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CTATBU

OMAOCOONMA KAHTA

VK 113(430)(091)

KAHTOBCKA I ACMHXPOHHOCTbD
B OTHOIIIEHUY BOCIIPVSITUSI
HBIOTOHOBCKOTI'O ITPOCTPAHCTBA
VI TPABUTALIN
B JOKPUTUYECKVX TPYIAX

3. I'epe’

KanmoBcxoe «HvromonuancmbBo» no npaby noduepxuba-
A10¢o maxumu pueypamu, kax M. @puoman. [lebamo. na smy
memy npubodsm k bosee adexBamrnomy 632420y Ha HAMYP-
¢pusocogputo Kanma u, 6 uacmuocmu, Ha e2o OmHouieHue k
Hvtomony. Ho pasBeprybuiuecs duckyccuu He npuHuMaom
60 Brumanue acUHXPOHHOCHIb, UMEIOULYI0 Meco 6 nonvimke
Kanma 0c60000umvcs om yeHmpalbHulx noHAMu Hamyp-
¢uaocogpuu Hvtomona. HetomonoBckue npocmpancmbo u
epabumayus 6 nepecMompeHHoll hopme ABASIOMCA 1eH-
MPAAbHBIM AeMeHoM Kpumuveckotl gpusocopuu Kanma.
Bumecme ¢ mem on acunxponto adanmupobas u npobes ne-
peoyenxy smux nousmui. Xoms Kanm u neumascs urme-
epupobams nonamue epabumayuu 6 meopuio Mamepuu yxe
6 cBoeii nepboii onybauxoBanHol pabome, HA MOM MOMEHIN
OH ewye He cihopmupoban adexBammoe noHAMUE NPOCHIPAH-
cmba — e20 HeAb3s HA3BAMD HUL HLIOMOHOBYEM, HUL UCHIUH-
HOIM AetlOHUYUANYeM, U OH HenpabuAbHo noHuMaen Heoo-
x00uMocms Hesabucumozo npocmpancmba 045 ocHoBanutl
¢pusuxu. [100 Bruanuem Disepa 6 konye 1750-x ee. 321061
Kanma mensiomces, pesyavmanmom ue2o cranobames co4u-
HeHue 1768 e. u nepexod k mpancyeHoeHmasbHoOMY U0ealus-
my 8 1770 2. 5l onuceibaro YynoManymyio acuHXpoHHOCHb,
00pawasce K yeHmparvHoIM 0OKPUTUHECKUM COUUHEHUSM
Kanma npu paccmompenuu eeo nonamuil epabumayuu u
npocmparicmba. Imo noboasem YmoHHUMb UMEIOUSYIOCA
Kapmuny cmaouaivHo2o paséumus kanmobekoil Hamyp-
¢punocogpun. Bosee moeo, 3mo daem B03MOKHOCHTb AYHlLe
noHamy Bausnue Jiepa Ha pasbumue KaHmoBbckux Hamy-
PAABHOLL U KpUIuHeckotl gpuaocodpuil, nobopommbie MOMeH-
1Mbl KOMOPO20 CONpsXKeHbl C KAHMOBCKUMU PASMbIUUACHISA-
MU 0 HbI0MOHOBCKOU meopuu npocmpancmea.

KaroueBuie caoBa: namypgpusocodpus, abcortomroe
npocmparcmbo, epabumayus, npumsienue, Hoviomon,
HutomoHuarcmbo, Jleidnuy, Boavd, Disep.

! Pypcxumt yamsepcuTeT boxyma.

44801, I'epmanms, boxy™m, YauBepcurercmrpacce, 150.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 07.07.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-4-1

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

KANT’S ASYNCHRONICITY
CONCERNING NEWTONIAN SPACE
AND GRAVITY IN HIS PRE-CRITICAL
WRITINGS

E. Gorg'

Kant’s ‘Newtonianism’ has been rightly highlighted
by figures like Friedman. The follow-up debates led to a
more adequate view on Kant’s natural philosophy and in
particular his relation towards Newton. But the discus-
sion that evolved did not point to the asynchronicity that
takes place in Kant’s struggle with the central Newto-
nian concepts. Newtonian space and gravity, in revised
form, are of central concern to Kant’s critical philosophy.
But Kant adapted and re-evaluated these two concepts
in an asynchronous way. While Kant tries to integrate
a notion of gravity into his theory of matter in his very
first published writing, he has at this stage no adequate
notion of space. At this time, as in regard to space, he can
neither be called a Newtonian nor a proper Leibnizian
and misconceives the necessity of an independent space
for the foundations of physics. This perspective changes
under the influence of Euler at the end of the fifties of
the eighteenth century and finally leads to his writing
of 1768 and the adoption of transcendental idealism in
1770. In the following, I depict this asynchronicity by
taking central pre-critical writings into account while
discussing Kant’s concept of space and gravity. This
sharpens the picture of Kant’s work and the different
stages his philosophy of nature went through. Further,
it helps to understand the influence of Euler on Kant’s
development in natural philosophy and his critical phi-
losophy in general, as Kant under the influence of Euler
formed deeper-going reflections on Newton's theory of
space and these mark turning points of his development.

Keywords: natural philosophy, absolute space,
gravity, attraction, Newton, Newtonianism, Leibniz,
WOolff, Euler.
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3. Tépr

1. Bamager nokputndeckoro Kanra
Ha OpUTsDKeHue
¥ a0COIIOTHOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO

Onmn u3 Bemymmx wmcciiegosaresient Kanra
Marnkin @puamas nuireT oo otHomeHny Kanra
K pabotam HeroToHa:

3HaunTeNbHAA YacTh (PUI0COCKOro passu-
st KaHTa MOXeT ITOHMMATBCSI, Ha MOV B3IJIT,
KaK IIOC/IefioBaTesIbHasl IIOIBITKA (IIOCITIeIOBa-
TEeJIbHO BCTpeyaroliasi Ha CBOeM ITyTU Bce Ooilee
v Oosee dyHIaMeHTaIbHBIE ITPOOJIEMBI) CKOH-
CTpyMpOBaTh, Ka3ajloch Obl, ITapagoKcabHbIV
COI03 HBIOTOHOBCKMX ¥ JIEVIOHMIIMAHCKO-BOJIb-
pvIaHCKVIX MV 1 TeM CaMbIM CO31aTh IT0-HACTO-
AieMy MeTadusrdeckoe OCHOBaHMe IS HaTyp-
dwrocodpvit Herorona (Friedman, 1994, p. 4).

Sl cunraro yrBepxaeHve dpuaMaHa BepHBIM,
OJHaKO OH YIIyCKaeT W3 BWUJY aCHMHXPOHHOCTH
LIEHTpaJIbHBIX HBIOTOHOBCKMX ITOHATUI I'paBUTa-
Ly ¥ aDCOITIOTHOTO ITpocTpaHCTBa. [lartee s pac-
cMoTpro BocipusATrie KaHTOM 3Ty IIOHSATNUI, UTO-
OBl ellle yeTYe TIOYEPKHYTh 3Ty 0COOeHHOCTH. Ta-
KM 00pa3oM CTaHeT $ICHO, UTO HaM cjleflyeT pas-
JINYaTh pasBUTHE TeOPUN I'PaBUTALIV VI TeOpUN
npocrpaHcTsa Kanra. C camoro Hauaia duiocod
IIBITaeTCS VHTErpUpoBaTh 0a30ByI0 HBIOTOHOB-
CKYIO KOHIIEHIIMIO 3aKOHA BCeMUPHOI'O TATOTeHWs
B JIEVIOHUITVIAHCKO-BOIIB(PMAHCKYIO TEOPUIO IIPO-
crpaHcTBa. HecMoTps Ha To yTo KanT Ha nipots-
JKEeHMM BCeVl XXM3HU pasBuBaeT TeOpUIO MaTepul,
Ve rpaBUTalM KaK CyIITHOCTHOI'O CBOVICTBA Ma-
TepUM MMeeT Il Hero (pyHIaMeHTa/IbHOe 3Ha-
JeHMe U IIPUCYTCTBYeT BO Bcex ero paborax — OT
niepsoro couvtHenus u 110 Opus Postumum. B oTHO-
IIIEHMV IIPOCTPAHCTBA /1€JI0 OOCTOUT HECKOJIBKO
vHade. Panunit nokputndecknit KanTt nopgepxu-
BaeT KOHLEMIIMIO IIPOCTPaHCTBa, KOTOPYIO MOX-
HO JIVIIIIB B OOIIMX YepTax oxapaKTepr3oBaTh Kak
BIIOXHOBJIeHHYIO JlentOHmIIeM 1 Bobdpom m aste-
KYIO OT TOrO, YTOOBI Ha3bIBaTbCS HBIOTOHOBCKOTL.
Co BpemeHeM OH OTKa3bIBaeTCsl OT 3TOW peJis-
LIVIOHHOVI KOHIIEIIIMY IIPOCTPaHCTBa, HO ellle He
IPVHMMaeT IO3UIINIO, KOTOPYyIo OyeT oTcTanBaTh
B KPUTUYECKUVI HEPVOL. DTa IBOVICTBEHHOCTH B

1. The Pre-Critical Kant
on Attraction
and Absolute Space

One of the leading Kant scholars, Michael
Friedman, writes about Kant’s relation towards
Newton’s work:

Much of Kant’s philosophical development
can be understood, I think, as a continuous
attempt — an attempt faced with a succession
of more and more fundamental problems — to
construct just such an apparently paradoxical
reconciliation of Newtonian and Leibnizean-
Wolffian ideas, and to construct thereby
a genuine metaphysical foundation for
Newtonian natural philosophy (Friedman,
1994, p. 4).

I think Friedman is basically right with his
statement but he overlooks the asynchronici-
ty of the central Newtonian concepts of gravi-
ty and absolute space. In the following, I will
take a look at Kant’s reception of these two
notions in order to emphasise this reconcil-
iation a little more. It will become clear that
one has to distinguish between the develop-
ment of Kant’s theory of gravity and his the-
ory of space. Right from the beginning Kant
tries to integrate the law of gravity as a basic
Newtonian conception into a Leibniz-Wolffi-
an-based theory of space. Even though Kant’s
theory of matter remains under development
throughout his whole life, this idea of gravi-
ty as an essential feature of matter is of fun-
damental importance to him. It is to be found
from his first writing up to the Opus Postumum.
When it comes to space, the case appears to be
somehow different. The early pre-critical Kant
endorses a conception of space that can only
loosely be characterised as Leibnizean-Wolffi-
an inspired and can in no way be called New-
tonian. Over time, he disavowed this somehow
relationalistic concept of space but still did not
endorse the position he represented during the



OTHOIIEHUV JBYX II€HTPaIbHbIX HBIOTOHOBCKMX
TIOHSATUVI MI3MeHHeTCs TI0f, BIIVIsSIHVeM Dvulepa, sB-
JISIBIIETOCS SIPOCTHBIM KPUTWUKOM HaTypdmioco-
dum Jlenbumita n Bornbda, ocobeHHO MX Teopum
npocrpaHcTBa. KaHT msMenser dyngamMeHTaIb-
Hble KOHLIEIIIVM CBOeVl Teopuy IIPOCTPaHCTBa B
1758 1., a Tak>Ke BIIepBble IPV3HaeT IPo0sIeMBbl, KO-
TOpbIe HeCyT ¢ cOOOI TeopuM MPOCTPaHCTBa TOTO
BpeMmenn. B 1768 r. nox simsaHmem Diutepa Kant
OPUXOOUT K BBIBOIY O HEOOXOOMMOCTW TpaH-
CPeJIAIIMIOHHOV KOHILIEMIIMM IIPOCTpaHCTBa. DTO
ObUIM IlepBble INaryl, BIOCIEACTBUM IIpUBEIIIe
K TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOMY WIeaJI3My KpuTude-
CKOro Ilepuofia, orpeiessBIlieMy KaHTOBCKYIO Te-
OpWIO ITpOCTpaHCTBa HaunHasi ¢ 1770 T.

Hurxe 51 oniiny acHXpOHHOe pa3BUTVie KAHTOB-
CKVMIX KOHLMIIV HPUTSDKeHWS M ITPOCTPaHCTBa,
paccMaTpuBasi 3HauMMBble ITPOV3BEIIEHWS JIOKPU-
Trdeckoro niepviofga. Haunnag ¢ «VctiHHOV oLeH-
KV JKMBBIX CMJI» MBI Y3HaeM O CBSI3V MeXIy T'paBu-
TallyeNn 1 PasMepPHOCTHIO TIPOCTPAHCTBA, MBICIIb O
KOTOPOVI, XOTS M B PasHBIX MOAMPUKALIMIX, ITOM-
IepXxuBajack KaHTOM Ha IIpOTsDKeHUM BCeVl ero
xm3HN. [astee s paccmotpro «HoBoe ocselieHue
MIepBbIX IIPMHIINIIOB MeTay31uecKoro o3HaHs»
(1755). B atom nuccepranyy KaHT BHOBb IIbITaeTCA
HPVIMUPUTB UIEI0 O IPUTKeHMM MeX]Ty CyOcTaH-
mysIMUL ¢ Bo3dpeHmsiMu JlentGHma. XoTs pacTy-
1 paspbis Mexay KanTom u Jlerbamiiem craner
Oortee SICHBIM, 5 TIOKaXXy, 9T0 PpuIMaH He IIOJTHO-
CTBIO IIpaB, IpunuckiBas KaHTy crleioBaHVie HbO-
TOHOBCKOVI IOKTPVIHE OOKeCTBEHHOV Be3IeCyIITHO-
ctu. ViccenoBaHve pOIOJDKUTCA pacCMOTpeHVieM
«Hosomt Teopum gBroKeHMs 1 TIokos» (1758), B ko-
Topovi KaHT BriepBble OCO3HaeT HeIOCTaTKN CyIile-
CTBYIOIIVX TEOPWUV IIPOCTPaHCTBA B OTHOIICHWN
IIPaBVJIBHOV TEOPUN ABVDKEHWS U IIBITAeTCs pas-
PeImTh 3Ty IIpobJieMy ITyTeM HaOJTIoieHis 3a B3a-
VIMOZIEVICTBIEM TeJI B CHCTeMe KOOpIMHAT lieHTpa
Macc. Takrm oOpasom, oH OTBOOUT PyHIaMeHTasIb-
HBIM 3aKOHaM (PVI3UKM LIeHTPaIbHYIO POJIb B Bbl-
Gope MpaBMIIBHOV CCTEMBI OTCUeTa, UTO IMeeT pe-
HIaroIee 3HaYeHVe )15 pa3vBaBIIIeVics B KpUTIde-
CKMVI TIepyo], TEOPUY IPOCTPaHCTBa U IBVKEHS,
OTpaXeHHOV B MexaHMKe «MeTtadnsmdecknx Ha-

E. Gorg

critical period. This changed under the influ-
ence of Euler who was a fierce critic of Leibniz
and Wolff’s natural philosophy, particularly of
their theory of space. Kant changed fundamen-
tal conceptions of his own theory of space in
1758 and also, for the first time, recognised the
problems that the theories of space of this time
bring along with them. In 1768, under the influ-
ence of Euler, Kant came to the conclusion that
a transrelational conception of space was neces-
sary. These were the first steps that later on led
to the transcendental idealism in the critical pe-
riod: a position he held concerning space from
1770 forward.

In the following, I shall depict Kant’s asyn-
chronous development by looking at the sig-
nificant writings of the pre-critical period.
Starting off with the True Estimation of the Liv-
ing Forces, we will learn about the connec-
tion between gravity and the dimension of
space —a thought that, even though modi-
fied, was endorsed by Kant during his whole
life. Subsequently, I will take a look at Kant’s
Nova Delucidatio of 1755. In this writing Kant
tries again to reconcile attraction between sub-
stances and Leibnizian ideas. While the grow-
ing distance between Kant and Leibniz will
become clearer, I will furthermore show that
Friedman is not completely right in ascribing
to Kant the Newtonian doctrine of divine om-
nipresence at that point. My investigation will
continue by looking at the New Theory of Mo-
tion and Rest of 1758. Here, for the first time,
Kant realises the flaws of the existing theo-
ries of space with regard to a proper theory
of motion and tries to solve this problem by
observing the interaction of the bodies in the
centre-of-mass frame. Thus he gives the funda-
mental laws of physics the central role on how
to choose the right reference frame. This posi-
tion is crucial to his theory of space and motion
in the critical period, namely the mechanics of
the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science.
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4aJjl ecTecTBO3HaHMs». Hakoner, g paccmorpro «O
IIepBOM OCHOBaHWM pa3/INyyis CTOPOH B ITPOCTPaH-
crBe» (1768) m nokaxxy, kKakvmM oopasom KauT mipu-
HMMaeT abcoIIIOTHOe ITPOCTPaHCTBO IIOf, BIIVISTHY-
eM Dilepa 1 Kak 3TO CBA3aHO ¢ IlepeorieHKon Kan-
TOM POJIV MeTapVI3VKM B LIEJIOM.

2. «MBbIC/IM 00 ICTMHHOM OIIeHKE >XVMBBIX CHJI»
(1749) v cBsI3b MeXKAy TpaBUTaLIVIEN]
Y IIPOCTPAaHCTBOM

B cBoem mepsBoMm coumHenmu KaHT melTaeTcs
YCTaHOBUTHL OYeHb BaXKHYIO JIJIsI HETO CBS3b MeX-
1y popMoVt 3aKOHa BCEMVPHOI'O TATOTeHMs U pas3-
MEepPHOCTBIO POCTpaHCTBa. XOTs II03Ke OH M3Me-
HWI CBOW B3ITISAIBI Ha IPpaBUTALVIO 1 €€ POJIb B
KOHCTUTYVPOBAaHUW IIPOCTPAHCTBA, CBA3b MEXITY
MareMaTidecKor (bopMort 3aKOHa BCeMUPHOTO Ti-
TOTEHMS ¥ Pa3sMepHOCTBIO IIPOCTPAHCTBa? coXpa-
HWJIaCh.

HeroToH Bumesr B CBO€W, CTOJIb BaXKHOWM JIS
Hero, TeoOpum IIPUTKeHMs HeIOCTaTKM C TOYKU
3peHNsT MexaHudecKon duiiocodum, 10mycKas-
II1eVT BO3IEVICTBIE CUJTI TOJIBKO depe3 IMpsIMble KOH-
TakTbl 00bekTOB. OH He MOI OOBACHUTBH, KaK/MM
oOpasoM HpuTsDKeHMe paboTaeT B IIYCTOM IIPO-
CTpPaHCTBe IIO 3aKOHy OOpaTHBIX KBaJlpaToB, a
IIOTOMY B CBOMIX ITyOJIMKaIMgX IIpUaepKuBasICs
arHOCTMYeCKOV TOUKM 3peHns. OH NuIeT B KOH-
ne ceonx «Hauvai»: «[IprdmHy e 3TMX CBOVICTB
CVUIBL TATOTEHW A 10 CUX IIOPp He MOT BbIBECTU M3
SIBJIEHWVI, TUTIOTE3 e 5 He M3MBIIUISio» (HbloToH,
1989, c. 662).

HecmoTpst Ha CBOVI arHOCTUIIM3M® B OTHOIIIE-
HUM MexaHV3Ma padOTBl CWIIBI IIPUTSDKEHMS,
HproToH Bce ke HaMeKasl CBOMM IIOC/IeIOBATEISIM
Ha BO3MOXHBIe 00bsicHeHMs. B rviceme bentiim on
TIIIIET:

2 Cp. 3aMeyaHMSI O CTPYKType 3aKOHA HPUTSDKEHNS
B Kputudeckuit niepuop, B «lIposteromenax» (AA 04,
S. 320—322) n «Mertadmsnuecknx Havasax eCTeCTBO3Ha-
Hus» (AA 04, S. 518 —521).

* TlogpoOuee 06 sTont mo3nmmmu Kanra cm.: (Koyré, 1965,
p- 1561-152).
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Lastly, I will take a look at his writing Concern-
ing the Ultimate Ground of the Differentiation of
Directions in Space of 1768 and show how Kant
adopts absolute space by studying Euler. This
goes hand in hand with the new evaluation of
the role of metaphysics in general by Kant.

2. True Estimation of the Living Forces
(1749) and the Connection between
Gravity and Space

In his first writing Kant tries to establish
a connection between the form of the law of
gravity and the dimensions of space. This is
a crucial insight to him. Even though Kant
changes his view on gravity and its role for
the constitution of space later on, he still sees
this connection between the mathematical
form of the law of gravity and the dimension
of space.?

The status of gravity was important to
Newton. With regard to the standards of me-
chanical philosophy, Newton saw short-
comings in his own theory. The mechanical
philosophy only allowed forces through con-
tact. But Newton could not explain how gravi-
ty, seemingly, was acting through empty space
by the inverse square law. In his publications
he therefore held an agnostic viewpoint. He
writes at the end of his Principia: “I have not as
yet been able to deduce from phenomena the
reason for these properties of gravity, and I do
not feign hypothesis” (Newton, 1999, p. 943).

While resting on an agnostic® position con-
cerning the way gravity acts, he gave his fol-
lowers hints on how such action might be
possible. In a letter to Bentley, Newton writes:

2 (Cf. in the critical period his remarks on the structure
of the law of attraction in the Prolegomena (Prol, AA 04,
pp- 320-322) and his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural
Science (MAN, AA 04, pp. 518-521).

® For this position see Koyré (1965, pp. 151-152).



To, 4ro TsATOTEeHME HOIDKHO OBITH BPOXKIIEH-
HBIM, BHYTpeHHe MPUCYIIVM MaTepum ¥ Cylle-
CTBEHHBIM [1JIsI Hee, 71a0bl OJTHO TeJIO MOIJIO BO3-
JeVICTBOBATh Ha JIpyTOe Ha pacCTOSTHUM Yyepes I1y-
cToTy, 6e3 mocpesicTBa KaKoro-jambo areHTa, Io-
CPeICTBOM M IIPY y4acTVV KOTOPOTO JIeVICTBIE
c1la MOITIM OBl IlepefiaBaThcsl OT OJJHOTO <Tejia>
K JIpyroMy, ITpeJ/iCTaB/IsieTCsl MHe CTOJIb BOIIVIO-
ITIIeVl HeJIeTIOCTBIO, UTO, II0 MOeMy YOeXIeHWUIo,
HV OfIVIH 4eJIOBeK, CIIOCOOHBIVI CO 3HaHVeM Jiesia
cyanuTb 0 (PrIocopCKMX MaTepusax, He BIajeT
B Hee. TaroreHue JO/DKHO BBI3bIBATHCS HEKMM
areHTOM, TIOCTOSTHHO JIeVICTBYIOIIVIM II0 OIIpefie-
JIeHHBIM 3aKOHaM; MaTepuaJieH 3TOT areHT WIN
HeMaTepuasleH, s IIpeloCTaBIIsAi0 Cy/IUTh YMTaTe-
yam (Hanwtos, 1993, c. 39).

ITockonbky HpBIOTOH B CBOMX COYMHEHMSAX
yTBepXKaasl CyIlecTBOBaHMe BesfecyIero bora,
ITO7IO0HBIe KOMMEHTapMM BOCIPVHVMAINCh KaK
yOemyiTesIbHOE CBUIETEILCTBO TOrO, YTO OH pac-
cmaTtpuBasl bora B KadecTBe IIOCpeqHMKA B JIVIC-
TaHIIVIOHHOM BO3[EVICTBUM TeJl Apyr Ha Apyra‘.
MHorme coBpeMeHHVKN TIoHMMaIu HpioToHa
VIMEHHO TakuM oOpasom. JlerOHwmiIl, Hampumep,
OOBVHSIII €r0 B TOM, UTO OH OCHOBAJI CBOIO TEOPUIIO
OpUTSDKeHMd Ha OecKOHeYHOM 4yze. B Tperbem
mviceMe Kitapky JlentGHmIr nmieT:

Ecim 661 Bor ycTpowt fesio Tak, 4ToObI cBO-
OomHOe TeJIo ABUTAIIOCh B 3¢hupe BOKPYT OIIpe-
IIeJIEHHOT'O, HEIIO/IBVDKHOTO IIeHTpa, He WCIIbI-

* TTockoJIbKY caM MaTepyaIbHBIV IIOCPENHVK ITOIITafeT
071, ZIEVICTBYIE 3aKOHA BCEMMPHOIO TSATOTEHMS, OH IO0JI-
JKeH OBbITb HeMaTepWaJIbHbIM. DTO IPUBOLUT K BBIBOJY,
uro HBIOTOH, BEpOSTHO, CYMTA] TaKMUM ITOCPETHVKOM
OecKOHeUHYI0O HeMaTepUaIbHYIO cpemy. MoxkHO Ipen-
II0JIOXKMTB, YTO OH JiyMaJI 0 caMoM bore kak o nmpuumnHe
BceMmpHOro Tarorenms. Cum. Taxxke: (Gorg, 2015, S. 263).
O OoJtee MO3UTUBHOV MHTEpPIIPETALNI KOHIIEIIUI Tpa-
suranyy HetoroHa cm., Hanp.: (Janiak, 2015, p. 120—121).
A moka craTyc HevcTBUsL CWIBL TsKecTw mia HproToHa
siBIIsieTcs TipenMeroM criopos. Habomomaercst TerneHIms
IpVMHMMAaTh MHVMBIV arHOcTHIIM3M HeroroHa 3a ero mc-
TMHHOe MHeHMe, cM., Hamp.: (Biener, Schliesser, 2014,
p. 6). Takast MHTepHperamys HEIOOIEHMBAET BIIVISTHIE
JacTHBIX paccyXueHun HproToHa Ha ero Hay4uHyr0 pabo-
Ty ¥ POJIb OCHOBHBIX OHTOJIOTMTYECKIIX 00sI3aTeIIbCTB yue-
HBIX B ejloM (cM.: Masterman, 1974, p. 62). OgHako i
3TOTr'O MCCIIeI0BaHMs BaXKHO, UTO CTATyC IPaBUTalIVN U ee
JIeVICTBYIE B IIPOCTPAHCTBE ObUIM II€HTPaIbHBIM MOMEH-
ToM pertenuyu HeloToHa B KoHTMHeHTaIBHOV EBporte 11,
B YaCTHOCTM, ero perernryy KanTom.
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That gravity should be innate inherent
& essential to matter so yt one body may act
upon another at a distance through a vacuum
without the mediation of any thing else by
& through wch their action or force may be
conveyed from one to another is to me so
great an absurdity that I believe no man who
has in philosophical matters any competent
faculty of thinking can ever fall to it. Gravity
must be caused by an agent constantly acting
according to certain laws, but whether this
agent be material or immaterial is a question
I have left to ye consideration of my readers
(Newton, 1961, p. 233).

As Newton argued for God’s existence as an
omnipresent being in his writings, these com-
ments were seen as strong evidence that he
pictured God as the medium by which bod-
ies act upon each other at a distance.* In fact,
Newton was understood in this way by many
of his contemporaries. Leibniz, for instance,
accused Newton of basing his theory of gravi-
ty on a perpetual miracle. In his third letter to
Newton’s intimate Clarke he writes: “If God
would cause a Body to move free in the ZLther
round about a certain fixed Centre, without any
other Creature acting upon it: I say, it could not

* Since a material medium itself would fall under the
law of universal gravity, the medium must be immate-
rial. This leads to the conclusion that Newton must have
thought of this medium as an infinite immaterial medi-
um. One might suggest that he thinks of God himself
as the cause of universal gravity. See also Gorg (2015,
p- 263). For a more positive interpretation of Newton’s
conception of gravity, see for instance Janiak (2015,
pp- 120-121). Up until that time the status of the action
of gravity for Newton is a matter of debate. The tenden-
cy to take Newton’s ostensible agnosticism as his true
opinion can be observed (cf. e.g. Schliesser and Biener,
2014, p. 6). Such an interpretation underestimates the in-
fluence of Newton's private speculations on his scientif-
ic work and the role of basic ontological commitments of
scientists in general (cf. Masterman, 1974, p. 62). How-
ever, for this investigation it is important that the status
of gravity and its action through space was of central
concern to the reception of Newton in continental Eu-
rope and Kant's reception in particular.



3. Tépr

TBHIBasl BO3/IEVICTBYISI CO CTOPOHBI Yero-TO JIPyTro-
rO, TO, II0 MOEMY yTBEpP KIEHMIO, 3TO BO3MOXKHO
TOJIPKO ITOCPEIICTBOM 4Y0d, TaK KaK 3TO HeJIb3s
00BsICHUTD TIpUpoIoN Tell. V6o cBoboIHOe Testo
€CcTeCTBeHHBIM 00pa3oM yIasIsieTcst OT KPUBOVL ITO
KacaresibHOM (JlemtOnMII, 1989, c. 445).

DT 11pobsieMbl HBIOTOHOBCKOVI TEOPUN ITPUTS-
JKEHWMSL COXPaHSUIV CBOe 3HadueHle B TedeHe Iep-
BBIX JlecATHIIeTUN peueniiuy HploToOHa B KOHTU-
HeHTayibHOM EBporie. [lake Takme yueHble, Kak
Drlep, ONVPABIINTICS B CBOEVT padoTe Ha HBIOTO-
HOBCKYIO MeXaHVIKY U KPUTMUYECK/ OTHOCVBIITI-
cs K dwiocodpum JlertOHMITA, OTKa3bIBAJIVICh BU-
JeThb B TpaBUTALMV CYLIHOCTHOE CBOVICTBO Mare-
pvIM M B3aMeH HOCTYJIMPOBa/IV B3aVIMOIEVICTBYAS
TeJ1 ¢ 93(pMPOM B KadecTse pyH/IaMeHTaIbHOI'O Me-
XaHM3Ma NPUTSKeHNs By X TeJl:

[IpenmnoroxmM, 9TO O COTBOPEeHWUS Mupa
Bor cosnai TosbKo f1Ba Tesia, yiajleHHble ApYyT OT
IpyTa, 9TO BHe MX He OBUIO HIYETO ¥ YTO 3T [IBa
TeJ1a ObUIN HeIOABVKHBL. Bo3MOXXHO j111 ObUIO OBI
TOT/a, 9YTOOBI OTHO M3 HUX NPUOIM3IIOCH K IPY-
roMy win oOHapyXWIO CTpemyIeHre K TaKOMY
commpkenmo? Kaknm o0pa3oM OHO IIOYYBCTBO-
BJI0 OBI IIPUCYTCTBVIE APYTOrO, HAXOMISIIETOCs
B oTHasieHMn? Kak BO3HMKIIO OBl y HETro cTpem-
sleHvie cOymsuThea? Takme MBICTIM IIPOTMBOpe-
4aT 37paBoMy cMBICTYy. Ho eciit mpenionnoxmTs,
YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO MEXIy TeJlaMy 3all0JTHEHO
TOHYAMINEV MaTepueri, TO CTAaHOBUTCS IIOHSITHO,
YTO 3Ta MaTepwsl MOXET BO3[IeVICTBOBATh Ha TeJla,
TOJIKas X IPYT K APYTY, IpUdeM pe3ysbTar Oy-
IeT TaKMM XXe CaMbIM, KaK eCjIv ObI OHM B3aVIMHO
npuTarMBam gpyr apyra (Ovitep, 2002, c. 144).

XOTs TaKme ydeHble, KaK Dvlep, He IpUHUMa-
71 TpaBuTaIvio, KaHT mbITaeTcs m1CIionp30BaTh ee
B KaueCTBe KPaeyroJIbHOIO KaMHsI CBOeVl COOCTBeH-
HOW CUCTEMBI VI TeM CaMBbIM pacIInpsieT POJIb,
npennucaHiyo e camuM  HerotoHom. [IxoH
Ker1, onun ms nioceioBarersiert HproTOHa, BBICTY-
IaJI IIPOTUB MeXaHMIIM3Ma ¥ IIOIBITOK IIOCTpoe-
HUS TeOpUM IIPUTSDKEHMS], OCHOBAHHOW Ha [IBU-
XeHMsx adupa (cp.: Keill, 1745, p. IV—VIIL; 1725,
p. 6—38). Ero 1enp 3akiroyasack B MaTeMaTide-
CKOM TIPMJIOKEHMN 3aKOHa OOpaTHBIX KBaJIpaToB.
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be done without a Miracle; since it cannot be
explained by the Nature of Bodies. For, a free
Body does naturally recede from a Curve in the
Tangent” (Clarke, 1717, pp. 70-71). These prob-
lems of Newtonian gravity continued to be felt
throughout the first decades of the reception of
his work in continental Europe. In fact, even
scholars like Euler, who in their own work re-
lied heavily on Newton’s mechanics and were
very critical of Leibnizian philosophy, refused
to see gravity as an essential property of matter
and, instead, postulated an aether as the fun-
damental mechanism behind the attraction be-
tween two bodies:

Let us assume that before the creation of
the world, God had created only two bodies
at a distance from each other; that nothing
absolutely existed out of them, and that they
were in a state of rest; would it be possible for
the one to approach the other, or that they would
have a propensity to approach? How could the
one feel the other at a distance? Whence could
arise the desire of approaching? These are
perplexing questions. But if you suppose that
the intermediate space is filled with a subtile
matter, we can comprehend, at once, that this
matter may act upon the bodies, by impelling
them; the effect would be the same as if they
possessed a power of mutual attraction (Euler,
1802, pp. 262-263).

While thinkers like Euler had their prob-
lems with gravity, Kant tried to give gravity
the role of a cornerstone of his own system and
thereby extended the role that Newton had as-
cribed to it. John Keill, a follower of Newton,
argued against the idea of mechanistic philoso-
phy and the attempt to derive gravity from the
action of an aether (cf. Keill, 1745, pp. IV-VIII;
1725, pp. 6-8). His aim was to apply the in-
verse square law mathematically. He therefore
showed that the density of rays that emanate



Taxym oOpasom OH HOKa3ajl, UYTO IIOTHOCTH JIy-
yerl, BEIXOASIIVX U3 TOUKM BO BCex HallpaBJleHN-
sIX, YMeHBIIIaeTCsl IPONOPIIMOHAIBHO KBaJlpaTHO-
My KopHio (cp.: Keill, 1745, p. 5—6; 1725, p. 13—15):

ITockonpKy, comylacHO TIMIIOTe3e, KadecTBO
pacrpocTpaHsieTcss B cdepe II0 BCceM Hallpas-
JIEHVISIM IIOCPEOCTBOM MPSIMBIX JIVIHWV, €rO VH-
TEHCVMBHOCTb Ha JIIOOOM PacCTOSIHUM OT LeHTpa
GYLLET IIpOHOpLMOHAJIbHA IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOM
IUIOTHOCTV WUIVI IUIOTHOCTU JIydel Ha TOM Xe
paccroanvm. Ilopm yvyamm s 3meck Iofgpasyme-
Bal0 IIPSIMOJIVMHEVIHBIE IIYTU PaCIIPOCTPaHEHMS
KauecTBa... <...> (CemoBaTeIbHO, WHTEHCHUB-
HOCTb KayecTBa Ha paccTOosiHMM, paBHOM AB,
GYLLQT OTHOCUTBCSI K MHTEHCVMBHOCTM TOI'O JXKe Ka-
4JecTBa Ha paccrosiHuy, paBHoM AE, Kak kBagpaT
AE x xBagpaty AB (Keill, 1745, p. 5—6).

Harpuimep, cTOYHMK cBeTa BBIIIyCKaeT JIy4du
CBe€Ta C WMHTEHCUBHOCTBIO, ITPOIIOPIIVOHAIBHO
KBa/IpaTHOMY KOpHIO. Kerul Bumer B 5TOM «yHU-
BepCaJIbHYIO TeopeMy». DTa CBsI3b OKa3ajla 00JIb-
II10€ BJIVISAAHVIE Ha B3ITIAIbL Kanra Ha I'paB/TaLIIO
1 IIpocTpaHCTBO. B cBoert mepsoit paboTe, «MpIcin
00 MCTMHHOVI OlleHKe XMBBIX CVJI», KaHT He Tojb-
KO paccMaTpuBaJl IIPUTSDKEHME KaK CYITHOCTHOE
CBOVICTBO MaTepwVi, HO ¥ VICIOJIb30BaJI YCTaHOB-
neHHy0 KeryloM cBg3h MeX[y I'paBUTalVient U
ITPOCTPAaHCTBOM, IIEPEBEPHYB €Tr0 apryMeHT: Ma-
TemMaTuJeckass d¢opma TIpaBUTallIV OIIpesesis-
eT pa3sMepHOCTh IpocTpaHcTBa. «VIbo Ges sToM
CUJIbI HET HUKAaKOW CBA3, 0e3 B3 — HMKaKO-
ro mopsjka ¥, HaKoHell, 6e3 Topsifika HeT HUKa-
KOro rpocrpancTBa. OgHaKO HeCKOJIBKO TpyAHee
IIOHSITh, KaKMM 00pa3oM 13 3aKOHa, TI0 KOTOPOMY
3Ta cujla CyOCTaHIIU [IeVICTByeT BOBHeE, BbITeKa-
€T MHO)XeCTBEHHOCTDb MI3MEePEHVVI ITPOCTPaHCTBax»
(AA 01, S. 23; KaaT, 19946, c. 68—69). 3necy KanT,
KaKeTcs, CUMTaeT caMo coDOM pa3yMeroIMcs,
YTO IIPOCTPaHCTBO — 3TO IIOPALOK CBSI3aHHBIX
Cy6CTaHLU/H7L HOC—)TOMy OH B OIlpeieJIeHHOM CMBbIC-
Jle TIPUHMMAEeT TO, YTO MOXXHO YCJIOBHO Ha3BaTh
JIeIOHMIIVIAHCKOY  KOHIIeIIIIMer! IIpOCTpaHCTBa.
Ho ¢Bs3b oTmestbHbIX Cy6CTaHLU/IT7{ ApyT C Apyrom
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from a point in all directions diminishes pro-
portionally to the inverse power of two (cf.
Keill, 1745, pp. 5-6; 1725, pp. 13-15):

Since, from the Hypothesis, the Quality is
propagated in a Sphere every way by right
Lines, its Intension at any Distance from the
Center, will be proportionable to the Spissitude
or Density of the Rays at the same Distance. By
Rays I here mean the rectilineal Ways by which
the Quality is diffused [...]. [...] therefore the
Intension of a Quality at a Distance equal
to AB, will be to the Intension of the same
Quality at a Distance equal to AE, reciprocally
in a duplicate Ratio of the Distance AB to the
Distance AE; that is directly as the Square of
AE to the Square of AB (Keill, 1745, pp. 5-6).

The way by which a light source, for in-
stance, emits light rays in comparison to its
distance from the receptor, goes to the inverse
power of two. Keill sees this as an “universal
theorem’. This connection heavily influenced
Kant’s view on gravity and space. In his first
writing, the True Estimation of the Living Forces,
Kant did not only see attraction as an essential
property of matter. He also picked up the link
between gravity and space, set up by Keill,
but reversing the argument: the mathematical
form of gravity determines the dimensions of
space.

Itis easy to show that there would be no space
and no extension if substances had no force to
act external to themselves. For without this
force there is no connection without connection,
no order, and, finally, without order, no space.
Yet it is somewhat more difficult to see how
the plurality of dimensions in space derives
from the law according to which this force of
substances acts externally (GSK, AA 01, p. 23;
Kant, 2012a, p. 26).

Here Kant seems to take it for granted that
space is the order of the connected substanc-
es. He therefore somehow adopts what one
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o0ycII0BIIeHa CMJIOVE TpaBuTanmy, xots KaHT 1 He
Has3bIBaeT ee ITpsiMo. OH BBOIWT MHTEPECHBINI CITO-
co0 MCIIONTb30BaHMS KOHIIEMIINN PeISIVIOHHOIO
IIPOCTPaHCTBa, MHTEIPUPYs B HErO rpaBUTAIINIO:
ecJI CuJla BO3MEVICTBUS CyOCTaHIIMM Ha Jpyrue
CcyOCcTaHIIMM ONWVCBHIBAaeTCs KaK KBaJpaTHBIV KO-
peHb, TO BO3HUMKAET TpeXMepHOe IIPOCTPAHCTBO.
bBor mevicTBuTeNIbHO OmperesiseT, KaKuM o0pa3oM
cyOcTaHIINMM [IeVICTBYIOT IPYT Ha Apyra, Oyab To,
KakK B CJIy4ae C TpeXMepHbIM ITPOCTPaHCTBOM, KBa-
IApaTHBIVI KOPeHb VIV JII00011 Apyro criocod. ITo-
CKOJIBKY CBSI3b MEX/y CyOCTaHIMSMM IIPOV3BOJIb-
HO BbIOpaHa borowm, To, ecstt 661 bor mpenrmoden
ApyTue CWJIbl, IIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX OHU [IeVi-
CTBYIOT APYT Ha Apyra, BO3HUKIIV OBl IpyTVIe IIPO-
CTPaHCTBa C APYTVIMU Pa3sMePHOCTAMI.

Mp1 By, yto KaHT cTpeMuTcs MHTer pupo-
BaTh T'PaBUTAIIMIO B CBOIO pabOTy ¥ OTBOAWUT el
dyHIaMeHTaJIbHYIO POJIb B CaMOM Hadajle CBO-
eVl MHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHOM Kapbepbl. Ho ero BHMMa-
HIe ellle He ObIJIO 0OparreHo Ha aOCOTIIOTHOE IIPO-
CTPAHCTBO U CBA3aHHBIE C HUM IIPOOJIeMBL

Yro kacaerca BimgaHMA Dviiepa Ha Kanra 1o
3TOr0 MOMEHTa, CTOUT YIIOMSIHYTb, YTO IIOCIIeN-
HWUW JOEeVICTBUTEJILHO IIOCJIajl IIePBOMY «ctnn-
HYIO OLIeHKY JXMBBIX CVWJI» BMeCTe C IIVICBMOM, B
KOTOPOM C IJIyOOKOV IIPM3HATEIBHOCTBIO IIPO-
CWJI JIaTh OLIEHKY €ro COYMHEHMSIM°. DTO BBICTY-
I1aeT CBU/IeTeIbCTBOM YKe TOI/ia CyIIleCTBOBaBIIIe-
ro T1yOoKoro mouteHus K Distepy. OmHako Kant
UIIeT ofo0peHNsl y MBICJIUTEIIsSA, BO MHOTMIX OTHO-
LIeHUAIX MPUIepKMBaBIIerocs IIPOTUBOIOIIOX-
HBIX B3IJISIOB, 9YeM Te, KOTOPBIe BBIPA3WII aBTOP
«VctaHOM OLleHKM...». K IIpumepy, 3T0 MOXHO
3aMeTUTh, PACCMOTPeB yXXe YIIOMSHYTbhle BBIIlle
pasiuns B X B3DIAaX Ha rpaBuTanyio. Takum
o0Opa3oM, MBI MOXXeM CZeJIaTh BBIBOZ, UTO [I0 3TO-
ro MoMmeHTa KaHT ertie He 113y un1 paboTsl Diijtepa
IOCTAaTOYHO ITTyOOKO.

> Cp. mucemo Kanra x Dwrepy (Kant, 1999, p. 45—46).
Ono He ByIOYeHO B Akademie-Ausgabe, HO ero MOXHO
Hantu B (Fischer, 1985, S. 217 —218).
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can loosely call a Leibnizian-based concept of
space. But the way that the single substances
are in connection with each other is due to
the force of gravity, even though Kant does
not name the force directly. Kant introduces
an interesting way of employing a concep-
tion of relational space by integrating gravi-
ty: If a substance acts on other substances to
the inverse power of two, a three dimensional
space emerges. God does determine the way
by which substances act on each other. Be it,
as in the case of a three dimensional space, by
the power of two or in any other way. Since
the connection between the substances is ar-
bitrarily chosen by God, if God chose other
forces by which the substances act on each
other, other spaces with different dimensions
would occur.

We see that Kant is aiming to integrate grav-
ity in his work and gives it a fundamental role
at the very beginning of his intellectual career.
But his attention has not yet been drawn to ab-
solute space and the problems that surround
those notions.

With regard to Euler’s influence on Kant
up to this point it is worth mentioning that
Kant did send the True Estimation of the Living
Forces to Euler together with a letter in which
he, deeply appreciative, pleads for an appraisal
of his writing.” This shows that his deep admi-
ration for Euler was already in place. Howev-
er, Kant asked a thinker for a positive review,
who, in many regards, held an opposing view
to Kant’s in the True Estimation of the Living
Forces. This for instance can be seen by looking
at their different views on gravity as discussed
above. So it seems that up to this point, Kant
did not study Euler’s work in depth.

> Cf. Kant's letter to Euler in Kant (1999, pp. 45-46). This
letter is not included in the Akademie-Ausgabe but can be
found in Fischer (1985, pp. 217-218).



3. «<HoBoe ocBerrieHMe nepBbIX IPUHIIMIIOB
MeTadpM3MUIeCcKOoro ro3Haums» (1755)

YrBepxnenne KaHnToM pesrsiiiioHHOV IpUpo-
IIbI IIPOCTPaHCTBA B «MBICIIIX 00 MCTVHHOV OlleH-
Ke XXVBBIX CMJI» He IOJDKHO IIPVBOAUTD Hac K BBIBO-
1y, uto KaHT gBisiics neviOHmnIaneM. Mpl, cko-
pee, MeeM [1eJ10 ¢ TeM PaKTOM, YTO OH YHaCJIeIo-
BaJI JIEVIOHMIIVAHCKO-BOJIB(PMAHCKYIO TIO3MIIVIO,
He TIO/IBeprHyB ee KpuTuke. OIHAKO €ro TOIbIT-
Ka COBMECTUTB 3Ty TO3MIIVIO C MiZIeert IpaBUTaIVN
C caMOro Hayvajla II0Kas3bIBaeT HaM Ba>XHOCTH DTOW
HBIOTOHOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIINI. DTa TeHAEHIIVS IIPO-
IOJKaeTCs VI B €ro TOCTIeNyIOMMX TpyHdax, B TO
BpeMs KaK abCOITIOTHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ POJTh, KO-
TOPYIO OHO WUI'PaeT [1jId OCHOB (PU3MKM, He cpasy
CTAaHOBUTCS [JIs1 HEro siBHOM I1poOrtemont. B «Ho-
BOM OCBeIIIeHW...»» OH OIISTh JKe CcoueTaeT pesls-
LIVIOHVCTCKYIO VIel0 IIPOCTPaHCTBa C KOHIIEIIIIN-
eV rpaBuUTaIny, pacmmpsis ee. OmHaKoO 3Ta padoTa
He Obl/Ia B TIOJIHOVI Mepe KOPPeKTHO OXapaKTepu-
30BaHa vccilesiosaresisiMu. @puamas nuieT: «Ta-
KM o00paszoM, JIerOHMIIaHCKO-BOJIb(praHCKas
IIOKTpPVHA IIPOCTPaHCTBa KakK (peHOMeHa, BBIBOIVI-
MOT'O 3 HEIIPOCTPaHCTBEHHOIO TIOpsIIIKa, IIpeBpa-
ITfaeTCs B HBIOTOHOBCKOE yueHVe 0 O0)KecTBEHHO
BesfecymiHocT» (Friedman, 1994, p. 7).

@punMaH 37ech BBOAUT Hac B 3a0iTyXKIeHue.
Ha camomMm nerte myig KanTa peus 3gech naeT He O
Be3[IeCyIIIHOCTM bora B HBIOTOHOBCKOM CMBICITE, a
0 CBsI3M CyOCTaHITNV TIOCPEACTBOM OOXKeCTBEHHO-
ro pasyma. «Koneunsie cybcmanyuu moavko 6 cuay
1M020, 4Mo oHu cyujectmBYyiom, He HAX00AMCA euje HU
6 xaxux omHoueHuax opye k Opyey, u odujeHue Mex-
0y HUMU UMeer MecHo AUULb NOCHIO0AbKY, NOCKOAbKY
Bce onu yoepxxuBatomces 6 mom usu unom Bude 63a-
UMHO020 OMHOUEHUA O0HUM 00UsUM UCTHOUHUKOM UX
cywjecmboBanus, a umeHHo 0OoxecmbeHHbiM pasy-
mom» (AA 01, S. 412—413; Kanr, 1994, c. 305—306).

DrTa CBSI3b OIPeNIesISIeTCs CYIIOVE IIPUTSDKEHMS.
HproTOH paccMaTpmBasl caMo IIPOCTPaHCTBO, He3a-

¢ «V Tak KaK OHO CO3/IA€TCsI OIHIM JIVIIIb COIIPUCY TCTBY-
€M, TO OHO JIeVICTBYeT Ha JIFOOOM PacCTOSHUM M eCTh He
YTO MHOE, KaK HblomoHoBckoe npumsixenue, VI BceoOIiee
tarorerue» (AA 01, S. 414; Kanr, 1994r, c. 310).
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3. Nova Delucidatio (1755)

Kant’s affirmative position on a relational
space in the True Estimation of the Living Forces
should not lead to the conclusion that Kant is a
Leibnizian. It is rather the fact that he inherits a
Leibniz-Wolffian perspective without question-
ing it further. But his attempt to include gravity
into it shows the importance of this Newtonian
conception from the beginning. This tendency
continues throughout his writings, while ab-
solute space and the role it plays for the foun-
dations of physics is not a problem which he
truly estimates at this point. In Nova Delucida-
tio he again combines a relationist idea of space
with the conception of gravity, but extends it.
However, this writing has not been character-
ised correctly to the full extent. Friedman (1994,
p. 7) writes: “In this way the Leibnizean-Wolffi-
an doctrine of space as a phenomenon derived
from the order of non-spatial and is transmut-
ed into the Newtonian doctrine of divine omni-
presence.”

This is misleading. Actually, for Kant at this
point, it is not about the omnipresence of God
in a Newtonian sense, but about the connec-
tion of the substances through the divine rea-
son: “Finite substances do not, in virtue of their
existence alone, stand in a relationship with each
other, nor are they linked together by any interac-
tion at all, except in so far as the common principle
of their existence, namely the divine understand-
ing, maintains them in a state of harmony in their
reciprocal relations” (PND, AA 01, pp. 412-413;
Kant, 1992a, p. 40). This connection is identi-
fied as gravity.® Newton saw space itself, in-
dependently from its parts or the matter it
contains, as the emanative effect of God, an

® “Since it is brought about by co-presence alone, it
reaches to all distances whatever, and is Newtonian at-
traction or universal gravity” (PND, AA 01, p. 414; Kant,
1992a, p. 43).



3. Tépr

BUCHMO OT €r0 YacTeVl VIV COOep Kallenics B HeM
MaTepuy, Kak sMaHaTMBHBI 3¢ddekT bora, sty
VJIel0 OH IIOYepIIHYJI B TPAIUIINM KeMOPUIKCKO-
ro mwiaToHnsMa (cp.: Jammer, 1993, p. 110): «ITpo-
CTPaHCTBO eCTh SMaHATUBHBIN 3 PeKT M3HaYaIb-
HO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIEeV CYIITHOCTH (TO ecTh bora), nbo
ecJIM JaHa HeKOTOopas CYILIHOCTb, TO TeM CaMbIM
maHo u rpocTpaHcTBo» (Newton, 2004, p. 25).

bynyun smanarveaBIM 3 dexTom camoro bora,
IIPOCTPaHCTBO OepeT Ha cedsl TakKye ero BaKHeV-
IIVe CBOVICTBA, KaK OeCKOHEeUYHOCTh M HeM3MeH-
HocTe. 111 KaHTa, HarrpoTus, peub naeT o CuHTe3e
cTydanHbIX cyOcTaHImit yepes bora. DToT cunTes
BO3MOXKEH He uepe3 Be3[IeCyIITHOCTE, a uepe3 Ooxe-
CTBEHHBIVI PaCcCyI0K, COIVIHSTIOITVT Cy6CTaHHT/H/I
B e[MHoe IIpocTpaHCcTBO. CIle1oBaTesIbHO, MOXHO
CKa3aTh, uTO KOoHIlermms KaHTa yacTMYHO COOT-
BeTcTByeT KoHLemnmyu Hetorona. Ho Bee xe ennH-
CTBEHHBIM VICTMHHO HBIOTOHOBCKVM 3JIEMEHTOM B
nonxofe Kanra gBiisieTcs ero momnbITKa MHTErpH-
poBaTh I'paBUTALIMIO B CBOVI IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIN
perrauyonmsM. Vrak, xorsa KaHT Bce eltle Jasek oT
HBIOTOHOBCKVIX BO33PEHVI Ha ITIPOCTPaHCTBO, CTOUT
OTMETUTD, YTO OH BCe DOJIBIIIe OT/IaISIeTCs OT KiTac-
CUYeCKMX JIEIOHMIIIaHCKIIX BO33peHmit. CcbUIasich
criop Jlenbumiia ¢ Kitapkom, on mmet: «Hert, ro-
BOPSIT, HUKAKOT'O OCHOBaHWMS JI TOro, 4ToObI Bor
Ha3Ha4YWI JByM CyOCTaHIIMSAM pa3IMdHbIe MecTa,
ecJIV BO BCeX JIPYTVIX OTHOIIIEHMSIX OHV COBepIIIeH-
HO MeXmy cobomt cosnamaror. Kakasi HerrerocTs!
51 yIVBIIAIOCH TOMY, KaK Cepbe3HeVIIIe JIIOIV MO-
T'yT TEIUTH cebs TI0OOHOI e TCKOM VT'POVL B [IOBO-
e (AA 01, S. 409; KanT, 1994, c. 299).

JlaHHOe BBICKa3bIBaHIME CJle[lyeT paccMaTpy-
BaThb KaK IIPsIMOVI KOMMeHTapU K IVICKYCCUV MeX-
ny JlentbaMIIeM 11 KitapkoM, B KOTOpOVI OHVI 00CY k-
JAlOT BO3MOXKHOCTB CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS JIBYX Hepas-
amnMbIX 00bekToB. CorrtacHo JlenGHmIy, 11Be co-
BepIIeHHO OIVTHAKOBbIE Belll/ He MOT'YT CyIIeCTBO-
BaTh, IOTOMY UTO 3TO HApPYIIVIO Obl €r0 IMPVHIINII
TOXecTBa HepazmamMbix’. Kitapk Bospakaer
IIPOTMB 3TOr0 apryMeHTa. JI1eiiOHMI] yTBepXIaeT,
YTO M3-3a 3TOrO IMPUHIIMIIA HU [IBa MAEHTUYHbIX

7 DTOT NPMHINIL, II0 KpavHel Mepe [0 YTBeP)KIEeHMIO
JlenOuwMITa, CilemyeT M3 MPMHINAIIA JOCTATOYHOIO OCHO-
BaHI.
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idea he adapted from the tradition of Cam-
bridge Platonism (cf. Jammer, 1993, p. 110):
“Space is an emanative effect of the first exist-
ing being, for if any being whatsoever posited,
space is posited” (Newton, 2004, p. 25).

Being the emanative effect of God him-
self, space takes on crucial properties from
him such as infinity and immutability. For
Kant, on the contrary, it is about the synthe-
sis of contingent substances through God.
This synthesis is possible, not through an om-
nipresence, but a divine understanding which
connects the substances to one space. There-
fore it can be said that Kant’s conception par-
allels in part Newton’s. But still, the only truly
Newtonian element in Kant’s approach is his
attempt to integrate Newtonian gravity into
his relationalism. So, while Kant still happens
to be far distant from a Newtonian perspective
on space, it is noteworthy that he disavows a
classic Leibnizian viewpoint. With reference
to the debate between Leibniz and Clarke,
he writes: “It is constantly being said that if
two substances agree completely in all oth-
er respects, then there is no reason why God
should assign different places to them. What
nonsense! It amazes me that grown men of the
greatest gravity should take a delight in such
frivolous arguments” (PND, AA 01, p. 409;
Kant, 1992a, p. 35).

This is to be considered as a direct com-
ment on the debate between Leibniz and Clarke
in which both of them discuss the possibili-
ty of two indiscernible objects. According to
Leibniz, two completely similar things cannot
exist because it would violate his principle of
the identity of indiscernibles.” Clarke opposes
his argument. Leibniz claims that, because of
this principle, neither two identical bodies nor
absolute space can exist: if two identical bod-

7 A principle that, at least as Leibniz claims, follows
from the principle of sufficient reason.



TeJIa, HY adCOJIIOTHOE IIPOCTPAaHCTBO He MOT'YT Cy-
IIIeCTBOBATh: eCIv Obl CyIllecTBOBasIM [1Ba VIeH-
TUYHBIX TeJIa, 3TO IIPOTUBOPEUNIIO Obl GoXKeCcTBeH-
HoVI My pocTir. [lasiee: ecyiv 661 abCorTIOTHOE ITPO-
CTPaHCTBO KaK OOHOpOAHAs CYIIHOCTb COCTOS-
JI0 VI3 HepasINM4MMBbIX YacTevl, TO MUP, B KOTOPOM
TeJla pasMellleHbl HeKIM OIlpefieJIeHHbIM 00pa3oM,
ObUT ObI HEOTTMYMM OT MUPA, B KOTOPOM ITOJIOXKe-
HVISL TVIX TeJI I3MEHEeHBI. DTO IIPUBOANT JlentOHm-
I1a K BBIBOJIY, YTO aOCOJIFOTHOIO IIPOCTpaHCTBa He
CYILIECTBYET, a IIPOCTPAHCTBO JOJDKHO paccMaTpy-
BaTBCS JIVIITH KaK HeYTO OTHOCUTEJILHOE.

B «HoBoM ocserienmmn...» KaHT BbICTyIIaeT 11po-
Ty JlentOHMITA: B TO BpeMs Kak [iBe MAeHTUYHbIe
Bellly He MOI'yT CyIIlecTBOBaTh /11 JlentOHmITa 13-
3a VX HepasiamummocTy, KaHT cumraer Takme cyo-
CTaHIIUV Pas3IMYMMBIMU M3-3a PasHUIIbI TPUCY-
myX MM MecT. I[loaToMy 1 MOryT cyIiecTBoBaTh
OITHOBPEMEHHO B OCTaJIBHOM Hepas/InduMble Cy0-
CTaHLIUL

JJ1s TI0JIHOV TOXKIIeCTBeHHOCTU IBYX Bellle
TpebyeTcs TOXIIEeCTBEHHOCTb BCeX IIPU3HAKOB
WIN ollpefleJleHUII — W BHYTPeHHNX, 1 BHeIll-

8«1 w3 Hero, MeXIy IPOYNM, IeJlal0 3aKIIUeHNe, 9To
HeT B IIpupofe 06yx pealbHbIX, aDCOIIIOTHO HEPA3AUUUMBbIX
Berer, n0o ecym Obl TakoBBle ObUTH, TO Bor n mpupona,
obparmasich ¢ OIHOV MHade, YeM C JIPYTO¥l, IOCTyIasn
Ob! Oe3 ocHOBaHMsL. [ToaTOMY £ 3aKT04aro, uto bor Booo-
Ile He co3fjaeT 0fyx MaTepWaJIbHBIX YacTUIl, COBEpIIeH-
HO paBHbIX VI CXOOHBIX APYT C APYroM» (M3 IISITOrO MMChbMa
Jlenbrmma Kitapky, cm.: Jlentonmr, 1989, c. 471).

? «VTaK, s yTBEPXK/IAlo: eCiM MPOCTPaHCTBO OBUIO OBI
abCOJIFOTHOV CYIIIHOCTBIO, TO CIIYUIIIOCh OBI UTO-TO, [IJISI
Yero HeBO3MOXKHO ObUIO OBI yKasaTh JOCTaTOYHOE OCHO-
BaHIE, @ 9TO HAPYIIIAeT Hallly aKCroMy. JIOKasbIBato s 3TO
crenyromM obpasoM. ITpocTpaHCTBO SIBIISIETCS 4eM-TO
COBEPIIIEHHO OIHOPOIHBIM, VI, €CJIVI OTBJIEYbCS OT HaXO-
ISIIIVIXCS B HEM BeIlerl, OfHA ero TOYKa abCOIIOTHO HM-
yeM He OTJIIMYAEeTCs OT Jirobort apyrovt Toukn. Crrerosa-
TEeJIBHO... HEBO3MOXXHO yKa3aTh OCHOBaHMe IS TOro, I0-
I‘IeMy BOF, COXpaHﬂH Te JXe B3aIMHbIe paCHOJ'IO)KeHVIH TeJl,
pasMecTII X B IIPOCTPAHCTBE IMEHHO TaKMM 00pasoM,
a He mMHade... Ho ecym mpocTpaHCTBO He UTO MHOe, Kak
3TOT HMOPSOOK, WIV OTHOIIEHVE, VI ey OHO Oe3 Tell He
YTO MHOe, KaK TOJIBKO BO3MOXXHOCTH JIaBaTh VM OIIpeJie-
JIEHHO€ II0JIOXKEHVE, TO VIMEHHO 3TU JBa COCTOSIHWUS —
[IepBOHAYAIBHOE 11 OOpalleHHOoe — HI B UYeM He OTJIN-
YaroTCs JIPYT OT Zpyra. VIX pasidve cOmep XUTCS NI
B HaIlleM XMMEPWYECKOM IIPEeNIIOIOKEHNN PeaIbHOCTI
IIPOCTpaHCTBa caMoro 1o cebe» (M3 TpeThero MMCbMa
Jlenbumria Kiapky, cm.: JleriOnmr, 1989, c. 442).
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ies were to exist, this would be against God's
wisdom?® Further, if absolute space, as a ho-
mogenous being, were to consist of indiscerni-
ble parts of space, a world in which the bodies
are placed the way they are would be indistin-
guishable from a world where the bodies are
shifted.’ This leads Leibniz to the conclusion
that absolute space does not exist, and space
must be seen as something merely relative.

In Nova Delucidatio Kant argues against
Leibniz. While two identical things cannot ex-
ist for Leibniz because of their indiscernibility,
Kant sees such substances as discernible because
of the different places they inhabit. That is why
such otherwise identical substances can exist:

The complete identity of two things demands
the identity of all their characteristic marks
or determinations, both internal and external.
Is there anyone who has excluded place from
this complete determination? Accordingly, no
matter how great the agreement of things in
respect of their internal characteristic marks,

8 “I infer from that Principle, among other consequenc-
es, that there are not in Nature fwo real, absolute be-
ings in nature, indiscernible from each other; because if
there were, God and Nature would act without reason,
in ordering the one otherwise than the other; and that
therefore God does not produce Two Pieces of Matter
perfectly equal and alike” (Leibniz’ fifth Letter to Clarke
(1717, p. 173)).

9 “I say then, that if Space was an absolute Being, there
would Something happen, for which would be impossi-
ble there should be a sufficient Reason. Which is against
my Axiom. And I prove it thus. Space is Something ab-
solutely Uniform; and, without the Things placed in it,
Omne Point of Space does not absolutely differ in any re-
spect whatsoever from Another Point of Space. Now from
hence it follows, [...] that “tis impossible there should be
a Reason, why God, preserving the same Situations of
Bodies among themselves, should have placed them in
Space after one certain particular manner, and not otherwise
[...]. But if Space is nothing else, but That Order or Rela-
tion; and is nothing at all without Bodies, but the Pos-
sibility of placing them; then those two States, the one
such as it now is, the other supposed to be the quite con-
trary way, would not at all differ from one another. Their
Difference therefore is only to be found in our Chimeri-
cal Supposition of the Reality of Space in it slf.” (Leibniz’
third letter to Clarke (1717, pp. 58-59)).

17



3. Tépr

HUX. HO pasBe KTO-HMOYIb MICKIIIOYVUT M3 3TOTO
IIOJIHOTO OIIpefiesleHNs TaKo IIpU3HaK, KaK Me-
cro? IloaTOMy OHU BOBCe He OJIHa U Ta JKe Belllb,
100, KaK ObI OHM HM COBIIajajIi II0 CBOMM BHY-
TPeHHVM IpU3HaKaM, OHM OTJINYalOTCs IPYT OT
Apyra 1o KpavHeV Mepe I10 CBOeMYy MeCTOIIOJIO-
xeHmo (AA 01, S. 409; Kanr, 1994r, c. 299).

3meck MBI IcHO BuamM, 4yTo KaHT Bce Gosbiire
¥ OOJIBIIIe OTXOOWUT OT JIeIOHMIIMAHCKO KOHIIEII-
LMY, HaXOMSICh TPV 3TOM HajleKO OT HBIOTOHOB-
CKMX TIOHSITUI IIPOCTpaHCTBa M MecTa. Ecim Mbl
BepMM B aOCOJTIOTHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO B HBIOTOHOB-
CKOM CMBICTIe, TO HallpaBjleHHas IpoTuB JleriOHm-
11a aprymeHTarus KanTta HeyOemyiTeibHa, Tak Kak
y HeloToHa mpoctpancTBo ogHOpomHo. [Ipucy-
IIye TejlaM MecCTa, IIOHVMaeMble KaK 4acTy IIpo-
CTPaHCTBa, HE MOTYT, TakKMM 00pa3oM, ObITH OT-
JIMYUTEIBHBIM TIPU3HAKOM [BYX CyOCTaHIINT,
TOX[IeCTBEHHBIX B Apyrux acrekrax. OmHaxo
mia KaHTa, HoffepXMBarollero pesIsiiOHHYIO
KOHIIEIIIIVIO IIPOCTPAHCTBa, 3TOT apryMeHT ObLiI
BIIoJIHe paboummM: «Tak Kak MecTo, IOJIOKeHVe 1
IIPOCTPAHCTBO CYTh OTHOIIEHMS CyOCTaHIINIL...»
(AA 01, S. 414; Kanr, 1994r, c. 308).

Xotst KaHT Bce ellle mpuaepXuBasics peJisiy-
OHHOVI KOHIIEIIIIVV IIPOCTPAHCTBA, OH BCe OOITb-
111e V1 OOJIBITIe OTHAISIICS OT YHAC/IEOBAHHOIO MM
serioHMITMaHckoro roaxona. OpHako Ha TOT MO-
MeHT OH OCO3HaBaJI JIUIIIb KOHIIeTyaJIbHble IIpO-
Oremer Teopuit JlemtOHMITA, HO He Qu3IUECKe.
210 m3meHmuTcs B 1758 1.

4. «<HoBas Teopmst IBVI>KEHMS VI IIOKOSI»
(1758)

I'1yGokme M3MeHeHMS B TeOPUI IIPOCTPaHCTBa
KanTa MbI Haviem B counHeHnm «Hosast Teopnis
IBVDKeHM 1 1okos». Kaxercs, 3mecs Kant Briep-
Bble OCO3HAaeT ITIOCJIe[ICTBYUS, KOTOpPble ITpaBUIIb-
Hasl Teopus ABVDKEHMS MOIJIa ObI IMeTh IS IIPO-
CTpaHCTBa KaK (PyHIaMeHTaIbHOro (pusmdecko-
ro HOHATHUSA. B KOPOTKOM TpaKTaTe OH HauMHaeT
pasBMBaTL TEOPWIO, KOTOPYIO 3aBepIIUT II0YTU
TPUALATH JIeT CIYCTA. YTO KacaeTcs IBVDKeHV, B
1758 1. KauT nmrert:
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things which are distinguished at least in virtue
of place are not one and the same thing at all
(PND, AA 01, p. 409; Kant, 1992a, p. 35).

Here it becomes clear that Kant distanc-
es himself more and more from Leibniz" con-
ception, even though his concept of place and
space is still far from Newton’s perspective. If
one believes in absolute space in a Newtoni-
an sense, Kant’'s argument against Leibniz is
not compelling, since Newton’s absolute space
is homogenous. The places bodies inhabit, un-
derstood as parts of space, cannot therefore be
seen as a feature by which two otherwise iden-
tical substances could be distinguished. But
based on the fact that Kant endorses a relation-
al conception of space, the argument does work
well for him: “Since place, position, and space
are relations of substances [...]” (PND, AA 01,
p. 414; Kant, 1992a, p. 42).

Even though Kant still holds a relational
view on space, he more and more disavows
the Leibnizian-based perspective he inher-
ited. But up to this point he only is aware of
the conceptual problems that such a theory
of space includes. He is not yet aware of the
physical problems that surround the theories
of space at this time. This, however, changes in
the year 1758.

4. New Doctrine of Motion and Rest (1758)

A profound change in Kant’s theory of space
can be found in his writing New Doctrine of Mo-
tion and Rest. It seems that Kant realised for the
first time the implications a proper theory of
motion might have on space as a fundamental
concept of physics. In his short treatise he starts
to develop a theory that he will finish almost
thirty years later. With regard to motion, Kant
writes in 1758:



CraB Ha 3Ty TOUKY 3peHNs, 5 y3HAI0, 9TO IBVI-
JKeHIe ecThb lepeMeHa Mecta. Ho Bckope s Haum-
HalO TakKXXe IIOHMMAaTh, YTO MECTO BeIl MOXXHO
3HATh, €CJIM 3HAIOT ee IIOJIOKeHe MM ee BHeIIl-
Hee OTHOIIIeHME K APYTMM OKPY KafOIIVIM ee Be-
mam. [lajtee s MOTy paccMaTpwBaTh TeJIO B €ro
OTHOIIIEHNV K OIIpeJieJIeHHBIM BHEIITHVIM IIpefi-
MeTaM, KOTOpble HeIIOCPeICTBEHHO ero OKpyKa-
IOT, VI TOITA, eCJIM TeJI0 He M3MEeHseT 3TOro OT-
HOIIIeHMs], s MOTY CKa3aTh, YTO OHO HaXOIWUTCs
B COCTOsIHMM TTOKos. Ho Korpma s craHy ero pac-
CMaTpUBaTh 110 OTHOIIEHVIO K OoJlee IIMPOKOM
cdepe, TO BO3MOXKHO, UTO 3TO XKe TeJIO BMeCTe C
OyIM3KMMM K HeMy IIpeaMeTaMy Oy/ieT M3MeHsSITh
CBOE TIOJIOKEHVIE OTHOCUTEJIBHO 3TOVI cpephl, 1
C 9TOVI TOYKM 3peHMS s Ha/IeIIo ero ABVDKeHVEM
(AA 02, S. 16; KarT, 19948, c. 371).

ITpobGriema, ¢ KOTOpOVI CTaJIKMBaeTCsl 371ech
KanT, MoxeT ObITh OOpucoBaHa CileyIOIINM 00-
pasoM: IIIapyK Ha CTOJIe MOXKET He JIBUTaThCs OT-
HOCUTEJIBHO CTOJIa, HO eCJIVI MBI IIpeficTaBuM cebe
CTOJI, KOTOPBIVI HEIIOJIBVYKHO CTOUT Ha 3eMJle, yJa-
CTByeT BO BpallleHUM 3eMiIy, a 3eMJIs BpalaeTcs
BokpyT COJIHITa ¥ TaK J1ajiee, TO y HaC BOSHVKHYT
11po0JIeMBI C ITPUITVCHIBAHVIEM VICTVMHHOIO [IBVIKe-
Hust mapuky. Kocmosorus, paspaboranHag Kan-
TOM BO «BceoOrier1 ecTecTBeHHOV MICTOPUM U Te-
opun Heba» (1755), BbIcTymaeT poHOM I 3TOM
npobriemsr. [l Herotona aOcorroTHOe 1IpO-
CTPaHCTBO OTOXIECTBJISJIIOCh C CHCTEMOVI KOOp-
nuHat 11eHTpa Macc ComHeunont cucteMer’. Cam
HEb10TOH BuIeT HeOIBIVDKHBIE 3Be3/Ibl, HO He IIPU-
MeHWI K HUM CBOIO Teoputo TpasuTarimim'’. Takum
o0pasoM, 0H, IO KpariHeil Mepe B OOIIMX yepTax,
CMOT pelnTh Ipo0sieMy, KOTOPYIO HeceT ¢ cobor
OIHOPOJIHOEe abCOJIIOTHOE IIPOCTPAaHCTBO, 1 OIIpe-
IEeJINTH aDCOITIOTHOE MeCTO VI CKOPOCTB TeJl, OIpe-
Tiesisisi aOCOJIIOTHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO OTHOCUTEIIHHO
rieHTpa Macc CortHeuHovt cuctemsl. i1t Kanra Ta-
KOV TIOJIXO]] OKa3bIBAeTCs HEJIOCTYITHBIM, ITIOCKOIIb-

10 «Ienmp cucmems. Mupa Haxooumcs 6 noxoe. DTO IIPU-
3HaeTcs BceMyt, 00 OHV IIPVHMMAIOT HaXOSIIVIMICS B
3TOM IIeHTpe U TOoKosMycsa 3emmo, npyrue — CoiH-
ne. ITocmoTrpum ke, uTo M3 aToro cienyer» (HpioTom,
1989, c. 526).

1B 28-m Borpoce coent «OnTnkm» HpoToH puropnye-
CKM CIIpAIlVBAaeT: «...VI YTO MelllaeT I1aJeHII0 HeIIOIBVIK-
HBIX 3Be3[] OIIHOVI Ha Apyryio?» (HeioTon, 1954, c. 280).

19

E. Gorg

In this situation, I recognize that motion is
a change of place. But I also soon realize that
the place of a thing is known by its position,
situation, or by its external relationship to
other objects around it. Now, I can think of
a body in relation to its closest neighbouring
objects, and, if this relationship does not
change, I will say that it is at rest. But as soon
as I think of it in relation to a sphere of greater
size, it is possible that that body, together with
the objects close to it, will change its position
in relation to the larger relative space, and
from this point of view I shall ascribe motion
to it (NLBR, AA 02, p. 16; Kant, 2012b, p. 400).

The problem Kant faces here can be
sketched as follows: A marble on a table
might not move with regard to the table. But if
we imagine the table, which stands still on the
earth, participates in the rotation of the earth,
and the earth rotates around the sun and so
on, we have problems in ascribing the true
motion to the marble. The cosmology Kant de-
veloped in the Universal Natural History and
Theory of the Heavens of 1755, is the backdrop
to this problem. For Newton, absolute space
was identified with the centre-of-mass frame
of the solar system.” Newton himself saw the
fixed stars at rest. He did not apply his theory
of gravity to them." He therefore, at least in
principle, was able to solve the problem that
a homogenous absolute space brings with it
and identify absolute place and velocity by
identifying absolute space with the centre-of-
mass frame of the solar system. This option is
not available to Kant, since the fixed stars are
not fixed for him anymore. Three decades be-

10 “The center of the system of the world is at rest. No one
doubts this, although some argue that the earth, others
that the sun, is at rest in the center of the system. Let us
see what follows from this hypothesis” (Newton, 1999,
p. 816).

't Newton askes in Query 28 of his Opticks rhetorically:
“what hinders the fixed stars from falling upon one an-
other?” (Newton, 1718, p. 344).



3. Tépr

Ky [IJIs1 Hero OoJibllle HeT HeITO[BVIKHBIX 3Be31I. 3a
TPU JeCATWIETHS A0 3Toro bpanm obHapyxwmi
IIBVKeHVIe HEKOTOPBIX 3Be3I, ITpHMMaeMbIx Hbro-
TOHOM 3a HemofBvLKHBIe (Bradley, 1727). B xocmo-
snorum 1755 r. KauT neiTaercs 00ObICHUTD 3TO OBVI-
JKeHVie, pacCMaTpyBasi HEIIOIIBVKHBIE 3Be3/Ibl KaK
4JacTb Ooslee KPYITHOVI CUCTeMBI IleHTpa Macc. [Tos-
TOMY OH IIpMMeHseT pelieHre HploToHa 117151 COI-
HEYHOV CUCTeMBI B Oojlee KPYIIHOM Maciirabe:
«/ItaK, Bce coHIIa HeOEeCHOVI TBEPAM COBEPIIAIOT
KpyToBOe ABVDKeHMe JI00 BOKPYT OIHOrO oOlile-
ro LIeHTpa Wi e BOKPYr MHormx. <...> Ha oc-
HOBaHWMVI 3TOTO B3IJISI/Ia MOKHO B HEKOTOPOVI CTe-
TIeHV TIPENICTaBUTD CUICTEMY HETIOIBVDKHBIX 3Be3]]
KaK IUTAaHEeTHYIO CHUCTeMY, YBeJIM4eHHYIO 10 Oec-
KoHeuHOCTM» (AA 01, S. 250; KanT, 19944, c. 142).
Ho KanT Ha sTOM He octaHaBimBaeTcst. OH BU-
IOUT 3a KaXXIIOW CHCTEMOV C IIEHTPOM MaccC elle
GosbiIyIo IOIOOHYIO crcTeMy U Tak fJasiee (AA 01,
S. 256). B «HoBoit Teopmm OBVDKEHMS ¥ ITOKOS»
KanT BuamT mpobsieMsl 11715 TeOpuyt ABVIKEHWS 1
ee PyHIAMEHTAJIBHON POJIM B OCHOBAaHWUM (PU3K-
K11, KOTOpble KOCMOJIOT VST IIPUHOCUT ¢ cobort. ITy-
CTOe IIPOCTPAHCTBO He CIIOCOOHO MOJIepXKaTh Ta-
Ky1o Teopuio: «V1 eciv OBl 5 Take 3aXOTelT IIperl-
CTaBUTB cebe MaTeMaTI4ecKoe IIPOCTPAHCTBO, CBO-
OomHOe oT Kakyx ObI TO HI OBUIO IIPeIMEeTOB, KaK
HeKoe BMeCTWJIVIIIIE TeJI, TO VI 9TO MHe HUCKOJIBKO
He 1I0MoII0 OBl 1160 KakyM 00pa3oM s MOT'y OTJIV-
YMTH YaCTh STOTO IIPOCTPAHCTBA U Pa3IMIHbIe Me-
CTa B HeM, KOJIb CKOPO OHV He 3aHSTHI HIUeM TeJle-
cHbIM?» (AA 02, S. 17, Kanr, 19948, c. 372).
Pemenne KaHTta coctomMT B TOM, YTO OBVIXe-
HVIe HeJTb3sl paccMaTpuBaTh KakK aOCOITIOTHOE, HO
JIVIITB KakK oTHocuTesrpHOe. Ho kak BeIOpaTh, OT-
HOCUTEJIBHO KaKMX TeJI OyJIeT IIPOVCXOIUTE BV-
xeHmne? YToObl onpenenTs HpaBWIBHYIO CHCTe-
My orcyeTa, KaHT npuiaeT prsmaecKM 3aKoHaM
CTaTyc aKCMOMaTUKN. VIMITyIJIbCBI B3aVIMOIEVICTBY-
IOIMX TeJI NOJDKHBI ObITh OOMHAKOBBIMI'?, UTO

12 Kax moxaseiaer Ksppmep (Carrier, 1992, p. 404—
409), dpuaMaH OmIMOOYHO MHTEPIPeTHpPYeT 3TOT 3a-
KoH (Friedman, 1994, p. 39) kak Tperun 3akoH HpioToHa.
3nech KauT ropoput He 0 paBeHCTBe CWI, a O PaBeHCTBe
VIMITYJTbCOB.
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fore, Bradley (1727) discovered the motion of
some of the fixed stars. In the cosmology of
1755, Kant tries to explain this movement by
seeing the fixed stars as part of a bigger cen-
tre-of-momentum frame. Therefore he applies
Newton’s solution for the solar system to a
larger scale: “Thus all the suns of the firma-
ment have orbital motions either around one
universal centre point or around many. [...]
According to this representation, the system
of the fixed stars may be described approxi-
mately by the planetary one, if the latter is ex-
tended infinitely” (NTH, AA 01, p. 250; Kant,
2012b, p. 217).

But Kant does not stop there. He sees every
centre-of-momentum frame embedded again
in a larger frame and so on (NTH, AA 01,
p- 256; Kant, 2012b, p. 222). In his New Theo-
ry of Motion and Rest Kant sees the problems
which cosmology brings with it for the theo-
ry of motion and its fundamental role for the
foundation of physics. An empty space can-
not provide such a theory: “Even though I
might imagine a mathematical space empty of
all creatures as a container for the bodies, this
would not help me. For how might I distin-
guish its parts and the various places that are
not occupied by anything corporeal?” (NLBR,
AA 02, p. 17, Kant, 2012c, p. 401).

Kant’s solution is that motion cannot be ap-
plied in an absolute sense but only with refer-
ence to other bodies. But how to select these
bodies? In order to determine the correct ref-
erence frame, Kant grants the physical laws
axiomatic status. The momentum between
interacting bodies must be the same.'? This
leads to a centre-of-mass frame and a theo-

2 This law has been wrongly interpreted by Friedman
(1994, p. 39) as the third Newtonian axiom. This has been
shown by Carrier (1992, p. 404-409). Kant is not talking
about the equality of forces but about the equality of mo-
mentum here.



IIPUBOINT HAC K IEHTPY MacC KaK TOYKe OTCueTa
Y TEOPUW JBVDKEHWS, B KOTOPOW IIBVDKEHVE TeJl
BCEI/la PaccMaTpPVBAETCS KaK ITPOVICXOZSIIee 10
OTHOIIEHMIO K MX COOCTBEHHOVI CHCTEMe OTCYe-
ta. Takum obOpasom, KauT oOHapyxmBaet, uTO,
XOTSI HEBO3MOXKHO ITPUIINCATh aOCOJIIOTHOE JIBU-
JKeHMe TeJly, TI0 KparHell Mepe BO3MOXKHO OIIV-
caThb ero JBVDKEHVE IT0 OTHOIIIEHVIO K MHOXECTBY
TeJI, C KOTOPBIMM OHO B3aVIMOJIEVICTBYeT. 3/1eCh Ba-
JKEH aKCMOMATIYeCKUT CTaTyC TeOPUM IIPOCTPaH-
cTBa, KOTOPbINT KaHT Teneps MpuUIMchIBaeT 3aKo0-
Hy paBHOr0 oOMeHa VIMITYJIbCOM. DTOT aKCHOMa-
TUYECKIVI CTaTyC PyH/TaMeHTaIbHbIX 3aKOHOB Te-
OpuUV IPOCTPAHCTBA VI IBVDKEHNS], BEPOSITHO, CBSI-
3aH ¢ m3yueHreM KanTtom myOnmkanmi Dvuiepa,
KOTOPBIVI IIPUIIVICAJT AKCMIOMATUYeCKMII CTaTyC 3a-
KOHY VIHEPIIVV U VICIIOJIb30BaJI €r0 B KauecTBe VH-
CTPyMeHTa IjIs pa3paboTKM Teopum IIPOCTpPaH-
cTBa. B cilenyrorem paszerte Mbl 00CyayM 31O 60-
see TIopobHo. To, UTO B TOT MOMEHT HaTy pduIo-
cocbust Diytepa MMeIa pelaroriee 3HaYeHe 1
passuTis Teopun KaHTa, momrBepxaercs elre
OIHVMM (PaKTOM: OTHBIHE OH OOBSACHSET [IBVIKeHe
VHEPTHOT'O TeJIa He CVJIOV MHEPIIN, a CBOVICTBOM
nuepunmu (AA 02, S. 19-21; Kanrt, 19948, c. 375).
XOTsI OH ¥ HOIUepKMBaJl CYIIeCTBOBAHVIE TaKOV
CYUIBL VIHEPIIVIV ABYMS roffaMy paHee B «Duisnde-
CKOVI MOHAJIOJIOT MV1», TeTlePb OH CBOAUT 3Ty CUITY
K IIPOCTOMY CBOVICTBY, IIOJJOOHO TOMY KaK 3TO fie-
nan Dvutep (Dntep, 2002, c. 144—146).

Yro kacaeTcd pasBuTusA HaTypdmiocodpun
KanTa, To mpriMedaTesibHO, YTO K TOMY BpeMeHU
OH IIPUIIeJT K HOHVMaHMIO TeX (PU3MIecKmX Ipo-
071eM, C KOTOPBIMU CTAJIKMBAJIVICh BeYIIIVie COBpPe-
MeHHEBIe eMy TeOpWM IIPOCTPaHCTBA VI BpeMeHTI.

5. «O mepBOM OCHOBaHMWM pa3ININs
CTOPOH B IIpocTpaHcTBe» (1768)

Ora pabota 1768 1. 3HaMeHyeT coOOV OKOHYa-
TeJIBHBIV pa3pblB KaHTa c pesdiroHHON Teopu-
ent mpoctpaHcTBa. Ccpulasich Ha «Pa3MBIIIUICHMS»
Oiytepa, KaHT cTpemMuTcs J0Kas3aTh CyIecTBOBa-
HVIe He3aBVICHIMOT0, aOCOTIOTHOrO IIPOCTPaHCTBA.
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ry of motion where motion is always seen as
happening in relation to their very own refer-
ence frame. Thus Kant finds that, even though
it is not possible to ascribe an absolute mo-
tion to a body, it is at least possible to ascribe
a motion in relation to a sphere of bodies with
which the body is interacting. Important, at
this point, is the axiomatic status for the the-
ory of space that Kant now ascribes to the law
of equality of the exchange of momentum.
This axiomatic status of the fundamental laws
for the theory of space and motion is proba-
bly connected to Kant’s study of Euler’s pub-
lications who did ascribe axiomatic status to
the law of inertia and used it as a tool for de-
veloping the proper theory of space. This will
be discussed in greater detail in the next para-
graph. That Euler’s natural philosophy was of
crucial importance for Kant’s development at
that time is confirmed by another fact: From
now on he does not explain the movement of
an inert body by a force of inertia but by the
property of inertia (NLBR, AA 02, pp. 19-21,
Kant, 2012c, pp. 403-404). While he under-
lined the existence of such a force of inertia
two years before in the Monadologia Physica, he
now reduces this force to a mere property ex-
actly as Euler did (Euler, 1802, pp. 263-266).
With regard to Kant’s development it is
noteworthy that he had by then established an
understanding of the physical problems which
the leading theories of space of his time bore.

5. On the Ultimate Ground of the
Differentiation of Regions in Space (1768)

This writing of 1768 marks for Kant the fi-
nal break with a mere relational theory of
space. With direct reference to Euler’s Reflec-
tions, Kant aims to prove the existence of an in-
dependent, absolute space.



3. Tépr

BceM 13BecTHO, CKOJIb TIIIETHBI OBUIM yCVITVS
dwwiocodoB pas 11 HaBcerga permTb STOT BOIIPOC
IIOCPEACTBOM OTBJIEUEHHEVIIIIVIX CY>KIEHMV MeTa-
$U3MKY; 51 He 3HAIO HU OTHOVI IIOIIBITKY BBIBECTH
3TO, TaK CKasaTh, 4 posteriori (a VIMEHHO IOCpef-
CTBOM JIPYTMX HEOIIPOBEP)KMMBIX ITOJIOKEHVIV,
KOTOpBIe caMi, IIpaBa, JieXkaT BHe MeTapU3K,
OIJHAKO, eCJI HPMMEeHSTh MX in concreto, MOTyT
IIOCJTY)KUTh IIPOOHBIM KaMHEM WX IIPaBVIIBHO-
CTM), KpOMe CTaTby 3HAMEHWUTOIO Drulepa-crap-
mrero B «VIcropum KoposieBckort akafgeMiuy HayK»
B beprmiie ot 1748 r. DTa crarhsi, OgHaKO, He BIIOJI-
He JOCTUraeT CBOe 11eJI1, IIOTOMY 4TO OHa JIMIIIb
IIOKa3bIBaeT, KaK TPYIHO IPVAATh CaMbIM OOIIM
3aKOHaM [BVDKEHVS OIpee/ieHHOe 3HaueHIe,
KOrfa IIpVHMMAIOT TOJIBKO TO IIOHSITHE IIPOCTPaH-
CTBa, KOTOpOe BO3HMKAeT 13 aOCTpakumi OT OT-
HOIIIEHUVI IEVICTBUTEJThHBIX BEIIIEVT MEXITY coboT1.
CraTbsg 00XOIWUT He MeHblIIIVe TPYIHOCTY, OCTalo-
LIyecs Ipy IPpUMeHEHVN YIIOMSIHYTBIX 3aKOHOB,
KOT'TIa VIX XOTSAT IPeLCTaBUTb i1l concreto B COOTBET-
CTBUM C IIOHATMEM abCOIIOTHOTO IIPOCTPAHCTBA.
JloKasaTeJIbCTBO, KOTOpOe £ 3[eCh MY, HJOJDKHO
IaTh y6em/1TeanbH71 IIOBOJT He 3HaTOKaM MeXa-
HVKM, KaK 3TO VMeJI B BUJly Dvulep, a caMUM Te-
oMmeTpam, 1a0bl OHM C OOBIYHOV TSI HMX OYeBVI-
HOCTBIO MOIVIM OOOCHOBAaTb IeVICTBUTEILHOCTD
IIpV3HaBaeMOTO MMV aDCOIFOTHOI'O ITPOCTPAHCTBA

(AA 02, S. 378; Kanrt, 19947, c. 269 —270)".

«Pa3MBIIITIeHNs O TPOCTPAaHCTBE ¥ BpeMeHW»,
0 KOTOPBIX TOBOpUT KaHT, cTaBUT cBOeVl 1eJIbI0
IpeoyiosieHVe GOPHLOBI MaTeMaTKOB U MeTadusu-
KOB TI0 ITOBOIY IPUPOABI IIPOCTPaHCTBa 1 BpeMe-
HU. MaTeMaTuKu mpescTasiisiioT HploToHa 11 ero
rocsiesioparesier;, a Meradpwmsukn — JlenOHMIIa,
Boneda n bepxin. Dntep paccMmarpuBaeT yH-
JaMeHTasIbHble 3aKOHBI MeXaHVKI KaK KpUTepuii
peasrbHOCTM abCOTIOTHOTO ITpocTpaHcTBa. Crenys
Dvtepy, 9Tu pyHIaMeHTaJIbHble 3aKOHBI, a IMeH-

13 KanT, omHaKo, He obpariaeTcs: K ImpobrieMaM, BO3HU-
KaloIIVM B pe3yJIbTaTe IIPVMEHEHVS 3TIX 3aKOHOB K al-
COJIFOTHOMY IIPOCTPAHCTBY. B KaKom-TO cTelleHM OH IIO-
IIBITAETCS PEINTD MX B «MeTadm3nduecknx Hadasiax ecre-
cTBO3HaHMS» 18 sier crycra. Takum oOpasoM, BivsHMe
Dilepa 0coOeHHO 3aMeTHO B TpeTbelt Ilase. bosee Toro,
HeIaBHME MCCIIENOBAHMS TI0Ka3asIn, 9TO Ha TeOMeTpurde-
CKoe ITocTpoeHwe faBrvokeHns KaHTa B repBovt IiaBe Tak-
Xe cwTbHO ToBvsin Dvtep. Cm. moxpobGree: (Hyder,
2019, p. 485—492).
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Everybody knows how unsuccessful the
philosophers have been in their efforts to place
this point once and for all beyond dispute,
by employing the most abstract judgements
of metaphysics. Nor am I familiar with any
attempt to attain this end so as to speak
a posteriori (in other words, by employing
other indisputable propositions which, while
lying outside the realm of metaphysics, are
nonetheless capable of furnishing a touchstone
of their correctness through their application
in concreto) apart, that is, from the treatise of
the illustrious Euler the Elder, which is to be
found in the Proceedings of the Berlin Royal
Academy of Sciences for the year 1748. This
treatise, however, does not quite achieve
its purpose. It only shows the difficulties
involved in giving a determinate meaning to
the universal laws of motion if one operates
with no other concept of space than that which
arises from abstraction from the relation
between actual things. It does not, however,
consider the no less serious difficulties which
arise if, in applying the laws just mentioned,
one attempts to represent them in concreto,
employing the concept of absolute space
(GUGR, AA 02, p. 378; Kant, 1992b, p. 366)."

Euler’s Reflections on Space and Time that
Kant is referring to aims to overcome the strug-
gle between mathematicians and metaphysi-
cians about the nature of space and time. The
mathematicians here refer to Newton and his
followers while the metaphysicians refer to
Leibniz, Wolff and Berkeley. Euler sees the fun-
damental rules of mechanics as the criterion of
whether or not absolute space is real. Accord-
ing to Euler, these fundamental rules, namely

3 Kant does not, however, nodress the problems that
derive from the application of these laws to absolute
space. The project which he to some degree, he tries
to solve 18 years later in the Metaphysical Foundations
of Natural Science. Euler’s influence can thereby be
found especially in the third chapter. Recent research
has furthermore pointed out that Kant’'s geometri-
cal construction of motion in his first chapter is also
heavily influenced by Euler. For this see Hyder (2019,
pp. 485-492).



HO 3aKOHBI MHePIMY, MOXXHO paccMaTpuBaTh Kak
KOMIIac, KOTOPBIVI MOXKET ITPVBECTU MeTa3/KOB
K ITpaBWJIBHOV Teopuu IpocTpaHcTBa. OH IINIIIET:

ITepsble men, KOTOpBIE MBI COCTaBJIsIeM O Be-
IIfaX BHEITHMX II0 OTHOIIEHWIO K HaM, OOBIKHO-
BEHHO CTOJIb TYMaHHBI M CTOJIb IVIOXO OITpeierte-
HBI, YTO KpaViHe OITaCHO BBIBOJVTD U3 HUX KaKW-
e-111b0 rapaHTVpOBaHHBIE pe3ysIbTaThl. [ToTomy
GOJIBIIIVIM ITPeNMYIIIeCTBOM OyIIeT 3HaTh 3apaHee
U3 APYIUX VICTOYHMKOB, K KaKUM pe3ysIbTaTaM
JOJDKHBI IIPVIBOJIUTE IlepBble IPVHIIUIIBI MeTa-
pUBUKM; MEHHO Ha 3TMX pe3yJIbTaTax JIO0JDK-
HBI OCHOBBIBATECS VI VIMV OIIPEJIeIISIThCS TIepBhIe
npen metadpmsuku (Euler, 2015, p. 1).

Dvlep $ICHO J1aeT IIOHSTh, YTO IIPOCTON peJIs-
IIVIOHHBIV 1T011X0x JlevtOHMITA 11 Bortbda He MokeT
CIIyXUTh OCHOBaHMeM pusukn. Ero aprymeHt co-
crouT B ciiefytorieM. Ilogxoz, ocHOBaHHBIV Ha Of1-
HOM JIUIITb pallViOHaIM3Me, He CIIOCOOeH IpuIaTh
CMBICJI 3aKoHaM MHepumn. Ecii Testo mokonTest B
BOJIe, 3TO MOXKHO OOBSICHUTD C TOUKM 3peHVIsI OTHO-
CUTEJIbHOCTV CTpeMJIeHVeM Tejla OCTaBaThCs B He-
IIOCpeICTBeHHON OJIM30CT OT OJIVpKamimmx TejlL
DTOT apryMeHT, OfTHaKO, He TIOIXOIUT sl 00bsic-
HeHWs TIoBeJIeHNs Tejla B TeKyIei Bofe. [ToaTomy
Ka’KeTCsl, YTO MeCTO, IIOHMMaeMoe KaK 4acThb IIpo-
CTPaHCTBa, HEOOXOIMMO IIJI 3aKOHOB JBVIKEHVIS.
Ho Dwitep He ocTaHaB/IMBaeTCsl Ha OTHOVI JIVIIIB
kputuke Jlenbauia 1 Bombda. VI3 ero coumne-
HUVI CTAaHOBUTCS $CHO, YTO OH pa3odapoBaH Me-
TadpM3MKOV CBOETO BpeMeHM ¥ CYUTaeT, UTO XOpo-
III0 yCTaHOBJIEHHBIe (PyHIaMeHTasIbHble 3aKOHBI
MeXaHVKW MOI'YT HallpaB/IsiTh MeTapM3MKOB B X
uccienosanmsx. [IpocTpaHcTBO peasibHO, HO B Ka-
KOM CMBICJTe OHO peajIbHO — BOITPOC, TpeOyoImmi
OTBeTa, OCHOBAHHOTO Ha PpryI0cOCKOM VICCIIEIO-
BaHuy. CriefjoBaTesIbHO, COUVHeHMe Dilepa cle-
JlyeT paccMaTpMBaTh Kak CTaBslllee 3a7a4dy reper,
dwtocodpamu (Speiser, 1986, S. XXX). ®punman n
€r0 CTOPOHHVIKM OIIMOAOTCs, KOTja MHTEePIIPeTH-
PYIOT HPOLIUTUPOBAHHBIV BbIIIIe OTPHIBOK M3 CO-
uyHeHd 1768 I. Kak KpUTUKY Diijiepa v ero MeTo-
na (Friedman, 1994, p. 28 —29). KanT paccMmarpusa-
eT courHeHVe Dilepa cKopee Kak BbI30B (pr1oco-
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the laws of inertia, can be seen as a compass
that could lead metaphysicians the way to the
right theory of space. He writes:

The first ideas that we form of things that
are beyond us are ordinarily so obscure and
so poorly established that it is extremely
dangerous to draw guaranteed results from
them. It is therefore always a great advantage
when one already knows from elsewhere
some conclusions to which the first principles
of metaphysics must lead; and it shall be
upon these conclusions that the first ideas of
metaphysics must be regulated and determined
(Euler, 2015, p. 1).

Euler makes clear that a mere relational ap-
proach in the sense of Leibniz and Wolff cannot
serve as the basics of physics. His argument,
in a nutshell, goes as follows: A mere relation-
al approach cannot give meaning to the laws of
inertia. If a body rests in water this can be ex-
plained relationalistically by the tendency of a
body to stay in the vicinity of the nearby bod-
ies. This argument, however, is not valid for
the explanation of the way the body behaves if
the water starts to flow. Therefore it seems that
place, understood as a part of space, is neces-
sary for the laws of motion. But Euler does not
simply leave it by criticising the position of
Leibniz and Wolff. In his writing it becomes
clear that he is frustrated with the metaphys-
ics of his time and is of the opinion that the
well-established, fundamental laws of mechan-
ics could guide metaphysicians in their enquir-
ies. Space is real but in what sense it is real he
leaves as a question to be answered by further
philosophical research. Therefore Euler’s writ-
ing must be seen as a task set for philosophers
(Speiser, 1986, pp. XXX). Scholars like Friedman
are wrong if they interpret the passage of 1768,
quoted above, as a critique of Euler and his
method (Friedman, 1994, pp. 28-29). Kant rath-
er sees Euler’s writing as a challenge to philos-
ophy that he accepts. He now sees space as a
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v, KOTOPBIVI OH IIpUHMMaeT. Terlepb OH BUINT
ITPOCTPaHCTBO KaK HeoOXOIMMoe, HO He TyMaer,
YTO IIPaBWIBHO IIOHMMaeT ero npupomy. Ciemyro-
IITVie J1Ba rofia cBoet Kapbeprl KaHT mipoBonuT, pe-
1ast 0003HaUeHHBIe DTIJIePOM ITPOOIIeMBL

BoT nmoyemy noHsiTIIe IPOCTPAHCTBA, B35ITOE B
TOM 3Ha4yeHM, KaK ero MBICJIUT TeOMeTp U B Ka-
KOM IIpOHMIIATesIbHble (PrI0CcOdBl BBEIN €ro B
CHUCTEeMY eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayK, BIlyMUMBBIV YMTa-
TeJIb He CTaHeT paccMaTpuBaTh KaK YMCTHIV IUI0]]
BOOOpakeHVsI, XOTsI HeT HeIloCTaTKa B TPYHIHO-
CT4X, CBSI3aHHBIX C 3TUM IIOHSTHEM, KOIJla ero
peayIbHOCTb, $ICHO CO3epllaeMyl0 BHYTPeHHVUM
YYBCTBOM, XOTAT IIOCTUTHYTH IIOCPEICTBOM IIO-
HATUI pasyma. OHaKO TPYAHOCTh 3Ta MIMeeTcs
BO BCex CJIydasix, Korjga XoTaT dpiocodcTBoBaTh
O MepBBIX JaHHBIX HaIllero MO3HaHM&d, HO OHa
0CODeHHO BeJIVKa, KOIZa CJIeCTBUs, BBITeKalo-
II/ie U3 IIPUHSATOTO IIOHATNS, IIPOTUBOpeYaT Co-
BepllleHHO odeBuHOMY onbity (AA 02, S. 383;
Kanr, 19947, c. 276).

OTU Men CTOSAT B Hauasle Dosiee [IMTeIbHOIO
PpasBUTISL, KOTOpOe IIpuBesIo K MprHATII0 KanToM
TpaHCLIeHeHTaJIbHOr O naeaansMa B 1770 r. — no-
3VILIVIVI, KOHLIEIITya/IbHO OCTAIOIIEVICSL B HEKOTO-
oVt cTereHyr HbIOTOHOBCKOVI, HO OITMpParOIIeVICs
Ha COBEPIIEHHO APYI'yI0 OHTOJIOIMIO:

IIpocmparcmbo ne ecmv umo-mo obsexmubHoe v
peajyibHOe, OHO He CyOCTaHIIVS, He aKIVIeHIINs,
He OTHOIIIEHWe, OHO clOsekmubHo M VieaslbHO:
OHO ITPOVICTEKAEeT M3 IMPUPOIIbI YMa II0 IIOCTOSH-
HOMY 3aKOHY, CJIOBHO CXeMa ISl KOOPAMHALIN
BOOOIIIe BCEro BOCIIPUHMMAeMOro m3BHe. Te, KTo
OTCTaMBaeT pPeaJbHOCTh IIPOCTPAHCTBA, JIMOO
MPEICTaBIISIIOT ero cede Kak adcoatomHoe v Hems3-
MeprMoe Bmecmuauie BCeX BO3SMOXKHBIX BeIe —
3TO MHEHMe BCJIe]l 3a aHIVIMYaHaMV OfOOpPSIOT
BeCbMa MHOTVIE TeOMEeTPBI, — JIN0O yTBepXKIaIoT,
YTO CAMO IIPOCTPAHCTBO €CTh OTHOIIIEHVE CyIIle-
CTBYIOIIVIX Belllell, COBEpPIIeHHO mcUe3arolee
C YHUYTOXXEHVEM BellleVl 1 MBICIIIMOe TOJIBKO B
IeVICTBUTE/ILHBIX Bellax, Kak BoIern 3a JIenOHm-
I1eM I10JIarafoT BecbMa MHOTIME M3 HaIllX COOTe-
uecTBeHHMKOB (AA 02, S. 403; KanT, 1994e, c. 300).

TaxyM oOpa3oM, MOXHO cKas3aTb, YTO BBI3OB,
OpolleHHBIT DV7IlepoM MeTadu3uKe, 1, Ka3aIloch
Obl, HepaspemMble ITpOOIEMBI, CBSI3aHHBIE C IT0-

24

necessity but does not think he understands the
nature of it properly. He spends the next two
years of his career solving the problems high-
lighted by Euler.

A reflective reader will not, therefore,
dismiss the concept of space, as it is
construed by geometers and as it has also
been incorporated into the system of natural
science by penetrating philosophers, as a mere
figment of the imagination, though the concept
is not without its difficulties. Such difficulties
reveal themselves when the attempt is made,
employing the ideas of reason, to understand
thereality of space, whichis intuitive enough for
inner sense. But this difficulty always presents
itself when one attempts to philosophise about
the ultimate data of our cognition (GUGR,
AA 02, p. 383, Kant 1992b, p. 372).

These ideas of Kant stand at the beginning of
a longer development leading to transcendental
idealism which Kant already endorsed in 1770.
This position is in part conceptually Newtonian
but endorses a totally different ontology from
Newton’s:

Space is not something objective and real, nor is
it a substance, nor an accident, nor a relation; it
is, rather, subjective and ideal; it issues from the
nature of the mind in accordance with a stable
law as a scheme, so to speak, for co-ordinating
everything which is sensed externally. Those
who defend the reality of space either conceive
of it as an absolute and boundless receptacle of
possible things — an opinion which finds favour
with most geometers following the English —
or they contend that it is the relation itself which
obtains between existing things, and which
vanishes entirely when the things are taken
away, and which can only be thought as being
between actual things — an opinion which most
of our own people, following Leibniz, maintain
(MSI, AA 02, p. 403; Kant 1992c¢, p. 397).

Thus it can be said that Euler’s challenge to
the subject of metaphysics and the seeming-
ly unsolvable problems that surround the no-



HATUeM IlpocTpaHcTBa, npusenu Kanra x mpu-
JTaHUIO JPYTOro 3HaYeHMsI HbIOTOHOBCKOMY ITPO-
cTpaHcTBy. ITpocTpaHcTBO — 3TO He YTO-TO pe-
ajIbHOe, He 3MaHaTMBHBIN 3¢ ekt bora, pasme-
JISIFOILIVIVI ¢ HVIM HEKOTOpPbIE M3 €ro CBOVICTB, HO
4lICTOe co3epliaHye, TpaHCIIeH IeHTaJIbHOe YyCIIo-
Blie HaIllero BHeITHero BocrpwusaTvs. OHTOIOrN-
YeCcKUI BOIIPOC O IIPOCTPAHCTBe ObUI IIpeBparliieH
Kanrom B ero xpurmueckovt dputocodpmn B smm-
CTEMOJIOT MYeCKUTA.

C camoro Hauajla HBIOTOHOBCKas TI'paBUTa-
11V 3aHVMaJIa IIeHTpaJIbHOe MeCTO B MBIIIJIeHUN
Kanra. Ho mpu nocpegHmuecTse Drlepa MMeH-
Ho npyHATHe KaHTOM HBIOTOHOBCKOI'O ITPOCTpaH-
CTBa ¥ CONYTCTBYIOIINX eMy MeTadu3mdeckmx
1po0JieM CTasIo MPUUMHON psaa ITTyOoKmx pas-
MBIIIUIEHUVI ¥ IIPVBEJIO €ro B KOHeUYHOM cueTe K
TpaHClIeHIeHTaIbHOMY naeasnsmy. [Tomyimo sTo-
ro, OHO IIPMBEJIO K ITepeolieHKe KaHToM He TOJIBKO
IIPOCTPAHCTBa, HO M MeTapU3MKM B 11eJI0M.

3aK/IroueH1e

IIpencrapiieHnst O TpaBUTALIAN M Pa3JIMUHBIX
TeopudX IPOCTPaHCTBA, KOTOpble IOAIep>KyBa-
mvick KaHTOM B JOKPUTUMYECKNI IIEPUOLT, YXOIAT
KOPHSIMU B MJeW ero IpefinecTseHHNKOB. Kon-
teniyn HeloToHa IpoTuBOpeumIv IeHTpalb-
HBIM [O3MILVSM KOHTVMHEHTAJIbHBIX eBpoIleVi-
ckmx ¢puocodos, Hanrpumep Jlenbumila. Kanra
BO MHOTMX OTHOLIEHVAX MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTh
KaK HbIOTOHMAHIIA, OJHAKO ero BOCIPUATHE LIeH-
TPaJIbHBIX HBIOTOHOBCKMX ITpefiCTaBJIeHNII aCH-
XPOHHO. B oTyimume oT HEKOTOPBIX COBpeMeHHU-
KOB, Y HeTro He ObLJIO IIpo0sieM ¢ IPpUHSTHEM en
rpaBUTallMM ¥ OUCTAHIIMOHHOIO B3auvMojen-
creus. Ha perre Kant npusiaraer Oosibliive ycu-
JIVsL, 9TOOBI MHTErpUPOBaTh 3TU VAN B JIEIOHM-
IIMaHCKYIO Teopuio ImpocTpaHcTsa. HecMoTpsa Ha
TO UTO OH Bce OosIbIe 1 OOJIbIIIe OTHAISIETCS OT
mnen JlenOumiia, BOCIIPUHSTBIX MM €lle B IIepui-
o7l yueObl, OH, BEpOSITHO MOI BIMSHVEM ODiijle-
pa, OCO3HaeT HeOOXOOVIMOCTh abCOIIOTHOIO IIPO-
CTpaHCTBA I OCHOBaHM (PVU3VIKM JIVIITH B KOH-
1te 50-x rr. XVIII B., BOo BpeMst Hanmcanus «Hosom
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tion of space lead Kant to providing another
meaning to another Newtonian space. Space
is not something real, an emanative effect of
God that shares some of his properties, but
pure intuition, the transcendental condition
of our outer perception. The ontological ques-
tion that surrounded space was turned into
an epistemological one by Kant in his critical
philosophy.

From the very beginning, Newtonian grav-
ity is of central importance to Kant’s thinking.
But through the mediation of Euler, it is Kant’s
acceptance of Newtonian space and the meta-
physical problems that surround it that are the
trigger for a line of profound developments
and lead him to the position of transcendental
idealism. Beyond this it leads to a new evalu-
ation not only of space but of metaphysics in
general.

Conclusion

The notion of gravity and the different theo-
ries of space that the pre-critical Kant endorsed
are rooted deeply in the ideas of his precursors.
Newton’s concepts were in conflict with cen-
tral positions held by European philosophers
such as Leibniz. Kant, in many ways, can be
seen as a Newtonian. His reception of the cen-
tral Newtonian notions is however asynchro-
nous. Unlike some of his contemporaries, he
had no problem in endorsing gravity and ac-
tion at a distance. In fact he put major efforts
into integrating this concept into an otherwise
loosely Leibnizian-based theory of space. But
Kant, at first, did not see the necessity of abso-
lute space for the foundation of physics. Even
though he distanced himself more and more
from the Leibnizian ideas that he grew up with,
it took him until the end of the fifties of the
eighteenth century and his writing New The-
ory of Motion and Rest, influenced probably by
the works of Euler, to see this. His encounter
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TEOPUV IBVDKEHVS Y TIOKOs». 3HAKOMCTBO ¢ pado-
TaMu Dnslepa nmpusesio KanTa K Tomy, uto B 1768 1.
OH HaKOHell IIPUHsUI aOCOIIOTHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO
HproroHa. D10 0Kasajio Ha Hero OOJIbIIoe BIIVsI-
HVIe, 3aCTaBVB I1ePeOCMBICIUTD POJIb MeTapU3VKI
B BOITPOCe OCHOBAHWV HBIOTOHOBCKOVI MEeXaHVIKIA.
@urocodnss OOIDKHa MpuOaBUTh K (yHIaAMeH-
TaJIBHBIM HOHSTUSIM MEXaHUKIM, HeOOXOIVMOCTh
KOTOPBIX y>Ke yCTaHOBJIeHa, HOBBIVI, MeTadu3iye-
CKMVL CMBICII. DTO TpeOoBaHMe Dviiepa IPUBOIUT
KaHTa K cepnm cepbe3HBIX M3MEHEHUVI B IIOAXOe
K SMUCTEMOJIOr MY, KyJIbMUHAIVet KOTOPhIX CTa-
HOBUTCS NpUHATHEe KaHTOM TpaHCIeHIeHTalb-
Horo maeaymm3Mma B 1770 1.

Bbaazodapnocmu. Boipasxato 6aa200apHocms bas-
muiickomy ¢pedepasvromy yrubepcumemy um. M. Kan-
ma, komopuiil npuesacus mens 6 2019 e. npobecmu uc-
caedoBanue U mem camviM coeaan BO3SMOXKHBIM HANU-
carue amoi cmamsu. baaeodapio dokmopa Pyoosvgha
Mepa, komopuii uuman ueproBuku cmamuvy u 044 MHe
MHOoKecmbo nosestvlx kommenmapue, a makke Kapo-
Ay Bepmep u Tarwo buiumaba 3a Goiuumky cmamovu.
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with Euler’s work led him to finally take New-
tonian space for granted in 1768. But it further
influenced him and drove him to rethink the
role that metaphysics plays in relation to the
foundations of mechanics — a discipline main-
ly instituted by Newton. Philosophy then had
to add a new metaphysical meaning to funda-
mental concepts that are otherwise shown to be
necessary. This requirement of Euler led Kant
to a number of profound changes in his episte-
mology and the position of transcendental ide-
alism in the year 1770.
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA
VK 1(091)

TIOHSITVSI «SIBJIEHUE» VI «<PEHOMEH»
B TPAHCLIEHAEHTAJIBHOV ®MIIOCODPVN
(KAHT, TYCCEPJIb, ®VHK)

A.H. Kptoxo8"?

Lleavio uccredoBanus abasemcs, Bo-nepboix, pasepa-
Hudenue 0Byx, Ka3a10Cb Obl, CUHOHUMUUMHBLX NOHAMUT
«tpernomen» u «abaenue», Bo-6mopuix — omcaexubarue
pyHKYUT Kax0020 U3 3MUX noHAmuil 6 gpurocogpuu
Kanma u 6 ¢pernomenosoeuveckois mpaduyui. Anaius
npednpunumaemcs Ha ocHobe «Kpumuxu uucmoeo pasy-
ma» Ummanyusa Kanma, yenmpaishvix pabom I0myHoa
I'yccepas u wacaedus Otieena Qurka. Y Kanma pasiuvue
Mex0y 08yms mepmMuHamu HesBHo, 0 gheHoMeHax pes 3a-
xo0um 6 mom momerm, k020a 2060pUMcs 0 KameopuaLb-
HoM npumerenuu paccyoxa. Y I'yccepasn abaenue cbssaro
c 00aacmoto ecmecmBenHoll yemanobxu, 6 mo Bpema xax
heriomer abcorromen. Iosuyus Qurka unmepecra mem,
41Mo OHA omAuvaemcs om 63245006 eaaBHvix npedcmabu-
meseil mpancyenoenmarvtoll ¢pusocodpuu — Kanma u
T'yccepas. Tesucol Qunka, 6 komopuix Bvipaxiena 3ma no-
3ULUS, 2AACAM, UMO ABAEHHOCIb ecb OCHOBaAHUE 111020,
umo cywecmbyroujee ecnv, U 4mo A6AEHHOCIb U eCb
ovimue. Cmuicavl A6aenus kax npomubocmosue2o ety
6 cebe, Komopas 00.1a0aem UCHIUHHbIM, HO HENOCHIUXU-
Moim Ovimuem, y Kanma u aéaenus kax umeroujeco Mecno
6 «omuocumenvHou» cpepe ecmecmBerHoul ycmanoBku y
I'yccepas QUHKOM NOHUMANONICA OMAUUHBIM 00pa3oMm: y
Heeo sbaenue, UAU, KAK OH 4ACHO NuuLen, A6AeHHOCIND,
oxasviBaemcs ycaoBuem cyujecmbBobanua npeomemob. 16-
/erue, NOHAMOoe Hepe3 npusmy ueaobeueckoeo 0bimus, Ko-
mopomy Heumo npedcmabasemcs 6 kauecmbe Vorschein,
npeonoiaeaem UsHA4AALHYI0 OMKpPbIMocms Mupa. Beaed
30 QuHKOM 5 NPOBOKY AHAAUS IMUX N0A0KeHU, Bo-nep-
Buvix, paccmampubas cbem kax Memagusuteckutl ucmou-
HUK no3nanus, 60-6mopsix, mpaxmys ues06exa Kax oco-
6020 poda cyujee, B-mpemvux, npunumas 6o GHumanue

1 Poccumckmimn TOCyJapCTBEHHBIVI TT€JarOrm4eCcKmmn
yausepcureT M. A.V. I'epriera, Cankr-IlerepOypr.
197046, Cankt-IletepOypr, yi1. Manas ITocanckas, 1. 26.
2 Cormosorvaeckuit mHCTHTYT GHVICL] PAH,
CanxT-Iletepbypr.

190005, Cankt-IletepOypr, yi. 7-a KpacHoapmerickasi,
1. 25/14.
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

THE CONCEPTS OF “APPEARANCE”
AND “PHENOMENON"
IN TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY
(KANT, HUSSERL, FINK)

A.N. Krioukov'?

This study aims, first, to delimit the seemingly
synonymous concepts of “phenomenon” and “appear-
ance” and second, to trace the functions of each in
Kant’s philosophy and the phenomenological tradition.
The analysis is based on Immanuel Kant’s Critique of
Pure Reason and the central works of Edmund Husserl
and Eugen Fink. Kant does not explicitly distinguish
the two terms and only speaks about phenomena when
he deals with the categorial application of reason. With
Husserl, appearance is linked with the area of the nat-
ural attitude while the phenomenon is absolute. Fink’s
position is interesting in that it differs from the views of
the main representatives of transcendental philosophy,
Kant and Husserl. According to Fink, appearing is the
foundation of the fact that what exists is and that ap-
pearing is being. Fink takes a different approach to the
meanings of appearance as opposing the thing in itself
which possesses true but unknowable being (Kant) and
appearance as taking place in the “relative” sphere of
the natural attitude (Husserl): with Fink, appearance
(or, as Fink constantly writes, “appearing”) turns out
to be the condition of the existence of objects. Appear-
ance, understood through the prism of the human being
which perceives something as Vorschein, implies an
inherently open world. Following Fink, I analyse these
provisions and examine, first, light as the metaphysi-
cal source of cognition, second, the human being as a
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docokpamuueckutl cnocod mpaxmoBku Obimus u, 6-uem-
Bepmuix, paccyxoas o popmupobarnuu ocoboeo eo-
MeHO/02U1eck020 A3bika. B pesyivmame uccaedoBanus
npuxoxy x Bui600y, umo memaghusuko-oHmMoA0UUECKUTI
cnocob gheHoMeH0A02UHUeck020 AHAAU3A ABAeHUS, 11pedo-
kenHbill PunKoM, nosbossem no-0py2omy nocMompens
HA NPUHYUN anpuopHocmu u npupody bewsu 6 cebe Kan-
ma u npedaaeaem Hoboe obocHoBanue mesuca [yccepas o
npobAeMAMUYHOCTIU KAHMUAHCKO20 ACHOCHIUYUSMA.

KatoueBuie caoBa: Kanm, I'yccepav, Oticen Qumnx,
Abaenue, peromen, Beuyv 6 cebe, anpuoptoe.

B vicropun dpwtocodn oHATHS «sIBJIeHVe» U
«(peHOMEH», KaK IpaBIIIo, He PasrpaHMUIVBAIOTCS
OJTHO3HAYHBIM 00pa3oM, IIOCKOJIbKY o0a TepMMHa
0003HavYaIoT CI0CO0 JAaHHOCTY IIPEAMETOB B OTIIN-
4yfe OT CYIIeCTBOBAHMS CAMIX IIPEIMETOB V1 TIOHU-
MaloTcs Kak B3avmMosaMerrarorye. C 1osiBieHieM
dpeHOMEHOJIOrMYeCcKOro JIBVKeHMs TaKasi CMHOHU-
MIUYHOCTB IIBYX IIOHSITUI CTaBUTCS IIOf, BOIIPOC.
ITorrpobyeM paszo0OpaTbcst, CyIecTBYeT JIM CMBIC-
JIOBOE OTIVYVIE MEX/Iy IOHSTUSMW «SBJIEHVEe» U
«(eHOMeH» 1 B UeM VIMEHHO OHO 3aKJII0YaeTCsl.

IToBOmOM [IJIs1 3TOTO VCCIIEHOBAHWMS ITOCITYXKV-
u pasmbliuieHns OvireHa @uHKa 0 dpeHOMeHe
U sBJIeHUN B ero pabote «berTme. Vctmaa. Mup.
ITpenBapuTesibHOE paccMOTpeHMe IPobIeMBl TIo-
HaTus “dpenomen”» (Fink, 1958). Ykaxy Ha Kiroue-
Bble MOMEHTBHI Ilepexofia K YKa3aHHOV I1po0ieMa-
TUKe B 3TON pabore. PuHK mmireT: «[Bern], cy-
IIIeCTBYS 045 HAC, CYIIECTBYIOT B KauecTBe (heHO-
MeHOB. [1yTb dprtocodpckovt MBICIIV OIDKEH BCer-
Jla HauMHaTBCS o cdpepbl “peHOMEHOB”, ¢ 001acTN
“marnoro”™ (Fink, 1958, S. 77)%. [Jannoe (Gegebe-
ne) accoLMMpyeTcs Ha 3TOM 3Tarle ¢ ObrTvieM. Yy Th
Hypke DUHK BOIIPOITIaeT OTHOCUTEIIBHO 3TOTO ObI-
THs: «4TO 3HAUUT IS CYIIeCTBYIOIIETO, YTO OHO
“apnsiercs”?» (Ibid.). VI aprymenTanmus passuBba-
eTcs CIJIeAyIoIM 00pa3oM: JaHHoe (CYIIeCcTBYIO-
I1lee) COOTHOCUTCS C 00J1acThio (PeHOMEHOB, OfIHa-
KO, UTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC O CYITHOCTH (pe-
HOMEHOB, HeOoOXOmVMO OOBSACHUTH, UTO 3HAYUT

® 3mech 1 masiee epeBoy] C HEMEIIKOTO aBTopa.
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special kind of being, third, the pre-Socratic treatment
of being and, fourth, the formation of a distinct phe-
nomenological idiom. I come to the conclusion that the
metaphysical-ontological method of phenomenological
analysis of appearance proposed by Fink affords a new
insight into the a priori principle and the nature of
Kant’s “thing in itself” and proposes a new grounding
of Husserl's thesis which questions Kant’s agnosticism.

Keywords: Kant, Husserl, Eugen Fink, appear-
ance, phenomenon, thing in itself, a priori.

In the history of philosophy the concepts
of “appearance” and “phenomenon” are not
usually clearly distinguished since both terms
denote the mode of givenness of objects as dis-
tinct from the existence of the objects them-
selves and are treated as interchangeable. With
the emergence of the phenomenological move-
ment the synonymy of the two concepts has
been put into question. Let us try to sort out
whether there is a semantic difference between
these concepts — “appearance” and “phenome-
non” — and what it consists in.

The stimulus for this investigation came
from Eugen Fink’s reflections on phenomenon
and appearance in his book Sein, Wahrheit, Welt.
Vor-Fragen zum Problem des Phinomen-Begriffs
(Being, Truth, World. Preliminary Investigation of
the Problem of the Concept “Phenomenon”) (Fink,
1958). I shall point out only the key moments
of transition to the above problem in this work.
Fink writes: “They [i.e. things], existing for us,
exist as phenomena. The path of philosophical
thought should always begin with the sphere
of phenomena, with the realm of the ‘given’”?
(ibid., S. 77). The given (Gegebene) is, at this
stage, associated with being. A little further on
Fink asks about being: “What does it mean for

% “Sie [die Dinge] sind, indem sie fiir uns sind, sind als Phi-
nomene. Der Weg des philosophischen Denkens mufS immer
ausgehen vom Bereich der ‘Phinomene’, vom Feld des ‘Gege-

7

benen’.



171 CYIIECTBYIOIIETO «SBJISATBCS», TO €CTh OBITH
denomeHoMm. MbI IpMXOAVM, IO CYTH, K TaBTOJIO-
TMYHOV IIOIBITKE OllpesiesleHNs peHOMeHa W siB-
JeHus: PeHOMeH — 3TO TO, YTO siBjIsieT cedsi, TO
eCTb 3TU /IBa IIOHSTS OIpeeIsioTCs PpyT yepes
npyra. Takum oOpa3oM, BO3HMKaeT OIIyIleHMe,
4TO, TOBOPsI O peHoMeHe U siBjleHnY, PUHK nMmeeT
B BUJy Of1HO M TO Xe. OHaKo B J1aJIbHeNIIIeM OH
IepeKJIouaeT IIpeMeT CBOero aHaIn3a MCKIIIO-
YMUTEIIPHO Ha IIOHSTHE «sBJIeHWe». VI 11 3Toro
eCTh BeCOMble OCHOBaHMs, Ha KOTOpPBIE 51 YKaXy B
3aKJIIOYMTeIbHOVI YacT CTaThU.

VicTopusa paccMOTpeH M IOHATUM «sIBJIeHVIe» 1
«(peHOMEH» KaK ITpo0sIeMbl HauMHaAEeTCs ¢ MOMEH-
Ta BO3HMKHOBEHVSI (PEHOMEHOJIOIMM KakK puiio-
codpcKovI AVCHMUIUIVHBI B Havyasle IIPOIIUIOro BeKa.
B Hacrosiiiee BpeMs 5Ta mrpo0ireMa Takke OCTaeT-
sl KJTIOUeBOV 1151 (peHOMEeHOJIOr MUecKOoro JIBVIKe-
Hys'. Ho TIOCKOJIBKY 3TV TepMWMHBI BOSHUMKIIV B
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOM PrIocopry MHOIO paHb-
11Ie, TO CBOVI aHAJIN3 51 BBICTPOIO CJIEAYIOMIVIM 00-
pasom. IIpexe Bcero HeOOXOIVIMO PacCMOTPETH,
B UeM COCTOUT IIPMHIIMIIMAJIBHOe OT/INYMe 3TUX
IOBYX, Ka3aJ0oCh Obl, CMHOHVMWYHBIX IIOHSITU Y
KanTa B ero BapmaHTe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM (pu-
socodmm (TeM Gostee uto cam OvnireH OUHK B CBO-
1x paboTax JiejTlaeT YacTkle OTCBUIKM K paboTam
KanrTa). ITockonpky @uUHK IIprMHaIJIEXUT K de-
HOMEHOJIOTYeCKOV TPaIUIINM, TO fajiee Heooxo-
IVIMO IIPOCJIEANTH IPVHLINIIBL pa3/IndeHns 3TUX
nouaTui y I'yccepsisi, y KoToporo siBjieHue Urpa-
€T CKOpee BTOPOCTEeIIeHHYIO POJIb 110 OTHOIIIEHVIO
K deHomeny. V1 B 3aKkiIrodeHve s Ieperily Hero-
CpeZICTBeHHO K TeKcTaM DVHKa C 11eJIbI0 BBIABUTD
0COOYIO 3HAUMMOCTD IIOHSTHUS «sIBJIeHVe» 171 ero
dutocodpum.

HeoOxomgmmMo Takke yKas3aTb Ha MeTOHOJIOTM-
yecKye OCHOBaHWs JJIsl IIpOBeleHsl CpaBHeHMs

* Cwm., Hanp., kanrv Maptuaa Cess (Seel, 2003) v 'toHTe-
pa @urass (Figal, 2010), koTopble 1IeMOHCTPUPYIOT BO3-
pacTaroIit MHTepec K mccienyeMont Teme. VIx paborer
TIIOCBSIITEHBI B IIEPBYIO Oueperlb aHaJIN3Y IIOHSATIS «sIBJle-
Hue». Y Kiayca Xensna (Held, 2012) npoGema siBiieHms
Takke TeMaTM3MpyeTcsi Kak ocobasi peHOMeHOsToTmJe-
CKas 1pobsreMa.
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what exists that it ‘appears’?”* (ibid.). His argu-
ment proceeds as follows: the given (existing)
correlates with the realm of phenomena; how-
ever, to answer the question about the essence
of phenomena, one first has to answer the ques-
tion, what does it mean for what exists to “ap-
pear”, that is, to be a phenomenon? We arrive
at what is essentially a tautological attempt
to define “phenomenon” and “appearance”:
a phenomenon is that which appears, i.e. the
two concepts are defined via each other. This
seems to suggest that when Fink speaks about
phenomenon and appearance, he is referring
to the same thing. But further down his analy-
sis switches exclusively to the concept “appear-
ance”. There are weighty reasons for this, as I
will explain in the final part of this article.

The history of the study of the concepts
“appearance” and “phenomenon” as a prob-
lem begins from the moment phenomenology
emerged as a philosophical discipline early in
the last century. Today it remains the key prob-
lem for the phenomenological movement.® But
because these terms sprang up in transcenden-
tal philosophy much earlier, I propose to struc-
ture my analysis in the following way. First of
all, it is necessary to identify the fundamental
difference between the two seemingly synony-
mous concepts in Kant’s version of transcen-
dental philosophy (especially since Eugen Fink
himself in his works frequently invokes Kant).
Because Fink belongs to the phenomenological
tradition it is then necessary to trace the princi-
ples of distinguishing these concepts in Husserl,
for whom appearance is secondary in relation to
phenomenon. And finally I will turn to Fink’s
texts to reveal the special significance of the
concept of “appearance” for his philosophy.

* “Was bedeutet fiir das Seiende, dafs es ‘erscheint’?”

5> Cf. the books of Martin Seel (Seel, 2003) and Gunther
Figal (Figal, 2010), which demonstrate the growing in-
terest in the topic. Their works are devoted above all to
the analysis of the concept “appearance”. Klaus Held
(2012) also thematises the problem of appearance as a
distinct phenomenological problem.
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KaHTMAHCKOM ¥ (PeHOMeHOJIOrMYecKOy Hallpas-
JeHUN B dwiocodpum B MHTepHpeTaluy IOHS-
TUW «dBJIeHVe» U «(eHOMeH»: BO-IIePBbIX, VC-
[IOJIb30BAHVIE STVIX IIOHSTWV HAXOAWTCS B pyciie
obrren TpaHCILIEHIEHTaIbHOV TPpaJuLI, BO-BTO-
peix, DUMHK — OOVH M3 HEMHOIIX aBTOPOB-(peHo-
MEHOJIOIOB, KOTOPBIE BBIXOLVJIN 3a PaMKV CBOEro
HarlpasjieHns 1 padotarm ¢ Tekctammu Kanrta (a
TakXe leresis); B-TpeTbMX, cama IieJIb VCCileloBa-
HUSL COCTOUT B pa3pabOTKe MHTePAVCIIUILIVHAD-
HOT'O TTOIXOfa K aHa/IM3y 3TUX MOHSTWUM, TO €CTh
TaKOTO IIO/IXOJ1a, KOTOPBIVI OOBbeAMHSIeT KaHTYaH-
CKYIO V1 PeHOMEHOJIOrMUeCcKyI0 TpaanuIIV HTep-
HpeTaly sABjieHUsA 1 peHOMeHa.

1. «SIBr1eHMe» n «dpenomen» y Kanra

Y viccnenoBateriert Kanra He cymecTByeT OiHO-
3HAYHOVI TPAKTOBKM IIOHSITUN «sBJIeHMe» U «de-
HoMmeH». [lpescraBisieTcss maske caMo cobovt pa-
3yMEIOILIVIMCS, YTO 3TV TEPMUHBI yIIOTPeOIISIOTCS
KakK cHOHVMBI (cM.: Komapos, 2006, c. 165)°, onHa-
KO TaKasl CXOXKeCTb oOMaHuMBa. TpaKTOBKa TOHS-
TUS «sIBJIEHVIe» VIMeeT O4eHb IINPOKYIO aMIUINUTY-
Iy — OT yTBepXK[eHWs, UTo sIBJIeHVie IIpaBuJIbHee
MIOHMMATB B «(PU31YECKOM CMBICIIe», 110 YTBeprKe-
Hus, uTO siBjieHnst Kanta — 310 cyry60 MeHTaIb-
HBI q)eHOMeH, CBSI3AaHHBIVI C IIpeaCTaB/IeHVIEM
(Pinkard, 2002, p. 26). Tak, T.V1. OnzepmaHn B cTa-
The «[loHsTHe saBneHMs B cucteMe V. KanTa» BbI-
ABUTaeT Te3uc 00 aMOMBaIeHTHOV, CyObeKT-00b-
eKTHOM IIpupoze deHoMeHa, mpuyueM B «Kpuru-

>ITpn aTOM HEOOXOAMMO yKa3aTh Ha TO, YTO CMHOHMMIY-
HOCTb T€PMVHOB PsIOM McCIIefloBaTesierl CTaBUTCs IO
Boripoc. K mpumepy, II.H. PaseeB comHeBaeTcst B Iipa-
BOMEPHOCTI B3aVIMO3aMeHSeMOrO VICIIOJIb30BaHVS Tep-
MIMHOB «sIBJIEHMe» ¥ «(PeHOMeH» B aHIJIUICKOM Iiepe-
Bonte «Kpurukn ancroro pasyma» (Pasees, 1997, c. 200).
H.B. MoTpommioBa yKasbIBaeT: «...0UeHb BaXXKHO HaThb
ceOe OTUeT B TOM, UTO [l OYeHb PacCIPOCTPaHEHHOTO
OommMOOYHOTr0 MHEHMsSI 0 ToM, uTo “deHomen” n “spire-
mne” y Kanra — Oynro ObI 0mHO 11 TO Xe (II04eMy Iiepe-
BOIUMKM Opasii Ha cebs cMeJIOCTh Hake 3aMeHSITh OfHO
CJIOBO [IPYIVIM), HET HUKAKMX OCHOBAHWV, €CiIi, KOHeu-
HO, OIIMpaThCcs Ha olpenerieHns camoro Kanra, a He BbI-
IyMBIBaTh YTO-TO OT cebsi» (MoTtpommiosa, 2017, c. 13).
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It is also necessary to mention the method-
ological grounds for comparing the Kantian
and phenomenological currents in philoso-
phy in interpreting the concepts “appearance”
and “phenomenon”: first, the use of these con-
cepts has been endorsed by the entire transcen-
dental tradition; second, Fink is one of the few
phenomenological authors who have crossed
the boundaries of their trend and worked with
the texts of Kant (as well as Hegel); and third,
the aim of this investigation is to develop an
inter-disciplinary approach to the analysis of
these concepts, i.e. an approach that combines
the Kantian and phenomenological traditions
in interpreting appearance and phenomenon.

1. “Appearance” and “Phenomenon”
in Kant

There is no consensus among Kant scholars
on the interpretation of the concepts “appear-
ance” and “phenomenon”. Indeed, it is taken
for granted that these terms are used synony-
mously (c¢f. Komarov, 2006, p. 165),° but the
similarity is deceptive. Interpretations of the
concept “appearance” vary widely from the
assertion that appearance should be more cor-
rectly understood “in the physical sense”
to the claims that with Kant appearance is a
strictly mental phenomenon connected with
representations (Pinkard, 2002, p. 26). Thus,
Teodor I. Oizerman, in an article entitled “The
Concept of Appearance in Kant’s System”,

¢ It has to be said that some authors question the syn-
onymy of the terms. For example, Danil N. Razeev chal-
lenges the legitimacy of the interchangeable use of the
terms “appearance” and “phenomenon” in the English
translation of the Critique of Pure Reason (Razeev, 1997,
p- 200). Nelli V. Motroshilova stresses that “it is very im-
portant to be aware of the fact that the popular miscon-
ception that “phenomenon” and ‘appearance” with Kant
mean the same thing (which is why translators did not
stop short of replacing one word with the other) is to-
tally groundless, provided of course that we proceed
from Kant’s own definition and do not invent our own”
(Motroshilova, 2017, p. 13).



Ke YVCTOrO pa3yMa» BbIpakeHO ITpeVMYyIIecTBeH-
HO CyOBeKTMBHO-Vea/IVICTIIUeCKOe ITOHMMAaHe
ABJICHUVI B KadecTBe IIpeficTaBjleHn’, a B «Merta-
pu3MYeCcKIX OCHOBaX eCTeCTBO3HaHWsS» — IIpe-
VMIMYIIIECTBEHHO X CyOBeKT-00beKTHOe TOJIKOBa-
Hue (Omsepman, 2002, c. 207—208). Cropasensiu-
BOCTV Pajiyl CTOUT yKa3aTb, YTO IIeJIbIO 3TOV pa-
O0TeI OBUIO He pasrpaHMUeHVe MeXIy SBJIeHU-
eM 1 peHOMEHOM, HO 0OOCHOBaHMe Te3uca O J1y-
aym3Me sBJIeHMs KaK VIMIUIMIIMTHOIO COYeTaHWs
MaTepVaICTYeCKO ¥ WIeasIVICTUIecKo Tpa-
oyt B dpwitocodmn Kanra (Onszepman, 2002,
c. 208) ¢ ToukM 3peHMsT MAPKCUCTCKOM KPUTUKIL.
J171 HaImXx 11eJ1evt BayKeH BBIBOII: TPAKTOBKa siBJIe-
HVsI BO3MOXKHA He B CyT'y0o0 1eaIcT4ecKoM, HO
B Oortee orpeiesieHHOM, OOBEKTHOM CMBICTIE.

Ha pasmrune Mexny siBjieHVeM 1 (PeHOMEHOM
ykasbiBaeT [I.H. bypxanos: «OpHako sBieHue
u peHOMEH — BOBCe He OIHO U TO Xe. PeHOMEH
O3HauaeT HeUTO, BO3HMKAloIlee Ha T'PaHMUIIEe sSB-
JIeHUs U Bellly B ceDe. fIBleHme e mopgpasyMeBa-
eT CBs3b, HOPOXKIAeMYIO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHbIMU
IpVHLOMIIaMM To3HaHMs» (Bypxanos, 2016, c. 35).
JlaHHOe pasrpaHMUeHVe HeCKOJIBKO abCTpaKTHO,
IIOTOMY YTO C HUM, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, HeJIb3s He
COIVIACUTBCS  (SIBJIeHMe [IeVICTBUTEIBHO CBSI3aHO
C TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHbIMIM IIPUHIIUIIAMM IIO3Ha-
HWs, BIIpoueM, Kak 1 ¢peHOMeH), ¢ ipyrovt — e-
HOMEH OIIpezie/IsieTCsl aBTOPOM KaK BO3HMKAIO-
IV Ha TpaHulIie sBJIeHNs 1 Belly B cebe. B aTom
cJlydae MBI MMeeM Kak Obl 7IBa IIOJIfOca — sIBJle-
HVIe 11 Belllb B cebe, MeXTy KOTOPbIMI BO3HMKAET
denomen. Ho Torzia kakoBa cofiepkaTesibHasi IIpu-
porna deHomena? Kak B 3Ty OUIIONISpHYIO MOIEITb
BCTPaMBaIOTCsl HOYMeH U IIpecTaBJIeHie?

LleHTpasIbHBIM BOIIPOCOM B OJHOW W3 CTaTen
J1.H. Pa3zeeBa Obu1a cOOCTBEeHHO ITpo0iTeMa pasim-
YeHWs TIOHSTUN «siBJIeHMe» 1 «deHoMeH». Pesto-
MUpPYs UTOTM CBOErO aHaJIn3a, aBTOp MUIIIET, YTO
ITIO3HaHVIEe TIOCPEICTBOM CIIOCOOHOCTV BOOOpake-
HVS TpaHCHOPMUPYeT sABJIeHMe U IIpeaMeT B de-
HomeH (Pasees, 1997, c. 206). M1 B, 9TO peltia-
IOIITYIO POJIb [IJIs OllpeiesieHNs peHOMeHa MUrpaeT

A.N. Krioukov

suggests that phenomenon has an ambivalent,
subject-object nature, with the Critique of Pure
Reason expressing a predominantly subjec-
tive-idealistic interpretation of appearances as
representations and Metaphysical Foundations
of Natural Science a predominantly subject-ob-
ject one (Oizerman, 2002, pp. 207-208). It has
to be said for fairness sake that the aim of that
work was not to distinguish the concepts of ap-
pearance and phenomenon but to ground the
essentially Marxist thesis about the dualism of
appearance as an implicit combination of the
materialistic and idealistic traditions in Kant’s
philosophy (Oizerman, 2002, p. 208). For our
purpose the important conclusion is that ap-
pearance lends itself not only to a strictly ide-
alistic, but also to a more definite objective
interpretation.

Rafael A. Burkhanov stresses the difference
between appearance and phenomenon: “How-
ever, appearance and phenomenon are by no
means the same. Phenomenon means some-
thing on the border between appearance and
thing in itself. Appearance implies the link en-
gendered by transcendental principles of cogni-
tion” (Burkhanov, 2016, p. 35). The distinction
is somewhat abstract because on the one hand
we cannot but agree with it (appearance is in-
deed linked with the transcendental principles
of cognition, as indeed is phenomenon), but on
the other hand the author defines phenomenon
as something that arises on the border between
appearance and the thing in itself. In this case
we have two poles, appearance and the thing in
itself, between which is located the phenome-
non. But what, then, is the content of phenom-
enon? How do noumen and representation fit
into this bipolar model?

One of Danil N. Razeev’s papers was ex-
pressly devoted to the problem of distinguish-
ing appearance and phenomenon. Summing
up his analysis, the author writes that cogni-
tion through the imaginative capacity trans-
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CII0COOHOCTH BooOpaskeHMs. Heobxommmo Hamom-
HWUTb, YTO JaHHOe IOHATHe BBOoAMTCS y KaHta
B TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOV aHaJINTMKe, KOI7la pedb
3axOAUT COOCTBEHHO OO OIBITHOM IIO3HAHWW, TO
eCcThb IpobsieMe COOTHOIIEHMS allpMOPHBIX Kare-
rOpuT C JaHHBIMM YYBCTBEHHOCTW. 3[1eCh MMeeT-
Cs1 KOCBEeHHOe YKa3aHMe Ha TO, 9TO (peHOMeH CBsi-
3aH C OITpeJIe/IeHHOCTHIO UyBCTBEHHOTO TIO3HAHMS
B omblTe. OIHAKO OCTaeTCsl BOIIPOC: BBIIEIIEHVIE
deHOMeHa TIOCPeICTBOM CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpaske-
HVSI OCYIIECTBJISETCS OJHOBPEMEHHO pa3HOHa-
IpaBJIeHHO — Kak OT SIBJIeHMs, TaK ¥ OT IIperaMe-
ta? Ecyim miepBoe kaxketcs: Oojlee 0OOCHOBaHHBIM,
IIOCKOJIBKY CYIIIeCTBYeT TeHIEHIIVS CMeIIVBaHs
yHKITMOHAILHOCTY siBJIeHUsI 1 (peHOMeHa, TO
BTOpO€e HeOOXOIVIMO ITPOSICHUTb.

H.B. MoTtpommmioBa Bblle/IsleT HeCKOJIBKO «OT-
TEHKOB» pa3JINUueHNs IIOHITUI «(DeHOMEH» U «SIB-
nerne» (Motpoumwiosa, 2010; 2017). Tax, parHMiI
KanT, o MHeHMIO aBTOpa, pasiiyall sSBjleHre Kak
caM aKT SIBJIEHHOCTM, a PV HOMOIIM (peHoMe-
Ha KOHKPeTM3MPOBaJI yXKe IPeIMEeTHYIO CTOPOHY
3TOV SBJIEHHOCTW. B 3TOM cilydae sBJIeHUe OKa-
3bIBAETCSI CBSI3aHO C JOJIOTMYECKVIM IIpVIMEHeHVI-
eM paccyfiKa, PeHOMeH Xe — C pedIeKCHBHOCTBIO
u onblToM. B «Kpurnke umcroro pasyma» pyHk-
umsi deHoMeHa elle Goslee KOHKPeTU3UPYeTCH,
IIOCKOJIBKY ITPV €rO ITOMOIIM ITPOVICXOINT TIOJIBe-
JieHVie CO3epLaHMmV TIOI PacCy[OuHble IOHSATS,
TO €CTh OCYIIeCTBJIZeTCS IPVIMEHEeHe KaTeropuil
K siBjieHaM (MoTporiosa, 2010, c. 85; 2017, c. 14).
@DeHOMEHBI B TAKOM CJTy4yae — CBOeoOpas3Hasi IIperl-
MeTHasl CTopoHa no3HaHus. CyOopayHaIms Mex-
Ay 3HAUYeHWMSIMU [IBYX 3TVX HOHSATUI B «KpuTnke
YIICTOrO pasyMa» BBIIJISANT TaK: siBJIeHVe HeoT/le-
JIMIMO OT ITpeJicTaBjieHns 00 oObeKTe, peHoMeH ke
SBJII€TCS MeTaIlOHSTVEM TI0 OTHOIIEHUIO K sIBJIe-
Huto (Motpormmiosa, 2010, c. 84—85). «ltak, mep-
Mmunosoeudecku “chenomen” uepaem 6 “Kpumuxe uu-
cmoeo pasyma” yeHmpaisHyo poas npesxoe Bceeo npu
PA3bACHEHUU CMbLCAA U (PYHKYUU Kameeopuil pac-
cyoxa» (MoTpormtosa, 2010, c. 85). To ecTs deHo-
MeH VIMeeT OTTeHOK CMBICIIa, CBA3aHHBIN C KaTero-
PpyYaIbHBIM IIPYIMEeHeHVIeM ITO3HaH AL

forms appearance and object into phenomenon
(Razeev, 1997, p. 206). We see that the faculty
of imagination plays the decisive role in the
definition of phenomenon. It should be remem-
bered that Kant introduces this concept into
transcendental analytics when he speaks of
experiential cognition, i.e. the problem of the
relationship between a priori categories and
sensual data. This implies that the phenomenon
is linked with the certainty of sensual cognition
in experience. That, however, still leaves the
question: Is the phenomenon isolated through
the faculty of imagination in different direc-
tions at once, i.e. proceeding from the phenom-
enon and from the object? While the former
seems to be better grounded because there is a
tendency to confuse the functionalities of ap-
pearance and phenomenon, the latter calls for
a clarification.

Nelli V. Motroshilova writes about
“shades” in distinguishing the concepts “phe-
nomenon” and “appearance” (Motroshilova,
2010; 2017). Thus, the early Kant, she believes,
distinguished appearance as the fact of ap-
pearing and used phenomenon to specify the
object aspect of appearing. In this case, appear-
ance is linked with a pre-logical use of reason
and phenomenon with reflexivity and experi-
ence. In the Critique of Pure Reason the function
of the phenomenon is further concretised be-
cause it brings intuitions within the scope of
mental concepts, i.e. applies categories to ap-
pearances (Motroshsilova, 2010, p. 85; 2017,
p. 14). In this case, phenomena are an object
aspect of cognition. In the Critique of Pure Rea-
son the subordination between the meanings of
these two concepts is as follows: appearance is
inseparable from the representation of an ob-
ject, while the phenomenon is a meta-concept
relative to appearance (Motroshilova, 2010,
pp. 84-85). “Thus, terminologically, ‘phenome-
non’ plays the central role in the Critique of Pure
Reason primarily in explaining the meaning and
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PaccmoTprM B OOIIMIX YepTaX, B KAKOM CMBIC-
ne cam KaHT ymorpe0riseT MOHATWUS «SBJIEHWE»
" «deHOMeH», TIpeXxe Bcero B «KpuTuke gmcToro
pasyma»®. OrpenierieHe SBJIEHS CBSI3aHO C XOPO-
1110 M3BECTHOVI IIPeIIOChUIKON KaHTVaHCKOV pu-
J10cOPUM, UTO CYIIECTBYIOT JBe CTOPOHBI 3TOrO
MUpa: MVP, KOTOPbIVI MOXXHO II03HATh, I MUP, KO-
TOPBIVI TIO3HATh Hejb3s. Mup, KOTOPBIV HeJIb3s
IIO3HATh, COCTOUT 13 Belllen B ceOe, VIV CYIIeCcTBY-
IOIIVIX caMM TI0 ceDe; MUp, KOTOPBITI MBI B COCTOSI-
HUY II03HaTh, — 3TO MUP SBJIEHHBIN: «... (B 9yB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMAaeMOM MUPe) MBI Be3le, Jaxe
py ITyOodariiieM VCCIIeNOBaHWUM €ro IIpegMe-
TOB, VIMeeM [1eJI0 TOJIBKO C siBjleHusMu» (B 62—
63; Kanrt, 2006, c. 123). C Toukn 3penuns KaHnra,
MBI B IIPMHINIIE HE MMeeM BO3MOXHOCTV WHa-
Ye cosepriarh Belly, KpoMe KakK B KauecTBe sIBJIe-
Hui1. Ha Hac kak OBl HaJleThl «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
Hble OYKW», OJaromapsi KOTOPBIM MBI HadlHaeM
BUJIETH Belllyl B IIPOCTPaHCTBe 1 BpemMeHN. VImeH-
HO Oy1arofaps 5TOMY CTAHOBUTCSI BO3MOXKHBIM CO-
3epLUarh BeIly BHYTPEHHVIM B30POM OO0 BCSIKO-
T'O HEITOCPEeICTBEHHOI'O OIBITHOIO CTOJIKHOBEHIS
¢ HuMn. OgHO U3 HEeMHOIMX, Hanboslee IUTUPY-
€MBIX, OIpe/lesIeHnI dBjleHus m1acut: «Heorpe-
JOeJIeHHBIVI IIpeaMeT SMIIMPUYECKOro CO3epLIaHist
HasblBaeTcsd Abienuem» (B 34; Kant, 2006, c. 89).
Heonpenenennomy npemeTy IIO JIOTMIKE Belen
JOJDKEH IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISATHCS O PeIesIeHHbBI
npenmeT. IlosToMy Hens3OeXHO BO3ZHMKAIOT BO-
IIPOCHL: MOXKeT JIU sIBJIeHVe 0OpecTy CTaTyc oIrpe-
JeJIeHHOTO IIpeaMeTa, VI eCJIN «1a», TO IIPY KaKmx
ycnousix? Ecim «HeT», TO KaKuM HOJDKeH OBITh
STOT OIIpeIe/IeHHBIV IIpeIMeT 1 KaK OH COOTHO-
cutcs ¢ sBjleHreM? OIpeliesleHHBIV IIpeJIMeT OT-
JIMYAETCS OT BeIly B ceDe myIv 3TO OIHO U TO Xe?

¢ITo nmoBoxy momsATHA «sBieHMe» T.V. Onzepman crpa-
BeIUIMBO OTMeuaeT: «Cpeyt OCHOBHBIX IOHSTUV, CIIEll-
ndryeck XapaKTepus3YIOLIMX TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHBIN
ugeaysM KaHrta, moHATUIO “gBiieHyre” HeCOMHEHHO
IIPVHA/IJIEXUT IIeHTpajibHOe MecTo. [Tpasna, B “Kpurnke
YMCTOro pasyMa”... HeT HM IVIaBbl, HU [JaXe maparpada,
CIIeIMajIbHO IIOCBAIIEeHHBIX 3TOMY HOHATHIO...» (Oisep-
MaH, 2002, c. 196).

7 Cp. ¢ MHTepIIpeTalyen IByX cTOpoH mMupa Kanra xak
OIHOTO YHM(PUIOVPOBAHHOIO Mupa B pabore: (Marshall,
2013).

A.N. Krioukov

function of the categories of reason” (ibid., p. 85).
In other words, phenomenon has a shade of
meaning connected with the categorial use of
cognition.

Let us look at the meaning with which Kant
invests the concepts “appearance” and “phe-
nomenon”, notably in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son.” The definition of appearance is associated
with the well-known prerequisite of Kantian
philosophy to the effect that there are two
sides to this world: the knowable world and
the unknowable world.? “[...] we have noth-
ing to do with anything except appearances
anywhere (in the world of sense), even in the
deepest research into its objects” (KrV, B 62-
63; Kant, 1998, p. 187). On Kant’s account, we
can only observe things as appearances. It is
as if we were wearing “transcendental glass-
es” thanks to which we begin to see things in
space and time. This makes it possible to in-
tuit things with inner vision prior to immedi-
ate experiential encounter with them. One of
the few oft-quoted definitions of appearance
reads: “The undetermined object of an empir-
ical intuition is called appearance” (KrV, B 34;
Kant, 1998, p. 172). Logically, the undeter-
mined object is counterposed to a determined
object. Therefore questions inevitably suggest
themselves: can an appearance gain the status
of determined object, and if “yes” under what
conditions? If not, what should the deter-
mined object be like and how does it relate to
appearance? Is a determined object something
different from a thing in itself or are these the
same thing?

7 T.I. Oizerman rightly says this about the concept of ap-
pearance: “Among the main concepts specifically char-
acterising Kant’s transcendental idealism ‘appearance’
occupies the central place. True, in the Critique of Pure
Reason [...] there is not a single chapter or even para-
graph devoted to this concept [...]” (Oizerman, 2002,
p- 196).

8 Cf. interpretation of the two sides of Kant’s world as
one unified world in Marshall (2013).
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C roHSTMEM «SIBJIEHVIe» CBSI3aHO ITOHSTHE «(e-
HoMeH». [ IpuBeny nurary ns3 naparpadga o mpoTu-
BOIIOCTaBJIeHUN peHOMeHa 11 HoyMeHa B «Kputu-
Ke YVICTOro pasyma», B kotopont KaHT BBOAUT 3TO
noagTre. OH OUITIeT:

TeMm He MeHee Kor7ia MBI Te VIV VIHBIE ITpelIMe-
TBI KaK sIBJIeHVISI Ha3blBaeM UyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPU-
HuMaeMbIMu cymiHOcTsiMU (Phaenomena), omm-
Yasi IIPU 3TOM CIIOCO0, KaK/M MBI X co3epliaeM,
OT MX CBOVICTB CaMmX II0 ce0e, TO yXe B caMOM
HallleM IIOHSTUM [JyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHVIMAae-
MOVI CYIITHOCTV| 3aKJIFOUAETCS TO, YTO MBI KaK OBl
IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIEM 3TVM YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPY-
HVIMaeMBbIM CYIITHOCTSIM VIV Te Ke CaMble CyIII-
HOCTM C VX CBOVICTBAMM CaMVMMU II0 cebe, XOTs
MBI 3TVIX CBOVICTB B HVIX VI HE CO3epliaeM, VIV Ke
IpyTvie BO3MOJXXHBIE BeIlM, KOTOpBIe BOBCE He
OOBEKTHI HAIMX YyBCTB; ¥ MBI paccMaTpviBaeM
VX KaK IIpeIMeThbl, KOTOpPbIe MBICJIUT TOJIBKO pac-
CY[IOK, U Ha3blBaeM VX PacCyIOYHBIMM CYIITHO-
cramu (Noumena) (B 306; Kaut, 2006, c. 405).

W3 camom 3TOV ILIMTATBl MBI MOXXEM BBIBECTV
IIpefiBapuTesIbHOe oIperesieHne ¢eHoMeHa Kak
UyBCTBEHHO BOCITpMHMMaeMon cymiHocTi (Sin-
nenwesen), 4To, IO CyTV, COOTBETCTBYeT OIIperie-
JIHUIO TIOHATUS «siBjleHMe». Ha mepBblIvi B3IVIA
TaKoe OITpeJieJieHie CMHOHVIMIYHO BBIIIIE ITperl-
CTaBJIeHHOMY OITpeieJIeHIIO siBJIeHVs KaK HeoIlpe-
JIeJIEHHOT'O IIpe/IMeTa YyBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epIiaHwsl.
ITosToMy MBI CTaJIKMBaeMCsl C HEOOXOXVIMOCTBHIO
IIPOBeeHNs pa3/Indisl MeXy OTTeHKaMy 3Hade-
HVS TIOHSTUM «sBJIeHne» U «dpeHoMen» y KaHTa.

Pazmruanio Mexxy dpeHOMeHOM 11 HOyMeHOM TaK-
Xe miocsseH § 32 «[Iposeromen...». 3pneck MHbIE
OTTEHKM pas3Ivyusd MeXy STUMMU IIOHSATUSMMA.
KanT B 3TOM naparpade oTOXIecTBIIsieT UyBCTBEH-
Hble Bellly VWIN sIBJIeHWs], YTOUHsIs B CKOOKax, 4To
peub mpet o «Phaenomena». OH nuIIIeT, YTO HOY-
MeHaJIbHBIe CYIITHOCT 71 JPEBHIIX ObUIV UeM-TO
caMo coOoV pa3yMeFOIIVIMCS, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM «CMe-
IIVBaJIV SBJIeHMS C IIpu3pakamm» (AA 04, S. 314;
Kanrt, 1993, c. 99). D10 BaXKHBIVI MOMEHT: IIPUIIVCHI-
BaHMe IIPU3PavHOCTY HOyMeHaIbHBIM CYIITHOCTSIM
ObUIO XM3HEHHOW PpeaIbHOCTHIO JIPeBHVX BBUILY
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The concept “phenomenon” is linked with
the concept “appearance”. Consider this quote
from a paragraph on the juxtaposition of phe-
nomenon and noumenon in the Critique of Pure
Reason in which Kant introduces this concept:

Nevertheless, if we call certain objects, as
appearances, beings of sense (phaenomena),
because we distinguish the way in which we
intuit them from their constitution in itself,
then it already follows from our concept that to
these we as it were oppose, as objects thought
merely through the understanding, either other
objects conceived in accordance with the latter
constitution, even though we do not intuit it in
them, or else other possible things, which are
not objects of our senses at all, and call these
beings of understanding (noumena) (KrV, B 306;
Kant, 1998, p. 360).

From this quotation we can derive a tenta-
tive definition of phenomenon as a being of
sense (Sinneswesen), which essentially corre-
sponds to the concept “appearance”. At first
glance this definition is synonymous with the
above definition of appearance as an undeter-
mined object of sensible intuition. Thus we are
confronted with the need to distinguish the
shades of meaning of “appearance” and “phe-
nomenon” according to Kant.

The difference between phenomenon and
noumenon is the subject of § 32 of Prolegome-
na Here the shades of difference between these
concepts are different. In this paragraph Kant
identifies sensible things and appearances,
warning in brackets that he is referring to phae-
nomena. He writes that noumenal entities were
taken for granted by the ancients “because
they took appearance and illusion to be one
and the same thing” (Prol, AA 04, p. 314; Kant,
2002, p. 107). This is a point to be noted: equat-
ing nominal entities with illusions was real for
the ancients because of the pardonable imma-
turity of their reason and their belief in fantas-
tic worlds. In other words, imagined phantoms



IIPOCTUTEIIBHOV HEe3PEeJIOCTU MX pasyMa M Bephl
B (paHTacTMUeckrie MupeL VIHBIMU cjlOBaM, BbI-
IlyMaHHbIe paHTOMBI (ITpM3paKy) — 3TO HOyMeHBI,
KOTOPBIM ITPOTUBOCTOAT (peHOMeHbI KaK UyBCTBeH-
HBI€ sIBJIEHVISI B KOHKPETHOVI JKVM3HEHHOV peasIbHO-
CTU, OOYCJIOBJIEHHOM OIIBITOM. MOXXHO ITpefIIosio-
JKUTB, 4TO B IposieroMeHax KaHT mcrionesyer de-
HOMEHBI U SIBJIEHVMS KaK HeUTO CXOMHOEe IS OITU-
CaHMs OHOIO 1 TOro Xe (pakra cosHaHms. Ho mo-
CMOTPVM 3aKJTIOYeHNe K 3ToMy Haparpady: «...00
STMX YMCTBIX YMCTBEHHBIX CYIITHOCTSX MBI He 3Ha-
€M ¥ He MOXXKeM 3HaTh HIYero OIIpene/IeHHOro, Tak
KaK HalllVl YVCThle pacCyJO4YHbIe HOHSTNSI, PaBHO
Kak ¥ YMCThIe BO33PeHVIst, OTHOCITCH K IIpeIMeTaM
BO3MOKHOI'O OITBITa, T.€. K IIPOCTHIM UyBCTBEHHBIM
BelllaM, BHe KOTOPBIX 3TV HOHATHS TePAIOT BCAKOe
3HaueHme» (AA 04, S. 315; Kant, 1993, c. 100). Mb1
VIMeEM [IeJI0 CO CJIROYIOIIVIM OTTEHKOM PasyIvuVis:
0 HOyMeHaX MbI He 3HaeM HIYero OIpeaesIeHHOro,
a 3TO 3HA4YWT, YTO HOyMeHaM IIPOTUBOCTOAT peHo-
MeHBI B KaueCTBe OIIpeieJIeHHOrO 3HaHMsA. XOT4 SB-
JIEHVISI TOXe €CTh HeOoIllpeIe/IeHHbIVI IIpeIMeT dyB-
CTBEHHOI'O CO3epliaHVs, OHAKO OHVM He HOYMEeHBL.
Torpa mpenBapuTesIbBHO MOXXHO BBIIBVHYTH I'MIIO-
Te3y, YTO OTJINYMTe/IbHAas XapaKTepucTuKa eHo-
MEHOB JJOJDKHa OBbITh KaKMM-TO 0Opa3soM cBsg3aHa
C OIIpeIeJIeHHOCTBIO.

ITorrpoOyio cyMMMpoBaTh ITPUHIIUIIBI COOT-
HeceHWs NOHSATUN «dBJIeHVe» 1 «deHoMeH». SIB-
JIeHVsI OTHOCSITCS K O0JIacTV TpaHCLIeH[IeHTallb-
HOVI YyBCTBEHHOCTU B II€JIOM, U II0 3TOV IIPUYM-
He KaHT HaspIBaeT 1X «HeOoIIpele/IeHHbIMU ITpe]l-
MeTaMM», (PEHOMEHBI CBSI3aHBI C KaTeropyaalbHbIM
IO3HAaHVEeM, a TeM CaMbIM — C KOHKPeTHBIMU Be-
I1aM¥, ITIO3HaBaeMbIMMU B OITbITe. DeHOMEHBI — 3TO
ABJICHVIS, OIIpe/ieJIeHHbIe B UyBCTBEHHOM OIIBITE.

IIpy 3TOM OCTaeTcst BOIIPOC, KaKyl POJIb 3TO
pasivyeHre MOXXeT UIpaTh I HaIllUX IIOCIIey-
IOIIMX IOTYOUVI IIPU TIepexoae K pacCMOTPEHIIO
IIpo0JIeMBI COOTHOIIEHMS SIBTIeHMS 1 (DeHOMeHa
B PeHOMEHOJIOIMUeCcKOV TpaauLIUi. 31ech 5 yIo-
MsIHY eIlle OJHO 3HauMTeJIbHOe CBOVICTBO SIBJIe-
Hus. KanaT rmirmer:
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(ghosts) are noumena contrasted with phenom-
ena as sensible appearances in concrete reali-
ty conditioned by experience. Arguably, Kant
in Prolegomena uses phenomena and appear-
ances as something similar to describe one and
the same fact of consciousness. But let us look
at the conclusion of this paragraph: “[...] we
do not know and cannot know anything de-
terminate about these intelligible beings at all,
because our pure concepts of the understand-
ing as well as our pure intuitions refer to noth-
ing but objects of possible experience, hence to
mere beings of sense, and that as soon as one
departs from the latter, not the least signifi-
cance remains for those concepts” (Prol, AA 04,
p. 315; Kant, 2002, p. 107). The shade of dif-
ference here is this: we know nothing definite
about noumena, which means that noumena
are counterposed to phenomena as determinate
knowledge. Although phenomena are also an
undetermined object of sensible intuition they
are not noumena. Now we can tentatively put
forward a hypothesis that the distinctive fea-
ture of phenomena must somehow be connect-
ed with determinedness.

I shall now try to sum up the principles
of correlating the concepts of “appearance”
and “phenomenon”. Appearances belong to
the realm of transcendental sensibility as a
whole, which is why Kant calls them “unde-
termined objects”, while phenomena are con-
nected with categorial knowledge and thereby
with concrete things cognised through experi-
ence. Phenomena are appearances determined
in sensible experience. The question remains
as to what role this distinction may play in our
subsequent investigations as we move on to
the problem of the relationship between ap-
pearance and phenomenon in the phenomeno-
logical tradition. At this point I would like to
mention another significant property of appear-
ance. Kant writes:
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...BCSIKOe Hallle co3epIiaHiie eCTh TOJIBKO IIperl-
CTaBJIeHNe O SIBJIEHWW... BEIl[M, KOTOPble MBI CO-
3epliaeM, caMu 110 cebe He TaKOBbI, KaK OHV HaM
SIBJISTFOTCSL, V1 €CJIV OBl MBI YCTPAHWIN Halll CyOb-
€KT VIV e TOJIbKO CyOBeKTVBHBIE CBOVICTBA Ha-
IIIVIX YyBCTB BOOOIIE, TO BCE CBOVICTBA OOBEKTOB
VI VIX OTHOIIEHWS B IIPOCTPAHCTBE U BpPeMeHWU,
JlaXke caMo IIPOCTPAHCTBO W BpeMsl Vcue3In Obl:
KaK SIBJIEHVS OHM MOTYT CYIIeCTBOBAaTh TOJIBKO
B Hac, a He B cebe (B 59; Kanr, 2006, c. 119).

VI3 sTOM LUTaTHI CIIelyeT, UTO, BO-IIePBBIX, SB-
JIEHVISI CYIIIeCTBYIOT B HaC (xOTs M ABJISAIOTCS OTO-
OpakeHVeM BHeIIIHeV BeIN B ce0e) 11, BO-BTOPBIX,
OHV TE€CHO CBSI3aHbBI C HAIIIVIMY ITPEe/ICTaBIIeHVISIMIA.
Bropoit MoOMeHT npuHIIMIIMAaIIeH U CBsI3aH C OIIpe-
JleJICHHOV JIMHVEeV TPaKTOBKM siBjleHnsd y Kanra.
Peub mieT 0 Tak Ha3bIBaeMOM OePKIIMAHCKOM ITOfI-
X0fie, CyTh KOTOPOTO 3aKJIFOYAETCS B TOM, UTO BeCh
SIBJIEHHBIVI MUP €CTh He UTO MHOe, KaK Hallle I1pe/i-
crasjieHme’. DTy MHTepHpeTalio MOXXHO Ha3BaThb
KpaVIHOCbeog. Ho, xkak HU cTpaHHO, VIMEHHO Ta-
KOV MIIeaJIMCTUYeCKUI ITOIXO0I, TaKoe OTOXIIeCT-
BJIeHVIe SBJIEHVIS C IIpeICcTaB/IeHIeM 6y)1eT urparb
BaXHYIO POJIb 11711 (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKIX HTep-
nperany OuHKa, KOTOPBIVE OTOXIECTBIIACT MU
aBjieHV KanTa viMeHHO ¢ IpesicTaBiIeHieM.

IIpexpe yem nepenTit K PeHOMEHOIIOI TUECKO-
MY PacCMOTPEHWIO IIPOOJIEMBI COOTHOITIEHWST SIB-
JleHVs I peHOMeHa, TIOfIBe[ly MUTOT: B OOIIMX uep-
Tax s ODO3HAYMII MapKep, pasrpaHMYMBAIOIINI
sBJleHre 1 (PeHOMEeH,— 3TO OIIBITHOe IIpVIMeHe-
Hyle KaTerOpuii K 4yYBCTBEHHBIM TaHHBIM, a TaKXe
yKasayl Ha OOHY 3KCTpeMaIbHYI0, OOHAKO IIOTeH-
LMaJIbHO BAXKHYIO TPaKTOBKY SIBJIEHVIS B KaueCcTBe

8 TTompoOHBIT 0030p TaKOTO IIOXOAa B KOHTEKCTe CeMaH-
TUUYECKOV MHTepIpeTaluy CBA3KU «IIpeMeT — sBjle-
Hue — Tpesicrasienne» cM.: (Karpeuko, 2018).

K npumepy, IIOHMMaHMe SBJIEHNS TOJIBKO JIVIIb B Kade-
crBe Tipencrasienus T.Vl. OnzepmaH cumMTaeT HeoIlpas-
manabM. OH mmieT: «Bemp cornacHo yuyennto Kaxra, fcs
II03HaBaeMasi peaJIbHOCTh €CTh He UTO MTHOE, KaK COBOKYII-
HOCTb A6senuil. SIBjeHus e ornpenesitorcs KanTom kak
HallIl, JejIoBevuecKne IIpeficTaBiIeHNs, T.e. He4To, CyIlle-
CTBYyIOIIIee JIVIIIb B [IO3HAHWM, KOTOPOe, TaKUM 00pasoM,
TpaKTyeTcs KaK aHaJIV3 1 CMHTe3 IIpeficTasieHmnii. Tem He
MeHee KaHT omrperiesisieT siBJIeHV: 1 KaK IIpeJIMeTHI, TeJla,
BeIlM, KOTOPble BOCIIPMHMMAIOTCS HAIIVIMY YyBCTBaM,
cTas1o ObITh, HasuuecmBytom 0o Besakoeo bocnpusamus» (On-
3epmas, 2002, c. 196).
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“[...] all our intuition is nothing but the
representation of appearance; [...] the things
that we intuit are not in themselves what we
intuit them to be, nor are their relations so
constituted in themselves as they appear to us;
and [...] if we remove our own subject or even
only the subjective constitution of the senses
in general, then all constitution, all relations
of objects in space and time, indeed space
and time themselves would disappear, and as
appearances they cannot exist in themselves,
but only in us (B 59; Kant, 1998, p. 185).

It follows from this quotation that first, ap-
pearances exist within us (although they reflect
the external thing in itself) and second, that
appearances are closely linked with our rep-
resentations. The latter point is a matter of prin-
ciple because it reflects a certain line in Kant’s
interpretation of appearance. I am referring
to what is known as the Berkeleyan approach
which is that all the apparent world is noth-
ing but our representation.’ This interpretation
may sound extreme.'’ But, oddly enough, this
idealistic approach, the identification of appear-
ance and representation, would loom large in
the phenomenological interpretations of Fink:
Fink identifies Kant’s world of appearances
with representations.

Before I proceed to consider the relation-
ship between appearance and phenomenon
from the phenomenological point of view an
interim summing up is in order. I have gener-
ally indicated the marker that distinguishes ap-
pearance and phenomenon (it is the experiential
use of categories with regard to sensual data)

° For a detailed review of this approach in the context
of semantic interpretation of the “object-appearance-
representation” sequence see Katrechko (2018).

10 For example, T.I. Oizerman disagrees with the
interpretation of appearance merely as representation.
He writes: “According to Kant, all cognised reality
is nothing but a totality of appearances. Appearances,
according to Kant, are our human representations,
i.e. something that exists only in cognition and is thus
interpreted as analysis and synthesis of representations.
Nevertheless Kant defined appearances also as objects,
bodies, things perceived by our senses, hence existing
before any perception” (Oizerman, 2002, p. 196).



IIpeJICcTaBJIeHNs, KoTopasi OyIeT MCIOoIb30BaThCs
B deHomenonormm @rviHKa. MBI BiIesm, 94To 1aTh
OJHO3HAYHYIO TPaKTOBKY (peHOMeHa W SIBJIEHWIS
y KanTa 3aTpynHMUTeIPHO, TO3TOMY I ITPeIIJIOKIIT
OOIIMII IIPUHINIT PasINdus: gBjleHVe — IIpo-
IOyKT TPaHCIEHIeHTaIbHOV 3CTeTVKM, (PeHOMeH
Ke CBs3aH C KaTeropuasibHbIM To3HaHueM. Y T'yc-
ceprs® MeHSIIOTCSL aKIeHTHIL lleHTpasTbHBIM ITO-
HSTVEM OKa3bIBaeTcsl (PeHOMeH, KOTOPBIVI TaKXke
CBsi3aH CO cpepoVl TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO OITbITa.

2. 3HadeHMe MIOHATMS «peHOMEeH»
y I'yccepnsa

B denomenonornm I'ycceprist clI0)XKHO HamiTu
O/IHO3HAYHBbIe JePVHUIINY [IeHTPaIbHOIO IIOHS-
i «deHoMeH». YKaxXy Ha HPUHIMIINAIBHYIO
nosunuio I'yccepris: KOHLEIIWsS KaHTVAaHCKOW

10 Ocy1rrecTBIIeHMe TIepexoia U3 OIHOTO CIIocoba TpaHc-
TIeHfIeHTaTbHOM prytocodmm K IpyroMy TpebyeT ormpe-
JleJIeHHOTO MeTOJI0JIOIM4YecKoro odocHoBaHms. OueBui-
HO, 4TO, HECMOTPSI Ha CXOXKECTb TEPMVHOB «TpPaHCIeH-
JleHTaJIbHBIN», «siBJIeHue», «deHomen» y Kanra n I'yc-
cepiIsi, pedb MIOeT O KOHIIEIIIINSX, Oa3MpyIOMIMXCs Ha pas-
yaHbIx npuHimax. K npuvepy, A.H. Kpyrios ykasbl-
BaeT Ha TO, YTO OIIMOOYHOe ITOHMMaHMe TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyObeKTa BO3ZHMKIIO IO, BIIVISTHVEM TPaayIIiin
IIOHVMaHM TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTo cyobexTa y I'yccepris
(Kpymitos, 2004, c. 291), a TakKe Ha OCYIIECTBIICHHYIO €T0
rocsiefioBaTeIAMmU-peHOMeHOJIOTaMI 1eCTPYKLIMIO CTO-
pvn pwtocodpum (Tam xe, c. 293). C aTrM Hesb3st He CO-
IJIACUTBCS, HO C OJHOV OrOBOPKOVL: B IIpUMHIIMIIe Jro0as
TeMa, 3a KoTopyio I'yccepib Opasics B mcTopmKo-duIo-
codpckoM KiTfove, ObUTa TiepenvicaHa Ha (peHOMeHOJIOTH-
uveckuit MaHep. V1 HeKOppeKTHOe IIOHMMaHVe TpaHCIleH-
IleHTaJIbHOTO CyOBbeKTa Torfa cjlefyeT OTHEeCTM K YmTa-
TesraM ['yccepiiss, KOTOpble He YUYMTHIBAJIV MOMEHT «CBO-
eo0pasusi» ero mMcropuko-durocodpckmx mryauit. Ipu
3TOM OTHOIIIeHVIe e K ncTtopuu dpriocodnmn B peHoMe-
HOJIOTMYeCKOM KJIIoue BIIOJIHe ompasiaHo. ITpumeuare-
steH cremyromy dakt. A.H. Kpyrios ormedaer, uro cam
KaHT 1crornb3yeT 11eHTpasIbHOe, ¢ TOUKV 3PEHVIS €T0 VC-
cJlefioBaTesierl, IOHATVE «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHbEI CyOb-
exT» B «KpuTuke umcroro pasyma» 8 pas, He /1aBas 4eT-
koro ompenenenus (Tam xe, c. 286) (To Xe camoe OTHO-
CUTCS, KaK MBI TOJIBKO UTO BUHEIIN, VI K IIOHSTVSAM «SIB-
sleHMe» 1 «deHomen»). Kak HI cTpaHHO, TaKOW yIIpeK
MOJKHO afipecoBaTb 1 I'yccepiiro, KOTOPEIVI He olpeferis-
eT IeHTpaIbHBIe IIA ero drtocodpmm NoHSATIS «deHo-
MeH» W «sBJIeHMe» OfHO3HauHbIM obpaszom. ITpu sTom
KanT 11 I'ycceprib 0THOCATCS K TOCTAaTOYHO CTPOTMM PuI-
s10codpaM COBEpPIIIEHHO B TPaJMIIVAX HEMEIIKOV CKPYITy-
s1e3HOCTV. MOXXHO cOpMyIMpOoBaTh PUTOPIUECKIIT BO-
MPOC: CIy4YaeH JIV 3TOT MeTOIMUeCKUI «I1pobes» y oborx
CUCTEeMaTUYHBIX U CTPOrmX priocodos?
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and pointed out one extreme but potentially
important interpretation of appearance as rep-
resentation which will be used in Fink’s phe-
nomenology. We have seen that it is difficult to
interpret Kant’s appearance and phenomenon
in an unambiguous way, which is why I have
proposed a common principle of differentiation:
appearance is a product of transcendental aes-
thetics while phenomenon is linked with cate-
gorial cognition. With Husserl, we see a shift of
emphasis" to phenomenon which is also linked
to the sphere of transcendental experience.

2. The Meaning of the Concept
“Phenomenon” in Husserl’s Work

It is hard to find clear-cut definitions of the
central concept of “phenomenon” in Husserl’s
works. But I would like to point out Husserl’s

I Transition from one mode of transcendental philos-
ophy to another calls for a methodological grounding.
Obviously, despite similar interpretations of the terms
“transcendental,” “appearance,” and “phenomenon”,
Kant and Husserl proceed from different principles in
defining them. For example, Aleksey N. Krouglov (2004,
p- 291) notes that Husserl’s tradition of interpreting the
transcendental subject has influenced an erroneous in-
terpretation of the transcendental subject, and that suc-
ceeding phenomenologists had carried out a destruction
of the history of philosophy (ibid., p. 293). One can go
along with this but with one reservation: whatever topic
Husserl looked at from the historical-philosophical an-
gle, he rewrote it in the phenomenological manner. So
Husserl’s readers have only themselves to blame for mis-
interpreting the transcendental subject because they did
not take into account the “idiosyncrasy” of Husserl's
study of the history of philosophy. For all that, the study
of the history of philosophy from the phenomenological
point of view is perfectly justified. Yet another fact noted
by A.N. Krouglov is that, while in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son Kant uses what is believed to be the central concept
of “transcendental subject” eight times, he does not give
a clear-cut definition of it (ibid., p. 286) (the same is true,
as we have just seen, of the concepts “appearance” and
“phenomenon”). Oddly enough, the same charge may be
brought against Husserl who also fails to give clear defi-
nitions of the concepts of “appearance” and “phenom-
enon” that are central to his philosophy. And yet Kant
and Husserl are rigorous philosophers quite in line with
the scrupulous German approach. The rhetorical ques-
tion suggests itself: was this methodological gap in both
these systematic and rigorous philosophers accidental?
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Beln B ce0e /I HETO HellpyeMyleMa. A 3TO 3Ha-
YT, YTO MVIp IIO3HABAEM ¥, eCJIV IIPaBVIILHO IIPU-
MeHseTCsl (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKUiI MEeTOJ], [IJIsI eTo
ITOCTVDKEHMS, He COIEPXKUT HMKAKOTO TPaHCIIeH-
IEHTHOTO «3aKYJIVIChS».

TpaxToBKa MOHATUI «sBJIeHME» U «(PeHOMEH»
y I'ycceprist Takke B KOpHe OT/IMYAeTCs OT KaHTH-
aHCKOVI, TIOCKOJIBKY B €ro (peHOMEeHOJIOIMM IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO 1 BpeMs He O0JIaflaloT TeM e CTaTy-
com, uto y Kanra. C ofHOVI CTOPOHBI, OHI TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHBL, alIPVIOPHBI, HO C IPYTOM — TpaH-
CIIeH[IeHTaJIbHOe CO3HaHMe, o I'ycceprio, B Ka-
KOM-TO CMBbICJIe Oostee pyHIaMeHTaIbHO: OHO CaMO
KOHCTUTYVpPYeT BpeMs U IpocTpaHcTBo. o sTon
Ipy4YMHe sBJleHre, (PeHOMeH, MUP KaK COBOKYTI-
HOCTb SIBJIEHWI V1, KaK CJIJICTBYIE, [IOHSTVIE pealb-
HocTu y I'ycceprist MOTKHBL OBITH COBEPIIIEHHO OT-
JIMYHBI OT KaHTHaHCKOM (rstocodun, HecMOTps
Ha TO YTO pedb TakKXke MJIeT O TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hom pvtocodpmm. Heps aToro pasmanist B TOM, 94TO
aTIpVIOpHBIE IIPOCTPAHCTBO M BpeMsI KaK ITPUIVHBI
HEBO3MOXHOCTY IIOCTUTHYTbH Belllb caMy IIo cebe
y>Ke He gBJISIOTCS OIpefelISIoNMMN 11 PopMu-
poBaHMs cBOeoOpasVis SABJIeHS 1 (PeHOMeHa.

EcTb erie ogmH Ba>kKHBIVI MOMEHT, Ha KOTOPBIN
HeoOXomMMo oOpaTuTh BHVMMaHVE B KOHTEKCTe
corioctasiteHns ['ycceprs ¢ Kantom: peasbHOCTB
CBg3aHa CO CIIOCOOOM CYIIeCTBOBAHMS IIpermMe-
TOB €CTeCTBEHHOV YCTaHOBKM, TO €CThb C VX CIIOCO-
6om gsirerHocTH (I'yccepiw, 2009, c. 143—144). DT0
yTBepXKleHVe IPVUHIIUIINAIBHO [JIs IIPOBeIeH s
JleMapKallVOHHOW JIMHUY MeXy TpaHCleHJIeH-
TaipHbIMU drtocoprammu KanTa n I'yccepria. o
KanTty, peaslbHOCTP — 3TO BCe TO, UTO JaHO HaM
B OIIBITe, KOTOPBIV, CO CBOEVl CTOPOHBI, 00YyCIIOB-
JIeH alpyOpHBIMM (POpMaMM ¥ alIpUOPHBIMU TI0-
HATUSIMY, 11 I'ycceprist ke CyIecTByeT peasib-
HBITI, He HeOOXOOVIMBIN MWP TPaHCHOEHIEeHTHOIO
¥ abCOTIOTHBIVI, HEOOXOOMMBIVI MVP MMMaHEHT-
HOTO, VIJIVI TPAHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO.

®eHomeHoOIOrMsA — Hayka o deHOMeHax. Uro
O3HauaeT 3TOT IIeHTpaIbHBINI TepMUH B (peHOMe-
Hortorum ['yccepiisa? Ipexxzie yeM s mieperniy K He-
MIOCPEZICTBEHHOMY aHaJIM3y ero TeKCTOB, CIesIaio
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principled position, viz., he finds unaccept-
able the Kantian concept of the thing in itself.
This means that the world is cognisable and
if the phenomenological method of cognising
it is used there is no transcendental “hidden”
world.

Similarly, Husserl’s treatment of the con-
cepts “appearance” and “phenomenon” dif-
fers from Kant’s because in his phenomenology
space and time do not have the same status as
in Kant. On the one hand, they are transcenden-
tal and a priori and, on the other hand, tran-
scendental consciousness, according to Husserl,
is in a certain sense more fundamental: it con-
stitutes time and space itself. For this reason
appearance, phenomenon, the world as totality
of appearances and the concept of reality with
Husserl should be totally different from the
Kantian philosophy, even though in both cases
we are dealing with transcendental philosophy.
The root of this difference is that a priori space
and time, which make it impossible to know a
thing in itself, are no longer determining factors
accounting for the character of appearance and
phenomenon.

Comparing Husserl and Kant, yet anoth-
er point should be noted: reality is linked with
the mode of existence of natural objects, i.e.
the method of their appearing (Husserl, 1983,
p. 106). This assertion is key for drawing the
demarcation line between the transcendental
philosophies of Kant and Husserl. According
to Kant, reality is what is given to us in expe-
rience, which in turn is conditioned by a pri-
ori forms and a priori concepts, whereas for
Husserl, there exists a real, not necessary world
of the transcendental and the absolute neces-
sary world of the immanent, the transcendental.

Phenomenology is a science of phenome-
na. What is the meaning of this central term
in Husserl’s phenomenology? Before I pass on
to analysing Husserl’s texts I would like to in-
voke the works of the modern scholar Alexan-



OTCBUIKY K paboTaM COBpeMEeHHOIrO VICcCIleZIoBa-
Terrst Anekcanapa IlHemwrs n monpoOyro paso-
OpaTbCcs C ero TPaKTOBKOV IIOHSTUW «SBJIEHVE»
" «deHOMeH» B paboTax OcHOBaTelIsl PeHOMEHO-
sorv. C toukn 3penus A. I[1IHeruis, oHM He MMe-
IOT YeTKOTO ¥ OJTHO3HAYHOI'0 pa3jIndeHs B eHo-
MeHostorum I'yccepris. ViccrrenoBarters Ipefsiara-
eT pas3/Inyarh JBa CMbIC/IA TIOHATUS «(PeHOMEeH»:
«...peHOMeH ecTh He HeNOCPeICTBEHHO IaHHOe,
HO “saBigeTrcss” UMb orocpenoBaHHO» (Schnell,
2015, S. 20). DTa nmTaTa IMOKas3arejibHa B TOM CMBIC-
Jle, YTO yKa3blBaeT Ha BaKHOe (PYHKIIVIOHAJIBHOE
eIMHCTBO (peHOMeHa ¥ CIIOCOOOB €ro siBJIeHHO-
cTu. B mpuHIMIIe, 371eCh TIOBTOPsIeTCS BBIIIEYKa-
3aHHasl TaBTOJIOrMs: peHOMeH siBisieT cebs. OH-
TOJIOTYeCKOe M3MepeHVe, KaK 3TO CBOVICTBEHHO
denomenorornm I'yccepsisi, He TeMaTU3MpPyeTCs,
" B ero priocodun MMILIUITATHO II0fIpasyMeBa-
€TCsl, UTO, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, €CTh CYIIeCTBYIOIIee
(Seiende), koTopoe MaHMdecTUpYyeT cebd B siBie-
Huax (Erscheinungen), mocste e ocylecTsiieHMs
penykumm deHomeH sBisgeT ceds (das Phanomen
erscheint sich). IIpn TakoM HoHVMMaHMUM KOHIIEII-
Ta «(peHOMeH» MBI VIMeeM [IeJI0 C TeM, O YeM T'OBO-
put A. lllHesu1h, yKas3biBas Ha HeueTKoe pasjinye-
HVIe KOHIIENITOB «(DeHOMeH» 11 «sIBJIEHVIe» ¥ CaMOTr0
I'yccepris. To ecTs, 110 cyTH, PeHOMEH MMeeT Ty XKe
caMyIo MaHMUPECTUPYIOTYIO PYyHKIINIO, UTO U SIB-
sieHvie. V1 1151 TIepBOT o, 1 17151 BTOPOI'O IIepBUYHBIM
OKas3bIBaeTCsI TPAHCIIEHI€HTHBIV, BBIHECEHHBIV 3a
CKOOKM ITpefIMeT, Ha OCHOBe KOTOPOro (pyHKIIMO-
HVIPYeT siBJIeHVe B MIUpPe eCTeCTBEHHOV YCTaHOB-
KV ¥ KOTOPBIVI KOppeJATBeH (PeHOMeHY IIoCiTe
vcrioriHeHmst penyKiy. CriemyeT 3aMeTuTh, YTO
Takoe TIOHMMaHMe peHoMeHa y I'yccepris siBiisgeT-
cs HamOoJslee PacXoXMM: B pefyIMpoBaHHON (e-
HOMEHOJIOI'MYeCKOI ccpepe TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOIO
CO3HaHWS MBI MIMeeM J1eJI0 ¢ (peHOMeHaMM, KOTO-
PpBle KOPPeJISITUBHBI TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOMY MUPY.

A. I1IHeryib yKasbIBaeT U Ha BTOPYIO BO3MOX-
HOCTb TPAaKTOBKV TIOHATWS «(peHOMeH»: «Bropoe
3HaueHMe IOHATUSA (PeHOMeH OTHOCUTCS K “mc-
nonHsomM - pyskimsaM”  (fungierende  Leis-
tungen) TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO CYObeKTUBHOCT»
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der Schnell and try to sort out his interpretation
of the concepts “appearance” and “phenome-
non” in the works of the founder of phenom-
enology. For Alexander Schnell, the concepts
“phenomenon” and “appearance” in Husserl’s
phenomenology are not clearly distinguished.
He proposes distinguishing two meanings of
“phenomenon.” He writes: “[...] the phenome-
non is not immediately given, it ‘appears” only
through mediation”"? (Schnell, 2015, p. 20).
This quote is indicative in that it points out
an important functional unity of the phenom-
enon and methods of its appearing. Basically,
it replicates the above-mentioned tautology:
the phenomenon presents itself. The ontologi-
cal dimension, in line with Husserl’s phenom-
enology, is not thematised, and his philosophy
implies that, on the one hand, there is what ex-
ists (Seiende), which manifests itself in appear-
ances (Erscheinungen), and after reduction the
phenomenon presents itself (das Phinomen er-
scheint sich). Given this interpretation of the
concept “phenomenon” we find what Schnell
is speaking about when he points out that
Husserl himself does not clearly distinguish
the concepts phenomenon and appearance. For
both of them the phenomenon has the same
manifesting function as appearance. For both
of them what is primary is the transcendental
(bracketed) object on the basis of which appear-
ance functions in the natural world and which
correlates with phenomenon after reduction
has been accomplished. It, has to be noted that
Husserl’s interpretation of phenomenon is the
most common one: in the reduced phenomeno-
logical sphere of transcendental consciousness
we deal with phenomena correlated with the
transcendental world.

Schnell mentions another possible interpre-
tation of “phenomenon”: “The other mean-
ing of the concept phenomenon pertains to

12 “Das Phanomen ist somit nicht ein unmittelbar Gegebenes,
sondern ‘erscheint’ je nur durch eine Vermittlung.”



A.H. Kprokos

(Schnell, 2015, S. 21). B aTom BBIpakeHUM KITIOUe-
BBIM SIBJISIETCS CJIOXKHO IepeBOIVIMOe Ha PYCCKUII
a3bIK cijloBocodueTaHme “fungierende Leistungen”,
KOTOpOe g OueHb IPUOIM3UTEILHO TIepeBOXy Kak
«ycrioiHsone PyHKInm». To ecTb dpeHOMEeH —
3TO OPOOYKT caMOV TpaHCLEHIEHTaIbHO cy61)—
eKTMBHOCTW. [TposvBaeT i Takasi TpaKTOBKA Ka-
KOVI-TO CBET Ha IOHSTIEe «(peHOMEH» 1 Ha IIPUH-
LI pa3/indeHns dpeHoMeHa U siBjleHs? B riepont
TpaKTOBKe (DeHOMEH TIOHVIMAETCS KaK SBJISIOIINT
ce0s1, BO BTOPOVI 3aBVCUT OT YCVJIVTL CAMOV TpaHC-
LeHIeHTasIbHOM cyOBpekTrBHOCTI. CaMm A. I11Her-
JIb omIperierrsieT (peHOMeH KaK «OCOOBIVI THII CyIIle-
crBytoiero» (Schnell, 2015, S. 24). CripaseminBo-
CTU pafiyi Hy)KHO 3aMeTUTh, YTO TaKve (popMyIIu-
POBKM TaK>ke JJOCTaTOYHO aOCTPaKTHBI ¥ BPSI, JIN
VIX MOXKHO CUMTATh VICUEPITHIBAIOIIVIMIAL

[pyrag Touka 3peHMsl Ha colepKaHue IOHS-
TUM «peHOMeH» U «siBJIeHVe» IpercTabieHa Kia-
ycoM XeJibioM B cTaThe «Bosspar I'ycceprist x pha-
enémenon ¥ MCTOpMYECKoe MecTo PeHOMEHOJIO-
ruv» (Held, 1980). K. Xeirpz mperjiaraer paccma-
TpuBaTh (peHOMeH y ['ycceprss Kak «sBIIsSIOIIee-
cs1 B coei1 sBiieHHOCTN (das Erscheinende in sei-
nem Erscheinen)» (Held, 1980, S. 90, 92). I'lor, «sB-
nromymMcs» I'ycceprib, ¢ TOUKM 3peHMst Xeslbaa,
IIOHVIMaeT IIpeIMeT B IMMPOKOM CMBICTIe CJIOBa
Kak enmHcTBO siBjleHHOCTH (Ibid., S. 90). B Gosnee
no3iHen ceoert padore K. Xesp moBTOpsieT 3Ty
MBICJTB, YKa3bIBas, YTO (PeHOMEHOJIOI sl — 3TO Ha-
yKa O SBJISIOMIEMCS B ero spjleHHocTu (vom Er-
scheinenden in seinem Erscheinen) (Held, 2012,
S. 17). To ecTb nucKypc 0 dpeHOMeHe B (peHOMEeHO-
JIOT IV TIEPEXOINT B 00JIaCTh PACCY KIEHMWII O sIBJIe-
HWV VI SIBJIEHHOCTV. AHaJIOTVIYHBIVI XOJI MBI BCTpe-
TM y PuUHKa. DTO Xe yKasaHMe Ha XeJlbJa VMe-
€T 1IeJIBIO ITPOIEMOHCTPUPOBATD, UTO «(PEeHOMeH»
U «sIBJIeHe», KaK caMyM ['ycceprieM, Tak 1 ero vH-
TepIpeTaTopaMy paccMaTpuBaeTcsl B CMBICIIOBOT
B3aIMOCB3VI, KOTOPYIO JIydllle BCero MOXKHO BBI-
pasuTh ciioBamm: «PeHOMeH siBisieT cedsi». Ho 06-
paTmMcs K TekcTaM ['ycceprig v mompoOyem paso-
OpaTbcsl, Kak caMm I'ycceprib pasrpaHuYmMBaeT 3TU
J1Ba TIOHATUSL — «(PEHOMEH» U «SIBJICHVIE».

‘performative functions’ (fungierende Leistun-
gen) of transcendental subjectivity”*® (Schnell,
2015, p. 21). Central to this expression is the
word-combination fungierende Leistungen which
I roughly translate as “performative functions”.
In other words, the phenomenon is the product
of transcendental subjectivity. Does this inter-
pretation shed any light on the concept “phe-
nomenon” and the principle of distinguishing
phenomenon and appearance? In the former in-
terpretation phenomenon is seen as self-man-
ifesting, and in the second it depends on the
efforts of the transcendental subjectivity itself.
Schnell defines phenomenon as “a special type
of the existing”'* (Schnell, 2015, p. 24). In all
fairness, such formulations are also quite ab-
stract and can hardly be considered exhaustive.

Another point of view on the meaning of
the concepts “phenomenon” and “appear-
ance” is set forth in an article by Klaus Held
entitled “Husserls Riickgang auf das Phainéme-
non und die Geschichtliche Stellung der Phinome-
nologie” (“Husserl’s Return to Phainomenon
and the Historical Place of Phenomenology”)
(1980). Held (1980, p. 90, 92) suggests that with
Husserl phenomenon is “the appearing in its
appearance (das Erscheinende in seinem Erschein-
en)”. Held (1980, p. 90) believes that by “the
appearing” Husserl means object in the broad
sense as unity of appearance. Klaus Held (2012,
p. 17) repeats this idea in a later work noting
that phenomenology is a science of the appear-
ing in its appearance (vom Erscheinenden in sei-
nem Erscheinen). The discourse on phenomenon
in phenomenology transforms into reasoning
on appearing and appearance. We find a sim-
ilar train of thought in Fink. My reference to
Held is aimed at showing that “phenomenon”
and “appearance” are thought of by Husserl

3 “Die zweite Bedeutung des Phinomenbegriffs betrifft die
‘fungierenden Leistungen’ dieser transzendentalen Subjekti-
vitit.”

14 “]...] eine besondere Art des Seienden.”
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Bo ¢panbyprexmx neximsax 1922 r. (Husserl,
2002) I'ycceprb ompepesisier dpeHOMeH KOCBEHHO,
IIOCPpeICTBOM (PYHKITMOHAIBHOVI CBSI3Y C APYT MU
MIOHATUSAMM, IIPeXJie BCero ¢ peaykuuen. Vcros-
HEeHMe HOCJIeIHeT HeoOXOMMMO IJISI TOTO, YTOOBI
JIOCTUYD aINlOAMKTUYHOCTY CO3HAHMS, OCHOBaH-
HOVI Ha IIPVHIINIIe 3TOJIOrMYHOCTI. BOT HebOoIIB-
ITasi I1TaTa, KOTOpasl 3By4YUT CBOEro pora MaHMW-
dectom peromenosormu: «JInib TOT pakm, 9To
g TaKMM ¥ VMIMEHHO TaKMM 00pa3oM BBIHOIIY CY-
XKJIeHWsl, TaKUM I IMEHHO TaKMM 00pa30oM BBIHO-
IITy IIeHHOCTHBIe CY)XX[IeHWsl, CTaBJIIo Iiepef], cobom
TaKvie 1 IMEeHHO TaKue 11eJIV U T.1I., X (PUKCUpYIo,
JIIIb OH U gBJIsieTca MouM deHOoMeHOM» (Hus-
serl, 2002, S. 77). B MoeM cO3HaHMM MCKJIIOYAIOT-
Cs1 OTCBUIKM K CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMIO TPaHCIIEHIeHTHO-
TO MMpa C ero IpegMeTamy. BaXHBIMI OCTarOTCsA
dakThI T0JIaraHMs MOero cOOCTBEHHOTO eg0 C0gi-
to. Takoe morlaraHve CBA3aHO C caMopedIIeKTIB-
HOCTbIO co3HaHMs. ['yccepip muet: «Kak deHo-
MEHOJIOT g He MOI'y JiejlaThb HUKaKMUX JPyTIUX Bbl-
CKa3bIBaHUV, KpoMe KaK CBgA3aHHBIX C Sl-pedprex-
cuen» (Husserl, 2002, S. 78—79). B aTon xparkon
dpasze o camopedrIeKTMBHOCTY aKTOB CO3HAHWS
3aKJIFOUeH CBOeoOpasHBIN Tal/IKecT ryccepiiaH-
CKOVI MBICJIVI, KOTOPBIVI B Pa3sHbBIX BapMalvisxX I10-
BTOPSIeTCS Ha Pa3/IMYHBIX CTPAHNIIAX €r0 TBOpYe-
CKOro Hacsieysi: (peHOMeHOJIoryecKoe CxBaThIBa-
HVe Bceryia 1 I10 IIPeMYIIecTBY pedrieKCUBHO.

INorrpoOyto memmdprpoBaTh 3TOT HEOOIIBITION
Haparpad 13 JIEKIINT, KOTOPBIVI IIOMOXeT IIposic-
HWUTb M BTOPYIO TPAKTOBKY IIOHSTUS «(PeHOMEH»
A. IInema. [Jannoe mosoxenue ['ycceprist MOXXHO
VMHTepPIIPeTUPOBaTh CJIEAYIOMIIM 00pa3oM: IocsTe
VICTIONIHeHMSI (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCcKO  PeIyKIInm
MBI IMeeM J1eJI0 C allOVIKTYYHBIM, TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIbHBIM (PeHOMeHOM KaK (PyHKIIMOHaJIbHBIM
eIVHCTBOM caMOpedIIeKTUPYIOIIero CO3HaHMA.
ITpy1 5TOM Tak OHATHIVI (PEHOMEH He CIIeLPUIIN-
poOBaH 1 He IepCOHMUPUITMPOBAH KaK VMMEFOIIT
OTHOIIIeHMe K KaKOMY-TTM00 KOHKPETHOMY BHeIII-
HeMy IIpeMeTY VIV HeKOTOpPOMY CyllleMy B Kaue-
cTBe JleHOTaTa. I'yccepiiem mpeyicTaBiieHa, cKopee,
caMa J1eITeIbHOCTb TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOI'O CO3Ha-

A.N. Krioukov

and his interpreters in terms of a semantic link
best expressed in the words: “the phenomenon
presents itself”. Let us now turn to Husserl’s
texts to see how Husserl himself delimits these
two concepts — “phenomenon” and “appear-
ance”.

In his 1922 Freiburg lectures Husserl (2002)
defines phenomenon indirectly through its
functional link with other concepts, above all,
reduction. The latter is necessary to achieve
apodicticity of consciousness based on the
principle of egologicity. Consider this brief
quotation which is a kind of manifesto of phe-
nomenology: “Only the fact that I make judge-
ments in this and precisely this way, deliver
value judgements in this and precisely this way,
set for myself such and precisely such goals,
etc., fixate them, it alone is my phenomenon”*
(Husserl, 2002, p. 77). My consciousness rules
out not only or largely references to the exis-
tence of the transcendental world with its ob-
jects, but rather the very facts of positing my
ego cogito. At the same time all this is linked to
the self-reflectiveness of consciousness. “As
a phenomenologist I cannot make any other
utterances except those connected with my
self-reflection”*® (ibid., pp. 78-79). This short sen-
tence about self-reflectiveness distils Husserl’s
thought, repeated in various versions on vari-
ous pages of his creative heritage: phenomeno-
logical capture is always and mainly reflexive.

I will try to decipher this short paragraph
from his lectures to clarify also the second in-
terpretation of “phenomenon” by Alexander
Schnell. Husserl’s thesis can be interpreted in
the following way: after phenomenological re-
duction is completed we deal with an apodic-
tic transcendental phenomenon as a functional
unity of self-reflecting consciousness. The phe-

15 “Nur die Tatsache, dass ich so und so urteile, so und so
werte, die und die Zwecke mir stelle usw., fixiere ich, nur sie
ist mein Phinomen.”

16 “Ich als Phianomenologe darf keine anderen Aussagen ma-
chen als solche der Ichreflexion.”
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Hus. Ilo Bcem BUAMMOCTY, pedb KaK pas U MAeT
0 deHOMeHe BO BTOPOM CMBICIIe, KaK MBI BUZI/IN
y A.IllHesu1s, KOra OH TOBOPWII 00 MCIIOIHSIO-
X PYHKIMSIX cO3HaHMS. PesysisraToMm siBjsieTcst
HIOHVMaHMe peHOMeHa B ITMPOKOM CMBICTIE, B Ka-
yecTBe 00J1acTV YMCTOrO JejIaHus, KOTopasi ocTa-
eTCsl IIOoCiIe VICIIOJIHeHMs (PeHOMEeHOJIOrMUecKom
penykimn. CxomHble TIoJIoKeHMs ObUIn cpopMy-
nposaHsbl I'yccepriem B ero pannen «Vnee dpeno-
MeHosIormm» — Jeknuax 1907 r., mmpoumMTaHHBIX
B ['érTunrene. [11g gocTvokeHMs cephbl YMCTOrO
deHOMeHa HEOOXOIVMO COBEPIINUTH PemyKIINIO,
4uTOOBI 3aTeM IleperTu B cdepy pedprieKCBHO-
ro abcoJIIOTHOTO CO3HaHMS, B KOTOPOVI MBI IMeeM
neso ¢ dperomeroM (I'ycceprs, 2008, c. 119).

L7151 11e51ert 3Toro McCiIeJOBaHIS, MIOXKaJIy i, ca-
MBIM Ba>KHBIM T€KCTOM OKas3bIBaroTCs «/men K um-
crom deHOMeHOJIOrMM ¥ (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKO
dvtocodpum» (1913) — counHeHMe, KOTOpPOe HAIIN-
CaHO B IIepHO, MeXITy ABYMs yKa3aHHBIMM BbIIIIe
paboTtamut n B koTopoM I'ycceprib crieraibHO Te-
MaTusupyeT IIpodrieMy deHoMeHaIbHOCTHU. YIIOo-
TpeOieHVe TTOHATMS «(eHOMeH» 371ech (PYHKIIV-
oHas1bHO. CorylacHO pacxokeMy OOIIerprHSATOMY
TpeficTaBjieHuIo, nuietT I'ycceprib, siBjleHMe IIpu-
Cyllle JIUIIIb BOCHPUATHMIO BellleVl, KOTOpble BOC-
IPVHMMAIOTCS, BO-IIePBbIX, HeaJleKBaTHO, a BO-BTO-
prix, omHOCcTopoHHE (I'yccepsin, 2008, c. 132). «Berp
C HeOOXOIMMOCTBIO HaeTCs JINIIE “crnocobamu sbie-
HUA", c HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO A0po “OeiicmBumenvHo pe-
npesenmupyemo20” OKpy>KeHO IIpK 3TOM, II0 Mepe
IIOCTUTHYTOCTV, 20pU30HNOM He cobcmBenHo 0aH-
Hotl “conpudannocmu” v Oorlee VI MeHee TyMaH-
HoVI Heonpedesenrocmu» (Tam xe). Peus B aTON M-
TaTe MIEeT O XOPOIIO M3BEeCTHON B PacCy KAEHMSIX
I'ycceprisi Teme: MHOrOYMCIIEHHBIE BOCIIPUATS
Bely PyHAVPYyeMbl TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM «OTTEeHEeHVI-
eM, HroaHcuposaHmeM (Abschattung)» (Giubilato,
2017, S. 46) n 0oOpa3yIoT GeCKOHeUHBIVI TOPU3OHT
BocrpusTys. ['ycceprib nmitteT crietyrortee: «Berib
MBI BOCITPMHVIMaeM Or1arofaps TOMy, YTO OHa “HIO-
aHcupyeTcst” — “mpoerypyeTcsi” 10 BCeM CBOMIM
OIpeJIeyIeHHOCTSIM, KaKye TOJIBKO “IeliCTBUTeIIb-
HO” 1 IO-HaCToAIIeMY “TIonaaoT” B BOCIIPUSTHE.
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nomenon thus interpreted is not specified or
personified as related to any concrete external
object or any entity as the object referred to.
Rather, Husserl presents the activity of tran-
scendental consciousness. Apparently, this ap-
plies to phenomenon in the second sense, as we
have seen when Schnell speaks about the per-
formative functions of consciousness. The re-
sult is the interpretation of phenomenon in the
broad sense, as an area of pure doing that re-
mains after phenomenological reduction has
been performed. Husserl formulated similar
propositions in his early work The Idea of Phe-
nomenology, lectures delivered in Gottingen in
1907. To achieve the sphere of pure phenome-
non it is necessary to perform reduction in or-
der to then move into the sphere of reflexive
absolute consciousness in which we deal with
phenomenon (Husserl, 1999, p. 33).

For the purposes of this study perhaps the
most important text is Ideas Pertaining to a Pure
Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philos-
ophy, written in 1913, in the period between the
two above-mentioned works, in which Husserl
expressly thematises the problem of phenome-
nality. The use of the concept “phenomenon”
here is functional. Conventional wisdom has
it, writes Husserl (1983, p. 94), that appear-
ance only applies to things that are perceived,
tirst, inadequately and second, one-sided-
ly. “A physical thing is necessarily given in
mere ‘modes of appearance’ in which neces-
sarily a core of ‘what is actually presented” is
apprehended as being surrounded by a hori-
zon of ‘co-givenness’ which is not givenness
proper, and of more or less vague indetermi-
nateness” (ibid.). The reference here is to the
recurrent theme of Husserl’s: numerous per-
ceptions of a thing are founded on “foreshad-
owing, nuancing” (Abschattung) (Giubilato,
2017, p. 46) and form an infinite horizon of
perception. Husserl (1983, p. 90) writes: “We
perceive the physical thing by virtue of its be-



Ilepexubanue sxe wne nwoarncupyemcs» (I'yccepis,
2009, c. 128). Ml iMeeM [1eJ10 C BaXXHBIM pa3/Ifnau-
eM MeXJly BOCIpHUATVEM U IlepeXnsaHueM. Ecian
IlepBoe XapaKTepusyeTcs Kak OeCKOHeYHOCTD BbI-
HIEYIIOMSHYTBIX OTTeHEeHWVI, OTHOCAIIVIXCS K Ofl-
HOMY IIpeIMeTy, TO IepeXVBaHVe He HIOaHCUPY-
eTcsl. DTO HNPUHIMIIVAIBHO JJI1 Hac B TOM CMBIC-
Jle, YTO TeM CaMbIM VMIUIMLVpPYeTcd pasjindve
MeX]ly siBjleHVeM ¥ dpeHoMeHOM. TpaHCleHIeHT-
Hoe ObITre r1aHo Sl gepes siiieHms (Tam xe, c. 133).
IIpu BHMMaTeIbHOM IPOYTEeHUM TeKCTa BbICTpau-
BaeTcs Cyleyloliasl rpajamms ¢eHOMeHOJIorye-
CKOTO BOCHPUSITUS: BO-IIEPBBIX, MBI VIMeeM [1eJI0
C e[IVIHOVI BellIbIo, KOTOpasi, BO-BTOPbIX, MOXeT BOC-
[IPVHMMATHCS ITOCPEICTBOM MHOTr000pasisi CIioco-
00B ABJIEHHOCTM W, B-TPETBIX, KOPPEIMPYET C 00-
JIACTBIO  TPaHCLEHIEHTaJIbHOIO IepeXXVBaHMs.
Kaxxmpii MOMEHT TakoV rpafalyiyl OIVChIBaeTCs
I'yccepriem ompenerteHHbIM oOpasom. K mpumepy,
Belllb TPaHCLEHJIeHTHa ¥ He MOXeT HaxOOUTbCS
B oOsmactm cosHaHMs (Tam xe, c. 129), a Takke ecTh
€IVIHCTBO ¥ OCHOBaHMe [IJIsI MHOTOOOPa3HBIX CITO-
cobos sBiieHHOCTM (Tam xe, c. 129, 154). TpaHciien-
JIeHTHOe BOCIIPMSTHE, B CBOIO OUepeslb, KaK pas Xa-
paKTepusyeTcs yepes BblllleyKa3aHHOe OTTeHeHe.
VimenHo Ha 3TOM 3Tare I'ycceprieM BBOISTCS IIO-
HATUS «SIBJIEHVIE», «SIBJIEHHOCTb». EC/Iv 11 BO3MOX-
HO BOCIIpUSITHE TPaHCIIeHJEHTHOV Belllyl, TO OHO
BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO Uepe3 siBJIeHMs, B OopMe TpaHC-
nieHeHTHOTO BoctipuATyd (Tam xe, c. 133). B cBoro
oudepeslb, TPAaHCLIEHIEHTHOE BOCIIPUATIE OTIINYa-
eTcs OT TlepeXVBaHMs TeM, UTO IepeXuBaHue ab-
COJIIOTHO, IMMaHEHTHO, pedpyIeKCMBHO 11 caMM Ile-
peXvBaHWs He MOT'YT SBJISTHCS, B OTJINYMe OT CIIO-
co0OB BOCIIPUSITHSL, 11 He MOTYT OTTeHATbcA (Tam
Xe, c. 124). B aTOM MOMeHTe 3aKJItouaeTcs IPYHIIN-
IyaibHOe pasjinyyie MeXJly eCTeCTBeHHOW ycCTa-
HOBKOVI 11 (DEHOMEHOJIOTTYECKVIM CXBaThIBAaHVIEM.
TpancienneHTasbHast peHOMeHOIOTTYecKasi 00-
JIacTh aDCOTIOTHA.

XOTsI OIHO3HAYHOTO pas3/IMyeHUsl MeXIy IIo-
HATUAMU «(PEHOMEH» U «SIBJIEHVIE» MBI 3/1eCh TaK-
JKe He BCTpeTWIN, IIpelicTaBleHHas apryMeHTa-
1ms ['ycceprisi moMoxeT HaM MX pasTpaHUYNUTE.
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ing ‘adumbrated’ in respect of all the determi-
nations which, in a given case, ‘actually’ and
properly ‘fall within the scope of’ perception.
A mental process [Erlebnis] is not adumbrated.”
We are looking at an important difference be-
tween perception and experience. While the
former is an infinity of above-mentioned fore-
shadowings referring to a single object, experi-
ence is not nuanced. This is a crucial statement
for us because it implies a difference between
appearance and phenomenon. Transcendental
being is given to I through appearances (ibid.,
p. 95). An attentive reading of the text reveals
the following gradation of phenomenological
perception: first, we deal with a single object
which, second, can be perceived through di-
verse appearing and third, correlates with the
area of transcendental experience. Husserl de-
scribes each stage of this gradation. For exam-
ple, a thing is transcendental and cannot be
located in consciousness (ibid., p. 88), and there
is a unity and foundation for diverse meth-
ods of appearing (ibid., p. 93, 107, 114). Tran-
scendental perception in turn is characterised
through the above-mentioned nuancing. It is at
this stage that Husserl introduces the concepts
of appearance and appearing. Perception of a
transcendental thing is possible, if at all, only
through appearances in the form of transcen-
dental perception (ibid., p. 97). In turn, tran-
scendental perception differs from experience
in that experience is absolute, immanent, re-
flexive and experiences cannot be given, unlike
methods of perception, and cannot be nuanced
(ibid., p. 99, 100). Herein lies the fundamental
difference between the natural attitude and
phenomenological capturing. The transcenden-
tal phenomenological area is absolute.
Although the above does not finally clarify
the difference between the concepts of “phe-
nomenon” and “appearance” Husserl’s ar-
gumentation is helpful in delimiting these
concepts. On the face of it, Held’s thesis to
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Ha miepBeIvt B3I7I]1 BCe BBIIVISAUT Tak, OynTo Te-
3uc Xesib/la O TOM, UYTO (peHOMeH HY>KHO IIOHW-
MaTh KakK SIBJILIOIIeeCs] B CBOEV SBJICHHOCTV, MO-
JKeT OBITh SKCIUIMIIMPOBAH C OIIOPOV Ha yKasaH-
Hble cTpaHulpl «Vgen.. . ». V1 nencTBuTebHo, To-
BOps 0 dpeHOMeHOsIOrYecKovt obacty, ['ycceprip
yIoTpeOIseT CJIoBa «sSBJIEHVE» W «SBJIEHHOCTH».
Onnaxko B «/aesix...» MBI MOXkeM OOHapy XUTb HO-
Bble HIOAHCHI pas/IM4YeHVsl OTTeHKOB IIOHATW,
paccMaTpviBaeMbIX B [JaHHOW cTaTbe. Ba’XHBIN
aCIIeKT: sBJIEHVE ¥ CIOCOOBI SIBJIEHHOCTW B OT-
TEHEeHVSIX OTHOCSTCS K TPaHCHEHIeHTHOMY BOC-
OPUSTUIO, MHTEHIMOHAIFHO HallpaB/IeHHOMY Ha
npenMeT. Peub B 3TOM cilyuae Bce ellle He uaeT 00
obstactyt umcto peHOMeHOTTOrMMYeckort. CoOcTBen-
HO 0 PeHOMEeHOJIOT MYeCcKoVi cdepe CO3HaHWS peyb
3axonuT, Ik Koraa I'ycceprib obpariraercs k ab-
COJIIOTHBIM HepexxnBaHuaM. [IoaToMy MOXHO crie-
JIaTh BBIBOJI, UTO SIBJIEHMS KaK CIIOCOO JaHHOCTU
TpaHCHEHAEHTHBIX Belllel B BOCIIPUATUV OTHOCH-
TestbHBL. OOs1acTh (PEHOMEHOJIOrMYecKOro TpaH-
CIIeH/leHTaIbHOTO co3HaHMs, 1o I'yccepso, ab-
COJIIOTHA, a 3TO 3HAYWUT, 4TO M peHOMEeH MOXKeT
OIVICBIBATBCS B CXOXXVIX TeEPMIMHAX a0COTIOTHOCTY
KaK OTHOCSIIIINVICS K 3TOM 00JI1acTu (CM.: Soentgen,
2010, S. 50—51). SIsireHnte B KoHTEKCTE «V1eit K um-
cTov (PEHOMEHOJIOTMI», KaK MBI 3TO TOJIBKO YTO
BUZIeJ IV, OTHOCUTCS He K HeOOXOIMMOMY, a K CITy-
YarTHOMY OBITMIO €CTeCTBEHHOV YCTaHOBKIA

Taxum obpasom, siBienme y I'ycceprist onpere-
JIseTCsl KaK OTHOCSIIeecs: K 00J1acTy «OTTeHsIeMo-
ro», TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOIO, TO eCTh K CIIoco0aM sB-
JIEHHOCTM IIpefiMeTa, (PEHOMEH >Ke OTHOCUTCH
K a0COJTIOTHOVI TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM cdepe co-
3HaHWML.

3. 3HaueHMe IIOHATHUA «ABJICHNME»
B ¢penomeHnosnnornmu OvireHa @PuHKa

Ykasas Ha O0IIyI0 MHTEHIINIO IOHUMaHMs e-
HoMmeHa 1 sByieHns y Kanra u I'ycceprid, s niepe-
XOXKY K PacCMOTPeHUIO JIpyToV IIOo3UIUM B (peHo-
MeHojioruy — KoHuenmuy OnreHa PuHKa, KOTo-
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the effect that phenomenon should be inter-
preted as the given in its appearing can be ex-
plained proceeding from the indicated pages
of Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology. In-
deed, speaking about the phenomenological
area, Husserl uses the words “appearance” and
“appearing”. However, in Ideas we can discover
new nuances in the differentiation of the shades
of the concepts that form the subject of this ar-
ticle. A point to be borne in mind: appearance
and methods of appearing in shades belong
to transcendental perception, intentionally di-
rected towards the object. We are not yet in the
purely phenomenological realm. We only enter
the phenomenological sphere of consciousness
when Husserl turns to absolute experiences.
This warrants the conclusion that appearances
as the method of givenness of transcendental
things in perception are relative. The area of
phenomenological transcendental conscious-
ness, according to Husserl, is absolute, which
means that phenomenon too, can be described
in similar absolute terms as belonging to this
area (cf. Soentgen, 2010, p. 50, 51). Appearance
in the context of Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phe-
nomenology, as we have just seen, pertains not
to the necessary but to the accidental being of
the natural attitude.

Thus, Husserl defines appearance as per-
taining to the area of the “adumbrated,” tran-
scendental, i.e. to the methods of an object’s
appearing, whereas the phenomenon pertains
to the absolute transcendental sphere of con-
sciousness.

3. The Meaning of the Concept
“Appearance” in Eugen Fink’s
Phenomenology

Having outlined the overall intention of
Kant’s and Husserl’s interpretation of phenom-
enon and appearance I now pass on to anoth-



PBIVI JOJITOe BpeMsl ObUI COTPYIHMKOM DAMYyHIa
I'ycceprisi, a Takke paboran BMecTe ¢ Xarierre-
poM. Peur movizeT o ero padorax «berrue. Vctu-
Ha. Mup» (Fink, 1958), «Bcé n Hruaro» (Fink, 1959)
1 «K paHHVIM OHTOJIOTYeCKVIM BO33PEHVISIM B OT-
HOIIIEHW! IIPOCTPAHCTBA, BpeMeHW, IBVDKEeHVIS»
(Fink, 1957).

[Tpexye Bcero ykaxy Ha BaXKHYIO MeTOIMYe-
cKyio mpobOsiemy. OpHO3HauHBIe OIIpeIesleHIs
HIOHATUN (peHOMeHa U siBjleHMsl y PUHKa CII0X-
Ho HavTn. K mpumMepy, mom3aroioBok ero padboTsl
«berrme. Victna. Mup» 3Byuur Tak: «Ipensapm-
TeJIBHOe pacCMOTpeHue Ipo0sieMbl HOHATUS (e-
HOMeH». VI3 Ha3BaHMS CJlefIyeT, 9YTO HOHsSTHE (e-
HOMEHa SIBJISIeTCSI B 3TOVM padoTe IeHTpPaIbHBIM.
ITorrpobyto peKOHCTPyMpOBaTh OOIINIL X0, MBIC-
v Ounka. IlongaTne «deHOMeH» aBTOpP BBOAWT,
paccykmas O JaHHOCTSIX 3Toro Mupa. JlaHHoCTHI
MOHMMAIOTCA O4YeHb IIMPOKO, HO IIpexse Bce-
ro B CBSI3M IIOHSTMEM OKpyxKatoriero mupa (Le-
bensumwelt) (Fink, 1958, S. 50). To ectp TOHS-
Tre dpeHOMeHa, PeHOMeHaILHOIO TPaKTyeTCs MM
B IIpeieJIbHO IIVPOKOM CMBICIe, IIOCKOJIBKY (peHo-
MeHBI — 3TO BCe, UYTO HaC OKpYy’KaeT 11 4TO IIpeHa-
XOVIMO B OKpYy>KarorieM mupe. ITpu aToMm paccyx-
ZleHus 3aTparuBaloT BaXXHYIO IIpo0OIeMaTuKy, Ka-
CAFOIIYIOCS OTHOIIEHMS MEXIY CYIIeCTBYOIIM
(das Seiende), Oertmiem (das Sein), sIBITEHHOCTBIO
(das Erscheinen), ssiennem (die Erscheinung)
11, HakoHell, (peHoMeHOM (das Phdnomen). ®eno-
MeHaJIbHOCTB TIOHVIMAEeTCS B TECHOVI CBS3M C SIBJIe-
HVeM, SBJIEHHOCTBIO. TakuM oOpasoM, mpobremy
PacKpBITHS TIOHATHS «(peHOMEeH», OCMBICIIIEMOTO
KaK JIaHHOCTb OKpy’Katorero mmpa, OuHK nepe-
BOAWUT B IUIOCKOCTh PAaCCy>KIEHWV O SIBJIEHHOCTV,
asneravin (Fink, 1958, S. 51, 65, 79) u cBs3biBaeT ee
C aHAJIM30M TOTrO, KaK BeIllV, IIpeIMeThl, JTaHHO-
CTV, a B OOITeM, IITMPOKOM CMBIC/Ie — (PeHOMEHBI
a6aaomces (sich erscheinen). [TosTomy B 1asibHert-
111eM, ToBopsi 0 peHOMeHax, PUHK KOHIIEHTPUPY-
eTCs Ha aHaJIn3e CIIocoboB siBjleHHOCTH. PaccMo-
TPVIM 3TO IO pOOHEe.

Bo-mieppix, PUHK aKIeHTUpyeT CBOe BHU-
MaHVe (He Oe3 BrmsHMS Xavierrepa) Ha aHaJIV-
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er position in phenomenology. I will talk about
the concept of Eugen Fink, Husserl’s long-time
collaborator who also worked with Heidegger.
I am going to discuss his works Sein, Wahrheit,
Welt (Being, Truth, World) (Fink, 1958), Alles und
Nichts (All and Nothing) (Fink, 1959) and Zur
ontologischen Friihgeschichte von Raum — Zeit —
Bewegung (Early Ontological History of Space —
Time — Movement) (Fink, 1957).

First of all, I should flag an important
methodological problem. It is hard to find a
straightforward definition of the concepts of
phenomena and appearance in Fink. For exam-
ple, the subtitle of his 1958 work Being, Truth,
World reads: Preliminary Examination of the Prob-
lem of the Concept of Phenomenon. The title sug-
gests that the concept of phenomenon is central
to this work. I shall try to reproduce the train
of Fink’s thought. He introduces the concept
“phenomenon” when discussing the givens
of this world. The givens are interpreted very
broadly, but above all in connection with the
concept of the surrounding world (Lebensum-
welt) (Fink, 1958, p. 50). That is, he interprets
the concept of phenomenon, and the phenom-
enal in the broadest possible senses because
phenomena is everything that surrounds us
and pre-exists. His reasoning touches upon im-
portant problems that have to do with the re-
lationship between what exists (das Seiende),
being (das Sein), appearing (das Erscheinen), ap-
pearance (die Erscheinung), and phenomenon
(das Phinomen). Phenomenality is interpret-
ed in close connection with appearance, ap-
pearing. Thus, Fink transports the problem of
disclosing the concept of “phenomenon”, un-
derstood as a given of the surrounding world,
to the area of reasoning about appearance and
appearing (Fink, 1958, p. 51, 65, 79), and links it
with the analysis of how things, objects, givens
and, in a general and broad sense, phenome-
na appear (sich erscheinen). Therefore in the rest
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3e TOVI MHCTaHIIN, KOTOPOVI ObITHe sBIIsIeTCs (er-
scheint sich). B omimume ot I'ycceprisi, y KoToporo
repeXxmBaHye HOCWIO BHEIMYHOCTHBIV Xapak-
Tep, ayicriosuis PrHKa Takas: ObITHe 1 sIBJIeHVe
paccMaTpUBalOTC B MIX CBSI3U C UeJIOBEKOM, Cluje-
cmByroujee Abasemcs uesobexy. PUHK paccyKIaeT
COBEPIIIEHHO B IyXe aHTWYHOVI AMajIeKTVKI, TOBO-
psi, 9TO, K IIpUIMepy, KpyToBpallleHve COJIHIIa, OT-
ieJTeHyie CYIIU ¥ 3€MJIV BO3MOXKHBI JIVIIIIB TIOTOMY,
4TO OBITHIe SIBJIETCH YesIoBeKy Kak 0cOOOMYy Cylile-
CTBYIOIIIEMY, OTJIMYAIoIeMy OT ceDsl Bce OCTaslb-
Hoe (Fink, 1958, S. 79—80, 82). Bo-BropbIx, PMHK
BBIZIBUTAET, C MOeVI TOUKM 3peHs, IIPUHIIMIIAIb-
HBIVI Te3UC: «SIBjIeHHOCTE'! OBITHS eCTh OCHOBAHUE,
roueMy BooOI1Ie ecTh cytecTBytoriee» (Ibid., S. 79).
Hecy1iecTByolliee mepBUYHO, CIIOCOO €ro sBJIeH-
HOCTM BTOpMYeH, HO paBHO 1 HAODOPOT: Mesi, 4TO
ObITVe TIEPBIYHO, a sIBJIeHVIe VIV CITOCOOBI SBJIeH-
HOCTM OBITVSI — BTOPWYHBL, €CTh CBOETo pofa 00-
11lee MeCTO MCTOPUKO-PrII0codCKOro IMUCKypca.

TexcTbl PUHKaA IprIMeYaTesIbHbL TeM, YTO B HUX
3aMeTHO BJIMsiHMe Kak peHOMeHosI0roB — I'yccep-
71 v Xanerrepa, Tak v IIpezcTaBuTeslell HeMell-
KoM Kjtaccudeckomt pustocodpmm — Kanra n Tere-
n4. K ipumepy, rererniebckme moHaTns «fiir sich»
" «an sich» — omHM M3 caMBIX YaCTOTHBIX CJIOB
B dmtocodpckom srekcmkoHe DynHka. Hecmorps
Ha TepMVHOJIOITYecKie 11 coflepKaTeIbHbIe 3ariM-
cTBOBaHM, jieKIm DrHKa MOXXHO CUMTATh IIOBO-
JPOTHOVI TOUKOVI B PeHOMEHOJIOT MTUeCKOM YCMOTpe-
HUM pobiieMsbl siBieHns u ¢eHomeHa. Y I'yccep-
7 eHOMeH — He CTOJIBKO ITpoOsieMa, CKOJIBKO
oneparvBHbIVI TepMyH. Y KaHTa OTTeHOK B pasimu-
UeHWMM SBJIEHVS 1 (peHOMeHa efiBa yiioBuM. Pas-
MbIIleHMs PUHKa, IIpU BCeyl ITPeeMCTBeHHOCTH
TpaguINY, OTINYAIOTCS OT pasMBIIUIEHU €ero
VIIeVIHBIX IIpeIIIeCTBeHHVKOB: IIOHSTUS «sBjle-
HVIE» V1 «SIBJIEHHOCTB» TEPSIIOT CBOE TIOTIVHEHHOe
OTHOIIIEH€e K TTOHSITUIO «(DEeHOMEH» V1 CTAHOBSITCSI
Ba)KHBIM CAMOCTOSATEJIbHBIM TEPMITHOM.

' OrrnaronbHoe  cymiectsuTesibHOe «das Erscheinen»
MOYKHO TepeBOIUTh He TOJIBKO KaK «sdBJIeHMe», HO Kak
«SIBJIEHHOCTB», «SBJIIEMOCTb». B cBomx TekcTtax DOuHK,
paccyxXmas o SBJIEHWV, 9acTO yIOTpeOIsieT 3TO OTIVIa-
TOJIBHOE CYIIeCTBUTeIIbHOe.
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of his work Fink concentrates on analysing the
methods of appearing. Let us take a closer look
at this.

First, Fink (not without Heidegger’s influ-
ence) focuses on the analysis of being which ap-
pears (erscheint sich). As distinct from Husserl,
for whom experience was extra-personal, Fink’s
approach is as follows: he sees being and ap-
pearance in their connection with the human
being, what exists is presented to the human being.
Fink argues quite in the spirit of antique dialec-
tics, maintaining that for example the rotation
of the Sun, the separation of land and earth are
only possible because being appears to the hu-
man being as a special creature that sets itself
apart from all things extant (Fink, 1958, pp. 79-
80, 82). Second, Fink puts forward what I con-
sider to be a fundamental thesis: “ Appearing'’
of being is the ground for why anything ex-
ists”*® (ibid., p. 79). The non-existent is prima-
ry, the way of appearing of which is secondary,
but also vice versa: The idea that being is pri-
mary and the appearance or ways of appearing
of being are secondary is a kind of common-
place of historical-philosophical discourse.

Fink’s texts are notable in that they show
signs of the influence both of phenomenolo-
gists, Husserl and Heidegger, and of German
classical philosophers, Kant and Hegel. For in-
stance, the Hegelian concepts fiir sich and an
sich are among the most frequently used words
in Fink’s vocabulary. In spite of terminological
and substantive borrowings, Fink’s lectures ar-
guably mark a turning point in the phenomeno-
logical treatment of the problem of appearance
and phenomenon. For Husserl, phenomenon is
not so much a problem as an operational term.
In Kant, the difference between appearance and

7" The verbal noun das Erscheinen can be translated not
only as “appearing” but also as “the state of having ap-
peared” and “potential for appearing”. Fink often uses
this verbal noun when discussing appearance.

% “Das Erscheinen des Seins ist der Grund, dafS tiberhaupt
Seiendes ist.”



BeenieHme mapbl rerejieBCKMX TEPMUHOB «I1JIS
ceOs1» 11 «B cebe» KaskeTcsl Ha IIePBbIVL B3IJISA, Uy Ke-
ponHbIM (peHOMeHOTIOrMYecKon Tpaauimn. Of-
HaKo, KaK MBI 3HaeM, 3TV TEPMIMHBI TaK>Ke MCIIO0/Ib-
30Bas1 CapTp B paboTe «BbITHE 11 HUUTO» B IIPUCY-
Ievt eMy SKJIEKTVMYIHOV MaHepe. To ectn mperie-
JIeHT IIpVIMeHeHsl B PeHOMEeHOJIOT I TePMIHOB
Hed>eHOMEHOJIOTMTYHOTrO, TI0 CYTH, TeKcTa «DeHo-
MeHoJorum gyxa» I'eresis yxe obu1. C gpyrovi cTo-
POHBI, ITOHSTVIE «UeJIOBEK», KOTOPOMY B ero aMOu-
BaJICHTHOM OBITMM CYILIeCTBYIOIlee KakeT ceDsi,
TaKXXe MMeeT JIETKO Y3HaBaeMylO0 KOHHOTAIIVIIO
B CMBICJIe Xamaerreposckoro «Dasein». ITpu aTmx
CMBICJIOBBIX I TEPMMHOJIOTMYECKMX 3alIMCTBOBa-
HusAx Oviren PUHK OcTaeTcsl BEpHBIM I'yccepiin-
aHrieM. CaM axT ero paboTHI C pa3yIMIHbBIM Tep-
MIHOJIOTMTUeCKVIM aTlllapaToM KOCBEHHO YKas3bIBa-
€T Ha TO, YTO paMKM (PeHOMEHOJIOI M He OrpaHM-
YUBAIOTCS TOJIBKO JIUIIBL COOCTBEHHBIM METOIOM,
KOTOpPBIN IIperiarai I'yccepib. Ero mociiemosare-
v (Ha npuMepe DUHKa) MIBITAIOTCS TIPEOIOIETh
rpaHMIIBI KJIacCHUecKoV (peHOMEeHOJIOT M.

B obiieM cMmBbIciie MBI MOXXEM TOBOPUTD O IBYX
TPagMLMsIX TpaHCLeHIeHTalIbHOI dritocodm,
VIMes B BUJTy YIIOMSIHYTBIX aBTOPOB: C OJTHOVI CTO-
POHBI — Kaut n chcepm), C apyrom — Xarimer-
rep, ®unkK n... Tereas. Ecom KanT m I'ycceprb
HaxXo[4TCsl Ha TeOpeTMKO-IIO3HaBaTeJIbHO II0-
surmm, To y leress, Xavmerrepa n durKa cyOb-
eKT-00beKTHOe ITPOTVMBOCTOSIHIME Pa3MBIBAETCS.
K mpumepy, DUHK IINIIET, YTO cXeMa «CyOBeKT —
00BeKT» aOcTpakTHa M opMasibHa, MOCKOIBKY
4JesyIoBeK BCeryia HaxXOAWTCS B OIpeesIeHHOM CU-
Tyalll ¥ BOBJIeYeH B IeJIbIVI KOMILJIEKC CMBICIIOB
(Fink, 1959, S. 42). Peup 3axommT 00 3K3MCTEHIIN-
QJIBHBIX MOTVIBAX, HEM30eXHO CBSI3aHHBIX C IIO-
3HaBaTeJILHBIM aKTOM U BCerjla eMy COITyTCTBYIO-
VX, DTO BBIIAUT KakK Hapadppasa m3 Xaviger-
repa n CapTpa, 1 B 3TOM Te3nice He 3aKITI0YaIoCh
ObI HIUYEro HOBOTrO, ecjI Obl Ha ITOCIIeHYFOIINX
3Tarlax CBOMX paccyxpeHunt (PUHK He IIperjio-
XIJI CBOIO OPUTMHAJIBHYIO TPaKTOBKy MecTa ue-
JIoBeKa B 3ToM gBJisttoliemcs mupe. [IpuBeny erre
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phenomenon is barely noticeable. Fink’s reflec-
tions, for all the continuity of tradition, differ
from those of his predecessors: the concepts of
“appearance” and “appearing” cease to be sub-
ordinate to the concept “phenomenon” to be-
come important terms in their own right.

The introduction of a pair of Hegelian
terms — “for itself” and “in itself” — seems at
first glance to be alien to the phenomenological
tradition. However, we know that Sartre, in his
characteristic eclectic manner, used these terms
in his book L’Etre et le Néant (Being and Noth-
ingness). So, the precedent of the use of phe-
nomenological terms from Hegel’s essentially
non-phenomenological text Phenomenology of
Spirit had been set. On the other hand, the con-
cept “man” to whom what exists presents itself
in its ambivalent being also has a readily recog-
nisable connotation in the spirit of Heidegger’s
Dasein. In spite of these semantic and termino-
logical borrowings, Eugen Fink remains a faith-
ful follower of Husserl. The very fact that Fink
used different terminologies indirectly proves
that phenomenology is not limited to the meth-
od proposed by Husserl. His followers (for ex-
ample, Fink) try to overcome the boundaries of
classical phenomenology.

In general, we can talk about two tradi-
tions of transcendental philosophy, represent-
ed by Kant and Husserl on the one hand, and
by Heidegger, Fink and... Hegel on the other.
While Kant and Husserl take a theoretical-cog-
nitive approach, in Hegel, Heidegger and Fink
the subject-object dichotomy is diluted. For ex-
ample, Fink writes that the “subject-object”
scheme is abstract and formal because the hu-
man being is always in a certain situation and
is included in a complex of meanings (Fink,
1959, p. 42). Here we see existential motives
which are inevitably linked with the cognitive
act and always accompany it. This looks like
a paraphrase of Heidegger and Sartre and this
thesis would have nothing new except that in
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OIHY LIUTATy, B KOTOPOV He IIPOCTO yKa3bIBaeTCs
Ha CUTYaTMBHOCTH IIpollecca ITO3HAHMs 4esloBe-
KOM MMpa, HO TOBOPUTCH, YTO caMa [ylIlla MMeeT
HpocTpaHCcTBeHHOe M3MepeHne (!): «[lyma Bcerga
OTKpBITa B TeJIeCHOV cdepe Belllell — OHa TaKxke
HaXOOWUTCS B IIPOCTPAHCTBE, paBHO KaK ¥ TeJIO ye-
noseka» (Ibid., S. 246). CobcTBeHHO, 3Ty MeTadopy
MOYXXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh CKOpee Kak elrle OfHO yKa-
3aHMe Ha TO, YTO CyOBeKT-00beKTHOe pasrpaHu-
ueHme 1151 OUHKA HeITprieMsIeMo.

@UHK HEOJHOKPATHO IIOBTOpSeT, UTO dYesIo-
BeK — 3T0 ocoObnt T ObrTis (Fink, 1958, S. 79—
80, 82). Ho B uem ocobeHHOCTE? BBenenme ury-
pBI YesioBeKa IJI1d aHaiIM3a (PeHOMeHa W sIBJle-
HUg — MNPUHOUNNWAIBHO. Bo-lepBEIX, pa3sMBbIIII-
JIeHVs O UeJIoBeKe, ero CaMOCTI — 3TO KOCBEHHOe
yKasaHMe Ha Ty, YeTKO OCO3HABaBIITyIOCS K TOMY
BpeMeH! B (peHOMeHOJIOr MY, IIpobsieMy, UTo He-
IIOCPEICTBEHHBIV XM3HEHHBIVI MVP YejIoBeKa I10-
CJle OCYIIecTBJIeHMSI TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOU pe-
AYKIIUM MOXeT OKas3aTbCs 3a0bITBIM. Bo-BTOpBIX,
@UHK B CBOMX PacCyXIeHMIX IBHO TeMaTU3VpPY-
eT TereJjIeBCKyI0 IIpo0sIeMaTuKy, COIJIaCHO KOTO-
POV co3HaHWMe 1 TO, O YeM CO3HaHMe, He MOT'YT Cy-
II[eCTBOBATh OTAEILHO (y’Ke YIOMSIHYTOe OTpU-
I1aHMe CyOBbeKT-00BeKTHOV MaTPUIIEI TTIO3HAHS).
DTO TIONIOKEHME TaKXkKe MOXKET OBITh IlepeBelIeHO
U B IUIOCKOCTH pasMbliieHn I'yccepris o6 wH-
TeHIIVIOHAJIBHOCTY,
IpaBjieHo Ha cBom deHoMeH. Ho pasmbliiyieHys
camoro duHKa B KOpHE OTIIMYAIOTCS OT Tyccep-
JIVIAQHCKOV KOHIIeNUMM. VI TyT MBI, HOXasy¥i, Mo-
JOLUIM K CAMOMY BaXKHOMY MoMeHTY. C fmasibHev-
MMV Pa3MBIIUIEHVSIMI O CrielduKe SBIeHMs
y PuHKa CBsI3aHBI JBa MOTMBA: IIEPBBII — Orpa-
HUYEHHOCTb YeJI0BeYeCKOro IO3HaHWs, BTOPOVI —
JyHKITMOHATIEHOE pa3Iygyie MeXIy IOHATUSMM
Anschein v Vorschein.

ITog, orpaHMYeHHOCTBIO IIO3HAHWMSI VIMeeTCs
B BUJIY TO, UTO UeJIOBeK MOXKET 3HaTh JIMIIIb HaXo-
agieecs: B ccpepe IOCTyIHOro ombita. JKnsHb ge-
JIOBEKa Ha 3eMJIe — 3TO, 110 cjioBaM DUHKA, JIVIIb
ocTpoB B Oe30pexxHON BCesleHHOM. Hedto 1momo6-

KOI'la CO3HaHMe BcCerga Ha-

the following stages of his reasoning Fink of-
fered his original interpretation of the human
being’s place in this appearing world. Let me
cite another quotation which does not merely
assert the situational character of the process
of the human being cognising the world but
says that the soul has a spatial dimension
(sic!): “The soul is always open to the corpore-
al sphere of things — it is also in space like the
human being’s body”" (ibid., p. 246). Indeed,
this metaphor can be seen rather as yet anoth-
er indication that Fink does not accept the sub-
ject-object delimitation.

Fink repeatedly states that the human being
is a special type of being (Fink, 1958, pp. 79-80,
82). But why is this statement remarkable? The
introduction of the figure of the human being
into the analysis of phenomenon and appear-
ance is of fundamental importance. First, re-
flections on the human being and his selfhood
indirectly point to the problem of which phe-
nomenology had become well aware by that
time, viz. that after transcendental reduction
the immediate life world of the human being
may be forgotten. Second, Fink in his argu-
ment clearly thematises Hegelian problematics
whereby consciousness and its subject cannot
exist separately (cf. the above-mentioned nega-
tion of the subject-object matrix of cognition).
This proposition can also be brought into the
sphere of Husserl’s reflections on intentional-
ity when consciousness is always directed to-
wards its phenomenon. But Fink’s reflections
differ from Husserl’s conception in a funda-
mental way. This brings us to what is probably
the crucial point. Fink’s further ruminations on
the features of appearance reveal two motives:
first, the limited nature of human knowledge,
and second, the functional difference between
the concepts of Anschein and Vorschein.

19 “Die Seele ist immer schon in die korperliche Sphire der
Dinge hinein erdffnet, — sie ist auch im Raum, ebensogut wie
der Leib des Menschen.”
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HOe TaK)Xke YTBepXXIaJIock B cBoe BpeMs KaHTOM.
OnbITHOEe MO3HaHME YesloBeKAa CTAHOBUTCS BO3-
MOXXHBIM OJ1arofaps CMHTe3y 4yBCTBEHHOI'O BOC-
OpUSTUS M allPVOPHBIX (POPM IIPOCTPAHCTBa,
BpeMeH! ¥ KaTeropui, KOTOpble [IeJIaloT OcCyIIle-
CTBUMBIM eCTeCTBO3HaHWMe, 1, IIOCKOJIBKY TaKOM
TWII OIIBITa HEBO3MOXEH 117151 MeTap3MKM, MeTa-
dms1Ka He CyllecTBOBajla B KauecTBe HayKn (AA
04, S. 369; KanT, 1993, c. 183). O6bem obacTm 110-
3HaBaeMOTO, YCJIOBMIEM KOTOPOTO SIBJISIeTCSI CBSI3b
YyBCTBEHHOCTH V1 aIlIpMOPHOrO 3HaHMS, OKa3blBa-
eTcd BecbMa orpaHudeHHBbIM. ITo Bcemt BuayVIMO-
CTVI, IMEHHO B 3TOVI CBS311 DVHK TOBOPUT O XKM3-
HVI YeJIoBeKa Kak O XXV3HM Ha «0CcTpose». OgHaKo
y Hero, B ominune oT KaHTa, 1osgsiisieTcss HOBBIV
MOTUB B KOHTEKCTe pacCy kKIIeHWs 00 allprOpHbIX
IIPVHIINIIAX YeJI0BeuecKoro nosHaums. OuHK nu-
I1eT, uTO OBITMe, TN «ist», IIPOHM3bIBAET BCE —
VI MOVI KOHKPEeTHBIVI MUP, ¥ BcesleHHyo. BosHu-
KaeT Pe30HHBIN BOIIPOC: a OTKy[a MBI 3HaeM 3Ty
MeTadpmsmdeckyto ncTuHy? OTBeT MUHKa: MBI BCE
3TO 3HaAeM aIlpVopy, allpyopy HaM M3BEeCTHBI BCe
ocHoBHBIe BUbl ObiTMs (Grundarten des Seien-
den) (Fink, 1958, S. 108—109). C ogHOV CTOPOHBI,
TaKVM 00pa30M IIOHATHIVI OITBIT IIVIpe, YeM y Kan-
Ta, C APYTov — MBI MIMeeM [IeJI0 C SIBHOW arlopu-
er: @UHK TOBOPUT 00 «OCTPOBE» UeJII0BEYECKON
JKM3HW B CMBIC/Te OTpaHVYEHHOCT TI03HAHWS, HO
B TO e BpeMsi 1 00 aIllpMOPHOCTI IJIarosia-CBs3-
K11 «eCThb» (ist); oOs1amasi 4yBCTBEHHBIM ITO3HAHU-
eM, MBI o0JIajTaeM KOHKPeTHBIM OITBITOM Ha 3TOV
3eMJIe-«OCTPOBe», HO B TO )Ke BpeMs KaKVMM-TO 00-
pa3oM, HeCMOTpsI Ha 3Ty OrPaHMYeHHOCTh, 3HaeM
VI BCe TUIIBI OBITHSL.

CreicTBuieM 13 HOBOTO IPVHIIMIIA aIlpyop-
HOCTV OKa3bIBaeTCsl JIPyroy MOIXon B dpeHoMe-
HOJIOTMVI K PeIeHIo IIpo0IeMbl HeTl03HaBaeMo-
cTut Bemu B cebe. VI 31meck MBI CHOBa BO3BpalllaeM-
Csl K MHTepecyIoller Hac TeMe: JJaHHOe pellleHie
CBS3aHO C aHAJIV30M SIBJIEHUS, HO yXXe B IPyroM
KOHTeKcTe. DVHK, TOBOPS O SIBJIEHU, BBOAWUT JBa
HOBbIX NOHATNA. CrIocoO, KaKMM Belllb SIBJISeTCs
(erscheint sich), Mo)XHO ommicaTh ABOSKO: IIOCPeN-
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The limited nature of cognition means that
the human being can only know what is with-
in the sphere of accessible experience. The hu-
man being’s life on earth is but an island in
the boundless universe, as Fink puts it. Kant
made a similar assertion in his time. The hu-
man being’s experiential cognition is made
possible by the synthesis of the sense percep-
tion and a priori forms of space, time and the
categories which make possible natural stud-
ies and since this type of experience is impos-
sible for metaphysics, metaphysics cannot be a
science (Prol, AA 04, p. 369; Kant, 2002, p. 157).
The area which is cognisable, through a link be-
tween sensible perception and a priori knowl-
edge, turns out to be limited. This is probably
why Fink speaks about the human being living
on an “island”. However, unlike Kant, he intro-
duces a new motive into the reasoning about
a priori principles of human knowledge. Fink
writes that being, or ist, permeates everything:
my concrete world and the universe. The ques-
tion suggests itself: how have we come to know
this metaphysical truth? Fink’s answer: we
know all this a priori, we know all the “main
types of being” (Grundarten des Seienden) a pri-
ori (Fink, 1958, pp. 108-109). On the one hand,
experience understood in this way is broader
than with Kant; on the other hand, we are deal-
ing with an obvious a priori: Fink speaks about
an “island” of human life meaning the limited
nature of cognition, but also about the a priori
character of the link verb ist (is): equipped with
sensible perception we have concrete experi-
ence on this island (the Earth) but at the same
time, in spite of this limitation, we know all the
types of being.

The new a priori principle leads to a differ-
ent approach in phenomenology to the prob-
lem of the thing in itself being unknowable.
And this brings us back to the topic of our dis-
cussion. The solution involves analysis of ap-
pearance, but in a different context. Speaking
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cTBOM JI00 Anschein, mnbo Vorschein. Ilop rrepBbiM
TIOHVIMAETCs BV, BUIVIMOCTB, BHEIITHOCTb. B crio-
co0e mpepcTaBIIeHHOCTN Kak Arnschein OblTne siB-
1steT cedsl YesIoBeKy. B aToM TepMuIHe IIpOCTIeXu-
BaeTcsl OTChUIKa K KaHTMAHCKOV MOJIeIN TOo3Ha-
HWSI, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO, KaK ToBopuT PUHK, 0br1aia-
€T HeoTheMJIEMBIM CBOVICTBOM: OBITh aKTyasIy3a-
LIVieV1 IIOCPeiCTBOM IipeficTaBiieHNs (vorstellungs-
méssige Vergegenwartigung) (Fink, 1958, S. 112).
KimroueBot MoMeHT cocTomuT B TOM, 4TO Anschein
ITOHVIMAETCSL B CBsI3M ¢ IipercraBieHveM. Co0-
CTBEHHO, 3TO TOT CaMbIVi IIYHKT, KOTOPbI cOMV-
xaeT @nHkKa ¢ KaHTOM, ITOCKOJIBKY, KaK MBI yXKe
BUIeJIV, OVIH U3 CIIOCOOOB pacCMOTpPeHMs sdBJjle-
HusA y KaHTa — 3TO BapmaHT MHTepIpeTalum siB-
JIeHVIs B KauecTBe IIpeICTaBIIeHVI.

3nece  HeoOXOmMIMO —cAelaTh  OTCTYIUIEHVIE
" yKasaTb, Kak caM @uHK nHTepaperupyer Kan-
Ta B cBOMX pabotax”. LleHTpasibHas Maes COCTO-
uT B ToM, uTo KanTt, no meiciin OuHka, nogpasse-
JISIeT CYIIeCTBYIOIIee Ha TPy OOJIacTi: mepBast —
3TO 00J1acTh CyOBeKTa, BTOpasi — IIPeIMeTOB OITbI-
Ta, TpeThbsi — Belen B cebe (Fink, 1959, S. 61, 73).
Vnes o TpexypoBHeBoM Mupe KanTa mosropsiercs
@DUHKOM B pa3/IMIHBIX TEKCTaX, HO HAC MHTEPeCy-
€T IIpeXJie BCero MHTepIpeTalys obacT cyOn-
eKkTa. BoT mipumep oripeniesieHni1, KoTopble MUHK
JlaeT 3TOV «CyOBEeKTMBHOV» KaHTMaHCKOV oOJIa-
CTI: «BCeOOITHOCTH siBJIeHM» (die Gesamtheit der
Erscheinungen) (Ibid., S. 107), «mup sasiennin» (Er-
scheinungswelt) (Ibid., S. 162), «Mmup-Bpems-1rpo-
CTpaHCTBO siBileHHOCTI» (Welt-Zeit-Raum des Er-
scheinens), mim «Mup Kak sBJIeHMe-BpeMs-TIPO-
crpaHcTBo» (die Welt als der Erscheinungs-Zeit-
Raum) (Ibid., S. 247). I'lo noBoxy pasimuns Mupa
OIbITa ¥ Mupa Belller1 B cebe DUHK MUIIET, YTO
CyIIIeCTBYIOIlee pacliafiaeTcsl Ha «sBJIEHMe», II0-
cTUraeMoe 4ejloBeKoM, KOTOpoe o0pasyeT 0bs1acThb
OITBITA, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, I Ha JIVIIIIb MBICIIVIMYIO,

12 B mccrtemoBaTebCKON JINTepaType CYIIecTByeT Tpa-
IOMIINs TPAKTOBKM siBieHMst KaHTa Kak CyOBeKTMBHOIO
TIpeIICTaBIIEHNIs, YTO TOJTBKO OTYACTY ITO3BOJISIET TIPOBO-
JIMTH TTapaJuTeNV C siBJIeHVeM Kak Anschein y OuHKa.

13 Cwu. 00 aTom Takxe: (Ikeda, 2015).
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about appearance Fink introduces two new
concepts. The method by which a thing is pre-
sented (erscheint sich) can be described in two
ways: through Anschein, or through Vorschein.
The former means “look”, “appearance”, “ex-
terior”. Being presents itself to the human be-
ing as Anschein. This term can be traced back to
the Kantian model of cognition because it pos-
sesses, according to Fink, an inalienable proper-
ty of being actualisation through representation
(vorstellungsmissige Vergegenwdrtiqung) (ibid.,
p- 112). The key point is that Anschein is under-
stood in connection with representation.® This
is what brings Fink closer to Kant because, as
we have seen, one method of considering ap-
pearance, with Kant, is a version of interpreting
appearance as representation.

A digression is in order here to show how
Fink interprets Kant in his works (cf. Ikeda,
2015). The central idea is that Kant, according
to Fink, subdivides everything that exists into
three areas: first, the area of the subject, second,
the area of the objects of experience and third,
the area of things in themselves (Fink, 1959,
p. 61, 73). Fink repeats the idea of a three-tiered
world in various places, but we are interested
above all in the interpretation of the area of the
subject. Here is an example of Fink’s definitions
of the “subjective” Kantian area: “sum total of
appearances” (die Gesamtheit der Erscheinungen)
(ibid., p. 107), “the world of appearances” (Er-
scheinungswelt) (ibid., p. 162), “world-time-space
of appearing” (Welt-Zeit-Raum des Erschei-
nens) or “the world as presented appearance of
space-time” (die Welt als der Erscheinungs-Zeit-
Raum) (ibid., p. 247). On the difference between
the world of experience and the world of things
in themselves Fink writes that matter on the
one hand falls into the “appearance” cognised
by the human being, which forms the area of

2 The research literature traditionally interprets Kant's
“appearance” as a subjective representation, which
makes parallels with Fink’s appearance as Anschein only
partial.



HO HeITO3HABaeMYIO «Belllb B cebe» — c Ipyrom
(Ibid., S. 162). VI3 npvBeieHHBIX OIIpeiesIeHIII CIIe-
nyet, uyto PuHK Basten, 3a KaHTOM cBsi3bIBaeT Mup
OITbITa C MVPOM SBJIEHNVI, He IIPOBOJIs, BIIpOUYEM,
pasrpanndenns y Kanrta Ha dpeHOMeEH 11 siBJIeHVe.

Ecsiv roBopuTh 00 opurvHaIbHON MHTepIIpe-
TallUV TIOHSTUS «sABJleHns» y PuHKa, TO B CBS-
31 C IIOHMMaHMeM siBJIeHNs], SIBJIEHHOCTI B Kaue-
crBe Vorschein. B mepsoM citydae (sBjleHMe Kak An-
schein) yaUTBIBAJICS CYOBEKTMBHBIV MOMEHT ITpefl-
CTaBJIeHVsl, BO BTOPOM CJIydae (sBJIeHVe Kak Vor-
schein) mpo0iieMa sIBJIeHUsI paccMaTpuBaeTcs Ha
OHTOJIOIYeCKOM ypoBHe. CMBICIT 3TOrO HEMeITKO-
ro CJI0Ba JIyYIlle IIPOJIeMOHCTPUPOBATh Ha IIprMe-
pe nuayomel «zum Vorschein kommen», uro o3Ha-
yaeT «0OHApYXXMBaTbCsl, IIPOSIBIATBCS» B CIELV-
dvgecky reosIOrMUYecKOM CMBIC/Ie «BBIXOOUTH Ha
IIOBEPXHOCTB». DTO reosiormyeckoe 3HaYeHMe, Kak
HU CTPaHHO, OoJiee IEeMOHCTPATUBHO IIJIs IPOsiC-
HeHMs CMBIC/Ia 3Toro TepMuHa. Bemp (das Ding)
Kak sBjleHHOCTh (das Erscheinen) xaxer ce0s
Grarogaps TOMy, UYTO OHa ITpOsIBJIseTCH, I10f100-
HO Te0JIOrMYecKMM 3asleXkaM BBIXOfs Ha cBeT. Ta-
KO€e TOJIKOBaHUeE CBA3aHO ¢ MeTadpOpoOv CBeTa: SIB-
JIleHre — 3TO TO, YTO OKasblBaeTcs Ha ceTy. IIpnu
3TOM CBeT IIOHVMAEeTCsI B IIpefeIbHO IIVIPOKOM,
KOCMOJIOTIYeCKOM CMBIC/Ie, He0O KaK VMCTOYHMK
cBeTa B 3TOM MeTadope — 3TO CBeT ObITHs, 3eM-
g — Houb ObrTuA (Fink, 1958, S. 114). ®uHK nu-
ITeT: «S]BJIEHHOCTH O3HAYaeT Bbix00 HAa cBem, KOTO-
PBIVI 0OOBeIMHEIET 1 OXBaThIBaeT BCe OTEIIBLHO CY-
mectsytorree» (Ibid., S. 115). @uHK mocTynupyer
TOT (paKT, UTO OBITME BEIIV COCTOUT B €ro sIBJIeH-
HocTu (Ibid.). DTOT Tesmc mepeximkaeTcs ¢ yxe
YIIOMSIHYTBIM Te3vicoM (PUHKa O TOM, YTO sBJIeH-
HOCTBb €CThb OCHOBaHWe CYIIeCTBYIOIIEro, 0 KOTO-
POM s TOBOPWJI BBILIIE. SIBJIEHHOCTh — 3TO U eCTh
ObITHe Bellln. BbITh 3HAUUT SABJIATHCS B MeTadpm31-
yecKoM cBeTe Hebec.

VITax, IIpyt HOMBITKE MHTEPIpeTaliy HOHA TS
«siBJIeHVe» Mbl VIMeeM CJIeflyIollie CBA3aHHbIe
Mexy codom nmouaTus: Anschein, Vorschein, cseT.
BeI11e13/10)keHHOT0 IBHO HEJIOCTaTOYHO /1j1s1 00b-
SCHeHMs 3HauyeHMs NOHSTUS «siBjieHue» y PuH-
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experience, and, on the other hand, the merely
thought of but unknowable thing in itself (ibid.,
p. 162). It follows from the above definitions
that Fink, after Kant, links the world of expe-
rience with the world of appearances although
Kant does not make a distinction between phe-
nomenon and appearance.

What makes Fink’s interpretation of “ap-
pearance” different from those of others stems
from his interpretation of appearance, appear-
ing as Vorschein. In the first case (appearance
as Anschein) the subjective aspect of represen-
tation is taken into account, and in the second
case (appearance as Vorschein) the problem of
appearance is examined on the ontological lev-
el. The meaning of this German word can best
be demonstrated by the idiom zum Vorschein
kommen, meaning “to come out, manifest itself”
and in geology, “to come to the surface”. The
geological usage, oddly enough, brings out the
meaning of the term best of all. The thing (das
Ding) as appearing (das Erscheinen) presents it-
self because it manifests itself by coming to
the surface like a geological deposit. This in-
terpretation is connected with the light meta-
phor: appearance is what comes to light. Light
is interpreted in the broadest possible, cosmo-
logical, way; in this metaphor heaven as the
source of light is the light of being, and the
earth is the night of being (Fink, 1958, p. 114).
Fink writes: “ Appearing means coming out into
the light, light which gathers together and sur-
rounds each individual being”* (ibid., p. 115).
Fink postulates the fact that a thing’s being con-
sists in its appearing (ibid.). This thesis echoes
Fink’s above-mentioned thesis that appearing is
the ground of matter (see above). Appearing is
the thing’s being. To be means to appear in the
metaphysical light of heaven.

Thus, in attempting to interpret the con-
cept “appearance” we deal with the following
inter-connected concepts: Anschein, Vorschein,

2 “Das Erscheinen ist Hervorkommen in die Lichtung,
welche alles vereinzelte Seiende versammelt und umfangt.”
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Ka, II03TOMY s ITpefijlarato HeCKOJIbKO KOHTEKCTOB,
KOTOpBIe MOTYT HaM ITIOMOYb JIy4llle YSCHUTb 3TOT
TEPMVH.

1. B mokaHTOBCKOVI MeTadpV3MKe MBI YyKe VIMeIIN
CXOXXMV CIIOCOO OTHOIEHMs K ITOCTVIKEHUIO CY-
miero. Peub met ripexxe Bcero o Metoze [lekapra,
IIJISL KOTOPOTO IIEPBBIM ITPVHIIUIIOM ¥ KPUTEPW-
eM IIPaBVWJIBHOTO HayYHOIO OIIbITa SBJISETCS Tpe-
OoBaHIMe BKJIIOUaTh B CBOV CYXXIEHWS TOJIBKO TO,
4YTO IIPEeCTABIISIeTCS SICHO 1 oT4eTInBO (ekapT,
19896, c. 260). B meTone [lekapTa Bce, 9YTO He COOT-
BETCTBYeT IIPMHINITY SICHOCTV ¥ OTYeTIIMBOCTY,
", KaK CJIMICTBUE, TO (TaK MBI MOIJIM OBI yTBep-
KATh), UTO COKPBITO 3eMJIeVl, B TePMMHOJIOI IV
duHKa, OKas3bIBAeTCsI HEMCTUMHHBIM. SIcHOe BOC-
npusTie [leKapT CBA3bIBaeT C OUEBWTHOCTHIO, I10-
HVIMaeMOVI, B CBOIO OUepeib, IT0 aHAJIOI MM C SICHO
PasIMUMMBIMI  ITpeIMeTaMl, Ha KOTOpBbIE MBI
cvotpuM (dexapt, 1989a, c. 332). Barysp, sicHOCTh
YCMOTpeHMs], OYeBUIHOCTh TECHO CBSI3aHBI MeX-
my cobovt B ero dpumstocodpckont metomorormm. Ka-
JKeTcs, uTo aHasorus ¢ [lekaptom 6osiee yeM perte-
BanTHa. OmHaKO HEOOXOmMMO OTMETUTh, UTO Te-
3vicbl DUHKA OTHIONE He CTOUT IIOHMMAaTh B Kave-
CTBe JINIIIb SIVICTEMOJIOTTYeCKOTO yTBepKIeH.
OHu ckopee SBIISIIOTCS HEKOTOPBIMM MeTadpm3u-
KO-OHTOJIOTMYeCKMMM  IIOCTyJIaTaMy, IIOpasy-
MEBAIOIIIMM, UTO HEe TOJIBKO CBET HOJDKEH ITOHM-
MaTbCs KaK MCTOYHVK VIV CPELCTBO IJIS VICTUH-
HOro 1no3HaHMs. To, UTO COKPBITO 3eMJIel], IMeeT
IIPVHIINIINAJIBHOE CBOVICTBO WJIV TIOTEHITVaIb-
HOCTb OBITH BBIBEIEHHBIM Ha CBeT, 11 COKPBITOCTh
B 3eMJIe OTHIOOb He O3HayaeT, 4TO ecIM Ha Hero
HeJIb3s1 B CBeTe HeOec B3IJISTHY Th, TO OHO HEVICTVIH-
Ho. B cBoe Bpems I'yccepib yTBepxaasl, 4To HO-
HsITMe Bellly B cebe KaHTa cBA3aHO ¢ MpUHIINIIN-
aJIbHBIM 3a0JTy>KIIeH1eM, ITIOCKOJIBbKY JIFo0as BeIlh
IIPVHIINIIVAIBHO IT03HABaeMa B ITOTEHITMAJIBHOM
TOPV30HTE BOCIIPUISITIS, €CIIM He B 9TOT MOMEHT,
KOIZja MBI ee He BOCIIPMHIMaeM, TO B OymylmeM
(I'yccepiin, 2009, c. 129—-130).

ITosunmio duHKa, ¢ OAHOM CTOPOHBI, MOXXHO
TpaKTOBaTh Kak IIpofo/bKeHMe jmHuUM ['yccepris:
TO, YTO COKPBITO CermyYac 3eMJIeV, MOXKET CTaThb SIB-
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and light. Since what I have said above clear-
ly falls short of explaining the full meaning of
Finks’” concept of “appearance” I think it would
be helpful to present several contexts that
would elucidate this term.

1. Pre-Kantian metaphysics already had a
similar approach to understanding matter. I am
referring above all to the method of Descartes
whose first principle and criterion of valid sci-
entific experience is the requirement that judge-
ments include only that which is clear and
distinct (Descartes, 1998, p. 11). In Descartes’
method everything that does not meet the re-
quirement of clarity and distinctness and as a
consequence that (we could claim) which is
covered by earth, to use Fink’s terminology, is
not true. Descartes associates clear perception
with being evident, which in turn is understood
by analogy with clearly discernible objects we
are looking at (Descartes, 1985, pp. 207-208). In
his philosophical methodology, view, clear vi-
sion and being evident are closely inter-con-
nected. The analogy of Descartes seems to be
more than relevant. However, it has to be noted
that Fink’s theses should on no account be seen
as mere epistemological judgements. Rather,
they are metaphysical-ontological postulates
implying that not only light should be seen as
the source or instrument of true knowledge.
What is hidden in the ground has an inherent
property or potential of being brought to light,
and hiddenness in the ground is not the same
as saying that, if it cannot be seen in the light of
heaven, it is untrue. Husserl in his time claimed
that Kant’s concept of the thing in itself in-
volves a basic misconception because any thing
is in principle knowable in the potential hori-
zon of perception, if not at the moment we per-
ceive it, then in the future (Husserl, 1983, p. 92).

Fink’s position may, on the one hand, be in-
terpreted as the continuation of Husserl’s line:
what is hidden in the ground may come to light
as a result of tectonic shifts in the future, and
this means that the thing is potentially know-



JIeHHBIM CBeTY B pe3yJIbTaTe TEKTOHMYECKMX pas-
JIOMOB B OyAyIlleM, ¥ 3TO eCTh HOTeHIIMasIbHas
BOCIIpMHMMaeMocTh Bemn. C gpyrom e cTOpo-
HbI, TIo3ums PUHKa KapaVHAJIBHO OTINYaeTcs
oT ryccepruaHckort. To, UTo ellle He SIBJIEHO B CBe-
Te, HO MOXeT IIpeficTaTh HebecaM, alIpUOPHO SiB-
JIIeTCs CYIIECTBYIOIINM, COKPBITO OHO 3eMlel
MJIV HeT, CJlefloBaTesIbHO, SIBJIsSeTCs TIO3HaBaeMbIM.

2. Kak s yxe yKasblBasl, Il PasMBIIUIEHUN
0 sABJIEHUN 1 peHOMeHe TUIMYHBI (ppasbl, KOTO-
pele 1ioBTOpsteT M PunK, Hampumep: «Das Pha-
nomen zeigt sich» («dpeHOMeH KaxeT cebs») MiIn
«Das Phanomen erscheint sich» («pernomen spis-
eTcs»). DTU BeIpaXkeHUsl Mofpa3yMeBaloT HeoOxo-
IVIMOCTB B CMBICJIOBOM [IOTIOJTHEHWM, TIOCKOJIBKY
deHOMEH KaXkeTcs, ABJISeTCS VIMEHHO KOMY-HO0.
[lyreBOmHass HUTH S3bIKa IOApa3yMeBaeT B 3TUX
BBIPaKeHMSIX HaJlM4dye VMHCTaHIIUM, KOTopasi BU-
JIUT CUTYaIUIO U 1J1 KOTOPOM 3TO 3pmMmo. Takort
MHCTaHIIMe BBICTYIIaeT uesioBeK. esloBeK BU-
IUT sBJIsIONIeecd ObITHe B OIlpeJieJIeHHON CUTY-
anvm. K npumepy, jiec MoXxeT ObITH BUJIEH C IIO-
3ULVN ITyTellleCTBeHHMKa, JPOoBoceKa, KapTorpa-
da. Jlec 1t eBpomerira 11 COVPCKOTO OXOTHVKA
He onuH n ToT Xe (Fink, 1958, S. 87). Takoe cuty-
aTMBHOe OTHOIIIeHVe K CYIIeCTBYIOIIeMY ellle pa3
MO UepKMBaeT, UTO UeJI0BeK HeOOXOIVM /I TOro,
YTOOBI CYIIleCTBYIOIlee SIBJISJIOCh, IIpUYeM SIBJIs-
JIOCh OIIpefieJIeHHBIM oOpasoM. BeposdTHO, MeH-
HO B 3TOM CMBICJIe HeOOXOIVIMO IIOHVMATh Te3VC
DuHKa 0 TOM, UTO sIBJIeHVIe eCTh OCHOBaHMe CyIIle-
CTBYIOIIIETO: TO, KaK, KaKiM 00pa3oM CYIIeCTBYIO-
I1Iee sIBJISIeTCS YeJI0BeKY, OIIpeflesIseTCs B ero CUTY-
aty. Mup obpeTaeT cBoe CyIlleCTBOBaHVE B CIIO-
cobe ero gsyrenHocT. [TpuBeny erre ofHy ITMTa-
Ty, B KOTOpov1 PUHK He IIPOCTO TOBOPUT O yeJIoBe-
Ke B BBIIIIEYIIOMSHYTOM CUTYaTVBHOM CMBICTIe, HO
HETIOCPEeICTBEHHO CpaBHVBaeT UeJloBeKa CO CBe-
TOM (a CBeT, KaK Mbl BU/IeJIV,— IIPUHIINII 1 MICTOY-
HVK no3HaHMs): «KoJIb CKOpO CyIIecTBYIOT JIIOIIM,
B OJyIvDKavIeM OKpy>XeHuM cdpepbl XXU3HM YesIo-
BeKa Bcerjia IPOVCXOAUT SIBJIEHHOCTh. JesioBek
cpoxHM cBery B Houn...» (Ibid., S. 96). CobcTBen-
HO, oTOM 1TuTarorn MMHK 3HAUMTEIILHO yCuIvBaeT
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able. On the other hand, his position is funda-
mentally different from that of Husserl. What
has not yet come to light but can be presented
to heaven is a priori existent, whether or not it
is hidden in the ground, hence it is knowable.
2. As I have noted, Fink often repeats the
phrases that occur in his reflections on ap-
pearance and phenomenon; for example, das
Phinomen zeigt sich (the phenomenon shows it-
self) or das Phinomen erscheint sich (the phenom-
enon appears). These expressions are in need
of semantic elaboration because the phenome-
non appears to somebody. In these expressions
the guiding thread of language implies the ex-
istence of an entity that sees the situation and
to which it is visible. This entity is the human
being. He sees the appearing being in a certain
situation. For instance, the forest may be seen
by a wayfarer, a wood-cutter or a map-maker.
The forest is not the same for a European cit-
izen and a Siberian hunter (Fink, 1958, p. 87).
This situational attitude to matter highlights
the fact that the human being is necessary for
matter to present itself and present it in a cer-
tain way. This must be the underlying meaning
of Fink’s thesis to the effect that appearance is
the foundation of matter: how and in what way
what exists presents itself to the human being
is determined by the the human being’s situa-
tion. The world acquires existence in the mode
in which it presents itself. Let me give anoth-
er quotation in which Fink does not just speak
about the human being in the above-mentioned
situational sense, but expressly compares the
human being with light (light, as we have seen,
is the principle and source of knowledge): “In-
sofar as human beings exist, in the immedi-
ate surroundings of the human being’s sphere
of life there is always appearing. The human
being is akin to light in the dark [...]"* (ibid.,
p. 96). This quotation of Fink’s significantly
upgrades the role of the human being in the

2 “Sofern also Menschen existieren, geschieht im Umkreis
des menschlichen Lebensfeldes immer ein Erscheinen. Der
Mensch gleicht einem Licht in der Nacht [...].”
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3Ha4eHe 1 PoJIb YeJIoBeKa B aHAJIMTIKE TIOHS TS
ABaeHue: IMEHHO C TIOSIBJIIEHVEM YeJIoBeKa CTaHO-
BUTCSI BOSMOKHBIM BpallleHVie COJTHIIA, OT/IesIeHe
3eMJIM OT cyn. YesioBeK — 3TO Ta MHCTaHIIMS,
KOTOpasi IPW/IaeT CMBICII SIBJISIONIEMYCS IJIs1 HeTO
cyieMy. YesloBeK — CBET B HOYIA

3. Ipyrast BO3MOXXHOCTh TPAKTOBKWM ITOHATVS
ceeta y PuHKa CBg3aHa C €ro TpexypOBHEBHEBBIM
(HEenpa, 3eMJ1s1, He0O), TPaKTNIeCKV TeCHOIOBCKIIM
(TapTap, 3eMJIsl 1 MOpe, HeDeca'), Mmypom. B aToM,
HECOMHEHHO, CKa3bIBaeTCs BIIVsIHME Xarizerrepa.
Y nocremHero yeTBepulia, MV CBSI3b Heba 11 3eM-
7111, O0)KeCTBEHHOTO VI CMEPTHOI'0, COCTaBJIsieT CBO-
eobpa3Hble KOOPHVHATHI CYIIeCTBOBAHWS YeJIo-
Beka. BaxHo: dpeHOMeHOIIOTIYeCKMe KOHIIEMIIN
®unka m Xavjgerrepa, KOTopble MMEIOT CBOVMMM
KOPHSMV aHTMYHbBIE BO33peHVs Ha KOCMOC, SIBJIS-
IOTCS OTHIOAb He 3MVCTEMOJIOrMIeCKIMY KOHIIeTI-
LVSIMVL B CTPOTOM CMBICIIe 3TOro ¢JjioBa. Ilo3HaHMe
IJIg HUX, KaK yKa3bIBaJIOCh, HE cxeMa B3alIMOOT-
HOIIIeHUTI CyObeKTa 11 00beKTa, HO COBOKYITHOCTb
OIIpesie/IeHHbIX CUTYaTMBHBIX YCIIOBUIL: HEKTO BU-
IOUT sBJISIONIeecs CYIIeCcTBYIOIlee B cBeTe Hebec.
TakoB MeTadm3MTUecKMTI TPYHITNI ITO3HAHIS.

4. C mocyleqHMM IIyHKTOM, B CBOIO Oueperb,
CBsi3aH ellle OIVH OYeHb BaKHBIVI MOTWB, CBUZIE-
TEJILCTBYIOIIUIL O JIBOVICTBEHHOVI POJIM sI3BbIKA.
C omHOVI CTOPOHBI, SI3bIK B CBOEM CIIOCODe orvica-
HM yKas3blBaeT Ha cobcTBeHHble mpesesnsl. C apy-
TOl — caM S3BbIK SIBJISIeTCS ITyTeBOIHOW HUTBHIO
aHaJIn3a, TIOCKOJIBKY B SI3BIKOBBIX BBIPaKeHMSIX
JTaeTcsl He CTOJIBKO (paKT COOBITMS, CKOJIBKO CIIO-
cob onmcanusa cobbiTisa. Co BpemeHn Xarjerrepa
TE3VIC O ITyTEBOIHOV HWUTW S3bIKa XOPOIIO VI3Be-
cTeH. B ciiydae xe MeTadusmdeckont peHOMEHO-
storvt PUHKa 3TO MOXKHO XOPOIIO SKCILINIPO-
BaThb Ha IIpMIMepe COBMECTHOIO C Xarerrepom
cemmnHapa o Iepaxiure (Heidegger, Fink, 1996).
B kxadecTBe mpmMepa HpuBeNy B COKpallleHHOV
dopme omHY M3 MHOTOUYMCIIEHHBIX lIeTIOYeK ap-
TYMeHTAIlU/ OTHOCUTEJIBHO 3HaueHMs MeTado-
poI ceTa 13 XI ceMuHapa: YTo Takoe yesioBek Kak
Dasein, uto sHaunT da? — 5710 03HauaeT: Da ecTb

4 Cwm. monipobree: (Poxxanckmit, 1979).
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analytics of the concept of appearance: the ap-
pearance of the human being makes possible
the rotation of the Sun and the separation of
earth from land. The human being is the entity
that lends meaning to matter that presents itself
to him. The human being is light in the dark.

3. Another possible interpretation of Fink’s
concept of light looks at his three-tiered (bow-
els of the earth, the earth and heaven), basical-
ly Hesiodic (Tartarus, earth and sea, heaven?®)
world. Heidegger’s influence is evident here.
With the latter, the fourfold (das Geviert), or
the link between heaven and earth, the divine
and the mortal, forms coordinates of the human
being’s existence. Importantly, the phenome-
nological concepts of Fink and Heidegger, root-
ed in antique notions of the Cosmos, are not
epistemological concepts in the strict sense of
the word. To the ancients, cognition was not a
scheme of relations between subject and object,
but a totality of certain situational conditions:
someone sees appearing matter in the light
from heaven. This is the metaphysical principle
of cognition.

4. Connected with the latter point is an im-
portant motive that brings out the dual role
of language. On the one hand, language in its
mode of description indicates its own limits. On
the other hand, language is the guiding thread
of analysis because language expresses not so
much the fact of an event as the mode of de-
scribing it. The thesis about language being the
guiding thread has been well-known since Hei-
degger. In the case of Fink’s metaphysical phe-
nomenology this can be explicated by citing
the Heraclitus seminar he conducted together
with Heidegger (cf. Heidegger and Fink, 1979).
What follows is an abridged version of one of
the numerous arguments concerning the mean-
ing of the light metaphor presented at seminar
XI. What is the human being as Dasein, what
does da mean? — It means: Da is illumination,

23 For more see Rozhanskii, 1979.



OCBeIlleHHOCTB, OTKPBITOCTh CYIIIECTBYIOIIEro, KO-
TOpOe IIPOTMBOCTOUT YeJIOBeKy.— 3HaHWe, OTHO-
csireecs K CO3HAHUIO, IIpefiCTaBjleHie — 3TO UTO-
To nipyroe.— CosHaHMe Bcerza Ipejrosaraer o-
sunmio da, TO eCcTb HEKOTOpoe oTcTosiHve.— [lpn
3TOM YeJIOBeK — 3TO KaK yCJIOBYe CBeTa [HO3HaHWs,
TaK ¥ BBIXOJI M3 TbMBI HOUM.— YTO MBI MOXEM IIO-
HMMaTh 1ox TeMHoTton? He Tonbko TemeHb. Ho
v coH. VI mpu 5TOM B TeMHOTe 5 BIDKy — YesioBek
1Iof100eH IBYJIMKOMY SIHYCY, KOTOpbINI oOpalrieH
" K cBeTy, 1 K Houw, u T.1. (Heidegger, Fink, 1970,
S. 204—209). TlpuBeneHHasi apryMeHTaIys, KOTo-
PYIO CJIOKHO 00JIeUb B IPUBBIUHYIO HaM apTyMeH-
TaTMBHO-Te3VCHYIO0 (popMy, ITpeficTaBiIsieT cobovt
IpeKpacHbIV oOpasel] 3axXBaTBIBAIOIIVX PacCyk-
TIeHUVI IBYX M3BeCTHBIX dprytocodoB. Mbl MokeMm
He TOJIBKO yKas3aTh Ha TO, UTO CIOCOO ONmcaHms
IIOCPEeICTBOM MeTaPu3MIecKoro s3bIka OT/INYa-
eTCsl OT 3MMUCTEeMOJIOITYeCKOro IIPUHIINIIA IT03Ha-
HMs, KOTOpBINI OasupyeTcd Ha IIpefcTaBIeHUN
(v Kanra B TOM umnciie). Mbl Takxe MoxxeM 0000-
INUTh IIPUHIIUII IIOCTPOeHMs 3TOW apryMeHTa-
1111, ee MOOIUIEKY: CJIOB SI3bIKa SIBHO HeJoCTaTou-
HO J1JI OIVICAaHWS CUTYallVV OTHOIIIeHN JesloBe-
Ka C MMPOM; TO, UYTO OIVICBIBAETCS SI3bIKOM, TOJTK-
HO OBITH IeIdpoBaHO B TEpMMHAX KOHKPETHOM
CUTYyaIIuV, KOTOpasi BCerzia IIpearioaraeT Haju-
ypie OOJIBIIVX KOHHOTAaTUBHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB, YeM
KJIaccYecKoe SIMCcTeMOIorndeckoe CyObeKT-00b-
€KTHOe OTHOIIIeHVIe. [JaHHBIV IIprMep 13 CeMIHa-
pa o lepakimre — oOpasumk IpeoOpasoBaHISA
CJIOB, BBIpa’KEHWI €CTECTBEHHOIO $I3bIKa, VIMEo-
ITIETO OIIpefieleHHble TPAaHMITEl, B 0COObIN uto-
CcopCKMM A3BIK, IPVOTKPBIBAIOIIN HOBBIE TOPU-
30HTBI CMBICJIOB. V1 B 9TOM OTHOILIEHMM VICIIOIB30-
BaHMe XOPOIIO 3a0BITOVI MOENIN T'eCHOIOBCKOIO
MVIpa OKa3bIBAeTCs BIIOJIHE OITpaBIaHHBIM B MeTa-
dusITUecKoM AuCKypce.

3ak/IroueHe
ITonBemeM HekoTopble wToru. S monbITascs

IIPOSICHUTH, KaKMM 00Opa3oM MOryT (yHKIIMO-
HaJIbHO OIpeeIISAThCS M pa3Iindarhcs [iBa, Kasa-

A.N. Krioukov

openness of matter counterpoised to the human
being. — Knowledge, pertaining to conscious-
ness, representation, is something different. —
Consciousness always presupposes position
da, that is, a certain distancing. — A human is
the pre-condition of the light of knowledge and
emergence from the dark of night. — What do
we understand by dark? Not only darkness. But
also slumber. For all that, I can see in the dark-
ness. — A human is like the two-faced Janus
who looks towards light and towards night,
etc. (ibid., pp. 126-129). The argument, which
does not easily lend itself to being presented
in the habitual argument-thesis form, is a fine
example of compelling discourse between two
famous philosophers. Not only can we point
out that the method of describing through
metaphysical language differs from the epis-
temological principle of cognition based on rep-
resentation (and that includes Kant as well); we
can also generalise the principle in constructing
this kind of argument and its implications: lan-
guage obviously does not have enough words
to describe the situation of the human being’s
relationship with the world; what language de-
scribes should be deciphered in terms of the
concrete situation which always presupposes
more connotations than the classical epistemo-
logical subject-object relationship. The above
example from the Heraclitus seminar is a model
of transformation of the words and expressions
of the natural language, which has certain lim-
its, into a special philosophical language which
opens up new horizons of meanings. In that
sense, the use of the thoroughly forgotten mod-
el of the Hesiodic world turns out to be amply
justified in metaphysical discourse.

Conclusion
To sum up. I have tried to clarify how two

seemingly similar concepts, “phenomenon”
and “appearance,” can be functionally defined
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JIOCH OBI, CXOXKMX ITOHATNS, — «(PeHOMEH» W «SIB-
seHue». B dpwiocodpun Kanra oHU mAcHonb3oBa-
JIVICh OYeHb O7m3Ko o cMblicity. OgHa U3 maeanm-
CTUYHBIX TPAKTOBOK IOHSATUS «sSIBJIEHVE» YKa3bl-
BaeT Ha CII0co0 HaIllero IIpeficTaBIeHNs O Belax
B cebe, 4TO CcTajI0 CBOEOOPA3HOVI CTYIIEHBKOV 1151
rnepexofa K KoHuernun PuHkKa. AHajIM3 Hacjle-
nwst I'ycceprist ToKasasl, UTO 3T [1Ba HOHATHS MO-
I'yT He TOJIBKO VCIIOJIB30BaThCsl KaK paBHOMNOPS-
KOBBbIe CMHOHVMBI ((PeHOMEeH — 3TO TO, UTO SABJIS-
eT cebs1), HO I HaXOOUTbCS B COIOMYVHEHN IPYT
K IpYTy: sBJIeHVe CJIy4dariHO 110 OTHOLIeHUIO K ab-
COJIIOTHOCTY (PeHOMEHa.

Y ®@uHKa pasMbIIIUIEHNS O SIBJIeHUN IIproope-
TalOT HOBBIVI OTTeHOK. Ecyin KaHTMaHcKas Tpaan-
LMs IMeeT MecTo B dpeHoMeHostornm PuHKa, TO
VIMEHHO B KOHTEKCTe TPaKTOBKM sIBJIeHVs KaK An-
schein, To ecTb B cMbIcile mpefcTapiieHns. OUHK,
C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, ITPOfI0JIKaeT (peHOMeHOJIoT Mye-
cKyIo Tpaguumio I'ycceprist m Xarvizerrepa, ¢ gpy-
roVl — IpejjlaraeT CaMOCTOSATeIIbHBIV (peHOMeHO-
JIOTYeCKM TIOFIXO]I, K ITpo0JIeMe 3HaHIS: UesToBeK
V3HaYaJIbHO 00JIaflaeT allpyOPHBIM 3HaHVEM 000
BCEeM CYIIIeCTBYIOIIeM B KOCMMYEeCKOM MacIiTale.
ITpu sTOM mIpobsIeMa ITO3HAHMS BeIy B cebe Kak
ObI CHMIMaeTCs], ITIOCKOJIbKY TI03HaHVe He OIVIChIBa-
eTcs B TepMyHax KaHTa 0 J1ocgraeMoCTV OIIbITa,
HO BBICTPaVBAETCs B KOHTEKCTe OHTOJIOTTUECKOrO
paccMoTpeHMs TIpo0sieMbl sBJIeHMs yXe Kak Vor-
schein B MeTadm3mraeckoM cBeTe Hedec.

B xonrerniiimm Onrena @wHka mMMeHHO ITOHS-
THe «siBJIeHNe», a He «dpeHOMeH», KakK y I'yccepris,
UTpaeT KJII0YeBYIO POJIb [1JIsi 000CHOBaHMS peHo-
MEHOJIOTMW TTO3HaHMs. AHaIn3 sIBJIeHNs KaK sB-
JIEHHOCTV B [IBOVICTBEHHOW WIIocTacu Amnschein
u Vorschein 1eMOHCTpUpyeT HaM, 4YTO, C OIHOM
CTOPOHBI, SBJIEHMEe BCerja CBs3aHO C ITOCTUTAfo-
IIIVIM €T0 B CBOEM IIpefICTaBJIeH YeJIoBeKOM (An-
schein), c gpyrov )xe — u 3TO yTBepXieHMe Oo-
jlee pyHIaMeHTasIbHO,— siBjieHMe (Vorschein) oc-
BelllaeMO CBeTOM Hebec, 11 OT 3TOTO yXke allpropu
3aBUCUT HO3HABa@MOCTh KOCMMYECKX JaJlevl IIpo-
CTpaHCTBa U BpeMeHT.
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and distinguished. In Kant’s philosophy the
concepts “appearance” and “phenomenon”
have very similar meanings. One idealistic in-
terpretation of the concept “appearance” points
to the mode of our representation of things in
themselves, which is a stepping stone of sorts
for a transition to Fink’s concept. An analysis
of Husserl’s heritage has shown that these two
concepts can be used not only as synonyms of
the same order (phenomenon is what presents
itself, or appears), but can be subordinated to
each other: appearance is accidental while phe-
nomenon is absolute.

Fink brings a new slant to reflections about
appearance. If there is room for the Kantian tra-
dition in Fink’s phenomenology, it is only in
the context of treating appearance as Anschein,
i.e. as representation. Fink, on the one hand,
continues the phenomenological tradition of
Husserl and Heidegger. On the other hand, he
proposes his own phenomenological approach
to the problem of knowledge: the human being
has innate a priori knowledge of matter on the
cosmic scale. This seems to sublate the problem
of cognising the thing in itself because cogni-
tion is not described in Kantian terms concern-
ing accessibility of experience, but is formed in
the context of ontological examination of the
problem of appearance as Vorschein in the met-
aphysical light of heaven.

In the concept of Eugen Fink the notion of
“appearance”, and not of “phenomenon” as in
Husserl, plays the key role in grounding the
phenomenology of cognition. An analysis of
appearing as presentation from the dual angle
of Anschein and Vorschein demonstrates that, on
the one hand, appearance is always linked with
the representation of the human being who
comprehends it (Anschein), and on the other
hand — a more fundamental thesis — appear-
ance (Vorschein) is illumined by the light from
heaven on which the knowability of the cosmic
depths of space and time a priori depends.



JBnisgeTca i TpakToBKa (DUHKOM IMOHATUN
gBJIeHUs 1 ¢peHOMeHa OKOHuaTeJIbHOV? Borpoc
OcCTaeTcs OTKPBITHIM. B j1000M ci1ydae ero momsIT-
Ka 0e3ycJIOBHO pacIIvpuiia TOPU30HT (PeHOMeHO-
JIOTTYeCKOT0 YCMOTpeHMs ITpo0JIeMbl COOTHOIIIe-
HVIST 9TUX TIOHSATUTL
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Is Fink’s interpretation of the concepts of ap-
pearance and phenomenon final? The question
remains open. In any case, his endeavour ex-
tends the horizon of phenomenological study
of the problem of the relationship between
these concepts.

This research has been supported by the Russian
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cept of the World”.
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HEOKAHTUAHCTBO

YAOK 1(091):17

MECTO VIIEVI TEPMAHA KOTEHA
B ®MJIOCODPUN AV ATIOTA

U.C. JBopxun’

Mos yeav cocmoum 6 mom, umobvl 00Ka3aMs, Umo
Tepman Koeen e moavko 0bi4 ¢husocogpom 0uaroea, Ho
u colepas 6 ucmopuu 3moeo Hanpabienus upesboiuail-
HO Baxnyto poav. B eeo knueax «Dmuxa uucmoi Boau»
u «Peaueus pasyma u3 ucmounuxob uyoausma» oaemcs
100pobHbLil aHaius omHoueruil mexoy 4 u Tei, S u OHo,
A u Mui. B nepBotl kruee smu omHoueHus paccmampu-
Baromca ¢ samuko-npaboboil mouxu 3penus, 6o Bmo-
poil — ¢ mouku 3peHus peauuosHot anmponosoeuu. Ho
npobaeMa MeXAUUHOCH020 OmHOuleHUs Bvicmynaem
6 yuenuu Koeena ne usosupobanno, ona npedcmabasem
coboil Baxknyro cocmabawugyto el eeo husocogpckoil
cucmemsl. Jledykyus nowsmus auunocmu 6 «Dmuxe
uycmoiu 6oau» 0cHOBAHA HA K02eHOBCKOUL /L02UKe UCHIO-
ka, komopas paccmampubaemcs 6 nepboi uacmu e2o
cucmemsvl — 6 «Jloeuxe uucmoeo nosnanus». Kax obesc-
naem Koeen, ucmoxom camocosnanus S kax auunocmu
Abasemcs He BHewHUTI Mup, a Opyeotl ueaobek, mo eciy
Tet. B cBoto ouepedv, napmuepckue omuouiernusn S — To
opmupyrom coodusecmbo Mol komopoe cmarobumcs
ocHoBanuem npaboBoezo eocydapcmba. Ipoyecc xydoixe-
cmBennoeo mbopuecmba 6 pamxax MeKAUHHOCHIHO20
omHouenus ucciedyemcs 6 «Icmemuke HucHoeo uyb-
cmba». Haxoney, 6 «Peaueuu pasyma u3 ucmouHuxod
uyoausma» cpopmysupobana KoHyenyus peiueui kax
Haubosee NOAHOU Pearusayuu MeXAUUHOCHIHO20 OMHO-
uienus. Taxum obpazom, Ouasoeusm cmas 00HUM u3 Bax-
HbLX usmepenutl Beeil ¢pusocogpckon cucmemol Koeena.
Ouenv Besuka 3HA4UMOCTIb €20 Udell U 045 0asbHenuLe2o
pasbumus gusocogpuu duasoea. Dmom paxm ommeua-
em yxe M. Bybep. @. PosenyBeiie 8 cboem pasbopauuba-
HUU 0UAL02UHECK020 MblULACHUA NPAMO ONUpaemcs Ha
Bce anemenmut cucmemst Koeena. Habawoodaemes eeo 6au-
anue u na ydenue M.M. baxmuna. B pesysvmame pac-

! EBperickum yHUBepcuTeT B Vepycamme.
T'opa Ckomyc, Vepycamm, 91905, Vspanib.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 20.06.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-4-3

NEO-KANTIANISM

THE PLACE
OF HERMANN COHEN’S IDEAS
IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF DIALOGUE

1. Dovorkin'

My aim is to prove that Hermann Cohen was not
only a philosopher of dialogue but has played an ex-
ceedingly important role in the history of that current
of thought. His books Ethics of Pure Will (1904) and
Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism
(1919) offer a detailed analysis of the relationships be-
tween I and Thou, I and It, I and We. In the first book
these relationships are considered from the ethical-legal
point of view and in the second from the viewpoint of
religious anthropology. However, Cohen considers the
problem of inter-personal relationships not in isolation,
but as an important component of his entire philosoph-
ical system. Deduction of the concept of personality in
Ethics of Pure Will is based on Cohen’s logic of the
origin expounded in the first part of his system in The
Logic of Pure Cognition. Cohen explains that the or-
igin of the self-consciousness of I as a personality is not
the external world, but another person, i.e. Thou. In
turn, the partnership relationships between I and Thou
create the community We which forms the basis of the
law-governed state. The process of artistic creation in
the framework of inter-personal relationship is explored
in Aesthetics of Pure Feeling. Finally, Religion of
Reason out of the Sources of Judaism formulates
the conception of religion as the most complete reali-
sation of inter-personal relationship. Thus, dialogism
became an important dimension of Cohen’s entire phil-
osophical system, a fact noted by Martin Buber. Franz
Rosenzweig, in unfolding dialogical thinking, express-
ly appeals to all the elements of Cohen’s system. There
are signs of his influence on Bakhtin’s doctrine. Thus,

! Hebrew University of Jerusalem.
Mount Scopus, Jerusalem, 91905, Israel.
Received: 20.06.2020.
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cmompenue yuenus I'. Koeena kax wacmu gusocogpuu
duanoea nosboasem ocmwicaums Bee dmo Hanpabaerue
Kax eduHoe yeoe.

KatoueBuie caoBa: gpusocogpus duaroea, Heoxkanmu-
ancmbo, ucmox (Ursprung), soeuxa ucmoxa, beckoxeu-
Hoe cyxoeHue, 0pyeotl, MeXAUUHOCHIHbIC OMHOULEHUSL.

Beenenmne.
I'epman Koren xak ¢pwmitocod nmasnora

B xauecTBe mepa MapOyprckoro HarrpasJie-
HIs HeoKaHTMaHCcTBa [epman KoreH nosnbs3osasics
OTPOMHOVI HONYJISPHOCTBIO B Hauasle XX B. Brio-
crlencTBUM ero ustocodmst Oblyla B 3HAYMTENIb-
HOVI CcTelteHV 3a0bITa, HO B KOHIIE IIPOIIIJIOrO CTO-
JIeTVisl CHOBa CTaJjla MOMYJIsspHON. 3ajada HacTos-
eVl CTAaThbM COCTOMT B TOM, YTOOBI TI0Ka3aTh, UTO,
KpoMe B3IsAza Ha KoreHa kak Ha HeOKaHTMaHIIa
Y KJIacCKa KPUTWYECKOro Mjeasin3Ma, ero MOXKHO
paccMaTpmBaTh B KadeCcTBe OTHOTO W3 Co3JIaTesien
dputocodum auasora.

Tpapumonto non, dputocoduent aymasora 1o-
HUMAaIOTCsL  wjeu, BbIcKasaHHBle M. ByGepowm,
®. Posenrnserirom, M.M. baxtmaeiM B 1920-x r1T.
Bximtouenne Tepmana Korena B sToT psim TpeOy-
eT obocHoBaHMs. [Ipexxie ueM paccMOTpPeTh CBsI3b
unen Korena m dwiocopum amasiora, HY>KHO
YCTaHOBUTB NPWYMHBI 3a0BeHsI HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
B 1930-e rr. Kak cumnraer I'.-I' lagamep, riiaBHOM
IPVYVHOV TOCTTYXWJIO V3MeHeHVe OOIlero Ha-
cTpoeHnst yMoB nociie IlepBort MupoBovi BOVIHBI,
KOTOpasl ylapwia IO ONTUMUCTUYECKOMYy U pa-
LIVIOHAJIVICTYeCKOMY MIPOBO33PEeHMIO, XapaKTep-
Homy it XIX cToseTuss, B TOM 4mciie 10 Heo-
KaHTMaHCTBY . [Ipyron npuanHom 3abBeHns pu-
sococdpmm Korena cumTarorcs Hamazaky, KOTOPbIM
OHa IIofIBepIJIach CO CTOPOHBI «HEKOPOHOBAaHHO-
ro xopoist drtocodos» MaprtmHa Xarngerrepa®.

2 Crarpst 'aamepa Opula HammcaHa ISl HOBOTO W3[Ia-
H1s paboTsl Xangerrepa «VICTOK XyIoKeCTBEHHOIO TBO-
perms» (cm.: Heidegger, 1960, S. 102—125). ITepeson, Ha
EyCCKVM cm. B m3manvm: (Famamep, 1991).

Kak o0bscusier M. llaHk, kpuTika co cropoHsl Xarvie-
ITepa IIpuBejla K COKpaleHuio romysripHocT Korena,
KOTOpasi CTajla BHOBb BO3pacTaTh II0 Mepe yMeHbIIeHVIs
BIIVISTHIIS Xavizierreposckon dprutocodpmm (cm.: Zank, 2008,
p. 566 —573).
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1. Dvorkin

examining Cohen’s doctrine as part of the philosophy
of dialogue gives insights into this entire trend as a co-
herent whole.

Keywords: philosophy of dialogue, Neo-Kantian-
ism, Ursprung, the logic of origin, infinite judgement,
the Other, inter-personal relationship.

Introduction.
Hermann Cohen as a Philosopher
of Dialogue

As the leader of Marburg Neo-Kantianism
Hermann Cohen was immensely popular in the
early twentieth century. Subsequently his phi-
losophy was largely forgotten only to become
popular again at the end of the same century.
This writer aims to demonstrate that, in addi-
tion to considering Cohen to be a Neo-Kantian
and a classic of critical idealism, he can be re-
garded as one of the founders of the philoso-
phy of dialogue.

Traditionally, the philosophy of dialogue
refers to Martin Buber, Franz Rosenzweig
and Mikhail Bakhtin in the 1920s. Including
Hermann Cohen in this category requires jus-
tification. Before considering the link between
Cohen’s ideas and the philosophy of dialogue
it is necessary to understand the reasons why
Neo-Kantianism fell into oblivion in the 1930s.
Hans-Georg Gadamer thinks the main rea-
son was the change of public sentiment af-
ter the First World War which undermined
the optimistic and rational worldview char-
acteristic of the nineteenth century, including
Neo-Kantianism.? The other reason why Co-
hen’s philosophy fell into obscurity was that it
came under attack by Martin Heidegger, “the
uncrowned king of philosophy”.? The latter

2 Gadamer’s article was written for a new edition
of Heidegger’'s work The Source of Artistic Creation

(Heidegger, 1960, pp. 102-125; ¢f. Gadamer, 1994,
pP- 95-109).

Michael Zank (2008, pp. 566-573) explains that
Heidegger’s criticism diminished Cohen’s populari-
ty which began to increase again as the influence of
Heidegger’s philosophy began to diminish.



1.C. JIBopkuH

TTociiemamit oosuHsger Korena B HOITBITKE CBeCTM
dmtocodpuro x BorpocaMm PU3MKO-MaTeMaTive-
CKOro ecTecTBO3HaHUA'. [laHHOe yTBepXIeHVe
Xarigerrepa HecIipaBeJIBO BABOVIHe. Bo-riepBbIx,
nyig Korena mpo0sieMbl TTO3HaHMS SIBJISIOTCS BCe-
IO JIVIIIb YacThIO ero pwiocodny, B 11eJI0OM OUeHb
Jlajiekon oT cuyeHTn3Ma. KoreH Bcero simitb mpo-
IoJDKaeT 061_uy10 JIVTHUIO €BPOIEVICKOM (pvmo-
codpum, uaymiyro ot [dekapra n Kanra, xoTtopas
paccMaTpviBaeT MUpP He KaK He4YTO CyIIeCTBYIO-
Itee camo 110 cebe, a KaK peasIbHOCTh, OITOCPeIo-
BaHHYIO 4YeJIOBEKOM, B TOM UMCJle YeJI0BeYeCKM
MO3HaHMEM, TedTeIbHOCTBhIO U KM3HbBIO. BO-BTO-
pBIX, Kak pa3 KoreH momnsiTasicss oTBeTUTh Ha TOT
CcaMBbIVI BBI30B MMPOBO33peHMs Hosoro Bpemenu
(c ero MarepmaIM3MOM, IICMXOJIOTM3MOM W ITpar-
MaTM3MOM), KOTOPBIVI BbI3bIBaeT TaKyIo 03a00ueH-
HOCTb y Xarmerrepa. K npuannaam 3adbsenns Ko-
reHa cjleflyeT J00aBUTh OOIIlee KpyllleHVie HeMell-
KOV KYJIBTYPBI U pvyiocodpnm B pesysibraTe Ipu-
XOda K BJIaCTM HALIMCTOB 1 BTopoVI MWPOBOVI BO-
vHE’. HecMOTps Ha Bce yKa3aHHBIE OOCTOSTEIb-
cTBa, B KoHIle XX B. K Koreny cHoBa IIpmxoauT Ho-
nynsapHocTs. Korma B 1992 r. 8 MapOypre coctosi-
J1ach KoHepeHIVd B yecTb 150-11eTmst dpustocoda,
TO BBISICHMJIOCH, UTO VCCIIe[loBaHVeM ero pmsioco-
dum 3aHMMaeTcs yke MHOXEeCTBO yuyeHBIX. B Ha-
crositiiee Bpemsi K Koreny, HecoMHeHHO, BepHY-
JIOCh TIOJIOXKeHMe m3BecTHOro dpustocoda. Ho xak
CJleflyeT pacCMaTpuUBaTh ero yueHvie?

B OostpIIMHCTBE COBpeMeHHBIX pelerniyit pu-
socodpum Korena momuHMpyeT B3IVISA[, Ha Hee

* TloleMrKa O HeEOKaHTVMAHCTBE IIPOV3OIIIA MEXIY
M. Xamperrepom m 2. KaccupepoMm Ha 3sHaMeHUTOM (bui-
stocodpckoM popyme B [laBoce BecHomt 1929 . Ha duwio-
codmro Korena nanaytas Xanperrep. Kaccupep, KoTopsii
B 3TO BpeMs 3aHMMAJICS pa3pabOTKoV coOCTBeHHON (hu-
J10codmm cMBOIIMYecKmX popw, 3aruirart Korena rias-
HBIM 00pa30M 13 COOOpaskeHMIT YecTn. YoKe B Hallle BpeMs]
HeKOTOpBble VCCIIefIoBaTeIN CTaJIV BBICKa3bIBaTh MHEHIIE,
uto dwiocodpust Xavimerrepa Oymke k maesm KoreHa,
4geM 3T0 ITpy3HaBaI caM Xarerrep (cM.: Gordon, 2010).

> OcHoBHBIe Ipom3BeneHMs KoreHa Tak M OCTaINCh Ha
HeMeIIKOM si3bIKe. [lepeBerieHbI Ha MBPUT 1 eBPOIIeTICKe
SI3BIKM TOJIBKO «Peymruisi pasymMa» 1 ellle HeCKOJIbKO Ma-
sipIx counHeHmi. Ha dppaHITy3cKmi 1 pyccKuil si3bIK IIe-
pesenena «Teopws onbita Kanra» (Koren, 2012).
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accused Cohen of attempting to reduce philos-
ophy to the issues of mathematical natural sci-
ence.* This contention of Heidegger’s is wrong
on two counts. First, for Cohen the problems
of cognition are only a part of his philosophy,
which is generally far removed from scientism.
Cohen is merely in the mainstream of Euro-
pean philosophy going back to Descartes and
Kant, which sees the world not as something
that exists by itself, but as reality mediated by
man, including by human cognition, activity
and life. Second, Cohen, if anything, sought to
meet the challenge of the worldview of Mod-
ernism (with its materialism, psychologism
and pragmatism) which worries Heidegger so
much. Cohen’s oblivion can also be attribut-
ed to the collapse of German culture and phi-
losophy, brought about by the advent of the
Nazis and the Second World War.’ In spite of
all this, Cohen’s popularity bounced back in
the late twentieth century. The conference to
mark the philosopher’s one hundred and fifti-
eth birthday held in Marburg in 1992 showed
that many scholars were studying him. Today
Cohen’s standing as a prominent philosopher
has been restored. But what has earned him
such standing?

Modern reception of Cohen’s philosophy is
dominated by the view that it is the high point

* Heidegger and Cassirer clashed over Neo-Kantian-
ism at the famous forum in Davos in the spring of
1929. Heidegger attacked Cohen’s philosophy while
Cassirer, who at the time was developing his philos-
ophy of symbolic forms, defended Cohen, mainly out
of a sense of honour. In our time, some commentators
have suggested that Heidegger’s philosophy was clos-
er to Cohen’s ideas than Heidegger cared to admit (cf.
Gordon, 2010).

> Cohen’s main works are still available only in German.
Only Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism and
several minor works have been translated into Hebrew
and some European languages. Kant’s Theory of Experience
has been translated into French and Russian.



KaK Ha BBICIIYIO TOUKY (pryIocodpmyt KpUTHUYeCKO-
ro mpaeamm3sMa’. [louemy xe s mperjiaraio BUIETH
B HeM OJTHOT'O 13 cosiaresievt dpvtocodpm qyasiora?

PaccMoTpuM feTaiibHee duitocodpuio Imaio-
ra Kak HallpapJjleHVe MBIC/IV, cPOpMUpOBaBIlee-
cs B Hauasle 1920-x rr. B pe3yJibrare BbIXOa psifia
paboT, B KOTOPBIX MUP IpPeNCTaB/IsyIca KaK Iperl-
MeT auasiora Mexnay ymnamu S n Tel. B nepyro
ouepenp B KadecTBe (PprsI0coPOB-IMAIIOTVICTOB 3a-
sy o cede B 1921 r. d. Pozentisentr (cm.: Posen-
user, 2017) n ®. D6uep (Ebner, 1921), a B 1923 r.—
M. ByGep (cm.: byGep, 1995). OmauM w3 mCTOY-
HUKOB 1 OIIOHeHTOB PoseHIiserira B uioco-
dum nuastora cras ero Apyr O. PoseHiTok-Xroc-
cu (em.: Cristaudo, 2006). Kpome Toro, B 1920-e rr.
B Poccumt 6pumm HamvcaHbl padoTer M.M. baxTu-
Ha, B KOTOPBIX CJIOBECHOE TBOPYECTBO pacCMaTpu-
BaJIOCh KaK MEXJIVMYHOCTHBIV Iyastor®. Takxke He-
00X0MMO OTMeTUTD HallViCAaHHBIe TOTra e pado-
Tl Apyra baxTiaa M.VI. Karana, B KOTOpbIX MICTO-
pvist TPaKTyeTCs KaK TBOPYECKMVI JTVaJIOr MIeCKMI
nporiecc (cm.: Karan, 2004). Paboter baxTiHa mo-
JIy4VIIV 3BeCTHOCTb B Mupe B 1970-e rT., a dpar-
MeHTBI courHeHM11 Karana Obv oy OyIKkoBaHbl
TosbKO B 2004 . 1 1O CVX HOP M3BECTHBI [JIaBHBIM

63a 110CsIeTHIE TOJIBI IIOSIBIMJIOCH MHOXKECTBO OCHOBATE b
HbIX ncatenopanmy drtocodpvm Korena (mamp.: TToma,
2012; Kajon, 1989; Hermann Cohen’s Critical Idealism,
2005, Hermann Cohen: l'idéalisme... 2011). V13 pabot
o Korene Ha pycckom si3bIke ciierryeT oTMeTuTh: (bestos,
2000; Coxkyep, 2008). XapaKTepHO, YTO IIOCTIEIHWIT aB-
TOp paccMaTpuBaeT ydeHue KoreHa MMeHHO B CBSI3U
¢ pwtocodment ayasora.

7 Oco3HaHME BCEr0 3TOr0 HaIlpaB/IeHMs KaK eIVHOIO
LIeJIOr0 IPWUIIUIO YXKe BO BTOPOU I10jI0BMHe XX B. (CM.:
Casper, 1967). B Poccuit maHHOV TeMe ITOCBSIIIEHBI pado-
1ol B.JI. MaxymHa (cM., Hanp.: Maxims, 1997).

B mepByio ouepesib pedb uieT o paborax baxTiHa «AB-
TOP VI TepOVI 3CTETNYECKOTI fleATertbHOCTI» 1 «K drtoco-
v mocTyTIKa», KOTOpBIe OBUIM OITy OJIIMIKOBAHEI Yke TT0-
ciie cMepTH aBTOpa — B 1977 —1986 rr. Kak oTmMeydaroT mc-
CJIefIoBaTel IV, STV TEKCThI ObUIM HaIIMCAHBI IIPELIIOIOK-
TenbHO B 1918 —1924 rr. (cm.: Baxtmn, 2003, c. 495—497).
Ho B Gortee 1mosiHOM 1 OoJIee IIOMYJIIPHOM M3JIOKEHWN
Vies apariora IpefcrasiieHa B KHure baxriHa «[Tpobite-
MBI TBOpYecTBa [JocToeBCKOro», KoTopas BeuIia B 1929 1.
v ObUIa IlepensiaHa B HOBOV peraxiivm B 1963 r. Takum
00pas3oM, IIMK AMasorMyecKnX MCCIIeqoBaHMI baxTiHa
IPOVICXOONT yKe rtocsie cMeptur Korena m cosriagaer c ta-
KoBbIMI y Po3zentiserira, bybepa n D6nepa.

1. Dvorkin

of the philosophy of critical idealism.® What,
then, leads me to see him as one of the founders
of the philosophy of dialogue?

Let us take a closer look at the philosophy
of dialogue as a trend of thought formed in the
early 1920s when a number of works were pub-
lished which presented the world as the sub-
ject of dialogue between I and Thou. The first
to commit themselves to dialogue philoso-
phy were Franz Rosenzweig (1921), Ferdinand
Ebner (1921) and Martin Buber (1923).” One of
Rosenzweig’s sources and opponents in the
dialogue philosophy was his friend Eugen
Rosenstock-Hiissey (cf. Cristaudo, 2006). In
Russia Mikhail Bakhtin in the 1920s wrote
about verbal creativity as inter-personal dia-
logue.® One should also mention the books of
Bakhtin’s friend, Matvei I. Kagan (2004), treat-
ing of history as a creative dialogue process.
Bakhtin’s works became known to the world
in the 1970s, and fragments from Kagan’s writ-
ings were published only in 2004 and are little
known outside Russia.” But they pertain to the
same period as the dialogue-related works of
Buber and Rosenzweig,.

¢ Recent years have brought a crop of thorough inves-
tigations into Cohen’s philosophy (e.g. Poma, 1912;
Kajon, 1989; Munk, 2005; Bienenstock, 2011). Of the
Russian works about Cohen mention should be made
of Belov (2000) and Sokuler (2008). The latter considers
Cohen’s doctrine in connection with the philosophy of
dialogue.

7 It was not recognised as a distinct trend until the
second half of the twentieth century (cf. Casper, 1967).
In Russia, Vitaly L. Makhlin (1997) wrote on this topic.

8 Above all Bakhtin's works Author and Hero in Aesthetic
Activity and Toward a Philosophy of the Act, published
posthumously in 1977-1986. The texts are thought
to have been written in 1918-1924 (cf. Bakhtin, 2003,
pp- 495-497). A more detailed and popular presentation
of the idea of dialogue is contained in Bakhtin’s book
Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, published in 1929,
reissued in a new edition in 1963. Thus the peak of
Bakhtin’s dialogue investigations occurred after Cohen’s
death and coincided with the works of Rosenzweig,
Buber and Ebner.

® The works of R. Katsman (2013a; 2013b) are the only
exception.
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obpasom B Poccunt’. Ho oTHOCATCS OHM K TOMY ke
Iepurozy, YTO U Ayasiormdeckye courHeHms byGe-
pa n Posenniserira.

ITomenenvie KoreHa B 3TOT psi, He JOJDKHO BbI-
3pIBATh COMHEHWUI. Bemp make Hambosiee 3HAKO-
Boe JnIo wtocodnm auarora Maptua bybGep
yTBepxaeT: «llapamokcasibHO, YTO IIepPBBbIM, KTO
obnow1 BugteHve To1 (die Sicht des Du), Ob11 He-
okaHTHaHel] lepman KoreH, mwcaBmmm 3mmont
1917—18-ro romos, mepes caMoV CMepTbhiO, KHUTY
“Permurust pasyma M3 ocHOB myzamsma» (Bybep,
1997, c. 227). ByGepy mpericTaBisgeTcs HapagoKcalb-
HBIM OOpallieH1e Takoro oopMaIbHOTO M pariuo-
HaJIVMICTMYECKOro, MO ero IIpeJcTaB/IeHNo, puio-
coda, kak Koren, x npobrremarmxe f1 n Ter. OnHa-
KO eMy ObljIa M3BeCTHa TOJIBKO ITOCIIeHsIs padoTa
Korena, Ha KoTopyro oH 1 ccbulaeTcst. Mexny Tem
HanOoJlee Ba>kKHBIe MIeV 10 IIpobieMaM MeXxIInd-
HOCTHOr0 oTHOIIeHMs KoreH BhICKa3bIiBaeT B CBOEN!
«DTHKe YMCTOV BOIM», BoIteniten B 1904 . B stomn
KHWTe aBTOP IOCBAIIaeT MHOTO CTPaHMI] TIOIPo0-
HOMY mccrlenoBanmio oTHomeHus I n Tel, cpas-
HMBaeT ero ¢ oTHoireHveM 5l 1 OHo, aHaIM3MpyeT
noHATHe MBI, CTPOUT HOBYIO TEOPUIO JIMUYHOCTU
V1 yCTaHaBJIVBaeT ee CBSA3b C KOHIIeTIIVIeVI COlValb-
HocTH. VI3moXkeHMe KOHIIEIITNY MEXIJTMYHOCTHOIO
OTHOIIIEHNS B «DTUKe UMCTOV BOJIM» Oe3 ImpeyBe-
JIYeHVsT MOXKHO paccMaTpvBaTh KaK CUCTeMaT-
yecKyto Bepcuio dpwiocodpun amaora. Ilommmo
Toro, uto Bepcusi Korana cpopmysmmposana cyiiie-
CTBEHHO paHbIIle ¥ 3HAYNTEJIbHO MO poOHee, YeM
y apyrux ¢uiocodoB-AMaIoricTos, oHa obsIazia-
eT ellle TeM ITPeVMYIIeCTBOM, UTO KOHIIeNITyaJIbHO
CBsI3aHa C KOI€HOBCKOWM JIOTMKOW, 3TUKOM ¥ 3CTe-
TUKOV M BOOOIIe 3aTparvBaeT IIVIPOKUV CIIEKTP
drtocodckmx mpodrrem.

Yro kacaetcs rocienHet padorer Korena «Pe-
JINTVS pa3yMa M3 MCTOYHVMKOB MyJan3Ma», TO OHa
IIeICTBUTEIIBHO BO3BpalllaeTcsd K IIpolsieMaTike
OTHOIIIEHWVI JINII, HO VICCIIe[TyeT ee B HOBOM KOH-
TeKCTe — KaK peJIUIMO3HOe JIMYHOe OTHOIIIEHNE.

° VMcxmoyeHme coCTaBiIgioT mcciienosanmsd P. KamMana
(Katsman, 2013a; 20130).

The inclusion of Cohen in this cohort is not
open to question. Even the most high-pro-
file exponent of dialogue philosophy, Martin
Buber, wrote: “It is significant that the vision
of the Thou is renewed first of all by the Neo-
Kantian thinker Hermann Cohen, who, near
death in the winter of 1917-1918, wrote the
book Die Religion der Vernunft aus den Quel-
len des Judentums (Religion of Reason out of the
Sources of Judaism, 1919)” (Buber, 2002, p. 252).
Buber thinks it is a paradox that Cohen, whom
he considers a formal and rationalistic philoso-
pher, has turned to the problem of I and Thou.
But he was familiar with only one of his works,
which he cites. Meanwhile Cohen expressed
his most important ideas about inter-person-
al relationship in his Ethics of Pure Will, which
came out in 1904. In it the author devotes many
pages to a detailed study of the relationship
between I and Thou, compares it with the I-It
relationship, analyses the concept of We, builds
a new theory of personality and establishes its
connection with the conception of sociality. The
exposition of the conception of inter-personal
relationship in Ethic of Pure Will can, without
exaggeration, be seen as a systematic version
of the philosophy of dialogue. In addition to
the fact that Cohen’s version was formulated
much earlier and in much greater detail than
in other dialogue philosophers, it has the ad-
vantage of being conceptually connected with
Cohen’s logic, ethics and aesthetics and in gen-
eral touches upon a wide range of philosophi-
cal problems.

As for Cohen’s last work, Religion of Reason,
it does indeed revert to the problem of rela-
tions between persons, but it considers it in a
new context, as personal religious relationship.
Religion of Reason adds a great deal to Cohen’s
philosophy of dialogue, but it does not build
it anew but rehearses and elaborates what
was said in earlier works. Thus it can be said
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«Permurus pasyma» MHoroe fobasiisieT K prioco-
vt nuasora Korena, Ho He dbopmyrmpyer ee 3a-
HOBO, a ITOBTOPSET U pa3BuBaeT TO, YTO yyke ObLIO
BBICKa3aHO B Oojlee paHHMX paboTax. B mTore Mmox-
HO CKas3aTb, 4To dustocodckasi cuctema Korena ss-
JIeTCs MPOIyMaHHBIM yUYeHVeM, B KOTOPOM B TOM
YICIIe OMaJIOrMyIecKie VeV M3JIaraloTcsl CrucTeMa-
TUYECKM B CBSI3M JIOTMKM, OHTOJIOTVIV, STUKMU, IIO-
JIUTUKY, 3CTETUKY, PYII0coPUI PeTATUAN U T.1I.

[Tpexie yeM MOIPOOHO OCTAHOBUTHCS HA V-
asiorndeckoM yueHmnn KoreHa, 3amanymcst BOIIpo-
COM O TOM, HaCKOJIBKO OHO TIOBJIVISUIO Ha PaOoTHI
apyrux pmiocodoB-a1aorucTos?

Eciit ByGep roBopuT O CBOEV CaMOCTOSITEIb-
HOCTM II0 OTHoIIeHnIo K KoreHy 1 gaxe o Heoc-
BEIOMJIEHHOCTH II0 MOBOMY ero padot, To Posen-
1IBEVAT, HaIIpOTWB, IIOIUYepPKMBaeT CBA3b CBOeV pu-
sococdpum ¢ cuctemont KoreHa, ormpaeTcst Ha ero
JIOTVIKY M 9TUKY UM paspalaTbIBaeT CBOIO prsIoco-
duio peruruy B IIPSMOV CBSI3U C MAESIMU IIpefi-
mectBeHHMKa (Bienenstock, 2018). CyecTsy-
eT siBHad CBsi3b ¢ pabotamu Korena 1 y baxtmHa,
0COOEHHO B BOITPOCAX, KaCAIOIIVXCS 3CTETMKIY.
Taxvm obpasom, pois Korena B dpopmmpoBasmm
dwtocodpum ayasiora cTaHOBUTCS Oosiee sICHOT,
ecJIM paccMaTpyMBaThb ee B KOHTEKCTe PasBUTMS
IaHHOTO PrII0COPCKOro HallpaB/IeHs He TOJIIBKO
B [epmanmy, Ho 11 B Poccym B 1920-e rrt

Bce 3T oOcTosiTesIbcTBA HE OTMEHSIIOT POJIV
Korena xak KpuTI4eCcKOro maeaavcTa B pasBuUTUN
TpaHCIeHJeHTaIbHON prytocodmm. B aTom mitane
s He OCITapVIBaIO B3IJISL Ha HETO, XapaKTePHBIVI JJIS
coBpeMeHHBIX KoreHoseroB — A. ITombr, M. Llan-

03ra cBs3p mpociexxeHa B pabore (Dvorkin, 2019).

B Poccum otHecenme Korena x dpwrocodpun pyaio-
ra BOCHPMHIMMAETCS ecTecTBeHHee, YeM Ha 3ariaje, Tak
KaK caM IMaJIorM3M IOHMMaeTcs Oosiee IIMPOKO, C yde-
TOM He TOJIBKO HeMeIKMx pr1ocodoB, HO 1 JiesaTe/IbHO-
cTU HeBeJIbcKoro kpyra. Cormocrasienuio duiocodumn
baxtmaa ¢ npesmu dwiocodun auaiora B I'epmanum
nocesimeHa kaura B.J1. Maximaa (Maxims, 1997). Bax-
HemmM rccitefosadveM o Mecte Korena B dporstocodpmm
nwmasiora siyrsercs Kaura 3.A. Cokyrep (Coxyriep, 2008).
B maHHOM KOHTEKCTe HeOOXOMMMO TaKKe OTMETUTH pabo-
Ty H.A. [Imutpuesoit o sivsinuy Korena Ha MblIUIeHue
b.JI. ITacrepraxka ([Imurpuesa, 2013).
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that Cohen’s philosophical system is a well-
thought-out doctrine in which dialogical ideas
are set forth systematically, bringing together
logic, ontology, ethics, politics, aesthetics, phi-
losophy of religion, etc.

Before dwelling on Cohen’s dialogical doc-
trine let us ask ourselves how it influenced the
work of other dialogue philosophers.

While Buber claim his independence
from and even ignorance of Cohen’s works,
Rosenzweig, on the contrary, stresses the link
of his philosophy with Cohen’s system, adopts
his logic and ethics and develops his philoso-
phy of religion, expressly linking it with the
ideas of his predecessor (Bienenstock, 2018).
Bakhtin’s work, too, is obviously connected
with that of Cohen, especially on aesthetic is-
sues.’” Thus, Cohen’s role in the development
of the philosophy of dialogue becomes clearer
if it is considered in the context of its develop-
ment not only in Germany, but also in Russia in
the 1920s."

None of this cancels out Cohen’s role as
a critical idealist in the development of tran-
scendental philosophy. In this matter I con-
cur with the views of modern Kant scholars
Andrea Poma, Michael Zank, Reinier W. Munk,
Myriam Bienenstock, Vladimir N. Belov and
others. An examination of Cohen’s philoso-
phy as a whole warrants the conclusion that
he was at once a Neo-Kantian and the au-
thor of his own original system (Belov, 2015).

10 This connection is traced in my work (Dvorkin, 2019).
' In Russia, identifying Cohen with the philosophy of
dialogue comes more naturally than in the West because
dialogism is understood more broadly, taking into ac-
count not only German philosophers, but also the ac-
tivities of the Nevel circle. Comparison of Bakhtin’s
philosophy with the ideas of dialogue philosophers in
Germany is the subject of Makhlin’s book (1997). Zinaida
A. Sokuler’s book (2008) makes a very important contri-
bution to the study of Cohen’s place in the dialogue phi-
losophy. In this context mention should be made of Nina
A. Dmitrieva’s work (2013) on Cohen’s influence on the
thought of Boris Pasternak.
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Ka, P. Mynka, M. beenencrok, B.H. bentosa 1 fgpy-
rux. Paccmorpenme dpwiococdprm Korena B nesiom
ITO3BOJISIET OTHO3HAYHO YTBEPXKIIATh, UTO OH OHO-
BpEMEHHO HeOKaHTWaHeIl ¥ aBTOp COOCTBEHHOV
opurmHainbHOM cvcteMsl (beros, 2015). C st Te-
3vcoM besioBa HEBO3MOXXHO He COIVIACUTHLCS, Of-
HaKO OH HMKAaK He IIPOTMBOPEUNT yTBEPXKIEHIO,
uTo B yueHUM KoreHa cdopmmposaiice 1 0aso-
BBle mmen prstocodpum auasiora. KoreH MHOrooo-
paseH; OH CTajI OTIIPaBHOV TOYKOV IIeJIOr0 psifia
CYILIECTBEHHBIX sIBJIeHU B MBI/ XX B. [1o 31iMm
IpVYMHAM M3y4YeHMe MecTa ero uiel B MICTOpUN
dutocodum ayanora cTosib BakHO. UTOOBI Olle-
HUTBb BCIO 3HAYMMOCTB 3TMX VeV, cilefyeT pac-
CMOTpPEeTh €ro pelLellNIO B IIPOon3BeleHNsIX Hall-
Oos1ee 3HAUMTEIIBHBIX P1IIOCOPOB AMasIora.

1. I'maBHOe oTKpbITHe KOorena —
HOBas JIOTMKa

bybGep, Kak OBLIIO OTMEYEHO BBIIIIe, CChIJIAETCS
Ha KoreHna, a Takxe ykaspiBaeT, uTo PoseH1iBenr
ObUT 3HAKOM C MaessMu MapOyprckoro driocoda,
MIOTOMY YTO UMTasl PyKOOuCh «Peltnrum pasyman.
Mexny tem PoseHIiBenir B cBoeit «3Be3fie 130aB-
JIEHVS» CChIJIaeTCs OTHIONB He Ha «Pemruio pas-
yMa», a Ha «JIoruky umcroro MelnuieHus» Kore-
Ha (1902). On nmmet: «Kak ObI HM OTpWMIIaI 3TO
MacTep, MBI BBICTparBaeM 371eCh Ha 0Oa3e Hay4HO-
ro MOJBUIAa €ro JIOTMKM MCTOKA HOBOE ITOHSITVIE
o Huruto» (Posenmserntr, 2017, c. 52). Po3eH1iBenr He
TOJIBKO BBICOKO OIIeHMBaeT JIOTMKY MCTOKa, HO OC-
HOBBIBaeT Ha Hel cBoio dpustocodpmro. Ho uto xe
KOHKPETHO B KOI'€HOBCKOVI JIOTIKe BefleT K puio-
codpum npasiora? DTO XOPOIIO BUIHO M3 TEKCTa
«DTUKM 4MUCTOM BOJIN», B KOTOPOVI, ONMpasCh Ha
CBOIO JIOT'MKY, KoreH BBIBOIWUT MOHATVIE JIMYHOCTY
n otHomeHe S u Te1. Koren numert: «lIpasna in,
yrto S Bcerma omimdyaercs ot He-f1 kak oObexra?
Ot He-/I kak pyroro? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC —
beckoneuroe cyxdernue»? (Cohen, 1904, S. 198).

123mech 11 mastee IMTaTH 3 pabot KoreHa gaHe! B mepeBo-
nie Exarepumbl SIHIyraHoBorl.

One cannot but agree with Belov’s thesis. But
this thesis does not run counter to the propo-
sition that the basic ideas of the philosophy
of dialogue were formed in Cohen’s doctrine.
Cohen is many-sided, he was the starting point
of a range of important phenomena in twenti-
eth-century thought. This is what makes the
study of the role of his ideas in the philosophy
of dialogue so important. To appreciate the sig-
nificance of these ideas we must look at their
reception in the works of the more significant
philosophers of dialogue.

1. New Logic: Cohen’s Main Discovery

Buber, as noted above, invokes Cohen and
notes that Rosenzweig was conversant with
the Marburg philosopher’s ideas inasmuch as
he had read Religion of Reason in manuscript.
Meanwhile Rosenzweig, in The Star of Redemp-
tion, cites not Religion of Reason but Cohen’s
The Logic of Pure Cognition (1902). He writes:
“And so, even though the master would strong-
ly object, we are going ahead here and build-
ing the new concept of the nothing upon
the scientific masterpiece of his logic of ori-
gins” (Rosenzweig, 2005, p. 28). Not only does
Rosenzweig praise the logic of origin, but his
philosophy rests on it. But what exactly is it
about Cohen’s logic that leads to the philoso-
phy of dialogue? The answer is clear from the
text of Ethics of Pure Will, in which Cohen uses
this logic to deduce the concept of personal-
ity and the relationship of I and Thou. Cohen
writes: “Is it correct in all aspects that the I dif-
fers from the Non-I as object, or here, rather,
the Non-I as person? We speak here of an in-
finite judgement”'? (Cohen, 1904, p. 198).

12 “Ist es da in jedem Sinne richtig, dass ich vom Ich das Nicht-
Ich, welches hier vielmehr der Nicht-Ich ist, unterscheide? Es
handelt sich hier um ein unendliches Urteil.” Here and else-
where quotations from Cohen’s works have been trans-
lated from the German by Yekaterina Yanduganova,
except for Religion of Reason (Cohen, 1972).
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Jlormka OeCKOHEUHBIX CY KIIeHUT UTPaeT CyIIle-
CTBEHHYIO poJIb B (prstocodpmm Pozennigerira’. Bee
TPV KHUTY IIePBOVI YacTy «3Be3MbL...» C VX Hera-
TUBHBIMVI T€OJIOr'VeVl, KOCMOJIOT VeVl V1 IICVIXOJIOr M-
eVl OIMPAOTCS Ha KOreHOBCKYIO KOHIIEMITNIO Oec-
KOHeuHBIX cyXaeHun. IlocBarusimi OeckoHeu-
HOoMy cyXaeHnioo y KoreHa cBoro IleHTpaIbHYIO
paboty SV TopaoyH oTMeuaeT, YTO MMEHHO Kore-
HOBCKasl TPaKTOBKa O@CKOHEUHOTrO CYXXIeHMs, OT-
JIMYHAas OT TereJeBCKOV, IO3BOJISIET eMy chOpMYy-
JIMPOBaTh AVaJIeKTUKY VICTOKa, aJIbTepPHATUBHYIO
reresIeBCKOV iajleKTHKe CUCTeMBI™.

PaccmotpumM ocHoBaHwMs storvky Korena Oostee
nofipoOHo. B camom Hauaste «JIormku 4ncToro mo-
3HaHWS» OH JleJlaeT HeJIBYCMBICJIEHHYIO CChUIKY
Ha Hwukomag Kysanckoro. Koren 3assiisier o Hem
HY OOJIbIlle HYI MeHbIIle KaK 00 OCHOBaTejle He-
Merkon dvutococpumn. Imasubn Bompoc Kysan-
11a B MHTepIpeTany Korena coctouT B ToM, Kak
MOXHO OIcaTh OecKOHeuHoe ITpY ITOMOIIN KO-
HeuHoro. Oteet Ky3aHIla, KOTOPBIVI TpaHCIIMpPYeT
Koren, ykaspiBaeT Ha MaTeMaTuKYy:

On [Hukoman KyszaHckmir] cHoBa wmer —
Y BeleT CBOIO MBICJIb — IUIATOHOBCKVMM ITyTeM
K MaTteMaTuke. Bor ero gesms: «Her Hmuero mo-
CTOBEPHOTO B 3HAHWMM HallleM, KpOMe Hallen
MareMaTuKw» (nihil certi habemus nisi nostram ma-
thematicam). ITosHaHMe TOIDKHO OBITH JOCTOBEP-
HBIM, a IpUHIMII JocToBepHOCTH Ky3aHelr Haxo-
OUT B OOHOBJIEHHOVI MM MaTeMaTuke. OCHOBOVI
HayYHOTO ITO3HAHVIS OH JleJIaeT MaTeMaTIIecKoe
roHsiTMe Oeckoneunoeo. Meiciib KysaHIia BbIBO-
IUT, HECMOTps Ha Iperpajpl 1 3aBajibl, IPsIMO
K lI'aausero w Jlenbnuyy. KoHeuHoe mosepsercs
OeckoHeuHBIM. BOT ere omHO ero 3asBiieHMe:
«Mepoti Bceeo s bepy He umo uHoe, kax camy becko-
Heunocmw» (Cohen, 1902, S. 31).

Tayvient v JleviOHwmIL 31ech YIIOMSAHY TBI He CITy-
variHo. Kak mnokaseiBaer yuenuk Korena Kaccu-

B3O pomm GeckoHeuHBIX CyXHeHUV y PoseHiBerira mu-
mIeT mccslemoBaTestb ero dpvwiocodpnn Karpua Hovixomns
(Neuhold, 2014, S. 465).

“TopauH BEIBOOUT KOT€HOBCKYIO IMAJIEKTUKY MCTOKA 3
sorviky OeckoHeuHbIX cyxuenwnt (Gordin, 1929, S. 116 —
168).
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The logic of infinite judgements is an im-
portant part of Rosenzweig’s philosophy.”* All
three books of the first part of The Star of Re-
demption with their negative theology, cosmol-
ogy and psychology rest on Cohen’s conception
of infinite judgements. Jacob Gordin, who has
devoted his central work to Cohen’s infinite
judgement, notes that Cohen’s interpretation of
an infinite judgement, which is different from
Hegel’s, enables him to formulae the dialectic
of origin in an alternative manner to Hegel’s
dialectics of system.' Let us take a closer look
at the foundations of Cohen’s logic. At the very
beginning of Logic of Pure Cognition he refers di-
rectly to Nicholas of Cusa who, Cohen claims,
was the founder of German philosophy. Ac-
cording to Cohen, the main question raised by
Nicholas of Cusa is how can the infinite be de-
scribed through the finite. His answer, accord-
ing to Cohen, points to mathematics:

He [Nicholas of Cusa] goes now further and
follows the Platonic way to mathematics. As
he proclaims, “We know nothing for certain
except for our mathematics” (nihil certi habemus
nisi nostram mathematicam). He searches for the
certainty of cognition, and he finds the principle
of certainty in mathematics, as he accomplishes
itsrenewal. The mathematic concept of theinfinite
becomes for him the cornerstone of scientific
cognition. And so the road leads from him
directly — if in rather blocked-up channels —
to Galileo and Leibniz. The finite is measured in
relation to the infinite. “I take infinity itself to be
the measure of all things”* (Cohen, 1902, p. 31).

3 On the role of infinite judgements in Rosenzweig see
the work of Katrin Neuhold, a researcher of his philoso-
phy (Neuhold, 2014, p. 465).

4 Gordin deduces Cohen’s dialectic of origin from the
infinite judgement logic (Gordin, 1929, pp. 116-168).

15 “Er geht und fiilrt wieder den platonischen Weg zur Mathe-
matik. Er spricht es aus: 'Wir haben nicht Gewisses als unsere
Mathematik’ (nihil certi habemus nisi nostram mathema-
ticam). Er sucht GewifSheit der Erkenntnis und er findet das
Prinzip der GewifSheit in der Mathematik, deren Erneuerung
er herbeifiihrte. Der mathematische Begriff des Unendlichen
wird ithm der Angelpunkt wissenschaftlicher Erkenntnis. So
geht von ihm der zwar in seinen Kandlen verschiittete, nichts-
destoweniger aber sicherlich gerade, Weg zu Galilei und
Leibniz. Das Endliche wird am Unendlichen gemessen. ‘Die
Unendlichkeit selbst nenne ich das Mafs von Allem.””
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pep, nnen Hukonas KysaHckoro jiexa B OCHO-
BaHMM MaTeMaTndecKkoro ectectsosHaHmsa XVII B.
(Kaccupep, 2000, c. 273). KaHT nepeBoguT pasro-
BOp 00 OTHOITIEHMV KOHEYHOro ¥ OeCcKOHeYHO-
ro Ha HOBBIV ypoBeHb. Ero TpaHclieHIeHTasIbHas
JIOTMKa TakKXXe COCTOUT B OIlpefiesleHn KOHeYHO-
ro Ipy nomom OeckoHewHoro. Takmm obpasom,
MBI IIPUIXOVIM K TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM OeCKOHEUHBIM
CYXXJIeHVSIM, B KOTOPBIX KOHEUHBIVI CYOBEeKT COTIO-
cTaBjIsieTcs ¢ OecKoHeuHBIM HpenmkaroM. Corro-
CTaBJleHVe KOHEYHOro 1 OeCcKOHeYHOro, Harpu-
Mep uejioBeKa 1 bora, 3HaHMS 1 OIBITa, IEVICTBY-
TeJIBHOT'O I BO3MOYKHOTO, SIBJISIETCS OCHOBHOW 3a-
Hadert TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOVI JIOTIKIAL.

KanT paccmarpusaeT 6ecKoHeuHOe (V1M JIVIMU-
TaTVBHOE) CY>K/IeHVe KaK 0COObIVI THIT JIOT TYeCKO
orepanum, KOTOPBIV OTIINYAeTCS U OT yTBepKe-
HUs, 1 oT oTputianms (A 70 / B 95; Kart, 2006,
c. 161). JImMuTaTMBHOE, TO €CTh OrpPaHUYNTEIb-
HOe, Cy>K/IeHVie COOTHOCUT II0JIOKUTeIIbHBIVI CyOb-
eKT C OTpWIIaTeJIbHBIM IIPeAKaToOM, HalIpyMep:
«YeroBek He ecThb 3Be3fa». KaHT mpmsoauT 3Ha-
YUTeIbHO OOJlee MHTEPeCHBIVI IIpuMep JIMMUTa-
TUBHOTO CYXXIeHms: «[lyiia He cMepTHa» (A 72 /
B 97; cp.: KanT, 2006, c. 163). Kak 3amevaer KaHnr,
13 TOTO, UTO OHa He CMepPTHa, B TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HOVI JIOTMIKe ellle He CJIelyeT, UTO OHa OeccMepTHa.
Eciit MBI 3ar71iHEM B 3aMeTKM, KoTopble KaHT fe-
71a1 71t cebst 1pm pabore Haz «KpuTHKom 9mcTo-
ro pasyMa», TO HalleM Ype3BbIYaifHO JII0OOIIBIT-
HOe paccy>kzieHre 0 OeCKOHEUHOM CYKIeHU:

B Tom wim wHOM ompenereHHON pyOpuKe
cofiepkaTcsl TpW JIormdeckre YHKIWUM, a cile-
JIoBaTeJILHO, VI TP KaTeropuwu, IIOTOMY, 4TO JIBe
V3 HVIX ITOKa3bIBAIOT eIVMHCTBO CO3HAHMA B JIBYX
npomubonosoKHOCMAX, TPeTbd XKe BHOBb CBSI3bI-
BaeT CO3HaHMe C 0berx CTOpoH. bosbilee Kom-
YecTBO CIIOCOOOB eIMHCTBA CO3HAHMS MBICIIUTD
HeJib3s1. Benp ecriv @ — co3HaHMe, cBA3bIBaOIIee
MHOrooOpasHoe, b — gpyroe cosHaHMe, CBSI3bIBa-
IolTlee IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHBIM CIIOCOOOM, TO C ecThb
cBsi3b a n b.

Beckoneunvie cyxoenus. «[lywa He cmepmua»
O3HavaeT He IIPOCTO, UTO A IIPUHAIJIEXUT chepe
He-B, HO W BHemmHel1 B cepe C, xoTopas ompe-

The reference to Galileo and Leibniz is
not accidental. As Cassirer, a disciple of
Cohen, demonstrates, the ideas of Nicholas
of Cusa formed the foundation of mathemati-
cal natural science in the seventeenth century
(Cassirer, 1922, p. 3). Kant raises the talk about
the infinite and the finite to a new level. His
transcendental logic also lies in determining
the finite through the infinite. This brings us to
infinite judgements, in which a finite subject is
united with an infinite predicate. Unifying the
finite and the infinite, for example man and
God, knowledge and experience, the real and
the possible, is the main task of transcendental
logic.

Kant considers the infinite (or limiting)
judgement to be a special type of logical opera-
tion which differs both from an affirmation and
from negation (KrV, A 70 / B 95; Kant, 1998,
p- 206). A limiting judgement brings into cor-
relation a positive subject and a negative predi-
cate, e.g. “Man is not a star.” Kant cites a much
more interesting example of a limiting judge-
ment: “The soul is not mortal” (KrV, A 72 /
B 97; cf. Kant, 1998, p. 207). Kant notes that in
transcendental logic the fact that it is not mortal
does not warrant the inference that it is immor-
tal. If we look into the notes Kant made when
working on the Critique of Pure Reason we find
an interesting piece of reasoning on infinite
judgement:

For this reason there are three logical
functions under a certain title, hence also three
categories: because two of them demonstrate
the unity of consciousness in two oppositis, while
the third in turn combines the consciousness of
the two. Further kinds of unity of consciousness
cannot be conceived. For if a is a consciousness
that connects a manifold, and b is another
which connects in the opposite way, then c is
the connection of 2 and b.

Judicia infinita “ Anima est non mortalis” does
not signify merely that A belongs under the
sphaerum non B, but rather under the sphere
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IlesisteT U OrpaHM4YMBaeT B 11, cjiemosartesibHO, 03-
HadaeT orpaHMYeHe OJI0KeHM «a ecTb b» (AA
18, S. 370; Kanrt, 2000, c. 259; ¢ ucopasieHeM
OIIeYaToK).

Takum obpasom, OGeckoHeUHOe CyKAeHVe II0-
3BOJISIET HaM BBIVITY B IHOe M3MepeHre — TO, 4YTO
JIEXXUT TIOMVMO A ¥ TIOMUMO B, M1, UHBIMU CJI0-
BaMM, IIOMVIMO CyObeKTa 11 00BbeKTa. DTO pacCyk-
ZleHVe TIoMoxeT KoreHy mpoBecTy CBOIO [IeIyK-
LIVIIO JIMYHOCTY, HO ellle paHee IIpobsieMa, TIOTHS-
Tast KaHTOM, cTaHOBUTCS OTHOV 113 OTIIPAaBHBIX TO-
ek IOCTPpOeHMs InajleKTraecKov JJorvukm leresis.

B «Hayxke sorukm» I'eresib mogpoOHO paccma-
TpuBaeT Teopwio cyxpaeHus (lerens, 1972, c. 81).
ComnacHo ero kiaccudmkanmy, kak n y Kanra,
CYXIeHWs CyIeCTBOBaHM [IeJIATCS Ha yTBepOu-
TeJIbHBIe, OTpuUIlaTe/IbHble ¥ OeckoHeuHble. Ho
IIOCKOJIBKY, corjlacHO [erestto, cyXkmeHwe IIpen-
CTaBjIseT CODOV pacKpbITHE cofep’KaHwMs, 3aJlo-
JKEHHOTO B CyObeKTe, TO DeckOHeUHOe CyXIeHue
IIpefiCTaBjIsgeT COOOV aKT ABOVIHOIO OTPUIIAHMS
(ITomos, 1960, c. 187). BeckoneuHoe cyXXaeHVe MO-
JXKeT ObITh IOJIHOCTELIO 0ecCMBICJIeHHBIM, KaK, Ha-
npumep, «’o3a He eCTb CJIOH», «[lyX He ecTb Kpac-
Hoe»., OmHaKo, KakK HoOKasbiBaeT leresiip, Oecko-
HeYHOe CyXXIIeHVe MOXeT IIPUBOAUTE K PacKpbl-
TUIO CMBICJIa CyObeKkTa. B kadecTBe mpumepa oH
yTBepXKaeT, YTO BOPOBCTBO He TOJIBKO OTpHUIiaeT
IIpaBO COOCTBEHHMKA Ha Belllb, HO OTPUIIaeT IIpa-
BO Kak TakoBoe. Eciii MBI TOBOpMM, UTO «po3a He
eCTb BOOOIIe YTO-TNMOO0 OTIIMYHOE OT PO3bI», MBI
TeM CaMBbIM BO3BpalllaeMcs K COIepP>KaHMIO IIpei-
MeTa, COIOCTaBMB €ro C €ro IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHO-
creio. I Ipu conocrapnenvn A i1 He-A 'y lerers, Kax
n 'y KaHrta, nosieiisiercd TpeTuv 3JieMeHT — eViH-
cTBO A 1 He-A, KOTOpOe OHVChIBaeT CofepKaHve
moHsTHs A. Taknm 00pas3oM, rerejieBcKast BepCus
TPaHCIIeHIeHTAJIbHOM [IVAJIeKTUKM II0Ka3bIBaeT,
KaK IIPOVICXOIUT CMBICJIOIIOPOXIEH Ve, TO eCTh Uli-
CTO€ MBIIIIJIEHIE,

B xonie «Mastont jiormkm» leresb mpoBosriia-
IIIaeT, YTO «ujes eCTh OeCKOHeuHoe CyXXIeHVe»
(Ferens, 1974, c. 404). VimenHo B 3TOM MecTe Koren

1. Dvorkin

C outside of B, which restricts and bounds B;
thus it signifies the limitation of the proposition
“a est b” (Refl 5854, AA 18, p. 370; Kant, 2005,
p- 300-301).

Thus, an infinite judgement ushers us into
a different dimension, i.e. what is beyond A
and beyond B, in other words, beyond the sub-
ject and object. This line of reasoning enables
Cohen to deduce personality, but even earlier
the problem raised by Kant becomes a starting
point for the construction of Hegel’s dialectic
logic.

In The Science of Logic Hegel expounds the
theory of judgement (Hegel, 2010b, p. 567). Un-
der his classification, as in Kant, judgements
of existence are divided into affirmative, neg-
ative and infinite. But because, according to
Hegel, a judgement reveals the content embed-
ded in the subject, an infinite judgement is an
act of double negation (Popov, 1960, p. 187).
An infinite judgement can be totally meaning-
less. Hegel cites such judgements as “A rose is
not an elephant,” “Spirit is not red.” Howev-
er, Hegel demonstrates that an infinite judge-
ment may reveal the meaning of the subject.
He asserts, for example, that thieving does not
merely challenge the owner’s right to a thing;
it challenges law in general. If we say that “a
rose is not in general something different from
the rose” we thereby go back to the content of
the object, juxtaposing it to its opposite. A com-
parison of A and non-A, in Hegel as well as in
Kant, produces a third element, the unity of A
and non-A which describes the content of con-
cept A. Thus, Hegel’s version of transcendental
dialectics shows how meaning is generated, i.e.
pure thinking.

At the end of the so called Lesser Logic Hegel
proclaims that “The Idea is the infinite judg-
ment” (Hegel, 2010a, p. 286, § 214). It is at this
point that Cohen takes up Hegel's argument,
but he subjects it to radical criticism. The iden-
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1.C. JIBopkuH

TIOfIXBaThIBaeT rerejieBCKOe yMO3peHVe, HO IIOf-
BEpraeT ero paJvKaJIbHOV KpUTHKe. ToXIIecTBO
A 1 He-A xapakTepw3syeT aOCTpaKTHBIV IIpoOIiecC
nopoxxaeHns " . Tak iepexor; OBITVSI B HUYTO V1 HU-
4TO B OBITIE OHMCHIBAET CTAHOBJICHVE, HO 3TO ab-
CTPaKTHOE OIVICaHIe CTAHOBJIEHWS YIIyCKaeT co0-
CTBEHHO caMy AMHAaMMKY 3TOro Iiporiecca. lere-
JIeBCKasl KapTWHA CTAaHOBJIEHWMS OKasbIBaeTCsl Ha
yOVIBIIEHVIEe CTaTVMYHOW ¥ HETIOIBVDKHOV. UTOOBI
VICIpaBUTh cuTyanuio, Koren mpemsiaraer coot-
HOCUTB He A 1 He-A, a A 1 0eCcKOHEeYHO MaJIoe 13-
MeHeHue A. ViHpimu ciioBamu, Koren ananmsmupy-
€T KaHTOBCKO€e OeCKOHEYHOe CY KJIeHVe C TIO3UIIN
DecKOHEeuHO MaJIbIX, BBelleHHbIX JIernoHmeM™.

OOGcyamM 3TOT BOHPOC HEMHOIO IOIpoOHee.
Hwraro, KoTopoe B cOOTBeTCTBUM C KapTvHOM [ere-
JI ABJIeTCS. HadasloM IIpoliecca CTaHOBJIEHMS, TO
ecTb ITepexofia HU4To B ObITie, o Koreny, siiiser-
CsI He abCOTIOTHBIM HUYTO, a OECKOHEUHO MaJIbIM
npupalieHneM, TouHee nuddepeniamoMm. Ta-
KOVI B3IJIsi/], 3SHAUWMTEIILHO JTyYIlle yJIaB/IVBaeT IIpo-
11eCCyaJIBHOCTB, UeM rerejieBcKas ayaeKTmka. Ko-
TeH IIpefyIaraeT paccMaTpuBaTh JIIOOOV IIpeIMeT
B COOTHECEHW C €T0 VJIeeVi, ICTOKOM, TlepBOHava-
710M (oH mcnonb3yeT TepMuH Ursprung). [Tpm sTom
caMo HavaJIo VIV IIPVHIINII Ka)KIIOV BT OKa3bl-
BaeTcsi mporieccyarbHbIM. Ho Kak MOXKHO CpaBHUTD
Belllb C ee CTOKOM? Berrp oHM Hecomzmeprmbl! He-
COVI3MEPVIMOCTD SIBJISIETCS OOIIVIM KadeCTBOM Oec-
KOHEUHBIX cyXaeHmt. [epman Koren BBommT 311ech
MIOHSITVIEe KOppertaimn. Besikast Bellb opoXKaaeTcst
3 YICTOKA, HO He IIPSIMO, a KOPPEJISITVBHO.

Yro Xe ITpeJIicTaBIIsieT COOOVI ITPOoIiece ITIOpoK/ie-
Hus 13 nctoka? i oobsacuenms Koren, mpusiie-

5 Kak noguepkmsaer Homxonsr (Neuhold, 2014), nven-
HO OecKOHeUHOe CyK[IeHwe I103BojifeT ['eremro ommcaTb
IOMHAMMKY CTaHOBJIEHVISI, HO I CKOpee COIJIaceH B 3TOM
Borpoce ¢ ['OpAVHBIM, KOTOPBIV IIOJIarajl, YTO JAVHAMMU-
Ka I'eresist OTHOCUTCST KO BCeVI CUCTEME B 11€JI0M, a He K ee
enuHMYHBIM coObITHsM (Gordin, 1929, S. 142 —168).

16 JlevtOHMIIEBCKAs KOHLEMIMS T depeHIiaia B CBA3M
C ViCCIIeOBaHMeM IIPOLecCyayIbHOCTI OTHOIIIEHVIS MBIIII-
steHmst vt ObrTs (cM.: Toros, 1960, c. 78 —80) crasia npej-
MeTOM HpwcTabHOoro BHMMaHMA Korena yxe c 1883 .
B mrore oHa mipeBpaTiIach B OHO M3 BKHEVIIIIX OCHO-
Bauwm storuku Korexa.
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tity characterises the abstract process of gener-
ation.'® The transition of being into non-being
describes development, but this abstract de-
scription of development omits the dynamics
of this process. Hegel’s picture of coming into
being turns out to be surprisingly static and im-
mobile. To rectify the situation Cohen propos-
es to bring into correlation not A and non-A,
but A and an infinitesimal change of A. In oth-
er words, Cohen analyses Kant’s infinite judge-
ment in terms of infinitesimals introduced by
Leibniz."” Let us discuss the matter in more de-
tail. Nothing, which in Hegel’s account is the
beginning of the process of coming into being,
i.e. transition from nothing into being, is, ac-
cording to Cohen, not an absolute nothing, but
an infinitely small increment, or rather differen-
tial. This view captures processuality much bet-
ter than Hegel's dialectics. Cohen views each
object in relation to its idea, to its origin (Ur-
sprung). The origin or principle of each thing
turns out to be a process. But how can a thing
be compared with its origin? They are incom-
mensurate. Incommensurability is the general
property of infinite judgements. At this point
Cohen introduces the concept of correlation.
Every thing is born of its origin, not directly,
but through correlation.

What is generation from an origin? To ex-
plain it Cohen invokes the concept of the
present (Gegenwart). The process of genera-
tion takes place in the present. Therefore the
act of pure thinking also takes place only in the
present. To explain Cohen’s conception let us

16 Katrin Neuhold (2014) stresses that infinite judge-
ment enables Hegel to describe the dynamics of com-
ing into being, but I would rather agree with Gordin
who believed that Hegel’s dynamics apply to his whole
system and not to its individual events (Gordin, 1929,
pp- 142-168).

7" Leibniz’s conception of differential in connection with
the study of the processuality of the relation between
thought and being (cf. Popov, 1960, pp. 78-80) attracted
Cohen’s attention as early as 1883. Eventually it became
one of the key principles of Cohen’s logic.



KaeT noHATHe Hactosero (Gegenwart). Vimen-
HO B HACTOSIIIEM IIPOVICXOAUT IIPOIecC IIOpOXKe-
Hus. [ToaToMy TOJIBKO B HaCTOSIIIEM ITPOVICXOINUT
Y aKT YVCTOrO MBIIIUIeHMs. YTOOBI HOSCHUTH 3Ty
KoHIIenmio KoreHa, paccMoTpuM, Kak OH 00bsc-
HSIeT IIOHSITVIE MHOXXeCTBEHHOCT: MHOXECTBO MO-
XKeT SBJISATbCS. MHOXKeCTBOM TOJIBKO B TOM CIIydae,
KOI/Ia OHO SIBJISIeTCS. eqMHCTBOM. Ho KaK BO3MOX-
HO OBITH OJTHOBPEMEHHO VI MHOXECTBOM, U €IMH-
crBoM? OtBer KoreHa coctouT B TOM, YTO HMKa-
KOVl OIHOBPEMEHHOCTM TYT HeT, MHOXXeCTBeH-
HOCTb pacKpbIBaeTcs B IIpollecce YMHOXeHMs, TO
ectb craHoBiieHMs MHOruM (Cohen, 1902, S. 64).
Ho sTOoT mpoliecc MOXXHO IOHMMATh TOJIBKO Kak
IIPOVICXOISIINIL B HacTosIIee BpeMs. 31ech Kpo-
eTcs BeJIMKOe pasJindyie MeX/1y rerejeBcKov 1 Ko-
FeHOBCKOW aviayieKTukovi. [Iist [eresiss caMo 1oHSI-
TVe, TIOCKOJIBKY B HeM COIEeP)KUTCS ero CTaHOBJIe-
HMe, — IIpollecCya/lbHO, HO OHO He IIpejriosiara-
eT aKTyaJIbHOrO Ipoliecca. KoreHoBckoe IoHsTHe
MHOXECTBEHHOCTVI He OrpaHMYMBAETCS OOIINM
TIOHSTIEM, HO TpeOyeT ITOMBICJINTD, KaK OHO IIpO-
VICXOOUT B aKTya/IbHOV KM3HEHHOCTM KakK IIpo-
11eCC, ITPOTEKAIOIIN B HACTOSIIIEM BPEMEHT.
Koren omnmceiBaeT mopoxiieHue Bellu U3 ee
VICTOKa KaK IIpollecC M OecKOHeYHOe CYXXAeHUe,
1 B 9TOM OH conmpaapusupyetcs c I'eresiem, HO 1y1st
Korena mporiecc nopoxnaeHmnss — 3To He mjes BO-
o0rrte, a KOHKpeTHasl miesi, B KOTOPOM KaXKnas
BEILIb SIBJISIETCS. COOBITVIEM MBIIIIJIEHVIS, CTABSIIIETO
rieper; cobomt 3amaHue, 1 3agavy (Aufgabe), mo
OTHOINIEHUIO K 3TOM Belly. TakuM oOpa3oM, akT
MBIIIIIEHNSI — 3TO CBOETO POJia IIPOIIECC PeIeHIst
3amau. Pasmrune mexxy Korenowm m I'erestem B 11o-
HVIMaHWV TeMIIOPaJIbHOCTY V1 IIPOLIeCCyaJIbHOCTI
MBIIIUIEHNS OTpakaeT PyHIaMeHTaJIbHOCTh pas-
JIVYMSE MEXTY I'erejIeBCKOVI AVIaJIeKTVIKOVI U Kore-
HOBCKOW JIOrMKOV vicToka. Jlormka Korewa orrm-
CBbIBaeT MBIIIUIEHVe KaK TBOPYeCKMII IIPoLiecC pe-
IIIeHMs aKTyaIbHbIX 3a71ad, OCYIIeCTBIISIOIIVICS
B HACTOSIIEM, a TerejieBcKas JIOTMKa ONVICHIBAeT
MBICJIb KaK YHUBEpPCYM pedpileKCui, OTOpPBaHHBIN
OT KOHKpEeTHOro MelIcjisiero. Takast mocTaHOBKa

1. Dvorkin

see how he explains the concept of multiplicity:
multiplicity can be a multiplicity only if it is a
unity. But how can something be a multiplicity
and at the same time a unity? Cohen answers
that there is no simultaneity here and multiplic-
ity is revealed in the process of multiplication,
i.e. in the process of becoming many (Cohen,
1902, p. 64). But this process can only be un-
derstood as happening in the present. Herein
lies the great difference between the dialectics
of Hegel and Cohen. For Hegel the very con-
cept — inasmuch as it involves coming into be-
ing — is processual, but this does not imply an
actual process. Cohen’s concept of multiplicity
is not confined to the general notions, but re-
quires thinking about how it happens in actual
life as a process unfolding in the present.

Cohen describes the generation of a thing
from its origin as a process and an infinite
judgement, as does Hegel, but for Cohen the
process of generation is not a general idea but
a concrete idea in which each thing is an event
of thought which sets itself a task (Aufgabe) in
relation to this thing. Thus an act of thought
is a task-solving process. The difference be-
tween Cohen and Hegel in the understand-
ing of temporality and processuality reflects
the fundamental nature of the difference be-
tween Hegel’s dialectics and Cohen’s logic of
the origin. Cohen’s logic describes thinking as
a creative process of solving topical tasks tak-
ing place in the present while Hegel’s logic de-
scribes thought as universal reflection divorced
from the concrete thinker. This approach
brings Cohen to the problem of the openness
of man’s self-consciousness and his relation to
the Other."

® Modern philosophical studies associate the placing of
the Other at the focus of philosophy and the conception
of the priority of ethics over ontology with the name of
Levinas. Indeed, Levinas solves the problem of the Other
in the framework of phenomenology. But Cohen formu-
lated this problem long before him from the viewpoint
of transcendental logic. On Levinas’ attitude towards
Cohen’s philosophy see Gibbs (1992) and Sokuler (2008).
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1.C. JIBopkuH

Borpoca rpusoguT KoreHa K 1po0sieMe OTKpbI-
TOCTV CAMOCO3HAHMS YeJIoBeKa 1 ero oOpallieHHO-
ctv k Ipyromy”.

2. Teopust TMYHOCTU
B «DTHUKEe UYMCTOV BOJIN»

Korza MbI TOBOpVIM 0 KOT€HOBCKOVI MHTepIIpe-
TaIV KaHTOBCKOV (prytocodpmnt, BaXKHO OTMETUTD
codeTaHMe B Hell IBYX PyHIaMeHTaIbHbIX IIOIXO0-
OB — JIeTaJIbHOIO MCCIIeIOBAHMSI XOma KaHTOB-
CKOVI MBICJIVI B €€ KOHKPEeTMKe V1 ITIOHVIMaHVIsI BCE
KaHTOBCKOI (PMITOCOPCKOTI CHCTEMBI KaK eI/THOTO
neoro'®. s KoreHa KaHTOBCKasl 3TMKa M 3CTe-
TUKa HEOTHIEJIMMBbI OT KAHTOBCKOI'O VICCIIIOBAH IS
OTHOIIIEHVVI MBIIIUTEHM Y onbITa’.

Kak Opwio mokasaHo, B cBoein Jjiormke Koren
dopmynupyer mporiecc pedriekcuM B KauecTBe
MBIIJIeHV HavaJla, Wi HopoxaeHus, semin. On-
HAaKoO 3Ta pedpyIeKCs IIPeICTaBIIsieT cO0OVI He IIpo-
CTO CaMOOTpMIIaHVEe MBICIIV, ITOHOOHO TOMY Kak
3TO IPOUCXOAUT y T'eresis, a MplIeHVe KOpperis-
LMY C IIPOLIeCCOM HauaJla, BelpakaloIrerocs B 6ec-
KOHEYHO MaJIOM IIpupallleH1. DTO Hadalo-MCTOK
He 4BJISIeTCS B CTPOrOM CMBICJIe HY CAaMOVI BeIIIbIO,
HU ee orpunaHueM. Kak momuepkmsaer Koren,
vctok (Ursprung) ecTb caMoeViCTBYIOIIee Hava-
710 MBIC/TI: «VICTOK — 2TO OOsI3aTesIbHOe Hayasio
mbiuieHusg. Ho v maseliie, Ha Bcex CTaamsX, OH
3a/IeVICTBOBAH KaK [IBVDKYIIVIVI IIPVHIIVIL Yucroe
IO3HaHMe Bcerdga OyAeT pasBUTHeM IIpUHIINUIIA
ncroka» (Cohen, 1902, S. 36).

7 CoBpemeHHBIe (PMIIOCOCKIME VICCIIENOBAHMS CBSI3bI-
BaIOT ITOMeIIeHNe JPYroro 4ejaoBeka B IIeHTP puiIoco-
VM 1 KOHIIENIINMIO IpVOpUTeTa STUKW Hall OHTOJIOIV-
et ¢ mmeHeM JleBunaca. [evictBurenbHo, JleBuHac pe-
maeT 1Ipobsiemy pyroro B pamMkax ¢peHomeHosornm. Ho
Koren 3agosiro 1o Hero copMysmMpoBasl 3Ty Ipodsemy
C TOYKM 3peHMs TpaHCLEeHIeHTaIbHOM JIornku. O0 ot-
Homrenvn JlesuHaca x dpwiocodpun Korena cm.: (Gibbs,
1992; Cokyrep, 2008).

8 BcrioMHMM ITaCTepPHAKOBCKOE OIIpefieJIeHIe KOTeHOB-
ckoro ncropmsma: «Ha mcropuio B MapOypre cMoTpesu
B 00a TeresIbsHCKMX IJla3a, TO €CTh TeHMaIbHO 00001IeH-
HO, HO B TO Xé BpeMs M B TOUHBIX I'paHMIIAX 3[IPaBOro
npasaononobes» (ITacreprax, 2004, c. 169).

Y HannoMHMM, YTO MMEHHO 3TOVI TeMe IIOCBAIIleHa IIepBast
dynmamenTanpHas padora Korena «Teopwst ombira Kan-
ta» (Koren, 2012).

2. The Theory of Personality
in Ethics of Pure Will

Speaking about Cohen’s interpretation of
Kantian philosophy, it is important to note that
it combines two fundamental approaches: de-
tailed study of the train of Kant’s thought in its
concreteness and an understanding of Kant’s
entire philosophical system as a single whole."
For Cohen the ethics and aesthetics of Kant are
inseparable from Kant’s investigation of the re-
lations between thought and experience.® As
shown above, Cohen in his logic formulates the
process of reflection as thinking on the begin-
ning or generation of a thing. However, this re-
flection is not simply a self-negation of thought
as with Hegel, but a thinking of correlation
with the process of beginning manifested
through infinitesimal increments. The begin-
ning-origin is not strictly speaking a thing, nor
its negation. Cohen stresses that the origin (Ur-
sprung) is the prime mover of thought: “The
origin is not only the necessary beginning of
thought. In all further stages, it must be ac-
tive as the driving principle. Pure cognition
is always a transformation of the principle of
origin”?! (Cohen, 1902, p. 36).

Nothing is given to thought, in its begin-
ning is the assignment; “The conditions for
the construction of the task are known as the
‘given’”? (Cohen, 1902, p. 82). The task has to
be formulated as a result of a thought act. In
Ethics Cohen makes a meticulous job of it and

¥ One should consider here Pasternak’s description of
Cohen’s historicity: “At Marburg they gazed at history
through both of Hegel's eyes, i.e. with brilliant univer-
sality, but at the same time within the exact boundaries
of a judicious verisimilitude” (Pasternak, 1958, p. 64).

» This was the topic of Cohen’s first major work Kant’s
Theory of Experience (Cohen, 1871).

2 “1...] der Ursprung ist nicht nur der notwendige Anfang
des Denkens; sondern in allem Fortgang mufS er sich als das
treibende Prinzip betitigen. Alle reinen Erkenntnisse miissen
Abwandlungen des Prinzips des Ursprungs sein.”

2 “Die Bedingungen fiir die Konstruktion der Aufgabe hei-
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fen 'gegeben’.
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MBIITEeH IO HIMUero He JaHo, B ero Havajie jie-
KUT 3aaHue: «/JaHHBIMM Ha3bIBAIOTCA YCIJIOBUA
nocrpoenus 3aganmus» (Cohen, 1902, S. 82). 3ama-
HMe HeoOxoaMo cpopMyIIMpoBaTh B pe3yJIbTare
aKTa MbIUieHnd. B «DT1uke...» Koren gertasibHO
IIpofesibiBaeT 3Ty PadOTy 1 HPUXOAUT K BBIBOAY,
YTO VMICTOKOM CaMOCO3HaHsI JIMYHOCTY BBICTYTIaeT
ee oOpallleHVe K IpyroMy 4esioBeKy. Takmm oOpa-
30M, 3TUYeCcKasi peaJIbHOCTb JIPyroro yesoBeKa AB-
JISIETCSI OCHOBOVI MOEro COOCTBEHHOI'O CaMOCO3Ha-
Hus. B pamkax cBoero mcciienosanms Koren oopa-
IaeTcs K aHanmsy npuponsl S B yuennm @uxre.

g @uxre camocosHaHMe Sl orpenersercs
yepes ero cooTHeceHue c [Ipyrum, To ectb ¢ He-
JI. Kax mopuepkmBaer KoreH, coorHecenmue ‘I
¢ He-sl — »T0 OeckoHeuHoe cyxmeHue, 1 Duix-
Te, C ero TOYKM 3peHNs, 371ech JejlaeT IBOVIHYIO
ommbKy. Bo-miepBeIX, OH paccMaTpuBaeT caMo-
cosHaHMe Kak Toxaectso J m He-fI, To ecTth Kak
aKT uncron pediekcun. Takoe I okaspiBaeTc ITy-
CTBIM, TIOTOMY YTO ITPOCTOe OTpuiiaHue 4 yxe ms-
HavaJIbHO IIPUCYTCTBYeT B Sl. Bropas ommbka co-
cTouT B TOM, uTO He-SI — 5T0 He 00BeKT, Kak I10J1a-
raeT OuxTe, a IPYrov YeIoBeK.

PaccmorpuM  paccyxnmenue Korena mompo0-
Hee. Kak OeckoHeuHOe cyXJeHIe —COOTHeceHle
JI ¢ He-fI — B pamkax sornkm Korena craBut Bo-
ripoc 00 mctoke SI? Otkyna Sl yepraer cBoe Kaue-
crBo ObITh fI? Kak mokaseiBaer KoreH, mpoctoe
corocTasjleHVe Sl ¢ BHeIIHel peasIbHOCTBIO, MU-
poM, oobekToM Hutuero Ham He fmaet (Cohen, 1904,
S. 197—198). OOBeKT y>ke M3HaYaIBHO OIpesieieH
o oTHomeHmio K J. Ero comocrasitenme ¢ 51 Bo3-
BparaeT Hac camoMy SI. Takum oOpasom, MBI I10-
JIly4aeM To, 4To leresib Ha3bIBaeT AypHON Oecko-
HEYHOCTBI0. PeasIbHOVI ITPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTEIO S
ABJISIeTCs IIpoLiecc COOTHOIIeHns Sl ¢ npyrum de-
sioBekoM. OH mMeeT coOcTBeHHOe Sl 1 He IIomJIe-
JKUT JIOTVYEeCKOMY OIpefie/IeHNIO0 M3HYTPU Moe-
ro camocosHaHM4. VIMeHHO obpalrieHme K IpyTO-
My 4eJIOBEKY CTaHOBUTCS HACTOSIIVM aKTOM ca-
Moco3HaHms. Kak 3assiger Koren, «/Ipyeoi, alter
ego, cocmabasem ucmox f» (Cohen, 1904, S. 200).

1. Dvorkin

comes to the conclusion that the origin of an
individual’s self-consciousness is in turning to
the Other. Thus the ethical reality of the Oth-
er is the basis of my self-consciousness. During
the course of his investigation Cohen invokes
the analysis of the nature of the I in Fichte’s
doctrine.

Fichte defines the I through the correlation
of the I and non-I. Cohen stresses that the cor-
relation between the I and non-I is an infinite
judgement, and that Fichte, from his point of
view, is here making a double mistake. First, he
considers self-consciousness to be an identity of
the I and non-], i.e. as an act of pure reflection.
Such an I turns out to be empty because simple
negation of the I is intrinsically present in the
I. The second mistake consists in the fact that
non-I is not an object as Fichte believes, but the
Other person.

Let us take a closer look at Cohen’s argu-
ment. In Cohen’s logic, how does the infinite
judgement — correlation between the I and
non-I — formulate the question about the ori-
gin of the I? From where does the I derive is
quality of being I? Cohen argues that simple
correlation between the I and external reality,
the world, the object does not get us anywhere
(Cohen, 1904, pp. 197-198). The object is initial-
ly defined with regard to the I. Its correlation
with the I brings us back to the I itself. Thus we
arrive at what Hegel called “bad infinity”. The
real opposite of I is the process of the relation-
ship of the I with the Other. He has his own I
and cannot be logically defined from within my
self-consciousness. It is the turning to the Other
that constitutes a true act of self-consciousness.
As Cohen declares, “The Other, the alter ego, is
the origin of I"* (Cohen, 1904, p. 200). But what
is the Other or, as Cohen calls him (Cohen,
1904, p. 199), the “next man” (Nebenmensch)?
It is not I and not the object, which requires a

% “Der Andere, der alter Ego ist der Ursprung des Ich.”
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1.C. JIBopkuH

Ho 4to e mpepcTasiisieT coOOV 3TOT APYTON Ue-
JIOBeK, 1JI1, Kak ero HasbiBaeT Koren (Cohen, 1904,
S.199), «psanom-uesiosek (Nebenmensch) »? Do He
51 v He OOBEKT, 171 Hero Hy >KHO HOBOe OIlpezesie-
Hute. I/l KoreH BBIBOAUT €ro B paMKax CBO€VI JIOT V-
K/ MCTOKAa B KaueCTBe IIOHSTIS ThL:

Ter — 310 He OnH. On pasen pyromy. V1 Bos-
HVUKaeT OIlacHOCTh, 4To ¢ OH OyayT oOparmaTbes
Kak ¢ OnHo. Tet u £, besycao6Ho, npunadiexam opye
opyey. 51 He Mory cka3atb TrI Ge3 Toro, 4TOOBI CO-
otHecty Tebst co MHoT1, 6€3 Toro, aTo0ObI 00BeIN-
HuUTH Tebs B oTHOIIEHNY C 1.

Ho opgHOBpeMeHHO BO3HMKaeT Ipyroe CWIb-
Hoe TpebosaHue: Sl He Mory IoMmbIcIUTh S Oe3
TOro, uToOBI IOMBICIINTE Tebs1. Takum obpasowm,
[pyroit B caMOCO3HaHUM TYT e oOpasyeT JIBOVI-
crBeHHOe umcio ¢ S (Dualis des Ich). A mockoss-
Ky caMOCO3HaHMe OoOO3HadaeT eIVHCTBO BOJI,
OHO JIOJDKHO HOCTpouTh coro3 S  Ter. A Boas co-
edursiem Tebs u Mens, Mensa u Tebs (Cohen, 1904,
S. 235).

OO0 ortHommenmsx S v Tet roBopmim 1o Korena®
¥ MHOTO ToBOpnI T1ocsie KoreHa?, omHaKo nmMeH-
HO OH ITPOBOAMUT JIOTMYECKYIO NIeAyKIIVIO 3TOro
noHsATuA. Beenenue B dputocodpmro Tl Kak pyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHOTO TIOHSTH 1o3BosisieT Koreny crie-
JIaThb PSIT OUY€Hb BaXKHBIX BBIBOIOB.

Bo-1iepBbIX, 0OH dopMyIMpyeT HOBOe It Pu-
socodpmm TIoHATHE desioBeKa. Kak ObIsIo cka3aHO
BBILIIE, [IJIsI BRIBemeHMs J Kak jrmuHocTr Korew vic-
TIOJIB3yeT IOHSITHE «PsiioM-4esioBek». Ho eciu ca-
MOCO3HaHMe yeJjIoBeKa OIIOCpeIoBaHO [IPYIM de-
JIOBEKOM, TO MHOXXECTBEHHOCTH YeJIOBeKa SIBJISIeT-
Csl He IIPUBXOAAIIIVIM €0 CBOVICTBOM, a ero ¢pyH-
JaMeHTaJIbHBIM OCHOBaHVEM. YeloBeK OTHBIHE
y>Ke He MOXXeT paccMaTpuBaThCd KaK aBTOHOMHas
aToMapHas CyIITHOCTh, KaK 3aMKHYTBIVI B ceOe 1H-

2 Hambostee n3BecTHBIe paccyxiaeHns uMerorcs y Peviep-
Oaxa (cm.: Derzepbax, 1995).

21 BeemerHoe B obopot Bybepom orHomrerme «S1 — Ter»
HIpeBpaTIIIOCh B 001Iee MecTo. O HeM roBOpSIT Bce, HO Oe3
CBSI3M € 3-M JIMIIOM OHO JIMITIeHO 3HadeHMs. Ha sTom oc-
HOBaHa MHOroo0OpasHas Kpuruka dwiocodpum ByGepa
(cm.: dBopxmn, 2002).

new definition. Cohen derives it in the frame-
work of his logic of origin in the shape of the
concept of Thou:

Thou is not He. He would be the Other.
He is likewise in danger of being treated as It.
Thou and I essentially belong together. 1 cannot
say Thou without relating Thee to me, without
uniting Thee with I in this relation.

However, there immediately appears the
heightened requirement: that I cannot con-
ceive I without conceiving Thee. So, in self-
consciousness, the Other has transformed
into Thou in a duality with I. And if self-
consciousness is to mean the unity of will, it
has to create the union of I and Thou. The will
unites me and thee, and thee and me** (Cohen,
1904, p. 235).

The relations between I and Thou were dis-
cussed before Cohen® and a great deal after
Cohen,* but he takes the credit for logically de-
ducing this concept. By introducing the funda-
mental concept of Thou into philosophy Cohen
was able to make a number of important con-
clusions.

First, he formulated a concept of man that
was new for philosophy. As indicated above,
Cohen used the concept of “the next man” to
infer I as personality. But if the self-conscious-
ness of man is mediated by another man, the

# “Duy ist nicht Er. Er wire der Andere. Er kommt in Ge-
fahr, auch als Es behandelt zu werden. Du und Ich gehdren
schlechterdings zusammen. Ich kann nicht Du sagen, ohne
dich auf mich zu beziehen; ohne dich in dieser Beziehung mit
dem ich zu vereinigen.

Aber os liegt darin zugleich die gesteigerte Forderung: dass ich
auch nicht Ich denken kann, ohne dich zu denken. So hat der
Anderer im Selbstbewusstsein sich gleichsam in den Dualis
des Ich verwandelt. Wenn das Selbstbewusstsein die Einheit
des Willens zu bedeuten hat, so muss sie die Vereinigung von
Ich und Du bilden. Der Wille vereinigt mich und dich,
dich und mich.”

% The best known exposition belongs to Feuerbach (cf.
1986).

% The I-Thou relationship introduced by Buber has be-
come a commonplace. However, it is meaningless with-
out the relationship with a third person. This is the basis
of diverse criticisms of Buber’s philosophy (cf. Dvorkin,
2002).
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nvBu. YesioBeK MHOXeCTBEH, a MHOXXeCTBO, CO-
riacHo Koreny, miporieccyaisHo. Tosibko oTHOIIIe-
HM MeX]Ty JIIOABbMM JAlOT HaM HacTosilee orpe-
TlesleHve Yestopeka. VIHbIMM cjioBaMu, YesioBeK —
3TO He mpocTo fl, Kak mosaram puiIocodsl OT
Hekapra no ®uxre; yenoBek — 310 I m Tol, 1 J1
VIMEHHO B OTHOIIeHUM K ThbL

Beenenme Tol B prstocodmio mipeBparaer sTm-
Ky Korena B dpyHImameHTaibHYyIO HayKy. Mexue-
JIoBeYecKyie OTHOIIEHWS MOJIy4YaloT CTaTyC OCHO-
BaHWS MIUPa, aHAJIOTMYHO IIOHATUIO CYObeKTUB-
HOCTM B JOKOreHOBCKoM dpustocopunt. OgHako 1o-
poxaenve noHATHs f 13 Tel mpuBOAUT K HOBO-
My HOHMMaHWIO M caMOco3HaHwms camoro f1. Ono
CTAHOBUTCS YK€ He TOJIBKO CyOBeKTOM, HO JINY-
HocThIo (Person) (Cohen, 1904, S. 204—205). Cite-
ZyeT oOpaTuTh BHMMaHMe, 4YTO BBeleHMe Thl He
ycrpanser ortHomeHve Sl ¢ O, HO, HaoOOpoT,
BHOCUT B 3TO OTHOIIIEHVE HOBBIVI COIep)KaTellb-
HBIVI CMBICII. PeaIbHOCTh BHEIIIHero Mupa Haps-
Ily CO CBO€VI 0OBbeKTMBHOCTBIO OOpeTaeT JIMUYHOCT-
Hoe n3MepeHue. Kpome Toro, oTKpeiB pyHIaMeH-
TasibHOCTH oTHOIeHms S 1 Tri, Koren mocrasmit
B KauecTBe PyHJaMeHTaJIbHOrO BOIIPOC 00 OTHO-
meHnu 5 ¢ MpL. DT0 nipeBpalnaer 3TuKy Korena
B HacTosIIlee OCHOBaHVe J1J1s HOBOVI COLTVIOJIOT VA

3. ConnasnpHasi TeOpus
B «DTHKEe UMCTOV BOJIVI»

Bepremcs kx mipobiieme gestoBeka. Kak cooTHo-
CATCS MeXTy coOOVI UeJIoBeUHOCTh deJloBeuecTBa
I 4eJIOBEYHOCTh JAHHOT'O KOHKPETHOTO 3MIIVPU-
4eCcKOro 4ejiopeKa? DTOT BOIIPOC CTajl OIHOW U3
dyHAaMeHTaIbHBIX ITpO0JIeM HeMeIIKOV KJTacCu-
uveckon drtocodun. YestoBek sIBJIseTCs TIIaBHOM
TeMon prtocodpmm gyxa lerens. i Teres or-
HOIIIeHVIe YeJIOBeUHOCTV OJHOTrO 4YesloBeKa M Je-
JIOBEYHOCTV BCETO uejioBeuecTBa COCTOUT B OTHO-

2 Kak mouepkmBaer KoreH, mM3HauaIpHOe CaMOCO3Ha-
HVie JesyIoBeKa, IIpeJiCTaB/IeHle O YeM MMIUIMIIUTHO BO3-
HUKaeT yxe y [maToHa, popMmpyeTcs MMeHHO B MHOXe-
CTBEHHOM YVICJIe ¥ TOJIBKO IIOCTEIIeHHO B dovtocodnit 00-
petaet enyHcTBeHHOE unciio (Cohen, 1904, S. 197).

77

1. Dvorkin

multiplicity of men is not his accidental prop-
erty but a bedrock foundation. Henceforth man
cannot be seen as an autonomous atomic enti-
ty, as a self-contained individual. Man is mul-
tiple,” and a multiplicity, according to Cohen,
is processual. Only the relations among people
offer a true definition of man. In other words,
man is not simply I, as philosophers from
Descartes to Fichte believed; man is I and Thou,
moreover, | in relation to Thou.

The introduction of Thou into philosophy
turns Cohen’s ethics into a fundamental sci-
ence. Inter-personal relations acquire the status
of the basis of the world, similarly to the con-
cept of subjectivity in pre-Cohen philosophy.
However, the generation of I from Thou leads
to the new understanding of the self-conscious-
ness of the I as well. I becomes not only the
subject but a personality (Person) (Cohen, 1904,
pp- 204-205). It has to be noted that the intro-
duction of Thou does not remove the relation-
ship between I and He, but on the contrary,
brings new content into it. The reality of the ex-
ternal world along with its objectivity acquires
a personal dimension. Besides, by discovering
the fundamental importance of the I-Thou re-
lationship Cohen raised the central question of
the relationship between I and We. This turns
Cohen’s ethics into a veritable foundation of a
new sociology.

3. Social Theory in Ethics of Pure Will

To come back to the problem of man. What
is the correlation between the humanity of the
whole of humanity and the humanity of a con-
crete empirical individual? This has emerged
as a fundamental problem of German classical
philosophy. Man is the main topic of Hegel’s
philosophy of spirit. For Hegel the relationship

27 Cohen stresses that man’s initial self-consciousness,
which is already implicit in Plato, is formed in the plural
and only gradually acquires the singular (Cohen, 1904,
p- 197).



1.C. JIBopkuH

IIIeHNY YaCTHOTO, eIVHNYHOIO 1 CyObeKTUBHO-
ro K 00I1IeMy, YHMBEPCAIIBHOMY 11 OOBbeKTVIBHOMY
(Teresw, 2000, c. 200). Coracuo ererro, peanmsa-
LVsl OTHAEIIBPHOrO YeJloBeKa ¥ ero Iepexof K Bee-
O0IIIeMy OCYIIECTBIIIeTCSL B T'paKJaHCKOM OOIIe-
crBe 1 rocygapcrse (Ieresib, 1990, c. 279), a ocy-
IIlecTBJIeHVe MIeV YesioBedecTBa KakK eIHOro Iie-
jioro — BO BcemupHon vctopun (Tam xe, c. 370—
372). Koreny Oy113K11 Bce 3TU MieV, HO, B COOTBET-
CTBUM CO CBOV y4eHWeM, OH BHOCUT B HUX CYyIIle-
CTBEHHbIe KOPPEKTBBI.

Ilepexon OT eAMHWYHOrO YejioBeKa KO Bceob-
meMy (rocyapcTBy) He MOXeT OCYIIeCTBIIAThb-
Csl HeIoCpeCcTBeHHO. [lojpkeH OBITh KaKOW-TO
HOCpedHVK, M UM cTaHOBUTCA TbL. B «DTuKe um-
crom Bostv» KoreH obpaiijaeT BHMMaHMe, YTO MHO-
JKECTBEHHOCTh 4eJIOBeYeCKOro cylIrecTBa TpeOy-
eT IIOCTAaHOBKM BOIIPOCa O MeXKueJIOBeUeCcKIX OT-
sHomreHnsx (Cohen, 1904, S. 234). B rocymapcrse
OHV OCYIIECTBJISIOTCS B IIOHSTUM OOIIIeCTBeH-
HOT'O J0roBopa, KOTOpOe CTajlo OJHWMM W3 OCHO-
BaHUN nonmTrdeckon dgutocodpmn. Ho uro Ta-
Koe o0I11ecTBeHHBIV 1orosop? Koren orpeuaer Ha
3TOT BOIIPOC CIIeAyIomyM oOpasoM: «[loroop —
3TO IpUTSA3aHMe, IpeTeH3Ms IIpaBa, KOTOPYIO s
npenwssisio pyromy. Takast mpaBoBasi IIpeTeH-
3151, KaK MUHUMYM CyHeOHas IIpeTeH3usi, — 3TO
BOOOIIIe JTF000T1 ITpaBoBoVt aKT (actio). Ho doeobop
npeBpawaem npemensuto (Anspruch) 6 obpawerue
(Ansprache), u moeda Ipyeoni no omuouteHuw « 5
npebpaujaemcsa 6 Toi» (Cohen, 1904, S. 234).

To ectb oTHOIIeHME I — THI Ha YPOBHE OTHETB-
HOT'O YeJIoBeKa JIKUT B OCHOBe rocydapcTBa Kak
1iesioro. Ecyiv moHsSTIE JOrOBOpa MeTOAMYeCKN He
IIPOSICHEHO — BeJb B peajIbHOCTV HMKAKOIO [I0T0-
BOpa TpakgaHe OOJIBIIVHCTBA CTPaH MeXIY CO-
Oor He 3aKJTIOYa/IM, — TO MEXJIVMYHOCTHBIE OT-
HOIIIEHVISI B YeJIOBEYeCKOM OOIIecTBe SBJISIOTCS
HEeCOMHEHHOV peaJIbHOCTBIO. [1JIsi ommcaHms He-
OIpefieJIeHHOro, Kak yTBepxgaeT KoreH, moHs-
T OOIIIeCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHNVI OH BBOAUT OoJlee
geTKoe IoHATHe IapTHepcTBa (Genossenschaft),
KOTOpOe IIpeBpartriaeT otaenbHble 51 1 Trl B 001Iee

of the humanity of one individual and the hu-
manity of the whole human race is that of the
particular, single and subjective to the gener-
al, universal and objective (Hegel, 2017, p. 226).
According to Hegel, the actualisation of the in-
dividual and transition to the universal takes
place in civil society and the state (Hegel, 1991,
p- 275); the actualisation of the idea of human-
ity as a single whole in world history (Hegel,
1991, pp. 372-375). Cohen can relate to all these
ideas, but, in line with his doctrine, he intro-
duces substantive adjustments into them.

Transition from a particular individu-
al to the universal (the state) cannot be direct.
There needs to be an intermediary. That inter-
mediary is Thou. In Ethics of Pure Will Cohen
draws attention to the fact that the multiplic-
ity of human beings raises the question of in-
ter-personal relations (Cohen, 1904, p. 234). In
the state they are implemented in the concept
of the social contract which has become one
of the foundations of political philosophy. But
what is a social contract? Cohen offers this an-
swer: “A contract is a claim, a legal claim that I
make upon the Other. This legal claim, at least
as a claim presented in a court, is the paradigm
of all legal action (actio). The contract then trans-
forms the claim (Anspruch) into an address (An-
sprache). And thus the Other is transformed to I in
Thou”?® (Cohen, 1904, p. 234).

In other words, the I-Thou relationship at
the level of the individual forms the founda-
tion of the state as a whole. While the concept
of contract has not been methodologically clar-
ified — the citizens of most countries have not
signed any contracts among themselves in re-
ality — inter-personal relations in human so-
ciety are an unquestioned reality. To describe

% “Der Vertrag ist ein Anspruch; ein Anspruch des Rechts,
den ich an den Andern erhebe. Ein solcher Rechtanspruch,
zum mindesten als Gerichtsanspruch, ist ja die Rechtshand-
lung iiberhaupt (actio). Der Vertrag macht nun aus dem
Anspruch die Ansprache. Und daher verwandelt sich
der Andere zum Ich in Du.”
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Mer. Kak nomuepkusaer Koren, «napmmuepcmbo
u obwecmbo — smo nonamus vecpabrumoie» (Co-
hen, 1904, S. 236). [TapTHEpCTBO MEeTOAMYECKM CO-
OTHOCUTCS C XXM3HBIO KOHKPETHOV JINYHOCTY, ee
oOpailrieHreM K ApyroMmy u K camomy cebe. ITap-
THEPCTBO (pOpMMpPyeT MeXJIMYHOCTHBIE OTHOIIIe-
HIs Ha YPOBHe He TOJIBKO rocyJapcTBa, HO M ce-
MBI, TPYIOBBIX KOJUIEKTMBOB, IPak[IaHCKMX MH-
CTUTYTOB, MEXXI'OCY/IapCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIICHWTA.
lerenteBckast colmasibHas Teopus TPaKTOBa-
jla OOIIeCTBO KaK eOuHOe IIejIoe, HaXOISIIeecs
B OMaJIEKTUYECKMX OTHOIIEHWSIX CO CBOMMM OT-
HenbHbIMM ujleHaMU. [TocKosIbKy peasibHO Omu-
caTh 3TV OTHOIIIEHMS HEBO3MOYXHO, TO COIIMasIb-
Hble yUYeHNsl, IIOCTpOeHHbIe Ha ocHOBe Teopuu [e-
reJIsi, CKJIOHHBI pacCMaTpyBaTh I7100aIbHbIE COLIV-
aJsIbHble TpaHcopMaly 6e3 JeTaIbHOTO OCO3Ha-
HIS BHYTPEHHMX ITIPOLIeccoB, JIeXXalllX B X OC-
HoBaHMAX. OTHUM 13 Hanboslee 3BECTHBIX yue-
HWUW, TTOIBUBIINMXCS IIOM, BIIVISHMEM rerejIeBCKOm
COLVIaJIBHOV TeOpuM, CTaJl MapKCU3M, KOTOPBIV
BUIUT ODIIIECTBO B KaueCTBe IJ100a/IbHOrO 11100,
MOJIBEP)KeHHOI'0 PeBOJIIOLIMIOHHBIM TpaHcdOopMa-
umgaM. HampoTus, koreHoBcKasd collyiajibHasi Te-
opus VIHTepPIIPeTHpyeT BHYTPEHHIOK XI3Hb 00-
IIecTBa Kak IIpoliecc Ayasiora v IapTHepCcTBa, YTO
JaeT e BO3MOXXHOCTB OIMCHIBATh COITVaJIbHBIE
MMKPOIIPOLIECCHI, a He TOJIBKO IVI00aJIbHble TpaHC-
dopmarimm obirecTBa Kak 11esioro. Ha ocHoBe du-
sococpumt Korena B Hauaste XX B. TOSIBUIIVICH COITU-
aJIbHBIE TeOPWY, KOTOPbIe BLICTYIIVII C aJIbTepHa-
TUBOVI MapKCI3MYy, B TOM 4VICJIe TeOpwsl STUYeCKO-
ro coumnanmsMa Ilayna Haropna. D. bephirens,
OZIVIH U3 JINEPOB COLIMAIMCTIYeCKOTO JIBVIKEeH S
B 3amagHont EBpone u mocreposarens Korena,
paccMaTpuBal IIpoliecc IepeycTporicTBa oOIIe-
CTBa KaK COBOKYITHOCTb IIOCTeIIeHHBIX pedopMm,
a He KaK IVIODAJIbHYIO JIOMKY COLIVQJIBHOW CH-
CTeMBI B ITporiecce peBosonuit. Bece 3To mpusesio
K ToMy, uTo dpmtocodms Korena cumranack B Co-
BeTckoM Coroze Bpaxx1eOHOVI MapKCU3MYy, MaeasIn-
CTUYeCcKON 1 peakioHHom. Mexnay tem cam Ko-
reH ObUI OYeHb [JajieK OT IIPSIMOTO CTOJIKHOBEHIS
¢ Mapkcm3MoM. OOIrecTBO 111 Hero ObUIO OfHO-
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what Cohen believes to be an uncertain con-
cept of social relations, he introduces a more
precise notion of partnership (Genossenschaft),
which turns individual I's and Thou's into the
common We. Cohen stresses that “partnership
and society are not comparable concepts”® (Cohen,
1904, p. 236). Partnership methodologically re-
lates to the life of a concrete individual, its
treatment of the Other and of itself. Partnership
forms inter-personal relations at the level not
only of the state, but also of the family, work
collectives, civil institutions and inter-state re-
lations.

Hegel’s social theory treated society as a sin-
gle whole which is in a dialectical relationship
with its individual members. Because these re-
lations are impossible to describe in reality, the
social doctrines based on Hegel’s theory tend
to regard global social transformations without
delving into the internal processes that under-
lie them. One of the best known doctrines that
sprang up under the influence of Hegel’s so-
cial theory is Marxism, which sees society as a
global whole, prone to revolutionary transfor-
mations. By contrast, Cohen’s social theory in-
terprets the inner life of society as a process of
dialogue and partnership, which enables him
to describe social micro-processes and not only
global transformations of society as a whole.
In the early twentieth century Cohen’s philos-
ophy gave rise to social theories which offered
an alternative to Marxism. These included Paul
Natorp’s theory of ethical socialism. Eduard
Bernstein, one of the leaders of the socialist
movement in Western Europe and a follower
of Cohen, envisioned the process of society’s
transformation as a combination of gradual re-
forms and not as a global demolition of the so-
cial system in the process of revolutions. As a
result, in the Soviet Union Cohen’s philosophy
was considered to be anti-Marxist, idealistic
and reactionary. And yet Cohen was not hos-

¥ “Genossenschaft und Gemeinschaft sind unvergleich-
bare Begriffe.”



1.C. JIBopkuH

BPEMEHHO ¥ I1eJIOCTHBIM, ¥ VIHVIBULYaIbHO-TINY-
HbIM. VlccrlerioBaHve MeXIIMYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIIEe-
HUV "1 [IApTHEPCTBA II03BOJISET BUJIETh YeJIOBeKa
B Ka4eCcTBe TBOPYECKOVI JIMYHOCTY, & OOIIIeCTBO —
B KaueCTBe COIMAJIBHOTO ¥ KYJIBTY PHOTO I1€JIOr0™.

4. Me>XITMYIHOCTHOE OTHOIIIeHVIe
B MICKYCCTBe ¥ peJINTUN

B oTrmame oT kaHTMaHCTBa, rytocodcKast Cu-
crema KoreHa cocrouT He M3 Tpex, a M3 YeTbIpex
YyacTerl. Hapsmy C JIOTVIKOVI, STUKOW VI 3CTETUKOIL
OHa BKJTIOUAeT PeJINTUIO pa3yMa KaK OTIeIbHYIO
aucoyiuiHay. Harnmcannele Korenom B KoHIle
JKM3HWM COUMHEHMS], TIOCBAIIIeHHbIe [BYM IIOCIIe]l-
HVIM 00J1acTsIM, CYIIIeCTBEHHO OMVpaIOTCs Ha IIpo-
HW3aHHBIe IVaJIOrMTIeCK/MM 3JIeMeHTaMI JIOTVIKY
u oTuKy. I'lo aTovt mpuunHe B dprIocodpcKom cu-
creMe KoreHa HaOromaeTcs: mporpeccupyrommi
OTXOJL OT KaHTOBCKOVI ITPOOJIeMaTVKIL. XOTs Kore-
HOBCKasl 3CTeTMKa ¥ IIOCBAIleHa IIpodjieMaM wc-
KYCCTBa, OCHOBAHWS [IJTSI M3y YeHMs ICKYCCTBa TaM
coBceM MHEIe, ueM B acTteTrke KanTa. Bo BBemeHmM
K «KpuTnke criocobHoCcTM cyXaeHms» KanT ompe-
fesigeT o0JIacTh 3CTeTUMKM KaK IIPOMEeXYTOUYHYIO
MeXy ABYMs IPyTMMIU CTOPOHaMM ero puIioco-
dvm. OH TOBOPUT O Tpex CIOCOOHOCTSAX YesIoBe-
YeCKOVI JIyIIIV, @ IMEHHO: «CHOCOOHOCHIb NO3HAHUA,
uyBcmBo yoobosvcmBus u HeyooBoabcmbus u cnocod-
Hocmo sxeaanusa» (AA 05, S. 177, Kant, 2001, c. 93).
Yyscro ynosornbcTeud (Geftihl der Lust) paccma-
TpvBaeTcs KaHTOM B KauecTBe OCHOBAHMS [JIS
3CTETMYECKOro Cy>XIeHVsI, KOTOpOoe ITO3BOJISET Ue-
JIOBEKY OIIeHWUTD IIpOM3BeeHVe VICKYCCTBa. XOTS
acreTnka KoreHa, Kak 11 KaHTOBCKasl, HalIpaBjleHa
Ha VCciIefloBaHVe VICKYCCTBa, HO OCHOBOIIOJIATraro-
M [JIs1 3CTETVIKV YyBCTBOM SIBJISIETCS JIIOOOBB,
KOTOpasi, Kak oTMedaeT KoreH, He TeprimT 3aMbIKa-
Hs B cebe 11 TpebyeT obrrierns 1 coobrrers (Co-
hen, 1912, Bd. 1, S. 175; Koren, 2002, c. 219).

B MekyceTBO, HayKa, 110931151, BOOOIIIe Bce (POPMBI KYJIBTY-
PBI 3a CYET MEIMYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIIEHWV OCYIIIECTBIISIOT-
Csl B 9TOM HAIIPSsDKEHUY MeXIy OIHVM YeI0BeKOM 1 00-
mtectsoM (Cohen, 1904, S. 242 —243).
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tile to Marxism. For him society was at once
whole and individual-personal. The study of
inter-personal relations and partnership reveals
man as a creative personality and society as a
social and cultural whole.*

4. Inter-Personal Relationship
in Art and Religion

Unlike Kantianism, Cohen’s philosophical
system consists not of three but of four parts.
Along with logic, ethics and aesthetics, it com-
prises the religion of reason as a separate dis-
cipline. Cohen’s last works devoted to the two
latter areas rely heavily on logic and ethics
permeated with dialogic elements. For this
reason Cohen’s philosophical system was drift-
ing away from Kantian concerns. Although
Cohen’s aesthetics is devoted to the problems
of art, his grounds for studying art are very
different from those in Kant’s aesthetics. In
the introduction to the Critique of the Power of
Judgement Kant determines the area of aesthet-
ics as intermediate between the two other parts
of his philosophy. He speaks of three capacities
of the human soul, to wit: “the faculty of cogni-
tion, the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, and
the faculty of desire” (KU, AA 05, p. 177; Kant,
2000, pp. 64-65). The feeling of pleasure (Gefiihl
der Lust) is the basis of an aesthetic judgement
which enables a person to assess a work of art.
Although Cohen’s aesthetics, like Kant’s, is
concerned with art, the key feeling for aesthet-
ics is love which, according to Cohen, does not
tolerate withdrawal into oneself and calls for
communion and communication (Cohen, 1912,
Vol. 1, p. 175).

Love, being a purified form of sexual desire,
expresses feeling as such and in this capacity
becomes the foundation of Cohen’s aesthetics

% Because of inter-personal relations art, science, po-
etry and all forms of culture are driven by the ten-
sion between the individual and society (Cohen, 1904,
pp. 242-243).



JIroOoBB, BBICTYHAsi B KadeCcTBe OUMIIIEHHOV
¢OpMBI IIOJIOBOTO BJIeUeHNs, OKa3bIBaeTCsl BbIpa-
JKeHVeM 4yBCTBa KaK TaKOBOT'O U B 3TOM KaJdecTBe
CTaHOBUTCSI OCHOBAHMEM KOT'€HOBCKOVI 3CTETUKU
(Cohen, 1912, Bd. 1, S. 169). [TocTaBuBs 11:060BB B OC-
HOBaHMe XYJIOKeCTBeHHOro BocrpmATusd, Koren
dopMupyeT cBOero pora AMaornieckyro 3cTeTu-
KY, B KOTOpOVI IpOM3Be/ieHVie MICKyCcCTBa IlepecTaeT
OBITH IIPeIMETOM TBOPEHIS OIVIHOKOTO XYIOKHVI-
Ka ¥ BOCIIPUATHS OAVHOKOTO LIeHUTeJIs, a OCTaHO-
BUTCSL 00J1aCTBIO COIMAJIBHO-KYJIBTYPHOTO OOIIIe-
Hus. [Iperncrasiienne o j1I00BM KaK O BaskKHeVIIIIEM
OCHOBaHUM XYyJOXXeCTBEHHOVI esiTeJIbHOCTU He
HoBo. Ho y KoreHa oHO oKasbIBaeTCsl CBI3aHHbBIM
C ero oOIler KOHLIEIIIMeN MEeXJIMYHOCTHBIX OT-
HOIIIeHWV, C €r0 JIOTMKOV ¥ OTUKOW. DTO II03BOJIS-
€T BBIABUTDH CBSI3b VICKYCCTBAa C HPABCTBEHHOCTBIO
VI PEJIUTVIEVL.

B «Pemmurum pasyma...» KoreH He 3aHMMaeTcs
IOTPOOHOT OenyKIVeV IOHSTVIS JIMIHOCTU U1 OT-
Horrenud Yl — TeI, KaK OH 3TO [geJ1aeT B « DITUKE. . .».
B cBoernt nocienHert KHMUre OH IPOCTO HOBTOpPSET,
opout Jaxke Ooslee UeTKO, yeM B Oojiee paHHIX
TeKCTax, yKe cdopMypoBaHHble mmen. Yepes
oTHomeHws 1 v Thl ocy1iecTBIIsieTCs yHUBepCcalb-
HOCTB 4eJIOBEUYEeCKOVI JINYHOCTY B rOCyJapCTBe:

[axe ecim OTHEIIbHBIV UeJIOBeK YIOBJIETBO-
pWTCs TeM, YTO ero MHAMBUAYaJIbHOCTb IIPOSiB-
JIAeTCs M 3aKpeIuIsieTcs TOJIBKO B YeJloBevecTBe,
KOTOpOe OIIOCPe0BaHO IOCyJapCTBOM, TO M TOT-
Ila Hy>XeH ellle KaKOW-TO IIOCPeIHUK Mexuy 51
" desioBeuecTBoM. [lomumo S mogsigercs OH,
omymuHbI oT OnHo. Heyxenn stor OH — Takom
e, KaK I, I MBICJIb O HEM COIIOJIaraeTCsl MBICIIN
o S1? Ot sTOrO 3a0ITyXIEeHMs criacaeT caM S3bIK,
crasa Trer ntepen, On. Heyxesmt n Tel nipesicTas-
JIsIeT coOOVI JINIIIb APYTovt IIpumep f1, v mosTomy
OT Hac He TpeOyeTcs OT/IesIbHOe pacKpeiTie ThI,

#TIpm paccMoTpermy permrio3Hont dprutocodrm Korena
HY>KHO COITIaCUTBCS C HEKOTOPBIMV KPUTUYECKVIMI 3aMe-
gaaussMu B.H. Benosa (besos, 2015, c. 42—43) u BHeCTN
yTO4YHEHVE B BOIIpoc 00 oTHoImeHMI hrtocoduit Ayaio-
ra ¢ KOTeHOBCKOV KoHIIertmert permrvv (Jsopkms, 2013,
c. 127—132). duasnorndeckrie Maen MPOHM3BIBAIOT BCIO
cucremy dwiocodpnn Korena mn B dpvtocodpnm permrim
IIOJIy4aloT TOJIBKO 3aBepIIIeHue.
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(Cohen, 1912, Vol. 1, p. 169). Putting love at the
foundation of artistic intuition Cohen formu-
lates a dialogic aesthetic in which an art work
ceases to be an object created by a lone artist
and contemplated by a lone evaluator and be-
comes an area of socio-cultural communication.
The idea of love as the key driver of artistic ac-
tivity is not new. But with Cohen it is tied to
the general conception of inter-personal re-
lations, to its logic and ethics. This brings out
art’s link with morality and religion.

In Religion of Reason Cohen does not engage
in the deduction of the concept of personality
and the I-Thou relationship as in Ethics of Pure
Will. In his last book he simply repeats, some-
times more concisely than in his earlier texts,
the ideas already formulated.* The I-Thou rela-
tionship ensures universality of the human in-
dividual in the state:

It might perhaps be sufficient for an
individual man to become conscious of his
own individuality only in and through the
state, which mediates between the individual
and humanity; yet another mediation is
needed besides the one required between the
I and humanity. Besides the I, and distinct
from the It, there arises the He. Is the He only
another example of the I, which is therefore
already established by the I? Language alone
protects us from this mistake; language sets
up the Thou before the He. Is the Thou also
only another example of the I, or is a separate
discovery of the Thou necessary, even if I have
already become aware of my own I? Perhaps
the opposite is the case, that only the Thou, the
discovery of the Thou, is able to bring myself to
the discovery of I, to the discovery of the ethical
knowledge of my I (Cohen, 1972, pp. 14-15; f.
Cohen, 1919, p. 17).

3 In considering Cohen’s religious philosophy one has
to concur with some critical remarks of V.N. Belov (2015,
pp. 42-43) and make some adjustments to the question of
the relationship between the philosophy of dialogue and
Cohen’s conception of religion (Dvorkin, 2013, pp. 127-
132). Dialogic ideas inform Cohen’s entire philosophical
system and are merely given final shape in his philoso-
phy of religion.



1.C. JIBopkuH

ecin yxe obHapyxeHo SI? Bo3moxxHO, Bce TIpo-
VICXOIUT HaoOOPOT, TaKMM 00Pa3oM, UTO TOJIBKO
Tr1, orkpbITHe ThI, IPUBOAUT YeslOoBeKa K OCO3-
HaHWIO COOCTBEHHOTO «S]», K HPaBCTBEHHOMY IT0-
3HaHMIo 31010 S (Cohen, 1919, S. 17).

Taxvm 0Opa3zoM, KOHLIEMIINS MEXIIMIHOCTHO-
ro orHomeHwus B «Pemirnm pasyma» Korena crpo-
WUTCs Ha ocHOBe ero 3Tuku. Ho sTo mpusogut Hac
K HOBOMY BOITPOCY. B ueM >ke cocTonT 0cobeHHOCTh
mMeHHO permrun? Koneuno, Koren nomuepkmsa-
eT PyHJaMeHTaIbHYIO CBA3b PEJIUTUN C STUKOL.
Otuka Korena 1o csoernt npupose pejmrmosHasi,
TaK KaK MMeHHO bor siBjigercs sTdeckuM «rapaH-
ToM uestopeuecTBa» (Cohen, 1919, S. 23). U Bce-Ta-
K1 pernrusi oopeTaeT HEKOTOpOe HOBO€ I10 OTHO-
LIIEHWIO K 3TVIKe M3MepeHMe.

Pasauiia mexay stukon u penurueit y Kore-
Ha COCTOUT B METOJIe OTHOIIIEHMS K UeJI0OBeUeCKO
aHoCcT. HecMoTps ntaske Ha XapaKTepHBIN 1
KOIr€HOBCKOWI 3TUIKWM JIMYHOCTHBIN ITIOIXOd, STUKA
OCTaeTCsd a6CTpaKTHOI7[ OVICUUIUIVHOV, COOTHO-
cslIeri MHAVBUAOB IPYT C OPYIOM U C rocyaap-
CTBOM B paMKax ITpaBa. DTVKa alleJuIMpyeT K yHU-
Bepca/IbHbIM 3aKOHaM, HO OHa He IIOrpy’kaeTcs
BHYTPb UeJIOBEUeCKMX M MeXXueJI0BeuecKnx IIpo-
OrteM. OTyIume pesTurmm ot 3TUKU B prstocodpmm
Korena xoportio BIHO B €0 TPaKTOBKe ITOHSI TS
ygesiopeka. [1o ero MHeHIIO, 3TIIUecKOe OIperesie-
HIe dJesloBeKa KaK «psifloM-4yejloBeKa» oOpeTaeT
TIOJTHOLIEHHO JIMYHOCTHBIV XapaKTep TOJIBKO B IO-
HATUM «co-4esioBek» (Mitmensch), koTopoe ompe-
nesnset desioeka B peruruu (Cohen, 1919, S. 132).
B wem coctouT Takasi pyHmaMeHTasIbHas pasHU-
11a MeX/TY «PsiZIOM-UeJIOBEKOM» U «CO-UeJIOBEKOM»?
Kax MBI yXe OTMETUIIN, «psIOM-4eJIoBeK» — 3TO
IapTHep, ¥ OTHOIIeHWs C HUM IapTHepCKUe.
«Co-ueroBek» — 310 OmvpxHMM (ein Néchstes),
Y OTHOIIIeHMe K HeMy COOTBeTCTBYeT 3alloBey
JII00BU K OJIVDKHEMY.

TakmMm 00pa3oM, MHOXeCTBEHHOCTb 4YeJIOBe-
Ka B 3TVMIKe U PeJIUTUN IIPOsIBIIgeTCs IIO-pa3sHOMY.
B sTuke — 3TO OTHOIIEHMS HapTHEPCTBA B IOJIN-
TUYECKI-IIPaBOBOM KOHTEKCTe, B PeJIUTUN — 3TO
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Thus, in Cohen’s Religion of Reason the con-
ception of inter-personal relationship is based
on ethics. This, however, brings us to another
question. What is the distinctive feature of reli-
gion? Cohen, of course, stresses the fundamen-
tal link between religion and ethics. Cohen’s
ethics is inherently religious because God is the
ethical “guarantor of humanity” (Cohen, 1972,
p- 20; cf. Cohen, 1919, p. 23). And yet religion
adds an extra dimension to ethics.

With Cohen, the difference between ethics
and religion lies in the attitude to the human
individual. In spite of the personalist approach
characteristic of Cohen’s ethics, ethics remains
an abstract discipline which establishes a cor-
relation of individuals with one another and
with the state in the framework of law. Ethics
appeals to universal laws but it does not im-
merse itself in individual and inter-person-
al problems. The difference between religion
and ethics in Cohen’s philosophy is highlight-
ed by his treatment of the concept of man. In
his opinion, the ethical definition of man as the
“next man” (Nebenmensch) acquires its full per-
sonalist character only in the concept of “fel-
lowman” (Mitmensch), which defines man in
relation to religion (Cohen, 1972, p. 114; Cohen,
1919, p. 132). What is the fundamental differ-
ence between “next man” and “fellowman?” As
noted above, the “next man” is a partner and
the relationship with him is that of partnership,
a fellowman is a neighbour (ein Nichstes) and
the relationship with him corresponds to the
commandment, “Thou shalt love thy neighbour
as thyself.”

Thus the multiplicity of man manifests it-
self in different ways in ethics and religion. In
ethics these are relations of partnership in the
political and legal context, and in religion it is
religious love. Cohen explains the essence of
the religious feeling by comparing suffering
and compassion. Of course, ethics implies help
for the suffering man, but religion demands



permmruosHas J1000Bb. KoreH mosicHsIeT CyIITHOCTh
PeINIMO3HOrO UyBCTBa Ha IIpVMepe CpaBHeHMs
cTpamaHus M co-cTpapgaHus. KoneuHo, 1 sTuka
TpebyeT IIOMOYb CTpajarolieMy 4eJjIoBeKy, HO pe-
nurus Tpedyet K Hemy coctpamanms (Cohen, 1919,
S. 19). CocTpagaHue — 3TO He IIPOCTO BBITIOIHE-
HVe 3TUYeCcKOro J10JIra, 3TO BHYTPEHHssS TpaHC-
dopmartius amaHocT. [pyron npumep penru-
O3HOTO IepeXuBaHMs, KOTopbIil mpusoauT Ko-
reH,— 3TO IIpobrieMa rpexa. Kak ormeuaer duio-
cod, rccrleioBaHMe ¥ ITPeoiosleH e CBOeVl I'Pex0B-
HOCTW $SIBJII€TCSI IMEHHO PeJIUIMIO3HBIM OIlperie-
seHneM, a He sTrdeckmM (Cohen, 1919, S. 23).

Kasasoce Opl, penmmrmosHoe IepeXuBaHIE,
KaK ero ommceiBaeT KoreH,— 3To mi1yOoKo BHYy-
TpeHHee siBJIeHVe, HO O[THO M3 BaXKHEMIIINX OTIIN-
9MiI KOT€HOBCKOV (pristocopmmt OT KaHTOBCKOV CO-
CTOUT B CHSTUM ITPOTMBOCTOSAHVSI BHYTpPeHHero
U BHeIITHero. Bo-1iepBbIX, B pesturuy, Kak u B 3TU-
Ke, oTHouIeHNe Sl — TbI SBJIgeTCS MEXIIMYHOCT-
HBIM; OHO ITPOSIBJI€TCS ¥ BHYTPU YeJloBeKa, U KaK
HeYTo, BBbIBOJIsIIee yejioBeKa BOBHe, K [Ipyromy.
Peyturviss BO MHOTOM BBICTYIIaeT OIHVM W3 IIO-
CPeIHMKOB MeX[y JIMYHOCTBIO U KOJUIEKTVBOM.
Bo-BTOpEBIX, 3TO OTHOIIIEHMe IIPOsIBIILeTCs KaK OT-
HOIIIeHVIe MeX]1y OT/IeIbHBIM UeJIOBEeKOM ¥ 4eJIo-
BEUYeCTBOM. A 3TO 3HAUWT, UTO peIUrus Ipespa-
IIfaeT YesIoBeKa B YHVBEpCaJIbHOe O0IIieuesioBeye-
ckoe mioHsiTMe. Ecyint 1iytst Terests aToT ob1ieuesto-
BeYeCKMI CMBICI YeJjIoBeKa B ITOJIMTUYeCKOM KOH-
TeKCTe IIPOSCHSETCS B MJlee BCEMIMPHOV VICTOPUN,
To 1y1s1 KoreHa oH oOpeTaeT XxapakTep peInrios-
HOT'O MecCraHM3Ma®.

B paccmoTpeHmnyu oTHOIIEHMS OTHIEIBHOIO Ye-
JIOBeKa ¥ MMPOBOrO 11eJI0r0 ecTh ellle OflHa TOYKa
niepeceueHvss Mexny leresrem 1 Korenom. Oba me-
PAT OTHEJIBHOIrO uesloBeKa B ero aKTyaJIbHOM Ha-
JIMYHOM OBITMM MaclliTabamy BcesleHHOM. Sl yxe
oTMeuaJl, UTO 3Ta TeHeHIIMs 3aragHoV PuIoco-
dum mper kak myuHUMYM oT Hukoras Kysancko-

» MeccraHCKast Miiesi O4eHb XOPOIIO YKIIaAbIBAETCS B CH-
cremy I'epmana KoreHa ¢ ee mofuepKHYTOV TeMIIOpasIb-
HOCTBIO 11 oOparieHHOCTBIO B Oyaytee (cM.: Cohen, 1919,
S. 24).
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compassion (Cohen, 1919, p. 19; Cohen, 1972,
pp- 16-17). Compassion is not only the fulfill-
ing of an ethical duty, but inner transformation
of the individual. Another example of religious
experience cited by Cohen is the problem of
sin. The philosopher notes that knowing and
overcoming one’s sinfulness is a religious and
not an ethical prescription (Cohen, 1919, p. 23;
Cohen, 1972, p. 20).

The religious experience as described by
Cohen would seem to be an intensely personal
phenomenon, and yet one of the key differenc-
es of Cohen’s philosophy from Kant’s consists
precisely in the fact that Cohen removes the
contradiction between the internal and the ex-
ternal. First, in religion as in ethics the I-Thou
relationship is inter-personal; it manifests it-
self within man and as something that draws
man out, towards the Other. Religion is in
many ways an intermediary between the indi-
vidual and the collective. Second, the relation-
ship manifests itself as the relationship between
the individual and humanity in general. This
means that religion turns man into a universal
human concept. While for Hegel the universal
human meaning of man in the political con-
text manifests itself in the idea of world history,
for Cohen it assumes the character of religious
Messianism.*

There is yet another point where Hegel and
Cohen converge in considering the relationship
between the individual and the world. Both of
them measure the individual in his actual be-
ing by the scale of the universe. I have already
noted that this tendency in Western philosophy
goes back at least to Nicholas of Cusa. But in
all cases, including Nicholas of Cusa, it derives
from biblical prophecy or religious monothe-
ism. Conjoining absolute being and Nothing,

%2 The Messianic idea harmonises well with Hermann
Cohen’s system with its pronounced temporality and
orientation towards the future (cf. Cohen, 1919, p. 24;
1972, p. 21).



1.C. JIBopkuH

ro. Ho y Bcex, Bkirouas Kysariia, oHa IIpomcxoquT
13 Oubsierickoro IpopodecTsBa U PeIUTVIO3HOTO
MoHoTensMa. COOTHOCSI MeXay coOom abcoiroT-
Hoe ObITVe 11 HUUTO, [eresib Kak ObI BOCITPOVI3BO-
IOWUT paccKas KHUTM BeiTist o corBopennn Mupa m13
Hudero. PasymeeTcs, oH MOHMMaeT 3TOT paccKas
B JlyXxe KJIacCHYecKOV eBpOoIleyicKom duiocodpmm
He KakK IIpoliecC TBOpPeHMsl, a KaK OTHOIIIeHMe Iie-
sioro 1 yactu. KoreH Taxxe He IloMelIiaeT IIporiecc
TBOpeHMs B KaKoe-TO BHeIllHee eMy BpeMs, HO
paccMaTpuBaeT caMo BpeMs B KauecTBe BHYTpPeH-
Hero cofep>kaHus TBopeHMd. B aToM Borpoce oH,
C OIIHOVI CTOPOHBI, OIIVIPAETCs Ha MarmMoHmIa, Ko-
TOPBIVI COOTHOCUT MUP 1 bora nocpencrsom Hera-
TUBHBIX aTpu0yToB. Ho mpm aTOM Borpoc o TBope-
Hun « Havasne» (bepeuium) okaseiBaetcs miist Ko-
reHa cpopMyJIMpOBaHHBIM MHaue, yeM 11 Marni-
MOHM/Ia, 1 ellle Oojlee OTIMYAIOIIVIMCS OT POpMY-
npoBku Teresisa. Koren ycmarpuBaeT MeXay JIro-
ObIM TBOpUYECKMM aKTOM 4YeJIOBeKa B HACTOSAIIEM
BpeMeHII 11 TBOPeHMeM Mupa B Hadasle (B MCTO-
ke, im Ursprung) KoppeysTUBHYIO CBsI3b. VIHBI-
MM CJIOBaMM, 4YeJloBedecKoe TBOPUYeCTBO, KOTOpoe
SKBVBaJIEHTHO YeJIOBEUECKOV XXWM3HMU (pedb MIIeT
VIMEHHO O XM3HW, a He O OBITWM), OKa3bIBaeTCs
KOPPpeJIsiTOM OOXXeCTBEHHOIO COTBOPEHMS Mupa.
AKTyasibHOe ObITHe, KaK 51 yXKe IIOKasasl, Koppe-
JIMpyeT He C BOOOIIle HUYTO, a ¢ OeCKOHEeYHO Ma-
JIBIM HayaJIoOM JTaHHOTO KOHKpeTHoro Obrtus. Ta-
K1M obpasom, KoreH TpakTyeT XM3HBb KaK desloBe-
JecKoe TBOPUYECTBO, KOPPEJISITUBHO COIPsiKEeHHOe
¢ OOXKeCTBEHHBIM TBOPEHMEM.

K cxkazanHOMYy HY>XHO H00aBUTb, YTO PeJIUI-
o3Hass pustocodusa Korena nmpmsBoguT K HOBOMY
OCMBICJIEHVIO PeJIUIMO3HBIX MCTOYHMKOB B Kade-
cTBe 0coboro popa jimnrepaTypbl. Koren naxe pas-
paboTast cBoero poja repMeHeBTUKY IIPOPOUEeCcKO-
ro TeKCTa, KOTOpasi ChIr'pasia CyIleCTBeHHYIO POJIb
B dwtocodpum Auasiora Kak MMHMMYM y Posen-
1IBelra.

Ilpy Bcem OpPUIrMHAIBHOCTY AMaIOrMUecKyX
upen, copmysmpobaHHbIX KoreHom B ero duio-
codpckom cucTeMe, g He yTBepXKIai, UYTo 3Ty CU-

Hegel, as it were, retells the Genesis story about
the creation of the world from nothing. To be
sure, he interprets this story in the spirit of clas-
sical European philosophy, not as creation but
as the relationship between the whole and its
part. Cohen, too, does not place the process of
creation in some external time, but he consid-
ers time itself as inner content of creation. On
that issue he proceeds from Maimonides who
unifies the world and God through negative at-
tributes. But Cohen formulates the question of
creation “in the Beginning” (Bereishit) different-
ly from Maimonides and still more differently
from Hegel. Cohen posits a correlation between
any creative act of man in the present and the
creation of the world in the beginning (in the
origin, im Ursprung). In other words, human
creativity, which is equivalent to human life
(this concerns life, not being) is a correlate of
the divine creation of the world. Actual being,
as I have shown, correlates not with Nothing in
general, but with the infinitesimal beginning of
a given concrete being. Thus Cohen interprets
life as human creativity correlated with divine
creation.

To this we should add that Cohen’s religious
philosophy leads to a new interpretation of re-
ligious sources as a special kind of literature.
Cohen even developed a kind of hermeneutics
of the prophetic text which played an impor-
tant role in the philosophy of dialogue, at least
with Rosenzweig.

For all the originality of the dialogic ideas
which Cohen formulated in his philosophical
system, I do not insist on characterising his sys-
tem as dialogic. Cohen remains a Neo-Kantian,
and his style of thought should be described as
critical idealism. However, it is in Cohen’s phi-
losophy that we find a whole number of ideas
which later played a seminal role in forming
the dialogue philosophy. Dialogue philosophy,
interpreted in the context of Cohen’s doctrine,
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cTeMy cJlelyeT XapaKTepu3oBaTh KakK [IMaJIoru-
vecKylo. KoreH ocraercs HeokaHTHaHIIEM, U BeCh
CTWJIb €rO MBIIUIeHVS HY>KHO OXapaKTepu30BaTh
KaK KpuTudeckuil mpeanvsMm. OIHAKO MMeHHO
B dwtococpum Korena srepsble ObUT ccpopmysim-
pOBaH LIeJIBIN pAf, MJIeVl, KOTOpble II03[1Hee CTaln
OCHOBOIOJIararonMmMm npu dpopmmposanmum du-
socodpmm nuasora. Putocodms nmaora, IOHM-
MaeMasl B KOHTeKCTe KOIeHOBCKOI'O YuYeHWMsl, BOC-
HIpUHMMaeTcs 3Ha4MTeIbHO IIOJIHee U IIyOxe,
II03TOMY MBI JIOJDKHBI HAaUMHATh ee crcTeMaruJe-
cKkoe m3710kKeHVIe MeHHO ¢ Korena. be3 oOparrte-
HMS K OnajiormdeckuM mmedam KoreHa KOHIIEII-
unn Poseniiserira, byGepa, baxtuna n naxe Jle-
BIIHAaca IIOBCAIOT B BO3/IyXe.

5. Koren n npyrue ¢miocodsl gmasnora

CaMBIM IIepBBIM ¥ HEIIOCPeICTBEHHBIM I10CITe-
ZioBaTesIeM AVaIorMYeCcKOVI COCTaBIIsAIoIIeNt PrIo-
coduu Korena siBisiercs @panty Posenisenr. Op-
HaKO, XOTs1 OH U IIOBTOPsIeT OUeHb MHOI've 13 PyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHBIX Avasiormdeckmx naevt Korena, ero
cobcTBeHHas1 prtocodst IITyOOKO OpUTHaAIBHA.

Kax s y>xe ormeTn1, PoseHIIBenr cTpouT cBOXO
dmtocodpckyto cructeMy Ha O6a3e KOreHOBCKO JIO-
rukm mcToka. OHaKO BMECTO KOHIIEMIINI Koppe-
JIAIIAV OH pa3padaTbiBaeT yUyeHVie O TPaeKTOPHSIX.
Ecin y Korena xoppesisitiy onvcbIBaloT OTHOIIe-
HUsL MeXOy 4JerioBekoM m [pyrum, a stum [py-
I'IM MOXeT OBITb 11 Bor, 1 Myp, 11 ApyTom uesioBexk,
To PoseH11BeNir B3aMOOTHOIIIeHNsI MeX1y borom,
MVIPOM ¥ YeJIOBEKOM (B €ro CrcTeMe OHM Ha3bIBa-
IOTCSI 97IeMeHTaMM) pacCcMaTpyBaeT B KauecTBe Bbl-
XOAAIIVIX 32 OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO peasIbHOCTh ITpo-
11eccop — Tpaektopun (Bahn).

B omimane ot Korena, y koToporo xoppesisiiys
OCYIIIeCTBJIeTCs B IIpollecce MbliieHs, y Posen-
1LIBeVira TpaeKTOpWs pa3BOpauyMBaeTCsl B KadecTBe
s3bIKOBOTO IIporiecca (Sprache). PoseHmsenr moz-
4JepKlBaeT, YTO MIMEHHO pedb, B OTJINYle OT MbIC-
IV, HpOTeKaeT B HacTos1eM BpeMeH. OH co3aeT
dyH1TaMeHTaJIbHYIO TEOPUIO CJIOBECHOCTH U ITPO-
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comes across in a much more complete and
profound way and therefore we should start its
systematic presentation with Cohen. Without
recourse to Cohen’s dialogic ideas the concep-
tions of Rosenzweig, Buber, Bakhtin and even
Levinas hang in the air.

5. Cohen and Other Dialogue Philosophers

The first and immediate follower of the di-
alogic part of Cohen’s philosophy is Franz
Rosenzweig. However, although he repeats
very many of Cohen’s fundamental ideas about
dialogue his own philosophy is profoundly
original.

As I have noted, Rosenzweig builds his phil-
osophical system on Cohen’s logic of origin.
However, instead of the conception of correla-
tion he develops a doctrine of Path. Whereas
with Cohen correlations describe the relations
between the individual and the Other, and the
Other can be either God, or the world or anoth-
er man, Rosenzweig sees the relations between
God, the world and man (called elements in his
system) as Path (Bahn), processes that transcend
ontological reality).

Unlike Cohen, who places correlation in
the process of thought, Rosenzweig’s Path un-
folds as a speech process (Sprache). Rosenzweig
stresses that speech, unlike thought, happens
in the present. He develops a seminal theory of
language and proclaims philosophical “gram-
mar” as an organon while describing philos-
ophy as a narrative philosophy (erzihlende
Philosophie) (Rosenzweig, 1925, p. 436).

In the second part of The Star of Redemption
Rosenzweig formulates his theory of the in-
ter-personal relations of I, Thou, He and We.
He describes the relationship between dialogue
and monologue, compares various grammatical
structures and formulates an original herme-
neutics of the biblical text. Finally, in the third
part of his book Rosenzweig sets forth his phi-
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BO3MUIaIIaeT PMIOCOPCKyIO «rpaMMaTUKy» B Ka-
JecTBe OpraHOHa, a PUIocoPuIo XapaKTepusyeT
KaK pacckaspiBaromlyio dpusocodpmuio (erzdhlende
Philosophie) (Rosenzweig, 1925, S. 436).

Bo Bropo uyactu «3Be3zbl n30aBiieHns» Pozen-
LBenr opMyJINpPyeT CBOIO TeOPUIO MeXJIMYHOCT-
HbIx otHormenuit S, Ter, OH, MbL. TaMm Xe OH OIIu-
CBIBaeT OTHOIIIeHe [11ajiora K MOHOJIOTY, CpaBHM-
BaeT pasHble rpaMMaTIdecKye CTPyKTYPbl 1 op-
MYJIMpYeT CBOeoOpa3HyIo TepMeHeBTUKY Onbriert-
cKoro TekcTa. HakoHell, B TpeTber 4acTy KHUTM
PoseH1iBenr cTpouUT CBOIO Bepcuro uiocopmm
peIUrum 1 3aKjajblBaeT TEOPUIO MeXPeInrios-
HOT'O [IMajiora, XOTsd caMV PpeJIUTUI OH IOHWMa-
eT B KauecTBe CaMOJOCTaTOYHBIX U K [IMaJIory He
cTpemsiyxcd. Yepes Bce TpU YacTy KHWUIM aB-
TOP IIPOHOCUT CBOIO KOHIIEIIINIO MCTOpUY, MMda
u rickyccrBa. Takum obpasomM, Posentisenr B coert
Bepcum prstocodm Anasiora, Ipu BCevl ee OpuIu-
HaJIBHOCTVI, OIVIpaeTcs Ha BCe YeThblpe YacTu CU-
creMbl Korena.

Coscem mHas curtyanus y Maptuaa byGepa.
B yxe mporutuposanHom Beiile pabote «Vcto-
PVl [MaIOrMYecKoro IIpVHIUIIAa» OH IO YepKu-
BaeT CBOIO He3aBVMCHMOCTb OT APYTMX McCiIeoBa-
testert. [Ipu 3Tom Bybep ykaseiBaet, uTo amario-
ryyecKye mjeu B 3TO BpeMs HOCUJIVICh B BO3JIyXe.
Kax on nimiet, mpy 3HaKOMCTBe ¢ TeKCTaMy DOHe-
pa OH OBLI MOTPsiCeH, HACKOJIBKO «OJIM30CTh MBIC-
jevt ObDIa KaKoW-TO Jake XKyTKoBaTom» (Buber,
1997, S. 305; by6Gep, 1997, c. 230). B xauecTse 11ep-
BOro dutocoda-Aamasoructa Hopom sroxu bybep
Bce-Takn ynomuHaeT Korena. OmHako m3 TekcTa
dCcHO, 4TO bybGep He OBLJI OCHOBaTeJILHO 3HAKOM
¢ paboramu Korena Hu go Hanmcanms «51 u T,
H 110C1e%. B TO )Xe BpeMs CTelleHb «He3aBVICVIMO-

2 K myiesiM, HOCUBIIIMMCS B BO3/IyXe, MOXKHO OTHECTV TaK-
e cIIy9av OyKBaJIbHOTO COBIIafIeHst OyOepOBCKMX Mew
¢ koreHoBCcKMMU. Tak, byOep roBopwT O IBOVICTBEHHOCTN
(Zwiefalt) ocHOBHBIX CJIOB M paccMaTpvBaeT OTHOIIIEHVIE
Ich — Du kak ciioBecHyto napy (Wortpaar) (Buber, 1997,
S. 7; cm.: ByGep, 1995, c. 16). Koren nmcnons3yeT maTuH-
cKoe 0003HaYeHwe U TOBOPUT O JIBOVICTBEHHOM unciie Trr
1o otHomreHmto K 5] (Dualis des Ich) (Cohen, 1904, S. 235).
Takoe KoHIeNTyaIbHOE COBIIaleHVe CKOpee CBUIeTeIThb-
CTBYeT O OJIM30CTY MX MBIIUIEHMS], YeM O CO3HATEeJIbHOM
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losophy of religion and lays the groundwork of
the theory of inter-religious dialogue, although
he sees religions as self-contained and not seek-
ing a dialogue. The author carries his concep-
tion of history, myth and art through all three
parts of the book. Thus Rosenzweig, in his ver-
sion of the dialogue philosophy, for all its orig-
inality, proceeds from all four parts of Cohen’s
system.

Martin Buber’s situation is entirely differ-
ent. In his above-quoted book, The History of the
Dialogical Principle, he is at pains to show that
he is independent from other scholars. Buber
notes that dialogical ideas were in the air at
the time. He writes that when he read Ebner’s
texts he was struck by an “uncanny nearness”
of thoughts (Buber, 2002, p. 256). As the first
dialogical philosopher of the new era, Buber
still mentions Cohen. However, it is clear from
his text that Buber was not thoroughly conver-
sant with Cohen’s work, either before or after
the writing of I and Thou.®® At the same time
the degree of Buber’s independence should not
be exaggerated. At the time he was writing I
and Thou Buber intensively corresponded with
Rosenzweig. I and Thou was published two
years after The Star of Redemption and it is im-
possible to deny some connection. Nor is there
any doubt that Buber’s dialogical conception
is markedly different from those of Cohen and
Rosenzweig.

Buber counterposes the I-Thou relation-
ship to the I-It relationship whereas Cohen and
Rosenzweig consider the relationships of all
persons together. In this context we can also

% Speaking of ideas that were “in the air”, one can cite
instances of literal coincidence of the ideas of Buber and
Cohen. Thus Buber speaks about the duality (Zwiefalt)
of the basic words and considers the I-Thou relationship
to be “combined words” (Wortpaar) (Buber, 1937, p. 3;
cf. Buber, 1923, p. 9). Cohen uses the Latin designation
and speaks of “Thou in a duality with 1” (Dualis des Ich)
(Cohen, 1904, p. 235). The conceptual coincidence attests
to a similarity of their thinking rather than conscious
borrowing.



ctu» bybepa He crienlyeT mepeolieHMBaTh. B Mo-
MeHT Hanmcaamsi «f1 u Ter» ByOGep mHTeHCHMBHO
nepenuceiBasicss ¢ PoszeHiiserirom. Mexny BbIXo-
oM «3Be3pl M3basiteHMs» 1 «S v Thl» mporIo
IiBa TOHA, ¥ TOBOPUTH OO0 OTCYTCTBUW CBSI3U TYT
HeBO3MOXHO. He BbI3bIBaeT COMHEHMS VI TO, 4TO
Ivasiorndeckasi KoHilenuusi byGepa oueHb oTim-
4JaeTcs OT TaKoBbIX y Korena 1 Posennisernira.
byGep mpoTusonocTassisier oTHomreHve 1 —
To1 1 orHOIIeHME S — OHO, Torma kax Korex v Po-
3€HIIBEVII PacCMaTPMBAIOT OTHOIIEHVISI BCeX JIVIL
B eOMHCTBe. B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTe TakK>Xe MOXKHO
yKasaTb Ha OyOepoBcKyo mjero «seuHoro Ter» (by-
Oep, 1995, c. 18), koTOpas SBHO IPOTUBOCTOUT PO-
3eHIIBeNroBcKov mjiee «Mpbl Beunbl» (Posentiserrr,
2017, c. 291)¥. Haxe B cBoent dpvtocodpmm amaiio-
ra bybep ocraercs manusugyamicrom. Ecim Ko-
reHa 1 PoseHIiBerira MHTepecoBasla JIOTVKA MeX-
JIMYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIeHUV, To Bybep Oosbire 3a-
HVIMAJICSI MVUCTMYeCKOV HaIlPsSUKEHHOCTBIO OTHO-
meHus K pyromy. BaxkHeriiras 3acityra Oyoepos-
CKoVI Bepcumt prytocodui Amasiora COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO OH cpOpMYIIMPOBAIT AMATIOrM3M KaK OCOOBIN
drtocodpckmIt TIOAXOA, VI CyMeJI JIOHeCTH Jyasio-
TMYecKyIo Maero A0 IIMPOKOro KpyTa ymTaTesiert.
Tak win mHade, gmajnormsm B 1920-e rr. mo-
JIy4unsl pacipocTpaHeHre B IepmaHuM 1 3aTeM
B0 @pannumn. Ho camoe 3HaumTesIbHOE M OpUTM-
HaJIPHOE HalIpaBJleHVe B IVMaIorTIecKOV MBICIIV
ccpopmmpoBasiocs B Poccrin, r/ie HEOKaHTMAHCTBO
nyctwio nryookme kopau (besos, 2004; Dmitrie-
va, 2016), B nuIle IIpefcTaBUTeIeVl HEBEIHCKOIO
KpyTa, 1 mpexye Bcero M.M. baxTmna®. OtHore-
Hute maent baxTmaa x durtocodpmt gyasora B Bep-
cun Korena, Posenienira n bybGepa — otmeins-
Hasl TeMa J1JIsl VICCJIeIOBaHMs, HO K YTBEPKIIEHVIIO
3TOVI CBSI3VI MEHS PacIIojlaraloT HECKOJIBKO Cephes-
HBIX O0OCTOATEIBCTB. Bo-mIepBbIX, OrvpKammmM
npyrom u ¢pustocodpckmm codbecemHmkom baxTiHa

3aMIMCTBOBaHUL.
7 Cp. «das ewige Du» (Buber, 1997, S. 12) u «Die Wir sind
ewig» (Rosenzweig, 2002, S. 281).

% DJra TeMa IOApOOHee paccMOTpeHa B Moew pabore:
(Dvorkin, 2019, p. 167 —168).
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mention Buber’s idea of the “eternal Thou”
(Buber, 1937, p. 6), which is in obvious con-
tradiction to Rosenzweig’s idea of “We are
eternal” (Rosenzweig, 2005, p. 271).>* Buber
remains an individualist, even in his philoso-
phy of dialogue. While Cohen and Rosenzweig
were interested in the logic of inter-personal
relations Buber devoted more time to the mys-
tical tension of the relation to the Other. The
main contribution of Buber’s version of the
philosophy of dialogue lies in the fact that he
formulated dialogism as a special philosoph-
ical approach and managed to bring the dia-
logue idea to a broad readership. In any case,
in the 1920s dialogism became widespread in
Germany and then in France. But the most sig-
nificant and original trend in dialogical thought
emerged in Russia where Neo-Kantianism put
down deep roots (cf. Belov, 2004; Dmitrieva,
2016), represented by the Nevel circle and es-
pecially Mikhail Bakhtin.*® The relationship of
Bakhtin’s ideas to the philosophy of dialogue
as expounded by Cohen, Rosenzweig and
Buber is a separate topic, but there are sever-
al serious circumstances that lead me to as-
sert this link. First, Bakhtin’s closest friend and
philosophical interlocutor was Cohen’s pupil
and follower, Matvei Kagan, whose own ideas
on the philosophy of history directly develop
Cohen’s ideas (Kagan, 2004). Second, Bakhtin
himself repeatedly stressed his connection with
Neo-Kantianism (see, for example, Bakhtin and
Duvakin, 1996, p. 36, 39-40). Finally, Bakhtin’s
early works, in which he sets forth his dialog-
ical ideas for the first time, reveal a closeness
to Neo-Kantianism (Bakhtin, 2003). Thus the
dialogue philosophy settled down in Russia.
Vitaly L. Makhlin studies and develops it in his
works. Vladimir S. Bibler, an outstanding dia-

% Cf. “das ewige Du” (Buber, 1923, p. 12) and “Die Wir
sind ewig” (Rosenzweig, 1921, p. 281).

¥ This topic is discussed in more detail in my work
(Dvorkin, 2019, pp. 167-168).
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ObUT yueHUK M Tocsiefosarestb Korena M.V Ka-
raH, COOCTBEHHBIE VeVt KOTOPOro 1o dviocodpmm
VICTOPUM SIBJISIIOTCS IIPSIMBIM Pa3BUTVEM (PUIIOCO-
v Korena (Karan, 2004). Bo-sropsix, cam bax-
TUH MHOTOKPaTHO OTMedYaJl CBOIO CBsI3b C HEOKaH-
TUAHCTBOM (CcM., Hatip.: becenpr.. ., 1996, c. 36, 39—
40). Hakoner1, 6:11130CTbI0 K HEOKAaHTMAHCTBY OT-
MedeHbI paHHMe padoThl baxTiHa, B KOTOPbIX OH
Y M3JIaraeT BIIEpBble CBOV IMaylorMdecKue Meun
(baxtnn, 2003). B nrore dutocodms amasora
nproxkmiack B Poccun. Ee viccrrenoBaHve n passu-
THe IIPUCYTCTBYeT B paboTtax B.JI. MaxymmHa. Bbl-
patormrics  dpvtocod-nuasnoruct  B.C. bubep
IIBITAJICS. IIPOCIIEANTH COOCTBeHHBIE rtocod-
CKVe KopHM B maesix baxtuna n gaxe Korena (bu-
6rep, 1991, c. 16—26).

3aBepIiias 3TOT 0030p, HEOOXOAMMO CKa3aTh He-
CKOJIBKO CJIOB O dovytocodpnm DMmaHy 14 JleBrna-
ca, KoTopas IepBOHavYaIbHO pa3BUBaIach B paM-
Kax HallpaBjleHVs, BO MHOIOM aJIbTepHAaTVBHOIO
dutocodprm masiora, a MMEHHO B paMKax ¢e-
HoMeHostorvm I'ycceprnss m Xampgerrepa. Onna-
KO B MO3IHMX padoTtax JleBnHAC mpsaMo 3asiBisieT
o csoent Bepcum dpwiocodpun auasora (Levinas,
1974). B umcrie CyIIecTBEHHBIX VICTOYHMKOB €ro
unen cienyeT HasBaTh PoseHiiserira m Topanmaa,
dmtocodriss KOTOPBIX pasByUBaiach IIOf, IIPSIMBIM
BJIVITHMEM MapOyprckoro HeokaHTMaHcTBa. [Ipu
BCeVl IIPOTMBOIOJIOKHOCTY €r0 MeTojja OCHOBHBIE
BBIBOIIBI JleBriHaca BecbMa OrmsKku K dprstocodpmm
Korena (cm.: Cokyrtep, 2008, c. 266, 293 —294).

3aksroueHmue.
Koren 1 ¢pwmocodmst nuasora cerogHs

ITogsons mroru, copMyIMpyIo TPU BaXKHBIX
171 MOeV pabOTBI Te3mca.

Bo-nepBr1X, HecMoTps Ha TO uTO Iepman Ko-
reH He ObUT OPUIMAIIBHBIM VHMIIVMATOPOM IIVia-
JIOTVYeCKOTO JABVKEHMS VI He IIPOBO3IJIalliajl Co-
3maHMe ocobovt dustocodpum Amanora, ero posb
B dpopMupoBaHUM JaHHOIO PuI0copCcKoro Ha-
IIpaBJIeHNsI MOXKHO CUMTATh JOKa3aHHON. Bce ue-
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logical philosopher, has tried to trace his own
philosophical roots to the ideas of Bakhtin and
even Cohen (Bibler, 1991, pp. 16-26).

To end this review, a brief word needs to
be said about the philosophy of Emmanuel
Levinas which initially developed as a trend
that was an alternative to the philosophy of
dialogue in many ways, viz. in the phenome-
nology of Husserl and Heidegger. However, in
his later works Levinas explicitly declares his
version of the philosophy of dialogue (Levinas,
1974). Among important sources of his ideas
were Rosenzweig and Gordin whose philos-
ophy was directly influenced by Marburg
Neo-Kantianism. Although his method was
the opposite of Cohen’s his conclusions are
close to Cohen’s philosophy (cf. Sokuler, 2008,
pp- 266, 293-294).

Conclusion:
Cohen and the Philosophy
of Dialogue Today

Summing up, I shall formulate three theses
that are important for my work.

First, although Hermann Cohen was not of-
ficially recognised as the initiator of the dialog-
ical movement and did not proclaim a distinct
philosophy of dialogue, his role in the shaping
of this philosophical trend is not open to ques-
tion. All four parts of Cohen’s philosophical
system contain important prerequisites and for-
mulations of the dialogical principle. Cohen’s
logic, which considers thought as the process
of task-solving taking place in the present, was
the main prerequisite of Rosenzweig’s logic
and “new thinking”. In his ethics Cohen for-
mulated the ideas of inter-personal relation-
ship between I and Thou and the relationship
between the individual and society, I and We.
In his aesthetics he saw art not only as an object
of contemplation, but as an object of inter-per-
sonal creativity. Finally, in his philosophy of re-



ThIpe 4dacTu dpviocodckont cuctembl Korena co-
fieprKaT BaXKHbIe IIPeAIIOChUIKM 11 POPMYIINPOBKIA
AVaJIorMyeckoro npuHinna. KoreHosckas jioru-
Ka, paccMaTpuBalolliasi MbIIIUIeHVe KaK IIpoliecc
pelleHns 3ajia4, OCYIIeCTBIISIONINIICS B HaCTOS-
mree BpeMsi, IOCJIYXMJIa TJIaBHOV ITPeaIIOChUIKON
storviky Po3eHIIBerira 1 ero «<HOBOTO MBIIIUIEHVISI».
B cBoei1 sTnke Koren cdopmymposait mien Mex-
JINYHOCTHOro oTHoIeHMs I 1 Tbl 1 oTHOIIEeH VIS
auaHoCTH M obrrectBa — S v Mel. B cBoert acre-
TVKe OH OCO3HaJI MICKYCCTBO He TOJIBKO KakK IIpesl-
MeT co3epliaHMs, HO KaK IIpeaMeT MeXJIMUYHOCT-
Horo TBopdYecTBa. Hakoneri, B ceoent dprstocodpmm
permurum KoreH paccMoTpest pesIuriio B KauecTse
oco0bovt cpepsl pasyMa, 117151 KOTOPOV XapaKTepHO
JIMYHOCTHOe OTHoIeHMe. KoreHosckoe yueHwue
O peJIUIum pasyMa pasBrBaeT ero uaen 3TUKM, HO
€CJIV B 3TVIKe OTHOIIeHW s MeXX1y JIIO[bMI paccMa-
TpUBAIOTCA KaK MapTHEPCTBO, TO B (pmtocodpmn
PpeMIIy 3TO HACTOSIIVIE MEXJIMYHOCTHBIE OTHO-
IIIeH1 s, KOTOpble XapaKTepu3yIoTcs KakK JIIOOOBb.
Taxvm oOpasom, Amasiornydecke naey IIPOHM3bI-
BaIOT BCro dmtocodekyio cucremy Korena.
Bo-BTOpBIX, 3HaUMTEIPHAS YacTh (PrItocodos
Auasiora, Jlake KOrJa OHM [eVICTBOBaJIv He3aBU-
cumMo oT KoreHa, Bo MHOroM pasBuBaIi €ro mien
VIV VifieV, OYeHb Om3Kue K ero (priocodpckmm
rovickaM. B HamOos1bI11ert cTerieHn 3a HuM 111es1 Po-
3eHIIBeVIT, KOTOPBIVI HeoIHOKpaTHO mnucail o Kore-
He Kak o ceoeMm yuwuresie. [Ipn sTom Posennsernr
cdopmympoBajl COOCTBEHHYIO OPUTMHAIBHYIO
dutocodckyto cuctemy, B KoTopov Hapsiay ¢ Ko-
reHOM OIIy TMMO BJIMsIHMe ['€Te, HeorereIbsiHCTBa,
Hwume m gpyrux mcrounmkoB. Takke KOreHOB-
CKYIO ITpo0sIeMaTVKy II0/IXBaThIBaeT, He Beera 3TO
oco3HaBasi, bybep. HecomuenHo BrmsiHme Korena
¥ Ha Iivajiornydeckue e baxTiHa: KoreHoBCcKas
3CTeTVKa CTaJIa OHOV M3 IJIABHBIX IIPEATIOChUTOK
€ro 3CTEeTVKI CJIOBeCHOTO TBOpyYecTBa. [oBops 060
BCEVI DTOVI IIPEEeMCTBEHHOCTU WIeV, HEBO3MOXXHO
COMHEBATbCs B OPUTVHAJIBHOCTY VI CAMOCTOS T Ib-
HOCTM Ka’kKIOro M3 HasBaHHBIX pustocodos. On-
HaKO MX Y4YeHMs BUOATCS B COBEpPIIEHHO HOBOM
cBeTe IIpu cooTHeceHMM ¢ prstocodpment Korena.
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ligion Cohen investigated religion as a distinct
sphere of reason characterised by personal re-
lationships. Cohen’s doctrine of the religion of
reason elaborates his ethical ideas, but whereas
in ethics the relations between people are seen
as partnership, in the philosophy of religion
they are genuine inter-personal relations char-
acterised as love. Thus, dialogical ideas perme-
ate Cohen’s entire philosophical system.

Secondly, a significant number of dialogue
philosophers, even when they proceeded in-
dependently of Cohen, in many ways devel-
oped his ideas or ideas that were very close to
his philosophical quests. This was especially
true of Rosenzweig who repeatedly referred to
Cohen as his teacher. Nevertheless Rosenzweig
formulated his own original philosophical
system, which owes something not only to
Cohen, but also to Goethe, Neo-Hegelianism,
Nietzsche and other sources. Cohen’s problems
are taken up, sometimes unwittingly, by Buber.
Cohen’s influence on Bakhtin’s dialogical ideas
is indisputable. Cohen’s aesthetics became one
of the main prerequisites of his aesthetic of ver-
bal creativity. While we note the continuity of
ideas, there are no grounds for questioning the
originality and independence of each of the
above mentioned philosophers. However, their
doctrines are seen in a totally new light in the
context of Cohen’s philosophy.

Third, the greatest value of Cohen’s investi-
gations for the future development of the phi-
losophy of dialogue lies in the fact that they
are anchored to the history of classical philos-
ophy in general. Cohen consciously develops
the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, Leibniz
and Kant, whose conceptions he counterpos-
es, in his own way, to the philosophy of Hegel
and Marx, while not ignoring the latter but try-
ing to answer their challenges. The historicity
of Cohen’s philosophy enables the dialogical
principle to stand on a solid foundation of clas-
sical philosophy. For all his interest in the past,
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B-tpetbux, ast Oymyiero passurust dpusioco-
v guasora mccienosanus KoreHa mpepcras-
JIAIOT HaMOOJIBIIYIO I1I€HHOCTh, IIOCKOJIBKY OHU
Hanbosiee (pyHIaMeHTaIbHO CBsi3aHBI C UICTOPU-
el Kjlaccrdaeckon dprstocodmn B 11es1ioM. KoreH co-
BepIIIeHHO CO3HAaTeJIbHO pa3BuBaeT priocoduio
ITrnatoHa 1 Apucroters, Jlentoumiia v KaHTa, KoH-
LMY KOTOPBIX OH IIO-CBO€MY ITPOTMBOIIOCTaB-
nsiet dpvtocodpum eresis 1 Mapkca, HO He UTHO-
pUpyeT MOCIIeHMX, a IbITaeTCsl OTBETUTh Ha MX
BBI30BBIL. VICTOPI3M KOreHOBCKOV prytocodpmm co3-
JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB /115 AMaJIorM4ecKoro IpuHITN-
I1a BCTaTh Ha IIPOYHOEe OCHOBaHVE KJIacCHUYecKo
drtocodpum. Ilpu BceM ee MHTepece K ITPOIITIOMY
IJIaBHBIM cBOVICTBOM dmstocodpum KoreHa spiisteT-
csl cucTeMaTYHOCTE. KoreH obpaiijaeTcst K mCTO-
PV MBICTIV, KOTTIa €My HY>KHO ITPOCIIeIUTE VICTOK
¥ pasBuTHe Toy v nHou maen. Ho cama stormka
VJIeVl BBICTpavBaeTCsl M B CTPOTOM CHCTeMaTive-
cKoM Topsiike. Bce ueTripe uacTu cucremer Kore-
Ha B3aMIMHO HeOOXOOVMBI 11 00pa3yioT BHYTpPeH-
Hee e[IMHCTBO. DTO CTaBUT KOIeHOBCKOe yueHUe
B ocoboe oTHoIIeHMe ¢ duiocoduert yaora.
ITocTpoeHHast Ha OCHOBE 3TOrO yueHMsl PUIIOCO-
s nmasora mprobpeTaeT CTPOrmii CrCTeMaTy-
YeCcKIV XapaKTep.

V3 Bcero ckasaHHOIO cjleflyeT, YTO TP pa3Bu-
T ustocodnn Auasiora Kak ofHOV u3 opMm
dutocodpmm Gynayiero naev Korena OymnyT Hens-
MeHHO UT'PaTh OJHY 13 LIeHTPaJIbHBIX POJIeTL.

Crvicok 1uTeparypsl

baxmun M.M. Cobp. cou. : B7 T. M.. : SI3bIKM cI1aBSH-
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beso6 B.H. HeokanTmancrso. Caparos: Hayunas
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the hallmark of his philosophy is its systemic
character. Cohen turns to the history of thought
when he needs to trace the sources and devel-
opment of this or that idea. But he structures
the logic of ideas in a strictly systemic way. All
four parts of Cohen’s system are mutually nec-
essary and form an intrinsic unity. This gives
Cohen’s doctrine a special place in relation to
the philosophy of dialogue. The philosophy of
dialogue, built on this doctrine, acquires a rig-
orous systemic character.

It follows from the above that Cohen’s ideas
will invariably play a central role in the devel-
opment of the philosophy of dialogue as a form
of future philosophy.
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CTAHOBJIEHVE OHTOI'HOCEOJIOI'MU
PYCCKUXVMMHTYUTUBUCTOB
KAK KPUTUKA HEOKAHTMAHCTBA

II.P. BonaoviceBa’

B nauaze XX 6. 6 pycckossviurom ¢pusocogpckom
npocmparcmbe noaBasomes  pusocogpckue npoexnsl,
coruxatouque OoHmoao2ut0 U eHoceosoeuro. IlodobHoe
coruxenue wabawooaemcs, 6 wacmuocmu, 6 gusocogp-
ckux yuenusax pycckux unmyumubucmob H.O. Jlocckozo
u C.JL. @panxa. s noxasvibar, umo cmanobierue smux
dokmpun U ogpopmaeHue UX OHMOLHOCEOA0eUUECKO20
KameaopuaivHoeo annapama 0bi10 cBA3aH0 2AaB6HbIM 00-
PAasoM ¢ Kpumukotl HeOKAHMUAHCKOU Meopuu no3HAHUA
1 B03MOXHOCTU TPAHCYEHOCHTTHO20 3HAHUA KAK MakoBo-
0. OcHobHvie ucmounuku uccaedobanus — «ObocHoba-
Hue unmyumubusma» u «Mup xkax opeanuyeckoe yes0e»
H.O. Jlocckozo, a maioke «IIpedmem 3uanusa» u «Heno-
cmusxumoe» C.JI. @panxa. I[IpoBedenroe uccaedobarie
nosboasiem  mpakmobamy  KameeopuaLbHLLIL  Annapam
Jlocckoeo kax penpesenmayuto cucmemst Ypobrerl Mupo-
30aHus, KaxObLTl U3 KOMOpbIX Xapakmepusyemcs 06yms
AcneKmamu: OHMoAOUHeCKUM, 10 ecmb Abasemcs ua-
cmwio MupoBoeo edurcmba, u 2HOCE0A02UUECKUM, 110 eCTb
uMmeern camocmosmenstoe no3Habamenvroe snaderue. Ka-
meeopuu 6 yuenuu Ppanxa paccmampubaromes 6 kave-
cmée op2aHuyHOU HACU OHINOA0UUECK020 000CHOBAMH UL
unmyumubusma. Eounott mendenyuer 6 nocmpoenuu xa-
meeopuarvHolx cxem y Jlocckoeo u Oparka abasemca ux
cmpemaerue K 00ve0UHeHUI0 eHOCe0A0UUECKUX 1 OHIIO-
Aoeudeckux onucanutl kameeoputl. KaoueBuim omauu-
em oxasviBaemcs cnocod 000cHOBaHUA OHIMO2HOCe0A02U-
Heckoil cucmemsl 6 yesom. Buympennue npomubBopeuus
konyenyuu Jloccko2o BuiabaA0mMCs ¢ yHenmom Kpumute-
ckux 3ameuanuni C.A. AckoarvdoBa (Asexceeba) u mpax-
mytomcs. kax caeocmbus abcoaomusayUU  UHMyuyuu
6 nosHanuu, omkasa om uoeu eHoceoA02UHeckoll mparc-
YeHOeHYUU, HeNOAHOIMbL MeoPUL UMMAHEHITHOCIU, OUC-
COHAMCA MeKOY CAMUMU OHIMOSHOCE0A02UUeCKUMU Kare-

! Basrrurickum dpeftepasibHbI yHUBepcuTeT M. V. KanTa.
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THE EMERGENCE
OF ONTO-GNOSEOLOGY
AMONG RUSSIAN INTUITIVISTS
AS CRITICISM OF NEO-KANTIANISM

P.R. Bonadyseva'

At the beginning of the twentieth century in the
Russian-speaking philosophical space philosophical
projects emerged which brought ontology and gnose-
ology closer together. One can observe this process,
for example, in the philosophical doctrines of the Rus-
sian intuitivists Nikolay Lossky and Semyon Frank.
I demonstrate that the emergence of these doctrines and
the development of their onto-gnoseological categorial
apparatus were mainly connected with the criticism of
the Neo-Kantian theory of cognition and the possibility
of transcendent knowledge as such. The main sources of
my study are The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge and
The World as an Organic Whole by N.O. Lossky and
The Object of Knowledge and The Unknowable by
S.L. Frank. My investigation makes it possible to treat
Lossky’s categorial framework as the representation of a
system of levels of the universe each of which is charac-
terised by two aspects: the ontological, i.e. it is part of
the unity of the world, and the gnoseological, i.e. it has
an independent cognitive significance. Frank considers
categories to be an organic part of the ontological proof
of intuitivism. A common trend in the construction of
categorial schemes by Lossky and Frank is their striving
to combine gnoseological and ontological descriptions of
categories. The key difference is the way an onto-gno-
seological system as a whole is justified. In revealing the
contradictions in Lossky’s conception, I proceed from
the critical remarks of S.A. Askoldov (Alexeyev), point-
ing out that these contradictions stem from an absolu-
tisation of intuition in cognition, the renunciation of
the idea of gnoseological transcendence, incompleteness
of the theory of immanence and discordance between
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eopusmu. Obpaujerue K KpUmMuueckum KOMMEeHMApUAM
Acxoav0oBa nposicHsem codepikamenvHvle 0CODeHHOCHIU
meopuu Jlocckoeo u cyuyHOCHb MpaHcopmayii, npous-
Bedennvix 8 abcoatomrom udeas-peasusme Oparka.

KaroueBovie caoBa: onmoenoceoroeus, H.O. Jloc-
ckuti, C.JI. @pank, C.A. Acko16008, udeasr-peastsm, ut-
myumubusm, HeokaHmuancmobo, Kameeopuu.

1. BBenenmne

Hauaso XX B. B pycckosI3bI9HOM (priiocodpckoM
IIPOCTPaHCTBE XapaKTepPM3yeTCsl BO3HVKHOBEHVI-
eM psifla CaMOOBITHBIX (PUIIOCOPCKMX ITPOEKTOB,
OTIMYAIOIINIXCS HEOPIVHAPHBIM II0 CPaBHEHVIIO
C IpeJIIecTBYIOIeN pyccKom rsiocodcKoi Tpa-
auIvent cOIvbKeHVieM OHTOJIOTMYEeCKIIX VI THOCeO-
JIOrv9ecKmx Borrpocos”. ITprrariHa nosieyieHMs 110~
IOOHOTO pozia IIPOEKTOB, BEPOsiTHee Bcero, ObLIa
CBsI3aHA C IIOIIBITKOV IIPeoIojIeTh TEHIEHIIVNIO TO-
TaJIBHOW THOCeosiorm3armm dgutocodpun, cdop-
MVIPOBABIIIEVICS 1071, BIIVISTHVIEM HEOKaHTMAHCTBA
u (peHomMeHOIOTVI. BapmaHTBI COMVOKEHMS THO-
CeoJIOrMM ¥ OHTOJIOTMV MOXKHO BCTPETUTD Y Ile-
JIOTO psfia PYCCKMX PeIUTMO3HBIX PryIocodoB —
B.C. Comnosbesa, H.O. Jlocckoro, H.A. beprsesa,
I'L.A. ®nopenckoro, C.A. Ackornbaosa, C.JI. @pan-
ka, C.H. bysnraxosa u gp. Ilogo6HbIv dpeHOMEH Ha-
OrTronasicst TakKe M BHY TP PyCCKOTO HeOKaHTVAH-
CTBa, T/ie HOSIBJISIOTCS TIOIIBITKY «II0OBOPOTA K OHTO-
siorun», B yactHocTn y JLIL Casarosa 1 H.B. bos-
neipesa (Imurpuesa, 2016; Kopanaes, 2019a).

KanTnanckoe Hacienve mMesio ocoboe 3Ha-
veHne 1y popMmpoBaHMs PUIOCOPCKMUX CU-
CTeM [ByX HauOoJlee W3BeCTHBIX IIpefiCcTaBUTe-
nent pycckoro mHTyutnBusma — H.O. Jlocckoro
u C.JI. ®panka. Oba dwtocoda B Hagasie CBOEro
TBOPYECKOTO Iy TU CEPhEe3HO yBJIEKaIVICh yUeHVIs-
Mmu KaHTa 11 ero rocsiesioaTerstevt, 00a IO3MITVIOHVI-
poBas cBOIO PrII0cOPMIO OTHOBpEMEHHO U Kak

2 YueHns], ycTaHaBIMBAIOIINE KpariHe TeCHYIO B3auMOC-
BSI3b MEXITy OHTOJIOTVIEVI U TeOpVeV TTO3HAHWS, B MICCITe-
JIOBaTeJIbCKOV JINTepaType MMeHYIOTCsl OHTOTHOCEOJIOT -
uveckmmu (ITpoxopos, 2018).
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onto-gnoseological categories. Askoldov’s critical com-
ments clarify the substantive features of Lossky’s theory
and the essence of the transformations carried out in
Frank’s absolute ideal-realism.

Keywords: onto-gnoseology, Nikolay Lossky,
Semyon Frank, Sergey Askoldov, ideal-realism, intu-
itivism, Neo-Kantianism, categories.

1. Introduction

The beginning of the twentieth century in
the Russian philosophical scene is characterised
by the emergence of a number of original phil-
osophical projects which, in a departure from
the preceding Russian philosophical tradition,
brought closer together ontological and gnose-
ological issues.? The most likely reason for the
appearance of these projects was the attempt
to overcome the tendency of wholesale gno-
seologisation of philosophy under the influ-
ence of Neo-Kantianism and phenomenology.
We find versions of this approach in the works
of a whole series of Russian religious philoso-
phers, e.g. Vladimir Solovyov, Nikolay Lossky,
Nikolay Berdyayev, Pavel Florensky, Sergey
Askoldov (Alekseyev), Semyon Frank and
Sergey Bulgakov. A similar process was taking
place within Russian Neo-Kantianism which
saw attempts at “a turn towards ontology”,
notably by Leo Salagov and Nikolay Boldyrev
(Dmitrieva, 2016, Kornilaev, 2019a).

The Kantian heritage was particularly im-
portant for the shaping of the philosophical sys-
tems of the two most prominent representatives
of Russian intuitivism, Nikolay O. Lossky and
Semyon L. Frank. At the start of their careers
both philosophers studied closely the doctrines
of Kant and his followers, both positioned their
philosophies simultaneously as a consequence
and an overcoming of Kantianism. I will there-

2 In the literature, the doctrines that establish a very
close relationship between ontology and the theory
of cognition are referred to as onto-gnoseological
(Prokhorov, 2018).



CJIefICTBYIe, M KaK ITpeoyioieHre KaHTraHcTsa. [lo-
3TOMY 5 OCTAHOBJIFOCh MIMEHHO Ha WX yYeHUAX
Y TIOIBITalOCh PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTh VX OHTOIHOCe-
oJIoruyecKyie MpoeKThl. [1Isi 3Toro MHe IpezcTo-
UT BBISBUTH CHeludUyecKre YepThl X YUeHUT,
IIPOCIIeINTD CTAaHOBJIEHNMe VX JIOKTPUH, IIPOUCXO-
JisIiiee B OIIIO3UIIMY HEOKAaHTMAHCKMM YUeHVSIM,
a Takke ITpoaHaymsupoBaTbh KpuUTuKy C.A. Ac-
KOJIBIIOBBbIM ~ prstocodpeckoro mpoekra H.O. Jloc-
CKOro. Sl CKOHIIEHTPUPYIOCh IPeUMYIIeCTBEHHO
Ha clefymoommx Tekcrax: «OOOCHOBaHVME WHTY-
utusmsMa» (1904—1905) n «Mup Kak opraHmde-
ckoe 11es1oe» (1915) H.O. Jlocckoro, «[Tpenmer 3Ha-
Hus» (1915) 1 «HemocToxmmoe» (1939) C.J1. dpan-
Ka, a TakxXe «MBICITb 1 [1eVICTBUTEILHOCTD>» (1914)
C.A. AckostpnoBa. Bee 3T KHMIM, 32 MCKJIIOUYEHV-
eMm «Henoctvoxmoro» dpanka, Opun ony6m/n<o-
BaHbl B ofuH Iiepuosl. COOTBeTCTBEHHO, MX pac-
CMOTpeHMe IIO3BOJINT COCTaBUTh IIpeJiCcTaBJleHVe
00 00111V IoJIeMIIKe II0 BOIIPOCaM OHTOIHOCEOJIO-
TV, IIPOVICXOAMBIIIEV B TO BpeMs B MHTYUTUBU3-
Me 11 OJIM3KMX K HeMY HallpaBjieHsX prtocodpmt.

2. KpuTnka HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
KaK KJII0YeBasi IpeaInochlIKa
CTaHOBJIEHWS OHTOIHOCEOJIOrMYeCcKMX
IIPOEKTOB PyCCKMX MHTYUTUBVUCTOB

JIocckmit B Hauasie cBoero priocodpCcKoro myTm
HaxoAwWIcs TI0f, 3HaUYUTeIbHBIM BJIVIIHVMEM Heo-
KaHTMaHCKOM (pustocodnm, XoTsd M He IIPpUUNC-
15171 cebs K ee TmpericTaBuTersiM®. Pycckmmt duro-
cod cumTasl CBOV IPOEKT CJIe[ICTBeM KaHTMaH-
CTBa, a ILEeHTpaJIbHBIVI OHTOTHOCEOJIOIMYeCcKU
Te3uc yueHus («Bce MMMaHeHTHO BceMy») — Bbl-
IIeIM IpssMuKoM u3 yueHns Kanra (Jlocckurs,
1968, c. 87). Parnnee TBOpuecTBO Jlocckoro mperep-
I1eJI0 HeIrloCpeJICTBeHHOe BIIVISIHVe ITpeficTaBuUTe-
snent bameHckon HMIKOJIBI HeOKaHTMaHcTBa B. BrH-

SVIHTepec K TpaHCIIeHIEHTAIBHON (PUTOCOMUN TIOSIBITI-
cs1 y JTocckoro Giaromapst BcTpede ¢ OIHVIM M3 KPYIIHEN-
IIVIX IIpeficTaBuTes eVt HeoKaHTMaHcTBa B Poccynt XIX B. —
A.V. Beemencknm (JIocckmii, 1968, c. 87).
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fore dwell on their doctrines and attempt to re-
construct their onto-gnoseological projects. To
this end I need to reveal the specificities of their
doctrines, trace the evolution of their concep-
tions marked by opposition to Neo-Kantian-
ism and analyse Sergey Askoldov’s critique of
Lossky’s philosophical project. I will concen-
trate on the following texts: The Intuitive Basis
of Knowledge (1904-1905) and The World as an
Organic Whole (1915) by Lossky, The Object of
Knowledge (1915) and The Unknowable (1939) by
Frank, as well as Thought and Reality (1914) by
Askoldov. All these books, with the exception of
Frank’s The Unknowable, were published in the
same historical period. Thus, their examination
may give an insight into the general polemic on
the issues of onto-gnoseology that took place in
intuitivism and related philosophical trends.

2. Criticism of Neo-Kantianism
as the Starting Point
of Onto-Gnoseological Projects
of Russian Intuitivists

At the start of his philosophical path Loss-
ky was heavily influenced by Neo-Kantian phi-
losophy, although he did not profess to be one
of its representatives.” He considered his pro-
ject to be a consequence of Kantianism and de-
rived the main onto-gnoseological motto of
his doctrine — “All is immanent in all” — di-
rectly from Kant’s philosophy (Lossky, 1968,
p. 87). Lossky’s early work was directly influ-
enced by that of the Baden school of Neo-Kan-
tianism presided over by Wilhelm Windelband
and Heinrich Rickert.* However, already in
The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge he would in-

> Lossky (1968, p. 87) developed an interest in transcen-
dental philosophy thanks to a meeting with Aleksandr
I. Vvedensky, one of the leading representatives of
Neo-Kantianism in nineteenth-century Russia.

* While working on his master’s dissertation, which lat-
er formed the basis of The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, the
philosopher spent several months in Strasbourg attend-
ing Windelband’s seminar (Lossky, 1968, p. 107, 109).
During that trip he travelled to Freiburg where he met
with Heinrich Rickert (ibid., p. 109).
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nenbbanga u I. Pukkepra®. Ho yxe B «O6ocHO-
BaHWUM VHTYUTUBU3Ma» PUIIOCOd aKTUBHO Kpu-
muxoBas «<VIHTYUTUBHBIVI KPUTWUIIN3M»® Oa/ieHIIeB
Y IpoaBuUrajl MHTYUTUBU3M KaK ydeHUe, IIpeo-
Jo7leBalolllee  HEOKaHTMAHCKYIO TeOopuio II03Ha-
Hus. JIocckum ObIT XOPOIIIO 3HAaKOM ¥ ¢ MapOypr-
CKVM HEOKAaHTMAHCTBOM, B OCOOEHHOCTM ¢ pado-
tamu [. Korena. B «OGocHOBaHMI MHTYUTUBM3-
Ma» JIocckmil IpenMyIecTBeHHO LUTUPYEeT ero
«Teoputo onpita Kanrta» (2-e m3ganme, 1885), on-
HaKoO caM TeKCT OOHapy>K/BaeT HeIlJIoxoe 3HaKOM-
cTBO (prstocodpa ¢ obIIeTeOpeTYeCcKM HacIeIV-
eM u camoro KoreHa, 11 ero nocsiezioBaTerier.
@paHK TaKXke B HadaJe CBOErO TBOPYECTBa
OIVpaJICsl Ha HeOKAaHTMAHCKMe VIeN. DBOJIIOINS
B3IVIA/IOB pycckoro ¢umsiocoda OT HeoKaHTMaH-
CKOVI KPUTVKM MeTapU3MKM K TIOCTYIMPOBAHNIO
HEeZIOCTYIIHOV TIO3HaHUIO MeTadpu31yecKom pe-
aJIBHOCTY TIOHPOOHO ITpOaHaIM3VIpOBaHA B CTa-
The T. O0omemu (OOomepny, 2014). B mmccepra-
unn «[Ipegmer 3HaHMsA. O6 ocHOBax 1 Hpereax
OTBJIEYEHHOIO 3HaHMsA» PYCCKUil puitocod Bbl-
pakaeT KpUTHUUECKOe OTHOIIIeHVIe K HeOKaHTVaH-
ckomt prtocodprn. dpaHK Ha3pIBaeT HEOKAHTMAH-
CKUVI IIPOEKT «HECOBEPIIEHHBIM BO3POXKIEHVIEM»
HeMernkoro meaymsMa (Ppank, 1995, c. 39) u BbI-
CKa3bIBaeT COMHEHVSI B BO3MOXKHOCTY IIOCTPOEHVAST
«qucTon» Teopuy 3HaHMs. OH HacTanBaeT Ha TOM,
YTO THOCEOJIOT sl Hepa3phIBHO CBsi3aHa C OHTOJIO-
eV, IIOCKOJIBKY ITpolLiecc ITI03HaHMs He CYIIeCTBY-
eT OTHeILHO OT IIpelMeTa MO3HaHM: «/1jIs Hac,
B CUJIy HaIllero MOHMMAaHWS THOCeOJIOrMYecKou
pobsieMebl, HeT “rHOceosiornm” BHe “oHTONIOrMN”.

‘ Bo BpeMs pabOTBI Haj MarvCTepCKOV OVcCepTalliert,
KOTOpas 3aTeM Jierjla B OCHOBY «OOOCHOBaHMS MHTYV-
TUBM3Ma», PUIocod OTIPaBWICH Ha HECKOJIBKO Mecs-
1ies B CTpacOypr /i yuacTns B ceMMHapax Impodecco-
pa B. Bunpensbanma (Jlocckmm, 1968, c. 107, 109). B aro
e BpeMs Jloccknii moObiBast 1 Bo PpariOypre, rie IMaHo
nosHakomwIcs ¢ ['eaprxom Pukkeprom (Tam xe, c. 109).
5Jlocckmit Tak HasbIBaeT TeOpWN IT03HaHMs BuHmep0aH-
na n Puxkepra. Pycckuit ¢miocod BBICOKO OLleHMBaeT
VIX KOHLIEIIIVVI, HeCMOTPS Ha MX «HAKJIOHHOCTb K 9pes-
MEepPHOMY MHTEJUIEKTYaIN3MY VI ITO3UTUBVCTUYECKOV CYy-
xocTn», yHacienosaHHbIX oT Karta (JTocckmir, 19918,
c. 149—150). I'To maenMIo JIocckoro, MMeHHO HEOKAHTM-
AHCTBO OKa3aJIock OoJiee BCero IpmcIIocobsIeHO IS TOrO,
YTOOBI IIPUBHECTH yUeHVe 00 MHTYUIINM B YMBI (PUIIOCO-
¢oB 1 TakMM 00pazoM IOATOTOBUTH MX K BOCIIPUSATHIO
vaTynTnBM3Ma (Tam xe, c. 150).
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veigh heavily against “intuitive criticism”° of
the Baden school and promote intuitivism as a
doctrine that overcomes the Neo-Kantian the-
ory of cognition. Lossky was also thoroughly
conversant with the Marburg Neo-Kantianism,
especially the works of Hermann Cohen. In
The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge Lossky mostly
quotes his Kant’s Theory of Experience (second
edition, 1885), but the text attests that he was
quite familiar with the theoretical heritage of
both Cohen and his followers.

Frank, too, proceeded from Neo-Kantian
ideas at the start of his philosophical journey.
The evolution of his views from Neo-Kantian
criticism of metaphysics to postulating un-
knowable metaphysical reality is traced in de-
tail in an article by Teresa Obolevitch (2014). In
his dissertation, The Object of Knowledge. Prin-
ciples and Limitations of Conceptual Knowledge,
Frank is critical of Neo-Kantian philosophy.
He calls the Neo-Kantian project “an imper-
fect revival” of German idealism (Frank, 1995,
p- 39) and expresses doubt as to whether the
construction of a “pure” theory of knowledge
is possible. Frank argues that gnoseology is in-
separably bound up with ontology because the
process of cognition does not exist separate-
ly from the object of cognition: “For us, ow-
ing to our idea of the gnoseological problem,
there is no “gnoseology’ outside ‘ontology’. If
knowledge is intrinsically knowledge of an
object, no study of knowledge is possible with-
out the study of the object of knowledge” (ibid.).
The coming together of ontology and gnoseol-
ogy happened, according to Frank, on the basis
of contemporary Kantianism, which in various
forms arrived at the idea that it was possible

> This is how Lossky calls Windelband and Rickert’s
theories of cognition. He has high regard for their con-
ceptions in spite of their “tendency to barren positivism
and intellectualism” inherited from Kant (Lossky,
1919, p. 163). In Lossky’s opinion, Neo-Kantianism was
well-fitted to bring the doctrine of intuition to the no-
tice of philosophical specialists, and to induce them to
regard with favour the intuitional theory (ibid.).



Ecrv 3HaHMe MO caMOMy IIOHSITUIO CBOEMY eCThb
3HaHVe npedmemnd, TO HEBO3MOXKHO HMKAKOe VIC-
CJIefTOBaHVIe 3HAHWS BHe VICCIIEZIOBAHWIS HpeoMena
3uanus» (Tam xe). Camo cOIVDKeHVE OHTOJIOIMM
VI THOCEOJIOTMIV BO3HMKIIO, KakK cumTaeT PdpaHK,
MIMEHHO Ha II0YBe COBPEMEHHOIrO eMy KaHTMaH-
CTBa, B pa3HbIX popMax IIPUIIIEIIero K 1jiee, YTo
BO3MOXKHA TaKasl HayKa O [IO3HaHWV, KOTopasi 00b-
enuHWIa Ol 3HaHMe 1 ero rpenmet (Ppank, 1995,
c. 39; cm.: Imutpuesa, 2007, c. 66, 70—73).

Y dwi0codoB-MHTYUTUBIUCTOB KPUTWUKA He-
MeLIKOrO HEeOKaHTWAHCTBa, IIOBJIVSBINAS Ha CTa-
HOBJIEHIE 11X OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMV, CBOOWUTCA K CJle-
IyIOIIeMY CIeKTPy ITpo0OJIeM: CYIIHOCTb 3HAHVIS,
o0ocHOBaHVIEe TEOPUN CYXIEHUN U BO3MOXXHOCTD
TPaHCIIEH/IEHTHOTO 3HaHMSA. DTM TPU YacTHBIE
Ipo0JIeMBl JIeXXaT B OCHOBAHMUV KaTerOpVaIbHOV
CeTKV MHTYUTMBI3Ma, KOTopasi Oy/eT paccMOTpe-
Ha nastee. IlepBas 1ipenrionaraer paspelieHie Bo-
IIPOCOB O TI03HABAeMOCTV OBITVSI 1 BO3MOXKHOCTM
€r0 HeIIOCPENICTBEHHOI0 MPVCYTCTBUS B 3HAHU,
TO €CTb CBsI3bIBaeT TEOPUIO OBITVS VI TEOPUIO IIO-
3HaHMsA. Bropas mpoOsiema ciremyeT w3 IHepBO
Y BOCXOIWUT K BOIIPOCY O COOTHOIIIEHWVI JIOT/4e-
CKOVI CTPYKTYPbI Cy>KIIeHsI, KOTOPOVI OITpefiesiseT-
cs1 Bcsd cdpepa yrKe IO3HAHHOTO, C ObITVIEM KaK TaKo-
BeIM. Kak crieficTBUIe, TIpOOIIeMa Cy>KAaeHsl BEIHO-
CUTCH 3a IIpefiesIbl THOCeOIOrny, B 00s1acTh OHTO-
jorydeckoro. Ecri cTpyKTypa Halrero cosHaHMSA
penonpesnessieT, YTd MMEeHHO MBI CIIOCOOHBI I0-
CTUTIATh M T/e IIPOoJIeratoT TPaHMIIbI HAlllVIX IT03Ha-
BaTeJIbHBIX BO3MOYKHOCTEV, TO OHa OTHOBPEMEHHO
o0Oo3HauaeT paMKM IIOTeHIMaJIbHON Teopuin Obl-
TVs1, KOTOPYIO OIVCHIBAIOT HaIlM Kareropun. Tpe-
ThS IIpo0JIeMa, KacaroIasicsi BOSMOKHOCTM TPAHC-
IIeHIeHTHOTO 3HaHs, TaKXXe COIpsKeHa C BOIIPO-
COM O TpaHMIIaX MO3HaHMA. MoXXeM JIVI MBI UTO-
TO CKa3aTb 00 OOBEKTMBHOWM PeasTbHOCTM, HaXO-
ISIIeVics 3a Ipeze/laMyl BO3MOXKHOTO oIbITa? Bos-
MOXXHO JIVI ee KaTeropuasibHoe omnvicaHue? Takuim
o0Opa3oM, BOIPOC O TpPaHCIIEHIEHTHOM 3HaHUM
pacIpocTpaHsieTcsl Ha TeMy CYIIeCTBOBAHMS He-
3aBVICMIMOTO OT ITO3HAOIIEro CyObeKTa MCTOUHMKA
adppurmposanms. VI OHTOrHOCEOIOrMYEeCKI Ka-
TErOpVaJIbHBIV allllapaT JOJDKeH OOBSICHATH, €CTh
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to have a science of cognition that would unite
knowledge and its object (Frank, 1995, p. 39; cf.
Dmitrieva, 2007, pp. 66, 70-73).

With the intuitivist philosophers, critique
of the German Neo-Kantianism, which influ-
enced their development of onto-gnoseology,
boils down to the following spectrum of prob-
lems: the essence of knowledge, the justification
of the theory of judgements and the possibility
of transcendent knowledge. These three specif-
ic problems underlie the categorial framework
of intuitivism, which will be considered later.
The problem of the essence of knowledge pre-
supposes answers to the question about the
knowability of being and its immediate pres-
ence in knowledge, i.e. links the theory of be-
ing and the theory of cognition. The second
problem, which flows from the first one, goes
back to the question of the relationship between
the logical structure of a judgement that deter-
mines the entire sphere of that which is already
known, and being as such. As a consequence,
the problem of judgement moves beyond gno-
seology into the realm of ontology. While the
structure of our consciousness pre-determines
what exactly we are capable of comprehend-
ing and where the boundaries of our cogni-
tive capacity are, it simultaneously marks the
boundaries of the potential theory of being our
criteria describe. The third problem connect-
ed with the possibility of transcendent knowl-
edge is also linked with the question of the
limits of cognition. Can we say anything about
the objective reality which is outside our pos-
sible experience? Can it be described in terms
of categories? Thus the question of transcend-
ent knowledge expands to include the topic of
the existence of a source of impact on our sens-
es that is independent of the cognising subject.
The onto-gnoseological categorial framework is
called upon to explain whether there is a reali-
ty that is not part of the cognising subject and
whether it is knowable. Let us take a closer look
at each of these problems.
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JIV PeaJIbHOCTD, He SIBJISIONIAsICS YacThIO ITO3HAO-
ITIeVT JIMTIHOCTY, VI BO3MOYKHO JIV 3HaHMe o Hel. Pac-
CMOTPUM KaXXIIyI0 13 IIpo0sieM nonpobHee.

C Toukm 3peHns Jlocckoro, yueHme o ImpemaMe-
Te MO3HaHMA — OfHA M3 BaXKHEVIINX 3acIyT He-
OKaHTMAHCTBa, [JIaBHBIM 00pa3oM MapOyprcKoro.
B yuenvm Korena mmperiMeT nosHaHMs TIOHVMaeT-
Csl KaK IIopoXKJaeMasi MBIIIUIeHVeM 11eJIOCTHOCTh
(JTocckmiz, 19916, c. 347), a BCsIKOe UMCTOe ITO3HA-
HVIe JOJDKHO COOTBETCTBOBATh IIPVHIIVITY IIepBO-
Hauasta (Cohen, 1922, S. 36—37). Takoe noHmMma-
HUe IpeMeTa 3HaHMS 1 nes IepBoHaYaIbHOrO
eIMHCTBa OBITIS, KaK CUUTaeT PyccKuit pniocod,
Hen30e)XHO BellyT K MOHSATUIO IIpefaMeTa KakK CU-
CTeMBbl B CMBICJIe €O OpraHMYecKOro MUPOIIOHM-
Manmd (JIocckmiz, 19916, c. 347). @paHK Takxke 00-
paliaeTcs K mjee co3epliaHms 11eJIOCTHOTO, Ha3bl-
Basd 3HaHMeM TO IepBIYHOe eVHCTBO, B CIUJIy KO-
TOPOro IpeaMeT IIPUCYTCTBYeT B HallleM CO3Ha-
Hyn. OTkpbiTrie KOoreHOM «/ICKOHHOTO €IVIHCTBa»
(Ursprungseinheit, niepepon, dpaHKa) MBIIILICHNS
daxTMUecKkn MpPOIOKWIO MyTh Ajid OOOCHOBa-
HMS [IepBOHAYaJIbHOTO €AMHCTBA 3HaHWMS BOOOIIIe
(Ppank, 1995, c. 289). Takum obpaszom, B dpyHIa-
MeHT KaTeropuasIbHOWM CTPYKTYpPbl MHTYUTVBU3-
Ma 3aKJIa/IpIBaeTCs Vizlesl eIVHCTBa 3HaHWS B €ro
IIEPBIYHOV OCHOBE, a TaK)Ke MBICJIb 00 OpraHude-
CKOM MMPOIIOHVIMaHW.

MoxeT 111 HeloCpeACTBeHHasl [1eVICTBUTEIb-
HOCTb OBITBH BKJIIOYEHA B COCTaB CYXKeHMs KaK OC-
HOBHOVI eIVHMIIBI TT03HaHMs? [laHHas mpobiema
TpeboBajla OT MHTYUTUBIUCTOB oOpallleHs K pa-
OoTaM HeOKaHTMAHIIEB, B UbMX YUYEeHMX IIpobIie-
Ma Cy>KeHVs 3aHVMMasla lleHTpaIbHoe Mecto. Co-
1acHO PuKkepTy, BcsKoe cCyXkIleHMe OIVChIBa-
eT OTHOIIIeHVe 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3HaHMe IIpefl-
CTaBJIsIeT COOOVI MICKITIOYMTEIIBHO 3HaHVe 00 OTHO-
menvm (Puxkept, 1997, c. 104). Koren Taxxe cum-
TaJl, 4TO 3HaHMe IIpeJCTaBJIsieT coOOM OTHOIIIe-
HVe, OIHAKO CaMO TIOHSTHMEe OTHOIIEHWS OHVpa-
eTcs Ha «ieppoHadasio» (Ursprung) (Cohen, 1922,
S. 91; cm.: [Immtpmesa, 2007, c. 66). JTocckmit dpop-
MUPYET CBOe yUeHMe O Cy>XIeHWUM B OIIO3UIINN
Mblcau Pukkepra. 1o MEenuto JIocckoro, B3Iiis-

Lossky believes that the doctrine of the ob-
ject of cognition is one of the main achieve-
ments of Neo-Kantianism, primarily of the
Marburg school. Cohen defines the object of
cognition as the wholeness engendered by
thought (Lossky, 1928, p. 13), and all pure
cognition must conform to the first principle
(Cohen, 1922, pp. 36-37). On Lossky’s view, this
concept of the object of knowledge and the idea
of the intrinsic unity of being inevitably leads
to the interpretation of the object as a system in
terms of its organic world view (Lossky, 1928,
p- 13). Frank also turns to the idea of contem-
plation of the whole, describing knowledge as
the primordial unity owing to which the object
is present in our consciousness. Cohen’s dis-
covery of the “original unity” (Ursprungseinheit)
of thinking effectively paved the way for the
justification of the initial unity of knowledge in
general (Frank, 1995, p. 289). Thus the founda-
tion of the categorial framework of intuitivism
is invested with the idea of the unity of knowl-
edge in its original basis as well as the idea of
an organic world view.

Can immediate reality be included in judge-
ment as the basic unit of cognition? To solve
this problem intuitivists had to turn to the
works of Neo-Kantians in whose conceptions
the problem of judgement occupied the central
place. According to Rickert, every judgement
describes a relationship and therefore knowl-
edge is exclusively knowledge of a relationship
(Rickert, 1896-1902, p. 70). Cohen also believed
that knowledge is a relationship, but that the
concept of relationship arises from the “origin”
(Ursprung) (Cohen, 1922, p. 91; c¢f. Dmitrieva,
2007, p. 66). Lossky’s doctrine on judgement
challenges Rickert’s conception. In his opinion,
Rickert’s views proceed from the false Kantian
assumption of a gulf between the knowing sub-
ject and the world. This idea forces Rickert to
assert that being is not an object of knowledge
(Lossky, 1919, pp. 246-247, 254-255). In con-
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bl OalleHIla MCXOOIAT M3 JIOKHOM KaHTMAaHCKOV
YCTaHOBKM O Pa300IIeHHOCTM MeX[y IO3Halo-
M CyOBEeKTOM I MMPOM. DTa Mes 3acTaBiIsgeT
Pukkepra yTBepXXaaTh, YTO ObITVe He SIBJIS€TCS
npeameroM 3HaHm (Jlocckmm, 19918, c. 210, 216).
Jlocckmit, HaIIpOTUB, yKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO COCTaB
CYXX[IeHWs OIIpeiesIsieTCs COCTaBOM JIeVICTBUTE b~
HOCTM, a He cBoVIcTBamM nosHaHMd. [IpegmeTom
ITO3HAHWS SIBJISIETCS caMO OBITIE, a JIeVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTb caMa I1o ce0e y>ke BXOIUT B cofepKaHue Cy-
xneans (Tam xe, c. 211, 214). @paHK, B CBOIO OUe-
penp, obparaetcs K maesM Korena. ITo ero mrae-
HVIIO, OTKPBITVE VIIeU «IIepPBOHAYAJIBHOTO €IVH-
CTBa» Ba)XKHO IIJISI TeOPWV 3HAHMS BOOOIIE, XOTs
I HECOBMECTVIMO C ITaHJIOTMI3MOM YYeHWs CaMo-
ro Korena. YV nHemerikoro dwiocoda 310 enmH-
CTBO IIPEICTaBIISIET co0OVI TOJIBKO YaCTHBIN SiIe-
MeHT 3HaHMs, a He yCJIOBIe BCero 3HaHM B 11eJI0M
(Ppanxk, 1995, c. 289). C Touku 3penms PpaHKa,
VIMEHHO 13 HeOKaHTVaHCTBa IIpOVICTeKaeT MBICIIb
00 M3HaYaJIBHOV BKJTFOU€HHOCTVI JeVICTBUTEIIbHO-
CTV B CTPYKTY Py HO3HAHMS, YTO CTAHOBUTCS CBSI-
3yIOIIeN HUTBIO MeXy OHTOJIOIMYECKMM ¥ THO-
CeOJIOrMYeCcKV M OIVICAHVIEM KaTerOpuL.

Tperpst mpobiieMa — oOOCHOBaHMe TPaHCIEH-
IIeHTHOTO 3HaHMS — TakXe TpeboBasila OT MHTY-
VTUBVICTOB OTTAJIKMBAThCS OT HAPAaOOTOK HEOKaH-
TuaHieB. Tak, PUKKepT cumTasl BCAKYIO JaHHYIO
4eJI0BeKY [IeVICTBUTeILHOCTD ITPOLIeCCOM B CO3Ha-
Huu (Bewusstseinsvorgang). B orbiTe HEBO3MOX-
HO 3HaHMe O OBITMM, TaK KaK ObITVE BBIXOIUT 3a
nipenernbl cosHaHMs (Pukkept, 1997, c. 170). Bor-
TVie TPAHCIEHJEHTHO II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K CO3Ha-
HVIIO, OHO IIPEJICTaBIIsIeT CO0OVT HedTo OosIbiliee,
yeM TO, YTO J1aHO HaM B ombiTe (Tam xe, c. 171).
B xauecTBe KpuTepus, OITBEPXKIAIOIIETO CyIIle-
CTBOBaHMe OBITMS, OTJIMYHOTO OT HAIIero OITbI-
Ta, PUKKepT BBOOWUT MOHATVIE «TPaHCIIEHIEHTHO-
TO JTIOJDKeHCTBOBaHMs» (Sollen), KOTOpoe sIBIIsieTCst
CBEPXAMIIVPUUECKIM, HETIO3HAaBaeMBbIM ¥ JIOTIUe-
CKM IIepBUYHBIM TpeboBaHMeM K UCTMHHOMY CY-
xnenuto (Tam xe, c. 492—493). B mapOyprckom xe
HeOKaHTMaHCTBE CUNTAJIOCh, YTO ITpo0IieMa OTHO-
IIIeHVsE CO3HAHMS K He3aBVCHMOMY OT Hero Obl-

P.R. Bonadyseva

trast, Lossky argues that the composition of a
judgement is determined by the composition
of reality and not by the attributes of cognition.
The object of cognition is being itself while re-
ality is already part of the content of a judge-
ment (Lossky, 1919, p. 248, 252). Frank in turn
engages with Cohen’s ideas. In his opinion, the
discovery of the idea of “original unity” is im-
portant for the whole theory of knowledge in
general although it is incompatible with the
pan-logicism of Cohen’s doctrine. With the Ger-
man philosopher this unity is only a particular
element of knowledge and not the precondi-
tion of all knowledge in general (Frank, 1995,
p- 289). Frank believes that Neo-Kantianism is
the source of the idea that reality is intrinsical-
ly included in the structure of consciousness,
which is the thread connecting ontological and
gnoseological descriptions of categories.

The third problem (justification of
transcendent knowledge) also caused the in-
tuitivists to fall back on Neo-Kantian ideas.
Thus Rickert considered all reality given to a
human being to be a process in consciousness
(Bewusstseinsvorgang). Knowledge about be-
ing is impossible in experience because being
transcends consciousness (Rickert, 1896-1902,
p. 165). Being is transcendent relative to con-
sciousness representing something larger than
what is given to us in experience (ibid., p. 166).
As a criterion that confirms the existence of be-
ing as different from our experience Rickert
introduces the concept of the “transcendent
ought” (Sollen) which is supra-experiential, un-
knowable and logically primary with respect
to true judgement (ibid., pp. 682-683). Marburg
Neo-Kantians believed that the question of the
relationship of consciousness to being that is
independent from it is invalid. The very fact
of thinking is the first and self-evident basis
from which gnoseology should proceed (Frank,
1995, p. 93, Cohen, 1922, pp. 12-13; see also
Dmitrieva, 2007, pp. 69-70).
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TUIO TIOCTaBJleHa ombouHo. CaM akT MBIIIIe-
HUS eCTh IlepBasi, CaMOOYeBIIHas OCHOBa, U3 KO-
TOPOVI JIOJDKHA VICXOOUTH rHoceosiorns (PpaHK,
1995, c. 93, Cohen, 1922, S. 12—13; cMm. Taxxe: Immn-
Tpuesa, 2007, c. 69—70).

Ilo mueHwmto Jlocckoro, yuenme PukkepTa Io-
Kas3asio, 4YTO TpaHCIIeHIeHTHOe 3HaHVe HeBO3-
MOXXHO B IIpuHImIle. TpaHCIleHIeHTHOe HOJDKeH-
CTBOBaHVE, KOTOPOe SBJIIeTCS KpUTepreM ObITis
y HeMmellkoro ¢wiocoda, COBepIIIeHHO He 00si3a-
TeJIBHO IIOITBEePKIaeT CyIIleCcTBOBaHVie TPaHCIIeH-
HAeHTHOro ObrTms. [JoibKeHCTBOBaHMEe MIMMaHEHT-
HO TIO3HAIOIIEMY CYOBeKTY, a IIOTOMY OHO He MO-
XKeT OBITB JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM Yero-To, HaXOJIsIIero-
cs1 BHe cyObekTa. Cam PuKkepT 3ameuaer 3TO He-
COOTBETCTBYE VI TIOTOMY ITpeJyIaraeT CYMTaTh JI07I-
JKEHCTBOBaHVIE He ITpeIMeTOM 3HaHWs, a IIpeIMe-
ToM Bepbl (Jlocckmit, 1991B, c. 219—220). JTocckmm
3asBJIgeT, YTO KpUTepuil ObITHS M BMecTe C TeM
UCTVHBL y Pukkepra mpercrasisier coOovi OmHY
anib popmy nosHaHMS Mupa. OH He MMeeT OT-
HOIIIeHs K JIeVICTBUTESIbHOMY COflepKaHMIO Obl-
Tus. TpaHCIIeHeHTHOe He MOXeT OBbITh M IIperl-
METOM Bepbl, IIOTOMY YTO IJISL 3TOrO HET J0CTa-
TouHBbIX ocHOBaHM (Tam xe, c. 220). PukkepToBo
pasIyeHvie TPaHCIIeHAEHTHOIO ObITHS U TPaHC-
LIEHZIEHTHOI'O JIOJDKEHCTBOBAHMS B TaKOM CJTydae
He Oostee ueM mrpa cj1oB. Ha aToM ocHOBaHWM pyc-
cKkmy1 puItocod [Ier1aeT BBIBOIL, UTO B OHTOJIOTMIYe-
CKOM CMBICJTe 3HaHMe V1 ObITVe TOJKHBI COBIIA/IaTh.
DTO TOXIIECTBO O3HAYAET, YTO HET 0COO0V HeoOx0-
AVIMOCTV BBIIEJISATH TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOE B KaueCTBe
0coboro TuIa 3HAHWMSS.

@paHK MpesjlaraeT COBepIIeHHO MHOe pellle-
HVie JaHHOV ITpo0sIeMbl: 3HaHVIe BCeryia eCcTh 3Ha-
HMe O IIpelIMeTe, HAXOISINEMCS 3a IIpeieamu
Hamrero cosHaHus. CofepXaHue 3HaHWS He Ja-
eTcs HeroCpeICTBeHHO B CaMOM VMMaHEeHTHOM
MaTepuasie 3HaHM:, Kak y JIocckoro, a mosiBiis-
€TCs Yepe3 CBOEro poja «IIPOHVKHOBEHVIE» IIO-
3HAOIIero cyobeKTa B TPaHCIIeH/IeHTHBIVI IIperl-

®Ha Beck CIIeKTp CIJIOXKHOCTeVI, KOTOPBIE BBI3BAJIO TaHHOE
pemtenne B Teopum Jlocckoro, ykaxker C.A. ACKOIBIOB.
CmM. 00 5TOM 4-11 pasziest HaCTOSIIel CTaThb.

In Lossky’s view, Rickert’s doctrine had
shown that transcendent knowledge was im-
possible in principle. The transcendent ‘ought’,
which is the criterion of being according to
Rickert, does not necessarily confirm the ex-
istence of transcendent being. The ‘ought’ is
immanent in the cognising subject and thus
cannot be proof of something outside the sub-
ject. Rickert himself notes the discrepancy
and therefore suggests that the ‘ought” should
be considered to be an object not of knowl-
edge but of faith (Lossky, 1919, pp. 258-259).
Lossky claims that the criterion of being and of
truth according to Rickert represents only one
form of cognition of the world. It has nothing
to do with the real content of being. Nor can
the transcendent be an object of faith because
there are no sufficient grounds for that (ibid.,
p- 259). In that case, Rickert’s distinction be-
tween transcendent being and the transcendent
‘ought’ is no more than a play on words. This
leads the Russian philosopher to conclude that
knowledge and being must coincide in the on-
tological sense. This identity means that there is
no particular need to isolate the transcendent as
a special type of knowledge.®

Frank offers an entirely different solution of
the problem: Knowledge is always knowledge
about an object which is outside the boundaries
of our consciousness. The content of knowledge
is not given directly in the immanent materi-
al of knowledge, as with Lossky, but appears
through a kind of ‘penetration” of the cognis-
ing subject into the transcendent object that is
always present in any knowledge (Frank, 1995,
p- 75). In criticising Rickert for juxtaposing the
transcendent ‘ought’ to transcendent being,

® The whole gamut of complexities arising from this
solution in Lossky’s theory would be discussed by
S.A. Askoldov. See in detail part 4 of this article.
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MeT, Bcer/ia IPVICY TCTBYIOIINT BO BCAKOM 3HaAHUM
(Ppanxk, 1995, c. 75). Kputukys Puxkepra 3a mmpo-
TUBOIIOCTaBJIEHEe TPaHCLIEHAEHTHOIO JOJIKeH-
CTBOBaHMS TpaHCIIEHJeHTHOMY ObITiio, dpaHK
yTBepXKJlaeT, UTO caMO HOHSTHe ObITHS y HeMell-
KOT'O MBICJTVITENISI HeIOJTHOe: PUKKepT He TOHSI,
4TO HeOOXOOMMOCTb, HJOJDKEHCTBOBaHVE, IIeH-
HOCTB, BCEé 3TO — 0co00ro poma ObITie, CBEPXIM-
npuyeckoe (Tam xe, c. 89). Vigen Korena oxasbl-
BaroTcd 151 @panka Omvoxe. Y Korena dpask 3a-
VIMCTBYeT WEI0 O TOM, UTO IIpeIMeT HeoOXOmy-
MO BBIBOAWUTH W3 CaMOV CTPYKTYpBI IO3HAHMS
(@pank, 1995, c. 93—94; cm.: Omurpuesa, 2007,
c. 70), equHCTBO IO3HaHWUs TpeOyeT enVHCTBa
npenMeta (Cohen, 1922, S. 69). TpaHclieHIeHT-
HOCTB, corylacHO PpaHKy,— 3TO He HeKas CTaTuy-
HOCTb, HaXOJISIIASCS 3a IIpeieslaMy 3HaHMS, a Ha-
IIpaBJleHNe, KOTOpoe IIpenichiBaeT 3HaHVe CaMO
cebe (Ppank, 1995, c. 93). [Ipobiema cy1riecTBoBa-
HVS TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOIO 3HaHMS MMeeT ocoboe
3HaueHMe [IJIs1 MHTYUTUBIM3Ma, TIOCKOJIbKY OHa I10-
POX/TaeT MHOXXeCTBO KOCBEHHBIX CJIEJICTBUV B Te-
opwV ITO3HAHMS ¥ IIperoaraeT Hajm4me orpe-
JleJIEHHOVI OHTOJIOTMV ITPOCTpPaHCTBa. B 3aBucu-
MOCTM OT pa3pelreHns 3ToV IIpobsIeMBbl pasinda-
I0TCs VI PyHJaMeHTasIbHble KaTeroprasibHble cXe-
MBI YUeHUN PYCCKUX MHTYUTVBVUCTOB.

Taxvum oOpa3oM, HEOKAaHTMAHCTBO CTaI0 Bak-
HeVIIVM VCTOYHMKOM CTPeMJIEHUI PYCCKMX MH-
TYWUTVBVICTOB K OObeIVIHEHIO 3HAHWS V1 €T0 IIpe]l-
MeTa, TO eCTh K COJIVDKeHVIO Teopuyt OBITIS 1 Te-
opuM TIO3HaHMS. B MOIBITKe IIpeoIoiieTh TPaHC-
nengeHTanvsM Jloccknit 1 @paHK MoCTaBUIIN 1ie-
JIBIVL Psifi OHTOTHOCEOJIOIMTUECKIIX BOIIPOCOB, OTBe-
THI Ha KOTOPbIe OHV CTaJIM MCKATh C TIOMOIIIBIO CO3-
ZIaHMS HOBOT'O KaTeropuaIbHOrO arrapara. B xome
KPUTHUKIM HeOKaHTMaHCTBa 0oba dniocoda mpen-
JIarafoT 0OOCHOBaHVE, B YaCTHOCTU, VIOEU €[IVIH-
CTBa MO3HaHMS M OBITHS, KOTOpOe JIOXKWUTCS B OC-
HOBY BCeVl OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMYeCKOVI CTPYKTYPbI
nHTYNTNBM3Ma. Kpome Toro, mmeHHO Onaroma-
Ps TIoJIeMMKe ¢ HeOKaHTMAHCTBOM (POPMUPYeTCs
ydeHne dpaHKa O TpaHCIIeHIeHTHOM IIpeiMeTe.
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Frank maintains that Rickert’s concept of be-
ing is incomplete: Rickert failed to understand
that necessity, the ‘ought’ and value constitute
a special, supra-empirical kind of being (ibid.,
p- 89). Frank rather leans towards Cohen’s ide-
as. He borrows from Cohen the idea that the
object should be derived from the very struc-
ture of cognition (Frank, 1995, pp. 93-94; cf.
Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 70), the unity of cognition
calls for a unity of the object (Cohen, 1922,
p. 69). Transcendence, according to Frank, is
not something static that lies outside knowl-
edge, but the direction knowledge prescribes
for itself (Frank, 1995, p. 93). The problem of
the existence of transcendent knowledge is par-
ticularly important for intuitivism because it
generates many indirect consequences for the
theory of cognition and presupposes the ex-
istence of a certain ontology of space. The cat-
egorial schemes of Russian intuitivists differ
depending on how this problem is solved.

Thus, Neo-Kantianism became the key mo-
tive that led Russian intuitivists to combine
knowledge and its object, i.e. to bring closer
together the theory of being and the theory of
cognition. In an attempt to overcome transcen-
dentalism Lossky and Frank raised a number
of onto-gnoseological questions which they
sought to answer by creating a new categorial
framework. In criticising Neo-Kantianism both
philosophers offer a justification, among oth-
er things, of the idea of unity of cognition and
being which provided the foundation of the
whole onto-gnoseological structure of intuitiv-
ism. Furthermore, it is precisely through the
polemic with Neo-Kantianism that Frank’s doc-
trine of the transcendent object is formed.
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3. KareropnanpHas cTpyKTypa
ouTorHoceostoruu H.O. JIocckoro

Borrpocam Teopwit 11o3HaHS TIOCBSIIIEHO OHO
m3 maBHbBIX TponsseneHunt H.O. JTocckoro, «O0o-
cHoBaHMe WHTyuUTUBM3Ma» (1904—1905), B ko-
TOpoM puI0cod wccieyeT IpobsieMbl THOCEO-
JIOTMV B KJIaCCMYeCcKOV HeMeIKom duitocodnn
Y IIpefyIaraeT I VX paspelleHns COOCTBEHHYIO
TeOPUIO TTO3HAHWUS — MHTYUTUBU3M. Yke B 3TOM
paboTe HaumHaeTcsi CTaHOBJIEHVIE OHTOTHOCEOJIO-
I'MYeCcKOro IMOHSATUIHOTO arilapaTa, BeIpaykarolile-
rocs B pa3paboTKe KOHIIEHITUY MHTY IV

INon aTynTrBU3MoM Jlocckmi TIOHVIMaeT THO-
ceoJIorMyecKoe yueHue, KOTOpoe OCHOBbIBaeTCsl Ha
MPUHIIUIIE HeTOCPeJICTBeHHOIo 3HaHWs, ydeHue,
B KOTOPOM «II03HAaHHBIVI OOBEKT, Take eCIIV OH CO-
CTaBJ/IsleT YacTb BHEIITHEero MIpa, BKIIIOUaeTcsl He-
IIOCPENICTBEHHO CO3HaHVEM ITO3HAIOIIEro CyObek-
Ta... B JIMYHOCTB ¥ TI03TOMY IIOHMMAaeTCs KakK Cy-
IIECTBYIOIIMY He3aBUCHMO OT aKTa ITO3HaHMs»
(JTocckmm, 1991a, c. 290). DTO yTBepKaeHVe MOXXHO
CUMTATh OCHOBHBIM Te31coM KHUrn. CTpyKTypa co-
umHeHMs1 Jlocckoro IpezrionaraeT ABa 3Tara 00o-
CHOBaHWISI 3TOTO Te3Vica: IePBbIVI STall HallpaB/IeH
Ha BbIsiBJIeHVe (PryI0coPCKIIX ITPeIIOChUIOK MHTY-
UTVIBM3MA I KPUTHMKY OOJIBIIIVIHCTBA IIPEeIIIeCTBY-
FOIIMIX TeOPVVI II03HaHVIsI, BTOPOVI CKOHIIEHTPUPO-
BaH Ha TEOPeTMYeCKOM YTOYHEHWUN U JeTaJbHOM
Ppa3bsACHEHVV KOHKPETHBIX aclleKTOB COOCTBEHHOV
TI03HaBaTeJIbHOV KOHIIENITNY MHTYUTUBI3MA.

Ocoboe BHMMaHMe pycckuit dpusocod yaens-
eT KaHTOBCKOMY TpaHCIIeH[IeHTaIU3My W Py
HeOKaHTMaHCKMX THOCeOJIOTMYecKux paspado-
TOK B paMKax Teopum CyXaeHumn. VIMeHHO B Kpu-
TUKe KaHTOBCKOV TeOpuM IIO3HaHWS ¥ OOHapy-
JKMBaeTCsl 0cobasi 3HAYMMOCTb CBs3M T'HOCEOJIO-
TMV Y OHTOJIOTUM JJIs pycckoro dpuiocoda. Jloc-
CKUM yTBepXKAaeT, YTO MHTYUTUBU3M I103BOJIZeT
IIPeoIoJIeTh pa3phblB MeXy 3HaHVeM W peaslbHO-
CTBIO, ITPOM3OIIEAINNI B KaHTMAaHCKOM cpvmoco-
. VIcTMHHOCTB 3HaHMS, ITOJIaTaeT OH, OIIpere-
JISeTCS He COOTBETCTBMEM €r0 TOV VJIV VIHOW [el-
CTBUTEJILHOCTY, He JIOTMYeCKOVI HeIIPOTUBOPeU -
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3. Categorial Structure
of Lossky’s Onto-Gnoseology

One of Lossky’s main works, The Intuitive
Basis of Knowledge (1904-1905), is devoted to
the theory of cognition. In this book he explores
the problems of gnoseology in classical German
philosophy and proposes his own theory of
cognition — intuitivism — for its solution. This
work already contains the beginnings of the on-
to-gnoseological cognitive framework manifest-
ed in the concept of intuitivism.

By intuitivism Lossky (1952, p. 252) means
the gnoseological doctrine based on the prin-
ciple of direct knowledge in which “the cog-
nised object, even if it is part of the external
world, is included directly by the consciousness
of the cognising subject [...] in the personality
and is therefore seen as existing independently
of the act of cognition.” This proposition is ar-
guably the main thesis of the book. The struc-
ture of Lossky’s work envisages two stages in
the validation of this thesis: the first stage aims
to reveal the philosophical prerequisites of in-
tuitivism and criticise the majority of previous
theories of cognition and the second stage seeks
to theoretically clarify and detail specific as-
pects of intuitivism’s cognitive concept.

Lossky pays particular attention to Kant’s
transcendentalism and some Neo-Kantian gno-
seological works in the framework of the theory
of judgements. The critique of the Kantian the-
ory of cognition reveals the special significance
he attaches to the link between gnoseology and
ontology. Lossky claims that intuitivism over-
comes the gap that developed between knowl-
edge and reality in Kantian philosophy. He
believes that the truth-aptness of knowledge
is determined not by whether it corresponds
to this or that reality and not by its logical co-
hesion, but by the presence of real being in the
content of this knowledge: “The criterion of the



BOCTBIO, a Ha/JIM4uMeM B COIep)KaHUM 3TOro 3Ha-
HWSI PeasIbHOrO OBITUSL «... KpUTEpUeM WCTUHBI
17T TIOCJIeIHVIX OCHOBAHWMV 3HaHMS CIIy>XXUT Ha-
JIMYHOCTH (IAaHHOCTB) OBITHMS B MIX COEpKaHWU,
a He aHaJIMTHYecKasi HeobxonmmocTh» (Jlocckmii,
19918, c. 321). ComtacHo JIocckoMy, MMEHHO IIpU-
CyTCTBUe ObITVMS B 3HAHUM ¥ 3aCTaBJIsieT [IO3HA0-
IIero MPWU3HATh VICTMHHOCTD CYKAeHWS:

CorylacHO 3TOVI Teopwy, IO3HaBaeMas Ievi-
CTBUTEIBHOCTb He KOIIMPYETCs, He BOCIIPOV3BO-
IOUTCS CyOsinyMM CyOBeKTOM, a caMa HaXOIMUTCS
HAJINIIO B aKTe CY)KIEeHVIsl, BXOAUT caMa B COflep-
KaHVe 3TOTO aKTa; 3Ta HAAUUHOCHIb ObIMA VI eCThb
TO, YUTO 3aCTaBJIseT ITO3HAOIIErO CyObeKTa IIpu-
3HATh OBITVIE; eCIIM ITO3HAOIINIT CyOBeKT Xouer
VICTMHBI, T.e. IO3HaHM ObITMS, TO OH HOJDKEeH
HPU3HATE TOJIBKO TO, UTO eMy JaHO B MHTY LN,
YTO eCThb HaJINIIO 11 IIOTOMY 00s3bIBaeT IIpr3HaThb
cebs (JTocckmiz, 19918, c. 214).

Takum o0pas3oM, cBSI3b OHTOJIOTMM U I'HOCEO-
norvm Jlocckmit BUANT B MHTYUTUBHOM CIIOCOOe
II03HaHM OOBEKTUBHOW peasIbHOCTV, KOTOPBIN
IIpeiTiosiaraeT, YTO MMEHHO B CaMOM aKTe II03Ha-
HVISL OTKPbIBaeTCs IO IMHHAL 1eVICTBUTeIIbHOCTb.

Teopust vHTYyUTUBM3Ma, paspaboTaHHasI pyc-
ckuM dwtocodpoM, Oblla TOJIOKEHa B OCHOBa-
HUe ero OHTOJIOTMM ujeasl-peannsma. Ee aipom
CTajla Wjes OpraHM4YecKoro MMPOIIOHMMaHMs,
passutas JlocckuM B psme paboT, B 4aCTHOCTU
B KHMTax «Mup Kak opraHmndeckoe 1iesioe» (1915)
u «Ob1ienocTynHoe BBeleHMe B PUIIOCOPUIO»
(1956). DTa mpmes mpenrnonarajia, 4To eCTh He-
CKOJIBKO BUJIOB OBITVS, OTHOCUTEIBHBIX U Heca-
MOCTOSITeJIbHBIX T10 CBOEVI Cy T, HO TeCHO CBsi3aH-
HBIX MeX]y coOOV B KaueCTBeHHO HOBYIO CUCTe-
My, Ha3bIBaeMyIO MUPOM.

B pabore «Mup kak opraHuueckoe Iiejioe»
Jlocckmit paspabarbiBaeT pyHIaMeHTasIbHbIE OC-
HOBBI CBOeVI MeTapV3MKY, IIpaBO Ha CYIIeCTBOBa-
HVe KOTOPOI, IT0 yTBepXKJIeHuIo duiocoda, Tpu-
3BaH BO3poauTh MHTYyUTMBMU3M (JIocckmiz, 19916,
c. 339). Jlocckum cosgaeT HOBYIO CHCTEMY OHTO-
JIOTUY, B KOTOPOVI MU ITIOHVMaeTcsl KaK eVHbIN
" 1IeJIOCTHBIV XXMBoM opranmsm. Ilon opranvye-
CKMM e[IVMIHCTBOM MUpa pyccKumt dusiocod Iof-
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truth of the ultimate principles of knowledge is
not, then, their analytic necessity but the actual
presence (the givenness) of reality in their con-
tent” (Lossky, 1919, p. 395). According to Loss-
ky, it is the presence of being in knowledge that
compels the knowing subject to recognise the
truth of a judgement:

According to our theory, the reality known is
neither copied nor reproduced by the knowing
subject, but is itself actually present in the act of
judging, and forms part of its content. It is the
presence of reality that compels the knowing
subject to recognise reality. If the knowing
subject desires truth, i.e. desires to know reality,
he must recognise only what is given to him in
intuition, what is actually present, and which,
therefore, compels him to accept it (Lossky,
1919, p. 252).

Thus, Lossky sees the link between ontolo-
gy and gnoseology in the intuitive method of
cognising objective reality, which assumes that
true reality is revealed in the act of cognition.

The theory of intuitivism developed by the
Russian philosopher formed the basis of his on-
tology of ideal-realism. Its nucleus was the idea
of organic understanding of the world which
Lossky evolved in a whole number of works,
notably in The World as an Organic Whole (pub-
lished 1915) and Popular Introduction to Philoso-
phy (published 1956). The idea presupposed the
existence of several types of being, relative and
essentially not independent, but closely inter-
connected in a qualitatively new system called
the world.

In The World as an Organic Whole Lossky
elaborates the bedrock principles of his meta-
physics whose right to exist, he claims, intui-
tivism is called upon to restore (Lossky, 1928,
p- 2). Lossky produces a new system of ontol-
ogy in which the world is seen as a single and
whole living organism. By “organic unity of the
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pasyMeBaeT repBOHaYaIbHOe OTHOCUTEIHHO CBO-
VX 2JIEMEHTOB I1eJI0e, KOTOpOoe He CBOAWUTCS K VX
copokyrHocTu (JIocckmir, 19916, c. 350). Tesuc
O BCEITPOHMKAFOIIeM OpraHM1YeCKOM eIVIHCTBE I10-
SBWJICS M3 CUCTEMOODOpasyIoIen 1 KOHCTPYKTVB-
HOVI yCTaHOBKM Bcero ydenms Jlocckoro — «Bce
UMMAHeHmHo 6ceMy», COTJIaCHO KOTOPOV 3HaHUe
O COCTOAHMAX KaXXIOM OHTOJIOTMYECKOM eIMHW-
OBl Mypa BHYTpPeHHe, ITpeICO3HATEITHHO’ LIpVCY-
11e BCeM JpPyIVIM.

TpakroBka ObITHs y JIoccKoro mMeet gBe pas-
HBIe, HO HeOTHEeIMMbIe IPYT OT Apyra HepCcIieKTy-
BBbIL: OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO V1 THOCeosIorndeckyso. Ilep-
Basl XapaKTepw3yeTcsl IIOHMMaHeM Mypa Kak 1ie-
JIOCTHOCTM U €VIHCTBa, BTOpasi — €ro paciiageHun-
eM Ha YacTy, 4TO OOYCJIOBJIEHO OCOOEHHOCTSMMU
ITO3HABaTEJIBFHOIO arlapara 4yejioBeka, HeCcriocoo-
HOTO OXBaTUTh MUP Kak equHCTBO. VI eciit B Te-
opuM TIO3HAHMS YCTaHOBKAa Ha B3anMOOOYCIIOB-
JICHHYIO IMMaHEHTHOCTE BhIpakaeTcs B TOM, 4TO
OOBEKT 3HaHVS ITOHMMAETCS KaK BHYTpeHHe IIpu-
CYIINI CaMOMY IIPOLIeCCY IIO3HaHWMs (HOCCKVHZ,
19918, c. 194), TO B OHTOJIOr MM 3TOT IIPVHITAII BOC-
XOOWT K vigee eOUHOCYIIHOCTV, IIpenrosiararo-
IIeVl, YTO KaXKIbIVl M3 CyOCTaHIIMAJIBHBIX JesiTe-
J1e11® OHTOJIOIMYECKN CBSI3aH C OCTAJILHBIMIU ViIIe-
aJIBHOVI CTOPOHOVI cBoero ObITus. Takmm obpasom,
corylacHO MbIC/IM JIoccKoro, iesTesisiM JOCTYITHO
VHTYUTUBHOe 3HaHIe IPYyT O JIpyTre, obecrieunBa-
eMoe caMoV1 X CyOcTaHIIMaIbHOV ITPYPOIOVA.

ITprHMMas BO BHMMaHMe TaKye oOIIye acrek-
TBI cucTeMbl priocoda, Kak Teoprsi MMMaHeHT-
HOCTM, yCTAaHOBKAa Ha OpraHMYecKoe eIMHCTBO
MUpa M yYeHre O HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHOV MHTY VILIVIV,
creyeT oOpaTUThCs K KOMIUIEKCY OCHOBHBIX Ka-
Teropum oHTosorumn Jlocckoro. DTu KaTreropum
PUKCUPYIOT pasHble YPOBHU MepapxXuu MUpPO-
3JaHMS, OIMChIBas MX KaK C OHTOJIOIMYECKOW, TaK

7 JIoCCKMIT WMCIIONIB3YeT IaHHBIV IICHXOAHAIUTUYIECKIIT
TePMUH I 0003HaYeHMs CIIOCOOHOCTM CyOBeKTa TpaHC-
LIEHAMPOBATh 3a IIpeIesIbl CaMoro ce0dsi, He IIpeIosarao-
11evt oco3HaHMs BHelrHero mupa (JToccknir, 1931, c. 48—
49).

8 CyOcraHnyaibHble gedTey — IJIaBHbIE IeVICTBYIOIIe
cyobekThl B MeTadmsuke JIocckoro. OHM ABIISIOTCA MIle-
@IBHBIMM, JIMYHOCTHBIMY, CBEPXIIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMI
VI cCBepXBpeMeHHbIMI ocHoBaMu ObITvs (Jlocckmir, 19916,
c. 370).
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world” he understands the primordial whole of
elements that is not reducible to their totality
(ibid., p. 17). The thesis of all-pervading organ-
ic wholeness originates from the system-form-
ing and constructive thrust of Lossky’s entire
doctrine “All is immanent in all”, whereby
knowledge of the state of each ontological en-
tity of the world is inwardly, pre-consciously,”
present in all others.

Lossky’s treatment of being has two differ-
ent but inseparable perspectives: ontological
and gnoseological. The ontological perspective
is marked by the perception of the world as a
wholeness and unity. The gnoseological per-
spective divides it into parts in keeping with
the human being’s cognitive framework which
is incapable of embracing the whole world as
a unity. Whereas in the theory of cognition
commitment to mutually-conditioned imma-
nence manifests itself in the fact that the object
of knowledge is seen as immanent in the pro-
cess of cognition (Lossky, 1919, p. 225), in on-
tology this principle goes back to the idea of
a single essence, whereby each substantival
agent® is ontologically connected with the oth-
ers through the ideal aspect of its being. Thus,
according to Lossky, agents have intuitive
knowledge of each other, ensured by their sub-
stantive nature.

Bearing in mind the general aspects of
Lossky’s philosophy such as the theory of im-
manence, commitment to organic unity of the
world and the conception of immediate intu-
ition, we should look at his main ontological
categories. These categories fix various levels of
the universe’s hierarchy, describing them from

7 Lossky (1935, pp. 69-70) uses this psychoanalytical
term to denote the subject’s ability to transcend its own
limits without being conscious of the external world.

8 Substantival agents are the main acting subjects
in Lossky’s metaphysics. They are ideal, personal,
supra-spatial and supra-temporal foundations of being
(Lossky, 1928, p. 45).



VI C THOCEOJIOTTYEeCKOV TOUKM 3peHms. S paccMo-
TPIO CIIEMYIONTe U3 HUX: OeticmBumeavHocms, pe-
asvHocms (VUL ncuxogpusuveckoe, ncuxomamepu-
aavHoe Ovimue), udeasvHoedvimue, YeHHOCHb VI Me-
maso2uyeckoedbimue — ¢ TOUKM 3peHMs X OHTO-
IHOCEOJIOTTYeCKOro XapaKTepa.

Kitaccudmkanmio xareropmui Jlocckmit Haum-
HaeT C IIoOHATUS Oeiicmbumenvriocms. JlaHHBIM
TepMUHOM prstocod obo3HaYaeT To, YTO 00yCIIOB-
JIEHO TIPUPOAOV TIO3HaHMS. [lericTBUTEeIIbHOCTh
€CTh HeKM CJTIOXKHBIV KOMIIJIEKC COOBITUT, TIO3HA-
BaeMbIV HaMu. VIHTyUTUBIM3M IIpe/IiosiaraeT, YTo
OHa He3aMeTHO IIPUCYTCTBYeT B CO3HAHUM [I0 Ca-
MOTO ITO3HaBaTeJILHOIO aKTa, a B IIpoliecce IIO3Ha-
HVIS UeJIOBEKY OTKPbIBAIOTCS JIVIITL HEKOTOPBIE ee
acriekTs! (JTocckmri, 19918, c. 247—248). Tlpu sTOoM
JIaHHasI KaTeropyisi OMVChIBaeT TOJIBKO TO, YTO TI0-
TEHIIMAJIFHO ITOCTVDKMMO. [locTviKeHvie BO3MOXK-
HO, TIOCKOJIBKY BCsKasl HaJIMYHas JIeVICTBUTEIb-
HOCTb MOXeT CTaTh ITPeIMEeTOM CYXKIeHUs, a CO-
OTBETCTBeHHO, 1 3HaHM4. (JIocckm, 19918, c. 257).
Bripouem, yxe mosnanHoe, comnacHO Jlocckomy,
OoJIbIlle HEJIb3s CYMTATh B COOCTBEHHOM CMBIC-
Jle IeVICTBUTEJIbHOCTBIO, ITIOCKOJIBKY OHa, B CYyII-
HOCTVI, XaOTWYHA ¥ HeBbIpa3uMa, a 3HaHVe, Hao-
O0poT, yHOPsiI0YeHO 1 BbIpaXkaeTcsl B CY>KAeHUM
(JTocckmms, 19918, c. 246). Ilonydaetcs, uTo cdop-
MMpPOBaHHOe 3HaHMe IIPeNCTaBJIsieT CoDoV yxke
HEeUTO OT/IMYHOE OT JeVICTBUTEILHOCTIA.

Crnenyroriast Kareropust oHTostormm Jloccko-
ro — peasvHocms. OHa BCTpeYaeTcs B €ro y4eHuUn
TaK>Ke TI0JT Ha3BaHMSAMMU ncuxogusuveckoe dvimue
uncuxomamepuaibHoe dvimie. ITa KaTeropms OT-
HOCUTCS KO BCEMY, YTO VIMeeT OTHOCUTEJIbYIO He-
IIPOHUIIAEMOCTh ¥ IIOABVDKHOCTH B IIPOCTPaH-
crBe. To ectp, o mbIciM Jlocckoro, peastbHOCTB
IIpeJcTaBiIsieT coOOV HEeITPEePBIBHBIN PsIl COOBI-
TUVL Y IIPOLIECCOB, ITPOUCXOISIINX B paMKaX IIpo-
crpaHcTBa 1 BpeMeHn (JTocckmi, 1995, c. 290, 350;
JTocckum, 1971, c. 99).

Kareropumn odeiicmBumesvhocms v peassHOCHb
OIVICHIBAIOT " OCOOYIO OHTOJIOrMIO. MaTepmaiib-
Hble IIporiecchl B yueHMUM JIocckoro oOBsCHSIOT-
Csl TeJIeoyIormyecKil. VIcTOUHMKOM Bcex I1ieJiert sB-
JIAIOTCSL  CyOCTaHIIMaJIbHBIE [IesTeV, IMOHVMa-
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both the ontological and gnoseological points
of view. I propose to consider the following cat-
egories: reality (deistvitelnost’), the real world
(realnost”) (or “psycho-physical being”, “psy-
cho-material being”), ideal being, value and
meta-logical being in terms of their onto-gno-
seological character.

Lossky begins the classification of cate-
gories with the concept of deistvitelnost’ (re-
ality). He uses this term to denote what is
conditioned by the nature of cognition. Re-
ality is the complex of events we cognise.
Intuitivism presupposes that reality is imper-
ceptibly present in consciousness before the
cognitive act, with only some of its aspects
opening up to the human being in the process
of cognition (Lossky, 1919, pp. 296-297). It has
to be noted that this category describes only
that which is potentially knowable. Knowl-
edge is possible because any reality with
which we are confronted may become an ap-
prehended object (ibid., p. 247). However, ac-
cording to Lossky, what has already been
cognised can no longer be considered to be
reality (deistvitelnost’) in the proper sense be-
cause it is essentially chaotic and inexpress-
ible, while knowledge, on the contrary, is
ordered and is expressed in judgement (ibid.,
p.- 294). Thus, knowledge that has been formed
is already something other than reality.

The next category of Lossky’s ontology
is realnost’ (real world). He also refers to it as
“psycho-physical being” and “psycho-materi-
al being”. This category describes all that has
relative impermeability and mobility in space.
According to Lossky (1995, p. 290, 350; 1971,
p. 99), then, real world is a string of events and
processes taking place in space and time.

The categories of reality and real world
describe a special ontology. Lossky explains
material processes teleologically. The source
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emble pwtocodoM KakK CyIIecTBa TBOpPUYECKye
¥ MeTarcuxomsmdeckre, TO eCTb CIIOCOOHBIe
IIPOV3BOANTE KaK IICVIXITYECKVEe VI IICVIXOVIITHBIE’,
TaK ¥ MaTepuabHble mporecchl (Jlocckmm, 1995,
c. 301, 314)"°. Bce coObITIS peasTbHOCTY ITPEACTAIOT
CIIETICTBVIEM BHYTpPEHHeV KV3HW 3TUX esiTerIev:
«['me ecTp nmevicTBme (cOOBITHIE), TaM eCTh W [Ies-
Testb» (Jlocckmni, 1954, c. 5). Touno TakmM ke oOpa-
30M VI [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTB IIPEICTaBIISeT COOOVL, T10
CYTW, COBOKYIIHOCTH IEVICTBUV, IIPOVI3BOIVIMBIX
CyOCTaHIIMaIBHBIMI AeSTe/IIMI B paMKax IICH-
XO0pM3MUECKOro OBITHSE: «... B I€VICTBUTEIBHOCTN
Graromapsi CBOMM WMIleaJIbHBIM OCHOBaM [cyOcTaH-
LIVIaJIBHBIM JesITeNIsIM| BCe IIpeIMeTHI 110 BCeBO3-
MOXXHBIM HaIIpaBJIeHMSIM ITTyOOKO OOBemVHeHbI
apyr ¢ gpyrom» (Jlocckmz, 1995, c. 306). CyGcran-
LVaJIbHBIe AesTellM B CVWITy YacTUMYHOIO eVIHO-
cymusi obecriednBalOT OpraHMYecKoe eIVHCTBO
MMPa, YeM II03BOJISIOT YCTAHOBUTD CBSI3b MEXITY
BCEMI KaTeropusiMu Wleasl-peasmaMa Jlocckoro.
OcHoBaHMe e 3TOro eIVHOCYIINS IIOMeIaeTcs
B PaMKM M/1eaJIbHOTO OBITHS.

Kareropus udeasvroe Ovimue oObeMsIeT BCE, 4TO
CYIIIeCTBYeT BHe BPeMeHM ¥ BHe IIPOCTPAHCTBA.
B cocTaB aToro Tmia OBITHSI BXOIST M CBEPXBpe-
MeHHBI€, VI CBEPXIIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE CyOCTaHIV-
aJIbHble JIesiTeNV, SIBJISIONIVeCS TBOPLIAMU Bpe-
MeHHO dopmbl cBoert xusHU (Jlocckmr, 1954,
c. 6). Tur cy1iecTBoBaHMs iesTesIeV B 9TOM acIlek-
Te dumocod obOo3HaYaeT KaK «KOHKPETHO-VZe-
aJIbHBIV. BripoueM, miieasibHOe ObITHE He 1Cuep-
IIBIBAETCS OMHMMM JIVIIE AegTerismu. K comepxa-

9 JloccKmit pasvidaeT ICUXUIecKie 1 IICUXOVIHBIe IIPo-
11ecchl. [lepBble IIpeCcTaBIsIIOT COOOVI CIIOKHBIE TIEPEXN-
BaHWS, CTPEMJIEHNS Y yCUIINSL, CBSI3aHHBIE C MIesSMM IIPO-
IIUIOTO 11 OYAyIIero, a TakkKe C SMOLVOHAIBHBIM OTHO-
IIIeHVeM K IIeHHOCTSIM. Bropsle Beeryia Oecco3HaTeIIbHBIE,
K HMM OTHOCSITCS HeOCO3HaBaeMble CTpeMJIEHVS W YCU-
st TIpu aToM 00a oTrX TuIla TyXOBHBIX IIPOLIECCOB BBI-
CTYIIAIOT CYIeCTBEHHBIM yCJIIOBMEM BCeX MaTepUaIbHBIX
IIPOLIECCOB, IIOCKOJIBKY SIBJISIOTCS MX MeTapU3NIecKM
ncrounukoM (Jlocckmr, 19916, c. 419 —420).

10 CyOcTaHIMaIbHBIN [esITel b OHTOJIOTMYeCK IIpefierieH,
TO €CTb He CYILIEeCTByeT HIUYEro MeHbIlle Hero Kak OCHO-
BBI BCeTo ObITVS BooOme. OgHAKO B 3TOM YacTy YUeHVIS
OCTaeTcs HesICHBIM, KaKOBa IIPUpPOJia JIEVICTBUS STUX Jle-
STeJler], TO eCTh KaK BO3MOXKHO VX BJIMSHME Ha pu3ide-
CKyIO M veambHYyIo cpepnr ObrTvs (Casuniies, Ilomosa,
2019, c. 45—46).

of all goals is substantive agents, defined by
Lossky (1995, p. 301, 314) as creative and me-
ta-psychophysical beings, i.e. beings capa-
ble of performing both psychic and psychoid’
as well as material processes.!’ All the events
in the real world are consequences of the in-
ner life of these agents: “Where there is ac-
tion (event) there is an agent” (Lossky, 1954,
p- 5). Similarly, reality is essentially a totali-
ty of actions performed by substantive agents
in the framework of psycho-physical being:
“In reality owing to their ideal foundations
[substantive agents] all the objects are pro-
foundly interconnected in all manner of ways”
(Lossky, 1995, p. 306). Substantive agents, ow-
ing to their partial consubstantiality, ensure
the organic unity of the universe, thus en-
abling a connection among all the categories
of Lossky’s ideal-realism. The foundation of
this consubstantiality is placed within the
framework of ideal being.

The category ideal being embraces all that
exists outside time and outside space. This
type of being includes supra-temporal and
supra-spatial substantive agents who are the
creators of the temporal form of their lives
(Lossky, 1954, p. 6). In that frame of reference
Lossky denotes this type of being of agents
as “concrete-ideal”. However, ideal being is
not confined to agents. This category also in-

? Lossky distinguishes psychic and psychoid process-
es. Psychic processes are complex experiences, strivings
and efforts connected with ideas of the past and future,
as well as an emotional attitude to values. Psychoid pro-
cesses are always unconscious, including unconscious
strivings and efforts. Both types of mental processes are
an essential condition of all the material processes be-
cause they are their metaphysical source (Lossky, 1928,
pp- 111-112).

1" The substantive agent is ontologically terminative, i.e.
there is nothing smaller than it as the basis of all being
in general. However, this part of the doctrine leaves un-
clear the nature of the action of these agents, i.e. how
they can influence the physical and ideal spheres of be-
ing (Savintsev and Popova, 2019, pp. 45-46).
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HVIO TAaHHOV KaTeropwvi OTHOCSITCS Takxke Ve,
IIpeICTaBIISIoIVe cO00VT 0cOOBIV By, ObITVIS. BBI-
Tre vigen JIocckmil HasbIBAeT «OTBIIEUEHHO-VJIe-
aJIbHBIM», TO €CThb MaeaIbHBIM, HO HecaMOCTOSI-
tertbHBIM (Jlocckmii, 19916, c. 364—365). DTo 03Ha-
YaeT, uToO maed He MOXeT B ITOIJIMHHOM CMBICIIe
CyIlIeCTBOBaTh Oe3 HOCUTeEIIs, KOTOPhIM SIBJISIeTCS
cyOcTaHIIAIIbHBIN AedTerlb. OTBIedeHHBIE MeH,
BHE 3aBVICVIMOCTH OT TOT0, (popMasIbHbIe OHM VTN
MaTepyaibHble, ITPEICTABIISIIOT COOOV JIMIIB CO-
Jep>XaHs OeVICTBU, IIPOVU3BOAVMBIX TeSTEIISIMMU
(Tam xe, c. 424). Yuenue 00 mesx CHOBa BOCXOIUT
K HeoOXoImMMOoCTV 00OCHOBaHMS Te3vica 00 opra-
HIYeCKOM eIVMHCTBe MMpa ¥ Te3vca O B3aMHOU
MMMaHeHTHOCTH. OTBIIeUeHHbIe UIen y Bcex cyo-
CTaHIIMAIBHBIX edTesIell TOXIeCcTBeHHbL. [loaTo-
My OTBJIEUeHHO-M/IeaIbHasl CTOPOHa OBITHS JIesi-
TesleV KaK Obl COeMHSeT, «CpalBaeT» 1x, o0e-
crieumBasi BO3MOXKHOCTb VHTYWTVBHOTO 3HaHWS
o cocTossHMAX ApyT Apyra (Tam xe).

Cnenyfomeﬁ BayKHEVIIIIEV KaTeropmen OHTO-
rHoceostoruu Jlocckoro siigercss mup. Mup —
CBOETO pofja MeTaKaTeropws, 00O3HaJaoIas co-
BOKYITHOCTb BCeX BBIIIIEIIePeUNCIIEHHBIX BUIOB
OBITISI — NIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY, PeasIbHOCT U Vifle-
aJIBHOTO OBITMS. B CyIIHOCTW, TIOHSTHME «MUpP»
B yueHUM ruiocoda 00O3HAUaeT OpraHIecKoe
VI CHCTEMaTIYecKoe eIVTHCTBO Pa3HbIX BUJIOB ObI-
s (Tam xe, c. 348, 354), TO ecTh MX €IMHCTBO
VI VIepapXVIIO TI0 CTeIIeHVI COBEPIIIeHCTBA.

Hakonen, Jlocckmii BBOOWUT KaTeropuro Me-
manoeuyeckor, VI Xe 0e3ycA06HOT, peassHocmu
(JTocckmm, 1971, c. 100). DTa KaTeropmsi OnvcheIBa-
€T COBEpIIIEHHO OCOOBIVI BUJT OBITHS, He ITOAYIHS-
IOIINVICS JTa’ke 3aKOHaM JIOTMKW. [Tporre rosops,
peub naeT o TpaHcueHAeHTHOM bore. O ero mosno-
KEHUM OTHOCUTEIBHO OCTaIbHBIX BVIOB OBITMS
Jlocckmit mmIieT ciiemyfoIiee: «...MeXAay MVPOM
u boroMm oHTOsNOrMUeckas mporacTe» (Jlocckmrs,
1954, c. 4). YTroObI HOSICHNUTD, OTKy[da HOSIBIIIETCS
3TOT Te31C, HeOOXOAMMO OOpaTUTHCS K KOCMOJIO-
run prtocoda. JIocckmit HeOTHOKpaTHO TIoUep-
KVBaeT, 4TO IIPUIAEP)KMBAETCS KPealIOHVICTCKO-
roO pellleHNs BOIIpoca O IOSIBJIEHUM MUpa: CTOJIb
CJIOKHAsl I MHOTOOOpasHas CUCTeMa, KaKoVl SIB-
JIsleTCS MVIP, He MOIJIa BO3HMKHYTH caMa COOOTL.
Jlocckmit oTcTamMBaeT XPUCTMAHCKO-TEVCTITIeCKOe
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cludes ideas, which are a special type of be-
ing. Lossky (1928, pp. 29-30) calls the being of
ideas “abstract-ideal”, i.e. ideal but depend-
ent. This means that an idea cannot be truly
without its bearer, i.e. the substantive agent.
Abstract ideas, whether formal or material,
are merely the content of actions performed
by agents (ibid., p. 117). The doctrine of ideas
again prompts the need to ground the thesis
on the organic unity of the world and the the-
sis on mutual immanence. The abstract ideas of
all substantive agents are identical. That is why
the abstract-ideal aspect of the being of agents
unites and “fuses” them, as it were, enabling
them to intuit one another’s state (ibid.).

The next key category of Lossky’s on-
to-gnoseology is world. The world is a kind of
meta-category denoting the totality of all the
above-mentioned types of being: reality, real
world and ideal being. In essence, the world
in his philosophy means organic and systemic
unity of various types of being (Lossky, 1928,
p. 14, 23), i.e. their unity and hierarchy in terms
of degree of perfection.

Finally, Lossky (1971, p. 100) introduces the
category of meta-logical or unconditional reali-
ty. This category describes a very special type
of being that is not even governed by the laws
of logic. It refers, in fact, to transcendent God.
Lossky writes this about His position relative to
the other types of being: “There is an ontologi-
cal abyss between the world and God” (Lossky,
1954, p. 4). To trace the origin of this thesis
we must look at the philosopher’s cosmology.
Lossky repeatedly stresses that on the issue of
the origin of the world he is a creationist: such
a complex and diverse system as the world
could not have appeared by itself. Lossky up-
holds the Christian-theistic idea of God as the
creative basis of the world, abiding outside the
world and therefore unknowable.
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IIpezicTaBJIeHe O bore Kak 0 TBOpPUYECKOVI OCHOBe
MMpa, HaxoAdIIericss BHe MUpa M IIOTOMY HeJIo-
CTYITHOVI J1JT5T TTIO3HAHVIS.

BakHYI0 9acTh OHTOIHOCEOJIOIMYECKOro yue-
Hug JTocckoro cocTasiisieT Teopus 1ieHHOCTeN. 1o
orpenerteHNo dpriocoda, IIEHHOCTh — 3TO «ObI-
TVie B €TO CaMOIIepPeXMBaeMOM ¥ IIepeX/BaeMOM
apyrumu sHadeHMM» (Jlocckmn, 1931, c. 81). B ak-
crostorvvt JIocckoro Bce IIEHHOCTVI OOBEKTMBHBI
VI peasn3yIoTcs Kak B MjIeajIbHOM, TaK M B IICVIXO-
dusmrueckom OprTrn. OHM OBIBAIOT IBY X BUIOB: a0-
COJIFOTHBIE VI OTHOCUTEJIbHBIE. Eciiv oTHOCHTE Ib-
Hble HeCaMOCTOSITeJIbHBI M IIPOVI3BOIHBI OT IIep-
BBIX, TO aOCOJIIOTHBIE MOTYT OBITH HEepPBUYHBIMM,
I107], KOTOPBIMM ITOHMMaeTcsl bor, ¥ BTOpMYHBIMM
(«TBAapHBIMIN»), IOI KOTOPBIMM IIOIpa3yMeBaloT-
cs1 camu negarenn (Tam xe, c. 93). OTHOCKTETBHO
OHTOJIOTTYECKOrO CTaTyca IIeHHOCTV MOXKHO CKa-
3aTh, UTO YEHHOCMb— 3TO KATeropusi, OIVICHIBAO-
IT1asi, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, IIPOV3BOIVIMOE [IesiTeIIeM
OTHOIIIeHNe K 4eMy-JI00 B peasIbHOCTI U, C IPY-
roi— B CWJIy CBOeVl OOBeKTMBHOCTY HEKOTOPBIV
OTZeJIBHBIVI, HeMaTepVaJIbHBIVI BUT OBITHSL.

Taxvim oOpasom, MaciiTabHast KaTeropvaabHast
cxema Jlocckoro ycraHaBIMBaeT Hepas[eIriMoe
€IMHCTBO THOCEOJIOTMYECKOr0 M OHTOJIOTIYECKO-
ro. Kaxxmast n3 xareropmit OHTOJIOTMI He TOJIBKO
OIVICBIBAaeT KOHKPETHBIV BN OBITMS KaK CyIle-
CTBYIOIINT, HO ¥ alleJUITPyeT K TOMY WJIV IHOMY
IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOMY IIPV3HAKY.

4. Kputndeckne 3amedaHMs
C.A. AckosipaoBa
00 OHTOI'HOCEO0JIOTMYIeCKOM
KoHnenimu Jlocckoro

C.A. AcKorIb/I0B BOIIIeNI B ICTOPYIO PYCCKOM (-
s10codu IIpeXKIie BCero CBOVMMM padoTaM O IIPYH-
LMIIaX TIO3HAHMS M O YUMCTOM OIIBITe (CM., HaIIp.:
bepnnmkosa, 2017, c. 39), a Takke IpOHMIIATEILHOM
KPUTVKOV COBPEMEHHBIX eMy TI'HOCeOJIOIMYecKIX
cucteM — 0aJIeHCKOrO HeOKaHTVaHCTBa B JIMIIe
I Puxxepra n D.Jlacka (cMm.: Kopuuiaes, 20190),
MapOyprcKoro HeOKaHTMAHCTBA, (PEHOMEHOJIOIM
9. I'yccepris, mmmanenTHOM dpystocodvm B. Hlyrirre,

An important part of Lossky’s onto-gnose-
ological doctrine is his theory of values. He
defines value, saying that it “is existence in its
significance experienced by the existence it-
self or experienced by others” (Lossky, 1935,
p- 102). In Lossky’s axiology all values are ob-
jective and are actualised in the ideal and in
the psycho-physical being. They can be of two
types: absolute and relative. While relative
values are not independent and are derived
from the former, absolute values can be prima-
ry, meaning God, and secondary (“creature-
ly”), meaning agents themselves (ibid., p. 114).
Concerning the ontological status of value it
can be said that value is a category that de-
scribes, on the one hand, the attitude to some-
thing in the real word, and on the other hand,
owing to its objectivity, a distinct, non-materi-
al type of being.

Thus, Lossky’s ambitious categorial scheme
establishes indivisible unity of the gnoseologi-
cal and the ontological. Each of the ontological
categories describes not only a specific type of
being as existing, but also appeals to this or that
cognitive attribute.

4. Askoldov’s Critical Remarks
Concerning Lossky’s
Onto-Gnoseological Theory

S.A. Askoldov played an important role in
the history of Russian philosophy above all on
account of his works on the principles of cogni-
tion and on pure experience (see, for example,
Berdnikova, 2017, p. 39), as well as his incisive
criticism of contemporary gnoseological sys-
tems: Baden Neo-Kantianism represented by
Rickert and Lask (cf. Kornilaev, 2019b), Mar-
burg Neo-Kantianism, Husserl’s phenomenol-
ogy, Schuppe’s immanent philosophy as well
as the theories of the Russian Neo-Kantian Vve-
densky and the intuitivist Lossky. This critique
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a Tax>ke YUeHM pycckoro HeokanTraHiia A.VI. Bee-
nexckoro n mHTyUTUBMCcTa H.O. JIocckoro. Dtovt
KPUTVKe TIOCBsIIeHa OO0JIbIIIasi YacTh €ro TpaKTara
«MpIciTb M fevicTBUTeNTbHOCTE» (1914). Ilocnenosa-
TeJIBHOMY KpUTHdecKoMy pazoopy et Jlocckoro,
CBOEr0 yHVBEPCUTETCKOrO TOBapuila, ACKOJIBIOB
OTBOIIMT B HEM IIeJIYIO IVIaBy' .

VcxomHBIM ITyHKTOM paccy XKAeHW ACKOJIBIO-
Ba CTAHOBUTCS €ro COOCTBEHHBIV TE31C O TOM, UTO
«TI03HaHVe JeVICTBUTeIIbHOCTY HYXXIaeTcs B TOM
VUIVL VIHOM peaIbHOM C HelO COIPUKOCHOBEHUL.
J1evicTBUTENIFHOCTD JIOJDKHA OBITH IIpeXie Bce-
ro KaK-TO JIaHa TO3HaIoIeMy CyOBeKTY, 11 TOITBKO
TOI/Ia OHA MOXKET OBITh M IIO3HAaHHOV» (AJIeKcees,
1914, c. 150). Kak Opu10 TIOKA3aHO paHee, JeVICTBU-
TeJIbHOCTh B MHTYUTUBM3Me Jlocckoro moHmma-
eTCsI KaK KOMIUIEKC COOBITMA, IIPUCYTCTBY IO
B IIO3HAOIIEM CO3HaHWUM JI0 IIpollecca IO3HaHWS
KaK TakoBoro. B maTepriperanm AckosibaoBa 3Ta
MBICJIb OIMpaeTcs Ha IIpefcTaBieHNe, coriac-
HO KOTOPOMY 3HaHMe He sBjigeTcs OTOpBaHHBIM
OT JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTHM IIporieccoM (sic!), a cimro
C Hell B HEKOTOpoe Hepas3pblBHOe eInHCTBO (Tam
xe, c. 151). I'lo ero MHeHMIO, coepXKaHMe ITO3HA-
HU U coflep’kaHye IIpeaMeTa CoCTaBIsaroT y Jloc-
CKOTO OJTHY M Ty e JIeVICTBUTEJIbBHOCTE. ACKOJIBI0B
BUUT «aXWJUIECOBY HATY» MHTYUTUBU3MA B T€O-
pum Boctipusitus (Tam xe, c. 154). Kpuruka ston
vacTu ydeHMsi JIoccKoro cBoOmMTCS K HECKOJIBKIM
acriektaM. Bo-miepBbIx, ACKOJIBIOB He IIPUHVMaeT
IIPUHIIUII MIMMaHeHTHOCTI Bcero BceMy. Bo-BTo-
PBIX, OH JOKa3bIBaeT HEOOXOOVIMOCTH TpPaHCIEH-
JIEHTHOTO 3HaHMS B THOCEOJIOTMN. A B-TPeTbUX,
L 3TO caMoe IJIaBHOe, ¢umstocod omposepraeT abd-
COJIFOTHYIO POJIb MHTYWUIIVV B IIO3HAHWIA

ITpexyie Bcero AcCKOIBIOB OOpyIIMBaeTcs Ha
IIeHTpaJIbHOe OHTOIHOCeOJIOTMYeCKoe yTBepKe-
Hute JIocckoro, 4To «Bce MMMaHEeHTHO BceMy». Bee-
ZleHVieM 3TOro IIpUHIINMIIA, TI0 MHeHWIO ACKOJIBI0-
Ba, Jlocckmii caerian TeopeTYecKy HeBO3MOXKHBIM
BOCITpOVI3Be[ieHie B IIO3HAHUM 4ero-To, Haxols-

1 CorstacHO BOCIIOMMHAHMAM JIOCCKOro, OHV ¢ ACKOJIBIIO-
BBIM JIOBOJIBHO OBICTPO COIIIIMCH V1 cTasIn obmaTecs (Jloc-
ckmm, 1968, c. 80). Ceprent Asiexcees (11ceBzi. ACKOJIB/IOB)
ObUT cbIHOM A. A. K03710Ba, 113B€CTHOTO PyCCKOrO JIeiOHM-
nmanta. Kosos npenogasain B [letepOyprckom yHMBeEp-
cuTteTe, 11 006a OBUIM €To CTyIIeHTaMMU.
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forms the major part of his treatise Thought and
Reality (1914). Askoldov devotes a whole chap-
ter to a consistent critical analysis of the ideas
of his university class-fellow Lossky."

The starting point of Askoldov’s analysis
is his own thesis that “cognition of reality re-
quires a certain real exposure to reality. Real-
ity must first of all be somehow given to the
cognising subject and only then can it be cog-
nised” (Alekseyev, 1914, p. 150). As shown
above, reality in Lossky’s intuitivism is defined
as a complex of events present in the cognis-
ing consciousness before the process of cogni-
tion as such has started. This idea, according to
Askoldov, is based on the notion that knowl-
edge is a process (sic!) which is not divorced
from reality (ibid., p. 151), but forms an insep-
arable unity with it. In his opinion, the con-
tent of cognition, and the content of the object
are seen by Lossky as one and the same real-
ity. Askoldov believes that the “Achilles heel”
of intuitivism is the theory of perception
(ibid., p. 154). The critique of this part of Loss-
ky’s doctrine boils down to three points. First,
Askoldov rejects the “all is immanent in all”
principle. Second, he argues that transcendent
knowledge is a necessary part of gnoseology.
And third and most important, he challenges
the absolute role of intuition in cognition.

First of all, Askoldov inveighs against
Lossky’s pivotal onto-gnoseological claim that
“all is immanent in all”. Askoldov argues that
by introducing this principle Lossky made it
theoretically impossible to reproduce in con-
sciousness anything outside the limits of con-
sciousness itself. Thus, Lossky “failed to meet
certain obligations with regard to ontological
issues” (ibid., p. 155).

T Lossky writes in his memoir that he and Askoldov
immediately made friends (Lossky, 1968, p. 80). Sergey
Alekseyev (aka Askoldov) was the son of Aleksey A.
Kozlov (1831-1901), a prominent Russian follower of
Leibniz. Kozlov taught at Saint Petersburg University,
and both were his students.
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IIIerocsi 3a IIpefieslaMi CaMOro IMO3HaHUSA. DTUM
Jlocckmit «He BBITIOJTHWJI IO OTHOIIIEHWIO K OHTO-
JIOTMYeCKMM BOITPOCaM HEKOTOPBIX 00s13aTeIbCTB»
(Tam xe, c. 155).

Bropast mpobiiemMa MHTYMTMBM3MA 3aKITIOYAET-
cs1 B oTKase Jlocckoro oT 060cHOBaHVIS BO3MOXKHO-
CTU TpaHCIIeHJIeHTHOro 3HaHus. B Teopumn Jloc-
CKOrO OTpMIIAeTCsl CYIecTBOBaHME 3TOrO THIla
3HaHWS, ¥ 5TO BHOBb apI'yMEHTUPYEeTCs C IIOMO-
IIBIO IIpVHINIIA MMMaHeHTHOCT. C TOYKM 3pe-
HUsL AcKoJiboBa, JIoccKmil He OCO3HaeT IOCIerl-
CTBUM TIOTOOHOTO OHTOIHOCEOJIOITYECKOTO Pellle-
Hys. OTKa3 OT HOIBITKY BBECTY B TEOPUIO IIPVIH-
LIVITI THOCEOJIOI MYeCKOVI TPaHCIIeH/IEHTHOCTY Bile-
4eT 3a coOOVI IIEJTYIO CEPUIO OIIMOOK.

Bo-11epBBIX, OTCYTCTBIE TPAHCIIEH/IEHTHOT'O 3Ha-
HVISL BBI3bIBAeT ITPO0JIeMbI B 0OOCHOBAHM TEOPU
omrymenuit (cM.: Kosepos, 2020). Ackoinbaos yka-
3bIBaeT Ha IapajIoKC, COCTOSIIINIL B TOM, UTO TeOpUs
r1o3HaHWs JIOCCKOTO OIMChIBaeT He TOJIBKO MHTY V-
TMBHOE, HO I UyBCTBEHHOe COflepXKaHle 3HaHVIS.
UyBcTBeHHOe 3HaHVE VIMeeT TPaHCIIeHIEeHTHBIM,
He3aBVICUMBIVI OT CyObeKTa VCTOYHMK, KOTOPBIV
oriocperyercst opraHamu 4yBcTB. Y Jlocckoro ke
OHO KaKVM-TO 00pa3oM SIBJISIeTCS YacThIO IO3HA0-
mert JimgHocT. Ho B TakoM ciTydae 4yBCTBEHHOe
3HaHVe HeBO3MOXXHO. boJiee TOro, B yueHMM PyccKo-
ro ¢rytocoda OHO BCer/a OIOCPeIOBaHO JTaHHBIMI
OpraHOB YyBCTB, HO Be/lb JJAHHBIE OPTaHOB YyBCTB
OTCBUTAIOT K TOMY, YTO HaXOOWUTCS BHE CaMOTO IT0-
3Hatorlero cyorekra. To ecTh, ecyim uyBCTBEHHOE
3HaHVEe VICXOOUT V3HYTPU CYOBeKTa, IIoUYeMy OHO
cBsA3bIBaeTCs1 JIOCCKMM ¢ ONTYIIeHVISIMM V1 T7ie TOrIa
HaxXOWTCS ICTOYHVIK 3TVIX OITYIIeHL?

Ilo cytu, maTynTnsmusMmy Jlocckoro B mpouTte-
HVM ACKOJIBIOBA COBEPIIIEHHO He HY>KHA CChUIKA
Ha YyBCTBEHHBIE JJaHHBIE, HO 3TO IIPOTUBOPEU-
710 OBI caMOVI mfiee UyBCTBEHHOIrO 3HaHMs. Enyn-
CTBEHHasl BO3MOXXHOCTHb M30eXaTh BHYTpPEHHero
HpOTUBOpeuns B Teopum JIocCcKOro, KOTOPYIO BU-
AUT ACKOJIBIOB,— OTKa3aTbCsd OT YyBCTBEHHOI'O
TWUIIa 3HaHMS BooOIIIe (Ajekcees, 1914, c. 154).

Bo-BTOpBIX, OTKa3 OT BO3MOXXHOCTM TpaHCIIeH-
JEHTHOIO 3HAHWS IIPUBOOUT K IIPOTMBOPEUN-
M B TeOpum IpocTpaHcTBa JIocckoro. AcKoibIoB
CUMTaeT, YTO OHa B MleaJI-peasii3Me He yIIOBJIeT-

The second problem of intuitivism is
Lossky’s refusal to ground the possibility of
transcendent knowledge. Lossky’s theory re-
jects the existence of this type of knowledge
and uses the principle of immanence to ground
it. In Askoldov’s opinion, Lossky is unaware
of the consequences of this onto-gnoseological
solution. The refusal to include gnoseological
transcendence in the theory entails a whole se-
ries of mistakes.

First, the absence of transcendent knowl-
edge creates problems in validating the theo-
ry of sensations (cf. Kolerov, 2020). Askoldov
notes a paradox: Lossky’s theory of cognition
describes not so much the intuitive as the sen-
sible content of knowledge. Sensible knowl-
edge has a transcendent source independent
from the subject and mediated by the senses.
With Lossky, sensible knowledge is somehow
part of the cognising individual. But in that
case sensible knowledge is impossible. More-
over, in Lossky’s doctrine sensible knowledge
is always mediated by the data from the or-
gans of senses. But the organs of senses point
to what is outside the cognising subject. In oth-
er words, if sensible knowledge comes from
within the subject why does Lossky associate it
with sensations and what is the source of these
sensations?

In fact, Lossky’s intuitivism as interpreted
by Askoldov has no need to refer to any sen-
sible data, but that would contradict the very
idea of sensible knowledge. The only way to
avoid this inherent contradiction in Lossky’s
theory, Askoldov believes, is to give up sen-
sible knowledge altogether (Alekseyev, 1914,
p. 154).

Second, renunciation of transcendent
knowledge leads to contradictions in Lossky’s
theory of space. Askoldov thinks that the the-
ory of space in ideal-realism does not meet
the requirements of intuitivism. In Askoldov’s
opinion, the only way to avoid introducing
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BOpsieT TpeOOBaHMAM WMHTYUTMBU3Ma. V130exarnb
BBeZleHNMsI IIPUHIINIIA THOCEeOJIOrMYeCcKo TpaHC-
LIeHZIeHTHOCTY B MHTYUTVBU3Me IIpY YCJIOBUM Ha-
T4 BOOOIIIe KaKOVi-I100 OHTOJIOT MM ITPOCTpaH-
CTBa, IT0 er0 MHeH IO, MOYKHO ObLIO ObI TOJIBKO C T0-
MOIIIBIO TeOPUH MleaIbHOTO IpocTpaHcTBa. OHa-
Ko JIocckmii Takoro He co3raet (Tam xe, c. 155).

Pycckun dpmstocod peliraeT BblleriepeyciieH-
Hble IIpo0sIeMbl ¢ IIOMOIIIBIO MIeV THOCeOsIorye-
CKOVI KOOPOWMHAIIVM, COIJIAaCHO KOTOPOWM cy61>e1<T
" OOBEKT COOTHeCeHBI B MO3HAHUM IIOCPEICTBOM
B3aMMHOV MMMaHeHTHOcTH. Cama 3Ta mpes, Kak
3aMedaeT ACKOJIBIOB, He M30aBjleHa OT IIPVHIIV-
I1a OIIOCPpeI0BaHHOCTY, KOTOPbIVI JIoccKumv cBommuT
TOJIBKO K BOITPOCY O POJIV BHUMAHMS B TIO3HAHWUL
ACKOJIB[IOB He IPMHVIMaeT TaKoOro pelleHus 1 Ha-
CTarBaeT Ha HEOOXOOVMOCTYU OT/IeIBHOIO VicCile-
ZIOBaHW 3TOrO BOITpOca.

C ero Touku 3peHmns, Jlocckuit, mopeiBasi ¢ KaH-
TUAHCKVM TPaHCILEeHIeHTaI3MOM W JI0KaHTOB-
CKMM SMIIVIPU3MOM, paVKaJIu3upyeT pojib VIH-
Tyuruu B to3HaHUM. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OCHOBHAs
mpobema rHoceostormy Jlocckoro cocront B abco-
JIOTM3alUY y4dacTUsl MHTYUIVK B IIpoliecce I1o-
3HaHUs (Tam xe, c. 150). Cam AcKoIBIOB cUMTa-
eT, UTO MHTYUIMS — 3TO JIMIIb OfHa II03HaBa-
TeJTbHasi popMa 13 MHOXEeCTBa ¥ TIOTOMY 00 MH-
TYUIIUW B YMCTOM BUIIe TOBOPUTH HeT HMKAKOIO
cMbiciia. TakuM oOpa3oM, XOTsI OH M yTBepXK/1aeT
HeIlpeMeHHOe 1 HeoOXofyMoe ydacTue WHTYW-
WM B IIO3HAHWM, HO CUMTaeT OHTOIHOCEOJIOIV-
yeckoe ydeHMe JIocckoro JIOKHBIM ¥ IIPOTUBOpe-
unBbIM. VIHTYUTHBM3M Jlocckoro paccmaTpuBaeT-
csi ACKOJIBIIOBBIM KaK abCOIIOTM3alsl OIHOV M3
IIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVI, a UMEHHO MHTY-
UIAW, YTO peAylupyeT M OrpaHUYMBaeT CIIOX-
HOCTBb 1 pa3HOOOpasie IMo3HaBaTeJIbHOIO OIIbITa.
[TosToMy mMpeas-peasin3M HeJIb3sl CUMUTATh CaMO-
crosaTestbHOM Teopment. Co cTOpOHBI ACKOJIBI0Ba
00BEKTOM 0cO00ro OCyXIIeHus B ydeHnn Jloccko-
T'O CTAHOBUTCS IIPUHIIUII MMMaHEHTHOCTH, IIOTO-
My 4TO, IO MHEHIIO ACKOJIB/IOBa, C €0 IIOMOIIBIO
00OCHOBBIBaeTCsl OoJIblllasg YacTb OHTOJIOTMYe-
CKMX IPpo0JIeM MHTYUTUBUCTCKOV TeOPUM IIO3Ha-
HVIs1, OJTHAKO caM IIPUHITUI — CJIefICTBYE ITOCIIeIII-
HOCTV B CO3[TaHUV TEOPUL.
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the principle of gnoseological transcendence
in intuitivism, given any ontology of space,
would have been to bring in the theory of
ideal space. However, Lossky does not do so
(ibid., p. 155).

He solves the above-mentioned problems
by invoking the idea of gnoseological coordi-
nation, whereby the subject and object are co-
ordinated in consciousness through mutual
immanence. The idea of gnoseological coor-
dination, Askoldov notes, is not devoid of the
principle of mediation which Lossky reduces
to the question of the role of attention in cogni-
tion. Askoldov rejects this solution and thinks
the issue needs further study.

On Askoldov’s view, Lossky, in breaking
with Kantian transcendentalism and pre-Kan-
tian empiricism, radicalises the role of intu-
ition in knowledge. Thus the main problem
with Lossky’s gnoseology is the absolutisation
of the role of intuition in the cognitive pro-
cess (ibid., p. 150). Askoldov, for his own part,
believes that intuition is but one of the many
cognitive forms and there is no point in talking
about pure intuition. Thus, although Askoldov
thinks intuition is invariably and necessari-
ly present in cognition, he considers Lossky’s
onto-gnoseological doctrine to be false and
contradictory. Askoldov sees Lossky’s intui-
tivism as the absolutisation of one cognitive
faculty, i.e. intuition, which reduces and lim-
its the complexity and diversity of cognitive
experience. Therefore ideal-realism cannot
be regarded as a bona fide theory. Askoldov’s
harshest criticism targets Lossky’s principle
of immanence because, he argues, it is used
to ground most of the ontological problems in
the intuitivist theory of knowledge, whereas
the principle itself is the result of haste in cre-
ating the theory.
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5. KareropuanpHas cTpyKTypa
oHTorHoceosnoruu C.JI. @panka

CoBepIlleHHO MHOe pellleHye BOIIPOCOB OH-
TOTHOCEOJIOrMY IpefiaraeT duocodckoe yue-
Hue C.JI @panka. Ero marmcrepckast gyccepra-
s «[Ipegmer 3sHaHMS» (1915) mocssIeHa Hero-
CPeICTBEHHO ITPOSCHEHMIO OHTOTHOCeOJIoriye-
CKMX 3aTPyIHEHUV MHTYUTUBU3Ma, a eT0 COUlHe-
Hue «HemocTioxmmoe» (ommyoimkosaHo B [Taproke
B 1939 1) 3aBepliiaeT OCTpOeHMe KaTeropraslbHO-
ro arapaTa abcosIIOTHOIO Mjeasl-peaIn3mMa.

OtnenpHOE BHMMaHMe cjleflyeT oOpaTuTh Ha
sraHble oTHoeHns Ppanka ¢ JIoccknM. OHM He
TOJIBKO ITpMHA/JIeXaIn K OJHOMY (PriIocodcko-
My HaITpaBJIeHUIO, HO 1 ObLJIM TOBapUIIlaMM, IIpe-
KpacHO 3HAaKOMBIMV C COUMHEHUSAMN APYT ApyTa,
COCTOSUIV B IIepelvcKe, a B SMUTpaLivy Jaxe JIpy-
KIn ceMbsIMI. VI x0TsI ¢ Grorpadprueckorn TOUKu
3peHms JIocckmit MOTr JOCTaTOYHO CYJIBHO IOBJIN-
ATh Ha passuTue Mbiciin dpaHka, 4TO OTUACTU
3acBU/IeTeIbCTBOBAHO B paboTax obomx (PpaHK,
1995, c. 84; Jlocckmiz, 1968, c. 133, 150—151), HeBep-
HO ObUIO ObI cumMTaTh, YTO PUIIOCOd CTal TOIb-
KO IIpofosDKaTesleM Tpanwuiuy, 3amaHHom Jloc-
ckuM'?. @paHK cumTaet, 9To «OOOCHOBaHE MH-
TYUTUBU3Ma» CofiepKaJlo B cebe OTKPBITe CaMOTro
deHOMeHa VMHTYWUIINM, a OHTOJIOTMYECKUEe YCIIO-
BUs €@ BO3MOYKHOCTV OCTaJIVICh HeBbISIBJIEHHBIM.
B I Ipenmere 3HaHMSA» OH IUIIIET 00 3TOM CJlefly-
roree: «H.O. Jlocckun, BripoyemM, caM yKasbIBaeT,
YTO €ro Teopws 3HaHVs VIMeeT B ero IJla3ax JINIIb
“npornienesTryeckoe” 3HadYeHMe, T.e. YTO OH HaMe-
PEHHO OCTaBJIsleT B CTOPOHe VccilefloBaHMe Oolee
ri1yOoKMx ocHoBaHUV 3HaHMs. Takum oOpasoMm,
B HallleM yKa3aHWUM Ha HeJI0CTaTOYHOCTb MHTYW-
TUBU3Ma MbI, OBITh MOXeT, He PacXOIVIMCs C MHe-
HMEeM CaMOro aBTopa 3TOW cucTeMbl» (PpaHK,
1995, c. 106). Mabimu cioBamy, PpaHK MoIaraer,

12Hecmortps Ha To uTo DpaHK 3aHsIICH pa3paboTKOT CBO-
eVl KOHIIENIINY MHTYUTUBM3MA 10cjTe TTosieMuku ¢ Jloc-
CKMM, HEOOXOVIMO yYWUTHIBATE, YTO Ha €ro CTAaHOBJIEHNe
VI «OHTOJIOTVTYECKUVI ITOBOPOT» OKa3aIu BIIVISIHVIE TaKye
MbIcsmTeny, Kak I'éte, Kant, beprcon, Yusbam [Ixenmc,
SIxo6m, T'yccepms m p. CMm. 06 3TOM, Hamip.: (Obolevitch,
2012; OGorteBuy, 2014).
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5. The Categorial Structure
of Frank’s Onto-Gnoseology

Frank offers an entirely different solution to
the questions of onto-gnoseology. His master’s
dissertation The Object of Knowledge (1915) is ex-
pressly focused on clearing up the onto-gnose-
ological problems of intuitivism, and his work
The Unknowable (published in Paris in 1939)
completes the building of the categorial frame-
work of absolute ideal-realism.

Special attention should be paid to the per-
sonal relationship between Frank and Lossky.
They not only belonged to the same philosoph-
ical current, they were also comrades. They
were thoroughly versed in each other’s works,
they corresponded and in emigration their fam-
ilies enjoyed mutual friendship. Although, bi-
ographically speaking, Lossky could have had
a strong influence on Frank’s development,
to which the works of the two philosophers
bear witness (Frank, 1995, p. 84; Lossky, 1968,
p. 133, 150-151), it would be wrong to say that
Frank merely carried on the tradition set by
Lossky."? Frank believed that The Intuitive Basis
of Knowledge discovered the actual phenome-
non of intuition but did not clarify the ontolog-
ical conditions that made it possible. This is
what he writes in The Object of Knowledge: “In-
deed, N.O. Lossky himself notes that his theory
of knowledge has, for him, merely ‘propedeu-
tic” significance, i.e. he deliberately puts to one
side the investigation of the deeper founda-
tions of knowledge. Thus, in pointing out the
shortcomings of intuitivism we probably do
not diverge from the opinion of the author
of this system” (Frank, 1995, p. 106). In oth-
er words, Frank is of the opinion that Lossky’s

12 Although Frank began developing his concept of in-
tuitivism after his polemic with Lossky, one has to bear
in mind that his evolution and “ontological turn” were
influenced by such thinkers as Goethe, Kant, Bergson,
William James, Jacobi, Husserl (cf. Obolevitch, 2012;
2014).



4uTO Teopwist JIocCKOro mput Bevt ee IIPaBVIbHOCTH
HeJoCTaTOYHA Il OOBSCHeHMs CYILIHOCTM 3Ha-
H5, a IOTOMY TpebyeT cepbe3HOV JOPabOTKM.

B xuwure « Ipegmet sHaHMS» DpaHK CTpeMUTCS
OIIpeleINTh OHTOJIOTMYeCKIe YCIIOBUS BO3MOX-
HocTy MHTYMIMKU. CaMy MHTYWUIIUIO OH OIIpere-
JIsleT KaK <«KMBOe 3HaHVe», TO eCTh TaKoe 3HaHIe,
KOTOpPOe BO3HMKaeT HEeOXWIAaHHO, (PaKTM4ecKu
He MOXXeT OBITh BBIpakeHO BepOasIbHO, HO olectre-
4JyBaeT MOCTVDKeHMe coepkaHms rmpeamera (Tam
xe, c. 357—360). Konuenumus, cdpopmynmpobaH-
Has B «[Ipemmere 3HaHMS», pa3BuBaetcs B «Herro-
cTvoxkMoM». Ecrv B iepBovt paOoTe Hapsiy ¢ THO-
ceortormueckmmm mpodiemamy GpaHK 3aHVIMaeT-
cst BoIpocoM BceenmHCTBaA, TO BO BTOPOVI CBS3Ka
Me>XXIly OHTOJIOTMEV 1 THOCEeOJIOr el YIUIOTHSIeT-
Csl VI CTAaHOBUTCH HepasferMont. VimenHo B «He-
IIOCTVDKVMMOM» OKOHYaTeJIbHO yCTaHaBJIMBaeTCs
€T0 CUCTeMa OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMYEeCKVIX KaTEerOPTL.

AHanmm3 Kareropmy OHTOrHoceosiornn Ppan-
Ka — B OCOODEHHOCTM TaKuX, KakK OeucmBumens-
Hocms, npedmemmoe (00vekmubroe) Ovimue, udeass-
Hoe Owimue, 0Oe3ycioBHoe Ovimue (Henocmuxumoe,
peasvHoCmy) Vi MUp, — IO3BOJISET PacKpPBITh Y IOfI-
UepKHYTh (PyHIaMeHTaJIbHble pas3Indus ero MH-
TYUTUBU3Ma U MHTYyUTUBM3Ma Jlocckoro.

CommacHo abcomoTHOMY Ppeanmsmy Ppanka,
MUp B IIpoliecce TIO3HAHWMS IIPeACTaBIISIeTCs HaM
CJIOXKHOV CVICTEMOTA. I‘[pem::e BCEro ero OoIrmchbiBaeT
Kareropus delicmbumeavHocy, 0003HaYAIOMIas TY
4JacTh peayIbHOCTY, KOTOpasl OocBauBaeTcs B IIpO-
1ecce 1o3HaHusL: «“[JercTBuTennbHOe” ecTh — Heo-
IIpefiesIeHHBIVI 110 CBOeMYy 00beMy ¥ rpaHUIIaM —
OTPe30K peasIbHOCTY, KOTOPBII Ha OCHOBAHUM
OIIBITa IIPETHOCUTCS HaM KaK KaueCTBEHHO-OIIpe-
IIeJICHHBINI B ceDe KOMIUIEKC M KaK TaKOBOVI 4Ya-
CTMYHO HaMmM Io3HaeTcs» (DPpank, 1990, c. 265).
[TprueM AEVICTBUTEIIBHOCT OTKPBIBAETCS HEIIO-
CPeICTBEHHO, B MHTYUTVUBHOM ITo3HaHMY (Tam e,
c. 256). ComepxaHne maHHOWM KaTeropum PpaHK
PacKpbIBaeT C TIOMOIIIBI0 MeTadpOPMUEeCcKOro Ipu-
Mepa — HETOYHOW IIMTaThl M3 miepBovt «Kpurtu-
k1» KaHTa: «2DT0 ecTh... “ocTpoB, cO BCex CTOPOH
OKPY>KE€HHBIVI OKeaHOM’, IIpu4yeM caMu Oepero-
Bble OYepTaHMS OCTPOBa He TOYHO OIIperesIeHbl,
a He3aMeTHBIM V1 HeYJIOBMBIM 00pa3oM CJIMBaIOT-
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theory, for all its validity, does not sufficient-
ly explain the essence of knowledge and needs
substantial follow-up work.

In his book The Object of Knowledge Frank
tries to define the ontological conditions that
make intuition possible. He defines intuition
as “living knowledge”, i.e. as knowledge that
appears unexpectedly, actually defies verbal
expression but offers insight into the content
of the object (ibid., pp. 357-360). The concept
worked out in The Object of Knowledge is elabo-
rated in The Unknowable. Whereas in The Object
of Knowledge Frank, along with gnoseological
problems, deals with the question of All-Unity,
in The Unknowable the nexus between ontology
and gnoseology becomes inseparable. His sys-
tem of onto-gnoseological categories is given fi-
nal shape in The Unknowable.

The analysis of the categories of Frank’s on-
to-gnoseology — especially such as objective
reality (deistvitelnost’), objective being, ideal be-
ing, unconditional being (reality, “the unknow-
able”) and the world — can put into higher
relief the fundamental differences between his
intuitivism and that of Lossky.

In accordance with Frank’s absolute realism,
in the process of cognition the world presents
itself to us as a complex system. It is described
above all by the category of objective reality
(deistvitelnost’) which refers to that part of re-
ality which is comprehended in the process of
cognition: “The objectively real, indefinite in its
size and limits, is present before us as a com-
plex which is qualitatively definite in itself,
and as such it is partially known by us” (Frank,
1983, p. 56). Objective reality immediately
presents itself in intuitive consciousness (ibid.,
p- 49). Frank reveals the content of this catego-
ry by invoking a metaphorical example — an
inaccurate quotation from Kant's first Critique:
“The objectively real is an “island surrounded
by the ocean’, and the shorelines of this island
are not well-defined but merge imperceptibly
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cs1 ¢ okeaHoM»” (Tam ke, c. 265). TakuMm obpasom,
€CIIVI OCTPOB — 3TO Ta IIpeIMeTHas 4acTh peaib-
HOCTM, KOTOPYIO 4YeJIOBeK ITOCTEIIeHHO OCBauBaerT,
TO OKeaH — 3TO BCE TO, YTO BBIXOAWMT M3 COCTaBa
IEVICTBUTEIIBHOCT, HO MOXXeT BOVTI B COCTaB II0-
3HaBaTEeJILHOIO OIThITa KAK HEUTO KaAYeCTBEHHO OT-
JIMYHOE OT SICHOVI M OITpeesIeHHOV JeVICTBUTEIIb-
HocTy. HampmmMep, «BHe ocTpoBa» OKa3bIBAIOTCS,
o PpaHKy, Takre PeHOMEeHBI, KaK roCydapCTBO,
00IIIecTBO 1 BCsL 00JIaCTh SBJIEHWVI HAIIerO BHY-
TpeHHero mupa. YunteiBasg 310, PpaHK genaer
CJIEOYIOMIVIVI BBIBOZ, O I'paHMITaX OEVICTBVITEIIHHO-
CTI: «...TO, YTO MBI 30BeM “IeVCTBUTEILHOCTEIO”,
COBCeM He coBIIamaeT ¢ “ObrTreM BoooOIme” v “c
PpeasIbHOCTBIO ... @ eCThb JIMIIIb KaKOoW-TO 0mpe3ox
cyiero» (Tam xe, c. 258). Takovt HeGosIBIIION OTpe-
30K CyIIero MHAMBMYyasleH 1 orpaHndeH. dpaHK
JlaeT eMy xapaKTepHoOe Ha3BaHUe — «Mupok». Co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, HEVICTBUTEIIBHOCT — 3TO caMas
y3Kasl KaTeropus OIvcaHMs peayIbHOCTI B puIo-
codpum dpaHKa, OMMCHIBAONIAS JIUIIL TY YacThb
BCEro COCTaBa PeasIbHOCTH, KOTOpasi ObliIa IIOCTUT-
HyTa OJHVM KOHKPETHBIM CO3HAHVIEM.

Crenyroriert KaTeropveil B IO3HaHUM peajlb-
HocTy, 10 DpaHKYy, SBIISETCS NpeoMemHubll Mup
(ot ke 00sekmubHbLil MUp) — TO, UYTO €CTh CaMO
110 cebe. DTa KaTeropms 3HAYMUTEJIBHO IIIMPe, YeM
KaTeropus JAeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTH, VI BKJIIOYaeT B ceOs
He TOJIBKO KOHKPETHBIVI, MHIVBUYyaIbHBIV OIIBIT,
HO ¥ BCe TO, YTO MOTEHIIMaJIbBHO MOXeT OBITh pa-
LIVOHAJIbHO To3HaHHBIM (Ppank, 1995, c. 358—
359; ®paHK, 1990, c. 255). OHa Or1vke BCero K Tomy,
uro JIocckmit orrperiesisieT Kak AeVICTBUTEIEHOCTb.
W xoTsi BceoObemTIONIEe aKTyaIbHOE 3HaHVe He-
mocTvokMo, PpaHK OuIreT, YTo OeCKOHEYHOCTh
MOTeHIIVaIbHO II03HAaBaeMOro Bcerja IIpuUCyT-
CTByeT B CO3HAHWV ITO3HAOIIEro cyOBbeKTa B Ka-
JecTBe BO3MOXKHOCTV JIOCTPOUTH 3/JaHVE CBOEro
«mpka» (Ppank, 1990, c. 209).

B3 Cp.: «...3Ta cTpaHa OKa3aJach OCTPOBOM, CAMOVI IIPUPO-
ZIOVI 3aKITIOYE€HHBIM B HeM3MeHHble rpaHmipl. OHa ecTh
CTpaHa VICTVHBI... OKpy’XKeHHasl OOIIVPHBIM ¥ OyIIyIo-
UMM OKeaHOM, 3TMM MeCTOIIOJIOKEHVEM VIUIIO3WUV, I7ie
TYMaHBI U JIBJIBI, TOTOBBIE BOT-BOT PacTasiTh, KaXXyTcs HO-
BBIMV CTpaHaMu...» (B 294 —295; Kanrr, 2006, c. 391; ¢ nc-
IIpaBJIeHeM OIIeYaTOK).

with the ocean”*® (ibid., p. 56). That is, if the is-
land is that objective part of objective reality
which an individual gradually comprehends,
the ocean is everything that is not part of ob-
jective reality but may become part of cognitive
experience as something qualitatively differ-
ent from the clear and definite objective reali-
ty. Thus, according to Frank, such phenomena
as the state, society and the whole area of phe-
nomena pertaining to our inner world are “out-
side the island”. Considering this, Frank draws
the following conclusion about the boundaries
of the objective reality: “[...] what we call objec-
tive reality does not coincide at all with ‘being
in general” or ‘reality’ (we use these terms syn-
onymously for the present), but is only a sort of
segment of the all-embracing totality of the exis-
tent” (ibid., p. 51). The small fragment of what
exists is individual and limited. Frank refers to
it as “the little world” (mirok). Thus objective
reality (deistvitelnost’) is the narrowest catego-
ry of describing reality in Frank’s philosophy.
This category describes only that part of the en-
tire reality which has been comprehended by a
single concrete consciousness.

The next category in the cognition of reality,
according to Frank, is the world of objects, or the
objective being. This is what exists by itself. This
category is much broader than the category of
objective reality. It includes not only concrete
individual experience, but also everything that
is potentially rationally knowable (Frank, 1995,
pp- 358-359; 1983, p. 48). This category comes
closest to what Lossky defines as objective re-
ality (deistvitelnost’). Although all-embracing
actual knowledge is impossible, Frank writes
that the infinity of the potentially knowable is
always present in the consciousness of the cog-

13 Cf.: “[...] this land is an island, and enclosed in un-
alterable boundaries by nature itself. It is the land of
truth [...], surrounded by a broad and stormy ocean, the
true seat of illusion, where many a fog bank and rapidly
melting iceberg pretend to be new lands” (KrV, A 235-
236 / B 294-295; Kant, 1998, p. 354, cf. p. 339).
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PanmoHasibHOe 3HaHME — He eIMHCTBeHHBI
TWII 3HaHWMS, JOCTYIIHBIN YestoBeKy. Pduocod ot-
MedYaeT, YTO YeJIOBEeK PaHO WJIV TIO3[IHO CTaJIKVBa-
€TCsI C OIIBITOM 0COOOro XapakTepa, co crernudu-
YeCKVIMM ITepeXBaHVSMY, KOTOPBbIe BBIBOIIST €ro
3a paMKM 3TOr0 «MMpKa». 3adacTyo MX HIpudu-
HOVI CTAaHOBWUTCS TaK HasbIBaeMasi «IIOTpaHMYHAs
CUTYyalVs», HaIlpuMep KaracTpoda VI CMepTb.
Tax>ke OHV MOTYT OBITH CBSI3aHBI C OITBITOM CO3€P-
IIaHMS KPAacOThI MCKYCCTBA MJIV IIPUPOLIBI, C OIbI-
TOM OOIIeHMSI, ¢ MyKaMM JIIOOBV VIV PeJIUT03-
HBIM OIIBITOM™. B MOIOOHBIX CUTYaIMsIX YeIoBeK
MOYKET VICIIBITaTh 0CODOe MppallvioHaIbHOe YYB-
CTBO TperieTa 11 OJIaroropeHMs Ieper], HeITOCTVIK-
MOCTBIO ¥ MHOI'OACIIEKTHOCTBIO TTOIJIMHHOV, JIO-
TMYeCcKV Hell03HABAeMOVI PeasTbHOCTI. DTOT IIPO-
1ecc dpaHK HasblBaeT «aKTOM TpaHCIIeHAMPOBa-
HVs», TO €CThb B3aVIMOIEVICTBIS C TPaHCIIeHIeHT-
HBIM. B HeM uesloBeKy OTKpBIBAIOTCS MIIes MeTa-
JIOTVIYECKOTO eIVMHCTBA Mypa ¥ 3HaHMe 000 Bcex
HMaJIBHEVIIIIX BUIax ObITYSL.

OxgHon m3 KaTeropwyi, OIMCHIBAIOILEV TaKue
BUILI OBITHS, MOXXHO CUUTATE MTOHATHE U0edAbHO-
20 0vimus. CorytacHo PpaHKYy, 3TO WMzey, HeMaTe-
pUasIbHBIE I YMO3PUTEIIbHBIE CYIITHOCTY, OTKPbI-
BaIOIIIVIeCsl B OIIpeie/IeHNI Yero Obl TO HY OBLIO
(Tam xe, c. 269). OHI BHEBpeMeHHBI, CAMOTOX/Ie-
CTBEHHBI, CyII[THOCTHO HeIlO3HaBaeMbl 11 Hepas-
PBIBHO CBSI3aHBI C IIPEIMETHBIM MUPOM, TO €CTh
OHI CYIIEeCTBYIOT M OTKPBIBAIOTCA B IIO3HAHUM,
TOJIBKO OyI1yum B CBS3V C OOBEKTaMM ITpeIMeTHO-
ro ObITHs. VIHTepecHo, uTo PpaHK BhIIETISET U Ta-
KO€ CBOVICTBO MIeaJIbHOrO OBITMS, KaK IIOTEeHIIV-
astbHOCTH (Tam xe, ¢. 273). DTO 03HaYaeT, YTo Mzen
TPaKTYyIOTCd PrIocodoM Kak BCe, UTO MBICIIVIMO
¥ JIOTMYeCKV BO3MOXXHO. Takoe mjieasibHOe ObITre
SBJISIETCS HeyCTPaHVIMBIM 3JIEMEHTOM CJIeTyIollle-
ro BUJIa OBITHS, KOTOPBIV 0003HadaeTcss DpaHKOM
KaK Henocmuxumoe, Viuiv 0e3yca06roe, Ovimiie.

Kareropusi HemocTVDKMMOTO VCIIONIb3YyeTCs B
VIeas-peasiisMe Ij1s 0003HAYeHVsT HepasJIoK-
MOTO, TpaHCpaIMOHAJIBHOIO, HeI03HaBaeMoro,
IIEPBUYHOIO ¥ IIPOCTENIIETrO €OVHCTBA. DTOMY
eIVHCTBY IIPUCYII TakKXe IIpM3HaK aOCOIIOTHO-
CTVL. DTO O3HAYaeT, YTO OHO, BO-TIEPBBIX, CAMOTOX-

“TlogpobHee cMm., Hamp.: (Cementok, 2012, c. 157 —160).
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nising subject as the possibility of completing
the construction of one’s “little world” (Frank,
1983, p. 10).

Rational knowledge is not the only type
of knowledge accessible to man. Frank notes
that man sooner or later encounters experi-
ence of a special kind which takes him outside
the framework of “the little world”. This is of-
ten caused by a “borderline situation”, e.g. a
catastrophe or death. Or it may be connected
with the experience of contemplating beauty in
art or nature, of communication, the pangs of
love or religious experience." In such situations
the human being may experience an irrational
feeling of trepidation and awe in front of un-
knowable and multi-faceted genuine, logically
unfathomable reality. Franks calls this process
“an act of transcendence”, i.e. of interaction
with the transcendent. In the process of this in-
teraction a human becomes aware of the idea of
meta-logical unity of the world and all the fur-
ther types of being.

One of the categories describing such types
of being is ideal being. According to Frank, it
is made up of ideas, non-material and specu-
lative entities opening up in the definition of
anything (ibid., p. 59). They are non-temporal,
self-identical, essentially unknowable and inti-
mately bound up with the objective being, i.e.
they exist and are revealed in consciousness
only when linked with the objects of objective
being. Interestingly, Frank isolates such an at-
tribute of the objective being as possibility
(ibid., p. 62). This means that the philosopher
interprets ideas as everything that is thinkable
and logically possible. Such ideal being is an
indispensable element of the next type of be-
ing which Frank calls unknowable, or uncondi-
tional being.

The category of the unknowable is used
in ideal-realism to denote the undecompos-

4 For more detail see, for example, Semenyuk, 2012,
pp- 157-160.
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IIeCTBEHHO, a BO-BTOPBIX, 00OBeIMHSeT B cebe Bce
Buzbl ObiTig v 3HaHMS (Tam xe, c. 286). V1 ecin
ueabHOe OpITHe, 0 PpaHKy, 001asIasIo mpus3Ha-
KOM IOTEeHITNAJILHOCTY, TO Oe3ycI0BHOe ObITVie OH
Ha3BIBAET «CYIIell MOYBIO»'”, UTO O3HAYaeT ero ab-
COJIIOTHYIO TBOpYecKylo criocoOHocTh (Tam ke,
c. 249). B aToM cMbIciIe OHO SIBJISIeTCS aKTyaJIbHOM
cBODOOION B caMOM IIIMPOKOM IIOHVIMAHWM 3TOTO
aioBa (Tam xe, c. 254). HermocTvoKmMMOCTh Kak Ka-
4ecTBO yKa3aHHOIo eHCTBa prstocod cBs3bIBa-
€T C €r0 MeTaJIOTMYHOCTHIO, TO €CTh HeBO3MOXKHO-
CTBIO VICTIOJIB30BaTh PALVIOHAIBHBIE CIIOCOOBI IS
ero niozHaHus. [Ipu aTom GesyciioBHOe ObITHIE, CO-
riracHO PaHKy, HaJIM4UeCcTBYeT B KaXkIIOM CO3Ha-
HUY ¢ aDCOJIIOTHOV OYEeBUIHOCTBIO U COITy TCTBYeT
KaKIOMY aKTy CaMOCO3HaHWMS. B cTporom cmsblc-
jle GesycsioBHOe ObITie — He cdpepa M He YacTb
peasIbHOCTM, OHO U €CThb pealbHoCHb KaK TaKoBast
(Tam xe, c. 285). MoxxHO yTBep)KaaTh, YTO KaTero-
PUM «peasyIbHOCTB», «De3yCIIOBHOe ObITHEe» W «He-
IIOCTVDKMMOEe» CHMHOHVIMWYHBL M VICIIOJIB3YIOTCS
@paHKOM /17151 0003HaYeH V1Sl KOHKPETHBIX CBOVICTB
OJTHOVI 1 TO e ccpepbl ObITs.

V1 HaKOHe!, ellle OTHA KaTeropysi OHTOTHOCEO-
JIormy abcormoTHOrO peansma PpaHka — Kare-
ropus Mup. DTO HOHATVE OH VICIIONIb3YeT A1 000-
3HA4YeHWs eIVHCTBA BCErO TOIO, YTO WCIIBITHIBA-
eT KOHKpeTHOe ¥ VHIOMBUAyaIbHOe «s». To ecThb
MUP — 3TO COBOKYITHOCTB BCETO, UTO IIPeIMETHO
JaHO JIMOO VICIIBITHIBAETCS BHYTPY CO3HAHM TaK,
UTO «HOCUT XapaKTep HacUJIbCTBEHHO, IIPUHYN-
TeJIPHO HaBsI3bIBAOIIEVICSI MHe peasIbHOCTI» (Tam
Xe, c. 513). @paHK BbIIEIAET Pl KOHCTUTYTUB-
HBIX IIPV3HAKOB MVIpa: MUP HOCUT XapakTep dak-
TUYHOCTY, OH HeIpo3padeH, HE CaMOOYEBVIEH,
a Taxxe Oe30CHOBEH.

Taxvm obOpasom, mHTYUTHMBI3M PpaHKa IIpea-
jlaraeT KauecTBEHHO WHYIO KaTeropraIbHYIO
CTPYKTYpPy IO CpaBHeHMIO ¢ KoHIeriiuen Jloc-

1> DTa KOHCTUTYTVBHAas KaTeropus B yaeHmm Pparka 060-
3HauaeT abCOJIIOTHOCTh PeasIbHOCTV B CMBICIIe ee aKTya-
JIM3VIPOBAHHOV MOTEHIVAIBHOCTY. PeasbHOCTE sBiISeT-
Cs1 9eM-TO Ka9eCTBEHHO MHBIM, YeM COBOKYIITHOCTh BCeX ee
BBIIIIEIIepeUNCIIeHHBIX (popM. PeaslbHOCT — 3TO BCe, UTO
€CTh Ha CaMOM JIeJIe, VI BCe, UTO JIOTMYECKV BO3MOXKHO.

16 Cpepxsammada drutocodpckort cvicteMbl PdpaHKa COCTOUT
B BBISIBJIEHVIVI 3TOV I3HAYJIBHOV peasIbHOCTVI, IIPUYeM pac-
KPBITVIE ee COfIep KaHVIs IIPOVCXOINT C IIOMOIIIBIO OTPWMIIA-
TeJIbHBIX orperierieHu (cM., Harp.: Cementok, 2012, c. 156).
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able, trans-rational, unknowable, uncondition-
al and genuine total unity. This unity has also
the feature of absoluteness. That means that it
is first, self-identical and second, embraces all
being and knowledge (ibid., pp. 72-73). While
ideal being, according to Frank, had the attri-
bute of potentiality, he referred to uncondition-
al being as “existent potency”,”” which means
its absolute creative capability (ibid., p. 43). In
that sense, it is actual freedom in the broadest
sense of the word (ibid., p. 254). Frank derives
unknowability as an attribute of the said uni-
ty from its being meta-logical, i.e. not lending
itself to rational methods of cognition. Uncon-
ditional being, according to Frank, is evidently
present in every consciousness and accompa-
nies every act of self-consciousness. In the strict
sense, unconditional being is not a sphere or
part of reality, but reality itself (ibid., p. 285).
Arguably, Frank uses the categories of reali-
ty, unconditional being and the unknowable as
synonyms to refer to the concrete attributes of
one and the same sphere of being.*®

And finally, one more category of Frank’s
onto-gnoseology of absolute realism is the cat-
egory of “the world”. Frank uses this concept to
denote the unity of everything a concrete and
individual “self” experiences. In other words,
“the world” is a unity or totality that is either
given to me objectively or is experienced by me
inwardly in such a way that “it has the charac-
ter of a factual reality that forces itself upon me
and compels me” (ibid., p. 263). Frank identifies
several constitutive attributes of the world: the
world is factual, non-transparent, not self-evi-
dent and has no foundation.

5 In Frank’s conception, this constitutive category de-
notes the absoluteness of reality in the meaning of its
actualised potentiality. Reality is something qualitative-
ly different from the totality of all the above-mentioned
forms. Reality is everything that is and everything that
is logically possible.

16 The overarching goal of Frank’s philosophical sys-
tem is to reveal this primary reality, its content being re-
vealed through negative definitions (see, for example,
Semenyuk, 2012, p. 156).



ckoro. HecmoTpst Ha TO 4TO Ha3BaHMS KaTero-
P TIOYTHM IIOJIHOCTBIO COBIIAZIAIOT, cofep KaHue
ux pa3nyaHo. Tak, Kareropus IeVCTBUTEIIbHOCTI
y Jlocckoro ommceiBaeT BCIO cdepy MOTeHIIaIbHO
nosHaBaeMoro, a y @paHka — MHAVBUIYaIbHbIN
IIO3HAHHBIN OTPe30K peasibHOCTU. PpaHK cylile-
CTBEHHO Cy>kaeT KaTerOpuIO MeasIbHOroO ObITHS,
€CJIVI CpaBHMBATh ee C TaKoVi e Kareropwmen y Jloc-
ckoro. Eciin y nocsienzero ona oobemiieT u cdepy
OTBJIEYEHHBIX WIeV, ¥ CyOcTaHIIMaIbHBIX [JesiTe-
JIeVi, TO Y TIepBOro MjleasibHOe ObITHe — VICKITIOUN-
TesIbHO ObrTrie naen. Y dpaHKa MOsIBIIeTCs TIOHS-
THe «IIpeIMeTHOro» MIpa, IO 3HaYeHNI0 Hanbo-
Jlee TIOXO)Kee Ha KaTeTOPUIO «IeVICTBUTEIBHOCTE»
B yueHun/locckoro. Y dumtocodos He coBriagaroT
U mpesicTaBleHnsi o OesycioBHOM. [I1g dpaHKa
«DOe3yciIoBHOe OBITVE» — 3TO IIpeXJe BCero rHo-
ceoJiormyecKasi KaTeropus, OTChlJIaromias K Herlo-
3HaBaeMOCTH peasIbHOCTY KaK TaKoBO, a 11y14 JIoc-
CKOTO — OHTOJIOTrMYecKasi, o3Havaroras bora. Ha-
KOHeIl, (PaKTNIeCK IIPOTMBOIOIIOKHBIMY OKa3bl-
BalOTCs Y HUX 3HaueHMs KaTeropum mup. JIocckmii
HasblBaeT TaK OpraHMYecKoe eIMHCTBO BCEro Cy-
mecTBytomiero, a @pank — cdepy BHyTpeHHEN
JKM3HY VHOVIBUYaJIbHOTO «s».

Kareropuanrsnag crpykrypa y ®@paHka n3das-
JIeHa OT I1eJIoro psa mpobdiem dpvtocodprm Jloc-
ckoro. Tak, mepBbIVI OTAeT IpeAIouTeHNe THO-
CeOJIOTMYeCKMM XapaKTepUCTMKaM IIpU  OIlvica-
HVY OOJIBIIVIHCTBA KaTeropuil, OTKa3bIBaeTcs OT
HEKOTOPBIX MeTau3MUIecKX JIOMYIeHU I Iperl-
IIeCTBEHHMKA, HO, IJIaBHOe, IIPU O0OOCHOBaHWM
CBOEro KaTeropuasibHOIO arriapara He VCIIOJIb3Y-
eT CBelleHVe OHTOJIOIMYEeCKMX YCJIOBUI 3HaHMS
K IPUMHONUITY MMMaHEHTHOCTH, O IIPOTMBOpeUn-
BBIX CJIEZICTBIMSIX KOTOPOTO ITUIa peub Bblllle. KaTe-
TOPUM «PpeasIbHOCTI» 1 «HETIOCTVIKVIMOTO» TI03BO-
ns10T PpaHKy OrpaHUYUTH POJIb MHTYUITU B TIO-
3HaHMM, OCTaBUTh IIPOCTPAHCTBO [JIs BOCIIPOW3-
BefleHVs B ITO3HAHWM Yero-TO HaXOJAIIerocs 3a
IIpezieslaMi Hero caMoro, 1 fgaxe JIOIYCTUTb OCO-
ObIVI TpaHCIeHAEHTHBIV IIpeaMeT. V1 Bce ke He-
KOTOpBIE 3aTpygHeHMs OOOCHOBaHMS MHTYUTU-
B3Ma COXPaHSIOTCS M B €r0 YUeHWV, HallpuMep
B CBS3M C TIAHTEVICTMYECKVIMYL MOTVBAaMU U Mieent
0 METaJIOTMTYeCKOM BCEeIITHCTBE.
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Thus, Frank’s intuitivism presupposes a
qualitatively different categorial structure
from Lossky’s theory. Although the names of
the categories are almost identical, their con-
tent differs.”” Thus, with Lossky, the category
of reality (deistvitelnost’) describes the sphere
of what is potentially knowable while, with
Frank, it is an individually cognised piece of
reality. Frank substantially narrows the cat-
egory of ideal being by comparison with the
same category of Lossky. While with the lat-
ter it embraces the sphere of abstract ideas as
well as substantive agents, with the former
ideal being is exclusively the being of ideas.
Frank introduces the concept “objective being”
whose meaning comes closest to Lossky’s cat-
egory “reality”. The two philosophers invest
the concept of the unconditional with different
meanings. For Frank “unconditional being” is
primarily a gnoseological category which has
to do with reality being unknowable as such,
while for Lossky it is an ontological category
meaning God. Finally, the category “world”
has opposite meanings for the two philoso-
phers. Lossky uses it to refer to the organic uni-
ty of all things extant and Frank to the sphere
of inner life of an individual “self”.

Frank’s categorial structure dispenses with
several problems of Lossky’s philosophy.
Thus, Frank prefers gnoseological characteris-
tics when describing the majority of categories,
drops some of his predecessor’s metaphys-
ical assumptions, and, most importantly, in
grounding his categorial framework he does
not reduce ontological conditions of knowl-
edge to the principle of immanence, whose con-
troversial consequences have been discussed
earlier. The categories of “reality” and “the
unknowable” enable Frank to limit the role of
intuition in cognition, to leave room for the
reproduction in cognition of something that

7 For this reason, the Russian concept “deistvitelnost””
was translated into English as “reality” for Lossky’s
conception and “objective reality” for Frank’s concep-
tion. — Editor.
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6. 3akJIroueHme

CraHOBIIeHVe OHTOIHOCEOJIOTYeCcKON IIpobiie-
MaTVKM B PYCCKOM MHTYWUTMBU3ME IIPOVICXOVIIO
IIOo7, CWJIPHBIM BJIMSIHVEM HeOKaHTMaHCTBa. B 1ie-
sioM m Jlocckmit, 1 @paHK CTaBwIv LeJlb IIPeoo-
JIeTb KPUTMUECKYIO (PVIIOCOVIO CBOETO BpeMeHT.
Ocy1iiecTBiieHVe 3TOV 3aa4V HA4aJIoCh C CUICTeMa-
TWYECKOVI KPUTMKM KaHTVMAHCKOIO IIPOEKTa, B paM-
KaxX KOTOpovi ObUIa BBbISIBJIEHA caMa MHTEHIIMS Ha
CONVKeHVe OHTOJIOTMV VI THOCEOIormi. Tak m He
BbIpakeHHasl SKCIUIMIIMTHO 3a7iada Bceyl I1oJieMu-
KW, TI0 CYTW, CBOOWIACh K TOMY, YTOOBI «3arHaThb
B TYIIMK» HEOKAHTMAHCTBO ITyTeM IIOCTAaHOBKN Ta-
KMX IIpo0JIeM, KOTOpble OHO He CIIOCOOHO 3 dek-
TUBHO paspelmnTh. V1 Bce XXe, KaK 4acTo ObIBaeT
B prtocodmy, MOJTyUsIoch He CTOJIBKO pas U Ha-
BCerJla paspelInTb 3aTPyAHeHM: KaHTMaHCKMX
LITYMV, CKOJIBKO J1aTh HOBble OTBETHI Ha CTapble
BOIPOCHI M CO3aTh NPVHIIIINAIBHO HOBYIO Teo-
MO TIO3HAHVIS, Hepas3neIIMYIO ¢ Teopyel ObITHS.

PasperrieHte OHTOrHOCEOJIOTMYECKOVI ITpO0IIe-
MBI y PYCCKMX MHTYUTVUBUCTOB COCTOSIJIO B CO3/1a-
HUM OHTOJIOIMM Ha THOCeOJIOrMYecKoM Dasvice, To
eCcThb PaKTMUeCK! B IIPUCIIOCOOIeHNI MAeV O COo-
craBe OBITVS [IOJ] Te VJIV VIHBIe 3aKOHBI II03HAHIS.
Konrternmsa Jlocckoro, kak m xoHuenuus Opan-
Ka, HauMHaeTcs ¢ MHTYUTUBUCTCKON TeOpUN Io-
3HaHMs, ITpolieMaM KOTOPOVI ObUIM IOCBSIIIEHBI
nepBble (pyHIaMeHTasIbHble PadOTBl 00omXx du-
socodos. Bripouem, Mexpay myOnvKainyert Maru-
cTepckmx padot Jlocckoro n dpaHKa, Kak Obl HI
ObUIM OHM ONW3KM APYT K APYTry MO TeMaTuKe,
IIPOLLJIO JIecsATh JieT. VI xapakrepHo, uTo dpaHK,
BeinycTuBIINM «[ IpemMeT 3HaHMSA» yXXKe 1ociIe oc-
HOBaTeJILHOIO 3HaKOMCTBa ¢ «ODOCHOBaHVEM VIH-
TYUTVUBU3Ma», B CBOeVl paboTe CTaBUT IEJIBIO ITO-
VICK OHTOJIOTMYECKMX OCHOBAHWUI BO3MOXXHOCTW
VIHTYUTWBIM3Ma, TO €CTh IIPOM3BOANT OKOHYATeIIb-
HBIVI CMIHTEe3 BOIIPOCOB THOCEOJIOT MV I OHTOJIOT MV
B paMKax JaHHOVI TEOPUL.

ObpaiieHne K KpUTHUUECKOMY Haciaenuio Ac-
KOJIBJIOBA IIO3BOJIVIJIO OTOOPas3sUTh IIPOOJIeMBI VH-
TyUTUBU3Ma U wpaean-peasmsMa Jlocckoro. Ac-
KOJIBJIOB SKCIUIMITUTHO BBISBUJI ITPOTMBOpPEUNS
OHTOJIOI'MM ¥ THOCEOJIOT MM B KOoHITermi JIoccko-

is beyond it and even to allow for a special
transcendent object. Even so, some difficulties
in validating intuitivism remain in his doctrine,
e.g. in connection with the pantheistic motives
and the idea of meta-logical all-unity.

6. Conclusion

The emergence of onto-gnoseological prob-
lematics in Russian intuitivism was heavily in-
fluenced by Neo-Kantianism. On the whole,
both Lossky and Frank sought to overcome the
critical philosophy of their time. They began
with a systematic critique of the Kantian pro-
ject, thus indicating the intention of bringing
closer together ontology and gnoseology. The
task of the polemic, never explicitly stated, was
to “drive Neo-Kantianism into an impasse” by
posing questions to which it could offer no ef-
fective solution. And yet, as often happens in
philosophy, they did not so much solve the
difficulties of Kantian studies once and for all
as give new answers to the old questions and
come up with a fundamentally new theory of
cognition inseparable from the theory of being.

The Russian intuitivists” solution to the on-
to-gnoseological problem consisted in creating
an ontology on the basis of gnoseology, i.e. es-
sentially adapting the ideas of what constitut-
ed being to certain laws of knowledge. Lossky’s
theory, like that of Frank, begins with the in-
tuitivist theory of knowledge whose problems
formed the subject of the early major works
of both philosophers. However, in spite of the
similarity of their themes, ten years separate
the publication of their master’s dissertations.
Characteristically, Frank, who published The
Object of Knowledge after thoroughly studying
The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, in his book sets
out to look for an ontological grounding of in-
tuitivism, i.e. effects a final synthesis of gnose-
ology and ontology within this theory.

By turning to Askoldov’s critical heri-
tage I was able to cast light on the problems of
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ro. Tax, BBefIeHVe ITPUHIINIIA MMMaHEHTHOCTY OT-
MeHsleT B MHTYUTUBMU3Me JIocCKOro BO3MOXKHOCTB
OOOCHOBaHNS TPAHCIEHAEHTHOCT HEKOTOPBIX
TUIIOB 3HaHV, YTO IPVUBOONUT K Cep ITapaJoKCOB
B TEOPUM OIIYyIIeHWII 1 yYeHWUN O IPOCTpaHCTBe.

Ecyim cpaBHUBaTBE (prtocodpckme KOHLIEIIIN
Jlocckoro n PpaHKa, TO BBISICHSETCS, YTO OCHOB-
Hble OHTOTHOCeOJIOrMYecKye KaTeropum B HUX
COBITAIAIOT JIVIITL Ha IIepBBIV B3I, Pacxoxie-
HVISI HAaUMHAIOTCH y>Ke B CaMOM OIpeie/IeH VH-
TYUIIUM, a TI0 Mepe M3y4YeHUsi TOHKOCTel OHTO-
JIOTUN MfleaI-peali3Ma TOJIBKO YCVIMBAIOTCS.
Tax, Bo-TIepBbIX, KaTeropuaJbHBIN armapar 00o-
ux prtocodoB PopMUPyeTCs ITOCTEIIeHHO, B CBS-
31 C 4eM B paHHUX paboTax, Takux Kak «ObocHo-
BaHVEe MHTYUTUBU3Ma» 1 «[IpemmeT 3HaHMS», 00a
MBICJIUTEIIS TIOJIB3YIOTCS TepMMHaMV, KOTOpBIe
Ho37IHee IpMOOpPeTyT 3HaYeHVe KaTeropuil OHTO-
THOCEOJIOrMN. Bo-BTOpPBIX, HECMOTpPsI Ha CXOIICTBO
OoJIBIIMHCTBA HaVIMEHOBAHWII KaTeropwil, BbISB-
JIAIOTCS CyIlleCTBeHHBbIe OTIMYMS B MIX COHepKa-
HUM. B 9acTHOCTM, COBEpIIIeHHO He COBITAIalOT Ta-
K1e KaTeropuu, Kak OetlcrmbBumessHocms, uoeassb-
Hoe Obimue, peaibHocmy, be3yci08Hoe Ovimue Vi npeo-
memubil mup. B-tperemnx, y dwiocodos cyiie-
CTBEHHO OTJIMYAIOTCA MeTadv3mdecKie KapTUHBI
MMPa, OT KOTOPBIX 3aBUCST CIIOCOOBI 0OOCHOBAHVIS
psAla OHTOTrHOCeosormyeckmx Tesucos. Tak, Jloc-
CKUVI TOpas[o CUIbHee CKJIOHeH K IOCTPOeHWIO
MeTadpM3MIecKMX KOHCTPYKIINIL, TaKMX, Hallpu-
Mep, KaK cyOcTaHIIMaIbHbIe JesTesIV, C TIOMOIIIBI0
KOTOPBIX OH CBSI3bIBaeT MeX[ly coOovi Bce cdepsl
Ob1TIs1. DpaHK, B CBOIO OUepPerlb, BBIBOAMUT O0OOCHO-
BaHVe VHTYUTWBN3Ma Ha HOBBIVI YPOBEHb Teope-
TUYeCKOV CJIOKHOCTH, ITOJIHOCTBIO OTBeprast OHTO-
JIOTMIIO IIpe/IeCTBeHHMKa 11 00OCHOBbIBasI CBSI3M
MeX/Ty TUIIaMy ObITISI THOCEOJIOTMTUEeCKL.

WccaedoBarue noodepxano us cpedcmb epanma
IIpesudenma PO MK-1075.2019.6 «Mex0y Heokam-
muancmBom u cperomero102uetl: npodsema OHmMoeHo-
ceonoeuu 8 Poccuu u I'epmanuu 6 nauase XX Bexa».

7 O pasHMIle B MHTepIIpeTallMy TOHSATUV WHTYWIIUN
y Jlocckoro m ®Ppanka cm., Hamp.: (Bemxapesa, 2016,
c. 148 —149).

P.R. Bonadyseva

Lossky’s intuitivism and ideal-realism. Askoldov
explicitly revealed the contradictions in Lossky’s
ontology and gnoseology. Thus, the introduction
of the principle of immanence in Lossky’s intu-
itivism makes it impossible to validate the tran-
scendence of some types of knowledge, which
leads to a series of paradoxes in the theory of
sensations and in the conception of space.

A comparison of the philosophical concepts
of Lossky and Frank shows that their main on-
to-gnoseological categories only appear to be
similar. Differences emerge in the very defini-
tion of intuition and increase as one delves into
the details of the ontology of ideal-realism.™®
First, the categorial framework of the two phi-
losophers was formed gradually, with the ear-
ly works (The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge and
The Object of Knowledge) both using terms that
would later become categories of onto-gnose-
ology. Second, in spite of the similarity of the
majority of the names of categories, there are
substantial differences in their content. For ex-
ample, such categories as deistvitelnost’ (reali-
ty / objective reality), ideal being, realnost’ (real
world / reality), unconditional being, and ob-
jective being are totally different. Third, the two
philosophers have substantially different meta-
physical pictures of the world which determine
the methods of validation of some onto-gnoseo-
logical theses. Thus, Lossky is far more inclined
to create metaphysical structures e.g. substan-
tive agents, which he uses to bring together all
the spheres of being. Frank, for his part, ele-
vates the grounding of intuitivism to a new lev-
el of theoretical complexity, flatly rejecting his
predecessor’s ontology and grounding the links
between types of being gnoseologically.

The study was supported by the Russian Presi-
dent’s Grant MK-1075.2019.6 “Between Neo-Kan-
tianism and Phenomenology: the Problem of
Onto-Epistemology in Russia and Germany in the
Early Twentieth Century”.

8 On the different interpretations of the concepts
of intuition by Lossky and Frank see, for example
Beshkareva, 2016, pp. 148-149.
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ITAMSITU ITPOPECCOPA
JTJEOHMOA MBAHOBMYA TETIOEBA
(23.09.1961—7.10.2020)

Jleonny Vsanosuu Tettoes, jokTop dpustocod-
CKMX HayK, IpodeccrOHaIIbHBIN IIepeBOIUNIK,
KBaJIMPUITMPOBaHHBIN ITefaror, gpwiocod n dpu-
JIOJIOT, y1iIes1 u3 Xu3Hu 7 okTa0ps 2020 roga B BO3-
pacte 59 siet. borarbIvi OIIBIT HayYHBIX MCCIIROBA-
HWVI, OCHOBHBIM (POKYCOM KOTOPBIX Obljla TpaHC-
LIeHJIeHTasIbHasl (prytocodsl, Halllell OTpakeHe
B €0 MHOTOYVICJIEHHBIX ITyOJIMKaIIX B POCCUTI-
CKVMX U 3apyOeXXHBIX M3IaHUsIX.

JKusub Jleonna VBaHoBrdya Obliia HacbIIlleHa
VIHTEJUIEKTYaJIBHBIMY COOBITMSIMIL: B IIEPBOM IIO-
nosuHe 1990-x IT. paboTa I71aBHBIM PeJaKTOpOM ra-
3eThbI HOBOJDKCKMX HeMIleB «Boramantysr» (“Wol-
gazeitung”, mosxe “Zeitung der Wolgadeutschen”)
U 3aTeM ydacTyie B PeIKOJUIETrMsIX PasJIMIHBIX 13-
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IN MEMORY OF PROFESSOR
LEONID TETYUEV
(23.09.1961-7.10.2020)

Leonid Ivanovich Tetyuev, DSc (Philoso-
phy), professional translator, qualified teach-
er, philosopher and philologist, passed away
on October 7, 2020. He was 59 years of age. His
rich experience of research, which focused on
transcendental philosophy, was reflected in nu-
merous publications in and outside Russia.

The life of Leonid Tetyuev was replete with
intellectual events: in the first half of the 1990s
he worked as the chief editor of the newspaper
of the Volga Germans (Wolgazeitung; Zeitung
der Wolgadeutschen) and later on the editorial
boards of various publications, including for-
eign ones. He took an active part in organising



IaHWVI, B TOM YNCIle 3apyOeXXHBIX, aKTVBHAas Hay -
HO-OpraHmsaTopcKas 1 IJIOIOTBOpHAsl Hay YHO-VIC-
cJlefioBaTesIbcKasl 1eaTe/IbHOCTh. I1oyuns ocHOB-
Hoe oOpasosaHue B CapaTOBCKOM IOCydapCTBeH-
HOM mneparormueckoM mHcTUTyTe M. KA. @e-
nvHa, Jleonun VIBaHoBMY He ITpeKkpalliajl IOBBI-
IIIaTh COOCTBEHHYIO HAy4HYIO KBaIMPUKaIIMIO:
Jleccunr-Kortemx g3bika 1 KyJIbTYpbl B MapOyp-
re, VIHCTUTYT myOnmmIINCTVKYA (AKazIeMus CpeJiCTB
MaccoBomt MHpopMalmy) B MIoHXeHe, MHOXXeCTBO
KYPCOB IOBBIIIeHVS KBaIMUKaIlVY, B TOM YlCIIe
B MI'Y mm. M.B. JlomorocoBa n PYIIH. IlocTosr-
HOe CTpeMmJIeHMe K JJOCTVIKEHMIO BBICOKOTO Kaue-
CTBa IIPOBOAMMBIX MCCIIEZIOBAaHUN IIepeaBasioch
yueHMKaM 1 Kosuleram. Jleonun VBaHosuu opra-
HV30BbIBaJI HayYHbIe CeMVHApPBI, KPYXXKM I KOH-
depeHIIMM, Ha KOTOPBIX aKTMBHO AEJINIICS COO-
CTBEHHBIMV 3HaHMSAMM U OIBITOM. B cTenax du-
nocodpekoro dakysnperera CI'Y wm. H.I. Yepnbr-
IIIeBCKOI'O OH T10J1b30BaJICsd BBICOKVIM aBTOPUTETOM,
€ro MHeHVIe BBICOKO IIeHWJIN, a K KOMMEeHTapVsIM
Bcerga npuctymmBaivck. Jleonnn, ViBanosuu cn-
CTEMHO W IIOC/IeIOBATe/IbHO OTCTamBasl CBOIO IIO-
3ULIMIO B IVICKYCCUSIX, CTPOTrO apryMeHTUPYs CBOV
MIIen v TIOJIOKeHMs, HO IIPV 3TOM Bcerzia Moziep-
JKVMBaJI KOJUJIET B HOBBIX HAUMHAHMSIX.

Hayunble wnTepecer Jleonnma lIBanosuua
ObUIM COCPeOTOYeHbl Ha PacKpBbITUM TpPaHCIeH-
ZleHTaIbHOM prytocoduy KaK COBpeMeHHOro pu-
socodpckoro mpoekTa. IIpakTiyeckmM BorIole-
HVEeM 3TOr0 3aMbICJIa CTaJIa OpraHM3als eXXerol-
Horo cemymHapa «V1. KaHT 11 akTyasibHbIe I1pobile-
MBI COBpeMeHHOV (uiocodmm», KOTOPBIN CTap-
toBasl B 2002 I. 1 mpoposrKaicd 10 HacCTOSIIEero
BpeMeHI. /11l CTy[IeHTOB IHOCTOSIHHO OpraHm30-
BaJIVICh KPY>KKI 1 HayYHbIe CeMIMHapBbl, Cpeu Ko-
TOPBIX OOJIBIION IOIYJISSPHOCTBIO II0JIb30BaJIVICH
«Dytocodust XU3HM» 1 «ITHOC B COBPEMEHHOM
KOMMYHMKaTVBHOM ITpocTpaHcTBe: Hapoabl Ilo-
BOJDKbs». [IpobrieMa KOMMYHVKAIIUM B YCITOBUSIX
MeHsIoIerocss pmiocodpckoro ANUCKypca Takxke
3aHMMaJla Ba)KHOe MeCTO B Hay4HBIX McCIlefloBa-
Hugx Jleonnpa VBanosnya. @ustocodms FO. Xa-
OepMmaca Bcerma Oblyla B IIEHTpe ero BHUMAaHWISL
Jleonwn VIBaHOBMY BBICOKO OIT€HMBAJI ITOTEHIV-
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science and was engaged in extensive research
work. After graduating from the Konstantin
Fedin State Pedagogical Institute in Saratov,
Leonid Tetyuev continued to upgrade his sci-
entific skills at the Lessing College of Language
and Culture in Marburg, the Media Academy
in Munich and took multiple upgrading cours-
es, among others at the Lomonosov Moscow
State University and the RUDN University. He
imparted his commitment to quality of research
to his students and colleagues. He organised
scientific seminars, circles and conferences
in which he liberally shared his knowledge
and experience. He commanded great author-
ity at the Philosophical Department of the
Chernyshevsky Saratov State University, his
opinion was highly valued and his comments
were heeded. Leonid Tetyuev systemically and
consistently upheld his position in discussions,
rigorously arguing his ideas and propositions
while invariably supporting his colleagues in
their ground-breaking projects.

Leonid Tetyuev’s interests lay in the field
of transcendental philosophy as a modern
philosophical project. The practical outcome
of his efforts was the annual seminar “Imma-
nuel Kant and Topical Problems of Contem-
porary Philosophy” which started in 2002 and
continues to this day. He constantly organ-
ised circles and research seminars for students,
the most popular ones being “The Philoso-
phy of Life” and “Ethnicity in the Contempo-
rary Communication Space: the Peoples of the
Volga Area.” The problem of communication
in the changing philosophical discourse also
loomed large in Leonid Tetyuev’s studies. The
philosophy of Jiirgen Habermas was always
central to his interests. Leonid Tetyuev had a
high regard for the potential of the theory of
communications in eliminating obvious con-
tradictions in social relations and in the scien-
tific community. Proceeding from Kant’s ideas
on methods of achieving the world civil socie-



Hexponor

aJI TeOpyY KOMMYHVKAILIWUT [IJ15 yCTPaHeH s oJe-
BUIHBIX IIPOTUBOPEUYNI B COLIMAIbHBIX OTHOIIIe-
HMSX 1 HayYHOM coob1iecTse. OCHOBBIBAsSI JIOTIKY
cBOMX paccykreHum Ha uzesix Kanra o cmocobax
IOCTVIKEHVISI BCEeMUPHO-TPaKIaHCKOIo O0IIecTBa,
Jleonun VIBaHOBMY CcTpeMmIcsS pacKpBITh OCOOeH-
HOCTM 1 3aKOHOMEPHOCTVI CMEHBI IVCKyPca B IIPo-
CTpaHCTBe KOMMYHMKaIWUM. DTU WAeU HaIuIn
OTpakeHUe B psfle ero craTey, a Takke B KHUIe
«BBeeHMe B TeOPIIO KOMMYHMKATUBHOIO pasyMa
IOprena Xabepmaca: TekcT jiekumin» (2015). B we-
CKOJIBKO MHOM paKypce Obljla HammcaHa CTaThbs
«Durtocodmst s3pika IOprena Xabepmaca: parm-
OHaJIbHasl TEOPMsI YHUBEPCAJIBHON IIparMaTmK»
(2019), packpsiBaroIiasi COOTHOIIeHVe Iepdop-
MAaTVIBHBIX BBICKA3bIBAaHW VI IIPOHO3NILIVIVI B KOH-
TekcTe dpvtocodpmm si3bika. IlocemHert macrrad-
Hov1 nyOrmKanivent Jleonua VBaHoBMYa, BBIITIE]T-
II1eV He3aJ0JIr0 0 €ro CKOPOIIOCTVIKHOV KOHYVI-
HBI, CTajla MOHOrpadms «ITHKa ANCKypca B COLIN-
anpHOM Teopuu IOprena Xabepmaca. K Boripocy
0 KaHTMaHCKoM mpouteHnm» (Capatos, 2020).
Monorpadmsa Jleonupa Visanosnua TeTroesa
«I'paHcueneHTaIbPHAA  PWIOoCcOPUS: COBpeMeH-
HbIV TIpoekT» (2001) 1 cOOpHMK MO ero pemak-
umen «Vimmanymin KaHT v akTyasIpHBIe TTpo0IIe-
MBI coBpeMeHHOM prtocodpmm» (2005) oTpakaror
OCHOBHBIE TIOJIOKEHMSI €T0 IIPOoeKTa COBpeMeHHO
TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IbHOV pustocodpum. B masibHen-
IT1IeM OHV ObUIV PacKPBITHI B MHOTOUVICTIEHHBIX Ha-
YUHBIX CTaThsIX, a TaKXXe B HECKOJIBKVIX KPYIIHBIX
MoHorpadmsix 1 cOOpHMKaX, B TOM 4MCIIe B MO-
Horpadpum «KaHT 11 coBpeMeHHas IIpaKTuyecKas
durrocodust: aKTyasibHBIe IIPOOIEMBI M IVICKYC-
cum» (2018). Jleorwny ViBaHOBIMY He 00OIIIeIT CBOVIM
BHUMaHVeM U IIpo0JIeMbl JIOTMKW, 3TUKM, PuIo-
cocpum obpaszosanms 1 prtocodpum Haykn. Kan-
ra «Jlormka m g3p1x» (2019) mo3miMoHVpOBaIach
aBTOPOM Kak yueOHOe ItocoOve I MarmcTpaH-
TOB, HO IIO COZIepKaHMIO OHa IIpeJiCTaBIIgeT coOov
dyHIaMeHTaIbHYI0 Hay4HO-VCCI/IeoBaTesIbCKY 0
paboty. B Her1, a Takke B psjie cTaTeil pacKpblBa-
eTcs IIpo0JIeMa BO3MOXKHOCTY BbIsIBJIeHVsI 00I11er
€/IVHOVI aIllpYOPHOV (POPMBI CBA3M A3bIKa 1 MUpa.
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ty, Leonid Tetyuev sought insights and logic in
the change of discourse in the communication
space. He expounded his ideas in a series of ar-
ticles and the book Introduction to the Theory of
Communicative Reason of Jurgen Habermas: Text
of Lectures (2015). He took a somewhat different
approach in his article Jurgen Habermas’s Philos-
ophy of Language: A Rational Theory of Universal
Pragmatics (2019), dealing with the relationship
between performative utterances and propo-
sitions in the context of language philosophy.
The last major publication of Leonid Tetyuev,
brought out shortly before his untimely death,
was the monograph The Ethics of Discourse in the
Social Theory of Jurgen Habermas. On the Kantian
Reading (Saratov, 2020).

Tetyuev’s monograph Transcendental Philos-
ophy: A Contemporary Project (2001) and the col-
lection of articles under the heading Immanuel
Kant and the Topical Problems of Contemporary
Philosophy (2005) which he edited reflect the
main provisions of his projects of contempo-
rary transcendental philosophy. He elaborated
them in numerous articles and in several major
monographs and collections of articles, includ-
ing the monograph Kant and Contemporary Prac-
tical Philosophy: Topical Problems and Discussions
(2018). Leonid Tetyuev was no stranger to the
problems of logic, ethics, philosophy of educa-
tion and philosophy of science. His book Log-
ic and Language (2019), intended as a textbook
for Master’s Degree candidates, was essential-
ly a solid piece of research. In it, as well as in
a series of articles, he addressed the problem
of identifying a single a priori form of the link
between language and the world. Studies on
the philosophy of discourse and Neo-Kantian
pedagogy are awaiting publication. In his lat-
er years Leonid Tetyuev as professor occupied
the chair of ethics and aesthetics at the Philo-
sophical Department of the Chernyshevsky
Saratov State University (SSU). He was active
in the department’s life and never abandoned



IlonroToBrieHB! M OXWUIAIOT CBOEV MyONMKalum
Hay4Hble TPy/Ibl, TIOCBAIIIeHHbIe (prtocodnm ayic-
Kypca ¥ HeOKaHTVaHCKOV ITefJarorvke.

TTocnenume romwl Xxwm3HM JleoHun lVIBaHOBMY
TpyOwiIcsd Ha Kadespe STUKIU U 3CTeTUKM PpuIo-
codckoro daxyisrera CI'Y mm. H.I. YepHblies-
CKOTO B JOJDKHOCTM Iipodpeccopa. IIpyHnmMas ak-
TUBHOE y4acTue B JesiTeJIbHOCTU (paKyJIbreTa, OH
HMKOI/Ia He 3a0bIBajl O CBOVMX y4eHMKaX, IIPO0II-
JKas OCTaBaTbCd HACTAaBHMKOM, a IS KOJUIEr —
IOOPBIM OPYyTrOM ¥ BEPHBIM TOBapWUIIeM. SIBIISAsACH
B KayecTBe CIIelyasIvcTa o uctopum dpriocodpvn
4JjleHOM JyiccepranyonHoro coseta npu CI'Y, on
CO BCEeV OTBETCTBEHHOCTBIO TIOIXOIVII K BBIIOJTHE-
HVIO cBOMX 0obOsi3aHHOCTeV. OOBeKTMBHAS KPUTH-
Ka U cTporasl IeJaHTUYHOCTh codeTaslacb B HeM
C >KeJIaHVeM IIOMOYb COVICKaTesIIM Ha VX Hay YHOM
ryTu. Iloz ero Hagas1oM Ipou30IIIIO CTaHOBJIEHe
MHOT'MX IIperojjaBaTesierl, CTaBIINX IIpodeccro-
HaJIaMV B CBOMX 00JIacTsIX Hay YHBIX MHTEPECOB.

Mneasnsr puntocodpmm KaHnTa Boruiomasnmicy He
TOJIBKO B IPaKTVMKe Hay4YHOIO VCCIIeIOBaHMs, HO
v B xu3HM Jleonnna VIBanosmyaa. Hegpapom ogHOM
13 JIIOOVIMBIX 1 HantOoslee 4acTo TIOBTOPSEMBIX MM
dpa3 ObUTa KaHTOBCKAsI CeHTeHINs «lokeH —
3HAUUT MOXelIbl. B BeICTyIIIIeHMY Ha MeXIyHa-
POHOM Hay4HOM CeMMHape, OpraHM30BaHHOM
B CI'Y mm. H.I. YepHbliieBckoro mpu Iopaepxk-
ke PYIH v BOY mwm. V1. Kanra, ooy n3 aBTOpm-
TeTHEeVIIIMX VICCIIerioBaTesIer HeMeITKOro HeOKaH-
TraHcTBa [epT Dnens oxapakTepr3oBasl HayYHbIe
mccnenosanms J1.V. TeTroeBa Kak IIOCTHEOKAHTU-
aHCKMe, TIOYepKHYB TeM CaMbIM ILIOHOTBOPHBIE
YCVUIVISE IOCJIe[IHEro 10 aKTyaIM3aliy Hacleays
KéHUTcOeprckoro dpriocoda. ITprHImIT HOwKeH-
CTBOBaHMS CTaJl MarvCTpaJIbHOVI JIMHMEN B XKU3-
H1 1 pustocodpmn Jleonnaa VisaHosnya.

CBemiag mnaMathb o Jleonnae VIBaHosuue TeTro-
eBe HaBcerja COXpaHWUTCA B cepiliax ero JIpyser,
KOJUIET VI YYeHVKOB.

B.H. Bexo06, I1.A. Baadumupob
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his students but remained their mentor and,
for his colleagues, a friend and loyal comrade.
He diligently performed his duties as a histo-
ry of philosophy specialist of the SSU Disser-
tation Council. He combined an impartial and
scrupulous approach with a readiness to help
candidates, launching many of them on their
academic careers.

Leonid Tetyuev followed the ideas of Kan-
tian philosophy not only in research practice
but in his life. Characteristically, one of his fa-
vorite quotes was the Kantian maxim “You
must, therefore you can.” In his speech at the
International workshop at the Chernyshevsky
Saratov State University, organised jointly with
the RUDN University and the Immanuel Kant
Baltic Federal University, Dr. Geert Edel, one
of the most authoritative scholars of German
Neo-Kantianism, described Leonid Tetyuev’s
works as post-Neo-Kantian, stressing the lat-
ter’s fruitful work in bringing the Konigsberg
philosopher’s legacy into the present. The prin-
ciple of duty permeated Leonid Tetyuev’s life
and philosophy.

Leonid Tetyuev will forever be remembered
by his friends, colleagues and pupils.

Vladimir N. Belov, Pavel A. Viadimirov

Translated from the Russian
by Evgeni N. Filippov
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