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CTAHOBJIEHVE OHTOI'HOCEOJIOI'MU
PYCCKUXVMMHTYUTUBUCTOB
KAK KPUTUKA HEOKAHTMAHCTBA

II.P. BonaoviceBa’

B nauaze XX 6. 6 pycckossviurom ¢pusocogpckom
npocmparcmbe noaBasomes  pusocogpckue npoexnsl,
coruxatouque OoHmoao2ut0 U eHoceosoeuro. IlodobHoe
coruxenue wabawooaemcs, 6 wacmuocmu, 6 gusocogp-
ckux yuenusax pycckux unmyumubucmob H.O. Jlocckozo
u C.JL. @panxa. s noxasvibar, umo cmanobierue smux
dokmpun U ogpopmaeHue UX OHMOLHOCEOA0eUUECKO20
KameaopuaivHoeo annapama 0bi10 cBA3aH0 2AaB6HbIM 00-
PAasoM ¢ Kpumukotl HeOKAHMUAHCKOU Meopuu no3HAHUA
1 B03MOXHOCTU TPAHCYEHOCHTTHO20 3HAHUA KAK MakoBo-
0. OcHobHvie ucmounuku uccaedobanus — «ObocHoba-
Hue unmyumubusma» u «Mup xkax opeanuyeckoe yes0e»
H.O. Jlocckozo, a maioke «IIpedmem 3uanusa» u «Heno-
cmusxumoe» C.JI. @panxa. I[IpoBedenroe uccaedobarie
nosboasiem  mpakmobamy  KameeopuaLbHLLIL  Annapam
Jlocckoeo kax penpesenmayuto cucmemst Ypobrerl Mupo-
30aHus, KaxObLTl U3 KOMOpbIX Xapakmepusyemcs 06yms
AcneKmamu: OHMoAOUHeCKUM, 10 ecmb Abasemcs ua-
cmwio MupoBoeo edurcmba, u 2HOCE0A02UUECKUM, 110 eCTb
uMmeern camocmosmenstoe no3Habamenvroe snaderue. Ka-
meeopuu 6 yuenuu Ppanxa paccmampubaromes 6 kave-
cmée op2aHuyHOU HACU OHINOA0UUECK020 000CHOBAMH UL
unmyumubusma. Eounott mendenyuer 6 nocmpoenuu xa-
meeopuarvHolx cxem y Jlocckoeo u Oparka abasemca ux
cmpemaerue K 00ve0UHeHUI0 eHOCe0A0UUECKUX 1 OHIIO-
Aoeudeckux onucanutl kameeoputl. KaoueBuim omauu-
em oxasviBaemcs cnocod 000cHOBaHUA OHIMO2HOCe0A02U-
Heckoil cucmemsl 6 yesom. Buympennue npomubBopeuus
konyenyuu Jloccko2o BuiabaA0mMCs ¢ yHenmom Kpumute-
ckux 3ameuanuni C.A. AckoarvdoBa (Asexceeba) u mpax-
mytomcs. kax caeocmbus abcoaomusayUU  UHMyuyuu
6 nosHanuu, omkasa om uoeu eHoceoA02UHeckoll mparc-
YeHOeHYUU, HeNOAHOIMbL MeoPUL UMMAHEHITHOCIU, OUC-
COHAMCA MeKOY CAMUMU OHIMOSHOCE0A02UUeCKUMU Kare-
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THE EMERGENCE
OF ONTO-GNOSEOLOGY
AMONG RUSSIAN INTUITIVISTS
AS CRITICISM OF NEO-KANTIANISM

P.R. Bonadyseva'

At the beginning of the twentieth century in the
Russian-speaking philosophical space philosophical
projects emerged which brought ontology and gnose-
ology closer together. One can observe this process,
for example, in the philosophical doctrines of the Rus-
sian intuitivists Nikolay Lossky and Semyon Frank.
I demonstrate that the emergence of these doctrines and
the development of their onto-gnoseological categorial
apparatus were mainly connected with the criticism of
the Neo-Kantian theory of cognition and the possibility
of transcendent knowledge as such. The main sources of
my study are The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge and
The World as an Organic Whole by N.O. Lossky and
The Object of Knowledge and The Unknowable by
S.L. Frank. My investigation makes it possible to treat
Lossky’s categorial framework as the representation of a
system of levels of the universe each of which is charac-
terised by two aspects: the ontological, i.e. it is part of
the unity of the world, and the gnoseological, i.e. it has
an independent cognitive significance. Frank considers
categories to be an organic part of the ontological proof
of intuitivism. A common trend in the construction of
categorial schemes by Lossky and Frank is their striving
to combine gnoseological and ontological descriptions of
categories. The key difference is the way an onto-gno-
seological system as a whole is justified. In revealing the
contradictions in Lossky’s conception, I proceed from
the critical remarks of S.A. Askoldov (Alexeyev), point-
ing out that these contradictions stem from an absolu-
tisation of intuition in cognition, the renunciation of
the idea of gnoseological transcendence, incompleteness
of the theory of immanence and discordance between
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eopusmu. Obpaujerue K KpUmMuueckum KOMMEeHMApUAM
Acxoav0oBa nposicHsem codepikamenvHvle 0CODeHHOCHIU
meopuu Jlocckoeo u cyuyHOCHb MpaHcopmayii, npous-
Bedennvix 8 abcoatomrom udeas-peasusme Oparka.

KaroueBovie caoBa: onmoenoceoroeus, H.O. Jloc-
ckuti, C.JI. @pank, C.A. Acko16008, udeasr-peastsm, ut-
myumubusm, HeokaHmuancmobo, Kameeopuu.

1. BBenenmne

Hauaso XX B. B pycckosI3bI9HOM (priiocodpckoM
IIPOCTPaHCTBE XapaKTepPM3yeTCsl BO3HVKHOBEHVI-
eM psifla CaMOOBITHBIX (PUIIOCOPCKMX ITPOEKTOB,
OTIMYAIOIINIXCS HEOPIVHAPHBIM II0 CPaBHEHVIIO
C IpeJIIecTBYIOIeN pyccKom rsiocodcKoi Tpa-
auIvent cOIvbKeHVieM OHTOJIOTMYEeCKIIX VI THOCeO-
JIOrv9ecKmx Borrpocos”. ITprrariHa nosieyieHMs 110~
IOOHOTO pozia IIPOEKTOB, BEPOsiTHee Bcero, ObLIa
CBsI3aHA C IIOIIBITKOV IIPeoIojIeTh TEHIEHIIVNIO TO-
TaJIBHOW THOCeosiorm3armm dgutocodpun, cdop-
MVIPOBABIIIEVICS 1071, BIIVISTHVIEM HEOKaHTMAHCTBA
u (peHomMeHOIOTVI. BapmaHTBI COMVOKEHMS THO-
CeoJIOrMM ¥ OHTOJIOTMV MOXKHO BCTPETUTD Y Ile-
JIOTO psfia PYCCKMX PeIUTMO3HBIX PryIocodoB —
B.C. Comnosbesa, H.O. Jlocckoro, H.A. beprsesa,
I'L.A. ®nopenckoro, C.A. Ackornbaosa, C.JI. @pan-
ka, C.H. bysnraxosa u gp. Ilogo6HbIv dpeHOMEH Ha-
OrTronasicst TakKe M BHY TP PyCCKOTO HeOKaHTVAH-
CTBa, T/ie HOSIBJISIOTCS TIOIIBITKY «II0OBOPOTA K OHTO-
siorun», B yactHocTn y JLIL Casarosa 1 H.B. bos-
neipesa (Imurpuesa, 2016; Kopanaes, 2019a).

KanTnanckoe Hacienve mMesio ocoboe 3Ha-
veHne 1y popMmpoBaHMs PUIOCOPCKMUX CU-
CTeM [ByX HauOoJlee W3BeCTHBIX IIpefiCcTaBUTe-
nent pycckoro mHTyutnBusma — H.O. Jlocckoro
u C.JI. ®panka. Oba dwtocoda B Hagasie CBOEro
TBOPYECKOTO Iy TU CEPhEe3HO yBJIEKaIVICh yUeHVIs-
Mmu KaHTa 11 ero rocsiesioaTerstevt, 00a IO3MITVIOHVI-
poBas cBOIO PrII0cOPMIO OTHOBpEMEHHO U Kak

2 YueHns], ycTaHaBIMBAIOIINE KpariHe TeCHYIO B3auMOC-
BSI3b MEXITy OHTOJIOTVIEVI U TeOpVeV TTO3HAHWS, B MICCITe-
JIOBaTeJIbCKOV JINTepaType MMeHYIOTCsl OHTOTHOCEOJIOT -
uveckmmu (ITpoxopos, 2018).
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onto-gnoseological categories. Askoldov’s critical com-
ments clarify the substantive features of Lossky’s theory
and the essence of the transformations carried out in
Frank’s absolute ideal-realism.

Keywords: onto-gnoseology, Nikolay Lossky,
Semyon Frank, Sergey Askoldov, ideal-realism, intu-
itivism, Neo-Kantianism, categories.

1. Introduction

The beginning of the twentieth century in
the Russian philosophical scene is characterised
by the emergence of a number of original phil-
osophical projects which, in a departure from
the preceding Russian philosophical tradition,
brought closer together ontological and gnose-
ological issues.? The most likely reason for the
appearance of these projects was the attempt
to overcome the tendency of wholesale gno-
seologisation of philosophy under the influ-
ence of Neo-Kantianism and phenomenology.
We find versions of this approach in the works
of a whole series of Russian religious philoso-
phers, e.g. Vladimir Solovyov, Nikolay Lossky,
Nikolay Berdyayev, Pavel Florensky, Sergey
Askoldov (Alekseyev), Semyon Frank and
Sergey Bulgakov. A similar process was taking
place within Russian Neo-Kantianism which
saw attempts at “a turn towards ontology”,
notably by Leo Salagov and Nikolay Boldyrev
(Dmitrieva, 2016, Kornilaev, 2019a).

The Kantian heritage was particularly im-
portant for the shaping of the philosophical sys-
tems of the two most prominent representatives
of Russian intuitivism, Nikolay O. Lossky and
Semyon L. Frank. At the start of their careers
both philosophers studied closely the doctrines
of Kant and his followers, both positioned their
philosophies simultaneously as a consequence
and an overcoming of Kantianism. I will there-

2 In the literature, the doctrines that establish a very
close relationship between ontology and the theory
of cognition are referred to as onto-gnoseological
(Prokhorov, 2018).



CJIefICTBYIe, M KaK ITpeoyioieHre KaHTraHcTsa. [lo-
3TOMY 5 OCTAHOBJIFOCh MIMEHHO Ha WX yYeHUAX
Y TIOIBITalOCh PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTh VX OHTOIHOCe-
oJIoruyecKyie MpoeKThl. [1Isi 3Toro MHe IpezcTo-
UT BBISBUTH CHeludUyecKre YepThl X YUeHUT,
IIPOCIIeINTD CTAaHOBJIEHNMe VX JIOKTPUH, IIPOUCXO-
JisIiiee B OIIIO3UIIMY HEOKAaHTMAHCKMM YUeHVSIM,
a Takke ITpoaHaymsupoBaTbh KpuUTuKy C.A. Ac-
KOJIBIIOBBbIM ~ prstocodpeckoro mpoekra H.O. Jloc-
CKOro. Sl CKOHIIEHTPUPYIOCh IPeUMYIIeCTBEHHO
Ha clefymoommx Tekcrax: «OOOCHOBaHVME WHTY-
utusmsMa» (1904—1905) n «Mup Kak opraHmde-
ckoe 11es1oe» (1915) H.O. Jlocckoro, «[Tpenmer 3Ha-
Hus» (1915) 1 «HemocToxmmoe» (1939) C.J1. dpan-
Ka, a TakxXe «MBICITb 1 [1eVICTBUTEILHOCTD>» (1914)
C.A. AckostpnoBa. Bee 3T KHMIM, 32 MCKJIIOUYEHV-
eMm «Henoctvoxmoro» dpanka, Opun ony6m/n<o-
BaHbl B ofuH Iiepuosl. COOTBeTCTBEHHO, MX pac-
CMOTpeHMe IIO3BOJINT COCTaBUTh IIpeJiCcTaBJleHVe
00 00111V IoJIeMIIKe II0 BOIIPOCaM OHTOIHOCEOJIO-
TV, IIPOVICXOAMBIIIEV B TO BpeMs B MHTYUTUBU3-
Me 11 OJIM3KMX K HeMY HallpaBjieHsX prtocodpmt.

2. KpuTnka HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
KaK KJII0YeBasi IpeaInochlIKa
CTaHOBJIEHWS OHTOIHOCEOJIOrMYeCcKMX
IIPOEKTOB PyCCKMX MHTYUTUBVUCTOB

JIocckmit B Hauasie cBoero priocodpCcKoro myTm
HaxoAwWIcs TI0f, 3HaUYUTeIbHBIM BJIVIIHVMEM Heo-
KaHTMaHCKOM (pustocodnm, XoTsd M He IIPpUUNC-
15171 cebs K ee TmpericTaBuTersiM®. Pycckmmt duro-
cod cumTasl CBOV IPOEKT CJIe[ICTBeM KaHTMaH-
CTBa, a ILEeHTpaJIbHBIVI OHTOTHOCEOJIOIMYeCcKU
Te3uc yueHus («Bce MMMaHeHTHO BceMy») — Bbl-
IIeIM IpssMuKoM u3 yueHns Kanra (Jlocckurs,
1968, c. 87). Parnnee TBOpuecTBO Jlocckoro mperep-
I1eJI0 HeIrloCpeJICTBeHHOe BIIVISIHVe ITpeficTaBuUTe-
snent bameHckon HMIKOJIBI HeOKaHTMaHcTBa B. BrH-

SVIHTepec K TpaHCIIeHIEHTAIBHON (PUTOCOMUN TIOSIBITI-
cs1 y JTocckoro Giaromapst BcTpede ¢ OIHVIM M3 KPYIIHEN-
IIVIX IIpeficTaBuTes eVt HeoKaHTMaHcTBa B Poccynt XIX B. —
A.V. Beemencknm (JIocckmii, 1968, c. 87).
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fore dwell on their doctrines and attempt to re-
construct their onto-gnoseological projects. To
this end I need to reveal the specificities of their
doctrines, trace the evolution of their concep-
tions marked by opposition to Neo-Kantian-
ism and analyse Sergey Askoldov’s critique of
Lossky’s philosophical project. I will concen-
trate on the following texts: The Intuitive Basis
of Knowledge (1904-1905) and The World as an
Organic Whole (1915) by Lossky, The Object of
Knowledge (1915) and The Unknowable (1939) by
Frank, as well as Thought and Reality (1914) by
Askoldov. All these books, with the exception of
Frank’s The Unknowable, were published in the
same historical period. Thus, their examination
may give an insight into the general polemic on
the issues of onto-gnoseology that took place in
intuitivism and related philosophical trends.

2. Criticism of Neo-Kantianism
as the Starting Point
of Onto-Gnoseological Projects
of Russian Intuitivists

At the start of his philosophical path Loss-
ky was heavily influenced by Neo-Kantian phi-
losophy, although he did not profess to be one
of its representatives.” He considered his pro-
ject to be a consequence of Kantianism and de-
rived the main onto-gnoseological motto of
his doctrine — “All is immanent in all” — di-
rectly from Kant’s philosophy (Lossky, 1968,
p. 87). Lossky’s early work was directly influ-
enced by that of the Baden school of Neo-Kan-
tianism presided over by Wilhelm Windelband
and Heinrich Rickert.* However, already in
The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge he would in-

> Lossky (1968, p. 87) developed an interest in transcen-
dental philosophy thanks to a meeting with Aleksandr
I. Vvedensky, one of the leading representatives of
Neo-Kantianism in nineteenth-century Russia.

* While working on his master’s dissertation, which lat-
er formed the basis of The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, the
philosopher spent several months in Strasbourg attend-
ing Windelband’s seminar (Lossky, 1968, p. 107, 109).
During that trip he travelled to Freiburg where he met
with Heinrich Rickert (ibid., p. 109).
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nenbbanga u I. Pukkepra®. Ho yxe B «O6ocHO-
BaHWUM VHTYUTUBU3Ma» PUIIOCOd aKTUBHO Kpu-
muxoBas «<VIHTYUTUBHBIVI KPUTWUIIN3M»® Oa/ieHIIeB
Y IpoaBuUrajl MHTYUTUBU3M KaK ydeHUe, IIpeo-
Jo7leBalolllee  HEOKaHTMAHCKYIO TeOopuio II03Ha-
Hus. JIocckum ObIT XOPOIIIO 3HAaKOM ¥ ¢ MapOypr-
CKVM HEOKAaHTMAHCTBOM, B OCOOEHHOCTM ¢ pado-
tamu [. Korena. B «OGocHOBaHMI MHTYUTUBM3-
Ma» JIocckmil IpenMyIecTBeHHO LUTUPYEeT ero
«Teoputo onpita Kanrta» (2-e m3ganme, 1885), on-
HaKoO caM TeKCT OOHapy>K/BaeT HeIlJIoxoe 3HaKOM-
cTBO (prstocodpa ¢ obIIeTeOpeTYeCcKM HacIeIV-
eM u camoro KoreHa, 11 ero nocsiezioBaTerier.
@paHK TaKXke B HadaJe CBOErO TBOPYECTBa
OIVpaJICsl Ha HeOKAaHTMAHCKMe VIeN. DBOJIIOINS
B3IVIA/IOB pycckoro ¢umsiocoda OT HeoKaHTMaH-
CKOVI KPUTVKM MeTapU3MKM K TIOCTYIMPOBAHNIO
HEeZIOCTYIIHOV TIO3HaHUIO MeTadpu31yecKom pe-
aJIBHOCTY TIOHPOOHO ITpOaHaIM3VIpOBaHA B CTa-
The T. O0omemu (OOomepny, 2014). B mmccepra-
unn «[Ipegmer 3HaHMsA. O6 ocHOBax 1 Hpereax
OTBJIEYEHHOIO 3HaHMsA» PYCCKUil puitocod Bbl-
pakaeT KpUTHUUECKOe OTHOIIIeHVIe K HeOKaHTVaH-
ckomt prtocodprn. dpaHK Ha3pIBaeT HEOKAHTMAH-
CKUVI IIPOEKT «HECOBEPIIEHHBIM BO3POXKIEHVIEM»
HeMernkoro meaymsMa (Ppank, 1995, c. 39) u BbI-
CKa3bIBaeT COMHEHVSI B BO3MOXKHOCTY IIOCTPOEHVAST
«qucTon» Teopuy 3HaHMs. OH HacTanBaeT Ha TOM,
YTO THOCEOJIOT sl Hepa3phIBHO CBsi3aHa C OHTOJIO-
eV, IIOCKOJIBKY ITpolLiecc ITI03HaHMs He CYIIeCTBY-
eT OTHeILHO OT IIpelMeTa MO3HaHM: «/1jIs Hac,
B CUJIy HaIllero MOHMMAaHWS THOCeOJIOrMYecKou
pobsieMebl, HeT “rHOceosiornm” BHe “oHTONIOrMN”.

‘ Bo BpeMs pabOTBI Haj MarvCTepCKOV OVcCepTalliert,
KOTOpas 3aTeM Jierjla B OCHOBY «OOOCHOBaHMS MHTYV-
TUBM3Ma», PUIocod OTIPaBWICH Ha HECKOJIBKO Mecs-
1ies B CTpacOypr /i yuacTns B ceMMHapax Impodecco-
pa B. Bunpensbanma (Jlocckmm, 1968, c. 107, 109). B aro
e BpeMs Jloccknii moObiBast 1 Bo PpariOypre, rie IMaHo
nosHakomwIcs ¢ ['eaprxom Pukkeprom (Tam xe, c. 109).
5Jlocckmit Tak HasbIBaeT TeOpWN IT03HaHMs BuHmep0aH-
na n Puxkepra. Pycckuit ¢miocod BBICOKO OLleHMBaeT
VIX KOHLIEIIIVVI, HeCMOTPS Ha MX «HAKJIOHHOCTb K 9pes-
MEepPHOMY MHTEJUIEKTYaIN3MY VI ITO3UTUBVCTUYECKOV CYy-
xocTn», yHacienosaHHbIX oT Karta (JTocckmir, 19918,
c. 149—150). I'To maenMIo JIocckoro, MMeHHO HEOKAHTM-
AHCTBO OKa3aJIock OoJiee BCero IpmcIIocobsIeHO IS TOrO,
YTOOBI IIPUBHECTH yUeHVe 00 MHTYUIINM B YMBI (PUIIOCO-
¢oB 1 TakMM 00pazoM IOATOTOBUTH MX K BOCIIPUSATHIO
vaTynTnBM3Ma (Tam xe, c. 150).
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veigh heavily against “intuitive criticism”° of
the Baden school and promote intuitivism as a
doctrine that overcomes the Neo-Kantian the-
ory of cognition. Lossky was also thoroughly
conversant with the Marburg Neo-Kantianism,
especially the works of Hermann Cohen. In
The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge Lossky mostly
quotes his Kant’s Theory of Experience (second
edition, 1885), but the text attests that he was
quite familiar with the theoretical heritage of
both Cohen and his followers.

Frank, too, proceeded from Neo-Kantian
ideas at the start of his philosophical journey.
The evolution of his views from Neo-Kantian
criticism of metaphysics to postulating un-
knowable metaphysical reality is traced in de-
tail in an article by Teresa Obolevitch (2014). In
his dissertation, The Object of Knowledge. Prin-
ciples and Limitations of Conceptual Knowledge,
Frank is critical of Neo-Kantian philosophy.
He calls the Neo-Kantian project “an imper-
fect revival” of German idealism (Frank, 1995,
p- 39) and expresses doubt as to whether the
construction of a “pure” theory of knowledge
is possible. Frank argues that gnoseology is in-
separably bound up with ontology because the
process of cognition does not exist separate-
ly from the object of cognition: “For us, ow-
ing to our idea of the gnoseological problem,
there is no “gnoseology’ outside ‘ontology’. If
knowledge is intrinsically knowledge of an
object, no study of knowledge is possible with-
out the study of the object of knowledge” (ibid.).
The coming together of ontology and gnoseol-
ogy happened, according to Frank, on the basis
of contemporary Kantianism, which in various
forms arrived at the idea that it was possible

> This is how Lossky calls Windelband and Rickert’s
theories of cognition. He has high regard for their con-
ceptions in spite of their “tendency to barren positivism
and intellectualism” inherited from Kant (Lossky,
1919, p. 163). In Lossky’s opinion, Neo-Kantianism was
well-fitted to bring the doctrine of intuition to the no-
tice of philosophical specialists, and to induce them to
regard with favour the intuitional theory (ibid.).



Ecrv 3HaHMe MO caMOMy IIOHSITUIO CBOEMY eCThb
3HaHVe npedmemnd, TO HEBO3MOXKHO HMKAKOe VIC-
CJIefTOBaHVIe 3HAHWS BHe VICCIIEZIOBAHWIS HpeoMena
3uanus» (Tam xe). Camo cOIVDKeHVE OHTOJIOIMM
VI THOCEOJIOTMIV BO3HMKIIO, KakK cumTaeT PdpaHK,
MIMEHHO Ha II0YBe COBPEMEHHOIrO eMy KaHTMaH-
CTBa, B pa3HbIX popMax IIPUIIIEIIero K 1jiee, YTo
BO3MOXKHA TaKasl HayKa O [IO3HaHWV, KOTopasi 00b-
enuHWIa Ol 3HaHMe 1 ero rpenmet (Ppank, 1995,
c. 39; cm.: Imutpuesa, 2007, c. 66, 70—73).

Y dwi0codoB-MHTYUTUBIUCTOB KPUTWUKA He-
MeLIKOrO HEeOKaHTWAHCTBa, IIOBJIVSBINAS Ha CTa-
HOBJIEHIE 11X OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMV, CBOOWUTCA K CJle-
IyIOIIeMY CIeKTPy ITpo0OJIeM: CYIIHOCTb 3HAHVIS,
o0ocHOBaHVIEe TEOPUN CYXIEHUN U BO3MOXXHOCTD
TPaHCIIEH/IEHTHOTO 3HaHMSA. DTM TPU YacTHBIE
Ipo0JIeMBl JIeXXaT B OCHOBAHMUV KaTerOpVaIbHOV
CeTKV MHTYUTMBI3Ma, KOTopasi Oy/eT paccMOTpe-
Ha nastee. IlepBas 1ipenrionaraer paspelieHie Bo-
IIPOCOB O TI03HABAeMOCTV OBITVSI 1 BO3MOXKHOCTM
€r0 HeIIOCPENICTBEHHOI0 MPVCYTCTBUS B 3HAHU,
TO €CTb CBsI3bIBaeT TEOPUIO OBITVS VI TEOPUIO IIO-
3HaHMsA. Bropas mpoOsiema ciremyeT w3 IHepBO
Y BOCXOIWUT K BOIIPOCY O COOTHOIIIEHWVI JIOT/4e-
CKOVI CTPYKTYPbI Cy>KIIeHsI, KOTOPOVI OITpefiesiseT-
cs1 Bcsd cdpepa yrKe IO3HAHHOTO, C ObITVIEM KaK TaKo-
BeIM. Kak crieficTBUIe, TIpOOIIeMa Cy>KAaeHsl BEIHO-
CUTCH 3a IIpefiesIbl THOCeOIOrny, B 00s1acTh OHTO-
jorydeckoro. Ecri cTpyKTypa Halrero cosHaHMSA
penonpesnessieT, YTd MMEeHHO MBI CIIOCOOHBI I0-
CTUTIATh M T/e IIPOoJIeratoT TPaHMIIbI HAlllVIX IT03Ha-
BaTeJIbHBIX BO3MOYKHOCTEV, TO OHa OTHOBPEMEHHO
o0Oo3HauaeT paMKM IIOTeHIMaJIbHON Teopuin Obl-
TVs1, KOTOPYIO OIVCHIBAIOT HaIlM Kareropun. Tpe-
ThS IIpo0JIeMa, KacaroIasicsi BOSMOKHOCTM TPAHC-
IIeHIeHTHOTO 3HaHs, TaKXXe COIpsKeHa C BOIIPO-
COM O TpaHMIIaX MO3HaHMA. MoXXeM JIVI MBI UTO-
TO CKa3aTb 00 OOBEKTMBHOWM PeasTbHOCTM, HaXO-
ISIIeVics 3a Ipeze/laMyl BO3MOXKHOTO oIbITa? Bos-
MOXXHO JIVI ee KaTeropuasibHoe omnvicaHue? Takuim
o0Opa3oM, BOIPOC O TpPaHCIIEHIEHTHOM 3HaHUM
pacIpocTpaHsieTcsl Ha TeMy CYIIeCTBOBAHMS He-
3aBVICMIMOTO OT ITO3HAOIIEro CyObeKTa MCTOUHMKA
adppurmposanms. VI OHTOrHOCEOIOrMYEeCKI Ka-
TErOpVaJIbHBIV allllapaT JOJDKeH OOBSICHATH, €CTh
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to have a science of cognition that would unite
knowledge and its object (Frank, 1995, p. 39; cf.
Dmitrieva, 2007, pp. 66, 70-73).

With the intuitivist philosophers, critique
of the German Neo-Kantianism, which influ-
enced their development of onto-gnoseology,
boils down to the following spectrum of prob-
lems: the essence of knowledge, the justification
of the theory of judgements and the possibility
of transcendent knowledge. These three specif-
ic problems underlie the categorial framework
of intuitivism, which will be considered later.
The problem of the essence of knowledge pre-
supposes answers to the question about the
knowability of being and its immediate pres-
ence in knowledge, i.e. links the theory of be-
ing and the theory of cognition. The second
problem, which flows from the first one, goes
back to the question of the relationship between
the logical structure of a judgement that deter-
mines the entire sphere of that which is already
known, and being as such. As a consequence,
the problem of judgement moves beyond gno-
seology into the realm of ontology. While the
structure of our consciousness pre-determines
what exactly we are capable of comprehend-
ing and where the boundaries of our cogni-
tive capacity are, it simultaneously marks the
boundaries of the potential theory of being our
criteria describe. The third problem connect-
ed with the possibility of transcendent knowl-
edge is also linked with the question of the
limits of cognition. Can we say anything about
the objective reality which is outside our pos-
sible experience? Can it be described in terms
of categories? Thus the question of transcend-
ent knowledge expands to include the topic of
the existence of a source of impact on our sens-
es that is independent of the cognising subject.
The onto-gnoseological categorial framework is
called upon to explain whether there is a reali-
ty that is not part of the cognising subject and
whether it is knowable. Let us take a closer look
at each of these problems.



I1.P. bonanriceBa

JIV PeaJIbHOCTD, He SIBJISIONIAsICS YacThIO ITO3HAO-
ITIeVT JIMTIHOCTY, VI BO3MOYKHO JIV 3HaHMe o Hel. Pac-
CMOTPUM KaXXIIyI0 13 IIpo0sieM nonpobHee.

C Toukm 3peHns Jlocckoro, yueHme o ImpemaMe-
Te MO3HaHMA — OfHA M3 BaXKHEVIINX 3acIyT He-
OKaHTMAHCTBa, [JIaBHBIM 00pa3oM MapOyprcKoro.
B yuenvm Korena mmperiMeT nosHaHMs TIOHVMaeT-
Csl KaK IIopoXKJaeMasi MBIIIUIeHVeM 11eJIOCTHOCTh
(JTocckmiz, 19916, c. 347), a BCsIKOe UMCTOe ITO3HA-
HVIe JOJDKHO COOTBETCTBOBATh IIPVHIIVITY IIepBO-
Hauasta (Cohen, 1922, S. 36—37). Takoe noHmMma-
HUe IpeMeTa 3HaHMS 1 nes IepBoHaYaIbHOrO
eIMHCTBa OBITIS, KaK CUUTaeT PyccKuit pniocod,
Hen30e)XHO BellyT K MOHSATUIO IIpefaMeTa KakK CU-
CTeMBbl B CMBICJIe €O OpraHMYecKOro MUPOIIOHM-
Manmd (JIocckmiz, 19916, c. 347). @paHK Takxke 00-
paliaeTcs K mjee co3epliaHms 11eJIOCTHOTO, Ha3bl-
Basd 3HaHMeM TO IepBIYHOe eVHCTBO, B CIUJIy KO-
TOPOro IpeaMeT IIPUCYTCTBYeT B HallleM CO3Ha-
Hyn. OTkpbiTrie KOoreHOM «/ICKOHHOTO €IVIHCTBa»
(Ursprungseinheit, niepepon, dpaHKa) MBIIILICHNS
daxTMUecKkn MpPOIOKWIO MyTh Ajid OOOCHOBa-
HMS [IepBOHAYaJIbHOTO €AMHCTBA 3HaHWMS BOOOIIIe
(Ppank, 1995, c. 289). Takum obpaszom, B dpyHIa-
MeHT KaTeropuasIbHOWM CTPYKTYpPbl MHTYUTVBU3-
Ma 3aKJIa/IpIBaeTCs Vizlesl eIVHCTBa 3HaHWS B €ro
IIEPBIYHOV OCHOBE, a TaK)Ke MBICJIb 00 OpraHude-
CKOM MMPOIIOHVIMaHW.

MoxeT 111 HeloCpeACTBeHHasl [1eVICTBUTEIb-
HOCTb OBITBH BKJIIOYEHA B COCTaB CYXKeHMs KaK OC-
HOBHOVI eIVHMIIBI TT03HaHMs? [laHHas mpobiema
TpeboBajla OT MHTYUTUBIUCTOB oOpallleHs K pa-
OoTaM HeOKaHTMAHIIEB, B UbMX YUYEeHMX IIpobIie-
Ma Cy>KeHVs 3aHVMMasla lleHTpaIbHoe Mecto. Co-
1acHO PuKkepTy, BcsKoe cCyXkIleHMe OIVChIBa-
eT OTHOIIIeHVe 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3HaHMe IIpefl-
CTaBJIsIeT COOOVI MICKITIOYMTEIIBHO 3HaHVe 00 OTHO-
menvm (Puxkept, 1997, c. 104). Koren Taxxe cum-
TaJl, 4TO 3HaHMe IIpeJCTaBJIsieT coOOM OTHOIIIe-
HVe, OIHAKO CaMO TIOHSTHMEe OTHOIIEHWS OHVpa-
eTcs Ha «ieppoHadasio» (Ursprung) (Cohen, 1922,
S. 91; cm.: [Immtpmesa, 2007, c. 66). JTocckmit dpop-
MUPYET CBOe yUeHMe O Cy>XIeHWUM B OIIO3UIINN
Mblcau Pukkepra. 1o MEenuto JIocckoro, B3Iiis-

Lossky believes that the doctrine of the ob-
ject of cognition is one of the main achieve-
ments of Neo-Kantianism, primarily of the
Marburg school. Cohen defines the object of
cognition as the wholeness engendered by
thought (Lossky, 1928, p. 13), and all pure
cognition must conform to the first principle
(Cohen, 1922, pp. 36-37). On Lossky’s view, this
concept of the object of knowledge and the idea
of the intrinsic unity of being inevitably leads
to the interpretation of the object as a system in
terms of its organic world view (Lossky, 1928,
p- 13). Frank also turns to the idea of contem-
plation of the whole, describing knowledge as
the primordial unity owing to which the object
is present in our consciousness. Cohen’s dis-
covery of the “original unity” (Ursprungseinheit)
of thinking effectively paved the way for the
justification of the initial unity of knowledge in
general (Frank, 1995, p. 289). Thus the founda-
tion of the categorial framework of intuitivism
is invested with the idea of the unity of knowl-
edge in its original basis as well as the idea of
an organic world view.

Can immediate reality be included in judge-
ment as the basic unit of cognition? To solve
this problem intuitivists had to turn to the
works of Neo-Kantians in whose conceptions
the problem of judgement occupied the central
place. According to Rickert, every judgement
describes a relationship and therefore knowl-
edge is exclusively knowledge of a relationship
(Rickert, 1896-1902, p. 70). Cohen also believed
that knowledge is a relationship, but that the
concept of relationship arises from the “origin”
(Ursprung) (Cohen, 1922, p. 91; c¢f. Dmitrieva,
2007, p. 66). Lossky’s doctrine on judgement
challenges Rickert’s conception. In his opinion,
Rickert’s views proceed from the false Kantian
assumption of a gulf between the knowing sub-
ject and the world. This idea forces Rickert to
assert that being is not an object of knowledge
(Lossky, 1919, pp. 246-247, 254-255). In con-
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bl OalleHIla MCXOOIAT M3 JIOKHOM KaHTMAaHCKOV
YCTaHOBKM O Pa300IIeHHOCTM MeX[y IO3Halo-
M CyOBEeKTOM I MMPOM. DTa Mes 3acTaBiIsgeT
Pukkepra yTBepXXaaTh, YTO ObITVe He SIBJIS€TCS
npeameroM 3HaHm (Jlocckmm, 19918, c. 210, 216).
Jlocckmit, HaIIpOTUB, yKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO COCTaB
CYXX[IeHWs OIIpeiesIsieTCs COCTaBOM JIeVICTBUTE b~
HOCTM, a He cBoVIcTBamM nosHaHMd. [IpegmeTom
ITO3HAHWS SIBJISIETCS caMO OBITIE, a JIeVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTb caMa I1o ce0e y>ke BXOIUT B cofepKaHue Cy-
xneans (Tam xe, c. 211, 214). @paHK, B CBOIO OUe-
penp, obparaetcs K maesM Korena. ITo ero mrae-
HVIIO, OTKPBITVE VIIeU «IIepPBOHAYAJIBHOTO €IVH-
CTBa» Ba)XKHO IIJISI TeOPWV 3HAHMS BOOOIIE, XOTs
I HECOBMECTVIMO C ITaHJIOTMI3MOM YYeHWs CaMo-
ro Korena. YV nHemerikoro dwiocoda 310 enmH-
CTBO IIPEICTaBIISIET co0OVI TOJIBKO YaCTHBIN SiIe-
MeHT 3HaHMs, a He yCJIOBIe BCero 3HaHM B 11eJI0M
(Ppanxk, 1995, c. 289). C Touku 3penms PpaHKa,
VIMEHHO 13 HeOKaHTVaHCTBa IIpOVICTeKaeT MBICIIb
00 M3HaYaJIBHOV BKJTFOU€HHOCTVI JeVICTBUTEIIbHO-
CTV B CTPYKTY Py HO3HAHMS, YTO CTAHOBUTCS CBSI-
3yIOIIeN HUTBIO MeXy OHTOJIOIMYECKMM ¥ THO-
CeOJIOrMYeCcKV M OIVICAHVIEM KaTerOpuL.

Tperpst mpobiieMa — oOOCHOBaHMe TPaHCIEH-
IIeHTHOTO 3HaHMS — TakXe TpeboBasila OT MHTY-
VTUBVICTOB OTTAJIKMBAThCS OT HAPAaOOTOK HEOKaH-
TuaHieB. Tak, PUKKepT cumTasl BCAKYIO JaHHYIO
4eJI0BeKY [IeVICTBUTeILHOCTD ITPOLIeCCOM B CO3Ha-
Huu (Bewusstseinsvorgang). B orbiTe HEBO3MOX-
HO 3HaHMe O OBITMM, TaK KaK ObITVE BBIXOIUT 3a
nipenernbl cosHaHMs (Pukkept, 1997, c. 170). Bor-
TVie TPAHCIEHJEHTHO II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K CO3Ha-
HVIIO, OHO IIPEJICTaBIIsIeT CO0OVT HedTo OosIbiliee,
yeM TO, YTO J1aHO HaM B ombiTe (Tam xe, c. 171).
B xauecTBe KpuTepus, OITBEPXKIAIOIIETO CyIIle-
CTBOBaHMe OBITMS, OTJIMYHOTO OT HAIIero OITbI-
Ta, PUKKepT BBOOWUT MOHATVIE «TPaHCIIEHIEHTHO-
TO JTIOJDKeHCTBOBaHMs» (Sollen), KOTOpoe sIBIIsieTCst
CBEPXAMIIVPUUECKIM, HETIO3HAaBaeMBbIM ¥ JIOTIUe-
CKM IIepBUYHBIM TpeboBaHMeM K UCTMHHOMY CY-
xnenuto (Tam xe, c. 492—493). B mapOyprckom xe
HeOKaHTMaHCTBE CUNTAJIOCh, YTO ITpo0IieMa OTHO-
IIIeHVsE CO3HAHMS K He3aBVCHMOMY OT Hero Obl-
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trast, Lossky argues that the composition of a
judgement is determined by the composition
of reality and not by the attributes of cognition.
The object of cognition is being itself while re-
ality is already part of the content of a judge-
ment (Lossky, 1919, p. 248, 252). Frank in turn
engages with Cohen’s ideas. In his opinion, the
discovery of the idea of “original unity” is im-
portant for the whole theory of knowledge in
general although it is incompatible with the
pan-logicism of Cohen’s doctrine. With the Ger-
man philosopher this unity is only a particular
element of knowledge and not the precondi-
tion of all knowledge in general (Frank, 1995,
p- 289). Frank believes that Neo-Kantianism is
the source of the idea that reality is intrinsical-
ly included in the structure of consciousness,
which is the thread connecting ontological and
gnoseological descriptions of categories.

The third problem (justification of
transcendent knowledge) also caused the in-
tuitivists to fall back on Neo-Kantian ideas.
Thus Rickert considered all reality given to a
human being to be a process in consciousness
(Bewusstseinsvorgang). Knowledge about be-
ing is impossible in experience because being
transcends consciousness (Rickert, 1896-1902,
p. 165). Being is transcendent relative to con-
sciousness representing something larger than
what is given to us in experience (ibid., p. 166).
As a criterion that confirms the existence of be-
ing as different from our experience Rickert
introduces the concept of the “transcendent
ought” (Sollen) which is supra-experiential, un-
knowable and logically primary with respect
to true judgement (ibid., pp. 682-683). Marburg
Neo-Kantians believed that the question of the
relationship of consciousness to being that is
independent from it is invalid. The very fact
of thinking is the first and self-evident basis
from which gnoseology should proceed (Frank,
1995, p. 93, Cohen, 1922, pp. 12-13; see also
Dmitrieva, 2007, pp. 69-70).
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TUIO TIOCTaBJleHa ombouHo. CaM akT MBIIIIe-
HUS eCTh IlepBasi, CaMOOYeBIIHas OCHOBa, U3 KO-
TOPOVI JIOJDKHA VICXOOUTH rHoceosiorns (PpaHK,
1995, c. 93, Cohen, 1922, S. 12—13; cMm. Taxxe: Immn-
Tpuesa, 2007, c. 69—70).

Ilo mueHwmto Jlocckoro, yuenme PukkepTa Io-
Kas3asio, 4YTO TpaHCIIeHIeHTHOe 3HaHVe HeBO3-
MOXXHO B IIpuHImIle. TpaHCIleHIeHTHOe HOJDKeH-
CTBOBaHVE, KOTOPOe SBJIIeTCS KpUTepreM ObITis
y HeMmellkoro ¢wiocoda, COBepIIIeHHO He 00si3a-
TeJIBHO IIOITBEePKIaeT CyIIleCcTBOBaHVie TPaHCIIeH-
HAeHTHOro ObrTms. [JoibKeHCTBOBaHMEe MIMMaHEHT-
HO TIO3HAIOIIEMY CYOBeKTY, a IIOTOMY OHO He MO-
XKeT OBITB JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM Yero-To, HaXOJIsIIero-
cs1 BHe cyObekTa. Cam PuKkepT 3ameuaer 3TO He-
COOTBETCTBYE VI TIOTOMY ITpeJyIaraeT CYMTaTh JI07I-
JKEHCTBOBaHVIE He ITpeIMeTOM 3HaHWs, a IIpeIMe-
ToM Bepbl (Jlocckmit, 1991B, c. 219—220). JTocckmm
3asBJIgeT, YTO KpUTepuil ObITHS M BMecTe C TeM
UCTVHBL y Pukkepra mpercrasisier coOovi OmHY
anib popmy nosHaHMS Mupa. OH He MMeeT OT-
HOIIIeHs K JIeVICTBUTESIbHOMY COflepKaHMIO Obl-
Tus. TpaHCIIeHeHTHOe He MOXeT OBbITh M IIperl-
METOM Bepbl, IIOTOMY YTO IJISL 3TOrO HET J0CTa-
TouHBbIX ocHOBaHM (Tam xe, c. 220). PukkepToBo
pasIyeHvie TPaHCIIeHAEHTHOIO ObITHS U TPaHC-
LIEHZIEHTHOI'O JIOJDKEHCTBOBAHMS B TaKOM CJTydae
He Oostee ueM mrpa cj1oB. Ha aToM ocHOBaHWM pyc-
cKkmy1 puItocod [Ier1aeT BBIBOIL, UTO B OHTOJIOTMIYe-
CKOM CMBICJTe 3HaHMe V1 ObITVe TOJKHBI COBIIA/IaTh.
DTO TOXIIECTBO O3HAYAET, YTO HET 0COO0V HeoOx0-
AVIMOCTV BBIIEJISATH TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOE B KaueCTBe
0coboro TuIa 3HAHWMSS.

@paHK MpesjlaraeT COBepIIeHHO MHOe pellle-
HVie JaHHOV ITpo0sIeMbl: 3HaHVIe BCeryia eCcTh 3Ha-
HMe O IIpelIMeTe, HAXOISINEMCS 3a IIpeieamu
Hamrero cosHaHus. CofepXaHue 3HaHWS He Ja-
eTcs HeroCpeICTBeHHO B CaMOM VMMaHEeHTHOM
MaTepuasie 3HaHM:, Kak y JIocckoro, a mosiBiis-
€TCs Yepe3 CBOEro poja «IIPOHVKHOBEHVIE» IIO-
3HAOIIero cyobeKTa B TPaHCIIeH/IeHTHBIVI IIperl-

®Ha Beck CIIeKTp CIJIOXKHOCTeVI, KOTOPBIE BBI3BAJIO TaHHOE
pemtenne B Teopum Jlocckoro, ykaxker C.A. ACKOIBIOB.
CmM. 00 5TOM 4-11 pasziest HaCTOSIIel CTaThb.

In Lossky’s view, Rickert’s doctrine had
shown that transcendent knowledge was im-
possible in principle. The transcendent ‘ought’,
which is the criterion of being according to
Rickert, does not necessarily confirm the ex-
istence of transcendent being. The ‘ought’ is
immanent in the cognising subject and thus
cannot be proof of something outside the sub-
ject. Rickert himself notes the discrepancy
and therefore suggests that the ‘ought” should
be considered to be an object not of knowl-
edge but of faith (Lossky, 1919, pp. 258-259).
Lossky claims that the criterion of being and of
truth according to Rickert represents only one
form of cognition of the world. It has nothing
to do with the real content of being. Nor can
the transcendent be an object of faith because
there are no sufficient grounds for that (ibid.,
p- 259). In that case, Rickert’s distinction be-
tween transcendent being and the transcendent
‘ought’ is no more than a play on words. This
leads the Russian philosopher to conclude that
knowledge and being must coincide in the on-
tological sense. This identity means that there is
no particular need to isolate the transcendent as
a special type of knowledge.®

Frank offers an entirely different solution of
the problem: Knowledge is always knowledge
about an object which is outside the boundaries
of our consciousness. The content of knowledge
is not given directly in the immanent materi-
al of knowledge, as with Lossky, but appears
through a kind of ‘penetration” of the cognis-
ing subject into the transcendent object that is
always present in any knowledge (Frank, 1995,
p- 75). In criticising Rickert for juxtaposing the
transcendent ‘ought’ to transcendent being,

® The whole gamut of complexities arising from this
solution in Lossky’s theory would be discussed by
S.A. Askoldov. See in detail part 4 of this article.
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MeT, Bcer/ia IPVICY TCTBYIOIINT BO BCAKOM 3HaAHUM
(Ppanxk, 1995, c. 75). Kputukys Puxkepra 3a mmpo-
TUBOIIOCTaBJIEHEe TPaHCLIEHAEHTHOIO JOJIKeH-
CTBOBaHMS TpaHCIIEHJeHTHOMY ObITiio, dpaHK
yTBepXKJlaeT, UTO caMO HOHSTHe ObITHS y HeMell-
KOT'O MBICJTVITENISI HeIOJTHOe: PUKKepT He TOHSI,
4TO HeOOXOOMMOCTb, HJOJDKEHCTBOBaHVE, IIeH-
HOCTB, BCEé 3TO — 0co00ro poma ObITie, CBEPXIM-
npuyeckoe (Tam xe, c. 89). Vigen Korena oxasbl-
BaroTcd 151 @panka Omvoxe. Y Korena dpask 3a-
VIMCTBYeT WEI0 O TOM, UTO IIpeIMeT HeoOXOmy-
MO BBIBOAWUTH W3 CaMOV CTPYKTYpBI IO3HAHMS
(@pank, 1995, c. 93—94; cm.: Omurpuesa, 2007,
c. 70), equHCTBO IO3HaHWUs TpeOyeT enVHCTBa
npenMeta (Cohen, 1922, S. 69). TpaHclieHIeHT-
HOCTB, corylacHO PpaHKy,— 3TO He HeKas CTaTuy-
HOCTb, HaXOJISIIASCS 3a IIpeieslaMy 3HaHMS, a Ha-
IIpaBJleHNe, KOTOpoe IIpenichiBaeT 3HaHVe CaMO
cebe (Ppank, 1995, c. 93). [Ipobiema cy1riecTBoBa-
HVS TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOIO 3HaHMS MMeeT ocoboe
3HaueHMe [IJIs1 MHTYUTUBIM3Ma, TIOCKOJIbKY OHa I10-
POX/TaeT MHOXXeCTBO KOCBEHHBIX CJIEJICTBUV B Te-
opwV ITO3HAHMS ¥ IIperoaraeT Hajm4me orpe-
JleJIEHHOVI OHTOJIOTMV ITPOCTpPaHCTBa. B 3aBucu-
MOCTM OT pa3pelreHns 3ToV IIpobsIeMBbl pasinda-
I0TCs VI PyHJaMeHTasIbHble KaTeroprasibHble cXe-
MBI YUeHUN PYCCKUX MHTYUTVBVUCTOB.

Taxvum oOpa3oM, HEOKAaHTMAHCTBO CTaI0 Bak-
HeVIIVM VCTOYHMKOM CTPeMJIEHUI PYCCKMX MH-
TYWUTVBVICTOB K OObeIVIHEHIO 3HAHWS V1 €T0 IIpe]l-
MeTa, TO eCTh K COJIVDKeHVIO Teopuyt OBITIS 1 Te-
opuM TIO3HaHMS. B MOIBITKe IIpeoIoiieTh TPaHC-
nengeHTanvsM Jloccknit 1 @paHK MoCTaBUIIN 1ie-
JIBIVL Psifi OHTOTHOCEOJIOIMTUECKIIX BOIIPOCOB, OTBe-
THI Ha KOTOPbIe OHV CTaJIM MCKATh C TIOMOIIIBIO CO3-
ZIaHMS HOBOT'O KaTeropuaIbHOrO arrapara. B xome
KPUTHUKIM HeOKaHTMaHCTBa 0oba dniocoda mpen-
JIarafoT 0OOCHOBaHVE, B YaCTHOCTU, VIOEU €[IVIH-
CTBa MO3HaHMS M OBITHS, KOTOpOe JIOXKWUTCS B OC-
HOBY BCeVl OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMYeCKOVI CTPYKTYPbI
nHTYNTNBM3Ma. Kpome Toro, mmeHHO Onaroma-
Ps TIoJIeMMKe ¢ HeOKaHTMAHCTBOM (POPMUPYeTCs
ydeHne dpaHKa O TpaHCIIeHIeHTHOM IIpeiMeTe.
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Frank maintains that Rickert’s concept of be-
ing is incomplete: Rickert failed to understand
that necessity, the ‘ought’ and value constitute
a special, supra-empirical kind of being (ibid.,
p- 89). Frank rather leans towards Cohen’s ide-
as. He borrows from Cohen the idea that the
object should be derived from the very struc-
ture of cognition (Frank, 1995, pp. 93-94; cf.
Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 70), the unity of cognition
calls for a unity of the object (Cohen, 1922,
p. 69). Transcendence, according to Frank, is
not something static that lies outside knowl-
edge, but the direction knowledge prescribes
for itself (Frank, 1995, p. 93). The problem of
the existence of transcendent knowledge is par-
ticularly important for intuitivism because it
generates many indirect consequences for the
theory of cognition and presupposes the ex-
istence of a certain ontology of space. The cat-
egorial schemes of Russian intuitivists differ
depending on how this problem is solved.

Thus, Neo-Kantianism became the key mo-
tive that led Russian intuitivists to combine
knowledge and its object, i.e. to bring closer
together the theory of being and the theory of
cognition. In an attempt to overcome transcen-
dentalism Lossky and Frank raised a number
of onto-gnoseological questions which they
sought to answer by creating a new categorial
framework. In criticising Neo-Kantianism both
philosophers offer a justification, among oth-
er things, of the idea of unity of cognition and
being which provided the foundation of the
whole onto-gnoseological structure of intuitiv-
ism. Furthermore, it is precisely through the
polemic with Neo-Kantianism that Frank’s doc-
trine of the transcendent object is formed.
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3. KareropnanpHas cTpyKTypa
ouTorHoceostoruu H.O. JIocckoro

Borrpocam Teopwit 11o3HaHS TIOCBSIIIEHO OHO
m3 maBHbBIX TponsseneHunt H.O. JTocckoro, «O0o-
cHoBaHMe WHTyuUTUBM3Ma» (1904—1905), B ko-
TOpoM puI0cod wccieyeT IpobsieMbl THOCEO-
JIOTMV B KJIaCCMYeCcKOV HeMeIKom duitocodnn
Y IIpefyIaraeT I VX paspelleHns COOCTBEHHYIO
TeOPUIO TTO3HAHWUS — MHTYUTUBU3M. Yke B 3TOM
paboTe HaumHaeTcsi CTaHOBJIEHVIE OHTOTHOCEOJIO-
I'MYeCcKOro IMOHSATUIHOTO arilapaTa, BeIpaykarolile-
rocs B pa3paboTKe KOHIIEHITUY MHTY IV

INon aTynTrBU3MoM Jlocckmi TIOHVIMaeT THO-
ceoJIorMyecKoe yueHue, KOTOpoe OCHOBbIBaeTCsl Ha
MPUHIIUIIE HeTOCPeJICTBeHHOIo 3HaHWs, ydeHue,
B KOTOPOM «II03HAaHHBIVI OOBEKT, Take eCIIV OH CO-
CTaBJ/IsleT YacTb BHEIITHEero MIpa, BKIIIOUaeTcsl He-
IIOCPENICTBEHHO CO3HaHVEM ITO3HAIOIIEro CyObek-
Ta... B JIMYHOCTB ¥ TI03TOMY IIOHMMAaeTCs KakK Cy-
IIECTBYIOIIMY He3aBUCHMO OT aKTa ITO3HaHMs»
(JTocckmm, 1991a, c. 290). DTO yTBepKaeHVe MOXXHO
CUMTATh OCHOBHBIM Te31coM KHUrn. CTpyKTypa co-
umHeHMs1 Jlocckoro IpezrionaraeT ABa 3Tara 00o-
CHOBaHWISI 3TOTO Te3Vica: IePBbIVI STall HallpaB/IeH
Ha BbIsiBJIeHVe (PryI0coPCKIIX ITPeIIOChUIOK MHTY-
UTVIBM3MA I KPUTHMKY OOJIBIIIVIHCTBA IIPEeIIIeCTBY-
FOIIMIX TeOPVVI II03HaHVIsI, BTOPOVI CKOHIIEHTPUPO-
BaH Ha TEOPeTMYeCKOM YTOYHEHWUN U JeTaJbHOM
Ppa3bsACHEHVV KOHKPETHBIX aclleKTOB COOCTBEHHOV
TI03HaBaTeJIbHOV KOHIIENITNY MHTYUTUBI3MA.

Ocoboe BHMMaHMe pycckuit dpusocod yaens-
eT KaHTOBCKOMY TpaHCIIeH[IeHTaIU3My W Py
HeOKaHTMaHCKMX THOCeOJIOTMYecKux paspado-
TOK B paMKax Teopum CyXaeHumn. VIMeHHO B Kpu-
TUKe KaHTOBCKOV TeOpuM IIO3HaHWS ¥ OOHapy-
JKMBaeTCsl 0cobasi 3HAYMMOCTb CBs3M T'HOCEOJIO-
TMV Y OHTOJIOTUM JJIs pycckoro dpuiocoda. Jloc-
CKUM yTBepXKAaeT, YTO MHTYUTUBU3M I103BOJIZeT
IIPeoIoJIeTh pa3phblB MeXy 3HaHVeM W peaslbHO-
CTBIO, ITPOM3OIIEAINNI B KaHTMAaHCKOM cpvmoco-
. VIcTMHHOCTB 3HaHMS, ITOJIaTaeT OH, OIIpere-
JISeTCS He COOTBETCTBMEM €r0 TOV VJIV VIHOW [el-
CTBUTEJILHOCTY, He JIOTMYeCKOVI HeIIPOTUBOPeU -
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3. Categorial Structure
of Lossky’s Onto-Gnoseology

One of Lossky’s main works, The Intuitive
Basis of Knowledge (1904-1905), is devoted to
the theory of cognition. In this book he explores
the problems of gnoseology in classical German
philosophy and proposes his own theory of
cognition — intuitivism — for its solution. This
work already contains the beginnings of the on-
to-gnoseological cognitive framework manifest-
ed in the concept of intuitivism.

By intuitivism Lossky (1952, p. 252) means
the gnoseological doctrine based on the prin-
ciple of direct knowledge in which “the cog-
nised object, even if it is part of the external
world, is included directly by the consciousness
of the cognising subject [...] in the personality
and is therefore seen as existing independently
of the act of cognition.” This proposition is ar-
guably the main thesis of the book. The struc-
ture of Lossky’s work envisages two stages in
the validation of this thesis: the first stage aims
to reveal the philosophical prerequisites of in-
tuitivism and criticise the majority of previous
theories of cognition and the second stage seeks
to theoretically clarify and detail specific as-
pects of intuitivism’s cognitive concept.

Lossky pays particular attention to Kant’s
transcendentalism and some Neo-Kantian gno-
seological works in the framework of the theory
of judgements. The critique of the Kantian the-
ory of cognition reveals the special significance
he attaches to the link between gnoseology and
ontology. Lossky claims that intuitivism over-
comes the gap that developed between knowl-
edge and reality in Kantian philosophy. He
believes that the truth-aptness of knowledge
is determined not by whether it corresponds
to this or that reality and not by its logical co-
hesion, but by the presence of real being in the
content of this knowledge: “The criterion of the



BOCTBIO, a Ha/JIM4uMeM B COIep)KaHUM 3TOro 3Ha-
HWSI PeasIbHOrO OBITUSL «... KpUTEpUeM WCTUHBI
17T TIOCJIeIHVIX OCHOBAHWMV 3HaHMS CIIy>XXUT Ha-
JIMYHOCTH (IAaHHOCTB) OBITHMS B MIX COEpKaHWU,
a He aHaJIMTHYecKasi HeobxonmmocTh» (Jlocckmii,
19918, c. 321). ComtacHo JIocckoMy, MMEHHO IIpU-
CyTCTBUe ObITVMS B 3HAHUM ¥ 3aCTaBJIsieT [IO3HA0-
IIero MPWU3HATh VICTMHHOCTD CYKAeHWS:

CorylacHO 3TOVI Teopwy, IO3HaBaeMas Ievi-
CTBUTEIBHOCTb He KOIIMPYETCs, He BOCIIPOV3BO-
IOUTCS CyOsinyMM CyOBeKTOM, a caMa HaXOIMUTCS
HAJINIIO B aKTe CY)KIEeHVIsl, BXOAUT caMa B COflep-
KaHVe 3TOTO aKTa; 3Ta HAAUUHOCHIb ObIMA VI eCThb
TO, YUTO 3aCTaBJIseT ITO3HAOIIErO CyObeKTa IIpu-
3HATh OBITVIE; eCIIM ITO3HAOIINIT CyOBeKT Xouer
VICTMHBI, T.e. IO3HaHM ObITMS, TO OH HOJDKEeH
HPU3HATE TOJIBKO TO, UTO eMy JaHO B MHTY LN,
YTO eCThb HaJINIIO 11 IIOTOMY 00s3bIBaeT IIpr3HaThb
cebs (JTocckmiz, 19918, c. 214).

Takum o0pas3oM, cBSI3b OHTOJIOTMM U I'HOCEO-
norvm Jlocckmit BUANT B MHTYUTUBHOM CIIOCOOe
II03HaHM OOBEKTUBHOW peasIbHOCTV, KOTOPBIN
IIpeiTiosiaraeT, YTO MMEHHO B CaMOM aKTe II03Ha-
HVISL OTKPbIBaeTCs IO IMHHAL 1eVICTBUTeIIbHOCTb.

Teopust vHTYyUTUBM3Ma, paspaboTaHHasI pyc-
ckuM dwtocodpoM, Oblla TOJIOKEHa B OCHOBa-
HUe ero OHTOJIOTMM ujeasl-peannsma. Ee aipom
CTajla Wjes OpraHM4YecKoro MMPOIIOHMMaHMs,
passutas JlocckuM B psme paboT, B 4aCTHOCTU
B KHMTax «Mup Kak opraHmndeckoe 1iesioe» (1915)
u «Ob1ienocTynHoe BBeleHMe B PUIIOCOPUIO»
(1956). DTa mpmes mpenrnonarajia, 4To eCTh He-
CKOJIBKO BUJIOB OBITVS, OTHOCUTEIBHBIX U Heca-
MOCTOSITeJIbHBIX T10 CBOEVI Cy T, HO TeCHO CBsi3aH-
HBIX MeX]y coOOV B KaueCTBeHHO HOBYIO CUCTe-
My, Ha3bIBaeMyIO MUPOM.

B pabore «Mup kak opraHuueckoe Iiejioe»
Jlocckmit paspabarbiBaeT pyHIaMeHTasIbHbIE OC-
HOBBI CBOeVI MeTapV3MKY, IIpaBO Ha CYIIeCTBOBa-
HVe KOTOPOI, IT0 yTBepXKJIeHuIo duiocoda, Tpu-
3BaH BO3poauTh MHTYyUTMBMU3M (JIocckmiz, 19916,
c. 339). Jlocckum cosgaeT HOBYIO CHCTEMY OHTO-
JIOTUY, B KOTOPOVI MU ITIOHVMaeTcsl KaK eVHbIN
" 1IeJIOCTHBIV XXMBoM opranmsm. Ilon opranvye-
CKMM e[IVMIHCTBOM MUpa pyccKumt dusiocod Iof-
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truth of the ultimate principles of knowledge is
not, then, their analytic necessity but the actual
presence (the givenness) of reality in their con-
tent” (Lossky, 1919, p. 395). According to Loss-
ky, it is the presence of being in knowledge that
compels the knowing subject to recognise the
truth of a judgement:

According to our theory, the reality known is
neither copied nor reproduced by the knowing
subject, but is itself actually present in the act of
judging, and forms part of its content. It is the
presence of reality that compels the knowing
subject to recognise reality. If the knowing
subject desires truth, i.e. desires to know reality,
he must recognise only what is given to him in
intuition, what is actually present, and which,
therefore, compels him to accept it (Lossky,
1919, p. 252).

Thus, Lossky sees the link between ontolo-
gy and gnoseology in the intuitive method of
cognising objective reality, which assumes that
true reality is revealed in the act of cognition.

The theory of intuitivism developed by the
Russian philosopher formed the basis of his on-
tology of ideal-realism. Its nucleus was the idea
of organic understanding of the world which
Lossky evolved in a whole number of works,
notably in The World as an Organic Whole (pub-
lished 1915) and Popular Introduction to Philoso-
phy (published 1956). The idea presupposed the
existence of several types of being, relative and
essentially not independent, but closely inter-
connected in a qualitatively new system called
the world.

In The World as an Organic Whole Lossky
elaborates the bedrock principles of his meta-
physics whose right to exist, he claims, intui-
tivism is called upon to restore (Lossky, 1928,
p- 2). Lossky produces a new system of ontol-
ogy in which the world is seen as a single and
whole living organism. By “organic unity of the
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pasyMeBaeT repBOHaYaIbHOe OTHOCUTEIHHO CBO-
VX 2JIEMEHTOB I1eJI0e, KOTOpOoe He CBOAWUTCS K VX
copokyrHocTu (JIocckmir, 19916, c. 350). Tesuc
O BCEITPOHMKAFOIIeM OpraHM1YeCKOM eIVIHCTBE I10-
SBWJICS M3 CUCTEMOODOpasyIoIen 1 KOHCTPYKTVB-
HOVI yCTaHOBKM Bcero ydenms Jlocckoro — «Bce
UMMAHeHmHo 6ceMy», COTJIaCHO KOTOPOV 3HaHUe
O COCTOAHMAX KaXXIOM OHTOJIOTMYECKOM eIMHW-
OBl Mypa BHYTpPeHHe, ITpeICO3HATEITHHO’ LIpVCY-
11e BCeM JpPyIVIM.

TpakroBka ObITHs y JIoccKoro mMeet gBe pas-
HBIe, HO HeOTHEeIMMbIe IPYT OT Apyra HepCcIieKTy-
BBbIL: OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO V1 THOCeosIorndeckyso. Ilep-
Basl XapaKTepw3yeTcsl IIOHMMaHeM Mypa Kak 1ie-
JIOCTHOCTM U €VIHCTBa, BTOpasi — €ro paciiageHun-
eM Ha YacTy, 4TO OOYCJIOBJIEHO OCOOEHHOCTSMMU
ITO3HABaTEJIBFHOIO arlapara 4yejioBeka, HeCcriocoo-
HOTO OXBaTUTh MUP Kak equHCTBO. VI eciit B Te-
opuM TIO3HAHMS YCTaHOBKAa Ha B3anMOOOYCIIOB-
JICHHYIO IMMaHEHTHOCTE BhIpakaeTcs B TOM, 4TO
OOBEKT 3HaHVS ITOHMMAETCS KaK BHYTpeHHe IIpu-
CYIINI CaMOMY IIPOLIeCCY IIO3HaHWMs (HOCCKVHZ,
19918, c. 194), TO B OHTOJIOr MM 3TOT IIPVHITAII BOC-
XOOWT K vigee eOUHOCYIIHOCTV, IIpenrosiararo-
IIeVl, YTO KaXKIbIVl M3 CyOCTaHIIMAJIBHBIX JesiTe-
J1e11® OHTOJIOIMYECKN CBSI3aH C OCTAJILHBIMIU ViIIe-
aJIBHOVI CTOPOHOVI cBoero ObITus. Takmm obpasom,
corylacHO MbIC/IM JIoccKoro, iesTesisiM JOCTYITHO
VHTYUTUBHOe 3HaHIe IPYyT O JIpyTre, obecrieunBa-
eMoe caMoV1 X CyOcTaHIIMaIbHOV ITPYPOIOVA.

ITprHMMas BO BHMMaHMe TaKye oOIIye acrek-
TBI cucTeMbl priocoda, Kak Teoprsi MMMaHeHT-
HOCTM, yCTAaHOBKAa Ha OpraHMYecKoe eIMHCTBO
MUpa M yYeHre O HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHOV MHTY VILIVIV,
creyeT oOpaTUThCs K KOMIUIEKCY OCHOBHBIX Ka-
Teropum oHTosorumn Jlocckoro. DTu KaTreropum
PUKCUPYIOT pasHble YPOBHU MepapxXuu MUpPO-
3JaHMS, OIMChIBas MX KaK C OHTOJIOIMYECKOW, TaK

7 JIoCCKMIT WMCIIONIB3YeT IaHHBIV IICHXOAHAIUTUYIECKIIT
TePMUH I 0003HaYeHMs CIIOCOOHOCTM CyOBeKTa TpaHC-
LIEHAMPOBATh 3a IIpeIesIbl CaMoro ce0dsi, He IIpeIosarao-
11evt oco3HaHMs BHelrHero mupa (JToccknir, 1931, c. 48—
49).

8 CyOcraHnyaibHble gedTey — IJIaBHbIE IeVICTBYIOIIe
cyobekThl B MeTadmsuke JIocckoro. OHM ABIISIOTCA MIle-
@IBHBIMM, JIMYHOCTHBIMY, CBEPXIIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMI
VI cCBepXBpeMeHHbIMI ocHoBaMu ObITvs (Jlocckmir, 19916,
c. 370).
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world” he understands the primordial whole of
elements that is not reducible to their totality
(ibid., p. 17). The thesis of all-pervading organ-
ic wholeness originates from the system-form-
ing and constructive thrust of Lossky’s entire
doctrine “All is immanent in all”, whereby
knowledge of the state of each ontological en-
tity of the world is inwardly, pre-consciously,”
present in all others.

Lossky’s treatment of being has two differ-
ent but inseparable perspectives: ontological
and gnoseological. The ontological perspective
is marked by the perception of the world as a
wholeness and unity. The gnoseological per-
spective divides it into parts in keeping with
the human being’s cognitive framework which
is incapable of embracing the whole world as
a unity. Whereas in the theory of cognition
commitment to mutually-conditioned imma-
nence manifests itself in the fact that the object
of knowledge is seen as immanent in the pro-
cess of cognition (Lossky, 1919, p. 225), in on-
tology this principle goes back to the idea of
a single essence, whereby each substantival
agent® is ontologically connected with the oth-
ers through the ideal aspect of its being. Thus,
according to Lossky, agents have intuitive
knowledge of each other, ensured by their sub-
stantive nature.

Bearing in mind the general aspects of
Lossky’s philosophy such as the theory of im-
manence, commitment to organic unity of the
world and the conception of immediate intu-
ition, we should look at his main ontological
categories. These categories fix various levels of
the universe’s hierarchy, describing them from

7 Lossky (1935, pp. 69-70) uses this psychoanalytical
term to denote the subject’s ability to transcend its own
limits without being conscious of the external world.

8 Substantival agents are the main acting subjects
in Lossky’s metaphysics. They are ideal, personal,
supra-spatial and supra-temporal foundations of being
(Lossky, 1928, p. 45).



VI C THOCEOJIOTTYEeCKOV TOUKM 3peHms. S paccMo-
TPIO CIIEMYIONTe U3 HUX: OeticmBumeavHocms, pe-
asvHocms (VUL ncuxogpusuveckoe, ncuxomamepu-
aavHoe Ovimue), udeasvHoedvimue, YeHHOCHb VI Me-
maso2uyeckoedbimue — ¢ TOUKM 3peHMs X OHTO-
IHOCEOJIOTTYeCKOro XapaKTepa.

Kitaccudmkanmio xareropmui Jlocckmit Haum-
HaeT C IIoOHATUS Oeiicmbumenvriocms. JlaHHBIM
TepMUHOM prstocod obo3HaYaeT To, YTO 00yCIIOB-
JIEHO TIPUPOAOV TIO3HaHMS. [lericTBUTEeIIbHOCTh
€CTh HeKM CJTIOXKHBIV KOMIIJIEKC COOBITUT, TIO3HA-
BaeMbIV HaMu. VIHTyUTUBIM3M IIpe/IiosiaraeT, YTo
OHa He3aMeTHO IIPUCYTCTBYeT B CO3HAHUM [I0 Ca-
MOTO ITO3HaBaTeJILHOIO aKTa, a B IIpoliecce IIO3Ha-
HVIS UeJIOBEKY OTKPbIBAIOTCS JIVIITL HEKOTOPBIE ee
acriekTs! (JTocckmri, 19918, c. 247—248). Tlpu sTOoM
JIaHHasI KaTeropyisi OMVChIBaeT TOJIBKO TO, YTO TI0-
TEHIIMAJIFHO ITOCTVDKMMO. [locTviKeHvie BO3MOXK-
HO, TIOCKOJIBKY BCsKasl HaJIMYHas JIeVICTBUTEIb-
HOCTb MOXeT CTaTh ITPeIMEeTOM CYXKIeHUs, a CO-
OTBETCTBeHHO, 1 3HaHM4. (JIocckm, 19918, c. 257).
Bripouem, yxe mosnanHoe, comnacHO Jlocckomy,
OoJIbIlle HEJIb3s CYMTATh B COOCTBEHHOM CMBIC-
Jle IeVICTBUTEJIbHOCTBIO, ITIOCKOJIBKY OHa, B CYyII-
HOCTVI, XaOTWYHA ¥ HeBbIpa3uMa, a 3HaHVe, Hao-
O0poT, yHOPsiI0YeHO 1 BbIpaXkaeTcsl B CY>KAeHUM
(JTocckmms, 19918, c. 246). Ilonydaetcs, uTo cdop-
MMpPOBaHHOe 3HaHMe IIPeNCTaBJIsieT CoDoV yxke
HEeUTO OT/IMYHOE OT JeVICTBUTEILHOCTIA.

Crnenyroriast Kareropust oHTostormm Jloccko-
ro — peasvHocms. OHa BCTpeYaeTcs B €ro y4eHuUn
TaK>Ke TI0JT Ha3BaHMSAMMU ncuxogusuveckoe dvimue
uncuxomamepuaibHoe dvimie. ITa KaTeropms OT-
HOCUTCS KO BCEMY, YTO VIMeeT OTHOCUTEJIbYIO He-
IIPOHUIIAEMOCTh ¥ IIOABVDKHOCTH B IIPOCTPaH-
crBe. To ectp, o mbIciM Jlocckoro, peastbHOCTB
IIpeJcTaBiIsieT coOOV HEeITPEePBIBHBIN PsIl COOBI-
TUVL Y IIPOLIECCOB, ITPOUCXOISIINX B paMKaX IIpo-
crpaHcTBa 1 BpeMeHn (JTocckmi, 1995, c. 290, 350;
JTocckum, 1971, c. 99).

Kareropumn odeiicmBumesvhocms v peassHOCHb
OIVICHIBAIOT " OCOOYIO OHTOJIOrMIO. MaTepmaiib-
Hble IIporiecchl B yueHMUM JIocckoro oOBsCHSIOT-
Csl TeJIeoyIormyecKil. VIcTOUHMKOM Bcex I1ieJiert sB-
JIAIOTCSL  CyOCTaHIIMaJIbHBIE [IesTeV, IMOHVMa-
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both the ontological and gnoseological points
of view. I propose to consider the following cat-
egories: reality (deistvitelnost’), the real world
(realnost”) (or “psycho-physical being”, “psy-
cho-material being”), ideal being, value and
meta-logical being in terms of their onto-gno-
seological character.

Lossky begins the classification of cate-
gories with the concept of deistvitelnost’ (re-
ality). He uses this term to denote what is
conditioned by the nature of cognition. Re-
ality is the complex of events we cognise.
Intuitivism presupposes that reality is imper-
ceptibly present in consciousness before the
cognitive act, with only some of its aspects
opening up to the human being in the process
of cognition (Lossky, 1919, pp. 296-297). It has
to be noted that this category describes only
that which is potentially knowable. Knowl-
edge is possible because any reality with
which we are confronted may become an ap-
prehended object (ibid., p. 247). However, ac-
cording to Lossky, what has already been
cognised can no longer be considered to be
reality (deistvitelnost’) in the proper sense be-
cause it is essentially chaotic and inexpress-
ible, while knowledge, on the contrary, is
ordered and is expressed in judgement (ibid.,
p.- 294). Thus, knowledge that has been formed
is already something other than reality.

The next category of Lossky’s ontology
is realnost’ (real world). He also refers to it as
“psycho-physical being” and “psycho-materi-
al being”. This category describes all that has
relative impermeability and mobility in space.
According to Lossky (1995, p. 290, 350; 1971,
p. 99), then, real world is a string of events and
processes taking place in space and time.

The categories of reality and real world
describe a special ontology. Lossky explains
material processes teleologically. The source
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emble pwtocodoM KakK CyIIecTBa TBOpPUYECKye
¥ MeTarcuxomsmdeckre, TO eCTb CIIOCOOHBIe
IIPOV3BOANTE KaK IICVIXITYECKVEe VI IICVIXOVIITHBIE’,
TaK ¥ MaTepuabHble mporecchl (Jlocckmm, 1995,
c. 301, 314)"°. Bce coObITIS peasTbHOCTY ITPEACTAIOT
CIIETICTBVIEM BHYTpPEHHeV KV3HW 3TUX esiTerIev:
«['me ecTp nmevicTBme (cOOBITHIE), TaM eCTh W [Ies-
Testb» (Jlocckmni, 1954, c. 5). Touno TakmM ke oOpa-
30M VI [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTB IIPEICTaBIISeT COOOVL, T10
CYTW, COBOKYIIHOCTH IEVICTBUV, IIPOVI3BOIVIMBIX
CyOCTaHIIMaIBHBIMI AeSTe/IIMI B paMKax IICH-
XO0pM3MUECKOro OBITHSE: «... B I€VICTBUTEIBHOCTN
Graromapsi CBOMM WMIleaJIbHBIM OCHOBaM [cyOcTaH-
LIVIaJIBHBIM JesITeNIsIM| BCe IIpeIMeTHI 110 BCeBO3-
MOXXHBIM HaIIpaBJIeHMSIM ITTyOOKO OOBemVHeHbI
apyr ¢ gpyrom» (Jlocckmz, 1995, c. 306). CyGcran-
LVaJIbHBIe AesTellM B CVWITy YacTUMYHOIO eVIHO-
cymusi obecriednBalOT OpraHMYecKoe eIVHCTBO
MMPa, YeM II03BOJISIOT YCTAHOBUTD CBSI3b MEXITY
BCEMI KaTeropusiMu Wleasl-peasmaMa Jlocckoro.
OcHoBaHMe e 3TOro eIVHOCYIINS IIOMeIaeTcs
B PaMKM M/1eaJIbHOTO OBITHS.

Kareropus udeasvroe Ovimue oObeMsIeT BCE, 4TO
CYIIIeCTBYeT BHe BPeMeHM ¥ BHe IIPOCTPAHCTBA.
B cocTaB aToro Tmia OBITHSI BXOIST M CBEPXBpe-
MeHHBI€, VI CBEPXIIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE CyOCTaHIV-
aJIbHble JIesiTeNV, SIBJISIONIVeCS TBOPLIAMU Bpe-
MeHHO dopmbl cBoert xusHU (Jlocckmr, 1954,
c. 6). Tur cy1iecTBoBaHMs iesTesIeV B 9TOM acIlek-
Te dumocod obOo3HaYaeT KaK «KOHKPETHO-VZe-
aJIbHBIV. BripoueM, miieasibHOe ObITHE He 1Cuep-
IIBIBAETCS OMHMMM JIVIIE AegTerismu. K comepxa-

9 JloccKmit pasvidaeT ICUXUIecKie 1 IICUXOVIHBIe IIPo-
11ecchl. [lepBble IIpeCcTaBIsIIOT COOOVI CIIOKHBIE TIEPEXN-
BaHWS, CTPEMJIEHNS Y yCUIINSL, CBSI3aHHBIE C MIesSMM IIPO-
IIUIOTO 11 OYAyIIero, a TakkKe C SMOLVOHAIBHBIM OTHO-
IIIeHVeM K IIeHHOCTSIM. Bropsle Beeryia Oecco3HaTeIIbHBIE,
K HMM OTHOCSITCS HeOCO3HaBaeMble CTpeMJIEHVS W YCU-
st TIpu aToM 00a oTrX TuIla TyXOBHBIX IIPOLIECCOB BBI-
CTYIIAIOT CYIeCTBEHHBIM yCJIIOBMEM BCeX MaTepUaIbHBIX
IIPOLIECCOB, IIOCKOJIBKY SIBJISIOTCS MX MeTapU3NIecKM
ncrounukoM (Jlocckmr, 19916, c. 419 —420).

10 CyOcTaHIMaIbHBIN [esITel b OHTOJIOTMYeCK IIpefierieH,
TO €CTb He CYILIEeCTByeT HIUYEro MeHbIlle Hero Kak OCHO-
BBI BCeTo ObITVS BooOme. OgHAKO B 3TOM YacTy YUeHVIS
OCTaeTcs HesICHBIM, KaKOBa IIPUpPOJia JIEVICTBUS STUX Jle-
STeJler], TO eCTh KaK BO3MOXKHO VX BJIMSHME Ha pu3ide-
CKyIO M veambHYyIo cpepnr ObrTvs (Casuniies, Ilomosa,
2019, c. 45—46).

of all goals is substantive agents, defined by
Lossky (1995, p. 301, 314) as creative and me-
ta-psychophysical beings, i.e. beings capa-
ble of performing both psychic and psychoid’
as well as material processes.!’ All the events
in the real world are consequences of the in-
ner life of these agents: “Where there is ac-
tion (event) there is an agent” (Lossky, 1954,
p- 5). Similarly, reality is essentially a totali-
ty of actions performed by substantive agents
in the framework of psycho-physical being:
“In reality owing to their ideal foundations
[substantive agents] all the objects are pro-
foundly interconnected in all manner of ways”
(Lossky, 1995, p. 306). Substantive agents, ow-
ing to their partial consubstantiality, ensure
the organic unity of the universe, thus en-
abling a connection among all the categories
of Lossky’s ideal-realism. The foundation of
this consubstantiality is placed within the
framework of ideal being.

The category ideal being embraces all that
exists outside time and outside space. This
type of being includes supra-temporal and
supra-spatial substantive agents who are the
creators of the temporal form of their lives
(Lossky, 1954, p. 6). In that frame of reference
Lossky denotes this type of being of agents
as “concrete-ideal”. However, ideal being is
not confined to agents. This category also in-

? Lossky distinguishes psychic and psychoid process-
es. Psychic processes are complex experiences, strivings
and efforts connected with ideas of the past and future,
as well as an emotional attitude to values. Psychoid pro-
cesses are always unconscious, including unconscious
strivings and efforts. Both types of mental processes are
an essential condition of all the material processes be-
cause they are their metaphysical source (Lossky, 1928,
pp- 111-112).

1" The substantive agent is ontologically terminative, i.e.
there is nothing smaller than it as the basis of all being
in general. However, this part of the doctrine leaves un-
clear the nature of the action of these agents, i.e. how
they can influence the physical and ideal spheres of be-
ing (Savintsev and Popova, 2019, pp. 45-46).
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HVIO TAaHHOV KaTeropwvi OTHOCSITCS Takxke Ve,
IIpeICTaBIISIoIVe cO00VT 0cOOBIV By, ObITVIS. BBI-
Tre vigen JIocckmil HasbIBAeT «OTBIIEUEHHO-VJIe-
aJIbHBIM», TO €CThb MaeaIbHBIM, HO HecaMOCTOSI-
tertbHBIM (Jlocckmii, 19916, c. 364—365). DTo 03Ha-
YaeT, uToO maed He MOXeT B ITOIJIMHHOM CMBICIIe
CyIlIeCTBOBaTh Oe3 HOCUTeEIIs, KOTOPhIM SIBJISIeTCS
cyOcTaHIIAIIbHBIN AedTerlb. OTBIedeHHBIE MeH,
BHE 3aBVICVIMOCTH OT TOT0, (popMasIbHbIe OHM VTN
MaTepyaibHble, ITPEICTABIISIIOT COOOV JIMIIB CO-
Jep>XaHs OeVICTBU, IIPOVU3BOAVMBIX TeSTEIISIMMU
(Tam xe, c. 424). Yuenue 00 mesx CHOBa BOCXOIUT
K HeoOXoImMMOoCTV 00OCHOBaHMS Te3vica 00 opra-
HIYeCKOM eIVMHCTBe MMpa ¥ Te3vca O B3aMHOU
MMMaHeHTHOCTH. OTBIIeUeHHbIe UIen y Bcex cyo-
CTaHIIMAIBHBIX edTesIell TOXIeCcTBeHHbL. [loaTo-
My OTBJIEUeHHO-M/IeaIbHasl CTOPOHa OBITHS JIesi-
TesleV KaK Obl COeMHSeT, «CpalBaeT» 1x, o0e-
crieumBasi BO3MOXKHOCTb VHTYWTVBHOTO 3HaHWS
o cocTossHMAX ApyT Apyra (Tam xe).

Cnenyfomeﬁ BayKHEVIIIIEV KaTeropmen OHTO-
rHoceostoruu Jlocckoro siigercss mup. Mup —
CBOETO pofja MeTaKaTeropws, 00O3HaJaoIas co-
BOKYITHOCTb BCeX BBIIIIEIIePeUNCIIEHHBIX BUIOB
OBITISI — NIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY, PeasIbHOCT U Vifle-
aJIBHOTO OBITMS. B CyIIHOCTW, TIOHSTHME «MUpP»
B yueHUM ruiocoda 00O3HAUaeT OpraHIecKoe
VI CHCTEMaTIYecKoe eIVTHCTBO Pa3HbIX BUJIOB ObI-
s (Tam xe, c. 348, 354), TO ecTh MX €IMHCTBO
VI VIepapXVIIO TI0 CTeIIeHVI COBEPIIIeHCTBA.

Hakonen, Jlocckmii BBOOWUT KaTeropuro Me-
manoeuyeckor, VI Xe 0e3ycA06HOT, peassHocmu
(JTocckmm, 1971, c. 100). DTa KaTeropmsi OnvcheIBa-
€T COBEpIIIEHHO OCOOBIVI BUJT OBITHS, He ITOAYIHS-
IOIINVICS JTa’ke 3aKOHaM JIOTMKW. [Tporre rosops,
peub naeT o TpaHcueHAeHTHOM bore. O ero mosno-
KEHUM OTHOCUTEIBHO OCTaIbHBIX BVIOB OBITMS
Jlocckmit mmIieT ciiemyfoIiee: «...MeXAay MVPOM
u boroMm oHTOsNOrMUeckas mporacTe» (Jlocckmrs,
1954, c. 4). YTroObI HOSICHNUTD, OTKy[da HOSIBIIIETCS
3TOT Te31C, HeOOXOAMMO OOpaTUTHCS K KOCMOJIO-
run prtocoda. JIocckmit HeOTHOKpaTHO TIoUep-
KVBaeT, 4TO IIPUIAEP)KMBAETCS KPealIOHVICTCKO-
roO pellleHNs BOIIpoca O IOSIBJIEHUM MUpa: CTOJIb
CJIOKHAsl I MHOTOOOpasHas CUCTeMa, KaKoVl SIB-
JIsleTCS MVIP, He MOIJIa BO3HMKHYTH caMa COOOTL.
Jlocckmit oTcTamMBaeT XPUCTMAHCKO-TEVCTITIeCKOe
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cludes ideas, which are a special type of be-
ing. Lossky (1928, pp. 29-30) calls the being of
ideas “abstract-ideal”, i.e. ideal but depend-
ent. This means that an idea cannot be truly
without its bearer, i.e. the substantive agent.
Abstract ideas, whether formal or material,
are merely the content of actions performed
by agents (ibid., p. 117). The doctrine of ideas
again prompts the need to ground the thesis
on the organic unity of the world and the the-
sis on mutual immanence. The abstract ideas of
all substantive agents are identical. That is why
the abstract-ideal aspect of the being of agents
unites and “fuses” them, as it were, enabling
them to intuit one another’s state (ibid.).

The next key category of Lossky’s on-
to-gnoseology is world. The world is a kind of
meta-category denoting the totality of all the
above-mentioned types of being: reality, real
world and ideal being. In essence, the world
in his philosophy means organic and systemic
unity of various types of being (Lossky, 1928,
p. 14, 23), i.e. their unity and hierarchy in terms
of degree of perfection.

Finally, Lossky (1971, p. 100) introduces the
category of meta-logical or unconditional reali-
ty. This category describes a very special type
of being that is not even governed by the laws
of logic. It refers, in fact, to transcendent God.
Lossky writes this about His position relative to
the other types of being: “There is an ontologi-
cal abyss between the world and God” (Lossky,
1954, p. 4). To trace the origin of this thesis
we must look at the philosopher’s cosmology.
Lossky repeatedly stresses that on the issue of
the origin of the world he is a creationist: such
a complex and diverse system as the world
could not have appeared by itself. Lossky up-
holds the Christian-theistic idea of God as the
creative basis of the world, abiding outside the
world and therefore unknowable.
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IIpezicTaBJIeHe O bore Kak 0 TBOpPUYECKOVI OCHOBe
MMpa, HaxoAdIIericss BHe MUpa M IIOTOMY HeJIo-
CTYITHOVI J1JT5T TTIO3HAHVIS.

BakHYI0 9acTh OHTOIHOCEOJIOIMYECKOro yue-
Hug JTocckoro cocTasiisieT Teopus 1ieHHOCTeN. 1o
orpenerteHNo dpriocoda, IIEHHOCTh — 3TO «ObI-
TVie B €TO CaMOIIepPeXMBaeMOM ¥ IIepeX/BaeMOM
apyrumu sHadeHMM» (Jlocckmn, 1931, c. 81). B ak-
crostorvvt JIocckoro Bce IIEHHOCTVI OOBEKTMBHBI
VI peasn3yIoTcs Kak B MjIeajIbHOM, TaK M B IICVIXO-
dusmrueckom OprTrn. OHM OBIBAIOT IBY X BUIOB: a0-
COJIFOTHBIE VI OTHOCUTEJIbHBIE. Eciiv oTHOCHTE Ib-
Hble HeCaMOCTOSITeJIbHBI M IIPOVI3BOIHBI OT IIep-
BBIX, TO aOCOJIIOTHBIE MOTYT OBITH HEepPBUYHBIMM,
I107], KOTOPBIMM ITOHMMaeTcsl bor, ¥ BTOpMYHBIMM
(«TBAapHBIMIN»), IOI KOTOPBIMM IIOIpa3yMeBaloT-
cs1 camu negarenn (Tam xe, c. 93). OTHOCKTETBHO
OHTOJIOTTYECKOrO CTaTyca IIeHHOCTV MOXKHO CKa-
3aTh, UTO YEHHOCMb— 3TO KATeropusi, OIVICHIBAO-
IT1asi, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, IIPOV3BOIVIMOE [IesiTeIIeM
OTHOIIIeHNe K 4eMy-JI00 B peasIbHOCTI U, C IPY-
roi— B CWJIy CBOeVl OOBeKTMBHOCTY HEKOTOPBIV
OTZeJIBHBIVI, HeMaTepVaJIbHBIVI BUT OBITHSL.

Taxvim oOpasom, MaciiTabHast KaTeropvaabHast
cxema Jlocckoro ycraHaBIMBaeT Hepas[eIriMoe
€IMHCTBO THOCEOJIOTMYECKOr0 M OHTOJIOTIYECKO-
ro. Kaxxmast n3 xareropmit OHTOJIOTMI He TOJIBKO
OIVICBIBAaeT KOHKPETHBIV BN OBITMS KaK CyIle-
CTBYIOIINT, HO ¥ alleJUITPyeT K TOMY WJIV IHOMY
IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOMY IIPV3HAKY.

4. Kputndeckne 3amedaHMs
C.A. AckosipaoBa
00 OHTOI'HOCEO0JIOTMYIeCKOM
KoHnenimu Jlocckoro

C.A. AcKorIb/I0B BOIIIeNI B ICTOPYIO PYCCKOM (-
s10codu IIpeXKIie BCero CBOVMMM padoTaM O IIPYH-
LMIIaX TIO3HAHMS M O YUMCTOM OIIBITe (CM., HaIIp.:
bepnnmkosa, 2017, c. 39), a Takke IpOHMIIATEILHOM
KPUTVKOV COBPEMEHHBIX eMy TI'HOCeOJIOIMYecKIX
cucteM — 0aJIeHCKOrO HeOKaHTVaHCTBa B JIMIIe
I Puxxepra n D.Jlacka (cMm.: Kopuuiaes, 20190),
MapOyprcKoro HeOKaHTMAHCTBA, (PEHOMEHOJIOIM
9. I'yccepris, mmmanenTHOM dpystocodvm B. Hlyrirre,

An important part of Lossky’s onto-gnose-
ological doctrine is his theory of values. He
defines value, saying that it “is existence in its
significance experienced by the existence it-
self or experienced by others” (Lossky, 1935,
p- 102). In Lossky’s axiology all values are ob-
jective and are actualised in the ideal and in
the psycho-physical being. They can be of two
types: absolute and relative. While relative
values are not independent and are derived
from the former, absolute values can be prima-
ry, meaning God, and secondary (“creature-
ly”), meaning agents themselves (ibid., p. 114).
Concerning the ontological status of value it
can be said that value is a category that de-
scribes, on the one hand, the attitude to some-
thing in the real word, and on the other hand,
owing to its objectivity, a distinct, non-materi-
al type of being.

Thus, Lossky’s ambitious categorial scheme
establishes indivisible unity of the gnoseologi-
cal and the ontological. Each of the ontological
categories describes not only a specific type of
being as existing, but also appeals to this or that
cognitive attribute.

4. Askoldov’s Critical Remarks
Concerning Lossky’s
Onto-Gnoseological Theory

S.A. Askoldov played an important role in
the history of Russian philosophy above all on
account of his works on the principles of cogni-
tion and on pure experience (see, for example,
Berdnikova, 2017, p. 39), as well as his incisive
criticism of contemporary gnoseological sys-
tems: Baden Neo-Kantianism represented by
Rickert and Lask (cf. Kornilaev, 2019b), Mar-
burg Neo-Kantianism, Husserl’s phenomenol-
ogy, Schuppe’s immanent philosophy as well
as the theories of the Russian Neo-Kantian Vve-
densky and the intuitivist Lossky. This critique
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a Tax>ke YUeHM pycckoro HeokanTraHiia A.VI. Bee-
nexckoro n mHTyUTUBMCcTa H.O. JIocckoro. Dtovt
KPUTVKe TIOCBsIIeHa OO0JIbIIIasi YacTh €ro TpaKTara
«MpIciTb M fevicTBUTeNTbHOCTE» (1914). Ilocnenosa-
TeJIBHOMY KpUTHdecKoMy pazoopy et Jlocckoro,
CBOEr0 yHVBEPCUTETCKOrO TOBapuila, ACKOJIBIOB
OTBOIIMT B HEM IIeJIYIO IVIaBy' .

VcxomHBIM ITyHKTOM paccy XKAeHW ACKOJIBIO-
Ba CTAHOBUTCS €ro COOCTBEHHBIV TE31C O TOM, UTO
«TI03HaHVe JeVICTBUTeIIbHOCTY HYXXIaeTcs B TOM
VUIVL VIHOM peaIbHOM C HelO COIPUKOCHOBEHUL.
J1evicTBUTENIFHOCTD JIOJDKHA OBITH IIpeXie Bce-
ro KaK-TO JIaHa TO3HaIoIeMy CyOBeKTY, 11 TOITBKO
TOI/Ia OHA MOXKET OBITh M IIO3HAaHHOV» (AJIeKcees,
1914, c. 150). Kak Opu10 TIOKA3aHO paHee, JeVICTBU-
TeJIbHOCTh B MHTYUTUBM3Me Jlocckoro moHmma-
eTCsI KaK KOMIUIEKC COOBITMA, IIPUCYTCTBY IO
B IIO3HAOIIEM CO3HaHWUM JI0 IIpollecca IO3HaHWS
KaK TakoBoro. B maTepriperanm AckosibaoBa 3Ta
MBICJIb OIMpaeTcs Ha IIpefcTaBieHNe, coriac-
HO KOTOPOMY 3HaHMe He sBjigeTcs OTOpBaHHBIM
OT JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTHM IIporieccoM (sic!), a cimro
C Hell B HEKOTOpoe Hepas3pblBHOe eInHCTBO (Tam
xe, c. 151). I'lo ero MHeHMIO, coepXKaHMe ITO3HA-
HU U coflep’kaHye IIpeaMeTa CoCTaBIsaroT y Jloc-
CKOTO OJTHY M Ty e JIeVICTBUTEJIbBHOCTE. ACKOJIBI0B
BUUT «aXWJUIECOBY HATY» MHTYUTUBU3MA B T€O-
pum Boctipusitus (Tam xe, c. 154). Kpuruka ston
vacTu ydeHMsi JIoccKoro cBoOmMTCS K HECKOJIBKIM
acriektaM. Bo-miepBbIx, ACKOJIBIOB He IIPUHVMaeT
IIPUHIIUII MIMMaHeHTHOCTI Bcero BceMy. Bo-BTo-
PBIX, OH JOKa3bIBaeT HEOOXOOVIMOCTH TpPaHCIEH-
JIEHTHOTO 3HaHMS B THOCEOJIOTMN. A B-TPeTbUX,
L 3TO caMoe IJIaBHOe, ¢umstocod omposepraeT abd-
COJIFOTHYIO POJIb MHTYWUIIVV B IIO3HAHWIA

ITpexyie Bcero AcCKOIBIOB OOpyIIMBaeTcs Ha
IIeHTpaJIbHOe OHTOIHOCeOJIOTMYeCKoe yTBepKe-
Hute JIocckoro, 4To «Bce MMMaHEeHTHO BceMy». Bee-
ZleHVieM 3TOro IIpUHIINMIIA, TI0 MHeHWIO ACKOJIBI0-
Ba, Jlocckmii caerian TeopeTYecKy HeBO3MOXKHBIM
BOCITpOVI3Be[ieHie B IIO3HAHUM 4ero-To, Haxols-

1 CorstacHO BOCIIOMMHAHMAM JIOCCKOro, OHV ¢ ACKOJIBIIO-
BBIM JIOBOJIBHO OBICTPO COIIIIMCH V1 cTasIn obmaTecs (Jloc-
ckmm, 1968, c. 80). Ceprent Asiexcees (11ceBzi. ACKOJIB/IOB)
ObUT cbIHOM A. A. K03710Ba, 113B€CTHOTO PyCCKOrO JIeiOHM-
nmanta. Kosos npenogasain B [letepOyprckom yHMBeEp-
cuTteTe, 11 006a OBUIM €To CTyIIeHTaMMU.
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forms the major part of his treatise Thought and
Reality (1914). Askoldov devotes a whole chap-
ter to a consistent critical analysis of the ideas
of his university class-fellow Lossky."

The starting point of Askoldov’s analysis
is his own thesis that “cognition of reality re-
quires a certain real exposure to reality. Real-
ity must first of all be somehow given to the
cognising subject and only then can it be cog-
nised” (Alekseyev, 1914, p. 150). As shown
above, reality in Lossky’s intuitivism is defined
as a complex of events present in the cognis-
ing consciousness before the process of cogni-
tion as such has started. This idea, according to
Askoldov, is based on the notion that knowl-
edge is a process (sic!) which is not divorced
from reality (ibid., p. 151), but forms an insep-
arable unity with it. In his opinion, the con-
tent of cognition, and the content of the object
are seen by Lossky as one and the same real-
ity. Askoldov believes that the “Achilles heel”
of intuitivism is the theory of perception
(ibid., p. 154). The critique of this part of Loss-
ky’s doctrine boils down to three points. First,
Askoldov rejects the “all is immanent in all”
principle. Second, he argues that transcendent
knowledge is a necessary part of gnoseology.
And third and most important, he challenges
the absolute role of intuition in cognition.

First of all, Askoldov inveighs against
Lossky’s pivotal onto-gnoseological claim that
“all is immanent in all”. Askoldov argues that
by introducing this principle Lossky made it
theoretically impossible to reproduce in con-
sciousness anything outside the limits of con-
sciousness itself. Thus, Lossky “failed to meet
certain obligations with regard to ontological
issues” (ibid., p. 155).

T Lossky writes in his memoir that he and Askoldov
immediately made friends (Lossky, 1968, p. 80). Sergey
Alekseyev (aka Askoldov) was the son of Aleksey A.
Kozlov (1831-1901), a prominent Russian follower of
Leibniz. Kozlov taught at Saint Petersburg University,
and both were his students.
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IIIerocsi 3a IIpefieslaMi CaMOro IMO3HaHUSA. DTUM
Jlocckmit «He BBITIOJTHWJI IO OTHOIIIEHWIO K OHTO-
JIOTMYeCKMM BOITPOCaM HEKOTOPBIX 00s13aTeIbCTB»
(Tam xe, c. 155).

Bropast mpobiiemMa MHTYMTMBM3MA 3aKITIOYAET-
cs1 B oTKase Jlocckoro oT 060cHOBaHVIS BO3MOXKHO-
CTU TpaHCIIeHJIeHTHOro 3HaHus. B Teopumn Jloc-
CKOrO OTpMIIAeTCsl CYIecTBOBaHME 3TOrO THIla
3HaHWS, ¥ 5TO BHOBb apI'yMEHTUPYEeTCs C IIOMO-
IIBIO IIpVHINIIA MMMaHeHTHOCT. C TOYKM 3pe-
HUsL AcKoJiboBa, JIoccKmil He OCO3HaeT IOCIerl-
CTBUM TIOTOOHOTO OHTOIHOCEOJIOITYECKOTO Pellle-
Hys. OTKa3 OT HOIBITKY BBECTY B TEOPUIO IIPVIH-
LIVITI THOCEOJIOI MYeCKOVI TPaHCIIeH/IEHTHOCTY Bile-
4eT 3a coOOVI IIEJTYIO CEPUIO OIIMOOK.

Bo-11epBBIX, OTCYTCTBIE TPAHCIIEH/IEHTHOT'O 3Ha-
HVISL BBI3bIBAeT ITPO0JIeMbI B 0OOCHOBAHM TEOPU
omrymenuit (cM.: Kosepos, 2020). Ackoinbaos yka-
3bIBaeT Ha IapajIoKC, COCTOSIIINIL B TOM, UTO TeOpUs
r1o3HaHWs JIOCCKOTO OIMChIBaeT He TOJIBKO MHTY V-
TMBHOE, HO I UyBCTBEHHOe COflepXKaHle 3HaHVIS.
UyBcTBeHHOe 3HaHVE VIMeeT TPaHCIIeHIEeHTHBIM,
He3aBVICUMBIVI OT CyObeKTa VCTOYHMK, KOTOPBIV
oriocperyercst opraHamu 4yBcTB. Y Jlocckoro ke
OHO KaKVM-TO 00pa3oM SIBJISIeTCS YacThIO IO3HA0-
mert JimgHocT. Ho B TakoM ciTydae 4yBCTBEHHOe
3HaHVe HeBO3MOXXHO. boJiee TOro, B yueHMM PyccKo-
ro ¢rytocoda OHO BCer/a OIOCPeIOBaHO JTaHHBIMI
OpraHOB YyBCTB, HO Be/lb JJAHHBIE OPTaHOB YyBCTB
OTCBUTAIOT K TOMY, YTO HaXOOWUTCS BHE CaMOTO IT0-
3Hatorlero cyorekra. To ecTh, ecyim uyBCTBEHHOE
3HaHVEe VICXOOUT V3HYTPU CYOBeKTa, IIoUYeMy OHO
cBsA3bIBaeTCs1 JIOCCKMM ¢ ONTYIIeHVISIMM V1 T7ie TOrIa
HaxXOWTCS ICTOYHVIK 3TVIX OITYIIeHL?

Ilo cytu, maTynTnsmusMmy Jlocckoro B mpouTte-
HVM ACKOJIBIOBA COBEPIIIEHHO He HY>KHA CChUIKA
Ha YyBCTBEHHBIE JJaHHBIE, HO 3TO IIPOTUBOPEU-
710 OBI caMOVI mfiee UyBCTBEHHOIrO 3HaHMs. Enyn-
CTBEHHasl BO3MOXXHOCTHb M30eXaTh BHYTpPEHHero
HpOTUBOpeuns B Teopum JIocCcKOro, KOTOPYIO BU-
AUT ACKOJIBIOB,— OTKa3aTbCsd OT YyBCTBEHHOI'O
TWUIIa 3HaHMS BooOIIIe (Ajekcees, 1914, c. 154).

Bo-BTOpBIX, OTKa3 OT BO3MOXXHOCTM TpaHCIIeH-
JEHTHOIO 3HAHWS IIPUBOOUT K IIPOTMBOPEUN-
M B TeOpum IpocTpaHcTBa JIocckoro. AcKoibIoB
CUMTaeT, YTO OHa B MleaJI-peasii3Me He yIIOBJIeT-

The second problem of intuitivism is
Lossky’s refusal to ground the possibility of
transcendent knowledge. Lossky’s theory re-
jects the existence of this type of knowledge
and uses the principle of immanence to ground
it. In Askoldov’s opinion, Lossky is unaware
of the consequences of this onto-gnoseological
solution. The refusal to include gnoseological
transcendence in the theory entails a whole se-
ries of mistakes.

First, the absence of transcendent knowl-
edge creates problems in validating the theo-
ry of sensations (cf. Kolerov, 2020). Askoldov
notes a paradox: Lossky’s theory of cognition
describes not so much the intuitive as the sen-
sible content of knowledge. Sensible knowl-
edge has a transcendent source independent
from the subject and mediated by the senses.
With Lossky, sensible knowledge is somehow
part of the cognising individual. But in that
case sensible knowledge is impossible. More-
over, in Lossky’s doctrine sensible knowledge
is always mediated by the data from the or-
gans of senses. But the organs of senses point
to what is outside the cognising subject. In oth-
er words, if sensible knowledge comes from
within the subject why does Lossky associate it
with sensations and what is the source of these
sensations?

In fact, Lossky’s intuitivism as interpreted
by Askoldov has no need to refer to any sen-
sible data, but that would contradict the very
idea of sensible knowledge. The only way to
avoid this inherent contradiction in Lossky’s
theory, Askoldov believes, is to give up sen-
sible knowledge altogether (Alekseyev, 1914,
p. 154).

Second, renunciation of transcendent
knowledge leads to contradictions in Lossky’s
theory of space. Askoldov thinks that the the-
ory of space in ideal-realism does not meet
the requirements of intuitivism. In Askoldov’s
opinion, the only way to avoid introducing
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BOpsieT TpeOOBaHMAM WMHTYUTMBU3Ma. V130exarnb
BBeZleHNMsI IIPUHIINIIA THOCEeOJIOrMYeCcKo TpaHC-
LIeHZIeHTHOCTY B MHTYUTVBU3Me IIpY YCJIOBUM Ha-
T4 BOOOIIIe KaKOVi-I100 OHTOJIOT MM ITPOCTpaH-
CTBa, IT0 er0 MHeH IO, MOYKHO ObLIO ObI TOJIBKO C T0-
MOIIIBIO TeOPUH MleaIbHOTO IpocTpaHcTBa. OHa-
Ko JIocckmii Takoro He co3raet (Tam xe, c. 155).

Pycckun dpmstocod peliraeT BblleriepeyciieH-
Hble IIpo0sIeMbl ¢ IIOMOIIIBIO MIeV THOCeOsIorye-
CKOVI KOOPOWMHAIIVM, COIJIAaCHO KOTOPOWM cy61>e1<T
" OOBEKT COOTHeCeHBI B MO3HAHUM IIOCPEICTBOM
B3aMMHOV MMMaHeHTHOcTH. Cama 3Ta mpes, Kak
3aMedaeT ACKOJIBIOB, He M30aBjleHa OT IIPVHIIV-
I1a OIIOCPpeI0BaHHOCTY, KOTOPbIVI JIoccKumv cBommuT
TOJIBKO K BOITPOCY O POJIV BHUMAHMS B TIO3HAHWUL
ACKOJIB[IOB He IPMHVIMaeT TaKoOro pelleHus 1 Ha-
CTarBaeT Ha HEOOXOOVMOCTYU OT/IeIBHOIO VicCile-
ZIOBaHW 3TOrO BOITpOca.

C ero Touku 3peHmns, Jlocckuit, mopeiBasi ¢ KaH-
TUAHCKVM TPaHCILEeHIeHTaI3MOM W JI0KaHTOB-
CKMM SMIIVIPU3MOM, paVKaJIu3upyeT pojib VIH-
Tyuruu B to3HaHUM. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OCHOBHAs
mpobema rHoceostormy Jlocckoro cocront B abco-
JIOTM3alUY y4dacTUsl MHTYUIVK B IIpoliecce I1o-
3HaHUs (Tam xe, c. 150). Cam AcKoIBIOB cUMTa-
eT, UTO MHTYUIMS — 3TO JIMIIb OfHa II03HaBa-
TeJTbHasi popMa 13 MHOXEeCTBa ¥ TIOTOMY 00 MH-
TYUIIUW B YMCTOM BUIIe TOBOPUTH HeT HMKAKOIO
cMbiciia. TakuM oOpa3oM, XOTsI OH M yTBepXK/1aeT
HeIlpeMeHHOe 1 HeoOXofyMoe ydacTue WHTYW-
WM B IIO3HAHWM, HO CUMTaeT OHTOIHOCEOJIOIV-
yeckoe ydeHMe JIocckoro JIOKHBIM ¥ IIPOTUBOpe-
unBbIM. VIHTYUTHBM3M Jlocckoro paccmaTpuBaeT-
csi ACKOJIBIIOBBIM KaK abCOIIOTM3alsl OIHOV M3
IIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVI, a UMEHHO MHTY-
UIAW, YTO peAylupyeT M OrpaHUYMBaeT CIIOX-
HOCTBb 1 pa3HOOOpasie IMo3HaBaTeJIbHOIO OIIbITa.
[TosToMy mMpeas-peasin3M HeJIb3sl CUMUTATh CaMO-
crosaTestbHOM Teopment. Co cTOpOHBI ACKOJIBI0Ba
00BEKTOM 0cO00ro OCyXIIeHus B ydeHnn Jloccko-
T'O CTAHOBUTCS IIPUHIIUII MMMaHEHTHOCTH, IIOTO-
My 4TO, IO MHEHIIO ACKOJIB/IOBa, C €0 IIOMOIIBIO
00OCHOBBIBaeTCsl OoJIblllasg YacTb OHTOJIOTMYe-
CKMX IPpo0JIeM MHTYUTUBUCTCKOV TeOPUM IIO3Ha-
HVIs1, OJTHAKO caM IIPUHITUI — CJIefICTBYE ITOCIIeIII-
HOCTV B CO3[TaHUV TEOPUL.
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the principle of gnoseological transcendence
in intuitivism, given any ontology of space,
would have been to bring in the theory of
ideal space. However, Lossky does not do so
(ibid., p. 155).

He solves the above-mentioned problems
by invoking the idea of gnoseological coordi-
nation, whereby the subject and object are co-
ordinated in consciousness through mutual
immanence. The idea of gnoseological coor-
dination, Askoldov notes, is not devoid of the
principle of mediation which Lossky reduces
to the question of the role of attention in cogni-
tion. Askoldov rejects this solution and thinks
the issue needs further study.

On Askoldov’s view, Lossky, in breaking
with Kantian transcendentalism and pre-Kan-
tian empiricism, radicalises the role of intu-
ition in knowledge. Thus the main problem
with Lossky’s gnoseology is the absolutisation
of the role of intuition in the cognitive pro-
cess (ibid., p. 150). Askoldov, for his own part,
believes that intuition is but one of the many
cognitive forms and there is no point in talking
about pure intuition. Thus, although Askoldov
thinks intuition is invariably and necessari-
ly present in cognition, he considers Lossky’s
onto-gnoseological doctrine to be false and
contradictory. Askoldov sees Lossky’s intui-
tivism as the absolutisation of one cognitive
faculty, i.e. intuition, which reduces and lim-
its the complexity and diversity of cognitive
experience. Therefore ideal-realism cannot
be regarded as a bona fide theory. Askoldov’s
harshest criticism targets Lossky’s principle
of immanence because, he argues, it is used
to ground most of the ontological problems in
the intuitivist theory of knowledge, whereas
the principle itself is the result of haste in cre-
ating the theory.
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5. KareropuanpHas cTpyKTypa
oHTorHoceosnoruu C.JI. @panka

CoBepIlleHHO MHOe pellleHye BOIIPOCOB OH-
TOTHOCEOJIOrMY IpefiaraeT duocodckoe yue-
Hue C.JI @panka. Ero marmcrepckast gyccepra-
s «[Ipegmer 3sHaHMS» (1915) mocssIeHa Hero-
CPeICTBEHHO ITPOSCHEHMIO OHTOTHOCeOJIoriye-
CKMX 3aTPyIHEHUV MHTYUTUBU3Ma, a eT0 COUlHe-
Hue «HemocTioxmmoe» (ommyoimkosaHo B [Taproke
B 1939 1) 3aBepliiaeT OCTpOeHMe KaTeropraslbHO-
ro arapaTa abcosIIOTHOIO Mjeasl-peaIn3mMa.

OtnenpHOE BHMMaHMe cjleflyeT oOpaTuTh Ha
sraHble oTHoeHns Ppanka ¢ JIoccknM. OHM He
TOJIBKO ITpMHA/JIeXaIn K OJHOMY (PriIocodcko-
My HaITpaBJIeHUIO, HO 1 ObLJIM TOBapUIIlaMM, IIpe-
KpacHO 3HAaKOMBIMV C COUMHEHUSAMN APYT ApyTa,
COCTOSUIV B IIepelvcKe, a B SMUTpaLivy Jaxe JIpy-
KIn ceMbsIMI. VI x0TsI ¢ Grorpadprueckorn TOUKu
3peHms JIocckmit MOTr JOCTaTOYHO CYJIBHO IOBJIN-
ATh Ha passuTue Mbiciin dpaHka, 4TO OTUACTU
3acBU/IeTeIbCTBOBAHO B paboTax obomx (PpaHK,
1995, c. 84; Jlocckmiz, 1968, c. 133, 150—151), HeBep-
HO ObUIO ObI cumMTaTh, YTO PUIIOCOd CTal TOIb-
KO IIpofosDKaTesleM Tpanwuiuy, 3amaHHom Jloc-
ckuM'?. @paHK cumTaet, 9To «OOOCHOBaHE MH-
TYUTUBU3Ma» CofiepKaJlo B cebe OTKPBITe CaMOTro
deHOMeHa VMHTYWUIINM, a OHTOJIOTMYECKUEe YCIIO-
BUs €@ BO3MOYKHOCTV OCTaJIVICh HeBbISIBJIEHHBIM.
B I Ipenmere 3HaHMSA» OH IUIIIET 00 3TOM CJlefly-
roree: «H.O. Jlocckun, BripoyemM, caM yKasbIBaeT,
YTO €ro Teopws 3HaHVs VIMeeT B ero IJla3ax JINIIb
“npornienesTryeckoe” 3HadYeHMe, T.e. YTO OH HaMe-
PEHHO OCTaBJIsleT B CTOPOHe VccilefloBaHMe Oolee
ri1yOoKMx ocHoBaHUV 3HaHMs. Takum oOpasoMm,
B HallleM yKa3aHWUM Ha HeJI0CTaTOYHOCTb MHTYW-
TUBU3Ma MbI, OBITh MOXeT, He PacXOIVIMCs C MHe-
HMEeM CaMOro aBTopa 3TOW cucTeMbl» (PpaHK,
1995, c. 106). Mabimu cioBamy, PpaHK MoIaraer,

12Hecmortps Ha To uTo DpaHK 3aHsIICH pa3paboTKOT CBO-
eVl KOHIIENIINY MHTYUTUBM3MA 10cjTe TTosieMuku ¢ Jloc-
CKMM, HEOOXOVIMO yYWUTHIBATE, YTO Ha €ro CTAaHOBJIEHNe
VI «OHTOJIOTVTYECKUVI ITOBOPOT» OKa3aIu BIIVISIHVIE TaKye
MbIcsmTeny, Kak I'éte, Kant, beprcon, Yusbam [Ixenmc,
SIxo6m, T'yccepms m p. CMm. 06 3TOM, Hamip.: (Obolevitch,
2012; OGorteBuy, 2014).
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5. The Categorial Structure
of Frank’s Onto-Gnoseology

Frank offers an entirely different solution to
the questions of onto-gnoseology. His master’s
dissertation The Object of Knowledge (1915) is ex-
pressly focused on clearing up the onto-gnose-
ological problems of intuitivism, and his work
The Unknowable (published in Paris in 1939)
completes the building of the categorial frame-
work of absolute ideal-realism.

Special attention should be paid to the per-
sonal relationship between Frank and Lossky.
They not only belonged to the same philosoph-
ical current, they were also comrades. They
were thoroughly versed in each other’s works,
they corresponded and in emigration their fam-
ilies enjoyed mutual friendship. Although, bi-
ographically speaking, Lossky could have had
a strong influence on Frank’s development,
to which the works of the two philosophers
bear witness (Frank, 1995, p. 84; Lossky, 1968,
p. 133, 150-151), it would be wrong to say that
Frank merely carried on the tradition set by
Lossky."? Frank believed that The Intuitive Basis
of Knowledge discovered the actual phenome-
non of intuition but did not clarify the ontolog-
ical conditions that made it possible. This is
what he writes in The Object of Knowledge: “In-
deed, N.O. Lossky himself notes that his theory
of knowledge has, for him, merely ‘propedeu-
tic” significance, i.e. he deliberately puts to one
side the investigation of the deeper founda-
tions of knowledge. Thus, in pointing out the
shortcomings of intuitivism we probably do
not diverge from the opinion of the author
of this system” (Frank, 1995, p. 106). In oth-
er words, Frank is of the opinion that Lossky’s

12 Although Frank began developing his concept of in-
tuitivism after his polemic with Lossky, one has to bear
in mind that his evolution and “ontological turn” were
influenced by such thinkers as Goethe, Kant, Bergson,
William James, Jacobi, Husserl (cf. Obolevitch, 2012;
2014).



4uTO Teopwist JIocCKOro mput Bevt ee IIPaBVIbHOCTH
HeJoCTaTOYHA Il OOBSCHeHMs CYILIHOCTM 3Ha-
H5, a IOTOMY TpebyeT cepbe3HOV JOPabOTKM.

B xuwure « Ipegmet sHaHMS» DpaHK CTpeMUTCS
OIIpeleINTh OHTOJIOTMYeCKIe YCIIOBUS BO3MOX-
HocTy MHTYMIMKU. CaMy MHTYWUIIUIO OH OIIpere-
JIsleT KaK <«KMBOe 3HaHVe», TO eCTh TaKoe 3HaHIe,
KOTOpPOe BO3HMKaeT HEeOXWIAaHHO, (PaKTM4ecKu
He MOXXeT OBITh BBIpakeHO BepOasIbHO, HO olectre-
4JyBaeT MOCTVDKeHMe coepkaHms rmpeamera (Tam
xe, c. 357—360). Konuenumus, cdpopmynmpobaH-
Has B «[Ipemmere 3HaHMS», pa3BuBaetcs B «Herro-
cTvoxkMoM». Ecrv B iepBovt paOoTe Hapsiy ¢ THO-
ceortormueckmmm mpodiemamy GpaHK 3aHVIMaeT-
cst BoIpocoM BceenmHCTBaA, TO BO BTOPOVI CBS3Ka
Me>XXIly OHTOJIOTMEV 1 THOCEeOJIOr el YIUIOTHSIeT-
Csl VI CTAaHOBUTCH HepasferMont. VimenHo B «He-
IIOCTVDKVMMOM» OKOHYaTeJIbHO yCTaHaBJIMBaeTCs
€T0 CUCTeMa OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMYEeCKVIX KaTEerOPTL.

AHanmm3 Kareropmy OHTOrHoceosiornn Ppan-
Ka — B OCOODEHHOCTM TaKuX, KakK OeucmBumens-
Hocms, npedmemmoe (00vekmubroe) Ovimue, udeass-
Hoe Owimue, 0Oe3ycioBHoe Ovimue (Henocmuxumoe,
peasvHoCmy) Vi MUp, — IO3BOJISET PacKpPBITh Y IOfI-
UepKHYTh (PyHIaMeHTaJIbHble pas3Indus ero MH-
TYUTUBU3Ma U MHTYyUTUBM3Ma Jlocckoro.

CommacHo abcomoTHOMY Ppeanmsmy Ppanka,
MUp B IIpoliecce TIO3HAHWMS IIPeACTaBIISIeTCs HaM
CJIOXKHOV CVICTEMOTA. I‘[pem::e BCEro ero OoIrmchbiBaeT
Kareropus delicmbumeavHocy, 0003HaYAIOMIas TY
4JacTh peayIbHOCTY, KOTOpasl OocBauBaeTcs B IIpO-
1ecce 1o3HaHusL: «“[JercTBuTennbHOe” ecTh — Heo-
IIpefiesIeHHBIVI 110 CBOeMYy 00beMy ¥ rpaHUIIaM —
OTPe30K peasIbHOCTY, KOTOPBII Ha OCHOBAHUM
OIIBITa IIPETHOCUTCS HaM KaK KaueCTBEHHO-OIIpe-
IIeJICHHBINI B ceDe KOMIUIEKC M KaK TaKOBOVI 4Ya-
CTMYHO HaMmM Io3HaeTcs» (DPpank, 1990, c. 265).
[TprueM AEVICTBUTEIIBHOCT OTKPBIBAETCS HEIIO-
CPeICTBEHHO, B MHTYUTVUBHOM ITo3HaHMY (Tam e,
c. 256). ComepxaHne maHHOWM KaTeropum PpaHK
PacKpbIBaeT C TIOMOIIIBI0 MeTadpOPMUEeCcKOro Ipu-
Mepa — HETOYHOW IIMTaThl M3 miepBovt «Kpurtu-
k1» KaHTa: «2DT0 ecTh... “ocTpoB, cO BCex CTOPOH
OKPY>KE€HHBIVI OKeaHOM’, IIpu4yeM caMu Oepero-
Bble OYepTaHMS OCTPOBa He TOYHO OIIperesIeHbl,
a He3aMeTHBIM V1 HeYJIOBMBIM 00pa3oM CJIMBaIOT-
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theory, for all its validity, does not sufficient-
ly explain the essence of knowledge and needs
substantial follow-up work.

In his book The Object of Knowledge Frank
tries to define the ontological conditions that
make intuition possible. He defines intuition
as “living knowledge”, i.e. as knowledge that
appears unexpectedly, actually defies verbal
expression but offers insight into the content
of the object (ibid., pp. 357-360). The concept
worked out in The Object of Knowledge is elabo-
rated in The Unknowable. Whereas in The Object
of Knowledge Frank, along with gnoseological
problems, deals with the question of All-Unity,
in The Unknowable the nexus between ontology
and gnoseology becomes inseparable. His sys-
tem of onto-gnoseological categories is given fi-
nal shape in The Unknowable.

The analysis of the categories of Frank’s on-
to-gnoseology — especially such as objective
reality (deistvitelnost’), objective being, ideal be-
ing, unconditional being (reality, “the unknow-
able”) and the world — can put into higher
relief the fundamental differences between his
intuitivism and that of Lossky.

In accordance with Frank’s absolute realism,
in the process of cognition the world presents
itself to us as a complex system. It is described
above all by the category of objective reality
(deistvitelnost’) which refers to that part of re-
ality which is comprehended in the process of
cognition: “The objectively real, indefinite in its
size and limits, is present before us as a com-
plex which is qualitatively definite in itself,
and as such it is partially known by us” (Frank,
1983, p. 56). Objective reality immediately
presents itself in intuitive consciousness (ibid.,
p- 49). Frank reveals the content of this catego-
ry by invoking a metaphorical example — an
inaccurate quotation from Kant's first Critique:
“The objectively real is an “island surrounded
by the ocean’, and the shorelines of this island
are not well-defined but merge imperceptibly
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cs1 ¢ okeaHoM»” (Tam ke, c. 265). TakuMm obpasom,
€CIIVI OCTPOB — 3TO Ta IIpeIMeTHas 4acTh peaib-
HOCTM, KOTOPYIO 4YeJIOBeK ITOCTEIIeHHO OCBauBaerT,
TO OKeaH — 3TO BCE TO, YTO BBIXOAWMT M3 COCTaBa
IEVICTBUTEIIBHOCT, HO MOXXeT BOVTI B COCTaB II0-
3HaBaTEeJILHOIO OIThITa KAK HEUTO KaAYeCTBEHHO OT-
JIMYHOE OT SICHOVI M OITpeesIeHHOV JeVICTBUTEIIb-
HocTy. HampmmMep, «BHe ocTpoBa» OKa3bIBAIOTCS,
o PpaHKy, Takre PeHOMEeHBI, KaK roCydapCTBO,
00IIIecTBO 1 BCsL 00JIaCTh SBJIEHWVI HAIIerO BHY-
TpeHHero mupa. YunteiBasg 310, PpaHK genaer
CJIEOYIOMIVIVI BBIBOZ, O I'paHMITaX OEVICTBVITEIIHHO-
CTI: «...TO, YTO MBI 30BeM “IeVCTBUTEILHOCTEIO”,
COBCeM He coBIIamaeT ¢ “ObrTreM BoooOIme” v “c
PpeasIbHOCTBIO ... @ eCThb JIMIIIb KaKOoW-TO 0mpe3ox
cyiero» (Tam xe, c. 258). Takovt HeGosIBIIION OTpe-
30K CyIIero MHAMBMYyasleH 1 orpaHndeH. dpaHK
JlaeT eMy xapaKTepHoOe Ha3BaHUe — «Mupok». Co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, HEVICTBUTEIIBHOCT — 3TO caMas
y3Kasl KaTeropus OIvcaHMs peayIbHOCTI B puIo-
codpum dpaHKa, OMMCHIBAONIAS JIUIIL TY YacThb
BCEro COCTaBa PeasIbHOCTH, KOTOpasi ObliIa IIOCTUT-
HyTa OJHVM KOHKPETHBIM CO3HAHVIEM.

Crenyroriert KaTeropveil B IO3HaHUM peajlb-
HocTy, 10 DpaHKYy, SBIISETCS NpeoMemHubll Mup
(ot ke 00sekmubHbLil MUp) — TO, UYTO €CTh CaMO
110 cebe. DTa KaTeropms 3HAYMUTEJIBHO IIIMPe, YeM
KaTeropus JAeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTH, VI BKJIIOYaeT B ceOs
He TOJIBKO KOHKPETHBIVI, MHIVBUYyaIbHBIV OIIBIT,
HO ¥ BCe TO, YTO MOTEHIIMaJIbBHO MOXeT OBITh pa-
LIVOHAJIbHO To3HaHHBIM (Ppank, 1995, c. 358—
359; ®paHK, 1990, c. 255). OHa Or1vke BCero K Tomy,
uro JIocckmit orrperiesisieT Kak AeVICTBUTEIEHOCTb.
W xoTsi BceoObemTIONIEe aKTyaIbHOE 3HaHVe He-
mocTvokMo, PpaHK OuIreT, YTo OeCKOHEYHOCTh
MOTeHIIVaIbHO II03HAaBaeMOro Bcerja IIpuUCyT-
CTByeT B CO3HAHWV ITO3HAOIIEro cyOBbeKTa B Ka-
JecTBe BO3MOXKHOCTV JIOCTPOUTH 3/JaHVE CBOEro
«mpka» (Ppank, 1990, c. 209).

B3 Cp.: «...3Ta cTpaHa OKa3aJach OCTPOBOM, CAMOVI IIPUPO-
ZIOVI 3aKITIOYE€HHBIM B HeM3MeHHble rpaHmipl. OHa ecTh
CTpaHa VICTVHBI... OKpy’XKeHHasl OOIIVPHBIM ¥ OyIIyIo-
UMM OKeaHOM, 3TMM MeCTOIIOJIOKEHVEM VIUIIO3WUV, I7ie
TYMaHBI U JIBJIBI, TOTOBBIE BOT-BOT PacTasiTh, KaXXyTcs HO-
BBIMV CTpaHaMu...» (B 294 —295; Kanrr, 2006, c. 391; ¢ nc-
IIpaBJIeHeM OIIeYaTOK).

with the ocean”*® (ibid., p. 56). That is, if the is-
land is that objective part of objective reality
which an individual gradually comprehends,
the ocean is everything that is not part of ob-
jective reality but may become part of cognitive
experience as something qualitatively differ-
ent from the clear and definite objective reali-
ty. Thus, according to Frank, such phenomena
as the state, society and the whole area of phe-
nomena pertaining to our inner world are “out-
side the island”. Considering this, Frank draws
the following conclusion about the boundaries
of the objective reality: “[...] what we call objec-
tive reality does not coincide at all with ‘being
in general” or ‘reality’ (we use these terms syn-
onymously for the present), but is only a sort of
segment of the all-embracing totality of the exis-
tent” (ibid., p. 51). The small fragment of what
exists is individual and limited. Frank refers to
it as “the little world” (mirok). Thus objective
reality (deistvitelnost’) is the narrowest catego-
ry of describing reality in Frank’s philosophy.
This category describes only that part of the en-
tire reality which has been comprehended by a
single concrete consciousness.

The next category in the cognition of reality,
according to Frank, is the world of objects, or the
objective being. This is what exists by itself. This
category is much broader than the category of
objective reality. It includes not only concrete
individual experience, but also everything that
is potentially rationally knowable (Frank, 1995,
pp- 358-359; 1983, p. 48). This category comes
closest to what Lossky defines as objective re-
ality (deistvitelnost’). Although all-embracing
actual knowledge is impossible, Frank writes
that the infinity of the potentially knowable is
always present in the consciousness of the cog-

13 Cf.: “[...] this land is an island, and enclosed in un-
alterable boundaries by nature itself. It is the land of
truth [...], surrounded by a broad and stormy ocean, the
true seat of illusion, where many a fog bank and rapidly
melting iceberg pretend to be new lands” (KrV, A 235-
236 / B 294-295; Kant, 1998, p. 354, cf. p. 339).
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PanmoHasibHOe 3HaHME — He eIMHCTBeHHBI
TWII 3HaHWMS, JOCTYIIHBIN YestoBeKy. Pduocod ot-
MedYaeT, YTO YeJIOBEeK PaHO WJIV TIO3[IHO CTaJIKVBa-
€TCsI C OIIBITOM 0COOOro XapakTepa, co crernudu-
YeCKVIMM ITepeXBaHVSMY, KOTOPBbIe BBIBOIIST €ro
3a paMKM 3TOr0 «MMpKa». 3adacTyo MX HIpudu-
HOVI CTAaHOBWUTCS TaK HasbIBaeMasi «IIOTpaHMYHAs
CUTYyalVs», HaIlpuMep KaracTpoda VI CMepTb.
Tax>ke OHV MOTYT OBITH CBSI3aHBI C OITBITOM CO3€P-
IIaHMS KPAacOThI MCKYCCTBA MJIV IIPUPOLIBI, C OIbI-
TOM OOIIeHMSI, ¢ MyKaMM JIIOOBV VIV PeJIUT03-
HBIM OIIBITOM™. B MOIOOHBIX CUTYaIMsIX YeIoBeK
MOYKET VICIIBITaTh 0CODOe MppallvioHaIbHOe YYB-
CTBO TperieTa 11 OJIaroropeHMs Ieper], HeITOCTVIK-
MOCTBIO ¥ MHOI'OACIIEKTHOCTBIO TTOIJIMHHOV, JIO-
TMYeCcKV Hell03HABAeMOVI PeasTbHOCTI. DTOT IIPO-
1ecc dpaHK HasblBaeT «aKTOM TpaHCIIeHAMPOBa-
HVs», TO €CThb B3aVIMOIEVICTBIS C TPaHCIIeHIeHT-
HBIM. B HeM uesloBeKy OTKpBIBAIOTCS MIIes MeTa-
JIOTVIYECKOTO eIVMHCTBA Mypa ¥ 3HaHMe 000 Bcex
HMaJIBHEVIIIIX BUIax ObITYSL.

OxgHon m3 KaTeropwyi, OIMCHIBAIOILEV TaKue
BUILI OBITHS, MOXXHO CUUTATE MTOHATHE U0edAbHO-
20 0vimus. CorytacHo PpaHKYy, 3TO WMzey, HeMaTe-
pUasIbHBIE I YMO3PUTEIIbHBIE CYIITHOCTY, OTKPbI-
BaIOIIIVIeCsl B OIIpeie/IeHNI Yero Obl TO HY OBLIO
(Tam xe, c. 269). OHI BHEBpeMeHHBI, CAMOTOX/Ie-
CTBEHHBI, CyII[THOCTHO HeIlO3HaBaeMbl 11 Hepas-
PBIBHO CBSI3aHBI C IIPEIMETHBIM MUPOM, TO €CTh
OHI CYIIEeCTBYIOT M OTKPBIBAIOTCA B IIO3HAHUM,
TOJIBKO OyI1yum B CBS3V C OOBEKTaMM ITpeIMeTHO-
ro ObITHs. VIHTepecHo, uTo PpaHK BhIIETISET U Ta-
KO€ CBOVICTBO MIeaJIbHOrO OBITMS, KaK IIOTEeHIIV-
astbHOCTH (Tam xe, ¢. 273). DTO 03HaYaeT, YTo Mzen
TPaKTYyIOTCd PrIocodoM Kak BCe, UTO MBICIIVIMO
¥ JIOTMYeCKV BO3MOXXHO. Takoe mjieasibHOe ObITre
SBJISIETCS HeyCTPaHVIMBIM 3JIEMEHTOM CJIeTyIollle-
ro BUJIa OBITHS, KOTOPBIV 0003HadaeTcss DpaHKOM
KaK Henocmuxumoe, Viuiv 0e3yca06roe, Ovimiie.

Kareropusi HemocTVDKMMOTO VCIIONIb3YyeTCs B
VIeas-peasiisMe Ij1s 0003HAYeHVsT HepasJIoK-
MOTO, TpaHCpaIMOHAJIBHOIO, HeI03HaBaeMoro,
IIEPBUYHOIO ¥ IIPOCTENIIETrO €OVHCTBA. DTOMY
eIVHCTBY IIPUCYII TakKXe IIpM3HaK aOCOIIOTHO-
CTVL. DTO O3HAYaeT, YTO OHO, BO-TIEPBBIX, CAMOTOX-

“TlogpobHee cMm., Hamp.: (Cementok, 2012, c. 157 —160).
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nising subject as the possibility of completing
the construction of one’s “little world” (Frank,
1983, p. 10).

Rational knowledge is not the only type
of knowledge accessible to man. Frank notes
that man sooner or later encounters experi-
ence of a special kind which takes him outside
the framework of “the little world”. This is of-
ten caused by a “borderline situation”, e.g. a
catastrophe or death. Or it may be connected
with the experience of contemplating beauty in
art or nature, of communication, the pangs of
love or religious experience." In such situations
the human being may experience an irrational
feeling of trepidation and awe in front of un-
knowable and multi-faceted genuine, logically
unfathomable reality. Franks calls this process
“an act of transcendence”, i.e. of interaction
with the transcendent. In the process of this in-
teraction a human becomes aware of the idea of
meta-logical unity of the world and all the fur-
ther types of being.

One of the categories describing such types
of being is ideal being. According to Frank, it
is made up of ideas, non-material and specu-
lative entities opening up in the definition of
anything (ibid., p. 59). They are non-temporal,
self-identical, essentially unknowable and inti-
mately bound up with the objective being, i.e.
they exist and are revealed in consciousness
only when linked with the objects of objective
being. Interestingly, Frank isolates such an at-
tribute of the objective being as possibility
(ibid., p. 62). This means that the philosopher
interprets ideas as everything that is thinkable
and logically possible. Such ideal being is an
indispensable element of the next type of be-
ing which Frank calls unknowable, or uncondi-
tional being.

The category of the unknowable is used
in ideal-realism to denote the undecompos-

4 For more detail see, for example, Semenyuk, 2012,
pp- 157-160.
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IIeCTBEHHO, a BO-BTOPBIX, 00OBeIMHSeT B cebe Bce
Buzbl ObiTig v 3HaHMS (Tam xe, c. 286). V1 ecin
ueabHOe OpITHe, 0 PpaHKy, 001asIasIo mpus3Ha-
KOM IOTEeHITNAJILHOCTY, TO Oe3ycI0BHOe ObITVie OH
Ha3BIBAET «CYIIell MOYBIO»'”, UTO O3HAYaeT ero ab-
COJIIOTHYIO TBOpYecKylo criocoOHocTh (Tam ke,
c. 249). B aToM cMbIciIe OHO SIBJISIeTCS aKTyaJIbHOM
cBODOOION B caMOM IIIMPOKOM IIOHVIMAHWM 3TOTO
aioBa (Tam xe, c. 254). HermocTvoKmMMOCTh Kak Ka-
4ecTBO yKa3aHHOIo eHCTBa prstocod cBs3bIBa-
€T C €r0 MeTaJIOTMYHOCTHIO, TO €CTh HeBO3MOXKHO-
CTBIO VICTIOJIB30BaTh PALVIOHAIBHBIE CIIOCOOBI IS
ero niozHaHus. [Ipu aTom GesyciioBHOe ObITHIE, CO-
riracHO PaHKy, HaJIM4UeCcTBYeT B KaXkIIOM CO3Ha-
HUY ¢ aDCOJIIOTHOV OYEeBUIHOCTBIO U COITy TCTBYeT
KaKIOMY aKTy CaMOCO3HaHWMS. B cTporom cmsblc-
jle GesycsioBHOe ObITie — He cdpepa M He YacTb
peasIbHOCTM, OHO U €CThb pealbHoCHb KaK TaKoBast
(Tam xe, c. 285). MoxxHO yTBep)KaaTh, YTO KaTero-
PUM «peasyIbHOCTB», «De3yCIIOBHOe ObITHEe» W «He-
IIOCTVDKMMOEe» CHMHOHVIMWYHBL M VICIIOJIB3YIOTCS
@paHKOM /17151 0003HaYeH V1Sl KOHKPETHBIX CBOVICTB
OJTHOVI 1 TO e ccpepbl ObITs.

V1 HaKOHe!, ellle OTHA KaTeropysi OHTOTHOCEO-
JIormy abcormoTHOrO peansma PpaHka — Kare-
ropus Mup. DTO HOHATVE OH VICIIONIb3YeT A1 000-
3HA4YeHWs eIVHCTBA BCErO TOIO, YTO WCIIBITHIBA-
eT KOHKpeTHOe ¥ VHIOMBUAyaIbHOe «s». To ecThb
MUP — 3TO COBOKYITHOCTB BCETO, UTO IIPeIMETHO
JaHO JIMOO VICIIBITHIBAETCS BHYTPY CO3HAHM TaK,
UTO «HOCUT XapaKTep HacUJIbCTBEHHO, IIPUHYN-
TeJIPHO HaBsI3bIBAOIIEVICSI MHe peasIbHOCTI» (Tam
Xe, c. 513). @paHK BbIIEIAET Pl KOHCTUTYTUB-
HBIX IIPV3HAKOB MVIpa: MUP HOCUT XapakTep dak-
TUYHOCTY, OH HeIpo3padeH, HE CaMOOYEBVIEH,
a Taxxe Oe30CHOBEH.

Taxvm obOpasom, mHTYUTHMBI3M PpaHKa IIpea-
jlaraeT KauecTBEHHO WHYIO KaTeropraIbHYIO
CTPYKTYpPy IO CpaBHeHMIO ¢ KoHIeriiuen Jloc-

1> DTa KOHCTUTYTVBHAas KaTeropus B yaeHmm Pparka 060-
3HauaeT abCOJIIOTHOCTh PeasIbHOCTV B CMBICIIe ee aKTya-
JIM3VIPOBAHHOV MOTEHIVAIBHOCTY. PeasbHOCTE sBiISeT-
Cs1 9eM-TO Ka9eCTBEHHO MHBIM, YeM COBOKYIITHOCTh BCeX ee
BBIIIIEIIepeUNCIIeHHBIX (popM. PeaslbHOCT — 3TO BCe, UTO
€CTh Ha CaMOM JIeJIe, VI BCe, UTO JIOTMYECKV BO3MOXKHO.

16 Cpepxsammada drutocodpckort cvicteMbl PdpaHKa COCTOUT
B BBISIBJIEHVIVI 3TOV I3HAYJIBHOV peasIbHOCTVI, IIPUYeM pac-
KPBITVIE ee COfIep KaHVIs IIPOVCXOINT C IIOMOIIIBIO OTPWMIIA-
TeJIbHBIX orperierieHu (cM., Harp.: Cementok, 2012, c. 156).
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able, trans-rational, unknowable, uncondition-
al and genuine total unity. This unity has also
the feature of absoluteness. That means that it
is first, self-identical and second, embraces all
being and knowledge (ibid., pp. 72-73). While
ideal being, according to Frank, had the attri-
bute of potentiality, he referred to uncondition-
al being as “existent potency”,”” which means
its absolute creative capability (ibid., p. 43). In
that sense, it is actual freedom in the broadest
sense of the word (ibid., p. 254). Frank derives
unknowability as an attribute of the said uni-
ty from its being meta-logical, i.e. not lending
itself to rational methods of cognition. Uncon-
ditional being, according to Frank, is evidently
present in every consciousness and accompa-
nies every act of self-consciousness. In the strict
sense, unconditional being is not a sphere or
part of reality, but reality itself (ibid., p. 285).
Arguably, Frank uses the categories of reali-
ty, unconditional being and the unknowable as
synonyms to refer to the concrete attributes of
one and the same sphere of being.*®

And finally, one more category of Frank’s
onto-gnoseology of absolute realism is the cat-
egory of “the world”. Frank uses this concept to
denote the unity of everything a concrete and
individual “self” experiences. In other words,
“the world” is a unity or totality that is either
given to me objectively or is experienced by me
inwardly in such a way that “it has the charac-
ter of a factual reality that forces itself upon me
and compels me” (ibid., p. 263). Frank identifies
several constitutive attributes of the world: the
world is factual, non-transparent, not self-evi-
dent and has no foundation.

5 In Frank’s conception, this constitutive category de-
notes the absoluteness of reality in the meaning of its
actualised potentiality. Reality is something qualitative-
ly different from the totality of all the above-mentioned
forms. Reality is everything that is and everything that
is logically possible.

16 The overarching goal of Frank’s philosophical sys-
tem is to reveal this primary reality, its content being re-
vealed through negative definitions (see, for example,
Semenyuk, 2012, p. 156).



ckoro. HecmoTpst Ha TO 4TO Ha3BaHMS KaTero-
P TIOYTHM IIOJIHOCTBIO COBIIAZIAIOT, cofep KaHue
ux pa3nyaHo. Tak, Kareropus IeVCTBUTEIIbHOCTI
y Jlocckoro ommceiBaeT BCIO cdepy MOTeHIIaIbHO
nosHaBaeMoro, a y @paHka — MHAVBUIYaIbHbIN
IIO3HAHHBIN OTPe30K peasibHOCTU. PpaHK cylile-
CTBEHHO Cy>kaeT KaTerOpuIO MeasIbHOroO ObITHS,
€CJIVI CpaBHMBATh ee C TaKoVi e Kareropwmen y Jloc-
ckoro. Eciin y nocsienzero ona oobemiieT u cdepy
OTBJIEYEHHBIX WIeV, ¥ CyOcTaHIIMaIbHBIX [JesiTe-
JIeVi, TO Y TIepBOro MjleasibHOe ObITHe — VICKITIOUN-
TesIbHO ObrTrie naen. Y dpaHKa MOsIBIIeTCs TIOHS-
THe «IIpeIMeTHOro» MIpa, IO 3HaYeHNI0 Hanbo-
Jlee TIOXO)Kee Ha KaTeTOPUIO «IeVICTBUTEIBHOCTE»
B yueHun/locckoro. Y dumtocodos He coBriagaroT
U mpesicTaBleHnsi o OesycioBHOM. [I1g dpaHKa
«DOe3yciIoBHOe OBITVE» — 3TO IIpeXJe BCero rHo-
ceoJiormyecKasi KaTeropus, OTChlJIaromias K Herlo-
3HaBaeMOCTH peasIbHOCTY KaK TaKoBO, a 11y14 JIoc-
CKOTO — OHTOJIOTrMYecKasi, o3Havaroras bora. Ha-
KOHeIl, (PaKTNIeCK IIPOTMBOIOIIOKHBIMY OKa3bl-
BalOTCs Y HUX 3HaueHMs KaTeropum mup. JIocckmii
HasblBaeT TaK OpraHMYecKoe eIMHCTBO BCEro Cy-
mecTBytomiero, a @pank — cdepy BHyTpeHHEN
JKM3HY VHOVIBUYaJIbHOTO «s».

Kareropuanrsnag crpykrypa y ®@paHka n3das-
JIeHa OT I1eJIoro psa mpobdiem dpvtocodprm Jloc-
ckoro. Tak, mepBbIVI OTAeT IpeAIouTeHNe THO-
CeOJIOTMYeCKMM XapaKTepUCTMKaM IIpU  OIlvica-
HVY OOJIBIIVIHCTBA KaTeropuil, OTKa3bIBaeTcs OT
HEKOTOPBIX MeTau3MUIecKX JIOMYIeHU I Iperl-
IIeCTBEHHMKA, HO, IJIaBHOe, IIPU O0OOCHOBaHWM
CBOEro KaTeropuasibHOIO arriapara He VCIIOJIb3Y-
eT CBelleHVe OHTOJIOIMYEeCKMX YCJIOBUI 3HaHMS
K IPUMHONUITY MMMaHEHTHOCTH, O IIPOTMBOpeUn-
BBIX CJIEZICTBIMSIX KOTOPOTO ITUIa peub Bblllle. KaTe-
TOPUM «PpeasIbHOCTI» 1 «HETIOCTVIKVIMOTO» TI03BO-
ns10T PpaHKy OrpaHUYUTH POJIb MHTYUITU B TIO-
3HaHMM, OCTaBUTh IIPOCTPAHCTBO [JIs BOCIIPOW3-
BefleHVs B ITO3HAHWM Yero-TO HaXOJAIIerocs 3a
IIpezieslaMi Hero caMoro, 1 fgaxe JIOIYCTUTb OCO-
ObIVI TpaHCIeHAEHTHBIV IIpeaMeT. V1 Bce ke He-
KOTOpBIE 3aTpygHeHMs OOOCHOBaHMS MHTYUTU-
B3Ma COXPaHSIOTCS M B €r0 YUeHWV, HallpuMep
B CBS3M C TIAHTEVICTMYECKVIMYL MOTVBAaMU U Mieent
0 METaJIOTMTYeCKOM BCEeIITHCTBE.
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Thus, Frank’s intuitivism presupposes a
qualitatively different categorial structure
from Lossky’s theory. Although the names of
the categories are almost identical, their con-
tent differs.”” Thus, with Lossky, the category
of reality (deistvitelnost’) describes the sphere
of what is potentially knowable while, with
Frank, it is an individually cognised piece of
reality. Frank substantially narrows the cat-
egory of ideal being by comparison with the
same category of Lossky. While with the lat-
ter it embraces the sphere of abstract ideas as
well as substantive agents, with the former
ideal being is exclusively the being of ideas.
Frank introduces the concept “objective being”
whose meaning comes closest to Lossky’s cat-
egory “reality”. The two philosophers invest
the concept of the unconditional with different
meanings. For Frank “unconditional being” is
primarily a gnoseological category which has
to do with reality being unknowable as such,
while for Lossky it is an ontological category
meaning God. Finally, the category “world”
has opposite meanings for the two philoso-
phers. Lossky uses it to refer to the organic uni-
ty of all things extant and Frank to the sphere
of inner life of an individual “self”.

Frank’s categorial structure dispenses with
several problems of Lossky’s philosophy.
Thus, Frank prefers gnoseological characteris-
tics when describing the majority of categories,
drops some of his predecessor’s metaphys-
ical assumptions, and, most importantly, in
grounding his categorial framework he does
not reduce ontological conditions of knowl-
edge to the principle of immanence, whose con-
troversial consequences have been discussed
earlier. The categories of “reality” and “the
unknowable” enable Frank to limit the role of
intuition in cognition, to leave room for the
reproduction in cognition of something that

7 For this reason, the Russian concept “deistvitelnost””
was translated into English as “reality” for Lossky’s
conception and “objective reality” for Frank’s concep-
tion. — Editor.
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6. 3akJIroueHme

CraHOBIIeHVe OHTOIHOCEOJIOTYeCcKON IIpobiie-
MaTVKM B PYCCKOM MHTYWUTMBU3ME IIPOVICXOVIIO
IIOo7, CWJIPHBIM BJIMSIHVEM HeOKaHTMaHCTBa. B 1ie-
sioM m Jlocckmit, 1 @paHK CTaBwIv LeJlb IIPeoo-
JIeTb KPUTMUECKYIO (PVIIOCOVIO CBOETO BpeMeHT.
Ocy1iiecTBiieHVe 3TOV 3aa4V HA4aJIoCh C CUICTeMa-
TWYECKOVI KPUTMKM KaHTVMAHCKOIO IIPOEKTa, B paM-
KaxX KOTOpovi ObUIa BBbISIBJIEHA caMa MHTEHIIMS Ha
CONVKeHVe OHTOJIOTMV VI THOCEOIormi. Tak m He
BbIpakeHHasl SKCIUIMIIMTHO 3a7iada Bceyl I1oJieMu-
KW, TI0 CYTW, CBOOWIACh K TOMY, YTOOBI «3arHaThb
B TYIIMK» HEOKAHTMAHCTBO ITyTeM IIOCTAaHOBKN Ta-
KMX IIpo0JIeM, KOTOpble OHO He CIIOCOOHO 3 dek-
TUBHO paspelmnTh. V1 Bce XXe, KaK 4acTo ObIBaeT
B prtocodmy, MOJTyUsIoch He CTOJIBKO pas U Ha-
BCerJla paspelInTb 3aTPyAHeHM: KaHTMaHCKMX
LITYMV, CKOJIBKO J1aTh HOBble OTBETHI Ha CTapble
BOIPOCHI M CO3aTh NPVHIIIINAIBHO HOBYIO Teo-
MO TIO3HAHVIS, Hepas3neIIMYIO ¢ Teopyel ObITHS.

PasperrieHte OHTOrHOCEOJIOTMYECKOVI ITpO0IIe-
MBI y PYCCKMX MHTYUTVUBUCTOB COCTOSIJIO B CO3/1a-
HUM OHTOJIOIMM Ha THOCeOJIOrMYecKoM Dasvice, To
eCcThb PaKTMUeCK! B IIPUCIIOCOOIeHNI MAeV O COo-
craBe OBITVS [IOJ] Te VJIV VIHBIe 3aKOHBI II03HAHIS.
Konrternmsa Jlocckoro, kak m xoHuenuus Opan-
Ka, HauMHaeTcs ¢ MHTYUTUBUCTCKON TeOpUN Io-
3HaHMs, ITpolieMaM KOTOPOVI ObUIM IOCBSIIIEHBI
nepBble (pyHIaMeHTasIbHble PadOTBl 00omXx du-
socodos. Bripouem, Mexpay myOnvKainyert Maru-
cTepckmx padot Jlocckoro n dpaHKa, Kak Obl HI
ObUIM OHM ONW3KM APYT K APYTry MO TeMaTuKe,
IIPOLLJIO JIecsATh JieT. VI xapakrepHo, uTo dpaHK,
BeinycTuBIINM «[ IpemMeT 3HaHMSA» yXXKe 1ociIe oc-
HOBaTeJILHOIO 3HaKOMCTBa ¢ «ODOCHOBaHVEM VIH-
TYUTVUBU3Ma», B CBOeVl paboTe CTaBUT IEJIBIO ITO-
VICK OHTOJIOTMYECKMX OCHOBAHWUI BO3MOXXHOCTW
VIHTYUTWBIM3Ma, TO €CTh IIPOM3BOANT OKOHYATeIIb-
HBIVI CMIHTEe3 BOIIPOCOB THOCEOJIOT MV I OHTOJIOT MV
B paMKax JaHHOVI TEOPUL.

ObpaiieHne K KpUTHUUECKOMY Haciaenuio Ac-
KOJIBJIOBA IIO3BOJIVIJIO OTOOPas3sUTh IIPOOJIeMBI VH-
TyUTUBU3Ma U wpaean-peasmsMa Jlocckoro. Ac-
KOJIBJIOB SKCIUIMITUTHO BBISBUJI ITPOTMBOpPEUNS
OHTOJIOI'MM ¥ THOCEOJIOT MM B KOoHITermi JIoccko-

is beyond it and even to allow for a special
transcendent object. Even so, some difficulties
in validating intuitivism remain in his doctrine,
e.g. in connection with the pantheistic motives
and the idea of meta-logical all-unity.

6. Conclusion

The emergence of onto-gnoseological prob-
lematics in Russian intuitivism was heavily in-
fluenced by Neo-Kantianism. On the whole,
both Lossky and Frank sought to overcome the
critical philosophy of their time. They began
with a systematic critique of the Kantian pro-
ject, thus indicating the intention of bringing
closer together ontology and gnoseology. The
task of the polemic, never explicitly stated, was
to “drive Neo-Kantianism into an impasse” by
posing questions to which it could offer no ef-
fective solution. And yet, as often happens in
philosophy, they did not so much solve the
difficulties of Kantian studies once and for all
as give new answers to the old questions and
come up with a fundamentally new theory of
cognition inseparable from the theory of being.

The Russian intuitivists” solution to the on-
to-gnoseological problem consisted in creating
an ontology on the basis of gnoseology, i.e. es-
sentially adapting the ideas of what constitut-
ed being to certain laws of knowledge. Lossky’s
theory, like that of Frank, begins with the in-
tuitivist theory of knowledge whose problems
formed the subject of the early major works
of both philosophers. However, in spite of the
similarity of their themes, ten years separate
the publication of their master’s dissertations.
Characteristically, Frank, who published The
Object of Knowledge after thoroughly studying
The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, in his book sets
out to look for an ontological grounding of in-
tuitivism, i.e. effects a final synthesis of gnose-
ology and ontology within this theory.

By turning to Askoldov’s critical heri-
tage I was able to cast light on the problems of
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ro. Tax, BBefIeHVe ITPUHIINIIA MMMaHEHTHOCTY OT-
MeHsleT B MHTYUTUBMU3Me JIocCKOro BO3MOXKHOCTB
OOOCHOBaHNS TPAHCIEHAEHTHOCT HEKOTOPBIX
TUIIOB 3HaHV, YTO IPVUBOONUT K Cep ITapaJoKCOB
B TEOPUM OIIYyIIeHWII 1 yYeHWUN O IPOCTpaHCTBe.

Ecyim cpaBHUBaTBE (prtocodpckme KOHLIEIIIN
Jlocckoro n PpaHKa, TO BBISICHSETCS, YTO OCHOB-
Hble OHTOTHOCeOJIOrMYecKye KaTeropum B HUX
COBITAIAIOT JIVIITL Ha IIepBBIV B3I, Pacxoxie-
HVISI HAaUMHAIOTCH y>Ke B CaMOM OIpeie/IeH VH-
TYUIIUM, a TI0 Mepe M3y4YeHUsi TOHKOCTel OHTO-
JIOTUN MfleaI-peali3Ma TOJIBKO YCVIMBAIOTCS.
Tax, Bo-TIepBbIX, KaTeropuaJbHBIN armapar 00o-
ux prtocodoB PopMUPyeTCs ITOCTEIIeHHO, B CBS-
31 C 4eM B paHHUX paboTax, Takux Kak «ObocHo-
BaHVEe MHTYUTUBU3Ma» 1 «[IpemmeT 3HaHMS», 00a
MBICJIUTEIIS TIOJIB3YIOTCS TepMMHaMV, KOTOpBIe
Ho37IHee IpMOOpPeTyT 3HaYeHVe KaTeropuil OHTO-
THOCEOJIOrMN. Bo-BTOpPBIX, HECMOTpPsI Ha CXOIICTBO
OoJIBIIMHCTBA HaVIMEHOBAHWII KaTeropwil, BbISB-
JIAIOTCS CyIlleCTBeHHBbIe OTIMYMS B MIX COHepKa-
HUM. B 9acTHOCTM, COBEpIIIeHHO He COBITAIalOT Ta-
K1e KaTeropuu, Kak OetlcrmbBumessHocms, uoeassb-
Hoe Obimue, peaibHocmy, be3yci08Hoe Ovimue Vi npeo-
memubil mup. B-tperemnx, y dwiocodos cyiie-
CTBEHHO OTJIMYAIOTCA MeTadv3mdecKie KapTUHBI
MMPa, OT KOTOPBIX 3aBUCST CIIOCOOBI 0OOCHOBAHVIS
psAla OHTOTrHOCeosormyeckmx Tesucos. Tak, Jloc-
CKUVI TOpas[o CUIbHee CKJIOHeH K IOCTPOeHWIO
MeTadpM3MIecKMX KOHCTPYKIINIL, TaKMX, Hallpu-
Mep, KaK cyOcTaHIIMaIbHbIe JesTesIV, C TIOMOIIIBI0
KOTOPBIX OH CBSI3bIBaeT MeX[ly coOovi Bce cdepsl
Ob1TIs1. DpaHK, B CBOIO OUepPerlb, BBIBOAMUT O0OOCHO-
BaHVe VHTYUTWBN3Ma Ha HOBBIVI YPOBEHb Teope-
TUYeCKOV CJIOKHOCTH, ITOJIHOCTBIO OTBeprast OHTO-
JIOTMIIO IIpe/IeCTBeHHMKa 11 00OCHOBbIBasI CBSI3M
MeX/Ty TUIIaMy ObITISI THOCEOJIOTMTUEeCKL.

WccaedoBarue noodepxano us cpedcmb epanma
IIpesudenma PO MK-1075.2019.6 «Mex0y Heokam-
muancmBom u cperomero102uetl: npodsema OHmMoeHo-
ceonoeuu 8 Poccuu u I'epmanuu 6 nauase XX Bexa».

7 O pasHMIle B MHTepIIpeTallMy TOHSATUV WHTYWIIUN
y Jlocckoro m ®Ppanka cm., Hamp.: (Bemxapesa, 2016,
c. 148 —149).

P.R. Bonadyseva

Lossky’s intuitivism and ideal-realism. Askoldov
explicitly revealed the contradictions in Lossky’s
ontology and gnoseology. Thus, the introduction
of the principle of immanence in Lossky’s intu-
itivism makes it impossible to validate the tran-
scendence of some types of knowledge, which
leads to a series of paradoxes in the theory of
sensations and in the conception of space.

A comparison of the philosophical concepts
of Lossky and Frank shows that their main on-
to-gnoseological categories only appear to be
similar. Differences emerge in the very defini-
tion of intuition and increase as one delves into
the details of the ontology of ideal-realism.™®
First, the categorial framework of the two phi-
losophers was formed gradually, with the ear-
ly works (The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge and
The Object of Knowledge) both using terms that
would later become categories of onto-gnose-
ology. Second, in spite of the similarity of the
majority of the names of categories, there are
substantial differences in their content. For ex-
ample, such categories as deistvitelnost’ (reali-
ty / objective reality), ideal being, realnost’ (real
world / reality), unconditional being, and ob-
jective being are totally different. Third, the two
philosophers have substantially different meta-
physical pictures of the world which determine
the methods of validation of some onto-gnoseo-
logical theses. Thus, Lossky is far more inclined
to create metaphysical structures e.g. substan-
tive agents, which he uses to bring together all
the spheres of being. Frank, for his part, ele-
vates the grounding of intuitivism to a new lev-
el of theoretical complexity, flatly rejecting his
predecessor’s ontology and grounding the links
between types of being gnoseologically.

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

8 On the different interpretations of the concepts
of intuition by Lossky and Frank see, for example
Beshkareva, 2016, pp. 148-149.
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