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«I[TIOBOPOT K OHTOJIOT U»
B PYCCKOM HEOKAHTVAHCTBE

B KOHIIE 1910-x — HAYAJIE 1920-x TOJIOB
(JLII. CAJIATOB M H.B. BOJIJIbIPEB)

JLIO. Kopnuaae6'

Ilepuod konya 1910 — nauasa 1920-x ee. xapaxmepusyem-
A nosABaeHueM OHIMOSHOCEOA0SUMECKUX (PUAOCOCKUX poek-
moB 6 Poccuu, urmo 0bL.10 00c106841eH0 Kpumukot U nonsimkamu
npeodoseHs eHoceoa0eusayul gusocogpuu, ymbepoubuieics
BeaedcmBue unmencubrozo pasbumus Heokanmuarcméa u 6au-
Anus gpernomeronoeuu I'yccepas. Ionvimxu nobopoma k onmo-
A02UU NOABAAIOMCA KAK Y PYCCKUX PeAULUOSHBIX hpuaocodob,
mak u pycckux Heokanmuanyeb. 5 odpawaiocs K Maiouccaedo-
Barrvim hua0cogcKuM NPoeKmMam pycckux Heokanmuanyed —
JLII. Canaeoba u H.B. Boadvipeba. Obsedunstowjeii meHoeHyu-
el ux huA0COCKUX KOHYeNnyutl Craio nepeHeceHue eHoceoA0-
euteckux npobaem 6 ommoo02110, crpemaeriie K omosxoecmbe-
HUI0 U COAUKEHUIO 2HOCe0A02UU U OHmoA02UU. OHIMOA0U3AYUA
meopuu NO3HAHUSA OCYuecmbasemca pycckumu gpuiocogpamu
Hepes AHAAU3 CYOBeKMUBHOCIU 1 NOAHOe YCHIPAHeHIe NCUX040-
euteckux Momubob, omepanuenie MpaHcyeHOEHMAAUIMA O
mpancyenoenmusma. lannsie yemanobku nosboasrom Casaeo-
By obocroBamy mpexuacmuylo cmpykmypy no3nanusa (cosHa-
Hue, Gbimue, cosnabanue) u 3agpuxcupobams ocHoBHY0 3a0auy
100AUHHOTL 2HOCEOA02UU, COCTOAULYIO UCKAIOUUIMEALHO B U3YHe-
HUU N03HABAMEAbHO0 OMHOWEeHUA — co3HaBanus, a boadvipe-
By, onupascey Ha pasdeserue pepaexcuu u yybembennocmu, G-
cmpoums yuerue o camopasbepmvibaemocmu Ovimus. Cxoxue
meHOeHy Uy — 1oBopom K OHMOAOUU — HADA0aAUCH 6 mom
ke nepuod u 6 3anaonoeBponetickoi gpusocodpus, 6 mom uuce
u 6 nemeyxom Heokanmuarcmbe. OOHAKO KOHYeNyul pycckux
Heokanmuanyel, npednosaeabuiux noBopom K OHmMOAOUU, Oe-
MOHCHIpUPYIOm 00CMAMOYHY0 CAMOCHIOAMNEAbHOCb, HPUteM
He moavko 6 cuay ocobeHHOCHIel UHMepnpemayuu Kanmos-
CK020 KpUMULUIMA U HeOKAHMUAHCKO20 eHOCe0A0eUIMA, HO U
Geredcmbue Brympennen OUCKYccuu ¢ pycckumu gpuiocogpamu
Opyeux Hanpabaenutl (Hanpumep, ¢ unmyumubucmamu). Ana-
AU3 OHINOSHOCEOA0SUUECKUX NPOEKIOB PYCCKUX HeOKAHMUAH-
ue6 nosboasem cyujecmbenHo 00NOAHUMb KAPMUHY peyentyuu
neoxanmuarcmba 6 Poccuu.

KaroueBvie car08a: neoxanmuancmbo, 0HMO2HOCE0A021UA,
pycckuil uHmyumubusm, udeas-peastism, nosuauue, Ovimue,
MPAHCUeHOeHMANUM.
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NEO-KANTIANISM

“THE TURN TOWARDS ONTOLOGY”
IN RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIANISM
IN THE LATE 1910s AND EARLY 1920s
(LEV SALAGOV AND NIKOLAI BOLDYREV)

L.Yu. Kornilaeo'

The period between the late 1910s and early 1920s saw
the emergence of onto-epistemological philosophical projects
in Russia that was determined by criticism and attempts to
overcome the domination of epistemology in philosophy which
was the result of the intensive development of Neo-Kantian-
ism and the influence of Husserl’s phenomenology. Attempts
to turn towards ontology were made both by Russian reli-
gious philosophers and by Russian Neo-Kantians. I look at the
little-studied philosophical projects of the Russian Neo-Kan-
tians Lev Salagov and Nikolai Boldyrev. Their philosophical
concepts share the tendency to transpose epistemological
problems to ontology, and to identify and bring closer togeth-
er epistemology and ontology. Russian philosophers ontolo-
gise the theory of cognition through the analysis of subjectiv-
ity, the complete elimination of psychological motives and the
separation of transcendentalism from transcendentism. These
principles enable Salagov to ground a three-part structure of
cognition (consciousness, being, committing to conscious-
ness) and to assert that the main task of genuine epistemology
is exclusively the study of the cognitive relationship, commit-
ting to consciousness. They enable Boldyrev, proceeding from
the separation of reflection and sensibility, to build a doctrine
on the self-unfolding of being. Similar tendencies — a turn
towards ontology — were observed in the same period in
West European philosophy, including German Neo-Kantian-
ism. However, the concepts of Russian Neo-Kantians, which
imply a new orientation towards ontology, are fairly indepen-
dent, and not only on account of the original interpretation of
Kantian critical philosophy and Neo-Kantian epistemology,
but also on account of internal discussion with the Russian
philosophers belonging to other movements (for example, in-
tuitivists). The analysis of the onto-epistemological projects
of Russian Neo-Kantians makes important additions to the
picture of the reception of Neo-Kantianism in Russia.

Keywords: Neo-Kantianism, onto-epistemology, Rus-
sian intuitivism, ideal-realism, cognition, being, transcen-
dentalism.
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BBenenmue

KoHueHTpaimss Ha TeOpeTMKO-IIO3HaBaTeIbHOV
pobsieMaTKe, JOMVHMPYIOIIAs B HEOKaHTMAHCTBE
¥ B paHHel dpeHoMeHosIorny ['yccepris, mpuseria B Ha-
yasie XX B. K aDCOTIOTM3aIIMV THOCEOJIOTMTUECKIX TeH-
ZeHITUM B vtocodpum. PelrteHre OCHOBHBIX PUIIO-
codpckmx 3aad (OHTOJIOTMUYECKMX, STUYECKIX, ICTe-
TUYEeCKVX) CBOOWMIIOCh B KOHEYHOM cCueTe K IIpoOile-
MaM MeToja v rHoceostornn. B xorie 1910-x — Haua-
sie 1920-x rT. B pycckoM pviTocopCKOM HPOCTpaHCTBe
TIOSIBJISIIOTCS. TEKCTBI, B KOTOPBIX IIPOCIIEXMBAETCS TI0-
IIBITKa IIPEeOosIeTh TOTAIBHYIO «THOCEOJIOTM3AlINIo»
drtocodmmt 1 ocBobOIMTE MecTo 11 oHTOIOrMM. OT-
JIMYMUTEIbHOVI Y€PTOVI VI3JIOXKEHHBIX B HVX KOHIIEIIIIVVL
CTaHOBUTCS CMeITleHVie THOCEOJIOI MTYeCKOro IIpobiieMo-
roJjiaraHus B CTOPOHY OHTOJIOTMYECKOIo, a caMy 3TU
KOHIIEMIINYM XapaKTepU3yIOTCs KaK OHTOrHOCEOJIOTM-
yeckme. IToji OHTOrHOCEOJIOrMeT OOBIYHO TIOHVMAOT
yTBepXK[eHMe B3aMOCBs3M, «B3aVIMHOIO oOIIperesie-
HVsI», CUHTe3a OHTOJIOrV M rHoceoormm?. CaMoCTosI-
TeJIbHBIE BapMAaHThI TAKOTO CVIHTE3a MOSIBIISIOTCS KakK B
cperie PyCCKUX PeJIMIMO3HBIX (prytocodoB (HarmpmmMep,
y H.O. Jlocckoro, C.JI1. @panka, C.A. AckoIbI0Ba), Tak
"'y pycckmx HeokaHTuaHIleB. HamOoriee sspkimu ripo-
eKTaMM TI0fI00HOTO pofia CTasIv KOHIIEITM HEOKaHT -
anues JL.I1. Canarosa 1 H.B. Bosbrpesa.

Wnen Casarosa 1 borabIpeBa KpariHe pefKo TIoma-
IlajIv B II0JIe 3peHMs VccilefioBaTerIen’, a 00 VX ITOIBIT-
Kax pa3paboTaTh OHTOIOIMYECKIe KOHIIEIIUY ITpaK-
TUYECKM He M3BeCTHO. [IJIss HeOKaHTMaHCTBa B I1€JI0M
KakK pmI0codpcKOro HarpassieHs, OpUeHTUPOBaHHO-
rO Ha IIpo0JIeMBI HAyYHOTO IO3HAHMS, He XapaKTep-
Ha II0OCTAaHOBKA OHTOJIOrMYecKmX Borpocos?. Tem Gosb-
LIV MHTEpeC BbI3bIBAeT oOpallleHNre IBYX PYCCKMX
HEOKaHTMAHIIeB K 3TMUM BoIrpocaM. UTOOBI pacKpbITh
IPWYMHBI 1IX TIOBOPOTA K OHTOJIOTMYeCKOV ITpobreMa-

2 BO3MOXHBI pas/IMuHBle BapuallM/l B3aWMOBJIVSHUS OHTO-
storviv v THoceostormyt. OOMH 13 BapMaHTOB TUIIOIOTMM OHTO-
rHoceostormit npemioxmwi M.M. ITpoxopos: 1) myanmsm, v
AHTUWHTEPAKIMIOHN3M; 2) PeMyKIIMOH3M B [IBYX €T0 Pa3HOBU/I-
HOCTSX; 3) IuasieKTrdecKast Mozesib B3ammocsssu (IIpoxopos,
2018, c. 32).

* Cm. mpenmciosue n komMmenTapun B.A. Kypensoro k pa6o-
tam (Castaros, 1997a; 19976) n nccitemoanvs H. A. Imutpuesont
(Ammrpwmesa, 2007; 2016; Dmitrieva, 2016).

* Omnrosormdeckne TpaHchOpMayy BOSHMKAIOT B 3PeJIbIX pa-
6otax 3. Jlacka («JIormka dpryrocodpmm v yuaeHme o KaTeropmsix»,
1911) n y mosgnero I1. Haropma («®Pustocodckas cucremMaTiika»,
1958, postum). Ho abcoroTHOE OOJIBIIMHCTBO HEOKAHTHAHIIEB
IIPOMIOLKaIO paboTaTh ¢ TPaAWMIIMIOHHOV TeOPeTMKO-TIO3HaBa-
TeJILHOVI ITPO0JIeMaTHKOVL. B 3TOM oTHOIIeHnN nprMedaTesieH
crmcok prrocodoB («HOBETIIIVIX THOCEOJIOTOB») U MX PaboT B
tekcte Castarosa (Casaros, 1916, c. 121, cu. 1).
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Introduction

Concentration on problems of theory of knowl-
edge that dominated Neo-Kantianism and the early
phenomenology of Husserl led to the over-empha-
sis of epistemological trends in philosophy in the
early twentieth century. The solution of the main
philosophical tasks (ontological, ethical and aes-
thetic) was ultimately reduced to the problems of
method and epistemology. In the late 1910s and ear-
ly 1920s texts appear in Russian philosophy which
reveal an attempt to overcome wholesale “episte-
mologisation” of philosophy to make room for on-
tology. A distinctive feature of the conceptions they
set forth is the shift of the setting of epistemological
problems towards the ontological while these con-
ceptions are described as onto-epistemological. By
onto-epistemology is usually meant the assertion of
interconnection, “mutual definition” or synthesis of
ontology and epistemology.? Independent versions
of such synthesis are proposed both by Russian re-
ligious philosophers (for example, Nikolai Lossky,
Semyon Frank and Sergey Askoldov), and Russian
Neo-Kantians. The most notable projects of this
kind were the conceptions of the Neo-Kantians Lev
Salagov and Nikolai Boldyrev.

The ideas of Salagov and Boldyrev have re-
ceived scant attention from researchers,® and their
attempts to develop ontological concepts are prac-
tically unknown. Neo-Kantianism as a philosophi-
cal trend oriented towards the problems of scientific
cognition is not noted for raising ontological ques-
tions.* All the more interesting are the views on
these matters of these two Russian Neo-Kantians. To
explain the reasons for their turn to the ontological
problems and the features of the conceptions they

2 Several variants of interconnection between ontology and
epistemology are possible. One variant of the typology of on-
to-epistemologies was proposed by M.M. Prokhorov (2018,
p- 32): 1) dualism, or anti-interactionalism, 2) reductionism in
its two varieties and 3) the dialectical model of interconnec-
tion.

® See Vitaly A. Kurennoy’s preface and comments on the
works of Salagov (1997a; 1997b) and the studies by Nina
A. Dmitrieva (2007; 2016a; 2016b).

* Ontological transformations occur in the mature works of
Emil Lask (Die Logik der Philosophie und die Kategorienlehre, 1911)
and later Paul Natorp (Philosophische Systematik, 1958, posthu-
mous). But the absolute majority of Neo-Kantians continued
to work on the traditional problems of theory of knowledge.
In that respect the list of philosophers, the “latest epistemolo-
gists,” and their works in Salagov’s text is revealing (Salagov,
1916, p. 121n1).



THUIKe VI CHeLVPUKY IIPpellJIOKeHHBIX MV KOHIIETIITVTA,
sl COCPEeIOTOYYCh Ha PAaCCMOTPEHMI IBYX TEKCTOB: CTa-
Tu Castarosa «“I'Hoceortormst” — oHTOOrMS» (1916) 11
noxanga bormpipesa «beITHe M 3HAHME, co3epIiaHMe U
pasym», orrybsimkoBaHHOro B 1922 r. [Ipenmyinecrsen-
HO B 3TMX TeKCTax pyccKue priocodrl AeMOHCTPUpPY-
0T BO3MOXKHOCTH OHTOJIOTMYECKVIX TpPaHCOpMaIIvii
HeOKaHTMAaHCKOrO KPUTHIIM3Ma.

JIeB CajtaroB: «THOCEO0JIOTMSA» — OHTOJIOI VS

Jles ITerposnu Casaros® (15.09.1881—?) — pycckmm
dunocod, ponwics B Enmsasetrpane, rae 3aKOHUMIT
KJlaccryecKyto rmMHasuro. B 1905 1. okoHUMII opu-
nyaeckut dpakysisTeT KueBckoro yHMBepcuTeTa ¢ fim-
wIoMoM 1-11 cTelleHM, IPMHMMAJI ydacTue B 3acera-
ausax Ilcuxonormnyeckoro cemmnapa ILV1. YenraHoBa.
B 1904 r. ynocToen 30710TOVI MegaIy yHUBEpCUTeTa 3a
paboty «[Ipobriema npuumunaocT y Kanra n IOwma»,
MIpeIICTaBJIeHHYI0 Ha WCTOPUKO-PvIocodpckoM  da-
kynsrete. C 1906 1. yumcs B lenensbepre y B. Bun-
nenbbanza, rae B 1910 r. sarrrya aucceprariyio «O mo-
HSATUV 3HAYMMOTO B COBpeMeHHO! JIormke» (Casaros,
1997a) v ormyOnmKoBasl peleH3MI0O Ha PYCCKUM IIepe-
BozI, «Jlormueckmx viccnenosaumm» I'yccepns (Caaros,
19976). B 1911 1. 1Ba cemecTpa 11posest B MapOypre, riie
noceriast cemuHapsl I. Korena, I1. Haropra, H. TapT-
maHa. [lo Bo3Bparenun B Poccuro ydacTsoBasl B HOMI-
roTtoBke cOopHMKa cTaTevt, TocssimeHHOoM [ V1. Yerra-
HOBY, Te 1 Obula onyOymkoBaHa crarbhs «“[Hoceosio-
rus’ — onTonorus» (Casaros, 1916). B 1920 rr. Casa-
roB CTaHOBUTCH ITperniofgasaTesieM KocTpomMckoro repa-
rOrM4eckoro yHmBepcuTeTa u wieHoM KocTrpomckoro
dmnocodckoro obrrectsa. O maTbHENIITIEN ero XXM3HY
CBeIeHNsI OTCYTCTBYIOT.

OcnosHom Tesuc ctaTeyt Cajtaroba MoXXHO cpopMy-
JMpOBaTh CIIeAyIONIIM 0Opa3soM: ecsIy IIOHVMATh ITOf,
THOCEOJIOT VeV MICCIIEIOBaHVIE YCITOBUVI ICTVIHHOCTY T10-
3HAHMS®, TO THOCEOJIOT Vsl OKa3bIBAETCS B [IEVICTBUTEIb-

° Buorpadnueckne naHHble o JIbBe CaslaroBe o4eHb OTrpaHU-
4geHHBI. VIHpopmarys, mpuBoayMas B TAaHHOV CTaThke, OIMpa-
ercs Ha ucconenosanns H.A. [Imurpuesont (dmurpuesa, 2007,
c. 156,169, 183) m B.A. Kypennoro (Caaros, 1997a, c. 239 —243).
¢ Takyio POPMYIMPOBKY 3amaui TFHOCEOJIOIMM, II0 MHEHVIIO
CastaroBa, paspgerstor I'yccepiib 1 OOJIBIIMHCTBO HEOKaHTMAH-
ckux dpwriocodpos. OHM Xe ITOKa3aa HeOOXOIVMOCTh OTIpa-
HUYMBATh THOCEOJIOTMIO OT TICVIXOJIOTWV, IIpeIMeT W3ydeHUs
KOTOPBIX — ITO3HaHMe — cosrajaeT. OIHaKO IICUXOJIOr N, 3a-
HUMasICh M3y4JeHVeM TICUXIYeCcKNX MPOoIecCoB MTO3HaHNs, TaeT
TOJILKO €ro CyOBeKTVBHOe 000CHOBaHNe 1 IIOTOMY He CIIocoOHa
PpermTh 3afady, cTosIyio rmeper rHoceostornen (Cararos, 1916,
c. 120—121). He permraer 31y 3amauy u dpeHomeHnosorus I'yccep-
JIs,, B KOTOpo¥, 110 MHeHmto Castarosa, «6opsba ¢ IICuxosorms-
MoM» He ObIIa JIOBeJIeHa 710 KOHIIa.
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propose I will concentrate on two texts: Salagov’s
article “’Epistemology” is Ontology” (1916) and
Boldyrev’s paper “Being and Knowledge, Intui-
tion and Reason” published in 1922. It is largely in
these texts that these Russian philosophers demon-
strate the possibility of ontological transformations
of Neo-Kantian critical philosophy.

Lev Salagov: “Epistemology” is Ontology

Lev P. Salagov® (15.09.1881—7?), Russian
philosopher, was born in Yelizavetgrad (today:
Kropyvnytskyi) where he completed his schooling
at a classical gymnasium. In 1905 he graduated cum
laude from Kiev University’s Law Faculty and took
part in the meetings of Georgy Chelpanov’s Psycho-
logical Seminar. In 1904 he was awarded the Uni-
versity’s gold medal for his work “The Problem of
Causality in Kant and Hume” presented at the his-
torical-philosophical Faculty. From 1906 he studied
in Heidelberg under Wilhelm Windelband where
he defended a dissertation On the Concept of Valid-
ity in Modern Logic (Salagoff, 1910; Salagov, 1997Db)
and published a review of the Russian translation
of Husserl’s Logical Investigations (Salagov, 1997a)
in 1910. In 1911 he spent two semesters in Marburg
where he attended the seminars of Hermann Cohen,
Paul Natorp and Nicolai Hartmann. Upon his re-
turn to Russia he took part in the preparation of a
collection of articles devoted to Chelpanov where
he published his article “’Epistemology” is Ontol-
ogy” (Salagov, 1916). In the 1920s Salagov became
a lecturer at Kostroma Pedagogical University and
a member of the Kostroma Philosophical Society.
There is no information on Salagov’s further life.

The main thesis of Salagov’s work can be for-
mulated as follows: if by epistemology is meant the
study of the conditions of the truth of cognition,®

° Biographical data about Lev Salagov are very scarce. The

information cited in this article is based on the research by Nina
A. Dmitrieva (2007, p. 156, 169, 183) and Vitaly A. Kurennoy
(Salagov, 1997a, pp. 239-243).

¢ This formulation of the task of epistemology, in Salagov’s
opinion, is shared by Husserl and the majority of Neo-Kantian
philosophers. They have also demonstrated the need to
distinguish between epistemology and psychology which have
the same object of study, i.e. cognition. However, psychology,
concerned with the study of the psychic processes of cognition,
provides only its subjective grounding and is therefore unable
to solve the task facing epistemology (Salagov, 1916, pp. 120-
121). Nor is this task solved by Husserl’s phenomenology
in which “the struggle against psychologism,” in Salagov’s
opinion, has not been carried to its end.
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HOCTU «IHOCEOJIOI'MeN», TO eCTh HeITOIJIMHHOM THOoCe-
OJIOT'VieVI, 3a KOTOPOVI Ha [iejle CKPhIBA€TCSI OHTOJIOI S,
IIOCKOJIBKY B XOfle VICCTIeIOBaHWS CTPEMWTCS IIONy-
4UTh «OOBEKTMBHOE COLep>KaHe» IosHaHus . Teopwst
ITO3HAHMS OKAa3bIBAeTCS TeOpuell OBITVS, IIOTOMY UTO
«0OBEKTMBHOE CoflepKaHvie» [IO3HAHVISL, MUP 00BEKTOB
CastaroB OTOX/IECTBIISIET C OBITVEM, CUICTEMY ITOHSITUA,
B KOTOPBIX MBICJIUTCSI OOBEKT, — KaTeropmuu Apucrore-
7151, KaTeropum 1 arpuopHble popMbl KanTa, naen [ 1a-
TOHAa, MOHa/Ib! JTermOHMIIa — O0BABIIIeT HEOOXOMVMMBIM
OCHOBaHWVEM ¥ YCJIOBVEM He IIO3HAHM, a ero IIpeaMe-
Ta / oObekTa m, 3HauUMT, ObITVs. DTOT Te3vc CajlaroB
PacKpbIBaeT € TIOMOIITBIO CIIETYIOIIVIX apT'yMEHTOB.

Yro MBI MMeeM B BULy, KOIJla FOBOPUM OO MCTMH-
HOCTM KaKoro-imbo cyxgenmns? CyxXaeHne MCTMHHO,
ecyIu HaAudecmbyen COOTBETCTBYIOIIee OTHOIIeHVe® B
crcTeMe HIOHSITUVL. DTO OTHOIIEHVE BBIBOIMTCS U3 OC-
HOBHBIX 3aKOHOB CVICTEMBI TIOHSATU V1 IIOTOMY SIBJISIET-
Cs1 2JIEMEHTOM 3TOVI CUCTEMBL. [loKa3aTk, UTo Cy KIIeHe
VICTMHHO, — 3HAUWUT «I10Ka3aTh HAAUUHOCHIb» COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIIErO0 OOBEKTa WMJIM OTHOIIEHMS, «yCTaHOBUTH
daxt ero peasrbHOCTM» (Canaros, 1916, c. 121). O0wvexT
He MOT OBI CyIIIeCTBOBaTh, €CyIV ObI KaTeropsiM He CO-
OTBETCTBOBAJIA TaKas e peaTbHOCTh. OIBIT He CTPYK-
Ty pUpOBaJics ObI COTJIaCHO KaTeroOpyisiM, ey Obl KaTe-
rOpusM He COOTBETCTBOBAJIV OTHOIIIEHNS B MUpe: Ka-
TETOPUN «COODIIAIOT IIPEIMETY €ro IIPeIMETHOCTDH»
(Castaros, 1916, c. 122), cBOVICTBO OBITB IIpEIMETOM’.

K amasormuHoMy BBIBOIY MBI IIpUIEeM, CUMUTaeT
pycckmit ¢pvtocod, eciv pacCMOTPVIM caMO ITOHSITVE
no3HaHus. CajlaroB MCTOJIKOBBIBAeT IIO3HAHVIE B aH-
TUIICVIXOJIOTICTCKOM JTyXe, KPUTVKYSI IIPUCYIITYIO TICH-
xor10rm3My Teopmio oTpaxeHns '’. C TOUKM 3peHMsI Teo-

7 VIMEHHO MO3TOMY CJIOBO «THOCEOJIOIVSi» B Ha3BaHWUM CTaTbi
Casrarosa CTOUT B KaBbIYKaX.

8 Hanpwmep, cyxzeHne, B KOTOPOM YTBEpPXKIAeTcs PaBEHCTBO.
OHO MCTVHHO, eCcJIV MIMeeTCsI OTHOIIIeHVe PaBeHCTBa B CHICTEMe
nousTtuit (Casaros, 1916, c. 121).

? JlaHHasi MBICJIb CO3BYYHA OIMCAHMIO IIO3HAHMS B paboTe
D. Kaccupepa «[losHanue u 1€ICTBUTEILHOCTD»: «[losHaTh co-
Ilep>kaHye — 3HA4YUT IIPEBPATUTh €r0 B O0BEKT, BBIIEIISIS €ro U3
CTa/IMV TOJIBKO JTAHHOCTM ¥ COODIIIasi eMy OIpeJieJIeHHOE JIOT V-
Yyeckoe ITOCTOSIHCTBO M HeOOXOAMMOCTb. Mbl, TakuMm oOpasoM,
II03HaeM He “IpeMeTsl” — 3TO O3HA4asIo Obl, YTO OHV paHbIIle
VI He3aBVICVIMO OIIpeJiesIeHbl 1 JIaHbl KaK IIPeJIMeThl, — a IIpei-
METHO, CO3[1aBasi BHYTPV PaBHOMEPHOI'O T€YeHNs COIePXKaHMIT
oIlbITa OIlpefieJleHHble pasrpaHdeHVs ¥ PUKCUPYs ITOCTOSH-
HbIe 371eMeHTHI 1 cBs3m» (Kaccupep, 1912, c. 392-393).

10 Cayiaros ymoTpeOJseT ycTapeBliiee Ha3BaHWUE «T€OPUS OTO-
OpaxeHnsi», HO peub MIET MMEHHO O TeOpun oTpakeHms. Pyc-
ckuit pwtocod, Ioo0HO IPYrUM HeOKaHTHaHIaM, KPUTHKYeT
IICMIXOJIOTMICTMYECKYIO TEOPUIO OTpakeHsl, COIIACHO KOTOPOV
CO3HaHMe OTpakaeT OOBEKTMBHYIO PeaslbHOCTh IIOCPEe/ICTBOM
«(pYHKIIMOHAJIbHBIX KBasuIIpeaMeTHocTert (0Opas3os)» (Mosua-
HoB, 2011, c. 474).

then epistemology turns out to be, in reality, “epis-
temology”, i.e. non-genuine epistemology which in
fact disguises ontology because it seeks to obtain the
“objective content” of cognition.” The theory of cog-
nition turns out to be the theory of being because
Salagov identifies the “objective content” of cogni-
tion, the world of objects, with being and declares
the system of concepts in which the object is thought
of — the categories of Aristotle, the categories and a
priori forms of Kant, the ideas of Plato and Leibniz’
monads — to be the necessary condition not of cog-
nition, but of its object, hence of being. Salagov ad-
duces the following arguments to prove this thesis.

What do we have in mind when we say that
this or that proposition is true? A judgment is true
if a corresponding relationship® is present in the sys-
tem of concepts. This relationship is derived from
the main laws of the system of concepts and is
therefore an element of that system. To prove that
a proposition is true is to “show the presence” of a
corresponding object or relationship, “to establish
the fact of its reality” (Salagov, 1916, p. 121). The ob-
ject would not exist if the same reality did not cor-
respond to the categories. Experience would not be
structured according to categories if categories did
not correspond to relationships in the world: cate-
gories “confer objectness on the object” (Salagov,
1916, p. 122), the property of being an object.’

The Russian philosopher believes that we would
come to the same conclusion if we consider the ac-
tual concept of cognition. Salagov interprets cogni-
tion in an anti-psychological spirit, criticising the
theory of reflection inherent in psychologism."’ In
terms of the reflection theory, consciousness relates

7 That is why the word “epistemology” in the title of Salagov’s
article is in quotation marks.

8 For example, a proposition asserting equality. It is true if
there is a relationship of equality in the system of concepts
(Salagov, 1916, p. 121).

? This idea chimes with the description of cognition in Ernst
Cassirer’'s work Substance and Function (1953, p. 303), first
published in1910: “To know a content means to make it an object
by raising it out of the mere status of givenness and granting it
a certain logical constancy and necessity. Thus we do not know
‘objects” as if they were already independently determined and
given as objects, but we know objectively, by producing certain
limitations and by fixating certain permanent elements and
connections within the uniform flow of experience.”

10" Salagov, like other Neo-Kantians, criticises the psychological
theory of reflection whereby consciousness reflects objective
reality through “functional quasi-objects (images)” (Molchanov,
2011, p. 474).
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PUM OTpakeHWs CO3HaHMEe OTHOCUTCS K IIPEeIMETY Ue-
pes3 1pericTasiieHe o HeM'. VI3-3a 3TOrO CO3HaHME He-
ITOCPEJICTBEHHO MMeEET JIeJI0 He C CAMMM IIPeIMETOM, a
TOJIBKO ¢ ero Konwert. [lox nosHaumem Casiaros IoHM-
MaeT CO3HaHMe IIpeJIMeTa, a He ero oTpaxxeHue: «[Ipeod-
mem nosnaw, ecau cosnan» (Camaros, 1916, c. 122). Vc-
KJIFOUaeTcsl BCSAKasl OIOCPeNOBAaHHOCTH IIpe/IMeTa ero
KONMsMM B co3HaHuM. Harrpumep, Korzia Mbl Io3HaéM
yTBepXK/IeHe «2+2=4» TO MBI CO3HAEM CaMM YMCIIa U
OTHOIIIEHVIe PaBEHCTBA, a He IIpeJICTaBJIEHVE «0» HUX.
ITosTOoMy TI03HaHME — 3TO He IICVIXMYECKI IIPOLIECE, a
«crrervipryecKoe OTHOIIEHME K IIPEMETY — CO3HAHUE
eeo co3nanuem» (Casaros, 1916, c. 123).

[71 IposicHeHMST coflepKaHWsT OHTOJIOTMV VI TIOf-
muHHOV THOceosioruy Cajiaros IIpeqyiaraeT mpex-
94eMEHIMHYI0 CTPYKTYPY CO3HAHMSL: TO, YTO IIO3HAET 1
PV 5TOM He MOXKEeT ITO3HaBaTbCsl (CO3HAHME); TO, YTO
TTO3HAETCsI, HO He MOXeT I03HaBaTh (ObITHe, IIpemMeT)
¥ OTHOIIIeHMe TTo3HaHM: (co3HaBaHMe) (Caaros, 1916,
c. 124). IlozHaHMe MMeeT MECTO TOTZIA, KOITIa HEUTO CO-
3HaéTCs. A cofepKaHye STOro CO3HaBaHMS — IIpeIMeT.
CaJyrarop cymTaeT OYEBUIHBIM, YTO «THOCEOJIOTVIIO»
(oHTOJIOrMIO) MHTEpeCyeT MMEHHO IIpeIMeT, a He CyOb-
€KT VIV OTHOIIIEHVIe TIO3HAH WS

I'moceostornm Havasza XX B., Takye Kak Teopus OT-
pakeHWsl, OIlepupyoIas KOIVSAMIM, I MMMaHEHTV3M,
YTBEPXKIAIOMINIT HaJTM4Vie IIpeMeTa VICKITFOUYMUTETbHO
B ITO3HAHMV, OMMO0UHBI, 110 MHeHVIO Caslarosa, IMeH-
HO B CWIY TOTO, YTO UTHOPUPYIOT BBIIIEYIIOMSHYTYIO
TPeXYacTHYIO CTPYKTYpPy Io3HaHWMs. Teopms oTpake-
HIS, KaK CKa3aHO BBIIIIE, OCHOBAHA Ha OIIOCPeIOBAHMI
OTHOIIeHMs CyObekTa 1 00bekTa Korvert oobekTa. VM-
MaHeHTHas dvtocodms xe (pexxze seero B. Ilyrre)
CTPEMUTCS COBMECTUTD CYOBEKT 11 OOBEKT, B TO BpeMs
KaK ITO3HaHWe — 3TO BCera OTHOIIIEHVIE, ITPITUEM JIBY X
pasJIM4HBEIX IeMeHTOB. CrlefioBaTeIbHO, CyOBEKT U
00BeKT He MOTYT COBIaaTh. [laske eciiv mmosyarars, 9T0
IpeMeT MMMaHeHTeH IT03HaHWIO, TO He CTOUT 3a0bl-
BaTh, YTO IMMaHEHTHOCTb — 3TO TOXe OTHOIIIeHVE, U
OBbITH UMMaHEHTHBIM — 3HAYMUT OBITH BHE ITO3HAHVIS'Z.,

B paccyxnennsax Caarosa, Kacarolyxcs MecTa Te-
opuv OBITHSI OTHOCUTEITBHO IPYTVIX IVCIIUILIVIH, MOX-
HO BBIJIEJINTD Psif], KITIOYEBBIX XapaKTePVCTK ITOIJIVH-
HOVI OHTOJIOTMW. BO-TIepBBIX, OHTOJIOTMS HUKOITIA He

" Teopms OTpaXkeHVs HeEIIOCPEICTBEHHO CBsi3aHA C Teopuert
COOTBETCTBY, KOTOPYIO aKTVWBHO KPWUTMKOBaIV, HaIIpUMep,
I'. Puxxeprt n 2. Jlack. TTonpoGHee 0 HEOKaHTMAHCKOVI KPUTIMKE
Teopun orpaxenusi cM.: (Kyb6asmria, 2010).

12 CaJraros CIreniaIbHO OTOBApMBAETCs, UTO ero ITIaBHBIVI Te3NC
«“nosHanne” ecTh ObITME» He HY)XHO ITyTaTh C TE3MICOM VMMMa-
HeHTV3Ma. «[lo3HaHMe» (IT03HaHNe B KaBbIUKaX) Ha JieJie He eCTh
ro3HaHue B cobcTBeHHOM cMbIcie (Caaros, 1916, c. 126, cu. 1).
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to the object through the representation of it.!! Thus
consciousness relates directly not to the object itself,
but only to its copy. By consciousness Salagov (1916,
p- 122) means the consciousness of the object and
not its reflection: “the object is known if it is conscious
of’. Any mediation of the object by its copies in con-
sciousness is ruled out. For example, if we cognise
the proposition that 2+2=4, we cognise the numbers
and the relationship of equality, and not the idea
about it. That is why cognition is not a mental pro-
cess but a “specific relation to the object, its compre-
hension by consciousness” (Salagov, 1916, p. 123).

To explicate the content of ontology and genu-
ine epistemology Salagov (1916, p. 124) proposes a
three-element structure of consciousness: that which
cognises and cannot be cognised (consciousness);
that which is cognised but cannot cognise (being,
object) and the relationship of cognition (commit-
ting to consciousness). Cognition occurs when
something is comprehended by consciousness. The
content of the consciousness is the object. Salagov
considers it evident that “epistemology” (ontology)
is interested in the object and not the subject or the
relationship of cognition.

Epistemologies in the early twentieth centu-
ry, such as the reflection theory which deals with
copies, and immanentism, which maintains that the
object exists only in cognition, are erroneous pre-
cisely because they ignore the above-mentioned
three-part structure of consciousness. The reflection
theory, as indicted above, is based on the media-
tion of the relationship between subject and object
by a copy of the object. The immanence philosophy
(above all of Wilhelm Schuppe) seeks to combine
subject and object whereas cognition is always a re-
lationship, and it consists of two different elements.
Consequently, subject and object cannot coincide.
Even if one assumes that the object is immanent to
cognition, one should not forget that immanence is
also a relationship and to be immanent means to be
outside cognition.'

' The reflection theory is directly linked with the theory of
correspondence which was actively criticised, for example,
by Heinrich Rickert and Emil Lask. For more on Neo-Kantian
criticism of the reflection theory see Kubalica (2010).

2 Salagov makes a point of noting that his main thesis
(“cognition” is being) should not be confused with the thesis
of immanentism. “Cognition” (in quotation marks) is actually
not cognition in the proper sense of the word (Salagov, 1916,
p- 126n1).



JL.YO. Koprunaes

COBIAJIAeT C MOIJIMHHOV THOCeosIoruert. B oHTomormm
pedb Bcerza MAeT O IIpeIMeTe, VI Bce OTHOIIEHS, Ta-
KVe KaK OT/INUMe, TOXIECTBO, PaBeHCTBO U Ap., SBIIS-
FOTCS OTHOIIIEHWSMM OBITVISI, KACAIOIIVIMVICS VICKJIIOU V-
TeJIbHO ITpefIMeTa, a He mosHaHMs. [IpeameT j1uiib yKa-
3bIBAET MMO3HAHIIO, KAKVM €ro II03HaBaTh, HO 3TO TO Xe
caMoe, 4TO 1 OTBeT Ha BoIrpoc «Kakos oH ecTs?». B 11oz1-
JIVHHOW Xe THOCeOJIOTMHM pedb MAeT UCKIIIOUMTEIEHO
00 OIHOM €IVMHCTBEHHOM OTHOIIIEHW, a MMEHHO — O
ITO3HaBaTeIbHOM OTHOIIEHUV CyObeKTa K OOBeKTy, 00
OTHOIIIeHNN co3HaBaHMs. [Ipmpomy sToro mosHaBsa-
TeJILHOTO OTHOIIEHUs TOJIBKO ITPe[ICTOUT HPOSICHUTH
VICTVHHOVI THOCEOJIOT VL, HO, C TOUKY 3peHms Catarosa,
y>Ke OdeBVIHa HeOOXOMMMOCTD BBIIeJIeHVISI TAKOI'O OT-
HOIIIeHNs B CTPYKType co3HaHUs. Bo-BTOPBIX, OHTOJIO-
TMsI — 9TO BCeTJIa TeOPWs YMCTOrO OBITHS, Teopwist ObI-
TUHOCTY, IPEIMETHOCT, JIOTVKA OBITMS. BBITHiTHBIE
OTHOIIIEHNS], 3aKOHBI, HOPMBI, COCTABJISIOIINE OOBEKT
VI3yUeHWS OHTOJIOT MY, SIBJISIOTCS «IIPeILyCIIOBVSIMI Ha-
yuHoro npenmera»’® (Castaros, 1916, c. 128). B-rpeTsux,
OHTOJIOT S B OTJIVIYVIV OT TICVIXOJIOT MV M3y 9aeT He IICH-
XUYecKye MpeMeThl, a TICUXNYeCKyIo ITpeIMeTHOCTh,
TO €CTb YCJIOBVIS IIPEIMETa, & IMEHHO — Te OBITUIHBIE
TIOHSITVS VI OTHOIIIEHISI, KOTOPbIe CofepKaTcs B IIper-
MeTe ¥ OMHOBPEMEHHO Ie/Iaf0T ero IIPeIMeTOM.

Kaxkwe cireicTBuSI MMEIOT STY Ve I TOHMMaHS
TeopeTndeckon dpustocodpuru Kanra? Casaros mpepia-
raeT OHTOJIOTM3MPOBaHHOe IIpouTeHMe «KpuTmkm am-
CTOTO pasyMa», IPeICTaB/Isasd KPUTUKY MO3HAHUS KaK
KpUTUKy OblTH. Tak, Borrpoc «Kak BO3MOXXHBI CHHTe-
TUYeCKVe CYXXIEHV 4 priori?» — 3TO BOIIPOC OHTOJIO-
run. [TosToMy TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHAs ITPOdIIeMa 3aKIIIo-
4aeTcs, cortacHo CaJiaroBy, B MCCIIeIOBAaHMII He Hallle-
ro crioco0a ITO3HaHMS ITPEIMETOB, a criocoda mx ObITHS,
TO eCThb BOIIPOC COCTOUT He B TOM, «KaK IT03HABaThb», d B
TOM, «kaxumu mo3HaBaTk» (Castaros, 1916, c. 129). U ka-
Teropuu, ¥ MIPOCTPAHCTBO, U BpeMsi — 3TO He POpMBbI
HaIllero Io3HaHMs, a POPMBI TIO3HABAEMOTO, U «aIIpV-
OPHOCTD... HE THOCEOJIOIMYECKVVI, a OHTOJIOIMYEeCKIMII
MoMmeHT» (Castaros, 1916, c. 126). TpaHciieHIeHTaIbHOE
€IMHCTBO allllepIIeTIINY OTHOCUTCS He K ITO3HAHMIO, a
K npupope, Kak ee ionnMast Kant. ViMeHHO B 3TOM, 110
muenmio CajraroBa, 3aK/II0YAeTCs TIOMJIVMHHBIVT CMBICIT
«KpnTnkn umcroro pasymar. [loaToMmy, Borrpekn camMo-
My KaHTy, MOXXHO yTBepXIaTh, 9TO 1 OH, 1 I I11aToH pe-
LIAIOT OHU U Te >Ke Ipo0sieMbl, KaK Obl PeInTeIbHO
HeMeIKMI pritocod HY BO3pakasl IIPOTUB 3TOrO (CM.:
B 371—372; Kawnr, 2006, c. 479—481): «Tpancyendenma-
AuU3M ecnb oHmoaoeusm» (Camnaros, 1916, c. 130).

3 TIo aHaJIOTMM C TIOHSATVSIMY HPeOMEINHOCHIb T HpeoMeni, MOMEHT
OBITUIIHOCTV — TO, YTO CO3/IaeT yCJIOBYIA OBITUIO OBITH OBITHEM.
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A number of key characteristics of genuine on-
tology emerge from Salagov’s discourse on the place
of the theory of being vis-a-vis other disciplines.
First, ontology never coincides with genuine epis-
temology. Ontology always deals with the object
and all the relationships such as difference, identi-
ty, equality, etc. are relationships of being that per-
tain exclusively to the object and not to cognition.
The object merely indicates to consciousness in what
way it should be cognised, but this is the same as
the answer to the question, “what is it like?” True
epistemology deals exclusively with one relation-
ship, and that is the cognitive relationship of subject
to object, the relationship of committing to con-
sciousness. The nature of this cognitive relationship
has yet to be cleared up by true epistemology, but,
from Salagov’s point of view, the need to single out
such a relationship in the structure of consciousness
is already evident. Secondly, ontology is always a
theory of pure being, a theory of beingness, of thing-
ness, a logic of being. Being relationships, laws,
norms that form the object of ontology, are “pre-
conditions of the scientific object””® (Salagov, 1916,
p- 128). Third, ontology, unlike psychology, studies
not psychic objects, but psychic thingness, i.e. the
conditions of the object, that is, the being concepts
and relationships that are contained in the object
and simultaneously make it an object.

What are the consequences of these ideas for un-
derstanding Kant’s theoretical philosophy? Salagov
proposes an ontologised reading of the Critique of
Pure Reason presenting the critique of cognition as
the critique of being. Thus, the question “how are
synthetic a priori judgments possible?” is a question
of ontology. Therefore the transcendental problem,
according to Salagov (1916, p. 129), consists not in
investigating our method of cognising objects but
in investigating the way of their being, i.e. the ques-
tion is not “how to cognise”, but “what to cognise”.
The categories, space and time are not forms of our
cognition but forms of what is cognised and “a priori
character [...] is not an epistemological but an onto-
logical aspect” (Salagov, 1916, p. 126). The transcen-
dental unity of apperception refers not to cognition,
but to nature as Kant understood it. Herein lies, in
Salagov’s view, the true meaning of the Critigue of
Pure Reason. Thus, contrary to Kant himself, one can
argue that both he and Plato are grappling with the

3 By analogy with the concepts of thingness and object, being-
ness is what creates conditions for being to be being.



B saxirrounresbHON yacTu cratey CajiaroB aHam-
3UPYET CJIEACTBYSL «[I0OBOPOTa K OHTOJIOIMVI» B JIOTIKE,
10CJIe/IOBATEIBHO PacKpbIBasi OCHOBHBIE JIOIMYECKe
MOHATWS: CYXAeHNMe, YMO3aKJIIOYeHVie, JIOTMIeCKI
3aKOH, METO[I.

IlosHanme Bcerga BbIpakeHO B cyxpeHmsax. Co-
IlepKaTeJIbHO CYXKIIeHVe BCerjia IIpesicTaBiIsieT cobom
«OIlpeJIe/IeHHOe OTHOIIIEHVEe KaKoro-mbo ImpernMera
A x xaxomy-mbo B» (Camaros, 1916, c. 130). Casaros
paccMaTrpuBaeT pasHble BUABI CYXXIeHM (00mIie, 9acT-
Hble, yTBepAUTE/IbHBIE, OTPUIIaTeIbHbIE, BOSMOXKHBIE,
TeJIe0JIOr TYeCKYIE) U TIOKA3bIBAET, YTO 3a JIFOOBIM BUIIOM
CYXKJIEHWS CTOUT ObITUITHOE OTHOIIeHNe. PaccMoTpuM,
HaIpumMep, Cy>KIeHVe OTpUIlaHus. B TakoM cyxieHnn
MBI TOBOPVIM O HEKOTOPOM HeOBITI, O TOM, Uero oow-
exTVBHO HeT. CIIeioBaTesIbHO 3TO CyKIeHne — He 0o-
Jlee YeM Hallla MBICIIb, VI OHa JOJDKHA HECTV TOJIBKO II0-
3HaBaTeJIbHBIN XapakTep. CaJiaros IoKa3blBaeT, 9YTO Ta-
Kasl MHTEepIIpeTalys B KOpHe HeBepHaA. 3a OTpULIaHN-
€M Ha JleJle CTOUT OTHOIIeHMe ommmuns. V1 Korga Mbl
yTBepXKIaeM, YTO 9ero-To HeT, TO 3TO 3HAYNUT, YTO OHO
HaXOOWTCA B MHOM (IPOCTPaHCTBEHHOM, BpeMeHHOM,
9K3VCTEHIIMAaIbHOM) OTHOIIIEHNN K TOMY, 9YTO €CTb, TO
ectb HasmmuectByeT (Caaros, 1916, c. 131—132).

Ecyi cyxJieHne — 3TO OTHOIIIEHME, TO YMO3aKIIIO-
YyeHme — 3TO KOMOMHAaIms oTHOIeHM. OT IMOChIJIOK
IIPOVICXOIUT IIepexorl K yMO3aK/IIoueHuIo. Bee mosHa-
HUe JIBVKeTcs yepes Ty cxeMy. OpHako Cajraros cuu-
TaeT, YTO 3Ta CXeMa SBJISeTCsl He II03HaBaTeJIbHOM, a
OHTOJIOTMYECKOVI, TIOTOMY YTO OOJIacTh OBITVIS, [TaH-
HBIE OIIbITa — 3TO He OecrIops/I04HOe Har POMOXKIIEH Ve
Belllel, HO 3aKOHOMEPHOE, CTPOro CBI3aHHOe 1 Oecko-
HEYHO CJIOKHOe IIesioe. IToaToMy HOHSTME YMO3aKIIIO-
YeHMsI — 3TO IIPVHLNII CVICTEMBI, IIPUHITNII OpraHu3a-
LMY 1eT10ro. VI jIormdeckyie 3aKOHBI B CBOIO OYepelb —
3TO He 3aKOHBI MBIIIJIEHNS, HO 3aKOHBI MBICIIMIMOTO, TO
€CTb II03HaBaeMOTrO ITperiMeTa. Bee jrormuecke 3aKOHbBI
CBOJIISITCS K 3aKOHaM CYIIECTBOBAaHMS ITO3HaBaeMOIO
oOpekTa. HamprmMep, 3aKoH HeIpoTMBOpeUMsT MOXKET
TPaKTOBaThCs CIIEMYIONIVIM 00pa3oM: IpeaMeT He Mo-
JKeT CyIIecTBOBaTh, OJTHOBpEMEHHO obsazas u He 00-
nafas Kaknm-mnbo rpmsHakoM (Castaros, 1916, c. 139—
140). TaxuMm ke oOpa3oM TpaHCPOPMUPYETCS M IIOHS-
Tre MeTozia. MeToy — 3To He cr1ocod II03HaHMS, a CIOo-
cob cymiecTBoBaHM: IpeaMera. Tak, HampuMmep, aHa-
JIN3 W CUHTE3 SIBJIAIOTCS TOJIBKO (PUTYpasIbHBIMU BBI-
pakeHMSAMM. 3a aHAJIVM30M CKPBIBAETCS PacCMOTpEHe
CJIOKHOCTV VI MHOTOOOpasysl caMoro IIpeaMeTa, a 3a
CUHTE30M — PacCMOTPeHVIe MOMEHTa, O0beIMHSIONIe-
ro MHOroobpasue. Takum 0Opa3oM, MeTOHOJIOr S OKa-
3bIBAETCS Pas/ie/IoM OHTOJIOT VM.
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same problems, no matter how vehemently the Ger-
man philosopher may have objected to this (cf. KrV,
B 371-372; Kant, 1998, p. 396): “transcendentalism is
ontologism” (Salagov, 1916, p. 130).

In the final part of his article Salagov analyses
the consequences of the “turn towards ontology” in
logic, sequentially considering the main logical con-
cepts: proposition, judgment, logical law, method.

Cognition is always expressed in propositions.
Content-wise, a proposition is always “a certain re-
lationship of some object A to object B” (Salagov,
1916, p. 130). Salagov considers various types of
propositions (general, particular, affirmative, neg-
ative, possible, teleological) and shows that there
is a being relationship behind any kind of propo-
sition. Consider, for example, the proposition of
negation. In such a proposition we speak about a
certain non-being, i.e. about what objectively does
not exist. Consequently, this proposition is no more
than our thought and it must carry only a cognitive
message. Salagov shows that this interpretation is
inherently wrong. In reality the relationship of dif-
ference stands behind the negation. When we claim
that something does not exist, this means that it is
in a different (spatial, temporal, existential) rela-
tionship to what is, i.e. what exists (Salagov, 1916,
pp- 131-132).

If a proposition is a relationship, then the in-
ference is a combination of relationships. A tran-
sition occurs from premises to the inference. All
cognition moves via this scheme. However, Salagov
believes that this scheme is not cognitive but onto-
logical because the domain of being and the data
of experience is not a chaotic jumble of things, but
a law-governed strictly tied-up and infinitely com-
plex whole. Therefore the concept of inference is the
principle of the system, the principle of organisation
of a whole. In turn, logical laws are not the laws of
thought, but the laws of the object that is thought
about, i.e. is cognised. All the logical laws can be re-
duced to the laws of the existence of the object cog-
nised. For example, the law of non-contradiction can
be interpreted in the following way: an object cannot
exist simultaneously possessing and not possessing
a certain property (Salagov, 1916, pp. 139-140). The
concept of method is similarly transformed. Method
is not a method of cognition but a mode of the exist-
ence of the object. Thus, for example, analysis and
synthesis are no more than figurative expressions.
Behind analysis is the examination of the complexity
and diversity of the object itself and behind synthe-
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CastaroB IIPUXOONUT K BBIBOJY, UYTO TPaJUIIMIOHHOE
ydeHVe O TIO3HaHWMM YUYeHMeM O TIO3HaHWMM He SBIs-
etcs. [Ipu 3TOM HeIb3sl TOBOPUTE, UTO yUeHNE O II0-
3HAHUW ITPUHLNIINAIIBHO HeBO3MOXHO. llommiHHas
CHOCEOJIOT S JIOJKHA 3aHVIMATBCS PacKpPbITHEM IIPU-
pOmBl CO3HABaHMSI — IIO3HABATEIFHOIO OTHOITIEHS
cyOobexTa 1 o0bexTa. [Ipraem rHoceonorndeckas mpo-
OrileMa co3HaBaHMS He JOJDKHA ITOAMEHSTBCS OHTOJIO-
T'MY9ecKO ITPpo0sIeMort BO3IEeVICTBI 00bekTa Ha CyOb-
€KT, KaK ObL710 B ITpontoM. I IpearocbuIky KoppeKTHOM
TPaKTOBKM IHOCEOJIOrny, 110 MHeHMto Caslarosa, HaMe-
uvanuck y VL.I. ®uxre, b. bonbuano n 3. I'yccepis (Ca-
taros, 1916, c. 141), TTocyte Yero rHOCEOTIOr ST CTasIa IIo-
HaBJISATBCS «HOCEOJIOrViev». TOIBKO IIOHSIB CYIIIHOCTD
OHTOJIOT MV, MOXKHO BBISIBUTB CIIEIMPUKY U 3a71a41 Ha-
CTOSIIIEV THOCEOJIOTTN, BCIIEZICTBIE UeTO IIPOSICHUTCS
BCs crcTeMa (PYJI0COUN B II€JIOM.

ITprmedarertbHO, uTo CasraroB TOBOPUT O COIMIAP-
HOoCcTM cBoevt mosunymu ¢ uHTynTtususMoM H.O. Jloc-
CKOTO, KOTJIa pevb WIET O HelOCPeNCTBEHHOM OTHO-
IIeHMM CyOBbeKTa Io3HaHM: K 00bekTy (Castaros, 1916,
c. 122123, cu. 1). O"TOrHOCeOOrMS JIOCCKOTO TaKXe
IIpeqroiaraia HOBOPOT K OBITVIIO, HO IPVHITUIIMAIIBHO
HenpriemsieMbIM CaJlaroBy IIpeJICTaBIISIeTCs YTBEPXKIe-
Hte JTocckoro 06 MMMaHEHTHOCTV OBITVISL M TIO3HAHMS,
00 OTOXXIEeCTBJIEHWMM IIO3HAHMS C ero OOBEKTOM (CM.:
Jlocckm, 19916, c. 220). Casyaro He CTOJTBKO TIOJTIEMM-
3upyert c JIocckmM, CKOJIBKO YKa3blBaeT Ha IIPOTUBOpe-
ums B ero KHure «OO0CHOBaHIE MHTYUTHUB3Ma».

Taxvm obpaszom, Canaros B cBoeVl cTaTbe HaMeda-
€T IIyTV COBPEMEHHOV eMy TpaHcOpMalyi THOCEO-
JIOTVIYECKOV! YCTaHOBKM, JJOMMHVPYIOIIEN B HeOKaH-
TraHcTBe 1 peHomenonorvm. I[Iposectn drocodpckm
yOenmnTepHOE 0OOCHOBaHME «ITIOBOPOTA K OHTOJIOT MVI»
O3HAYaJI0 PelINTh HEeHTPAJIBHYIO 3a7ady I'HOCEOJIo-
run Hadaza XX B. 11 mo0ennTh B «6Opbde ¢ IICKXO0JIo-
T'M3MOM», B KOTOPOV HOBOJIBHO YCIIEIITHO yYacTBOBa-
7M1 HeoKaHTMaHIIBI U ['yccepre. Ho anTmmcmxororn-
yeckas JIHMS, 110 MHeHnto Casiarosa, ObUIa IpoBerie-
Ha MMM He [0 KOHIIA, BCJIEACTBYIE Uero (pmiocodckast
MBICJIb TIPUIIJIA K «TOJIOV THOceosormm»'. OpHako
eCJIVI 3Ty JIVHUIO IPOJOJDKUTL, TO CTaHEeT COBepIIeH-
HO OYeBUIIHO, YTO OTCTaMBaeMble HEOKaHTMAHIIAMU 11
dpeHOMEHOIIOTaMM 'HOCEOJIOTMYECKVIE TTOJIOKEHVST Ha

" Hecmotpst Ha To uto Castaros 06U XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM C TeKCTOM
«JTormaecknx mccirenoBaHmn» I'yccepiist 1 Hammcal perieH3Io
Ha MX 1epBbIt pycckuit mepeson (Caaros, 19976), roBoputs 0
KaKOM-TO MCK/IIOUNUTEIBHOM BIIVISIHUM (peHoMeHotornm I'yccep-
711 Ha OHTOJIOTTYecKy¥o KoHIermyio Cajlarosa He IIPUXONUTCS.
DenomeHosorys I'yccepris olieHMBaeTCsl M CKOpee HeraTMBHO
KaK He M3)XMBIIas ncvxosornsm. [TogpoOHee cM. KOMMeHTapuit
B.A. Kypennoro (Casaros, 19976, c. 209, xomm.).
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sis is the examination of what unites this diversity.
Thus, methodology turns out to be a department of
ontology.

Salagov comes to the conclusion that the tradi-
tional doctrine of cognition is not in fact a doctrine
of cognition. This is not to say that a doctrine of cog-
nition is impossible in principle. True epistemology
should deal with revealing the nature of committing
to consciousness, a cognitive relationship between
subject and object. The epistemological problem
of committing to consciousness should not be sup-
planted by the ontological problem of the impact of
the object on the subject as was the case in the past.
The prerequisites of the correct treatment of episte-
mology, in Salagov’s opinion, were tentatively in-
dicated by Fichte, Bolzano and Husserl (Salagov,
1916, p. 141), whereupon epistemology started to be
crowded out by “epistemology.” It is only by under-
standing the essence of ontology that the specificities
and tasks of true epistemology can be revealed to
clear up the entire system of philosophy as a whole.

It is notable that Salagov (1916, pp. 122-123n1)
speaks about the solidarity of his position with Loss-
ky’s intuitivism when it concerns the direct relation-
ship of the subject of cognition to the object. Lossky’s
onto-epistemology also implied a turn towards be-
ing, but Salagov rejects on principle Lossky’s argu-
ment about the immanence of being and cognition,
about the identification of cognition with its object
(cf. Lossky, 1919, pp. 259-260). Salagov does not so
much polemicise with Lossky as point to contradic-
tions in his book The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge.

Thus Salagov in his article charts the way for
contemporary transformation of the epistemological
attitude that dominates Neo-Kantianism and phe-
nomenology. Providing philosophically convincing
grounding for “the turn to ontology” meant solving
the central task of epistemology in the early twen-
tieth century and scoring a victory in “the struggle
against psychologism,” which was waged rather
successfully by Neo-Kantians and Husserl. But,
Salagov believes, they did not follow through their
anti-psychological line, which is why their philo-
sophical thought ended up with “bare epistemolo-
gy”.1* However, if this line is continued, it becomes

4 Despite the fact that Salagov was well acquainted with the
text of Husserl’s Logical Investigations and wrote a review of its
first Russian translation (Salagov, 1997a), it would be wrong
to speak about some exclusive influence of Husserl’s phenom-
enology on Salagov’s ontological concept. Rather, he assesses
Husserl’s phenomenology as negative because it has not lived
down its psychologism. For more detail see Vitaly Kurennoy’s
commentary (Salagov, 1997a, p. 209n).



caMoM fieJle SIBJISIIOTCSL OHTOsIormdeckmnmy (Casiaros,
1916, c. 120—121). «[orbIvi THOCEOIOTM3M» BO3HUK TIO
HIpUYVHE OMIVOOYHOV IIOCTAaHOBKV OBITWS B 3aBUCH-
MOCTB OT IIO3HAHWS, TOIZIa KakK IIpo0JieMbl II03HAHMS,
HaoOOpOT, oIpeesIsAIoTCs mpodieMamyt ObITIS, a ITOM-
JIMHHAas IIpo0iieMa IO3HAHMS CBI3aHA VMCKIIIOUNTEIb-
HO C pacKpbITVIeM ITO3HABaTeJIBHOI'O OTHOIIEHNS — CO-
3HaBaHMSL.

Hukosnan bonaeipes: mo3HaHMe Kak ObITHe

Huxonart Bacmiwvesnu bonpeipes (1882—1929) —
IOpUCT, WIocod WCTOPUM ¥ IIpaBa, BBITYCKHUK
Canukr-IletepOyprckoro yHMBepcuTeTa. B  Tiepmon,
¢ 1907 o 1913 r. ObIBasI B HayYHBIX KOMaHIVPOBKaX B
Esporte. Uinen IlerepOyprckoro duocodckoro obire-
crBa 1 IleTepbyprekoro dprocodckoro codopanms, rep-
BBIVI AeKaH fopuandeckoro dpaxyssrera CapaToBCKO-
ro yHusepcuterta. B 1920-e rr. Boraeipes mmiier csomn
HarOoslee M3BeCTHBIE TPYIBI IO prsrocodmyt MCTOpuUm
«CwmpIcTT cTopum 1 miporpece» (1922), «[Ipasma 6oitb-
teBmtikovt Poccum. Toroc m3 rpobax» (1928 vt 1929).

ObparmmMcst Kk Tekcty pAokitapga H.B. bormgerpesa
«bbpITHIe 11 3HaHMeE, co3epliaHVe M pa3yM», IIPOYMUTaH-
Horo Ha 3aceraHmsax [letepOyprckoro dpurmocodckoro
obrrectsa 17 11 24 amrpertst 1921 . v TIo3Hee Oy OIIMKO-
BaHHOIO B Xy pHasie «MpbIciib» (boraeipes, 1922).

I’aBHas 3ajava JI0KJIafla COCTOsUIa B JIeMOHCTpa-
OUM aKTyaJIbHOCTU KpuTudeckom duitocodpum. Oc-
HOBHBIM KpUTepVieM aKTyaJIbHOCT JIF000ro drrocod-
CKOT0 HaIIpaBJleHVsI DompIpeB cumTaeT MCIIOIb30Ba-
HVIe B TIOCTIEYIOITIe 30XV IIOHSATUIIHOTO S3bIKa 3TO-
TO HaIlpaBJIEHMS 7T TTIOCTAHOBKM M OOCY>KIeHMs HO-
BBIX prtocodpckmx mpobrteM u 3afad. [IpmsHaBsast, 9To
HOBasi a110xa B pryiocodpry HacTynwIa, bombipes Bece
JKe TIBITaeTCs IT0Ka3aTh, YTO KpuTmdecKkas dpriocodmist
ce0s He M3X1JIa, IOTOMY YTO HOBBIE ITPOOJIeMBI YCITeIII-
HO (OpMYyNIMPYIOTCS Ha sA3bIKe KpuTuimsMa. VI xors
paHO WM IO30HO, cunTaeT LoigpipeB, KpUTHUUecKas
dmocodms, kak n T0b0e drtocodpckoe Harrpasie-
HVe, JOJDKHA ObITh M OyZeT IpeoforieHa, IOCKOJIBKY
3TOro TpelyeT pasBuTHe wIocodmit B IIEJIOM, 3TO
IIpeozIojIeHVIe JIOJDKHO COBepIIaThcs He ITyTeM 3alBe-
HWS VIV OTOpackIBaHIS ee MIe, a ITyTeM VX IIOJTHOTO
ycBoeHmsT: «JIuITb JOViAS 110 TOUKY, Ha KOTOPOW OCTa-
HOBIJIACh JaHHas prtocodrist, MOXKeM MBI [IeJIaTh II1ar
3a ee mpenens» (bomaerpes, 1922, c. 13).

5 dutocodum mcropvvt H.B. Bonpipesa TOCBsIeHa CTaThbs
H.A. Omurpueson (Omurpuesa, 2016).

89

L.Yu. Kornilaev

perfectly clear that the epistemological principles
upheld by Neo-Kantians and phenomenologists are
actually ontological (Salagov, 1916, pp. 120-121).
“Bare epistemologism” arose from the erroneous as-
sumption that being depends on cognition where-
as the problems of cognition, on the contrary, are
determined by the problems of being and the real
problem of cognition has to do exclusively with re-
vealing the cognitive relationship — the committing
to consciousness.

Nikolai Boldyrev: Cognition as Being

Nikolai V. Boldyrev (1882—1929) was a lawyer,
a philosopher of history and law and a graduate of
St. Petersburg University. In the period between
1907 and 1913 he was on research trips in Europe.
He was a member of the Petersburg Philosophical
Society, the Petersburg Philosophical Assembly and
the first Dean of Saratov University’s Law Faculty.
In the 1920s Boldyrev wrote his best known works
on the philosophy of history, The Meaning of History
and Progress (1922), The Truth about Bolshevik Russia.
A Voice from the Coffin (1928 or 1929)."

Let us turn to the text of Boldyrev’s paper “Be-
ing and Knowledge, Intuition and Reason” present-
ed at the meetings of the Petersburg Philosophical
Society on 17 and 24 April 1921 and later published
in the journal “Mys!” [“Thought”] (Boldyrev, 1922).

The main task of the paper was to demonstrate
the relevance of critical philosophy. The main cri-
terion of the relevance of any philosophical trend,
according to Boldyrev, is the use of the conceptu-
al language of this trend in the following epochs
to raise and discuss new philosophical problems
and tasks. Recognising that a new era in philoso-
phy had come, Boldyrev nevertheless tried to show
that critical philosophy had not spent itself because
new problems were successfully formulated in
the language of criticism. That said, sooner or lat-
er, Boldyrev believes, critical philosophy, like any
philosophical current, must be and will be supersed-
ed because this is necessary for the development of
philosophy as a whole. This process must take the
form not of oblivion or the casting away of its ide-
as but of completely assimilating them: “It is only
having reached the tipping point where this philo-
sophy stopped that we can step beyond its limits”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 13).

™ Boldyrev’s philosophy of history is the subject of an article
by Nina A. Dmitrieva (2016b).
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s BorjpipeBa oueBUTHO, YTO COBpeMeHHasl 3a-
Hmada cprtocodpum He MOXeT OBITH cpopMyIMpoBaHa
HMKAaK VHa4de, KpoMe KaK B IUIATOHVICTCKOM KJIIOYe, a
VIMEHHO KaK IT03HaHVe TOIJIMHHOro ObrTys'®. KanToB-
CKUT KPUTUIIA3M TakKe, TI0 MHEHUIO PyCCKOro ¢puio-
codpa, MIMeeT IUIATOHVCTCKYIO TeHmeHIM0Y. HecMoTps
Ha To uTo KaHT B KauecTBe IeHTPaJIGHON IIPOOIIEMBI
dutocodvm yTBeprmiI Ipo0iIeMy MO3HaHVS, HE CTOUT
3a0BIBaTh, UTO «ITIO3HAHVE B CBOEVI IJTyOoJarIeyt OCHO-
Be pacKpbIBaeTcs KaK CyIree OBITIE, 9TO OHTOJIOTYe-
CKasi ITpo0sieMa MOXKeT OBITh YCITEIITHO pellieHa TOJIBKO
Ha Ty TsAX THoceosorum» (bonmprpes, 1922, c. 14). B oT-
simume ot Casiarosa bosblpeB He TOBOPUT O KaKMX-TO
IIOZIMEHaX TIOHATWUII OHTOJIOTMW M THOCEOJIOTWM, He
WIIeT JIJIsi THOCEOJIOTMIM HOBBIX 3ajlad, HO yKasbIBaeT,
YTO pellieHvie OHTOJIOTMYeCKIX 3a7a4 3aKJ/TI0YeHo B ca-
MOVI TeopuM TTO3HaHM:. TakmM o0pa3oM, KOHIIEIIIVIS
Bornpprpesa Bce ke MCXOOWUT M3 THOCeosIorm3Ma. XOTs
OHa ¥ COIepP>KUT ITOBOPOT K OHTOJIOT MM, HO 3TOT IIOBO-
POT OCYIIIeCTBJISeTCS Ha IIOYBEe VMIMEIOIIVIXCS HeOKaH-
TMAHCKOV ¥ (P€HOMEHOJIOI TYeCKOV TeOPT ITO3HAHMS.

I'taBHOM OCcOGeHHOCTHRIO (prtocodmm KaHTa, yHac-
stlenosa"HoOM oT I 11aToHa, siBj1steTcs, corytacHo bosabrpe-
BY, TO, UTO CyIIlee ObITMe pacKpbIBaeTCs VCKITIOUMTEI b
HO B cdepe BOJIM 1 HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHa. beITie mipu-
OTKPBIBaeTCsI TOJIBKO TOI7Ia, KOr7la MBI IOXOMIVIM IO CBO-
Oomel BOMIV, O IIpenesioB cyOobeKTnBHOCTINE. VIMeHHO
B COITPMYACTHOCTH CyObeKkTa 1 00beKTa, CyObeKTUBHO-
CTV 1 ObITVA BeIpaykeHa ocHOBHasI mpes Kanra u [ia-
ToHa: «Ecyi cyOBeKT, MBIIUIeHVIe IpUYacTHBI HeoOXo-
VMO U HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHO OBITHIO... TO VI OBITME JaHO
Hen30eXXHO B Mopayce MbIUIeHWMs» (Bommeipes, 1922,
c. 14). Takum obpasom, borgpipes dpukcnpyeT HeoOXo0-
IOVIMYIO CBsI3b CyOBEKTMBHOCT V1 IIO3HAHVIS OBITVS.

OcnoBHast maes obOcyXmgaeMoro AOKJIafia 3aKIIio-
4JaeTcs B IIPOTVMBOIIOCTAaBJIEHNUM pediekcun u 4dyB-
CTBEHHOCTW, 3aHVMAaOIINX ITPOTUBOIOIOKHEIE TI03V-
v B nosHaHuM. Ilop pediexcuent bonmpipes moHM-
MaeT, BUAMMO, paboTy caMOCO3HaHMS («yCMOTpeHVe
cyOpekTMBHOCTI»). [IpomykT pedpriekcmm — TIOHS-
THe, KOTOpOe MOXKeT MMeTh OOJIBIIYIO VIV MEHBIIYIO
CUIIY, MEHSIOMIYIOCs II0 Mepe ociIalieHms pedirek-
cun («3abBeHMsI CyOBEKTMBHOCTI»). Pedriexcmm mpo-
TUBOCTOUT YYBCTBEHHOCTb. 1yBCTBEHHOCTb — 3TO CBO-

16 JTy1s1 HEOKAHTMAHCTBA B 11€JI0OM XapaKTePHO CBeJieHme Prio-
codpun K mwiaronmsmy. Cm., Hanp.: (Lembeck, 1994; Holzhey,
1997).

7 TIpuMeuaTesibHa OJIM30CTH 3TOrO Te3uca bBosgplpeBa ¢
OHTOJIOIMYECKMM ITpouTeHneM «KpuUTHKM 4MCTOro pasyma» y
Cararosa (cm.: Casaros, 1916, c. 130).

8 Borpipes 311eck OTchUIaeT K «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMIO K MeTadpu-
3uKe HpaBo» KanTta (AA 04; S. 446 —448, Kant, 1997, c. 221 —227).
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Boldyrev takes it for granted that the
present-day task of philosophy cannot be formu-
lated in any way other than the Platonic way, that
is, as cognition of true being.' The Russian philoso-
pher believes that Kantian criticism also leans to-
wards Platonism.”” Although Kant established the
problem of cognition as the central problem of phi-
losophy one should not forget that “[...] cognition
in its underlying basis reveals itself as being, [and]
that the ontological problem can only be successful-
ly solved on the path of epistemology” (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 14). Unlike Salagov, Boldyrev does not
speak about any supplanting of the concepts of on-
tology or epistemology, does not look for new tasks
for epistemology but argues that the solution of on-
tological tasks lies in the actual theory of cognition.
Thus, Boldyrev’s concept does, after all, proceed
from epistemologism; although it contains a turn to-
wards ontology, this turn takes place on the basis of
existing Neo-Kantian and phenomenological theo-
ries of cognition.

The main feature of Kant's philosophy inherit-
ed from Plato is, according to Boldyrev, that being is
manifested exclusively in the sphere of the will and
the moral law. Being is only revealed when we come
to the freedom of will, to the limits of subjectivity."®
The main idea of Kant and Plato is expressed pre-
cisely in the interconnection between subject and
object, subjectivity and being: “If the subject and
thinking are necessarily and directly connected with
being [...] then being is inevitably given in the mode
of thought” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 14). Thus Boldyrev
stresses the necessary connection between subjectiv-
ity and the cognition of being.

The main idea of Boldyrev’s paper consists
in the juxtaposition of reflection and sensibility
which are at opposite poles in cognition. By reflec-
tion Boldyrev apparently understands the work of
self-consciousness (“revealing of subjectivity”). The
product of reflection is the concept which may have
varying power that changes as reflection weakens
(“forgetting of subjectivity”). Reflection is opposed
by sensibility. Sensibility is reflection-free cogni-
tion, total alienation from the concept, fragmenta-

¢ Neo-Kantianism as a whole tends to reduce philosophy
to Platonism. See, for example, Lembeck (1994) and Holzhey
(1997).

7 One notes the closeness of this thesis of Boldyrev to the
ontological reading of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason by Salagov
(1916, p. 130).

8 Boldyrev here refers to Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysic
of Morals (GMS, AA 04, pp. 446-448; Kant, 2011, pp. 121-125).



OomHoe OT pedrieKcy II03HaHME, IIOJIHAS OTUYKIEH-
HOCTB OT TIOHATNS, (PparMeHTaIINsI OIIBITa, «TOUeUHBIN
aroMm3M BriedamieHun» (bommeipes, 1922, c. 15). Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, «3abbIBasi CyOBEKTMBHOCTB», MBI IIOIIa-
naeM B Myp ayBcTBeHHOCTU. C CyOBeKTMBHOCTBIO JKe
(pedpitexcuiert, BbIBElIEHEM TIOHSTHS) CBSI3aHO BCSKOE
dmtocodpcrBoBanHMe.  borgpipeB  IpPOTMBOIIOCTABIIS-
eT pumocodpcTBoBanMe 11 PUITOCOPCKYIO HEBUHHOCTE.
®ntocodpcTBoBaHME — 3TO pedrleKcus M HamdyB-
CTBEHHOCTD, BCSIKOe KOHCTPYVMPOBaHVIe TIOHSTUS SIBJIS-
eTcsi MpoayKToM drtocodcekont pedpirekcum. Harrpo-
TnB, prtocodckasi HEBUHHOCTh — ITOJTHAS OTYY)K/IEH-
HOCTb IIOHSITNS, «HOJIb IIOHSITVIS», UVCTasl 9yBCTBEH-
HocTb. [Ipemernt unicTor 9yBCTBEHHOCT — «HYIUINU-
MpoBaHHOEe MTHOBeHMe» (TaM xe).

BaxxHo orMeTnTh, uTO BONmbIpeB mo-ocobeHHOMY
IIOHVIMaeT YYBCTBEHHBIVI OIBIT. [IJIS HEro 4yBCTBEH-
HBIVI OIIBIT — 3TO He COBOKYITHOCTB OT/IEIbHBIX OIIIy-
mieHni, (OpMUPYIOMIAsCs B HEUTO LieJIoe, B KaKy-
10-T100 JaHHOCTb. HaobopoT, 4yBCTBEHHOCTE — 3TO
BCerza yTpara LeJIoro, «yxom, B MOMeHT». Pedpiekcuis,
B OTJINYME OT YYBCTBEHHOCTV, — 3TO «IIPOIecCyasIv-
3amus Beln», IIorpy>keHe ee B KoHTeKCT (bonsipes,
1922, c. 16—17). Tak, B 0OBIYHOM OIIBITE MBI BCeT/Ia Iyie-
TO IIOCepeVIHe MeX/Ty HyJIeM IIOHS TS U IIOJTHOV TaH-
HOCTBIO OBITHST, MEXLY UVICTOV 9YBCTBEHHOCTBIO V1 BCe-
OXBaTbIBAOIIEVI CyOBeKTUBHOCTEIO. C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI,
MBI He BIIaflaeM B IIOJIHYIO YYBCTBEHHOCTB, TaK KakK
BeIIV, JaHHbIe HaM B OITbITE, BCET/Ia yKe CBA3aHbI ped-
niexcuent. JTrobast TaHHOCTD IIpelrosiaraeT orpeesieH-
HYIO CBSI3aHHOCTB ¥ CyOBEKTMBHYIO KPUTHMKY OIIBITA,
KOTOpBIE He II03BOJIAIOT BCeIesIo IOTPY3UThCA B UyB-
cTBeHHOCTH. C IPYTOVI CTOPOHBI, MUP, JAHHBIV B OITBI-
Te (MUp SBJIEHUVI), He SBJISETCS IOJIVIHHBIM OBITIEM,
a CJIeoBaTeIbHO, He MOXeT OBITh ITOJTHOV JJAHHOCTHIO
ObrTs. Tak orpenerisieTcs: Hallle CPeIVIHHOE TIOJIOXKe-
HVe B OOBIYHOM OITBITE.

Muip, maHHBI B OOBIYHOM OITBITE, MBI ITPVBBIKIIN
CYMTaTh MUPOM 3[IPaBOrO CMBICTIA. B mevicTBuTeIbHO-
CTVI OH SBJISIETCS «CJIOKHBIM W CITyTaHHBIM 0Opaso-
BaHVEM» B CUJIy CBOEVI CPEIVHHOCTI: He YMCTasl UyB-
CTBEHHOCTHh 1 He umncroe mnoHsTue (bommeipes, 1922,
c. 17). Ho xax TOJIbKO IIPMBBIYHON I HaC peasibHO-
CTU KacaeTcs pedrrekcms (a ¢ pedprieKcmyt HadMHAETCS
BCSIKOe (PII0COPCTBOBAHME), TO MUP 3IPaBOrO CMBIC-
71a TpaHcdopMmupyercs. [IpyBEIUHBI MUP OIIBITa VIC-
uesaeT. [Ipn 3TOM «TepsieTcs He PeajIbHOCTD, a ee M-
HVPUYECKOe CTeCHEHE U yMaJleHVe. DKCIIPOIIPUNPY-
foTCs 3KcrIporpuaropst! <...> IToTok cyOBeKTMBHOCTI
CMBIBaeT HeHaZeXXHBIVI MVP OIIBITa 1 Ha ero OypHBIX
BOJTHAX BCIUIBIBAaeT IOIJIVMHHAS PeajTbHOCTh, TIOTO0HO
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tion of experience, “point atomism of impressions”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 15). Thus, “by forgetting subjec-
tivity”, we find ourselves in the world of sensibili-
ty. All kinds of philosophising are connected with
subjectivity (reflection, derivation of concepts).
Boldyrev opposes philosophising and philosoph-
ical innocence. Philosophising is reflection and
suprasensibility, any construction of a concept is
the product of philosophical reflection. By contrast,
philosophical innocence is total alienation of the
concept, “zero of concept”, pure sensibility. The lim-
it of pure sensibility is the “nullified instant” (ibid.).

It is important to note that Boldyrev has a pecu-
liar notion of sensible experience. For him sensible
experience is not a totality of individual perceptions
formed into a whole, into a given. On the contrary,
sensibility always means the loss of a whole, “with-
drawal into the moment.” Reflection, unlike sensi-
bility, is “processualisation of a thing”, immersion
in its context (Boldyrev, 1922, pp. 16-17). Thus, in
ordinary experience we are always somewhere be-
tween zero of concept and total givenness of being,
between pure sensibility and all-embracing subjec-
tivity. On the one hand, we do not fall into total sen-
sibility because the things given in experience are
always already bound by reflection. Any givenness
presupposes a certain connection to and subjective
criticism of experience which prevent us from be-
coming totally immersed in sensibility. On the other
hand, the world given in experience (the world of
phenomena) is not true being and consequently can-
not be the total givenness of being. This defines our
middle position in ordinary experience.

We are used to seeing the world given to us in
ordinary experience as the world of common sense.
In reality it is “a complex and confused entity” ow-
ing to its middle position: not pure sensibility and
not pure concept (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 17). Howev-
er, as soon as reflection touches the habitual reality
(and any philosophising begins with reflection) the
world of common sense is transformed. The habit-
ual world of experience disappears. And “what is
lost is not reality but its empirical abbreviation and
diminution. Expropriators are expropriated! [...]
The flow of subjectivity washes away the unreliable
world of experience and on its billowing waves sur-
faces true reality like a strong ship that triumphs
over deceptive and flowing elements” (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 17). Thus, the beginning of philosophising
always marks emergence from the world of habitual
reality, it is always “trans-".
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IIPOYHOMY KOpalJIro, TOp’KeCTBYIOIIEMY Haj, OOMaH-
qyBO M TeKyden ctuxver» (bommerpes, 1922, c. 17).
Taxum obOpasom, Hagasio prIocodPCTBOBaHMS — 3TO
BCeryia BBIXO M3 MVpa IIPUBBIYHON peasIbHOCTM, OHO
BCera «TpaHC-».

B cBasu ¢ stmm bBonpgeipeB mpormBoriocrasiis-
eT TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOe U TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOe ITOHVI-
MaHue dustocodpun. TpaHcleHneHTHas dviocodms
KOHCTPYMpPYeT HepyIIMMYIO I'PaHUIy MeXIy MUPOM
JaHHBIM VI MUPOM peasIbHBIM. bosibIpeB BEIABIISET a0-
COJTIOTHYIO I OTHOCUTEJIbHYIO TPaHCIIeHIEHTHYIO MO-
IleJTb MUpa ¥ TI0Ka3bIBaeT, 9TO B 00evX MOIeIIsIX MOfI-
JIMHHOE 3HaHVIe OCTaeTCs HEAOCTYITHBIM. AOCOIIOTHAS
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTHasi MoJiesIb (HaIpumMep, j1obast jorMa-
TUYecKasl, C KaHTOBCKOVI TOUKM 3peHMs, MeTadnsiiKa,
pacIpocTpaHsolas AesiTe/IbHOCTb pacCyaKa 3a IIpe-
ZeJIbl BO3MOXKHOI'O OITBITa) CaMOIIPOTVBOpEUMBa, TaK
KaK MeXy MIPOM BellleVl, JaHHBIX B OIBITE, VI MVI-
poM Berent camux II0 cebe BBICTpamBaeTCsl HEpPYIIV-
Masi TpaHWMIIa, MUP Belllerl caMIMX I10 ceOe OKa3bIBaeTCs
COBepIIIeHHO 3aKPbITBIM OT ITO3HaHMs. B oTHOCHTEIIB-
HOVI TpaHCIIeH/IeHTHOV MofiesiV (HaIllpyMep, B MHTY V-
tuBusMe C.JI. @paHKa) MHTYMUITNS CIIVBAETCS C IIpel-
MeTOM IIO3HaHWS, IIpYeM OTBJIeYeHHOe 3HaHe, VI
3HaHMe MOIJIVMHHOIO OBITVS, TakKXe OCTaeTcs HeJlo-
CTYIIHBIM.

B TpancueHzeHTaIM3Me Xe ITPOTHUBOIIOCTaBIIeHe
IBYX MMPOB OTCYTCTBYeT. TpaHcClleHAeHTa/IbHasl MO-
mennb durtocodum IpeAriosaraeT IOCTOSHHOe obpa-
IIeHMe K CyObeKTMBHOCTI — pedpiIeKCUIO, UTO II03BO-
JIeT TpaHCOPMIPOBaTh OOBIIEHHBIVI OIBIT U BBITHU
K IIOJIJIVTHHOMY OBITHIO, K OOBbeKTUBHOCTA.

Taxvm obpasoM, MHTepIIpeTanys TpaHCIeHIeHTa-
JIM3Ma B IIepCreKTBe IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIeH s pedyiek-
CUM VI 9yBCTBEHHOCTM TIOABOIUT bosmpIpesa K ero oc-
HOBHOVI OHTOI'HOCEOJIOTMYECKOV MBICIIN: «...ITOJT JKe3-
JIoM pedrieKCun... CyOBeKTMBHOCTD CTPEMUTETTHHO
IepexonnuT B 00beKTUBHOCTE» (bormeipes, 1922, c. 19).
DTOT Ilepexoj] OCYIeCTBJIseTcs B IIpoliecce pedpiek-
CUM, TO eCThb B IIporiecce (POPMIPOBaHIA ITOHSATISL.

CyObekT 1 00beKT HeJIb3d MBICJIUTD KaK Iapy, Cuu-
TaeT BorgbIpeB, IIOTOMY YTO B [IEVICTBUTEIIEHOCTU B
IIporiecce MO3HAHVISA ITPOVICXOIVT IOIJIOIIEHVIE OJHOTO
ApyruM, Tlepexor] ofHoro B apyroe. CyObekTa m 00B-
€KT OIIMOO0YHO MBICIIST Pa3iesIbHO, IIOCKOJIBKY CMeIIN-
BaIOT Belllb OOBIYHOIO OIIBbITa 1 OOBEKT, ITOSBIISIOII V-
csi B pesynbraTe pedprrexcun. Hawano pedpiiexcum —
HaJaJIo Iepexoia BeIIr B IPyToe COCTOSHIE, TO eCThb
BeIllb OOBIYHOIO OITBbITa CTAHOBUTCS OOBEKTOM, KOrZa
HOSIBIISIETCST CYOBEKT. «/I3MeHY1BOE 11 ITOIBIKHOE 3Ha-
HMe He IIopxaeT BOKPYT HeIIOABVKHOIO ITpeiMeTa, KakK

In this connection Boldyrev contrasts transcen-
dent and transcendental concepts of philosophy.
Transcendent philosophy constructs an impenetra-
ble border between the given world and the real
world. Boldyrev reveals the absolute and relative
transcendent model of the world and shows that
true knowledge remains inaccessible in both mod-
els. The absolute transcendent model (for example,
any metaphysics that is dogmatic from Kant’s point
of view which spreads the activity of reason beyond
possible experience) is self-contradictory, since be-
tween the world of things given in experience and
the world of things in themselves there emerges an
impenetrable border, the world of things in them-
selves turns out to be entirely shut out of cognition.
In the relative transcendent model (for example,
Frank’s intuitivism) intuition merges with the ob-
ject of cognition, and the abstract knowledge, or the
knowledge of true being, also remains inaccessible.

By contrast, in transcendentalism there is no op-
position of two worlds. The transcendental mod-
el of philosophy presupposes constant reference to
subjectivity, reflection, which makes it possible to
transform ordinary experience and attain true being,
objectivity.

Thus, the interpretation of transcendentalism
in the perspective of the opposition of reflection
and sensibility brings Boldyrev to his main on-
to-epistemological idea: “under the wand of reflec-
tion [...] subjectivity rapidly turns into objectivity”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 19). The transition takes place in
the process of reflection, i.e. in the process of the for-
mation of a concept.

The subject and the object cannot be conceived
of as a pair, Boldyrev believes, because in reality
in the process of cognition the one is absorbed into
the other, the one is transformed into the other. The
subject and the object are mistakenly thought of as
separate because the thing in ordinary experience is
confused with the object which emerges as the re-
sult of reflection. The beginning of reflection is the
beginning of the transition of a thing into a different
state, i.e. the thing of ordinary experience becomes
an object when a subject appears. “Changeable and
movable knowledge does not flutter around an im-
mobile object like a butterfly around a flower. When
we pass from the object to its cognition we open up
an infinite perspective, as it were, within the object
[...]” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 19). In this case the concept
serves as being. Therefore true ontology as a doc-
trine of being is only possible as the logic of cogni-
tion, as epistemology, as criticism and reflection.
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Gabouka BOKpyT 11BeTKa. Korma ot mpermera mepexo-
IVM K €ro IO3HaHWIO, MBI KaK Obl BHYTPM IIpeIMeTa
pasBep3aeM OeCKOHEUHYIO IIepCIeKTHBY...» (boimbl-
peB, 1922, c. 19). IloHsATMIE B TAKOM CJIy4Yae BBICTYIIAeT
B KaudecTBe cy1ero Oerrvs. IlosTomMy nonsmvrHast oHTO-
JIOrVIS KaK yUYeHMe O CyIIeM OBITMV BO3MOYKHA TOJIBKO
KaK JIOTMKa ITO3HaHM:, KaK FTHOCeOJIOrs, KaK KpUTUKa
U pedprieKcus.

Heobxonmmo, canTaeTt borpipes, oIyaTs cyiiee
ObITVe, IIOJIy4MBIIIeeCss B pe3yiibrare pedpieKCuui, OT
TPaHCIIEH/IEHTHOT'O ObITIIS, YTBEP>KIaeMOro B MeTadu-
3uke. MeTadmsika IocTpoeHa Ha yCTaHOBJIEHM VI3Ha-
YaJIbHO 3aJJaHHOT'O OBITMS, YTO €CTh IIPUHSTHE VCKO-
MOTO 3a HavizieHHoe. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIN3M ke TOBOPUT
0 OBITVM KaK IIPUHINIIE 3HAHWS, KOTOPBIVI [TPOSIBIISET-
st uepe3 cyObeKTMBHOCTD. «[IitaToHMYecKas jlormka —
3aKOHHas BJIafesiniia ObITVSA, a He TO, 9TO OBIIO yde-
HVKaMV APVCTOTEIISI CpedaKTIPOBAaHO B OCOOBIVI OT-
nenn “mocrte dpusukm”» (bormeipes, 1922, c. 22). Cy0b-
€KTVBHOCTb OJTHOBPEMEHHO pasbeIVHSET U CBS3bIBa-
€T HOyMeHAJIbHBI 1 (peHOMeHaIbHBIT MUPBL. «CyO0b-
€KTMBHOCTb — 3TO JIBEPb, Yepe3 KOTOPYIO ObITHe Kak
ObI BBEIXOIUT 113 cebsl, UTOOBI JIIOOOBHO M3JIUTHCS B CBOE
ZIPyTOe€, T.e. IPOSIBUTBCH, U ABEPD, Yepe3 KOTOPYIO OHO
OITSITH BXOIUT B ceOs1, cobmupaetcs m3 paccesams» (Tam
xe). [TosToMy pasrpaHmYeHVIe JIOTUKI Y MeTapU3VKU
HEKOpPpeKTHO. EIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOW VICTVHHOW
MeTapV3MKOV SIBJISIETCS JIOTMKA, «He JIOTMKa M MeTa-
dmsmKa, a TOIBKO JIOTMKa KaK MCTMHHas MeTadnsmKa,
He II03HaHMe ObITVS, IT03HaHMe ¥ OBITHIE, a ITO3HAHEe
Kak ObITIe, TOJTBKO ITo3HaHMe» (TaM xe). B aToM BeIBOTIE
boripipes odeHb 0/11130K K OcHOBHOM mjtee Casiarosa.

WTak, OHTOIOIMS BO3MOXKHA VICKJIIOUMTEIBHO KaK
Teopus no3HaHMsL. JIoruka 1o3HaHMs pacKpbIBaeT Obl-
THe Kak npuHImIL. OTKa3 Ipu3HaBaTh 3TO MPUBOAUT K
TIOSIBIIEHMIO (PVITOCOPCKMX CHCTEM, B KOTOPBIX TI03Ha-
HVIe TPAKTYETCSI C YUETOM «TIOIIIOPKV» SMITVPIUECKO
peanbHOCTY, MUpa 3apaBoro cMmeiciia (bommaeipes, 1922,
c. 22). Taxnx, HampuMep, Kak maeas-peaymsMm. Kak 13-
BECTHO, HanOOoJIbIIIee Pa3BUTVIE OH HOITYYWII Yy PYCCKMIX
nHtynTusrctos H.O. JTocckoro n C.JI. @panka. B mje-
ajI-peasiv3Me IIOCTYJIVIPYIOTCS [IBa YPOBHS ObITUS —
peastbHOe U MeasTbHOe. PeartbHOe ObITVIE, eciit 0600-
IIIATB, BKJIIOYAET B ce0si KOHKPETHbIE IIPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HO-BpeMeHHBIe Bellll, MHa4ue TOBOPs, SMIIVPUUIECKYIO
peasytbHOCTB. VjieasibHOe ObITVIE — BHEITPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HOe V1 BHeBpeMeHHoOe. [/ICTOUHVIKOM MJ1eaTbHOTO OBITVS
BBICTyIIaeT Brlcmrast myposasi cybcranmmst (Jloccxyar)®

19 Cwm., Hanip.: (JTocckmi, 1991a, c. 471 —480).

L.Yu. Kornilaev

It is necessary, according to Boldyrev, to distin-
guish the existing being resulting from reflection
from transcending being asserted in metaphysics.
Metaphysics is based on establishing the initial-
ly given being which amounts to accepting what
is being searched for as what has been found. By
contrast, transcendentalism speaks of being as the
principle of knowledge manifested through sub-
jectivity. “Platonic logic is the legitimate owner of
being and not what has been edited by Aristotle’s
disciples into a special department ‘after physics’”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 22). Subjectivity simultaneously
disunites and unites the noumenal and phenomenal
worlds. “Subjectivity is the door through which be-
ing emerges, as it were, from within itself in order to
lovingly pour in its other, i.e. manifest itself, and the
door through which it again enters itself is assem-
bled from dispersion” (ibid.). Therefore the separa-
tion of logic and metaphysics is incorrect. The only
possible true metaphysics is logic, “not logic and
metaphysics, but only logic as true metaphysics, not
cognition of being, cognition and being, but cogni-
tion as being, only cognition” (ibid.). In drawing this
conclusion Boldyrev comes very close to Salagov’s
main idea.

Thus, ontology is possible solely as the theory
of cognition. The logic of cognition reveals being as
principle. A refusal to admit this spawns philosoph-
ical systems in which cognition is interpreted tak-
ing into account “the props” of empirical reality, the
world of common sense (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 22). An
example of this is ideal-realism. Ideal-realism was
elaborated most thoroughly by Russian intuitivists
Lossky and Frank. Ideal-realism postulates two lev-
els of being, the real and the ideal. Real being, gen-
erally, includes concrete spatial-temporal things, in
other words, empirical reality. Ideal being is outside
space and time. The source of ideal being is the Su-
preme World-substance (Lossky)" or Absolute Be-
ing (Frank).” This may be why Boldyrev says that
ideal-realism ultimately always leads to spiritual-
ism, i.e. materialisation of the spirit. The result is
not simply spiritualism, but “vulgar spiritism where
the spirit labours in the field of mechanics and
moves objects.” Boldyrev cannot agree with this,

9 See, for example, Lossky (1928, pp. 185-192).

2 See, for example, Frank (1995, pp. 169-174). It is worth not-
ing that Frank was seriously interested in Neo-Kantianism and
later arrived at onto-epistemology through the criticism of that
philosophical trend. For more on ontological transformations
of Frank’s thought see Obolevich (2014).
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JL.YO. Koprunaes

vy abcosroTHOe ObITre (PpaHK)®. Bo3MoXHO, 1103TO-
My DBoreipeB roBoput, 4To meas-peayiusM B KOHeU-
HOM cueTe Bcerjia IIPUBOIUT K CIUPUTYaIN3My — Ma-
TepuaM3aliy AyXa. B urore moiydaercs He IIPOCTO
CHVPUTYAJIN3M, a «IIOIMUIBIV CIIMPUTH3M, THE IyX TPY-
OWUTCH Ha IIONpPWINe MeXaHVIKWV, IBUTaeT IIpeaMeThD».
C sty bosipIpeB He MOXET COIIACKUThCS VI HacTauBa-
€T Ha 4MCTOM WleasIn3Me 1, KaK CJIe[ICTBIe, Ha YCTOM
rHOCeOJIormsMe, «0e3 BCAKMX Ionropok» (Bormpipes,
1922, c. 23). B uneas-peasmsMe TOCHOACTBYET TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTHOe TIOHVIMaHVe ObITNS, pasiesIdroliee ero Ha
IBa KaTeropmdecKy HeCOBMECTVMBIX YPOBHs. B xpm-
TIYeCKOV e pryiocodum pedb MAeT O TpaHCIeHeH-
TaJIFHOM TIOHVIMaHUV OBITVS, T/Ie Mzien, KaTeTopu, JIo-
r'YecKyie TIOHSATUS «BbIPACTalOT M3 PeaJIbHOCTI, 00BO-
JIaKMBAIOT ee U 3aKJII0YaroT B ceds» (Tam sxe)?.

BoriplpeB TI0Ka3kIBaeT, YTO OCHOBHASL Mziest KpUTHU-
yeckort prstocodvn — wesk allpuopHOCTY I YMCTO-
TBI — II0CJIE OUMIIIEHVS €€ OT «IICVXOJIOIMUECKOV U Ha-
TYPaIMCTIYECKOTI CKBEPHBD» PACKPBIBAETCS KaK West
Metora (bormeipes, 1922, c. 23). Vnes merona y I. Ko-
reHa HavUTyYIIVIM 00pa3oM JoKa3kIBaeT HelIpOTVBOpe-
YMBOCTh TpaHCIeHIeHTasn3Ma. MeTof siBJIseTcs TOow
vifieelt (a B THOCEOJIOTMYeCKOM CMBICIIe — JIOTYeCKOM
enuHMIeN), Oarogaps KOTOPOW OIIBIT CTaHOBUTCH
ombIToM. «bBITHE — MeTOfI, VI MeTOIL — Wesi», O1aroma-
Ppst KoTopovi OpITHe TaHO B KadecTse ObrTiis (bommpIpes,
1922, c. 24). Meton, — 370 TO, uTo Koren HaspiBaet um-
cThIM MbIIyIeHeM. Kak 4vicToe MBIIIIIeHVIe, eCIIii OHO
YIICTOe, MOXKeT IOPOXKIATh Cylliee ObITVE 13 HUYETo?
s BorgeipeBa 3TOT BOIIpOC MMeeT OoTBeT. Eciiu 1of
MBIIIIJIEHVIEM IIOHVMATh He IICHXMYEeCKMUI IIPoliece, a
Mopyc ObITMS (4MCTOe COCTOsIHVE OBITMS, CBOOOIHOe
OT YyBCTBEHHOCTV), TO peayln3yeTcsi IOJIOKeHNe, CO-
[JIACHO KOTOPOMY «CylIIiee ObITVE TBOPUTCS MBICIIBIO 13
HWYETo, 1 YMCTasi MBICJIb €CTh He YTO MHOe, KaK CyIiee
ObrTre» (Tam xe).

Bomnppipes, kak n Cajlaros, Takxke oOpalrjaeTcs K
aHaJIM3y THOCEOJIOIYeCcKOV KOHIEMNINM VMMaHeHT-
Hont dpwitocopun. OH mpupepXuBaeTcs MMMaHEHT-
HOVI TPaKTOBKM OBITHS, yTBep)KIalOIeVl COBIIafleHVie
ITO3HaHMs 1 ObITHS, cyObekTa 1 oObekTa. «[lo3HaHMe
ecThb OBITVe, VIV €T0 HeOTTOpXKMMasi KBaInduKarsi,
€To CyIIleCTBeHHas XapaKTepuCTuKa, MOLyc». (bormpr-

2 Cwm., Hanp.: (Ddpask, 1995, c. 169 —174). ITprumeuaTesIbHO, 4TO
DpaHK cepbe3HO MHTePeCcoBasICsl HEOKAHTMAHCTBOM U BIIOCIIEN-
CTBUM Yepe3 KPUTHKY 3TOro hvyiocodCKOro TedeHus IIpuIIes K
onrorHoceosiornu. ITompobHee 06 oHTONIOrMYeCKUX TPpaHCHOP-
Marysix Meici Ppanka cm.: (O6osesird, 2014).

2 BoJIgBIpeB IEeMOHCTPUPYET paboTOCIIOCOGHOCTh IHOCEOTIO-
I'vi3Ma TI0 CpaBHEHMIO C Vfleasl-pealn3MOM Ha IIprMepe KOHIIeTI-
v Mbiuierys . Korena (Cohen, 1922).
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insisting on pure idealism and, as a consequence,
on pure epistemologism, “without any props”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 23). Ideal-realism is dominated
by the transcendent notion of being that divides it
into two categorically incompatible levels. Critical
philosophy, on the other hand, deals with the tran-
scendental concept of being where ideas, categories
and logical concepts “grow out of reality, envelop it
and include it within themselves (ibid.).*!

Boldyrev shows that the main idea of critical
philosophy — the idea of a priori and purity (after
being cleansed from “psychological and naturalistic
filth” is revealed as the idea of method (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 23). Cohen’s idea of method best proves
the non-contradictory character of transcendental-
ism. Method is the idea (logical unit in the episte-
mological sense) due to which experience becomes
experience. “Being is method and method is idea,”
thanks to which being is given as being (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 24). Method is what Cohen describes as
pure thinking. How can pure thinking, if it is pure,
generate existing being from nothing? Boldyrev has
an answer to this question. If by thinking we under-
stand not the mental process but a mode of being
(pure state of being, free of sensibility), this imple-
ments the proposition whereby “the existing be-
ing is created by thought out of nothing and pure
thought is none other than existing being” (ibid.).

Boldyrev, like Salagov, also turns to the analysis
of the epistemological concept of immanent philoso-
phy. Boldyrev sticks to the immanent interpretation
of being which asserts the coincidence of cognition
and being, subject and object. “Cognition is being,
or an inalienable qualification, its essential char-
acteristic, its mode” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 25). How-
ever, this thesis of immanentism is truly revealed
only when immanentism is opposed to transcenden-
tism. Transcendent being, the being of metaphysics
which posits the initial givenness of being, is pas-
sive; in immanent interpretation being is in a state
of emergence, it is “alive in its inherent problemat-
ic character” (ibid.). Inmanent being “is revealed as
the way, the method” as distinct from the being of
metaphysics which, owing to the final givenness of
being, embodies rather the end of the way of cogni-
tion. Thus being in immanent idealism is marked by
“an inherent problematic character, conscious ten-

2 Boldyrev demonstrates using the example of the concept of
thinking by H. Cohen (1922) that epistemologism works better
than ideal-realism.



pes, 1922, c. 25). OgHaKo JaHHBIV Te31C UMMaHEeHTM3-
Ma II0-HaCTOSIIIEMY PacKpbIBaeTcs TOIBKO B IIPOTHU-
BOIIOCTABJIEHWN VIMMAHEHTM3Ma TPaHCIeHIEHTU3MY.
TpaHcileHmeHTHOE OBITVIE, OBITVIE MeTapM3MKM, ITO-
Jlararolee M3Ha4aJIbHYIO 3aJJaHHOCTh OBITMS, — IIac-
CUBHO; B VIMMAaHEHTHOV TPaKTOBKe OBITVIE HaXOIWT-
Csl B CTAHOBJIEHWUV, OHO <«KWBO B CBOEV BHYTPEHHEN
rpobsiemarnuHocT» (Tam xe). ViMmaHeHTHOe ObITVIE
«pacKpbIBaeTCs Kak IIyTh, METOMI» B OTJINYVIE OT ObITS
MeTadpM3MKI, KOTOPOe CBOeV OKOHYATEeITBFHOV ITaHHO-
CTBIO OBITVISI OJIMIIETBOPSIET CKOpee KOHELT ITy TV ITO3Ha-
Hys. BeITre B MMMaHeHTHOM 1leasn3Me, TakuM oOpa-
30M, XapaKTepn3yeTcsl «<BHY TPeHHeN IIpo0JieMaTayHO-
CTBIO, OCMBICJIEHHBIM HalIpsDKEHVEM, TBOPUECKMM Ha-
gasiom» (Tam >ke). VIMeHHO B MMMaHEHTHOV TPaKTOB-
Ke ObITId, cumTaeT bormeIpes, HaMedaroTCs KOHTYPEI
MIePCOHAJIICTUYHOTO ITOHVMaHMA ObITHS — CyIlee
TIpefiCTaeT B KauecTBe «KMBOTO JIMIia». TakvM obpasoMm,
10 er0 MHEHWIO, KpUTr4ecKast prtocodmist COIepKIUT
BHYTpM cebs TBopsiiiee ObiTre. Clie[ICTBMEM ITPaBIIIb-
HOTO IIpVIMeHeHMs KPUTUIINM3Ma CTAHOBUTCS yCTaHOB-
JIeHVe eVHCTBA OBITVIS M TI03HaHMS, I/ie ObITie Ipu-
oOpeTaeT dopmy sormdeckoit Teopum. «Kpmrummsm
He BOCTOYHAs MHTYWMIIMS, a 3allajiHasl, eBpollericKas
Teopus, XVBas M yTBepXKIIaroltias, Buasinas bora B sp-
KUV TOJIJIEHb OJIarOC/IOBIISIIOIIVIM BCE UeJIOBEYeCKye
merna. Laborare orare®» (Bonpmeipes, 1922, c. 26). Ctout
OTMETWUTb, YTO TaKasl TPAKTOBKa cOJvrkaeT borypipesa
C IIpeICTaBUTEIISIMU VJleasI-peasii3Ma, YCTaHaBIIMBaO-
VMY BHEBPEMEHHON VICTOYHVIK MZI€aJIBHOTO ObITISL.

Kpurnaeckyto dnnocodrio, yTBepKaaIonIyro Kop-
PeJISIITNIO 3HAHMS V1 OBITISL, OOBUMHSIIOT, C OTHOVI CTOPO-
HBI, B CyOBEKTVBIM3aINM THOCEOJIOT N, C APYroil — B
TOTAJIBHOM palMoHaIM3Me JIoruKmn®. B KauecTsBe ayib-
TEPHATVBBL BBICTYIIAIOT PeajiM3M ¥ WHTYWUTUBU3M.
bosizipIpeB  T10CiIeiOBaTeIbHO JIOKA3bIBaeT HECOCTOS-
TeJIBHOCTH STVX OOBMHEHWITL

PearmaMm yTBep)KIaeT CyIIecTBOBaHVE He3aBUCH-
MOT'O OT CyObeKTa OBITIS, YTO B KOHEYHOM CUeTe IIPV-
BOAUT K TEOPUM OTpakeHMs. YIIpeK B CyOBeKTMBU3-
Me THOCEOJIOTMYECKOV KOHIEIIINY KPUTIYecKon hu-
jocodun BBIpACTaeT M3 YIIYIIEHNS OHTOJIOIMYEeCKO-
O KOMIIOHEHTA B HeV: HeIOHVIMAHUS TOTO, TO «IIpPO-
TUBOIIOCTaBJIeHe OBITVISA M TTO3HAHMS €CTh B CYIIIHO-

2 TPpyOWUThCS 3HAYNUT MOJIUTBCA (JIAT.).

# VImeetcs B BU/Ly yKasaHVe Ha TIOJTHOE VICKITIOYEHVIE SMITHPVI-
YeCKOro (IICHIXOJIOIMYECKOro) JIeMeHTa U3 JIOTUKW B KPUTIde-
cKom prmocodpmm.

% Peub MIeT B IEPBYIO O4eperb 00 yKe YIIOMSHYTBIX IIpell-
CTaBUTeJISAX MHTYWTMBU3Ma U Weal-peaysMa — JlocckoMm u
®paHke.
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sion and creative drive” (ibid.). It is the immanent in-
terpretation of being, Boldyrev believes, that has the
outlines of personalist understanding of being, what
exists is presented as a “living person.” Thus, in
Boldyrev’s opinion, critical philosophy contains cre-
ative being within itself. As a consequence, correct
application of criticism establishes the unity of be-
ing and cognition wherein being acquires the form
of a logical theory. “Criticism is not Oriental intu-
ition, but a Western European theory that is alive
and life-asserting, that sees God on a bright day
blessing all human affairs. Laborare orare” (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 26). It has to be noted that such interpreta-
tion brings Boldyrev closer to the representatives of
ideal-realism who consider the source of ideal being
as being outside time.

Critical philosophy which argues in favour of
the correlation of knowledge and being is accused,
on the one hand, of subjectivising epistemology,
and on the other hand, of upholding the total ratio-
nalism of logic.”? Realism and intuitivism are an al-
ternative.” Boldyrev relentlessly proves that these
accusations are false.

Realism posits the existence of being inde-
pendently of the subject, which ultimately leads
to the theory of reflection. The charge of subjectiv-
ism levelled at the epistemological concept of criti-
cal philosophy arises from the fact that it omits the
ontological component: failure to understand that
“the opposition of being and cognition is actually
the opposition of two types of being: transcendent
being and transcendental being, being as thing and
being as personality” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 26). Thus,
in place of living subjectivity immanent to being re-
alism in critical philosophy presupposes subjectivity
confined within being given in experience and hav-
ing no access to being outside this experience.

The charge of total rationalism of logic is simi-
larly eliminated. Correct understanding of ratio-
nalism, the Russian philosopher believes, rules out
any duality, rationalism is monistic: “being, i.e. exis-
tence as a living person” is always within the logical
form of reason. Proposing intuitivism instead of ra-
tionalism ignores the fact that in the process reason
is supplanted by its “pale shadow”, understanding

2 The reference is to the complete exclusion of the empirical
(psychological) element from logic in critical philosophy.

% The reference is first and foremost to the above mentioned
representatives of intuitivism and ideal-realism, Lossky and
Frank.
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CTV IIPOTMBOIIOCTABJIEHNE [IBYX BUIIOB OBITVS: OBITHS
TPaHCIIeHIEHTHOTO 7 OBITMS TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOTO,
ObrTms-Bern 1 OblTMsIMYHOCTM» (Bosmbrpes, 1922,
c. 26). Tax, B3aMeH >XMBOV, MMMaHEHTHOW OBITHUIO,
CyOBEKTMBHOCTV B KpUTHUYeCKOV duiocodum pea-
JIM3M TIpefyIaraeT CyOBbeKTMBHOCTD, 3aMKHYTYIO B ObI-
TV, JAHHOM B OIIBITE, VI JINIIIEHHYIO TOCTYIIa K OBITIIO
3a IIpefiesIaMi 3TOrO OIbITA.

INomo6HEIM ke 00pa3oM ycTpaHseTcs 11 OOBUHEHe
B TOTQJIBHOM pallvoHam3Me JIorvku. [IpasrisHOe 110-
HYIMaHWe paryoHasIi3Ma, CanTaeT PyccKuit dprocod,
VICKJTIOYAeT BCSKYIO 1yaJIbHOCTb, PAIVIOHAJIVI3M MOHI-
CTU4YeH — «ObITHe, T.e. CyIlee KaK JKMBOe JIMIIO» BCer-
7la HaXxommuTcs B jiormdeckovi popme pasyma. Ilperia-
ras B3aMeH pallVIOHaIM3My MHTYWUTWUBU3M, yITyCKafoT
V3 BUJIQ, YTO IIPU TOM IIOJIMEHSIOT Pa3yM €ero «cja-
Gort TeHbo» — paccynkoM (Tam xe)®. VIHTyMBU3M, 11O
MHeHMIO boimpIpeBa, KPUTHKYS palllOHAJIN3M, Ha ca-
MOM [ieJle KPUTHKYeT «pacCyIHUYeCTBO». VIHTynuTu-
BI3M YKasblBaeT Ha VM3bSHBI PacCyIHWYECTBa, Ha €T
IVICKY PCMBHOCTB. BO-TIEpBBIX, pacCyIOK MOXXET BbIBe-
CTVI OIHO W3 IPyTOro, HO He MOXXeT 00OCHOBaTh, II0-
3TOMY AVICKYPCUMBHOCTb — 3TO BCEIJIa 3aBUCHMOCTbD 1
OITOCPEIOBAHHOCTE; BO-BTOPBIX, AVICKY PCUBHBIVI paccy-
IIOK BCeryia aHaIM3UpyeT, ApOoOUT, B pe3ysIbTraTe 4dero
13 00beKTa Io3HaHMs oOpa3yeTcd aMopdHas Macca, B
KOTOPOVI YTPa4eHO BCSKOE €IVIHCTBO; B-TPETHIUX, IIPO-
CTeVIIIIVe 3JIeMEHTHI, KOTOpPble MOSBVIINCH IIOCIIe BO3-
JIEVICTBUS PacCy/iKa Ha eIMHCTBO, HACTOJIBKO OelHbI 1
IIPOCTBI, YTO yTPAaTWIIN BCIKYIO WMHAVBIMIYaIBHOCTD
VI IIOXOXW IPYT Ha apyra. bosgplpes IoKas3bIBaeT, 9To
IJaHHasg KPUTMKa OIIVO0YHO BeIZIaeTCs 3a KPUTUKY pa-
LIVIOHAJIV3MA, B TO BpeMs KaK pedb UIET O «PyLAUMeHTe
pasyma» — paccynxke (bornbrpes 1922, c. 27—28). Bosnee
TOTO, KPUTMKYyeMasi AVUCKY PCUBHOCTD IIPU ee KOPPEKT-
HOVI MHTepIIpeTally IIPUBOAUT TOJIBKO K yKperlle-
HMIO MCTVIHHOIO palVioHaJIN3Ma, canTaeT bosmgerpes.
[TpaBwibHAS AUCKYPCUBHOCTh — 3TO pasyMHas IIVC-
KYPCMBHOCTB, KOTOpas He IIPOCTO [IEJINT, HO VI CIIeIIs-
eT. Hanbortee sipKo 3TO BbIpakeHO B JIOTVIKE CUJLIOT M3~
MOB U akcuoMaruke. CryUIornsM, aKCMOMaTWYeCKM
BBIBOJ] IeYKTVBHBIX TEOPWVI HACKHIIIIAIOT HAYKY Iy XOM
CBSI3aHHOCTW, €IMHCTBA M CUCTEMBIL. AKCOMa, C TOUKI
sperns bosmelpeBa, — He caMoposJlerorasi Oecriion-
HOCTB, He O4eBMTHOCTE B cebe. «OHa IIpamareps, Iiep-
BOpOZIAIIIee, TO, YTO CBSITO I Beero poma» (bommsipes,

» TlogpobHee 0 TpaKTOBKe pasyma B MHTYUTHBV3Me cM.: (JToc-
cxmir, 19916, c. 326—334). O mpoTMBOIIOCTABIIEHMI IVCKYP-
CMBHOCTM VI WIHTYWTMBHOCTM paccyjika y Kanra cm. B riiaBe
«[lormMaTVgecKme PeArTockIKM Teopuy 3HaHMs Kamra» (Jloc-
ckmt, 19916, c. 106 —146.)
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(ibid.)*. Intuitivism, in Boldyrev’s opinion, in criti-
cising rationalism, actually criticises “the focusing
on understanding”. Intuitivism points to the flaws
of the focusing on understanding, its discursive
character. First, understanding can derive one from
the other, but it cannot ground it, therefore discur-
siveness always means dependence and mediation;
second, discursive understanding, always analy-
ses and fragments, as a result of which the object of
cognition turns into an amorphous mass devoid of
any unity; third, the simplest elements which have
emerged after the impact of understanding on uni-
ty are so barren and simple as to have lost all indi-
viduality and have come to resemble one another.
Boldyrev (1922, pp. 27-28) shows that this critique
is mistakenly passed off for critique of rationalism,
whereas it concerns a “rudiment of reason”, the un-
derstanding. Moreover, the criticised discursive-
ness, if correctly interpreted, only strengthens true
rationalism, Boldyrev believes. Correct discursive-
ness is sensible discursiveness which does not sim-
ply divide, but also cements. This is most vividly
manifested in the logic of syllogisms and axiomatics.
Syllogism, axiomatic derivation of deductive theo-
ries invests science with the spirit of connectedness,
unity and system. An axiom, according to Boldyrev,
is not a self-consistent barrenness, not an evidence
in itself. “It is the foremother, the primogenous
which is sacred for the entire tribe” (Boldyrev, 1922,
p- 29). The existence of the uniting principle (criteri-
on) which makes a system what it is, is a necessary
condition of the transcendental method that under-
lies rationalism. The basis of rationalism is the uni-
ty of plurality, “a dismembered whole, a bonding of
interconnected terms” (ibid.). Correctly understood,
intuitivism must investigate the object directly, in all
its unity and completeness, in the wealth of its con-
creteness.

The unity of the object is not easy to achieve, it
must be “achieved through travail in overcoming
plurality” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 30), which is the task
of the philosopher. Discursive rational knowledge is
acquired through a massive effort and is never full
or final, but “secure possession of a little is better
than impotently claiming everything,” Boldyrev be-
lieves (ibid.).

2 For more on the interpretation of reason in intuitivism see
Lossky (1919, pp. 402-415). For the opposition of discursive
and intuitive aspects of understanding by Kant see the chapter
“The Dogmatic Assumptions of Kant’s Theory of Knowledge”
(Lossky, 1919, pp. 107-158.).



1922, c. 29). Hayim4me CLIEIIISIONIETO IIPUHINIIA (KPW-
Tepusi), KOTOPBI JleJlaeT CYICTeMY CHCTeMOVI, — HeobXo-
ZIVIMOe yCJIOBVIe TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOTO MeToIa, JIeXa-
IIIeTO B OCHOBe paryoHasy3Ma. OcHOBa paIoHasIN3-
Ma — 9TO €IVHCTBO MHOXeCTBEHHOCTY, «PaculeHeH-
HOe IIeJIOe, CBSI3b B3aMMOCBI3aHHBIX TepMMHOB» (Tam
Ke). KoppekTHO 1IOHMMaeMbIT MHTYUTUBU3M I0JDKEH
VICCIIEIOBATh OOBEKT HEIOCPEICTBEHHO, B €IMHCTBE U
IIOJTHOTE, B OOraTcTBe KOHKPETHOCTIA

ITpu 5TOM emVHCTBO OOBEKTa He JTaeTCsI IIPOCTO TaK,
OHO IOJDKHO OBITH «BBICTpa/JaHO Ha IIYTIX IIPeoroie-
HVS MHOXecTBeHHOCTI» (bormerpes, 1922, c. 30), uto
U sgByIseTcs 3aavent priocoda. IMcKypcBHOe pary-
OHaJIbHOe 3HaHMe IIproOpeTaeTcs ¢ OOJIBIINMM TPYAOM
7 BCerzia SIBJISIeTCS. HEITOJIHBIM 1 He3aBepIIeHHBIM, HO
«JIydllle IPOYHO 00JIaiaTh HEMHOIIM, YeM OecCVIBHO
IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha BCé», cumTtaeT bommapipes (Tam xe).

Taxmm obpasom, oHTONIOrMST BoOspIpeBa TIpesicTaB-
JIeT XXWBOE ¥ TBOPYECKOe caMopas3BepThiBaHMe Obl-
Tnst. CyObeKTHBHOCTD pacKpbIBaeTCsl KaK TBOPSIIASICS
00BeKTMBHOCTG. bONabIpeB 3aKiIagbIBaeT B MIEKO VM-
MaHeHTV3Ma, COeIVHSIONIYIO0 TIO3HaHVe 1 ObITIe, Bed-
HYIO IIpo0JIeMaTNYHOCTDb, He3aBePIIeHHOCTD, IVajlek-
TUYHOCTB, YTO COJIVDKAeT ero MHTepIIpeTariio KaH-
TOBCKOV (prstocodpum ¢ reresreBckont dptocodmert ad-
COJIFOTHOTO JTyXa.

3aK/IroueHmne

[Tpobirema B3aIMOOTHOIIIEHNS U B3aMIMOOIIpe/iesie-
HVISI OHTOJIOTMIVI ¥ THOCEOJIOT MV HEOTHOKPATHO BO3PO-
XOanack B mctopun dvtocodpnn. OHTOrHOCEOIOr -
JecKye IMPOEKTHl B PyyIocopmyt Bcerga BO3HMKAIVL B
CBS3M C IIpOBaJIaMU IIOIIBITOK IIOCTPOUTH aBTOHOMHBIE
OHTOJIOI'MY ¥ aBTOHOMHBIe THoceostoru. Ileprion nep-
BovI TpeTy XX B. XapaKTepm3yeTcs HaJndueM o0CTo-
SITEJIBCTB, HEOOXOIVIMBIX I1JIsI TIOSIBJIEHWS TaKMX IIpO-
eKToB. PelleHre OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMYECKON ITPOOIIeMBbl
y PYCCKMX HEOKaHTMAHIIEB COCTOSUIO B IIOIIBITKAX ITI0-
CTaBUTb FHOCEOJIOTMYeCKIie BOIIPOCHI ITyTeM MX TPaHC-
dopmManyy B OHTOIIOI TYeCKIE.

Mexny mybmmkanmsimu cratent Castarosa m bos-
IIbIpeBa MEHBIIIE JIECSTU JIET, M OHU JIOBOJIBHO OJIms3-
KU IPYT IPYyTy B UIEMHOM OoTHOIeHn. Ecii cpaBHM-
BaTh (purtocodpckme xoHIenmy Casrarosa m bormbr-
peBa IO COepP’KaHMIO, TO OKa3bIBAaeTCsl, UYTO y 00omX
IIOBOPOT K OHTOJIOTMV IIPOVICXOOUT Uepe3 CyObeKTHB-
HOCTB. To, UTO cYMTAIOCh CYyOBEKTMBHOCTEIO B «TOJIOM
THOCEOJIOTM3Me», PACKPBIBAETCH MMM KaK OOBEeKTUB-
HOCTb. EciIu 11CI1071630BaTh TUIIOJIOI IO OHTOIHOCEOJIO-
rurt M.M. Ilpoxoposa, To y Cajlarosa Mojiejib BbITJIS-

L.Yu. Kornilaev

Thus, Boldyrev’s ontology is a living and crea-
tive self-unfolding of being. Subjectivity is revealed
as creative objectivity. Boldyrev invests the idea of
immanentism which combines cognition and being
with eternal problematic character, incompleteness,
dialectics, which makes his interpretation of Kantian
philosophy more similar to the Hegelian philosophy
of the absolute spirit.

Conclusion

The problem of the interrelationship and mutu-
al determination of ontology and epistemology has
repeatedly resurfaced in the history of philosophy.
Onto-epistemological projects in philosophy have
always emerged in the wake of failed attempts to
build autonomous ontologies and autonomous epis-
temologies. The first third of the twentieth century
was characterised by circumstances that prompted
the appearance of such projects. Russian Neo-Kan-
tians sought to solve the onto-epistemological prob-
lem by attempting to raise the epistemological
issues by transforming them into ontological ones.

Salagov’s and Boldyrev’s articles were pub-
lished within less than ten years of each other, and
they are fairly close to each other in terms of ideas.
If one compares the philosophical concepts of
Salagov and Boldyrev in terms of content, it turns
out that both of them turn to ontology through sub-
jectivity. They reveal as objective what was consid-
ered to be subjective in “bare epistemologism.” To
use M.M. Prokhorov’s typology of onto-epistemol-
ogies, Salagov’s model looks dualistic: along with
ontology there may exist an independent, true epis-
temology and with Boldyrev the interaction be-
tween ontology and epistemology is more dialectical
in character.

The onto-epistemological projects examined
here undoubtedly could have appeared only as a re-
sult of the reception of Neo-Kantianism in Russia.
Both Salagov and Boldyrev were Russian Neo-Kan-
tians; they studied at Neo-Kantian centres and
assimilated their ideas; their texts are full of enthusi-
astic references to their German teachers. Both Rus-
sian philosophers uphold the relevance and viability
of the philosophy of criticism and transcendentalism
in its Neo-Kantian version, although they are aware
of the need to develop these philosophical sys-
tems and change them, above all, in understanding
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IOUT IYaJIMCTUYHOV — Hapsy C OHTOJIOTVEV MOXKET
CYIIIeCTBOBATh He3aBUCIMasI IIOJIVMHHAs THOCEOJIOT 1,
a 'y boipipeBa B3aMMOzIeVICTBIIE OHTOJIOI N VI THOCEO-
JIOTVIVI HOCUT, CKOPe€e, JIMaJIeKTIYeCKITL XapaKTep.

PaccMoTpeHHBIE OHTOTHOCEOJIOTMYECKIEe TPOEKTHI,
©e3ycII0BHO, MOITI BOSHMKHYTB TOJIBKO B pe3ysIbTare
peuentmy HeokaHTuaHcTBa B Poccunt. VI Casaros, u
Bornaeipes mpuHameXan K 9nciIy PyccKmX HeoKaH-
TMAHIIEB: OHV YYWIVICh B HEOKAHTMAHCKIX IEHTpaXx,
YCBOVUIM VIX WIZIEVI, VIX TEKCTBI IIOJIHBI BOCXMIIEHHBIX
OTCBIJIOK K VX HeMelIKMM yumnressaM. Oba pycckmx -
jlocodpa OTCTAMBAIOT AKTYaJIBHOCTB M JKM3HECIIOCO0-
HOCTb prtocopmy KpUTHIIM3MA U TpaHCIeHIeHTa-
JIM3Ma B HEOKAHTMAHCKOM BapyaHTe, OJHaKO OCO3Ha-
FOT HeOOXOIVIMOCTD PasBUTHUS 3TUX (prytocodpckmx cm-
CTeM, MX MI3MEHeHWs — IIpeX[Ie BCETO B IIOHVMaHMN
HEOKaHTVAaHCKOro THOCeOJIOr3Ma KaK OHTOJIOrM3Ma.
MoxHoO cka3aTk, 4TO B cBomx Tekcrax Casraros 1 bos-
IbIpeB peaylM3yIOT Ha IIOYBE PYCCKOTO HeOKaHTVaH-
CTBa OHTOJIOIMYECKWII ITOBOPOT, KOTOPBIVI CITYCTS He-
CKOJIBKO JIET TIOJIYUMUT IIMPOKOMACIITA0OHOE BOILIONIE-
HMe B TaKMX PrIocodcKmx MpoeKTax, Kak PyHIaMeH-
TajIbHas oHTosorud M. Xaverrepa, Kputndeckas: OH-
tostorvs H. IapTmana, dpeHOMeHOMOr1IUecKasi OHTOJIO-
rust K-IT. Caprpa.

OcobennocTsio oHTOrHOCeoormyt Castarosa u bos-
IIbIpeBa CTaJIo TO, YTO OHV BO3HMKAIOT KaK peaKIIns Ha
KPUTUKY HEOKaHTMaHCTBA PycCKMMM drtocodamm
IPYTVX HaIIpaBJIeHUI — IIPeX/e BCEro MHTYUTUBU3-
Ma, njeasia-peasiisMa, MMMaHEHTM3Ma U p., B KOTO-
PBIX B KOHTEKCTE VX KPUTHUKM HEOKaHTMAHCTBA TaKXe
HalJTIoflaeTcsl CTaHOBJIeHVIe COOCTBEHHBIX OHTOTHOCE-
ortorndecknx ImpoektoB (H.O. Jlocckmrr, C.J1. dpaHK,
C.A. AckombroB).

Pesrommpys, crieftyeT OTMETHUTD, YTO OHTOIHOCEOJIO-
r'YecKyie IIPOeKThl PYCCKMX HEOKAHTMAHIIEB pa3ByBa-
JIVCH TIapaJIyIeJIbHO aHAJIOTMYHBIM IIpoLieccaM, IIpoviC-
XOIMBIIMM B pvstocodpumt mepsont TpeTu XX B. Ha 3a-
Iasie, HO TIPU 3TOM OTIIMYAIVICh CAMOCTOSITEITBHOCTBIO,
O0BEeIVHAS OHTOJOTM3VPOBAHHYIO WMHTEPIIPeTaIIIo
KaHTOBCKOTO KPUTWIIM3Ma, HeOKaHTMAaHCKIUI THOCEO-
JIOTMI3M ¥ Pe3yJIbTaThl BHYTPEeHHeN OVUCKYCCUN C Pyc-
CKVIMV MHTYUTVBVICTAMIA

Wccaedobanue noodepxano us cpedcmb epanma Ilpe-
sudenma PP MK-1075.2019.6 «Mexdy Heokanmuamu-
cmBom u peHomeHo102uUel: npobiema OHIMO2HOCE0A02UU
8 Poccuu u I'epmanuu 8 nauase XX Bexar.

% CJremyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO B HEMEIIKOM HeOKaHTMAHCTBe TIevi-
Hble TpaHcOpMaIyy IPOVICXOAVIIV B CXOXKeM HallpaBJIeHVN.
TenpgeHIIMM K OHTOJIOTM3MPOBAHMIO IHOCEOJIOTMI MOXHO Ha-
ormopats B rto3aHMX padoTax I1. Haroprra n D. JTacka.

Neo-Kantian epistemologism as ontologism?®. It can
be said that in their texts Salagov and Boldyrev ac-
complish, on the soil of Russian Neo-Kantianism, an
ontological turn which several years later would be
implemented on a large scale in such philosophical
projects as the fundamental ontology of Heidegger,
the critical ontology of Hartmann, and the phenom-
enological ontology of Sartre.

A feature of the onto-epistemologies of Salagov
and Boldyrev was that they emerged as a reaction to
the criticism of Neo-Kantianism by Russian philoso-
phers of other currents, particularly such as intui-
tivism, ideal-realism, immanentism, etc. which, in
the context of their critique of Neo-Kantianism, also
produce their own onto-epistemological projects
(Lossky, Frank, Askoldov).

Thus, summing up, it has to be noted that the
onto-epistesmological projects of Russian Neo-Kan-
tians developed in parallel with the analogous pro-
cesses taking place in philosophy in the first third
of the twentieth century in the West, but they
were markedly independent by combining ontolo-
gised interpretation of Kantian critical philosophy,
Neo-Kantian epistemology and the results of the in-
ternal discussion with Russian intuitivists.

The study was supported by the Russian President’s
Grant MK-1075.2019.6 “Between Neo-Kantianism and
Phenomenology: the Problem of Onto-Epistemology in
Russia and Germany in the Early Twentieth Century”.
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