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C.JI. ®PAHK
1 HEMELIKOE HEOKAHTVAHCTBO:
ACITEKTBI AMCKYCCUM

B. H. Beao8!

Pacnpocmpanennasn 6 uccaedoBamenvckoil Aumepa-
mype oyenka panneeo nepuoda mbopuecmba C.JI. Opan-
Ka kak ucnvimabuieeo Ha cebe Gausnue HeMeUK020 Heo-
KaHmuancméa nooAexun paccMompenuio ¢ kpumuve-
ckux nosuyui. Vinmepec x meme HeOKAHMUAHCKO20 UC-
Kyca pycckoeo gpuaocogha moxem Ovimy onpabdan psoom
npudun. Bo-nepbvix, na pycckyto ¢pusocogpuio konuya
XIX — nauasra XX 6. 6 yesom pewiatoujee Bausnue okasa-
AU CUCTEMHbIE OCHIPOeHS, npuHadsexaujue 06ym pas-
AUYHBIM HANPABAEHUAM: HEMEYKOMY HeoKanmuancmey
u conoBvebexont wikose Beceedurcmba. Bo-6mopuix, u cam
Dpark, u HeMeyKue HeoOKaHmMuanyvl Boldesu cpeou cbo-
ux npeomey Hemeyxoeo kapounasa Huxoras Kysarcko-
20 U YKa3blBasu Ha 3HAUUMOCHIL €20 MAMeMamuieckux
wmyouil 048 nocmpoenus ux coocmbenolx KoHyenyuil.
M naxoney, @pank yoeass ocoboe Brumariue, npesxoe Bee-
20 Ha amane cBoeeo cmanobaerua kax gpuaocogpa, udesm
Bedyuyeeo eBponeiickoeo Hanpabaenus wauara XX 6. —
HeMeyK020 HeokaHmuancmeéa, umo o0aem HeKOMOPbIM
uccaedobamensim e2o mbopuecmba npabo ymbepxoams
0CHOBONO0AALAIOWLYI0 POAL HEMEUKO20 HeoKaHmuancmea
6 nepexode MolcAUMeAs 0N MAPKCUSMA K PeAUUO3HOMY
onmosnoeusmy. Ipunyunuarvroe npomubocmosanue pyc-
CcK020 ¢husocopa ¢ HeMeyKuM HeoKAHMUAHCBOM NOLY-
4110 ocBeujerue 6 pabome «I[Ipedmem 3Hanus», 8 komo-
poit @pank nodbepe kpumuneckomy pasoopy HeoKaHmu-
anckue Koxyenmol uucaa u 6pemenu. Hecmomps na pso
BepHolx yKasaHuil Ha 00HOCMOPOHHOCHL B onpedeseHuu
uucaa 8 neokanmuarcmBe, npexoe Bceeo y mapbypeckozo
¢pusococpa I1ayaa Hamopna, 6 yeaom Oparxk 015 060cHO-
Banus c6oett OMAUHHOLL 0 HEOKAHMUAHCKOU KOHYeNyuu
uycaa u Bpemenu e npubes 00cmamouno yoeoumesvHLx
apeymenmob. Ilpednpunsameie pycckum  uiocogpom
nonvimku 00eAcCHUmMb abcmpaxmoe NOHAMUE HUCAA C
nomouybto euje bosee abcmpaxmmozo nousmus Geeedun-
cmba He YBeHuaAUCh YCHexoM, Ha MOl 632450, U3-3a U2HO-
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SEMYON FRANK
AND THE GERMAN NEO-KANTIANISM:
ASPECTS OF DEBATE

V. N. Beloo!

The widespread assessment of the early period of
Semyon L. Frank’s work as being influenced by Ger-
man Neo-Kantianism is in need of a critical scruti-
ny. There are several reasons why the Russian phi-
losopher’s interest in Neo-Kantianism merits a closer
look. First, two systemic theories belonging to differ-
ent trends exerted a decisive influence on Russian
philosophy in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries: German Neo-Kantianism and Vladimir
Solovyov’s school of all-unity. Second, Frank himself
and the German Neo-Kantians considered Nicholas of
Cusa to be one of their forerunners and pointed out
the importance of his mathematical ideas for their
mathematical studies. Thirdly and lastly, Frank paid
particular attention, especially in his formative peri-
od as a philosopher, to the leading trend in the early
twentieth century, namely German Neo-Kantianism,
which led some students of his work to believe that
German Neo-Kantianism played the decisive role in
Frank’s abandonment of Marxism in favour of reli-
gious ontology. Frank’s fundamental disagreement
with German Neo-Kantianism was expressed in his
work The Object of Knowledge in which he criticised
the Neo-Kantian concepts of number and time. Al-
though Frank rightly points out the one-sidedness of
the Neo-Kantian definition of number, most notably
in the works of the Marburg philosopher Paul Natorp,
on the whole his criticism of the Neo-Kantian concept
of number and time as being different from his own
is not entirely convincing. In my opinion, Frank’s
attempt to explain the abstract concept of number
through a still more abstract concept of all-unity was
not crowned with success because he ignored the ex-
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pupobanus uM Kak onvima Xpucmuanckoeo 06020ci06us
6 ocmvicaenuu doemama Tpouyst, max u 2ayboxux pas-
Mmotuaenuil o. I1abaa Daopercko2o HAd 310l mMmemotl.

KatoueBvie caoBa: @panx, pycckas peaueuosHas
¢husrocogpus, Hemeyxoe Heokanmuarcmbo, Hamopn, Hu-
koaai Kysanckuil, @aoperckuil, uiucao, Bpems

BBenenmne

MuTepec k mpobrieMe BIMSHUS HeMEIKO-
ro HeOKaHTMaHCTBa Ha QwiIocodcKoe TBOpUe-
crteo C.JI. @paHKa HTPOAMKTOBAH IIpeXle BCEero
TeM, YTO TIOCJIETHMI SBIISETCS OTHVIM M3 CaMbIX
VI3BECTHBIX PYCCKMX PeJIMIMO3HBIX Priocodos
XX croneTus, IpeACTaBIAIONIVX TaK Ha3blBae-
MyI0 Koy BceegmHcTBa Bir. ConosbeBa. B cBoro
ouepenb, MapOyprckasi 1 bageHckas MIKOIBL Heo-
KaHTMaHCTBa B Hadasle XX B. 3aHMMaJIV BeAyIIyIO
MIO3UIIMIO B HEMEIIKOV ¥ €BPOIIeVICKOVI q)VUIoco—
dvnt 1 onmIIeTBOPsIM COOOV HOBBIN 3TAll B pas-
BUTUM TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOro maeannsMa Kanra.
B sBosmroninmt B3mIs10B pycckoro dustocoda ment-
CTBUTEIIBHO VIMeeTCs IIeprof, 0coO00ro BHUMAaHMS
K HeMeITKOMy HeoKaHTMaHCTBY. OIVH 13 caMbIX
VM3BECTHBIX E€BPOIIEVICKMX WCCiIefioBaTesIert TBOP-
yecTBa PyccKoro penmruosHoro dgpusocoda c. Te-
pe3a O0orteBrtu cumTaeT f1axke, 9To B Havasie XX B.
«PpaHK ObUI NPVIIEKHBIM YUeHVKOM HeOKaHTW-
aHnes» (O6onesny, 2014, c. 62). OHa TakXe yKa-
3pIBA€T Ha TO, UTO OTYET/IMBEE BCErO0 HEOKAHTU-
aHcTBO DpaHKa SIBJIEHO «B IIPOCTpaHHOM 3cce “O
KpUTHUYECKOM wmean3Me”’, OIyOJIMKOBaHHOM B
1904 r. B xypHase “Mup Ooxuit”» (Tam xe, c. 63).
Kpome Toro, oHa cumrTaet, 4TO MMEHHO HEOKaHTU-
AHCTBO CTaJIO TOV HEOOXOIMMOVL CTyIIEHBIO B pas-
BUTUYM PUII0COPCKOV TTO3UIIUN PYCCKOTO MBICIIV-
TeJIsl, KOTOpasi IIOMOIJIa eMy IIpeorosieTb Ooilee
paHHMe MapKcucTcKue yBiledeHms: (LIpiraHkos,
O06omesny, 2019, c. 9; cm. Takke: Obosesny, 2017,
c. 3—11).

Ilo MeHbIIeVT Mepe [1Ba MOMEHTa, TIOJIHOCTBHIO
VIIEHTUYHBIX TI0 popMe, HO abCOIIOTHO pasiind-
HBIX 10 cOoflepKaHMIO, JAal0T HaM OCHOBaHUe [1JIs
cpaBHeHMs PpaHKa 1 HEMeIIKOro HeOKaHTMaH-
crBa. [IpexJie Bcero 3To BHMMaHMe Pycckoro du-
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perience of Christian theology and the Trinity dogma
as well as the profound thoughts of the Rev. Pavel
Florensky on this topic.

Keywords: Semyon Frank, Russian religious phi-
losophy, German Neo-Kantianism, Paul Natorp, Nich-
olas of Cusa, Pavel Florensky, number, time

Introduction

Interest in the problem of the influence of
Neo-Kantianism on the philosophical legacy of
Semyon Frank is prompted mainly by the fact
that Frank was one of the foremost Russian re-
ligious philosophers of the twentieth centu-
ry who belonged to the “all-unity” school of
Vladimir Solovyov. For their part the Marburg
and Baden schools of Neo-Kantianism were the
leading trends in the German and European
schools of philosophy and represented a new
stage in the development of Kant’s transcen-
dental idealism. It is true that there was a pe-
riod in the evolution of Frank’s views when he
was particularly attentive to German Neo-Kan-
tianism. Teresa Obolevich, a prominent Euro-
pean student of Frank, claims that in the early
twentieth century “Frank was a diligent pupil
of the Neo-Kantians” (Obolevich, 2014, p. 62).
She points out that Frank’s Neo-Kantianism
is most apparent “in his long essay ‘On Criti-
cal Idealism’, published in 1904 in the journal
‘Mir bozhiy" ['God’s World’]” (ibid., p. 63). She
also believes that Neo-Kantianism was a neces-
sary stepping-stone in the evolution of Frank’s
philosophy which helped him to overcome his
early enthusiasm for Marxism (Tsygankov and
Oboelevich, 2019, p. 9; see also Obolevich, 2017,
pp- 3-11).

At least two things, identical in form but to-
tally different in content, warrant a comparison
between Frank and German Neo-Kantianism.
Above all it is the shared interest of the Russian



jocodpa 1 ero HeMeIKMX KoJijler K TeOpuwu IIo-
3HaHM4, a TakKXe IPUCTaJIbHBIN MHTepec K u-
nocodpum Hukomas Kpebca (Kysanckoro). ITosto-
MY BO3HMKaeT HeOOXO[AVMOCTh B OoJlee TOUHOM 1
IIpeIMeTHOM OTBeTe Ha BOIIPOC, B KAKOM CMBICIIe
I MOXKHO JIV BOOOIIIe BeCTV peub O HeOKaHTVAaH-
CTBe PYCCKOTO MBICJIUTeJIs, IyCTh M Ha OIIpeje-
JIEHHOM — JIOCTaTOYHO KOPOTKOM — OTpe3Ke ero
TBOpYecKovt bvorpadum.

CucremMHOCTB p110c0PCKMX IOCTPOCHMUL

Crrenyer moguepkHyTh, uTo (DpaHK BbIIEIIA-
eTCs Cpely BCexX PYCCKMX PeJIMITO3HBIX PUIIOCO-
doB B IepByI0 O4eperlb CMpo20Cbio VI CUCTEMHO-
cThIO cBOMX vutocodpckmx KoHuernmmit. Hecrry-
yartto B. B. 3enpkoBckuit B cBoent «Vcropum pyc-
ckovt pustocodpmir» oTMedaeT: «OIbIT HOAJIVHHON
cuctembl Beceenyncerpa HaxonuM Met y C.J1. dpan-
Ka... <...> Ml nmeem B npowmsseneHnsax Opan-
Ka O4eHb CTPOVHYIO, IIPOAyMaHHYIO CHUCTEMY...»
(3enpkobckum, 2001, c. 801—802). A uyTh masee
nobasirsteT: «J Oe3 kosjebaHMA HOJDKeH cKasaThb,
4TO cynTaro crucreMy dpaHKa caMbIM 3HAYMTEIb-
HBIM U IJIyOOKMM, YTO MBI HaXOOVIM B PasBUTUM
pycckont cprstocodpmm» (Tam xe, c. 819).

B cosHaTerbHOM CJI€IOBaHWMM CUCTEMHOCTM CO
cropoHbl dDpaHKa HesIb3d He YBUIETb CXOICTBO C
TakuM e crpemsieHneM Bir. Cortobesa. IToaTomy
@®paHKa BIIOJIHE yMecTHO Ha3BaTbh (COJIOBbeBBIM
XX cronerns. V1 ecim CoroBbeB, paTys 3a LieIb-
HOe 3HaHWe, TJIaBHBIMI CBOVIMV ITPOTMBHMKAMM
BUIEJT TIO3UTUBUCTOB 1 oTuacTu KaHTa Kak ajierr-
TOB OTBJIEUEHHOI'o 3HaHMs, To y PpaHKa TaKMMU
VI IVICTIYECKMMVL «IIO3UTMBUCTAMI» CTAHOBSIT-
Csl HeMelK1e IIIKOJIbI HeOKaHTMaHCTBa.

Uexonst m3 omgHOro akra CUCTEeMHOCTU u-
nocodpun @paHKa He cJleyeT CYMUTaTh, YTO OH B
KaKOVI-TO MOMEHT CBO€eVI TBOpYeCKOu Ovorpadpmn
ObLI HEOKaHTVIAHIIEM 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, B IIOCIIe-
ZIyIOIIeM BBIHY>KIIeH ObUI IIpeoiosieBaTh CBOe He-
oKaHTMaHCTBO. KOHeUHO, Helb3d OTpuUIlaTh Ove-
BUIHOE pPacIojIoKeHVe PYCCKOrO MBICIIUTeNIS K
yueHnto KaHTa 1 HeMelK1X HeOKaHTVMaHIIeB, 0CO-
OeHHO B paHHWII IIEPVIO], CTAHOBJIEHW ero puIto-
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philosopher and his German colleagues in the
theory of cognition and the philosophy of Nich-
olas of Cusa. This prompts the need to take a
closer look at the question in what sense, if at
all, we can talk about Frank’s Neo-Kantianism,
even within a relatively short stretch of his cre-
ative biography.

Systemic Character
of Philosophical Thinking

It is important to stress that Frank stands out
among Russian religious philosophers on ac-
count of the rigour and systemic character of his
philosophical concepts. Vasily V. Zenkovsky
(1967, pp. 852-853) notes in in his History of
Russian Philosophy that “We find an attempt at a
genuine system of All-Unity?in S. L. Frank [...].
His works represent a well-constructed and
well-thought-out system [...].” Further on, he
adds, “I feel obliged to say without hesitation
that I consider Frank’s the most significant and
profound system in the history of Russian phi-
losophy [...]” (ibid., p. 871).

Frank’s commitment to systematicity makes
one think of a similar commitment of Vladimir
Solovyov, such that Frank can well be called a
twentieth-century Solovyov. While Solovyov,
in advocating holistic knowledge, saw his ene-
mies in Positivists and partly in Kant as adepts
of detached knowledge, for Frank such idealis-
tic “Positivists” were the German Neo-Kantian
schools.

It does not follow from the single fact that
Frank’s philosophy is systemic that at a cer-
tain point in his biography he was a Neo-Kant-
ian and, accordingly, later had to overcome
it. Of course, he was without a doubt favour-
ably disposed toward Kant’s teaching and

2 Corrected by Editor.



B. H. benos

codpum (1903—1908), korga oH ypesIsieT JoCTaTou-
HO IIPUCTaJIbHOE BHMMaHVEe TeOpeTUKO-TI03HaBa-
TeJIbHBIM TIOCTPOEHMSIM HeOKaHTMAHIIeB U IIOf-
IepXMBaeT MX CTpemyieHMe K (popMMpOBaHMIO
Hay4YHOV peasIbHOCTV IIOCPEICTBOM JIOTMYeCKMX
MHCTpyMeHTOB. Ho 371eck Xe criefiyeT ykasaTb U
Ha TO, UTO 3TWUYECKVE, SCTeTIYECKIe VI COLVaIb-
HO-TIOJIINTUYECKIE MIeV HEeMEIKMX HeOKaHTVaH-
1IeB> He BBI3BIBAJINI Y PyccKoro dmiocoda HUKa-
koro mHTepeca. [losTtomy Oosiee cripaBemyIBO B
JaHHOM CJIy4ae BeCTV peub He O HeOKaHTVMaHCTBe
@dpaHKa, a 0 3HAUNTEIILHOM BJIVISTHUV HEMEIIKOTO
HEOKaHTMAaHCTBA Ha CTaHOBJIeHVEe (PVII0COdCKON
MIO3UIINI PYCCKOTO MBICJINTEJIS B TIEPUO]] €0 yue-
HIYeCTBa, KOTOpOe IIOMOIJIO eMy YOeIUThCs B VC-
TUHHOCTV WIeaJIVICTUYeCKOV, a He MaTepuasiv-
CTVUECKOV (MapKCUCTCKOV) IIKOJIBI B (prstocopmm
(cm., Hamp.: Swoboda, 1995, p. 259, 270—271).

Eci1u1 >)xe TOBOPUTE He O pas3/IMUHBIX STaIlax CTa-
HoBJIeHMsE dprtocodpum PpaHKa 1 BIUSHUAX Ha
Hero B 3TW IePUOIbl PasIMIHbIX Prytocodckmx
IIIKOJI VI HaIIpaBJIeHN ], a O ero pryiocodcKovt KOH-
LIENIIIVIV KaK I1eJIOCTHOM y4eHUM, TO CJIeAyeT Ipu-
3HATh, UTO OHA IIPVHAIJIEXUT IPYyTOVI, HEXXeJIu He-
OKaHTMaHCTBO, TPAIUIIN 1 OOpallieHVe pycCKOro
MBICJIUTEIA K aHaJIN3y TeX VIV VHBIX yTBepXKie-
HUV OpeacTaBUTesIeV HEOKaHTUMAHCKMX IITKOJT 3a-
BEIOMO COIIPSDKEHO C KPUTWYECKVIM HAaCTPOeM U
HeCVICTEMHOCTBIO TaKOro aHam3a. PpaHK I101x0-
IOWUT K aHaJIN3y OTHEeIbHBIX aclleKTOB y4eHWs He-
MeIIKVIX HEOKaHTMAHIIEB C y>Ke TOTOBBIMU OIleH-
KaMM, 9YTO, KOHEUHO, ITpeBpalliaeT 3TOT IIPOLlecC B
MaJIO3HauvaIlMil MOMEHT ero MCCJIeIOBaHMIL. TeM
He MeHee TO, 9YTO 00e dprIocodpcKme KOHIIEIIINI
CUCTEMHBI M ONMPAIOTCS Ha TEOPUIO ITO3HaAHMS,
JlaeT HaM OCHOBaHVIE JIJIsI CPAaBHEHMSI.

Heckosibko orpy0sigst M cxeMaTusupys, 3THU
KOHIIEIIIY CJIeflyeT 0003HauMUTh KaK CyOCTaHIIN-
JIBHYIO U MeTapm3M4ecKyIo y PycCKOro ¢pomioco-

2B cBoelt cTaTbe S WCIOJIB3YIO Yy3KOe IIOHSTUS He-
MEIIKOTO HeOKaHTMAHCTBAa, KOTOpoe BKIIIOYaeT B ceds
drtocodckme KOHITENITNIM TOJIBKO IBYX OCHOBHBIX HeO-
KaHTMaHCKMX IIKoJI — MapOyprckovt n banmenckor, v mo-
3TOMYy He IIPMHMMAIO BO BHMMaHVIe BivsiHne Ha PpaHka
mment I'. Summertst vy A. Puos.
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Neo-Kantians, especially in the early stages of
his philosophical career (1903 —1908) when he
showed considerable interest in the theoreti-
cal-cognitive ideas of Neo-Kantians and sup-
ported their commitment to forming scientific
reality through logical instruments. But it has
to be said that he showed no interest in the
ethical, aesthetic and socio-political ideas of
German Neo-Kantians.> So we should rather
not be talking about Frank’s Neo-Kantianism,
but about a significant influence of German
Neo-Kantianism on the formation of Frank’s
philosophical position during his formative pe-
riod, which convinced him of the superior va-
lidity of the idealistic over the materialistic
(Marxist) philosophy (see, for example, Swobo-
da, 1995, pp. 259, 270-271).

If we leave aside the stages in the develop-
ment of Frank’s philosophy and the philosoph-
ical schools and currents that influenced him
during those periods and concentrate rath-
er on his philosophical conception as an in-
tegral doctrine it has to be admitted that it
belongs to a tradition other than Neo-Kantian-
ism. Furthermore, if Frank turns to the analy-
sis of certain tenets of the representatives of
Neo-Kantian schools, one can be sure that his
intent is critical and his analysis is unsystem-
atic. Frank approaches specific aspects of Ger-
man Neo-Kantianism with pat answers which,
of course, turns the process into an insignif-
icant aspect of his research. Even so, the fact
that both philosophical concepts are systemic
and are based on the theory of cognition gives
grounds for comparison.

Roughly, it can be said that Frank’s sys-
tem is substantial and metaphysical while

* In this article I use the concept of German Neo-Kan-
tianism in the narrow sense, i.e. the philosophical con-
cepts of the two main Neo-Kantian schools of Marburg
and the South-West, ignoring the influence on Frank of
Georg Simmel or Alois Riehl.



da n peAIMOHHYI0 U TPaHCIEeHAEHTAIBHYIO Y
HeoKaHTMaHIIeB. ITo OosIbIIoMy cuyeTy 1 HeOKaH-
THaHIIEl, ¥ PpaHK IPUHMMAaIIV BO BHUMaHMe KakK
IpeIMeTHOe ObITVe, TaK M XapaKTep OTHOIIeHWs
MeX/Iy IpefMeTaMi, HO PV 3TOM B CBOMX yue-
HUSIX JIeJIaJIvl pa3Hble aKIIeHTBI: eCIIN ISl PyCCKO-
IO MBICJIVTEJIS TPUOPUTETHBIM CTAHOBUTCS IIpesl-
MeTHOe ObITie, KOTOpOe JIeTePMUHMPYET Xapak-
Tep ero CBsi3V KaK BHYTPW, TaK ¥ BHe IIpeMeTa, U
IIO9TOMY 371eCh JIOMMHUPYeT CyOBeKT, ero BEIOOp
VL €er0 CBOEBOJIVIE, 1IeJIb KOTOPOro — AOCOIIIOT, TO
1711 HeOKAHTVAHIIEB IIPUOPUTET VIMeeT JesTellb-
HOCTb (IIO3HaBaTeIbHAs, KYJIBTypHasl), caM IIpo-
11ecC, KOTOPBIVI M IPUOOIIAeT V30IMPOBAHHOIO
cyObekTa K 1esiomy. VI ToJibko uepes mipmoOiiieHe
K IIeJIOMY, 110 MHEHMIO HeMeIKMX HeOKaHTVAaH-
11eB, 0cOOeHHO MapOyprcKoro Harpas/ieHMs, Mbl
B CJIeAyIOlleM BO3BpallleHUN K CyObeKTy wm3be-
XVIM CyOBeKTUBHOro cBoeBoivis. CrieioBaTesIbHO,
aKIIeHT HeMelIKIX HeOKaHTVaHIIeB Ha ITPoIleccy-
aJIBHOCTV, TIPVOPUTET MOMEHTAa OTHOIIIEHVIST MeX-
Iy IIpeIMeTaMU Ileper] CaMUMU IIpeaMeTaMy —
3TO He JIBVDKeHVe B IyPHYI0 OeCKOHeYHOCTh, HO
TOT MOHOJIYaJIICTUYeCKUII IIPOLIeCC UeJTHOUHOTO
IBVDKEHMSI MeXIly CyOBbeKTOM ¥ KYJIBTYpPOWl, Ife
JINIIB KYJIBTYpa o0s1ajiaeT MHCTPYMEeHTOM MOHM3-
Ma, oObeIHeHNs, a JeJIoBeK IIpuodpeTaeT 3TOT
VMHCTPYMEHT, TOJIBKO ITpro0IIasch K KyJIbType, He
pacTBOpsisCh B HeVl OKOHYaTeJIbHO.

Taxum 0Opa3om, MBI MOXeM yKa3aThb Ha Xapak-
Tep OIIpeHesIeHHOIO CXOACTBA B METOHOJIOrYe-
CKMX TIOIXOHaX PYCCKOro ¢procoda v HeMeITKIX
HEOKAHTMAHIIEB — 3TO TaK Has3bIBaeMoe BUTAHVEe
HaJl MHOXX€CTBEHHOCTBIO, a VIMEHHO IIOVICK TOTO
€IIVIHCTBA, KOTOPO€e CTPEMUTCS He PaCTBOPUTD VH-
IOVBUIIyaJIbHOE BO MHOXXECTBEHHOM, HO U He pe-
OyIIMPOBAaTh MHOXECTBEHHOE K MOHOJIOTTYHOMY
€IIVIHOMY.

Y ®panka akneHT B MO3HaHWUM IEPEeHOCUTCS
C TIpo0JIeMBI TOCTOBEPHOCTM WM WICTMHHOCTM Ha
mpobrieMy enyHCTBa oObeKTa 1 CyOBeKTa, KOTO-
poe atipropu 1 obecriedrBaeT pe3ysIbTaTy O3Ha-
HVISI, TO €CTh 3HaHWIO, VICKOMBIE JIOCTOBEPHOCTH T
VICTVHHOCTB. BoJiee TOro, MMeHHO 3TO €HVHCTBO
U MOXeT rapaHTMPOBaTh 3HAHUIO €ro VICKOMBIe
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the Neo-Kantian one is relational and tran-
scendental. At the end of the day both the
Neo-Kantians and Frank took into account
both objective being and the character of re-
lations between objects, but they placed the
accents differently: while Frank focuses on
objective being which determines the charac-
ter of its links inside and outside the object, so
that the subject, his/her choice and volition —
whose aim is the Absolute — dominates, the
Neo-Kantians give priority to activity (cogni-
tive, cultural) and to the actual process, which
makes an isolated subject part of a whole. It is
only by becoming part of a whole, the German
(especially Marburg) Neo-Kantians argue, that
we can avoid subjective wilfulness when we
revisit the subject. Consequently, the empha-
sis of the German Neo-Kantians on the process,
the priority of the relationship between objects
as distinct from the objects themselves is not
a movement toward inchoate infinity, but the
mono-dualistic process of shuttling between
the subject and culture where only culture pos-
sesses the instrument of monism, unification,
while the human being obtains this instrument
only by becoming part of culture though not
becoming totally dissolved in it.

Thus, we can point to a certain similarity be-
tween the methodological approaches of Frank
and the German Neo-Kantians, a hovering over
multiplicity, i.e. the search for a kind of unity
that does not seek to dissolve the individual in
the multiple, nor does it seek to reduce the mul-
tiple to monologic unity.

Frank shifts the accent in cognition from
the problem of authenticity and veracity to the
problem of the unity between object and subject
which a priori ensures the authenticity and ve-
racity of the result of cognition, i.e. knowledge.
Moreover, this unity alone can guarantee the
desired characteristics of knowledge. The unity,
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XapaKTePUCTUKN. A 3TO €IMHCTBO, B CBOIO Oue-
peny, TpedyeT, YTOOBI M 3HaHME OBIJIO abCOIIOT-
HBIM 1 Oe3rpaHMYHBIM, TO €CTh He OrpaHNYVBa-
JIOCH JIVIIIEL OOJIaCThIO TIO3HAHHOI'O, HO BKJIIOYAJIO
B ce0s1 11 00JIacTh elrle He TIO3HAHHOTO (ITOCTVIXKMI-
MOTI0) ¥ HUKOITIa He TIOCTVDKMMOro. CoOCTBEHHO,
o0cy>kIeHe BOIIpoca O Oe3r paHMYHOCTYI 3HAHWS,
TO €CTh HEeBO3MOXKHOCTY J1JII 3HAHWS YCTAaHOBUTD
T'PaHMIIBI PALVIOHATIBHOCTYI, HEOOXOIVIMO PyCCKO-
My dwtocody 11714 yTBep>KIeHMs KaK pa3 Hellpeo-
JIOJIVIMOVI €70 OTPaHWYEeHHOCTV, TIOCKOJIBKY B HEM
BCerjia OCTaHeTCsI HelIOCTVKMMOCTE bora.

He Tak 511 m y HeOKaHTWMAHIIEB, IIPEXIe BCe-
ro MapOypxiies? Eie He Io3HaHHOe BBICTYyIIa-
€T y HuX TeM X, TOV 3arajikovi, KOTopasl B [I03Ha-
HUV CTAHOBUTCS VIMITYJIBCOM K CAMOMY ITPOLIeCCY
niosHaHMs. He Oynp ee, cyliecTBoBaHMe yesioBeKa
ro3HaHMs Obl 11 He TpeOosasio. I ecsiv oHM TOBO-
PAT 0 OeCKOHEYHOCTM IIpoliecca TIO3HAHVIS, TO He
CBUJIETEIIBCTBYET JIM 5TO VI O TOM, YTO HEIOCTU-
JKVIMOe a0COJTIOTHO ¥ HMKOITIa He OyzeT o KOHIIA
pasragaHo?

Mertadmsmaecknin ~ xapakrep — dvtocodpum
@®paHKa pacKpbIBaeTcs B OHTOJIOITYECKOM JIOKa-
3aTesIbcTBe ObITNSA bora®, mpmobperaromem y pyc-
CKOTO MBICJIATEIS 3HAYEHVe YHVIBEPCAIIBHOIO OH-
TOJIOTMYECKOI'O JI0Ka3aTe/IbcTBa HeoOXOMMMOCTI
cylecTBoBaHMs AOCOIIIOTa, WCTMHA KOTOPOTO
CBEPX3MITMPUYHA 1 CBepXpPallIOHAJIbHA, & [IOTOMY
OHA HMKaK He IOCTUraeMa HY B HallleM IIOBCell-
HEBHOM OIIbITe, HV B HAIIIVIX JIOTVYECKVX IIOCTPO-
€HISIX, HO B TO JKe BpeMsl HeOOXOIMMO JleTepMU-
HVPYeT ¥ OIIBIT, U JIOTVKY. V1 ecyi MBI cripocmm,
4TO OOYCIIOB/IVIBAET WIIV POXKIAET 3Ty IOCTIeTHIO0
HeOOXOIVIMOCTB, IIOCKOJIBKY OHa He dpaKTudecKasi,
He JIOTMYecKasl, He KaTeropmdeckas, He arloIyK-
TU49ecKas, To oTBeT PpaHK JaeT OITSITh JKe pariy-
OHAJIPHO-JIOTMYeCKM IIyCTOV: 3TO — IIepBUYHAas,
v abcormtoTHass HeobxoayMocTe. Tlo cytu ferna,
3/1eCh MBI IM€eM ITpYIMep TeTeposIory HeOKaHT V-
aHCTBa, KOTOPYIO IIPMHAJIJIEXaBIIVe K 9TOMy Ha-
HpaBJIeHNIO0 (PYIIOCOdBI pasBUBaIV B IIPOTMBOBEC

® CpaBHUTEJIBHBIN aHA/IN3 BceX TeKcToB PpaHKa, B KOTO-
PBIX IIPEeIICTaBIeHO ero OHTOJIOIMYecKoe J0Ka3aTeIbCTBO,
ocy1ecTsIIeH B crathbe: (Obosesmy, Lipirankos, 2017).
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in turn, demands that knowledge be absolute
and infinite, i.e. is not confined to the realm of
what is known, but includes the area of what is
not yet known (fathomed) and what can never
be fathomed. In effect, Frank needs to discuss
the question of limitless knowledge, i.e. the im-
possibility for knowledge to set the boundaries
of rationality in order to affirm its insurmount-
able limitation since God will always remain
inscrutable.

Is this not also the case with the Neo-Kant-
ians? What is yet to be known for them is X,
the riddle which in cognition is an impulse for
the process of cognition. Without it, human
existence would not require cognition. If they
say that the process of cognition is infinite,
does it not attest to the fact that the unfath-
omable is absolute and will never be solved to
the end?

The metaphysical character of Frank’s phi-
losophy is revealed in the ontological proof
of God’s existence,* which with him becomes
a universal ontological proof of the necessi-
ty of the existence of the Absolute, the truth
of which is supra-empirical and supra-ratio-
nal, so that it is unfathomable in our day-to-
day experience and logical schemes, but at the
same time determines both experience and log-
ic. If we ask what conditions or gives rise to
this necessity because it is neither factual nor
logical, nor categorical, nor apodictic, Frank’s
answer is again rationally and logically emp-
ty: it is primary, or absolute necessity. Indeed,
we have here an example of the heterology of
Neo-Kantianism which it developed as a coun-
terweight to Hegelian dialectics. Thomas Aqui-
nas bases his proof on the principle that God
is the limit of infinity, embracing as He does

* For a comparative analysis of all Frank’s texts in which
his ontological proof is presented see Obolevich and
Tsygankov (2017, pp. 99-115).



rerejieBCKOV uajieKTuke. Ecim mokasarenbcTBa
@®oMbl AKBMHCKOI'O CTPOSATCS Ha IIPUHLINIIE yCTa-
HOBJIEHISI IIpefiela OeckoHeuHOMY B Jmile bora,
KOTOPBINI 00beMIeT OeCKOHEUHBINT psfl M B Hava-
jle B Ka4ecTBe IIepBOIPUYIMHBI OECKOHEeYHOV CMe-
HbI IPUYMH W CJIE[CTBUV, VI B KOHIIe B KauecTBe
BBICIIIEV! 11es1, TO PpaHK CTpeMUTCs yCTaHOBUTD
IIPUHIIUII CaMOro IIpollecca TaKOro OecKOHeYHO-
rO PasBUTH, IIPUUYEM B OT/IMYME OT rerejleBCKON
IVaJIeKTVKY OMHApHOTO CHATUS PYCCKU MBICIIV-
TeJIb 3a/leVICTBYeT TO TpeTbe eIVMHCTBO, KOTOpoe
He CHMMaeT IIpeJIIecTBYIOITyI0 OMHApHOCTD, HO
ee obOyciopimBaeT. OgHAKO cilelyeT Takxke ITOf-
YepKHYTh, 4TO PpaHK MbITA€TCS YTBEPANUTD eIVH-
CTBO OHTOJIOI'MYECKOr0 ¥ THOCEOJIONMUYECKOro Kak
OnHapHOro. Takoe eVHCTBO He CHMMAET OIIIIO3U-
L0 OHTOJIOIMYECKOrO ¥ THOCEOJIOIMYECKOro, TEM
Oorlee He pemyIVIpyeT OIHO K JPYyTroMy, HO BBIXO-
IINAT 3a MIX paMKM B 0071acTh MeTapM3MKI, UTO yKe
OTHO3HAYHO MOXeT OBbITh OIlpeJiesieHO Kak ITpefl-
MeT Bepbl, a He XM3HEHHOr'O OITbITa WJIN JIOTMYe-
CKUX PacCy>KIeHWUVAL. Vka3biBasg Ha POOCTBO TAaKOM
drtocodckort MeTadpU3MKIL 1 PEJTUTIO3HOV Bepbl,
durocod oTMmedaeT: «ABCOIIOTHOE, MHTYUTUBHO,
BHYTPEHHVM OIIBITOM IIOCTUTaeMoe OBITie, Kak
€IVIHCTBO OBITVIS VI 3HAHVISI, — DTO IIOHSITVIE, JIeXKa-
I1ee B OCHOBE OHTOJIOIMUYECKOro JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBA,
COBIIAZIAET C TOVI TAaMHCTBEHHOV CE€PILIEBVTHON ObI-
TV, KOTOpas pacKpbIBaeTcs B XKVMBOM JIMYHOM pe-
JINTVIO3HOM OIIBITE, KaK bor» (Ppank, 1972, c. 142).

HeokaHTMaHITEI CcTpeMATCS TakKXe B JIOTU-
Ke CTaHOBJIEHWS YWTHU OT rereleBCKOro IIpuHIIN-
IIa OTPULIAHMS, IIPUBOISIIETO K eIVHCTBY 4epes3
IIPVHLINIT CHATWS, VIV IIPeoioieHns], OrHapHO-
ct. 'eresib 3aKJ1azibIBaeT IIpolieccyabHOCTh B Ha-
yajle, HO BbIHY)X/IeH OCTaHOBUTD ee B KOHIIEe B BuJIe
abcormroTHOM MpIen, 1abbl 13bexaTh 1ypHOM Oec-
KOHEYHOCTVI, He VIMEIOITIeVI IeTePMIHAHT HY B Ha-
Jajle, HM B KOHIle. HeokaHTMaHIIbI IIOHBITAIVICE
HepeBepHyTh IVpaMUly AVaIeKTUUYecKoV JIOrv-
Ku1 [eress, OTKpeIB B OECKOHEYHOCTH MOMEHT 3a-
BepIIeHsI, HO yOpaB MOMeHT IypHOV OecKoHeu-
HOCTM 4epe3 ollpefiesieHe IiepBoHavasia 3To JIo-
T'VIKVI VI OJTHOBPEeMEeHHO JOOMBIIVICh HeMeTadp3n-
YecKoro xapakTepa 3TOro IeppoHauasa. To ecTs,
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an infinite series, in the beginning as the pri-
mary cause of the infinite succession of caus-
es and effects and at the end as the supreme
goal. Frank, by contrast, tries to establish the
principle of the process of infinite develop-
ment, of setting the limit to the infinite devel-
opment and, unlike the Hegelian dialectics of
binary sublation, Frank brings in a third unity
which does not sublate but conditions the pre-
vious binarism. Such unity does not remove
the opposition of the ontological and epistemo-
logical, still less reduces one to the other, but
goes beyond their framework into the realm of
metaphysics, which can safely be defined as a
matter of faith and not life experience or logical
reasoning. Pointing to the similarity between
such philosophical metaphysics and religious
faith Frank (1972, p. 142) writes: “The abso-
lute being fathomed intuitively, through inner
experience as the unity of being and knowl-
edge, is a concept that underpins the ontolog-
ical proof and coincides with the mysterious
core of being which is revealed as God in actu-
al personal religious experience.”
Neo-Kantians also seek, in the logic of be-
coming, to depart from the Hegelian principle
of negation which leads to unity through the
principle of sublation or overcoming of bina-
rism. Hegel places processuality at the begin-
ning but is forced to bring it to a conclusion in
the end in the shape of the absolute idea in or-
der to avoid inchoate infinity, which has no de-
terminants either at the beginning or the end.
The Neo-Kantians tried to overturn the pyra-
mid of Hegel’s dialectical logic, opening the
end into infinity but removing the moment of
inchoate infinity through a definition of the ori-
gin of this logic and simultaneously achieving a
non-metaphysical character of this origin. In ef-
fect, they put the single principle at its founda-
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IIO CYTW, OHV IIOJIOKWIV B €e OCHOBaHUe eV HOe
HayaJlo, HO He MOHWCTIYecKoe, a OMHapHoe, J1Bye-
IaMHOe, 00ecrIeuB HEIIPOTUBOPEUNBOE €IVIHCTBO
OHTOJIOTMTYEeCKOTO ¥ THOCEOJIOT TYeCKOTrO.

X. KpariHeH oTmedaeT, 4TO IlepBOHAYasIO Y
I'enpuxa Pukkepra

BBbIKa3bIBaeT cebsl Kak yCTpOeHHOe reTepoTeTid-
Ho. CoIylacHO reTepOoTeTYHOMY PVHIINITY, MU-
HVIMYM JIOTVYeCKOVI ITPeIMeTHOCTV COCTOUT M3
MomeHToB Opnoro n pyroro. JIro6oe mebminie-
Hye ecTb oTHeceHue Opnoro x [Ipyromy, ymoboe
ITIOMBICJIEHHOe eCTh OTHoOIIleHue. Yucras rerepo-
TeHHOCTb KOHCTUTYVPYeT MBbIIUIeHe YMCTO KaK
otHomreHne. Cdepa 4MCTOV reTepOreHHOCTH JI0-
TVYecKy HpeIIecTByeT cdepe OIrpesiesisioero
MBIIIUIeHNs, KoTopasi y Pukkepra ectb cdepa
cyxnenns (Krijnen, 2022, S. 102; cp.: Kparzes,
2020, c. 55—56)*.

He coryaceH ¢ TakuM orrpeyiesieHvieM XapakTe-
pa cyxnenns Pukkepra Iepman KoreH, KoTophbii
IiojlaraeT, UTO TeTepPOreHHOCTh He IIpe/lIIecTByeT,
HO COCTaBJIseT CYIIeCTBO camoro cyxneHms. Ko-
T'eH I10JIaraeT, YTO CMHTe3, OCYIIeCTBIIAeMbIV B CY-
JKIeHUM, eCTh AVasleKTUYecKuil Ipoliecc, coxpa-
HSIOMNI B cebe Kak oObeMHeHNe, TaK 1 pasbe-
nvHeHre. OH yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, YTO «CUHTe3 BCe
JKe He gBJIsIeTCs TOJIBKO oIlepaliyeri ¢ TaK Ha3blBa-
eMBbIM 00bIYHO efHCTBOM. C1HTe3 e/IMHCTBa ecTh
CTOJIb Xe pasbeViHeHe, CKOJIb Y O0beHeHVe»
(Cohen, 1922, S. 61).

HocTturaemoe B mpoliecce IPOM3BOICTBA CY-
KAeHusl ednHCTBO KoreH cymraeT He MOHOJIOIM-
YeCcKMM, HO e[IMHCTBOM, COXPaHSIOIIM V1 MHOXe-
CTBeHHOCTb. TakymM oOpa3oM, He TOJIIBKO caM IIpo-

* Poccnmickuit dpwtocod C. V1. I'eccer obo3HauaeT mpuH-
LIUIT TeTepOoJIOTMM, IIpelylaraeMbIil B ITO3IHMX paboTax
ero yumressi Pukkepra, «Kak IIOMBITKY CMHTe3a pasyMa
Y VIHTYWULMY, MOHWM3MA ¥ IUIOPAIN3Ma, PalliOHAJIN3-
Ma ¥ MpparyoHaIM3Ma» 1 Ho0aBIIIeT, YTO «eCiIn CyIlle-
cTBO “rereposiornm” BUJIETh B TOM, YTO IIPOTMBOOOPCTBO
IBYX Ha4aJl OHa IIpeBpalliaeT B €IVIHCTBO IByX MOMEHTOB
¥ 9TO 1715 Hee “OfIHO” II0CTUTaeT M coXpaHseT cedsl Kak
TO >Ke caMoe JIMIITb Yepe3 OOHapy keHMe B HeM “Ipyroro”,
TO MOXKHO CKasaTbh, YTO B HeVl B CYIIHOCTV OOHOBIISETCS
BEYHBIVT MOTVB (PMIIOCOCKOVI MBICIIV, MOTWB IIMaJIeKTH-
kn...» (Feccen, 1995, c. 21).

tion, but it is not monistic but binary to ensure
a non-contradictory unity of the ontological
and the epistemological.

Christian Krijnen (2022, p. 102) writes that
with Heinrich Rickert

[t]he origin manifests itself as heterothetically
structured. According to the heterothetic prin-
ciple’ the minimum of logical objectness is One
and Other. All thinking is a relating of the One
to the Other, anything thought is a relation.
Pure heterogeneity constitutes thinking purely
as a relationship. The sphere of pure heteroge-
neity logically precedes the sphere of determin-
ing thinking which for Rickert is the sphere of
judgment.®

This definition of the character of judgment
by Rickert is challenged by Herman Cohen who
believes that heterogeneity does not precede
but constitutes the essence of a judgment. Co-
hen considers the synthesis effected in a judg-
ment to be a dialectical process which preserves
both unification and separation. He points out
that “synthesis, after all, is not only the opera-
tion with what is usually called unity. Synthesis
of unity is as much a disjoining as it is a join-
ing”” (Cohen, 1922, p. 61).

® The Russian philosopher Sergey Hessen (1995, p. 21)
describes the principle of heterology proposed in the
later works of his teacher, Rickert, as “an attempt to syn-
thesise reason and intuition, monism and pluralism, ra-
tionalism and irrationalism”, adding that “if the essence
of ‘heterology’ is that it turns the struggle of two princi-
ples into the unity of two moments, and that “one” fath-
oms and preserves itself as the same thing only through
discovering ‘the other’, it can be said that it essentially
renews the eternal motive of philosophical thought, the
motive of dialectics [...].”

¢ “Der Ursprung erweist sich als heterothetisch verfasst. Ge-
mdfS dem heterothetischen Prinzip besteht das Minimum lo-
gischer Gegenstindlichkeit aus den Momenten des Einen und
des Anderen. Alles Denken ist ein Beziehen des Einen auf das
Andere, alles Gedachte eine Beziehung. Die reine Heteroge-
nitit konstituiert das Denken rein als Beziehung. Die Sphire
reiner Heterogenitit geht der Sphdre des bestimmenden Den-
kens, die bei Rickert die Sphiire des Urteils ist, logisch voran.”
7“[...] doch ist die Synthesis nicht nur die Operation mit der
gewohnlich so genannten Einheit. Die Synthesis der Einheit
ist ebenso Sonderung, wie Vereinigung.”
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11ecc 00pa3oBaHM CyXKIIeHNs, HO U Pe3yJIbTarT ero,
cortacHo Koreny, ocraeTcs HesaBeplIeHHBIM U
HeoKOHYaTeIbHBbIM. OH 3asBIIseT:

B pycite o6ocobrieHMs MBI ymMaeM VIMEHHO
00 akme, KOTOPBIVI COBEpPIIIAETCS M IIOCKOJIBKY
OH coBepiiaercs. Vl Tak e B pycie oObenvHe-
HsL. VI T03TOMY OTHOCUTEITBHO COmePIKaHMS aKT
cumraercs cobepuientbim. COTIIACHO 3TOMY MBI U
IojylaraeM COOTBETCTBYIOIIE COAEeP>KaHMS 3a-
BepIIleHHbIMI. B aTOM 3aKkmodyeHa ormmbka. Obe
IeATeIbHOCTY, KaK VM VX COAepKaHVs, HeJIb3s
HPVBECTU K CTAOVUIBHOMY COCTOSIHVIO B OJHOM
JIIITE HACTOSIIEM, HO MOXKHO VICXOIS M3 aKTy-
QJIPHOTO HACTOSIIIEr0 YCTAHOBUTH OTHOIIIEHVIE B
Oyny1ee, k Oyayiemy. OObeiHeHe He cilemy-
€T MBICJIUTD B KadecTBe COOBITMS, Ube COBepIIe-
HMe 3aKOHYIWIOCH; HO B KauecTBe 340441l 11 B Kaue-
cTBe Measta 3afgaunt... (Ibid., S. 64).

Takum oOpasom, [Isi HeOKaHTMAHIEB Oec-
CMBICJIEHHO BECTV pedb O HeIllO3HaBaeMOM CaMOM
1o ce0e, ITOCKOJIBKY TaM IIpeKpalllaeTcsi BCSIKOe
IBVDKEHVIE MBICJIVI VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OTKPBIBa-
eTCs MPOCTOP I CYOBEKTMBHBIX CIIEKYIISIIVA,
4yeM, IT0 MHEHVIO HeMEeIIK/X HeOKaHTMaHIIEB, 0CO-
OerHO Tpemiar drIocOdPCKMe IOCTPOEeHMs, KO-
TOpPBbIE TIOMEIIA0T B CBO€ OCHOBaHVE VIHTYT/IL[T/IIO,
HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHO YCMaTPUBAIOIIYIO LIeJIOCTHBIV
XapakTep IepBoHavajia MbICi°. HeokaHTMaHITbI
JKe TI0JIaTaloT, YTO O Hello3HAaBaeMOM KaK O I1eJIOM
VIMeeT CMBICII BECTV pedb TOJIBKO Kak 00 X, BBI30Be
171 pa3yMa, BOIIpoce.

duocodpmst Hukomnas Kysasckoro

Broporn MoMeHT, KOTOPBIVI ¢ OUeBUTHOCTBIO MO-
XeT 3apMKCIPOBaTh CXOLCTBO B IIO3UIIVISAX PYCCKO-
ro MBICJIUTEJISI VI HeMelKVX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB, —
3TO ocoboe BHMMaHMe K dutocodpun Hukonas

° B gactHocTH, PukkepT nomuepkmsaeT: «bopsba ¢ or-
BJICUEHHBIMM TIOCTPOEHMSMM BO MMsl MHTYMLIMM OCHO-
BBIBA€TCS Ha MTHOPMPOBAHWMY MCTVHHBIX IIeJIeVT BCSIKOTO
nosHaHMA. IToHATHS CTOIIBb JKe HeoOXOIMMBI 1151 oOpeTe-
HVSI HOBBIX CO3ePIIaHNT, CKOJTh HEOOXOIMMBI CO3epIIaHs
IJISL TOTO, YTOOBI JIOIMYeCKOoe MBIIIUIEHNE IBUTaIoch BIle-
pen» (Puxkeprt, 1925, c. 113).
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Cohen argues that the unity achieved in the
process of producing a judgment is not mono-
logical, but one that preserves plurality. Thus,
according to Cohen, not only the process of
forming a judgment, but its result remains in-

complete and not final. He writes:

In the process of othering we think precisely
about an act which is performed and insofar
as it is being performed. The same is true of
the process of unification. Therefore in terms
of content the act is deemed to be completed.
Accordingly, we consider the corresponding
contents to be completed. Herein lies the
mistake. Neither activity, like their contents,
can be brought to a stable state in the present
but, proceeding from the existing present,
they must be placed in the future, placed in
a relationship with the future. Unification
should not be thought as an event completed;
but as a fask and as an ideal of the task [...]?
(ibid., p. 64).

So, it makes no sense for Neo-Kantians to
discuss the unknowable in itself because here
all movement of thought ceases and, accord-
ingly, space is opened up for subjective spec-
ulations which, in the opinion of the German
Neo-Kantians, is a particular sin of philosoph-
ical constructs based on intuition, which direct-

ly captures the holistic character of the origin

8 “Wir denken ndmlich bei der Richtung der Sonderung an
den Akt, der und sofern er sich vollzieht. Und ebenso bei der
Vereinigung. Und riicksichtlich des Inhalts gilt daher der
Akt als vollzogen. Demgemifs auch denken wir die entspre-
chenden Inhalte als abgeschlossene. Hierin liegt der Fehler.
Beide Titigkeiten und ebenso ihre Inhalte sind nicht in einer
Gegenwart zu stabilieren, sondern aus der aktuellen Gegen-
wart in die Zukunft, zur Zukunft in Beziehung zu setzen.
Die Vereinigung ist nicht als ein Ereignis zu denken, des-
sen Vollzug zum Abschluss gekommen wire; sondern als eine
Aufgabe, und als das Ideal einer Aufgabe [...].”
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Kysanckoro. Hanpumep, 1o maeHmio KoreHa, 611a-
rogaps Tomy, uyTo KysaHerl mepBbIM Cpeny I0371-
HepeHeCCaHCHBIX MBICIIUTeSIeVl «BHOBb HaXOOWT
apuaJHOBY HUTb Hay4HOV dpmtocodmin», OH CTa-
HOBWTCS «He TOJIBKO TIePBBIM BEIVMKMM HEMEITKVIM
dwtocodoM, HO 11 OCHOBaTejIeM HeMeLKo prJIo-
codpum» (Cohen, 1922, S. 32). Beuzy ocodoro wmcciie-
JIOBaTEJILCKOTO MHTEepeca JIPyroro peacTaBuTeIs
MapOy prckoro HeokaHTHAaHCTBa, DpHcTa Kaccupe-
pa, K IepexomgHbIM IleproIaM B MHTEIIIeKTyalb-
HOV vicTopuy EBpoITBI BOBCe He CITy4arHO, UTO OH
onperiesiter KysaHIla «kak ITepBOrO MBICJIMTEIIS
Hosoro Bpemenm» (Kaccupep, 2000, c. 17).

INomuepkmBas 3aciTyTu (Te Xe, 9TO OTMEYaroT 1
HeMellKMe HeoKaHTMaHIIbI) Huxomnas KysaHcko-
ro, KOTOPBIN CyMesl OOBeIVIHUTD «IyXOBHBIE I10-
cTvokeHMs AHTHMYHOCTM 1 CpeHeBeKOBbsl C OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKHBIMM 3aMbIciiamMu Hosoro Bpemenm»
(@pank, 1990, c. 184), ®pank BooO11ie cunTaeT pu-
socodmio KysaHI1a eHCTBEHHO OKa3aBIIIer pe-
IIarolee BIMSHME Ha ero COOCTBEHHYIO ulo-
codpekyro nosuiyio. OH 3asBiIsgeT B OTHOIIEHUN
HEMEITKOTO MBICJTUTEIIST: «[1J1si MeHsI OH B HEKOTO-
pOoM CMBIC/IE €CTh MOVI €OVHCTBEHHBIV y4YMTesIb
drmocodpr» (Tam xe)°.

Onnako B obparmmennn x dnmocodprn Huxo-
nasg KysaHckoro, Tak ke Kak ¥ B OCHOBaHMSX IO-
CTpoeHMs CBOMX PrI0COPCKIX CUCTEM, Y PYCCKO-
ro dusocoda M HeMEIKMX HeOKAaHTMAHIIEB MBI
BUIVMM Cepbe3Hble pa3iMdusd B akleHTax: ecyin
niig @paHka yueHne KysaHIia ecTs yHMBepcab-
HBIV 0Opasel] IPYMIPEHMs TeoJIormYecKmx, du-
JI0COPCKVIX Y MaTeMaTNIeCKMX CMMBOJIOB M ITOMI-
XOZIOB [ YTBEPXKIEeHMs IIpyMaTa abCOTIOTHOTO
ObITVsL, TO MapOyprckme pumocodsl IIpearnodn-
TaIOT IOIUepPKIBaTh IIIyOOKOe, HO BCe-TaKM Orpa-
HIYeHHOe BJIVIIHVIe CBOeTO ITpellllecTBeHHIKa Ha
0CBOOOXKIAIOMIYIOCS OT JIOMVHAHTBI PeIUTUN U,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIPMOOpPeTAIONIYIO Bce OOJIBIITYIO
CaMOCTOSITeJIHOCTD ¥ He3aBUCVIMOCTb Hay YHYIO 1
P1IT0cOPCKY IO MBICIIB.

¢ ITompoOHBIVI aHAMIV3 BCeX acIleKToB oOpameHs DpaHka
K dpwtocodpckmm maesim KysaHila Ha IIpOTSDKEHWMN BCETO
TBOpYecTBa pycckoro dpuiocoda cm.: (Dien, 2005).
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of thought.” Neo-Kantians, by contrast, believe
that the unknowable as a whole can only mean-
ingfully be discussed as X, a challenge for the
reason, a question.

The Philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa

The second fact that definitely points to the
similarity of the positions of Frank and the Ger-
man Neo-Kantians is their particular attention
to the philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa. For ex-
ample, in Cohen’s opinion, because Nicholas of
Cusa was the first late Renaissance thinker “to
recapture the Ariadne thread of scientific phi-
losophy”!® he became “not only the first great
German philosopher, but the founder of Ger-
man philosophy”!* (Cohen, 1922, p. 32). It is no
accident that Ernst Cassirer, another represent-
ative of Marburg Neo-Kantianism who had a
special interest in the intellectual history of Eu-
rope, considered Nicholas of Cusa to be “the
first modern thinker” (Cassirer, 2010, p. 10).

Frank, like the German Neo-Kantians, gave
credit to Nicholas of Cusa for combining “the
spiritual achievements of antiquity and the
Middle Ages with the fundamental problems
of modern times” (Frank, 1983, p. XI), and con-
sidered his philosophy to be the only decisive
influence on his own philosophical views. He
wrote: “In a certain sense he is my only teacher
of philosophy” (ibid.)."

? Rickert (1924, pp. 238-239), for example, stresses: “The
struggle against conceptual constructs in the name of
intuition misconceives the true goals of any cognition.
Concepts are as necessary for obtaining new intuitions
as intuitions are necessary for conceptual thinking to
move forward” (cf. “Der Kampf gegen die begriffliche Kon-
struktion zugunsten der Intuition beruht auf einem Mifs-
verstindnis der Ziele der Erkenntnis. Man braucht ebenso
Begriffe, um neue Anschauungen zu finden, wie man An-
schauungen braucht, um im begrifflichen Denken vorwdrts
zu kommen”).

10.“T...] findet den Ariadnefaden der wissenschaftlicher Philo-
sophie wieder auf [...].”

1 #1...] nicht nur zum ersten deutschen grofien Philosophen,
sondern zum Begriinder der deutschen Philosophie.”

2 For a detailed analysis of all aspects of Frank’s use of
the philosophical ideas of Nicholas of Cusa throughout
his philosophical career see Ehlen (2009, pp. 301-320).



@paHK JlejlaeT aKIeHT Ha TeX orpaHMYeHMaX
JIJI PallVIOHAJILHOCTM, KOTOPbIe BBISBIIAIOTCA B
nosuinm Kysanma no docta ignorantia. CoryacHo
®panky 1 Hukosaro KysaHckoMy, parioHaibHOe
II03HaHVe OKa3bIBaeTCs BTOPWMYHOWM, ITO[ICOOHO
dopmoit mo3HaHMS, HEOOXOAMMOVI TOJIBKO I
TOTr0, YTOOBI IOATOTOBUTH Hallle CO3HaHMe K 0CO-
O6omy akTy HocTvokeHVs ADCOIIIOTa yepes IIpeorio-
JIeHVe BCceX IMIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTEN, K IIepexo1y Ha
«TpaHCpallIOHaJIbHYI0» Mo3uINIo. VIMeHHO onu-
pasch Ha yrBepxneHns Kysaniia, pycckunt dpurio-
cod yKasblBaeT Ha €AVMHCTBEHHYIO BO3MOXXHOCTb
IO3HATh IIPOTMBOPEUNBYIO pealbHOCTh KaK eIy-
HYIO: TOJIBKO IIyTeM IIpeoiojieHusl pas3apoliieH-
HOCTV B CaMOM pallViOHaJIbHOM O3HaHMM, TOJIIBKO
ITyTeM BO3BBIIIIEHVIS HAJl HVIM .

18 HeMelKMX HeOKaHTHMaHIIeB, OCOOeHHO
111 MapOy p>K1ieB, HA0OOPOT, MCHOIb30BaHVe Ma-
TeMaTUYeCcKMX CYMBOJIOB IIPW IIOCTaHOBKe TeOoJIo-
IMYecKnx MmpobsieM 1 B AVCKYCCUSIX TI0 TeoJIOr M-
YecKMM BOIIpOcaM M MX yOemuTeIbHOCTh — CBU-
JIeTeJIbCTBO YKpeIUIeHMs pallVIOHaIVICTUYeCKIX
MO3VILINIL IO TAaKOW CTeleH), YTO pallyiOHa/IbHAas
MBICJIb He ITPOCTO 3alllMIIaeTCsl OT MBIC/IV Bepy-
IOIIeVl VI MppallVIOHaILHOV VJIV ITPOCUT O PaBHO-
IIpaBU C HeVl, HO IIPOV3BOA T 9KCIIaHCHIO Ha Tep-
PUTOPUIO CBOETO CPpeIHEBeKOBOIO OIIIOHeHTa.

[TpyHIMIIVIAIPHBEIMI [IJISE 00eMX CpaBHVBae-
MBIX 37IeCh CTOPOH OKa3bIBaIOTCs 3HaYeH e yYeHMs
Kysan1ia 1151 pasBuTis MaTeMaTVIKM VI Ta POJIb, KO-
TOPYIO OHM eV OTBOIST B CTAHOBJIEHVI COBpPeMeH-
HOro M obpasa dwtocodpckoro 3HaHM. [11s He-

7 OcobeHHO ueTKO mopobHas omopa Ha KysaHckoro un
TpaHCpaIlMOHAIIBHOCTh IpeficTaBieHa y PpaHKa B ero
«HemocTroxumonm». TTpuBeny a1t ToATBEPKITEHNS JTATITH
OITHO M3 TaKVX pacCy>KeHurt dprtocoda: «...TpaHCpariy-
OHaJTbHAs TIO3UIIMS — OyJIydn, B OTHOIIEHUM OOBemy-
HSEMBIX €0 TIPOTUBOPEeYAIIIX OTBJIeUYeHHBIX ITO3HAHMW,
Bumariuem MexOy VUIM HA0 HUMI — caMa I10 cebe ecTb co-
BEPIIIEHHO Ycmonvufoe, TBEPIO ONMpaloIleecs Ha CaMy
nouy peanprocTu cmosmue. O Hem Huxonan Kysanckmi
TOBOPUT: “BeJIMKOe IeJI0 — OBbITh B COCTOSIHUV TBEPIO
YKPeInTLCs B eIMHeHNN ITpoTuBonoioxHocrenn” (Mag-
num est posse se stabiliter figere in coniunctione oppos-
itorum). ...Beakuii okoHuameAvHslil, cnoana 064adebaiouyii
peasbHOCHIbI0 U ell a0ekBamHblil CUHIMe3 HUKO20A He MOJKer
Obmb payUOHAAbHBIM, 4, HAnpomub, Bceeda MpaHcpayuoHa-
aen» (Ppank, 1990, c. 313).
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However, considering the motives for turn-
ing to the philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa and
the grounds for building philosophical sys-
tems we find serious differences of emphasis
between the Russian philosopher and the Ger-
man Neo-Kantians: whereas for Frank the doc-
trine of Nicholas of Cusa is a universal model
for reconciling theological, philosophical and
mathematical symbols and approaches in as-
serting the primacy of absolute being, Marburg
philosophers tend to stress the profound, but
still limited, influence of their predecessor on
scientific and philosophical thought, as it elimi-
nates the dominance of religion and, according-
ly, acquires ever greater independence.

Frank stresses the limitations of rationality
in the views of Nicholas of Cusa due to docta ig-
norantia. He shares his view that rational cogni-
tion turns out to be a secondary, auxiliary form
of cognition which is needed only to prepare
our consciousness for the act of fathoming the
Absolute through overcoming of all opposition
to moving towards a “transrational” position.
Proceeding from this, Frank points to the only
possibility of cognising contradictory reality
as one: only by overcoming the fragmentation
within rational thinking itself, only by rising
above it."?

By contrast, for the German Neo-Kantians,
especially for the Marburgers, the use of math-
ematical symbols in dealing with theological
problems and conducting discussions on the-
ological matters and their potency was evi-
dence that the rationalist position had grown
so strong that rational thought was not only

3 Reliance on Nicholas of Cusa and transrationali-
ty is particularly evident in his book The Unknowable.
Let me quote just one such passage: “[...] this transra-
tional position is completely stable and is rooted in the
very ground of reality, though it is a "hovering’ between
or above mutually contradictory abstract knowledges.
About it Nicholas of Cusa says that ‘it is a great thing
to be able to be firmly rooted in the unity of opposites’
(Magnum est posse se stabiliter figere in coniunctione oppos-
itorum). [...] Every ultimate synthesis that fully captures re-
ality and is adequate to reality can never be rational but is
always transrational” (Frank, 1983, p. 95).
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MEITKOTrO0 HeOKaHTMAHCTBA ¥ 0COOeHHO 1 Map-
Oy prckort MIKOJIBI MaTeMaTHKa 1 MaTeMaTidecKoe
€CTeCTBO3HaHVe BBICTYIIAlOT MealoM Hay4HOCTH
B cdpepe MO3HAHMS, 1 IO3TOMY (pryTocodust, TI0 X
MHEHWIO, CMOXXeT YTBEPINUTH CBOE IIp3BaHVie OBITh
HayKOVi, a TOYHee, METOIOJIOIVIEV HayKi TOJIBKO B
TEeCHOV CBS3M C ee V[easioM, IIPOSICHSIA M OIIpaB-
IbIBast 3TOT mzeasl. [ing dpaHka ke MaTeMaTuKa,
Kak 1 Jro0as ipyTras HayKa, eCTh JIUIIb CPeiCTBO,
uTOOBI (prisTocodprIst MOITIa MOKa3aTh, C OHO CTO-
POHBI, OrpaHMYEeHHOCTh HayYHOI'o 3HaHWS, C APY-
TOVi — 3acBUIIETeILCTBOBAaTh BO3MOXKHOCTB IIpeo-
TI0JIeHVs 3TOV orpaHndeHHOCTH. Kak pa3s 11 Bbl-
TIOJTHEeH S IIOCJIeIHe I 3aJadur, HanbosIee CJIOKHOM
VI B TO >Xe BpeMs TIepCIieKTUBHOM, PyCCKuit puiio-
cod m yBuIeI IIOTeHIIMall B MaTeMaT4ecKIX pac-
cyxpennsax Hukoras Kysanckoro.

BriontHe oueBnmHO, 4TO KaXkgasd M3 paccMaTpu-
BaeMBbIX 3[1eCh CTOPOH 3a/leViICTByeT cBoero KysaH-
na. Y @panka sro Hukonan KysaHckuii, 3aKoH-
YEeHHBIVI Y1 CAMOIOCTATOYHBIVI, paBHO3HAYHBIV KaK
TOMY, UTO OBLJIO JO HEro B 3TOVI TpaguiLnu (Heo-
IUIaTOHM3MY ¥ MoHMcHo Apeonarmry), Tak U
TOMY, YTO CTaJIO IIOCJIe HEro (COJIOBBEBCKOV KOH-
Lenmmy BceeMMHCTBa). OmpeeleHHBIM 00pa3oM
V1 B OLIEHKE CBOETO ITIaBHOI'O «yUUTeJIs» PYyCCKUIA
MBICJIUTEJIb WCIIOIb3yeT CyOCTaHIIMaIbHO-MeTa-
pvsMUecKmI MOAXOM, aOCOITIOTM3MPYIOMINI Iie-
JIOCTHO-TIO3UTMBHBIV 00pa3 KoHenvy Hykomast
Ky3aHckoro, HO MMerOIINI OYeBUIHbIe ITPOOesIbl
B IIOIIBITKAX JeTaIM3aliii 3TOrO IeJIOCTHOrO 00-
pasa. B yacTHOCTH, HeJIb34 He OTMETUTD, UTO IJ1aB-
v npuHoun Kysania — coincidentia opposito-
rum — @DpaHK CTpPeMUTCS pa3BMBaTh He CTOJIBKO
B T'HOCEOJIOTMYeCKOV VJIVI OHTOJIOTMYecKOu Iiep-
CITeKTVBAaX, CKOJIBKO B 3K3VCTEHIIMaJIbHO-TICVIXO-
JIOTVYeCKOM IUIaHe, V1 IIO3TOMY PYCCKOIO MBICIIV-
TeJld B KOHEYHOM WTOre «/HTepecyeT He CTOJb-
KO 3aj1ava JIOrM4eCcKOro paspelleHns IIpoTUBOpe-
YUV, CKOJIBKO PEIIUIVIO3HBIV OIIBIT IIPUMUPEHN
AHTVHOMMYHOCTYI MUPO3[IaHVs B TOPU30OHTE ero
TpaHClIeHIeHTHO-IMMaHeHTHOr O eyHCTBa» ([1y-
s, 2015, c. 80). Hesb3st He cortacuThes 1 ¢ MHe-
HueMm V1. V1. EBjtamiivieBa, KOTOPbIVI HaXOAWUT, YTO
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defending itself against religious and irration-
al thought or claiming equal rights with it, but
was making forays into the territory of its me-
dieval opponent.

Essential for the two views compared here
is the significance of the teaching of Nicholas
of Cusa for the development of mathematics
and the role they assign to it in the evolution
of philosophical knowledge of their time. The
German Neo-Kantians, and in particular the
Marburg school consider mathematics and
mathematical natural science as the ideal of
scientific cognition, such that philosophy, they
maintain, can assert its status as a science, or
rather the methodology of science, only in close
connection with its ideal, clarifying and justify-
ing this ideal. For Frank, however, mathemat-
ics, like any other science, is merely a means by
which philosophy can demonstrate, on the one
hand, the limited character of scientific knowl-
edge and, on the other hand, assert that this
limitation can be overcome. It is for fulfilling
this latter task, the most complicated and at the
same time the most promising one, that Frank
saw the potential in Nicholas of Cusa’s mathe-
matical reasoning.

Obviously, each side considered here enlists
its own Nicholas of Cusa. Frank views him as
complete and self-sufficient, equal both to the
earlier tradition (Neo-Platonism and Dyoni-
sios Areopagita) and to what came after him
(Solovyov’s concept of all-unity). In a way, in
assessing his main “teacher” Frank, too, uses
the substantial-metaphysical approach which
makes an absolute of the holistically-positive
image of the concept of Nicholas of Cusa, while
having obvious problems with detailing this in-
tegral image. In particular, Frank seeks to devel-
op the coincidentia oppositorum principle, which
is key for Nicholas of Cusa, not so much in the
epistemological or ontological perspective, but
in an existential-psychological way; the result
is that Frank at the end of the day “is interest-
ed not so much in the task of logical resolution
of contradictions, as in the religious experience



IaHTeNCTYecKre TeHaeHIM B BocripysaTiy Hu-
kosasg Kysanckoro ®paHKoM, ymasleHMe HOCIIe-
HUM pPOJIM PalVOHAJIBHOIO IIO3HAHMS, IIOJIHOE
pacTBOpeHIMe KOHEUHOI'O 4YeJIOBEYEeCKOro CyIIle-
cTBa B AOCOJTIOTe By T K TOMY, UTO B CBOEVI aIlo-
JIoreTKe MUCTUYeCKoro 3HaHms «PpaHK IocTe-
nenHo ot Hukomnaa Kysanckoro asuraercst K ero
HIpesiIecTBeHHUKY Merictepy DkxapTy» (EBnam-
rues, 2010, c. 128).

Map0Oyprckme HeoKaHTMaHIIBL, TaK ke, KakK U
@®paHK, IpVBETCTBOBaBIIVe oOpareHme Kysan-
I1a K JIOTVKe 1 MaTeMaTVKe B erO TeOJIOrMYecKyX
LITYOMSAX, TJIaBHBIM IIPeMeTOM CBOero aHaIns3a
Y OLIeHKM y4YeHWsl HeMeITKOro KapiyuHasla cesla-
JIX He pe3yJIbTaT, K KOTOPOMY OH IIpWuIIiesl, HO caM
IpoIiecc IOCTVKeH Vs 3TOTO pe3yJibraTa, MeTOIbI 1
IIpVeMBI er0 KOHIIeIITyaJIbHbIX TIocTpoeHuTt. V1 To,
YTO OH JIJTs1 OOBSICHEH S OOTOCITIOBCKVIX VICTVH ITPY-
BJIeK MaTeMaTV4eCcKMI allllapaT, TPaKToBaI He B
10J1b3y aOCOIFOTHOCTY OOrOCIIOBCKMIX VICTVH, HO B
TI0JIb3Y CVJIBI M BCEBJIaCTVSL MaTeMaTMKI U ee MeTO-
TIOJIOTMTYEeCKMX BO3MOXKHOCTeVL. B 11esiom MapOypr-
CKMe HeOKaHTMaHIIBI IoJIarajiy, YTo MaTeMaTuKa
eCTb «MeTOf], eCTeCTBO3HaHMs, Or1arofgapsi KOTOpo-
My eCTeCTBO3HaHWe VM CTaHOBUTCS HayKOW B CTPO-
roM cMblicite» (Cohen, 1984, S. 59). I'lo sTout mprram-
He KpuTudecKas dpvtocodmsi, CTpeMsIasics ObITh
HayYHOW, JOJDKHA «He IIPOCTO OBITH CBSI3AHHOW C
HayKOVI 1 He ITPOCTO C eCTeCTBO3HaHMeM, HO B Ilep-
BYIO O4epellb C MaTeMAaTVKOVI V1 TOJIIBKO uepes3 Hee 11
1PV ee TTOCPEJICTBEe — C ecTecTBO3HaHMEM» (Ibid.)°.
W To, uro KysaHner: BBoauT B Gorociosue mMarema-
TUKY C YAMBUTEIBHON IIOC/IeNOBATeIBHOCTBIO U
yOenmTeIbHOCTHIO, JleJIaeT ero He Oosiee IOCTOVI-
HBIM OOrocJIOBOM, HO IIPOBO3BECTHMKOM HOBOV
3MO0XM IIPUMEeHeHMsI MaTeMaT4ecKx IIpreMoB 1
CrIoco0OB He K OTBJIeYeHHBIM 3HaHMM 0 bore, a K
KOHKPEeTHBIM 3HaHWsAM O ITprpozie. VIMeHHO y Map-
Oyprckmx HeoKaHTHMaHIIEB, a He y PpaHKa, Mbl Ha-

8 [lomuepkmBasi ocoboe 3HaUeHVIe MaTeMaTUKI TS Map-
OypxxuieB, Tomac MopMaH oTMedaeT, 4To «MapOypreKyo
Hay4dHyIo GWI0coPUIO CITeflyeT XapaKTepu3oBaTh Kak
MaTeMaTW4YecKylo Hay4HYyIOo duiocodpmio» (Mormann,
2019, S. 56).
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of reconciling the antinomic character of the
universe in terms of its transcendental-imma-
nent unity” (Dushin, 2015, p. 80). One can con-
cur with the opinion of Igor I. Evlampiev (2010,
p. 128) who claims that pantheistic tendencies
in Frank’s perception of Nicholas of Cusa, his
belittling of the role of rational cognition, the to-
tal dissolution of the finite human being in the
Absolute result in Frank’s apology of mystical
knowledge, “gradually moving toward his pre-
decessor, Meister Eckart”.

Marburg Neo-Kantians who, like Frank,
welcomed Nicholas of Cusa’s use of logic and
mathematics in his theological studies, focused
their analysis and assessments of his teaching
not on the result he arrived at, but on the pro-
cess of achieving that result, the methods he
used to build his conceptual constructs. They
attributed the fact that he resorted to mathe-
matics to explain theological truths not to the
absolute character of theological truths, but to
the omnipotence and methodological poten-
tial of mathematics. On the whole, the Marburg
Neo-Kantians believed that mathematics is “a
method of the natural sciences thanks to which
natural science becomes a science in the strict
sense”!* (Cohen, 1984, p. 59). If it is to be scien-
tific, critical philosophy must “not simply be
linked with science and not simply with natural
science, but first and foremost with mathematics
and only through it and with its help with nat-
ural science”? (ibid.).’* The fact that Nicholas of
Cusa introduces mathematics into theology with
amazing consistency and cogency does not make

1441...] eine Methode der Naturwissenschaft, mit welcher die
Naturwissenschaft in eigentlicher Bedeutung erst Wissen-
schaft wird.”

15#1...] nicht nur schlechthin mit der Wissenschaft Zusam-
menhang hat und auch nicht schlechthin mit der Naturwis-
senschaft, sondern in erster Linie mit der Mathematik, und
erst durch sie, und an ihrer dank mit der Naturwissenschaft.”
16 Stressing the significance of mathematics for the Mar-
burg school, Thomas Mormann (2019, p. 56) notes that
“the Marburg philosophy of science should be charac-
terised as mathematical philosophy of science” (cf. “Es
scheint deshalb passend, die Marburger Wissenschaftsphilo-
sophie als eine mathematische Wissenschaftsphilosophie zu
charakterisieren”).
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XOAVIM yKa3aHVsd Ha PoJib IIPMHIIMIIA «COBIIajle-
HVISL IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTEV» B CO3[IAHMV MCUNCTIE-
HMsl OeCKOHeYHO MasIbIX U AuddepeHITaIbHOro
VICUVCIIeH Vs, XOTs VICTOPUKV MaTeMaTVKW yKa3bl-
BaIOT Ha OrPaHMYEeHHOCTb 3TOV POIII’.

Kpurnka HeokaHTHMaHCTBa
B «IIpepMeTe 3HAaHMA»

ITpexne Bcero B «IIpemmere 3HaHMSA» (1915)
Opocaercsi B I71a3a paKT JIOCTATOYHO CEPbe3HOro
oOpamiernst @paHka K wiocopmm HeMerKmx
HeoKaHTMaHIIeB". MOXXHO YBepeHHO 3asBUTh, YTO
@paHK ObUI XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM CO BCEMW OCHOBHBI-
MM paboTamm oOeyx IIIKOJI HeOKaHTMaHCTBA —
KaK IIepeBeIeHHbIMI, TaK U ellle He IlepeBeieH-
HBIMI Ha PYCCKUII SI3bIK".

Best mecstast riaBa, «BpeMst m 4mCIIO», TIOYTH
TIOJTHOCTBIO TIOCBsITIeHa OlleHKe Tosuimy Map-
Oy PrcKorvt MIKOJIBl B OTHOIIIEHNN YKa3aHHBIX B Ha-
3BaHMM [1aBbl (peHOMeHOB. [Ipruem dpanHkK OT-
MeyaeT 371ech 1 HeKoTopble pasHorlacust Korena
v Haropria B oripesiesieHnM 4miciia, paszesisisd Kpu-
TKy Haropra B azpec ero yumresis 1 KOJUIery,
KOTOpasi Kacalach KOHIIeNTa OeCKOHeUHO MaJIovi 1
ee XapaKTepUCTVKM KaK IlepBOHavasla, MIu U3Ha-
yaJla, KaK IIperodynTaeT nepepoauTb PpaHK Ko-
re"osckum Ursprung. Taxxke pycckum dpuiocod
JOCTaTOYHO MOApPOOHO aHaymsupyeT «Jlormdge-
CKVe OCHOBaHMsS TOYHBIX HayK» — IJIaBHYIO pa-
6oty Hatopma, IOCBSIIIeHHYIO TeOpIY ITO3HAHIS.

°B wacTHOCTM, K TaKOMY BBIBOJIy, OINMpasich Ha MHe-
HMe MCTOpuKa MaTeMaTnkm Venca Xovipyria, IIpUXOIUT
. C. Kaydman (2011).

1 Crrepyert 3aMeTnTh, 4TO y Prikkepra emte B 1892 r. BeIIIUTa
KHWTa C aHaJIOTMUYHBIM HasBaHueM — «Der Gegenstand
der Erkenntnis».

! Tak, OH HEOTHOKPATHO IIUTUPYET CBOI TTepeBoy], «IIpe-
mopuv» Bunnensbanpa (1903). ITpexkpacHO 3HaKOMBI
eMy ¥ HellepeBelieHHbIe mpomsseneHns Korena «Logik
der reinen Erkenntnis» (1902), Hatopma «Die logischen
Grundlagen der exakten Wissenschaften» (1910) n «All-
gemeine Psychologie nach kritischer Methode. Erstes
Buch. Objekt und Methode der Psychologie» (1912), nBa
repsbix ToMa Kaccupepa «Das Erkenntnisproblem in der
Philosophie und Wissenschaft der neueren Zeit» (1906
n 1907), 2-e m3manue «Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis»
Pukkepra (1904) n mp.
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him a better theologian, but a herald of a new
era in the application of mathematical methods
— not to abstract knowledge of God, but to con-
crete knowledge of nature. It was the Marburg
Neo-Kantians and not Frank who pointed to
the role of the principles of “coincidence of op-
posites” in the creation of infinitesimal value
and differential calculus, although historians of
mathematics note that this role is limited."”

Critique of Neo-Kantianism
in The Object of Knowledge

What strikes the eye at once in The Object of
Knowledge (1915) is that Frank treats the phi-
losophy of German Neo-Kantians seriously.'
It is safe to say that he was conversant with all
the main works of both Neo-Kantian schools,
whether translated into Russian or not."

Chapter ten, “Time and Number”, is almost
entirely devoted to the position of the Marburg
school on the phenomena indicated in the title
of the chapter. Frank notes some disagreements
between Cohen and Natorp in defining num-
ber, sharing Natorp’s critique of his teacher
and colleague over the concept of infinitesimal
quantity and its description as the origin (Co-
hen’s Ursprung.) The Russian philosopher also
analyses in some detail The Logical Foundations
of the Exact Sciences (Die logischen Grundlagen
der exakten Wissenschaften, 1910), Natorp’s main
work devoted to the theory of cognition.

Frank gives due recognition to Natorp’s
foundational work and spares no superlatives

7 Igor S. Kaufman (2011), on a cue from Jens Hoyrup, a
historian of mathematics, comes to the same conclusion.
® It is worth noting that Rickert published a book un-
der the same title, Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis, in 1892.
9 Thus, he repeatedly quotes his translation of Windel-
band’s Preludes (1903). He was thoroughly familiar with
Cohen’s untranslated works Logik der reinen Erkennt-
nis (1902), Natorp’s Die logischen Grundlagen der exakten
Wissenschaften (1910), Allgemeine Psychologie nach kriti-
scher Methode. Erstes Buch. Objekt und Methode der Psy-
chologie (1912), volumes one and two of Cassisrer’s Das
Erkenntnisproblem in der Philosophie und Wissenschaft der
neueren Zeit (1906 and 1907), Rickert’s Der Gegenstand
der Erkenntnis” (2nd ed., 1904) and so on.



@paHK OT[IaeT JlaHb YyBakeHUs QyHIaMeH-
TajlbHOMY Tpyay HaTopna 1 He ckynmTest Ha Boc-
TOp>KeHHBIe BbIpaskeHs cBoero BocxuieHms. Kor-
7la OH yKas3bIBaeT Ha HEOOXOIMMOCTb PacCMOTPETh
ydeHwe o 4cIle, TO 3agBiigeT: «PaccMoTpuM ee [re-
OpUIO YVICiIa] B IIPeBOCXOIHOM M3jiokeHMm Harop-
I1a, B KOTOPOM 3Ta Teopwusl BbICKa3aHa C HanOOIb-
eVl 3pesIoCThI0 M IPOAyMaHHOCTbIO» (DpaHK,
1995, c. 284). Viu gpyroe ero yTsepxieHue: «ToO
IIOHMMaHMe 4iciIa C 3aMedaTesIbHOV ITOCIIefIoBa-
TeJIBHOCTBIO U JIOTMYECKMM WM3SIeCTBOM IIprMe-
HseTcst HaTopriom 11j1s1 Bcex OCHOBHBIX YVICIIOBBIX
TIOHSTUII COBPEMEHHOV MareMaTuki» (Tam xe).
Yro KxacaeTcsd y4ueHUs O BpeMeHW, TO U 3[1eCh, I10
ytBepxaenmio @dpanka, «Haropn meTko Ioka-
3pIBaeT IIOpasUTeIbHYIO aHaJIOTMIO0 MeXy Bpe-
MeHeM ¥ YMCJIOBBIM PSIIOM B MIX OCHOBHBIX CBOVI-
crBax» (Tam xe, c. 299). A obparrasice k Haroprio-
By aHaJIM3y OT/INYVS YMCIIOBOVI VI BpeMeHHO I10-
CJIe0BaTeIbHOCTY B HEIIOCPeICTBEHHOM OTHOIIIe-
HVM IIOCTIe[THeT! K KOHKPEeTHOMY OBITMIO, OITSITh JXKe
MIOTUEPKVIBAET: «DTO IIOCTPOEHME, M3SIIEeCTBO U
OCTpOyMUie KOTOPOrO HEeBOJIBHO IIOfIKYIIalOT B €ro
TI0JIb3Y, COIEP>KUT BO BCSIKOM CJTydae O HY BEpHYIO
1 [Ty OOKYI0 MBIC/Ib. Besmuariinm MeToosorde-
CKVM — ¥, B KOHEUHOM MTOre, OHTOJIOTMTUeCKUM —
3aBOeBaHVIeM HOBOVI HayKU SIBJIIeTCs pacIIpocTpa-
HeHe Hay4HOro 3HaHMs Ha 00/1acThb M3MeHsIoIIe-
rocsi, IOABVDKHOro, BpeMeHHoro» (Tam e, c. 300).

Ho Bech madoc mosmTmBHBIX oOleHOK Ppan-
Ka 3aKaH4YMBaeTcsd Ha TOM yTBepXaeHumn, uto Ha-
TOPII OITHOCTOPOHHE pacCMaTpUBaeT CBA3b BpeMe-
HU 1 uncia. B ommmune ot KanTa, KOTOpbIN cumTall
BpeMsi OCHOBaHMeM uwiciia, HaTopr nosnaraer gvic-
J10 B ocHOBaHMe BpeMeHM. CaM e DpaHK 3asiBIIs-
eT O CyIlleCTBOBaHUM TpeTheVl 03IV, KOTOPYIO
OH HaxoauT B dwiococdpum beprcona u cymnHocTb
KOTOPOVI 3aKJII0UaeTcss B TOM, YTO BpeMs U YMCIIo
VIMEIOT abCOJTIOTHO pa3Hble OCHOBAHMSL.

3pech HeT CMBICIa IlepecKasblBaTh BCIO IIO-
cJjlefioBaTe/IbHOCTb KPUTMKM HAaTOPIIOBCKOV Te-
opuM uMciIa PYCcCKMM (pritocodoM, HOCKOIBKY
OHa [I0CTaTOYHO TeH[eHIIVO3Ha BBUIIY VM3Hadallb-
HO KpUTNUIeCKOro HacTpost dpaHKa B OTHOIIIEHUN

85

V.N. Belov

to express his admiration. Proceeding to analyse
the teaching on number, he writes: “Let us con-
sider it [the number theory] in the excellent ren-
dering by Natorp, in which the theory is laid out
with the utmost maturity and consideration”
(Frank, 1995, p. 284). And again: “Natorp uses
the same interpretation of number with remark-
able consistency and logical elegance for all the
main numerical concepts of modern mathemat-
ics” (ibid.). As for the teaching on time here,
Frank observes, “Natorp aptly shows the strik-
ing analogy between time and the numerical
sequence in their man qualities” (ibid., p. 299).
Turning to Natorp’s analysis of the difference
between numerical and temporal sequence in
the latter’s direct relation to a concrete event, he
writes in a similar vein: “This construct, marked
by beguiling elegance and wit, contains at least
one correct and profound idea. The greatest
methodological — and ultimately ontological —
gain of the new science is the spread of scientif-
ic knowledge to the realm of the changing, the
moving and temporal” (ibid., p. 300).

But Frank’s laudatory pathos ends with the
statement that Natorp’s view of the link be-
tween time and number is one-sided. Unlike
Kant, who considered time to be the foundation
of number, Natorp puts number at the founda-
tion of time. Frank points to a third view which
he finds in Bergson’s philosophy, namely that
time and number have absolutely different
foundations.

There is no point in recounting Frank’s
critique of Natorp’s theory because it is fair-
ly biased, since he was critical of the German
Neo-Kantianism in general. Frank argues
that Marburg Neo-Kantians (notably Cassir-
er) seek to replace substantial concepts with
functional ones, which does not lead to uni-
ty as the origin or synthetic unity which they
are pursuing. Frank looks more deeply toward
the primary unity which removes the “sub-
stance-function” dichotomy. He writes: “It is
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HeMeIIKOr0 HeOKaHTMaHCTBa B IlesioM. PdpaHK
yTBepXKJ1aeT, UTo MapOyprckie HeOKaHTHAHIIBI (B
uvactHocTH, Kaccupep) crpemsrcst 3aMeHUTH CyO-
CTaHIMaJIbHbIe TIOHATUS IOHSATUSMM (PyHKIIV-
OHaJIBHBIMM, YTO B MTOre He IPUBOAUT K TOMY
€IVHCTBY KakK IlepBOHadaly WMJIV CUHTeTUYecKo-
My eMHCTBY, K KOTOpOMY OHM cTpeM4Tcd. PpaHK
XXe yCTpeMJIeH IT1y0xke, K TOMY IlepBOHauaIbHOMY
€IVHCTBY, KOTOpOe CHUMaeT IMXOTOMMIO «CyO-
cranumsa — pyHkums». OH 3agsiiseT: «He samena
“cybcTaHmanbHbIx TIOHATUT  “DYyHKITMOHAIB-
HBIMI, @ YCMOTpEeHVe OCHOBBI, 13 KOTOPOI IIpO-
VICTEKAeT COOTHOCUTEIIBHOCTD “CyOcTaHITMaIbHO-
ctn” v “PyHKUMOHAIBHOCTI B IIOHSTUSX, [1aeT
HaJljIeXalriee 1 IUIOJOTBOPHOE BbIpakeHVe BbIC-
IIIer0 eMHCTBA KaK ITOCIIe[THeV OIOPHOV TOYKM
sHaHUs» (TaM xe, c. 288).

IToHATHO, YTO HAXOOWUT OH TaKoOe BbICIIIee eH-
CTBO B KOHLeIIMM BceednHCTBa. [lomoOHOoe Beee-
IVHCTBO CTPOMTCS, TaK XKe Kak ¥ JII000e IT03HaHe,
Ha noHsATHAX. VI dpaHK OertaeT 31ech BaXkKHOe Me-
TOOJIOTYeCKOe 3aMevaHVie, KOTOpPoe, OffHaKo, He
pasBopaumBaeT gajiee: OIHO JIeJI0 OIMPAThCs Ha
HOHSTVS, APYTroe — VMM I0JIb30BaThC (TakK U XO-
ueTcs 100aBUTh: KaK (PYHKIIMOHAIBHBIMI ITOHS-
TysiMu). TakmM oOpasoM, ToTydaeTcs, 4To, coriac-
HO PYCCKOMY MBICTIUTEIIIO, CJleflyeT mpulerarb K
MIOHSTVSIM, YTOOBI VX XKe M1 OTPUIIATh C 11eJIBIO BbI-
WITU Ha OOHOHSTUIHYIO VIV CBEPXIIOHSTUVIHYIO
VX ocHOBY. 3neck PpaHK OTChIIaeT K yyeHmro Hu-
korast KysaHckoro n «oTpuiiaresbHoMy Oorocsio-
BUIO», TIpefyiaras Mx JIOTMKY W IS TIOCTPOEHMs
Teopuu uncia: «J b B CWily TOro, 4To Yepes Cu-
CTeMy IIOHSTUVI MOXeT ObITh HaMedeHa ITpefiliie-
CTBYIOIIIas eV cdepa, KOTOpasi CITy>KUT IIePBbIM OC-
HOBaHMeM CaMVIX HOHATUI KaK TaKOBbIX, BO3MOX-
HO cBOOOTHOE OT ITOPOYHOro Kpyra dniocodpckoe
3HaHMe BOOOIIIE; 11 TeM e ITyTeM MOXeT M JOJIK-
Ha ObITh pasBuTa Teopus umcia» (Tam xe, c. 289).
Ho nouemy-T0, FOBOps O TOM, YTO B TAKOM YUeHUM
O UliCIIe HeT HU JIOTMYeCcKMX, HY MaTeMaTUYecKmx
oIpeniesIeHNT, pycckuit dprstocod He mpubderaeT K
HaIIpallMBaIMcs OOroCJIOBCKMM  pasMBbIIIljle-
H1AM o Tpowtie v Xpucre!

B mtore @paHK NpUBOAUT HECKOJIBKO JI0CTaTOY-
HO pacIUIbIBYATBIX OIlpefe/leHNiI Yuciia MIMEeHHO
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not the replacement of ‘substantial concepts’
with ‘functional” ones but identifying the basis
from which the relativeness of ‘substantiality’
and ‘functionality” arises in concepts that pro-
vides a fitting and fruitful expression of the
highest unity as the ultimate basis of knowl-
edge” (ibid., p. 288).

Needless to say, he finds this highest unity
in the concept of all-unity. Like all knowledge,
such all-unity is based on concepts. At this
point Franks makes an important methodolog-
ical remark which, however, he does no elab-
orate: it is one thing to proceed from concepts
and another thing to use them (one is tempted
to add, as functional concepts). Thus, Frank ef-
fectively means that one should resort to con-
cepts in order to negate them with the aim of
reaching their pre-conceptual or supra-concep-
tual foundation. Here Frank harks back to the
teaching of Nicholas of Cusa and “negative
theology”, proposing the logic there for forg-
ing the theory of number: “It is only because
through a system of concepts the preceding
sphere can be identified, which serves as the
primary foundation of concepts as such, that
philosophical knowledge free of a vicious cir-
cle is possible at all; and the theory of number
can and must be developed by the same route”
(ibid., p. 289). For some reason, when observ-
ing that such a teaching has neither logical nor
mathematical definitions, Frank does not re-
sort to theological reflections on the Trinity and
Christ which suggest themselves.

Frank ends up by giving some vague defini-
tions of number precisely because he is unable
to bolster his theoretical reasoning with con-
crete examples and stays entirely in the realm
of abstract conclusions, for example, when he
defines number through a still more abstract
entity: “Number is all-unity considered in the
form of ‘this’, the form of abstract unity and



IIOTOMY, YTO CBOVI TeOpeTIIecKiie pacCy KIeHMs He
MOXET TOATBEPAMUTh Ha KOHKPETHBIX IIpuMepax,
OCTaBasiCh Beerlesio B cpepe abCTpaKTHBIX 3aKITIO-
YeHWVI, — HarprMep, KOrza OH OIperiesisieT YvciIo
depes elrle Oostee aOCTPAKTHYIO CYITHOCTB: «HucA0
ecmb Bceedurcmbo, paccmampubaemoe 1I0x, PopMont
“3TOro”, — mox popMoVi aOCTPaKTHOTO eIVMHCTBa
VIV 0npedeAeHHOCY; TOYHee TOBOPsI, OHO eCThb Ta
Ipon3BofHasd cdepa BCeeIMHCTBa, B KOTOPOII I10-
CJIeffHee IIeJIMIKOM BBIPQKEHO B OITHOM W3 CBOVIX
MOMEHTOB — B dopMe orrperesieHHOCT» (Tam xe,
c. 296). Yro ke KacaeTcs caMOro BCeeIVHCTBA B
IlaHHOM KOHTeKCTe, TO, coriacHO PpaHKy, OHO

KaK TaKOBOe eCThb UMCTOe eJIHCTBO IOKOsI U IBU-
JKeHWsI, e[IHCTBa 1 HeycuepIlaeMOCTH; BbIpaska-
gchp TepmyHamy Hukomnas Kysarckoro, oHO ecTb
enmHoe «non aliud», kak emgmHacTBO idem u aliud.
Ho paccmarpusaemoe kak idem, T.e. xak ab-
CTpaKTHOE eAVHCTBO OITpe/le/IeHHOCT, OHO pac-
IafjaeTcsi Ha «3TO» M «Hpo0o/KeHue», Ha TIOKOV
VI CTaHOBJIEHVE; U STOT MOMEHT CTaHOBJIEHWIH,
JuKcpoBaHHBEI Kak ocoboe, T.e. oIrperiesieH-
HOe collep>kaHue, I eCTh VICTOYHWK pa3MHOXe-
Hvist, unciiosoro psana (Tam xe, c. 297 —298).

C TeM e yCIIEXOM OH YNCTO JIOTMTYECKMe pac-
CYy’KIEHMs pacTBOpsieT B aOCTPaKTHO-CMMBOJIVIYE-
CKVIX BBIBOZIAX, KOIMA IIBITAETCS BBIACINUTE B UVICIIC
MOMEHTBI KaK ITOKOsI, TaK Vi ABVDKeH S «I JocyiemHm
VICTOYHVIK YVCJIa 3aKJTI0UeH, TAKM 00pasoM, B TOM,
4TO (pOpMa OITpeIe/IeHHOCT KaK TaKOBasl BHY TPEH-
He CBs3aHa C MOMEHTOM OBuxeHus, nepexood, Tak
YTO HeMBICJIMMa BHe rocsiefiHero» (Tam xe, c. 297).
ITosTOMYy TOJTy9aeTcsi, 9TO UMCIIO «€CTh OMIpaKeHue
cmuxuu 06uxenus 6 cgpepe noxos» (Tam xe, . 299).

Taxum oOpasom, dpaHK JIOrMUECKUMU Cperl-
CTBAMM IIBITAETCSI OTCTOSITH, IO CyTW, CyOCTaHIV-
IPHYIO TIPUPOIY 4NCiIa, IIepeHecsl OCHOBaHVe
IUISL OIIperiesieHMs Ymcia M3 cpepbl OTHOIIEHWT
u cBsi3u B cdpepy Belriert camux 1o cebe. Ero mo-
IIBITKA VIMEHHO BO BCEEIVHCTBE YCTAaHOBUTH VICTOK
TOT'O eIVTHCTBA, KOTOPOe BMeITlaeT B ce0sl eIMHCTBO
VI MHOXKECTBEHHOCTb, [IBVKEHVIE VI TTIOKOVI, OITperie-
JIEHHOCTb 1 0e3rpaHMYHOCTh, He IIPeICTaBIISIeTCS
yOenurerbHON. Benb OH caM rOBOPUT O IPOHYK-

V.N. Belov

certainty; more precisely, it is the derivative
all-unity in which the latter is expressed entire-
ly through one of its moments, in the form of
certainty” (ibid., p. 296). As for all-unity itself in
this context, Frank writes:

As such there is the unity of rest and
movement, of unity and inexhaustibility; using
the terms of Nicholas of Cusa, it is the single
non aliud, as the unity of idem and aliud. But
considered as idem, i.e. as an abstract unity of
certainty, it splits into “this” and “continuation”,
into rest and becoming; the moment of
becoming fixed as a certain kind of content is
the source of multiplication of a numerical set
(ibid., pp. 297-298).

Similarly, he dissolves purely logical rea-
soning in abstract symbolic conclusions when
he tries to isolate in number moments of rest
as well as movement: “The ultimate source of
number thus consists in the fact that the form
of certainty as such is inherently linked with
the moment of movement, transition such that it
is unthinkable without the latter” (ibid., p. 297).
Therefore number “is a reflection of the element of
movement in the sphere of rest” (ibid., p. 299).

Thus, Frank attempts essentially by logi-
cal means to uphold the substantial nature of
number, transferring the ground for determin-
ing number from the sphere of relations to the
sphere of things in themselves. His attempt to
establish the source of the unity which compris-
es unity and plurality, movement and rest, cer-
tainty and infinity in all-unity is unconvincing.
He himself speaks about the productiveness of
the negative theology teaching of more than
a thousand-year experience of the Church Fa-
thers to resolve the number dilemma of consub-
stantiality and circumincession, and insists on
an extra-logical and extra-mathematical prima-
ry basis of number, yet tries to find new prop-
erties of being-based rationality that would be
different from idealistic rationality and would
make the latter dependent on the former.
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TUBHOCTV YYeHMs OTPUIIATeJIBHOrO OOrociIoBus
Oostee uem ThIcsgesieTHero omnbiTa OTIioB Llepksu
paspemmnTh YMCIIOBYIO IVJIEMMY e[IVIHOCYIITHOCTY
VI TPUMIIOCTAaCHOCTY, caM HacTavBaeT Ha BHEJIOI'-
4ecKoVl ¥ BHeMaTeMaTM4ecKOV IIepBOOCHOBE YVC-
Jla, HO IIBITAeTCsl HaTV HOBBbIe CBOVICTBA pallyio-
HaJIBHOCTV, OCHOBAHHOV Ha OBITMVI, KOTOpBIE OT-
JIMYaJINCh OBl OT pallVIOHAJIBHOCTY VileaIVICTIIde-
CKOVI U1 JIeJ1aJIV ITOCJIETHIOK 3aBUCMOVL OT IIEPBOVA.

Ha moit B3m1si11, y Hero 3To He IIpOCTO He II0-
JIy4WJIOCh, @ VI He MOIJIO IIOJTyunThes. Bo Beaxom
cJIydae, OcTaBasiCh B cpepe uesIoBeuecKoro MbIIII-
JIEHWVS O 3eMHBIX Belllax, JOKa3aTh eCTeCTBEHHOCTh
AHTVHOMWYECKOrO MBIIUIEHVS I10 CYIIeCcTBY IIPo-
CTO HEBO3MOXKHO. A VIMEHHO K 3TOMY CTPeMMTCS
@paHK B CBOMX pacCyXAeHMAX O eIVHCTBe 3110-
20 VI UH020, KOI[la YTBepXKaeT, UYTO II0CPeCTBOM
JIOYVCIIOBOTO CUeTa IIPOVICXOIINT BbIIesieHme op-
MBI ITpeIMeTa KakK IIpeIMeTHOCTH He IIPOCTO 3TOM
Bellll, a KaTeropun «3Toro» Kak Takosoro. VI yxxe
yepe3 popMMpOBaHMe YNCIIOBOIO Psijla U3 3aKOoHa
OIIpese/IeHHOCTY, KOTOPBIVI €CTh OTpaskeHVie CBOVI-
cTBa OBITVS B CO3HAHWMM W OTPakeHVE «3TOro» B
«MHOM», 3aKpeIlIsdeTcd «ysaCHeHMe MeTaJloride-
CKOVI TIPVPOZIBI BCeeIMHCTBA KaK eINHCTBA “3TO-
ro-uHoro™ (Tam xe, c. 296). [To Moemy ybexiie-
HUIO, 3[IeCh HeOOXOIMM ¥ OITBIT OBITIS VMHOW 0o-
JKeCTBEeHHOVI peaIbHOCTV, V1 OIIBIT ee OCMBICJIeH VIS
B OOrOCIIOBCKOM TpagVLIL. Hactommumusoe IpOTU-
BoIIOCTaBJIeHre dusiocodmm pesiurum 1 Karada-
TUYeCKOro OOrocyIoBNMSL 1 TIOO3PUTETIBHOE OTHO-
IIeHVie K MOcC/IefIHeMY, a Tak)Xe IIPOTUBOIOCTaB-
JIeHVie TIOJIOXKVTEITBHOTO VI OTPUIIATeIIHHOrO OOro-
CJIOBMS U IIpeIIIOYTeH e TI0CIIe[THero 17151 HeKOTO-
PBIX CIOXKETOB, B YaCTHOCTY B OTHOILIEHWY yUYeHWs
O YICIIe, He SIBJISIIOTCSI CVJIBHOV CTOPOHOM (PryIo-
codpckomt cucteMbl PpaHKa.

Ha mont B3mrsiy, ropasmgo Oosiee yOenmmTeTsb-
HBI pacCy>XKAeHMs O 4ycile MareMaTVKa 110 0a3o-
BoMy obpasosaHmio 0. ITapiia dopeHCKOro B ero
«Cromme n yTtBepxaeHum VICTUMHB, KOTOpBHIe,
Kcraty, @paHk urHopupyer. IIpexmae Bcero dsio-
PEeHCKUT 3asBJIsieT O IpeleIbHOCTM abCcTpaKInm
yuciia. «9umcima, — cumMTaer oH, — BOOOIIE OKa-
3bIBAIOTCA HEBBIBOIVIMBIMM HU M3 Yero Jpyroro,
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In my opinion, he simply did not do it and
could not have done it. In any case, it is sim-
ply impossible to prove that antinomic think-
ing is natural while staying in the sphere of
human thinking about earthly things. And yet
this is what Frank tries to do in his reasoning
about the unity of this and other when he states
that pre-number counting isolates the form of
the object as objectness not only of this thing,
but of the category of “this” as such. And then,
through the formation of the number set from
the law of certainty, which reflects the proper-
ties of being in consciousness and is a reflec-
tion of “this” in “other” “the clarification of
the meta-logical nature of all-unity as the uni-
ty of ‘this-other’” is affirmed (ibid., p. 296). I am
convinced that both the experience of being in
a different divine reality and the experience of
its interpretation in the theological tradition are
needed here. Persistent juxtaposition of the phi-
losophy of religion and affirmative theology
and preference of the latter for some things, in
particular with regard to the teaching on num-
ber, is not among the strengths of Frank’s phil-
osophical system.

Far more convincing, in my view, are the re-
flections on number of the Rev. Pavel Floren-
sky, a trained mathematician, in The Pillar and
Ground of the Truth which Frank, incidentally,
ignores. Florensky begins by stating that the
abstraction of number is finite. “Numbers in
general turn out to be underivable from any-
thing else, and all attempts at such a deduction
fail completely, and, at best, when they do ap-
pear to lead to something, they suffer from pe-
titio principii. A number is derivable only from
a number, not otherwise” (Florensky, 1997,
p. 421). As for the dogma of the Trinity, ousia
and the three persons, according to Florensky,
in it reason clashes with antinomy which it
cannot rationally overcome whatever tricks it
may resort to. The expression of the Christian



U BCe TIOIBITKM Ha TaKylo JedyKIIMIO TepHsT pe-
IIMTe/IbHOe KpyIlleHle, a B JIydllleM cjIydJae, KOr-
Jla MO-BUIVIMOMY K UeMY-TO IIPUBOJISAT, CTPaJaroT
petitio principii. Y110 BBIBOAVIMO JIVIIB M3 YMC-
ja ke — He mHaue» (Dopenckum, 1990, c. 595).
Yro xe kacaercs jormaTta o Tpouie — ycum u
urocTaces, To, coracHo PjopeHCKOMY, B HeM
PaccyIoK CTaJIKMBaeTCsl C aHTVMHOMVIEV, KOTOPYIO
palMOHaJIBHO ITpeoyiojieTh He B CuJjlax, KaKuMu
OBbI YXUITIPEeHMSAMY HY TI0JIb30BaJICS. BbIpaskeHne
XpUcTraHcKoro normara «I'poutia B Enyumnile, a
Enuanma B Tpouiie» omHUMM JIOTMYeCKMMU pac-
CYyXJIeHVSIMU He OObSCHUTD; PaliOHasIbHbIe HOp-
MBI pa3yMa, KaKovi Obl ITpesiesIbHOV aOcTpaKiiyent
OHM HYU 00s1a/iajin, 371ech Bce PaBHO OKa3bIBAIOTCS
GeccvIbHBIMML. 3[1eCh TpebyeTcs He IIPOCTO MOVICK
HOBBIX JIOIMUYEeCKMX JINOO MaTeMaTUyecKx IOHS-
TWVI VUIVI IIPVIHIINIIOB, O0JTee afmeKBaTHBIX 1JIs TI0-
CTVDKeHMs CMBIC/Ia XPUCTMAHCKOro gormara Tpo-
uipl (cM., Hamp. Paymenbax, 1993), Ho m3MeHe-
HVe caMOro pasyMa, IIOPOXXIAIOIIero 3TOT CMBICIL:
Hy>keH niosur Bepbl. Orerr ITaBesr HacTanBaeT Ha
TOM, YTO 3[IeCh «pPasyM JIOJK€H OTPeIIuThCd OT
CBOeVI OrpaHMUYeHHOCTY B IIpefieiax paccyyika, OT-
Kas3aTbCsd OT 3aMKHYTOCTV PacCyIOUHBIX IIOCTpOe-
HUV 11 00paTUTbCs K HOBOVI HOpMe, — CTaTbh “HO-
BBIM paszymMoM™» (DPrropenckmii, 1990, c. 60).

3ak/IroueHne

Kak OpUIO MOKa3aHO, OCHOBHOVI HeIOCTaTOK
KpuTnkyn OpaHKOM HEMelKOro HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
3aKJII04YaeTcsl B TOM, YTO OHa VICXOAUT W3 OpyeH-
Tauy Ha abCOIIOTHO IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIE Me-
TOOJIOrMYeCKye IIPVHINIIBI, HeXeJIn Te, Ha KO-
TOPBIX BBICTpaMBalOTCs HEOKaHTMAHCKMe duIo-
copckme crcTeMbl. YCJIOBHO M OYeHb IIpUOIIv3N-
TeJIBHO 3TV IIPMHIMIIBI MOXXHO CTPyIIINpOBaTh
II0 TaK/M aHTarOHVCTUYeCKMM IlapaM, KakK OH-
TOJIOTMI3M BMECTO THOCEOJIOrM3Ma, MeTadusind-
HOCTBb BMeCTO [IMaJIeKTMYHOCTY, VppallYiOHaJIN3M
BMeCTO pallyoHasu3Ma. VIMeHHo 11oaToMy o IIpo-
IYKTUBHOCTM IVCKYCCMV TOBOPUTH He ITPUXO-
OuUTCcsl, TeM Ooslee Hesb3sl TOBOPUTH O KAKOM-TO
cepbe3HOM yBJiedueHUM PpaHKa B paHHUI IIePUO]]
€ro TBOpUYeCcTBa HeOKaHTMaHCTBOM.
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dogma “Trinity is in One and One is in Trin-
ity” cannot be explained by logical reasoning
alone; the rational norms of reason, howev-
er abstract they may be, turn out to be impo-
tent here. What is needed here is not merely
the search for new logical or mathematical con-
cepts or principles that are better suited for
understanding the meaning of the Christian
dogma of Trinity (see, for example, Raushen-
bach, 1993), but a change of the reason which
engenders this meaning: it calls for an act of
faith. Florensky maintains that here “reason
must become emancipated from its limitedness
within the confines of understanding. Reason
must reject the closedness of understanding’s
constructions and turn to a new norm. It must
become a “new” reason” (Florensky, 1997,
p. 45; corrected by Editor).

Conclusion

As has been shown, the main shortcoming
of Frank’s criticism of German Neo-Kantian-
ism is that it is oriented toward methodologi-
cal principles that are absolutely the opposite
of those of Neo-Kantian philosophical systems.
Very roughly, these principles can be grouped
in antagonistic pairs such as ontology ver-
sus epistemology, metaphysics versus dialec-
tics, irrationalism versus rationalism. That is
why there is no question of the discussion be-
ing productive. Still less can we claim that in
his early period Frank was a serious disciple
of Neo-Kantianism. In reality Neo-Kantianism
was overcome in the first half of the twenti-
eth century and, oddly enough, the attack was
launched from the side of ontology. It was car-
ried out quite successfully by the alumni of the
Marburg school of Neo-Kantianism, Nicolai
Hartmann and Vasily Seseman who developed
original philosophical concepts through criti-
cism of the limitations of Neo-Kantian philo-
sophical systems. But that would be the theme
of another study.
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Ha camowm ferte mpeoyiosieHVie HeOKaHTVAHCTBa
COCTOSIJIOCH B IlepBovt TojioBuHe XX B. — KaK HU
CTPaHHO, MMEHHO C OHTOJIOIMYECKVIX IIO3UIIUTAL.
V [OCTaTOUHO YCIETHO OHO OBIJIO OCYIIECTBIIEHO
BBIXOIITaMM 13 MapOyprckovi KOkl HeOKaHTH-
aHcrBa Hukonaem I'aprmanom n Bacuimem Cese-
MaHOM, CO3[ABIIVMI OpPUIMHAaJIbHBIE (ritocod-
CKMe KOHIIeNIIMIM Ha OCHOBe KPUTMKM OrpaHU-
YEeHHOCTV HeOKaHTMAaHCKMX cucTeM prstocodpmt.
Ho 3T0 y>ke TeMa [1JIs1 OT/AEIIBHOIO VCCIIeIOBAHSL.
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