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IIOYEMY HIITIET "1 I'YCCEPJIb
BECEJOBAJIV O KAHTE?
(ITO MATEPVIAJTIAM APXVBA)

T.T. I1ledpuna’?, U. O. Illedpuna’

B npouecce pabomv. ¢ apxubnvimu mamepuaramu
I'yemaBa I'yemaBobuua Ilnema oonum u3 abmopob Ha-
cmosiuetl cmamovu 0blAu HATlOeHbl mempadu 6 uepHblx
0ba0:xKax, 8 xomopwix oH 6 pasHoe Bpems Bea sanucu
(om camonabda00enus 0o npedBapumesvHvix Gopmyau-
pobox muicaeil, Boweduwiux Bnocaedcmbuu 6 mom uiu
unom 6 Bude 6 onybdaukxobarnsie uiu nodeomabaubaemoie
K nybaukayuy mpyowl). B o0Hou us maxux mempadei
oxasascs «[neBnux 1913 e00a», 2de codepxamca oueHs
Kpamxkue, HANUCAHHblE MOPONAUBLIM NOUEPKOM 3amen-
Ku nepuoda wHenocpedcmBenrozo obujenus Illnema c
Domyndom T'yccepaem, JIvbom IllecmoBeim, Hamarveit
T'yuxobott u Op. Ilonumanue cmvicaa 3moil cKOponucy
mpe0yerm eepmeHeBmuueckoul pexkoHcmpyxkyuu, 6xarua-
toujetl xporoaoeuteckoe conocmabaenue sanucetl «[lneb-
Huka 1913 eoda» c Opyeumu apxubHvIMU MamepuaLamu
(LInema u e2o cobecednuxob), a marxe onydaukoBan-
HolMu 6 me 200bt npousbedenusmu Inema u I'yccepas.
Cmamus npedcmabasem pe3yavmam 2epmeneBmu4eckorl
pexoHcmpyKyuu 00Hotl 3anucu, 20e npuBooumcs mema
paseobopa — o Kanme u cpernomenonoeuu, — cocmo-
AButecocs mexdy IInemom u I'yccepaem 30 (17) urons
1913 e. ABmopw: nocaedobamenvto packpsibaiom 60o3-
MOXKHble co0epiKamenvHble memamuieckue nAaCHivl ux
uHmesrexmyasvroi becedvl, akyeHmupys GHumanue Ha
«KAHMOBCKOU OuAeMME», <IMEeOPUl OMPAXKEHUS», «HCU-

“u

xoa0eusme», «yucmom “a”», «Oericmbumervnocmuy» u
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WHY DID SHPET AND HUSSERL
TALK ABOUT KANT?
(BASED ON ARCHIVE MATERIALS)

T. G. Shchedrina, 1. O. Shchedrina’

While working on the archive materials of Gustav
Gustavovich Shpet, one of the authors of this article
came across notebooks in black covers in which, over
the years, he had made entries (ranging from self-ob-
servations to tentative formulations of his thoughts
which became part in one form or another of works
that were later published or prepared for publication.
One such notebook was the “1913 Diary”, which con-
tains hurried jottings belonging to the period when
Shpet was in direct communication with Edmund
Husserl, Lev Shestov, Natalia Guchkova and others.
Understanding the meaning of these hasty notes re-
quires hermeneutic reconstruction, including chrono-
logical comparison of the “1913 Diary” with other
archive materials (dating from Shpet and his inter-
locutors) as well as the works of Shpet and Husserl
published at that time. The article presents the results
of the hermeneutic reconstruction of one entry which
deals with the theme of the conversation about Kant
and phenomenology that took place between Shpet
and Husserl on 30 (7) June 1913. The authors sequen-
tially uncover the possible thematic layers of their
intellectual conversation, dwelling on such topics as

”voou /a7

“the Kantian dilemma”, “the reflection theory”, “psy-
chologism”, “pure ego”, “reality” and “experience”.
Each problem involves, in one way or another, their

assessment of Kant's philosophical journey (especially
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«onvime». ITpu 3mom kaxoas npobaema Brarouaem, max
uAU uHAade, UX oueHKy kanmobckozo nymu 6 pusocopuu
(ocobenro 8 meopuu nosnanus). B kauecmbe axmyasvro-
20 coBpementoeo konmexcma Bvicmynaem pusocodpus
U Memo0oA02Us HAYKU, NOCKOAbKY «paseobop» Illnema
u I'yccepas nosBossem ceco0Hs nepeocMbicAUmsb makue
BaxcHvie npobaembl 3motl 0baacmu 3HAHUA, KaAK «des06e-
KOpaA3MePHOCHIb», «UCTOPUIM» U NPeeMCIBeHHOCTb.

KaroueBvoie croBa: I 1linem, 3. I'yccepav, V. Kanm,
heromenosoeus, apxub, pexoHcmpykuyus, gurocopus
HAYKU, HeA06eKopasMepHOCHID

K «dpenomenonormueckomy» mepmony (1912—
1914) wmHTervIeKTyasibHOV Oworpadum ['ycrasa
I'ycraBoBynua Illlera MOXXKHO OTHECTM 4YeThIpe W3
«Yepubix Terpanern»4. Ilepsas Terpamp — 3TO
«dueBHuK 1913 ropma», BO BTOpOM copepXKarcs
KOHCIIeKTBbI JIEKLIWI 11 ceMMHapoB O. ['yccepisad, a B
TpeThelt 1 YeTBepTO — HaOpOCKY, (POopMyIIpoB-
K11 ITpo0JIeM ¥ BOIIPOCOB, KOTOPhIe OH 3aTeM OyeT
pa3BepThIBaTh B TEKCTHIO.

B «[IneBHmke 1913 roga» coxpaHwIach 3amlych
ot 30 (17) nrons 1913 r.: «Beuep ot BocbkMu — y I'yc-
cepizsi — Abendessen — I” — Tosopwin o Kaure
u dpeHOMeHOIOIMI» («YepHas TeTpanp 1», ceMent-
Hbi apxus [ T. Illnera). [Tpy urennn Takoro pona
JIOKYMeHTa Bcer/ia 3a/JaelllbCsi BOIIPOCOM: «A KaKOB
ObUT CMBICTI MIX pa3roBopa?» «O KanTe 1 dpeHOMEHO-
JIOTVIV» MOYKHO TOBOPUTE O4eHb I10-pasHomy. [Tpu-
yeM pasroBop — 3TO He TOJIBKO «BO3JIeIbIBaHVIe»
OOIIIero TeMaTu4ecKoro II0Jsl, HO ¥ IOHVIMaHVe

* 3aMeTVM, 4TO TeTpaiy B YepHOM KOXXKaHOM IlepervieTe
ITrreT n Xavygerrep mOKyIiaIv, BEPOSTHO, Y OIHOIO IIPO-
W3BOOMTEIIS, HO 3aIlVICBIBAJIV B HVIX Pa3HBbIE MBICIIVL.
®[lepBast 1 BTOpasi TETPALIV XPaHSITCS B CEMETHOM apXViBe
IIeTa, He HyMepOBaHHI.

8Cm.: OP PT'B, ¢. 718, om. 6, emm. xp. 9 (Hymeparmst Bcex
TeTpazlelt cIvlomHas). [lajee 10 TeKCTy CChUIKM Ha JIV-
CTBI IMEHHO M3 9TUX TeTpazen OyIyT HaHbI B KPYIJIBIX
CcKOOKax ¢ yKasaHmeM mmcTa (YepHble TeTpamy, 7. ...).
Marepuassl «HepHBIX TeTpaziei» TOTOBATCS HaMU K IIy-
OrMKaLmm.

7 et ObUT HOBOJIEH 3TOW Oecemori, 0 YeM CBUIeTeIb-
crByer nudpa I. OH KaXmplil IIeHb OTMeuayl CBOe [Iy-
IIIeBHOE COCTOSTHVIE (B 3aBUCVIMOCTVI OT IT€PEXXITOTO) IO
Tpex0auipHOM IIKale. Lndpa l — cocrograme oTmraHoe
(TyIIIeBHBIN IIOABEM).

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

in the theory of cognition). The modern context is pro-
vided by the philosophy and methodology of science,
since the “conversation” between Shpet and Husserl
throws new light on such key problems in the theo-

7

ry of knowledge as “human-sizedness”, “historicity”

and continuity.

Keywords: Gustav Shpet, Husserl, Kant, phe-
nomenology, archive, reconstruction, philosophy of
science, human-sizedness

Four of the “Black Notebooks”* can be re-
ferred to the “phenomenological” period of
Shpet’s intellectual biography (1912—1914).
The first is the “1913 Diary”, the second con-
tains notes of the lectures and seminars of Ed-
mund Husserl,® and the third and fourth have
sketches, formulations of problems and ques-
tions which would then be developed into
texts.®

The “1913 Diary” has a note dated June
30 (17) which reads: “Evening from eight — at
Husserl's — Abendessen — 1,7 talked about Kant
and phenomenology” (“Black Notebook 17,
Gustav Shpet Family Archive). Reading such a
document, the question suggests itself, “What
was the sense of their conversation?” One can
talk about “Kant and phenomenology” in very
many different ways. The conversation is not
just “cultivation” of a common thematic field,

*It is worth noting that Shpet and Heidegger proba-
bly purchased notebooks in black covers from the same
producer, though the thoughts they wrote down in
them were not the same.

°The first and second notebooks are in the Shpet family
archive, unnumbered.

® See Manuscript Department, Russian State Library,
f. 718, inv. 6, no. 9 (pages are numbered continuously
through all the notebooks from the first one to the last).
Elsewhere references from sheets of these very note-
books are given in round brackets with indication of the
sheet (Black Notebooks, sheet...). We are in the process
of preparing the “Black Notebooks” for publication.
7Shpet was pleased with the conversation, as witnessed
by the number I. He rated his mental state every day (de-
pending on the day’s experience) on a three-point scale.
The number I meant excellent state (spiritual uplift).
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cobecemHMKaMM (a 3HAYWUT, M VICCIIEOBATEIISIMIA)
PasHOCTM CBOMIX KOHKPETHBIX MIPOBO33peHYe-
CKMIX VI MICTOPWYecKX KOHTeKCToB. [ToaTomy, mmo-
CTaBVB B Ha3BaHVIE CTAaTBV BOIIPOC «TI0YUEMY?», MBI
TEM caMbIM XOTeJIM HOOYepPKHYTh driocodrd-
HOCTb ¥ IIPUHIINIINAJIBHYIO OTKPBITOCTb OTBETOB
Ha Hero. I/l KOHeYHO, B CVJIy TOTO, YTO MBI paboTa-
7 ¢ apxvBHBIMY MaTepuasiamu I I I1eTa, oTBe-
TBI Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, IIpeJIoyKeHHbIe Ham, OyayT
Hpexjie Bcero yHIMpoBaHbl MIMEHHO ero puio-
CquCKOVI IO3MILIVeN 1 TeM, KaK OH HoHmMasI Kax-
Ta, ['yccepiist 11 ero (peHOMEHOJIOTMIO TOTO IIepyo-
na (mosuiiys I'ycceprist OyieT yumMTBIBaTbCS HAMM C
oriopovi Ha Te m3gaHms «Prstocodrv Kak CTpOron
HayKm», «Jlormaeckux vccmenoanmin» u «Vnernr I»,
KOTOpBIe ObL/IV JOCTYITHBI B TOT MOMEHT, IIOCKOJIb-
KY PasroBop coctosuics B mioHe 1913 ).

«IueBHuK 1913 roma» 3T0 — CJI0XKHasA CKOPO-
IIVICh, TIOITBITKA CXBATUTH B OJJHOM KJTFOUEBOM CJIO-
Be CMIOMVHYTHOE COOBITVIE 1 B 3TOM CXBaTBIBAHW
3adpMIKCMpPOBaTh CBOE OTHOIIIEHVIE K STVIM COOBITH-
sIM, BBIPa’KEHHBIM B IIepeXVBaHMsX. Takoro poma
JTHEeBHVKOBBIE 3aIlVICV TPeOYIOT OT VCCITe/IoBaTesIs
0CcO00ro — repMeHeBTMUYECKOro — criocoda pabo-
ThL. MBI KaK OBI JOCTpamBaeM cofep>kaHue 1x pas-
roBOpa, YUMTBIBas rojloca APYTMX M3 OOIIen i
HaIIIVIX IIepCOHaXKeN «Cepbl pasroBopa», a TaKxke
COOTHOCS 3TV KOopoTKue 3ameTKu IIreTa c 3ammcs-
MU U3 OPYTUX ero «YepHbIX TeTpaziert», C Oomyosm-
KOBaHHBIMM ITpOV3BENEHVSIMY, IOATOTOBJIEHHbI-
MM K Iy OJIMKAIIY PYKOIIMCSMM 1 SIIVICTOIISIPHBIM
HacstenvieM. IlpuyeMm B Iporiecce TaKoVl pPeKOH-
CTPYKIIMV MBI He TOJIBKO VICXOIMM W3 TOTO, YTO
OBUIO 3HAYMMO TSI HAIMX MICTOPUYECKMX CoDe-
cequukop — Illmera n I'yccepsisi, HO olleHMBaeM
BOJTHOBABIIIVIE VIX ITPOOJIEMBI TaKXKe VICXOIISI M3 CO-
BpPeMEeHHOro HaM KOHTeKcTa. VIMeHHO Haria co-
BpeMeHHasl CUTYyalys «KUBOI'O HaCTOSIIIEro», oo-
pallleHHOro B IIPOIIIOE, JTaeT HaM BO3MOXKHOCTD
IIOHSITh ¥ OIIEHWUTDH SIIMCTEMOJIOTMTYECKUT TTOTEeH-
LIVIJT VIX MIHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOV OecelIbl VI TeM CaMbIM
PEKOHCTPYMPOBATh ee COBPEMEHHBIVI CMBICTT®.

8TTompobree 06 >Tx mpuHIMITax cM.: (Xarzmgerrep, 2012).
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but awareness of the interlocutors (hence the
researchers) of their different concrete world-
views and historical contexts. So, by putting
the question “why?” in the title of the article
we wanted to stress the philosophical character
and inherent openness of the answer. Needless
to say, because we worked with Gustav Shpet’s
archive materials, our answers to this question
are based above all on his philosophical posi-
tion and on how he understood Kant, Husserl
and his phenomenology of that period (we pro-
ceed from the editions of Philosophy As Rigorous
Science, Logical Investigations, and Ideas I which
were available at that time, the conversation
having taken place in June 1913).

“1913 Diary” is a complex piece of hasty
writing, an attempt to capture in one key word
a here-and-now event and fix one’s attitude
towards the events expressed through expe-
riences. Such diary entries demand from the
researcher a special — hermeneutic — method
of work. We top up, as it were, the content of
their conversation, bearing in mind the voices
of others in the “sphere of the conversation”
that is shared by our protagonists. This corre-
lates Shpet’s brief notes with entries in his other
“Black Notebooks” with the published works,
manuscripts prepared for publication and his
letters. In the process of reconstruction we pro-
ceed not only from what was relevant for our
historical interlocutors — Shpet and Husserl —
but look at the problems that engaged their
minds from the vantage point of today. The sit-
uation of “the living present” turned toward
the past enables us to understand and evaluate
the epistemological potential of their intellectu-
al conversation and thus reconstruct its modern
meaning.®

We want to answer the question raised in
the title of this article proceeding from the con-
text of the present-day philosophy of science.
This is why we pay attention to what might

8For more on these principles see Heidegger (2001).



MBI XOTMM OTBETUTBH Ha BOIIPOC, ITOCTaBJIeH-
HBIVI B Ha3BaHWMM CTaTbM, MICXOAS M3 KOHTEKCTa
coBpeMeHHON driocodpum HayKy, a IIOTOMY 00-
palllaeM BHVMMaHMe Ha TO, YTO MOIJIO ObI CTaTh B
3TOM pakypce u i I'ycceprs, v i Hlnera oc-
HOBaHMeM JIsI pasropopa. Mbl mosiaraem, 4To Ta-
KM IIOJIeM $BJISIeTCS COBpeMeHHasl MM HaykKa.
Kak n coBpemenHasi cucTeMa Hay4YHBIX AVCLIV-
IUIVIH, HeMeIlKasl Hayka B Hadajie XX B. IIpoXoiy-
J1a TIepUofI Cepbe3HbIX TpaHcdopMmanmit. Pasyme-
eTcsl, KaK XapaKTep 3TUX TpaHcdopMallnm, Tak 1
VIX TEMII TOITIa ¥ cevrdac ObuIn pasmyaHbl. OnHa-
KO OIHVMM W3 BaXKHEVIIVIX M3MeHeHMT1 ObUIO IIpe-
BpallleHVe HayKl B COLIMaIbHBIVI THCTUTYT. DTOT
Ipoliecc HauMHasIcs Ha riasax 'ycceprg m Ilie-
Ta, ICTOPMYECKN IIPOCIIeXMBATh JMHAMIUKY 3TOIO
IIpeBpalleHNs MbI IPOJOJKaeM U CerOJHsI.

CerogHst MBI HIOHMMaeM, YTO B KJIaCCHUYECKOW
TeOpuY MO3HaHVS VCTOPMYECKMUII ITOIXO/, CBA3bI-
BaJICsl ¢ CYOBEKTMBU3MOM M peIATUBU3MOM. Tak
6bU10 M y1g Hammx repoes. [loatomy I'ycceprb B
IepBoM ToMe «Jlormueckmx vicciieoBaHMIT» IIbl-
TaeTCs HaMTY BBIXOLL M3 TYIIMKOB IICMXOJIOTM3Ma B
JIOTVIKE, a B IIePBOVI YacTy BTOPOro TOMa CBsI3bIBa-
€T 3TOT IIOVCK ¢ IIpo0IIeMoV g3bIKa priytocodcKor
jorvkn. «HeoOxommMocTs HauMHATE paccMOTpe-
HVIe JIOTVIKM C PaCCMOTPeHMS si3blKa, — IVCcall OH
B ITepBOVI ppase BTOPOro TOMa, — (C TOUKM 3peHs
JIOTVIKVI KaK TeXHIYECKOT0 yUeHsl) IIpy3HaBalach
HeogHOKpaTHO» (I'yccepiip, 20246, c. 15). V1 nanee
OPUBOOVTCSA O3 M, noarasimero, 4To
«SI3BIK... 9TO, 0€3yCIIOBHO, OITHO 113 OCHOBHBIX OpPY-
ZIVIVI VIJIVL CPEJICTB MBIIIJIEHVs; U BCSIKOe HecoBep-
IIEHCTBO OPY/IMs WJIV CIIOco0a ero yroTpebiieHms,
1o o0IIeMy IIpM3HaAHMIO, ellle Ooslee, YeM B Apy-
I'VIX CITydasix, BHOCUT OeCIIOpsIOK M IIPeIIsiTCTBY-
eT Iporieccy [MBIIUIEHNs] VI YHUYTOXaeT BCIKOe
OCHOBaHMe JI0BepATh ero pesysibTaram» (Tam xe).
Tyt xe I'ycceprib yTOUHSeT, uTO «OOJIee riryboKoe
OCHOBaHMe HeOOXOAMMOCTV HauMHATh JIOTUKY
¢ aHasM3a g3blka MWwuUIb BUOAUT B TOM, UTO MHa-
ye He ObUIO ObI BO3MOXXHOCTH MCCIIeIoBaTh 3Haue-
HUe YTBepXXIAeHUI — IIpeIMeT, KOTOPbIV SBJIgeT
VICTOK camom Haltert Hayku» (Tam xe). Tem cambim
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have prompted that conversation. We believe
that the science of their time could have served
as the ground for it. Like the modern system of
science disciplines, German science in the ear-
ly twentieth century was going through a peri-
od of serious transformations. Needless to say,
the character and pace of these transformations
then and now were different. Still, one of the
main changes then and now is that science has
become a social institution. Husserl and Shpet
witnessed the beginning of this process, and we
today continue to trace the historical dynamics
of this transformation.

Today we understand that in the classical
theory of knowledge the historical approach
was associated with subjectivism and relativ-
ism. This is also true for our major historical
figures. That is why Husserl in the first volume
of Logical Investigations tries to find a way out of
the blind alleys of psychologism in logic and in
the first part of the second volume links it with
the problem of the language of philosophical
logic. “The necessity that we should begin log-
ic with linguistic discussions”, he wrote in the
first sentence of volume two, “has often been
acknowledged from the standpoint of a logi-
cal technology” (Husserl, 2001a, p. 165). And
he goes on to quote Mill who believed that
“Language [...] is evidently one of the princi-
pal instruments or helps of thought; and any
imperfection in the instrument, or in the mode
of employing it, is confessedly liable, still more
than in almost any other art, to confuse and
impede the process, and destroy all ground of
confidence in the result” (ibid.). Husserl hastens
to point out that “A deeper ground for this ne-
cessity of beginning logic with linguistic analy-
sis is seen by Mill in the fact that it would not
otherwise be possible to investigate the mean-
ing of propositions, a matter which stands “at
the threshold” of logical science itself” (ibid.).
Thus, it can be said that Husserl considered the
modes of expressing knowledge to be the cause



T.T. Wenpuna, 1. O. llenpuna

MOXHO CKasaTh, 4To I'yccepsb Bumesl mpoosieMbl
COBPEeMEHHOVI eMy HayKM B Criocobax BeIpakKeHWs
ro3HaHHOro’. He MeHee BHUIMAaTeTbHO OTHOCVIICS
K IIpowucxofsdineMy B HayuHoM no3HaHuu Illmer,
HO ero MHTepec K «JIornaecKmm mccieoBaHmsIM»,
«Mnesm I» n dpenomenostornm B 11esoM ObUT PyH-
AVPOBaH «CTOPUYECKOV ITpobsieMoit», XapaKTep-
HOW IS SHMCTEeMOJIOTMYEeCKOro CTWJIsS PYCCKOM
VIHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOM KyJIbTyphl. IloaToMy BrioiHe
BEPOSITHO, YTO B XOIe PasroBopa OHV MOIJIV 00-
CyXXOaTh «MJIel0 YHUBEpPCaIbHOV I'PaMMaTUKI» B
CaMOM IIVPOKOM CMBICJIE M B TOM KOHTEKCTe MMs
KanTa MO0 BO3HUKHYTB B CBSI3U C €0 IIOHATH-
€M «4JICTOrO eCTeCTBO3HAHMSI»: I1I0 KpartHell Mepe,
VIMEHHO TaKyM IyTeM JBurajics ['yccepin B 1iep-
BOVI 4acT BTOPOro ToMa «JIormndaeckmx mcciienosa-
Hu» (I'yccepis, 20246, c. 372).

B «IueBuuke 1913 roga» et HeomHOKpat-
HO yrnoMuHaeT mMsi KaHTa, Korga xoueT 3admik-
CUPOBaTh, C KAKMM VCTOPMUYECKMM COOeceTHMKOM
OH paboTaeT (4bM TPYHbl UUTaeT U aHAIV3UPY-
eT). Cyns no ero mwiaHy pabotsr 1912 r. (I'ycras
[rer..., 2005, c. 168), B utore 1913 r. Illner mor
HycaTh IJIaBbl BTOPOVI 4YacTu (pyHAaMeHTasIbHO-
ro Tpyaa «Vcropust Kak mpobrema jorukm»'’ (rae
Kak pas peub mper o Kanre B koHTekcre ['yccep-
sieBovi peHOMeHOsI0rMM). VIHTepecHO TakXxe U To,
UTO KaXK[IbIVI pa3 Bo3jle uMeHM KaHTa nossiisisiach
orleHKa IepexxnBaHui1 «Il», To ects Ilnet, unrtas
KanTa, He OBIJI IIOJTHOCTBIO YIOBJIETBOPEH (WJIN
CBOMIMU OXUJIaHWMSMM, VIV CBOVIM CIIOCOOOM BBI-
paxenusi). Kakoro-mmbo obcrogTesbHOro aHa-
JIv3a VUIU cofieprKaTesIbHbBIX OLIeHOK duiocodrm
KanTa MBI He BCTpeTuM 371ech.

3aro B «YepHBIX TeTpasisix» COXpaHWIIVICh U CO-
JlepKaTeJIbHblEe 3aMeTKM, Kacarolyecs «KaHTOB-
CKOVI AuiieMMbl» (cM. 00 stom: Illempumna, Ile-
npuHa, 2022) 1 ee WCTOJIKOBaHMS B KOHTEKCTe
deHOMeHOJIOrYeCKOro IMOHMMaHUs. BepositHee

? ITpwaem 118 Hac BaXKHO, uTo I'ycceprib 1o CBOVIM MeTO-
J0JIOTMYeCK/M yCTaHOBKaM IpUHajIexal K KaHTHaH-
ckomt Mojierut prtocodnm sizbika. Cm.: (Muxanios, 2024).
1 Ony6rmmkosaHa Tostbko B 2002 T., yTOUHeHHas! BepCus
Ha OCHOBe IeTaJIbHOW apXxeorpadndeckon paboTsl — B
2016.

of the problems of science.” Shpet was no less
attentive to what was happening in scientif-
ic cognition, but his interest in Logical Investi-
gations, Ideas I and phenomenology in general
sprang from the “historical problem”, charac-
teristic of the epistemological style of the Rus-
sian intellectual culture. It is quite possible that
they discussed “the idea of a universal gram-
mar” in the broadest sense and in that context
Kant’s name may have cropped up in connec-
tion with his concept of “pure natural science”:
at any rate, this was the path Husserl (2001b,
p. 75) followed in the first part of volume two
of Logical Investigations.

In the “1913 Diary” Shpet mentions Kant re-
peatedly each time he deems it necessary to in-
dicate what kind of historical interlocutor he is
engaged with (Shpet reads Kant’s works and
analyses them). Judging from his work plan in
1912 (Shchedrina, 2005, p. 168), in June 1913 he
may well have been writing chapters of part
two of his fundamental work History as a Prob-
lem of Logic (in which he looks at Kant in the
context of Husserl’s phenomenology). Interest-
ingly, each time Shpet marks his experiences
in connection with Kant as “II”, which means
that when reading Kant Shpet was not entire-
ly happy (about his expectations or his mode
of expression). We do not find here any serious
analysis or substantive assessments of Kant’s
philosophy.

By contrast, the “Black Notebooks” contain
substantive comments on the “Kantian dilem-
ma” (cf. Shchedrina and Shchedrina, 2022) and
its interpretation in the phenomenological con-
text. Most probably this was the theme of the
conversation “about Kant and phenomenol-
ogy” between Shpet and Husserl, the theme
Shpet then developed in <the Introduction>

?For our purpose it is important that Husserl’s method-
ological principles belonged to the Kantian model of the
philosophy of language. Cf. Mikhailov (2024).

" Not published until 2002, the version verified through
detailed archeographic work not until 2016.
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BCero, MMeHHO 3Ta TeMa CTaJla IIpeIMeTOM pasro-
Bopa «o Kanre 1 dpenomenosnormm» Ilnera m I'yc-
ceprtst, a 3areMm lllmer passut ee Bo <Beepennir>
KO BTOpoO yacTu «VcTopmn Kak 1IpobrieMsl JI0rv-
K»'!, TJle «KaHTOBCKas JvIeMMa» IIpeficTaBlleHa
VIMEHHO B KOHTeKcTe dpeHOMeHos1orum I'yccepris.

Tak, coxpaHwmsace 3ammch, [JaTVpOBaHHAs
20 (7) nexaOpst 1912 1. (3a mosroga A0 PeKOHCTPY-
upyemont Gecenpl): «NB! B Abbildtheorie' BaxxHO
BOOOIIle He TO, ecTh IIOHSTHe — 00pa3 WiIN 3HaK
npeaMeTa (VI <MHTYWUIIAIL>), @ TO, COOTBETCTBY-
eT /U TIOHATHe TIpeMeTaM VIV IIpeMeT TIOHSATH-
am. Tyt cyTb m cmbicn! TyT m KaHTOBCKast AnieM-
Ma. ITouemy 1 Bospakenms I'ycceprisi He TIpoTHB
aTout Teopun. Harmpumep, B ee “cyTn” oH cam ee n
pasnernsier» (YepHble TeTpany, 1. 261).

YroOrl mosicHuTh 3Ty 3amnuch llnera, mocmo-
TPUIM, KaK OH VCTOJIKOBBIBAeT «KOIEePHMKaHCTBO»
KanTta Bo BBemenun ko Bropom uactm «Vcro-
pUN...», ommpasch Ha KaHTOBCKYIO ke popMysIn-
POBKY «IVJIEMMBI»!

Hawnbosnee sicHo Mpicis Kanra copmympo-
BaHa VMM B IIPeIVCIIOBUN KO BTOPOMY WM3IaHWIO
«Kputukn», rae B popMyIMpoBKy BXOAUT U ap-
TYMEHT, HallpaBJIEHHbBIV IIPOTUB OIHOV V3 ajlb-
TepHATUB: «...sI IIPUHYXIEH IOIYCTUTL OJHO M3
OBYX: VUIV HNOHAMUS, TIOCPENCTBOM KOTOPBIX I
IIPOM3BOXY 3TO OIIpeziesIeH e IIpefiMeTa, cCooopa-
3YIOTCs C IIPEIMETOM, M TOT/1a 51 OIISATH IOIIajIai0 B

' Dra rumnoTesa IONTBEPXKIAETCS, €CIIM COIOCTABUTH C
otM <BBemeHmem> 3ammcu o Kanrte B «HepHbIx TeTpa-
TISIX».

12 Abbildtheorie («Teopusi 0O6pa3os», «Teopust oToOpaxe-
HWSI», TaKXKe: «TeOpUsl perpe3eHTalln») — B HEMEITKO
dmmocodun 370 0603HAUEHVIE OOBEAMHSIET ITTACT BOIIPO-
COB TeOpMM TI03HAHNS, KACAOIIVIXCS B3aIMOOTHOIIIEHIS
«peaslbHOCTV» U «pasyMa» (B 3aBVUCHMOCTM OT CHCTEMBI
TAKXe.: «MHTEeJUIEKTa», «IyIIIN», «IICUXVUKI», «COSHAHVISD
M T.IL): @) OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO C1manyca o0pasoB «peaibHO-
cTu»; O) cnocoba noayqenus Takux «o0pas3os» (MHOrma —
B (popme TTpobIeMBI abCTpaKITNML); B) X «afeKBaTHOCTVD»
(To ecTh COOTBETCTBUSI OTOOpa’kaeMoVi peasbHOCTH). B
KoHile XIX — mHauasze XX B. KaK HEOKaHTMAHCTBO, TaK "
deromenonorus ['yccepsss OTKa3BIBAIOTCS OT VICXOTHOT
MOJIeJIV TeOpUM 00pasoB, TO eCTh OT IIO3UIINM, COTJIACHO
KOTOPOTVI IIPeIMET ITO3HAHWIS CYIIeCTBYET He3aBVICUIMO OT
IIO3HAIOIero cyobeKTa, BO3AEVICTBYeT Ha Hero 1 oro0Opa-
Kaetcs mM. [TogpoOHee cMm.: (Nieraad, 1970).

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

to the second part of the History,'" in which the
“Kantian dilemma” is discussed in the context
of Husserl’s phenomenology.

Thus, an entry dated 20 (7) December 1912
(six months before the conversation being re-
constructed here) reads: “NB! In Abbildtheorie'
in general what is important is not whether the
concept is an image or a sign of the object (or
<intuition>) but whether it is the concept that
corresponds to objects or the object to concepts.
This is the gist and the meaning! This is the
Kantian dilemma. Which is why Husserl’s ob-
jections are not to the theory. For example, he
himself shares it in its “essence” (Black Note-
books, sheet 261).

To explain this entry of Shpet, let us see how
he interprets Kant’s “Copernicanism” in the
Introduction to the second part of the History,
proceeding from the Kantian formulation of the
“dilemma”:

Kant’s idea is most clearly formulated in
the preface to the second edition of the Critique
which contains also the argument against one
of the alternatives: “[...] I can assume either
that the concepts through which I bring about
this determination also conform to the objects,
and then I am once again in the same difficulty
about how I could know anything about them
a priori, or else I assume that the objects, or

The hypothesis is borne out by the comparison of this
<Introduction> with the entry on Kant in the “Black
Notebooks”.

12 Abbildtheorie (“the theory of images,” also : “the theo-
ry of representation”) in German philosophy refers to
the body of questions of the theory of cognition which
have to do with the relation between “reality” and “rea-
son” (depending on the system also: “intellect”, “soul”,
“psyche”, “consciousness”, etc.): a) ontological status
of the images of “reality,” b) method of obtaining such
images (sometimes in the form of the problem of ab-
straction); c) their “adequacy” (i.e. conformity with the
reality reflected). In the late nineteenth and the early
twentieth centuries both Neo-Kantianism and Husserl’s
phenomenology renounce the initial model of the theo-
ry of images whereby the object of cognition exists in-
dependently from the cognising subject, influences the
latter and is reflected by the latter. For more detail see
Nieraad (1970).
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IIpeXXHee 3aTpyAHEHMe OTHOCUTEIBHO TOro, KaK
s MOT'y a priori 3HaTh 00 aTOM tITO—HI/IGyLLb, VT,
HaoOOpOT, IIpeAMeTHl, T.e., YTO OIHO M TO Xe,
OnbliM, CIIyXXaIuil eOVHCTBEHHBIM VCTOYHVKOM
IIO3HaHWMS IpeIMeTOB (KaK JaHHBIX), cooOpasy-
eTcsi ¢ aTUMM MoHSATUSIMU». Kanm M. <Kpurnka
upncroro pasyma / mep. H.O. Jlocckoro. CII6.:
. M. M. CractorteBiaa, 1907>. C. 13 (Ilrer,
2016, c. 23 —24).

B xonTekcTe sTOro paccyxnenus us <Bsene-
HUS> KO BTOpOWM 4dactu «VIctopmm Kak Irpobie-
MBI JIOTVIKV» OTYACTV ITPOSCHSIETCS CMBICII IPU-
BefleHHoM 3anvicy [1nera n3 «YepHBIX TeTpamen».
Ho errte 6os1ee ueTKIM OH CTAaHOBUTCS, eCiIv oOpa-
TUTBCA K «Jlornmdecknm mccenoanmsam» ['yccep-
714 (K ero paccy X[IeHVsM O «TeOPUM OTPaKeHNs1»),
koTopele IIneT dakTmyeckn u mMeeT B BUAY B
Tovi 3anvcu. g Hnera BaxkHo, uto ['yccepib He
KPUTHKYeT TeOp1IO OTpaXkeHMs KaK TaKOBYIO, HO
IIOKas3blBaeT B IIepBOVI YacT¥ BTOPOro Toma «JIoru-
uecknx mccinenosanum» (I'ycceprs, 20240, c. 458)
HeoOOCHOBaHHOCTE ee (pyH/JaMeHTa. DTa KOHIIeTI-
i, 110 MHeHwmIo ['yccepris,

IIOJTHOCTBIO YITYCKaeT M3 BVTy CaMbIVi BaXKHBIV
ITyHKT, a IMEHHO YTO B aKTe ITpe/icTaB/IeHNs KaK
orpaxenms (im bildlichen Vorstellen) Ha ocroBe
SBJIAIONIErocsi «o0beKTa-o0pasza» («Bildobjekt»)
MBI VIMeeM B BUY OTpaxeHHbI (abgebildet)
00BeKT («ocHOBY obpasa» («Bildsujet»)). OnHa-
Ko obpasnocth (Bildlichkeit) obmexra, dynHK-
LIVIOHMPYIOIIero Kak o0pas, He eCcTb, OYeBUIIHO,
[ero] BHyTpeHHee CBOVICTBO (He eCTh «peasIbHbIN
IIpefyKaT»), Kak OyITo 0OBeKT, Kak OH, HaIllpw-
Mep, SBJIAeTCs Mapo0OpPasHBIM, SBJIIETCH ellle U
obOpasapiM. KakoBo Xe ocCHOBaHVE U1 TOTO, YTO
MBI MOYKEM BBIVITY 3a IIpefieJIbl JJaHHOIO JIMIIb B
CO3HaHMM «00pasa» ¥ OTHECTM €T0 B KauecTse 00-
pasa K orpezieJieHHOMY OOBeKTY, KOTOPBIVI Uy K]T
cosHaHMIO? YKaszaHue Ha 1o7j00me Mex1y obpa-
30M U Belllbl0 He IPOABMHET Hac Jasiblie. DTO
1oy1o0uie, 110 KpaviHe! Mepe eCiIv Belllb eVICTBI-
TeJIbHO CYITIeCTBYeT, 0e3 COMHEeHUs, IMeeT MeCTO
Kak o0BpekTrBHBIN PakT (Tam xe, c. 458 —459).

what is the same thing, the experience in which
alone they can be cognized (as given objects)
conforms to those concepts” Kant I. <Critique
of Pure Reason. Translated [into Russian]
by N.O. Lossky. St. Petersburg: Printed by
M. M. Stasyulevich, 1907>. p. 13" (Shpet, 2016,
pp. 23-24).

This reasoning in the <Introduction> to the
second part of History as a Problem of Logic goes
some way to clarify the above-quoted entry of
Shpet in the “Black Notebooks”. But the mes-
sage becomes clearer still if we turn to Hus-
serl’s Logical Investigations (his thoughts about
“the theory of reflection”) which Shpet actually
has in mind. It is important for Shpet that Hus-
serl does not criticise the theory of reflection
per se, but shows in the first part of the second
volume of Logical Investigations (Husserl, 2001,
p- 125) that its foundation is untenable. The
concept, in Husserl’s opinion, entirely ignores a
most weighty point: that in a representation by
images the represented object (the original) is
meant, and meant by way of its image as an ap-
parent object. This representative character is,
however, no “real predicate”, no intrinsic char-
acter of the object which functions as image: an
object is not representative as, e.g., it is red and
spherical. What therefore enables us to go be-
yond the image which alone is present in con-
sciousness, and to refer to the latter as an image
to a certain extraconscious object? To point to
the resemblance between image and thing will
not help. It is doubtless present, as an objective
matter-of-fact, when the thing actually exists
(ibid.).

In other words, the likeness of image and
object as a necessary condition of cognition re-
mains in phenomenology, but the understand-
ing of the objects compared changes.

Whereas Kant, according to Shpet (2016,
p. 26), ascribed its laws to objects “despoti-
cally” and hoped that his system of cognition

B Cf. KrV, B XVIIL; Kant, 1998, p. 111.
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VEbpIMU c10BaMy, 1TofioOme oOpasa v ImpeamMeTa
KaK oOsi3aTeIbHOe YCJIOBMe IO3HaHMs OCTaeTcs B
deHOMEHOJIOT MY, MeHSIeTCS TIOHVMaHVe COOTHO-
CUMBIX IIPEIMETHOCTE.

W ecrim KanT, xak nucas net, npenmviceisan
IIPEIMETHOCTSIM «CBOWM 3aKOHBI 1€CTIOTMYECKI»
(LreT, 2016, c. 26) 1 HagessICs, YTO IIOCTPOEHHAs
VIM CHICTeMa TIO3HAHS «HaBCerja COXpPaHUT. .. He-
msMmeHHocTe» (Kant, 1907, c. 21), To I'yccepinp n
[IreT y>ke OTUET/IMBO IMOHMMAJIN IIpefesibl KaH-
TOBCKOTO TIOIXO0/a, TIOCKOJIBKY B COOCTBEHHOM (pu-
s1ocodpckort paboTe MM IIPUXOAVIIOCH ITOCTOSTHHO
OIMpATbCsl Ha IIepefioBble Hay4YHbIe OTKPBITVS
CBOET0 BpeMeH, a Tak’Ke B 11eJIOM Ha IIPaKTUKY Ha-
YUHBIX VICCJIEIOBAHUI TeX JIeT, IIpeJIIioslaraBIIyio,
YTO y4eHble TIOCTOSHHO MMEIOT eJI0 CO CJIOKHBI-
MV AVHAMUYHBIMY IIPeIMeTHOCTSIMM. Bripouem,
K OCO3HaHMIO orpaHudeHun duiocodpun Kan-
Ta oba dprstocoda TPUXOAMIIN PasINIHBIMU Y-
Tamn. ['ycceprib 111e71 K 3TOMY BBIBOZY, yTOUHSIA
IIOHATVIE JIOTMYECKOro (V, B YaCTHOCTM, KOHKpe-
TU3UPYS KOHIIENIMIO (POPMasIbHOM JIOTMKMY).
[TosTomy oH cortaceH ¢ KaHTOM B TOM, 4TO «Ha-
YKM... VICKaXXaloTCs, eCJIu AaTh CIUIeCTVCh MX I'pa-
Huam» (I'ycceprib, 2024a, c. 34). IllmeT npyxoguT
K OCO3HAHWIO OTpaHMYEHHOCTV KAaHTOBCKOTO TIO7I-
X0fia, IBUTASICh OT «HedOPMaTbHOVI JIOT TIHOCTI
VCTOPUM KaK 3HaHMs, VI IIOTOMY CBSA3bIBaeT 00JIb-
11y1o 3acityry KaHTa 11y1s1 pertieHms ripo0sieMsl IIo-
3HaHMS C ero (POPMYJIMPOBKON TIOHSITUS «TPaHC-
1eHleHTasIbHOe» (Imret, 2016, c. 20). ITockonbky
s Hnera m I'ycceprist Ha Tiepe HM IJIaH BBIXO-
ZivyIa VIMEHHO JIOTIKa (KaK OCOOBIV S3BIK, KaK CIIO-
co0 BBIpakeHMsI ITIO3HAHHOTI'0), IIOCTOJIBKY OHM He
MOTJIVI OOOVTY BHMMAHVEM U IIpOo0JIeMy VICTVHBI,
0co0eHHO Ha (pOHEe MEeHSIOIIeViCS Ha WX IJIa3ax
Haykn. OpHako 11 IInera 6bU10 yXXKe 04eBMIIHO
elrie ¥ TO 0OCTOSITEeIIbCTBO, UTO JKeCTKOe passide-
HVe paccyKa ¥ 4yBCTBeHHOCTM He gajio Kanty
BO3MOKHOCTV TIOHSITH IIEJIOCTHOE VICTOpUYECcKOoe
IO3HaHVe KakK VICTVHHOE.

B Cm. 06 osrom BeicTymureHme V. A. MuxaiioBa Ha
KPYIJIOM CTOJIe, IIOCBSIIIIEHHOM W3JaHUIO PYCCKOTO
nepesoma «Jlormueckmx wcciegosaHMi» . I'yccepris
(Ipyxmuvs u gp., 2025, c. 14).
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would “henceforth maintain itself in [...] unal-
terability” (KrV, B XXXVIII; Kant, 1998, p. 120),
Husserl and Shpet were aware of the limits of
the Kantian approach because they, in their
own philosophical work, constantly relied on
advanced scientific discoveries of their time
and generally on the practice of scientific re-
search of those years which assumed that sci-
entists constantly deal with complex dynamic
objects. Having said that, the two philosophers
arrived at the awareness of the limitations of
Kant’s philosophy by different paths. Husserl
came to this conclusion by tweaking the con-
cept of the logical (in particular, by specify-
ing the concept of formal logic'*). He therefore
agrees with Kant that “[w]e [...] rather subvert
the sciences, if we allow their boundaries to run
together” (Husserl, 2001a, p. 13). Shpet (2016,
p- 20) becomes aware of the limitations of the
Kantian approach proceeding from the “infor-
mal logic” of history as knowledge and there-
fore links Kant’s contribution to the solution of
the problem of cognition with his formulation
of the concept of the “transcendental”. Because
for Shpet and Husserl logic (as a special lan-
guage, a means of expressing knowledge) came
to the fore, they could not sidestep the prob-
lem of truth, especially against the background
of science that was changing before their eyes.
However, Shpet already understood that a
sharp distinction between reason and senses
prevented Kant from regarding holistic histor-
ical cognition as being true cognition.

We should also keep in mind that at the time
of the conversation we are here concerned with
Ideas I had already been published: Shpet stud-
ied it closely and had started to “translate”
them into his own philosophical thesaurus and
creating his Appearance and Sense. Shpet per-
ceived Ideas I in a somewhat different way than

4 Cf. the remarks of Igor A. Mikhailov at a round ta-
ble devoted to the publication of the Russian transla-
tion of Husserl’s Logical Investigations (Pruzhinin et al.,
2025, p. 14).
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CriertyeT TakXe IIPMHATH BO BHMMAaHUeE, UTO
KO BpeMeHM pasroBopa, O KOTOPOM 3[1eCh WIeT
peun, «Mmen I» yxe Opiiin onyOmkosassr: 11Imer
VIX BHMMATeIbHeNIIM 00pa3oM M3y 4l Y Hadall
TBOPYECKN «II€PEBOAUTH» B CBOM (PrytocodcKmit
Te3aypyc, co3laBasi TaKMM oOpasoM «fIBjieHue 1
cMmbIci». [Iprdaem Iner BoctipuaMMan «Vipen I»
HeCKOJIbKO MHade, yeM yueHMKM ['yccepiis, KoTo-
pele HamHOro goseie, geM Illmet, oOrmanmce ¢
HVM HeIIOCPe[ICTBEHHO /10 BbIXOAa 3TOV KHUIM.
Mmuorme n3 Hux Bocupussum «Vaen I» ¢ HeroHM-
MaHMeM 1 coMHeHVeM (cM.: MoTpormmiosa, 2006).
Poman VlHraprneH BcnoMyHaT:

Ha cemmmuape 1913/1914 rr. MBI 4nTaym mx
[«Vinen I»] BmecTe c I'yccepsiem m cinymaim ero
KOMMeHTapuu K 3Tovi KHure. VI TaMm, Ha cemu-
Hape, BO3HVMKIIO OITpeJleJleHHOe YAVBJIeHVe. JTO
OBUIO He TO, UTO MBI OXVIAIN. Bapyr Mbl untaem
Takue royiokeHus <...>: «Ecim Mbl BeIYepKyBa-
eM 4lCToe CO3HaHIe, TO Mbl BbIUepKIBaeM MUp»
("); «Ecyiit HET umcTOrO CO3HAHMS, TO HET M MUpa»
(). T'yccepsts MHOTMIE TO/IBI yUMIT HAC: HasaJl, K Be-
maM, K KOHKpPeTHOMY, He K aOCTpakTHOMY, He K
TeopysiM M T.11.! biivbke K KOHKpeTHOMY! — TakoB
6bu1 J103yHT. BMecTo aTOrO B Mpesix I Mbl BeTpe-
yaeM OOIIVpHBbIe aHa/IVM3bl CO3HAHWS, aHaJIN3BI
BHEIITHET0, TPAaHCIIEHeHTHOIO BOCIIPUSTIS, OC-
HOBaHHBIe Ha PacCy>KIEHVISIX O TOM, UTO SBJISETCS
peasbHOVI (reeler) YacThIO CO3HAHMIS, @ UTO He SIB-
JISIeTCs TAKOBOVL. 3aTeM MBI BCTpedaM TpeboBaHwe
rpoBeeHNs «PeHOMEeHOIOIMYeCKO PeTyKIIIi»
IO TOTO, KaK MBI HPVUCTYIVM K aHaJIU3y CyIITHO-
CTV «CaMVX BeIlle», a K «CaMIM BelllaM» CJIeyeT
IIOIXOAWTH TOJIBKO OKOJIBHBIM ITyTeM, a VIMEHHO
myTeM aHaymsa cosHaHus (VMuarappaen, 1999, c. 9).

Y IllnieTa He OBLJIO TAKOTO «TOPWU3OHTA OXKM/Ia-
HWSI», I OH HaXOOWMJICS B HECKOJIPKO MTHOM KOHTEK-
CTyaJIbHOM IIOJIOKEHVM, YTO OTUYeTIIVBO IIPOABU-
JIOCh B €ro KHUre «SJIBjIeHnre 1 CMBIC/I», a 3Ha4uT,

“Tlo muenmro H.B. MoTpormmtosont «IllmeT 6sUT cpenn
COBCeM HEMHOTWX TOT/Ia IociIefioBaTesieri heHOMEHOIIO-
rvm ['yccepiist, Koro Toxe BIoxXHOBIIsUIM “Jlormaeckue vic-
crentoBaHMst”, MO0 OH HAXOAWI B PaHHEM I'yCCePIIEBCKOM
COYMHEHMM HeMaIo OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIINX IIPeIIOChUIOK
1L cOOCTBeHHO PrytocodpcKom paboThl, — M KOMY 6 110
Jke Bpems OTKPBUIOCH (PyHTaMeHTaIbHOe 3HaUeHe U [T
deHOMeHOIOTVIN, W [T PWIOCOPUI B II€JIOM (OTHOCU-
TeJILHO) HOBBIX I'yCCepiIeBCKMX paspaboTok» (Motporru-
j10Ba, 2006, c. 298).

Husserl’s disciples who communicated with
Husserl for much longer than Shpet before the
publication of his book. Many of them reacted
to Ideas I with puzzlement and doubt (c¢f. Mo-
troshilova, 2006). Roman Ingarden (2012, p. 28)
recalled:

During the 1913/1914 seminar we read
them [Ideas I] together with Husserl and
listened to his comments on the book. There
was a sense of bewilderment. This was not
what we had expected. All of a sudden we read
such propositions as [...]: “If we cross out pure
consciousness we cross out the world” (sic!);
“If there is no pure consciousness there is no
world (sic!)”. For years Husserl taught us: back
to things, to the concrete, not the abstract, not
to theories and so on! Closer to the concrete! —
this was his motto. Instead, in Ideas I we find
rambling analysis of consciousness, analyses
of external, transcendental perception based
on what is and what is not a real (reeler) part
of consciousness. Then we are told to conduct
“phenomenological reduction” before we
get down to analyzing the essence of “things
themselves”, and that “things themselves”
should be approached in a roundabout way,
that is, through analysis of consciousness.'

Shpet did not have such a “horizon of ex-
pectation” and he was in a somewhat different
contextual position which clearly manifested it-

15 Cf. “Wir haben sie [i.e. Ideen zu einer reinen Phéno-
menologie (Band 1)] zusammen mit Husserl im Seminar
1913/14 gelesen und haben dabei auch seine Kommentare zum
Buch gehdrt. Und da entstand im Seminar ein gewisses Stau-
nen. Es war nicht das, was wir erwartet hatten. Auf einmal
lasen wir Sitze [...] wie: ‘Streichen wir das reine Bewufitsein,
so streichen wir die Welt” (!); ‘Gibt es kein reines Bewust-
sein, so gibt es keine Welt’ (!). Husserl hat uns viele Jahre
gelehrt: Zuruck zu den Sachen, zum Konkreten, nicht Abs-
traktionen, Theorien usw.! An das Konkrete heran! — das war
die Losung. Statt dessen trifft man in den Ideen I auf umfang-
reiche Analysen des BewufStseins, der dufSeren, [transzenden-
ten] Wahrnehmung, auf Uberlegungen, was reeller Teil des
BewufStseins ist und was kein solcher Teil von ihm ist. Und
dann begegnet man der Forderung, vor der Analyse des [We-
sens] der “Sachen selbst” sei eine ‘phinomenologische Reduk-
tion” zu vollziehen, und zu den ‘Sachen selbst’ solle man erst
auf einem Umwege, nimlich uber die Analyse des Bewuft-
seins, kommen.”
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TaKasl TIO3MIIMs BIIOJIHE MOIJIa OKas3bIBaThb BIIVs-
Hyle Ha ero CIocoObl BOIIPOIIaHWS B PasroBope ¢
I'yccepniem o Kanre. Bcnomumm xots Obl amm3op,
C «9UCTBIM “s1”», KOTOpOe, Kak Iminet I'yccepiib B

Hpesx I»,

XMBET B 0COOOM CMBICIIE BO BCIKOM aKTyalb-
HOM CO0gito, OJTHaKO 1 BCe TIepeXMBaHVs 3a/THEr0
IUIaHa IpVHAIJIeXXaT eMy, a OHO — VIM, V1 BCe OH,
HpVHAJIeXa K 00HOMY U 1OMY Xe — MOeMy —
IIOTOKY TIepeXVBaHVs, 00s3aHbI IIpeBpalaThCs
B aKTyaJIbHBIE cogitationes 1In ke MMMaHEHTHO
BKJIIOYATbCSI B TaKOBbIe; TOBOPs si3bIkoM Kaw-
Ta (He CTaHeM pelllaTh, B €ro JII CMBICIIe): «“f]
MbLeat0” 004KHO Obimb makum, 4modbl 0HO MO02/0
conpoBoxodams Bce Mou npedcmabrenus».

Ecym mocyte mpomsBeeHHOro Hamm peHOMe-
HOJIOTMTYECKOT0 BBIKITIOUEHVISI MUpPa Y IIPVIHAIe-
Kallleyl K HeMy SMIIVPVUYecKOl CyObeKTUBHOCTI
y Hac MOJIy4aeTcsl OCTAaTOK — YMCTOe «s» (ecin
cIleyiaTh 3[1eCb HEOOXOAVIMBIE OTOBOPKM), IPV-
YeM IS BCSIKOTO TIOTOKA IepeXVBAaHWUI IIPVH-
OVIINATIBHO OTJIMYHOE, TO TOT/a, BMECTe C 3TUM
YNUCTBIM «s1», IpemyIaraeTcs c6oeodpasHas TpaH-
CIIEH/IEHIIVS, — B V3BECTHOM CMBICJIE He KOH-
CTUTYMpOBaHHas, — mpaxcyeHoenyus 6 npedesax
ummanenmuocmu (I'yccepib, 2009, c. 178).

[Irtet B «fIBJIeHMY 1 CMBICIIe» IIpefsIaraeT ciie-
IyIoIllee VICTOIIKOBaHVe 3TOro oparMeHTa’™:

...VIHTE€HIIVIOHAJIbHOCTh ~ II€PEXMBAaHUI  CO-
CTOUT VIMEHHO B TOM, UYTO CO3HaHIe BCeryaa ecTb
CO3HaHMe ueeo-HUbYOb, B caMOM OOImeM 3Hadve-
HWUV BOCIIPUSTIE €CTh BOCIIPUSATHE ue20-HubYob,
CyXIeHre — CyXIeHue o ueMm-Hubyob, OlleHKa,
JII000BB, IESATEIIPHOCTD U T.II., — BCe IIPeLIIoia-
raeT cBoe umo-Hubyos, Ha KOTOpOe OHM HaIlpaB-
JISIIOTCS, BCe, YTO OBUIO 00O3HA4YeHO BBIIIE, KaK
cogito (Ideen... S. 168), xkoropoe (W Tak Kak

15 3mech 1 masiee, INTAThL U3 «SJIBJIeHMS 1 CMBIC/Ia» JaHbI
o msganuio 2005 T., rae TeKCT cBepeH C JIMYHBIM IIIIe-
TOBCKMM 3K3€MIUIIPOM, CIIENMAIBHO W3TOTOBJIEHHBIM
M. A. MamoHTOBBIM. KoOJIMuecTBo cTpaHWI] B 3TOM 3K-
3eMIDIIpe B [IBa pasa OoJibllle, IIOCKOJIBKY B HEM Colep-
JKaTCs TIyCThIe CTPAHWMIIBI ISl aBTOPCKVIX JOTIOITHEHWIT 11
wcIpasiIeHnit. B ckoOkax garer ccouikm Ha «Ideen I», cre-
staHHbIe [1rreToM Ha T10JISIX KapaH/IaIlIoOM.
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self in Appearance and Sense,'® such that this po-
sition could well have influenced his queries in
the conversation with Husserl about Kant. Suf-
fice it to recall the “pure ego” episode, of which
Husserl (1983, pp. 132-133) writes in Ideas I:

In every actional cogito the ego lives out its
life in a special sense. But all mental processes
in the background likewise belong to it; and it
belongs to them. All of them, as belonging to the
one stream of mental processes which is mine,
must admit of becoming converted into actional
cogitationes or incorporated into actional
cogitationes as immanental constituents. In
Kant’s words, “The ‘I think” must be capable of
accompanying all my presentations”.

If we retain a pure Ego as a residuum after
our phenomenological exclusion of the world
and of the empirical subjectivity included
in it (and an essentially different pure Ego
for each stream of mental processes), then
there is presented in the case of that Ego a
transcendency of a peculiar kind — one which
is not constituted — a transcendency within
immanency.

Shpet in Appearance and Sense offers the fol-
lowing interpretation of this fragment':

[...] the intentionality of mental processes
consists precisely in the fact that consciousness
is always consciousness of something. In its
most general signification perception is the
perception of something, a judgment is a

*In Nelly V. Motroshilova’s view, “Shpet was at the
time one of the very few followers of Husserl’s phe-
nomenology who was also inspired by Logical Investi-
gations because he found in Hussserl’s early work not a
few fundamental prerequisites of his own philosophical
work — and at the same time (relatively) new works of
Husserl turned out to have fundamental significance for
phenomenology and for philosophy as a whole (Motro-
shilova, 2006, p. 298).

7Here and elsewhere quotations from Appearance and
Sense have been checked against the 2005 edition which
has been checked against Shpet’s personal copy, spe-
cially prepared by Mikhail A. Mamontov. This copy has
twice as many pages because it contains blank pages for
author’s additions and corrections. References to Ideen I
(Husserl, 1913) made by Shpet on the margins in pencil
are in brackets.
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OHO) 1 eCTh He UTO MHOe, KaK 0COOBINT MOAYC VH-
TeHIIMOHaJIbHOTO, MHTEeHIIMOHaJIbHOCTD explicite
(Ideen... S. 235), axm B IIMPOKOM CMBICIIE.
Explicite vHTeHIIMOHAIBPHOE TIepeXMBaHMe eCTh
HEeKOTOPBIVI «COBepIeHHbII» aKT cogito wim,
1osib3ysick BbIpaxeHmeMm Kamnra, «ich denke»
(Ideen... S. 236), — BO BCAKOM aKTyaJIbHOM
COgito HaIIpaBJIsSeTCs] «HAlll» B30p Ha «HEYTO»,
IIpeIMeT, Belllb, 00cTosTeNTbeTBO 1 T.1. (Ideen...

S.169) (ILIner, 2005, c. 85— 86).

B nmamprerimiem IllmeT creraer crenmyromimi
IIIar B CTOPOHY KYJIBTYPHO-MCTOPMYECKON TpaK-
TOBKM «4VCTOrO CO3HaHMs». Tak, B «Co3HaHUU 1
ero cobcrserHmke» (1916) oH mmIeT:

...5l €CTh, IeVICTBUTEIIPHO, «Belllb» CPEIV Be-
1IIe7l, ¥ XOTd OHO He TOXXeCTBEeHHO (PU3MIeCcKO
BeIlly,, TeM He MeHee COBEpIIIeHHO TOYHO OHO
BBICTYIIaeT Kak Sui generis TpaHCIIEHIEeHTHOCTb.
VI I'ycceprnb caM TOBOPUT, UTO «4ucTOe fI» HU B
KaKOM CMBIC/Ie He eCTh 4YacThb VIV MOMEHT Ile-
peXuBaHUs, He eCTb, CJIe[loBaTeJIbHO, MOMEHT
CO3HaHM:, HO TOIJa €ro MOXXHO XapaKTepuso-
BaThb TOJIBKO KaK ITpeMeTHYIO TpaHCIIeH/IeHT-
HOCTh. ['yccepnb HaseiBaeT 3Ty «cBoeobpasryio»
TPaHCIeHJIEHTHOCTb  «IMpaAHCUeHOeHMHOCmblo 6
ummanenmuocmu». Ho ysicHsieT 1 CKOJIBKO-HU-
Oynap 11710 3TO BBIYYPHOE COUeTaHMe JIaTMHCKIX
citos? (Imert, 2006, c. 298, cp.: LlmeT, 2005, c. 88).

IlonsATHO, UTO 3TOT BOIpoc MMeeT 371eck y [1e-
Ta PUTOPUYECKMII CMBICJI, HO OH BIIOJIHE MOT €ro
3ajarh 1 B pasrosope c I'yccepriem B 1913 1., Korma
B MTONBITKax ['yccepria oTMexxeBaTbcd OT HaBsI3aH-
HOVI eMy HO3UIVN «IICYIXOJIOTVICTa» yBUAeII IIPVIH-
IUNVAIBHYIO  COIMAIBHYIO TIPUPOIY  JIFOOOV
«guCTOV» Bellly, a 3aTeM, Beyler 3a leresiem, vicTor-
KOBaJI «TPaHCIIeH/IeHTHOCTb B MMMaHeHTHOCTI»
KaK «CyOBeKTMBUPOBaHHYIO OOBEKTMBHOCTL» /
«0OBEKTUBUPOBAHHYIO CYObeKTUBHOCTE», TO €CTh
MIOHSJI, UTO «eIVMHCTBO CO3HAHWMS» MOXeT OBITh
KaK CyObeKTMBHBIM, Tak 1 KoJuleKTBHbIM (I1neT,
2006, c. 298). A T0, uTo yueHukm ['yccepsist Bocripu-
vy B «Mgesax I» Kak «1oBOpOT K mpeaismy»
(Motpormmtosa 2006, c. 295), IlIner pacrieHmBaIl
KaK «3BOJTIOIVIIO B3IJISZIOB». VI OH 3TO YeTKo 3a-

judgment of something. Valuation, love, activity,
etc. — all presuppose a respective something to
which they are directed. Everything that was
designated above as cogito (Ideen... S. 168),
which (or since it) is nothing other than a
special modus of the intentional, namely
explicit intentionality (Ideen... S. 235), is an act
in the broad sense. An explicit intentive mental
process is a certain “effected” act of the cogito,
or, to use an expression of Kant’s, of the “ich
denke” (Ideen... S. 236). In every actional cogito
“our” regard is directed to “something”, — an
object, a thing, a circumstance, etc. (Ideen...
S. 169) (Shpet, 1991, p. 56; cf. Shpet, 2005,
pp- 85-86).

Subsequently Shpet takes another step to-
ward a cultural-historical interpretation of
“pure consciousness”. He writes in Conscious-
ness and Its Owner (1916):

[...] thelis actually a “thing” alongside other
things, although it is not the same as a physical
thing. Nevertheless, it does precisely appear as
a transcendence sui generis. Husserl himself
says that the “pure Ego” is in no sense a part
or moment of a lived experience. Consequently,
it is not a moment of consciousness, but can
be characterized then only as an objective
transcendence. Husserl calls this “peculiar”
transcendence a “transcendence in immanence”.
But does this ornate combination of Latin terms
provide any clarification of the matter? (Shpet,
2019, p. 191; cf. Shpet, 1991, p. 58)

Clearly, Shpet’s question here is rhetorical,
but he may well have asked it in the conversa-
tion with Husserl in 1913, when, in Husserl’s
attempts to distance himself from the posi-
tion of a “psychologist” that had been imput-
ed to him, he saw the fundamental nature of
any “pure” thing and then, following Hegel,
interpreted “transcendence in immanence” as
“subjectivized objectivity” / “objectivized sub-
jectivity”, i.e. realised that the unity of con-
sciousness can be both subjective and collective
(Shpet, 2006, p. 298). And Shpet considered
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dvkcrpoBa B «SBiIeHMM 11 CMBICTIe»: «B “Jlorude-
CKMX VcCiieoBaHMsX, TAe maesk PeHOMEeHOIOT M
elle He peajIn3yeTcs BO BCeVi CBOEVI OIIpeae/IeHHO-
CTV M 3aKOHYeHHOCTH, ['yccepiib cKenTmueckm pe-
II1aeT BOITPOC 0 “uricToM S17, B orrbITe 000CHOBaHIA
deHOMeHOIOTMY, TIPY YCTaHOBJIEHUWM TOTO, YTO
MOXXET OBITh TOIBEPTHYTO PEeIyKIINUV, OH CBOVI
B30y, MeHsieT» (e, 2005, c. 87).

V1 HaBepHsKa B TOM pasroBope (a MOXeET, U B
ZIPyroM, Bellb, cyad 10 «/IHeBHUKY 1913 roma» m
no mvuceMaM 1914 1. x xeHe, e HeomHOKpaT-
HO OplI ITpumIatiex K ['ycceprisam Ha 06e116 1 110-
cerfayl coopanms peHomMeHosI0roB y bpyHno don
Xaricrepal?) I'yccepiie Mor mopenuThes co Ilre-
TOM CBOVIM OTOpuY€eHVeM IIO TIOBOAY TOrO, YTO €ro
«Jlormueckme mcciieoBaHMs» He ObLIM ITOHSITHL
W BoT TOrma cooTBeTcTByIOmIMe 3amucy Ilmera B
«YepHBIX TeTpasax» cilelyeT pacCMaTpuBaTh Kak
TIOITBITKY HAaITV IIPUYMHBI TOrO HETIOHVMaHVIS:

[[ycceprst ymmpekaroT B IICHXOJIOTVI3ME TOXe.
A oH caM jake OTKa3bIBaeTCs OT yrIoTpebrieHvs
B 1 M3maHMM TepMMHa «OIcaTeIbHas IICUXO0JI0-
r'vsi», 4TOObI M30ernyTh Hegopasymenuit. V Ha-
npacHo. HemopasymeHnnsa BO3HUKIIV He W3 Tep-

16 «Buepa 611 y I'ycceprst mBa pasa. OH o4eHb 3aHST, TTO-
TOMY UTO — 5K3aMeHBI, HO JKeJIaeT BIIeTh MeH:I Bce BpeMs
cBoborHOe. Oba 106e3Hb! 0YeHb. ['oBopru 060 “Bcem”,
HEMHOTO ¥ O MOeVl KHVDKKe, — eMy yXKe TyT KOe-4To ITe-
peBen M pacckasajin, Ho, BUAUMO, He TouHO» (['ycras
rer..., 2005, c. 201); «Buepa omsTe OpUT y 'yccepis,
IIpocwuell Bech Beuep, HO FoBOpwIn Oosblile “Boobie”,
IIOTOMY YTO OH OBUI O4eHb yToMJIeH <...> OdueHb JI000-
IIBITHO OH paccKa3blBasl HaOJIofeHns (KOTOpbIe OH J1aXxe
3amwcal, HO YTOObI OBUIO M3aHO I10CTIe CMepPTH) Hafl co0-
CTBEHHBIM TBOpYecTBOM. OH rOBOPUT, UTO MOXKET IIMCaTh
TOJIBKO, KOT7Ia €CTh Kakoe-To “HauTme”, 94TO, HallpuMep,
B ero Logische Untersuchungen mouTtn Bce HammicaHo 110
VHTYWIIVW, TOJIBKO HEKOTOPbIe YacTy OH BCTaBJIUL, UTO-
OBl BBIIIUIO 3aKOHYEHHee, U 3T — caMble HeyJayHble»
(Tam xe, c. 205); «Cerrgac 6 9acoB 11 5 TOJIBKO UTO BEPHYJI-
cs ot I'yccepris, a momrent x Hemy B 11 wacos. OH ymTan
MHe CBOIO CTaTbio 0 “Bpemenn”’, Tam obenasi, IIOTOM ro-
Bopwm. OH xo4eT, 9YTOOBI 51 JaJI IIepeBecTi KHIUTY U IIPU-
CJ1ajl eMy, OH IIPOCMOTPWT, YTO He TOAWUTCS Il HEMIIEB,
n orMeTnT. Ho 00 5TOM morosopmm. — O4eHb XOPOIIIO Y
Hero. Me1 ObUTM GOTTBITYIO YacTh B CajTy: 20p00a Hu Kaniu,
naxe Bo3nyx “Bpenubt” mrt Mers! [la, TyT Moo 90 jteT
KUTb U pabotats!» (Tam xe, c. 208 —209).

7 IllreT pmKcUpyeT IocemteHns codpaHmit peHOMeHO-
jioroB y bpyno ¢on Xaricrepa B «[JHeBHUKe 1913 romar.

121

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

what Husserl’s disciples saw in Ideas I as “a
turn toward idealism” (Motroshilova 2006, p.
295), to be an “evolution of views”. He stated
it clearly in Appearance and Sense: “In the Logical
Investigations, where the idea of phenomenolo-
gy is not yet realized in all of its determinate-
ness and completeness, Husserl resolved the
problem of the “pure Ego” in a skeptical man-
ner. He changes his view in attempting to
ground phenomenology by determining what
can be subjected to reduction” (Shpet, 1991,
p. 57).

And certainly in that conversation (and
perhaps in another conversation, since, judg-
ing from the “1913 Diary” and the 1914 letters
to his wife, Shpet was more than once invit-
ed to lunch with the Husserls' and attended
meetings of phenomenologists at Bruno von
Heister’s") Husserl may have shared with
Shpet his dismay at the fact that his Logical In-
vestigations had been misunderstood. If so, the
corresponding entries in the “Black Notebooks”
should be seen as attempts to get at the reasons
for such misunderstanding:

8“Was at Husserl’s twice yesterday. He is very busy be-
cause of exams, but he wants to see me whenever he is
free. Both are very amiable. Talked about “everything”,
a little bit about my book — they have translated and
told him something, but apparently not accurately”
(Shchedrina, 2005, p. 201); “Was at Husserl’s again yes-
terday, sat the whole evening, but talked mostly “in
general” because he was very tired <...> He spoke very
interestingly about his observations on his own work
(which he even wrote down, but on condition that they
should not be published until after his death). Says he
can write only “on a whim”, for example, his Logische
Untersuchungen was written almost entirely by intui-
tion, he inserted only some parts to make it more com-
plete, but these were the least happy parts (ibid., p. 205);
“It is 6 o’clock and I am just back from Husserl, and I
left for his place at 11. He read to me his article about
‘Time’, he lunched there, then we talked. He wants me
to have the book translated and send it to him. He will
see what will not do for the Germans and mark it. But
we'll talk it over. — It’s very good to be at his place. We
were in the garden most of the time: not a drop of the city,
not even the air that is not good for me! Yes, one could
live and work here for 90 years!” (ibid., pp. 208-209).
Shpet writes about attending the meetings of phenom-
enologists at Bruno von Heister’s in his “1913 Diary”.
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MIHA, a U3 HEeIIOHMMaHWs ee, a HOBBIVI TePMUH
MHOTVe TaKKe He TIOHVMMAIOT, KaK U 3ToT. Kpu-
YaT: TICUXOJIOTM3M, Ticuxostornsm! — Bo-miepBhIx,
HazIo0 TIIATEJIFHO OIpeIeINTh, YTO 3TO 3HAYUT,
a BO-BTOPBIX — ¥ 3TO IJIJaBHOE — yKa3aTh, UTO
OIlaCHOTO B TIICMXOJIOTM3Me, TOIZa OKaXKeTcd,
MOJXeT OBITh, YTO U JIOIyII[eHHbIe «IICVXOJIOIM3-
MBI» ellle He OeJla, TaK KaK OHM He «OITacHbIe».
— IlcuxosornmsmM MOXXHO cKas3aTh U IIPo apudMe-
TUKY, IIOTOMY YTO 2 IIO-PYCCKM «JIBa», a I10-He-
MeIKu «Zwei», HO KaK >Xe BHE 3TUX «ZWei» U
1or100HbBIX TOBOPUTH?]'® — OmmickBaeTcs MycCTh
TlaXKe U «IICVXOJIOTMYecKoe», HO uTo 3HaunT Ein-
klammerung. VHas 11e716, 9yeM B drutocodvim!
KoneuHno, oHa Ha IIpeIMeTHOM «pas3/IN4ni», HO
oIlvcaHMe Vet 110 LeJIn: [Id PrIiocodCcKo Teo-
pvivt o 1yt peHomenortorvm? (YepHble TeTpa-
1, 71. 286).

VIMeHHO 3Ty MBIC/Ib B yTOYHEHHOM BapuaHTe
[IrieT no3Hee BKJIIOYaeT BO BTOPYIO YacThb «Vicro-
Py KaK IpobsIeMbl JIOT KV

I'yccepsist yrpeKaroT B IICMIXOJIOIVI3Me, XOTS OH
caM ce0si CUMTaeT [I0 TaKOVI CTeIlleHW B HeM He-
IOBMHHBIM, YTO €My KaKeTCs, YTO CTOUT TOJIbKO
yCTpaHUTh yKasaHMe Ha TO, YTO ¢peHOMeHOJIO-
Vsl — OIMcaTesIbHasl TICVIXOJIOIs, M Bce Hemo-
pasyMeHus OyayT TeM caMbIM YCTpaHEHBI TOXe.
Bo Bropom msmanum cBomx «Jlormdeckmx mcciie-
TIOBaHWMVI» OH BEIUEPKMBaeT 3TO ompenerteHme. Ko-
He4yHO, HallpacHO: Heflopa3yMeHWsl BOSHUKIIV He
V3-3a TepMIHA, a V3-3a HEeIMOHVIMAaHWMsl, W BCAKWUI
JPYTOVi TEPMVH, KaK 11 OCHOBHO 3arJIaBye «eHo-
MEHOJIOTVs1», MOTYT OBITh TaK ke He ITOHSTHI, KaK
3To ompezierieHvie. YTOOBI TOHSATH CMBICIT yIIpeKa B
TICXOJIOIV3Me, Hallo 3HaTh He TOJIBKO, UTO pasy-
MEIOT 1071 3TVM, HO B 0COOeHHOCTM HaJl0 yKa3aThb,
YUTO 0MACHO20 B TICMIXOJIOTM3ME, — TOTHa, MOXeT
OBITb, OKaXXeTcs, YTO He BCe «IICHIXOJIOTM3MBI»
OIIacHBI U YTO He BCIOJLy IICHXO0JIOTM3M TaM, T7e Ka-
JKeTCsT, UTO OH eCTh, — BeJIb IICMUXOJIOIVI3M MOKHO

18 3amich B KBaZlpaTHBIX CKOOKax IlepedepKHyTa U K Hell
npusesieHo yKkaszaHme: «A 11—12». IIpu cpaBHenMM 31O
3amvicy ¢ pykormviceto, xpansmerics 8 OP PI'b (. 718, o
3, em. xp. 1), BersIcHWIOCH, uTO 1llITeT IIepeHec 3ammch 13
TeTpagu ¢ HeOOJIBIIMMI M3MEeHEeHVSIMN Ha yKa3aHHBbIe
crpanuitel. Cp. Taxke B OIyOJIMKOBAaHHOM BapuaHTe:
(Iret, 2016, c. 18).

19 3akrTroueHvie B CKOOKM (HeM.).
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[Husserl is also accused of psychologism.
And he himself refrains from using the term
“descriptive psychology” in the first edition
to avoid misunderstandings. He needn’t have
done that. Misunderstandings sprang not from
the term, but from a failure to understand it, and
many also misunderstand the new term like this
one. They cry: psychologism, psychologism! —
First, it is necessary to thoroughly define
what it means, and secondly — and most
importantly — to show what is wrong with
psychologism, and then it may turn out that the
“psychologisms” are no big deal because they
are not “dangerous”. Psychologism can also be
said about arithmetic because 2 in Russian is dva
and in German Zwei, but how does one speak
without these zweis?]*® — What is described
may even be “psychological” but what does
Einklammerung® mean? A different aim than
in philosophy! Of course, it is an objective
“difference” but description corresponds
to the goal: for philosophical theory or for
phenomenology? (“Black Notebooks”, sheet
286).

Shpet elaborates this idea later and includes
it in part two of the History as a Problem of Logic:

Husserl is accused of psychologism
although he considers himself to be so innocent
of it that it is enough to withdraw the claim
that phenomenology is descriptive psychology
for all the misunderstandings to go away. In
the second edition of his Logical Investigations
he crosses out this definition. He did not
need to do it of course: misunderstandings
did not arise from the term but from a failure
to understand, such that any other term, like
the main title “phenomenology”, could just
as well be misconstrued, like this definition.
To understand the meaning of the charge of
psychologism one has to know not only what is

2 The note in square brackets is crossed out, with an in-
dication “A 11—12". A comparison of this entry with
the manuscript kept at the Manuscript Department of
the Russian State Library (f. 718, inv. 3, no. 1), has shown
that Shpet had transferred the note from the notebook
with slight changes to the pages indicated. Cf. also with
the published version in Shpet (2016, p. 18).

21 “Putting in brackets” (German).



YBUAETb 1 B TOM, YTO «2» eCTh OAMH pa3 «IBa», a
IPyTON — «Zwei», 1 KaK JKe BHe 3TUX «ZWei» 1 I10-
mobnoro rosopurs? (Lrret, 2016, c. 18)%.

Vexomst 3 IpOBeIeHHO PeKOHCTPYKITM MBI
MOXeM IlepeBecTV TeMaTuKy pasrosopa lllmera
u I'yccepiist o Kanre 1 dpeHoMeHOIOrMM Ha SI3bIK
coBpeMeHHOI HaM dwiocodpum Hayku. Ilpu-
HUMasg BO BHVMMaHUe «KaHTOBCKYIO OMIIEMMY»,
«Abbildtheorie», a Tax>xe 1IpobOIEMBI IICVIXOJIOT M3~
Ma ¥ Ipo0sIeMy «amcToro “SI”», Mbl MOXeM yTBep-
KJaTh, 4TO B IeHTpe mx Oecenbl PaKTMUECKU
OKasaJiach ITpo0JieMa JAeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY, TO eCTh
TOro, 4rd eCTh 1 KakK 3TO €CTh. YTO eCcTh «Berm»
(mpenMeTsl), K KOTOPBIM IIPWU3BIBAE€T BEPHYTHCS
I'yccepmp??

Hamry rumortesy mopKperiseT elrie OgHO ap-
XVBHO€E CBUIETe/ILCTBO: IIMcbMO JIbBa lcaakoBu-
ua [IlectoBa, koTopoe IlIner mosyunt 22 oKTs0ps
1913 r. B HeM ecTb CTPOKM, MMeloLIVe IIPIMOe OT-
HOIIIeHVIe K Halllevl PeKOHCTPYKIINL:

Yro I'yccepsib He TOBOAMT KOHIIA — 3TO Bellb
a priori MOXXHO ObUTO 3HATB. 17151 MeHsI O4eBUIHO,
YTO BOMPOCEI TEOPUM IO3HAHMS B 31101l TIJIOCKO-
CTU He MOI'yT paspermThest. HemasHo, o mosopy
OJIHOTO paccyXaeHus ApUCTOTeslsd, s IepecMa-
TpuBant «Kputuky Ywmcroro Pasyma». V1 Bupyr
TaK MHe $ICHO CTaJIo, KOI7Ia s pOCMaTpuBaJl pac-
cyxnennst Kanra o Beharrlichkeit der Substanz,
YTO B IUIOCKOCTM KaKVX YIOHO IMOHATWV, MHaye
roBOpsi, B IIpeJieyiax TOTo, UTO MbI (paKTUUIeCKn
IIpU3HaeM «pa3yMOM», He MOXeT ObITb paspe-
IIIeHNs JTaKe BOITPOCOB, OTHOCSIINXCS K (pU3MKe.
Bernb To, uto KanTy Kasasoch, — 71a 1 HaM He Tak
JlaBHO — HeMBICJIMMBIM, Telleph Ha HallliX IJla-
3ax CTaJIO MBICJIIMBIM — KOTJIa OTKPBUIV PajlvA.
41 yxe re roopro ipo Einstein’a 1 MurkoBckoro.
A pa3 TaK, pa3 HeMBICJIIMOCTh ITPOTVBYIIOJIOXK-
HOTO HIYero He JI0Kas3blBaeT, CTajl0 OBITb, TOT
residuum, o xoropom Meuraet I'yccepsinb, Gecteo-
peTvueckum — OyzeT uncTo popMasIbHbIM 1, T10-
oMy, He HYXHBIM (['ycras Irer..., 2005, c. 327)*.

2 OcraBurascs 4acTb 3ammcu m3 «YepHOm TeTpamm»
nobasiieHa cKopommchio B cHocky (Hmer, 2016, c. 18).

21 Drot Bompoc I'ycceprb 3amaeT B crathe «Dutocodst
Kak crporas Hayka» (I'yccepis, 1911, c. 18).

2 B muraTe WMCIpaBJIeHBl OIINMOKM, AOIyIIeHHble IIPU
pacidpoBKe B IIePBOVI ITy OJIMKALINA.
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meant by it, but in particular to point out what
makes psychologism dangerous — then perhaps
it may turn out that not all “psychologisms”
are dangerous and that psychologism does
not necessarily exist where it seems to exist, for
psychologism can be seen even in the fact that
“2” is sometimes dva and sometimes zwei and
how can one talk without these zwei’s? (Shpet,
2016, p. 18)*

Proceeding from the above reconstruction,
we can translate the theme of the conversa-
tion between Shpet and Husserl about Kant
and phenomenology into the language of mod-
ern philosophical science. Keeping in mind the
“Kantian dilemma”, Abbildtheorie, as well as
the problems of psychologism and the “pure
ego” we can safely say that the conversation in
fact was focused on the problem of reality, i.e.
on what exists and how it exists. What are the
“things” (objects) to which Husserl urges us to
go back?®

Another piece of archival evidence that
bolsters our hypothesis is the letter from Lev
Shestov which Shpet received on 22 October
1913. It contains lines directly connected with
our reconstruction:

What Husserl does not follow through to the
end could be known a priori. To me it is obvious
that the issues of the theory of cognition cannot
be solved along these lines. Recently, I revisited
the Critique of Pure Reason in connection with
something from Aristotle. And it hit me, when
I looked through Kant’s reasoning about
Beharrlichkeit der Substanz, that in connection
with any kind of concepts, in other words,
within what we de facto consider to be “reason”,
there can be no resolution even of questions
pertaining to physics. For what seemed to be
inconceivable to Kant — and indeed to us until
recently — has become conceivable before our

2The remaining part of the entry from the “Black Note-
book” has been added by hand to the footnote (Shpet,
2016, p. 18).

2 Husserl asks this question in the article “Philosophy as
a Rigorous Science” (Husserl, 1965, p. 97).
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I'lo koHTeKCTY TMchMa sicHO, uTo IIner paccka-
spiBasl IllecToBy 0 cBOMX pasrosopax c I'yccepriem,
n paccyxnenue IllecTosa B cbMe — 3TO OTKJIVK
Ha nx pasrosop. [1o xparnern mepe, B «epHBbIX Te-
Tpansax» [lnera coxpaHmiach 3aIvch O «ITOCTOSH-
CTBe CyOCTaHIINII»:

Ccpulka Ha IIOCTOSIHCTBO CyOcTaHIMM Kak
Ha WCTOYHMK IIOCTOSIHHOTO IeVICTBUSI BepHa,
IIOCKOJIBKY pe4b WIeT VMEHHO 00 VCTOYHVIKE
nevicteusg. Ho 3To HudYero He roBopur o HeoO-
XOIVMMOCTI «3aKOHa». HarpoTus, mpenmosoxe-
Hue cyOcTaHIIMM ecTh IperosoXKeHle caMo-
VICTOYHVKA [IeVICTBUSI, YTO «HEOOXOIVMMOCTBIO»
orputiaeTcs. «HeobOxommmocTs» ecTb VIMeHHO
ompuyaxue TIOHATUS VICTOYHVKA CaMOJIEVICTBYS.
Marepusi He MMeeT ero M MaTepusi B </IeVICTBU-
TeJIbHOCTM> eCTh TOJIbKO abcrpakims. Heobxo-
IVIMOCTb, CJIE[IOBATEIILHO, He MPWUYMHHAS 371€eCh,
KaK 710CcmoAHcmBo, KaK ITOCTOSHHBIV VICTOUHVK
TeVICTBUSA, a abCTpaKTHasi, M IIPUTOM, OT IIpU-
uMHBI K cyOctaniym. [TpyHImm npuamrHHOCTH
OOBSIBIIIET TOJIBKO, UTO JIeVICTBUe Bceeda Oymert,
a 0 3aKOHOMEPHOCTV He MOXeT TOBOPWUTH, pa3
OCHOBaH Ha IIOCTOSTHCTBe cyOcTaHIum. «Heob-
XOIVIMOCTV» OTHEIbHBIX 3aKOHOB ITPUYMHHBIX
CY’KII€HWUVI He BBITEKAIOT V3 IPVHIINIIA IIPUINH-
HocTy. OHM JIeVICTBUTEIIBHO CYTh «VJleaIbHbIe»
oOpasoBaHms. — Takum oOpa3oM, 3aKOH U IpU-
YMHHOCTB pasHble <...> oOpasosaHms. ITosTomy
VI eCTECTBEHHO CTpeMJIeHe TIO3UTVBVICTOB OpaTh
IIPUYVIHHOCTD TOJIBKO (P€HOMEHOJIOTMIeCK!, KaK
HeOOXOIVMMYIO ITOCJIeI0BaTeNIbHOCTh  (HepHble
TeTpany, 1. 285).

IIlecToB He OTBeYaeT Ha BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIVI MBI
TIOCTaBVJIV BBIIe, OH JIVUIIb ITPOOJIeMaTV3VPY-
€T «IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTE» (VUIV Bellu / IIpeIMeThI)
13 KOHTEeKCTa HayYHBIX OTKPBITU TOIO BpeMeHM.
OH yKa3bIBaeT Ha ee, eCJIV BbIpaXkaThbCsl COBpeMeH-
HBIM SI3BIKOM, «4JeJIOBeKOpa3MepHBIN» XapaKTep
(em.: Ipyxuumn, [lenpuna, 2025). A sot 1lmeT B
«SIBJIEHUM VI CMBICJIe» OTBEUYAeT Ha IIOCTaBJICHHBIN
BOITPOC: BeIV, K KOTOPbIM IIpM3bIBaeT Hac Bep-
HyTbcs ['ycceprib, — 3TO «BeIu OIbITa.
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eyes — when they discovered radium. Not
to speak of Einstein and Minkovsky. If so,
inconceivability of the opposite does not prove
anything, hence the residuum Husserl dreams
of, as non-theoretical — would be purely formal
and therefore unnecessary (Shchedrina, 2005,
p. 327)*.

It is clear from the context of the letter that
Shpet told Shestov about his conversations
with Husserl and that Shestov’s remarks in the
letter were a reaction to their conversation. At
least there is a note on the “permanence of sub-
stance” in Shpet’s “Black Notebooks”:

The reference to the permanence of substance
as a source of constant action is valid because it
has to do precisely with the source of action. But
it says nothing about the necessity of the “law”.
On the contrary, the presumption of substance
is a presumption of action as its own source,
which is negated by “necessity”. “Necessity” is
precisely the denial of the concept of the source of
self-action. Matter does not have it, and matter
in <reality> is only an abstraction. “Necessity”,
then, is here not causal, like permanence, like
a constant source of action, but abstract, and
it goes from cause to substance. The causality
principle merely declares that an act will always
be, but it cannot speak about regularity since
it is based on the permanence of substance.
“Necessities” of individual laws of causal
judgments do not follow from the principle of
causality. They are “ideal” entities. Thus, the
law and causality are different <...> entities. So,
it is natural for positivists to see causality only
phenomenologically as a necessary sequence
(Black Notebooks, sheet 285).

Shestov does not answer the question we
asked earlier, he merely problematises “reality”
(or things/objects) from the context of scientific
discoveries of his time. He points to what today
would be called its “human-sizedness” (cf. Pru-
zhinin, Shchedrina, 2025). But Shpet in Appear-

% The quote corrects the errors that were made in
deciphering the first publication.



T'oBOPST 0 BO3MOXXHOCTV 11 BEIIT OBITH IIpeI-
METOM OIIbITa, — paccykpaaer lllner, mpencras-
78 TOYKy 3peHmst ['yccepriss, — MBI VIMeeM B
BUJLy He BO3MOXXHOCTb, TPeOyeMyIO JIOTMTYeCKIM
3aKOHOM IIPOTMBOpEUNs, PaBHO KaK ¥ He Kay-
3aJIbHO-CyOCTaHIIMa/IbHYI0  00yCJIOBJIIEHHOCTD
(Ideen... S. 89), a BO3MOXXHOCTB CAMOrO EVICTBI-
TEJIBHOTO OIIBITa, T.€. BO3MOXKHOCTB, MOTVBVPO-
BAaHHYIO B CBSI34X caMoro ombITa. [TycTs Berrs He
BOCITPVHVIMAETCS HaMV B OIIbITe aKTyaJIbHO, HO
BO3MOXXHOCTb OBITH IIPEIMETOM OIIbITa 00O03Ha-
4JaeT [Id Hee TO, YTO OHa MOXXeT BOUTH B cpepy
aKTyaJIbHOCTY, M CTaTh JAaHHOIO; Yepe3 MOTMBa-
LWV CBSI3€VI OIIbITa, OHa OTHOCUTCS K Heollpe-
HeJIECHHOMY, HO 0npedeAuMoMYy TOPU30HTY aKTy-
aipHOTO ombiTa (Ideen... S. 89), koropsit Bcerma
yKa3bIBaeT U MOTMBUPYET, BBIXOIS 3a COOCTBEH-
HBbIe TIpeJieIbl, HOBbIe BO3MOYKHBIE OIIBITHI M T.J.
1o beckoreunoctn (Ideen... S. 90), — Berp, Kak
IIpe/IMeT OIIbITa, BCET/ia eCTh Belllb Mypa U «00-
craHoBk1» (Lmet, 2005, c. 69).

Bor Tonpko cam IllrreT moHMMAaET «OITBIT» He B
KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe (KaK OIBIT CyObeKTa), U Jaxe
He B I'ycCepsIeBCKOM (KaK TpaHCIeH/IeHTa/IbHble
(rOpM30HTHBIE) CTPYKTYPbI BO3MOXKHOTO OITBITA,
Be/lyIIyie K CMBICITY), HO KaK OIIBIT MICTOPUYECKUIL.
[TosToMy ero BIBOJ, TaKOB:

TaxuM obpasoM, AeVICTBUTEIbHBINT MUP, KaK
M BCSIKMV BO3MOXXHBIVI VIHOVI MWP, MBICIIVIMBI
TOJIBKO B KOPPEJIITMBHOM OTHOIIIEHMM K CO3Ha-
HUMIO, — ¥ 3TO MMEHHO JieJjlaeT TO, UTo (peHOMe-
HOJIOTMYeCcKoe MCC/IeIoBaHMe CaMOTrO CO3HaHMS
HVKOI[Ia He OCTaeTcs nycmbiM, a BMECTe C TeM
CTAHOBUTCS IIOHATHBIM, II04eMy (PeHOMEHOJIO-
rmyecKoe MCCIeloBaHve Mupa AeViCTBUTEThHO-
TO U APYTVX BO3MOXXHBIX MUPOB He MOXeT OBITh
CMeIMBaeMo C JIOTMaTUYeCKMM MCCIIeTOBaHVIEM
TpaHCLUEHOEHTHBIX IIPEIMETOB, KaK 3TO MMeeT
MeCTO B crielnabHbIX HayKax (Tam xe).

To ectp mng Illmera co3HaHMe Bcerma ecTb
HpeaMeT «VICTOPUYECKNI», OHO KOHKPETHO B 3TOM
cmeicte. IlpuBenem ermme ofHy, BecbMa IIOKasa-
TeJIbHYIO B TOM OTHOIICHUM 3aIliCh 13 «HepHBbIX
TeTpagen»:
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ance and Sense does answer the question that
has been put: the things to which Husserl calls
us to return are “things of experience”. Repre-
senting Husserl’s viewpoint, Shpet (1991, p. 34)
writes:

When we talk about the possibility of things
being objects of experience, we have in mind
not that possibility demanded by the logical
law of non-contradiction nor do we have in
mind causal-substantial conditionality (Ideen...
S. 89). What we have in mind, rather, is the
possibility of an actual experience itself, i.e., a
possibility motivated in the concatenations of
experience itself. Even if we do not apprehend
a physical thing in experience at the present
moment, the possibility of it being an object
of experience denotes that it can enter into
the sphere of being actually present and
become given. Through the motivations of the
concatenations of experience, the thing belongs
to the undetermined but determinable horizon
of actually present experience (Ideen... S. 89),
which always points beyond and motivates,
transgressing its own limits, to possible new
experiences, etc. ad infinitum (Ideen... S. 90). A
physical thing, taken as an object of experience,
is always a physical thing of the world and of
the “surroundings”.

Only, Shpet does not see “experience” in
the Kantian sense (as experience of the subject)
nor even in Husserl’s sense (as transcendental
horizontal) structures of possible experience,
leading to sense), but as historical experience.
Hence his conclusion:

Thus the actual world, like any other possible
world, is conceivable only in a correlative
relationship to consciousness. This accounts for
the fact that the phenomenological investigation
of consciousness itself never remains empty. At
the same time it is now understandable why the
phenomenological investigation of the actual
world and of other possible worlds cannot
be confused with a dogmatic investigation of
transcendent objects as happens in the specific
sciences (ibid.).
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Gottingen, Groner Ch., 22/1

1913 V17 (4)

B TOoM, uYrO «MaTepusi», «MaTepUaIbHBIV
MUp» — HUYTO, €CTh OOJIbIIIasi H0JIs IIpaBIbl. VI3
3TOTO «HUYET0» MOXHO ¥ KOe-4TO 030a11b, VI OHO
CcaMO MOXET SIBUThCS yCJIOBYEM XXU3HU 1 pa3BU-
TUS CO3UIAIONIETO «ayXa». — LjIg 3Toro Hy>XHO
TOJIBKO IIPU3HATb, YTO Mamepus ecms Bpems (HO
He Z — matepus!). — [lyx MOXeT CcyIiecTBOBaTh
caMOOBITHO, 13 cebs 1 yepes cedsi: TTOKa OH pac-
CMaTpMBaeTCcsi B 3TOM CBOeM CYIeCTBOBAaHUM —
Takoe paccMoTpeHme uHouggepenmuo. Ho mo-
CMOTPWM Ha Hero, Kak Ha CO3HAIOIIero ceds, —
3TO yXXe SIBJISIeTCS yCIIOBUEM, <4TOOBI> BUIIETH
€r0 B €r0 OTHOIIIEHWN K €T0 «IIepel] TeM», K ero
«mrpornuiomy». Torma m ero cosHaHue HallpaB-
JIleTCs Ha 3TO IIPOIIIoe, KOTOpOe CTaHOBUTCH
111 Hero obsexmom. Ho Tak kKak ero (IIporuioro)
y>Ke Hem, TO OHO HUYTO (= Marepusi). — B sTom
CMBICJIe BCSIKOe Hallle M3Yy4eHle eCTh M3ydeHle
CaMOro [Iyxa B €ro IIPOIIIOM: 3TOT CTOJL, IePeBO,
Y T.. — MOe IIPOIIIIoe, U KaK TaKoe 0ObeKT Mo-
ero m3ydyeHusi. — Bce mosHaHMe ecTh ITO3HaHVE
IIPOIIJIOTO, «MCTOPUSI» — ¥ BCe XKe JyX CTOUT K
3TOMY IPOIIIOMY KaK BeyHoe (MHade He OBUIO
ObI ¥ IIPOIIIOro) M M3y4aeT cedsi B cBOem abco-
JIIOTHOCTY 4epe3 M3ydeHVe 3TOro IIPOIUIOro B
oTHomIeHnN K cebe. — OT TOro, YTO MOPOXKIEH-
HOe VIM IIpOIIUIoe CTOUT B OTHOIIeHUU K HeMy,
OH He CTaHOBUTCS OTHOCUTEIIBHBIM, — 3TO He
nBvokeHue A ot b, o obpatHO, — a Iopoxie-
Hye: pOXKIAIOIINT ke aOCOIIOTHO POXKIIAeT, VI OT-
HOCUTeJIeH TOJIIbKO POXKIEHHBI, CJIe[I0BATeIIbHO,
" Ayx ObUT ObI OTHOCUTEIBHBIM, eC/I OBl OBUT B
CBOIO OuepesIb ITOPOXKIeH, HO OH causa sui (ep-
Hble TeTpaay, 1. 281).

Yxe Toraa (8 1913 r)) et daxTmuecku mipea-
BOCXUTWI (yBUJIEJ YMCTBEHHBIM B30pOM) /ajlb-
HeVmi Iy Th ['yccepris K «Kn3HeHHOMY MUPY» U
vctopu3my®. VI KTO 3HaeT, MOXeT ObITh, IMEHHO

# CriefyeT MIMeTb B BUIY U TO, YTO «VICTOPWU3M OBbIBaeT B
SIBHOM 11 HeSIBHOM BUJle, VI C HUM TaKke HY>XHO pa3ou-
paThcs B IUIaHe TEPMUHOJIOTMW. TepMMHOIOTYeCKITT
aHaJIM3 VICXOIUT IIpeXie Bcero n3 06a3ncHOTO pasIams,
a MMEHHO, YTO OIIHO 1 TO Ke CJIOBO MOXKEeT BbIpakaThb pa3-
Hble TepMyHB». CM. BeIcTyIuleHue B. VI Momuanosa Ha
KPYIJIOM CTOJjle, IIOCBSIIEHHOM IIpo0jieMaM COBpeMeH-
Hout peromenorormu (I[Tpyxmuns u gp., 2024, c. 9).
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In other words, for Shpet consciousness is
always a “historical” subject and in that sense
is concrete. Let us cite one more telltale entry
from the “Black Notebooks”:

Gottingen, Groner Ch., 22/1

1913 V17 (4)

There is a large grain of truth in that
“matter”, “the material world” are nothing.
From this “nothing” something can be created
and it may be the condition of the life and
development of the creative “spirit”. All that
is needed for this is to recognize that matter is
time (but not Z is matter!). The spirit may exist
by itself, out of itself and through itself: as long
as it is contemplated in such existence, such
contemplation is indifferent. But if we look at it
as being conscious of itself — that is already a
condition for seeing it in its relation to “before”,
to its “past”. Then its consciousness is directed
to the past, which becomes the object for it. But
since it (the past) is no longer there it is nothing
(= matter). — In that sense all our research is
the research of the spirit itself in its past: this
table, tree, etc. — my past, and as such an object
of my research. — All cognition is cognition of
the past, “history” — and yet the spirit relates
to this past as eternal (otherwise there would
be no past) and studies itself in its absoluteness
through the study of the past in relation to
itself. The fact that the past it has generated
is related to it, does not make it relative, this
is not movement from A to B, or back, this is
generation: the generating generates absolutely
and only the generated is relative, consequently,
the spirit, too, was relative, and if it in turn were
generated it is causa sui (“Black Notebooks”,
sheet 281).

Already then (in 1913) Shpet effectively
anticipated (in his mind’s eye) Husserl’s fu-
ture journey toward the “life world” and his-
toricism.”» And who knows, perhaps this
conversation with Shpet about “Kant and phe-

Z]t has to be borne in mind that “historicity can be overt
or disguised and it could do with some sorting out of
terminology. Terminological analysis recognises that
one and the same word may express different terms”.
See remarks by Viktor I. Molchanov at a round table de-
voted to the problems of modern phenomenology (Pru-
zhinin et al., 2024, p. 9).



TOT pasrosop co lllnerom o «KanTe 1 dPeHOMEHO-
norvv» nospoyvl I'ycceprtro 3ajmymMaTbest 0 ouio-
codPCKO-MeTOIOJIOrMUecKmX MepcrieKTnBax peHo-
MeHOJIOT VM.

Baaeodapnocmu. baaeodapum Weops Amamo-
AveBuna Muxatinoba 3a npogpecclionavHbie KOHCYAb-
mayuu u kpumuyeckoe odcyxoenue nepboi pedaxyuu
mexcma cmamwvu. WccaedoBanue V. O. Iledpuron
ocyujecmbreno 8 pamxax Ilpoepammsr pynoamen-
maavHolx uccaedoBanuii HY BIIID.
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nomenology” prompted Husserl to spare a
thought for philosophical-methodological pros-
pects of phenomenology.
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