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IINIEXAHOB KAK «3AIIIMTHUNK» KAHTA
OT HEOKAHTVMAHIIEB

T.I. PymanyeBa’

WUcmopus peyenyuu u unmepnpemayuu HeoKanmu-
anckux udeit 8 Poccuu 8 xonye XIX — nauase XX 8.
nokasviBaem, umo ocodyio poav 6 Heil uepaiu me, Kmo
HeeamubBHo omHeccs K HeoKAHMUAHCKOMY 0BUXeHUI0 U
NONbIMaics omoesums om Heeo u npomubonocmabums
emy Hacaeoue Kanma. 3nauumensroe mecmo cpeou 1o-
caeonux npunaosexum I'. B. Tliexarno8y, cneyugpuxoil
bosrvuurcmbBa padbom komopozo 0via pesko nosemute-
cxuii xapaxmep. Boicoxo oyenubas pabomv: Kanma, 6osee
1moeo, HA0A Y Heeo yeablil pA0 coBnadeHuil ¢ mamepua-
ausmom, Tlrexarno na npomsxenuu psoa aem 6ea no-
AeMUKY 10 pusocopcKkuM 1 nosumudeckum 6onpocam
C HEMeUKUMU HeOKAHMUAHUAMY U OAUSKUM K HUM 1O
B3enndam 3. beprwmennom. HaszviBas Bcaed 3a @. Iu-
2eAbCOM HEOKAHMUAHCINBO «UiA20M HA3A0» 1O CPABHEHUIO
¢ pusococpueir Karnma, on noaazan, 4imo HeOKAHMUAHYbL
HeBepHo nonsAsu kanmobBckyio pusocopuro u, npusvibasn
Beprymuca K meopemuteckon gpusocopuu Kanma oas
onpoBepxkeriis ¢ ee NOMOU4bI0 COBPeMeHH020 UM Marmepu-
arusma, 3a6e00M0 UCKAKAAU YHeHUe HEMeUK020 MbLCAU-
meas. Tax nazvibaemyro sawgumy Irexarnobuim Kanma om
HeokanmuanyeB He ciedyem NOHUMAMb U NPUHUMANTD
oyxBasvro. Byoyuu mapxcucmom, Irexarnof cmpemuica
sauwumums npexoe Bceeo 63247060 Mapxca u Dueeavca
nymem 0eMOHCMpayuu HeadexBamHocmu Heokanmuan-
cko2o nonumanus Kanma. VM xomsa 6 cboeii mpaxmoBke
udeit Kanma o nopoi 3a04yx0oaics, e2o nosuyus u ce-
20015 npedcmabasiem 044 HAC UHMEpPec, MAaK Kax MHoeue
naexanobckue udeu coiepatu onpedeseHyo poas 6 Boc-
npusamuu Kanma 6 cobemckoe u nocmcoBemckoe 6pems
u ompasusuce 6 ouckyccusx ob uxmepnpemayuu Kax
KkanmoBckotl pusocopuu 8 yeaom, mak u ee pyHoaMeH-
MassHo20 noHAmMuA «Beujb 6 cebe» 6 uacmuocmu.

Katouebovre caobBa: Iliexanob, weoxanmuarcmbo,
Kanm, mapxcusm, mamepuaiusm, udeasusm, Bunoess-
0arn0, Pukkepm
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PLEKHANOV AS “DEFENDER”
OF KANT FROM NEO-KANTIANS

T. G. Rumyantseva’

The history of the reception and interpretation of
Neo-Kantian ideas in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries shows the special role played by
those who took a negative stand with regard to Neo-
Kantianism and sought to dissociate it from and oppose
it to Kant’s legacy. A prominent place among the latter
was occupied by Georgy V. Plekhanov, most of whose
works were fiercely polemical. Highly rating Kant’s
works, in which he even found some coincidences with
materialism, Plekhanov for a number of years engaged
in polemics on philosophical and political issues with
the German Neo-Kantians and Eduard Bernstein, who
shared many of their views. Calling Neo-Kantianism,
after Friedrich Engels, “a step backwards” from
Kant’s philosophy, he arqued that Neo-Kantians had
misunderstood Kant’s philosophy and, in advocating a
return to Kant’s theoretical philosophy in order to use
it to refute contemporary materialism, had distorted
Kant’s doctrine. Plekhanov’s so-called “defence” of
Kant against Neo-Kantians should not be understood
and accepted literally. Being a Marxist, Plekhanov tried
to defend above all the views of Marx and Engels by
revealing the flaws in the Neo-Kantian interpretation of
Kant. Although he himself in some ways misinterpreted
Kant, his views command some interest today because
many of them played a certain role in the perception
of Kant in the Soviet and post-Soviet times and were
reflected in the discussions of the Kantian philosophy
as a whole, especially its fundamental concept of the
“thing-in-itself”.
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1. Beegeume

Ilpouecc penenimm 1 MHTepHpeTalii HeEo-
KaHTMaHCKmX maen B Poccum B kKoHie XIX — Ha-
gajie XX B. He OrpaHMYMBAETCs, Ha Halll B3IJIAM,
TOJIBKO TeMW aBTOpaMM, KOTOpble IIO3UTUBHO OT-
Hec/IMch K medM KaHTa 11 ero HeMelkmx IiocJie-
nosaresient. Te, KTo KpariHe HeraTvBHO BOCITPVHSIT
HeOKaHTMaHCKOe JIBVDKeHVe ¥ Jake IOIbITaJICd
OTIIe/INTB OT Hero mMs KanTa, 1ipoTuBoriocrasus
€ro ydeHue HOBEVIIVM WHTepIIpeTalysM CBOe-
ro BpeMeHM, TakXe 3acJIy>KMBaIOT ITPUCTaJIbHOIO
BHUMaHMA. Cpeny Takoro pofa ¢puryp, Kak oyaer
IOKa3aHo B CTaTbe, 3HAUMTeJIbHOEe MeCTO ITPMHAJI-
nexut I B. InexaHoBy, nMs KOTOPOro HOBOJIBHO
PenKo BCIUIBIBAaeT B KOHTEKCTe OOCYXIeHMs TaH-
HOV TeMaTuKW. Ero ware Bcero BOCIIPMHMMAIOT
KaK IIpaBOBEpHOI0 MapKCHCTa, Tpareans KOTopo-
ro, Mo cJjIoBaM IIaTpuapxa MCTOPUKO-duIocod-
ckom Hayku T. V1. OnsepmaHa, cocTosijia B TOM, 4TO
OH «OCTaJICSI 0p1M000KCAAbHbLM MAPKCUCTOM, He TI0-
HSUJI OIIPaBHAHHOCTY IIpeanpuHATon bepHiTen-
HOM peBm3uM MapkcmsMa» (Omsepman, 2005,
c. 441). O6 opromokcapHOCTHU [IrTexaHoOBa TMIIIeT
" uTanbsHCKas uccienoBaTenbHUa . Crera,
oTMeuasi TaKXKe, YTO «ero paboTa KaK MBICIIUTEIIS
ObUIa Beerzia TeCHO CBsi3aHa C COBPeMeHHBIMM I10-
JIUTUYECKVIMY COOBITVSMM VI VIIEOJIOT MTIeCKVIMU
nebaramm. B camoMm [ierte, TIIaBHBIMM YepTaMU €ro
MBICJIVI MOYKHO CUUTATh IleperleTeHye HOIUTUKN
u dputocodpum» (Steila, 1991, p. 1). Jaxe paspabda-
ThIBasl U pas3ByBas TeopeTudecKye BOIIPOCHI Jyia-
JIEKTVUeCKOro ¥ MCTOPMYeCKOro MaTepuasinsMa,
3aHVIMASCh VICTOPUEVI POCCUVICKOV M 3allalHOEB-
pornerickor dpviocodpmm, OH Jies1ai 3To B popmare
IIOJIEMVIKY, ITPOSBIISAS HETePIIVIMOCTD, KECTKOCTB,
a [OpOVI 1 BOMHCTBEHHOCTD 110 OTHOLIIEHWIO K CBO-
VIM OITIIOHEHTaM, OCOOeHHO TeM, KOrO OH CYMUTaIT
BparaMy MapKCMCTCKOro MaTepuainsMa. Tak, Ha
OpoTsbkeHUN psifa jieT [lnexaHoB Besl mosemu-
Ky C HeOKaHTMaHIIaMV M TeMW, KTO IpUIepXKu-
BaJICSL MJIV VACTIOJNB30Basl MX B3IJISAIBI, KakK II0 Yu-
cTO PrI0coCKMM BOIIpOcaM, TakK 1 IO BOIIpocaM,
HeIOCPe[ICTBEHHO  3aTparvBaBLINM IIPaKTUKY
TOrIAIITHEeN ITOJINTUYECKON JKM3HI, COITMasI-IIeMO-
KpaTm4ecKoro 1 padbodero IBVDKEHS.
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1. Introduction

The process of reception and interpretation
of Neo-Kantian ideas in Russia in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was
not confined, in my opinion, to the authors
who accepted the ideas of Kant and his German
followers. Those who repudiated the Neo-
Kantian movement and even tried to dissociate
it from Kant by juxtaposing his teaching to
the latest interpretations also merit a closer
look. Among these figures, as this article will
try to show, a significant place belongs to
Georgy V. Plekhanov, whose name is seldom
mentioned in the discussions of this theme.
More often than not he is perceived as an
orthodox Marxist whose tragedy, according
to Teodor Oizerman (2005, p. 441), the
patriarch of philosophical history, was that
he “remained an orthodox Marxist and failed
to understand the justification of the revision
of Marxism undertaken by Bernstein”. This
opinion chimes with the view of the Italian
researcher Daniela Steila (1991, p. 1), who
wrote that Plekhanov’s “work as a thinker was
always closely connected with contemporary
political events and ideological debates.
Indeed, the interplay of politics and philosophy
may be considered the chief characteristics
of his thought”. Even when dealing with
theoretical aspects of dialectical and historical
materialism and the history of Russian and
West European philosophy, he framed his
views polemically, displaying intolerance and
sometimes pugnacity toward his opponents,
especially those whom he considered to be the
foes of Marxian materialism. Thus, for many
years Plekhanov waged polemics against Neo-
Kantians and those who shared their views
both on purely philosophical questions and
on matters of contemporary politics, the social
democratic and workers” movement.

I will focus on his polemics with Neo-



OOGparmmcs K ero rojieMiuKe ¢ HeOKaHTHaHIIA-
MU 110 PVIIOCOPCKMM BOITpOCaM, TaK KakK ero Kpu-
TUKa, Kacalolascs IPaKTUKNM PeBOJIIOLIVIOHHON
60pb0BI, Tak WJIM MHaYe MpejicTaB/IeHa B JIMTepa-
Type 1 oToMy OyZleT J1ajiee paccMOTpeHa J10CTa-
TOYHO Kpatko. Lless JaHHOV cTaThy — IIOKa3aTh,
uTO mof, BuAoM 3amuTel KaHTa OoT HeoKaHTVaH-
LIeB IIyTeM OeMOHCTPalVV HeageKBaTHOCTU WX
nounmManmst Kanrta camomy Kanry Iexanos, 6y-
Ay4y BepHBIM MapKCVCTOM, ITOCJIe0BaTeIbHO OT-
CTaMBaeT CBOIO TIO3VIIVIO I10 3all[/Te MaTepuasIn3-
Ma K. Mapkca 1 @. DHrejibca.

2. ITonemmuxka Ilnnexanosa
¢ HeOKaHTMaHIIaM¥ II0 BOIIpocaM
TeopeTnveckor ¢pmocodpmm Kanra

VImen HeoKaHTMAHCTBa, IIPOHMKIIME B Poccio
B KoHIle 1890-x — mauasie 1900-x rr., OBLIM C MH-
TepecoM BOCIIPVHATHI OOJIBIIVIM KPyToM puIoco-
dos 1 murepatopos. Kak numrer H. A. [Imutpue-
Ba, «peLeMIlys HeOKaHTMAHCKMX maen B Poccrm
cocTosIach B 3II0XY, KOrja poccuiicKast dpusiocod-
CKasi MBICJIb MICKaJIa “IOCTOBEPHOCTV B OTHOIIIe-
HUY cebsl caMOy — CBOEro CHeryIecKoro ca-
MOOIIYIIIeHsI M caMomo3HaHus» ([ImMurpuesa,
2007a, c. 101). ITpu aToM poccuricKasl VccileioBa-
TeJIbHMUIIA CIIPaBeJINBO IOJIaraeT, YTO «XapaKTe-
pUCTVKa, JaHHas O. KaccupepoM B OTHOIIEHUM
3amagHoro  (prstocodcKoro Iporiecca, BIIOJIHE
IIpVIMeHMMA. .. ¥ K PasBUTIIO PrI0cOdPCKOV MBIC-
s B Poccym B Hauaste XX B.» (Tam xe, c. 115—116).
ITo ciroBam Apyroro mcciienoBaTesisi PyccKoro He-
okaHTMaHcTBa, B.H. beroBa, «io3ynr JInbOwma-
Ha “Hasang x KaHTy”, 171 pyccKmx CTOpOHHVKOB
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO  prtocodmm 3Bydal Kak
“Brieper k Kanty”» (Besos, 2012, c. 28).

B camom perte, 11esBIvt psAn PYCCKMX PUITOCO-
¢OB, yBJIeYeHHBIX paHee MapKCUCTCKVIMM Wesi-
Mu, oOpaTwi1 cBou B30pHI K (prtocodpmm KanTa,
nonelTaBIIVCh BHecTH B ydeHue K. Mapkca cBo-
ero poya IpVBUBKY KaHTOBCKOrO KPpUTHUIIM3Ma U
JIONOJTHVB MapKCM3M THOCeOJIOrMYecKM pyHIa-
MeHTOM. He m30exain ysieuenns Kanrom, Mumo
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Kantians on philosophical issues because
his critique of the practice of revolutionary
struggle has been covered in one way or
another in the literature and will later be
reviewed only briefly. The aim of this article
is to show that under the guise of defending
Kant from the Neo-Kantians by demonstrating
the inadequacy of their understanding of
Kant, Plekhanov, being a dedicated Marxist,
consistently upholds his position of defending
the materialism of Marx and Engels.

2. Plekhanov’s Polemic
with Neo-Kantians
on Kant’s Theoretical Philosophy

The ideas of Neo-Kantianism, which
penetrated Russia in the late 1890s and early
1900s, attracted interest on a wide circle
of philosophers and men-of-letters. Nina
Dmitrieva (2007a, p. 101) writes that “the
reception of Neo-Kantian ideas in Russia took
place at a time when Russian philosophical
thought was seeking its own identity, its self-
awareness and self-knowledge”. And she
rightly points out that “Cassirer’s characteristic
of the Western philosophical process can
well be applied [...] to the development of
philosophical thought in Russia in the early
twentieth century” (ibid., pp. 115-116). Another
researcher of Russian Neo-Kantianism,
Vladimir Belov (2012, p. 28), notes that “for
the Russian proponents of transcendental
philosophy Liebman’s slogan ‘back to Kant’
sounded more like “forward to Kant’”.

Indeed, a number of Russian philosophers,
who were earlier over enthusiastic about
Marxist ideas, turned their gaze on the
philosophy of Kant and tried to inject Kantian
critique into Marxism to provide it with an
epistemological foundation. Plekhanov, a
Marxist, was among those who were not
spared a period of enthusiasm for Kant, whose
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dtocodrm koToporo B KoHrie XIX B. ObUT0 TIpOTI-
TU HEBO3MOXXHO, U MapkcucT ITinexanos. OH, B
YaCTHOCTM, CUMTaJI, YTO TOJIIBKO ITpaBVIIbHAS TeO-
PV MOXeT OBITh TapaHTOM YCIIeIITHOV ITPaKTUKM,
rosTomy, 1o cjiosam /1. Creviiel, oH «ObIIT OTHUM
113 HEMHOTMIX MapKCVICTOB CBO€T'O TIOKOJIeHMsI, KTO
Cepbe3HO 3aHMMaJICS M3ydeHneM KJIacCUKOB pu-
sgocodpun. <...> ...OH ObUI eOMHCTBEHHBIM, KTO
cpasy ke B3sJICs 3a “priocodckyro” mpoliemy
COOTHOIIIEHNMSI MaTepuaii3Ma ¥ KaHTMaHCTBa»
(Steila, 1991, p. 2). VI x0T B LIeHTpe ero ucciieso-
BaTeJIbCKOTO BHVIMAaHMS BCerjla HaxXOOWJINCh BO-
IIPOCHI, CBA3aHHBIE C MCTOPYEN MaTepra3Ma, OH
VICKpeHHe 3arHTepecoBasics dprtocodmernt KanTa,
HpVHII, KakK OyZleT IToKa3zaHo Jajlee, psifi ero uzjen
Y Jaxke TIOIIbITasIcs HanTu obiiee y KaHTa ¢ MaTe-
PpUaJIM3MOM, VICHIOJIb3Ysl HEKOTOPYIO HerlocsieioBa-
TeJIFHOCTB BO B3IJIsIax HeMelKoro dpustocoda.
Ormernm kcraty, yTo I texaHoB oueHb BHVIMA-
TEJIBHO UNMTasl OCHOBHBIe paboThl KaHTa Ha si3bIke
OpUIMHaJIa; O Cepbe3HOM VX aHajIu3e CBUeTelIb-
CTBYIOT MHOTOUVICJIEHHBIe 3aMeTKI Ha IIOJISIX €ro
TPYHOB M PyKOIIVCel1, Oorareviiasi epenvicka
Apyrue JOKYMEeHTBI, XpaHsIiuecs B OnbiImoTeke
[oma IliiexaHoBa, 4TO, pasyMeeTcs, He O3Hadaer,
YTO OH He BUJIeJI U CYIIIeCTBeHHBIX Pas/IamIl MeX-
ny naesvu KaHTa v MapKCUCTCKUM yueHVeM. y1s
HEro KaHTMAHCTBO OBUIO «pOOKMM IIpM3HAHVEM
MaTepuaIu3Ma ¥ OTHOBPEMEeHHO — POOKUM ITpu-
3HaHMeM mpaeaymsma» (Steila, 1991, p. 87). O Tom,
Kak 4Jacto [Irexanos obpamasicst k KanTy u kas-
TUAHCTBY, CBUIETEJICTBYET U TOT PaKT, UTO B €ro
24-TOMHOM IIOJTHOM cobpaHmy counHenmiz (1923 —
1928) ccputkm Ha KaHTa 11 «KaHTMaHCTBO» BCTpeya-
10TCs1 Oortee Tricstum pas! KeraTy, oH He pasinyart
MOHSTUS «KaHTMAHCTBO» U «HEOKaHTMAHCTBO», a
yuenve KanTa HasbiBajl «kaHTMaHM3M» (ITiexa-
HOB, 1956r, c. 423). Bosibllle cCbUIOK Y HEro TOJIBKO
Ha TaKMX aBTOpOB, Kak Mapkc, DHresibc 1 ['eresip.
Henp3ss ckasaTy, uro Kanr cran gy [ Tnexanosa
«HeCcOMHeHHee MapKca»; B OT/I4Me OT psfa pyc-
ckMX nIocodoB, KOTOPLIX YIIOMMHAeT B CBOeV
kHUTre «Pycckoe HeokaHTMaHCTBO: “MapOypr” B
Poccum» H. A. [IMuTtpuresa, oH He niopepsist Mapkca
Kantom — ckopee Haobopot (Imutpuesa, 20076,
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philosophy could not be ignored in the late
nineteenth century. Plekhanov believed that
a sound theory could guarantee successful
practice. According to Steila (1991, p. 2), he
“was one of the few Marxists of his generation
who seriously applied himself to the study
of the Classics of philosophy. [...] he was
the only one who immediately tackled the
‘philosophical” problem of the relationship
between materialism and Kantianism”.
Although his focus was always on issues
connected with the history of materialism,
he developed a genuine interest in Kant's
philosophy, taking on board some of his ideas
and, as will be shown later, even tried to find
some similarities with materialism in Kant,
taking advantage of some inconsistencies in the
German philosopher’s views.

Incidentally, Plekhanov perused Kant’s
main works in the original, as witnessed
by the numerous notes on the margins of
his works and manuscripts, his copious
correspondence and other documents in the
custody of the Plekhanov House. This is not
to say that he did not see essential differences
between the ideas of Kant and Marx. To him
Kantianism was “a timid acknowledgment
of materialism and, at the same time, a timid
acknowledgment of idealism” (Steila, 1991,
p- 87). Evidence of how often Plekhanov
turned to Kant and Kantianism is the fact that
his 24-volume collected works (1923 —1928)
contain more than a thousand references to
Kant and Kantianism. Incidentally, he did
not differentiate “Kantianism” from “Neo-
Kantianism”, referring to Kant’s doctrine as
“Kantianism” (Plekhanov, 1976a, p. 398). Only
Marx, Engels and Hegel are referred to more
often than Kant. Thus, Plekhanov’s critique is
directed mainly at the more recent followers of
Kant who used his ideas to criticise Marxism
and materialism of which Plekhanov was
always an ardent supporter. As noted above,



c. 123). U Bce >ke OH TIIaTeJIbHO aHAJIM3MPOBaJI BO-
IIPOCHI TEOPETMUECKON ¥ IIPaKTIYIECKON PVITOCOo-
vt KaHTta, 0cOO€HHO KOrfa eMy IIpUXOAVIIOCH
[I0JIEMM3MPOBATh C HEMEIIKMMMW PeBU3VOHVICTa-
MM, KOTOpBIe IIOCTOSTHHO CChUIQJIVICH Ha HeMell-
Koro ¢pwiocoda 11 KOTOpble, KaK OH IIVcaJl, «TBep-
IIo mepkatcs 3a dpwtocodpuro KanTa 11 ocyxmaroT
MaTepuaIn3M, Jaxe He [1aBasi cebe Tpyza O3HaKO-
MuThcs ¢ HUM» (IDiexaros, 19568, c. 422). K unc-
JIy TaKOro pofa paboT MOXXHO OTHeCTU CIIefyfo-
mue: «O MHUMOM Kpwmsuce Mapkcmsma» (1898),
«Konpap Imunr npotms Kapria Mapkca 1 ®@pu-
npvixa DHrenbca» (1898), «bepaitrrenta 1 Marepu-
armzM» (1898), «Marepmanmsm 1y KaHTVAHM3M»
(1899), «KpuTnka Hammx KpuTukos» (1899), «Cant
nporus Kanra» (1901), «Emie pa3 marepuaism»
(1899), «OcHoBHBIe BOIIpoChl Mapkcusma» (1907).
OtnenpHBIE CCBUIKV MOXKHO HAWUTH U B Psfie Apy-
I'MX PabOT PyCcCKOTO MBICTIVITEIIS.

VITak, ocTpue CBOeV ITOJIEMVKM B 3TVX ITPO3-
BerieHMsIX [ I71lexaHoB oOparlriaeT Ha HOBEIIINX T10-
crrenoBatesievt KaHTa, KOTOpBIE MICTIOIB30BAJIV €r0
VIzIen 718 KPUTVIKY MapKc3Ma ¥ MaTeprasm3Ma,
BCerZla HEVCTOBO 3alllMIaeMbIX PYCCKMM MapK-
cucroM. Kak yXe oTmeuasioch, Jake OCO3HaBas
PasHUIY MeXAy MapKCUCTCKMM MaTeprasii3MoM
U «KaHTMAHCTBOM» (TO ecThb pustocodpmernt KaHra),
OH cTapaeTcsi HaTu obmiee y KaHra ¢ aTum Ma-
TeprasIM3MOM ¥ JaXke BBICTYIIAET B 3alllUTy «Ké-
HUTcOeprcKoro Myjpelia», Kak OH ero HasbIBaeT,
OT TeX, KTO Ha HeTO CChIJIaeTCs C 1IeJIbI0 OIPOBep-
JKeHMs MaTepuaIn3Ma MapKCUCTCKOTO.

Pycckmm MapKCUCT cjleflyeT BO MHOTOM IIyXy
DHresbca, KOTOPEIT B pabore «JIromsur Deriep-
Gax 1 KOHell KJIacCHUYecKoVl HeMeIKom uIoco-
dv» yTBepXKasl, UTo HOMNbITKAa HeOKaHTMAHIIEB
B Iepmanuu Bockpecuts B3mIsigpl Kanrta «B Ha-
YYHOM OTHOIIIEHMM sBJIseTcs IIaroM Hasall, a Ha
IIpaKTMKe — JIVIIIb CTBIOJIVIBOVI MAaHEPOVI TarkOM
IPOTacKMBaTh MaTepuaInsM, IIyOIMYHO OoTpeKa-
gChb OT Hero» (DHressc, 196la, c. 284). ITosTomy
[Tr1exaHOB pe3KO KPWUTUMKYeT HeMELKMX HeOKaH-
TraHneB B iuile O. A. JTaure, K. IImunara, K. JTac-
cpuita, . VOepBera, OnM3KOro K mMx B3IVISIaM
O. BepHImITeNHA, TIOTIATas], YTO Te «He IIOHSIIN, B
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while being aware of the difference between
Marxist materialism and “Kantianism” (i.e.
Kant’s philosophy), he tried to find similarities
between Kant and this materialism and even
defended “the Konigsberg sage” (as he called
him) against those who invoked Kant to refute
Marxist materialism.

In many ways Plekhanov follows the
spirit of Engels who in his work Ludwig
Feuerbach and the End of Classical German
Philosophy maintained that the German Neo-
Kantians” attempt to resurrect Kant’s views
was “scientifically a regression and practically
merely a shamefaced way of surreptitiously
accepting materialism, while denying it before
the world” (Engels, 1990a, p. 368). That is why
Plekhanov (1976b, p. 381) lashes out against
such German Neo-Kantians as Friedrich Albert
Lange, Conrad Schmidt, Kurd Laf8witz and
Friedrich Ueberweg, whose views were close
to those of Eduard Bernstein, claiming that
they had “failed to understand wherein lies
the fundamental question of Kantian idealism”
(strictly speaking, these words were directed at
Conrad Schmidt).

Plekhanov, of course, could not pass
over Kant’s “thing-in-itself” which is the
conceptual nucleus of Kant’s philosophy: in
his work “Conrad Schmidt versus Karl Marx
and Frederick Engels” he unpacks the ‘thing-
in-itself’ and ‘Kantian idealism’ in general.
He compares the interpretation of the thing-
in-itself in the two editions of the Critique of
Pure Reason, stressing the difference between
its interpretation as a “borderline concept”
in the first edition (1781) and as that which
exists outside of and independently from
the cognising subject in the second edition
(1787). Plekhanov notes that, in common
with materialism, Kant does not question
the existence of the thing-in-itself and its
effect on us. Accordingly, he objects to the
call of contemporary Kant scholars for a
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UeM 3aKJII0YaeTCsi OCHOBHOVI BOIIPOC KAHM0BCK020
VIeasvi3Ma» (CTPOro TOBOPs, 3TV CJIOBa HEITOCpes-
crtBeHHO azpecosaHbl Konpany IImuary) (Ilse-
xaHoB, 19568, c. 405).

ITriexaHoB, pasymMeeTcsi, He MOT IIPOVTY MVMO
KaHTOBCKO «BeIly B cebe» KaK KOHIIENTYyaJIbHO-
ro sAfpa KaHTOBCKOM dmtocodmm, IIO3TOMY B pa-
6ote «Konpap IlImunr npotus Kaprra Mapkca 1
@puaprxa DHresIbca» OH OCYIIeCTBIISeT HOIpo0-
HBIV pa3dop «sely B cebe» 1 «KaHTOBCKOTO Vifle-
anm3Ma» B 1esioM. OH cpaBHMBaeT ee TPaKTOBKY
B 000mx m3gaHmgax «KpUTUKM YMCTOrO pasyMa»,
MOAUepKIBasl pasHUIy MeX[y ee IOHMMaHVeM
KaK «[IOTpaHMYHOrO IIOHSTMS» B IIEPBOM M3[a-
Huu (1781) u ee TpakTOBKOV KaHTOM Kak TOro, 4To
CyIlIeCTByeT BHe 1 He3aBMCHMO OT IIO3HAIOIIIEero
cyopekTa, BOo BTopoM msganum (1787). B Tom, uTo
KaHT He momgBepraeT COMHEHMIO Bepy B ee CyIIle-
CTBOBaHUE U ee [IeVICTBIe Ha Hac, [IrrexaHoB ycMma-
TpuBaeT oOIIee y Hero ¢ MarepuaamiMoM. [Tosto-
MY OH BBICTYIIAaeT IIPOTVB IIPW3bIBa COBPEMEHHBIX
rocszefioparesient KaHta BepHyTBhCS K ero ¢wio-
codpum A1 OIpoBep)KeHMsl MaTepuasvsMa. DTU
MIPU3bIBbI, KaK CUMTAET OH, JIUIIIeHBI CMBICIIA ITOTO-
My, UTO BO33peHNs HeMelKoro dusiocoda 3as1oi-
ro J10 Hero ObUIM 00OCHOBAHBI MaTepuaICTaMu
XVIII B. (Iliexanos, 19567, c. 337, 340). B pabore
«bephInTentH 1 MaTepuanansM» IliexaHoB BooO-
Ile OTOXAecTsiIsieT B3rIsAnbl KaHTa ¢ B3DIsamMu
MaTepuasIiCTOB TOro BpeMeHu u 1utupyet lonb-
Gaxa, KOTOpBIN IojIarajl, YTo «“Mbl He 3HaeM HU
CYILIIHOCTY, HY MCTVMHHOV IIPUPOIBI MaTepuu...”»
(ITrmexanos, 1956a, c. 349). OH Tak)Xe HPUBOAUT
umTaThl 13 padot lenbertns u Jlamerpu, mocsien-
HU 113 KOTOPBIX B «I'pakTare o myIie» mvicajl, 4To,
MoOJI, «“CyIIHOCTB IyIIM 4YesoBeKa M XKMBOTHBIX
HaM Hel3BeCTHa ¥ OCTaHeTCsl Bcerja Hen3BecT-
HOVI, paBHO KaK ¥ CYIIIHOCTb MaTepuu 1 Tesna...”»
(Tam xe, c. 350). [Taxxe ycmMaTpuBast HEKOTOpoOe pas-
mrave Mexxay KanToM n dppanItysckumm Marepu-
amvictamy, [TrrexaHoB mpooyDKaeT HacTavBaTh Ha
TOM, YTO BCe 3TO BIIOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET yXy Ca-
Moro KaHTa 1 ero Tesncy o Hero3HaBaeMOCTI Be-
1ievt B ceOe: «Pa3Be 3TO He CKa3aHO COBCEM B CMBIC-
nie Kanra?» (Tam xe).
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return to Kant’s philosophy in order to refute
materialism. He dismisses these calls as
meaningless because Kant’s views were formed
long before him by the eighteenth-century
materialists (Plekhanov, 1976c, pp. 318, 321).
In “Bernstein and Materialism” Plekhanov
identifies Kant's views with those of the
materialists of the time and quotes Holbach to
the effect that “We know neither the essence
nor the genuine nature of matter [...]” (cited
after Plekhanov, 1976d, p. 329). He also quotes
Helvetius and La Mettrie, notably the latter,
who wrote in Traité de I’dme that “The essence
of soul in man and animals is unknown to us
and will always remain so, just as the essence
of matter and body....” (cited after ibid., p. 330).
Even though he recognises the difference
between Kant and the French materialists
Plekhanov insists that all this corresponds to
the spirit of Kant and his thesis that things in
themselves are unknowable: “Is this not quite
in the Kantian sense?” (ibid.).

The question suggests itself: can these
statements be equated to the proposition on
the unknowable transcendental thing-in-itself
which exists outside time and space according
to Kant who makes a clear distinction between
the unknowable and the unknown and believes
that cognition of appearances in nature has
no limits, and reason and understanding are
capable of discovering the laws of experience,
broadening knowledge and that “[o]bservation
and analysis of the appearances penetrate into
what is inner in nature, and one cannot know
how far this will go in time” (KrV, A 278 / B
334; Kant, 1998, p. 375). Thus, Plekhanov, after
Engels, unjustifiably confuses the unknown
and the unknowable. According to Engels
(1990b, p. 288), “in Kant’s time our knowledge
of natural objects was indeed so fragmentary
that he might well suspect, behind the little we
knew about each of them, a mysterious “thing-
in-itself””.



CripammBaeTcs], paBHO3HAYHBL JII OTU 3asiB-
JIEHVST TIOJIOKEHMIO O HeIlO3HaBaeMOCTV TPaHC-
IIEHJIEHTHON Bellly B ce0e, CYIIeCTBYIOIIEVI BHe
BpeMeH! ¥ IIPOCTPAaHCTBA Yy KEHUTCOePrcKoro
MBICJIUTEIS], YeTKO pasrpaHMUMBABIIErO HeIo-
3HaBaeMoOe VI HEIO3HAHHOEe ¥ II0JIaraBIIIero, YTo
IIO3HaHMe SIBJIeHUVI IIPUPOIbI He MMeeT IIpefe-
Jla, a PacCydoK M PasyM B COCTOSIHUM OTBICKU-
BaTh 3aKOHBI OITbITA, PACIIVPSTH CBOV 3HaHM, U
UTO «HAOJIIOeHMe ¥ aHaJIu3 SIBJIeHUN IIPpOHMKa-
I0T BHYTpPb IIPUPOLBI, 11 HEM3BECTHO, KaK JajleKo
MBI CO BpeMeHeM IIpofBiHeMcs B 3ToM» (A 278 /
B 334; Kant, 2006, c. 437). IIitexaHoB, TakuM 00-
pasoM, BCIE 3a DHIEIbCOM HEIO3BOJINTEIHHO
CMeIlIVBaeT Helo3HaHHOe U Hermo3HaBaeMoe. Tak,
coIlacCHO DHrejibCy, «BO BpeMmeHa KaHTa Harie
3HaHVIe IIPUPOIHBIX Belllell ObLIO ellle HaCTOJIBKO
OTPBIBOYHBIM, UTO 3a TEM HEMHOI' MM, UYTO MBI 3Ha-
JIV O KaXKIOVI 13 HIX, MOXKHO OBIJIO ellle IOIyCKaTh
CyIllecTBOBaHMe 0COOOV TaHCTBEHHOV “BeIy B
cebe”» (DHTensc, 19616, c. 304).

Kak mammmer Onsepman o IlinexaHose, 110-
CITeIHM «OeCKOHEeUHO J1ajIeK OT IIOHMMAaH TOro,
YUTO BO33pEHMS 3TMX MaTepuasICTOB ¥ KaHTOB-
CKYIO KOHIIeNIINIO “Belrieit B cebe” pasmerisieT Oe3-
moHHas nporacte» (Onsepman, 2008, c. 14). eit-
CTBUTEJILHO, IllilexaHoB HacTamBaeT Ha TOM, YTO
«KaHT co BpemeHn onyOimkoBaHmsa cBonx “TIpo-
seromeH”, T.e. ¢ 1783 roma, BoccTaBasl IIpOTUB Hle-
aJIVCTUYECKOTO VICTOJIIKOBAHMSI CBOErO y4eHMUs.
MBpI pocM umTaTesIs 3allOMHUTB 3TOT (PaKT, OH
oueHb BakeH» (I iiexanos, 19568, c. 410).

C nespio 000CHOBaHMS MBIC/IVI O HAJIMYIVL DJIe-
MeHTOB MaTepuayimsMa y Kanra Iliiexanos BHOBb
BO3BpalllaeTcs K BelllaM B cebe yxke B pabore «Ma-
TepUaI3M VIV KaHTMaHM3M». OOIITHOCTB ¢ MaTe-
praIM3MOM OH yCMaTpMBaeT 3/1eCh B TOM, UTO He-
MeLKM prtocod Impu3HaBall «IeviCTBIe Belllerl B
ceOe Ha Hac», J1ajiee B TOM, UTO «€CJIV MBI ITPEIBU-
ZIVIM HEKOTOpBIe [eVICTBIS Ha3BaHHBIX Belllell, TO,
CTaJIo OBITH, MBI 3HaeM HEKOTOPBIE VX CBOVICTBA. A
€CJIVI MBI 3HaeM HEKOTOPBbIe 11X CBOVICTBA, TO MBI He
VIMeeM HUMKaKOTro ITpaBa Has3bIBaTh VX HeIIO3HaBa-
embIMm» (I Itexaros, 1956r, c. 424). Bosee Toro, oH
CHOBa CChUTaeTcs 371ech Ha camoro Kanra B «IIpo-
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Oizerman (2008, p. 14) writes that Plekhanov
“is miles away from understanding that the
views of these materialists and the Kantian
concept of the thing-in-itself are separated by a
bottomless abyss”. Indeed, Plekhanov (1976b,
p. 385) maintained that “Kant, following the
publication of his Prolegomena, i.e. beginning
with 1783, rebelled against the idealist
interpretation of his doctrine. We shall ask the
reader to keep this fact in mind, in view of its
great importance”.

To bolster his claim that there were
elements of materialism in Kant, Plekhanov
revisits the issue of things-in-themselves in
his article “Materialism or Kantianism”. He
finds similarity in Kant with materialism
in that Kant recognised “the effect on us of
things-in-themselves”, and also in that “[i]
f we can anticipate some effect of the things
named, then that means that we are aware of
some of their properties. So, if we are aware
of some of their properties we have no right
to call them unknowable” (Plekhanov, 1976a,
p- 399). Moreover, he again cites Kant himself
who in Prolegomena concedes that “things-in-
themselves are the cause of our sensations”
(Plekhanov, 1976b, p. 383), something the
contemporary followers of Kant (notably
Kurd Laflwitz) reject in interpreting things-
in-themselves as “nothing more than a vague
reflection, in our understanding, regarding
its own limits” (ibid., p. 384). Plekhanov
consistently cites further apposite examples of
the discrepancies between the views of Neo-
Kantians and of Kant himself, including on the
nature of things-in-themselves. He also notes
that in Prolegomena Kant reworked in a realistic
way his skeptical idealism that characterised
the first edition of the first Critique; that in the
second edition of the Critique he introduced a
“refutation of idealism” with the 1787 version
of which Kant was never happy, as pointed out
by the Brazilian philosopher Roberto Horacio
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JIeTOMEHaX. ..», IIPV3HaBaBIIIero TaM, YTO «BEIIN B
cebe ciTy>XaT npuHUHOU HAIIVIX OIIYIIeHW», 9ero
He IIPVEMJIIOT, comacHO [liexaHoBy, ero cospe-
MeHHBble TIocsiegoBaTer (K. Jlaccurl, B gacTHO-
CTV), MHTEpHpeTUPYIOIIe Belllil B cebe Kak «He
Oosiee, KaK HesiCHOe IIpeJiCTaBJIeHVe Halllero pac-
CyIdKa O CBOMX COOCTBeHHBIX T'paHuUiax» (Ile-
xaHoB, 19568, c. 408). IliexaHOB IIOCIIEIOBATEIID-
HO W, KCTaTW, BIIOJIHE CIIpaBeJIVMBO IIPVBOIUAT
elle IIpMMepHl, IeMOHCTpUpYIomive (aKT Heco-
OTBETCTBUS 1I€JIOT0 Psifia B3IJISZIOB HEOKAaHTMAH-
11eB TIpeficTaBieHsM camoro KaHTa, B TOM 4micite
VI OTHOCUTEJIBHO IIPVIPOZIBI BellleVt caMmX I1o cele.
On orMmeyaert 1 10, utO B «[Iposteromenax...» Kaur
repepadoTasl B peayiMcTYecKOM CMBICIIe TIPVCY-
LNV IIEpBOMY M3aHMIO IlepBot «KpuUTukm» cBom
CKEIITMYeCKUI Measn3M; 4TO OH BBeJI BO BTO-
poe m3manMe «KpuTnkm» «ompoBepxeHe jiea-
msMa», Bepcuert 1787 T. KOTOporo, Kak yKasblBa-
er Opaswibckuit dpwiocod PX. ne C. Ileperipa,
KanT Hukorga He Obu1 yHosizersopeH (Ileperipa,
2019, c. 8). On npusHaBai B Tex xe «lIposerome-
Hax...», 4YTO «BCe JIeVICTBUS Pa3yMHBIX CYIIeCTB,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHV IIPEIICTaBIISIOT COOO0 SBJIEHNIS 1
TaK VUIV MHade BCTPEYaIOTCs HaM B OITBITE, ITO/I-
YMHeHbl eCTeCTBEHHO HeoOXOommMocTu?... <...>
DTO 3HAUMUT... 9YTO OHV OOBSICHSIOTCS MaTepuasIv-
ctmueckm» (ITexanos, 19566, c. 392). Ha ocHoBa-
HUM TaKOrO pola apryMeHTOB PYCCKUV MBICIIV-
TeJIb JleJlaeT BBIBOIL O TOM, YTO Te, KTO VICIIOIb3yeT
KanrTa 117151 cBOevt 60pbOBI IIPOTUB MaTepHrasIn3Ma,
BBICTYHAIOT He TOJIBKO IIPOTMB MaTepuaIn3Ma, HO
u npotus Kanra, npotnsopeua emy camomy. OH
Tak v 1rmrreT: «OKas3bIBaeTcsl, CTaJI0 ObITH, UYTO T.
BepHImTentH BoccTaeT He TOJIBKO IPOTVB MaTepu-
ancToB, HO maksxe u npomub Kanma» (Tam xe). 1
ertie: «4YTOOBI crIacTV KaHTMAHM3M. .. ToKTOp Jlac-
CBUI] BBIHYXK/IeH ObUT IIOKMHYTH KOJIEOITIOITYOCs
TOUKy 3peHnsi <KaHTa 1 IlepeiiT Ha TOYKY 3pe-
HUS> cybsexkmubroeo udeasusma. Eeo neoxanmua-
HU3M eCTb JIVIIIb OoJlee MJIVI MeHee CO3HATeIbHOe
Heogpuxmearcmbo» (ITrrexaros, 19568, c. 410).

2] IrrtexaHOB LIUTUPYET I10-HEMELIKV ¢ COOCTBEHHBIM Ilepe-
BomoM § 53 «IlIporreromen...» (cm.: AA 04, S. 345; Kawnr,
1994, c. 108).
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de Sa Pereira (2019, p. 8). Kant admitted in
Prolegomena, for example, that “all the acts
of rational beings, inasmuch as they are
phenomena and in one way or another are
met by us in our experience, are subordinate
to natural necessity? [...]. It means [...] that
they are to be explained materialistically”
(Plekhanov, 1976e, p. 369). On the basis of such
arguments Plekhanov concludes that those who
use Kant in their struggle against materialism,
come out not only against materialism, but also
against Kant by contradicting him. He puts it
in so many words: “It appears, consequently,
that Herr Bernstein has rebelled, not only
against the materialists but also against Kant”
(ibid.). And further: “To save Kantianism, i.e.
to eliminate its internal contradiction, Doctor
Lasswitz has been obliged to abandon <Kant's>
vacillating point of view <and go over to
the viewpoint> of subjective idealism. His neo-
Kantianism is merely a more or less conscious
neo-Fichteanism” (Plekhanov, 1976b, p. 386).

In setting Kant against Neo-Kantianism,
Plekhanov continues to look for features
that materialism and “Kantianism” have in
common. He argues, for example, that in both
cases human reason is groping in the dark
when it goes beyond the limits of the sensible
world and experience. This is not to say
that he finds no differences between Kant's
philosophy and materialism: “One may not be
in agreement with Kant — and we are not”, he
writes (ibid., p. 387).

Plekhanov’s key theoretical argument
against Kant, as Vadim A. Chaly (2018, p. 234)
believes, “revolves around the ubiquitous
inconsistency of noumenal causality”. In his
critique Plekhanov conscientiously cites the
works of Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi On Faith,
or Idealism and Realism (1787), Gottlob Ernst
Schulze Aenesidemus (1792) and other texts

2Plekhanov quotes § 53 of Prolegomena in German with
his own translation (Prol, AA 04, p. 345; Kant, 2004,
pp. 135-136).



ITporuBoniocrapiass KaHTa HeoKaHTMaHIIaM,
[TrrlexaHOB M [asibllle TIPOAOIDKAET MCKaTh oOIee
MeXIy MaTepuai3MOM U «KaHTMaHM3MoM»., OH
IoJjIaraeT, B YaCTHOCTY, YTO U Yy TOTO, U Y IPyroro
4JesyIoBeYeCcKIi pasyM TepseTcs B HoTeMKaxX, Korja
BBIXOIWT 3a IIpefiesibl YyBCTBEHHOI'0 MIpa ¥ OIIbl-
Ta. Il Bce >ke 3TO He O3HaYaeT, UTO OH He BUIAUT pac-
XOXKIIeHMVI MeXy dpritocodriert KEHUTcOeprckoro
dwtocoda 1 matepuanmsmoM: «C KanToM MOX-
HO He COIVIalllaThCd, — VI MBI COBCEM He COIJIaCHBI
C HUM...», — ruiet oH (I TrrexanoBs, 19568, c. 412).

IIpy >TOM IJIaBHBIVI TeOpeTUYeCKuil apry-
MeHT IInexanosa mporms KaHTa, Kak mosara-
eT B. A. Hanbi, «BpalrjaeTcs BOKPYT Besfecylen
OPOTUBOPEYMBOCTYI HOYMEHAJIbHOVI ITPUYMHHO-
cti» (Chaly, 2018, p. 234). ITinexaHoB B 3TOVI Kpu-
TVIKe CO BCerl 0OCTOSATeIbHOCTBIO CChIAeTCs Ha CO-
upHeHMA D. X. SIkoon «O Bepe, v Vmeanmmsm u
peanusm» (1787), I E. Iyneia «OHe3umem» (1792)
VI IpyTVe TeKCThI BIUIOTH 710 Mapkca 1 DHresibca
BKJIIOUMTEJIbHO. Peub mpgeT o ToM, uto KaHT He-
1I0CJIefoBaTeJIeH B YTBEPXKAeHWUM, Oy[To Belu
B ceOe BBI3BIBAIOT SBJIEHVS, HO IIPV 3TOM HeIIOo-
3HaBaeMbl. [ IlitexaHoBa ecTh JBa Iy T BBIXO-
7la M3 3TOV IIPO0JIeMBL: OOMH yKa3aH DrixTe 1 Be-
IIeT K CyOBeKTMBHOMY VIeaI3My, KOTOPBIVI caM
110 ceOe HETIOCTVDKMM 1 00peueH Ha IIpoBaJl, APY-
rovl — MapKCHUCTCKO-MaTepraIiCTIIecKoe pellle-
Hue (Ibid.). Iiexanos mumret: «MaTepuainsmM. ..
He IO[IBepraeT COMHEeHWIO HU CyIlleCTBOBaHVe Be-
IIlel BHe CO3HaHMs, HU MX JeicTBre Ha Hac. Ho
TaK KaK OH B TO Xe BpeMs IIpV3HaeT, YTO MBI II0-
3HaeM Bellly B ceOe TOJIBKO OJ1arogapsi TeM BIleyar-
JIEHVSIM, KOTOpBIe Bbi3b16aiomca ux deticnbuem Ha
Hac, TO y Hero HeT HUM HaJ0OHOCTM, HU JIOrMYe-
CKOVI BO3MOKHOCTV CUUTaTh ABJICHUS BelllaMy B
cebe» (ITrrexanos, 1956r, c. 436). OT yTBepXaeHMs
O CXOZICTBE MEeXy MaTepuaVi3MOM U KaHTUaH-
CTBOM OH ITePeXOANT K BBIABJICHUIO VIX pasInduid,
KOTOpOe 3aKJII04aeTCsd B TOM, UTO, «IIPU3HaB Belln
B cebe npuuunamu deHomeHnos, Kanr xouer yBe-
PUTb HaC, UYTO Kamezopus NpUHUHHOCHYU He VIMe-
€T HMKaKOro ITpVIMeHeH S K BelllaM B ceOe. Mate-
pram3M JKe, KOTOPBIVI TOXKe CUMTaeT Bely B cebe
npuyHaMn (peHOMeHOB, He BIIa/laeT B IIPOTUBO-
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down to Marx and Engels. The thing is that
Kant is inconsistent in his claim that things-
in-themselves cause phenomena while being
unknowable. Plekhanov sees two ways out
of the situation: one, proposed by Fichte,
leads to subjective idealism which is in itself
unfathomable and is doomed to failure, the
other is the Marxist-materialistic solution
(ibid.). Plekhanov (1976a, pp. 409-410) writes:
“[...] materialism [...] questions neither the
existence of things outside of our consciousness
nor their effect on us. But since it at the same
time acknowledges that we cognise things-
in-themselves only thanks to the impressions
caused by their effect on us, it has neither the need
nor the logical possibility to regard phenomena
as things-in-themselves.” Having stated that
materialism and Kantianism have common
features, he goes on to reveal the differences
between them: “By considering things-in-
themselves the causes of phenomena, Kant
would assure us that the category of causality is
wholly inapplicable to things-in-themselves.
On the other hand, materialism, which also
considers things-in-themselves the causes of
phenomena, does not fall into contradiction
with itself” (ibid.). Plekhanov sees Kant’s
inconsistency there.

He criticises Kant over the contradiction
between being and thought, and his claim that
the outside world gets its laws from reason
and not vice versa. This is closely linked with
the theological notion that divine reason has
dictated its laws to the world, etc. (ibid.). And
yet he continues to defend Kant from Neo-
Kantians, arguing that it “is quite impossible
to consider him [i.e. Kant — T.R.] a trivial and
superficial thinker, as Conrad Schmidt seems to
do” (Plekhanov, 1976b, p. 387).

Without going into further details of
Plekhanov’s critique of the theoretical
propositions of Schmidt, Lafiwitz or Bernstein,
it has to be noted that Plekhanov did indeed
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peunte ¢ cammM cobor» (Tam xe). Takm obpasom,
KanT BuamTcs eMy Helocsie[oBaTeIbHBIM B CBOEM
yTBepPKIAeHUL.

ITnexanos xputnkyer Kanra 3a mpoTmBopedme
MeX]1ly OBITVEM ¥ MBIIIIIEHVEM, 3a TO, YTO y TOrO
BHEIITHUVI MUP HOJIy4aeT CBOV 3aKOHBI OT pacCy/-
Ka, a He Ha00OPOT. DTO TECHO CBS3aHO C TEOJIOI V-
YecKMM IIpeficTaBleHieM O TOM, UYTO Oo)KecTBeH-
HBIVI pacCyOK IIPOAMKTOBAJI MUPY €ro 3aKOHBI 1
T.I1. (TaMm >xe). VI Bce XXe OH ITpofioJIKaeT 3allyIiaTh
€ro OT HeOKaHTWAaHIIEB, I0J1aras, YTO «COBEpIIIeH-
HO HeBO3MOXHO cymutaTh ero (Kanrta. — T.P) Ta-
KVM IUIOCKMM ¥ TIOBePXHOCTHBIM MBICIITeIIEM,
KakuM, odeBnaHoO, cunTaeT ero Konpan Imumr»
(ITrnexanos, 19568, c. 412).

He BpaBasich fajiee B [eTajy IIeXaHOBCKOV
KPUTHUKYM TeopeTndecknx IosioxxeHnit IlImriaTa,
Jlacceunia vm beprinrerina, ciiegyeT OTMETWUTS,
YTO B paMKax 3TOW IIOJIEMVKW PYCCKMI MBICIIN-
TeJIb JeVICTBUTENIBHO OOHApPYXXWJI CyIlleCTBeHHBIe
pasiang Mexay KanToMm 1 ero coppeMeHHBIMM
HIoCIIeoBaTeIsIMI B TPAaKTOBKe Psifia 0a30BBIX IIO-
HSTUIL €To TeopeTndecKon putocodnit; oH mIpa-
BIUJIBHO OLIEHWI Ty TEeHIEHIIMIO B HeOKaHTMaH-
CTBe, KOTOpas OblyIa HalTpaBJIeHa Ha ITpeoiojIeHe
Kanra. OnHOBpemeHHO [T11exaHOB x0TeJ IToKa3aTh
U TO, UTO Te, KTO «IepP>XKUTCS CeroHs 3a puioco-
duro KaHTa» 1 1ibITaeTcs ¢ ee IIOMOIIBIO OCYJIUTh
VI IOATIpaBUTh MaTepurasnsM, Jaxe He 11ai0T cebe
TpyZa o3HaKoMuUTbcs HU ¢ KaHToM, HU ¢ caMuM
MarepuasismoM (Tam xe, c. 422). Bosiee Toro, oHun
IpeBpallaoT «KaHTUAaHWU3M» B IIPOCTON W 4YM-
CTBIVI Measiv3M, IIPOTUB Yero PesKo BBICTYIIaeT
ITnexanHos.

VuTepecHo, 4TO TI000HasA KpuTHKa I liiexano-
BBIM TEOpPeTUYeCKMX B3IJISZIOB HeOKaHTMAHIIEB 1
VX OTXO[la OT MaTepUaINCTUYeCKNX 3JIeMeHTOB B
yueHun camoro KaHra, HamjeT 3areM cBoe IIpo-
Jo/DKeHVe B TPpaKTOBKax 3TOr0 HarpaB/IeHUs Y
B. V. JlennHa, a TakXe B COBETCKMX PMITOCOPCKIIX
VI3IaHNAX, BKIIIoUasd SHOMKIIoneandeckue. Tak, B
41-m TOMe «bOJIBIIION COBETCKOV SHITVKJIOIICI VD
(1939) HeOKaHTMAHCTBO XapaKTepPU3yeTcst Kak
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put his finger on essential differences between
Kant and his contemporary followers in
the interpretation of some basic concepts
of his theoretical philosophy; he correctly
identified the trend in Neo-Kantianism aimed
at transcending Kant. By the same token,
Plekhanov wanted to show that those who
“firmly adhere to Kant’s philosophy” and try to
use it to condemn and correct Marxism do not
even bother to acquaint themselves with Kant
or with materialism (ibid., p. 396). Moreover,
they turn “Kantianism” into idealism pure
and simple, something Plekhanov vehemently
objects to.

Interestingly, Plekhanov’s critique of the
theoretical views of Neo-Kantians and their
departure from the materialist elements in the
teaching of Kant would later be picked up by
Lenin as well as in the Soviet philosophical
publications, including encyclopedias. Thus,
Volume 41 of the New Soviet Encyclopedia (1939)
characterises Neo-Kantianism as

a widespread reactionary trend of bourgeois
imitative idealism in the second half of the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries [...]
as a weapon of the bourgeois struggle against
dialectical and historical materialism, against
Marxism [...] which in relation to the historical
Kant represented “critique from the right”
because it eliminated the materialistic elements
from the Kantian dualism (Dynnik, 1939,
p. 634).

Incidentally, Lenin, who on the whole highly
valued Plekhanov’s critique, nevertheless noted
that he “criticises Kantianism (and agnosticism
in general) more from a vulgar-materialistic
standpoint than from a dialectical-materialistic
standpoint, insofar as he merely rejects their
views a limine,> but does not correct them
(as Hegel corrected Kant) [...]” (Lenin, 1976,
p- 179).

3“from the threshold” (Lat.).



OJIHO M3 pacHpOCTpaHeHHEeNIIINX peaKIMOH-
HBIX HaIlpaB/IeHUi1 Oyp>Kya3HOIro SIIMTOHCKOIO
maeaav3Ma BTOpo1 ITosIoBMHBEI 19 B. 1 Havasta 20
B. ...PactipocTpanmsiocs... kak opyaue 60pbObI
OypKyasun OpOTMB OMATIEKTYECKOTO U VICTO-
pVYecKoro mMaTepuaansMa, IIpOTUB MapKCH3Ma.
<...> IlpencraBuresteit... OOBeIVMHSII... JIO3YHT
«Bo3BpaT K KaHTy»... KOTOpBIN 110 OTHOIIEHWIO
K mcropudyeckoMy KaHTy BIIAICS «KPUTUKON
CIIpaBa», IIOCKOJIBKY YCTpaHsUI MaTepUaIViCTH-
JecKie 3JIeMeHTHI KAaHTOBCKOTO AyasmsMa ([ brH-
HUK, 1939, c. 634).

KcraTu, JleHnH, B 11€JI0M BBICOKO OLI€HVIBIIIVA
3HaueHne KpuTukyu IDiexaHosa, B TO e camoe
BpeMs CYMTall, YTO TOT «KPUTUKYeT KaHTMaHCTBO
(v arHOcTUIIM3M BOOOIIE) Oostee ¢ ByJIbrapHO-Ma-
TeprasIMCTUYeCKOVl, YeM C [IMajleKTYecK-Mare-
PUAIVICTUYECKO TOUKM 3peHMs], TOCKOJIBKY OH
auib a limine (c mopora. — T.P) omBepeaem vix
paccyieHusi, a He ucnpabasem (kak lerensb mc-
npasiisul Kanrta) aTi paccyxuenms...» (Jlenun,
1969, c. 161).

3. ITonemmuka IlnexanoBa
¢ HeOKaHTHMaHIIaAMM I10 BOIIpOcaM
MPaKTUKV IIOJIUTUYIECKOV XKMU3HY,
corMa’s-IeMoOKpaTuIecKoro
¥ pabo4ero OBV>KeHMs

Ananmsupys nonemuky IDrexanosa ¢ KanTom
VI HeOKaHTVaHIIaMM, CJIeflyeT OTMeTUTD ellle OfVIH
ee BeKTOpP, KOTOPbIVI YCJIIOBHO MOXKHO ObUIO ObI Ha-
3BaTh ITPaKTUYeCKU-TIOJINTHUYecKM. Peds mjier o
kpuTuke [IexaHOBBIM Tex OIIOHEHTOB MapKCU3-
Ma, KOTOpble BXOAWJIV B UWCJIO JINEPOB HeMell-
KOV cOoLMaJI-IeMOKpaTUM ¥ Co3daHHOro B 1889
r. II VinrepHanmonasa. Ilociie cmeptnt DHresns-
ca OHM IIPWU3bIBaJIV JIOCTAaTOYHO paJiVIKaJIbHO Ile-
pecMoTpeTh psf uen dwiocodpum MapKcusma,
a 11 00OCHOBaHMS CBOEV TeOPeTMYeCcKOV MO3M-
LIV VICIIOJIb30BaJIV T1oj1okeHmss KaHTa 1 HeokaH-
TuaHIleB. Pedp 11J1a 0 MOMCKax TpeTher CUJIb KaK
aJIbTepHaTVBbl MAPKCU3MY C ero ujeevi pajyKaiib-
HOTO IlepeyCcTpOVCTBa OOIecTBa ¥ TOrJAIIHeN
MIlepyaIcTideckon mieosnorun. Ha crpanm-
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3. Plekhanov’s Polemic with Neo-Kantians
on the Issues of Practical Politics,
Social-Democratic
and Workers” Movement

Plekhanov’s polemic with Kant and Neo-
Kantians has yet another side to it, which may
be called practical-political. It has to do with
Plekhanov’s critique of those opponents of
Marxism who were members of the leadership
of German social democrats and the Second
International, formed in 1889. After the
death of Engels they mounted a massive
campaign for a revision of some tenets of
the Marxist philosophy using the provisions
of Kant and Neo-Kantians to bolster their
theoretical position. They were looking for a
third force as an alternative to Marxism with
its idea of radical restructuring of society
and the imperialistic ideology of the time.
They published articles in “Die Neue Zeit” in
which they urged the need to complement
Marxism with the Kantian ethic, replacing
the social analysis of capitalism with moral
condemnation of its negative “sides” offering,
instead of class struggle, so-called social
pedagogy called upon to harmonise life on
the basis of socialist ideas. In this polemic
Plekhanov abandons the defence of Kant and
embraces the spirit of The German Ideology of
Marx and Engels. Comparing Kant with the
French who brought about real revolutionary
changes in society, they wrote that Kant “was
satisfied with ‘good will" alone, [...] and he
transferred the realisation of this good will,
the harmony between it and the needs and
impulses of individuals, to the world beyond”
(Marx and Engels, 1990, p. 193). According
to Plekhanov (1976b, p. 397), predilection for
Kant’s philosophy was an attempt to use it as
“a powerful ‘spiritual weapon’ in the struggle
against the ultimate aspirations of the working
class”. He vehemently objects to the return
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nax «Die Neue Zeit» 3T mesiterniu myorvKoBaIn
CTaTby, B KOTOPBIX IIPU3bIBAJIV JOIIOJITHUTE MapK-
cusM sTmkon KaHTa, 3aMeHMB coliyasibHbIV aHa-
JIN3 KalWuTaJn3Ma HPaBCTBEHHBIM OCYXKIIeHVeM
€ro HeraTVBHBIX «CTOPOH», a BMeCTO KJIacCOBOVI
GoppOBI IIpeyIaraay Tak Ha3blBaeMyIO COIValb-
HYIO IIeJIarOr'MKy, KOTopasi JI0JDKHa Oblila TapMo-
HM3MPOBaTh XXI3Hb Ha OCHOBE V/1eaJIOB COLIVaIn3-
Ma. B aronm monemuxe ITnexaHos yxe mepecraer
ObITh 3amMTHMKOM KaHTa 1 cilemyeT MCKIIoun-
TesibHO 1yxy «Hemerikon mpeostornm» Mapkca
u Durenbsca. CpasHuBag KaHrta ¢ dpaniryzamm,
OCYIIIeCTBUBIIVIMI  JIeVICTBUTEIJIBHO  PEeBOJIIOLIN-
OHHBIe ITpeoOpa3oBaHMsl 00IIeCTBa, OHM IVCaJIV,
YTO TOT «yCTIOKOWJICS Ha OFHOW JIUIIEL “OOpo
Bosie”... VI TIepeHec ocyujecmbierue 3TOV HOOpOV
BOJIV, TAPMOHWIO MeX/1y Hell I IOTPeOHOCTAMM 1
BJIeUeHVISIMU VIHAVIBUIOB, B NOTMYCMOPOHHUT MUP»
(Mapxkc, DHresbc, 1955, c. 182). Cormacto ITirexa-
HOBY, IpucTpacTue K dpvtococpum Kanra asiser-
Cs1 IIOMBITKOVI VCIIOJIb30BaTh ee B KadeCTBe «CUJIb-
HOTO “TIyXOBHOTO OpyXus~ B OOpb0e ¢ KpartHMMM
cTpemsleHUsAMI pabodero kitacca» (ITiexaros,
19568, c. 422). OH pe3KO BBICTYIWUT IPOTUB BO3-
BpallleHns uMeHHO K KaHTy 11j14 peBusnm ocHOB
MapKcu3Ma ¥ MaTepuasvsMa, cymTas, 4To Oyp-
JKyasus CerofiH« 3aviHTepecoBaHa B BO3POXK/IeHWUN
3TOV Ppvyocodpnm, UTO NOCITIeTHSA «IIOMOXeT el
yCBIUTB IIposieTapuar» (ITnexanos, 1956r, c. 439).
Kcratn, Takoro poma oreHKM KaHTOBCKOV puyio-
cocpymt OyTy T BIIOCTIEZICTBUM MHOT'Vie TO/IBI ITPOITa-
raHAMPOBaThC B COBeTCKMX M3naHmsx. [lomarato,
O/IHaKO, YTO 3TOT BEKTOpP IJIEXaHOBCKOVI II0JIeMMU-
KV JJOCTaTOYHO IIVPOKO ITpefiCTaBjIeH B JIMTepa-
type (JImsrmn, 1981, c. 40-53; Ovzepman, 2005;
Pymannesa, 2023; Kpymios, 2024, c. 620-636). On-
3epMaH Jlake BbICKa3bIBaeT psfl KPUTUYECKMX 3a-
MeYaHWU B ajipec 3TOV IIOJIeMMKM, 3aMmedas, 4YTO
caM KpuUTHK, To ecTb IlilexaHoB, He Bcerpa je-
MOHCTpUpYeT IpaBWIbHOe IIOHMMaHVe YYeHVs
KanTa; uTO OH aKIeHTHpyeT CBOIO MOJIEMUKY Ha
HecoBMecTMMOCTM yueHMs: Kanrta ¢ maTepuasm-
cTmUecKon dusiocodmeit 1 0OXOOUT CTOPOHOM
IJIaBHBIE TeMbl, KOTOpbIe BOJIHOBAJINI B Te BpeMe-
Ha IIpeICTaBUTEJIeV 3aIlaIHOEBPOIIEVICKOVI COIIVI-
as-nemokparuu (Onsepman, 2005, c. 439, 441).
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to Kant in order to revise the foundations of
Marxism and materialism, arguing that the
bourgeoisie was interested in the revival of
this philosophy, since it “will help them to
lull the proletariat into quietude” (Plekhanov,
1976a, p. 413). Incidentally, this assessment of
the Kantian philosophy would be promoted in
Soviet publications for many years afterwards.
This strand of Plekhanov’s polemic is widely
represented in the literature (Livshits, 1981,
pp- 40-53; Oizerman, 2005; Rumyantseva, 2023;
Krouglov, 2024, pp. 620-636). Oizerman (2005,
pp- 439, 441) even makes some critical remarks
about this polemic, noting that Plekhanov
himself does not always understand Kant
correctly; that he stresses the incompatibility of
Kant’s doctrine with the materialist philosophy
while sidestepping the main topics that were
uppermost in the minds of West European
social democrats of the time.

4. Plekhanov’s Polemic
with Windelband and Rickert

Along with the critique of the above-
mentioned German authors who shared Neo-
Kantian views, Plekhanov in the 1910s turned
to the key works of the leaders of the Baden
Neo-Kantianism: Wilhelm Windelband’s
Philosophy in the Spiritual Life of Nineteenth-
Century Germany (Die Philosophie im deutschen
Geistesleben des XIX. Jahrhunderts, 1909;
Russian translation: Windelband, 1910) and
Heinrich Rickert’s Sciences of Nature and
Sciences of Culture (Kulturwissenschaft und
Naturwissenschaft, *1910; Russian translation:
Rickert, 1911). He writes, among other things,
two reviews of the Russian translations of
these works which were published by the
Russian literary, scientific and political monthly
“Sovremenniy mir” (“Modern World”) in St.
Petersburg from 1906 until October of 1918. His
interest in these particular books was prompted



4. ITonemuka Il;zexanoBa
¢ Buanens6angom n Pukkeprom

Hapsiny ¢ KpuTwKOV BBIIIeIIepeUuiCIIeHHBIX
HEMEITKVIX aBTOPOB, PasfesIsBIINX MO3UIINN He-
OKaHTMaHCTBa, [Iriexanos B 1910-x rT. oOparmaer-
s K [IEHTPpaJIbHBIM paboTaM caMIX CXOJIapX0B Oa-
IEeHCKOro HeOKaHTMaHCcTBa — B. Bunmennbamma
«Pustocodusi B HeMeLKoV Ay xoBHOV XusHmu XIX
crostetsi» (BunpensOann, 1910) u I. Puxkepra
«Haykxm o mipuposie m HayKu o KysasType» (Pux-
kept, 1911). OH nmIleT, B 9aCTHOCTMY, JIBe pelieH-
3UM Ha PYCCKMe IepeBOIbl 3TMX PaboT, KOTOpPbIe
OblTM OITyO/IMKOBAHBI B POCCUVICKOM eXKeMecsTd-
HOM JIMTepaTypPHOM, Hay4YHOM ¥ IOJIUTUYECKOM
XypHasie «COBpeMeHHBIVI MVpP», BBIXOOVBIIIEM B
Canxrt-IletepOypre ¢ 1906 no oxTs6ps 1918 1. Ero
VMHTepeC MMEHHO K 3TMM KHUTraM ObUI BO MHO-
roM OOYCJIOBJIEH TeM, UTO B HVX pa3paOaThIBaINCh
IIPOOJIEMBI ICTOPVYECKOV METOIOJIOI Y, SIBHO He
COIJIACYIOIIEVICS. C TOVI, KOTOpasi Oblla BEIpaboTa-
Ha KJIaCCMKaMM MapKCy3Ma ¥ KOTOPOW Ipuaep-
XMBaJicsi — Oortee TOro, BC9eCK pas3BMBaII U IO-
Iy pusrpoBal — caM I liiexaHoB.

B cBoeit peniensun Ha KHUTY BuHnensOaHma
OH, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, OTMeYaeT YTO ITOIThITKA He-
MelIKoro ¢wtocoda «BBISICHUTE B CBSI3M OOITIEro
VICTOPVYECKOTO PasBUTIS HEMELIKOVI Hallu B Te-
veHue XIX cTOseTns Te MOTMBBI MUPOBO33PEHI,
KOTOpbIe UT'PalOT B HEM M3BECTHYIO POJIb U B KO-
TOPBIX OTpakaeTcs caMa XM3Hb» (BuumensbOanm,
1910, c. 90), siBiIsteTCs «OUeHb MHTEPeCHOV 1 BaK-
Hom 3anauen» (Iiexanos, 1957a, c. 443). Ho, c npy-
rovt cTopoHsl, [Ii1lexaHoB cumMTaeT, YTO IJISI TOTO,
YTOOBI pa3pelmTh 3Ty 3a4a4y, «<HeOOXOIVMO IIpe-
JKJTe BCETro KPEeITKO YCBOUTH ceOe OCHOBHOE ITOJIOXKe-
HVIe MaTepyaIn3Ma, IJIacsIlee, 9TO He MBIIITIeHe
orperenseT cobovt ObITie, a ObITHE OIperesseT
cobort meiIeHMe» (Tam xe).

ITriexaHOB TIOJIaTaeT pasiee, YTO oOpalleHVe
BuHnensOaHIa K HEOKAaHTMAHCTBY SIBJISIETCS He-
00XOAMMBIM MaHEeBPOM [1J1s OOBsCHeHMs IIy0o-
KOTO TeOpeTMYecKOro Kpumsuca B eBPOIEVICKOV
MbIcs KoHIla XIX B, cyTb KOTOPOro B OpumeHTa-
LI psiia aBTOPOB, BO IJIaBe C cCaMMM BuHpes-
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by the fact that they addressed the issues of
historical methodology, which was in stark
contrast with the methodology of the Marxist
classics to which Plekhanov adhered and which
he developed and popularised.

In his review of Windelband’s book
Plekhanov, on the one hand, notes that the
German philosopher’s attempt “in the context
of the general historical development of the
German nation during the nineteenth century
to elucidate the elements of a world-outlook
which play a definite role in this development,
and in which life itself is reflected”
(Windelband, 1910, p. 90), was “a very
interesting and important task” (Plekhanov,
1976f, c. 419). But on the other hand, Plekhanov
believes that in order to solve this task “it is
necessary, first of all, to master thoroughly the
basic proposition of materialism: that it is not
thinking which determines being, but being
which determines thinking” (ibid.).
that Windelband
invoked Neo-Kantianism as a necessary
manoeuvre in order to explain the deep
theoretical crisis of European thought in the
late nineteenth century, which was essentially
the upshot of the orientation of some authors,
above all Windelband himself, toward
idealism while totally ignoring the materialist

Plekhanov Dbelieves

propositions, i.e. failure to understand the
dialectical character of the materialist view of
history. Plekhanov writes that Windelband’s
views “on materialism in general and historical
materialism in particular are the views of
a prejudiced idealist who remains blind to
the most important and strongest sides of
the theory he is trying to refute” (ibid.). Thus
the main aim of the polemical review is to
critique Windelband’s idealistic position and
to consistently protect Marxism as a doctrine
of transforming the social process from being
distorted by the Neo-Kantians.
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GaHIOM, Ha V/ieasI3M U IIOJTHOe UTHOPUPOBaHe
MaTepraIUCTUYeCKMX TOJIOKEeHNT, TO eCTh Herlo-
HUMaHVe IVaJeKTUYHOCTY MaTepuaICTIYecKo-
ro B3MIsAa Ha mcropuio. OH OUIIET, YTO B3IJISAL,
BunnensOaHma «Ha MaTepmasmsM BooOllle M Ha
VICTOPUYECKMI MaTepuaii3M B YacTHOCTU ecThb
B3IJISAT, ITpeTy0eXX/IeHHOro MleasIlicTa, OcTarolle-
rOCsl CJIENIBIM II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K CaMbIM Ba’kKHBIM
VI CVWJIBHBIM CTOPOHAM OTBEpPraeMovl VM TeOPUI»
(Tam xe). Takm obpasoMm, 11e/1b 3TOVI HOJIeMITde-
CKOVI peLIeH3UV 3aK/IIoYaeTcs B KPWUTWKE Wjiea-
JIMCTVIYecKoV no3uumy BunpmensbaHma v mocste-
JIOBATeIbHOV 3alluiTe MapKCM3Ma KaK YYeHWs,
CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIEro IIpeodpasoBaHMIO OOIIeCTBeH-
HOTO IIporecca, OT CyOBEKTMBICTCKOTO VICKaXKe-
HVISI €70 HeOKaHTVIaHITAMIL.

[TprMepHO B TakOM e JyXe pa3BepTHIBAETCS
nosieMuka IInnexanosa ¢ PukkepToM B perieHsnmn
Ha KHuUTY «Haykm o mpupome v HayKn O KyJIbTy-
pe». He BaBasice B meTasmv 3TOVI IIOJIEMUKI, OTMe-
4y, YTO IJIaBHBIM ee HepPBOM SBJISETCS OIATh XKe
3amuTa IlexaHOBBIM MaTeprasIMCTIYeCcKOro IIo-
HUMaHWS VICTOPUM ¥ YIIpeKu B ajgpec Pukkepra
B CBS3M C HePaBWJIBHBIM TOJIKOBaHMEM ero Kak
TOJIBKO «IIOIBITKM “IIpeBpallleHNs BCel VCTOPUN
B SKOHOMIYECKYIO VICTOPUIO, a 3aTeM U B ecTe-
crBosHaHMe » (ITmexanos, 19576, c. 508) n moTomy
OTBep)XKeHMeM KaK HecocTosTerbHOro. IliexaHos
TaK VI IIVIIIET: «...CTOPOHHVKV VICTOPUYECKOro Ma-
TepuaIn3Ma PelInTeIbHO HUKOITIA He IIBITaJINCh
“IIpeBpaTUTh BCIO WCTOPUIO B SKOHOMWYECKYIO
victopuio”. ...VIM ellle MeHee TOTO IIPUIXOANIIO B TO-
JIOBY IIpeBpaTUTh “3aTeM” 3KOHOMMYECKYIO MCTO-
puto B ectecTBozHaHMe» (Tam xe). ITprunny Ta-
KOVI TPaKTOBKM yueHVs Mapkca OH yBWUIeN B TOM,
uTo «PUKKEPT 1 IOHOOHBIE eMy y4eHble 13 PyK
BOH IUIOXO TIOHVMMAOT VCTOPWYECKUVI MaTepria-
JIM3M He TI0 KaKVMM-HVUOYIb AUtHbIM IIPUYVIHAM, a
IIOTOMY, UTO WX YMCTBEHHBIVI KPyTO30p OrpaHV-
UeH IIpeIpacCydKaMVi, CBOVICTBEHHOMY  1e/[0MY
K/accy. DTO IMEHHO O HVX MOXKHO CKa3aThb, YTO Te
IIyCTSIKM, KOTOPBIe Ha3bIBAIOTCS Y HUX M3JIOKEeHVI-
€M VMCTOPMYEeCKOro MaTepuasmn3Ma, “o0ycIoBIeHsl
COBEpIIIEHHO HeHayUYHBIMU MOJIUTUYECKVMU CO-
obpaxenmsmm™» (Tam xe, c. 510). ITinexaHoB ympe-
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Plekhanov’s polemic with Rickert in
his review of the book Sciences of Nature
and Sciences of Culture is developed in
approximately the same spirit. Without going
into the details of this polemic, it should
be noted that the main thrust of the review
is Plekhanov’s defence of the materialist
view of history and criticism of Rickert for
misinterpreting this view in “an attempt “to
transform all history into economic history
and then into natural science’” (Plekhanov,
1976g, p. 481) and thus to reject it as untenable.
Plekhanov writes: “the adherents of historical
attempted
‘transform all history into economic history’.
[...] it has even less entered their heads ‘then’
to transform economic history into natural
science” (ibid.). Plekhanov attributes this
interpretation of Marx’s doctrine to the fact
that “[...] Rickert and other scientists like him
do not have the foggiest notion of historical

materialism have never to

materialism, not for any personal reason,
but because their intellectual field of vision
is clouded by prejudices that are peculiar to
a whole class. It might truly be said of them
that the rubbish they offer as an exposition
of historical materialism is determined by ‘a
completely unscientific political prejudice”
(ibid., p. 483). Plekhanov accuses the German
like Windelband,
insufficiently versed in the works of Marxist
classics, juxtaposing fundamental categories of
being and thinking. Plekhanov also criticises
his value-based approach to historical events
and his interpretation of cultural value as
the basis of being. Thus, Plekhanov sees the
main shortcoming of Neo-Kantian ideas of

philosopher of being,

the philosophy of history in their detachment
from historical reality, their reluctance to see
reality in all its diversity and, as a consequence,
their subjectivism and idealism in interpreting
history.



KaeT HeMeIIKoro ¢msocoda B TOM, UTO TOT, KakK U
BuHnerp0aHI, HeTOCTaTOUHO OCBEIOMJIEH O TPY-
Jlax KJIACCMKOB MAapKCV3Ma, ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIISS
dyHIaMeHTasIbHBIe KaTeropmy ObITVS I MBIITI-
neHus. I1exaHOB KpUTHKYeT ero 1 3a I€HHOCT-
HBIVI TTOFIXO]], K VICTOPVYeCKVM COOBITISIM, a TaKxKe
3a TPaKTOBKY KyJIBTYPHOV IIeHHOCTV KaK OCHOBBI
ObrTI1s1. Takym 0Opa3oM, TIaBHBIVT HEOCTATOK He-
OKaHTVAHCKVX IIpeCTaBIeHnI B o01acTy dputo-
cocpumt mictopuu [IrrexaHOB yCMOTpeJI B IX OTPBIBE
OT WCTOPWYECKOV IeVICTBUTEIILHOCTY, HeXesa-
HWUW BUIETH 3Ty AEVICTBUTEIBHOCTD B IIPUCYIIEM
eVl MHOrooOpasmm 11, KaK CJIe[ICTBIE, 3a CyOBEeKT-
BVI3M ¥ VJIeasIVi3M B MIHTEPITPETAIV VICTOPWVL.

5. 3akiirouenme

AHasm3 pasINnuHbIX BeKTOPOB IojleMuku I lie-
XaHOBa C HEOKaHTMAHIIAMM ITOKa3aJsl, YTo 3Ty TaK
HasbIBaeMYIO 3aIllUTY PyccKmM MbicinTesieM Kan-
Ta He CJIeflyeT, OlHaKO, IIOHMMaTh ¥ IIPUHMUMATD
OyKBaJIBHO — KaK CTpeMJIeHVe IeVICTBUTEIIHHO
OrpaiuTh yueHMe «KEHUTCOeprckoro Myzperia»
OT HOBEVIINX VCKaKAIOIINX ero TPaKTOBOK, Ja
v Bpsif, i caM KaHT B Takom 3amnTe HYXIasICs.
bynyun BepHbIM MapkcucToM, IliiexaHOB cTaBuI
riepert coboVt cOBCeM ApPYTyIo Iiejib — 3alllUTUTh
MapKCUCTCKIUT MaTepuamsM Mapkca v DHrejb-
ca OT MHOTOYMC/IEHHBIX HaIlaJ0K CBOMX OITIIOHEH-
ToB. OH Tak 1 IcaJl B CTaThbe «MaTepuamsM MiIn
KaHTMaHM3M»: «S] 3aImIao 1 Bcerga Oymay 3amm-
II[aTh TOT B3IJISI, C TOPSYHOCTBIO U ¢ YOeXIeH!-
eM», a caMa 3Ta HOoJIeMMKa «KacaeTCs BaKHEeIIINX
BOITPOCOB U€JI0BEUECKOrO 3HAHVS VI BMeCTe C TeM
3arparvBaeT caMble HaCyIITHbIe THTepeCHl pabode-
ro xiiacca» (Iiexanos, 1956r, c. 441). Beicoko orte-
HVBas y4ueHVe KaHTa v Hariisg y Hero 1eJIbIvt psif,
COBIIQJIEHMVI C MaTepyaIM3MOM, OH ObUI CITpaBes-
JIMBO YOeX/eH, UTO ero OIIOHEHTHI MCKaXKaroT
yuenne KaHTa, KOTOpOe BIIeJI0Ch eMy B IHOM CBe-
Te. OgHaKo aHaM3 padot [ IrrexaHoBa IOKa3bIBaeT,
YTO B TPAKTOBKE OCHOBHBIX Vi€Vl HeMeIKoro -
j0ocoda OH 11 caM He Bceryia ObUI ITpaB: OH He YBU-
ZieJI CyIIeCTBEHHOV pasHUITBI MeXIy B3IVIsdaMu
KanTa n ¢paHITly3cKnx MaTepunaIncTOB; Hellpa-
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5. Conclusion

The above review of various aspects of
Plekhanov’s polemic with Neo-Kantians shows
that his so-called defence of Kant should
not be understood literally as the wish to
protect the teaching of “the Konigsberg sage”
against later distortions. Not that Kant needed
such defence. Being a dedicated Marxist,
Plekhanov pursued a totally different goal,
and that is to protect the Marxian materialism
of Marx and Engels from numerous attacks
by their opponents. As he wrote in his article
“Materialism and Kantianism”, “I defend
and shall always continue to defend that
view with ardour and conviction”, and the
polemic itself “is concerned with the most
important questions of human knowledge,
and, at the same time, with the most vital
interests of the working class” (Plekhanov,
1976a, p. 414). While holding Kant’s doctrine
in high regard and finding in it some things
in common with materialism, he was rightly
convinced that his opponents were distorting
Kant’s doctrine, which he saw in a different
light. However, an analysis of Plekhanov’s
works shows that his interpretation of
Kant’s main ideas was not always right: he
overlooked the important difference between
Kant and the French materialists; he failed to
distinguish the concepts of Kant’s thing-in-
itself being unknowable and being unknown;
he exaggerated the similarities between some
of Kant’s propositions and Marxist materialism
etc.

Nevertheless, the polemic presented above
has not lost its relevance because many of
Plekhanov’s ideas were later echoed in the
Soviet and post-Soviet literature on Kant
and Neo-Kantians. It has to be remembered,
for example, that Lenin’s views on Kant's
philosophy, which determined the perception
and assessment of Kant in the USSR for
decades, owes much to Plekhanov’s influence.
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BOMEPHO OTOX/IeCTBJISJI HeITO3HAaBaeMOCTh Belllyl B
cebe y KaHTa C ee HEIT03HaHHOCTBIO; ITpeyBeJINY Y-
BaJI CXOZICTBO psfia mosioxkeHmit dpvtocodpnm Kan-
Ta C MAPKCUCTCKMM MaTepraii3MOM U T.IL

TeM He MeHee ITpeJicTaB/IeHHAasI TIOJIeMMKa U ce-
TOIHS VIMEeeT /I HaC He TOJIBKO MCTOPUYeCKU
VHTepec, Tak Kak MHorue njen IDiexaHoBa Ha-
IIIJIV BITOCJIEZICTBUY CBOE OTPa’keHVe B COBETCKOV
VI TIOCTCOBETCKOVI (pustocodckom jmrepaType O
Kanre 1 meokantuanmax. He crour 3abbiBaTh, B
YacTHOCTY, UTO B3IIsAb! JleHHa Ha drtocodiro
KanrTa, onpeenusiiive Ha JecTUIeTHs CofepKa-
HMe XapaKTepVCTVK U OIIeHOK paboT KéHurcoepr-
ckoro MmbicsnTesst B CCCP, Bo MHOroM cdopmmpo-
BaJIVICh IMEeHHO 11071, BivaHveM I IiiexaHosa.

3HaKOMCTBO ¢ HosteMyrdeckmy padotamu [Trre-
XaHOBa, B IIEHTPe KOTOopbix ctouT durypa Kanra,
MOXET CBITpaTh 3HAYMMYIO POJIb VI IIPV 00CyXKle-
HUU psifia TTpo0JIeM B AMCKYCCUSIX, TIOCBSIIIEHHBIX
VHTepIpeTanm Kak yueHus Kanra B 11ej10M, Tak
" ero yHJaMeHTaJIbHbIX IIOHATHUV, HallpyMep
Hpupons! Bemm B ceOe, Tesuca KaHTa o ee Hero-
3HaBaeMOCTM, CYLIHOCTV TPaKTOBKM VM ITO3HaBa-
TeJIBHOI'O IIpollecca, pejleBaHTHBIX COBpPeMeHHO
dvtocodpnm HayKM MeTOAO0B ITO3HAHMS U T.IL. DTO
TeM OoJiee Ba’KHO, U4TO M ceromHs ydeHme KaHra
IIPOJIOJDKaeT MCKaXKaThCsl VI VICIIONIb30BaThCsl pas-
HBIMI CUJIaMM 1715 OOOCHOBaHMS COOCTBEHHBIX
drtocodpcko-TeopeTndecknx ¥ ITPaKTUYeCKMX
nHTepecos. Tem He meHee KaHT 1 ero muen, Kak
nokasasr MexyHaponHb KaHTOBCKM KOHTpecc
B Kammuawnurpane, noceamennsi 300-1eTio co
AHS POXAEHUs BeJMKoro dwiocoda, ocraercs
JKVIBOVI KOMITOHEHTOV (pry10c0dCKOro AMCKypca.
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Acquaintance with Plekhanov’s polemical
works focused on the figure of Kant may
be helpful in dealing with a number of
problems that crop up in the discussions
of the interpretation of Kant’s doctrine as a
whole and some of its fundamental concepts,
such as the nature of the thing-in-itself, Kant’s
unknowability thesis, his interpretation of the
cognitive process, cognitive methods relevant
to the modern philosophy of science, etc. This
is all the more important because today Kant’s
doctrine continues to be distorted and used to
promote philosophical-theoretical and practical
interests. Even so, Kant and his ideas remain a
vibrant component of the current philosophical
discourse, as highlighted by the International
Kant Congress held in Kaliningrad to mark the
tercentenary of the great philosopher’s birth.
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