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OT PEJAKTOPOB
H. A. ImumpueBa'?, T. H. Pe3Boix’

Tema sToro Homepa — «VImmanywi Kant n Ce-
MeH DpaHK: KOHBEPreHIUN U IVBEPreHIIN» —
oOBeIVHsSeT CTaThl, HallMICAaHHBIe 10 pe3yJsIbTa-
TaM MeX/IyHapOIHOV KOH(epeHIINM, COCTOsSB-
mevics B Axkagemun Kanrtuane banrturickoro de-
nepanbHOro yHusepcutera um. VI Kanra 12—
13 Hos16ps 2021 r* DTo BTOpas KoHJepeHIMs 13
cepuM HayYHBIX BCTPeY O BIIVISTHUM KaHTUMaHCKIX
ugenn Ha pycckmx dwiocodos. Ilepsas KoHde-
pennms cepun nponnia B 2018 1. m ObUTa TOCBS-
IlleHa perenuuu 1 Kputuke dpnaocodpun Kanra
Briagymupom CostoBbeBbIM.

B myOnmmkyemBbIx CTaThsiX HAILIM OTpakeHUe
pasnuHble acrekTbl oTHomeHust Cemena JIrom-
surosnua ®panka (1877—1950) x dntocodcko-
My Hacaeguto KaHTa, a Takke K ero akTyasimsa-
LIV B HEOKAaHTMAHCKMX Y4YeHUsIX, CPOpMMUpOBaB-
mxcd K Koty XIX B. v 1oy dmBIINX OOJIBIION
pe3oHaHC B PMIOCOPCKMX AUCKYCCUSAX B Hadasle
XX B., B TOM uncie B Poccun. B wacrnocTw, Tpyn-
HO IIepeoLleHUTh 3HadeHre KaHTOBCKOM (pryioco-
dun B 3BOITIOLNN «<KPUTUUYECKMX MapPKCUCTOB» 10
HarpasJleHMIO K maeanusmy. I1 b. Crpyse eme B
KoHI1Ie 1890-x rr. oToIIIe)I OT SKOHOMWMYECKOIO J1e-
TepMMHM3Ma, OOpaTMBIINCh K KaHTOBCKOW IIPO-
Or1eMe IPVIPOZIBI VI CBOOOIBI VI OCO3HAB, UTO «VICXOT,
VI3 3TOrO IIPOTUBOPEU s, IIO-BUAVMOMY, OOVH — B
MeTadpmsvke» 1 oH «ykaszaH Kanrom, HemHrom

! Basrrmiickmit periepaibHbIV yHUBepenuTeT M. V. KanTa,
Poccns, 236041, Kaymmuanarpan, yi. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.

2 MOCKOBCKIII I1€Iarorim4ecKiil roCyJapCTBeHHbIN YHII-
Bepcuter (MIITY),

Poccnst, 119991, Mocksa, yi1. Manas ITuporosckag, 1. 1, ctp. 1.
3 [IpaBocimaBHbT  CBATO-TMXOHOBCKIII TyMaHUTApPHBIN
yuusepcuret (IICITY),

Poccms, 115184, Mocksa, yi1. HoBokysHerkasi, 230.
Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuro: 13.12.2022 e.

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

* [Iporpammy KOH(EpEeHIINI 1 CCBUIKY Ha BUIeoMaTepy-
anbl cM. Ha cante Kant-Online: https:/ /kant-online.ru/
academia-kantiana/konferentsii/kant-i-frank/

EDITORIAL
N.A. Dmitrieva'? T.N. Rezvykh®

The topic of this issue is “Immanuel Kant
and Semyon Frank: Convergences and Diver-
gences”. It brings together the articles based on
the results of the international conference held
at the Academia Kantiana of the Immanuel Kant
Baltic Federal University (IKBFU) on 12-13 No-
vember 2021.* This was the second meeting in
the series of academic conferences on the influ-
ence of Kantian ideas on Russian philosophers.
The first took place in 2018 and was devoted to
the reception and critique of Kant’s philosophy
by Vladimir Solovyov.

The articles reflect various aspects of the at-
titude of Semyon Frank (1877 —1950) to Kant’s
philosophical legacy and its actualisation in
Neo-Kantian doctrines that had taken shape by
the late nineteenth century and had great res-
onance in philosophical discussions in the ear-
ly twentieth century in Russia and elsewhere.
For example, the significance of the Kantian
philosophy in the evolution of “critical Marx-
ists” toward idealism is hard to overestimate.
Pyotr Struve, as early as the late 1890s, re-
nounced economic determinism and turned to
the Kantian problem of nature and freedom, re-
alising that “there is apparently only one path
out of this contradiction and that is metaphys-
ics” and it is “indicated by Kant, Schelling and

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (IKBFU).

14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236041, Russia.
2 Moscow Pedagogical State University (MPGU).

1/1 Malaya Pirogovskaya st., Moscow, 119991, Russia.
% St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University.

23b Novokuznetskaya st., Moscow, 115184, Russia.
Received: 13.12.2022.

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

* See the conference programme and the link to video
recordings at “Kant-Online”: https://kant-online.ru/
academia-kantiana/konferentsii/ kant-i-frank/

KanmoBexuii cooprux. 2023. T. 42, Ne 1. C. 7—9.

Kantian Journal, 2023, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 7-9.



H.A. Imutpuesa, T.H. Pe3Bbix

u IllorreHrayspoM, KaXXIIbIM Ha CBOW JIam»”. AOco-
JIIOTHAasl 1IeHHOCTb 4YeJloBeKa, IIPOBO3IJIallleH-
Hasa Kanrom, mpusesia CTpyBe Ha HO3UILINIO Vle-
amsMa. Borten 3a HUM 3Ty HO3MINMIO HPUHSIIN
n C.H. bynraxos, n C.JI. ®pank. Kak n ngpyrue
«pyccKme MaibuuKu», PpaHK, Oyayum ciayiiaTe-
sieMm Beprnmackoro yauBepcurera B 1899—-1901 rr.,
niocertiast steKiym . 3umMerts. OH ObUT XX1BO BOB-
JleyeH He TOJIBKO B JVICKYCCUM BOKPYT KaHTMaH-
CTBa, HO M B IIPOLIECCHI MHCTUTYIIVOHAIV3AlUN
dnnocodpum B Poccum 11 Muipe, B KOTOPBIX He II0-
CJIeflHsAS pOJIb IpUHAJIeXala KaHTMAHCKM «Ha-
Ipy’>KeHHbIM» VHUIMaTBaM — OT IIepeBOIOB
dntocodcKot IUTepaTyphl Ha PYCCKUM SA3bIK 10
ydacTus B prstocodckmx obliecTBax, Takmx Kak
Bomedwia B Poccnm mymt KarToBckoe o01iecTBo B
I'epmanmmn. Vimenno Onaronapst Mosiogomy ®pan-
Ky B 1904 I. pocCHMVICKIVI YnUTaTe b IOy YWl T1e-
peBon, 3HamMeHUTBIX «[Ipemrognii» Bubresbma
Bumenn0auna. B 1925 . B KE/IbHCKOM OTHEIICHUN
KanTosckoro obriectsa 3pesibiit PpaHK B JI0KIIa-
ne «O MetadusuKe Mym»° MO3HAKOMMIT HEMell-
KIX KOJIJTeT cO cBoen pryiocodpCKO-aHTPOHOIIOI V-
yeckor KOHIleIlmern. B ToMm xe romgy IO IpuIJa-
meHyio KaaToBckoro obrectsa PpaHK coBep-
LIVUI JIEKIIVIOHHBIe IToe3aKu 110 [epmaHmm.

TaknMm obpasom, «KaHTOBCKasi» TeMa IIpefl-
cTaBjleHa B TBop4YecTBe (DpaHKa 1 ero 3BOJIIOLNNI
Kak dmrocoda IOCTATOYHO pasHOOOpasHO. AB-
TOPBI CTaTeVl PeKOHCTPYUPYIOT WAEVHO Hachl-
IIIeHHBIVI KOHTeKCT dpwtocodcroBanms PpaHKa
Y CJIOXKHYIO BIUIETEHHOCTb B HEro KaHTMaHCKMX
TIOHSTUVL VI TIOIXOJ0B.

TemaTnuecknii HoMep BBIXOOUT B IIpefjiBe-
puu nipasgHoBaHMs 300-71eTHETO 100VIes CO IHSA
poxnenus V. Kanta m Ha doHe 0XuBIeHWs
dpaHKOBeUeCKIX MCCIIeOBAaHM B paMKax ITOf-
TOTOBKM (PYHIAMEeHTaJIbHOIO M3[aHWs IIOJIHOTO
cobpanmsa counHenun C.J1. @paHka.

> Cmpy6e I1.5. CBoboma wu wcTOpUYecKas HeoOXomu-
MocTb // Bompocel dwtocodpum m ncmxonorum. 1897.
Ka. 36, Ne 1. C. 121.

¢ OnyOrmkosas B 1929 r. B xypraite «Kant-Studien», ms-
JlaBaeMOM TIO HaCTOsiITiee BpeMsI IIPpM TIoTiiepykKKe HeMeTll-
koro KanToBckoro obmrectsa. B mepesopme Ha pycckmii
SI3BIK JTOKJTaf, orryOimkosaH OKcaHOV AJIeKCaHIPOBHOW
Haszaposort B cOopHuke «llccremoBaHms 1O MICTOPUN
pycckont mbicn: Exeronnamk 3a 2016 — 2017 roger» (T. 13).

Schopenhauer, each in his own way”.” The ab-
solute value of the human being proclaimed by
Kant led Struve to embrace idealism. Following
him, Sergei N. Bulgakov and Semyon L. Frank
adopted the same position. Like other “Russian
boys” Frank attended Georg Simmel’s lectures
while he studied at Berlin University in 1899 —
1901. He was actively involved not only in the
discussions around Kantianism, but also in the
processes of institutionalisation of philosophy
in Russia and the world in which a noticeable
role was played by Kant-related initiatives,
from translation of philosophical literature into
Russian to participation in such philosophical
societies as the Free Philosophical Association
(Volfila) in Russia or the Kant Society in Ger-
many. It was owing to the young Frank in 1904
that the Russian reader received the transla-
tion of Wilhelm Windelband’s famous Preludes.
In 1925 the mature Frank presented his philo-
sophical-anthropological conception in his talk
“On the Metaphysics of Soul”® delivered at the
Cologne branch of the Kant Society. That same
year he went on a lecture tour of Germany at
the invitation of the Kant Society.

Thus, the “Kantian theme” is represented in
Frank’s work and evolution as a philosopher
in a rather variegated way. The authors of the
articles reconstruct the context, rich in ideas,
of Frank’s philosophy into which Kantian con-
cepts and approaches are intricately woven.

The journal’s thematic issue appears on the
eve of the 300" anniversary of Kant’s birth and
against the background of intensified Frank
studies engaged in the preparation of the fun-
damental edition of Frank’s complete works.

> Struve, P.B., 1897. Freedom and Historical Necessity.
Voprosy filosofii i psikhologii [Issues of Philosophy and
Psychology], 36(1), p. 121.

¢ Published in 1929 in the journal “Kant-Studien” which
is still being published with the support of the Ger-
man Kant Society. The Russian translation has been
published by Oksana Nazarova in “Issledovaniya po is-
torii russkoi mysli [Studies in the History of Russian
Thought]. Yearbook for 2016-2017” (Volume 13).



[ToMnMO TeMaTHMUeCKM OPMEHTUPOBAHHBIX
TEKCTOB B HOMep BOILUIM CTaThsi O peaKIMM Ha
dwnocodpckme mnen Kanra [Dxysernie AHDKO-
JIVHY, HeocxoJlacTa-ue3yuTa, IIperojaBaBIllero
B Hauaste XIX B. B [losmonikom nesymrckom akae-
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KAHT ) ®PAHK:
KOHBEPTEHI[MY Y1 AMBEPTEHIINMN

IMMANUEL KANT AND SEMYON FRANK:
CONVERGENCES AND DIVERGENCES

VIK 1(091):17, 2-42

OT KAHTA K ®PAHKY:
DTUKA [IOJITA VI IIPOBJIEMA
COIIPOTWBJIEHWS 37Ty
B PYCCKOW MBICJIU

K. M. Aumono8!

Oona us Baxuedwux smuveckux ouckyccui 6
PYCCKOUL  peAu2UO3HOTL  MbiCAU  —  UHUYUUpOBAHHAS
JI. H. Toacmuim nosemuxa no Bonpocy o (1e/co)npomub-
AeHuu 31y cuasotl. A6mop 3adaemcs Bonpocom o Baus-
Huu smuku u gusocogpuu peaueun Kanma na xod smot
Ouckyccuu, a makxe CHpeMumcs, ycmanoBums Mecmo u
3HaueHue apaymenmol u coobpaxenutl, Bvicka3aHHblx 10
amomy nobooy C.JI. @panxom 6 pannuii (1908 e.) u no3o-
Hutl (1940-e 22.) nepuods: mbopuecméba. [1as 3moeo ocy-
ujecmbasnemcs pekoHcmpykyus obujeeo xo0a OUCKyccut,
8 wacmuocmu nosuyuil u apeymenmo@ J1. H. Toacmoeo,
Ba. CoaoBveba, U. A. Viavuna u H. A. beposeba. Hauu-
nas c Toacmozo opueunaivroe, nouepnnymoe us Eban-
eeAus smuveckoe cooeprkanie ueu Henpomubenis 66o-
ous0cy pycckumu mvicaumersimu 8 3aumcmBobantyio y
Kanma cpopmy smuxu dosea. IToremuxa ¢ moacmobekum
Bapuanmom 3moil udeu Besacs eaabHvim 0bpazom 6 08yx
Hanpabaenusax — 6 onope na kanmuarckoe obocrHobarue
npabomeprocmu npuHyxoeHus u 6 nonsimax Gre smu-
Ku 0osea 00pamumscs k OpyeuM CmuAiM MOPaLbHO20
Moluisenua. PaBepnyman Vavunsim anosoeus ucnosv-
3068anus cuavt 8 6opwbe co 310M 3acmabuia Mvicaumeneil
pycckoil amuepayuu 6o1ee BHUMAMEALHO NPUCMOTTPENTb-
cs k amumeckoi konyenyuu Toacmozo u obpamums Bru-
marue Ha ee nosumubroe codepxarue. Ha smoii ocrobe
Beposeb u ocoberro @pank cozdatom Bapuanimul xpucmo-
UeHMpUuHOT MUKy cnacenus, komopas 6 nepcnexmube

! IIpaBocimaBHbI  CBATO-TVIXOHOBCKUIT TYMaHWTAPHBIN
yausepcuret (IICITY),

Poccns, 115184, Mocksa, yi1. HoBoky3Henkas, 230.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 31.10.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-1-2

FROM KANT TO FRANK:
THE ETHIC OF DUTY AND THE PROBLEM
OF RESISTANCE TO EVIL
IN RUSSIAN THOUGHT

K. M. Antonov!

One of the key ethical debates in Russian religious
thought, initiated by Leo Tolstoy, concerned the ques-
tion of nonresistance to evil by force. The purpose of
this article is to assess the influence of Kant's ethics
and philosophy of religion on the course of this debate
and to determine the place and significance of the ar-
guments and considerations expressed on this issue by
Semyon Frank in the early and late periods (1908 and
1940s) of his work. To this end I reconstruct the gen-
eral course of the debate, notably the positions and ar-
guments of Leo Tolstoy, Vladimir Solovyov, Ivan Ilyin
and Nikolai Berdyaev. Beginning with Tolstoy, Russ-
ian thinkers introduced the original ethical content of
the idea of nonresistance derived from the Gospel into
the ethics of duty borrowed from Kant. The Tolstoy
version of this idea was challenged mainly from two
directions: from the Kantian grounding of the legit-
imacy of coercion and attempts to bring in styles of
moral thinking other than the ethic of duty. Ilyin’s
apologia for the use of force in the struggle against evil
prompted Russian émigré thinkers to take a closer look
at Tolstoy’s ethical concept and pay attention to its
positive content. On this basis Berdyaev and especially
Frank create their version of the Christ-centered ethic
of salvation which, in the perspective of “protecting

! St. Tikhon's Orthodox University.

23b Novokuznetskaya st., Moscow, 115184, Russia.
Received: 31.10.2022.
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300a4uu «0epaxO0eHus mupa om 3aa» Bxatouaem 6 cebs
amuxy 0os2ea u c6a3vibaem c Hetl BO3MOKHOCb NPUMEHe-
HUs cuabl — Oeticmbus Bceeda HenpaBeoroeo, HO BbiHY K-
0eHHo20 «8 cumyayuu KpaiHet HeodX00UMOCHIU».

KaroueBuie croBa: Kanm, Toacmon, @pank, smuka
dosea, kameeopuueckuil umnepamul, smuka cnaceHus,
conpomubaenue 31y, Henpomubaienue, NPUHYUN MeHb-
uiezo 314

1. BBenenmne

ObBcyxeHne Borpoca O (He/CO)IIPOTMBIIEHUN
371y, €ro BO3MOXHBIX popMax, IpaHMIlax 1 Oaso-
BBIX IIPMHLMIIAX — OIHA M3 Ba)KHEWIINX dTIYe-
CKVX JOVICKYCCUVI B PYCCKOVI PEJIUTMO3HOVI MBICIIVA.
B xonne XIX — mepsort nosiosrHe XX B. B HeVI TPy~
HSUIV y9acTyie IIpaKTU9ecKy Bce Harbostee 3HaUM-
MBbIe aBTOPBI, CCTEMATUYeCKV paboTaBIIIVEe B TOT
nepuoz, B obmacty 3TuKN. HecMoTpst Ha Bce TpaHc-
dopmarm KyJIbTypHON U TIOJIUTUYECKON CUTYa-
LMV, IIPOM3OIIe/IIIIVie BO BTOPOV IT0JIoBMHe XX —
Hauasle XXI B, vx BKJIaJl, OCHOBaHHBIVI 1 Ha IJIy-
OGOKOM JIMYHOM OITBITE XPUCTMAHCKOV XXVM3HM, 1 Ha
crcTeMaTn4uecKoy pedrieKCcry KaK OTHOCUTEIIBHO
o0rmx ycoBuit n ocodeHHocter HoBoro Bpeme-
HV, TaK V1 OTHOCUTEJIBHO KaTacTPOUecKIX UCTO-
pryiecKmx CcoObITUIT — PEBOIIIOLINVI, TPaXkTaHCKIIX
I MMPOBBIX BOVIH, — Ha MOV B3IJIS, COXpaHseT
CBOIO HEIIPEXOJISAIIYIO aKTyaJIbHOCTE . VIMeHHO B
S5TOM BOIIPOCE BKJIa/Jl PYCCKOVI MBIC/IV ITPeICTaB-
JISIeTCSI JeVICTBUTE/IBHO OPUIMHAJIBHBIM, He VIMe-
IOIIVIM He3aBVICMBIX aHaJIOTOB B MUPOBO pryio-
Coq)CKoﬁ 7 OOrOCJIOBCKOV MBIC/TN. B majipbHerem
MBI IIOIBITAeMCsI, BO-IIEPBBIX, OIIpeeINTh XapaK-
Tep M AEVICTBUTEJIbHY O CTEIIEHb 3TOV OPVUIVIHAIb-
HOCTW, B YaCTHOCTW POJIb 3TUYECKMX KOHIICIIIINI
HeMeLIKOM KylacCdecKom dutocodpmm, mpexe
BCETO KAHTOBCKOW STWMKM (M OTYacTM (PuIoco-
dum permirum), ee 6a30BBIX IIPVHITNAIIOB, KaTero-

2O HapacramwolIleM «TOJICTOBCTBE» COBPEMEHHOIO MMpa
cM.: (Opexanos, 2016, c. 19); o HaCyIIHOCTM TOJICTOBCKO-
ro mpeaja ¥ 3HaAYeHUM «MHOIOroJIocus (rIocodckort
KpUTUKM ero Hacteawsi» cM.: (lycermos, llenpuma, 2014,
c.6=7).
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the world against evil” includes the ethic of duty and
links it with the possibility of using force, always a
wrongful act, but one justified “in a situation of ex-

treme need” .

Keywords: Kant, Tolstoy, Frank, ethic of duty, cat-
egorical imperative, ethic of salvation, resistance to evil,
nonresistance, principle of the lesser evil

1. Introduction

The question of (non)resistance to evil, its
possible forms, boundaries and basic princi-
ples is one of the key ethical debates in Russ-
ian religious thought. In the late nineteenth
and the first half of the twentieth century it in-
volved practically all the more significant au-
thors who did systematic work in the field of
ethics at the time. Notwithstanding all the cul-
tural and political transformations that took
place in the second half of the twentieth and
the beginning of the twenty-first centuries their
contribution, based on profound personal ex-
perience of Christian life and systematic reflec-
tion on the general condition and specificities
of modern times and on arguably catastrophic
historical events — revolutions, civil and world
wars — has intransient relevance.? It is on this
issue that the contribution of Russian thought
is truly original and without independent ana-
logues in the world’s philosophical and theo-
logical thought. Below I shall try, first, to define
the character and actual degree of this original-
ity, in particular the role of the ethical concepts
of German classical philosophy, notably Kant’s
ethics (and partly philosophy of religion), its
fundamental principles, categories, train of

20n the increasingly “Tolstoyan” modern world see
Orekhanov (2016, p. 19); on the relevance of the Tolstoy
ideal and the importance of “polyvocality” of philo-
sophical critique of his legacy” see Guseinov and Shche-
drina (2014, pp. 6-7).
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Ppvi, XOmOB MBICIIV V1 COIEpXKaTeJIbHbIX PEeIeHN,
B CTAaHOBJIEHU aHAJIVI3VPYEMOVI PYCCKOVI JIVICKYC-
CUW; BO-BTOPBIX, YCTAHOBUTH MECTO U 3Ha4deHue
apryMeHTOB " COOOpa’keHWVl, BbICKa3aHHBIX IIO
stomy nosony C.JI. @pankom B parnHuit (1908 r)
v no3gHun (1940-e rr.) nepuons! TBOpYecTBa. [Is
3TOrO IIPeICTaBIISeTCS HEOOXOAVMBIM, B-TPEThIX,
OCYIIIECTBUTH PeKOHCTPYKIIMIO OOIIIEro Xoma avic-
KYCCHW, B YaCTHOCTW MO3UIINVI, apT'yMEHTOB U TeK-
croB J1. H. Toncroro, B. C. ConosweBa, V. A. Vnpu-
Ha 1 H. A. bepnsesa.

2. HempoTuBjieHMe 37I0My
KaK MOpaJIbHbIV 3aKoH: Tosicton u Kaat

Toricront BBOAWT IPMHINIT «HEIPOTVIBIEHVS
3JIOMYy» B CBO€M 1IeHTPaJIbHOM «BepOY UM TeJIbHOM»
COUVIHEHUM — TpakTaTe «B uem Mosi Bepa?» (1884)°.
Ero ommcanme TOro, Kak 3TOT MPUHIINUI OBLI OT-
KPBIT VIM B pe3yJibTaTe CJIOKHOVI BHYTPEeHHEeN pa-
00TBI, OUeHb HATIOMIMHAET MHOTVie aHaJIOTVYHbIe
OIMcaHMs KPYIIHBIX MHTe/UIeKTyaJIbHBIX OTKPbI-
TWW, KOT/Ja IIOCJIe JI0JITOro Ieprofia 6e3yCcrenHbIX
JyXOBHBIX MICKaHWUVI VICTVHA OTKpPbIBaeTCs YesloBe-
Ky B pesyJIbTaTe MOMeHTaJIbHOIO O3apeHMs: «9TO
He OBIIO MeTomMyecKoe wccilefoBaHMe Oorocsio-
BUs U TeKcToB EBaHTrenmit, — 3To ObIJIO MTHOBEH-
HOe yCcTpaHeHVe BCero TOro, YTO CKPhIBaJIO CMbIC]T
y4eHMs, I MIHOBEHHOe O3apeHWe CBeTOM VCTU-
HbD> (TosicTont, 1957a, c. 306). CyTh 3TOro OTKpBI-
TUS 3aKJIoYaslach B BBISICHEHUV ITPOCTOV Bellu:
1) ciioBa XpucTa «BbI cIbIIany, 4To cka3aHo: OKO
3a oKo 1 3y0 3a 3y0. A Sl roBopro Bam: He mpoTBb-
cs 3i0My» (Mdp. 5: 38—39) mOIDKHBI OHMMATh-
Csl He MHOCKa3aTeJIbHO, a COBepIlleHHO OyKBaIb-
HO: «He npoTuBbCs 3710My — 3HAYUT He IPOTUBb-
csl 3JIOMy HUKOI7Ia, T.e. HUKOI7la He Jlejlail Hacu-
JIVISL, T.€. TaKOTO IOCTYIIKA, KOTOPBIV BCeraa IIpo-
TUBOIIOJIOXKeH J1r00BM» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 313); 2) B
3TUX CJIOBaX COCPEJOTOYEH CMBICJIOBOVI IIEHTP BCe-
ro EeaHresvs v xpucrraHcTBa BooOrrie: «I Tosioxe-
HUe O HeIIpOTUBJIEHUM 3JIOMYy eCThb IOJIOKeHUe,

* Kimaccrgeckmit pasbop B KOHTEKCTe BCErO CTPOS TOJI-
crosckot Mblcm eM.: (['ycerros, 2014).
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thought and substantive solutions in the devel-
opment of the Russian debate referred to above;
second, to establish the place and significance
of the arguments and considerations expressed
on this issue by Semyon L. Frank (1877 —1950)
in the early and late periods (1908 and 1940s)
of his work. To this end it is necessary, thirdly,
to reconstruct the general course of the discus-
sion, in particular the positions, arguments and
texts of Lev N. Tolstoy, Vladimir S. Solovyov,
Ivan A. Ilyin and Nikolay A. Berdyaev.

2. Nonresistance to Evil as the Moral Law:
Tolstoy and Kant

Tolstoy introduces the principle of “nonre-
sistance to evil” in his central “credal” work,
the treatise What I Believe (in English transla-
tion: My Religion, 1884).° His description of
how he discovered this principle in the course
of arduous inner work is highly reminiscent of
many similar descriptions of major intellectual
discoveries when, after a long period of unsuc-
cessful spiritual quests, the truth is revealed as
a result of a brainwave: “It was not a methodi-
cal investigation of the theology and texts of the
gospels, but a sudden removal of everything
which concealed the very meaning of the teach-
ing, and a sudden illumination by the light of
truth” (Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 6). The essence of this
discovery is simple: 1) Christ’s words, “You
have heard it said, “An eye for an eye, and a
tooth for a tooth”” (Matthew 5:38-39) should be
understood not as a circumlocution, but literal-
ly: “Do not resist evil, means, Never resist evil,
that is, never use violence, that is, do not com-
mit an act which is always opposed to love”
(Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 15); 2) these words give the
gist of the Gospel and Christianity in general:
“The proposition about non-resistance to evil is

* For a classical analysis of the structure of Tolstoy’s
thought see Guseinov (2014).



CBsI3yIOIllee BCce yUeHVe B OJHO Iiejioe, HO TOJIBKO
TOI7a, KOIZla OHO He eCTh M3pedeHne, a ecTh IIpa-
BIJIO, 0OsI3aTesIbHOe JIJTSI VICTIOITHEHVIS, KOTja OHO
ecTb 3akoH» (TaM xe, c. 315); 3) cyiiecTByeT uppa-
LIVIOHAJIbHOE BHY TpeHHee COITPOTUBIIeHIE, B CUITY
KOTOPOrO XpUCTMaHe CTaHAapTHO VIIYCKaloT 13
BU/LY 3TOT IIPOCTOVI CMBIC/T (POPMYJIbI HEITPOTMB-
JIEHVISL VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, ee VIMIIepaTMBHBIN Xa-
paKkTep, 1 C 3TVM BHYTPEHHUM COIIPOTVBIIeHIeM
TeCHO CBsg3aHa IIepKOBHasl JIorMaTuka. B ocHose
3TOTO CONPOTMBIIEHMS JIEKUT CTpax TOTaJIbHOIO
paspyleHMs XU3HM, KOTOpas BCd IIOCTpOeHa Ha
IIPVHIINIIE COITPOTVBIIEHVISI HaCVITVIO HaCVIJIVIEM.

B pesysisrare TosicTov, Kak 113BeCTHO, OTOpOCIAT
BCIO MeTapM314ecKy 0 YacTh JJOrMaTMKM, KOTOPYIO,
KaK BBISCHMJIOCH, HEJIb3sl paccMaTpvBaTh IIPOCTO
KaK IIPUAATOK K 9TUUYECKOMY YUEeHMWIO, ITIOCKOJIBKY
OHa He TOJIBKO KaK OBl OTTEeCHSIeT 3TO y4eHWe Ha
BTOPOVI IJIaH, HO ¥ BHOCUT B HEro CyIlleCTBeHHbIe
vcKaxeHMsT: «[ IprsHaHMe 3TOro mosyiokeHus (0 He-
npotusiieHnn 31y. — K.A) 3a u3pedueHMe, HEBO3-
MOYKHOE K VICTIOITHEHUIO Oe3 CBEPXBeCTeCTBEHHO
IIOMOIIIV, €CTh YHIUUYTOXeHWe Bcero yueHms» (Tam
xe). TeopeTnyeckas gormMaTika sefet, 1o Toscro-
My, K (PaKTVMIeCcKOV JIMKBUOALINI TUYECKOro II0-
TeHIIVaIa XPUCTMAHCTBA, IIOCKOJIBKY IMEHHO B ee
paMKax OOOCHOBBIBAeTCS Wzlesl HEeVICITOJTHVIMOCT
ydeHMs XpHCTa: «Mbl BEpUM BO BCe 3TO B TOM TOJIb-
KO CMBICJIe, UTO 3TO eCTh Mleall, K KOTOPOMY JOJDK-
HO CTPeMUTHCS UeJIOBEeUeCcTBO, — Mzleasl, KOTOPBIN
ZIOCTUTAeTCs] MOJIMTBOIO V1 BEPOIO B TAaTHCTBA, B MIC-
KyIUIEHVE 11 B BOCKpeceHVe 13 MepTBeIx» (Tam e,
¢. 329—330). O6parvm BHMMaHVE, HACKOJIBKO CVIIb-
Ho Tosicron 3xeck pesonupyet ¢ Kanrom: « Ipotus
3Toro TpeOOBaHMS CAMOVICIIpaBJIEHMSI pa3yM, OT
IIPUPOIBI He MIMEIOIINIL OXOTHI K MOPaJIbBHOMY CO-
BEPIIEHCTBOBAHMIO, 100 1ped1020M ectnectBeHHom
HecnocoOHocmu TIPOBO3IVIalllaeT BCeBO3MOXKHbIE He-
uycThle vaeu permrvn» (AA 06, S. 51; KanT, 1980,
c. 123; xkypcms mont. — K.A).

Opnxaxo napavtenu ¢ KaHToM mayT ropasmo
JlaJIblile U KacaroTcsd He TOJIBKO COfep>KaHMs 3TU-
k1 1 drtocodpvn permurnm, Ho 1 dopmer Tos-
cron (popMysIMpyeT IIPUHITNII HENPOTWUBIIEHVS
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a proposition which binds the teaching togeth-
er, but only when it is not an utterance but a
rule which must be executed, — when it is a
law” (ibid., p. 18); 3) there is an irrational inner
resistance due to which Christians routinely
overlook the simple meaning of the nonresis-
tance formula and, accordingly, its imperative
character, and church dogma is inseparably
linked with this inner resistance. Underlying
this resistance is the fear of total destruction of
life which is based entirely on the principle of
violent resistance to violence.

As a result, Tolstoy cast aside the metaphys-
ical part of his teaching which, as it turned out,
cannot be seen as a mere adjunct to the ethical
teaching inasmuch as it does not only push this
teaching into the background, as it were, but
distorts it in some important ways: “The recog-
nition of this proposition (on nonresistance to
evil — K.A.) as an utterance, which is impos-
sible of execution without supernatural aid, is
an annihilation of the whole teaching” (ibid.).
Dogmatic theorizing, according to Tolstoy, vir-
tually eliminates the ethical potential of Chris-
tianity because it grounds the idea that Christ’s
teaching is impossible to implement; “[...
believe in all this in the sense of its being an

] we

ideal toward which humanity must strive, an
ideal which is attained by prayer and faith in
the sacraments, in the redemption, and in the
resurrection from the dead” (ibid., p. 38). Let us
note how strongly Tolstoy resonates with Kant
here: “[...] against this requirement of self-im-
provement, reason, by nature averse to moral
work, enlists — under the pretext of its natural in-
capacity — all sorts of impure religious ideas”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 51; Kant, 2009, p. 58; my ital-
ics. — K.A)).

However, parallels with Kant go much fur-
ther and have to do not only with the content
of ethics and religious philosophy, but with
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B KaHTMaHCKMX TepMMHax. B wactHocTH, oH yIi0-
TpeOJIsieT B €ro OTHOIIEHWV BbIpaKeHWe «IIpu-
HSTH IPaBWJIO» (AHAJIOT KAHTOBCKOV «MaKCVIMBbI»)
¥, KaK BUTHO 13 BbIIIeCKa3aHHOIO, CTPEeMIUTCH IO-
Ka3aTb, YTO 3TO IIPaBMJIO HOCUT He VCKJTIOUNTeIb-
HO CyOBbeKTVBHBIV, HO 1 OOBEKTUBHO ODs3bIBATO-
LIV XapaKTep, siBjisgeTcs KaTerOpuyYecKM MMIle-
paTtuBoM, popmyIIoNt Tosra’.

bonee Toro, sauactyro xom Mbicsim Toscroro
IpsIMO OOHapyXMBaeT aHAJIOTMM C KaHTOBCKMMM
dopMyIMpoBKaMy KaTeropyyeckoro mmiIieparu-
Ba. Hanpumep, Tosictom roBoput 00 «oueBumgHO-
CTV» TOVI ICTVHBI, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOV «eCJIV AOIY-
CTUTB, YTO OIVH YeJIOBeK MOXeT HacuIveM IIpo-
TUBUTBCSL TOMY, UTO OH CUMUTAeT 3JI0M, TO TOYHO
TaK JXe Pyrom MOXeT HacWiIVeM ITPpOTUBUTHCS
TOMY, UTO 3TOT Apyrov cumraeT 3j10M» (Toscron,
1957a, c. 328) — MHBIMM CJIOBAMV, YTO «MUPCKOV»
IIPVHLINII COPOTUBIIeHV 3]1y HacuJIvieM BCTyIla-
eT B IIpOTUBOpeYNe ¢ IepBovi POPMYIION KaTero-
puueckoro mMmieparusa: «[locTyman Tak, 4TOOBI
MaKcMMa TBO€V BOJIV BO BCSIKOe BpeMsl MOIIa Obl
VIMeTh TaKXke VI CMJTy IPVHIINUIIA BceoOITero 3ako-
HomarertbcTBa» (AA 05, S. 30; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 349).
Bropas dopmyiia kareropmnaeckoro mMMmieparusa:
«[TocTymart Tak, 9TOOBI THI HMKOITIa He OTHOCHJIICS
K 4eJIOBeYeCTBY, KaK B TBOeM JINIIe, TaK W B JINIIe
BCSIKOTO JIPYTOro, TOJIBKO KaK CpefICTBY, HO BCerzaa
B TO JKe BpeMs 1 Kak K 1esin» (AA 04, S. 429; Kanr,
19976, c. 169) — kak HIpencTaBIIsieTCs, HaXOIUT
CBOIO T1apasulesIb B TOVI MHTepIIpeTaly, KOTOPYIO
Torcron naer yueHuro Xpricra o «CbIHe YeJioBeye-
ckom». CorrtacHo TosicTomy, peub maeT sgech He O
mvraHocTr Camoro XpucTa, HO, CKOpee, O eI/ HO
YeJIOBeUHOCTU BCeX JIIoer, «00 obIieM BceM JIio-
AgM cTpeMyIeHM K Os1ary 11 00 00111eM BceM JTIOfI M
pasyMe, ocBelllaollleM YejloBeKa B 3TOM CTpeMJle-
Hum» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 380), koTopoe Takke pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcs MM KaK YHVBEPCaJIbHBIN JOJIT KaXK-
moro 4estopeka. CiremyeT oOpaTuTh BHMMaHUE, YTO

* Ha mapaswterns Mexxay stnkont Kanra m Torcroro yka-
3bIBaJI B cBoe BpeMs beppses (cMm.: bepmses, 1931, c. 105).
INopoOHbIt aHaIM3 5TOV ITapasuies cM. B crarbe: (Hyok-
HUKOB, 2013). IIpencrasisercs, ogHaKo, YTO aBTOp CY-
IIIeCTBEHHO VIIPOIIaeT M KaHTMAHCKYIO, ¥ TOJICTOBCKYIO
IIOCTAHOBKY IIPOOJIEMBL
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form as well: Tolstoy formulates the nonresis-
tance principle in Kantian terms. Thus, he uses
the expression “to accept the rule” (analogue of
Kant’s “maxim”) and, as seen from the above,
strives to show that this rule is not exclusively
subjective, but has an objectively binding char-
acter; it is a categorical imperative, a formula
of duty.*

Moreover, the course of Tolstoy’s thought
often reveals a direct analogy with the Kant-
ian formulation of the categorical imperative.
For example, Tolstoy speaks about the “obvi-
ous” truth whereby “Not even the wisest and
most learned among them want to see the sim-
ple, obvious truth that, if we concede to one
man the right forcibly to resist what he con-
siders an evil, a second person may with the
same right resist what he regards as an evil”
(Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 37) — in other words, the
“worldly” principle of resistance to evil by vi-
olence contradicts the first formula of the cat-
egorical imperative: “So act that the maxim of
your will could always hold at the same time as
a principle in a giving of universal law” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 30; Kant, 2015, p. 28). The second for-
mula of the categorical imperative: “So act that
you use humanity, whether in your own per-
son or in the person of any other, always at the
same time as an end, never merely as a means”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1997, p. 38) — finds
a parallel in Tolstoy’s interpretation of Christ’s
teaching on “the human son”. According to
Tolstoy, this is not about the personality of
Christ himself, but rather “about the striving
after the good, common to all men, about the
common reason, which enlightens man in this
striving” (Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 105), which he sees
as the universal duty of every man. It should

* Parallels between Kant and Tolstoy were pointed out
by Berdyaev (1931, p. 105) in his time. For a detailed
analysis of this parallel see Nizhnikov (2013). I think,
however, that the author greatly simplifies both Kant’s
and Tolstoy’s approach to the problem.



aKIIeHT 371ech JiesiaeTcd ToJICThIM He Ha OTHOIIIe-
HUM K IPyroMy MHAMBUAY (kak y camoro Kanra
I BO MHOXeCTBe MHTepIIpeTalluil ero uiev), a Ha
OTHOIIEHUN K YeJIOBEYHOCTY, paBHO IIPUCYTCTBY-
Iolert Bo MHe 1 B Apyrom. Hakoner, npes Kanra
O «I1apcTBE LeJIev», VIJIn «HapcTBe BO)KT/IeM», «B KO-
TOPOM pa3syMHbIe CYIIlecTBa BCeVl TyIIOV OTHA0T-
Csl HPaBCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY», a «CB1mocts HpaBOB»
IIpuBeieHa B TAPMOHUIO C «OaaxeHncmbBom» (AA 05,
S.128; Kant, 1997a, c. 637), iMeeT sIBHBIV aHAJIOT B
yUYeHUM PyCCKOIo IvcaTesId o IapcTBe boxnem Ha
3eMJjle, MMOHVMMaeMOM TOJICTBIM Kak peasi3als
XPVICTMAHCTBa, B KOTOPOVI «MUP BCeX JIFOIIeV MeX-
11y cODO0» MBICJINTCS KaK «BbICIIIee JOCTYITHOe Ha
3emsle Ortaro stromert» (Torcront, 1957a, c. 370).

3HauMMBble COBIa/IeHM VIV 10 KpaliHell Mepe
repeKJINYKY, OOHapyX/BaeMble B 3TVUX BOITpocax
Mexay TorereiM 1 KaHTOM, MHOTIa MOTyT OBITH
00bscHeHBI 3HAKOMCTBOM TosicToro ¢ «Kpurnkon
uycToro pasyma» (B 1869 r.) n «Kpurnkon mpak-
TUYeckoro pasyma» (B 1877 r.), a mHOrma ceuie-
TeJILCTBYIOT O MapasUIeJIbHOM IBVIKEHU VIX MBIC-
JIM B paMKaxX HEKOTOPOW 3aJJaHHOV CTPYKTYPHI (B
0CcODEeHHOCTM 3TO KacaeTcs «Pemmrum B ripeerax
TOJIBKO pasyMa», ¢ KoTopovi TosicTon nosHakoMumI-
cst Toribko B 1905—1906 rr.)°. MoXXHO ¢ GosIbIIIoNn
ZIoJleVl YBePEeHHOCTW YTBepPXKIaTh, YTO KPUTUKA
ZorMaTideckoro 6orocsiosust y TosicToro Bo MHO-
TOM oIMpaeTcd Ha KaHTOBCKYIO KPUTMKY J0Ka3a-
TestbCTB ObrTist boxms B «KpuTike dmcroro pasy-
Ma», KOTopasi OblIa 1M 0e30roBOpoYHO MpUHSTa
(Kpyrios, 2012a, c. 131).

Taxum obGpasom, Toscroir Beren 3a KamTom
YHUYTOXaeT MeTapU3MyecKylo TeoJIorMio U 3a-
MeHseT ee 3Tn4eckort. C 3TOV TOUKM 3peHMs I
Hero, Kak crpaseyinso 3aMedaeT A. H. Kpyrios,
«KpuTrka HOpakTUYecKoro pasyma» OKas3blBaeT-
cs BakHee «KpuTukm umcroro pasyma» (Tam ke,
c. 143). HeynusurenpHo, uto TosicTom c sHTY3u-
asMOM BOCIIPUHSUT «Pelmurmio B IIpezesiax TOJIb-
KO pasyMa», nosarasi, uto KaHT B Hem «pa3OusaeT
morMaTsl (OOXKeCTBEHHOCTb XPUCTa) M CyeBepus»
(unt. mo: Kpyrinos, 2012a, c. 144). VimeHHO 371€ch,

> CMm. mcuepnbiBatomee mcciaenosanue: (Kpyrios, 2012a,
c. 122—-159).
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be noted that Tolstoy stresses not the attitude to
another individual (as in Kant and in multiple
interpretations of his ideas) but the attitude to
humanity which is equally present in me and in
the other. Finally, Kant’s idea of the “kingdom
of ends” or the “kingdom of God”, “in which
rational beings devote themselves with their
whole soul to the moral law”, and “holiness of
morals” is in harmony with “beatitude” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 128; Kant, 2015, pp. 103-104), plain-
ly resonates with the Russian writer’s teach-
ing on God’s kingdom on earth which he sees
as the implementation of Christianity in which
“the peace of all men among themselves” is
“the highest accessible good on earth” (Tolstoy,
1904a, p. 92).

Telling coincidences or at least resonance
on these issues between Tolstoy and Kant can
sometimes be attributed to Tolstoy being fa-
miliar with the Critique of Pure Reason (in 1869)
and the Critique of Practical Reason (in 1877),
and sometimes to the parallel movement of
their thought within a certain structure (par-
ticularly evident in Religion within the Bounds
of Bare Reason which Tolstoy did not read until
1905—1906).> We can claim with a fair degree
of certainty that Tolstoy’s critique of dogmat-
ic theology owes much to Kant’s critique of the
proof of the existence of God in the Critique of
Pure Reason which he accepted without reserva-
tions (Krouglov, 2012a, p. 131).

Thus, Tolstoy, following Kant, cancels meta-
physical theology and replaces it with ethical
theology. On this view, as Aleksey Krouglov
rightly notes, for Tolstoy, the Critique of Practi-
cal Reason turns out to be more important than
the Critiqgue of Pure Reason (ibid., p. 143). Not
surprisingly, Tolstoy hailed Religion within the
Bounds of Bare Reason, believing that it “demol-
ishes the dogmas (Christ’s divinity) and prej-

® See the exhaustive study by Krouglov (2012a, pp. 122-
159).
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Ha IlepecedyeHUM 3TUKN 1 Prstocopmm penurmm,
MeX]Jly MBICIIUTEIIMM OOHapyXMBaIOTCS Hau-
Oostee 3HauMMBIe coBItageHMs. Oba pemTesIbHO
OTCTaMBaIOT aBTOHOMMIO 3TUKW W €e CMBICJIOBYIO
[IePBUYHOCTD 10 OTHOIIEHMIO K JJOrMaTuKe, CBs-
3bIBasd C 3TVIM ITeJIarMaHCKYIO I10 CYy T U0 aBTO-
HOMWM YeJIoBeKa I10 OTHoIeHuo K bory. s -
JIIOCT ALV IIPVBe[Ty JBe IIUTaThI:

Torcron: «bor meraer cBoe mesio, KoTopoe 4,
OYeBNIHO, HUKOITa MOHATh He Oyny B cujax, a
MHe HaJIio Je/1arh cBoe. MHe 0CO0eHHO BakHBI 1
JOpOrM yKazaHMs MOero [iesia, B OOrocjioBum xe
4 TIOCTOSTHHO BVDKY, KaK JIeJI0 3TO MOe BCe yMeHb-
IIIaeTCs VI yMeHBbIIIaeTCs U B JorMaTe VICKYIUIeHWs
naxke cBogmTcs Ha Huato» (Torcrovt, 19576, c. 150).

KaHT: «...J1eficTBUTeIIBHO U CIleflyIolliee OCHO-
BoriosioeHMe: “HecyIriecTBeHHO 11, cilefioBaTeIb-
HO, HUKOMY He 00s3aTesIbHO 3HaTh, YTO Oor Jiesla-
eT VUIIM Ceriall [JId ero Ora’keHcTsa”; Halo TOJIb-
KO 3HaTh, 4mo uesoBex cam 004xeH 0eAdmb, dTo-
OBl cTaTh JOCTOVMHBIM 3TOTO comevicTBus» (AA 06,
S. 52; Kanrt, 1980, c. 123 —124).

Ecmm TpaguiMoHHas [orMaruka CTaBUT de-
JIOBEKa B IOJIHYIO 3aBUCHMOCTh OT bora n perpe-
senTupyromen Ero B 3eMHbIX ycoBusx Llepksu,
Tto Kant n Toscront B nyxe HoBoro Bpemenn ak-
LIEHTUPYIOT He3aBUCYMOCTD YeJIoBeKa IT0 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K bory Kak ycsioBrie BO3SMOXXHOCTY ajleKBaT-
HOVI peasiv3alyy O0roue1opeuecKoro OTHOIIEH S
¥ rcnostHeHm 3amnosenn, ganHor CammM borom.

MonepHsbInt xapakTep cosHaHws TocToro mpo-
SIBJISIETCS VI B TOM, UTO 3TO CO3HAHVE He OCTaeTCs
VICKJTIOUMTEIBHO 3aMKHYTBIM B ce0e, orpaHIyeH-
HBIM YVCTO JIMYHOV cpepoVt XIM3HM, HO BOIIPeKN
TOMY, YTO YacTO TOBOPUTCS 00 arloJIMTUYHOCTU T
vHAavBUAyanusMe ToJICTOro u ero 3TUMKWM, BBIXO-
IUT B MUP cOBpeMeHHOVI XX13HI: «HarrpacHo roso-
PAT, UTO yUeHVe XPUCTUAHCKOe KacaeTcs JIMYHOIO
CIIaceHMsi, a He KacaeTcsl BOIIPOCOB OOIINX, FoCy-
IapCTBeHHBIX... JIuHas Mos XI3HB IeperuieTeHa
¢ o0rert rocygapcTBeHHOV, a roCydapcTBeHHas
TpeOyeT OT MeHsl. .. 1eATeJIbHOCTH, IIPSIMO ITPOTVB-
Hom 3anosenin Xpucta» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 318).
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udices” (cited after Krouglov, 2012a, p. 144).
It is here, at the intersection of ethics and the
philosophy of religion that the similarities be-
tween the two thinkers are most significant.
Both affirm the autonomy of ethics and its se-
mantic primacy relative to dogma linking it
with the essentially Pelagian idea of the auton-
omy of man with regard to God. Two quota-
tions illustrate this:

“God is doing his work, which I shall nev-
er be able to comprehend, and I have to do my
work. What is most important and precious to
me is to have my work pointed out to me; but
in the Theology I see constantly that my work
is being made less and less, and in the dogma
of the redemption it is reduced to nothing”
(Tolstoy, 1904b, p. 247).

Kant: “[...] the principle holds, ‘It is not es-
sential and therefore not necessary for every-
one to know what God does, or has done, for
his salvation,” but it certainly is essential and
is necessary for everyone to know what the hu-
man being himself has to do in order to become
worthy of this assistance” (AA 06, p. 52; Kant,
2009, p. 59).

While traditional dogma makes the hu-
man being totally dependent on God and the
Church which represents him on earth, Kant
and Tolstoy in the spirit of modern times stress
the human being’s independence from God
which makes it possible to implement ade-
quately the God-human relationship and exe-
cute the commandment of God himself.

The modernist character of Tolstoy’s think-
ing also manifests itself in the fact that it is not
focused on itself and is not confined to person-
al life but, contrary to the frequent charge that
Tolstoy and his ethics are apolitical and indi-
vidualistic, is open to the contemporary world:
“They speak in vain who say that the Christian
teaching touches the personal salvation, and
not the general questions of state. [...] My per-
sonal life is interwoven with the social, politi-



Toricronn TpebyeT mociieI0BaTeILHOIO IIPOIY-
MBIBAHMS 3TOV OAVJIEMMBI, ¥ 3TO 3HAUWT, UTO €ro
TIOHVIMAaHMe XPUCTMAHCTBA IIperioiaraer HeoO-
XOIAVIMOCTb 3KCIUIMIIMPOBATh TO, YTO Ha COBpeMeH-
HOM SI3bIKE MOXKET OBbITh Ha3BAHO «IIOJINTVIYECKOW
TeoJIOTMeN» M «TeoJIorven KyiabTypb». Y Torcro-
ro OHM HPUHMMAIOT XapaKTep pagVKaIbHOM 3TU-
YeCKOV KPUTUKM KyJIBTYPbI U HOJIUTUYeCKUX VH-
ctutyToB HOBOro BpemeHw, KOTOPBIM ITPOTMBOIIO-
CTaBJISIeTCST MeaIbHOe OOIIEeXMTIe, OCHOBaHHOE
Ha mjiee HelIpOTUBJIeHMs: «XPUCTOC... B IPOTUBO-
MOJIOXKeHVIe TOVI OCHOBBI, KOTOPOIO XXMJIO IIPY HEM
110 Mowicero, 110 pMCKOMY ITpaBy ¥ Teliepb 110 pas-
HBIM KOJIeKCaM JKVMBEeT UeJI0BeYeCTBO, CTABWT IT0JIO-
JKeHVie HeIIPOTUBJICH M 3]1y, KOTOPOe, 10 ero y4e-
HUIO, JOJDKHO OBITH OCHOBOVI JKV3HU JIIOIE BMe-
CTe M JOJDKHO M30aBUTh YeJIOBEUeCTBO OT 3J1a, Ha-
HOCVMOT0 1M caMoMy cebe» (Tam xe, c. 328).

OcHoBorosiokeHme, BBOAVMOe XPVCTOM, BKJIIO-
yaeT B cebd OTKa3 OT JII00Oro MpuHYXIAeHWUs B
OTHOIIIEHUW JPYTOro 4YesioBeka, a BCs COBpeMeH-
Has (V1 He TOJIBKO) KYJIbTypa TaK VIV MHade OKa-
3bIBAeTCS CBA3aHa C IIpUHYXAeHneM. B urore pa-
IvKanbHOe mpourtenue Epanrerma B myxe Kan-
Ta BefeT TosicToro K ToMy, YTO BCe MHCTUTYIIUNU
COBPEeMEeHHOVI KYJIBTYPbl, ¥ B 0COO€HHOCTV TOCY-
OApCTBEHHOV IIPaBOBOVI CVICTEMBI — WHCTUTY-
TBI apMUM, CyJda W TIOPbMBI — ¥, YTO ellle BaX-
Hee, CTOsIINe 3a HUMMM BeChbMa BBICOKVE 10 YeJjIo-
BeUeCKMM MepKaM «IIeHHOCTW», PacKpbIBAIOTCS
JIJI BEJIVIKOT'O IIMcaTesIsl KaK «TOry» — «IIyCThle
mnosb (1 Hap. 12: 21): «Mbl 04eHBb XOPOIIIO 3Ha-
eM, UTo yudeHue XpucTa Bcerga oOHMMaIO M 00-
HUMaeT, OTPUIIAsl VX, BCe Te 3a0JTy KIeHWs JIFOM-
CKMe, Te “Tory”, ImycTble MI0JIbl, KOTOpPBIe MBI, Ha-
3BaB VIX 1I€PKOBbIO, TOCYIapCTBOM, KYJIBTYPOIO, Ha-
YKOIO, ICKYCCTBOM, LIMBUJIV3allViel, lyMaeM BbIro-
ponuTh 13 pana 3adnyxaerun. Ho Xpucroc mpo-
TVB HUX-TO V1 TOBOPUT, He BBITOPak/Basi HMKaKIX
“rory”» (Torncrom, 1957a, c. 330—331).

Vmenno HoBoe Bpems ¢ ero crpemsleHMeM K
palVOHaJIBHOVI OpraHM3alu XXU3HY, pacipese-
JICHUIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTY, «OOIIel BOMHCKON II0-
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cal life, and the political life demands of me a
non-Christian activity, which is directly op-
posed to Christ’s commandment” (Tolstoy,
1904a, pp. 22-23).

Tolstoy demands consistent reflection on
this dilemma, which means that his interpre-
tation of Christianity implies the need to ex-
plicate what in modern parlance can be called
“political theology” and “theology of culture”.
With Tolstoy, they take on the character of a
radical ethical critique of culture and political
institutions of modern times to which he juxta-
poses ideal life based on the idea of nonresis-
tance: “Christ [...] in contradistinction to the
principle by which humanity lived in his day
according to Moses and the Roman law, and
now lives according to all kinds of codes — he
put the proposition of non-resistance to evil in
such a way that, according to his teaching, it
was to be the foundation of the joint life of men
and was to free humanity from the evil which it
inflicted upon itself” (ibid., p. 36).

The principle introduced by Christ includes
renunciation of all coercion with regard to the
other person, while all modern (and not only
modern) culture involves coercion in one way
or another. As a result, a radical reading of the
Gospel in the spirit of Kant leads Tolstoy to the
conclusion that all the institutions of modern
culture, especially of the state legal system —
the army, the law courts and prisons and, still
more importantly, the “values” that stand be-
hind them and are very much elevated by hu-
man measure, appear to Tolstoy as “thohus”,
or “empty idols” (1 Kings, 12:21): “We know
very well that Christ’s teaching, rejecting them,
has always embraced those human delusions,
those thohus, empty idols, which we, calling
them the church, the state, civilization, science,
art, culture, imagine we can segregate from the
series of delusions; but Christ speaks against
them, without segregating any thohus” (Tolstoy,
1904a, pp. 39-40).
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BIMHHOCTBIO U y4YacTHeM Bcex B Cy/e B KadecTBe
pucsokHBIX>» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 318) mpenensHO
00OCTpsieT ONVICAHHYIO BBIIIE AVJIEMMY. Xapak-
TepHOe 111 HoBOro BpeMeHI 11 TeMaTM3MpOBaH-
HoOe IIpexjie Bcero KaHToM permrmosHoe m Mo-
paJyIbHOE CO3HaHWe aBTOHOMHOIO, «BBIIIEIIErO
M3 COCTOSIHMS HeCOBepIIeHHOIeTs» CyObeKkTa
(AA 08, S. 33; Kant, 1994, c. 127) y Tosncroro BcTy-
I1aeT B PeJIUTVO3HYIO TI0 CBOEMY OCHOBaHMIO KOH-
poHTAIINIO C OCHOBHBIMM CTPYKTYpaMu IIVBU-
JIVI3allUY MOfIepHa, IIPeIBSIBIISAS M (VI B TOM YVIC-
71e LlepkBu 11 ee OOroCII0BIIO) YIIpEK B CeKYJIISIPHO-
CTW, CCTEMHO POy IIMPYIOIIel HacuIve.

Wrak, Toscror, HeCOMHEHHO, CO3aeT NpuH-
YUunuaibHo HoBoe Imuueckoe U MmMeos02UtecKoe CO-
depixarue, popMaIbHO BbIpaXKasl €ero B TepMMHaX
KaHTVAHCKOVI STVKM VI pa3BuBasi HEKOTOPHBIE BaXk-
HBIe acTIeKTHI 3TVKM U prtocodpvm permmrmv Kan-
Ta. [TormpoOyem oOpaTnTh BHMMaHVe He TOJIBKO Ha
VIX CXOZICTBO, HO VI Ha VIX Pa3jIdvie U er0 MCTOKM.

3. OT anmpMoOpHOro KOHCTPYyMPOBaHMs
3TUKM K 3K3UCTeHIIMaIbHOV MOPaIbHOM
pedexcun: Kaut mn Tosicron

CyMMupys cKa3aHHOe BbIIIIe, Mbl HaxOOVM Yy
KanTa B KauecTBe 0CHOBaHMII MBITTIIEHVIST ToscTO-
r'O JIEOHTOJIOTMYECKYIO 3TUKY M CBA3aHHYIO C Hell
PUTOPUCTUYUECKYIO MIE0 0JIra, KpUTUKY TeosIo-
My KakK MeTadpm3mKy 1 0OOCHOBaHVIE BO3MOXKHO-
CTV 3TUYECKOV TeOJIOIM, STUYeCKYI0 KpUTepro-
JIOTVIIO PeJINTVIO3HOrO OTHOIIEHV U IHTepIIpeTa-
VIO XPUCTVAHCTBA KaK MOPaJILHOVI PeIIVV par
excellence.

OOpatMm Temeppb BHMMaHME Ha pasINums
MeX1y HVIMAL

IIpexpme Bcero orMeTnM TOT PakT, uro KanT
3Ha4YMTeJIbHO ycTynaeT TojicToMy B paguKasIbHO-
ctn. Cam TosicTon oTmeuast 3To pasinyne B pesiv-
rmo3Hon cdepe u ynpekas: Kanra B ToM, 4To OH
«OIIPaB/IbIBAET, XOTS M MHOCKA3aTeJIbHO, 11ePKOB-
Hble (POPMBI» U «TIOf/TaeTCs TpeOOBaHMSM OIIpaB-
JaTh CyIecTBYIOIIve aorMaTel» (IuT. 1o: Kpy-
108, 2012a, c. 144).
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It is the modern period with its striving to-
ward rational organisation of life, distribution
of responsibility, “with the universal military
service and the participation of all in the court
in the capacity of jurymen” (ibid., p. 23) that ex-
acerbates the above dilemma. The religious and
moral consciousness of an autonomous per-
son “emerged from his self-incurred minority”,
characteristic of the modern period and thema-
tised above all by Kant (WA, AA 08, p. 33; Kant,
19964, p. 17), enters into an essentially religious
confrontation with the basic structures of mod-
ern civilisation accusing them (including the
Church and its theology) of secularity which in-
trinsically generates violence.

Thus, Tolstoy undoubtedly creates a funda-
mentally new ethical and theological meaning,
formally expressing it in the terms of Kantian
ethics and developing some important aspects
of Kant’s ethic and philosophy of religion. Let
us pay attention not only to their similarity but
also to their differences and the sources of these.

3. From A Priori Construction
of Ethics to Existential Moral Reflection:
Kant and Tolstoy

Summing up the above, we find in Kant as
the foundation of Tolstoy’s thinking deonto-
logical ethics and associated rigoristic idea of
duty, critique of theology as metaphysics and
grounding of the possibility of ethical theolo-
gy, ethical assessment of the religious attitude
and interpretation of Christianity as a moral re-
ligion par excellence.

Let us look at the differences between them.

First of all, let us note the fact that Kant is
much less radical than Tolstoy. Tolstoy him-
self noted this difference in the religious sphere
and admonished Kant for “justifying, albeit in-
directly, the church forms” and “submitting to
the demands to justify the existing dogmas”
(cited after Krouglov, 2012a, p. 144).



To e camoe MOXeT OBITH CKa3aHO ¥ O APYIMX
obractsix: KaHT B mpuHIINITe MO3UTUBHO OIlEeHV-
BaeT TOCYJApCTBO WM €ro MHCTUTYTHI, IPaBOBOV
CTpOV, ecTeCTBeHHbIe HayKM, ICKYCCTBO U JIpyTVie
HelprieMsIeMble 111 TOJICTOrO 271eMeHTHI KYJIBTY-
per Hosoro Bpemenmn. boriee Toro, B «Metadpmsu-
Ke HpaBoB» KaHT, ocyllecTssisdst HeyKIMIO IIpa-
BOBOTO CTPOs M ONMpasicCh Ha IOHSITVE CBOOOIBI,
00OCHOBBIBaeT IIPaBOMOYHOCTb T'OCYIapCTBEHHOTO
HOPUHYKAEHNS: «...KOIrTla OIpesiesleHHOe IIpOosiBIIe-
HVie CBOOOIIBI CaMO OKa3bIBAaeTCs ITPESITCTBIEM K
cBoboz1e, COOOpa3HOVI CO BCEOOIIMY 3aKOHAMM (T.€.
HeIIpaBbIM), TOITIa HaIlpaBIeHHOe IIPOTWB TaKOro
yTioTpebrieHVIsl IIPUHYKAeHWe — Kak 110, 4o 6oc-
npenamcmByem npenamcmbuio 014 c60600b. — co-
BMeCTVIMO CO CBODOIIOV, COOOpa3HOVI CO BCeoOIIIMIL
3aKOHaMM, T.e. ObIBaeT mpasbIM...» (AA 06, S. 231;
Kanr, 2014, c. 91). ITpu sToM, nnostaraet KaHT, 1ipaBo
He JIOJDKHO MBICIIUTBCSI OJHOHAIIPaBIeHHBIM, HO
IIpaBO, COOTBETCTBYIOIIIee KaTeropi4ecKoMYy VMITe-
paTuBy, HofpasyMeBaeT «BO3MOXXHOCTb HeIloCperl-
CTBEHHO YBsI3bIBaTh BceoOlllee B3aIMHOe ITPUHYX-
ZleHVe co cBobommont Kaxkoro» (AA 06, S. 232; KanT,
2014, c. 93). VIapiMM cjl0BaMU, B CTPYKTYpPy IIpaBa
HEeOOXOIVIMO BXOIUT MOPAJIBHO OITpaBIaHHOe IIPY-
Hy>X7IeHIe, TO eCcTb Takoe, koTopoe 1) coobpasHO
BCEOOIITMM 3aKOHaM, 2) IIPEIsITCTBYeT IIPeIsTCTBY-
M cBoOOIBI 1 3) [leJIaeT 3TO Ha B3aVIMHOV OCHOBE.
YdacTvie B TakoM B3aMIMHOM ITPMHY>KIAEHWUM pac-
cMarpwmBaercs: KaHTOM Kak IIpaBo 11 JOIre.

Ho ny1g TosicToro, Ha00OPOT, IIPaBOM 1 IOJITOM
gBJIsIeTCS OTKa3 OT y4acTusl B TaKOM IIPUHYX]le-
HWY, TIOCKOJIBKY 1) B3aMMHOCTB 3TOTO IIPUHYK/Ie-
HU gBJIsieTcd PUKIIMelt; 2) OHO 0OCTyXMBaeT ye-
JIOBEYECKUVL 3rou3M (TO eCTh paKTMUecKy IpuUB-
HOCUT B CTPYKTYpPYy MOpPaJIbHOIO CO3HaHWs reTe-
POHOMHBIE MOTVMBBI CHaCThs U I10JIb3bI); 3) IPUBO-
IOUT K O€CKOHEYHOVI SCKaIalli Bce BO3pacTalollle-
ro B3aMIMHOTO HacwWiIus W CTpafaHus; 4) IpoTu-
BOPEUUT «3aKOHY CBOOOIBI», ITaHHOMY XPUCTOM
(Toscront, 1957a, c. 328—334). Xpucroc OTHSI y
yeJloBeKa 3TO IpaBo, MPeJIOKMB B KauecTBe Ka-

® OTMeTnM TaxKe, uTo KaHT roBoput m 0 caMOIIpuHyX-
IeHVW KaK IPWHYXXIEHVV B OTHOIIEHUV 4YejIoBeKa CO
cropossl joira (AA 06, S. 379; Kanrt, 2019, c. 23 —25).
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The same can be said of other areas: Kant
in principle approves of the state and its insti-
tutions, the legal system, the natural sciences,
arts and other elements of modern culture
which Tolstoy finds unacceptable. Moreover,
in Metaphysics of Morals Kant, deducing the le-
gal system and proceeding from the concept of
freedom, justifies state coercion: “[...] if a cer-
tain use of freedom is itself a hindrance to free-
dom in accordance with universal laws (i.e.,
wrong), coercion that is opposed to this (as
a hindering of a hindrance to freedom) is consis-
tent with freedom in accordance with univer-
sal laws, that is, it is right” (MS, AA 06, p. 231;
Kant, 1996b, p. 338). And according to Kant law
should not be one-way. Law that complies with
the categorical imperative implies “the possibil-
ity of connecting universal reciprocal coercion
with the freedom of everyone” (MS, AA 06,
p- 232; Kant, 1996b, p. 389). In other words, the
structure of law must include morally justified
coercion, i.e. coercion which 1) is congruent
with universal laws, 2) hinders the hindrance
to freedom and 3) does so on a reciprocal basis.
Kant considers participation in such reciprocal
coercion to be a right and a duty.

For Tolstoy, on the contrary, the right and
duty is refusal to participate in such coer-
cion because 1) reciprocity of such coercion is
a fiction; 2) it caters to human egoism (i.e. ef-
fectively introduces in moral consciousness
heteronomous motives of happiness and util-
ity); 3) leads to endless escalation of mutu-
al violence and suffering; and 4) contradicts
“the law of freedom” laid down by Christ
(Tolstoy, 1904a, pp. 36-45). Christ took away

that right from man, offering a cardinally dif-
ferent formula of common life as the categorical

¢ It should be noted that Kant also speaks of self-coercion
as coercion of human being on the part of duty (AA 06,
p- 379; Kant, 1996b, p. 512).
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Teropu4eckoro MMIepaTrba KapIyHaIbHO VHYIO
dopmyity obmexnTis’. Takvm 0Opa3oM, B IpOTH-
BOIIOJIOXKHOCTH T0JICTOMY, KOTOPBIVI BCTYIIaeT C ce-
KYJISpHOV KyJIbTyport HoBoro Bpemenn B OTKpbI-
ThIVt KOHIMKT, KaHT cTpeMuTcs: ckopee K ee Ipe-
00pa3oBaHIIO Uepes3 «ITpoCcBellieHe», M3HYTPY, U
B CMJIY 3TOI'O OKa3bIBaeTCsl OTKPBIT KOMITPOMMCCY.

B uem xe 1cTOUHMK OnVIcaHHBIX Pa3HOIJIACU?

Ha mepBbINt B3IVISI[, KaXKeTCs, UTO pedb MIeT
npexzje Bcero o dopMaIbHBIX pasianunsx: Toi-
CTOV BBIUMTHEIBaeT B Haroprot mpomosenyt dop-
MyJIy HeIIpOTUBJIeHVs 3JIy WM 3aTeM HpuiaeT eu
cTaryc 1 opMy KaTeropmdeckoro mmileparusa,
KanT gemynupyer yMIiepaTiiB 13 OJHOIO TOJIBKO
dakTa 4mMCTOro MOpasjIbHOIO CO3HaHWS U B CBeTe
5TOrO VIMIIepaTVBa JaeT CBOI VHTepIIpeTalVIo
xpucTaHcTBa. VIHbIMM coBamy, Tam, rae Tosi-
CTOVI CTPOUT CBOe paccyXaeHwue a posteriori, KaHt
paccyxiaet a priori. Touno Tax ke KaHT 00BbeKTH-
BVICTCKV JIelyLVIpyeT KOHIIeMIINIO IIpaBa, OTTaJl-
KMBasCh OT paKTa IIpaBa, a4 priori IoKasbIBas IIpa-
BOMOYHOCTb IPUHYX/IeHus, a TojicTon oTpuiiaer
IIpaBO M IIPUHYXXJAEeHNe, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO OTpuIla-
HVIe BbITeKaeT 13 IIPUHIINIIAa HeITPOTUBIJIeHM 311y,
OTKpBITOro nm B EBaHrenmm.

IIpencrasisieTcd, ogHaKO, 4TO 3a 3TUM Qop-
MaJIbHBIM pPas3/IindreM CKpbIBaeTcs Oostee rirybo-
KOe pasjinume B XapaKTepe MOpaJIbHOV pediiek-
cumn. DTO HoCjIe[IHee MoJIyJyaeT SpKoe BeIpakeHve
B MOJyCe peuy KaXIOrO W3 MBICIIUTESIeV: ecIn
KanT ropoput ot Tpersero ymmia, To Toricronm —
VICKJTIOUMTEJIBHO OT IepBOro. Bce ocHOBHEBIE «Be-
poyuuTesIbHbIe» couVHeHVs ToJIcToro HarvcaHbl
B JKaHpe IyXOBHOW aBTOOMOrpadmm. B kaxmom
VI3 HUX OH OIVCHIBaeT IIPOM3OIIEAIINII C HUM pe-
JINTVO3HBIVI TIepeBOpPOT, IIpujlaraeT KoJloccalb-
Hble YCVUIVS /71 TIOJTHOTO CHSTVS TPaHUITBI MeX-

7 3mech, KaK 3TO 4acTo ObIBaer, y Toscroro 3Byumr cia-
BAHOPWIILCKIUIT MOTMB, HAaIIOMMUHAIOIINUY KPUTUKY IIpa-
Ba Kak rogmens! 00Bm y K. C. Akcakosa. Cp. metasipHOe
onmcaHMe aHTMIOPWAMYEeCKOV apryMeHtaumu ToscTo-
ro B cratbe A.H. Kpyriosa, rie nmpasosoe orpasigaHue
HaCVIVS TaKKe paccMaTpUBaeTCs KaK OfVH M3 BEYIINX
MOTVIBOB HeraTMBHOIO OTHOIIeHMs TOJICTOro K IIpaBy

(Kpyrios, 20126, c. 268 —276).

imperative.” Thus, unlike Tolstoy, who open-
ly challenges the secular culture of the mod-
ern period, Kant seeks rather to transform it
through “enlightenment,” that is, from within,
and is thus open to compromise.

What is the source of these differences?

On the face of it, the difference appears to be
largely formal: Tolstoy sees in the Sermon on
the Mount the formula of nonresistance to evil
and then confers on it the status and form of a
categorical imperative, while Kant deduces the
imperative from the single fact of pure moral
consciousness and interprets Christianity in the
light of this imperative. In other words, where
Tolstoy builds his case a posteriori, Kant reasons
a priori. Likewise, Kant objectivistically deduces
the concept of right proceeding from the fact of
right, a priori justifying coercion while Tolstoy
rejects right and coercion since this rejection
follows from the principle of nonresistance to
evil which he discovers in the Gospel.

I would hazard a suggestion, however, that
underlying this formal difference is a deep-
er difference in the character of moral reflec-
tion. This is dramatically manifested in the two
thinkers” mode of speech: while Kant speaks in
the third person, Tolstoy invariably speaks in
the first person. All of Tolstoy’s “credal” works
are, genre-wise, spiritual autobiography. In
each of them he describes a religious conver-
sion that he experiences, is at pains to remove
the boundary between the author and the hero,
as if investing himself in the process of writing
which thus becomes a kind of “spiritual exer-
cise”. The process of creating the text is thus

”Here, as often happens, we hear the Slavophile
motive reminiscent of Aksakov’s critique of right as
the supplanting of love. Cf. the detailed description of
Tolstoy’s anti-legal argumentation in Krouglov’s article
in which legal justification of violence is also seen as
a key motive of Tolstoy’s rejection of right (Krouglov,
2012b, pp. 268-276).
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Iy aBTOPOM ¥ TepoeM, KaK Obl BKJIa/[bIBaeT BCETO
ce0si B caM ITpoliecc IVcbMa, KOTOPBIVI TeéM CaMbIM
CTaHOBUTCSI HEKOTOPBIM «1yXOBHBIM yIIpaKHEH-
em». [Ipoliecc cozmaHMs TekcTa 3[1ech HallpaBileH
Ha TpaHcpopMaIio peasIbHOV JIMYHOCTY aBTopa
(v unTaTesIst!) B ee IOBCETHEBHOCTY, Ha IIePeHOC
B 9Ty IIOBCEITHEBHOCTH BBIPAOOTAaHHBIX B ITPOIlEC-
ce pedpiiekcu, MBbIIUIeHNs], uTeHMs: EBaHrens n
HVcCaHVsI COOCTBEHHOTO TeKCTa CTPYKTYP peInIu-
O3HOM 11 MOpaJIbHOV CyOBbeKTMBHOCTI . Mopaiib-
Hasi pedpiiekcust ToricToro, Takum o6pasoM, HOCUT
BbIPaKeHHO 3K3VCTEeHIIMaIbHBIV XapaKTep, 1JIs
Hero NPVHIMIINAIBHO BakHa CTPYKTYypa MOpaJlb-
HOro cyObeKTa, OOyciIoBIMBarollasi IIpaBOMOY-
HOCTb VUIM HEIIPaBOMOYHOCTH OOpallleHms K Ha-
CVWJIVIIO, VI BaXKHO, YTO 3TUM CyOBEKTOM SIBJISeTCS
oH caM, Jles TosicToit Kak jIM4HOCTE. B 3Ty ped-
JIEKCUIO CYIIeCTBEHHO BOBJIeYeH JIMYHBIV >KMU3-
HEHHBIVI VI VICTOPUYeCKUVI OonbIT TosicToro: Benm-
KOI'O IIVcaTesisl, B CBOeV «IICHIXOJIOIMYeCcKO IIpo-
3e» (JI. 5I. T'mH30ypr) Mccirenyromero Kak CKpbIThie
HIPY>XVMHBI YeJI0BeUecKoro ropefieHns, Tak 1 Mac-
mTabHBIe MICTOpUYEeCcKIe COOBITIS, TIpeficTaBITe-
JISL OJTHOTO M3 HamboJslee «rOCyIapCTBEHHBIX» PO-
1o Poccuvickon mMmiepuy, oduliepa C JIMYHBIM
OITBITOM y4YacTVsl B BOEHHBIX IEVICTBUSIX, VICCIIe-
nosaresisi HarosieoHOBCKMX BOVIH, IIpaBO3alllnT-
HMKa, OOIeCTBeHHOro AesiTesiss M IIyOJMIIMCTa.
B cBoeM cOOCTBEHHOM >XM3HEHHOM CJI€[IOBAHW
Esanreruro TosicTont craBuT cebst Ha MeCTO CyIbM
I IPUCSKHOI0, Ha MeCTO coJifiata 1 oduiiepa, Ha
MeCTO T'OCyAapCTBEHHOIO JledTelisl, Ha MecTO CO-
IIPOTUBJIAIOIIErocs 3j1y, Ha MeCTO IIPUHYXIIaro-
IIIero  T.JI. — ¥ yCMaTpuBaeT HPaBCTBEHHYIO He-
BO3MOKHOCTb CMEPTHOV Ka3HW, Cy/a, BOVHBI, TO-
CyHapcTBa, CONPOTUBIIeHM U NpuHYyXaeHus. Ot
MepBOro JIVIla OH OIVICHIBAeT CUTYaIIVIO XPUCTHa-
HVHa, IIBITAIOIIerocs CJIefloBaTh 3aKOHY XpucTa B
COBpeMeHHOM MMpe, HaCKBO3b ITPOHM3aHHOM CO-
IIMaJIbHO OOOCHOBAaHHBIM ¥ PallIOHAJILHO Opra-
HM30BaHHBIM IIPUHYXIeHVeM.

8 3a paMKM CTaThU S BBIHOIITY BOITPOC O TOM, He ObUIa JIn
paspyLInUTeIbHON 3Ta TpaHcdopManys [1jisl IIOBCeIHeB-
HOCTM aBTOpa.
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aimed at transforming the author’s (and the
reader’s) personality in its dailiness, at trans-
ferring into this dailiness the structures of reli-
gious and moral subjectivity worked out in the
process of reflection, thought, reading of the
Gospel and writing of the treatise.® Tolstoy’s
moral reflection thus has a pronounced exis-
tential character, for him the structure of the
moral subject is essential in making the case for
or against violence, and it is important that the
subject is Leo Tolstoy as a personality. Heavi-
ly involved in this reflection is the personal life
and historical experience of Tolstoy, a great
writer who in his “psychological prose” (Lidiya
Ginzburg) explores the hidden springs of hu-
man behaviour as well as large-scale historical
events, a representative of one of the most em-
inent families of the Russian Empire, an officer
who saw military action, a student of the Napo-
leonic wars, a rights activist, public figure and
social commentator. In his own life-journey fol-
lowing the Gospel, Tolstoy puts himself in the
shoes of a judge and a juryman, a soldier and
an officer, a statesman, a resister to evil and a
person causing evil etc., and comes to the con-
clusion that the death penalty, trials, war, the
state, resistance and coercion are impossible.
He describes in the first person the predica-
ment of a Christian who tries to follow the law
of Christ in the modern world which is riddled
with socially grounded and rationally organ-
ised coercion.

By comparison, Kant’s methodical moral re-
flection comes across as “detached”, abstract-
ed from “real” daily life, having nothing to
do with the philosopher’s subjectivity. Kant’s
moral rigorism is objectivised and is no more
directed towards himself than towards any

8 Whether this transformation was destructive of the
author’s daily life is a question beyond the scope of this
article.
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B cpaBHeHUM ¢ 3TMM MeToaMYecKasi MOpalb-
Has pediiekcua KanTa IipercrapiiseTcs: «OTBJle-
UeHHOV», abCTparpoBaHHON OT «peaJIbHOM» II0-
BCeJTHEBHOVI XXVM3HY, He 3aTparvsaloler coOcTBeH-
HyI0 cyObeKTMBHOCTb ustocoda. MopabHbIN
puropmsMm KaHTa oOBeKTMBUpPOBaH 11 HallpaBiIeH
Ha Hero caMoro B TOVI ke Mepe, KaK ¥ Ha JIF00oro
apyroro cyobekra. Kareropudaeckuit mMmeparvs
pacripocTpaHsieT TpeboBaHe [10jIra Ha BceX B paB-
HOVI Mepe, JINYHOCTh aBTopa «KpnTHKM mmpakTide-
CKOTO pa3yMa» B €r0 COOCTBEHHBIX ITIa3axX He siB-
JIeTcsl 4eM-TO, 3aCJIy KMBAOIIM OCODOro Bbljie-
nervst. OIHaKO 3TO OTHIONb He O3HaydaeT cJ1adoCTh
ero prI0codcKoVt MOUINY B CpaBHEHUM C TaKo-
Bovi TorcToro: mpourpeiBas pycCKOMY MVICATe IO B
paavKaJIbHOCTY, HeMelKUM (prsiocod SBHO BbIV-
I'pbIBaeT B CUCTEMaTMYHOCTV 11 0DOCHOBAaHHOCTV
CBOVIX MZIeVl B paMKax JleoHTosIornm. B ceere aToro
He KakeTcsl yAMBUTEJIbHBIM, YTO, KaK MbI YBUIVIM
B JaJIbHEVIIeM, BCs moJjieMyuKa mpoTtus Toscroro
HaunHasi ¢ Bi. CostoBbeBa Oy/ieT, ¢ OHOVI CTOPOHBI,
TaK VIV VHaye I10JI1b30BaThCs KAaHTOBCKVIMY apry-
MeHTaMW, a C IPyroyl — OTCTanBaTh HeJ0CTaTou-
HOCTB JTIEOHTOJIOIMYeCKOVI STUKM KaK TaKoBOVL. MpI
obpaTuMcs Terephb K OIVCAHWIO 3TOV JVICKYCCHL.

4. Inckyccmst BOKpyT Tesuca ToscToro
0 HeITpOTHUBJICHUN

4.1. Pannun @pank: om unoubudyasucmuve-
CKOil 0e0HIMO0A02UN K HAKONACHUIO MOPANLHBIX
uyBcmb kaxk mepuay npoepecca

HecMoTpst Ha TO UTO AMICKyCCst BOKPYT IPUH-
UIla HeIIPOTUBIIEHNMS 3]1y Havajach Cpasy, Kak
TOJIBKO 3TU mpaen TosicToro crajam pacmpocTpa-
HSITBCSL B PyCCKOM OOITecTBe, Mbl HAUHEM ee OIN-
cagre ¢ panHHux pabor C.JI. ®PpamHka, IOCBS-
meHHBIX 80-7IeTHeMy FOOMITIEIO BEJIMIKOrO IIvicaTe-
JI. 37ech UCTOPUS pelenuuu ¥ KPUTUKU Ve
ToscToro PYCCKOVI MHTEJUIUTeHIIVIEVT CTaHOBUT-
csl mpeMeToM pedlIeKcuM B KOHTEKCTe aHasIn3a
xor1a n pe3sysibraToB I lepBort pycckovt peBoronm
V1 TIOATOTOBKMU «Bex»; en1 mogBonsATcs onpeneseH-
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other object. The categorical imperative applies
the demand of duty equally to all, the person-
ality of the author of the Critique of Practical
Reason in his own eyes not deserving to be sin-
gled out in any way. However, this does not
mean that his philosophical position is weak-
er than Tolstoy’s: while he is not as radical as
Tolstoy, Kant obviously is superior to him in
terms of systematicity and validity of his ideas
in the framework of deontology. In the light
of the above, it is hardly surprising that, as
we shall see presently, all the polemic against
Tolstoy, beginning with Vladimir Solovyov,
would on the one hand use Kant’s arguments
and on the other hand claim that deontological
ethics as such is wanting. Let us turn to the de-
scription of this debate.

4. Debate about Tolstoy’s
Nonresistance Thesis

4.1. Early Frank: From Individualist
Deontology to Accumulation of Moral Feelings

as a Measure of Progress

Although the debate about the principle of
nonresistance to evil began as soon as Tolstoy’s
ideas started spreading in Russian society, I
shall start the description of this debate with
the early works of Semyon Frank, devoted to
Tolstoy’s 80 birthday. Here the history of the
reception and critique of Tolstoy’s ideas by
the Russian intelligentsia is the subject of re-
flection in the context of analysis of the course
and results of the First Russian Revolution and
preparation of Vekhi (Signposts); it sums up the
results, although, as we shall see, only interim
results.’

? Cf. the description of this reception by one of the lead-
ers of the revolutionary movement (Chernov, 2004).



Hble MITOIM, XOTs, KaK MBI YBUOUM [JaJIbllle, 3TN
VITOT VI IPOMEXXYTOUHBIE’.

@paHK HauMHaeT C KOHCTaTallUM IIPOTUBOPe-
YMBOTO OTHOIIEHNS PYCCKOV MHTE/UIUTeHITNM K
TosicToMy: maxke ocTaBiisis B CTOPOHE [IBOVICTBEH-
HOCTb B ee BOCIIpMATHUM ToJICTOro KaK MBICTIMTEIIS
" KaK XyAokHVKa, DpaHK OTMeYaeT, 4YTO IMEHHO
KaK MBICIMTeIb TOJICTON «I10JIb3yeTcd HamboIIb-
ITIeT1 CJIaBOVI, HO BMeCTe C TeM HaVMeHBIIM IIpU-
sHaHMeM» (PpaHK, 20203, c. 57; cp.: Ppank, 20200,
c. 67). Ilpnamua sTOro B TOM, 1osaraetr dpaHK,
YTO MMPOBO33peHe ToJIcTOro HaXOmMTCS B CITIOXK-
HOM OTHOIIIEHNY K 00IIIeMy MIUPOBO33PEHNIO Pyc-
CKOVI MHTeJUIUreHImm. VIx cOmoKaioT yTonmsm u
MOpaJIbHBIV yTYJINTapV3M, HO PasesIsaioT IIyoo-
Kasl peJIMrvo3HoCcTb ToJcToro m CBOVICTBEHHBIN
emy nadoc MHAMBUAYasIV3Ma, IIpOTHBOpeYalliye
TOCIIONICTBYIOIIEMY B PYCCKOM OOITIeCTBE IO3UT-
BU3MY U «CTagHOCTI» (PpaHK, 20200).

ToBOopss HUIIIIIEAHCKMM $3BIKOM O «He BIIOJI-
He YVICTOV COBECTW» KOTOPYIO pPycckoe oOrre-
CTBO MMeeT B oTHoIIeHUM npent Tosicroro (PpaHK,
2020a, c. 58), ®paHK, M0 CyTH, (PUKCUPYET TO XKe
MppanoHaIbHOE COIIPOTVBIIEHNE, KOTOpOe caM
ToscTot ormeuaer B oTHOIIeHMY Jtofeit K Epan-
reJIvfio, " TaK ke, Kak ¥ ToJICTOVI, CBSI3bIBAeT ero
C yueHVEM O HellpoTusJIeHuM 311y. ITpoTus sToro
yUeHUs «BO3MYIIaeTcs MOpaIbHasi COBeCTh, Tpe-
Oyrorias mesitessbHOV OOpbOBI co 310M» (Tam ke,
c. 59), B ToM umcite OOpbOBI MOMMTIIECKOVI, CBSI-
3aHHOVI C HacuJIveM, OJHaKO ero I10cjiefioBaTelIb-
HOe OIIpOBep)KeHle OKa3bIBAaeTCsl HeJIeTKMM Je-
JIOM ¥, KaK ITPaBWIo, TIOMEHSETCS. PasroBopaMu
o cstaboctu TosicToro-MeIcUTeIA.

VlcxomHo TOUKOM sIBjIsIeTcs 31aech oo Tort-
CTOMY ¥ €ro ONIIOHeHTaM MOpaIV3M, UJIes «MO-
pajIbHOVI TPUHIIUIINAIBHOCTIY, VIJIV PUTrOpU3Ma.
YueHne o HeNIPOTMBIIEHN 3]y BeIEeT K OYEBUIIHO
abCcypOHBIM ¥ HeNpreMJIEMBIM CJITICTBUSIM, Ofl-
HaKO OHO BbITeKaeT 13 0a30BbIX IIOCBIIOK PUTOPU-
CTVYECKOVI [IEOHTOJIOr MM, KOTOpyIo PpaHK B KOH-

? Cp. XapaKTepuUCTUKY 3ToW pererntiuy TorcToro y ofgHo-
TO W3 JWIEPOB PEeBONTIOIMOHHOTO ABvDKeHMs: (YepHOB,
2004).

23

K. M. Antonov

Frank starts by stating that the Russian in-
telligentsia had mixed feelings about Tolstoy:
even leaving aside its ambivalent attitude to
Tolstoy the thinker and Tolstoy the artist, Frank
notes that as a thinker Tolstoy “enjoys the
greatest fame and at the same time meets with
the least recognition” (Frank, 2020a, p. 57; cf.
Frank, 2020b, p. 67). The reason is, according to
Frank, that Tolstoy’s worldview is in a compli-
cated relationship with the general worldview
of the Russian intelligentsia. They share utopia-
nism and moral utilitarianism, but are divided
by Tolstoy’s deep religiosity and characteris-
tic pathos of individualism which are at odds
with the positivism and “the herd mentality” of
Russian society (Frank, 2020b).

When he speaks about “a not quite clean
conscience”, to use a Nietzschean phrase, of
Russian society towards Tolstoy’s ideas (Frank,
2020a, p. 58) Frank has in mind the same irra-
tional resistance Tolstoy himself notes in peo-
ple’s attitude towards the Gospel and, like
Tolstoy, links it with the teaching on nonresis-
tance to evil. The teaching “outrages moral con-
science which calls for active struggle against
evil” (ibid., p. 59), including political struggle
which involves violence; refuting it consistent-
ly, however, is a tall order and is usually re-
placed with talk about Tolstoy’s weakness as a
thinker.

The starting point is moralism, the idea of
“the moral principle”, or rigour. The doctrine of
nonresistance to evil leads to obviously absurd
and unacceptable consequences, yet it flows
from the basic propositions of rigoristic deon-
tology which Frank, in the concrete polemical
situation preceding the publication of Vekhi, as-
cribes to the Russian intelligentsia, but which is
essentially embedded in Kant’s ethics: “From
these premises Tolstoy draws a conclusion that
is impeccably logical: bad acts should never,
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KPeTHOVI ITOJIEMIMYECKOVI CUTYAIIVV, IIPEIIIeCTBO-
BaBIIIeV BBIXOLY «Bex», IIpuIIVChIBaeT PyccKOv MH-
TeJUITUTeHIINY, HO KOTOpas, IO CYTH, 3aJIokeHa
yxe B 3TuKe Kanra: «TosicTor fgesaeT m3 3TMX MO-
CBUIOK JIOTMYeCKM Oe3yIIpeYHBI BBIBOI: HWKOTI-
1a, HY TPV KaKMX YCJIOBUSX M HU T10 KaKVIM MOTH-
BaM HeJIb3d COBepIIaTh AyPHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB; Cjle-
JI0BaTeJIbHO, HeJlb3s IIPOTUBUTLCS 3]1y HacwIveM,
6o Hacwive nypHo» (Tam xe). Takum obpasom,
¢ Toukn 3peHnst dpaHka, TOJICTOBCKasl MHTepPIIpe-
TalVs VeV HeITPOTUBIIeHVs JIOTUeCKy BbITeKa-
eT 13 ero MOHMMaHMs KaTeroprnieckoro mmIepa-
TVBa, HO BeJleT K KOHTPUHTYUTVBHBIM C ITO3VIIN
37IpaBOrO CMBIC/IA CJIEAICTBUAM, a IIpefCTaBUTeIN
ITOJIMTUYECKOTO pafyKaIvi3Ma OKa3bIBAtOTCs OIv-
Xe K 3apaBoMy cMmbIciry (1 KaHty, pgoryckasiire-
My IIPaBOMOYHOEe HacwJIVe), HO OHV HellocsIeioBa-
TeJIbHBI B CBOEM MOpaJIbHOM CO3HaHMM, ITOCKOJIb-
KY pasfesIsiioT HocbUIkm TosicToro.

V3 1By X IIOCBUIOK Hanboslee IIpodieMaTIHON
npeycrapiigerca MpaHKy Ha JaHHOM 3Tarle 00/Ib-
mag («Hacmsve 1ypHo»). [ToHOCTRIO OTOpackIBa-
IOIINTI ee MapKCM3M OKasblBaeTcs IIpW Ilapa/ioK-
CaJIbHOVI KOHIIEIIIVM, B paMKaxX KOTOPOW «mjieall
JII00BY TBOPUTCSI CpeCcTBaMM 3J100bI», «CoLyialb-
HBIVI MUP MOXET OBbITh JIUIIE ITPOIYKTOM OXKeCTO-
UeHHOV colyasibHou 0opeob (Tam ke, c. 61). B
3TOVI TOYKe MOPaJIbHOTO BeIOOpa dpaHK Ge30roso-
podHO cTaHOBUTCA Ha cTtopoHy Toscroro. ITpoTus
MapKcm3Ma (V1 JII000VT aHAJIOTMYHOV KOHIIETIIIVIN)
OH YyTBepXIaeT, YTO y4eHVe O HeIllpOTVBIIEHUN
o0J1aziaeT «BeJIMKMM, BEYHBIM cMbIcTIoM» (TaM e,
c. 58, 61). Takmm 0Opa3oM, 3a4acTyro BCTpeyarole-
ecs B JITepaType IIpeJicTaBlIeHe O pyccKux pu-
socodpax koHma XIX — Hawasa XX B. Kak O TO-
TaJIBHBIX OIIIOHeHTax ToJICTOro y>ke Ha 3TOM 3Ta-
Ile OKas3blBaeTCs TPeOyIOINM KOPPEKTPOBKIAL

B yem xe BuanT PpaHK HOIJIMHHBIV CMBICII
yUeHNs 0 HellpoTuBiIeHn 3710My? Mortomont dpu-
j10c0 TIOJIaraeT, YTO HeOOXOMVMO OTKa3aTbCs OT
forMaTryeckon (B KaHTOBCKOM CMBICTIe) popMy-
JIMPOBKM 3TOr0 IMPUHIINIIA, «3aMEHUTH BHEITHVIE
KpUTepUM BHYTPEHHVMI», <«IIepeHecT HpaB-
CTBEHHYIO OIIeHKY C ITOCTYIIKOB Ha IlepeXXVBaHs
v HacTpoeHMs TnaHOCTY» (Tam xe, c. 61). B pesyiib-
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under no circumstances and out of no motives
be committed; consequently, one should not re-
sist evil by violence because violence is bad”
(ibid.). Thus, on Frank’s view, Tolstoy’s idea
of nonresistance to evil follows logically from
his interpretation of the categorical impera-
tive but leads to counter-intuitive consequenc-
es, and political radicals turn out to be closer
to common sense (and to Kant who admitted
rightful violence) but they are inconsistent in
their moral consciousness because they share
Tolstoy’s premises.

Of the two premises Frank, at this stage,
considers the larger one (“violence is bad”)
to be the most problematic. Marxism, which
brushes it aside, is left with a paradoxical con-
cept whereby “the ideal of love is created by in-
struments of anger,” and “social peace can only
be a product of fierce social struggle” (ibid.,
p. 61). On this point of moral choice Frank is to-
tally on Tolstoy’s side. He objects to Marxism
(and all similar theories) and maintains that the
teaching on nonresistance has “great and eter-
nal meaning” (ibid., pp. 58, 61). Thus, already at
this stage, the widespread notion that Russian
philosophers of the late nineteenth and ear-
ly twentieth centuries were totally opposed to
Tolstoy needs to be corrected.

What, according to Frank, is the real mean-
ing of the teaching on nonresistance to vio-
lence? The young philosopher believes that the
dogmatic (Kantian) formulation of this prin-
ciple should be dropped and it is necessary to
replace external criteria with internal ones”,
“to shift moral assessment from acts to the ex-
periences and moods of the personality” (ibid.,
p. 61). As a result, the larger premise of Tol-
stoy’s moral syllogism acquires the following
shape: “one should not combat evil passions by
stirring evil passions of hostility and hatred”
(ibid.).



TaTe OoIbIIIast IOChIIKA TOJICTOBCKOIO MOPaJIBHOTO
CHJIIOTM3Ma IIprodpeTaeT BUIL: «HEIIb3s OOpOThCS
C 3JIBIMU CTPaCTIMM BO30Y KIeHVeM 3JIbIX ke CTpa-
CTeVi BpaXk[ibl ¥ HeHaBucTI» (Tam xe).

IlyTe K TakoVl peMHTepIIpeTally OTKpbIBaeT,
1o dpaHKy, MOPaJIbHBIVI VI PeIVTVO3HBIVI VH/IV-
BUyasi3M camoro TosicToro, oymIieTBOpPSIOIIero
MOJITHHOE «HOBOE peJINIMo3Hoe cosHaHue» (Tam
Xe, c. 64)°. Mor1071071 MBICJIVTEIIb ITIOJTHOCTBIO COJIVE-
Jlapu3MpyeTcs ¢ TOJICTOBCKMM ItadpocoM aBTOped-
JIEKCUY, JINYHOTO MOBUTA U PeIUIMO3HOIO CaMo-
BocmTaHys. [IbITasgch yriryourts sty aBTopedriek-
CMIO, OH MILET IyTV CUHTe3a VHIVBUIYaIVCTV-
YecKOro TOJICTOBCKOTO Iadpoca ¢ colyaIbHOV 3TH-
KOVI PYCCKOVI MIHTEJUINTEeHIIVIVI I HOBOBPEMEHHOW
mzieelt KyJIbTyPbl, KOTOpBle oTOpackiBaeT TosCTOL.
B cBomx movickax dpaHK BOOOIIIe BHIXOIUT 3a paM-
KV JICOHTOJIOTMV: OT OLIEHKI KOHKPETHOTO ITOCTYTI-
Ka KOHKPeTHOIO UeJIoBeKa OH ITePexoUT K OlleHKe
MOpPaJIBHOTO COCTOSHM He TOJIBKO CyObeKkTa, HO U
o0I1ecTBa, BUANT MOPAJIBHBIV IIPOTrpecc «B II0CTe-
IIeHHOM HaKOIUIeHWMM IIOJIOKWUTEJIbHBIX YyBCTB U
BBITeCHEHVM OTpuLiaTeIbHbX>» (Tam xe, c. 61—62).

Ho xak MBI yBUAMM J1ajIbllle, IIOJTHOCTBIO YT
OT 3TUKM JoJIra eMy He ypgactcd. EMy mpupercs
BepHYTBCs K Hell 1ocjle 00CyXJIeHMs ITpo0sieMbl
HeITpoTMBJIeHns: U KpuTuku Tosictoro B pabote
V1. A. VlnbyHa 11 B AUCKYCCUM BOKPYT 3TOV PaOOTBHI.

4.2. B. C. Co108ve8: nacuaue Kkax mervuiee 340

Tpaxrat V. A. VIiibuna «O conpoTuBIieHNUM 311y
CWJIOKO» — BEPOSITHO, camasl pe3Kas KpUTHMKa TOJI-
CTOBCKOVI 3TVKW U3 BCeX M3BeCTHBIX, HO VInbuH B
HeVi He IIOJIHOCTBIO OpuIVHajieH — emne beprs-
€B yKasblBaJl Ha CKPBITYIO 3aBUCHMOCTH TeKCTa
Vhibnna ot npennt B CostoBbeBa 1 cjlejoBaBIIVIX
eMy IIpeCTaBUTeJIeVI PYCCKOV PEJIUTMO3HOVI MBIC-
m (bepnses, 1926, c. 105)". dpank, cyas 1o Bce-
My, Ha MOMeHT IyOimKarium ctatbit «HpaBcTBeH-
Hoe yueHue ToJICTOro» COJOBBEBCKYIO IOJIEMUKY

10 3;ech, KOHEUHO, CKa3bIBaeTCsd KPUTUUIECKOe OTHOIIIe-
Hue Oyayiinx aBTopos «Bex» x rpymie [1. C. Mepexxos-
ckoro. Cm.: (Korrepos, 1996, c. 279 —320).

! Hambosee sipKo 3Ta KpUTHMKA IPOSABIUIACh B COOPHIKe
«O pernmrmm J1bsa Tosictoro» (1912).

25

K. M. Antonov

Frank argues that the path toward such re-
interpretation is opened by the moral and reli-
gious individualism of Tolstoy who embodies
true “new religious consciousness” (ibid.,
p. 64).1° The young thinker completely concurs
with Tolstoy’s pathos of auto-reflection, per-
sonal feat and religious self-education. In a bid
to deepen auto-reflection he seeks a synthe-
sis of Tolstoy’s individualistic pathos and the
social ethics of the Russian intelligentsia and
the modern-day idea of culture which Tolstoy
casts aside. In his quest Frank goes beyond the
framework of deontology: from the assessment
of a concrete act of a concrete person he moves
to the assessment of the moral state not only of
the subject, but of society seeing moral progress
“in gradual accumulation of positive senti-
ments and the ousting of negative ones” (ibid.,
pp. 61-62).

As we shall see, he would fail to get rid of
the ethic of duty altogether. He would have to
go back to it after the discussion of the problem
of nonresistance and critique of Tolstoy in Ivan
Ilyin’s work and the discussion it sparked off.

4.2. Vladimir Solovyov:
Violence as the Lesser Evil

Ivan Ilyin’s tract On Resistance to Evil by
Force is probably the most vehement critique
of Tolstoy’s ethics ever. But Ilyin is not en-
tirely original because Berdyaev (1926, p. 105)
pointed to the veiled dependence of Ilyin’s
text on the ideas of Solovyov and Russian re-
ligious thinkers who followed him." At the
time of the publication of the article “Tolstoy’s

10 This, of course, has a great deal to do with the critical
attitude of the future authors of Vekhi to the Merezh-
kovsky group. See Kolerov (1996, pp. 279-320).

" This critique is most vivid in the collection On the
Religion of Lev Tolstoy (1912).
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¢ ToscreiM 10O 1I0X0 3HAJI, JIMOO HEIOOLIeHU-
BaJL. B Tpamuiimio penmrio3Ho-MeTadv3ieckoro
MBIIIUTEHVSI OH BCTpayBaeTcsl HECKOJIBKO ITO3XKe, a
IIOKa paccMaTpuBaeT KpUTHKY ToJICTOro ¢ 3Tux Io-
3UINY KaK HeJOCTaTOYHO apryMeHTMPOBAHHYIO,
«CKOpee OBIOIITYI0 Ha UyBCTBa, YeM [IAOIIYIO paliy-
OHaJIBHYIO KpUTHUKY>» (Ppank, 2020a, c. 58). MoxHO
HIPEITIONIOXKNTE, YTO pedb 31eck y DpaHKa nieT o
COOTBETCTBYIOMIVX ITaccakax «I'pex pasroBopos».

Onnako coBceM APYryio KapTMHY MBI Hall-
neMm B «Onpasnasum 1o0pa». CorloBeeB 37ech He
CTOJIBKO «ObeT Ha YyBCTBa», CKOJIBKO IIpeJijlaraer
aHaJIN3 JIOTMKM HPaBCTBEHHBIX 3MOIM KaK pa-
LIVIOHAJIBHBIV apT'yMEHT B 3TMYECKOV IVICKYCCUL.
B gacTHOCTM, caMO ITPOMCXOXIEHVe KOHIIEMIIN
HeIIPOTUBJIEHS 311y U ee IIPWIOKeHe K IIpobiie-
Me Cyjia ¥ yroJjioBHoro IpaBa CosioBbeB OOBSICHSI-
€T B paMKaX CBOeOOpa3HOVI IMaJIEKTVKI JKaJIOCTH,
B CIJIy KOTOPOVI COYYBCTBVIE )XEPTBE, Ha CTOPOHE
KOTOPOVI OKas3bIBaeTCsl OecuesIOBeYHBIVI TOCYHap-
CTBEHHBIVI alIapaT HacVJIVS W TIO/IaBJIeHMs, Tie-
PEHOCUTCS Ha IIPeCTYITHVKA, OKa3bIBAOIIErocs, B
CBOIO OUYepelIb, XEPTBOV YKeCTOKOCTV ITOrO arllla-
pata (CosoBbes, 1988, c. 394).

Tax vyt viHa4e, 11718 ITPaBVUTBHOT'O IIOHMMAHS
KPUTWYEeCKMX apryMeHTOB VIpnHa KaXkeTcs He-
OOXOIIVIMBIM OCYIIIECTBUTD PEKOHCTPYKIINIO COJIO-
BBEBCKOTI'O ITOHVIMAHWIS, I B TOM YVCITe €r0 KaHTV-
AHCKMX OCHOBaHMWIL.

HecMmoTpst Ha TO UTO YHOMWHaHUS VMMEHU Be-
JIMKOTO IIVCATeJIst ITPaKTUYeCcK OTCYTCTBYIOT B
IJIaBHOM 3Tu4eckoM coumHeHVM COJIOBbEBa, VIM-
IUIMITATHAS ToJleMuKa ¢ ToJICTBIM M ero y4eHmu-
eM — OfHa W3 HUTeV, HaCKBO3b ITPOIIVBAIOIIVIX
«Omnpasmanme 100pa»?. ITpn 3ToM MOXHO ¢ 00IIB-

1206 orHoIreHmax ConoBbeBa 1 TOIICTOro — Kak XUTeri-
CKMX, TaK VI MAEHBIX — cM. ouepK A. d. JTocesa B ero Ki1ac-
crueckont pabore: (JToces, 2009, c. 407 —413), xoTopsbIn,
OIHAKO, TPYIQHO Ha3BaTh MCUYEPIBIBAIOIIVIM ¥ yIOBJIET-
BopuTerbHBIM. CyIIllecTBeHHBIM [IOIIOJIHEHMEM, 3aTpa-
IMBAOMIVM Hally IIpo0sieMaTuKy, SBJISeTCd HedaBHSII
cratbs A. H. Kpyriiosa, B KOTOpO¥I aBTOp IIOAPOOGHO OCTa-
HaBJIVBAeTCSI Ha BOCIIPVISITUV TIOJIEMUKI 000X BEJIVIKMX
MBIC/IUTeser B Hadasle XX B. ¥ HeMOHCTPUPYET, C OTHOM
CTOPOHBI, BO3MOXKHOCTB PeJISATUBI3MA, BBITEKAIOIIYIO 113
ncropmsMa CojloBbeBa, a ¢ APYrov — akleHTHpOoBaHMe
«BHEBPEMEHHOT'O VI HEIIPEXOISIIEro» STUIECKOro Cozlep-
KaHM B «amopdnsme» Tosicroro (cm.: Kpyrios, 2021).
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Moral Teaching” Frank apparently had little
knowledge or appreciation of Solovyov’s po-
lemic with Tolstoy. He joined the tradition of
religious-metaphysical thinking a little later,
while in the meantime he considered criticism
of Tolstoy from that angle to be insufficiently
argued, “appealing more to feelings than of-
fering rational critique” (Frank, 2020a, p. 58).
There is reason to believe that Frank is referring
to the corresponding passages in Three Conver-
sations.

However, we find a totally different picture
in The Justification of the Good in which Solovy-
ov does not so much “appeal to feelings” as of-
fer an analysis of the logic of moral emotions as
a rational argument in an ethical discussion. In
particular, Solovyov attributes the origin of the
concept of nonresistance to evil and its applica-
tion to justice and criminal law to a dialectic of
pity due to which sympathy for the victim on
whose side the heartless state machine of coer-
cion and suppression finds itself, is transferred
to the criminal who in turn becomes a victim of
the cruel machine (Solovyov, 1988, p. 394).

Be that as it may, to understand Ilyin’s crit-
ical arguments correctly it is necessary to re-
construct Solovyov’s position, including its
Kantian foundations.

Although Tolstoy is practically not men-
tioned by name in Solovyov’s main ethical
work, implicit polemic with Tolstoy and his
pupil is one of the threads that runs through-
out The Justification of the Good.'> There are am-

20n the relations between Solovyov and Tolstoy —
both in everyday life and in the intellectual sphere —
see Aleksey F. Losev’s essay in his classical work
(Losev, 2009, pp. 407-413), which, however, can hardly
be called exhaustive or satisfactory. An important addi-
tion germane to our theme is Krouglov’s recent article
which dwells on the perception of the polemic between
the two great thinkers in the early twentieth century
and demonstrates, on the one hand, the possibility of
relativism which follows from Solovyov’s historicism,
and on the other hand stresses the “extra-temporal and
intransient” ethical content in Tolstoy’s “amorphism”
(see Krouglov, 2021).



IOV I0JIeVl YBEepeHHOCTY CKa3aTh, YTO pedb VeT
He TOJIBKO O 3Ha4eHUM U COflepyKaHMY HPaBCTBeH-
HOTO Mjleajla ¥ BBITEKAIOIIMX M3 Hero IpaKTuye-
CKMX JEVICTBUSIX, HO M O IIPaBWJIBHOM VICTOJIKOBa-
Hum 3TVK KaHTa, K KoTopovt o0a MBICTIUTeJIS II0-
CTOSIHHO alleJUIVPYIOT, IIpryeM Kak sIBHO, TaK U He-
aBHO. CoJI0BbeB KpUTHKYeT 1) KaXKyIIyIocs eMy di-
CTO MOPaJIVICTVIYECKOVI, ICKJIFOYaIOIIEN MUCTVKY U
MeTapV3VIKy B VX IIPUBBIYHOM IIOHVIMaHWV, VH-
TeplpeTanyio XpuctuaHcTsa y Toscroro; 2) «mo-
PaIBHBI aMOpdM3M» U MHAVBUAYAIVI3M 3TUKN
Torncroro, myia koToporo, kKak nosiaraeT CosIoBbeB,
«100pO CyIIIeCTByeT JIUIIb B CYOBEeKTUBHBIX [Iy-
IIEBHBIX COCTOSTHMSIX KaXK[IOTO OTZIeJIBHOTO UesIoBe-
Ka U B eCTeCTBEHHO ITpOVICTEKAIOIIVIX OTCIofIa J10-
OpBIX OTHOITIEHVSIX MEXIY JIFOIBMM, a BCSIKVE CO-
OupaTeTbHO-OpraHN30BaHHbBIe (POPMBI OOIIIeCTBa
CBOVIM VICKYCCTBEHHBIM ¥ HaCMJILCTBEHHBIM [IeVi-
CTBVIEM IIPOM3BOAAT TOJIBKO 3710» (CostoBbes, 1988,
c. 48—49, 92); 3) ero «OTBJIEYEHHBIVI MOPAIN3M»,
TO eCTh CTpeMJIeHVIe 130/ POBaTh HPaBCTBEHHYIO
OLIEHKY ¥ IIOCTAHOBKY BOIIPOCa OT MCTOPUYECKO-
IO V1 COLMAJIBHOTO KOHTEKCTa, a TakKe OT II03HaBa-
TEJTBHOTO V1 3CTETMYECKOro MHTepeca; 4) cobcTBeH-
HO VIJIef0 HeITPOTMBIIEHS 3)Iy M CBS3aHHYIO C Hell
IIpo0JIeMaTKy HaIVMIOHAJIBHOTO, YTOJIOBHOTO BO-
I1poca, IIpo0sIeMy BOVIHEI, TeMYy OTHOIIIEHI IIpaBa
" HpaBCcTBeHHOCTN U T.7. IIpnu 3TOM ecsiv miepBbINt
MOTWMB CBSI3aH CO CHEIVUKON BOCIIPUSTIS XPU-
cruaHcTBa caMyM CoJIOBbEBBIM, KOTOPBIVI B IIPO-
TUBOIOJIOKHOCTE TOJICTOMY IIBITaeTCsi IOCTPOUTD
TIeVICTBeHHYIO 3TUKY, OCHOBaHHYIO Ha Oorodesiobe-
YeCKOVI S3HEPIMM BOCKpeceHsi XPUCTa, IMEIOITYIO
11eJIBI0 TTpeoOpakeHVe 1 00OXKeHIe JerloBeKa, Ue-
JI0BeYeCcTBa 1 BCEro MUpa, TO BTOPOV U TPeTUil
CBSA3BIBAIOTCA MM C 3TMKOV KaHTa, a ueTBepThIii OH
IIpeJiCcTaBIIseT KaK CIIefICTBMe 13 Tpex IepBrIx. Cy-
IIIeCTBEHHO 3/1eCh TO, YTO €ro IojleMiKa IIPOTHUB
3TMX MOMEHTOB TOJICTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIITUV TaKXKe
BeJIeTCsl C OIIOPOVI Ha KaHTOBCKIE (pOpMYJIVPOBKIA
KaTeropr4ecKoro MMIieparuBa.

B kauecTse mapagurmasbHoro npumMepa Costo-
BbEB paccMaTpMBaeT CUTYAIMIO «JacTHOTO IIPO-
TUBOMEVICTBUA» eOVMHMYHOMY 3J1ofesiHuio. Ero
OCHOBHOVI apryMeHT HallpaBjleH CKopee IIPOTUB
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ple grounds for saying that it deals not only
with the significance and content of the moral
ideal and the practical actions that follow from
it, but also with the correct interpretation of
Kant’s ethics to which both thinkers constant-
ly appeal, explicitly and implicitly. Solovy-
ov inveighs against 1) Tolstoy’s interpretation
of Christianity which he considers to be mor-
alistic, ruling out mysticism and metaphys-
ics in the habitual sense; and 2) the “moral
amorphism” and individualism of the ethics
of Tolstoy for whom, Solovyov believes, “the
good is to be found only in the subjective men-
tal states of each individual and in the good
relations between men which naturally fol-
low therefrom, and that all collectively organ-
ised forms of society lead to nothing but evil”
(Solovyov, 1918, p. XXXVI, c¢f. p. XXVI); 3) his
“abstract moralism”, i.e. the tendency to iso-
late moral evaluation and the setting of the
question proceeding from the historical and
social context and from the cognitive and aes-
thetic interest; 4) the actual idea of nonresis-
tance to evil and the related problems of the
national, the criminal question, the problem of
war, the relationship between law and moral-
ity etc. The first motive is linked with the spe-
cific perception of Christianity by Solovyov
who, unlike Tolstoy, tries to construct an effec-
tive ethic based on the God-human energy of
the resurrection of Christ which seeks to trans-
figure and deify the human being, humanity
and the world; the second and third motives
he links with Kant’s ethics, and the fourth is
presented as the consequence of the first three.
It is important that his polemic against these
elements of Tolstoy’s concept also proceeds
from Kant’s formulation of the categorical im-
perative.
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MeHBIIIeVl TIOCBUIKM B YIIOMSHYTOM BBIIIIE CUJI-
JIOTM3Me ¥ CTPOUTCS CJIeAyIoIIMM oOpasoM: MHo-
CKOJIBKY «CaMbIVl (paKT (PU3MUecKoro HacwINs,
T.e. IPUMeHeHMsI MYCKYJIbHOVI CWJIBbl», B OTHOIIIe-
HUI dYeJloBeKa He sBjIseTcs Oe3HpaBCTBEHHBIM
(HampuMep, B CUTyalMV CIIaceHMsl yTOIaloIIle-
ro) (Tam xe, c. 397—398), To 1 TpUMeHeHVe CUIIbI
B OTHOIIIEHUN MPeCTyIHMKa (HalpuMep, IIOTeH-
LIVaJIBHOTO YOWMVIIBI, 3aHEeCIIIero pyKy Hajl CBOe
JKepPTBOVI) HeoOs13aTeJIbHO SIBJISIeTCS 3JIOM: BOIIPOC
3aKJIIOYaeTcsl B BO3MOXKHOCTY ITOCTPOeHNsI HpaB-
CTBEHHO MPaBUJIBHOIO OTHOIIIeHNs K HeMy, B Xa-
paKkTepe MOpaJIbHOV VHTEHIIVL.

Taxvum oOpas3oM, XOTs «IIPOTMBOLEVICTBOBATD
371y 3JI0M HEIIO3BOJIMTEJIBHO 1 OecIioyie3Ho, HeHa-
BUZIETH 37I071esl ¥ MCTUTh €My eCTh HpaBCTBEHHOe
pebstuectBO» (Tam xe, c. 397), HO He BCsIKOe ITpVIMe-
HeHVe cyibl — B 3ToM CoJI0BbeB He corvIaliaeTcs
¢ TostcTeIM — siBIIgeTCs 3710M. BbIsBIIsisa kpuTtepun
3710r0 1 HesJtoro Hacvumst, CoJloBbeB IIpeficKasye-
Mo onmpaeTcd Ha KaHta, a menHo 1) Ha ero 00o-
CHOBaHVe IIpaBOMEePHOCTV IIPUHYXIeHWs (Hacu-
Ve, TIpU3BaHHOE OCTAHOBUTH HACWIIVIE, «IIPSIMO
BBITEKAeT 13 TPpeOOBaHMIT HPaBCTBEHHOIO IIPVIH-
nuna») (Tam xe, c. 396) u 2) Ha BTOpYyIO POpMYy-
JIy KaTeropmu4eckoro MMIieparvsa, KOTOpasi, C ero
TOYKM 3peHMs, I0JDKHa paboTaTh KaK B OTHOIIIe-
HWUW XePTBBI, TaK 1 B OTHOIIIEHNN IIPeCcTyIIHMKa:
«HpaBCTBEHHOEe HaydaJsIo 3arpelaeT feslaTh 13 Je-
JIOBeKa TOJIBKO cpericTBo» (Tam xe, c. 398). He ymry-
ckas u3 Buiy XepTBy, CojloBbeB Bce JKe KOHIIeH-
TpUpyeTcs Ha CTaTyce IIpecTyITHVKa, KOTOPBIV, C
€ro TOYKV 3peHMs, HaXOIUTcs Jaxe B Oosiee Oefl-
CTBEHHOM TIIOJIOKEHWV, YeM IIOTepIIeBIINIL VIC-
IIOJIHEHVe VM CBOETO IIPeCcTYIIHOTO HaMepeHMs
HaHOCUT YPOH €ro 4eJIoBe4eCKOMY IOCTOVIHCTBY,
IIPOTMBOMIEVICTBIE XXe eMy O3HauaeT jesiTeIbHOe
yBakeHIe U IOfjep>KaHue 3TOro IOCTOVMHCTBA
(Tam xe, c. 396). Takum obpaszom, o CosioBLEBY,
OCTaHaBJIVMBasl yOumily, MycTh fake HaCWJIVeM,
MBI CIIacaeM ero 4eJIOBeYHOCTb.

IlepeBost ¢ sA3bIKa MAEOHTOIOTMM Ha COO-
CTBEHHBIV SI3BIK MOPAJIBHBIX SMOIIVIVA, CosioBbEB
yTBEpXKIIaeT, UTo «TpedyeTcs sxasems 000ux,
€CJIVI MBI 3TOMY CJIe[TyeM, eCJIVi MBI JIeVICTBUTEIb-
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As an example Solovyov cites the situa-
tion of “particular counteraction” to a single
evil act. The main thrust of his argument is di-
rected rather against the lesser premise in the
above-mentioned syllogism and runs like this:
because “the fact of physical violence, i.e. of
the application of muscular force” to a human
is not immoral (for example, when saving a
drowning man) (ibid., pp. 317-318), the use of
force against a criminal (for example, a poten-
tial killer who is about to strike the victim) is
not necessarily evil: the question is the possibil-
ity of building a morally correct attitude to it,
the character of the moral intent.

Thus, although “[t]o resist evil by evil is
wrong and useless; to hate the evil-doer for his
crime and therefore to revenge oneself on him
is childish” (ibid., p. 317), but not any use of
force — and here Solovyov disagrees with Tol-
stoy — is evil. Isolating the categories of evil
and non-evil violence, Solovyov predictably
falls back on Kant, that is, 1) his justification of
coercion (violence called upon to stop violence
“directly follow[s] from the demands of the
moral principle” (ibid., p. 316)); 2) the second
formula of the categorical imperative which,
in his opinion, should apply both to the victim
and to the criminal: “The moral principle for-
bids to make a human being merely a means”
(ibid., p. 318). Without leaving the victim out of
sight, Solovyov nevertheless concentrates on
the status of the criminal who, he believes, is
even in a more parlous situation than the vic-
tim: implementation of his criminal intent deals
a blow at his human dignity, counteraction
shows effective respect and support of dignity
(ibid., p. 316). Thus, according to Solovyov, by
stopping the murderer, even by force, we res-
cue his humanity.



HO VIMeeM B BUJy oOlllee mx Oy1aro, To pasym u
COBeCThb BHYIIIAT HaM, B KaKOM Mepe M B KaKMX
dopmax HeoOXOAMMO 37eCh IPUMEHATHh PU3N-
yeckoe npuHyxaeHve» (Tam xe, c. 398). YHuBep-
CaJIBHOCTB 3TOM XKasloCTy 1o3BosisieT CoJIOBbEBY B
KPUTMUYECKOV CUTYalVV OllepeThCs Ha IIPUHIINIL
MeHBIIIeTO 3J1a: «...HeuasAHHo yOUTh uesloBeKa IIpe-
CTYIIHOIO eCTh MEHBIINI I'pex, HeXeJy 0 cob-
CTBEHHOMY ITPOM3BOJIy IIOIYCTUTH HaMepeHHOe
yburictso HeBHHOTO» (Tam xe, c. 397).

Emme omsoOM CyIIeCTBEHHOV HOBAIIVEN Corto-
BbEBA CTAHOBUTCS BBENIeHVE B 00CYKIaeMblIVl MbIC-
JIEHHBIVI 3KCIIepMMeHT TeMbl oOiectsa. Ilocien-
Hee IIpefICTaeT 3[1eCh KaK YaCTMYHO CaMOCTOSI TeITb-
Hasi peaJIbHOCTB, UblM MHTEPeCH V1 IIPaBO OKa3bIBa-
I0TCS 3aJ1eThl CUTYallyierl He MeHblIle, 4eM MHTepe-
CBI 1 IIPaBO IIpecTyIIHMKa 1 ero XkepTsbl (TaM xe,
c. 403). Tem cambIM 371€Ch K KAHTMAHCKOMY MOTVBY
IIPVICOEIMHSETCS TeTeIbTHCKNIL. VIMEHHO B 9TOM
OTHOITIEHUVI MOXKHO TOBOPUTB 00 OTHOCUTEIIBHOM
nHAuBUayanmsMe >tuku Tosicroro (n Kanra) B
CpaBHEHMM C COJIOBbeBCKOM. IlociieqHss BBICTYIa-
eT KakK CollMaJIbHasl 3TVKa, B KOTOPOV JIMYHOCTD U
OOIIIeCTBO MIPENCTAIOT KaK COOTHOCUTE IbHbIe Ha-
yasia. [Tpy 3TOM TMYHOCTB BCe e MBICJINTCS KaK
IepBMYHAs ¥ aOCOJTIOTHO-IIEHHAs! PeayIbHOCTB,
Kak ocobasi dpopMa OeCKOHEeUHOro copmepKaHMs,
obraparoriasi OeCKOHEUHBIM CTpeMJIeHVeM WU B
CWIY 3TOro OeCcKOHeYHBIM [IOCTOMHCTBOM, a 00-
IIIECTBO — Kak ee OCYIIeCTBJIeHVIe VI BOCIIOJTHEH e
(cm.: Tam xe, c. 282—286)". TemaTusupyst o0IIECTBO
KaK ITO3UTMBHYIO MOPaIbHYIO peasbHOCTB, Corto-
BbEB y)Ke He MOXeT paccMaTpuBaTh BO3IEVICTBYE
Ha JINYHOCTB €r0 MHCTUTYTOB, B IIEPBYIO OUeperb
rocyjapcTBa, VICKJIIOYMTeIbHO HeraTVBHO, KaK Op-
raHM30BaHHOE HaCwINe, IO OTHOIIEHUIO K KOTO-
POMYy Y XpUCTMaHVHaA MOXeT ObITh TOJIBKO OOVH
JOJIT — pasopBaTh Kpyr Hacwms. locymgapcTso
KaK «COOMpaTeIbHO-OpraHM30BaHHAS JKaJIOCTh»
TpebyeT coyuacTus xpuctraamHa (Tam xe, c. 522).

Tem cambIM mpaBo oOriecTBa Ha Oe30macHOCTB
MOTMBUIpYeTCcs, Bolpekn TosicToMy, He 9BIEMOHM-

3 O6 abCcoTIOTHOCTY JIMYHOCTY Y OTpaHTIEHHOCTY TIPaB
obrectBa B orHOIeHVN JaHOCTH cM.: (CortoBbeB, 1988,
c. 295).
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Translating the language of deontology into
the language of moral emotions, Solovyov ar-
gues that “[w]e ought to pity both the victim
and the criminal; and if we do so, if we real-
ly have the good of them both in view, reason
and conscience will tell us what measure and
what form of physical compulsion is neces-
sary” (ibid., p. 318). The fact that pity is univer-
sal enables Solovyov, in a critical situation, to
“invoke the principle of the lesser evil”: “unin-
tentionally to kill a criminal is a lesser sin than
deliberately to allow an intentional murder of
an innocent person” (ibid., p. 317).

Another important novelty introduced by
Solovyov brings society into the above thought
experiment. Society is here a partially indepen-
dent reality whose interests and rights are af-
fected by the situation no less than the interests
and rights of the criminal and the victim (ibid.,
p- 322). Thereby a Hegelian motive is added to
the Kantian motive. In that respect we can talk
about the relative individualism of the ethics
of Tolstoy (and Kant) compared with Solovy-
ov’s ethics. The latter is social ethics in which
the individual and society are inter-related.
The individual is still the primary reality of ab-
solute-value, a special form of infinite content
which has infinite striving and, on the strength
of this, infinite dignity, while society is its actu-
alisation and replenishment (see ibid., pp. 200-
204)." Thematising society as a positive moral
reality, Solovyov can no longer consider the in-
fluence of institutions — above all the state —
on the individual only negatively, as organised
violence with regard to which a Christian can
have only one duty, namely to break the circle
of violence. The state as “collectively organised
pity” demands the Christian’s participation
(ibid., p. 448).

B3 On the absolute value of the individual and limited
rights of society vis-a-vis the individual see Solovyov
(1918, p. 213).
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CTUYeCKM, a YMCTO MOpaJIbHO — IIOCKOJIBKY 3Ta
Oe3ormacHOCTH HeOOXOImMMa KaK OCHOBA «OpraHm-
30BAHHOVI XXaJIOCTV». COJIOBbEB, HECOMHEHHO, yU-
ThIBaeT TOJICTOBCKYIO KPUTMKY IeHUTeHIIVapHON
CUICTEeMBI, HO He TpeOyeT HU ee OTMEHBI, HI OTKa-
3a XpUCTMAH OT y4acTVs B Hew, a IIpefijlaraeT oCy-
IlecTBJIeHIe MOPaJIBHOM peddOpPMBI 3TOVI CUCTEMBI
(cm.: Tam xe, c. 403—405). To xe camoe KacaeTcs
VI PYIMX MHCTUTYTOB 310X1 MofepHa: ColoBbeB
YaCTUYHO IIPVUCOEAVNHSETCS K TOJICTOBCKOV KPUTH-
Ke VX CeKYJIIPHOIO 11, COOTBeTCTBEHHO, HaCMJIbH-
4ecKoro xapakTepa, HO, ycMaTpyBas B HUX ¥ 103U~
TUBHO MOPaJIbHBIE acIIeKTEl, IIpefijlaraeT X pucTia-
HVHY He OTKa3bIBaTbCSA OT yYaCTWS B VIX JedTelIb-
HOCTY, a paboTaTh Ha MX IIpeodpa3OBaHVEM.

B 3axiroueHMe KOCHeEMCS CIEIMPUKN Xapak-
Tepa MopastbHOM pediekcum y CososbeBa. Ee Ha-
MPsDKEHHOCTH I BOBJIEUEHHOCTH, C OIIHOV CTOPO-
HBI, CYIIeCTBEHHO YCTYIIAIOT TAKOBOVI XapaKTep-
CTVMKe MopasibHOV pedpiiekcum TosicToro, a ¢ Apy-
rom — mpeBocxogAaT TakoByio y Kanra. CosioBbe
He VMeJI JIMYHOro 00eBOoro iy Cy1e0HOro OIbl-
Ta, He IepeXwI, B OTIN4YMe OT CBOMX IOCIIeIoBa-
Tesiert B XX B., 3HAUMTEJILHBIX OOIIIeCTBeHHBIX I10-
TPsCEHU ¥ TYMaHUTApHBIX KaTacTpod. Tem He
MeHee Kak pviocod OH ObUI aKTMBHO BOBJIEUEH
B OOITIeCTBEHHYIO JKV3HB, PETYJISIPHO BBICTYIIATI B
3alIUTy OOVKaeMBIX (eBpeeB, TOJIOHAOIIVX U IIP.),
a B CBOEWM JIMYHOV >KVM3HEHHOVI ITPAKTUKE Iiejie-
HaIIpaBJIeHHO pa3pyIlajl CTPYKTYPbI IIOBCETHEB-
HocTn'. DTO TIIpMBEIO K (POPMMPOBAHMIO CITell-
I/IchIquKoV[ 4yBCTBUTEJIBHOCTY, II03BOJIVBIIIEVI
eMy 3TU TpsiyIye IOTPsICeHMsS M KaTacTpodbl
He TOJIBKO T1penBuzeTh (B «[loBecTm 06 aHTMXpU-
CTe»), HO I OCTPO IIPOUyBCTBOBaTh. B crury sToro
BUIVMBIVL ONTVIMW3M ¥ aOCTPaKTHOCTH €ro MoO-
PaJIBHOTO AMCKypca, KOTOpble Ha (POHEe TOJICTOB-
CKOVI 3K3VCTEHIIVAIBHOVI CepPhe3HOCTU CMOTPSIT-
Cs1 HECKOJIBKO JIETKOMBICJIEHHO, He JJOJDKHBI CKPbI-
BaTh OT YMTaTeIsl HAIIPSKEHHOCTb €r0 Iy XOBHOTO
IIOVICKA VI CepPhe3HOCTh €ro OTHOIIeHMS K 3a/adaM
XPpUCTMAaHMHA B COBPeMEeHHOM MVIpe.

4 CMm. gpkylo KapTmHy 3Tmx npaktuk B: (TpyOerkor,
1911).
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In this society’s right to security is motivat-
ed, contrary to Tolstoy, not eudemonically, but
purely morally insofar as security is necessary
as the basis of “organised pity”. Solovyov un-
doubtedly is mindful of Tolstoy’s criticism of
the penitentiary system, but he does not de-
mand its abolition or Christians’ refusal to take
part in it, but instead calls for a moral reform
of the system (see ibid., pp. 323-325). The same
is true for the other institutions of the modern
era: Solovyov partially concurs with Tolstoy’s
criticism of its secular and, accordingly, coer-
cive character but, being aware of some posi-
tive moral aspects in them, urges the Christian
not to renounce participation in their activities,
but to work to transform them.

Finally, let us touch upon the specific fea-
tures of Solovyov’s moral reflection. It is not
so intense and involved as Tolstoy’s but more
so than Kant’s. Solovyov had no personal mil-
itary or judicial experience and, unlike his
twentieth—century successors, was not exposed
to major social upheavals and humanitarian
disasters. Nevertheless, as a philosopher he
was actively involved in social life, regularly
came out in defence of the ill-done-by (Jews,
famine-stricken people etc.), and in his person-
al life was committed to destroying quotidi-
an structures." This sharpened his sensibility
and enabled him not only to foresee future up-
heavals and catastrophes (cf. “The Story of An-
tichrist”), but to feel them intensely. For all
these reasons the apparent optimism and ab-
stract character of his moral discourse, which
look somewhat light-hearted against the back-
ground of Tolstoy’s existential seriousness,
need not conceal from the reader the intensi-
ty of his spiritual quest and seriousness of his
attitude to the Christian’s tasks in the modern
world.

4 See a vivid picture of these practices in Trubetskoy
(1911).



HeynwBuTelbHO, 4YTO pyccKue MBICIUTEIN,
KMBIIIVe B ropasfio Oosiee TpyiHble BpeMeHa XX B.,
OCTaBaJIVICh BO MHOTOM €TO TI0CIIeJOBaTeIISIMIA

4.3. 1. A. Uavun: anosoeus conpomubrenus
34y cuaon

Vms CortoBbeBa He yIIOMMHAETCS Ha CTpaHU-
1ax TpakTara «O COHpPOTMBIIEHUN 3]y CUJIOO»
(xax m mmMs Torncroro B «Onpasganum moOpa»).
Kputnueckne ynommnuaHus B OJIM3KOV II0 TeMe,
CBSI3aHHOV C HavasioM [lepBort MupOBOVI BOVIHBI
cratbe «OCHOBHOe HpPaBCTBEHHOE IIPOTMBOpeUle
BOVIHBD> (1914) TIOKa3BIBAIOT, YTO B IIPEIPeBOIIIO-
LIIVIOHHBIV Ttepuop, VIimbnH, Kak 1 PpaHK, cyanl
O COJIOBBEBCKOV KpuTHMKe ToJIcTOro riaBHBIM 00-
pasom 1o «I'peM pasroBopam» ¥ OTHOCUJICS K Hell
BeCcbMa KPUTMUYECKM, Iojlarasi «HecIpaBe[lJINBO
KapMKaTy poil», B KOTOPOVI «HaCTPOeHVe CXOIUT 3a
aprymeHnT» (Vbns, 1914, c. 820)P. Vues Torncroro
«O HeCOIpOTUBJIEHMM HallajjarolieMy Kak o0 of-
HOM 13 JIeVICTBUTEJIbHBIX HPAaBCTBEHHBIX CPEJICTB
GOpBOBI CO 37IBIM V1 XMIITHBIM JKeJIaHVeM Harlaia-
IOITIET0», C er0 TOYKM 3peHs, He ObUIa OlleHeHa T10
noctouHCTBY (Tam xe, c. 821). Tem He MeHee f1asIb-
HEeWINI aHaJIV3 IIOKaKeT, YTO IIPMBEeIeHHOe B Ha-
yajle IpeblayIero naparpada ykasanve beprs-
eBa Ha 3aBMCHMOCTE KoHIeruu VipriHa ot apry-
MeHTa1y CosloBbeBa 1 ero IocjiefioBaTesieit cjie-
IlyeT CYUTaTh BepHBIM. VI yIIOMSIHyTasi CTaThbsl, U
TpaKTaT HaIlMCaHbI BIIOJTHE B PyCJIe MIEV «ITyTeV-
ckoro» cooprmka «O permmrun JIsBa ToscToro», B
ocobernoctn crarent E. H. TpyGerkoro 1 camoro
bepnsieBa (cm.: TpyOerikont, 1912; Bepnses, 1912),
XOTS V1 IIPEIICTABIISIOT COOOI MIX pafiyKasIn3alinio
B CBeTe Haydajla MUPOBOVI BOVIHBI 1 IOCIIeTYFOIIIVIX
cobbrTim. PaccMoTpuM 1ogpoOHee apryMeHTa-
1IMI0, IIpeJICTaBJIEHHYIO B TpaKTare.

Tpakrar 1925 1. onMpaeTcsi Ha HOBBIVI, CyIIle-
CTBEHHO OoJjlee OOraTbIil ¥ TParvuHBIN VICTOPU-
YeCcKIV OIBIT: yke mHepexuTsl IlepBas muposas
BoiHa, PeBpasibckast 1 OKTSAOpbCKasi peBOIIIO-

1 TIpoTVBOIIONIOXHYIO OIIeHKY apryMeHTanmu «Tpex
pasrosopos» cM: (Tpybernikort, 1912, c. 70—71).

K. M. Antonov

No wonder the Russian thinkers who lived
in far more difficult times in the twentieth cen-
tury remained in many ways his successors.

4.3. Ivan Ilyin: Apologia of Resistance
to Evil by Force

Solovyov is not mentioned by name in
the tract On Resistance to Evil by Force (just as
Tolstoy’s name is not mentioned in The Justi-
fication of the Good). Critical references to a re-
lated topic connected with the start of the First
World War in the article “The Main Moral
Contradiction of the War” (1914) show that in
the pre-revolutionary period Ilyin, like Frank,
judged Solovyov’s critique of Tolstoy mainly
on the basis of Three Conversations and took a
very critical view of it, describing it as “an un-
fair caricature” in which “mood passes for ar-
gument” (Ilyin, 1914, p. 820)."> He believes that
Tolstoy’s idea “on non-resisting an attacker as
a real moral means of struggle against an evil
and predatory wish of the attacker” has not
received due recognition (ibid., p. 821). Nev-
ertheless, subsequent analysis will show that
Berdyaev’s claim, cited at the beginning of the
previous section, to the effect that Ilyin’s con-
cept draws on the argumentation of Solovyov
and his followers is valid. The article referred
to and the tract are quite in line with the ideas
of the collection On the Religion of Lev Tolstoy
brought out by Put’ publishing house, espe-
cially the articles of Trubetskoy and Berdyaev
himself (see Trubetskoy, 1912; Berdyaev, 1912),
although they radicalise these ideas in the light
of the start of the World War and the events
that followed. Let us take a closer look at the
argumentation presented in the tract.

The 1925 tract draws on new, richer and
more tragic historical experience: the First

> For an opposite assessment of the argumentation in
Three Conversations see Trubetskoy (1912, pp. 70-71).
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LMY, TIOMATIOIBHAS aHTMOOJIBIIEBUCTCKAS pado-
Ta " I'paxmaHcKast BOVIHA, KaMIIaHWUM 10 BCKPbI-
TWIO MOIIEV M M3BSATUIO 1I€PKOBHBIX IIEHHOCTEV,
BBIHY>KIIeHHas sMurpanys. VisnH convokaeTcs ¢
IIpeICTaBUTeIIAMI OeJIoro IBVDKEHWS M aKTUBHO
BOCIIpVMHMMaeT VX TIOHMaHVe Xofia Betent. Viro-
rOM CTaHOBUTCS yCUJIEHVE POMaHTM3VPYIOLIen
repov3alyl BOMHCKOTO HaCWIMS W, KakK CJIefl-
CTBUE, KPUTUYHOCTM B OTHOIIeHUM wpmen Tor-
CTOro, KOTOpBbIe Tellephb MOBepraroTcs YHUUVKN-
TeIpHOV KpuTnke'®. ITprsHaBas v 371ech, 9T0 TOM-
CTOBCKOE «HEIIPOTVBIIEHVIe» B JIEVICTBUTEITBHOCTI
ecTb «0co0biil Bud conpomubaenus» 3y (Vinbus,
1925, c. 16), VInbyH cunTaeT BCIO KOHLIEMIINIO He-
IIOCTAaTOYHO IIPOIYMaHHOV M B CVJIy 3TOro puio-
COpCKM M Iy XOBHO JIOKHOTL.

Ariosiorusi COIpOTWMBIIEHUS 3]y CWION Y
ViibHaA B 3HAUMTEJIBHON CTEIeHM IIpeCTaBIIs-
eT coboVI TIOBTOpeHVIe ¥ pa3BepThIBaHMe OIpere-
sileHHOM JIvHUM apryMmeHToB CortobeBa 1 KamrTa,
a IMEHHO — O IIPaBOMEpPHOCTY NpUHYXIeHms. B
passuTre sTov svHUM VIenH npenjiaraet Booo-
IIIe OTKA3aThCsl OT HOHSATUS «HACVIJIVE» KaK CIIVILI-
KOM CBS3aHHOI'O C HeraTVBHBIMM KOHHOTAIIVISIMIA
VI ICTIOJTB30BaTh B KadeCTBe OOITero TepMiHa Hevl-
TpaJIbHBlE «3aCTaBJIeHVe» U «IIOHYXIeHe» (TeM
caMbIM OH, Kak 11 CoJIOBbEB, TIepecMaTpVBaeT BTO-
PYIO TIOCBIIKY cdopMyimpoBaHHOro dpaHKOM
MopaJsIbHOro cwuiornsma). OH HamedaeT MHOTO-
o0OpasHyI0 (PeHOMEHOJIOTMIO «3acTaBJIeHWs», CO-
XPpaHsisl TEPMVH «HACVIIVIE» IS «IIPEIOCYAUTEe b
HOTO 3aCTaBJIeHMs», «MCXOMSIero 13 3710V AyIIn
VI HaIIpaBJISIONIEro Ha 3J7I0», ¥ IIpefjlaraeT pac-
CMOTpPeTh Ipo0dJIeMy «HeIlpegoCyAUTeIbHOTO 3a-
CTaBJIeHWS1», KOTOpasi, KaK OH CUMTAET, IIOJTHOCTHIO
BBITIAJIaeT 13 BHMIMAHMS IIPY TOJICTOBCKOV II0CTa-
HoBKe Bompoca (Tam xe, c. 30). DTo «Hempenocy-
AVTEJIBHOE 3acTaBJIEHVe» U €CTh, 110 CYTW, KaH-
TOBCKOE «IIpaBoe IPUHYXIEeHVIe», «IIPeIsTCTBYe
K IIPEIISITCTBIIO CBOOOIE».

Kax 1 CoroBbeB, TpaHUITY MeXIy HaCVIIVEM U
IIpaBbIM NPUHYXIeHeM VIJTbIH IIPOBOINT, ariesl-

16 JIHTepecHBIVI aHAJIN3 BOJIIOLIMM OTHOLIeHMs VIIbnHa
K ToscToMy, a Taxke 3Tukm ViIbrHa 1 ee OTHOIIEHMS K
xpucTraHCcTBY cM.: (EBammmes, 1998, c. 186 —195).
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World War, the February and October 1917
revolutions, underground anti-Bolshevik work
and the Civil War, campaigns to exhume the
relics of saints and seize church valuables, and
forced emigration. Ilyin draws closer to the
White movement and embraces their interpre-
tation of the course of events. Increasingly, he
tends to romanticise military violence and as a
consequence to criticise Tolstoy’s ideas which
he subjects to scathing criticism.'® Recognizing
even here that Tolstoy’s “non-resistance” is re-
ally “a special kind of resistance” to evil (Ilyin,
2018, p. 12), Ilyin considers the concept to be
ill-thought-out and hence philosophically and
spiritually false.

Ilyin’s apologia for resistance to evil by
force largely repeats and unfolds a certain line
of argumentation by Solovyov and Kant, name-
ly the arguments that justify coercion. Develop-
ing this line of thought Ilyin proposes to drop
the concept “violence” which is laden with neg-
ative connotations and to use instead the more
neutral concepts of “inducement” (zastavleniye)
or “compelling” (ponuzhdeniye) somebody to
do something (whereby he, like Solovyov, re-
vises the second premise of Frank’s moral syl-
logism). He suggests a diverse phenomenology
of inducement, reserving the term “violence”
for “reprehensible inducement coming from an
evil soul or directing toward evil” (ibid., p. 25;
corrected by Editor) and urges the need to con-
sider the problem of “non-reprehensible in-
ducement” (ibid.; corrected by Editor) which, he
claims, is totally ignored in Tolstoy’s approach.
The “non-reprehensible inducement” is basical-
ly Kant’s “right coercion”, “a hindering of hin-
drance to freedom”.

Like Solovyov, Ilyin draws the boundary
between violence and right coercion by ap-

16 See an interesting analysis of the evolution of Ilyin’s
attitude to Tolstoy as well as Ilyin’s ethics and its atti-
tude to Christianity in Evlampiyev (1998, pp. 186-195).



JIMPYs KO BTOpom (popMysle KaTeropmnyueckoro MM-
repaTtmBa: «HacvylbHUMK TOBOPWT CBOeVI XepTse:
“TBI CpefiCTBO IJII MOEro MHTepeca M MOeVl IIo-
xoTn”, “TBl He aBTOHOMHBIN yX, a IOAUMHEeHHAs
MHe ofylIeBjleHHas Benls ...» (Tam xe, c. 55). Ha-
IIPOTUB, «4eJIOBeK, mBopsauwutl noHyxoeHue UAU
npeceuenue om Aula 0yxa», CTPEMUTCS COXPAHUTB,
Hofiiep>kaTh VJIV BOCCTAHOBUTB CBOOOITY IPyTOro:
«...OH He paspyIllaeT JyXOBHOCTb Oe3yMmila, a IIo-
JlaraeT Haydaslo ero caMooOy3IaHMIO M CaMOCTPOV-
TeJIbCTBY; OH He YHVDKAeT ero JOCTOMHCTBA, a II0-
HY’KIIaeT ero IIpeKpaTUTh CBOe CAMOYHVIKEeHVIe; OH
He IIOIVIpaeT ero aBTOHOMMIO, a TpeOyeT ee BOCCTa-
HOBJIeHMs. ..» (TaM >ke). B aToM cHOBa MOXHO BU-
ZIeTh Koppertsmio ¢ messmy CoytoBbeBa 3a VICKITIO-
yeHmeM Toro, uro Hu CosioBbeB, HU KaHT He pac-
CMaTPMBAIOT IIPECTYIIHNKA B IIPOMEXYTKE MEXIY
COBepIIIeHVeM ITPeCTyIUIEHVS ¥ VICIIpaBJIeHVeM
KaK «0e3yMIIa», TO eCTh He JIUIIAIOT €r0 B 3TOT Ile-
pyoz BMEHSIEMOCTVI, OOBbeKTMBHOIO JJOCTOMHCTBA,
cTaTyca «11eJI B cebe» 1 CBSI3aHHBIX C 3TVIM HEOTb-
emsTeMbIx T1paBY. HarpoTus, mMeHHO Ha MX TIpu-
3HaHWUM OCHOBaHa COJIOBbeBCKas wjes T'yMaHMU-
CTUYEeCKOV peddOpPMBI TIEHUTEHITMAPHOV CYICTEMBL.

TaxkuM oOpasom, B kxoHUenimmu VnsuHa BO3-
HVKaeT BO3MOXXHOCTB IellepCOHaIM3ALNM «3JI0-
nes». VIJIBUH PUCYeT «psifl KIIaCCUYeCKMX COCTOSI-
HUVI», BBIPaXKarOIIX coDOI1 «II0CTeIeHHOe OThe-
IVHeHVe ¥ yhasleHue TOro, KTO JIIOOUT, OT TOTo,
KTO yTpadmBaeT IIpaBo Ha IIOJIHOTY JII0OBI». DTOT
Psill, HauMHAIOMINIICS «HEOHOOpeHeM, HeCodyB-
CTBUEM», 3aKaHUMBAETCS «IIpecedeHVeM, Oe3xa-
JIOCTHOCTBIO, Ka3HbIo» (Tam xe, c. 139—140). Eciin
BCIIOMHUTB CTaTyC JKaJIOCTM KaK HpaBCTBEHHO-
TO OTHOIIEHMs K paBHOMY B «OrmpaBmaHum Ao-
Opa», TO HETPYIHO YBUIIETH, YTO IIPEJIOKEHHBIV
VITBMHBIM psIIT COCTOSTHM (PAaKTUIECKM 3aKaHU-
BaeTcs JIMIIIeHMeM «3JI0flesl» YesIOBEYecKoro Jio-
CTOMHCTBA U CTaTyca.

C Opyrovi CTOpOHBI, 3[1eCh COXpaHSeTCS BaXK-
HbIV1 1719 KaHTa 371eMeHT B3anIMHOCT, B CTPYKTY-

17 Cp. y Vbuna: «[JoOpo 1 3710 B I€VICTBUTEIBHOCTI He
PaBHOLIEHHBI VI HE PaBHOIIPaBHBL; VI TOYHO TaK JKe He paB-
HOIIEHHBI 11 He PaBHOIIPaBHBI VX XXVBble HOCUTEIIN, OCY-
mecTBuTes N 1 C1yTv» (Vieun, 1925, c. 112).

33

K. M. Antonov

pealing to the second formula of the categori-
cal imperative: “The attacker says to his victim:
‘you are a means for my interest and my lust’,
‘you are not an autonomous spirit, but a sub-
ordinate object of mine’ [...]” (ibid., p. 48). By
contrast, someone “who sustains compulsion or
suppression on behalf of the spirit” seeks to pre-
serve, support and restore the freedom of the
other: “[...] he does not destroy the spirituali-
ty of the madman, but presupposes the begin-
ning of his self-restraint and self-construction;
he does not demean his dignity, but compels
him to stop his self-abasement; he does not vi-
olate his autonomy, but requires its restoration
[...]” (ibid.) Herein we can again discern a cor-
relation with Solovyov’s ideas, except that nei-
ther Solovyov nor Kant examines the criminal
in the interval between the commission of the
crime and the reforming as a “madman”, i.e. do
not, during that period, deprive him of sanity,
objective dignity, the status of “an end in itself”
and associated inalienable rights.”” On the con-
trary, Solovyov’s idea of a humanistic reform of
the penitentiary system is based on the recogni-
tion of these rights.

Thus, Ilyin’s concept allows of depersonali-
sation of “the villain”. Ilyin describes a “series
of classical states” which manifest “gradual de-
tachment and separation of one who loves and
one who loses the right to the fullness of love”.
The series begins with “disapproval, lack of
sympathy” and ends with “suppression, ruth-
lessness, execution” (ibid., p. 133). If we recall
the status of pity as a moral attitude to an equal
in The Justification of the Good it will readily be
seen that the sequence of states contemplated
by Ilyin ends with “the villain” being deprived
of dignity and status.

17 Cf. Ilyin (2018, p. 106): “Good and evil are in fact not
equivalent or equal in rights; and their living conduits,
agents and servants are similarly not equivalent or equal
in rights.”
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py kotopon VineuH, Bees 3a CostoBbeBbIM U Tere-
j1IeM, BBOOUT 00I1ecTBO: «/00 ObITHe 371011ed eCcTh
pobrieMa. .. IS BceX, 3HAYUT, U [JIs TIOCTpagaB-
IIIero, HO He KakK IIJIs IIOCTpafaBIIero M HeIpo-
CTMBIIIETO, a KaK JIJIs YieHa TOro OOIeCTBeHHOI'o
eIVHeHsI, KOTOpOoe IIPM3BaHo K 00IIeCTBEHHOMY
63aumobocnumanuio M K OpraHM30BaHHON OOpBOe
co 3710M» (Tam xe, c. 132).

[TpobGrieMbl M cama JIMYHOCTB «IIOCTPajiaBIIle-
ro» y VlapuHa BOOOIIe yXOOST Ha BTOPOV IUIAH
(oruactm Beyter 3a TorereiM). Kak ocHOBHYyIO Mo-
PaIBHYIO KOJUIM3MIO OH pacCMaTpyBaeT OTHOIIIE-
HVe, BO3HMKAIOIIlee MeX/y OOIIecTBOM, 3JI07eeM
(3rmomestmm) 1 repoeM (6opriom co 310m). Eciiin Co-
JIOBBEB ITBITAETCS TYT COXPAaHUTH PaBHOBECHE, Tpe-
Oysi paBHOVI (XOT4 1 pa3IMYHO HaIlpaBJIeHHOV) Xa-
JIOCTVI J1JIs1 JKEPTBBI V1 /151 HACVUTBHVIKA (M1 yKas3bIBa-
€T Ha O0ITeCcTBO KaK Ha KOHTEKCT ¥ OJTHOBpEeMeH-
HO 3aMHTePeCcOBaHHOI'O yYacTHMKA CUTYaIVN), TO
VIribrH, KaK MBI yBUAVIM, OKasbIBaeTcs OJIvmKe K
Tererro ¢ ero mperncraBileHneM 00 oOIlecTBe Kak
«HPaBCTBEHHOV CYyOCTaHIIVV» JIMYHOCTY, 4eM K
CosnosbeBy 1 KaHTy, 11 KOTOPBIX MMEHHO JINY-
HOCTb SBJISIETCS «11eJIbI0 B cebe». I1omphIB aBTOHO-
MWV JIMYHOCTY IIPOSIBJISIETCS VI B TOM, 4TO Tpebo-
BaHVIe OOpPBOBI €O 37I0M B caMoM ceDe, CaMOTIOHY k-
meHve VIJIbMH OIMChIBaeT He KaK JIMYHBIV OJII,
a Kak «oOIecTBeHHYI0 00s3aHHOCTE» (TaMm ke,
c. 149). Dot mpumat olIecTBa Hafl JIMYHOCTHIO
BefleT K TOMY, 4TO JII000e yTBepKIIeHVe CBOOOIbI
MBICJINTCS 3[1eCh KaK 3aMacKMPOBAHHOE yTBEepPX-
IeHMe «CBOOOMBI 3JI0NesHMS», BiIeUeT 3a co0ov,
BOJIBHO WUIVI HEBOJIBHO, OIIpaBaHVe He OrpaHV-
UYeHHOr0 HUKaKMMM (POpMaTbHBIMI paMKaM¥ TO-
CYJApCTBEHHOTO HACVJIVS B OTHOIIEHWN «3JI07le-
ep» (Tam xe, c. 150, 152). Tem camMbIM B OTHOLIEHU M
KoHIIery VIyTbiHaA BO3HMKAET BOIIPOC, HACKOIIb-
KO paboTaroIiieit ocTaeTcsi 31ech 2-s1 popMmyria Ka-
TErOPVYeCKOro MMITepaTyiBa, He OKa3bIBAIOTCS JIV
KaK )KepTBa, TaK ¥ 3JI0eV1 JIVIITb CPeACTBaMM IS
CaMOyTBep>XKIIeHMs OOIIeCTBa 11 €T0 «CBSITBIHB»?

B cooTBeTcTBUM C yTBepXKHaeMbIM TaKMUM O0-
pasom mpmmarom obrectBa VITBMH B IIpUHITNIIE
IIBITAeTCd YUTU OT MHIOMBWUIYaJIbHOTo (usimde-
CKOTO HacvuIVs Kak 0a30BOVI ITapaayrMbl [T aHa-
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On the other hand, this preserves the el-
ement of reciprocity which is important for
Kant and into whose structure Ilyin, following
Solovyov and Hegel, introduces society: “For
the existence of a villain is a problem [...] for
all, and therefore for the victim as well, but not
considered as a victim and one who is unable
to forgive, but as a member of the social union
which calls him to the service of mutual social
education and to the organized struggle against
evil” (ibid., p. 125).

For Ilyin (as is partly the case with Tol-
stoy) the problems and personality of the “vic-
tim” recede into the background. For him the
moral issue is the relationship which arises be-
tween society, the villain(s) and the hero (who
combats evil). Solovyov tries to keep a balance,
demanding equal (though differently direct-
ed) pity for the victim and for the perpetrator
(pointing to society as the context and simul-
taneously as concerned participant in the situ-
ation). Ilyin by contrast, as we shall see, turns
out to be closer to Hegel with his notion of so-
ciety as the “moral substance” of the personal-
ity than to Solovyov and Kant, for whom the
personality is “an end in itself”. Personal au-
tonomy is also undermined by Ilyin’s demand
to combat evil within oneself, self-compulsion,
which he describes as “a public duty” (ibid.,
p. 142). The primacy of society over the indi-
vidual results in any assertion of freedom being
seen as a disguised affirmation of “the freedom
of crime” and, wittingly or unwittingly, justi-
fying state violence with regard to “villains”
without any formal constraints (ibid., pp. 143,
145). This exposes Ilyin to the question, how
relevant is the second formula of the categori-
cal imperative and do the victim and the villain
turn out to be mere means of the affirmation of
society and the things it holds “sacred”?

In accordance with the primacy of socie-
ty, Ilyin essentially tries to abandon individu-



JIv3a U IperioyiaraeT, YTo pusmdeckoe Hacuive
II0 OTHOIIIEHUIO K OT/IeJIbHOMY UeJIOBeKy — JIVIIb
YaCTHBIVI V1 He CaMBIVI 3HAYMTEIbHBIVI CJTydant 3710-
mercTBa BooOoIe. B mermcTBnTe IbHOCTY «IJIaBHBIM
IIpOsiBJIEHNEM 3J1a... OCTaeTCsl IMEeHHO KayeCTBeH-
HOe W3BpallleHVe ¥ apXUTeKTOHMYeCcKoe passio-
XeHMe xuBoro ayxa» (Tam xe, c. 57—58), mpuyem
He VMHVBUIyaJIbHOE, a KOJUIEKTMBHOE, OCYIIeCT-
BJIsIEMO€ «CTOBOPWMIBIIIVIMVCS. 3JIO[E€SIMI» B OTHO-
ITIEHMVI «IIeJIBIX HApPOIOB ¥ BCETO UeI0BeUeCcTBa»
(Tam xe, c. 56—57). TakuMm obpaszom, He OTHEIIb-
Hble HaCVJIBHUKM ¥ YOUTIIIBI, a OpraHM30BaHHbIe
B cool1iecTBa «Bparm fiesia boxws Ha 3emsie» oka-
3bIBAIOTCS, 110 VIIIBMHY, TOAJIVMHHBIMU 3JI0[1eIMIL.
OOBEKTOM 3JTOeSTHVISI TOXKEe OKa3bIBaeTCsI He JIU-
HOCTB, a 00I1IeCTBO 1 ero cBATHIHM. [Ipu 3TOM, OT-
puliasl pasnume MeXy «3JIofesHueM» U «3J10-
IIBIXaTeJIbCTBOM» I T€M CaMbIM CTVpas IPaHUILy
MeX[1y HpaBCTBEHHOCTBIO 11 ITpaBoM, VIitbnH dak-
TUYeCKM YTBepXKIaeT 1/Iel0 TOro, 4To Io3xke Oyer
Has3BaHO MbIcsIenTpecTyIuleHreM (Tam xe, c. 151).

3mech 0COOEHHO $CHO IIPOSBIISieTCS BIIVSHVE
VICTOPVYECKOTO OIThITa aBTOpa Ha ero men. 3a 00-
Ppa3oM «CTOBOPVMIBIIVIXCS HACUJIYIOIIMX 3JI0feeB»
SIBHO IIpOCMaTpmBaioTcs lleHTpasbHBI KOMMU-
teT BKII(6) 1 CoBHapKOM, XOTSI OITHOBPEMEHHO OH
HeceT B ce0e 1 xapaKTepHBble 151 0eJIovt aMurpa-
LMV KOHCIIVPOJIOTYeCKVe accoIMaliii, BO MHO-
roM OOyCJIOBUBIIINME, KaK KaXKeTCsl, IOy PHOCTD
uneit putocoda.

WTax, ¢ Touku 3peHus VIibprHa, MOpavsupy-
IOILMII TOJICTOBEL] OKa3bIBaeTCs IeHOHMCTOM, TaK
Ke TIOBMHHBIM MPOTUB 2-11 OpMYyJIbl KaTeropu-
YecKOro MMIlepaTuBa (OH paccMaTpuBaeT APYIiX
JIVIITB KaK CPeICTBO IS JOCTVIKEHMS COOCTBEH-
HOL npaBez[HOCTM), Kak u 3i10mert. Ero MopasibHas
pedrrekcust MHAVBUAYaIUCTUYHA Y STOLEeHTPUY-
Ha, a IIOTOMY HeJIOCTaTOYHA. B mercTBuTesIbHO-
CTU JIOJIT TpebyeT OT yesloBeKa aKTUBHOW 1 Oec-
KOMITPOMVICCHOVI OOPBOBI CO 37I0M, TOTOBHOCTVI CO-
3HATEeJIPHO JKEPTBOBATBH JIMYHOV Oe3rpeIrHOCTHIO
paau ofrriero 6rtara. O6pas Takoro 6opria co 3710M
OTHOBPEMEHHO T'epOoM3MpPYyeTcs M CaKpaIv3upy-
eTcs VIIBMHBIM ITyTeM oOpallleHMs K «BOAUTeIb-
HBIM OOpa3aM» CBATHIX BOMHOB — apxaHresa Mmn-
xamta v I'eoprist [Tobemonocta (Tam xe, c. 130).
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al physical violence as the basic paradigm of
analysis and postulates that physical violence
toward a single individual is only a particular
and not the most significant case of villainy in
general. In reality “the main manifestation of
evil [...] remains precisely the qualitative per-
version and the architectural decomposition of
the living spirit” (ibid., p. 50), not an individu-
al but a collective decomposition, effected by
conspiring villains with regard to “whole na-
tions, and [...] all mankind” (ibid., p. 49). So, it
is not individual rapists and murderers, but or-
ganised communities of “the enemies of God’s
works on earth” who are, according to Ilyin,
the real villains. The object of evil, too, is not
the individual but society and the things it
holds sacred. Rejecting the difference between
“crime” and “malevolence”, and thus erasing
the boundary between morality and law, Ilyin
practically affirms the idea of what would later
be called thought crime (ibid., p. 144).

It is here that the influence of the author’s
historical experience on his ideas is particu-
larly manifest. The image of “conspiring vio-
lent villains” is a thinly veiled reference to the
Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party and
Sovnarkom (the Soviet government) although
it also reflects the conspiracy mentality of the
White émigré community, which in many
ways contributed to the popularity of Ilyin’s
ideas.

Thus, according to Ilyin, a moralising Tol-
stoyan turns out to be a hedonist who contra-
venes just as much the second formula of the
categorical imperative (he sees others only as
a means to attain his own righteousness) as
a villain. His moral reflection is individualis-
tic and egocentric and therefore insufficient.
In reality, duty demands from man active and
uncompromising struggle against evil, a read-
iness to sacrifice consciously personal sinless-
ness for the common good. Ilyin glorifies and
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Taxmum oOpasoMm, mIyOOKas HIPOTMBOIIONIOX-
HOCTb Mexay mnosuimsamu Torcroro n VibnHa
oueBnaHa. Ecyii, HecMoTps Ha 3TO, TIOIpoOOBaTH
HaTV MeXJ1y HVMM CXOJICTBO, TO OHO, KaK ITpell-
cTaBjIsieTcs, OyzeT JjieXkaTb He B 00JIacTy comep-
KaHMs, a CKopee B XapaKTepe roBopeHMs. Beren
3a ToscThIM M B IIPOTMBOIIONIOKHOCTE COJIOBBEBY
VinibuH yriy0sieT sK3MCTeHIMaIbHYIo pediek-
CVIIO0 OTHOCUTEJIBHO CYObeKTMBHOCTY MOPaJIBHOTO
nesitestst. OKoHuaTesIbHasi (popMyia IIpobsieMel y
VIyibriHa BCs LIEHTPUPOBAaHA BOKPYT «s» TOTO Jie-
STeIIs, KOTOPOe, KakK 1 «s» B TpaKTaTax ToJICcToro,
HeceT Ha cebe OTUeTIVBHIV aBTOOVOT padprTiecKmit
OTIIeYaTOK:

...eCJIN A BVDKY TOJIMHHOE 3JI0[IeVICTBO VJIV
TIOTOK IIOJIMHHBIX 3JI0IeVICTB M HeT BO3MOX-
HOCTI OCTAaHOBUTHL €ro AYyII€eBHO-IYXOBHbIM
BO3/IEVICTBIEM, a A IOJIMHHO CBs3aH JIIOOOBBIO
" BOJIeVl C HavaJioM OoKecTBeHHOro 1o0pa He
TOJILKO 60 MHe, HO VI BHe MeHsA, — TO cJleflyeT Jin
MHe YMBITb PyKU, OTOUTV W IIPeJOCTaBUTh 3J10-
Je1o cBOOO Ty KOIIyHCTBOBATh U JIyXOBHO T'yOUTE,
VIV A1 JOJDKEH BMeIaThCs Vi Ipeceyb 3J10/1eVICTBO
dmsMYecKM cOpOTUBIIeHVIEM, VS CO3HATEeIb-
HO Ha OIIacHOCTh, CTpafaHue, CMepThb 1, MOXeT
ObITh, JaXke Ha yMaJleHMe ¥ VCKaKeHue Moell
Auynoi mpasegHOCTN? (TaM Xe, c. 65— 66; Kypcus
mon. — K.AL).

bortee Toro, Viibna TpeOyeT oT MOpasIbHOTO Jie-
ATeJIsl TIOCTOSTHHOM VI BCE yTITyOJIsIIOIericsl aBTo-
pedpirekcuy OTHOCUTENIBHO COOCTBEHHOTO JTyXOB-
HOI'O COCTOSHWS, aCKeTUYeCKOVI BHYTpPEeHHeN [1y-
XOBHOM pPabOTBl, IIPOBEPKM COBECTM, BKJIIOYAIO-
eVl TaHCTBO VICIIOBE/Y, C IIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOIro
OCYIIIeCTBJIIeTCSI BOCCTAaHOBJIEHVEe YMaJIeHHOV B
6oprbe co 3710M ITpaBeTHOCTIA

IIpencrasiisieTcsd, OHaKO, YTO KJIIOUeBOe I
BCell MOpaJIbHOVM KOHCTpyKumu VhibnHa ycsio-
Blle — HaJW4ye IIOIJIMHHON CBA3U «JII00OBBIO
U BOJIeVI C HayaJoM OoXXecTBeHHOro jo0pa» —
yTBepXXJaeTcsl 3/1eCh JIOTMaTUYecKy M He JIOITy-
cKaeT mmpobsemarmsarmn. JIroboe comHeHMe B ee
MO/JIMHHOCTY (KaK ¥ B UMCTOTe 3JI0JIeVICTBa 3J10-
fies)) HeM30eXXHO paspylllaeT KOHCTPYKIIMIO, CTa-
BUT IIpaBO WM JOJITI IpeceveHms 3JI0[eriCTBa IO,
BoIIpoc. MpIciieHHBIV KcIiepyMeHT VbrHa oka-

sanctifies the image of such a fighter against
evil by invoking the “guiding images” of
holy warriors: the Archangel Michael and St.
George (ibid., p. 123).

All this lays bare the polarities between Tol-
stoy and Ilyin. If, however, we were to try to
find similarities between them, they would
consist not in the content, but in the manner of
speaking. Following Tolstoy and contrary to
Solovyov, Ilyin deepens existential reflection
on the subjectivity of the moral agent. Ilyin’s
ultimate formula centres round the “I” of the
agent, which, like the “I” in Tolstoy’s tracts,
bears a clear autobiographical imprint:

[...] if I see true villainy or the flow of real
crimes, and there is no way to prevent it by a
psychospiritual effect, and I am truly bound
by love and will to the origin of divine good
not only in me but also outside of me, should I
wash my hands, back off and give the villain
the freedom to blaspheme and spiritually
destroy, or must I intervene and stop the evil
by physical resistance, going consciously
towards danger, suffering, death, and maybe
even the diminishment and distortion of my
own righteousness? (ibid., pp. 59-60; corrected
by Editor; my italics — K.A.).

Moreover, Ilyin demands from the moral
agent constant and ever deepening auto-re-
flection on his/her own spiritual state, ascetic
inner spiritual work, searching of his/her con-
science, respect for the sacrament of confession
which restores the righteousness diminished in
the struggle against evil.

In my opinion, however, the existence of a
genuine link “by love and the will with divine
good”, the key condition of Ilyin’s moral con-
struction, is asserted dogmatically and defies
problematisation. Any questioning of its valid-
ity (like the unalloyed wickedness of the vil-
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3bIBAETCS, €CJIVT MOYKHO TaK BBIPA3UTBCS, CAUUKOM
4ycmuviM: Ta OIpefesIeHHOCTh B o0pe 1 37le, KO-
TOPYIO OH paccMaTpMBaeT KaK yCJIOB/e BO3MOXKHO-
CTV CMJIOBOTO BMEIIIATeIIbCTBA, B JEVICTBUTEIILHO-
CTVI TIOUTY HUKOT/Ja He nMeeT MecTa. [TorbITKa vic-
II0JIb30BaTh Pe3yJIbTaT 3TOr0 MBICJIEHHOI'O 3KCIle-
PVIMeHTa Ha IIpaKTVKe JIOJDKHA BECTV IIPUIMEPHO
K CJIEZIYIOIIeN IlepecTaHOBKEe OCHOBHBIX JJaHHBIX:
NOCKOABKY 340 peasvHo u 004xkHO Obimb 60 umo Obvl
Mo HU CMAA0 OCMAHOBACHO U YHUUIMOXKEHO, XOMms
0bl U cua0tl, a ycaobuem MOpasbHOCHIU NpuMeHe-
HUA cuAbl 6 omHoweHuy 34a A6asemca npabedHocy
cybvexma, ergo, A Kax cy0vexm, NpuMeHAUWUN CULY
6 omHouleHUY NOOAUHHO20 344, NPU ycA08uu cobaio-
denus 6cex npabus u ycaobuil a6aawce npabedHsim
cybvexmom (kax u kaxowLil, Kmo cobat00aern onucan-
Hole npabuaa). Tem caMbiM aBTOpedpiekcus CyOb-
eKTa OKasbIBaeTcs 31ech (B OT/IMYMe OT TOJICTOB-
CKOVI ITOCTaHOBKM ITpO0JIeMbl) CyIIleCTBEHHO Orpa-
Hr9eHHOVL. DopMUIpYyIolIeecs 371ech CO3HaHVe MO-
KeT OBIThb 110 aHAJIOTMN C TerejIeBCKIM «HeCcdacT-
HBIM CO3HaHMEM» OXapaKTepr30BaHO KaK «CaMo-
yBepeHHOe CO3HaHMe», Ubs I1eJIbHOCTh ¥ yBepeH-
HOCTb B COOCTBEHHOVI MOpaJIbHOV IIPaBOTe OIIpa-
eTcs Ha BbITeCHeHMe 3aJIOKeHHBIX B er0 OCHOBa-
HVie MOPAJIbHO ITPO0JIeMaTTYHBIX MOMEHTOB.

PesysibTaToM CTaHOBSTCS BBIUJIEHEHIE U3 00-
IIlerl MacChl YeJjloBeuecTBa OJHO3HAUHO OIpere-
JIeHHBIX TPYIII 3j107leeB ¥ OOpIIOB CO 3JI0M (IO
CyTM HeJla, COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX IIOJIMTUYECKUM
rpyIIaM KpacHBIX ¥ OeIbIX) M pOMaHTM3allus
OEVICTBUVI IIOCJIETHVIX Yepe3 OITMCaHVe «Tparmde-
CKOVI CUTYal/», B KOTOPOVI OHU BbIHY>K[IEHBI I10-
CTYHAaTbCS CBOEVI IIPaBeIHOCTHIO payl CIIaceHMs
oOrmecta OT 371a. ToT aKT, UTO «IOCTYHNUTHCS
ITPaBeIHOCTHIO» O3HAYAeT 371eCh COBEPIIaTh HaCK-
JIvie U1 fake yOuBaTh, OKa3bIBAeTCs (B OT/IMYVIE OT
crarby 1914 ) OTOABMHYT Ha BTOPOVI IUIAH.

Wrax, VinbuH B cBoert kputuke TosicToro onm-
paetcs Ha apryMmeHTH! CoJloBbeBa V1 KaTeropvaib-
Hb anmapat KanTa u leresna. [Ipencrasiiss Tos-
CTOBCKYIO MOpaJIb KaK I'eZJOHVCTIYeCKYIO, OH IIbl-
TaeTcs yAepKaThCs Ha YpOBHe TOJICTOBCKOV II0CTa-
HOBKI ITpOOJIeMBI, OJHAKO B CBOeV aBTOpedIiek-
CUM CyIIeCTBeHHO eMmy ycTymaeT. Eciim mMopaiib-
HBIVI pyUropmsM TOJICTOrO 3acTaBiIsieT ero II0CTO-
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lain) inevitably destroys the structure and calls
in question the right and duty to stop an evil
act. Ilyin’s thought experiment turns out to be
too pure, as it were: the certainty concerning
good and evil which he sees as the condition of
the possibility of intervention by force, hardly
ever happens in reality. An attempt to use the
result of this thought experiment in practice
would lead to roughly the following redistri-
bution of the basic data: because evil is real and
must be stopped and destroyed, even if by force, and
the condition of morality of the use of force against
evil is the righteousness of the subject, then I as the
subject using force with regard to genuine evil, on
condition of compliance with all the rules and condi-
tions, am a righteous subject (like anyone who com-
plies with the written rules). Clearly the subject’s
auto-reflection here (as distinct from Tolstoy’s
approach to the problem) is significantly lim-
ited. The consciousness that emerges here can,
by analogy with Hegel’s “unhappy conscious-
ness”, be characterised as “self-confident con-
sciousness” whose integrity and assurance of
its moral righteousness is achieved by sweep-
ing the underlying morally problematic ques-
tions under the rug.

As a result, there emerge from the mass of
humanity clearly defined groups of villains and
fighters against evil (effectively corresponding
to political Reds and Whites), with the actions
of the latter romanticised through a descrip-
tion of their “tragic situation” in which they
have to forgo their righteousness to save soci-
ety from evil. The fact that “to forgo righteous-
ness” means to use violence and even to kill is
pushed into the background (in contrast to the
1914 article).

To sum up, Ilyin in his critique of Tolstoy
uses the arguments of Solovyov and the catego-
ries of Kant and Hegel. In presenting Tolstoyan
morality as hedonistic, he tries to match Tol-
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SIHHO CTaBUTB TI0JI BOIIPOC CBOIO ITPaBeIHOCTB, T10-
CTOSTHHO CTPEMUTHCS K VICIIPaBJIEHVIIO CBOEVI JKI3-
HVI, OYMIIIEHUIO ee OT 3JIa, TO MOPAJIbHBIVI PUTO-
pusM VnsnHa BeeT driocoda K yTBEPXKIAEHIIO
COOCTBEHHOVI ITPaBEIHOCTY, IIPOIIOBEnV OOpHOBI C
OOITIeCTBEHHBIM 3JI0M V1 TepOM3allii CBSI3aHHOTO
¢ atM Hacwms. [Ipu aTom VitenH TO onmpaeTrcs
Ha 2-10 POpPMyIIy KaTeropmdieckoro MMIiepaTrunsa,
TO OTOpachIBaeT ee, pacCMaTpyBasl dejloBeKa Kak
opyZaue yTBepKIeHMs PeJIUTVIO3HO OCBSIIIEHHOIO
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O MVIPOIIOPSI/IKA.

4.4. Pycckasa smuepayus
mexnoy Uavunvim u Toacmoim: H. A. Bepdaeb

Kuura VineuHa BbI3Bajia OypHYIO AVCKYCCUIO
B dmtocodpnn u MOyOoIMINUCTMKE PYCcCKOro 3a-
pyOexps'®, omHako Hamboilee STUYECKM IIPVH-
IWUINAIBHBIMY B 3TOV JAVICKYCCUM CJIeflyeT CUu-
TaTh KpuTuueckue petleHsun H.A. bepnsgesa u
3. H. T'nnmmyc. Ml He OyzeM aHaIM3MpoOBaTh MX
IIOIPOOHO, OTMETVM, OHAKO, YTO OHW, OCOOeH-
HO pereH3ns beprsieBa ¢ ToBOpAIIMM Ha3BaHVEM
«Kommap 3510r0 g00pa», OTpakaloT CyIlecTBeH-
HBIVI [IOBOPOT, COBEPIIVBIINTICS B MBIITUIEHUN He
TOJIBKO VIX aBTOPOB, HO ¥ psAfa APYTMUX PuiIoco-
dos, B ToM umciie @panka (bepases, 1926). Boico-
Kasl CTelleHb SMOLVIOHAJIBHOCTV 3TOVI PelleH3MM,
MIPOHWM3aHHON IIPOTECTOM ITPOTUB «KOIIMApPHO
VI My 9MTeIIbHOVI», TI0 BEIpakeHMIo beprisieBa, KHI-
ru ViibrHa, oOBsiCHSeTCSI TeM, UTO aBTOpP CIIOPUT
B HeVl He TOJIBKO CO CBOMIM OIIIOHEHTOM, HO 1 C Ca-
MVM cOOOVT — MHOT'Me CTPAaHMIIbI M3BECTHOV KHVI-
ru bepnseBa «Pwtocoduss HepaBeHcTBa» (1923)
NIPOHMKHYTHI MIAesIMI, BeCbMa OJIM3KMMM K KOH-
LIeTIIVY, U3JI0KeHHON B TpakTaTte VlibnuHa (bep-
nsies, 1923, c. 190—201).

'8 Boriplllasi 4acTh IIOJIEMMYECKMX MarTepuasoB cobpa-
Ha B v3gaam: (O conporusierum..., 2007). CMm. Taxke:
(M. A. VimeuH. .., 2004). AHasmiTdeckmit 0030p TOM I10-
stemukm cM.: (ITorrropartkmi, 1975). Hecmotpst Ha siBHBIE
cummnaTum [orrroparnikoro k ViiisuHy, 0630p gaeT 1oBoJIb-
HO 1IeJIOCTHYIO KapTMHY M 0cO00 OTMedaeT B paMKax pe-
JINTMO3HO-PWI0COMCKO JIMHMIM KpUTHKM mpen ViibrHa
cratby bepngesa u 3. H. I'mmmmyc. Tlocnennssi, omHako,
ocTaeTcs BHe paMOK Hamrero paccMorpenms. CM. Takke:
(EBnmamrmes, 1998, c. 197 —200).
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stoy’s level of treating the problems but falls
far short in his auto-reflection. While Tolstoy’s
moral rigour makes him constantly question
his own righteousness, seek to improve his life
and cleanse it of evil, Ilyin’s moral rigour is di-
rected towards asserting his own righteousness
and cleansing society’s life from evil, which
leads to glorification of the violence which this
involves. Ilyin alternately falls back on the sec-
ond formula of the categorical imperative or
casts it aside, regarding man as an instrument
in the assertion of a moral world order sancti-

fied by religion.

4.4. Russian Emigré Community
between Ilyin and Tolstoy: Nikolay Berdyaev

Ilyin’s book provoked a stormy debate in
the milieu of Russian émigré philosophers and
publicists.’ Still, the critical reviews of Niko-
lay Berdyaev and Zinaida Gippius stand out
from the ethical point of view. Without going
into details, let us point out that they, especially
Berdyaev’s review under the tell-tale title “The
Nightmare of the Evil Good”, reflect a pivot in
the thinking not only of their authors, but of
some other thinkers, including Frank (Berdya-
ev, 1926). Berdyaev’s emotionally charged
review, suffused with protest against this
“nightmarish and painful” book, challenges not
only the opponent, but the reviewer himself as
many pages of his famous book The Philosophy
of Inequality (1923) are informed with ideas very
similar to the concept set forth in Ilyin’s tract
(Berdyaev, 2015, pp. 223-237).

8 Most of these polemical materials are brought togeth-
er in Lisitsa (2007) and Evlampiev (2004). For analyti-
cal review of the polemic see Poltoratsky (1975). In spite
of Poltoratsky’s undisguised sympathy for Ilyin, the re-
view provides a comprehensive picture and singles out
the articles by Berdyaev and Gippius which contain a
religious-philosophical critique of Ilyin’s ideas. Gippi-
us, however, is beyond the scope of my article. See also
Evlampiev (1998, pp. 197-200).



OOGcy>xeHme 3TOro TpaKTaTa IpuBOANUT bepris-
eBa K HeOOXOIVMOCTY IIeEPeCMOTPeTh CBOEe OTHO-
mreHve K 3Tuke ToscToro m mmpobreMe COTpPOTMB-
jeHus 371y. Tak, B cBOeM IJIaBHOM 3TMYeCKOM TpakK-
TaTe «O HasHaueHUM YejioBeKa» beprses dakTu-
yvecky crleyeT TosicToMy B IIPpOTMBOIIOCTaBIIEHVIV
EBaHresis v MUPCKOV MOpaJsIu M IIPVCOeIVHSIeT-
cs K mpee HempoTusileHMs: «He mpoTusbest 31y
HacvyvieM. Mup e BUAUT JOOPO B IIPOTUBIIEHMV
371y HacwiIveM. <...> JIroOute Bparos Bamix, Oia-
TOCJIOBJISIVITE IIPOKJIMHAIOMIMX Bac. Mup e BU-
IWUT OOpO JINIIb B TOM, YTOOBI JIIOOUTE Apy3eit
CBOMX, a He Bparos. /1 IoToMy TOJIBKO XpUCTMAaH-
CTBO ITpOpbIBaeT Marmdeckuii Kpyr Mectm» (bep-
nses, 1931, c. 132). Henpasory TosicToro oH BugnT
JIVIITb B «KAHTMAHCKOV» VIHTEPIIpeTary 3TOro
IIPVHIINIIA KaK «IIpaBula», KaK «HOPMBI KV3HI»,
KOTOPOVI OH IIPOTVMBOIIOCTAaBJISeT «OCYyIIeCTBIle-
HIe coBepIlleHcTBa 1 HacTymuleHue Llapcrsa bo-
XKns» «Bo Xpucre 1 uepe3 Xpucta» (Tam xe).

OcnosHo ntadpoc 3TMKM 1o3aHero beprsesa —
B MJlee TParm4ecKoyl HepasperInMOoCT OCHOBHBIX
3TMYecKmx I1poosieM. V Bce ke, OKa3aBIINCH Ile-
pen, Bbioopom Mexny ToseTeiM v VITBMHBIM, MBIC-
JiTeIb (M BMecTe C HUM MHOI'Vie aBTOPbI SMUTpa-
LIVIV) pellInTesIbHO [iejlaeT IIOBOPOT B HOJIb3Y IIep-
Boro®. B pyciie sTOro mosopota jiexar u paboTsl
nosaHero OpaHka.

5. ITozpanit @paHK: HpaBCTBEHHOE
IOJIDKeHCTBOBaHMe B KOHTeKCTe
3TMKM CIIaCeHMs M IOJIUTUKW JIF0OBU

Otudgeckre paboTel mo3mHero MpaHkKa, B 0CO-
O6enHoCcTM «CBET BO TBbMe» W COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIE
pasmesibl  arosioreTMdecknx oudepkop «C Hamm
bor», MOXxHO paccMarpuBaTrh B TOM 4MCyIe KakK II0-
IBITKY CO3IaHMS PeaCTUYeCcKOVl XPUCTMAaHCKON
3TUKY, aJIbTEPHATVBHO U 3TUKe HeIlIpOTBIIeHs
ToricToro, 1 coyTlOBLEBCKOMY SMOTUBU3MY, U TUKE
cwibl VibuHa, M Tparmdeckom 3TuKe beprsesa.

19 C 91OV TOUKM 3peHMS ITPELCTABIISeTCS OUeHb YIIPOIIeH-
HOVI YHUUIIMPOBaHHAs TpaKToBKa apryMmeHToB Bir. Co-
nosbeBa, H. @. ®enoposa, H. A. Bepnsesa n V1. A. VinpnHa
B paborte: (I'entbcpory, 2008).
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The discussion around this tract prompts
Berdyaev to reappraise his attitude to Tolstoy’s
ethics and the problem of nonresistance to evil.
In his main ethical tract The Destiny of Man he
practically concurs with Tolstoy in juxtapos-
ing the Gospel and secular morality view and
supports the idea of nonresistance: “Do not
resist evil by force. But the world thinks it
a good thing to resist evil by force. [...] Love
your enemies, bless them that curse you. But
the world thinks it good to love one’s friends
only and not one’s enemies. This is why Chris-
tianity alone breaks through the vicious cir-
cle of vengeance” (Berdyaev, 1993, c. 124). He
only faults Tolstoy over his “Kantian” interpre-
tation of this principle as the “rule”, “a norm
of life” which he counters with the realisation
of “perfection of the Heavenly Father” and the
advent of the Kingdom of God “in and through
Christ” (ibid.).

The main thrust of the later Berdyaev ethics
is the idea of the tragic irresolvability of the
main ethical problems. Even so, faced with a
choice between Tolstoy and Ilyin, Berdyaev
(along with many émigré authors) comes down
four square on the side of the former.” The lat-
er works of Frank follow the same trend.

5. Later Frank: Moral Ought
in the Context of the Ethic of Salvation
and the Policy of Love

The ethical works of the later Frank, most
notably The Light Shineth in the Darkness and
the corresponding chapters of the apologetic
essays, God with Us, can be seen, among oth-
er things, as an attempt to create a realistic
Christian ethic that would be an alternative

¥ From that point of view, lumping together the argu-
ments of Vladimir Solovyov, Nikolay Fedorov, Nikolay
Berdyaev and Ivan Ilyin in Gelfond (2008) is a simplis-
tic approach.
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K momenTy HammcaHmsl 3Tux paboTt” ero Hpas-
CTBEHHBIVI OIBIT OBbUI OOOraIieH IepeXyBaHVIEM
IIBYX MVUPOBBIX BOVIH, peBoJIroLmm 1 I'paskmaHcKom
BOVIHBI B Poccrn, pabotort dpustocoda-meavicta B
dopMMPYIOIIMXCS COBETCKMX Hay4HO-PmI0cod-
CKMX cTpyKTypax (cm.: Cunopus, 2021), msraanvieM
u3 Poccuy, yyacTreM B IIepKOBHBIX ¥ IIOJINTIYeE-
CKVIX JIVICKYCCVSIX SMUTPaLVIV, XV3HBIO eBpesd B Ha-
LIMCTCKOM FepMaHMM VI OKKYIIMPOBAaHHOV HeMIIa-
My @pannym. HeyamBuTeibHO, 9TO co3aBaemast
VIM B KOHIIe XXV3HM XPUCTMAHCKas 3TMKa OKa3blBa-
eTcsl ortocpesioBaHa CyIlleCTBeHHO Ootee 11y OoKo,
ueM B paHHMX paboTax, pedpiekcriert OTHOCHTeSTb-
HO 0a30BBIX CTPYKTYP MOPaJIBHOIO CyObeKTa 1 ero
dyHIaMeHTaJIBHOV XIM3HEHHOV CUTYalUNL.
Tosicrom B 3TMX paboTax yroMuHaeTcs JIUIIb
eIVIHOX/IbI U JI0BOJIbHO KpuTu4HO. C O1HOV CTO-
ponrl, dpaHK yTBepXJaeT IIPaBOTYy «TOJICTOB-
CTBa» B TOM, UTO «HMKAaKMM HacwIVeM ¥ IPUHY-
AUTeIbHBIM 00y3/aHVeM HeJlb3s HY CYITHOCTHO
IIPEeoIOJIeTh 3710, HV CYIITHOCTHO O3I0POBUTE MUP»
(Ppank, 2011a, c. 226). CobcTBeHHOE yUeHVe «O
6oprde co 3710M 11000BBIO» PpaHK HpUpaBHMBA-
eT K IIPUHIINITY «He IIPOTUBBCS 3710My». OgHaKo,
C IpyTrovi CTOPOHBI, 31eCh K€ OH IIPSIMO yKas3bIBa-
€T Ha JIOKHOCTh TOJICTOBCKOVI OyKBaJIbHOVI IHTEP-
IpeTalyy OCJIeIHero, Moapa3yMeBaroIei «oes-
YCJIOBHOE 3aIlpeleHye BCAKMX HacWJILCTBEHHBIX
deticmBuil VIVt BOOOITIe AEVICTBUTI 3eMHOTO TIOPSiI-
Ka B Oopwbe co 3mom» (Ppank, 20116, c. 675, cp.:
®pank, 2011a, c. 229). Bmecte ¢ Tem BiusiHme Toi-
CTOrO He cJleflyeT HelOOLeHWMBaTh: ITpeJICTaBIIsd-
eTcs, uTo HaMeueHHass PpaHkoM B Haudaste «Cae-
Ta BO ThMe» KPUTWMKA «CaMOYBEPEHHOCTI BCSIKOVI
OOBEKTMBHOV OOrOCIIOBCKOVI CHCTEMBI», IIpefjla-
raeMbIVI ITOCTIEITHVIM TIOVICK «peAu2U03HO aKmyalb-
Hblx “morMaToB”... KOTOpble Jamt Obl HaM IIpodY-
HYI0O HpPaBCTBEHHYIO OIIOpy B XW3HW» (PpaHK,
2011a, c. 6, 9) B 3HAUMTEIILHOV CTEIIEHM VICXOIUT
U3 TOJICTOBCKOTO MMIyJIbca. Ero nmoHmmaHme omn-
niosunium Berxoro 1 HoBoro 3aBsera, mantaon B Ha-
TOPHOVI ITPOIIOBE/IN, VI COOTBETCTBYIOIINX 3arloBe-
mevt XpvicTa, KOTOpBIe «CyThb He IIpaBWIa IIOBeJIe-

? VIcTOpUIO MX CO3/TaHM U CBsI3aHHbBIe C HYMMY apXV/BHbIe
Marepuasibl cM.: (Asiste, Oboresuny, Pessrix, 2021).
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to Tolstoy’s ethic of nonresistance, Solovyov’s
emotiveness, Ilyin’s ethic of force and the trag-
ic ethics of Berdyaev. By the time these works
were written® his moral experience had been
enriched by two world wars, the Russian revo-
lution and Civil War, the idealist philosopher’s
work in newly-forming Soviet philosophical
institutions (see Sidorin, 2021), expulsion from
Russia, church and political discussions in the
émigré community and the life of a Jew in Nazi
Germany and German-occupied France. Not
surprisingly, the Christian ethic he was devel-
oping toward the end of his life rested on a
much deeper reflection on the basic structures
of the moral subject and his fundamental life
situation than we find in his early works.

In these works Tolstoy is mentioned only
once, and in a rather critical way at that. On the
one hand, he affirms “Tolstoyism” in that “no
compulsion or repression can essentially over-
come evil or essentially heal the world and gen-
erate good in the world” (Frank, 1989, p. 126).
Frank associates his own teaching on “fighting
evil with love” with the principle “do no resist
evil”. However, on the other hand, in the same
breath he declares that the literal interpretation
of this principle is false: “an absolute prohibi-
tion to use any forcible action or any worldly
kind of means for resisting evil” (Frank, 1946,
p- 190, cf. 1989, pp. 128-129). Still, the influence
of Tolstoy should not be underestimated: There
is much of the Tolstoyan impulse in Franks’s
critique of the “self-assurance of all objective
theological systems”, and his proposed search
for “religiously contemporary ‘dogmas’ [...]
that could give us solid moral support in life”
(Frank, 1989, pp. XX, XXI) His interpretation of
the opposition between the Old and the New
Testaments in the Sermon on the Mount and
the corresponding Commandments which “are
not rules of behavior, but principles determin-

» For the history of these works and associated archive
materials see Alyaev, Obolevich and Rezvykh (2021).



HI¢, a Hadasla, OIlpezlesIsroliye IIpaBsibHoe GHY-
mpentee Ovimue deriopeka» (Tam xe, c. 242), Takxe
IIpefICTaBIsIeT COOOVI ITOMBITKY MBICJITH BMECTe C
TorcTeiv, HO ipoTus Tosicroro.

Hanporus, nMma Kanra ynommnaercs dpan-
KOM HEeOIHOKPAaTHO, IpuyeM, KaK IIpaBuIo, IMeH-
HO B CBSI3U C KaTeTOPUYeCcK/M MMIIepaTUBOM VI
OmmskuMM K Hemy mHoHsATUAMM. Tak, dpustocod
COIIOCTaBJIeT ONBITHYIO OCHOBY XPMCTMAHCKOIO
yueHMs o BceMmoryiectse bora n yyenne Kanra
«O BCeroOeXIaroIIIel! MIeaIbHO cryle Oe3yciIoB-
HOTO HPaBCTBEHHOro 3akoHa» (Tam ke, c. 85). B
TOM Xe Kitoge DpaHK cTpoUT cBoe 0OOCHOBaHME
«HPABCTBEHHOT'O PUTOpM3Ma», MIen «abCOTI0OTHO-
CTV HPaBCTBEHHOTIO J10JIra»: «[0j10c coBecTt — Be-
JIeHVe BEePXOBHOV, MIeaJIbHO BCEMOIYINEV BOJIV
Boxwuert — TpebyeTr Oecripekoc/I0BHOTO IOBMHOBE-
HMs Y IOTOMY He3aBWUCUM HU OT KaKMX SMIIPU-
uveckmx ycsiopui» (Tam xe, c. 276). Vimenno Kant
OKa3bIBAETCS €ro IIPOBOIHIKOM B IIOVICKE VICTOKOB
HPaBCTBEHHOV XXWM3HU B «IyXOBHOM CTpO€ BHY-
TpeHHero ObITNS, HPaBCTBEHHOM COCTOSIHUN de-
soBeka» (Tam xe, c. 250).

B TO Xe BpeMs KaHTOBCKasi MHTepIIpeTals
HpPaBCTBEHHOV XXWM3HU B CBeTe «KaTeropnyiecko-
ro MMIlepaTyBa» KaK «BeJIeHWS Oe3yCIIOBHOTO»,
«OIVMHAKOBO 00s13aTeJIbHOrO ISl BCeX JIIOIIEeN», CO-
OTBETCTBYeT CKOpee BeTXO3aBeTHOMY CO3HaHUIO,
Y Ha TOM e ypOBHe OCTaeTCs, MOXXHO IIpeIio-
10X Th, BMecTe ¢ KarnToMm Toscron. Kak rosrara-
eT dpaHK, TosIbKO anocTon IlaBesr oTKpeUI, 4TO
OTKpOBeHVe XpVCTa «OIpe[iesIsieT YeJlOBeUecKyIo
KI3Hb He B opMe 3aKOHa IToBeJleH s, a B popme
VICKYIUISIIOIIEN M criacaroient oyarogartit...» (Tam
Xe, c. 239—-240).

31ech OTKpbIBaeTCsl IMyTh K YIIyOJIeHMio Mo-
paneHO pedpriekcum. «CoOJIOBBEBCKIe» KOHIIETI-
1y GorovesiopevecTsa ¥ BCeeATHCTBA [TO3BOJISIIOT
MBICJIVITEJTIO, C OJTHOV CTOPOHBI, 0OpaTnTh BHMMA-
Hyle Ha «O0ro4esiopeuecKkylo OCHOBY 4eJIOBeUeCcKO-
ro OBITMS» M «BHYTPEHHIOI B3alIMOCBSI3aHHOCTD
uestopeueckmx gy (Tam xe, c. 123, 215), a c gpy-
roVl — CVJIbHee IIpOouyBCTBOBaTh, BCJIeT, 3a arloCTo-
mamu Ilasmom m VloaHHOM, BJIacTh «rpexa» WJIN
«IUIOTV» HaJl 4eJIOBEKOM B IO HbIHeIITHEM «MUp-
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ing the right inner being of man” (ibid., p. 135),
also represent an attempt to think along with
and not against Tolstoy.

By contrast, Frank mentions Kant by name
more than once, usually in connection with the
categorical imperative or related concepts. For
example, he compares the experiential basis of
the Christian teaching on God’s omnipotence
and Kant’s teaching on “the all-conquering
ideal force of the absolute moral law” (ibid.,
p. 43). In the same vein Frank grounds “moral
rigour” and “absoluteness of moral duty”:
“The voice of conscience, the command of the
supreme, ideally all-powerful will of God, de-
mands complete obedience and is therefore in-
dependent of all empirical conditions” (ibid.,
p. 154). Kant is his spiritual guide in the search
for the sources of moral life in “the spiritu-
al order of inner being,” in “the moral state of
man” (ibid., p. 139).

At the same time Kant’s interpretation of
moral life in the light of the categorical imper-
ative as “unconditional command” “equally
obligatory for all people” chimes rather with
Old Testament consciousness, and there Tol-
stoy is arguably in harmony with Kant. Frank
believes that only the apostle Paul discovered
that Christ’s “revelation determines human
life not in the form of a law of behavior but
in the form of redeeming and saving grace”
(ibid., p. 133).

This paves the way for deepening moral re-
flection. Solovyovian concepts of God-man-
hood and all-unity enable him, on the one
hand, to draw attention to “the Divine-human
ground of the human being” (ibid., p. 123) and
the “inner mutual connectedness of human
souls” (ibid., p. 119) and, on the other hand, be-
come imbued, following St. Paul and St. John,
with a sense of the power of “sin” and “flesh”
over the human being in his/her present
worldly state as something universal, but in-
herently wrongful, something that needs to be
overcome.
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CKOM» COCTOSIHMM KaK HeUYTO YHUBepcaIbHOe, HO
PV 3TOM KapAVMHAIBHO HEIOJDKHOe, ITIofJIeXa-
I1lee ITPeOIOJIEHIIO.

DTUKa A0ira, TaKMM o0pas3oM, TpaHcOopMuU-
pyeTcs, HO He B SMOTMBU3M, a B 3K3MCTEHIIa/Ib-
HYIO 3TUKY CIIaceHMs], B paMKaX KOTOPOV CyOBeKT
pedpiiekcpyeT OTHOCUTEIIBHO YCIJIOBUI BO3MOX-
HOCTM 3TOrO aKTa-IIpoliecca ¥ COOTBETCTBYIOMINX
eMy IpakTUK. D1Tn ycsiosus @paHk dpopMysmpy-
€T B By/le Habopa OCHOBHBIX «/IBOVICTBEHHOCTEV»:
VIHAVBUIYAJIVICTUYECKOTO ¥ KOJUIEKTUBUCTCKO-
TO IOHVMaHVS YeJIOBEYeCKOrO CYIIeCTBOBAHNS,
«KM3HU B bore m XM3HM B IUIeHYy y Mupa cero».
B pesysnbrare «OOMIHOCTH CyABOBI YeIOBEUECKVIX
YT KacaeTcs OIVIHAKOBO KaK JOCTVDKEHMVI, TaK U
HeMOIIIeVl 1 IPexoB YeJloBedecKov ITpupoabb (Tam
xe, c. 215; cp.: VInibun, 1925, c. 147). Camo criaceHMe
MBICJIVITCS TPV 3TOM ¥ IMMaHEHTHO, KaK «IyXOB-
HOe BO3POXIIEHWeE, IIPOCBeTIIeHIe, YKpeIUIeHve»
(@pank, 2011a, c. 217), n TpaHCLEHIEHTHO, KakK
«BKJIIOUEHVIe B OOIIlee IIapCTBO CIIaCEHHOTO, ITPO-
cBersieHHOro ObITvs» (Tam ke, c. 212), mpuaeMm
«nepcoHatucmuyeckoe TIOHVMAHMe CIIaceHMs CO-
yeTaeTcs C... YHubepcasusmom yXOBHOTO OBITS»,
CIIaCeHMIO ITOMJIEXXNUT He TOJIBKO «JesloBevecKast
AUYHOCL BO BCEVI eIVMHCTBEHHOCTY, HEIIOBTOPW-
MOCTM I COKPOBEHHOCTVI 3TOrO Haydasia», HO VI MUP
B 11€JI0M KakK BceenHCTBO (Tam xe, c. 217).

W3 3TOrOo Hasiee BbITEKAET BOVICTBEHHOCTD CTO-
AITNX TIepel] YeJIOBeKOM 3a7ad M COOTBETCTBYIO-
VX UM IIpakTuK: «Hapsmy c sagadent uaTu cob-
CTBEHHBIM ITyTeM K DBory... uesioBek mMeer erie
HACYIIHYIO 3a7jady [IeVICTBEHHO COyYaCTBOBAThb
B COAU0APHOM 0300pobaeHUU U cnACeHUU MUpa». DTa
TIOCJIeHSST HaJlaraeT Ha Hero HPaBCTBEHHYIO OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTH He TOJIBKO 3a €ro JINYHYIO I'PeXOB-
HOCTb, HO U 3a «OOIIYI0 I'PexOBHOCTb Mupa» (Tam
Xe, ¢. 218). Takuim 06pa3oM, 371ech BHOBb BO3HIKAeT
3TVIKA JI0JITa, HO Y)Ke BHYTpPM OOIIeV paMKM 3TH-
KV CIIaCeHMs: VICIIOJIHEHMe I0JIra B OTHOIIEHWN
MMpa OKa3bIBAeTCs YCIIOBVEM CITACeHVIs], 1y XOBHO-
'O O3[IOPOBJIEHIS VI BO3POXKIIEHVIS JTMIHOCTI. [ Tpnt
3TOM CaMO OTHOIIIeHVIe K MVPY ¥, COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, IIyTh peayIn3aliuy JI0jIra CHOBA OKAa3bIBAIOTCS
nBovicTBeHHBIMY. DpaHK IIperjiaraeT pasIndarb

The ethic of duty is thus transformed, not
into emotivism but rather into an existential
ethic of salvation within which the agent re-
flects on the conditions of the possibility of
this act-process and the corresponding prac-
tices. Frank formulates these conditions as a set
of basic “dualities”: the individualist and col-
lectivist concept of human existence, life “in
God” and “life in captivity of this world”. As
a result, “[t]his commonality of the fate of hu-
man souls refers both to the achievements and
to the weaknesses and sins of human nature”
(ibid., p. 120; cf. Ilyin, 2018, pp. 140-141). Salva-
tion is thought both immanently, as “spiritu-
al rebirth, illumination, strengthening” (Frank,
1989, p. 121), and transcendentally, as “its in-
clusion into the universal kingdom of saved,
illuminated being” (ibid., p. 118), with “the per-
sonalistic idea of salvation [...] combined with
the universalism of spiritual being”; what is to
be saved is not only “the human personality in
all its uniqueness and mystery”, but the whole
world as all-unity (ibid., p. 121).

From this follows the duality of the human
being’s tasks and the corresponding practices:
“Together with the task of following his own
path to God [...], man also has the urgent task
of actively participating in the common healing
and salvation of the world”. The latter makes him
personally responsible not only for his person-
al sinfulness, but for “the common sinfulness of
the world” (ibid., p. 121). Here the ethic of duty
crops up again, but this time within the general
framework of the ethics of salvation: the fulfill-
ing of duty to the world turns out to be a condi-
tion of salvation, of spiritual improvement and
rebirth of the personality. The attitude to the
world, and thus the way toward fulfilling duty,
again, is dual. Frank distinguishes “the task of
genuine, essential salvation and the task of simple
protection from evil” (ibid., p. 125).
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«MeXIy 3amadeit 1no0AuUHH020, CYUHOCIHO20 Cha-
CeHus VI 3aadert IIPOCTOTO 02PAXO0eHUs O 344...»
(Tam xe, c. 225).

VI3 3Tux 3amad niepBasi IIpaKTUYeCcKy COBIIajia-
eT C 3a7ladert JINYHOIO HPaBCTBEHHOI'O COBEPIIIeH-
CTBa, IIpefICTaBIsIeT CODOVI ero MPOoeKINIo B cpepy
MEeXJIMTYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIEHWTL. DTOr0, OIHAKO, He-
ZIOCTaTOYHO /15l pellleHns: BTopovt 3aj1aun. Hpas-
CTBEHHBIVI OMBIT FOBOPUT HaM O «HEJOCTaTOYHO-
CTU WiIn cj1abocTy OJ1arofaTHBIX CUJI B KadecTBe
AMIIUPUYECKUX CUL, 3PPEKTUBHO eVICTBEHHBIX
B Mupe...» (Tam xe, c. 227—228). Tem cambIM TIpa-
BOMEPHBIM CTAaHOBUTCS BOIIPOC O CIIeIYecKom
dopme, KOTOPYIO B 3TMX paMKax IIPUHMMaeT Halll
JI0JIT, 3a4aCTYIO CBSI3aHHBIN C «MMUPCKVMM CIIOCO-
OGamyt OopwuObBI». IlpmxommTcss mpw3HATH, 9TO OH
«BBIHYK/IaeT Hac CKopee OpaTh Ha CBOIO COBECTHb
epex, 4eM, OJIrofisd HaIly JIMYHYIO YUCTOTY U CBSI-
TOCTB, M3-3a 0Oe3eVICTBIS OKa3aThCs ITOBMHHBIM B
TOp)KecTBe B MUIpe 371a, C KOTOPbIM MBI He BCTYTIN-
1 B 60pp0y» (Tam xe, c. 228 —229).

VIMeHHO Ha 3TMX OCHOBaHMSIX CTPOUTCH aJIb-
HeriIllee onmoHMpopaHve MpaHKa XPUCTUAHCKO-
My TaludusMy ¥ VMMEHHO B 3TOM ITyHKTe ero
MBICJIb (HO He puTopuKal) B HarOoJIbIIert CTelleHNn
npubsvokaeTcs K Mblcim VibnHa. B To ke Bpems
371ech HeOOXOIVIMO OTMETUTD PAJT, CYIIIeCTBeHHBIX
OTJIVY WL

1. IIpuMeneHMe cWIBI B paMKax MUPCKOIO CO-
nporusiieHus 31y PpaHK, B ominune ot Vnbu-
Ha 1 CoJioBbeBa, MBICJIUT WCKITIOUMTEIIBHO KaK
TIeVICTBYIe «IIPOTUB BOJIV», B paMKax MpWHIIMIA
«HaVIMEeHBIIIero 3J1a» U JaXke, KaK OH BbIpakaeTcs,
«COCMOAHUA KpauHeu Heobxo0uMocmu» (Tam e,
c. 233)*.

2. Bcakoe mposiBrieHVe 371a B IPYIrOM 4YeJioBe-
ke dpaHK IpesjIaraeT paccMaTpMBaTh KaK «MATOT
CBOETO YIIyIeHWs B MCIIOJIHEeHUN [JoJIra JIF00BI»
(Tam xe, c. 222).

3. dpaHK B SIBHOM BJie BO3BpalliaeTcs K rapa-
aurMe pusMIecKoro HacuyIns, 4To MO3BOJISeT eMy

2 Cp. aHanmm3 3TOTO «MHMMOTO» TipaBa v Karra (AA 06,
S. 235—236; Kanrt, 2014, c. 103), c koTopsIM rTof1X071 Ppan-
Ka SBHO IepeKMKaercs: o0a ITOIUepKMBAIOT HaIMdie
0OBEKTVIBHOVI MOPAJIbHOVI BUHBL, IIPVICY TCTBYIOIIEN B CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIINX JAeVICTBUSIX.
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Of the two tasks the first practically coin-
cides with the task of personal moral improve-
ment, being its projection onto the sphere of
inter-personal relations. This, however, is not
enough to solve the second task. Moral expe-
rience shows the “[i]nsufficiency or weakness
of the powers of grace in the capacity of em-
pirical powers effectively acting in the world”
(ibid., p. 126). This raises the legitimate question
of the specific form our duty acquires in this
framework as it often implies “worldly means
of struggle”. We have to admit that it “com-
pels us to take the burden of sin upon our con-
science and not to observe our personal purity
in a situation where we would be responsible,
by our inaction, for the triumph of evil in the
world” (ibid., p. 127).

It is on these grounds that Frank goes on to
challenge Christian pacifism and it is on this
point that his thinking (but not his rhetoric!)
comes closest to Ilyin’s. However, some essen-
tial differences need to be pointed out.

1. Unlike Ilyin and Solovyov, Frank consid-
ers the use of force as part of worldly struggle
against evil to be “against one’s will, according
to the principle of the lesser evil and even in a
“state of extreme necessity” (ibid., p. 130).*

2. Frank suggests that any manifestation of
evil in another person should be seen “as a re-
sult of the failure of one’s duty of love” (ibid.,
p.- 123).

3. Frank explicitly goes back to the para-
digm of physical violence, which enables him
once more to stress the status both of the victim
and the criminal as an end in itself (ibid., p. 125-
127).2

2 Cf. Kant’s analysis of this “imagined” right (AA 06,
pp. 235-236; Kant, 1996b, pp. 391-392), which is clearly
echoed in Frank’s approach: both stress the presence of
objective moral guilt in such actions.

2 On the need for “a humane relation to the criminal”
on the part of the state, on “the active fruitful respect for the
sanctity of man” as the key motive of the “politics of love”
see Frank (1989, p. 138, 152).
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BHOBb aKIIeHTVPOBaTh CTaTyC W JKE€PTBbI, U IIpe-
CTyIHMKa Kak mesu B cebe (Tam xe, c. 227—-228)>.

4. ObBa aBTOpa pasgesIsioT ONVCAHHOe BBIIIe
IIpefcTaBjIieHVe O «KPYyTrOBOVI IIOPYKe» JIIOHeV B
moOpe u 311e, omHaKo 115t PdpaHKa OHO He BIeYeT
3a cobort TpeOoBaHMsA OeCKOMIIPOMICCHON OOPh-
OBl C JTI00BIM IIPOSIBIIEHVIEM «3J1a», HO, HAIIPOTWUB,
IlerlaeT HEBO3MOXKHOV OJTHO3HAYHOCTH B OIIperie-
JIEHUW POJIeVl «Teposi» 1 «3JI0fes», KOTOPYIO Ya-
CTO CTaBU/IM B BUHY VUIBMHY, 3acTaBjiseT ero
IIpeXze BCero CUMTaTh IIpeaMeTOM aHaIn3a 3710
B cebe camMOM.

5. Oba aBTOpa (a Takxe beprses) ykaspiBaloT Ha
TparMyecKmy XapakTep BBIHYKIEHHOIO IIpery-
MIPeXIAOIIero HaCUJIVs M TIOJIOKeHMs ero cyOb-
ekTa. OgHako B ominune oT Vnbnua dpaHk oT-
Ka3bIBAeTCS OT BCAKOV €0 pOMaHTM3alNM, YeTKO
OITpeziesIsisl HacuyIve KaK Ipex, KOTOPBIV «00peMe-
HsieT JIyLIy» 1 HeM30eXHO VMeeT «HeyMBbIIIIeH-
Hble BpeHble cyiefacTBs» (Tam xe, c. 237).

6. Mopanbhbmn nypusMm y OpaHka HallpabjieH
BOOOIIIe He Ha fevicTBie (Kak y TosicToro) u He Ha
coctosiHMe obmlectBa (kak y VibuHa), oTHOCH-
TEJIPHO KOTOPBIX OH, HAIIPOTWB, IPUAEPKIBaeT-
CSI TOUKM 3pEeHMSI «MOPaJIbHOTO KOMITPOMVICCa», a
Ha COCTOSHWe cCaMOro MOPaJIbHOIO CyObeKTa, 11
KOTOPOTO 3aBeT O JIIOOBY K OJIVDKHEMY «OCTaeTcs
TPV BCeX KM3HEHHBIX ITOJIOKEHVISIX. .. A0COAI0MHO
HeHAPYUUMbIM» — B IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTD VIIbn-
HY, TOCBSTUBILIEMY IeJIyIO IJIaBy PacCy>kKIeHWIO
0 «rpaHmIiax 100> (Tam e, c. 247; cp.: VnpuH,
1925, c. 127-135). Y ®dpaHKa, HaIIpOTMB, JIIOOOBB
CTaBUT BHYTPEHHIOIO T'PaHMUILy BHEIIHeN Oopb-
Oe co 3710M, He pa3MBIKaeT, a U3HYTPU B3pPbIBaeT
3aMKHYTBIVI KPyT HacMJIUsS M MeCTH, OIlpefesisgeT
He TOJIBKO JIMYHOe OTHOIIIeHVe K OJIVDKHeMY, HO 1
«TIOJTUTVIKY».

7. Ho, MOXeT OBbITh, I7IaBHBIM OTJINYVIEM [IBYX
TTOIIXO/IOB sIBJIsieTCsl TO, uTo PpaHK BooOIIIe He Te-
MaTu3upyeT «Oopb0y cO 3J7I0M» B KauecTBe IIeH-
TPaJIbHOTO ITpeIMeTa CVCTEMBI ITWYECKOV MBIC-

2 O HeoOXOIVIMOCTH «4eJIOBEYHOrO OTHOIIIEHVIS VI YBaKe-
HWMS K JIMYHOCTY IIPECTYIIHVIKa» CO CTOPOHBI FOCYIapCTBa,
O «IIOYMTaHWMI CBSTHIHV YeI0BeKa» KaK OIpeIeIIIionieM
MOTVIBE «IIOJINTVIKM JIF0OBI» cM.: (PpaHK, 20114, c. 248, 273).
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4. Both authors share the idea of “collective
responsibility” of human beings in good and
evil, but for Frank it does not entail the demand
for uncompromising struggle against any man-
ifestation of “evil but, on the contrary, makes
it impossible to unambiguously determine the
roles of “hero” and “villain,” a sin Ilyin was
frequently accused of, making one see evil in
oneself as the prime object of analysis.

5. Both authors (as well as Berdyaev) stress
the tragic character of forced pre-emptive vio-
lence and the situation of its subject. Howev-
er, unlike Ilyin, Frank refuses to romanticise it,
clearly defining violence as a sin which “bur-
dens the soul” and inevitably has “unintended
harmful consequences” (ibid., p. 132).

6. In general, Frank’s purism is not directed
at action (as with Tolstoy) or at the state of so-
ciety (as with Ilyin) where he, on the contrary,
advocates “moral compromise”, but at the
state of the moral subject for whom “the com-
mandment ‘love thy neighbor as thyself’ is ab-
solutely inviolable for all situations of life” (ibid.,
p- 138) — as opposed to Ilyin who devotes a
whole chapter to discussing “the limits of love”
(cf. Ilyin, 2018, pp. 121-127). With Frank, on the
contrary, love marks an internal boundary of
struggle against evil, it does not disconnect, but
blows up the vicious circle of violence and re-
venge from within and determines not only the
personal attitude to one’s neighbour, but also to
“politics”.

7. But perhaps the main difference of the
two approaches is that Frank does not regard
the “struggle against evil” as being central to
ethical thought, as does Ilyin in his book, but
considers it in a broader, positive context of do-
ing good, active help for those who are close to
oneself as a manifestation of the light of Christ
shining in the darkness of the world.



JIVL, KaK 3TO caertast VIJIbiH B cBOeVl KHUTe, HO pac-
cMaTpvBaeT ee Kak JIVIITb OVH 13 TOIIOCOB B 0O-
jlee IIVPOKOM TO3UTVMBHOM KOHTEKCTe OJ1aroTso-
peHmsl, aKTYBHOV ITOMOIIIV OJIVDKHMM KaK IIPOsIB-
JIeHMs cBeTa XPUCTOBa, CBETSIIETO BO ThMe MIpa.

ITosryuaet j1u1 30eCch OTBET BOIIPOC O BO3MOYKHO-
CTV YCTAHOBJIEHMSI TPAaHMUIIBI IIpaBeHOrO Hacu-
mmsA? Oteer PpaHKa B TOM, UTO HacwIvie HU IIpU
KaKMX 0OCTOSTeNIbCTBaX He MOXET CTaTh IIpaBesl-
HBIM (1 3Ty HeIlpaBeJHOCTb OH aKIeHTUpyeT B
3HauYMUTeJIbHO OosIbIlIent cTereHy, yeM VibnH mim
CoroBreB, mpubivkasice K ToJIcToMY), HO MOXeT,
ocmabBascy HenpaBedHsiM, OKa3aTbCs BbiHYKOEHHBIM
(v 3meck OH, HANIPOTMB, YXOIUT OT TosicToro 1 oT-
yvactu ripubimokaercs K CostoseeBy). Byaydn Tpe-
OoBaHMeM [0JIra, JIEVICTBYE B TAKOW CUTyalmm He
JIOITyCKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTV pallyiOHaJIbHOV (POpMy-
JIMPOBKM o0111ero npaswia. BMecto atoro ®dpank
IleJIaeT OCHOBHOVI aKIIeHT Ha BHY TPEeHHEM COCTOSI-
HUW JINYHOCTY VI BBOOUT HOBOE IIOHSATIE — T'OBO-
PUT O «UeA0CHTHOM peuieHUul MOPaLbH020 AaKma»,
IIOMOTAIOITEM «B JAHHBIX KOHKPETHBIX YCIIOBUSIX
HAVITV VICXOfI, HAuMeHee 00peMeHeHHblil epexoBHo-
cmoio» (Tam xe, c. 234).

Taxm obpasom, B 1940-e rr. dpaHK Hpenia-
raeT IOIXOI, BO MHOrOM OJIV3KMV K €r0 PaHHVM
uaesM: OyKBaJIbHOe TIOHMMaHMe IIPUHIINIIA He-
IIPOTWMBJIEHNS, OCHOBAHHOE Ha MOPaJIbHOVI OIleH-
Ke KOHKPEeTHOIO TIOCTYIIKA, ¥ 37eCh 3aMeHseTCs
OLIEHKOVI «BHYTPEHHEero CTPOsl AyIIV» (KOTOPBIV,
KOHEUHO, y>Ke He CBOIVTCS TOJIBKO K «MOPaJIbHBIM
4yBCTBaM»), HO IIPVHINII «HacWIVie Iy pHO» OCTa-
etrcd B cwie. OnHako, B oTimume ot crareit 1908 r,
OH, BO-TIEpPBBIX, SKCIUINIINTHO onmpaetcs Ha Kan-
Ta ¥ YCWIVBaeT KPUTWYECKUI aclleKT B BBbICKa-
3pIBaHMAX O TOJICTOM; BO-BTOPBIX, ITOIIEP’KMBa-
eT KPUTMKY MOpaIbHOrO pUropmsMa Kak Mepujia
BHEIITHMX MOCTYIIKOB, HO Of0OpsieT ero Kak Tpe-
GoBaHMe K COOCTBEHHOVI BHY TpeHHeVI XXV3HW XPU-
CTMAHWHA; VI, B-TPETbHIX, BIIVICHIBAET 3TOT IIOIXO/], B
PaMKM SKCIIMIIMTHO XPUCTMAHCKON 3TUKMU U, TIO-
nobHo beprsieBy, pefrionaraeT BO3MOXKHOCTB pea-
JIV3AIMV 3aTI0BEIV JIIO0BY (B TOM YVICTIE V1 B TIOJIV-
TUKe) OJ1aromaps VCIeJIIonIeMy HeVICTBIIO Xpu-
CTa v IpuCyTCcTBUIO bora 110081 B my1ile UesioBeKa.
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Does this answer the question of the possi-
bility of establishing the limits of rightful vio-
lence? Frank’s answer is that violence cannot be
rightful under any circumstances (he empha-
sises wrongfulness far more than Ilyin or Solo-
vyov, approaching Tolstoy’s stance) but may,
while remaining wrong, turn out to be forced (and
there he, on the contrary, moves away from
Tolstoy and partly approaches Solovyov). Be-
ing a demand of duty, the act in such a situa-
tion defies a rational formulation of a general
rule. Instead, Frank lays emphasis on the inter-
nal state of the individual and derives a new
concept of “integral solution of moral tact” and
helps to find “in the given concrete conditions,
a way out that is least burdened by sin” (Frank,
1989, p. 130).

Thus, in the 1940s Frank proposes an ap-
proach that is in many ways similar to his own
early ideas: he replaces the literal interpreta-
tion of the principle of nonresistance based on
a moral assessment of a concrete act with an as-
sessment of the “inner state of the soul” (which
of course is no longer reduced to “moral senti-
ments”), but the principle that “violence is bad
remains valid. However, unlike his 1908 arti-
cles, he 1) explicitly proceeds from Kant and
strengthens the critical element in his utter-
ances about Tolstoy; 2) supports the critique of
moral rigour as a measure of external acts but
approves it as a requirement to the Christian’s
inner life; 3) explicitly writes this approach
into the framework of Christian ethics and, like
Berdyaev, believes that compliance with the
commandment of love (including in politics) is
possible, thanks to the healing effect of Christ
and the presence of the God of love in the hu-
man soul.
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6. 3akJIroueHme

Pycckaa penmruosnas stnka XIX — mepson
nostoBHBI XX B. popMUpyeTcs Ha CTBIKE 3K3U-
CTeHIIMaJIBHOrO IpouTeHNs EBaHresns n ocMbIc-
neHMs MopasibHoM dputococpum Kanra. KanTos-
CKasl TepMMHOJIOrMsl, Oa3oBble CXeMBl, 3aJI0XKeH-
Hasl B HVIX JIOTMKa MOPaJIbHOTO [IVICKypca BOCIIPU-
HMMAIOTCs pyccKkumm prstocodamut, HO IIpy 3TOM
oHM HaumHas ¢ ToJjIcToro mbITAalOTCS BJIOXKUTH B
5T POPMBI COBEPIIIEHHO HOBOE, 00yCIIOBIIEHHOE
VIHOVI MOPAJIbHOV KYJIBTYPOVI M MHBIM TTOHVIMa-
HVeM JeJIoBeKa HpaBCTBeHHOe cofiepKaHue, 1 3TO
corlepkaHie B3jlaMblBaeT KaHTMAaHCKYIO dopmy,
CYIIIeCTBEHHO MeHseT cojieprKaTeIbHOe HarloJIHe-
HVe KaHTUMaHCKVX TEPMITHOB.

Pycckue MbiciuTenu 1) BBOAAT B MoOpasibHOe
MBIIIUIEHVE CBOVI MICTOPMYECKNI OIIBIT, a TaKXe
JIVNYHBIV OMBIT He TOJIBKO MOPaJIbHOTO, HO 3K3U-
CTEeHIIVAJIBHOIO pellleHVs U uTeHUs EpanHresis;
2) OTKPpBIBAIOT IPVHIINII HEIIPOTUBIIEHNS 3JI0MY,
VIHTePIIPeTUpPYys ero IlepBoHavaIbHO B pycile 3TU-
ku nonra (Toscron); 3) fernas oTciofa paayKalib-
Hble BBIBOJIbI, ITPOXOASAT CJIOXKHBIVI IIYyTh OT IIOJI-
HOTO OTBep)KeHMs HOBOBPEMEHHOW KYJIBTYPhI U
CTaHJAPTHOVI 1IePKOBHOVI IIPAKTVIKV VI JIOTMaTVKM
Ha OCHOBaHMM IpuHIMIa HerpoTusiieHus (Tor-
CTOVI) Uuepe3 KPUTUUYECKUV TIepeCMOTpP TOJICTOBCKO-
ro Oyksaimm3mMa (paHHUM PpaHK), ariojIormo ro-
cynapcrsa 1 Hacvwms (ViieuH, otgact CortoBbeB
U ero rocjiefioBaresIv) K HOBOVI, XPUCTOLIEHTPUY-
HOVI B3aMMOCBS3M 3TVKM U gorMatuku (beprses),
K XPUCTMAHCKOMY HPUSATUIO MUpa, 0OyCIIOBJIeH-
HOMY YyBCTBOM BMHBI 1 OTBETCTBEHHOCTY 3a MUP
(mosnHMM PpaHK); 4) DONOIHAIOT Y KOPPEKTUPY-
10T geoHTosiormio KaHTa, ameiumpyst K Opyrum
3TUYECKVM KOHIIEMIIVSM (IJIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM 3MO-
TUBUCTCKOI'O VIV 3K3VCTEHIIMAJIVICTCKOTO IJIaHa),
VI Ha 3TOVI OCHOBE OCYILECTBIIAIOT VIHTePVIOPW3U-
PYIOIIYIO perHTepIpeTaliio IIPpUHIINIA Hellpo-
TUBJIEHVS; 5) HeM3MEeHHO JIeMOHCTPUPYIOT U3BeCT-
HBIVI YPOBEHb KPUTVMYHOCTVI B OTHOILIEHUN VIEN
TosicToro, oHako CTONIBL XKe HeM3MeHHO IIpeBpa-
IIAIOT IIPUHIIAI HEePOTUBJIeHNs, IIyCTh U He B
CTOJIb KeCTKOV, OCHOBAaHHOW Ha KaHTVMAHCKOI JIe-
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6. Conclusion

Russian religious ethics of the nineteenth
and the first half of the twentieth centuries
emerges at the juncture of the existential read-
ing of the Gospel and assimilation of Kant’s
moral philosophy. Russian philosophers adopt
Kant’s terminology, basic schemes, and the in-
herent logic of moral discourse but, beginning
with Tolstoy, they try to invest these forms
with an entirely new moral content stemming
from a different moral culture and a differ-
ent concept of the human being, and this con-
tent breaks the Kantian form and substantially
changes the content of Kantian terms.

Russian thinkers 1) introduce into moral
thinking their historical experience and their
personal experience not only of moral but also
existential solutions and reading of the Gospel;
2) discover the principle of nonresistance to
evil, interpreting it initially in the framework
of the ethics of duty (Tolstoy); 3) they draw
radical conclusions therefrom and traverse a
complicated path from total rejection of mod-
ern culture and standard church practices
and dogma on grounds of nonresistance (Tol-
stoy) via a critical revision of Tolstoyan liter-
alism (early Frank), apologia for the state and
violence (Ilyin, partly Solovyov and his fol-
lowers) to new Christ-centric ethics and dog-
mas (Berdyaev) and to Christian acceptance
of the world, conditioned by a sense of guilt
and responsibility for the world (later Frank);
4) complement and correct Kant’s deontology,
appealing to other ethical concepts (mainly of
an emotive and existential kind) and on this ba-
sis reinterpret and internalisze the principle of
nonresistance; 5) invariably show a partly criti-
cal attitude to Tolstoy’s ideas while at the same
time turning the principle of nonresistance, if
not in Tolstoy’s hard interpretation based on



OHTOJIOTMN WHTeplpeTarny, Kak y Toscroro, B
VICTOUYHUK T'YMaHVCTYECKOTO BIOXHOBEHMS IIpU
CTOJIKHOBEHUM C JIOKTPWHaMM, OTKPOBEHHO Jle-
JIaBIIVIMM CTaBKy Ha MCIOJIb30BaHMe HacUJIVS B
60pboe co «3710M».

be3 comnenms1, KaHT cTouT y Havasia 3Tom Iie-
IIOYKV, VI OYEBVIIHO, UYTO Oe3 Hero Bce 3TO IBVIKe-
HVie MBICJIV OBIJIO OBl HEBO3MOXKHO VUIVI VIMeJIO Obl
COBepIIIEHHO IpyTovi By, [ Tpu aToM OH ompererts-
eT CKOpee KaTerOpMasIbHBIVI CTPOV OOCYXIeHMs,
yeM cofiepXKaTeIbHYIO IIpo0sieMaTnKy. Toiraok xe
K 0OCY)XXIIEHWIO 3TOVI TOCJIeIIHeNl JaeT CBOVM OT-
kpeITrieM Tosicton. TlepBbit HaOpoCoK ITpriemMIie-
MOro pellleHusi MpoOieMbl HeIPOTMBIIEHWS Mbl
suanM y ConosbeBa. PanHnui @paHK mpeApyHn-
MaeT yCVIIVs [IJIs1 peVHTepIIpeTalii TOJICTOBCKO
MzIeV B KOHTEKCTe ITOJIEMVIKV BEXOBIIEB IIPOTVB pe-
BOJIIOIIVIOHHOT'O KpbUTa MHTeUIMreHumy, VImsuH
00oCTpsieT MOCTaHOBKY IIpo0JIeMbl, JOBOMS «CO-
JIOBBEBCKYIO» JIMHWIO MBICJIVI IO MOpPaIbHO MaJlo-
IIpVIeMJIEMOVI TepOVI3allNV VICIIONTb30BaAHVIS CVJIBL B
Goprbe co 3110M. beprses mmpobremarmsupyer pe-
meHvie VapyHa. 3aBepiiaeT oOcCyXkeHUe ITO3/I-
Hu1 PpaHK, IpejyIaras pellieHne, KOTOpoe B Haul-
GorIbIIielt Mepe yUMThIBaeT Bee JaHHbIe MOPasIbHO-
rO ¥ 3K3MCTEHIIMAIBHOrO omnbITa. OH IOTHOCTHIO
IIPU3HAET ¥ HEeCTepHIVMMOCTb COy4acTus B HacCu-
sy, v 0ecrioyie3HOCTh HaCWJIVSL C TOUKM 3peHUs
oOepl Ha 3JI0M, U TPEXOBHOCTb CyObekTa Mo-
PaJIBHOTO ¥ TIOJIUTIYECKOTO AEVICTBYISL, HO IIPOTV-
BOITOCTABJIET VM IlepeXVBaHVe 3TOV I'PeXOBHO-
CTM KaK BMHBI 3a COBepIIIaroIeecs 3710 ¥ HecTep-
IVIMOCTb Hey4YacTusl B Jiejle OrpakieHWUs Mupa
OT 371a, — HEey4acTus, BBICTYTIAIOIero OOJIBIIM
37I0M IO CPaBHEHWUIO C BBIHYK/IEHHBIM ITpUMeHe-
HueM cwiIbl. IIpyu 3ToM, ofHaKo, BO3HMKAaIOIIas
371eck HOBas IpobiieMa — BOIIPOC O IPaHMUIIAX BbI-
HYKJIEHHOTO ITPVIMEHEHVSI CVJIBI — OKa3bIBaeTCs
He VIMeIOITIell pallyiOHaIbHOTO pa3peleHs.

baazodapnocms: cmamovsa nodeomobiena npu
nodoepxke epanma @Ponda pasbumus Hayxu, o00-
paszoBanus u cemvu «Kubasa mpaduyus», npoexm
«C.J1. @pank mexoy onmosoeuet Beeedurncmba u oc-
MuicaeHuem Ovimus uesoBexa u odujecmba».
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Kantian deontology, into a source of humanis-
tic inspiration when confronting doctrines that
are openly committed to the use of violence in
the struggle against “evil”.

Kant is undoubtedly at the top of this chain
and obviously without him this movement of
thought would have been impossible or would
have had a totally different shape. But he de-
termines the categorical system of discourse
rather than the substantive problems. Tol-
stoy’s discovery gives an impetus to the study
of these problems. The first sketch of an accept-
able solution to the problem of nonresistance
was offered by Solovyov. Early Frank attempts
to reinterpret Tolstoy’s idea in the context of
the Vekhi authors” polemic with the revolution-
ary intelligentsia, Ilyin dramatises the problem
by carrying the Solovyovian line of thought to
an unacceptable extreme of heroisation of the
use of violence in the struggle against evil. The
debate concludes with later Frank who offers
a solution that takes into account all available
data of moral and existential experience. He is
fully aware that complicity in violence is intol-
erable, that violence is useless in terms of de-
feating evil, and that the subject of moral and
political action is sinful; but he juxtaposes to
all this a sense of sinfulness as being respon-
sible for the evil being done and the intolera-
bility of not taking part in protecting the world
from evil, which turns out to be a greater evil
by comparison with forced use of force. How-
ever, the new problem that arises — the ques-
tion of the limits of forced use of force — does
not lend itself to a rational solution.
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ATIOJIOI' VI YEJIOBEYECKOI'O BbITWVI
VS «<MOEAJIBHOE YEJIOBEKOYBUVICTBO»:
AHTPOITIOJIOTMYECKHUM ITPOEKT
C.JI. PPAHKA

O. A. HasapoBa'

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

KaroueBvie caoBa: C.JI. Opanx, M. Kanm, 603-
poxxOeHue Memagu3uxy, aHMponoao2us, KOHKpenHoe
camobvimue, mparcyeHoupobatiie

! VIHCTUTY T ITepCOHAJIBHOTO TPEHWHTa ¥ KOHCYJIBTIPOBa-
HUS,

TFepmanns, 81379, Mionxen, Lysmrarrinrpacce, . 9.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 31.10.2022 e.
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APOLOGIA FOR HUMAN EXISTENCE
VS “IDEAL HOMICIDE™:
SEMYON FRANK’S
ANTHROPOLOGICAL PROJECT

O. A. Nazarova®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. To Understand Kant in Order
to Go beyond Him

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

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

2 “Eine Auseinandersetzung mit ihr erkennt doch jeder, der in
der Philosophie vorwirts will, als seine erste Pflicht.”
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M B TOT KOHTEKCT, K KOTOPOMY OHa, COOCTBEHHO,
m otHOCcUTCs. [oBOpsI cytoBamMum camoro dustocoda,
peusn uzet o «Bo3poxdenun memagpusuxu» (PpaHK,
1928, c. 83; kypcus mon. — O.H.), KoTopas ynoB-
JleTBOpsijIa ObI TIOTPeOHOCTD «B DOJIee KM3HEHHO
duocodnmr», He OTpPBIBAIOITEN! «ITO3HAFOIINT Ty X
oT camont peastbHOCTI» (PpaHK, 1912, c. 35)* 1 ocy-
IIeCTBJIAIONIEN «yTJIyOJIleHHbIV aHa/Iu3 IpobiieM
Iy XoBHOW Xn3HM» (DpaHK, 1928, c. 84)°.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3 Cf. “objektiver Wissenschaft.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

empfinden.”

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

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

3. KoHKpeTHBIN YeI0BeK
KaK «HelocpeIcTBeHHOe caMOObITIe»

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

Bynyun KOHKpeTHBIM, KVBBIM U Ty XOBHBIM CY-
IIIeCTBOM, 4eJIOBeK ITPOTUBOCTOUT JIIOOOMY Orpa-
HydeHnIo. CaMOOBITHIE dYeloBeKa BCerda CTpe-
MUTCSI K TOMY, UTOOBI BBIVITY 3a TPaHMIIBI CAMOTO
cebsi. B mHOM ciTyuae MBI IMeeM J1eJI0 ¢ «3aboJieBa-
HueM, [a] MMeHHO ¢ Oe3ymuem», — muireT OpaHK
yxe B «Hemoctoxkmnmom» (@pank, 19900, c. 343).
DTa OTKPBITOCTH CaMOOBITMS B TPaHCIIEHOVPO-
BaHWM CTOJIb CYIIeCTBEHHA [JISL HAC, YTO VIMEH-
HO TaM, I7ie Hallla JIyIiIa «I00pOBOJILHO pacKphITa
IJIS... COIPUKOCHOBEHVS C TPAaHCIIEHIEHTHBIM»
(Tam xe, c. 405—406), MBI OOpeTaeM «IIPOUHYIO
OCHOBY» W [IOCTUTae€M «Te€M CaMBbIM CBOEVI IIOI-
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ten more than half a century after Frank’s
Man’s Soul, we find arguments that are prac-
tically identical to Frank’s. Coreth writes that
philosophical anthropology understood as
“metaphysical ontology” is only possible “start-
ing from the human being”** who “always under-
stands himself in being and out of being”* (Coreth,
1969, p. 273; my italics — O.N.). The pure po-
tential of knowledge has no personal element. If
we pass it off as the true essence of the human
being we erase personality, which is always
something concrete and individual. In What Is
Man? Coreth (1973) reproaches Neo-Kantian-
ism for impersonalism because it is based on
the idea of the human being whereby, on the
one hand, “the essence of the human being is
seen in his having reason”? and on the other
hand, “the finite reason is dissolved in an in-
finite event of the spirit”¥. In the former case
the wholeness and concreteness of the human
being is lost and in the latter, his personal inde-
pendence. “It is precisely this that breeds pro-
test and the demand for a turn of thinking toward
the concrete human being”*® (Coreth, 1973, p. 35;
my italics — O.N.).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

KpuTnka mcropraeckoro pensatvsusMa B «[ly-
XOBHBIX OCHOBax OOIIleCTBa» OCYILECTBIISIETCS TI0
TOMY >XKe IPUHIINITY, YTO U KPUTMKa SMIMpPU3Ma
B «[IpegmeTe 3HaHM». KTO 3HAKOM ¢ dprstocodu-
et dpaHKa, TOT y3HaeT OOIIMe MOCTYJIaThl MeTa-
dmsrKY 3HaHMS B POPMYJIMPOBKaX ero Colyalib-
Hom prstocodpmm. JIorvka sTomt KpUTUKM TaKoBa:
PeIATUBU3M, KOTOPBIVI BO3BOAUT B IIPVUHIINII OT-
HOCUTEJIBHOCTb ¥ WM3MeHeHNsI, OIlpoBepraeT cam
ceDsl, TIOCKOJIbKY OH OTBepraeT BO3MOXKHOCTbH BCe-
OOIIVIX 3aKJIIOYeHUTI, caM sBJIASCH IIPY 3TOM He-
KM BceoOIIMM 3akinoueHveM. Ecim Obl oTHeshb-
Hble VICTOpUYecKye COOBITIS He IIPOVICXOIVUIN Ha
OCHOBaHMM ODIIIero xozia UCTOPUM, Mbl BOODIIIe He
MOTJIV OBl TOBOPUTH 00 MCTOPUM C HAyYHOV TOUKN
3peHNns M «3HaHMe IIPOIIUIOro He MMeJio Obl HU-

61

0. A. Nazarova

of the main themes of the Russian philosophical
tradition. It is in this area that Russian thinkers
have made “the most significant and original”%
contribution (Frank, 1924/1925, p. 388). Below
I will demonstrate the originality of his per-
ception of history and how the transcendental
essence of the human being manifests itself in
history.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

5. IcTtopusa Kak KyJabTypa

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

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

5. History as Culture

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6. Conclusion

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

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

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

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



6. 3akiIroueHMe

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

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

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

Metadmsnka PpaHKa SBIISIeTCS aHTPOIIOLIEH-
TPWUYHOV 1, B OIIpeJleJIeHHOV Mepe, IMeHHO OJia-
rofaps 3ToMy xpuctuaHckon. dvtocodpckasd aH-
TPOIOJIOTMsL — W 11eJIb, ¥ BeplInHa ero MeTadu-
314YecKoro Ipoekra. V1 ecsi OpuHATH BO BHUMA-
Hue, uro PpaHK chopMysIpoBasl aHTPOIIOIOI -

67

0. A. Nazarova

a dogma and allowed for the diversity of its in-
terpretations. Natorp said that one should “first
clarify the literal meaning of Kant’s propositions
and understand them according to their own
[...] principles before one might undertake to go be-
yond Kant”3* (Natorp, 1912, p. 193; my italics —
O.N.). It is necessary to understand

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

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

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

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

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

B. H. Beao8!

Pacnpocmpanennasn 6 uccaedoBamenvckoil Aumepa-
mype oyenka panneeo nepuoda mbopuecmba C.JI. Opan-
Ka kak ucnvimabuieeo Ha cebe Gausnue HeMeUK020 Heo-
KaHmuancméa nooAexun paccMompenuio ¢ kpumuve-
ckux nosuyui. Vinmepec x meme HeOKAHMUAHCKO20 UC-
Kyca pycckoeo gpuaocogha moxem Ovimy onpabdan psoom
npudun. Bo-nepbvix, na pycckyto ¢pusocogpuio konuya
XIX — nauasra XX 6. 6 yesom pewiatoujee Bausnue okasa-
AU CUCTEMHbIE OCHIPOeHS, npuHadsexaujue 06ym pas-
AUYHBIM HANPABAEHUAM: HEMEYKOMY HeoKanmuancmey
u conoBvebexont wikose Beceedurcmba. Bo-6mopuix, u cam
Dpark, u HeMeyKue HeoOKaHmMuanyvl Boldesu cpeou cbo-
ux npeomey Hemeyxoeo kapounasa Huxoras Kysarcko-
20 U YKa3blBasu Ha 3HAUUMOCHIL €20 MAMeMamuieckux
wmyouil 048 nocmpoenus ux coocmbenolx KoHyenyuil.
M naxoney, @pank yoeass ocoboe Brumariue, npesxoe Bee-
20 Ha amane cBoeeo cmanobaerua kax gpuaocogpa, udesm
Bedyuyeeo eBponeiickoeo Hanpabaenus wauara XX 6. —
HeMeyK020 HeokaHmuancmeéa, umo o0aem HeKOMOPbIM
uccaedobamensim e2o mbopuecmba npabo ymbepxoams
0CHOBONO0AALAIOWLYI0 POAL HEMEUKO20 HeoKaHmuancmea
6 nepexode MolcAUMeAs 0N MAPKCUSMA K PeAUUO3HOMY
onmosnoeusmy. Ipunyunuarvroe npomubocmosanue pyc-
CcK020 ¢husocopa ¢ HeMeyKuM HeoKAHMUAHCBOM NOLY-
4110 ocBeujerue 6 pabome «I[Ipedmem 3Hanus», 8 komo-
poit @pank nodbepe kpumuneckomy pasoopy HeoKaHmu-
anckue Koxyenmol uucaa u 6pemenu. Hecmomps na pso
BepHolx yKasaHuil Ha 00HOCMOPOHHOCHL B onpedeseHuu
uucaa 8 neokanmuarcmBe, npexoe Bceeo y mapbypeckozo
¢pusococpa I1ayaa Hamopna, 6 yeaom Oparxk 015 060cHO-
Banus c6oett OMAUHHOLL 0 HEOKAHMUAHCKOU KOHYeNyuu
uycaa u Bpemenu e npubes 00cmamouno yoeoumesvHLx
apeymenmob. Ilpednpunsameie pycckum  uiocogpom
nonvimku 00eAcCHUmMb abcmpaxmoe NOHAMUE HUCAA C
nomouybto euje bosee abcmpaxmmozo nousmus Geeedun-
cmba He YBeHuaAUCh YCHexoM, Ha MOl 632450, U3-3a U2HO-
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SEMYON FRANK
AND THE GERMAN NEO-KANTIANISM:
ASPECTS OF DEBATE

V. N. Beloo!

The widespread assessment of the early period of
Semyon L. Frank’s work as being influenced by Ger-
man Neo-Kantianism is in need of a critical scruti-
ny. There are several reasons why the Russian phi-
losopher’s interest in Neo-Kantianism merits a closer
look. First, two systemic theories belonging to differ-
ent trends exerted a decisive influence on Russian
philosophy in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries: German Neo-Kantianism and Vladimir
Solovyov’s school of all-unity. Second, Frank himself
and the German Neo-Kantians considered Nicholas of
Cusa to be one of their forerunners and pointed out
the importance of his mathematical ideas for their
mathematical studies. Thirdly and lastly, Frank paid
particular attention, especially in his formative peri-
od as a philosopher, to the leading trend in the early
twentieth century, namely German Neo-Kantianism,
which led some students of his work to believe that
German Neo-Kantianism played the decisive role in
Frank’s abandonment of Marxism in favour of reli-
gious ontology. Frank’s fundamental disagreement
with German Neo-Kantianism was expressed in his
work The Object of Knowledge in which he criticised
the Neo-Kantian concepts of number and time. Al-
though Frank rightly points out the one-sidedness of
the Neo-Kantian definition of number, most notably
in the works of the Marburg philosopher Paul Natorp,
on the whole his criticism of the Neo-Kantian concept
of number and time as being different from his own
is not entirely convincing. In my opinion, Frank’s
attempt to explain the abstract concept of number
through a still more abstract concept of all-unity was
not crowned with success because he ignored the ex-
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pupobanus uM Kak onvima Xpucmuanckoeo 06020ci06us
6 ocmvicaenuu doemama Tpouyst, max u 2ayboxux pas-
Mmotuaenuil o. I1abaa Daopercko2o HAd 310l mMmemotl.

KatoueBvie caoBa: @panx, pycckas peaueuosHas
¢husrocogpus, Hemeyxoe Heokanmuarcmbo, Hamopn, Hu-
koaai Kysanckuil, @aoperckuil, uiucao, Bpems

BBenenmne

MuTepec k mpobrieMe BIMSHUS HeMEIKO-
ro HeOKaHTMaHCTBa Ha QwiIocodcKoe TBOpUe-
crteo C.JI. @paHKa HTPOAMKTOBAH IIpeXle BCEero
TeM, YTO TIOCJIETHMI SBIISETCS OTHVIM M3 CaMbIX
VI3BECTHBIX PYCCKMX PeJIMIMO3HBIX Priocodos
XX croneTus, IpeACTaBIAIONIVX TaK Ha3blBae-
MyI0 Koy BceegmHcTBa Bir. ConosbeBa. B cBoro
ouepenb, MapOyprckasi 1 bageHckas MIKOIBL Heo-
KaHTMaHCTBa B Hadasle XX B. 3aHMMaJIV BeAyIIyIO
MIO3UIIMIO B HEMEIIKOV ¥ €BPOIIeVICKOVI q)VUIoco—
dvnt 1 onmIIeTBOPsIM COOOV HOBBIN 3TAll B pas-
BUTUM TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOro maeannsMa Kanra.
B sBosmroninmt B3mIs10B pycckoro dustocoda ment-
CTBUTEIIBHO VIMeeTCs IIeprof, 0coO00ro BHUMAaHMS
K HeMeITKOMy HeoKaHTMaHCTBY. OIVH 13 caMbIX
VM3BECTHBIX E€BPOIIEVICKMX WCCiIefioBaTesIert TBOP-
yecTBa PyccKoro penmruosHoro dgpusocoda c. Te-
pe3a O0orteBrtu cumTaeT f1axke, 9To B Havasie XX B.
«PpaHK ObUI NPVIIEKHBIM YUeHVKOM HeOKaHTW-
aHnes» (O6onesny, 2014, c. 62). OHa TakXe yKa-
3pIBA€T Ha TO, UTO OTYET/IMBEE BCErO0 HEOKAHTU-
aHcTBO DpaHKa SIBJIEHO «B IIPOCTpaHHOM 3cce “O
KpUTHUYECKOM wmean3Me”’, OIyOJIMKOBaHHOM B
1904 r. B xypHase “Mup Ooxuit”» (Tam xe, c. 63).
Kpome Toro, oHa cumrTaet, 4TO MMEHHO HEOKaHTU-
AHCTBO CTaJIO TOV HEOOXOIMMOVL CTyIIEHBIO B pas-
BUTUYM PUII0COPCKOV TTO3UIIUN PYCCKOTO MBICIIV-
TeJIsl, KOTOpasi IIOMOIJIa eMy IIpeorosieTb Ooilee
paHHMe MapKcucTcKue yBiledeHms: (LIpiraHkos,
O06omesny, 2019, c. 9; cm. Takke: Obosesny, 2017,
c. 3—11).

Ilo MeHbIIeVT Mepe [1Ba MOMEHTa, TIOJIHOCTBHIO
VIIEHTUYHBIX TI0 popMe, HO abCOIIOTHO pasiind-
HBIX 10 cOoflepKaHMIO, JAal0T HaM OCHOBaHUe [1JIs
cpaBHeHMs PpaHKa 1 HEMeIIKOro HeOKaHTMaH-
crBa. [IpexJie Bcero 3To BHMMaHMe Pycckoro du-
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perience of Christian theology and the Trinity dogma
as well as the profound thoughts of the Rev. Pavel
Florensky on this topic.

Keywords: Semyon Frank, Russian religious phi-
losophy, German Neo-Kantianism, Paul Natorp, Nich-
olas of Cusa, Pavel Florensky, number, time

Introduction

Interest in the problem of the influence of
Neo-Kantianism on the philosophical legacy of
Semyon Frank is prompted mainly by the fact
that Frank was one of the foremost Russian re-
ligious philosophers of the twentieth centu-
ry who belonged to the “all-unity” school of
Vladimir Solovyov. For their part the Marburg
and Baden schools of Neo-Kantianism were the
leading trends in the German and European
schools of philosophy and represented a new
stage in the development of Kant’s transcen-
dental idealism. It is true that there was a pe-
riod in the evolution of Frank’s views when he
was particularly attentive to German Neo-Kan-
tianism. Teresa Obolevich, a prominent Euro-
pean student of Frank, claims that in the early
twentieth century “Frank was a diligent pupil
of the Neo-Kantians” (Obolevich, 2014, p. 62).
She points out that Frank’s Neo-Kantianism
is most apparent “in his long essay ‘On Criti-
cal Idealism’, published in 1904 in the journal
‘Mir bozhiy" ['God’s World’]” (ibid., p. 63). She
also believes that Neo-Kantianism was a neces-
sary stepping-stone in the evolution of Frank’s
philosophy which helped him to overcome his
early enthusiasm for Marxism (Tsygankov and
Oboelevich, 2019, p. 9; see also Obolevich, 2017,
pp- 3-11).

At least two things, identical in form but to-
tally different in content, warrant a comparison
between Frank and German Neo-Kantianism.
Above all it is the shared interest of the Russian



jocodpa 1 ero HeMeIKMX KoJijler K TeOpuwu IIo-
3HaHM4, a TakKXe IPUCTaJIbHBIN MHTepec K u-
nocodpum Hukomas Kpebca (Kysanckoro). ITosto-
MY BO3HMKaeT HeOOXO[AVMOCTh B OoJlee TOUHOM 1
IIpeIMeTHOM OTBeTe Ha BOIIPOC, B KAKOM CMBICIIe
I MOXKHO JIV BOOOIIIe BeCTV peub O HeOKaHTVAaH-
CTBe PYCCKOTO MBICJIUTeJIs, IyCTh M Ha OIIpeje-
JIEHHOM — JIOCTaTOYHO KOPOTKOM — OTpe3Ke ero
TBOpYecKovt bvorpadum.

CucremMHOCTB p110c0PCKMX IOCTPOCHMUL

Crrenyer moguepkHyTh, uTo (DpaHK BbIIEIIA-
eTCs Cpely BCexX PYCCKMX PeJIMITO3HBIX PUIIOCO-
doB B IepByI0 O4eperlb CMpo20Cbio VI CUCTEMHO-
cThIO cBOMX vutocodpckmx KoHuernmmit. Hecrry-
yartto B. B. 3enpkoBckuit B cBoent «Vcropum pyc-
ckovt pustocodpmir» oTMedaeT: «OIbIT HOAJIVHHON
cuctembl Beceenyncerpa HaxonuM Met y C.J1. dpan-
Ka... <...> Ml nmeem B npowmsseneHnsax Opan-
Ka O4eHb CTPOVHYIO, IIPOAyMaHHYIO CHUCTEMY...»
(3enpkobckum, 2001, c. 801—802). A uyTh masee
nobasirsteT: «J Oe3 kosjebaHMA HOJDKeH cKasaThb,
4TO cynTaro crucreMy dpaHKa caMbIM 3HAYMTEIb-
HBIM U IJIyOOKMM, YTO MBI HaXOOVIM B PasBUTUM
pycckont cprstocodpmm» (Tam xe, c. 819).

B cosHaTerbHOM CJI€IOBaHWMM CUCTEMHOCTM CO
cropoHbl dDpaHKa HesIb3d He YBUIETb CXOICTBO C
TakuM e crpemsieHneM Bir. Cortobesa. IToaTomy
@®paHKa BIIOJIHE yMecTHO Ha3BaTbh (COJIOBbeBBIM
XX cronerns. V1 ecim CoroBbeB, paTys 3a LieIb-
HOe 3HaHWe, TJIaBHBIMI CBOVIMV ITPOTMBHMKAMM
BUIEJT TIO3UTUBUCTOB 1 oTuacTu KaHTa Kak ajierr-
TOB OTBJIEUEHHOI'o 3HaHMs, To y PpaHKa TaKMMU
VI IVICTIYECKMMVL «IIO3UTMBUCTAMI» CTAHOBSIT-
Csl HeMelK1e IIIKOJIbI HeOKaHTMaHCTBa.

Uexonst m3 omgHOro akra CUCTEeMHOCTU u-
nocodpun @paHKa He cJleyeT CYMUTaTh, YTO OH B
KaKOVI-TO MOMEHT CBO€eVI TBOpYeCKOu Ovorpadpmn
ObLI HEOKaHTVIAHIIEM 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, B IIOCIIe-
ZIyIOIIeM BBIHY>KIIeH ObUI IIpeoiosieBaTh CBOe He-
oKaHTMaHCTBO. KOHeUHO, Helb3d OTpuUIlaTh Ove-
BUIHOE pPacIojIoKeHVe PYCCKOrO MBICIIUTeNIS K
yueHnto KaHTa 1 HeMelK1X HeOKaHTVMaHIIeB, 0CO-
OeHHO B paHHWII IIEPVIO], CTAHOBJIEHW ero puIto-
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philosopher and his German colleagues in the
theory of cognition and the philosophy of Nich-
olas of Cusa. This prompts the need to take a
closer look at the question in what sense, if at
all, we can talk about Frank’s Neo-Kantianism,
even within a relatively short stretch of his cre-
ative biography.

Systemic Character
of Philosophical Thinking

It is important to stress that Frank stands out
among Russian religious philosophers on ac-
count of the rigour and systemic character of his
philosophical concepts. Vasily V. Zenkovsky
(1967, pp. 852-853) notes in in his History of
Russian Philosophy that “We find an attempt at a
genuine system of All-Unity?in S. L. Frank [...].
His works represent a well-constructed and
well-thought-out system [...].” Further on, he
adds, “I feel obliged to say without hesitation
that I consider Frank’s the most significant and
profound system in the history of Russian phi-
losophy [...]” (ibid., p. 871).

Frank’s commitment to systematicity makes
one think of a similar commitment of Vladimir
Solovyov, such that Frank can well be called a
twentieth-century Solovyov. While Solovyov,
in advocating holistic knowledge, saw his ene-
mies in Positivists and partly in Kant as adepts
of detached knowledge, for Frank such idealis-
tic “Positivists” were the German Neo-Kantian
schools.

It does not follow from the single fact that
Frank’s philosophy is systemic that at a cer-
tain point in his biography he was a Neo-Kant-
ian and, accordingly, later had to overcome
it. Of course, he was without a doubt favour-
ably disposed toward Kant’s teaching and

2 Corrected by Editor.
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codpum (1903—1908), korga oH ypesIsieT JoCTaTou-
HO IIPUCTaJIbHOE BHMMaHVEe TeOpeTUKO-TI03HaBa-
TeJIbHBIM TIOCTPOEHMSIM HeOKaHTMAHIIeB U IIOf-
IepXMBaeT MX CTpemyieHMe K (popMMpOBaHMIO
Hay4YHOV peasIbHOCTV IIOCPEICTBOM JIOTMYeCKMX
MHCTpyMeHTOB. Ho 371eck Xe criefiyeT ykasaTb U
Ha TO, UTO 3TWUYECKVE, SCTeTIYECKIe VI COLVaIb-
HO-TIOJIINTUYECKIE MIeV HEeMEIKMX HeOKaHTVaH-
1IeB> He BBI3BIBAJINI Y PyccKoro dmiocoda HUKa-
koro mHTepeca. [losTtomy Oosiee cripaBemyIBO B
JaHHOM CJIy4ae BeCTV peub He O HeOKaHTVMaHCTBe
@dpaHKa, a 0 3HAUNTEIILHOM BJIVISTHUV HEMEIIKOTO
HEOKaHTMAaHCTBA Ha CTaHOBJIeHVEe (PVII0COdCKON
MIO3UIINI PYCCKOTO MBICJINTEJIS B TIEPUO]] €0 yue-
HIYeCTBa, KOTOpOe IIOMOIJIO eMy YOeIUThCs B VC-
TUHHOCTV WIeaJIVICTUYeCKOV, a He MaTepuasiv-
CTVUECKOV (MapKCUCTCKOV) IIKOJIBI B (prstocopmm
(cm., Hamp.: Swoboda, 1995, p. 259, 270—271).

Eci1u1 >)xe TOBOPUTE He O pas3/IMUHBIX STaIlax CTa-
HoBJIeHMsE dprtocodpum PpaHKa 1 BIUSHUAX Ha
Hero B 3TW IePUOIbl PasIMIHbIX Prytocodckmx
IIIKOJI VI HaIIpaBJIeHN ], a O ero pryiocodcKovt KOH-
LIENIIIVIV KaK I1eJIOCTHOM y4eHUM, TO CJIeAyeT Ipu-
3HATh, UTO OHA IIPVHAIJIEXUT IPYyTOVI, HEXXeJIu He-
OKaHTMaHCTBO, TPAIUIIN 1 OOpallieHVe pycCKOro
MBICJIUTEIA K aHaJIN3y TeX VIV VHBIX yTBepXKie-
HUV OpeacTaBUTesIeV HEOKaHTUMAHCKMX IITKOJT 3a-
BEIOMO COIIPSDKEHO C KPUTWYECKVIM HAaCTPOeM U
HeCVICTEMHOCTBIO TaKOro aHam3a. PpaHK I101x0-
IOWUT K aHaJIN3y OTHEeIbHBIX aclleKTOB y4eHWs He-
MeIIKVIX HEOKaHTMAHIIEB C y>Ke TOTOBBIMU OIleH-
KaMM, 9YTO, KOHEUHO, ITpeBpalliaeT 3TOT IIPOLlecC B
MaJIO3HauvaIlMil MOMEHT ero MCCJIeIOBaHMIL. TeM
He MeHee TO, 9YTO 00e dprIocodpcKme KOHIIEIIINI
CUCTEMHBI M ONMPAIOTCS Ha TEOPUIO ITO3HaAHMS,
JlaeT HaM OCHOBaHVIE JIJIsI CPAaBHEHMSI.

Heckosibko orpy0sigst M cxeMaTusupys, 3THU
KOHIIEIIIY CJIeflyeT 0003HauMUTh KaK CyOCTaHIIN-
JIBHYIO U MeTapm3M4ecKyIo y PycCKOro ¢pomioco-

2B cBoelt cTaTbe S WCIOJIB3YIO Yy3KOe IIOHSTUS He-
MEIIKOTO HeOKaHTMAHCTBAa, KOTOpoe BKIIIOYaeT B ceds
drtocodckme KOHITENITNIM TOJIBKO IBYX OCHOBHBIX HeO-
KaHTMaHCKMX IIKoJI — MapOyprckovt n banmenckor, v mo-
3TOMYy He IIPMHMMAIO BO BHMMaHVIe BivsiHne Ha PpaHka
mment I'. Summertst vy A. Puos.
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Neo-Kantians, especially in the early stages of
his philosophical career (1903 —1908) when he
showed considerable interest in the theoreti-
cal-cognitive ideas of Neo-Kantians and sup-
ported their commitment to forming scientific
reality through logical instruments. But it has
to be said that he showed no interest in the
ethical, aesthetic and socio-political ideas of
German Neo-Kantians.> So we should rather
not be talking about Frank’s Neo-Kantianism,
but about a significant influence of German
Neo-Kantianism on the formation of Frank’s
philosophical position during his formative pe-
riod, which convinced him of the superior va-
lidity of the idealistic over the materialistic
(Marxist) philosophy (see, for example, Swobo-
da, 1995, pp. 259, 270-271).

If we leave aside the stages in the develop-
ment of Frank’s philosophy and the philosoph-
ical schools and currents that influenced him
during those periods and concentrate rath-
er on his philosophical conception as an in-
tegral doctrine it has to be admitted that it
belongs to a tradition other than Neo-Kantian-
ism. Furthermore, if Frank turns to the analy-
sis of certain tenets of the representatives of
Neo-Kantian schools, one can be sure that his
intent is critical and his analysis is unsystem-
atic. Frank approaches specific aspects of Ger-
man Neo-Kantianism with pat answers which,
of course, turns the process into an insignif-
icant aspect of his research. Even so, the fact
that both philosophical concepts are systemic
and are based on the theory of cognition gives
grounds for comparison.

Roughly, it can be said that Frank’s sys-
tem is substantial and metaphysical while

* In this article I use the concept of German Neo-Kan-
tianism in the narrow sense, i.e. the philosophical con-
cepts of the two main Neo-Kantian schools of Marburg
and the South-West, ignoring the influence on Frank of
Georg Simmel or Alois Riehl.



da n peAIMOHHYI0 U TPaHCIEeHAEHTAIBHYIO Y
HeoKaHTMaHIIeB. ITo OosIbIIoMy cuyeTy 1 HeOKaH-
THaHIIEl, ¥ PpaHK IPUHMMAaIIV BO BHUMaHMe KakK
IpeIMeTHOe ObITVe, TaK M XapaKTep OTHOIIeHWs
MeX/Iy IpefMeTaMi, HO PV 3TOM B CBOMX yue-
HUSIX JIeJIaJIvl pa3Hble aKIIeHTBI: eCIIN ISl PyCCKO-
IO MBICJIVTEJIS TPUOPUTETHBIM CTAHOBUTCS IIpesl-
MeTHOe ObITie, KOTOpOe JIeTePMUHMPYET Xapak-
Tep ero CBsi3V KaK BHYTPW, TaK ¥ BHe IIpeMeTa, U
IIO9TOMY 371eCh JIOMMHUPYeT CyOBeKT, ero BEIOOp
VL €er0 CBOEBOJIVIE, 1IeJIb KOTOPOro — AOCOIIIOT, TO
1711 HeOKAHTVAHIIEB IIPUOPUTET VIMeeT JesTellb-
HOCTb (IIO3HaBaTeIbHAs, KYJIBTypHasl), caM IIpo-
11ecC, KOTOPBIVI M IPUOOIIAeT V30IMPOBAHHOIO
cyObekTa K 1esiomy. VI ToJibko uepes mipmoOiiieHe
K IIeJIOMY, 110 MHEHMIO HeMeIKMX HeOKaHTVAaH-
11eB, 0cOOeHHO MapOyprcKoro Harpas/ieHMs, Mbl
B CJIeAyIOlleM BO3BpallleHUN K CyObeKTy wm3be-
XVIM CyOBeKTUBHOro cBoeBoivis. CrieioBaTesIbHO,
aKIIeHT HeMelIKIX HeOKaHTVaHIIeB Ha ITPoIleccy-
aJIBHOCTV, TIPVOPUTET MOMEHTAa OTHOIIIEHVIST MeX-
Iy IIpeIMeTaMU Ileper] CaMUMU IIpeaMeTaMy —
3TO He JIBVDKeHVe B IyPHYI0 OeCKOHeYHOCTh, HO
TOT MOHOJIYaJIICTUYeCKUII IIPOLIeCC UeJTHOUHOTO
IBVDKEHMSI MeXIly CyOBbeKTOM ¥ KYJIBTYpPOWl, Ife
JINIIB KYJIBTYpa o0s1ajiaeT MHCTPYMEeHTOM MOHM3-
Ma, oObeIHeHNs, a JeJIoBeK IIpuodpeTaeT 3TOT
VMHCTPYMEHT, TOJIBKO ITpro0IIasch K KyJIbType, He
pacTBOpsisCh B HeVl OKOHYaTeJIbHO.

Taxum 0Opa3om, MBI MOXeM yKa3aThb Ha Xapak-
Tep OIIpeHesIeHHOIO CXOACTBA B METOHOJIOrYe-
CKMX TIOIXOHaX PYCCKOro ¢procoda v HeMeITKIX
HEOKAHTMAHIIEB — 3TO TaK Has3bIBaeMoe BUTAHVEe
HaJl MHOXX€CTBEHHOCTBIO, a VIMEHHO IIOVICK TOTO
€IIVIHCTBA, KOTOPO€e CTPEMUTCS He PaCTBOPUTD VH-
IOVBUIIyaJIbHOE BO MHOXXECTBEHHOM, HO U He pe-
OyIIMPOBAaTh MHOXECTBEHHOE K MOHOJIOTTYHOMY
€IIVIHOMY.

Y ®panka akneHT B MO3HaHWUM IEPEeHOCUTCS
C TIpo0JIeMBI TOCTOBEPHOCTM WM WICTMHHOCTM Ha
mpobrieMy enyHCTBa oObeKTa 1 CyOBeKTa, KOTO-
poe atipropu 1 obecriedrBaeT pe3ysIbTaTy O3Ha-
HVISI, TO €CTh 3HaHWIO, VICKOMBIE JIOCTOBEPHOCTH T
VICTVHHOCTB. BoJiee TOro, MMeHHO 3TO €HVHCTBO
U MOXeT rapaHTMPOBaTh 3HAHUIO €ro VICKOMBIe
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the Neo-Kantian one is relational and tran-
scendental. At the end of the day both the
Neo-Kantians and Frank took into account
both objective being and the character of re-
lations between objects, but they placed the
accents differently: while Frank focuses on
objective being which determines the charac-
ter of its links inside and outside the object, so
that the subject, his/her choice and volition —
whose aim is the Absolute — dominates, the
Neo-Kantians give priority to activity (cogni-
tive, cultural) and to the actual process, which
makes an isolated subject part of a whole. It is
only by becoming part of a whole, the German
(especially Marburg) Neo-Kantians argue, that
we can avoid subjective wilfulness when we
revisit the subject. Consequently, the empha-
sis of the German Neo-Kantians on the process,
the priority of the relationship between objects
as distinct from the objects themselves is not
a movement toward inchoate infinity, but the
mono-dualistic process of shuttling between
the subject and culture where only culture pos-
sesses the instrument of monism, unification,
while the human being obtains this instrument
only by becoming part of culture though not
becoming totally dissolved in it.

Thus, we can point to a certain similarity be-
tween the methodological approaches of Frank
and the German Neo-Kantians, a hovering over
multiplicity, i.e. the search for a kind of unity
that does not seek to dissolve the individual in
the multiple, nor does it seek to reduce the mul-
tiple to monologic unity.

Frank shifts the accent in cognition from
the problem of authenticity and veracity to the
problem of the unity between object and subject
which a priori ensures the authenticity and ve-
racity of the result of cognition, i.e. knowledge.
Moreover, this unity alone can guarantee the
desired characteristics of knowledge. The unity,
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XapaKTePUCTUKN. A 3TO €IMHCTBO, B CBOIO Oue-
peny, TpedyeT, YTOOBI M 3HaHME OBIJIO abCOIIOT-
HBIM 1 Oe3rpaHMYHBIM, TO €CTh He OrpaHNYVBa-
JIOCH JIVIIIEL OOJIaCThIO TIO3HAHHOI'O, HO BKJIIOYAJIO
B ce0s1 11 00JIacTh elrle He TIO3HAHHOTO (ITOCTVIXKMI-
MOTI0) ¥ HUKOITIa He TIOCTVDKMMOro. CoOCTBEHHO,
o0cy>kIeHe BOIIpoca O Oe3r paHMYHOCTYI 3HAHWS,
TO €CTh HEeBO3MOXKHOCTY J1JII 3HAHWS YCTAaHOBUTD
T'PaHMIIBI PALVIOHATIBHOCTYI, HEOOXOIVIMO PyCCKO-
My dwtocody 11714 yTBep>KIeHMs KaK pa3 Hellpeo-
JIOJIVIMOVI €70 OTPaHWYEeHHOCTV, TIOCKOJIBKY B HEM
BCerjia OCTaHeTCsI HelIOCTVKMMOCTE bora.

He Tak 511 m y HeOKaHTWMAHIIEB, IIPEXIe BCe-
ro MapOypxiies? Eie He Io3HaHHOe BBICTYyIIa-
€T y HuX TeM X, TOV 3arajikovi, KOTopasl B [I03Ha-
HUV CTAHOBUTCS VIMITYJIBCOM K CAMOMY ITPOLIeCCY
niosHaHMs. He Oynp ee, cyliecTBoBaHMe yesioBeKa
ro3HaHMs Obl 11 He TpeOosasio. I ecsiv oHM TOBO-
PAT 0 OeCKOHEYHOCTM IIpoliecca TIO3HAHVIS, TO He
CBUJIETEIIBCTBYET JIM 5TO VI O TOM, YTO HEIOCTU-
JKVIMOe a0COJTIOTHO ¥ HMKOITIa He OyzeT o KOHIIA
pasragaHo?

Mertadmsmaecknin ~ xapakrep — dvtocodpum
@®paHKa pacKpbIBaeTcs B OHTOJIOITYECKOM JIOKa-
3aTesIbcTBe ObITNSA bora®, mpmobperaromem y pyc-
CKOTO MBICJIATEIS 3HAYEHVe YHVIBEPCAIIBHOIO OH-
TOJIOTMYECKOI'O JI0Ka3aTe/IbcTBa HeoOXOMMMOCTI
cylecTBoBaHMs AOCOIIIOTa, WCTMHA KOTOPOTO
CBEPX3MITMPUYHA 1 CBepXpPallIOHAJIbHA, & [IOTOMY
OHA HMKaK He IOCTUraeMa HY B HallleM IIOBCell-
HEBHOM OIIbITe, HV B HAIIIVIX JIOTVYECKVX IIOCTPO-
€HISIX, HO B TO JKe BpeMsl HeOOXOIMMO JleTepMU-
HVPYeT ¥ OIIBIT, U JIOTVKY. V1 ecyi MBI cripocmm,
4TO OOYCIIOB/IVIBAET WIIV POXKIAET 3Ty IOCTIeTHIO0
HeOOXOIVIMOCTB, IIOCKOJIBKY OHa He dpaKTudecKasi,
He JIOTMYecKasl, He KaTeropmdeckas, He arloIyK-
TU49ecKas, To oTBeT PpaHK JaeT OITSITh JKe pariy-
OHAJIPHO-JIOTMYeCKM IIyCTOV: 3TO — IIepBUYHAas,
v abcormtoTHass HeobxoayMocTe. Tlo cytu ferna,
3/1eCh MBI IM€eM ITpYIMep TeTeposIory HeOKaHT V-
aHCTBa, KOTOPYIO IIPMHAJIJIEXaBIIVe K 9TOMy Ha-
HpaBJIeHNIO0 (PYIIOCOdBI pasBUBaIV B IIPOTMBOBEC

® CpaBHUTEJIBHBIN aHA/IN3 BceX TeKcToB PpaHKa, B KOTO-
PBIX IIPEeIICTaBIeHO ero OHTOJIOIMYecKoe J0Ka3aTeIbCTBO,
ocy1ecTsIIeH B crathbe: (Obosesmy, Lipirankos, 2017).
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in turn, demands that knowledge be absolute
and infinite, i.e. is not confined to the realm of
what is known, but includes the area of what is
not yet known (fathomed) and what can never
be fathomed. In effect, Frank needs to discuss
the question of limitless knowledge, i.e. the im-
possibility for knowledge to set the boundaries
of rationality in order to affirm its insurmount-
able limitation since God will always remain
inscrutable.

Is this not also the case with the Neo-Kant-
ians? What is yet to be known for them is X,
the riddle which in cognition is an impulse for
the process of cognition. Without it, human
existence would not require cognition. If they
say that the process of cognition is infinite,
does it not attest to the fact that the unfath-
omable is absolute and will never be solved to
the end?

The metaphysical character of Frank’s phi-
losophy is revealed in the ontological proof
of God’s existence,* which with him becomes
a universal ontological proof of the necessi-
ty of the existence of the Absolute, the truth
of which is supra-empirical and supra-ratio-
nal, so that it is unfathomable in our day-to-
day experience and logical schemes, but at the
same time determines both experience and log-
ic. If we ask what conditions or gives rise to
this necessity because it is neither factual nor
logical, nor categorical, nor apodictic, Frank’s
answer is again rationally and logically emp-
ty: it is primary, or absolute necessity. Indeed,
we have here an example of the heterology of
Neo-Kantianism which it developed as a coun-
terweight to Hegelian dialectics. Thomas Aqui-
nas bases his proof on the principle that God
is the limit of infinity, embracing as He does

* For a comparative analysis of all Frank’s texts in which
his ontological proof is presented see Obolevich and
Tsygankov (2017, pp. 99-115).



rerejieBCKOV uajieKTuke. Ecim mokasarenbcTBa
@®oMbl AKBMHCKOI'O CTPOSATCS Ha IIPUHLINIIE yCTa-
HOBJIEHISI IIpefiela OeckoHeuHOMY B Jmile bora,
KOTOPBINI 00beMIeT OeCKOHEUHBINT psfl M B Hava-
jle B Ka4ecTBe IIepBOIPUYIMHBI OECKOHEeYHOV CMe-
HbI IPUYMH W CJIE[CTBUV, VI B KOHIIe B KauecTBe
BBICIIIEV! 11es1, TO PpaHK CTpeMUTCs yCTaHOBUTD
IIPUHIIUII CaMOro IIpollecca TaKOro OecKOHeYHO-
rO PasBUTH, IIPUUYEM B OT/IMYME OT rerejleBCKON
IVaJIeKTVKY OMHApHOTO CHATUS PYCCKU MBICIIV-
TeJIb 3a/leVICTBYeT TO TpeTbe eIVMHCTBO, KOTOpoe
He CHMMaeT IIpeJIIecTBYIOITyI0 OMHApHOCTD, HO
ee obOyciopimBaeT. OgHAKO cilelyeT Takxke ITOf-
YepKHYTh, 4TO PpaHK MbITA€TCS YTBEPANUTD eIVH-
CTBO OHTOJIOI'MYECKOr0 ¥ THOCEOJIONMUYECKOro Kak
OnHapHOro. Takoe eVHCTBO He CHMMAET OIIIIO3U-
L0 OHTOJIOIMYECKOrO ¥ THOCEOJIOIMYECKOro, TEM
Oorlee He pemyIVIpyeT OIHO K JPYyTroMy, HO BBIXO-
IINAT 3a MIX paMKM B 0071acTh MeTapM3MKI, UTO yKe
OTHO3HAYHO MOXeT OBbITh OIlpeJiesieHO Kak ITpefl-
MeT Bepbl, a He XM3HEHHOr'O OITbITa WJIN JIOTMYe-
CKUX PacCy>KIeHWUVAL. Vka3biBasg Ha POOCTBO TAaKOM
drtocodckort MeTadpU3MKIL 1 PEJTUTIO3HOV Bepbl,
durocod oTMmedaeT: «ABCOIIOTHOE, MHTYUTUBHO,
BHYTPEHHVM OIIBITOM IIOCTUTaeMoe OBITie, Kak
€IVIHCTBO OBITVIS VI 3HAHVISI, — DTO IIOHSITVIE, JIeXKa-
I1ee B OCHOBE OHTOJIOIMUYECKOro JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBA,
COBIIAZIAET C TOVI TAaMHCTBEHHOV CE€PILIEBVTHON ObI-
TV, KOTOpas pacKpbIBaeTcs B XKVMBOM JIMYHOM pe-
JINTVIO3HOM OIIBITE, KaK bor» (Ppank, 1972, c. 142).

HeokaHTMaHITEI CcTpeMATCS TakKXe B JIOTU-
Ke CTaHOBJIEHWS YWTHU OT rereleBCKOro IIpuHIIN-
IIa OTPULIAHMS, IIPUBOISIIETO K eIVHCTBY 4epes3
IIPVHLINIT CHATWS, VIV IIPeoioieHns], OrHapHO-
ct. 'eresib 3aKJ1azibIBaeT IIpolieccyabHOCTh B Ha-
yajle, HO BbIHY)X/IeH OCTaHOBUTD ee B KOHIIEe B BuJIe
abcormroTHOM MpIen, 1abbl 13bexaTh 1ypHOM Oec-
KOHEYHOCTVI, He VIMEIOITIeVI IeTePMIHAHT HY B Ha-
Jajle, HM B KOHIle. HeokaHTMaHIIbI IIOHBITAIVICE
HepeBepHyTh IVpaMUly AVaIeKTUUYecKoV JIOrv-
Ku1 [eress, OTKpeIB B OECKOHEYHOCTH MOMEHT 3a-
BepIIeHsI, HO yOpaB MOMeHT IypHOV OecKoHeu-
HOCTM 4epe3 ollpefiesieHe IiepBoHavasia 3To JIo-
T'VIKVI VI OJTHOBPEeMEeHHO JOOMBIIVICh HeMeTadp3n-
YecKoro xapakTepa 3TOro IeppoHauasa. To ecTs,
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an infinite series, in the beginning as the pri-
mary cause of the infinite succession of caus-
es and effects and at the end as the supreme
goal. Frank, by contrast, tries to establish the
principle of the process of infinite develop-
ment, of setting the limit to the infinite devel-
opment and, unlike the Hegelian dialectics of
binary sublation, Frank brings in a third unity
which does not sublate but conditions the pre-
vious binarism. Such unity does not remove
the opposition of the ontological and epistemo-
logical, still less reduces one to the other, but
goes beyond their framework into the realm of
metaphysics, which can safely be defined as a
matter of faith and not life experience or logical
reasoning. Pointing to the similarity between
such philosophical metaphysics and religious
faith Frank (1972, p. 142) writes: “The abso-
lute being fathomed intuitively, through inner
experience as the unity of being and knowl-
edge, is a concept that underpins the ontolog-
ical proof and coincides with the mysterious
core of being which is revealed as God in actu-
al personal religious experience.”
Neo-Kantians also seek, in the logic of be-
coming, to depart from the Hegelian principle
of negation which leads to unity through the
principle of sublation or overcoming of bina-
rism. Hegel places processuality at the begin-
ning but is forced to bring it to a conclusion in
the end in the shape of the absolute idea in or-
der to avoid inchoate infinity, which has no de-
terminants either at the beginning or the end.
The Neo-Kantians tried to overturn the pyra-
mid of Hegel’s dialectical logic, opening the
end into infinity but removing the moment of
inchoate infinity through a definition of the ori-
gin of this logic and simultaneously achieving a
non-metaphysical character of this origin. In ef-
fect, they put the single principle at its founda-
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IIO CYTW, OHV IIOJIOKWIV B €e OCHOBaHUe eV HOe
HayaJlo, HO He MOHWCTIYecKoe, a OMHapHoe, J1Bye-
IaMHOe, 00ecrIeuB HEIIPOTUBOPEUNBOE €IVIHCTBO
OHTOJIOTMTYEeCKOTO ¥ THOCEOJIOT TYeCKOTrO.

X. KpariHeH oTmedaeT, 4TO IlepBOHAYasIO Y
I'enpuxa Pukkepra

BBbIKa3bIBaeT cebsl Kak yCTpOeHHOe reTepoTeTid-
Ho. CoIylacHO reTepOoTeTYHOMY PVHIINITY, MU-
HVIMYM JIOTVYeCKOVI ITPeIMeTHOCTV COCTOUT M3
MomeHToB Opnoro n pyroro. JIro6oe mebminie-
Hye ecTb oTHeceHue Opnoro x [Ipyromy, ymoboe
ITIOMBICJIEHHOe eCTh OTHoOIIleHue. Yucras rerepo-
TeHHOCTb KOHCTUTYVPYeT MBbIIUIeHe YMCTO KaK
otHomreHne. Cdepa 4MCTOV reTepOreHHOCTH JI0-
TVYecKy HpeIIecTByeT cdepe OIrpesiesisioero
MBIIIUIeHNs, KoTopasi y Pukkepra ectb cdepa
cyxnenns (Krijnen, 2022, S. 102; cp.: Kparzes,
2020, c. 55—56)*.

He coryaceH ¢ TakuM orrpeyiesieHvieM XapakTe-
pa cyxnenns Pukkepra Iepman KoreH, KoTophbii
IiojlaraeT, UTO TeTepPOreHHOCTh He IIpe/lIIecTByeT,
HO COCTaBJIseT CYIIeCTBO camoro cyxneHms. Ko-
T'eH I10JIaraeT, YTO CMHTe3, OCYIIeCTBIIAeMbIV B CY-
JKIeHUM, eCTh AVasleKTUYecKuil Ipoliecc, coxpa-
HSIOMNI B cebe Kak oObeMHeHNe, TaK 1 pasbe-
nvHeHre. OH yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, YTO «CUHTe3 BCe
JKe He gBJIsIeTCs TOJIBKO oIlepaliyeri ¢ TaK Ha3blBa-
eMBbIM 00bIYHO efHCTBOM. C1HTe3 e/IMHCTBa ecTh
CTOJIb Xe pasbeViHeHe, CKOJIb Y O0beHeHVe»
(Cohen, 1922, S. 61).

HocTturaemoe B mpoliecce IPOM3BOICTBA CY-
KAeHusl ednHCTBO KoreH cymraeT He MOHOJIOIM-
YeCcKMM, HO e[IMHCTBOM, COXPaHSIOIIM V1 MHOXe-
CTBeHHOCTb. TakymM oOpa3oM, He TOJIIBKO caM IIpo-

* Poccnmickuit dpwtocod C. V1. I'eccer obo3HauaeT mpuH-
LIUIT TeTepOoJIOTMM, IIpelylaraeMbIil B ITO3IHMX paboTax
ero yumressi Pukkepra, «Kak IIOMBITKY CMHTe3a pasyMa
Y VIHTYWULMY, MOHWM3MA ¥ IUIOPAIN3Ma, PalliOHAJIN3-
Ma ¥ MpparyoHaIM3Ma» 1 Ho0aBIIIeT, YTO «eCiIn CyIlle-
cTBO “rereposiornm” BUJIETh B TOM, YTO IIPOTMBOOOPCTBO
IBYX Ha4aJl OHa IIpeBpalliaeT B €IVIHCTBO IByX MOMEHTOB
¥ 9TO 1715 Hee “OfIHO” II0CTUTaeT M coXpaHseT cedsl Kak
TO >Ke caMoe JIMIITb Yepe3 OOHapy keHMe B HeM “Ipyroro”,
TO MOXKHO CKasaTbh, YTO B HeVl B CYIIHOCTV OOHOBIISETCS
BEYHBIVT MOTVB (PMIIOCOCKOVI MBICIIV, MOTWB IIMaJIeKTH-
kn...» (Feccen, 1995, c. 21).

tion, but it is not monistic but binary to ensure
a non-contradictory unity of the ontological
and the epistemological.

Christian Krijnen (2022, p. 102) writes that
with Heinrich Rickert

[t]he origin manifests itself as heterothetically
structured. According to the heterothetic prin-
ciple’ the minimum of logical objectness is One
and Other. All thinking is a relating of the One
to the Other, anything thought is a relation.
Pure heterogeneity constitutes thinking purely
as a relationship. The sphere of pure heteroge-
neity logically precedes the sphere of determin-
ing thinking which for Rickert is the sphere of
judgment.®

This definition of the character of judgment
by Rickert is challenged by Herman Cohen who
believes that heterogeneity does not precede
but constitutes the essence of a judgment. Co-
hen considers the synthesis effected in a judg-
ment to be a dialectical process which preserves
both unification and separation. He points out
that “synthesis, after all, is not only the opera-
tion with what is usually called unity. Synthesis
of unity is as much a disjoining as it is a join-
ing”” (Cohen, 1922, p. 61).

® The Russian philosopher Sergey Hessen (1995, p. 21)
describes the principle of heterology proposed in the
later works of his teacher, Rickert, as “an attempt to syn-
thesise reason and intuition, monism and pluralism, ra-
tionalism and irrationalism”, adding that “if the essence
of ‘heterology’ is that it turns the struggle of two princi-
ples into the unity of two moments, and that “one” fath-
oms and preserves itself as the same thing only through
discovering ‘the other’, it can be said that it essentially
renews the eternal motive of philosophical thought, the
motive of dialectics [...].”

¢ “Der Ursprung erweist sich als heterothetisch verfasst. Ge-
mdfS dem heterothetischen Prinzip besteht das Minimum lo-
gischer Gegenstindlichkeit aus den Momenten des Einen und
des Anderen. Alles Denken ist ein Beziehen des Einen auf das
Andere, alles Gedachte eine Beziehung. Die reine Heteroge-
nitit konstituiert das Denken rein als Beziehung. Die Sphire
reiner Heterogenitit geht der Sphdre des bestimmenden Den-
kens, die bei Rickert die Sphiire des Urteils ist, logisch voran.”
7“[...] doch ist die Synthesis nicht nur die Operation mit der
gewohnlich so genannten Einheit. Die Synthesis der Einheit
ist ebenso Sonderung, wie Vereinigung.”
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11ecc 00pa3oBaHM CyXKIIeHNs, HO U Pe3yJIbTarT ero,
cortacHo Koreny, ocraeTcs HesaBeplIeHHBIM U
HeoKOHYaTeIbHBbIM. OH 3asBIIseT:

B pycite o6ocobrieHMs MBI ymMaeM VIMEHHO
00 akme, KOTOPBIVI COBEpPIIIAETCS M IIOCKOJIBKY
OH coBepiiaercs. Vl Tak e B pycie oObenvHe-
HsL. VI T03TOMY OTHOCUTEITBHO COmePIKaHMS aKT
cumraercs cobepuientbim. COTIIACHO 3TOMY MBI U
IojylaraeM COOTBETCTBYIOIIE COAEeP>KaHMS 3a-
BepIIleHHbIMI. B aTOM 3aKkmodyeHa ormmbka. Obe
IeATeIbHOCTY, KaK VM VX COAepKaHVs, HeJIb3s
HPVBECTU K CTAOVUIBHOMY COCTOSIHVIO B OJHOM
JIIITE HACTOSIIEM, HO MOXKHO VICXOIS M3 aKTy-
QJIPHOTO HACTOSIIIEr0 YCTAHOBUTH OTHOIIIEHVIE B
Oyny1ee, k Oyayiemy. OObeiHeHe He cilemy-
€T MBICJIUTD B KadecTBe COOBITMS, Ube COBepIIe-
HMe 3aKOHYIWIOCH; HO B KauecTBe 340441l 11 B Kaue-
cTBe Measta 3afgaunt... (Ibid., S. 64).

Takum oOpasom, [Isi HeOKaHTMAHIEB Oec-
CMBICJIEHHO BECTV pedb O HeIllO3HaBaeMOM CaMOM
1o ce0e, ITOCKOJIBKY TaM IIpeKpalllaeTcsi BCSIKOe
IBVDKEHVIE MBICJIVI VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OTKPBIBa-
eTCs MPOCTOP I CYOBEKTMBHBIX CIIEKYIISIIVA,
4yeM, IT0 MHEHVIO HeMEeIIK/X HeOKaHTMaHIIEB, 0CO-
OerHO Tpemiar drIocOdPCKMe IOCTPOEeHMs, KO-
TOpPBbIE TIOMEIIA0T B CBO€ OCHOBaHVE VIHTYT/IL[T/IIO,
HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHO YCMaTPUBAIOIIYIO LIeJIOCTHBIV
XapakTep IepBoHavajia MbICi°. HeokaHTMaHITbI
JKe TI0JIaTaloT, YTO O Hello3HAaBaeMOM KaK O I1eJIOM
VIMeeT CMBICII BECTV pedb TOJIBKO Kak 00 X, BBI30Be
171 pa3yMa, BOIIpoce.

duocodpmst Hukomnas Kysasckoro

Broporn MoMeHT, KOTOPBIVI ¢ OUeBUTHOCTBIO MO-
XeT 3apMKCIPOBaTh CXOLCTBO B IIO3UIIVISAX PYCCKO-
ro MBICJIUTEJISI VI HeMelKVX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB, —
3TO ocoboe BHMMaHMe K dutocodpun Hukonas

° B gactHocTH, PukkepT nomuepkmsaeT: «bopsba ¢ or-
BJICUEHHBIMM TIOCTPOEHMSMM BO MMsl MHTYMLIMM OCHO-
BBIBA€TCS Ha MTHOPMPOBAHWMY MCTVHHBIX IIeJIeVT BCSIKOTO
nosHaHMA. IToHATHS CTOIIBb JKe HeoOXOIMMBI 1151 oOpeTe-
HVSI HOBBIX CO3ePIIaHNT, CKOJTh HEOOXOIMMBI CO3epIIaHs
IJISL TOTO, YTOOBI JIOIMYeCKOoe MBIIIUIEHNE IBUTaIoch BIle-
pen» (Puxkeprt, 1925, c. 113).
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Cohen argues that the unity achieved in the
process of producing a judgment is not mono-
logical, but one that preserves plurality. Thus,
according to Cohen, not only the process of
forming a judgment, but its result remains in-

complete and not final. He writes:

In the process of othering we think precisely
about an act which is performed and insofar
as it is being performed. The same is true of
the process of unification. Therefore in terms
of content the act is deemed to be completed.
Accordingly, we consider the corresponding
contents to be completed. Herein lies the
mistake. Neither activity, like their contents,
can be brought to a stable state in the present
but, proceeding from the existing present,
they must be placed in the future, placed in
a relationship with the future. Unification
should not be thought as an event completed;
but as a fask and as an ideal of the task [...]?
(ibid., p. 64).

So, it makes no sense for Neo-Kantians to
discuss the unknowable in itself because here
all movement of thought ceases and, accord-
ingly, space is opened up for subjective spec-
ulations which, in the opinion of the German
Neo-Kantians, is a particular sin of philosoph-
ical constructs based on intuition, which direct-

ly captures the holistic character of the origin

8 “Wir denken ndmlich bei der Richtung der Sonderung an
den Akt, der und sofern er sich vollzieht. Und ebenso bei der
Vereinigung. Und riicksichtlich des Inhalts gilt daher der
Akt als vollzogen. Demgemifs auch denken wir die entspre-
chenden Inhalte als abgeschlossene. Hierin liegt der Fehler.
Beide Titigkeiten und ebenso ihre Inhalte sind nicht in einer
Gegenwart zu stabilieren, sondern aus der aktuellen Gegen-
wart in die Zukunft, zur Zukunft in Beziehung zu setzen.
Die Vereinigung ist nicht als ein Ereignis zu denken, des-
sen Vollzug zum Abschluss gekommen wire; sondern als eine
Aufgabe, und als das Ideal einer Aufgabe [...].”
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Kysanckoro. Hanpumep, 1o maeHmio KoreHa, 611a-
rogaps Tomy, uyTo KysaHerl mepBbIM Cpeny I0371-
HepeHeCCaHCHBIX MBICIIUTeSIeVl «BHOBb HaXOOWT
apuaJHOBY HUTb Hay4HOV dpmtocodmin», OH CTa-
HOBWTCS «He TOJIBKO TIePBBIM BEIVMKMM HEMEITKVIM
dwtocodoM, HO 11 OCHOBaTejIeM HeMeLKo prJIo-
codpum» (Cohen, 1922, S. 32). Beuzy ocodoro wmcciie-
JIOBaTEJILCKOTO MHTEepeca JIPyroro peacTaBuTeIs
MapOy prckoro HeokaHTHAaHCTBa, DpHcTa Kaccupe-
pa, K IepexomgHbIM IleproIaM B MHTEIIIeKTyalb-
HOV vicTopuy EBpoITBI BOBCe He CITy4arHO, UTO OH
onperiesiter KysaHIla «kak ITepBOrO MBICJIMTEIIS
Hosoro Bpemenm» (Kaccupep, 2000, c. 17).

INomuepkmBas 3aciTyTu (Te Xe, 9TO OTMEYaroT 1
HeMellKMe HeoKaHTMaHIIbI) Huxomnas KysaHcko-
ro, KOTOPBIN CyMesl OOBeIVIHUTD «IyXOBHBIE I10-
cTvokeHMs AHTHMYHOCTM 1 CpeHeBeKOBbsl C OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKHBIMM 3aMbIciiamMu Hosoro Bpemenm»
(@pank, 1990, c. 184), ®pank BooO11ie cunTaeT pu-
socodmio KysaHI1a eHCTBEHHO OKa3aBIIIer pe-
IIarolee BIMSHME Ha ero COOCTBEHHYIO ulo-
codpekyro nosuiyio. OH 3asBiIsgeT B OTHOIIEHUN
HEMEITKOTO MBICJTUTEIIST: «[1J1si MeHsI OH B HEKOTO-
pOoM CMBIC/IE €CTh MOVI €OVHCTBEHHBIV y4YMTesIb
drmocodpr» (Tam xe)°.

Onnako B obparmmennn x dnmocodprn Huxo-
nasg KysaHckoro, Tak ke Kak ¥ B OCHOBaHMSX IO-
CTpoeHMs CBOMX PrI0COPCKIX CUCTEM, Y PYCCKO-
ro dusocoda M HeMEIKMX HeOKAaHTMAHIIEB MBI
BUIVMM Cepbe3Hble pa3iMdusd B akleHTax: ecyin
niig @paHka yueHne KysaHIia ecTs yHMBepcab-
HBIV 0Opasel] IPYMIPEHMs TeoJIormYecKmx, du-
JI0COPCKVIX Y MaTeMaTNIeCKMX CMMBOJIOB M ITOMI-
XOZIOB [ YTBEPXKIEeHMs IIpyMaTa abCOTIOTHOTO
ObITVsL, TO MapOyprckme pumocodsl IIpearnodn-
TaIOT IOIUepPKIBaTh IIIyOOKOe, HO BCe-TaKM Orpa-
HIYeHHOe BJIVIIHVIe CBOeTO ITpellllecTBeHHIKa Ha
0CBOOOXKIAIOMIYIOCS OT JIOMVHAHTBI PeIUTUN U,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIPMOOpPeTAIONIYIO Bce OOJIBIITYIO
CaMOCTOSITeJIHOCTD ¥ He3aBUCVIMOCTb Hay YHYIO 1
P1IT0cOPCKY IO MBICIIB.

¢ ITompoOHBIVI aHAMIV3 BCeX acIleKToB oOpameHs DpaHka
K dpwtocodpckmm maesim KysaHila Ha IIpOTSDKEHWMN BCETO
TBOpYecTBa pycckoro dpuiocoda cm.: (Dien, 2005).
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of thought.” Neo-Kantians, by contrast, believe
that the unknowable as a whole can only mean-
ingfully be discussed as X, a challenge for the
reason, a question.

The Philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa

The second fact that definitely points to the
similarity of the positions of Frank and the Ger-
man Neo-Kantians is their particular attention
to the philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa. For ex-
ample, in Cohen’s opinion, because Nicholas of
Cusa was the first late Renaissance thinker “to
recapture the Ariadne thread of scientific phi-
losophy”!® he became “not only the first great
German philosopher, but the founder of Ger-
man philosophy”!* (Cohen, 1922, p. 32). It is no
accident that Ernst Cassirer, another represent-
ative of Marburg Neo-Kantianism who had a
special interest in the intellectual history of Eu-
rope, considered Nicholas of Cusa to be “the
first modern thinker” (Cassirer, 2010, p. 10).

Frank, like the German Neo-Kantians, gave
credit to Nicholas of Cusa for combining “the
spiritual achievements of antiquity and the
Middle Ages with the fundamental problems
of modern times” (Frank, 1983, p. XI), and con-
sidered his philosophy to be the only decisive
influence on his own philosophical views. He
wrote: “In a certain sense he is my only teacher
of philosophy” (ibid.)."

? Rickert (1924, pp. 238-239), for example, stresses: “The
struggle against conceptual constructs in the name of
intuition misconceives the true goals of any cognition.
Concepts are as necessary for obtaining new intuitions
as intuitions are necessary for conceptual thinking to
move forward” (cf. “Der Kampf gegen die begriffliche Kon-
struktion zugunsten der Intuition beruht auf einem Mifs-
verstindnis der Ziele der Erkenntnis. Man braucht ebenso
Begriffe, um neue Anschauungen zu finden, wie man An-
schauungen braucht, um im begrifflichen Denken vorwdrts
zu kommen”).

10.“T...] findet den Ariadnefaden der wissenschaftlicher Philo-
sophie wieder auf [...].”

1 #1...] nicht nur zum ersten deutschen grofien Philosophen,
sondern zum Begriinder der deutschen Philosophie.”

2 For a detailed analysis of all aspects of Frank’s use of
the philosophical ideas of Nicholas of Cusa throughout
his philosophical career see Ehlen (2009, pp. 301-320).



@paHK JlejlaeT aKIeHT Ha TeX orpaHMYeHMaX
JIJI PallVIOHAJILHOCTM, KOTOPbIe BBISBIIAIOTCA B
nosuinm Kysanma no docta ignorantia. CoryacHo
®panky 1 Hukosaro KysaHckoMy, parioHaibHOe
II03HaHVe OKa3bIBaeTCs BTOPWMYHOWM, ITO[ICOOHO
dopmoit mo3HaHMS, HEOOXOAMMOVI TOJIBKO I
TOTr0, YTOOBI IOATOTOBUTH Hallle CO3HaHMe K 0CO-
O6omy akTy HocTvokeHVs ADCOIIIOTa yepes IIpeorio-
JIeHVe BCceX IMIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTEN, K IIepexo1y Ha
«TpaHCpallIOHaJIbHYI0» Mo3uINIo. VIMeHHO onu-
pasch Ha yrBepxneHns Kysaniia, pycckunt dpurio-
cod yKasblBaeT Ha €AVMHCTBEHHYIO BO3MOXXHOCTb
IO3HATh IIPOTMBOPEUNBYIO pealbHOCTh KaK eIy-
HYIO: TOJIBKO IIyTeM IIpeoiojieHusl pas3apoliieH-
HOCTV B CaMOM pallViOHaJIbHOM O3HaHMM, TOJIIBKO
ITyTeM BO3BBIIIIEHVIS HAJl HVIM .

18 HeMelKMX HeOKaHTHMaHIIeB, OCOOeHHO
111 MapOy p>K1ieB, HA0OOPOT, MCHOIb30BaHVe Ma-
TeMaTUYeCcKMX CYMBOJIOB IIPW IIOCTaHOBKe TeOoJIo-
IMYecKnx MmpobsieM 1 B AVCKYCCUSIX TI0 TeoJIOr M-
YecKMM BOIIpOcaM M MX yOemuTeIbHOCTh — CBU-
JIeTeJIbCTBO YKpeIUIeHMs pallVIOHaIVICTUYeCKIX
MO3VILINIL IO TAaKOW CTeleH), YTO pallyiOHa/IbHAas
MBICJIb He ITPOCTO 3alllMIIaeTCsl OT MBIC/IV Bepy-
IOIIeVl VI MppallVIOHaILHOV VJIV ITPOCUT O PaBHO-
IIpaBU C HeVl, HO IIPOV3BOA T 9KCIIaHCHIO Ha Tep-
PUTOPUIO CBOETO CPpeIHEBeKOBOIO OIIIOHeHTa.

[TpyHIMIIVIAIPHBEIMI [IJISE 00eMX CpaBHVBae-
MBIX 37IeCh CTOPOH OKa3bIBaIOTCs 3HaYeH e yYeHMs
Kysan1ia 1151 pasBuTis MaTeMaTVIKM VI Ta POJIb, KO-
TOPYIO OHM eV OTBOIST B CTAHOBJIEHVI COBpPeMeH-
HOro M obpasa dwtocodpckoro 3HaHM. [11s He-

7 OcobeHHO ueTKO mopobHas omopa Ha KysaHckoro un
TpaHCpaIlMOHAIIBHOCTh IpeficTaBieHa y PpaHKa B ero
«HemocTroxumonm». TTpuBeny a1t ToATBEPKITEHNS JTATITH
OITHO M3 TaKVX pacCy>KeHurt dprtocoda: «...TpaHCpariy-
OHaJTbHAs TIO3UIIMS — OyJIydn, B OTHOIIEHUM OOBemy-
HSEMBIX €0 TIPOTUBOPEeYAIIIX OTBJIeUYeHHBIX ITO3HAHMW,
Bumariuem MexOy VUIM HA0 HUMI — caMa I10 cebe ecTb co-
BEPIIIEHHO Ycmonvufoe, TBEPIO ONMpaloIleecs Ha CaMy
nouy peanprocTu cmosmue. O Hem Huxonan Kysanckmi
TOBOPUT: “BeJIMKOe IeJI0 — OBbITh B COCTOSIHUV TBEPIO
YKPeInTLCs B eIMHeHNN ITpoTuBonoioxHocrenn” (Mag-
num est posse se stabiliter figere in coniunctione oppos-
itorum). ...Beakuii okoHuameAvHslil, cnoana 064adebaiouyii
peasbHOCHIbI0 U ell a0ekBamHblil CUHIMe3 HUKO20A He MOJKer
Obmb payUOHAAbHBIM, 4, HAnpomub, Bceeda MpaHcpayuoHa-
aen» (Ppank, 1990, c. 313).
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However, considering the motives for turn-
ing to the philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa and
the grounds for building philosophical sys-
tems we find serious differences of emphasis
between the Russian philosopher and the Ger-
man Neo-Kantians: whereas for Frank the doc-
trine of Nicholas of Cusa is a universal model
for reconciling theological, philosophical and
mathematical symbols and approaches in as-
serting the primacy of absolute being, Marburg
philosophers tend to stress the profound, but
still limited, influence of their predecessor on
scientific and philosophical thought, as it elimi-
nates the dominance of religion and, according-
ly, acquires ever greater independence.

Frank stresses the limitations of rationality
in the views of Nicholas of Cusa due to docta ig-
norantia. He shares his view that rational cogni-
tion turns out to be a secondary, auxiliary form
of cognition which is needed only to prepare
our consciousness for the act of fathoming the
Absolute through overcoming of all opposition
to moving towards a “transrational” position.
Proceeding from this, Frank points to the only
possibility of cognising contradictory reality
as one: only by overcoming the fragmentation
within rational thinking itself, only by rising
above it."?

By contrast, for the German Neo-Kantians,
especially for the Marburgers, the use of math-
ematical symbols in dealing with theological
problems and conducting discussions on the-
ological matters and their potency was evi-
dence that the rationalist position had grown
so strong that rational thought was not only

3 Reliance on Nicholas of Cusa and transrationali-
ty is particularly evident in his book The Unknowable.
Let me quote just one such passage: “[...] this transra-
tional position is completely stable and is rooted in the
very ground of reality, though it is a "hovering’ between
or above mutually contradictory abstract knowledges.
About it Nicholas of Cusa says that ‘it is a great thing
to be able to be firmly rooted in the unity of opposites’
(Magnum est posse se stabiliter figere in coniunctione oppos-
itorum). [...] Every ultimate synthesis that fully captures re-
ality and is adequate to reality can never be rational but is
always transrational” (Frank, 1983, p. 95).
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MEITKOTrO0 HeOKaHTMAHCTBA ¥ 0COOeHHO 1 Map-
Oy prckort MIKOJIBI MaTeMaTHKa 1 MaTeMaTidecKoe
€CTeCTBO3HaHVe BBICTYIIAlOT MealoM Hay4HOCTH
B cdpepe MO3HAHMS, 1 IO3TOMY (pryTocodust, TI0 X
MHEHWIO, CMOXXeT YTBEPINUTH CBOE IIp3BaHVie OBITh
HayKOVi, a TOYHee, METOIOJIOIVIEV HayKi TOJIBKO B
TEeCHOV CBS3M C ee V[easioM, IIPOSICHSIA M OIIpaB-
IbIBast 3TOT mzeasl. [ing dpaHka ke MaTeMaTuKa,
Kak 1 Jro0as ipyTras HayKa, eCTh JIUIIb CPeiCTBO,
uTOOBI (prisTocodprIst MOITIa MOKa3aTh, C OHO CTO-
POHBI, OrpaHMYEeHHOCTh HayYHOI'o 3HaHWS, C APY-
TOVi — 3acBUIIETeILCTBOBAaTh BO3MOXKHOCTB IIpeo-
TI0JIeHVs 3TOV orpaHndeHHOCTH. Kak pa3s 11 Bbl-
TIOJTHEeH S IIOCJIeIHe I 3aJadur, HanbosIee CJIOKHOM
VI B TO >Xe BpeMs TIepCIieKTUBHOM, PyCCKuit puiio-
cod m yBuIeI IIOTeHIIMall B MaTeMaT4ecKIX pac-
cyxpennsax Hukoras Kysanckoro.

BriontHe oueBnmHO, 4TO KaXkgasd M3 paccMaTpu-
BaeMBbIX 3[1eCh CTOPOH 3a/leViICTByeT cBoero KysaH-
na. Y @panka sro Hukonan KysaHckuii, 3aKoH-
YEeHHBIVI Y1 CAMOIOCTATOYHBIVI, paBHO3HAYHBIV KaK
TOMY, UTO OBLJIO JO HEro B 3TOVI TpaguiLnu (Heo-
IUIaTOHM3MY ¥ MoHMcHo Apeonarmry), Tak U
TOMY, YTO CTaJIO IIOCJIe HEro (COJIOBBEBCKOV KOH-
Lenmmy BceeMMHCTBa). OmpeeleHHBIM 00pa3oM
V1 B OLIEHKE CBOETO ITIaBHOI'O «yUUTeJIs» PYyCCKUIA
MBICJIUTEJIb WCIIOIb3yeT CyOCTaHIIMaIbHO-MeTa-
pvsMUecKmI MOAXOM, aOCOITIOTM3MPYIOMINI Iie-
JIOCTHO-TIO3UTMBHBIV 00pa3 KoHenvy Hykomast
Ky3aHckoro, HO MMerOIINI OYeBUIHbIe ITPOOesIbl
B IIOIIBITKAX JeTaIM3aliii 3TOrO IeJIOCTHOrO 00-
pasa. B yacTHOCTH, HeJIb34 He OTMETUTD, UTO IJ1aB-
v npuHoun Kysania — coincidentia opposito-
rum — @DpaHK CTpPeMUTCS pa3BMBaTh He CTOJIBKO
B T'HOCEOJIOTMYeCKOV VJIVI OHTOJIOTMYecKOu Iiep-
CITeKTVBAaX, CKOJIBKO B 3K3VCTEHIIMaJIbHO-TICVIXO-
JIOTVYeCKOM IUIaHe, V1 IIO3TOMY PYCCKOIO MBICIIV-
TeJld B KOHEYHOM WTOre «/HTepecyeT He CTOJb-
KO 3aj1ava JIOrM4eCcKOro paspelleHns IIpoTUBOpe-
YUV, CKOJIBKO PEIIUIVIO3HBIV OIIBIT IIPUMUPEHN
AHTVHOMMYHOCTYI MUPO3[IaHVs B TOPU30OHTE ero
TpaHClIeHIeHTHO-IMMaHeHTHOr O eyHCTBa» ([1y-
s, 2015, c. 80). Hesb3st He cortacuThes 1 ¢ MHe-
HueMm V1. V1. EBjtamiivieBa, KOTOPbIVI HaXOAWUT, YTO
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defending itself against religious and irration-
al thought or claiming equal rights with it, but
was making forays into the territory of its me-
dieval opponent.

Essential for the two views compared here
is the significance of the teaching of Nicholas
of Cusa for the development of mathematics
and the role they assign to it in the evolution
of philosophical knowledge of their time. The
German Neo-Kantians, and in particular the
Marburg school consider mathematics and
mathematical natural science as the ideal of
scientific cognition, such that philosophy, they
maintain, can assert its status as a science, or
rather the methodology of science, only in close
connection with its ideal, clarifying and justify-
ing this ideal. For Frank, however, mathemat-
ics, like any other science, is merely a means by
which philosophy can demonstrate, on the one
hand, the limited character of scientific knowl-
edge and, on the other hand, assert that this
limitation can be overcome. It is for fulfilling
this latter task, the most complicated and at the
same time the most promising one, that Frank
saw the potential in Nicholas of Cusa’s mathe-
matical reasoning.

Obviously, each side considered here enlists
its own Nicholas of Cusa. Frank views him as
complete and self-sufficient, equal both to the
earlier tradition (Neo-Platonism and Dyoni-
sios Areopagita) and to what came after him
(Solovyov’s concept of all-unity). In a way, in
assessing his main “teacher” Frank, too, uses
the substantial-metaphysical approach which
makes an absolute of the holistically-positive
image of the concept of Nicholas of Cusa, while
having obvious problems with detailing this in-
tegral image. In particular, Frank seeks to devel-
op the coincidentia oppositorum principle, which
is key for Nicholas of Cusa, not so much in the
epistemological or ontological perspective, but
in an existential-psychological way; the result
is that Frank at the end of the day “is interest-
ed not so much in the task of logical resolution
of contradictions, as in the religious experience



IaHTeNCTYecKre TeHaeHIM B BocripysaTiy Hu-
kosasg Kysanckoro ®paHKoM, ymasleHMe HOCIIe-
HUM pPOJIM PalVOHAJIBHOIO IIO3HAHMS, IIOJIHOE
pacTBOpeHIMe KOHEUHOI'O 4YeJIOBEYEeCKOro CyIIle-
cTBa B AOCOJTIOTe By T K TOMY, UTO B CBOEVI aIlo-
JIoreTKe MUCTUYeCKoro 3HaHms «PpaHK IocTe-
nenHo ot Hukomnaa Kysanckoro asuraercst K ero
HIpesiIecTBeHHUKY Merictepy DkxapTy» (EBnam-
rues, 2010, c. 128).

Map0Oyprckme HeoKaHTMaHIIBL, TaK ke, KakK U
@®paHK, IpVBETCTBOBaBIIVe oOpareHme Kysan-
I1a K JIOTVKe 1 MaTeMaTVKe B erO TeOJIOrMYecKyX
LITYOMSAX, TJIaBHBIM IIPeMeTOM CBOero aHaIns3a
Y OLIeHKM y4YeHWsl HeMeITKOro KapiyuHasla cesla-
JIX He pe3yJIbTaT, K KOTOPOMY OH IIpWuIIiesl, HO caM
IpoIiecc IOCTVKeH Vs 3TOTO pe3yJibraTa, MeTOIbI 1
IIpVeMBI er0 KOHIIeIITyaJIbHbIX TIocTpoeHuTt. V1 To,
YTO OH JIJTs1 OOBSICHEH S OOTOCITIOBCKVIX VICTVH ITPY-
BJIeK MaTeMaTV4eCcKMI allllapaT, TPaKToBaI He B
10J1b3y aOCOIFOTHOCTY OOrOCIIOBCKMIX VICTVH, HO B
TI0JIb3Y CVJIBI M BCEBJIaCTVSL MaTeMaTMKI U ee MeTO-
TIOJIOTMTYEeCKMX BO3MOXKHOCTeVL. B 11esiom MapOypr-
CKMe HeOKaHTMaHIIBI IoJIarajiy, YTo MaTeMaTuKa
eCTb «MeTOf], eCTeCTBO3HaHMs, Or1arofgapsi KOTOpo-
My eCTeCTBO3HaHWe VM CTaHOBUTCS HayKOW B CTPO-
roM cMblicite» (Cohen, 1984, S. 59). I'lo sTout mprram-
He KpuTudecKas dpvtocodmsi, CTpeMsIasics ObITh
HayYHOW, JOJDKHA «He IIPOCTO OBITH CBSI3AHHOW C
HayKOVI 1 He ITPOCTO C eCTeCTBO3HaHMeM, HO B Ilep-
BYIO O4epellb C MaTeMAaTVKOVI V1 TOJIIBKO uepes3 Hee 11
1PV ee TTOCPEJICTBEe — C ecTecTBO3HaHMEM» (Ibid.)°.
W To, uro KysaHner: BBoauT B Gorociosue mMarema-
TUKY C YAMBUTEIBHON IIOC/IeNOBATeIBHOCTBIO U
yOenmTeIbHOCTHIO, JleJIaeT ero He Oosiee IOCTOVI-
HBIM OOrocJIOBOM, HO IIPOBO3BECTHMKOM HOBOV
3MO0XM IIPUMEeHeHMsI MaTeMaT4ecKx IIpreMoB 1
CrIoco0OB He K OTBJIeYeHHBIM 3HaHMM 0 bore, a K
KOHKPEeTHBIM 3HaHWsAM O ITprpozie. VIMeHHO y Map-
Oyprckmx HeoKaHTHMaHIIEB, a He y PpaHKa, Mbl Ha-

8 [lomuepkmBasi ocoboe 3HaUeHVIe MaTeMaTUKI TS Map-
OypxxuieB, Tomac MopMaH oTMedaeT, 4To «MapOypreKyo
Hay4dHyIo GWI0coPUIO CITeflyeT XapaKTepu3oBaTh Kak
MaTeMaTW4YecKylo Hay4HYyIOo duiocodpmio» (Mormann,
2019, S. 56).
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of reconciling the antinomic character of the
universe in terms of its transcendental-imma-
nent unity” (Dushin, 2015, p. 80). One can con-
cur with the opinion of Igor I. Evlampiev (2010,
p. 128) who claims that pantheistic tendencies
in Frank’s perception of Nicholas of Cusa, his
belittling of the role of rational cognition, the to-
tal dissolution of the finite human being in the
Absolute result in Frank’s apology of mystical
knowledge, “gradually moving toward his pre-
decessor, Meister Eckart”.

Marburg Neo-Kantians who, like Frank,
welcomed Nicholas of Cusa’s use of logic and
mathematics in his theological studies, focused
their analysis and assessments of his teaching
not on the result he arrived at, but on the pro-
cess of achieving that result, the methods he
used to build his conceptual constructs. They
attributed the fact that he resorted to mathe-
matics to explain theological truths not to the
absolute character of theological truths, but to
the omnipotence and methodological poten-
tial of mathematics. On the whole, the Marburg
Neo-Kantians believed that mathematics is “a
method of the natural sciences thanks to which
natural science becomes a science in the strict
sense”!* (Cohen, 1984, p. 59). If it is to be scien-
tific, critical philosophy must “not simply be
linked with science and not simply with natural
science, but first and foremost with mathematics
and only through it and with its help with nat-
ural science”? (ibid.).’* The fact that Nicholas of
Cusa introduces mathematics into theology with
amazing consistency and cogency does not make

1441...] eine Methode der Naturwissenschaft, mit welcher die
Naturwissenschaft in eigentlicher Bedeutung erst Wissen-
schaft wird.”

15#1...] nicht nur schlechthin mit der Wissenschaft Zusam-
menhang hat und auch nicht schlechthin mit der Naturwis-
senschaft, sondern in erster Linie mit der Mathematik, und
erst durch sie, und an ihrer dank mit der Naturwissenschaft.”
16 Stressing the significance of mathematics for the Mar-
burg school, Thomas Mormann (2019, p. 56) notes that
“the Marburg philosophy of science should be charac-
terised as mathematical philosophy of science” (cf. “Es
scheint deshalb passend, die Marburger Wissenschaftsphilo-
sophie als eine mathematische Wissenschaftsphilosophie zu
charakterisieren”).



B. H. benos

XOAVIM yKa3aHVsd Ha PoJib IIPMHIIMIIA «COBIIajle-
HVISL IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTEV» B CO3[IAHMV MCUNCTIE-
HMsl OeCKOHeYHO MasIbIX U AuddepeHITaIbHOro
VICUVCIIeH Vs, XOTs VICTOPUKV MaTeMaTVKW yKa3bl-
BaIOT Ha OrPaHMYEeHHOCTb 3TOV POIII’.

Kpurnka HeokaHTHMaHCTBa
B «IIpepMeTe 3HAaHMA»

ITpexne Bcero B «IIpemmere 3HaHMSA» (1915)
Opocaercsi B I71a3a paKT JIOCTATOYHO CEPbe3HOro
oOpamiernst @paHka K wiocopmm HeMerKmx
HeoKaHTMaHIIeB". MOXXHO YBepeHHO 3asBUTh, YTO
@paHK ObUI XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM CO BCEMW OCHOBHBI-
MM paboTamm oOeyx IIIKOJI HeOKaHTMaHCTBA —
KaK IIepeBeIeHHbIMI, TaK U ellle He IlepeBeieH-
HBIMI Ha PYCCKUII SI3bIK".

Best mecstast riaBa, «BpeMst m 4mCIIO», TIOYTH
TIOJTHOCTBIO TIOCBsITIeHa OlleHKe Tosuimy Map-
Oy PrcKorvt MIKOJIBl B OTHOIIIEHNN YKa3aHHBIX B Ha-
3BaHMM [1aBbl (peHOMeHOB. [Ipruem dpanHkK OT-
MeyaeT 371ech 1 HeKoTopble pasHorlacust Korena
v Haropria B oripesiesieHnM 4miciia, paszesisisd Kpu-
TKy Haropra B azpec ero yumresis 1 KOJUIery,
KOTOpasi Kacalach KOHIIeNTa OeCKOHeUHO MaJIovi 1
ee XapaKTepUCTVKM KaK IlepBOHavasla, MIu U3Ha-
yaJla, KaK IIperodynTaeT nepepoauTb PpaHK Ko-
re"osckum Ursprung. Taxxke pycckum dpuiocod
JOCTaTOYHO MOApPOOHO aHaymsupyeT «Jlormdge-
CKVe OCHOBaHMsS TOYHBIX HayK» — IJIaBHYIO pa-
6oty Hatopma, IOCBSIIIeHHYIO TeOpIY ITO3HAHIS.

°B wacTHOCTM, K TaKOMY BBIBOJIy, OINMpasich Ha MHe-
HMe MCTOpuKa MaTeMaTnkm Venca Xovipyria, IIpUXOIUT
. C. Kaydman (2011).

1 Crrepyert 3aMeTnTh, 4TO y Prikkepra emte B 1892 r. BeIIIUTa
KHWTa C aHaJIOTMUYHBIM HasBaHueM — «Der Gegenstand
der Erkenntnis».

! Tak, OH HEOTHOKPATHO IIUTUPYET CBOI TTepeBoy], «IIpe-
mopuv» Bunnensbanpa (1903). ITpexkpacHO 3HaKOMBI
eMy ¥ HellepeBelieHHbIe mpomsseneHns Korena «Logik
der reinen Erkenntnis» (1902), Hatopma «Die logischen
Grundlagen der exakten Wissenschaften» (1910) n «All-
gemeine Psychologie nach kritischer Methode. Erstes
Buch. Objekt und Methode der Psychologie» (1912), nBa
repsbix ToMa Kaccupepa «Das Erkenntnisproblem in der
Philosophie und Wissenschaft der neueren Zeit» (1906
n 1907), 2-e m3manue «Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis»
Pukkepra (1904) n mp.
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him a better theologian, but a herald of a new
era in the application of mathematical methods
— not to abstract knowledge of God, but to con-
crete knowledge of nature. It was the Marburg
Neo-Kantians and not Frank who pointed to
the role of the principles of “coincidence of op-
posites” in the creation of infinitesimal value
and differential calculus, although historians of
mathematics note that this role is limited."”

Critique of Neo-Kantianism
in The Object of Knowledge

What strikes the eye at once in The Object of
Knowledge (1915) is that Frank treats the phi-
losophy of German Neo-Kantians seriously.'
It is safe to say that he was conversant with all
the main works of both Neo-Kantian schools,
whether translated into Russian or not."

Chapter ten, “Time and Number”, is almost
entirely devoted to the position of the Marburg
school on the phenomena indicated in the title
of the chapter. Frank notes some disagreements
between Cohen and Natorp in defining num-
ber, sharing Natorp’s critique of his teacher
and colleague over the concept of infinitesimal
quantity and its description as the origin (Co-
hen’s Ursprung.) The Russian philosopher also
analyses in some detail The Logical Foundations
of the Exact Sciences (Die logischen Grundlagen
der exakten Wissenschaften, 1910), Natorp’s main
work devoted to the theory of cognition.

Frank gives due recognition to Natorp’s
foundational work and spares no superlatives

7 Igor S. Kaufman (2011), on a cue from Jens Hoyrup, a
historian of mathematics, comes to the same conclusion.
® It is worth noting that Rickert published a book un-
der the same title, Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis, in 1892.
9 Thus, he repeatedly quotes his translation of Windel-
band’s Preludes (1903). He was thoroughly familiar with
Cohen’s untranslated works Logik der reinen Erkennt-
nis (1902), Natorp’s Die logischen Grundlagen der exakten
Wissenschaften (1910), Allgemeine Psychologie nach kriti-
scher Methode. Erstes Buch. Objekt und Methode der Psy-
chologie (1912), volumes one and two of Cassisrer’s Das
Erkenntnisproblem in der Philosophie und Wissenschaft der
neueren Zeit (1906 and 1907), Rickert’s Der Gegenstand
der Erkenntnis” (2nd ed., 1904) and so on.



@paHK OT[IaeT JlaHb YyBakeHUs QyHIaMeH-
TajlbHOMY Tpyay HaTopna 1 He ckynmTest Ha Boc-
TOp>KeHHBIe BbIpaskeHs cBoero BocxuieHms. Kor-
7la OH yKas3bIBaeT Ha HEOOXOIMMOCTb PacCMOTPETh
ydeHwe o 4cIle, TO 3agBiigeT: «PaccMoTpuM ee [re-
OpUIO YVICiIa] B IIPeBOCXOIHOM M3jiokeHMm Harop-
I1a, B KOTOPOM 3Ta Teopwusl BbICKa3aHa C HanOOIb-
eVl 3pesIoCThI0 M IPOAyMaHHOCTbIO» (DpaHK,
1995, c. 284). Viu gpyroe ero yTsepxieHue: «ToO
IIOHMMaHMe 4iciIa C 3aMedaTesIbHOV ITOCIIefIoBa-
TeJIBHOCTBIO U JIOTMYECKMM WM3SIeCTBOM IIprMe-
HseTcst HaTopriom 11j1s1 Bcex OCHOBHBIX YVICIIOBBIX
TIOHSTUII COBPEMEHHOV MareMaTuki» (Tam xe).
Yro KxacaeTcsd y4ueHUs O BpeMeHW, TO U 3[1eCh, I10
ytBepxaenmio @dpanka, «Haropn meTko Ioka-
3pIBaeT IIOpasUTeIbHYIO aHaJIOTMIO0 MeXy Bpe-
MeHeM ¥ YMCJIOBBIM PSIIOM B MIX OCHOBHBIX CBOVI-
crBax» (Tam xe, c. 299). A obparrasice k Haroprio-
By aHaJIM3y OT/INYVS YMCIIOBOVI VI BpeMeHHO I10-
CJIe0BaTeIbHOCTY B HEIIOCPeICTBEHHOM OTHOIIIe-
HVM IIOCTIe[THeT! K KOHKPEeTHOMY OBITMIO, OITSITh JXKe
MIOTUEPKVIBAET: «DTO IIOCTPOEHME, M3SIIEeCTBO U
OCTpOyMUie KOTOPOrO HEeBOJIBHO IIOfIKYIIalOT B €ro
TI0JIb3Y, COIEP>KUT BO BCSIKOM CJTydae O HY BEpHYIO
1 [Ty OOKYI0 MBIC/Ib. Besmuariinm MeToosorde-
CKVM — ¥, B KOHEUHOM MTOre, OHTOJIOTMTUeCKUM —
3aBOeBaHVIeM HOBOVI HayKU SIBJIIeTCs pacIIpocTpa-
HeHe Hay4HOro 3HaHMs Ha 00/1acThb M3MeHsIoIIe-
rocsi, IOABVDKHOro, BpeMeHHoro» (Tam e, c. 300).

Ho Bech madoc mosmTmBHBIX oOleHOK Ppan-
Ka 3aKaH4YMBaeTcsd Ha TOM yTBepXaeHumn, uto Ha-
TOPII OITHOCTOPOHHE pacCMaTpUBaeT CBA3b BpeMe-
HU 1 uncia. B ommmune ot KanTa, KOTOpbIN cumTall
BpeMsi OCHOBaHMeM uwiciia, HaTopr nosnaraer gvic-
J10 B ocHOBaHMe BpeMeHM. CaM e DpaHK 3asiBIIs-
eT O CyIlleCTBOBaHUM TpeTheVl 03IV, KOTOPYIO
OH HaxoauT B dwiococdpum beprcona u cymnHocTb
KOTOPOVI 3aKJII0UaeTcss B TOM, YTO BpeMs U YMCIIo
VIMEIOT abCOJTIOTHO pa3Hble OCHOBAHMSL.

3pech HeT CMBICIa IlepecKasblBaTh BCIO IIO-
cJjlefioBaTe/IbHOCTb KPUTMKM HAaTOPIIOBCKOV Te-
opuM uMciIa PYCcCKMM (pritocodoM, HOCKOIBKY
OHa [I0CTaTOYHO TeH[eHIIVO3Ha BBUIIY VM3Hadallb-
HO KpUTNUIeCKOro HacTpost dpaHKa B OTHOIIIEHUN
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to express his admiration. Proceeding to analyse
the teaching on number, he writes: “Let us con-
sider it [the number theory] in the excellent ren-
dering by Natorp, in which the theory is laid out
with the utmost maturity and consideration”
(Frank, 1995, p. 284). And again: “Natorp uses
the same interpretation of number with remark-
able consistency and logical elegance for all the
main numerical concepts of modern mathemat-
ics” (ibid.). As for the teaching on time here,
Frank observes, “Natorp aptly shows the strik-
ing analogy between time and the numerical
sequence in their man qualities” (ibid., p. 299).
Turning to Natorp’s analysis of the difference
between numerical and temporal sequence in
the latter’s direct relation to a concrete event, he
writes in a similar vein: “This construct, marked
by beguiling elegance and wit, contains at least
one correct and profound idea. The greatest
methodological — and ultimately ontological —
gain of the new science is the spread of scientif-
ic knowledge to the realm of the changing, the
moving and temporal” (ibid., p. 300).

But Frank’s laudatory pathos ends with the
statement that Natorp’s view of the link be-
tween time and number is one-sided. Unlike
Kant, who considered time to be the foundation
of number, Natorp puts number at the founda-
tion of time. Frank points to a third view which
he finds in Bergson’s philosophy, namely that
time and number have absolutely different
foundations.

There is no point in recounting Frank’s
critique of Natorp’s theory because it is fair-
ly biased, since he was critical of the German
Neo-Kantianism in general. Frank argues
that Marburg Neo-Kantians (notably Cassir-
er) seek to replace substantial concepts with
functional ones, which does not lead to uni-
ty as the origin or synthetic unity which they
are pursuing. Frank looks more deeply toward
the primary unity which removes the “sub-
stance-function” dichotomy. He writes: “It is
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HeMeIIKOr0 HeOKaHTMaHCTBa B IlesioM. PdpaHK
yTBepXKJ1aeT, UTo MapOyprckie HeOKaHTHAHIIBI (B
uvactHocTH, Kaccupep) crpemsrcst 3aMeHUTH CyO-
CTaHIMaJIbHbIe TIOHATUS IOHSATUSMM (PyHKIIV-
OHaJIBHBIMM, YTO B MTOre He IPUBOAUT K TOMY
€IVHCTBY KakK IlepBOHadaly WMJIV CUHTeTUYecKo-
My eMHCTBY, K KOTOpOMY OHM cTpeM4Tcd. PpaHK
XXe yCTpeMJIeH IT1y0xke, K TOMY IlepBOHauaIbHOMY
€IVHCTBY, KOTOpOe CHUMaeT IMXOTOMMIO «CyO-
cranumsa — pyHkums». OH 3agsiiseT: «He samena
“cybcTaHmanbHbIx TIOHATUT  “DYyHKITMOHAIB-
HBIMI, @ YCMOTpEeHVe OCHOBBI, 13 KOTOPOI IIpO-
VICTEKAeT COOTHOCUTEIIBHOCTD “CyOcTaHITMaIbHO-
ctn” v “PyHKUMOHAIBHOCTI B IIOHSTUSX, [1aeT
HaJljIeXalriee 1 IUIOJOTBOPHOE BbIpakeHVe BbIC-
IIIer0 eMHCTBA KaK ITOCIIe[THeV OIOPHOV TOYKM
sHaHUs» (TaM xe, c. 288).

IToHATHO, YTO HAXOOWUT OH TaKoOe BbICIIIee eH-
CTBO B KOHLeIIMM BceednHCTBa. [lomoOHOoe Beee-
IVHCTBO CTPOMTCS, TaK XKe Kak ¥ JII000e IT03HaHe,
Ha noHsATHAX. VI dpaHK OertaeT 31ech BaXkKHOe Me-
TOOJIOTYeCKOe 3aMevaHVie, KOTOpPoe, OffHaKo, He
pasBopaumBaeT gajiee: OIHO JIeJI0 OIMPAThCs Ha
HOHSTVS, APYTroe — VMM I0JIb30BaThC (TakK U XO-
ueTcs 100aBUTh: KaK (PYHKIIMOHAIBHBIMI ITOHS-
TysiMu). TakmM oOpasoM, ToTydaeTcs, 4To, coriac-
HO PYCCKOMY MBICTIUTEIIIO, CJleflyeT mpulerarb K
MIOHSTVSIM, YTOOBI VX XKe M1 OTPUIIATh C 11eJIBIO BbI-
WITU Ha OOHOHSTUIHYIO VIV CBEPXIIOHSTUVIHYIO
VX ocHOBY. 3neck PpaHK OTChIIaeT K yyeHmro Hu-
korast KysaHckoro n «oTpuiiaresbHoMy Oorocsio-
BUIO», TIpefyiaras Mx JIOTMKY W IS TIOCTPOEHMs
Teopuu uncia: «J b B CWily TOro, 4To Yepes Cu-
CTeMy IIOHSTUVI MOXeT ObITh HaMedeHa ITpefiliie-
CTBYIOIIIas eV cdepa, KOTOpasi CITy>KUT IIePBbIM OC-
HOBaHMeM CaMVIX HOHATUI KaK TaKOBbIX, BO3MOX-
HO cBOOOTHOE OT ITOPOYHOro Kpyra dniocodpckoe
3HaHMe BOOOIIIE; 11 TeM e ITyTeM MOXeT M JOJIK-
Ha ObITh pasBuTa Teopus umcia» (Tam xe, c. 289).
Ho nouemy-T0, FOBOps O TOM, YTO B TAKOM YUeHUM
O UliCIIe HeT HU JIOTMYeCcKMX, HY MaTeMaTUYecKmx
oIpeniesIeHNT, pycckuit dprstocod He mpubderaeT K
HaIIpallMBaIMcs OOroCJIOBCKMM  pasMBbIIIljle-
H1AM o Tpowtie v Xpucre!

B mtore @paHK NpUBOAUT HECKOJIBKO JI0CTaTOY-
HO pacIUIbIBYATBIX OIlpefe/leHNiI Yuciia MIMEeHHO
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not the replacement of ‘substantial concepts’
with ‘functional” ones but identifying the basis
from which the relativeness of ‘substantiality’
and ‘functionality” arises in concepts that pro-
vides a fitting and fruitful expression of the
highest unity as the ultimate basis of knowl-
edge” (ibid., p. 288).

Needless to say, he finds this highest unity
in the concept of all-unity. Like all knowledge,
such all-unity is based on concepts. At this
point Franks makes an important methodolog-
ical remark which, however, he does no elab-
orate: it is one thing to proceed from concepts
and another thing to use them (one is tempted
to add, as functional concepts). Thus, Frank ef-
fectively means that one should resort to con-
cepts in order to negate them with the aim of
reaching their pre-conceptual or supra-concep-
tual foundation. Here Frank harks back to the
teaching of Nicholas of Cusa and “negative
theology”, proposing the logic there for forg-
ing the theory of number: “It is only because
through a system of concepts the preceding
sphere can be identified, which serves as the
primary foundation of concepts as such, that
philosophical knowledge free of a vicious cir-
cle is possible at all; and the theory of number
can and must be developed by the same route”
(ibid., p. 289). For some reason, when observ-
ing that such a teaching has neither logical nor
mathematical definitions, Frank does not re-
sort to theological reflections on the Trinity and
Christ which suggest themselves.

Frank ends up by giving some vague defini-
tions of number precisely because he is unable
to bolster his theoretical reasoning with con-
crete examples and stays entirely in the realm
of abstract conclusions, for example, when he
defines number through a still more abstract
entity: “Number is all-unity considered in the
form of ‘this’, the form of abstract unity and



IIOTOMY, YTO CBOVI TeOpeTIIecKiie pacCy KIeHMs He
MOXET TOATBEPAMUTh Ha KOHKPETHBIX IIpuMepax,
OCTaBasiCh Beerlesio B cpepe abCTpaKTHBIX 3aKITIO-
YeHWVI, — HarprMep, KOrza OH OIperiesisieT YvciIo
depes elrle Oostee aOCTPAKTHYIO CYITHOCTB: «HucA0
ecmb Bceedurcmbo, paccmampubaemoe 1I0x, PopMont
“3TOro”, — mox popMoVi aOCTPaKTHOTO eIVMHCTBa
VIV 0npedeAeHHOCY; TOYHee TOBOPsI, OHO eCThb Ta
Ipon3BofHasd cdepa BCeeIMHCTBa, B KOTOPOII I10-
CJIeffHee IIeJIMIKOM BBIPQKEHO B OITHOM W3 CBOVIX
MOMEHTOB — B dopMe orrperesieHHOCT» (Tam xe,
c. 296). Yro ke KacaeTcs caMOro BCeeIVHCTBA B
IlaHHOM KOHTeKCTe, TO, coriacHO PpaHKy, OHO

KaK TaKOBOe eCThb UMCTOe eJIHCTBO IOKOsI U IBU-
JKeHWsI, e[IHCTBa 1 HeycuepIlaeMOCTH; BbIpaska-
gchp TepmyHamy Hukomnas Kysarckoro, oHO ecTb
enmHoe «non aliud», kak emgmHacTBO idem u aliud.
Ho paccmarpusaemoe kak idem, T.e. xak ab-
CTpaKTHOE eAVHCTBO OITpe/le/IeHHOCT, OHO pac-
IafjaeTcsi Ha «3TO» M «Hpo0o/KeHue», Ha TIOKOV
VI CTaHOBJIEHVE; U STOT MOMEHT CTaHOBJIEHWIH,
JuKcpoBaHHBEI Kak ocoboe, T.e. oIrperiesieH-
HOe collep>kaHue, I eCTh VICTOYHWK pa3MHOXe-
Hvist, unciiosoro psana (Tam xe, c. 297 —298).

C TeM e yCIIEXOM OH YNCTO JIOTMTYECKMe pac-
CYy’KIEHMs pacTBOpsieT B aOCTPaKTHO-CMMBOJIVIYE-
CKVIX BBIBOZIAX, KOIMA IIBITAETCS BBIACINUTE B UVICIIC
MOMEHTBI KaK ITOKOsI, TaK Vi ABVDKeH S «I JocyiemHm
VICTOYHVIK YVCJIa 3aKJTI0UeH, TAKM 00pasoM, B TOM,
4TO (pOpMa OITpeIe/IeHHOCT KaK TaKOBasl BHY TPEH-
He CBs3aHa C MOMEHTOM OBuxeHus, nepexood, Tak
YTO HeMBICJIMMa BHe rocsiefiHero» (Tam xe, c. 297).
ITosTOMYy TOJTy9aeTcsi, 9TO UMCIIO «€CTh OMIpaKeHue
cmuxuu 06uxenus 6 cgpepe noxos» (Tam xe, . 299).

Taxum oOpasom, dpaHK JIOrMUECKUMU Cperl-
CTBAMM IIBITAETCSI OTCTOSITH, IO CyTW, CyOCTaHIV-
IPHYIO TIPUPOIY 4NCiIa, IIepeHecsl OCHOBaHVe
IUISL OIIperiesieHMs Ymcia M3 cpepbl OTHOIIEHWT
u cBsi3u B cdpepy Belriert camux 1o cebe. Ero mo-
IIBITKA VIMEHHO BO BCEEIVHCTBE YCTAaHOBUTH VICTOK
TOT'O eIVTHCTBA, KOTOPOe BMeITlaeT B ce0sl eIMHCTBO
VI MHOXKECTBEHHOCTb, [IBVKEHVIE VI TTIOKOVI, OITperie-
JIEHHOCTb 1 0e3rpaHMYHOCTh, He IIPeICTaBIISIeTCS
yOenurerbHON. Benb OH caM rOBOPUT O IPOHYK-
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certainty; more precisely, it is the derivative
all-unity in which the latter is expressed entire-
ly through one of its moments, in the form of
certainty” (ibid., p. 296). As for all-unity itself in
this context, Frank writes:

As such there is the unity of rest and
movement, of unity and inexhaustibility; using
the terms of Nicholas of Cusa, it is the single
non aliud, as the unity of idem and aliud. But
considered as idem, i.e. as an abstract unity of
certainty, it splits into “this” and “continuation”,
into rest and becoming; the moment of
becoming fixed as a certain kind of content is
the source of multiplication of a numerical set
(ibid., pp. 297-298).

Similarly, he dissolves purely logical rea-
soning in abstract symbolic conclusions when
he tries to isolate in number moments of rest
as well as movement: “The ultimate source of
number thus consists in the fact that the form
of certainty as such is inherently linked with
the moment of movement, transition such that it
is unthinkable without the latter” (ibid., p. 297).
Therefore number “is a reflection of the element of
movement in the sphere of rest” (ibid., p. 299).

Thus, Frank attempts essentially by logi-
cal means to uphold the substantial nature of
number, transferring the ground for determin-
ing number from the sphere of relations to the
sphere of things in themselves. His attempt to
establish the source of the unity which compris-
es unity and plurality, movement and rest, cer-
tainty and infinity in all-unity is unconvincing.
He himself speaks about the productiveness of
the negative theology teaching of more than
a thousand-year experience of the Church Fa-
thers to resolve the number dilemma of consub-
stantiality and circumincession, and insists on
an extra-logical and extra-mathematical prima-
ry basis of number, yet tries to find new prop-
erties of being-based rationality that would be
different from idealistic rationality and would
make the latter dependent on the former.
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TUBHOCTV YYeHMs OTPUIIATeJIBHOrO OOrociIoBus
Oostee uem ThIcsgesieTHero omnbiTa OTIioB Llepksu
paspemmnTh YMCIIOBYIO IVJIEMMY e[IVIHOCYIITHOCTY
VI TPUMIIOCTAaCHOCTY, caM HacTavBaeT Ha BHEJIOI'-
4ecKoVl ¥ BHeMaTeMaTM4ecKOV IIepBOOCHOBE YVC-
Jla, HO IIBITAeTCsl HaTV HOBBbIe CBOVICTBA pallyio-
HaJIBHOCTV, OCHOBAHHOV Ha OBITMVI, KOTOpBIE OT-
JIMYaJINCh OBl OT pallVIOHAJIBHOCTY VileaIVICTIIde-
CKOVI U1 JIeJ1aJIV ITOCJIETHIOK 3aBUCMOVL OT IIEPBOVA.

Ha moit B3m1si11, y Hero 3To He IIpOCTO He II0-
JIy4WJIOCh, @ VI He MOIJIO IIOJTyunThes. Bo Beaxom
cJIydae, OcTaBasiCh B cpepe uesIoBeuecKoro MbIIII-
JIEHWVS O 3eMHBIX Belllax, JOKa3aTh eCTeCTBEHHOCTh
AHTVHOMWYECKOrO MBIIUIEHVS I10 CYIIeCcTBY IIPo-
CTO HEBO3MOXKHO. A VIMEHHO K 3TOMY CTPeMMTCS
@paHK B CBOMX pacCyXAeHMAX O eIVHCTBe 3110-
20 VI UH020, KOI[la YTBepXKaeT, UYTO II0CPeCTBOM
JIOYVCIIOBOTO CUeTa IIPOVICXOIINT BbIIesieHme op-
MBI ITpeIMeTa KakK IIpeIMeTHOCTH He IIPOCTO 3TOM
Bellll, a KaTeropun «3Toro» Kak Takosoro. VI yxxe
yepe3 popMMpOBaHMe YNCIIOBOIO Psijla U3 3aKOoHa
OIIpese/IeHHOCTY, KOTOPBIVI €CTh OTpaskeHVie CBOVI-
cTBa OBITVS B CO3HAHWMM W OTPakeHVE «3TOro» B
«MHOM», 3aKpeIlIsdeTcd «ysaCHeHMe MeTaJloride-
CKOVI TIPVPOZIBI BCeeIMHCTBA KaK eINHCTBA “3TO-
ro-uHoro™ (Tam xe, c. 296). [To Moemy ybexiie-
HUIO, 3[IeCh HeOOXOIMM ¥ OITBIT OBITIS VMHOW 0o-
JKeCTBEeHHOVI peaIbHOCTV, V1 OIIBIT ee OCMBICJIeH VIS
B OOrOCIIOBCKOM TpagVLIL. Hactommumusoe IpOTU-
BoIIOCTaBJIeHre dusiocodmm pesiurum 1 Karada-
TUYeCKOro OOrocyIoBNMSL 1 TIOO3PUTETIBHOE OTHO-
IIeHVie K MOcC/IefIHeMY, a Tak)Xe IIPOTUBOIOCTaB-
JIeHVie TIOJIOXKVTEITBHOTO VI OTPUIIATeIIHHOrO OOro-
CJIOBMS U IIpeIIIOYTeH e TI0CIIe[THero 17151 HeKOTO-
PBIX CIOXKETOB, B YaCTHOCTY B OTHOILIEHWY yUYeHWs
O YICIIe, He SIBJISIIOTCSI CVJIBHOV CTOPOHOM (PryIo-
codpckomt cucteMbl PpaHKa.

Ha mont B3mrsiy, ropasmgo Oosiee yOenmmTeTsb-
HBI pacCy>XKAeHMs O 4ycile MareMaTVKa 110 0a3o-
BoMy obpasosaHmio 0. ITapiia dopeHCKOro B ero
«Cromme n yTtBepxaeHum VICTUMHB, KOTOpBHIe,
Kcraty, @paHk urHopupyer. IIpexmae Bcero dsio-
PEeHCKUT 3asBJIsieT O IpeleIbHOCTM abCcTpaKInm
yuciia. «9umcima, — cumMTaer oH, — BOOOIIE OKa-
3bIBAIOTCA HEBBIBOIVIMBIMM HU M3 Yero Jpyroro,
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In my opinion, he simply did not do it and
could not have done it. In any case, it is sim-
ply impossible to prove that antinomic think-
ing is natural while staying in the sphere of
human thinking about earthly things. And yet
this is what Frank tries to do in his reasoning
about the unity of this and other when he states
that pre-number counting isolates the form of
the object as objectness not only of this thing,
but of the category of “this” as such. And then,
through the formation of the number set from
the law of certainty, which reflects the proper-
ties of being in consciousness and is a reflec-
tion of “this” in “other” “the clarification of
the meta-logical nature of all-unity as the uni-
ty of ‘this-other’” is affirmed (ibid., p. 296). I am
convinced that both the experience of being in
a different divine reality and the experience of
its interpretation in the theological tradition are
needed here. Persistent juxtaposition of the phi-
losophy of religion and affirmative theology
and preference of the latter for some things, in
particular with regard to the teaching on num-
ber, is not among the strengths of Frank’s phil-
osophical system.

Far more convincing, in my view, are the re-
flections on number of the Rev. Pavel Floren-
sky, a trained mathematician, in The Pillar and
Ground of the Truth which Frank, incidentally,
ignores. Florensky begins by stating that the
abstraction of number is finite. “Numbers in
general turn out to be underivable from any-
thing else, and all attempts at such a deduction
fail completely, and, at best, when they do ap-
pear to lead to something, they suffer from pe-
titio principii. A number is derivable only from
a number, not otherwise” (Florensky, 1997,
p. 421). As for the dogma of the Trinity, ousia
and the three persons, according to Florensky,
in it reason clashes with antinomy which it
cannot rationally overcome whatever tricks it
may resort to. The expression of the Christian



U BCe TIOIBITKM Ha TaKylo JedyKIIMIO TepHsT pe-
IIMTe/IbHOe KpyIlleHle, a B JIydllleM cjIydJae, KOr-
Jla MO-BUIVIMOMY K UeMY-TO IIPUBOJISAT, CTPaJaroT
petitio principii. Y110 BBIBOAVIMO JIVIIB M3 YMC-
ja ke — He mHaue» (Dopenckum, 1990, c. 595).
Yro xe kacaercs jormaTta o Tpouie — ycum u
urocTaces, To, coracHo PjopeHCKOMY, B HeM
PaccyIoK CTaJIKMBaeTCsl C aHTVMHOMVIEV, KOTOPYIO
palMOHaJIBHO ITpeoyiojieTh He B CuJjlax, KaKuMu
OBbI YXUITIPEeHMSAMY HY TI0JIb30BaJICS. BbIpaskeHne
XpUcTraHcKoro normara «I'poutia B Enyumnile, a
Enuanma B Tpouiie» omHUMM JIOTMYeCKMMU pac-
CYyXJIeHVSIMU He OObSCHUTD; PaliOHasIbHbIe HOp-
MBI pa3yMa, KaKovi Obl ITpesiesIbHOV aOcTpaKiiyent
OHM HYU 00s1a/iajin, 371ech Bce PaBHO OKa3bIBAIOTCS
GeccvIbHBIMML. 3[1eCh TpebyeTcs He IIPOCTO MOVICK
HOBBIX JIOIMUYEeCKMX JINOO MaTeMaTUyecKx IOHS-
TWVI VUIVI IIPVIHIINIIOB, O0JTee afmeKBaTHBIX 1JIs TI0-
CTVDKeHMs CMBIC/Ia XPUCTMAHCKOro gormara Tpo-
uipl (cM., Hamp. Paymenbax, 1993), Ho m3MeHe-
HVe caMOro pasyMa, IIOPOXXIAIOIIero 3TOT CMBICIL:
Hy>keH niosur Bepbl. Orerr ITaBesr HacTanBaeT Ha
TOM, YTO 3[IeCh «pPasyM JIOJK€H OTPeIIuThCd OT
CBOeVI OrpaHMUYeHHOCTY B IIpefieiax paccyyika, OT-
Kas3aTbCsd OT 3aMKHYTOCTV PacCyIOUHBIX IIOCTpOe-
HUV 11 00paTUTbCs K HOBOVI HOpMe, — CTaTbh “HO-
BBIM paszymMoM™» (DPrropenckmii, 1990, c. 60).

3ak/IroueHne

Kak OpUIO MOKa3aHO, OCHOBHOVI HeIOCTaTOK
KpuTnkyn OpaHKOM HEMelKOro HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
3aKJII04YaeTcsl B TOM, YTO OHa VICXOAUT W3 OpyeH-
Tauy Ha abCOIIOTHO IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIE Me-
TOOJIOrMYeCKye IIPVHINIIBI, HeXeJIn Te, Ha KO-
TOPBIX BBICTpaMBalOTCs HEOKaHTMAHCKMe duIo-
copckme crcTeMbl. YCJIOBHO M OYeHb IIpUOIIv3N-
TeJIBHO 3TV IIPMHIMIIBI MOXXHO CTPyIIINpOBaTh
II0 TaK/M aHTarOHVCTUYeCKMM IlapaM, KakK OH-
TOJIOTMI3M BMECTO THOCEOJIOrM3Ma, MeTadusind-
HOCTBb BMeCTO [IMaJIeKTMYHOCTY, VppallYiOHaJIN3M
BMeCTO pallyoHasu3Ma. VIMeHHo 11oaToMy o IIpo-
IYKTUBHOCTM IVCKYCCMV TOBOPUTH He ITPUXO-
OuUTCcsl, TeM Ooslee Hesb3sl TOBOPUTH O KAKOM-TO
cepbe3HOM yBJiedueHUM PpaHKa B paHHUI IIePUO]]
€ro TBOpUYeCcTBa HeOKaHTMaHCTBOM.
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dogma “Trinity is in One and One is in Trin-
ity” cannot be explained by logical reasoning
alone; the rational norms of reason, howev-
er abstract they may be, turn out to be impo-
tent here. What is needed here is not merely
the search for new logical or mathematical con-
cepts or principles that are better suited for
understanding the meaning of the Christian
dogma of Trinity (see, for example, Raushen-
bach, 1993), but a change of the reason which
engenders this meaning: it calls for an act of
faith. Florensky maintains that here “reason
must become emancipated from its limitedness
within the confines of understanding. Reason
must reject the closedness of understanding’s
constructions and turn to a new norm. It must
become a “new” reason” (Florensky, 1997,
p. 45; corrected by Editor).

Conclusion

As has been shown, the main shortcoming
of Frank’s criticism of German Neo-Kantian-
ism is that it is oriented toward methodologi-
cal principles that are absolutely the opposite
of those of Neo-Kantian philosophical systems.
Very roughly, these principles can be grouped
in antagonistic pairs such as ontology ver-
sus epistemology, metaphysics versus dialec-
tics, irrationalism versus rationalism. That is
why there is no question of the discussion be-
ing productive. Still less can we claim that in
his early period Frank was a serious disciple
of Neo-Kantianism. In reality Neo-Kantianism
was overcome in the first half of the twenti-
eth century and, oddly enough, the attack was
launched from the side of ontology. It was car-
ried out quite successfully by the alumni of the
Marburg school of Neo-Kantianism, Nicolai
Hartmann and Vasily Seseman who developed
original philosophical concepts through criti-
cism of the limitations of Neo-Kantian philo-
sophical systems. But that would be the theme
of another study.
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Ha camowm ferte mpeoyiosieHVie HeOKaHTVAHCTBa
COCTOSIJIOCH B IlepBovt TojioBuHe XX B. — KaK HU
CTPaHHO, MMEHHO C OHTOJIOIMYECKVIX IIO3UIIUTAL.
V [OCTaTOUHO YCIETHO OHO OBIJIO OCYIIECTBIIEHO
BBIXOIITaMM 13 MapOyprckovi KOkl HeOKaHTH-
aHcrBa Hukonaem I'aprmanom n Bacuimem Cese-
MaHOM, CO3[ABIIVMI OpPUIMHAaJIbHBIE (ritocod-
CKMe KOHIIeNIIMIM Ha OCHOBe KPUTMKM OrpaHU-
YEeHHOCTV HeOKaHTMAaHCKMX cucTeM prstocodpmt.
Ho 3T0 y>ke TeMa [1JIs1 OT/AEIIBHOIO VCCIIeIOBAHSL.
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VK 1(091)

CEMEH ®PAHK U AKOB I'OJIOCOBKEP:
O KAHTMAHCKMNX MOTVBAX
B TBOPYECTBE ®.M. JOCTOEBCKOI'O

T.T. Illedpuna’, b. . Ipyxunun?

Pyccxas gpunocogpus — amo «cgpepa paseobopa», 6 ko-
MOpoil MblcAb NOHUMAemCcs. 30ect ocyujecmbasemcs no-
uck obujesHauumocmu u «6o30esvibanue» UCMopuueckoi
OeticmBumenvrocmu. W kaxowul pas 6 smom «paseobop»
Brarouaemcs wWUpoKutl Kormexcm «Beunvix» npobiem
mupoboit gpusocogpuu. Takoeo poda «paszeoBop» Boxpye
mbopuecmba @. M. Ilocmoebcroeo cocmosacs mexoy gu-
s0cogpamu (6 mom uucae Bxooubuiumu 8 Boavryio gpuao-
copexyro accoyuayuro) 6 1920-e ee. Ocobvim 00pasom sma
mema npo3Byyuasa y 4. D. Torocobrepa u C.JI. Opanxa,
UHMeALeKINYaibHoe CO36yHe KOmopblx Mbl MOKeM VCAbl-
Wams ce2co00Hs, AKyeHmupys GHumanue Ha KaHMUaHcKux
momubax ux unmepnpemayuii IocmoeBeroeo. Ocmblc-
Aubas «umazunamubryo 1oeuxy Boobpaxenus», Ioao-
coBxep obpawyaem BHumanue Ha Mo, U0 KOHKPemHo-Me-
magpuzuneckutl cnocod Mupobuderus He moxoecrmber
amepuboruu pepaexcubuoix nonwamui y Kanma. Imy
npobaemy on nocmabu.i 6o eaaBy yeaa 6 xknuee «Ilocmoeb-
ckutt u Kanmy», noepyokas gousocogpckyio cocmabasiouyyio
pomana «bpames Kapamasobui» 6 konmekcm kanmoBckux
anmuromutl. [Tosonuii @pank yeayduics 6 mupocosepya-
Hue IlocmoeBckoeo, kax 0bl OmMKAUKAAC, HA 00CYKOeHUe
npobaemvl kpusuca kysvmypsl 6 Boavgpuae (8 mom uuc-
Ae u na 3aceoanusax «Ilamamu IJocmoebckoeo»). Beaeo 3a
4. ToaocoBkepom, A. beavim, A. HImeiinbepeom, C. Jly-
pve u 0p. OH 1po0oKUA 0DCYIKOeHIEe KPUSUCA KYABIYPbL
Kax kpusuca ee opeanusoBannvix gpopm. Kanm u 6 smom
KoHmexcme okasvibaemcs sHauumoiM. s Ppanka, xkax
u 015 T'osocoBrepa, mupocosepyarue JlocmoeBerozo ume-
em «KoHKpemHo-memacpusuieckuil xapaxmep». K amomy

! MOCKOBCKMTI ~ TIe[JaTOTMYeCKUT  TOCYAapCTBEHHBIN
yHusepcuret (MIITY),

Poccms, 119991, Mocksa, yi1. Manast ITuporosckas, 1. 1,
crp. 1.

2 VI[:)HCTT/ITYT dwiocodpun PAH,

Poccms, 109240, Mocksa, yi1. l'onuaphnas, 1. 12, ctp. 1.
Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuro: 28.11.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-1-5

SEMYON FRANK
AND YAKOV GOLOSOVKER:
ON KANTIAN MOTIVES
IN THE WORKS OF DOSTOYEVSKY

T. G. Shchedrina', B. 1. Pruzhinin?

Russian philosophy is “a sphere of conversation” in
which thought is “divined”. It is a realm of search for
“universal meaning” and “cultivation” of historical re-
ality. Such a “conversation” around the work of Dosto-
yevsky took place in the 1920s among philosophers (in-
cluding members of the Free Philosophical Association
or Volfila in its abbreviated form). The theme takes on
added significance at the hands of Ya.E. Golosovker
and S. L. Frank whose intellectual affinity manifests
itself today in the way they interpret Kantian motives
in the work of Dostoyevsky. Reflecting on “the logic
of imagination” Golosovker draws attention to the fact
that the concrete-metaphysical method of seeing the
world is not identical to the amphiboly of Kant’s re-
flexive concepts. He made it the central theme of his
book, Dostoyevsky and Kant, immersing the philosoph-
ical component of the novel The Brothers Karamazov in
the context of Kant’s antinomies. The later Frank took
up the subject of Dostoyevsky’s worldview in response,
as it were, to the discussion of the problem of cultur-
al crisis at Volfila (including at meetings “In Memory
of Dostoyevsky”). Following Yakov Golosovker, An-
drey Bely, Aron Steinberg, Semyon Lurie and others,
he continued the discussion of the crisis in its organ-
ised forms. In this context, too, Kant is a significant
presence. For Frank, as for Golosovker, Dostoyevsky'’s
world view has a “concrete-metaphysical character”.
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Bvi600y oHu npuxodam, ocmuicaubas npobaemy c60000bi,
Kkax ee yBudea [locmoebekutl, noimaBuiuiics npeodosents
KanmobBckue aHmuHOMUU.

KaroueBvie caoBa: C.J1. Opanxk, f1. 3. T'osocobxep,
pycckas guaocopus, Boavgpuaa, @. M. Hocmoebckutl,
M. Kanm, c60b600a, kpusuc KyAsmypol

JHocToeBcknii, Tak HeHABVICBIITT
3amnaz, ObUI caMBbIM €BPOIEVICKUM W3

PYCCKMX IVICaTeIeN.
B. Haboxob

Cemen @pank 1 fIkos I'orocoBkep, HecMOTps
Ha Pa3sHOCTB 9K3VCTeHIIMaIbHBIX Iy Tell 11 Ovorpa-
dwurt, — MbicaUTeM ofHOM 310xu. OHM OCco3Ha-
BaJIn cBoeoOpasme pycckovt prtocodpnmt v IOHM-
MaJIi ee HepaspbIBHYIO CBA3b C Tpaguliviert MU-
POBOVI VMHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOV KYJIbTypblL. Dutoco-
dus — 3TO Beer/ia TpeBora, Beerja 6ecroKovicTBO,
3TO Iy Tk, IOMCK ADCOJIIOTa, MIeala, TOro, 4YTO MO-
XKeT CJIY)KUTb OPMEeHTUPOM B XXM3HU. B aTmx no-
VICKax BCe OKa3bIBAIOTCS PaBHBL U Te, KTO IIOCTIe-
JIoBaTeJIbHO BO3ABUTA)I PWIOCOPCKIMEe CHUCTEMBI,
I Te, KTO COMHeBaJICA B VX YCTOMYMBOCTU VI OCHO-
BaTeJIbHOCTI. B mcTopum Muposont drstocodpmn
KaKIIbIVI 3aHMMaeT CBOe, HMKeM He 3aMeHVMoe
Mecto: IDmaron n Apucrorens, Kant n Hurre,
Hocroesckunt 1 IOpkesny, @pank 1 [orrocoskep.
Onu BemyT MeXxy cobom BeuHyIo Oecemy, Ipu-
yeM TakK, Oy/ITO MeX]ly HUMW HeT HU IPOCTpaH-
CTBa, HU BpeMeHI. DTO «KOJUIeKTMB “Tura’» (BbI-
paxenme I I IlInieTa), xpoHoTor, «cdepa pasroso-
pa». OH1 — BeuHble coBpeMeHHMKMN. LlestocTHOCTD
pycckom dprtocodnyt OTKpbIBaeTcs 171 Hac Cerofl-
Hs He TOJIBKO uepe3 IIPeciIoByTYIO OCOOyIO pesm-
T'MO3HOCTh, HO Yepe3 HallpaBjleHHOCTh Ha oOlile-
Hue. [ pycckmx dpnmiocodoB, Kak HU 1 KOTO
MHOTO, BCeT/ja MHTepeCcHBI OOJIbIlle He OHU CaMy,
Ho [Ipyrue (MHTeIUIeKTyaIbl, KYJIBTYPbl, HApOJIbl).
Drta ocobast oOIMTEeIBHOCTD IIO3BOJIIeT HaM ce-
TO[IHSI TOBOPUTEL O TeMaTW4eCKOM eIVHCTBe pyc-
cKovt dmtocodn, HecMOTpss Ha MHOroobpasue
VJIeVIHBIX YCTAaHOBOK V1 KOHIIEIITyaJIbHBIX CXeM (Ha

93

T. G. Shchedrina, B. I. Pruzhinin

They come to this conclusion reflecting on the problem
of freedom as seen by Dostoyevsky who sought to over-
come Kant's antinomies.

Keywords: Semyon Frank, Yakov Golosovker,
Russian philosophy, Volfila, Dostoyevsky, Kant, free-
dom, crisis of culture

Dostoyevsky, who hated the West
so much, was the most European of

Russian writers.
V. Nabokov

Semyon Frank and Yakov Golosovker, for all
the difference of their existential journeys and
biographies, were thinkers of one and the same
epoch. They were aware of the originality of
Russian philosophy and of its inseparable link
with the tradition of the world’s intellectual
culture. Philosophy is always anxiety, disquiet,
a journey in search of the Absolute, the ideal, of
what can be a beacon in life. In this quest all are
equal: those who consistently build philosophi-
cal systems and those who doubt their validity.
In the history of world philosophy each occu-
pies a unique place: Plato and Aristotle, Kant
and Nietzsche, Dostoyevsky and Yurkevich,
Frank and Golosovker. They engage in nev-
er-ending conversation as if they were not sep-
arated by time and space. It is a “collective of
‘type’” (an expression of Gustav Shpet’s), a
chronotope, a “sphere of conversation”. They
are eternal contemporaries. The integrity of
Russian philosophy today reveals itself not
only through the much-touted special religiosi-
ty, but also through its orientation toward com-
munication. Russian philosophers, more than
others, are more interested not in themselves,
but in Others (intellectuals, cultures, peoples).
This exceptional sociability suggests a thematic
unity of Russian philosophy in spite of the di-
versity of ideological principles and conceptu-
al schemes (Marxism and idealism, positivism



T.T. ilenpuna, b. U. Ipyxunun

PYCCKOV ITOUBe COCeICTBOBaIV MapKCU3M U Wjlea-
JIVI3M, TIO3UTUBV3M 1 (PeHOMEHOJIOIMsl, CeMMOTIKa
VI CTPYKTYpayIv3M 1 T.11.). B jaHHOM citydae mipes-
MeTOM pasroBopa Mexyy Ppankom m lorocoske-
poM craHeT dwiocodpckad mposa JlocToeBckoro, a
TOUYHee, KaHTMaHCKVe MOTVBBI er0 TBOpYeCTBa.
Korpma ceromHsi 3amyMblBaelibcs Hall TeMOU
«[JocToeBckmmt 1 KaHT», HepBBIM BCIIOMMHAETCS
SIkoB DMmanywmstosud Tonocoskep (1890—1967),
ubsg KHNUTA C TaKMM Ha3BaHMEM ¥ II0/13ar0JIOBKOM
«Pa3MbllIeHMs YnTaTelIs Hajl, poMaHoM “bBpaTbs
Kapamasossr” 1 Tpakratom Kanra “Kpurnka um-
CTOro pasyma’» yBuzesa ceeT B 1963 I. (ipruem BbI-
X071, 9TOVI KHUTY COBpeMeHHBbIe VCCile[IoBaTe I Ha-
3bIBAIOT «aymoM» (Pamxosckumi, 2017, c. 28)). ITpu-
MeyaTesIbHO, YTO B Ilpeaucsiopun «OT pegakTopa»
H. K. I'yasum, niepBbIit geKaH pyIIOJIOTMYecKOro
daxyserera MI'Y, Kak ObI 3ammiras ['oocoBkepa
OT BO3MOXHBIX HamaJoK PprIocodCcKmx MaeosIo-
rOB, aKIIeHTMpyeT BHMMaHMe Ha TOM, YTO KHUTa
3Ta «He MCTOPUKO-PIIocodckoe, a HallviCaHHOe
KaK pasMBblIIIJIeHVe duTaTesis JInTepaTypoBeye-
CKOe VIcCiIefIoBaHVe O CBA3M poMaHa JlocToeBcko-
rO C OCHOBHBIMMU HOIOXeHUsIMM yueHms: Kanta
00 aHTMHOMUSX — KaK O SKOObI Hepa3peIMbIX
HPOTMBOpeunsax umcToro pasyma» (I'ymsuii, 1963,
c. 3). V1 MBI IOHMMaeM cpasy, YnTasi BMecTe C pe-
JaKTOPOM MeX]1y CTPOK, UTO 3Ta KHMTa He CTOJIb-
KO JINTepaTypoBeluecKoe VcciiefJoBaHue, CKOJIbKO
cBoborHoe durocodckoe pasmbinuieHe. Ee 3a-
MblIces1 BO3HUK y TortocoBkepa B 1919 r. (kak oTMe-
4JaeT B «XPOHMKe XU3HU U fedTestbHocTr 1. D. To-
stocoBkepa» 0. A. YronbauKoB (YronpHukos, 2017,
c. 289)), a B 1921 r. on BeICTYHIIII B Bosibdowte ¢ f10-
Ki1agoM Ha TeMy «CekpeT uepta ([locToeBckmit 1
antrHoMmYM Kanrta)» (Bernoyc, 20056, c. 226).
®dusocodckme Tpyapl lormocoBkepa HeomHO-
KparHO mormbasm B orHe (YrompHUKOB, 2017,
. 290—292), 1 ycTaHOBUTH XPOHOJIOTMYECKYIO T10-
CJIeIOBaTeILHOCTh  €r0  pasMBIIUIEHUI  [IOpOV
BecbMa 3aTPyJHUTEIHO. A TIOTOMY MBI OyzieM wc-
XOAUTDb U3 TOrO, 4TO TeMa «[locToeBckuit 1 Kant»
MpoyMbIBajIach M IpopabdarbiBajiack loocoBke-
POM B TO Xe BpeMsi, KOI/la OH ITIPOMBICI/IVBaJI JIOT V-
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and phenomenology, semiotics and structur-
alism etc., all took root on Russian soil). In the
case in hand, the subject of the conversation be-
tween Frank and Golosovker is Dostoyevsky’s
philosophical prose, or rather, the Kantian mo-
tives in his work.

Today the theme “Dostoyevsky and Kant”
immediately makes one think of Yakov E. Go-
losovker (1890 —1967) whose book of this title,
subtitled “A Reader’s Reflections on the Nov-
el The Brothers Karamazov and Kant’s Treatise
Critique of Pure Reason”, saw the light of day in
1963 (modern scholars consider it a stroke of
good luck that the book was published at all
(Rashkovsky, 2017, p. 28). Tellingly, in The Ed-
itor’s Preface Nikolay K. Gudziy, the first dean
of Moscow State University’s Philology Depart-
ment, as if protecting Golosovker from possible
attacks by philosophical ideologues, pointedly
stresses that the book is “not a historical-phil-
osophical but a literary study in the form of a
reader’s reflections on the link between Dos-
toyevsky’s novel and the main tenets of Kant’s
teaching on antinomies, i.e. allegedly insolu-
ble contradictions of pure reason” (Gudziy,
1963, p. 3). We instantly understand, read-
ing between the lines together with the edi-
tor, that the book is less a literary study than
a free-ranging philosophical reflection. Golos-
ovker conceived of it in 1919 (see the “Chron-
icle of the Life and Work of Ya.E. Golosovker”
by Yu.A. Ugolnikov (2017, p. 289)), and in 1921
he delivered a report before Volfila® on “The Se-
cret of the Devil. (Dostoyevsky and Kant’'s An-
tinomies)” (Belous, 2005b, p. 226).

Many of Golosovker’s works perished in
flames (Ugolnikov, 2017, pp. 290-292), so that it
is very hard to establish their chronological se-
quence. Let us assume that Golosovker was ru-
minating on the topic “Dostoyevsky and Kant”

* After the Russian VOL’'naya FILosofskaya Assotsiatsia,
i.e. Free Philosophical Association.



Ky Muda, KoTopas, B OT/INYVe OT «KaTeropmyecKmx
CYJUIOTM3MOB» APUCTOTeJId, COXpaHsieT XM3HeH-
HOCTB "I KOHKPETHOCTH (MW@ 1 abCOIIOTeH, 1 OT-
HOCHTeJIeH OIHOBpeMeHHO). YesioBeK, TBOPSIINI
Mud (M KUBYLINUI B HeM), BiajieeT 0coOov «Ma-
T'VHATVIBHOV JIOTMIKOVI BooOpakeHMs». Tak mgymart
T'ortocoBkep 1 0 JlocToeBCKOM, KOTOPOroO CTaBuI B
OIIVH Psifl ¢ aHTUYHBIMY prstocodpamm [ taroroM
u I'epaxsmnroM u mpoTtmsonioctasisl KanTy.

HocToeBckuit ToHbIIle, yeM jioruk Kanr, 1mo-
HsUT aHTVMHOMMIO BBICIIIVIX VIZIeVI pasyMa ¥ co31al
U3 Hee Tparenuio B poMmaHe «bparesa Kapamaso-
BbI». Ho uTO oH mig storo coenan? OH BBeJI MU-
donornmueckyro purypy uépra — TOT «TraJUTIOLV-
HaTOPHBIVI 00pa3», KOTOPBIM TaK YacTo IOJIb3Y-
eTcst Mud Ipy 00OPOTHMYECTBE Teposi B MOMEHT
peraroIen cxBaTKu IIPOTUBHMKOB: Tak, PeTria
B Oopnbe c HacwibHMKOM Ilerreem mpuHMMaeT
pasmraHble 0Opa3sel. Ho Bee aTit 06passl mpespa-
meHV” PeTu bl MHUMBIL: OHa Bce-Taky Ta ke De-
Tnaa. ITpenynpexxaeHHbINT 0 MOpOKe, O ee 000-
poramuecTse Ilestern, cxsaTis DeTnity B OOBATHS,
He pa3MbIKaeT PYK, HeB3upasi Ha Bce MeTaMopdo-
36l ee oOymka. (To >xe meraet m I'epaxii B Gopwbe ¢
[Tporeem 11 MeHeran B 60pb0e ¢ ['maBkom.) «['as-
JIOLVHATOPHBIN 4épT» Jl0CTOEBCKOTO — 3TO BCe
ToT Xe VIBan Kapamasos, paciieruieHHbIVI BHY-
Tpu celsi; rosteTeBINas B uépTa a jist JIoorep vep-
HWIbHMIIA CTOUT Ha CBOeM MecTe. Bce Buienmne
uépTa OKa3aj0Cch MOPOKOM MBICIIV, BCe OKa3aJIoCh
Murdom. Morydast iMarmHaTUBHas JIOTMKa BOOO-
paxeHMs1 [0cTO@BCKOrO JOCTUTaeT CBOEro ariorest
B clleHe KomMapa VIB. Kapamasosa, B clieHe, rje
pacIIeriseTcs Co3HaHMe ero repos 1 B IOpsijiKe
000pOTHMYECTBa BO3HUKAET raJUIIOIMHATOPHBIN
0bpa3s uépra (['omocoskep, 2010, c. 105).

Vimenno stot Te3uc TornocoBkep OymeT passu-
BaTh B moxsazge 1921 r. m B kaure 1963 r. B cBoii-
CTBEHHOVI eMy MaHepe OH BIIOJIHe I10C/Ie/IoBaTe Ib-
HO ¥ BHYTpPeHHe JIOTMYHO IIPOPUCOBBIBAET IBOVI-
CTBEHHOCTb MUPOBUeHMs []ocTOoeBCKOro, KOoTo-
poe @paHK Ha30BeT «MMMaHeHTHO-MeTadu3iye-
CKMM» MupocosepriaHveM (PpaHk, 2021a, c. 151).
(MnTemnexkTyanpHoe cosByure lorocoBkepa m
@paHKa IO OTHOIIEHMIO K JlocToeBCcKOMy Kak
MBICJIUTEJIIO 3aKJII0UaeTcsl TakXKe VI B TOM, UTO OHM
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at the time when he was studying the logic of
myths, which, unlike Aristotle’s “categorical
syllogisms”, are still relevant and concrete (a
myth is absolute and relative at the same time).
A man who creates (and lives in) a myth has a
special “imaginative logic”. This is what Golo-
sovker thought about Dostoyevsky whom he
ranked with the antique philosophers Plato and
Heraclitus and opposed to Kant.

Dostoyevsky more subtly than the logician
Kant understood the antinomy of the highest
ideas of reason and made it the basis of a tragedy
in the novel The Brothers Karamazov. But how
did he do it? He introduced the mythological
figure of the devil, “the hallucinatory image”
so often used in myths when the hero changes
shape in the course of struggle. This is what
Thetis does when Peleus tries to rape her. But
all this shape shifting is imaginary: she remains
herself. Warned about the deceit, Peleuss holds
Thetis tight in his arms. (The same trick is used
by Heracles in the struggle against Proteus and
by Menelaus in the struggle against Glaucus).
Dostoyesky’s “hallucinatory devil” is the
selfsame Ivan Karamazov split within himself;
the inkstand hurled at the devil a la Luther
remains in place. The whole vision of the devil
turns out to be a morass of thought, everything
turns out to be a myth. Dostoyevsky’s powerful
imaginative logic reaches its peak in the scene
of Ivan Karamazov’s nightmare in which his
consciousness splits and a hallucinatory image
of the devil appears (Golosovker, 2010, p. 105).

This is the thesis Golosovker would elabo-
rate in his 1921 lecture and in the 1963 book. In
his characteristic manner he consistently and
logically demonstrates the duality of Dosto-
yevsky’s vision of the world, which Frank
would call “immanent-metaphysical” (Frank,
2021a, p. 151). (Golosovker and Frank are in
agreement in their attitude to Dostoyevsky also
because both consider his worldview against
the background of Kant’s philosophy. But
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oba paccMaTpmBalOT MupocosepriaHme JlocToes-
ckoro Ha ¢dpore dutocodpmn Kanra. Ho ecymm To-
JIOCOBKEP BBIBOIMUT 3TO COIOCTaBJIeHe B KauecTBe
LIEeHTPaJIbHOVI TEMBI OTHEJIBHOVI KHUI'M, TO quaHK
KacaeTcs ero JIUIIb BCKOJIb3b.)

1 Toro 4TroObI MOHATH KOHKPETHYIO JIOIM-
Ky paccyxaeHms [osocoBkepa (aHaJIOTMYHYIO TO-
TOM MBI BcTpeTuM 1 y (dpaHKa), BCIOMHMM ellle
OTHO ero 3aMmeuaHme, Ife PaKTUUeCKV IIPOVICXO-
OUT pasjinyeHre KOHKpPeTHO-MeTadu314ecKoro
(HoctoeBckurt) 1  abcTpakTHO-MeTadpm3maecKo-
ro (Kant) Mmpocoseprannit. Mudonormdeckmi
MUp MarepuasieH, 1osiaraet [ojiocoBkep, «B HeM
BCe JIyXOBHOE, MjeajIbHOe, MeHTaJIbHOe — Bellle-
CTBeHHO. B HeM fake MeTadOpBl, TPOIIBI 11 PUTY-
PBI cyTh Belin. Il Haob6opOT, B HEM Bce BellleCTBeH-
HOe MOXXeT OOHapy X1BaThCs Kak VleaIbHOe, OCTa-
BasCh TPeXMEPHBIM, He BBIXOS 13 OrpaHMUeHHO-
ctn kocMmoca» (TFomocoskep, 2010, c. 111). Mud cnm-
BOJIVIUEH V1 TeJleCeH OJHOBPeMeHHO. «IeHb cMepT-
HOTO B anjle — He OecIIpelIMeTHBIVI IIpeaMeT (He
amdnbomms Kanra)» (Tam xe), — mpomorpkaer
OH fajlee pasIMyaTh [Ba CII0coDa CyIllecTBOBa-
HVSI BeIllell B YeJIOBEYEeCKOV JIeVICTBUTETBHOCTIL.
T'ornocoBkep MMeeT B BUly Cileylolliee paccykiie-
H1e KaHTa: «PeasTbHOCTB eCTh Heumo, a OTpuIia-
HIe eCTb HUYM0, a IMEHHO OHO eCThb IIOHSTIE 00
OTCYTCTBUU ITpe/iMeTa, KaKOBbI IIOHATUSA TeHU, XO-
nona (nihil privativum)» (B 347; Kart, 2006, c. 453).
3pecs KaHT roBopuT HaM O TOM, 4TO MeTadpm3u-
yecKye KaTeropuy MOTyT CYIIeCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO B
MuIpe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM. [l0CTOeBCKMII He MO-
JKeT TIPUHSTH Takou BbIBof,. PpaHK 3TO OTYETIIN-
BO OCO3HaBaJI' 11 ITBITaJICS TIOKa3aTk, uTo [JocToeB-
CKMVI TaK )Xe IPOTUBOpeunB, Kak 1 KaHT, ykasbiBa-
oI Ha aMmOoriio pedrieKCUBHBIX ITOHATUIL

* Hamomemm, uto amdnbosnss — 3T0 [ABYyCMBICIIEHHOCTb,
yIIBOEHMEe CMBICTIa CJIOBA-TIOHSATVS B peun. KaHT mocBs-
maeT amdwmOommy Lenbt naparpad «O06 amdrbomm
PpedIIeKTUBHBIX ITOHSTUL, IIPOUCXOMISIIEN OT CMeIlTeH s
SMIVPWUECKOTO YIIOTpeOIeHmsl paccy/ika C TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTAIBHBIM», [[le OH IIBITAeTCS Pas/INIUTh TPAHCIIEH-
IeHTaJIbHOE V1 JIOTVUEeCKOe VI ITOHSTh CMbICII PedhiIeKCIIL.
* Cp. obcy>KrieHme ero KOHIIEIIIMI «XPUCTUAHCKOTO pea-
ym3Ma» B Bosibdwte Ha 3acemanmm «Dutocodus TBOpue-
crBa» (bernoyc, 2005a, c. 321).
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while Golosovker makes this comparison the
central theme of a book, Frank only mentions it
in passing).

To understand Golosovker’s logic (we
would encounter the same logic in Frank) let
us recall a remark which practically draws the
distinction between the concrete-metaphysical
(Dostoyevsky) and the abstract-metaphysical
(Kant) worldviews. The mythological world is
material, according to Golosovker, “in it all the
spiritual, ideal and mental content is material.
In it even the metaphors, tropes and figures are
things. And vice versa, all that is material may
manifest itself as the ideal while remaining
three-dimensional without leaving the confines
of the cosmos” (Golosovker, 2010, p. 111). The
myth is symbolic and corporeal at the same
time. “The shadow of a mortal in Hades is not
an objectless object (not Kant’s amphiboly)”
(ibid.), he continues, distinguishing two modes
of existence of things in human reality.* Golo-
sovker is referring to the following utterance of
Kant: “Reality is something, negation is nothing,
namely a concept of the absence of an object,
such as a shadow or cold (nihil privativum)”
(KrV, A 291 / B 347; Kant, 1998, p. 382). Here
Kant is telling us that metaphysical catego-
ries can exist only in the transcendental world.
Dostoyevsky cannot agree with this conclusion.
Frank was very mindful of this® and tried to
show that Dostoyevsky is as contradictory as
Kant who refers to the amphiboly of reflexive
concepts.

* Amphiboly is ambiguity, double meaning of a word
(concept) in speech. Kant devotes a whole paragraph to
amphiboly, “On the amphiboly of the concepts of reflec-
tion through the confusion of the empirical use of the
understanding with the transcendental”, in which he at-
tempts to differentiate the transcendental and the logi-
cal and to understand the meaning of reflection.

> Cf. the discussion of his concept of “Christian realism”
at a Volfila meeting on “The Philosophy of Creative
Work” in Belous (2005a, p. 321).



Cemen JTromsurosna @paHK TOXe OBUT [I€eVi-
CTBUTEJIPHBIM UWIEHOM MOCKOBCKOIO OTHEICHS
Boribdwiael, m BIoJIHE MOXHO [IOOYCTUTB, YTO
OH cJIymajl HokiIan lorocoBkepa (Mimvi CITbIIIal
0 HeMm). MoxeT ObITh, IMEHHO IIO3TOMY €r0 M-
I'PaHTCKMe PadOTHI O MUpoco3epriaHmm [JocToes-
CKOTO OKa3bIBaIOTCS MOPasUTEeIbHO CO3BYUYHBIMM
TOMY, 4TO AertaeT losocoBkep®. OnHako PpaHK 00-
pamasics K JlocroeBckoMy 1 10 oThesa 13 Poccy:
B pabote «KyieTypa 1 penmmruis», rje OH OTBeda-
et C.B. Jlypre, HanvcaBIleMy KPUTWYECKYIO CTa-
ThIO 0 «Bexax». «Ommoka C. B. Jlypre, — 3ameua-
eT PpaHK, — OCHOBaHa Ha CMeIIeHU UIe KyJIb-
TYPBI C IIOHATUEM 0p2aHu308aHHbLX (POPM KYALITY-
pol...» (DpasK, 1996, c. 558). V1 najiee oH IpMBOAUT
XapaKTepHBIV IIprMep 13 poMaHa [locToeBcKoro:

C.B. Jlypwe ccrutaeTcsi, MeXy ITpOYMM, Ha
TOTO «BOOOpa’kaeMoro JKeHT/IbMeHa» (B «3arm-
CKax M3 MOAIIONbs»), O KOTOPoM «JloCTOeBCKIII
JlyMaJl, 9YTO OH B OJIVIH ITPeKPaCHBIV JJeHb ITOIIIIeT
K 4epTy Bce KyJIbTypHOe Orlarorosyune JesioBe-
4JecTBa»; M3 BO3MOXKHOCTM TaKOTO OTHOIIEHUS K
KynbType C.B. Jlypbe BBIBOAUT, UTO «peub 371ech
He MOXeT WJITU O caMolleJIbHOV drtocodpckor
neHHocTy». Ha sToM mpyMepe HeopasyMeHwe, B
koTtopoe Bras1 C. B. JIypbe, MOXeT OBITh BBISIBIIEHO
BCero scHee. «/DKeHT/IbMeH» []ocToeBCKOro mpo-
TecTyeT BOBCe He MPOTUB KyJIbTypPbl KaK «COBO-
KYITHOCTV ICTOPMYeCKM OCYITeCTB/IsieMbIX O0beK-
TUBHBIX 1IeHHOCTeV1», a IIPOTUB KYJIbTYPHOIO 0.14-
20MoAYUUSA, TPOTUB YMUAUMAPHO20, MEXaHVKO-Pa-
HVIOHAJIMICTUYECKOTO «YCTPOEeHVIsT» UeJI0BeUecKo-
ro MypaseriHuKa. Bo mms ImpaBa uesioBedeckomt
JIMYHOCTY Ha CBOOOMY («4TOOBI ITO CBOEVI IITyTION
BOJIe TIOXKWUTH»), T.e. BO MMs HEKOW a0CoA10mHOu
YeHHOCM1, OH BOCCTAeT MPOTMB TOW BCeoOIen
yperyJiMpoBaHHOCTM, KOTOpad obecriednBaeT
IPpaBIJILHBIV X071, O0ITIeCTBEHHOIO MexXaHV3Ma, HO
peBpalraer 4ejIoBeKa B «KJIaBUIITy» U YCTPaHSIeT
BO3MOXKHOCTb BCSIKOIO VHIVIBUIyaJIbBHOTO TBOP-
uvectBa. COIMaIbHBIV WJleal, OTHOCUTEIbHOCTb
KOTOPOTO 3/1eCh YsCHSIeTCs (KOHKPETHO — «COITM-
aJIICTUYEeCKUII CTPOV1»), OCHOBaH MIMEHHO Ha Me-

® BooOrrle, KaK yKasblBaIOT MCCIIEIOBATEINN TBOPUYECTBA
dpaHKa, MIMEHHO apXVB MbICINTEJIS ITO3BOJIWI HaM YBU-
JleTh 3alledaTsieHHble B PYKOIVCSX IIPOSBIICHNS ero MH-
Tepeca K [locroeBckoMmy (AsreB, OOosesnd, PesBblx,
Llprankos, 2021, c. 8—9).

T. G. Shchedrina, B. I. Pruzhinin

Semyon Frank was also a full member of
the Moscow branch of Volfila, so that he may
have listened to (or heard about) Golosovker’s
speech. This may be why his articles about
Dostoyevsky’s worldview (written in emigra-
tion) are uncannily consonant with what Go-
losovker wrote.® Having said that, Frank turned
to Dostoyevsky before he left Russia, e.g. in his
work “Culture and Relgion” in which he an-
swers Semyon V. Lurie who had written criti-
cally about Signposts (Vekhi). “Lurie’s mistake,
Frank (1996, p. 558) writes, is based on the con-
fusion of the idea of culture with the concept
of organised forms of culture [...].” And he goes
on to cite a characteristic example from Dosto-
yevsky’s novel:

Among other things, S.V. Lurie cites an
“imagined gentleman” (in Notes from the
Underground) of whom “Dostoyevsky thought
that one fine day he would damn all the cultural
well-being of mankind”; from the possibility of
such an attitude to culture S. V. Lurie concludes
that “this cannot have to do with philosophical
value as an end in itself”. This is the clearest
example of the misunderstanding into which
Lurie fell. Dostoyevsky’s “gentleman” protests
not against culture as “a totality of historically
realised objective values” but against cultural
well-being, utilitarian, mechanical-rationalistic
“ordering” of the human anthill. It is in the
name of the right of the human individual to
freedom (“to live in accordance with one’s
silly will”), i.e. in the name of an absolute value
that he rebels against universal orderliness
which ensures the proper working of the social
mechanism, but turns man into a “keyboard
key” and eliminates the possibility of any
individual creativity. The social ideal which
is referred to here (specifically, “the socialist
system”) is based on just such a mechanical-
rationalist theory which I have criticised and

¢In general, as Frank scholars attest, it is Frank’s ar-
chives that demonstrate, through manuscripts, his in-
terest in Dostoyevsky (Alyayev et al., 2021, pp. 8-9).
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XaHVIKO-PalVIOHAJIVICTUYECKOVI TEOPWVI, KOTOPYIO
s TIOZIBEPI KPUTHIKE V1 KOTOPOVI IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIAII
VOEI0 JIMYHOIO TBOPYECTBA ¥ CBA3AHHYIO C HeVl
naer KyiabTypbl. Meicne «Jlerenabr o Bermkom
VHKBU3MUTOpE», KOHEUHO, COBIIaZlaeT C 3TOV MBIC-
JIBIO «ITOIIOJIBHOTO JPKeHTIIbMeHa». HeT Hykako-
'O COMHEHVIsI, YTO MMEHHO yTIINTaPUCTIYeCKIIA
ueasl OOIeCTBEHHOIO YCTPOVICTBA, VCIIOBeIly-
€MBIVI PYCCKOVI MHTEJUIUTE€HIIVEV], a OTHIOOb He
IMIPOTMBOTIOCTABIISIEMBIVI €V MIeall KyJIbTYPbl KaK
«COBOKYITHOCTM OOBEKTUBHBIX 1I€HHOCTEV» eCTh
ocyxpaeHHast JlocTtoeBckiM Bepa Bermkoro VHk-
BU3UTOPA, IOCEJISIONIAst B IIOC/IeIHeM HeHaBVCTh
K «OjiegHOMY Y3HWKY». Briepsere — u, mpusHa-
FOCh, C HEMaJIbIM YAMBJIEHVIEM — BCTPEYaroch st
C TOJIKOBaHMeM, KOTopoe cOmvpkaeT ¢ Bermkim
VIHKBU3UTOPOM TeX, KTO IIPOTVB Vjjeaia ChbITOTO
CTajia aleJUIMpyeT K Bepe B aOCOJIIOTHBIE IIeHHO-
CTV KaK OCHOBBI KYJIbTYphI (TaMm xe).

HocToescknit Bo3HUK Torja y dpaHKa MMeHHO
B KOHTEeKCTe TeMbl, K KOTOPOV TaK WM MHade 00-
palaIvch MPaKTUYeCcKN Bce pycckue prmiocodml
TOTrO BpeMeHIT: 3TO Kpu3uc KyJbTypel’. 1 dpaHK,
u T'onocoskep, 1 besbii, 1 Inet, n CrenyH, u bep-
Ji5eB, VI MHOI'Me JIpyrue TaK MJIV MHaue KacaIvch
pounsBeAeHN JJocTOeBCKOro B KOHTEKCTe «KpU3K-
ca KYJIBTYPbI», KOTOPBIV, €CJIV CJIefIoBaTh pasjivi-

®B Bosbdwte «3TOV MMEHHO TeMe OBUIM ITOCBSIIIEHBI
noxiagsl ArtekcaHzipa birioka, P.B. Vsanosa-Pasymuan-
Ka, A. A. Menepa, Aanpes bertoro u np.», cm.: (bestoye,
20056, c. 40).

7 BoT Kak Ha 3Ty Temy oTto3Basicsi dpaHk. B craTke ms 1re-
YaJIbHO WM3BecTHOro cOopHMKa «Ocpaibz Ilnenriep mn
3akaT Epporner» on nuet: «KoneuHo, camoe yJ10BJIeHIe
MOMeEHTa YMUpan1s 3ariaiHOV KyJIbTYPbI B SIBJIEHMSX “ 111~
srommsanym’ XIX Beka JO/DKHO OBITB IIpM3HaHO Oeccriop-
HBIM. DTa maes lllnenrnepa, HecJbIxaHHAasI I10 HOBV3HE U
CMeJIOCTY B 3aI1a/ITHOVI MBICIIN, HaC, PYCCKMX, He IIOpaxaeT
CBOeVI HOBV3HOVL: UeJIOBEK 3allaflHOVI KyJIbTYPBI BIIEpBbIe
0CO3HaJI TO, YTO JIaBHO y>Ke OIIyIIasin, BUe/IV 11 TOBOPU-
JIV BeJIVIKIIE PYCCKVIe MBICTIUTENN-CIaBIHOMYIIBL. OT 3TMX
crpanmuil HInenriepa, IPOHUKHYTHIX CTPACTHOIO JII00O-
BBIO K VICTMIHHOVI IyXOBHOM KyJIbType EBporibl, KoTopas
BCS1 B IIPOIIJIOM, V1 HEHAaBVCTbIO K €€ OMEPTBEHIIO V1 PasjIo-
KEHWIIO B JINTIE ee COBpEMEHHOV MeITIaHCKOV “IIMBIIIN3a-
uyn”, BeeT JaBHO 3HAKOMBIMVI, POIHBIMI HaM MBICIISIMU
Kwupeesckoro, locroesckoro, KoncranTtmna JleoHTheBa.
DTO, KOHEYHO, He YMaJIfeT, a CKOpee [Iake yBeInanBaeT
3HaveHMe kHuru lInenrepa, nbo Bce IOIMHHO-MCTVH-
HOe, BCsKas HACTOsAINAs, IIPOHMKAIOIIasl BIIyOb MHTY-
VIV HUKOrma He OblBaeT aOCOJIIOTHO OPWUIMHAIBHBIM
TIOCTOSIHMEM OJIHOTO yMa, a BeeT/ia HaXoAuT cebe OTKIMK
BO MHOTVIX yMaX ¥ OIIVIpaeTcs Ha HEKOTOPYIO TPaAVIIIO»
(Ppanxk, 1922, c. 49—50). Ppank nosaraer, yro llles-
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to which I counterposed the idea of personal
creativity and the related idea of culture.
The message of the “Legend of the Grand
Inquisitor”, of course, is the same as that of “the
underground gentleman”. There is no doubt
that the Grand Inquisitor’s faith which makes
him hate “the pale prisoner” and is condemned
by Dostoyevsky is precisely the utilitarian ideal
of social arrangement preached by the Russian
intelligentsia and not the opposite ideal of
culture as “the totality of objective values”. It is
the first time that I encounter — with no small
surprise — an interpretation which likens the
Grand Inquisitor to those who, against the
ideal of a sated herd, appeal to faith in absolute
values as the foundations of culture (ibid.).

Frank turned to Dostoyevsky in the con-
text of the theme which engaged the minds of
practically all Russian philosophers of the time:
the crisis of culture.” Frank, Golosovker, Bely,
Shpet, Stepun, Berdyayev and many others
touched upon Dostoyevky’s works in one way
or another in the context of “the crisis of cul-
ture”,® which, if one adopts Frank’s distinction,

7 At Volfila “this was the subject of lectures by Alexan-
der Blok, R. V. Ivanov-Razumnik, A. A. Meyer, Andrey
Bely and others”. See Belous (2005b, p. 40).

8 Frank (1922, pp. 49-50) shared his thoughts on this top-
ic in an article in the notorious collection Oswald Spen-

gler and the Sunset of Europe: “Of course the capture of

the fact of the dying of Western culture in the phenom-
ena of the nineteenth-century ‘civilisation” cannot be
1g)ainsaid. Spengler’s idea, unheard-of in its novelty and

oldness, does not strike us Russians as new: people in
Western culture became aware of what the great Rus-
sian Slavophile thinkers had long felt, seen and spoken
about. Spengler’s pages, informed with passionate love
of the true spiritual culture of Europe, which is all in the
past, and hatred of its deadening and degradation in the
shape of the modern bourgeois ‘civilisation” bring back
the long-familiar, our very own thoughts of Kireyevsky,
Dostoyevsky and Konstantin Leontiev. This, of course,
does not belittle, and indeed enhances, the significance
of Spengler’s book for everything true, every real, pen-
etrating intuition is never the totally original proper-
ty of just one brain, and it always finds a response in
many brains and is based on some tradition.” Frank be-
lieves that Spengler was not sufficiently aware of the en-
telechy of Christianity, he relativised the development
of culture. In saying this, Frank appeals to the Russian
thinkers who were ?ooking for a way out of the crisis of
culture in the absolute as an ideal.



uveHM0 PpaHKa, MOKXHO OIIpeeINTh KaK Kpu3ucC
He KyJIBTYPbl, HO «OpraHM30BaHHbBIX (POPM KYJIb-
Typbl». VIMEHHO ¢ 3T1M aKTOM CJI0Ma I10-CTapOMy
OpraHM30BaHHbBIX (POPM KYJIBTYPbl CTOJIKHYJIVICH
drtocodrl B Poccrm nocsie pepormonyn. Ilprdaem
3TO OBUI TaKOVI OTKPOBEHHBIVI 1 PE3KNIL CJIOM, Ka-
Koro I1IneHriep He MOr J1ake IIPeAIoIoKNTD. [la 1
cama Bortbdnta MpIcInIach ee cozgaTesIsiMm «I107],
3HaKOM BCeOOBeMJIIONIEro Kpusvca COBpeMeHHOV
KYJIBTYPbI V1 YasgHUV KYJIBTYPbl HOBOVL: KYJIBTYPBI
cBoOompD» (Beroyc, 20056, c. 225). HecitydartHo mep-
Boe IyOJIM4HOe 3aceflaHVie MOCKOBCKOTO OTlesle-
Hus BorbHon @wtocodckon Acconmalinm, cocTo-
sBieecst 15 okts0ps 1921 1., OTKPBUIOCH JOKIIAIIOM
Anpnpes benoro «/IocToeBckui m Kpu3HUC KyJlb-
Typs» (TaMm e, c. 199). CMBICII €ro BBICTYIUIEHVIS
COCTOSIT B TOM, 4TO JlocToeBckmit caMym hakToM
CBOETO CYIIeCTBOBaHVIA ITPOIEeMOHCTPUPOBaJl YMU-
paHMe OpraHwW30BaHHBIX (popM KyibsTypel. Kpu-
3uC 00BbeMIIeT U IBVKeHNe BIleperl, 1 yMUpaHUe.
A Borbdnia Kak vcToprdeckuy ¢peHOMeH oIulie-
TBOpsieT cOOOVI TBOpeHVIe HOBBIX POPM KYJIBTY PBL.
Ho KaK TOJIEKO MBI IX TBOPVIM, OHV YMUPAOT.

Takmm obpasom — mosicHser A. bempmn —
npobsieMa KyJIbTypbl HauMHAeTCS VIMEHHO TaM,
Ime KyJIbTypHBIe (POPMBL TpellaT, JIOMAIOTCH,
BBIBETPMBAIOTCS, I7e OOCHITaeTcsl mop HOraMu
BbIBeTpUMBIIascs 1ousa. Ho tam xe, B MecTe Ka-
TacTpOodBbl, BIIepBble BBICKA3bIBAETCS MBICIIb, UTO
He ¢, He Tbl, He OHO, He TBl, 3aMKHYTasl Belllb, HO
KaKoe-TO CO, MbI BHe HacC, I B TECHOM CIUIeTeHUN
BO3HUMKaeT ujes cgsy, co. KyibpTypa HaunHaeT-
csl TaM, IJle HauMHaeTCsl CO3HaHMe, I7le HaulHa-
eTcd pacCMOTpeHMe CcaMOVl MBICJIM KaK KYJIbTY-
PBl, a He Kak 4ero-To camoyioserorero (besoyc,

20056, c. 213).

A. Besplvl akIleHTUpoBal KPU3UC: MbI XVBEM
B 9TOM KpW3MCe ¥ ero WCIBIThHIBaeM. DTO 3K3U-
CTeHIIMaJIbHasl IIpo0OsieMa, Mbl HaxXOHAVMCS BHY-
TPY KYJIBTYPBbl, KaK «MOJUIIOCK B paKOBMHe» (MeTa-
dopa A. Bestoro), n nepexxrBaeM 3TOT KPU3NC, OH

rJIepy He XBaTWIO IIOHMMaHMs SHTeJIeX4eckoro Havajia
XPVICTVIAHCTBA, OH PeJISATUBU3UPOBATI Pa3BUTHE KYIIbTY-
puL. U xorma @paHK FrOBOPUT 3TO, OH alleJUIMpPYeT K pyc-
CKMM MBICJINTEJISIM, KOTOPbIe VMCKaIM BBIXOA, U3 Kpu3uca
KyJIBTYPBI B abcoJIroTe Kak mjease.
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can be defined not as a crisis of culture, but of
“organised forms of culture”. It was the col-
lapse of the forms of culture organised in the
old way that confronted Russian philosophers
after the revolution. The collapse was more ob-
vious and more sudden than Spengler could
ever have imagined. Indeed, the founders of
Volfila were driven by the notion of “a univer-
sal crisis of contemporary culture and aspira-
tions of a new culture, a culture of freedom”
(Belous, 2005b, p. 225). It was no accident that
the first public session of the Moscow branch
of the Free Philosophical Association on 15 Oc-
tober 1921 opened with the keynote talk by
Andrey Bely “Dostoyevsky and the Crisis of
Culture” (ibid., p. 199). The main message of his
speech was that Dostoyesky, by the very fact
of his existence, demonstrated that the organ-
ised forms of culture were moribund. Crisis in-
cludes forward movement and dying. Volfila as
a historical phenomenon embodies the creation
of new forms of culture. But as soon as we cre-
ate them they die.

Bely explains that the problem of culture
begins where cultural forms crackle, break,
are eroded and when dry soil falls from under
one’s feet. But in the place of the catastrophe
the idea is first articulated that it is not I, or you,
or you, a self-contained thing, but some co- is
outside us and in close intertwining the idea of
connection, of co- arises. Culture begins where
consciousness begins, where thought comes to
be considered as culture and not as something
self-sufficient (ibid., p. 213).

Bely put the stress on crisis: we live in this
crisis and we experience it. This is an existen-
tial problem, we are within culture like “mol-
lusks in a shell” (A. Bely’s metaphor) and we
experience this crisis, it is filled with existential
content. As soon as we start constructing new
forms and reflexively determining our place in
them, we do not simply lose the old forms, but
are in danger of losing culture itself. A. Bely
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HarloJIHseTCsl  3K3VMCTeHIMAIBHBIM — Coflep>KaH-
eM. Kak TojibKo MBI HauMHaeM KOHCTPYMpOBaThb
HOBBIe (POPMBI U pedyIeKCUMBHO OITpeJIessiTh CBOe
MeCTO B HVX, MBI He IIPOCTO TepsieM cTapble op-
MBI — BO3HMKAaeT OIaCHOCThb IOTepsATbh M caMmy
KyJIbTypy. A. Bespin (MCXomsaImmm n3 HeoKaHTU-
AHCKIX YCTAHOBOK) PasMBIIUISII O KpU3Mce KyJlb-
TYPbI KaK 0 KpM3yce CO3HaHWS TpaHCIleH/IeHTalb-
HOTO ¥ IIOHMMaJI 3TOT KPU3VUC KaK VCYe3HOBeHe
00I11e3HaYMMOCTH, KaK IIOTepIo MjleaoB MeTadm-
suuecknx. On n KaHTa noHs1 TakuM obpasom.
Onnako cocrogsiiieecss B Borbdnize obcyxiie-
HMe Kpusuca KYJIBTYpPbl KaK 3K3VCTEeHIIVaIbHON
IpobsieMbl IIproOpeTaeT ceroHs 0co0yI0 OCTpo-
Ty, IHIOCKOJIbKY, B OTJINYMe OT BhICTyIUTeHMs A. be-
noro, pasmeliienns Ppanka n Tonocoskepa o
Hocroesckom 1 KaHTe B KOHTeKCTe Kpu3uica KyJIb-
TYPbI 3aTParnBaioT He CTOJIBKO KPU3WC CO3HAHWS
TpaHCIIeH IeHTaJIbHOT'0, CKOJIBKO KPU3VIC XUBYIIle-
TO B KyJIBType MHOVBUAYaJIbHOIO YesoBeKa, TO
ectb ®@panHk 1 [oocoBkep IOTHMMAOT IITyOVH-
HBle aHTPOIOJIOrYecKye IIPo0JIeMBl, ¢ KOTOPBI-
MU CTaJIKMBaeTCs VI COBpeMeHHBIN uestosek. [Tpu
3TOM OHM Takxke onmparorcs Ha Kanrta. Ouu yBu-
neny, yto KaHT daxTmueckn cdopmysposat
OCHOBHYIO M/ief0 prTocodpCKOVE aHTPOIIOJIOTUN U
HayaJl ee pa3BepThIBaTh. DII0Xa, B KOTOPOV OH OC-
MBIC/IVIBaJI 3Ty WUJIEI0, TI03BOJINIIa €My U B KOHTeK-
CTe PeIUIVO3HOrO CO3HAaHMA (IOCTAaTOYHO MOIII-
HOTO TOI'7Ia) M B KOHTEKCTe peasIbHOCTY HaOupas-
mmero Mok [Ipocsemienisi, KOTOpoe OTKPBIBaJIO
HOBbIe IIepCIIeKTVBBI Ilepel] JeloBeuecTBOM, IIo-
CTaBUTD IIpOOJIEMY MHAMBUIYaJIBHOTO YesloBeKa.
KanTy odeHp yeTko ygasoch pasBecTy GpusmMoIIo-
I'MYeCcKyl0 CTOPOHY dYeJIOBeUeCcKOro ObITMs (Kak
3a71a4y aHTPOIOJIOrMM) U cobCTBeHHO uytocod-
CKMe TTpo0JIeMbl, CBsI3aHHBIE C TeM, KaK JejIoBeK B
CBOOOITHOM TBOpUeCTBe pa3yMa (popMUpyeT camo-
ro cebs1, 6opetcs ¢ codom u co3maeT cedst. V1 ecsn
IpoCJIeUTh Jajlee MpefjlaraeMble riocodpamm
aHTPOIOJIOrMYecKyie KOHIIeMIINY, TO MOXKHO YBU-
JIeTh, UTO 3Ta AMXOTOMMS COXpaHsiylach Ha IIPOTs-
KeHun vctopun. OHa IPUCYTCTBYeT M CeTrOHS.
KanT ("ges1oBeK cBOero BpeMeHM, Mbl HeCJTy4aifHO
O YepKMBaeM ero VCTOPUYHOCTE) JIeVICTBUTEIb-
HO BUJIeJI B pasyMe MHCTPYMEeHT, ITO3BOJIAIOIINT
PeImTh Bce KPU3VICHBIE ITPOOJIEMBI €TO SITOXVA
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(proceeding from Neo-Kantian tenets) reflected
on the crisis of culture as a crisis of transcen-
dental consciousness and saw this crisis as the
disappearance of universal meaning, as loss of
metaphysical ideals. He interpreted Kant in the
same way.

However, the discussion of the crisis of cul-
ture as an existential problem held at Volfila is
becoming especially relevant today because,
unlike A. Bely, the reflections of Frank and Go-
losovker on Dostoyevsky and Kant in the con-
text of the crisis of culture have to do not so
much with the crisis of transcendental con-
sciousness as with the crisis of the individual
living within culture, that is, Frank and Go-
losovker raise the underlying anthropologi-
cal problems which also onfront the modern
man. And they, too, proceed from Kant. They
realised that Kant in fact formulated the main
idea of philosophical anthropology and started
to unfold it. The epoch in which he was grap-
pling with this idea enabled him to raise the
problem of the individual man in the context of
the (then powerful) religious consciousness and
in the context of the Enlightenment which was
gaining momentum and opened up new vistas
to humankind. Kant succeeded in drawing a
sharp distinction between the human being (the
province of anthropology) and philosophical
problems proper which have to do with how
the human being, through free creative activi-
ty, forms him/herself, fights with him/herself
and creates him/herself. If we trace the philo-
sophical anthropological concepts proposed by
philosophers we can see that this dichotomy
has existed throughout history. It is here today.
Kant (being a man of his time, and we do not
stress this fact by chance) indeed saw reason as
the instrument which could resolve all the crisis
problems of his epoch.

The situation is somewhat different today.
In discussing modern anthropological prob-



CeromHs cuTyanysi Heckoinbko mHad. ITpu 00-
CY>KIEHWMM HBIHEITHVIX aHTPOIOJIOTMYeCKMX IIpo-
071eM oueHB HAIIPsDKEHHO BCTaeT IpobiieMa pasy-
Ma, €r0 BO3MO)KHOCTEVI, TBOPUYECKIX CIIOCOOHOCTET,
C TIOMOIIIBIO KOTOPBIX CTOJIBKO «TIOHA[IeIasIn», UTO
BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC, CMOXKET JIV YeJIOBEK C TIOMOIIIBIO
pasyMa paspelnTs 3Tu Ipobsiemsl. Ho 3ta ripo0ie-
Ma CBOVIM MICTOKOM YXOIMUT K [J0CTOeBCKOMY, TIOCTa-
BuBIIeMy aHTMHOMMY KanTta nop Borpoc. VI Toro-
coBkep ¢ DpaHKOM 3TO 0OCTOSITEITBCTBO 3aVIKCHPO-
Baym. Korma ceronsst obcy>kmaroT 1rpo0ieMsl, BCTaB-
IITVie TIepe]] UeJIoBeYecTBOM B Pe3yJIbTaTe CBOOOIHO-
IO BOJIBHOTO TBOpYECTBA pasyMa (HayKa, TeXHOJIO-
TV, SKOJIOTMTYECKIII KpV3VC, IdppoBM3aIiys, om-
YHeHVe YeJIoBeKa MaIlliiHe U IIp.), 3TV BOIIPOCHI B
HBIHEIITHeM KOHTEeKCTe KapAMHAJIBHO OTIINYAIOTCS
OT 1po0sieM, BOSHMKABIINX IIeper], YelI0Be4eCTBOM
B IIPeXXHE TIepeIOMHble 310X1. Pasym, IposiBiiss,
YTO Ha3bIBAETCS], PA3yMHOCTB, ITepecTal CIIPaBIISTh-
cs ¢ IIpo0rieMaMy1, KOTOpble BO3HVMKAIOT KaK pe3yJIb-
TaT OTYY>KAEHVISI IIPOAYKTOB €r0 COOCTBEHHOV Ies-
TeJTBHOCTY. ECTh 00CTOSATENTBCTBO, KOTOPOE ITpeBpa-
IT[aeT CETOIHSIITHMV KPU3VC B HEUTO BBIXOJISIIee 3a
IIpeiestbl IIPEeXHMX TIePeXonoB OT AHTUYHOCTI K
Cpenxnm BekaMm, oT CperiHimx BekoB K Peneccancy
u [TpocBertienviio. [lesio B TOM, YTO YeJI0BEK CETOIHS
TIOJTYUMIT BOSMOYKHOCTH MEHSTH CBOVI TeJIeCHBIe I1a-
pameTpsl Kak Homo sapiens. OH MOXeT 3TO [ieJIaTh,
OH TIOJIyYWI 3Ty CBOOOMY, M1 OH 3TO [ejlaeT, IIpu-
yeM Ha HaIllMX IJIa3ax. 37lech He CIIpaBiIseTcs He
TOJIBKO Pa3yMHOCTb, HO M PeJIUTMO3HOe CO3HAHME.
ITpobGiiema cBoOomEl, KOTOPYIO JlocTOeBCKMiI pak-
TUYECKM MOCTaBWI KaK aHTUTE3NC «OHNTUMVCTIITYe-
CKVIM» TPaKTOBKaM BBIXOIAa 3 Kpu3lica KYJIBTY DB,
IIprio0OpeTaeT YepThl aHTPOIIOIIOTMTUECKOTO Kpr3iica
(viMeHHO 5TO OT4YeT/INBO YBUIesT PpaHK®).

8 Cp.: «SIcHO BO BCSIKOM CJIyYde OHO: OT IYMaHWCTIIYe-
CKOTO OITVMWM3Ma, OT BCSIKOVI Meas3aly yeoseka [lo-
CTOeBCKMVI DeckOHeuHO Aajiek. YestoBeueckoe CyIIeCTBO,
Kak ero pucyer [I0CTOeBCKMIL, €CTh IIpsiMasi POTHBOIIO-
JIOKHOCTh 1 “PpasyMHOMY 4eJIoBeKy~ ITPOCBETUTEIILCTBa,
u “npexpacHon ayme” pomanTmsMa. Ilo [Tocroesckomy,
3710, CJIETIOTa, XaOTUYHOCTb, AVICTAPMOHN He TOJIbKO BO-
o0r111e IIpUCyIIM YeIoBeKy, HO B KaKOM-TO CMBIC/Ie CBsi3a-
HBI C €ro MOCJIe/IHUM, TIIyOMHHBIM CyIiecTBOM. VIMeHHO
TaM, I7e 4ejIoBeK B CBOMX CJIIBIX M PaspyIIUTeIbHBIX
CTpacTsIX BOCCTAeT IIPOTUB TPpeDOoBaHMM pa3syMa, IPOTUB
BCex MpaBWJI IPWJIMYMS U ODLIeIIpU3HaHHOV MOpaIv —
VIMEHHO TaM IPOpPBIBaeTCsl HAPYXKy, CKBO3b TOHKYIO 000-
JIOUKy OONIepWU3HAHHOW SMIIVPIYIECKOV PealbHOCTY,
MOJIMHHAs OHTOJIOTMYeCKasl PeaIbHOCTh UeJI0BEUeCKOTO
nyxa» (Ppank, 1931, c. 76).
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lems, a very pressing problem is that of reason
and its creative potential which has produced
such “a handful of problems” that one wonders
if reason can cope with them. But that prob-
lem traces its source to Dostoyevsky who put
Kant’s antinomies into question. Golosovker
and Frank highlighted this circumstance. When
we discuss the problems that have cropped up
as a result of free creative activity of reason
(science, technology, ecological crisis, digitiza-
tion, man becoming an adjunct of the machine,
etc.) all these issues in the present context dif-
fer cardinally from the problems that faced the
human being at earlier epochal turning points.
Reason, in fulfilling its potential, lost the ability
to cope with the problems that arise as a result
of the alienation of its products. This is a cir-
cumstance that distinguishes the current crisis
from the previous transitions from Antiquity
to the Middle Ages, from there to the Renais-
sance and Enlightenment. Today the human
being is able to change his/her bodily parame-
ters as Homo Sapiens. He/she can do it, he/she
is free to do it and he/she is already doing it
before our eyes. Not only reason, but religious
consciousness are unable to cope with this. The
problem of freedom which Dostoyevsky effec-
tively raised as an antithesis to “optimistic”
thinking about overcoming the crisis of culture,
acquires features of an anthropological crisis
(something Frank saw very clearly?).

?Cf. “In any case one thing is clear: Dostoyevsky is
miles away from humanistic optimism, from any ide-
alization of man. The human being as portrayed by
Dostoyevsky is the opposite of ‘the reasonable man’ of
Enlightenment and ‘the beautiful soul” of Romanticism.
According to Dostoyevsky, evil, blindness, chaos, dis-
harmony are not only inherent in man, but in a certain
sense connected with his ultimate, in-depth essence.
It is where man, in his blind and destructive passions,
rebels against the bidding of reason, against all rules of
decency and accepted morals — it is here that the true
ontological reality of the human spirit breaks through
the thin film of universally accepted empirical reality”
(Frank, 1931, p. 76).
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Teniepp mocmoTpmM, Kak PpaHK MHTEPIpeTH-
pyeT KaHTHaHCKye MOTUBBI y JlocTtoesckoro. Ecim
T'ortocoBkepa MHTepecyeT, Kak JlocTOeBCKIIT UnTa-
et KaHra, KaK oH ero npeobpaxaet, To y dpanka
KanT BO3HMKaeT, Korjga pedb 3axofuT O IJIaBHOM
TeMe ¢riocodckoro mMypocoseprianus JlocTtoes-
cKoro — o cobone. «“Cyujecm8Byem au c6ob600a kax
paxm 6 mupe, kax peasvHuitl npeomem?” <...> Cpo-
Oona nepexubaemcs v ABaaemca HeNIOCPeACTBeH-
HO omxkpbimoil He 8 npedMemHoit, HO 8 U3HAYAABHOT,
abcoatomuotl peasvHocmu. 30ece npabuibHo NOHAA
Kanm — nem c60600v. 8 penomenarvnom mupe, 6
npeomere HayKu — mMoAbko kak Beuyb 6 cebe» (PpaHK,
2021a, c. 159—160). To ecTb MBI MOXXEM CKa3aTh BCIIET,
3a dpankoM, uto y KanTa cBobosia HepeasibHa, 10-
CKOJIBKY OH pa3pbIBaeT PacCyIOK M YyBCTBEHHOCTb.
Csobona y KanTa mprobpeTaeT abcTpakTHO-MeTa-
Jusmueckmit xapaxTep. ITpy 3ToM MBI MOXeM Tak-
JKe cKasaTb (cIemys yxe 3a cammM KaHTom), uTo
cBoboma — 370 aMpmOOoINs (IBYCMBICTIEHHOCTE), B
MaTepyaJIbHOM MVIpe OHa BCerJa OTpuIlaTesIbHa 11
B 3TOM ee [J1yOMHHas [IPUTATaTeJIbHOCTb 1715 YeJIo-
Beka. A uro xe [loctoescknit? Kak oH mmpeopjosesa-
eT aM(PMOOIIMIHOCTE CBOOOIBI?

ITpex1ie ueM OTBETUTD Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, HaIlOM-
HuM, 9To KaHT pasperaer 3Ty amdpnO0IMIHOCTb
cBODOIIBI Uepe3 KaTeropmdeckum nMmeparus. [lo-
CTOEBCKMI, B CBOIO O4epellb, IIpeosIojieBaeT Kare-
rOpuYecKuil umIeparus uepes oboxeHwue. Ero
repou 3acTaBjIgIOT Hac, YMTaTeslel, 3a/lyMbIBaTh-
Cs1 HaJl, CMBICJIOM YeJIOBEYeCKOroO CyIIIeCTBOBAaHS,
KOTOPBIN Y KaKIOro eAVMHCTBeH, 1 HaJl, TeM, YTO
KasK/IBIVI UeJIoBeK HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a 0CO3-
HaHVIe CBOeVl CBOOOIbI, KOTOPasi, IO CY T, BO3MOX-
Ha B MaTepuaJIbHOM MVpe VCKIIOYMTEeIBHO Kak
KOHKPeTHBIVI BBIOOP.

Hecnyuanno TostocoBkep B «llocirecnoBum» K
KHITe IIPUBOAUT CJleflyolliee pacCyXIeHue:

KanT 13 TeopeTmueckort 6€3bICXOTHOCTH TIbI-
Tajicd BBIVITW JIByMsI IyTamu: 1) rHOCeosormye-
CKMM IIyTeM, IIpMOerHyB K JIyKaBOV eCTeCTBeH-
HOV «HeoOxommmon Vlumosum pasyma», emy
HNPVPOXKIIEHHO, 11 2) MOPaJIbHBIM Iy TeM, BBICTa-
BVIB JIEAEHSIIVIVI XVBYIO OYIIY KaTeropuaecKuii
VIMIIEpaTUB — KaKyIO-TO COBECTh ITYCTBHIHU IO,

102

Let us see now how Frank interprets Kan-
tian motives in Dostoyevsky. While Golosovker
is interested in how Dostoyevsky reads Kant,
how he transforms Kant, Frank turns to Kant
when the main theme of Dostoyevsky’s world-
view, that of freedom, arises. “Is there freedom as
a fact in the world, as a real object? [...] Freedom is
experienced and is directly manifest not in the mate-
rial but in the original, absolute reality. Kant got it
right: there is no freedom in the phenomenal world,
in the object of science — only as a thing in itself
(Frank, 2021a, pp. 159-160). In other words, we
can safely say with Frank that in Kant freedom
is not real insofar as it separates understanding
and sensibility. Freedom, in Kant, acquires an
abstract metaphysical character. We can also
say (following Kant himself) that freedom is an
amphiboly (ambiguity), in the material world it
is always negative, which makes it inherently
attractive for man. And what of Dostoyevsky?
How does he cope with the amphiboly of free-
dom?

Before answering this question let us re-
call that Kant resolves the amphiboly of free-
dom through the categorical imperative.
Dostoyevsky, in turn, overcomes the categori—
cal imperative through deification. His charac-
ters make the reader ponder over the meaning
of human existence, which is unique for every-
one, and over the fact that each person is
responsible for becoming aware of his/her free-
dom, which is ultimately possible in the materi-
al world only as a concrete choice.

It is not by chance that Golosovker makes
the following observation in the “Afterword”
to the book:

Kant tried to find a way out of theoretical
despair in two ways: 1) in the epistemological
way, resorting to the sly natural “necessary
[lusion of reason” inherent in him and 2) in the
moral way by proposing the chilling categorical
imperative, some kind of conscience of the
desert beneath an inaccessible cosmic starlight.
It is the conscience of army regulations,



HEeJI0CSATaeMO-KOCMOJIOTMUECKM OJIeCKOM 3Be3]I,.
DTO — COBECTb yCTaBa, CyOOpaMHaLINM 1 TIOPS/-
Ka, HO He JXMBOT'O 4yBCTBa. [lOCTOEBCKIII e 13
BCex 0e3bICXOTHOCTEN pasyMa BUIUT IS 4YeJIo-
BeKa BBIXOJI B CTPACTHOW IeATeIbHOCTH JIF00BY,
B IIpaKTVKe, IT7le 3HaHMe Cep/lia IlepecKaKyBaeT
yepe3 Bce TeOpeTndecKye ITOCTYIIaThl VI BBIBOZBI
U TIle YM-TEeOPEeTUK CpbiBaeTcs B Tpareauio (I'o-
j10coBKep, 1963, c. 98).

W tem Gortee HecyyariHo Tyran-bapanosckumt
B 1912 1. roBopuT 0 J10CTOEBCKOM KaK O «MOpaJlb-
HOM ¢ustocode», Helpexonsiras 3aciayra KOTO-
POro COCTOUT B TOM, YTO eMy Y[aJIoCh IlepeBecTi
UJIer0 HpaBcTBeHHOV dustocodnm Kanra B koH-
TeKCT paspellleHs IIpo0sieM ITpaKTUYecKou K13-
Hu (Tyran-bapanosckui, 1912, c. 11). A C. H. bysn-
rakos elrle pansblile, B 1902 r., cTaBuT BOIIpoC O Te-
onuilee B pomaHax Jlocroesckoro (bysrakos, 1902,
c. 844). VImeHHO 3Ty IIpobiieMy MUPOCO3epIIaHs
Hoctoesckoro nopxsarnt nosgHmm Gpask. V1 tam
cHoBa 3a3ByuuT rosioc Kanra. Ilpusenem 60i1b-
LIYIO IIUTATY:

3a payuoHasbHO-HPaBCTBEHHOV YCTaHOBKOV
OTHOIIIEHUSI K MUPY, U3 KOTOPOW BO3HMKAeT
rpo0sieMa TeoAuIIen U Il KOTOPOVI OHa CTaHO-
BUTCS Hepa3pelMbIM TPparu3MoM, OH OTKpbIBa-
eT OoJlee TITyOOKYIO 1CUX0A02UHECKYI0 YCTAHOBKY
HeTIOCPe/ICTBeHHOV JIIOOBM K JXM3HM, KOTOpasi B
CBOEM IIOCTIe[THEM PeJINTI03HOM OCHOBaHMM pac-
KpbIBaeTcs Kak 0J1arocjioBeHme BCero XUBYIIero,
KaK BUfieHbe PeJIMIMO3HOI0 MCTOKa Mupa u Obl-
T B bore. Odnako obe ycmanoBxu npu 601ee 6.4u3-
KoM, 0obpocoBecmHom paccmomperuu okaszvlaiomecs
HenocpedcmBento cbasanvl Opye ¢ OpyeoM: MUpHas
eapmonus 0aazocaobaarouei 11066u k mupy 6 100y10
MUHYMY MosKem 0bimb paspyuieHa YxacHsiM 0ucco-
Hancom 6HoBb npobyoubuieeocs 6 nawieil coBecmu 06-
Bunenus mupa.

Oonaxko 30ect npoucxooum peuwumesvHas amaxa
Ha Mpo0JIeMy TeOAWIIeN VICXOMs M3 yKe JTOCTUT-
HyTBIX TTo3urmi. ITpu aToM oHa He docmueaem ee
PpalOHaIbHO-TIOTMYEeCKOTO pellieHs, KOTopoe,
KaK yXXe yIIOMMHAJIOCh, VICXOMs W3 IIpescTaB-
seHn”1 J10CTOEBCKOTO, TTPOCTO HEBO3MOXKHO, HO
JeylaeT BO3MOXHBIM ee VICTMHHOe ITpeoslojieHe
IIOCPEJICTBOM PaIKaJIbHOTO ITIOBOPOTa PeJII-
O3HO-HPaBCTBEHHOTI'O B3IJIsAfla. BbIpakasch s3bI-
KOM KaHTOBCKOM (prytocodmm, MOXKHO OBUIO OBI
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subordination and order, but not of living
feeling. By contrast, Dostoyevsky sees a way
out of all the despair in passionate activity of
love, in practice where the knowledge of the
heart leaps over all the theoretical postulates
and conclusions and where theoretical reason
tumbles into tragedy (Golosovker, 1963, p. 98).

No wonder Mikhail I. Tugan-Baranovsky
(1912, p. 11) writes about Dostoyevsky as a
“moral philosopher” who claims the credit for
transferring Kant’s moral philosophy to the
context of resolving the problems of practi-
cal life. Still earlier, in 1902, Sergey N. Bulgak-
ov (1902, p. 844) raises the question of theodicy
in Dostoyevsky’s novels. Later Frank took up
this problem of Dostoyevsky’s worldview. And
there Kant’s voice is heard again. We crave the
reader’s indulgence for quoting at some length:

Behind the rational-moral attitude to
the world from which arises the problem
of theodicy and for which it becomes an
irresolvable tragedy, he discovers a more
profound psychological attitude of plain love of
life which in its ultimate religious foundation
reveals itself as the blessing of all things living
as a vision of the religious source of the world
and being in God. However, on closer and more
thorough inspection both attitudes turn out to be
intimately interconnected: the peaceful harmony
of blessing love of peace may at any moment be
destroyed by the horrible discord of accusation of the
world reawakened in our conscience.

However, here we see a vehement attack on the
problem of theodicy from the position already
gained. But it does not attain its rational-logical
solution which, as mentioned above, according
to Dostoyevsky, is simply impossible, but makes
it possible to truly overcome through a radical
pivot of the religious-moral attitude. To use
the language of Kantian philosophy, we might
say that the religious antinomy which forms
the essence of theodicy, is cognised in terms of
its categories and relativity, and through the
revelation of a more profound layer of being
is overcome and sublated (aufgehoben) (Frank,
2021b, p. 333).
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CKas3aTh, YTO peiueuo3Has aHTVUHOMMS, KOTOpas
COCTaBJISeT CYITHOCTH IIPOOsIeMBI TEOIMIIEN, TT0-
3HAeTCS B ee KaTerOpraJIbHOV O0YCIIOBJIEHHOCTV
VI OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTY VI IIOCPEJICTBOM PaCKPBITHS
Oosiee T7TyOOKOTO CJI0S OBITHS IIPEOJIOIIEBAETCS T
canMaetcs (aufgehoben) (Ppank, 20216, c. 333).

Yewm xe orBeTw1 ['ortocoBkep?

Bcst aTa cMBOIIMKa — capKacTudeckas mUrpa c
6orom 1 yepToM, BeCh KaJIelJ0CKOII IIPOTHUBOpe-
YVBBIX YTBEPIKIEHWUL: YTO eCiIV OOT eCThb, TO Hafio
yTBep>KaTh, OYATO €ro HeT (TaK FOBOPUT YepT),
1 UTO ecJivi Oora HeT, TO HafIo yTBepKaaTh, YTO OH
ecTb (TaK TOBOPUT BeJIMKWUI MHKBU3UTOP), VI UTO
6or BeIZIyMaH 1 UTO YepT TOXe BbIZIlyMaH (Tak Io-
BOpUT VIBaH), V1 YTO YepT-MUHYC XOTeJI PABKHYTh
«OCaHHY» OOTY-IUIIOCY, V1 UTO OH He PSIBKHYJI, I10-
TOMY YTO OTpUIIaHVIEe HEOOXOAVMO JIJIsl KU3HU, U
YTO OIHOV «OCaHHBI» IIJIsL XXV3HU MaJio (TakK To-
BopuT VIBaH), 1 4TO BCe B Mupe APYT C APYroM
COIlpMKacaeTcsi: B OJJHOM MecTe TPOHeIllb — B
JIpyroM KOHIle OT/aeTcs (Tak roBopuT 3ocmma),
Y UTO IpaBIbl BEYHOV YMOM He JI0Ka3aTh U He
IIOHSTH, a IIOHMMAaeTCs OHa 0e3 yMa (TaK FOBOPST
3ocmma n Ajtermia), v uTo, B muTore, MmuTs okasasi-
cs MyZpee uepTa, U IIpod., ¥ IpOoY., — YTO O3Ha-
4JaeT Bech 3TOT capKas3M, 3Ta OKapMKaTypeHHas
cmech kanTmantcrsa (tak! — T.II., B.I1.), rere-
JIMIaHCTBa, BOJIbTEPUAHCTBA U XPUCTUAHCTBA, —
CMech MaKCHM, JIOTMaTOB, 3aKOHOB, aHEK/O0TOB?
Hey>kennt TOJIBKO TO, UTO MMCaTesIb, KaK MBICIIV-
Tesrb-pwtocod, IO CyIIecTBy, Bcerga B puio-
cocdpum BTaViHe CKeNTUK ¥ POMaHTUK, M He ero,
JKM3HeoITVcaTeId, 3a/lada XXIBOIIcaTh B o0paszax
cucreMy prtocopum, Korja XusHb HU B KaKylo
CHUCTeMy He BJle3aeT.

BoT mmouemy xuBbIe 06pasel repoes [JocToes-
CKOTO CWIbHee OJIUIIeTBOPSeMOV MU M.

ITycTp unTaTe b OITIAHETCS Ha IIPOVIICHHBIN
M 11y Th (I'ostocoBkep, 1963, c. 90).

W nasnee: «<KKaHT — He TOJIBKO HEMeIIKMIT PWIIO-
cod KanT. KaHT perrpeseHTHpYeT B poMaHe eBpo-
MIeTICKYIO0 TeopeTudecKyro duiocodnio BoooOIe,
0CcOOeHHO KpUTHYecKylo duiocodpuio, 1 ¢ Hem
BCTymaeT [JocToeBCcKMM Ha cTpaHMIlaX poMaHa B
Co3HaTeJIbHYI0 OOpBOY, Belsi oHOBpeMeHHO Oec-
co3HaTeJIbHyI0 6oppdy ¢ cammm coborn» (Tam xe,
c. 96). V1 B 3TOM cMBICIT aninrpadpa Hare CTaTb.
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How did Golosovker respond?

All this symbolism — sarcastic play with God
and the Devil, the kaleidoscope of conflicting
statements: that if God exists we should claim
that he does not exist (as the Devil says) and
if God does not exist, we should claim that he
does exist (as the Grand Inquisior says) and that
God has been invented and the Devil has also
been invented (as Ivan says) and that the Devil-
minus wanted to shout “hosanna” to God-plus
but did not because “hosanna” alone was not
enogh for life (as Ivan says) and that everything
in the world is interconnected: you touch in
one place and it echoes at the other end (as
Zosima says) and that the eternal truth cannot
be proved or understood by the brain, but it is
understood without the brain (as Zosima and
Alyosha say) and that at the end of the day
Mitya turns out to be wiser than the Devil, and
so on and so forth — what is the meaning of
all this sarcasm, this caricatured mishmash
of Kantianism, Hegelianism, Voltairism and
Christianity — a mixture of maxims, dogmas,
laws and anecdotes? Could it be just that the
writer as a thinker-philosopher is in fact in
philosophy a secret sceptic and romantic and
it is not his task, as a portrayer of life, to depict
the system of philosophy in images when life
does not fit into any system.

That is why the living images of Dostoyev-
sky’s characters are more powerful than the
idea they embody.

Let the reader look back on the path he has
traversed (Golosovker, 1963, p. 90).

And further: “Kant is not just a German phi-
losopher. Kant represesnts in the novel Europe-
an theoretical philosophy in general, especially
critical philosophy and Dostoyevsky conscious-
ly challenges it in the novel while unconscious-
ly strugglng against himself” (ibid., p. 96). This
is the meaning of the epigraph to this article.

%ok ok

We cannot stop the “conversation” about Dos-
toyevsky which has been going on in Russian
philosophy for more than a hundred and fifty
years. It is endless. We can merely join it in search
of ourselves (like Frank and Golosovker, Bely
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MpeI He MOXeM OCTaHOBUTE «pasropop» o [lo-
CTOEBCKOM, KOTOPBIVI BelleTCsL B PYCCKOM (prjIoco-
dun yxe bostee cta iaTuaecaT jieT. OH GeckoHe-
4yeH. MBI MOXXeM TOJIBKO caMV BKJTIOUMTBCS B HETO,
OTBICKMBas ce0sl, KaK OTBICKVBaIV cedsl B pa3roBo-
pe c docroescknm @PpaHk 11 I'onocoskep, bemnbin n
bynrakos, Posanos u Tyran-bapanosckui 1 MHO-
rve Ipyrue pycckue pmiocodml.
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and Bulgakov, Rozanov and Tugan-Baranovsky
and many other Russian philosophers did in con-
versation with Dostoyevsky).
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AHJIDKOJIMHU VS KAHT:
K ®UJIOCODPCKOMY HACJIEOVIO
TOJIOLIKOV ME3YUTCKOM
AKATEMUU

A. U. KaumoBuu'

JBuxenue 3a 6o3poxdenue cxoracmuueckoi mpa-
Ouyuu (Heocxosacmuka) cmaio ombemom Ha ee coKpy-
wumesvHy0 kpumuxy npedcmabumenamu smoxu Ipo-
cBeujerus, npubeduryro K paspyuieHui0 mpaouyuoHHo1
Memapu3uKy U eHOCe0A02UHeCK020 ONMuMUsMa — 08yx
OCHOBHBIX 104106 eBponerickoll peat2uo3HOl Guaoco-
uu. Bapuanmut peyenyuu udei kanmobckoeo Hac1e0us
6 Heocxosacmuxe MHO202PAHHBL — 011 N0AHO20 Henpu-
amus 00 ucnoav3obanus 0451 00HobeHUs husocogcko-
20 pynoamenma peaueuo3noi gpusocogpuu. TBopueckoe
Hacaeoue IToaoyxoi uesyumckoil akademuu sbasemcs 6
IMOM OMHOUIeHUY 00HOU U3 1epBblX NONbIMOK 0CMbLC-
aenus udett Kawma u npomubocmosnus um 6 pamkax
cxosacmuveckoi mpaduyuu. B cBa3zu c amum npedcmab-
ASeMCS AKMYAAbHBIM 01pedesunms, Kakum obpasom Boc-
NPUHUMAAUCH NPOPAMMHble Yycmanobku yuenus Kanma
6 00HoM u3 HemHoeux coxpanabuiuxcs 6 nauase XIX 6.
yenmpoB uesyumckoil ¢pusocopuu, pacnosaeabuiuxca
Ha meppumopuu Poccuiickot umnepuu, — 6 Iosoyxou
uesyumckoti akademuu. Ilpedmemom uccaedobanus cma-
A0 NONbIMKA KPUMUUECK020 AHAAU3A UOetl HeMelyKo20
Mmovlcaumens, npeonpuraman 6 pabome «Puiocogckue
HacmabBaenus 014 yuawuxcs [losoyxot akademuu» npe-
nodabamessn smoil akademuu JIxysenne AHOKOAUHU.
AHOXK0AUHY nocmoAHHO obpawjaemcs k gueype Kanma
6 cboux paccyxoenusx, yemampubas 6 Hem 0cHoBHO20
udeos102uteckoeo conepruxa. Moeu, apmuxyiupobarmvie
8 «Dusocopckux HacmabaeHusax», okazasu GausHue Ha
opmupobanue gpusococpckoil nosuyuu  BuinyckHukoB
axkademu, xomopvie, 8 cboio ouepeds, Brecau Becomuiil
6x1a0 6 cmaroBaenue besopyCccKOll UHINEAAEKINTYAABHOU
mpaduyuu. Coomuouienue xaHmobckux udeil u uoei,
Bocnpunamvix AHOKOAUHU U3 CXOAACHUYECKOU Mpau-
YuU, AHAAUSUPYEMCs uepe3 0CMblcAeHUe UCNoAb306aH U

1 BenopyCCKVH?I roCyapCTBEHHbBIVI MEIVIIVIHCKIT
YHUBEPCUTET,

Pecrry6mka Berapycs, 220016, MurcK, mpocrtt. [13epxiH-
CKoro, 1. 83.

Ilocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 26.06.2022 e.
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

ANGIOLINI VS KANT:
PHILOSOPHICAL ENDEAVOUR
AT THE POLOTSK JESUIT
ACADEMY

A. I. Klimovich!

The movement for the revival of the Scholastic tra-
dition (Neo-Scholasticism) was a reaction to devastat-
ing criticism by the representatives of Enlightenment
which led to the destruction of traditional metaphys-
ics and of epistemological optimism, the two pillars of
European religious philosophy. Reception of Kantian
ideas in Neo-Scholasticism varied from total rejection
to its use in renewing the philosophical foundation of
religious philosophy. In this regard the legacy of the
Polotsk Jesuit Academy was one of the first attempts to
interpret Kant's ideas and confront them in the frame-
work of the Scholastic tradition. It is therefore not irrel-
evant to look at how Kant’s programmatic ideas were
perceived at the Polotsk Jesuit Academy, one of the few
centres of Jesuit philosophy that survived in the terri-
tory of the Russian Empire in the early nineteenth cen-
tury. The object of this study is the attempt at a critical
analysis of Kant made in the Philosophical Instructions
for Students at the Polotsk Academy by the Academy’s
professor, Giuseppe Angiolini. Angiolini constantly re-
fers to Kant in his reasoning and sees him as his main
ideological rival. The ideas articulated in the Philosoph-
ical Instructions influenced the philosophical positions
of the Academy’s graduates who in turn made a tangi-
ble contribution to the development of the Belarusian
intellectual tradition. The relationship between Kant's
ideas and the ideas Angiolini drew from the Scholastic
tradition is analysed through the use of the concepts
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maxux obujux 045 000ux Hanpabaenutl NOHAMUL, Kak
mpancyeHoenmalvHoe, IMnupudeckoe u uybcmbernoe,
camooueBuoHbvle ucmumbl, obujee uybembo.

KatoueBvie caoba: Kanm, Tlosoykas uesyumckas
axademusi, . AHOXKOAUHU, HEOCXOAACTNUKA, MPAHCYEH-
OeHmaibHoe, SMNUPULECKoe, CAMOOHeBUOHbIe UCTTUHDI,
obujee uybcmbo

BBemenmne

HeocxoracTka — HallpaBJleHVe eBpOIeViCKOV
PEeJIUITIO3HON (B OCHOBHOM KaTOJINUeCKOV) (pmIo-
codpum, CTaBlllee OTBETOM Ha V3MeHeHMe cTaTyca
TPpaAUIIVIOHHOV MeTadpu31Ky, BbI3BAHHOE KPWUTH-
Ko co ctopoHb! dutocodpmm IIpocserienns. Tpa-
IOVIIVOHHO ee BO3HMKHOBEHIe OTHOCST K IIOCTIefl-
Her1 vetBepTn XIX B. OpHaKko HellaBHVE MCCIIeO-
BaHMs B 0o0J1acTVi ucTopum duiocodmm I03BOIIs-
I0T yTBepXXJaTh, YTO Hayajlo 3TOro IIporiecca cile-
AayeT Hdaruposarh Oostee panHuM nepmopoM (Ca-
BIHOB, 2019, c. 64). B wacTHOCTM, OTHVMIM 113 ITEPBBIX
LIeHTPOB, OKAa3aBIINX BJIVSIHVE Ha pa3BUTIe Heoc-
XOJIacTVaecKovt Tpaayivmy, Opuia Ilomorikas vesy-
UTCKas aKajgeMus. B cBoeM cTaHOBJIEHMUI HEOCXO-
JlacTVIKa ObUIa BBIHY)K[I€HA OCMBICIIVBATH YTPO3BI
COOCTBEHHOMY CYIIIECTBOBAHMIO, OHOVI M3 KOTO-
PBIX, IO MBICJIVI MHOTOYVCIIEHHBIX PeIUTMO3HbBIX
nesiteseit, 1 sBiisuica Kant. OTHolIeHe K TBOpYe-
ckoMy Hacsleuio KaHTa B paMKax cxoj1acTidecKon
TpagAMIINY BeCbMa IIPOTUBOPEUYNBO — OT IIOJIHOTO
HeIIpuATHS 10 pacCMOTPeHMsI B KauecTBe OCHOBa-
HUS 11 TIOCTPOEHVSI HOBOVI CHCTEMBI PeJIiTO3-
Hont prstocodpmm. B Tlosnorkon vesynTckont akajie-
MWW B XOJle CTaHOBJIEHWsI HeOCXOJ1aCTIUeCKOV Tpa-
AV ocMbIciieHne maent KanTa Halwio ceoe oT-
paxkeHMe B paboTax UTaJIbIHCKOIO MOHaxa-Ve3yu-
Ta [xysernmne Anmxornvau (1747—1814), ipuiexas-
IIero Ha TeppuTopuio Poccuvickor MMiepum rocsie
3arpeTa e TeJIbHOCTY OpfieHa 1e3yuTos B Epporie.
AHJDKOIIVHY KpUTHKOBaJI ydeHne KaHTa B paMKax
4MTaeMoro CTyZleHTaM Kypca I10 HadaiaMm prIoco-
dvnt B pasgesax JIOTMKM M OVaJIeKTUKY, ITpaKTH-
4JecKy He 3aTparmbasd MeTadprsmKy. [T1aBHbIM 1Tpe-
MeTOM KPUTMKM CTajl BOIIPOC O COOTHOIIEHWN 3M-
VPUYECKOro 1 TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO B CXOJIacTH-
YEeCKOV TPAIVIINV M B KAHTOBCKOVI CUICTEME.

that are common to both trends, such as the transcen-
dental, the empirical and the sensible, self-evident
truths and common sense.

Keywords: Kant, Polotsk Jesuit Academy, G. An-
giolini, Neo-Scholasticism, the transcendental, the em-
pirical, self-evident truths, common sense

Introduction

Neo-Scholasticism is a trend in European
religious (mostly Catholic) philosophy in re-
sponse to the change in the status of traditional
metaphysics caused by critique from represent-
atives of Enlightenment philosophy. Its origin
is usually traced to the last quarter of the nine-
teenth century. However, recent research in the
history of philosophy suggests that the process
began earlier (Savinov, 2019, p. 64). One of the
first centres that influenced the development
of the neo-Scholastic tradition was the Polotsk
Jesuit Academy. As it developed, Neo-Scho-
lasticism had to be wary of the threats to its
existence, one of which, according to many
religious thinkers, was Kant. The scholastic
tradition’s attitude to Kant’s heritage is con-
tradictory, ranging as it did from total rejec-
tion to regarding it as the foundation of a new
system of religious philosophy. At the Polotsk
Jesuit Academy, in the course of the develop-
ment of Neo-Scholasticism, the interpretation
of Kant’s ideas was reflected in the works of
the Italian Jesuit monk Giuseppe (Joseph) An-
giolini (1747 —1814) who moved to the Rus-
sian Empire after the Jesuit Order was banned
in Europe. Angiolini criticised Kantianism in
his lectures on the foundations of philosophy
in the chapters on logic and dialectics, hardly
touching upon metaphysics. The main object of
his critique was the question of the relationship
between the empirical and the transcendental
in the Scholastic tradition and in Kant’s system.
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ITpobriema COOTHOIIEHVISI CXOJIACTUECKON Tpa-
IVILIAV U TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHOI dviocodprm Kan-
Ta IIpeJICTaB/IsileT HeCOMHEHHBIVI MHTepec, IIOCKOIb-
Ky B KOHTeKCTe oOpallleHusl K IIoCTIefIHer vMeJia
MeCTO HaIlpsDKeHHas Ooppba MeX[y pasIndHBI-
MW HallpaB/IeHVSIMU B JJaJIbHEVIIIIeM pa3sBUTUN eB-
ponerickort  dviocodpun.  3anaHOeBpoOIericKast
MbIciIb XIX B. XapaKTeprsoBasiack, C OHOV CTOPO-
HBI, BO3pacTaBILIEV IIOIIYJISPHOCTBIO KAHTOBCKOW
drtocodprn 1 Bce OOITBITIIM ITPVI3HAHEM €€ B aKa-
JIeMMYecKMX KpyTax, a ¢ IPyror — BO3pOXK/IeHVeM
cxoracTrdeckot dpustocodmy, KoTopasi oboraTu-
Jlach Ha IIPOTSDKEHWUM paccMaTpyBaeMOro Iepuo-
Jla PSIIOM VHTEJUIEKTYaIbHBIX JOCTVDKEHN, 3aVM-
CTBOBaHHBIX Y aBTOPOB APyTMX HarpasieHu Ho-
BOIO BpeMeHW, V1 oIy YiJla Ipu3HaHVe B KauecTBe
odurmansHOM PriyT0codCKOTT TOKTPUHBI KaTOMIV-
4UecKoVI LIepKBI B SHUMKIIVIKe Aeterni Patris (1879).
CHHXPOHHOCTh 00O3HaUeHHBIX ITPOIIECCOB Halllla
oTpakeHMe B paboTax IByX IPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIX I10
nyxy Mmblcautertenn — K. JL Ilepbepa «Bospoxne-
HVIe CXOJIaCTMKM B JIeBsTHaJIIaToM Beke» (Parrier,
1909) n @. Ilayibcena «/Immanyw: KaHot, ero
XM3Hb 1 yueHme» (ITayrbcen, 1899). Psap viccrieniosa-
Testent paccmarpuBaeT dpvtocoduro V. Kanrta kak
IpefTedy KaToymdeckon uiocodmyt MOfepHM3-
Ma, peakiiyell Ha KOTOPYIO 1 CTaJI0O BO3POXKIIeHVe
cxoractTiaeckon dpustocodpum (cm.: Aparos, 2015).
bpu1a Takke BbICKazaHa TOYKa 3peHMsl Ha KaHTOB-
CKyI0 dwtocodpuio Kak Ha COBOKYITHOCTB WJIEV,
CIIOCOOCTBOBABIIIVIX 3PO3MI CXOJIACTIUECKOV MeTa-
dvsykn. B wactrocTy, M. IOHKep-Kennm packpbl-
BaeT BJIMSHVeE KaHTOBCKOTO IIOBOPOTa K CyOBeKTy
Ha TpaHChOpMaIIVIO SVCTEMOJIOI IV eBPOIEVICKON
teortornu (FOHkep-Kennn, 2021, c. 121).

Tema oTHOIIeHMS pasBUBAIOILIEVICS CXOJIACTU-
YeCcKOV TpaauIVy K KaHTOBCKOMY HaCJIedVIO
ocTaeTcsl aKTyaIbHOV. BMmecTe ¢ TeM 3a paMkKa-
MM VHTEpPecOB VCCiIefoBaTeslell CerofgHsI OKasbl-
BAIOTCs CIOKeThl, 3aTparvBarolliyie BblllleHa3BaH-
HYIO IIpOoOJIeMaTNKy ¥ XPOHOJIOIMTYECKM OTHOCS-
mvecst K rtlepsont yetBepTyt XIX croserns. B xoHiie
XVIII B. O61iectBo Muicyca (odpmiimanbHOe Ha3Ba-
HUe OpfieHa Me3yWTOB), IOfIep)KBaBIIlee CXojla-
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The problem of the relationship between
the Scholastic tradition and Kant’s transcen-
dental philosophy is undoubtedly interest-
ing because the latter was the cause of intense
struggle between various trends in the further
development of European philosophy. West-
ern European thought in the nineteenth centu-
ry saw, on the one hand, a growing popularity
of Kantian philosophy and its growing recogni-
tion in academic circles and, on the other hand,
a revival of Scholastic philosophy which dur-
ing that period was enriched by a number of
intellectual achievements borrowed from oth-
er modern authors and proclaimed as the of-
ficial philosophical doctrine of the Catholic
Church in the Aeterni Patris encyclical (1879).
The synchronous character of the two process-
es referred to above was reflected in the works
of two thinkers who held opposite views: The
Revival of Scholastic Philosophy in the Nineteenth
Century by J.L. Parrier (1909) and Immanuel
Kant: His Life and Doctrine by F. Paulsen (1902).
Some scholars consider Kant’s philosophy to
be the precursor of the Catholic philosophy of
Modernism to which the revival of Scholastic
philosophy was a reaction (see: Arapov, 2015).
Another view is that Kant’s philosophy is a to-
tality of ideas which contribute to the erosion
of Scholastic metaphysics. For example, M. Jun-
ker-Kenny (2021, p. 121) reveals the influence
of Kant’s engagement with the subject on the
transformation of the epistemology of Europe-
an theology.

The theme of the attitude of the Scholas-
tic tradition to Kant’s heritage has not lost its
relevance. At the same time, researchers have
sidestepped the issues connected with the
above-mentioned problems which chronolog-
ically belong to the first quarter of the nine-
teenth century. In the late eighteenth century
the Society of Jesus (the official name of the
Jesuit Order) which supported the Scholastic
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CTUYECKYIO TPafVIIVIO KaK OTIesIbHBIVI BUJL aKa-
AeMudeckon dwiocodun, MOaBepryiock MHOIO-
UVCJIEHHBIM TOHEHMAM ¥ OoduIMaIbHO ITpeKpa-
TWIO CYIlIeCTBOBaHMe B MHTeJUIEKTYaIbHOM IIpO-
crpaHcTBe 3amnagHon Epponel. OmHako wmiccserio-
BaTe/Il UTHOPUPYIOT TOT (pakT, 4To Ostaromaps
3actynHudecTBy Exarepunsl I viesynTsl rionmydm-
7 yOexxuinie Ha TeppuTopum Poccurickon vmite-
pyM 1 OJ1arornoIy4yHo MpoosbKasiy BecT 371ech
aKaJIeMUYecKyIo [1eATeJIbHOCTb, OCMBIC/IVIBas B
TOM 4VICJIe VI OCHOBHBIe MIeVt KaHTOBCKOW puIo-
codpum. Llesps mpeficTaB/IeHHOV CTaTbil — BOCIIOJ-
HUTb JaHHBIV IIpO0eJI 1 OIlpeesInNTh, KaK IIpovic-
XOAMJIO OCMBICJIEHVe ITPOrpPaMMHBIX YCTaHOBOK
dwnocodpmm KaHta B OTHOM M3 OCHOBHBIX II€H-
TPOB Me3yUTCKoV dprstocodmm 1 obpazoBaHMs Ha
Teppuropun Poccurickont mmnepun — B Ilosnon-
KOV me3ynTckom akagemun. OIHUM M3 BeyIInX
VICTOYHVKOB [1JI1 JAHHOI'O MCCIIeZIOBaHMS BBICTY-
raeT padota [Ix. AHmxoinmHaM «Dustocod ke Ha-
cTaBJleHWs 1 ydaiyxcs Ilosornkon akagemmm»
(Institutiones philosophicae ad usum studiosorum
Academiae Polocensis) (Angiolini, 1819), nasiee 060-
3HadaeMasi Kak «Dytocodckre HacTaBIIeH .

CreneHb ¥Mcc/IeJOBAaHHOCTY IIPO0IeMBI

®enomen penenumn uaen Kanra B dusio-
codpckort MbICTIM Bertapycu B pasHble IIepuobl
ObUI IpeaMeTOM Hay4YHBIX MCCIIeOBaHMII TaKMX
Oeropycckmx aBTOpoB, Kak B.®d. IlampkeBud u
A.A. Jleruwmma (Lanekesny, Jleravmn, 2005),
crienayvisupyomyxcs Ha XIX cromernvs; nepmor
XX B. oxBaTeIBatOT Hay4Hble M3blckaHusa T.I. Py-
MgHuesont (Pymsannesa, 2021). Tsopueckuin u
JKVM3HEHHBIVT IyTh K. AHIDKOJIVIHM VCCIIeI0BaH
HOJIBCKMM mcTOpUKOoM prvtocodpmmt P. [Taposckim
(Darowski, 2006a; Darowski, 20060). HesiTerpHO-
ctu ['oso11Kov Me3ynTCKOV aKaZeMV IIOCBAIIeHbI
pabotst f1. M. I'xuiikoro (Gizycki, 1905) 1 1. Ka-
nyibekont (Kadulska, 2014). Hapsimy ¢ anaimsoM
VeVl aBTOPOB, IIpVHAJIeXaIX K HallpaBJIeHNIO
niostorikovt HeocxostacTvky, [Hanekesna u Jlerau-
JIVIH paccMaTpyBaJIvi TBOPUYECTBO U APYTMX 3HAUM-

tradition as a distinct kind of academic philos-
ophy faced persecution and officially ceased to
exist in the intellectual space of Western Eu-
rope. However, scholars ignore the fact that
thanks to the intercession of Catherine II Je-
suits found refuge in the Russian Empire and
happily continued their academic activities, in-
cluding the study of the main ideas of Kant-
ian philosophy. This article aims to fill the gap
and give an account of how the programmat-
ic principles of Kant’s philosophy were in-
terpreted in one of the main centres of Jesuit
philosophy and education in the territory of
the Russian Empire, at the Polotsk Jesuit Acad-
emy. One of the key sources here is the work
of Giuseppe Angiolini Philosophical Instructions
for Students of the Polotsk Academy (Institutiones
philosophicae ad usum studiosorum Academiae
Polocensis) (Angiolini, 1819) (elsewhere Philo-
sophical Instructions).

Current Status of Research
into the Problem

The reception of Kant’s ideas by the philo-
sophical community in Belarus in various pe-
riods has been the subject of research by such
Belorussian authors as V.F. Shalkevich and
A.A. Legchilin (2005), who specialise in the
nineteenth century; and the twentieth cen-
tury is covered by the research of Professor
T.G. Rumyantseva (2021). The life and work of
G. Angiolini was studied by the Polish histori-
an of philosophy R. Darowski (2006a; 2006b).
The studies of J. M. Gizycki (1905) and I. Kadul-
ska (2014) are devoted to the activities of the
Jesuit Academy of Polotsk. Along with anal-
ysis of the authors belonging to the Polotsk
Neo-Scholastic trend, Shalkevich and Legchilin
also examined the work of other major figures
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TeJIBHBIX (PUTyp OeIopyccKOro MHTeIUIeKTyaslb-
HOro TpocTpaHcTBa — VloranHa lenprixa AOvix-
Ta (1762—1816), Anéna [osrupna (1776 —1835), SIHa
Cuspenkoro (1756—1830). CrienyeT OTMETUTB, UTO
dwtocodckme crcTeMbl HEIIOCPeCTBEHHO IIperl-
ctaButesien Iloyorkort VIEe3YUTCKOVI aKaaeMmm —
Jxysentie Araxonvau 1 BunnenTa byunHbcko-
ro (1789—1853) — He ObUIM [0 CHX IIOp U3YUYeHbI
JleTaIbHO. BHe OnTmKmM mcciteioBaHMI TaKKe OCTa-
JI0Ch OOJIBIIIMHCTBO peakIni Ha duiiocodckme
BBI30OBbI, MHUIIMIIpOBaHHbIe MaesiMy KaHTa.

B.®. ITlasbkeBrd4, B YacTHOCTW, yCTaHOBWJIL,
4uTO IIpeaMeToM PrIocodCKoM KPUTUKM CO CTO-
POHBI IIpeOCTaBUTEIIEVI TIOJIOIIKOVI HEOCXOJIacTV-
K1 ObUIM 3HaKOBble purypsl dpustocodpun ITpo-
cpettleHnsi — Boswrep, Pycco, KanT 1 gp. (Ilais-
keBny, 1993, c. 10, 30). OgHako Hay4HBIVI aHAJIU3
OH OCYIIeCTBJIs/I B KOHTeKCTe IIOCTPOeHWsI OIIIIO-
3UITAV MeX/Ty Hay4YHOV J1eATeJIbHOCTBIO IIpeficTa-
BuTesien Bustenckoro ynusepcureta v Iloorkon
Ve3yUTCKOV aKaJleMMM, 4TO HaJIOKMJIO OIlpere-
JIeHHBIVI OTIIeYaTOK Ha ero BeIBOJIBL B pycite ciio-
xuslievics ettte B XIX B. cTopuko-dmiocodckomt
TpaguiLny TBOpUecKoe Hacsleye aBTopos [losor-
KOVI Me3yMTCKOV aKaJleMV paccCMaTpuBaeTcs Kak
KOHCepBaTVMBHOe, CyllleCTBOBaBlllee B IIOCTOSHHOM
KOH(JIVIKTe ¢ MaesMu JIMOepasibHOVI MBICIIN, KO-
TOpble IOJIyYMJIV PacIpoCTpaHeHMe B paboTax
BUJIEHCKMX ITpodpeccopos CHsmerikoro, AOuxra
np. (Ianskesny, Jleramsm, 2005, c. 89).

ITpomorpkaresieM TpagyLIVIY VICCIIEOBAaHWI Pe-
LIeNIMM KaHTOBCKMX maent B dpustocodpum bera-
pycu XIX B. ctan A. A. Jlerunmna. OH oTMedaeT
HaJIn4ne MHTepeca K paboraMm KaHta y mpepcra-
BUTeJIEV IIOJIOIIKOM HeocxornacTuku (Jlerummg,
2019). Bmecre ¢ TeM, KaK 1 B IIpeAbIIyIlIeM ciIyJae,
caMoO cofiepkaHMe MX OOpalieHmiT K Hac/Ieanio
Kanra ocrasocs B OoriblIteit cTerteHM 3a IIpezieria-
MM PrI0codCcKOro aHasIM3a.

Bomipockl craHOBIEHMSI TpaguIIMy HeOoCxoJIa-
CTMKM B paboTax MOJIOLKMX aBTOPOB 3aTparvBa-
ymmck Takke A.A. Jleruwmommaeim 1 A. V. Kimmmo-
B4 (Jlerumymmy, Kimavosny, 2017, c. 6), ogHako
rpobsieMa BIIMSIHMS TBOpYeckoro Hacenys Kan-
Ta Ha MJIey Me3ynTOB TakKXKe He paccMaTpuBalach

A. 1. Klimovich

in the Belorussian intellectual space, Johann
Heinrich Abicht (1762 —1816), Aniol Dovgrid
(1776 —1835), Jan Sniadecki (1756 —1830) and
others. It has to be noted that the philosophical
systems of immediate representatives of the Po-
lotsk Jesuit Academy, Giuseppe Angiolini and
Vincent Buczyniski (1789 —1853), have yet to be
studied in detail. Most of the reactions to the
philosophical challenges generated by Kant’s
philosophical ideas have also been outside the
scope of research.

Shalkevich (1993, pp. 10, 30), for example,
has established that Polotsk neo-Scholastics
directed their critique at some of the key fig-
ures in Enlightenment philosophy, Voltaire,
Rousseau, Kant and others. However, the au-
thor’s analysis was framed in terms of opposi-
tion between Vilna University and the Polotsk
Jesuit Academy and this left an imprint on his
conclusions. The historical-philosophical tradi-
tion which took shape in the nineteenth century
sees the legacy of the Polotsk Jesuit Academy
as conservative, locked in constant conflict with
liberal thought, promoted in the works of Vil-
na professors Sniadecki, Abicht and others
(Shalkevich and Legchilin, 2005, p. 89).

Legchilin (2019) continues the tradition of
the study of the reception of Kantian ideas in
nineteenth century Belorussian philosophy.
In his works he notes that representatives of
Polotsk Neo-Scholasticism had an interest in
Kant’s work. At the same time, as in the previ-
ous case, the content of what they had to say
about Kant’s heritage was in large part left out-
side philosophical analysis.

The issues of the development of the
neo-Scholastic tradition in the works of Polotsk
authors have also been touched upon by
A.A. Legchilin and A.I. Klimovich (2017, p. 6),
but the problem of the influence of Kant’s leg-
acy on the ideas of Jesuits was also outside the
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B JJaHHOM UccilefoBaHMN. Vmeosiormyeckas mo-
ULV ITpedCTaBUTeIeN T'Tostorikom €3y UTCKO
aKajleMuV 110 OTHOIIEHMIO K APYruM dustocod-
CKMM CHCTeMaM OCMBbICiIseTcs: B paborte CraHmc-
naBa begHapckoro «Ymamok v BO3poKaeHve ve3y-
utckux mkosl B Ilosnbine», HO dpvtocodpmsa Kan-
Ta aBTOPOM He yIIOMMHaeTCs, OH IIUIIeT O IIOVC-
Ke Me3yuTaMy KOHTPapryMeHTOB IpVIMeHUTeIb-
HO K mpesM Jlenbramiia, lekapra 1 Mansbpasiia
(Bednarski, 1933, s. 330—331). B nevicTBuTeIbHO-
CTV IIPOOJIEMHOE TI0JIe MHTEIUIEKTYaIbHBIX TTOVIC-
KOB HpepcraBuTesiert I1oIokom cxoracTuky He
OrpaHMYMBAETCS KOHLEMIIVSIMY, TIPeIjIoKeHHbI-
MM HasBaHHBIMM ¢wiocodpamm: TaK, B «Duio-
codpcKmX HacTaBIeHMSIX» AHJKOJIVIH, OTHOTO 13
Hanbortee SIPKMX ¥ TIIyOOKMX PrIocodoB MOIIOI-
Kou Tpaguuny, KaHT B KauecTBe MOeTHOro OIo-
HeHTa yIIOMMHaeTcs ropas[o yallle IPyruxX MbIC-
nmtesient (Angiolini, 1819, p. 20, 62, 95, 101, 104, 244).
DTOT paKT CBUAETEILCTBYET O TOM, YTO aBTOpaM,
paborapmmiMm B Ilosorike, Hemenkmi driocod
IIpeICTaBIISAIICS KpariHe OITaCHBIM VJIeVTHBIM OIIIIO-
HeHTOM. HeoOxommmo Takke moHMMaTh, 4To AH-
IIKOJIVIHM He ObLT OVHOK B CBoev KpuTuke: ¢ 1790
1o 1820 r. B KaTommueckon dpnocodmy BO3HMKaeT
IBVDKeHVIe, VIMeBlIlee CBOeVl 11eJIbl0 HU3Bep)KeHVie
dunocodpnn Kanra (Casnnos, 2021, c. 114).

Taxvim 0Opa3om, HeCMOTPsI Ha TO YTO IOJIOITKAs
HeOoCXOJIacTVKa YacTUYHO VCCIIe]0BasIack, BOIIPOC
MecTa u ponu npen V1. Kanra B Tpymax mosionkmx
Ve3yUTOB 10 CMX II0p He M3y4eH, XOTs UMEeHHO OC-
MBICJIEHIe eT0 HacleVisl BHeCJIO BeCOMBIVI BKJIa/] B
dopmmpoBaHMe 00IMIKa COBpEMEHHOV KaToJIide-
ckomt dpvtocopum.

VcTtopuyeckmit JaHgmadpT

@eHOMEH IIOJIOIIKOVE HEeOCXOJIAaCTUKM  VIMeeT
GorIblIToe 3HaUeHVe KakK [IJIs u3yueHns dputocod-
ckomt maHopambl Poccuvickort mmrmepum XIX B., Tak
v i aHanmsa dviocodckort Mpici benapycnm.
Berrre ykaspisastocs, uto OO1iectso Vricyca Obiio
odunmaneHO yrnpasgHeHo B 1773 1., HO Ha 3eM-
nax Poccuvickont mMIiepuy opaeH IIpofaosDKall Cy-
IIIeCTBOBATh, OKAa3aB BIIOCJIEZICTBUM 3HAYNTEIIbHOE
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scope of that research. The ideological posi-
tion of the Polotsk philosophers vis-a-vis phil-
osophical systems is examined in the work of
Stanislav Bednarski, The Decline and Revival
of Jesuit Schools in Poland, but the author does
not mention Kant; he writes about the Jesuits’
search for counter-arguments against the ideas
of Leibniz, Descartes and Malbranche (Bednar-
ski, 1933, pp. 330-331). In reality, the focal area
of the intellectual quests of the Polotsk Scho-
lastics is not limited to the concepts proposed
by these philosophers: thus in his Philosophical
Instructions Angiolini, one of the most brilliant
and profound philosophers of the Polotsk tra-
dition, Kant is mentioned as an opponent much
more often than other thinkers (Angiolini, 1819,
pp- 20, 62, 95, 101, 104, 244). This shows that the
authors who worked in Polotsk saw Kant as an
extremely dangerous opponent. It should also
be understood that Angiolini was not alone in
his criticism: from 1790 to 1820 a movement
emerges in Catholic philosophy with the goal
of overthrowing Kant’s philosophy (Savinov,
2021, p. 114).

Thus, although Polotsk neo-Scholasticism
has received some attention, the question of
the place and role of Kant’s ideas is still unex-
plored, and yet the interpretation of his legacy
made a tangible contribution to the shaping of
modern Catholic philosophy.

The Historical Landscape

The phenomenon of Polotsk Neo-Scholas-
ticism is important both for the study of the
philosophical panorama of the Russian Empire
in the nineteenth century and for the analysis
of philosophical thought in Belarus. As point-
ed out above, the Society of Jesus was banned
in 1773, but in the Russian Empire the order



BJIVIsIHME Ha (POpMUpPOBaHME eBPOIeVICKOro [IBU-
JKeHMs HeoCX0JIaCTVUKM 1, B JaJIbHerIeM, opuiiy-
ajIbHOro prytocodckoro ydyeHms PrimcKo-Karosm-
4yecKov epksy B XX B. — HeoToMm3Ma. Takmm o0-
pasoM, [1edTeJIbHOCTh Me3ynToB B Poccuvickom ro-
cyHdapcTBe MOXXHO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK MCKIIIOUM-
TeJIbHOE SIBJIeHe.

ITocne paspenos Peun Ilocrionmron cxormacTu-
yecKasl Tpaamius, pasBusasliasics B Ilosorike,
OKasaslach B 3OUIIEHTPe MOJIUTUYECKO U KyJIb-
TypHOM Xn3Hu Poccurickon nmnepumn. Vimmurpu-
poBaBlIIVe CIofa JIyulllye IIpeficTaBUTe/ I opeHa
HOJTY YVIIV IOJIHYIO TIOAJEePXKKY B PasBUTUN COO-
CTBEHHOVI aKaZeMM4ecKOV Tpaaulny, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky ExarepriHa II BbIcOKO 1eHMIIa cricTeMy oOpa3o-
BaHW, ocTpoeHHYI0 nesyntamu (Vurmot, 2004,
c. 29). Cpenu TayIaHT/IMBBIX I1€ArOroB, padoTas-
IIVX B 9TO BpeMs B aKaJleMWI B CaMbIX pa3HbIX Ha-
IIpaBJIeHVIX, MOKHO Ha3BaTb [asTaHo AHIKOIN-
Hu (1748—1818), dxysernme Anmxonvau (1747—
1814), IO3adpa Lnrosnua (1771—1846), Cranmncia-
Ba [lerposnua (1780—1826).

Cy1ecTByeT TeHJIeHIIMs olpesiesieHns Puio-
codpum IlosorKon ne3ymnTckon akageMun Kak of-
HOVI U3 BepPCUVl yUeHMs apVCTOTeJIeBCKO-TOMVICT-
ckoro Tuma (Gizycki, 1905, s. 7—8), nim o0beKTB-
Horo mupaearsMa (biammosa, 2002, c. 24). Hekoro-
pBle aBTOPBI, paccMaTpUBaBIIVEe [1eATeIbHOCTD
[TostoriKoM Me3yuTCKOM aKaleMuy, HecKOJIbKO
yMaJIsyI 3HaYMMOCTh (PUIIOCOPCKMX WIIell ee
IIpeficTaBuUTesIeV, TPaKTys VX YIIPOIIeHHO KakK
IIposiBJIeHMe 0OCKYpaHTM3Ma U IIPOTMBOIEVICTBIE
niporpeccy u HaykaM (Chmeliowski, 1883, s. 40).

ITocrienitiee BbI3BIBaeT HEKOTOpBbIE COMHEHIS,
nockosibKy Ilostolikast mesymTckasi akajgeMusi Ha
HPOTsDKeHnM cylecTsoBaHusd ¢ 1812 mo 1820 r.
SBJIsIaCh Hay4YHBIM COOOIIIeCTBOM, oOecIieulBaB-
VM COXpaHeHVe ¥ JaJIbHelInee pasBUTHe IIpo-
IrpaMMHBIX YCTAaHOBOK HEOCXOJIaCTYeCcKOV Tpay-
LV U B 11eJIOM TPpagULIN PeIUTVIO3HON PUII0Co-
¢V Kak B JIOKaJIBHOM, TaK VI MVPOBOM MacItiTa0e.
CriermndmgeckMy 4epTaMiul ee MHTeJUIeKTyalb-
HOr'o Hacjlefysl CTasy MYJIBTVJIVHTBU3M M MYJIb-
TUKYJIBTypasisM. braromapsa mesynram Ilosmork
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continued to exist and subsequently exerted
considerable influence on the formation of the
European Neo-Scholastic movement and lat-
er on Neo-Thomism, the official philosophical
doctrine of the Roman Catholic church in the
twentieth century. Thus the activity of Jesuits in
the Russian state can be seen as a phenomenon
out of the ordinary.

After the partitions of Rzeczpospolita the
Scholastic tradition that developed in Polotsk
found itself at the epicentre of the political and
cultural life of the Russian Empire. The fore-
most representatives of the order migrated
there and received full support in the devel-
opment of their own academic tradition since
Catherine II had a high opinion of the educa-
tion system developed by the Jesuits (Inglot,
2004, p. 29). Among the talented teachers who
worked at the academy of the time in vari-
ous focal areas were Gaetno Angiolini (1748 —
1818), Giuseppe Angiolini (1747 —1814), J6zef
Cytowicz (1771 —1846), Stanistaw (Stanislaus)
Piotrowicz (1780 —1826), to name but a few.

There is a tendency to define the philoso-
phy of the Polotsk Jesuit Academy as a ver-
sion of the Aristotelian-Thomist type (Gizycki,
1905, pp. 7-8), or objective idealism (Blino-
va, 2002, p. 24). Some authors who studied
the activities of the Polotsk Jesuit Academy
somewhat underrated the significance of its
philosophical ideas, interpreting them sim-
plistically as a manifestation of obscuran-
tism and opposition to progress and science
(Chmeliowski, 1883, p. 40).

The latter is debatable because during the
period of its existence from 1812 to 1820 it was
a scientific community which preserved and
further developed the programmatic princi-
ples of the neo-Scholastic tradition and, more
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HaxoWICs B IIEHTpe TlepecedeHsi MHOTOUVICITeH-
HBIX KYJIBTY PHBIX U HVIBUJIM3AIIVIOHHBIX BIIVITHUL.

XOTsI XPOHOJIOTMYECK) IIOJIOIKasi Heocxosla-
CTUKa KaK HaIpasjieHue B ucTopum dpriocodpun
VIMeeT JOCTaTOYHO y3KIe paMKW, ee cofepKaTesIb-
HBIVI BKJIaJl B popMupoBaHVe WIeVl pPeInrios-
Homt prtocodpmm ObUI 3HAUMTEIBHBIM. B maHHOM
KOHTeKCTe IIOKasaTesleH mpumep fxHa Pwmmma
Porana (1785—1853) — mBaniiaTh IIepBOrO IJIaBBI
Ob6mectBa Vucyca, GbiBiero crymgentoM Ilosorr-
KOVI 1e3yUTCKOM aKajeMun. VIMeHHO OH HpuHSII
s y4eOHBIX 3aBefleHMiI OpfeHa Me3yUTOB HO-
BYIO pefakiiuio yuebHoro miaHa Ratio Studiorum
(Roothaan, 1832), B xoTOpoOV OTKasascsi OT IIpe-
nofaBaHms dytocodum I B pyciie apucTo-
TeJIeBCKO-TOMICTCKOM Tpaauiiun. PoTan mponsu-
raji oOpasoBaTeIbHYI0 MOJIUTYKY, OIVPaBIIYIOCs
Ha COBpeMeHHBIe eMy JIOCTVDKeHMsl dputocodum,
HayKI ¥ KyJIBTYPBI, T7ie YAeTIsyIoch 0coboe BHIMa-
HVe T'yMaHUTapHOMY ILIVKJIy, B KOTOPOM JIOTMKa 1
IOVaIeKTKa paccCMaTpUBaJINCh KaK JVCITIIIVIHEL,
CHIOCOOHBIE Or'PaZlUTh MOJIONIEXb OT BPeIHBIX pu-
JIOCO(PCKMIX YUeH WA

Jx. Anmpkormvam m B. Byunnabsckmn saganm Ma-
TYCTpaIBHYIO JIMHUIO B HallpaBjieHnn (popMupo-
BaHIsl HEOCXOJIaCTUYeCKOVI TPAIIIVIV U B ee OTHO-
IIeHMY K KaHTMaHCKOM dprytocodun, YTO HaIIo
OTpakeHMe Ha IIPOTSDKEHUN TI0CTIeTYIOIINX Tecs-
TrsieTus XIX B. B paboTax 13BeCTHBIX eBPOIeICKIIX
MbICIUTE e, Tak, HaIrpyMep, OCHOBHOVI IIEJIBIO
«DyHmaMeHTaIbHON pvtocodpmm» Xanme Jlycu-
aHo baipmeca (1810—1848), omHOro 13 Hamboszee
BUIHBIX KaTOJI9ecKyx Teosioros XIX B., ObUta Kpu-
TMKa KaHTOBCKOTO yueHVs O Tio3HaHu (CaBIHOB,
2019, c. 67), cpaBHMMAS C MAESIMY, U3JI0KEHHBIMVI B
«DuytocodcKmX HacTaBJIeHMsIX» AHIIKOJIMHL.

B paMkax cxormacTmdeckovi TpamwuilUW pesv-
TMO3HBIMM MBICJINTE/ISIMY OBUIM ITpeficTaB/IeHbl
pasiiM4Hble BapMaHTHI peleNIny Hacjlequs Be-
JIMKOTro KEHUrcOepXkija — OT IOJIHOTO OTpuIIa-
HVS JI0 TIOIBITOK afarranmi. Il Bce ke GOIBIIVIH-
CTBO IIpeAIounTajio He 3aMeuaTb TPYIHOCTEN,
CBA3aHHBIX C MM TpaHCIIeHleHTaIbHOM (pu-
socodmm. D10, Hantpumep, KoHctaTupyet P. B. Ca-

broadly, the traditions of religious philosophy
on a local and global scale. The hallmarks of its
intellectual heritage were multilingualism and
multiculturalism. Polotsk, thanks to the Jesuits,
was at the intersection of numerous cultural
and civilisational influences.

Although, chronologically speaking, the
Polotsk Neo-Scholasticism as a trend in the
history of philosophy was short-lived, its sub-
stantive contribution to the shaping of religious
philosophical ideas was considerable. An ex-
ample in point is Jan Philipp Roothaan (1785 —
1853), the twenty-first head of the Society of
Jesus who was a student of the Polotsk Jesuit
Academy. He adopted a new edition of the syl-
labus, Ratio Studiorum (Roothaan, 1832) for Je-
suit schools in which he dropped the teaching
of philosophy exclusively in the mainstream
of the Aristotelian-Thomist tradition and pro-
moted an education policy based on the latest
achievements of philosophy, science and cul-
ture with particular attention to the humanities
in which logic and dialectics were seen as disci-
plines capable of protecting young people from
harmful philosophical doctrines.

Angiolini and Buczynski charted the main
course of the formation of the neo-Scholastic
tradition and its attitude to the Kantian philos-
ophy which would be reflected in the following
decades of the nineteenth century in the works
of major European thinkers. Thus the main aim
of Fundamental Philosophy (Filosofia Fundamen-
tal) by Jaime Luciano Balmes (1810—1848), a
prominent nineteenth-century Catholic theo-
logian, was critique of the Kantian teaching on
cognition (Savinov, 2019, p. 67), comparable to
the ideas set forth in Angiolini’s Philosophical
Instructions.
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BIHOB: «B Tedenme Bcero XIX Beka oTHOIIeHVe K
KanTy 6pUto oTcTpanenHbIM: M. JInGeparope B
CBOeM THOCe0JIOIMUecKoM TpakTaTe yaessgeT Kan-
Ty BCero Iapy CTpaHMWII, 3aKjIlodasi, YTO TpaHC-
IIeHIeHTJIbHBIN VIeaJi3M — 3TO BCEro JIVIIh
oboporHast cropona [lexapra m MansOpanmra»
(Tam xe, c. 71). ITpencraBuTesiv IOJIOLKOV HEOCXO-
JIACTUKY 3aHSUIVL B 9TOM OTHOIIIEHUV ITPOTUBOIIO-
JIOKHYIO TTO3VIIVIO, pa3BepHYB CUCTEMATIYECKYIO
KpuTHKY dprtocodpun Kanra, a [Ix. AHmKOIMHN
B aKazleMUy ObUI OIHUM W3 IIePBBIX, KTO B paM-
Kax gmTaeMoro ¢pmiocodckoro Kypca odoparmics
K TBOPYEeCTBY HEMEIIKOI'O MBICJIUTeJIS.

Ocwmpbicrienne cucteMbl KaHTa ObUIO akTyaTb-
HBIM /1151 aBTOpoB IlosIo1TKov mesynTcKov akae-
MWV, OHM JJOCTaTOYHO YacTO oOpallavch K me-
M HeMelIKoro MbiciauTessa. Pedpiekcns Han mipo-
rpaMMHBIMM YCTaHOBKaMu ero dusiocodpum 3a-
HVIMaeT BaKHOe MeCTO B «DrIocodcKmX HacTas-
JIeHMsIX» AHJIDKOJIVHU M B paboTe co CXOXXMM Ha-
3BaHMeM byumnbckoro (Buczyriski, 1843). PaGota
TIOCIIeTHErO IIpefiCTaBiIgeT coOOVI COYMHeHUe B
Tpex TOMax, HOCBSIIeHHOe KJTaCCYeCKMM pasfie-
JlaM cxoJlacTUdecKkovt pustocodpum — JIorvKe, Me-
Tadpmsuke 1 aTMKe. OHO CTaJI0 UTOrOM MHOTOJIET-
Hell pedpiekcun aBTopa M ObIIO OITyOIMKOBaHO B
Bene y>xe mocsie Toro, Kak II0JIOIKMe Ve3yUTHI I10-
kuHyn Poccuiickyio mmmepnio. Oba aBTopa Ibl-
TAIOTCSL «OTMEHWUTB» KOIIEPHMKAHCKUII TOBOPOT
KanTa, 1crionb3ys Ha cTpaHMUIIax CBOMX paboT 00-
HIVPHYIO apr'yMeHTalllIO, IMEIOITYIO IJIaBHO 1ie-
JIBIO TIPOTMBOIEVICTBIE PAaCIIPOCTPAHEHUIO OCHO-
BOIIOJIATaAIONIVIX KOHIIENITOB M Vel KaHTOBCKOV
drtocodpmm.

«Purtocodpckme HacTaBJIeHWS» AHIKOIVHU
IIOCTPOEHBI 110 KaHOHaM aKa/IeMMYecKom Vesy-
uTcKon drtocoprn, copMUpPOBaHHBIM 3a/1071-
ro go XIX B. ITepBy1o wacTb 3aHMMaET JIOTVKa, 3a-
TeM MeT OuaieKTIKa, Jajee MeTadn3lKa, a BeH-
yaTh 3Ty CUCTeMY TPpaJMIIMOHHO IO/KHA 3TUKa,
HO YacCTh PabOTEI, TTOCBAIIEHHAs STUYECKOM IIpO-
OrlemaTVIKe, CErOHs cUMTaeTcsl yTpadeHHON. Pac-
CMOTPUM, KaK MHTepIpeTupytoTcs uiaen Kanra B
paboTte AHIIKOIIVHIAL
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Within the Scholastic tradition the attitudes
of religious thinkers to Kant’s ideas ranged
from total rejection to attempts to adapt them.
The majority, however, chose to sidestep the
difficulties posed by transcendental philoso-
phy. As R.V. Savinov notes, “Throughout the
nineteenth century the attitude to Kant was
detached: M. Liberatore in his epistemological
treatise devotes only a couple of pages to Kant
and concludes that transcendental idealism is
merely Descartes and Malbranche in reverse
(ibid., p. 71). Polotsk neo-Scholastics assumed
an opposite stance, launching a systematic cri-
tique of Kant’s philosophy while Angiolini was
one of the first members of the Academy to in-
clude the German thinker in his philosophical
course of lectures.

The study of Kant’s system was consid-
ered to be relevant by members of the Polotsk
Academy who frequently turned to his ideas.
Reflection on the key principles of his philoso-
phy looms large in the Philosophical Instructions
of Angiolini and the work of Buczyrski (1843)
under a similar title. The latter’s three-volume
work is devoted to the classical parts of the
Scholastic philosophy: logic, metaphysics and
ethics. It summed up the results of the author’s
years of reflection and was published in Vienna
after the Polotsk Jesuits left the Russian Empire.
Both authors attempt to “cancel” Kant’s Coper-
nican turn, deploying an array of arguments
aimed at stemming the spread of Kant’s con-
cepts and ideas.

Angiolini’s Philosophical Instructions are
structured according to the canons of academ-
ic Jesuit philosophy laid down long before
the nineteenth century. The first part is logic,
followed by dialectics and metaphysics. The
crowning part was traditionally devoted to eth-
ics, but that part is thought to have been lost.
Let us look at how Angiolini interprets Kant’s
ideas in his work.
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KpnTuka nporpaMMHBIX YCTaHOBOK
dmrocodpmn Karnra B KOHTEKCcTe
371eMeHTapHOV JIOT MKW

AHKOMMHY 3HaKOMUT Hac ¢ uesimu KanTa B
CBOeM Kypce JIOrMKy OyKBaJIbHO C IIEPBBIX CTpa-
Hu1 (Angiolini, 1819, p. 7—8) — B mi1aBe, TOCBs-
IIIeHHOVI BOIIPOCY 0 ImpovcxoxaeHnn uzen. [leper,
AHIDKONIVHY CTOUT JIOCTAaTOYHO TPyAHas 3aada:
m3berasi TpyJHOCTEV KpayHero vjeasansMa 1 Ma-
Tepuasn3Ma, OOBSCHUTE IIPOUCXOXIeHMe UIeNt B
COOTBETCTBUM C TPagULVAMI apUCTOTeIeBCKOV
CXOJIacTUIecKov pryocodm, paccMaTpyBaroIent
UyBCTBEHHOE BOCIIpUATIE KaK Hadaslo MO3HaHMS,
JIVIIIEHHOE, OfIHaKO, II0JIHOM fHocTtoBepHocT. Co-
JiepKaHVie IJIaBbl, ICCIIeMYIOIIeN ITPOUCXOXKIIeH e
uieV, KapayHaJIbHBIM 00pa3oM OTIMYaeTcss OT
TeX ITOJIOKEHMT, YTO ObUIVM BBIIBMHYTHI KaHTOM.
3a ocHOBaHMe COOCTBEHHOV KOHIIEMITNUY AHJIXO-
nuHYM OepeT yTBepxaeHue [1x. JIokka, 4To B pasy-
Me HeT HU4ero, 4To Obl He CyIllecTBOBaJIO IIpefiBa-
puresnbHO B omrymeHusx (Ibid., p. 7), Ho mpu sTom
JIOKa3bIBaeT JaHHOe YTBepKIeHVie BHe PaMOK CeH-
cyasmsMa. [1j1 Hero BaXKHO OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC O
TOM, KaKiM o0pa3oM cdepa UyBCTBEHHOIO Ilepe-
XOIUT B cpepy mIeaIbHOrO.

ITpoGnemarmsanmss  TpaHcdopMalum — 4UyB-
CTBEHHOTO B MJleaJIbHOe B HEOCXOJIaCTVKe B I1eJI0M
" B paboTax AHIKOJIIHV B YaCTHOCTY He IOJIK-
Ha paccMaTpuMBaThCs KakK IIPUHIMUIIMAIBHO HO-
Basl TeHJIeHIIVs, OHa OCMBICJIVBasIach y>ke B MHO-
ro4McjIeHHBIX paboTax IIpescTaBuUTesIell BTOPOV
cxormactuku — Pomgpuro ne Appuaru (1592—1667),
Kpucroda Xaynommpma (1620—1689) m mp. (cm.:
Leinsle, 2016, p. 104). B To e Bpems dutocodmst
KanTa ¢ HOBBIM TOJIKOBaHWMeM KOHIIeIITa TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOTO CTajla BBI30OBOM YCTOSIBITIEVICS
Tpaguiuvy. AHIDKOIVHW, Oyaydu IIpercTaBuiTe-
JIeM aKajeMudeckon dpusiocodpun opreHa mesyu-
TOB, IOJKEH OBbLI OTBETUTDH Ha 3TOT BBI3OB, IIPell-
Jlarasi BApMaHTHI PellleHN 1, HO He BBIXOS 3a Ipa-
HUIIBI IIPOrPaMMHBIX YCTaHOBOK CXOJIaCTMUECKOT
MeTapV3UKIAL.

CBsi3p YyBCTBEHHOIO W WHTEJUIEKTYaJIBHOIO
KOMIIOHEHTOB AHJIXOJIHY OOBICHSET CIleyto-
M obpasom:
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Critique of the Programmatic Principles
of Kant’s Philosophy in the Context
of Elementary Logic

Angiolini (1819, pp. 7-8) introduces us to
Kant’s ideas in his logic course practically from
the opening pages in the chapter devoted to
the origin of ideas. Angiolini faces a delicate
task: avoiding the difficulties of extreme ideal-
ism and materialism, he has to explain the ori-
gin of ideas in accordance with the traditions of
Aristotelian Scholastic philosophy, which con-
siders sensible intuition to be the beginning of
knowledge which is yet not wholly authentic.
The content of the chapter devoted to the origin
of ideas differs radically from the propositions
put forward by Kant. Angiolini (1819, p. 7) pro-
ceeds from Locke’s assertion that nothing is in
the intellect that was not first in the senses, but
he proves it outside the framework of sensual-
ism. For him it is important to answer the ques-
tion how the sphere of the sensible transitions
into the sphere of the ideal.

The focus on the transformation of the sen-
sible into the ideal in Neo-Scholasticism in
general and in the works of Angiolini in par-
ticular should not be seen as a fundamental-
ly new tendency, this having been the subject
of numerous works by representatives of the
second Scholastics such as Rodrigo de Arria-
ga (1592—-1667), Christophe Haunold (1620—
1689) and others (see: Leinsle, 2016, p. 104). At
the same time, Kant’s philosophy with a new
interpretation of the transcendental challenged
the established tradition. Angiolini, as a repre-
sentative of the academic philosophy of Jesuits,
had to meet the challenge by offering variants
of solutions without crossing the boundaries of
Scholastic metaphysics.

Angiolini explains (1819, p. 8) the link be-
tween the sensible and the intellectual in the
following way:



YyBCTBEHHBII 0OBEKT BO3IEVICTBYET Ha OHO
V3 ATV HAIIMX 9yBCTB — 3peHMe, CJIyX VUIN
oOoHsAHME, 1 B MX HepBaxX BO30OyXXmaeTcs IBU-
JKeHMe, IIPOIOPLMOHAIIPHOE MHeVICTBUIO. DTO
IIBVDKeHe IlepefiaeTcs 110 HepBaM WIN IIOCpel-
CTBOM KVMBOTHBIX JIyXOB B MO3T, I7le, KaK CUTa-
eTcs, oOuTaer Aymia, ¥ TaM, B COOTBETCTBUM C
HeKVM 3aKOHOM OOMeHa, IyIra, Bo3OyXkKaaemasi
" oIlpefierisieMasi ABVDKEHMEM, CO3[IaeT sl ceOs
IIpercTaBiieHye 00 MCXOTHOM 00BeKTe, KOTOpoe
COOTBETCTBYET TaKOMYy BIledaTieHnIo (Angiolini,

1819, p. 8).

st paspuTyisl «O71arOpOIHBIX UCTVHY», IO €To
MHEHWIO, HeoOXOIVIMO pasBUTHeE TeJIeCHBIX CIIO-
cobHocTet1. Takym 0Opa3oM, CITOCOOHOCTD K CpaB-
HEeHWIO, abCTparmpoBaHUIO U PacCy>KAEHMIO IIPO-
ABJISIeTCS JINIIB C BO3pacToM. VIMeHHo Tak, coriac-
HO AHJIKOJIVIHY, JIOJDKHO TPaKTOBAaThCs YTBEPXK-
neHue «HeT Hyuero B pasyme, 4ero paHee He ObIJIO
ObI B OLIYIIIEHSIX.

Hasee aBTop obpariaeTcsi K pacCMOTPEHMIO CO-
BpeMeHHBIX eMYy WJIe0JIOrMYeCcKX ITPOTUBHKOB,
ocobo Beinennsis Kounmbaka n KanTa kak mpes-
CTaBUTeJIeVt MaTepuaI3Ma 1 Mjlean3Ma COOTBeT-
cTBeHHO. Ves Hemerikoro dustocoda o paszerte-
HUM VICTVH Ha SMIOVpPUYecKre M TpaHCLeHIeH-
TaJIbHBIE HecJIa YTpo3y yCTOsSIM He TOJIBKO CXOJIa-
CTMYeCKOV MeTapWM3MKM, HO U BCel eBPOIeViCKON
penvrurosHov prtocodpun. OgHaKO SACHBIX U TOY-
HBIX KOHTpPapryMeHTOB B OTHOIIEHWUW JaHHOIO
IeJIeHMs y TIOJIOIIKOrO aBTOpa He HaOJIromaeTcs.
EnvHCTBeHHBIV aclleKT, B paMKaxX KOToporo AH-
JDKOJIIHU IeVICTBUTEJIbHO oOpalliaeTcs K Hacile-
nvio KaHTa 11 mpITaeTcs eMy IPOTUBOCTOSITD, IC-
IIOJIB3Ysl MaKCUMBI CXOJIACTUYECKOVI TpaguIInum, —
3TO mpobrieMa MaTeMaTUYecKnX VICTUH, TPaKTye-
MBIX AHIDKOJIMHM KakK SMIIVpudeckue. ABTOpP
doKycupyeTcss Ha OTHOM W3 HambosIee CIIOKHBIX
BOIIPOCOB COBpeMeHHON eMy dustocodnm mMare-
MaTMKM — THOCEOJIOTMYEeCcKON IIpupojie MaTeMa-
TUYecKyx akcroM. lostorkomy MbIcIMTeIIIO Hero-
HATHO, KaK/M 00pa3oM MaTeMaTdecKye UCTUHBI
y KaHTa coOOTBeTCTBYIOT KPUTEPWIO OYeBMIHOCTH,
I OH C YZIOBOJICTBYEM yKasbIBaeT Ha TOT MOMEHT,

A. 1. Klimovich

The sensible object affects one of our five
senses — sight or hearing or smell — and in
their nerves excites a motion in proportion
to the action. That motion is communicated
through the nerves or through animal spirits to
the brain where the soul is thought to reside,
and there, in accordance with a certain law of
exchange, the soul, roused and determined
by the motion, creates for itself an idea of the
original object which corresponds to such an
impression.?

He believes that for the development of “no-
ble truths” bodily faculties must be developed.
Thus the ability to compare, abstract and rea-
son only comes with age. This is how the sen-
tence “Nothing is in the intellect that was not
first in the senses” should be interpreted, Angi-
olini maintains.

The author then turns to contemporary ide-
ological adversaries, singling out Condillac as
a representative of materialism and Kant as a
representative of idealism. Kant’s idea about
the difference between empirical and transcen-
dental truths posed a threat to the foundations
not only of Scholastic metaphysics, but also
of all European religious philosophy. Howev-
er, the Polotsk author does not provide clear
and precise arguments against such a differ-
entiation. The only topic where Angiolini real-
ly turns to Kant’s legacy and tries to challenge
him using the maxims of the Scholastic tra-
dition is the problem of mathematical truths,
which Angiolini considers to be empirical. He
gives close attention to one of the most compli-
cated issues of the philosophy of mathematics
of his time, namely the epistemological nature
of mathematical axioms. He does not see how
mathematical truths, according to Kant, fit the

2" Afficiat e.g. Objectum sensibile aliquem e quinque sensi-
bus nostris, oculum v. aurem. v. nares &c. atque in eorum
nervis excitet motum tali actioni proportionatum; motus
iste per nervos v. spiritus animales propagatur usque ad ce-
rebrum, ubi anima residere creditur, ibique, ex lege quadam
commercii, anima hac motione velut admonita ac determinata
correspondentem sibi tali impressioni effingit ideam illius ob-
jecti, a quo illa profecta est.”
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OITpeiesIsis ero KakK cJ1aboe MeCTO KaHTOBCKOVI (-
socodun (Angiolini, 1819, p. 95). Cama TpakTOBKa
TpaHCHeHAeHTaTBbHBIX Myert KarTom (B 383 —385;
Kanr, 2006, c. 493 —495) paccMatpvBaeTcst AHIXO-
JIMHY B KauecTse Iy TH, BeIyIIero gaxe He K ea-
JIM3MY, a K MaTepraIn3My; 1 3TO HeCMOTps Ha To,
uTo m3HavasibHO KaHT ompenesrsercss AHIKOIN-
HU KaK VMaeaIncT. Jlake IBOVICTBEHHBIVI BapyaHT
MPOVICXOXKAEHMS 3TUX UIOeN — SMIVNPUYEeCKU
Y TpaHCLeHeHTalIbHbIV, 10 MBICJIV IIOJIOLKO-
ro ¢mrtocoda, He MOXET OBITH IIPVIEMIIEMBIM, IT0-
CKOJIBKY 3a IpaHmiiaMu pustocodpun Kanra ocra-
IOTCS1 ICTVHBI, KOTOpPbIe MeIOT IIPOVCXOXKIeHe
BHE OITbITa ¥ O KOTOPBIX YTBEPXKIAaTh YTO-JINO0 He
IIpefCcTaB/IgeTCs BOSMOKHBIM. 31ech AHIKOJIVIHU
mpuberaeT K ITOMOIIV IIPV3HAHHBIX CXOJIacTIIve-
CKVX aBTOPUTETOB TOTO BpeMeHU, BBICTYIIABIIVIX
npotms KanTa, B yacTHOCTM Me3ymnTa SIkoba AB-
ToHa [layummarepa (1735—1813), ccpitasich Ha ero
MO3UILINIO, M3JIOKEHHYI0O B coumHeHun «Vcce-
JoBaHMS KaHTOBCKOM dwtocodpum» (Zallinger,
1799), B xauecTBe aprymeHTa. LlayumHarep ObUT of1-
HVUIM U3 IpesicTaBuUTesIeVl aHTUKAaHTOBCKOIO [IBU-
JKeHVISI B KaTOJIVIIIVI3Me VI OITHOBPEMEHHO MOMYJIs-
pM3aToOpOM HBIOTOHOBCKOV (prstocodpmm (cm.: Kant
und der Katolizismus..., 2005, S. 90).

B xome 3HaKoMCTBa cO B3DIHaMy AHJIKOIV-
HV BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC, HACKOJIIBKO TOYHO ¥ BEPHO
OH IIOHVMaeT KaHTOBCKOe JIeJIeHVie Ha SMIIprye-
CKOe U TpaHClIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe. AHaIM3mpys pado-
TbI KaHTa, mpodeccop Ilosorkort akagemMmm Tpak-
TyeT ero uaeu ciaefyonmM odbpasom: Kant «ipu-
3HaeT [IBOsIKOe ITPOVICXOXIIeHWe UIIeV: SIMnupuye-
CKUMU OH HasbIBaeT VIV, 0Ty YeHHbIe, KOHEYHO,
13 01bl111a C TIOMOIITBIO Uy BCTB, a MPAHCYeHOeHNANb-
HbIMU — VATIEVI, BBEITEKAIOIIVe 13 IPUPOLIBI pasyMa
0e3 BCAKOVI CBSA3M C UyBCTBaMU. B TpaHCIleHIeH-
TaJIBHOM OH OTPUIIAeT JII0OYI0 MCTUHY, 0COOeHHO
OOBEKTMBHYIO, VI IPUBOLAUT B KauecTBe IIPVIMEPOB
TaKMX MUCTUH bora, yesioBedyecKkyo AyIIly, IIpOVIC-
XOXJeHVre Mupa 1, KpoMe TOro, maeu 11o0poze-
TeJIV, IIOpOKa, peurum u T.O.» (Angiolini, 1819,
p- 8—9, nota). Takoe ToNIKOBaHMe sBIIsIETCS, Oe3-
YCJIOBHO, JOCTaTOYHO YIIPOIIEHHBIM BapuUaHTOM,
He COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM OIpeie/IeHNIO YKa3aHHbBIX
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criterion of obviousness and gleefully marks
this point as a weak spot in Kant’s philosophy
(ibid., p. 95). Angiolini argues that Kant’s de-
scription of transcendental ideas (KrV, B 383-
385; Kant, 2006, pp. 493-495) is a path leading
not even to idealism, but to materialism; and
this despite the fact that initially he identifies
Kant as an idealist. Even the dual character of
the origin of these ideas — empirical and tran-
scendental — is untenable, he argues, because
Kant’s philosophy has no room for truths that
originate outside experience and about which
nothing can be said with certainty. Here Angi-
olini invokes Scholastic authorities of his time
who opposed Kant, notably the Jesuit Jacob
Anton Zallinger (1735—1813), citing as an ar-
gument his position set forth in Studies of Kan-
tian Philosophy (Zallinger, 1799). Zallinger was
a representative of the anti-Kantian movement
in Catholicism and simultaneously an advo-
cate of Newtonian philosophy (see Littger,
2005, p. 90).

Perusal of Angiolini’s views makes one
wonder how accurately he understands Kant-
ian differentiation of the empirical and the
transcendental. Analysing Kant’s works, Angi-
olini interprets his ideas in the following way:
Kant “recognises the dual origin of ideas: he
calls empirical the ideas acquired from experience
through the senses and transcendental the ide-
as derived from the nature of reason without
any link with the senses. In the transcenden-
tal he denied any truth, particularly objective
truth, and he gives as examples of these GOD,
the human soul, the origin of the world and, in
addition, the ideas of virtue, vice, religion etc.”?
(Angiolini, 1819, p. 8n-9n). This interpretation

* Cf. " Alter duplicem originem idearum admittit: Ab expe-
rientia nimirum, quae sensibus acquiritur, easque Empir-
icas vocat: Et ab ipsa natura intellectus sine ulla relatione
ad sensus, atque has Trasnscendentales nominat. Transcen-
dentalibus nullam veritatem, praesertim objectivam voluit
concedere, datque harum exempla DEUM, animam huma-
nam, originem mundi, ac alias ideas virtutis, vitii, religio-
nis &c.”



nogaTun camuM Kantom. [laHHBIT paKT MOXeT
ObITE OOBsICHEH TeM, UTO B pedrekcmm AHJIKO-
JVHY HaOIIomaeTcss CMellleHVe TOJIKOBaHMS IIO-
HATVS TPaHCIEHIeHTaJIBHOTO, IIPUHSTOIO B CXO-
JIACTIYeCKOV TPaJyLINY, M TOro, KaK OHO paccMa-
TpuBaeTcs B «KpuUTHKe 4iCTOro pasymanr.

B micTopun sanamHoespornerickon dpustocodpun
no KanTa pmaHHBII TepMUH yHOTpeOIsyics 1yid
o0o3HaueHMs TIpefesIbHO OOIMX rTocodpcKmx
KaTeropuil. Y HeMeIIKOTO MBICIIUTeSIS BCTpeda-
eTcs HOBOe OIlpellelleHVe TIOHSTUS «TpaHCIeH-
IeHTaIbHOe»: «S1 Ha3bIBaIO MpaHcyeHOeHMa bHbLM
BCSIKOE ITO3HaHMeE, 3aHVMMaroleecss BooOIle He
CTOJIBKO IIpeMeTaMM, CKOJIBKO BUJaMM Hallero
IIO3HAHMS IIPEIMETOB, TIOCKOJIBKY 3TO IO3HaHVe
JIOJTDKHO OBITH BOSMOXHBIM a priori. Cucmema Ta-
KVIX TIOHSITUVI Ha3bIBaJIach OBl mpaHcyeHoeHmalb-
Hotl ¢husocopueir» (B 25; KarT, 2006, c. 79).

Taxvm 0Opa3oM, OCMBICIISIS BOIIPOC ITPOVICXOXK-
IeHus wupaevi B TBopdecTBe KaHTa, AHIKOIVHM
TI0JIb3yeTCsl TPAKTOBKOV KOHIIEIITa TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJILHOTO, XapaKTepHO! IIJIsI CpeJHeBeKOBOM (-
j10copUM B LIEJIOM M CXOJIACTMYeCKOV Tpaayiun
B yacTHOCTU. [Ipy 3TOM IIpOMCXOAUT CMellleHe
UJIeVl, OTHOCAIIVIXCSI HeIOCPelCTBEHHO K OIIpe-
JleJIeHMIO TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOIO B CXOJIacTUKe, U
BOIIPOCOB, COCTaBJISIONIVIX OCHOBHOE cofiep KaHue
TpaHClLIeHIeHTaIbHOM AvaieKTuky KaHTa.

Bropas mombiTka HU3BepKeHMS drtocodum
Kanra ocymectsiisiercss AHIDKOIVMHN B ITporiecce
VICCJIeIOBaHVISl OCHOB JIOTVIKM ¥ CBsi3aHa C IIpyMe-
HeHVeM CVWJIJIOTV3Ma: aBTOp yKas3blBaeT Ha OIINO-
K11 B TTocTpoeHnm dpruiocodckont cuictemsl KaHTa,
IIpVMHMMAas 32 OCHOBaHME pa3paOOTaHHBIE B CXO-
JIACTMYECKOV TpaguIMy IIpaBijla YMUCTON JIOTM-
k1. [lom umcTont JIorvKon 31eck TIOHVIMAeT s YacThb
JIOTVIKY, WM3ydYalolllasi omepanmy pasyMa (mzes,
Cy)XXIIeHWe, yMO3aKJIIoueHVe, MeTOM). AHIKOIN-
HI IIpefylaraeT KJIaCCMUYECKYIO0 apVCTOTEIIeBCKYIO
dopMy HoCcTpoeHMsl CVJUIOTV3Ma, OHOBPEeMeHHO
BBIZIeJIsiE (POPMBI apryMeHTalV, CXOXKIie TI0 Cy T
C CYJUIOTM3MOM, HO VIMeIOIIe XapaKTepHble OTIIN-
umst. B gacTHOCTY, K crienidrraeckM popmam ap-
TryMeHTaluu, 1o AHIKOJIVIHI, OTHOCUTCS COPM3M,
VHTePIIPEeTUPYeMBbIVi M KaK IICeBIOCVIUIOIM3M.
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is undoubtedly simplistic and does not cor-
respond to the definition of such concepts by
Kant himself. This may be attributed to the fact
that Angiolini confuses the Scholastic interpre-
tation of the transcendental and the interpreta-
tion we find in the Critigue of Pure Reason.

In the history of Western European philos-
ophy before Kant this term was used to denote
the most general of philosophical categories.
Kant introduces a new definition of the term
“transcendental”: “I call all cognition transcen-
dental that is occupied not so much with objects
but rather with our mode of cognition of objects
insofar as this is to be possible a priori. A system
of such concepts would be called transcendental
philosophy” (KrV, B 25; Kant, 1998, p. 149).

So, examining the question of the origin of
ideas in Kant’s work, Angiolini proceeds from
an interpretation of the transcendental which is
characteristic of medieval philosophy in gener-
al and the Scholastic tradition in particular. In
the process he confuses the idea pertaining to
the definition of the transcendental in Scholasti-
cism and issues which constitute the content of
Kant’s transcendental dialectics.

Angiolini’s second attempt to refute Kant’s
philosophy involves the study of the founda-
tions of logic and the use of the syllogism: he
points out mistakes in the structure of Kant's
philosophical system proceeding from the rules
of pure logic developed in the Scholastic tra-
dition. By pure logic here I mean that part of
logic which deals with operations of the intel-
lect (idea, judgment, inference, method). An-
giolini proposes the classical Aristotelian form
of syllogism while singling out the forms of ar-
gument which are similar but not identical to
syllogism. In particular, he interprets sophism
as pseudo-syllogism.

In Angiolini’s opinion, sophism is similar
to syllogism only in form and differs from it
in that it contains errors of judgement. The er-
ror of unification occurs when concepts that
have no common foundation are wrongly uni-
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Ilo wmbicii mostorkoro dwtocoda, codpmsm
CXOX C CHMJUIOTM3MOM JIVIIE 110 popMe U OTIIN-
4JaeTcsi OT Hero HaJIM4yeM OIIMOOK B CY XKIIeHUMN.
Ommbka coeTHeHMS ITPOVICXOANT TPV HeIIpaBo-
MepHOM OObeIVIHeHUW IIOHSTUV, He VIMEIOIIVX
obmiero ocHopaHus. OrmmmbKa pasieeHus BO3-
MOXKHa, KOTJIa OCHOBaHVEM BBICTyIIaeT HellpaBo-
MepHOe BblfleJIeHVie YacTHBIX KOHIIEIITOB M3 00-
mux gedpuHMMI. PacripocTpaHeH OmMOOYHBIN
IlepeHoc, IV OMIMOKa BBIBOIOB, KOTOpPYIO AH-
JKOJIVHY HasblBaeT «JUIIO3MeVl TPaHCTPeCccu»,
KOI7Jla 4YacTHBbIe BBIBOIBI PacIIpOCTPaHSIOTCS Ha
Oostee oOrmme siBJIleHMS MM HaoOOpoT. YerBep-
Tas OMIMOKa OTHOCUTCS K WCIIOJIB30BaHUIO He-
JI0Ka3yeMoro JOIyIeHsl B KauecTBe apryMeHTa
(Angiolini, 1819, p. 60—61).

Anmxonman  obBmHsler KaHTa B WMWLTIO3MU
TPaHCIPeccuy 1 KOCBEHHO 3aTparmBaeT IIpoote-
My cooTHomeHus duocodpum Kanrta m Hacse-
st Jexapta, otmedas:: «[lofmobHOro poma myuIio-
3UI0 KyJIbTUBUpYeT KaHT, c sHTy31a3MoM oTBepra-
IOIINT JJaXKe caMble OYeBMIHbIe MeTadpu3decKyie
VICTVIHBI, BpOJIe: 51 MBICIIIO, CJIefIOBaTeJIbHO, CyIIle-
crByto...» (Ibid., p. 62, nota). [Ing HeocxomacTu-
ueckovt Tpaauumm [lekapT obragaeT orperesieH-
HBIM aBTOPUTETOM, B TO BpeMs Kak Kant — ¢u-
rypa MapruHajbHasi, IIOCKOJIBKY €ro Mjey HaHO-
CAT YPOH BCeVl CUCTeMe CXOJIacTIYecKom pryIoco-
. Vimen KaHTa cTasmm MOIIHBIM PEIITCTBYIEM
IJI ee aJIbHEVIIIIeTO Pa3BUTHS, IIPUBEIs K TOMY,
uTo MeTadmsndeckasl TeMaTMKa OKasajlach 0e3o-
Py KHOVI Tleper], OOpyIIMBIIIeVicst Ha Hee KPUTVKOV
¥ oOpeJla HOBYIO aKTyaJIbHOCTb JIMIIIb B MEXBO-
eHHBbIV ITepyiof, B XX B. [lekapT, KaK M3BeCTHO, OT-
KasaJicsl OT MCTIOJIBb30BaHMs CUJIIOTM3Ma B MOJIb3Y
COOCTBEHHOrO MeTofla, OJHAKO MO3[IHIe KapTe3u-
aHIIbl OTKJIOHWIVICH OT Ho3uumm /lekapra B I10JIb-
3y CWJUIOTMYeCKOV JIOTMKM, YTO HO3BOJIVJIO BIIV-
carb uaeu Kapresus B prstocodpckmnt naHamadT
cxoractideckon dpustocodpmm. [lekapT BakeH IS
CXOJIaCTVIKM, IIOCKOJIBKY B CBOEM MeTOITYeCKOM CO-
MHEHWM OH BCe-TaKM OCTaBJIsieT BO3MOXKHOCTD I10-
CTPOEHVISI OOBEKTVBHON PeasIbHOCTY, SIBJISTIOIIIEVI-
CsL I IJISI CXOJIaCTOB Ba’KHBIM 3JIeMEHTOM OHTOJIO-
TV, KOTOPBIVI 00JIafiaeT HeCOMHEHHBIM CYIIIeCTBO-
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fied. The error of division may occur when the
foundation is the wrong isolation of particular
concepts from general definitions. A common
error is transgression or the error of inferences
which Angiolini calls “transgression illusion”
when particular conclusions are spread to more
general phenomena and vice versa. The fourth
error has to do with the use of an unprovable
admission as an argument (Angiolini, 1819,
pp- 60-61).

Angiolini accuses Kant of “transgression
illusion” and indirectly touches upon the
problem of the relationship between the philos-
ophies of Kant and Descartes. He writes: “Such
an illusion is cultivated by Kant who rejects
enthusiastically the most obvious metaphysi-
cal truths such as: I think, therefore I am [...]"*
(ibid., p. 62n). For the neo-Scholastic tradition
Descartes is an authority while Kant is a mar-
ginal figure insofar as his ideas are damaging
to the whole system of Scholastic philosophy.
Kant's ideas proved to be such a formidable ob-
stacle in the way of its development that meta-
physics turned out to be defenceless in the face
of the searing critique and did not become rel-
evant again until the inter-war period of the
twentieth century. Descartes, of course, gave
up the use of syllogism in favour of his own
method; however, later Cartesians diverged
from Descartes’ position and adopted syllogis-
tic logic, which made it possible to place Des-
cartes” ideas in the philosophical landscape of
Scholastic philosophy. Descartes is important
for Scholastics because in his methodic doubt
he still leaves a possibility of building an objec-
tive reality which for the Scholastics, too, is an
important and undoubtedly existing element
of ontology. By contrast Kant, Angiolini ar-
gues, rejects objective reality, thus undermining

* “Hujusmodi illusionem committit Kantius, qui ut entusias-
tice rejiceret veritates Metaphysicas etiam evidentissimas, ut:
cogito, ergo existo...”



BanmeM. KaHT e, 110 MBIC/IM AHIDKOIVMHM, OTKa-
3BIBAETCS OT OOBEKTVIBHOVI PEAJTBHOCTVI, IO PhIBAS
TeM CaMbIM HEOOXOIVIMOe /IS BCEVT TPa VLIV OC-
HoBaHMe. OdepyunBas pobsieMy, AHIKOJIVHI BCe
JKe OCTaBJIsieT ee OTKPBITOV M He IpefjlaraeT AJjIs
Hee KaKVX-I100 CyIIeCTBeHHBIX PellIeHML.

Taxym obpasoM, paccMaTpuBasi BOIIPOCHI UM-
CTOVI JIOTMIKM, AHJKOJIVHW CTPEMUTCs I0Ka3aThb
OecriepcIIeKTVBHOCTD VICITONIb30BaHMS B Hell pu-
nocodckmx maen Kanra. OH ocy1iecTsiseT Kpu-
TUKY OCHOBOMNOJIaralommx geprHMUINI ero du-
socodpmm, Hosarasi, B 4aCTHOCTV, YTO U JieJleHue
Ha SMIIVprYecKye 1 TpaHClLieHAeHTa/IbHbIe 1en,
L OTKa3 OT 0a30BbIX OCHOBAHMUVI OOBEKTMBHON pe-
aJIBHOCTU IIpeICTaBJ/IsAeTcs IaTKuM yHIaMeH-
TOM, Ha KOTOPOM HEBO3MOXKHO BBICTPOUTH HOBYIO
durtocoduro, crIocobHYIO IOCITYKUTh ajIbTepHa-
TUBOWVI JIOTVIKE B CXOJIaCTVYECKOVI TPaI I Om-
HOBPEMEeHHO CJle[lyeT OTMeTUTbh, 4TO AHKOJIN-
HV He B COCTOSIHUM IIpUBeCTM yOeauTesIbHbIe ap-
T'YMEHTHI IIPOTMB HOBOVI, HaOvparoIei MomyJsisap-
HocThb dustocodpum KaHra, mosTomy B cBoet pabo-
Te OH JIMIIIb YKa3blBaeT Ha BO3MOXKHBIe HeJloCTaT-
KV TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV prytocodpmm.

OT HTe /UIeKTya IbHOV MHTY UM
K KpUTHUKe MaTeMaTu4ecKnX MCTUH

Ecrv nestbio m3ydeHmst 37leMeHTapHO JIOT MK
SIBJISIETCS. HEITOCPeICTBeHHAs VCTUHA, TO B OTHO-
IIIeHMVI IVaJIeKTUKY MOXKHO YTBEPXKIaTh, YTO 3TO
JIOTVIKa OIIOCPeIOBaHHAs, POXKIIAIOMIASICS B IIPO-
1ecce AMCIyToB. OCHOBHOV OOBEKT dprstocod-
CKOT'O OCMBICJTEHISI TIOJIOKEHWVI AUAJIeKTUKU IS
AHJDKOIIMHM — 3TO BOIIPOC O YETKMX KPUTEPU-
SIX VICTVIHBL, B YACTHOCTY CAMOOYEBVIITHBIX VICTVIH.
JlaHHBIVI BOIIPOC IIpeIeIbHO aKTyasleH KakK s
dwtocoda 13 Ilononkon akameMmy, Tak M IS
BCeVl IIO3OHEV CXOJIACTUYeCKOV Tpaawiivy, IIO-
CKOJIBKY €rO eCTeCTBeHHBIM ITPOIOJDKeHeM CTajl
OBbI BOIIPOC O TOM, SIBJISIETCS JIVI CyIIIeCTBOBAHIE
Bora camMoo4eBMIHOV MCTMHOM. B 3TOM OTHOIIIE-
HVV B CXOJIaCTIYECKOV TPaVIIIVIVI YeTKO IIpOCIIe-
KVBAIOTCS [1Ba IIPOTMBOOOPCTBYIOIINIX HallpaBJIe-
HUsl — TIpuBepeHIes [lyHca CkoTa 11 CTOPOHHM-

A. 1. Klimovich

the foundation that is necessary for the whole
tradition. In outlining the problem Angiolini
leaves it open without proposing any substan-
tive solutions.

Thus, in considering matters of pure log-
ic, Angiolini is at pains to show that the use of
Kant’s philosophical ideas has no future. He
criticises the foundational definitions of his phi-
losophy, believing, among other things, that the
differentiation between empirical and transcen-
dental ideas and renunciation of the founda-
tions of objective reality is a shaky ground on
which to build a new philosophy which could
be an alternative to logic in the Scholastic tra-
dition. By the same token it has to be noted that
Angiolini fails to put forward convincing argu-
ments against the new surge of popularity of
Kant’s philosophy, so that in his work he mere-
ly points to possible shortcoming of the tran-
scendental philosophy.

From Intellectual Intuition
to the Critique of Mathematical Truths

While the aim of studying elementary log-
ic is immediate truth, dialectics is arguably a
mediated logic born in the process of dispute.
For Angiolini the main object of philosophi-
cal interpretation of dialectical propositions is
the question of precise criteria of truth, in par-
ticular self-evident truths. The issue is highly
relevant for Angiolini and for the whole late
Scholastic tradition because it naturally leads to
the question whether the existence of God is a
self-evident truth. In that regard the Scholastic
tradition has two opposing schools of thought:
the followers of Duns Scotus and the followers
of Thomas Aquinas. Thomas Aquinas main-
tains that there are two types of self-evident
judgments: self-evident in themselves, but not
for us, and self-evident both in themselves and
for us. “God exists” is the first type of judg-
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kKoB oMbl AkBmHCKOro. Tak, @oma AKBMHCKMI
yTBepXKIaeT, UTO eCTh J1Ba TUIla CaMOOYeBVIHBIX
CY>KIEHUTL: cCaMOOYeBIIHbIe caMy TI0 cebe, HO He
IS Hac, VI caMOOYeBIIHbIe KaK caM 110 cebe, Tak
v 1t Hac. «bor cyimecTByeT» OTHOCUTCH K ITePBO-
My Tty cyxaenun. g ynca Ckora camooude-
BUIHOE Cy)X[IeHVe TaKOBO, UTO, eCJIM €r0 TepMMU-
HBI TIOCTUTAIOTCA KaKUM-I00 MHTEUIEKTOM, VC-
TUHHOCTb IIPeIJIOKeHMs CTaHOBUTCS WM3BECTHOM
13 TepMMHOB HennddepenimansHo. [1o ero Mue-
HWIO, HET HMKAKOIO pasInums MeXy camMooue-
BUIHBIM IIOJIOKeHVeM B ceOe 11 IOJIOKeHMeM II0
OTHOIIIEHNIO K HaM, IIOTOMY UTO BCSIKOe caMooue-
BUIHOe B ceOe IT0JIOKeHVe M3BeCTHO KaK TaKoBoe
BCSIKOMY VMHTEJIJIEKTY, Ja’ke ecjIyi OHO MOXKeT OBbITh
Hem3BecTHO B fAevictBuresibHocTn (Dvorak, 2015,
p- 56). B xoHTeKCcTe caMOOUeBMIHBIX MICTUH U OCY-
IIeCTBJIAeTCs OCHOBOIIOJIararoias Kpurtnka ¢u-
stococpumt KanTa co cTopoHb! AHIIKOJIVHIAL
AnppxonuaYM, Oy1ydyr THOCEOJIOrMYecKMM OIl-
TUMVCTOM ¥ OITHOBPEMEHHO IIpVBepKeHIIeM yue-
HUsI 00 MHTeJUIeKTYasIbHOVI MHTYMIINY, JT0Ka3bl-
BaeT I10JIOKeHVe O HaJIMYMM CaMOOYeBUTHBIX VC-
TUH — OHU SBJISIOTCS TaKOBBIMM OJ1aromaps Ha-
JIVMYMIO 0cOO0ro BHyTpeHHero uyBcTBa (Angiolini,
1819, p. 88), koTopoe oOMaHBIBaTH He MOXeT. KaHT
Ke, KaK M3BeCTHO, OTKa3aJsicd OT KOHIIeIITa MHTeJl-
JIEKTyaJIbHOV MHTYMIINY, apryMeHTIPOBaB CBOIO
MO3UIIVIIO TeM, UTO pPasyM M pacCyJIOK, B OTJINYVe
OT YyBCTBEHHOCTVI, JIIIIEHBI CTIOCOOHOCTM COo3ep-
LaHMS ¥ IIPUXOOAT K OIpefiesleHHOMY 3HaHWIO
Or1aromaps paccykIeHuIo. OT0 yTBepKIeHVie IIpo-
TUBOPEUNT B3IJIsiZlaM AHJIKOJIIVIHY, TIBITaBIIerocst
Ha OCHOBaHMY VMHTeJIJIeKTYyaJIbHOV MHTY VLIV J10-
KasaTb CcyIecTBoBaHMe bora, anesumpys K oOriie-
My IIPUPOTHOMY YYBCTBY, XapaKTepPHOMY JIJIs1 BCeX
monie (sensus naturae communis) (Ibid., p. 100).
Taxum oOpasoM, AHIKOIMHM KaK OOVH W3
IpeacTaBUTesIeVT KJIaCCMYECKOV CXOJIaCTMYIeCKON
TpaJVIIVY BbIHYXIeH OblJI IPUHSATH aKTMBHOE
yuacTe B KpuTuke dpustocodpckmx maen Kanra.
Bo-niepBbIx, 0H oKycupoBasics Ha crerudpuke
MaTeMaTU4eCcKX IIOHSATUV M VICTIOIb30BaHUM VX
KanToMm; BO-BTOpBIX, OH paccMaTpuBajl OCHOBHBIE
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ment. For Duns Scotus a self-evident judgment
is such that if its terms are grasped by an in-
tellect, the truth of the proposition becomes
known from the terms without qualification.
He argues that there is no difference between
a self-evident proposition in itself and a prop-
osition self-evident to us because any proposi-
tion evident in itself is known as such to any
intellect, even if it may be unknown to reality
(Dvordk, 2015, p. 56). Angiolini’s critique of the
Kantian philosophy is embedded in the context
of self-evident truths.

Angiolini, being an epistemological optimist
and an adherent of the theory of intellectu-
al intuition, argues that self-evident truths are
what they are thanks to the existence of a spe-
cial inner sense (Angiolini, 1819, p. 88) which
cannot deceive. Kant, of course, renounced the
concept of intellectual intuition on the grounds
that reason and understanding, unlike sensibil-
ity, do not have the faculty of contemplation
and achieve knowledge through reasoning.
This claim runs counter to the views of An-
giolini who sought, on the basis of intellectu-
al intuition, to prove the existence of God by
appealing to the common natural sense char-
acteristic of humans (sensus naturae communis)
(ibid., p. 100).

Thus Angiolini as a representative of the
classical Scholastic tradition, had to take an ac-
tive part in the critique of Kant’s philosophical
ideas. First, he focuses on the specific features
of mathematical concepts and their use by
Kant; second, he considers the main program-
matic principles of transcendental analytics
through the above-mentioned concept of the
common natural sense.

In general Kant’s use of mathematics is a
distinct area of study in Kant scholarship (see:
Evstigneev, 2021, pp. 151-178). 1. S. Kuznetsova
(1980, p. 28) identifies the following aspects of



IIpOrpaMMHBIe YCTAaHOBKW TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHON
aHAIUTUKM 4Yepe3 MPU3MY BBIIIEyIIOMAHYTOIO
TIOHATVS OOIIIEro IIPMPOIHOrO YyBCTBA.

Obpamenne KanTta k MaTemMaTnke BooO1iie sB-
JIgeTCsl B KaHTOBeIeHMM OTAeIbHBIM IIpeIMeTOM
msyuenus (cMm.: EBcturnees, 2021). V1. C. Kysnerio-
Ba BbljleJIseT cileflyIolle acrieKThl B yueHnun Kan-
Ta, CBSI3aHHBIE C MaTeMaTuKo: 1) criertndrka Ma-
TeMaTM4ecKMx MOHATWUIL 2) cTaTyc MaTeMaTide-
CKMX CY>XK[IeHW1; 3) OTHOIIIeHWsI MaTeMaTVK U Te-
OpeTMYecKoro Mo3HaHMs; 4) B3aIMOBJIVISIHUS Ma-
TemaTuKu 1 dpwiocodpun (Kysneriosa, 1980, c. 28).
V13 Bcero mepedncIIeHHOTO OJIOIKIVI MBICIIUTETTb
oOparriaeTcs B CBOeVI KPUTVKE TOJIIBKO K ITpobsieme
cTaryca MaTeMaTI9IeCKX CYy)KIEHNUTI,  IMEHHO —
K BOIIPOCY O TOM, SIBJISIFOTCSI OHVI CaMOOYEBVTHBI-
MM Orrarofapsi 4yBCTBEHHOMY BOCHPWVISITUIO VIV
YMO3PUTEIBHOCTAL.

[TpobrieMa MaTeMaTW4ecKMX WCTMH B Hadasle
XIX B. Haxogmsiack B (pOKyce HaITpsDKeHHBIX IVC-
Kyccuil. B mx paMKax IOMMMO BO33peHUII caMo-
ro Kanra obcyxnanace nosmiys I.B. JlenGumiia,
yTBep)XIaBIlIero, YTo MCTUHBI MaTeMaTVKI OIHO-
BpeMeHHO BJIAIOTCS 1 YYBCTBEHHO BOCITpUHVIMAe-
MBIMV, VI IPVHAJIeXAIIM K MUPY UIIeVl, a TakKe
no3uLsl ApUCTOTeIIs, pacCMaTpyBaBIIIero MaTeMa-
TUYeCcKye VICTUHBI KaK OTHOCSIIVeCsS K MaTepuiL.

AHJDKOJIIVMIHM SIBHO TATOTeeT K mo3uiimm JIok-
Ka, KOIJIa paccMaTpviBaeT MaTeMaTiJecKie VICTV-
HBI KaK IpVHa/IeXalye MUpPYy pariOHaIbHOrO
¥ OIHOBPEMEHHO SIBJISIOIIVIECS CaMOOUYEBVTHbI-
M «V0o mydpel, uncia, OyKBBI U MVICBMEHa —
He YTO MHOe, KaK CVIMBOJIBI, IIOMOTaloIIIVie pasyMy
B ITO3HAHWM; JEVICTBUTEIIBHO, B3AThle MaTepyialb-
HO, OHVI He MOT'YT OIpefe/INTh HUKaKYIO APYTYIO
1JIel0, KpoMe KaK IOCPeICTBOM OTZe/IbHBIX MaTe-
PpUaJIbHBIX 3HAKOB — OYKB WJIM CJIOB... HO MICTU-
HBI, CKPBITBIe TIOJT 3TVIMM 3HaKaMW, OIlpeIesIatoT-
Csl He VMM, a VHTeJUIEKTOM IIOCPeICTBOM PacCy k-
IOeHUM ¥ JI0Ka3aTebcTB» (Angiolini, 1819, p. 95).
AprymMeHTHUpPYsi CBOIO ITO3UIIVIO, AHIIKOIMHU 00-
paliaeTcd B TOM 4mciie 1 K dpumiocodpun MareMa-
trky KanTa. K coxxasieHnio, HeBO3MOXXHO OIIpe]ie-
JINTB TOYHO, Ha KaKOV TeKCT HeMeILIKOro pvioco-
da ccrmaercst AHIKONIVHY, TIOCKOJIBKY OH JIVIIITH
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Kant’s teaching connected with mathematics:
1) specific features of mathematical concepts;
2) the status of mathematical judgments; 3) the
relationship between mathematics and theoret-
ical knowledge; 4) mutual influence of mathe-
matics and philosophy. Of the above, Angiolini
in his critique singles out only the problem of
the status of mathematical judgments, namely
the question whether they are self-evident due
to sense perception or speculativeness.

In the early nineteenth century the problem
of mathematical truths was a subject of intense
debate. In addition to Kant’s ideas the debate
concerned the position of Leibniz who claimed
that mathematical truths are perceived by the
senses and simultaneously belong to the world
of ideas, as well as the position of Aristotle who
believed that mathematical truths pertain to
matter.

Angiolini obviously leans toward Locke’s
position in considering mathematical truths as
belonging to the world of the rational and si-
multaneously being self-evident: “For figures,
numbers, letters and writings are nothing other
than symbols which help reason in cognition;
indeed, taken materially, they cannot define
any other idea except by means of certain mate-
rial signs using letters or words; but the truths
hidden beneath these signs are defined not by
them, but by intellect through reasoning and
proof”® (Angiolini, 1819, p. 95). To bolster his
position, Angiolini brings in Kant’s philosophy
of mathematics. Unfortunately, it is impossible
to tell exactly which Kantian text Angiolini re-
fers to because he merely mentions that “Kant,
by claiming that mathematical truths are empir-

° “Figurae enim, numeri, litterae, verba, scripturae non sunt
nisi symbola ad mentem in cognitione juvandam; ipsae enim
materialiter sumptae nullam aliam ideam determinare pos-
sunt, nisi quorumdam signorum materialium per litteras vel
per verba [...]; veritates autem, quae sub illis signis latent non
ab illis, sed ab intellectu per ratiocinia & demonstrationes de-
terminantur.”
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yromuHaeT, uTo «KaHT, yTBep)Xaas, YTO MaTeMa-
TUYeCKVe VICTVHBI SBIISIOTCS SMIIVIPUYECKVIMIL,
VIV TIOJTy YeHHBIMM 13 YyBCTB, CBOAWUT MX K IIPO-
CTBIM CO3EpLIAHMSAM BpemeHu VI npocmparcméa B
ompereeHHbIX popmax. Ho To, Kak B 3TOM OH J10-
XOIWUT IO IOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, HyXIaeTcs B OosIbIent
SICHOCTY B €ro m3JIoKeHun. VI6o yHubepcasvrocmu,
KOTOPYIO eMy ObUIO YTOIHO 0003HAYNUTh KaK Kpu-
TEPUIL ANpUOPHbIX CYy>XKIIeHWUI, 3[1eCh HeI0CTaTo4-
Ho» (Ibid., p. 95, nota).

Kputnkyss KanTta, AHIKOJIVHWM WCHOJIb3yeT
CJIeAYIONIYIO JIOTMYEeCKYIO cxeMy. Bo-iepBeIX, Bce
VICTUHBI MaTeMaTUKM SIBJISIOTCS yMO3PUTEeIIbHbI-
M1. Bo-BTOpBIX, ecsti Obl MaTeMaTHUeCKye VCTV-
HBI OBUIM MaTepVasIbHBI, VIMEJIV SMIIVPUYecKOoe
IIPOVICXOXK/IEHMe, TO OHM, KaK ¥ JII00oe KOHTWH-
reHTHOe ObITMe, VMesI Obl BO3MOXKHOCTB CyIIle-
CTBOBATh WJIV He CyIeCTBOBATh (Kak JIFOOOV 3rTe-
MeHT TBapHOTO MVIpa), OIHAKO OHW CYIIECTBYIOT
JIJIS BCeX — CJIeOBaTeITbHO, JaHHBIe VICTMHBI MO-
T'yT BO3HMKHYTB JIVIIB B IIPOLIecCe pacCy KIeHs
u ymosakitogenus (Ibid., p. 101, 104).

AHIDKOTIMHM  3aHMMAaeT IIPSIMO IIPOTVBOIIO-
nokHyo KaHTy nosmimio, KpUTHKYys CBOEro
VIJIEVTHOTO OIIIOHEHTAa 3a VICIIONIb30BaHVE KpuTe-
pust BceoOIiHOCTN. OFHAKO TO, UTO KOHKPETHO
171 AHIKOJIVIHWL SIBJISIeTCSL HEYIOBJIETBOPUTEIIb-
HBIM B IAaHHOM KPUTEPUI, OCTAeTCs 3a IIpeferia-
MM €ero Xe MccleoBaHMs. MaremaTnka paccMa-
TpMBaeTCcsi AHIKOIMHM KaK YVCTO YMO3PUTEIb-
HBIV TIPOLIecC IOCTPOEeHsI KOHIIEIITOB, YTO OTChI-
JIaeT K IIJIAaTOHOBCKOV TpaJyIIny, IIpefCcTaBUTe N
KOTOPOV TaKXe yTBepXIasIy, 4TO MareMaTide-
CKV€ VICTVIHBI CyIIIEeCTBYIOT B MUpe UIeVL.

Kputnka yuennsa Kanra ocyiecTsiisieTcst 110-
JIOIKVM (pry1ocopoM ¥ B OTHOIIEHUV TPAKTOBKM
MIOHATNSA «3PaBOrO CMBICTIa», JINOO «OOIIIero uys-
ctBa». CorlacHO AHJIKOJIMHY, OOIIlee YyBCTBO —
3TO oIpefieJIeHHOe OCHOBaHMeE, KOTOpoe [eJlaeT
BO3MOXXHBIM CyIIIeCTBOBaHIe KaK OOBeKTMBHO
VICTUHBL, TaK " OOBEKTVBHOV peasbHOCTI. 371ech
AHIDKONMHY BBIHYKIIeH CHOBa OOpaTUTHCS K Ha-
crrenymio KaHTa, THOCKONIBKY IOCIIETHUN TaKXKe
paccMaTpuBaeT KOHIIEIIT Sensus communis B Kade-
CTBe BCeoOI1Ier OIIeHOYHOV CIIOCOOHOCTIL:
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ical or derived from the senses, reduces them to
mere intuitions of time and space through cer-
tain forms which they have. But how in this he
reaches the evidence there is need for greater
clarity in his expositions. For universality which
it has pleased him to designate as the criterion
for a priori judgments, is here not sufficient...”®
(ibid., p. 95n).

In criticising Kant Angiolini uses the fol-
lowing logical scheme. First, all mathematical
truths are speculative. Second, if mathemati-
cal truths were material and had an empirical
origin they could, like all contingent beings,
either exist or not exist (as any element of the
created world), and yet they exist for every-
one, consequently, these truths may arise only
in the process of speculation and inferencing
(ibid., p. 101, 104).

Angiolini’s position is the reverse of Kant’s
as he criticises his ideological opponent’s use
of the universality criterion. However, exact-
ly what is wrong with this criterion is out-
side the scope of his research. Angiolini sees
mathematics as a purely speculative process
of building concepts, which harks back to the
Platonic tradition whose representatives also
claimed that mathematical truths exist in the
world of ideas.

Angiolini’s critique of Kant’s teaching also
targets the concept of “common sense” or
“communal sense”. According to Angiolini, the
communal sense is something that makes pos-
sible the existence of objective truth and objec-
tive reality. Here Angiolini has to fall back on
Kant’s legacy since the latter sees the concept of
sensus communis as a universal faculty of judg-
ment:

¢ “Kantius veritates Mathematicas dicendo esse empiricas seu
a sensibus provenientes, reducit illas ad solos intuitus tem-
poris & spatii per quasdam suas formas. At quomodo in hoc
ad evidentiam pertingat, desideratur adhuc in ejus demon-
strationibus major claritas; nam universalitas, quam pro cri-
terio judiciis a priori designare placuit, hic non sufficiat...”



Ho mopm sensus communis Hamo HIOHMMATH
Vet 0duje2o 044 Bcex IyBCTBa, T.€. CIIOCOOHOCTN
BBIHOCUTB CYK/I€HNs, KOTOpasl B CBoell pedrek-
CUV MBICTIEHHO (a priori) mpMHMMaeT BO BHUMa-
HYe cr1ocod IpefcTaBIeHsI KaXIOTro IpPyroro,
nabel cobcTBeHHOe CyXieHue c106Ho Obl cumTa-
JIOCh C COBOKYITHBIM U€JIOBEYECKVIM Pa3syMOM W
TeM CaMbIM M30erasio WUTI03UM, KOTopas MOIyIa
OBI OKa3aTh BpeIHOe BIIVISTHVIE Ha CYXK/IeHVe BB-
oy CyOBeKTMBHBIX YaCTHBIX YCJIOBUIL, KOTOpBIe
JIETKO MOJKHO IIPUHATD 3a 00BeKTVBHBIE (AA 05,
S. 293; Kawnr, 2001, c. 377).

15t Toro 4toOBl ompenenmTh, KakuMm oOpa-
30M OCYIIECTBJIZeTCsl KPUTMKa KaHTOBCKOIO IIO-
HVMaHMs OOIIIero 4yBCTBa B TBOpUECTBe AHIKO-
JIVIHW, CJleflyeT YTOYHWUTb, KaKMX B3IVIAOB IIpU-
ZIepKMBaJICs caM IIOJIOLIKMV MBICJINTeIIb. B KoHIle
XVIII — nauase XIX B. G110 pacrpocTpaHeHO He-
CKOJIBKO OOJIBIIVIX HallpaBJIeHWUT, II0-PasHOMY MH-
TepIIPeTVPOBABIIINIX JaHHOe IIOHSTIE VI BOCXOM -
myx K AHTraHoCcTH. Tak, y ApucToTess HoHATve
sensus communis (koiné aisthesis) BbimosnHsieT cuH-
Te3UPYIONIyI0 (PyHKIMIO IO OTHOIIEHUIO K pas-
PO3HEHHBIM JaHHBIM UyBCTBEHHOI'O BOCIIPUSITHSL.
Bropoit BapmaHT TpaKTOBKM AaHHOTO KOHIIEIITa
MIPUHAIJIEXNUT CTOVIKaM, 371eCh o0Iliee YyBCTBO CO-
OTHOCUTCS C IIPOOJIEMHBIM IT0JIEM PUTOPVIKM, Ha-
YMHAeT CBS3bIBAThCS CO cdeport 0OIIecTBEHHOTO:
ny1s LymepoHa o01tiee 4yBCTBO — 3TO IPIJINYME,
TO €CTh OTCYTCTBVE HeyMeCTHBIX IeVICTBUI 110 OT-
HolleHMIo K Apyrum (Bayer, 2008, p. 1138). Tpe-
TWUV BApMAHT MCIIOJIb30BaHM B pedpIeKCu TTOHS-
T OOIIIeTo YyBCTBa IIpeJcTaBiieH [lekapToM, Ko-
TOPBIVI pacCMaTPUBaEeT ero Kak CIIOCOOHOCTBH OT-
JIMYaTh MCTUHY OT 3abmyxneHus ([dexkapt, 1989,
c. 250—251). CrienryeT yIIOMSHYTb ¥ 1€ T€JIbHOCTD
MIOT/IAHACKOV IIIKOJIBI 3[IPaBOrO CMBIC/IA, ITOHU-
MaBIIEVI 3OPaBbIVi CMBICJI KaK IIpeIyCTaHOBJIEH-
HbIe TIOJIOKEHSI, BIIOXKeHHBIe boroMm B uesioBeue-
cKum pasym / gymry («f1 Grmaromapro Harrero Tsop-
I1a 3a TO, YTO OH JjaJI MHe 3Ty Bepy IIpeXile, 4eM
OTKPBUINCH IJIa3a MOEro pacCy/Ka, 1 3a TO, UTO OH
JI0 CMX IIOp JapyeT MHe ee B KauecTBe IIPOBOIHU-
Ka TaM, I'7le pacCy/JOK OCTaBJIsieT MeHsI B [IOTeMKax»
(P, 2000, c. 289)). KanT mocTaTouHO pe3Ko BbICKa-
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By “sensus communis”, however, must be
understood the idea of a communal sense,
i.e., a faculty for judging that in its reflection
takes account (a priori) of everyone else’s way
of representing in thought, in order as it were
to hold its judgment up to human reason as a
whole and thereby avoid the illusion which,
from subjective private conditions that could
easily be held to be objective [...] (KU, AA 05,
p- 293; Kant, 2000, p. 173).

In order to determine how Angiolini criticis-
es Kant’s concept of sensus communis we should
first clarify Angiolini’'s own views. In the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries there
were several major schools that interpreted this
concept, all going back to antiquity. Thus, for
Aristotle the concept of sensus communis (koiné
aisthésis) performs a synthesising role vis-a-
vis disparate data of sense perception. The
second variant in interpreting this concept be-
longs to the Stoics, with the sensus communis
related to the problem area of rhetoric and be-
ginning to be linked with the social sphere: for
Cicero sensus communis is decency, i.e. the ab-
sence of improper actions toward others (Bay-
er, 2008, p. 1138). The third variant in the use
of the concept of sensus communis is represent-
ed by Descartes who interprets it as the abili-
ty to tell truth from delusion (Descartes, 1998,
pp- 1-2). Mention should be made of the Scot-
tish school of common sense which considered
common sense to be propositions implanted by
God in the human intellect/soul (“[...] I consid-
er this instructive belief as one of the best gifts
of nature. I thank the Author of my being who
bestowed it upon me, before the eyes of my
reason were opened, and still bestows it upon
me to be my guide, where reason leaves me in
the dark” (Reid, 1810, p. 367)). Kant had some
harsh things to say about the Scottish school
in the preface to his Prolegomena (Prol, AA 04,
p. 258; Kant, 2004, p. 8). This could not have
eluded Angiolini, especially considering that
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3BIBAJICS. O JESTEeILHOCTH IIOT/IAHICKOV IIIKOJIBI B
npenyviciioBun K ceouM «l[Iporteromenam» (AA 04,
S. 258; KanT, 1994, c. 10). DTO He MOIJIO OCTaThb-
cs1 0e3 BHMMaHWIS IIOJIOIIKOTO aBTOPA, YUIMTHIBAL,
YTO OllpefiesieHyie OOIIero YyBCTBaA VIV, APYT VMU
CJIOBAMV, 3[IPaBOro CMbICJIa Y AHIKOJIVIHV OYeHb
OJIM3KO €ro IMOHVIMAHMIO ITPEICTaBUTEIISIMU IIIOT-
JIAHJICKOVI IKOJIBL Tak, OH ompenernser oOrree
YyBCTBO CJIEAYIOMIMM OOpasoM: «Y Bcex JIFOIsX
€cTb O0lllee YYBCTBO OIPOMHOVI BaXKHOCTM IO OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K BHEIIHUM OOBEeKTaM: B MICTMHHOCTM
3TVIX OOBEKTOB MBI ITOJTHOCTBIO YOEXX/IeHBI eItle 10
TOTO, KaK ITOJTy IV KaKoe-I00 JOKa3aTeIIbCTBO»
(Angiolini, 1819, p. 98). [71aBHBIMI OCHOBaHWSMU
HaJIM4Vst OOIIEero 9yBCTBa, IPVICYIIETO BCeM MBIC-
JISIIVIM CYIIIeCTBaM, SIBJISIIOTCS, TI0 MBICTIV AHJIKO-
JIVHY, CJIeAyolye: OOIBIIVHCTBO TaKMX CyXKJie-
HUV CYIIeCTBOBAJIO Ha IIPOTSDKEHUM BCEVl VICTO-
Py YesioBeyecTBa V1 IIPaKTHUUYeCcK Y BceX HapOZIOB;
TaKye OOIIye UyBCTBa CyIIeCTBYIOT yyKe Ha yPOB-
He MHCTUHKTMBHOI'O IIOBEIEHVIST; eC/IV ObI TaHHbIe
CyXOeHMs ObUIVM OIIMOOYHBIMM, TO OLIMOOYHON
ObL1a OBI 11 BCSI IPVPOLIA YeJI0BEYECKOro pasyMa.

AHIXOJIVMHM He MOXeT OCTaBUTH Oe3 BHMMa-
Hus KpuTuKy KaHTOM mpefcraBuTesieVt IIOT-
JIAaHJICKOV IIKOJIBL. B cBSA3M ¢ 3TMM B maparpade,
TIOCBSIIIIEHHOM HETIOCPEe/ICTBEHHO PacCMOTPEHVIIO
JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa CYIIeCTBOBAHS OOIIero UyBCTBa,
CCBhUTASICh MMEeHHO Ha «[IposieroMeHbl» OH Tak-
Xe cTaBUT KaHTY B BUHY €ro sIKOOBI COJIMIICUI3M U
MIOTYEePKMBAET, UTO, BBOAS MOHATIS (DeHOMeHa 1
HoyMeHa, KaHT 3aMbIKaeT dpvtocodrio Ha caMoM
cebe, OyTyum He B CWJIaX BBIVITY 3a IIPeesIbl 3TVX
medpuamm (Ibid., p. 101, 104). AgmxonHM HO-
HMMaeT OIIaCHOCTb IS CUCTEMBI CXOJIaCTIUYeCKOV
dmtocodprm, MCXOIOAITYI0 OT KPUTUKM OOIIero
4uyBCTBa B paboTtax KaHTa, HO mpm 3TOM BO3paxe-
HUV IO CYIIEeCTBY OH He mperJiaraeT. O4ueBMIHO,
YTO 1 3TOT OaCTVIOH KaHTOBCKOV (prtocodmmt OKa-
3aJICS 1151 HETO HEeIIPVICTYITHBIM.

HuanekTrika AHIKOJIMHM — 3TO Ta YacTbh €ro
PpaboTEl, B KOTOPOVI OH IIPeNIIPUHSII MaKCMaIIb-
HBle YCVUIVS 11151 Hu3BepxKeHMs dportocodrm Kan-
Ta. [Ipn aTOM OH POKyCUpyeTcs Ha BOIIPOCax ca-
MOOUYEBUIIHBIX MICTVH ¥ OOIIero 4yBCTBa, Hanbo-

his own definition of sensus communis, other-
wise “common sense”, is very close to that of
the Scottish school. For example, he defines the
concept of common sense in the following way:
“There is in all people a common sense con-
cerning external objects which is of great im-
portance. About the truth of these objects all are
completely convinced, even before they possess
any proof of them”” (Angiolini, 1819, p. 98).
Angiolini presents the following grounds prov-
ing the existence of the common sense pos-
sessed by all thinking creatures: the majority
of such judgments have existed throughout hu-
man history in practically all peoples; such
common feelings exist at the level of instinc-
tive behaviour; if these judgments were wrong,
the whole nature of human reason would have
been wrong.

Angiolini cannot help reacting to Kant’s cri-
tique of the Scottish school. In the paragraph
devoted to the proof of the existence of sensus
communis, citing Prolegomena, he accuses Kant
of solipsism and stresses that by introduc-
ing the concepts of phenomenon and noume-
non the latter reduces philosophy to himself,
being unable to move beyond his own defini-
tions (ibid., pp. 101, 104). While being aware of
the threat Kant's critique of the sensus communis
poses for the system of Scholastic philosophy
Angiolini does not present any substantive ob-
jections. Clearly, that bastion of Kantian philos-
ophy, too, was more than a match for him.

Angiolini’s dialectics is the part of his work
in which he committed all he had to over-
throwing Kant’s philosophy. He concentrates
on the questions of self-evident truths and sen-
sus communis, the most frequent targets of En-
lightenment philosophers, including Kant.
Angiolini attacks the German philosopher as
his main opponent. However, most of his ar-
guments are purely rhetorical and emotional,

7 Cf. " Existit in omnibus hominibus sensus quidam commu-
nis de objectis externis maximi momenti, de quorum veritate
ommnes intime sunt persuasi, etiam antequam habeant de illis
aliquam demonstrationem.”
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Jlee 9acTo MOIBEPraBIIXCsS KPUTVIKE CO CTOPOHBI
dwtocodos ITpocserienns, B Tom unciie Kanra.
VImeHHO K HeMmelTKOMY pryIocody Kak IJITaBHOMY
OIIIIOHEHTY V1 oOpalliaeTcs IIpeCcTaBUTe b IOJIOI-
KOV HeocxormacTnky. OgHaKo OOJIBIIMHCTBO €ro
apryMeHTOB MMeIOT CKOpee YICTO PUTOPUIECKUT
I SMOIIMOHA/IBHBIV XapaKTep, BO3IEVICTBYS O0JIb-
ITle Ha TICUIXVKY YITaTesIs, HeXKeJIn IIPU3bIBasi ero
K CTPOVHOM pedprieKcry B KOHTEKCTe paccMaTpu-
BaeMbIx BopocoB. Tak, ynomuHas Kanra, AHKO-
JIVHY TIUIINeT, HallpuMep, ciemyiomiee: «KaHT..
BIIVICaB ce0si B TaOJIMITy HUYTO, XOTeN BIVCATh B
3Ty Tabmiry u coero Teopua» (Ibid., p. 104, nota).
BmecTto m1yOokoro o3HaKOMJIEHMS CTYIEHTOB C
unesimu KaHTa 11 paccMoTpeHMs Hanbosiee ysi3Bu-
MBIX MeCT ero pmIocodum aBTOp OTChbUIaeT K IIpo-
uTeHMIO paboTel LlasutnHrepa, obpalmascs K HeMy
KaK K Hanboslee aBTOPUTETHOMY VCCIIEIOBATETIO
3a TIOf/IepXKKOV B KpUTVKe B3IIsimo KanTa.

3axk/IroueHne

Taxmm o6pa3oM, MOXXHO yTBepXkaTh, uTo B [To-
JIOLIKOVI Me3yMTCKOVI aKaJeMuy IIpofosDKaa Cy-
IIIeCTBOBATh CxOJlacTUJecKasl Tpaaulivs, JaBllas
VIMITYJIBC JTaJIbHEVIIIIEVI SBOJIFOLUVL VeV, ccpop-
MIUPOBaHHBIX B ee JIOHe. B paboTax IOJIOIKMX aB-
TOPOB COXPaHSJINCh U pa3BUBaJIVICh MJIEN, CTaB-
1IVie BIIOCJIeZICTBUN PyHAaMeHTOM (PpriIocodcko-
ro OBvbKeHMs HeocxostacTuku. OmHoM m3 ee Xa-
PaKTepHBIX YepT ObUI MOVCK pelIeHu IS IIPo-
TUBOIEVICTBISI HOBBIM (PMIIOCOPCKMM MAesIM, TI0-
JIyYMBIIVM pasBUTHe B Tpydax IIpelcTaBuTelIei
IIpocsemenns, sxmouas Kanrta. TakuMm mmprme-
POM MOXeT CJIYXUTh paboTa [IX. AHIXOIMHMI
«Pustocodpckme HacTaBleHWs», Iie aBTOpP IOIIbI-
Tasicd IpoBecT aHajm3 maent KaHTa B KOHTek-
CTe CXOJIaCTUYeCcKOV JIOTUKM M auaseKTrkn. Vc-
cJleysl KaTeropuio TPpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO B paM-
KaxX aHaJIM3a OCHOBHBIX IOHATUV 3JIeMeHTapHOM
JIOTVIKV, AHJI>KOJIVIHY COBEpPIINJL, KaK MBI BUeIIN,
IIePBYIO IIOIBITKY OIPOBEPTHYTbH MIIeV HeMeITKO-
ro dwiocoda. OgHaKo oHa HoTepriesia Heydady B
CBS3M C TeM, YTO caM AHJIKOJIVMHY He CMOT ysC-
HUTBH pasjundne MeX]y KaTeropuem «TpaHCIeH-
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directed at the reader’s psyche rather than in-
viting him/her to reflect rigorously in the con-
text of the issues at hand. Thus, mentioning
Kant, Angiolini writes: “Kant [...] by inscribing
himself in the table of zeros, also wished to in-
scribe his Author in this table”® (ibid., p. 104n).
Instead of giving his students a profound in-
sight into Kant’s ideas and scrutinising the
most vulnerable places of his philosophy, he
recommended the reading of Zallinger, seeking
to enlist his support in the critique of Kant as
the most authoritative scholar.

Conclusion

It can safely be said that the Polotsk Jesuit
Academy carried on the Scholastic tradition
which gave an impetus to further development
of the ideas formed in its bosom. Polotsk au-
thors preserved and developed the ideas which
would form the foundation of the philosophi-
cal movement of neo-Scholasticism. One of its
salient features was the search for solutions to
counteract the new philosophical ideas promot-
ed in the works of representatives of the En-
lightenment, including Kant. A case in point
is the work of Giuseppe Angiolini, Philosoph-
ical Instructions, in which the author attempt-
ed a critique of Kant’s ideas in the context of
Scholastic logic and dialectics. In the frame-
work of the main concepts of elementary log-
ic, we have seen Angiolini making the first
attempt to refute Kant. However, the attempt
failed because Angiolini himself failed to clarify
the difference between the category “transcen-
dental” as it was used within the Scholastic tra-
dition and belonged to the intellectual sphere,
and the fundamentally new meaning of this
concept in Kant’s philosophy.

His definition of Kant’s overall philosophical
position is likewise ambivalent: he claims that
Kant is an idealist who denies the existence of
objective reality while at the same time provok-

8 “Kantius [...] inscribendo se tabulae nihilorum, voluit
etiam huic tabulae Auctorem suum incribere...”
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JleHTaJIbHOe», VICIIOJIb3yeMOVl B paMKax CXOJIacTH-
4ecKoy TpaAulvM W IIpUHaIexaslen K cdepe
YMO3PUTEIBHOTO, VI IIPVHIIUIIMAIIBHO HOBBIM 3Ha-
JeHVeM 3TOro noHsATuA B dprtocodpun Kanra.

HeomHO3HaYHO 1 oIpeiesieHVie M o01iernt -
J10cOPCKOVI IO3UIIVY OIIIOHEeHTa: ITOJIOIIKI MbIC-
JUTeNnb yTBepXkaaeT, uto KaHT — wmpaeannct, ot-
PpULIAIONTNT HajIn4re OOBeKTUBHOV peayIbHOCTH
VI IIPOBOLIPYIOLINI B TO XKe BpeMs CBOMX II0CJIe-
JoBaresieVi CTaTh Ha IIyTh MaTepuanusma. C Tod-
KU 3peHVsT AHIKOJIVHY KakK IIpeficTaBuUTesIs pe-
JINTVIO3HOVI TPV 3TO HeIOITyCTVIMO.

B pamkax amasieKTMKM OCHOBHOV MMIIIEHBIO
KPUTUKN AHJIKOJIVIHY OKa3aIViChb KAaHTOBCKVIE I10-
HATUSI CAMOOYEBVIHBIX VICTUH ¥ 34paBOro CMBbIC-
JIa, V1 371eCh MOJIOLIKMVI aBTOp TakXKe He yUUThIBaeT
HOBU3HY naent Kanra.

OO11yto TeHOEHIMIO OLEHKV ITPOrPaMMHBIX
ycTaHOBOK yueHwst KanTa B TBOpuecTBe AHIIKOIV-
HM MOXXHO OXapaKTepu30BaTh KaK SKJIEKTUYHYIO:
HeMeIKu dpritocod paccMaTpyBaeTCsl M OHO-
BpeMeHHO 1 KaK MAeaIVICT, M KaK MBICIUTEITb, TOJI-
KaroOIIMI CBOMX II0CJIe[ioBaTe eV K MaTepuasI3My.
LesocTHbn B3mIA, Ha cucteMy Kanrta B pabote
He IIpeJiCcTaBJIeH, VCCIIeAYIOTCS JIMIIb OTAeJIbHbIe
MIOHATS, HanOoJIee BaXKHBIe IS CaMOTO KPWUTH-
Ka. CrremyeT OTMETUTD 1 ero oOpallieHNe K IIperl-
LIeCTBYIOLIVIM TPyAaM IIpeficTaBuTesIeVl CX0JIacTy-
YecKoVl Tpaaulluy, aHaJIU3MPOBaBIINX Ven He-
MeLIKOTrO MBICJINTeIIs, a TaKXKe OTCYTCTBYE B TeKCTe
CChUIOK Ha IpousseieHVs camoro Kanra. B urore
MOYXHO YTBepXKIIaTh, UTO B paboTe «Prtocodpckie
HacTaBJleHVs» AHIDKOIMHU KPUTHUKYeT PuIo-
codckme naen Kanrta B TOM 13710)keHUM, B KaKOM
OHM MpPeNCTaloT B TPyAax ITpefcTaBUTeJIeNl CXO-
JIACTVYECKOVI TPaJMIINY, B YaCTHOCTM Hanbosiee
V3BEeCTHOIO KaTOJINM4Yeckoro Kpurmka mpgen Kan-
Ta — lla/umMHrepa, TeM camMbIM 3KCTParoIvpys
VeV ¥ KOHIIENITBHI CXOJIAaCTIYecKo pryiocodpmm
Ha cucremy Kanra. Takum oOpasom, nepen Hamm
IIpUIMEP «VJUIIO3UV TPaHCTPeccui», VIV IepeHo-
ca, — OIIMOKM, B KOTOPOVI CaM ITOJIOIIKMVI MBICIIVI-
TejIb OOBMHSIT HEMEIIKOIO KJIaccrKa. AHIKOIVHN
TpakTyeT uzleu KaHTa Kak yacTb Cx0J1acT4ecKoro
Hacsleqiyis, He IIpVHMMasg BO BHUMaHMe IIPVHIIN-
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ing his followers to embark on the path of ma-
terialism. Angiolini, being a representative of
the religious tradition, considers this to be in-
admissible.

On matters of dialectics the main targets of
Angiolini’s criticism are the Kantian concepts
of self-evident truths and common sense, and
there, too, he overlooks the novelty of Kant’s
ideas.

The general trend of Angiolini’s assess-
ment of the programmatic principles of Kant’s
teaching can be described as eclectic: he re-
gards Kant simultaneously as an idealist and as
a thinker who is nudging his followers toward
materialism. The work lacks a holistic view of
Kant’s system and examines only individual
concepts that are important for the critic him-
self. It should be noted that he turns to earlier
works of the representatives of the Scholastic
tradition and does not cite the works of Kant
himself. On balance it is fair to say that in Phil-
osophical Instructions Angiolini criticises Kant’s
philosophical ideas as they are rendered in the
works of Scholastics, in particular of Zallinger,
the best known Catholic critic of Kant’s ideas,
thus employing the ideas and concepts of the
Scholastic philosophy on Kant’s system. We
are thus looking at a case of “transgression il-
lusion”, the mistake of which he accused Kant.
Angiolini interprets Kant’s ideas as part of the
Scholastic heritage ignoring the novelty of his
ideas. Even so, the significance of Angiolini,
one of the first representatives of the neo-Scho-
lastic movement who turned to Kant’s philoso-
phy, lies in the fact that he gave an impetus to
the subsequent study of Kant’s heritage in the
work of the representatives of the Polotsk Jesuit
Academy: V. Buczyniski, . Roothaan, M. S. Rylo
and others.
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COBBITI

VK 1(091)

VMMAHYWI KAHT
Y «<HOBOE ITPOCBEIIIEHWVE».
OB30P MEXXTYHAPOIHOV HAYYHOM
KOH®EPEHIINU

A. Cmapuyeba®, A. O. Cabanob'

B 0630pe npedcmabaerst ocHoBHble udeu, 0bcyxoab-
uiuecs Ha Mexo0yHapoOHOoU HayuHO KoHgpeperyuu «Vm-
manyus Kanm u “no6oe IpocBeujerue”». Kongpepernyus
npoxoousa 20 — 22 anpeas 2022 2. 6 baamuiickom ghede-
pairvHom yHubBepcumeme um. V. Kanma 6 Karununepa-
de. Opeanusamopom Bvicimynuio HayuHoe noopasoeserue
BE®Y um. U. Kanma Axademus Kanmuana npu noodepx-
ke @opyma «Ilemepbypeckuil duaroe». B doxaadax Oviau
npoanaiusupobans mesucst 0oxkaada Pumcxomy xayby
«Come On! Kanumaiusm, kpamxocpouHocms nepcnex-
mub, uacesenue u paspyuienue nianemovi» (2018), ab-
mopul komopoeo, D.Y. chon Baiiysexkep u A. Butikman,
Boicmynuau ¢ npusvibom k «Hobomy IlpocBeujeruio».
Vuacmuuxu conocmabasiu amu mesucst ¢ huA0copcKu-
mu udesmu Kawma u uckaiu ombemot na Gonpoc, cie-
dyem au kpumuyeckyio gpusocogpuro Kawma ommuecmu
Kk «cmapomy» IlpocBewjernuio uau e 6 Heil cOOepKUMCA
NOOAUHHBLI NOMeHYUas uckomozo «Hoboeo ITpocBeuye-
Hus». Kpamxoe codepxarue nposbyuabuiux 00k1a0o8 u
cocrmosBuiuxca ouckyccuil ompaxeno 6 coomBemcmbuu
c nopsaokom Bvicmynaenuil. Koudpepenyus noxasaia,
umo xanmobckoe [IpocBewjenue ne nomepsao cboei ax-
myasvHocmu, a udeu «HoBoeo ITpocBewjernua» Hyxoaiom-
cs 6 0anvHeriuieM hua0COGCKOM OCMbICACHUU.

KatoueBvie caoBa: Kanm, IlpocBewjenue, Hoboe
IIpocBewsenue, Pumckuii xayd, coBepuienHosemue, 0a-
AAHC, npoepecc

B npenasepumn 298-ro nHa poxngeHus Vimma-
Hywia Kanra 20—22 anpessa 2022 1. B basrmuiickom
denepansHoM yHUBepcuTeTe nM. V. KanTa cocto-
dylach MeXyHapolHasi Hay4dHas KOH(epeHIIVs
«/Immanymi Kaut u “Hosoe Tpocseriernie”». Kon-

! bairruricknit pemepaibHbI yHUBepeuTeT M. V1. KanTa,
236041, Kanuuaunarpan, yii. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 08.10.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-1-7

EVENTS

IMMANUEL KANT
AND THE “NEW ENLIGHTENMENT".
INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE REPORT

A. Startseva', A.O. Sabanov!

The review surveys the main ideas discussed at the
international scientific conference “Immanuel Kant
and the ‘New Enlightenment’” hosted by the Imman-
uel Kant Baltic Federal University (IKBFU) in Ka-
liningrad on 20-22 April 2022. It was organised by
IKBFU'’s research unit Academia Kantiana with the
support of the Petersburg Dialogue Forum. Speakers
analysed the theses of the Report to the Club of Rome,
Come on! Capitalism, Short-termism, Population
and the Destruction of the Planet (2018), whose au-
thors, Ernst Ulrich von Weizsiicker and Anders Wijk-
man, initiated a call for a “new Enlightenment”. The
participants compared these theses with Kant’s philo-
sophical ideas and looked for an answer to the question
whether Kant’s critical philosophy should be consigned
to the “old” Enlightenment or whether it has real po-
tential for the desired “new Enlightenment”. The sum-
maries of papers and discussions are arranged in order
of their presentation. The Conference has shown that
Kant’s Enlightenment has not lost its relevance while
the ideas of the “new Enlightenment” need to be fur-
ther examined philosophically.

Keywords: Kant, Enlightenment, “new Enlight-
enment”, Club of Rome, maturity, balance, progress

On 20-22 April 2022 the Immanuel Kant Bal-
tic Federal University hosted an international
conference “Immanuel Kant and the ‘New En-
lightenment’”. The conference was organised
by the Academia Kantiana (IKBFU) with the sup-

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (IKBFU).

14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236041, Russia.
Received: 08.10.2022.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-1-7

KanmoBexuir cooprux. 2023. T. 42, Ne 1. C. 132 — 145.

Kantian Journal, 2023, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 132-145.



depentms Oblta oprasms3oBata Axanemuen Kan-
TraHon (b®Y mm. V. KanTa) ripu noppepxke do-
pyMa «l leTepOyprckmit ayasior» 1 obpaliieHa K Te-
3ucaM J1okitaga Prvvckomy xi1yOy «Come On! Ka-
IIUTaJIV3M, KPaTKOCPOYHOCTE, HaceJleHe 1 YHWY-
TOXXeHWe IUTaHeThl» (2018) (masiee — [lokyiazm), aBTO-
pr1 KoToporo, D.Y. dpon Bariizekkep 1 A. Buiikmas,
BBICTYIIVUIVL C IIPU3BIBOM K «HOBOMY IIpocserre-
HUIO». BBUIly MaciTabHBIX ITI0OAJIBHBIX BBI30BOB
B 00J1acTV HayKy, SKOHOMVIKM, TEXHOJIOTUV U IIO-
JIATUIKV aBTOPBI JIOKJIazia TIPU3BbIBAIOT K Iepeopu-
eHTallVV B OTHOIIeHWV IIPUHIIUIIOB, KOTOpPbIe CTa-
JI PYKOBOJISIIIVIMM B 3II0XY MOJIepHa V1 IIPUBeJIV K
TOCHOJICTBY 3aIla/IHOrO palloHa/IM3Ma ¥ MaTepia-
JIMCTVYeCKV OPVeHTHUPOBaHHOV IIOrOHe 3a ITPVObI-
JIBI0. B micTOprueckor peTpoceKTBe 3TO HPOosiBY-
JIOCh B KOJIOHVAJIMICTCKOVI ITOJIUTVIKE VI YHUYTOXe-
HUYM UMBWIV3aLNI 3a Opefesiamu EBporsr; B Ha-
CTOsIIIeM — B OHACHOVI JJIsl KM3HM YeJloBeuecTBa
SKCIUTyaTalyy IPUPOIHBIX pecypcoB 3emin. Kpo-
Me TOro, aBTOPbI YIIOMMHAIOT II0CIIefICTBIS HOBO-
rO VIHAVIBUyaIni3Ma, KOTOPBIVI OOYCIIOBVIT TIOBBI-
IIIeHVe [IeHHOCTV VHAVBUTyaIbHBIX JOCTVKeHU
1 yacTHOro borarctsa. ITosTroMy omHO 13 Tpebosa-
HU «HOBOro [IpocBerieHnis» TOJDKHO 3aK/TI0UaTh-
Csl, TIO VIX MHEHWIO, B OTKase OT eBPOIIoLIeHTpr3Ma
1 obpallleHnN K BeJIMKUM TPaauIVsaM MHBIX V-
BIWIM3allNW, a Ipyroe — B HEOOXOIVMMOCTU Cliep-
XVBaTh «CyUIVaIbHbIE UePThl COBPEMEHHOTO Ka-
muTtaymsMa» (Weizsdcker, Wijkman, 2018, p. 93).
LleHTpa/IbHYIO TeOpPeTMYEeCKyIO 3a7ady «HOBOTO
ITpocsemienns» Banisekkep n Buiikman BugAaT B
cosnaHmm driocodun He pasfeeHus U VCKITIO-
ueHIs, a OajlaHca ¥ B3aVIMOIOIIOITHEH L.

Ha xoHdepeHIMM BBICTYOWMIIVM BedylIlye Vc-
cnenosarern n3 Poccun, AprenTuHsbl, Benmko-
O6pwuranum n CLIA.

B cBoem oOpareHuu k ydacTHMKaM KoHe-
peHIIM peKkTOop Asekcandp Asexkcandpobuu
®@edopob (BDY wmm. V. Kanra, KaymmauHrpan)
clles1ajl aKIIeHT Ha OCTPOV aKTyaJIbHOCT Te31COB
Jokiiasia B Tpex OCHOBHBIX pperiMax — 3KOJIOT-
YeCcKOM, MIe0JIOrMYecKOM 1 SKOHOMIYECKOM, YTO
HallUIO OTpakeHVe M B HefdaBHMX KHUTrax [13su-
na Yoruteca-Yasuica (2019) (cM. pycckui mepeBos;:

A. Startseva, A.O. Sabanov

port of the “Petersburg Dialogue” Forum and
took as a starting point the theses of the Re-
port to the Club of Rome, Come on! Capitalism,
Short-termism, Population and the Destruction of
the Planet (2018), (hereafter — Report) whose au-
thors, Ernst Ulrich von Weizsidcker and Anders
Wijkman, formulated a call for a “new Enlight-
enment”. In the face of the formidable global
challenges in the fields of science, economics,
technologies and politics, the authors of the Re-
port call for a reorientation with regard to the
principles which have prevailed in the modern
epoch, leading to the dominance of Western ra-
tionalism and the materialistic pursuit of profit.
In the historical perspective this was manifest-
ed in the colonialist policy and the destruction
of civilisations outside Europe; and in the pre-
sent in the exploitation of the Earth’s resources,
which threatens the existence of mankind. The
authors also refer to the consequences of the
new individualism which has put greater val-
ue on individual achievement and private
wealth. Therefore one of the imperatives of the
“new Enlightenment” should be the renuncia-
tion of Europe-centrism and a turn to the great
traditions of other civilisations, and the oth-
er is the need to restrain “the suicidal features
of modern capitalism” (Weizsdcker and Wijk-
man, 2018, p. 93). Weizsdcker and Wijkman
see the main task of the “new Enlightenment”
in developing a philosophy not of division and
exclusion, but of balance and mutual comple-
mentarity.

Speakers at the Conference were promi-
nent researchers from Russia, Argentine, Great
Britain and the USA.

In his address to the Conference the Rector,
Alexander A. Fedorov (IKBFU, Kaliningrad),
stressed the relevance of the Report in three
main frames: ecological, ideological and eco-
nomic, which has been reflected in the recent
books by David Wallace-Wells (2019) and Sho-
shana Zuboff (2018). The reading of these books
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Yormec-Yaric, 2020) m lomansr 3ybodd (2018)
(em. pycckum nepepon: 3yoodd, 2022). Ilo mpo-
UTeHWUM 3TUX KHUI BO3HMKAEeT, B YaCTHOCTW, BO-
IIPOC, MOXKeT JIVI HbIHeIlIHee ITOKOJIeHVe, KOTopoe
CTOUT Y BJIaCTHBIX PbIYaroB, olpesiesiseT IOTOKM
ABVDKeHVs KalluTaJIoB U 3a/1aeT TOH U BKyC COBpe-
MEeHHOCTW, IPeJIOKUTL HOBBIVI IYyTh Pa3sBUTHUSL.
ITo muenmIo A. A. @ertopoBa, B 3TOM OTHOIIEHW
HeOoOXOIMMO JIOBEPSITh HOBOMY IIOKOJIEHUIO, BO3-
JlaraTh Ha Hero 11 OOJIBIITYI0 Haflex 1y, 1 OOJIbIIIyI0
OTBETCTBEHHOCTD, BUIETh B HEM Ty CWUJIY, KOTOpasi
MOXeT J1aTh HafeXay Mupy. Bosspariasice k Te-
sucam [lokiiazia, HaydHBI OVPeKTOp AKageMun
Kautmansr Huna AnamoaveBua mumpueba
(BDY mm. V. KanTa, Kannuaunarpan / MIIT'Y, Mo-
CKBa) 3aMeTWIa, YTO ero aBTOpPbI HasbiBaloT Vim-
MaHywiIa KaHTa B uncize HamOoJlee BIIVSITeIIbHBIX
MBICJIUTeJIeN «CTaporo» esporterickoro IIpocserrie-
HM Y TeM caMbIM ITepeKJIaflbIBaloT Ha Hero 4acThb
OTBETCTBEHHOCT 3a VICTOPUYECKYIO CyIbOy 3TOro
npoekra. IToaTomy ydacTHMKaM KoHdepeHIIVM
IPeZICTOUT OTBETUTh Ha BOIIPOC, IIpaBbl JIV aBTO-
pel [lokjiazia B TOM, YTO OTHOCAT KPUTUYECKYIO
durocoduro Kanra k «crapomy» ITpocsertienno,
VIV, WiJIs1 Ha TIOBOALY VICTOPVYECKMX KJIVIIIe, OHU
YIIYCKaIOT B Hel To, Oe3 uero «Hopoe IIpocsere-
HVie» IIOIIPOCTY He COCTOUTCSL.

OGcyxeHne 3TUX M OPYTUX BOIPOCOB OT-
KpbUI Hokiian Asekcesa HuxoaaeBuua KpyeaobBa
(PITY, Mocksa), B KOTOpOM ObUIM IpOaHaJIN3N-
PpOBaHBI TIOHSTHMS IIPOCBEIeHNs, ajbTepHATVB-
Hble KaHTOBCKOMY: OBUIO IIPOBEIIEHO pasiindiie
MeX]ly cOOCTBEHHO KaHTOBCKMM IIOHATHEM IIpO-
CBellleHMs 1 TeM, KaK 3TO TIOHSITIe BOCIIPYHVIMa-
j10ck BO BpeMeHa KaHTa, a TakXe TeM, Kakoe — CO-
OGupartesibHOe — MOHATHE IIPOCBEIIeHN s BOIIIO B
vctopudeckum oomxon. Kax nmokasan A.H. Kpy-
108, Ha pybexxe XVIII—-XIX BB. HacumMTBEIBasIOCH
Gosiee IByX [eCATKOB 3HaAUeHWUII TepPMMHa «IIpO-
CBellleHMe», IpY 3TOM KaHTOBCKOe IIOHATHe He
ObUIO TOMMHMPYIOIIVM ¥ OIIpeflesIdioiiM B He-
MeIIKoV PprsI0codCKOV MBICIIVI TOTO BpeMeH; OHO
COCYIIIeCTBOBAJIO C OIlpefie/ileHVsIMMU, ITpeJIoKeH-
HBIMY MeHpaenpcoHoM, D0epxapmom, Hmansamns-
rom, [vtepom, I'epnepom u ap.
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prompts, among other things, the question
whether the current generation which holds the
levers of power, determines the flows of capi-
tal and sets the trends is capable of proposing
a new path of development. In Fedorov’s opin-
ion, one has to trust the new generation and
pin greater hopes on it, invest it with greater
responsibility and see it as the force which can
give hope to the world. Going back to the the-
ses of the Report, Nina A. Dmitrieva, the scien-
tific director of the Academia Kantiana (IKBFU,
Kaliningrad / MPGU, Moscow), noted that the
authors mention Immanuel Kant among the
most influential thinkers of the “old” Enlight-
enment and thereby make him partly responsi-
ble for the historical fate of the Enlightenment
project. Thus, the conferees should answer the
question whether the authors of the Report are
right in consigning Kant’s critical philosophy
to the “old” Enlightenment or, misled by his-
torical clichés, miss something without which
the “new Enlightenment” will simply be a
non-starter.

The discussion of these and other questions
was initiated by Alexey N. Krouglov (RSUH,
Moscow) who analysed the concepts of en-
lightenment that are alternatives to Kant’s: he
drew a distinction between the Kant’s concept
of enlightenment as seen today and how it was
perceived in his time. He also distinguished
the generic concept of enlightenment that be-
came common in later history. A. Krouglov
showed that at the turn of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries the term “enlightenment”
had about two dozen meanings, whereby
Kant’s concept was not dominant in German
philosophical thought of the time; it coexist-
ed with the definitions proposed by Mendels-
sohn, Eberhard, Spalding, Schiller, Herder and
others.



Orsedas Ha Bopoc P.I. AmpecsHa? o cooTHO-
IIEHWV TIOHSTUV IIPOCBeIeHNs] Y PYCCKUX U He-
Menknx MpiciiTesiert, A. H. Kpyrios sameTit, uto
B Poccum ObITOBasIO cBOeoOpa3HOe, MHOTO3HAYHOe
TIOHSTME IIPOCBEIIeHVSI M PEeIUTVO3HBIV acIIeKT
ObUI B HEM OIHVIM W3 3HAYMMBIX: CUMTAJIOCh, YTO
HOIJIMHHO IIPOCBellleH TOT, KTO IIO[JIMHHO Bepy-
eT (cM. 06 atom: Kpyrsos, 2023). TTocTerrenHO 3TO
TIOHSTIE CO BCEMM erO KOHHOTAIIMSIMM KaK Obl Ha-
KJIa/IpIBAJIOCh Ha TO IOHSATHME, KOTOPbIM B 3ariajl-
Hov EBporte cTayivt 0603Ha4aTh IpoLiecchl, Ha3BaH-
Hble TipocserienvieM®. Ha sompocsr A.T. 2Kaso-
porkosa 1 C. H. I'panynpoBcKkoro o ToM, 4Tod B3I
XX croreTvie M COBPEMEHHOCTh M3 KaHTOBCKOTO
MIOHATMS ITPOCBeIeH s, JOKJIaJUMK OTBETWII, YTO
B IIOCJIeIHME JecaTieTrs XX BeKa B I10j1e BHMMa-
HVie HeKOTOPBIX VICCiIeroBaTesiert B obmact du-
j1ocodpum TIpaBa MOMNayIo MOHSTHE «COBepIIeHHO-
JIeTVS», HO OHO, K COXKaJIEHMIO, TePsIOCh Ha (poHe
r7100aIbHBIX 00001TIeHMTI. Hanbosiee akTyaipHOM
171 COBPeMeHHOCTV OKasaslach mosuims Moseca
MenpennbcoHa B OTHOIIEHMM ITpOCBellleHMs Kak
BEpPOTEPIMMOCTH U PEJIUIVIO3HOTO PaBHOIIPaBIsL.

Poman  Buxmopobuu CBemao8 (bDY
M. V1. Kanrta, KaymmHuHrpam) B Havdasle CBOEro
JIoKJIafia corocTaswl B3IsAAbl KaHTa, m3ioxkeH-
Hble B TpakTare «[IpenronaraeMoe Hadaso 4esio-
BEYeCKOVl VCTOpUM», U pedrleKCHBHOe OIlVicaHe
«rapcrBa KpoHoca» w3 mospnero nmasiora Ilma-
ToHa «[lommTuk». OKa3bIBaeTCsl, 4TO B XOfe KaTa-
CTpOodbI — yTpaThl paricCKOro IPUPOTHOrO COCTOSI-
Hug (KanT) mm xoHI1a 3o510toro seka (Iiaton) —
JTIony, coracHo KaHTy, HeoOXomyMO BBIXOOAT 13
BeKa «HEeBMHHOCTM», a comtacHo Iliatony, Koc-
MocC caM «BbIOpachkIBaeT» mx oTTyaa. Ho mmenHo
TaK POXKIIaeTcs YeloBeK, oOpeTasi JIOroc 1 cBoOOIy.
I'lo muenuro P.B. CeetsioBa, CTOpPOHHMKN «HOBOT'O
ITpocsereHns» ToararoT, 4To B3MIAAbI [ taToHa
u KanTta cdopmmposans! B jioruke «[lycron 3em-
IM» — TeppUTOpUM, TpeOyIoIell YCTaHOBJIeHVIS
TOCIIONICTBA HaJl HeVl, — VI B3aMeH IIpeJyIaraioT I1o-
HaTve «[Tormnon 3emnn», HyXgaroreecs B ajIbTep-
HaTVBHOW 3TUKe C CYIeCTBeHHBIM OrpaHNYeHU-

2 [Ipmssas MuHiocTroMm Poccmm MHOCTpaHHBIM areHTOM.
* O ¢pyuxumonmposanmmu B Poccrit 00001meHHOroO IoH-
Tnst npocsertierns cM.: (Dmitrieva, 2023).
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Asked by Ruben Apressyan? about the rela-
tionship between the concepts of enlightenment
in Russian and German thinkers, A. Krouglov
noted that in Russia there was a peculiar, pol-
ysemantic concept of enlightenment, with the
religious element being one of the most impor-
tant: a truly enlightened person was one whose
faith was true (see: Krouglov, 2023). Gradual-
ly, this concept with all its connotations was
superimposed, as it were, on the concept that
denoted the processes that were called Enlight-
enment’ in Western Europe. Asked by Alex-
ey Zhavoronkov and Sergey N. Gradirovsky
what the twentieth century and contemporane-
ity took from the Kant’s concept of enlighten-
ment, he replied that in the final decades of the
twentieth century some researchers in the phi-
losophy of law took up the concept “maturity”
but unfortunately it was lost against the back-
ground of global generalisations. Nowadays
the position of Moses Mendelssohn on enlight-
enment in religious tolerance and equality has
prevailed.

Roman V. Svetlov (IKBFU, Kaliningrad) be-
gan his presentation by comparing the views
Kant set forth in the treatise Conjectural Begin-
ning of Human History and a reflexive descrip-
tion of “the kingdom of Chronos” in Plato’s late
dialogue Statesman. It turns out that during a
catastrophe — the loss of the original paradisi-
acal state (Kant) or the end of the Golden Age
(Plato) — humans, according to Kant, inevita-
bly emerge from the state of “innocence” and,
according to Plato, the Cosmos itself “throws
them out”. But this is how the human being is
born, obtaining logos and freedom. In R. Svet-
lov’s opinion, the advocates of the “new”
Enlightenment believe that Plato and Kant pro-
ceeded from the logic of an “empty world” —
territory that needs to be dominated — and

? Declared a foreign agent by the Russian Justice Min-
istry.

*On the functioning of the generalised concept of
enlightenment in Russia see Dmitrieva (2023).
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eM, ycedeHMeM psifia IpaB 1 cBobor. VIHTesieKTy-
aJIbHas HeCOCTOSITeIIBHOCTh TaKOr'o oxoaa Obljia
HPOVUIIOCTPUpOBaHa JOKJIaUMKOM IIpyMepamu
U3 COBpPEeMeHHOW Hay4HOV (paHTacTMKW, PeKOH-
CTPYMPYIOIIMMY IIOIOOHBIE CTpaTEeT UL

B nuckyccnonnon vactu C. H. I'pagmposckmin
Ipennonoxmi, 94To B [loknazne «Hosoe I Ipocsertie-
HMe» [IOHVMAaeTCs KaK MY>KecTBO OTKa3a OT «pa3o-
THaAHHOTO IIOTpelJIeHNs», U 3aJaJicsd BOIIPOCOM O
dmtocodpckort cioe 3TOro NoHATHA. B peruikax
P.T. Atipecsina u B. A. Hastoro BHMMaHMe OBIIO ak-
LIEHTVPOBaHO Ha CBsi31 «HoBoro IIpocsertienns» 1
«"oBOTrO JleBMadaHa», KOTOPYIO HIpOoOIeMaTusu-
posa1 P. B. CeTsioB, 110Ka3aB, UTO yTONMs BOILIO-
IIleHHasl CTAaHOBUTCS aHTUyTonmen: «Hosoe IIpo-
CBellleHMe» CTaBUT 3a7ady HOBOI'O COLMAJIBHOIO
YCTPOVICTBA, HOBOT'O TIOpsi/IKa Yepes MAeosIor3u-
poBaHVe 1 MHAOKTpuHauio. [loHsaTre «HOBOrO
ITpocsemenns» y Banizekkepa n BurikmaHa, Kak
sameTw1 B. A. YasblIii, 1ericTBUTeIFHO BBIIIOTHSET
cyryb0 MHCTPYMEHTaJIBHYIO (PYHKIIMIO, HO, MO-
XeT ObITh, «HOBBIN JleBradpaH» — Ta peasIbHOCTB,
B KOTOpPOVI MBI XXVBeM, a «HOBoe [IpocserrieHve»
CIjleflyeT paccMaTpuBaTh KaK COIIPOTVBIIeHYE eVl U
CcTpeMJIeHVe K HOpMaJIn3allum.

Amnanmsupys 3agaun «HoBoro IIpocserenms»,
Pyben I'panmobuu Anpecan (Vlucturyt du-
mocodpumn PAH, Mocksa) oTMeTWII He TOJIBKO He-
BO3MOXHOCTb B COBPEMEHHBIX POCCUVICKMX pe-
alMsIX OTKasaThCs OT 3adad «cTraporo» IIpocse-
IIIeHs], M3JI0KEHHBIX B KaHTOBCKOM cTaTbe «OT-
BeT Ha BOIIPOC: UTO TaKoe ITpOCBellleHue?», HO U
VIX aKTyaJIbHOCTb cerofHs. KaHToBckmi Mopasib-
HBIVI aTeHT, 110 CyTH, OeCcuyBCTBEH: eMy J03BOJIEHO
JIVIIIb YYBCTBO YBa)keHMsI K MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY,
BCe OCTaJIbHbIe UyBCTBa HOIUMHAIOTCA f1oiry. Co-
eIVH4As KaHTOBCKYIO 3TUKY C COBPeMeHHOV Teo-
purert 3MOITMOHAIBHOTO MHTeJIJIeKTa, JOKJIaIumK
IIBITAETCS IIPUIMUPUTD «CTapoe» 1 «HoBoe» [Ipo-
CBellleHVe VI IIPeJIOKUTh TaKM 00pa3oM OCHO-
BaHM [IJIs1 ICKOMOVI aBTOpaMM JI0KJIafia «(puIIoco-
v Oaranca, HO He mckoueHMs» (Weizsdcker,
Wijkman, 2018, p. 95). M. IllTukep, mojeMusupyst
C JOKJIAIUMKOM, OTMEeTWI, UTO 3MOIIMOHAIbHBIN
VIHTeJUIEKT OTKpbIBaeT BO3MOXXHOCTb Il MaHW-
YAV OPYTUMM JIIOABMY TIOCPeICTBOM aHa-
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instead propose the concept of the “full world”
which needs an alternative ethics which sub-
stantially limits and curtails some rights and
freedoms. The speaker demonstrated the in-
tellectual fallacy of this approach by citing ex-
amples from modern science fiction which
reconstruct such strategies.

During the discussion Sergey Gradirovsky
suggested that the Report understands the “new
Enlightenment” as the courage to renounce
‘speeded-up consumption” and looked at the
philosophical layer of this concept. In their re-
marks Ruben Apressyan and Vadim Chaly fo-
cused on the connection between the “new
Enlightenment” and the “new Leviathan”, a
problem flagged by R. Svetlov who showed
that a utopia, put into practice, becomes an an-
ti-utopia: the “new Enlightenment” seeks to es-
tablish a new social arrangement, a new order
through ideology and indoctrination. V. Chaly
noted that with Weizsdcker and Wijkman the
concept of the “new Enlightenment” does per-
form a strictly instrumental function, but per-
haps the “new Leviathan” is a reality in which
we live and the “new Enlightenment” should
be seen as resistance to it and a push toward
normalisation.

Analysing the tasks of the “new Enlight-
enment”, Ruben G. Apressyan (RAS Institute
of Philosophy, Moscow) noted that in mod-
ern Russian reality it is impossible to renounce
the tasks of the “old” Enlightenment as set out
in Kant’s article “An Answer to the Question:
What Is Enlightenment?” and stressed the rel-
evance of these tasks today. Kant’s moral agent
is essentially unfeeling: it can only feel respect
for the moral law, while all other feelings are
subordinate to duty. Combining Kantian eth-
ics with the modern theory of emotional in-
tellect, the speaker tried to reconcile the “old”
and “new” Enlightenment and thus suggested



JIi3a SMOLIUVL, YTO ITPOTMBOPEUYUT KaHTOBCKOMY
noHvMaHMIo mpocsetieHus. P.I. AnpecsH, cora-
I1asCh, yKa3asl Ha HeOOXOIMMOCTb YCTaHOBKM 3TH-
YecKMX paMOK JJId IIPOrpaMM COIIVaIbHO-3MOLI-
OHaJIbHOTO O0yueHMs. B. A. YasibIni, IpuHSIB BO3-
paxenne M. Illtukepa, IpeaIionoXmI, 9TO BOC-
IMTaHVe SMOIVOHAJIBHOIO WHTEJUIEKTa OpMeH-
TUPOBaHO Ha IIOCJIe[ICTBYS, a B KAHTOBCKO 3TUKe
IIOCJIE[ICTBYA He MOTYT HpuaaTh IeVICTBUSAM Oes-
YCJIOBHOVI MOPaJIbHOV LIEHHOCTVL.

Muxaua IOpvebuu 3azupnaxk (bDOY
M. V. Kanrta, KajimHMHTpam) B cBoeM OKIIa-
Tle IpeJIoKIII TaJIbHeVIIIe apryMeHThl B I10JIb-
3y IpWU3HaHMS IIPOCBETUTEILCKOTO ITOTeHIIMasia
aTmdecknx naevt Kanra v nokasas, uro Tpu dop-
MyJIBl KaTerOpMyYecKoro MMIieparsa, — yHUBEp-
cayIM3anyy, T'yMaHHOCTM M aBTOHOMUM — pac-
CMaTpMBAIOT WHAMBUAYAJIBHYIO CBOOOOY Kak
BHYTpPeHHe CBg3aHHYIO C yd4acTueM B colLyalb-
HOVI JKVM3HM, B KOTOPOW YCTaHaBJIMBAIOTCS IIPVIH-
MBI POPMUPOBAHMS V1 OBITIS COLIMIyMa 1 OIIpe-
TeJISIeTCS TIOHSITYIE JIMYHOV OTBETCTBEHHOCTV 3a
okpyxarorum mup. OcozHaTh cBOOOITY Kak JOJIT
IoMoraeT Ilefjarorvka, KoTopas orpepesisieT Avc-
UMUIUIVMHApPHBIe IPUHIIAIIEL M IIpUydaeT K caMo-
muictiniumiie. OqHaKo AUCIIMIDIVIHA JIUIIb CIIO-
coOCTBYeT OCO3HAHMIO 0JIra, HO caMa IIo ceOe He
ABJIsIeTCS HPaBCTBEHHBIM MHCTpyMeHTOM. Omnm-
pasch Ha IIe[JarorMyecKyio KOHIIEIIINIO0 HeoKaH-
tnaHua C. VL. Teccena, M. IO. 3arupnsx mpemsio-
XWJI paccMaTpuBaTh 3Tudeckue upaeu KaHrta B
KadecTBe OCHOBAHWMS JIJISI OCO3HAHMSI YeJIOBEKOM
B XoIle 0Opa3oBaTesIbHOro IIporecca JIMYHOM OT-
BEeTCTBEHHOCTH Ilepe[], 4eJIoBe4eCTBOM U MIUPOM
(cMm. mogpoOHee: Zagirnyak, 2021). OTseyasi Ha Bo-
npoc B.A. Yasoro o coOTHOLIeHMUM OVICLIVIUIV-
HBI, cBOOOIBI 1 aBTOHOMMM BosIn, M. IO. 3arup-
HSK yKasall Ha pasindeHne [ecceHOM TIOHSATUI
OVICLHIUTUIMHEL 1 IpeccupoBkn. Tak, mpeccupoBka
He IIPUBOAUT HM K OCO3HAHWUIO 10JIra, HU K IIO-
HVMaHWIO CBOeVl pOJIM KaK ydacTHMKa COLlMyMa.
HuctniuivHa ke HarpasjleHa IMEHHO Ha BCeCTO-
PpOHHee pa3BUTHe JIMYHOCTY — Ha OCO3HaHMe MH-
IIVMBUJIIOM CBOMX CIIOCOOHOCTEV M BO3MOYKHOCTEVI.
Bomrpoc JI. O. Kopawmiaesa o pormt 1 obpase 1ie-
narora y KanTa nossomt M. YO. 3arnprsxy nop-
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grounds for the “philosophy of balance and not
exclusion” sought by the authors of the Report
(Weizsdcker and Wijkman, 2018, p. 95). Mar-
tin Sticker, in polemical vein, said that emo-
tional intellect makes it possible to manipulate
other people by analysing emotions, which
contradicts Kant’s concept of enlightenment.
R. Apressyan agreed and pointed out the need
to establish ethical frames for programmes of
social-emotional education. V. Chaly, accept-
ing M. Sticker’s objection, suggested that the
education of emotional intelligence is focused
on consequences, while in Kantian ethics con-
sequences cannot impart any unconditional
moral value to actions.

Mikhail Yu. Zagirnyak (IKBFU, Kalinin-
grad) laid out further arguments in favour of
recognising the enlightenment potential of
Kant’s ethical ideas and showed that the three
formulas of the categorical imperative — uni-
versalisation, humanity and autonomy — see
individual freedom as inherently linked with
social life in which the principles of the forma-
tion and being of society are established and
the concept of personal responsibility for the
surrounding world is defined. Pedagogy pro-
motes awareness of freedom as duty by setting
disciplinary principles and instilling self-disci-
pline. However, discipline merely helps to be-
come aware of duty, but is not in itself a moral
instrument. Proceeding from the pedagogi-
cal concept of the Neo-Kantian Sergey Hessen,
M. Zagirnyak proposed considering Kant’s eth-
ical ideas as grounds for instilling in the course
of the education process a sense of personal
responsibility to mankind and the world (for
more detail see: Zagirnyak, 2021). Replying to
V. Chaly’s question about the relationship be-
tween discipline, freedom and autonomy of
will, M. Zagirnyak pointed out that Hessen dis-
tinguished discipline and drill. Drill does not
lead to awareness of duty or the individual’s
role as a member of society. By contrast, dis-
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UepKHYTb MX 3HaA4MMOCTb I1JI1sg «HOBOro ITpocse-
meHus»: 1o Kauty u 'ecceny, mezaror He 1oJpkeH
AVIAKTUYeCKM «HaceqaTh», HO JOJDKeH BOCIIUTATh
IpeXyie BCero CBOOOAHYIO JIMYHOCTH, KOTOpas
0CO3HAET ceds 11 IOHMMAaeT CBOIO CBOOOTY KaK BO3-
MOYKHOCTB [1JI51 TBOPUYECTBa.

B cBoem noxkiiame Aaxexcenn I'ennadveBuu
2KaBoponxo8 (Vluncturyt dumocodpun PAH,
Mocksa / YHusepcuter mm. V. B. I'éTte, ®pank-
dypr-Ha-Marine) paccMOTpes1 BO3SMOXKHOCTH HPU-
MeHEeHMsSI IParMaTUYecKoyl  pariOHAJIBHOCTY
Kanra ny1s onmcanmss myOnmuHOM cdepwl, TeM
caMbIM IPOAOJDKMUB JIMHUIO 3alllUThl KaHTOBCKO-
ro («craporo») Ilpocserenms. ITparmarmyeckast
PaLVIOHAJIBHOCTD, CBSI3aHHAS C TeOPeTYeCcKOm 1
MPaKTUYeCKOVl palIOHaIbBHOCTBIO, HO He mcuep-
IIbIBaeMasi IMVI, IMeeT OTUET/IVIBBIV COLIVIaIbHBIN
xapakTep B aHTponosiorny KaHTa 1 IpoKIIaibl-
BaeT MOCTMK K €ro ITOJIMTI4ecKor dustocodmmt.
HenoonieHeHHast paHee, mparMarndeckasi pariy-
OHAJIBHOCTH B NPWIOKEHUN K ITyOrmdHOM cde-
pe MoXeT MMeThb Psfl IPeuMYyIIecTB: HallpuMep,
BBICTYIIaTh CBA3YIOIIVIM 3B€HOM MeXIy pa3HBIMU
CJIOSIMY KaHTOBCKOM (prstocodpmyt, TTO3BOIISAST HaM
IIOHMMAaTh OCOOEHHOCTM TpaHCOPMAIIUTL COLIV-
aJIBHBIX IIPVHITUATIOB ITOBEJIeH NS U aJallTPOBaTh
HEKOTOpBble KAaHTOBCKME TIOHATUS (Harpumep,
«TpaKIaHVH MUPa», «<KOCMOIIOJIUTI3M» U IpP.) K
SMIMPUYECKN OPVEeHTMPOBAaHHBIM MeTomaM (CM.
nofpobHee: Zhavoronkov, 2022).

ITpu obcyxpermm nokiaga P. I Ampecss 3apgain
BOIIPOC O TOM, KaK/M 00pa3oM 11 B KaKOM CMBICITe
IIparMaTmydecKasl palyiOHaJIBHOCTh MOXeT OBITh
IIPVHIIVIIOM COLIVIaJIBHOTO B3aIMOZIEVICTBS B ITy-
6rmranom cdepe. A.T. JKaBOpoHKOB IIOTUEPKHYII,
YTO IIPUHIIVIIEI B3aVIMOOEVICTBIMS B COILIVMAJILHON
cdepe nHAMMYHEL a KAHTOBCKASI aHTPOIIOJIOT Vs
IIO3BOJISIET afaliTUPOBaTh pa3jIMUHBble 3JIeMEeHTHI
KaHTOBCKOVI 3TMKM ¥ HOJIUTIUYIeCKON prstocodpmm
K HY)XJaM COLMAJIBHBIX HAayK M K COIIMAJIBHOV
npaxTuke. OTBeuasd Ha Borpoc A. C. 3wisbepa o
B3alIMOCBS3V1 3HaHMS O MIpe KaK ITparMaTiyecko-
TO VI OITHOV M3 MaKCVM CaMOCTOSITEJTBHOTO MBIITI-
JIeHUsl (MBICJIS, CTaBUTH ceOsi Ha MeCTO BCSIKOTO
apyroro) Kak mmyosranoro, A. I. 2KaBopoHkos pac-
KPBUI IBOSIKOTO POfia MeXaHW3M 3TOVI CBSI3WL: C Ofl-

cipline is aimed at all-round development of
the individual, making the individual aware of
his/her capabilities and opportunities. Leonid
Yu. Kornilaev’'s question about Kant’s percep-
tion of the role and image of the teacher ena-
bled M. Zagirnyak to stress their importance
for the “new Enlightenment”: according to
Kant and Hessen, the teacher should not “pres-
sure” his pupils didactically, but should above
all foster a free individual who is aware of him-
self and understands his freedom as freedom of
creative endeavour.

Alexey G. Zhavoronkov (RAS Institute of
Philosophy, Moscow / Goethe University,
Frankfurt am Main) looked at the possibili-
ty of using Kant’s pragmatic rationality to de-
scribe the public sphere, thus continuing the
defence of the Kantian (“old”) Enlightenment.
Pragmatic rationality, connected with theo-
retical and practical rationality but not con-
fined to either, has a distinctly social character
in Kant’s anthropology, thus building a bridge
to his political philosophy. Previously under-
estimated pragmatic rationality applied to
the public sphere may have some advantages:
for example, it may act as a link between dif-
ferent levels of Kant’s philosophy, giving us
insights into the transformations of social prin-
ciples of behaviour and enabling us to adapt
some of Kant’s concepts (for example, “citizen
of the world”, “cosmopolitanism”, etc.) to em-
pirically oriented methods (for more detail see:
Zhavoronkov, 2022).

In the discussion R. Apressyan asked how
and in what sense pragmatic rationality can
be a principle of social interaction in the pub-
lic domain. A. Zhavoronkov stressed that the
principles of interaction in the social sphere are
dynamic, and Kant’s anthropology makes it
possible to adapt various elements of Kantian
ethics and political philosophy to the needs of
the social sciences and social practice. Asked
by Andery Zilber about the interconnection be-
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HOVI CTOPOHBI, YTOOBI Ooslee 3pPeKTMBHO TIOITy-
4JaTh 3HaHMS O MVIpe, HeOOXOIVIMO YKe YMeTb CTa-
BUTBH ce0si Ha MecTO IPyroro, a ¢ Apyrom — mIpu-
oOpeTeHwe 3HaHWI O MVIpe TIOMOTaeT JIydIlle CTa-
BUTBH cedsi Ha MecTo fpyroro. OH Takxke IIperio-
XIJI paccMaTpyBaTh KAHTOBCKYIO aHTPOIIOJIOI VIO
KaK OCBEIOMJIEHHYIO OTHOCKUTEIBHO OCTaJIbHOTO
KOpIlyca KaHTOBCKOV dprstocopmmt.

Jlycuana Mapmunes (Yausepcurer bys-
Hoc-Aripeca, ApreHTVHa) B CBOeM BBICTYIIJIEHUN
oOpaTmilach K aHaJIM3y pasIvdms MeXIy MHe-
HVeM, BepoBaHVeM 1 3HaHVEeM B TeopeTIYecKom
dwtocopum Kanra. 3HaHme — Takasi mHPOpMa-
115, KOTopasi CyOBeKTMBHO 1 OOBEKTMBHO 000-
CHOBaHa M JOCTUTaeTCs IIPOoLeLy pov yoexaeHms.
V6exnenue (Uberzeugung) onpesiesnsieTcst Kak To,
YTO CUMTAETCS VICTUHHBIM Ha PaIllMiOHaJIBHBIX OC-
HOBaHMSX ¥V YTO [JO/DKHO OBITh MICTMHHBIM IS
BCeX MBICJISIIIIMX CYIIeCTB; BepoBaHMe 00OCHOBa-
HO JINIIIb CyOBEKTMBHO I MOXET OBITh JIOCTWUI-
HyTO Tiporierypoit yropapusanms (Uberredung);
MHeHUe e He 000CHOBaHO HV CyOBbeKTVBHO, HI
obbexTmBHO. JI. MapTiHes mokasbIBaeT, UTO, BO-
IIpeKn 3asBJIeHNIo PriMckoro xi1y0a, Mbl He 00-
JajjaeM 3HaHMeM o OyylneM, a [jIsg TOrO YTOOBI
IIPVHVIMATh peIeHNs U JIeVICTBOBATh, Ba)KHO He
IyTaTh yroeapumaHue c yOexmeHueMm. IlosTomy
cJleyeT He TepsIThb U3 BUIY IIpeIMeT pa3MBblIle-
HMS, a TaKXXe Bcerma OBITh YacTBHI0 COODIecTBa, B
KOTOPOM OOCY>KHAIOTCH VI IlepecMaTpuBalOTCs OC-
HOBaHMS HaIMX CYXXIAEHWUV, YTOObl obecriedmThb
IIPOCTPAHCTBO OOMyMBIBaHMS [IJIs1 BCeX y4acTHU-
KOB I7T00AJIbHBIX IIePeMEH.

B. A. Hasbli1 mpensiokmI o0paTuTeCs K IIpo-
6r1eme I'eTTuepa 1 3ayMaThCs Ha/l, BOIIPOCOM, ITO-
magaer ;i KaHT B JIOBYIIKY, e/l CUMTaeT 3Ha-
HVeM 0O0BbeKTVMBHO IOCTaTouHble yOexmeHms. I1o
MueHwmto JI. Maptunes, KaHuTt yxonut ot 3Tov 11po-
OrreMBbl, pa3Idasi TO, UTO MBI CYMTAEM VICTVIHOV
CyOBEKTMBHO, 1 TO, O YeM MBI IMeeM OO BEeKTVIBHOE
3HaAHVe, YTO OHO VICTMHHO.

Oaubep 3ensen (TyneviHCKUVI yHUBepCUTET
Jlynsmuansl, CIIIA) 3aBepiivl HepBbIvl JIeHb KOH-
depeHnM TOKIIaoM «3aveM m3ydarb KaHTa?».
ITo ero mueHMIO, aBTOPHI [J0K/Iaza, TOBOPsL O He-
0OXOIMMOCTY TIPeOIoJIeHNs «CTaporo» IIpocse-
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tween knowledge of the world as pragmatic
and one of the maxims of independent think-
ing (putting oneself in the place of the other)
as public, A. Zhavoronkov pointed to the two-
way mechanism of this connection: on the one
hand, to obtain knowledge of the world more
effectively one already should be able to put
oneself in the other’s place and, on the other
hand, obtaining knowledge of the world facil-
itates putting oneself in the place of the other.
He also suggested considering Kant’s anthro-
pology as cognisant of the whole corpus of
Kant’s philosophy.

Luciana Martinez (University of Buenos-Aires,
Argentine) analysed the difference between
opinion, belief and knowledge in Kant’s the-
oretical philosophy. Knowledge is informa-
tion grounded subjectively and objectively
and achieved through the process of convic-
tion. Conviction (Uberzeugung) is defined as
that considered to be true on rational grounds
and must be true for all thinking beings; be-
lief is grounded only subjectively and may be
attained through the procedure of persuasion
(Uberredung); opinion is not grounded either
subjectively or objectively. L. Martinez showed
that, contrary to the statement of the Club of
Rome, we do not possess knowledge of the fu-
ture and, in order to make decisions and act,
it is important not to confuse persuasion with
conviction. Therefore one should never lose
sight of the object of reflection and always be
part of the community in which the founda-
tions of our judgments are discussed and re-
vised to provide space for reflection for all the
participants in global change.

V. Chaly, recalling the Gettier problem,
raised the question whether Kant might fall
into a trap if he considered objectively suffi-
cient convictions to be knowledge. L. Martinez
replied that Kant sidesteps this problem, dis-
tinguishing what we consider to be true sub-
jectively and that of which we have objective
knowledge that it is true.
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IIleHNs, cTaBsaT B BuHY KaHTy mponBirokeHme Ta-
KVX UIeV, KaK pallViOHaJIV3M, VHAVBUAYaIN3M,
OTCYTCTBMe OajlaHca MeXIy pa3yMOM ¥ 3MOIIMS-
mu. Ceont gokstaz O. 3eH3eH HOCTpOWI KakK pa3oop
Ka>KIOV 3 OTUX MIIEeV C KaHTOBCKMX ITO3UITUM. 10-
BOps O pauyoHamsMe, Pumckum xiy0 mMeeT B
BUy OTMEHY PasyMOM TPamyLIMVi Y LHEHHOCTEVL.
Pasym B dwtococdpmm KaHTa, AevicTBUTEIBHO 3a-
HMMaeT IJIaBeHCTBYIOIIYIO pojib, HO He abCOoIIoT-
Hylo. PasyMm duejioBeKa He MOXeT OXBaTUTH BeCh
MWUp, OH He MOXXeT II03HaTh HEeKOTOpbIe Ven, Ha-
npumep bora, ceoOomsr n gymm. ITostomy Kant
ocTasiisieT MecTo 11 Bepbl (B XXX). On He npu-
3bIBaeT HaC K OTKa3y OT IIeHHOCTeV, HO IIpefIocTe-
peraet OT IIoIazilaHMs B pabCTBO K OObIYAlO, IIPU-
3bIBaeT HaC MBICJIUTh CAMOCTOSATEJIbHO, IOCIIefIo-
BaTeJIbHO U B COTpyIHMYecTBe ¢ npyrumm. Ot-
Bedasl Ha oOBmHeHMs: KaHTa B MHOVBUIIyaIM3Me,
O. 3eH3€eH OTMeTNJI COLMAIIBHBIN XapaKTep prto-
cocdprm KaHTa, a MMEeHHO ero y4eHwe O BCeOOIIVIX
11eJI51X, COIVIaCHO KOTOPOMY MOpaJsIbHO€e JeVICTBIIe
npezrmosiaraet 6saro aj1d Becex. IloaToMy KaHTOB-
CKasl aBTOHOMVISI BOBCE He O3HadaeT ITOJTHOTO VIH-
avBuayansMa. OTHOCUTEIBHO TPEThEro OOBIIHe-
Hud B agpec KaHra, 6yTo Obl B ero dustocodpmn
OTCYTCTByeT OaslaHC MeX/y pa3yMOM ¥ YyBCTBEH-
HocThio, O. 3eH3eH yKasasl, 4yTo KaHT, momyepkm-
Bas BaXKHOCTB UVICTOrO pa3yMa, B CBOeV TeOpeTu-
YecKOV U IIpaKTudecKon dpniocodpun He yMails
posu 9yBCTBeHHOCTH. be3 uyBcTBeHHOCTM HaM He
ObU1 OBl JaH HM OAMH IIpeaMeT, a 0e3 paccylika
HI OAVH IIpeaMeT He Mor Obl MbICIIMThCS (B 75).
B obGsractn mpaxTmueckon driocodpnn KaHT Tak-
Xe coOrmrofaeT OaslaHc, paspabarbIBas aHTPOIIO-
JIOTMIO KaK 3MIMpUYecKoe 3HaHVe YeloBeuecKom
HPUPOLBI, HEOOXOOMMOe 11 KOHKPETHOI'O IIpU-
MeHeHVSI MOPaJIbHBIX ITPUHIINIIOB.

B cBoem BeIcTyIUIeHUM Amndpeit CepzeeBuu
Suavoep (BOY um. V. Kanra, Kanunannrpan), ot-
MIPaBJISIsACh OT Meu OaslaHca, M3JI0KeHHoV B lo-
KJIajle, COCpeloTouwIcs Ha IIpoOsieMe Oasas-
ca MeX[1y KpaTKOCPOUHOVI 1 JOJITOCPOYHON IIep-
CHIEKTUBOVI, MEXIy CKOPOCTBIO U CTaOVJIBHOCTHIO,
MeX]1y PasBUTHEM U CIIPaBeIJIMBOCTHIO B KAHTOB-
ckovt prstocodpmnt. Pekomennarimm Kanrta obHapy-
JKMBAIOTCS B €r0 3THUKE JI0JIra, B KOTOPOV! BBICIIIVIE
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Oliver Sensen (Tulane University of Louisi-
ana, USA) brought the first conference day to an
end with a paper called “Why Study Kant?” By
his account, the authors of the Report, speaking
about the need to overcome the “old” Enlight-
enment, accuse Kant of promoting such ideas
as rationalism, individualism and lack of bal-
ance between reason and emotions. O. Sensen
structured his presentation by unpicking each
of these ideas in the light of the Kantian posi-
tion. Speaking about rationalism, the Club of
Rome refers to reason cancelling traditions and
values. Reason plays the dominant but not an
absolute role in Kant’s philosophy. Human rea-
son cannot embrace the whole world, it is un-
able to grasp some ideas, e.g. God, freedom
and the soul. That is why Kant leaves space for
faith (KrV, B XXX). He does not call on us to
renounce values, but warns us against becom-
ing slaves of custom and urges us to think in-
dependently, consistently and in cooperation
with others. Responding to the accusation of in-
dividualism in Kant, O. Sensen noted the social
character of Kant’s philosophy, viz. his doctrine
of universal goals, whereby a moral act implies
good for all. That is why Kant’s autonomy does
not mean complete individualism. Concerning
the third charge against Kant, i.e. that there is
no balance between reason and sensibility in his
philosophy, O. Sensen pointed out that Kant,
while stressing the importance of pure reason,
in his theoretical and practical philosophy did
not belittle the role of sensibility. Without sen-
sibility not a single object would be given us,
and without understanding no object could be
thought (KrV, B 75). Likewise, Kant keeps a bal-
ance in the field of practical philosophy by de-
veloping anthropology as empirical knowledge
of human nature, necessary for applying moral
principles in practice.



IIpeNIIICaHs MMeIOT Oe3yCIIOBHBIVI XapaKTep, a
VIX VCIIOJIHEHVe paboTaeT Ha JOJITOCPOYHYIO TIep-
CIIeKTMBY (OHAKO He IIpefriojaraeT VMCKOpeHe-
HMS eCTeCTBeHHBIX CKJIOHHOCTEVI YejIOBeKa, IIO-
CKOJIBKY 3TO HeBO3MOXXHO). IIperncrasiieHne o 1io-
JINTUYECKOM Wjleasle Kak 0a30BOM IIPMHITNIIE TIpa-
Ba CJIYXKWUT PeryJIsTUBHON MieeVt, KoTopasi Tpeby-
eT IIOCTelleHHBIX YJIYYIeHUN U HOOTaIKMBaeT K
IIOVCKY OaslaHCca MeX1y KpaTKOCPOYHOV U JOJITO-
CPOYHOVI ITIEPCIIEKTMBOV, & CTAOVIIIBHOCTD BOCIIPO-
M3BOMICTBA SIBJISIETCSL YCJIOBMEM IS CTaOVIIBHO-
CTU mocTernieHHoro passutus. /g Kanrta BakeH
OasraHC MeXIy O00JIacTBIO HpPaBCTBEHHBIX ITPUH-
LIVTIOB 1 OOJIaCTBIO YTUJIUTAPHBIX I1eJIe, OfHaKO
IIPVHLIVIIBL TOJDKHBL OIIPeNesIaTh NpuopumenHole
1IeJIv 1 cpefcTsa, a He HaoOopot. A. C. 3uindep
ykaszas, uro B ¢wtocodpumn Kanrta obHapyxu-
BalOTCAd VMHCTPYMEHTBI, KOTOpble MOT'yT OKa3aTb
BIIVISTHVE Ha IPUHVMAIOMIVIX PeIleHms M IIPOBO-
OAImyX pedOpMbl, — 3TO IIyOJIMYHOCTb, CTUXWTI-
HOCTBb KOTOPOV CeroflHsl OTYacTy IIpeBpaTusia ee
B CpeZICTBO MaHWITYJISLINIL, Y1 BPeMEeHHOCTD, VIV
He3aBepIIeHHOCThb ITpaBOBBIX ycTaHOBJIeHM. o-
CIIeMHsIs codeTaeT COOIIOfIeHVe CIIPaBeIMBOCTI
VI OIIpe/ieJIeHHOVI CKOPOCTW Pa3BUTMA.

Kax samerwn B obcyxpennn C.H. I'pagm-
POBCKMUVI, M3 JIOTMIKM JOKJIaJa CJleflyeT, YTO caM
KaHT co3mair McKOMBIN Baﬂu3eK1<ep0M n Bumk-
MaHOM KOHIIeNTYyaIbHbIN (PrIocodpCKmUit amia-
pat, 1 mo3ToMy HeoOxomyMo BepHyThcs K Kan-
Ty. A. C. 3mwipbep moaTBepansI ¥ HAIIOMHMJI, YTO
KaJIMHMHTpafgckum Kanrtoser, J1 A. KanmvaHmkos
(cm.: Buebep, JIyrosows, ITorosa m fp., 2021) ripen-
JlaraeT paccMmaTpuBarh dutocodpmio Kanta ot-
nenbHO oT IIpocserenns (cm.: Kalinnikov, 2023),
1 B 3TOM €CTh CBOVI Pe30H, IIOCKOJIbKY Te HeJIoCTaT-
ku I TpocsertieHns, 0 KOTOpBIX MAET peub B [loKiIa-
Ile, He OTHOCSITCS K KAaHTOBCKOMY ITPOCBETUTE Ib-
CKOMY IIPOEKTY — WIey IOCJIeIHero Gosee KoM-
IIJIEKCHBI ¥ CIIOCOOHBI 3a/1aTh KapKachkl IS COBpPe-
MeHHOro rnovicka 6asasca. P.I. Anpecsn sameti,
YTO JOKJIaIuMK JesiaeT KaHTa aKTyasIbHBIM JIVC-
Iy TAaHTOM IIO ITOBOJIy COBPeMeHHBIX ITpobiieM, HO
BO3HMKaeT BOIPOC, IMpM KaKMX MeTOHOoJIoride-
CKMX YCJIOBMSX MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTb ero B Ta-
koM KauecTse. A. C. 3uisbep nipusHai, uro KauT
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In his presentation Andrey S. Zilber (IKBFU,
Kaliningrad), proceeding from the idea of bal-
ance set forth in the Report, concentrated on
the problem of balance between short-term
and long-term perspectives, between speed
and stability, between development and jus-
tice in Kant’s philosophy. Kant’s recommenda-
tions are found in his ethics of duty in which
the highest prescriptions are unconditional
and their fulfilment works for the long-term
perspective (though it does not envisage the
eradication of the human being’s natural in-
clinations since this is impossible). The notion
of the political ideal as the basic principle of
law is a regulatory idea which calls for gradu-
al improvement and prompts the need to seek
a balance between short-term and long-term
perspectives, while stability of reproduction is
the condition of stability of gradual develop-
ment. For Kant the important thing is the bal-
ance between the realm of moral principles and
the realm of utilitarian goals, with the princi-
ples determining the priority ends and means,
and not vice versa. A. Zilber pointed to in-
struments in Kant’s philosophy which may
influence those who make decisions and imple-
ment reforms: such an instrument is publicity,
whose spontaneous character today has partly
turned it into an instrument of manipulation;
another is the temporariness or incompleteness
of legal regulations. The latter combines com-
pliance with justice and a certain speed of de-
velopment.

In the discussion, S. Gradirovsky observed
that it follows from the logic of the paper that
Kant himself had created the conceptual phil-
osophical apparatus sought by Weizsdcker and
Wijkman. This would dictate a return to Kant.
A. Zilber confirmed this and recalled that Leon-
ard Kalinnikov, a Kaliningrad Kant scholar (see
Chaly, et al., 2021), suggests that Kant’s philos-
ophy should be seen separately from the En-
lightenment (cf. Kalinnikov, 2023). This makes
sense, seeing that the shortcomings of the En-
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B OIIpelleJIeHHOM CMBIC/Ie OIlepeisl CBoe BpeMs
” cyMesl cOpMyIMpOBaTh Measlbl, CPerCcTBa BO-
IIJIOIIEeHVsT KOTOPBIX HadasIy MOSBIIATHCS TOIIBKO
GrTvKe K HallleMy BpeMeH.

B cBoem noxiame Mapmun IImukep (bpu-
CTOJIBCKUVI ~ YHUBepcuTeT, BenmkoOpuTaHs)
MPeIOKWI PacHIpeHHYI0 (POopMyily T'yMaHHO-
CTM KaHTOBCKOIO KaTerOpudYecKoro VIMIlepaTiBa
(AA 04, S. 429; Kanr, 1997, c. 169): I locTynan Tax,
4TOOBI THI OTHOCWJICSL K UeJI0BEUeCTBY, KaK B TBOEM
JInIle, TaK U B JIMIIe BCSKOTO JPYToro, Beerfga Kak
K 11eJIV, VI HUKOI/a TOJIbKO KaK K cpericTsy (1), Hu-
KOIZIa 1M04bko Kax k Bewju (2) V711 HUKOTA 1M04bKO
kax k Bpaey (3)». Pacimpenve ¢popmyJibl F'yMaHHO-
CTV TI03BOJIsIeT IIIyOXKe pacKpHITh BbIpa’KeHHBIE B
Hen 1leHHOocTH 1 uzen ITpocsemenns. Tak, Tpe-
GoBaHMe, 3alIpeliaioniee OTMeUeHHbIe KaTeropum
OTHOILIEHN K 4YeJIOBeKy, B cJlydae oTHoreHms (1)
«HVKOTTIa TOJIBKO KaK K CpeJICTBY» 3allpelraeT 3Kc-
IUTyaTalyio, OOMaH U IIPUHYXAeHIe, B CTydae OT-
HOIIIeHMs (2) «HMKOTZA TOJIBKO KaK K BeIly» 3a-
npernaeT Oe3pasane u obeclieHVBaHMe, B CITy-
4ae OTHOIIeHM (3) «HMKOIIa TOJIBKO KaK K Bpary»
3arpeltaeT JIMKBUAALINIO YeloBeKa (KakK IIperpa-
IIBl) ¥ MCKJIIOUeHMe 13 olIlecTBa. YKasaHHbBIe Ka-
TEropyyL OTHOIIEHNVI OIITMOOYHBI 1 He ITO3BOJISIOT
OTHOCUTBCS K UeJIOBEKY KakK K I1eJIV1 CaMOVI ITo cele.
Cornacno M. lllTnkepy, aTMUeCKye TeOPUN JI0JDK-
HBI yYUTHIBATh 3TV OLIVOKY B OTHOIIIEHWY K YeJIo-
BEeKY, YMeTb VX Pas3/Indarh U IPeoCTaB/IsTh BeCo-
MBbIe 3TUYeCKVe apryMeHTBI IIPOTUB TaKuX popM
oOpaliieHs K 4eJioBeKy. B KoHIle cBoero BBICTY-
IUIeHMs] JIOKJIaJ4MK oOpaTwicd K ayauTOpUM C
BOIIPOCOM O TOM, SIBJISIeTCS JIV BblIeJIeHHBIV CIIV-
COK OIIVOOYHBIX KaTeropmii 1o popmysie ryMaH-
HocT vcuepnbiBaromyyM, Ha uto A.O. CabaHoB
3aMeTWI, 4To, TI0 er0 MHEeHUIO, YKa3aHHbIe dop-
MYJIBL IIPEACTaBIISIOT COOOVI IMITOTeTIYeCKIe M-
IIepaTmBbl, VI IIPEIJIOKVIT KaTeTOpuIOo OTHOIIEHMS
«TOJIBKO KaK K paly», KOTopasi ITofMeHsieT CBOOOIy
IPYTOro CBOMIM IIpeJiCTaB/IeHVeM O CBODoIe.

Habud Oaezo6uu Poxxun (bDY mm. V. Kanra,
Kanuunnrpam) B cBoeM J10KjIa/ie IIpoaHaIn3npo-
BaJI HIOHSATVE IIporpecca 1 ero MCTopudeckoe pas-
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lightenment referred to in the Report do not ap-
ply to Kant’s Enlightenment project since its
ideas are more comprehensive and can serve
as a framework for the search for balance to-
day. R. Apressyan noted that the speaker made
Kant a relevant disputant on contemporary
problems, but the question suggests itself: Un-
der what methodological conditions can he be
seen in this capacity? A. Zilber conceded that
Kant was in a certain sense ahead of his time
and managed to formulate ideals whose imple-
mentation only became possible nearer to our
own time.

Martin Sticker (Bristol University, UK) pro-
posed an extended formula of humanity for the
Kantian categorical imperative (GMS, AA 04,
p- 429; Kant, 2011, p. 87): “So act that you use
humanity, in your own person as well as in the
person of any other, always at the same time
as an end, never merely as a means (1), never
merely as a thing (2) or never merely as an enemy
(3).” The extension of the formula of humani-
ty gives a deeper insight into the values it ex-
presses and the ideas of Enlightenment. Thus,
the ban on the categories of the attitude toward
human beings, in the case of the relationship (1)
“never merely as a means” forbids exploitation,
cheating and coercion, (2) “never merely as a
thing” forbids indifference and devaluation,
(3) “never merely as an enemy” forbids elim-
ination of the person (as an obstacle) and ex-
clusion from society. The above categories of
relations are mistaken and prevent the human
being from being treated as an end in him/her-
self. According to M. Sticker, ethical theories
should take into account these mistakes in the
attitude toward the human being and should
be able to perceive and present weighty ethical
arguments against such forms of treating the
human being. Toward the end of his presenta-
tion M. Sticker asked the audience if his list of
mistaken categories under the formula of hu-
manity was exhaustive. Aleksandr O. Sabanov
observed that in his opinion the said formulas
are hypothetical imperatives and suggested



suTre!. OH TOKa3aJl, YTO B HOCTMOEPHVCTCKIX
drtocopckmx KOHLEMIMAX IIporpecca, a Takxke
B KOHIIEMIIMY Hay4YHO-TeXHWYEeCKOro IIporpecca
CTpeMJIeHMe K BBICIIIeMY HpaBCTBEHHOMY Wjieasry
BBIHOCUTCS 32 CKOOKM. DTMKa M IIPOrpecc yrpadm-
BaloT CBSI3b APYT C JPYroM. 3afaBIINCh BOIIPOCOM
0 HpPaBCTBEHHOM Mjieajle 1 ero MecTe B IIOHSATUM
niporpecca, . O. Poxun obpatmicsa x Kanrty kak
IJIABHOMY TeOPeTMKY aBTOHOMHOV 3TMKM ¥ ITOKa-
3aJI, YTO KaHTOBCKasl KOHIIeMIIVs 9BOJIIOIIN CTPO-
UTCA Ha «3TUYECKOM IIepepOoXXAeHNUN», KOTOpoe
BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO OJlarofapst Mopasiy, OCHOBaH-
HOVI Ha uee cBoOompl. Takum obpasoM, MMEeHHO
durocodpms Kanra criocobHa mpeomorneTs Kpu-
3uc, mpossuBIIMica B XX B. BCJIECTBYE YTpPaThl
CBSI3M MeXJy COBPEMEHHBIM Hay4YHO-TeXHIue-
CKVIM IIPOIPeccoM M 3TUKOL.

3aBeprmr  KOHepeHIMIO A0KIan Baoduma
Aanexcandpobuua Yaaoeo (bBOY wm. V. Kanra,
Kanununrpan) «Bosspaiiag “KyJIbTypHBIVT MaH-
naT”: uzesl yCTOMYMBOIO PasBUTHS B KaHTMAHCKOV
IIePCIIeKTIBe», KOTOPBINI COCTOSUICS. B BuUie OT-
KpbITON Jlekuyu B Kadpernpansaom codope B geHb
poxaennsa Kanra. B. A. Yanemm npoananmsmpo-
BaJI VJIEI0 «YCTOMYMBOIO PasBUTWS» B COBpeMeH-
HBIX KOHILIEMIIVSX M PacKpbll ee prytocodpckme 1
peruruosHble KopHu. OH 0OHapyXwi1, 4TO wzes
«YCTOVYVBOTO Pa3BUTVsL» IOSIBIISIETCS B COBpEMeH-
HOM MMpe KaK peaklys Ha KPWU3WC, BbI3BAHHBIV
yeJIoBeYeCKOoV JIesiTe/IbHOCThIO. B cBa3yt ¢ uesose-
YeCKOW JIesiTeJIbHOCTBhIO ObUIO BBeIeHO IIOHSTe
KyJIBTYPHOIO MaHjaTa Kak IIpaBa udejloBeKa BJla-
JIbIYeCcTBOBaTh HaJl, IIPUPOION. «YcTordmBoe pas-
BUTVE» CTAaHOBUTCH «HOBbIM» [Ipocsertienmiem, ko-
TOpOe IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIIeTcsl aBTopaMu [lokitazia
«ctapomy» IIpocsemenuro. «Crapoe» IIpocserie-
HV€, TI0 X MHEHWIO, JIOJDKHO OBITh ITpeojIosieHo,
BeJlb OHO B KaKOVI-TO CTeIleHW 3aJI0KMJIO OCHOBBI
9KCIUIyaTaTOPCKOro, KOJIOHMAJIbHOIO OTHOIIeHVS
K IIpUpozie, BOOPYXMJIO YesloBeKa Hay4HOV paliy-
OHAaJIBHOCTBIO VI CHAJIO CBOEVI HaTy paJIICTYeCKOV
3TMKOV HpaBCTBeHHbIe OrpaHMYeHVs, HaJIoXeH-
Hble Ha 4YeJIoBedecKuyi sromsMm pevrven. Kyib-
TYypPHBINI MaHAaT B dpustocodpum Hosoro Bpemenn

* B moxjiazie HaIUIM pas3BUTIE B TOM UNCIIE VIIEW, M3JI0-
KeHHbIe B ctaThsx: (Poxunn, 2020; Poxwnn, 2022).
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adding the category of treatment “merely as a
slave”, which supplants the freedom of the oth-
er with one’s own notion of freedom.

David O. Rozhin (IKBFU, Kaliningrad) an-
alysed the concept of progress and its histori-
cal development. He demonstrated that the
post-modernist concepts of progress, as well
as the concept of scientific-technological prog-
ress bracket out the striving toward the highest
ideal. Ethics and progress are thus disconnect-
ed. Having raised the question of the moral
ideal and its place in the concept of progress,
D. Rozhin turned to Kant as the main theore-
tician of autonomous ethics and demonstrated
that Kant’s concept of evolution is built around
the idea of “ethical rebirth”; this is only possi-
ble thanks to morality based on the idea of free-
dom. Thus, it is precisely Kant’s philosophy
that is capable of overcoming the crisis brought
about in the twentieth century by the loss of
connection between modern scientific and tech-
nological progress and ethics.

The conference was crowned with the pre-
sentation by Vadim A. Chaly (IKBFU, Kalin-
ingrad) “Turning in the ‘Cultural Mandate’:
The Idea of Sustainable Development from a
Kantian Perspective”. This had the form of an
open lecture at the Cathedral on Kant’s birth-
day. V. Chaly reviewed the idea of “sustain-
able development” in contemporary theories
and traced its philosophical and religious roots.
He found that the idea of “sustainable devel-
opment” in the modern world emerged as a re-
action to the crisis caused by human activity.
Human activity led to the introduction of the
concept of the cultural mandate as the human
being’s right to dominate nature. “Sustainable
development” becomes the “new” Enlight-
enment which the authors of the Report coun-
terposed to the “old” Enlightenment. They
maintain that the “old” Enlightenment should
be overcome, because to a certain extent it laid
the foundations of an exploitative, colonialist

* The paper also reflected the ideas set forth in his articles
(see: Rozhin, 2020; 2022).
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CTaJI HOBBIM OpPY>KVeM ITPOTUB ITPUPOLI VI ITPVIBeJT
K coBpeMeHHOMY Kpwusucy. Bmecte ¢ Tem B. A. Ya-
JIBIVI TIOKa3aJl, YTO BBIBOMBL, CIeJlaHHbIe B JOKJIa-
ne Prvmvckoro kiryba oTHocuTebHO «cTaporo ITpo-
CBeIIeHVs», HeOMHO3HaYHbL. Ecym paccmarpuBars
COBpeMeHHBIVI KPU3VC B KaHTOBCKOV IepPCIIeKTY-
Be, TO OH BbI3BaH He dKCIUIyaTallyieVi IIpUpobl, a B
IIepBYyIO Odepe/ib OTCTaBaHVeM JIIoeV B X HpaB-
CTBEHHOM pa3BUTWM, MX HeCOBepIIeHHOJIeTVEM.
CoBpemeHHEbIe coOLMaIbHbBIC, SKOJIOTMYecKye U
SKOHOMMYecKye ITpo0sIeMbl IMeIOT HpaBCTBeHHbIe
OCHOBaHWs — VIMEHHO MOpaJIbHasl JUKOCTh YeJIo-
BeKa SIBJISIeTCS ICTOYHMKOM Bcex Kpm3ncoB. Obpa-
I1asgCh K KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIINM «yCTOMYMBOIO
PasBUTHs», MBI CMOXXeM OoJlee TOYHO 1 He TaK I10-
BEPXHOCTHO pa3pelmnTh COBPeMEeHHBIVI KPU3VC.
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attitude to nature, equipped the human being
with scientific rationality and by its naturalis-
tic ethics lifted the moral restrictions religion
imposed on human egoism. The cultural man-
date in modern-day philosophy has become a
new weapon against nature and has led to the
contemporary crisis. At the same time V. Cha-
ly argued that the conclusions reached in the
Report about the “old” Enlightenment are con-
tradictory. If we look at the contemporary cri-
sis from the Kantian perspective, it is caused
not by the exploitation of nature, but first and
foremost by the human being’s moral lag, his/
her immaturity. Contemporary social, ecologi-
cal and economic problems have moral origins;
it is the human being’s moral dereliction that is
the source of all the crises. By turning to Kant’s
concept of “sustainable development” we can
resolve the modern crisis more effectively and
less superficially.
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