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MOEVN OUXTE
B ®NJIOCOPCKUNX YUEHUIAX
PYCCKVMX HEOKAHTVIAHIIEB

JI. IO. KopnuaaeB >

Vuenue @uxme cviepaso 3uauumenvhyo posv 6
CmanoBAeHUU  HeOKAHMUAHCKUX (pusocopckux  npo-
exmoB xax 6 I'epmanuu, max u 6 Poccuu. Ha npumepe
padom b.I1. Bouwecaabyeba, b. B. fIxoBenxo u I'. D. Jlan-
Ya npeonpuHUMAeMCcs NONvIMKa PeKOHCMPYKYUU 1mex
Gauanuil, komopsie oxasaiu udeu Puxme Ha gusocogp-
cKue nocmpoenus pycckux neoxkanmuaryeb. B ucmopu-
K0-(huA0COPCKUX COUUHEHUAX PYCCKUX HeoKanmuanyet
cehopmupobasca  yeA0OCmHBLIL  UHIMEPRPemayuoHHbLI
Konmexcm ¢pusocogpuu Puxme, Komopwlil credyem pac-
cmampubams Kax HeomveMAeMY0 U 3HAYUMYI0 UACD
omeuecmbertoeo gpuxmebedenus. KioueBvimu meroeH-
YUAMU FMUX COUUHEHUTI ABASIOMCA NONbIMKU COAUSUND
yuenue Quxme c pycckoil pusocogpueil, npedcmabumms
e2o cpusocogpckyio cucmemy yeaocmo, bes pasdeseHus
Ha aBmoHoMHble nepuods. mbopuecmba, akyenmupobams
BHuManue HA IMuUeCKoM Xapakmepe eeo ¢purocogpuu,
noouepkHyms 3acayeu Hemeykoeo ¢pusocogpa 8 paspa-
bomxe npobaemvl uppayUoHaIbHo20 U Op. [11s meopemu-
ueckux mpyooB pycckux Heokammuanuef xapakmepHo
ocoboe Brumanue k puxmeaHckum uUeas-peastcu-
HecKUM NOCHIPOCHUAM, AOSULUCHICKOMY NOHUMAHUIO
abcoaromroeo Obimus, nonvimke cHAms npomubopeuue
abcoatommo2o edunHcmba u HAAUUHOU KOHKPeMHO MHO-
sxecmBerrocmu. Vides npumama npakmu4ecko20 pasyma
y Quxme, cmabuias xaroueboil 045 00pasa puxmeanckoil
¢husocogpuu 6 Hemeyxom HeokaHmuarcmbe, nosyUUAd
npodosxenue U OpueUHALbHOe pasbumue U Yy pycckux
Heokanmuanyel. Boviuecarabueb npednpunsas nocredoba-
meavHoe BvlBedenue npaba, eocyoapcmba u xo3aricmba
U3 IMUUECKO20 COOCPKAHUS «HAYKOYUeHUs», SKoBenko
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NEO-KANTIANISM

FICHTE'S IDEAS
IN THE PHILOSOPHICAL DOCTRINES
OF RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIANS

L. Yu. Kornilaev?

Fichte’s doctrine played a significant role in the
emergence of Neo-Kantian philosophical projects both
in Germany and in Russia. This paper proceeds from
the works of Boris Vysheslavtsev, Boris Yakovenko
and Henry Lanz and tries to reconstruct the influenc-
es exerted by Fichte’s ideas on the philosophical ideas
of Russian Neo-Kantians. The historical-philosophi-
cal works of Russian Neo-Kantians constitute an in-
tegral body which provides an interpretative context
of Fichte’s philosophy and forms an inalienable and
significant part of Fichte studies in Russia. The main
tendency of these works is an attempt to bring Fichte’s
doctrine closer to Russian philosophy, to represent his
philosophical system in its entirety without dividing
it into autonomous periods, drawing attention to the
ethical character of his philosophy and stressing the
German philosopher’s contribution to the study of
the problem of the irrational. The works of Russian
Neo-Kantians are characterised by particular attention
to Fichte’s ideal-realist ideas, his logicistic approach to
absolute being, the attempt to overcome the contradic-
tion between absolute unity and the concrete manifold.
Fichte’s idea of the primacy of practical reason, which
shaped the image of Fichtean philosophy in Gertman
Neo-Kantianism, was taken up and developed in an
original way by Russian Neo-Kantians. Vysheslavtsev
made a consistent attempt to derive law, the state and
economics from the ethical content of epistemology,
“the science of knowledge”; Yakovenko suggested in-
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npedAoKus mpakmobams «HayKoy4eHue» Kax yuenue o
KusHu u c6obode, xax ¢pusocogpckoe obocHobanue xpu-
cmuanckoi udeu; Jlawy paccmampubas  pusocogpuro
Duxme 6 mom xe Katoue: kax «Boccmanue MOpaiu npo-
mué meopuu», kax gpurocogpuo c60600sL.

KiroueBble cinoBa: Quxme, Heoxanmuarcmbo,
UppAYUOHAALHOCHIL, HAYKOYUYEHUEe, pycckoe HeOKAHMU-
arcmbo

BBemenmne

Ha pyb6exxe XIX—XX BB. dwtocodpnss Prixre
OKaszaslach B 4YVICJIe KJIIOYEBBIX MEVHBIX «Y3JIOB»,
BOKPYT KOTOPBIX CKJIaJIbIBaJIOCh PycCKOe HeOKaH-
TMAHCTBO®. DTO CBA3aHO KaK C BJIVISHVMEM CO CTO-
POHBI HeMeIIKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB, 3aHTepeco-
BaHHBIX B (PUXTeaHCKOV peBusuu dQuiocopnmn
KanrTa, Tak 11 ¢ IpsIMBIM MHTEpecoM pyccKux pu-
nococpoB-HeoKaHTHaHIeB K yueHmio Ouxre. Pyc-
CKOe HeOKaHTMaHCTBO SBJISeTcs HeoTbeMJIeMO
Y OpPraHMYHOWM YacThlO «PYCCKOM (PUXTeaHbD».
IlepBble TOACTYIIBI K PeIIeHUIO MCCIIeIoBaTe b
CKVX 3a/]a4, BOSHUKAOIIVX B CBA3M C (PeHOMEeHOM
pyccKom dpuxTeaHbl ¥ €ro 3HaYeHVeM /I PasBu-
TUSL pyccKovi pustocodpmm, ObIIIM ITpeCTaBIeHbl
B 2000 r. B KOJUIEKTMBHOV MOHOTpadmm 1of, pex.
B. ®. INycrapnakosa «@wiocodpuss Puxre B Poc-
cum» (Pustocodms. .., 2000), Tae ObLIV BBISBIIEHBI
VI oxapaKTepu30BaHbl OCHOBHBIe 3TaIlbl U op-
MBI pelenimm niaen Duxrte B pycckon q)r/moco-
dun. B MoHOrpadmmt mpucyTCTBYIOT McCileoBa-
HMs, TIOCBAIIIeHHbIe U PYCCKMM HeoKaHTMaHIIaM.
B wactHOCTH, B. A. XKyukoB oOpricoBas KapTuHY
IIPOTMBOPEUNBOrO M HEOIHO3HaYHOIO BOCIPU-
ATV M KpUTUKKN drtocopum Drixte B pycckoM
HeOKaHTMaHCTBe V1 peJINrmo3Hon dpviocodpum Ha
pyoexxe XIX—XX BB. (JKyukos, 2000), a B. B. JTaza-
peB MpeyIoKMII TeMaTUJecKuit 0030p cTarem 13
100MJIeVTHOTO BBIITYCKa Xy pHasla «Borrpocsr dwto-
copmm 1 IICUIXOJIOTMW», TIOMYEePKHYB MX OOIIyI0

* [lepBovt, KTO yKasaJl Ha KJTIOYeBOe 3HaueHMe uiIo-
copvm Duxre mIA pycckoe0 HEOKAHTMAHCTBA, ObUIA
H. A. Imurpuesa (Omurpuesa, 2007, c. 248 —249).
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terpreting “the science of knowledge” as a teaching on
life and freedom, as the philosophical grounding of the
Christian idea; Lanz wrote about Fichte’s philosophy
in the same vein as “the revolt of morality against the-
ory”, as a philosophy of freedom.

Keywords: Fichte, Neo-Kantianism, irrationality,
science of knowledge, Russian Neo-Kantianism

Introduction

At the turn of the nineteenth and twenti-
eth centuries Fichte’s philosophy was one of
the key intellectual “hubs” around which Rus-
sian Neo-Kantianism developed.’ This was due
partly to the influence of German Neo-Kan-
tians who sought to revise Kant’s philosophy
along Fichtean lines and partly to the direct
interest of Russian Neo-Kantian philosophers
in Fichte’s teaching. Russian Neo-Kantian-
ism is an inalienable and organic part of the
“Russian Fichteana”. Early attempts to meet
the research challenges of the Russian Fichte-
ana and its significance for the development
of Russian philosophy were presented in the
collective monograph The Philosophy of Fichte
in Russia edited by Vladimir F. Pustarna-
kov (2000). This identified and characterised
the main stages and forms of the reception
of Fichte’s ideas in Russian philosophy. The
monograph also contains some studies devot-
ed to Russian Neo-Kantians. Thus, Vladimir
A. Zhuchkov (2000) describes the contradicto-
ry and ambivalent perception and critique of
Fichte’s philosophy in Russian Neo-Kantian-
ism and the religious philosophy at the turn
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and
Valentin V. Lazarev (2000) presents a themat-
ic review of the articles in the jubilee issue of
the journal “Questions of Philosophy and Psy-

*The first to point out the key significance of Fichte’s
philosophy for Russian Neo-Kantianism was Nina A.
Dmitrieva (2007, pp. 248-249).



OPVIEHTVPOBaHHOCTh Ha HpaKTU4ecKyro dQurio-
coputo Puxre (JTazapes, 2000). OcmbiciieHMIO
duxTeaHcTBa B Poccum nocsdilieHa Takxke MOHO-
rpadus Jlasapesa, oT/iesIbHBIe IJIaBbl KOTOPOVI OC-
BeIIalOT TPaKTOBKM (PUIXTEBCKMX UVl PyCCKUMM
HeokaHTuaHIlamm (J1azapes, 2006). Csoero pona
IIOIBITKOV PasBUTMS 3TUX HaIllpaBJIeHWUI VICCile-
TOBAHM MOXHO CUMTATh IOKJIAnmbl B. A. ADarm-
HuKa (Abaschnik, 2013), B. O. Kporkosa (Krotkow,
2013) n B ocobenHOoCcTN A. A. VIBaHeHKO (Ivanen-
ko, 2013), mpounTanusle B 2006 r. Ha MexayHa-
ponHoMm DuxTeBcKoM KOHIpecce B l'ajuie-Ha-3aite,
a taxxke craten A. A. Epmuaea (Epmiraes, 2004;
2012) n A.T. JlomoHOCoBa (JIomoHOCOB, 2012).

OnHxako Borpoc o BiavssHUM dpviocodpnm Drx-
Te Ha CTaHOBJIEHMe COOCTBEHHBIX (prIocodcKmx
IIPOEKTOB PYCCKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB, O ee MeTo-
JIOJIOTMYeCKOV pOJIN ISl VICCTIeIOBAaHU «B JIyXe
Kanra» B Poccum ocraercst majionsydeHHBIM. B
IaHHOV CTaTke 5 XOTeJI Obl OCTAHOBUTHCS Ha pac-
CMOTpPeHUM TeKCTOB TpexX PYCCKMX HeOKaHTU-
aHiieB — b.Il. BeimmiecitaBiieBa, b. B. fIkoBenko u
I. O. JIan1ia, 9yTO mIpepIionaraeT BbISICHEHE TOro,
Kakye puxTeaHCKMe MieV ObUIN pelIpOBaHbl
sTMMU purstocodpamMut 11 KaK OHV OBbLIIN MHTepIIpe-
TUPOBaHBI, a TAKXKe — B UeM 3aKJIiodaeTcsl MeTo-
JIoJIoryecKast posib 3TUX UeVl B OPUTMHaJIbHBIX
drT0coPCKMX MOCTPOEHMSAX PYCCKMX HEOKaHTU-
aHIIeB. YKazaHHBIe prtocodbl OyAyT paccMaTpy-
BaTbCd He TOJIBKO M He CTOJIBKO KaK ITpeJiCTaBu-
TeJIN «PYCCKOVI (pUIXTeaHbl», a B IePBYIO odeperlb
KaK ITpesIcTaB/Te IV PyCCKOro HeoKaHTHaHCTBa. B
IIpoliecce vccilefoBaHMs OylleT MoKazaHO, Ha Ka-
KMe VMIMEeHHO HeOKaHTMaHCKMe YepThl MX IpoeK-
TOB OKasaJl BjIvssHMe DyixTe, UTO IO3BOJIUT BIU-
caTb 3TW MPOEKThI B OOMINII HEeOKaHTMAHCKU
KOHTEKCT 3IIOXIA.

b.Il. BeimmrecsiaBiieB:
duxrTe KaK 3TMUSCKUI MIeaIVNCT

OpanM 13 Hanboslee pa3BepHYTHIX VI CHCTEMa-
TUYeCcKUX mccilefoBaHuin gpustocopun duxrte B
Poccrm nHauasma XX B. ctana gviccepranmsa bopu-
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chology” (Voprosy filosofii i psikhologii), stress-
ing their general orientation toward Fichte’s
practical philosophy. Lazarev’s monograph de-
voted to Fichteanism in Russia also has some
chapters on the interpretation of Fichtean ideas
by Russian Neo-Kantians (Lazarev, 2006). In a
way these strands of research are pursued in
the papers by Vladimir A. Abaschnik (2013),
Vladimir O. Krotkow (2013) and especially
Anton A. Ivanenko (2013), delivered in 2006
at the International Fichte Congress in Hal-
le an der Saale and the articles by Aleksandr
A. Yermichev (2004; 2012) and Aleksandr G.
Lomonosov (2012).

Even so, the question of the influence of
Fichte on the development of indigenous phil-
osophical projects of Russian Neo-Kantians and
its methodological role for Russian studies “in
the Kantian spirit” is little studied. In this arti-
cle I focus on three Russian Neo-Kantians, Boris
P. Vysheslavtsev, Boris V. Yakovenko and Hen-
rich (Henry) E. Lanz. I try to identify which of
the Fichtean ideas were taken on board by these
philosophers and how they were interpreted,
as well as considering the methodological role
of these ideas in the original constructions of
Russian Neo-Kantians. I look at these philos-
ophers not solely or largely as representatives
of the “Russian Fichteana” but above all as
representatives of Russian Neo-Kantianism. I
show which Neo-Kantian features of their proj-
ects were influenced by Fichte, and why this
warrants putting these projects in the overall
Neo-Kantian context of the era.

Boris Vysheslavtsev:
Fichte as an Ethical Idealist

One of the most extended and systemic
studies of Fichte’s philosophy in Russia in the
early twentieth century was the dissertation of
Boris P. Vysheslavtsev (1877 —1954) The Ethics
of Fichte. The Principles of Law and Morality in the
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ca Ilerposuya Beitecsiasiiesa (1877—1954) «Otu-
Ka ®uxrte. OCHOBBI IIpaBa VI HPaBCTBEHHOCTU B
cucTeMe TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOM  dutocodpm»
(1914)*. fIxoBeHKO YyKasbIBaeT, UTO IIpeuMYyIile-
CTBeHHOe BHMMaHMe BplecsiaBiiesa obOpaliieHo,
HeCMOTps Ha Ha3BaHMe, K TeOpeTuIecKon uio-
cocpum mozgHero PuxTe, a ee MHTepHpeTalus
VIMeeT HeOKaHTMAHCKVe YePTHL:

...aBTOP IIepeIIoJIHSET. .. CBOIO KHUTY 3KCKYp-
caMM B COBPeMEHHYIO (PpIIOCOdPIIO, TeM caMbIM
3aTyIIeBbIBasl MICTOPUYECKMY MOMEHT U BBIIBU-
rasi — IOJOOHO MapOypICKOVI IIKOJIe — MOMEHT
CHCTEMaTUYeCKNII, YTO OTHIOIb HEe MOXeT CO-
IIeVICTBOBATh OOBEKTVBHOCTY IIPOHVKHOBEHNIS B
drrocodnio PrixTe 1 BO BCSIKOM CIIydae TOJIBKO
YCJIOXKHSET M 0e3 TOro yke CJIOKHYIO ¥ 3aIly-
TaHHYIO 3a/lauy ee aJeKBaTHOI'O W3JIOXKEeHUS U
vcronikoBaHms (SIkoBernko, 2004a, c. 320).

HevictBuresibHO, Belliecsaslies aHamMsupyer
dutocodprro PuxTe B IOCTOSHHOM COOTHOIIIE-
HUWM C HEOKAaHTMAHCKMMM cricTemMamn. Tak, Ha-
IIpyMep, OH IOKasbiBaeT, uTo duxTe 3a740JIr0 10
HeOKaHTMaHIIeB 1 yCIlelllHee, YeM OHM, CMOT OC-
BOOOIVTE TPaHCIIEHAEHTAIbHYIO Prtocoduio oT
IICMIXOJIOTVI3Ma, a BBICIIIMM HOCTVDKeHVeM Duxte
OH CUMTaeT ero OHTOJIOTMYECKOe WCTOJIKOBAHVIe
3TMKM ¥ BHMMaHMe K IpobsieMe MpparioHaIb-
HocT. Kpome Toro, pycckuit dpniocod nompob-
HO aHaJIM3MpyeT pustocodckme ydeHMsT HeOKaH-
tranies [. Pukkepra m 3. Jlacka® 1 1okasbIBaeT,
YTO OHU SIBJISIIOTCS. OPTaHMYHBIM TPOIOJIKEHVIEM
Y paciipeHneM pUXTEaHCKOTrO IIPOeKTa.

IDan BelmecnaslieBa CiemyromniL: pacKpbITh
CYIIHOCTB TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTrO MeTora y Puix-
Te, II0Ka3aTh, Kak O1arozapsi eMy TOT IIpeofiosieBa-
eT cyOpekTmBHBIN MaeanmsM KanTa® 1 kak mpu-

* @uxte ObUIA ITOCBAIEHA TaKXe ero IpoOHas JIeKIu,
npounTaHHas B MOCKOBCKOM YHVBEPCUTETE IIOCIIe Coadi
MarvmcTepcKmnx sk3ameHos (Bsirmeciiasiies, 1908).

> [Toppobree o BimstHUM dutocodpmm Drxre Ha yde-
HUS HeMelKuX HeokaHTuaHieB cM.: (Kopuwmriaes, 2019,
c. 137—138; 2022).

¢ BelmrecsiaBiieB HasbiBaeT (mwiocodpmio Kanra cyObek-
TUBHBIM VeaymsmoM: «KaHT Besne cybsexmubro-udeasu-
cmuyen, Torga Kak drixre mpeogoseBaeT CyObeKTVBHBIN
VJIeaJIM3M U IIPEeO0JI0JIeBaeT IIPEXKIe BCETO B ITUKE U Pajin
oTtukm» (Bermectasnes, 1914, c. XVII).
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System of Transcendental Philosophy (1914).* As
pointed out by Yakovenko, in spite of its title
the dissertation is primarily concerned with the
theoretical philosophy of the later Fichte and its
interpretation reveals some Neo-Kantian fea-
tures:

[...] the author oversaturates [...] his book
with forays into contemporary philosophy,
thus obscuring the historical aspect and giving
prominence — like the Marburg school — to the
systemic aspect, which is not conducive to ob-
jective assessment of Fichte’s philosophy and in
any case further complicates the already com-
plicated and involved task of its adequate pre-
sentation and interpretation [...] (Yakovenko,
2004a, p. 320).

Indeed, Vysheslavtsev constantly compares
Fichte’s philosophy with Neo-Kantian systems.
For example, he shows that Fichte, long before
Neo-Kantians and more successfully, managed
to detach transcendental philosophy from psy-
chologism, considering Fichte’s main achieve-
ment to be the ontological interpretation of
ethics and attention to the problem of irratio-
nality. He also gives a detailed analysis of the
philosophical teachings of the Neo-Kantians
Heinrich Rickert and Emil Lask,® demonstrat-
ing that they organically continued and devel-
oped the Fichtean project.

Vysheslavtsev’s purport is as follows: to
reveal the essence of Fichte’s transcendental
method, thus enabling him to overcome Kant’s
subjective idealism® and show how he moves

*His inaugural lecture delivered at Moscow University
after passing his magisterial exams was also devoted to
Fichte (Vysheslavtsev, 1908).

> For more on the influence of Fichte’s philosophy on
German Neo-Kantians see Kornilaev (2019, pp. 137-138;
2022).

® Vysheslavtsev (1914, p. XVII) describes Kant's
philosophy as subjective idealism: “Kant is a subjective
idealist everywhere, whereas Fichte overcomes subjective
idealism and does so especially in ethics and for the sake
of ethics.”



XOOUT K TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY OOOCHOBaHWIO
CBOOOJIBI, yCTaHABIIMBAIOIIEV (PyHIAMEHT XO351i-
CTBa, IIpaBa ¥ rocy1apCcTBa.

C Toukm 3peHUst pycckoro dwuiocoda, OIIN-
OGouHO mpenAcTaBIATh prtocopuo PuxrTe Kak
«BBIBOZAIIIYIO BCe U3 f», NeAyLIPYIONIYIO «BeCh
HelcYepIiaeMo-pa3HOOOpasHbINl  SMIIVPUIECKUT
MUP U3 eIVTHOTO IIPUHITNIIA, 113 5» (BblIeciablies,
1914, c. 3): cyObeKTUBM3M XapaKTepeH TOJIBKO [IJIs
paHHero 3Taria TBopuecTBa PuixTe, B HO3THUII Tle-
PpUOJT, OH TepsieT CBoe JIOMMHMpoBaHMe. Duioco-
st DuixTe — He CyOBEKTUBHBIN, 8 <KOHKPETHBIN
UJleaIn3M», KOTOPBIVI BCTpanBaeTcs Bolieciasiie-
BBIM B «[IPEBHVIVI MOI'Yy UVVi IIOTOK VICTHHOI'O V/Ie-
ajIM3Ma, He VCCSAKINNM co BpeMmeH ITaTona o Ha-
mx gHent. VI pyccknin npeanmsm Bi. CostoBbesa
n xH. C. H. Tpyberkoro ects MMeHHO TaKowm mjiea-
mm3m» (Tam xe, c. 338).

3apada dputocodpnm, cornacHo Prixre, 3aKIIIO-
yaeTcs B IIOVICKe OCHOBaH I BCSIKOT'O OITbITa, OIlpe-
JleJIsieMOro KaK «CUCTeMa IIpeficTaBJIeHWVl, CO-
IIPOBOXIIAIOMINXCSA YYBCTBOM HEOOXOIVMOCT»
(Puxre, 19930, c. 449). ITogpobHas dopmMyIIpoBKa
0CODEHHO TOYHO OTpakaeT CYIIHOCTb TPAHCIIEeH-
JeHTasibHOro Mertopa y Pduxre, cumraeTr Bpirec-
JIaBIIEeB, TaK KaK ITOKA3bIBAeT CBA3b BHEOITBITHOIO
OCHOBaHM ¥ OIBITHOTO 00OCHOBaHHOrO (Beie-
crasles, 1914, c. 6). TpaHciieHIeHTaIBHBIT Me-
TOf, — 3TO «BBIXOM, 3a npedessv. dakTa» (Tam xe,
c. 31). C passurueM meiciii PuxTe IIPOTUBOIIO-
JIOKHOCTb a posteriori VI a priori TpaHCOpMUpPY-
eTCsl COOTBETCTBEHHO B OIMIO3UIINM «JaHHOe» U
«co3uIaHMe», «ObITHe» 1 «CBODOIa», «paKT» 1 «re-
He3uc» 1 Ap. CBA3YIOMIVIM 3Be€HOM IBYX IIPOTVBO-
IIOJIOXKHOCTEV! SIBJIsleTCs JI0JDKeHCTBoBaHMe Soll,
«ecIt — TO JIOJDKHO»: pa3 CyIecTByeT paKT, TO
TIOJDKHO OBITH ero ocHoBaHMe. «...B Soll cocpenoTo-
YeHBI BCeé MOMEHTBI TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOTO MeTo-
Jla: OHO MCXOOUT M3 dpaKTa, M3 “TIOITHOVI BHEIITHEe
6e3ocHopHOCTN” (VOllige dufsere Grundlosigkeit),
13 HalIeHHOro; IIpM3HaeT 3TO HaWeHHoe IIpo-
Or1eMaTI9ecKMM, CITyYariHbIM, “JIVIITE BO3MOKHBIM
VI IIPUTOM BO3MOYKHBIM I10/], HEKOTOPBIM YCJIOBYEM,
KOTOpOe ellle OTBICKMBAeTCs , ¥ TpebyeT OTBhICKa-

105

L. Yu. Kornilaev

forward to the transcendental grounding of
freedom, which forms the foundation of eco-
nomics, law and state.

From the Russian philosopher’s point of
view, it is a mistake to see Fichte’s philosophy
as “deriving everything from the 1”7, deduc-
ing “the whole inexhaustibly diverse empir-
ical world from a single principle, from the I”
(Vysheslavtsev, 1914, p. 3): subjectivism is a
feature only of the early Fichte and ceases to
be dominant in the later Fichte. Fichte’s phi-
losophy is not subjective but “concrete ide-
alism” which Vysheslavtsev sees as part of
“the ancient powerful stream of true idealism
which has not run dry since Plato to our own
day. Such is the Russian idealism of Vladimir
S. Solovyov and Prince Sergey N. Trubetskoy”
(ibid., p. 338).

According to Fichte, philosophy’s task is to
look for the foundation of all experience de-
fined as “a system of representations accom-
panied by a sense of necessity” (Fichte, 1993b,
p- 449). Vysheslavtsev (1914, p. 6) believes
that this formula pinpoints the link between
non-experiential and experiential grounding.
The transcendental method is “exit beyond fact”
(ibid., p. 31). As Fichte’s thought develops, the
opposition of a posteriori and a priori transforms
itself into the opposition of “the given” and
“created,” “being” and “freedom”, “freedom,”
“fact” and “genesis”, etc. The link between
the two opposites is the ought, Soll, “if — then
must”: if there is a fact there must be a ground
for it. “[...] Soll concentrates all the aspects of
the transcendental method: it proceeds from
fact, from ‘total lack of external grounding’
(vollige duflere Grundlosigkeit), from what is
what is found; it recognises what is found as
problematic, accidental, “merely possible and
then possible under a certain condition which
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HWSI yCIJIOBUTA, VI TeHesvica dpakTa» (Tam xe, c. 22).

OpHom n3 caMbIX IUIONOTBOPHBIX Men Pvix-
Te BeImmeciiaBlieB cumTaeT IMOHMMAaHMe ITPOOIIEMBI
uppaloHaibHoro. OnbITHas JAaHHOCTB, TPeOyro-
I1asi 0OOCHOBaHMS, TPaKTyeTcsl Kak cdepa mppa-
LIVIOHAJIBHOTO ¥ CJIYYalHOrO. «/leViCTBUTEeIbHBIN
MUPp HaM 0aH, HO kax npobsema» (Tam xe, c. 37),
IpyYeM Takas IpobsiemMa, KOTOPYIO HUKaK ¥ HU-
KOIZJa HEBO3MOXKHO PeINTh 710 KOoHIla. Ilperen-
3uro prytocodoB Ha aOCOTIOTHOe 3HaHMe Boiec-
JIaBlieB Ha3bIBaeT JOIMaTVM3MOM: «IIOYTV HY OOVH
BelIKuil pviocod He m3dexar codrasHa cUM-
TaTh CBOIO CMCTeMY 3a pellleHVie MUPOBOV 3arajl-
kv» (Tam xe, c. 115). He m36exxast aToro cobasHa m
@DuxTe Ha paHHEM 3Talle TBOPYECTBa, KOI7Ia JAely-
LIMPOBaJl BeCh OIBIT 113 BO3MOKHOCTM CAMOCO3Ha-
Hus. Belmeciasiies, ipyBofst HuTaTy 13 «OCHOBBI
ecTeCTBeHHOro Ipasa» Puxre: «IpaHcrenneH-
TaJIBHBIN (PYII0COd HOIDKEH JOIYCTUTH, YTO BCE,
YTO €CTh, MOXET CYIIIeCTBOBATh TOJIBKO 0.1 HEKO-
TOPOTO S, a TO, UTO JIOJKHO CyIIecTBOBaTh 114 S,
MOXeT OBITh TOJIBKO uepe3 S» (Puxte, 2014, c. 26),
TOBOPUT, UTO 3TO «HaMXYyZlllee TeuyeHUe B puiIo-
codpvm PuxTe, HaMbOIBIIIee OTKJIIOHEHWE B CTO-
poHy normarmsma! B Takom ocpelrieHMM MBI IIO-
JlydaeM gpKum oOpasel “mypHot MeTadm3mkm »
(Beimrecitasrzes, 1914, c. 118). IlogoGHBI IOrMa-
TU3M, C TOYKM 3peHMs pyccKoro dwtocoda, mpu-
BeJI K OIIMOOUYHBIM CyOBeKTUBUCTCKIM TPaKTOB-
KaM yueHns @Puxre, Hanpumep y Prisa n Korena,
B TO BpeMsI KaK 3TO TOJIBKO OTKJIOHEHVIE OT OCHOB-
HOTO ITyTH, COCTOSIIIETO «6 npeodoseHuu 00eManmi-
yeckoeo payuorasusma» (Tam xe, c. 119) u paspe-
IIeHVV aHTYHOMMY OeCKOHEYHOCTY ITO3HaHMS
JKeJIaHWMs IIPUBEeCTV ero B eIMHYyI0 cucreMy. Ou-
mocodpmsa Puxre sBisgercs pvtocodrent Gecko-
HEYHOTO ITporpecca o3HaHMs, B OCHOBE KOTOPOT
— KaHTOBCKOe yueHUe 00 mee KaKk OeCKOHeUHOM
samave. Takoy OecKOHeUHOV 3amauer ITO3HAHMS
BermecsiaBiies cumtaer duxrtesckoe S «He Tor-

7Cp. y ®uxre: «B KpuUTUUECKON CHCTEME Bellb eCThb TO,
YTO II0jIaraeTcs B SI; B JOTMaTMUeCKOV K€ CHCTeMe OHa
TIpeTiCTaBIIsIeT COOOIO TO, B UeM rostaraeTcst camo S1» (Puix-
Te, 1993a, c. 105).
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is being searched for’ and which makes it nec-
essary to find the conditions, or the genesis of
the fact” (ibid., p. 22).

Vysheslavtsev considers Fichte’s interpreta-
tion of the problem of the irrational to be one
of his most fruitful ideas. He interprets the
givenness in experience that calls for a ground-
ing as the sphere of the irrational and the ac-
cidental. “The real world is given, but given
as a problem” (ibid., p. 37), a problem that can
never be solved to the end. Vysheslavtsev dis-
misses the claim of philosophers to absolute
knowledge as dogmatism: “[...] there is hard-
ly a philosopher who has not yielded to the
temptation of considering his own system
to be a solution to the world’s enigma” (ibid.,
p- 115). This is true of the early Fichte who de-
duced all experience from the possibility of
self-consciousness. Vysheslavtsev, quoting
Fichte’s Foundation of Natural Right: “The tran-
scendental philosopher must allow that ev-
erything that is can exist only for some I and
what must exist for I can only be through an 1”
(Fichte, 2014, p. 26), says that this is “the worst
strand in Fichte’s philosophy, the biggest devi-
ation toward dogmatism. This is a vivid exam-
ple of ‘bad metaphysics’” (Vysheslavtsev, 1914,
p- 118).” Such dogmatism, the Russian philoso-
pher believes, has led to mistaken subjectivist
interpretations of Fichte’s teaching, for exam-
ple, by Riehl and Cohen, whereas it is merely a
deviation from the main path which consists in
“overcoming dogmatic rationalism” (ibid., p. 119)
and resolution of the antinomy of endless cog-
nition and the wish to pack everything in a
single system. Fichte’s philosophy is a philos-
ophy of infinite progress of cognition which is
grounded on the Kantian teaching on the end-
less task. Vysheslavtsev considers Fichte’s “I”

7 Cf. Fichte (2021, p. 222): “In the Critical philosophy, a
thing is what is posited by the I; in dogmatic philosophy
a thing is that within which the I itself is posited.”



Ila OH IIpeojioJIeBaeT JAOrMaTM3M, KOrja CIIMHO-
30BCKYIO CyOCTaHITMIO 3aMeHseT CyOBeKTOM... a
TOI/Ia, Korja IIprsHaeT CyObeKT, caMOcOo3HaHMe —
OeckoHeuHOVI 3a/1auert, maeer» (Tam xe, c. 126).

C Toukm 3peHUs pycckoro dusocoda, 3Ta
MBICJIb COAEPKMT KJIIOUeBble CIIe[ICTBVSA 1)1 IIpaK-
Trdeckot dvtocodpun. Pustocopuss Puxre —
3TO B IEPBYIO oOuepelb STUUECKU WIeasIn3M.
Mnea S xkak OeCcKOHEUHOW 3amaull CTAHOBWTCS
uzieevt aen: «...uoes s IMogoOHa IJIATOHOBY COJTH-
11y ZoOpa KaK IIeHTPY BCero, HO 1 IO COflepKaHMIO
OHa IIPSIMO IPVIPABHMBAETCS K udee 000pa», «Bech
MUP WIeVl KOHIIEHTPUpPYeTCcs AJisl HeTO B 3Tude-
CKOVI MJIee, BCe 3a1a4ui BeAyT K OJHOV VI pelIaroT-
CsI B OOHOV — B DeCKOHEeUHOV 3a1ade MCTMHHO-IO-
6poro» (Tam xe, c. 128). ITpenmer mpen y duxre
€CTh HeUTO, YTO JIOJDKHO OBITh, a 00JIacTh HOJIK-
HOro — 00JIaCTh IPaKTMUUYecKoro pasyma. Takmm
00pasoM, ecyIvt B OCHOBE CYIIIEeTO JIEKUT Wesi, TO
3TO 3HAYWT, YTO B OCHOBE CYILIETO JIEXUT TOJDK-
HOe, 11 ecJIV 3TON upeent Oyndet uaed 5, To 31O Oy-
et JoJpKHoe S, mormkHoe camocosHaHme. Vimest Sl
y @uxTe cTaHOBUTCA OECKOHEYHBIM MOPAJIbHBIM
uneanoM. «[losHaHme ecTh OeckoHeuHasd 3ajava;
HpaBCTBEHHOE JIeVICTBYIe eCTh OecCKOHeUHas 3aja-
4a. B ocHOBe Bcero JIeXXIT BeuHOe Co3VIaHVie, [IBI-
XeHMe K OeckoHeuHOM 1esin» (TaM e, c. 156). Bbi-
ITIeCIIaBlIeB CUMTaET, 9YTO OeCKOHeYHOe [IBVIKeHe
K maeasty ecTb 11t DuixTe cBsiTass OECKOHEYHOCTH,
a He JIypHasi, TaK KaK CBg3aHa ¢ OeCKOHEeYHBIM CO-
sumaHreM. «XopoBoz, HeOecHBIX cdep He eCcThb Of-
HOOOpa3sHOe KpyroBpallleHMe... BCIOAY XWU3Hb U
“pasbumue” B cBeTIIBIX MCTOYHMKAxX ObITHMS, “HO-
Basi KM3HB V1 HOBag 110008 » (TaMm xe, c. 157).

Otudgeckas mpes y PuxTe DOJDKHA OBITH coemy-
HeHa, 110 MHeHMIO BellllecsiaBlieBa, ¢ mjeeit aKkTy-
aipHOM OeckoHeuHOCTV. Omnmpasch Ha TePMIHO-
soruio I. KanTtopa, BeliiiecsiaBrieB okasbIBaeT, YTO
aKTyaIbHasi OeCKOHEYHOCTh — 3TO MaTeMaTide-
ckumt criMBoIT Abcorota. C Toukm 3peHMs Bpirie-
cr1aBlieBa, DrixTe He XBaTMIIO IMEHHO 3TOTO MaTe-
MaTmdeckoro moHsTus. Crcrema Obitusa y ®duxre
COXpaHsieT, TaKMM 00pa3oM, CBOVI TeJleosIoride-

L. Yu. Kornilaev

to be such an endless task of cognition. “He
does not overcome dogmatism when he re-
places Spinoza’s substance with the subject
[...] he does so when he considers the subject,
self-consciousness to be an endless task, idea”
(ibid., p. 126).

According to Vysheslavtsev, this idea has
far-reaching consequences for practical philos-
ophy. Fichte’s philosophy is above all ethical
idealism. The idea of the I as an endless task is
paramount: “[...] the idea of I is like Plato’s sun
of goodness as the centre of everything, but
its content is equated to the idea of good”, “the
whole world of ideas is concentrated for him
in the ethical idea, all the tasks lead to a single
idea and are resolved in the single task of the
truly good” (ibid., p. 128). For Fichte, the object
is something that ought to be, and the sphere
of the ought is the sphere of practical reason.
Thus, if what is is based on the idea, it means
that what exists is based on what ought to be,
and if the idea is I it would be the I that ought
to be, self-consciousness that ought to be. With
Fichte, the idea becomes an infinite moral ide-
al. “Cognition is an endless task; moral action
is an endless task. Eternal creation, movement
to an infinite goal is the basis of everything”
(ibid., p. 156). Vysheslavtsev considers end-
less movement toward the ideal to be a sacred
and not a bad duty because it involves endless
creation. “The round dance of the heavenly
spheres is not monotonous circling [...] every-
where life and “development’ are in the bright
sources of being, ‘new life and new love””
(ibid., p. 157).

In Vysheslavtsev’s opinion, Fichte’s eth-
ical idea should be married to the idea of ac-
tual infinity. In Georg Cantor’s terminology,
actual infinity is the mathematical symbol of
the Absolute. This is the concept Vysheslavt-
sev believes Fichte missed. With Fichte, then,
the system of being remains based on the tel-
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CKUVI OpUHIIUI — OecKoHeYHOe [I0JDKeHCTBOBa-
HWeE, V1 BeCh MVIp SIBJII€TCS IIPVMepPOM aKTyasIbHOV
GeckoneuHocT. JKM3HB B a0COIIOTHOM, Iepe-
KVMBaHMe eVHCTBa C HUM eCTb JIF000Bb. «/110006b
ecTh MppallroHasIbHOe eIMHCTBO bora m uesose-
Ka», JII000Bb — «addekT ObrTrs» (Tam xe, c. 203).
briaropapst aTomy «addexTy» naes nodpa pacrpo-
CTpaHsieTCs Ha Bcex JIIofiert Bcex BpeMeH. «..Teppu-
TOpMel ee IIapCTBa ¥ CPOKOM ee ITpaBjieHs Oyer
akmyaavHas beckoneurocme» (Tam xe, c. 209).

Eme omHOV 0COOEHHOCTBIO MHTepHIpeTalumn
BerrrecitaBrieBeiM  dprtocodpumt Duixte sBIIgETCS
yKasaHMe Ha HeoOXOOVMOCTb Oojslee yrIi1yOsieH-
HOVI peas3alluyl JIVaJIeKTIYeCKOro KOMIIOHEeH-
Ta. ABCOITIIOTHOE — €AMHCTBO JIByX Iap: CyObekTa
1 00BbeKTa, PaliOHaIbHOrO M MppallyiOHaJIbHOTO.
Perrtennie mpobsieMbl COOTHOIIEHMsI CyObeKTa 1
oObeKkTa Bellllec/aBIieB BUANT B €IVIHCTBE IIPOTH-
BOITOJIOKHOCTeVL. [IyarteKTiraecKasi CBSI3b CyObeKTa
7 0ObeKTa BO3MOXKHA Yepe3 TO JKe IOHSTIE aKTy-
anpHOV OeckoHeuHoCTH. [To3HaHMeE, Kak IIpaBIIIo,
OCHOBBIBAeTCsl Ha IPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHNN CyOBbeK-
Ta 11 00BeKTa M IIOCIIeYIOIeM IIPVBeIeH ITperl-
CTaBJIeHM1I CyObeKTa IIOCPeICTBOM pasyMa B COOT-
BETCTBME C sBJIEHUSMIU OOBeKTa. BrellecsiabrieB
yTBepXIaeT, UTO eIMHCTBO CyObekTa M oObeKTa
VIMeeT MeCTO KaK Ha JI0II03HaBaTeIbHOM Tarle Io-
3HaHWs, TaK U B pe3ysibTaTe Mo3HaHM: «B Hero-
HSTHOM VppalMoHaJIbHOM, OecIipesie/TbHOM OHU
TOXIeCTBeHHBI, 00 OCTalOTCsl Heolperle/leHHbI-
MU, HeinddepeHITPpOoBaHHBIMIY; B IIOHATOM, 3a-
BepPIIIEHHO-PAIIIOHAJIBHOM — OHW TOXIIeCTBEeH-
HBI, 10O COCTaBJISIOT MOAMMUKAIINIO eIMHOrO,
vcTuHHO-cy1ero» (Tam xe, c. 257). CyObekT Bcer-
fJa mpeOblBaeT B aKTyaJIbHOM OeCKOHEYHOCTU
oOBeKTa 1, cjleloBaTeIbHO, Beerzla B HeM U TOX-
JleCTBeHeH eMy. YCTaHOBKa Ha [yajieKTideckoe
eIVHCTBO CyOBbeKTa 1 00beKTa IIPOXOINUT, C TOUKN
3peHus BeliieciaslieBa, yepes BCIO cucTeMy u-
nococpum PuxTe: «...B CTPOEHUN MpaMOp IIPUHH-
MaeT popMy CyOBeKTMBHBIX 00pa30B XyI0KHMKA,
B 3TWYECKOM JIEVICTBUV OOBEKTVUBHBIVI MUP IIPU-
HUMaeT dopMy xestaHHOM Hesv» (Tam xe, c. 260).
[yajiekTdecKoe eIVHCTBO HAOJIIOIaeTcs 1 B My-
3bIKAJIPHOVI 3CTETUKE:

eological principle, i.e. endless oughtness, and
the whole world is an example of actual infin-
ity. Life in the absolute, the experience of uni-
ty with it is love. “Love is an irrational unity of
God and human being”, love is “an affect of
being” (ibid., p. 203). Thanks to this “affect” the
idea of good spreads to all people at all times.
“The territory of its domain and the time of its
reign is actual infinity” (ibid., p. 209).

Another feature of Vysheslavtsev’s inter-
pretation of Fichte’s philosophy is his empha-
sis on the need for a deeper implementation
of the dialectical component. The absolute is
a unity of two pairs: subject and object, the
rational and the irrational. The subject and
object problem, Vysheslavtsev argues, is the
unity of opposites. The dialectical connec-
tion between subject and object can be effect-
ed through the same concept of actual infinity.
Cognition is, as a rule, based on contrasting
subject and object, followed by reason bring-
ing the subject’s representations in line with
the manifestations of the object. Vysheslavtsev
claims that the unity of subject and object ex-
ists at the pre-cognitive stage as well being
a result of cognition: “in the bewildering ir-
rational and infinitude they are identical for
they remain indeterminate, undifferentiated;
in the understandable, completely rational
they are identical for they are a modification
of the single, the truly existing” (ibid., p. 257).
The subject always resides in the actual infin-
ity of the object and consequently is always
within it and identical to it. The idea of dia-
lectical unity of subject and object, according
to Vysheslavtsev, runs through the whole sys-
tem of Fichte’s philosophy: “[...] in a building
marble assumes the form of the artist’s sub-
jective images, in an ethical act the objective
world takes the shape of the coveted goal”
(ibid., p. 260). One observes dialectical unity in
musical aesthetics:
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Yo s cirymiaro B My3biKe? Moo, MHOW0 COTKaH-
HYIO TapMOHMIO 3BYKOB, WIV TaMHCTBEHHYIO rap-
MoHMIO ObrTV? Hu TO, Hu ipyTroe, IIOTOMY 4TO U
TO, U APYyTroe: B TapMOHUM OBITHS 5 Y3HAIO CBOIO
TapMOHMIO, B CBOENl TapMOHMN S IIepeXVBaIo
TapMOHMIO OBITHSL. 371eCh, 11 OBITh MOXET TOJIBKO
3[1eCh, s VI He 5, Moe VI He Moe CJIVIBAIOTCS Bcelle-
710. B cosepriaHmM KpacoTsl 3Be3THOro HeOa, B
YCIIBIIIIAHHOV TApMOHMY HeOeCcHBIX cdep mcUe-
3aeT pasgBOEHHOCTH ayxa u mpuponsl (Tam xe,
. 261 —262).

Vpes axTyasbHOVI OeCKOHEYHOCTV, BBISIBJIEH-
Has B ygeHun Puixte, no3posisieT BrleciasiieBy
000CHOBaTh BO3MOXXHOCTE ¢BOOOIBL. COoOTHOCS 3a-
KOH 11eJ1eCOO0pa3HOCTII M 3aKOH IIPUYMHHOCTY,
BelirecstaBiieB IIpoTMBONOCTABIISET 3TUKY CBOOO-
OBl VI 3TMKY HaTypaymsMa. Kak BO3MOXHO cBO-
OorHOe JIeVICTBYIE B MVIpe OIbITa, €C/IN BCe B HEM
NpUYMHHO 00yciioBieHo? CBoOomHOe AevicTBIe
BO3MOXXHO, TaK KaK eCThb YCJIOBME BO3MOXXHOCTV
cBobozpl. [IpupomHas HeoOXOomMMOCTh He eCTh
JIeVICTBYIe, HO M He eCTh ero YHUUTOXeH!e, OHa
eCTb yCJIOBUe ero BO3MOXXHOCTH. Ecint Tak, To ru-
roTe3a cBoOoIbI He OesyMHa. «CBoOOIHAsS U Ile-
JlecooOpasHas [1esiTeJIbHOCTh He OTPUIlaeT IIpu-
YMHHOCTY, a COHEPXWUT ee B cebe KaK yCJIOBMe
cBoeit BosMOXHOCTI» (Tam ke, c. 291). Beicimim
NPVHLNII 3TUKM — aKTyaJIbHO OecKOHeuHasl Cu-
cTeMa B3aMMOIEVICTBUS CBOOOTHO-pa3yMHBIX MH-
OVIBUOYaJIbHOCTEV, a XO34VICTBO, ITPaBO ¥ TOCY-
JIapCTBO — YCJIOBYMS KOHKPETHOI'O BOIUIOIIEHNS B
Mupe OOIIMHBI CBOOOIHBIX CyIriecTB. DrixTe BIIe-
TaeT TOCYAapCTBO B CHCTEMY YHMBEPCaIbHOV 3TH-
K1® 11 B KOHIIe KOHIIOB B CVICTEMY BCSIKOTO OBITVAS
BOOOIIIe. BrlcImiert ero crymneHso 11 Bermrecsias-
1leBa Oy7ieT KOHKpeTHas CucTeMa VHIVBUIyalb-
HOCTeVl «KakK XmBas pvsa boxecTsa, kak oOpa3 1
nonobme boxee» (Tam xe, c. 437).

8B Cosee panuen cratbe «I[IpaBo 1 Mopasib» Brirecsas-
IIeB aHAIM3MPYeT W KPUTUKYET 3TUKO-IIPABOBYIO KOH-
menmyro rosgHero drxre, HO B MUTOre HMPVCOEIVIHIETCS
K €ro 03I, 3aKJII0YAIOIIeVICS B «MOpaIM3aIii IIpa-
Ba» (Wischeslavzeff, 1912), xoTst M ¢ M3BeCTHBIMM OTO-
BOPKaMJ, KaK 3TO IIOKa3bIBaeT B CBOEV PEKOHCTPYKIINN
royteMuky BerecrtaBrieBa ¢ @nxre, a Taxke Haropma ¢
Bermecrnasriessim TO. Itonbriertepr  (LLTonbrentepr,
2010; Stolzenberg, 2024).
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What do I hear in music? The harmony of
sounds woven by myself or the mysterious
harmony of being? Neither one nor the other
because it is both: in the harmony of being I
recognize my own harmony and in my own
harmony I experience the harmony of being.
Here, perhaps only here, I and non-I merge
into one. In watching the beauty of the starry
sky, in hearing the harmony of the spheres the
duality of spirit and nature disappears (ibid.,
pp. 261-262).

The idea of actual infinity which Vysheslav-
tsev finds in Fichte’s doctrine enables him to
ground the possibility of freedom. Conjoin-
ing the law of purposiveness and the law of
causality, Vysheslavtsev contrasts the ethics
of freedom and the ethics of naturalism. How
is free action possible in the world of experi-
ence where everything is causally conditioned?
Free action is possible because of the possibil-
ity of freedom. Natural necessity is not an act,
but neither is it impossible, it is the condition
of its possibility. If so, the hypothesis of free-
dom is not insane. “Free and purposive activity
does not negate causality, but contains it with-
in itself as the condition of its possibility” (ibid.,
p. 291). The highest principle of ethics is the ac-
tually infinite system of interaction among free-
ly reasonable individuals and economics, law
and the state are conditions of their concrete
embodiment in a community of free individu-
als. Fichte weaves the state into the system of
universal ethics® and ultimately into the system
of any being in general. For Vysheslavtsev its
highest stage would be a concrete system of in-
dividuals “as a living vestment of Divinity, as
an image and likeness of God” (ibid., p. 437).

8In an earlier article “Right and Morality” (“Recht und
Moral”) Vysheslavtsev analyses and critiques the ethi-
cal-legal concept of the later Fichte, but ends up agreeing
with his position that “moralises right” (Wischeslavzeff,
1912), albeit with known reservations, as witnessed by
Stolzenberg’s reconstruction of his polemic with Fichte
as well as Natorp’s polemic with Vysheslavtsev (Stol-
zenberg, 2010; 2024).
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OpurnHaaIbHOCTB MHTepIpeTanyy Beiecsias-
1eBbIM rtocodckoro 1yt PrixTe 3aKIrO9aeTCs
B €ro IOMBITKe JOCTPOUTh PVIIOCOPCKYIO CHCTe-
My HeMelKoro dpmstocoda. Heobxonmmeim marom
IUIS JIOTMYEeCKOrO 3aBepIleHmsl cucreMbl Duxre
BeiiecsiaBiieBy 1pericTaBIisieTcs IIposCHeHMe T10-
HSTUS aKTyaJIbHOV OeCKOHEYHOCTV, KOTOpoe Y
camoro Hemelkoro duiocoda IIpUCyTCTBYeT, HO
HesIBHO. BplIlleciiaBiieB, ¢ OJHOV CTOPOHBI, ITOKa-
3bIBa€T Y30CTh TOUKM 3peHMUs], TpaKTyolen u-
socodpmio PrixTe Kak CyObeKTMBHBIN MeaInsM,
C Ipyrom — JeMOHCTPUpPYeT ee OHTOJIOrMYecKyie
BO3MOXKHOCTY, 3aKJIIOdarolyecss B yCTpaHeHWUN
KpalHMX OOBEKTMBUCTCKUX U KpPaHUX CyObek-
TUBUCTCKMX TPAKTOBOK CyOBEKT-OOBEKTHOTO OT-
HOIIIeH V.

b. B. JIkoBeHKO:
PDuxTe KaK KpUTUMYIECKUM MaeaancT

Cpenm pabot pycckmx ¢pniocodoB, ITOCBSIIIEH-
HBIX (PrII0cOPCKON KiIacCHUYecKoV MBICIIV, B Ha-
4gasie XX B. 0cob0e MeCTO 3aHMMaJIVI COUVTHEHVIS
bopuca BanenTunosinua fkosenko (1884—1949), B
4ycITe KoTopeix Onorpadus @uxre (1916), mHOTO-
4yicIIeHHbIe ITlepeBofIbl ero paboT, a TakKe JeTrIpe
crarby 1914 1., ipry poYeHHBIe K CTOJIETUIO CO JIHS
CMepTU HeMeLIKoro dmstocoda: Tpy TeKcTa oO1re-
ro xapakrepa («Voranx [oTmb ®uxre», «/loranx
ToTnb Puixre (K CTOJIETHUIO CO JTHS €r0 CMePTN)»,
«OcHOBHast wmpesl TeopeTudeckon durtocodpun
V.T. @uxre») 1 oouH — cucTeMarndeckoro («Ha-
yKOyueHMe (OIBIT MCTOPUKO-CUCTEeMATIYeCcKOro
VICCTIENIOBAHMS)»). B COBOKYITHOCTM [JaHHBIE TeK-
CTBI POPMUPYIOT OPUTMHAIBHYIO UCTOPUKO-PU-
JI0COCKYIO MO3UINIO SIKOBEHKO B OlLleHKe yue-
Hus Duxre’.

OO TOH BOCITpUATIS PyCcCKMM prstocopom
maHOCTU U dpustocopum PrixTe XOPOILIO OTpa-
JXeH B ero peun «OcHOBHasl ues TeopeTnIecKo

? 3HauMTeIIPHOE KOIMYEeCTBO paboT SIkoBeHKO 0 DuxTe
OOy KIasIv vicciiefioBaTesIert K 0000ITeH IO eTo o3I
Cwm., manipmmep, (XKyuxos, 2000; JTasapes, 2000; Epmiraes,
2000; 2004; JTomoHOCOB, 2012).

The originality of Vysheslavtsev’s interpre-
tation of Fichte’s philosophical path is in his
attempt to complete the German philosopher’s
philosophical system. He believes that a nec-
essary step toward that end is clarification of
the concept of actual infinity which Fichte im-
plies. Vysheslavtsev, on the one hand, reveals
the narrowness of the view which interprets
Fichte’s philosophy as subjective idealism and,
on the other hand, demonstrates its ontological
potential because it dispenses with extreme ob-
jectivist and extreme subjectivist interpretations
of the subject-object relationship.

Boris Yakovenko:
Fichte as a Critical Idealist

In the early twentieth century prominent
among the works of Russian philosophers de-
voted to classical philosophical thought were
the works of Boris V. Yakovenko (1884 —
1949), including a biography of Fichte (1916),
numerous translations of his works as well as
four 1914 articles timed for the centenary of
Fichte’s death: three texts of a general charac-
ter — “Johann Gottlieb Fichte”, “Johann Got-
tlieb Fichte (on the Centenary of His Death)”,
“The Main Idea of the Theoretical Philosophy
of J. G. Fichte” — and one systematic text “The
Science of Knowledge (Attempt at a Histori-
cal-Systematic Study)”. Together, these texts
constitute an original historical-philosophical
position in assessing Fichte’s doctrine.’

The general tone of Yakovenko’s perception
of the personality and philosophy of Fichte is
well reflected in his speech, “The Main Idea

? The sheer number of Yakovenko’s works about Fichte
prompted researchers to react to his position. See, for
example, Zhuchkov (2000), Lazarev (2000), Yermichev
(2000; 2004) and Lomonosov (2012).
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dvtocodpum V1. T. @uxre», mpountanHom B 1914 1.
Ha TOP)KeCTBeHHOM 3aceflaHn MOCKOBCKOIo Iicu-
XOJIOTTYeCKOro olIIecTBa, IOCBAIIeHHOM MaMAT
®uxre. SIKOBEHKO CTaBUT ero ¢pnsIocoduio B 1oJI-
HYIO 3aBVCMMOCTb OT ero JIMYHOCTY, IIOBTOPHs B
IaHHOM CiTydae MbICIb camoro Puxre. duxre
171 SIKOBEHKO OJIUIIeTBOPSIeT eQVIHCTBO ueJioBe-
Ka 1 dpwiocodckoro yueHns o a"aizorum c Co-
kparoMm''. Errte Gosiee cryIbHBIM II0 cBOeMy T1adpo-
Cy yTBepXIleHMreM pycckoro dpusocoda sBisgeTcs
ycraHoBJIeHue cBsa3u Mexay CokparoM, XpricTom
n Duxre:

Mbo pevicrBurennsHo Puxte man dpwiocod-
CKM-CHICTeMaTNYecKoe M3JIOKeHVe TOMY, YTO Y
Cokpara 1 mepeXxmsasiock 1 ObUIO JaHO B BUIe
dwrocodckoro nyasora, prIocodcKor Maries-
TUKW, a Y XPUCTa BUIWIOCH B IIPOIIOBENb eVi-
CTBEHHOTO IIpeoOpa3oBaHMs ANV YejloBeKa U
uestopevecTBa. Haykoyuenue Puxme ecmv mema-
¢husuneckas paspabomxa Xpucmuanckoeo yoexoe-
Hus 6 deiicmBenHocmuy UCmuHs. U 6 UCUHHOCHIU
nooaunHo2o Oeicmbus. Haykoyuenue @uxme ecmob
nepBoe nodAUHHO cnekyasamubroe obocHoBanue xpu-
cmuarckou udeu (SlkoBeHko, 20046, c. 205 —206).

B cBoeM WMCTOPUKO-CHCTEMATITYECKOM VICCIIe-
noBaHUM crcTeMbl DuxTe SKOBEHKO HaeT ITOmd-
PpOOHBIVT 0030p dYeThIpex «HauepTaHWUI» Hay-
koyueHMs'?. HemocTaToK COBpeMeHHBIX —eMy
yccrieiopaHmm 1o pustocodpun Puxrte pyccKum
dwtocod BUIeT B HEOOOCHOBAHHO IIOBBIIIIEHHOM
BHVIMAHUM K II€PBOMY IIepUOIy TBOpYeCTBa He-

10 «Kakyto K10 prtocodmio BEIOEPET, 3aBUCUT TI03TOMY OT
TOTO, KaKOVI KTO UeJIoBeK, 100 dprmrocodckast cucreMa —
He MepTBas yTBapb, KOTOPYIO MOXKHO OBUIO OBI OTKITA/bl-
BaTh WIM OpaTh IIO XKeJIaHMIO; OHa OfylleBJleHa IyIIou
4eJIoBeKa, 00JIaIaroIIero exo. [IpsOIIpivt OT IpupOIE! VTN
pacciTaOiIeHHBIN U MCKPUBIIEHHBIV Iy XOBHBIM PaOCTBOM,
Y4eHOV POCKOIIIBIO VWIM TIIeC/IaByeM XapaKTep HUKOITa
He BO3BBICUTCA 110 MaeaymsMa» (Puxte, 19930, c. 460).

! CpaBrenmne @uxre ¢ CokparoM Bcrpedaercs 1 y Jlania
(/Tarn, 191406, c. 84).

12 SIkOBEHKO BBIOMpPAET 13 MHOTOYVICIIEHHBIX BAPVAHTOB U
mopaboTok mpoexTa duxre «Haykoyuerms» 1794, 1801,
1804 rr. B mepBoe «HadepTaHMe» SIKOBEHKO BKJIIOYAET
«CobcTBeHHBIe pa3MBIIIUIEHNS 00 3JIeMeHTapHOV PWIo-
copvm» m «IIpakrmaeckyio dprtocodrro» (1793/1794).
ITopobnee cm.: (JTazapes, 2000, c. 272 —273).
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of the Theoretical Philosophy of J.G. Fichte”,
delivered in 1914 at a session of the Moscow
Psychological Society in memory of Fichte.
Yakovenko attributes his philosophy totally
to his personality, as did Fichte himself."* For
Yakovenko, Fichte embodies the unity of a hu-
man being and his philosophical teaching by
analogy with Socrates.” In a still more power-
ful statement the Russian philosopher likens
Socrates, Christ and Fichte:

For Fichte did indeed present in a
philosophically systematic way what Socrates
experienced and presented in the form of
a  philosophical dialogue, philosophical
maieutics and by Christ in the preaching of
active transformation of the soul of the human
being and humanity. Fichte’s science of knowledge
is a metaphysical elaboration of the Christian
conviction that the truth is effective and genuine
action is true. Fichte’s science of knowledge is the
first truly speculative grounding of the Christian
idea (Yakovenko, 2004b, pp. 205-206).

In his historical-systematic study of Fichte’s
system Yakovenko dwells on four versions of
the science of knowledge.'” He considers it to
be a shortcoming of contemporary studies of
Fichte’s philosophy that they pay an undue
share of attention to the first period of Fichte’s
work and see the second period as a departure

10 Cf. “What sort of philosophy one chooses depends,
therefore, on what sort of man one is; for a philosophical
system is not a dead piece of furniture that we can reject
or accept as we wish; it is rather a thing animated by
the soul of the person who holds it. A person indolent
by nature or dulled and distorted by mental servitude,
learned luxury and vanity will never raise himself to the
level of idealism” (Fichte, 1982, p. 16).

"Lanz (1914b, p. 84) also compared Fichte to Socrates.
2’Yakovenko chooses from among the many variants
of and additions to Fichte’s “Science of Knowledge”
project of 1794, 1801 and 1804. He includes in the first
version “My Own Thoughts about Elementary Philoso-
phy” and “Practical Philosophy” (1793/1794). For more
detail see Lazarev (2000, pp. 272-273).



JI.1O. Kopnunaes

MeIIKoro ¢rstocoda 1 TPaKTOBKe BTOPOTO Iepro-
71a KaK OTXo7ja OT IIepBOHAYAJIBHOTO ITPOeKTa. SIKo-
BEHKO C 3TVM KaTeropuyecky He coIlalliaeTcs U B
CBOEM ITOFIpOOHOM 0030pe YeThIpeX BapaHTOB Ha-
YKOyYeHMsI CTPEMUTCS TT0Ka3aTh Hepa3pbIBHOCTb
IBYX Ilepronos TBopuecTBa PDuxTe, YCIIOBHOCTDH
3TOrO [IeJIeHWsI, CJIOKMBIIIETOCS B VICTOpPMOrpa-
Jum: «...eunomesa o 06yx nepuodax 0oaxHa Ovimb
ocmaBaena, i Ha ee MeCTO JOJIKHO OBITh II0CTaBJIe-
HO Kakoe-HMOyb Ipyroe TOJIKOBaHMe, obecriedn-
Barolriee 3a PrixTe eAMHCTBO yueHMs» (SIKoBeHKO,
2004a, c. 348). ITo mHeHMIO SIKOBEHKO, B 3peJIoM Ile-
prone y Duxte He HOSBIISAETCS HUKAKOIO HOBOTO
yuenus (Tam xe, c. 322), uMeeTcs «TOIIBKO OoJlee
KOPpPeKTHOe 71 TOHKOe (C OIHOV OIlpeesleHHON
CTOPOHBI) M3JI0KeHVIe TeX e caMbIX mpen...» (Tam
xe, c. 350).

ITpoananm3upoBaB XpPOHOJIOIMYECKN BbICKa-
3bIBaHMs camoro MuxTe 0 HayKOy4YeHUN B Ilepe-
IVCKe U B APYTUX COUMHEHMIX, SIKOBEHKO JiesIaeT
BBIBOJI: «...CBOe IIepBoe BhICTyIUleHMe DrixTe cum-
TaJI C CAMOro JXe Hauajla TOJIBKO IIpeIBapuTeIb-
HBIM VI He3aKOHUeHHBIM HaOpPOCKOM HayKoyde-
HIS. 3aTeM OH CTapaJICs ero Pa3BUTh 1 JIOTIOJIHUTD
VI CO CTOPOHBI (POPMBI, VI CO CTOPOHBI COTIePXKaHASL.
Ho mocyie momnrmx cTapaHuII M yCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBA-
HWIL. .. OH BCe e JOJDKeH ObIT BEpHYTHCS K CBOEMY
IIepBOMY WM3JIOKEHWIO HayKOydeHMs VI IPU3HATh
ero JIydImM u ajgekBaTHenim» (Tam xe, c. 331).
Pycckum dmtocod rogpoOHO JeMOHCTPUpPYeT Co-
IiepKaTeJIbHYIO IIPeeMCTBEHHOCTD YeThIpex M3JI0-
JKEeHUVI HayKOy4eHMs], yKa3blBasi Ha eqHCTBO Me-

B O0BbeqMHNTEIBHYIO MO3ULNIO SIKOBEHKO B OTHOIIIe-
HUM Tnepuommsauym  dmwiocodmm Puxre KPUTUKY-
er B.A.JKyukoB, HasblBasg 3Ty WIeI0 «KPaMOJIBHOI»,
«9Ipe3MEePHO CMJIBHOV M OJHOCTOPOHHE CIIPSIMIISIIOIIEN
ee BHYTPeHHe-TIPOTMBOPEUVBBINI XapaKTep»: «...II0-
IIBITKA TI0JTHOTO ¥ 0e300s1e3HEHHOTO IIPUMWPEHMS WIIN
OoOBbeqMHEHNS pa3/INYHbIX IIEPUONOB TBOpuecTBa PDnix-
Te OCYIIeCTBMMA TOJIBKO IIPM yCJIOBUM OIIpeeleHHOTO
VICTOJIKOBaHWS, ySICHeHVIsI HeOITHO3HAYHOTI'O V1 [JBOVICTBEH-
HOTO COflep KaHMs KaXXIIOTO M3 HYX VM IIPeIIIoYTIUTeIIbHO-
ro BBIOOpa OIHOIO 13 HUX. SIKOBEHKO B CBOEVI IIOIBITKE
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBA €IMHCTBA PAHHETO W II03/[HEro Ilepu-
OII0B IIPMHVMAET 3a OCHOBY MIMEHHO BTOPOVI, OCTaBJISs,
OIIHAKO, HEeJOCTAaTOYHO OIIpefe/IeHHBIM... IIOHMMaHVe
3TOro IocsiefqHero nepuopa» (XKyukos, 2000, c. 225 —226).
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from the initial project. Yakovenko categorical-
ly rejects this view and in his detailed review
of the four variants of the science of knowl-
edge seeks to demonstrate that the two peri-
ods of Fichte’s work are inseparable and that
this division has been artificially created in his-
toriography: “[...] the hypothesis of two peri-
ods must be abandoned and replaced by some
other interpretation which secures the unity of
Fichte’s doctrine” (Yakovenko, 2004a, p. 348).
Yakovenko maintains that Fichte’s mature pe-
riod did not produce any new teaching (ibid.,
p- 322), all that it saw was “a more correct and
nuanced exposition of the same thoughts”
(ibid., p. 350)."

After analysing chronologically Fichte’s own
pronouncements about the science of knowl-
edge in his letters and other works, Yakovenko
concludes: “[...] Fichte from the outset con-
sidered his first speech to be a tentative and
incomplete sketch of the science of knowl-
edge. He then tried to develop and complete
it in terms of form and content. But after pro-
longed exertions and improvements [...] he had
to go back to the first presentation of the sci-
ence of knowledge and recognise it as the best
and most adequate” (ibid., p. 331). Yakovenko
demonstrates in detail the continuity of the four
versions of the science of knowledge, point-
ing out the oneness of the method, object and
tasks of the philosophical teaching, the similar-

B Yakovenko’s unifying position concerning the pe-
riodisation of Fichte’s philosophy is criticised by
V.A. Zhuchkov (2000, pp. 225-226) who calls it “sedi-
tious”, “too strong and one-sidedly straightening its
inwardly contradictory character”: “[...] an attempt at
total and painless reconciliation or unification of differ-
ent periods in Fichte’s work can only succeed on con-
dition of a certain interpretation and recognition of the
ambivalent content of each of them and a choice of one
of them. In his attempt to prove the unity of the early
and later periods Yakovenko accepts the second peri-
od but leaves this latter period insufficiently clear [...]”.



Tofla, IIpeaMeTa U 3a7ad prIocoPCKOro ydeHws,
CXOXXeCTb BHYTPEeHHero ¥ BHEIIIHero IOCTPOeHs,
a TakXe eIMHCTBO KJIIOUEBBIX ITOHSITUIL, TaKMX
KaK «peaJIbHOCTb», «bor», «fI», «obrTme» 1 ap. Ha-
IpvMep, ToBOpsi o ToHsATHUM S, SIKOBeHKO yOenm-
TeJIbHO ITOKAa3bIBaEeT, UTO PAHHM 3Tall TBOpUYeCTBa
®dDrixTe HeJIb3sl MOHMMATh KaK BBbIBEIEHVE BCEro
MMO3HAHWS VI3 CAMOCO3HAHMS S, a TIO3MHMII — KakK
ycTpaHeHue cosHaHMs. «OTMeHa CO3HaHWMS» B
MIO3IHMIL IIePUO, OKa3bIBAETCsI HOMMHAIBHOM U
He paspylllaeT CTPyKTypy Tpex BuIoB Sl paHHero
nepyiora. AOCOIIIOTHOE, TeOpeTdecKoe 1 IIPaKT-
yeckoe S| 113 paHHMX M3JI0KEeHWT, C TOUYKM 3peHMs
SIKOBEHKO, (PUTYypUPYIOT 1 B O3THMX U3JIOKEH-
sX, HO B MHBIX dopmax: aOcormroTHoe 1 1101 BU-
ZioM J11100 abcormoTHOV POpMBI TIO3HAHMS, 00
abCoIIOTHOrO 3HaHMS; TeopeTudeckoe Sl mop Bu-
ZIoM JI00 cBOOOIBI, JTNOO CO3HAHWS, KOPPETISATIB-
HBIX OBITMIO; ITpaKTUYecKoe S «B KadecTBe TOrO
JIOJDKeHCTBOBaHM, KOTOpoe co3/laeT 3HaHMIO Cy-
IIIECTBOBaHME, a TEM CaMbIM COOOIIaeT OecKoHeu-
HOCTb €T0 CBEpIIEHNIO 1 MocTpoeHmo» (TaMm xe,
c. 345). YcTpaHeHMe CO3HAHMS, OTXOH, OT TEPMMU-
HOJIOrMM S B HO3IHM HePUO, CUNTAET PYCCKU
dntocod, HAOOOPOT, CriIaXMBaeT IIPOTUBOPEUNS
paHHero mepuoaa ¥ MOAKpeIUIsieT TeHeTndecKoe
HOHVIMaHVIe OTHOIIEHMSI ObITVS v co3HaHMsL. Ta-
KM 0Opa3oM, HayKOydeHVe BO BCeX BapMallusixX
OCTaeTcsl, C TOUKM 3peHMs SIKOBeHKO, ydeHVeM O
CBEPXUeJIOBEYECKOM 3HAHUW, «CO3epYamesbHot Ou-
asrexmuxoti» (Tam xe, c. 337), «abcortommusim eeHesu-
COM WTIVI A0COA0MHOUL KOHCMpYKYyuel 3HaHuA[,] v
codepxcarus cosnanus» (Tam xe, c. 339).

MOXXHO BBIZEJIVITh IBE TEMBI B COOCTBEHHBIX Te-
OpeTIYeCKIX PasMBIIUIEHMSIX SIKOBEHKO, I7ie IIpo-
crlexmBaeTcs BiavsHMe vnent Duixre*: B ompere-
JIeHUV CYIIHOCTU (PrjIocodCKOro Io3HaHMS U B
KOHLIETIINY ITUTIOPAJIVICTYECKOVI OHTOJIOrMI. SIp-
KVIM IIPMIMEPOM PacKpbITHSI OOeVX TeM SIBIISeTCS

1 Ha mHOTVIE CXOMHEIE UepThl DPrxTe 1 SIKOBEHKO yKa3bI-
BaeT A.A. Epmuuen: «Oba oHM — THOCEOJIOTMCTBL, 00a
OHI — VIMMaHEHTBI Y TPAHCIIEHIEHTA/IVICTEL, a B OITO3Ha-
HUM IEePBOIPUHINIIA PYKOBOACTBYIOTCS VIHTEIUIEKTY-
apHOV MHTY MM (Epmirges, 2004, c. 28).
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ity of the inner and external structure as well
as the similarity of key concepts such as “real-
ity
speaking about the concept of I, Yakovenko

”

, “God”, “the I”, “being” etc. For example,

shows convincingly that it is wrong to see the
early period of Fichte’s work as deriving all
knowledge from the self-consciousness of the I
and the later period as eliminating conscious-
ness. “The cancelation of consciousness” in the
later period turns out to be nominal and does
not destroy the structure of the three types of
I in the earlier versions, but in other forms: the
absolute I in the guise of the absolute form of
cognition, or absolute knowledge; the theoret-
ical I in the guise of freedom, or consciousness
correlating with being; the practical I “as the
ought which gives knowledge existence and
thereby confers infinitude on its exercise and
structure” (ibid., p. 345). In the Russian phi-
losopher’s opinion, elimination of conscious-
ness and departure from the I terminology in
the later period actually smooths over the con-
tradictions of the early period and bolsters the
genetic interpretation of being and conscious-
ness. Thus, Yakovenko maintains, the science of
knowledge in all its versions remains a teach-
ing on superhuman knowledge, “contemplative
dialectics” (ibid., p. 337), “absolute genesis or abso-
lute construction of knowledge[,] or content of con-
sciousness” (ibid., p. 339).

Two themes in Yakovenko’s own theoret-
ical reflections reveal the influence of Fichte:"*
the definition of the essence of philosophical
knowledge and the concept of pluralistic on-
tology. A vivid example of the treatment of
both themes is his article “The Path of Philo-

*A.A. Yermichev (2004, p. 28) points to similarities be-
tween Fichte and Yakovenko: “Both are epistemolo-
gists: both are immanentists and transcendentalists, and
in identifying the first principle are guided by intellec-
tual intuition.”
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ero crarbs «[ Iy b dprstocodckoro nmosHanms» (1914),
r7ie OOHAPY>KMBAIOTCS MJIeVI, KOTOPBIE TIOSIBVUIVICH 11
pasBUBaJIVICh B pycile PUXTeaHCKO (PrIocodmt.
I'maBHOV 3amadent dpvtocoduys, ¢ TOYKM 3peHms
SIKOBEHKO, SIBJISIeTCSI abCOIIOTHOe M 0e3ycsioBHOe
(GecripenTiochUIOUHOE) TIO3HaHMeE cytero. Emvm-
CTBEHHO BepHBIVI IIyTh IIperioyiaraeT KpuTude-
CKYIO paboTy, «OecriolaiHoe COMHeHVe» (SIkoBeH-
k0, 2000a, c. 256), 32 KOTOPBIMM CJIe[lyeT BhIsBIIeHVIe
YCTOVMYMBBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX JAaHHOCTEV! 1 IIpeoosie-
HVie CyOBpeKTIBI3Ma 1 00BbeKTVBI3Ma. Dritocodmst
IIOHVMaeTCsl KaK «Hay4dHoe IlepexuBaHue» (Tam
Xe, c. 248), abcormoTHOe ITepeXXyBaHMe CYIIero Bo
BCeVl er0 KOHKPETHOCTH, YTO 3aMeTHO IlepeceKaeT-
CsI ¢ KOHIIEITIVer aDCOTIOTHOIO OBITMS 11 abCOITIOT-
HOTO 3HaHMs B Ho311Hel prytococprm Drixre.
TotaspHOEe priocodckoe COMHeEHVE ITPUBO-
IIAT, TI0O MHEHMIO SIKOBEHKO, K MMMHUPOBAHNIO
CcyObeKTa 1 BBIXOY K HaJIMYHOCTV CaMOro Cylile-
ro, uTo HalIroaeTcs B o3mHen dpvotocodpvt Orix-
Te. CoBMellleH1e aOCOJTIOTHOTO ¥ KOHKPETHOTO,
MIOCTVDKEHVIe CYIIIero BO BCEM ero MHOrooopasmi
BO3MOYKHO, COIVIaCHO SIKOBEHKO, Uepe3 «pa3yMHBIN
MUCTULIM3MY: «Hayunocmy ecTb cTOpoHa dwIo-
codpckoro mosHaHMS, oOpallleHHas kpumudecky K
CyOBeKTY, HenocpedcmbBeHHOCHb €CTh Apyras ero
CTOpOHa, oOpallleHHas Mucmudecky K CyIIeMy...
“KpectHbIin” myTh ¢pmy1ocodpcKoro rno3HaHms eCcTh
KPUTWYECKUII IIyTh OT OecIipeieTbHOrO COMHe-
HMS K ITIOJIOKUTEIBHOV MWCTUKE, eCTh IIyTh Kpu-
muxo-mucmuneckuil» (Tam xe, c. 260). PasymubIn
MUCTULIVI3M SIKOBEHKO ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIET PeJIv-
TMO3HOMY MUCTULIV3MY. PesmruosHas MuCTMKa
€CTb OTpUIIaTeIbHas MIUCTVIKA, OHA OIVICBIBAET CY-
Ilee «B TepMIMHaX “IIPOTMBHOrO”, “He-cyIero”, oT-
BepraeT 10 OTHOIIIEHNIO K CyIIleMy BCe CBOVICTBA 1
KauecTBa, TaK CKa3aThb, OTPUIIaeT caMo Cylilee VI
JKe He JIOCTUTAEeT ero VI TPV TOM PacIVICHIBAeTCS B
cBOeM HeflocTvokeHM» (Tam sxe). MucTrka KpuTn-
4veckas, Wwin pvtocodpckasi, «oTpuIiaTesIbHA JINIITh
B IIy T VI COBEPIIIEHHO IOJIOKMTEIbHA B JOCTVIKE-
HuN. B pesysisraTe nepef Hero — He CMMBOJIBL, CJla-
00 HameKaroIIye Ha CyIIlee, a CaMo Clyujee BO BCem
CBOEeVI HeIIOCPeICTBeHHOCTY Y BJIACTHOW KOHKpem-
Hocmu» (Tam xe, c. 261). PertnrmosHast MuUCTMKa MO-
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sophical Knowledge” (1914), which contains
ideas that appeared and developed in the main-
stream of the Fichtean philosophy. According
to Yakovenko, the main task of philosophy is
absolute and unconditional (unpremised) cog-
nition of what exists. The only right path is
critical work, “merciless doubt” (Yakovenko,
2000a, p. 256), leading to the isolation of cul-
tural givens and the overcoming of subjectiv-
ism and objectivism. Philosophy is understood
as “scientific experience” (ibid., p. 248), absolute
experience of all that exits in all its concrete-
ness, which has clear echoes of the concept of
absolute being and absolute knowledge in the
philosophy of the later Fichte.

According to Yakovenko, total philosoph-
ical doubt eliminates the subject and leads
to what exists, which we find in Fichte’s later
philosophy. The absolute and the concrete can
be combined, he argues, through “reasonable
mysticism”: “Scientificity is the aspect of philo-
sophical knowledge addressed critically to the
subject, immediacy is its other side addressed
mystically to what exists [...]. The royal road
of philosophical cognition is the critical road
from infinite doubt to positive mysticism, the
critical-mystical road” (ibid., p. 260). Yakovenko
contrasts reasonable mysticism to religious
mysticism. Religious mysticism is negative
mysticism, it describes what exists “in opposite
terms, in terms of what does not exist, rejects
all the properties and characteristics of what ex-
ists, rejects what exists or fails to reach it and
admits the failure” (ibid.). Critical, or philo-
sophical mysticism “is negative only in the
path and is absolutely positive in the achieve-
ment. As a result, it deals not with symbols
faintly hinting at what exists, but with what ex-
ists itself in all its immediacy and powerful con-



HVCTVMYHA U OTPaHWYeHa OTPUIIATeIbHBIM yKas3a-
HIIEM Ha eJI/HOe CyIIlee, KpUTIYecKast MVCTVKA JKe
MHOXeCTBEHHa, U Cylllee B HeVl IIproOpeTaeT IIIio-
PIMCTUYECKYIO (POPMY, UTO BBIPAKAETCS B CaMO-
CTOSITEJIPHOCTVI OTHEIIBHBIX €ro cpep: «<HpaBCTBEH-
HOT'O, IIPEKPAcCHOro, CBSITOrO, SKOHOMWYECKOIO,
ObrTHvIHOrO 1 T.IL> (TaMm e, ¢. 261—262). TpaHcIieH-
IeHTaJIBHO-MICTIYECKOe TIOCTVDKEHVIE CYIIIETo, C
OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, JOCTUTaeT HAJIMYHOCTU CyIIle-
IO BO BCEVl €r0 MHOXXECTBEHHOCTV I KOHKPETHO-
CTW, a C APYTOVI — YCTPaHSeT CyOBeKT-00beKTHYIO
OIIIO3VIINIO B IIO3HAHWUN. B cBOelt Io3mHeN cTa-
The «CyIIHOCTD IUTIOpa/in3Ma» SIKOBEHKO IMMIIIeT:
«[Tropan3M obHapyXmBaeT ceOst Kak Oecrioria-
Hasl (peHOMeHoJIorMdecKasi KpPWUTMKA II03HAHMS,
KOTOpasi IIOJIHOCTBIO YHWYTOXAEeT BO3IEVICTBIS
Y TIOCJIEZICTBUSL V3HAYaIbHOIO [1yaJICTIYeCKO-
ro Iperpaccy/ika ueJIOBe4ecKOro MBIIUIeHMs. B
COOTBETCTBUN C 3TVIM B CBOEVI TEOPWUV IO3HAHMIS
IUTFOpaJIVI3M BbIIBUTaeT KPUTUYECKYIO U Pariyio-
HaJIBHYIO VIHTYVIIVIO B Ka4ecTBe eIVHCTBEHHOIO
CYIIIeCTBEHHOIO WCTOYHMKA VICTUHBI VM JOCTOVIH-
crBa prtocodpcroBanm (SIkoBeHKO, 20000, . 291).

I.D. JIaH:
®duxrte Kak pmocod MMMaHEeHTH3Ma

Ienpux Dpaecropnu Jlann (1886—1945) mo-
cBsaTwI prtocodpmm Prixte Kak MCTOPUKO-prto-
codpckme, Tak ¥ TeopeTmUecKye mccieioBatms. [1o
smurpannm B 1917 .”° JTan1 onyOvKoBasl 3HaUM-
TeJIbHOe KOJIMYEeCTBO cTarert 0 PduxTe B BeIyIINX
PYCCKMX M HeMeIKMX PrIocodpcKmx XypHaIax
Toro BpeMeHM'¢. HekoTopble 0cOOEHHOCTVI €T0 BOC-
npusTs dvutocodprm 1 maHoCTY DrixTe B KOH-
IIEHTPVPOBAaHHOM BUJIe IIpeCTaBIeHBl B CTAaTbe
10 CJIy4aro 00mlest HeMelkoro dpusocoda:

...HeCMOTPsI Ha 3Ty VICKJIIOUNTEJIBHYIO 00B-
€KTMBHOCTb, Ha 3TO IIPVHLUINAIBHOE PaCcTBO-
peHmne cebst B cBoeM copepxanuu, Puxre u B
XU3HY, 1 B prurocodmmt ObUI XpeLioM peJTnurmm

B TTompoOHee o 6buorpadnm Jlanra cm., Hatrpumep, (Imu-
Tpuesa, [Torosa, 2008).
16Cm.: (J1amrr, 1914a; 19146; 19148; 19141; Lanz, 1912; 1913).

L. Yu. Kornilaev

creteness” (ibid., p. 261). Religious mysticism is
monistic and limited to a negative reference to
the unified world, whereas critical mysticism is
multiple, what exists has pluralistic form man-
ifested in the autonomy of its spheres: “moral,
aesthetical, sacred, economic, material, etc.”
(ibid., pp. 261-262). Transcendental-mysti-
cal cognition, on the one hand, reaches out to
what exists in all its multiplicity and concrete-
ness and on the other hand eliminates the sub-
ject-object opposition in cognition. In his later
article “The Essence of Pluralism” Yakovenko
(2000b, p. 291) writes: “Pluralism manifests it-
self in merciless phenomenological critique of
cognition which obliterates the impact and con-
sequences of the innate dualistic prejudice of
human thinking. Accordingly, in its theory of
knowledge pluralism puts forward critical and
rational intuition as the only essential source of
the truth and dignity of philosophising.”

Henry Lanz:
Fichte as a Philosopher of Immanentism

Henrich (Henry) E. Lanz (1886—1945) de-
voted to Fichte both historical-philosophical
and theoretical works. Before he emigrated in
1917 Lanz published a significant number of
articles about Fichte in leading Russian and
German philosophical journals of the time.'
Some features of his perception of Fichte’s
philosophy and personality are described in a
concentrated form in his article written on the
occasion of Fichte’s jubilee:

[...] in spite of this exceptional objectivity,
of being totally dissolved in his content Fichte
was, in his life and philosophy, a priest of the

For more biographical details on Lanz see, for example,
Dmitrieva ad Popova (2008).
16See Lanz (1912; 1913; 1914a; 1914b; 1914c¢; 1914d).
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CO3HaAHWM:, WIEe0JIOTOM a0CONTIOTHOTO CyOBeKTa.
Ho ue SMIIMPUYECKNVI, & YMCTBIV U abCOITIOTHBIN
cyOBeKT, crnThINt ¢ borom m ero Mmmpom, 661 ero
periruert v ocHoBom 3TuKM. OH He ITeHIJT YeJlo-
BeKa, HO Bcer/a, Beera TOJIbKO MOMEHT JesioBe-
JecTBa B desioBeke 1, 0opsich 3a cBOOO/TY cyOBex-
Ta, OH BcerAa OOPOJICS TOIIBKO 32 OCBOOOXKIIEHe
uejioBedecTBa. Vl 3T0 onsiTh-TakM He abCTpaKIins,
HO YepTa aOCOIIOTHOV KOHKPETHOCTU B TeHJIeH-
1y, B Bojle. V160 uestoBek ecTh ropasio OoJIbITast
abCcTpakIIns, 9YeM 4eloBeYecTBO, VI OTHOCUTCS K
IIOCTIETHEMY TaK Ke, KaK aOcTpakTHbI Audde-
peHIIMa K KOHKpeTHOMY ¥ peaJIbHOMY MHTerpa-
iy. CBoOosia aTOro cyOcTaHIIMaIbHOTO CyObeKTa
yejyloBeYecTBa Oblla €ero BeYHBIM WeasioM, U B
3TOM mfeasle, B 0OOCHOBAHWM €Tr0 BO3MOXXHOCTV
OH HallleJI CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO BEUHOCTH, CBOE
Oeccmeptie. Kak amocTon abcormoTrHOM cBOOO-
IIbl, OH OyJleT BeYHO XUTb B CUCTeMe deJloBeye-
crBa (Jlamr, 19146, c. 118 —119).

B roOurtertHOM HoMepe «Borrpocos drtocodmmn
Y TICVIXOJIOTMV» OIyOJIMKOBaHa ellle OfIHa CTaThbs
Jlanmia — «bbITHe u 3HaHMe B dvtocodpmm Pux-
Te», B KOTOPOW IIpefCTaBjleH [IOBOJIBHO pas3Bep-
HYTBIVI aHaIM3 rtocodpckoro yuenmss Puxre.
Pycckum dpmtocod mMcxonuT M3 TOro, 4YTo COBpe-
MeHHasi pniocodusi MHOTMM obsa3aHa PuxTe, Tak
KaK VIMEHHO OH IIBITaJICS TIOC/IeIOBAaTEeIIBHO IIpeo-
JI0JIeTH M1 BO3BBICUTBCS HaJl IIPOTVBOIOIOKHBIMI
drtocodpckmMm HampaBIeHMSIMIU dean3Ma U
peasin3Ma, KOTopble B Hadasie XX B. IIpeficTaBJle-
HBI IMMaHEHTHBIM U TPaHCIIeH/IeHTHBIM HaIlpaB-
JIEHVSIMU B (PVITOCODUTA

ITomo6HO fIkoBeHKO W BpImeciasnesy, JlaHIl
CYMTaeT HEeCOCTOSTeIbHBIM HaCTOMYMBO BOCIIPO-
V3BOAMMBIN PVII0COCKOV MCTOpHOrpadmen Ira-
0JI0H O SKOOBI CYIIIEeCTBYIOIIEM pa3pblBe MEXIy
AByMs IleprofaMut B Teopdectse Puxre. [ Ipranta
3TOro 3a0J1y K[IeHVs KOPeHWUTCs, TI0 er0 MHEHWUIO,
B HEBEpPHOM IIOHVIMaHW TePMIMHOJIOI MV O3THVIX
countHeHUM DVIXTe, a UMEHHO IOHSATUI abCOIIOT-
HOT0 OBITVS 1 aOCOITIOTHOTO 3HaHMS. ADCOITIOTHOE
ObITVIE OIIOOYHO TPAKTYETCS OHTOJIOIMTUeCKM KaK
00BeKTMBHOe ObITHe, He3aBUCHIMOe OT CO3HaHVIS.
Co3HaHMe Xe OMIMOOYHO IIOHMMAaETCH KaK HOCH-
TeJIb JIOTMYeCKOr0, 3HAUYMMOCTY, TO €CTh VICTUHBI 1
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religion of consciousness, an ideologist of the
absolute subject. But it was not an empirical,
but pure and absolute subject merged with
God and his world that was his religion and
basis of his ethics. He did not value human
being, but always, always only the element of
humanity in human being and, in battling for
the freedom of the subject, he always battled
only for the liberation of humanity. Again, this
is not an abstraction but a feature of absolute
concreteness in the tendency, in the will. For
human being is much more of an abstraction
than humanity and is related to the latter in
the same way as the abstract differential to a
concrete and real integral. The freedom of this
substantial subject of humanity was his eternal
ideal and he gained his own freedom and his
immortality in this ideal, in grounding its
possibility. As an apostle of absolute freedom
he will forever live in the system of humanity
(Lanz, 1914b, pp. 118-119).

The jubilee issue of Voprosy filosofii i psi-
khologii carried another article by Lanz, titled
“Being and Knowledge in the Philosophy of
Fichte”, which presents a fairly extended anal-
ysis of Fichte’s philosophy. Lanz proceeds from
the notion that modern philosophy owes much
to Fichte because it was he who tried consist-
ently to overcome and rise above opposing
philosophical trends of idealism and realism
which in the early twentieth century were rep-
resented by the immanent and transcendental
schools in philosophy.

Like Yakovenko and Vysheslavtsev, Lanz
considers untenable the cliché, constantly re-
produced by philosophy historians, of an al-
leged rupture between two periods in Fichte’s
work. This misconception, in his opinion,
stems from a misunderstanding of the termi-
nology in the later works of Fichte, namely
the concepts of absolute being and absolute
knowledge. Absolute being is interpreted mis-
takenly as objective being, independent from

consciousness. Consciousness is mistaken-



nousaTHn. 3aciryra duxre, nosaraet JlawHii, cocro-
UT B BBIHECEHMV 3HAUYVIMOCTY 3a IIperesIbl CO3Ha-
HUSA B OTOEIBHYIO cdepy, KOTOpasi COOTHOCUTCS
KaK C MMpPOM, TaK ¥ C CO3HaHMeM". «ABCOITIOTHOe
ObITe ecThb eOuHcmbo OOBEKTMBHOIO CYIIECTBO-
BaHMS M €ro IOHSTHS; OHO eCTh 3HAaYIMOCTB, KO-
TOpasi B TO ke BpeMsl paccMaTpuBaeTcsl KaK MUp»
(JTanr, 1914a, c. 244). Eciivi jjormyeckasi CTpyKTypa
OIMOOYHO TIOIMEHSIETCS VICCIIEIOBATEIISIMY OHTO-
JIOTVIYECKOVI, TO M TOJTy4daeTcs «MeTadmsndecKas
B IyPHOM CMBICJIE 3TOTO CJIOBa» MHTepIIpeTalis
TOHATUS «abcormoTHOrO ObITHS» (Tam ke, c. 229).
AOcorroTHOe ObITHE B TI031HeNT prtocodprnt Drix-
Te — 3TO BHEBPeMeHHOe ITapCTBO VICTVHBI VI UW-
CTBIX IIOHATUI, KOTOpOe HajesIsieT 3HAaYMMOCTHIO
MUp 00beKkTUBHOro ObITH. [ToHATHE B IIVIPOKOM
CMBICJIe, coryiacHO JIaHIly, — He ToJIbKO dpopma JIo-
TMYECKOTro, HO M «BCEIIPOHMKAIOIIee JIOTMYecKoe
OoxecTBO», «MOMEHT bora B sIBJIeHUVI», KOTOPBIN
cocTaBIsgeT peasibHOCTh Mupa (Tam xe, c. 243). Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, abCOITFOTHOe OBITe JTOJDKHO TIOHVI-
MaTbCs Kak JIOTMYecKoe OTHOIIEHVIe 3HAYVIMOCTH
¥ KOHKPETHOro OBITVS, KaK 3Ha4MMOCTb, IIPOHM-
3bIBalOIast MUP.

B cBoro ouepenp, abcoroTHOe 3HaHVE — 3TO
coefMHEHVe aKTMBHOCTM CO3HAHMS W 3Hauu-
MocTi. [IprdeM cosHaHVe He SBIISIeTCS HOCUTE-
JIeM 3HauMMOCTH. [171s1 4ero >ke BBOIWTCS B CHCTe-
My «CBOOO/Ia CO3HaHMsI, KOTOpasl COBEPIIIEHHO He
KacaeTcsl cucTeMbl Oprtmsi? — OTBeT Ha 3TOT BO-
IIPOC COCTaBJISIET CYICTEMATYECKYIO CYIIHOCTb U
VHOVBUAYaJIbHYI0 OPUIMHAJIBHOCTE (PUXTeaH-
crBa» (Tam xe). IlosHaHme, cunTaet JlaHIl, He gB-
JISIeTCSl TOJIBKO OTpaskeHVeM OBITHS I ero JIOrd-
HOCTV, HO COIIPOBOX/IAE€TCs IIPUBHECEHMSIMI CO
CTOPOHBI CO3HaHMS. «B 3HaHWMM MBI IMeeM Bceria
0osvuie, 9eM ObITHE, OOJIBIIIE, YeM TOT JIOTMIECKT
CMBICJI, KOTOPBIVI OHO MMeeT; KpoMe 3TOTO CMBIC-
Jla B HeM 3aKJIIOYaeTCsi MOMEHT ero “3HaTeJIbHO-
ctn” (Wissbarkeit) 1 cosnatesibHocTI» (TaM ke,

7 TpakroBka duxresckont dprutocodpnn y JlaHria co3Byd-
Ha yuenmio I'. Jlotne o Gelfen xak 0ocoboM OBITMM CMBIC-
JIOB, IIEHHOCTEeV, 3Ha4MMOCTeN, KOTOpOe OT/IMYaeTCs OT
ObrTHast camor Beru. [ogpoOnee cm.: (Lotze, 1874).
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ly understood as the vehicle of the logical, of
meaning i.e. the truth. Lanz claims that credit
is due to Fichte for isolating signification in a
distinct sphere which relates to the world and
to consciousness.” “Absolute being is a unity
of objective existence and the concept there-
of; it is signification which is at the same time
seen as the world” (Lanz, 1914a, p. 244). If the
researchers mistakenly substitute logical struc-
ture for an ontological one, the result is an in-
terpretation of the concept of “absolute being”
that is “metaphysical in the bad sense of that
word” (ibid., p. 229). In the later Fichte’s phi-
losophy absolute being is a kingdom of truth
and pure concepts which invests the world
of objective being with meaning. According
to Lanz, the concept in the broad sense is not
only a form of the logical, but an “all-perva-
sive logical deity”, “the moment of God in
manifestation” which constitutes the reality
of the world (ibid., p. 243). Thus, absolute be-
ing should be understood as the logical rela-
tion of validity (Gelten) and concrete being, as
validity which permeates the world. In turn,
absolute knowledge is a joining of the activi-
ty of consciousness and validity. Why is “free-
dom of consciousness, which has nothing to
do with the system of being, introduced into
the system? The answer to this question forms
the systematic essence and individual original-
ity of Fichteanism” (ibid.).

Cognition, according to Lanz, is not mere-
ly a reflection of being and its logical charac-
ter, but is accompanied by insertions from
consciousness. “In knowledge we always
have more than being, more than the logi-
cal meaning it has; in addition to the mean-
ing it includes the moment of “knowingness”

7 Lanz’s interpretation of Fichte’s philosophy chimes
with Lotze’s teaching on Gelfen as a special being of
meanings, values, significations which is distinct from
the being of the thing. For more see Lotze (1874).
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c. 251). Ilepesopor, cosepirtaembint DuxTe, 3aKITIO-
JaeTcs, C TOUKM 3peHns JlaHIla, B KapAWHaIbHOM
V3MeHeHM IIOHMMaHMs co3HaHMs. Eciii Bo Beex
cuctemMax dpustocodpun 1o PuxTe OHO CUMUTAETCS
OCHOBHBIM IPUHIIUIIOM PallVIOHAJIBHOCTY, HOCK-
TesieM Jloroca, To y @uxTe CyIIHOCTh CO3HAHWMA
3aKTovaercss B HapyineHun Jloroca. CosHaHMe
nproOpeTaeT cTaTyc IIPMHIIMIIA VppalyioHaIb-
HOCTW, TOTO, YTO BBIXOOWUT 3a IIpefesIbl JIorude-
CKOro cMbicyia Oertvst. VIpparioHasibHbBIVT MOMEHT
CO3HAHMS IPUCYTCTBYET U B OLIYIIEHMSIX, U B IIO-
HSTWSIX, OJHAKO HMKAKOro BJIVSHMS Ha 3Hauu-
MOCTb He OKasblBaeT. PakT cosHaHUs — «bB cBeme
0bocHoBaHUA U SHAYUMOCTU. .. eCHIb YUCHIbIL HYAb»
(Tam xe). ITpyHLIMIT MppaLMOHAJIBHOCTIL COCpe-
AoToYeH B Sl 1 TIOHMMaeTCs KaK IIPUHIINIL JIOTU-
YeCcKOro e[IMHCTBa MBIIUTIeHMsA. V1 MMeHHO 3TOT
IPVHLINII 00bACHAIeT MHOXXeCTBEHHOCTD eIVIHIY-
HBIX ¥ KOHKPETHBIX BeIlleil: CO3HaHMe «CO3[IaeT B
MUpe BCIO 3Ty IlepeMeHYMBYIO WJIIIO3UIO sBJle-
HUV, 3Ty HeIIOCPeICTBEHHYI0 CMeHY KOHKPEeTHBIX
COCTOSTHUI, KOTOpas siBjIsieTcst (paKToOM ¥ KOTopast
Cc mouku 3perus abcoaommoeo OvimusA cCoBepIIeHHO
HeIoHsATHa ¥ HecylecTseHHa» (Tam xe, c. 254).
Ilo JlaHiy, moHsiTMe cyOBeKTa mo3HaHMS y Puix-
Te 3aMeHsieT cyicTeMa HpuHIMIOB. CyObeKkTHOe
IO3HaBaTeJIbHOe OTHOIIIeHVe, TI0 CYILIeCTBY, CTa-
HOBUTCS JIormdeckmM. ITosHaHMe mpeBpatiaeTcs B
TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHOe OTHOIIIEHe.

JlaH11 mos1araeT, uTO IJIaBHas 3ajadya HayKoyue-
Hus PuxTe — yBsA3aTh HPOTUBOPEUVIe abCOITIOT-
HOT'O eAMHCTBA ¥ HAJIMYHOV KOHKPEeTHO MHOXe-
CTBEHHOCTN. DTa 3ajada peanusyercs y Puxre
uepes3 reHeTNYeCKyI0 KOHIIeNIInio 3HaHms. DuxTe
IOHVMMaeT 107 TeHe3COM 3HaHMs 00be/iiHeHe
abCOJTFOTHBIX CTOPOH TIO3HAHMSI — aOCOIIOTHOTO
ObITUA M CBOOOIHOVI aKTMBHOCTY CO3HaHM. B mx
enuHCTBe (popMmpyeTcsa (PaKTUUYHOCTE: «...dak-
TUYHOCTB 1 TeHe3NC coBlagaioT. Hermocpencreen-
Hasi HPaKTUIHOCTh 3HaHMS eCTh aOCOIIOTHBIN Te-
He3lC, a aOCOJTIOTHBIVI TeHe3NC CyIecTByeT Kak
rpocTont pakt, 6e3 BCAKOV BO3MOXKHOVI BHEIITHe
npvanHe (Fichte, 1986, S. 227). C Toukm 3peHMs
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(Wissbarkeit) and consciousness” (ibid., p. 251).
The turn executed by Fichte consists, Lanz be-
lieves, in a cardinal change of the interpre-
tation of consciousness. Whereas in all the
earlier systems of philosophy consciousness
is deemed to be the main principle of ratio-
nality, the bearer of Logos, with Fichte the es-
sence of consciousness is violation of Logos.
Consciousness acquires the status of the prin-
ciple of irrationality, of what goes beyond the
logical meaning of being. The irrational ele-
ment of consciousness is present in sensations,
in concepts, but it does not influence signif-
icance. The fact of consciousness — “in the
light of grounding and significance [...] is a pure
zero” (ibid.). The principle of irrationality is
concentrated in the I and is interpreted as the
principle of the unity of thought. This princi-
ple explains the multiplicity of individual and
concrete things: consciousness “creates in the
world this changeable illusion of phenome-
na, the immediate change of concrete states
which is a fact and which is totally unknow-
able and irrelevant in terms of absolute being”
(ibid., p. 254). According to Lanz, Fichte replac-
es the concept of the subject with a system of
principles. The subjective cognitive attitude es-
sentially becomes logical. Cognition turns into
a transcendental relation.

Lanz believes that the main task of Fichte’s
science of knowledge is to resolve the contra-
diction between absolute unity and concrete
multiplicity. Fichte tackles it through the ge-
netic concept of knowledge. By genesis of
knowledge Fichte understands the joining of
the absolute aspects of cognition, absolute be-
ing and free activity of consciousness. Their
unity forms facticity: “[...] facticity and gen-
esis entirely coincide. Knowing’s immediate
facticity is absolute genesis; and the absolute
genesis is — existing as a mere fact — with-
out any possible further ground” (Fichte, 2005,



Jlan1la, TIO3HaHMe HeJIb3d TPAKTOBaTh KaK CyOb-
eKTUBHBIV IIPOIlecc, He3aBUCUMBIV OT OBITUSA U
Ha ObITMie HampaBJleHHBIVI, ITOCKOIBKY IPW Ta-
KOVI TpaKTOBKe 3HaHMe OKa3bIBaeTCsl COBEPIIIEHHO
He3aBVICKMBIM U OT CyOBeKTa. «MBI yKe BUesu,
YTO B CTPOIOM CMBICJIE CJIOBA VCTMHY II0O3HaBaTh
HeJIb35, HO MOYKHO TOJIBKO OBITE efo» (J1aHiy, 1914a,
. 263). 3HaHMe BBICTpaMBAETCs KaK JIOTMYeCKUI
TeHe3VC, OOBeOVMHSIONMI ObITHe ¥ Wppaliyo-
HaJIBHOCTb CO3HAHMS:

«B cebe ObITME» KaXXIOro 0OBbeKTa ecTh Ta CH-
CTeMa IPUHINIIOB, KOTOPHIE JIeXaT B €r0 OCHO-
Be; €r0 Ha OCHOBAHWV IIPVHIIVIIOB METOAMYIECKN
CO37IaHHAs CTPYKTYPa eCThb €r0 MCTUHHOE ObITe.
HenocperncTBeHHO /TaHHOEe OBITVIE HE €CTh VIC-
TUHHOe ObITHe, 100 OHO He orpenerteHo. Omnpe-
IIeJIeHMe JKe€ BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO Ha OCHOBAHWUMU
IIPVHLINIIOB, KOTOPbIe JIOTMYEeCKV COXPaHSIOT-
Csl B OIIpeIeJIeHHOM OOBeKTe M COCTABIISIOT €ro
CyITHOCTB. beITMe HackBo3b jormuHo (Tam xe,
c. 277).

JIagmr mompoOHO OOCyXIaeT STUYeCKylo Co-
CTaBJIAIONIYIO cucTeMbl (DuxTe 1 XapaKTepusy-
eT ee KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV IIJITaTOHM3M 3TU-
yveckov HarpasileHHocTH (Tam xe, c. 278—279). B
crarbe «CBoOoma 1 cozHaHme» (1914) o monpob-
HO aHaymsupyeT «HasHaueHue uesioBeka» Pvix-
Te U YTBepXK/JaeT, 4YTo HeMeIIKu dusiocod 1peyi-
JIOKVUT OVIH M3 JTy4IIIVIX BapMaHTOB dprtocodpmm
cBoOompl. DTMKa PuxTe 3aBsi3aHa Ha €ro Teope-
TUdecKot dpustocodnn, Ha TpaKTOBKe CO3HAHMSL.
JIan11 ostaraet, uto MuxTe pasBUBaeT KAHTOBCKOe
IIOHVIMaHMe CO3HaHMS, a MMEHHO OKOHYATeJTbHO
ycTpaHsieT jioboe cyOcTaHIIMaIbHOe ITpoYTeHe
CO3HaHMSA M IOKa3blBaeT ero IIOJIHYI0 He3aBUCH-
MOCTb OT IIPUPOABI ¥ IIPUUYMHHON HeOoOXOIVIMO-
cti. ToJIbKO YTOUHVB MOHSITIE CO3HAHNS, MOXKHO
OPUITH K SCHOMY TIOHMMaHMIO KaHTOBCKOTO pas-
TleJleHMs 1lapcTBa CBOOOBI OT IlapCTBa IIPUPOJIBL.
BosBellieHVIe co3HaHMS Haf, IIPUPOLIOV, TIOJIOK-
TEJIBHBIVI CMBICII CO3HaHW: 3advKcupoBaH y Duix-
Te B TepMUHe «IedTeJIbHOCTb». «Co3HaHUe ecTb
4lCTas AedTeIbHOCTb, abcoimoTHas (PyHKIINS BHe
BcgKoM cyocrarivm» (Jlamr, 1914r, c. 7), a «vmp
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p. 164). From Lanz’s point of view, cognition
cannot be interpreted as a subjective process in-
dependently from being and directed at being
because this interpretation makes knowledge
totally independent from the subject as well.
“We have seen that in the rigorous sense of the
word the truth cannot be known, but one can
only be the same” (Lanz, 1914a, p. 263). Knowl-
edge is built as logical genesis which brings
together being and the irrationality of con-
sciousness:

“The being-in-itself” of each object is the
system of principles that underlie it; its true
being is the structure built methodically on the
basis of principles. The directly given being is
not true being because it has not been defined.
A definition is only possible on the basis of
principles which are logically preserved in a
certain object and constitute its essence. Being
is logical through and through (ibid., p. 277).

Lanz discusses the ethical part of Fichte’s
system in detail, characterising it as transcen-
dental Platonism of the ethical variety (ibid.,
pp- 278-279). In his article “Freedom and Con-
sciousness” (1914) he unpicks Fichte’s “The Vo-
cation of Human Being” and claims that the
German philosopher has come up with one of
the best versions of the philosophy of freedom.
Fichte’s ethics stems from his theoretical phi-
losophy, the interpretation of consciousness.
Lanz believes that Fichte develops the Kantian
concept of consciousness, i.e. finally eliminates
any substantive reading of consciousness and
proves its total independence from nature and
causality. It is only by clarifying the concept of
consciousness that one can arrive at clear un-
derstanding of the Kantian distinction between
the kingdom of freedom and the kingdom of
nature. The rise of consciousness above nature,
the positive meaning of consciousness are fixed
in Fichte’s term “activity

7”7

. “Consciousness is
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€CTh CBOOOTHOE TBOPEHVIE YVCTOro MOHATHS» (Tam
xe, c. 11). JTan1r xapakTepusyeT priocodcKyro 1o-
surmio PuxTe Kak «IIaHTeV3M aOCOIIOTHOTO U
CBOOOIIHOTO 3HAHWSI», I7Ie 3HaHWe CTaHOBUTCS «bo-
roM, kotopomy oH (Puxte. — JI.K.) TIOKJIOHSIICH,
VI MUPOM, B KOTOPOM XIJI, OITHOBPEMEHHO 1 BCe,
v HruTo 13 Becero» (Tam ke, c. 12). Takum oOpa-
30M, B cTarbsax 1914 r. Jlann, Oymydnt 11y00KO BOB-
JIleYeHHBIM B HEOKAHTMaHCKYIO IIpo0OsIeMaTuKYy,
IO POOHO mcciIenyeT PrXTeaHCKYI0 (PVII0COPUIO.
CrieicTBieM 3TOV BOBJIEYEHHOCTV CTajl OCOOBIN
VMHTepec K IIpo0dsiemMe JIOTMYecKoro, 3HauMMOCTL.
TeopeTuko-Tio3HaBaTe/IbHasl B CBOEVI OCHOBE WH-
Teprperanys dwiocopun DrixTe, 3a0CTpsIO-
Ifasi BHUMaHVe Ha 0cO0OM cTaryce cdepsl JIOrv-
ueckoro, comkaer JlaHIia, HapuMmep, ¢ MaesIMI
D.Jlacka o JIOroc-MMMaHEHTHOCTV OBITHS, VI3Ha-
4aJIbHOV TeOpeTUYeCcKOM CTPYKTYpPUPOBaHHOCTV
npeMeTHOro Mupa'®. JIaHIr B cBovX MHTepIpeTa-
LMSAX OKa3bIBaeTCs OJIM3KMM K SIKOBEHKO 1 yKasbl-
BaeT Ha CMHTe3 peasin3Ma U maeanmsMa y Duixre.
®uxre, o MHeHMIO JlaHIla, HbITaJICSA pa3pellnThb
IIPOTMBOpeUrte aOCOTIOTHOTO €IVHCTBA M HaJInd-
HOVI KOHKPeTHOV MHOXXeCTBeHHOCTM, a U3 IOJIy-
UeHHOTO B pe3yJibTaTe TeHeTMYeCK! BBICTPOeHHO-
rO HOHATYS aOCOIIOTHOrO 3HAHVS BbIBEJI 3THUKY.

B craThsix vt KHUTax, Kotopble JIaHI1 myOmvikoBait
B 1920—1940-x rT. y>Xe Oymyun ipocpeccopom CTan-
doprckoro yHuBepcuTeTa, 0OHAPYXIMBAIOTCA CIle-
1Bl BIIVITHVSL €T0 PaHHMX HeOKaHTMaHCKMX VICCIIe-
nosa"um 1o dpwtocodprm Puxre (cm.: Lanz, 1926;
1941). Tlosmume craTey JlaHIa CJIOXXHO Has3BaTh B
CTPOrOM CMBICJIe HEOKaHTMAHCKMMM, OJHAKO VX
rpo0ieMaTVIKa 1 MHOT/Ia apryMeHTallVis iMeeT Iie-
pecedeHs ¢ paHHVM IepPHOIOM TBopuecTBa Jlan-
1a. Takx, MOXXHO BBIIEJIUTH IepecedeHys 110 JByM
durxTeaHCKMM TeMaM B paHHeM ¥ IO3IHeM TBOp-
yecTse Jlan1a. B cratbe «VppaliroHaIbHOCTE pas-
yMHOCTI» (1926) JIaHI1 3a/1a€TCsl BOIIPOCOM, KaKoBa

8 HamepenHoe mucraHIposadne Jlanma ot yuenns Jla-
CKa TOBOPWT O TOM, 4UTO JIaHIT OBUI XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM C y4Ue-
HMeM HeMeIIKoro ¢pwriocoda OameHcKont mKoibL. JlaHI,
HarpuMep, KPWUTUKYeT TpaHCIIeHIeHTHOe IIOHMMaHue
srorvaeckoro y Jlacka (JIanr, 1914a, c. 250). ITonpobree o
jroroc-mMMaHeHTHOCTI y Jlacka cum., Hantpumep: (Kopan-
staes, 2017, c. 27 —28).
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pure activity, an absolute function outside any
substance” (Lanz, 1914d, p. 7), and “the world
is free creation of a pure concept” (ibid., p. 11).
Lanz characterises Fichte’s philosophical posi-
tion as “pantheism of absolute and free knowl-
edge” where knowledge becomes “God whom
he [Fichte — L.K.] worships and the world in
which he lived, at once everything and noth-
ing of everything” (ibid., p. 12). Thus, in his
1914 articles Lanz, being deeply involved in the
Kantian problematic, makes a detailed study
of the Fichtean philosophy. His deep involve-
ment accounts for his particular interest in the
problem of the logical, of significance. The ba-
sically theoretical-cognitive interpretation of
Fichte’s philosophy which draws attention
to the special status of the sphere of the logi-
cal, invites comparison, for example, with the
ideas of Emil Lask on the Logos-immanence of
being, and the inherent theoretical structuring
of the object world.” Lanz in his interpretations
turns out to be close to Yakovenko, pointing
to Fichte’s synthesis of realism and idealism.
Fichte, in his opinion, tries to resolve the con-
tradiction between absolute unity and the actu-
al concrete multiplicity and derives ethics from
the resulting genetically built concept of abso-
lute knowledge.

The articles and books Lanz published in
the 1920s —1940s already as professor of Stan-
ford University show traces of the influence of
his early Neo-Kantian research of Fichte’s phi-
losophy (cf. Lanz, 1926; 1941). Lanz’s later ar-
ticles can hardly be called Neo-Kantian in the
strict sense, but their problematics and occa-
sional argumentation intersect with the ear-
lier period of his work. Thus, we can point to

8 The fact that Lanz deliberately distances himself
from Lask’s teaching shows that Lanz was thoroughly
conversant with the teaching of the Baden-school
philosopher. Lanz (1914a, p. 250), for example, inveighs
against Lask’s transcendental interpretation of the
logical. For more details on the Logos-immanence with
Lask see, for example, Kornilaev (2017, pp. 27-28).



CTPYKTYpa Ve, ¥ IIPVIXOOUT K BbIBOLLY, UTO MJIEI0
HeJTb3 Pa3JIoKUTh Ha YacTV IIOJTHOCTBIO ¥ HeJlb-
35 CYUTaTh CYMMOW YacTer. B Hev Bcera coxpaHsi-
eTcsl KaK KaKoV-TO KOMITOHeHT, HaXOIIAIIMVICS Hajl,
I BHe ee JacTell. DTOT 37IeMeHT He JONOJTHUTe b
Has JacTh VIV, a HEYTO OTHOCSIIeeCs K ee IIPUpo-
ie: «2TO CYLIHOCTD MIeaIbHOTO MUpa, TO, 3 Yero
“cocTosT Bee HarM ugen” u Oyaromaps yeMy mie-
ajIbHBle VIV JIOTMYecKye CTPYKTYpbl OOpeTaroT
CBOIO 11€JIOCTHOCTD VI IHAVIBVTyaJIbHOE 3HaueHVIe»
(Lanz, 1926, p. 352). JlaH1] yTBepXHaeT, UTO 3TOT
JIeMeHT SBJISIeTCsl IPSMBIM ITpU3HaHVeM Vppariy-
OHAJIPHOTO B CTPYKTYPe€ MIIe, YTO B CaMOVI IIPUPO-
Ile pasyMa 3aJIo)keHa MpparyioHaJIbHOCTh. Harrm
uzien coflepKaT MppalliOHaJIbBHOCTE, HO He KaK Ma-
TepuaJl, JaHHBI VM WM3BHE, a KaK OIHY M3 CBOVIX
COOCTBEHHBIX XapaKTePHBIX UepT, KaK HeuTo, IIpu-
HajIexalriee Mx CYIIHOCTW. VIppallvioHaIbHOCTB
HaJIMYeCTByeT He B TeX WUIM MHBIX KOHKPeTHBIX
Uziesix, KOTOpble TPYIHO VIV HEBO3MOXKHO ITpOaHa-
msuposath. Kaxmas nest HeceT B cebe 21eMeHT
VppaLOHaJIBHOCTI B TOVI MEpe, B KaKOVI HIKaKas
Ipyras vjiesi He MOXeT IIPOHMKHYTh B €e CMBICIT U
HIKaKoe OTHOIIIeHVe He MOXXeT Pa3pyIInTh ee JIO-
I'MYeCcKyIO VHAVBUIYaJIbHOCTD: «MAeU — 3TO JIO-
rudeckue MoHadp (Ibid.). JaHHble paccyxneHws
JlaHI1a CO3BYYHBI €T0 pacCy K[IeHVsIM B paHHMWII I1e-
puon, o cosHaHum y @uixte (em.: J1aHry, 1914a, c. 251).
B pabote 1926 r. JlaH11, BUAMMO, TPaHCIVIPYET CBOIO
VMHTepIIpeTaIio cosHaHns y PuxTe Ha MOHMMa-
Hue paryoHaIbHOCTY. OH HacTanBaeT Ha TOM, UTO,
«ecJIVL MBI OllperiesisieM TepMUH “palyiOoHaIbHbIN
B €ro OOBIYHOM CMBICIIE', MBI JOJDKHBI IIPU3HATB,
YTO Hallle paccy’KIeHue II0 CYyTU CBOeV Mpparyo-
HastbHO» (Lanz, 1926, p. 358).

B npyrovi 6osbimion pabore Jlan1ia, «B momckax
MoOpaJIn», IIOCBSIIEHHOW IIOVCKY OOBEeKTVBHBIX
KpUTepueB Mopaslyi, TOXe MOXHO IPOCIIeIUTb
oIperieJleHHble MeTOHOJIOrMYecKre Ilepecede-
HWSL C PaHHVIMU PacCyXIeHMSIMI, KOTOpble HO-

Tlox paroHaIbHBIM B OOBIMHOM cMbICIIe JIaHII, Mo-BU-
ZIVIMOMY, IIOHVMAET CUCTEMY YeTKO CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX
nnen. ITockompKy Takast CTPyKTYpMpPOBaHHOCTH IIPVIH-
LMIVAJIbHO HeOCTIDKMMa 0e3 ydeTa MppaliOHaIbHOTO
MOMEHTa, BHEIITHEro I10 OTHOIIEHWIO K 3TOV CTPYKTYpe,
CJIeflyeT, 110 €r0 MHEHWIO, IIPWU3HaTh, Y4TO JII000e paumo-
HaJIbHOE paccy>kKeHvie II0 CBOeV CYy TN MpPaliOHaJIbHO.
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intersection on two Fichtean themes in Lanz’s
early and later periods. In the article “The Ir-
rationality of Reasoning” (1926) Lanz asks the
question, “What is the structure of ideas?” and
comes to the conclusion that the idea cannot be
broken up into parts completely and cannot be
seen as a sum of parts. It always preserves a
component that is above and outside its parts.
This element is not an extra part of the idea,
but has something to do with its nature: “It
is the essence of the ideal world, something
of which all our ideas are made, and through
which the ideal or logical structures have their
integrity and individual meaning” (Lanz, 1926,
p- 352). Lanz claims that this element is direct
evidence for the presence of the irrational in
the structure of ideas, that irrationality is in-
herent in the very nature of reason. Our ideas
contain irrationality, but not as material given
from outside, but as one of its own characteris-
tics, as something that is part of their essence.
Irrationality is present not in certain concrete
ideas, which are hard or impossible to analyse.
Each idea carries an element of irrationality to
the extent that no other idea can penetrate its
meaning and no relation can destroy its logi-
cal individuality: “ideas are logical monads”
(ibid.). This argument of Lanz (1914a, p. 251) is
consonant with his early reasoning about con-
sciousness with Fichte. In a 1926 work Lanz
apparently translates his interpretation of con-
sciousness by Fichte to the understanding of
rationality. He argues that “If we define the
term ‘rational’ in its ordinary sense,” we must
hold our reasoning to be essentially irrational”
(Lanz, 1926, p. 358).

In another big work of Lanz, In Quest of
Morals, devoted to the search for objective cri-

¥ By rationality in the common sense Lanz apparently
means a system of clearly structured ideas. Because such
structuring is impossible in principle without taking into
account the irrational element external to this structure,
it follows, in his opinion, that any rational reasoning is
essentially irrational.
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CST, XOTSL U OTHAJIEHHO, (PUIXTeaHCKMUII XapaKTep.
@uxTe B 3TOV KHUTe He yrnomuHaeTcs. Jlanm, vc-
XOJIs1 M3 YCTAHOBOK CBOEVI JIOTVIKVI OTHOCUTEJIEHO-
cTr® TIOKas3bIBaeT, UTO «IIEHHOCTV IO CBOEVI Cy TN
OTHOCUTEJIBHBI ¥ YTO MMEHHO Oslarofmaps cBoemnt
OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTV OHW OIIpelesIaioT HeKOTOpble
VHBapMaHTBI, KOTOpble MOTYT OBITH VCIIOJIb30Ba-
HBI B KadecTBe PeryJvpyomX IIPUHIIUIIOB 11
HasTpHeNIIX olleHoK» (Lanz, 1941, p. 23). OtHOCHK-
TeJIBHOCTb, CJTy YallHOCTD VIJIV, IPYTVIMU CJIOBaMU,
VIPPaLVIOHAJIBHOCTD SBJISIOTCS OIpeesIsSIomMI
IJIsL HAXOXKIeHMsl KaK/X-TO KOHCTaHT, HBapyaH-
TOB, KOTOPBIE MBI CUMTaeM OOBEKTVBHOCTBIO.

3ak/IroueHe

®urtocodpuss duxTe chirpasia BaXHYIO MeTO-
JIOJIOTMYECKYIO POJIb B MCTOPUKO-PUIIOCOPCKIIX
VI TeOpeTUYeCcKMX VCCIIeJOBaHMAX PYCCKMX Heo-
KaHTMaHIeB. B wmcTopuko-dpmtocodpckmx pabo-
TaX PYCCKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB BbI/IesIdeTcs psjl
€IVHBIX TeHIeHIINIL: IPeICcTaBUTh prtocodckoe
TBOpuecTBO (DyxTe 11eJI0CTHO, KaK CIIVsIHYE Vie-
a;M3Ma M peasiv3Ma, 1 0e3 pasziesieHMs Ha aBTO-
HOMHBIe IIepUOIbL IIOKa3aTh HETIOJIHOIIEHHOCTH
OIHOCTOPOHHero noHMMaHwus dviocodpum Prx-
Te KaK BbIBeleHV1st ADCOITIOTa 113 MHAVBUIYaJIbHO-
ro «fl»; sadpuKcpoBaTh 3THYeCKNUII XxapaKTep du-
socodpumn PuxTe; NOTYEPKHYTH 00OCHOBAaHHOCTD
npensioxkeHHO PrxTe TPaKTOBKM IIPOOIIEMBI M-
paloHasIbHOro 1 Ap. VIHTepripeTanms mpmumMara
IPaKTU4YecKoro pasyma y @uxre, cTaplIas KJI¥O-
ueBom 1 oOpasa dpmxTeaHcKon ¢vtocodpmm B
HeMeIIKOM HeOKaHTMaHCTBe, MoJIydwia ITPoioIl-
JKeHVe V1 OpUTHAJIbHOe pa3BUTHe Y PYCCKIX Heo-
KaHTHaHIeB. Tak, JIKOBEHKO TpaKTyeT HayKoyuJe-
He KaK y4eHue o XXV3HU 1 cBoDozIe, cofepkaliiee
B ceOe oOocHOBaHMe XPUCTHAHCTBa; Bbliecas-
LIeB, IIOrpyasl sTudeckum umpeannsMm Duxre B

2 JTaHIT ITOMIBITAICS TIPUMEHUTD Ype3BEIYaltHO MOJIHYIO B
TO BpeMsI TeOPUIO OTHOCUTEIILHOCTH K JIOTVYeCKVIM IIPO-
611emam. OH onvpaeTcs Ha MaTeMaTHYecKNTI allriapar 00-
ITeVT TeOPVVI OTHOCUTEILHOCTH, B YaCTHOCTY Ha IIOHSTVIe
TEeH30pa, MCIIOJIb3yeMoe [AJIsI OIVICAHVIA MHBAPMAHTHOCTI
3aKOHOB ITPVIPOIEL
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teria one can also trace certain methodological
intersections with earlier reasoning which have,
even if remotely, a Fichtean character. Fichte is
not mentioned in that book. Lanz (1941, p. 23),
proceeding from the principles of his logic of
relativity,® shows that “values are inherent-
ly relative and that precisely by being relative
they define certain invariants which may be
used as regulative principles for further valu-
ations”. Relativity, accident or in other words
irrationality are key in looking for constants, in-
variants which we deem to be objective.

Conclusion

Fichtean philosophy played an important
methodological role in historical-philosophical
and theoretical research of Russian Neo-Kan-
tians. Several common tendencies can be iden-
tified in their historical-philosophical works:
such tendencies are presenting Fichte’s work in
a holistic way as a blend of idealism and real-
ism without a division into autonomous peri-
ods; showing that his one-sided conception of
philosophy as derivation of the Absolute from
the individual I is untenable; stressing the eth-
ical character of Fichte’s philosophy; stress-
ing the validity of Fichte’s treatment of the
irrational. Fichte’s interpretation of the pri-
macy of practical reason, which became a key
feature of the image of Fichtean philosophy
in German Neo-Kantianism, was picked up
and developed in an original way by Russian
Neo-Kantians. Thus, Yakovenko interprets the
science of knowledge as a teaching on life and
freedom which offers a grounding of Chris-
tianity; Vysheslavtsev by immersing Fichte’s
ethical idealism in the context of the idea of ac-

®Lanz tried to apply to logical problems the theory of
relativity which was all the rage at the time. He uses
the mathematical apparatus of the general theory of
relativity, notably the concept of tensor used to describe
invariant laws of nature.



KOHTEKCT mjen o0 aKTyaJbHOV OeCcKOHeYHOCTH,
PacKpbIBaeT CYIIHOCTB IIpaBa, TOCyIapcTBa M XO-
3avicTBa; JIaHIT IPOSICHSET TeopeTryecKyie OCHO-
BaHWS TUKMU KaK dvstocodpmnt cBobombl y Duxre.

TeopeTnueckne wccieoBaHMS PYCCKUX HeO-
KaHTMAHIIEB SIBHO VIV HESIBHO COXPAHSIIOT CIIEIbl
BimsiHns pvtocopum Puxre. Tak, B camocTos-
TeJIbHBIX KOHIIEMIINIX SIKOBEHKO OOHapy XMBaIOT-
csl MfieV], KOTOpBle TIOSIBVWJIVICH y HEro B CBS3U C
M3ydeHveM rxTeaHCKOM PVIocodui: IocTpoe-
HVe e[IVTHOVI CYICTEMBI CYIIIero, OTpUIIaHVie TyasIv-
CTUYECKVX KOHIIETILINII CYIIero, IOHMMaHMe OC-
HOBHOM 3aj1aun drstocodpmn Kak HalleJIeHHOCTH
Ha abCoTI0THOE M OecITpeIoCbUIOYHOe TI03HaHe
cymiero. CyIlecTBeHHBIM OT/IuMeM driocodpmm
SIkoBeHKO OT DuIXTe SBIISETCS ITOBOPOT PYCCKOIO
dwtocodpa B CTOPOHY HOCTPOEHMs IUIIOPaJINCTH-
YyeCcKoV OHTOJIOTUN. B psine aHITIOA3BIYHBIX CTaTevt
JTanma Takxe OOHAPYKMBAIOTCS CJIEbI BIIVISTHVIS
dwtocodum PuxTe, YTO BBIpa’KAETCs IJIaBHBIM
oOpa3oM B 0coOOOM BHMMaHMUM K IIpobsieMe mppa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOTO: OCMBICJIEHVIe ITPOLIecca MBIIIITIeH VS
KaK TBOPYeCKOro IIpoliecca, yKasaHue Ha o0s3a-
TeJIbHOe HaJInyye 3jieMeHTa VppalliOHaIbHOCTI
B CTPYKTYpe W€V, TIOIbITKa IIPeoIosieTh IPOTH-
BOpeuNs vjeaansMa 1 peair3Ma 1 IIepeHecTy 1xX
€IIVIHCTBO B 3TVKY U 3CTETVIKY.

WccaedoBanue Bvinoaneno npu noddepkke epar-
ma IIpesudenma Poccuiickoii @edepayuu 045 eocy-
dapcmBennoti no00epKKU MOAOOBIX POCCUTCKUX Yue-
Hblx — Kanoudamob nayx, npoexm MK-4700.2021.2
«@uaocopusn Quxme 6 pycckom Heokanmuancmoe.

Crcok nureparypbl

Buuuecaabyeb b. 1. ObocHoBaHwMe connarmsma y Oux-
Te // Borpocsr drtocodmm n ierxomnorum. 1908. K. 95.
C. 571-587.

Boviuecaabyel b.I1. Dtrka duxre. OcHOBHI IIpaBa U
HPaBCTBEHHOCTY B CVICTeMe TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI (PrIIo-
codvm. M. : [leuarrs A. Crermpesor, 1914.

Hmumpueba H.A. Pycckoe HeokaHTMaHCTBO: «Map-
Oypr» B Poccun. Vicropuko-drtocodcekme ogepkit. M. :

Poccurickas nonurmdeckas sHimkstonenus (POCCIIoH),
2007.

123

L. Yu. Kornilaev

tual infinitude, reveals the essence of law, the
state and economics; Lanz clarifies the theoret-
ical grounds of ethics as Fichte’s philosophy of
freedom.

The theoretical studies of Russian
Neo-Kantians have obvious or implicit traces
of the influence of Fichte’s philosophy. Thus,
in his own conceptions Yakovenko puts for-
ward ideas which have been prompted by his
study of Fichte: the building of an integral
system of what exists, rejection of dualistic
concepts of what exists, and the interpretation
of philosophy’s main task as absolute and un-
premised cognition of the world. An essential
difference of Yakovenko’s philosophy from
Fichte’s is the Russian philosopher’s pivot to-
ward building a pluralistic ontology. Some
of Lanz’s English-language articles also show
traces of Fichte’s influence which is chiefly
manifested in his special attention to the prob-
lem of the irrational: the interpretation of rea-
soning as a creative process, recognition of the
obligatory presence of an irrational element in
the structure of ideas, and the attempt to over-
come the contradiction between idealism and
realism and transfer their unity to ethics and
aesthetics. (In Rus.)

The study was supported by the Russian Presi-
dent’s Grant MK-4700.2021.2 “Fichte’s Philosophy
in Russian Neo-Kantianism”.
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