’s subjective world and keep him / 
her informed about objective entities and phe-
nomena (Pivovarov, 2004: 246). 

Introducing such a definition, D.V. Pivo-
varov notes that the explanation of the nature 
of the ideal is determined by the philosopher’s 
ideological position; a generally valid notion 
of the ideal has not been formed yet because 
of the difference of these positions (Pivovarov, 
2004: 246). Most often the nature of the ideal is 
revealed through the relationship of the catego-
ries of spirit, soul, matter, embodiment, reflec-
tion, creativity.

Analyzing the spatio-temporal, sub-
strate-and-content and epistemological aspects 
of the ideal, Daniil Valentinovich came to the 
following conclusion: 

− in its spatio-temporal aspect the ideal 
should be understood as the involvement of the 
image in the eternal, free, other and non-ex-
tended, when the image lacks the substance of 
an object created by the standards of the image 
and opposed to the real and, thus, extended and 
material being; 

− in its substrate-and-content aspect 
the ideal is thought to be a property of the im-
age to link with its object, be similar with it 
in content, relate to it with some correspon-
dence; 

− in its epistemological aspect the ideal 
should be understood as the ways of subjective 
existence of noumenal and phenomenal charac-
teristics of the objects in a human’s activity and 
consciousness, whether these are the scheme of 
practice, sensitive and rational images or direct 
(mystical) knowledge of the original (Pivo-
varov, 2004: 246).

Turning to the source of the problem, 
D.V. Pivovarov states that the concept of the 
ideal is rooted in animism and totemism, ac-
cording to which: 

a) every object has its own unique soul 
able to move in space and get into other objects 
and people in the form of steam, air or shadow; 

b) every class of people owes its origin and 
common characteristics to the ancestor (totem) 
(Pivovarov, 2004: 247). 

D.V. Pivovarov revealed that a particular 
aspect of the animistic view on the object’s soul 
as a specific cause of life in the being animated 
by it was termed as “eidos” (Latin forma, spe-
cies) in ancient Greek culture, whereas some 
moments of the totemic views on the spirit of 
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the race and the world soul were termed as 
“idea” (Pivovarov, 2004: 247). 

Having carefully studied the monist doc-
trine of the ideal, proposed by Democritus in 
his time, Daniil Valentinovich concluded that 
in this ancient Greek philosopher’s conception 
the object is cognized through the emitted ei-
dos. Floating in the air, the spices, duplicating 
the objects, are laid over in a human in the form 
of subjective images of the objective world as 
they enter the subject through his / her senses. 

According to Democritus, there are three 
aspects of eidos:

− being a part of an object, eidos em-
bodies its holistic characteristics; it is a ma-
terial copy of a particular kind of objects and 
may become an immediate object of particular 
knowledge;

− transferring the information about cer-
tain objects or their categories from the outside 
world into a human, eidos plays the role of a 
vehicle: in other words, eidos is a material rep-
resentative of some cognized object area in re-
lation to a knowing individual;

− when in a human, eidos becomes a ma-
terial image of consciousness, a building com-
ponent of complex knowledge about the world 
in general” (Liubutin, Pivovarov, 1993: 237).

For many centuries, right up to the XVII 
century, the materialistic theory of knowl-
edge was strongly attracted by the position of 
Democritus. However, in the process of the 
natural science development this theory was 
abandoned as the emission of eidoses was not 
detected by telescopes and microscopes. The 
searches for material duplicates of objects in 
the human brain and body were unsuccessful 
either. In this regard, thanks to Feuerbach’s 
philosophy, the knowledge of the ideal as a 
subjective image of the objective world became 
firmly established in the materialist theory of 
knowledge. This knowledge is only the third 
aspect of Democritus’s eidos. As far as the first 
two aspects of eidos are concerned, they turned 
to be completely ignored.

However, in the XX century in Russian 
philosophy there originated the doctrines which 
collectively form the basis for the revival of 
Democritus’s theory of the ideal. “The alterna-
tive conceptions by D.I. Dubrovskii, E.V. Il’en-

kov, E.G. Klassen, A.F. Losev, M.A. Lifshits 
favoured the restoration of the three-aspect 
conception of the ideal” (Liubutin, Pivovarov, 
1993: 240).

D.V. Pivovarov studied the conceptions of 
the abovementioned philosophers in their log-
ical order, which is opposite to the chronology 
of their appearance. The reason why a human, 
operating with certain objects, is able to reflect 
their holistic, general, significant, generic fea-
tures was explained by Aleksei Fiodorovich 
Losev and Mikhail Aleksandrovich Lifshits. 
According to their conclusions, there are both 
perfect and imperfect objects of the same kind 
in nature. A specific element from a group of 
elements can absorb their main characteristics 
to a greater extent than other elements of the 
group. So, it can serve a good representative 
of the group (the whole) in relation to a per-
son, and, operating with it only, one seems to 
immediately reflect the whole class of objects 
standing for this model (Livshits, 1997; Los-
ev, 1993). A solid is broken by a more solid. A 
sharp is cut by a more sharp, etc. 

Analyzing A.F. Losev’s and M.A. Lif-
shits’s theoretical messages, Daniil Valen-
tinovich Pivovarov came to the conclusion 
that these philosophers discovered “a true 
equivalent of the first aspect of Democritus’s 
eidos: an object does not double itself in the 
emitted duplicate but it is its special, perfect 
part with an ability of objective potential rep-
resentativeness in relation to the subject that 
is a material copy of this or that object (object 
area)”. According to Losev and Lifshits, the 
ideal is an objective perfection, a natural ide-
al, a model that does not contain the substanc-
es of the whole reflected class of objects, but 
represents the entire class to a person (Pivo-
varov, 2004: 249). 

E.V. Il’enkov and E.G. Klassen, the Rus-
sian philosopher’s, tried to answer the question 
about the carrier of the information about really 
common and universal from an object to a sub-
ject. These researchers pointed to a particular 
signal component of human practice, deter-
mining the formation of a subjective image of 
the common and universal from outside. The 
scheme of practice (algorithms, operations, ste-
reotypes) is a carrier of the information about 
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generic properties of objects in the space be-
tween an object and a subject, and the scheme 
of action does not contain the substances of the 
object, along the contour of which the subject 
is moving. In this sense, the scheme or form of 
activity can be called the ideal (Il’enkov, 1984, 
Klassen, 1984). 

Analyzing Klassen’s and Il’enkov’s con-
ceptions, D.V. Pivovarov noticed that by their 
joint efforts these philosophers managed to 
give a modern coverage of the second aspect 
of Democritus’s eidos: “It is not the substance 
of an object that is transferred to a person’s 
subjective world but it is the scheme of activ-
ity that reads the information about the com-
mon (substantial) from an object and transports 
it to a person’s subjective world” (Pivovarov, 
2004: 250). As an ideal, the scheme of activi-
ty is independent of an individual’s conscious-
ness. At the same time, being in consistency 
with the peculiar features of a class of objects 
and modeling this class, the scheme of activ-
ity does not contain the substances of objects 
objectively reproducible in it. It is unreal and, 
thus, immaterial in this sense; as such it cannot 
be measured with instruments, as it cannot be 
perceived with the naked senses.

David Izrailevich Dubrovskii, a Russian 
philosopher, made an attempt to answer the 
question of why and how the knowledge about 
a certain model, formed under the influence of 
the activity scheme, is subjectively experienced 
by a person as the integrity of the object area 
the representative model stands for. 

The information approach proposed by the 
researcher is linked with the identification of 
the human brain’s extrapolation ability to cre-
ate the internal conditions for the elimination 
of marks of the characteristic features of all 
previous signaling process from the conscious-
ness and for subjective processing of the infor-
mation about the object area in its “pure form”, 
that is in the form of consciousness proper, im-
material copying of external entities. In other 
words, actually interacting with some fragment 
of a certain object, a human construes not only 
an immaterial image of this object as a whole 
entity with the help of his / her brain but also 
transfers his / her mental vision to all the ob-
jects of a single class. Without this unique ac-

tivity of the brain the ideal as such could not 
exist (Dubrovskii, 2002). 

Analyzing Dubrovskii’s philosophical 
concept, D.V. Pivovarov came to the conclusion 
that in this case the third aspect of Democri-
tus’s eidos turned out to be fundamentally clar-
ified: “Eidos does not penetrate into a human 
in its final form, there is no eidos in real ob-
jectness, taken by itself. A subjective image is 
formed in the process of eliminating its signal 
characteristics and actualization of the content 
of reality the representative stands for” (Pivo-
varov, 2004: 251).

Comparing modern conceptions of the 
Russian philosophers with Democritus’s an-
cient doctrine, D.V. Pivovarov concluded that 
D.I. Dubrovskii searched for the ideal on the 
side of the subject while contrasting the ide-
al as a purely subjective reality to the mate-
rial nature of the world of objects, whereas 
E.G. Klassen and E.V. Il’enkov extended the 
concept of the ideal. They incorporated the 
forms of socio-cultural representation in it and 
focused on the ideal side of human activity. As 
for M.A. Lifshits and A.F. Losev, they further 
expanded this concept, analyzing the problem 
from an object side of the subject-object rela-
tionship. Thus, all the real sides of the relation-
ship of the two opposites were under the mate-
rialistic research, and a generic property of the 
ideal –  to contain not a grain of substance of 
the reflected object –  turned to be inherent to 
all parts of this relationship one way or anoth-
er. Indeed, the image of human consciousness 
is immaterial; the scheme of the activity only 
models the object, but it does not transfer the 
substance of the object in a human’s subjective 
world; in a concentrated form an ideal object 
(model) embodies the system properties of a 
whole class of objects but not the substance of 
this class. All this suggested D.V. Pivovarov an 
idea that the ideal is not just a subjective reality, 
or a scheme of the activity, or object model, but 
a systemic quality of the whole relationship of 
a subject and an object (Pivovarov, 2004: 251). 

Daniil Valentinovich Pivovarov funda-
mentally synthesized many conceptions of the 
ideal: “The ideal is a special medium of repro-
duction of common and integral characteristic 
features of the reality through the representa-
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tives of this reality. This way is peculiar for the 
interaction of the subject and the object. As a 
way of the relationship (reflection in the Hege-
lian sense of the term), the ideal necessarily im-
plies the presence of three “strong points”: the 
object model or its sign; the scheme of practical 
or mental activity coupled with the model; a 
human’s subjective ability to use his / her brain 
and reproduce in consciousness the idea of the 
class of objects the model stands for. 

The ideal is not exclusively opposite to the 
material; as a medium of relationship it starts 
with the material representatives and ends with 
the immaterial visual image that contains not 
a grain of substance reproduced with the help 
of the representatives of the reality” (Liubutin, 
Pivovarov 1993: 252).

D.V. Pivovarov showed that as a specific 
relationship between a human and the world 
an ideal (through the object model or its sign) 
familiarization with the world is achieved by 
means of possessing some part of the world. 
But for all that, as an object model such part 
of the world may lack a complete, accurate and 
sufficient representativeness. However, a hu-
man does not always realize it, and, thus, tends 
to recognize it as such in the absence of other 
means for holistic reproduction of a specific 
whole being, which is sensually unavailable. 

According to Pivovarov, the ideal is char-
acterized by the unity of the sensual and the 
super sensual, as well as the real and the illuso-
ry (a part of an object is seen as a true model of 
the entire object, i.e. the whole is seen instead 
of the part) (Pivovarov, 2011: 26).

According to Pivovarov’s synthetic con-
ception of the ideal, the term “material” is not 
opposed to the term “ideal” which implies the 
relationship of the subject and the object, the 
unity of the material and immaterial poles. The 
true opposite of the “ideal” (a representative re-
lationship) is “direct relationship” (Pivovarov, 
2011: 26). And while there can be neither abso-
lute directness nor absolute mediation (they re-
veal through each other), they are, nonetheless, 
two useful abstractions.

Supposing that an object of our direct re-
lationship is a piece of canvas coated with the 
colour mass of different colors, then if a person 
interacts only with the object and nothing but 

the object, such interaction can be explained by 
direct relationship. A human’s interaction with 
the painted canvas as with Velázquez’s portrait 
of, say, Philip IV, is a fundamentally different 
relationship in which such a new super sensual 
reality as the portrait of Philip IV is structured 
by means of the same object (a piece of canvas 
with a colored surface) in the space between 
two interacting partners. In this case we mean 
the ideal relationship: the physical object, per-
ceived by senses, starts playing the role of a 
representative of a different reality which is at 
the given moment hidden from the viewer. This 
example leads to understanding of the theoret-
ical meaning of opposing the ideal relationship 
(through an idol) to the direct one. 

It is clear that the ideal relationship is im-
possible without direct perception of a repre-
sentative (or an object model or a sign). Yet, 
a direct perception of a part of the reality or 
a body of its sign is only a mandatory prereq-
uisite of an ideal interaction but not a product 
of the ideal relationship. It is only due to other 
component parts of the ideal process such as 
special schemes of actions with the representa-
tives and the operations of the extrapolation of 
knowledge about the part on the hidden whole 
that the ideal relationship acquires the features 
of super sensuality and immateriality. 

According to D.V. Pivovarov’s synthet-
ic theory of the ideal, the object model, the 
scheme of actions with it and extrapolation of 
knowledge about the object model onto the su-
per sensual reality are the main components of 
any ideal relationship. The choice and (collec-
tive or individual) recognition of the represen-
tative of a super sensual reality are influenced 
by a human’s attitudes, faith, conscience and 
knowledge available. The same is true with re-
gard to both the scheme of action with a model 
of an entity (unity) and the nature of the ex-
trapolation of the information about the model 
on to other object areas. It turns out that the 
concept of the ideal (reflection in the Hegelian 
sense) describes the whole totality of a human’s 
spiritual life. The relationship of the subject 
and the object (the ideal) involves conscious, 
subconscious and unconscious acts. 

Among numerous modern culturological 
conceptions that differently define the concept 
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of “culture”, it is necessary to emphasize, in our 
opinion, the most precise definition, thorough-
ly studied and analyzed by D.V. Pivovarov, the 
definition being the following one: “Culture is 
a side of human life and activities that forms 
the ideals” (Pivovarov, 2009). 

The ideal contains all the qualities sepa-
rately mentioned in the traditional analysis of 
culture. The ideals are what is cultivated by 
culture. They are the foundation of culture. It 
is an ability of fundamental ideals to realize its 
“supporting” mission that the strength and du-
rability of culture depend on. 

Not only scientific standards and industri-
al samples but also artistic works can represent 
themselves as ideals. As a distinctive feature of 
any culture, formation of the ideal is a process 
of preservation and change of models of repro-
duction of a specific social life in all its dimen-
sions, revered for the ideals. It is also a process 
of rejection of the ideals that no longer have a 
life-giving influence on the growth of culture. 
Ideals are formed not only by people, societies 
and civilizations, but also by social groups and 
individuals. Therefore, it can be argued that in 
addition to the culture of the society or nation, 
there is a unique culture of an individual (Zhu-
kovskii, 2013). 

The carrier of culture correlates with any 
object not directly but only through one or 
another “ideal”. The relation of the carrier of 
culture with any sphere of life can be called 
ideal as it happens thanks to the ideal, acting 
as a representative, intermediary, and medi-
ator.

Daniil Valentinovich Pivovarov stated that 
there are several models answering the ques-
tion of who forms basic ideals of culture: “the 
elitist model”, “the collegiate model” and “the 
model of individual evolution”. 

According to “the elitist model”, one or 
another basic ideal of culture is formed by a 
genius or an outstanding personality in a par-
ticular field of knowledge. An outstanding per-
sonality creates or opens a new ideal, while 
other members of the society progressively 
comprehend and then recognise the innovation 
and start cultivating it. 

According to “the collegiate model”, a ba-
sic ideal of culture is formed by mutual agree-

ment or collective agreement. In this case, the 
ideal gets the status of law the adoption of 
which defines the rules and standards of behav-
ior of all people of this society. Cultivation of 
the accepted ideal gradually becomes a tradi-
tion.

According to “the model of individual 
evolution”, everyone can become developed 
and independent in the matters of production 
and choice of cultural ideals through gradual 
evolution. Everyone is able to grow to the level 
of a creator of his / her own ideals.

For D.V. Pivovarov the “ideal” is a balance 
of the external and the internal. Externally 
(sensually) the “ideal” is presented as an “idol”, 
internally (super sensually) the content of the 
“ideal” appears as an “idea”. Thus, it can be 
argued that culture is a human activity of culti-
vation, raising, growing of ideals favouring the 
process of comfortable existence of each per-
son with him / herself, other people, objects of 
first and second nature, and the entire universe 
(Pivovarov, 2013). 

Artistic culture is able to generate the 
ideals that tend to the model ideal of harmony. 
Sensual representatives of the artistic culture 
are unique objects, things that equally reveal 
the material and immaterial sides. The ideal 
here is an intermediary between a human and 
the world, and it has a feature of a harmonious 
unity of the two opposite sides of being –  a 
material and an immaterial ones (Liubutin, 
Pivovarov, 2000). The absolute-centric ide-
als, the works of fine arts including, have the 
greatest representativeness in the sphere of 
culture.

Fine arts is a sphere of human activity for 
masterly production and preservation of archi-
tectural, sculptural, pictorial, graphic and dec-
orative works as artificial, skilful and tempting 
ideals. A work of fine arts is an artificial and 
skillfully produced ideal, an ordeal of which is 
aimed at the ideal (representative) relationship 
of the finite with the finite and the finite with 
the infinite. A work of art is a phenomenon 
which is able to act as an “illusory finite” ob-
ject, the most effective means of recovery of the 
quality of participation of a human’s individ-
ual being in self-assertion of universal Being 
(Zhukovskii, 2013). As a basic ideal of artistic 
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culture the works of art unfold as an extremely 
complex and contradictory dialectical process.

“Illusory finite” works of art can be de-
fined as “one-dimensional”, “two-dimension-
al” and “three-dimensional”. These works of 
art are created to meet the needs of a human’s 
“fleshly”, “emotional” and “spiritual” aspects, 
accordingly. The representatives of an ideal re-
lationship of the finite with the finite are most-
ly “one-dimensional” and “two dimensional” 
works of art due to a relatively large extent of 
the single and the specific in their “illusory fi-
niteness”. Common and universal dominate in 
“illusory finiteness” of “three-dimensional” 
works of art due to their possibility to repre-
sent an ideal relationship of the finite with the 
infinite.

Modern science of art has been search-
ing for forms of scientific research of fine arts, 
seeking to be involved in the artistic process 
and analyze the trends and prospects of mod-

ern art development. Yet, even nowadays there 
are the conceptual provisions that are put for-
ward and lay the foundation for the theoretical 
knowledge of fine arts in the integrity of works 
of various types and genres (Zhukovskii, 2011; 
Zhukovskii, Koptseva, 2004).

D.V. Pivovarov’s synthetic theory of the 
ideal provided the basis, became the foundation 
for an innovative concept of fine arts. Method-
ological principles of the theory paved the way 
for the conditions to justify the elitist, colle-
giate, and individually evolutionary aspects of 
establishing the ideal and to research the regu-
larities of an ideal-forming process in fine arts. 
According to the synthetic theory of the ideal, 
developed by the researcher, the object model 
or its sign (a work of art) as well as the scheme 
of a mental action coupled with the model con-
tribute to the representative (ideal) relationship 
of a human and the Universe in their various 
manifestations.
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Концепция идеального Д.В. Пивоварова –  
фундамент современной теории  
изобразительного искусства

В.И. Жуковский
Сибирский федеральный университет 
Российская Федерация, Красноярск

Аннотация. Статья раскрывает методологические положения синтетической тео-
рии идеального отечественного ученого Д. В. Пивоварова, которые легли в основу 
исследования закономерностей идеалообразующего процесса в изобразительном 
искусстве. Согласно теории, разработанной ученым, идеал выступает посредни-
ком между человеком и миром и обладает качеством гармоничного единения двух 
противоположных сторон бытия –  материальной и духовной. А произведение изо-
бразительного искусства есть искусственный и искусно произведенный идеал, 
искус которого направлен на репрезентативное отношение конечного с конечным 
и конечного с бесконечным. Определяя место произведения искусства в системе 
художественной культуры, автор статьи утверждает, что концепция идеального, 
разработанная Д. В. Пивоваровым, является фундаментом современной теории 
изобразительного искусства, способствует научному изучению изобразительно-
го искусства, помогает освоить сложный диалектический процесс репрезента-
тивного отношения человека (зрителя) со своей душой, душами других людей, 
Духом Божиим.

Ключевые слова: Д. В. Пивоваров, синтетическая теория идеального, идеал, эта-
лон, художественная культура, изобразительное искусство, модель, художествен-
ное произведение, зритель, художественный процесс.
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