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The article regards philosophical problems of myth in a context of symbolism trend in Russia. It
covers a period from XIX century until our days and observes philosophy of myth in theoretical systems of
A. A. Potebnya, P. A.Florenskiy, A. F. Losev, E. M. Meletinskiy, Y. E. Golosovker, and others. The main
idea of the article is that cognition of myth in Russian symbolism has a character of finding the conception
of the world, that determines the attitude the relations of human to himself and reality.
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The given paper is devoted to the theater problem, which has not been thoroughly investigated. This is
the problem of «the author’s non-existence» (the term given by M. M. Bahktin) in the artistic environment
of dramatic plays written by A. S. Pushkin, particularly in the work «Boris Godunoff». The misunderstanding
of this problem might cause failures and unsuccessful stage interpretations in theatre productions of Pushkin’s
plays.
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