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YEPE3 «TPAHCLIEHIEHTAJIBHYIO
OVIAJIEKTUKY» OKOJIBHBIMM Y TSIMM.
IIPVIHLIVIIBI OTHOPOIHOCTW,
CITELIVI®UKALIMY VI HEITPEPBIBHOCTU

P. Mep!

B xatouebom gppaemenme (A 663 — 664 /B 691 — 692) nep-
Bout wacmu «I[Ipusoxenus k mpancyeHoeHmaibHoll OUalLeKimu-
Ke» Kanwm obcyxoaem cneyuguveckutl cmamyc npunyunod
00HOpoOHOCU, cheyugpukayuu u Henpepwvibrocmu. Tam on
ccblaaemes Ha «yxke 00kasaHHoe ymbepikdenue» u, caedoba-
meavno, Ha Opyeue naccaxu «Kpumuku uucmozo pasyma».
«Tpancyendenmarvuas anasumuxa» u 6 ocobenrocmu nepas
kHuea «Tpancyendenmarsroi ouaiekmuku» npeocmabasiom-
cA memu Mecmamu, ede CHIOUN UCKAMb 1Mom (hpasmenin, Ha
xomopotii ccoaaemes Kanm. Xoms sma konmexcmyaiusayus
u mpebdyem O0asbHeluUX pasMblulAeHIll HA0 CUCeMOTl U pe-
daxmypoil nepboii «Kpumuku», ona maioke nosboisem Ham
NPOACHUML CIAMYC YKAZAHHBIX NPUHYUNOB U ux obocrobarue
6 omuowenuu cybsexmubrou dedyxyuu. B «IIpeducrobuu» x
nepBomy usdanuio «Kpumuku uucmoeo pasyma», a nomom 6
nepboii kHuee «Tpancyendenmarvroi Ouaitexmuxu» Kanm
Bmecme ¢ cybvexmubron 0edyxyueil npediaeaenn apeymeHma-
MuBHy0 cmpameauio, OMAUYAIOUSYIOCS O 00veKMUBHOU, HO
obecnevubarouyio «Hekomopyro 006ekmMuBHY 3HAYUMOCTID
(A 664 / B 692) u, credoBamenvro, 004a0atoujyio cucmema-
muueckum 3HadeHueM 048 NpUHYUNob o0HopooHocmu, cney-
ugpuxayuu u Henpepvibrocmu. Mos yesb — npedL0KUMb
UMMAHEHMHble cmpameuy 044 000cHoBanuA NpuHYUNoE 0o-
HOpOOHOCU, Creyuuxayuy u HenpepsibHocmu 6 cmpykmype
«Kpumuxu uucmoeo pasyma».

KatoueBvie cro8a: Kanm, pasym, udeu, odvexmubras Oe-
Oykyus, cybvekmubHas 0edyKyiLs, mpancyeHOeHmaroHas 0edyk-
yus, 00HOPOOHOCHTb, CheyupukayLLs, HenpepslBHOCIIL, MpaHc-
YeHOeHMAaAbHAA OUAACKINUKA.

1. BBegenmne

PerynsarusHble unen bora, Mupa m gymm cocTas-
JIIIOT VIMMaHeHTHYI0 4JacTb «TpaHcreH eHTaIbHOM
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KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

TAKING DETOURS THROUGH THE
“TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC".
THE PRINCIPLES OF HOMOGENEITY,
SPECIFICATION, AND CONTINUITY

R. Meer?!

In a crucial paragraph (KrV, A 663-664 / B 691-692) of
the first part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dia-
lectic”, Kant discusses the specific status of the principles of
homogeneity, specification, and continuity. In doing so, he
refers to an already proven argument and thus to other
passages of the Critique of Pure Reason. In search of this
arqument the “Transcendental Analytic” but in particular
the “first book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic” turn out to
be possible reference points. Although this contextualisation
demands further systematic and editorial reflections, it also
allows the clarification of the status of the principles and their
justification in relation to a subjective deduction. Kant offers
with the subjective deduction, as introduced in the “Preface”
(of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason) and again
in the “first book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic”, a first
argumentative strategy, which differs from the objective one
but provides “some objective validity” (KrV, A 664 /B 692;
Kant, 1998, p. 602) and therefore has systematic importance
for the principles of homogeneity, specification, and continu-
ity. My aim is to offer immanent strategies for a justification
of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and continuity
in the framework of the Critique of Pure Reason.

Keywords: Kant, reason, ideas, objective deduction,
subjective deduction, transcendental deduction, homogene-
ity, specification, continuity, transcendental dialectic.

1. Introduction
The regulative ideas of God, world and soul

build an immanent part of the “Transcendental Di-
alectic” of the Critique of Pure Reason. Although
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P. Mep

auanekTukm»® tiepsovt «Kpurukm». Xors wmx locus
classicus HaxommTcs BO BTOpow dacTu «[Iprtoxenns
K TpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHOV [MaJleKTUKe» W, cJlefoBa-
TeJIbHO, OHM He 3aHVMAOT CUCTeMaTMYecKOro MecTa
B CTpyKType nepsolt «KpuTukm», oHM TakKe IPUCYT-
CTBYIOT B IepBOV KHUTe «TpaHcIeHAeHTaIbHOV [I1a-
JIEKTUKW», BO BTOPOVI ee KHIUTe, B YaCTHOCTU B «AHTH-
HOMMM YMCTOTO pa3yMa», a Takxe B «VImeasie uncToro
pasyma» u B «YueHvm o MeToge». CoBceM IO-IpyTroMy
o0cToAT Jieria ¢ IPUHONUIIAMY OHOPOIHOCTY, CIIeIy-
duxarym 1 HerrpepsiBHOCTM. KaHT JIMIIh BBOAUT 3TN
HPVHINIIBL B TIepBoit YacTu «[IprtokeHnst K TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaIbHOM JMajiekTvke»’. Ilo arom mnpuumHe
OHWV OKa3bIBaIOTCSI B OOJIBIION CTeIeHW WM30JIMpPOBaH-
HBIMM OT OCTaJILHBIX YacTer nepBovt «KpuTuku». DTu
HPVHIMIIBL KaXXyTcs MHOPOAHBIM TesloM B «Kpurnke
UMCTOTO pasyMa» u ocobeHHo B «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI IVaJIeKTVKe» He TOJIbKO B OTHOILIEHUW apXWUTeK-

2 Tt 0030pa pasJIMUHBIX MCCIIEI0BATEIbCKIIX O3V OTHO-
CUTEJILHO VICCIIeoBaHMs IIpoditeM «[IpuitokeHMs K TpaHCIIeH-
TleHTaTbHOV InanekTnke» cM.: (Ypi, 2017, p. 163 —165; Thole,
2000, S. 113 —148; Meer, 2018, S. 3—8; Grier, 2001, p. 261 —270;
Klimmek, 2005, S. 17—51; Guyer, 1984, s. 115—122; Morrison,
1989, p. 155—172). s Goslee peTaylbHOTO aHaIM3a peryils-
TUBHBIX Mpen bora, Myupa BoOOIe 1 Ayl BO BTOPOVI YacTi
«[TprytoxxeHmsi» 11 X KOHTEKCTa B paMKax «TpaHCIIeHIeHTalIb-
Hot martekTukm» cM.: (Goldman, 2012, p. 124—157; Serck-
Hanssen, 2011, S. 59—70; Engelhard, 2005, S. 385—413; Theis,
2004, S. 77 —110). st meTaqbHOTO aHaiM3a MPUHITUIIOB OJHO-
pornHocTH, crienydrKanym 1 HerpepbiBHOCcTH cM.: (Caimi, 1995,
S. 308 —320; Kitcher, 1986, p. 201 —235; Karasek, 2010, S. 59 —74;
Zoller, 2011, p. 13—28; Krausser, 1987, S. 164 —196). OtHoriie-
HVe «IIePBOVI KHUTM» K «[IprIo)KeHmIo» 1CCIIeNoBaHo B pabo-
tax (Willaschek, 2018, p. 17 —98, Klimmek, 2005, S. 57 —116).

* HecMOTpsI Ha 3TO apXUTEKTYPHOE BKIIFOUEHVIE Pa3/IUHBIX I10-
HATUI Pa3yMa, CTOUT 3aMeTUTh, uTo KaHT He IIPOBOINT CTPOro-
TO pasyIvums MeXy VIesSMI U IIPVHIMIIaMU pasyMa. Bpems ot
BpeMeHV OH Ha3bIBaeT Te U JIpyrue HOHATUAMM pasyma (A 645 /
B 673, A659/ B687, A682/ B710, A685/ B713, A686 / B714),
XOTsI MBI MOXKEM HaWTV pasIfdyie MeX[ly INPVHIIUIIaMI pa3yMa
(OmHOPOIAHOCTBIO, CIIeIIPMKALIME 11 HEITPEPBIBHOCTBIO) U Vifle-
samm pasyma (borom, mypowm, aymort). OmHaKo 3TV IIOHSATHS VIC-
IIOJIB3YIOTCS He CTPOTr0, IIOCKOJIBKY B IIepBovt yacTy «IIpuioxe-
HMS K TPaHCLIEHIeHT/IHO InajieKTnke» (A 643 / B 671, A 644
/ B672, A645 / B673, A 646 / B 674, A 649 / B 677, etc.) TepmuH
udes (pasyma), a BO BTOpovi 4acTu — npunyun (pasyma) (A 674 /
B 702, A676 / B704, A 680/ B708, A684 / B712, etc.).

C cucTeMaTUUeCKOVI TOUKYM 3peHMs CYIIeCTBEHHOe pasiindme
MEX/1y TIOHATMSMM bora, Mypa v Ay M IPUHIIAIIAMU OJTHO-
ponHoCTH, crenUdUKALMI ¥ HEIIPePBIBHOCTY 3aKIII0YAeTCs B
TOM, YUTO VIEV IIPEJICTABIISIIOT COOOVI ITPOIyKT TpeX POpM CHHTe-
3a (a MMEHHO KaTeropu4ecKoro, TMIIOTeTUYECKOTO 1 AMU3bIOHK-
TBHOTO) (A 650 / B 678). HecMoTpst Ha 3TO pasimrdeHme, MeX-
Iy TeMaMy oDevx YacTeyl BUIHBI IepPeKJIMYKYM, HalpuMep II0-
HaTre e (A 643 / B 671, A 686—687 / B 714 —715); morsATIE
ecrecTBeHHOV JnasteKTnkm (A 642 / B 670, A 669 / B 697); pas-
JIMYeHVe IPaBWJIbHOTO U HEIIPaBWIBHOTO YIIOTpeOIIeHs TIOHS-
Tt pasyma (A 653 / B 671, A 676 / B 704); nonsiTvs pasyma Kak
makcumer (KrV, A 667 / B 695, A 680 / B 708); pasmpIiuieHNs o
penMerte B mzee 1 o cxemax maent (A 693 / B 665, A 670 / B 698).

their locus classicus is the second part of the “Ap-
pendix to the Transcendental Dialectic”? and hence
they do not have a systematic place in the archi-
tectural structure of the first Critique, they are also
present in the “first book” of the “Transcendental
Dialectic”, the “second book”, in particular in the
“Antinomy of Pure Reason” and the “Ideal of Pure
Reason”, and also the “Doctrine of Method”. The sit-
uation is altogether different concerning the princi-
ples of homogeneity, specification, and continuity.
Kant merely introduces these principles in the first
part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dialec-
tic”.® For this reason, they are largely isolated from
other parts of the first Critique. Not merely with re-
gard to the architectural structure but also with re-
gard to the systematic content, these principles seem

2 For an overview of the controversies and different research
positions concerning the “Appendix to the Transcendental Di-
alectic” see: Ypi, 2017, pp. 163-165; Thole, 2000, pp. 113-148;
Meer, 2018, pp. 3-8; Grier, 2001, pp. 261-270; Klimmek, 2005,
pp. 17-51; Guyer, 1984, pp. 115-122; Morrison, 1989, pp. 155-
172. For a detailed analysis of the regulative ideas of God,
world, and soul in the second part of the “Appendix” and
their context in the “Transcendental Dialectic” see: Goldman,
2012, pp. 124-157; Serck-Hanssen, 2011, pp. 59-70; Engelhard,
2005, pp. 385-413; Theis, 2004, pp. 77-110. For a detailed analy-
sis of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and conti-
nuity see: Caimi, 1995, pp. 308-320; Kitcher, 1986, pp. 201-235;
Karasek, 2010, pp. 59-74; Zoller, 2011, pp. 13-28; Krausser,
1987, pp. 164-196. The relation between the “first book” and
the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” is examined
by Willaschek, 2018, pp. 17-98 and Klimmek, 2005, pp. 57-116.
* Regardless of this architectural embedding of the various
concepts of reason, it is noteworthy that Kant does not strict-
ly distinguish between ideas and principles of reason. Occa-
sionally, he describes both as concepts of reason (KrV, A 645 /
B 673, A 659 / B 687, A 682 / B 710, A 685 / B 713, A 686 /
B 714), although we can find a differentiation between prin-
ciples of reason (homogeneity, specification, continuity) and
ideas of reason (God, world, soul). However, these terms are
not used stringently, because Kant also uses in the first part
of the “ Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” (KrV, A 643
/ B671, A 644 / B 672, A 645 / B 673, A 646 / B 674, A 649 /
B 677, etc.) the term idea (of reason) and in the second part
(KrV, A674 / B702, A676 / B704, A 680 / B708, A684 / B712,
etc.) the term principle (of reason).

From a systematic point of view, the essential difference be-
tween the concepts of God, world, and soul, and the principles
of homogeneity, specification, and continuity lies in the fact
that the ideas are concluded products from the three forms of
synthesis (these being the categorical, the hypothetical and the
disjunctive synthesis), and that the principles are the transcen-
dental presupposition of the logical structure (KrV, A 650 /
B 678). Beside this differentiation, there are also many the-
matic overlaps in both parts, e.g. the concept of purpose (KrV,
A 643 / B 671, A 686-687 / B 714-715); the concept of a natural
dialectic (KrV, A 642 / B 670, A 669 / B 697); the differentia-
tion between a right and a wrong use of the concepts of reason
(KrV, A 653 / B 671, A 676 / B 704); the concepts of reason as
maxims (KrV, A 667 / B 695, A 680 / B 708); considerations on
the object in the idea and a schema of the ideas (KrV, A 665 /
B 693, A 670 / B 698).



TYyPHOV CTPYKTYPBI TeKCTa, HO Tak>ke M B OTHOIIIeHUN
ero cucreMaTudeckoro copepxxanmsi. OcHOBBIBasdCh
Ha 3ToM dakTe, JI. CkapaBesu IPUXOIUT K BBIBOAY,
uto «[IpmtoxxeHne» ecTh «caMo 110 cebe He3aBVICVIMBIN
Tpakrat» (Scaravelli, 1954, p. 387)*, u B 3TOM >ke CMBIC-
se C. Mapkyuun omnvceiBaeT ero Kak «lIpuioxeHwe,
KOTOpOe He gBJIgeTCs NpwIokeHneM» (Marcucci, 1988,
p. 43)°. MHOI'Me MHTepHIpeTaTOphl PP KUBAIOTCS
3TOVI TIO3UIINY, KiIaccudpumpys nepspyro 9acteb «[Ipu-
JIOKeHMs» KaK WM30/IMpoBaHHBIN (parMeHT «Kpu-
TUKM 91CTOTO pasyma» (Serck-Hanssen, 2011, S. 67;
Heimsoeth, 1969, S. 546; Goldman, 2012, p. 124—157;
Longuenesse, 1995, p. 521 —537).

B aT011 cTaThe S JeTasbHO MCCIIeIyIO0 OMH KIIIode-
Bom1 pparmeHT (A 663—664 / B 691—692) epsont ya-
cn «[IpmstoxkeHmMsT K TpaHCIeHIEeHTaIbHO IVajlek-
TrKe». B Hem KaHT 0OBsACHSET cTaTyC IPUHIINIIOB OfI-
HOPOIHOCTY, crielldUKalny 1 HeIlpepbIBHOCTH, OT-
ChbUIas YMTaTess K ke 00KA3AHHOMY ymbepxoenuio u,
cJleffoBaTelIbHO, K IOpyruM dparmenTam «KpuTmkm
4apcToro pasyma». IlepsbiM 1rarom mMoero axaimsa Oy-
JleT peKOHCTpyKuUMs Jaaemort Kanrom B aTom dpar-
MeHTe CCBIJIKM, a BTOPBIM — JIOKaJIM3allVisl BO3SMOXKHBIX
dparmenTos «TpaHclieHIeHTaIbHON aHAJIUTUKI» U
«TpaHCcIIeHIeHTaIBHOVI VaJIeKTUKI», B OCOOEHHOCTI
«KHmrM nepsort», Ha KOTOpbIe OH cchlylaeTcsd. KoHTek-
CTyaIm3alys 9Toro pparmMeHTa BefleT Hac K TpeTbeMy
mary — oOCy>KAeHWIO cTaTyca IIPUHINIIOB 1 1X 000-
CHOBAaHHOCTV B OTHOIIEHWV CyOBEKTMBHOV [IeHyK-
1. COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIeJIb TaHHOV paboThl — IIpel-
JIOKUTh VIMMaHEHTHBIe CTpaTeruy fAJjis OIpaBHaHMs
MIPVHLINIIOB OMHOPOITHOCTY, CIIeIpVKaLIIN 1 Hellpe-
PBIBHOCTU B (pOpMe pa3MBIIIJIEHUTI O CUCTEMe U pe-
naxType «KpuTHKM 9mcToro pasyma.

2. CraTyc NpMHLUIIOB OJJTHOPOIHOCTH,
crenyipMKaIMy ¥ HeIpephIBHOCTH

Bo dpparmenTe A 663 —664 / B 691 —692 Kant co-
CpefioTauMBaeTCsl Ha BOIPOCe, KacaloIeMcsl BO3MOX-
HOCTW TPaHCIeH[IeHTa/IbHOV JIeAyKIMM ITPVHIINIIOB
OTHOPOJTHOCTY, CIIeIVIVIKAIIVIVI VI HEITPEPBIBHOCTIA®.

B aTmx IIpVHOUIIaX IIprMedaTe/IbHO 1 eJMHCTBEHHO
VHTepeCcHO JIS Hac CJIeyIomiee: OHV KaXXKyTCs TpaHCIeH~
HEHTaJIbHBIMU M, — XOTA COIepXXaT B cebe TOJIbKO miaen

* Y. «da sol[o], un vero e proprio trattato».

> Y. «Una Appendice che non & appendice».

¢ OO0 5KCTEeHCMBHBIX (DYHKUMSIX MIPUHINIIOB OJHOPOHO-
cty, crenmdurkanym u HerpepeBHOcTH cM.: (Lequan, 2015a,
S.1045—1046; Leguan, 20156, S. 1271 —1272; Goy, 2015, S. 2146 —
2147).

R. Meer

to be a foreign body of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason
and in particular of the “Transcendental Dialectic”.
Based on this fact, L. Scaravelli comes to the con-
clusion that the “Appendix” is “for itself an inde-
pendent treatise” (Scaravelli, 1954, p. 387),* and in
the same sense, S. Marcucci describes the passage as
an “Appendix that is not an appendix” (Marcucci,
1988, p. 43).° Many interpreters follow this position
by classifying the first part of the “Appendix” as an
isolated text passage of the Critique of Pure Reason
(Serck-Hanssen, 2011, p. 67; Heimsoeth, 1969, p. 546;
Goldman, 2012, pp. 124-157; Longuenesse, 1995,
pp. 521-537).

In this paper, I develop a detailed examination of
one crucial paragraph (KrV, A 663-664 / B 691-692) of
the first part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental
Dialectic”. In this passage, Kant explains the status
of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and
continuity by referring to an already proven arqument
and thus to other passages of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son. In a first step of my analysis, I reconstruct Kant's
reference given in this passage and in a second step,
locate possible reference points in the “Transcenden-
tal Analytic” and the “Transcendental Dialectic”, in
particular the “first book”. The contextualisation of
this text passage leads in a third step to a discussion
on the status of the principles and their justification.
The aim of the paper is, therefore, to offer imma-
nent strategies for a justification of the principles in
the form of systematic and editorial reflections in the
framework of the Critique of Pure Reason.

2. The Status of the Principles of Homogeneity,
Specification, and Continuity

In the passage A 663-664 / B 691-692, Kant fo-
cuses on the question concerning the possibility of a
transcendental deduction of the principles of homo-
geneity, specification, and continuity.®

What is strange about these principles, and
what alone concerns us, is this: that they seem to be
transcendental, and even though they contain mere
ideas to be followed in the empirical use of reason,
which reason can follow only asymptotically, as it

* My translation of: “da sol[o], un vero e proprio trattato.”

> My translation of: “Una Appendice che non ¢ appendice.”

® For an overview regarding the extensive functions of the
principles of homogeneity, specification, and continuity see
Lequan, 2015a, pp. 1045-1046; Lequan, 2015b, pp. 1271-1272;
Goy, 2015, pp. 2146-2147.
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TUIS CTIeTIOBaHVEl SMITMPUYECKOMY TTpVMeHeHMIO pa3yMa,
3a KOTOPBIMV 3TO ITpUMeHEeHVe pasyMa MOXeT CJIeloBaTh
TOJIBKO KaK ObI acCMMIITOTMYECKM, TO eCTh TOJIBKO ITpW-
OmvpKasich K HMM, HO HUKOITIA He [JOCTUTasl MX, — TeM He
MeHee 00JIaJIalOT, KaK CMHTETIYEeCKVIe IIOJIOKEeHIS 4 priori,
0OBEKTMBHOW, ITyCTh VI HeOIlpeJle/IeHHO, 3HAUYMMOCTBIO,
CJIy’KaT IPaBWJIOM BO3MOXKHOIO OIIBITA U JEeVICTBUTEIBHO
yIauHO TIPUMEHSIOTCS TTpu 00paboTKe OIbITa KakK BPU-
CTMYeCKVe OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMS; OJIHAKO TPaHCIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHasl [eNyKIMS VX He MOXeT ObITh OCYILeCTBJIeHa,
TaK KaK OHa BOOOITle HeBO3MOXKHA B OTHOIIIEHWUV WIew,
KaK 9TO0 OBUIO JOKa3aHO BhIre (A 663 —664 / B 691—692;
Kamnr, 2006a, c. 847 —849).

B ouenb xommakTHOV popMe — Bech ab3arr cocTo-
WUT "3 ogHOTO mpemIoxenns — Kaurt dpopmynmpyer
cIleyroliee COIIOCTaB/IeHNe: IPVHIIUIIBI pa3yMa ecTb
«CHHTEeTWYecKMe IOoJIoXeHms a priori» (A 663 / B 691;
Kant, 2006a, c. 849), oM «Ci1yXaT IIpaBUIIOM BO3MOXK-
HOT'O OITbITa» (TaM JKe) U «Ka’KyTCs TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HBIMIU» (A 663 / B 691; Kanr, 20064, c. 847). Onrako B
TO K€ BpeMsI OHM IIPEJICTABIISIOT «3BPUCTIYECKIIE OC-
HoBoroyIoXeHMs» (A 663 / B 691; Kanr, 2006a, c. 849)
B OTHOIIIEHNV BO3MOYKHOTO OITbITA, KOTOPbIE BEIYT 3a
cobovi sMIMpryYecKoe IIpUMeHeHVEe pa3yMa, HO «TOJIb-
KO KaK ObI aCMMIITOTUYECKI» (TaM Xe).

Xotst KaHT B ma"HHOM (pparmeHTe BBIOMpaeT CjIo-
Ba OYEHb OCTOPOYKHO, OH He IIPEeJIOCTaBIISIeT HUKAKOIO
ZIeTaJIPHOTO MCCIIeN0BaHMS TOTO, KaKMM 00pa3oM BO3-
MOJKHO COBMECTWTB 3TV [IBa pas3/IMIHBIX cTaTyca. boree
TOTO, B HauasIe IPVBEIeHHOr 0 ad3alia OH IIog4epKuBa-
eT 0CODYIO npuMeuamesbHoCy, KOTOpasl 3aK/TI0YaeTcs
B TOM (paKTe, YTO OH COIIOCTABJIAET IPYT C IPYIOM JIBa
oIIperesIeHs, 10 3Toro B «KpuTike umcToro pasyma»
CTpOro pasrpaHMumBasIIecs. Ha ocHoBaHMM 3TOTO
COTIOCTaBJIEHNS VI TOTO, UTO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOe 000-
CHOBaHVIE TIOHSTUI OCYIIECTBYMO TOJIBKO B OTHOIIIE-
HWI K MHOr0oOpa3HOMY BO BpeMeHM VI IIPOCTPaHCTBe
(A 85 / B 117), KauT mpmxoauT K BBIBOILY, UTO «TpaH-
CIIeHJ/IeHTaJIbHas AelyKIs... BOOOIle HeBO3MOYXKHA B
oTHoIIIeHUM me» (A 663 —664 / B 691—692; Kanr,
20064, c. 849). Tem He MeHee OH yTBEXIaeT, UTO IIPVH-
LWIIBL pasyMa o0sIa/iaroT «0OBEKTMBHOM, IIyCTh U He-
OIIpezeJIeHHOV, 3Ha4MMOCTbIo» (A 663 / B 691; KanT,
20064, c. 849), winm, kak oH POPMYJIMPYET 3TO B Cle-
nytorrieM a03alle, «<HEKOTOPOVI OO BEKTMBHOVI 3HAYMMO-
cThIO» (A 664 / B 692; Kant, 20064, c. 849)7.

7 HecMOTps1 Ha BCe pasJIM4Vs MeXIY IIPVHIIAIIAMI OTHOPOIHO-
CTY, crierdpuKarm v HelpepbIBHOCTY 1 MesMu bora, Mupa 1
IV, BO BTOPOIT YyacT « IpUyIosKeHMsI K TpaHCIleHeHTaIbHO
IMayeKTrKe» KaHT ommceiBaeT craTyC MeV CXOXMM 00pasoMm
(Meer, 2018, S. 69—124). Bo ¢dpparmenTe A 669 / B 697 on mm-
IIIeT, YTO UIEV MMEIOT «HEeKOTOPYIO, XOTS ObI HeOIIpeieIeHHY O,
00BeKTMBHYIO 3HaUMMOCTh>» (A 669 / B 697; Kanr, 2006a, c. 855),
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were, i.e., merely by approximation, without ever
reaching them, yet these principles, as synthetic
propositions a priori, nevertheless have objective
but indeterminate validity, and serve as a rule of
possible experience, and can even be used with
good success, as heuristic principles, in actually
elaborating it; and yet one cannot bring about a
transcendental deduction of them, which, as has
been proved above, is always impossible in regard
to ideas (KrV, A 663-664 / B 691-692; Kant, 1998,
pp. 601-602).

In a very compact form (the whole paragraph
consists of only one sentence) Kant formulates
the following juxtaposition: The principles of rea-
son are “synthetic propositions a priori” (KrV,
A 663 / B 691; Kant, 1998, p. 602), they “serve as a
rule of possible experience” (ibid.) and they “seem to
be transcendental” (KrV, A 663 / B 691; Kant, 1998,
p- 601). At the same time, however, they also repre-
sent “heuristic principles” (KrV, A 663 / B 691; Kant,
1998, p. 602) in the treatment of possible experience,
by which the empirical use of reason is guided, but
follows “only asymptotically” (KrV, A 663 / B 691;
Kant, 1998, p. 601).

Although Kant chooses his words in this pas-
sage very carefully, he gives no detailed exam-
ination of how these two different statuses are
compatible. Moreover, he highlights a specific
strangeness at the beginning of the quoted passage.
The strangeness lies in the fact that he brings togeth-
er in this juxtaposition two characterisations, which
were strictly divided in the Critique of Pure Reason
so far. Based on this juxtaposition and the fact that
a transcendental justification of concepts is mere-
ly feasible with reference to the manifold in time
and space (KrV, A 85 / B 117), Kant comes to the
conclusion that a “transcendental deduction [...] is
always impossible in regard to ideas” (KrV, A 663-
664 / B 691-692; Kant, 1998 p. 602). Nevertheless,
he claims that the principles of reason have “objec-
tive but indeterminate validity” (KrV, A 663 / B 691
Kant, 1998, p. 602) or, as Kant formulates this in
the following paragraph, “some objective validity”
(KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602).”

7 Despite all differences between the principles of homogene-
ity, specification, and continuity and the ideas of God, world,
and soul, Kant describes the status of the ideas in the second
part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” in a
similar way (Meer, 2018, pp. 69-124). In passage A 669 / B 697,
he writes that ideas have “objective validity, even if it is only
an indeterminate one” (KrV, A 669 / B 697; Kant, 1998, p. 605),



B orHOIIEHMM 3TOTO PpparMeHTa 0COOEHHO 3aMeT-
HO, 9To KaHT OTCBUIaeT K yXXe JOKa3aHHOMY yTBepXK-
neHMio. B maHHOM ab3arie o mmpobrreMe BO3MOXXHOCTM
TpaHCIIeHAeHTAIbHOM AedyKIUM IIOHATUI pa3yMa
roBOpUTCA Kak 00 yXe pelreHHOV. B "gacTHOCTHM, Ha
3TO yKasblBaeT ppasa «Kak 3TO ObUTO JOKa3aHO BBIIIIE»
(A 664 / B 692; Kant, 2006a, c. 849), oTkpbiBaroras
MHO>EeCTBO BO3MOXXHOCTE TSl MHTepIIpeTarmit. SIcHO
TOJIBKO, UTO TYT OH He MOXKeT cchlIaThcs Ha «[ Ipnitoxe-
HVIe K TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHO AMaJIeKTIKe», TTIOCKOJIBKY
1o paccMaTpuBaeMoro pparmMenTa KaHT He mogHMMat
B SIBHOM BUi/ie 3Ty IIpodsreMy. B gacTHOCTM, Havasio ad-
3ama: «B aTMX mpuHIMIIAX IpUMeYaTeIbHO M eVH-
CTBEHHO VMIHTEpecHO ISl Hac cilefylorree...» (A 663 /
B 691; Kant, 2006a, c. 847) — mokasbiBaeT, uto KaHT
TOJIBKO Ha4MHaeT oOcBelllaTh AaHHYI0 Temy. Korma
Kanr nummer «unaTepecHo» (beschiftigt), aTo yxaspisaer
Ha TO, UYTO OH COOVpaeTcsl He TIPeCTaBIIaTh KOHKPeT-
HbIe pe3yJIbTaThl CBOVIX Pa3MBIIIUIEHNT, a CKOpee 00b-
SICHUTP IIPOOJIEMHYIO 00JIacTh, [jIs1 KOTOPOVI ITBITAeTCs
HanTu perreHvie. OMHOBpEMEHHO CJIOBO «eIMHCTBEH-
HO» MOXXET YMTAThCS KaK yTouHeHMe: KaHT BBIHOCUT
BCe IIpoYrie BOIIPOCHI 3a CKOOKM 71 3aHVIMAETCST OJTHIM
TOJIBKO aCITeKTOM CTaTyca IOHSITUI pa3yMa.

CyI1ecTBYIOT /IBe BO3MOXKHOCTU IJIsI IPOSICHEHUS
CCBUIOK BO pparmenTe A 663 —664 / B 691 —692: octas-
sleHHble KaHTOM CITeipl MOTYT BECTH, C OIHOV CTOPO-
HBI, K IlepBovi KHure « T paHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOV aHAJIUTH-
Kv», C IPyrov — K IIepBOV KHUTe «TpaHcengeHTaIb-
HOW IVaJIEKTUKI».

3. B monckax yrBep>KaeHms

3.1. «Tpancyendenmarvuaa anasumuxa» Kax 603-
MOXKHBLIL UCHOUHUK

Crenudunueckasg crpykrypa «lIpumoxkeHuss K
TpaHCIleHAeHTaJIbHOM IMajleKTHKe», B KoropoMm Kaxt

VI OIIVICBIBAET WX KakK «principium vagum» (A 680 / B 708; Kanr,
2006a, c. 867). DT0 3HAUNT, YTO W WieW, Y IPVHINUIIBL pa3yMa
XapaKkTepmsyloTcss B 00enx vacTsx «[TpmioxeHns» Kak BCero
JIIIE VeV, HO oOJla/iatoliye TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOVI 3HAYIMO-
crpio. [laHHET PaKkT 0COOEHHO MHTEepeceH B CBSI3M C YKa3aHVeM
Kanra Bo BrOpom uact «[IpmtoskeHns K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO
TVaJieKTHKe» Ha TO, UTO «HeJIb3sI C YBepeHHOCTBIO TT0JTh30BaTh-
s IIOHSITVEM 4 Priori, He OCYIIeCTBJIsAs TPaHCIeHeHTaJIbHO Jle-
nykimn ero» (A 669 / B 697; Kant, 1998, p. 605), 1 MeHHO 5TOW
3ajjauent «3aBeplllaeTcss KpUTudeckas paboTa YnCToro pasymar»
(A 670 / B 698; Kanr, 2006a, c. 855). Cxoxie BbIpaXkeHMs BCTpe-
yatoTcs Bo pparmenTax A 671 / B 699 u A 680 / B 708, rue KanT
SIBHO CCBUIAETCS Ha 3Ty yXKe IPOBeIeHHYIO0 TpaHCIeHIeHTaTb-
HyI0 genyKuyo. B cHocke 9 1 B paspene 5 (Hexomopas obsexmub-
HASL 3HAYUMOCHTD. 3aKAI04ene) 51 BHOBb K 9TOMY BEPHYCh B OTHO-
IIeHVV AeyKIVV IIOHATUIL Pa3yMa.
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In respect to this passage, it is particularly no-
ticeable that Kant refers to an already proven ar-
gument. The paragraph deals with the problem of
the possibility of a transcendental deduction of the
concepts of reason as an already-solved problem.
This is suggested, in particular, by the phrase “as
has been proved above” (KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant,
1998, p. 602), which opens many possibilities of in-
terpretation: It is only clear that this reference can-
not refer to the “Appendix to the Transcendental
Dialectic”, because Kant has not explicitly explained
this topic until this section of the text. The beginning
of this passage - “What is strange about these prin-
ciples, and what alone concerns us, is this” (KrV,
A 663-664 / B 691-692; Kant, 1998, p. 601) - in par-
ticular shows that Kant is starting to elucidate this
issue. When Kant writes “concern,” it indicates that
he does not intend to present specific results of his
reflections, but rather to explain a problem area for
which he is trying to develop a solution. Simulta-
neously, the term “alone” can be read as a specifi-
cation: Kant puts all other possible questions in the
background to deal just with the aspect of the status
of the concepts of reason.

There are two options for clarifying the refer-
ence points of the passage A 663-664 / B 691-692: On
the one hand, the trace laid by Kant can lead to the
“first book” of the “Transcendental Analytic”, on
the other hand, to the “first book” of the “Transcen-
dental Dialectic”.

3. In Search of the Argument

3.1. The “Transcendental Analytic” as Possible
Reference Point

The specific structure of the “Appendix to the
Transcendental Dialectic” - in which Kant repeat-

and describes them as “principium vagum” (KrV, A 680 / B 708;
Kant, 1998, p. 611). This means, the ideas and principles of rea-
son are characterised in both parts of the “ Appendix” as mere
ideas but with transcendental validity. This fact is in partic-
ular interesting because Kant notes in the second part of the
“Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” that “[o]ne can-
not avail oneself of a concept a priori with any security un-
less one has brought about a transcendental deduction of it”
(KrV, A 669 / B 697; Kant, 1998, p. 605), and precisely this is
the “completion of the critical business of pure reason” (KrV,
A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605). Similar expressions can be
found in the passages A 671 / B 699 and A 680 / B 708, in
which Kant explicitly refers to such an already implemented
transcendental deduction. In footnote 9 and section 5 (“Some
Objective Validity”), I will refer again to this different assess-
ment concerning a deduction of the concepts of reason.



P. Mep

IIOCTOSIHHO JJaeT CUcTeMaThdecKye CChUIKM Ha ITOHS-
THs paccyaka n3 « TpaHcIeHAeHTaIbHOVE aHAJIMTYIKV»,
HO BCe BpeMsi MOAMUMUIMPYET PeryIsiTUBHOe IIpu-
MeHeHVe pasyMa U VM3MeHseT ero CHUCTeMaTuidecKoe
3HadeHwe, ITofipasyMeBaeT, 4ro KaHT oTpuiiaeT Tpan-
CIIeHIeHTTIbHYIO AeyKIVIO IPVHINIIOB pa3yMa BO
dparmernTe A 663—664 / B 691—692 B oTHOIIEHUM
K TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOV A€YKV IOHSTUI PacCy/l-
Ka. B 3TOM cMBICIIe OH [TaKe CChUIAeTCs B CIIEAYIOIIeM
ab3arie Ha «TpaHCIEHIEHTAIPHYIO aHAIUTUKY»: TaM
OH OT/eJIsIeT BOIIPOC O IpaBe KaTeropuil OT BOIIpoca
0 IpaBe IOHATUI pasyMa, Aejlas pasjindne MeXTy
KOHCUMYymMuBHuiM M peeyAamubHsimM. DTO pasiindeHve
MOXHO HanTu yxe B «CrcTeMaTnuecKoM IIpeJicTaB-
JIleHU 000 BCEX CUHTETMYECKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISIX
YICTOrO paccyaka», Korma KanT pasimdaeT «ayHaMu-
JecKyie OCHOBOITIOJIOKEHMS KaK YVCTO PeryyIsTHBHBIe
IPVHINITEL CO3ePLIaHMS B OT/IMUME OT MaTeMaTude-
CKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWVI, KOTOpPble KOHCTUTYTUBHEI B
OTHOIIIeHMN co3epIianmsi» (A 664 / B 692; Kant, 2006a,
c. 849). Takmm obpasom, KaHT BBOIMT /1B pasHBIX pas-
JIMYeHMs: MaTeMaTdecKye I IVHaMITIecKre KaTero-
pwY, VIV OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISI paccyfiKa, Y KOHCTUTY -
BHOE U1 PeryJIATUBHOE IIPYMeHeHVe pasyMa (TaM XKe).
CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, PeryJIATUBHbBIE IIPUHIINUIIEI pasyMa
OTJIMYAIOTCS He TOJIBKO OT MaTeMaTWYecKMX OCHOBO-
TIOJIOXKEHUTI, HO U OT OAMHaMMUIecKnX. [yHaMuaeckme
OCHOBOIIOJIOJKEHMS pacCydKa He KOHCHpYKmubHul, B
OTIIMgVe OT MaTeMaTWYecKNx, HO TeM He MeHee KOH-
CTUTYTMBHEL lloHATMA pasymMa — 3TO «peryJIsITuB-
HBle OCHOBOTIOJIOXKeHVIs» (A 666 / B 694; Kant, 2006a,
c. 851), TOCKOJIBKY OHV He OCHOBaHBI Ha PacCyIO9HBIX
cXeMax, a CJIefloBaTeIbHO, He OTHOCSTCS K «IIPeIMeTy
in concreto» (A 664 / B 692; Kaur, 2006a, c. 849)8.

KaHT mcmosnb3yeT onpesiesieHHbINI CTPYKTYPHBIV
71eMeHT «TpaHClleHIeHTaIbHOY aHaJIMTUKIM», HO
HIPVIMEHSIET €ro APYTMM CIIOCOOOM ISl IIPOSICHEHVIS
IPYyTOV M HOBOW IIpo0sieMHOVT obrtacTi. YTo e Kaca-
€TCsT KAHTOBCKOTI CChUTKM B A 663 — 664 / B 691 — 692 Ha
yoke dokaszanHoe ymbepskOeHie, TIPUHINIIBI OTHOPOJIHO-
CTY, crenpUKAIIUM ¥ HETIPEePBIBHOCTY OTINYIAIOTCS
OT 0DOVIX TUIIOB KaTeropmil, a CJIeIoBaTeIbHO, TPAHC-
LIeH/IeHTaIbHAas JeyKIIs HeBO3MOXKHa’.

® Boree momgpoOHBIVI aHAIM3 pas/IMUMs MeXIy KOHCTUTYTUB-
HBIM U PEeryJISTUBHBIM WIM MaTeMaTUYecKuM ¥ dUHaMude-
cxuM npyHOynamu B «Kpuruke uncroro pasyma» cm.: (Birken-
Bertsch, 2015, S. 1264 —1266; Willaschek, 2018, p. 107 —119).

? Bomee Toro, Bo Bropowt dacty «IIpmmoxenvs» KaHT cchuta-
eTcst Ha «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHYIO aHaIUTUKY», BbIpaykast ey K-
LIMIO TIOHATUII pasyMa depes ee OT/IMUMe OT JAeIyKIUK KaTero-
PUIL: «..JOJDKHA OBITh BIIOJIHE BO3MOXHA X JeIyKIMUsS — Ipu
YCJIOBUV, UTO OHA [IajJIeKO OTKJIOHSETCS OT TOVI AeAyKLWW, KO-
TOPYIO MOXKHO JIOITyCTUTB B OTHOIIEHUM Kateropui» (A 670 /
B 698; Kawnr, 20064, c. 855).

edly creates systematic references to the concepts
of understanding in the “Transcendental Analytic”,
but constantly modifies the regulative use of rea-
son and changes its systematic meaning - suggests
that Kant is rejecting a transcendental deduction of
the principles of reason in the passage A 663-664 /
B 691-692 in relation to the transcendental deduction
of the concepts of understanding. In this sense, he
even refers in the following paragraph to the “Tran-
scendental Analytic”: Therein he separates the ques-
tion of the lawfulness of the categories from the
question of the lawfulness of the concepts of rea-
son by distinguishing between constitutive and reg-
ulative. This is a differentiation which can already
be found in the “Systematic Representation of all
Synthetic Principles of Pure Understanding”, when
Kant distinguishes “the dynamical ones, as merely
regulative principles of intuition, from the mathe-
matical ones, which are constitutive in regard to in-
tuition” (KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602). By
this means Kant introduces two separate differen-
tiations: mathematical and dynamical categories or
rather principles of understanding, and the consti-
tutive and regulative use of reason (ibid.). Accord-
ingly, regulative principles of reason not only differ
from mathematical principles, but also from dynam-
ic ones. The dynamic principles of understanding
are not constructive like the mathematical ones, but
are nevertheless constitutive. The concepts of rea-
son are “regulative principles” (KrV, A 666 / B 694;
Kant, 1998, p. 603), because they are not based on a
schema of the understanding, and therefore do not
refer to an “object in concreto” (KrV, A 664 / B 692;
Kant, 1998, p. 602).

Kant uses a specific structural element of the
“Transcendental Analytic” but applies it in a differ-
ent way to clarify another and new problem area.
With regard to Kant’s reference to the already proven
arqument from A 663-664 / B 691-692, the principles
of homogeneity, specification, and continuity differ
from both types of categories, therefore, a transcen-
dental deduction is not possible.’

8 For a closer analysis of the distinction between constitutive
and regulative or mathematical and dynamical principles in
the Critique of Pure Reason see Birken-Bertsch, 2015, pp. 1264-
1266; Willaschek, 2018, pp. 107-119.

° Furthermore, in the second part of the “Appendix”, Kant also
refers to the “Transcendental Analytic” by expressing a deduc-
tion of the concepts of reason only in explicit distinction to the
deduction of the categories: From the ideas of reason “a deduc-
tion [...] must definitely be possible, granted that it must also
diverge quite far from the deduction one can carry out in the
case of the categories” (KrV, A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605).
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3.2. IlepBas kuuea «Tpancyendenmaivnou
OUANEKINUKU» KAK BO3MONHBLIL UCIOUHUK

Xota «TpaHcuenneHTanbHas aHaIUTVIKA» W ABJIS-
€TCsl BO3MOXKHBIM VMCTOUYHMKOM, pa3jiMdne MeXy cTa-
TYCOM TIOHSITMV pacCy/iKa M CTaTyCOM TTOHSTU pa3y-
Ma He OTBeuaeT Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, KakmM obpasom Kant
yKe TI0Kas3asl HeBO3MOXKHOCTb JOCTVDKeHUS IedyKIUn
moHSTU pasyma. Ecm Best «TpaHcrieHmeHTasbHas
aHaJIMTUKa» He MOXET CUUTATHCS JTO0Ka3aTeIbCTBOM,
HaM cJIeflyeT BepHYThCs K IepBoy KHuUre «TpaHclieH-
TIeHTaJIbHOVI IVaIeKTUKV» B IIOVICKaX OIIpefieJIeHHOTO
ncrounmka'®. Tospko 3mecks KaHT B sBHOM BujIe Jiesia-
eT HabpPOCOK OTpUITaHM: IeAyKIIUV IOHITUI pasyMa.
W3 sToro cienyet, uTto popMyIIMpPOBKa «KaK 3TO OBUIO
IIokasaHo BbIe» (A 664 / B 692; KanT, 2006a, c. 849)
IIOJDKHa OTChUIATh Hac MMEHHO K cilefiyiolieMy dpar-
MeHTYy. KaHT nmmrer:

CobcTBeHHO, 008ekmubHasn 0e0yKlus STUX TPAHCIIEH-
IIeHTaJIbHBIX UIIeVl B OTJINYMe OT JIeMyKIIUU KaTeropui
HEBO3MOXXHa. B camMoM [1eJie, 3T naen He MMEeIOT OTHO-
IeHMs HY K KaKOMy OOBeKTy, KOTOPBIVI MOT OBl OBITDH
IlaH VIM aJleKBaTHO, UMEHHO II0TOMY, YTO OHU CYThb TOJIb-
ko nnen. Ho cyObekTrBHOE BbIBEEHIE MV U3 IIPUPO-
JIbI HAIIIErO pa3yMa Mbl MOIJIV IIPEIIIPUHSTD U YK OCY-
mectBuu 8 Hacmoauem pasdese' (A 336 / B 393; Kanr,
20064, c. 503).

B atrom dparmenTe Kanrt, ccpulasgch Ha KarTero-
pvM, OTPULIAET HeAyKIINIO Meit. DTO BHOBb IIOAep-
XKVBaeT paHee PasBUTYIO apIryMeHTAllUIO 11 KOHTEeK-
cTyaymsanuio «IpaHCIieHIeHTalIbHOV aHAJIUTUKI».
OpHako Takast pOPMyIMPOBKa CO3[JAE€T IOBOJIBHO
MHOI'O TeKCTyaJIbHBIX IIpo0JIeM IjIs aHa/Iu3a: B I10-
MCKax TOTO, Ha YTO JIAaeTCs CChUIKAa BO ¢pparmeH-
te A 771 / B 799 (Kaur, 2006a, c. 973), BHUMaH1e
01O OOpameHo Ha dpparmenT A 336 / B 393. B Hem
HY)XHO IIPOSICHUTB eIlle OJHY CCBUIKY, €CJIV MBI XO-
THM JOOCTUYb ajieKBaTHOro nmoHmMmaHwmsg. Yro KaHT

10 Bo «BBefieHMM» 1 B «I1ePBOVI KHIUTe» « T paHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOV
nuanekTrKi» KaHT BBOAWUT, B 9acTHOCTH, naen bora, Mupa u
ALV, HO TakXe 1 POPMYJIMPYET JIOrNYecKye BOIIPOCHI, MMe-
foIIVie 3HaUeHIe [IJIsl «BTOPOVI KHUTM», «[ [pvutokeHMs», a 3Ha-
VT, VI IS IIPVIHIIAIIOB OHOPOIHOCTY, CITEIVI(PVIKALIIVIVL V1 He-

ITPEePBIBHOCTIA.
" Kypcws Mot B mepesome Kemm-Cvmra — «in the present
chapter», B Akademie-Ausgabe — «im gegenwartigen

Hauptstticke».

R. Meer

3.2. The “First Book” of the “Transcendental
Dialectic” as Possible Reference Point

Although the “Transcendental Analytic” is a
possible reference point, the distinction between the
status of the concepts of understanding and the sta-
tus of the concepts of reason does not answer the
question how Kant has already shown that a deduc-
tion of the concepts of reason cannot be achieved.
If the entire “Transcendental Analytic” cannot be
regarded as proof, we have to go back to the “first
book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic” to find a
definite reference point." Only here does Kant ex-
plicitly draft a rejection of a deduction of the con-
cepts of reason. Hence, the formulation “as has been
proved above” (KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998,
p- 602) must refer to this passage. Kant writes:

No objective deduction of these transcendental
ideas is really possible, such as we could provide
for the categories. For just because they are ideas,
they have in fact no relation to any object that could
be given congruent to them. But we can undertake
a subjective introduction to them from the nature
of our reason, and this is to be accomplished in the
present section [here italics is mine. - R.M. Kemp
Smith: “in the present chapter”; Akademie-Ausgabe:
“im gegenwadrtigen Hauptstiicke”] (KrV, A 336 /
B 393; Kant, 1998, pp. 406-407).

With reference to the categories, Kant also re-
jects in this passage a deduction of ideas. This again
supports the previously developed argumentation
and contextualisation with the “Transcendental
Analytic”. However, this formulation causes quite
a few other text-related problems for the analysis:
In search of the reference of A 771 / B 799, atten-
tion was drawn to passage A 336 / B 393. At this
point, a further reference has to be clarified in order
to achieve an adequate understanding. What is Kant
referring to when he writes “in the present chapter”
(KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324)?"!

10 In the “Introduction” and the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”, Kant introduces in particular the ideas
of God, world, and soul, but formulates also logical consider-
ations with significance for the “second book”, the “Appen-
dix”, and thus the principles of homogeneity, specification,
and continuity.

Tt must be stressed that Guyer and Wood do not translate
Kant’s reference adequately. They make a correction in their
translation which simply passes over the problem of the open
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VIMeeT B BU/Iy, KOT/Ia IIMIIET «B HACTOSIIEN IiaBe»'?

(A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324)"%?

ITpobitema co ccpuIKOVL Ha «Iy1aBy» («Hauptstiick»)
B TOM, YTO «IIepBasi KHUra» «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM
IMajleKTUKI», B KoTopon KaHT HamepeH mpownsse-
cTn «cyObekTVBHOe BeiBereHme» (KrV, A 336 / B 393;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 503) uzer, pasaeeHa Ha «4acTi», a He
Ha «IJIaBbl», KaK MOXKHO OBbUIO OBI ITOIIyMaTh, VICXOMS
M3 TeKcTa 3Toro dpparMenTa. [loaToMy Borpoc 3aKiIo-
YJaeTcs B TOM, KyZla BeIeT JJaHHas CChIIKA.

s pemreHMs >TMX Mpo0JieM WHTepIpeTarimmi
BO3MOXKHBI Tpu cTpaTtervyt. Harrra 11e1p 31ece — 1ipo-
SCHUTH (PAKT HEBO3MOXXHOCTV TPaHCIIEH/IEeHTaJILHO
TOemyKIIMy IPVHLINIIOB pa3yMa B X0z pa3MBIIUIeHNII
HaJl BOIIPOCaMM PeIaKIINAL.

ITepsemn monxop, (1) x pereHuIo aTom Ipobiie-
MBI — IIPUHSTB, YTO TepMUH «I71aBa» («Hauptstiick»)
SIBJIIeTCs He OoJIee 4eM OIVICKOVI VITM OIIVIOKOV Ieda-
Ti. KaHTy Hy>XHO OBUIO TOJIBKO HaIIMICATh «HACTOSIIIVIVL
pasmen» («gegenwadrtiger Abschnitt») BMecTo «raBa»
(«Hauptstiick»). Taxoe pereHme kaxercss HamOosee
IIPOCTBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY TpeOyeT MMHVIMaIBbHBIX ITPaBOK.
[ pyroe monTsep>kaeHve 3TOVI TUIIOTE3Bl — TOT PaKT,
4TO TaKasl )Xe BBOAIIasl B 3201y KIIeHne CChUIKa BCTpe-
YJaeTcs B 9TOM (PparMeHTe HeCKOJIBKO pa3, B YaCTHOCTI
B A 309 / B366%u A 335/ B 392 Onmako 3Ta 1MmoBTO-
psIoIascs OommMoOKa MOXeT Takke OBITH CJIEJICTBIIEM
Toro, uro «Kpurnka umcroro pasyma» nmcaiach Kan-

2 B coBpemeHHOM pycckoMm mepesope (Kamt, 2006a)
«Hauptstiick» B HazBaHWMsIX IJIaB 1 B CChUIKaX Ha Te VIV VIHbIE
IJIaBbl IIEPEBOANTCS KaK «IJIaBa», B OCTAJIBHBIX CIydasixX — Kak
«pasgen». Ho Tak ke, To ecTh KaK «pasjies», IIepeBOIUTC 1
c10B0 «Abschnitt». [Tasree B cHOCKax, OMMCHIBAIOIINX OCODEH-
HOCTM aHIJIUVICKMX T1epeBOioB, OyIIeT /1aBaThCsl JOCIIOBHBIN T1e-
PeBOJI Ha PYCCKWVI TOVI VTV VIHOVI BePCHUM 00Cy KIaeMOoro aBTo-
POM aHIJIMVICKOTO IlepeBosia. — [Ipumeu. nep.

B3 CrremyeT moruepkHyTh, uTo ['avtep u Bys HeameKBaTHO Iepe-
Besm cchUIKy KanTa. B cBoeM 1epeBojie oHM fiej1aioT mcIpasJie-
HWe, He IPUHVMAas BO BHMUMaHMe IIpo0IeMy OTKPBITOV CChUI-
k. lamep m Byn mepesonar Hemellkoe «im gegenwértigen
Hauptstiicke» (A 336 / B 393) n3 Akademie-Ausgabe, coBriazaro-
IIIeTO ¢ OPUTMHAIBHBIM M3IaHveM XapTkHoxa (Kant, 1781), kak
«B HacTosimeM paszene» (Kant, 1998, p. 407). Bomee Toro, B 11€-
pesopie I'aviepa u Bypa 3amada cyObeKTMBHOIO BbIBEIEHVIS Bbl-
paXkaeTcs Tak: «3TO Oy[eT coBepIIeHO B HACTOSIIeM pasferie»,
B TO BpeMs Kak KaHT vcriosp3yeT mporiesiiiee Bpemsi, KOrjia -
IIeT ITO-HeMeLIKIL: «...y)Ke OCyIIIeCTBWIN B HaCTOSIIIEeM pasfiee».
B To xe Bpemsa Kemn-CMut niepeBoguT 3Ty dpasy Kak «B HaCTO-
smient Tase» (Kant, 1929, p. 324); oM. Takke m3maHMe TI07, pefl.
M. Bavnresnbra (Kant, 2007, p. 312). Taxov repeBofs, MMeeT IIpen-
MYIIIeCTBO, TaK KaK pasmdaeT, mogooHo Karry, «Hauptstiick» n
«Abschnitt». ITo aTom Ipr4nHe B JajIbHENIIEM aHaJIV3e MBI Oy-
ZIeM VICIIOJIb30BaTh VIMEHHO €ro.

" Bo ¢dparmente A 309 / B 366 Byn mu Tamep mepesopsr
«Hauptstiicke» xak «raBHBIe gacTi» (Kant, 1998, p. 393).

® Bo ¢dparmenTe A 335 / B 392 Byn u I'aviep BHOBB I1epeBOMISAT
TepmuH «Hauptstiick» Kak «pasmgern» («Abschnitt»), Taxvmv o6pa-
30M OIISITh OTKJIOHSSICH OT OpUTMHAIA.
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The problem of the reference “chapter” (“Haupt-
sttick”) is that the “first book” of the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”, in which Kant pretends to make a
“subjective introduction” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant,
1998, p. 406) of the ideas, is divided into “sections”,
and not “chapters”, as Kant asserts in this passage.
For this reason, the question is where does the ref-
erence lead?

In order to resolve these interpretational diffi-
culties, three strategies are possible. The aim in this
is to clarify the fact of the impossibility of a tran-
scendental deduction of the principles of reason in
an editorial reflection.

The first possibility (i) to solve these inconsist-
encies is to qualify the term “chapter” (“Haupt-
sttick”) as simply a printing or writing error. Kant
should have written or printed the “present sec-
tion” (“gegenwartiger Abschnitt”) instead of “chap-
ter” (“Hauptstiick”). This solution seems to be the
most common because it demands merely margin-
al corrections. A contrary indication of this hypoth-
esis is the fact that the same misleading reference
occurs several times in this passage, particularly
in A 309 / B 3662 and A 335 / B 392.° However,
this repeated mistake could also be a consequence
of the fact that Kant wrote the Critique of Pure Rea-
son at great speed (see the letter to C. Garve from
7 August 1883, and to M. Mendelssohn from 16 Au-
gust 1783 in: Br, AA 10, pp. 336-347). To sum up,
hypothesis (i) is plausible but some inconsistencies
remain. If, for this reason, hypothesis (i) is not con-
sidered as an ultima ratio, other possible interpreta-

reference. Guyer and Wood translate the German “im gegen-
wiértigen Hauptstiicke” (KrV, A 336 / B 393) from the Akad-
emie-Ausgabe, which corresponds with the original edition
of Hartknoch (Kant, 1781), as “in the present section” (Kant,
1998, p. 407). Moreover, in the Guyer / Wood translation the
task of the subjective introduction is expressed as “this is to be
accomplished in the present section,” whereas Kant uses the
past tense, when he writes in German “die ist im gegenwdrti-
gen Hauptstiicke auch geleistet worden.” In contrast, Kemp Smith
translates this phrase into “in the present chapter” (Kant, 1929,
p. 324; see also the edition of Weigelt: Kant, 2007, p. 312).
This translation has the advantage of emphasising Kant’s dis-
tinction between the German terms “Hauptstiick” and “Ab-
schnitt”. For this reason, the translation of Kemp Smith is used
in the following analysis.

12 In passage A 309 / B 366, Wood and Guyer translate “main
parts” for the German “Hauptstiicke” (Kant, 1998, p. 393).

B In passage A 335 / B 392, Wood and Guyer again translate
the term “Hauptstiick” as “section” (“ Abschnitt”), and thus not
in accordance with the German original.



TOM oueHb ObIcTpo (cM. nmcbMa K K. 'apse ot 7 aBry-
cra 1783 r. m kK M. Menpernbcony ot 16 asrycra 1783 r.,
AA 10, S. 336—347). B nrore rumnoresa (1) mpasmorio-
1106Ha, HO OCTarOTCsl HEKOTOpbIe HecooTBeTCTBY. Ecrm
110 3TOVI HMpvuMHe runoTesa (1) He paccMaTpuUBaeTCs
Kak ultima ratio, To BOSHMKAIOT W JOJDKHBI IPVHVMATh-
Cs1 BO BHMMaHUe IpyTiie BO3MOKHBIe MHTepIIpeTaIii,
KOTOpBIe XOTS U MIMEIOT CBOWM HeJOCTaTKM, HO Bce JKe
ITO3BOJISIOT HaM B3IJIAHYTB Ha 3Ty IIpo0JIeMy MHade.

[pyrasi BO3SMOXXHOCTB (2) 3aK/II0UaeTcsi B TOM, Y4TO
cTpykTypa «TpaHcIieHAeHTaIbHOV IMaIeKTUKI» C ee
IByMsl KHUTaMM, BTOpas M3 KOTOPBIX pasjiesleHa Ha
Tpu «m1aBbl» («Hauptstiicke»), xoppermpyer ¢ mpe-
OBIIYINVM [IeJIeHVIEM BCeVt «TpaHcLIeHIeHTaIIbHO
IVAJIEKTVIKM» Ha JIB€ «IJIaBbl» / «IJIaBHBIE YacTV»
(«Hauptstticke»). DTa rurmoresa nogTeepxaercs «Bse-
IleHVeM B TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHYIO IMaJIeKTUKY», B KO-
TopoM Bonpocel, paccmampubaemvie «TpaHcIieHIeHTAITb-
HOVI [VaJIeKTUKOV», XapaKTepWU3YyIOTCS CIIeyIoM
o0pasoM, paszersiach Ha iBe JacTi: «BoT Borrpocsl, Ko-
TOpPBIe MBI XOTVM paccMaTpuUBaTh B TPaHCIIeH/IeHTasIb-
HOVI IMaJIeKTVKe, CXOMs U3 ee MCTOUHMKOB, IIyboKo
CKPBITBIX B UeJI0OBeUeCKOM pasyMe. MEI pasfgenM 3Ty
IVaJIeKTVIKY Ha JIBa IJIaBHBIX pasfesia'®: B nepbom 3
HVIX MBI VICCITEITyeM MpaHcyeH0eHmHble NOHAMUAL IVCTO-
ro pasyma, a BO 6mopom — TpaHCLIeHleHTHbIe 1 0ua-
AeKxmuteckue YMo3aKAHueHUs YucToro pasymar» (A 309 /
B 366; Kanr, 2006a, c. 473).

B aTom onmcanvm crpykTypel «TpaHcrieHIeHTaIb-
HOVI AvayieKTKi» KaHT mernaeT pasmraue He MeXIy
«IBYMsI KHUTaMW», 13 KOTOPBIX OHa B JeVICTBUTEIbHO-
CTV COCTOUT, HO MeXy «IIByMsI IJIaBHBIMM YaCTSIMI».
Onmako 3To [eleHNe Ha JIBe YacTy COBIIa/iaeT C jesie-
HVeM Ha e KHUT. Takmm obGpasom, «IrepBasi KHUTa»
cootBeTcTByeT «[loHATrsAM uncToro pasymar, a «BTO-
pad KHuUra» — «JlnajekTdeckM yMO3aK/TIOUeHVsIM
YMCTOTO pasyMar. DTUM TIOIAep>XKUBaeTcsl BbICKa3aH-
HOe BBIIIIe ITpeJIIIoJIoKeHe O TOM, YTO B IIO3[IHeN pe-
makmyt KaHT M3MeHWI 3arojloBKU «IIePBOVI» U «BTO-
POV IJIaBHOV YacT» Ha «IIePBYIO» U «BTOPYIO KHUT»,
HO He aJalTHpoBajl OCTaJIbHOV TeKCT K 3TOV ITpaBKe.
@opMynMpoBKa «B HACTOLIIEN IJlaBe» BO (pparMeHTe
A 336 / B 393 TpeTbeit yacTy IepBOVI KHITY BIIOJIHE MO-
JKeT OTHOCUTBCS K 3TOMY, D0Jlee paHHeEMY, [leJIeHIIO".

HasbHeree ITOTBEpXXeHVe TaKOVl ITPaBKM Mbl
MO>KeM HavITU B TpeTheli yacTu nepsot kauru: «Kakmne
BUIbI (modi) YMCTBIX HOHATUN pa3syMa IIpuUHaJIeXarT
K 9TUM TpeM paspsigaM BceX TpaHCIeHeHTaIbHBIX

® Tax B pycckoMm mepesope. TodHee: «Ha [iBe IJIaBHEIE Ya-
ctu». — Ilpumeu. nep.

7 Byap 3TO Ha CaMOM JieJle TaK, IOCIeyIoIe VCITpaBIeH s,
crenanzele Byom u Iaviepom, 6pu1m ObI OITpaBiaHHbL.
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tions arise and can be taken into account. Although
these alternative solutions involve other difficulties,
they also allow the problem to be seen from a new
perspective.

Another possibility (ii) is that the structure
of the “Transcendental Dialectic” with its two
“books”, of which the second is divided into three
“chapters” (“Hauptstiicke”), correlates with a pre-
vious classification of the entire “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic” into two “chapters” / “main parts”
(“Hauptstticke”). This hypothesis is proven by the
“Introduction” to the “Transcendental Dialectic”,
in which the concern of the “Transcendental Dialec-
tic” is characterised as follows and divided into two
main parts: “All this will be our concern in the tran-
scendental dialectic, which we will now develop
from its sources hidden deep in human reason. We
will divide it into two main parts, the first of which
will treat of the transcendent concepts of pure reason,
and the second of reason’s transcendent and dialecti-
cal inferences of reason” (KrV, A 309 / B 366; Kant,
1998, p. 393).

In this explanation of the structure of the
“Transcendental Dialectic”, Kant does not differen-
tiate between “two books”, of which the “Transcen-
dental Dialectic” is in fact composed, but between
“two main parts”. Nevertheless, these “main parts”
coincide with the division into “two books”. Thus,
the “first book” broaches the issue of the “Concept
of Pure Reason” and the “second book” the “Dia-
lectical Inferences of Pure Reason”, as the headings
express. This strengthens the above-mentioned sus-
picion that in a later revision, Kant transformed
the main headings of the “first” and “second main
part” of the “Transcendental Dialectic” into “first”
and “second book”, but did not adapt the details
of the text to this correction. The formulation “in
the present chapter [Hauptstiicke]” in the text pas-
sage A 336 / B 393 in the “third section” of the
“first book” might therefore refer to this earlier di-
vision.™

Further proof of such a correction can also be
found in the “third section” of the “first book”:
“What modi of pure rational concepts stand under
these three titles of transcendental ideas will be fi-

14 If this were the case, it would also justify the tacit subsequent
correction by Wood and Guyer.
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vzen, o ToM OymeT monpoOHO CKa3aHO B CJIedyIoIeM
pasmerte»'® (A 335 / B 392; Kanr, 20064, c. 503)".

ITpobrnema maBaemor KaHTOM CCBUIKM B TOM, YTO
YIIOMSIHYTBIe 3[IeCh TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHble VIen 00-
CY)XXIIAIOTCs He B CJIeAyIOIell JacTy, a B CJIeIyIOIX
Tpex «IJIaBHBIX YaCTsIx» (MHOXXECTBEHHOE UMCIIO) BTO-
poit kKHurn. EnyHcTBeHHOE unciio B HeMeIkou ¢pop-
MysmpoBKe «in dem folgenden Hauptstticke» (A 335 /
B 392) B Akademie-Ausgabe mofgTBepKIaeT rMIIoTesy
o ToM, uTO KaHT yImie gacTidHo IepecMoTpert CTpyK-
Typy «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV OVaIeKTIKM».

WaTepnperanms (2) mnpeacTaBiseTcss IIeJIMKOM
[IPaBIONO00HOM?!, HO He pelaeT BCe IPOOIEeMbl
dparmenTta A 336 / B 393. B wactHOCTH, 1T07100HOE
IIpe/IIosIoKeHe, COMIacCHO KOTOPOMY [1eJIo JIMIIb B
yTaHWIEe MEXTy «KHUTOVI» U «[JIABHOVI YacThIO» VIV
«TJIaBOVI», HAXOAWTCS B KOH(IIMKTe C TeM (PaKTOM,
YTO 3TO JIVIIIL IPEeIIoJIOKeH e HeBO3MOXKHOCTY, a He
IOKa3aTeJIbCTBO, YTO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHasl eIy KIS
mer HeBO3MOXKHaA.

Bonee Toro, Ha camom fene ¢dpparmeHT A 336 /
B 393 mpepcrasisieT OO0 YTO-TO BpOJie MHOPOTHOTO
TeJla B TeKCTe TPeThero pasziesia IepBoit KHUIM. B mmpe-
oeioymmx absamax KaHT pasBuBajI I'MIIOTETMYECKMTA
Y OU3BIOHKTMBHBIV CWJUIOTM3MBIL, K KOTOPBIM BHOBb
BO3BpalllaeTCs B IIePBOM JKe IIPeIOKeHNUM CIIefyIoIe-
ro abzana: «HeTpymHO 3aMeTnTh, YTO UMCTBIVI pasyM
VIMeeT CBOeI I1eJIbI0 He YTO MHOoe, KaK aOCOIIOTHYIO TO-
TaJIBHOCTB CMHTe3a Ha CTOPOHe yCJI0Buit (Oyap 3T0 OT-
HOIIIeHVe IPVICYIITHOCTY, VJIN 3aBUCVIMOCTH, VIJIVI KOH-
KyperIm)» (A 336 / B 393; Kant, 20064, c. 503 —505).
CootsercTBenHo, pparmenT A 336 / B 393 BBOAMT CO-
BepIIIeHHO HOBYIO TeMY B TeKCT, KOTOPBIVI B OCTaJIbHOM
JIOTMYeCKN TI0CiIefioBaTelIeH, a MIMeHHO — IIpobriemMy
O0O0BEKTMBHOV HeNyKIMM U CyOBeKTVBHOIO BBIBEIle-
Hust. TakmuM oOpasom, MHTepIipeTalivs (2) I03BOJIgeT
perTh drIoorMdecKre u pefaKivoHHbIe Ipobie-
MBI CCBUIKM «B Hactosier riase [Hauptstiicke]» 3
dparmernra A 336 / B 393, HO He KacaeTcs mpodem
cofiep KaHs, TIOCKOJIbKY JT0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 371eCh He MO-
KeT ObITh HameHo. @parmenT A 663—664 / B 691 —
692 «IlpwioxkeHnst K TpaHCLIeHOeHTaJIbHOV IMalek-

' B Akademie-Ausgabe — «in dem folgenden Hauptstiicke».

¥ Bym u Tanep mepesonsT «Hauptstiicke» B 3ToM dparmen-
Te KaK «pasfielibl», BHOBb OTKJIOHSISICh OT HEMEIIKOT'O OPWUIHA-
j1a. B gomoHeHe K HEIIPaBWIbHOMY TEPMIHY OHM CTaBST €T0
BO MHOYKECTBEHHOE YVICJIO, B TO BpeMs KaK B OpUIMHajle CTOUT
€JIVHCTBEHHOE,

20 Kemn-CMWUT Iepefia 3To JIydille, mepesers «in dem folgenden
Hauptstiicke» DoJiee OCIIOBHO: «B CITETYTOIIIEN TJIaBe» (Kant,
1929; A 335 / B 392).

2 Tloxoxe, uto T'avtep m Bys, MMIUIMIIMTHO HpeIosaraioT Bep-
HBIM VIMEHHO 3TO pellleHue.

nally displayed in the following sections [Akade-
mie-Ausgabe: “in dem folgenden Hauptstiicke”]”
(KrV, A 335 / B 392; Kant, 1998, p. 406).">

The problem of Kant's reference is that the tran-
scendental ideas mentioned here are not treated in
the following main part, but in the next three “main
parts” (plural) of the “second book”. The singular in
the German formulation, “in dem folgenden Haupt-
stiicke” (KrV, A 335 / B 392) of the Akademie-Aus-
gabe strengthens the hypothesis that Kant has only
partially revised the structure of the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”.*®

Such an interpretation (ii) appears to be entirely
plausible,'” but does not solve all the problems and
questions of passage A 336 / B 393. In particular,
such an interpretation of a mere confusion between
“book” and “main part” respectively “chapter” is in
conflict with the fact that this is rather an assertion
of impossibility, not a proof that a transcendental
deduction of ideas is not possible.

Furthermore, it is a fact that passage A 336 /
B 393 builds a kind of foreign body in the text of the
“third section” of the “first book”: In the preceding
paragraphs, Kant develops the hypothetical and dis-
junctive syllogism and refers again to this issue in
the first sentence of the following paragraph: “We
easily see that pure reason has no other aim than
the absolute totality of synthesis on the side of con-
ditions (whether they are conditions of inherence,
dependence, or concurrence)” (KrV, A 336 / B 393;
Kant, 1998, p. 407). Accordingly, passage A 336 /
B 393 introduces a completely different topic in an
otherwise coherent text, namely the problem of the
objective deduction and the subjective introduction.
Thus, interpretation (ii) solves the philological and
editorial difficulties of the reference “in the present
chapter [Hauptstiicke]” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant,
1929, p. 324), but does not touch on the content-re-
lated problems, because a proof cannot be found

' Wood and Guyer translate the term “Hauptstiicke” in this
passage as “sections” (“Abschnitte”), independently and
again not according to the German original. In addition to
the wrong term, the Kantian original stands in the singular,
whereas Guyer and Wood use a plural.

16" A better translation is again given by Kemp Smith, who
writes more literally “the following chapter” (Kemp Smith,
1929, A 335 / B 392) for the formulation “in dem folgenden
Hauptstiicke”.

7 Apparently, Guyer and Wood implicitly assume this
solution in their tacit correction.
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TUKe» JIaeT, OJIHAKO, CCBUIKY Ha 3TO [I0Ka3aTeIbCTBO
HEBO3MOXXHOCTM  TPaHCIIeHIEeHTaIbHOW  HAeIyKIINN
HNPVHIOVUIIOB pasyMa IIOCPENCTBOM (pasbl «KaK 3TO
OBpUTO ImOKaszaHo BhIIe» (A 664 / B 692; Kaut, 2006a,
c. 849). Pemenne (2) He crIpaBiIsgeTcs CO CTPYKTyp-
HBIMI ¥ CUCTEMATWYeCKMMM TPYAHOCTSMW, VIV, II0
KparviHell Mepe, ajleKBaTHOe pelleHle 3TUX IIpodiieM
II0Ka He HaWIeHO.

ITo sTov IIpUYVHEe MOXXHO ATk ellle OIHY MHTep-
npertauyio (3) pOpMyIIMPOBKI «B HACTOSIIEV IJIaBe
[Hauptstiicke]» (A 336 / B 393; Kaur, 2006a, c. 503):
BO3MOXHO, KaHT mcrone3yer Takyo ¢opMyIMpoB-
Ky, ITOCKOJIBKY (PparMeHT M3Ha4daJIbHO HAaXOAWICS B
npyrovt yactu «TpaHclieHIeHTaJIbHOV AVMaJIeKTIKI».
C TOUKM 3peHMSI CTPYKTYPHOIO W TeMaTWUIECKOIO
crpoerms «TpaHCIeHIEHTAITPHON MaTIeKTUKIM» Pac-
TIOJIOKeHVe ero B KOHIle MIaBbl «llmean dmcroro pas-
yMa» BBIIJISAIEI0 Obl BIOiHe ybOemmrenbHO (Zocher,
1958, S. 46). Tam KaHT mogBonuT MTOTM, y>XXe CChbUIa-
sch Ha «[IpwitokeHMe K TpaHCIIEH/IeHTAJIBHON J1ya-
JIeKTVIKe»: OH YTBEepXKIaeT, YTO «UI YMCTOIO CIIeKY-
JIATMBHOTO yTOTpeOieHmst pasyma Bvicuiee cyujecnbo
OCTaeTcsI TOJIBKO MfIeasIoM, OIHAKO 0e3yKOpM3HEHHBIM
VleasioM, IIOHSTVIE KOTOPOTO 3aBepIlaeT 1 yBeHUMBa-
€T BCe YeJIoBeuecKoe II03HaHVeE M OOBEKTVBHYIO pe-
@IPHOCTh KOTOPOTO 3TUM ITyTeM, IIpaB/id, HeJIb3S 10-
Kas3aTb, HO ¥ HeJIb3sd TaKKe OIpOBEprHYTH» (A 641 /
B 669; Kanr, 2006a, c. 823). CoriracHO 3TOMY IIPeIIosIo-
JKEHWIO, CChUIKA «B HacrosIen rase [Hauptstiicke]»
(A 336 / B 393; Kant, 2006a, c. 503) oTHOCKTCS K Tpe-
Thent iaBe (Hauptstiick), koTopas HasbiBaercs «Mje-
aJI 9mMCToro pasyMa». Takum oOpasoM (a) MOryT OymyT
HPOSICHEHBI (PVIIOJIOIMYeCcKYIe CJIOKHOCTY, IIOCKOIIBKY
TepMuH «1aBa» («Hauptstiick») oTHOCHMTCS K «Tpe-
Thel JacTu» BTOpom KHuUru. bosee Toro, (6) ccpuika
Ha IJOKa3aTeJIbCTBO B (DOPMYJIMPOBKE «KaK 3TO OBUIO
moKasaHo Bele» (A 664 / B 692; Kanr, 2006a, c. 849)
crasia Obl IIOHSTHEE I10 JIByM IPUYMHAM: BO-IIEPBBIX,
PacCTOsIHIE MEXITy CCBUIKaMVI COKPATUIIOCh OBI € Tpex-
COT CTpPaHWI] JI0 ABa/IIATHM IISITH, a BO-BTOPBIX, OTPMU-
LaHVie OeIyKIOVM IIPUHITAIIOB pa3dyMa n3 pparMeHTa
A 663—664 / B 691—692 MoxHO OBLUTIO OBI OTHECTU
K TPOVIHOMY OIIPOBEP)KEHMIO TPaHCIIEH/eHTaIbHBIX
WUTIO3UI B Tpex «ImaBax» («Hauptstiicke») BTopomn
kHUTY «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHON AMaIeKTKI», IIPeX/ie
BCETO K TpeThell IIaBe. B TakoM ciiydae yTBepkaeHMe
0 JOKa3aTeJIbCTBe OBUIO OBI OIlpaBIaHHbBIM, IIOCKOJIBKY
ITOKa3aTeJIbCTBO 3aK/II0YAeTCs B TOM (paKTe, YTO IIOHS-
TUS pasyMa CYTb JIVIIb MblCAeHHble HOHAMIUA, a CIIeI0-
BaTEJILHO, OHM HE MOTYT OBITh OTPaHMYEHBI B IIPVIMe-
HEeHWU SIBJIEHMSIMM, 1T0/100HO KaTeropusM. Tpu r1asbl
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therein. Passage A 663-664 / B 691-692 of the “Ap-
pendix to the Transcendental Dialectic”, however,
refers with the phrase “as has been proved above”
(KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602) to such a
proof of the impossibility of a transcendental de-
duction of the principles of reason. Thus, solution
(ii) does not affect the architectural and systematic
difficulties, or at least an adequate solution for these
problems has not yet been found.

For this reason, a further interpretation (iii) of
the formulation “in the present chapter [Haupt-
stticke]” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324) can
be given: Kant possibly uses this formulation be-
cause the passage was originally positioned in a dif-
ferent part of the “Transcendental Dialectic”. With
regard to the structural and thematic construction of
the “Transcendental Dialectic”, a position at the end
of “The Ideal of Pure Reason” would be plausible
(Zocher, 1958, p. 46). There Kant sums up already
referring to the “Appendix to the Transcendental
Dialectic”, that the highest being is for the “specu-
lative use of reason a mere but nevertheless fault-
less ideal, a concept which concludes and crowns
the whole of human cognition, whose objective re-
ality cannot of course be proved on this path, but
also cannot be refuted” (KrV, A 641 / B 669; Kant,
1998, p. 589). According to this assumption, the ref-
erence “in the present chapter [Hauptstiicke]” (KrV,
A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324) would refer to
the third “chapter” (“Hauptstiick”) of “The Ideal of
Pure Reason”. Thereby a) the philological difficul-
ties would be clarified, because the term “chapter”
(“Hauptstiick”) refers to the “third part” of the “sec-
ond book”. Moreover b), the reference to a proof in
the formulation “as has been proved above” (KrV,
A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602), would also be
more comprehensible for two reasons: First, the
spacing between the references would not be 300
pages, but only around 25. Second, the rejection of
a deduction of the principles of reason from passage
A 663-664 / B 691-692 could refer to the threefold
refutation of the transcendental illusion in the three
“chapters” (“Hauptstiicke”) of the “second book” of
the “Transcendental Dialectic”, especially the third.
In this case, the claim of the proof would be justi-
fied because the proof consists in the fact that the
concepts of reason are mere concepts of thought, and
therefore they cannot be restricted to appearances
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(Hauptstiicke) «BTopon KHUIM» OpOSICHWIN 3TO B OT-
HoIreHuw roHs U bora, Mupa u mymm?.

Wrax, rumoTesa (1) mpezyiaraer pelieHne, He Tpe-
Oyro11iee Ty 00KOro pVI0JIOITHeCKOro VICCIIeIOBAHI,
VI TIOTOMY ITIpeJiCTaBIIsieT cOOOM IIPaB/IOIIOI00HBIV OT-
BET Ha II0CTaBJIeHHBIN Borlpoc. OmHAKO ecyIv ITOVHTe-
pecoBaTbCs IPYTMMW BO3MOXKHOCTSMM, OTJIVMYHBIMI
ot rurioTess! (1), To rumnoTess! (2) 1 (3) oKasbIBAIOTCS
BITOJIHE JIOIYCTVIMBIMY BapyuaHTaMV, B YaCTHOCTM IT0-
TOMY, 9UTO He Bce (prIoIornyecknie IIpobsieMsl pelra-
I0TCS TIepBOMI TUIIoTe301. ['mmoTessr (2) n (3) mokasbl-
BaIOT, YTO OTPWUIIAHME TPAHCIEHIEHTAILHOM IIeNyK-
OV IIPVHINIIOB pasyMa (POPMyJIMpPYeTCs B CBS3U C
TpaHCHEHIEeHTaIIbHOW eIy KIIVeV IIOHSITIN pacCyaKa.
Haxe ecrt mETepIIpeTanys (3) cormpoBoXkaaeTcs Ooree
11y OOKVIM (PVITOTIOIMYECKVIM MCCIIeJOBaHMeM KOMIIO-
surm Tekcra «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIBHON TVaJIEKTUIK»,
4yeM (2), ee IPeVMYIIECTBO 3aK/TI0YaeTCs B TOM, UTO OHa
SIBHO VIMeeT OTHOIIIeHVEe K TPOVHOMY OIIPOBEPKEHIIO
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaTbHBIX MIDIIO31I1, KOTOpOe MOYKHO pac-
cMaTpuBaTh KakK MCKOMOE JI0KaszaTesIbcTBo®. OOrmi
3HaMeHaTesIb BCeX TpeX MHTepIIpeTallnil CJIeTyOIIIIA:
B CpaBHEHMM C TpaHCLEHIEHTAIIbHOV JeayKIIVe Ka-
TETOPWUIl TpPaHCIEHIeHTAIbHAS JIeAyKIMUS TTOHATUI
pasyMa HeBO3MOXKHa. TeM He MeHee Bce 3TV apTyMeH-
TBI He MCKITI0YAIOT BO3MOXKHOCTE (PyHIaMeHTaIbHOTO
000CHOBaHNS TIOHATUV PasyMa.

YTOOBI TIPOSICHUTH 3Ty OTKPBITYIO BO3MOXKHOCTE,
HeoOxouMoO  1Tpo0sieMaTM3poBaTh apryMeHT U3
dparmenTa A 336 / B 393 B Gostee meTasibHOM M COflep-
JKaTeJIbHOM KJTIoUe. DTO ITO3BOJINT IIOHSTh OTPULIaHe
KaHTOM BO3MOXXHOCTM TpaHCIEeHIEHTAILHON ITeHyK-
OWV IPVHIIAIIOB OZHOPOMHOCTHM, CHenMdUKaIum 7
HeIIPepbIBHOCTY ¥ HAWTV JIOTIOJTHUTEIbHEIE apTyMeH-
THI B TIOJIb3Y MHTepIpeTarun (3).

4. Cy0peKTHMBHOE BhIBeIeHVIe
¥ €ero MHOTO3HAaYHOCTh

®parmenT A 336 / B 393 BrICTyIIaeT MOCpeTHMKOM
MeXIy pasIMYHBIMU MCCIIeOBaTe/IbCKUMM VIHTepe-

2 Bortee TOrO, CIIEllyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO CTPyKTypa «TpaHcieH-
JIeHTaJIbHOV [IMaJIeKTVIKI» He II03BOJIAeT PpellnTb, K KaKow
VIMEHHO ee yacTy oTHocuTcs «[IpmnoxeHne». OHO MOXeT OBITh
NpwioKeHMeM KO Bcel «IpaHCIleH/JeHTaJIbHOW AMaIeKTIKe»
0o K ToNmbKo K «Vmearry umcroro pasyma». DTO CTaHOBUTCS
OYeBVIHBIM B OIVIaBJIEHUI: B HEMEIIKOM aKaJeMIUecKOM W3/Ia-
Hun «[IpmoxeHne» ykasbiBaeTcs Kak IprlokeHme K «lea-
JIy YMCTOTO pa3yMa», B TO BpeMs KaK B KeMOPVIKCKOM M3[IaHUM
TOT JKe caMbIVl TeKCT yKaszaH Kak IpujIoXeHMe Ko Bcen «TpaHc-
[IeH/IeHTaJIbHOV AVaJIEKTIKE».

% HeBO3MOXHO OIHO3HAYHO IIPVHATh WIN OTBEPIHYTh HI
OJTHY W3 3TUX MHTepIpeTarui. I1o 3Tovt mpranHe octaB/ieHHOe
0e3 KOMMeHTapueB McIpasiieHye B iepesose 'ariepa n Byma He
TOJIBKO MTHOPUPYET IIpo0IIeMy, HO VI COITPOBOXIAETCS TIPUHS-
TVieM Olpe/le/leHHbIX VHTePIIPeTaTUBHBIX IIPey CTaHOBOK.

like the categories. The three “chapters” (“Haupt-
stiicke”) of the “second book” have clarified this
with the concepts of God, world, and soul.'®

To sum up, hypothesis (i) constitutes a solution,
which does not need a deep philological investiga-
tion, and is therefore a plausible answer. However,
if one asks for further possibilities beyond hypoth-
esis (i), then hypotheses (ii) and (iii) prove to be
conceivable varieties, in particular because not all
philological problems are solved with this hypoth-
esis. Hypotheses (ii) and (iii) have shown that the
rejection of the transcendental deduction of the prin-
ciples of reason is formulated in reference to the
transcendental deduction of the concepts of under-
standing. Even if interpretation (iii) is accompanied
by a deeper philological intervention in the textual
design of the “Transcendental Dialectic” than the
second one (ii), its advantage is that it refers ex-
plicitly to the threefold refutation of the transcen-
dental illusion, which can be seen as the argument
that is being sought.” The common denominator
of all three interpretations is the following: A tran-
scendental deduction of the concepts of reason is
not possible compared with the transcendental de-
duction of the categories. Nevertheless, all these
arguments do not exclude the possibility of a funda-
mental justification of the concepts of reason.

To clarify this open possibility, it is necessary
to problematise the argument from A 336 / B 393
in a more detailed content-related way in order to
understand Kant’s rejection of the possibility of a
transcendental deduction of the principles of homo-
geneity, specification, and continuity. In the course
of this, further reasons for interpretation (iii) can be
found.

4. The Subjective Introduction
and its Ambiguous Meanings

Passage A 336 / B 393 builds an interface be-

18 Furthermore, it should be noted that the architectonic
structure does not allow a decision on which part of the
“Transcendental Dialectic” the “Appendix” is related to. It
could be the appendix to the entire “Transcendental Dialectic”,
the “second book”, or merely the “Ideal of Pure Reason”. This
becomes obvious in the table of contents: In the Akademie-
Ausgabe, the “Appendix” is listed as an appendix to the
“Ideal of Pure Reason”, whereas in the Cambridge-Edition,
the same text passage is listed as an appendix to the entire
“Transcendental Dialectic”.

¥ No clear decision for or against any one of these lines of
interpretation can be made. For this reason, the tacit correction
of Guyer and Wood not only ignores the problem but is also
accompanied by an acceptance of interpretive preconditions.
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camu B «Kputnke uncroro pasyma». Takum oopasom,
OH CO3/IaeT TOUYKY HaKOIUIEHWSI OTKPBITBIX BOIIPOCOB
OTHOCUTENIbHO MHTeprpeTanm «Kpurmkm dmcroro
pasyMa».

WccnremoBaTernm ccpptarores Ha Hero (Klemme, 1996,
S.142; Carl, 1992, S. 53 —54, Moledo, 2015, S. 418 —429)
HauMHas C M3y4ueHMs TpaHClIeHAeHTaIbHO HeTyKIn
KaTeTOpUV U pa3IndeHns CyObeKTUBHOM 11 O0BEKTVIB-
Hom nenykumn B «IIpenuciosum». Boree Toro, sTor
dparMeHT BCTPOEH B IIPOCWITIOTVCTIUECKOe BBIBEJIe-
HVIe VIIeV, OCYIIeCTBIIIeMOe BO «BBemeHmI» 11 B IepBo
KHUTe «TpaHCleHIeHTaITbHO JMaIeKTUKI», a CJIeI0-
BaTeJIbHO, HAXOAUTCS ¢ HMM B TecHO cBs311 (Klimmek,
2005, S. 10—12; Pissis, 2012, S. 65— 67; Engelhard, 2005,
S.29—-30; Allison, 2003, p. 320—321). B mommortHeHIIE K
y>Ke IIOKa3aHHOMY BBIIIIE XOPOIIIO M3BECTHO, UTO dpar-
MeHT A 336 / B 393 TecHo cBsa3an ¢ «[Ipwtoxennem
K TPaHCIIeHAeHTAJIbHOV AMAJIeKTVKe». B KOHTeKcTe
IVCKYCCUM O BO3MOXKHOCTM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO Jie-
aykumu B «[IprtoxeHNM K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO M-
aJIeKTVKe» OH IPaKTIYIECKN HeM3BeCTeH — CYIIIeCcTBY-
€T TOJIBKO HEeCKOJIBKO pa3OpocaHHBIX CChUIOK (Zocher,
1958, S. 45—46). HaripoTus, B McciIeIoBaHSIX IEPBOTL
KHUTY VIHTePIIPeTaTOPbl IeVICTBUTEIIPHO CCBUIAIOTCS
Ha ee cBs13b ¢ «[IprtoxeHMeM K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO
nnantektrke» (Willaschek, 2018, p. 167 —186; Klimmek,
2005, S. 10—12; Engelhard, 2005, S. 29—30).

YToOB!I HPOSCHUTH CBSI3b MEXAYy QparMeHTaMu
A 336 / B393 u A 663—664 / B 691 —692 BHe pamoK
PpasMBILUIEHNT O pefjakType mepsont «KpuTtukn», Ham
HeoOXoIMMO paccMoTpeTh IpoBojumoe KanTOM B
9TOM (pparmMeHTe IIEpPBOVI KHUTYM TPexdacTHOe pasJie-
JleHVe Ha CyOBeKTMBHOE BbIBeleHMe, OOBEeKTVBHYIO
HOemyKOuio 1 CyObeKTMBHYIO IeAyKinio. Bee Tpu mo-
HATVS TIpoOJIeMaTUYHbI M BKJIIOUAIOT B ceOs pasiid-
Hble ITPEeATIOChIIKI.

4.1. Unopoonoe meao 6 nepboii knuee
«Tpancyendenmarvnon ouarexmuri»

Kaxercst oueBumgHbIM, uTo KaHT mcronesyer Tep-
MIH «CyObeKTMBHOe BbIBerieHme» (A 336 / B 393; KanT,
20064, c. 503) xaK ITOHSTHME, OTHOCHIIEECS K IIPOCIII-
JIOTUCTUYECKMM TIPOM3BOIHBIM OT MIEM pasyMa. DTO
TIOITBePKIaeTcs TeM (PaKTOM, UTO B HEMEITKOM aKajie-
MMUUECKOM WM3IaHWM TePMUH «BBeleHme» (Anleitung)
3aMeHeH Ha «BbIBefleHMe» (Ableitung) ciiemys npaske,
BHeceHHOM ['eoprom Camroaniem Assbeprom Merm-
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tween different research interests in the Critique of
Pure Reason. Thus, it constitutes an accumulation
point for open questions in the interpretation of the
Critique of Pure Reason.

Starting from the investigations of the transcen-
dental deduction of the categories and the distinc-
tion between subjective and objective deduction in
the “Preface”, researchers refer to the above-men-
tioned text passage (Klemme, 1996, p. 142; Carl,
1992, pp. 53-54; Moledo, 2015, pp. 418-429). More-
over, the text passage is embedded in the prosyl-
logistic derivation of the ideas introduced in the
“Introduction” and the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”, and is therefore also close-
ly related to it (Klimmek, 2005, pp. 10-12; Pissis,
2012, pp. 65-67; Engelhard, 2005, pp. 29-30; Allison,
2003, pp. 320-321). In addition and as already shown
above, it is well-established that passage A 336 /
B 393 is closely related to the “Appendix to the Tran-
scendental Dialectic”. In the context of the discus-
sion concerning the possibility of the transcendental
deduction in the “Appendix to the Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”, this connection is almost unknown -
there are only scattered references by some authors
(Zocher, 1958, pp. 45-46). Conversely, in studies on
the “first book”, interpreters do refer to the connec-
tion with the “Appendix to the Transcendental Di-
alectic” (Willaschek, 2018, pp. 167-186; Klimmek,
2005, pp. 10-12; Engelhard, 2005, pp. 29-30).

To clarify the connection of the passage A 336 /
B 393 to passage A 663-664 / B 691-692 beyond
the editorial reflections, it is necessary to examine
Kant’s three-part differentiation between subjective
introduction, objective deduction, and subjective de-
duction in this passage of the “first book”. All three
concepts are highly problematic and include differ-
ent preconditions.

4.1. A Foreign Body in the “First Book”
of the “Transcendental Dialectic”

It seems to be most obvious that Kant uses the
term “subjective introduction” (KrV, A 336 / B 393;
Kant, 1998, p. 406) as a concept, which refers to the
prosyllogistic derivation of the ideas of reason. This
is strengthened by the fact that in the Akademie-Aus-
gabe the term “introduction” (Anleitung) is replaced
by “derivation” (Ableitung) following a correction
introduced by George Samuel Albert Mellin (1794,
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HoM (1794, S. 393)*. «BeiBenieHMe» HaTIOMIIHAET HaM O
MeTOAMYHOM ITpoliecce MeTadpu3MdecKon AeTyKInu
B «O s0ormMuecKkont (PyHKIIUM paccydKa B Cy>KIEeHVISIX».
Cam KaHT noguepkmBaeT 3Ty INapauleib, yKasblBasi,
YTO OH BBIBOAUT IIOHSTHMS pasyMa IO IIpUMepy Io-
HATWI paccyKa M3 VX JIOTUYeCKOV CTPYKTYpPbl — B
«TpaHcIIeHAeHTaTbHOM aHAJIMTUKE» B OTHOIIEHWV
dopm cyxmenn, a B «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHOV IMajIeK-
TUKe» B OTHOIIEHNV TpexX (pUryp crsuiornsma:

TpaHcrieHeHTa/IbHAS AHAIUTIIKA [1ajla HaM IIpUMep
TOrO, KaK OJIHa JIMIIIb JIOTMYecKasi (popMa Hallero mo3Ha-
HVSI MOXKeT OBITh VICTOUHVIKOM YWCTBIX TIOHSITUV a4 priori,
KOTOPBIE /IO BCSIKOTO OITBITA JIAIOT ITPEJICTABIIEHIIS O TIPe/I-
MeTax VI, BepHee, YKa3bIBAIOT CUHTETIYECKOE eI[HCTBO,
[pVyeM MIMEHHO 3TO eMHCTBO JIeJIaeT BO3MOXKHBIM IMIIV-
pudeckoe 1o3HaHMe IIperMeTos. Popma cyxeHumit (1pe-
BpallleHHas B IIOHSTVE O CUHTe3e CO3ePIIaHIVI) JaeT HaM
KaTeropum, HarpasJIsiollne yroTpeOiieHne paccyiaka B
ombiTe. TOYHO Tak >ke MBI MOXKeM OXMIaTh, 94To hopma
YMO3AK/IFOUEeHMIT, €CIIV IIPYIMEHNTD €€ K CMHTeTIYeCKOMY
€IIMHCTBY CO3epPLIAHNII COOOPA3HO KaTEropwisiM, OKaXKeTCs
VICTOYHVIKOM OCOOBIX TIOHSITWVL A priori, KOTOPbIE MBI MO-
JKEM Ha3BaTh YNMCTHIMM IOHSTMSIMU pasyMma, WIM TpaH-
creHeHTaIbHbIMU Maesyvu (A 321 / B 377 —378; Kawr,
20064, c. 487).

bortee Toro, TOoT (pakT, UTO CyOBEKTMBHOE BBIBE-
HeHVe CIIeyeT HpeOnpuHuMams <13 IpPUpPOIbL HaIIIero
pasyma» (A 336 / B 393; Kanr, 2006a, c. 503), orcbuia-
€T Hac K HavdaJly «TPeTbero pasjesia», TO eCcTb K par-
Menty A 333 / B 390, B kotopom KanT pestomupyer
BBIBEZIEHIE CIIEYIOIIIM obpasoM: «VI3 ectecTBeHHOTO
OTHOIIIEHNS, KOTOPOe IOJDKHO CYIIIECTBOBATH MEXITy
TPpaHCIIEH/IeHTAJIbHBIM 1 JIOTMYEeCKUM yHoTpebiie-
HVEM Halllero II03HAaHWMS... Mbl IIOUEPIIHYJIV TO, YTO
VIMeeTCsI TOJIBKO TPY BU/A AMaIeKTIIeCKMX BBIBOIOB»
(A 333 / B 390; Kanr, 2006a, c. 501). Eme ogxo yka-
3aHMe Ha TO, 4TO BO pparMeHTe A 336 / B 393 Kanr
VIMeeT B BUIy BbIBeIIeHVe VIIell, MOXXHO HaWTW CITyCTs
TPW CTPaHWIIBI, I7le OH ImieT: «[loka 9To MBI cBOEN
eIV TOCTUIJIN: TPaHCIleHIeHTaTbHbIe TIOHITYS pas-
yMa... MBI BBIBEJIU 13 3TOTO [IBYCMBICJIEHHOTO ITOJIOXKe-
HVIS; MBI YKa3aJIVl ICTOYHVIK VX VI Ha OCHOBAHWMV 3TOTO
TaKXXe MX oIperiesieHHoe unciio» (A 338 / B 396; Kanr,
20064, c. 507). DTO 03HAYAET, UTO B IIOCIIEIHENI LINTATE
KanT pestomupyet 1enm pparmMeHTa Tak Ke, Kak 1 B
A 336 / B 393 («MOImIM IPENIpPUHATE M yXKe OCylile-

% Ha stom ocHoBaHmm Kemr-CMUT TakKe IIEPEBOIINAT TOT Tep-
MUH KaK «BBIBeJIeHVe» B CBOeM m3fmaHumu «Kpurukm dvcroro
pasyma» (cm. Taxcke Kant, 2007) (CoBpeMeHHBIVI PYyCCKUTI TIepe-
Bo7 (KanT, 2006a) TakKe crefyeT 3TOV KOppeKkType. — [Ipumey.

nep.).

p- 393).%° “Derivation” is reminiscent of the method-
ical process of the metaphysical deduction of “Log-
ical Function of the Understanding in Judgments”.
Kant himself emphasizes this parallel by pointing
out that he derives the concepts of reason according
to the example of the concepts of understanding out
of their logical structure - in the course of the “Tran-
scendental Analytic” in relation to the forms of
judgment, and in the course of the “Transcendental
Dialectic” with respect to the three syllogistic forms:

The transcendental analytic gave us an example
of how the mere logical form of our cognition can
contain the origin of pure concepts a priori, which
represent objects prior to all experience, or rather
which indicate the synthetic unity that alone makes
possible an empirical cognition of objects. The form
of judgments (transformed into a concept of the
synthesis of intuitions) brought forth categories that
direct all use of the understanding in experience.
In the same way, we can expect that the form of
the syllogisms, if applied to the synthetic unity of
intuitions under the authority of the categories, will
contain the origin of special concepts a priori that we
may call pure concepts of reason or transcendental
ideas (KrV, A 321 / B 377-378; Kant, 1998, p. 399).

Furthermore, the fact that a subjective introduc-
tion should be undertaken “from the nature of our
reason” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1998, p. 407) re-
fers to the beginning of “section three”, i.e. pas-
sage A 333 / B 390, in which Kant summarises the
derivation as follows: “We have gathered from the
natural relation that the transcendental use of our
cognition must have [...] that there will be only
three species of dialectical inferences” (KrV, A 333 /
B 390; Kant, 1998, p. 405). A further indicator that
Kant has in passage A 336 / B 393 the derivation
of the ideas in mind can be found three pages lat-
er, when he writes: “We have provisionally reached
our end already, since we have removed from this
ambiguous position the transcendental concepts of
reason, [...] and thereby provided their determinate
number” (KrV, A 338 / B 396; Kant, 1998, p. 408).
That means, Kant summarises in this quotation
the aims of this passage similarly to A 336 / B 393
(“this is to be accomplished in the present section”);
thereby, it is clear that he is referring to the prob-

2 On this textual basis, Kemp Smith also uses the term
“derivation” in his edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (see
also Weigelt, 2007).
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CTBWIV B HACTOSIIIEM pasjielie»); TaKUM 00pas3oM, cTa-
HOBWTCS SICHO, YTO OH CChUIA€TCS Ha IIpo0JIeMy BBIBe-
nenmst vpent (Willaschek, 2018, p. 182 —184).

OpHako B OTHOIIEHUV MIEHTM(UKALINN JIOTIYe-
CcKOVT (POPMBI HAITIero IO3HAHMS W ITPOVICXOXKIEHVIS
YMCTBIX HOHATUN HYXHO HOAYEepPKHYTb, YTO TEPMUH
«MeTadm3MIecKas JeAyKIMsI» TakKe OCTaeTcs OYeHb
HeoIIpeJleJIeHHBIM TIOHSTMEM B «TpaHCIeHeHTaIb-
HOW aHAJIUTUKe». TobKo 1o3aHee KaHT BBOOWT 3TOT
TepMUH B Ilaparpad 26 sroporo msmanus «Kpurukn
YMCTOTO pa3yMa», 9TOObI 0003HaunTh (pparmenT B 159.

Hy>#Ho TakXe MMeTb B BUILy, YTO CyOCTaHIIMAIIb-
HOe pasjiume MeXAy HOHSTUSIMU paccydKa U IOHS-
TUSIMU pasyMa OCTaeTcsl He3aMedeHHBIM B XapaKTepu-
CTVIKe ITPOCUJUIOTUCTUYECKOTO BBbIBeeHUs uaen pas-
yMa KaK MeTapm3M4IecKol JIeAyKIIMM: B OTINYMe OT
IOHATUV PacCyAKa IOHATMS pa3yMa He TOXIEeCTBEH-
HBL JIOTMYeCKMM (PYHKIVSM, HO BBIBOLATCS M3 HUX
(Piché, 1984, S. 26; Klimmek, 2005, S. 10—11). Taxvmm
00pa3oM, IIOHATHS pa3yMa 3aKII0YAIOTCS, a He 0a1omcs,
nomobHo moHaTAM paccyaka (A 310 / B 366; Kanr,
2006a, c. 475). Meradnsndeckasi OemyKIys, OTHaAKO,
MOJKET OBITh JIOCTUTHYTA JIIIb I[TOCPEACTBOM JTaHHBIX
tepmuHoB (Klimmek, 2005, S. 11; Pissis, 2012, S. 63;
Horstmann, 1997, S. 122). 1o sTovi mpu4mHe jIoKasv3a-
1yl MeTadpM3M4ecKo IeAyKINY MOHSTUN pasyMa BO
«BBemmenmu» m «nepsori kHure» «TpaHclleHIeHTaIb-
HOW IVaJIeKTUKM» CITUITIKOM aMOuriosHa (Grier, 2001,
p. 132; Malzkorn, 1999, S. 39 —41; Zocher, 1958, S. 45).

HecmoTps Ha KoHIeNTyaIbHEIE CJIOKHOCTH C TEp-
MMHOM «MeTadpms3ndeckas AelyKINsa», B OpUTMHAaIe
(Kant, 1781) KanTt dopmynupyer He «BBIBEIeHME»
(Ableitung), HO «BBemeHme» (Anleitung)®. Tepmmunu
«BBeIleHVe» Ky[a MeHbIlle HallOM/HAaeT O MeTO[de-
CKOM IIporiecce MeTadmsmdecKoy Aemykomi. boree
TorO, Boripoc n3 dparmenTta A 336 / B 393 He mmeer
HITIero 0o0IIero ¢ MpOCYUIOIMICTUYECKM BbIBEIEHI-
eM 17ieVl pa3yMa B €TO TpeX PasHbIX CUJUIOIMCTIIeCKIIX
dopmax (Zocher, 1958, S. 45—46; Engelhard, 2005,
S.29—30). Takmum 0Opa3zom, IIPOCTOE OTOXK/IECTBIIEHE
TIOHATUS «CYOBEKTVMBHOE BbIBelleHMe»* ¢ MeTadusn-
YeCcKOW MeayKIIVeV VeV pasymMa TepseT CMBICIT. Bri-

» Tavtep u By IpaBWwIbHO BOCIIPOM3BOISAT 3TOT T€PMIUH B CBO-
eM IiepeBoJie; TeM He MeHee «PyKOBOJICTBO» ObIIo GBI Gostee ToU-
HBIM IIEPEBOZIOM. B /IOTTOIHEeH e CTOUT OTMETUTB, YTO 3TOT Tep-
MuH He BnoueH B «Kant-Lexikon» (2015).

% 3pech M Be3le B JAaHHOW CTaThe IIePEBOJ], 3TOTO CJIOBOCOYe-
TaHUs CJIelyeT COBPeMeHHOMY PYCCKOMY ITepeBOfy, B KOTO-
POM BCJIET] 32 HEMEIKMM aKafeMIYecKiM n3gaHmeM «subjektive

Anleitung» = «cyObexTuBHOe #BefieHMe» VICIIpaBJIeHO Ha
«subjektive Ableitung» = «cyObexTuBHOe fviBeneHve». — [Ipu-
Meu. nep.
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lem of the derivation of ideas (Willaschek, 2018,
pp- 182-184).

In the identification of the logical form of our
cognition and the origin of pure concepts, however,
it must be stressed that the term “metaphysical de-
duction” also forms a very undefined concept in the
, Iranscendental Analytic”. Kant only subsequently
introduces this term in Paragraph 26 of the second
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason to designate
passage B 159.

It must also be kept in mind that a substantial
difference between concepts of understanding and
concepts of reason remains unnoticed in the char-
acterisation of the prosyllogistic derivation of the
ideas of reason as a metaphysical deduction: In con-
trast to the concepts of understanding, the concepts
of reason are not identical with the logical functions,
but are inferred from them (Piché, 1984, p. 26; Klim-
mek, 2005, pp. 10-11). Thus, the concepts of reason
are concluded and not given like the concepts of un-
derstanding (KrV, A 310 / B 366; Kant, 1998, p. 394).
A metaphysical deduction, however, can only be
achieved through given terms (Klimmek, 2005,
p- 11; Pissis, 2012, p. 63; Horstmann, 1997, p. 122).
For this reason, it is too ambitious to localize a met-
aphysical deduction of the concepts of reason in the
“Introduction” and the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic” (Grier, 2001, p. 132; Malzkorn,
1999, pp. 39-41; Zocher, 1958, p. 45).

Regardless of these conceptual difficulties in the
term “metaphysical deduction”, Kant formulates in
the original (Kant, 1781) not “derivation” (Ableitung)
but “introduction” (Anleitung).”* The term “intro-
duction” is much less reminiscent of the methodi-
cal process of a metaphysical deduction. Moreover,
the question in passage A 336 / B 393 has nothing
in common with the prosyllogistic derivation of the
ideas of reason in its three different syllogistic forms
(Zocher, 1958, pp. 45-46; Engelhard, 2005, pp. 29-30).
It is therefore not useful to make a simple identifica-
tion of the concept “subjective introduction” with a
metaphysical deduction of the ideas of reason. The
derivation of a concept concerns rather the quid-fac-
ti question, which, according to Kant, deals with the
“the explanation of the possession of a pure cogni-
tion” (KrV, A 87 / B 119; Kant, 1998, p. 221), but not

2 Guyer and Wood express this term correctly in their transla-
tion; nonetheless, “guidance” or “guideline” would be a more
literal translation. Additionally, it should be noted that the
term is not listed in the Kant-Lexikon (2015) edited by Wil-
laschek et al.
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BeJIeHVIe TIOHSTIS OTHOCUTCS CKOpee K BOIIpOCy quid
facti, xoropsIn, corracHo Kanry, 3aHmnMaeTcs «oObsic-
HeHVeM 001a0aH15 9VICTBIM ITo3HaHVeM» (A 87 / B 119;
Kanr, 20063, c. 189), HO He ero 3aKoHOMepHOCTI. CpaBs-
HeHVie OOBbEeKTMBHO JeIyKIINU 7 CyOBeKTUBHOTO BbI-
BeJIeHVIsl, KOTOpOe MBI HaxoayM Bo dpparmenTe A 336 /
B 393, mMeer cMBICII, TOJIBKO €C/IM OHO OTHOCUTCH K
TpaHCLEHIEHTAIILHON JeyKIM, TEMOVI KOTOPOW sIB-
JIIeTCs BOIIPOC quid juris, TO eCTh OIlpaBHaHe TepM-
HOB, paHee OTOXIECTBIIEHHBEIX B paMKaX BoIIpoca quid
facti (A 84 / B 117; Kawnr, 2006a, c. 185—187). JTnms
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHAs AeTyKIIVs O0JIafaeT AByMsI CTO-
pOHaMM, KOTOpBIE MOXKHO Ha3BaTh OOBEKTMBHOW U
CyOBEKTMBHOVA.

Bce 5T0 MOXXHO paccMaTpmBaTh KaK JOBOZ B IIOJIb3Y
Toro (pakTa, uTo pparmeHT A 336 / B 393 He BrIMICHIBa-
€TCsL B IIepBYIO KHUTY « T paHCIieHIeHTaJIbHO IViaJIeK-
TUKI» U, TAKUM 00pa3oM, yCuiIvBaeT HPeIOKeHHYIO
Bhllle MHTepIpeTanyio (3). @parment A 336 / B 393
He CChUIAETCH Ha IIPOCUIUIOTMCTMYECKOEe BbIBEIEHVIe
HOHSITUV pasyMa, XOTSI OHO SIBJISI€TCSL TEMOW 3TOro
paszerta, v IOToMy oOpasyeT CBOETO pofia MHOPOIHOe
TEJIO B 9TOM TeKCTe.

4.2. Kax 80o3MmoxHa cama cnocobHocims MolulieHUuA?

Bo ¢parmenTe A 366 / B 393 KaHT HeraTmBHO BBI-
CKa3bIBaeTcsl 00 0OBEeKTMBHON AeIyKINN I IIPOTUBO-
IocTaB/IsieT ee CyOBeKTMBHOMY BBIBEIEHMIO. TakmMm
00pa3oM, BOIIPOC 3aKJII0YAeTCs B TOM, KaK B 9TOM KOH-
TEKCTe MOXeT (PYHKIIMOHMPOBATh TEPMIHOJIOTMYE-
CKOe pasyidne MeXay CyObeKTMBHOV ¥ 00beKTMBHOV
TemyKIyey KaK IByMsl CTOpOHaMM TpaHCIIeHIeHTasTb-
Hou nepyKimm. KanT BBonmT 310 pasimmdenne B «[Ipe-
IMCIIOBUV» K IIEPBOMY M3HaHMIO «KpuTHKy 9mcToro
pasyMa», Te INIIeT, YTO JaHHOe VCCIIe0BaHue, KO-
TOPOE OH IIPOBEJT «I107, 3ar1aByeM “[IeTyKIIms dmCThIX
noHATUM paccynaka”» (A XVI; Kanr, 20060, c. 19), nme-
eT aBe cTopoHbl. CoOITacHO KaHTOBCKOMY «IOCTaTOY-
HO TJIyOOKO 3a/[yMaHHOMY WCCIIEIOBaHMIO» (TaM JKe),
O0OBeKTMBHAS JIeNYKIINS [IOJDKHA PacKpbITh M OOBsIC-
HUTh OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HAYMMOCTH IIOHSTUII YMCTOrO
paccyiika, B TO BpeMs Kak CyObeKTUBHas IeTyKIINs 3a-
naet Borrpoc: «Kak Bo3MOXKHa cama crnocodHOCI b Mbliii-
aenua?» (A XVIL Karr, 200606, c. 21). Takmum oOpasom,
KOHTEKCT, HeOOXOAVIMBIV 1T O0CY>KIAEHMS IIPeTeH3 I
KaTeropui Ha OObeKTVBHYIO 3HAUMMOCTb, MCCIIeIOBaH
(Carl, 1992, S. 44, 47 —54).

)11 aHasIM3a 3TOro pasjIMueHus] B CTPYKType
«TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIBHO  JIMaJIEKTUKIM» CTOUT 3aMe-
TUTB, 9TO B Hevl KaHT He rtepepalaThiBaeT ero B IBHOM
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its lawfulness. The comparison of objective deduc-
tion and subjective introduction, as found in pas-
sage A 336 / B 393, only makes sense if it refers to
a transcendental deduction, in which the quid-juris
question, i.e. a justification of terms previously iden-
tified in the quid-facti question (KrV, A 84 / B 117;
Kant, 1998, p. 220), is thematic. Only a transcenden-
tal deduction has two sides, which can be addressed
as subjective and objective.

This could be understood as a further reason for
the fact that passage A 336 / B 393 does not fit into
the , first book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic”
and thus strengthens the above mentioned interpre-
tation (iii). Passage A 336 / B 393 does not refer to
the prosyllogistic derivation of the concepts of rea-
son, although it is thematic in this section, and thus
forms a kind of a foreign body in the course of the
text.

4.2. How is the faculty of thinking itself possible?

In passage A 336 / B 393, Kant speaks in a neg-
ative way of an objective deduction and contrasts
this term with subjective introduction. The ques-
tion is therefore, how the terminological distinction
between subjective and objective deduction as two
sides of a transcendental deduction has a function
in this context. Kant introduces this differentiation
in the first edition of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason in
the “Preface”. In this passage he writes that “the in-
vestigations” (KrV, A XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 103), which
he has undertaken “under the title Deduction of the
Pure Concepts of the Understanding” (ibid.), include
two sides: According to Kant’s “inquiry, which goes
rather deep” (ibid.) the objective deduction has to
demonstrate the objective validity of the pure con-
cepts of understanding and make it comprehensible.
Conversely, a subjective deduction asks, “How is
the faculty of thinking itself possible?” (KrV, A XVII;
Kant, 1998, p. 103). Thereby the context, which must
be given when categories claim objective validity, is
investigated (Carl, 1992, pp. 44, 47-54).

For an analysis of this differentiation within the
framework of the “Transcendental Dialectic”, it is
noteworthy that Kant does not explicitly adapt it in
the “Transcendental Dialectic”. Thus, the distinction
concerns the structure of the A-Deduction in the
“Transcendental Analytic”. However, the “Preface”
only arose after Kant had put the A-Deduction on
paper and is therefore not taken as a basis for the
plan of the deduction (Klemme, 1996, pp. 142-143).



Buzle. TakuM oOpa3oM, pasiiueHye KacaeTcs CTPyKTYy-
pol A-Ienyknum B «TpaHCIIeHAeHTAIIBHOVI aHAJIUTH-
ke». OnHako «[Ipenyciiopre» ObUTO HAIIMCAHO TOJIBKO
nocte Toro, Kak KanT nanmcan A-Ilepykmyio, u, cie-
JO0BaTeJIbHO, He MOXXeT CUMTATbCA OCHOBaHVIEM [1JIA
wiaHa 3Ton gepykoum (Klemme, 1996, S. 142 —143).
B mobom cirygae KaHT He BBOAWT 3TO pasiIirdeHve
HoBTOpPHO B «[IpemnciioBunt Ko BTOPOMY WM3HaHVIO».
Y)Ke 0603HaquHbIe ACIIeKTbI BbI3bIBAIOT qpe3BquaT7[HO
CJIOKHYIO VICCIIEIOBATEIILCKYIO CUTYallMIO B OTHOIIIe-
HUIM 3TOTO pasINyueHusi B CTPYKType «1paHclleHIeH-
TaJILHOV aHAJIMTVKM» M YCIIOKHSIOT €0 alalTalliio K
«TpancrieHAeHTaITBHO VaIeKTIKe».

B To >xe Bpemst KaHT aeT sicHble OpMeHTUPBI, IIpe-
JlararoIimnye OHPEJIEJ'IEHHBIQ BO3MOXHOCTW JIA pEH_IEHVIH
yKe pa3paboTaHHBIX Ipo0iIeM 11 Ieatollye pas3BuTIe
9TOr0 pasMdeHNss B paMKax «TpaHcleHIeHTaIbHOM
OVIAJIEKTVIKI» OCTaTOYHO OCMBICJIEHHBIM. TakmmM 00-
pa3oM, BBOZISA pasiiidirie MeXIy CyObeKTUBHON M 00B-
exTMBHOM nenykient B «[IpemyicioBym» K mepBoMy
m3gaHvro, KaHT Bcerja TOBOPUT O pasyMe M pacCyake
BMecTe. Jla)ke ecjiM KaHTOBCKOE VCIIOJIb30BaHME ITUX
MIOHATUI He BCerja CTPOro pasrpaHnyeHo, 3TO MOXKHO
OOBSICHUTB KaK yKa3aHue Ha «1paHCIIeHIeHTaIbHYIO
IIVMAJIEKTUKY» U CIIelITdecKoe MCII0JIb30BaHe B Hel
IIAaHHOTO pasInumsa. DTO yKasaHMe MOATBepXKIaeTcs
crtemyrorrert popMyIMpoBKo 13 «I IpenmcioBus»:

ITocnennee (Bompoc «Kak BO3MOXHa cama CIIOCOD-
HOCTb MBIIITIeHMsA?» — P.M.) ecTh Kak ObI ITOVCKV TTPUU-
HbI K HEKOTOPOMY JIAHHOMY IEVICTBUIO, I B 9TOM CMBbICIIE
OHO 3aKJTI0YaeT B cebe HeuTo Moo0Hoe TUIIoTe3e (XOTS Ha
caMoM JIesie 3TO He TaK, UTO s TOSICHIO B IPYTOM MecCTe).
BoT moueMy MOXXeT TTOKa3aThCsl, UTO B JaHHOM CiIydae s
1103BOJIsII0 ce0e BBICKA3aTh JIVIIL CBOE 1pednoloxere, HO
TOIZja VI YMTaTeIIo T0JDKHA OBITh ITpefjocTaBiieHa cBoboza
mMeTb cBoe muerue (A XVII; Kant, 20060, c. 21).

KanT ymmie moctymmpyeT 000CHOBaHHOCTD CyOb-
eKTMBHON fenykummn B «I[Ipenuciosum». Bosiee Toro,
OH oleriaeT Ipy yA0OHOM CJTydae JOKa3aTh, YTO CyOb-
eKTVMBHasl JIeIyKIVs He eCTb IIPOCTO YTO-TO II0I00HOoe
ITUIIOTe3e, OCHOBAHHOV BCEro JIVIIIbL Ha MHEHWV, HO
Tak Xe yOemuTesTbHa, KaK M OObeKTVMBHAs IeTyKIIVs.
KanT Mor gaTh Takoe obelraHvie, iMesi B BU/IY IIepPBYIO
KHUry «IpaHclieHeHTaIbHOV AuajleKTukm». B Ta-
KOM cJTydae, Kak yTeepxzaeT Kiemme (Klemme, 1994,
S.123; Klemme, 1996, S. 142), dpparment A 336 / B 393
HarvicaH B cBs3u ¢ «[IpemyciiouemM» K IlepBoMy mM3Jia-
Huto. KitlemMMe aprymeHTHpYeT 3TO, ITOIUEPKMBas, YTO
KanT He BO300HOBIISIET passueHne CyObeKTUBHON 1
oObeKTMBHOM JIefnyKumi riae-ymbo emne B «Kpurnke

R. Meer

In any case, Kant does not reintroduce this distinc-
tion in the “B-Preface” of the Critique of Pure Reason.
Even these aspects evoke an enormously complex
research situation with regard to this differentiation
within the framework of the “Transcendental Ana-
lytic” and complicate its adaptation for the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”.

At the same time, Kant gives unmistakable
clues, which offer a certain potential for solving the
already-developed problem area and make a devel-
opment of this differentiation within the framework
of the “Transcendental Dialectic” quite reasona-
ble. Thus, during the introduction of the distinc-
tion between objective and subjective deduction in
the “Preface” of the A-edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason, Kant always speaks of reason and under-
standing in one breath. Even if the Kantian use of
these concepts is not always sharply distinguished,
this can be understood as an indication toward the
“Transcendental Dialectic” and the specific use
of this distinction therein. This indication is also
strengthened by the following formulation in Kant’s
“Preface”:

Since the latter question [How is the faculty
of thinking itself possible?] is something like the
search for the cause of a given effect, and is therefore
something like a hypothesis (although, as I will
elsewhere take the opportunity to show, this is not in
fact how matters stand), it appears as if I am taking
the liberty in this case of expressing an opinion,
and that the reader might therefore be free to hold
another opinion (KrV, A XVII; Kant, 1998, p. 103).

Kant only postulates the validity of subjective
deduction in the “Preface”. Furthermore, he promis-
es, on another occasion, to prove that subjective de-
duction is not merely similar to a hypothesis, which
is based on a mere opinion, but is as convincing
as objective deduction. Kant could have given this
promise with regard to the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”. In this sense, the text pas-
sage A 336 / B 393 was written with reference to the
“Preface” of the first edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason, as Klemme (1994, p. 123; 1996, p. 142) claims.
Klemme argues plausibly by emphasising that Kant
does not resume the differentiation between sub-
jective and objective deduction at any point in the
Critique of Pure Reason, but introduces an analogous
distinction with regard to the transcendental ideas
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YMCTOTO pasyMa», HO BBOIUT aHaJIOTVIYHOE pasjIdiie
B OTHOITIEHWN TPAHCIIeHAEHTATIBHBIX Ve BO dpar-
MeHTe A 336 / B 393: «Ecyin BepHo... 9TO pasimdeHve
CyOBEKTMBHOM ¥ OOBEKTVBHOM HAETYKIVIT KaTerOpuit
He BKJIIOYEHO B ITIaBY, IIOCBSIIIEHHYIO AeIyKIINN, II0-
tomy uto KanT pabotarn Han “Ilpenyciosmem” mocrte
TOTr0, KaK OH HaIIVICaJI IJIABY O JAeAYKIIM, TO OH TeM He
MeHee nepxai dpparmenT A 336 / B 393 B morte 3pe-
Hus» (Klemme, 1996, S. 143)7.

Taxrm 0O6pa3oM, CyObeKTUBHOE BBIBEIEHVIE MOXKET
ObITh 0003HAYEHO KaK CyOBeKTMBHAs IeMyKIINs 1 Xa-
paKTepmsyeTcs CIIeOyIoMM obpasoM: oOOCHOBaHIe
HOHATUI pasyMa CyOBEKTMBHO, IIOCKOJIBKY WX 3Ha-
9MMOCTh OOOCHOBBIBAETCSI He CTPOEHVEM OOBEKTOB, a
HIPUpPOAOVI Hallero codcrseHHOro pasyma. Criermosa-
TEJIBHO, CYOBEKTMBHOEe BbIBelleHMe oOO3HadaeT pas-
MBIIIUIEHVIE, VIMEIOIIlee CUCTEMATIYeCKOe OTHOIIIEHE
K CyOBeKTVBHOVI IeyKIINV KaTerOpui®.

OpHako 3TOT aHa/IM3 BHOBb CTaBUT (PparMeHT
A 336 / B 393 B Tecnyio cBsisb ¢ «lIpmioxennem K
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTAJTbHON IMaJIeKTIKe» 11 OCOOBIM CTaTy-
COM IIPVHIIVIIOB OIHOPOIHOCTH, crelnduKanmm mn
HeIIpepbIBHOCTM KaK OOBEKTMBHBIX, HO 00JIamarommx
HeoITpee/IeHHOV 3HaYMMOCTBI0. TakmM o0pasom, Tm-
roTe3a (3) cHOBa ITOITBEPXKIIEHA, XOTS OHA U COIIPOBO-
KaeTcst Oojiee TITyOOKMM HOrpyKeHeM B PuyIoor-
YecKue JIeTasIn.

5. HekoTopasi 00beKTMBHasI 3HAYMMOCTb.
3axsroueHme

Ecmm cy61>eKTMBHaﬂ JeOyKIsl IIOHVIMaeTCsl Kak
IIporiecc 00OCHOBaHMS, M30aBIISIOMINIT HAaC OT Orpa-
HUYeHMs], COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY MBbIIIUIeHEe O3HavaeT
MBIIIUIEHVIE O YeM-TO, TO CYIIIeCTBYIOT obumpHble cu-
cTeMaTuM4YecKre COBIIAJEHVs B paMKax 3adadu pery-
JIATMBHOTIO VCIIOJIBb30BaHMA pasyMa B «I'paHcIieHIeH-
TaJIbHOW JIVIAJIEKTUKE».

¥ B pomnonHeHne KileMMe OTHOCWUT CKasaHHOe K (PparMeHTy
A 669 / B697 1 K OOBeKTMBHOV, HO HEOIIPeJIeJIeHHOM 3HAYMMO-
cti mnert pasyma. OObeKTMBHAs HeqyKIIMs U3 IIOHSATUN pasy-
Ma HEBO3MOXXHa, Kak yTBepxmaer Kiiemme, HO cyObeKkTMBHAas
HeOyKLNs, WIN «CyOBeKTHBHOE BBIBEI€HVe», He MCKIIIoUeHa. B
HIpMBeIeHHOM (parMeHTe OHa AaKe KJIacCuuIMpoBaHa Kak
Bo3moxkHas (Klemme, 1996, S. 143).

# KilemMMe ycTaHaB/IMBaeT CBsi3b Mexuy «IIpemmciioBrem» m
dparmenTom A 336 / B 393, Ho coxpaHsieT TepMUH «CyOBeKTIB-
HOe BbIBeleHne». KiTnMMeK, HallpoTB, OTpULIaeT MHTepIIpeTa-
Lo CyOBeKTMBHOIO BbIBEIIEHMS KaK MeTadu31IecKo AemyK-
LMV VI TaKXXe TOBOPUT O cyObexTmBHON Aenykuy. OH ITOHN-
MaeT ee, OIJHAKO, He KaK OIHY 13 CTOPOH TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOT
IenyKIny, a Kak oco0yro dpopMy MeTadm3myuecKovi TemyKInm
(Klimmek, 2005, S. 10—12).
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in the text passage A 336 / B 393: “If it is correct [...]
that the distinction between subjective and objective
deduction of the categories is not included in the
deduction chapter, because Kant wrote the “Pref-
ace” after he had already put the deduction chap-
ter on paper, then he would nevertheless have kept
A 336 / B 393 in sight” (Klemme, 1996, p. 143; my
translation — R.M.).%

The subjective introduction can therefore be des-
ignated as a subjective deduction and is character-
ised as follows: The justification of the concepts of
reason is subjective, because the validity of the con-
cepts of reason is not justified by the constitution of
objects, but by the nature of our reason. Thus, the
subjective introduction denotes a deliberation which
is systematically related to the subjective deduction
of the categories.”

The analysis, however, once more puts the pas-
sage A336 / B393 in a close relation to the “Appen-
dix to the Transcendental Dialectic”, and the specific
status of the principles of homogeneity, specifica-
tion, and continuity as objective but with indetermi-
nate validity. Thus, hypothesis (iii) is strengthened
again, even though it is accompanied by a deeper
philological intervention.

5. Some Objective Validity — a Conclusion

If the subjective deduction is understood as a
process of justification, in which the restriction is
removed that thinking means thinking something,
then there are enormous systematic overlaps within
the task of the regulative use of reason in the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”.

2 “Wenn es richtig ist [...], daf8 die Unterscheidung zwi-
schen subjektiver und objektiver Deduktion der Kategorien
im Deduktionskapitel nicht aufgenommen wird, weil Kant
die Vorrede verfafste, nachdem er das Deduktionskapitel be-
reits zu Papier gebracht hatte, dann wird ihm nichtsdestowe-
niger A 336 / B 393 vor Augen gestanden haben.” In addition,
Klemme relates this to A 669 / B697 and the objective but in-
determinate validity of the ideas of reason. An objective de-
duction from the concepts of reason is impossible, as Klemme
argues, but a subjective deduction or subjective introduction is
not excluded. In the mentioned text passage, it is even classi-
fied as possible (Klemme, 1996, p. 143).

# Klemme creates a reference between the “Preface” and pas-
sage A 336 / B 393, but maintains the term “subjective deri-
vation”. In contrast, Klimmek rejects an interpretation of the
subjective derivation as a metaphysical deduction and also
speaks of a subjective deduction. He does not understand this
as one side of the transcendental deduction, however, but as
a particular form of the metaphysical deduction (Klimmek,
2005, pp. 10-12).



CyObexTmBHas memyknus B «IpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI aHAJIUTVKE», Hapsly C 00BEKTMBHOI HemyKIu-
e, COCTaBJIsIeT OJIHY CTOPOHY TpaHCHeHIeHTaJIbHOM
nepyximy. Kak KaaT 310 oTdyersiMBO dbopMmyrmpyeT
(A XVII; KarT, 200606, c. 21), yoennTeIsHOCTb 00beK-
TMBHOVI eTyKLIMV He 3aBUCUT OT ycIexa CyOBbeKTB-
HOV menykKumn. V1 Hamportus, B «TpaHclleHIeHTaIb-
HOV [OMaJIeKTuKe», Thae OOBeKTMBHAas 3HAYMMOCTh,
O3HAUAOMIAs TIOCTPOEeHe 00beKTa, He SIBIISIeTCS TJIaB-
HOVI TEMOVI, B LIEHTPe BHVIMAHMS OKa3bIBAETCH cy61,-
eKTVBHas HAefyKOusa. B perynsaTnBHOM IIpMMeHeHWUN
pasyMa, KaK M B CyOBeKTMBHOW HAeIyKIINM, MCCIIeIO0-
BaHe 3TOV CIENMIYIECcKOl CIIOCOOHOCTI ONVIChIBA-
eTCs KaK VCCIIeIOBaHVe «CaMOro YMCTOrO paccyaka B
TOM, UTO KacaeTCs €ro BO3MOXXHOCTM U CIIOCOOHOCTE
TI03HaHMS, Ha KOTOPBIX OH CaM OCHOBEIBaeTcs» (A XVI;
Kant, 20060, c. 19). B nepsomn uactu «[IpmtoxkeHns K
TpaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHO IasieKTrKe» KauT obo3Havaer
3a71avy IPUHILINIIOB OAHOPOIHOCTY, CrIeUKaIIU 1
HeIIPepBIBHOCTY CJIEAYIOMINM 00pa3oM: «...0HU MMEIOT
IIPeBOCXOIHOe ¥ Hem30eXXHO HeoOXOmmMoe perysis-
TUBHOe yrioTpebieHue» (A 644 / B 672; Kant, 20064,
c. 825), TTOCKOJIBKY OHVI BCe elrle CITy>KaT ISl TOTO, YTO-
OBl TTOJTyYNTh «HaAMOOJIbIIIee eAMHCTBO HAPSTy C Hau-
OospIMM pacipenveM» (Tam xe). OHM IIoJIararoT
«HEKOTOpoe oO111ee eMHCTBO 1IeJIbI0 MeVICTBUIL pac-
cyAKa, KOTOpble BOOOIIe-TO 3aHMMAIOTCS TOJIBKO JIVIC-
TpUOYTUBHBEIM €IMHCTBOM» (TaM Xe).

Bomrpoc «Kak Bo3MOXXHa cama CITOCOOGHOCTD MBIIII-
nenms?» (A XVIL Kanr, 20060, c. 21), a Takxe BomIpoc,
KaCaroIIUICS CUCeMamuynocmuy nosHanus (A 645 /
B 673; Kant, 20064, c. 827), He MOT'yT OBITB ITOCTaBJIEHBI
TaKVM Xe 06pa30M, KakK BOIIPOC, KaCaIOIINUVICS Y CIIOBU
00pexToB, Kak dpopmynmpyer Kanr: «[Ipasma, cosep-
IIIEHHO SICHO: TO, UTO ¢ JJOJDKEH IIpe/IIroiaraTs BoooIIe
IS TIO3HAHMS OOBEKTa, S He MOTY II03HATh JIaXKe KaK
obpexT» (A 402; Kanr, 20060, c. 501). Bo dpparmenre
A 663—663 / B 691—692, a Takkxe B KOHTEKCTe CyOb-
€KTVIBHOVI JeAYyKIIUM IJIaBHOVI TEMOW SIBJISIFOTCSI YCJIO-
B TIocTpoeHms 00bekToB (Theis, 2004, S. 108; Hutter,
2009, S. 75). B obomx apryMeHTaTMBHBIX CTPaTeTVIsIX
KanT passBuBaer peltieHus i OAHOV CUCTeMaTUye-
CKOW IIpO0OJIeMBI: ODOCHOBaHME IIOHSTUV, KOTOpPBIE
KaKYTCSl TPaHCIEH/IEHTaJIbHBIMM, HO He MOTYT OBITh
000CHOBaHBI OrpaHNYeHeM OTHOCUTEIIBHO SIBJICHW
(Horstmann, 1997, S. 178; Thole, 2000, S. 119).

ITo sTom mpwumHe HemyKOys IIPUHIUIIOB OIHO-
ponHOCTH, crieldMKalUN 1 HeIIPepbIBHOCTY TJOJDKHA
OT/INYAThCA OT AeIyKIIUM MOHSATUI paccyaka. OnHako
Kant, npeyiaras cyObeKTMBHYIO JIeAyKIINiO, (PopMy-
JIMpyeT NepBYI0 apIryMeHTaTUBHYIO CTpaTeruio, KOTo-

R. Meer

The subjective deduction in the “Transcendental
Analytic” forms, beside the objective deduction, one
side of the transcendental deduction. As Kant ex-
plicitly formulates (KrV, A XVIL; Kant, 1998, p. 103),
the conviction of the objective deduction does not
depend on the success or failure of the subjective
deduction. By contrast, in the “Transcendental Dia-
lectic”, in which the objective validity, meaning the
constitution of the object, is not thematic, the sub-
jective deduction is at the centre of attention. In the
regulative use of reason, as well as in the subjective
deduction, the particular faculty is regarded “con-
cerning its possibility and the powers of cognition
on which it itself rests” (KrV, A XVI; Kant, 1998,
p- 103). In the first part of the “Appendix to the
Transcendental Dialectic”, Kant indicates the task
of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and
continuity as follows: Concepts of reason have “an
excellent and indispensably necessary regulative
use” (KrV, A 644 / B 672; Kant, 1998, p. 591) because
they still serve to obtain “the greatest unity along-
side the greatest extension” (KrV, A 644 / B 672;
Kant, 1998, p. 591) for the concepts of understand-
ing. They posit a “collective unity as the goal of the
understanding’s actions, which are otherwise con-
cerned only with distributive unity” (KrV, A 644 /
B 672; Kant, 1998, p. 591).

The question, “How is the faculty of thinking
itself possible?” (KrV, A XVII) and also the ques-
tion concerning the “systematic in cognition” (KrV,
A 645 / B 673) cannot be posed in the same way as
the question concerning the conditions of objects, as
Kant explicitly formulates: “Now it is indeed very
illuminating that I cannot cognise as an object itself
that which I must presuppose in order to cognise
an object at all” (KrV, A 402; Kant, 1998, p. 442). In
the passage A 663-664 / B 691-692 and also in the
context of subjective deduction, the condition of the
constitution of the objects is thematic (Theis, 2004,
p- 108; Hutter, 2009, p. 75). In both argumentation
strategies, Kant develops solutions for the same sys-
tematic problem: the justification of concepts that
seem to be transcendental but cannot be justified by
restriction to appearances (Horstmann, 1997, p. 178;
Thole, 2000, p. 119).

For this reason, a deduction of the principles
of homogeneity, specification, and continuity must
be distinguished from a deduction of the concepts
of understanding. However, Kant offers with the
subjective deduction a first argumentative strate-
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pas oTyIMYaeTcs OT OOBEKTMBHOV, HO IIPeNOCTaBIIseT
«HEKOTOPYIO OOBeKTMBHYIO 3HauMMOCTb» (A 664 /
B 692; Kanr, 2006a, c. 849) 1 mosToMy cucTeMaTmde-
CKV BayKHa JIJTs IIPVHIIVIIOB OTHOPOITHOCTY, CIIeII-
KaIlny ¥ HelIpepBIBHOCTM. B To e Bpems y Hac ecTb
IIpaBIOIIOI00HOe 00bscHeHMe, TToyeMy KaHT et
BO BTOPOVI "acTu «[IpmitoskeHMS K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI AMaJIeKTIKe», YTO TPAHCIIEHIEHTaJIbHOM JIeNyK-
et «3aBepIIaeTrcs KpuTudeckas paboTa dYmcToro
pasyma» (A 670 / B 698; Kanr, 2006a, c. 855). B aTon
YacTy TeKCTa OH BHOBb BbIpa’kaeT HeIyKINIO VeV,
SIBHO OTJIMYast ee OT JAedyKIINV KaTerOPWil: B OTHOIIIe-
HWW VeV pasyMa HeIyKOus «I0JDKHA OBITh BIIOJIHE
BO3MOJXKHA... IIPU YCJIOBUM, YTO OHa JaJeKO OTKJIOHS-
€TCsl OT TOVI AeTyKIINM, KOTOPYIO MOXHO JIOITyCTUTD B
OTHOIIIEHNM KaTeropum» (TaM >Ke). DTOT TEeKCTOBBIV
dparMeHT MOXHO paccMaTpMBaTh KaK JIaJIbHEVIIIee
IloKasaTellbcTBo Toro, uro KaHT HamepeBaeTcs Ipo-
BecTU AemyKuro maent (Morrison, 1989, p. 155—172),
X0Tsl OHa M He oObexTMBHA. Crierndryeckas 3Ha4M-
MOCTB VI/IeVI OCTAeTCsI BaKHOVI TSI KaHTOBCKOVI MBIC-
71 BIUIOTH 10 «KpWTHMKI cIIOCOOHOCTM CY>KIeHMs» 7
naiee (Ginsborg, 2017, p. 77—88; Diuising, 1986, S. 43;
Bartuschat, 1972, S. 39; Mudroch, 1987, S. 30—51). B oT-
HOIIIEH NV BOIIPOCa O BO3MOXKHOCTY TPaHCIIEH/IeHTaIb-
HOV AeNyKIOUM PeryJISTUBHOTO IpVMeHeHNUs pasyMa
178 Cy6’b€KTVIBHOT7[ HemyKIIUM, ITpeJICTaBJIEHHON B «ITpe-
IVCIIOBUV», TIepBOVI KHUTe 1 B «[ IpmtoxeHm K TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHON NMaJleKTVKe», KaHT BBICTyTIaeT 3a
alpMOPHYIO 3HAYMMOCTh TEPMIHOB, He OTHOCSIIIVIXCS
K ITOCTPOEHMIO OOBEKTOB.

Kak ObUIO ITOKa3aHO, IPVHIIMIIBI OTHOPOIHOCTH,
crierpVIKayy ¥ HeIIPepBIBHOCTHM He M30JIMPOBaHEI B
nepsont yactu «I Ipwioxenns». CKopee, MMerOTCs IIepe-
cedeHws ¢ Ipyrvmu pparmeHTaMu «KpuTHKn dmcToro
pasyMma», B 4acTHOCTM C «TpaHcIeHmeHTaIbHOM Avia-
JIEKTVIKOVI», XOTS JUIS TOTO, YTOOBI IIPOCIIENIUTD ST IIe-
pecedeH1st, HY»KHO OBIIO IIPOVITI OKOJIEHBIMU ITy TSIMIA.

Wccaedobarue noddepkaro u3 cpedcm8 cydcuduu, Bvide-
AeHHOU Ha peasusayuto [Tpoepammpl noBbiuieHUs KOHKYpPeHNIO-
cnocobrocmu B@Y um. M. Kanma.
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gy, which differs from the objective one but pro-
vides “some objective validity” (KrV, A 664 / B 692;
Kant, 1998, p. 602) and has therefore systematic im-
portance for the principles of homogeneity, specifi-
cation, and continuity. At the same time, we have a
plausible explanation why Kant writes in the second
part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dia-
lectic” that a transcendental deduction is the “com-
pletion of the critical business of pure reason” (KrV,
A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605). In this part of the
text, Kant again expresses the deduction of the ideas
in explicit distinction to the deduction of the cate-
gories: With regard to the ideas of reason “a deduc-
tion [...] must definitely be possible, granted that it
must also diverge quite far from the deduction one
can carry out in the case of the categories” (KrV,
A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605). This text passage
can be seen as a further proof that Kant intends a
deduction of the ideas (Morrison, 1989, pp. 155-
172), although it is not an objective one. The specif-
ic validity of the ideas remains important for Kant’s
thinking up until the Critique of Judgment and be-
yond (Ginsborg, 2017, pp. 77-88; Diuising, 1986, p. 43;
Bartuschat, 1972, p. 39; Mudroch, 1987, pp. 30-51).
With the question of the possibility of a transcen-
dental deduction of the regulative use of reason and
the subjective deduction introduced in the “Pref-
ace”, the “first book”, and the “Appendix to the
Transcendental Dialectic”, Kant argues for the a pri-
ori validity of non-object-constitutive terms.

As has been demonstrated, the principles of ho-
mogeneity, specification, and continuity are not
isolated in the first part of the “Appendix”. Rather
there are junctions to other passages of the Critique
of Pure Reason, in particular the “Transcendental Di-
alectic”, although retracing these junctions would
mean taking some detours.

This research was supported by the Russian Academic
Excellence Project at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Uni-
versity.
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