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HEOKAHTVAHCKWMV BOIIPOC O METO/IE,
IIPOBJIEMA ®OPMbI 1 3SHAUEHWME
M3MEHUYMBOCTU B ®PUJIOCODPUN

T'YCTABA IIIIETA
Y DPHCTA KACCUPEPA

H.B. Agpanaco8’

Kanmuanckoe naciedue oxasaso xawodeboe 6ausanue
Ha hopmupobanue ranouagpma meopemuneckoi uio-
cocpuu 6 nepBoni noaoBure XX 6. He moavko 6 I'epmanuu,
Ho u 6 Poccuu udeu Mmmanyusa Kanma npedcmabas-
AUch ¢pusocopam ocHoBonosazarouwuMu 044 usocog-
cxoeo noucka. KawoueBvle Hayunble koAbl moi 3n0Xu
popmupobaruce 6 pamkax Oouckyccuil 0 npodiemax u
npeoaoxennvix Kanmom cnocobax ux peuwiernus. Memo-
dos02uueckoe Hacieue kpumuueckou gpurocogpuu gpax-
muvecku cmaio 0a30601 YcmaHoBKou U OpUeHMUpPoM
MbLUACHUS 1e1020 NOKOAeHUA uHmesrekmyarob. Vccae-
doBanus eduncmba «gopmol» 8 cmpyxmype uesobeue-
CK020 Mo3HAHUS markke Obiau B0 MHO20M 0nOCpedoBarbi
kanmuanckoi mpaduyuei. Ilia obocroBanus 3moeo me-
3uca abmop cHauaia obpawaemcs x gpusocogpuu I'ycma-
6a IlInema, mbopuecku ocmvicAubuieeo HeMeyKyw mpa-
Ouyuio u npedsoxubuieeo cBoil oOpuUHANLHBILL NPOEKH,
a samem — K meopuu Dprema Kaccupepa, Budneiiuieeo
npedcmabumens Heokanmuancmea, komopuii 6 no30HUL
nepuod mbopuecmba npedsoxxus paccmampubams gero-
MeHbl HAYK 0 0yxe Kax cumbosuveckue Gopmsl, Haubo-
see Dauskue k cnonmantocmu 0uosoeuteckoeo. Obujee,
obnapyokubaroujeecss 6 nooxodax 08yx gusocodpol, —
3110 NONbIMKA COXPAHUMD YCMAHOBKY HA UeA0CHIHOCHTD
NO3HAHUS, KOMOpAA paspyuiaemcs 6 pamxax mamema-
musayuy eouHo2o 3namenamens. (npedesvHas Kameao-
pusayus) u uepapxusayuu penomerob uesoBeueckonl
KusHu. AavmepnamuBorl cmanobumcs memagpopa My-
MAyUoHHOU UsMeH4ubocmu, uepes KOMOpY0 NOHAMUe
«popmul» obpemaem HOBuill cMmuica. B 3axatouenue ab-
mop noxasviBaem, umo BPUCUUHOCITL NPEONPUHAITNO20
paccmompenus npoexmoB Ilnema u Kaccupepa snauuma
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NEO-KANTIAN QUESTION ON METHOD,
THE PROBLEM OF FORM AND THE
MEANING OF VARIABILITY IN GUSTAV
SHPET AND ERNST CASSIRER’S
PHILOSOPHY

N.B. Afanasov'

The Kantian legacy has had a key impact on the
landscape of theoretical philosophy in the first half of
the twentieth century. Philosophers both in Germany
and in Russia saw Immanuel Kant's ideas as seminal
for their philosophical research. The main schools of
that era were formed in discussions of the problems and
the solutions which were proposed by Kant. The meth-
odological legacy of the critical philosophy effectively
became the main benchmark of the thinking of a whole
generation of intellectuals. Research into the unity of
“form” in the structure of human cognition was also
in many ways mediated by the Kantian tradition. To
prove this thesis I first look at the philosophy of Gustav
Shpet who creatively interpreted the German tradition
and proposed an original project of his own, and then
I examine the theory of Ernst Cassirer, an outstanding
representative of Neo-Kantianism who in the later pe-
riod of his work proposed considering the phenomena
of the humanities to be symbolic forms closest to the
spontaneity of the biological. The common feature of the
approaches of the two philosophers is their attempt to
preserve the integrity of cognition which is destroyed
by mathematisation of the common denominator (ul-
timate categorisation) and hierarchisation of the phe-
nomena of human life. The alternative is the metaphor
of mutational change, through which the concept of
“form” acquires a new meaning. In conclusion I show
that the analysis of the projects of Shpet and Cassirer
has heuristic value for the historical-philosophical un-
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KaK 045 UCOPUKO-PUAOCOGPCKO20 NOHUMAHUA CYObODLL
KAHMUAHCKoU gpusocogpuu, max u 045 coBpemeHHOU i~
A0COPUU KYALILYPDL.

KatoueBvie croBa: Kanm, IInem, Kaccupep, puio-
cogpus KyAvmypul, Hayku o 0yxe, cumbBorudeckas popma,
hopma popm, mymayuonnas usmenuubocms

®wtocodpckum  1poekT Vmmanymiia Kan-
Ta BCerfa CYIIeCTBOBAJI B IIPOCTPAHCTBE MBIC-
7Y, IMHaMMKa BHYTPeHHMX IIOTeHIIaJIoB KOTO-
poro 3amaBajiach CJIOKHBIMY KOH(UTYparisamm
HNPUTSDKeHUT M oTTajikueaHum. ITpu pabore c
HacsleieM HeMeIkoro ¢uocoda Takoe oOpa-
IleHe K M300peTaTeIbHOM MeTadopuKe («KOH-
BepreHIINM — AVBEPreHIINN»), OTChUIAIONMIEN K
ecTeCTBeHHBIM HayKaM (OT MaTeMaTMKu 1 pusu-
KM 10 OMOJIOrMmM), yKe CTaJIo IIPVBBIYHBIM J1eJI0OM
(cm.: Bomomun, 3msbep, Pudanbckmit, 2024). Ia-
paiokcasibHast 3 deKTUBHOCTD 3TOro IpreMa 3a-
KJIIOYeHa He B TOM, 4TO ocoboe 3HaueHMe KaHTa
COCTOUT B aKIIeHTYyallM YacTHBIX OCOOeHHOCTe
MBICJIV, TIOVICKA IIPOTMBOPEYNIL, a B TOM, YTO CO3-
nanHas B KéHnurcoepre kpurmyaeckast pviocodrist
BCSIKUM pa3 BCTyHasia B Auasior. «CobecemHMKa-
MVI» MOIJIV OBITH (prstocodpCcKast TpaguIIns, caMo
BpeMsl, TO eCThb CaMOCO3HaHVe 3I0XV, KOHKpeT-
HbIV prstocod, yby amOuUIIMM TpeboBaIu HavyaThb
Aauarior ¢ kéHurcoeprckum mpodeccopom. Coppe-
MeHHas VHTeJ/UIeKTyaJlbHasl JXM3Hb, CyMeBIIas
HaVTV HEKOTOPbIVI XPYHKuUi OajlaHC MeXIy 4uu-
CTO aKazeMm4uecKnuMy popMaMm CyIIeCTBOBaHMS
(IpenMyIIiecTBEHHO Oas3MpyIOIIMMICS Ha paboTe
C VICTOpVIeVI MBICIIV) V1 IIpVIMeHeHVeM ITy OIaHOoro
pasyMa, oOpairaetcsa Kk KaHTy Kak K aBTOPUTeTY,
BO3MOXKHO, Yallle, YeM K JIFoOoMy Ipyromy ¢uio-
cody (I'ycertros, 2024). CaMO 3TO TOBOPUT MHOTO€
o ToM, uTé 3HaunT KaHT 11714 J11000V1 pasBUTON Ha-
LIVIOHAJIBHOM (PVIIOCOPCKOV Tpamuiiny, K YmcITy
KOTOPBIX OTHOCUTCS U pyccKas pniocous.

BripoueMm, KkpaeyronpHOe 3HaueHUe uIoCo-
dum Kanrta He TOXAeCTBEHHO pOJIM «3aMKOBOTO
KaMHs» B 3[JaHMSIX (HallMOHAJIBHBIX) drstocodpmt:

derstanding of the fate of the Kantian philosophy and
for modern philosophical culture.

Keywords: Kant, Shpet, Cassirer, philosophy of
culture, Geisteswissenschaften, the humanities, sym-
bolic form, form of forms, mutational variability.

Immanuel Kant’s philosophical project
has always existed in the intellectual space in
which the dynamics of inner potentials was de-
termined by complex configurations of attrac-
tions and repulsions. In dealing with Kant’s
legacy the use of imaginative metaphors (“con-
vergence-divergence”), which make one think
of natural sciences (from mathematics and
physics to biology) has become all in a day’s
work (see Volodin, Zilber and Rifalsky, 2024).
The paradoxical effectiveness of this device
consists not in the fact that Kant stresses par-
ticular features of thought and looks for con-
tradictions, but in the fact that his critical
philosophy invariably entered into a dialogue.
The “interlocutors” could be the philosophical
tradition, time itself, i.e. the self-consciousness
of an epoch, a concrete philosopher whose am-
bition demanded that he enter into a dialogue
with Kant. Modern intellectual life, which has
managed to find a fragile balance between
purely academic forms of existence (mainly fo-
cused on the history of thought) and the use
of public reason, turns to Kant as an authority
arguably more often than to any other philoso-
pher (Guseinov, 2024). This speaks volumes
about what Kant means for any developed na-
tional philosophical tradition, including Rus-
sian philosophy.

However, the key significance of Kant’'s
philosophy is not identical with the role of
the keystone in the construction of (national)
philosophies: no serious philosophical struc-
ture could stand without the critical philoso-
phy, it would simply collapse under its own
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0e3 kpuTHdeckon gprtocodrvi He 00XOIMIOCh Obl
HI OIHO cepbe3HOe (uitocodckoe MOCTPOeHNE,
IIPOCTO paspyllasich II0f, COOCTBEHHBIM BECOM.
OnHako MCTOpPYS HOCTIeIHMX JIBYX CTOJIETUM IIO-
Ka3bIBaeT, YTO 3TO He COBCEM TakK, a MIHOTIA 11 BOBCE
He Tak. MbI mnostaraeM, uto, rosopst o KaHte, mo-
JIE3HO MIMeTh B BUY MBICIB Buaa: pvtocodcKas
Tpaguinss X «MOXeT ObITh IIOHSITa KaK “KaHTH-
aHckag” B CMBIC/IE HAC/IeIOBAHMS KAHTOBCKOW Te-
MaTMKe VI ee BO3MOYKHOTO ITepeOCMBICIIEHVIS], YTO
He II0[IpasyMeBaeT 00s13aTeJIbHOTO COIIacis ¢ Ka-
KMMV-TOO0 YacTHBIMM KaHTMAHCKVMMW apryMeH-
tamm» (Kemling, 2019, p. 2). IToBops mporre, Kan-
Ta HeJIb3s 00OMTI CTOPOHOV, HO He cileflyeT ObITh
O4YapOBaHHBIM TIOVCTVHE Marm4ecK/M 3ByYaHVI-
€M ero MMeHM [IJIsi COBPEMEHHOCTH U psifia KITIo-
UEeBBIX «TeOPEeTUUeCKVIX» TP B KoHIle KOH-
II0B, JaXe B T'PaHMIIaX KaHTMAHCKOV CVICTEMBI
ecTb dprstocodckme cdepbl, KOTOpbIe JIMIIb Orpa-
HIYEHHO TIOJAl0TCS. OCMBICIIEHVIIO KaHTVAHCKVIM
KPUTWYeCKMM pa3yMoM. ECTh 11 BHOBb BO3HVKIIIVIE
COITMaJIbHBlE 3aKOHOMEPHOCT, KOTOpble ITPaKTH-
uveckas dpustocodrst KanTa He Moria mpeBuaIeThb.
YacTHBIM, HO IIOKa3aTeJIbHBIM IIPVIMEPOM 371eCh
MOXeT CIIy>KUTh BO3MOXKHasi TOJIBKO B OOIIlecTBax
C HU3KOVI MHIISIIVEN (B OITHOM M3 TaKVIX XIJI caM
Kanrt) mpaest o Tom, uTo 0OSI3HB CTaTh HOJDKHUKOM
MOYKET OBITH CepBe3HBIM apryMEeHTOM [IJISL TOCY-
JIapCTB IIPOTYB BCTYIUIEHNS B BOHHBIe KOHIIVK-
ToI (AA 08, S. 28; KanuT, 2024, c. 44). CoBpemeHHas
mI100a/I30BaHHAs IeHeXKHasl CUCTeMa M BBICOKast
MHQIIAIMS CTaBAT 3TO KaXKylleecs 0e3yCcJIOBHBIM
cooOparkeHMe II07T COMHEHVIe.

* ¥ *

B Hamem paccMOoTpeHMM MBI IIOIBITa€MCS
B3IJIIHYTH Ha Hacslenye KaHTa Kak Ha XXMBYIO U
BaXHYIO YacTh TpaJUIIV OTE€YeCTBeHHOV VI MU-
posomt pustocodpmt. [1j1s 3TOro Mel oOpaTmMcs K
IBYM dpuUrypaM, KOTOpble HaXOAMJIVICh B [IMiaJIore C
BIJOXHOBJICHHOVI KaHTOM MBICIIBIO, a IMeHHO K ['y-
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weight. However, the history of the last two
centuries shows that this is not quite so, and
sometimes not so at all. I believe that in speak-
ing about Kant it would be helpful to keep in
mind that a philosophical tradition “can be un-
derstood as ‘Kantian” in the sense of inheriting
and reinterpreting Kantian themes, without
being forced to agree with any specific Kan-
tian argument” (Kemling, 2019, p. 2). In oth-
er words, Kant cannot be sidestepped, but one
should not fall under the magic spell his name
casts on modernity and some key “theoretical”
traditions. After all, even within the Kantian
system there are philosophical areas which are
amenable to Kantian critical reason only up to
a point. And new social regularities have since
emerged which Kant’s practical philosophy
could not have foreseen. A specific but telling
example is the idea, possible only in low-in-
flation societies (Kant lived in one) that fear of
falling into debt can be a serious argument for
states not to enter into military conflicts (IaG,
AA 08, p. 28; Kant, 2007, pp. 117-118). The
modern globalised monetary system and high
inflation call this seemingly incontrovertible
idea into question.

* kK

This paper is an attempt to look at Kant’s
legacy as a living and important part of the tra-
dition of philosophy in Russia and the world.
To this end I turn to the two figures who
were engaged in dialogue with Kant-inspired
thought, namely Gustav Shpet (1879—1937)
and Ernst Cassirer (1874—1945).2 The signif-

2 The idea of making such a comparison was suggest-
ed in the fall of 2017 during my stint at the Department
of Philosophy of Humboldt University under Professor
Christian Mockel (1952 —2023), who, together with Pro-
fessor Martina Pliimacher, was chief of a working group
studying the legacy of Ernst Cassirer under the aegis of
the Ernst Cassirer International Society at Berlin Tech-
nical University. See: https:/ /ernst-cassirer.org/arbeit-
sgruppen/ ernst-cassirer-ag-an-der-tu-berlin/.
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cray Ilnery (1879—1937) n Dpucry Kaccupepy
(1874—1945)*. 3Hauenne Kanra mis popmmposa-
HM U VICCIIeIoBaHMs PYCCKOM pryiocodpcKovt Tpa-
AVIIAW YK€ CTaHOBWJIOCHh ITPeIMETOM CepPbe3HBIX
VICCIIe[IOBATEeIbCKIIX ITPOeKTOB (cM.: [muTpuesa,
2007; Kpymios, 2009; 2012; 2024). Kax 3aMeydaresib-
Ho mokasasl A.H. Kpymios, B poccuiickon mcrto-
pum BocripusiTre KaHTa ObIJI0 CJI0KHBIM 1 TIO[TUaC
sMoIMoHaIbHEIM. OOpaTyiM BHMMaHMe Ha TO, KaK
B. V1. TloBwiamTnc, oTrTajIkKMBasiChb OT WMCCJIeIOBa-
Hus KpyriioBa, xapakTrepusyeT sIUTeTHI, YIOTpe-
Os1sieMble TI0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K HEMeIIKOMY (pmII0Co-
dy: «...0bpa3 Kanra B pycckon dpniocodpum ObL1
MHOTOJIMK ¥ HeOJHO3HaueH: ero IPOKJIMHAIOT
KaK 1muopemMuuxa, puiocogpa omuasHus, dbs pedb
samopaxubaem 6ce xuboe; HO ObUI B PYCCKOVI MBIC-
mn n gpyronn Kant — npocaabaennsiii myopey u
Bocnumamens pasyma» (Ilosmantmc, 2011, c. 109).
Pycckont  dumiocodckort  Tpagumuy  IIpUCyIia
olperiesleHHasl 3KCIIpeccusi B OlleHKax, HO jajie-
KO He KXl prtocod yaocTavBasics TaKMX I10-
JISPHBIX U «KUBBIX» OI1eHOK. C MeTOI0JIOr MYecKov
TOUKW 3peHMs], BO3MOXXHO, CJIefloBaJIo Obl ITpOBe-
CTV JIVHUIO pasrpaHMUYeHNsI MeX]y aKajemude-
cKovt prtocodpuient 11 HeaKaZieMIecKot (He TOJIb-
KO JIUTeparypa, HO ¥ IIyOJIMIINCTMKA), YTO ellle
CYUIbHEee YCIIOKHWIIO Obl KOHTEKCTBI PELIeTIIVIVL.
Tosops1 mpore, mmpegMeTHOe Iojle KaHTMAaH-
ckovt pustocodnn, K KOTOPOMY MBI OOpaliiaem-
Csl, TIOBEePKeHO JEeVICTBUIO CaMbIX PasHbIX CUJI, U
JlaXe ITOBEPXHOCTHOIO B3IVIA[a JIOCTATOYHO IS
TOrO, YTOOBI YOeOUTBCS B TOM, UTO IIPUTSKEHMS
VI OTTaJIKMBaHMs MeXIy pasHBIMM pUTypaMu Ha
3TOM M0JIe CJIOXKHBI I onvcaHus. Iloatomy Mbl
cuMTaeM BO3MOXKXHBIM YIIPOCTUTH 3ajjady, TO ecTh
aHaJIN3 OTHOIIEeHUV, J00aBUB B ee KOHUTypa-
o OanaHcupyrommii a1eMeHT. Pycckme dwto-

2 Wpest aToro cpaBHeHMs BO3HMKIIA oceHbio 2017 r. BO
BpeMsI MOeV CTaXMPOBKM Ha (pakysipreTe rtocodmm
I'ymOonpaTOBCKOrO YHUBeEpcuTeTa y Ipodeccopa Xpu-
crraHa Mékkesrst (1952-2023), KOTOPBIVE COBMECTHO C ITPO-
deccopom Mapturont ITmomaxep pykosommt pabouernt
IpyIIION II0 M3yudeHMio Hacieaus DpHcra Kaccupepa,
JIeVICTBOBABIIIEVI IT1OJI, ATUIO0M ME)K,ELYHapO,I[HOI‘O o0r1ie-
crBa DpHcra Kaccupepa Ha Oase TexHmyeckoro yHu-
Bepcurera bepimua. Cm.: https://ernst-cassirer.org/
arbeitsgruppen/ ernst-cassirer-ag-an-der-tu-berlin/

icance of Kant for the development and study
of the Russian philosophical tradition has al-
ready been the subject of serious research pro-
jects (see Dmitrieva, 2007; Krouglov, 2009; 2012;
2024). As Aleksei N. Krouglov aptly demon-
strated, the perception of Kant in Russian his-
tory was complex and occasionally emotional.
Vladas I. Povilaitis (2011, p. 109), taking the cue
from Krouglov, thus describes the epithets used
with regard to Kant: “[...] the image of Kant
in Russian philosophy is many-faced and am-
bivalent: he is cursed as a jailer, the philosopher of
despair whose speech freezes everything that lives;
but there was also a different Kant in Russian
thought, a famous sage and educator of reason.”
The Russian philosophical tradition generally
tends to be expressive in stating its views, but
not every philosopher is accorded such polar
and emotional assessments as Kant. Method-
ologically, a distinction should probably be
made between academic and non-academ-
ic philosophy (literature and the journalism of
opinion), which would make matters still more
complicated.

In other words, the field of Kantian philos-
ophy as an object is exposed to diverse forces,
such that even a cursory look is sufficient to
see that describing the attractions and repul-
sions between different figures in this field is
a challenge. So, I thought it would be possi-
ble to simplify the task, i.e. the analysis of re-
lations, by adding a balancing element to the
configuration. Russian philosophers who stud-
ied Kant did it in different ways. The key fig-
ures, who undoubtedly include Gustav Shpet,
merit particular attention and the approach
using the categories of convergences and di-
vergences is eminently apposite. Pursuing one
of the “Kantian” themes in philosophy after
Shpet may give insights into the intellectual
tension generated by the project of the Rus-
sian philosopher who was thoroughly con-
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codppl, obpamasmvecs K Hactenuio Kanrta, me-
Jajyvi 3TO COBEepIIeHHO Io-pasHoMmy. Kirrouesble
urypsl, K KOTOpbIM, BHe BCIKOT'O COMHEHWs, OT-
Hocutcs u I'ycras IllmeT, 3aciykmBaroT ocoOoro
BHIMaHMs, a IIOCTAHOBKa BOITpOCa B KaTeropusix
KOHBepreHIINII 1 JIVMBepreHInil IIpUMeHUTeIbHO
K €ro HacJIe[[IO BBIIVIAIUT OCOOEHHO OpraHud-
Ho. PasBuTve OgHOM M3 «KaHTMAHCKMX» TeM B
dwtocodpum noce Ilnera MoXxeT ITIOMOYb HaM I10-
HSITh, KaK BHYTpPeHHe ObUIO yCTPOEeHO MHTeJIIeK-
TyaJIbHOe HaIIpsDKeHIe B IIpOoeKTe PyccKoro ¢u-
s10coda, KOTOPBIVI IIPeKpacHO 3Ha/I KAaHTMAHCKYIO
dwtocodpro 1 oTHOCWICA K HeWl C yBakKeHUeM
(IreT, 2014, c. 60), moHMMasi ee IIEHHOCTD U 3Ha-
yeHMe, HO VIMeJI My>KeCTBO OTCTamBaTh cf010 Opu-
IMHaJIBHYIO TI03UIIMIO. TaKMMM CKBO3HBIMU Te-
MaMM SIBJISIOTCS «BOIIpoC O “popmax”» 1 jIormka
IIO3HAHM B HayKaX O KYJIBType.

Ha camom peste kaHTMaHCcKast duiocodckast
crcTeMa, Oymydvt OTKPBITOVI JIVIITb HOMVHAJIBHO, B
VICTOPVIVI MBIC/IV, TSTOTEeT K TOMY, YTOOBI ITpeBpa-
IIIaThCSI B CAMOIOCTATOYHBIVI YHUBEPCYM CMBICTIOB
(Cynmaxos, 2022). C Takovl OIIeHKOV KaHTWMaHCKO-
ro IIpoeKTa MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcs B 11eJIoM psfie 00-
nactert. Vl, 1o Bcev BUIIMIMOCTY, MCTOPVIKO-(rIo-
codpckasi becIpuUCTPacTHOCTH TOJIIKAeT Hac K TOMY,
4TOOBI aTPUOYTUPOBATh 3TO CBOVICTBO caMom u-
nocodpun Kanra. HecMoTps Ha TO 4TO pacXoXmm
SBJIeTCS  ITPOTMBOIIOCTaB/IeHNe KaHTMaHCKOV
KpuTudeckon Quiocopuy ¥ MOHYMeHTaJIbHO-
ro 374aHus, K IIpUMepy, TerejleBCKON AMaleKTy-
KV, CTPOUTEIIECTBO KOTOPOT'O OCYIIECTBIISIIOCH C
oropont Ha depTexxu KaHTa, 3TOo BoBce He O3Ha-
YaeT, YTO KaHTMAHCTBO NPVHINIINAIBHO OTKPBI-
T0. BoamoxxHO, kpuTnueckum Metor, Kanra 6osiee
OTBeuaeT 3TOMY TpPeOOBaHIIO, HO TeKCTyaIbHBIN
MaccuB Tpex «KpuTuk» 1 COIyTCTBYIOMIMX COYM-
HeHUI1 oOpa3yeT IIPOCTPaHCTBO, B KOTOPOM MOX-
HO BITOJIHE YCIIeIITHO ¥ aBTOHOMHO CYyIIIeCTBOBaTb.

OnHyM 13 «IpUTSKeHUI» KaHTMAaHCKOro IIpo-
eKTa gBJIeTCsI KaK pa3 3Ta 3aMKHYTOCTB, B TO Bpe-
M KaK «OTTaJIKMBaHWMeM» CTaHOBUTCS VIMITYJIbC
Ha pa3BUTHe KaHTMaHCKMX nent. He cienyer ymy-
CKaThb 13 Bua, 4To KaHT He OBII IIPOCTO «IIIKOIIb-
HBIM» VIV HaviOos1ee HOMyJIsipHBIM (prisiocodpoM Ha

N.B. Afanasov

versant with the Kantian philosophy and had
high regard for it (Shpet, 2014, p. 60), but also
had the courage to uphold his own original po-
sition. Such “recurrent” themes are “the ques-
tion of “forms’” and the logic of cognition in
the sciences of culture.

In reality the Kantian philosophical system,
being open in name only, has a tendency in the
history of thought to turn into a self-sufficient
universe of meanings (Sudakov, 2022). We find
this assessment of the Kantian project in a num-
ber of areas. Historical-philosophical impartial-
ity prompts us to attribute this quality to Kant’s
philosophy itself. Although the Kantian criti-
cal philosophy is commonly contrasted with,
for example, the monumental edifice of Hegeli-
an dialectics, which was erected on the basis of
Kant’s blueprint, this does not mean that Kan-
tianism is an open system in principle. Kant’s
critical method may correspond to this require-
ment, but the textual body of the three Critiques
and related works forms a space in which one
can exist happily and autonomously.

One of the “attractions” of the Kantian pro-
ject is its closedness, whereas the “repulsion” is
the impulse to develop the Kantian ideas. We
should bear in mind that throughout the nine-
teenth century Kant was neither a “school”
philosopher nor the most popular one. His in-
vestiture as an intellectual leader of the Ger-
man nation (along with Hegel) took place later
and his status was dogmatically fixed for the
world community in the sphere much less asso-
ciated with Kant by professional philosophers,
namely in the sphere of international politics
and socio-political interpretation of modernity
(Habermas, 1998, p. 260).

The third figure that may shed light on var-
ious aspects of Kantian divergences and con-
vergences through which the attitude of Gustav
Shpet and Immanuel Kant can be understood
is that of Ernst Cassirer. Strictly speaking, my

85



H.b. Apanacos

BceM nipotsbkeHmm XIX B. Ero BcryruieHve B ripasa
OJTHOTO M3 MHTeJUIeKTYyaJIbHbIX JIMIePOB TepMaH-
cKout Harum (Hapsny c lererrem) cocTosyioch 1os-
Ke, a IOrMaTU4ecKy 3adpVIKCPOBaHO 111 MUPOBO-
ro coolrrecTBa ObUIO 11 BOBce B cdepe, Kya pexe
accoummpyemon ¢ KantoMm mpodeccroHaibHbIMM
dwtocopaMm, To ecTb B cdepe MeXXTyHapOTHON
HOJIUTUIKM ¥ COLIVIAJIBHO-ITOJIMTIYECKOrO OCMBIC-
sieHMs coppeMeHHOCTH (Xabepmac, 2008, c. 269).

Tpetbert dpurypor, moMoraroen yAaCHUTb pas-
JIVYHBIe acIleKThl KaHTMAHCKMX AVBEPreHIin U
KOHBEepPreHIINTI, depe3 KOTOpble MOXeT OBITh IIO-
HaTo orHomenue ['ycrasa Illnera 1 ViMmvanywa
Kanra, BreicTymaer DpHer Kaccupep. B crporom
CMBICJIe Hallle IIpeIIpuaTye JajleKo OT TpaJgyuiiy-
OHHOVI MOJENIVN VICTOPUKO-PMIIOCO(CKOTO TICCIe-
JIOBaHVIsl, TeXHWYEeCKOV YacThI0 KOTOPOIo sBJIfeT-
csi 00si3aTeIbHBIV VHTepPTeKCTYyaIbHBIVI aHaJIu3,
OOHapy XMBaIOIINUM BIIVSIHUS U IIPSMOe OCMBIC-
JIeHVe, KPUTVKY VIV AVaJIOr. DTO BO3MOXKHO IS
Iniera n KanTa (WenpnHa, lenprna, 2023), nis
Kaccupepa n Kanra, Ho HeBo3sMoxHO ajist Iera n
Kaccupepa. Bopouewm, IlneT 3Ha11 0 dovstocodpckmx
Tpyaax nociefrero (Lmet, 2014, c. 174), xoTst 1 He
VIMeJT BO3MOXKHOCTYM O3HAKOMUTbBCS C KJTIOYEeBbIMU
paboTamu1 cBOEro HEMEITKOTrO KOJITeT VI ITPeIMETHO.
Mkl npefiaraeM KOHLIENITyasIbHOe VCCiIeZloBaHe
cOIMVDKeHMVI M pacxoXXaeHni1 B Toxomax ['ycrasa
IIrreta 1 DpHcTa Kaccupepa, koTopble 0ocoObM 00-
Ppa3oM KOHIIENITyaIM3MpOoBaI (HeO)KaHTMaHCKMUT
METO]I, BO-IIEPBBIX, B PaMKax IIOCTPOEHVSI METOIO-
JIOTVIV TIO3HAHMS 1, BO-BTOPBIX, B Ka4eCTBe co37la-
HVSL OPUTMHAIBHO Prytocodmnt KyJIBTY PhIL.

B monp3y ompaBmaHHOCTM HaIllero IIOAXoma
CBUIETeIbCTBYIOT paboTel yueHukos Illmera. B
rogpsl padorsl B TAXH IlmeT 1 ero yyeHUKN He-
IIOCpeICTBeHHO oOpalllaliCh K IIpeMeTy Hallle-
O WCCIIemoBaHMs, YTO CTaHeT Dojiee obIMM 10-
CTOSIHVIEM VICTOPUI OTeUeCTBeHHOVI MBICJIV T10CITe
yOIMKalMy apXVMBHBIX MaTepuasioB. Tak, yxke
cermyac m3BecTHo, uTo Hukostan JKyHKMH 110410~
TOBWI peneHsnio Ha KHury Kaccupepa «@Popma
HOHATUA B MUdWYeckoM MbluleHnn» (Cassirer,
1922), B KoTOpOVI MOAPOOHO aHAIM3MPOBaAJl pac-
IIVpeHre HepeIyKIIMOHVCTCKOV JIOTMKM ITO3Ha-
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undertaking is remote from the traditional
model of historical-philosophical research, of
which an obligatory technical part is intertex-
tual analysis that discovers influences and di-
rect interpretation, critique or dialogue. This
is possible for Shpet and Kant (Shchedrina and
Shchedrina, 2023), for Cassirer and Kant but
not for Shpet and Cassirer. Shpet knew about
Cassirer’s philosophical works (Shpet, 2014,
p- 174), although he had no direct access to his
German colleague’s works. I propose a concep-
tual study of the similarities and differences
between the approaches of Gustav Shpet and
Ernst Cassirer who conceptualised the (Neo-)
Kantian method, first, as part of building the
methodology of cognition and, second, as part
of creating an original philosophy of culture.
My approach chimes with the works of
Shpet’s disciples. During the years of work at
the State Academy of Art Sciences Shpet and
his pupils came to grips with the object of this
study, as will become clear after the publica-
tion of the relevant archive materials. Indeed,
we already know that Nikolai Zhinkin wrote a
review of Cassirer’s The Form of the Concept in
Muythical Thinking (Cassirer, 1922; cf. Cassirer,
2013), in which he gave a detailed analysis of
the extension of non-reductionist logic of cogni-
tion to culture (cf. Zhinkin and Plotnikov, 2023;
Plotnikov, 2023). The self-awareness of that
epoch was in many ways determined by the
achievements of natural science. The originality
of Cassirer’s approach to the theory of culture
coincides in its logical form with the transition
(or rather, renewal) of the evolutionary theory
in line with the development of mutational bi-
ology and genetics (Knyazeva, 2019, p. 26). The
phenomenological basis of Shpet’s task of un-
derstanding cultural and historical forms is also
close to this, although it focuses on the histori-
cal-cultural autonomy of form itself as a social
fact. With inevitable simplification, a framing



HUSI IPYMEHUTEIHO K Kyibsrype (cM.: Zhinkin,
Plotnikov, 2023; Plotnikov, 2023). CamonoHnMa-
HVe TOV 3TI0XV BO MHOTOM OITpeesIsyIoCh JOCTY-
KeHUsIMM B ecTecTBO3HaHUW. OpUTrMHaIBHOCTD
nioyrxoria Kaccmpepa B 06s1acTyt Teopum KyJIbTy pbl
COBITazIaeT 10 CBOeV! JIOrM4ecKor popMe ¢ repexo-
7IOM, a TOuHee, C OOHOBJIeHVIeM 3BOJIIOIVIOHHOV Te-
OpW B COOTBETCTBUM C Pa3BUTHEM MY TaI[VIOHHOVI
onomnorum n renetvkn (Kussesa, 2019, c. 26). Pe-
HOMEHOJIOTYecKasl OCHOBA IIIIETOBCKOVI 3aiadnt
IO TIOHVIMAHVIO CMBIC/IA KYJIBTYPHBIX M VICTOPU-
yecknx (POpM TakxKe K 3TOMY OJIVI3Ka, XOTS M CO-
CpenoTOUMBaeTCsl Ha VCTOPVKO-KYJIBTYPHOVI aB-
TOHOMMM caMOVI POPMBI KaK COLIMaJIBHOIO daKTa.
HensbexHo ympomas, MOXXHO IPeIJIOKUTE pa-
MouHyo Metadopy: u et n Kaccupep orxonu-
JIV OT Myieajla MaTeMaTM3VPOBaHHBIX HayK O XK3-
HM KaK eIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHBIX, IIOIPYXKasiCh
B Ka)XKYILUWVICS MeHee CTPOVIHBIM, HO Ha [eJjIe 0o-
jlee COOTBETCTBYIOIINVI IIPEeAMEeTY MUP IICVIXOJIO-
T, OMOJIOTMVI, ICTOPUW M KYJIBTYPBL. Brpodem,
VI 5TV 00pasIIbl OBUIV TAKOBBIMU JIVIIIH JIJISI OCBO-
OoXIeHMsl OT OMKTaTa MaTeMaTU4ecKoro, CiyxKa
CTyIleHBbIO Il prtocodckom abcTpakumm ca-
Mot popmbr: «Jlorma “obpasrioont Haykn” (“Ma-
TeMaTMUYeCKOr0 eCcTeCTBO3HaHMS !)... OIpoBep-
raeTcsi He TOJIBKO KaK JI0rMa, HO ¥ CaMblil MeTO],
“KoHcTpympoBaHms’, “00pasoBaHus MOHATUIT W
riofi[00HBIe] pacKpbIBAIOTCS B CBOEV BIOBbeN Oec-
rotorrHOCTY» (ITeT, 1914, c. 217).

KimrogeBbiM 1151 drstocodpckoro moHMMaHMs
KYJIBTYPbl CTAaHOBUTCSL «BOIIPOC O popmax». Co-
BpeMeHHas dpvtocodcKast HayKa B 3HAUMTEITbHOV
CTeIleHV! OTOIIA OT aKTyaJIM3alVV CaMOTrO ITOHSI-
TS «POPMBI» B paMKaX pasroBopa o (pyHKIVIOHN-
poBaHMM Ky/IbTy pbL. HecMoTpst Ha pyHKIIMOHMpPO-
BaHe CJI0Ba «(popMa» B OOBIIEHHOM $I3bIKE, — OHO
3aJaHO CVCTEMOVI KOOpIMHAT «(opMa» — «comep-
KaHMe», — IPUUYMHA II0Tepu MHTepeca K «dop-
MaM» KYyJIBTYpPBI B ApyroM. B pamkax apxeororum
dntocodcKoro 3HaHMS OKKETCST, YTO OHM, pay-
KaJIbHBIM 00pa3oM, CJIMIIIKOM COfiep>KaTeJIbHBI, TO
€CTh IPEeAIOChUIOUHBL B TO ke BpeMs aKTyaib-
HOe CMBICJIOBOEe TI0JIe PabOTBI C KYJIBTY POV TSTO-
TeeT K OIpeJIe/IeHNIO ee MHOrooOpasis yepes (aH-
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metaphor_can be proposed: both Shpet and
Cassirer moved away from the ideal of math-
ematised life-sciences as the solely possible
ones towards the world of psychology, biolo-
gy, history and culture which seemed to be less
ordered but, in reality, more adequate to the
object of study. These models, however, were
meant to eliminate the diktat of the mathemati-
cal, as a step towards philosophical abstraction
of the form itself: “The dogma of a “model sci-
ence’ (‘mathematical natural science’!) is [...]
denied not only as dogma, but its very method
of ‘concept construction’, of ‘concept forma-
tion” etc. is also revealed in its isolated futility”
(Shpet, 1991, p. 170).

“The question of forms” becomes key to
philosophical understanding of culture. Mod-
ern philosophical science has to a large extent
departed from the concept of “form” in the
framework of the conversion about the func-
tioning of culture. The word “form” is used
in day-to-day language to refer to the opposi-
tion of “form and content” in the system of co-
ordinates. The reason for the loss of interest in
“forms” of culture lies elsewhere. The arche-
ology of philosophical knowledge reveals that
they have too much content, i.e. they are prem-
ise-based. At the same time the actual work
with culture gravitates towards the defini-
tion of its diversity through (anthropological)
“practices”. This shows that form is far more
substantive. It shapes content in a certain way
(Shpet, 2019, p. 66), transforming the material
and empirical reality itself given to us as social-
ly and culturally mediated experience.

The idea of form in general, i.e. of “form of
forms”, in Shpet’s philosophy cannot be un-
derstood without a more general idea of the
historical development of philosophy and its
continuity. Inner form, its very idea, goes back
to Plato’s thought, which in Shpet’s perspec-
tive represents a “positive” tradition in philos-
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TPOIIOJIOTMYecKMe) «IIpaKTUKI». biiaromaps sTomy
CTAHOBUTCSI OYEBUIHO, 4TO popMma Kypda Oosiee
cybcrannmanbHa. OHa popMupyeT cofmepikaHve
ompenerteHHBIM 00pasoMm (LLreT, 2005, c. 322), mpe-
obpasys MaTepuasl I cCaMy SMIIVPUYECKYyIo peab-
HOCTB, JTaHHYIO HaM KaK COIMaJIbHO U KYJIBTYPHO
orocpeioBaHHOe TepeXXrBaHue.

Unest o dopme BooOIIe, TO ecTh 0 «dopme
dopm», B drtocodpmn I'ycrasa Illnera He MoxeT
ObITh ITOHSITa Oe3 Ooslee OOITIETO ero IIpeicTaB/IeH s
00 McTOprYeckoM pasBUTHUM prsiocodum 1 Irpeem-
CTBEHHOCTM B HeVl. BHyTpeHHsS (popma, cama ee
viziest BOCXOOUT K MbIcv [TitaToHa, KoTopas B paM-
Kax mcropuocodckon koHnernuym Ilnera oTHO-
CUITCS K «TTOJIOXKVTEITBHOV Tpaammmm dprtocodmm
(Iret, 2014, c. 11). C x71agHOKpOBMEM MeTeopoJIo-
ra lllmeT pukcHpyeT cMeHy 3TarioB U ITITaBEHCTBY-
IOIIMX YCTAaHOBOK B (pyvyIocodmm Ha ITPOTSHKEHUN
vcropun. OH OpVHMMAaeT B3I, Ha VCTOpUYe-
CKYIO IVHAMVKY MBICIIVI KaK Ha CMeHY «IIOJIOKVI-
TEJILHBIX» I «OTPUIIATESTBHBIX» JOMVHUPYIOIIVIX
AVICKYPCOB. DTV 0003HAYeHMs IMEIOT JIBOVICTBEH-
HYIO IIPUPOLY, YTO CJleflyeT MMeTh B BULY, YTOOBI
He OKa3aThCsi OOMaHYTBIM CMBICJIaMM MeTadop.
«OTtpuriarensHas» ruiocodnss HeraTvBHa, HO He
HUYTOXHa; B paMKax IMajleKTUYecKoro IIBVKe-
HWVSI MBICJTV OHa CTIOCOOHA CO3/1aBaTh MHTEJUIeKTY-
aJIbHble HaITpsDKeHMsl, TIO3BOJISIONIVIE BepHYThCS
K ITpo0JieMaTVKe «II0JIOKUTeJTbHOV» drtocopmm
(koTOpasi TOJIBKO 1 MOXKeT CUMTAThCs cofiepKaTesTb-
HoV1) Ha ypoBHe csoer1 srioxu (Tam xe, c. 49).

«[TonoxuresbHas» xe dwocodnsd II0JIOXKU-
TeJIbHa I10 OIpeJiesIeHIIO, TO eCTh ee IiejleBas IIpy-
YMHa M CII0COOBI peam3anym (XOpOIINT BOIIPOC:
He 0OycJIOBJIVBaeT JIM OHO JIpyTroe?) HalrpasJie-
HBI Ha JJOCTVDKeHNe pe3yJibTaTa, Ube CcofepykaHue
COCTOUT He B IIPOM3BOICTBE KPUTMUECKOIO OTPU-
LIaHVS, HO B JOCTVDKEHUM pe3ysIbTaTa, KOTOPBIM
HeJIb3sl IpeHebpedb B ITpOlIeccaX pacCMOTPEHVIS
AevicTBUTENTbHOCTI. «OTpuIiaTepHas» (PUIToco-
s TeM He MeHee TaKXKe cofep)KaTesIbHa, KOJIb
CKOpo OHa «dwiocodus». DTa cocTaBiIdroIIas
KYJIBTY PBI HE MOXeT OBITh HETaTVBVICTCKOVL, TIO TeX
IOp IOKa OHa ITpOAOJDKaeT ocTaBaThest coborm. C
Touky 3peHns lllmeTa, B IpOTUBHOM Cilydae OHa
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ophy (Shpet, 2014, p. 11). With the coolness of
a meteorologist Shpet records the succession
of stages and prevalent attitudes in philosophy
over time. He sees the historical dynamics of
thought as a succession of “positive” and “neg-
ative” dominant discourses. These designa-
tions have a dual nature, which has to be kept
in mind not to be misled by the meanings of the
metaphors. “Negative” philosophy is negative,
but not negligible; in the dialectical movement
of thought it can create intellectual tensions
which make it possible to return to the prob-
lems of “positive” philosophy (which alone can
be considered to be substantive) at the level of
its epoch (ibid., p. 49).

By contrast, “positive” philosophy is pos-
itive by definition, i.e. its purpose and im-
plementation methods (is the one perhaps
a precondition for the other?) are aimed at
achieving a result, i.e. not a critical negation,
but an achievement of a result that cannot be
neglected in the process of cognising reality.
Even so, “negative” philosophy is also substan-
tive as long as it is “philosophy”. This compo-
nent of culture cannot be negativist as long as
it remains itself. Otherwise, according to Shpet,
it ceases to be philosophy. The philosopher’s
task is to use reasonable analysis to achieve a
positive result, often exemplified by Shpet’s
own interpretations: “The task of the presenta-
tion that follows is not so much to show Hum-
boldt’s vacillations and searches as to interpret
his vacillations in order to extract from his idea
the positive meaning which could be accepted
by modern science” (Shpet, 2006, p. 60).

The above foray into the genealogy of the
question of the positioning of philosophical re-
flection should be seen in the context of “the
question of form” (ibid., p. 14). In general, the
question of philosophy as a form of thought
about form tallies with Shpet’s concept of the
tasks of positive philosophy in the framework



riepectaeT ObITH prytocodmert. 3amada dpriocoda
COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI ITOCPEJICTBOM Pa3yMHOIrO
aHaJIM3a IIPUTY K TIOJIOKUTEIIBHOMY pe3yJsIbTarTy,
IIPMIMEPOM Yero 4acTO BBICTYIIAIOT MHTepIIpeTa-
1y camoro IreTa: «3agava gaIpHeVIIIero 1sJo-
JKeHMsI He CTOJIBKO B TOM, YTOOBI TIOKa3aTk Kosleba-
HMsI ¥ TTovicky ['yMOo0s1b/1Ta, CKOJIBKO B TOM, UTOOBI
VMHTepIIpeTUpOBaTh ero KojebaHMs C 11eJIbI0 U3~
BJIeYb U3 €r0 UJIey IoJIOKMTeJIbHOe 3HaYeHMe, KO-
TOpOe MOIJIO ObI OBITH IIPUHSATO B COBPEMEHHYIO
HayKy» (Imet, 2006, c. 60).

DTOT HpeNHpUHSTHII HaMV HeOOJIBIIION 3KC-
KypC B reHeasIOrMIO BOIIpOCa O IO3UIIMOHMPOBa-
HUM PrIocodCcKOro pasMbllllIeHNs HYXHO IIO-
HIIMaTh B KOHTEKCTe «BoIpoca o dopme» (Tam xe,
c. 14). B oOmmem Bume Borpoc o drstocodpmm Kak
dopme MbIIUIeHNS 0 POpMax COBIIaIaeT CO IIiIle-
TOBCKMM IIOHMMaHMeM 3ajad II0JIOXKMTeIbHOM
dwtocodpum, To ecTh cama IOCTaHOBKa BOIIpoOca
0 HaJIM4YUM coflepKaTeJIbHBIX U IOJIOKMTeIbHBIX
dopM — 3TO 1 ecTh NOJIOKUTeIIbHasE popMa dpu-
s10codum, B paMKax KOTOPOVI CTPOUT CBOVI IIPOEKT
[net. KiroueBble MHTYUIIMY PYCCKOTro prIoco-
da popMmpoBaIINCh B CJIOKHOM KOHTeKCTe pryto-
codpckmx nyckyccuit Hadasta XX B. I[Ipu ananmse
3Ha4eHVIe IMeeT He KOMITJIEKCHOCTE, a CIieInduny-
HOCTb 3TOV KomiulekcHocTH. Illmer mpeOeiBat
B HEKOTOPOM ITPOTMBOXOfle WHTeJUIeKTyaIbHO-
IO JIBVDKeHVs, TO eCTh, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH OBIJI
pycckmM prsocodpom, He ITPOCTO HAXOSACh B 11eH-
Tpe IUCKYCCUVI CBOEro BpeMeH, HO y4acTBys U B
VMHCTUTYIIVOHAJIBHOV OpraHu3aly HayKu (opra-
Hu3anus VIHcTuTyTa HayuHon dustocodpmn (Cu-
nopuH, Yepnses, lllenpuna, 2021)). Takas gecTb
BbINIajaia He BceM. C Ipyrovt cTOpoHBI, OH abco-
JIIOTHO YHVBEPCAJIBHBIN MBICJINTEIIb, TO €CTh ero
MBICJIb OTpakaeT VHTY VIV, MeTOIO0JION IO U CBO-
eBpPeMeHHOCTH TIepeIoBOVI Ha TOT MOMEHT IITKOJIbI
denomeHosI0rTIUECKOM (prsiocodpumt.

VIMeHHO Ha 3TOM ypPOBHe pacKpbIBaeTcsi To, Oe3
Yero «BOIIPOC 0 popMax» MOXKET OBITh JIVIITH BO-
mpocoM o 1ryctoTe. OKaspIBaeTcsl, YTO, HallpaBJIsis
MBICJTb OIIpefie/IeHHBIM 00pa3oM — 0co0o romuep-
KHeM, YTO 3TOT BEKTOp 3a/jaH He TOJIBKO CaMVM
IIpeIMeTOM, HO IIOHVMaHMeM KOHTEeKCTa, B KOTO-
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of which Shpet builds his project. The Russian
philosopher’s main ideas were formed in the
complex context of philosophical discussions
of the early twentieth century. What matters is
not the complexity but the specificities of this
complexity. In a certain sense, in the intellec-
tual movement of his time, he was swimming
against the current. On the one hand, he was
a Russian philosopher who was not merely at
the centre of contemporary discussions but
was also involved in the institutional organisa-
tion of science (organisation of the Institute of
Scientific Philosophy (cf. Sidorin, Chernyayev
and Shchedrina, 2021). Such an honour was
not bestowed on everyone. On the other hand,
he was an absolutely universal thinker, which
means that his thought reflected the intuitions,
methodology and timeliness of the phenome-
nological philosophy which was on the cutting
edge at the time.

It is on that level that something is revealed
without which “the question of forms” can only
be a question which remains empty. It turns out
that by directing thought in a certain way — let
us stress that the vector is determined not only
by the object, but also by awareness of the con-
text in which philosophy-based culture thinks
about the object — we discover that form is al-
ways reflected in language, aesthetic experience
and creative activity. Shpet’s ideas are innova-
tive in the general context of his thought, but
they have a basis: he took the idea of form from
the German philosophical thought of the twen-
tieth century which, in spite of certain stereo-
types, was far more pluralistic than it appears
from outside.

This strand of research did not lead to the
creation of a major scientific school and was
not institutionalised. It is hard to say whether
Shpet would have succeeded had his personal
fate been different. Be that as it may, the ques-
tion of forms is becoming once more relevant in
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POM OCHOBBIBaroIasics Ha dpuiocodpum KyasTypa
BOOOITIe MBICJIUT O IIpefMeTe, — Mbl OOHapyXXIBa-
eM, 4To popMa ¢ HeOOXOIMMOCTHIO BhIpaskaeTcs B
SI3bIKe, SCTeTVYeCKOM ITepeXXMBaHWM, CO3VaaTel b
Hom AegTenibHOCTN. Ven IllmeTa — HOBaTOpcKue
B 0OOIlleM KOHTeKCTe ero MBICJIM, HO OHU VIMEOT
o7, coOOVI OCHOBY: ITpeJicTaBsieHns 0 dopme Io-
YepIHYTHI VIM V3 HeMeLKOV prI0copCKOi MbIC-
s XIX B., KOTOpasi, HeCMOTps Ha OIIpefieleHHbIV
cTepeoTurl, Oblla Kysla Ooslee IJTIOpaJIMCTUYHOW,
YeM 3TO BUAUTCS M3BHE.

DTO HarpabjleHVe VICCIIe/IOBaHNUI He I10JTy K-
JIO CBOEro IPOIOJDKeHNs B BUle CO3daHus KpyIl-
HOVI Hay4HOV IIIKOJIBI ¥ He IIpeoOpa3oBajioch B
VIHCTUTYIIMOHaIM3poBaHHble Tpaayuyn. Criox-
HO CYAWTb, Noay4wmiock Okl 310 y Hlnera, cio-
XVCh ero JIM4Has cyabba mo-gpyromy. Ho Tem He
MeHee BOIIPOC O pOpMax BHOBb aKTyaIV3UPyeT-
Cs1 B COBPEMEHHOCTW, KOTOpasi, C OHOV CTOPOHEI,
OIIYIIIaeT YCTAJIOCTh OT IIPaKTVKO-OPMEHTUPO-
BaHHBIX «OOJIBIINIX» HappaTUBOB (IIpPeXIe BCero
VIIEOJIOTYeCKNIX), a C APYTONl — CTaJIKMBaeTCs C
KPW3VCOM B CAMOIIOHMMaHWVI CBOVIX 3aia4 ¥ CIIO-
coboB mx perrieHns. Ecim MbI JoCTUIIIN TTpeIesb-
HOW $ICHOCTW, «BCe ITIOHSTHO», a OCTaJIVCh JIVIIb
YJacTHBIe BOIIPOCHI, TO IOYeMy MBI He MOXKeM Ha
HUX oTBeTUTE? IloueMy Te OTBeTbI, KOTOpPBIE eCTh,
Hac He Y/OBJIETBOPSIOT? DTO He BIVCHIBAETCH B
MO3UTUBUCTCKUY HappaTuB, YTO OBLJIO O4YeBUII-
Ho yxe ety (Imet, 2010, c. 55). Eciin creno-
BaTh €ro KjlaccuduKalmm, 3To Kak pas TO COCTOs-
HMe «OTpullaTesIbHOV» prsiocodun, 3a KOTOPBIM
MOXeT (VUIV JIOJDKHO) ITOC/IeIoBaTh IOJIOKUTEe b
HOe MbllleHne. VI3 ceromHsIIHeN IepCIIeKTBbI
IIIneT BBIISAAUT OOVHOKOV (PUTYpPOVT — BHE BCS-
KOTO COMHEeHMs1, er0 Hay4HBIV IOTeHIIasl, KOTOo-
PBIVI IMeJT BCe IIaHCHl Pa3BUTHCS B paMKax oTede-
CTBEHHOW (PVII0COCKOV TPaAUIINY, OKa3asICs He
710 KOHIla peasiM3oBaH. Bripouem, ceromnsi mpeji-
HIPVHMMAIOTCS TIOIBITKY II€peOoCMBICIEHNS ero
HacsleIVisl B KOHTEeKCTe aKTyaJIbHbIX IpobsieM du-
nocodpuu ([denn, 2023, c. 16).

HecMmortpst Ha Bce pasimams OvorpadmdecKmx
00CTOATENIBCTB — Cyabba He Bcerga Or1aroBosmia
Kaccupepy, HO Bce e eMy ymaroch 00e30IacuTh
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modernity which, on the one hand, is weary of
practice-oriented “grand” narratives (above all
ideological) and, on the other hand, faces a cri-
sis in understanding its tasks and ways of solv-
ing them. If we have achieved ultimate clarity
and “everything is clear,” while only particu-
lar questions remain, why cannot we answer
them? Why are the answers we have unsatisfac-
tory? This does not fit into the positive narra-
tive, of which already Shpet was aware (Shpet,
2010, p. 55). According to his classification, this
is the state of “negative” philosophy which
may (or must) be followed by positive think-
ing. From the vantage point of today Shpet
looks like a lone figure: without any doubt his
scientific potential, which had every chance of
developing within the Russian philosophical
tradition, was not fully tapped. Anyway, today
we see attempts to reinterpret his legacy in the
context of the current problems of philosophy
(Dennes, 2023, p. 16).

In spite of the difference of biographical cir-
cumstances — fortune was not always kind
to Cassirer, but he managed to keep out of
harm’s way — the legacy of one of the leading
Neo-Kantians also turned out to be just a par-
ticular case of the development of philosoph-
ical thought, although it claimed to be more
systematic (Luft, 2005). Shpet and Cassirer
never interacted directly, but their views on
the question of forms are basically similar and
through him we can see what an interesting in-
terpretation of the Kantian philosophy both of
them provided. In 1939, living in emigration in
Sweden, Cassirer delivered a series of lectures
on the foundations and methodology of cogni-
tion. He emphasised the theory of knowledge
in sciences and culture, distinguishing natu-
ral science from culture science only in terms
of the object and in a certain way of method-
ology, but not arranging them in a hierarchy.
These later reflections sum up the dialogue



cebs1, — HacjlefIyie OJHOTO U3 BeOyIIVX HeOKaH-
TMAHIIEB TaKXXe OKa3aJIoCh JIWIIIh YacTHBIM CIIy-
yaeM pasBUTHsL PUIIOCOPCKOV MBICIIV, XOTs IIpe-
TeHzI0BasIo Ha 00IbIIyI0 cucTeMHOCTH (Luft, 2005).
et 1 Kaccupep He HaxomwiInch B HeIOCpes-
CTBEHHOM B3aVIMOAEVICTBIV, HO VX B3IJVISIBI Ha BO-
mpoc o dopMax NPUHINUIINAIIBHO CXOXM, 1 Yepes3
Hero MBI CMOYKEM YBUIIETh, KaKasl MHTepecHas VH-
TeplpeTarys KaHTWaHCKOV driocodvm Obuta
MU ocy1ecTsiieHa. B 1939 r., Haxorisick B amurpa-
v B LIBerv, Kaccupep BbIcTyTIaeT ¢ cepuieii 1io-
KJIaJIOB, IIOCBAIIIEHHBIX OCHOBAHVSIM M METOJIO0JIO-
ruy no3HaHMsA. OcoObIN akileHT drstocod feaeT
Ha Teopu ITO3HAHMS B HayKax O KyJIBTYpe, pasjiv-
yasl ecTeCTBeHHO-Hay4HoOe TI03HaHVe ¥ ITO3HaHe
B KYJIBTYpe€ JIVIIIIb B COOTBETCTBUM C IIPEIMETOM ¥,
HEKOTOPBIM 00pa30oM, MeTOMIOJIOTVell, HO He paH-
XUpPys X, He BbICTpayBas vepapXuio. DT I03/I-
HVIe Pa3MBbIITUIEHVIS [IOABOMSAT MTOT IMAJIOTy C Heo-
KaHTVAHCTBOM, ITOYePKIMBas BIIVISTHIE OVOTIOrmm
Ha MbIuIeHMe dprtocoda (Kasizesa, 2019, c. 33).

Hecmotps Ha TO uTO Kaccupepa mpmHSATO OTHO-
CUTb K BUIHEVIIVM IIpefICTaBUTe/IIM HeOKaHTU-
aHCTBa, BJIVIIHME (PEeHOMEHOJIOIMYEeCKO Tpau-
LIV Ha €T0 MBICIIb B BOIIPOCAX TEOPWUV IIO3HAHMS,
BO3MOXXHO, Oojlee 3HaumTesibHO. Kaccupep Haze-
JIeT BapMaTMBHOCTD IIPOSBIIEHNII YeJI0BeUeCcKom
IPaKTUKN B KYJIBType aOCOTIOTHOV II€HHOCTBIO
(Cassirer, 2011, S. 135). Camo cyIiiecTBOBaHMe pas3-
HBIX IIPaKTUK He TpedyeT JIerMTMMAIIUI ¥ KOH-
TeViHepu3allill B paMKax BbICTpauBaHsl )KeCTKO-
ro KaTeropmasbHOIO KapKaca Io3HaHMs. Borpoc
O IMO3HAHWM — 3TO He TOJIBKO BOIIPOC O TOM, C
4yero HadyHaeTcs [IO03HaHMe B 00JIacTi MeTOI0JI0-
run. VI ¢ Touku 3spermst Kaccupepa, v ¢ TOUKM 3pe-
Hust 1reTa, 3T0 yKe KaK MUHVIMYM CJIeTy oI
miar. BHagaste ecTs nepexuiBaHye, KOTOpoe M3Ha-
YJaJIbHO HE OCMBIC/ISIETCSI TeOpeTUdecKy, HO Ile-
peXmBaeTcs KaK 9acTh MMpPa, OHO Hepas3phIBHO C
cyowexToM (MoTpormiosa, 2006, c. 302—303). Ero
CBOVICTBOM $IBJISIETCSI BOSMOXKHOCTB ITPEBPATUTHCS
B BOCIIOMVHAaHMe, TO eCTh OIPeIMeTUTbCA B paM-
KaxX BHYTpeHHeV XXI3HM 4eJjloBeKa. TaM OHO Mo-
JKeT CYIIIeCTBOBATh TOJIBKO KaK CMBICIT.
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with Neo-Kantianism, highlighting the in-
fluence of biology on his thought (Knyazeva,
2019, p. 33).

Although Cassirer is considered to be one
of the foremost representatives of Neo-Kan-
tianism, his views on the theory of cognition
were probably influenced more by the phe-
nomenological tradition. Cassirer attaches ab-
solute value to the diversity of manifestations
of human practices in culture (Cassirer, 2011,
p- 135). The existence of different practices
does not require legitimisation and compart-
mentalisation in the framework of a rigid cat-
egorial structure of knowledge. The question
of knowledge is not only about what cognition
begins with in the sphere of methodology. For
Cassirer and for Shpet, this is as a minimum
the next step. First comes experience, which
initially is not understood theoretically, but is
experienced by the subject as part of the world,
inseparably bound up with the subject (Motro-
shilova, 2006, pp. 302-303). Its attribute is that
it may become a memory, i.e. be objectified in
a person’s inner life. There, it can exist only as
a meaning.

The positive question about a single scheme
of cognition in Neo-Kantianism hinges on the
search for an adequate mathematical appara-
tus (Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 63) and the ability to
render this structure in the language of the hu-
man being’s life-world. Not being an immedi-
ate experience, mathematics is knowledge that
simultaneously explains everything, but does
not give the content of the single form. Despite
the paradoxical character of this thesis in the
context of the foregoing, arguably the under-
standing of the nature of mathematical num-
ber both by Cassirer and by Shpet should be
seen as a disjunctive logical operation, i.e. sep-
aration and distinction which has no primary
form, or inner form, or “form of forms”. Cas-
sirer (2020, p. 8) explicitly writes about the
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TTonoxurensHbI BOIIPOC O €OVHOV CXeMe I10-
3HaHWS B HEOKAaHTMAHCTBE JIOKUT B IUIOCKOCTU
TIOVICKa a/IeKBaTHOIO MaTeMaTM4YecKoro arrapara
(Omutpuesa, 2007, c. 63) 1 yMeHMS TIEPETIOKUTD
3Ty CTPYKTYPY Ha S3bIK XVM3HEHHOIO MVpa 4eJIo-
Beka. He Oy/ryun yem-To HemlocpeiICTBEHHO Iiepe-
JKMBaeMbIM, MaTeMaTuKa OKa3blBaeTCs 3HaHVeM,
KOTOpOe OITHOBPEMEHHO OOBsCHSET Bce, HO He 3a-
HaeT colepkaHue efyHov dopMbl. HecmoTps Ha
BCIO Iapa/JOKCaJIBHOCTh 3TOrO Te3lMca B KOHTEK-
CTe IIpeIbIAYIIero N3JI0KeHs, MOXKHO IIPeIIIosIo-
JKUTb, YTO IIOHVMaHVIe IIPUPOJIb MaTeMaTUecKo-
ro uncia u 'y Kaccupepa, n y llnera ciesrosasio
OBbI OTHECTU K JIM3BIOHKTVBHOW JIOTMYECKOV OIle-
panum, To eCTh K pasie/leHUIo M OTIIMYeHWIO, He
VMerolIeMy I1epBOOpMBI, TO eCTh BHYTpeHHel
dopmsbl, i «popMbl popmbl». Kaccupep ripsamo
nuIeT o0 orpaHMYeHNsAX MaTeMaTu4ecKo yHU-
BepcajibHOCTI: «MaTeMaTndyeckoe 1 ecTeCTBeH-
HO-Hay4HOe OBITIe, B ero MIeaIVICTIYeCKOM IIO-
HVMaHMW ¥ TOJIKOBaHMW, He McYepIibiBaeT Beevl
nevicTBUTeNIbHOCTHL. . .» (Kaccupep, 2017, c. 16).

Ha camom Ga30BOM IMCKY PCMBHOM yPOBHe Opo-
caeTcd B IVlaza ominume B dputocodpum dopm y
Kaccupepa u Inera. Vigest o ToM, 4TO ecTb «op-
Ma opM» KaK IIOHATHE, KOTOpoe oO0bemJIeT Bce
ocTaJIbHble (POPMBI, OJTHOBPEMEHHO SBJISACh WX
orpeiejieHVieM, He 3aHVMaeT MBIIIUIeHVe HeMell-
koro dwiocoda. Kakoe oTHolreHne 3T0 MMeeT K
KaHTMaHCcTBY? OfHa M3 IepBOCTeNeHHBIX 3aj1ad,
KOTOpasi CTosijIa Ilepell HeOKaHTMaHCKUM JIBVDKe-
HMeM, 3aK/Iodaslach B M3y4eHUM TOJIBKO CTaHOBS-
IIMXCA HayK O KyJIbType, POpMUPOBaHUN VX Me-
Toftosiorndeckoro ©Oasmca. IlocienHue, HecMoTpst
Ha To 4TO pybexx XIX—XX BB. 00IIenprHSITO CUM-
TaeTCsl BpeMeHeM pasfie/IeHns eIMHOro JpeBa Ha-
YYHOIO II03HaHMs, He VIMeJIVl CBOel MeTOIOJIOr -
ueckovt aBToHOMMM. ITokasaTesibHa 37ech MO3UIIVS
KJIFOUeBOT'O MBICJIUTEJIS 1J1 HeMeIIKOM TpaayIim
— Aponbda Tpenpernenbypra (1802—1872): «Cssb
dwtocodpmnt 1 MOUTUBHBIX HayK, O 4YeM WIeT
peusb B Tpynax TperneneHOypra, BOIUIOIIAET VCTO-
PVIKO-KYJIBTY PHY O JI€VICTBUTEITbHOCTD, Y€l CMBICT
B KOHEYHOM cueTe TIIOJIKUT payuoHaLbHOMY
ompenernenuo» (Imurpuesa, 2007, c. 49). [do cde-
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limitations of mathematical universality: “The
mathematical natural-scientific being, in its
idealistic version and interpretation, does not
exhaust all reality [...].”

At the basic discursive level, one is struck by
the difference in the philosophy of forms with
Cassirer and Shpet. The idea that there exists
the “form of forms” as a concept that embraces
all the other forms while simultaneously being
their definition, does not engage the German
philosopher’s mind. What does it have in com-
mon with Kantianism? One of the prime tasks
that faced the Neo-Kantian movement was to
study the emergent sciences of culture and cre-
ate their methodological foundation. The lat-
ter, even though the turn of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries is commonly considered
to be the time of the split of the single tree of
knowledge, did not have an autonomous meth-
odology. The position of Friedrich Adolf Tren-
delenburg (1802—1872), the key thinker for
the German tradition, is revealing: “The link
between philosophy and the positive scienc-
es, which Trendelenburg writes about, embod-
ies historical-cultural reality whose meaning at
the end of the day is subject to rational defini-
tion” (Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 49). Sciences of culture
did not exist prior to specialisation of scientif-
ic knowledge driven by socio-economic factors
or technical development of the experimental
base, but above all by the change of method-
ological notions of what was possible. The
understanding of the body of humanistic
knowledge as being identical to the breakdown
of humanistic sciences constitutes the error of
presentism. For Shpet and Cassirer this process
was contemporary, all the more valuable are
their intuitions concerning the philosophy of
culture.

One of the tasks that faced Neo-Kantianism
was legitimising the study of culture scienc-
es and their cognitive status. At that time this



PBI CHIelMasIM3ayuy HaydHoro 3HaHWs, B OCHOBE
KOTOPOTO JIeXKasIi He TOJIBKO COIMaIbHO-3KOHO-
MIUecKyie TIPUYMHBI WV TeXHUYEeCKoe Pas3BUTIe
SKCIIepVIMeHTaJIbHOV Oa3bl, HO IIpeXK[ie BCero mM3Me-
HeHVe MeTOIOJIOTMYeCcKIX IpeiCTaBIeHNnIT O BO3-
MOXXHOM, HAYyK O KyJIbType He cyIecTBobasio. Ilo-
HVIMaHVe KOMITIeKca TyMaHUTapHOTro 3HaHMS Kak
TOXJIECTBEHHOI'O Pa3sBUTOMY WIEHeHUIO T'yMaHU-
TapHOVI HayKM, TaK/M oOpas3oM, 3aKjIodaeT B cebe
ommoky mpesenTusma. [ Ilnera n Kaccupepa
3TOT ITpoliecc OblJI COBpeMeHeH, 1 TeM IleHHee X
VIHTYUIIMY B OTHOIIEHMY (PprII0cOPUM KYJIBTY PBIL.
OnHont 13 3a/1a4, CTOABIINX ITepes] HeOKaHTH-
aHCTBOM, ObUIa JIETMTMMAaLVs M3yYeHUsl HayK O
KyJIBType M MX II03HaBaTeJIbHOro craryca. B Tex
YCJIOBUSIX 3TO IIOfIpasyMeBajio M JIerMTVMAIIVIO
aBTOHOMMM cdepbl KYJIBTYPbl BOOOIIe, B 0CODeH-
HOCTM ee T'yMaHMCTHYecKoro Iadoca. Puoco-
dust cumpormyecknx dopm Kaccupepa — 3T0
VICTOpMYecKasl IIOIIbITKA PelnTh JBe 3TU 3ajia-
4y, He BBIOWIpasi B KauecTBe yHMBEPCAIBHOTO Me-
TOfa IPUHIIAIIBI €CTeCTBEHHO-HAyYHOro II03Ha-
HI4 B ero MaTeMaTdeckont popme (Cassirer, 1907,
S. 32—35). IlokasaresibHO, UTO, B OT/IIUME OT BUI-
HeVIIINX IIpefiCTaBuUTeslell HeOKaHTMAaHCTBa, Y
HeTo eCThb Teopwsi MO3HaHMs KYJIBTYPHBIX POpM,
HO HeT KaK TaKOBOVI SKCIUIMIIVPOBAaHHOV METOJIO-
JIOTUM TI03HaHMs BOOOIIe, Ha KOTOPOV OCHOBBI-
BaeTCsl CMBICJI «KOIEPHMKAHCKOIO IIepeBOpOTa»,
ITPOIOJIKeHHOrO HeOKaHTUaHCKOV TpauIiVier.
OcmMbIcsieHVIe 3TOrO haKTa MeeT OOJIbITIoe 3Ha-
yeHwMe JIJIs IOHMMaHVs TPYHIIUIIOB PyHKIIVMOHN-
poBaHMsA (PrII0COPCKOro 3HaHMS TOrO BpPEeMeHM.
ChIrpajio cBOIO pOJIb M MeXeBaHVMe HeOKaHTMaH-
CKVIX IIIKOJI, YCJIOBHOCTD MCTOPUKO-PMIIOCOPCKOro
B3IVIsiJla Ha 3TOT (PeHOMeH B caMOM OOIIeM CMbIC-
ne. OgHako KaHTMaHCKasl KPUTMKa OCHOB ITO3Ha-
Hus Kaccupepa He cTajla METOIMYECKMM PYKO-
BOJICTBOM 151 BceX (prytocodpoB, KOTOPBIX MOYKHO
ObUTO OBI OOBEIVHNTD IO, 30HTVYHBIM TePMVHOM
«HEeOKaHTMAHIIb». 3ajlada COCTOsUIa B TOM, YTO-
OBl ITOCTaBUTBH IIOJ COMHEHWE MaTeMaTIYecKylo
IIPUPOY eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayK KaK eIVHCTBEeHHBIX
HIOIJIVIHHO 3aCiTy>KMBAIOIIVIX TOrO, YTOOBI VIMEHO-
BaTbcsl HayKamut. [11st Hera sTa MbIciTs Oblia ca-
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also implied legitimisation of the autonomy
of the sphere of culture in general, especial-
ly its humanistic pathos. Cassirer’s philoso-
phy of symbolic forms is a historic attempt to
solve these two tasks without choosing as the
universal method the principles of natural
scientific cognition in its mathematical form
(Cassirer, 1907, pp. 32-35). It is noteworthy
that, unlike the foremost representatives of
Neo-Kantianism, he has a theory of cognition
of cultural forms but not an explicit method-
ology of cognition in general which underpins
the “Copernican turn” that the Neo-Kantian
tradition carried on.

Awareness of this fact is important for un-
derstanding the principles of the functioning
of philosophical knowledge of the time. The
distinctions between Neo-Kantian schools and
lack of an established historical-philosophi-
cal view of this phenomenon in a very general
sense also played a part. However, the Kantian
critique of Cassirer’s principles of cognition
did not become a methodological guide for all
the philosophers who could be covered by the
umbrella term “Neo-Kantians”. The task was
to call in question the mathematical nature of
the natural sciences as the only sciences worthy
of that name. For Shpet the idea was self-evi-
dent as a significant part of his philosophical
consciousness. The methodological and cul-
tural autonomy of culture sciences had to ex-
ist and be grounded by means of philosophy
(Shpet, 2016, pp. 216, 384). Cognition and un-
derstanding are inherent in the human being,
so that it is meaningless and absurd to confine
the sphere of cognition to what is not an experi-
ence of a concrete being. In effect, this approach
makes up for the Neo-Kantian “rigor” by ex-
panding the phenomenological understand-
ing of the life-world. The level of development
of knowledge or science does not matter if its
achievements do not lend themselves to human
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MOOYEBVJTHOV, COCTaB/Isisl 3HAYMMYIO YacTh €ro
dumtocodckoro camocosHaHMs. MeTomoormye-
CKasl M KYJIBTypHasi aBTOHOMUS HayK O KYJIBType
JIOJDKHA CYIIeCcTBOBaTh, OBITH 0OOCHOBaHa IIOCpe]I-
crBoM dwtocodpum (Imet, 2016, c. 216, 384). Ilo-
3HaHMe U [IOHVIMaHVe YKOpeHeHEI B UeJloBeKe, I103-
TOMY OrpaHM4MBaTh cpepy MO3HaHMs TeM, UTO He
ABJISIETCS TIepeXXVBaHVeM KOHKPeTHOIO CYIIecTBa,
OeccMbiciieHHO U abcypnHo. B cymnOCcTH, 3TOT
IIOIXOJ], KOMIIEHCHpPYeT HEeOKaHTMAHCKYIO «CTpO-
TOCTb» paciIvipeHreM (PeHOMEeHOJIOITYeCKOro I10-
HVUIMaHMS XV3HeHHoro Mupa. He vimeeT 3HaueHms
yPpOBeHb PasBUTWSA 3HaAHWSA WIM HayKy, ecIn WX
JOCTVDKEHMSI CTAHOBATCS HEIOCTYIIHBI IIOHVMa-
HMIO YesloBeKa. TouHee, OHM He MOTYT CUMTATbCs
eduxcmberno HayIHbIMIL. Cx0Kast KPUTHMKA CIIVIeH-
TUCTCKOTO IIO/IXO/1a, YKasblBalolllas Ha HEBO3MOX-
HOCTh CYMTATh IIpPelesIbHO aOCTpaKTHBIE CXeMbI
00pasIioM HayYHOCTV, ObL/Ia pa3ByITa MHOTO IIO3Xe.

He Bcsikoe mo3HaHMe HauMHAETCS C HayYHOTO
daxTa. OnbIT He TOXeCTBeHeH HayYHOMY (PaKTy.
IlepexxvBaHve He TOXIECTBEHHO OIBITY. Bosmoxk-
HO, TIO3HAeTCsl MUP, VMEIOIINII CBOV IIPVHIINIIBI
OopraHm3aluy, HO MUpP IIO3HaET TOJIBKO YesIoBeK,
IIO3TOMY CTPYKTYPY €ro Io3HaBaTeJIbHOVI aKTWB-
HOCTH TpebyeTcsi yunThIBaTh. bosiee Toro, MMeHHO
3Ta CTPYKTYpa IepBOCTelleHHa 1 COIIePXXUT B cebe
OCHOBBI NTo3HaHM4. [TosHaHMe Ha HayuyHO 1 dU-
710cO(PCKOVI OCHOBE TI0/IpasyMeBaeT pa3BUTYIO Me-
Toposioruio. B camom obiem Buie Hu Kaccupep,
H1 [IrieT He OTXOHOSAT OT 3TMUX ycTaHOBOK. OnHa-
KO TIOCPEJICTBOM YTOUHEHWS YIIPOIIEHHOV CXeMBI
3HaueHN sl [I03HaBaTeJIbHOV aKTVBHOCTM OHV IIPU-
GrvpKaroTCs K TOMY, 4TOOBI ITpeTeH/10BaTh Ha co0-
CTBEHHOe ITIOHMMaHVe prytocodmm.

B yxe ymoMmsHyThIX mokiagax Kaccupepa
KoHIIa 1930-x IT. MBI HaxoOuM ocoboe yKaszaHUe
Ha IIPUMHUMUIINAJIBHYIO MHOTOKOMIIOHEHTHOCTB
VI MHOTOacCIIeKTHOCTb II03HaBaTeJIbHOV ITpaKTU-
k1 gesioBeka (Cassirer, 2011, S. 64). Jlornka Hayk
O KYJIBTYpe BBICTpamBaeTcd KaK IIOHVMaHUe de-
pe3 CMMBOJINYeCcKyIo (popMy. DTa CMMBOJIMYeCKast
dopma yvepriaeT cBOVI MCTOK KaK HaJIMYHBIV PaKT
MIO3HAaHNS B NEPHENTUBHON CTPYKType dUesioBe-
YecKOro CO3HaHMs, KOTOpasi CXBaThIBaeT peajlb-
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understanding. More precisely, they cannot
claim to be solely scientific. A similar critique of
the scientist approach which argues that com-
pletely abstract schemes cannot be supported,
since models of scientificity was not developed
until much later.

Not all cognition begins with a scientific
fact. Experience is not identical to a scientif-
ic fact. Exposure is not identical to experience.
The world as cognised may have its principles
of organisation, but the world is cognised only
by humans, so that the structure of their cogni-
tive activity must be taken into account. More-
over, this structure is primary and contains the
foundations of knowledge. Cognition on a sci-
entific and philosophical basis implies a devel-
oped methodology. In general, both Cassirer
and Shpet adhere to these principles. However,
by tweaking a simplified scheme of the mean-
ing of cognitive activity, they edge closer to
claiming to have their own concept of philos-
ophy. Already in the above-mentioned lectures
that he delivered in the late 1930s Cassirer
points out that human cognitive practice inher-
ently has many components and many aspects
(Cassirer, 2011, p. 64). The logic of culture sci-
ence is based on understanding through sym-
bolic form. The symbolic form draws on the
fact of cognition in the perceptive structure of
the human consciousness which captures re-
ality without dismembering it in accordance
with the entire analytical power of the cogni-
tive apparatus, but perceiving it as a unity. The
symbolic in form is not an accident and not an
aberration to be corrected through a critical
procedure; it is the very condition of cognition
which is incorporated in the individual by the
culture and history in which the individual ex-
ists (ibid., p. 98).

This is one more point of conceptual intersec-
tion between the projects of Shpet and Cassirer.
Thinking about (symbolic) forms as an import-



HOCTB, He pacujleHsisd ee B COOTBETCTBUM CO BCeul
aHaJIMTUYEeCKOV MOIIbIO II03HaBaTeJIbHOrO  all-
rapara, HO BOCIIPVMHIMAas ee KaK He4TO eJIVHOe.
CumBonmueckoe B popMe — 3TO He CJTy4altHOCTh
n He abeppaliyisl, KOTOpPyIO TpebyeTcsi OUMCTUTh
IIOCPeICTBOM KPUTMUYECKOV ITPOIIe/ly Phl, 3TO caMO
yCJIOBUe TIO3HaHMS, KOTOpoe OyKBaJIbHO WMHKOP-
[IOPVPOBAHO B II03HABaTEJIBHYIO HAIlpaBJIeHHOCTh
YeJioBeKa TOVI KYJIBTY POV U VICTOpYUEV], B KOTOPOM
oH cymectsyeT (Ibid., S. 98).

DTO ellle OIHA TOYKa KOHIIENITYaJIbHOTO Iepe-
ceueHnsa Mexy npoektamu IInera 1 Kaccupepa.
MpeiteHvie o (cMBoOIMYecKmx) popMax Kak Baxk-
HOM 3JIeMeHTe YeJIOBeYeCKOV peaylbHOCT OObe-
IOVHLeT IByX priIocodoB B MX IOMBITKE ITPOIOII-
XeHMs prytocodpmmt Kak 0ObeaVHSIONIENT OCHOBBI
4eJIoBeYecKov AesdTesIbHOCTY BooO1ile. HeokanTu-
aHCKVe VI MHOTVie IPyTVie IIPOeKThI TOrO BpeMeHU
TaKXXe VIMeJIM B BUY BaXHOCTb dpvytocodnm, HO
Ba)KHOCTB (prytocodmmt He Kak dpriocodpnm, a Kak
MeTozosioruy nosHaHus. Crpemscsk yoepeub du-
J10cOPUIO OT HATMCKa SKCIIePVIMEeHTaIbHOIO ecTe-
CTBO3HaHV, HEOKaHTVAHIIBI CJIVIIIKOM ee OrpaHM-
gy Cama e dpvtocodnst TODKHa ObUIa CTaTh
TeM, UTO MOIJIEXUT TaKOMY JKe UjleHeHUIO, KaK U’
ecrecTBeHHBbIe Haykn. Ecii copmysmposats 310
KpaTKo B TepMuHax dputocodpunt ncropum puio-
codmu Illnera, To 3amavda dprstocoda cocTouT He
B TOM, YTOOBI CIIVeHTU3MPOBaTh drsiocoduio, a B
TOM, YTOOBI COXPaHUTBH CBA3b MeXY prstocodmert
I HayKOVi, BEPHYTh ee K MIUPY uejioBeKa U KYJIbTY-
pet (Kaccupep, 2002, c. 9; ImreT, 1914, c. 2).

[lepen B3MISAOM Ha MMUpP CTOUT 3ajada CHU-
CTeMaTM3MpoBaTh ¥ Kilaccuduiposarb Oorart-
CcTBO pOpM, IOCTYIHBIX HAaIleMy BOCIIPUSTUIO.
Ho He TOJIBKO cucTeMaTU3MpPOBaTh M OOBIACHUTH
(oTa dwtocodpckad 3a7adya Ha CTOPOHE UeJIoBeKa).
Tpebyetcsi, K0osIb CKOPO MBI ypaBHMBaeM B 3Haue-
HWY ecTeCTBeHHO-HayYHoOe IT03HaHVe 1 II03HaHe
KYJIBTYPHBIX (POpPM, OOBSICHUTH MHOrooOpasve
CYIIeCTBYIOIIeVI KV3HY, IIPOINUTh CBET Ha CIIOH-
TAaHHOCTH €€ WM3MEHEHWI. Cnez[yfomeﬁ 3aaden
CTaHeT ¥ OTHeceHMe K IleHHocTu. Obpariasch K
paboTaM cOBpeMeHHOVI eMy OMOJIOriy, OMVparo-
Ievicsi Ha pabOTBI TOJUIaHICKOro OOoTaHMKa Xyro

N.B. Afanasov

ant element of human reality is what the two
philosophers share in their attempt to perpetu-
ate philosophy as a uniting basis of human activ-
ity in general. Neo-Kantian and many other pro-
jects of that time also recognised the importance
of philosophy, but philosophy not as philosophy
but as methodology of cognition. Seeking to pro-
tect philosophy against the onslaught of experi-
mental natural science, Neo-Kantians limited it
too much. Philosophy itself was to be subject to
dismemberment like the natural sciences. To put
it in a nutshell in terms of Shpet’s history of phi-
losophy, the philosopher’s task is not to synthe-
sise philosophy, but to preserve the connection
between philosophy and science (Cassirer, 1957,
p- XVL Shpet, 1991, p. 176).

The worldview has the task of systematising
and classifying the diversity of forms accessible
to our perception. But not only to systematise
and explain (that philosophical task is devoted
to the human being). As long as we put cognition
of cultural forms on a par with cognition in nat-
ural science it is necessary to explain the diver-
sity of existing life and shed light on the spon-
taneity of its changes. The next task is reference
to value. Drawing on the biology of his time —
which was based on the works of the Dutch bot-
anist Hugo de Vries (1848 —1935), who developed
the mutation theory which led to the genetic no-
tion of the development of the living forms —
Cassirer arrives at conclusions that are import-
ant for him (Cassirer, 2011, p. 39). The concept of
incremental change simplifies the real picture
and does not capture how life develops in reali-
ty. Evolution may make leaps that bring a qual-
itative change to a life form. Since it has to do
with mutation, it is unpredictable. We are deal-
ing already with the preservation of accumulat-
ed variability, which testifies to the operability of
acquired features.

Attention to the mutational theory is not acci-
dental, nor is the fact that Cassirer turned to bi-
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e ®pwusa (1848 —1935), paspabarbiBaBIIiero MyTa-
LIVIOHHYIO TEOPUIO, KOTOpas Jleryla B OCHOBY T'eHe-
TUYECKOTO IIPENICTABIIEHIS O PasBUTUN (POPM K-
Boro, Kaccupep npmxoauT K 3HaYMMBIM 115 ceOst
BeiBoriaM (Cassirer, 2011, S. 39). ITpencrasieHne o
IIOCTETIeHHOM HAaKOIIJIEHWV VI3MeHeHU YIIpOoIlia-
eT peaJIbHYIO KapTMUHY, He OXBaTbIBaeT TOro, KaK
pasBMBaeTCs XIM3Hb Ha caMoM Jiejie. B paMkax 3Bo-
JIIOLIUM MOXET IIPOVICXOAUTH CKadoK, KauyecTBeH-
HO MEHSIOMIN XM3HeHHYyI0 dpopMmy. TTockorbky
pedb naeT o MyTaluy, OH HellpercKasyeM. Mpl
VIMeeM [1eJI0 yXKe C COXpaHeHMeM HaKOIJIeHHOV
VM3MEeHYMBOCTY, KOTOpasl CBUETeIbCTBYeT O pa-
GoTocriocoOHOCTI TPHOOPeTEeHHBIX ITPVI3HAKOB.
BammManme x MYTaIIMIOHHOVI TeOpUM HeCTyJdan-
HO, KaK 1 BooOrie obparmenme Kaccupepa x Oumo-
jormu. buoriormyeckass HOPMaTMBHOCTB  371€Ch
OYeBMIHBIM O0Opa3soM IIpeTeHAyeT Ha TO, UTO-
ObI 3aMecTUTHh MaTeMaTumdecKyto. [lepsasi mMoxeT
OBITH OIVICaHa ITIOCPEICTBOM BTOPOV, HO ee JMHa-
MMKa MOXeT OBbITh JIUIIIb BEPOSTHOCTHOV. MyTa-
LIVIOHHAs Teopus — CIIaCUTeJTbHAs COJIOMMHKA,
3a KOTOpylo XBaraercsi Kaccupep, mbITasick m1o-
CTVYb CBOEVI IIeJIV II0 OTCTaVBaHWIO aBTOHOMMUM
He TOJIBKO HayK O KYJIBTYpe, HO M HayK O IIpu-
pore 1 B KoHe4YHOM nTore dpwiocodpum. Kyery-
pa HeMbIcIMMa 0e3 maen CIIOHTAHHOCTY, CaMo-
LIEHHBIX (QBTOHOMHBIX) TI0 CBO€VI TIprpozie popM.
@opM, KOTOpBIEe MOT'YT OBITH Pa3IMYHbI Ha MHIN-
BUIyaJIbHOM yPOBHE, HO COXpaHSIIOT oOmmit oo-
pa3 B paMKax MCTOPVUYECKM CYIIeCTBYIOIIero oo-
pasoBanus: «Ha ypoBHe MHIOMBUAYaIBHON pedn
Hal0JIIofIaeTcs: pasHOOOpasye 1 M3MEeHYMBOCTD, Ha
yPpOBHE CHMBOJINYECKIX POPM SI3bIKa — €IVHOO-
Opasne 1 nocrosHCTBO» (KHs13eBa, 2019, c. 31; op-
dorp. ncnp. — H.A.). CrioHTaHHBIE OTKJIOHEHMS
He TOX/eCTBeHHBI CJIyYalHbIM, KOJIb CKOPO MM
XBaTaeT CUJI JIJISI TOTO, YTOOBI COXPAaHUTBCS V1 OBITH
3adpmkcrpoBaHHbIMI. KysibTypa 11 ee dutocodmst
371eCh OTJIMYHBI OT 0OoJlee XaOTMYIHOro Mupa Ovmo-
JIOTMYecKoV XM3HW. Peanvsanys cjrydarHOCT,
ee 3aKpelUIeHle CBU/IETEIIbCTBYET O BO3MOKHOCTY
3TOV KyJIBTypHOM (popMbl cyiiectBoBatrhb. [Ipo-
O71ema miepexofia B Apyromut por (petdfaotg eig GANo
YEVOG) TI0jTy4aeT B pvyIocopmm CMMBOJIMYECKIX
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ology. Biological normativity obviously claims to
supplant mathematical normativity. The former
can be described via the latter, but its dynamics
can only be probabilistic. The mutational theory
is the saving straw which Cassirer seizes in his
attempt to uphold the autonomy not only of cul-
ture sciences, but also the sciences of nature and,
ultimately, philosophy. Culture is unthinkable
without the idea of spontaneity, of intrinsically
valuable (autonomous) forms. Forms that may
differ at the individual level, but retain a com-
mon image in the framework of the historical-
ly existing education: “At the level of individual
speech there is diversity and variability, at the
level of symbolic forms of language there is uni-
formity and constancy” (Knyazeva, 2019, p. 31).
Spontaneous deviations are not identical to acci-
dental ones insofar as they are strong enough to
endure and be fixed. In that respect culture and
philosophy differ from the chaotic world of bio-
logical life. Realisation of an accident and its fix-
ation show that a given cultural form is viable.
The problem of changing the genus (petdpaotg
eig GAAo yévog) gets a special interpretation in
the philosophy of symbolic forms. Spontaneity
of change, the mystery of the birth of the new are
balanced because becoming a fact of cognition
or culture is governed by organic laws. Symbol-
ic forming is subordinate to the common logic of
language and culture (Cassirer, 1925, pp. 70-71).
They should be consulted when considering the
value of cognition.

The idea of form is not that new forms are
emerging, but that the existing forms produce
new forms, owing to spontaneity limited by the
laws of consolidation and balancing that are
inherent in any culture at any time. The new
objects that come into existence develop in history
and in language to become perceptions and
form trains of associations. I have stressed the
importance of reference to antique philosophy
for Shpet. It is important also for Cassirer, but in



dopMm ocobyro mHTeprperalnio. CIIOHTAaHHOCTh
M3MeHeHVs, TallHa POXIeHVsl HOBOIO ypaBHOBe-
IIVBAIOTCA TeM, UTO CTaHOBJIeHVe paKTOM IT03Ha-
HVS VWIN KYJIBTYPbl IIOAYMHEHO OpraHnYecKrM
3akoHaM. CumMBoiIMueckoe dopMupoBaHMe IIOf-
4YMHeHO o0IIer JIorvKe g3blka 1 KysIbsTypbl (Kac-
cupep, 2000, c. 377). VIMeHHO K HVUM cJleftyeT oOpa-
IIIaThCs, Pa3MBIIILIAS O LIEHHOCTY TIO3HaHW.

Vnes ¢opMbI He B TOM, UTO IIOSIBJISIOTCS HO-
Bble (POPMBI, @ B TOM, UTO CyIIlecTByIomie ¢op-
MBI TIOCPEJICTBOM CIIOHTAHHOCTM, OrpaHYeHHO
3aKOHaMM 3aKpeIUleHUs ¥ ypaBHOBeIIVBaHWs,
OpPraHMYHBIMI I BCSIKOW KYJIBTYPBL U BpeMe-
H, 00pa3yioT HOBble (POPMBL. BHOBb BO3HMKIIIVIE
IIpeIMeTHI J1ajlee Pa3BMBAIOTCS B ICTOPUN U SI3bI-
Ke, OHV CTaHOBATCS NeplenuusaMy, PopMUPYIOT
accolMaTUBHBIV PAll KyJIbTYypbl. MBI yXe roso-
PWIV O BaXHOCTU pedepeHTHOV IO3UIUM aH-
TraHov drtococpum it [lnera. Baxxna ona un
mist Kaccupepa, HO B ipyrom cMbicite. Hemerkin
dwiocodp oTMeudaeT 3HaueHVe apVICTOTeIVaH-
CKOVI MJIeV KaTeropwvi, IIPOBOs MapajuIesiv MeX-
1y dopmMaMu 1 KaTeropusiMiu. BakHocTb yueHMS
Apucrotend npusHasail u Lner:

3avacTyIo 3TO CTpeMIIeHIe PyCccKoi Prioco-
dnu K 11eJIbHOMY 3HaHMIO BO3BOIAT K [ImaTony,
HO B JJaHHOM cJIy4ae, KOJIb CKOPO peydb UjieT O Me-
TOJI0JIOTMYEeCKOM CO3HAaHWMM HayKM, HaM BakKHO,
YTO B OTeUeCTBeHHOV Pry10codmyt ObUIV ITOTIBIT-
KV YBUJIETh VICTOKM TaKOTO IIOHVIMaHMs 3HaHMs
B TBOp4YecTBe Apucrorens. Tak, Ier, mpakTu-
YecKy HallepeKOp pacHpOoCTpaHeHHBIM Torza
TpaKTOBKaM JIOTMKIM ApPUCTOTeIs KaK popMalb-
HOVI, BBIXOJIAIlMBaIOIell cofep kaHue, paccMa-
TpuBaeT (POPMaJIbHYIO JIOTUKY ApPUCTOTeIIS KakK
HayKy o cpeficTBax BblpaxkeHws sHaHus ([1lenpu-
Ha, [Tpyxmnnn, 2020, c. 23).

MBp1I ojy1araeM, 4To pe3yJIbTaThl CpaBHEHMS ITO-
XOJIOB HEMEITKOI'O I PyccKoro ¢pmiocodoB K perie-
HWIO OFHOW 3aJa4n O ITIOCTPOEHWM €IVMHOVI, He-
viepapXyecKyl OpraHM30BaHHOV TeOopuUM HaykK
JIeMOHCTPUPYIOT Ipeo0siajlaHyie KOHBEpPreHTHOV
TeHAeHITMM U PaKTUIecK HMUBEIVPYIOT IVUCKYP-
CUBHYIO IMBepreHuyio. [Ijsi oGoCHOBaHMS aBTO-
HOMHOCTYU KYJIBTYPHBIX (PeHOMeHOB 1 uX ¢opM
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a different sense. Cassirer notes the importance
of the Aristotelian idea of categories, drawing
parallels between forms and categories. Shpet,
too, recognised the importance of Aristotle’s
doctrine:

Often the striving of Russian philosophy for
integral knowledge is traced to Plato, but in our
case, insofar as we speak about methodological
consciousness of science, it is important that
Russian philosophy should try to see the
sources of this understanding of knowledge in
the work of Aristotle. Thus Shpet, practically in
defiance of the then widespread interpretations
of Aristotle’s logic as formal, bereft of content,
sees Aristotle’s formal logic as a science of the
means of expressing knowledge (Shchedrina
and Pruzhinin, 2020, p. 23).

I believe that the comparison of the approaches
of the German and Russian philosophers to one
and the same task of developing a single, non-
hierarchically organised theory of sciences
demonstrates the prevalence of the convergent
trend and effectively annuls discursive
divergence. Cassirer needs the mutational theory
to ground the autonomy of cultural phenomena
and their forms. To prevent the mutational theory
looking like fluctuation in scientific knowledge,
he turns not to the classification of sciences and
methods, but to historically understandable
philosophy, i.e. does precisely what Shpet does:
he links the logic of cognition with the history
of the spirit of the philosophy which is the first
and most complete reflection. The conceptual
toolkits of the two philosophers are of course
very different. But they are very close in that
they eschew stereotypes of methodological
thinking: they try not to yield to the temptation
of making structurally organised maps of
sciences (cognition). Which brings us to the
initial task Neo-Kantianism put before the two
philosophers: to give a philosophical image of
the world that would reflect the development of
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Kaccupepy TpeOyetcst myTarinoHHas Teopus. s
TOrO YTOOBI MyTAaIIVIOHHAsl TeOpWs He BBIIVIsAIIesIa
drrykTyarmer B Hay4HOM ITO3HAHWUV, OH obparllia-
eTcs He K KJlaccdvKalyy HayK U MeTOIOB, HO K
VICTOPVYeCKM TIOHATON (prytocodmy, TO eCThb esia-
eT OyKBaJIbHO TO, uTO flesiaeT IlImeT: yBs3bIBaeT j1o-
T'MIKy TIO3HaHWMA C UCTOpUeN yxa, TIepBbIM 1 Hau-
Oortee TIOJIHBIM OTpakeHVEeM KOTOPOIO SIBJISeTCs
durtocodpus. TloHATMIIHBIV aTnapaTr AByX uio-
copoB, BHe BCAKOTO COMHEHMs, OT/INYaeTCs 3Ha-
uprerbHO. Ho B cBOel1 yacTy YKJIOHeHMs OT CTe-
peoTuIM3alumMy  MeTOHOJIONMYeCKOro  MBIITUIEHS
OHV HeOOBIKHOBEHHO OJIVI3KM: 3TO CTpeMJIeHVe 13-
Gexarp cobrasHa IOCTPOeHMs KapT HayK (IIO3Ha-
HMsl), 0OCOOEHHBIM 00pa3oM CTPYKTYypPHO OpraHu-
30BaHHBIX. B 3TOM acriekTe MbI BO3BpalllaeMcs K
VI3Ha4YaJIbHOM 3ajiade, KOTOPYIO Iieper AByMs pu-
s1ocodpaMy TIOCTaBMJIO HEOKAHTUAHCTBO: JaTh u-
s1ocodcKmvi 00pa3 Mypa, KOTOPBIV OTBedasl ObI pas-
BUTIIO HayK U VX BO3pacTaroller crelam3aliui.
HeokanTtnanckoe BimmsHme v Ha Illmera, v Ha Kac-
cupepa COCTOUT B OCO3HaHMY Ba)KHOCTV TOVI 3a/ia-
4n, ¢ KOTOPOVI CTOJIKHYJIach MapOyprckas IIKoria,
TO eCThb OOBeKTMBM3allNY OOBeKTa IO3HaHVS BHe
OLIYIIIeHWVI, KOTOpbIe HeJIOCTaTOYHBbI, V1 BHE MIeU O
«Ber camor 1o cede» (Immrpuesa, 2007, c. 15—16).

ITorsiTNe «pOpMBI», TaKMM OOpa3oM, SIBJISET-
Csl KJIIOYEBBIM CBSA3YIOIIVIM 3B€HOM MeX]y Hey-
JIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTBIO HEOKaHTWAHCTBOM, IIpU-
HSATVEM ero KJII04eBOro KpUTMYecKoro madoca
¥ TIOCTAHOBKOWI 3a/lauy B HOBOM Mupe. VcTopu-
KO-P110cop KMt UCTOK «POpM» M3BeCTEH — 3TO
KOHIIEIIIVV HeMEITKOTO POMaHTM3Ma C €r0 OpUIu-
HaJIBHBIM (PMIJIOCOPCKMM B3ITIAI0M Ha Mup. [
IIIreta 5TO HECOMHEHHBII OPVEHTMpP. TaKOBBIM
oH Obw1 1 W1t Kaccupepa. Ipyroe mesto, uto Kac-
cUpep OTXOOUT OT IIPSIMOVI OIOPBI Ha MBICIIb [€Te
u I'ymbGosbaTa, coxpaHss 3aJaHHBIVI MU BEKTOP
Vb B oOimx vepTax. He crpagas aHTuciven-
TU3MOM, HO COfIep>KaTeJIbHO oOpaIasichk K JOCTV-
JKEHVISIM eCcTecTBO3HaHMsA (pabotsl Xyro [de ®pu-
3a, SIkoba ¢doH VIKckiois) B 00J1acTM reHeTHKM,
Kaccupep mHaxommuT criocod mpemyioXuTh aiabrep-
HaTVBHBIVI MarMCTpajbHOMY Pa3BUTHIO HEOKaH-
TUAHCKOM pritocopmmt IIPOeKT BO33PeHUIT Ha
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sciences and their growing specialisation. Neo-
Kantian influence on Shpet and Cassirer consists
in their consciousness of the importance of the
task that confronted the Marburg school, ie.
objectification of the object of cognition outside
sensations, which are insufficient, and outside
the idea of “the thing in itselt” (Dmitrieva, 2007,
pp. 15-16).

Thus, the concept of “form” is the key link
between dissatisfaction with Neo-Kantian-
ism, the adoption of its inherent critical pa-
thos and the setting of the task in a new world.
The historical-philosophical source of “forms”
is known to be German Romanticism with its
original view of the world. This is undoubted-
ly a reference point for Shpet. And the same
is true of Cassirer. It is another question that
Cassirer does not directly refer to the thought
of Goethe and Humboldt while following that
vector in general. Not being afflicted by an-
ti-scientism, but substantively drawing on the
achievements of the natural sciences (the works
of Hugo de Vries, Jakob von Uexkiill) in the
tield of genetics, Cassirer proposes a view of
culture and the diversity of human life that is
an alternative to the mainstream Neo-Kantian
philosophy. Life itself, not reducible to the psy-
cho-physical, but existing in history and cul-
ture, was for Shpet and for Cassirer the main
problem around which the polemic with other
traditions revolved.

%ok 3%

I submit that what prompted Shpet and
Cassirer to turn to the question of the philo-
sophical, symbolic nature of cognition was the
problem and the task the preservation of which
is more important than the hypothetical solu-
tion that can be achieved. Mathematisation of
knowledge and model schematisation of cog-
nition that seek to unify and erect a single ed-
ifice of science should not be an end in itself.



KYJIBTY Py ¥ MHOrOOOpasvie 4ejIoBeuecKov KXIM3HM.
Cama 3Ta X13HB, Hepeaylypyemas K Icuxodmsu-
YeCKOMY, HO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIasl B ICTOPWUY U KYJIBTY-
pe, npencrassia gy llnera n Kaccupepa rias-
HYIO ITpo0JIeMy, BOKPYT KOTOPOVI BbICTpayBalach
TI0JIeMMKa C IPyTVIMU TPaaVILIVISIMIAL

*® % X

Mpl 1os1araeM, 4To 3a OpUIMHaJIBHBIM OOpa-
menveM Illnera 1 Kaccupepa k Borpocy o dpu-
J10COCKOV, CIMBOJIMYECKOV ITPUpPOfIe TTO3HaHM
CTOUT mIpobJieMa, 3ajada COXpaHEHMs KOTOPOU
BaykKHee TOI'o I'MIIOTeTUYeCKOro pelleHms, K KOTo-
POMY MOXXHO ITpymTH. MaTemaTv3saliys 3HaHUS 1
oOpasIioBasi cxeMaTu3alyis MO3HAHM, VIMEOIIe
riepes; cobom Uaer YHUMUKALUU Y CTPOUTEIb-
CTBa €VHOIO 3[1aHMs HayKy, He JOJDKHBI CTaHO-
BUTBCS caMollesIblo. MaremaTusamnus 3HaHUA O
Mupe BakKHa B HayKax O IpUpoze, HO He YHUBEp-
caJIbHa B HayKax O JIyxe M TeM Oojiee B pmIIOCO-
dun. CMpIcsIOBass MHTEHIIMIOHAJIBHOCTD, TO €CTh
VICTOPMYECKN U KYJIBTYPHO OOyCJIOBJIEHHOE OTHO-
IIeHVe K MUpY, epBuyHa. Ved Toro, 4ro 310 He
IIPOCTO JIO3YHI, HY Ha YeM He OCHOBaHHBIV, a KO
BCeMY ITpoYeMy U JIETKO HOJIBepraeMbIi KPUTHKe,
OCHOBbIBaeTCs Ha (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKO WHTY-
UM ¥ 0OBEKTVBHO HaOITIOHaeMoVt KyJIbTy PHOV
CJIOKHOCTU. ecTpyKTUBHBIV 1TadOC peBOJIIOIIN-
OHHOIO PpasjesieHuss dwiocopum M IO3HAHUS
6wt ouesmzeH u Hlnery, u Kaccupepy.

ITocTaHOBKa BoITpOca 00 VMCTOPUYECKON allpu-
OPHOCTM (CMMBOJIMYECKMX) (POPM SIBJIsI€TCS OTHOM
"3 KJIo4eBbIX Hosaumii dpwiocodpum Ilnera n
Kaccnpepa. IlpensamaHHOCTh KOHTEKCTa peyliv-
PYyeTcsi B X MBICJIVI He K TOMY, UTO JIOJDKHO OBITH
yIIpasgHeHO, a K TOMY, YTO JIOJDKHO CTaTh IIpeMe-
TOM pedIIeKCIM VI OCMBICIIEH NS, B TpaHUIIaX KOTO-
POT0 OCyIIIeCTBIsieTcs [IO3HaHMe U (BOC)IIPOM3BO/I-
CTBO (PrIT0COPCKOrO BOIIPOIIaHMS, COIeprKalIllero
B cebe CMBICIT KyJIBTYPHOV U ITO3HaBaTeJIbHOM JIe-
arenpHOCcTH. [ToaTomy Kaccupep ¢ Takim nHTepe-
COM ¥ yBakeHVeM IOBOPUT O CaMOLIeHHOCTW MMU-
dwugeckoro cosHanwms, a Illnet, B cBoro odepens,
OpU3bIBaeT C yBakeHVeM OTHOCUTBLCS VIMEHHO K
VICTOPMYECKOMY KOHTEKCTY, OCHOBOVI ITOHVIMaHs
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Mathematisation of knowledge of the world is
important in the natural sciences, but it is not
universal in the sciences of the spirit, still less
in philosophy. Sense intentionality, i.e. a his-
torically and culturally conditioned attitude to
the world, is primary. The notion that it is not
merely an unsubstantiated slogan which does
not stand up to criticism, stems from phenom-
enological intuition and objectively observed
complexity of culture. Both Shpet and Cassirer
were aware of the destructive pathos of revolu-
tionary separation of philosophy and cognition.

Raising the question of historical a priori
character of (symbolic) forms was one of the
ground-breaking ideas of Shpet and Cassirer.
They reduce the givenness of the context not to
what should be canceled, but to what should
become an object of reflection and understand-
ing within which cognition and (re)production
of philosophical inquiry takes place and which
constitutes the meaning of cultural and cogni-
tive activity. That is why Cassirer speaks with
interest and respect about the intrinsic value
of mythical consciousness, and Shpet, for his
part, urges the need to respect historical context
which cannot be understood without the histo-
ry of thought i.e. philosophy. Shpet’s interest in
language (Shpet, 2007, pp. 220-223), history and
the social, understood in a non-instrumental
way, should be seen as an original attempt to
give one’s own answer to the Neo-Kantian ap-
proach to the question. Back not only to Kant,
but to the matters that are important to us.

One of the most valuable parts of the legacy
of Shpet and Cassirer is the applied aspect of
their intuition about the structure of symbolic
reality. Shpet develops an interest in literature
and aesthetics in accordance with his philo-
sophical concept of the structure of symbolic
reality. Cassirer’s works on the theory of cul-
ture are always close to cultural anthropology,
but are imbued with profound respect for the
idea of wholeness and diversity of world forms:



H.b. Apanacos

KOTOPOTO SIBJISIETCS VICTOPWS MBICIIV, TO €CTh (u-
socodun. VaTepec Ilera K s13b1ky (LmeT, 2007,
c. 220—223), vicTopun ¥ HEMHCTPYMeHTaJIbHO I10-
HSTOMY COLIMaJIBHOMY HY)KHO TIOHVIMaThb KaK Opy-
I'MHAJIBHYIO TIOHNBITKY IaTh COOCTBEHHBIVI OTBET
Ha HeOKaHTMAaHCKYIO IIOCTAaHOBKY Borpoca. Hasaz
K Ba)KHBIM [IJIs1 HaC BelllaM, a He ToJIbKO K KaHTy.

OnHa M3 camBIX IIEHHBIX YacTeVl Hacemys
[Ireta n Kaccupepa cocTOUT B IPUKIIaHOM IPU-
JIOKEHU VX HTYVIIVV 00 YCTPOVICTBE CIMBOJIN-
YecKOV peasIbHOCTH. B cooTBeTcTBUM C dpvstocod-
CKVM IIOHMMAaHVeM YCTPOVICTBA CHMBOJIVMYECKOV
peanbHOCTH pasBuBaeTcs nHTepec Llnera x snTe-
patype, acretuke. Paborsl Kaccupepa o teopun
KYJIBTYPbI Bcerfa OIV3KM KYJIBTYPHOV aHTPOIIO-
JIOTMV, OHAKO BBIIIOJIHEHBI C IIIYOOKMM yBaXke-
HVIEeM K Mjiee 11eJIOCTHOCTY VI MHOT000pasnis (popM
Mmpa: «...MIMEHHO CMBOJITYecKe (popMbl “TIper-
craByleHns” ¥ “3HadeHMs” OAOT HaM JOCTYI K
“obvexTmBHOM” pevicTBUTENIBHOCTI...» (Kaccm-
pep, 2002, c. 87). IlpogyKTuBHOCTE OMOsIOrVIYe-
ckmx MeTadop B Hayke g1 [lnera 1 Kaccupepa
OTIMYaIach OT JIOHAPBMHOBCKVIX OPTaHMIIVCT-
ckmx Teopuit. OCHOBHas IIeHHOCTb KOHIIEIITyaIb-
HBIX HOIXOA0B 3TNX PMII0COPOB COCTOUT MMEHHO
B TOM, YTO OHV CMOIJIV IIPOYyBCTBOBAaTh V1 peasIn-
30BaTh MOTPEOHOCTH B OTIIMYHOM, HO BCe TaK ke
Hay4yHOM nofxope. Ilo3aHee, yxe B coBpeMeHHO
dwtocopmy HayKy, IOTeHIIMAJI X VHTYWUIIUN
ObUI peasTn30BaH B JPYroM KiIode (B TOM YNCIIe B
IIPOEKTe SBOJTIOITVIOHHOVI IIVICTEMOJIOT VM)

Eme pa3s B3mIsiHeM Ha IpenjIoKeHHBIN
H.A. [IMuTpmeBont KpuTepum poracTBa KaHTOB-
CKOTO yUeHMs 11 HeOKaHTMaHCKOV dpvitocodpmm:

[TpyHIMIMAaIbHEIM  MOMEHTOM, I103BOJISIIO-
IIIVIM TOBOPUTE O 0e3yCIIOBHOM POJICTBE HEOKaH-
TraHcTBa ¢ dpwtocodpment Kanra, To ects ToM ca-
MoV «0yKkB0il» VIV «0yX0M» KQaHTOBCKOTO YUeHNs,
ITOJDKeH cumTaThes, o MHeHMIo [.B. Tes3asmse,
«konepHukanckutl nobopom». <...> ...Ha mom
B3IJIsA/, HeOOXOMMO 100aBUTh [K HeMy | mpu3Ha-
HUe «OTPaHMYeHHOCTV ITO3HaHMA BO3MOXXHBIM
OIIBITOM» VI «OTKa3 OT MeTaU3NIeCcKIX IIOCTPO-
eHNV KaK BBIXOIAIIMX 32 PaMKM BO3MOYKHOTO
ombiTa» (IMutpuesa, 2007, c. 41 —42).
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“[...] it is the symbolic functions of ‘presenta-
tion” and ‘signification” that creates access to
that “objective’ reality [...]” (Cassirer, 2020,
p- 118). For Shpet and for Cassirer the produc-
tiveness of biological metaphors in science dif-
fered from pre-Darwinian organicist theories,
their main value consisting in that they sensed
the need for a different, but still scientific ap-
proach. Later, in modern philosophy of science,
the potential of their intuitions was realised in
a different way (including the project of evolu-
tionary epistemology).

Let us take one more look at the criterion of
kinship between Kant’s doctrine and Neo-Kan-
tian philosophy, proposed by Nina A. Dmitrie-
va (2007, pp. 41-42):

The fundamental fact that proves beyond
doubt the kinship of Neo-Kantianism and
Kant’s philosophy, i.e. the “letter” or “spirit”
of Kant’s doctrine, must be, in the view of
G.V. Tevzadze, “the Copernican turn”. [...] in
my opinion, we should add “the limitation
of cognition to possible experience” and
“renunciation of metaphysical theories as going
beyond the framework of possible experience”.

On the strength of this presentation, it is
clear that the philosophies both of Cassirer
and Shpet meet this criterion in “spirit”, which
does not make them identical to Neo-Kantian
theories. This means only one thing: these two
thinkers are an example of how the history of
thought develops, proceeding, on the one hand,
from the questions raised by Kant and, on the
other hand, from the problems created by the
answers that have been given to those ques-
tions.
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