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PEIIEH3UN

REVIEWS

PYCCKOE HEOKAHTVMAHCTBO:
B3IJ1510, CO CTOPOHBI!

B.H. Beao8, T. B. CasvruxoBa®

Perr. Ha xu.: Czardybon B. Problem wiedzy
w rosyjskim projekcie neokantowskim.
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN,
2017. 356 s.

Penjensupyemas kanra — «[Ipobriema 3sHaHMA B pyc-
CKOM HeOKaHTMaHCKOM IIpOeKTe» — IIpefiCTaBIsieT co0ov
HEeCKOJIBKO VM3MeHEeHHYIO BepCUIO JTIOKTOPCKOM JiccepTa-
v, Koropyro bapbapa YappeiOon sarmmrivia B 2014 .
Ha dmtocodpckom daxysibreTe SIre/UI0HCKOrO YHUBEPCH-
tera B Kpakose. CitemyeT OTMeTITB, UTO IIOJIbCKAS VCCIIe-
ZioBaTe/IbHIIIA ICTOPYI PYCCKOTL (PIIOCOUN IMeeT yKe
HeCKOJIbKO ITyO/IMKaIlnil Ha PYCCKOM $I3bIKe, BBIIIEIIIINX
B TOM umcie B «KaHToBckoM cOopHIKe» (cM.: HapbpIOoH,
2015; benos, Yapasioown, 2016). Kanra orryormkosaHa B ce-
pvm «Pycckast dwtocodpmst», KOTopas M3naeTcs VHCTHU-
TyToM drutocodpum yHMBepcuTeTa 3entéHa-I'yper. Cepus
00BbenyHseT HOJIBCKIIX MCCIIeIoBaTesIeV, 3aHMAIOIIVIXCS
v3ydeHneM pycckont dputocodekort mpicm XIX u XX BB.
PertakTopamut cepum SIBJISIIOTCS M3BECTHBIE ITOJIBCKME yde-
Hble, ipocpeccopa JIvymanna Kueisuk n Sex Yk
(Lilianna Kiejzik, Jacek Uglik). B kagecTBe 0OCHOBHOI Tie/IM
VI3IATeNIV CepuY TeKIIapUpPYIOT ITpoTaraHy «boraTeIx co-
TeprKaHVeM MIell, pOXKIEeHHBIX B YMaX BOCTOYHBIX (hpwIo-
codos». Kanra bapbapsr Happi00H cocTaBimia JI€BSATHIV
ToM cepun. /1o 3TOro B Hew yxke ObUIM OITyOJIMKOBaHEI
vicciIefoBaHMsl, ocBseHHble 0. Cepruio byrakosy, Hu-
Kojaro beprsieBy, Astexcero Jlocesy, o. ITapity driopeHcko-
My, ®énopy Hocroesckomy 1 Astekcarnpy I'epiieny.

Bo Beemenvit bapGapa Yapmapibon HaMeuaeT OCHOB-
Hble JIMHVV CBOETo MccreioBanys. [Ipexxe Bcero oHa 3a-
TparvBaeT OIpefie/IleH/e HeOKaHTMAHCTBa 1 3TaIloB ero
vcTopuyeckoro pasputyd. b. Yapmapibon crpaseymBo
yKasbIBaeT Ha OOJTBITIOe KOJTITIeCTBO TEH/IEHIIVV 1 HalTpaB-
JIEHTIVI, BBIIEIIIEMBIX VICTOpUKaMM (prtocodmrt B HEOKaH-
TraHcTBe. TeM He MeHee OOJIBIIHCTBO VICCIIEIOBaTeIeN
VICTOpVVI HEOKaHTMAHCTBA BeAyT pedb O ABYX OCHOBHBIX
3Tarax 3Toro (uwIocodpcKOro HarpableHVs: 3Tarle Tak
HasbIBaeMOVI KaHTOBCKOV (PVJIOJIOTUM, TO €CTh OIIperie-
JIEHHOVI 9K3ere3bl KaHTOBCKMX TEKCTOB U 3aK/IIOYeHHBIX B
HIX HOBaTOPCKYX UJIEVI, V1 3Tarte OosTee caMOCTOSTEITHHOTO
IpOYTeHMsI KaHTOBCKOW prutocodmmt, MpuBepKeHHOCTH
ee Ayxy, HO He Oykse. OgHaKO [aHHAas MEPUONM3alIVs
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RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIANISM:
AN EXTERNAL PERSPECTIVE!

V.N. Belov? T. V. Salnikova?

Review: Barbara Czardybon,
Problem wiedzy w rosyjskim projekcie
neokantowskim.
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN,
2017, 356 pp.

The book under review — The Problem of Know-
ledge in the Russian Neo-Kantian Project — is a somewhat
amended version of the doctoral thesis that Barbara
Czardybon wrote and defended at the Faculty of Philo-
sophy of the Jagiellonian University in Krakéw in 2015.
Some of her earlier works were published in Russian —
two of which previously appeared in the Kantovsky
Sbornik / Kantian Journal (see: Czardybon, 2015; Belov &
Czardybon, 2016). The book is part of the series “Rus-
sian Philosophy” published by the Institute of Philos-
ophy of the University of Zielona Goéra. Edited by fa-
mous Polish scholars Lilianna Kiejzik and Jacek Uglik,
the series brings together Polish researchers focusing
on the Russian philosophical thought of the 19" and
20* centuries. The books in the series seek to dissem-
inate the “wealth of ideas that originated from the
minds of Eastern philosophers.” Dr Czardybon’s book
is the ninth in the series. The earlier instalments were
dedicated to Father Sergey Bulgakov, Nikolai Berdy-
aev, Aleksey Losev, Father Pavel Florensky, Fyodor
Dostoevsky, and Aleksandr Herzen.

In the introduction, Czardybon delineates the ma-
jor strands of her research. At first, she gives a defini-
tion, and outlines the history, of Neo-Kantianism. In
particular, she stresses the vast variety of Neo-Kantian
trends and traditions described by historians of philo-
sophy. Most researchers of the history of Neo-Kantian-
ism distinguish between the period of “Kantian philo-
logy,” marked by the exegesis of Kantian texts and of
the novel ideas contained in them, and that of an in-
dependent interpretation of Kantian philosophy and
commitment to the spirit rather than to the letter of the
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V. N. Belov, T. V. Salnikova

HEOKaHTMaHCKOTO HallpaBJIeHVIsI B eBPOIIeVICKOV (PrIIOCco-
v, 10 MHEHMIO aBTOpa KHUTY, BO-TIEPBBIX, BHIHY K/IeHa
3aKaH4MBaTh ero ncropuio 20-mu rr. XX B. 11 He criocobHa
BHATHO OOBSICHIUTH COBPEMEHHYIO aKTyaJIbHOCTh HEeOKaH-
TMAHCTBA. BO-BTOPBIX, OHa OIiipaeTcs Ha Y3KYyIO TPaKTOB-
Ky IOHMMaHV JIyXa KaHTOBCKOW (prutocodmm, 1, HaKo-
Hell, B-TPeTbIX, He MOXKeT HelIpOTMBOPEUNBBIM 00pa3oM
VICTOJIKOBATh 3BOJIOIIVIIO MHOIMX, B TOM 4YWCIIe PYCCKMX,
Y4eHIKOB MapOyprcKovt 11 GafieHCKOV IIIKOJT HeOKaHTVaH-
ctBa. ['opasno 6ortee ipoyxTisHO b. Yapapi6oH cunraer
HIepUOJIM3alliIo HeOKaHTAHCTBA, IIPeJIoKeHHYIO 13BecT-
HBIM IOJIECKVM VICCIIefToBaTesIeM HeMEIIKOTro HeOKaHTaH-
crBa A. Hopacom B MoHOrpadmm «/Icropwst HeOKaHTMaH-
ctBa» (Noras, 2012) 1 mpeyiiosiaraioniyio TpeTuil 3Tall B
PasBUTMIM 3TOTO HaIlpaB/IeHls], a UMEHHO — JTall [IOCTHe-
oKaHTMaHcTBa. [IpydeM 3TOT 3Tarl CBsA3aH C pajyKaIbHOM
CMEHOVI B IPMOpUTeTax TPaKTOBKM KaHTOBCKOW dprytoco-
v 1 Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIM OHTOJIOTMYECKVM IIOBOPOTOM B
eBporerickont dprutocodpvm Havasta XX B. HapasIiOoH Beyter,
3a Hopacom rojiaraer, 4To 3TOT OHTOJIOTMYECKV IIOBOPOT
He OBIT YeM-TO MapTMHATBHBIM /17Tt KAHTOBCKOVI TIO3VITVA
B ee OTHOIIEHMM K MeTadmslKe, a Ha0OOPOT, BbIpakal
OCHOBHYIO MHTEHLIVIO MBICM (prutocoda 0 MOoCTpoeHmm
HOBOVI MeTapM3VIKI, CBOODOIIHOVI OT TIpepacCyIKOB Vi 10T -
MaTUIeCcKMX OrpaHIeHUI MeTapU3UKIL CTapOVAL.

Bropast ocHOBHas JIVHI, IIOC/IEIOBATEIIBHO IIPOBO-
IVIMasi aBTOPOM KHWTIV, KacaeTcsi OTHOIIIEHM 3allalHbIX
VccIIeioBaTeriev K PyccKov (pryIocodui B I1eJIOM U K pyc-
CKOMY HeOKaHTMaHCTBY B dacTHocTU. b. YaprpiOoH ybe-
KIIeHa B OIIMOOYHOCTY YTBEPKIIEHM HEKOTOPBIX, B TOM
4ycile aBTOPUTETHBIX, MOJIBCKMX YUeHBIX (Halpumep,
A. Baymiikoro) o ToM, 4To pycckasi dpviocodpus Iperl-
cTaBJIeT coOOv JINIIIL BTOPUYHYIO pedIIeKCHio 110 CpaB-
HeHMI0 ¢ (PrI0cOPCKMMM pasMBIIUIEHUSMI, POXIIeH-
HeMM B 3anagHon Esporie. OHa cTpeMmTcs ykaszaTh Ha
HeJIOITy CTMIMOCTE IIpeyBe/IMdYeHs B IIoUepKBaHnm pe-
MIAIOIIero BIIMAHMS 3araHOeBpoIeVickux duiocodos
Ha MHTeJUIeKTYaIbHYIO KyJIbTYpy Poccum, ockosibKy 3To
Hen30eXHO BefleT K MapTrMHaIv3aIuy rocienHert. Iomb-
CKasl McciIefoBaTeIbHUIIA ICTOPUM PyCccKovt dprytocodrm
pasmersieT TOUKY 3peHVs, COIJIACHO KOTOPOVI HeJIb3d HU
abCcomoTN3MpOBaTh, HU WTHOPUPOBATh OCOOEHHOCTH
pycckon dprstocodpum. ITpu Bcex cepbe3HbIX BIMSHUSAX U
3aMMCTBOBaHVAX pyccKast pruiocodckas KyJIbTypa Beer-
Jla OCcTaBalaCh CAMOCTOSITEIIBHON ¥ CAMOOBITHON YacThIO
MupoBon wiocodpumn. [laHHOe yTBepXKIeHue aBTOp
KHVI'Y B TIOJIHOVI Mepe OTHOCUT U K XapaKTepUCTHKe pyc-
CKOTO HeOKaHTMaHCTBa, KOTOPOe, IIOMMMO OYeBUIIHOTO
BJIVSHIMS MapOyprckoro m 06afeHCKOro HeoKaHTMaHCTBa
(MHOTME pycckue dmIocodbl ObUIM yUeHMKAMU M3BeCT-
HBIX IIpejicTaBUTesIell 3TUX HeMelKMX mIocodCKmx
IIIKOJT), VIMeeT ¥ CBOIO IJIyOOKYIO TpaJIMIINIO IIepPeBOIOB,
VHTepIIpeTalyy 1 PasBUTHsI KAaHTOBCKOM prtocodmi.

B mepBowt rmase «[lpoGrrema 3HaHMS B HeMEIKOM
HeoKaHTMaHCTBe» (Problem wiedzy w neokantyzmie
niemieckim) b. YapnpiOoH nomuepKmBaeT WM3BECTHBIN
dakT 0coboro «ImpucTpacTysi» HEOKaHTMAHCKVMX IITKOJT

great Konigsbergian’s works. Czardybon criticises this
periodisation on several grounds. Firstly, it views Neo-
Kantianism as non-existent after the 1920s and it cannot
account for the current relevance of Neo-Kantianism.
Secondly, it uses a narrow interpretation of the spirit of
Kantian philosophy. Thirdly, this periodisation cannot
produce a consistent interpretation of the evolution of
many, including Russian, students of the Marburg and
Baden Schools of Neo-Kantianism. Czardybon favours
the periodisation proposed by the authoritative Polish
researcher of German Neo-Kantianism Andrzej Noras
(see: Noras, 2012), who identifies a third stage that he
labels “Post-Neo-Kantianism.” This stage is associ-
ated with a dramatic change in the priorities of Kant
studies and with the so-called ontological turn in Euro-
pean philosophy at the beginning of the 20" century.
In agreement with Noras, Czardybon writes that the
ontological turn was not marginal to the Kantian posi-
tion with regards to metaphysics, but that, on the cont-
rary, it embodied Kant’s vision of a new metaphysics
that should be free of the prejudice and the dogmatic
limitations of the old metaphysics.

The second topic investigated in the book is the
way Western researchers perceive Russian philosophy
in general and Russian Neo-Kantianism in particular.
Czardybon disagrees with some authoritative, includ-
ing Polish (A. Walicki), scholars that Russian philo-
sophy is a mere secondary reflection as compared to
Western European philosophical thought. The mon-
ograph under review tries to disprove the marginal-
ising thesis about the decisive influence of Western
European philosophers on Russia’s intellectual culture.
Czardybon cautions against either ignoring or over-
emphasising the distinctive features of Russian philo-
sophy. Although affected by strong influences and in-
corporating borrowings, Russian philosophical culture
has always been an independent and original part of
international philosophy. According to Czardybon,
this thesis equally applies to Russian Neo-Kantianism.
Alongside the evident influence of the Marburg and
Baden Schools (many Russian philosophers studied un-
der their members), Russian Neo-Kantianism is charac-
terised by a rich tradition of translation, interpretation,
and development of Kantian philosophy.

In the first chapter, titled “The Problem of Know-
ledge in German Neo-Kantianism” (Problem wiedzy w
neokantyzmie niemieckim), Czardybon emphasises that
the German schools paid particular attention to the
problem of knowledge and cognition. She draws on
the findings of the authoritative Polish researcher of
Neo-Kantianism T. Kubalica, which were presented in
his article “Knowledge in Neo-Kantianism” (Kubali-
ca, 2013). The article offers a vast array of materials
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K Ipobrieme 3HaHWMS ¥ mo3HaHw:. [Ipy aToM 0oHa ccbUIa-
eTCs Ha OLIEHKV M pa3MBIIIUIEHVIS 110 JaHHOMY BOIIPOCY
aBTOPUTETHOIO IIOJICKOTO WCCIIeOBaTesIsl HEMEIIKOTO
HeokaHTMaHcTBa T. Kybanmmiisl, 03BydeHHBIe UM TIpeX/Ie
BCEro B cTaThe «3HaHMe B HeoKaHTMaHCTBe» (Kubalica,
2013). Ilpu Bcem OorarcTBe M pasHOOOpasuUm Marepua-
JIa, IIpeICTaBIeHHOr O B JaHHOVI CTaThe (a 3TOT MaTepual
BO3HMK B pe3ysbTaTe aHaim3a B3IAnoB I'epmana I'enb-
mrosbia, SIkoba d. Ppusa, Anmonca Pwrsa, Buisrensma
BunpensOanna, ['enpnxa Puxkepra, bpyHo bayxa u I1a-
yist HaTtopria), aBTop KHUTY yKasbIBaeT VI Ha TO, 9YTO OH
He OXBaTbIBaeT BCe )Xe TPeTWil Iepuroy — Iepuof, Tak
HAa3bIBAEMOT'0 IIOCTHEOKAHTMAHCTBA, I KOTOPOTO TaK-
JKe XapaKTepHO BHMMaTeJIbHOe OTHOIIIeHe K ITpobrieme
3HaHMsI, OJJHAKO y’Ke Ha OHTOJIOIMYeCKOM, a He JIICTe-
MoJIorimdeckoM ocHoBaHum. [TomoOHas TpaKTOBKa I1OCT-
HeOKaHTMaHCKOro Iepuofia B PasBUTUM KPUTUUECKON
dvtocodpun B eBporIerickon Tpaguium 1o3sossieT Yap-
ZILIOOH OTHECTU K 3TOMY Ilepmopy dpmtocodckime mosu-
v H. F'aptmana 1 M. Xanpgerrepa.

B miaBe «Pernterinst pvtocodpmnt Karra 8 Poccvm. 3a-
PpOXIleHNMe pyccKOro HeoKaHTMaHCTBa» (Recepcja filozofi
i Kanta w Rosji. Narodziny rosyjskiego neokantyzmu)
aBTOP KHUIM ONMpaeTcs KaK Ha POCCUIICKNE VCTOYHU-
ku — pabdotel H. Jlocckoro, JI. Cromnosuya, A. Kpyrro-
Ba, B. AXxyTuHa 1 IIp., TaK " Ha IIOJIbCKVE VICCTIeOBaHIS
penermym dpwiocodpun Kanra B Poccrn, nomyepkmBaer
CJIOXKMBIIYIOCS OOraTyio TpaOuIVIO PyCcCKUX IIepeBOIIOB
KaHTOBCKVIX PaOOT ¥ ero MHTepIIpeTaliil pyccKumMm pu-
j1ocodpamy, KOHIIEHTPUPYeT CBOe BHIMaHVIe Ha IIPOTMUBO-
peumBoM BoctpuaTiy KaHTa pycCKMMM peJIUIIO3HBIMI
drtocodbamm. OpHyM U3 dakTOpoB MHTEpeca PyCCKO
dmocodpckort  OOITIECTBEHHOCTM K HEOKAaHTWMAHCTBY
b. YapnpiOoH cripaBemyIMBO IIOJIaraeT aKTMBU3ALINIO W3-
TlaHWVI IIepeBOIOB Ha PYCCKMI SI3BIK IIpOM3BedeHn -
710c0POB, IIPENICTABISABIINIX Pas3/IMIHble HeOKAaHTVIAHCKIIe
koHTermym. Cpery paboT HeMenKvx HeOKaHTMaHIIEB,
IIepeBeleHHBIX Ha PYCCKIT A3bIK Ha pyOexe XIX 11 XX BB.,
okasayick Tpyabl Kyrno @umepa, @pugprixa Anbbepra
JTarre, ®pwmpuixa [layiscena, Broibrensma Bruamgens6an-
na, I'enpuxa Puxkepra, bpyHo bayxa, ITayis Haropma,
Dpncra Kaccupepa, Kapria @opiennepa 1 Astonsa Prors.

B 1r1aBax, ITOCBAIIIEHHBIX MICTOPUI PYCCKOrO HEOKaH-
TMaHCTBa, aBTOp MOHOrpadm orvpaeTcs Ha UIen 1 pe-
3yJIbTaThl MCCIIeIOBAHUI TaKMX aBTOPUTETHBIX POCCUTI-
CKMx crenuamcros, kak B.H. benos, H. A. [IMutpuesa,
A.A. Epmnues, B. V. ITosurartric, mpruem Hanbosiee da-
CTO U, 3aMeTVM, BIIOJIHe 00OCHOBAHHO IIOJIbCKasl MCCITe-
ZloBaTeJIbHMIIA ITprberaeT K MaTepuaily, M3I0)KeHHOMY B
monHorpadun H. A. Imurpueson (2007).

ImaBa «Pycckoe akazieMuydeckoe HEOKaHTMAHCTBO»
(Rosyjski neokantyzm akademicki) rocpsiiena rpezicras-
JIEHVII0 HeOKaHTMaHCKOIo IIpoeKkTa AJleKcaHpa Beemen-
CKOrO, POIOHAaYaJIbHMKA, 10 MHEHMIO IIOJIBCKOVI VICCITe-
ZloBaTeJIbHMUITB, KJIAaCCHYECKOTO IIeprofia B ICTOPUM PyC-
CKOTO HeOKaHTMAHCTBA. 3[1eCh aBTOp aHAJIM3UPYET CTaTyC
JIOTMIKV B CTPYKType 3HaHWUIL U IIpo0iIeMy B3aMMOCBS3U
MEeXITy BepoVl ¥ 3HaHMeM B (pIOCOPCKIX ITOCTPOEHIIIX

compiled from an analysis of the works of Hermann
Helmholtz, Jakob Fries, Alois Riehl, Wilhelm
Windelband, Heinrich Rickert, Bruno Bauch, and Paul
Natorp. However, Czardybon stresses that Kubalica's
inquiry did not include the period of Post-Neo-Kant-
ianism, which treated the problem of knowledge
from an ontological rather than an epistemological
perspective. Such an interpretation of the role of
Post-Neo-Kantianism in the development of critical
philosophy in Europe makes it possible to attribute
the ideas of Nicolai Hartmann and Martin Heidegger
to the period under consideration.

In the chapter “Receptions of Kantian Philosophy
in Russia. The Emergence of Russian Neo-Kantian-
ism” (Recepcja filozofi i Kanta w Rosji. Narodziny rosyjsk-
iego neokantyzmu), Czardybon employs both Russian
(N. Lossky, L. Stolovich, A. Kruglov, V. Akhutin) and
Polish studies on the receptions of Kantian philosophy
in Russia. She emphasises the rich Russian tradition of
the translation and interpretation of Kant’s works and
addresses the conflicting perceptions of Kant by Rus-
sian religious philosophers. According to the author of
the monograph, the interest of Russian philosophers
in Neo-Kantianism is partly due to the abundance of
Russian translations of German Neo-Kantians. At the
turn of the 20" century, the works of Kuno Fischer,
Friedrich Albert Lange, Friedrich Paulsen, Wilhelm
Windelband, Bruno Bauch, Paul Natorp, Ernst Cassirer,
Karl Vorldander, and Alois Riehl were translated into
Russian.

The chapters focusing on the history of Rus-
sian Neo-Kantianism employ the ideas and find-
ings of authoritative Russian experts — V.N. Belov,
N. A. Dmitrieva, A. A. Ermichev, and V.I. Povilaitis.
Most often, the Polish researcher refers to
N. A. Dmitrieva’s monograph (Dmitrieva 2007),
which seems completely justified.

The chapter “Russian Academic Neo-Kantian-
ism” (Rosyjski neokantyzm akademicki) presents the
Neo-Kantian project by Aleksandr Vvedensky, whom
Czardybon considers to be the forefather of classical
Russian Neo-Kantianism. In this chapter, she analyses
the place of logic in the structure of knowledge and
addresses the correlation between faith and know-
ledge in the thought of the early Russian Neo-Kant-
ian. Czardybon concludes that Vvedensky’s theory of
cognition can be reduced to logic and, thus, to epis-
temology. She emphasises the Russian Neo-Kantians’
predisposition towards metaphysics — a characteristic
feature of Russian philosophy in general. Czardybon
sees this feature not as a weakness but as a strength of
Russian thinkers that is in line with the intentions of
Kantian idealism with regards to the construction of a
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PYCCKOro HeOKaHTVAHIIA, IIPMXOMs K BBIBOY O TOM, YTO
TeopVisi II03HAHNS BBeIeHCKOro CBOOMTCS K JIOTMKE ¥, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, CTaHOBWUTCS smmcTeMorioruert. b. Yapmsr-
00H yKa3sblBaeTcs TakKe Ha MeTadpm3udecKue IpuCTpa-
CTUS PYCCKMX HEOKAHTHMAHIIEB, YTO OT/IYAeT, COOCTBEH-
HO, BCIO pyccKylo dwiocodrio. OmHaKo gaHHOe 00CTOs-
TeJIbCTBO TI0JIbCKAas VICCIIeOBaTeIbHIIIA VHTEPIPeTUPY-
€T He KaK ¢J1aboCTh, a, HAIIPOTMB, KaK CYJIBHYIO CTOPOHY
PYCCKVIX MBICIITEIIEV], COOTBETCTBYIONIYIO VHTEHIIVISIM
KaHTOBCKOTO MleaJIV3Ma TI0 IIOCTPOEHVIIO HOBOVI MeTadpu-
suku. [Tpraem aBTOp KHUIYM 3aMedaeT 1 TO, UTo y Beemen-
CKOT'O B €r0 OTHOIIeHWV K MeTadwsnke ObUIM IIpeIiie-
CTBEHHVIKI U B CTaHe HeMeIIKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB. B vact-
HocTy, YappiOoH ykasbiBaeT Ha VoxarHeca DorbKesTbTa,
KOTOPBIVI cumTall, 9T0 KaHT He TOIBKO ITOJIOXKIII KOHeT]
cTapoit MeTadu3MKe, HO M 3aJI0KVJT OCHOBY JIJISl Pa3BUTIAS
«HOBOVI, MOPaJILHO 000CHOBAHHOW MeTapm3mKm» (s. 139).
CrietyeT 3aMeTUTh, UTO Ha OUYeBVIHBIE TTapauIesIn I103M-
LMV PyCCKOTO HeOKaHTMAaHIA CO B3IJISIaMI €0 HeMeITKIX
Kosuier, B yactHocTu 'epmana KoreHa, ykasbiBaeT ofyH 13
aBTOpoB 30V petteHsvm (bernos, 2013), a Taxxke H. A. [Tmu-
TpueBa, KOTopasi IIofuepKiBaeT BIIVsIHIe Ha BBerieHcKoro
K. ®urepa n @. A. Jlanre (Imurpuesa, 2013; Dmitrieva,
2016). OpHako BbI3bIBaeT HEKOTOpOe He[OoyMeHVe TOT
daKT, uTo B CBOEM IIpeJICTaBIeHMI KJIACCHYeCcKOTro IIepro-
Jla B VICTOPUW PYCCKOTO HeOKaHTMAHCTBa OJIbCKas cCyle-
TioBaTeJIbHMIIA OrpaHIIMBAETCS aHAJIM30M (PUIIOCOPCKIX
B3DJIAIOB AJleKcaHpa BBemeHCKOro, XoTsl M3BeCTHO, 4TO
OHAa XOPOIIIO 3HAKOMa ¥ C ITO3VIIVEN €ro OyvpKanImmx 11o-
crenosatestevt V. V. Jlarmmia v I'. VI. Yermmmarosa.

Crnenyromas 171aBa, «Pycckoe HeaKazgeMiudeckoe
HEOKaHTMAHCTBO: IIPOEKT TPaHCIEeHIeHTaIbHOIO IUIIO-
pammsma  Bopmca  SIkoenko» (Rosyjski neokantyzm
nieakademicki: projekt pluralizmu transcendentalnego
Borysa W. Jakowienki), mpeficTasiisieT coOO¥ TTOMIBITKY
aBTOpa KHWUIY OXapaKTepr30BaTh PWIIOCOPCKYIO CrCcTe-
My PYCCKOrO HeOKaHTMaHIIa, OJHOTO 13 OCHOBaTesen 1
aKTMBHBIX y9acTHMKOB XypHana «Jloroc» (1910—1914,
1925), bopuca BajienTnHoBMYa SIKOBEHKO KakK MHTepec-
HBIVI CMHTe3 HeoKaHTMaHcTBa ['epmana Korena 11 deno-
MeHosormy DamyHzaa I'yccepris. [levicTBUTeIBHO, CUHTe-
TUYecKye MHTEHIUM B CUCTeMe TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO
IDTIOpaIi3Ma, Kak caM pycckuvi dprutocod obosHadaeT
CBOIO (PMITOCOPCKYIO ITO3MIINIO, BBIPa’KEHBI JOCTaTOU-
HO 4eTKO (MOXXHO IIPV 3TOM COCJIaThCS VI Ha TOT (PaKT,
uro dpwtocodpnio KoreHa, 0fTHOTO M3 CBOMIX JIIOOVIMBIX
aBTOPOB, SIKOBEHKO MHTePIIpeTHpYyeT KaK CMHTe3 PrIo-
codpum Kanra 1 I'ererst). OpHaKO /IS TOATBEPKIIEHVIS
TOrO, YTO JIJaHHBIVI CUHTe3 SBJII€TCS CMHTe30M HeoKaH-
TMaHcTBa 1 (PeHOMEHOJIOTMY, HeoOXOIMMBbI, Ha Halll
B3IJIsA7], OOJIee cephe3Hble apryMeHTHI 1 Oosiee Iy 0ok
aHasIM3 paboT SIKOBEHKO, K COXKaJIeHWIO, OTCYTCTBYIOIIIe
B pelLleH3MPyeMOVt KHUTe.

Ecm yx upto dwwocoduio 1 paccMaTpmBaTh Kak
MIOMBITKY HEIIPOTMBOPEUNMBOIO CHHTe3a HeOKaHTMAHCTBa
u dpeHOMeHOIOTMM, TO 3T0 dprwiocodpmio B.D. Cesema-
Ha. AHai3 ero (prI0CcOPCKOV MO3MUIINI ¥ 3BOJIIOLINN
B3IJISOB IIPOV3BEIeH B ITOC/IeIHEeVI, IISITOVI IJlaBe KHU-

new metaphysics. The author of the monograph stress-
es that Vvedensky’s treatment of metaphysics stems
from the works of some German Neo-Kantians. In par-
ticular, she mentions Johannes Volkelt, who believed
that Kant had not only put an end to the old meta-
physics but had also laid the basis for a new, morally
grounded metaphysics (p. 139). The obvious parallels
between the positions of the Russian Neo-Kantian and
his German colleagues, for instance, Hermann Cohen,
have been drawn by one of the authors of this review
(Belov, 2013) and by N. A. Dmitrieva, who stresses the
influence of K. Fischer and F. A. Lange on Vvedensky
(Dmitrieva, 2016; Dmitrieva, 2013). It is quite surpris-
ing that, in analysing the classical period of Russian
Neo-Kantianism, Czardybon limits herself to a con-
sideration of Vvedensky’s views, although she is well
acquainted with the positions of his closest followers
I.I. Lapshin and G.I. Chelpanov.

The next chapter is titled “Russian Non-academic
Neo-Kantianism: Boris Yakovenko’s Transcendental
PluralismProject” (Rosyjski neokantyzmnieakademicki: pro-
jekt pluralizmu transcendentalnego Borysa W. Jakowienki).
In this chapter, the author attempts to present the philo-
sophical system of a co-founder of, and prolific con-
tributor to, the journal Logos (1910—1914, 1925), Boris
Yakovenko, as a peculiar synthesis of Hermann Cohen’s
Neo-Kantianism and Edmund Husserl’s phenomeno-
logy. Indeed, the synthetic intentions in the system of
transcendental pluralism — as Yakovenko labelled his
philosophical position — are rather clear. Moreover, the
Russian Neo-Kantian described the thought of one of
his favourite authors, Cohen, as a synthesis of Kant’s
and Hegel’s philosophies. However, to prove that this
synthesis is indeed a synthesis of Neo-Kantianism and
phenomenology one might need stronger arguments
and a deeper analysis of Yakovenko’s works. Alas, nei-
ther is presented in the book under review.

An obvious case of a consistent synthesis of Neo-
Kantianism and phenomenology is V.E. Sesemann’s
philosophy. His thought and the evolution of his views
are considered in the fifth chapter of the book, titled
“The Russian Post-Neo-Kantian Project” (Rosyjski pro-
jekt postneokantowski). In this chapter, Czardybon car-
ries out a comparative analysis of three “Russian think-
ers” — N. Hartmann, V. Sesemann, and S. Frank. She
believes that their ontological and Kantian intentions
are similar enough to be classified as Post-Neo-Kantian
ones. However, we believe that several points made
by Czardybon require additional arguments. These in-
clude, firstly, the consideration of Nicolai Hartmann as
a Russian rather than a German philosopher, second-
ly, the supposed similarity between Hartmann’s and
Frank’s ontological views, and, thirdly, the classifica-
tion of the thought of all the three philosophers as Post-
Neo-Kantians.
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m — «[IpoekT pycckoro nocrHeokaHTMaHCTBa» (Rosyjski
projekt postneokantowski). [T1aBHBIV aKIIEHT B 3TOV ITIaBe
aBTOp JieJlaeT Ha CpaBHUTEJIbHOM aHaJIv3e B3IJIAIIO0B Tpex
«pycckmx MpicamTernteii» — H. 'aprmana, B. Cesemana
n C. @paHKa, 11071arasi X OHTOJIOIMYecKue I KaHTVaH-
CKMe VIHTEHIIMI BIIOJIHE COIIOCTaBVIMBIMIU M JOCTATOY-
HBIMM I OTHECEHNsI K pa3psily HOCTHeOKaHTMAHCKMIX.
OnHaKo OISTH XKe IS TOr0, 9YTOOBI, BO-IIEPBBIX, OTHECTH
Huxonasi I'apTmMana K pycckmm, a He K HeMeIKuM cprio-
codpaM, BO-BTOPBIX, CIUTATh BIIOJIHE COIIOCTABVIMBIMIL OH-
ToJIorMYecKre nocrpoeHus Iaptvana n @dpaHka u, Ha-
KOHeIl, 0003HaunTh PMI0COPCKIIEe TIO3UITNI BCEX TPOUX
KaK IIOCTHEeOKaHTMAHCKVe, Ha Halll B3IJIsH, apryMeHTOB
HpVBeIEeHO He[IOCTaTOUHO.

Obparrasch K aHaIM3y PrIocodmm pyccKixX IocTHe-
OKaHTMaHIIEeB, IT0JIbCKasl MCCilejoBaTe IbHIIIA OITpesiesIsieT
VI KOHKPeTHOe BpeMs II0sIBJIeHMsI 3TOro puiocodckoro
deHOMeHa B IPOCTpaHCTBE PYCCKOV 1 MUPOBOTI (prjI0COo-
dvm. I'lo ee mueHmro, 310 10—20-€ rT. XX CTONIETMS, OT-
MeueHHBIe BBIXOIOM TaKMX PadOT PYCCKMX MBICIIUTEIIeN,
Kak «Mmctnka n Metadpmsnka» C. V1. I'eccena (1910), «Pa-
LIVIOHAJILHOE 1 MppalliOHaIbHOe B crcTeMe Prtocodpmi»
B.D. Cesemana (1911), «I1yTp dprsrocodpckoro mosHaHMs»
b.B. SIxosenko (1914), «IIpeamer 3HaHMsa. O6 ocHOBax 1
npeniesiax oTeiledeHHoro 3HaHus» C.JI. @panka (1915),
«VppatmonanbHOCTE  paccyxaerys» I. Jlanma (1926).
«Ecrm B3BerIeHHO TOBOPUTE O CYIIeCTBOBaHM (peHOMeHa
“Ppycckoro IOCTHEOKaHTMAHCTBA”, — 3agBigeT Yapmabl-
00H, — MMEHHO 3TV AaThl O3HaMEeHOBaJIN Obl MCTOPIYe-
CKOe HavaJIo 3Toro odpasoBaHms. B cBoro ouepens, 20-e 1
30-e Tompr XX BeKa OymyT CBSI3aHBI C IIOJIHBIM PacIiBETOM
TBOPYECTBa PYCCKIIX IIOCTHEOKaHTHaHIIEeB» (S. 208).

B 3aximoueHve XOTeJIOCh OB OTMETUTB, YTO pelleH-
3upyeMasi KHUra COOEep>KIUT OOraThIVt 11 MHTEPECHBIV Ma-
TepuaJl, XapaKTepU3YIOLINI MHTEHCVBHOCTD 1 BBICOKUI
YPOBEHb VICCIIEOBAHUM TIOJIBCKMMV aBTOpaMi HeMell-
KOV M1 pyCcCKOT pWI0CODUIN.
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In analysing the philosophy of the Russian Post-
Neo-Kantians, Czardybon dates the emergence of the
corresponding phenomenon in Russian and interna-
tional philosophy to the 1910s-1930s. In Russia, those
decades were marked by the appearance of such phil-
osophical works as S.I. Hessen’s “Mysticism and Meta-
physics” (1910), V. E. Sesemann’s “The Rational and
the Irrational in the System of Philosophy” (1911),
B. V. Yakovenko’s “The Path of Philosophical Cogni-
tion” (1914), S. L. Frank’s The Object of Knowledge: On
the Foundations and Limits of Abstract Knowledge (1915),
and H. Lanz’s “The Irrationality of Reasoning” (1926).
“A thorough analysis of the phenomenon of ‘Russian
Post-Neo-Kantianism’,” Czardybon writes, “would
show that these very dates are associated with its histor-
ical beginnings. The 1920s and the 1930s would be the
zenith of Russian Post-Neo-Kantianism” (p. 208).

To conclude, we would like to emphasise that the
book under review contains a rich and interesting ana-
lysis, which attests to the high level and breadth of Pol-
ish research on German and Russian philosophy.
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