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ATIOJIOI' VI YEJIOBEYECKOI'O BbITWVI
VS «<MOEAJIBHOE YEJIOBEKOYBUVICTBO»:
AHTPOITIOJIOTMYECKHUM ITPOEKT
C.JI. PPAHKA

O. A. HasapoBa'

Ionamv cmanoBaenue ¢usocopuu C.JI. Dpanxa
HeBo3M0KHO BHe ysacHenus e2o omHnouenus k V. Kanmy.
Bocnpuna8 y pannux npedcmabumenetl coBpemeHHOU
emMy meopuu nosHaHus 3adauy nouams Kawma c mem,
umo0s! Buitimu 3a e2o npedes (B. Bunoeavdaro), a markoxe
npussl8 Bo30epikamvea om 00eMamuzayuu Guiocopuu
Kanma, donyckas MmHo2000pasue ee unmepnpemayui
(I1. Hamopn), @panx ybudes 6 Kanme ne kpumuxa uiu
«paspywiumens» Memagpusuku, HO MblCAUTIEAS, 3040-
KubBuieeo ocHoBvl HOBo20 Memaghusutecko20 Cummesa.
On nocmabus neped coboil 3adauy «npeodpasobanus»
kanmoBckoil gpusrocogpuu 8 HoByro memagpusuneckyro cu-
cmemy, UCNOAb3YS NpU 3MoM 0CHOBONO0AALAIOU4UE NPUH-
YUnsl Kpumu4eckoeo MuluiieHus. B pesyivmame emy
yoasoce npeodosems xapakmepHoe 044 HeokaHmuanuye
abcmpakxmmuoe noHumanue 1eaobexa u nomecmums 6 ¢go-
Kyc ghusocogpckux uccaedoBanutl KOHKpemHo2o, mo eciiv
1040keHH020 6 abcoatomHbLil 20pu30Hm Obimus, es06e-
Ka. B eco memacpusuxe anmponosoeus Ha4uHaem u2pams
cucmemoodpasyouyio U CcMblcA000pasyouyo pos, a
OHMO2HOCe0N02UYeCKUe PACCYXKOeHUS UCHOAb3YIOMCA 6
Kkauecmbe Memo0os0eut 044 PACKpbUINUA cheyugpuku
uenobeueckoeo Ovimus. VI 6 smom cmuvicie Opank makxe
caedyem Kanmy, komopuitl 6o Bcmynienuu k cboei «Jlo-
euxe» onpedessn Bonpoc «Hmo makoe uesobex?» 6 kaue-
cmbe ocrobBonoaaearoujeeo Bonpoca gpusocopuu. Ppan-
KoBckoe mpukHuxue — «IIpeomem 3smanus» (1915),
«[ywa uerobexa» (1915) u «IlyxoBusie octobbl 0bu4e-
cmba» (1930) — Haeasa0Ho dokasvibaem, umo memagu-
3uMeckas uHmepnpemayus KaumoBcko2o Kpumuyusma
MOXKem cOCoAmbCsA U oka3amuces nepbuunoil 6 nocma-
HOBKe U peuienuy aKmyaibHblx (huiocopckux npobaem.

KaroueBvie caoBa: C.JI. Opanx, M. Kanm, 603-
poxxOeHue Memagu3uxy, aHMponoao2us, KOHKpenHoe
camobvimue, mparcyeHoupobatiie
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APOLOGIA FOR HUMAN EXISTENCE
VS “IDEAL HOMICIDE™:
SEMYON FRANK’S
ANTHROPOLOGICAL PROJECT

O. A. Nazarova®

The emergence of S. L. Frank’s philosophy cannot be
understood without clarifying his attitude to Immanuel
Kant. Following the early representatives of the theory
of cognition of his time who undertook to understand
Kant in order to go beyond him (W. Windelband) and
their warning against turning Kant’s philosophy into
a dogma and allowing for diverse interpretations of
Kant (P. Natorp), Frank saw Kant not as a critic and
“destroyer” of metaphysics, but as a thinker who laid
the foundations of a new metaphysical synthesis. He set
himself the task of “transforming” the Kantian philos-
ophy into a new metaphysical system proceeding from
the foundational principles of critical thinking. As a re-
sult, he managed to overcome the abstract concept of
the human being characteristic of Neo-Kantians to put
the concrete human in the absolute horizon of being at
the focus of philosophical investigations. In his meta-
physics anthropology begins to play a system-forming
and meaning-forming role, and onto-epistemological
reasoning is used as a methodology for revealing the
specificities of the human being. Here, too, Frank fol-
lows Kant who in his Logic defined the question “What
is man?” as the fundamental question of philosophy.
Frank’s three books, The Object of Knowledge (1915),
Man’s Soul (1915), and The Spiritual Foundations of
Society (1930) demonstrate that a metaphysical inter-
pretation of Kantian critique is possible and may turn
out to be the foundation of raising and solving topical
philosophical problems.

Keywords: S.L. Frank, 1. Kant, revival of meta-
physics, anthropology, concrete self-existence, tran-
scending

! Institute of Personal Training and Consulting (IPB).
Zielstattstr. 9, Munich, 81379, Germany.

Received: 31.10.2022.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-1-3

KanmoBexuii cooprux. 2023. T. 42, Ne 1. C. 52 — 70.

Kantian Journal, 2023, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 52-70.



1. BBenenme

Cutyanms B coBpeMeHHOM (paHKOBeIeHWM
CKJIa/IbIBaeTCsl IapajioKcajIbHbIM 00pasoM. XOTs
abCOJTFOTHO OUYeBMIIHO, UTO IIOHSTH CTaHOBJIEHVE
dunocodpun C.JI. dpaHKa HEBO3MOXKHO BHe yscC-
HeHMs ero oTHomeHud K V. KaHnTy u K HeokaH-
TUAHCTBY, TeM He MeHee II0Ka HVKTO He pelnJi-
Csl OCYIIeCTBUTD paszBeprymoe viccyieloBaHue 3TOV
TeMbL. VI XOTs1 OHa HeOJHOKpaTHO 3aTparvBalach
MHOIVIMU CIIeIIMaJIiCTaM¥ B TOM VUIV MHOM KOH-
TeKCTe, y HaC HeT HV OJJHOVI JyccepTary, KOTo-
pasi Opl1a OBI CIleInasbHO TIOCBAIeHa 3TOMY BO-
npocy. dopMaT KpaTKom MHyOyvKaryuy I103BOJIs-
eT OCBeTUTh MHOIOTPaHHOCTb COIePXKaHWUs 3TOM
CJIOXKHOVI TeMBbl JIUIIb OOIIMMM INTpUXaMy U B
CKaTOM BWMJIe, COCPeOTOUMB BHUMaHMe Ha MeTa-
dwsIUecKor MHTepIIpeTaluy KaHTOBCKOIO Kpu-
TUII3Ma ¥ IIPeooJIeHNI ero OrpaHMYeHHOCTU
3a cyeT oOpallleHnsl K KOHKPeTHOMY YesIoBeKy Kak
JKVIBOMY VU JTyXOBHOMY CYIII€CTBY.

2. ITouats KanTa ¢ TeMm,
9TOOBI BBIVITH 3a €ro Ipejesl

Hauatpe HyXHO c «[Ipemmera 3HaHWMS» — Ma-
ructepckont aucceptanymu C.JI. @panka. Ha mon
B3IJISA], Ty WHTEHIMIO, KOTOpas PyKOBOAMIIA
@PpaHKOoM B ero paboTe HaJl Hero, BeCbMa TOYHO
BeIpakartoT cjiosa [laysiss Hatopma n3 ero noxiaga
1912 ., ¢ xoTOopeIM OH BhICTYNMII Nepen, KanTos-
ckmM obrtectsoM B 'asize. HaTopn rosoput o ToMm,
YTO «BCSIKMIL, KTO XOUeT cieslaTh KaKov-HUOyIb
miar srepeq, B pusiocodunt, cumUTaeT IepBeriieit
CBOeV1 00g3aHHOCTBIO Pa3odpaThbes B prtocodpmm
KanTa» (HaTopr, 1913, c. 93).

IToHsTB, KaKyIo posib UTpaeT pedieKcusl KaH-
TOBCKOTO KpUTHUIIM3Ma B dopMupoBaHmM prsio-
copum PpaHKa, paBHO KaK ¥ OCO3HATHb MCTOPU-
KO-pwIocopcKoe 3HaueHMe TeX pPasMbIIIIeHNUT,
KOTOpBIe OBbLIN M3JI0KeHBI VIM B TIEpBYIO Odeperb
B ero TpukHwkum — «[Ipenmer snanus» (1915),
«[dy1a uesioBeka» (1917) u «[lyxoBHbIe OCHOBBI 00-
miectsBa» (1930), momoraeT roMelrieHe ero prIoco-
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1. Introduction

A paradoxical situation is emerging in mod-
ern Frank scholarship. Although it is absolute-
ly clear that it is impossible to understand the
emergence of Frank’s philosophy without clari-
fying his attitude to Kant and Neo-Kantianism,
to date no one has attempted an extended study
of this theme. Although it has been touched
upon by many experts in various contexts we
do not have a single dissertation expressly de-
voted to the question. The format of a brief
publication makes it possible to reveal the mul-
ti-faceted content of this complicated theme
only in a concise way and in sweeping strokes,
while concentrating on the metaphysical inter-
pretation of Kantian critique and overcoming
its limitations by turning to the concrete human
as a living and spiritual being.

2. To Understand Kant in Order
to Go beyond Him

We should start with Frank’s magisteri-
al dissertation The Object of Knowledge. In my
opinion, the intention that guided Frank in this
work is accurately captured by Paul Natorp in
his 1912 report delivered before the Kantian So-
ciety in Halle. Natorp writes that “anyone who
wants to make a step forward in philosophy
deems it to be his first duty to sort out Kant’s
philosophy”? (Natorp, 1912, p. 193).

In order to understand the role rumination
on Kant’s critique plays in the formation of
Frank’s philosophy and to appreciate the his-
torical-philosophical significance of the reflec-
tions set out above all in his three books — The
Object of Knowledge (1915), Man’s Soul (1917),
and The Spiritual Foundations of Society (1930) —
it is helpful to place his philosophy in the con-
text to which it actually refers. Frank himself

2 “Eine Auseinandersetzung mit ihr erkennt doch jeder, der in
der Philosophie vorwirts will, als seine erste Pflicht.”



0. A. Hazaposa

M B TOT KOHTEKCT, K KOTOPOMY OHa, COOCTBEHHO,
m otHOCcUTCs. [oBOpsI cytoBamMum camoro dustocoda,
peusn uzet o «Bo3poxdenun memagpusuxu» (PpaHK,
1928, c. 83; kypcus mon. — O.H.), KoTopas ynoB-
JleTBOpsijIa ObI TIOTPeOHOCTD «B DOJIee KM3HEHHO
duocodnmr», He OTpPBIBAIOITEN! «ITO3HAFOIINT Ty X
oT camont peastbHOCTI» (PpaHK, 1912, c. 35)* 1 ocy-
IIeCTBJIAIONIEN «yTJIyOJIleHHbIV aHa/Iu3 IpobiieM
Iy XoBHOW Xn3HM» (DpaHK, 1928, c. 84)°.

B XX croneTtun 310 OBLIO CBSI3aHO B MEPBYIO
ouepeslb C IepeocMbIciieHVeM KpuTuimiMa Kan-
Ta, TOCKOJIBKY B MCTOpuM uiiocopum HUKTO
KpOMe Hero HaCTOJIBKO OCHOBAaTeJIbHO He CTaBUII
BO3MOXXHOCTb MeTadpm3MKy 11071, Borpoc. VIMeH-
HO eMy ObUIO IIpeJTbsIBJIeHO OOBUHeHVe B «Ooroy-
OuricTBe», ecyI UCIIOIb30BaTh TepMMH BragymMmn-
pa DOpna u3 ero gokiaga «Ot Kanra x Kpyrmmy».
V1 sTO OTHION He Hallla OTedecTBeHHas IedprHM-
ums. ITpumepHo 1o Tem ke npuumHaM «Kpurtnka
4ICTOrO pasyMa» Obljla BHeceHa BatmkaHowm B VIH-
IIEeKC 3aIIpeleHHbIX M3TaHmIT".

W TeM He MeHee HUKaKOW 3aIIpeT He MOI OT-
MEeHUTb HeoOXOIVMOCTM BBICTPOUTE OTHOIIIe-
Hue ¢ KaHTOM ISt TOro, 4TOOBI OCYIIECTBUTH
Kpumuyeckoe obocHoBanue memagpusuxu. Tem mpu-
dTHee Oy/leT OTMETUTb, UTO pellleHNe 3TOVl He-

2 Cp.: «Becsikast THOCEOIOIMSL — KaK YYUT CaMblVl IPOHM-
LIaTeJIbHBIVL VI HEIIPeAB3SAThII COBPEMEHHBIVI HeMeLKII
MBbICTIUTENb ['yccepsib — ecTh (DeHOMEHOJIOTWS; BCSIKast
dpeHOMeHOIIOTM, — HpUOaB/IieT BOXIb COBPEMEHHOV
dpanrysckon dwmwiocodun beprcon, — ectp morpyxke-
HUe MBIV B OeckOoHeuyHOe OOraTtcTBo OBITHMS, T.e. Me-
tadpmsvka» (Ppank, 1912, c. 35). Tem cambmm beprcon
«YIOBJIETBOPSET MOTpebHOCTM B Oostee Xv3HeHHOU -
s1ocodmn, KOTopasi He OTpbIBasIa ObI ITO3HAOIINIL JTyX OT
camon1 peastbHOCTI» (Tam xe).

*Cp.: «Egpa I'yccepmp ycmenn HavaTh paboTaTh Ha Ha-
MeueHHOM WM IIyTH, KaK ero Jiydinme u Hauboslee
oflapeHHble YUeHVKN — W3 HyXx repsbiM Makc Llletep —
VICIIOJIB30BaJIVL €70 METOZ, 044 603p0oK0eHUs Memagu3uxu,
VIS TpOOYXKIEHNMST M OCMBICIIEHMSI KOPEHHBIX BOIIPO-
COB MMpoco3eprans. beccTpacTHO-Hay4HOe OIVICAaHVe
CTPYKTYPBI SIBJIEHUV OBICTPO IIPeBpaTIiIOCh B YIJIyOJIeH-
HBIVI aHaJIN3 IIpo0JIeM IIyXOBHOV XM3HMW» (Ppask, 1928,
c. 83—84; xypcus mort. — O.H.).

* OpmmmanbHON 1estbio cocraBiieHms Vupekca (Index
librorum prohibitorum) 6bU10 OrpakieHIe BEphI 1 HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTM OT ITOCATaTeIbCTB M OOrOCIIOBCKMX OIIVOOK.
«KpuTnka amcroro pasyma» momasa B IIOCTIeIHee M3/a-
Hue Vumekca 1948 r.
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refers to it as a “revival of metaphysics” (Frank,
1928a, p. 83; my italics — O.N.) which would
meet the need “for a more lifelike philosophy”
which does not separate the cognising spirit
from reality itself” (Frank, 1912, p. 35)° and en-
gages in an “in-depth analysis of the problems
of spiritual life” (Frank, 1928a, p. 84).*

In the twentieth century this was associat-
ed first and foremost with reinterpreting Kant’s
critique because no one in the history of philos-
ophy questioned the possibility of metaphysics
more thoroughly than he. He was accused of
“God-slaying,” to use the term of Vladimir Ern
in his report “From Kant to Krupp.” This is not
only the Russian philosopher’s view. It was for
basically the same reasons that the Vatican in-
cluded the Critique of Pure Reason in the Index
of Forbidden Publications.”

And yet no ban could cancel the need to set-
tle the relations with Kant in order to provide a
critical grounding of metaphysics. It gives me all
the more pleasure to report that the solution of
this challenging and ambitious task was accom-
plished in Frank’s works long before this was
done, for example, by neo-scholastics.

Early on in his philosophical career (above
all in the above-mentioned three books, but
also in some other works) Frank broke through

® Cf. “All epistemology, according to the most insight-
ful and impartial modern German thinker, Husserl, is
phenomenology; all phenomenology, adds Bergson, the
leader of modern French philosophy, is immersion of
thought in the infinite richness of being, i.e. metaphy-
sics.” Thereby Bergson “meets the need for a more life-
like philosophy which would not separate the cognising
spirit from reality itself” (Frank, 1912, p. 35).

* Cf. “No sooner did Husserl begin to work along the
path he charted than his best and most gifted pupils —
above all Max Scheler — used his method to revive meta-
physics, to awaken and reflect on the root questions of
contemplation of the world. Dispassionate scientific de-
scription of the structure of phenomena quickly turned
into a profound analysis of the problems of spiritual
life” (Frank, 1928a, pp. 83-84; my italics — O.N.).

> The official aim of the Index (Index librorum prohibito-
rum) was to protect faith and morality from encroach-
ments and theological mistakes. The Critique of Pure
Reason was included in the last issue of the Index in
1948.



IIPOCTOVI ¥ BeChbMa ITPETEHIIMO3HOV 3aJa4um ObUIO
Havi[IeHo B paboTax dpaHKa 3a10JIr0 A0 TOro, KaK
3TO yHaJIoch cHeslaTh, K IIPUIMEPY, TOVL JKe HeoCxXo-
JlaCTUKe.

@paHK B cBOeM paHHeM (PrI0cOPCKOM TBOP-
yecTBe (B IepBYIO Oo4Yepedpb B YIOMSHYTOM TPUK-
HVDKIM, a TaKXe B psze Opyrux padoT), o cyTu
Zlesia, OCYIIecTBWII IpopbiB K AbGcororHOMYy. U
MBICJIUTEJIBHBIV XOJI, KOTOPBIN ObUI MM VICIIOJIb-
30BaH, (paKTMUECK! COBIAZlaeT C TeM, KOTOPBIN
Obul crerlaH OeIBIMUICKMM  PII0COPOM-TIe3y -
oM JKosedpom Mapernanem (1878 —1944) B ero -
TUTOMHOM Tpyhe «OTmpaBHas ToO4Ka MeTadpwsu-
kn» (Maréchal, 1922—1947). Dot Tpyx B cBoe Bpe-
Ml ITPOM3BEJI «PEBOJTIOLIO» B HEOTOMM3ME, KOTO-
peITt OoJTee BeKa IIOCTIe BBIXOMA B CBeT KaHTOBCKMX
«KpuTHK» pesko oTpuilaTeIbHO OTHOCUIICS K €ro
drtocopum.

@paHK VCXOOWUT W3 TOrO, YTO HeOOXOmMMO
nouame Kanma c mem, umobul Bviiimu 3a eco npedei
(cMm.: Ddpank, 1993, c. 36). IIpumeuarestbHO, 4TO 3Ta
3a7jada ObUIa BOCIIPMHSITA VIM Y paHHUX IIpefCTa-
BUTEJIEVI COBPEMEHHOV eMYy Teopuy IIO3HaHMI
(cm.: Bunmensbanm, 1904, c. VI). OgHako 1o cpas-
HEHWIO ¢ HeoKaHTHaHIIaMy DpaHK MHTepIIpeTH-
pyeT aTy 3amaudy csouM crocobom. Ilo ero mme-
Hito, KaHT J0/KeH paccMaTprBaThCsS He CTOJIBKO
KaK KPUTUK WV «PaspyLINTeIb» MeTadpus3mKy,
HO KaK MBICJIVITEIIb, 3aJI0KVBIIINTI OCHOBBI HOBOTO
Memagpusuuecko20 cuHmesda, Begb «B OTHOIIEHWUU
MeTapU3VKI» OH «ysCHHeT 1 ee HeBO3MOXKHOCTE,
u ee nHeusbexnocmv» (Ppank, 2006, c. 126; Kypcus
Mort. — O.H.). VI «“Bcepaspymatormemy” Kanty
ObUIO CYXX/IeHO, BOIIpeKM ero cOOCTBEHHO BOJle,
CTaTh BOOOIIIe 3a4riHaTesIeM HOBOTO TIOTbeMa Me-
tacpmsmueckont Mbicn» (PpaHk, 19953, c. 405).

B pabore «KanTt — 150 sieT crrycrs» (1954) He-
Ge3bI3BecTHOrO DMepuxa Kopera, mpencrasureris
«TPaHCLEHAEHTAJIBHOV MeTadu3nKi»’, KOTopast
Oepet cBoe Hauaso B Maesax Mapemrass, 3TOT e

®> Ee cyTh COCTOUT CTpEMJIEHUM CBSI3aTh CXOJIACTUIECKYTO
MeTapM3MKy ¥ TpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHyIo driocoduio B
tpagymy Kanra. Cm.: (Kanzian, 2005), a Taxxe Moe mc-
arenosanme: (Nazarova, 2017).
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to the Absolute. The strategy he used practi-
cally coincides with that used by the Belgian
Jesuit philosopher Joseph Maréchal (1878 —
1944) in his five-volume work, The Starting
Point of Metaphysics (Maréchal, 1922 —1947).
That work in its time caused a “revolution” in
Neo-Thomism which, more than a century after
the publication of Kant’s Critigues, was sharply
disapproving of his philosophy.

Frank proceeds from the need to understand
Kant in order to go beyond him (see: Frank, 1993b,
p- 36). It has to be noted that he was prompted
to this task by the early representatives of the
cognition theory of his time (cf. Windelband,
1903, p. IV). However, he interprets this task
differently than the Neo-Kantians. He argues
that Kant should be perceived not so much as
a critic or “destroyer” of metaphysics, but as
a thinker who laid the foundations of a new
metaphysical synthesis, for “with regard to meta-
physics” he claims that “it is impossible and
at the same time inevitable” (Frank, 2006, p. 126;
my italics — O.N.). “The “all-destroyer” Kant,
contrary to his will, was destined to become
the pioneer of a new upsurge of metaphysical
thought” (Frank, 1995, p. 405).

This train of thought was expressed in prac-
tically the same words in the work Kant — 150
Years On by Emerich Coreth (1954), a represen-
tative of “transcendental metaphysics”,® which
arises from the ideas of Maréchal: “With Kant,
it was not about destruction, but about a new
critical grounding of metaphysics”;” he “laid
the foundations of all subsequent thought”®
(Coreth, 1954, p. 622).

Frank (1915, p. 35) set out to “transform”
the Kantian philosophy into a new metaphysi-

¢ It basically seeks to link scholastic metaphysics and
transcendental philosophy in the Kantian tradition. See
Kanzian (2005) and my study (Nazarova, 2017).

7 Cf. “Es ging Kant um nichts weniger als um Zerstrung
der Metaphysik, es ging ihm um kritische Neubegriindung
der Metaphysik [...].”

8 Cf. “[...] dem ganzen nachfolgenden Denken die Grundla-
gen bereitet hatte.”
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X071, MBICTIVI BBIPakeH ITPaKTUUYeCcKV TeMU e ca-
MbIMU cjloBaMut: «Y KaHTa peub 11a He 0 paspy-
IIIeHNY, HO O HOBOM KPUTWYeCKOM 0OOCHOBaHMM
MeTaV3MKI»; OH «3aJI0KVJIT OCHOBBI BCETO ITOCTIe-
mytoriero MbiuteHns» (Coreth, 1954, S. 622).

@paHK cTaBUT Hepep, coOOM 3a7audy «IIpeoOpa-
soBaHMs» (Ppank, 1915, c. 35) kaHTOBCKOM PHITO-
codumt B HOBYIO MeTapM3MIeCKyIO CUCTEMY C VC-
II0JIb30BaHMEeM IIpY 3TOM OCHOBOIIOJIATaroIIVX
MNPUHITATIOB KPUTWYeCKOro MbluieHns. [osops
crosamu Koperta, ciremosasitero 3a MaperiaseM,
OH CTpPeMUTCs «IIpeonosieTs KaHTa mpu oMoy
camoro Kanra» (Coreth, 1954, S. 623). C moeit Tou-
KVI 3peHMs, 3Ta IIMTaTa abCoIIOTHO TOUHO IOIXO-
IOUT JIs8 00O3HAUeHWsI TOrO, YTO ObLIO CIesIaHo
@paHKOM B paHHeM IIpoeKTe ero prIocodCcKou
CUCTEMBI, — IJIODAJIBHOTO pPeIUIO3HO-MeTadm-
3MYeCKOr0 M AHMPON0102U4ecko20 TepeocMbICiie-
HISI KAHTOBCKOV (prj1ocodm.

VIHTepecHO, 4TO B JaHHOM BOIIPOCE OTHOIIIe-
Hre PpaHKa K HEOKAaHTMAHCTBY BbICTpaynBaeT-
Cs1 IO MPUHIIMILY «Ha3a/, K MCTOKaM». B mokiame
«Kpmnsuc cospemenHon dutocodpum» (1916) 1 B
pabote «/ly1ia gesioeka» (1917) on oOBuHSIET co-
BpeMeHHYIO eMy THOCeOJIOrMI0 — VIMesi B BUIy B
[IepByI0 Oo4yeperb HEOKAHTMAHCTBO — B «udedlb-
Hom uenoBexoybuticmbe» (PpaHk, 19956, c. 440;
Kypcus Mon. — O.H.), TOCKOJIBKY OHa BefleT peyb
JIVIIB O «YWCTBIX aOCTpaKLMsxX» Bpope «THOce-
OJIOTMTYeCKOro CyOBheKTa» WIIM «CO3HaHMS BOOD-
me» (Tam xe). DTO yOUIICTBO HE3aKOHHO, IIOTO-
My YTO IIO3HaHMe COBeplllaeTcs B UesloBeKe Kak
«KVBOVI, KOHKpemHoiu peajibHOCTI» (Tam ke; Kyp-
cu Mont. — O.H). A 3HaunT, nepen, dpuiocodu-
€Vl BHOBb BO3HVIKAET «CTapbIi1», HO «BIIOJIHE 3aKOH-
HBIVI "I HEYCTPaHVMBIVI BOIIPOC: KaK XXe YeJIoBeK,
KVBOe MHVBYIyaIbHOe YesloBeuecKoe CO3HaHVe
IOCTUTaeT 3TOM OOBEKTMBHOV, CBEPXVHIVBUIY-
aJIBHOV MCTUHBI» (Tam xe).

@paHK yKasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO «BO3MOXKHOCTB
MIO3UTMBHOIO peIleHNs IMIpo0JIeMbl TI03HAHMS
(wm mpobriembr TpaHcueHaeHuymn. — O.H.), B
TOM YMCJIe U TIO3HaHMS MeTadpV3M4IecKoro 3aBui-

cal system proceeding from the core principles
of critical thinking. To use Coreth’s words who
followed Maréchal, he sought “to overcome
Kant with the help of Kant himself”® (Coreth,
1954, p. 623). I think this quote pinpoints what
Frank accomplished in his early philosophical
project, viz. a global religious-metaphysical and
anthropological revision of Kant’s philosophy.

Interestingly, on this issue Frank’s attitude
to Neo-Kantianism is based on the “back to
the sources” principle. In his report “The Cri-
sis of Contemporary Philosophy” (1916) and
the book Man’s Soul (1917) he accuses contem-
porary epistemology, referring above all to
Neo-Kantianism, of an “ideal homicide” (Frank,
1993a, p. 25; my italics — O.N.) because it deals
only with “pure abstractions” such as “the gno-
seological subject” or “consciousness in gen-
eral” (ibid.). The homicide is unlawful because
cognition takes place in the human being as
“a living, concrete reality” (ibid.; my italics —
O.N.). This confronts philosophy with “the old”
but “wholly legitimate and inexorable question:
how does man, the living individual human
consciousness, attain this objective, supraindi-
vidual truth?” (ibid., pp. 25-26).

Frank points out that “the possibility of a
positive solution of the problem of cognition
(or the problem of transcendence — O.N.), in-
cluding metaphysical cognition depends [...]
on whether we will find the point of being not
touched by the problems of objective being”*°
(Frank, 1928b, p. 182). He is referring to the
human being’s spiritual being. In his opinion,
it may “serve as the outer end of the Ariadne
thread in penetrating the labyrinth of being”*
(ibid.). In that sense he also follows Kant who,

9 Cf. “[...] Kant durch Kant selbst zu iiberwinden [...].”

10 Cf. “Die ganze Mdglichkeit [ ...] einer positiven Losung des
Erkenntnisproblems, mithin auch einer metaphysischen Er-
kenntnis hingt davon ab, dass wir einen Seinspunkt ergrei-
fen, der von der Problematik des gegenstindlichen Seins nicht
getroffen wird.”

Cf. “[...] uns als duflerstes Ende des Ariadnenfaden beim
Eindringen in das Labyrinth des Seins dienen [...].”
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CUT... OT TOTO, HaVifieM JI MBI TOUKY OBITHS, He
3aTPOHYTYIO IIpOOIeMaTHKOM IIpeIMEeTHOrO Obl-
s (Ppank, 2017a, c. 191). Peus uaet o gy xoBHOM
ObITrN uestoBeka. Ilo ero MHeHMIO, MMEHHO OHO
MOXKET «IIOCJTYKMTb HaM BHEIITHVM KOHIIOM HUTY
ApuagHBI IIpV IPOHMKHOBEHWY B JIAOMPUHT ObI-
Tus» (Tam xe). VI B aTOM cMBICIIe OH Takxke CIlefy-
et KaHTy, KOTOpBITI BO BCTYIIJIEHUM K cBOel1 «J]o-
TVIKe» OIpeIesIsl BOIIpoc «YTo Takoe 4esloBeK?» B
KauecTBe OCHOBOIIOJIaraollero Bolpoca puioco-
dvn, K KOTOPOMY pemyLUMpyIOTcsa Bce OCTaIbHbIe
BOITPOCHI — «YTO 51 MOry 3HaTh? YUTO 4 JOJDKeH Jie-
nate? Ha urto s cMeto HagesTbesa?» (AA 09, S. 25;
Kanr, 1980, c. 332).

Taxmm oOpasoMm, Metadmsmka PpaHka OKa-
3bIBaeTCsl CMHTe3VpOBaHa BOKPYT VICCIIe[IOBaHWS
ObITHMS JesloBeKa, KOrja aHTPOMNOJIOrs HadlHa-
eT UrpaTh IeHTpabHYIO, CUCTEeMOOOpPa3yIOIyIO
VWIN JJaXke CMbiCcA000pa3yiouiyio poilb, a OHTOIHO-
CeoJIOrMUecKyie pacCy KIeHs MCIIOJIb3yIOTCS B Ka-
gecTBe Men1000402Utl A1 PaCKPBITVS CIIeLIVI(VIKIA
YeJI0BEYeCKOro ObITHS.

BerruiicTBeHHass «0cobOCTB» OyIIN UesIoBeKa
IIpesnosiaraeT IpyMeHeHe MHBIX MeTOIO0B MBbIC-
JIATEJILHON JIeATeJIbHOCT J1JIs ee BOCIIPUSATUS U
MccIIeioBaHMs. 3aKJIIoueHVe O ee peajIbHOCTH, OC-
HOBaHHOe, K IIpyUMepy, JINIIb Ha «XyH0XXeCTBeH-
HOM. .. uncnupayuu» (Opank, 20178, c. 257; kypcus
mont. — O.H.), muimiao Obl yueHMe o YeJloBeKe CTa-
Tyca «0OBeKTUBHO-Hay4HOro» (Tam xe) u mpoTu-
BOpeunyio ObI cTpemiteHnio dpaHka paspadoTarsb
Pn10codPCcKyI0 aHTPOIOJIOIMIO B Ka4eCcTBe «OCHO-
BaHMs 1151 ICTOPUYECKOTro, IIPaBOBOr'o 1 COLialb-
HO-HayYHOro MupoBosspeHus» (Tam xe, c. 271), o
yeM OH IuIIeT B paboTe «O MeTadmsmKe TyIIIv».
Crrenya Kanry, @paHK cTpeMUTCs IIOJIOKUTH B
OCHOBY HayKM «OKa3aTeJIbCTBO», a He «CJIEIyIO
Bepy». ONIHaKO IIOCKOJIBKY JIyllla YesoBeKa 3aHU-
MaeT «CPeVIHHYIO O3UIIVIO» Mex0y MVIPOM Vijie-
aJIHOT'O I MMPOM peaIbHOrO OBITVS, OHA He MO-
XKeT OBITh IMOCTUTHYTa IIOCPeCTBOM IOHSTUN U
KaTeropmii, ONpeesIsionX cofepkaHue odomx
3TX MUpPOoB. COOTBETCTBEHHO, «JIOTMYeCcKoe JI0Ka-
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in the introduction to his Logic, defined the
question “What is man?” as the basic question
of philosophy to which all the other questions
boil down: “What can I know? What ought I
to do? What may I hope?” (Log, AA 09, p. 25;
Kant, 1992, p. 538).

Thus, Frank’s metaphysics is synthesised
around the study of the human’s being when
anthropology begins to play the central, sys-
tem-forming or even meaning-forming role
while onto-gnoseological reasoning is used as a
methodology to reveal the specificities of human
being.

The being-related “selfhood” of the hu-
man soul implies the use of other methods of
thinking for its perception and study. Conclud-
ing about its reality on the basis, for example,
only of “artistic [...] inspiration”** (Frank, 1929b,
p. 355; my italics — O.N.), would deprive the
study of the human being of an “objective-sci-
entific”?® status (ibid.) and contradict Frank’s
ambition of developing philosophical anthro-
pology as “the foundation of a historical, legal
and socio-scientific world view”* (ibid., p. 364),
as he writes in his work On Metaphysics of the
Soul. Following Kant, he tries to put “proof”
and not “blind faith” at the foundation of sci-
ence. However, because man’s soul occupies a
middle position between the ideal and the real
world, it cannot be fathomed through concepts
and categories which determine the content of
both these worlds. Accordingly, with regard
to it the “logical proof” cannot be rational, but
consists in making evident. “[...] we are talking
not about theory or logical definition of spiri-
tual life, but only about locating and mapping
it,”?> Franks writes (ibid., p. 367). Being “life ex-

12 Cf. “kiinstlerische [...] Inspiration.”

3 Cf. “objektiver Wissenschaft.”

“WCf. “[...] Grundlage fiir die geschichts-, recht- und
sozialwissenschaftliche Weltanschauung [...].”

15 Cf. “[...] handelt es sich hier nicht um eine Theorie
oder logische Bestimmung des Gebietes des Seelenle-
bens, sondern sozusagen nur um seine Auffindung und
Absteckung.”
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3aTeJIbCTBO» TI0 OTHOIIIEHIO K HeVl He MOXeT ObITh
JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM pallYiOHaIbHBIM, HO eCTh npube-
denue k oueBuonocmu. «...Pedb mzeT 3meck He O Te-
OpMM VJIV JIOTMYeCKOM OITpeJieIeHNN TyIIeBHOI
JKM3HM, HO JIMIIb O ee OOHapy>XeHWUM " OTKpBI-
TU», — nieT Ppask (Ppask, 20178, c. 274). by-
Aydu «camoti ceds nepexubanujeil XusHpio», Iyl
«MOXeT ObITh ITOHATA ¥ MO3HAHA JIVIIb USHYMPU,
u3 camoti cebs, Vi TaK, KAk OHA ectb 045 ceds camot»
(Tam xe, c. 278). Kak Oput0 mOKasaHO B MeTadu-
3MKe 3HaHW, TIOCTVDKEHME TeX cdpep ObITHS, KO-
TOpbIe IO OTHOIIEHUIO K SMIIVIPUUYECKOMY MUPY
ABJISIIOTCA. Mema-pu3uueckumu, TOCTYITHO JIVIIIIb
0ocoOOMy BUy 3HAHMSI — >XXVMBOMY 3HAHWIO, XI-
BOVI MHTY IV KaK ITepeXNBaIOIIEMY OITBITY.

ITpeomorieHne y30CTV KaHTOBCKOV TPAKTOBKM
IIOHSATMSL OIIbITa BO3MOXHO, 110 MHeHuIo (PpaHKa,
JIVIIG PETUIVIO3HBIM CO3HaHMeM. PermrviosHoe
BO3pOXK/IeHVe VIMeeT OOJIbITioe 3Ha4YeHVie IIJTs Ha-
YYHOIO 3HaHMS BOOOIIE, «1100 BeleT K pacIipe-
HUIO 1 yIi1yOrieHMIO [UertoBevyeckoro] omeita» (Tam
Xe, C. 256), VI B 0COOEHHOCTV /151 Hay YHOr'O ITO3Ha-
HMS AYIIY, IIOCKOJIBKY «JINIIIb PeJIVUTVIO3HBIV Ue-
JIOBEK CTIOCO0eH MIMeTh IO/ IMHHOE XXIBOe CaMOCO-
3HaHUe, OlTyIIaTh B cebe “mytry xxusy”» (Tam xe).
Vicrionp30BaHMe 3TOTO OIBITa B IIEJISAX «HAyYHOrO
nosHaHwus gy (Tam xe, c. 257) MoypkHO DpuBe-
CTV K «ITOCTPOEHMIO PeJIUTVI03HOVI TeOPUM YesloBe-
yeckoro cytiectsa» (Tam xe, c. 281) xKak konkpem-
Hoeo 0yxoBHoeo cymiectsa (Tam xe, c. 267), v «ca-
mocmu» (@pank, 19906, c. 331), koTopast HAXOIUT-
Csl B OTHOIIIEHMY TI000Ws K HecyIIe ee MHCTaH-
Iy — abCOIIOTHOMY OOXKeCTBEHHOMY OBITMIIO,
Bellb VIMEHHO «DOrouesioBe4ecTBO» OTKpbIBaeTCs
JKMBOMY OIIBITY PEJIUTMIO3HOIO CO3HAHMS B Kade-
CTBe «IIOCJIETHETO OCHOBOITOJIAraroIero Meradu-
3udeckoro dakra» (Ppank, 20178, c. 269).

Ecy MbI BHOBB oOpatmMcs K Kopery — K ero
cratbe «4T0 Takoe drtocodckas aHTPOIIOIOT VS
(1969), HarMcaHHOV OoJIee TIOITyBeKa CITYCTs IOCIe
«dytm geriopeka» PpaHKa, TO MBI OOHAPYXMM B

¢ DTOMY BOIIPOCY IOCBAIIIeHA BTOpas 4acTb cTaTby Ppan-
Ka «ITosHaHme 1 ObITME» — «MeTalormueckie OCHOBBI
IIOHATUITHOrO 3HaHMs» (Ppank, 201706).

periencing itself’'® the soul “can only be under-
stood and cognised from within itself i.e. in the
way it is for itself’" (ibid., p. 370). As shown in
the metaphysics of knowledge,’® understand-
ing the spheres of being which are meta-physi-
cal with regard to the empirical world, is within
reach only of a special kind of knowledge, liv-
ing knowledge, living intuition as experience.

The narrowness of the Kantian treatment of
the concept of experience, Frank believes, can
only be overcome by religious consciousness.
Religious revival is very important for scien-
tific knowledge in general “because it broad-
ens and deepens [human] experience”" (ibid.,
p- 353), and especially for the scientific knowl-
edge of the soul inasmuch as “only a religious
person can have true living self-consciousness
and feel his ‘living soul” in himself”? (ibid.,
p. 354). The use of this experience for the pur-
pose of “scientific cognition of the soul”* (ibid.)
should lead to the “construction of a religious
theory of the human being”** (ibid., p. 372) as
a concrete spiritual being (ibid., p. 361), or “self-
hood” (Frank, 1983, p. 110), which is in a rela-
tionship of similarity to the instance that carries
it, i.e. the absolute divine being, for it is “god-
manhood” that is open to living experience of
religious consciousness as “the ultimate foun-
dational metaphysical fact”® (Frank, 1929b,
p. 363).

Going back to Coreth, in his article “What
Is Philosophical Anthropology?” (1969), writ-

16 Cf. “sich selbst erlebende[s] Leben[]”

7. Cf. “[...] kann nur von innen, aus sich selber, d.h. wie es
fiir sich selber ist, verstanden und erkannt werden.”

'8 This is the subject of the second part of Frank’s article
“Cognition and Being” entitled “Meta-Logical Founda-
tions of Conceptual Knowledge” (Frank, 1929a).

9. Cf. “[...] weil sie zur Erweiterung, Vertiefung der Erfah-
rung.”

2 Cj“; “Der religiose Mensch allein ist imstande, ein wirklich
lebendiges SelbstbewufStsein zu haben, seine ‘lebende Seele’ zu

empfinden.”

2 Cf. “[...] fiir die wissenschaftliche Seelenerkanntnis [...].”
2 Cf. "“[...] zu einer religiosen Theorie des Menschenwesens
gelangen.”

B Cf. “letzte metaphysische Grundtatsache”
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9TOM TeKCTe pacCykIIeHWsl, ITPaKTUYeCKN IT0JIHO-
CTBIO MEeHTUYHble ppaHKoBCKMM. KopeT mmiier
0 ToM, 4TO (prstocodpcKasi aHTPOIOJIOT N, TTOHS-
Tasd KaK «MeTaduvsidecKasi OHTOJIOIVIS», BO3MOXK-
Ha JINIIIb «U3 Hes06eka», KOTOPBI «Bceeda noHuMa-
em cebs 8 ovimuu u u3z 6imusa» (Coreth, 1969, S. 273;
Kypcus Mont. — O.H.). Yncrad noTteHIns 3HaHMS
JIMIIIeHa TepCOHaIBHOro Hadasia. Eciiv MBI ee BbI-
JlaeM 3a IIO[JIMHHYIO CYyIITHOCTh 4eJloBeKa, TO CTU-
paeM JIMYHOCTHOCTB, KOTOpasi BCerjia IpescTaBiIs-
eT coOoVI HeuTO KOHKPeTHO-MHIOMBUAyaIbHOe. B
pabote «Hro Takoe uertoBek?» (1973) Kopet Taxxe
yIlpeKaeT HeOKaHTMaHCTBO B VIMIIEPCOHAJIVI3ME,
IIOCKOJIBKY B €r0 OCHOBe JIeKWUT Ipe/iCTaBJIeHVie O
yeJIoBeKe, COrJIaCHO KOTOPOMY, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI,
«CYIITHOCTB YesIoBeKa yCMaTpUBaeTCs B ero pasyM-
HOCTW», a C IPYTOM — «KOHEYHBIV pasyM pacTBO-
psieTcsi B OeckoHeYHOM cOObITHM Tyxa». B miepsom
cjlydae TepsieTcsl 11eJIOCTHOCTb ¥ KOHKPETHOCTB
yeJIoBeKa, BO BTOPOM — ero JIMYHOCTHas He3aBU-
cuMOoCTb. «VIMeHHO OoTcroa poXiIaeTcs IIpoTecT 1
TpeOoBaHUe 1060poma MolulAeHUA K KOHKPENHOMY
nesobexy» (Coreth, 1973, S. 35; kypcus mon. — O.H.).

3. KoHKpeTHBIN YeI0BeK
KaK «HelocpeIcTBeHHOe caMOObITIe»

ToBOpWTE O "esIoBeKe B er0 KOHKPETHOCTV O3Ha-
YJaeT TOBOPUTH O HeM Kak 00 ucnoanenuu (Vollzug)
VIV KaK O HenocpeocmBeHHom camobbimuu.

Bynyun KOHKpeTHBIM, KVBBIM U Ty XOBHBIM CY-
IIIeCTBOM, 4eJIOBeK ITPOTUBOCTOUT JIIOOOMY Orpa-
HydeHnIo. CaMOOBITHIE dYeloBeKa BCerda CTpe-
MUTCSI K TOMY, UTOOBI BBIVITY 3a TPaHMIIBI CAMOTO
cebsi. B mHOM ciTyuae MBI IMeeM J1eJI0 ¢ «3aboJieBa-
HueM, [a] MMeHHO ¢ Oe3ymuem», — muireT OpaHK
yxe B «Hemoctoxkmnmom» (@pank, 19900, c. 343).
DTa OTKPBITOCTH CaMOOBITMS B TPaHCIIEHOVPO-
BaHWM CTOJIb CYIIeCTBEHHA [JISL HAC, YTO VIMEH-
HO TaM, I7ie Hallla JIyIiIa «I00pOBOJILHO pacKphITa
IJIS... COIPUKOCHOBEHVS C TPAaHCIIEHIEHTHBIM»
(Tam xe, c. 405—406), MBI OOpeTaeM «IIPOUHYIO
OCHOBY» W [IOCTUTae€M «Te€M CaMBbIM CBOEVI IIOI-

0. A. Nazarova

ten more than half a century after Frank’s
Man’s Soul, we find arguments that are prac-
tically identical to Frank’s. Coreth writes that
philosophical anthropology understood as
“metaphysical ontology” is only possible “start-
ing from the human being”** who “always under-
stands himself in being and out of being”* (Coreth,
1969, p. 273; my italics — O.N.). The pure po-
tential of knowledge has no personal element. If
we pass it off as the true essence of the human
being we erase personality, which is always
something concrete and individual. In What Is
Man? Coreth (1973) reproaches Neo-Kantian-
ism for impersonalism because it is based on
the idea of the human being whereby, on the
one hand, “the essence of the human being is
seen in his having reason”? and on the other
hand, “the finite reason is dissolved in an in-
finite event of the spirit”¥. In the former case
the wholeness and concreteness of the human
being is lost and in the latter, his personal inde-
pendence. “It is precisely this that breeds pro-
test and the demand for a turn of thinking toward
the concrete human being”*® (Coreth, 1973, p. 35;
my italics — O.N.).

3. The Concrete Human Being
as “Immediate Self-Being”

To speak about the human being in his con-
creteness means to speak about him as execu-
tion (Vollzug), or as immediate self-being.

Being a concrete, living and spiritual being,
man defies any limitations. The human being’s
self-being always seeks to go beyond oneself.
Otherwise we are looking at a “sickness: name-

2 Cf. "vom Menschen her”
2 Cf. “[...] sich immer schon im Sein und aus dem Sein ver-
steht.”

% Cf. "[...] den Menschen wesentlich als Vernunftwesen ver-
steht.”

7 Cf. “[...] die endliche Vernunft in ein unendliches Geistes-
geschehen aufhebt.”

% Cf. “Gerade dies ruft den Protest hervor, der eine Wende des
Denkens zum konkreten Menschen fordert.”
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nvHHOM neyn» (Tam xe, c. 343). 3mech MBI MIMe-
€M peKoe, KaKyIreecs: IIOYTH IapaJOKCAIBHBIM
COCTOsIHVe — YeM OoJIbllle MBI TPaHCIEHANPYeM
ce0s1, TeM OOJIBIIIE MBI aKTyaJIVI3VIPyeM CBOe COO-
CTBEHHOe ObITHE.

Taxmm oOpasom, 3agada procodcKort aHTpo-
IIOJIOT MV COCTOUT B TIOHVIMaHWV IIPUPOABI U OH-
TOJIOTVI9eCKOVI CTPYKTY PbI YeJIOBEeUeCKOro ObITNS,
CYIITHOCTHBIM IIPWU3HAKOM KOTOPOTO SIBJISIeTCS
TPaHCIEHIEHIIVS. DTO IO/DKHO OCYIIECTBIISThCS
B dpopmMe Borpoca 00 yCJIOBMSIX, KOTOPBIVI COBIIa-
JlaeT C BOIIPOCOM O MeCTe IYII YeJIoBeKa B O0IIIert
CTPYKType ObITMS ¥ O ee YKOPeHEeHHOCT! B adco-
JIIOTHOM OBITW, OJ1arofmapsi KOTOpOMY uesioBede-
CKoe ObITre 0OpeTaeT CMBICII 1 0OOCHOBaHMe.

Korya peub mjeT o TpaHCIIEHIMPOBAHUM, TO
MIPeVIMYIIIeCTBEHHO TOBOPAT 00 1jIeaTbHOM TpaH-
CLIEHAMPOBAaHUN B «103HABAMEAbHOU UHMEHYUL»,
00 «“mpeanpHON” HampasjleHHOCTM “B3opa’ Ha
peasIbHOCTh, KOTOpasi B CWJIy 3TOrO CTAaHOBUTCS
HaIlIM WeajbHbIM “TIocTOsHMeM” W IpeaMeT-
HO 11o3HaeTcst Hamm» (Tam xe, c. 343). OHAKO 3TO
TpaHCLIeHAVPOBaHVe He IMeeT OTHOIIEHS K aH-
TPOIOJIOTMY, KOTOpasi pacCMaTpUBaeT KOHKpPET-
HOT'O ¥ peasIbHOrO 4eJloBeKa. TpaHCIIeHIpoBaTh
MOXKHO I10-pa3HOMY, M TPAHCLIEHAMPOBaHVIE B 3Ha-
HUV eCTh JIVIIb «IIepBasi 1 camas oOrriasi ero gop-
Ma» (Tam xe).

PeasibHOe ke TpaHCIIEHAMPOBaHE CAaMOOBITVIS
OCYILIECTBJISET Ce0s B IBYX HAIIPABJIEHMAX — «BO-
BHE» 1 «BO-BHYTpPb». [10 HalpaBIeHNIO «BO-BHE»
KOHKPETHOCTH YeJIoBeKa ITPOSIBIISIeTCSI B TOM, YTO
OH eCTb Iy X B TeJle, B MUpe M 6 ucmopuu.

4. TpaHCcIIeHOAMpPOBaHME «BO-BHE»
KaK TpaHCIIeHVpOBaHWMe B ICTOPUIO

B crarpe «CyIiHOCTE 1 BeIyIiyie MOTUBBI PycC-
ckovt pvtocodpmm» PpaHK yKasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO
dmtocodra MCTOpUM OTHOCUTCA K IJIaBHBIM Te-
MaM pycckovt cprtocodpckont Tpaguiym (Frank,
1924 —1925). «Camoe 3HaUMTEIIBHOE VI OPUTMHAIIb-
Hoe» (PpaHk, 1996, c. 153) cosmaHO pyccKMMM
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ly insanity”, writes Frank (1983, p. 120) in The
Unknowable. The openness of self-being in tran-
scendence is so important for us that it is where
our soul is “voluntarily open to [...] contact
with the transcendent” (ibid., p. 172) that we
gain “stable ground” and attain the “genuine
goal” (ibid., p. 343). Here we have a rare, seem-
ingly paradoxical, state: the more we transcend
ourselves the more we actualise our own being.

Thus, the task of philosophical anthropolo-
gy is to understand the nature and ontological
structure of the human being of which tran-
scendence is an essential feature. This should
take the form of a question about conditions,
which coincides with the question of the place
of the human being’s soul in the overall struc-
ture of being and its embeddedness in absolute
being thanks to which human being acquires
meaning and justification.

When we speak about transcendence we are
usually speaking about ideal transcendence in
“cognitive intentionality”, about “the “ideal” di-
rectedness of the ‘gaze’ at reality, which there-
by becomes our ideal possession and is known
objectively by us” (ibid., p. 120). However, this
transcendence has nothing to do with anthro-
pology which studies the concrete and real hu-
man being. Transcendence can be achieved in
different ways and transcendence in knowl-
edge is but “the first and most general form” of
it (ibid.).

Real transcendence of self-being takes
place in two directions: “inside-out” and “out-
side-in”. In the direction “inside-out” the hu-
man being’s concreteness is manifested in that
he is the spirit in the body, in the world and in
history.

4. “Inside-out” Transcendence
as Transcendence into History

In his article “The Essence and Key Mo-
tives of Russian Philosophy” Frank (1924/1925)
points out that the philosophy of history is one



MBICJIUTEIIAMY VIMEHHO B 3TOM oOtactn. Opurn-
HaJIBHOCTb €r0 IIOHVIMaHMs VICTOPUM U TOTO, Ka-
KM 0OpasoM TpaHCIIeH[eHTHasi CyIIHOCTb uYe-
JIOBeKa IIposIByIseT cebds B ucmopuu, OymeT mpose-
MOHCTPUpOBaHa B JTaJIbHeVIIIIeM M3JI0KeHUA.

Ecyim Mb1 obpatumes K «lyXOBHBIM OCHOBaM
o0IecTBa» — K TEKCTY, B KOTOPOM, COOCTBEHHO,
" aHaJIU3MpyeTcs «IIpodJieMa MCTOPU», Mbl CMO-
KeM HaOJrogaTh KpuTudeckmi Mertop, Kanra B
TEeVICTBUM — MeTO]I, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY HeoOXo-
IIVIMO OTOPOCUTB BCe «IorMaTiyecKye» ITOHSTS,
OUVCTUTH CO3HAHMe, ¥ TOJIBKO IIOCjIe 3TOro HaM
IIPeIOCTaBUTCA BO3MOXXHOCTb IIOCTUTHYTh VICTVH-
HYIO CYLIHOCTh (PeHOMeHa.

Ilo ®pankKy, B cIydae ¢ aHaIM30M deHoMeHa
VICTOPUW CJIeIyeT TaKKe OTOPOCUTBH «yCTOSIBIIIVI-
ecsi» TIOHSTUS M IIPe[CTaB/IeHNs], KOTOpble TeH-
OVPYIOT K TOMY, YTOOBI CTaTh IOrMaTMUUYeCKMMIL.
B mepByro ouepenpb peub maeT 00 «MCTOPU3ME»,
CYyTb KOTOPOTO CBOOWTCS K PeIsTUBU3MY, KOI-
Jla YTBEPXKIIaeTCsl, UTO «OOIIVX, OAMHAKOBBIX 1711
BCEeX 3II0X VI HApPOIOB YCJIOBVVI 11 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEN
COITMAJIBHOV XV3HW» He CyIIeCTBYeT 1, COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, «BC4KOe COLIMasIbHOe 3HaHe» IIpeJICTaB-
jseT cobom 3HaHMe VCTOPUYeCKOe, TO eCTh «OT-
4eT O eJIMHIYHOM U ero M3MeHeHUY BO BpeMeH»
(Ppank, 19924, c. 26).

KpuTnka mcropraeckoro pensatvsusMa B «[ly-
XOBHBIX OCHOBax OOIIleCTBa» OCYILECTBIISIETCS TI0
TOMY >XKe IPUHIINITY, YTO U KPUTMKa SMIMpPU3Ma
B «[IpegmeTe 3HaHM». KTO 3HAKOM ¢ dprstocodu-
et dpaHKa, TOT y3HaeT OOIIMe MOCTYJIaThl MeTa-
dmsrKY 3HaHMS B POPMYJIMPOBKaX ero Colyalib-
Hom prstocodpmm. JIorvka sTomt KpUTUKM TaKoBa:
PeIATUBU3M, KOTOPBIVI BO3BOAUT B IIPVUHIINII OT-
HOCUTEJIBHOCTb ¥ WM3MeHeHNsI, OIlpoBepraeT cam
ceDsl, TIOCKOJIbKY OH OTBepraeT BO3MOXKHOCTbH BCe-
OOIIVIX 3aKJIIOYeHUTI, caM sBJIASCH IIPY 3TOM He-
KM BceoOIIMM 3akinoueHveM. Ecim Obl oTHeshb-
Hble VICTOpUYecKye COOBITIS He IIPOVICXOIVUIN Ha
OCHOBaHMM ODIIIero xozia UCTOPUM, Mbl BOODIIIe He
MOTJIV OBl TOBOPUTH 00 MCTOPUM C HAyYHOV TOUKN
3peHNns M «3HaHMe IIPOIIUIOro He MMeJio Obl HU-
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of the main themes of the Russian philosophical
tradition. It is in this area that Russian thinkers
have made “the most significant and original”%
contribution (Frank, 1924/1925, p. 388). Below
I will demonstrate the originality of his per-
ception of history and how the transcendental
essence of the human being manifests itself in
history.

If we turn to The Spiritual Foundations of So-
ciety — the text which analyses “the problem
of history” — we can observe Kant’s critical
method in action, the method whereby it is nec-
essary to cast aside all “dogmatic” concepts,
cleanse one’s consciousness before one gets an
opportunity to understand the true essence of a
phenomenon.

According to Frank, in the case of analysis
of the phenomenon of history we should also
cast aside the “established” concepts and no-
tions which tend to be dogmatic. In the first
place we are referring to “historicism”, which
boils down to relativism and the claim that “no
universal laws and conditions of social life exist
which are the same for all epochs and nations”
and therefore “all social knowledge” is histori-
cal knowledge, i.e. “an account of the singular
and its change in time” (Frank, 1987, p. 16).

Critique of historical relativism in The
Spiritual Foundations of Society follows the same
principle as the critique of empiricism in The
Object of Knowledge. Those familiar with Frank’s
philosophy will recognise the general premis-
es of the metaphysics of knowledge in the for-
mulations of his social philosophy. The logic
of this critique is as follows: relativism, which
gives pride of place to relativism and change,
refutes itself in that it is itself a general con-
clusion. If individual historical events did not
take place as part of the general course of his-
tory, we would be unable to talk about history
from the scientific point of view and “knowl-
edge of the past would have no significance for

¥ Cf. “das Bedeutendste und Originellste”
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KaKOro 3HaueHMs I1J1g MOHVMaHVS HaCTOSIIEero»
(Tam xe, c. 27). Takum 0Opa3zom, MeTadpM3ITIECKIT
MIPUHITATL, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY MHOXXeCTBEHHOCTD
CBA3BIBAETCS €IVMHCTBOM ¥ OCTaeTCsl OXBaYeHHOV
VIM, a TIOCTOSTHCTBO BCeT7la COXpaHseTCs B 3MeHe-
HVISIX, IPVIMEHSIeTCS PV aHaJIVI3e ICTOPVNL.

B xadecTBe TeopeTHdecKx OCHOBaHWUII pellle-
HUs IIpoOsieMbl McTopuy y PpaHKa MOXHO pac-
CMaTpVBaTh €ro0 pacCy XIeHNs IO IIOBOY BpeMe-
HU ¥ BEYHOCTU (MJIVI CBEPXBPEMEHHOCTM), M3JI0-
xeHHble B «[Ipenmvere 3HaHMs» (m1aBel X m XI).
3peck ¢dutocod KpUTHKYyeT MOHMMaHMe bepr-
COHOM BpeMeHM KaK <«UMCTOW JJINTeITBHOCTI
(@pank, 1995a, c. 305) — a MMeHHO 3TO IIpefiCTaB-
JIeHVe JIEKUT B OCHOBE VICTOPVMYECKOTO PeIsiTH-
BU3Ma — U MOIUYepKMBaeT, YTO TakKoe BpeMs 6o-
00uje He MBICJIVIMO, YTO TaKMM OOpas3oM IOHSTOe
BpeMsl COBEpIIEHHO HEYJIOBIMO ¥ HEBBIPAa3VIMO
«He B CUJIy CBepXpallVIOHaJIbHOVI €ro IIOJIHOTHI U
KOHKPETHOCTH, a B CWIy €ero MppaloHaIbHOM
ckygocTi» (Tam >xe). B Hem Hesb3s yBUAeTh HU-
4Uero MHOro, KpoMe «MOMeHTa IIporiecca, He3aBep-
meHHOCT» (Tam xe, c. 304—305). Kak mpasmib-
HO cKasasl [11aToH, BpeMs B 9TOM CMEBICIIe eCTh TO,
UTO «TOJIBKO BO3HMKAET VI VCue3aeT, HO HMKOITIA
He ecTb» (Tam xe, c. 305).

B mevicTBUTEIBHOCTM — ec/IV MBI JaauM cebe
OTYeT B TOM, KaKMM 00pa3oM MBI MBICJIIM Bpe-
M,
CTAQHOBJIEHVIE «B €T0 OTPEIIEHHOCTV OT BEUHOCTI»
(Tam xe, c. 306) obpeueHa Ha IIPOBaJl, ITOCKOIBKY
OHa HEeBOIUIOTMMA MHaue KakK uepe3 IIPOTVUBOIIO-
JIOKHBIVI €My IIPVIHIIVII BEYHOCTH 11eJ10T0. «Bpems
KaK CMeHA MHOXeCcnBeHHocy MoOMeH108 V1 eCTh He
YUTO MHOE, KaK CO3HaHMe CTaHOBJIeHNs KakK Obl ue-
pe3 Ipu3My IIPOTVMBOCTOSIIIEN eMy BHEBPEMEHHO-
cTu», — yTBepxaeT ®pank (Tam xe, c. 307).

Bpems ecTb «OTpakeHMe CTUIXUN OBVDKEHWS B
cepe mokos» (Tam xe, c. 308). B xauecTBe «m10TO-
Ka craHoBJleHUs» (Tam xe, c. 307) momsblciieHHOe
BpeMs eCTh abCTpaKIInsi; KOHKpeTHOe BpeMs eCThb
BpeMsi, IIOMBICJIEHHOe Ha OCHOBe BEYHOCTVL. Bpe-
MeHHOe OBITVe He OT/IeJIeHO OT BHeBPEMeHHOrO,

— MbI YBUAMM, YTO IIOIIBITKA BOCIIPMHATH
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understanding the present” (ibid., p. 18). Thus,
the metaphysical principles, whereby plurality
is bound by unity and remains bound by it and
permanence is always preserved in changes,
are applied to the analysis of history.

The theoretical foundations of Frank’s solu-
tion of the problem of history are provid-
ed by his reasoning on time and eternity (or
supra-temporality) set forth in The Object of
Knowledge (chapters X and XI). He criticises
Bergson’s concept of time as “pure duration”
(Frank, 1995, p. 305), the notion that underlies
historical relativism, and stresses that such time
is unthinkable in principle, that time understood
in this way cannot be captured and expressed
“not owing to its supra-rational fullness and
concreteness but owing to its irrational pauci-
ty” (ibid.). Nothing can be seen in it except “the
moment of a process, incompleteness” (ibid.,
pp- 304-305). As Plato said, time is in the sense
that “it only appears and disappears, but it nev-
er is” (ibid., p. 305).

In reality, if we look at how we think of time
we shall see that an attempt to perceive becom-
ing “separately from eternity” (ibid., p. 306) is
doomed to failure because it cannot be real-
ised except through the opposite principle of
the eternity of the whole. “Time as change of the
multiplicity of moments is none other than con-
sciousness of becoming through the prism, as
it were, of extra-temporality that opposes it”
(ibid., p. 307), Frank argues.

Time is “a reflection of the element of mo-
tion in the sphere of rest” (ibid., p. 308). Time
thought of as “the flow of becoming” (ibid.,
p- 307) is an abstraction; concrete time is time
thought of on the basis of eternity. Tempo-
ral being is not separated from the extra-tem-
poral but is “permeated with the latter and is
immersed in it” (ibid., p. 301). Modern meta-
physics has to be mindful of this.

Accordingly, the metaphysics of Frank’s
investigation of the phenomenon of histo-



HO «IIPOMNMTaHO ITOCJIIHMM ¥ IIOIPy>KeHO B Hero»
(Tam xe, c. 301). VI 3T0 HOIKHO OBITH IPUHATO BO
BHVIMaHVe COBpeMeHHOV MeTapV3MKOTA.

CooTBeTCTBEHHO, MEeTOH0JIOIVIsE (PPAaHKOBCKOTIO
vccileioBaHMsl (PeHOMeHa MCTOPUI HaxXOAUT CBOoe
BbIpakKeHIe B CJIeyIOIIMX II0cTys1aTax: «Bce Bpe-
MeHHO€, BO BCeVI CBOEV M3MEHYMBOCTMN... €CTh BbI-
paXkeHVe ¥ BOIUIOIIeHUe cBepxBpemenno obujux
Haua/» (PpaHK, 19924, c. 28). «McTopns ecTs Benu-
KUV JpaMaTUIecKUTl IIPOIIecC... pa3BepThIBaH
BO BpPEMEHVI 11 BO BHEILIHEV Cpefie [1yXOBHOVI JKM3-
HI 4YestoBeuecTBa» (Tam xe, c. 74). CooTBeTCTBEH-
HO, drstocodust MCTOpUM AOIKHA OBITH CBepXU-
CTOpUYeCKVM 3HaHMeM, TO eCTb MeTadW3MKOW,
OpU 3TOM MPAHCYEHOeHMAAbHOU MeTadI3MKO,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHa y3HaeT BceoOllye ¥ IOCTOSTHHBIE
YCJIOBUS Ty XOBHO-00IIecTBeHHOro ObITvs» (Tam
xe, ¢. 31). dytocodrist ICTOPUM IIPENCTABIISIET CO-
0011 «KOHKpeTHOe CaMOCO3HaHNe dYesIoBeuecTBa»
(Tam xe, c. 30), a KOHKpeTHOe caMOCO3HaHWe O3Ha-
4JaeT OCO3HaHWe ero 0YX068HOt CYIITHOCTL.

ITockosibKy 4YesyIOBeK He SBJISIeTCS caMoep-
JKaBHBIM TBOPLIOM ¥ JI€MWUYProM CBOero OBIT,
B TOM YVICJIe VICTOPUYECKOTO, OH €CTh «MeduyM,
IIPOBOAHMK BBICIIVX Hadasl M IIeHHOCTeV, KOTO-
PBIM OH CJIYXXUT M KOTOpPbIe OH BoIuIoIiaeT» (Tam
Xe, c. 75). CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, 3a/ladya 4YeJjioBeKa B
VICTOPWYECKOM IIpoIiecce COCTOUT B TOM, UYTOOBI
0CO3HaTb BCceoOlIie 3aKOHOMEPHOCTY MUCTOpIYe-
CKM-O0IIIeCTBEHHOTO pa3BUTNS M aKTUBHO COyYa-
CTBOBATh B VICIIOJTHEHMV COOCTBEHHOVI CBOOOITBI B
VICTOPMYEeCKOM OCYIIIeCTBJIEHUW CBepXxuesloBede-
CKOTr'0 HauaJla.

5. IcTtopusa Kak KyJabTypa

M1t TOro 4TOOBI MOHATH, YTO 3TO 3a CBEpXUe-
JIOBeuecKye Hadasla, IIPOBOJHVKOM KOTOPBIX SIB-
JISIeTCs YesIoBeK B ero TPaHCLEeHAeHIIUNU B VCTO-
PpuIO, UTOOBI OCO3HATh, UTO B HoHMMaHMY PpaHKa
IpefiCTaBIIsAeT COOOVI KOHKpemHoe ucCmopuueckoe
deiicmBue v, HAKOHeIl, YTOOBI ITOHSTH COOCTBEH-
Hble nocmynku ¢viocoda B TOM BeIMKON WCTO-
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ry is expressed in the following postulates:
“Everything that is temporal, in all its change-
ability [...] is the expression and incarnation of
general supratemporal principles” (Frank, 1987,
p. 18). “History is the great dramatic process of
the [...] unfolding — in time and in the external
environment — of the spiritual life of mankind
[...]” (ibid., p. 81). The philosophy of histo-
ry should thus be supra-historical knowledge,
i.e. metaphysics and, moreover, transcendental
metaphysics, inasmuch as it discovers universal
and constant conditions of “spiritually ground-
ed social being” (ibid., p. 23). The philosophy of
history is “mankind’s concrete self-conscious-
ness” (ibid.), and concrete self-consciousness
means consciousness of its spiritual essence.

Because the human being is not an autocrat-
ic creator and demiurge of his being — and that
includes historical being, he is the “medium for
higher principles and values, which he serves
and incarnates” (ibid., p. 82). Therefore the hu-
man being’s task in the historical process is to
become aware of the general regularities of his-
torical-social development and to be actively
involved in exercising his/her own freedom
in the historical execution of the supra-human
principle.

5. History as Culture

In order to understand firstly what the su-
pra-human principles are, of which the human
being is the vehicle in his transcendence into
history, secondly, what Frank means by concrete
historical act and, finally, to understand the phi-
losopher’s own acts in the great historical dra-
ma he lived through, we have to turn to some
of his early texts in which he analyses the phi-
losophy of Nietzsche and offers his interpreta-
tion of the concept of superman. Frank (1990,
p. 56) believes that Nietzsche’s “superman”
should be seen as the quintessence of “the spir-
itual development of mankind, the highest de-
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pUYecKovt JgpaMe, KOTOPYIO eMy HOBeJIOCh Iiepe-
XKUTB, CJIelyeT 0OpaTUThCs K HEKOTOPBIM paHHUM
€ro TeKcTaM, B KOTOPBIX OH aHaIM3MpyeT pusio-
codpuro Hurittre 11 1aeT cBOXO TPaKTOBKY ITOHSATUIO
«cBepxyesiopek». [To muennio @paHka, «cBepxye-
JIOBeK», 0 KoTopoM rosoput Huiiire, moypken mno-
HMMAaTBbCSl KaK KBUHTAICCEHIINS «TyXOBHOIO pas-
BUTHS YeJIoBeYeCcTBa, BhICIIAs CTelleHb pacllBeTa,
Ha KOTOPYIO CIIOCOOHBI copiepyKallluecsi B COBpe-
MeHHOM dYeJIOBeKe [Ty XOBHbBIe 3apofbI» (DpaHK,
1990a, c. 56). Ilo cyTn nena, @paHK BereT peyub O
KYAbmype Kak sABJIeHny O0XKeCTBEHHOro Hadasla B
JeJIoBeKe U B UeJIoBeuecKom nctopun. B ceoem mu-
KJIe JIeKIInil miisd bu-0m-cu 1946 1., B 4acTHOCTU B
yieky non, HasBaHveM «Poccust n 3amagHas Es-
polla B PycCKOM MBIIIUIEHU», OH yXKe CChUIAeT-
cs1 Ha J10CTOEeBCKOTO 1 MCIIOIB3YyeT IMOHATIIE «BCe-
4eJIoBeK», KOTOpoe TPaKTyeTcsl KaK BBICIIIee, OC-
HOBaHHOE Ha XPVCTMAHCTBE — OITSTh K& — Kl//Ab-
mypHoe eIVIHCTBO eBPOIEeICKIIX HapOJIOB.

VicTopwsi, B ero HOHMMaHMM, — 3TO KYJIBTypa.
VImeHHO OHa OOpasyeT IOIJIMHHOE Hecyllee OC-
HOBaHMe 3MIVPUYECKOrO MCTOPUYECKOro pasBu-
Tust. Cily)KeHMe 3TOMY Hadayly OCYyIIecTBIISeTCs
IIyTeM KYJIbTYPHOI'O TBOpYeCcTBa KaK COTBOpPeHMs
KYJIBTY PHBIX OOTaTCTB.

Cporo paHHIOIO paboTy «DTMKa HUTWIIN3-
Ma» DpaHK 3aKaHYMBAET IPU3bIBOM IIEPEVITI OT
«IIPOTUBOKYJIBTYPHOTO HUTVUIMCTUYECKOTO MO-
panusMa» K «TBOPUYECKOMY, CO3MIaoeMy KyJlb-
TYpPy PeIUIMo3HOMY ryMaHm3My» (PpaHK, 19926,
c. 206). «JTroboBb kK “HeOy”», TO ecTb IpU3HAHWE
BBICITIeV], JTyXOBHOVI PeaJIbHOCTM — «Havajla, B KO-
TOPOM CJIUTBI BOEIMHO peaibHasl cviia ObITUS U
VeasIbHAs MpaBla OyXa», — «3acTaBJIseT Yeslo-
BeKa COBepIlIeHHO MHade OTHOCUTBCA K “3emsie”
” 3eMHBIM fiestaM» (Dpank, 19926, c. 171). Vim py-
KOBOIUT He mjesl paspylleHwus, HO ies co3uia-
HUSI — COBepIIeHCTBOBaHMS 4YeJIOBeUecKom IIpu-
POfBl, BOIUIOIIEHMs B XKM3HWM WJIeaJIbHBIX IleH-

7 Arop Oraromapurt c. Tepesy OOoseBud 3a mmpenocTas-
JIEHHYIO KOMVIO PYKOIIMCY JAHHOTO BBICTYIUIEHWS (CM.:
Frank, 1946).
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gree of flourishing which the spiritual embryos
contained in human beings are capable of”. In
effect, Frank is speaking about culture as a phe-
nomenon of the divine in the human being and
in human history. In his series of BBC lectures
in 1946, notably the lecture entitled “Russia
and Western Europe in Russian Thought”,* he
already cites Dostoyevsky and uses the term
vsechelovek (“all-man”), interpreted as the high-
est, Christianity-based cultural unity of Europe-
an peoples.

History, as he understands it, is culture. Cul-
ture is the true foundation of empirical histor-
ical development. This principle is served by
cultural creativity that produces cultural riches.

Frank (1992, p. 206) ends his early work,
The Ethics of Nihilism, with a call to abandon
“counter-cultural nihilistic moralism” in favour
of “creative, culture-building religious human-
ism”. “Love of ‘Heaven’”, i.e. recognition of a
higher, spiritual reality, “the origin in which
the real power of being blends with the ideal
truth of the spirit”, “makes man treat ‘the earth’
and earthly affairs in a totally different way”
(Frank, 1992, p. 171). He is guided not by the
idea of destruction, but by the idea of creation,
improvement of human nature, the embodi-
ment of ideal values. He conducts “multi-fac-
eted work to elevate the collective being to an
objectively higher stage” (ibid., p. 177).

This was the message of one of Frank’s lec-
tures delivered at Saratov University after the
October 1917 revolution. He said that if we are to
change the world around us and change the his-
torical situation we should work to develop cul-
ture. An account of how the lecture was received
by one listener is given in Boobbyer’s book
(Boobbyer, 1995, p. 107). The Saratov listener did
not understand Frank. To him he appeared to

%] am grateful to Sister Teresa Obolevitch for making
available a copy of the manuscript of this speech (see
Frank, 1946).



HocTelt. VIM BemeTcsl «MHOTOCTOPOHHSIS padoTa
MOHATVSA KOJUIEKTMBHOIO OBITHS Ha OOBEeKTVB-
HO-BBICITYIO cTyIIeHb» (TaMm xe, c. 177).

VImerHO 00 5TOM peub 11j1a y PpaHKa B OHON
U3 JIEKIIUV, IpOoYnUTaHHBIX MM B CapaTOBCKOM
yHUBepcuTeTe yxke rociae OKTSOpbCKO peBOIIio-
1. OH yTBep)KJ1aJl, UTO HaM BCeM J1JIsl TOTo, UTo-
OBbI MI3MEHUTH MUP BOKPYT HaC, U3MEHUTD UCTOPY-
YecKyIo CUTYalnio, HeOOXOIMMO TPYIWUTBCS Hall
pasBuTHeM KyabTypbl. CBUIIETeILCTBO O BOCIIPU-
STV TOVI JIEKIIVVI OIHVIM V3 CJIyILIaTes e IIPuBO-
nutcs B KHure by60arepa (By66arzep, 2001, c. 129).
Caparosckui cirymaTesib @panka He MOHsUL i1
Hero 3TO ObUI HeKMI ITpodeccop, KOTOPHIV TUXVIM
U JTaXe 3aHYIHBIM TOJIOCOM paccykKiail O Heoo-
XOAVMMOCTY BO3pOX/JaTh KYJIBTYPY, KOIrJla BOKPYT
HEero pyIInICsS MUP.

3aTo ero XopoIo IIOHsJIV HallMOHaJI-COIMalIV-
crel. Korpia oH, copepIiasi Hekoe KyJIbTypHOe JieVi-
crBue, B 1930-x IT. unTas Kypc jrekium o ocro-
€BCKOM, B KOTOPBIX IIpeflyIipeXxal 00 oracHOCTY
paspylieHysi OCHOB COBMECTHOVI TyXOBHOVI >KM3-
HM, 00 OITaCHOCTM aHTUT'YMaHM3Ma VI HelIpUs TS
GorovesIOBEUHOCTH B UeJIOBEKeE, K ero CbIHY BukTo-
Py Hocsie JIeKIuUY 0OpaTuIICs TecTarioBell ¥ IoCco-
BETOBaJI €ro OTIly MPOSBUTH OCTOPOXXHOCTh. OHM
IIOHVMAIOT, O YeM OH FOBOPUT. DTOT (PaKT TaKxke
npuBoauTcs B KHUre byOOariepa (Tam xe, c. 183).

B BeimeynomsHyTOoM pokiame Bragmmupa
DpHa ¢ XJIeCTKMM (Ha IIepBBIV B3IJIAII) Ha3BaHU-
eM «Ot Kanra k Kpynmy» yxe B 1914 r. gocraTou-
HO OTKPOBEHHO BBICKA3bIBAeTCsl MBIC/Ib, KOTOPYIO
IIOTOM CTaJIM pasfesIaTh MHOIVe pyccKue pwiio-
codrl, B ToM umcite 1 @PpaHK. DTO MBIC/Ib O TOM,
YTO TEOPETMUYECKMUII HUTVUIVI3M BIIOJIHE CIIOCOOeH
CTaTh HUTVUIVI3MOM PeaIbHBIM, 1 IIOTOMY KaHTOB-
CKMVI HUTVJIV3M MOT TIOBJIeYb 3a cOOOM KOHKpeT-

HOe CTpalllHoe WMcTopmdeckoe coOerTiie — Ilep-
BYIO MUPOBYIO BOVIHY.
[Tpenympexparomiee  BbicKasbiBaHue @Dpan-

Ka, c/eJlaHHOe UM B ero pabotax 1916—1917 rr. n
He MeHee XJIeCTKOe B CBoerl (popMysIMpoBKe — OH
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be a professor who spoke in a quiet and dron-
ing voice about the need to revive culture even
as the world around him was collapsing.

By contrast, the National Socialists under-
stood him very well. In the 1930s when, as a
cultural statement, he delivered a course of lec-
tures about Dostoyevsky in which he warned
of the danger of the destruction of the foun-
dations of collective spiritual life, the danger
of anti-humanism and rejection of the divine
in the human being, his son Victor was ap-
proached after the lecture by a Gestapo man
who advised his father to be more careful. They
understood what Frank was alluding to. This
fact is also reported in Boobbyer’s book (ibid.,
pp- 158-159).

In the above-mentioned report under the
catchy title “From Kant to Krupp”, delivered in
1914, Vladimir Ern candidly expressed the idea
which later came to be shared by many Russian
philosophers, including Frank. It is the idea
that theoretical nihilism can well turn into real
nihilism, which is why Kantian nihilism could
lead to a real and dreadful historical event, the
First World War.

Frank’s warning, issued in his works writ-
ten in 1916 —1917, is less well-known but is
equally eye-catching and no less significant: he
criticises “the ideal homicide” perpetrated by
Neo-Kantians and makes a plea for putting the
being of the concrete human being at the focus
of philosophical investigations. Russian philos-
ophers who had emigrated to the West thought
of themselves as messengers called upon to
deliver a warning to the Western Europeans.
They were destined to experience the fact that
nihilistic theories could engender very con-
crete, egregious, horrendous historical events
which showed that it was but a step from the
ideal homicide to very real homicide. This ac-
counts for their intensive publishing and lec-
turing activity, including in languages other
than Russian.
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KPUTUKYeT «ujeasbHOe YerI0BeKOyOmIICTBO», CO-
BepllleHHOe HeOKaHTMaHIlaMW, VI IIPU3bIBaeT, COo-
OTBETCTBEHHO, IIOCTaBUTh B POKYC PrytocodpcKmx
VICCIIeZIOBaHMIL OBbITVIe KOHKPEeTHOIO uJejioBeKa, —
MeHee 3BeCTHO, OJJHAaKO IIpV 3TOM He MeHee 3Ha-
uymMo. Pycckme procodrl-sMUTrpaHThI, OKa3as-
ITMCh Ha 3ariajie, BOCIpUHMMaI cebs B KauecTpe
MOCJTAHHMKOB, KOTOpPble JOJDKHBI OBbIIIM JOHEeCTM
710 3araJTHOeBPOIIeVleB HeKoe IpeyIpexx/eHue.
VIM Op17I0 CyXXIIeHO pealbHO IEePeXUTh TOT PaKT,
YTO HUTVJIVICTMYECKVe TeOPUM CIOCOOHBI IIOPO-
IUTH COBEPIIIeHHO KOHKPeTHbIe, yKacHbIe, CTpalll-
HBble VICTOpUYecKye COOBITMS, UTO OT MeaIbHO-
rO 4eJIoBeKOyOmrcTBa MOXKHO JJOBOJIBHO JIETKO Ile-
penT K 4esIoBeKOYOUVICTBY BIIOJIHE peaIbHOMY.
VImeHHO 3TMM OOBsicHSIeTCS MX Oosibliiast myosm-
KallMIOHHasl ¥ JIEKIIMIOHHas aKTVBHOCTb, B TOM UVIC-
Jle VIHOSI3bIYHasl.

3ananHoeBponeI71uaM VI 3altaTHOEBPOIIEeVICKO-
My GPWIOCOPCKOMY MBIIUIEHUIO ITOHAI00MIOCh
IIPONTH Yepe3 coObITMe BTopowt MupoBom Bow-
HBI /171 TOTO, YTOOBI — KOHEYHO, KOCBEHHBIM 00-
pasoM — «IIOHATH» IpaBoTy PpaHKa, KOTOPBIN
yTBepXzlajl HeoOXOIVIMOCTh BO3POXK/IEHWsI MeTa-
PUBMKM KaK XPWUCTMAHCKOM W, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
aHTPOIIOJIOIMYeCKOV MeTadpV3KIL.

Xouy emie pa3 NpUBeCTU BBICKa3bIBaHVE DMe-
puxa Kopeta, xoTopeint B TekcTax 1956 1 1969 rr.
¢ TeM Xe nadocoM, uTo 1 PpaHK, TOBOPUT 00 ak-
TyaJIbHOCTY (PrII0COPCKOV aHTPOIIOJIOTUN U TIO-
HMMaeT 1of Heil TOo Xe, uTo U PpaHK. «Duio-
codpckasi aHTPOIIOJIOT M ecTh TpeboBaHe BpeMe-
H1. drtocodud TOJDKHA CTaTh aHTPOIIOJIOrve-
CKOVI My aHTpononeHTpudeckorn» (Coreth, 1969,
S. 252). Benp cobbrTiss XX B. HOCTaBMIIN YeJIOBeKa
repeq], «3arajikovi ero cooOcTBeHHOI'o CaMOOBITS,
repeyt Kaxkylevicsi 0ecCMBICJIEHHOCTBIO €ro Cylie-
creoBaHms» (Coreth, 1956, S. 7). B Hooe Bpems co
BCeVI «Cepbe3HOCINbI0 U HeOMA0KHOCTIbIO BCTaeT BO-
IIPOC O CYIITHOCTY UeJIoBeKa, CMBICIIe ero CaMOObI-
TS VI €T0 IIOJIOKEHUN B MVIpe U B I1eJI0OM ObITVs»
(Ibid., S. 7, xypcus mont. — O.H.).
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The Western Europeans and Western Eu-
ropean philosophical thought were to live
through the event of the Second World War
before they became aware — indirectly, of
course — of the “truth” of Frank’s message in
urging the need to revive metaphysics as Chris-
tian and, accordingly, anthropological, meta-
physics.

I would like once again to quote Emerich
Coreth, who in his texts of 1956 and 1969 writes
with the same pathos as Frank about the rele-
vance of philosophical anthropology which
he interprets in the same way as Frank. “Phil-
osophical anthropology is the demand of the
present time. Philosophy must be anthropolog-
ical or anthropo-centric”* (Coreth, 1969, p. 252).
For the events of the twentieth century have
confronted the human being with “the riddle
of his existence and, indeed, the seeming mean-
inglessness of his existence”®* (Coreth, 1956,
p- 7). The modern period raises with “all seri-
ousness and urgency the question of the essence
of man, the meaning of his existence and his
position in the world and in the whole of be-
ing”*® (ibid.; my italics — O.N.).

6. Conclusion

In a certain sense Frank can be called a
Kantian. He seems to have responded to the
impulse given by Paul Natorp, one of the
founders of Neo-Kantianism, who in his report
warned against turning Kant’s philosophy into

31 Cf. “Philosophische Anthropologie ist eine Forderung der
Gegenwart. Man verlangt einen anthropologischen oder an-
thropozentrischen Ansatz der Philosophie.”

2.Cf. “[...] vor das Ritsel des eigenen Daseins, ja vor die
scheinbare Sinnlosigkeit des eigenen Daseins.”
3 Cf. ”[...] erhebt sich mit neuem Ernst und neuer Dringlich-

keit die Frage nach dem Wesen des Menschen, dem Sinn sei-
nes Daseins und seiner Stellung in der Welt und im Ganzen
des Seins.”



6. 3akiIroueHMe

@paHKa B OIIpeJieJIeHHOM CMBICIIe CJIOBa MOX-
HO HasBaThb KaHTuUaHIeM. Kakercst, yTo MM ObLI
BOCIIPVHSAT TOT VIMITYJIBC, KOTOPBIVI ObUI [TaH Of-
HVIM 13 OCHOBaTeslell HeokaHTHaHcTBa — [layem
HaroprioMm, mpu3bIBaBIIVIM B CBOEM JIOKJIajie BO3-
ZepkaThCst OT JorMarmsaunm dpriocodpun Kanra
¥ [OITyCKAaBIIMM MHOroo0pasue ee MHTepIIpeTa-
1yi. Haroprt roBopmiI 0 TOM, UTO «CHadasla HyX-
HO $ICHO BbLACHUMb 0YKBaAbHbITL CMbICA NPUHLUNOE
Kawnma vi TIOHSITH X 13 COOCTBEHHBIX €r0... OCHOB-
HBIX VeI VI TOJIBKO 101MoM 00pamumscs K nonsiim-
kam OasvHeiuieeo ux pasbumus» (Haropm, 1913,
c. 94; xypcus mont. — O.H.). Heobxonmmo ToHSTS,

YTO JOJDKHO OBITH MICTOPWYECKN ITPU3HAHO ITpen-
MYIIIeCTBEHHBIM €T0 J1eJIOM, YeMy B €0 yUeHMsIX
CYXIIeHO OBUIO MCYe3HYTh KaK HeXN3HecIIocoo-
HOMY U YeMy CYXX/IeHO ObLIO XUTh U pa3BUBaThb-
s Jlajiee VIMEHHO Or1arogapsi cBoey BHyTpeHHe
KM3HeHHON sHeprum? <...> VImenno KaHT, Ko-
TOPBIVI TOHMMaJI PrITOCOPUIO KaK KPUTHKY, KakK
MeTo, yuw1 pmi0ocodCTBOBATE, HO He HaBA3bibal
Kkakot-Hubyos onpedesennott pusocogpuu. Ilnoxon
yueHrk KaHTa TOT, KTO IpujiepXuBaeTcs Jpyro-
ro e3msipa! (Tam xe; kypcus mont. — O.H.).

TBopuecTBO @paHKa — 3TO HIpsAMOe IOKasa-
TeJIbCTBO TOr0, UTO MeTadwm3ndeckas MHTepIIpe-
Talsl KaHTOBCKOIO KPUTHUIIM3Ma MOXeT COCTO-
ATBCS VL UTO MeTadpu3MKa OTHIONb He TOX/IeCTBeH-
Ha IIyCTOVI CHEKYJISLUN M YMCTOVI UIPe MBICIIV,
HO 3a4aCTyIO IIepBIYHA B IIOCTAaHOBKE VI PelleHNN
aKTyasbHbIX drtocodckmx mpobiem. B XX cro-
JIeTUV VIMEHHO XPUCTMaHCKas MeTadm3mKa ¢ 0Co-
0011 OCTPOTOVI MONHSIIA BOIIPOC O CYITHOCTHOM
CBOeOOpas3Ny 4eJIoBe4eCcKOro ObITVISI, KOTOPOe eCcTh
ObITIIE JTMIYHOCTHOE, IIepPCOHAJTEHOE.

Metadmsnka PpaHKa SBIISIeTCS aHTPOIIOLIEH-
TPWUYHOV 1, B OIIpeJleJIeHHOV Mepe, IMeHHO OJia-
rofaps 3ToMy xpuctuaHckon. dvtocodpckasd aH-
TPOIOJIOTMsL — W 11eJIb, ¥ BeplInHa ero MeTadu-
314YecKoro Ipoekra. V1 ecsi OpuHATH BO BHUMA-
Hue, uro PpaHK chopMysIpoBasl aHTPOIIOIOI -
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a dogma and allowed for the diversity of its in-
terpretations. Natorp said that one should “first
clarify the literal meaning of Kant’s propositions
and understand them according to their own
[...] principles before one might undertake to go be-
yond Kant”3* (Natorp, 1912, p. 193; my italics —
O.N.). It is necessary to understand

what was historically his decisive impact, what
parts of his teaching were destined to vanish as
unviable and what was destined to live on and
develop further, thanks to its inner vital energy?
[...] It was Kant who understood philosophy
as critique, as a method, who taught people to
philosophise, but did not impose any particular
philosophy. He is a bad disciple of Kant who
thinks otherwise!”* (ibid., p. 194; my italics. —
O.N.).

Frank’s work is direct proof that a meta-
physical interpretation of Kantian critique is
possible and that metaphysics is by no means
the same thing as hollow speculation and mere
intellectual play, but often comes to the fore
in raising and solving relevant philosophical
problems. In the twentieth century Christian
metaphysics was in the forefront in raising the
question of the essence of human being which
is personal and individual being.

It is this that makes Frank’s metaphysics
anthropocentric and to a certain extent Chris-
tian. Philosophical anthropology is both the
goal and the pinnacle of his metaphysical pro-

% Cf. "[...] es gelte erst einmal den buchstiblichen Sinn der
Kantischen Sitze klarzustellen und aus ihren eigenen [...]
Prinzipialgedanken zu verstehen, bevor man es unternehmen
diirfte, iiber Kant hinauszugehen.”

¥ Cf. “[...] was musste historisch seine ausschlaggebende
Wirkung sein; was in seinen Lehren war bestimmt, als nicht
lebensfihig abzusterben, was dagegen, eben seiner inneren Le-
bensenergie zufolge, fortzuleben und sich weiter zu entwik-
keln? [...] Gerade Kant, welcher Philosophie als Kritik, als
Methode versteht, hat zwar Philosophieren, nicht aber “eine”
Philosophie lehren wollen. Ein schlechter Schiiler Kants, der
es anders verstinde!”
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yecKylo Ipobsiemy errte B 1917 1. B pabore «/ly1ira
yesioBeKa», TO MOXXHO IIO3BOJIUTH ceDe yTBep-
XKJIaTh, UTO VIMEHHO Oj1arofaps eMy «HOBas» MeTa-
dmsmka 3a 10 sret mo Maxca llerrepa — olrmiernpm-
3HaHHOI'O OCHOBaTeJIsl aHTPOIIOJIOTMW B 3arla/JHO-
eppornerickont ¢pwiocodpum XX B. — TeMaTU3UPO-
Bajla M ODOCHOBayia (PMI0COPCKYIO aHTPOIIOIIO-
T'VIIO, B YeM COCTOUT ee Hellpexoyisilee sHaueHue.
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ject. Considering that Frank formulated his an-
thropological problem as early as 1917 in Man's
Soul, one may argue that it is due to him that
the “new” metaphysics, ten years before Max
Scheler, the recognised founder of anthropol-
ogy in twentieth-century Western European
philosophy, thematised and grounded philo-
sophical anthropology, and that which consti-
tutes its intransient value.
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