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KOIIEPHUKAHCKWV ITEPEBOPOT 2.0:
MEMSACY VS KAHT

A. C. EmeavanoB?

IIpedmemom uccaedoBanus A6a5emcs  CyuyHOCHID
KonepHuxanckoeo nepebopoma, ocyujecmbrennoeo 6 pa-
bome «Ilocae KoHeurocmu» coBpemeHHo20 Ppanyy3cKoeo
¢usocogpa, npedcmabumens: cnekyAamubroeo peaiusma
Kéenmuna Metiacy. OmnpaBHoim nyxxmom cmarnobum-
cs Kkaaccudeckoe onpedesenue KONEPHUKAHCKO20 mnepe-
Bopoma, Oannoe V. Kanmom 6o 6mopom npeduciobuu
Kk «Kpumuxe uucmoeo pasyma», u ¢ 3mum onpeoeseHu-
em 3amem conocmabBasemcsa «Hobas» uHmepnpemayus,
npeosoxennas ppanyysckum  guaocogpom. CoenracHo
Meiisacy, Kaum u nocaedyroujan gpusocogpckas mpaou-
yua (Heoxawmuancmbo u peHomeHo102us) npebpamno
ucmoaxobasu 0eicmBumessHyo posb KONepHUKAHCKO20
omxpeimus 6 noboebponetickoi nayke XVI—XVII 66. u
npeBpamuiy 006eKMubHbLI MUp 6 KOppesam CO3HAHUA.
Abmop Hacmosweeo uccaedobanus nodbepeaem Kpu-
MUYecKkoMy aHAAU3Y makyio oueHxy ¢pusocogpuu Kan-
ma. IIpedcmabaen cpabrumenvhviil anaius 08yx mouex
spenus — Kawma u Metisicy — Ha cyuyHOCb KONnepHU-
KaHckoeo nobopoma, 8 umoee NOKA3AHA 02PAHUUEHHOCHTD
nocaeonens 6 cpabuenuu c nepboi. ABmop npuxooum x
MBLCAU, YO KPUMUKA KAHMOBCKO20 CO0epKAHUS KO-
nepHUKancKo20 nepebopoma, npednpunsamasn Meusacy, a
matkoke onpedeseniie eeo KAk «NmoAeMeusMa» He mMoabko
He onpaboanto, Ho u 60 mMHoeux acnexmax Bcmynaem 6
noamoe npomubopeuue c 0eicmbBumesbHbIM Co0epKaAHU-
em HoBoeBponetickoi Hayku. C onopoi Ha «Kpumuky
41CIT020 PasyMa» paccmampubaiomcs 0cHoBHbvle nocmy-
AL AHMUKOPPEAAYUOHUCTICKOT npoepammst Meiiscy,
6 uacmuocmu npobiemamuveckutl xapakmep Ouaxpo-
HUYeCKUX CYsk0eHUll, a maikoke OeyeHmpayus u O0ecyoo-
exmubayus Mmoiuilenus. B 3axatouenue ommeuaemcs,
umo, xoms npoekm Meiisicy 8 psade momermo8 nobmo-
pAem katoueBbie UHMEHYUU NOCIICIPYKMYPAAUIMA, CAM
1o cebe npusvib cnekyaamubroi guiocopuu «Haza0 K
Omy u doxpumuueckoir memagpusuxe» sabasemcs 6 He-
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COPERNICAN TURN 2.0:
MEILLASSOUX VERSUS KANT

A.S. Emelyanov'

This article examines the essence of the Copernican
turn accomplished by the modern French philosopher
Quentin Meillassoux, a representative of speculative
realism, in his work After Finitude. I use as a start-
ing point the classical definition of the Copernican turn
given by Kant in the second introduction to the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason. I then compare this definition
with the “new” interpretation offered by the French
philosopher. According to Meillassoux, Kant and the
following  philosophical tradition (Neo-Kantianism
and phenomenology) misinterpreted the true role of
the Copernican discovery in the new European science
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and turned
the objective world into a correlate of consciousness. I
subject this assessment of Kant’s philosophy to criti-
cal analysis. I compare two points of view — that of
Kant and of Meillassoux — on the essence of the Co-
pernican turn and demonstrate the limited character of
the latter in comparison with the former. I come to the
conclusion that Meillassoux’s critique of the substance
of the Copernican turn, as well as his labelling of it as
“Ptolemaism” is not only unjustified, but is in many
ways in stark contradiction with the real content of the
new European science. Proceeding from the Critique
of Pure Reason I examine the main postulates of Meil-
lassoux’s anti-correlationist programme, in particular,
the problematic character of diachronic judgments as
well as decentring and desubjectivation of thinking.
In conclusion I note that although Meillassoux’s pro-
ject in a number of ways repeats the main intentions
of post-structuralism, the call of the speculative philos-
ophy “back to Hume and pre-critical metaphysics” is
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KOMopom cmbicae ombemom Ha mom kpusuc, 6 komopom
0KA3A1aC COBpeMeHHAS, NOCMKPUMUHEeCKas (huiocous.

KatoueBoie cro6a: Kanm, Metiscy, konepruxkanckuil
nepefopom, mpancyeHOeHMalbHas pui0copus, Koppes-
YUOHU3M, OUAXPOHUUECKUE CYMOeHUA, KOHIMUHEHITHOCTb

1. BBemenmue

Konepumkancknit nepesopor KaHra cunraet-
s cBOeoOpa3HOV BU3UTHOV KapTOUKOV HOBOEBPO-
nievickont prstocodpvmt Bropon rrostoprHe! X VIII B.
Eme B mponuioM Beke cOBeTCKUM duiocod
K. H. JIroOyTnH oTMedas], YTO KOIlepHMKaHCKas
peBoons B prytocopmm pagnKaaIbHO IIepecMo-
TpeJjla CyIIeCTBOBaBIIMII Ha TOT MOMEHT B3IJIA[,
Ha FHOCeOJIOTMYeCcKyIo Iapy «CyObeKT — OOBeKT»
U TlepeBepHYyIIla «npeduiecmbyioujee ux 3HaueHue c
2010661 Ha Hoeu» (JIroOyTuH, 1980, c. 5). «PeBortio-
11V B TIO3HaHWM» 110 IIpaBy CTaJla OIHUM U3 IIep-
BBIX IIIarOB Ha ITyTVM BO3BBIIIEHNS IIO3HAOIIErO
cyOBbeKTa OT CBOero reTepOHOMHOI'O COCTOSIHVS B
IOKPUTWYECKOV TPanuIlNM K aBTOHOMHOMY, 00-
JajalrolieMy HOAJIMHHON cBobomon. Peportrony-
OHHOe 3HaueHMe KOIepHMKAHCKOIO IlepeBOpoTa,
CTaBIIIETO JIOTMYECKVM ITPOHODKeHVIEM OHOW-
MEHHOTO IIepeBOpOTa B €CTeCTBO3HAHMV, HMUKOITIa
He CTaBWIOCh II0J, COMHEHVe He TOJIBKO I10CIIefo-
BaressiMu KanTa, Ho u ero xputukamu (cm.: 11o-
rieHraysp, 1999; I'ycceprs, 2010; Marmvos, 2017).

Onnako B Hauasie XXI B, M HoXairymw, BHep-
Bble 3a JI0JIrOe BpeMsl COBpPeMeHHBIN paHIlys3-
ckumt dpwmtocod KeentnH Merisicy Ha cTpaHuUIiax
coero acce «[lociie KOHEYHOCTM» TIOHBEPr pasiu-
KaJIbHOVI KPWUTUKe Psifl KIIIOYeBBbIX IIOJIOKeHWUN
TpaHcIeHaeHTaIbHOM (pvtocodmm Kanrta, 1 B
YacTHOCTM coflepKaHVe ero KOIlepHUKaHCKON pe-
sosiroumn. B Buny aBTopy «KpuTnkm ancroro pas-
yMa» BMEHseTCsl KOPPeJISLVIOHU3M, TO ecTh pu-
jocodpckasl Tpaauiys, MHOOYMHSIONIAs OOBeKT
HO3HaHM CyOBEKTY, a TaKXXe IIpeBpallleHue TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOVI MeTapU3UKM B «IITOJIEMEV3M».
HecmoTpst Ha TO 4TO OCHOBHas KpuTHKa Merisicy
oOparrieHa He CTOJIBKO Ha COTlep’KaHVe TpaHCIeH-

A. S. Emelyanov

in a way an answer to the crisis in which post-critical
philosophy finds itself today.

Keywords: Kant, Meillassoux, Copernican turn,
transcendental philosophy, correlationism, diachronic
judgments, contingency

1. Introduction

Kant’s Copernican turn is considered to
be a calling card of the new European phi-
losophy of the second half of the eighteenth
century. In the last century the Soviet phi-
losopher Konstantin N. Lyubutin (1980,
p- 5) noted that the Copernican revolution
in philosophy had radically revised the then
prevalent view of the “subject-object” epis-
temological pair and turned “their previous
meaning upside down”. “The revolution in cog-
nition” really became one of the first steps on
the path of elevating the cognising subject
from its heteronomic status in the pre-criti-
cal tradition to a genuinely free autonomous
status. The revolutionary significance of the
Copernican turn, which was a logical con-
tinuation of the coterminous turn in science
was never called in question by either the fol-
lowers or critics of Kant (cf. Maimon, 2010;
Schopenhauer, 2010; Husserl, 2006).

But in the early twenty-first century, and
perhaps for the first time over a long period,
the modern French philosopher Quentin Meil-
lassoux in his essay After Finitude challenged
several key propositions of Kant’s transcen-
dental philosophy, notably the content of his
Copernican revolution. He accused the author
of the Critique of Pure Reason of correlation-
ism, i.e. the philosophical tradition which sub-
jugates the object of cognition to the subject,
and of turning transcendental metaphysics into
“Ptolemaism”. Although Meillassoux inveighs
not so much against the content of transcenden-
tal philosophy as against its interpretation by
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JeHTaJIbHOV pryiocoduy, CKOJIIBKO Ha Ty MHTep-
IpeTaliio, KOTOPYIO OHa Iojlyuinsia y heHOMeHO-
JIOTOB ¥ HeOKaHTMaHIIEB, B paMKaX HaCTOSIIEro
VICCIIeIOBaHMs MBI CKOHIIEHTPUpPYeMCs VIMEeHHO
Ha TOVI YacT¥ ero paboTHl, UTO KacaeTcs HeIloCperl-
CTBEHHO COfIepKaHMsI KAaHTOBCKOM prytocomm.

Crout oTMeTUTh, UTO mosBiIeHVEe «Ilocite Ko-
HEYHOCT» BBI3BAJIO MHOXKECTBO VICKycCUT B pu-
710c0pCKOM COOOITIeCTBe, YCIIOBHO paszielInB ero Ha
IBa IIPpOTMBOOOPCTBYIOMIMX Jlareps. YacTe duio-
codoB BCTpeTUIIV ITPOEKT Meriscy (V1 CLIeKYIISTIB-
HBIVI peayiii3M BOOOIIe) KPUTIIECKY, II00YEePETHO
0oOBMHMB ero To B KapTesnaHcTBe (Bruno, 2017),
TO B HeyJIaYHOV TIOIBITKE «BOCKPECUTb» OHTOJIO-
TMYeCKUIl apryMeHT [OKPUTUYECKO uIoco-
v (Wiltsche, 2017), ckenrrmmysm FOma (Toscano,
2010; Xamric, 2013) vayv 117 UITMHTOBCKMT AGCOITIOT
(Zahavi, 2016). [1. 'orramOnist ykasait Ha TO, 9TO BO-
HpeKn yTBepXXaeHnio Merscy Tak Ha3bIBaeMBbIV
«Koppenanmonmn3mM» KanTa m ero mociemosare-
JIert — BCero JIMIIIb «0rMa, KOTOpOV HUKOIZa He
cytectBoBasio» (Golumbia, 2016, p. 1), a cama mipo-
OremMa KoppesIsiiuM — WCKYyCCTBEHHO CO3[IaHHas
npobiema. Iloxastyir, HanOoslee TPOMKMM OTBe-
TOM Ha BBIXO[, «[Tocjie KOHeUHOCTV» CTajla CTaThs
K. Mana0y, yuenunl XK. eppria, mojoXmBIIas
Ha4yaJlo MHOTOJIeTHeVl IIoJleMMKe MeXy CIeKy-
JIATVIBHBIM peasIi3MOM Y IOCTCTPYKTY PaII3MOM.
Dcce Mersicy Mastaly paclieHnBaeT He MHaude Kak
«aTaKy Ha... HepyIIuMMble CTPYKTYpPbl 3HaHVIS»,
IJIaBHBIMM 73 KOTOPBIX SIBJISIFOTCS «KOHEYHOCTH
cyOBeKTa, dpeHOMeHasIbHas JaHHOCTb W arlpuop-
HBIV cuHTe3» (Mataby, 2018, c. 99). Ilo ee mHeHMIO,
9Ta aTaka CTABUT ITO, COMHEHVe He TOJIbKO Hacjie-
Iivie BCeVl IIOCTKPUTIYeCKOV PrytocodpCKom Tpam-
LIVIVI, HO VI PSif, TIOJIOXKEHVIVI COBPEMEHHOVI Hay YHO
KapTMHBI MIpa, KOTOpble MeTOHIOJIOTMYecKy Ha
Hee OIVIPaJIVCh.

Hpyras ygacte dpwmiocodoB, XOTs M YCOMHUB-
LIVCh B HEKOTOPBIX Te3mcax Meriscy, mpu3HaIu
00OCHOBAaHHOCTH psifla €ro IIPeTeH3UII K COBpe-
MeHHOW TTocTKpuTmdeckor Meicau (Dalton, 2016;
Cohen, 2017). ITpruem oTHeIbHbIE MCCIIEIOBATEIIN
Iake yKasaJjivi Ha HEKOTOPYIO CXOXKeCTh MIen Merz-

phenomenologists and Neo-Kantians, this arti-
cle concentrates on that part of his work which
deals directly with the content of the Kantian
philosophy.

It has to be noted that the publication of
After Finitude occasioned heated debates in
the philosophical community, dividing it
into two opposing camps. Some philosophers
were critical of Meillassoux (and of specula-
tive realism in general) alternately charging
him with Cartesianism (Bruno, 2017), a failed
attempt to “revive” the ontological argument
of pre-critical philosophy (Wiltsche, 2017),
Hume’s scepticism (Toscano, 2010; Khamis,
2013) with Schelling’s Absolute (Zahavi, 2016).
David Golumbia (2016, p. 1) remarked that
contrary to Meillassoux, the so-called “corre-
lationism” of Kant and his followers was “the
dogma that never was”, and that the prob-
lem of correlation had been invented. Perhaps
the most resonant response to the publication
of After Finitude was an article by Catherine
Malabou, a pupil of Jacques Derrida, which
precipitated a polemic between speculative re-
alism and post-structuralism that lasted many
years. Malabou (2014, p. 242) sees the essay
] inde-

structible structures of knowledge”, chief of

of Meillassoux as “an attack upon [...

which are “finitude of the subject, phenome-
nally given a priori synthesis”. In her opinion,
this attack calls in question not only the legacy
of the whole post-critical philosophical tradi-
tion, but also several provisions of the mod-
ern scientific picture of the world, based on its
methodology.

Other philosophers, although dubious
about some of Meillassoux’s theses, agreed
with some of his criticism of contemporary
post-critical thought (Dalton, 2016; Cohen,
2017). Indeed, some of them even pointed out
similarities between the ideas of Meillassoux,

78



scy, Kanra (O’Shea, 2017; Robin, 2021; Schéferling,
2022) n Mewmura (Tritten, 2016), moguepkHyB
TeM caMbIM, UTO IIOTeHIIajl KpUTHUYecKon dpuio-
codorm BO MHOIOM ellle He pacKphIT.

ITpr3HaBasi HO3UTHUBHOE 3HaYeHMe KaK KpUTH-
YeCKOro, TaK M HeKPUTUYECKOIo IpOoYTeHMs pa-
60TBI Mertsicy, oTMeTHM, oHaKo, uTo caMm KaHT 1
collepkaHle ero KOIIepHMKAHCKOro IlepeBOpoTa
KaK M3MeHeHHOro Merosia MbinuieHus (Karpeuko,
2022) okaszaImch B OOJIBIIVHCTBE BbIIIIEYIIOMSIHY-
TBIX PaOOT 3aCJIOHEHBI ITpOodIIeMaMy1, KOTOpble HO-
CSIT BTOPOCTeIleHHbIV XapakTep. Bo MHOroM nmen-
HO II0 3TOV HIpWYMHE IIpe[CTaB/IeHHBI B HMX
aHa/IM3 IIpoekTa Mersicy oOKa3bIBaeTcsl, BO-TIep-
BBIX, OFpaHWYeHHBIM, a BO-BTOPbIX, MHAMPDe-
PEHTHBIM II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K COOCTBEHHOMY CO-
Jlep’kaHMIO KaHTOBCKOM dustocodpmm. [lanHoe
Uccrle[IoBaHMe CTaBUT Ileper coOom IieJlb yCTpa-
HUTB 3TOT HestocTaToK. C 3TOV 11eJIbI0 CHavasla Mbl
paccMOTPUM [iBa IMiaMeTpaIbHO IIPOTMBOIIOIOX-
HBIX B3IVIsiJa Ha CYIITHOCTH KOIIEPHMKAHCKOrO TIe-
peBopoTa (KJ1accudeckui, mpefcTasieHHbI Kan-
TOM Ha cTpaHmIlax «KpuUTHKI YMCTOrO pasyma»,
VI CHeKYJIATUBHBIVI, IIpelcTaBjieHHbIn Meviscy B
«[Tocsie KOHeUHOCTM»), a 3aTeM OOpaTMMCsI Hello-
CPeICTBEHHO K KPUTUYECKOMY aHaJIM3y copeprKa-
HVsI KOIIePHMKAHCKOrO TIepeBOpOTa IOCIIeTHeTO.

2. Konnepankauckun nepesopot Kanra

Vero o HeoOXOIMMOCTM COTJIacOBaHMs VcCile-
ITyeMOro IpeMeTa C HalllvIM MBIITUIEHVIEM (TO eCTh
TO, 4TO B MicTOpuM Prstocodpmm 1o TpagmIIy Ha-
3bIBAIOT «KOIEPHMKAHCKOM peBoIorueir») Kant
BIIepBble BbICKa3aJl OTHIOIb He BO BTOPOM ITpeiy-
crtoBum K «Kputuke umcroro pasyma» (1787), a ro-
pasfmo paHbllle — ellle B JOKPUTWYECKUT IIePU-
of1, B paboTe «BceolI11ast ecrecTBeHHas CTOPWS 1
Teopusi Heba» (1755). B TpeTwent (rociienHerr) ya-
CTM 3TOrO TpaKTaTa, ITOCBSIIEHHOV CpaBHEHWIO
ITO3HaBaTEJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN oOMTaTeseln pas-
JIMYHBIX IJTaHeT, KaHT mbITaeTcsd ¢ mosummm co-
BPEMEHHOIO €My eCTeCTBO3HAaHWMs OTBETUTH Ha
BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOM CyIIIeCTBOBaHUM B3alIMOC-
BSI3U MeXIy IoJiokeHMeM IulaHeT B CoslHe9HOM
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Kant (O’Shea, 2017; Robin, 2021; Schéferling,
2022) and Schelling (Tritten, 2016), thus stress-
ing that the potential of the critical philosophy
had not been fully tapped.

While recognising the positive significance
of both the critical and non-critical reading of
Meillassoux I have to note that in most of the
above-mentioned works Kant and the content
of his Copernican turn as a modified method
of thinking (Katrechko, 2022) were obscured
by problems that were of secondar impor-
tance. This is a major reason why their analy-
sis of the Meillassoux project is, first, limited,
and second, indifferent to the content of the
Kantian philosophy. This study purports to fill
that gap. To this end I will first look at two dia-
metrically opposite views on the essence of the
Copernican turn (classical, presented by Kant
in the Critique of Pure Reason, and speculative,
presented by Meillassoux in After Finitude), be-
fore turning to the critical analysis of the con-
tent of the latter’s Copernican turn).

2. Kant’s Copernican Turn

Kant first put forward the idea of correlat-
ing the object of investigation with our thought
(traditionally known in the history of philoso-
phy as “the Copernican revolution”) not in the
second preface to the Critique of Pure Reason
(1787), but much earlier in the pre-critical pe-
riod, in the work Universal Natural History and
Theory of the Heavens (1755). In the third (and
last) part of this treatise devoted to the com-
parison of the cognitive faculties of the inhab-
itants of different planets, Kant, based on the
natural science of his time, tries to answer the
question about the possible existence of a link
between the position of the planets in the solar
system and the cognitive faculties of the crea-
tures which hypothetically could inhabit them.



A. C. EMenbsnoB

cycTeMe V1 TIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIMVI CIIOCOOHOCTSIMY CY-
I1IeCTB, KOTOPBIe TUIIOTETMYECKI MOIJIV ObI X Ha-
cerrsiThb. VI3 comepkaHms pabOThI, KOHEYHO, HEJTb3S
¢ aOCOTIOTHOV JIOCTOBEPHOCTHIO BBIBECTVI ITO3VI-
nmio camoro KaHTa OTHOCHTEIBHO CyIIIeCTBOBa-
HUS XKM3HM (VWUIM CO3HAHMS) 3a IIpefesiamMiu 3eM-
. Hemerikum dpwtocod 3asiBiisieT, 4TO JI0Kas3aTh
VJIVI OIIPOBEPTHYTH 3TO MICXOMS 3 MIMEIOIIVIXCS Y
Hac SMIIVIPUYECKMX JaHHBIX HeBO3MokHO. OnHa-
KO, KaK IIpofosDKaeT Oymymmi aBTop «KpuTmkm
YMCTOrO pasyMa», HEBO3MOXKHOCTH [IOKa3aTelb-
CTBa VWJIVI OIIPOBEP>KEHMSI PeaIbBHOCTY CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHMS XXV3HM 3a IpedeslaMy 3eM/IM He Mellla-
eT HaM IpUOerHyTh K ee TUIIOCTa3pPOBaHMIO, TO
€CTh MOXXHO IIPeICTaBUTh cebe TaKyIo CUTYaLIVIO,
KOI7Ia Ha HEKOTOPBIX ITaHeTax COJTHEYHOV CICTe-
MBI IIPUCYTCTBYIOT CYIIleCTBa, oOyIajaromiye CIIo-
COOHOCTBIO K TIO3HAHAIO.

DTa BooOpakaeMasl CUTYaIVisl CTAHOBUTCS JJ1s
KasnTa cpercTBoM IpoieMOHCTPUPOBATh B3arIMOC-
BSI3b MEXXAY (PU3MUeCKMMU YCIIOBUSIMU CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHVIS XKVBOT'O CYIIIeCTBa M €ro TI03HaBaTe IbHBIMI
criocobHOCcTsiMM. ITo MHeHMIO HeMerkoro wIo-
codpa, «CBOVICTBO OKpY’KaroIlleyl YejloBeKa Marte-
pum, copasMepHoe ¢ paccTosiHeM ee oT ColHIIa,
BJIMsieT Ha CIIOCOOHOCTH Pa3yMHO MBICIIUTB U Ha
dusmueckme IBVDKeHNS YesloBeKa, ITIOBUHYIOIIIVie-
cs1 aToM criocobHOoCTM» (AA 01, S. 355; KanT, 1994a,
c. 245). VIHbIMU cI10BaMM, IIPUCYIAs KaXXIOMY CO-
3HaTeJIbHOMY CYILECTBY «Pa3yMHOCTb» OMHOCU-
meAbHd VI 3aBUCUT OT ero 1os1oxkeH s B CorTHeYHOI
cucreMe. HecMoTpst Ha TO 4TO pas3indie B ITO3Ha-
BaTeJILHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTSIX TIMIIOTETUYECKMX XKU-
BBIX cymlecTB KaHT 371ech omnperesseT eltie cyryoo
MeXaHVCTIYeCKM — KaK yAaJIeHHOCTB OT «IIeHTpa
Muposgaaus» (AA 01, S. 358; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 248),
MBI BIIEpBBI€ (IIyCTh 11 B HESIBHOM BII/I€) BCTpedaeM-
Csl C OOHVIM M3 KJTIOUEBBIX MOTVMBOB BCEVl KAHTOB-
cKovI prstocodpmit — aHTPOHOLIEHTPUUIECKOV OpU-
eHTalMell O0beKTMBHOI'O UeJIOBEUYECKOIO OIThITA.

VIMeHHO 3TOT MOTMB IIOJTy YT CBOE pa3BUTVIE B
KpuTHdeckun nepmon,. HeBo3MoxHOCTD «HAM-
depeHTHOrO» OTHOITIEHNS YeJlOBeKa K IIpUporie
(paBHO KaK ¥ HEBO3MOXXHOCTH €e ITOJTHOTO «pac-
JesioBeuMBaHMs» IIyTeM BCeoOIllell MaTeMaTi3a-
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It is impossible, of course, to establish from this
work with absolute certainty Kant’s position on
the existence of life (or consciousness) outside
the earth. However, as the future author of the
Critiqgue of Pure Reason argues, the fact that we
can neither prove nor disprove the reality of the
existence of life outside the earth need not pre-
vent us from resorting to hypostasising, i.e. we
can imagine a situation when creatures capable
of cognition exist on some planets of the solar
system.

By imagining such a situation Kant seeks
to demonstrate the link between the physi-
cal conditions of the existence of a living be-
ing and his/her cognitive capacity. In Kant’s
opinion, “the capacity to think sensibly and
the movement of his [i.e. a human being’s]
body, which obeys that, suffers restrictions be-
cause of the material composition to which he
is linked, proportional to the distance from the
sun” (NTH, AA 01, p. 355; Kant, 2012, p. 271).
In other words, the “intelligence” of a con-
scious being is relative and depends on his/
her position in the solar system. Although
Kant determines the differences between the
cognitive capacity of hypothetical living be-
ings in a mechanistic way, as the distance from
the “mid-point” (NTH, AA 01, p. 358; Kant,
2012, p. 273), this is the first time we encounter
(even if in an implicit form) one of the key mo-
tives of the whole Kanian philosophy, name-
ly the anthropocentric orientation of objective
human experience.

This motive is developed in the critical pe-
riod. The impossibility of an “indifferent”
attitude of man to nature (likewise, the im-
possibility of totally dehumanising nature
through total mathematisation) will be the
guiding thread in considering understanding
“in a subjective relation” (KrV, A XVII; Kant,
1998, p. 103), in other words, in the study of
the potential of human cognition. Another ma-



IIWY) CTaHeT ITyTeBOHOVI HUTBIO IIPU «VCCIIeIIOo-
BaHWM paccy/Ka ¢ CyOBeKTMBHOV TOUKW 3peHIs»
(A XVII; KanT, 20060, c. 19), maBIMU CITOBaMM, VC-
CJIEZIOBAaHMUIM BO3MOXKHOCTEVI UeJIOBEUEeCKOro IIO-
3HaHM:. Hapsimy ¢ HUM K 41ciTy OCHOBHBIX quaes-
tiones xaHTOBCKOV «KpuTmKmM umcroro pasyma»
MOYKHO TaKke OTHECTVM BOIIPOC O TOM, «4TO 1 Ha-
CKOJIBKO MOXKeT OBITh TI03HaHO PacCyAKOM U pas-
yMOM He3aBMCMMO OT BCSIKOTO ombITa» (A XVII;
Kawnr, 200606, c. 19—-21).

«CpepmmBiiascs pesomonys» B XVI—-XVII Bb.,
a MMeHHO 00ocHOBaHMe refvorieHTpr3Ma Korep-
HUKOM ¥ OTKpBITME 3aKOHOB MexaHMKu Hbioro-
HOM, CTaJIa, 110 MHEHMIO HeMellKoro dwiocoda,
HPUYMHON CTPEeMUTEIbHOTO PasBUTUS HayKu B
Hosoe Bpems. Coscem mHaue, riogdepkusail KaHt,
Ties1o o0cTonT B MeTadm3mKe: B HeVl ITaBHO Haspe-
Jla HeoOXOAMMOCTh B peBormorinm. Takmm obpa-
30M, PeBOJIIOLMS B MeTadpu3uKe, OCyIIeCTBIIeH-
Hasl MM Ha cTpaHuIiax «KpuTuKm», ecTb He 4TO
MHOE, KaK «IIOIbITKa» MOIpa’kaHMs PEBOJIIOIN,
KOTOpasi MPOM30IlIa [I0 3TOr0 B MaTeMaTuKe U
ecrectsosHaunu (B XV Kant, 20064, c. 17). Ilox
IIepoM KEHMHICOeprcKOro MBICJINTEIS TPaHCIeH-
ZleHTasIbHas Prytocodrist CTAHOBUTCS CBoeoOpas-
HOV «aKCMOMaTVKOVD» pa3yMa, IIO3BOJIAOIIeN HaM
«110 COOCTBEHHOMY IUIaHY» VCCIIeIOBaTh cdepy
cosepyanus npeomemnob. A VIMeHHO:

...KOIZla OKasaJIoch, UTO I'MIIOTe3a O Bpallle-
HWUM BCeX 3Be3] BOKPYT HalJrorarTesis HeIocTa-
TOYHO XOPOIIO OOBSCHSET ABVIKEeHVe HeOeCHBIX
Tes1, To oH [KomepHuMK] mombITasicss yCTaHOBUTB,
He JJOCTUTHET JIVI OH OOJIBIIIero ycrexa IIpu II0-
HyIeHun, 4mo 0Buxemcs Hadatooamers (KypcvB
Momt. — A.E.), a 3Be31bl, HAIIPOTMB HAXOISTCH B
cocTostHMYM I0KOs1. ITog06HY 0 JKe TIOIBITKY MOX-
HO IIpefIpuHATe B MeTadusMKe, KOTHa pedb
uner o cosepyanuu tnpeameros (B XVI Kanr,
2006a, c. 17—19).

Tpancdopmarist mosHaBaTeJIBHOTO ITpoliecca
IyTeM aKcroMaTHu3alluy CaMoro Irpoliecca IT03Ha-
HUS Y IIpeficTaBiiseT cobOor, 1o MHeHMIo KanTa,
«I3MEeHEHHBIVI MEeTOJI MBIITUIeHVIs», Or1arofgapsi Ko-
TOPOMY MBI a Priori «I103HaeM B BelljaX TOJIBKO TO,
uTo camy B Hux Bioxwm» (B XVIIL KarT, 2006a,

A. S. Emelyanov

jor question of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason is
“What and how much can understanding and
reason cognize free of all experience?” (ibid.).

The “revolution” which occurred in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, i.e. the
grounding of helio-centrism by Copernicus
and the discovery of the laws of mechanics by
Newton, became, in Kant’s opinion, the driv-
er of rapid development of science in the mod-
ern period. The situation in metaphysics, Kant
stressed, was very different. The revolution
there was long overdue. Thus, the revolution in
metaphysics he brought about with his Critique
is an “attempt” to imitate the revolution which
happened earlier in mathematics and natural
science (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 110). Under
Kant’s pen transcendental philosophy becomes
“axiomatic” of reason, which enables us to ex-
plore the sphere of intuition of objects “accord-
ing to our own plan”. To wit:

[...] when he [i.e. Copernicus] did not make
good progress in the explanation of the celestial
motions if he assumed that the entire celestial
host revolves around the observer, he tried to
see if he might not have greater success if he
made the observer revolve [my italics — A.E.] and
left the stars at rest. Now in metaphysics we can
try in a similar way regarding the intuition of
objects (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 110).

According to Kant, the transformation of
the cognitive process by axiomatisation repre-
sents “the altered method of thinking”, owing
to which “we can cognise of things a priori only
what we ourselves have put into them” (KrV, B
XVIIL; Kant, 1998, p. 111). Before Kant, the cog-
nising subject, was, as it were, in a motionless
state like a prisoner in Plato’s cave, watching
the “shadows of things” flitting past. The “al-
tered method of thinking”, essentially Kant’s
Copernican revolution in philosophy, frees
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c. 19). o KanTa mo3Harommi cyobeKT, CyIIecTBo-
BaBIINII KaK Obl B HEIIOABVDKHOM COCTOSIHWUM, IIO-
IOOHO 3aKJIIOYEHHOMY ITIATOHOBCKOV IIEIlepBhl,
JIVIIB TTaCCVIBHO CO3epIial IIPOHOCSIITECsT BOKPYT
Hero «TeHU Beller». «/I3MeHeHHBIVI MeTOJI, MBIIII-
JIeHUs», — WJIM, COOCTBEHHO, «KOIepHMKaHCKas
pesomroris» Kanra B pwstocodpmm, — cOpaceiBaer
€ MeTapU3MKM THICSTUeTIeTHIIE «OKOBBD», «OXKVBIISIS»
CyOBeKT II03HaHM U IIpriaBas eMy aKTVBHOCTD U
anHaMuKy. Terlepp He MVP MacCVBHO ITPOHOCUTCS
MMMO YeJIoBeKa, a caM 4eJIoBeK CO CBOeVl CIIOCo0-
HOCTBIO TI03HAHMS CBOOOIHO IBVDKETCS B MUpe Be-
miert. COOTBETCTBEHHO, COflepKaHe KOIlepHVKAH-
CKOr'0 IlepeBOpoTa B MeTadwsvike popMysmpyeTcst
KanTtom cremyrorm obpasom: «[o cux mop cum-
TaJIV, UTO BeAakie Hauu no3HAHUA YOm0 ObL 004KHbL
coobpasobBvibamucs ¢ npedmemamu. <...> ...Criemosa-
710 OBl CIeJIaTh IOMBITKY BBISCHUTD, HE Pa3permM
JIV MBI 3a/5a4m MeTadpu3VKy OoJiee YCIIeITHO, eciIn
OyzeM ucxo0ums U3 npeonosoKeHus, 4mo npeomentv
004xHbL c000pa3zoBuibamuvca ¢ Hawum nosHanuem» (B
XVI; Kanr, 20063, c. 17, kypcus mon. — A. E)).

TTo muaenmIo KaHTa, maHHBIV SII1ICTEMOJIOT Ive-
CKMII IIar TIO3BOJINT JIYYIIle COIJIacOBbIBATh Hallle
MO3HaHVe ¢ TpeOOBaHMSAMM allPVOPHOrO 3HAHWS
Y yCTaHaBJIVBaTh «HEUTO O IIpeiMeTax paHBbIIIE,
yeM OHM HaM OyayT gasbb (B XVI KanT, 2006a,
c. 17). Takmm oOpa3oM, IO3HAIOMINUI CYOBEKT
0CcBOOOX/TaeTcsl M3 «IJIeHa» OIbITa ¥ IacCMBHOIO
cosepIiaHMs CJIyYalHBIX TpaHcdopMarmm, oope-
Tasi TEM CaMBbIM PeTyJISTUBHBIV, a He JIVIIITb KOH-
CTUTYTUBHBIVI XapaKTep.

3. «KonnepaukaHcKkui nepesopot» 2.0:
Mertsacy

[Tpn paccMOTpeHWMN CYIITHOCTU TOTO II€peBO-
poTa, KOTOPBIVI IPOM3OIIEe]I B HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOV
Hayke XVI—XVIII BB, Mertscy (maxe B Oosblient
cTerieHN, Hexxel KaHT) akIleHTHpyeT BHUMaHVe
Ha ITpollecce MaTeMaTH3aIy Hay YHOrO 3HaHVIS 11
TaK HasbIiBaeMovt nee mathesis universalis (Topy©a-
posa, 2012). Kak 3asBiigeT dppaHITy3cKmit dpuio-
cod, orkperTist Konepumka, lanmies u Kertepa,

metaphysics from its shackles of thousands of
years, “reviving” the subject of cognition and
making him active and dynamic. Now it is not
the world that flies past the passive human be-
ing, but the human being with his/her capacity
to cognise moves freely in the world of things.
Kant formulates the meaning of the Copernican
revolution in the following way: “Up to now
it has been assumed that all our cognition must
conform to the object. [...] let us once try whether
we do not get farther with the problems of met-
aphysics by assuming that the object must conform
to our cognition” (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 110;
my italics — A.E.).

In Kant’s opinion, this epistemological
move will make it possible to better coordi-
nate our cognition with the demands of a priori
knowledge and establish “something about ob-
jects before they are given to us” (ibid.). Thus,
the cognising subject is liberated from the
“captivity” of experience and passive observa-
tion of accidental transformations, thus gain-
ing a regulative and not merely constitutive
character.

3. Copernican Turn 2.0:
Meillassoux

In discussing the essence of the revolution
which took place in the New European sci-
ence in the sixteenth and seventeenth centu-
ries, Meillassouox stresses (even more than
Kant) the process of mathematisation of sci-
entific knowledge and the idea of mathesis
universalis (cf. Torubarova, 2012). He claims
that the discoveries of Copernicus, Galileo
and Kepler, which were made possible by the
spread of the idea of mathesis universalis, cre-
ated a novus mundus of human being, namely
“a world capable of autonomy” (Meillassoux,
2008, p. 115). The “new”, mathematised world
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CTaBIIIVie BO3MOYKHBIMY TOJIBKO OJTaromapsi BCecTo-
POHHEMY pacIIpocTpaHeHMIO men mathesis univer-
salis, co3manv novus mundus deioBeka, a MMEHHO
«MVIp, CITOCOOHBIVI Ha aBTOHOMVIIO» (Merzsicy, 2015,
c. 171). «HoBeli1», aBTOHOMHBIVI, MaTeMaTU3VIPO-
BaHHBIVI MUP — 3TO «1e058HO0U MVp», MUp Oe3 Bep-
xa ¥ Hu3a, 0e3 reHTpa 1 nepudepun. Ilocse ato-
TO B MIpe He OKa3aJIOCh «HIYEro, UTo eJ1ajio Obl
U3 HEro Mup, IIpeJHa3sHaueHHBIN ISl YeJIoBeKa»
(Tam xe, c. 172), «3eMi1t0 00eTOBaHHY0», Ha KOTO-
pov1 pasBopaumBaeTcsi Oopbda J0Opa co 3710M, W
bora ¢ npsBortom. PanykanpHast mecakpaimsariys
VI [IEaHTPOIIOJIOTM3aIVIsl MyIpa IIOCPEICTBOM MaTe-
MAaTVIKV ¥ eCTeCTBO3HAHWS, IIPOM3O0IIIe/IIas B HO-
BOEBPOIIEVICKOVI HayKe, KaK yTBepxiaeT Merisicy,
BIIepBbIe CO3[IaJIa JIjIs HaC MUP, KOTOPBII MOXET
CyllIeCcTBOBaTh Oe3 Hac.

Vcxomst w3 [IaHHOW paViKaIbHOV JecaKpa-
AM3anuy M AeaHTporoyornsanym, Mevsicy maer
coOCTBEHHOe oIperiesieHe CYIITHOCTV KOIep-
HVKAHCKOTO TIepeBOPOTa, OTIIMYHOE OT TOTO, YTO
npemyioxwut B XVIII B. KaaT: «TepmuHOM “Komiep-
HVIKaHCKas PeBOITIOLVS MBI 0OO3HaYaeM He TOJTb-
KO aCTPOHOMIYECKOe OTKpBITHE He-IIeHTpalb-
HOTO TIOJIOKEHMS 3€MHOTrO HaOJTIofaTesIsl BHYTPU
CortHeYHOVI CUCTeMBI, CKOJIBKO HaMHOro Oostee
dyHIaMeHTaJIbHYIO [elleHTpaIu3alnio, pPyKo-
BOAMBIIIYIO MaTeMaTM3alyiert IIpUposl, a MMeH-
HO 0eyeHmpasu3ayuio MuluAeHUS 10 OMHOUEHUIO K
mupy Buympu npoyecca nosuanus» (Tam xe). Meris-
CY yKa3bIBaeT, YTO He TOJIbKO Halll aKT MBIIIIJIeHVIS
CyBepeHeH I10 OTHOIIEHNMIO K HallleMy CyIIeCTBO-
BaHMIO V1, CJIe[IOBaTeJIbHO, MIPY, HO U Hallle CyIIe-
CTBOBaHVe He MOXKET OBITh CBEJIEHO K MBIIIIJIEHVIIO.
BmecTo OazoBoro momnyiieHvs 0 KOppesIsaiiiy MeX-
1y ObITMEM V1 MBIIIIEHVEM, BMECTO KOppesIsaim
cogito — existens coBpeMeHHBIVI (prI0cod ITPU3bI-
BaeT MBICJIUTD JIFOOOT IpefaMeT kak CAYHauHoe U
abcoatommoe moxoecmbo, TO eCTb «<KOHTVHTEHTHO».

KimroueBasi mipefriocslika paccyxaenms Men-
SICY O CYIIHOCTY «KOIIEPHVIKAHCKOV PEBOJIIOIIIVI»
COCTOUT B TOM, UTO MBIIIJIEHVIE He CYIIIeCTBYeT BHe
MMpa; OHO BO3MOYXKHO TOJIBKO BHYympu mupa. Tako
MUp He SBJISIeTCS IIpeICTaBIeHVIEM VIV ITPOEKIIV-
em cogito, BelIb CyIlleCTBOBaHVe MIPa He3aBICIMO

A. S. Emelyanov

is a “glacial world”, a world without up and
down, without the centre and the periphery.
Thenceforth there was nothing in the world
“that might make of it a world designed for
humans” (ibid.), “the Promised Land” in which
the battle unfolds between good and evil, God
and the devil. Radical desacralisation and
deanthropisation of the world due to mathe-
matics and natural sciences which occurred in
the new European science, Meillassoux main-
tains, for the first time created a world which
can exist without us.

Proceeding from this radical desacralisation
and deanthopisation, Meillassoux offers his
own definition of the essence of the Copernican
turn which differs from that proposed by Kant
in the eighteenth century: “In speaking of ‘the
Copernican revolution’, what we have in mind
is not so much the astronomical discovery of
the decentring of the terrestrial observer within
the solar system, as rather the much more fun-
damental decentring which presided over the
mathematisation of nature, viz. the decentring of
thought relative to the world within the process of
knowledge” (ibid.). Meillassoux argues that not
only our act of thinking is sovereign with re-
gard to our existence and consequently to the
world, but our existence cannot be reduced to
thinking. Instead of the basic assumption of
correlation between being and thought, instead
of the correlation cogito — existens, the modern
philosopher calls for thinking every object as
an accidental and absolute identity, i.e. “contin-
gently”.

The key premise of Meillassoux about the
“Copernican revolution” is that thinking does
not exist outside of the world; it is possible
only within the world. Such a world is not a rep-
resentation or a mere projection of cogito, for
the existence of the world is “unaffected by
whether or not anyone thinks it” (ibid., p. 116).
This “ontological turn”, a turn from thinking
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OT «paKTa ero OCMBICTIEHNS VIV HEOCMBICTIEH VIS
(Tam xe, c. 173). Takoro poma «OHTOJIOTIYECKUIA
IIOBOPOT», TO €CTh IOBOPOT OT MBIIIJIEHNS K CY-
IIIeCTBOBaHMIO, TI03BOJIsIeT Mersicy ccpopmyrmpo-
BaTh HOBBIV IMPVHIINUII OOBeKTUBHOCTY, KOTOPBIN
MOXeT OBbITh pacIIpocTpaHeH Ha BCIO HayKy B Ile-
JIOM. DTOT HPVHIINII 3aKJI0YaeTcsl B CIIOCOOHOCT
dopMysMpoBaTh 3aKOHBI OKpPY Karollen JeviCTBI-
TeJIBHOCTY «He3aBUCHMO OT BoIpoca cyujecmboba-
Hus cyObeKTa mosHaHMs» (Tam xe, c. 174).

OnHako CMBICT  «KOIMEPHMKAHCKOW  PeBOJIIo-
uumn», Kotopyio cosepuryl KanT, mo MHeHMIO
Merzscy, Kak pa3 IPOTMBOIIOJIOXKEH 3TOVI TeH IeH-
. BMecTo Toro uTobnI 3asIBUTH O HEOOXOIMMO-
CTV COIVIaCOBaHMS MBIIIUIEHMS C CaMVM MMPOM
(obbexToM no3HaHMsA), KaHT yTBepxaeT daxTu-
4JecKy oOpaTHOe: MUp (OOBEKT ITO3HAHWS) JOIKEH
coriacoBbiBaThcs ¢ nosHaHveM (Tam xe, c. 176).
VIMeHHO 3Ty NO3MINIO, KOTOpasl pamuKaIbHO
TpaHCOpMMpOBaia CYIIeCTBOBABIIYIO JIOTMIKY
pasBUTUS HOBOEBPOIEVICKOM HayKu, dpaHITys3-
ckumt dpvtocod 1 Has3bIBaeT KOPPesIAlVIOHU3MOM.
ITosTomy, Kak Ipopoipkaer Mersicy, ObUIo OBl
OIIMOKOVI MMEHOBaTh IIePeBOPOT, OCYIIeCTBJIeH-
et KanTowMm, «KOITePHMKaHCKVIM»., B nevictBu-
TeJIBHOCTY BEPHBIM ObIJIO OBI CYMTATh 3TOT Hepe-
BOPOT «IITOJIeMeeBCKOVI KOHTPPEBOIIOIIEN», VIV
«peBaHIem [ ITorremes».

HevicTBuTesIbHAS JlelleHTpaIn3alus CyOobeKTa
1 HaOJIrojaTesIst B MaTeMaTVKe 1 eCTeCTBO3HaHWUM
y KanTa, HarrpoTus, ogMeHseTcs IeHTpaI3aliy-
er1. DTa IojIMeHa ITprBeJIa K TOMY, YTO «I10cjIe KaH-
TMAHCKOVI PeBOJIIOLNIM KaXIbIV “cepbe3HbIn” du-
710c0d cUMTaeT CBOVIM JI0JITOM JTyMaTh, UTo ycA06ue
MbICAUMOCTIU  KONEePHUKAHCKOU OeyeHmpasusayuu,
coBepuiernnotl cobpemenHoll HAYKOU, — Mo nmose-
Meebckoe nepemeujerue Moiuiaenus 6 yenmp» (Tam
Xe, c. 177). B cuyty sToro obcrosiTesibcTBa, Kak cum-
TaeT Meriscy, coBpeMeHHON PUIOcOPUI TOIBKO
HIPENICTONT B OyAyIlleM B IIOJTHOVI Mepe BOCIIONIB30-
BaThCsI TEMVI pe3yiIbTaTaMy, KOTOpble ObLIVI OCTT-
HYTBI B paMKaX JOKPUTVIYECKOVI HOBOEBPOIIEVICKO
HayKM, IIOTOMY Kak Bcs dportocodust nocie Kanra
JINIIB PEeBPATHO VICTOJIIKOBAJIA JIeVICTBUTEIPHYIO
CYIITHOCTH KOIIEPHVMKAHCKOTO OTKPBITHS.
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to existence, enables Meillassoux to formulate
a new principle of objectivity which can be ex-
tended to all of science. The principle consists
in the capacity to formulate the laws of the sur-
rounding reality “irrespective of the question
of the existence of a knowing subject” (ibid.,
p- 117).

But, Meillassoux argues, the meaning of
the “Copernican turn” brought about by Kant
is the opposite of that trend. Instead of urging
the need to coordinate thinking with the world
(the object of cognition) Kant asserts the oppo-
site: the world (the object of cognition) must
conform to our knowledge (ibid., p. 118). It is
this position, which radically transformed the
logic of the development of the new European
science, that the French philosopher calls “cor-
relationism”. Therefore, Meillassoux continues,
it would be a mistake to call the turn carried
out by Kant “Copernican”. In reality it should
be called a “Ptolemaic counter-revolution”, or
“Ptolemy’s revenge”.

Kant supplants genuine decentring of the
subject and observer in mathematics and nat-
ural sciences with centralisation. As a result,
“ever since the Kantian revolution, it has been
incumbent upon “serious” philosophers to think
that the condition for the conceivability of the Co-
pernican decentring wrought by modern science
is actually provided by a Ptolemaic re-centring of
thought” (ibid.). Owing to this circumstance,
Meillassoux believes, modern philosophy
has yet to digest the results achieved by the
pre-critical new European science because after
Kant all philosophy merely misinterpreted the
true essence of the Copernican discovery.

In order to escape this correlationist ‘im-
passe” the French philosopher proposes to take
a step back. But, unlike the philosophy of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, modern
philosophy should take that step not toward
Kant, but toward Hume and the realism of the



[y1s BBIXOHA W3 3TOrO KOPPEJISAIVOHVCTCKO-
ro «TynmKa» dpaHIy3ckum dguiocod mpenia-
raeT cjesiaTh Iar Hasaja. OnHakKO B OTIMYMe OT
dwocodpum XIX m XX BB. coBpeMeHHas ¢uio-
coduis JOJDKHA cIeiaTh 3TOT Imar He K Kanry, a
K IOMy 1 peanmsmy mokpuTUdeckovt MeTadpmsu-
k1. brraromapst TakoMy HOBOPOTY — IIO[JIVIHHOV
«KOTIEpHVMKAHCKOVI PEBOJIIOINM» — CTaHeT SICHO,
YTO IIPUYMHON KopperrsiiyonusMa KaHTta 1 Bcex
IIOCJIeYIONINX €ro Bapualuil (CMJIBHOTO ¥ Cjla-
Ooro KoppessmoHM3Ma) Bcerga OblT dprstocod-
ckuyt gorMaTmsM. OTcrofa JIorMaTu3MOM CilelyeT
cuUmMTaTh He JOKPUTUYECKYIO dmtocodnio, a Kak
pa3 dwmtocodpmio Kanra, xoTopasi, «dToObI IIO-
MBICJIUTh HAyKy, BBUUIMIIACh B TPaHCIIeH/IeHTasIb-
HBIVI VJIeaIVi3M, BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI peITeIbHO
OpPVEHTVPOBAThCS, KaK HaZo ObUIo Obl, Ha chneky-
Aamubneiil mamepuasusm» (Tam xe, c. 181).

Taxum obpasom, Meriscy niepesopaumBaeT Tpa-
OUITMOHHBIV I MCTOpUM (prytocoprm B3I,
OyziTO MMeHHO JJOKpuTHUYecKas: dpuiocodus pac-
CMaTpuBalach KaK [IOTMaTV3M, KOTOPBIVI BIIEp-
BBl yIIJIOCh BCKPBITH ¥ OIPOBEPrHYTh KaHTy.
Hackoirpko 000CcHOBaH 3TOT Te3NC M KakKyue TPyH-
HOCTY 13 HeTO BbITeKaloT? VI, camoe BaXkKHOe, CITO-
cobHa 1t cama usocogpus Kawma marb pemm-
TeJIbHBIVI Y VCYepIIbIBAIOIINYI OTBeT Ha TaKoe
oOBVHeHe?

4. Kpntnka

IIpoGieMa mMaxpOHMYECKMX BbICKa3bIBa-
Hui. KUIoueBBIM 3J71eMEHTOM B pacCyKIeHMsIX
Merzscy, MO3BOJISIONIVMM OCYILIECTBUTh KPUTUKY
He TOJIPKO KaHTOBCKOTO («CJ1aboro») KOoppessiimo-
HV3Ma, HO U IPyTuX ero ¢opM (Harrpumep, puio-
cocpum DuixTe, HEOKAHTMAHCTBA WIN (PEHOMEHO-
JI0rMm), SBJISIIOTCS Ouaxponuveckue (diachronique)
CYXXJIeHMsl, KOTOpbIe SIKOObI ITPeJIIIeCTBYIOT «JIf0-
Gomt uestoBedeckovt popMe OTHOIIEHUS K MUPY»
(Merzscy, 2015, c. 167). ITo MHeHMIO (PpaHITy3CKOTO
dusocoda, MraxpoHMUecKye CyXXIeHns — 3TO Ta-
K1ie Cy>KJIeHMsI, B KOTOPBIX IIPUCY TCTBYET «BpeMeH-
HOVI pa3pblB MeX/ly MUPOM ¥ OTHOIIIeHVIeM-K-MU-
py» (Tam xe, c. 168). Ilpumepsl Takoro pomda
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pre-critical metaphysics. That turn — the real
Copernican revolution — will make it clear that
the cause of the correlationism of Kant and its
further variations (strong and weak correlation-
ism) has always been philosophical dogmatism.
Hence dogmatism is not pre-critical philoso-
phy, but precisely Kant’s philosophy which “in
attempting to think science, err[s] towards tran-
scendental idealism instead of resolutely ori-
enting itself, as it should have done, towards a
speculative materialism” (ibid., p. 121).

Thus, Meillassoux reverses the traditional
view that pre-critical philosophy was dogmatic,
and that Kant discovered and refuted this falla-
cy. How well grounded is this thesis and what
difficulties does it create? Most importantly,
can Kant’s philosophy itself give a decisive and
exhaustive answer to this charge?

4. Critique

The problem of diachronic statements. The
key element in Meillassoux’s reasoning which
underpins the criticism not only of the Kan-
tian (“weak”) correlationism but of all its other
forms (e.g. the philosophy of Fichte, Neo-Kan-
tianism or phenomenology) is diachronic (di-
achronique) judgments which are allegedly
“anterior to any human form of the relation to
the world” (ibid., p. 112). According to the
French philosopher, diachronic judgments
are judgments in which there is “the tempo-
ral hiatus between world and relation-to-the
world” (ibid.). Examples of such judgments
are the Big Bang and the dinosaurs, i.e. a dis-
course describing events preceding our appear-
ance in the world. Meillassoux offers a formula
that defines all diachronic judgments: “event
X occurred prior to the existence of thought for
thought” (ibid., p. 122). Why are such judgments
problematic?

First, if we assume that they are hypotheti-
cal — which Meillassoux affirms by referring
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CYXKIEHWVI COHEPXXUT HAYYHBIVI IUCKYPC O Bosb-
ITIOM B3pBIBE TUIVI O AVIHO3aBpaX, TO €CThb IVCKYPC,
OIVICBIBAIOIIVVI COOBITVISI, IIPEIIIeCTBYIONIVE Ha-
IIleMy cylllecTBoBaHMIO B Mupe. Kak mpomorrkaer
Mertsacy, Bce mmaxpoHMYECKMe CY>XKIEHVS MOXKHO
0000mNTE crremyomert popMyIIon: «codbiTe X
VIMeJIO MeCTO B TaKOe-TO BpeMsi [JO BOSHMKHOBEHS
MBIITUTeHVS 044 MbiuiaeHus» (Tam xe, c. 182). [Toue-
My TaKye CyXX[IeHWs IIpo0ieMaTaHbI?

Bo-miepBBIX, ecyInt AOIYCTUTB, UTO OHWU SIBJIS-
IOTCSL TUTIOTETNYECKMIY — Ha 4eM, COOCTBEHHO,
¥ HacTavBaeT Merviscy, TOBOpsL O HMUX KaK O T'MIIO-
Tesax (Tam xe, c. 167—169), — To oHU OyayT CO-
IepXaTb B cele ITpoOrieMaTmiuecKkoe OCHOBaHIE.
[lo KaHTy, Takme CyXIeHWs, KOHEYHO, MOLYT
y4acTBOBaTh B MO3HAHWV MCTUHBI — OBITBH YCIIO-
BUE€M VICTVMHHOCTU APYTUX CYXXOeHWUV, IprdeM
J1ayke TOITIa, KOI7Ia CaMV OHU «OUYEBVIITHO JIOKHBIE»
(offenbar falsch) (B 100; KarT, 2006a, c. 167). Oxn-
HaKO caMM IIO0 cebe IUIIOTeTMYecKVe CYKIeHMs
He SIBJISIIOTCS POPMOVI IOCTOBEPHOTO 3HAHWIS V1 He
COOTBETCTBYIOT TpeOOBaHMSAM aIllOAVIKTIIHOCTL.
MBs! MMeeM JIUIITb CMyTHOE IIPeIYyBCTBYE VICTV-
HBL BeIllb Ka)kKeTCs HaM VMMEIOITeV IIPU3HAKI VIC-
tHBI (AA 09, S. 66; KanT, 19946, c. 323). D10 nipen-
YYBCTBME BBIPa’KAeT «TOJIKO JIOTMYECKylo (He
O0BEKTVMBHYIO) BO3MOXXHOCTB, T.€. II0 CBOOOTHOMY
BBIOOPY [IOIYCKaTh, UTOOBI TaKOe CyKAeHVe ObIIo
3HAYMMBIM, [T.e.] 9TOOBI paccyZIOK IIpVHMMAJ ero
sk ripon3sosibHO» (B 101; Kant, 2006a, c. 167).
Kpome Toro, rumnoreTmveckne CyXXIeHVs HeBO3-
MOXHBI a priori, a 3To 03Ha4aeT, YTO Ha OCHOBa-
HUM OJHWX JIVIIb TUIIOTETUYeCKMX CYXXIeHWU
HEBO3MOXKHO IOCTPOUTH UNMCTYIO HayKy, Hallpu-
Mep MaTeMaTVKYy, MeTapV3MKYy U STUKY-.

2K crosy, pmaxe lerens B «Hayke sormkm», ommceBas
Iporiecc pasBuTus cyOobeKTMBHOTO JlyXa, yKa3blBaeT, UTo
TUIIOTETNYECKOe CYXIEHMe «eCTb UUCTO (pOopMaIbHOe
IpeyIoKeHne», KOTOopoe JIMIIb COCPeoTOYMBaeT B
ceOe BO3MOXKHOCTb TOXIECTBA, HO HMKAK He SBJIIETCS
caMMM TOXIeCTBOM. «['MIIoTeTmueckoe cyXueHue, —
IpoJIoJDKaeT OH, — VMeeT HeoIperesleHHyIo dopMy,
IIOCKOJIBKY OTHOIIIeHVe Cy ObeKTa M IIpeaKaTa He BMeIaeT
ero comepxanwusi» (lerens, 1972, c. 93). Bymyun b
3TalloM B PasBUTUM CYOBEKTMBHOCTH, TaKoe CYyXXIeHle
obHapyXmuBaeT B cebe caMOM ITpOOIEMAaTIIECKVTT
Xapakrep Kak ero crydanHeii MoMeHT (Tam xe, c. 102).
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to them as hypotheses (ibid., pp. 112-113), —
they must have a problematic foundation.
According to Kant, such judgments may of
course contribute to the quest for the truth,
being a condition of the validity of oth-
er judgments, even when they themselves
are “obviously false” (offenbar falsch) (KrV, B
100; Kant, 1998, p. 209). However, in them-
selves hypothetical judgments are not a form
of true knowledge and do not conform to the
requirements of apodicticity. What we have
is only a vague anticipation of the truth: a
thing seems to have signs of truth (Log, AA
09, p. 66; Kant, 1992, p. 311). This anticipation
“only expresses logical possibility (which is
not objective), i.e., free choice to allow such
a proposition to count as valid, a merely arbi-
trary assumption of it in the understanding”
(KrV, B 101; Kant, 1998, p. 209). Furthermore,
hypothetical judgments are impossible a pri-
ori, which means that they are unfit to be the
basis of pure science, e.g. mathematics, meta-
physics and ethics.?

Secondly, if we consider the judgment
“event X occurred at such and such a time prior
to the existence to thinking” to be diachronic,
i.e. a judgment expressing a fundamental gap
between being and thought, it would contain a
contradiction. The fact is that such a judgment,
containing a temporal operator in prior time
(i.e. earlier), should be understood as “event X
occurred at a time when it could not be thought”,
i.e. “when conditions of conceivability of event X

2Incidentally, even Hegel (2010, p. 577) in The Science
of Logic, describing the development of the subjective
Spirit, points out that a hypothetical judgment “is a
proposition of empty form”, which merely contains the
possibility of identity, but is not identity itself. “[T]he
hypothetical [judgment is] of indeterminate form, for
the determination of its content does not conform to the
relation of subject and predicate” (ibid.). Being merely a
stage in the development of subjectivity, such ajudgment
reveals its problematic and accidental character (ibid.,
p. 584).



Bo-BTOpBIX, ecyim paccMaTpuBaTh CyXKIEeHMe
«co0BITME X VIMEJIO MeCTO B TaKOe-TO BpeMs 00
BO3HIMKHOBEHNS MBIIIUIEHN» KaK AMaxXpoHude-
CKOe, a IMEeHHO KaK TaKoe CyXXJ/leH1e, KOTOpOe Bbl-
paxkaeT dpyHIaMeHTAIBHBINI PaspblB MeXIy Obl-
TVeM 1 MBIIIUIeHVeM, TO OHO OyzieT copepXaTb B
cebe mpoTuBopeunte. [les1o B TOM, UTO JIaHHOE CY-
XKJIeHue, cofieprKalliee B cebe TeMIIOpaIbHBIV OITe-
patop 00 (TO ecThb paHBblIIle), CJIeAyeT IIOHVMATh KakK
«cobbITHE X MMeJI0 MeCTO 8 mo Bpems, Ko0eda 0HO
He M0240 0blinb NOMbICAEHO», TO eCThb «110204, K02-
0a omcymcmboBasu yca0Bus MblCAUMOCTY COOBI-
s X». 30eck cieyeT HOIYepKHYTh, UTO CaMo 10
cebe Hallle CyIllecTBOBaHMe ¥ Hallla CIIOCOOHOCTh
YTO-/IM00 IOMBICIIUTB MOT'YT U He BBICTYTIaTh B Ka-
YyecTBe yCJIOBMS COOBITMSA X; OHO [eVICTBUTETHHO
MOXXeT OBITb HUKaK He c6A3aH0 C HaIllIM HeTloCperl-
CTBEHHBIM ~(AMIIMPUYECKMM) CYyIIleCTBOBaHVEM
VIV CO3epliaHMeM 1 Jaxe ObITh MHAVpDEpeHT-
HO M. OnHako ecim coobITrie X MMeeT MeCTO «B
TaKoe-TO BpeMsi», ecyii coObITie X IToMeliaeTcs
B HEKOTOPBIVI BPeMeHHOVI Psifi U TeM CaMbIM U3
BeIyl caMoVl 110 cebe CTAHOBUTCS SIBJIEHVEM, TO
3TO 3HAYNUT, 4TO COOBITVE X HAM 0AHO IIOCTOIIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY Y>Ke CYIIeCTBYIOT (B Hac caMmX) CyOb-
eKTMBHBIe YCJIOBUS ero coseprianms. VIHbIMU cITo-
BaMV, JAaHHOCTb COOBITMS X V1 €r0 «/IMeJIO MeCTO
ObITE» BO BpeMeHV He MOT'y T IIpeJIIlIecTBOBaTh Ha-
MM CyOBeKTMBHBIM YCJIOBUAM €ro co3epliaHms
Y MBIIIJIEHN, TaK KaK B IIPOTMBHOM CJTy4ae Mbl
IIPOCTO-HAIIPOCTO He MOIJIV ObI IIOMBICJIUTD €TO0.

B TpaHcIieHIeHTaIbHOV 3CTETHKE, TOCBSIIeH-
HOVI pacCyXIIeHMSIM O BpeMeHM KaK OHOM W3
VICTOYHVKOB TIO3HAHVS, YTO HAPSIAy C IIPOCTPaH-
CTBOM IIO3BOJISIET a priori IouepHHyTh pas3inmd-
Hble CHMHTeTHYecKue 3HaHMs, KaHT mmimer, 4To
eciI «yCTPaHWUTh 0co0Oe YCJIOBMe Hallley 4yB-
CTBEHHOCTM, TO VCUe3HeT TaKXXe IOHATHe BpeMe-
HU; OHO IIPUCYIIle He caMVM IIpefiMeTaM, a TOJIb-
KO CyOBeKTY, KOTOPBIV MX co3epiiaeT» (B 54; Kanr,
2006a, c. 115). Merisicy, HalIpOTMB, paccMaTpuBa-
eT BpeMs KaK abCOIIOTHYIO peajIbHOCTb, KaK He-
KOTOpOe CBOVICTBO, KOTOpOe IIpucyIiie cOObITIIO X
camoMy 110 cebe. OmmMOOYHOCTE TaKOTO B3IVISAMA,
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were absent”. It has to be stressed that our ex-
istence and our capacity to think anything
may or may not be the condition of event X; it
may have no connection to immediate (empiri-
cal) existence or intuition or even be indiffer-
ent to them. However, if event X occurs at such
and such a time, if it is placed in a temporal
sequence and thereby turns from a thing-in-it-
self into a phenomenon, it means that event X
is given to us in as much as there already ex-
ist (within ourselves) the subjective conditions
of its intuition. In other words, the givenness
of event X and its occurrence in time cannot
precede our subjective conditions of intuition
and thinking since otherwise we would be un-
able to think it.

In transcendental aesthetics, discussing
time as a source of cognition, which, along
with space, enables us a priori to draw on
various types of synthetic knowledge, Kant
writes that “[i]f one removes the special con-
dition of our sensibility from it, then the con-
cept of time also disappears, and it does not
adhere to the objects themselves, rather mere-
ly to the subject that intuits them” (KrV, B 54;
Kant, 1998, p. 183). Meillassoux, on the contra-
ry, considers time to be an absolute reality, a
property inherent in event X in itself. Kant in
the Critigue of Pure Reason reveals the fallacy of
such a view, the view of time as a relation be-
tween phenomena detached from experience,
by pointing out that “on this view the a priori
concepts of space and time are only creatures of
the imagination” (KrV, B 57; Kant, 1998, p. 184;
my italics — A.E.), becomes a purely specula-
tive act.

Thus, diachronic judgments have a prob-
lematic character and are, in my opinion, an
obstacle in the way of apodictic knowledge.
Obviously, science and philosophy cannot be
built on the foundation of such judgments. Be-
sides, reliance on diachronic judgments harks
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TO eCTb B3IJI4/1a, KOI/ja Ha BpeMsl CMOTPAT KakK Ha
OTBJIEYeHHOE OT OIIbITa OTHOIIIeHVIe MeX/Iy sIBjle-
HMSAMM, KaK yKasblBaeT aBTOp «KpuTHMKIM YUMCTO-
ro pasyMa», 3aK/II04aeTCsl B TOM, UTO aIllprOpHOe
MOHATVIE O BPeMeHW eCTb, «COITIaCHO 3TOMY yue-
HUIO.... npodykm cnocodbHocmu Boobpasxerus» (B 57
KanT, 20064, c. 117; xypcus Momt. — A. E.), To ecTb
CTaHOBUTCS YVCTO CIIEKYJISTUBHBIM ITOHSATVEM.

TaxuM o0pasoM, aMaxpoHUUYecKue Cyxjie-
HUs 00J1afaloT IIpoOIeMaTdecKM XapaKTepoM
VI CTaHOBATCS, KaK MBI IToJIaraeM ITpeIsiTCTBYeM
Ha IIyTM K alloAMKTUYeCKOMYy 3HaHWMIO. Brionxe
OYeBUIHO, UTO MOCTPOUTH HayKy 1 pritocodnio
JIVIITE Ha (pyHOaAMeHTe TaKOro pofa CYXKIeHU
OKa3sbIBaeTcsl HeBO3MOXXHO. Kpome Toro, oropa Ha
AViaXpOHMYeCcKe Cy>XIeHWs BOCKpelllaeT JI0KpY-
TUYecKoe MOHMMaHVe IPUPOIbl BpeMeHN, o0ia-
JAIOIIero abCcosIIOTHOV peaIbHOCTHIO.

HeneHTpanu3auusa ¥ Jecy0beKTUBaIMA
MbisieHns. Kakue nipuuvnabl 3actasrin Mervi-
ACYy OOpaTUTbCs K JOKPUTUYECKOMY ITOHVMMa-
HUIO BpeMeHM, COIVIaCHO KOTOpPOMY OHO o00Jla-
IaeT abCOIIOTHOVI peaslbHOCTHIO, a He SIBJISeTCS
JIIIb CyOBeKTUBHOV (POPMOVI Halllero coseplia-
Hug Myupa? KpaTkuit OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC TaKOB:
obHapy>keHHas Merisicy B TIOCJIeKaHTOBCKOVI Hay-
Ke JlelleHTpain3alinsl CyObeKTa IO3HaHMs C II0-
CJIEIYIOIIEV €ro pPaauvKaJIbHOV aHHWUIMIISLIVEV,
KOTOpas BbIpaswiach B JecyObeKTuBalUM IIpO-
11ecca MbIIIUIeHMs. [1eiIcTBUTeIbHO, eIVl MBI Bep-
HeMCsI K OIlpefieJIeHMIO KOIIePHMKAHCKOro Iepe-
BOpOTa, ITpeIJIOKeHHOMY Merisicy, To OOHapy KM
ABa IIPUHIIUIINAJIBHBIX 3JIeMeHTa: aHTU3MIIVpPY-
YecKuil Te3uc (0 AeleHTpaIn3aluy I10JI0KeHWs
3eMHOro HaOJIrofaresis) ¥ CHeKyJISSTUBHBIV Te31C
(0 mecyOBbeKTMBaIIM ITpOLlecca MBIIIIEHS).

Tax, B IepBOVI YacTM CBOEro OIpee/IeHs
Merisicy TOBOPUT O TOM, 4YTO KOIepHMKaHCKas
PEeBOITIONIVSL €CTh «aCTPOHOMIYECKOe OTKPBITVE
He-1IeHTPaJIbHOIO II0JIOKeHNsI 3eMHOI'o HalJIrofa-
Tesist BHyTpu CostHeuHOM crcTeMbl» (Mertscy, 2015,
c. 172). CoryacHO 3TOMY aHTMAMIVIPUYECKOMY Te-
3VICY, KOIEpHMKAaHCKNUII TIepeBOpOT paccMaTpuBa-
€TCsI B KaueCTBe HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI PEBOJIIOIUN B

back to the pre-critical understanding of the na-
ture of time as having absolute reality.

Decentring and desubjectivation of
thought. What made Meillassoux turn to the
pre-critical concept of time whereby it has ab-
solute reality and is not merely a subjective
form of our perception of the world? The short
answer is: Meillassoux discovered in post-Kan-
tian science a decentring of cognition and
subsequently its elimination manifested in de-
subjectivation of the thought process. Indeed,
if we go back to the definition of the Coper-
nican turn, proposed by Meillassoux, we find
two key elements in it: the anti-empirical the-
sis (decentring of the earthly observer) and the
speculative thesis (desubjectivation of the pro-
cess of thought).

For example, in the first part of his definition
Meillassoux (2008, p. 115) says that the Coper-
nican revolution was “the astronomical discov-
ery of the decentring of the terrestrial observer
within the solar system”. In accordance with
this anti-empirical thesis the Copernican turn
was a new European revolution in the sphere
of experience which purged science of naive
empiricism and realism and turned it toward
speculative knowledge. It was “the purging of
experience” from the influence of the concrete
empirical observer on the process of cognition,
Meillassoux maintains, that made it possible
to decentre the earthly observer and to bracket
out absolutely any empirical experience as be-
ing naively realistic.

However, ethe discovery of Copernicus and
Galileo consisted not in the fundamental decen-
tring of the earthly observer and thus turning
astronomy into a speculative science but mere-
ly in moving the centre of the world from the
Earth to the Sun. The consequence of such de-
centring was not a radical annihilation of any
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cdepe orbITa, KOTOpasi TIO3BOJIVIIA OUYVCTUTE Hay-
Ky OT Ha¥BHOI'O SMIIMPVM3Ma U peasn3Ma, a TaKxKe
IIOBEPHYTh €e B CTOPOHY CIIeKYJIATVMBHOIO 3HaHMSI.
VIMeHHO «oumIIleHVe OIIbITa» OT BJIVSIHMS KOH-
KPeTHOTrO SMIIVPWYeCKOro cosepliaTesis Ha IIPO-
1lecc TI03HaHM TI03BOJINJIO, IO Merscy, He TOJIb-
KO JelIeHTP1pOoBaTh 3eMHOI0 HalJIrofaTesIs, HO 1
BBIHECT 3a CKOOKVI aDCOITIOTHO JII000VI SMITVpIIve-
CKWMV OIIBIT KaK HavBHO peaICTUYeCKITL.
Onnako orkpeiTne Konepumka m Ianvies 3a-
KJIFOUaJIOCh BOBCe He B (PyHIaMeHTaIbHOV JelleH-
TpaIM3alym 3eMHOro HabJIroaTesIs 1 TeM caMbIM
B IIpeBpallleHN aCTPOHOMUN B CIIEKYJISTUBHYIO
HayKy, a JINIIb B IlepeMellleHn IIeHTpa Mupa C
Semuim Ha Cosmaie. CrrencTBueM TaKoM elleH-
TpaJIM3allui CTajla He pajuKajibHasg aHHUTTIIS-
s JII000om VIHEePIIMAJIbHOM CUCTEMBI OTYeTa, a
UMb TpaHcdep (B MaTeMaTHUecKoM 1 dpusnde-
CKOM CMBICITe) no3uyuu HabAodames (cozepriare-
7151). VIMeHHO TpaHcdep HabsrogaTesIs (Vv nHep-
IIVQJIBHOVI TOUKM OTCYeTa) IO3BOJIVII pas3perinThb
PSA IPOTUBOPEeY ML, HAKOIIJIEHHBIX K TOMY BpeMe-
HU B acTpoHOoMMN. IloguepkHeM, 4TO TesIMoIeH-
TpUYecKasi peBOJIIOIS JIVIITE YKa3asla Ha TO, UTO
Haba00ament 004xeH OpUeHMuUpoBamscs He Ha 3eM-
HOUl, A HA COAHeYUHDBLI YeHMp AJIst TOTO, YTOOBI TOU-
HO OIINMCBIBATh JIBVDKeHMe HeOecHBIX cBeTwI. TeMm
caMbIM TeJIMOLIeHTpUYecKasl peBoJIIous He 3asi-
BIJIa O paJiMKaJIbHOM OTKa3se OT Halsofaresis, a
JIAIIB YKa3ajla Ha TPaHMIIbl ero ITo3HaBaTe IbHbIX
criocobHOCTet1 (CTossipoBa, 2019, c. 222).
HakomHer1, Bo BTOpOVI 4acTu CBOEro orperesie-
HVs KOIIepHMUKAaHCKOM peBomoiyy Mevisicy roBo-
PUT HaM O TOM, YTO OHA €CTb «0eyeHmMpasu3ayus
MbLULACHUS 110 OMHOUIEHUI0 K MUpY BHYmpu npoyec-
ca nosnanus» (Mevisicy, 2015, c. 172). Do xiroueBast
uies [yisd aHTUKOPPEISLVOHUCTCKOrO HappaTu-
Ba CIIeKYJISITMBHOrO peasnsma. [losiBiieHue Tpas-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOTO CO3epllaHMsl U TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyObeKTa, 10 MHEHUIO (PPaHITy3CKOro
dwmtocoda, prBesIO BCI0O HOBOEBPOIIEVICKYIO Hay-
Ky K «pmtocodpcKoMy HTOIEMeN3MY», VI CyOb-
eKTMBHOMY KOPPeJIAIIMOHN3MY, — CUTYaIluM, KOT-
Ila IleHTpaIbHOe TIO0JIOKeHVe B TIO3HAHW 3aHsIIN
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initial reference system, but merely a trans-
fer (in mathematical and physical senses) of
the position of the observer (intuiter). It was the
transfer of the observer (or the initial reference
point) that made it possible to resolve a num-
ber of contradictions that had mounted up by
that time in astronomy. Let us stress that the
helio-centric revolution merely pointed out that
the observer should be oriented not toward the Earth
but toward the Sun as the centre in order to de-
scribe the motion of celestial bodies accurately.
Thus, the heliocentric revolution did not jetti-
son the observer altogether, but merely marked
the limits of his cognitive capacity (Stolyarova,
2019, p. 222).

Finally, in the second part of his definition
of the Copernican revolution Meillassoux (2008,
p. 115) says that it constitutes “decentring of
thought relative to the world within the process of
knowledge”. This is the key idea for the anti-cor-
relationist narrative of speculative realism. The
French philosopher believes that the emergence
of transcendental intuition and the transcen-
dental subject led all new European science to
“philosophical Ptolemaism”, or subjective cor-
relationism, a situation when the human be-
ing and his/her cognitive capacities, and not
the nature they explores took the centre stage
in cognition. This circumstance radically turned
modern science away from the objectivism of
classical (pre-critical) metaphysics to modern
subjectivism, imposing strict bans on any at-
tempts to go beyond the possible experience.
Thus, the French philosopher argues, what he
considers to be a misinterpretation of the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries” evolution in
astronomy was a forerunner not only of spec-
ulative reinterpretation of the essence of the
Copernican turn, but also of the subsequent ac-
cusation against Kant of correlationism as well
as philosophical Ptolemaism.
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YeJIOBEK M ero Ho3HaBaTeJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHOCT, a He
cama mccileniyeMasi mpupona. VIMeHHo 3To o0cTo-
ATeJIbCTBO Pa/ViKaIbHO [IOBEPHYJIO COBPEMEeHHYIO
HayKy OT OOBEKTMBI3Ma KJIaCCUIeCKOV (JOKPUTH-
YecKOovI) MeTapr3MKM K COBpeMeHHOMY CyObeKTH-
BI3MY, HAJIOKVB CTPOTHe 3aIIpeThl Ha JII00YIO IIo-
IBITKY BBIXOZA 3a IIpeliesIbl BO3MOXKHOIO OITbITA.
Takxvm oOpasoM, HeTOUHas, IT0O MHEHUIO PpaHITy3-
cKoro ¢pustocoda, MHTepIIpeTalsl PEBOIIOLNN B
actpoHomunt XVI—XVII BB. cTasia mpenreueir He
TOJIBKO CIIEKYJISITVBHOVI peMHTepIIpeTary CyIl-
HOCTV KOITEPHVKAHCKOT'O IIepeBOpOTa, HO U ITOCTTe-
ayfomiero oosuHeHnss KaHTa B KOoppeIsiyoHms-
Me, a TakKXe B PrIocodpCKOM IToIeMeV3Me.

Ha mamr B3mrsig, mporpaMma JelleHTpasIn3a-
LIV MBIIIJIEH S Meﬂﬂcy — 3TO CBoe06pa3HbH71 OT-
BeT Ha TO HeeamubHoe (B OTHOILIIEHWVI CIIEKYJISITVB-
HOrO II03HaHMA M II03HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN
cyOBeKTa) comepskaHue, KoTopoe, 0e3 cOMHeHs,
Hecsla B cebe KpuTnueckas dpuiocodpus Kanra.
Peub mper 06 orpaHMYeHN BO3MOXKHOCTEN CIle-
KynaTuBHoro pasyma. Kanrobckasi «Kpurmka»
CTaJIa He TOJIbKO IIpefoCTepeXKeHeM «ITOOBI MBI
C TIOMOIIBIO CIIeKYJIATMBHOIO pa3yMa HUKOIa He
BBIXOIWIN 3a mpemersl ombiTa» (B XXIV; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 27), HO ¥ OIBITOM OTYETJIMBOIO OTpake-
HUS MUpa SgBJIEHVVI, B KOTOPOM JIeVICTBUTEIIbHBIV
MUp IlepecTaeT MCKaXkaThCsl B CIIEKYIIATVBHBIX MO-
neisix Metadmsvkn. He crydarino Hemenkmit pu-
j10cod He pa3 yKasbIBaJl, UTO J1IJIs TOTO, YUTOOBI BbI-
XOIUTD 3a CBOVI TPaHMUIIB], pasyM «He HYyXXIlaeTcsd B
nomory crekysanmm» (B XXV; Kant, 20064, c. 27).
B camom uyesioBeke Kak KOHEYHOM CYIIIeCTBe yiKe
3aJI0)KeHO 3TO Oe3ycsIoBHOe TpeboBaHMe pasyMa.

Merisicy co3HaTeIbHO BBICTYIIaeT IIPOTWB 3TOrO
TpeboBaHMs. ToNIbKO pagMKaIbHas JeLleHTpasIn-
3als, KOTopas IIofpa3yMeBaeT aHHUTVIISALIVIO
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV UeJIoBeKa,
II0 €ro MHEHWIO, CO3/1aeT YCJIOBYS [IJIs1 TIOSIBJIeH VIS
OOBEKTMBHON HayKM, KOTOpas MOIjla Obl MBICJITB
JIo0ble 0OBEeKTHI He3aBMCHMO OT (paKTa HaIlero
CyIIeCTBOBaHMS. VIMEHHO IO3TOMY, UTOOBI MBIC-
JINTH 00BEKTUBHO, HEOOXOIMMO He TOJIBKO OTKa-
3aThCs OT IPUBIJIET VY 3eMHOTO HabJIioaTeis, HO
VI peylIMpoBaTh BCe CyOBeKTVBHBIE CBOVICTBA CO-
3epLiaHMs IIpefMeTa, 3aBUCUMble OT Hallleyl TOY-

I submit that Meillassoux’s programme of
decentring thought is a kind of answer to the
indisputably negative attitude of Kant’s critical
philosophy to speculative cognition and the
subject’s cognitive capacity. I mean the restric-
tion of the possibilities of speculative reason.
Kant’s became not only a warning “teaching
us never to venture with speculative reason
beyond the boundaries of experience” (KrV, B
XXIV; Kant, 1998, p. 114), but an experience of
accurate reflection of the world of phenomena
in which the real world ceases to be distorted
by speculative metaphysical models. It is not
accidental that Kant pointed out more than
once that in order to go beyond its bounda-
ries reason does not need “any assistance from
speculative reason” (KrV, B XXV; Kant, 1998,
p. 114). This unconditional demand of reason
is inherent in human being as a finite being.

Meillassoux consciously opposes this de-
mand. He holds that only radical decentring,
which implies annihilation of man’s transcen-
dental capacity, creates conditions for an ob-
jective science which can think any objects
irrespective of the fact of our existence. That is
why in order to think objectively it is necessary
not only to renounce the privileges of an earth-
ly observer, but to reduce all the subjective
properties of intuiting an object that depend
on our point of view. However, if we ignore
the subjective sensibility of the nature of intu-
ition and the “subjective condition of our (hu-
man) intuition” (KrV, B 51; Kant, 1998, p. 164),
the world and reality will not have any objec-
tive significance for us since outside the subject
all the objects of our cognition turn out to be
“nothing”. Kant writes that “if we remove our
own subject or even only the subjective consti-
tution of the senses in general, then all the con-
stitution, all relations of objects [...] themselves
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K1 3peHMs. OIHAKO ecsiv MBI Oy/ieM OTBJIeKaThCs
OT CyOBEeKTMBHOV 4yBCTBEHHOCTV IIPVIPOMBI CO-
3eplaHms U OT «CyOBEeKTBHOTO YCJIOBS HAIIlero
(gestoBeueckoro) cosepuanms» (B 51; Kaut, 2006a,
c. 111), To Torma MmMp M peajbHOCTh He OyayT
VIMeThb JJIsi Hac OOBeKTMBHOW 3HAUYMMOCTHM, TaK
KaK BHe cyObeKkTa Bce IpefMeThl Halllero Io3Ha-
HSI OKa3bIBAIOTCS «HUUTO». [1esIo B TOM, KaK yKa-
3piBaeT KaHT, 4To «ecm ObI MBI yCTpaHMIIV HaIl
CyOBeKT WM ke TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHBIe CBOVICTBA
HalIllVIX YyBCTB BOOOIIE, TO BCe CBOVICTBA OOBEK-
TOB, BCe OTHOIIEHM VIX... ICUe3JIn Obl: Kak sBJle-
HWsI OHM MOT'YT CyIIlecCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO B Hac, a He
camm 110 cebe» (B 59; Kant, 2006a, c. 119).

VHBIMU CcJI0BaMM, AecyOBeKTUBUPYS M aHHU-
TUJIVPYsS YCJIOBUS HAIIMX (deJIoBeYecKMx) cosep-
IIaHMV, MBI IIpeBpalllaeM Bce IIpeMeThl Halllero
MMpa B Belly caMu 110 ceOe, Jiej1asi HeBO3MOXKHBIM
X paccMOTpeHMe B KadecTse siBjleHUit. KanT He-
CJIyYaviHO ITOIYepPKVBaJI, YTO

C TIOMOIIIBIO YYBCTBEHHOCTV MBI HE TO UTO He-
SICHO IIO3HaeM CBOVICTBa BeIley caMmx IIo cebe,
a BooOIIe He mo3HaeM mx. VI eI TOJIBKO MBI
yCTpaHVM Halm CyObeKTMBHBIE CBOVICTBA, OKa-
JKeTCsl, 9TO MPeCTaBIIIeMbII OOBEKT C KauecTBa-
MW, IPUIVICBIBA@MBIMV €MY UYBCTBEHHBIM CO3e]p-
LIaHMeM, HUT7e He BCTpedaeTcs, 11a 1 He MOXeT
BCTPETUTHCS, TaK KaK MMEHHO HaIl CyObeKTIB-
HBIe CBOVICTBA OIIPEeeTISIOT (POPMY ero Kak sBJle-
a4 (B 62; KanT, 2006a, c. 123).

PepaHII cHeKyJIATMBHOrO pasyma. [laxe
ecyIV KOCBeHHBIM 00Pa30M COIIaCUTBCS C IIPeJIIIo-
JKeHHBIM Merisacy copepkaHvieM KOIepHMKaHCKO-
ro ImepeBOpoTa KakK paJMKaJbHOIO aHTUKOppe-
JIALVIOHV3MAa, CJIeAlyeT IIPU3HATh, YTO JIOTVYeCKU
BBITEKAOIIVie 13 Hero ornepanuu aeleHTpan3a-
UM U [AecyObeKTMBaly MBIIUIeHNS] OCYIIecT-
BJIAIOTCS B paMKax ero Vccjle[IoBaHMs He 10 KOHIIa
U, cjlefloBaTesIbHO, He JOCTUIAlOT IIOCTaBJIeHHBIX
L1eJIev VI 3a/1a4.

Bo-nepBb1x, HecMoTpst Ha 3asBrieHHBIT Mer-
ACy aHTVISMIVIPV3M M PaVIKaJIbHYIO JlelleHTpa-
JIM3AlMIO SMIIMPUYEeCcKOro cyobekTa, caMm 1o cebe
SMIOVPUUECKUTT CyOBeKT (XOTS 1 B BeCcbMa 3aBya-
JIMPOBAaHHOM BWJIe) IIPOJOJDKaeT CyIIecTBOBaTh
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would disappear, and as appearances they can-
not exist in themselves, but only in us” (KrV,
B 59; Kant, 1998, p. 168).

In other words, by de-subjectivising and an-
nihilating the conditions of our (human) intu-
itions we turn all the objects of our world into
things-in-themselves and make it impossible to
see them as phenomena. It is not by chance that
Kant stresses that

through sensibility we do not cognise the
constitution of things in themselves merely
indistinctly, but rather not at all, and, as soon
as we take away our subjective constitution,
the represented object with the properties that
sensible intuition attributes to it is nowhere
to be encountered, nor can it be encountered,
for it is just this subjective constitution that
determines its form as appearance (KrV, B 62;
Kant, 1998, p. 169).

Revenge of speculative reason. Even if we
indirectly agree with Meillassoux’s interpre-
tation of the Copernican turn as radical an-
ti-correlationism, we have to admit that the
operations of decentring and desubjectivation
of thought that logically flow from them are
not followed through to the end and therefore
fail to achieve the declared goals and tasks.

First, in spite of Meillassoux’s professed an-
ti-empiricism and radical decentring of the
empirical subject, it continues to exist in the
framework of his philosophical system (albeit
in a disguised form). This “covert” (almost sub-
versive) empirical subject becomes the source
of data for empirical intuition and experien-
tial cognition. The character of these data ulti-
mately forces Meillassoux to follow the path of
Hume, i.e. to embrace the principle of radical

contingency of the world.
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B paMKax ero dmiocodckont cucremsl. Vimen-
HO 3TOT «CKPBITBHIVI» (IIOYTW YTO CyOBEpPCVBHBI)
SMIIMUPUYECKUIT CYOBEKT CTaHOBUTCS WCTOYHM-
KOM JIaHHBIX IS SMIIVPUYECKOIo CO3epLiaHVis
VI OIIBITHOTO IIO3HaHMS. XapaKTep 3TUX JaHHbIX
B KOHEYHOM cyYeTe 3acTabjisgeT Mersicy momTu 1o
nytv IOma, TO ecTh BBIIBMHYTH IIPUHLINIT Pay-
KaJIbHOVI KOHTMHI€HTHOCTY MUpa.

Bo-BTOpBIX, HeCMOTps Ha [1eCyOBbeKTMBALIVIO
MBIIIUIEHN, CTUPAONIYIO KaKyo-IMbo TrpaHM-
Iy MeX]1y MMMaHeHTHBIM VI TpaHCIeHJeHTHBIM
MupoM, B dwiocodckort cucteme Mertsacy cam
CyOBeKT IpoIo/DKaeT CyllecTBOBaThb B KauecTBe
JIOTMTUeCcKOro cyObeKTa, B KadecTBe TepMIHa B V-
axXpOHMYECKOM Cy XJeHun. I Hac BIIOJIHe oue-
BUJIHO, YTO IIyTh, Ha KOTOPOM HacTavBaeT Men-
4Cy, 3aKJII09aeTcsl OTHIOAb He TOJIBKO B KPUTMKe
KOppeJIAlVOHM3Ma U B IOAMEeHe COofep KaHWs
KaHTOBCKOI'O IlepeBopoTa B dwiocodpum «peBaH-
mreM [Itorlemes». B pevicTBuTeIbHOCTM Iporpam-
Ma Merisicy O3HaudaeT peHeccanc cnekyAamubrozo
pasyma, KoTopsin rocse «Kputukn dmcroro pasy-
Ma» OKa3aJiCsl IIOMeIIeH B )KeCcTKVe paMKM TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHO (pry1ocopmm.

Crout 3ameTuTs, uTo 111 KaHTa camo no cebe
cTpemJIeHMe pasyMa K Wjlee BBICIIell CyIIHOCTH,
Ha CyIIeCTBOBaHWMM KOTOPOWVI HacTavBaeT Mervis-
Cy, ecTecTBeHHO 1 HeobxoymMo. OffHaKo POBHO 10
TeX II0p, IOKa 3Ta Mies VICIIOIb3yeTCs PeryJIsaTB-
Ho. Kak TOJIBKO CIIeKyJISTUBHBIV pasyM HadlHaeT
Ha OCHOBe TpaHCIIeHJeHTaIbHBbIX MIeVl KOHCTU-
TyMUpOBaTh 3HaHVE O Pa3INUHBIX IIpeIMeTaX, Mbl
coBepIllaeM OIIMOKY ¥ BIlajlaeM B IIPOTUBOpeUle.
Kak mmrmer aBrop «KpuTHMKIM 9MCTOro pasymar,
TpaHCLleHleHTaIbHbIe Vey He TOJDKHBI IIpyMe-
HSTBCS caMU 110 ceDe, a JOJDKHBI pacCMaTpPUBaThCs
JINIIb «B KauyecTBe CXeMbl peryJIsTUBHOIO IPVH-
LMIIa CYCTeMaTNYecKoro eIVHCTBa BCero II03Ha-
Hus npupone» (B 702; Kaut, 20064, c. 859).

[1s Mericy cama CIIOCOOHOCTB pasyMa MbIC-
JIUTH OOBEKTHI, KOTOPBIE IIPEIIIeCTBYIOT HaIlIeMy
CYILIeCTBOBAaHMIO, JaeT HaM IIOJIHOe IIpaBO BIIN-
CBIBaTh 3TV COOBITUS B OIpesle/IeHHBIVI TeMIIO-
panbHbI pAg (Menscy, 2015, c. 167). Yxe cama no
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Secondly, in spite of desubjectivation of
thinking, which erases the boundary between
the immanent and transcendental worlds, the
subject continues to exist in Meillassoux’s phil-
osophical system as a logical subject, as a term
in a diachronic judgment. I have no doubt that
the path on which Meillassoux insists is not
only critique of correlationism and supplant-
ing of the content of the Kantian turn in phi-
losophy by “Ptolemaic revenge”. In reality his
programme amounts to a renaissance of specula-
tive reason which, after the Critiqgue of Pure Rea-
son was placed within the severe framework of
transcendental philosophy.

It is worth noting that for Kant the craving
of reason for the idea of the highest essence
whose existence Meillassoux vehemently insists
on, is natural and necessary. But only as long
as the idea is used in a regulative way. As soon
as speculative reason begins, on the basis of
transcendental ideas, to constitute knowledge
about various objects, we commit an error and
fall into a contradiction. The author of the Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason writes that transcendental
ideas should not be seen only as “a schema of
the regulative principle for the systematic uni-
ty of all cognitions of nature” (KrV, B 702; Kant,
1998, p. 607).

According to Meillassoux (2008, p. 112) the
very capacity of reason to think objects which
precede our existence gives us the right to in-
scribe these events in a certain temporal se-
quence. Already this ability alone makes our
thinking and nature independent entities which
can be thought as being independent from
something (ibid., pp. 115-116). For Kant, howev-
er, the above-mentioned (speculative) capacity
of cognition (even if it is an unconditional and
inevitable demand of reason) is evidence of ille-
gitimate use of reason. This path leads us to an-



cebe 5Ta crrocOOHOCTH [IejIaeT Hallle MBIIIUIeHVe 1
NIPVPOAY He3aBUCUMBIMM CyOCTaHIIMSMM, KOTO-
pble MOXXHO 0CMbIC/AAMb KaK He3aBUCHMBbIe OT de-
ro-imnbdo (Tam xe, c. 171, 173). s KaHTa, omHaKo,
yKasaHHas Bblllle (CIIeKYJISTVBHAasI) CIIOCOOHOCTD
II03HaHMA (IIYCTh U IIpeJICTaBIIsonias cobon oes-
yCJIOBHOE, Hem30eXXxHoe /1j1 Hac TpeboBaHMe pas-
yMa) BJIsieTCs CBUJIeTeIbCTBOM HeIllpaBOMEPHOIO
VICIIOJIb30BaHMs pasyMa. DTOT HYTh BeleT Hac K
AHTVHOMVISIM, IIOKa3bIBAFOIIIVIM, UTO MbI BEIXOAVIM
3a TPaHMIIBI OIIbITa ¥ TeM CaMbIM ITpMIMeHsIeM pas-
yM He I10 Ha3HaA4YeHWIO".

Taxum obpasom, To, uro 1 KanTa ssisercs
HeIlTpaBOMEpPHBIM IPUTH3aHMEM YNCTOrO pasyMma,
11t Merisicy cTaHOBUTCS KJIIOUeBOVI Mjieevl CIIeKy-
JIATUBHOIO MaTepuain3Ma. BelcTpanBasi cBOIO Cui-
cTeMy, dpaHIy3cKuin ¢puaocod BOcKpellaeT He
TOJIBKO KapTe3MaHCKUI JlyaIi3M, HO U JIerOHM-
LIMaHCKOe IIpefiCTaBIeHVe O BO3MOXXHBIX MUpaXx,
UCKJIIoYUas M3 Hero jmib Beiciree CyiriecTBo —
Bora, mecTo KoTOpOro 3aHVMaeT AGCOIIIOT.

AbGcomor 1 MaremaTruka. B pabore «[locse
KOHEUYHOCTV» Meridgcy He CKpbIBaeT CBOETro BOC-
TOP)KeHHOTO OTHOIIIeHMsI K MaTeMaTlKe, paccMa-
TpVBasi ee He TOJIKO KaK yHVMBEpPCaIbHBIV MeTO]I
MO3HaHM, HO U (3TO BaXkHO!) KaK yHubepcasvholil
cnocob onucanus mupa. Takovt BOCTOPr IIPOIVIKTO-
BaH, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, ITOIIBITKOV «BOCKPECUTH»
B OOIIMX YepTax KOHTYPbl HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI Hay-
K1, KOTOpas, KaK OOIIen3BeCcTHO, «HaIlVCaHa S3bl-
KOM MaTeMaTVKI», a C APYToV — IIpOBeCTy deMap-
KallMOHHYIO JIMHUIO MeXJy 3HaHMeM, KOTopoe
CBOOOTHO OT KOppeJIslMOHM3Ma (CIeKY IATHBHAs
MeTadm3MKa), I 3HaHWeM, KOTOpoe IIpe/ICTaBIseT
cobovt KOppesIAT MBIIUIEHUS (TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
Has dpvtocods).

Crout orMeTnTh, uTO M1 KanTta MaremaTmka
¥ MaTeMaTMYeCKMTI CIIOCO0 TTO3HAHMS UT'payiv He
MEHBIITY 10 postb. KEHMTcOeprckmit MbICIIUTE T HI-
KOT7Ia He OTpUIIAJI 3HaUeHve vuaen mathesis univer-

5B YaCTHOCTV, B IIPVIBEAEHHOM BbIIIE€ BBICKA3bIBaHWI
Merisicy OTUeTIIMBO TIPOSIBIISETCS CMEIIIeHVIe JIOTVUEeCKOT
BO3MOXKHOCTV IIOHSTUS BCEOOBEMIIIOIIEIT peaIbHOCT
(Ge3 BHyTpeHHETO IIPOTMBOPEUNS) C TPaHCIEeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI BO3MOXXHOCTBIO.
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tinomies which show that we are going beyond
the boundaries of experience, thereby misusing
reason.’

Thus, what for Kant is a misuse of pure rea-
son is the key idea of speculative materialism
for Meillassoux. In building his system he res-
urrects not only Cartesian dualism but also the
Leibnizian notion of possible worlds, excluding
from it only the Supreme Being, God, whose
place is occupied by the Absolute.

The Absolute and mathematics. In his work
After Finitude Meillassoux does not hide his ad-
miration for mathematics, considering it to be
not only a universal method of cognition, but
(importantly!) also a universal method of describ-
ing the world. This enthusiasm is prompted, on
the one hand, by an attempt to “resurrect”, in
outline, the contours of the new European sci-
ence which, of course, “is written in the lan-
guage of mathematics”, and on the other hand,
to distinguish knowledge which is free from
correlationism (speculative metaphysics) from
knowledge which is a correlate of thinking
(transcendental philosophy).

It has to be noted that mathematics and the
mathematical method of cognition were at
least as important for Kant. He never denied
the significance of the idea of mathesis universa-
lis and, following the new European tradition
(Descartes, Pascal, Spinoza) saw axiomatisation
as a model of building a deductive pure sci-
ence. The setting of intuitively obvious forms
of intuition a priori forms of intuition (space
and time) in the first part of the Critique of Pure
Reason is a good example of philosophical axio-
matisation. However, the problem highlight-
ed by Kant is not the building of pure science
as such. Creating a pure (speculative) science

3For example, the above cited utterance of Meillassoux
obviously confuses the logical possibility of the concept
of all-embracing reality (without internal contradiction)
with transcendental possibility.
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salis wu, CJIe[1ysi IMEHHO HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI Tpa/ivi-
ummn (Hexapt, ITackaip, CriHO3a), paccMaTpuBail
aKCMOMaTM3alliIo B KadecTBe oOpaslia IeqyKTVB-
HOT'O IIOCTPOEHMS UMCTOM HayKu. B 3ToM cMblIc-
Jle 3a/1aHVe MHTYUTVBHO OYEeBUIHBIX allpUOPHBIX
dopMm cosepiiaHMs (IPOCTpPaHCTBA ¥ BpeMeHN)
B TIepBoNt YacTu «KpUTHKM 4MCTOro pasyma» sB-
JIeTCSL XOPOILINM IIPUMEPOM VMMEHHO (hu.10cogph-
cxotl axcuomamusayuu. OpHaKO Ipodriema, Ko-
TOPYIO CO BCeVl OYeBMIHOCTBIO 00o3Haums1 KaHr,
3aKJII0YaeTcs He B IIOCTPOEeHMY YMCTON Hay KM KaK
TaKOBOVL. [lejio B TOM, UTO cO37aTh YMCTYIO (CIle-
KYJIATVBHYIO) HayKy, OIMParOLIyocs JIMIIb Ha
HEKOTOpOe MHOXXeCTBO VMHTYUTVBHO OYEeBUIHBIX
IIPETIONIOKEHMTT (QKCMIOM), He IIpeJICTaBIseT [IJIs
Hac CyIlecTBeHHOV TpymHocTu. TpygHOCTb BO3-
HMKaeT TOrha, KOrga MbI IIbITaeMCSl JOCTATOYHO
PasBUTYIO (CEeMaHTMYECKV TIOJITHYIO) TeOpuIo 000-
CHOBaTh PeKYyPCUBHBIMI CPeCTBaMIL.

VImeHHO B cBsI3M ¢ 00OCHOBaHVIEM YVICTOMI (CIIe-
KYJIATVIBHOVI) HayK! (1 MaTeMaTVKW, B YaCTHOCT)
MOXHO YeTKO pasrpaHWYUTb TPaKTOBKM mathe-
sis universalis y Kanra n Meriscy. Ilo Kanty, vu-
cmas Hayka Heobxoouma, Ho Hedokasyema. Corac-
HO Mernsacy, uucmas (cnekysamubuas) Hayka He
HyxxOaemcs B cBoem dokasamesvcmbe, max Kax oHa
Bobce He Heobx00uMa, a auuib BosmoxHa. Kateropvist
BO3MOXKHOCTY IIO3BOJISIET (ppaHITy3cKoMy uto-
cody Ha IepBBIX IOpax He TOJIBKO M30eXXaTh He-
00OxoMMOCTV 0OOCHOBaHMSI MaTeMaT4YecKoro (1
TeM CaMbIM 3aKJIIOYeHMSI O €ro abCOJTIOTHOCTM),
HO " OTOX/IEeCTBUTD JIUIIIh BO3MOXXHO€ CYyIIIeCTBO-
BaHVe Belllell BHe Halllero MBIIUIeHUs ¢ paKTu-
JecKmM: «AOCOIIIOTHOCTh MaTeMaTU31PyeMOro 03-
Ha4yaeT BO3MOXKHOe (paKTIuecKoe CyIIleCTBOBaHe
BHe MBIIJIEHNs], a He HeoOXOIMOe CyIlleCTBOBa-
HIe BHe MbIIUIeHMs» (Tam xe, c. 175).

C nomompo MaTemaTusaummy Merisicy crpe-
MUTCH YCTPaHUTh HABUCIIIYIO Hajl €ro Teopuen
yrpo3y KapTe3MaHCKOro ayajmnsMa U gaxTude-
CKVI 3aSIBJISIET O TOXK/I€CTBE MBIITUIEHVS 1 OBITVS B
paMKax MaTeMaTI4eCcKOro OICaHVs PeaIbHOCTL.
ITpn sTOM camMoO 3TO TOXIecTBO (M ABCOITIOT)
MBICJIVTCS IM He KaK HeOOXOIVMOCTD, a JIVIIb KaK
BO3MOXXHOCTB, TO €CTh KaK BO3MOXXHOE TOXIeCTBO
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based solely on a set of intuitively obvious sup-
positions (axioms) is not such a daunting task.
Difficulties arise when we try to use recursive
methods to ground a developed (semantically
complete) theory.

It is the grounding of pure (speculative)
science (including mathematics) that demon-
strates the differences between Kant and Meil-
lassoux in interpreting mathesis universalis.
According to Kant, pure science is necessary but
unprovable. According to Meillassoux, pure
(speculative) science does not need any proof be-
cause it is not necessary but merely possible. The
category of possibility enables the French phi-
losopher for a while not only to avoid the need
to ground the mathematical (thereby conclud-
ing that it is absolute) but to identify the mere-
ly possible existence of things outside thought
with factual existence: “[A]bsoluteness of that
which is mathematisable means: the possibili-
ty of factual existence outside thought — and
not: the necessity of existence outside thought”
(ibid., p. 117).

Meillassoux tries to use mathematisation
to avert the looming threat to his theory on
the part of cartesian dualism and effective-
ly equates thinking and being in the frame-
work of mathematical description of reality.
He thinks this identity (or Absolute) not as a
necessity, but merely as a possibility, i.e. as
a possible identity and “possible Absolute”.
He grounds his idea by pointing out that ne-
cessity exists independently from our exist-
ence/non-existence and the fact of thinking/
non-thinking. Thus, “it is meaningful to think
(even if only in a hypothetical register) that all
those aspects of the given that are mathemati-
cally describable can continue to exist regard-
less of whether or not we are there to convert
the latter into something that is given-to or
manifested-for” (ibid.).



1 «BO3MOXXHBIVT AOCOITIOT». Merisicy 000CHOBBIBaeT
CBOIO MBICJIb T€M, YTO HEOOXOIVIMOCTH CYIIIECTBY-
eT JINIIBb KaK KOPPeJIST Halllero MBIIIJIEHVIS], B TO
BpeMs KaK BO3MOXKHOCTB CYIIIeCTBYeT He3aBVC/IMO
OT HaIIlero CYIIeCcTBOBaHMS / HeCyIeCTBOBAaHMS
" ¢aKTa MBIITUIEHNS / HeMbIIUIeHNs. TakuM 06-
pasoM, «eCTb CMBICTI yMaTh (B IMIIOTETVYECKOM
KJIIOY€) UTO BCe 0AHHOe, KOTOPOEe MOXKET ObITh OITV-
CaHO MaTeMaTM4YecKV, MOXeT IIPOJOJDKaTh CyIile-
CTBOBATh HE3aBVCVIMO OT TOIO, CYIIECTBYeM JIV
MBI, YTOOBI ITpEBPAIIIATH €T0 B IAHHOEe-11JIs, SIBJIEH-
Hoe-1s1» (Tam xe, c. 174—175).

Merisicy He yTOYHSIET XapaKTep 3TOro 0aHH020
(e>MIIMIpMYecKkoe OHO WUIM TPaHCIIeHEHTAJIBHOE),
He pacKpbIBaeT ero pyHIaMeHTaIbHOe OT/IYVIE OT
He0aHH020 (CyIIeCcTBYeT JIV OHO IIPVI TOM VJIV HeT)
" ocTaBiisieT 0e3 BHUMAaHWMS TO 0aHHOe, KOTOPOe,
Ilake HECMOTPSL Ha TO UTO 0HO HAM 0AHO, He MOXET
ObITH MaTeMaTM3MpOBaHO. AOCOTIOTHOCTH Mare-
MaTVYeCcKOro omvcaHms, o Merviscy, BbIpakaeT-
Cs B TOM, UTO MaTeMaTideckas popMyJia yCTaHaB-
JIMBaeT A3blk KaK abCOITIOTHYIO (POPMY ONVCaHMS,
€IMHCTBEHHO CIIOCOOHYIO IPVUMWUPUTDH IIPOTVBO-
TIOJIOKHOCTB €0Qif0 W existerns, akTa MBIIIUIEHVS 11
o0beKTa MBIIIUIEHVS], He YCTaHaB/IVBasl IIPY 3TOM
ViepapXMi0 TOCIIOICTBA OIHOV CyOCTaHIVM Har
npyrovt. TolbKo B sI3bIKe CHVMAETCSI ITPOTUBOpe-
4yie MeXy CyOBeKTOM 1 00beKTOM IO3HAHWS, OT-
MeHSIeTCSI OHTOJIOT VISl TOTaJIM3allv, LIeHTpaI3a-
Iy M cyOobeKTMBanmy. TOJIBKO B YTBEPXKIEHWUN
g3bIKa (VUIV MaTeMaTiaecKom popMyIIbl) Kak Cy0-
CTaHIIVIOHAJIBHOVI €IVHWIIBI HOBOT'O IIOPSIKa MBI
m30eraeM KOppeJIIony3Ma. VIHbIMY ciioBaMu, B
CYIITHOCTVI KOIIEPHMKAHCKOT O IlepeBopoTa Merisicy
BU/IVIT He TOJIBKO HaVBHBIVI (€CTeCTBEHHBIN) TPAHC-
dep HabrOmaTENIS M MOSBIIEHVIE HOBOVI VIHEPIIV-
aJIBHOVI CVICTEMBI OTYETa, He TOJIBKO SIVCTEMOJIO-
TMYEeCKYIO PEBOJIIOLVIIO, HO U CYyOCHAHYUOHAAbHBLIL
nepebopom. CyOcTaHIIMOHaJIBHBIV IIePeBOPOT, B
KOTOPOM TPaauLVIOHHbIe (PrIocodcKre IpoTH-
BOITOJIO)KHOCTY — WZIesi VI MaTepyis, MBIIIUIEHVIE U
MPOTSKEHHOCTh — PacCMaTpPVBAIOTCS He KaK onpe-
deseHHble U HEODX00UMble HAUAAA, 4 KAK BO3MOXKHbLE
U KOHMUH2eHmHble (CAYUAtiHble) NOPOXKOeHUS CAMOT
MAamemMamu4eckotl (hopMyAbl 1 A3bIKA.
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Meillassoux does not specify the character
of the given (whether it is empirical or transcen-
dental), does not explain its fundamental dif-
ference from the non-given (whether or not it
exists) and ignores the given which in spite of
being given cannot be mathematised. The abso-
luteness of mathematical description, accord-
ing to Meillassoux, manifests itself in that the
mathematical formula establishes language as
the absolute form of description which alone
can reconcile cogito and existens, the act of
thinking and the subject of thinking without
putting one above the other in a hierarchy. It
is only in language that the contradiction be-
tween the subject and object of cognition is
removed and the ontology of totalisation, cen-
tralisation and subjectivation is cancelled. It
is only by asserting language (or mathemati-
cal formula) as the substantive unit of a new
order that we avoid correlationism. In other
words, Meilassoux views the Copernican turn
not only as naive (natural) transfer of the ob-
server and the emergence of a new inertial ref-
erence system, not only as an epistemological
revolution, but also as a substantive turn. The
substantive turn in which traditional philo-
sophical opposites — idea and matter, thought
and dimension — are seen not as definite and
necessary principles but as possible and contingent
(accidental) products of the mathematical formula
and of language.

The French philosopher maintains that we
can only bring back the absolute effectiveness
of mathematical description when we “think, as
Descartes did, the speculative import of math-
ematics, but this time without relying, as he did,
upon the metaphysical pretension to be able to prove
the existence of a perfect being” (ibid., p. 126; my
italics — A.E.). Speaking about the specula-
tive effectiveness of mathematics, Meillassoux
proposes to view it not as an unconditional-



A. C. EMenbsnoB

BepHyTb abCOTIOTHYIO €/ICTBEHHOCTh MaTeMa-
TUYeCKOIo OIMCaHWsl, COIIacCHO (paHIly3CKOMY
drtocody, BOSMOXKHO TOJIBKO TOITIA, KOTa MBI Oy-
IIeM «MBICIIUTB, KaK 3TO [esiail JleKapT, creKyiis-
TUBHYIO JIeVICTBEHHOCTb MaTeMaTVKW, HO He Npu-
Baexas, kak OH, Memagpusuueckyio npemeH3ur0 Ha
doxazameavcmbo  cywecmbobanus  cobepuieHH020
Cyuwecmba» (Tam xe, c. 190; kypcus mont. — A.E).
ToBopst O CHEKYJIATMBHOVI [I€VICTBEHHOCTV MarTe-
MaTuKy, Merisicy mperijiaraeT paccMaTpuBaTh IIO-
CJIeTHIOI0 He KaK 0e3ycI0OBHO HeOOXOIVIMYIO CYIII-
HOCTB, KOTOpasl J[IOKa3blBaeT WJIM OIIpOBepraeT
CyllleCTBOBaHVe MJIV peaIbHOCTh IAaHHOTO, a JIVIIb
KaK [1eCcyOBeKTMBMpOBaHHOEe MBIIIIeHNe, KOTO-
poe, 1Iof06HO abcorroTHOMY Ayxy leress, mpen-
IIeCcTByeT CyObeKTMBHOMY ombITy. bosee Toro, ab-
coimoTHass (paKTyaJIbHOCTh Y KOHTMHI€HTHOCTb
VICTVH, IIOJIyYaeMbIX C IIOMOIIIbIO TaKOTO pojia CIie-
KYJIATMBHOVI MaTeMaTVKV, B aHTUPaKTUYeCKOM
KJIFOUe yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, UTO CIIeKYJISTMBHOe 3Ha-
HVe JOJDKHO OTKasbIBaTh JIF000M popMe IoKasa-
TeJIbCTBA, ITPUBOAIIIETO €0 K KOPPeJIATY MBbIIIIjIe-
Hu. Kak nomuepkmsaeT Merisicy, HuKakoe 3HaHve
He MOXXeT OBITh ycTaHOBJIEHO a priori. EnuHcTBeH-
HBIM VICTOYHMKOM HAIIIVX 3HAHWV SBJISETCS TOIb-
KO «OOXOITHOVI ITy Th» ITO3HAHMS — OIIBIT.

Tem yawBuUTeIBHEE, YTO CIIYCTSI HECKOJIBKO
cTpaHul; Merzsicy, 10 3TOro BBICTYIABIIN C IO3M-
uyii FOMa o HeZIOITyCTMMOCTH CYIIeCTBOBaHMS Ka-
KVIX-JI00 0e3yC/IOBHO HEOOXOAMMBIX VICTUH, 3asiB-
JIeT IIPSIMO TIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOE: «...peub TYT UIEeT
y>ke He O BbIBeIeHUM aOCOJTIOTHOV, X0MsA U TWIIO-
TeTUYECKOV, HeVICTBEHHOCTV JII000ro MaTreMaTi-
YeCKOIr'o BBICKA3bIBAHMS, HO O BBIBEOEHWN abco-
JIIOTHOVI eVICTBEHHOCTV, Ha 3TOT pa3 0e31c106Ho
1HeobxX00UMOTl, OIHOV YACHHOL TeOpeMbl, KOTOpast
MIO3BOJIUT HaM yhepXaTb HeTOTaIM31pPyeMOCThb
TpaHchHUTHOrO» (Tam xe, c. 192). B cBoem ocHOB-
HOM coflep’KaHMM JJ0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO «0e3yCcI0BHO He-
00XOIIMOVI OJTHOVI YaCTHOVI TeOpeMbl», KOTopasi Obl
I03BOJIMJIA JJOKa3aTh PeasIbHOCTh CyIeCTBOBaHWS
ABcorIoTa, IIPaKTUYeCKy ITOJTHOCTBIO BOCITPOM3BO-
IUT V3BECTHOe OHTOJIOIMYecKoe (KapTe3uaHCKOe)
IoKasaTesibcTBo ObITis bora. OmHako ere Kanr,
o0cy>KIasi 3TO JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO, COBEPIIIEHHO BEPHO
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ly necessary entity which proves or refutes the
existence or reality of the given, but merely as
desubjectivised thinking which, like Hegel’s
absolute spirit, precedes subjective experience.
Moreover, absolute factuality and contingency
of the truths obtained through such speculative
mathematics, in the anti-factual way, shows
that speculative knowledge should refute any
form of proof which leads it to a correlate of
thinking. Meillassoux stresses that no knowl-
edge can be established a priori. The only source
of our knowledge is the “the bypass” of cogni-
tion, experience.

It is all the more surprising that after sever-
al pages Meillassoux, who espoused Hume’s
position that unconditionally necessary truths
do not exist, declares the exact opposite: we are
speaking “[...] here, of deriving the absolute
though hypothetical scope of any mathematical
statement whatsoever, but rather of deriving
the absolute and now unconditionally necessary
scope of a particular theorem, viz., the theorem
that allows us to maintain the non-totalisabili-
ty of the transfinite” (ibid., p. 127). Essentially,
proof of “an unconditionally necessary par-
ticular theorem” that would establish the real-
ity of the existence of the Absolute practically
reproduces the famous ontological (Cartesian)
proof of the existence of God. However, al-
ready Kant, discussing this proof, quite right-
ly pointed out that one cannot infer from the
speculative possibility of concepts and judg-
ments (diachronic judgments) possible exist-
ence of things and thereby conclude that they
are real. Think of the famous example from the
Critique of Pure Reason: “[...] the actual contains
nothing more than the merely possible. A hun-
dred actual dollars do not contain the least bit
more than a hundred possible ones” (KrV, B
627; Kant, 1998, p. 567). Although Kant notes
that the concept of the Supreme Being (the Ab-



o0paTiI BHUMMaHVe Ha TO, YTO OT CIeKYJISTVBHON
BO3MOXKHOCTU IIOHSITUV W CYXXKIEHWI (m/[axpOHM-
YeCKMX CY K[IeHWVI) HeJIb3sl IePexoduUTh K BO3MOXK-
HOMY CYyIIeCTBOBaHMIO BellleVl M 3aK/IfouaTh TeM
CaMbIM, UTO OHM O0JIaIafOT IIOJIMHHON peasIbHO-
cTei0. Bermomumm sHameHnTHI ipymep n3 «Kpu-
TUKW YWCTOTO pasyMa»: «...B JeVICTBUTEJIBHOM CO-
TIep>KUTCs He OOJIbIlle, YeM TOJIBKO B BO3MOYKHOM.
CTO encTBUTEIIBHBIX TaJIepOB He cofepkaT B cebe
HV Ha VI0TY OOJIbIlle, 4YeM CTO BO3MOXKHBIX TaJIepOB»
(B 627; KanT, 20064, c. 773). 1 xots KanT oT™MeuaeT,
YTO IIOHATVIE BBICITIeVI CYIITHOCTH (KOevl, HeCOMHEeH-
HO, gBJIsieTcsi AGcomoT Mervisicy) B HEKOTOPBIX CITy-
YJasgx JIeVICTBUTEIIBHO MOXET OBbITh «dpe3BbIYaiiHO
TIOJIE3HOVI MJIeeVi», TaK KaK «OHa eCTh TOJIIBKO MIes»
(B 630; Kant, 20060, c. 775), oHa COBepIIIEHHO He ro-
IWUTCS IJISL TOTO, YTOOBI IIOCTPOUTH Ha ee pyHIa-
MeHTe YVCTYIO HayKy 1 OOBeKTVBHOe 3HaHe.

5. 3akiiroueHnme

Merzsicy, obpartiasich K OIpe/IeIeHIO CYIITHOCTI
KOIIepHMKaHCKOTO IIepeBOpOTa, IIpeciiefioBasl 1ejlb
He JIONYCTUTH (VJIV 10 KparHeVt Mepe MUHVIM3K-
poBaTh) IosIBJIeHe B HayKe 1 pvytocodmmt pasiind-
HOro popa morMarmdeckmx Abcororos. OmHaKo
oTKa3 Mensicy oT dyHIaMeHTaIbHOIO pasjesie-
HVIs1 OBITHS U MBIITUIEHNS], KOTOpOe (PUrypupyeT B
KpuTmdeckov dpmstocodpum KanTa Kak paszesieHe
«B-cebe» 1 «Is-Hac», clelaylo HEBO3MOXHBIM (M1
IlaXke B OITperieJIeHHOVI CTeTIeHN M3JIMIITHVIM) CaMo
00OCHOBaHVIe VICTMIHHOCTV TOVI VIJT VIHOWI WICCITe-
noBaTesibcKovt mosuyn. Takum obpaszom, Mervtsicy
«BOCKpPeCUJI» CIEeKY/IATUBHYIO MeTau3MKy HOBO-
eBporIerickov prtocodpum ¢ mpucyen e abco-
JIIOTM3aLIVier KOHTMHTeHTHOCTA

B pamkax HacTosIIIero 1cciieIoBaHs MbI ITOKa-
3aJI11, YTO OOBMHEHS B KOPPeJIAIIVOHM3Me, BBICKa-
sanHble Mevsicy B anpec Kanra 1 nocrremyroment
dvtocodckont Tpaauuy, CyOBeKTMBHBL M ON-
paloTcs Ha MCKa)KeHHOe ITpeJicTaBJIeHVie O CyIITHO-
CTVI HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI PEBOJIIOLIVV B €CTeCTBO3HA-
HuM. BMecTe ¢ TeM caMm ¢akT MOsiBJIeHNMs B Hayasle
XXI B. CIIeKyJISTMBHOIO peajivi3Ma, KOTOPBIV, Ka-
3aJ10Ch OBI, ICXOIUT 13 (PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX MEeTO-

A. S. Emelyanov

solute according to Meillassoux) can sometimes
be “a very useful idea”, “it is merely an idea”
(KrV, B 630; Kant, 1998, p. 568), which is totally
unfit to be a foundation of pure science and ob-
jective knowledge.

5. Conclusion

In defining the essence of the Copernican
turn, Meillassoux aimed to prevent (or at least
minimise) the emergence in science and philos-
ophy of various dogmatic Absolutes. However,
his rejection of the fundamental divide between
being and thinking, which in Kant’s philosophy
is expressed as the distinction between “in-it-
self” and “for-us”, made it impossible (and to
some extent redundant) to prove the validity of
this or that research position. Thus, Meillassoux
“resurrected” the speculative metaphysics of
the new European philosophy with its charac-
teristic absolutisation of contingency.

My research has shown that the charges of
correlationism Meillassoux levelled at Kant
and the following philosophical tradition are
subjective and are based on a misrepresenta-
tion of the essence of the new European revo-
lution in natural science. At the same time the
emergence in the early twenty-first century of
speculative realism, which would seem to pro-
ceed from the fundamental methodological
postulates of post-structuralism (decentring
and desubjectivation of the process of thought,
contingency and factuality of knowledge) and
makes a radical pivot toward Hume and the
pre-critical metaphysics, probably for the first
time in the long period of the dominance of the
post-structuralist discourse, is showing signs of
a crisis of foundations in which all post-critical
philosophy is immersed. The latter, I believe,
makes Kant’s critical philosophy more relevant
than ever.

97



A. C. EMenbsnoB

HOJIOTMYeCKMX ITOCTYJIAaTOB IIOCTCTPYKTYpasiv3Ma
(DeuleHTpasM3alM U AecyObeKTuBalm Ipoliec-
ca MBIIIIeHNs, KOHTMHTeHTHOCTY U PaKTyasIbHO-
CTV 3HaHWs), HO PV 3TOM JIeJIaeT pajVKaIbHbIN
HOBOPOT B cTOpOoHY IOMa M IOKpWUTMYecKon Me-
TapM3MKM, TOXaIyVl, BIEpBble 3a [0JITOe BpeMs
TOCIIOZICTBA TIOCTCTPYKTYPaJIMCTCKOrO JIMCKypca
CBUIIETEIILCTBYET O HaMeYaloIeMcs Kpu3uce 0CHO-
Ganuil, B KOTOPBIVI IOIPy3WIIach BCS ITOCTKPUTH-
uveckast pustocodmst. IlocstenHee, Ha HaIll B3IVIsA,
JejtaeT KpuTudeckyo dniocoduro Kanra kak Hu-
KOI/ja aKTyaJIbHOV IMEHHO B HacTOsIIlee BpeMsl.
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