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CEMEH ®PAHK U AKOB I'OJIOCOBKEP:
O KAHTMAHCKMNX MOTVBAX
B TBOPYECTBE ®.M. JOCTOEBCKOI'O

T.T. Illedpuna’, b. . Ipyxunun?

Pyccxas gpunocogpus — amo «cgpepa paseobopa», 6 ko-
MOpoil MblcAb NOHUMAemCcs. 30ect ocyujecmbasemcs no-
uck obujesHauumocmu u «6o30esvibanue» UCMopuueckoi
OeticmBumenvrocmu. W kaxowul pas 6 smom «paseobop»
Brarouaemcs wWUpoKutl Kormexcm «Beunvix» npobiem
mupoboit gpusocogpuu. Takoeo poda «paszeoBop» Boxpye
mbopuecmba @. M. Ilocmoebcroeo cocmosacs mexoy gu-
s0cogpamu (6 mom uucae Bxooubuiumu 8 Boavryio gpuao-
copexyro accoyuayuro) 6 1920-e ee. Ocobvim 00pasom sma
mema npo3Byyuasa y 4. D. Torocobrepa u C.JI. Opanxa,
UHMeALeKINYaibHoe CO36yHe KOmopblx Mbl MOKeM VCAbl-
Wams ce2co00Hs, AKyeHmupys GHumanue Ha KaHMUaHcKux
momubax ux unmepnpemayuii IocmoeBeroeo. Ocmblc-
Aubas «umazunamubryo 1oeuxy Boobpaxenus», Ioao-
coBxep obpawyaem BHumanue Ha Mo, U0 KOHKPemHo-Me-
magpuzuneckutl cnocod Mupobuderus He moxoecrmber
amepuboruu pepaexcubuoix nonwamui y Kanma. Imy
npobaemy on nocmabu.i 6o eaaBy yeaa 6 xknuee «Ilocmoeb-
ckutt u Kanmy», noepyokas gousocogpckyio cocmabasiouyyio
pomana «bpames Kapamasobui» 6 konmekcm kanmoBckux
anmuromutl. [Tosonuii @pank yeayduics 6 mupocosepya-
Hue IlocmoeBckoeo, kax 0bl OmMKAUKAAC, HA 00CYKOeHUe
npobaemvl kpusuca kysvmypsl 6 Boavgpuae (8 mom uuc-
Ae u na 3aceoanusax «Ilamamu IJocmoebckoeo»). Beaeo 3a
4. ToaocoBkepom, A. beavim, A. HImeiinbepeom, C. Jly-
pve u 0p. OH 1po0oKUA 0DCYIKOeHIEe KPUSUCA KYABIYPbL
Kax kpusuca ee opeanusoBannvix gpopm. Kanm u 6 smom
KoHmexcme okasvibaemcs sHauumoiM. s Ppanka, xkax
u 015 T'osocoBrepa, mupocosepyarue JlocmoeBerozo ume-
em «KoHKpemHo-memacpusuieckuil xapaxmep». K amomy
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SEMYON FRANK
AND YAKOV GOLOSOVKER:
ON KANTIAN MOTIVES
IN THE WORKS OF DOSTOYEVSKY

T. G. Shchedrina', B. 1. Pruzhinin?

Russian philosophy is “a sphere of conversation” in
which thought is “divined”. It is a realm of search for
“universal meaning” and “cultivation” of historical re-
ality. Such a “conversation” around the work of Dosto-
yevsky took place in the 1920s among philosophers (in-
cluding members of the Free Philosophical Association
or Volfila in its abbreviated form). The theme takes on
added significance at the hands of Ya.E. Golosovker
and S. L. Frank whose intellectual affinity manifests
itself today in the way they interpret Kantian motives
in the work of Dostoyevsky. Reflecting on “the logic
of imagination” Golosovker draws attention to the fact
that the concrete-metaphysical method of seeing the
world is not identical to the amphiboly of Kant’s re-
flexive concepts. He made it the central theme of his
book, Dostoyevsky and Kant, immersing the philosoph-
ical component of the novel The Brothers Karamazov in
the context of Kant’s antinomies. The later Frank took
up the subject of Dostoyevsky’s worldview in response,
as it were, to the discussion of the problem of cultur-
al crisis at Volfila (including at meetings “In Memory
of Dostoyevsky”). Following Yakov Golosovker, An-
drey Bely, Aron Steinberg, Semyon Lurie and others,
he continued the discussion of the crisis in its organ-
ised forms. In this context, too, Kant is a significant
presence. For Frank, as for Golosovker, Dostoyevsky'’s
world view has a “concrete-metaphysical character”.
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Bvi600y oHu npuxodam, ocmuicaubas npobaemy c60000bi,
Kkax ee yBudea [locmoebekutl, noimaBuiuiics npeodosents
KanmobBckue aHmuHOMUU.

KaroueBvie caoBa: C.J1. Opanxk, f1. 3. T'osocobxep,
pycckas guaocopus, Boavgpuaa, @. M. Hocmoebckutl,
M. Kanm, c60b600a, kpusuc KyAsmypol

JHocToeBcknii, Tak HeHABVICBIITT
3amnaz, ObUI caMBbIM €BPOIEVICKUM W3

PYCCKMX IVICaTeIeN.
B. Haboxob

Cemen @pank 1 fIkos I'orocoBkep, HecMOTps
Ha Pa3sHOCTB 9K3VCTeHIIMaIbHBIX Iy Tell 11 Ovorpa-
dwurt, — MbicaUTeM ofHOM 310xu. OHM OCco3Ha-
BaJIn cBoeoOpasme pycckovt prtocodpnmt v IOHM-
MaJIi ee HepaspbIBHYIO CBA3b C Tpaguliviert MU-
POBOVI VMHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOV KYJIbTypblL. Dutoco-
dus — 3TO Beer/ia TpeBora, Beerja 6ecroKovicTBO,
3TO Iy Tk, IOMCK ADCOJIIOTa, MIeala, TOro, 4YTO MO-
XKeT CJIY)KUTb OPMEeHTUPOM B XXM3HU. B aTmx no-
VICKax BCe OKa3bIBAIOTCS PaBHBL U Te, KTO IIOCTIe-
JIoBaTeJIbHO BO3ABUTA)I PWIOCOPCKIMEe CHUCTEMBI,
I Te, KTO COMHeBaJICA B VX YCTOMYMBOCTU VI OCHO-
BaTeJIbHOCTI. B mcTopum Muposont drstocodpmn
KaKIIbIVI 3aHMMaeT CBOe, HMKeM He 3aMeHVMoe
Mecto: IDmaron n Apucrorens, Kant n Hurre,
Hocroesckunt 1 IOpkesny, @pank 1 [orrocoskep.
Onu BemyT MeXxy cobom BeuHyIo Oecemy, Ipu-
yeM TakK, Oy/ITO MeX]ly HUMW HeT HU IPOCTpaH-
CTBa, HU BpeMeHI. DTO «KOJUIeKTMB “Tura’» (BbI-
paxenme I I IlInieTa), xpoHoTor, «cdepa pasroso-
pa». OH1 — BeuHble coBpeMeHHMKMN. LlestocTHOCTD
pycckom dprtocodnyt OTKpbIBaeTcs 171 Hac Cerofl-
Hs He TOJIBKO uepe3 IIPeciIoByTYIO OCOOyIO pesm-
T'MO3HOCTh, HO Yepe3 HallpaBjleHHOCTh Ha oOlile-
Hue. [ pycckmx dpnmiocodoB, Kak HU 1 KOTO
MHOTO, BCeT/ja MHTepeCcHBI OOJIbIlle He OHU CaMy,
Ho [Ipyrue (MHTeIUIeKTyaIbl, KYJIBTYPbl, HApOJIbl).
Drta ocobast oOIMTEeIBHOCTD IIO3BOJIIeT HaM ce-
TO[IHSI TOBOPUTEL O TeMaTW4eCKOM eIVHCTBe pyc-
cKovt dmtocodn, HecMOTpss Ha MHOroobpasue
VJIeVIHBIX YCTAaHOBOK V1 KOHIIEIITyaJIbHBIX CXeM (Ha
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They come to this conclusion reflecting on the problem
of freedom as seen by Dostoyevsky who sought to over-
come Kant's antinomies.

Keywords: Semyon Frank, Yakov Golosovker,
Russian philosophy, Volfila, Dostoyevsky, Kant, free-
dom, crisis of culture

Dostoyevsky, who hated the West
so much, was the most European of

Russian writers.
V. Nabokov

Semyon Frank and Yakov Golosovker, for all
the difference of their existential journeys and
biographies, were thinkers of one and the same
epoch. They were aware of the originality of
Russian philosophy and of its inseparable link
with the tradition of the world’s intellectual
culture. Philosophy is always anxiety, disquiet,
a journey in search of the Absolute, the ideal, of
what can be a beacon in life. In this quest all are
equal: those who consistently build philosophi-
cal systems and those who doubt their validity.
In the history of world philosophy each occu-
pies a unique place: Plato and Aristotle, Kant
and Nietzsche, Dostoyevsky and Yurkevich,
Frank and Golosovker. They engage in nev-
er-ending conversation as if they were not sep-
arated by time and space. It is a “collective of
‘type’” (an expression of Gustav Shpet’s), a
chronotope, a “sphere of conversation”. They
are eternal contemporaries. The integrity of
Russian philosophy today reveals itself not
only through the much-touted special religiosi-
ty, but also through its orientation toward com-
munication. Russian philosophers, more than
others, are more interested not in themselves,
but in Others (intellectuals, cultures, peoples).
This exceptional sociability suggests a thematic
unity of Russian philosophy in spite of the di-
versity of ideological principles and conceptu-
al schemes (Marxism and idealism, positivism
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PYCCKOV ITOUBe COCeICTBOBaIV MapKCU3M U Wjlea-
JIVI3M, TIO3UTUBV3M 1 (PeHOMEHOJIOIMsl, CeMMOTIKa
VI CTPYKTYpayIv3M 1 T.11.). B jaHHOM citydae mipes-
MeTOM pasroBopa Mexyy Ppankom m lorocoske-
poM craHeT dwiocodpckad mposa JlocToeBckoro, a
TOUYHee, KaHTMaHCKVe MOTVBBI er0 TBOpYeCTBa.
Korpma ceromHsi 3amyMblBaelibcs Hall TeMOU
«[JocToeBckmmt 1 KaHT», HepBBIM BCIIOMMHAETCS
SIkoB DMmanywmstosud Tonocoskep (1890—1967),
ubsg KHNUTA C TaKMM Ha3BaHMEM ¥ II0/13ar0JIOBKOM
«Pa3MbllIeHMs YnTaTelIs Hajl, poMaHoM “bBpaTbs
Kapamasossr” 1 Tpakratom Kanra “Kpurnka um-
CTOro pasyma’» yBuzesa ceeT B 1963 I. (ipruem BbI-
X071, 9TOVI KHUTY COBpeMeHHBbIe VCCile[IoBaTe I Ha-
3bIBAIOT «aymoM» (Pamxosckumi, 2017, c. 28)). ITpu-
MeyaTesIbHO, YTO B Ilpeaucsiopun «OT pegakTopa»
H. K. I'yasum, niepBbIit geKaH pyIIOJIOTMYecKOro
daxyserera MI'Y, Kak ObI 3ammiras ['oocoBkepa
OT BO3MOXHBIX HamaJoK PprIocodCcKmx MaeosIo-
rOB, aKIIeHTMpyeT BHMMaHMe Ha TOM, YTO KHUTa
3Ta «He MCTOPUKO-PIIocodckoe, a HallviCaHHOe
KaK pasMBblIIIJIeHVe duTaTesis JInTepaTypoBeye-
CKOe VIcCiIefIoBaHVe O CBA3M poMaHa JlocToeBcko-
rO C OCHOBHBIMMU HOIOXeHUsIMM yueHms: Kanta
00 aHTMHOMUSX — KaK O SKOObI Hepa3peIMbIX
HPOTMBOpeunsax umcToro pasyma» (I'ymsuii, 1963,
c. 3). V1 MBI IOHMMaeM cpasy, YnTasi BMecTe C pe-
JaKTOPOM MeX]1y CTPOK, UTO 3Ta KHMTa He CTOJIb-
KO JINTepaTypoBeluecKoe VcciiefJoBaHue, CKOJIbKO
cBoborHoe durocodckoe pasmbinuieHe. Ee 3a-
MblIces1 BO3HUK y TortocoBkepa B 1919 r. (kak oTMe-
4JaeT B «XPOHMKe XU3HU U fedTestbHocTr 1. D. To-
stocoBkepa» 0. A. YronbauKoB (YronpHukos, 2017,
c. 289)), a B 1921 r. on BeICTYHIIII B Bosibdowte ¢ f10-
Ki1agoM Ha TeMy «CekpeT uepta ([locToeBckmit 1
antrHoMmYM Kanrta)» (Bernoyc, 20056, c. 226).
®dusocodckme Tpyapl lormocoBkepa HeomHO-
KparHO mormbasm B orHe (YrompHUKOB, 2017,
. 290—292), 1 ycTaHOBUTH XPOHOJIOTMYECKYIO T10-
CJIeIOBaTeILHOCTh  €r0  pasMBIIUIEHUI  [IOpOV
BecbMa 3aTPyJHUTEIHO. A TIOTOMY MBI OyzieM wc-
XOAUTDb U3 TOrO, 4TO TeMa «[locToeBckuit 1 Kant»
MpoyMbIBajIach M IpopabdarbiBajiack loocoBke-
POM B TO Xe BpeMsi, KOI/la OH ITIPOMBICI/IVBaJI JIOT V-
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and phenomenology, semiotics and structur-
alism etc., all took root on Russian soil). In the
case in hand, the subject of the conversation be-
tween Frank and Golosovker is Dostoyevsky’s
philosophical prose, or rather, the Kantian mo-
tives in his work.

Today the theme “Dostoyevsky and Kant”
immediately makes one think of Yakov E. Go-
losovker (1890 —1967) whose book of this title,
subtitled “A Reader’s Reflections on the Nov-
el The Brothers Karamazov and Kant’s Treatise
Critique of Pure Reason”, saw the light of day in
1963 (modern scholars consider it a stroke of
good luck that the book was published at all
(Rashkovsky, 2017, p. 28). Tellingly, in The Ed-
itor’s Preface Nikolay K. Gudziy, the first dean
of Moscow State University’s Philology Depart-
ment, as if protecting Golosovker from possible
attacks by philosophical ideologues, pointedly
stresses that the book is “not a historical-phil-
osophical but a literary study in the form of a
reader’s reflections on the link between Dos-
toyevsky’s novel and the main tenets of Kant’s
teaching on antinomies, i.e. allegedly insolu-
ble contradictions of pure reason” (Gudziy,
1963, p. 3). We instantly understand, read-
ing between the lines together with the edi-
tor, that the book is less a literary study than
a free-ranging philosophical reflection. Golos-
ovker conceived of it in 1919 (see the “Chron-
icle of the Life and Work of Ya.E. Golosovker”
by Yu.A. Ugolnikov (2017, p. 289)), and in 1921
he delivered a report before Volfila® on “The Se-
cret of the Devil. (Dostoyevsky and Kant’'s An-
tinomies)” (Belous, 2005b, p. 226).

Many of Golosovker’s works perished in
flames (Ugolnikov, 2017, pp. 290-292), so that it
is very hard to establish their chronological se-
quence. Let us assume that Golosovker was ru-
minating on the topic “Dostoyevsky and Kant”

* After the Russian VOL’'naya FILosofskaya Assotsiatsia,
i.e. Free Philosophical Association.



Ky Muda, KoTopas, B OT/INYVe OT «KaTeropmyecKmx
CYJUIOTM3MOB» APUCTOTeJId, COXpaHsieT XM3HeH-
HOCTB "I KOHKPETHOCTH (MW@ 1 abCOIIOTeH, 1 OT-
HOCHTeJIeH OIHOBpeMeHHO). YesioBeK, TBOPSIINI
Mud (M KUBYLINUI B HeM), BiajieeT 0coOov «Ma-
T'VHATVIBHOV JIOTMIKOVI BooOpakeHMs». Tak mgymart
T'ortocoBkep 1 0 JlocToeBCKOM, KOTOPOroO CTaBuI B
OIIVH Psifl ¢ aHTUYHBIMY prstocodpamm [ taroroM
u I'epaxsmnroM u mpoTtmsonioctasisl KanTy.

HocToeBckuit ToHbIIle, yeM jioruk Kanr, 1mo-
HsUT aHTVMHOMMIO BBICIIIVIX VIZIeVI pasyMa ¥ co31al
U3 Hee Tparenuio B poMmaHe «bparesa Kapamaso-
BbI». Ho uTO oH mig storo coenan? OH BBeJI MU-
donornmueckyro purypy uépra — TOT «TraJUTIOLV-
HaTOPHBIVI 00pa3», KOTOPBIM TaK YacTo IOJIb3Y-
eTcst Mud Ipy 00OPOTHMYECTBE Teposi B MOMEHT
peraroIen cxBaTKu IIPOTUBHMKOB: Tak, PeTria
B Oopnbe c HacwibHMKOM Ilerreem mpuHMMaeT
pasmraHble 0Opa3sel. Ho Bee aTit 06passl mpespa-
meHV” PeTu bl MHUMBIL: OHa Bce-Taky Ta ke De-
Tnaa. ITpenynpexxaeHHbINT 0 MOpOKe, O ee 000-
poramuecTse Ilestern, cxsaTis DeTnity B OOBATHS,
He pa3MbIKaeT PYK, HeB3upasi Ha Bce MeTaMopdo-
36l ee oOymka. (To >xe meraet m I'epaxii B Gopwbe ¢
[Tporeem 11 MeHeran B 60pb0e ¢ ['maBkom.) «['as-
JIOLVHATOPHBIN 4épT» Jl0CTOEBCKOTO — 3TO BCe
ToT Xe VIBan Kapamasos, paciieruieHHbIVI BHY-
Tpu celsi; rosteTeBINas B uépTa a jist JIoorep vep-
HWIbHMIIA CTOUT Ha CBOeM MecTe. Bce Buienmne
uépTa OKa3aj0Cch MOPOKOM MBICIIV, BCe OKa3aJIoCh
Murdom. Morydast iMarmHaTUBHas JIOTMKa BOOO-
paxeHMs1 [0cTO@BCKOrO JOCTUTaeT CBOEro ariorest
B clleHe KomMapa VIB. Kapamasosa, B clieHe, rje
pacIIeriseTcs Co3HaHMe ero repos 1 B IOpsijiKe
000pOTHMYECTBa BO3HUKAET raJUIIOIMHATOPHBIN
0bpa3s uépra (['omocoskep, 2010, c. 105).

Vimenno stot Te3uc TornocoBkep OymeT passu-
BaTh B moxsazge 1921 r. m B kaure 1963 r. B cBoii-
CTBEHHOVI eMy MaHepe OH BIIOJIHe I10C/Ie/IoBaTe Ib-
HO ¥ BHYTpPeHHe JIOTMYHO IIPOPUCOBBIBAET IBOVI-
CTBEHHOCTb MUPOBUeHMs []ocTOoeBCKOro, KOoTo-
poe @paHK Ha30BeT «MMMaHeHTHO-MeTadu3iye-
CKMM» MupocosepriaHveM (PpaHk, 2021a, c. 151).
(MnTemnexkTyanpHoe cosByure lorocoBkepa m
@paHKa IO OTHOIIEHMIO K JlocToeBCcKOMy Kak
MBICJIUTEJIIO 3aKJII0UaeTcsl TakXKe VI B TOM, UTO OHM
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at the time when he was studying the logic of
myths, which, unlike Aristotle’s “categorical
syllogisms”, are still relevant and concrete (a
myth is absolute and relative at the same time).
A man who creates (and lives in) a myth has a
special “imaginative logic”. This is what Golo-
sovker thought about Dostoyevsky whom he
ranked with the antique philosophers Plato and
Heraclitus and opposed to Kant.

Dostoyevsky more subtly than the logician
Kant understood the antinomy of the highest
ideas of reason and made it the basis of a tragedy
in the novel The Brothers Karamazov. But how
did he do it? He introduced the mythological
figure of the devil, “the hallucinatory image”
so often used in myths when the hero changes
shape in the course of struggle. This is what
Thetis does when Peleus tries to rape her. But
all this shape shifting is imaginary: she remains
herself. Warned about the deceit, Peleuss holds
Thetis tight in his arms. (The same trick is used
by Heracles in the struggle against Proteus and
by Menelaus in the struggle against Glaucus).
Dostoyesky’s “hallucinatory devil” is the
selfsame Ivan Karamazov split within himself;
the inkstand hurled at the devil a la Luther
remains in place. The whole vision of the devil
turns out to be a morass of thought, everything
turns out to be a myth. Dostoyevsky’s powerful
imaginative logic reaches its peak in the scene
of Ivan Karamazov’s nightmare in which his
consciousness splits and a hallucinatory image
of the devil appears (Golosovker, 2010, p. 105).

This is the thesis Golosovker would elabo-
rate in his 1921 lecture and in the 1963 book. In
his characteristic manner he consistently and
logically demonstrates the duality of Dosto-
yevsky’s vision of the world, which Frank
would call “immanent-metaphysical” (Frank,
2021a, p. 151). (Golosovker and Frank are in
agreement in their attitude to Dostoyevsky also
because both consider his worldview against
the background of Kant’s philosophy. But
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oba paccMaTpmBalOT MupocosepriaHme JlocToes-
ckoro Ha ¢dpore dutocodpmn Kanra. Ho ecymm To-
JIOCOBKEP BBIBOIMUT 3TO COIOCTaBJIeHe B KauecTBe
LIEeHTPaJIbHOVI TEMBI OTHEJIBHOVI KHUI'M, TO quaHK
KacaeTcs ero JIUIIb BCKOJIb3b.)

1 Toro 4TroObI MOHATH KOHKPETHYIO JIOIM-
Ky paccyxaeHms [osocoBkepa (aHaJIOTMYHYIO TO-
TOM MBI BcTpeTuM 1 y (dpaHKa), BCIOMHMM ellle
OTHO ero 3aMmeuaHme, Ife PaKTUUeCKV IIPOVICXO-
OUT pasjinyeHre KOHKpPeTHO-MeTadu314ecKoro
(HoctoeBckurt) 1  abcTpakTHO-MeTadpm3maecKo-
ro (Kant) Mmpocoseprannit. Mudonormdeckmi
MUp MarepuasieH, 1osiaraet [ojiocoBkep, «B HeM
BCe JIyXOBHOE, MjeajIbHOe, MeHTaJIbHOe — Bellle-
CTBeHHO. B HeM fake MeTadOpBl, TPOIIBI 11 PUTY-
PBI cyTh Belin. Il Haob6opOT, B HEM Bce BellleCTBeH-
HOe MOXXeT OOHapy X1BaThCs Kak VleaIbHOe, OCTa-
BasCh TPeXMEPHBIM, He BBIXOS 13 OrpaHMUeHHO-
ctn kocMmoca» (TFomocoskep, 2010, c. 111). Mud cnm-
BOJIVIUEH V1 TeJleCeH OJHOBPeMeHHO. «IeHb cMepT-
HOTO B anjle — He OecIIpelIMeTHBIVI IIpeaMeT (He
amdnbomms Kanra)» (Tam xe), — mpomorpkaer
OH fajlee pasIMyaTh [Ba CII0coDa CyIllecTBOBa-
HVSI BeIllell B YeJIOBEYEeCKOV JIeVICTBUTETBHOCTIL.
T'ornocoBkep MMeeT B BUly Cileylolliee paccykiie-
H1e KaHTa: «PeasTbHOCTB eCTh Heumo, a OTpuIia-
HIe eCTb HUYM0, a IMEHHO OHO eCThb IIOHSTIE 00
OTCYTCTBUU ITpe/iMeTa, KaKOBbI IIOHATUSA TeHU, XO-
nona (nihil privativum)» (B 347; Kart, 2006, c. 453).
3pecs KaHT roBopuT HaM O TOM, 4TO MeTadpm3u-
yecKye KaTeropuy MOTyT CYIIeCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO B
MuIpe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM. [l0CTOeBCKMII He MO-
JKeT TIPUHSTH Takou BbIBof,. PpaHK 3TO OTYETIIN-
BO OCO3HaBaJI' 11 ITBITaJICS TIOKa3aTk, uTo [JocToeB-
CKMVI TaK )Xe IPOTUBOpeunB, Kak 1 KaHT, ykasbiBa-
oI Ha aMmOoriio pedrieKCUBHBIX ITOHATUIL

* Hamomemm, uto amdnbosnss — 3T0 [ABYyCMBICIIEHHOCTb,
yIIBOEHMEe CMBICTIa CJIOBA-TIOHSATVS B peun. KaHT mocBs-
maeT amdwmOommy Lenbt naparpad «O06 amdrbomm
PpedIIeKTUBHBIX ITOHSTUL, IIPOUCXOMISIIEN OT CMeIlTeH s
SMIVPWUECKOTO YIIOTpeOIeHmsl paccy/ika C TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTAIBHBIM», [[le OH IIBITAeTCS Pas/INIUTh TPAHCIIEH-
IeHTaJIbHOE V1 JIOTVUEeCKOe VI ITOHSTh CMbICII PedhiIeKCIIL.
* Cp. obcy>KrieHme ero KOHIIEIIIMI «XPUCTUAHCKOTO pea-
ym3Ma» B Bosibdwte Ha 3acemanmm «Dutocodus TBOpue-
crBa» (bernoyc, 2005a, c. 321).
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while Golosovker makes this comparison the
central theme of a book, Frank only mentions it
in passing).

To understand Golosovker’s logic (we
would encounter the same logic in Frank) let
us recall a remark which practically draws the
distinction between the concrete-metaphysical
(Dostoyevsky) and the abstract-metaphysical
(Kant) worldviews. The mythological world is
material, according to Golosovker, “in it all the
spiritual, ideal and mental content is material.
In it even the metaphors, tropes and figures are
things. And vice versa, all that is material may
manifest itself as the ideal while remaining
three-dimensional without leaving the confines
of the cosmos” (Golosovker, 2010, p. 111). The
myth is symbolic and corporeal at the same
time. “The shadow of a mortal in Hades is not
an objectless object (not Kant’s amphiboly)”
(ibid.), he continues, distinguishing two modes
of existence of things in human reality.* Golo-
sovker is referring to the following utterance of
Kant: “Reality is something, negation is nothing,
namely a concept of the absence of an object,
such as a shadow or cold (nihil privativum)”
(KrV, A 291 / B 347; Kant, 1998, p. 382). Here
Kant is telling us that metaphysical catego-
ries can exist only in the transcendental world.
Dostoyevsky cannot agree with this conclusion.
Frank was very mindful of this® and tried to
show that Dostoyevsky is as contradictory as
Kant who refers to the amphiboly of reflexive
concepts.

* Amphiboly is ambiguity, double meaning of a word
(concept) in speech. Kant devotes a whole paragraph to
amphiboly, “On the amphiboly of the concepts of reflec-
tion through the confusion of the empirical use of the
understanding with the transcendental”, in which he at-
tempts to differentiate the transcendental and the logi-
cal and to understand the meaning of reflection.

> Cf. the discussion of his concept of “Christian realism”
at a Volfila meeting on “The Philosophy of Creative
Work” in Belous (2005a, p. 321).



Cemen JTromsurosna @paHK TOXe OBUT [I€eVi-
CTBUTEJIPHBIM UWIEHOM MOCKOBCKOIO OTHEICHS
Boribdwiael, m BIoJIHE MOXHO [IOOYCTUTB, YTO
OH cJIymajl HokiIan lorocoBkepa (Mimvi CITbIIIal
0 HeMm). MoxeT ObITh, IMEHHO IIO3TOMY €r0 M-
I'PaHTCKMe PadOTHI O MUpoco3epriaHmm [JocToes-
CKOTO OKa3bIBaIOTCS MOPasUTEeIbHO CO3BYUYHBIMM
TOMY, 4TO AertaeT losocoBkep®. OnHako PpaHK 00-
pamasics K JlocroeBckoMy 1 10 oThesa 13 Poccy:
B pabote «KyieTypa 1 penmmruis», rje OH OTBeda-
et C.B. Jlypre, HanvcaBIleMy KPUTWYECKYIO CTa-
ThIO 0 «Bexax». «Ommoka C. B. Jlypre, — 3ameua-
eT PpaHK, — OCHOBaHa Ha CMeIIeHU UIe KyJIb-
TYPBI C IIOHATUEM 0p2aHu308aHHbLX (POPM KYALITY-
pol...» (DpasK, 1996, c. 558). V1 najiee oH IpMBOAUT
XapaKTepHBIV IIprMep 13 poMaHa [locToeBcKoro:

C.B. Jlypwe ccrutaeTcsi, MeXy ITpOYMM, Ha
TOTO «BOOOpa’kaeMoro JKeHT/IbMeHa» (B «3arm-
CKax M3 MOAIIONbs»), O KOTOPoM «JloCTOeBCKIII
JlyMaJl, 9YTO OH B OJIVIH ITPeKPaCHBIV JJeHb ITOIIIIeT
K 4epTy Bce KyJIbTypHOe Orlarorosyune JesioBe-
4JecTBa»; M3 BO3MOXKHOCTM TaKOTO OTHOIIEHUS K
KynbType C.B. Jlypbe BBIBOAUT, UTO «peub 371ech
He MOXeT WJITU O caMolleJIbHOV drtocodpckor
neHHocTy». Ha sToM mpyMepe HeopasyMeHwe, B
koTtopoe Bras1 C. B. JIypbe, MOXeT OBITh BBISIBIIEHO
BCero scHee. «/DKeHT/IbMeH» []ocToeBCKOro mpo-
TecTyeT BOBCe He MPOTUB KyJIbTypPbl KaK «COBO-
KYITHOCTV ICTOPMYeCKM OCYITeCTB/IsieMbIX O0beK-
TUBHBIX 1IeHHOCTeV1», a IIPOTUB KYJIbTYPHOIO 0.14-
20MoAYUUSA, TPOTUB YMUAUMAPHO20, MEXaHVKO-Pa-
HVIOHAJIMICTUYECKOTO «YCTPOEeHVIsT» UeJI0BeUecKo-
ro MypaseriHuKa. Bo mms ImpaBa uesioBedeckomt
JIMYHOCTY Ha CBOOOMY («4TOOBI ITO CBOEVI IITyTION
BOJIe TIOXKWUTH»), T.e. BO MMs HEKOW a0CoA10mHOu
YeHHOCM1, OH BOCCTAeT MPOTMB TOW BCeoOIen
yperyJiMpoBaHHOCTM, KOTOpad obecriednBaeT
IPpaBIJILHBIV X071, O0ITIeCTBEHHOIO MexXaHV3Ma, HO
peBpalraer 4ejIoBeKa B «KJIaBUIITy» U YCTPaHSIeT
BO3MOXKHOCTb BCSIKOIO VHIVIBUIyaJIbBHOTO TBOP-
uvectBa. COIMaIbHBIV WJleal, OTHOCUTEIbHOCTb
KOTOPOTO 3/1eCh YsCHSIeTCs (KOHKPETHO — «COITM-
aJIICTUYEeCKUII CTPOV1»), OCHOBaH MIMEHHO Ha Me-

® BooOrrle, KaK yKasblBaIOT MCCIIEIOBATEINN TBOPUYECTBA
dpaHKa, MIMEHHO apXVB MbICINTEJIS ITO3BOJIWI HaM YBU-
JleTh 3alledaTsieHHble B PYKOIVCSX IIPOSBIICHNS ero MH-
Tepeca K [locroeBckoMmy (AsreB, OOosesnd, PesBblx,
Llprankos, 2021, c. 8—9).

T. G. Shchedrina, B. I. Pruzhinin

Semyon Frank was also a full member of
the Moscow branch of Volfila, so that he may
have listened to (or heard about) Golosovker’s
speech. This may be why his articles about
Dostoyevsky’s worldview (written in emigra-
tion) are uncannily consonant with what Go-
losovker wrote.® Having said that, Frank turned
to Dostoyevsky before he left Russia, e.g. in his
work “Culture and Relgion” in which he an-
swers Semyon V. Lurie who had written criti-
cally about Signposts (Vekhi). “Lurie’s mistake,
Frank (1996, p. 558) writes, is based on the con-
fusion of the idea of culture with the concept
of organised forms of culture [...].” And he goes
on to cite a characteristic example from Dosto-
yevsky’s novel:

Among other things, S.V. Lurie cites an
“imagined gentleman” (in Notes from the
Underground) of whom “Dostoyevsky thought
that one fine day he would damn all the cultural
well-being of mankind”; from the possibility of
such an attitude to culture S. V. Lurie concludes
that “this cannot have to do with philosophical
value as an end in itself”. This is the clearest
example of the misunderstanding into which
Lurie fell. Dostoyevsky’s “gentleman” protests
not against culture as “a totality of historically
realised objective values” but against cultural
well-being, utilitarian, mechanical-rationalistic
“ordering” of the human anthill. It is in the
name of the right of the human individual to
freedom (“to live in accordance with one’s
silly will”), i.e. in the name of an absolute value
that he rebels against universal orderliness
which ensures the proper working of the social
mechanism, but turns man into a “keyboard
key” and eliminates the possibility of any
individual creativity. The social ideal which
is referred to here (specifically, “the socialist
system”) is based on just such a mechanical-
rationalist theory which I have criticised and

¢In general, as Frank scholars attest, it is Frank’s ar-
chives that demonstrate, through manuscripts, his in-
terest in Dostoyevsky (Alyayev et al., 2021, pp. 8-9).
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XaHVIKO-PalVIOHAJIVICTUYECKOVI TEOPWVI, KOTOPYIO
s TIOZIBEPI KPUTHIKE V1 KOTOPOVI IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIAII
VOEI0 JIMYHOIO TBOPYECTBA ¥ CBA3AHHYIO C HeVl
naer KyiabTypbl. Meicne «Jlerenabr o Bermkom
VHKBU3MUTOpE», KOHEUHO, COBIIaZlaeT C 3TOV MBIC-
JIBIO «ITOIIOJIBHOTO JPKeHTIIbMeHa». HeT Hykako-
'O COMHEHVIsI, YTO MMEHHO yTIINTaPUCTIYeCKIIA
ueasl OOIeCTBEHHOIO YCTPOVICTBA, VCIIOBeIly-
€MBIVI PYCCKOVI MHTEJUIUTE€HIIVEV], a OTHIOOb He
IMIPOTMBOTIOCTABIISIEMBIVI €V MIeall KyJIbTYPbl KaK
«COBOKYITHOCTM OOBEKTUBHBIX 1I€HHOCTEV» eCTh
ocyxpaeHHast JlocTtoeBckiM Bepa Bermkoro VHk-
BU3UTOPA, IOCEJISIONIAst B IIOC/IeIHeM HeHaBVCTh
K «OjiegHOMY Y3HWKY». Briepsere — u, mpusHa-
FOCh, C HEMaJIbIM YAMBJIEHVIEM — BCTPEYaroch st
C TOJIKOBaHMeM, KOTopoe cOmvpkaeT ¢ Bermkim
VIHKBU3UTOPOM TeX, KTO IIPOTVB Vjjeaia ChbITOTO
CTajia aleJUIMpyeT K Bepe B aOCOJIIOTHBIE IIeHHO-
CTV KaK OCHOBBI KYJIbTYphI (TaMm xe).

HocToescknit Bo3HUK Torja y dpaHKa MMeHHO
B KOHTEeKCTe TeMbl, K KOTOPOV TaK WM MHade 00-
palaIvch MPaKTUYeCcKN Bce pycckue prmiocodml
TOTrO BpeMeHIT: 3TO Kpu3uc KyJbTypel’. 1 dpaHK,
u T'onocoskep, 1 besbii, 1 Inet, n CrenyH, u bep-
Ji5eB, VI MHOI'Me JIpyrue TaK MJIV MHaue KacaIvch
pounsBeAeHN JJocTOeBCKOro B KOHTEKCTe «KpU3K-
ca KYJIBTYPbI», KOTOPBIV, €CJIV CJIefIoBaTh pasjivi-

®B Bosbdwte «3TOV MMEHHO TeMe OBUIM ITOCBSIIIEHBI
noxiagsl ArtekcaHzipa birioka, P.B. Vsanosa-Pasymuan-
Ka, A. A. Menepa, Aanpes bertoro u np.», cm.: (bestoye,
20056, c. 40).

7 BoT Kak Ha 3Ty Temy oTto3Basicsi dpaHk. B craTke ms 1re-
YaJIbHO WM3BecTHOro cOopHMKa «Ocpaibz Ilnenriep mn
3akaT Epporner» on nuet: «KoneuHo, camoe yJ10BJIeHIe
MOMeEHTa YMUpan1s 3ariaiHOV KyJIbTYPbI B SIBJIEHMSX “ 111~
srommsanym’ XIX Beka JO/DKHO OBITB IIpM3HaHO Oeccriop-
HBIM. DTa maes lllnenrnepa, HecJbIxaHHAasI I10 HOBV3HE U
CMeJIOCTY B 3aI1a/ITHOVI MBICIIN, HaC, PYCCKMX, He IIOpaxaeT
CBOeVI HOBV3HOVL: UeJIOBEK 3allaflHOVI KyJIbTYPBI BIIEpBbIe
0CO3HaJI TO, YTO JIaBHO y>Ke OIIyIIasin, BUe/IV 11 TOBOPU-
JIV BeJIVIKIIE PYCCKVIe MBICTIUTENN-CIaBIHOMYIIBL. OT 3TMX
crpanmuil HInenriepa, IPOHUKHYTHIX CTPACTHOIO JII00O-
BBIO K VICTMIHHOVI IyXOBHOM KyJIbType EBporibl, KoTopas
BCS1 B IIPOIIJIOM, V1 HEHAaBVCTbIO K €€ OMEPTBEHIIO V1 PasjIo-
KEHWIIO B JINTIE ee COBpEMEHHOV MeITIaHCKOV “IIMBIIIN3a-
uyn”, BeeT JaBHO 3HAKOMBIMVI, POIHBIMI HaM MBICIISIMU
Kwupeesckoro, locroesckoro, KoncranTtmna JleoHTheBa.
DTO, KOHEYHO, He YMaJIfeT, a CKOpee [Iake yBeInanBaeT
3HaveHMe kHuru lInenrepa, nbo Bce IOIMHHO-MCTVH-
HOe, BCsKas HACTOsAINAs, IIPOHMKAIOIIasl BIIyOb MHTY-
VIV HUKOrma He OblBaeT aOCOJIIOTHO OPWUIMHAIBHBIM
TIOCTOSIHMEM OJIHOTO yMa, a BeeT/ia HaXoAuT cebe OTKIMK
BO MHOTVIX yMaX ¥ OIIVIpaeTcs Ha HEKOTOPYIO TPaAVIIIO»
(Ppanxk, 1922, c. 49—50). Ppank nosaraer, yro llles-
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to which I counterposed the idea of personal
creativity and the related idea of culture.
The message of the “Legend of the Grand
Inquisitor”, of course, is the same as that of “the
underground gentleman”. There is no doubt
that the Grand Inquisitor’s faith which makes
him hate “the pale prisoner” and is condemned
by Dostoyevsky is precisely the utilitarian ideal
of social arrangement preached by the Russian
intelligentsia and not the opposite ideal of
culture as “the totality of objective values”. It is
the first time that I encounter — with no small
surprise — an interpretation which likens the
Grand Inquisitor to those who, against the
ideal of a sated herd, appeal to faith in absolute
values as the foundations of culture (ibid.).

Frank turned to Dostoyevsky in the con-
text of the theme which engaged the minds of
practically all Russian philosophers of the time:
the crisis of culture.” Frank, Golosovker, Bely,
Shpet, Stepun, Berdyayev and many others
touched upon Dostoyevky’s works in one way
or another in the context of “the crisis of cul-
ture”,® which, if one adopts Frank’s distinction,

7 At Volfila “this was the subject of lectures by Alexan-
der Blok, R. V. Ivanov-Razumnik, A. A. Meyer, Andrey
Bely and others”. See Belous (2005b, p. 40).

8 Frank (1922, pp. 49-50) shared his thoughts on this top-
ic in an article in the notorious collection Oswald Spen-

gler and the Sunset of Europe: “Of course the capture of

the fact of the dying of Western culture in the phenom-
ena of the nineteenth-century ‘civilisation” cannot be
1g)ainsaid. Spengler’s idea, unheard-of in its novelty and

oldness, does not strike us Russians as new: people in
Western culture became aware of what the great Rus-
sian Slavophile thinkers had long felt, seen and spoken
about. Spengler’s pages, informed with passionate love
of the true spiritual culture of Europe, which is all in the
past, and hatred of its deadening and degradation in the
shape of the modern bourgeois ‘civilisation” bring back
the long-familiar, our very own thoughts of Kireyevsky,
Dostoyevsky and Konstantin Leontiev. This, of course,
does not belittle, and indeed enhances, the significance
of Spengler’s book for everything true, every real, pen-
etrating intuition is never the totally original proper-
ty of just one brain, and it always finds a response in
many brains and is based on some tradition.” Frank be-
lieves that Spengler was not sufficiently aware of the en-
telechy of Christianity, he relativised the development
of culture. In saying this, Frank appeals to the Russian
thinkers who were ?ooking for a way out of the crisis of
culture in the absolute as an ideal.



uveHM0 PpaHKa, MOKXHO OIIpeeINTh KaK Kpu3ucC
He KyJIBTYPbl, HO «OpraHM30BaHHbBIX (POPM KYJIb-
Typbl». VIMEHHO ¢ 3T1M aKTOM CJI0Ma I10-CTapOMy
OpraHM30BaHHbBIX (POPM KYJIBTYPbl CTOJIKHYJIVICH
drtocodrl B Poccrm nocsie pepormonyn. Ilprdaem
3TO OBUI TaKOVI OTKPOBEHHBIVI 1 PE3KNIL CJIOM, Ka-
Koro I1IneHriep He MOr J1ake IIPeAIoIoKNTD. [la 1
cama Bortbdnta MpIcInIach ee cozgaTesIsiMm «I107],
3HaKOM BCeOOBeMJIIONIEro Kpusvca COBpeMeHHOV
KYJIBTYPbI V1 YasgHUV KYJIBTYPbl HOBOVL: KYJIBTYPBI
cBoOompD» (Beroyc, 20056, c. 225). HecitydartHo mep-
Boe IyOJIM4HOe 3aceflaHVie MOCKOBCKOTO OTlesle-
Hus BorbHon @wtocodckon Acconmalinm, cocTo-
sBieecst 15 okts0ps 1921 1., OTKPBUIOCH JOKIIAIIOM
Anpnpes benoro «/IocToeBckui m Kpu3HUC KyJlb-
Typs» (TaMm e, c. 199). CMBICII €ro BBICTYIUIEHVIS
COCTOSIT B TOM, 4TO JlocToeBckmit caMym hakToM
CBOETO CYIIeCTBOBaHVIA ITPOIEeMOHCTPUPOBaJl YMU-
paHMe OpraHwW30BaHHBIX (popM KyibsTypel. Kpu-
3uC 00BbeMIIeT U IBVKeHNe BIleperl, 1 yMUpaHUe.
A Borbdnia Kak vcToprdeckuy ¢peHOMeH oIulie-
TBOpsieT cOOOVI TBOpeHVIe HOBBIX POPM KYJIBTY PBL.
Ho KaK TOJIEKO MBI IX TBOPVIM, OHV YMUPAOT.

Takmm obpasom — mosicHser A. bempmn —
npobsieMa KyJIbTypbl HauMHAeTCS VIMEHHO TaM,
Ime KyJIbTypHBIe (POPMBL TpellaT, JIOMAIOTCH,
BBIBETPMBAIOTCS, I7e OOCHITaeTcsl mop HOraMu
BbIBeTpUMBIIascs 1ousa. Ho tam xe, B MecTe Ka-
TacTpOodBbl, BIIepBble BBICKA3bIBAETCS MBICIIb, UTO
He ¢, He Tbl, He OHO, He TBl, 3aMKHYTasl Belllb, HO
KaKoe-TO CO, MbI BHe HacC, I B TECHOM CIUIeTeHUN
BO3HUMKaeT ujes cgsy, co. KyibpTypa HaunHaeT-
csl TaM, IJle HauMHaeTCsl CO3HaHMe, I7le HaulHa-
eTcd pacCMOTpeHMe CcaMOVl MBICJIM KaK KYJIbTY-
PBl, a He Kak 4ero-To camoyioserorero (besoyc,

20056, c. 213).

A. Besplvl akIleHTUpoBal KPU3UC: MbI XVBEM
B 9TOM KpW3MCe ¥ ero WCIBIThHIBaeM. DTO 3K3U-
CTeHIIMaJIbHasl IIpo0OsieMa, Mbl HaxXOHAVMCS BHY-
TPY KYJIBTYPBbl, KaK «MOJUIIOCK B paKOBMHe» (MeTa-
dopa A. Bestoro), n nepexxrBaeM 3TOT KPU3NC, OH

rJIepy He XBaTWIO IIOHMMaHMs SHTeJIeX4eckoro Havajia
XPVICTVIAHCTBA, OH PeJISATUBU3UPOBATI Pa3BUTHE KYIIbTY-
puL. U xorma @paHK FrOBOPUT 3TO, OH alleJUIMpPYeT K pyc-
CKMM MBICJINTEJISIM, KOTOPbIe VMCKaIM BBIXOA, U3 Kpu3uca
KyJIBTYPBI B abcoJIroTe Kak mjease.
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can be defined not as a crisis of culture, but of
“organised forms of culture”. It was the col-
lapse of the forms of culture organised in the
old way that confronted Russian philosophers
after the revolution. The collapse was more ob-
vious and more sudden than Spengler could
ever have imagined. Indeed, the founders of
Volfila were driven by the notion of “a univer-
sal crisis of contemporary culture and aspira-
tions of a new culture, a culture of freedom”
(Belous, 2005b, p. 225). It was no accident that
the first public session of the Moscow branch
of the Free Philosophical Association on 15 Oc-
tober 1921 opened with the keynote talk by
Andrey Bely “Dostoyevsky and the Crisis of
Culture” (ibid., p. 199). The main message of his
speech was that Dostoyesky, by the very fact
of his existence, demonstrated that the organ-
ised forms of culture were moribund. Crisis in-
cludes forward movement and dying. Volfila as
a historical phenomenon embodies the creation
of new forms of culture. But as soon as we cre-
ate them they die.

Bely explains that the problem of culture
begins where cultural forms crackle, break,
are eroded and when dry soil falls from under
one’s feet. But in the place of the catastrophe
the idea is first articulated that it is not I, or you,
or you, a self-contained thing, but some co- is
outside us and in close intertwining the idea of
connection, of co- arises. Culture begins where
consciousness begins, where thought comes to
be considered as culture and not as something
self-sufficient (ibid., p. 213).

Bely put the stress on crisis: we live in this
crisis and we experience it. This is an existen-
tial problem, we are within culture like “mol-
lusks in a shell” (A. Bely’s metaphor) and we
experience this crisis, it is filled with existential
content. As soon as we start constructing new
forms and reflexively determining our place in
them, we do not simply lose the old forms, but
are in danger of losing culture itself. A. Bely
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HarloJIHseTCsl  3K3VMCTeHIMAIBHBIM — Coflep>KaH-
eM. Kak TojibKo MBI HauMHaeM KOHCTPYMpOBaThb
HOBBIe (POPMBI U pedyIeKCUMBHO OITpeJIessiTh CBOe
MeCTO B HVX, MBI He IIPOCTO TepsieM cTapble op-
MBI — BO3HMKAaeT OIaCHOCThb IOTepsATbh M caMmy
KyJIbTypy. A. Bespin (MCXomsaImmm n3 HeoKaHTU-
AHCKIX YCTAHOBOK) PasMBIIUISII O KpU3Mce KyJlb-
TYPbI KaK 0 KpM3yce CO3HaHWS TpaHCIleH/IeHTalb-
HOTO ¥ IIOHMMaJI 3TOT KPU3VUC KaK VCYe3HOBeHe
00I11e3HaYMMOCTH, KaK IIOTepIo MjleaoB MeTadm-
suuecknx. On n KaHTa noHs1 TakuM obpasom.
Onnako cocrogsiiieecss B Borbdnize obcyxiie-
HMe Kpusuca KYJIBTYpPbl KaK 3K3VCTEeHIIVaIbHON
IpobsieMbl IIproOpeTaeT ceroHs 0co0yI0 OCTpo-
Ty, IHIOCKOJIbKY, B OTJINYMe OT BhICTyIUTeHMs A. be-
noro, pasmeliienns Ppanka n Tonocoskepa o
Hocroesckom 1 KaHTe B KOHTeKCTe Kpu3uica KyJIb-
TYPbI 3aTParnBaioT He CTOJIBKO KPU3WC CO3HAHWS
TpaHCIIeH IeHTaJIbHOT'0, CKOJIBKO KPU3VIC XUBYIIle-
TO B KyJIBType MHOVBUAYaJIbHOIO YesoBeKa, TO
ectb ®@panHk 1 [oocoBkep IOTHMMAOT IITyOVH-
HBle aHTPOIOJIOrYecKye IIPo0JIeMBl, ¢ KOTOPBI-
MU CTaJIKMBaeTCs VI COBpeMeHHBIN uestosek. [Tpu
3TOM OHM Takxke onmparorcs Ha Kanrta. Ouu yBu-
neny, yto KaHT daxTmueckn cdopmysposat
OCHOBHYIO M/ief0 prTocodpCKOVE aHTPOIIOJIOTUN U
HayaJl ee pa3BepThIBaTh. DII0Xa, B KOTOPOV OH OC-
MBIC/IVIBaJI 3Ty WUJIEI0, TI03BOJINIIa €My U B KOHTeK-
CTe PeIUIVO3HOrO CO3HAaHMA (IOCTAaTOYHO MOIII-
HOTO TOI'7Ia) M B KOHTEKCTe peasIbHOCTY HaOupas-
mmero Mok [Ipocsemienisi, KOTOpoe OTKPBIBaJIO
HOBbIe IIepCIIeKTVBBI Ilepel] JeloBeuecTBOM, IIo-
CTaBUTD IIpOOJIEMY MHAMBUIYaJIBHOTO YesloBeKa.
KanTy odeHp yeTko ygasoch pasBecTy GpusmMoIIo-
I'MYeCcKyl0 CTOPOHY dYeJIOBeUeCcKOro ObITMs (Kak
3a71a4y aHTPOIOJIOrMM) U cobCTBeHHO uytocod-
CKMe TTpo0JIeMbl, CBsI3aHHBIE C TeM, KaK JejIoBeK B
CBOOOITHOM TBOpUeCTBe pa3yMa (popMUpyeT camo-
ro cebs1, 6opetcs ¢ codom u co3maeT cedst. V1 ecsn
IpoCJIeUTh Jajlee MpefjlaraeMble riocodpamm
aHTPOIOJIOrMYecKyie KOHIIeMIINY, TO MOXKHO YBU-
JIeTh, UTO 3Ta AMXOTOMMS COXpaHsiylach Ha IIPOTs-
KeHun vctopun. OHa IPUCYTCTBYeT M CeTrOHS.
KanT ("ges1oBeK cBOero BpeMeHM, Mbl HeCJTy4aifHO
O YepKMBaeM ero VCTOPUYHOCTE) JIeVICTBUTEIb-
HO BUJIeJI B pasyMe MHCTPYMEeHT, ITO3BOJIAIOIINT
PeImTh Bce KPU3VICHBIE ITPOOJIEMBI €TO SITOXVA
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(proceeding from Neo-Kantian tenets) reflected
on the crisis of culture as a crisis of transcen-
dental consciousness and saw this crisis as the
disappearance of universal meaning, as loss of
metaphysical ideals. He interpreted Kant in the
same way.

However, the discussion of the crisis of cul-
ture as an existential problem held at Volfila is
becoming especially relevant today because,
unlike A. Bely, the reflections of Frank and Go-
losovker on Dostoyevsky and Kant in the con-
text of the crisis of culture have to do not so
much with the crisis of transcendental con-
sciousness as with the crisis of the individual
living within culture, that is, Frank and Go-
losovker raise the underlying anthropologi-
cal problems which also onfront the modern
man. And they, too, proceed from Kant. They
realised that Kant in fact formulated the main
idea of philosophical anthropology and started
to unfold it. The epoch in which he was grap-
pling with this idea enabled him to raise the
problem of the individual man in the context of
the (then powerful) religious consciousness and
in the context of the Enlightenment which was
gaining momentum and opened up new vistas
to humankind. Kant succeeded in drawing a
sharp distinction between the human being (the
province of anthropology) and philosophical
problems proper which have to do with how
the human being, through free creative activi-
ty, forms him/herself, fights with him/herself
and creates him/herself. If we trace the philo-
sophical anthropological concepts proposed by
philosophers we can see that this dichotomy
has existed throughout history. It is here today.
Kant (being a man of his time, and we do not
stress this fact by chance) indeed saw reason as
the instrument which could resolve all the crisis
problems of his epoch.

The situation is somewhat different today.
In discussing modern anthropological prob-



CeromHs cuTyanysi Heckoinbko mHad. ITpu 00-
CY>KIEHWMM HBIHEITHVIX aHTPOIOJIOTMYeCKMX IIpo-
071eM oueHB HAIIPsDKEHHO BCTaeT IpobiieMa pasy-
Ma, €r0 BO3MO)KHOCTEVI, TBOPUYECKIX CIIOCOOHOCTET,
C TIOMOIIIBIO KOTOPBIX CTOJIBKO «TIOHA[IeIasIn», UTO
BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC, CMOXKET JIV YeJIOBEK C TIOMOIIIBIO
pasyMa paspelnTs 3Tu Ipobsiemsl. Ho 3ta ripo0ie-
Ma CBOVIM MICTOKOM YXOIMUT K [J0CTOeBCKOMY, TIOCTa-
BuBIIeMy aHTMHOMMY KanTta nop Borpoc. VI Toro-
coBkep ¢ DpaHKOM 3TO 0OCTOSITEITBCTBO 3aVIKCHPO-
Baym. Korma ceronsst obcy>kmaroT 1rpo0ieMsl, BCTaB-
IITVie TIepe]] UeJIoBeYecTBOM B Pe3yJIbTaTe CBOOOIHO-
IO BOJIBHOTO TBOpYECTBA pasyMa (HayKa, TeXHOJIO-
TV, SKOJIOTMTYECKIII KpV3VC, IdppoBM3aIiys, om-
YHeHVe YeJIoBeKa MaIlliiHe U IIp.), 3TV BOIIPOCHI B
HBIHEIITHeM KOHTEeKCTe KapAMHAJIBHO OTIINYAIOTCS
OT 1po0sieM, BOSHMKABIINX IIeper], YelI0Be4eCTBOM
B IIPeXXHE TIepeIOMHble 310X1. Pasym, IposiBiiss,
YTO Ha3bIBAETCS], PA3yMHOCTB, ITepecTal CIIPaBIISTh-
cs ¢ IIpo0rieMaMy1, KOTOpble BO3HVMKAIOT KaK pe3yJIb-
TaT OTYY>KAEHVISI IIPOAYKTOB €r0 COOCTBEHHOV Ies-
TeJTBHOCTY. ECTh 00CTOSATENTBCTBO, KOTOPOE ITpeBpa-
IT[aeT CETOIHSIITHMV KPU3VC B HEUTO BBIXOJISIIee 3a
IIpeiestbl IIPEeXHMX TIePeXonoB OT AHTUYHOCTI K
Cpenxnm BekaMm, oT CperiHimx BekoB K Peneccancy
u [TpocBertienviio. [lesio B TOM, YTO YeJI0BEK CETOIHS
TIOJTYUMIT BOSMOYKHOCTH MEHSTH CBOVI TeJIeCHBIe I1a-
pameTpsl Kak Homo sapiens. OH MOXeT 3TO [ieJIaTh,
OH TIOJIyYWI 3Ty CBOOOMY, M1 OH 3TO [ejlaeT, IIpu-
yeM Ha HaIllMX IJIa3ax. 37lech He CIIpaBiIseTcs He
TOJIBKO Pa3yMHOCTb, HO M PeJIUTMO3HOe CO3HAHME.
ITpobGiiema cBoOomEl, KOTOPYIO JlocTOeBCKMiI pak-
TUYECKM MOCTaBWI KaK aHTUTE3NC «OHNTUMVCTIITYe-
CKVIM» TPaKTOBKaM BBIXOIAa 3 Kpu3lica KYJIBTY DB,
IIprio0OpeTaeT YepThl aHTPOIIOIIOTMTUECKOTO Kpr3iica
(viMeHHO 5TO OT4YeT/INBO YBUIesT PpaHK®).

8 Cp.: «SIcHO BO BCSIKOM CJIyYde OHO: OT IYMaHWCTIIYe-
CKOTO OITVMWM3Ma, OT BCSIKOVI Meas3aly yeoseka [lo-
CTOeBCKMVI DeckOHeuHO Aajiek. YestoBeueckoe CyIIeCTBO,
Kak ero pucyer [I0CTOeBCKMIL, €CTh IIpsiMasi POTHBOIIO-
JIOKHOCTh 1 “PpasyMHOMY 4eJIoBeKy~ ITPOCBETUTEIILCTBa,
u “npexpacHon ayme” pomanTmsMa. Ilo [Tocroesckomy,
3710, CJIETIOTa, XaOTUYHOCTb, AVICTAPMOHN He TOJIbKO BO-
o0r111e IIpUCyIIM YeIoBeKy, HO B KaKOM-TO CMBIC/Ie CBsi3a-
HBI C €ro MOCJIe/IHUM, TIIyOMHHBIM CyIiecTBOM. VIMeHHO
TaM, I7e 4ejIoBeK B CBOMX CJIIBIX M PaspyIIUTeIbHBIX
CTpacTsIX BOCCTAeT IIPOTUB TPpeDOoBaHMM pa3syMa, IPOTUB
BCex MpaBWJI IPWJIMYMS U ODLIeIIpU3HaHHOV MOpaIv —
VIMEHHO TaM IPOpPBIBaeTCsl HAPYXKy, CKBO3b TOHKYIO 000-
JIOUKy OONIepWU3HAHHOW SMIIVPIYIECKOV PealbHOCTY,
MOJIMHHAs OHTOJIOTMYeCKasl PeaIbHOCTh UeJI0BEUeCKOTO
nyxa» (Ppank, 1931, c. 76).
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lems, a very pressing problem is that of reason
and its creative potential which has produced
such “a handful of problems” that one wonders
if reason can cope with them. But that prob-
lem traces its source to Dostoyevsky who put
Kant’s antinomies into question. Golosovker
and Frank highlighted this circumstance. When
we discuss the problems that have cropped up
as a result of free creative activity of reason
(science, technology, ecological crisis, digitiza-
tion, man becoming an adjunct of the machine,
etc.) all these issues in the present context dif-
fer cardinally from the problems that faced the
human being at earlier epochal turning points.
Reason, in fulfilling its potential, lost the ability
to cope with the problems that arise as a result
of the alienation of its products. This is a cir-
cumstance that distinguishes the current crisis
from the previous transitions from Antiquity
to the Middle Ages, from there to the Renais-
sance and Enlightenment. Today the human
being is able to change his/her bodily parame-
ters as Homo Sapiens. He/she can do it, he/she
is free to do it and he/she is already doing it
before our eyes. Not only reason, but religious
consciousness are unable to cope with this. The
problem of freedom which Dostoyevsky effec-
tively raised as an antithesis to “optimistic”
thinking about overcoming the crisis of culture,
acquires features of an anthropological crisis
(something Frank saw very clearly?).

?Cf. “In any case one thing is clear: Dostoyevsky is
miles away from humanistic optimism, from any ide-
alization of man. The human being as portrayed by
Dostoyevsky is the opposite of ‘the reasonable man’ of
Enlightenment and ‘the beautiful soul” of Romanticism.
According to Dostoyevsky, evil, blindness, chaos, dis-
harmony are not only inherent in man, but in a certain
sense connected with his ultimate, in-depth essence.
It is where man, in his blind and destructive passions,
rebels against the bidding of reason, against all rules of
decency and accepted morals — it is here that the true
ontological reality of the human spirit breaks through
the thin film of universally accepted empirical reality”
(Frank, 1931, p. 76).
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Teniepp mocmoTpmM, Kak PpaHK MHTEPIpeTH-
pyeT KaHTHaHCKye MOTUBBI y JlocTtoesckoro. Ecim
T'ortocoBkepa MHTepecyeT, Kak JlocTOeBCKIIT UnTa-
et KaHra, KaK oH ero npeobpaxaet, To y dpanka
KanT BO3HMKaeT, Korjga pedb 3axofuT O IJIaBHOM
TeMe ¢riocodckoro mMypocoseprianus JlocTtoes-
cKoro — o cobone. «“Cyujecm8Byem au c6ob600a kax
paxm 6 mupe, kax peasvHuitl npeomem?” <...> Cpo-
Oona nepexubaemcs v ABaaemca HeNIOCPeACTBeH-
HO omxkpbimoil He 8 npedMemHoit, HO 8 U3HAYAABHOT,
abcoatomuotl peasvHocmu. 30ece npabuibHo NOHAA
Kanm — nem c60600v. 8 penomenarvnom mupe, 6
npeomere HayKu — mMoAbko kak Beuyb 6 cebe» (PpaHK,
2021a, c. 159—160). To ecTb MBI MOXXEM CKa3aTh BCIIET,
3a dpankoM, uto y KanTa cBobosia HepeasibHa, 10-
CKOJIBKY OH pa3pbIBaeT PacCyIOK M YyBCTBEHHOCTb.
Csobona y KanTa mprobpeTaeT abcTpakTHO-MeTa-
Jusmueckmit xapaxTep. ITpy 3ToM MBI MOXeM Tak-
JKe cKasaTb (cIemys yxe 3a cammM KaHTom), uTo
cBoboma — 370 aMpmOOoINs (IBYCMBICTIEHHOCTE), B
MaTepyaJIbHOM MVIpe OHa BCerJa OTpuIlaTesIbHa 11
B 3TOM ee [J1yOMHHas [IPUTATaTeJIbHOCTb 1715 YeJIo-
Beka. A uro xe [loctoescknit? Kak oH mmpeopjosesa-
eT aM(PMOOIIMIHOCTE CBOOOIBI?

ITpex1ie ueM OTBETUTD Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, HaIlOM-
HuM, 9To KaHT pasperaer 3Ty amdpnO0IMIHOCTb
cBODOIIBI Uepe3 KaTeropmdeckum nMmeparus. [lo-
CTOEBCKMI, B CBOIO O4epellb, IIpeosIojieBaeT Kare-
rOpuYecKuil umIeparus uepes oboxeHwue. Ero
repou 3acTaBjIgIOT Hac, YMTaTeslel, 3a/lyMbIBaTh-
Cs1 HaJl, CMBICJIOM YeJIOBEYeCKOroO CyIIIeCTBOBAaHS,
KOTOPBIN Y KaKIOro eAVMHCTBeH, 1 HaJl, TeM, YTO
KasK/IBIVI UeJIoBeK HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a 0CO3-
HaHVIe CBOeVl CBOOOIbI, KOTOPasi, IO CY T, BO3MOX-
Ha B MaTepuaJIbHOM MVpe VCKIIOYMTEeIBHO Kak
KOHKPeTHBIVI BBIOOP.

Hecnyuanno TostocoBkep B «llocirecnoBum» K
KHITe IIPUBOAUT CJleflyolliee pacCyXIeHue:

KanT 13 TeopeTmueckort 6€3bICXOTHOCTH TIbI-
Tajicd BBIVITW JIByMsI IyTamu: 1) rHOCeosormye-
CKMM IIyTeM, IIpMOerHyB K JIyKaBOV eCTeCTBeH-
HOV «HeoOxommmon Vlumosum pasyma», emy
HNPVPOXKIIEHHO, 11 2) MOPaJIbHBIM Iy TeM, BBICTa-
BVIB JIEAEHSIIVIVI XVBYIO OYIIY KaTeropuaecKuii
VIMIIEpaTUB — KaKyIO-TO COBECTh ITYCTBHIHU IO,
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Let us see now how Frank interprets Kan-
tian motives in Dostoyevsky. While Golosovker
is interested in how Dostoyevsky reads Kant,
how he transforms Kant, Frank turns to Kant
when the main theme of Dostoyevsky’s world-
view, that of freedom, arises. “Is there freedom as
a fact in the world, as a real object? [...] Freedom is
experienced and is directly manifest not in the mate-
rial but in the original, absolute reality. Kant got it
right: there is no freedom in the phenomenal world,
in the object of science — only as a thing in itself
(Frank, 2021a, pp. 159-160). In other words, we
can safely say with Frank that in Kant freedom
is not real insofar as it separates understanding
and sensibility. Freedom, in Kant, acquires an
abstract metaphysical character. We can also
say (following Kant himself) that freedom is an
amphiboly (ambiguity), in the material world it
is always negative, which makes it inherently
attractive for man. And what of Dostoyevsky?
How does he cope with the amphiboly of free-
dom?

Before answering this question let us re-
call that Kant resolves the amphiboly of free-
dom through the categorical imperative.
Dostoyevsky, in turn, overcomes the categori—
cal imperative through deification. His charac-
ters make the reader ponder over the meaning
of human existence, which is unique for every-
one, and over the fact that each person is
responsible for becoming aware of his/her free-
dom, which is ultimately possible in the materi-
al world only as a concrete choice.

It is not by chance that Golosovker makes
the following observation in the “Afterword”
to the book:

Kant tried to find a way out of theoretical
despair in two ways: 1) in the epistemological
way, resorting to the sly natural “necessary
[lusion of reason” inherent in him and 2) in the
moral way by proposing the chilling categorical
imperative, some kind of conscience of the
desert beneath an inaccessible cosmic starlight.
It is the conscience of army regulations,



HEeJI0CSATaeMO-KOCMOJIOTMUECKM OJIeCKOM 3Be3]I,.
DTO — COBECTb yCTaBa, CyOOpaMHaLINM 1 TIOPS/-
Ka, HO He JXMBOT'O 4yBCTBa. [lOCTOEBCKIII e 13
BCex 0e3bICXOTHOCTEN pasyMa BUIUT IS 4YeJIo-
BeKa BBIXOJI B CTPACTHOW IeATeIbHOCTH JIF00BY,
B IIpaKTVKe, IT7le 3HaHMe Cep/lia IlepecKaKyBaeT
yepe3 Bce TeOpeTndecKye ITOCTYIIaThl VI BBIBOZBI
U TIle YM-TEeOPEeTUK CpbiBaeTcs B Tpareauio (I'o-
j10coBKep, 1963, c. 98).

W tem Gortee HecyyariHo Tyran-bapanosckumt
B 1912 1. roBopuT 0 J10CTOEBCKOM KaK O «MOpaJlb-
HOM ¢ustocode», Helpexonsiras 3aciayra KOTO-
POro COCTOUT B TOM, YTO eMy Y[aJIoCh IlepeBecTi
UJIer0 HpaBcTBeHHOV dustocodnm Kanra B koH-
TeKCT paspellleHs IIpo0sieM ITpaKTUYecKou K13-
Hu (Tyran-bapanosckui, 1912, c. 11). A C. H. bysn-
rakos elrle pansblile, B 1902 r., cTaBuT BOIIpoC O Te-
onuilee B pomaHax Jlocroesckoro (bysrakos, 1902,
c. 844). VImeHHO 3Ty IIpobiieMy MUPOCO3epIIaHs
Hoctoesckoro nopxsarnt nosgHmm Gpask. V1 tam
cHoBa 3a3ByuuT rosioc Kanra. Ilpusenem 60i1b-
LIYIO IIUTATY:

3a payuoHasbHO-HPaBCTBEHHOV YCTaHOBKOV
OTHOIIIEHUSI K MUPY, U3 KOTOPOW BO3HMKAeT
rpo0sieMa TeoAuIIen U Il KOTOPOVI OHa CTaHO-
BUTCS Hepa3pelMbIM TPparu3MoM, OH OTKpbIBa-
eT OoJlee TITyOOKYIO 1CUX0A02UHECKYI0 YCTAHOBKY
HeTIOCPe/ICTBeHHOV JIIOOBM K JXM3HM, KOTOpasi B
CBOEM IIOCTIe[THEM PeJINTI03HOM OCHOBaHMM pac-
KpbIBaeTcs Kak 0J1arocjioBeHme BCero XUBYIIero,
KaK BUfieHbe PeJIMIMO3HOI0 MCTOKa Mupa u Obl-
T B bore. Odnako obe ycmanoBxu npu 601ee 6.4u3-
KoM, 0obpocoBecmHom paccmomperuu okaszvlaiomecs
HenocpedcmBento cbasanvl Opye ¢ OpyeoM: MUpHas
eapmonus 0aazocaobaarouei 11066u k mupy 6 100y10
MUHYMY MosKem 0bimb paspyuieHa YxacHsiM 0ucco-
Hancom 6HoBb npobyoubuieeocs 6 nawieil coBecmu 06-
Bunenus mupa.

Oonaxko 30ect npoucxooum peuwumesvHas amaxa
Ha Mpo0JIeMy TeOAWIIeN VICXOMs M3 yKe JTOCTUT-
HyTBIX TTo3urmi. ITpu aToM oHa He docmueaem ee
PpalOHaIbHO-TIOTMYEeCKOTO pellieHs, KOTopoe,
KaK yXXe yIIOMMHAJIOCh, VICXOMs W3 IIpescTaB-
seHn”1 J10CTOEBCKOTO, TTPOCTO HEBO3MOXKHO, HO
JeylaeT BO3MOXHBIM ee VICTMHHOe ITpeoslojieHe
IIOCPEJICTBOM PaIKaJIbHOTO ITIOBOPOTa PeJII-
O3HO-HPaBCTBEHHOTI'O B3IJIsAfla. BbIpakasch s3bI-
KOM KaHTOBCKOM (prytocodmm, MOXKHO OBUIO OBI
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subordination and order, but not of living
feeling. By contrast, Dostoyevsky sees a way
out of all the despair in passionate activity of
love, in practice where the knowledge of the
heart leaps over all the theoretical postulates
and conclusions and where theoretical reason
tumbles into tragedy (Golosovker, 1963, p. 98).

No wonder Mikhail I. Tugan-Baranovsky
(1912, p. 11) writes about Dostoyevsky as a
“moral philosopher” who claims the credit for
transferring Kant’s moral philosophy to the
context of resolving the problems of practi-
cal life. Still earlier, in 1902, Sergey N. Bulgak-
ov (1902, p. 844) raises the question of theodicy
in Dostoyevsky’s novels. Later Frank took up
this problem of Dostoyevsky’s worldview. And
there Kant’s voice is heard again. We crave the
reader’s indulgence for quoting at some length:

Behind the rational-moral attitude to
the world from which arises the problem
of theodicy and for which it becomes an
irresolvable tragedy, he discovers a more
profound psychological attitude of plain love of
life which in its ultimate religious foundation
reveals itself as the blessing of all things living
as a vision of the religious source of the world
and being in God. However, on closer and more
thorough inspection both attitudes turn out to be
intimately interconnected: the peaceful harmony
of blessing love of peace may at any moment be
destroyed by the horrible discord of accusation of the
world reawakened in our conscience.

However, here we see a vehement attack on the
problem of theodicy from the position already
gained. But it does not attain its rational-logical
solution which, as mentioned above, according
to Dostoyevsky, is simply impossible, but makes
it possible to truly overcome through a radical
pivot of the religious-moral attitude. To use
the language of Kantian philosophy, we might
say that the religious antinomy which forms
the essence of theodicy, is cognised in terms of
its categories and relativity, and through the
revelation of a more profound layer of being
is overcome and sublated (aufgehoben) (Frank,
2021b, p. 333).
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CKas3aTh, YTO peiueuo3Has aHTVUHOMMS, KOTOpas
COCTaBJISeT CYITHOCTH IIPOOsIeMBI TEOIMIIEN, TT0-
3HAeTCS B ee KaTerOpraJIbHOV O0YCIIOBJIEHHOCTV
VI OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTY VI IIOCPEJICTBOM PaCKPBITHS
Oosiee T7TyOOKOTO CJI0S OBITHS IIPEOJIOIIEBAETCS T
canMaetcs (aufgehoben) (Ppank, 20216, c. 333).

Yewm xe orBeTw1 ['ortocoBkep?

Bcst aTa cMBOIIMKa — capKacTudeckas mUrpa c
6orom 1 yepToM, BeCh KaJIelJ0CKOII IIPOTHUBOpe-
YVBBIX YTBEPIKIEHWUL: YTO eCiIV OOT eCThb, TO Hafio
yTBep>KaTh, OYATO €ro HeT (TaK FOBOPUT YepT),
1 UTO ecJivi Oora HeT, TO HafIo yTBepKaaTh, YTO OH
ecTb (TaK TOBOPUT BeJIMKWUI MHKBU3UTOP), VI UTO
6or BeIZIyMaH 1 UTO YepT TOXe BbIZIlyMaH (Tak Io-
BOpUT VIBaH), V1 YTO YepT-MUHYC XOTeJI PABKHYTh
«OCaHHY» OOTY-IUIIOCY, V1 UTO OH He PSIBKHYJI, I10-
TOMY YTO OTpUIIaHVIEe HEOOXOAVMO JIJIsl KU3HU, U
YTO OIHOV «OCaHHBI» IIJIsL XXV3HU MaJio (TakK To-
BopuT VIBaH), 1 4TO BCe B Mupe APYT C APYroM
COIlpMKacaeTcsi: B OJJHOM MecTe TPOHeIllb — B
JIpyroM KOHIle OT/aeTcs (Tak roBopuT 3ocmma),
Y UTO IpaBIbl BEYHOV YMOM He JI0Ka3aTh U He
IIOHSTH, a IIOHMMAaeTCs OHa 0e3 yMa (TaK FOBOPST
3ocmma n Ajtermia), v uTo, B muTore, MmuTs okasasi-
cs MyZpee uepTa, U IIpod., ¥ IpOoY., — YTO O3Ha-
4JaeT Bech 3TOT capKas3M, 3Ta OKapMKaTypeHHas
cmech kanTmantcrsa (tak! — T.II., B.I1.), rere-
JIMIaHCTBa, BOJIbTEPUAHCTBA U XPUCTUAHCTBA, —
CMech MaKCHM, JIOTMaTOB, 3aKOHOB, aHEK/O0TOB?
Hey>kennt TOJIBKO TO, UTO MMCaTesIb, KaK MBICIIV-
Tesrb-pwtocod, IO CyIIecTBy, Bcerga B puio-
cocdpum BTaViHe CKeNTUK ¥ POMaHTUK, M He ero,
JKM3HeoITVcaTeId, 3a/lada XXIBOIIcaTh B o0paszax
cucreMy prtocopum, Korja XusHb HU B KaKylo
CHUCTeMy He BJle3aeT.

BoT mmouemy xuBbIe 06pasel repoes [JocToes-
CKOTO CWIbHee OJIUIIeTBOPSeMOV MU M.

ITycTp unTaTe b OITIAHETCS Ha IIPOVIICHHBIN
M 11y Th (I'ostocoBkep, 1963, c. 90).

W nasnee: «<KKaHT — He TOJIBKO HEMeIIKMIT PWIIO-
cod KanT. KaHT perrpeseHTHpYeT B poMaHe eBpo-
MIeTICKYIO0 TeopeTudecKyro duiocodnio BoooOIe,
0CcOOeHHO KpUTHYecKylo duiocodpuio, 1 ¢ Hem
BCTymaeT [JocToeBCcKMM Ha cTpaHMIlaX poMaHa B
Co3HaTeJIbHYI0 OOpBOY, Belsi oHOBpeMeHHO Oec-
co3HaTeJIbHyI0 6oppdy ¢ cammm coborn» (Tam xe,
c. 96). V1 B 3TOM cMBICIT aninrpadpa Hare CTaTb.
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How did Golosovker respond?

All this symbolism — sarcastic play with God
and the Devil, the kaleidoscope of conflicting
statements: that if God exists we should claim
that he does not exist (as the Devil says) and
if God does not exist, we should claim that he
does exist (as the Grand Inquisior says) and that
God has been invented and the Devil has also
been invented (as Ivan says) and that the Devil-
minus wanted to shout “hosanna” to God-plus
but did not because “hosanna” alone was not
enogh for life (as Ivan says) and that everything
in the world is interconnected: you touch in
one place and it echoes at the other end (as
Zosima says) and that the eternal truth cannot
be proved or understood by the brain, but it is
understood without the brain (as Zosima and
Alyosha say) and that at the end of the day
Mitya turns out to be wiser than the Devil, and
so on and so forth — what is the meaning of
all this sarcasm, this caricatured mishmash
of Kantianism, Hegelianism, Voltairism and
Christianity — a mixture of maxims, dogmas,
laws and anecdotes? Could it be just that the
writer as a thinker-philosopher is in fact in
philosophy a secret sceptic and romantic and
it is not his task, as a portrayer of life, to depict
the system of philosophy in images when life
does not fit into any system.

That is why the living images of Dostoyev-
sky’s characters are more powerful than the
idea they embody.

Let the reader look back on the path he has
traversed (Golosovker, 1963, p. 90).

And further: “Kant is not just a German phi-
losopher. Kant represesnts in the novel Europe-
an theoretical philosophy in general, especially
critical philosophy and Dostoyevsky conscious-
ly challenges it in the novel while unconscious-
ly strugglng against himself” (ibid., p. 96). This
is the meaning of the epigraph to this article.

%ok ok

We cannot stop the “conversation” about Dos-
toyevsky which has been going on in Russian
philosophy for more than a hundred and fifty
years. It is endless. We can merely join it in search
of ourselves (like Frank and Golosovker, Bely



ok ok

MpeI He MOXeM OCTaHOBUTE «pasropop» o [lo-
CTOEBCKOM, KOTOPBIVI BelleTCsL B PYCCKOM (prjIoco-
dun yxe bostee cta iaTuaecaT jieT. OH GeckoHe-
4yeH. MBI MOXXeM TOJIBKO caMV BKJTIOUMTBCS B HETO,
OTBICKMBas ce0sl, KaK OTBICKVBaIV cedsl B pa3roBo-
pe c docroescknm @PpaHk 11 I'onocoskep, bemnbin n
bynrakos, Posanos u Tyran-bapanosckui 1 MHO-
rve Ipyrue pycckue pmiocodml.
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and Bulgakov, Rozanov and Tugan-Baranovsky
and many other Russian philosophers did in con-
versation with Dostoyevsky).
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