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KOHCTPYKTVBHOE MbIIIJIEHVE
B KPUTUYECKOU ®UNJIOCODPUN
I'EPMAHA KOI'EHA

B.E. Cemeno8!

Konempyxmubnoe (npodykmubroe) mviuiteHue 6
kpumuueckoi pusocogpuu I'. Kozena cyujecmberoim 00-
pa3om omauuaemcs om BreuiHe noxoxeao cnexyAamubHo-
20 muiuisenus 6 naykoyuenuu (1794/95) M. T. @uxme. K
(hyHOAMEHMANLHDIM XAPAKIMEPUCTIUKAM HAYHHO0 Mblii-
seHus 6 yuenuu Koeena omuocsamces wucmoma, opueHma-
yus Ha «paxm Hayku», nepbonauaro (Ursprung), ungu-
HUMe3UMAALHII Memoo0, KOHMUHYAALHOCHTb, 0Buxenue,
nopoxoeHue, KoppeAAy s, uHmencubHas Beaununa, coom-
Houterue moiuisenusn u 0vimus. Coanracro Koeery, nayu-
HOe MbluiAeH1e MOXer Oblib MOALKO YUCTbIM U NOPOXK-
Oamocs nepbonaqasom. IlepBornauaro ecmv KOHMUHYANb-
Hoe OeticnBue (0BuxeHue) MblUACHUS 10 PA3LEOUHEHUIO
00be0uHeHH020 U CBA3bI6aHUI0 Pa30eseHHO20 COOEPIKAHUAL.
B amom npoyecce muiuirenue u Ovimue KoppessmubHl.
Beckoneuro maras pearvHocms codepxcum 6 cebe Moviuiie-
Hue u bvimue 00HoBpemento u 6 kauecmBe 006e0UHEHUSA, U
6 pasdesenrom Bude. VIngpunumesumasvHolil Mernoo npeo-
cmabasem coboil MbiuieHUe, KOmopoe HenpepbiBHo ocy-
wecmBasem onepayuu: a) npomubonocmabaenus ceds kax
YUCIMO20 MbLULACHUS Pe3yabmamam cBoeeo nopoxoeHus;
6) cobnadenus camoeo cebs ¢ npodykmamu cBoeeo npous-
Boocmba. UnunumesumaivHoe MolulieHUe CHIPEMUNICA
AAUMUHUPOBaMb pasiuyiie Mexoy coboi u Ovimuem. Tem
He Meree Oblimue noCMOosHHO coxparsem abmoromuio. boi-
mie He cAUBAEMCS C MbluLIeHUeM U He N02A0UACTICS UM.
B nayxoyuenuu @uxme uucmoe MviuiieHe X00Uumn no A0-
euveckomy Kpyey, He umes Bvixo0a K peaisHomy Obimuro.
B cmpemaenuu Buiiimu u3 3moeo kpyea u onmvickans cboio
NPUHUHHOCTID MbluiAeHUe 00pauaemcs e k 0bimuio Mupa
Abaenut, a k Abcoatomnomy A. Taxon cnexyasmubroLil
100X00 K CO3HAHUI0, MbIULAEHUIO U DbIMUI0 UMeen Maio
obujeeo ¢ kpumuueckotl nosuyuei Koeena.

KatoueBvie caoBa: uucmoma muiuisenus, nepBo-
HAYAA0, UHGPUHUMESUMAALHBITL Memo0, KOHMUHYAAb-
HOCIMYb, KOppeAALUs, NOpoXxOeHUe
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NEO-KANTIANISM

CONSTRUCTIVE THINKING
IN THE CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY
OF HERMANN COHEN

V. Ye. Semyonov'

Constructive (productive) thinking in the criti-
cal philosophy of Hermann Cohen differs significant-
ly from the seemingly similar speculative thinking in
J. G. Fichte’s Science of Knowledge (Wissenschafts-
lehre) (1794/95). The fundamental characteristics of
scientific thinking in Cohen’s teaching include: purity,
focus on the “fact of science”, the origin (Ursprung),
the infinitesimal method, continuity, movement, pro-
duction, correlation, intensive magnitude, interrela-
tion of thinking and being. According to Cohen, sci-
entific thinking can only be pure and generated by the
origin. The origin is continuous action (movement) of
thinking to separate the united and bind the divided
content. In this process, thinking and being are cor-
relative. Infinitely small reality contains thinking and
being simultaneously as a union and in a divided form.
The infinitesimal method is thinking that continuously
carries out a) the operations of opposing itself as pure
thinking to the results of its own production; b) the
coincidence of itself with the products of its own gen-
eration. Infinitesimal thinking seeks to eliminate the
difference between self and being. Nevertheless, being
constantly retains autonomy. Being does not merge
with thinking and is not absorbed by it. In Fichte’s Sci-
ence of Knowledge pure thinking moves in a logical
circle, having no access into real being. In an effort to
break out of this circle and find its causality, thinking
turns not to the being of the world of phenomena, but
to the Absolute I. Such a speculative approach to con-
sciousness, thinking and being has little in common
with Cohen’s critical position.

Keywords: purity of thinking, origin, infinitesi-
mal method, continuity, correlation, generation
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1. BBenenmne

B mporiecce ananmsa 1 cpaBHeHVs KOHIIEIITNAN
MBIIJIeHNs B KpuTydeckov dpvtocodpnu Iepmana
Korena, c ogHOV CTOPOHBI, 1 MICXOHOTO BapMaH-
Ta Wissenschaftslehre (1794/95) VloranHa IoTiba
Duxre — ¢ I pyrovi, BO3HMKaeT YCTOMYVBOE U He-
IIpeoIosIMoe XeJlaHvie COMTM3UTD 1 JaXke OTOX]Ie-
CTBUTD 3TU J1Ba yueHwus. B camom nerte, m Duxre,
u Koren co3gatoT yHUBepcasibHble TEOPUN O BCe-
MOr'yIlleM MBIIIUIEHU, KOTOpOe CBOeV ITPOyK-
TUBHOV [1e4TeJIbHOCTBIO TIOPOXK/IaeT cCOOCTBEHHOe
aBTOHOMHOe coflepKaHue (= OKPY>KarolIui MUp).
DTU cxoXVie Ha HepBbIii B3I KOHLIeNINn ped-
JIEKCUPYIOIIEro CO3HaHMs — KaK VHAVBUJTyalb-
HOTO, TaK ¥ MHTEePCYOBEKTMBHOIO — pa/iViKaJIbHO
OTJINYAOTCsl, HAIIPUIMeP, OT rereJIeBCKOVI CIIeKYJIs-
TUBHOV Teopuyt M1poBoro pasyma, KOHCTUTYPY-
IoIero Beck yHuBepcyMm. HevicturennsHo, KoreH n
@uxTe COMMIAPHO WCCIIEYIOT, eCyIn TI03BOJIEHO
OyzeT Tak BBIPA3UTHCS, «CyOBEKTVBHOE MBIIILTE-
HVe» JIMYHOCTY, Torja Kak lerestb KoHCTpympyeT
«0OBEKTMBHOE MBIITIJIEHVIe» MIpOBOro myxa.

Kpome TOro, kak 3T0 BUAMTCS B IIEPBOM IIPU-
OmvoKeHUY, O4eBMIHOe cXOrcTBO ydeHum Kore-
Ha 11 DuxTe 3aKITFOYAETCS B VX «[IapaJUIeITbHOM» 1
«CYHXPOHHOM» OTXOZ€ OT TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHON
dutocodpun Vimmanywia Kanra. Yucrein cyon-
exTnBM3M Duxre, O€3yCIIOBHO, IpeCTaBIIsSeT CO-
Oort ImIar Hasaj MO CPaBHEHUIO C KPUTUIIM3MOM
Kamnra, 011HO 113 IJIaBHBIX TOCTOVHCTB KOTOPOrO —
coeflyHeHMe pabOTBl UyBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ pacCy-
Ka, NIVMMMHAIMA IIPOTUBOCTOSIHUS SMIIMPU3Ma
1 panyoHasisMa. OT peajIbBHOTO Hay4YHOTO OITbI-
Ta, KOTOPBIV MCCIIeyeTcsl KaHTOBCKOV TpaHCLIeH-
ZleHTaJIbHOM anvcTeMosiorvert, Gvixte 6e3Bo3Bpat-
HO IIEPEeXOINT K CyTy00 CIIeKyIISITVBHOMY MBIIIITIe-
HUIO ¥ TeM caMbIM OKasblBaeTcsl B 0e3BO3IyIITHOM
IIPOCTPaHCTBe 4uMCTOM MBICIIN. COOTBETCTBEHHO,
mpeaMeToM prytocodmrt CTAHOBUTCH YoKe He KOH-
CTPYKTMBHasl peajIbHOCTb HayKl, HO aBTapKide-
cKuy MUp ABCOITIOTHOTO SI, CO3MaHHBIN ITPOTYK-
TUBHBIM BOOOpakeHVEM, KOTOpoe B ITaHHOV CU-
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1. Introduction

In analysing and comparing the concepts of
thinking in Hermann Cohen’s critical philoso-
phy on the one hand, and the original version
of The Science of Knowledge (1794/95) by Johann
Gottlieb Fichte on the other, there arises an
abiding and irresistible temptation to bring the
two teachings closer together or even to identify
them. Indeed, both Fichte and Cohen create uni-
versal theories of omnipotent thinking which in
the course of its productive activity generates
its own autonomous content (= the surround-
ing world). These outwardly similar concepts of
reflexive consciousness differ radically, for ex-
ample, from Hegel's speculative theory of the
World Reason which constitutes the whole uni-
verse. Indeed, Cohen and Fichte jointly inves-
tigate, so to speak, the “subjective thinking” of
the personality whereas Hegel constructs the
“objective thinking” of the World Spirit.

Besides, at first glance the teachings of Co-
hen and Fichte are obviously similar in that
they simultaneously and “in parallel” depart
from Immanuel Kant’s transcendental philos-
ophy. Fichte’s pure subjectivism is of course a
step back compared with Kant’s criticism, one
of its chief merits being the joining of the work
of sensibility and reason, elimination of the op-
position of empiricism and rationalism. From
real scientific experience, which is investigated
in Kant’s transcendental epistemology, Fichte
irreversibly moves toward speculative think-
ing and thus finds himself in the void of pure
thought. Accordingly, the object of philosophy
is no longer the constructive reality of science,
but the autarchic world of the Absolute I creat-
ed by generative imagination, which in this sit-
uation should properly be called fantasy. The
transition from science to fantasy, of course,
drastically and irreversibly skews the Kantian
impulse to steer philosophy toward “the secure
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Tyaluy IIpaBusIbHee OyJieT MOHMMATh KakK paHTa-
3uro. Takov1 Iiepexor], OT HayKy K BBIMBICITY, KOHeU-
HO ke, CYI1IeCTBEHHBIM V1 HeIIoIIpaBMMbIM 00pa3oM
nedopMmpyeT KaHTOBCKOe CTpeMJleHVe Haripa-
BUTb (PVIJIOCOPUIO MO «HAIeKHOMY ITyTV HayK»,
IpeIosiaramlieMy «peBoIIOLIIO B Criocode cBoe-
ro meiwieHns» (B XIII—XIV, Kaxt, 2006, c. 15).

Opnaxko M MapOyprckue HeOKaHTMAHIIBI OT-
Opocwn 4yBCTBEHHOCTb M TeM CaMbIM OTKasa-
JIVICh  OT KaHTOBCKOIO CHMHTETMYECKOro IT03Ha-
Hus. TakmuM obpasoM, OHM, KaK IIpeCcTaBiIsgeTCs,
«VI3MEHWIV» KEHUTCOePrcKOMy «BCECOKPYILTe-
JIIO» B OJTHOM W3 BaKHEVIIINX ITYHKTOB TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTalIbHOM prstocodmm U B pesysibTaTre cOIM-
3WJINCH C TIO3UIIVEVI OTKPOBEHHOTO (PUXTeaHCKO-
ro cyOBeKTMBM3Ma B IIOHVIMaHWUN MBIIJIeHNs. B
3TMX TpaHcdopmariusix yueHm Korena n @uixre
1o oTHomIeHuto K nosunauy Kanrta, HecMoTps Ha
3agBJIEHHYIO VMW IIPUBEPKEHHOCTh yUYeHUIO Ké-
HUTrcOepXKIla, TaKXe MOXHO YCMOTpPEThb OIperie-
JIeHHOe CXOJICTBO ABYX pm10codoB.

Bmecte ¢ aTom, Kaszamochk Obl, OYEBMIHON CXO-
JKECTBIO [IBYX KOHIIEMITUT MBIIUIEHWS, MeXIy
HVMM CYIIeCTBYIOT yHIaMeHTa/IbHble U Hey-
cTpaHuMBble pasinnaus. [eno B ToMm, uto misa Ko-
reHa «4¥CTOe» Hay4dHOe MBIIIUIeHVe He IOpbIBa-
eT OKOHYaTeJIbHO C OBITVMeM, HO KaKMM-TO Herlo-
CTVDKMMBIM 00pa3oM OCTaeTCsl CBSI3aHHBIM C HUM.
Koren paccMmaTpuBaeT MBIIIIeHME, IOCTUIIIIee
BBICOKOTO YPOBHSI MaTeMaTi4ecKoy abCcTpaKTHO-
CTVI, BOBCe He 3a0CTpsisl BHMMAHMS Ha IIepBOHa-
4JasIbHBIX, AMIIMPUYECKNX, CTagusax popMuposa-
HMs eCTeCTBeHHOHAY4HOro aucKypca. VHaue ro-
BOpsI, MapOypXKIla MHTepecyeT JIMIIIb 3TaIl Cyryoo
KOHCTPYKTVBHOI'O MBIIIJIEHVISI COBPEMEHHOTIO eMY
MaTeMaTU4ecKOro eCTeCTBO3HaHMs, B KOTOpPOM, B
caMoM JieJle, OUeHb TPYIHO OTBICKATh HeIoCperl-
cTBeHHOe ObITie. OgHaKoO 3TO ObITHE, B OTIINYNE
oT HaykoydeHMs DuxTe, B KPUTMUECKO PrII0Co-
¢um Korena He vcde3aeT, a HAIIPOTUB — CIIYXKUT
HeOOXOAMMBIM 3JIEMEHTOM [IeATeJIbHOCTV KOH-
CTPYKTMBHOI'O MBIIIJIEHMS. DTO M €CTh IJIaBHBIN
IyHKT pacxoXIeHnM MexXay ydyeHvsiMu KoreHa 1
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course of a science”, which implies “revolution
in its way of thinking” (KrV, B XIII-XIV; Kant,
1998, p. 109).

Yet the Marburg Neo-Kantians, too, have
cast aside sensibility and thereby renounced
Kantian synthetic cognition. One could say that
they “betrayed” the Koenigsberg “destroyer of
all and sundry” on one of the key points of tran-
scendental philosophy and, as a result, drew
closer to Fichtean subjectivism in interpreting
thinking. These transformations of the teachings
of Cohen and Fichte vis-a-vis Kant’s position, in
spite of their professed adherence to Kant, also
indicate some similarity between the two phi-
losophers.

Along with the seemingly obvious similarity
of the two concepts of thinking, there are fun-
damental intrinsic differences between them.
With Cohen, “pure” science thinking does not
entirely break with being and remains, in some
mysterious way, connected to it. Cohen exam-
ines thinking which has achieved a high degree
of mathematical abstractness without focusing
on the primary empirical stages of the natural
science discourse. In other words, he is interest-
ed in the stage of strictly constructive thinking
of contemporary mathematical natural science,
in which it is indeed difficult to see raw being.
However, unlike in the case of Fichte’s science
of knowledge, being does not disappear in Co-
hen’s philosophy but, on the contrary, is a nec-
essary element of constructive thinking. This is
the main point on which Cohen and Fichte di-
verge. It is the constructive essence of scientific
knowledge that sets the concepts of the two phi-
losophers apart.

Thus, an analysis of Cohen’s constructivism
can clearly reveal the link between being and
scientific knowledge and the constructive char-
acter of scientific thought. This gives a deep-
er insight into the essence both of constructive
subjectivism and constructivism as a whole. Fo-



@uxre. VIMEHHO KOHCTPYKTUBHAS CYIIHOCTh Ha-
YYHOTO MBIIIUIEHV pafVKaJIbHBIM 00pa3oM pas-
BOIWUT KOHLIENIINY prI0codoB.

TakM oOpasom, aHaaM3 KOHCTPYKTMBM3Ma
MapOypXiia JacT BO3MOXHOCTb OTUYET/IVIBO YCMOT-
peThb CBsi3b MeX[ly ObITVeM ¥ Hay4YHBIM MBIIILIe-
HMeM, a TakKXe IIPUOIM3UT Hac K IOHVIMAaHWIO
KOHCTPYKTVMBHOIO XapaKTepa Hay4YHOV MBICIIN.
DTO MO3BOJIUT JIyUllle TIOHATh CYIITHOCTh M KOH-
CTPYKTMBHOIO CyOBeKTUBM3Ma, M KOHCTPYKTU-
BU3Ma B IlejioM. Kpome Toro, rpoGsemaTmsanis
KOHCTPYKTVMBHOTO MBIIIUIEHWSI B Y4YeHUM Map-
Oyprckoro dwiocoda cresaeT O4eBUIHBIM pas-
JM4ve MeXJIy ero KpuTiudeckon duiocodueit u
HaykoyueHuem Duxre.

Lleb cTaTbyt — SKCIUIMIIMPOBATh U CTPYKTY-
pupoBaTh mpercTaBieHns KoreHa o KOHCTpPyk-
TUBHOM (IIpOAYyKTMBHOM) MBIIUIEHUM, a Takxke
IpoaHaJIM3MPOBaTh KOHLEIIINIO MapOyprcko-
ro ¢gusocoda 0 COOTHOIIEHNN HayYHOI'O MBIIII-
neHus U ObITHA. B moronHeHMe K 3ToMy aHaIns3
KOHCTPYKTVMBHOIO MBbIITUIeHNs B yuyeHUn Korena
IIPOJIEMOHCTPUPYeT CYIIeCTBeHHble pasInyus
MeXJly Hay4HBIM KOHCMPYKMUBHuiM cybosexmu-
6usmom rI1aBbl MapOyprckov IIKOJIBI M HaH3TU-
YecKuUM cnexkysamubrvim cydvexmubusmom Ouxre.

2. IIyTh K YMCTOTE MBIIILJICHUS

Kpurnueckast dpwtocodus, corimacHo HaMepe-
Huto KaHTa, 10JDKHA IIpeicTaBIIsAsTh co0o PyHK-
LIMOHAJIBHYIO CVCTeMY, BbIBe[IeHHYIO B Vjleasle 13
€IVHOro IIpUHIMNIA a4 priori. [JocTvkeHme Takoro
poa cucTeMbl BO3MOXXHO B CHJIy TOTO, YTO KaTe-
TOpUN IIPEACTAaBIISAIOT coOoV (PyHKIIMOHAIBHbIE
3aKOHBI [IJISI CMHTe3a MHOT0OOpa3HOro, JJaHHOTO B
IpeJcTaBleHNsAX. B Takom cilyyae srmcTeMosoru-
4JecKasi 1IeJIb TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHOM drtocodmm
3aKJII0YaeTcsl B TOM, YTOOBI CKOHCTPYMPOBaTh Iie-
JIOCTHYIO CUCTeMy HOHSTUMHBIX psioB. Co3maHme
TaKOW CHUCTeMBI eCThb pe3ysIbTaT AesiTeJIbHOCTU
paccyznka. Ho miia mevictsuit paccyaka TpebyeTcst
KaKOWI-TO BHEIITHWM MCTOYHMK. B cBg3u ¢ aTm Pu-
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cus on the problem of constructive thinking in
Cohen’s teaching will bring out the difference
between his critical philosophy and Fichte’s
teaching on science.

The aim of this article is to explicate and
structure Cohen’s notions of constructive (pro-
ductive) thinking, and to analyse his concept of
the relationship between scientific thinking and
being. In addition, an analysis of constructive
thinking in Cohen’s teaching will demonstrate
essential differences between the scientific con-
structive subjectivism of Cohen and the pan-ethi-
cal speculative subjectivism of Fichte.

2. The Path toward Purity of Thinking

According to Kant, critical philosophy
should be a functional system, ideally derived
from a single a priori principle. Such a system
is attainable because categories are functional
laws for the synthesis of the manifold given in
representations. Hence the epistemological aim
of transcendental philosophy is to construct an
integral system of sets of concepts. Such a sys-
tem is created through the activity of reason.
But reason, in order to act, needs an external
source. Richard Aquila (1989, p. XII) stress-
es: “[...] the Kantian self is originally self-con-
scious only through consciousness of the
noematic correlate, in the world of appearanc-
es, of its own noetic structuring of experience.
[...] In an important sense, Kantian conscious-
ness is not in the first instance self-conscious-
ness. It is consciousness of self only through its
consciousness of the world.” This “external cor-
relate” (= being) is the most challenging prob-
lem of “Transcendental Analytics”: how do the
two disparate sources of knowledge (sensibil-
ity and reason) combine, such that the synthe-
sis possesses objective significance? Kant tries to
explain this difficulty through subjective (tran-
scendental) deduction.

The aim of deduction is to investigate the
functional inter-relations between reason and
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vapy AKBUJIa ITOIUEPKIMBAET: «/ SIBJISIeTCS CaMOCO-
3HAIOIIIVIM TOJIBKO Uepe3 CO3HaHVe HOAMATIYeCKO-
TO KoppeAsima B MUpe sBJIEHWUI1, depe3 cBoe cob-
CTBEHHOe HO3TMYeCKOoe CTPYKTYpHpOBaHVIe OIIbI-
Ta. <...> KaHTuaHCKoe co3HaHMe B CyIIIeCTBEHHOM
CMBIC]Ie He SBJIseTCs CaMOCO3HaHVeM B IIepBYIO
oueperib. OHO CTAHOBUTCS CO3HAHVEM CaMOTO ceOst
TOJILKO uepe3 oco3HaHMe Mupa» (Aquila, 1989,
p- XII). VimeHHO B 3TOM «BHeIIIHEM KOppeJIsTe»
(= OBITMM) KaK pa3 11 KOPeHUTCS caMasi Hey1o00Has
npobriema «TpaHCIIeHAEHTaIIBHOV aHAIUTUKI:
KaKVM 00pa3oM /iBa pasHOPOIHBIX MICTOYHVIKA ITO-
3HaHWM (4yBCTBEHHOCTD ¥ PacCy/I0K) COeIVIHAIOT-
Cs1 BOIMHO, IIpYeM pe3yJsIbTaT VX CHTe3a o0sIa-
HaeT oObeKTMBHON 3HaUMMOCTbI0? KaHT IbITaics
OOBICHUTP 3TO 3aTPyIHEHVE C TIOMOIIBIO CyObeK-
TUBHOM (TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV) IeAyKIINN.

ey pgenykumm — wMccIenoBaTbh (YHKIINO-
HaJIbHbIe B3aMIMOOTHOIIIEHMS paccylKa W YyB-
CTBEHHOCTM ¥, CTaJIO OBITh, IIOKa3aTh, YTO arlpu-
OpHBbIe TOHATUS ABJIAIOTCA «YCJIIOBUAMW a4 priori
BO3MOXXHOCTM omeITa» (B 126; KanT, 2006, c. 197).
OcHoBorIoIararmIas 3agadya — «00bICHUTD CBI3h
MeX]ly Ipe[cTaB/IeHUsAMY, IIpUHaIeXallMu
€IVTHOMY CO3HAHUIO, M IIpVMeHeHVieM KaTeropuil
K HUM» ¥, KpOMe TOTO, «II0Ka3aThb, YTO CYIIIeCTBY-
eT HeKOTopas CBg3b MeX]1y eMHCTBOM aIllleplierl-
IVM ¥ OIpele/leHHBIM BUIOM IIpefCTaBJIeHWUT,
KOTOpBIe [aHBl YyBCTBeHHOCTBIO» (Carl, 1989,
p- 18). CooTBeTCcTBEHHO, KIIIOUEBBIM MEVICTBUIEM,
TIOZIJIeXKAIIIVIM VICCITIeIOBAHWIO IeAYyKIIVV, SIBJISeT-
Csl TIOpOXK/IaeMasi pacCyIKOM CBSA3b (CMHTe3) MHO-
rooOpasHOro cojepKaHusl YyBCTBEHHBIX IIpefl-
CTaBJIEHWVI C YMCTBIMU PACCYIOYHBIMY OHSTS-
Mu (B 129—-130; Kanr, 2006, c. 201). Takum mmyTeM
co3/iaeTcsl CMHTeTYeCcKoe eITHCTBO 3HaHMS.

KaHTOBCKMIT IPUHIINII CMHTETUYECKOTO eMH-
crBa Koren cumran HemocsemosaTenbHBIM. Co-
m1acHo Koreny, MblluieHVe TOJDKHO OBITH OJHO-
POIHBIM ¥ YMCTBIM. [1J151 TOCTVIXKEHVISI STOM 11eIV
TpeboBaHMe cuHmemu4eckoe0 eIVHCTBA 3HAHMS
MapOyprkell 3aMeHWII Ha IMIIepaTUB CUCHIeMA -
4eCk020 €IVIHCTBA, TIOUepKHYB ITpu 3ToM: «CricTe-

sensibility and thus to show that a priori con-
cepts are “a priori conditions of the possibility
of experiences” (KrV, B 126; Kant, 1998, p. 225).
The fundamental task is “to explain a connec-
tion between representations that belong to one
consciousness and the application of the catego-
ries to them” and besides, “to show that there
is some relation between the unity of appercep-
tion and a certain kind of conceptualization of
what is given by the senses” (Carl, 1989, pp. 18-
19). Accordingly, the key act to be investigat-
ed through deduction is the reason-generated
connection (synthesis) of the diverse sense rep-
resentations and concepts of pure reason (KrV,
B 129-130; Kant, 1998, p. 245). This creates the
unity of knowledge.

Cohen considered Kant’s principle of syn-
thetic unity to be inconsistent. He maintained
that thinking should be homogeneous and pure.
To achieve that end, he substituted the require-
ment of synthetic unity with the imperative of
systematic unity, stressing that “Systematic uni-
ty differs from synthetic unity in the same way
as idea differs from category”? (Cohen, 1918,
p. 647). Cohen thus explained the principle of
purity: “We begin with thinking. Thinking can-
not have any origin outside itself since its purity
should not be limited or obscured. Pure think-
ing should generate exclusively pure cognitions
exclusively by itself. Hence the teaching on
thinking must be a teaching about cognition”?
(Cohen, 1922, pp. 12-13).

The predicate of purity (Reinheit) is exceed-
ingly important for Cohen’s critical philosophy.
Purity of thinking has been studied by many
philosophers of the transcendentalist persua-
sion, but it is only with Cohen that it forms a

2 “Die systematische Einheit ist von der synthetischen unter-
schieden, als Idee, von der Kategorie.”

® “Wir fangen mit dem Denken an. Das Denken darf
keinen Ursprung haben auflerhalb seiner selbst, wenn anders
seine Reinheit uneingeschrinkt und ungetriibt sein muss.
Das reine Denken in sich selbst und ausschliefSlich muss
ausschliefilich die reinen Erkenntnisse zur Erzeugung brin-
gen. Mithin muss die Lehre vom Denken die Lehre von der
Erkenntnis werden.”
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MaTH4ecKoe eIMTHCTBO OT/INYaeTCs OT CMHTeTJe-
CKOTO TaK e, Kak upes oT kareropum» (Cohen,
1918, S. 647). Ilpunanun uncrorsl KoreH pasb-
SICHSUT TaKuM oOpasoM: «Mbl Hauumnaem ¢ Mblid-
AeHus. MplluleHVie He MOXeT VIMeTb HMKAaKOro
IIepBOVICTOYHMKA KpoMe caMoro cedsi, MOCKOJIb-
Ky €ero 4icToTa He JOJDKHA OBITh OrpaHMYeHa U
3aMyTHeHa. YucToe MBIITUIEHVE VICKJIIOUMTEIBHO
camo 110 ce0e JO/DKHO MOPOXKAATh VCKITIOUNTEIIb-
HO umcThle TIo3HaHus. CrlefoBaTesIbHO, yUYeHe O
MBIITUIEHY JOJDKHO CTaTh yYeHVeM O ITO3HaHWI»
(Cohen, 1922, S. 12—13).

ITpenukar umcrorsl (Reinheit) upesspruarizo
BakeH [IJIsL KpUTHUYecKon dpustocodnm MapOypr-
CKOro cxosiapxa. UmcTroTa MBIIIJIEHWS CCIIe0-
BaJIach MHOrMMM pmtocodamm TpaHCLIeHIeHTa-
JIVICTCKOV OpMeHTaIy, HO TojibKo y KoreHa oHa
npuobpeTaeT caMooBJIelolee 3HaueHue. DTOT
dakt noguepkusaeT Bonbdranr Mapkc: «XoTs
I'yccepsib, HampuMep, TOXe 1C104630641 TIOHSTVE
“uncroTa” B KauecTse pyHIaMeHTaJIBHOTO B CBO-
eyl cucTeMe, HO OH He TeMaTW3MpOBaJl ero 3KC-
i THO. pyroe feno — KoreH: MOXXHO BIIOJI-
He oIlpefieJleHHO CKa3aTb, YTO €AVMHCTBEHHOVI ero
TeMOV1 OBIJIO SICHO MOKa3aTh YMCTOTY MBIIIIJTIEHVIS»
(Marx, 1977, S. 9). To xe yTBepXHaeT M APYyTrov
aBTOPUTETHBIN VCTOPUK driocodpum, XerbMyT
Xosbirxarn: «[ IepBruHOCTE MBIIIIJIEHVIS COCTaBIIgeT
ero yucmomy. KoreHy ocobeHHO 10poro 3To BbIpa-
JKeHVe, KOTOpoe OTChIJIaeT B LIEHTP ero crucreMa-
Traeckon dpusocodpum» (Holzhey, 1986, S. 175).
B nonsarvn yncrorel Koren opranmyHo, Kak eMy
IIpeICTaBIIsIOCh, COeIVHWII IIATOHOBCKYE UIen
B KauecTBe TMIIOTe3 ¥ KaHTOBCKOe y4eHVe O KOH-
CTPYyUPYIOLIEeM paccyiKe.

Baxueritmen IIPeOIIOChUIKOV aJIeKBaTHOIO I10-
HUMaHMA KoHIenuuy Korena BeICTymaer TOT
daKT, UTO MCciIelyeMoe VM MBIIIUIEHVe SBIIsSeT-
Csl VICKJTIOUMTEIBHO Hay4YHBIM, TO €CTh MBbIIIIe-
HVIeM COBpeMeHHOI'o MaTeMaT4eCcKOro eCTeCTBO3-
HaHIs, HO HMKaK He OObIZIeHHBIM ITO3HaHVEM U
MblnIeHMeM. Takoe IIOHMMaHMe HayYHOI'O MBIIII-
JIeHV1sE OOYCJIOBJIEHO B TOM UVICIIe M peayIbHBIM II0-
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central concept. This fact was stressed by Wolf-
gang Marx (1977, p. 9): “Although Husserl, for
example, also used the concept of ‘purity” as a
fundamental one in his system, he did so im-
plicitly and not explicitly. Not so Cohen: one
might say (exaggerating only a little) that show-
ing the purity of thinking was his sole theme.”*
In the same vein another authoritative historian
of philosophy, Helmut Holzhey (1986, p. 175),
writes: “The originality of thinking constitutes
its purity. Cohen is particularly fond of this ex-
pression which is central to his systematic phi-
losophy.”> Cohen believed that his concept of
purity organically combined Plato’s ideas as hy-
potheses and Kant’s teaching on constructing
reason.

A key prerequisite to understanding Cohen’s
concept is the fact that he investigates only sci-
entific thinking, i.e. the thinking of modern
mathematical natural science, but emphatical-
ly not mundane knowledge and thinking. Such
interpretation of scientific thinking is partly the
result of the real state of affairs: by the late nine-
teenth century mathematical natural science as
a model of pure thinking completely lost touch
with its object, effectively turning into pure the-
ory. Now the subject of physics cannot be seen,
not only not by the naked eye, but not even by
an eye equipped with instruments. So, scientific
knowledge is no longer a synthesis of the senses
and reason. In this situation

[flor Cohen the concept of synthesis is
predetermined, there is a “gaping gap”
in it, which cannot be filled by turning to
contemplation. The full concept of thinking is
“unpremised autonomy” bothinanalyticaland in
synthetic investigation; content is determined
directly by thinking, autonomously, from

* “Zwar hat z. B. auch Husserl den Begriff der ‘Reinheit’ in
seinem System als einen fundamentalen verwendet, nicht aber
explizit thematisiert. Anders Cohen: iiberspitzt konnte man
sagen, dass die Reinheit des Denkens verstindlich zu machen,
sein Thema war.”

> “Die Urspriinglichkeit des Denkens macht seine Reinheit
aus. Ein Cohen besonders teurer Ausdruck, der ins Zentrum
seiner systematischen Philosophie verweist.”
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JIOXKEeHVeM JIeJI. MaTeMaTudeckoe eCTeCTBO3HaHe
KaK oOpasel] YMCTOTHI MBIIIITIeHMs K KoHITy XIX B.
TIOJTHOCTBIO YTPaTUJIO HAIJISTHOCTD CBOETO IIpesl-
MeTa 1 110 Cy T JieJIa ITIPeBpaTmIoCh B YNCTYIO Teo-
puto. Tertepp mpeMeT PU3MIKI He BUIEH He TOJIb-
KO ITPOCTBIM, HO JTaXKe VI BOOPY>K€HHBIM B3IJIAIOM.
CooTBeTcTBeHHO, Hay4YHOe MOo3HaHVe OosIbllle He
ABJISIeTCS CMHTE30M YyBCTBEHHOCTM M paccyika. B
3TOVI CUTyalum

s KoreHa moHsATHEe O CHUHTe3e IIpesolipe-
IleJIeHO, B HeM «3usgeT IIpobesr», KOTOPHI He
MOXeT OBITH 3aKpBIT IIyTeM oOparmeHns K co-
sepraHusM. [loHOe TIOHATVE MBIIIIEHWS SIB-
nsieTcs  «becnpednocuiA0uHOU  ABIMOHOMHOCHIBIO»
(voraussetzungslose Selbstindigkeit) xax B aHaIN-
TUYeCKOM, TaK M B CMHTETUYeCKOM VCCIIeloBa-
HUW; OIperlelIeHHOCTh Coflep KaHMs pa3padaThl-
BaeT HeIloCpeICTBEHHO MBbIIIUIeHVe, aBTOHOMHO,
3 cebs. VI3 3TOro HemoCpenCTBEHHO CilefyeT
JIoTMYecKas YrCTOTa IIO3HaHMs, ITOCKOJIIBKY OHa
IIpefICTaBIIsieT COOOM CBSI3HOCThH JeVICTBUTEIb-
HO ompepnerleHHBIX cofepkaHmn (Marx, 1987,
S. 66—67).

Takxvm oOpasoM, pasuTesibHble MeTaMOP(O3bI B
obrracTv pM3NMKY HaIIUIV CBOE BBIpakeHUe B cde-
pe dpwtocodum.

st Korena odeBuiHO, uTO KpuTmyeckas: pu-
s10codmsl B UIIOCTacH JIOTVIKV YVCTOTO ITO3HAHMSA
IO/DKHA OPMEHTUPOBATbCS Ha «(paxm HAyKu».
VIMeHHO B TaKOV OpMeHTalu MapOy pXXIjbl ycMa-
TPUBAIOT CYIIHOCTb TPaHCIEH/IEHTAIBHOIO Me-
TOfa: VICXOIs M3 (paKTOB HAyKM, CJIeAyeT U3y4daThb
yCJIOBVSL BO3MOXKHOCTM 3TMX (PaKTOB B KauecTBe
IPeAIIoChUIOK HaydHoro nosHaHud. [Ipm sTom
«TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHbIT MeTor, y Korena mpu-
HUMaeT popMy 4mcTo POpMaJIbHOIO, KOHCTPYK-
TUBWUCTCKOrO MeTO/1a, B KOTOPOM IO3HaHVe CKOH-
CTPYMPOBaHO M FeHeprpPOBaHO B YMCTYIO MBICIb»
(TIrodpt, 2010, c. 118). DTO BMECTe C TeM O3HAYaeT,
YTO KpUTHUYECKoe ITI03HaHue

SBJISIeTCS TIO3HAHVEM HayK (IIpeXJie BCero Tod-
HBIX HayK, B cJlydae ¢ MapOyprckow IIIKOJION),
KaK OHV «CyIIIeCTBYIOT B HaIleYaTaHHbIX KHUTAX»

within itself. From this follows the logical
purity of cognition inasmuch as it represents
the interrelation of validly defined contents®
(Marx, 1987, pp. 66-67).

Thus dramatic metamorphoses in the field of
physics were reflected in the sphere of philoso-
phy.

Cohen is convinced that critical philoso-
phy from the point of view of the logic of pure
knowledge must proceed from “the fact of sci-
ence”. It is from this perspective that the Mar-
burg philosophers explain the essence of the
transcendental method: proceeding from the
facts of science, to study the conditions that
make these facts possible as prerequisites of
scientific cognition. “Cohen’s transcendental
method form winds up as a purely formal, con-
structivist method, in which cognition is con-
structed and generated in pure thought” (Luft,
2010, p. 118). At the same time this means that
critical cognition is

cognition of sciences (above all, the exact
sciences, in the case of the Marburg school)
as they “exist in printed books” (Cohen) and
are presented for analysis. The terminus a quo
[starting point] of the critique of cognition is
concrete scientific knowledge and its terminus ad
quem [final goal] are the prerequisites on which
the reality of all scientific cognition is based.
The movement from the “fact” of science to the
conditions that make it possible constitutes the
specific character of the transcendental method”
(Brelage, 1965, p. 87).

6 “Der Vollbegriff des Denkens ist seine ‘voraussetzung-
slose Selbstandigkeit” im analytischen wie synthetischen
Verfahren; gerade die Bestimmtheit des Inhaltes entwickelt
das Denken autonom aus sich. Daraus folgt unmittelbar die
logische Reinheit der Erkenntnis, sofern sie der Zusammen-
hang giiltig bestimmter Inhalte ist.”

7 “[...] ist die Erkenntnis der Wissenschaften (im Falle der
Marburger Schule vor allem die der exakten Wissenschaften),
wie sie ‘in gedruckten Biicher vorliegt” (Cohen) und sich der
Analyse darbietet. Terminus a quo der Erkenntniskritik ist die
konkrete wissenschaftliche Erkenntnis, ihr Terminus ad quem
sind die Voraussetzungen, auf denen die Giiltigkeit dieser
jeder wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnis beruht. Die Bewegung
vom ‘Faktum’ der Wissenschaft zu den Bedingungen seiner
Moglichkeit macht das Eigentiimliche der transzendentalen
Methode aus.”
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(Koren) n mpencrasistores aHanmsy. Terminus
a4 quo [VCXOmHBIVI IYHKT] KPWUTUKM ITO3Ha-
HUS — 3TO KOHKpPeTHOe Hay4dHOe II0O3HaHVe, a
ee terminus ad quem [KOHeYHas 11eJ1b] — IIPEIIO-
CBUIKY, Ha KOTOPBIX OCHOBBIBAETCS [IEICTBUTE b~
HOCTH Ka’K[IOTO Hay4YHOTO IT03HaHWM. [IBIDKeHe
OT «(aKTa» HayKM K yCIIOBUSIM €TI0 BO3MOXKHOCTVI
COCTaBJIgIeT HOPUCYIIVUI [KPUTWUIIM3MY] TpaHC-
LleHJleHTasIbHBIN MeTof, (Brelage, 1965, S. 87).

CrnenosarernpHo, KoreH craBuT mepen coOovt
Ty e caMyIO 3MMCTeMOJIOTMYeCcKyIo 3a7ady, 4To
1 KaHT, HO ¢ ydeToM paaMKaIbHBIX M3MeHeHU
B MaTeMaTM4eCKOM eCTeCTBO3HAHWMM U, COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, B HAyYHOM MBIIIIJICHV V1 [IO3HaHW.

3. IIpeoOpa3oBaHMe OLIyIIIEHWT],
co3epIiaHWMs M BeIly caMo¥i 1o ce0e

B xpurnyeckonn dutocodpum Korena uys-
CTBEHHOCTb ¥ pacCy/IOK KakK JIBa «CTBOJIa» IO3Ha-
HWSI 3aMEHSIOTCS OFTHUM — YVICTBIM MBIITUIeHVIEM
Kak nepsoHauasioM (Ursprung). Ha cmeny Tpan-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOMY CUHTe3y IPUXOAUT MHQMHM-
Te3VIMaIbHBIV MeTOJI KaK MeXaHW3M OPOXKIeHVIs
coflepKaHMs YMCTOrO MBIIUIEHWS, a 11eJIblo I10-
3HaHWsI CTAHOBUTCH fieri — OeCKOHeUHBIVI B CyIII-
HOCTV CBO€VI ITPOLIeCC CTAHOBJIEHVISI 3HAHS.

B 11e510M miporpammy MapOyprckovt TpaHcdop-
Malli MOXXHO BBIPasuUTh KpaTKO, MO ITyHKTaM,
Kak 3To caernasia ['epra Marnepxodep:

1. KanTmaHckoe ompesereHe MbIIUICHVS
KaK CMHTe3a He SBJIIeTCH «VCYepIIbIBAIOIINM
orpeziesieHMeM», HO JIOJDKHO Oosiee pajiyKaib-
HO CXBaTBIBaThCSl B «0OPa3HOM BBIpaskeHUM II0-
POXIeHMSsI».

2. MHoxecTBO (MHOrooOpasHOe), KOTOpoe
caryxur y KadTa B cuHTe3e MBIIUIEHUS Mpef-
ITOCBUIKOV, JIOJDKHO paccMaTpuBaThCd Kak IT0-
POXIIeHHOe, YTOOBI MBICIIVIJIOCh OHO KaK eJIVH-
CTBO M — B KauecTBe [OPOXX/IeHVIS MBIITUICHUS —
MOTIJIO IPOMCXOAUTH He M3 KaKOro-TO JIPyToro
VICTOYHMKA, a TOJIBKO M3 MBIIUICHVS U ero Aes-

tessbHOCTY (Mayerhofer, 2004, S. 140).
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Cohen sets himself the same epistemological
task as Kant, but taking due account of the dra-
matic changes in mathematical natural science
and, accordingly, in scientific thinking and cog-
nition.

3. Transformation of Sensations,
Intuition and the Thing-in-itself

In Cohen’s critical philosophy the sensibility
and reason as the twin “stems” of cognition are
replaced with one, pure thinking as the origin
(Ursprung). Transcendental synthesis gives way
to the infinitesimal method as a mechanism of
generating pure thinking and fieri, the essential-
ly infinite process of the emergence of knowl-
edge, becomes the aim of cognition.

On the whole, the Marburg school’s transfor-
mation programme can be summed up in two
points, as Herta Mayerhofer (2004, p. 140) has
done:

1. The Kantian definition of thinking as
synthesis is not an “exhaustive definition”,
it should be captured more radically in the
“figurative expression of generation”.

2. The manifold, which is the prerequisite
of Kant’s synthesis of thinking, should be seen
as that which has been generated if it is to be
thought of as a unity and — as the generation
of thinking — cannot originate from any other
source but only from thinking and its activity.?®

The transformations, once carried out, were
slowly but steadily changing the look of Kan-
tian transcendentalism.

8 “1. Die Kantische Bestimmung des Denkens als Synthesis
ist keine ‘erschdpfende Bestimmung’, sondern muss im ‘bild-
lichen Ausdruck Erzeugen’ radikaler gefasst werden. 2. Die
Mehrheit (Mannigfaltigkeit), die bei Kant der Synthesis des
Denkens als Voraussetzung dient, muss als erzeugt, damit als
Einheit gedacht werden und kann als Erzeugung des Denkens
nicht von anderswo her, sondern nur aus dem Denken und
seiner Titigkeit stammen.”
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Ocy1iecTBiIeHHBIE ITpe0Opa3oBaH IIOCTETIeH-
HO, HO HEYKJIOHHO BVIOVI3MEHSUIM KaHTOBCKMII
O0JIMK TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIU3Ma.

ITpexxnie Bcero M3MeHeHMs 3aTPOHYIIN OLLyIIle-
Hug. Y KaHTa omrymienmns mpeacTasiisyii codbor
HaHHOCTb. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIV IIpeaMeT ad-
JunmpyeT 4yBCTBEHHOCTB, B pe3yJIbTaTe uero Bo3-
HVKAIOT OIYIIIEHVs], TO €CTh OHM JaHbI CO CTOPO-
HBI BHEIITHeTo VICTOYHVKa. KoreH pesko BBICTyTIa-
€T IIPOTMB 0AHHOCH Y VI HacTanBaeT Ha 3a0aHHOCHIU
rpefiMeTa ro3HaHM. IIpeMeT MbIITUIeHMs BOBCe
He 0aH, a TOJTBKO 3a0aH!

OTHBIHe OIIyIIeHNs BBICTYIIAIOT B POJIV HEKO-
€ro «II00YXIEeHVIs», «[IePBOTOTYKa» 71 MBIITUTE-
H1sg. OHM UTO-TO «JIeTleuyT», «00OpMOYyT» M 3TUM
HeolIpe/ieJIeHHbIM BO3IEVICTBIEM VHUIIUVIPYIOT,
aKTVBU3VPYIOT, MHCOVPUPYIOT MBIIIIJIEHVIE Ha TO,
4TOOBI OHO B35JIOCH 3a PellleHvie «ITpodJIeMbl» MU
«3a/1aum», 32 KOTOPBIMVI, B CBOIO OYepeslb, CKpbIBa-
eTcs OblTie. ONIyIIeHns yKa3bIBalOT Ha IIpeaMeT
= X 11 TeM caMbIM 300470711 MBIIIJIEHUIO 3a/1a4y pas3-
paboTKM 1 orpenesieHs mpoodsiemel ObrTys. ITpn
3TOM caMa «0OJIacTb OujyujeHutl eCTb M OCTaeTCs
COOCTBEHHOVI O0JIACTBIO HAYUHOU Pa3pabOTKM AJIs
rcuxosiornmu. <...> Yncroe MbIIIUIeHVe He HYXKHO
OIIpeziesIsiTh Ha 3TOVI OCHOBe. B jiorvike mieasnms-
Ma OIIyIIleHVe BO3HMKAET TOIBKO B KPUTIYECKOM
CYXXIIEHUV TIeVICTBUTEIbHOCTI. VI TOIBKO B HeM
OITyIIleHVe HeoOXOIMMO JIOCTUTaeT 3aBepIIeHs
cpoero ompasganus» (Cohen, 1922, S. 598 —599).
Taxvm oOpaszoM, 0 peasTbHOVI [I€VICTBUTEIIBHOCTY
B ccpepe HayKy MBI y3HaeM TOJIBKO M3 CaMUX Ha-
YUHBIX CY>KOEHWV M YMO3aK/IIOUeHWMI O JeVICTBY-
TEJIBHOCTY, HO HVKAK He V3 OITyIIeHWUI.

Ecimm vicxonmTh 13 Toro daxra, uro Koren ro-
BOPUT O MBIIIUIEHUY VIMEHHO B MaTeMaTMYeCKOM
€CTeCTBO3HAHWW, TO HeJIb3s1 He IIPU3HATh ero IIpa-
BOTY ¥ JIOTMTUECKYI0 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTH BBIBOIIOB. B
HaCTosiITiee BpeMsi CUMTaeTC sl OUeBUIHBIM U Jaxe
TPUBMAJIBHBIM TOT (PaKT, YTO ITPOLIECC BOCITPWS-
TUS VI3HAYaJIBHO IIO[BEP)KEH KaTeropw3ariiy co
CTOPOHBI PacCyAKa M 9YTO OOBEKT BOCIPUSTIS Ha
CaMoM JieJie SBJIeTCs IIPeIMeTOM KOHCTPYpOBa-

The earliest changes had to do with sensa-
tions. In Kant, the sensations are givens. The
transcendental object affects the sensibility, re-
sulting in sensations, i.e. they are given by an
external source. Cohen challenges the givenness
idea and insists that the object of thinking is
merely assigned.

Henceforth sensations play the role of an
“impulse”, “the first push” for thinking. They
mutter and murmur something and this inar-
ticulate influence initiates, inspires thinking
to tackle the “problems” and “tasks”, behind
which stands being. Sensations point to ob-
ject = X and thus assign to thinking the task of
analysing and defining a problem of being. The
“sphere of sensations is and remains the proper
area of scientific study for psychology. [...] Pure
thinking is not to be determined on this basis. In
the logic of idealism, a sensation arises only in
the critical judgment of reality. And it is only in
the judgment of necessity that sensation reaches
its final justification”? (Cohen, 1922, pp. 598-599).
Thus we learn about reality in the sphere of sci-
ence only from scientific judgments and conclu-
sions about reality, but not from sensations.

If we keep in mind that Cohen is speak-
ing about thinking precisely in mathemat-
ical natural science, we have to admit that his
conclusions are right and logical. Today it is
considered to be an obvious and even trivi-
al fact that the process of perception is from
the start subject to categorisation by the under-
standing and that the object of perception is in
fact an object of construction not only by the
notions of understanding, but also by the ide-
as of reason. That is why Zinaida Sokuler (2008,
p- 49) is right in drawing our attention to this
proposition: “If we keep in mind that pure per-
ception free of our subjectivity is a myth we will

 “Das eigentliche Gebiet der wissenschaftlichen Bearbei-
tung ist und bleibt doch fiir jene Psychologie das Gebiet der
Empfindung. [...] Das reine Denken ist auf jenem Boden
nicht zu definieren. In der Logik des Idealismus erscheint die
Empfindung erst in dem kritischen Urteil der Wirklichkeit.
Und erst in dem der Notwendigkeit erlangt sie den Abschluss
ihrer Rechtfertigung.”
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HWSI He TOJIBKO IIOHATUSAMM PaccyfiKa, HO TaKxke
ugeamu pasyma. ITostomy 3. A. Cokysiep BHoiHe
CIIpaBe[lJINBO aKLEeHTUPYeT Ha 3TOM HOJIOKeHUN
IeJ1 Haltle BHMMaHMe: «Ecii Mbl OyzieM TIOMHUTB
0 TOM, YTO UNCTOe, CBOOOIHOE OT IPVBHECEHWI
CO CTOPOHBI Hallleyl CyObeKTYBHOCTY BOCIIPUSITIE
ecTh MuU@, TO HaM TIOKaXyTCsl BIIOJIHE eCTeCTBeH-
HBIMI ¥ CIIPaBeJIMBbIMI IIOCTOSIHHBIE HAIlIOMMU-
HaHMs KoreHa o ToM, 4To olrylieHue ecTb He 0o-
Jlee YeM BITeYaT/IeHVe, KOTOPOMY HeJIb3s IIPUIIN-
CBIBaTh HMKAKOV OOBEKTMBHOCT, YTO OHO OIIpe-
ZlesisieTcs M VicpasiisieTcs MbliuleHreM» (Coky-
nep, 2008, c. 49). Crasio ObITH, HY)KHO COIVIaCUTB-
cst ¢ KoreHoM: B HayYHOM MBIIIJIEHU TO, YTO MBI
B OOBIIeHHOVI >XM3HM HasblBaeM OIIyIleHVeM,
IIpefiCTaeT KakK 3a/JaHHOCTH IIpo0JIeMbl, He Oosee
toro. Ilpu 3ToM HeoOXOAMMO TIOMYEPKHYTH: «3a
CIIVIHOVI» 3TOV 3aJaHHOCTU VICKYCHO CKPBIBAeTCs
XUTPOYMHOe 11 aBTOHOMHOe ObITHe.

Cosepranmue B kputndeckon dwiocodpun Ko-
reHa fojydaeT crtaryc umcroro. Crporo pasiu-
Yasi 4MCTOe U SMIIVPUYecKoe co3epliaHvie, OH IOI-
YepKIBaeT, YTO IepBOe JIOJDKHO HasbIBaThCS Ma-
TeMaTU4YecKMM co3epliaHueM, B OT/In4ye OT IIpo-
cTo pmsmueckm-ricuxmdeckoro (cm.: Cohen, 1883,
S. 19). CooTBeTCTBEHHO, UTOOBI IOCTUYB €T0 CYIII-
HOCTb, «IIOHATUIO CO3eplLIaHMsI HeoOXOAMMO IIO-
JIy9UTB OlpefieJieHNe, BbIpakarolllee ero TeH-
IIeHIIVIO, KOTOpasl [OJDKHA OBITH oxapaxmepu-
306ana kax obwas mamemamuueckas 3aKOHHOCHIb
(Gesetzlichkeit)» (Ibid.). YmcTtoe coseprianme Kore-
Ha, TaK/M 00pa30M, CTAHOBUTCS TIOXOXKVIM Ha Ma-
TeMaTH4decKoe KOHCTpymposaHue KaHTa v xe
npeanyro 'yccepris.

VIMeHHO co3epliaHMe IIpeBpaliaeT M3Ha4YaIbHO
3a7laHHOe B COOCTBeHHOe JIaHHOe, HO TOJIBKO I10CIIe
TOrO, KaK MBIIIJIEHVe PellIo 3afady oIperesie-
Hug ripeameta = X: «OmHaKo Teriepb COBCeM HelTb-
3 CUUTaTh, 4TO 3Ta JaHHOCTE (Gegebenheit) Bo3-
BpalllaeTcs B CTpaHy WIn 00JIacTh 10 1y CHopoHy
CO3HAHUSA, B KOTOPOV HEYTO OBUIO JaHO co3eplia-
HMIO. DTO JTaHHOe JIaHO # co3HAHUY; Y1 3Ta IIPUIU-
Ha ¥ OCHOBA JIOCTaTOYHO COJIMIIHA I TOTO, YTO-
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see as natural and justified Cohen’s constant
reminders that a sensation is no more than an
impression to which no objectivity can be im-
puted, that it is determined and corrected by
thinking.” So we have to agree with Cohen that
in scientific thinking what we call sensation in
day-to-day life is presented as an assignment of
a problem, no more than that. But it has to be
stressed that behind the assigned problem there
lurks skillfully concealed ingenious and autono-
mous being.

In Cohen’s critical philosophy intuition ac-
quires the status of pure intuition. In scru-
pulously distinguishing between pure and
empirical intuition, he stresses that the former
should be called mathematical intuition as dis-
tinct from physical-mental intuition (c¢f. Co-
hen, 1883, p. 19). Thus, to grasp its essence “the
concept of intuition must receive a definition
expressing its tendency to characterise mathe-
matics’ general subordination to laws”' (ibid.).
Cohen’s pure intuition thus becomes similar to
Kant’s mathematical construction or Husserl’s
ideation.

It is intuition that turns the initially assigned
into a given, but only after thinking has solved
the tasks of defining the object = X: “However,
there is now no way to consider that givenness
returns to the land or area on the other side of con-
sciousness in which that Something was given to
intuition. What is given is given in consciousness;
this foundation is solid enough to legitimise in-
tuition and consequently that Something. And
the instrument for developing and cultivating
this land is the pure, the mathematical intuition”"
(ibid., p. 20). So, Cohen’s critical philosophy re-

10 “[...] der Begriff der Anschauung [muss] eine Determina-
tion erhalten, welche seine Tendenz, die allgemeine mathe-
matische Gesetzlichkeit zu charakterisiren.”

" “Man darf nun aber nicht etwa meinen, diese Gegeben-
heit recurrire auf ein Land oder Gebiet jenseits des Bewusst-
seins, auf welchem jenes Etwas der Anschauung gegeben
wire. Das Gegebene ist in dem Bewusstsein gegeben; dieser
Grund und Boden ist solide genug, die Anschauung und so-
mit jenes Etwas zu legitimiren. Und das Mittel, jenes Boden
zu bearbeiten und zu bebauen, das ist die reine, die mathema-
tische Anschauung.”
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ObI cosepriaHVe ¥, CilefoBaTelTbHO, HeuTo (Etwas)
HOJTyYVUIN 3aKOHHYIO cwuly. VI cpencTBo, 4ToOBI
paspabaTbIBaTh ¥ 3aCTpaMBaTh 3TY 3eMJII0, — Yli-
cmoe mamemamuueckoe cosepyanue» (Ibid., S. 20).
Crasio OBITBH, CaMO MOHSTHME TAHHOIO COXpPaHSET-
cs B KpuTndeckon dprtocodpmn KoreHa, Ho OTHBI-
He 3TO JIaHHOe eCTh JJaHHOe M3HYTPW, a He CHapy-
xu. Kak pas 3Ty MbIciib nomdepknys1 DpHet Kac-
cupep: «TakumM obpasoM, 3T0 [KoreHOBCKoe] yue-
HVIe TaK>Ke TIOJTHOCTHIO IIPV3HaeT “TaHHoe”, Ha KO-
TOpOe JI0JDKHO OpPMeHTHpPOBaThCs prytocodpckoe
paccMOTpeHme, HO 3TO TaHHOe, TaK CKasaTk, Oosiee
BBICOKOVI CTYIIEHVI, COCTOsIIIIee He B MaTepuasIbHOM
OITPEeIeJIEHHOCTY BeIleV, a B JIOTMYECKOVI CTPYK-
Type npuHIMNIoB u uaen» (Cassirer, 1912, S. 258).
V Haxoner, oOmiyro mosuimio MapOyprckon
IIIKOJIBI B OTHOIIIEHWUM HaHHOCTU W 3aJaHHOCTU
npeaMeTa BeKosienHo mpeacraswl [layns Ha-
TOPI B CBOEVI 3HaMeHuTON KHure o I itarone:

[TosHaHMe M TpeaMeT KOPPEeISTUBHBI APYT
JIPYTy, a MMEHHO: OHWM COOTHOCSATCH KaK Mnymib
u yesv. TOT, KTO UIeT B IOPOry, JO/DKEH MMeTb
Lenb Ilepen riasaMu. [lonamue mpemmeTta, Ko-
TOpoe 00/KHO TIO3HABaThCs KaK X ypaBHEHMs
MO3HaHMs, IIpefrosiaraeT, cTajio ObITh, TeX, KTO
TOBOPUT C SICHBIM CMBICJIOM O IIO3HaHWMM BOOO-
mie. OpHAKO KPUTHMIIV3M TOYepPKUBAET, YTO
IpefMeT — 3TO 1MO0AbKO X, IIPeIMeT — 3TO MOAbKO
npobaema, HO Hukoeda He OanHoe; TIpoOieMa, Iie-
JIOCTHBIVI CMBICJT KOTOPOVI OITpeieJIeH JIVIIb B OT-
HOIIIeHMM K M3BeCTHBIM BeIMYMHaM YpaBHeHNs,
a MeHHO — HalllMM (PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIM TI0HS-
TUSAM, TPeCTaBIAIONINM COOOV TOJIBKO OCHOB-
HbIe (yHKYUU TTIO3HAHNS, 3aKOHBI MX Oeticmbus, B
KOTOPBIX 3aKJIFOUAeTCs caMo ITO3HaHMe. DTO, CKO-
pee, X MOXKHO Has3BaTh «JaHHBIMW», IIOCKOJIbKY
OHI BOOOIIle U JIeJIal0T ITO3HaHVe BO3MOXKHBIM.
Ho cam miperimeT He 11aH, a ckopee 3a1aH. Beskoe
TIOHSATME O TIpefMeTe, KOTOPHBIV JIOJDKeH VIMeTb
3HaueHMe IS Halllero ITO3HaHMs, HYXHO CHa-
YaJIa BBICTPOUTb 113 OCHOBHBIX (PaKTOPOB CAMOTO
ITO3HaHWS, BIUIOTH /IO CaMbIX PyH/TaMeHTaIbHBIX
(Natorp, 1903, S. 367).

tains the concept of the given, but now it is giv-
en from within and not from without. This idea
was highlighted by Ernst Cassirer (1912, p. 258):
“Thus, this [Cohen’s] teaching also fully recog-
nizes ‘the given’ toward which philosophical
examination must be oriented, but this given, as
it were, is of a higher level, consisting not in ma-
terial certainty of things, but in the logical struc-
ture of principles and ideas.”*?

Finally, the overall position of the Marburg
school concerning datum and task was brilliant-
ly formulated by Paul Natorp (2004, p. 342) in
his famous book about Plato:

It is true that knowledge and object are
correlative; for they are related as a path to
its goal, and he who takes the path must have
the goal in view. Hence in speaking clearly
and meaningfully about knowledge, one must
presuppose the concept of the object that is to
be known, the x in the equation of knowledge.
But the critical position emphasizes that this is
a mere x, that is, the object is always a problem
and never a datum. It is a problem whose
entire sense is determined purely in relation
to the known factors of the equation, namely
our fundamental concepts, which have as
their content nothing but the fundamental
functions of knowledge itself, i.e. the laws of the
procedure that constitutes knowledge. It would
be far more correct to say that these are what
is “given” in knowledge, since it is they that
make any knowledge possible in the first place.
Objects, by contrast, are not a datum, but a task,
and the very concept of an object to which our
knowledge applies must be constructed out of
the basic elements of this knowledge, right back
to the completely fundamental ones.

The third fundamental structure after sen-
sations and intuition to undergo a transforma-
tion was the thing-in-itself. In Cohen’s teaching
it performs important functions, first and fore-

12 "So erkennt auch diese Lehre durchaus ein ‘Gegebenes’ an,
an dem die philosophische Betrachtung sich zu orientieren hat;
aber es ist gleichsam ein Gegebenes hoherer Stufe, das nicht in
der materiellen Bestimmtheit von Dingen, sondern in der lo-
gischen Struktur von Prinzipien und Ideen besteht.”
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Tpervent dyHIaMeHTaIbHOV KOHCTPYKIIN-
e1, KoTopas MofBepriach TpaHcdOpMaIm I1ocsie
OLIYIIEHMV M CO3epliaHMs, CTajla Belllb caMa II0
cebe. /111 Korena ona HeceT BakHble (PYHKIINM, 1
IIpeX[ie BCETO SIBJISeTCS BbIpakeHVeM OecKoHed-
HOVI 3a/1a4Vi [TO3HaHWMSI — TOr'0 IMO3HAHVISL, KOTOpOoe
TeCHO CBg3aHO C aBTOHOMHBIM ObITreM. HecmoTps
Ha «IlepeopueHTalio» (PYHKIMI Bely caMom
1o ceOe, BHMMATEILHO BCMOTPEBIINCH, Mbl BHOBb
oOHapy>XuM 3a ee dpacaZioM He3aBUCUMOe OBITHE,
Tpebyrolliee pa3pabOTKI MBIITUIEHVEM.

Koren B3s1 0[1HY 13 He4acTO BCTPeUaroIXCs
y KanTa KOHHOTAIIM BeIIy caMOVI IO cede 1 npu-
naj1 et pyHgaMeHTaIbHbIVI CMBICT:

Berre cama 110 ceGe, Takim 00pasoM, sIBiIsieTCS
BOIUIOIIIeHVIeM HayYHbIX 3HaHMIL. Ho 3TvM ckasa-
Ho Ootblite. 3HaHVIA He 00pa3yIOT 3aBepllleHHbIe
PSAIBL, 3aKOHUEHHYIO IJIaBy; OHW IIPEeCTaBIIgIOT
€000V TOITBKO TO, O YeM OHVI CBUIETEIIbCTBYIOT —
0 xapakTepe Bcero mpaeastbHOro. [losToMy oHm
coziepKar B cebe He TOJIBKO TO, YTO OOHapy>KeHO,
HO I OHOBPEMEHHO TO, YTO OCTAETCSI CIIOPHBIM.
B 3ToM 3aKiIrodaeTcs xapakTep BCeX ITOHSTUIL
YIOBJIETBOPsiA TpeOOBaHMSIM MBIIUIEHNS, OHU
BBIZIBUTAIOT HOBBIE. 37IeCh HET HMKAKOrO OIlpe-
IeJIeHHOro 3aBepiieHns. Kaxmoe BepHOe ITOHS-
TVie — 3TO HOBBIVI BOIIPOC M HUKAKOIO OKOHYa-
TEeJILHOTO OTBeTa. IToaTOMYy Berp cama 110 cebe,
IIOHVMaeMasi KaK «00beM ¥ CBSI3HOCTb» 3HaHW,
IOJDKHA OBITH OTHOBPEMEHHO BBIpa’keHVEM BO-
IIPOCOB, KOTOPBIE 3aK/TIOUEHBI B OTBETax I103Ha-
HMsL. DTO CIleAylolliee 3Ha4YeHe BeIy CaMOV 110
cebe 0b03HaUaeT Apyroe BeIpaXkeHNe, O1arogaps
koTopoMy KaHT onpenenut u yriyOwm x, KOTo-
PBIV OH HEOTHOKPATHO Ha3bIBaeT TPAHCIEHIEeH-
TaJIbHBIM 0O0BbekTOM. Berrp cama 1o cebe — 3T0
«3amaga» (Cohen, 1918, S. 660 —661).

VHaue MOXHO BBIPa3UTBbCS TaKMM OOpasoM:
Belllb cama 110 cebe ecThb He YTO MHOe, KaK pery-
JIATVIBHAs MJles pa3yMa, HallpaBJleHHas Ha I103Ha-
Hue ObITHA ¥ TpebyIoliasi OT 3TOro IO3HaHMS CU-
CTeMaTU4ecKoro eIMHCTBa KaK KpuTepusl Hayd-
HocTi. Ee MoXHO 0OpasHO Ipe/cTaBUTh B Bl
TpaHUIIBI OKPY)KHOCTY MeXy y>ke ITO3HaHHBIM,
TO eCThb 3HaHMeM (00J1acTb BHYTPYU OKPY>KHOCTM),

V. Ye. Semyonov

most, as an expression of the infinite task of cog-
nition, the cognition that is closely connected
with autonomous being. In spite of the “reori-
entation” of the functions of the thing-in-itself, a
closer look will rediscover behind its facade in-
dependent being that needs to be processed by
thinking.

Cohen (1918, pp. 660-661) took one of the
less frequently encountered connotations of the
thing-in-itself and invested it with a fundamen-
tal meaning:

The thing-in-itself is thus an embodiment
of scientific knowledge. But this says more.
Knowledge does not form complete sets, a
complete chapter; it is only what it witnesses
to, the character of everything ideal. Hence it
contains not only what has been discovered,
but at the same time what remains debatable.
Herein lies the character of all concepts: in
meeting the requirements of thinking, they
put forward new ones. There is no definite
closure. Every right concept is a new question
and there is no final answer. That is why the
thing-in-itself, understood as “the amount and
coherence” of knowledge, must be at the same
time an expression of questions contained in the
answers of knowledge. This further meaning
of the thing-in-itself is marked by another
expression with which Kant has defined and
deepened the x, as he repeatedly calls the
transcendental object: The thing-in-itself is a
“task”.?

B “Das Ding an sich ist somit der Inbegriff der wissenschaft-
lichen Erkenntnisse. Aber damit ist mehr gesagt. Die Erken-
ntnisse bilden nicht eine abgeschlossene Reihe, ein Kapitel
toter Hand; sie sind nur, indem sie sagen, dies ist der Charak-
ter alles Idealen. Sie enthalten daher nicht nur das, was er-
mittelt ist, sondern in sich zugleich das, was fraglich bleibt.
Dies ist der Charakter aller Begriffe: dass sie, indem sie Den-
kforderungen befriedigen, neue stellen. Es gibt hier keinen de-
finitiven Abschluss. Jeder richtige Begriff ist eine neue Frage,
keiner eine letzte Antwort. Das Ding an sich, als ‘Umfang
und Zusammenhang' der Erkenntnisse gedacht, muss daher
zugleich der Ausdruck der Fragen sein, welche in jeden Ant-
worten der Erkenntnisse eingeschlossen sind. Diese fernere Be-
deutung des Dinges an sich bezeichnet ein anderer Ausdruck,
durch welchen Kant das x, als welches er wiederholentlich das
transzendentale Objekt bezeichnet, bestimmt und vertieft hat.

7

Das Ding an sich ist "Aufgabe’.
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M ellle He TO3HAHHBIM BHeIIHUM ObiTveMm. [Ipn
9TOM IIPOTSDKEHHOCTh T'PaHMIIBI ¥, CTajIo OBITH,
o0BeM Bely caMovi 1o cebe — II0 Mepe BO3pac-
TaHMS YCIIEXOB MaTeMaTWYecKOro ecTeCTBO3Ha-
HVS — IIOCTOSIHHO YBEJIYMBAETCS B TIOJTHOM CO-
OTBETCTBIM C TeopeMaMM (3aKOHAMVI) TeOMeTPUIA
Wrak, KakmMy mpenykaramm oOsagaeT OOHOB-
JIeHHO€e KOHCTPYKTVBHO€E MBIIIJIeHVIE?

4. YrcToe MBIIILJICHME:
epBOHa4aJIo, IBVDKeHMe, IOpOXKIeHMe,
MHPMHNUTEe3MMATbHBIVI METO/

IlosBommio cebe MPUCTYNUTHL K OIpeieIeHNIo
KOTeHOBCKOro IepsoHayasia (Ursprung) c mmpoko
VI3BECTHOT'O OCHOBOITOJIOKEHVISL:

Crasio OBITH, ecIM IIO3HAHME PABHO3HAYHO
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWIO, TO OTHBIHE OHO OOYCIIOB-
JIEHO IIepBOHavYasIoM. VI ecyivt MBIIIUTEHVIEe — 3TO
MBIIIUIEHVIE TIO3HAHWSI, TO OHO VIMeeT CBOVI ICTOK
VI IPVYVMHY B MBIIUIEHNV ITlepBoHavata. 1o Tex
II0p, TI0Ka IOPOXIEeHHOe He Oy/eT IOCTUTHYTO
BO BCEV CBOEVI OIIpeIe/IeHHOCTM KaK ITOPOXIeH-
HOe IIepBOHAYAJIOM, IO TeX JKe IIOP MBIIIUIeHe,
TaKXe uepe3 IIOPOXKIIEHVe, He CMOXeT JOCTUYb
SICHOTO METOJIMYeCKOro OllpeieieHns. B HeMm
coxpaHsieTcsd WUTO3MS mnopobHocTi. Temepb
MBI MOXeM ITO3BOJIUTH cebe IOIIHOCTBIO OTOpO-
cuUTh oOpasHoe BbIpakeHMe. MoiuiieHue abasemcs
Moiuiaeruem nepbonauara. Huaro He MoxeT OBITH
JlaHO IlepBOHAYasTy. DTOT IIPVHIIVII SIBJISIETCS OC-
HOBOIIOJIOJKeHeM B OyKBajIbHOM cMbIciTe. OcHO-
BaHMe JO/DKHO CTaTh epBOoHadasioM. Kak Mpi-
JIeHVIe JTOJDKHO OOHapYXUTh B IlepBOoHavasie Obl-
TMe, TaK ¥ 3TO ObITME HUKaK, HUKOVUM 00Opa3oM
He MOXeT VIMeThb JPYroro OCHOBaHUs, YeM TO,
KOTOpO€ MBIIUIeHIe MOXKET ITOJIOKUTb 71 HETO.
TosbKo B KauecTBe MBIIIUIEHVS IepBOHaYaIa Un-
CTOe MBIIIUIeHNe CTAaHOBUTCS WCTUHHBIM. <...>
Iloamomy s0euxa 004xHA cmams A02uKoil nepBoxa-
uasa. <...> Bce uucmoe nosHanue 004KHO COCTOAMDb
u3 Budousmenenutl npuryuna nepbonauaia. B mpo-
TMBHOM CJIy4ae OHO He MMeJIO ObI HM caMOCTOsI-
TeJIBHOVI, HYI YMCTOV IIeHHOCT. [TosaToMy j1ormka
IepBOHAYaJIa JOJDKHA PeaI30BbIBATHCS BO BCEM
CBOEM TIOCTPOEeHMM KaK TaKOBOM. Bo fcex uucmuix
NO3HAHUAX, Komopble 0Ha yoocmobepsem 6 kauecmbe
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To put it another way: the thing-in-itself is
but a regulative idea of reason aimed at cog-
nising being and requiring that cognition be a
systematic unity as a criterion of scientific va-
lidity. It can metaphorically be presented as the
boundary of a circle between what is known, i.e.
knowledge (the area within the circle) and the
external being still to be cognised. The length
of the boundary and hence the volume of the
thing-in-itself — as mathematical natural sci-
ence scores new successes — constantly increas-
es in full accordance with the theorems (laws) of
geometry. So, what are the predicates of the re-
newed constructive thinking?

4. Pure Thinking:
Origin, Movement, Generation,
Infinitesimal Method

I will permit myself to start the definition
of Cohen’s origin (Ursprung) with the widely
known principle:

If knowledge is the same as the principle,
then from now on it is conditioned by the origin.
And if thought is the thinking of cognition then
it has its starting point and basis in the thinking
of the origin. As long as generation was not
grasped with this clarity as the generation of the
origin, thinking — even through generation —
could not attain to a clear methodic definition.
The semblance of metaphor could not be cleared
away. Now we can permit ourselves to cast aside
the figurative expression. Thinking is thinking of
the origin. Nothing must be regarded as given
in the origin. This principle is the foundation in
literal exactitude. Origin must be the basis. Since
thinking must discover being in the origin, this
being cannot under any circumstances have a
different foundation than that which thinking
can posit for it. It is only as the thinking of the
origin that pure thinking becomes true. [...]
Therefore, logic must become the logic of the origin.
[...] All pure cognition must be modifications of the
principle of the origin. Otherwise it would have
no autonomous and no pure value. Therefore
the logic of the origin must be realised in its



NpuHyuUnob, 004xeH NoAHOCMBI0 20cnodcmbBoBarms
npunyun nepbonauasa. Tak jorvka repBoHa4asia
CTaHOBUTCS JIOTMKO umcToro nmo3HaHms (Cohen,

1922, S. 36).

Yro MBI MOXeM M3BJIeYb U3 3TOrO Ba)KHOTO U
UpesBbIYalHO HACKIIIIEHHOTO Iaccaka’?

AHas3 oCHOBOIIOJIOKEeH N TTO3BOJISeT CllesIaTh
HVDKeCTIe Ty FoIIIVie BBIBOJIbI:

() Hay4yHOE MBIITUIEHVe He II0JIb3yeTCs BHeIll-
HVM VICTOYHUKOM JIJ15I CBO€VI JIeITeIbHOCTV;

(ii) ObITMe IpemMeTOB WCCIIeNOBaHMS COBpe-
MeHHOro KoreHy maremaTndecKoro ecrecTBO3Ha-
HWSI TIOJTHOCTBIO OITpeJIesisieTCsl MBIIIIJIeHVeM;

(iii) 13 HayYHOro MBIIIJIEHMS CJIeAyeT M3THATh
HaMBHYIO MJUIIO3MIO TOTO, YTO IIpefMeThl Oo3Ha-
HIS COXPaHSIOT B ceOe Hekoe IomoOme (momob-
HOCTB) TeX peaIbHbIX Belller], KOTOpble IIPUCYT-
CTBYIOT B Halllerl OOBIIEHHOV XM3HU U B «aflek-
BaTHOM OTOOpakeHMI» KOTOPBIX YOeXIeHO He-
pedrtexcupyroliee 11 IIPOCTOYIITHOE CO3HAHME;

(iv) ObITHIE camO TIO cele 371eCh BpeMEHHO «BbI-
HeCeHO 3a CKOOKI», 100 OITyIIeHNs], MHCIIMPUPY-
IOIIVie Hay4dHOe VccilefloBaHVe, HaXOIsATCs «B ca-
MOM Hauajle» Hay4HOV [1eATeJIbHOCTY, B TO Bpe-
Mg KaK COBpeMeHHasi HayKa OIVpaeTcs yXe He
Ha «3MIIMPUYecKyIO TI0YBY», HO CTOUT «Ha IjIedax
TUTaHTOB»;

(v) mr060e gncToe (HayuHOe) CyXkieHue Herlo-
CPeICTBeHHO cjleflyeT W13 IlepBOHaydajla MBbIIIjle-
HIS;

(Vi) McTMHa JIOTMYeCcK! cjlefyeT 13 [epBoHaJa-
Ja;

(vii) pBmxeHue (Bewegung) m mopoxieHwue
(Erzeugung) sABIAIOTCS BakKHeMIIVMM XapakTe-
PUCTVMIKaM¥ TlepBOHaYasIa ¥ MBIIIIJICHVIS;

(viii) Bce Hay4HOe (411CTO€) MO3HaHMe Oa3upy-
eTcs Ha TlepBOHaYasle KaK VICTOYHVIKE.

TakoBBI OCHOBHBIE BBIBOIBI M3 KOT€HOBCKOV
HOeCKpUIIIINY IlepBOHa4Yasa. be3 mpeysende-
HWSI MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO MBI IMeeM JIeJI0 CO CBO-
€ro pozia Memo0o02uteckuM sccenyuasuzmom. I'lo
MHeHMIO B. Mapkca, «pormBHUKI» Korena —
SMIVIPU3M ¥ TICUXOJIOTM3M — «BBIHYAVJIN TIOf-

V. Ye. Semyonov

entire structure as such. In all pure cognition
which it [logic] ratifies as principles the principle
of the origin must be dominant. Thus the logic of
the origin becomes the logic of pure cognition'
(Cohen, 1922, p. 36).

What can we derive from this important and
densely written passage?

Analysis of the origin warrants the following
conclusions:

(i) scientific thinking does not use an external
source for its activity;

(ii) the being of the objects of investigation
by the mathematical natural science of Cohen’s
time is determined entirely by thinking;

(iii) scientific thinking must get rid of the
naive illusion that the object of cognition pre-
serves some likeness to the real things that are
present in our daily life and is thought by the
unreflecting naive consciousness to be “ade-
quately reflected”;

(iv) being here is temporarily “taken off the
table” because the sensations that prompt sci-
entific investigation form just the “very begin-
ning” of scientific activity, whereas modern
science proceeds not from the “empirical soil”,
but stands on the shoulders of giants”;

4 “Wenn also die Erkenntnis gleich dem Prinzip ist, so ist sie
nunmehr durch den Ursprung bedingt. Und wenn das Denken
das Denken der Erkenntnis ist, so hat es seinen Ausgang und
Grund in dem Denken des Ursprungs. So lange das Erzeugen
nicht in dieser Prignanz als das Erzeugen des Ursprungs ge-
fasst wurde, so lange konnte das Denken auch durch das Erze-
ugen nicht zu klaren methodischer Bestimmung gelangen. Der
Schein des Gleichnisses bleib auf ihm sitzen. Man kann jetzt
den bildlichen Ausdruck ganz fallen lassen. Denken ist Den-
ken des Ursprungs. Dem Ursprung darf nichts gegeben sein.
Das Prinzip ist Grundlegung in buchstiblicher Genauigkeit.
Der Grund muss Ursprung werden. Wenn anders das Denk-
en im Ursprung das Sein zu entdecken hat, so darf dieses Sein
keinen, keinerlei andern Grund haben, als den das Denken ithm
zu legen vermag. Als Denken des Ursprungs erst wird das
reine Denken wahrhaft. [...] Die Logik muss demnach Logik
des Ursprungs werden. [...] Alle reinen Erkenntnisse miissen
Abwandlungen des Prinzips des Ursprungs sein. Andernfalls
hiitten sie keinen selbstindigen, wie keinen reinen Wert. Die
Logik des Ursprungs muss sich daher in ihrem ganzen Aufbau
als solche vollziehen. In allen reinen Erkenntnissen, die sie als
Prinzipien beglaubigt, muss das Prinzip des Ursprungs durch-
walten. So wird die Logik des Ursprungs zur Logik der reinen
Erkenntnis.”
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YepKHYTb aBTApPKWYECKNUVI XapaKTep MBIIIIIEHVIS»
(Marx, 1977, S. 14). HecmoTpst Ha pasbscHeHMs1 Ko-
reHa, ocTaeTcst HeoOXOIMMOCTE OTBETUTE Ha TJIaB-
HBIVI BOIIPOC: TaK YTO >Ke TaKoe [IepBOHAYaIIO?
AHams rilepBoHavasIa Kak OCHOBaHWSI MBIIIITIe-
HUSL VI COOTBETCTBYIOIIEro eMy OBITHS [aeT BO3-
MOXXHOCTB IIPVHSTH CJIETYIOITIVI BBIBOZ;

[TpyHIMT TepBOHAYasia MOXET OBITH ITOHST
KaK «OCHOBaHWe», a VMEHHO B JBOVIHOM CMBIC-
Jle: CHadasla TaK, YTO OH IIPe/iCTaBJIgeT OOIIyIo
dopMy Bcero ero copepkaHus B COOTBETCTBUN
C OIIpeJieJIeHHBIMU OCOOBIMU «OCHOBAHVISIMIL»,
3aTeM TaK, YTO OH KaK pa3 He IIpeCTaBisierT
MBIIIUIEHVE B €r0 IepBOHAYaJIbHOM, ITPVIHIIV-
MVaJIbHO CIIOCOOHOM K PEeBM3UV OTHOIIEHWUN K
OBITMIO, ¥ 3TO OTHOIIEHVE COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
ObITHe sBIIsieTCst OBITVIEM, TTOPOXKIEHHBIM MBIIII-
JIeHVeM. B 3ToOM cMbIciie MBIITUTEHVe HY)KHO Ha-
3bIBaTh «OCHOBAHVIEM» OBITVS VIV TEM, YeM OHO
SIBJISIETCS: TIPVHIINII IIepBOHAvYala OIVCHIBAeT
«OCHOBaHVe» OBITMSI IIOCPEICTBOM MBIITUIEHVIS
(Stolzenberg, 1995, S. 62).

VIMeHHO TaKOBBI «B3aVIMOOTHOIIIEHVsT» MeXITy
HayYHBIM MBIIIUIEHVEM 1 CaMIM TI0 cebe ObITreM.
Kpome Toro, ass mpasvibHOM pedpiiekcum Iep-
BOHauajla CyIIeCTBeHHYIO ITOMOIIlb OKaXyT KOH-
LMY ABVDKEHVS, IOPOXIeHMs, MHPVHUTE3N-
MaJIBHOT'O MEeTO/Ia 11 KOPPeJIAIUL.

IlepBoHavaio Kak Oa30BbIVI IIPVHIINII €CTh He
UTO MHOe, KaK (PyHKIIMOHaJIbHAS [1edTeJIbHOCTD
MBIITUIEHNS, TTIOPOKIAoIasi coOOCTBEHHOe Ccoep-
JKaHMe M yCTaHaBJ/IMBaIOIIAsl BCeBO3MOXKHBIE KOP-
peJIATUBHBIE CBSI3UM MEXIY 3TUMM COIep>KaHMs-
M. [Tosromy X. Xosibiixav yTBepxaaeT: «Mpliiisie-
HUe kak nepboHauano no3HaAHUA SBJIS€TCH YUCTBIM
MbIITUIeHVeM. TakuM 00pa3oM, ¢ UMCTOTOV MBIITI-
JIeHWs yCTaHaBJIVBaeTCsl ero JIOTMYeCKUI IIPuo-
putet. OnHako KoreHn He yTBepXkaeT HVKaKOIO
MeTapM3MIecKOro a4 priori; YUCTOTa MBIIUIEHWS
MMeeT (PYHKIIMOHAIBHBIN CMBICI <...> Meron
€CTh MBIIIJIEHVIE CaMO II0 cebe — Kak M3HadaIbHO
opoXkzeHHoe ero comepkaHme» (Holzhey, 1986,
S. 176—-177). Takum oOpa3oM, IlepBOHa4YaIO eCTh
nerokeHre (Bewegung), KkoTopoe Kak pas M ocy-
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(v) any pure (scientific) judgment follows di-
rectly from the origin of thinking;

(vi) truth logically follows from the origin;

(vii) movement (Bewegung) and generation
(Erzeugung) are the key characteristics of the ori-
gin and of thinking;

(viii) all scientific (pure) knowledge is based
on the first principle as origin.

Such are the main conclusions from Cohen’s
description of the origin. We are looking, with-
out exaggeration, at a kind of methodological es-
sentialism. In the opinion of W.Marx (1977,
p. 14), Cohen’s enemies — empiricism and psy-
chologism — have “forced him to stress the
autarchic character of thinking”." In spite of Co-
hen’s explication, the key question that remains
to be answered is, what is the origin?

An analysis of the origin as the foundation of
thinking and the corresponding being prompts
the following conclusion:

The principle of the origin can be understood
as “the foundation” in two senses: first, as
representing the general form of all special
“foundations”, defined according to their
content, and then, in such a way thatit represents
thinking in its original and principally non-
revisable relation to being, and this relation
lies in the fact that being is being generated
by thinking. In this sense thinking must be
called the “foundation” of being or — which
is the same thing — the principle of the origin
describes the “foundation” of being through
thinking'® (Stolzenberg, 1995, p. 62).

15 “1...] die Betonung des Autarkiecharakters des Denkens
erzwungen.”

1 “Das Prinzip des Ursprungs kann als ‘Grundlequng’
verstanden werden, und zwar in einem doppelten Sinn: ein-
mal so, dafs es die gemeinsame Form aller ihrem Inhalt nach
bestimmten besonderen ‘Grundlegungen’ reprisentiert, so-
dann so, dafs es eben darin das Denken in seiner urspriingli-
chen, prinzipiell nicht revisionsfihigen Beziehung zum Sein
darstellt, und diese Beziehung besteht darin, dafi das Sein ein
vom Denken erzeugtes Sein ist. In diesem Sinne ist das Denk-
en die ‘Grundlequng’ des Seins zu nennen, oder, was dasselbe
ist, beschreibt das Prinzip des Ursprungs die ‘Grundlegung’
des Seins durch das Denken.”



II[eCTBJIsIeT TTOPOXKIIEHe, TO €CTh IIPOIIecC IIPOo3-
BozicTBa (Erzeugung) comepskanmsi MbIIIIJIeHS.

Hesp3st He 3aMeTUTBh, UTO TEPMUH «IIOPOXKJIe-
HIe» HeceT B cebe HEHYKHYIO MeTapOpIUecKyIo
KOHHOTAIIVIO, U TI03TOMY KoreH BBIHYXIIeH IIper-
yIpenuTs: «B gaipHeriiem, ofgHako, 00OpasHoe BbI-
pakeHVe TTIOPOXKIIEHVSI He MOKET HaHeCTH YIIep-
0a xapaKTepuCTMKe MBIITUIEHVSI XOTS ObI IIOTOMY,
YTO MOPOXEHVe BOCIPUHMMAETCS He KaK IIpo-
IOyKT, a KaK IIpeXX/ie BCero AesaTeIbHOCTh CaMOro
niponzBopmTesis. Camo npousboocmbo (Erzeugung)
abasemcs npooykmom (Erzeugnis)» (Cohen, 1922,
S. 29). Craso ObITh, ABVKEHVIE MBIITUIEHMS SIBIISI-
eTcs OHOBPEeMeHHO ero copepkaHueM. Takum
myteM KoreH cHMMaeT Borrpoc 0 Havdasle MBIIIUTe-
HVISL M YCTPaHsieT KaHTOBCKYIO Ipo0sieMy crHTe3a
YyBCTBEHHOCTM U paccyka. OTHBIHe B OCHOBe I10-
3HAHVIS JIOXUT OAVH-eIVHCTBEHHBIVI VICTOYHVIK, a
1po0sieMHOe COOTHOIIIeHVe (POPMBI U ColeprKa-
HVISI IO3HAHVSL HOCUT TOJIBKO (PYHKITVMIOHAJTBHBIN
XapaKTep ¥ IIOJIHOCTBIO OIVCBIBAeTCS Teopuent
KOppeJIsLnL.

Eme omHa BakHasi XapaKTepUCTVKA MBIIIITe-
HUSI — ero KOHTMHYaJIbHOCTD (= HeITpePBIBHOCTB).
3HAYMMOCTh 3TOTO IpeauKaTa IOTYepKUBaeT
B. Mapkc:

...IIPVHIUIT HENPePBIBHOCTY VIMeeT yHUBep-
CAJIbHYIO CIWIy, a VMIMEHHO — He TOJIBKO KaK
KBaHTUUIMpPYIOIas PyHKIVS OIperesieHNns,
HO makxke KaK IPVIHIVII MBIIUIEHUS I, COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, Hay4YHOro co3HaHMs Boobite. (Tepmuna
«cosHaHMe» (Bewufitsein) osHauaer y Korena
BCerJja Hay4YHOe CO3HaHWe, B IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXK-
HOCTB IIPOCTOVI «CO3HATeIbHOCTI» (Bewulitheit).)
[TpvHINIT HeNTPEPBIBHOCTYI CTAHET Y HETO OIlpe-
HeJIeHVieM CO3HaHMsI, ITOCKOJIBKY OHO «IIpUY-
MBIBaeT», TO eCTh IIOPOXK/IaeT, «Hay4qHOoe ObITie»
(Marx, 1977, S. 92).

[Tpur 3TOM «HeITPepbIBHOCTH JO/DKHA TaKXKe OT-
JINYaTh MbluileHue B IIpoliecce IIOPOXKIAEHUM OT
“neuro”» (Holzhey, 1986, S. 197). B nanHoM ciry4dae
«HEYTO», VIV IIPeAMET = X, eCTh He YTO MHOE, KaK
ObITHIe caMo 110 cebe, B CYIIY 3TOM «CaMOCT» aB-
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Such are the relations between scientific
thinking and being itself. Besides, correct reflec-
tion on the origin can be substantially aided by
the concepts of movement, generation, infinites-
imal method and correlations.

The origin as the basic principle is nothing
else than the functional activity of thinking gen-
erating its own contents and establishing var-
ious correlations between them. That is why
Holzhey (1986, pp. 176-177) asserts: “Thinking
as the origin of cognition is pure thinking. Thus,
purity of thinking establishes its logical priority.
However, Cohen does not posit any metaphys-
ical a priori; purity of thinking has a functional
meaning. [...] Method is thinking itself, as that
which initially generates its content.”'” Thus, the
origin is movement (Bewegung), which is pre-
cisely producing, i.e. the process of producing
(Erzeugung) the content of thinking.

It is easy to notice that the term “generation”
carries an unnecessary metaphorical connota-
tion, which leads Cohen (1922, p. 29) to issue
this caveat: “Furthermore, however, the image
of generation cannot harm the characterisa-
tion of thinking for the very reason that in gen-
eration the important thing is not so much the
product as above all the activity of generating.
The process of generating is itself what is gen-
erated.”'® Thus, the movement of thought is its
content. In this way Cohen dispenses with the
question about the origin of thinking and with
the Kantian problem of the synthesis of sensi-
bility and understanding. From now on cogni-
tion is based on one and only one origin and the
problematic relation between the form and con-

17" “Denken als Ursprung von Erkenntnis ist reines Denken.
Mit der Reinheit des Denkens wird dergestalt seine logische
Prioritit statuiert. Doch behauptet Cohen kein metaphysisches
Apriori, die Reinheit des Denkens hat funktionalen Sinn. [...]
Die Methode ist das Denken selbst — als urspriinglich seinen
Inhalt erzeugendes.”

18 “Ferner aber kann der bildliche Ausdruck des Erzeugens
die Charakteristik des Denkens schon deshalb nicht schidigen,
weil es bei dem Erzeugen nicht sowohl auf das Erzeugnis an-
kommt, als vor allem auf die Tatigkeit des Erzeugens selbst.
Die Erzeugung selbst ist das Erzeugnis.”
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TOHOMHOE "1 6e3pa3anHoe K IIponeccy Hay4dHOro
MBINTJICHVIA.

KOHTV[HyaHbHOCTB ABVDKEHVISI MBIIIJIEHVIA Pac-
CMaTpmBaeTCsA Korenom kak C})YHZ[aMEHTaJ'IBHaH
XapaKTepUCTVKa JIOI'IKM YMCTOI'O ITO3HaHM:

HenpeprBHocTh (Kontinuitdt) sieistercst 00-
LIeVl 0CHOBOU CO3HAHUA: He Mo2ym Obimb HecobMme-
cmumble 31emeHmbl cBateHst 6 00HY Kyuy, HO OHU
kopensmes 6 cBasu conocmabumoix uienob. Takum
0o0pa3oM, HeIpepBIBHOCTD SABJIAETCS 3P PeKTIB-
HOI He TOJIBKO KaK HenpepbibHocy 6 0eckoHeuHotl
desumocmu npocmparcmba, oHa BooOIle He IIpw-
HaJJIEXUT B IIePBYIO Ouepeb CO3epliaHUIO IIPO-
CTpaHCTBa; HO OHa oOpasyeT ¢yHOaMeHmMAAbHOe
onpedeserue MblulAeHUSA, OCHOBHYIO (hopMY TOTO CO-
3HaHMs, KOTOpoe KaK CO3HaHVe MBIIUIeHNs OT-
JMYaeTcd OT CO3HaHMS Cco3epIlaHMs WIM CO3Ha-
HMSI 9yBCTBEHHOCTM, KaK JIOTMKA y4eHMs O IIO-
3HaHUM oTiaMdvaercs: or obmien jorukn (Cohen,

1883, S. 37).

CoBepllleHHO OYeBUIHO, YTO (PyHKIIMOHAJIb-
HOe JIBVDKEeHVE MBIIIUIeHMS OCYIIEeCTBIISeTCS He-
IIPEPBIBHO, ¥ B 3TOVI IIEPMAaHEHTHOW [IesTeJIbHO-
CTV MBIIIJIEHVe 1 OBbITVe KOppeIaTuBHBL Kaknm
Ke 00pa3oM IIpOM3BOAMTCS cofepKaHye MBIIILTe-
HVS VI KaKVM CII0COOOM MBIIIITIEHVIE MOXKeT OTJIV-
4UTh camoe cedst oT ObITns? PasbsicHseT 3Ty 3a-
rajiky KOHIeNIMs MHPUHNUTE3MaJIbHOIO MeTo-
1A, VIV MeToria OeCKOHEUHO MasIbIX BEJIVUMH.

B ocHoBy ydeHus o0 mMHPUHMTE3MMaTIBHOM
MeTojie NoJIokeHa pyH/TaMeHTaIbHas 1es O TOM,
YTO MBIIIJICHVE ¥ PeajIbHOCTDb IIPeICTaBIISIOT CO-
G011 MHTeHCHBHBIE BeJIMUMHBL 1o yTBepXkeHmIo
Korena, uncroe MbIIIeHME caMo TI0 cebe He ecThb
HeKoe OOBeKTMBHOe IIpeJiCTaB/IeHNe 1 He coiep-
JKUT B cebe HII co3epIiaHMs IIPOCTPAHCTBA, HU CO-
3epria"ms BpemeHn. Crasio ObITh, OHO He oO1aia-
eT KCTeHCMBHOVI BeJIMYMHO, KOTopas obpasyeT-
sl B pesysibTaTe IIpubasiieHns yacreit. Harporus,
MBIIIJIEHVE SIBJISIETCSI MHTEHCMBHOV BEJIVMTUMHOV,
BO3HUKAIOITIETT DTO O3Haya-
€T, YTO MHTEeHCVBHAs BeJINYMHA JOJDKHa 0asupo-
BaThbCs Ha YeM-TO aIllpMOPHOM, ITOJJOOHO TOMY Kak
VHTeHCVBHas BenmunHa y KaHrta corposoxia-

«OOHOMOMEHTHO».

tent of cognition is merely functional and lends
itself to description by the theory of correlation.
Another important characteristic of thinking is
its continuity. W. Marx (1977, p. 92) stresses the
importance of this predicate:

...the principle of continuity has universal
validity, not only as a quantifying function
of definition but also as a principle of thought
and of scientific knowledge in general. (By
“consciousness” (Bewufstsein) Cohen always
means scientific consciousness as opposed to
a simple state of awareness (Bewufstheit).) He
makes the principle of continuity a definition
of consciousness because it “invents,” i.e.
generates “scientific being.”"

“Continuity must be a feature of thinking in
the generation of ‘Something’”* (Holzhey, 1986,
p- 197). In this case the “something,” or the ob-
ject = x, is being in itself, which is autonomous
and indifferent to the process of scientific think-
ing.

Cohen (1883, p. 37) sees the continuity of
thinking as the fundamental property of the log-
ic of pure knowledge:

Continuity is a general foundation of
consciousness:notdependentonaheap ofincompatible
elements but having roots in the interrelationship
between comparable members. Thus continuity
does not become effective only as a continuum
in the infinite divisibility of space — it does not
belong at all in the first instance to the intuition
of space; but it forms a fundamental definition
of thinking, a basic form of that consciousness
which, as the consciousness of thinking, must
be differentiated from the consciousness of

19 “[...] das Kontinuititsprinzip universal Giiltigkeit hat,
und zwar nicht nur als quantifizierende Bestimmungsfunk-
tion, sondern auch als Prinzip des Denkens bzw. des wis-
senschaftlichen Bewusstseins tiberhaupt. (Der Terminus
‘Bewusstsein’ bedeutet bei Cohen immer wissenschaftliches
Bewusstsein, im Gegensatzt zur blossen ‘Bewusstheit’). Das
Kontinuitétsprinzip wird bei thm zu einer Bestimmung des
Bewusstsein, sofern dieses das “wissenschaftliche Sein’ “erden-
kt’, d.h. erzeugt.”

20 “Kontinuitit soll also das Denken in der Erzeugung von
‘Etwas’ auszeichnen.”
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eTCsd YVCTBIMM allpMOPHBIMU OITpeJie/leHMsIMI B
npocTpaHcTBe 1 BpeMeHn. OpgHako anpuopu Ko-
reHa BBIIJIAUT MHAaJe 1 ropaso MHOrooopasHee,
HexXXeJIn y KéHurcoeprckoro dpuiocoda:

Cymmupyst Bce sIBHBIE 11 HesIBHBIE OITpefiesie-
Husl, JaHHble KoreHOM caMoMy HOHSATHIO anlpu-
op", — Yy Hero 3To U Jiornyeckas ¢opma, 1 3a-
KOHOMEPHOCTb, U «II€PBBIVI 3aKOH», VI IIPVHIINII,
Y yCJIOBYIE TIO3HAHMS, VI IIPEIIOChUIKA, VI METO]I,
VI II03HaBaTeIbHas IIEHHOCTh, — a TaKXXe CIydan
IIPVIMEHEHVSI 3TOTO IIOHSTMS, MOXXHO IIpemIo-
JKUTB OTHO eJTMHCTBeHHOe OIIperie/ieHye, corylac-
HO KOTOPOMY aIllpMOPY JI0JDKHO ITOHMMAThCS Kak
Aoeudeckuil cmamyc o00uyeodA3amesbHOI 3HAUUMO-
cmu cyxoenui (Imurpuesa, 2013, c. 138).

VHprHNTE3MaTBHBIT METOI KaK CII0CO0
MeXaHV3M JIeVICTBIIS MBIIIIIEHS IIPOU3BOINUT VH-
TEHCVBHYIO pPeasIbHOCTh, CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO KakK
KOHTMHYYM. [Ipn 3TOM wHpMHUTE3NMATBHOE
MBIIIIJIEHVIE TI0JIb3YeTCsI OHOBpeMeHHO 1 nndde-
PeHITVasioM, W HIPWHIIAIIOM KOHTUHYaJIBHOCTV,
COEVIHSIOIVIM BCE JIEMEHTHI B €IVHBIN (PyHK-
LVIOHAJIBHBIV psifl. VIMEHHO II03TOMY «KOHTWMHY-
aJIbHOE eIVHCTBO JOJIKHO MBICTIUTBCS KaK nepfo-
Hauan0» (Cohen, 1883, S. 32).

VHpVHNTE3MMaTBHBINT  CITOCOO  MBIIUICHVIS
BBICTYIIa€T KaK OCHOBA peaIbHBIX IIPEIMETOB:
«beckoHeUHO Mastas KaK MHTEHCMBHAs BeIMIMHA
O3Ha4aeT peayIbHOCTh B OIIpeieJIeHHOM I TOYHOM
CMBICITE: OHa ITPETIOTHOCUT TO CaMoe pedbHoe, KO-
TOpOe IIpeJrioslaraeTcsi M WIIETCS BO BCEM ecTe-
CTBO3HAHWV; OHA COCTaBJIsieT U KOHCTUTYVPYeT
peastbHOe. [losToMy WMHPUHMTE3VIMAIBHBIV Me-
TO, SIBJISIETCSI MHCTPYMEHTOM IIO3HAHWS IIPUPO-
OBl B 3HAYEHWUV 0p2aHOHA, KOTOPBIVI CO3IaeT 1 00-
pasyeT nipuponHble 00BeKThI» (Ibid., S. 133).

beckoHeYHO MasIyro BeJIMYMHY B TaKOM CIIy-
4ae HajIo TIOHMMATh KaK IlepMaHeHTHOe PyHKIIN-
OHAJIBHOE JIEVICTBIIE MBIIIUIEHVIS], TIOCKOJIBKY IJIaB-
HOVI 3ajiaveil ITOCJIEHETO SBJISIETCS YCTAHOBJIE-
HVIe BCeBO3MOXKHBIX CBSI3€V1 VI OTHOIIIEHWVI BHY TPU
MBIIIUIEHNS] VI TIOPOKZEHVE TeM CaMbIM (PyHK-
IIMIOHAJIPHO-CVICTEMATYeCKOTO eIMHCTBA HayKIL.
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intuition or the consciousness of sensibility, just
as one more naturally differentiates logic from
the doctrine of cognition.”

It is perfectly obvious that the functional
movement of thinking takes place continuous-
ly and that thinking and being correlate in this
permanent activity. How is the content of think-
ing generated and how can thinking distinguish
itself from being? The riddle is solved by the
infinitesimal method, or the method of infinites-
imal magnitudes. Cohen holds that pure think-
ing in itself is not an objective representation
and does not contain either intuition of space or
intuition of time. So it does not possess exten-
sive magnitude that is formed by the addition of
parts. On the contrary, thinking is an extensive
magnitude that arises instantly. That is, inten-
sive magnitude should be based on something
a priori just as Kant’s intensive magnitude is ac-
companied by pure a priori definitions in time
and space. However, Cohen’s a priori looks dif-
ferent and far more diverse than Kant's.

Summing up all the explicit and implicit
definitions given by Cohen of the concept of a
priori — these include logical form, regularity,
“the first law”, principle, the condition of
knowledge, prerequisite, method, cognitive
value — and the uses of this concept, the one and
only definition that suggests itself is that a priori is
the logical status of universally obligatory significance
of judgments (Dmitrieva, 2013, p. 138).

The infinitesimal method as a mode and
mechanism of thinking produces intensive re-
ality which exists as a continuum. Infinitesimal
thinking uses simultaneously differential calcu-

2 “Die Continuitit ist also eine allgemeine Grundlage des
Bewusstseins: nicht auf Haufen disparater Elemente ver-
weisen zu sein, sondern im Zusammenhange vergleich-
barer Glieder zu wurzeln. Somit wird die Continuitat nicht
erst als Stetigkeit in der unendlichen Theilbarkeit des Rau-
mes wirksam, sie gehort tiberhaupt nicht in erster Linie der
Raum-Anschauung an; sondern sie bildet eine fundamentale
Bestimmung des Denkens, eine Grundgestalt desjenigen
Bewusstseins, welches als Bewusstsein des Denkens von dem
Bewusstsein der Anschauung oder dem Bewusstsein der Sin-
nlichkeit so zu unterscheiden ist, wie man Logik von Erkennt-
nislehre zu unterscheiden allgemeiner geneigt ist.”
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Torma He BBIIAOWUT yAVBUTEIIBHBIM, UTO «IIep-
BOHa4aJI0 MHOTOOOPa3HOrO BUIAWUTCI B €IMHCTBE;
IlepBoHaYaslo eCTh He YTO MHOe, KaK TpeOyemoe
OKOHYaTeJIbHOe eIMHCTBO, a MUMEHHO — CBI3HOe
ennHCTBO (Zusammenhangs-Einheit)» (Natorp,
1910, S. 27). B TakoM ciiydae pyHKIVeN MblIIle-
HVS OKa3bIBAeTCs «CBS3b, IBOVICTBEHHOE HaIIpaB-
JIeHVie MBIIIIJIeHVSI Ha OTHOBpeMeHHOe OObeIHe-
HVe pas3/ieIeHHOro 1 pasjiejieHre o0beqHeHHO-
ro, KOTOpOe 1 B Pas3/IM4eHnN Bce JKe COXpaHseTcs
Kak eqmHcTBO» (Ibid., S. 26).

MosxHO ciesiaTh BBIBO; KOI€HOBCKOe IepBOHa-
4ajio eCTh He YTO MHOe, KaK JeVICTBIe (= IBVKe-
HVie) MBIIIUIEHNS 110 pa3beITHeHNIO 00beaHeH-
HOTO ¥ CBSI3bIBAHMIO Pasle/IeHHOrO COIep>KaHMs.
DTO JIeVICTBYIe OCYIIeCTBIIAeTCsl HeITPePhIBHO (KOH-
TUHYaJIBHO) ¥ B pe3yJibTaTe IIOPOXJaeT peaib-
HOCTb IIpeIMeTOB Hay4HOro rnosHanms. [Ipu sTom
MBIIIIJIeHe ¥ ObITVie KOppPeJISTUBHBL beckoHedHO
MaJjlasg PeaylbHOCTh COHEPXKUT B cebe MBIIIIEHVe
v ObITVEe OJHOBPEMEHHO 1 B KauecTBe OObeHe-
HWS, I B pasiesIeHHOM Buje. DTo 3HaunT, uto Ko-
reH IIpeKpacHO IIOHVIMAeT, YTO «peaJIbHOe ObITie
eCThb He-TIOHATNe, VI OHO IIPeBPaTUThCS B TIOHSITIE
HMKaK He MOXeT (KaK He MOXXeT 3aBepIIThCs Oec-
KOHEYHOCTB); MEXIly HUMM BCerja OCTaeTcs He-
KOTOPBIM “3a30p”. beckoHeuHO Masias BeIM4MHa
noHnmMaetcst KorenoMm kak Ursprung MbIIIUIeHWS
VIMEHHO IIOTOMY, YTO 3/1eCh 3TOT “3a30p” yMeHb-
IaeTcs 710 OeCKOHeYHOCTM I MOXeT OBITh CKOJIb
yrogHo MainbsiM» ([Iryray, 2010, c. 225).

Taxum oOpasoMm, MHPUHUTE3VMAJIBHBIV Me-
TOJI, ITpefICTaBsIeT cOOOVI MBIIIJIeHVe, KOTOpOe He-
MIPepPBIBHO OCYIIIECTBISET OIepaluL: a) IIPOTUBO-
rocTaBjieHMs cebs KaK YMCTOrO MBIIUIEHUS pe-
3yJIbTaTaM CBOETo IOpOXieHwus; 0) coBIazeHws
camoro cebs ¢ IIpOAyKTaMI CBOETO IIPOM3BOACTBA.
VInduHuTe3MMa/IbHOe  MBIIIJIEHVe  ITOCTOSIHHO
CTPEMUTCS JIMMUHMPOBATh pasjigvie MeX1y co-
6011 11 Ob1THIEM. TeM He MeHee ObITVIE, KaK ITOUEp-
KuBaeT KoreH, IocTOsSIHHO coxpaHseT He3aBUCU-
MOCTB VI aBTOHOMMIO. bbITie obHapyXmBaeT ceOs
KakK OTHAJIEHHBIVI VICXOMHBIVI IIYHKT, KaK OTIIpaB-
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lus and the principle of continuity which com-
bines all elements in a single functional series.
That is why “the continuous unity must be seen
as origin?”? (Cohen, 1883, p. 32).

The infinitesimal method of thinking is the
basis of real objects: “The infinitely small as the
intensive magnitude designates reality in the
definite and precise sense that it presents the
real itself which is assumed and is sought in all
natural science; that it distinguishes and consti-
tutes the real. Therefore the infinitesimal meth-
od is an instrument of cognising nature in the
sense of an organon which creates and forms
natural objects”® (ibid., p. 133).

An infinitesimal magnitude in this case
should be understood as a permanent function-
ing of thinking because the main task of thinking
is to establish all kinds of connections and rela-
tions within thinking and thereby to create func-
tional and systematic unity of science. It is not
surprising, then, that “the origin of the produc-
tion of the manifold is seen in unity; the origin is
nothing other than the required ultimate unity,
i.e. the unity of interrelatedness”? (Natorp, 1910,
p- 27). In this case the function of thinking is “the
connection, the twofold directedness of thinking
toward simultaneous unification of the divided
and division of the unified, which, even in dif-
ferentiation, remains a unity”? (ibid., p. 26).

Thus, Cohen’s first principle is the action
(= movement) of thinking to divide the unit-
ed and to unite the divided content. This ac-
tion is performed continuously and as a result
generates the reality of the objects of scientif-

2 “Die continuirliche Einheit muss als Ursprung gedacht
werden.”

2 “Das Unendlichkleine bedeutet als die intensive Grdfie die
Realitit in dem bestimmten und prignanten Sinne: dass sie
das Reale, welches in aller Naturwissenschaft vorausgesetzt
und gesucht wird, derselben darreicht; dass sie das Reale aus-
macht und constituirt. Das Infinitesimale ist daher Instru-
ment des Naturerkennens in der Bedeutung des Organon,
welches die Naturdinge erzeugt und bildet.”

# “Der Ursprung der Vermannigfaltigung wird in der Ein-
heit gesehen; der Ursprung ist nichts als die geforderte letzte
Einheit, namlich Zusammenhangs-Einheit.”

% “Der Zusammenhang, die Doppelrichtung des Denkens
auf Vereinigung des zugleich Geschiedenen, Differenzierung
des zugleich Geeinten, in der Differenz doch als Einheit sich
Erhaltenden, das ist es wohl, was zuletzt zugrunde liegt.”



Hasl CTaHIVIA Hay4YHOI'O IIPpOIAYKTVMBHOI'O MbIIIJIe-
HVIs, OOHAKO IIpY 3TOM He CJIMBA€TCA C MbIITTJIEHVI-
€M ¥ He IIOIJIOIIaeTCA VIM.

5. Kouctpyktususm Korena
VI CIEeKYJIATUBHOCTh Puxre

Eme opmHMM («HEraTMBHBIM») VICTOYHVMKOM
KOTE€HOBCKOI'O CTpeMJIEHMSI K UMCTOTe MBIIIIe-
HUS IIpY HeIpeMeHHOM COXPaHeHW) aBTOHOM-
HOCTY OBITMS BBICTYTIAJIVI Te BO33peHNs KaHTOB-
CKMX «31mUroHos» (O. JInbmaH), KOTopble, IIo CyTH,
«OTKa3aJIViCh» OT BHEIITHEro Myipa KaK OIHOIO 13
VICTOYHVKOB HAy4YHOIO IIO3HAHWMS ¥ COXPaHWIIN
[IPVIBEP)KEHHOCTh OITHOMY JIMIIb CIEKYJISTVBHO-
My MblUIeHnIo: «Y @uxte 1 llesHra Bce dop-
MBI ¥ (PYHKUMM MHTeUIeKTa pacCMaTpUBasIVICh
KaK HeYTO BTOPOCTeIleHHOe, KaK pe3yJibraT me-
sarenbHOCT “S1 B cebe”. Y Terestst octasioch OmHO
JIVIITB MBIIIUIEHME KaK TOCJIeIHSS PeaslbHOCTh»
(Liebmann, 1912, S. 100). ITocse sToro n B camom
Jiesie He OCTaeTCsl HUYero MHOTo, KaK TOJIBKO IIPH-
3bIBHO KOHCTaTUpOBaTh: «VITak, cjiemyeT BepHyTh-
cst Hasaz K KanTy» (Ibid., S. 85).

Cornacno KoreHy, mnepBoHadaslo CTPOUTCH
Ha IpUHIIUIIAX a) yBeJIMYeHUs CTelleHM OCO3Ha-
HVS CaMOCTOSITEJTBHO ITPOM3BEIEHHOIO IIpeMe-
Ta 1 0) YMeHBIIIeHWs CTETIeHV Pas3Inams MeXIy
MBIITUIEHVIEM 1 OBITVIEM TPV HEVI3MEHHOM COXpa-
HEeHVV IIPVHIIUIINAIIBHOV aBTOHOMHOCTY OBITHSL.
W 3peck MBI cpasy Xe OOHapy>XKMBaeM paayKalb-
HOe OTIN4YMe KOHCTPYKTMBHOro MblnuieHms Ko-
reHa OT CIIeKYJISITUBHOIO cyObekTmBI3Ma Duxre.

ITo muenmio KoreHa, «pomaHTI4eckast puio-
coduisi», K IIpeicTaBUTeIIM KOTOPOVI OH OTHOCWAII
TaK>XKe ¥ BCeX «3IMUIOHOB», COMIach ¢ MCTUHHOI'O
IIyTH, TIOCKOJIBKY OTKa3ajlaCh OT OCHOBOIIOJIOXe-
HUI KpUTH4IecKoro naeanmsma Kanra:

PasopBaB CBsI3b C HayKOV, pOMaHTUYeCKas
dmmocodmst ycrpemmiack K I03HaHMIO abcostro-
Ta, B KOTOPOM CO3HaHMe — 3TO OoJIbllle He TpaH-
CLieHJIeHTaJIbHOe e[IVHCTBO YCJIOBUW BO3MOX-
HOCTHM OIIbITa, HO MeTadusndeckoe eIMHCTBO,
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ic cognition. Thinking and being correlate. The
infinitesimal reality contains thinking and be-
ing simultaneously as unity and in a divided
state. This means that Cohen knows full well
that “real being is a non-concept and can nev-
er become a concept (any more than infinity can
come to an end); there is always a gap between
them. The infinitesimal magnitude for Cohen is
the Ursprung of thinking precisely because the
gap is reduced infinitely and can be infinitely
small” (Dlugach, 2010, p. 225).

To sum up, the infinitesimal method is think-
ing that continuously performs the operations
of: a) juxtaposing itself as pure thinking to the
results of its generation; b) merging itself with
the products of its own generation. Infinitesimal
thinking constantly seeks to eliminate the dif-
ference between itself and being. Nevertheless
being, as Cohen stresses, always remains inde-
pendent and autonomous. Being reveals itself as
a remote starting point, the departure station of
scientific productive thinking, but never merges
with thinking and is not subsumed by it.

5. Cohen’s Constructivism
and Fichte’s Speculativeness

Yet another (“negative”) motive of Cohen’s
striving toward purity of thinking, while pre-
serving the autonomy of being, was the views
of Kant’s “epigones” (Otto Liebman) who had
effectively renounced the external world as an
origin of scientific knowledge and preserved al-
legiance only to speculative thinking: “Fichte
and Schelling saw all forms and functions of in-
tellect as something secondary, as the result of
the absolute activities of the ‘I in itself’. In He-
gel thinking alone remains as the last reality”*
(Liebmann, 1912, p. 100). That leaves only one
option, and that is “So let’s go back to Kant”*
(ibid., p. 85).

% “Fichte und Schelling hatten alle Formen und Functionen
des Intellects fiir etwas Secundires, fiir Producte der abso-
luten Thitigkeiten des ‘Ichs an sich’ erklirt. Bei Hegel bleibt
nun ganz allein das Denken als Wirkliches iibrig.”
27 “Also muss auf Kant zuriickgegangen werden.”
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co3farolriee CBOe COOCTBEHHOe COfep KaHMe.
MpelrtuieHME I CO3epIiaHMe pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS He
B KayecTBe OTHEeIbHBIX, MOIIOJTHUTEILHBIX METO-
IIOB HayYHOTO ITO3HAHVIS, HO B Ka4eCTBe OPraHOB
ITOHVIMaHWMS VI MMCTUYeCKOro 00beIHeHVIs ¢ a0-
cororoM (IToma, 2012, c. 107).

ITo sTot mpuumze KoreH mno3uIMOHWpOBaII
CBOIO KPUTUYeCKylo ¢uiIocodpnio B KadecTBe
aJIbTepHATMBbI BCeVl IOCTKAHTMAHCKOV «pOMaH-
Tdeckon dputocodpum» — Puxte, Hlesumary n
TI'erestro.

B cBoeit GazoBoVt KOHLENIMM HayKOyuYeHUs,
ccpopMmIpOBaHHOM B 11eJIOM K ceperyHe 1790-x rr.,
V.T. ®uxre 3aKi1agpIBaeT OCHOBBI CIIEKYJISTBHO-
ro cyowekTusmsMa. Tak, B yactHocTH, B «OcHO-
Be o01iero HaykoyueHus» (1794/95) ®duxre mpu-
XOAWT K BBIBOIY O TOM, YTO IIepBOHAYaJIbHOE Oe-
n10-0eiicmbBue, v Oeiicmbobanue (Tathandlung),
KOTOpoe 0bo3HavaeTcs rosioxeHmeM «f ecms S» (A
ecTpb A), TpeficTaBIIsieT CoOOVT He UTO MHOe, KaK T10-
naraHvie 4 camoro cebs: /I TojtaraeT nepBoHavasIb-
HO cBoe cobcTBeHHOe ObITve. Takom akT rosara-
HMS (= cCaMOCO3HaHWs1) aDCOIIOTHO He 00YCIIOBIIeH
HMYeM BHEIITHVIM ¥ IIOJTHOCTBIO cioHTaHeH. CaMo-
CO3HaHWe YVCTOro | CTAHOBUTCS, TAKMM 00pa3oM,
€IVMHCTBEHHBIM V1 II€pBOHA4Ya/IbHbIM VICTOUHVKOM
ObrTHsL. B TakoM ciryyae co3HaHMe ecTh OCHOBa ObI-
TUS, @ CAMOCO3HaHVe — OCHOBA CO3HaHVIS.

O BO3MOXHOCTM CyIIecTBOBaHMs aBTOHOM-
HOro mwupa ABJIEHUM KaK npenMera MbIIJIEHVIA
@uxTe MMeeT YeTKre, HeJIByCMbICJICHHBIe ITpesl-
CTaBJIEHMS M IIOOTOMY HalleJIsAeT ObITHEe He IIpo-
CTO BTOPOCTEIIEHHBIM, HO IIOJIHOCTBIO 3aBVCH-
MBIM CTaTyCOM:

...ecyv1 OBl HayKOYUYeHMIO OBUI 3a1aH BOIIPOC: Ka-
KOBBI Belly caMi 110 cede, TO OHO MOIJIO OBl Ha
3TO OTBETUTH TOJIBKO CJIEAYIOIIMM 0Opa3oM: Ta-
KOBBI, KAKVIMM MBI VX JIOJDKHEI caeriaTh. OT 3Toro
HayKOy4eHVe HVCKOJIBKO He CTaHeT TPaHCIIeH-
IIEHTHBIM, TaK KaK MbI OOpeTaeM B HaC CaMIX BCe
TO, 9TO MBI IIPY 3TOM yCTaHaB/IVIBaeM; MBI BbI-
HOCVIM 3TO M3 Hac caMMX BOBHe, MO0 6 Hac caMux

According to Cohen, Ursprung is based on
the principles of a) growing awareness of inde-
pendently generated object and b) diminishing
difference between thinking and being, while
the fundamental autonomy of being is pre-
served. This immediately highlights the radical
difference between Cohen’s constructive think-
ing and Fichte’s speculative subjectivism.

In Cohen’s opinion, the “romantic philos-
ophy”, in which he included also all the “epi-
gones”, had strayed from the right path because
it had renounced the main principles of Kant’s
critical idealism:

Having left the vital link with science
behind, romantic philosophy felt free to
aspire to the elevated position of knowledge
of the absolute, where consciousness is
no longer the transcendental unity of the
conditions of the possibility of experience,
but metaphysical unity, which creates its own
content. Thought and intuition are not seen as
separate, complementary methods of scientific
knowledge, but as organs of understanding and
mystic union with the absolute (Poma, 1997,
p-72).

For this reason, Cohen positioned his crit-
ical philosophy as an alternative to the whole
post-Kantian “romantic philosophy” — Fichte,
Schelling and Hegel.

In his theory of the science of knowledge,
which had taken final shape by the mid-1790s,
Fichte laid the foundations of speculative sub-
jectivism. In The Science of Knowledge (1794/95)
Fichte comes to the conclusion that the initial
factact (Tathandlung), indicted by the proposi-
tion that “I am I” (A is A), represents the pos-
iting of I by I: I posits its own being. This act
of positing (= self-consciousness) is not condi-
tioned by anything external and is totally spon-
taneous. The self-consciousness of pure I thus
becomes the only and initial origin of being.
Consciousness, then, is the foundation of being
and self-consciousness is the foundation of con-

sciousness.
Fichte (1982, p. 252) had clear-cut and unam-
biguous ideas about the possibility of the exist-
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HAXOAWUTCS HEYTO, YTO OKA3bIBAETCSI BO3MOXKHO
OOBSICHUTD VICUEPIIBIBAIONIIM O0pa3oM TOJIBKO
yepes HeuTo BHe Hac. Mbl 3HaeM, YTO VIMEHHO MbI
MBICJIVIM 3TO HEYTO, MBICJIVIM €T0 COIJIACHO 3aKO-
HaM Halllero IyXa, 9TO Mbl, CTajI0 OBbITh, HUKOTTIa
He MOJKeM BBIVITH 13 caMux ceDs, HMKOTTIa He MO-
JKEM 3aroBOPUTH O CYIIeCTBOBAHWMN KaKOTrO-HVI-
Oymp oOobekra 6e3 cyObekra (Puixre, 1993, c. 289).

Kasasoch Obl, S KaK 4ncTOe MBIIIUIEHVE TO0JDK-
HO OrpaHMYMBaTbCA He-fl KaK SMINPUYEeCcKUM
MUpoM sBiieHuiL. IIpu sToM He-fI mpoTmBonosna-
raetcs 4 , cjiefioBaTeIbHO, KaK MOXKHO ObLIO OBl
IIPEe/IIONIOKIUTD, SIBJII€TCSI aBTOHOMHBIM 110 OTHO-
mreHmio K J OorTviem. OoHAKO aKT IIojIaralms He-5
KaK Mupa SBJIEHWUV IIOJIHOCTBIO ITPVHAIJIeKUT
camMoMy I 1, cilefloBaTeJIbHO, B CJIy4dae C He-f Mbl
OIISATH-TaKM VIMeeM JIeJI0 C IeVICTBOBaHVeM UVCTO-
ro MbiuieHns. CTaHOBUTCS ACHO, YTO yKa3aHUs
PrixTe Ha SIKOOBI MPVCYTCTBYIOIINI B HayKOyUe-
HUY «3MIVPU3M» OCTaroTcsA Oe30CHOBaTeIbHBIMA.
Hanporms, Oeckoneunoe cTpemiieHme (Streben)
3acTaBiIsieT S vickaTh COOCTBEHHYIO TPUYMHHOCTD
(Kausalitdt): «CtpemiieHMe HampasiiseTcs K Ipu-
YMHHOCTW; U IIOTOMY, COIJIaCHO CBOEMY XapakKTe-
Py, OHO HOIDKHO OBITH IIOJIOKEHO HeIlpeMeHHO,
KaK OpUYMHHOCTb. OTHAKO XXe 3Ta IPUYMHHOCTD
He MOXXeT OBITh TIOJIOKeHa KaK HallpaBJIgIoIiascs
Ha He-f]; TaK KaK B TaKOM CJIydae TIoJIoKeHa Oblila
ObI peasibHasi BO3JIEVICTBYIOIIAs JIesTeJIbHOCTD, a
OTHIOIB He cTpemsleHMe. ITosToMy oHa Moryia Obl
TOJIBKO BO3BPAIlaThCs K cede caMovi, TOITBKO IOPo-
XaaTe camoe cedsi» (Tam ke, c. 291). OnHako Ta-
Koe cTpemsieHMe (= toOyxaeHue, Trieb) mpebbisa-
€T «TOJIBKO B CyObeKTe V1 ITO CBOeVI ITPMpOfIe He BbI-
XOUT 3a ero rnpenessl» (Tam xe).

Taxont cyry6o crieKysIaTMBHBIV TOIXOH K CO-
3HAHVIO, MBIIIIJIEHNIO ¥ OBITUIO MIMeeT MaJyio 00-
1Iero ¢ Kkpurmdeckov nosuuvent Korena. Coorset-
CTBEHHO, HOVCKM CXOJIICTBAa MeXJy KOHCTPYKTVB-
HBIM Hay4yHbIM MbilleHVeM Korena 1 MapOypr-
CKOVI IIIKOJIBI CO CHEKYJIATMBHBIM MBbIIIIJICHVIEM
DixTe JIMIIEHBI Cepbe3HbIX OCHOBaHWIL.
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ence of an autonomous world of phenomena as
an object of thinking, hence he confers on be-
ing not just a secondary, but a totally depend-
ent status:

[...]if the Science of Knowledge should be asked,
how then, indeed, are things-in-themselves
constituted, it could offer no answer, save, as we
are to make them. Now this in no way renders
our science transcendent; for everything that we
shall also point out in this connection we find
in ourselves, and bring forth from ourselves,
because there is something in us that can be fully
accounted for only by something outside us. We
know that we think it, and think it according
to the laws of our mind; and hence that we can
never escape from ourselves, never speak of the
existence of an object without a subject.

It would seem that I as pure thinking should
be limited to non-I as the empirical world of
phenomena. The non-I is juxtaposed to I and
apparently constitutes being that is autonomous
vis-a-vis I. However, the act of positing non-I as
the world of phenomena belongs to I, such that
in the case of non-I we are again looking at the
activity of pure thinking. It becomes clear that
Fichte’s reference to “empiricism” allegedly
present in the science of knowledge is ground-
less. On the contrary, infinite striving (Streben)
makes I look for its own causality (Kausalitit):
“Striving aspires to causality; it must be posit-
ed, therefore, as essentially causal in character.
But this causality cannot be posited as extending
to the not-self; for in that case a real efficacious
activity would be posited, and not a striving. It
would thus be capable only of reverting upon
itself; of producing only itself” (ibid., p. 253).
However, drive (Trieb) “is merely in the subject,
and by nature does not issue beyond the latter’s
sphere” (ibid.).

A so strictly speculative approach to con-
sciousness, thinking and being has little in com-
mon with Cohen’s critical position. Therefore
there are no serious grounds for seeking simi-
larities between the constructive scientific think-
ing of Cohen and the Marburg school on the
one hand, and Fichte’s speculative thinking on
the other.
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3aK/IroueHve

Mpemuienne coBpemenHoro Koreny maremarm-
YeCKOro eCcTeCTBO3HaHMs IIPefiCTaBIIsIoO cobo,
KaK MBI YBUJIEJIV, Y/CTOe (HeAMIIMpPUYecKoe) KOH-
CTpyMpOBaHMe HayUHBIX IIOJIOKEHWVI U TeOpWUTL.
YpoBeHBb TaKOrO MBIIUIEHNS TaBHBIM-IAaBHO OTO-
pBaJICsl OT SMIIMPUYECKOro Oasvica JIpeBHeV Hay-
K1 1 popmupoBasicst HaunHasi ¢ Hosoro spemenn
B KauecTBe aBTOHOMHOV 11 CyTy0o pallioHaJIbHO,
TO €CTh UMCTOVI, MBICJIITEIIbHON OedTeJIbHOCTIL.

Eciim cymmupoBaTe ydyenue I'epmana Korena
0 KOHCTPYKTVMBHOM MBIIIIJIEHUV, TO MOXKHO BBIfle-
JINTD CJleflyToIlVie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEeH VS U1 2JIeMeHThI
€r0 KOHCTPYKTVMBUCTCKOVI CYCTEMBL:

(i) Hay4HOe MBIIIJIeHVe MOXKET OBITh MCKITIOUN-
TeJIbHO YVICTBIM;

(ii) MBlIIeHMe KaK IepBOHAYasIo eCTh He UTO
MHOe, KaK COOCTBEHHOe [IBVDKeHVEe MBIIIJIeHNs,
KOTOpOe OTHOBpeMeHHO IIOPOXKIaeT ero e coiep-
JKaHMe;

(iii) Hay4yHOe MBIIIJIeHVe KOHTMHYaJIbHO, UTO
B KOHEYHOM WTOre obecriednBaeT IIOJIHYIO KO-
TepeHTHOCTD, a CJIeloBaTeIbHO, CUCTEMHOCTh U
PYHKIMOHATIBHYIO CBSI3HOCTH BCeX 3JIEMEHTOB
MBIITUIEHV VI IIO3HAHVIS;

(iv) mepMaHeHTHOe JIBVDKeHVe MBIIIIIeHNs Ha-
XOIUTCA B KOPPEIATUBHOV CBA3M C HEKOTOPBIM
«HE4YTO», KOTOpOe MBIIIUIeHVIeM He SBJISeTCs, TO
€CThb C aBTOHOMHBIM OBbITVIEM;

(V) MHPVMHUTE3MMAJIBHBIVI MeTOJI, B KadecTBe
OIlepaTVBHOM [1eATeIbHOCTY ITOCTOSIHHO (PVIKCH-
pyeT, pasindaeT M CHOBa COeIVHSET a) UNCToe
MBbIIIUIeHVe, O) pe3ysIbTaThl IIOPOXKAEHMS MBIIII-
JIEHVISL VI B) «HEUTO», He SBIISIOIIeecs MBIITUIEHN-
eM, HO 0e3 KOTOpOro MbIIIIIeH/ e He MOXeT OCy-
IIeCTBUTH CaMOMAHTUMUKAIINIO (= CyIllecTBOBa-
HWe€), [TOCKOJIBKY JIJIs1 TOro KaK pas 11 HeoOXOI1MOo
TO, YTO MBIIIUIEHVIEM He SIBJISeTCs, TO eCTh Herlo-
KOpHOe ObITIe.

TaxmM 0Opa3oM, KOHCTPYKTMBHBIN CyOBEKTH-
Bu3M Korena mpejicrasiisieT coOoVi YMCTYIO, aB-
TOHOMHYIO, HeIIPepbIBHYIO, (PyHKIIMOHAJIBHYIO
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Conclusion

As we have seen, the thinking of mathemat-
ical natural science in Cohen’s time was pure
(non-empirical) constructing of scientific propo-
sitions and theories. Such thinking had long de-
tached itself from the empirical basis of ancient
science and beginning from the modern period
was evolving as an autonomous and strictly ra-
tional, i.e. pure thinking.

Summing up Hermann Cohen’s doctrine of
constructive thinking, the following principles
and elements of his constructivist system can be
identified:

(i) scientific thinking can only be pure;

(ii) thinking as Ursprung is the movement
of thinking which simultaneously generates its
content;

(iii) scientific thinking is continuous, which
ultimately ensures total coherence and conse-
quently, systematic character and functional
connectedness of all the elements of thinking
and cognition;

(iv) the permanent movement of thinking
correlates with “something” that is not thinking,
i.e. with autonomous being;

(v) the infinitesimal method as operative
activity constantly fixes, distinguishes and
reunites a) pure thinking, b) the results of gen-
eration by thinking c) “something” that is not
thinking but without which thinking cannot
self-identify itself (= exist); this calls precisely
for something that is not thinking, i.e. unruly
being.

Thus Cohen’s constructive subjectivism is a
pure, autonomous, continuous functional activ-
ity of thinking which generates scientific reality
in the shape of knowledge. But if it is to contin-
ue to exist independently as scientific thinking
it has to keep its eye on similar autonomous be-
ing, non-theory and non-concept which, odd
though it may seem, is the necessary condition
of the existence of constructive thinking.



JleTeJIbHOCTb MBIIIUIEHNS, B XO[e KOTOpOW IIO-
poXaeTcss Hay4yHasl peaslbHOCTh B BiUIle ITO3Ha-
Hys. [Ipr aToM pamy coOcTBEHHOTO He3aBUCVIMO-
TO CyIIleCTBOBaHMs Hay4YHOe MBIIIUIeHVe 00s3aHO
He yIIycKaTh M3 BUa TaKoe K& aBTOHOMHOe Obl-
TVie, HEe-TeOPUIO ¥ He-TIOHATIE, KOTOpoe, KaK 3TO
HI MOKa)KeTCsl CTPaHHBIM, dBJISeTCS HeyCTpaHU-
MBIM YCJIOBMEM CYIIIeCTBOBaHMSI KOHCTPYKTMBHO-
'O MBIITIJIEH .

B Takom cirydae g1 KOHCTPYKTMBMU3Ma KaK Ta-
KOBOT'0O Oy/ieT XapaKTepHO oOpallieHne K MBIIIe-
HMIO KaK efiBa JIV He e[IMHCTBeHHOMY VICTOYHUKY
Tex ITI03HaBaTeJIbHBIX Y — IIWpe — MUPOBO33peH-
YeCKMX, MUPOCO3UIaTeIbHbIX KOHCTPYKIINU, KO-
TOpble 4YeJIoBeYeCTBO TBOPUT He TOJIIBKO B HaykKe,
HO VI B [IOBCEJTHEBHOM JXVI3HEHHOM MUpe.

B ominume or xoHcTpykTmBu3sMa Korena, He
MOTEepPsIBIIIErO, HECMOTPsI HY Ha YTO, aBTOHOMHOE
ObITHEe, B MICXOIHOM HayKoydeHumn Duxte uncToe
MBIIIUTeHMe, YIn 4, XOOUT 10 OeCKOHEeYHOMY JIO-
rudeckomMy Kpyry. OgHaKko B cBoeM CTpeMJIeHUN
OTBICKaTh BBIXOJ], U3 3TOr0 KpyTa, pasopBaTh «Iyp-
HYI0 OECKOHEUHOCTB» OHOT'O JIVIIIh aBTOHOMHOTO
JIOTMYeCKOTO MBIIIUIEHMS. VI OTKPBITh CBOIO IIPU-
YMHHOCTH 4] oOpallijaeTcsl BOBCe He K OBITHIO MUpa
ABJIEHWUVA, a CJIeflyeT B IaMeTpaIbHO ITPOTVBOIIO-
JIOKHOM HaIlpaBjleHn — K ABCOIIOTHOMY .

B Takom cilyuae mepBoHadasIbHO ycMaTpuBae-
Masi cxoxkecTb yueHn KoreHa 11 duxTe okasasiach
BCETO JIUIITh BUIMMOCTBIO, KaXXKIMMOCTBIO. BoBce He
CJTy4YariHO M3BECTHBIVI MICTOPUK HEeOKaHTMAaHCKOM
dwtocodum I. Dmenp 3aMeTws1, YTO «CXOACTBO
Mexy drixte v MapOyprckM HeOKaHTMAaHCTBOM
CYIIIeCTBYeT TOJIIBKO B oOstacTyt BbiMbIcTIa (Fabel)»
(Edel, 2013, S. 16). Crasio ObITb, MeX/y Hay4YHBIM
KOHCTPYKTMBHBIM CYOBeKTVBU3MOM W CIIEKYJIs-
TUBHBIM CyOBEKTMBM3MOM M3Ha4daJIbHO pacIiojia-
raeTcs HelTpeooJIMasi IIperpaja.
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Thus constructivism as such will seek to fall
back on thinking as just about the only source
of the cognitive and — more broadly — world-
view-related and world-creating structures hu-
mankind creates not only in science, but also in
the daily world.

Unlike Cohen’s constructivism, which has
held its own in spite of all the odds, in Fichte’s
Science of Knowledge pure thinking, or I, moves
in an endless logical circle. However, in seeking
a way out of this circle, to break the “bad infini-
ty” of autonomous logical thinking and discov-
er its causality, the I turns not to the being of the
world of phenomena, but heads in the opposite
direction, toward the Absolute I.

Therefore the initially perceived similarity of
the teachings of Cohen and Fichte turns out to
be a phantom. It is not by chance that Geert Edel
(2013, p. 16), a prominent historian of Neo-Kan-
tian philosophy, wrote that “the similarity be-
tween Fichte and the Marburg Neo-Kantianism
exists only in the domain of fantasy”.* So there
is inherently an insurmountable barrier between
scientific constructive subjectivism and specula-
tive subjectivism.
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