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DOOPMAIJIbHA I
N ONTIOCOPCKA JIOTUKA
Y KAHTA M TEI'EJIA

9. Quxapa’

B §26 «Kpumuxu uucmoeo pasyma» Kanm nasviba-
em pasdea «PyxoBodcmbo» «TparcyendenmaisHoil ana-
aumuxu» (A 67—79 / B 91—106) «memagpusuyeckoi
dedykyuen» (MII). MII — kpamxuil, HO npu 5mom yH-
Oamenmarvtslil (U 8 usbecmmoil cmenequ 3020004 HbLIL)
ppaemenm. CoBpementvie uccaedobarus npobodsm Oe-
manvhvie pexoncmpyxyuu M, nporuBaroujue cbem
HA PAO CAOXKHBIX Sk3eeemuueckux Bonpocob, axmubHo
obcyxoaembix Kkak 6 kaaccuueckou, mak u 6 HoBenuiei
peyenyuu MJI. 5 npedaaeato coeaams wiae Ha3ao u o0pa-
mumucs k odbujemy konmexcmy MJI, ee memachurococp-
CKUM U Memajoeudeckum acnekmamu. 5 noaaeato, umo
30ecw Bo3Hukaem Bonpoc, maxoke HAX00AWUILCA 68 yeHmpe
Brumanus eeeesebcko20 npoumenus coombemcmebyio-
wux kaHmoBckux gppazmenmob, — Bonpoc o poau «gop-
MAAbHOU A02uku» 8 husrocopuu u cmanobreHuu guio-
cochekotl r02uKu. S HAUURAIO CMAMbI0 C PACCMOTpPeHUA
noieMuxu no noBody BAuAHUA KaHMOBCKOO YueHUs o0
A02uke HA ucmoputo so2uku. Ilasee anarusupyio npeo-
cmabaennyio 6 «Hayxe r02uxu» eecesebekyio unmepnpe-
mMayuo KaHmoBeKux paccysK0eHuil 0 popmarbHotl A02u-
xe u ucmute (A 57 —60/B 82 — 84; Kanm, 2006, c. 145).
B 3abepuieriue s 0aio kpumuueckyio oyenxy 2ezeseBekoi
Kpumuku npeodnoaazaemoz0 KanmoBckozo «popmarus-
ma». Hecmompsa na mo umo Ieeeav ynpexaem Kanma 8
aAHMUALemu4eckotl mpaxmobxe popm cyxoenuil u xame-
20puaryHvlx hopm, A noxkaswibaro, umo Kanm paxmuue-
cku npeonpurumaem BaxHoulil uiae no nepeocMvicAeHUI0
U nepecMompy cmamyca mpaouuOHHOU A02UKI U 11eM
camvlM 3ax4a0vlBaem ocHoBanus uaocopcKoil A02UKU.

KiroueBble cs10Ba: (popmasvHas A0euka, MpaHc-
yeHOeHmarvHas ao2uka, ¢puaocogpckas soeuxa, Kanm,
Tecenn, 0edyKkyus kameeopuil
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FORMAL LOGIC
AND PHILOSOPHICAL LOGIC
IN KANT AND HEGEL

E. Ficara®

In § 26 of the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant calls
the “Leitfaden” section of the Transcendental Analytic
(A 67-79/ B 91-106) “metaphysical deduction” (MD).
The MD is a relatively short, but fundamental (and
somewhat enigmatic) passage. While contemporary
contributions offer detailed reconstructions of the MD,
which also help to settle a series of thorny exegetic
questions much debated in MD’s classic and current
reception, I propose to take a step back and ask about
the general setting of the MD, and about its meta-
philosophical and metalogical implications. 1 believe
that the question of the role of “formal logic” in
philosophy, and in the establishment of a philosophical
logic (something which was at the heart of Hegel’s
interests in reading these Kantian passages), is at stake
here. I begin the paper by examining some controversies
concerning the question of the contribution of Kant’s
thinking about logic to the history of logic. I then turn
to Hegel’s reading of Kant’s thoughts about formal
logic and truth (A 57-60 / B 82-84) in the Science
of Logic. I conclude by critically assessing Hegel’s
critique of Kant’s supposed “formalism”. While Hegel
laments Kant’s anti-alethic treatment of the forms
of judgement and of the categorial forms, I show how
Kant accomplishes, in fact, an important operation of
repositioning and rethinking traditional logic; and, in
so doing, makes a crucial step towards the establishment
of a philosophical logic.
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BBemenmne

B TpamuIiMoHHOV, KOHTMHEHTAJIbHOWM 1 aHa-
JIATUYecKon pmtocodpum ciioBocodeTaHme «pu-
j10codpcKast JIOTMKa» VCTIONb3YeTcs Il 0003Hade-
HVS pa3/IMYHbBIX TUIIOB HOIXOMOB. dMcIMIUINHa,
MMeHyeMasl B COBpeMeHHoM dputocodpmm «puiio-
cocpc.*Koﬂ JIOTMIKOW», HOCUT aHAJIUTUYECKUWM Xa-
pakTep, Oynyum yKopeHeHHOU B Jjioruke I. dpere
u b. Paccerta (D’Agostini, 2001, p. 350, 352—353)2.
OnHako B HBIHEIIHeV aHaJIMTUYecKoy (prsioco-
vt HeT eAVMHOrO yCTOSBIIIETOCS 3HAYeHMs Tep-
MMHa «putocodpckasd JIOrvKa», M B JaHHOM aHa-
av3e s OpUAepXMBAIOCh TPAOVIIVIOHHOTO €ro
IIOHVIMAaHMS®, COIVIACHO KOTOpoMy drtocodckast
JIOTVIKa — 3TO «HayKa 0 popMax ncTuHb». [eresns
BBeJI CJIOBOCOUeTaHMe «driocodckas JIOrmKka» B
dwtocodpckumt obopot (Teresrs, 1990, c. 61), 0bo-
3HAYMB VIM eIVHYIO HAy4YHYIO JIOTVKY, OIepuUpYy-
fo11y1o popmamyt MCTUHBL KaHT ke cumTall CBOIO
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 aHaJIUTUKY «JIOTVMKOW VIC-
B> (Logik der Wahrheit) (A 62 / B 87, Kanr,
2006, c. 151).

2Bcrtens 3a Paccertom (Russell, 2009, p. 34 —35) coBpemeH-
Hble riccstenoBaTeny (Sainsbury, 2001, p. 1; Handbook...,
2007, p. 1; Cook, 2009, p. 221) onpenensioT procodcKyro
JIOTVIKYy KaK IIOIBITKY (pOpMasIM3aliiyl eCTeCTBEHHOIO
SI3bIKa, KOTOpasi MOXKET OCYILECTBIIATHCS IIOCPENCTBOM
IIOCTPOEHMs MaTeMaTuU4decKnX MOJeslerl Wi B oIlpele-
JIEHHOVI CTeTleHV WeaTM3UpOoBaHHEIX s3bIKoB. Coryac-
Ho 1. Korumy u JI. Dcrpane-T'oncarnecy, dpwocodckme
JIOTVIKV IIPeZCTaBIIsIOT OO0 «MaTeMaTUudecKye Teopun
C HEKOTOPOW 3aJaHHOVI MHTepIIpeTanuen u obJtacTbIO
npumeHennsi» (Cohnitz, Estrada-Gonzalez, 2019, p. 2).

’ PaccMOTpeHMe MHOTOUYMCIIEHHBIX 3HAUeHWI TepMMHA
«mtocodcKas JIOrMKa» B €ro COBpeMeHHOM yIoTpebiie-
HWUW BBIXOJIUT 3a paMKM JTaHHOU craTtbu. ObcyxmaeHme
COBpeMeHHBIX KOHIIeIINM PrIocodCcKOm JIOTUKI B CO-
TIOCTaBJIEHNV C TpaAuUIVoOHHOV KoHMermivernt cM.: (Ficara,
2021).

*B 1897 r. ®dpere omnpenesil JIOTUKY Kak «HayKy O Hau-
Gostee oOIMx 3aKkoHaX... MCTUHBD (Dpere, 2000, c. 307).
OH mmcait: «IOrm4YecKye 3aKOHBI — 3TO He YTO MHOe, KaK
packpbITe corepKaHms citopa “mctnHHO”. ToT, KTO He
IIOCTUT 3HAUEHNS STOTO CJIOBa BO BCEM €ro CBoeoOpasny,
TOT He MOXXeT IIOHATH U 3a/ady, CTOSIIYIO Ieper, JIOT V-
kov» (Tam ke, c. 288). O6 asleTryeckoM ITOHMMaHWM JIO-
ruky cM.: (D’Agostini, 2011, p. 115—127) u 06 3TOM Xe,
HO B KOHTEeKCTe TPaAWIIMOHHO (PrI10codCKOV JIOTUKH,
cm.: (Ficara, 2021).
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Introduction

The expression “philosophical logic” is
used in traditional philosophy, continental
philosophy, and analytic philosophy to
designate different kinds of approach. The
discipline that, in contemporary philosophy, is
called “philosophical logic” is “analytical” —
it is rooted in Frege-Russell logic (D’Agostini
2001, p. 350 and pp. 352-353).2 But there is no
single meaning of “philosophical logic” in
today’s analytic philosophy. In my analysis, I
assume a traditional notion of “philosophical
logic”.> According to this, philosophical
logic is “the science of the forms of truth”.*
Hegel (2001, p. 22) introduced the expression
“philosophical logic” into philosophical
terminology to designate his unified scientific
logic as concerned with the forms of truth. For
Kant, his Transcendental Analytic is a Logik der
Wahrheit (KrV, A 62 / B 87; Kant 1998, p. 199).

In what follows, I begin by examining some
controversies concerning the question of the
contribution of Kant’s thinking about logic to
the history of logic. Then, after a clarification
of Kant’s notion of “formal” or “general” logic,

2 Following Russell (2009, pp. 34-35), contemporary
authors (Sainsbury 2001, p. 1; Jaquette, 2007, p. 1,
Cook, 2009, p. 221) define “philosophical logic” as the
attempt to formalise natural language, which might
be performed by constructing mathematical models or
more or less idealized languages. For Daniel Cohnitz and
Luis Estrada-Gonzalez (2019, p. 2), philosophical logics
are “mathematical theories with a specific intended
interpretation and application”.

> A presentation of the many acceptations of
“philosophical logic” today would go beyond the
scope of this paper. For a discussion of contemporary
conceptions of philosophical logic vis a vis the traditional
conception, see Ficara (2021).

*In 1897 (now in Frege, 1979, p. 3), Frege defines logic
as “the science of the most general laws of truth”. He
writes “the laws of logic are nothing else than an
unfolding of the content of the word ‘true’ [...]. Anyone
who has failed to grasp the meaning of this word [...]
cannot attain to any clear idea of what the task of logic
is”. For the alethic account of logic, see D’ Agostini (2011,
pp. 115-127); and, in relation to traditional philosophical
logic, Ficara (2021).



3. Guxapa

Hvoke s mpoaHa/IM3Upyro IHOJIEMUKY O BIIN-
AHWM KaHTOBCKMX pa3MBIIIUIEHU O JIOTMKe Ha
VICTOPMIO JIOTMIKW. 3aTeM, II0cjle yTOYHeHWs KaH-
TOBCKOT'O ITOHMMAaHM «(pOPMaIbHON», VIV «00-
IT1evl» JIOTVIKY, 51 0Opalllych K TOJIKOBaHMIO I'eresiem
KaHTOBCKMX pacCyXaeHn 0 popMaJIbHOVI JIOTIKe
nucrture (A 57—60 / B 82—84; Kanrt, 2006, c. 145—
146) B «Hayxke jiorukm». B 3akimtoueHme s mpemnsio-
XKy KPUTWYECKYIO OIIeHKY IerejleBCKOV KPUTUKU
IIpefIroslaraeMoro KaHTOBCKOIO «dopMaIn3Manr.
Hecmorps Ha To uTo I'eresib ycmaTpuBaet y Kanra
aHTMasleTVuecKoe obpaiiieHue ¢ popMaMu CyKie-
HUV ¥ C KaTeroprasbHbIMM (popMaMM, g TIOKaXxy,
kKak KaHT mocpericTBoM MeTadmsiueckon JiemyK-
i (mastee — MJI) (A 67—79 / B 91-106; Kanr,
2006, c. 235) (B paMKax MHTepIIpeTaly, OIparo-
1IIeViCs Ha Psif, IOJIOKeHW, BblaesleHHbIX T. Xénri-
HepoM (cM.. Hoeppner, 2021)) mpennpuHMMaeT
Ba KHBIVI I11ar 10 IIePeOCMBICJIEHWIO U IIePecCMOTPy
cTaryca TpaJgMIVIOHHOV JIOTMKM ¥ TeM CaMBbIM 3a-
KJIa/IbIBaeT OCHOBaHMs PVII0COPCKOVI JIOTVIKIA.

1. KaHT B McTOpMM JIOTUKM

XapakTep KaHTOBCKOIO BKJIaZla B VICTOPUIO U
drtocodnio JIOTMKM OCTaeTcs He BIIOJIHE Oue-
BUAHBIM. [lepBoe 3aTpyaHeHMe CBS3aHO ¢ caMVIM
TEPMMHOM «(pOpMasIbHasI JIOTVIKa», BBEIEHHBIM B
siorvko-gvutocodpckmit odopor Kanrom (A 131 /
B 170; Kanrt, 2006, c. 247; cp.: Scholz, 1931), Ho va-
CTO WCIIOIIB3yeMBIM ¥ [JIsi OOO3HaueHMs JIOTU-
K1, cBsA3bIBaeMovl ¢ mmMeHaMmu [Ix. byns, I. @pere
u b. Paccerta, ¢ KoTopor1, 110 MHEHMIO MHOTMIX aB-
TopoB (B wacTHOCTH, [IX. Torermm (Tonelli, 1994,
p- 2)), «kaHTOBCKasi (popMasibHas JIOrMKa He VMe-
eT Hugero obmiero»°. Kpome Toro, corsiacHo 6osiee

> Yro MMEHHO IIOIpasyMeBaeTcs CerofmHs Iorn «dop-
MaJIbHOW JIOTMKOV» — IIpeIMeT MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX [IVIC-
kyccunt. K. Trotmsie HoBasc BbIzesisieT 71Ba OCHOBHBIX
3HAUYEeHWMs IIpylaraTeJIbHOro «(OpMaIbHBIN» B CJIOBOCO-
geTaHUN «pOopMasIbHas JIOTMKa»: «OTHOCAIINIICS K dop-
MaM» ¥ «OTHOCSIIUVICS K IIpaBWlaM», HPUBOIS IISITh
vHTeprpeTatiuy ntepsoro n3 Hux (Dutilh Novaes, 2011,
p. 306). P.T. Kyk cBommT 3HadeHMs «dOpMasbHOTO» K
OBYM: «(OPMaJIbHBIV» KaK «OTHOCSIINIACSA K CTPYKTY-
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I turn to Hegel’s reading of Kant’s thoughts
about formal logic and truth (KrV, A 57-60 /
B 82-84; Kant, 1998, p. 197) in the Science of
Logic. I conclude by critically assessing Hegel’s
critique of Kant’s supposed “formalism”. While
Hegel laments Kant’s anti-alethic treatment of
the forms of judgement and of the categorial
forms, I show how Kant, with his “metaphysical
deduction” (further elsewhere: MD) (KrV, A
67-79 / B 91-106; Kant, 1998, pp. 204-212) (on
an interpretation that relies on some points
stressed by Till Hoeppner (2021)), accomplishes,
in fact, an important operation of repositioning
and rethinking traditional logic; and, in so
doing, makes a crucial step towards the
establishment of a philosophical logic.

1. Kant within the History of Logic

The nature of the Kantian contribution
to the history and philosophy of logic is not
completely clear. A first problem concerns the
very expression “formal logic”, introduced
into logical and philosophical terminology by
Kant (KrV, A 131 / B 170; Kant, 1998, p. 267; f.
Scholz, 1931), but also often used to refer to the
logic founded by George Boole, Gottlob Frege
and Bertrand Russell — with which, according
to many authors (among others Giorgio Tonelli,
1994, p. 2) “Kant’s formal logic has nothing to
do”.> Furthermore, according to an “older”

>What exactly is meant by “formal logic” today is the
topic of many debates. Catarina Dutilh Novaes (2011,
p- 306) distinguishes between two basic meanings of
the adjective “formal” in the expression “formal logic”:
formal as pertaining to forms, and formal as pertaining
to rules, whereby she individuates five acceptations of
the first meaning. Roy T. Cook (2009, p. 177) reduces
the different meanings of “formal” to two: “formal” as
“pertaining to the structure of sentences or arguments”
and “symbolic”. Stephen Read (1995, p. 61) underlines
that the use of “formal” as a synonym of “symbolic”,
though common, is inappropriate. Logic is formal when



paHHe ctopuorpadvm jtoruky, Kant okasas Ha
OVCLIUIUIMHY IyOuTepHOe BosfdevicTBue. Hampu-
Mep, [Ix. BeHH cumTasi, 4To cBoel TpaHCLIeHIeH-
TaJIbHOV JIoruKkov KaHT BHec B JIOTMIKY CyMOyp,
CBeJIs Ha HeT IOCTVDKeHMST AprictoTrens v JlentOHY-
11a (Venn, 1971). I'lo muennio M. Hinu V. K. Hua,
MMeHHO KaHT mosioxml Havasio maryoHoMYy IIof-
XOfy K JIOTMKe KaK «CMeCy SMMCTEeMOJIOTUN U Me-
tadpmsukm» (Kneale, Kneale, 1975, p. 10), xapax-
TepHOV 111 HemellKoro upaeaymmsma. K. b. Bonep
BBIZIEJISIET TPY 3Talla B MCTOPUM JIOTUKIL: «1) rpe-
UecKyIo JIOTMKY, 2) CXOJIaCTUYecKyIO JIOTMIKY W
3) MaTeMaTM4ecKyIo JIOTMKy» (Boyer, 1968, p. 633),
nosiHocThio UrHopupyst Kanra. Kpome Toro, mo-
CTaTOYHO PacIIPOCTPAHEHO IIpeJICTaB/IeHe O TOM,
UYTO MHTepec K JIOTMYeCK/M VCUMCIIeHNAM yTac K
xoHIy XVIII B. mmenHo nop eimsinneM Kanra®.
HaxoHel1, KaHTOBCKOe yTBepyK/IeHe, UTO «CO Bpe-
MeHM ApucToTesis [jIorvka] He To3BoiImia cebe
cliesiaTh HY IIaTy Hasad» U «I0 CUX IIOp He cMoIJla
ceJIaTh HY IIIAry BIIepell», a CJIEIOBATEIIBHO, «Ka-
JKeTcs HayKOVI BITOJTHe 3aKOHYEeHHOV 1 3aBeplileH-
Hom» (B VIIL; Kant, 2006, c. 9), TpaguIIMOHHO CUm-
TaeTcs HeBepHBIM (Seebohm, 1995, p. 576)'.

pe IpemyIoKeHNIT VIV apTyMEHTOB» U KaK «CHMBOJIIYe-
ckmin» (Cook, 2009, p. 177). C. Pupx ykasbIBaeT, UTO 4acTo
BCTpeyaroliieecs MCII0JIb30BaHMe CJIoBa «(POpMaIbHBIN» B
3HAYEeHWN «CUMBOJIMYECKUI» HeKoppeKTHO (Read, 1995,
p. 61). Jlormka cdpopmasibHa TOr[a, KOrjga OHa VCIOJIb3Y-
eT OyKBeHHBIe CMMBOJIBI [T TIpefCTaB/IeHs (POpMalTb-
HOV CTPYKTYPBL apIyMEeHTOB, OCTaBJISLsI Ha MeCTe TOJIBKO
JIOTMYecKre BbIpaKeHMsl (JIOTM4YecKyre KOHCTAHTEHI), a
CVIMBOJIVYECKOVI OHa CTAHOBWTCS TOTZA, KOTa 3TW JIOTU-
JecKye KOHCTaHTHI BbIpaxKatoTcest cumsostamm (Ibid.). Co-
riacHo Y. C. [Tupcy, dopmasibHasg JIOTMKa — 3TO «TOT
BV, JIOTVIKM, KOTOPBIVI OKa3al Hanbosiee 3HAYNTEIIbHOE
BIIVISIHVIE Ha IVBVIIV3ALIIO», V1 ee CJIeflyeT IIOHMMAaTb KaK
«HayKy, aHaJIM3upyIollyio Meron» (Peirce, 1989, p. 509 —
510). B sTomt TpakToBKe Jj10TMKa KaHTa IIpeficrasisieTcs B
OostbIiert crereHM (POpMaJIbHOV, YeM aHTUYHAS VI Cpef-
HeBeKoOBas cvuurorvcTideckas jiornka (Ibid., p. 508).

®Cm. maBy 11 B pabore (Capozzi, Roncaglia, 2009). Ee aB-
TOPBI yTBEPXXIAIOT, YTO JaHHAas TOUKa 3peHMs, HEeCMOTPS
Ha ee pacIpOCTPaHeHHOCTE, SBJISETCS OIMOOYHOTL.

7. Jlemanckn (Lemanski, 2023) rokaselBaeT, 4TO KaH-
TOBCKWII Te3VC O JIOTVKe, U3JIOKeHHBI B «KpuTike unm-
croro pasyma» (B VIII), 3agacTyio moHMMaeTcs HeBEpPHO.
CorracHo JlemaHCKM, JaHHOe BBICKa3blBaHVE He OTHO-
CUTCA K VICTOPWN JIOTMIKM ¥ JOJDKHO pacCMaTpyBaThCA
B Oojlee MIMPOKOM MeTapmiIocodpCKOM ¥ MeTaHayIHOM
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historiography of logic, Kant had a disastrous
effect on the discipline. For John Venn (1971),
with his transcendental logic, Kant introduced
confusion, destroying the achievements in logic
of Aristotle or Leibniz. For Martha Kneale and
William Calvert Kneale (1975, p. 10), with Kant
began the deleterious way of practising logic as
“a mixture of epistemology and metaphysics”,
which was typical of German Idealism. Carl
B. Boyer (1968, p. 633) divides the history of
logic into three stages: “(1) Greek logic, (2)
Scholastic logic, and (3) mathematical logic”,
thus completely bypassing Kant. In addition,
it is a relatively common view that, due to the
influence exerted on logic by Kant, interest
for logical calculi vanished at the end of the
eighteenth century.® Finally, Kant’s statement
that “since the time of Aristotle [logic] has not
had to go a single step backwards” and “until
now it has also been unable to take a single step
forward” thus “[it] seems to all appearance to
be finished and complete” (KrV, B VIII; Kant,
1998, p. 106) is usually declared false (Seebohm,
1995, p. 576).

it uses schematic letters to identify the formal structure
of arguments leaving only the logical expressions
(logical constants) in place; it is symbolic when those
logical constants are expressed by symbols (ibid.). For
Charles Sanders Peirce (1989, pp. 509-510) formal logic is
“the kind of logic that has exercised the most important
influence upon civilization”, and is to be understood as
“the science which analyses method”. In this acceptation,
the logic of Kant is “more purely formal logic” than the
ancient and medieval syllogistic logic (ibid., p. 508).
6See chapter 11 in Capozzi and Roncaglia (2009). They
argue that this view, although common, is false.

7Jens Lemanski (2023) shows that misunderstandings
abound on Kant’s thesis on logic in KrV, B VIIL. For
Lemanski, the statement does not concern the history of
logic but is to be read in a broader meta-philosophical
and meta-scientific context. In this light, it is evident that
Kant did not intend to offer a diagnosis pertaining to the
history of logic, but was interested in highlighting the
solidity of logic as the paradigm of the new science he
himself was shaping with the KrV. As a matter of fact,
the KrV is “drenched in formal logic” (Santozki, 2006,
quoted by Lemanski, 2023, p. 243).



3. Guxapa

DT  MHTepHpeTanuyu  IIepecMaTpuBaOT-
csi B HemaBHUX ucclenosaHmsx. Kak ormeuaror
M. Kamormm m Ix. Porkanbs, Kaut ocBobommt
dopMaIbHYIO JIOTUKY OT 3KCTPaJIOTMIecKmX (IICH-
XOJIOTTUECKVIX) COOOpPa’KeHMV, CIIOCOOCTBYS TeM
CaMbIM CTaHOBJIEHUIO AVICUMUIUIMHBEL, B KOTOPYIO
IIO3XKe BHeCIIVI 3HauMTeNIbHBIN BKiIag Dpere, Pac-
cernt u byib (Capozzi, Roncaglia, 2009, p. 143). Co-
IJIACHO PEKOHCTPYKIIVSM, IIpefjlaraeMbIM B psifie
HOBaTOPCKVIX ITyOJIMKAIIUM®, KOpnyc A02uteckux
pabor KanTa, a TakXe MHBIE €rO TEKCTBI 1 KOP-
pecnioHfleHIIMsA  yOeAUTeIbHO  IeMOHCTPUPY-
10T, YTO OH OBUI XOPOIIO 3HAKOM C KOMOMHATOp-
HBIM VICYMCIIEHVeM ¥ MOJycaMy CWUIOTM3Ma, a
TaK>ke VCIIOJIb30BaJI AuarpaMMel J1. Drtepa mis
oDo3HaueHMs ITOHITUI, CYXXIOeHVWV Y CVJIIOTM3-
MoB (Lemanski, 2024). KauT onepmposast jivHen-
HeM1 auarpammamu VT JlamOepra, ¢ KOTOpBIM
COCTOSsUI B IIepeIvicKe, ObI 3HAKOM ¢ paboTamm
V. A. don 3ernepa u I ITnokke’ n criocobcTBoBat
IIVPOKOMY PacIIpOCTpaHEeHMIO IIOCMEPTHBIX pa-
6ot JlamOepTa, TakXe MOCBSIIIEHHBIX ayredpan-
uveckomy mcumcitennio (Capozzi, Roncaglia, 2009,
p- 146). CirefoBaTesIbHO, yTBepKAeHe, IIpVBeIeH-
Hoe B «KpuTuke uvncroro pasyma» (B VIII), He mo-
JKeT CYUTATBhCS OJHO3HAYHOM JIOKHBIM. CKopee,
CTOUT yKa3aTb Ha TO, 4To KaHT ycmarpuBail BO3-
MOXKHOCTB IJISI 3aKPBITOVI CVCTEMBI «PacTV BHY-
TpeHHe (per intus susceptionem), HO He BHeIIIHe
(per appositionem) — B oTJIMYMe OT TeJla XXMBOT-

KOHTeKCTe. B 3TovVI TOUKM 3peHns CTAaHOBUTCS OYeBUIIHO,
uto KaHT He cTpeMIIcs IIOCTaBUTh AMarHO3 ICTOPV JIO-
k. OH cTpeMwICs IIOOUepKHYTh YCTOMYIMBOCTD JIOTV-
KM KaK ITapagyrMbl HOBOVI HayKW, CC(DOPMIUPOBAHHON VM
cammM B «KpuTuke 4mcroro pasyma». [lemicTBUTENIBHO,
«KpnTnka anmcroro pasyma» «HaCKBO3b IIpOHM3aHa dop-
MaJIbHOM JIorMKov» (Santozki, 2006, muT. 1mo: Lemanski,
2023, p. 243).

8TTockompKy JIMTEpaTypa, IOoCBsAIeHHas BKlany KanTa B
«popMaIbHYIO JIOTVKY>», CPaBHUTEILHO OOIIMpPHA ¥ KO-
JIMYECTBO TaKMX ITyOIVKaLMi yBEeJIMUMBAETCS IKCIIOHEH-
LVaJIbHO, 311eCh OyayT AaHbI CCBUIKN JIMIIb Ha HECKOJIBKO
HanboJlee 3aMeTHBIX paloT, BBIIIEAIINX B HellaBHee Bpe-
ms (cm.: Capozzi, Roncaglia, 2009; Achourioti, van Lam-
balgen, 2011; Béziau et al., 2024; Lapointe, 2019).

?O 3ernepe cM. «Jloruky @wmmmmm» (AA 24, S. 488). O
ITroxke cm: (Kant, 1889, S. 54). ABTOp BBIpaXkaet Graro-
JapHOCTb aHOHVIMHOMY PeIlleH3eHTY, YKa3aBIIeMy Ha 3TI
IiBa pparMeHTa 13 KaHTOBCKMX JIEKIIVVI I10 JIOTVIKe.
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More recent research is concerned with
a revision of these accounts. As Mirella
Capozzi and Gino Roncaglia (2009, p. 143)
acknowledge, Kant freed formal logic from
extra-logical (psychological) considerations,
thus contributing to shaping the discipline
later developed by Frege, Russell and Boole.
Furthermore, as many groundbreaking works
reconstruct,® Kant’s logic-corpus, as well as
his works and correspondence, provide
evidence that he was well acquainted with
the combinatorial calculus of syllogistic
that he wused Leonhard Euler’s
diagrams to designate concepts, judgments
and syllogisms (Lemanski, 2024); that he
knew the linear diagrams of Johann Heinrich

moods;

Lambert, with whom he corresponded; that
he knew Johann Andreas von Segner’s and
Gottfried Ploucquet’s works;’ and that he
actively promoted the diffusion of Lambert’s
posthumous works, which were also concerned
with algebraic calculus (Capozzi and Roncaglia,
2009, p. 146). In this light, the statement in
KrV, B VIII cannot be seen as straight-out
false. Rather, it must be pointed out that Kant
“envisaged the possibility, for a closed system,
of growing ‘from within’, on a par with living
organisms that grow with no addition of new
parts (KrV, A 832 / B 860; Kant 1998, p. 691).
If this applies to logic one could say that some
growth in logic is possible, although within the
boundaries of a systematic structure” (Capozzi
and Roncaglia, 2009, p. 144).

8Since the literature on Kant's contribution to “formal
logic” is relatively extensive and is exponentially
growing, I limit myself here to quoting only a few, recent
representative works: Capozzi and Roncaglia (2009),
Achourioti and van Lambalgen (2011), Lemanski, Kovak
and Beziau (2024), Lapointe (2019).

® On Segner, see V-Lo/Philippi, AA 24, p. 488. On
Ploucquet, see Kant (1889, p. 54). Thank you to an
anonymous referee for suggesting these two passages
from Kant's lectures on logic.



HOTO, POCT KOTOPOT'O COCTOUT He B IIPVCOEIVIHE-
HVY HOBBIX WieHOB» (A 832 / B 860; Kant, 2006,
c. 1043; mep. yrounen. — Ped.). ITpumenurensHO
K JIOTMKe 3TO O3HauaeT, YTO CYIIeCTBYeT BO3MOX-
HOCTb HEKOTOPOT'O pOCTa ¥ B HeVl, HO JIVIIIb B IIpe-
Iertax cucteMHoV cTpyKTypbl (Capozzi, Roncaglia,
2009, p. 144).

HecmoTpst Ha dpyHIaMeHTaIbHOE 3HaYeH e T10-
CIJIeTHVIX VICCTIeIOBaHMIA [IJIs1 OIleHKM BKiIaza Kan-
Ta B VICTOPMIO JIOTMIKM, COXPaHSeTCsl HeKOTopas
HEesICHOCTb B BOIIPOCe COOTHOIIeHUs dpopMallib-
HOVI M1 TPaHCHEHIeHTaIbHOVI JIOT VKA. B vactn my-
OnMKammy ITPOBOAUTCS UETKOe pasrpaHMUeHVe
dopMaIBHON ¥ TpaHCIIEHIEHTAIbHON JIOTKM,
B Apyrux ¢opMayibHas JIOTMKa MHTePIIPeTUpY-
eTcd 4epe3 IPOTMBOIIOCTaB/IeHVe TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOV JIOTMKe, a TaKXe MeTapu3MIecKuM U
oHTOJIOrMYecKMM coodpakermsiM. CoracHo Ka-
mouny u Ponkanwee, «y Kanta cymecrsosasa
oITperiesieHHas KOHIIEMIINs 00IIert JIOT KM, KOTO-
PYIO OH IIBITAJICSL M30JIMPOBaTh OT COOCTBEHHO
TPaHCIIeHAeHTIbHOM (prytocodpmi», a «B CBOEM
moHVIMaHMUM JIorMKy KaHT IOIpocTy ycTpaHWII
OHTOJIOTTYeCKOe OCHOBaHVIE JIOTMKY, K pa3odapo-
BaHVIIO MHOT'IX €r0 COBPEMEHHIKOB V1 0oJlee TI03/1-
HUX dwiocodos-maeanvicro» (Ibid.). Onnako c
ydeToM Toro, uto KanT paccMaTpuBaeT dpopmaiib-
HYIO JIOTMIKY B paMKax TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHOV pu-
710co0UN, UTO OCOOEHHO OTUETIIVBO IIPOSIBIISETCS
B M]I, a TakXe BBUIY pellaroiiert poiy MeTadpm-
3VKM B 00OOCHOBaHMM TPaHCIIEHIeHTaIbHOV JIOT -
KV TOIOOHBIe MHTepIIpeTalii IIPeICTaBIIsSIOTCS
HeJOCTaTOYHBIML.

Ecimt paccMOTpeTh  KaHTOBCKOe — pasiinde-
Hyie OpMasIbHOM ¥ TpPaHCIeHIEHTaIBHON JIO-
TMKM C TOYKM 3peHMs VICTOPUM ero pelerniun
(Wirkungsgeschichte) (D’Agostini, 2000; Stelzner,
Kreiser, 2004), oGHapyXMBaeTCs €ro pellaromnias
POIb B BO3HMKHOBEHUM «(PMII0COPCKON JIOru-
km»'?. O6 sTom mmmyT B. IItessiraep n J1. Kparn-

10 CrroBocoueTanme «drocodckasi JIOTMKa» HEOIHO-
3Ha4HO. S| ompenenyuIa 3HaYeHNe STOrO TepMMHA Ha OC-
HOBe aHa/lM3a, MPeJIOKeHHOTO MHOV B IIPeIbIIyIeM
pasmerte.

45

E. Ficara

Even if recent works are fundamental for
clarifying the importance of Kant’s contribution
to the history of logic, a certain confusion
concerning the role of the relation between
formal and transcendental logic persists. One
tendency is to stress the neat separation of
formal from transcendental logic, or to interpret
formal logic in oppositional terms with respect
to transcendental logic, as well as metaphysical
and ontological considerations. For Capozzi
and Roncaglia, “Kant had a definite concept of
general logic, which he tried to free from his
own transcendental philosophy” and “with
his idea of logic, Kant simply suppressed the
foundation of logic on ontology, to the dismay
of many of his contemporaries and later idealist
philosophers” (ibid.). Yet, in light of Kant's
treatment of formal logic within transcendental
philosophy, which is especially evident in the
MD, and of the crucial role of metaphysics for
the Kantian foundation of a transcendental
logic, these accounts seem to fall short.

If viewed from the perspective of its
Wirkungsgeschichte (D’ Agostini, 2000; Stelzner
and Kreiser, 2004) the Kantian distinction
between formal and transcendental logic
proves to be decisive for the birth of
“philosophical logic”.?® Werner Stelzner and
Lothar Kreiser (2004, p. 28) stress this point,
but claim that Kant’s distinction between
formal and transcendental logic leads to a
meaning of “philosophical logic” as opposed
to “formal logic”. Franca D’Agostini (2000,
p. 94) reads Kant’s observation in B VIII on
the “completion” of formal logic in the Preface
to the Critique of Pure Reason’s second edition
as a first announcement of the birth of a
philosophical logic distinct from formal logic,
whereby she stresses how the “logic” discussed

0The expression “philosophical logic” is ambiguous. I
have specified the meaning of “philosophical logic” at
the basis of my analysis in the previous section.



3. Guxapa

3ep, yTBepXdas, 4YTO KaHTOBCKOe pasJifdeHve
dopMaIbHOV 1 TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV JIOTUKY Be-
HeT K «pn1ocodcKovi JIOrvKe» B 3Ha4YeHUN ITPOTH-
BOITOJIOKHOCTHU «(popMaJIbHOV JIoruke» (Stelzner,
Kreiser, 2004, S. 28). ®. [IArocTuHM ycMaTpuBa-
eT B KaHTOBCKOM 3aMeuUaHUM O «3aBepIIIeHHOCTI»
JIOTVIKM U3 IIPeOVCIIOBUSE KO BTOPOMY WM3IaHMIO
«KpnTtnku uncroro pasyma» (B VIII) nepsoe nipen-
BeCcTre poXKaeHms Pry1ocodpCKON JIOTUKM, OT/INY-
Hov1 oT popmatbHON (D’Agostini, 2000, p. 94). ITpu
3TOM OHa IOJYepKMBaeT, YTO «IOTMKa», paccMa-
TpuBaeMas B Oortee mo3mHMX rmocodckmx pa-
OoTax, «3a4acTyIo (1 IOPOVI HeSIBHO) OKa3bIBaeTCs
CKOMITPOMETVIPOBAaHHOV KaHTOBCKMM peIleHIeM,
T.e. POXIeHNeM TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOW JIOTMKM,
IpV3BaHHOV OT/IMYaThCs (HO HEeM3BECTHO Kak U B
KaKoOVI CTelleHM) OT TeopuM CUJUIorusMa ApucTo-
terrst v lingua characteristica® Jlerormma» (Ibid.).
B mesiom Borpoc o cTereHu M MOHaJIBHOCTY KaH-
TOBCKOTO pasjinyeHmns «(popMasbHOM» ¥ TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaJIbHOV JIOTMKIM OCTaeTCs IVCKYCCHOH-
HBIM JTake cpenyt KaHTosernos (Wolff, 1984, S. 188).

B nmaHHOM KOHTEKCTe 51 CoIVlacHa C BBIBOIOM
P. lItynemana-Jlaricca, uTto dopmaibHasg JIOru-
Ka — HeOoTheMJleMas 4YacTb TpaHCIeHIeHTalb-
Homt pustocodpum (Stuhlmann-Laeisz, 1976, S. 116)
(xots IlIryneman-Jlavicc He paccMaTpuBaeT MCTO-
PUIO peLleTIIUY 3TOr0 pasjIMdeHus U He YIIIy-
Onslercss B mpobsieMy BO3HMKHOBEeHMs «puIo-
codpckont JToruKm»). TouHee, s mosarao, 4To elie
OflHa MONBITKa mHpouteHMst M/JI MoxeT criocob-
CTBOBATh TIONTBEPXKAEHMIO Te3Vca O ITPOVICXOX-
fgeHuUn PYI0COPCKOV JIOTUKM 13 OOBeIVIHEeHVS
dopmasibHOM M TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM JIOTVIKIA
Taxor monxos oueBUIHBEIM 00pa3oM BOCXOOUT K
T'eresro, KOTOPBIVI BIIEpBBIe MCIIOIB30BaJl BBIpake-
Hue «dwtocodckas JIOrMKa» 11 00O3HaYeHMs
eIVHOVI Hay4HOV JIOTMKM, oHepupylomen ¢op-
Mamm mctuHbl (Terests, 1990, c. 61). O paccma-
TpUBaJI CBOIO PUIIOCOPCKYIO JIOTUKY KaK JIOTKY
PpacIMpeHHY0, BKIIOYAOIIyI0 B ceds «dopMaiib-
HYI0» (WIN «MHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHYI0») JIOTMKY, XOTs
VI IIOCPENICTBOM KPUTHUKM TTocstemHen (cm.: Nuzzo,

" «YHUBepcaJIbHBIN SI3bIK» (J1aT.). — [Ipumeu. nep.
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by the subsequent philosophy “is often
(although often inexplicitly) compromised
by the Kantian decision, i.e. by the birth of a
transcendental logic, which is supposed to
be distinct (but nobody knows how much
and how distinct) from Aristotle’s theory
of the syllogism and from Leibniz’s lingua
characteristica”. As a matter of fact, the question
of the grade and modalities of the Kantian
distinction between formal and transcendental
logic is, even among Kant scholars, still
controversial (Wolff, 1984, p. 188).

In this context, I agree with Rainer
Stuhlmann-Laeisz (1976, p. 116): formal logic
is part and parcel of transcendental philosophy
(although Stuhlmann-Laeisz does not examine
the Wirkungsgeschichte of the distinction and
does not deepen the question of the birth of
“philosophical logic”). More specifically, I think
that re-reading the MD is useful for settling the
matter in favour of the thesis that philosophical
logic is born of the unification of formal and
transcendental logic. This approach is openly
influenced by Hegel. Hegel was, in fact, the
first who used the expression “philosophical
logic”, in designating his unified scientific logic
as concerned with the forms of truth (Hegel,
2001, p. 22); and he conceived his philosophical
logic as an extended logic, which includes
(although via a critique of it) “formal” or
“intellectual” logic (cf. Nuzzo, 2023). Although
my account is interested in showing that the
Kantian approach to logic is preparation for
the Hegelian recapture of “formal logic” in
philosophical logic, Hegel would not agree
with my exegetical hypothesis. For Hegel,
Kant presented a notion of forms as unable to
lead to truth, as “only forms” (“Nur Formen”)
and “only an Only” (“nur ein Nur”), and, in
so doing, weakened the role of the formal
dimension in philosophy.



2023). XoTs1 MOSI 11eJTh COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI TTOKa-
3aTh, YTO KaHTOBCKMII IIOIXOM, K JIOTMIKe ITOATOTO-
BIJI IOYBY 11715 FerejIeBCKOro BO3BpalieHms «op-
MaJIbHOVI JIOTUKI» B (PMJIOCOPCKYIO JIOTMKY, CaM
Terestb OTBEpr OBI MOIO 3K3€reTIYecKyIO I'MIIOTe-
3y. Ilo muenuro Ieresisi, KanT mpeacrasnl moHs-
e opM KaK HeCrIocCOOHOe IIPMBECTV K VCTU-
He, B KOTOPOM (POPMBI — «TOJIBKO (pOpMBI» («Nur
Formen») m «JI1IIIb HEKOTOPOE TOJIBKO» («nur ein
Nur»), TeM camMbIM 0cj1abuB poiib POPMaILHOIO
u3MepeHus B prstocopuit.

Hirke, mocite mpenBapuTesIbHOIO YTOYHEHVIS
3HaueHMs «POpMasIbHOM», MJIN «OOIIIer» JIOTMKNU
y KaHrTa, 51 paccMOTPpIO reresieBCcKyIo OLleHKY OIIN-
6ok KanrTa, a mastee rokaxy, uro M/I ripercrasiis-
eT cobovt 3ammTy KaHTa ot ypekos [ereris.

2. KanToBcKast nuaes
«dopmMaIbHOV JIOTUKI»

Tepmun «dopmasibHasgs JIOTMKa», IIpemjIo-
xenHbIn Kantom (Scholz, 1931), Bormern B mmpo-
Koe yIoTpeOsieHMe HecKoyibKo mosgHee (Strube,
1973). KaHT u mnocTKaHTHaHCKMe QrIocodbl
MIPeAIIOUNTAIIVI €My TaKye BbIpaKeH!sI, KaK «00-
mag (allgemeine) jiormka» mwim «obmenpuHgTas
(gewohnliche) soruka». B «Jlekumsix no jiorvike»
KaHT nipeicTapiisier meo «o0IIIent JIOTMKI» Ciie-
IYIOIIVM 00pa3zoMm:

Bce B mpupome... IponcXoguT no npabuiam,
XOTSI MBI He BCerJia 3HaeM 3Ty IIpaBwia. — Bopja
majlaeT II0 3aKOHaAM TsDKecTi... Peiba B Bose,
NTHIIA B BO3yXe MBVDKYTCS IIO IpaBilaM. Bes
IIpUpoia, COOCTBEHHO, He UTO MHOE, KaK CBS3b
SBJIGHWII II0 IIpaBWwlaM, VM HWUIJEe HeT 0rmcym-
cmbusa npaBwl. <...> Ho ecim Temepw Bcskoe
II03HaHVe, KOTOpOoe MBI HOJDKHBI 3aIMCTBOBATh
TOJIBKO 01 npeoMemol, Mbl OCTaBVIM B CTOPOHE 1
oOpaTtvM BHMMaHMe VCKIIOYNUTEIIPHO Ha IIPU-
MeHeHVe paccylKa BooOIle, TO MBI OTKPOEM Te
€ro IIpaBiJla, KOTOPBIEe IIPOCTO HEOOXOAVIMBI BO
BCeX OTHOIIIEHMIX V1 He3aBVICUMBI OT BCeX OCOOBIX
0OBEKTOB MBIIIUIEHV, TaK KaK 0e3 HIIX MBI BOBCE
He Mo 061 MBICTIMTE (AA 09, S. 11—12; Kanr,
1980, c. 319—-320)"

12 CuM. Taxke «BeHckylo sormky» (AA 24, S. 790; Kamnr,
2022, c. 195).
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E. Ficara

In what follows, after a preliminary
clarification of the meaning of “formal” or
“general” logic in Kant, I address Hegel's
account of Kant’s mistakes, before concluding
by showing how the MD turns out to be a
defence of Kant against Hegel’s accusations.

2. Kant’s Idea
of “Formal Logic”

Although the expression “formal logic”
was introduced by Kant (Scholz, 1931) it
entered into common usage later (Strube,
1973). Kant and post-Kantian philosophers
used, preferentially, other expressions, such
as “general [allgemeine] logic” or “common
[gewohnliche] logic”. In Kant’s Lectures on Logic,
the idea of “general logic” is introduced as
follows:

Everything in mnature [...] takes place
according to rules, although we do not always
know these rules. — Water falls according to
laws of gravity [...]. The fish in the water, the
bird in the air, moves according to rules. All
nature, indeed, is nothing but a combination of
phenomena which follow rules; and nowhere is
there any irregularity. [...] [If we] reflect simply
on the exercise of thought in general, then
we discover those rules which are absolutely
necessary, independently of any particular
objects of thought, because without them we
cannot think at all (Log, AA 9, pp. 11-12; cf.
Kant, 1992, pp. 527-528)."

In this passage, four points that mark the
common background in Kant’s (and Hegel’s)
understanding of “formal” or “general logic”

See also the Vienna Logic (V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24, p. 790;
Kant, 1992, p. 251). Kant’s and Hegel’s works are quoted
following current translations. In some cases, I have
slightly changed the English text to render it closer to
the German original.



3. Guxapa

B mamHOM parmeHTe comep)Xarcsl dYeTblpe
IyHKTa, popMupymommx obmmit ¢poH HoHMMa-
HUA «(bopMaanoﬂ», WU «OOIIen», JIOTMKU y
Kanra (1 I'eressi). Jlormueckme ¢opMbI eCTeCTBEH-
Hbl (Na), onu niponykT pedpiekcun (R), oHn yHU-
BepcasibHbI (U) 11 cofepXaT HOpMaTVBHBI KOMIIO-
HeHT (N).

Bcé (Bimrodass HIpupopHBle SBJIEHMS, TaKye
KakK II0JIeT IITUIIBI U IUIaBaHVE PHIOBI) «ITPOVICXO-
IOUT 1o npabuiam, XOTsL MBI He BCeITIa 3HaeM 3TU
npaswia» (Na). Na 1mipepriosiaraeT, 4To JIeVICTBU-
TEJIPHOCTh, PaBHO KaK YeJIOBeYeCKVe MBICTIV W
HeVICTBYMSL, TIOAUYMHSAETCS IIpaBWIaM ¥ OCYIIecT-
BJISIETCSL B COOTBETCTBUM C (popmammt. R yKa3bIBa-
eT Ha TO, UTO JIOTMKa KaK IVCHNIIIVHA BO3HMKAeT
TOITIa, KOITIa 3TW IIpaBiIa CTAHOBSTCS OOBEKTOM
MbInuIeHMs. «O0paTiB BHMMaHVIE VICKJIIOUTE b
HO Ha IIpMMeHeHMe paccyaka BooO1re» (R), MOXXHO
OTKPBITH IIPaBUJIa, «HE3aBUCVIMbIE OT BCeX OCOOBIX
O00BEKTOB MBIIIJIEHNs], TaK KaK 0e3 HMX MBI BOBCe
He MOIJIV ObI MBICTINTE» (N).

3. I'eresteBcKast KpuTHKa
KaHTOBCKOT0 dopMaimn3ma

B pasperte «O moHsTHMM BOOOIIE» TpeThel Ya-
ctu «Hayxm norvkm» «CyObekTrBHas JIOrMKa v
ydeHVie O IIOHATM» [erestb oOpaliraeTcsi K KAaHTOB-
CKVIM 3aMeYaHMsIM 0 (POPMaITBHOV JIOTMIKE 113 BBe-
IeHMs K pasfenty «IpaHcIieHAeHTaIbHas JIOTIKa»
«KpuTtnkm gmcroro pasyma». B gactHOoCcTH, peub
VIEeT O COOTHOIIEHMN JIOTUMKM M McTuHBL «Korma
KanTt (“Kpurnka umcroro pasyma’, crp. 83) Haum-
HaeT 00Cy>XIaTh B OTHOIIIEHVN JIOTVIKV CTapbIN 1
3HaMeHWTBIV BOIIPOC: 110 eCts UCMuHa? OH Ipe-
XKJIe BCETO Jayen HaM, KaK He4TO TPUBUAJIEHOE,
HOMWHaJIBHOe OOBbSICHEeHVIe, TJIacsIlee, YTO MCTU-
Ha eCTb CorvIacyie MO3HAHM C er0 IIPeIMeToM, —
HedpMHUITNIO, MMEIOITYI0 OTPOMHYIO, OoJIee TOro,
BeyTMuaninyo 1eHHocTb» (Hegel, 1969, S. 265—
266; I'ereins, 1972, c. 27).

st Teresst onpenerieHye VICTMHBI B TepMU-
Hax COOTBETCTBVIS MIMeeT VICKJIIOUMTEIIbHYIO BaXk-
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emerge. The logical forms are natural (Na),
they are the product of reflection (R), they
are universal (U), they have a normative
component (N).

Everything (natural events such as the bird’s
flying and the fish’s swimming) “happens
according to laws, even if we are not always
aware of it” (Na). Na implies that reality, as
well as human thoughts and actions, follow
rules and happen according to forms. R tells
us that logic as a discipline arises when we
make those rules the object of our thought. By
“reflecting simply on the exercise of thought
in general” (R), we discover rules that are
“independent of any particular objects of
thought” (U) and absolutely necessary because
“without them we cannot think at all” (N).

3. Hegel’s Critique
of Kant’s Formalism

In the section on the Subjective Logic of the
Science of Logic on the Concept in General,
Hegel recalls Kant’s observations about formal
logic in the Introduction to the Transcendental
Logic in the Critiqgue of Pure Reason. The
question at stake is the relation of logic and
truth: “When Kant in the Critique of Pure Reason
in relation to logic comes to discuss the old and
famous question: what is truth? he first of all
takes for granted as a triviality the nominal
explanation, [according to which truth is] the
correspondence of knowledge with its object —
a definition [which actually has] great, indeed
supreme, value” (Hegel, 1969, p. 265-266;
Hegel, 2010, p. 523).

For Hegel, the definition of truth in terms
of correspondence has “supreme” importance.
The common view (defended by Kant himself)



HOCTb. PactipocTpaHeHHas Touka 3peHms (OTCTa-
MBaeMad M caMuM KaHToM), corslacHO KOTopomt
JI0rvKa, Oymydn popMasIbHOV, «OCTaBJIsSeT B CTO-
POHe BCsIKOe coflepskaHue», Torfa Kak MCTVHa Ka-
caeTcs cofiepKaHMs 1, CJIe[JOBaTeIIbHO, «JOCTAaTOU-
HBIVI V1 B TO YK€ BpeMsl BCeOOIT ITPU3HaK VICTVIHBI
B JJaHHOM cCJIy4ae He Mor Obl ObITh nan» (B 84;
KanT, 2006, c. 147), aBigeTcs BHyTpeHHe IPOTU-
BopeunBort. I'erestb nutupyet Kanra (B 84):

«T6, 9ro XeJaloT 3HaTh, — yKa3bIBaeT jajiee
Kanrt, — 310 bceobuyuii u Beprouii kpumepuil uc-
muHbl 045 BCAK020 NO3HAHUSA; OH TOJDKeH ObUT OBl
OBITH TaKMM, KOTOPBIVI ObUI ObI IIPUMEHUM KO
BCeM 3HaHUSAM, 0e3pas uyHo, kaxoBul ux npeomentsl;
HO TaK Kak, IIOJIb3YysCh TaKUM KpUTepueM, MBI
ombaexaemcs om 6cakoeo codepxkanus TIO3HAHMS
(oT omnowenusn x e2o 00vexmy), MeXAy TeM KakK
UCMUHA KacaeTCsl UMEHHO 311020 CO0epKAHUS, TO
OTCIOfIa SICHO, UTO COBEpPIIIeHHO HeB03MOXKHO VI He-
/1eno CIIpaIlivBaTh O IIPU3HAKe UCUHHOCIU 3111020
codepxanus 3HaHMI>» (Hegel, 1969, S. 266; I'eress,
1972, c. 27 —-28).

Teretb IOBOJIBHO TOYHO IlepeaeT OpPWUIU-
HasibHBIV aprymeHT KanTa (B 82—84; Kant, 2006,
c. 146—147). HasoseMm ero «dopMaIMCTCKIM ap-
rymeHTOM» (PA), KOTOPBIVI MOXKHO Pas3jIoKUTh Ha
CITeyFOIIIVie IIar:

1. VicTmHa — 3TO COOTBETCTBME 3HAHWS €ro
OOBEKTY.

2. To, 9TO MBI MI1IEM [B JIOTMKE], — 3TO YHUBEP-
CaJTbHBIE KPUTEPUV VICTVHHOCTY BCETO 3HAHMSL.

3. YHUBepcasIbHBINI KPUTEPU JOIDKEH OBbITh
TIeVICTBUTEJIEH [1jIsl BCETo 3HaHM: Oe3 pasiueHmst
ero oobeKTa.

4. C mpuMeHeHMeM TaKOro KpuTepus OCyIIecT-
BJISIETCS. a0CTparnpoBaHye OT BCETO COIepPyKaHIs
3HaHMS (B3aVIMOOTHOIIIEHVISI C OOBEKTOM).

5. IlockorpKy mcTrHa KacaeTcsl IMEeHHO JTaHHO-
rO cofep’kaHmsl, CIIpallInBaTh O IIpM3HaKe VCTUH-
HOCTVI 3TOT'O COfIepKaHMs 3HAaHV HEBO3MOXHO 1
HeJTeIIo.

6. [locTaTouHbIe 1 OTHOBPEMEHHO 00IIIvie Kpu-
TepPWUN VICTUHBI He MOT'YT OBITh JaHBL
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according to which logic, insofar as it is formal,
“abstracts away from content” — while truth
“concerns the content”, and thus “a sufficient
and at the same time general criterion of truth
cannot possibly be given” (KrV, B 84; Kant,
1998, p. 198) — is self-contradictory. Hegel
quotes Kant (KrV, B 84):

“What we require to know” Kant goes on
to say, “is a universal and sure criterion of any
cognition whatever; it would be such a criterion
as would be valid for all cognitions without
distinction of their objects; but since with such
a criterion abstraction would be made from all
content of the cognition (relation to its object) and
truth concerns precisely this content, it would be
quite impossible and absurd to ask for a mark of
the truth of this content of cognitions” (Hegel,
1969, p. 266; cf. Hegel, 2010, pp. 523-524).

The original Kantian argument (KrV, B 82-
84; Kant, 1998, pp. 197-198) is reported by
Hegel quite faithfully. I propose to call it the
“formalistic argument” (FA). I summarize its
steps as follows:

1. Truth is the correspondence of knowledge
with the object.

2. What we are looking for [in logic] are
universal criteria of the truth of all knowledge.

3. A universal criterion must be valid for all
cognitions without distinction of their objects.

4. With such a criterion, abstraction would
be made from all content of cognition (relation
to its object).

5. Since truth concerns precisely this content,
to ask for a mark of the truth of this content of
cognitions is impossible and absurd.

6. Sufficient and at the same time general
criteria of truth cannot possibly be given.



3. Guxapa

Terens mosicuser:

31meck O4YeHBb OIIpeJleJIeHHO BBIPAKEHO OOBI-
JleHHOe IIpeJicTaB/ieHVe 0 popMabHOM (PYHK-
LIV JIOTMIKV, VI TIPVIBEJIEHHOE pacCyXIeHVe Ka-
XeTcsi BecbMa yOemmTeribHbIM. Ho, Bo-TIepBBhIX,
cileflyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO TOA00HOro poma dop-
MaJIbHOe pacCyXieHlre OOBIYHO TaKOBO, YTO B
CBOEM CJIOBECHOM W3JIOKeHMI OHO 3a0bIBaeT To,
4TO OHO CIeIajio CBOeVI OCHOBOVI M O YeM OHO
roBopuT. bbUTO OBI HeJIeIo, CIIBIIVIM MBI, CIIpa-
IIVBAaTh O KPUTEPUWM UCHUHHOCHIU COOepKAHUA
3HaHMS; HO, COIJIAaCHO IIPMBENEHHOV BBIIIE Ie-
pVIHUIIMM, VICTMHY COCTaBJISIET He codepikatile,
a coombemcmbue ero c nousaTueMm (Hegel, 1969,
S. 266 —267; I'erenp, 1972, c. 28).

KanToBckoe (M IIpMBBIYHOE) BO33peHMe Ha
dopMaIbHOCTD JIOTMIKM «3a0bIBaeT TO, UTO OHO
Ceriayio CBOeV OCHOBOVI M O YeéM OHO T'OBOPUT»
(Ibid.; Tam >xe). B ciiemytomem dpparmenTe leresns
OoTMedYaeT, 9YTo popMasm3M, «KaK TOJIBKO OH Bia-
eTcs B pa3bsICHEeHVs], TOBOPUT 00paTHOe TOMY, UTO
oH xodeT cka3zarb» (Ibid.; Tam xe). Ierens vmeeT
B By, uto @A — camonporuBopedue. [evicTsu-
TeJIbHO, HayaB C yTBepXXJeHus 1, cormacHO KOTo-
POMY VICTMHA eCTbh COOTBETCTBIE, TO eCTh KacaeT-
Cs KaK MBIIIUIeHMs, TaK 1 cofepxXaHnsd, PA maee
OTpWUIIaeT 3TO, 3asBJIsis (CM. YTBepXKIeHMe 5), 94To
VICTMHA KacaeTcs JINIIb COflep KaH.

Kpome Toro, Teresb KpuTumKyeT KaHTOBCKVE
BO33peHNs Ha (POPMBI CYXKIeHVIS:

[axe oTHOCSIIMeCS clofia POPMBI, paBHO KaK
Y VX JajIbHeVIINe OIIpererieHNs, M3JIararoTcs
3/1€Ch JIMIIIb KaK OBl MICTOPUYECKN, a He MOfIBep-
raloTCs KPUTUYIECKOMY pa3bopy C LIeJIbIO yCTaHO-
BUTb — VICTVMHHBI JIM OHU B ceDe u wig cebs. Tax,
HarpuMep, ¢opMa IIOJIOKUTEITEHOTO CYKIeHVIS
paccMaTpvBaeTCcs KaK HEYTO BIIOJIHE IIPaBIIb-
Hoe B ce0e, XOTS eIMHCTBEHHO OT COJIeprKaHWMs
3aBVICUT VICTMHHOCTD TaKOTO CyXaeHms. EcTp mn
aTa dopma 6 cebe u 044 cebst popMa MCTUHEL... —
nccitenoBatk 310 1 He nymator (Hegel, 1969,
S. 268; I'erestp, 1972, c. 29).
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Hegel comments:

Here, the usual conception of the formal
function of logic is expressed very definitely and
the argument adduced has a very convincing
air. But first of all, it is to be observed that it
usually happens with such formal ratiocination
that it forgets in its discourse the very point on
which it has based its argument and of which it
is speaking. It is alleged that it would be absurd
to ask for the criterion of the truth of the content
of cognition; but according to the definition
it is not the content that constitutes the truth,
but the correspondence of the content with the
concept (Hegel, 1969, pp. 266-267; cf. Hegel,
2010, p. 524).

The Kantian (and usual) view about the
formality of logic “forgets [...] the very
point on which it is based and of which it is
speaking” (ibid.). In a successive passage Hegel
observes that formalism, “as soon as it starts
to explain its own position says the opposite
of what it intends” (ibid.). He means, in other
words, that FA is self-contradictory. In fact, it
starts by assuming 1, the very definition of
truth as correspondence, which implies that
truth concerns both thought and content, and
later denies it, in stating 5, i.e. that truth only
concerns content.

Hegel then complains about
treatment of the forms of judgement:

Kant’s

Even here the forms which come up for
treatment as well as their further modifications
are only, as it were, historically taken up; they
are not subjected to criticism to determine
whether they are in and for themselves true.
Thus, for example, the form of the positive
judgement is accepted as something perfectly
correct in itself, the question whether such
a judgement is true depending solely on the
content. Whether this form is in its own self
a form of truth [...] is a question that no one
thinks of investigating (Hegel, 1969, p. 268; cf.
Hegel, 2010, p. 525).



CregoBaresibHO, corytacHo [ererrto, @A He TOIIb-
KO JIOXKeH (BHyTpeHHe IIpOTMBOPeUNB), HO 1 OIla-
CeH: OH He N03BoJIsieT KaHTy 3aaThcst BOIIPOCOM O
IIpaBOMEPHOCTM (POPM ¥ MX IPUMEHVMOCTH K I10-
CTVDKEHMIO MCTMHBL Bompoc, mctmHHEL 11 dop-
MBI, He CTaBUTCS, TaK KaK YTBEPXKIAeTCs, UYTO VIC-
TVHA 3aBUCUT VCKJIIOYMTEIBHO OT COfepKaHIs.

B ynipormentoMm Buze ocHoBHBIe ommOkm Kan-
Ta, coryacHO [ereirro, MOryT OBITH IIpe/ICTaBIICHEI
CJIeyFOLIVIM 00pa3oM:

3axmouenne QA: 6. «[loctaTouHble V1 OHOBpe-
MeHHO OOIITVie KpUTepUY MCTUHBI He MOT'YT OBITh
TaHbD;

Jlormueckue popmel, KoTopble KaHT mcronb3y-
eT Kak «pykosozcTsa» (Leitfaden) mist oTkpbITIS
drtocodpckmx dpopmM, M3IararoTCsl MCTOPUIECKN
11 He TTO[BeprafoTCsl KPUTHKE.

B 1eHTpe reresieBcKoro mHTepeca K WHTEp-
mIpeTaluy JaHHBIX KaHTOBCKMX (PparMeHTOB —
BOIIPOC O poyn «(popMasIbHOM JIOTUKI» B (puIo-
codum 1 CTaHOBJIEHUM (PVIIOCOCKON JIOTVIKM,
IIOHVIMaeMOV1, KaK yKa3aHO BbIIIle, KaK VcCIIeioBa-
Huie (popM MCTUHEL l'eresib BICTYIIaeT ¢ KPUTMKOM
He pOpMaIbHOIO XapaKTepa JIOTVKIM VIV AVCITV-
IUIVHBI TI07], Has3BaHMeM «popMaIbHas JIOTMKa»,
HO popMasMCTCKMX Prytocoduit JIOTMKY, Cylie-
CTBOBABIIIVIX B €r0 BpeMsi, TO eCTb yTBepXKIeHN,
YTO MCTMHA KacaeTcs TOIIBKO coflepkaHms, a dpop-
MaJTbHas JIOTMKa OTBJIEKAETCsI OT JII00Oro comep-
JKaHMs, CJIeioBaTe/IbHO, popMaIbHasl JIOTKa He
VIMeeT HKAKOI'o OTHOIIIeHS K MICTMHe (OHa He MO-
KeT IpeJOCTaBNTh MaTepUaIbHbIVI KPUTEPUIL VIC-
TUHBI). [eresib oTBepraeT Te3VC O TOM, YTO «VICTVHA
KacaeTcs IMEHHO COfIep’KaHWsI», OTMedasi, 9TO VC-
TVHa (B cBOeM 0a30BOM 3HaUEHWN «COOTBETCTBIIE»,
KOTOpOe JIEKUT B OCHOBE JIOTUeCKOV IVICHIVILIV-
HBI) KacaeTcs c6a3u Mexny popMovt 1 comepKa-
HMeM, ¥, TaK KaK JIOr'MKa 1MeeT esio ¢ popMamu,
OHa B IIeJIOM CIIOCOOHA CIIPaBUTBCS C OIIperesie-
HyieM UCTUHBL [T0CKOJIBKY JI0rMKa He IIPUHMMAaEeT
3HaueHVMe POpM KaK caMoO coDOVI pasyMeroreecst
U 3aHMMaeT KPUTHUYECKYIO ITO3UIINIO 10 OTHOIIIe-
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FA is thus not (self-

contradictory) for Hegel, but also dangerous: it

only wrong

prevents Kant from asking about the legitimacy
of the forms in terms of their aptness to grasp
truth. The question of whether the forms
are true is not asked, because truth is said to
“depend solely on the content”.

To simplify and sum up, the principal
Kantian mistakes according to Hegel are:

The conclusion of FA: 6. “Sufficient and at
the same time general criteria of truth cannot
possibly be given.”

ii. That the logical forms, which Kant uses as
the Leitfaden for discovering the philosophical
forms, are only historically taken up, and not
subjected to criticism.

At the heart of Hegel’s interest in reading
these Kantian passages is the question of the
role of “formal logic” in philosophy, and in
the establishment of a philosophical logic in
the acceptation of “philosophical logic” hinted
at above, as an inquiry into the forms of truth.
What Hegel criticises is not the formal character
of logic or the discipline “formal logic”, but
rather the formalistic philosophies of logic of
his time, i.e. the views according to which truth
concerns only the content, and formal logic
abstracts from every content, hence formal
logic has nothing to do with truth (it cannot
provide a material criterion of truth). What
Hegel rejects is the thesis that “truth concerns
precisely the content”. Hegel recalls that
truth (in its basic meaning as correspondence,
a meaning at the very basis of the logical
enterprise) concerns the link between form and
content; and, since logic deals with forms, it
is, in principle, perfectly capable of giving an
account of truth. Insofar as it does not take the
meaning of the forms for granted, and adopts
a critical stance towards them, logic is able to
make forms apt for expressing truth.



3. Guxapa

HUIO K HeMY, OHa CIIOCOOHa czielaTh (POpPMBI IIpU-
TOIHBIMM 1151 BbIpa’keHWs VICTVHBIL.

Haree s njaM KpUTHUeCKylO OLIEHKY reresies-
CKOVl KPUTMKM IIpeAriosaraeMoro KaHTOBCKOTO
«dopmanmsma». HecMoTpst Ha To uTo I'eresib ceTy-
eT Ha aHTuasleTdeckoe oopareHme Kaunra ¢ dpop-
MaMM Cy>XIeHUN 1 KaTeropyaibHeIMM1 (popMamMu,
4 okaxy, 4to B MJ1 KanT npennpuHmMaer fievi-
CTBUTEJIPHO Ba’KHBIV IIAr II0 II€PeOCMBICTIEHVIO
VI IIepecMOTPY cTaTyca TPpagULIVIOHHOV JIOTVIKU U
TeM caMbIM 3aKjlagbiBaeT pyHAaMeHT dpritocod-
CKOVI JIOTVIKV, KOTOpasi BIIOCJIEJICTBUM JISKET B OC-
HOBaHUe yXe rerejleBCKOro Ioaxoya.

4. Metadmnsnveckas geayKums
m 3ammTa Kanra

Ananus M/ npormBaeT cBeT Ha CilefyroIiye
rerejieBCKye BO33PeHMs.

1. B «I'pancuenaeHTabHOM j1orke» KaHT oge-
BUIHBIM 00pa3oM IIpeciiefyeT Liejlb yUpeXaeHs
norvku victunsl (Logik der Wahrheit) (A 62 / B 87;
Kanr, 2006, c. 151), koTopasi TOX/IeCTBeHHa Co3/1a-
HVIO He TOJIBKO HeOOXOIVIMBIX, HO U JIOCTaTOUHBIX
YCIIOBUVL  TIOMJIVIHHOVI VICTVMIHHOCTVI  CYXXIEHWN
(Stuhlmann-Laeisz, 1976, S. 21—34). To, uto Kaunt
HasbIBaeT «(POpPMasIbHOV JIOTMKOV» (TO ecTh 00-
HIeITPUHSATasd TeOpWisk IIOHATU, CY KIIeHW U CUJI-
JIOTMI3MOB, KaK OHa ITpeJicTaB/leHa B JIOIMYEeCKMX
pyxosozcTBax sn0xu KaHTa), 1aeT jmiis Heooxo-
AVIMBIE YCJIOBMS MICTMHBI (3aKOHBI COIVIacHs pac-
CyIKa ¢ caMMM coOOv: 3aKOH HeNpOTUBOpeUns),
TOrfa Kak TpaHCLIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe VICCIIeflOBaHe
IIpefIoCTaBJIsieT HeoOXOOVMble ¥ JOCTaTOYHBIe
YCJIOBUS [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOV VICTVIHHOCTV HaIlIMX
CYXXIeHUT (3aKOHBI COIvIacusl MeXly corlacuieM
paccyzika ¢ caMyuM cOOOVI M peaIbHOCTBIO). Yum-
TeIBas, uto B M/] KauT Bo3sogut (Hoeppner, 2021,
S. 336—364) noHATMe paccyKa OT JIOIMYEeCKOro K
peayIbHOMY, a 3aTeM K BBICIIIEMY, VJIV OObeIIHeH-
HOMY, IIOHVMMaHWIO, OH TeM caMbIM (paKTMUecKmn

In what follows, I critically assess Hegel's
critique of Kant’s supposed “formalism”.
While Hegel laments Kant’s anti-alethic
treatment of the forms of judgement and of the
categorial forms, I show how, in the MD, Kant
accomplishes, in fact, an important operation of
repositioning and rethinking traditional logic;
and, in so doing, makes a crucial step towards
the establishment of the philosophical logic
which will later become the explicit core of
Hegel’s own approach.

4. The Metaphysical Deduction
and Kant’s Defence

On the basis of a consideration of the MD,
these Hegelian views can be discussed.

1. Kant’s explicit
Transcendental Logic is to establish a logic
of truth (Logik der Wahrheit) (KrV, A 62 /
B 87; Kant, 1998, p. 199) which is one and
the same as establishing not only necessary,
but sufficient, conditions of the genuine
truth of our judgements (Stuhlmann-Laeisz,
1976, pp. 21-34). What Kant calls “formal
logic”
judgements, and syllogisms, as presented in
the logic manuals of Kant’s times) only gives
us the necessary conditions of truth (the laws
of the agreement of the intellect with itself:
the Law of Non-Contradiction); while the
transcendental inquiry provides the necessary
and sufficient conditions of the effective truth
of our judgements (the laws of the agreement
between the intellect’s self-agreement and
reality). Given that Kant, with his MD, develops
(Hoeppner, 2021, pp. 336-364) the concept of
the intellect from a logical to a real to a higher
or unified account, Kant factually overcomes
the rigid separation of the formal from the
transcendental dimension, and shows the

aim with his

(the received theory of concepts,
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IIpeorioyieBaeT JKeCTKOe pasfierieHne opMaTb-
HOTO ¥ TpaHCILEHIeHTaJIbHOTO ¥ JeMOHCTPUPY-
€T OpraHM4ecKyIo CBS3b MeXIy JIOTMYeCKVMU U
asieTmuecKnMm popMaMu (MeX1y popMaMi Cyk-
IeHU 1 KaTeropuaabHbIMu popMmamm). OH mo-
KasblBaeT, YTO TpaHClIeHIeHTaIbHOe VcCilefloBa-
Hue Bxatouaem 6 cebs 371eMeHT «(pOopMasIbHOIO.
Kanr mmmer: «Ta ke camasg dpyHKIIMS, KOTopas
IpuaeT eIVMHCTBO Pas3/IMIHBIM IIpe/iCTaBIeH -
SIM 6 00HOM CYxOeHul, COOOIIaeT eqHCTBO TaKKe
Y 9VICTOMY CMHTe3y Pas/IMYHBIX IIPeICTaBIeHNU
6 00HOM co3epyanuU; ITO €IVHCTBO, BEIPa’KeHHOE
B 0011e1 popMe, Ha3bIBaeTCS YVICTBIM IOHSATVEM
paccynka» (A 79 / B 104—105; Kant, 2006, c. 171).
[aHHOe yTBepXaeHMe TIIOpa3yMeBaeT, YTO
aKTBl CYXXIEeHWMs ¥ CUHTe3a CO3epLaHWuil B Po-
JIOBOM OTHOIIIEHMV TOXIECTBEHHBI, ITOCKOJIbKY
IIPeICTaBJIIOT COOOV pa3IMuHBle BUIBL OJHO-
ro u Toro xe pona (Hoeppner, 2021, S. 348). Tou-
Hee roBOps, B M/] paspabaTeiBaeTcs JIMIIb OIHA
KOHIeNINs: B «’yKOBOICTBe» MOHATHE pacCylKa
pa3BepThIBaeTCs 110 HaIlpaBJIeHMIO OT JIOTMYeCcKo-
rO K peaJIbHOMY, a 3aTeM BO3BOIWTCS K BBICIIIEMY
norsatuio (Ibid., S. 348—364). CooTBeTcTBEHHO,
JlaHHas I1aBa IIpecsieflyeT TPy 3a7aqyil: BbIIEINUTD
JIOTMUEeCKYI0 (PYHKIIMIO B IIpoIiecce CYXXOAeHMs,
onpenenmTh KaTeropuiu M IIPOeMOHCTPUPOBATH
COBIIa/IeHVIe TIEPBOVI 1 BTOPBIX. B 3TOM cBeTe TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHasl JIOTMKA He OTXOOuT oT op-

B B pabore T.XémnmHepa TTPOBOANTCS PEKOHCTPYKITVS
M]I, ommparorriasicss B TOM 4Ymcile Ha TeKCThbl, HallCaH-
Here KarToM yxe mocie mepsovt «Kputmkm», a Takxe
Ha apXVBHBIe MaTepwasbl ¥ 3allliCaHHbBIE CTydeHTaMu
KOHCITeKTHI JieKimmt (cM.: Hoeppner, 2021). Tst nanHO-
TO aHa/IM3a 0co0O0e 3HaUeHIe MMEIOT YeThIpe pparMeHTa:
PpeTpoCIIeKTMBHOe OIVcaHVe 3afady MeTadw3IdecKom
nepykoyn (B 159); peTpocrekTvBHOe omyicaHue IIporie-
nypel B pasgerie «O PyKOBOJCTBE K OTKPBITMIO BCEX UM-
CTBIX TIOHATUY paccyaka» (A 299 / B 355—356); pasmen
«O0 anpmOpHBIX OCHOBAHMSIX BO3MOXKHOCTM OIIBITa» B
A-penakiun «TpaHclieHOeHTaIbHOM JedyKIMM KaTero-
pu» (A 95—110); § 15—21 B-pepaxkuvm «TparcreHgeH-
TasbHOM femyKumm» (B 128 —148). [lasiee peus movizier o
THOHVIMaHMM XEMITHEPOM «UVCTOTO IOHSTUS pacCylKa»
KaK OpraHMYecKOTrO eOVHCTBA, O0bemyHsAIoNmero ¢op-
MaJIbHbIE ¥ TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHbIe KOMITOHEHTBL.

E. Ficara

organic connection between the logical and the
alethic forms (between the forms of judgement
and the categorial forms).'> He shows that the
transcendental inquiry includes the “formal”
one. Kant writes: “The same function that
gives unity to the various representations in a
judgment also gives unity to the mere synthesis
of various representations in an intuition,
which, expressed generally, is called the pure
concept of the understanding” (KrV, A 79 /
B 104-105; Kant, 1998, p. 211).

This statement implies that acts of judgment
and synthesis of intuition are generically the
same, in the sense of being different species of
a same genus (Hoeppner, 2021, p. 348). More
specifically, it is one and only one concept,
which is developed in the MD: The Leitfaden is
the development of the concept of the intellect
from a logical to a real to a higher concept (ibid.,
pp. 348-364). Correspondingly, the chapter
has three tasks: namely, to show the logical
function in judging, to show the categories, to
show the coincidence of the two. In this light,
transcendental logic does not depart from
formal logic, or it is not an alternative logic
with respect to formal logic, but rather contains
formal logic, showing under which conditions
it can become a universal, necessary and
sufficient, criterion of truth.

2 Hoeppner (2021) provides a reconstruction of MD,
which also draws on Kant's writings after the first
Critique, as well as notes from his Nachlass and student
transcriptions of lectures. Four passages, in particular,
are of central importance to the analysis: the retrospective
description of the task of the Metaphysical Deduction in
KrV, B 159; the retrospective description of the procedure
in the “Transcendental Guiding Thread to the Discovery
of all Pure Concepts of the Understanding” (KrV, A
299 / B 355-356); the section “On the A Priori Grounds
for the Possibility of Experience” in the A-edition of
the Transcendental Deduction of the Categories (A 95-
110); §§15-21 in the B-edition of the Transcendental
Deduction (B 128-148). In what follows, I focus on
Hoeppner’s emphasis on the “concept of the intellect”
as an organic unity which integrates the formal with the
transcendental component.
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3. Guxapa

MaJIbHOVI VI He BBICTYIIaeT aJIbTepHaTVBHOWM IIO
OTHOIIIEHVIO K HeVi, HO BKJIFOUaeT ee B celsl 1 I10-
Ka3bIBaeT, IIPY KaKMX YCIIOBUSIX OHa MOXeT CTaTh
BCeOOIIVM, HEOOXOOVMBIM ¥ JIOCTaTOYHBIM KpPU-
TeprieM VICTUHBL.

2. He TopKO TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHas ey KIS,
Ho 11 M/I MMeeT 11e/1610 OKa3aTh «IIPaBOMEPHOCTh
yTBepxaeHus». B MJI paccmaTpuBaercst gokasa-
TeJIbCTBO IPaBOMEPHOCTV YTBEpPXIEHWS O TOM,
UTO MBI 004a0aeM YUVICTBIMV ANPUOPHBIMU TIOHS-
TUSMM, TOIJla KaK TpaHCleHJIeHTasIbHas JIemyK-
L1 OLIeHMBaeT IIPaBOMePHOCTb VX ITPeTeH31 Ha
aTnpropHOe oTHeceHMe K oObekTaM ombita (Ibid.,
S. 26, Anm. 65). IlpencrasiisieTcss, YTO 3TO CO00-
paxeHMe IIpoJIvBaeT CBeT Ha XapaKTepPHBI KaH-
TOBCKMUVI TIOAXOM, K KpUTMUecKon (pyHKIMM du-
stocodpckont Jtoruku. HopMaTuBHO-0pMITdecKmit
KOMIIOHEHT, ITPUCYILINVI CaMOVl IIpUporde OemyK-
Iy, TIpeanosnaraet, ¥To KaHT He IpoCTO «iCTO-
pydecKn m3saraeT» OPMBI CYXKIeHMS VI KaTero-
P11, HO TaK>Ke OCMBICIISIET VX V1 yCTaHaBJIVBaeT X
IpesiesIbl, IToABepras X KpUTUYeCKOMY aHaJIV3y.

3ak/IroueHe

Wrak, s nokasaia, 9YTo, HECMOTPsI Ha OOIIMp-
HBIII ¥ CTPEMWUTEIIBHO PacTyIINUV MacCUB pa-
0ot no soruke KaHTa, coxpaHSeTcs omperierieH-
Hasi HesICHOCTb B OTHOIIIEHWVI TOT'0, KaKyIO POJIb B
VICTOPWV JIOTVIKVI MT'PaeT KaHTOBCKOe pas3IueHie
«(pOpMaIIBHOV» Y TPAHCLIEHIEHTAIBHOV JIOTVIKIA.
B 3TOVI CBSI3M S ITPEIIIONOXKIATIA, YTO TaK HasbIBae-
Mast M/1 miposicHsIeT 3HaueHe JaHHOTO pasjinye-
HWS 1)1 OCHOBAaHMM (PrII0COCKON JIOTMKMY, TI0-
HVIMaeMoVI KaK «JIOrvKa MCTUHBM. Mot momxort
OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha IIPUHILNMIIAX VICTOPUM pelier-
umn (Wirkungsgeschichte) (to ects npemmorara-
€T, YTO BOIIPOC O PVITOCOCKOVE JIOTMIKE KacaeTcst
dwtocodmm, passusasinerics nocte Kanra m noo
e20 BausAnueM) VI BIIOXHOBJIEH HelTocpeicTBeHHO [e-

4 KaHT c4nTall CBOIO TPaHCLIEHIEHTAIbHYIO aHAIUTUKY
«JIOTMKOVI UCTUHBI» (A 62 / B 87; Kanrt, 2006, c. 151).

2. Not only the transcendental deduction,
but also the MD has the aim of showing the
“legitimacy of a claim”. The MD concerns
the proof of the legitimacy of the claim that
we possess pure and a priori concepts, while
the transcendental deduction assesses the
legitimacy of their claim to refer a priori
to objects of experience (ibid.,, p. 26n65).
This shows, in my view, the specifically
Kantian approach to the critical function
of philosophical logic. The normative and
juridical component, which is intrinsic to
the nature of a deduction, implies that Kant
not only “historically takes up” the forms
of judgement and the categories, but also
contemplates and establishes their limits, by
subjecting them to a critical analysis.

Conclusion

I have argued that, despite the extensive
and exponentially growing literature on
Kant’s logic, a certain confusion concerning
the role of the Kantian distinction between
formal and transcendental logic for the
history of logic persists. In this respect, I have
claimed that the so called “MD” clarifies
this distinction’s role in the foundation of a
philosophical logic (in the sense of a “logic of
truth”).”® My approach is wirkungsgeschichtlich-
motivated (the question of philosophical logic
concerns philosophy after and as prompted
by Kant), and is openly influenced by Hegel.
Hegel (2001, p. 23) was, in fact, the first who
used the expression “philosophical logic”,
to designate his unified scientific logic as
devoted to the forms of truth. But it is generally
acknowledged, in different ways, that Kant,
with his idea of a transcendental logic, which
is presumed to be different from formal logic,
opens the way to philosophical logic. The

B For Kant, his transcendental Analytic is a Logik der
Wahrheit (KrV, A 62 / B 87; Kant, 1998, p. 199).
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rejieM. erestb [1eVICTBITEIBHO IePBBIM VCIIOIB30-
BaJI cJIOBOocodeTaHVe «pvtocodpcKas JIOrvKa» I
o0o3HaueHMs pa3paOOTaHHOM VM eIVHOW Hay-
HOVI JIOTMKW, VIMEIOILIeN J1eJ10 C q)opMaMV[ VICTUHBI
(Teresn, 1990, c. 61). OnHakO, HECMOTPS Ha pasiIu-
Uy B IIoAxopax, obiernpusHaHo, yTo KanT cBo-
en maeer TPaHCLEHIEHTAJIbHOV JIOTMKM, OT/INY-
HOW OT (POPMaJIBHOVI JIOTMKM, IIPOJIOKWII ITyTh
dmtocodckon stormke. B cBs3m ¢ 3TMM BO3HMKa-
IOT CJIeyIoIlyie BOIIPOCHL YTO Takoe ¢opmalib-
Has jiorvika it Kanra? 3anoxwt im KanT ceonm
pasideHieM popMaIbHOV M TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HOW JIOTMIKM OCHOBaHMS (PrIocOCKOV JIOTVIKM
(Cxo>1<e171 C «HAYYHOV» «eIVHOVI» JIOTVIKOVI, TMIIO-
TeTdecku mpensioxeHHov lerenem)? Eciam Ha
3T BOIIPOCHI JA€TCs TIOJIOKUTEIIBHBIN OTBET, TO B
yeM VMIMEeHHO 3aKJIlo4aeTcs 3TO pasjideHue? XoTs
JnTepaTypa 1o Jsioruke KaHta BecbMma oOrvpHa,
3TV BOIIPOCHI [I0 CMX TIOp He IOJIYYWIIN CYepIIbl-
Barollero pasbscHeHus. V1 g nokasasia, uro M]I
BHOCUT BKJIaJ B X paspelleHne. HecMoTpsa Ha
kputuky Kanra co croponsr Ieremns, mue mpen-
CTaBJISIETCSl, UTO BOIIPOC O PMIIOCOPCKONM JIOTMKe
(B TeresieBCKOM IIOHVIMaHWMM) HaxXOOWUTCH B lIeH-
Tpe M/I. B M/ KanT onpenenser ycioBus, IIpu
KOTOPBIX BO3MOXKHO COBIIajleHVe TeMbl (popMaiib-
HOI JIOTMIKM (B 0COOeHHOCTM POpM CyXIIeHMIT) 1
TeMbl TPaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHON JIOTVIKY, VIV TPaHC-
IleHZIeHTaIbHOM (prytocodpmm (popMbl TTO3HAHS
vctynsl (B 100 / A 75)). M/] 11okasbIBaeT, 4To TeMa
dopMaIbHOV JIOTUKM W ecmb TeMa duiocodpum
(ampropHOe Kak TO, 6e3 uero Mel He MOXXeM 3HaTh
HIYero VICTVHHOIO), VI TeM CaMbIM OOOCHOBBIBaET
drT0cOPCKyIO JIOTMKY KaK JIOTMKY VMCTVHBL.
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questions, in this respect, are: what is formal
logic for Kant? Did Kant, with his distinction
between formal and transcendental logic,
open the way for a philosophical logic (such
as the “scientific” “unified” logic hypothesized
by Hegel)? If so, what does the distinction
exactly amount to? Although the literature
on Kant’s logic is immense, these questions
are still not completely clarified. In this
context, I have argued that the MD factually
contributes to their answers. Hegel’s critique
of Kant notwithstanding, it seems to me that
the (Hegelian) question of a philosophical
logic is at the centre of the MD. In the MD,
Kant presents the conditions under which a
coincidence between the theme of formal logic
(especially the forms of judgement) and the
theme of transcendental logic or transcendental
philosophy (the forms of the knowledge of
truth B 100 / A 75) is possible. The MD tells us
that the theme of formal logic is the theme of
philosophy (the a priori as that without which
we cannot know anything true); and, in so
doing, grounds philosophical logic as the logic
of truth.
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