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OBPA3 ®MNJIOCODPUN PUXTE
B HEMEIIKOM HEOKAHTVMAHCTBE

JLIO. Kopnuaaeb'

Heoxanmuancmbo mpaouyionno mpakmyemcs kax
¢husocogpus, komopas popmupobaracy c yeavio pasbu-
mus u akmyasusayuu gpusococpuu Kanma u kanmobexoil
mpancyenoeHmaisotl memoodosoeuu. O0Haxo Bausnue
Kanma ma cmanobrenue HeokaHmuanckou mpaouyuu
0bL10 XOMA U ONpedesfIousUM, HO 0a1eK0 He UCKAHU-
meavHoiM. Ha nHeokanmuarcmBo oxazaira cyujecmbennoe
Bausnue Bca Hemeykas nocaexkanmobekan gpuaocopus,
6 ocobenrocmu cucmemvr Duxme u leeeas, xoms camu
Heokanmuarckue abmopv. HEeOOHOKPAMHO NblIMAAUCD
ommesxebamoca om Besuxux udeasucmol. Heoxarnmu-
arcmbo 6o MHo20M KYALMUBUPoBaso umenHo puxmear-
ckoe npoumenue Kanma, umo nosboauio nociedyousum
¢usocogpam, 8 wacmuocmu X.-I. Tadamepy, cuumams
HEOKAHMUAHCIBO — «CKPBIMBIM — HEOPUXTEaHCTnBoM».
I1abnas yeav uccaedobanus cocmoum 6 ucmopuxo-gpu-
A0cogpekoil pexoHcmpykyuu obpasa gpusocopuu Ouxme,
cgpopmupobabuiecocs BHympu HemeyKo20 HeoOKAHMUAH-
cmba. JIrs docmuskenus nocmaBieHHOU yeAu NpoaHa-
AU3UpoBarsl kA10ueBoie npoexinsl HeMeyKUX HeoKaHmu-
anyeb, 8 komopuix Haubosee omuemaubo npoabasemcs
Gausnue gurocogpuu Duxme, 6 uacmuocmu unmepnpe-
mayus KanmoBcekoeo yueHus 0 npumame npaxkmuiecko-
20 pasyma. IemoHcmpupyemcs, Kax meopus yenHocmu
baderckux HeokaHmuanyeb u smuka wucmou 6oiu map-
bypeckux HeokanmuanueB c6a3anvl c uxmeanckoil pe-
Busueil kKaHmMoBCKo20 YHeHus 0 npuMane npaKmu4eckoeo
pasyma. BuiaBasiomces ocHoBHvie uepmol 00pasa ¢pu.soco-
uu Duxme: guxmeanckas guiocodpus oxasvibaemcs
04u3KA HEOKAHMUAHUAM UMEHHO B CUAY CmpemAeHUs
COCOUHUMb 1Meopermuteckutl U NpaKmuueckui pasym;
udeu Duxme nosyuawm 2Aa6HviM 00pasom MuHecKkuil
pasbopom 8 weokanwmuarcmbe; opuuHAAbLHbIE MEOPUU
HeokanmuaruyeB cooepkam uoeu camocosHarus «8 oyxe»
Quxme. Heaaemca 6vi600, umo Bo3pacmanue memagu-
3uteckoil cocmabasoujell 6 HeOKAHMUAHCKUX YHeHUAX
Moxxem Ovimb cBs3ano ¢ Gauanuem gusocogpuu Duxme.

KaroueBvie caoBa: neoxanmuarcmbo, Duxme,
npaxmuveckutl pasym, Kanm, neogpuxmearcmbo
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NEO-KANTIANISM

THE IMAGE OF FICHTE’S PHILOSOPHY
IN GERMAN NEO-KANTIANISM

L.Yu. Kornilaev'

Neo-Kantianism is traditionally seen as a philos-
ophy that was formed to develop and actualise Kant's
philosophy and Kantian transcendental methodology.
However, Kant was the determining, but by no means
the only, influence on the emergence of the neo-Kantian
tradition. Neo-Kantianism was strongly influenced by
the entire German post-Kantian philosophy, especially
by Fichte and Hegel, although neo-Kantians have re-
peatedly tried to dissociate themselves from the great
idealists. In many ways neo-Kantianism was cultivated
by the Fichtean reading of Kant, which enabled succeed-
ing philosophers, notably H.-G. Gadamer, to consider
neo-Kantianism to be “hidden neo-Fichteanism”. The
main goal of this study is a historical-philosophical re-
construction of the image of Fichtean philosophy formed
within German neo-Kantianism. To achieve this aim I
have analysed the key projects of the German neo-Kan-
tians in which the influence of Fichte’s philosophy, in
particular his interpretation of the Kantian doctrine of
the primacy of practical reason, is most clearly mani-
fested. I show that the theory of values of the Southwest
neo-Kantians and the ethics of pure will of the Marburg
neo-Kantians are associated with the Fichtean revision
of Kant’s doctrine of the primacy of practical reason.
The following, in my opinion, are the main features of
the image of Fichte’s philosophy: it is close to neo-Kan-
tians precisely because it strives to combine theoretical
and practical reason; it is in ethics that Fiche’s ideas
are most manifest in neo-Kantianism; neo-Kantian
original theories contain the ideas of self-consciousness
“in the spirit” of Fichte. The conclusion is drawn that
the growth of the metaphysical component in neo-Kan-
tian doctrines may be connected with the influence of
Fichte’s philosophy.

Keywords: Neo-Kantianism, Fichte, practical rea-
son, Kant, neo-Fichteanism
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1. BBenenmne

B nocrientme mecaTmiieTs IpoaoyKaeTcs Bbl-
paboTka MaKCMMaJIbHO a/IeKBaTHOV I BCECTOPOH-
HeVl OLIeHKM (peHOMeHa HEeOKaHTMAHCTBA B VICTO-
pvn durtocodpunt. Touxa 3peHms, paccMarpuBa-
IoIfasi HEOKAHTMAHCTBO VICK/IIOUMTEIBHO B Kaue-
cTBe (prI10copCKOro HaIrpapiieHNs], HEYKJIOHHO
crieryroriero «Oykse u 1yxy» duocodpum Kan-
Ta, Ha HaCTO4IIIeM 3Tarle VcCiIeJoBaHVs IIpeficTaB-
JIeTCsl KpaviHe OfHOCTOpoHHel1. be3yciioBHo, de-
HOMEH HeOKaHTMAHCTBA ObIJI HaIleJIeH Ha CHUCTe-
MaTM4ecKoe M3ydeHe ¥ aKTyaIn3aliio KaHTOB-
ckom (prstocodpmn, HO Heslb3sl HETOOIIeHMBATh TO
00CTOSATEIIBCTBO, UTO B CBOEM (POpMMPOBAHMM 3TO
TedeHVe PelyIIpoBaIo He TOJIBKO KaHTOBCKYIO,
HO U BCIO IIOCJIEKaHTOBCKYIO dwiocodpuio — B
HepByI0 odepens pustocodpckme cructeMbl Prixre
u leresrsi®. B maHHOV cTaThe s OBI XOTEJI CKOHIIEH-
TPVIPOBaThCS Ha ITposicHeHM BIvsTHMS DrxTe Ha
HeMeIIKOe HeOKaHTMaHCTBO.

Uutepec x dwnocodpum Puxrte B KoHile XIX
crosieTss B IepMaHMM 3aMeTHO BO3pacTaeT, YTO
OBUTO CBSA3aHO ITIABHBIM 00Pa30M C peakTyasIn3a-
uuent dpustocodrn KanTa 1 mmerommxcs ee MH-
TeprpeTanni. HeokaHTHaHCKMe TIPOEKTHI KOHIIA
XIX B., omHOM 13 3a71a4 KOTOPBIX OBITO OUMITIeHe
KaHTOBCKOM (pvy10copmy OT JINIITHYIX 3JIEMEHTOB,
TO U J1esio TpeboBain obpaliieHnsl K IMOCTKaHTH-
AQHCKVM PeBM3MSAM KPUTHUIeCKoV vtocodmm.
OmHoOM M3 TaKMX peBvi3nTi, BOOXHOBVBIIIEVI He-
OKaHTMaHIleB, cTaysia dwiocodpus Puxte. Llensb
CTaTbl — PEKOHCTPYKLMsS obpasa puXTeBCKOM
drtococpum, copmumpoBaBIlierocsi BHyTpY I1aB-
HBIX IIIKOJI HEMeIIKOIr'0 HeOKaHTMaHCTBa, IIPOsICHe-
Hue point ment PuixTe B CTAaHOBJIIEHUM W Pas3BU-
TV OPUTVHAJIBHBIX YUeHUTI KITIOUeBbIX IIpefiCcTa-
BUTesIet OameHCKOro 1 MapOyprcKoro HeoKaHTH-
aHctBa (B. Buanensbanpa, I. Pukkepra, D. Jlacka,
I. Korena, I'l. Hatopria), 9TO IO3BOJINT ajieKBaTHee
OLIEHUTH 3HaueHVe HEeOKAaHTMAHCTBA B VCTOPWIV

2 Anpayms coorHolenns Bavsaamug Puxrte u Terensa Ha

BO3POXIEHNMEe ¥ Peleiiio KaHTOBCKOM dutocodun B
HEeOKaHTMAHCTBe [IOCTO€H CTaTh TeMOVI OTHEeIBHOIO WC-
CIIefIoOBaHVIs.
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1. Introduction

The past decades have seen continued ef-
forts to work out an adequate and all-sided
assessment of the phenomenon of neo-Kantian-
ism in the history of philosophy. At the current
stage of research, the view that neo-Kantian-
ism is exclusively a philosophical current that
unswervingly follows the “letter and spirit”
of Kant’s philosophy appears to be extremely
one-sided. That neo-Kantianism was directed
towards a systematic study and actualisation
of the Kantian philosophy cannot be gainsaid.
But we should not underestimate the fact that
as it evolved this trend was exposed not only
to the Kantian but also to the post-Kantian phi-
losophy, above all the philosophical systems of
Fichte and Hegel.? In this article I propose to fo-
cus on Fichte’s influence on German neo-Kan-
tianism.

Interest in Fichte’s philosophy increased
markedly in nineteenth-century Germa-
ny, chiefly due to the resurgence of interest
in Kant’s philosophy and its interpretations.
Neo-Kantian projects in the late nineteenth cen-
tury, one of whose tasks was to cleanse Kantian
philosophy of superfluous elements, frequent-
ly involved turning to post-Kantian revisions
of the critical philosophy. One such revision
that inspired neo-Kantians was Fichte’s philos-
ophy. This article aims to reconstruct the im-
age of Fichtean philosophy formed within the
main schools of German neo-Kantianism, to
clarify the role of Fichte’s ideas in the emer-
gence and development of original doctrines of
key representatives of the Southwest and Mar-
burg neo-Kantianisms (Wilhelm Windelband,
Heinrich Rickert, Emil Lask, Hermann Cohen,
Paul Natorp), which would help to assess the
significance of neo-Kantianism in the history of
twentieth century philosophy more accurate-

2 Analysis of the comparative influences of Fichte

and Hegel on the revival and reception of the Kantian
philosophy in neo-Kantianism merits a separate study.
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dvtocodpum XX B. [Ij1d mocTvkeHMs 3TON LefIn
s pacCMOTPIO aCIeKThI AVCKYCCHV BOKPYT Te3vca
0 HeopMXTeaHCTBe HEOKAHTMAHCKIIX KOHIIEIIITNT
V1 COCPeIOTOUYCh UCKJIIOUUTeIIbHO Ha naee duxre
O IIpyMMare OPaKTMYECKOro pasymMa — KJIIOYEeBOVL,
Ha MOV B3IVIsSd, [JII HEOKAaHTMAHCKMX YYeHWM,
IpeHeOperast COILMaJIBHO-IIPABOBBIMM ¥ HaIIMO-
HaytbHBIMM MesiMy DuixTe Kak Oostee 113y YeHHBI-
MW M BTOPOCTEIIeHHBIMI B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe.

2. «<HeoKaHTMaAHCTBO — 3TO
HeodnxTeaHCTBO»? ACMIeKThI AUCKYCCUM

ComepXaTelIbHYI0  CBS3b ~ HEOKaHTWMAHCTBA
¢ dwiocodpuenn Puxre yOEOIUTETHHO IIOKA3bI-
BafoT wmccnenoBanus M. Xarai (Heinz, 1997),
IO. tomnerienbepra (Stolzenberg, 2002), I Dme-
i (Edel, 2013), ®. Buriyiebena (Witzleben, 2013),
@. bamszepa (Beiser, 2018), JI. A. KajimHHMKOBa
(2010), H. A. Imutpueson (2007) v mp.

B cBs3u ¢ 3asiB1eHHOV TTPO0JIEMAaTUKOVI YMeCT-
HO IIPOKOMMEHTVPOBATh pacxoxmui Tesuc: «Heo-
KaHTMAHCTBO — 9TO HEO(PVIXTEaHCTBO»®, COIJIACHO
KOTOPOMY IIpeCTaBUTesIV HeOKaHTMAaHCKO du-
stocodpmyt OBUIM TTOCTIEIOBATEIISIMU VI PEBU3VIOHN-
ctaMmm He ctoiibko KaHTta, ckoitbko @mxre. OmHa-
KO pa3HBIMMU VICCIIe[IOBATEISIMI B 3TOT Te3VC BKJla-
IIbIBaeTcs pasm4aHbI cMbIcL. A. Hopac oTMeudaer,
YUTO 03BYUEHHBIVI TE3VIC BCTpevaeTcs yxe y O. PoH
lapTMaHa, 1O MHEHUIO KOTOPOro (pvXTeaHCKoe
BJIVSIHVIE B HEOKAHTMAHCTBE BbIPakeHO B Tpak-
TOBKE «BeIIV B ce0e» KaK UMCTOrO ITPeJICTaBIIeHS
(Noras, 2020, S. 235). X.-I. lTagamep Takke yKa3sbl-
BaJI Ha OJIM30CTh HEOKAHTMAHCTBA K prytocodpmm
DuixTe IIpeXKie BCETro PV PacCMOTPEHMM ITpobIie-

* Ha 1aHHBIVI MOMEHT He yIaeTcst OOHaPYXUTh B MCCITe-
JI0BaTeJILCKOV JINTEpaType IIeJIOCTHOIO IIPEeICTaBIIEH IS O
denomene HeodMxTeaHCTBA KaK OTeIbHOro dhuiocod-
ckoro HarpasiieHus. Ilom pyOpuky «HeodmxTeaHCTBO»
roraaloT (pvIocodbl pasHBIX IIKOJI ¥ HAIIPaBIIEHWN,
vcrionp3yomye e Prixre B CBOMX IIpoeKTax. B uact-
HOCTW, KaK 0 HeoprXTeaHIIaX TOBOPAT O HEOKAHTHMAaHIIAX
I'. Puxxepre u D.Jlacke, oTMeudaeTcs HallMOHaJIBHO-TIO-
ymrnyeckoe Heoduxteanctso P.K. Diikena, P. don
Moritst, @. FO. Hlrasst vom J1. don HTerntHa.
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ly. To this end I propose to examine aspects of
the discussion around the thesis that neo-Kan-
tian concepts are neo-Fichtean, concentrating
exclusively on Fichte’s idea of the primacy of
practical reason — which I consider to be key
to neo-Kantian doctrines, ignoring Fichte’s so-
cio-legal and national ideas which are better
studied separately and are secondary in this
context.

2. “Is Neo-Kantianism Neo-Fichteanism?”
Aspects of the Discussion

The strong link between neo-Kantianism
and Fichte’s philosophy has been convincing-
ly demonstrated in the studies of Marion Heinz
(1997), Jirgen Stolzenberg (2002), Geert Edel
(2013), Frank Witzleben (2013), Frederick Beiser
(2018), Leonard A. Kalinnikov (2010), Nina A.
Dmitrieva (2007) and others.

In the light of the stated problem it would
not be irrelevant to comment on the popular
thesis that “neo-Kantianism is neo-Fichtean-
ism”,”> whereby the representatives of neo-Kan-
tian philosophy were the followers and
revisionists not so much of Kant as of Fichte.
The thing is that different scholars invest this
thesis with different meanings. Andrzej No-
ras (2020, p. 235) notes that the thesis already
appears in Eduard von Hartmann, who claims
that Fichtean influence on neo-Kantianism is
expressed in the interpretation of the thing in
itself as a pure representation. Hans-Georg Ga-
damer also noted that the closeness between
neo-Kantianism and Fichte’s philosophy is
most readily apparent in their treatment of the

* At the time of writing I have not found in the liter-

ature a comprehensive idea of the neo-Fichteanism
phenomenon as a distinct philosophical trend. The
“neo-Fichtean” label is stuck on philosophers belonging
to different schools and trends who use Fichte’s ideas in
their projects. Thus, Rickert and Lask speak of neo-Kan-
tians as neo-Fichteans, and Rudolf Christoph Eucken,
Robert von Mohl, Friedrich Julius Stahl, and Lorenz von
Stein are mentioned as neo-Fichteans.



MBI MHTepCcyOBbeKTMBHOCTH (cM., Harp.: Gadamer,
1995, S. 88). DTOT Te3uc Ppurypupyer Takke B CTa-
The . barsepa «HeokaHTMaHCTBO Kak HeopMXTe-
aHCTBO», T7I€ BbI/IeJIEHbI YeThIpe YepThl, COIvIKa-
IOI/ie HeOKAaHTMAHCTBO C (PVIXTeaHCTBOM: HallV-
OHAaJIV3M, COLIMaJIN3M, aKTMBU3M U AVMHaAMU3M B
IIOHVIMaHMV COOTHOIIeHVS pacCy/iKa 1 4UyBCTBeH-
HocTu (Beiser, 2018). /laHHBIe YepThI OTCHIJIAIOT
IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM K COLIVaJIbHO-HOJINTUYECKOMY
acniekty et @uxre. bansep Takxe yTBepXna-
€T, UTO B TeOpeTNYeCcKOM IUIaHe B paHHEM Heo-
kaHTuaHcTBe (O. JInOman, @. JlaHre) rocroncTso-
BaJla dppusmaHcKas Kputuka dpuiocodpum Prix-
Te, KOTOpasi HacTarBajla Ha HeBO3MOXXHOCTHU pea-
mmsanym ero upaen. dOwiocodpus Prixre TpakTO-
Baslach KaK OTCTyIIJIeHVe B JIOKAHTOBCKMeE JI0rMa-
TUYeCKVe BpeMeHa, ¥ VIMEHHO II03TOMY KOHCTa-
TUpOBajlach He0OXOOVMOCTh BepHYThcsa K KanTy.
C Toukmu 3peHns bansepa, 3Ta JorMaTusupyomas
TpaKToBKa dwtocodpmum PuxTe rocHoacTBoBasa
10 TIOSIBJIEHMS ayccepTarimm Oafenia . Jlacka B
1902 r. JIack cMmerriaeT ppmsmaHCcKoe IIOHVMaHe
dutocodpryt PuxTe 1 TPaKTyeT ee B IO3UTUBHOM
KJIIoue KaK CIIOCOOHYIO COXPaHUTbh KaHTOBCKUM
norennmait (Ibid., S. 325), uTo peanusyercs rias-
HBIM 00pa3oM B (PVIXTeaHCKOM pelleH IIpobie-
MBI UppaloHaabHoro. OgHaKO CTOUT OTMETUTB,
uTo Bansep urHopupyer aHanvs BiavgHMUSA duIIo-
codpum DrxTe Ha CTAaHOBJIEHVIE TEOPUY 1IEHHOCTY
Gapenckmx ¢rrocodoB, Beb IMO3UTVBHOE BIIV-
sgHne duxrte B TeopeTmyeckon dwiocodum He
OrpaHMYMBaETCs IIpo0IeMON MppaIMOHAIBHOIO
VI He CKOHIIEHTPMPOBaHO TOJIBKO BOKPYT Hee.

TTo muenuro JI. A. KaamHHMKOBa, HEOKAHTU-
aHCTBO CJleflyeT KBaJIMUIIMpOoBaTh KaK Heovix-
TeaHcTBO (Kaymunmkos, 2010, c. 59—60). DTo 00o-
CHOBBIBaeTCsl TeM, UTo prstocodrsi HeOKaHTMAH-
CTBa OKa3bIBaeTCsl He YCOBEpPIIIeHCTBOBaHMEM -
mocopm KanTa, a ee mckaxeHmeM. OCHOBHBIE
IIpeJICTaBUTelIN 3peJloro HeOKaHTMaHCTBA CTpe-
MWIVICh UCIIPaBUTH omnoky KaHTa, 9yTo moponm-
JI0 TIPOEKTHI, Oim3Kme ckopee K dpvtocodpmmt Drx-
Te v He mMerore Hnyero oorrero ¢ Kantom. Ka-
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problem of intersubjectivity (see, for exam-
ple, Gadamer, 1995, p. 88). This thesis is also
present in Beiser’s article “Neo-Kantianism as
Neo-Fichteanism”, in which he names four fea-
tures that neo-Kantianism and neo-Fichtean-
ism share: nationalism, socialism, activism and
dynamism in interpreting the relation between
reason and sensibility (Beiser, 2018). These fea-
tures mainly have to do with the socio-political
aspect of Fichte’s ideas. Beiser also maintains
that, at the theoretical level, early neo-Kan-
tianism (by Otto Libman and Friedrich Albert
Lange) was dominated by the Friesian critique
of Fichte, which claimed that the latter’s project
was impossible to implement. Fichte’s philoso-
phy was construed as a retreat to the pre-Kan-
tian dogmatic times, and this dictated a return
to Kant. On Beiser’s view, this dogmatic inter-
pretation of Fichte’s philosophy prevailed until
the 1902 dissertation of the Southwest scholar
Emil Lask. He shifted the Friesian interpreta-
tion of Fichte’s philosophy in a positive direc-
tion, arguing that it is capable of preserving the
Kantian potential (ibid., p. 325), which is mainly
realised in Fichte’s handling of the problem of
the irrational. However, it has to be noted that
Beiser ignores the influence of Fichte’s philos-
ophy on the emergence of the Southwest phi-
losophers’ theory of values, for Fichte’s positive
influence on theoretical philosophy is not limit-
ed to the problem of irrationality and does not
revolve around it.

Leonard Kalinnikov (2010, pp. 59-60) be-
lieves that neo-Kantianism should be qualified
as neo-Fichteanism on the following grounds:
Neo-Kantian philosophy turns out to be not
an improvement but a distortion of Kant’s phi-
losophy. The main representatives of mature
neo-Kantianism sought to rectify Kant’s mis-
takes, which gave rise to projects that are close
to Fichte’s philosophy and have nothing in
common with Kant. Kalinnikov cites a quota-
tion of Kant from the “Declaration Concerning
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JIVHHMKOB yKasblBaeT Ha InTary KaHra 13 «3ass-
JIeHW 110 HoBoAy HayKoydeHMs Duixte» 1799 r.: «51
HaCTOSIIVIM 3asBJIAI0, YTO CUUTAIO HAYKOYUeHUe
@uxme COBEPIIIEHHO HECOCTOSTEIIBHOV CUCTEMOVL.
V6o uncroe HaykoydeHMe IpesicTaBiisieT coOOV
TOJIBKO JIOTVMIKY, KOTOpas CO CBOVIMM IIPMHIINIIA-
MU He JIOCTUTaeT MaTepraIbHOrO MOMeHTa I03Ha-
HUS U KaK 4UCmas A02uka OTBJIeKaeTcsl OT ero co-
nepkaHus. [TombITKa BBIKOBBIPSTH 13 Hee pealb-
HBIVI OOBEKT ITpefiCcTaB/IsieT cOOOV HalpacHBIV U
IIOTOMY HUMKOT/ia He BBIIOJIHUMBIV Tpya» (AA 12,
S. 370; Kant, 1994a, c. 263). ITocKo/IbKY ITPOEKTBI
HeOKaHTMaHIIeB ObIJIV HalleJleHbl Ha pa3paboTKy
VIMEHHO «YVICTOV JIOTMKI», TO OHM, CJIeflOBaTeIb-
HO, Kak 1 prstocodpmist Duixre, He MMEIOT peasIbHO-
ro oobekra. Tpancdopmarins Bery B ceOe B TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHBIV 1leasl, CMellleHye MbIITUIeHWs
U MO3HaHWU, Hajle/leHVe MHIVBUIYaJIbHOIO ue-
JIOBeKa CIIOCOOHOCTBIO UMCTOTO MBIIUIEHMS JaeT
OCHOBaHMSI TOBOPUTH, YTO HEOKAHTMAHCTBO He
CTOJIBKO OTHOCUTCS K KaHTMaHCTBY, CKOJIBKO [Ty-
6rmmpyeT MeTadmsIUecKyto omoOKy drixTe, 1 110-
TOMY HeOKaHTMaHIIbI Oyivke K HeorxTeaHCTBY,
cuntaer Kamuanukos. B.H. benos, Bospaxas
JI. A. KaJIMHHMKOBY, yKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO BaXKHO
He cMelnBaTh GprtocodcKme MO3UIINY, CIIeTyTo-
e «OykBe» WIIM «ayXy» KaHTOBCKOV puioco-
. HeokanTmaHI1eB cilefiyeT OTHeCTH K TeM pu-
socodpaM, KOTOpBIe CIIefyIoT «1yxy» Kanra, uTo
He IojjpasyMeBaeT 3allpeTa Ha OTXOf, OT (puioco-
rm KaHTa mpu caMoCTOSI T TbHBIX IOCTPOEHVISIX.
I'lo muenuto besosa, «c omenkont mpod. J1. A. Ka-
JIVHHVKOBA HeOKaHTMAaHCTBa KakK HeoduxTeaH-
CTBa CJIeflyeT COIJIalIaThCs JIVIITb HAIIOJIOBUHY, TO
€CThb OTHeCTU K HeoUXTeaHCTBY (PUI0COPCKYIO
no3uIyMIo bajieHcKor IIKoJIbI HeoKaHTMaHCTBa.
Yro ke KacaeTcss MapOyprcko IITKOIbL, 11 0COOeH-
HO ee OCHOBHOTrO IipericTaBuTesis lepmana Kore-
Ha, TO TaKasl OJHO3HauHasl OlleHKa IIpeJICTaBIIs-
eTCs CJIVIIIIKOM CXeMAaTWYHOV U ITOBEPXHOCTHOV»
(bernos, 2016, c. 14). B HenaBHeM wCCIIEIOBAaHUN
B.E. CemeHOB mpoeMOHCTpUpPOBaJl, YTO PN Ka-
Xymevicss ormmsocT prmocodpekmx yuenun Ko-
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Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre”, 1799: “I hereby de-
clare, that I regard Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre as
a totally indefensible system. For pure theory of
science is nothing more or less than mere logic,
and the principles of logic cannot lead to any
material knowledge, since logic, that is to say,
pure logic, abstracts from the content of knowl-
edge; the attempt to cull a real object out of log-
ic is a vain effort and therefore something that
no one has ever achieved” (Br, AA 12, p. 370;
Kant, 1999, p. 559). Since neo-Kantian projects
were aimed at developing “pure logic” they,
like Fichte’s philosophy, have no real object.
The transformation of the thing in itself into a
transcendental ideal, the confusion of thought
and consciousness, the imputing of the capac-
ity of pure thought to the human individual
warrant the conclusion that neo-Kantianism be-
longs less to Kantianism than it repeats Fichte’s
metaphysical mistake, which is why neo-Kan-
tians are closer to neo-Fichteanism, Kalinnikov
argues. Vladimir Belov challenges this view,
pointing out that it is important not to con-
fuse philosophical positions that follow “the
letter” and “the spirit” of Kantian philosophy.
“Neo-Kantians” should be referred to as those
philosophers who embrace the “spirit” of Kant,
which does not imply a ban on independent
theories departing from Kant’s philosophy. In
Belov’s opinion, “one can go along with Prof.
Kalinnikov only half of the way, i.e. by includ-
ing only the Southwest school of neo-Kantian-
ism in neo-Fichteanism. As for the Marburg
school, and especially its main representative,
Hermann Cohen, such a flat assessment is too
schematic and superficial” (Belov, 2016, p. 14).
A recent study by Valerii E. Semenov (2022) has
demonstrated that, notwithstanding the seem-
ing similarity of the philosophical doctrines of
Cohen and Fichte, Cohen’s concept of construc-
tive subjectivism is substantially different from
Fichte’s subjectivism.



reHa 1 Puxre cjreyeT KOHCTaTMPOBaTh, YTO KOH-
LIETIIVT KOHCTPYKTMBHOTO cyOBeKkTmBI3Ma Kore-
Ha U CIIeKYJISTUBHBIV CyOBpekTrBI3M duxTe nme-
10T cy1iecTBeHHBIe pasinuns (CemeHos, 2022).

HecmoTps Ha BaXKHOCTH JaHHOW IVICKYCCUM,
s HaMepeH OTTPaHMYUTHCS OT IIPSIMBIX ITOITBITOK
IOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, YTO HEOKAHTMAHCTBO — 3TO HEO-
duxreancTso. Eciiv coriacuTbes ¢ 3TUM Te31COoM,
TO HECOMHEHHO Ba’XKHBIM OyZleT ITposCHeHMe Tex
nnent Prixre, KOTOPbIe CHITPaIVt BaXXHYIO, a VHO-
rga M K/IIOYEeBYIO POjIb B CTAaHOBJIEHWM OPWUIV-
HaJIBHBIX (PMIIOCOCKIMX ITPOEKTOB HEOKaHTMAaH-
meB. Mog runoTesa 3aKJIFOUaeTCsl B TOM, UYTO KITIO-
yeomt maeert DOrixTe, IOBJIMIBIIEN Ha CTaHOBIIE-
HVie 3TUX IIpoeKToB (y OazeHIleB — Teopws IeH-
HOCTEeN, Y Map6yp>1<ueB — STUKa 4YUCTOM BOHT/I),
cTasia pvxTeaHCKasl MHTepIIpeTalyis KaHTOBCKOM
VeV O IIpMMaTe IIPaKTUYeCKOro pasymMa.

3. IIpumaT mpaKTM4ecKOro pasyma
M IIpaKTUYecKoe caMOCO3HaHVe

Onna n3 xirodeBbIx maent Kanra, moiny4dmsiias
paciIpeHie 1 paclpocTpaHeHVe B HEOKaHTW-
aHCTBe, — Vjles IpVMara IIPaKTUYeCKOro pasy-
Ma HaJl TeOPeTMYEeCKMM: PV «COeIVHEHUN Yl-
CTOT'O CHEKYJIATVBHOIO Pa3yMa C YMCTBIM IIPaKTH-
YeCKVIM B OJTHO ITO3HaHVIE YVCTBIV ITPAKTIYIECKIA
pa3syM obrajiaeT npumManiom, ecyvi IIpearioIoXITh,
YTO 3TO COeAMHeHVe He CAY4auHoe Vi IIPOU3BOIIb-
HOe, a OCHOBaHHOe a priori Ha caMoM pasyMe, CTa-
710 OBITB, Heobxo0uMoe» (AA 05, S. 121; Kant, 19946,
c. 518). IIpakTudeckuit pasym parioHaJIbHO op-
MyJIMIpyeT OOlIlle3HauMMble 1 HeOOXOOVMBIe Cy-
KIeHMs MOpasIbHOro cosHaHMs. OH He ITO3HaeT
TO, UTO €CTh, & YTBEP)KIAaeT TO, UTO JOJDKHO OBITE.
[TpakTuyeckuit pasyM II03BOJISeT UeJIOBEKY BBIV-
TV 3a Ipefessl IIPUPOLIb, IIPOpBaThCcd B HOyMe-
HaJIbHYIO cpepy, 4TO He OCyIeCTBVUMO [IJIs Teo-
peTmdecKoro pasyMa. brarogaps mpakTiaeckoMy
pa3yMy CTaHOBUTCSI BO3SMOXXHOV CBOOOIHAs aBTO-
HoMmms. Kareropmdecknit MMIiepaTus paccMaTpy-
BaeTCsl KaK 3a/lava TeOpeTMYecKoro pasyMa, Kak

81

L.Yu. Kornilaev

Important as this discussion may be, I will
refrain from direct attempts to prove that
neo-Kantianism is neo-Fichteanism. If one goes
along with this thesis, it would be important
to explain those ideas of Fichte which played
an important, and sometimes key role in the
emergence of original philosophical projects
of neo-Kantians. My hypothesis is that the key
idea of Fichte that influenced the emergence
of these projects (the theory of values with the
Southwest school and the ethics of pure will
with the Marburgers) was the Fichtean inter-
pretation of Kant’s idea of the primacy of prac-
tical reason.

3. The Primacy of Practical Reason
and Practical Self-Consciousness

One of Kant’s ideas which has been expand-
ed and extended in neo-Kantianism is the idea
of the primacy of practical reason over theoret-
ical reason: “[I]n the union of pure speculative
with pure practical reason in one cognition, the
latter has primacy, assuming that this union is
not contingent and discretionary but based a
priori on reason itself and therefore necessary”
(KpV, AA 05, p. 121; Kant, 1996, p. 237). Prac-
tical reason rationally formulates universally
meaningful and necessary judgments of moral
consciousness. It does not cognise what is, but
affirms what ought to be. Practical reason en-
ables man to go beyond the limits of nature, to
break into the noumenal sphere, which is im-
possible for theoretical reason. Practical reason
makes free autonomy possible. The categori-
cal imperative is seen as the task of theoretical
reason, as a synthetic a priori judgment, which
Windelband (1880, pp. 106-107) puts in the fol-
lowing form: “[...] our mission goes beyond
the world of our cognition [...] the life of cogni-
tion is always conditioned by the ethical striv-
ing toward the supersensible world [...]. This
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CHHTETIMYeCKOe CYXX/IeHe alipyopw, YTO B IHTEP-
npetaruy BuHnensOaH#a 3ByUMT CITAYIOIIVIM
obpasoM: «...Hallle IIpeflHa3HaueHVe BBIXOOWUT 3a
IIpefesIbl Mypa Halllero mosHaHus. ... KvsHp no-
3HaHMS BCe BpeMsl OOyC/IOBIIMBAETCS STUYECKVIM
CTpeMJIEHVIEM K CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOMY MWUPY... DTO-
to KaHT 1 HasBasl npumamom pasyma npaxmute-
cko0eo Had meopemuueckuM...» (BurmensOanz, 1998,
c. 118—119). Takum obpasom, ¢ Toukm 3perms Kan-
Ta, UMEHHO HPaBCTBEHHOCTH BefleT K (popMMpoBa-
HUIO TIO3HaBaTeIbHOM (PyHKIIMM pasyMa. IlosHa-
Hue 00yCITOBJIEHO CTpeMJIeHVIeM K CBepXUyBCTBEH-
HOMY, K BBIXOJ1Y 3a IIpeJIesIbl IIPUPOLIBI, @ CaMO 3TO
CTpeMJIeHVIe VIMeeT STIYeCKII XapaKTep.

[NoHsITVIE TPAKTIYECKOro pasyMa IOIBEPIiIOCh
CIJIOXKHOVI TpaHCOpMaIIvV B HEMEITKOM ViIeasIv3-
Me. [Ipaktmdeckum pasym y DuxTe cTaHOBUTCS
OCHOBaHVIEM JIJIsI €r0 KOHIIEIIIINYI CO3HAHMS — Te-
opum cyObekTrBHOCTI'. DUIXTe CUMTAET, YTO KaH-
TOBCKYIO CUCTeMy CJleflyeT paccMaTpuBaTh Kak
coelMHeHVe TeOpeTUYecKOro ¥ IMpPaKTHUYecKOro
pasyMa B COOTBETCTBUM C TeM IPUHIIAIIOM, YTO
MIePBEHCTBO CPeI HVX A0/DKHO OBITh ITPUIIVICAHO
MPaKTYeCKOMY.

[Touemy pedpiiekcust ITOJDKHA VICXOOUTH W3
TEOPeTIIEeCKOVI YacTV, OCTaBIIAsd Oe3 BHUMaHMS
TO, YTO B JAJIbHEVIIIEM OKaXeTCs, YTO He Teo-
peTmyecKasi CIIOCOOHOCTb [IeIaeT BO3MOXXHOV
IIPaKTUYeCKylo, a HaoOOpOT, IpaKTuJecKass —
TEOPeTMIECKYIO (YTO pa3yM IIO CBOeV CYITHOCTHU
TOJIPKO ITPaKTIYeH 1 UYTO OH JIVIIIIb Yepe3 IIpVMe-
HEeHVe CBOMX 3aKOHOB K OIpaHMYMBAOIIEMY ero
He-fI craHOBUTCSA TeopermdecknM). Pediexcus
IIOJDKHA IIOCTYTIATh TaK IIOTOMY, YTO MblCAUMOCHTb
IIPAKTNYeCKOrO OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHNSI OCHOBBIBAET-
Csl Ha MBICJIVIMOCTVI TEOPETNYECKOTO OCHOBOIIO-
JoXxeHMs. A pu pedpyieKCuy Beb [1eJ10 MJIeT Kak
pa3 o mercymmoctn (Puxre, 19936, c. 113).

* B mcropun dpvrmocodunt mpes mprMaTa TPaKTIIecKo-
ro pasyMa IIpeTeplieBajia MHOTO n3MeHeHmi1. Harrpumep,
y I'ererns mpaxTirgeckmvi pasyM TpaHchOpMIUpPyeTcs B Ka-
TErOpUIO «IIPaKTUUYeCKOro Ayxa». Vmesa mpumara mpax-
TUYECKOTO pasyMa IIpeBpaTiiach B MapKCUCTCKYIO U0
IIpyIMaTa IIPeIMeTHO-IIPaKTIUeCKOTo OITbITa KaK Hayl Ha-
YUHOV Teopuier:, TaK ¥ Haf, JIFOOBIMI STIIeCKVIMIL TOCTO-
BEPHOCTSIML.
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is what Kant called the primacy of practical over
theoretical reason [...]”.* Thus, from Kant’s point
of view, it is morality that leads to the forma-
tion of the cognitive function of reason. Cogni-
tion is conditioned by the striving toward the
supersensible, toward transcending the limits
of nature, while this striving itself has an eth-
ical character.

The concept of practical reason has under-
gone complex transformation in German ide-
alism. In Fichte, practical reason is the ground
of his concept of consciousness, the theory of
subjectivity®. Fichte believes that the Kantian
system should be seen as the union of theoret-
ical and practical reason in accordance with
the principle that ascribes primacy to practical
reason:

[...] why reflection must begin with the
theoretical part, even though it will eventually
become evident that it is not the theoretical
power [Vermdgen] that makes possible the
practical power [of the I], but just the reverse; it
is the practical power that first makes possible
the theoretical power. (It will become evident
that reason in itself is purely practical and first
becomes theoretical through the application of
its laws to a Not-I that limits it.) — Reflection
must proceed in this manner, because the
thinkability of the practical foundational
principle is grounded in the thinkability of the
theoretical foundational principle. Thinkability,
after all, is always what concerns reflection
(Fichte, 2021, p. 227).

* “[...) und dieses tiefere Bediirfnis kann nur in dem sittlichen
Bewusstsein von unserer Bestimmung bestehen, welche tiber
die Welt unserer Erkenntnis hinausreich. So zeigt sich, dass
das Leben der Erkenntnis in seiner ganzen Ausdehnung durch
den ethischen Trieb nach der tibersinnlichen Welt bedingt ist
[...]. Das ist es, was Kant den Primat der praktischen tiber die
theoretische Vernunft genannt hat [...].”

5 In the history of philosophy the idea of the primacy
of practical reason has undergone many changes. For
example, in Hegel practical reason metamorphoses into
the category of “practical spirit”. The idea of the primacy
of practical reason turns into the Marxist idea of the
primacy of objective-practical experience over scientific
theory and over any ethical verities.



[IpymaT mpakTHMUecKoro pasyma pasBepThbiBa-
ercsa y ®Puxre B OeccosHaTeILHOV M CO3HaTeIb-
Hom ccpepax. K mepBoit ciiemyeT oTHeCcTH yueHue
00 M3HavaJIbHOM UyBCTBe, KOTOpOe JlaeT yCJIOBIe
BO3MOXKHOCTW BCSIKOV TeopeTndeckon ¢popmel. B
IaHHOM CJIy4Jae 3HaHVe OCHOBBbIBaeTcs Ha Oeccos-
HaTeJILHOM [IeVICTBVAVL

DTO [eWCTBMe Has3bIBaeTCS CO3epliaHueM;
3TO — CBOero poza 0e3MoIBHOe, Oecco3HaTeIb-
HOe TIOTpy>KeHVe B30pa B IIPeIMeT, TePSIoIIeecs
B HeM... 371eCh BIIepBble IIPOHMKAeT B CO3HaHVe
HEKOTOpBIVI cyOcTpar it S — Ta uncras pes-
TEeJIbHOCTB, KOTOpasl I10JIaraeTcsl Kak CyIasi U B
TOM CJIy4ae, eCJIVl He JOJDKHO ObUIO OBITH HMKa-
KOT'O TIOCTOPOHHETO BJIVISIHVSI, HO KOTOpasi IoJia-
raeTcd BCJIeICTBIe HeKOTOpOFO HpOTVIBOHOHO)I(e-
HVISL, CJIE[IOBATEIIbHO, Yepes B3arMOOIIpesiesieHiie
(DPuxre, 19934, c. 362 —363).

B cosHarenbHOM cdepe mmpymMaT IIpaKTUUeCcKo-
ro pasyMa pasBepTbIBaeTCd uepe3 peasin3aliyiio
norkHoro. Ha OeccosHaTeslbHOM ypoBHe IIpak-
TUYeCKUI pa3yM sBJISeTCs TIOOyAuTesIeM BCAKON
IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOM ~ aKTMBHOCTY, KOHCTPyMpOBa-
HUS SMIIVMPUYECKOro MIUpa, Ha CO3HATeIbHOM —
yTBepXKAaeT JI0JDKHOe B KauecTBe IJIaBHOIO PyKO-
BOJICTBA HAIIIVIMM JEVICTBVSIMY M IIOCTYITKaMM KaK
cBoboHOro areHTa. /laHHas TpaKTOBKa IIpaKTU-
YecKOro pa3yMa MoBJIeKJIa 3a coOovi 11 criervidde-
CKYIO TPaKTOBKY cyObekTuBHOCTM y Puxre. Kax
ykasbiBaeT M. @. brikosa, «rpenmpuHsaTas POuxre
ri1yOoKasi peBn3is KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEITNY TPpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbBHOTO CyObeKTa IIpmBesla K Kapau-
HaJIbHOMY M3MeHEHWIO MOoaxoia K CyObeKTUBHO-
CTV M CTaJIa OCHOBaHMeM [IJIsI pa3BUTMS HOCTKaH-
TOBCKOTO HEMeIIKOro MjeaIi3Ma C ero OpueHTa-
IIMeyl Ha KOHKPeTHOro MHAVBMUAA KaK HOCUTeJIs
TEOPEeTUYECKOV W ITPAKTUYEeCKOM aKTUBHOCTI»
(beixosa, 2006, c. 155).

3.1. Badenckasa mxosa HeokanmuaHcmba

B bajenckonm mikose HeoKaHTMaHCTBa uix-
TeaHCKas peBr3us KaHTOBCKOV MJIen O ITpyMaTe
IIPaKTMYeCKOro pasyma IIojlydaeT IIVPOKOe pac-
npocrpaHenue. [ Touarmsa Ouxre o mpaKTYecKoM

L.Yu. Kornilaev

The primacy of practical reason, according
to Fichte, manifests itself in the unconscious
and conscious spheres. The former must in-
clude the primary feeling which is the pre-
condition of any theoretical form. In this case
knowledge is based on unconscious action:

The name of such an action is intuition, a
silent, unconscious contemplation, which loses
itself in its object..Here for the first time a
substrate for the I enters consciousness: namely,
that pure activity which is posited as existing
even in the absence of any foreign influence,
but which is posited only in consequence of
what is opposed to it, and is therefore posited
by means of reciprocal determination (Fichte,
2021, pp. 394-395).

In the conscious sphere the primacy of prac-
tical reason manifests itself through the real-
isation of the ought. At the unconscious level
practical reason is a stimulus of all cognitive ac-
tivity, of constructing the empirical world, and
at the conscious level it affirms the ought as the
main guide of our actions and decisions as free
agents. This interpretation of practical reason
led Fichte to his peculiar interpretation of sub-
jectivity. As Marina F. Bykova (2006, p. 155) ob-
serves: “[T]he profound revision of the Kantian
concept of the transcendental subject undertak-
en by Fichte has led him to a cardinal change of
approach to subjectivity, providing the founda-
tion for the development of post-Kantian Ger-
man idealism, oriented toward the concrete
individual as the bearer of theoretical and prac-
tical activity.”

3.1. The Southwest School
of Neo-Kantianism

Fichte’s revision of the Kantian idea of the
primacy of practical reason gains wide curren-
cy in the Southwest school of neo-Kantianism.
The Fichtean concepts of practical self-con-
sciousness and original feeling acquired a sys-
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CaMOCO3HaHMM Y M3Ha4aIbHOM YyBCTBe IIOJIy4YM-
nu y Bunpensbanma u Pukkepra cucremarmde-
CKOe 3HaueHMe ¥ CTajm (y KaXJIoro 1mo-ocooomy)
OCHOBaHWVEM VX TEOPUVI IIEHHOCTET.

Ob6partiasics K Teopum lieHHOCTe BuHens6an-
J1a, M3JIOKEHHOVI T7IaBHBIM 00pa3oM B cTaThe «4To
Takoe wIocopmrg?», MOXHO OOHAPYXUTH Pl
KJIIOUEBBbIX IlepecedeHni1 1 paclIvpeHnn duxre-
aHCcKux MHTyumn. Hopmarususm Bunnens6an-
71a, BBIPaKEHHBIV B €ro y4eHMM 00 OLleHKe 1 Cy-
JKAEeHUM, IOCTYJIMpYeT CyIlecTBoBaHMe abcoIoT-
HBIX OLIEHOK ¥ HOPM, KOTOpBbIe COCTaBJIAIOT «HOP-
MaTMBHOe co3HaHMe». CorslacHo Bunnens6anmy,

HOpMaTMBHOe CO3HaHMe... 3Ha4MMO He B Kade-
cTBe (paKTWUecKy IIPU3HAHHOIO, a B KadecTBe
TaKoOro, KOTOpoe JI0JDKHO CTaThb 3HAYMMBIM; OHO
He sMIIMpUYecKas AeVICTBUTeIbHOCTb, a vaearl,
KOTOPBIM JIOJDKHA OIIpefesIaThCs 1IeHHOCTb BCs-
KOV SMIIMPUYeCKOVI JeVICTBUTeIbHOCTI. 3aKOHBI
STOTO «CO3HAHMS BOOOIEe» — TaK 3TO IIOHSTVIE
ompenernsieT KaHT — y)XXe He 3aKOHBL IIPUPOIBL,
ZIEeVICTBYIOIIVIE PV BceX OOCTOSTENIbCTBAX VI BJIa-
CTBYIOIIIVE HaJl BCeMI OTAeJIbHbIMU paKTaMM, a
HOPMBI, KOTOPbIE JIOJDKHBI OBITH 3HAYMMBIMU U
OCyIIlecTBJIeHe KOTOPBIX OIlpeesiseT 1IeHHOCTh
sMImpudeckoro Mwupa (Bumapensbanpg, 1995,
c. 51).

VIMeHHO HOpMaTMBHOE CO3HaHMe SIBJISeTCs
00BeKTOM mccienoBanms dwtocodvm. B ormm-
4yie OT OPyIMX HayK, UCCIIEYIOINX TO, UTO eCTh,
drtocodrist 3aHMMaETCS TEM, U4TO JOIDKHO OBITH,
TaK KaK OIleHKa — 3TO OTChIJIKa K HOpMe (IIeHHO-
CTM), MIMeIOIIer MOAYC HAOJDKeHCTBoBaHMs. JIro-
Oasi olleHKa, yTBepXaaeT Bunmensbany, goimkHa
IIpefriojiaraTb HEYTO, Ha OCHOBAaHMY Yero MOXKHO
3Ty OLIEHKY OCYIIeCTBUTh. TaKUM «MepuiIoM» y
Hero OKasbIBaeTcs 11eJIb, KOTopas J0JDKHa TpM3Ha-
BaThbCs TeMM, KTO BEIHOCUT orleHKy. Cama 110 cebe
OlleHKa BO3MOXXHa TOJIBKO IIPV HaJIM4YMWU OTChUI-
KV K HOpMe, MIMEIOITIeV TeJIeOJIOIMYeCKMII XapaK-
Tep. «[loaToMy BcsiKasi OlleHKa BBICTYIIAeT B ajlb-
TepHaTVBHOW popMe ooOpeHMs MM Heomobpe-
HMs, CyOBeKT IpesicTaBiIeH s JInb0 COOTBETCTBY-
€T 1171V, JIN0O eVl He COOTBETCTBYeT, 1 CKOJIb pas-

tematic meaning in Windelband and Rickert
who made them (each in his own way) the
foundation of their theories of values.

Turning to Windelband’s theory of values,
set forth mainly in his article “What Is Philos-
ophy?” we find some crucial intersections with,
and expansion of, Fichtean intuitions. Windel-
band’s normativism, expressed in his doctrine
of evaluation and judgment, posits the exist-
ence of absolute evaluations and norms which
constitute “normative consciousness”. Accord-
ing to Windelband (1915, pp. 44-45),

[...] a normative consciousness which is not
valid in the sense of factual recognition but
ought to be so; not empirical reality, but an ideal
that must determine the value of all empirical
reality. The laws of this “consciousness in
general” — as Kant calls it — are no longer
laws of nature, valid under all circumstances
and holding sway over particular facts, but
norms which ought to be valid and whose
implementation determines the value of the
empirical world.®

It is normative consciousness that is the ob-
ject of philosophy’s study. Unlike other scienc-
es which research what is, philosophy deals
with what ought to be, since evaluation refers
to the norm (value) which is in the imperative
mood. Any evaluation, Windelband maintains,
must imply something on the basis of which
the evaluation can be made. In his view, the
role of such “measure” is played by the goal
recognised by the evaluators. An evaluation is
only possible if there is a reference to the norm
which has a teleological character. “Therefore

6 “[...] ein Normalbewufitsein, welches nicht im Sinne der
faktischen Anerkennung gilt, sondern gelten sollte, — keine
empirische Wirklichkeit, aber ein Ideal, daran der Wert aller
empirischen Wirklichkeit gemessen werden soll. Die Gesetze
dieses ‘BewufStseins iiberhaupt’ — das ist Kants Ausdruck
dafiir — sind nicht mehr Naturgesetze, welche unter allen
Umstinden gelten und wonach die einzelnen Tatsachen
sich gestalten miissen, sondern Normen, welche eben gelten
sollen und deren Verwirklichung den Wert des Empirischen
bestimmt.”
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JIMYHBL OyJIyT CTeIleHM 3TOr0 COOTBETCTBUS VJIU
HECOOTBETCTBUS WIM IHPOTUBOPeUNs, CTOIb JKe
pasIMYHOV OyZeT HO3TOMY MHTEHCUBHOCTb OfIO-
OpeHis 111 HeOHOOPeHMsl; HO OHO M3 ABYX, OI0-
OpeHme v HeomOOpeHVIe, TOTDKHO ITPOSIBUTHCS,
ecJI pedyb BOOOIIe MIET O COCTOSBIIEVICS OIeH-
ke» (Tam xe, c. 42). OTcbUIKa K HOpMe, SBJISIOIIET-
Csl OTHOBPEMEHHO WJIeaJIOM ¥ IIeJIbI0, IIPVBOIT
Bunnensbanma Kk popMyImpoBaHMIO KOHIEHITNN
CaMOBBIpa)KeHMsI KaK CaMOCO3HaHMs pasymMa —
OH IIOKa3bIBaeT, UTO Uepe3 CaMOCO3HaHVe pasyMa
KOHCTUTYMpPYeTCs oIbIT. Pasym co3HaeT ceOs cam,
HO He Jepe3 COOTHeceHMe ¢ YiCThIM S, Kak y Duix-
Te, a Yepe3 COOTHeCeH e C KyJIBTY PHBIMU aIlpyrop-
HBIMJ HOPMaMU 1 OLIEHKaMI.

PukkepT pasBuBaeT’ HOpPMaTMBM3M BuHenb-
OGanpa B MOHMMaHWM HOPaKTUYECKOTO pasyMa,
HO IIpUJIaeT IIpo0JieMe IIpyMara IIPaKTIIecKOro
pasyMa THOCEOJIOTMYeCKMUI XapaKTep. YcIioBreM
BCSIKOTO TIO3HAHMS SIBJII€TCSL CYOBEKT, OCYIIeCcT-
BJIAIOMINI CYXKeHIe, KOTOpOe, corlacHO Prikkep-
Ty, peaym3yeT HO/DKeHCTBOBaHMe. Takmm oOpa-
30M, PukkepT pasmessieT puxTeaHCKYIO Mzero 00
3TMKO-BOJIEBOM Hauajle ¥ ero Iipymare IJjIs BCs-
KOro MO3HaHM, M IOTOMY IIpeMeT IO3HaHUSI Y
Hero MOJIHOCTBIO HOIpy>KaeTcsi B cdepy HO/KHO-
ro. B 0CHOBY BCSIKOTO TeOpPeTM4ecKOro HO3HaHWS
PukkepT TIOMeITiaeT YMCTHIV ITPaKTUUECKIT BOJle-
BOVI aKT: «JIVIITb IOCKOJIBKY £ €CTh MOpaJIbHOE CY-
IIIeCTBO, IJIs1 MEHs BO3MOKHA JIOCTOBEPHOCTH, 1100
KPWTEPUI BCSIKOV TEOPETUYECKOVI ICTUHBI CaM He
MOYKeT OBITH TEOPeTIIECKIIM, OH eCTh HeUTO ITpaK-
TUYECKOe, I OCHOBBIBATbCSI HA HEM — MOV JOJII»
(Rickert, 1899, S. 8, mut. mo: I'animenko, 1979, c. 108).
B pesyibrare Bcsikas TeopeTmuecKas HOCTOBep-
HOCTb CTaBUTCS VIM B 3aBVCUMOCTD OT ITpaKTuUe-
ckoro akTa®. ITpakTumdecKmyi aKT, HalIpaBJIeHHbIV
Ha JOJ/DKHOE, OKA3bIBAETCS VICKOMBIM BCEOOIIIVIM
KpUTepreM IJIsi BCSIKOTO BO3MOYKHOTO ITO3HAHVIS.
be3 BoreBoro mevicTBusi CyOBEKTa, comeprKalliero

> KpaTkyio peKOHCTPYKIIMIO TeOpUM IIeHHOCTel Puk-
KepTa cM., Harp.: (3arnpHsx, 2012, c. 41).

¢ Kpurmky srom KoHIlenumm PUKKepTa, B Y4aCTHOCTU
C.JI. PybunrmrerHoM, cM.: (Dmitrieva, 2021, p. 1134).
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any evaluation carries the alternative form of
approval or disapproval; the imagined subject
of the statement either conforms with the goal
or does not; although the degree of approval
or disapproval depends on the degree of this
conformity or non-conformity (or contradic-
tion), one or the other, approval or disapproval,
must manifest itself if a successful evaluation is
to be spoken of at all”” (ibid., p. 31). The refer-
ence to norm, which is at once an ideal and a
goal, leads Windelband to the formulation of
the concept of self-expression as the self-con-
sciousness of reason — it shows that experience
is constituted through the self-consciousness
of reason. Reason is conscious of itself, but not
through a relation with the pure I as in Fichte,
but through a relation with cultural a priori
norms and evaluations.

Rickert develops® Windelband’s normativ-
ism in the interpretation of practical reason, but
gives an epistemological twist to the problem
of the primacy of practical reason. The condi-
tion of all cognition is the subject that makes a
judgment, which, according to Rickert, realis-
es the ought. Thus, Rickert shares the Fichte-
an idea of the ethical-volitional principle and
its primacy over all cognition, hence for him
the object of cognition is totally immersed in
the sphere of the ought. Rickert puts the pure
practical act of will at the basis of all theoretical
cognition: “It is only insofar as I am a moral be-
ing that certainty is a possibility for me, for the
criterion of every theoretical truth cannot itself
be theoretical; it is something practical and I am

7 “Jede Beurteilung tritt deshalb in der alternativen Form
der Billigung oder der MifSbilligung auf. Das Vorgestellte
Subjekt des Satzes entspricht entweder dem Zweck oder es tut
das nicht, und so verschieden die Grade dieses Entsprechens
oder Nichtentsprechens resp. Widersprechens, so verschieden
deshalb die Grade der Billigung oder der Mifsbilligung sein
mogen, eins von beiden, Beifall oder Mififallen, muf$ eintreten,
wenn iiberhaupt von einer erfolgreichen Beurteilung die Rede
sein soll.”

8 For a brief reconstruction of Rickert’s theory of values
see, for example, Zagirnyak (2012, p. 41).
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OTCBUIKY K JIOJDKHOMY, oOsIajiaromieMy HaJbIHIIV-
BUIyaJIbHOVI 3HA4YMMOCTBIO, TeopeTudecKoe IIo-
3HaHVe OKa3blBaeTcs y PrKkepTa HEBO3MOXKHBIM.
ITpropuTeT oLleHMBAIOIIIE BOJIV CYOBEKTa TpaHC-
dopMupyeT NOHATHE VHTeJIJIeKTa, HO He IIPUHU-
JKaeT, a YCJIOXKHSeT ero, TO eCTh IpyMaT IIpaKTH-
YecKOoro pasyMma, corjiacHo PukkepTy, ycusimBaeT
TEOPETUYECKUT pasyM.

Mitapmmit xosutera Bunpensbanma 1 Pukkep-
Ta 2. JIack B cBoen nyiccepranum «Vpeammsm POuix-
Te 1 uctopusi» (1902) HeckoNIbKO IlepeolieHVBaeT
dmtocodpckoe yuyenmne Duxre. ComtacHo Jlacky,
@uixTe IEVICTBUTENIPHO Ha IIar ornepexaer Kas-
Ta, IOTOMY YTO BUWT, YTO IyaI3M MeXIy IIOHV-
MaHVeM V1 9yBCTBEHHOCTBIO CKOpee OTHOCUTEJIeH,
ueMm aOcormoTeH. Jlack BoccTaHap/BaeT Duxrte
Kak drmstocoda B ero coOCTBEHHOM ITpaBe 1 IOKa-
3bIBaeT €ro KaK MBICIINTEJIS, Y KOTOPOr'o [IeVICTBI-
TEJIPHO eCTh HanboJtee IIpaBIoIioff00HOe peltieH e
IpobsIeMBl MppPalVOHAIIBHOCTY, ITPOHOJIKABIIIEN
MYy4mUTb COBpeMeHHYI0 obomm — Duxrte m Jla-
cKy — dutocoduro. LleHTpabHBIV Te3Vc ayccep-
Taummn o dpvtocodpryt OrxTe, COCTOSBIINI B TOM,
YTO IOJTHAS PAIIMOHAIM3AIINS OITBITa TIOHVIMAETCS
@DuixTe He KaK KOHCTUTYTUBHAs PeasIbHOCTh, a KaK
PeryJISTUBHBIV Mzieast, ObII IO XBaueH HeOKAHT-
aHITaMM MJIAJIIIIero IoKostleHmst' . Jlack oObscHseT,
UTO B pelleHnN IIpo0sIeMbl MppaliOHaIbHOCTU
CYIIIECTBYIOT /IBe ITPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIE CTpaTeruu,
VI «JIOrMKWM». EcTh aHamMTHYecKkad jtorvka Kan-
Ta, KOTOpasi MpV3HaeT AyasIv3M MeXXITy BceoOIM
VI YaCTHBIM, I7ie BceoOIriee aOCTPaKTHO U «aHaJIV-
TUYHO», a PaKTHI MCTOPUM ¥ OIIBITA IO OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K HEMy YacTHBI U CJIyYaliHbl, VI eCTh 3MaHa-
LIMOHWCTCKas JIorvKa leresis, xoTropasi oTpuiia-
eT JIyaIn3M MeXXIy BCeOOIINM ¥ YaCTHBIM, ITOTO-
My 4YTO TIOHMMaeT BceoOlllee KaK KpUTHUUYeCKoe 1
«CUHTETUYECKOe» OpraHMYecKoe IIeJIoe, M3 KOTO-

7 Darisep ykasblBaeT Ha JIFOOONBITHBIV (PaKT: B CBOEVI
pabore «IIpobGrema mosHaHwms B driocodpmm 1 Hayke
Hosoro Bpemenmn» DpHcr Kaccupep passusaeT mMHTep-
nperanyio Puxre, KOTOpas YAMBUTEILHO IIOXOXa Ha
vHTepIpeTauyio Jlacka, 1, BeposITHO, He CJIy4YallHO OH
IUTHpyeT paboTy Jlacka B caMOM Hadasle CBOEeVI TJIaBBlI O
®Duxre (Beiser, 2018, S. 315).
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duty-bound to proceed from it”? (Rickert, 1899,
p- 8). As a result he makes all theoretical verac-
ity contingent on the practical act®. The prac-
tical act directed at the ought is the sought-for
universal criterion of all possible cognition.
For Rickert, theoretical cognition is impossi-
ble without the subject’s act of will which ap-
peals to the ought that has supra-individual
significance. The primacy of the subject’s eval-
uating will transforms the concept of the intel-
lect; it does not belittle it, but complicates it, i.e.
the primacy of practical reason, according to
Rickert, strengthens theoretical reason.

Emil Lask, a junior colleague of Windelband
and Rickert, in his dissertation “The Idealism
of Fichte and History” (1902) somewhat over-
estimates the philosophy of Fichte. Lask be-
lieves that Fichte is really a step ahead of Kant
because he is aware that the dualism of under-
standing and sensibility is rather relative than
absolute. Lask reinstates Fichte as a philoso-
pher in his own right and shows him as a think-
er who does indeed offer the most plausible
solution to the problem of irrationality which
continued to torment the philosophy of which
both Fichte and Lask were contemporaries. The
central thesis of the dissertation on Fichte, viz.,
that Fichte understands the complete rationali-
sation of experience not as the constituting re-
ality, but as a regulative idea, was taken up by
neo-Kantians of the younger generation." Lask
explains that there are two opposite strategies,
or “logics”, in solving the problem of rational-
ity. There is the analytical logic of Kant which

® “Nur inwiefern ich ein moralisches Wesen bin, ist Gewis-

sheit fiir mich moglich, denn das Kriterium aller theoreti-
schen Wahrheit, ist nicht selbst wieder ein theoretisches, es
ist ein praktisches, bei welchem zu beruhen Pflicht ist.”

1 For a critique of Rickert’s concept, for example by
Sergei L. Rubinstein, see Dmitrieva (2021, p. 1134).

1 Beiser (2018, p. 315) points to a curious fact: in his
work “The Problem of Cognition in Modern Time Phi-
losophy and Science” Ernst Cassirer elaborates Fichte’s
interpretation which is uncannily similar to that of Lask
and it is perhaps not by chance that he quotes Lask’s
work in the very beginning of his chapter on Fichte.



poro HeoOxommMMo McxoaT Bce gacTHocTH (Lask,
1923, S. 31—72). JIack yTBep)KaaeT, UTO OpUTMHAIIb-
HOCcTh DUXTe 3aK/IoYasIach B €ro IOHBITKe HalTu
CPeIVHHBIV ITy Th MEXIy 3TUMI KpallHVIMM ITO31-
mmamu (Ibid., S. 73 —80). @uxte B coracum ¢ Kan-
TOM CIIpaBeIVBO IIpM3HaBaJI, roBopuT Jlack, 9To
KOHKpeTHOe BceoOITlee HEBO3MOXKHO IIJIs1 Hac, JTIO-
Tier1, C HaIllIM KOHEYHBIM V1 AVICKY PCUBHBIM IIOHU-
MaHmeM. TeM He MeHee OH HacTayMBaJI Ha TOM, YTO
3TO HOJDKEH OBITH PeryJISTUBHBIN Vjieall, [eJIb VC-
CJIEIOBAHMS VI STMYECKOIO JIeVICTBVISL

Taxvim 0bpasom, kirroueBont naeent PrixTe, Oka-
3aBIIeV BIMSHYE Ha 0aJeHCKMX HeOKaHTUAHIIEB,
ABJIsIeTCS IMEHHO 3TUKO-BOJIeBasl TpaKTOBKa IIpU-
MaTa HpaKTHU4YecKoro pasyma. Y Bumpmensbanma
3TO BbIpakaeTCsl B IIOCTYJIMPOBAHMM alIPUIOPHBIX
HOPM ¥ OLIEHOK, KOTOpble BBICTYIIAIOT YCJIOBMEM
CaMOCO3HaHM pa3yMa; y PukkepTa mipmmar mpax-
TUYeCKOro pasyMa IojlydaeT IHOCEOJIOrMYecKmit
IIOBOPOT, B pe3yJIbTaTe uero cdepa MO3HaHMS CTa-
HOBUTCS cdeport ToJDKeHCTBOBaHMS; a Jlack KoH-
LIEHTPUpPYeT CBOe BHMMaHMe Ha pelleHuN IIpo-
O71eMBI MPPAIVIOHAIIBHOTO.

3.2. Mapbypeckan wikosra Heokanmuarncmeéa

B mpaxTmueckon dwmtocodpum MapOyprckoro
HeOKaHTMaHCTBa LIeHTPpaJIbHbIM KaHTOBCKMM I10-
HsSTVEM, cofepkaHMe KOTOpPOro B MHTepIIpeTa-
v I. Korena n I1. Haropma mcreitano cuipHOe
BigHMe DuxTe, CTajo IIOHIATUE YMCTOVI BOJIV.
OrtHorrenne k PuxTe B MapOyprckoM HeOKaHT-
AHCTBE, B OT/IVIYMe OT DAeHCKOr0, BBITJISIANT CKO-
pee HoIeM9ecKiM, HeXkesn 071arOCKIIOHHBIM.

ITonemunka Korena c¢ ®@uxrte oTpaswmack Ipe-
KJle BCero B TMKe. DTMKa Obljla IpM3BaHa, 10 3a-
nymke KoreHa, o0 beIMHIUTD BCIO BHICTpaVBaeMYyIO
cucreMy dputocodnn, TIOCKOIIBKY B Hell 3ajIoxe-
HO TO IO3UTMBHOE Si7IpO, KOTOpoe JIejlaeT prstoco-
duro Haykon. [TpakTideckas gesiTe IbHOCTD pasy-
Ma MOpOXIaeT ocobyio cdpepy, He3aBUCUIMYIO OT
npuponsl. B nanHoM Tesnce KoreH okaseiBaeTcst
OrmmskmM DrixTe ¢ ero veevt BOJIEBOrO UyBCTBaA U
TIeVICTBYSI, KOTOPbIe OIIpeielIgIoT cdepy TeopeTu-
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recognises the universal versus particular dual-
ism where the universal is abstract and “analyt-
ical” while the facts of history and experience
are particular and contingent relative to it; and
there is the emanationist logic of Hegel which
denies the general versus particular dualism,
because it interprets the general as a critical and
organic “synthetic” whole from which all the
particulars are necessarily derived (Lask, 1923,
pp- 31-72). Lask claims that Fichte’s originality
consists in his attempt to find a middle way be-
tween these two extreme positions (ibid., pp. 73-
80). Lask writes that Fichte, like Kant, rightly
admitted that the concrete general is impossible
without us humans, with our finite and discur-
sive understanding. Even so, he insisted that it
should be a regulative idea, the goal of research
and ethical action. Thus, Fichte’s key idea that
influenced the Southwest neo-Kantians is the
ethical-will interpretation of the primacy of
practical reason. Windelband expresses it by
positing a priori norms and evaluations which
are the condition of the self-consciousness of
reason; Rickert gives an epistemological turn to
the primacy of practical reason; as a result the
sphere of cognition becomes the sphere of the
ought, and Lask concentrates on solving the
problem of the irrational.

3.2. The Marburg School
of Neo-Kantianism

In the practical philosophy of Marburg
neo-Kantianism the central concept whose in-
terpretation by Cohen and Natorp was most
influenced by Fichte was the concept of pure
will. Marburg neo-Kantians, unlike those of the
Southwest, saw Fichte in polemical rather than
favorable terms.

Cohen’s polemic with Fichte was reflect-
ed above all in ethics. In Cohen’s project ethics
was called upon to unite his entire system of
philosophy since it contains the positive nucle-
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yeckoro 3HaHMd. Koren cornamaercs ¢ duixres-
CKMM yTBepXK[eHVeM MOprMara HpaKTUYecKOro
pasyMa, oHaKo K dpntocodpny PuixTe B 11€JI0OM OT-
HOCUTCSI KPUTWYECKN U CTapaeTcs OT Hee IVCTaH-
umposarbcs. Tak, B kHuUre «KaHTOBCKOe 000CHO-
BaHue 3Tukm» (1877), B r1aBe «IIpumar mpaxTu-
YecKoro pasyMma v HoHuMaHUe ero y duxre», mo-
CBSILIEHHOV (PUIXTeaHCKOV VMHTepIIpeTalun Ipu-
MaTa IpakTndeckoro pasyma Kanra (Cohen, 1877,
S. 254—277), KoreH HacTanBaeT Ha TOM, YTO VH/IV-
BUJIyaJIbHOe CO3HaHMe, 5, He MOXeT OIIpeesInThb
cdepy mpaKTU4ecKoro OevicTBus — cdepa Impak-
TUYeCKOro pasyMa 141 Korena HagpIHAVBYyaIb-
Ha®. B npencrasrennn Korena ®uxre He yaaiock
IOCJIeIOBATeJILHO IIPYMEHUTD TPpaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HBIVI MeTOII, YTOOB! aKTyaJIM3MpPOBaTh M3HAYaIb-
HOe 4yBCTBO, II03TOMY (PVIXTEaHCTBO IIOJIOKWIIO B
ocHoBaHMe TI03HaHMs cyobekTusmsM (Edel, 2002,
S. 40). duxTeBCKOe yUeHMe, ITOMellIaoIiee B OCHO-
BaHVe HayYHOI'O TeOPeTHYeCKOro Mo3HaHMs CaMo-
CO3HaHMe, VICKaXkKaeT MICTMHHBIV CMBICII TPaHCIIeH-
JleHTaJIbHOrO MeToJla. B ycraHoBjleHWN TOTaslb-
HOIo IIpyMaTa IpaKTW4eckoro pasyma y Pux-
Te, 110 MHeHMIO KoreHa, mckakaercsi cama mpes
VI CYTb KPUTUYECKOrO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO Me-
tora Kanra. Jucranimposanme ot @uxre Koren
pasBMBaeT B CBOeV «DTUKe YmCTon Boiv» (1904),
I7le HacTaMBaeT Ha M3JIMIITHeV ICUXOJIOIMYHOCTI
dvxTeaHCKOro I0IX0/1a, CBOISAIIEro caMopasBep-
ThIBaHVe CO3HaHWS K MHIVBUAYaIbHOMY CO3Ha-
HU1IO. BMecTe ¢ TeM Ha ocHOBe (PUIXTEBCKOV MIIen
camoco3zHaHMsA KoreH BeICTpanBaeT cOOCTBEHHYIO
TEeOPVIO CaMOCO3HaHM YMCTOVI BOJIV. YCTaHaBIIV-
Basl YMCTYIO BOJIIO B KauecTBe IIPaKTNUecKOoro mje-
aJjia v PeryJIsiTIBHOVI VeV, Koren BO3BpaIllaeT e
alpUOPHBIV XapaKTep, a 3TUKe — TpaHCILeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOCTB, yTpadeHHY 10, 10 ero MHeHMIO, B puIo-
codpum ®Puxre. [Ipy 3TOM KOreHoBCcKasi CTPyKTypa
CaMOCO3HaHM coXpaHsieT B cebe MHTymLmM Prix-
Te: CBSI3b C JIeVICTBIIEM, CBOOO/TY, aBTOHOMMIO V1 JIp.
(Cohen, 1904, S. 156 —367).

8 TloppoGree o xputnke Puxre Koremom cm.: (beros,
2014, c. 192).
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us that makes philosophy a science. The prac-
tical activity of reason creates a special sphere
independent of nature. This thesis brings him
close to Fichte with his idea of the will’s feel-
ing and action that determine the sphere of the-
oretical knowledge. Cohen agrees with Fichte’s
affirmation of the primacy of practical reason,
but on the whole he is critical of Fichte’s phi-
losophy and tries to distance himself from it.
Thus, in the book Kant’s Foundations of Ethics,
in the chapter “Primacy of Practical Reason and
Its Interpretation by Fichte”, Cohen (1877, pp.
254-277) insists that individual consciousness,
the I, cannot determine the sphere of practical
action (for Cohen the sphere of practical rea-
son is supra-individual).’? In Cohen’s view,
Fichte failed to consistently apply the transcen-
dental method to actualise the primary feeling,
which is why Fichteanism considers subjec-
tivism to be the foundation of cognition (Edel,
2002, p. 40). The Fichtean doctrine, which puts
self-consciousness at the basis of scientific the-
oretical cognition, distorts the true meaning of
the transcendental method. In Cohen’s opinion,
by affirming the total primacy of practical rea-
son Fichte distorts the very idea and essence of
Kant’s critical transcendental method. Cohen
further distances himself from Fichte in his Eth-
ics of Pure Will (1904), in which he argues that
Fichte is unduly psychological in reducing the
self-unfolding of consciousness to individual
consciousness. At the same time Cohen builds
his own theory of self-consciousness of pure
will on the basis of the Fichtean idea of self-con-
sciousness. In positing pure will as the prac-
tical ideal and regulative idea, Cohen brings
back its a priori character and returns to ethics
its transcendental character which, he argues,
is lost in Fichte’s philosophy. Nevertheless, Co-
hen’s structure of self-consciousness preserves
Fichte’s intuitions: the link with action, free-
dom, autonomy, etc. (Cohen, 1904, pp. 156-367).

12 See more on Cohen’s critique of Fichte in Belov (2014,
p- 192).



I'l. Hatopn B 3pesblii epurof CBOEro TBOpYe-
CTBa OPMEHTMPOBAJICS IJIaBHBIM 0OOpa3oM Ha Co-
umasbHele uger Duxre, KOTOpble OH peasin3o-
BaJI ¥ pas3BUJI B CBOEM IIeIarOTrMYeCcKOM YUeHUN
(Goubet, 2012, S. 3—4). B gpyrux cdepax dpnio-
copun imgHre Puxre Ha Haroprna craHoBUT-
Csl 3aMeTHee B IIO3IHMX ITPOM3BEIEeHMSIX, TaKMUX
Kak «BceoOrmast jormka» (1918/19), «IIpaxriue-
ckasg dpurtocodpusa» (1920/21), «Putocodekast cu-
crematuka» (1958)°. LleHTpasbHOe MOHSTIE TTO3I-
Hent dwtocodpum Hartopria — «momacuc». Ilons-
cuc, coracHo HaToprty, — 3T0 3aKJIIOUMTeTbHBIN
3Tall TI03HaHMs, IIPeACTaBIISIOMINI 11eJIOCTHOCTD
BCEro MHOrooOpasusi OIlbITa, 1IeIb VI MTOT B3au-
MOJIEVICTBYSI TEOPETUYECKOro M IIPaKTUUecKoro.
C ero Toukm 3peHMs], IO3HAHVE yXKe COHePXUT B
cebe COBOKYITHOCTb BCErO KOHKPETHOTO, ITIOCKOIIb-
Ky caMopa3BOpauMBaeTcsl B «KMU3HW». lIpeneis-
Hasl caMOpa3BepHYTOCTb IO3HAHMS M eCTh IIOV3-
cuc. Konuennims noviacuca 1o3posigeT COeAVHUTD
TeopeTUYecKoe U IIpaKTudecKoe B eVHCTBO. DTO
IIOHATME OKa3bIBaeTCs CXOXKMM C KOHIIeIIIven ca-
MocosHaHu 51 y @uxre. oracuc Boruiomnaer 1e-
JIOCTHOCTb KOHKPETHOI'O OIlbITa, KOTOpas 3aIy-
CKaeT paboTy M TeOpeTNdecKOoro,  MpaKTINIecKo-
ro pasyMa. Iloviacuc siBjigeTcsi MICTOUHMKOM U OC-
HOBaHMeM [IJIsi TeOpeTUYecKoro M IIpaKTU4ecKo-
roO «yCTaHOBJIeHM IIpeiMeTa ro3HaHus» (Natorp,
1980, S. 251—252). HeuTo ecTh 11 HEUTO MOXKHO OC-
MBICIIUTB TOJIBKO B CVJIY HaIMuus IIpeeIbHOrO
€IMHCTBA OIIbITA — IIOVIICVICA, KOTOPBIVI SIBJISIETCS
VICXOIHBIM ¥ TIOCJIENHUM (VIea/IbHbIM) ITyHKTOM
niosHaHusA. Obparenne Hartopra K dpvxTeaHcKOM
vee, BO3MOXXHO, CTaJIO pe3yJIbTaToM MeTadpusu-
YeCKOro IT0BOPOTa B €ro To31Hen prytocopmt.

TaxuM obpasoM, cilefyeT KOHCTaTMPOBATB,
4uTO MapOyprckye HeOKaHTMAHIIBI VICIIONIb30BaIn
unen duxrte Takxke I YTBepXK[IeHWUs IIpyMara

? Bce Tpu cOuMHEHMsI B3aVMOCBSI3aHbI U IPEICTABIISIOT
€IVIHBIV LIVKJI, B KOTOPOM BBICTpayBaeTcs MO3IHsAsA Pu-
socodpmst Puxre. XK.-D. 'yd> B cBoelt craTbe rOBOPWUT
TOJIBKO ITpO Kypc siekummt «IIpakTiaeckas dprtocodmsi»
(Goubet, 2012), HO, IO MOEMy MHEHWIO, TE3VC O BIIVISTHUN
@uxTe MOXHO PaCIPOCTPaHUTh Ha BeCh LIVKJI HO3JHUX
nponssefenni Hatopra.
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Natorp in his mature period was oriented
chiefly toward Fichte’s social ideas which he
implemented and developed in his pedagog-
ical doctrine (Goubet, 2012, pp. 3-4). In other
spheres of philosophy Fichte’s influence on Na-
torp becomes more noticeable in later works,
such as General Logic (1918/19), Practical Phi-
losophy (1920/21), and Philosophical Systematics
(1958)." The central concept of Natorp’s later
philosophy is poiesis. According to Natorp, poi-
esis is the final stage of cognition representing
the unity of the diversity of experience, the goal
and outcome of the interaction between the
theoretical and the practical. In his view, cog-
nition already contains the totality of all that is
concrete inasmuch as it self-unfolds in “life”.
Poiesis is the ultimate in the self-unfolding of
cognition. The concept of poiesis makes it pos-
sible to combine the theoretical and the practi-
cal in unity. The concept turns out to be similar
to Fichte’s concept of the self-consciousness of
the I. Poiesis embodies the wholeness of con-
crete experience which launches the activity
both of theoretical and practical reason. Poiesis
is the source and the foundation of theoretical
and practical “object positing” (Gegenstands-
setzung) (Natorp, 1980, pp. 251-252). Something
is and something can be thought only because
there exists the ultimate unity of experience,
poiesis, which is the starting and final (ideal)
point of cognition. Natorp’s turn to the Fichte-
an idea was probably the result of the meta-
physical turn in his later philosophy.

Thus it can be said that the Marburg
neo-Kantians used Fichte’s ideas also to assert
the primacy of practical reason, but they con-
strued Fichte’s approach as psychological and
sought to confer a new transcendental status on
the idea of self-unfolding of consciousness.

13 All three works are interconnected and form a sin-

gle cycle in which Fichte’s later philosophy is present-
ed. Jean-Francois Goubet (2012) in his article refers only
to the Practical Philosophy course of lectures, but in this
writer’s opinion the thesis on the influence of Fichte can
be applied to the entire cycle of Natorp’s later works.
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IIPaKTMYECKOro pasyMa, OIHaKO TpaKTOBaJIN IO~
X0z, duxTe Kak IICUXOJIOTMYHBIN CTPEMUIIVICH
IIpuaaTh ero mjaee caMopasBepTbIiBaHMA COSHAHNS
HOBBI TpaHCHeH)IeHTaJ'IBHBIVI cTaryc.

3ak/1r0oueHe

Otnueckunt maeanvsM Duixte ObLI OITHOM M3
LIEHTPaJIbHBIX ¥ AVUCKYCCMIOHHBIX TeM IJIsi 00enx
HeOKaHTMaHCKMX IIKoJI. Bunnensbanm v Pukkept
BUZIeIN B (PUIXTeaHCKOV MHTepIIpeTaly KaHTOB-
CKOI'O yUYeHMsI O IIprMaTe IIPaKTUYecKoro pasyma
pemaronivvi II0BOPOT B COBPEMEHHOM MBIIIIJIEHVIA.
IongaTnsa PuxTe 0 MPaKTUUYeCKOM CAMOCO3HAHWN
V1 M3Ha4YaJIbHOM 4YyBCTBe MOnyuwin y Bumpens-
Ganma m Pukkepra cucreMaTnyeckoe 3HaueHVe
VI CTaJIvi OCHOBaHMEM [IJIsI IX TEOPUI LIEHHOCTEN.
Ydaenne o moypKHOM Oa/IeHCKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB
IpesicTaBIgeT COOOVI CiIMHVIe KAaHTOBCKOVI MIeU O
IpyMaTe IPaKTUYecKoro pasyMa ¢ (prxTeaHCKUM
yCTaHOBJIEHVEM JIOJDKeHCTBOBaHMS. TobKo y Oa-
JIeHIIeB pa3yM CO3HaeT ceOsi He uepe3 COOTHeceHVe
C UNCTHIM I, a yepes cooTHeceHe C allPUOPHBIMU
CTpPyKTypamu KyisTyphl Ilepeonienky dpuxrean-
cTBa Impomssert O. JIacK, mpeIoKuBIINI paccMa-
TpUBaTh PUXTEBCKOe pellleHVe ITpoOsIeMbl Mppa-
LVOHAJIBHOIO KaK CPeAVHHBIV Iy Th MEXIY II03V-
nusamu KanTa m Teresis.

B mpaxTiueckon dutocodpum MapOyprckoro
HeOKaHTMaHCTBA [eHTPaJIbHBIM KaHTOBCKVMM II0-
HATVIEM, COfep KaHvie KOTOPOro B MHTepIIpeTariii
Korena vt Hatopmna rpeTepriesio cujIbHOe BIVSTHVE
@duxTe, cTasIo IOHATVE YMCTOV BojIn. Ha ero ocHo-
Be KoreH BBICTpOWII COOCTBEHHYIO TEOPUIO ITpaK-
TUYECKOTO CAaMOCO3HAHWS U CBS3aJI CBOVI ITOIXOLT,
C OPUHIIUIIOM MHTepcyObekTuBHOCTH y PDuxre.
Hecmotps Ha pasnmune nosuimii @uxre n Kore-
Ha, OYEBMTHO, UTO IEePBLIV ABJISETCH 1JIsI BTOPOrO
OTIPaBHOVI TOUKOV 11 (POHOM, KOTOPBIM OH «OTTe-
HsIeT» CBOIO TeOPMIO caMOCO3HaHMs. B cBoro oue-
penp, nosgHMI HaTopn mop, BimsHMEeM dwitoco-
Jurm OrixTe BO3BesI CaMOOTHOIIIEH Ve YVMCTOVI BOJIN
B BBICIIIVIVI IIPVIHIIVITI CBOEV STUKIA.
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Conclusion

Fichte’s ethical idealism was a central
and controversial theme of both neo-Kan-
tian schools. Windelband and Rickert saw the
Fichtean interpretation of Kant’s doctrine of the
primacy of practical reason as a decisive turn
in modern thought. Fichte’s concept of practi-
cal self-consciousness and original feeling ac-
quired systematic significance in Windelband
and Rickert and formed the foundation of their
theories of values. The Southwest school’s doc-
trine on the ought is a blend of the Kantian
idea of the primacy of practical reason and the
Fichtean establishment of the ought. It is only
in the Southwest school that reason is conscious
of itself not through correlation with the pure I,
but through correlation with a priori structures
of culture. Lask reassessed Fichteanism by sug-
gesting that the Fichtean solution to the prob-
lem of the irrational is a middle way between
the positions of Kant and Hegel.

In the practical philosophy of the Marburg
school the central Kantian concept which was
heavily influenced by Fichte was the concept of
pure will as construed by Cohen and Natorp.
On its basis Cohen built his own theory of prac-
tical self-consciousness, linking his approach
with Fichte’s principle of intersubjectivity. In
spite of the difference between the positions
of Fichte and Cohen, it is obvious that the for-
mer is, for the latter, the starting point and the
background which accentuates his theory of
self-consciousness. In turn, the later Natorp,
under the influence of Fichte’s philosophy, ele-
vated the self-relation of pure will to the status
of the highest principle of his ethics.

The study of the way German neo-Kan-
tians assimilated the key provisions of Fichtean
philosophy and integrated them in the philo-
sophical discourse of neo-Kantianism makes
it possible to reconstruct the image of Fichte’s
philosophy formed by German neo-Kantians
which later spread to Russian neo-Kantianism.



Viccnenosanme crieliduKmM yCBOeHMSI HeMell-
KMMM HeOKaHTHaHIIaMV OCHOBHBIX IIOJIOKEHW
duxTeanckon drtocodun U Ux MHTErpauun B
durocodpckyro mpobieMaTnKy HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
IIO3BOJISIET PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTh TOT 00pa3 prytoco-
drrt PuxTe, KOTOPBIVI CJIOKMIICH Y HEMELIKMX He-
OKaHTMaHIIEB ¥ BIIOCJIEJICTBUM PacIIpOCTPaHMII-
Csl M B PyCCKOM HeoKaHTHaHCTBe. OCHOBHBIE uep-
ThI 3TOro oOpasa BbIpakeHbl B citefyrorieM: drixre
1171 HeOKaHTMAHIIEB sBJIsteTCs yI00HO pury pori,
OT KOTOPOVI MOXXKHO OTTaJIKMBaThLCs IIPY MOCTpPOe-
HUV COOCTBEHHBIX YUeHUVI B CVJIY €IVHCTBa Ile-
JleVl, a UMeHHO — CTpeMJIeHMs COe[IMHUTh Teope-
TUYeCKU ¥ IPaKTUUeCcKni pazyM; prstocodckme
ngent OuxTe MOIy4YaOT B HEOKAHTMAHCTBE APKO
BBIPaKeHHBIVI STUYeCKUVI pa3BOpOT; HeOKaHTMaH-
ckme ¢rtocodrl paspabaTeIBalOT CaMOCTOSTENIb-
HbIe TeOpUI CaMOCO3HaHM «B JTyxe» Duxre; ykpe-
IIJIeHVie TIO3UTVIBHOIO OTHOIIIeHMs] y HeOKaHTVaH-
11eB 00enx IIKOJI K nesM DrxTe MOXHO CBSA3aTh C
BO3pacTaHVeM MeTadM314ecKoVi COCTaBIIAIOIIel! B
OpPUTMHAJIBHBIX HeOKAHTMAHCKIMX YUeHMsIX.
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npu noddepxxe epanma Ilpesudenma Poccuiickoi
Dedepayuu 044 2ocyoapcmberHol n1o00eprKU MOAO0-
0blX poCCUTICKUX YUeHbIX — KaHOu0amob Hayx, npo-
exm MK-4700.2021.2 «@usocopus Quxme 6 pyc-
ckoM Heokanmuarncmee».
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The main features of this image are as follows:
for neo-Kantians Fichte is a convenient fig-
ure that can be used as a jumping-off point in
building their own doctrines, owing to the com-
mon goals, viz., the striving to connect theoret-
ical and practical reason; Fichte’s philosophical
ideas gain a pronounced ethical character in
neo-Kantianism; neo-Kantian philosophers de-
velop their own theories of self-consciousness
“in the spirit” of Fichte; growing acceptance of
Fichte’s ideas by neo-Kantians of both schools
can be attributed to the growing metaphysical
component in original neo-Kantian doctrines.
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