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«5I MBICJTEO» VI TIPOBJIEMA
TPAHCHEHIEHTAJIBHOV
CYBBEKTMBHOCTM

B. B. Pabokxons'

B cmamve npoanasusupoban cmamyc annepyenyun
«s1 Mulcato» 8 mpancyendenmarvHoil gusocogpuu Kan-
ma. [Ipobaema uccaedoBanus cocmoum 6 mom, umo «s
MbLCAIO», C 00HOU CMOPOHBL, Bbicmynaem ycaobuem 603-
MOXKHOCHIU NO3HAHUSA, HO C Opyeoil — He sABasemcs 00b-
eKmoM CAMONO3HAHUSA, 4o ocmabasem omxpbimvim 6o-
npoc 0 mom, 6 Kakom cmvicae «si MblCAI0» Bce ke Moxem
Ovims noHAmo nosumubro. B c6a3u ¢ smum yeav pabomul
saxaouaemcs 6 pazepanuienuu pasiutHblx CMbica08 «s
moicato» 6 «Kpumuxe uucmoeo pasyma» u Bviabrenuu Ha
amotl ocHoBe KoHmypoB mpancyen0eHmalbHOul 1meopuu
cybsexmubBrocmu. B xode ucciedoBanus nposcHaem-
CA COOMHOUIeHUE CUHMEMUUEeCK020 U AHAAUTNUHECKO20
edurcmba annepyenyuu 6 MpaHcyeHOeHMAlLbHOU Oe-
OyKYUU Kame20puil, AHAAUSUPYENCS A02UHECKUTI CMBLCA
cybvexkma 6 «Ilaparoeusmax 4ucnmozo pasyma», a maxke
paccmampuBaemcs. B03MOKHOCTIL NOHUMAHUA MPAHC-
UeHOeHMAAbH020 CAMOCO3HAHUS Kak OopedhaexcubHoll
camoommecenrocmu. Iloxasano, umo soeuueckoe fI u
memacpusudeckuil cybeexm (kax eunocmasupobarioe
s0euteckoe f) sbasiomes npousBoonsimu om nepBona-
UAABHO-CUHIMEMUUECKOU 0esmeAbHOCHIY CAMOCO3HAHUA.
TparcyendenmarvHoe «s MblCA10» MpPaKmyemcs He Kaxk
nosmabaemviii 00sexkm u He Kax cyocmanyus, a kKax He-
npeomemuas popma CamoomHecenHoCmu, 3a0auyas
nepcnekmubryio cmpykmypy onsima. Coeaar 61600,
U1mo no3uUMuBHbLL CMbLCA MPAHCYEHOEHMAALHO20 CAMO-
co3Hanus 3axaouaemcs 6 dopeghaeKcuBHOM «CO3HAHUU>
CUHMEMU4eckol akmubHocmu: oHo Bvlpaxaem 3a10KeH-
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

“] THINK” AND THE PROBLEM
OF TRANSCENDENTAL
SUBJECTIVITY

V. V. Ryabokon'

The article examines the status of the apperceptive
“I think” in Kant’s transcendental philosophy. The
central issue is that the “I think”, on the one hand,
functions as a condition of the possibility of cognition,
while, on the other hand, it is not itself an object of
self-knowledge. This leaves open the question of
the sense in which the “I think” can nevertheless be
understood positively. Accordingly, the aim of the
study is to distinguish the different meanings of the
“I think” in the Critique of Pure Reason and, on
this basis, to outline the contours of a transcendental
theory of subjectivity. The relation between the
synthetic and analytical unities of apperception in
the transcendental deduction of the categories is made
clear together with the analysis of the logical sense
of the subject in the “Paralogisms of Pure Reason”.
Here the possibility of understanding transcendental
self-consciousness as a pre-reflective self-relation
is considered. It is argqued that the logical I and the
metaphysical subject, understood as a hypostatised
logical 1, are derivative of the original synthetic
activity of self-consciousness. The transcendental “I
think” is interpreted neither as an object of cognition
nor as a substance, but as a non-objectifying form of
self-relation that constitutes the perspectival structure
of experience. It is concluded that the positive meaning
of transcendental self-consciousness consists in a pre-
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Hoe 6 camoil cmpykmype onvima omuouierue cyovexmub-
Hocmu k cebe, 0.41a200aps komopomy Besakuil onvim 0an 6
nepcnexmube «MHe-npuUHAOACIKHOCTIU».

KaroueBuie croBa: Kanm, «s1 mvlcaio», mpancyeH-
OeHmarvHas annepuenyus, CAMOCO3HAHUE, MPAHCYeH-
OenmavHas cybsekmubHoCMb, napaso2usmsl, dopegrex-
cubroe camocosHanue

BBemenmne

LlenTpanbHasi TPYOHOCTh VHTepIIpeTalum
KaHTOBCKOI'O «S MBICJTIO» COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OHO
OTHOBPEMEHHO BBICTYTIaeT V1 KaK BBICIIIEe yCIIOBIIE
BO3MOXXHOCTVI OITbITa, M KaK MCTOYHWK Hem30eX-
Hom (pvIocOPCKON WUTIO3NN. B TpaHclieHIeH-
TaJIBHOVI IeOYKIIUM KaTeropuil KaxT BO3BOOUT K
«sl MBICJTIO» BCe IIpUIMeHeHIe paccyaKa, ycMaTpu-
Bas B HEM TOT «BBICIITNTI ITyHKT», C KOTOPBIM CJIEJTy-
€T CBA3BIBATB BCIO TPAHCIIEH/IEHTAIIBHYIO (PUIIOCO-
duro. OnHaKo yke ornvicaHVe STOVI MHCTaHIUN («s
MBIC/IIO») KaK IIpeCTaB/IeHVs, «IOPOKIAeMOro»
CaMOCO3HaHMeM, U B TO JKe BpeMsi ee OTOXIeCTBJle-
HVe C caMMM TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHBIM CaMOCO3Ha-
HMeM CO3/Jaf0T BIleyaT/IeHe JIOTMYecKoro Kpyra 1
TpeOyIOT IIPOSICHEH IS ee BHY TPEHHEVI CTPYKTY PBL.

Bumecte ¢ Tem B «[lapastormsmax 4mcToro pasy-
Ma» KaHT mpefjocteperaer oT I'MITOCTa3sVpOBaHMS
3TOTO eIVTHCTBA aIllIePLEIILIVN «SI MBICITIO», IIOKa3bl-
Basl, 9YTO €IVMHCTBO CYObeKTa B MBIIIUIEHUM (JIOIV-
4eckoe 5]) He MOXXeT OBITh IlepeHeceHO Ha eIMHCTBO
CcyObeKTa KaK MBICISIIEV Beln (MeTadpy3aecKmni
cyobekT) (cMm.: A 395; Kant, 2006a, c. 493). Ho my-
cToTa M Oeccomep’KaTeIbHOCTD JIOTMUecKOro Cyon-
eKTa He TIO3BOJISIIOT Ha €ro OCHOBE IIOCTPOUTBH II0-
3UTUBHYIO TEOPUIO CYObeKTMBHOCTI. TeM cambIM
KaHT omHOBpeMeHHO yTBepXXIaeT pyHIaMeHTaIb-
HYIO pOJIb CAMOCO3HAHVIS VI OCTaB/IsieT OTKPBITBIM
BOIIPOC O TOM, B KAKOM VIMEHHO CMBICJIE «SI MBICITIO»
BCe Ke MOXKeT OBITH HOHSATO ITO3UTUBHO.

Hacrosmmast pabota mpr3BaHa BHeCTV BKJIafl B
IIposiCHeHMe 3Toro Boripoca. Ee 3amaua — skcrm-
LIMPOBaTh KAHTOBCKOE «sI MBICITIO», TIOCIIEIOBa-
TEJIPHO pasrpaHM4MB pasIMIHbIe CMBICIIBI, B KO-

reflective “consciousness” of synthetic activity: it
expresses the self-relation inherent in the very structure
of experience, by virtue of which every experience is
given as mine (as belonging to me).

Keywords: Kant, “I think”, transcendental
apperception,  self-consciousness,  transcendental
subjectivity,  paralogisms,  pre-reflective  self-
CONsciousness

Introduction

The main challenge in interpreting the
Kantian “I think” is that it is simultaneously
the key condition of the possibility of
experience and the source of an inevitable
philosophical illusion. In the transcendental
deduction of categories Kant affixes all use of
the understanding to “I think”, regarding it as
“the highest point” on which all transcendental
philosophy hinges. However, the description
of this instance (“I think”) as a representation
“produced” by self-consciousness, together
with its simultaneous identification with
transcendental self-consciousness itself, creates
the impression of a vicious circle and calls for a
clarification of its inner structure.

On the other hand, Kant in the “Paralogisms
of Pure Reason” warns against hypostatising
the unity of apperception “I think”,
demonstrating that the unity of the subject
in thinking (the logical I) is not the same as
the unity of the subject as a thinking being
(metaphysical subject) (see KrV, A 395). But the
empty and contentless character of the logical
subject prevents it from serving as the basis
for a positive theory of subjectivity. Thereby
Kant simultaneously asserts the fundamental
role of self-consciousness and leaves open
the question of how “I think” can still be
understood in the positive sense.

This is a contribution towards the
clarification of this issue. I try to explicate the



TOPBIX OHO PYHKIMOHMPYeET B «KpuTrke 4ncToro
pasyMa», 1 Ha 3TOV OCHOBe HaMeTUTb KOHTYPbI
KaHTOBCKOVI TeOpUN TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO Cy0b-
€KTVMBHOCT.

JaspHeriiee paccyXaeHne CTPOUTCS B TpU
mrara. CHavyasIa pacCMaTPUBAeTCs POIIb «SI MBICITIO»
B TpPaHCIEH[IEHTAIIBHON [eOyKIIUM KaTeropwi
Y TIPOSICHSETCS OTHOIIEHVIE CUHTETUYEeCKOro U
aHAJIMTIYECKOrO eAVMHCTBA alllleplenni. 3areM
aHaJIM3UpYyeTcs «d MBICITIO» B «[lapasormsmax...»,
I7le pacKpbIBaeTCsl JIOTMYECKUI CMBICII CyOBeKTa
¥ MeXaHWM3M ero IIpeBpallieHus B MeTaduside-
ckum cyOBpekT. HakoHerl1, cTaBuTCs BOIpoc 00 13-
Ha4yaIbHOM M3MepeHUN CyOBeKTMBHOCTY, OJ1aro-
Zapsi KOTOPOMY IIpefiCcTaBIeHMsI BOOOIle MOTIyT
OBITH OCO3HAHBI KaK MOuU IIpefcTaBieHMs. [71aB-
HBIVI T€3WC CTAThV COCTOUT B TOM, UTO KaK JIOrMye-
CKOe, TaK M MeTadpm3ndecKoe IIOHVMaHVe CMBICTIA
cyObeKkTa IIPOV3BOIHO OT IepBOHaYasIbHO-CIHTe-
TUYECKOVI JeSITeJIbHOCTVI CAMOCO3HAHSL.

1. «51 MBIC/II0» B TpaHCIIEHAECHTAIbHOM
JeqyKIIMM KaTeropmm

B §16 Broporo mspmanus «KpuTuKM 4mcToro
pasyma» KaHT dopmynmpyeT meHTpasibHOe II0-
JIOKeHMe NIeNyKLIMy KaTeropuil ¥ BooOIle TpaH-
crieHaeHTaIbHOM  pvtocodpmm:  «/JoiKHO OBITH
603M0KHO, ITOOBI 5 MbLCA10 COITPOBOXKIIAIIO BCE MOV
npencrasieHus» (B 131; Kant, 200606, c. 203). bra-
rofgaps yKasaHHOV BO3MOXXHOCTV MHOrooOpasue
IIpefICTaBIEeHNII MOXET OBITh OObeIVHEeHO B eIyi-
HBIVI VI COIJIACOBAHHBIN OIBIT. B OTCyTCTBME BO3-
MOXKHOCTM COITPOBOXKIIEHWSI BCeX IIpefICTaBiIe-
HVVI 3TUM OCOOBIM IIPeICTaBIIEHVIEM «SI MBICITIO»
s He MOr ObI OCO3HAaTh 3TV IIPEJICTaBJIEHMS KaK
MOU TIpeZICTaBJIeH s, CJIeIOBATEIIBHO, «s VIMeJI ObI
CTOJIb Xe IIeCTpoe pa3HOOOpasHoe f, CKOJIBKO Y
MeH$ eCTh CO3HaBaeMbIX MHOVI ITpeICTaBIJIEHMIT»
(B 134; Kanr, 200606, c. 205). CiteoBaTesibHO, BO3-
MOXXHOCTB OIIBbITa TpeOyeT He IIPOCTO HasIM4Ms
OT/IEeJIBbHBIX ITPEICTABJIEHNII, HO MX €IVHCTBA B
OIHOM CO3HAHWIL.

V.'V. Ryabokon

Kantian “I think” step by step, delimiting the
various meanings in which this concept is used
in the Critique of Pure Reason and on that basis
outline the contours of the Kantian theory of
transcendental subjectivity.

There are three such steps. First, I consider
the role of “I think” in the transcendental
deduction of categories and clarify the
relationship between the synthetic and
analytical unity of apperception. Then I analyse
“I think” in the “Paralogisms”, which describes
the logical meaning of the subject and the
mechanism that turns it into a metaphysical
subject. Finally, I raise the question of the
original dimension of subjectivity, owing to
which representations can be recognised as
my representations. My main thesis is that the
logical and metaphysical interpretations of the
subject are derived from the original synthetic
activity of self-consciousness.

1. “I Think” in the Transcendental
Deduction of Categories

In §16 of the second edition of the Critique
of Pure Reason Kant formulates the central
statement of the deduction of the categories
and of transcendental philosophy in general:
“The I think must be able to accompany all
my representations” (KrV, B 131; Kant, 1998,
p. 246). This possibility allows the whole
manifold of representations to be combined
into a single, coherent experience. If it were
not possible for all these representations to
be accompanied by the special representation
“I think,” I could not be conscious of them as
mine; instead “I would have as multicolored,
diverse a self as I have representations of
which I am conscious” (KrV, B 134; Kant, 1998,
pp. 247-248). Consequently, the possibility of
experience demands not only the existence of
representations, but their being combined in
one consciousness.
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Kaxk nokasbiBaeT KaHT, equHCTBO IIpeficTaBiie-
HUV B OIHOM CO3HaHUM, B CBOIO OUepelb, IIPeIIo-
JIaraeT BO3MOXXHOCTb IIPVICOEAVHUTD «SI MBICITIO» K
HIpe/ICTaBJIeHMSIM U YOeIUThCS, UTO BCe MOU TIperl-
CTaBJIEHMSI MbiCA10 VIMEHHO fA. Bce oHM cBs3bIBa-
10TCs 8 eduHcmBe Moe20 CO3HAHUA COIJIACHO OITpe-
IleJIeHHBIM IIpaBiUIaM, KaTeropusM. HecsgzanHoe
MHOroo0Opasye HaHHBIX S He CMOI Obl Ha3BaTh
moum. Ho mperncrapiieHnsi MOTYT MEHSITBCS, 5 JKe
caM, MBICTISIIIVVI 3TV IIPeCTaBIIeHS 6 00HOM 0Mbl-
1me, OCTaIOCh OIHVIM ¥ TeM e B KaXK[IOM M3 HUX U,
KpOMe TOTO, CO3HAIO0 3TO CBOe TOXIEeCTBO B CaMo-
cosHaHMM. TOJIBKO B 3TOM CiTy4ae s BOOOIle MOry
OTIIMYUTB cedsl OT BCSAKUM pa3 HOBOTO IIpeJICTaB-
JIeHVIsI, @ HECOMHEHHOCTb JIAHHOTO OTJINYMS JTaeT
JIFO0OVI CO3HATEILHBIN OITBIT. TaKoro pora oTHece-
HVe IIpeICTaBIeHNsl K CaMOCO3HAHMIO Ha3blBaeT-
CSL AHAAUMUYECKUM €IVIHCTBOM allllepLIeIIIVA

Bmecre ¢ TeM aHajMTHYeCKOMy €IVHCTBY arll-
HIepILeNIIY TOJDKEeH IIpeIIecTBOBaTh caM CHTe3
Ipe/iCTaBIeHN I B OHOM CO3HAaHWV, ITOCKOJIBKY
«TaM, I7le PacCyIOK HIYero paHbllle He CBg3all, eMy
Hedvero M pasnararb» (B 131; Kanr, 20060, c. 201).
AHasTIYecKoe IIpeJicTaBsieHe «s MBICIIIO», (VK-
cupyolllee MPWHAJIEXHOCTh IIpeJiCcTaB/IeHNI
OTHOMY ¥ TOMY e I, caMo «He ecTb OCO3HaHUe
CUHme3a IIPe[CTaBJIeHNTI, TeM He MeHee... IIpef-
Iioj1araeT BO3MOXXHOCTB ero» (B 134; KanT, 20060,
c. 205). ImeHHO c 0OCcO3HaHVIEM M3HAYaJIbHOTO CHH-
Te3a IpeCTaBIeHN I 1 CBA3aHO yKa3aHHOe BBIIIIe
TpaHClIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe CaMOCO3HaHMe.

DTOT CMHTe3 HeoOs13aTeJIbHO JOJDKEH OBbITh (0T-
4eT/INBO) CO3HABaeMBIM, TeM He MeHee Oe3 Hero
He IIPOVICXOIVIIO OBI CAaMOro COENVIHEHWIS IIpefl-
CTaBJIEHUN ¥, KaK CJIEAICTBIE, OCO3HAHMS VX B Ka-
JecTBe Moux. DTOT Buj enmHcTBa KaHT HasbBa-
eT CuHmemudeckuM €eIVNHCTBOM allllepleInL.
VIMeHHO B HepBOHAYa/IbHOM CHHTe3e IIpeJCTaB-
JIEHVVI B OHOM CO3HAHWV KOPEHWTCS VICKOMOe
B TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV JIeAyKIIVV «BePXOBHOE»
yCJIOBVIE BO3MOYKHOCTY OITBITa, II03TOMY IIepBOHa-
YaJIbHO-CVHTETIYECKOe eIMHCTBO allllepIIeIIIIn,
VIJIV 9VACTas aIlllepLeNIIs, «eCThb BBICIINIL ITYHKT,
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As Kant shows, the unity of representations
in one consciousness in turn presupposes
the possibility of adding “I think” to them
and becoming aware that it is I who think
them all. They are combined in the unity of
my consciousness according to certain rules,
namely the categories. I could not regard
an unconnected manifold of data as mine.
Representations may change, but the I that is
conscious of them within a single experience
remains one and the same in each case, and
is also conscious of its own identity. Only
under this condition can I distinguish myself
from each new representation and every
conscious experience confirms the distinction.
This relation of a representation to self-
consciousness is called the analytical unity of
apperception.

At the same time, analytical unity of
apperception must be preceded by a synthesis
of representations in one consciousness
because “where the understanding has not
previously combined anything, neither can
it dissolve anything” (KrV, B 130; Kant, 1998,
p. 246). The analytical representation “I
think” which affirms that the representations
belong to one and the same I, “is itself not
yet the consciousness of the synthesis of the
representations” but “it still presupposes
the possibility of the latter” (KrV, B 134;
Kant, 1998, p. 247). Transcendental self-
consciousness is connected precisely with
the consciousness of the original synthesis of
representations.

One need not be (clearly) conscious of
this synthesis, yet without it there would
be no combination of representations and,
consequently, no awareness of them as mine.
Kant calls this type of unity the synthetic unity
of apperception. The “supreme” condition
of the possibility of experience sought in the
transcendental deduction is grounded in this



C KOTOPBIM CJIelyeT CBSI3bIBAaTh BCe YIIOTpebsieH e
paccyziKa, Jaxke BCIO JIOTMKY M BCIIer] 3a Hel TpaH-
clieH/IeHTaIbHYyI0 dwiocodpuro» (B 134, Anm.;
Kanr, 200606, c. 205, mpnmeq.).

W aHammMTUYecKoe, VI CUHTETWYECKOe eIliH-
cTBO annepiernunmn y KaHTa, onHako, Ha3bIBaeTCs
IIpeficTaBJIeHieM «s1 MBICIIIO», UTO CO3/jaeT 3aTpy/-
HeHVIe B eTr0 MHTepIIpeTaluiL.

5] Ha3BIBAIO €T0 [IIpefiCcTaB/IeHIe «S MBICIIIO» ]
uucmon annepyenyuei, 9ToObl OTIIMYUTL €ro OT
IMNUPUHECKOU aTIIePIe, WIN TakKXe U3HA-
YAALHOU annepyeniyieli; BeOb OHO €CTb TO CaMOCO-
3HaHMe, KOTOpoe — II0POXKaasi IIpecTaB/IeHe 5
MblCA0, — HOJDKHO MIMETh BO3MOXKHOCTBL COIIPO-
BOXIaTh BCe OCTaJIbHBIE IIPeICTaB/IeHs 1 OBbITh
OOHVM ¥ TeM JKe BO BCAKOM CO3HaHWI; a caMoO
3TO caMOCO3HaHVe HVKaKVIM VHBIM [IIpeficTaBIIe-
HueM| compoBoXXaaThcs He MoxeT (B 132; Kanr,
20060, c. 203).

Crenys OyKBaJIbHOMY ITPOUYTEHMIO 3TOT0 ppar-
MEeHTa, ITOJTy YaeM JIOTMYeCKUI KPYT: IIpecTaBiie-
HUe «s1 MBICJIIO» ITOPOXKAAeTCsl CaMOCO3HaHUeM,
KOTOpO€e caMO eCTb He YTO MHOe, KaK IIpecTaB-
JIeHVe «s MBIC/IIO». PaspenieHve ykasaHHOIO 3a-
TPYLOHEHVIS, TTO-BUAVIMOMY, JOJDKHO CTOSITH B TOM,
YTO «5I MBICJIIO» JEVICTBUTEILHO OTChIJIAeT K [IBYM
pa3InM4YHbBIM, HO TeM He MeHee B3aMOCBA3aHHbIM
MOMeHTaM caMoco3HaHusA. C OOHOV CTOPOHBI,
JIOJDKHA VIMETh MeCTO CITOCOOHOCTB CMHTe3a IIpefl-
CTaBJIEHWTVI B OTHOM CO3HaHWMM, VI OHa XXe, C IPpyTrom
CTOPOHBI, ITPOM3BOAUT aHAJIUTIYECKOe ITPeICTaB-
JIeHVe «S MBICITIO». J1evICTBUTETbHO, eCiIV YucTas
IepBOHaYasIbHas alllleplienins CBsA3biBaeT MHO-
roobpasvie B eMHCTBE OTHOIO CO3HAHIS, TO HUKA-
KOe MHOe aHaJINTVYeCcKoe IIpeCcTaB/IeHVe, KpoMe
«s1 MBICJIIO» (KaK MapKep TOrO, YTO 3TO ITpefiCTaB-
JIeHVie VI €CTh Moe IIpefiCTaBJIeHVe, TO eCTh 00be-
IVHEHHOe B 00HOM CO3HAHWM), HE MOXET COITPO-
BOXIATh 3Ty V3HAUYAJIBHYIO CUHTETMYECKYIO
nesaTerbHOCTD. CIleIoBaTeIbHO, «IIOCPEICTBOM 00-
11ero BbIpakeHMst A Mmoicaio» (B 138; Kant, 20060,
c. 211) g TOJIBKO M MOTY YKa3aThb Ha 3Ty UCXOTHYIO
CII0CODHOCTEH OOBenMHeHMs. VIHBIMIU CJIOBaMM, «S
MBICJTIO» ITPEICTaBIISIET CcODOVI 11eJIOCTHBIN q)eHo-
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original synthesis of representations in one
consciousness. For this reason, the original
synthetic unity of apperception, or pure
apperception, “is the highest point to which
one must affix all use of the understanding,
even the whole of logic and, after it,
transcendental philosophy” (KrV, B 134n; Kant,
1998, p. 247n).

However, Kant calls both the analytical and
the synthetic unity of apperception the repre-
sentation “I think”, which creates difficulties for
its interpretation.

I call it the pure apperception, in order to
distinguish it from the empirical one, or also
the original apperception, since it is that self-
consciousness which, because it produces
the representation I think, which must be
able to accompany all others and which in all
consciousness is one and the same, cannot be
accompanied by any further representation
(KrV, B 132; Kant, 1998, pp. 246-247).

Following this fragment literally, we end
up in a vicious circle: the representation “I
think” is produced by self-consciousness which
is itself nothing other than the representation
“I think”. The solution to this difficulty
apparently lies in the fact that the “I think”
refers to two different but interconnected
aspects of self-consciousness. On the one hand,
there needs to be the ability to synthesise
representations in one consciousness and,
on the other hand, this ability produces the
analytical representation “I think”. Indeed,
if pure, original apperception combines the
manifold in one consciousness, no analytical
representation other than “I think” (as a
marker that this representation is mine, i.e. is
brought together in one consciousness) can
accompany this original synthetic activity.
Consequently, it is only “through the general
expression I think” (KrV, B 138; Kant, 1998,
p. 250) that I can point to the original capacity
for such unification. In other words, the
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MeH CaMOCO3HaHVIsL, KOTOPBIVI TeM He MeHee VIMeeT
JABOSKYIO CTPYKTYPY: C OIHOVI CTOPOHBL, OHO YKa-
3bIBaeT Ha aKT CUHTe3a IIpefiCcTaBIeHWU (IIpe-
TIOJIaraloIIN B03MOXKHOCHL IPUKPENUTD K HEMY
aHaJIUTUYeCKoe IIpeJiCTaBIeHVie «s MBICITIO»), a C
APYyToM — Ha CO3HaHMe TOro, YTO BCAKOe comep-
JKaHVe M0e20 CO3HaHMS JOJDKHO VIMEeTh BO3MOX-
HOCTB COITPOBOXKIATHCS «5I MBICIIIO» KaK MapKepoM
eIMHCTBa Moero cosHaHmsA. Oba 3TMX MOMeHTa
KOHCTUTYMPYIOT eIVHYIO0 CTPYKTYPy CaMOCO3Ha-
HusA. OCTOPOXKHO ITPeJITIoNIOKUM 371ech, UYTO B3a-
VIMOMEVICTBVIE CMHTETUYECKON ¥ aHAJIUTUYECKOM
alrepLeniny ycTaHaBjIVBaeT HeYTO Bpope WC-
XOIHOVI CAMOOTHECEeHHOCTV CaMOCO3HaHMs, B KO-
TOPOVI CaMOCO3HaHe B KAKOM-TO CMBIC/Ie CO3HaeT
camoe ce0si yKe B aKTe IIPeIIeCTBYIOIIEero CVH-
Te3a. CMBICII ke 3TOro «CO3HaHMs cebs» Kak pas 1
IIPEeJICTOUT PacKpPBITh JIaJIbIIIe.

«[TpemitiecTBoBaHMe» ke CMHTe3a 110 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K aHaJIN3Y TYT, KOHeYHO, Hy >KHO IIOHMMAaTh B
TepMIHAaX TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO YCIJIOBMS a Prio-
ri, a He TeMIIOpaJIbHOTO OTHOIIEHWs. DTO TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe YCJIOBME CO37aeT BO3MOXKHOCTB
yCTaHOBJIEHWSI TPVHAIJIEKHOCTM MHe IIpeficTaB-
JIEHWVI, "1 3Ta BO3MOXXHOCTb MOXeT OCYIIIeCTBUTh-
Cs1, JIVIIIb TTIOCKOJIBKY CaM CHMHTe3 y’Ke COCTOSJICS.
W ect g B 110007 MOMEHT MOTYy YOeIMTBCS, UTO
BCe MO IIpefiCTaBjIeHNsI OTHOCATCS K OJHOMY U
TOMY e SI, TO CUHTe3 IIpeJiCTaBJIeHU I0JIKeH
IIPOVICXO[IUTE B COOTBETCTBUM C OIlpeie/leHHON
¢hopmoii — popMoOVI eIMHCTBa CAMOCO3HaHMS. DTa
dopma, paccMOTpeHHasl KaK ycJIOBUMe TIO3HAHMS
VI OIIBITA, VI €CTh «sI MBICJIIO», VIV TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
tasibHOe f1. B cBasm ¢ stum [1. Kapp cripasemiv-
BO OTMedYaeT, YTO TpaHCIeH/eHTaIlbHoe S| (1Me-
IoIee 30ect XapakKTep AHAAUMUYECKO20 eIVTHCTBa
CO3HAHMS) BBIBOAMTCS BCerJla KOCBEHHO M «’Tia-
pasuTupyeTr” Ha CyXXIeHMIX IIepBOro IopsiKa», B
KOTOPBIX 5 HaIIPsIMYIO CO3HAIO ITpeIMeThI CBOErO
nosHaHm (Carr, 1999, p. 52).

Ho cam cunmes TpaHCIeHIEHTaJIbHOTO CaMo-
CO3HaHMs, KaK yTBepXJaeTcs B TpaHCIIeH/eH-
TaJIbHO JIeyKIIMV KaTeropuil IIepBoro M3aaHms
«KpuTrkn gmcToro pasyma,
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“I think” is a unified phenomenon of self-
consciousness which, however, has a dual
structure: on the one hand, it points to the
act of synthesis of representations (which
implies the possibility of adding the analytical
representation “I think”) and on the other
hand to the awareness that all the content of
my consciousness can be accompanied by the
marker of the unity of my consciousness. The
two aspects constitute the unified structure of
self-consciousness. I would cautiously suggest
that the interaction between synthetic and
analytical apperception establishes something
like an original self-relation within self-
consciousness, in which self-consciousness is,
in some sense, already aware of itself in the act
of antecedent synthesis. The meaning of this
“awareness of itself” will be clarified below.

The priority of synthesis over analysis
should, of course, be understood in terms of
a transcendental a priori condition rather than
as a temporal relation. This transcendental
condition makes it possible to establish
that representations belong to me, and this
is possible only insofar as synthesis has
already taken place. If I can ascertain at any
moment that all my representations belong
to one and the same I, then the synthesis of
representations must take place in accordance
with a certain form — the form of the unity
of self-consciousness. This form, considered
as a condition of cognition and experience, is
the “I think”, or the transcendental I. In this
connection, David Carr (1999, p. 52) rightly
notes that the transcendental I, which here
has the character of the analytical unity of
consciousness, is always derived indirectly
and is “parasitic on a first-order judgment” in
which I am directly conscious of the objects of
my cognition.

But the synthesis
self-consciousness,

of
according

transcendental

to the



MOXeT OBbITh YacTO JINIIb OYeHb CJIa0bIM, TaK
YTO MBI CBA3BIBA€M €rO C BO3HMKHOBEHWEM IIpe]l-
CTaBJIeHIsI He HeIlOCpPe[ICTBeHHO, He B CaMOM
aKTe, a JIUIIb B CJICAICTBUNU €ro; HO, HEeCMOTpPsI Ha
3TU pa3I4mns, Bceraa JO/DKHO ObITh OJTHO CO3Ha-
HVe, XOTsI OBl eMy 1 He[IOCTaBaJIo IIOJIHOM SICHO-
cTI, 1 0e3 Hero coBepIIIieHHO HEBO3MOKHBI ITOHSI-
TV, a CJIefoBaTeIbHO, VI TIO3HaHVIA IIPeIMeTOB

(A 103 —104; KanT, 20064, c. 153).

CrieoBaTeIbHO, B aKTe CHTe3a CaMOCO3HaHVe
IEeVICTBUTEIIBHO VIMeeT OIpefieJieHHOe CO3HaHVIe
ceDst 11 CBOEVI [1eSITeJTbHOCTYL, HO 9TO CO3HAHME Ja-
JIEKO He BCer7ia COITPOBOXK/IAETCS SICHBIM V1 OTYeT-
JIVBBIM IIpefiCTaBJIeHVeM caMoro cebs. bes Tpan-
CIIeH/IEHTaJIBHOTO CaMOCO3HAHMSI HEBO3MOXXHO
HMKaKoe ITO3HaHMe, a CaMO OHO VIMeeT XapaKTep
dyHkIMM conpoBoxaeHnss 1 cuHTe3a (Begleit-
und Synthesisfunktion) (Paimann, 2002, S. 159).
P. ITaviMaH Tak BbIpa’kaeT 3TO IIOJIOKEHIE:

Bce mpencraBieHnst yHUUIMPYIOTCS (ver-
einheitlicht werden) Giraromaps Tomy, uro Bce
OoHI 0e3 WMCKITIOUeHMsI MOTYT COIIPOBOXKIATHCS
€IVIHCTBOM «s MBICITIO» KaK IIpeJICTaB/IeHVIeM U
BEIp@KeHMEM YNCTOV amleplentny, a B ped-
JIeKCUY KaK OCO3HaHHbBIE BCe OHM JIaKe JIOJDKHBI
COITPOBOXIATHCS [1M]. DTO co3HaHMe Sl 0 camoMm
cebe opmuakoso (dasselbe) mpm kaxmom cuH-
TeTmdyeckoM roctiokeHnn (Leistung); Ges sToro
CO3HAHWS HEBO3MOXHBI HV IIpeICTaBIeHNs, HI
nozHaHm (Ibid., S. 159 —160).

VIMeHHO TO3TOMY, JaXke B OTCYyTCTBUE aKTy-
aJILHOTO COITPOBOXK/IEHWS CYHTe3a ITpeJICTaBJIeH -
eM «s MBICJIIO» TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe CaMOCO3Ha-
HUe TI0-TIpeXXHeMYy CUHTe3VpyeT IpecTaBIeHIs
KaK MOu IIpeJiCTaBJIeHNs], TaK 4TO «MHe-IIpyUHa/-
JIEKHOCTB» 3TUX IIpefCTaBIeHUI BCerja MOXeT
OBITH OTYETVIVIBO OCO3HaHA B pedyiekcum. B cBs3mu
C 3TUM TpaHCIlleH/IeHTaJIbHOe CaMOCO3HaHVe Bbl-
I[IOJIHAEeT q)YHKLWIIO BBICIIIEVI, YUPEXKIAIOIIEV 110~
3HaHMe dopMmbl MblIeHMs (erkenntnisstiftende
Denkform) (Ibid., S. 6), xoropasi obecreunBaer
pecpaexcubryio ¢popmy Bcex IIpefcTaBIeHMUit (CM.:
Kraus, 2020, p. 119).
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“Transcendental Deduction of Categories” in
the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason,

may often only be weak, so that we connect
it with the generation of the representation
only in the effect, but not in the act itself, i.e.,
immediately; but regardless of these differences
one consciousness must always be found, even
if it lacks conspicuous clarity, and without that
concepts, and with them cognition of objects,
would be entirely impossible” (KrV, A 103-104;
Kant, 1998, p. 231).

Consequently, in the act of synthesis,
self-consciousness does indeed have some
awareness of itself and its activity, but
this consciousness is by no means always
accompanied by a clear and distinct
representation of itself. No cognition is
possible without transcendental self-
consciousness, which performs the functions
of accompaniment and synthesis (Begleit- und
Synthesisfunktion) (Paimann, 2002, p. 159).
Rebecca Paimann frames the point as follows:

[...] all representations are unified by
the fact that, without exception, they can
be accompanied by the unity of ‘I think’
as a representation and expression of pure
apperception, and indeed, in reflection, must be
accompanied by it as conscious representations.
This consciousness that the ‘I’ has of itself is
the same in every synthetic act; without this
consciousness, neither representations nor
cognitions are possible? (ibid., pp. 159-160).

That is why, even if synthesis is not
accompanied by the representation “I think”,
transcendental self-consciousness  still
synthesises representations as mine, such
that their “belonging to me” can always be

2“[...] alle Vorstellungen dadurch vereinheitlicht werden,
daf$ sie ausnahmslos durch die Einheit des ,Ich denke’
als Vorstellung und Ausdruck der reinen Apperzeption
begleitet werden kénnen und in der Reflexion als bewufite
Vorstellungen sogar begleitet werden miissen. Dieses
Bewufitsein des Ich von sich selbst ist bei jeder synthetischen
Leistung dasselbe; ohne dieses Bewufitsein sind weder
Vorstellungen noch Erkenntnisse moglich.”
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2. «51 mp1cTIO» B «Ilapasormsmax...»

Eciv B [eAyKium KaTeropui TpaHCIeHIIeH-
TaJIbHOE CaMOCO3HaHVe BBICTYIIaeT B KauecTBe
YCJIOBMSI €OVIHCTBA OIBITAa M IIO3HAHWIS, TO IIeJTh
«[TapasiormsmoB...» — IIPeIOTBPaTUTh TUIIOCTA-
3MpOBaHMe 3TOr0 TPaHCIEeHAEHTaJIBHOIO CaMo-
CO3HAHMS, WIV aIlllepHeniniy, 1 IIpeBpalleHye
ero B 000cobs1eHHbIN cyObeKT. VIMeHHO Ha ommo-
Ke TUIIOCTa3VpOBaHMs OCHOBaHA pallViOHaJIbHAS
TIICVIXOJIOT M, KOTOpasi M3 COOTHECeHHOCTU CyOb-
eKTMBHOCTVI C CaMOVI COOOVI [ieJlaeT BBIBOJL O CYO-
CTAHIVMAJIBHOM HOCWUTEJIe JTOV COOTHECEeHHO-
CTM — O Aylle KakK IIPOCTOV, TOXIIeCTBEHHON U
CaMOCTOSITeJTBHOVI CyOCTaHIIMUM. VIHBIMYI CJI0BaMu,
€IVIHCTBO CO3HAHM, BbIpakaeMoe (POpMYJIIoN «s
MBICJIIO» I HEOOXOIVIMOE [IJISI BCSIKOIO MBIITIJIEHVAS,
MIPVMHVIMAETCS 3a BOCIIPUHSTOE eIVHCTBO CY0vek-
ma 3TVIX MBICIIEVI, TO €CThb IIPOVICXOAUT CBOeoOpas-
Hasl TIO[IMeHa, B pe3yJIbTaTe KOTOPOV HeI0CTaTOK
3HaHMSA O IyIle KaK CyOCTaHITMV BOCIIOIHSIOT
Mapajiorn3Mamy, TeM CaMbIM «IIpeBpalliasi CBOV
MBICJIV B BeIlIM VI TUIIOCTasupys mx» (A 395; KaHr,
20064, c. 493). [To3HaHME TAaKOTO pora CyOCTaHIINM,
TO eCThb Sl KaK [eVICTBUTEJIBHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIeN
Belly, IIperosaraio Obl (MHTeIeKTyaIbHOe) ca-
MocosepriaHue (Selbstanschauung), kotopoe s
Hac TeM He MeHee MOXXeT ObITh TOJIBKO SMITVpIUe-
CKMM, TO €CTh OCYIIEeCTBJIIeMbIM 60 Bpements (CM.:
B 158, Anm.; Kanrt, 20066, c. 233—235, mpumeu.).
TpaHcrieHIeHTaTIBHOE cCaMOCO3HaHVE e, KaK MBI
YCTaHOBUJIV PaHee, «CaMo I10 cebe ecTh He CTOIIBKO
IIpe/ICTaBIIeHVIe, OT/IMYAoIlee OTAeITbHBIVI OOBEKT,
CKOJIBKO (pOpMa IIpeiCTaBIIeH s BOOOIIIE, IIOCKOIIb-
Ky OHO JOJDKHO HasblBaThbCs IO3HaHVMEeM» (B 404;
Kanr, 20066, c. 517). Ho no3HaHwMe 4ero-To (B OT/IN-
4ye OT IIPOCTO MBIIIUIeHNs) TpebyeT comyTCTBYIO-
IIIEro Co3epliaHs, IIO3TOMY U cebds «sI ITO3HaI0 He
IIOTOMY, YTO 51 CO3HAIO ceOs MBICIISIIVIM, & TOIIBKO
B TOM CJIy4ae, ecJIV 51 CO3HAIO co3epliaHve MeHs ca-
MOTO KaK OIlpefieJIeHHOe B OTHOILIEHWV (PyHKIIUN
MmebleHns» (B 406; Kant, 20060, c. 519). Crrenosa-
TEJTBHO, IVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHBIVI ITPEIMET CaMo-
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made explicit in reflection. Transcendental
self-consciousness therefore functions as
the highest cognition-constituting form of
thought (erkenntnisstiftende Denkform) (ibid.,
p- 6), which ensures the form of reflexivity of all
representations (see Kraus, 2020, p. 119).

2. “I Think” in the “Paralogisms”

Whereas in the transcendental deduction
of the categories transcendental self-
consciousness serves as the condition of
the unity of experience and cognition, the
aim of the “Paralogisms” is to prevent
the hypostatisation of transcendental self-
consciousness, or apperception, and its
transformation into an autonomous subject.
Rational psychology is grounded in the error
of hypostatisation: from subjectivity’s relation
to itself, it infers a substantial bearer of this
relation — the soul as a simple, identical, and
self-subsistent entity. In other words, the unity
of consciousness expressed by the formula “I
think” and required for all thinking is taken
for the unity of the subject of these thoughts. A
substitution thus occurs: the lack of knowledge
of the soul as a substance is compensated for
by paralogisms, thereby “making thoughts
into things and hypostatising them” (KrV,
A 395; Kant, 1998, p. 439). Cognition of this
kind of entity, i.e. of the I as an existing
thing, would imply intellectual self-intuition
(Selbstanschauung), which for us can only be
empirical, i.e. taking place in time (see KrV,
B 158n). Meanwhile, as we have established
earlier, transcendental self-consciousness
“is not even a representation distinguishing
a particular object, but rather a form of
representation in general, insofar as it is to be
called a cognition” (KrV, B 404; Kant, 1998,
p.- 414). But cognition of something (as distinct
from just thinking) calls for corresponding
intuition, which is why “I cognise myself not
by being conscious of myself as thinking, but



II03HaHMSA — 3TO Sl KaK OOBEKT BHYTPEHHEro UyB-
CTBa, CTaJIO OBITh, SMIIVIPUYECKNT HAVBUIL 1 €T0
COCTOSIHVSI BO BpeMeH, HO He MBICIIsIIee S
Opnaxo B «[lTapasormsmax...» KaHT Bee xe pac-
KpbIBaeT «JIETUTUMHBIVI» CMBIC]I CyObeKTa, OCHO-
BaHHBII Ha pedIeKCBHOM [IEVICTBUM paccyaKa:
VIMEHHO aHAJIMTUYECKOE «SI MBIC/IIO» €CTh «II0CTO-
STHHBIVI JIOTVYeCKII CyOBeKT MbliIeHus» (A 350;
KanT, 2006a, c. 443), HeKoTOpas ycTovumBas TOY-
Ka, OOBeOMHSIONAs BCe MOV IIpeCTaBJIeHMS.
VHbIMU c/10BaMM, CMBICJI 9TOrO SI B TOM, YTO OHO
IIpeJICTaBIIgeT COOOVI 102uueckyo POPMY MBICIIN.
AHanmT9ecKoe «s MBICJIIO» YKa3bIBaeT Ha Cy0b-
eKTa MBIIIUIEHVS B 3HaUYeHUN (IMIIOTeTIYeCKOro)
«TpaHCIIeHeHTaJIPHOTO IIpefMeTa BHYTpPEHHero
uyBcTBa» (A 361; Kant, 20064, c. 455), KOTOPBIV TeM
He MeHee He MOXeT ObITb oIpefiesieH MO3UTHUBHO.
DTo j1ormyeckoe I ecTh MOIHOCTBIO MYCTOe, «JIN-
IIIeHHOe CcofepKaHMs IpercTasiieHe» (A 346 /
B 404; KanT, 20064, c. 437). Yepe3 Hero npesncras-
JIeH «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIN CYObeKT MBICIN = X,
KOTOPBIVI TIO3HAETCS TOJIBKO IIOCPENICTBOM MBIC-
JIeVI, COCTABJISIOIINIX €T0 IIPEeaNKATHI, VI 0 KOTOPOM
MBI, €CJIV €r0 000COONTE, He MOYKeM VIMeThb HI Ma-
nevitrero rmoHsATHs» (Ibid.; Tam xe)*.
TpaHcIieHAeHTaIBHBINT CYOBEKT B CMBICIIE JIO-
I'MYecKorl (POPMBI MBIC/IVI IIO3TOMY OKas3blBaeT-
Cs1 CBA3YIOMIMM 3BeHOM Wi cpeacTtsoM (Vehikel)
MeX/1y YMCTBIM yUpeXXKIaloIM ITI03HaHVe CHTe-
30M CaMOCO3HAHWS M TUIIOCTa3MPOBAHHBIM «CO0-
CTBEHHMKOM» 3TOrO CMHTe3a. B 3TOM KOHTeEKCTe
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI CYOBEKT IIPeJICTaBIISeT CO-
Gomt cosHaHUe, KOTOpOe Kak .102uueckoe yCIIOBUIe

? Takoe IoHMMaHMe CyObeKkTa KakK ITyCTOVI JIOTMYECKOV
¢opMEI B IIPOTMBOITONIOKHOCTB 1000MY COMIEP>KaHIIO
BITOCTTEJICTBMMI HAITUTO CBOe BhIpakeHUe B Wiee THoce-
orornueckoro cyowekra y I'. Pukkepra: «3T0T 2HOceo.0-
euteckutl CyObeKT eIMHCTBEHHO eCTh CyOBeKT B CaMOM
CTPOTOM CMBICJIE CJIOBA, TaK KaK OH IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXEH
Bcemy, ITO MOXET CTaTh OOBEKTOM, CJIEIOBATEIILHO, IPO-
TUBOIIOJIOXKEH He TOJIBKO BCEM TeJIaM, HO TakKXke BCeM
VHOVBVAYaIbHBIM IyIIEBHBIM JXM3HSM CO BKITIOYEHVI-
eM “moent” B “Moem cosHaHum”» (Pukkept, 1998, c. 34).
CrremoBaTesIbHO, B TaKOM ITOHSTWUV THOCEOJIOTIeCKOTO
cyOBeKTa MTHOPUpPYETCs M3MepeHVe «MHe-TTpUHa/IIexX-
HOCTW» CO3HATEJILHOTO OIIbITA.

15

V.'V. Ryabokon

only if I am conscious to myself of the intuition
of myself as determined in regard to the
function of thought” (KrV, B 406, Kant, 1998,
p. 445). Consequently, the only possible object
of self-knowledge is the I as an object of inner
sense — i.e. the empirical individual and its
states in time, but not the thinking I.

But in the “Paralogisms” Kant does explain
the “legitimate” meaning of the subject based
on reflective activity of the understanding: it
is the analytical “I think” that is the “constant
logical subject of thinking” (KrV, A 350; Kant,
1998, p. 417), a fixed point that holds all my
representations together. In other words,
the meaning of the I is that it represents the
logical form of thought. The analytical “I
think” points to the subject of thought in the
sense of a (hypothetical) “transcendental
object of inner sense” (KrV, A 361; Kant, 1998,
p- 422) which nevertheless cannot be defined
positively. It is a simple and “in content for
itself wholly empty representation” (KrV,
A 346 / B 404; Kant, 1998, p. 414). Through
it, the “transcendental subject of thoughts =
x” is represented, “which is recognised only
through the thoughts that are its predicates
and about which, in abstraction, we can never
have even the least concept” (KrV, A 346 /
B 404; Kant, 1998, p. 414).°

The transcendental subject, understood
as the logical form of thought, thus serves

3 This concept of the subject as an empty logical form as
opposed to any content was later expressed in Rickert’s
idea of epistemological subject: “[...] this epistemological
subject alone is the subject in the strict sense of the
word, insofar as it stands opposed to everything that
can become an object, and thus not only to all bodies
but also to all the individual psychic lives, including
‘mine’, in “my consciousness’” (Rickert, 1904, p. 26; cf.
“[...] dies erkenntnistheoretische Subjekt allein ist Subjekt
im strengsten Sinne des Wortes, da es im Gegensatz steht
zu allem, was Objekt werden kann, also im Gegensatz nicht
nur zu allen Korpern, sondern auch zu allem individuellen
Seelenleben mit Einschluss des ‘mein” in ‘meinem
Bewusstsein’). Thus, this concept of the epistemological
subject ignores the “belonging to me” dimension of
conscious experience.
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OIbITA (2 He KaK CaM «IesTelIb», OCYIIEeCTBIISIO-
VT CVIHTe3) «IIpeBpaliaeT Bce IIpeficTaB/IeH s B
MbIcTi» (A 350; KanT, 20064, c. 443), TO ecTb, Kak
MBI YCTAaHOBWIV 4YyTb paHee, Bvipaxxaem (PyHK-
IIMIO eIMHCTBA CaMOCO3HaHWMs . UTOOBI OIBIT co-
CTOsUJICS, OH JIEVICTBUTEIIBHO JOJIKeH OTHOCUTbBCS
K 00HOMY/ CO3HAHWIO, HO OTCIO[Ia BOBCEe He CJIeJlyeT,
YTO CaMO CO3HaHWe JIOJDKHO TIOHMMAaThCs Kak ca-
MOCTOSITEJIbHBIVI Cy OBeKT.

ITonsaTre Takoro cybwexTa, corsacHo Kamnry,
MOXXHO IIPVHSTH JIVIIIb B TOM CJIydae, eCIV Mbl
IIpU3HaeM, YTO VIMeeM 371eCh B BUJTy JIMIIIb abcTpa-
T'VIpOBaHHOE 13 OIBbITa Sl IS JTI000r0 BO3MOXKHO-
IO OITbITa, HO He peasIbHYIO Belllb. [1eficTBITeIThHO,
Bellb 3Ta «4lMCTasd WHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHasl CII0Cco0-
HOCTb» IPVMEHSIeTCS JIUIIb K SMIIMPUYECKOMY
Matepuaiy (B 424, Anm.; Kant, 200606, c. 539, mpu-
Meu.). [ToaTomy Bce mpesicTaBiieHMsT O0OBEAVIHEHBI
B OJTHOM «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOM CyObeKTe», HO OH
TIOHVIMAETCs JIOTMYEeCKY, ¥ «KpOMe 3TOrO JIoTJe-
CKOTO 3Ha4yeHMs 4 y Hac HeT HMKAKOro 3HaHWUS O
cyOBeKkTe caMoM 1o cebe, KOTOPBIV CIIy>XXUT CyO-
CTpaTOM ¥ 3TOrO TpPaHCIIEeHAEHTaJIbHOIO CyObek-
Ta, 1 Bcex MbIcsien» (A 350; Kant, 20064, c. 443).

Tem He MeHee VIMeHHO TaKasl €TO XapaKTepyi-
CTUKa B KauecTBe cyOsexma BeeT BIIOCIIICTBUN
K cyOcTaHITMaIM3aliy YMCTOM JIOrYecKovt pop-
MBI AOCTparmpoBaHVe He OCTaHABJIVBAeTCH Ha
€[IVHCTBEHHO JIETUTUMHOM JIOTMYEeCKOM CMBICIIe
MBICTISAIIETO f1, a mpeBpalaeT 3HaHVe O ITOCTOSH-
CTBe «CyObeKTa» B MBIIIIJIEHY B 3HaHVe peaIbHON
BeIIyI, KOTOPOVI MBIIIJIeHVe IIPUCYIIe KaK CBOVI-
ctBo. Takum obOpasom, 51 «cMeIBaio BO3MOKHOE
abcmpazupobariie OT MOETO SMIIVPUYECKH OITperie-
JIEHHOTO CYyIIIeCTBOBaHMS C MHVMBIM CO3HaHVEM
BO3MOXKHOCTV 000C00.1€1H020 CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS MO-
ero MeIciIAIIero 4 m Boobpaxaro, Oy/ITO ITO3HAIO
cyOcTaHIMaIbHOe B cebe KaK TpaHCIeH/IeHTalb-
HBIVT CyOBeKT.. .» (B 426—427; KanT, 20060, c. 543).

3B 3TOM CMBICIIe «d MBICIIIO» JIVIIL [ejlaeT SBHBIM TO,
YTO HEKOTOpOe cofeprkaHye y)e oOBeIMHEHO B OHOM
CO3HAaHWN VI IIOTOMY MOXKET OBITb OTHECEHO K OIHOMY
CyOBeKTy. «S MBICIIIO» B TAaKOM CJIydae BBIITOJIHSIET «3KC-
IIPECCUBHYI0» (PYHKIIVIO — BBIpa’kaeT eIMHCTBO CaMOCO-
3HaHMSI, a He IPUIIVIChIBAaeT ero 1 He co3maet (cM.: Freitag,
Kraus, 2022).

as the link or vehicle (Vehikel) between the
pure, cognition-constituting synthesis of
self-consciousness and the hypostatised
“owner” of this synthesis. In this context the
transcendental subject is consciousness which,
as the logical condition of experience (and
not the “actor” who synthesises) “makes all
representations into thoughts” (KrV, A 350;
Kant, 1998, p. 417), i.e. (as mentioned earlier)
expresses the function of the unity of self-
consciousness.* For experience to occur, it must
indeed belong to one consciousness. It does not
follow, however, that consciousness itself must
be understood as an independent subject.

According to Kant, the concept of such a
subject is legitimate only if it refers merely
to the I as abstracted from actual experience
and presupposed in any possible experience.
It must not be taken to refer to a real thing.
Indeed, this “pure intellectual faculty”
is applicable only to empirical material
(KrV, B 423n; Kant, 1998, p. 453n). That is
why all representations are united in one
“transcendental subject”, but this subject is
understood only in a logical sense, “and apart
from this logical significance of the I, we have
no acquaintance with the subject in itself
that grounds this I as a substratum, just as it
grounds all thoughts” (KrV, A 350; Kant, 1998,
p. 417).

Even so, this characterisation of
it as a subject eventually leads to the
substantialisation of a pure logical form.
Abstraction does not stop at the solely
legitimate logical meaning of the thinking I,
but transforms knowledge of the constancy
of “the subject” in thought into knowledge
of a real thing to which thinking belongs
as a property. Thus “I confuse the possible

*In that sense “I think” merely brings out the fact that
some content is already unified in one consciousness
and therefore can be referred to one subject. “I think”
in this case performs an “expressive” function, that is,
expresses the unity of self-consciousness and does not
self-ascribe or create it (see Freitag and Kraus, 2022).
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BripoueMm, mMeHOBaHMe e€OVHCTBA CO3HAHS
VIMEHHO «CyObeKTOM» OOBSICHVMO eCTeCTBEHHbBIM
VMHTEpeCoM YeJI0BEYeCKOro pasyMa «OrpaJuTh
Hallle MBIC/IAINee | OT ONACHOCTM MaTepuaIns-
Ma» (A 383; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 479), B cuily KOTOpoO-
r'O ITOCTOSTHCTBO JIOTMTYECKOro CyObekTa Kak ycIIo-
Ble eIMHCTBA MOETrO CO3HAHWMS IIePeHOCUTCS Ha
ITIOCTOSTHCTBO MBICIIAIIETO S B OTpBIBe OT Teila (B
TOM YWMC/Ie Ha TMIIOTEeTUYECKOe COCTOSTHIE TIoCIIe
cMepTH). DTO IIPUBOANT K Vifiee TUIIOCTa3POBaH-
HOTro MeTan3MuecKoro cyopeKkTa (Iy1m) u Jajee
K CO3JaHMIO 0CODOVI HAyKM O MBICIISIIEV By 1
ee XapaKTepucTMKax: CyOcTaHIIMaIbHOCTY, IIPO-
CTOTe, IIEPCOHAIIBHOCT VI VZIeaIbHOCT.

B Texcre «llapasiornsmos...» IIepBOro w3a-
Hua KaHT ncnosbsyeT misi oOo3HadeHMs TaKo-
ro cyOcTaHIIMaIM3MPOBAHHOIO CyObeKTa TepMIH
«cyobekT npucymHocT» (Subjekt der Inhdrenz).
DTOT CyOBEKT IIPUCYIITHOCTY AEVICTBUTEIIBHO 10T
JKeH «coflepKaTh» B ce0e JIOrM4ecKoro cyObeKTa,
KaK CcyOcTaHIIVs COIEeP>XXUT CBOV aKIIMIeHIIM, HO
TOJIBKO «B HJlee, a He B peasibHOCTI» (A 351; KaHT,
2006a, c. 443). TpaHclleHAeHTaIbHBI CyOBeKT B
3HAYeHUM JIOTMYeCcKOro CyOBeKTa II03TOMY OKa-
3bIBaeTCsl (PaKTMUECKN JIETUTUMHBIM TepMIHOM,
HO TOJIBKO €CJIVI IIPU3HATh, YTO OH SIBJISETCS «CyO-
cranven B moHaTHUm» (A 400; KanT, 20064, c. 499),
a He B fevicTBUTeIbHOCTM. OTCIOA, OTHAKO, HeJTh-
39 CaejiaTh HMKAKMX BBIBOIOB O IIOCTOSHCTBE
Oy KaK CyOCTaHIIMM, TIO3TOMY «O MBICIISIIEM
Sl (my1ie)... MOXXHO CKasaTh: OHO He CHI0AbKO ceDsl
no3xaem nocpedcmBom kameeoputi, CKOJIBKO TI03Ha-
eT Kkame20pull Vi TIOCPEACTBOM HVX BCe IIpeIMeThI
B aOCOITIOTHOM eIMHCTBEe allllepleniny, CTajlo
ObITB, uepes camoe cebs» (A 402; Kanr, 20064, c. 501).

V3 xapaKTepuCTUKM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO
cyObeKTa KakK IOCTOSSHHOTO JIOTMYeCKOro cyobek-
Ta MBIIIUIEHNS, Ha IIePBbIV B3IJISAZ, He BbITEKaeT
" He MOXXKeT BbITeKaTh HMKAKOWM ITO3UTUMBHOW TeO-
pvm caMocosHaHMS . [1eViCTBUTEITBHO, UTO JXKe «CO-

#YTO ¥ IIOCITYKWJITO TIOBOZIOM JIJISI XapaKTePUCTUKIU TPaH-
CLIeH[IEHTaJIBHOTO CyObeKTa B 3HAUYEHMM JIOIMYeCKoro 1
KaK «0e3)XM3HEeHHOr0» ¥ IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIEHHOIO MUPY.
Cp.: «f morkeH cumTtaTh cebs TpaHCIIEHIEHTaTbHBIM
CyOBEKTOM TOJIBKO B TOVI CTEIIEHW, B KaKOW 5 IIPUHMUMAI0
MWVP 3a HBIOTOHOBCKWUVL MVIP — 9eTO £, II0 CyTV, HUKOITa
He siertato» (Carr, 1997, p. 109).
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abstraction from my empirically determined
existence with the supposed consciousness of a
separate possible existence of my thinking Self,
and believe that I cognize what is substantial
in me as a transcendental subject” (KrV, B 426-
427; Kant, 1998, p. 455).

Nevertheless, calling the unity of
consciousness “the subject” can be explained
by the natural interest of human reason in
“securing our thinking Self from the danger of
materialism” (KrV, A 383; Kant, 1998, p. 433),
which transfers the constancy of the logical
subject to the constancy of the thinking I
separated from the body (including the idea of
the hypothetical state after death). This leads
to the idea of the hypostatised metaphysical
subject (the soul) and then to the doctrine
of the thinking being and its characteristics:
substantiality, simplicity, personality and
ideality.

In the text of “Paralogisms” Kant refers to
such a substantialised subject as “the subject
of inherence” (Subjekt der Inhirenz). The
subject of inherence must indeed “contain”
the logical subject just like a substance
contains its accidents, but “only in the idea
but not in reality” (KrV, A 351; Kant, 1998,
p. 417). The transcendental subject in the
meaning of a logical subject thereby becomes
a legitimate term, but only if it is recognised
as “substance in concept” (KrV, A 400; Kant,
1998, p. 441), and not in reality. However, no
inferences concerning the constancy of the
soul as a substance can be drawn from this.
Accordingly, “of the thinking I (the soul) [...]
one can say not so much that it cognizes itself
through the categories, but that it cognizes the
categories, and through them all objects, in
the absolute unity of apperception, and hence
cognizes them through itself” (KrV, A 402;
Kant, 1998, p. 442).

On the face of it, no positive theory
can emerge from the description of the
transcendental subject as a constant logical
subject of thought.” Indeed, what, then, are we

®>This has prompted descriptions of the transcendental
subject, understood as the logical I, as “lifeless” and
opposed to the world. Cf. “I must take myself to be a
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3HAeTCs» B CAaMOCO3HAHWM, €CJIVI MBI «IIOCTOSIHHO
BpalllaeMcsl 371eCb B KPYTY, TaK KaK JOJDKHBI yoKe
TIOJIB30BAThCS IIPEJICTABIIEHVIEM O HeM, YTOOBI BbI-
CKa3aTh KaKoe-HUOyIIb CcyXXaeHue o HemM» (A 346 /
B 404; KanT, 20060, c. 517)? Ho, xak OpUIO T10Ka3a-
HO BBIITIE, 32 aHAIUTIUYECKVIM ITPe/ICTaBIIEHVIEM «SI
MBICITIO»
€IVIHCTBO alleprery, 6e3 KOTOporo HeBO3MOX-
HBI HJ CBS3HOCTB OITBITA, HY IOCIIeNTyomas ped-
JIeKCMBHas (PUIKCAIVIS IIPEICTaBIIeHII KaK MOVIX.

[TosTOMY HEOOXOAMMO HMPOSICHUTH CIIOCO0, Ka-
KM «s MBICJIFO» MOXET VMIMeTh BO3MOYKHOCTH CO-
IIPOBOXKIIATh BCSIKOE IIpefICTaBlIieHVe (KOTOPBIN
IIPU  YWCTO JIOTMYecKoM aOcTparvpoBanumm S
OCTaeTcsl HeITPOsICHEHHBIM)®. Takasi Teopust JOIDK-
Ha ObUla OBl MCXOOWUTH He W3 IUIIOCTAa3VpPOBaH-
HOTO «COOCTBEHHWKa» MBIC/IE 1 000cO0IeHHOrO
JIOTMYecKoro S, a m3 aHaym3a TOro, Kakmm obpa-
30M MBICJIV BOOOIIEe KOHCTUTYUPYIOTCS KaK MOU
MBICJIVI B €IVHCTBE allllepIeNIny, 9To Tpedyer
pacKpbITst  HOpedIIeKCBHOIO, HeTeMaTHYecKo-
TO M3MepeHVsI CAMOOTHOIIIEHVISI Cy ObeKTVBHOCTA.
ITostomy «Ilapastormsmel...» He TOJIBKO HaIJIS-
HO ITIOKa3bIBAIOT, KaKOV Teopus CyOBeKTMBHOCTN
OBITH He MOXXET, HO VI OCTaBJISIOT OTKPBITBIM BO-
IIPOC O HeCyOCTaHIIMAIBHOM CIIOcOOe OBITVISE MBIC-
nsmiero cyobekra (cMm.: Evans, 1984).

CTOUT IIepBOHA4YAJIBHO-CMHTETIIYECKOEe

3. Jlornueckmuii cy0bpeKT, MeTadpm3MIe KU
CyOBeKT ¥ TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHOe
caMOCO3HaHMe

Vrak, o TpaHCIleHJeHTaJIbHOM CaMOCO3HaHWM
B 3Ha4eHUM «CyOBeKTa» MOXXHO FOBOPUTH B Tpex
CMBICITaX.

Bo-niepBbIX, pedriekcrBHOe aHaJIMTIYeCcKoe
IpeficTaBjieHe O TOXEeCTBeHHOCTU CyObekTa B
Ka)XKIIOM IpeCTaBIIeHUN IPUBOAUT K Wlee JIOr -

> Kak ykasai yxe M. Xarimerrep, Oymydn HerposiCHEH-
HBIM, «II0 YMOJIYaHMIO» CIIOCOD 3TOTO COIPOBOXKIEHVISI
IOHMMaeTCsl Kak HeKoe «IIpukilenBaHue» f K mpecras-
JIEHMSM, TO eCTh KaK «IIOCTOSIHHOe COHaJIM4ecTBOBaHMe
(Mitvorhandensein) I c ero mpercrasiieHVsIMI» (Xarier-
rep, 2013, c. 321), uTo, KOHEYHO, 3acTaBJIgeT Hac BpalllaThb-
¢ B onrcaHHOM KaHToM ke Kpyry.
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conscious of in self-consciousness if we “turn
in a constant circle, since we must always
already avail ourselves of the representation of
it at all times in order to judge anything about
it” (KrV, A 346 / B 404; Kant, 1998, p. 414)?
But, as shown above, behind the analytical
representation “I think” lies the original
synthetic unity of apperception, without
which neither the coherence of experience
nor the subsequent reflective identification of
representations as mine would be possible.
That is why it is necessary to clarify
how the “I think”
representation (which remains unclear in

can accompany every
the case of purely logical abstraction of the
I). Such a theory would need to proceed not
from a hypostatised “owner” of thoughts
and a separate logical I, but from an analysis
of how thoughts in general are constituted as
being mine in the unity of apperception. This
requires an investigation of the pre-reflective,
non-thematic dimension of subjectivity’s self-
relation. Thus, the “Paralogisms” not only
show clearly what a theory of subjectivity
cannot be, but also leave open the question
of the non-substantial mode of being of the
thinking subject (see Evans, 1984).

3. The Logical Subject, Metaphysical
Subject and Transcendental Self-

Consciousness
To sum wup, we can speak about
transcendental self-consciousness as a

“subject” in three senses.

transcendental subject only insofar as I take the world to
be a Newtonian world — something that I may never in
fact do” (Carr, 1997, p. 109).

® As Martin Heidegger (2001, p. 367) already pointed
out, if this accompaniment remains unexplained, the 1
is simply “attached” to representations “as the constant
Being-present-at-hand (Mitvorhandensein) of the ‘T’
along with its representations”, which keeps us within
the circle Kant himself has described.



4ecKoro 5. DTo stormdeckoe S mpezcrasiseT codov
abcTparmpoBaHHOe 113 OIBITA OHSTHE CyOBeKTa,
KOTOpOe He o0IajiaeT HUKAKMM COIep)KaHVeM, 1
dopMy BCSIKOrO HaIlero Io3HaHMSL.

Bo-BTOpBIX, B CIJTy eCTeCTBEHHOIO WHTepeca
YeJIOBeYeCKOro pasyMa 3TOT JIOTMYeCKUI CyOBeKT
TUIIOCTA3VIPYeTCs, €ro eOVMHCTBO B MBIIUIEHUN
BBI/TA€TCS 3a €IVHCTBO MBICIIAIEN CyOcTaHImMu,
YTO BefleT K Mjlee MeTapr314eckoro cyobeKTa.

B-TpeTBMx, MBI CKa3aJM O TOM, YTO IIOJDKHO
OBITBH ellle OTHO IOHMMAaHVeE CyObeKTa, IIPOSICHS-
IOIllee M3HAYaJIBHYI0 CAMOOTHECEHHOCTb CaMOCO-
3HaHWSI, B CUITy KOTOPOVI IIPe/ICTaBIIeHVIs TOJIBKO U
MOT'Yy'T KOHCTUTYVPOBAaThCS B KaueCcTBe MOUX IIpe]I-
craBjieHnit. COOTBETCTBEHHO, KAHTOBCKOE ITOHVI-
MaHVie CyOBeKTMBHOCTY He CBOIMTCS HU K ITyCTOV
jorudeckort popMe, HM K TMIIOCTa3VPOBAHHOMY
MeTadpmsdeckoMy cyObekTy. bosee Toro, corac-
HO HallleVl MHTepIIpeTaluy, JIBa IIePBbIX CMBICIIa
CcyObekTa IIPOM3BOAHEI OT ITOCJIEAHETO CMBICIIA.
[TonTBepkeHVe 5TOMY MOXKHO HAlTV He TOJIBKO
B CBS3M C yKasaHVeM Ha IepBOHa4aIbHO-CHHTe-
TUYECKYIO alllePIEeMIIVIO B TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIBHO
menykuym, Ho u B «[lapasormsmax...» riae Kanr
TaKXe yKasblBaeT Ha OCOOYIO CTPYKTYpy TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIBHOTO caMOoco3HaHMs: «O MBICIISAIIEM
CyIIecTBe s MOTy MMeTh Kakoe Obl TO HM ObUIO
IIpeJicTaBJIeHVIe He Ha OCHOBAHVVI BHEIITHETO OIIbI-
Ta, a TOJIBKO TIOCPEJICTBOM caMoco3HaHMs. [loaTo-
MY TaKye IIpeIMEeTHI CyTh He YTO VIHOe, KaK Ilepe-
HeceHVie TOr0 MOero CO3HaHVsS Ha JIpyTVie Bely,
KOTOpBIe JINIIIB OIaroapsi TaKOMy IepeHeCceHIO
IIPEACTaBIISIOTCS MHOV KaK MBICIISIIE CyIIle-
crBa» (A 347 / B 405; Kaut, 20060, c. 517). [danee
MIPOSICHSIETCSI CMBICTI TaKOTO TIepeHoca J1j1sg o0pa-
30BaHVA VeV MeTapV3IMIecKoro cyobeKra:

DTO MOJIOXKeHVe, KOHeYHO, He eCTh OIBIT, a
HIpeJicTaBIIsIeT coboVt (POpMy armeprieninm, Ko-
TOpas IIpUYacTHA KO BCSIKOMY OIIBITY U ITpeiIiie-
CTByeT eMy, OOHAKO B OTHOIIEHVIV BO3MOXXHOI'O
IIO3HaHM BOOOIIle OHO BCerya JOJDKHO paccMa-
TPUBaTBCSL TOJIBKO KaK uucmo cydsexmubHoe ic-
/106ue ero, VI MBI He VIMeeM HUKAKOro IIpaBa IIpe-
BpallaTh €ro B yCJIOBVE BO3MOXKHOCTVI TIO3HAHVIS
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First, a reflective analytical representation
of the identity of the subject in every
representation leads to the idea of the logical
I. This logical I is the concept of subject
abstracted from experience, a concept that has
no content and is a form of all our cognition.

Second, owing to a natural human interest
this logical subject is hypostatised, and its
unity in thought is passed off as the unity of
the thinking substance, leading to the idea of
the metaphysical subject.

Third, as we have argued, there must
be yet another interpretation of the subject
that clarifies the original self-relation of
self-consciousness, by virtue of which
representations can be constituted as my
representations at all. Accordingly, Kant’s
interpretation of subjectivity cannot be
reduced to an empty logical form or to the
hypostatised metaphysical subject. Moreover,
in my interpretation the first two senses of
the subject are derived from the last one. This
interpretation is supported not only by Kant’s
reference to original synthetic apperception in
the “Deduction”, but also by the “Paralogisms”
where Kant describes the special structure
of transcendental self-consciousness: “Now
I cannot have the least representation of a
thinking being through an external experience,
but only through self-consciousness. Thus
such objects are nothing further than the
transference of this consciousness of mine
to other things, which can be represented
as thinking beings only in this way” (KrV,
A 347 / B 405; Kant, 1998, p. 415). And he goes
on to explain the meaning of such transference
for the formation of the idea of metaphysical
subject:

This propositionis of course obviously notan
experience, but rather the form of apperception,
on which every experience depends and which
precedes it, yet it must nevertheless always be
regarded only in regard to a possible cognition
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IIPeIMETOB, a VIMEHHO B HOHAMUE O MBICIISIIEM
cymiecTBe BooOIIie, MO0 MBI He MOXKeM IIpeJicTa-
BUTH ce0e 3TO MBICIIsAIIee CYIIeCTBO, He ITIOCTaBIB
Ha MecTO JIFOOOTO JPYyroro yMOIIOCTUTAOIIErO
cylecTBa caMmx ceOs BMecTe ¢ popMmysIon Ha-
mrero cosHaHus (A 354; Kant, 2006a, c. 447; niep.
yTouHeH. — Peo.).

KoneuHo, 3TMM BbICKa3blBaHMEM CHOBa KPUTU-
KyeTcss HeoOOCHOBaHHOe HajleJleHle MBICIIAIIero
CylIllecTBa CTaTyCOM JeVICTBUTeIIbHOM Bely. OHa-
KO JIeJIaeTCs 3TO YKe C IIOMOIIBIO He TOJIBKO YKa-
3aHMS Ha JIOTMYecKoe IePBeHCTBO 4mCcToro S, Ho
TaK>ke CBOeOOpasHOV JEeMOHCTpaIINI: CyOCTaHIIV-
anmsanys «s MBICIIIO» HeONYCTVMa M KPUTHKY-
eTCsl TYT He TOJIBKO U He CTOJIBKO B CHJIy TOTO, YTO
Cy6CTaHI_H/IaJ'[I>HbII7I CTaTyC, Ha KOTOPBIVI ITPETEH/TY-
eT MbICJIslee S, He TIOATBepXXaaeTcs HU B KaKOM
cosepliaHMM, HO ellle ¥ IOTOMY, YTO TaKOro pora
ydeHwe O Aylile IIpedIioaraao Obl «B3IJIs, 13 HIA-
OTKyZa». MBI Xe (JTromu) IIpMHIIMIIMAIBHBIM 00pa-
30M He MOXKeM B3IJISHYTh «/3 HUOTKY/a», IO3TOMY
MBI IIepeHOCUM Hallly COOCTBEHHYIO nepchekimu-
6y, BBIpaXKeHHYIO B IIPeICTaBJIEHNI «S MBICITIO» (TO
ecTh B «pOpMYyJle Halllero CO3HaHMA»), Ha IIpeIo-
JlaTaeMoe MBICIISIIee CYIIeCTBO KaK CyOCTaHITMIOC.

6 HPT/I‘IEM MOJKXHO ITOHSTD 3TY II€PCIIEKTUBY B CMbICII€ SM-
HOVPWYECKOVI IICUXOJIOTMU TaK, YTO JIMYHAas IIepCIIeKTVBa
OyreT SBIIATHCS HEOTHEMIIEMOVI YacThIO OITBITa OITpere-
JIEHHOTO 3MITMPUYECKOTO WHAMBW/IA, U3 Yero, B CBOIO
oueperlb, BEITEKaeT yBePEeHHOCTb B TOXIIECTBE 3TOVI JINY-
HOCTM B JTI000€ BpeMs, IT0Ka 3Ta SMITMpIdecKast JIMIHOCTh
ocraeTcst camort cobort. Tem He MeHee aHaJI3 TPETHETO
MapajIoru3Ma oKasbIBaeT, UTO 3TO He Tak. Sl Mory Hasbl-
BaTh cebst OHVIM U TeM Xe ] JTaxke B TOM CJIy9ae, eCJIv BO
MHe TIPOM30IIIa TIOJTHasl TIlepeMeHa (HarpuMep, eciTin s
KaKVM-TO 00pa30M yHacjIe[loBaJl 4y>Kie BOCIIOMMHAHII).
EfvHCTBO caMOCO3HaHMS TTO-TIpeXXHeMy OyIeT CUHTe3U-
poBaTh IIpeacTaBIeHN ¥ OIIBIT KaK MOu, TeM He MeHee
IUIs BHelIHero HaOronaresis OyneT oueBUIHO, 4To 51 mo
3aMeHbl BOCIIOMUHaHM 1 Sl 11ocjle Hee — He OJIHa 1 Ta Xe
mraHOCTh. CrlefjoBaTeIbHO, TOXKIECTBO S He rapaHTHPY-
€T peaJIbHOTO CyOCTaHIIMaIbHOTO IIOCTOSIHCTBA: «...TOX-
JIeCTBO CO3HaHMSI MeHsI CaMOro B pasjIMyHble BpeMeHa
€CTh JIIITh (POPMasTbHOE YCIIOBYIE MOVIX MBICTIEV VI CBSI3U
MeXIy HVMMM, HO OHO BOBCe He OKa3blBaeT HyMepude-
CKOTO TOXJIeCTBa Moero cyobekra...» (A 363; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 457). EouncmBo camocosnanus, maxum o0pasom, HUKaK He
npuba3ano k SMIUPULECKOT AUYHOCHIY.
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in general, as its merely subjective condition,
which we unjustly make into a condition of the
possibility of the cognition of objects, namely
into a concept of a thinking being in general,
because we are unable to represent this being
without positing ourselves along with the
formula of our consciousness, in the place of
every other intelligent being (KrV, A 354; Kant,
1998, p. 419)

Clearly, this statement again criticises the
unjustified attribution of the status of a real
thing to a thinking being. But the criticism
here is no longer based solely on the logical
primacy of the pure I; it also involves a specific
demonstration that the substantialisation
of the “I think” is inadmissible not only, or
even primarily, because the substantial status
claimed for the thinking I is not confirmed
by any intuition, but also because such a
doctrine of the soul would presuppose a
“view from nowhere”. We (humans) cannot in
principle look “out of nowhere” and therefore
transfer our own perspective expressed in the
representation “I think” (i.e. in the “formula of
our consciousness”) to a hypothetical thinking
being as a substance.”

Yet it is precisely this move that turns out
to be unjustified: the principle of the unity of

"From the standpoint of empirical psychology, one might
construe this perspective as an inseparable feature of the
experience of a particular empirical individual and thus
as presupposing that individual’s identity over time, so
long as the empirical individual remains the same. Yet
the analysis of the third paralogism shows that this is
not the case. I can call myself the same I even if I have
undergone a complete change (for example, if I have
somehow inherited another person’s memories). The
unity of self-consciousness will continue to synthesise
representations and experience as mine; nevertheless,
to an external observer it will be evident that the I
before the replacement of memories and the I after it
are not the same person. Thus, the identity of the I does
not guarantee any real substantial persistence: “The
identity of the consciousness of Myself in different times
is therefore only a formal condition of my thoughts
and their connection, but it does not prove at all the
numerical identity of my subject” (KrV, A 363; Kant,
1998, p. 423). The unity of self~consciousness, therefore, is in
no way tied to the empirical person.



Ho mmMeHHO 3TOT x071 OKa3bIBaeTcsi HeOOOCHO-
BAaHHBIM: IIPVHIINII €IMHCTBA HAIlero CO3HAHVIS
(mepcrieKTvBa MEpBOro JINIla) He MOXeT OBITH B
TO XKe BpeMs OOBEeKTVBHBIM CBOVICTBOM MBICIISI-
IeVl Bellly caMom 1o cebe (IepcrieKTuBa TpeThb-
ero siuia). Tem He MeHee, He IIpeTeHys TaKUM
oOpa3oM Ha IIO3HaHMe AyIIIV, MBI BCe ke MOXeM
yTBEepP>XKIIaTh, YTO CAMOCO3HAHIIE BBIpaykaeT 3Ty CO-
OTHECeHHOCTh MBIIIJIEHNS C TeM, YTO OHO BCerza
ecTh Moe MBIIIITIeHNe. 371ech, cJIejoBaTeIbHO, CaMo-
CO3HaHVe OTHOCUTCS K caMoMy cebe, HO He Kak K
obwexmy, a KaK K cybsexmy, MpudyeM HOHMUMaHMe
cebst kak cybeexma MPUHLIMIIVAIBHBEIM 00pasoM
cBOOOIHO OT JI00Oro comepXkaHMs: CyOBEKT —
3TO He cofiepkaHue, HO popMa, «KOTOPYIO HOJIK-
HO IIPVHVIMATh BCAKOe OIpefieJIeHHOe CaMOCO3Ha-
Hue» (Kraus, 2020, p. 85).

Ecrim MBI crTOCOGHBI cTaBUTH ce0si Ha MeCTO
IOPYTUX CYIIECTB U IIOIMEHSTh «00BEKT, KOTOPBIN
XOTSIT PacCCMOTPETh, CBOMM COOCTBEHHBIM CyObek-
Tom» (A 353; Kanr, 2006a, c. 447), TOo 3TO 0O3HaYaerT,
YTO, XOTSI IIPEIMETHBIVI CMBIC]I CAMOCO3HAHMS «S
MBICJTIO» COBEPIIIEHHO ITYCT, YTO-TO OTHOCSIIIEEeCs
VICKJTIOUNTEIIHHO K (pOpMe CaMOCO3HAHWS B 3TOM
repeHoce Bce ke meperaercs Apyrum. Ho dro
IIpeJicTaBiIgeT cobOM Moe caMOCO3HaHUe ¥ 4eM
VIMEHHO S HaJIeJISIIO APYTYIX, YTOOBI IIPENCTaBUTh
VX B Ka4eCTBe MBICIIAIIINX CYOBEKTOB (a He TOJIBKO
SMIVPUYECKX VHAVBUIOB), IIPUYeM TaK, YTOOBI
OHO He OBIJIO OIpefieJIeHHBIM BO BpeMeH! 3MIIN-
PpUYecKMM coflepKaHueM?

IT. Kutuep, HarpyMep, yKasblBaeT Ha TO, UTO
37ech IlepeflaeTcs CO3HaHVe BHYTpPeHHeV CIIOH-
TaHHOCTI: «J0, UTO caMOCO3HaHVe JiejlaeT CO3Ha-
TeJIBHBIM JJIsl cyObekTa (to her), uto oHOo mpu-
IVChIBaeT CyOBeKTy, — 3TO ero akKTMBHOCTh
coeNIVIHeHMs 1, CJlefJoBaTeJIbHO, €r0 CIIOCOOHOCTD K
coenmHenmio» (Kitcher, 2024, p. 15). IloaTomy yka-
3aHHBIVI BBIIIIe IIEPEHOC He OTHOCUTCS K cdpepe aM-
HVIPUYECKON IICHXOJIOTMY, Bedb peyb 371eCh UeT
VIMEHHO O MBICJISAIIEM S 11 0 TOM, YTO BXOIUT B €r0
noHsATHe. Mplcidiee S B TakoM ciIydae MOXKeT
OBITH Ha3BAHO MPAHCUEHOCHMAALHBIM B CUHIETNU-
4eckoM, a He aHAJIMTIYECKOM CMBICIIe ITyCTOrO JIO-
I'TYeCcKOro CyOBeKTa.
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our consciousness (first person perspective)
cannot simultaneously be an objective property
of a thinking being in itself (third person
perspective). Even so, without claiming any
knowledge of the soul, we can assert that
self-consciousness expresses the relation
of thinking to the fact that it is always my
thinking. Here self-consciousness relates to
itself not as an object but as a subject, while
the understanding of oneself as a subject is
fundamentally devoid of any content: the
subject is not a content of any kind, but “the
form that any determinate self-consciousness
must take” (Kraus, 2020, p. 85).

If we are able to put ourselves in the place
of other beings and thus substitute “one’s own
subject for the object one wants to consider”
(KrV, A 353; Kant, 1998, p. 418), this indicates
that, although the objective meaning of
the self-consciousness “I think” is entirely
empty, something pertaining exclusively to
the form of self-consciousness is conveyed
to others. But what is my self-consciousness,
and what exactly do I attribute to others to
represent them as thinking subjects rather
than merely empirical individuals, without
thereby attributing to them any empirically
determinate content in time?

Patricia Kitcher, for example, claims that
what is transferred is the consciousness
of inner spontaneity. “That is, what self-
consciousness makes conscious to her, asserts
of a subject to her, is her activity of combining
and so her power of combination” (Kitcher,
2024, p. 15). That is why the abovementioned
transference does not belong to the sphere of
empirical psychology, for here we speak about
a thinking I and about what is included in this
concept. The thinking I can therefore be called
transcendental in the synthetic sense, rather
than in the analytical sense of an empty logical
subject.
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§ 25 «KpuTnku umcToro pasyma» HoaTBepK/ia-
eT 5TO IMOJIOKEeHVe: B CMHTETUYeCKOM IIepBOHa-
YaJIbBHOM €IVMHCTBE allllepLeNIini, «s... He CO-
3Haro ce0s Tak, KaK s SIBJISIOCH cebe 1M Kak s
CYIIECTBYIO caM IIo ce0e, a CO3HAIO TOJIBKO, U110 5
€CTb. DTO npedcmabieHie eCTb MblulleHUe, a He CO-
sepyanue» (B 157; Kanrt, 20060, c. 233). OHo He mipu-
BOIAMT K CaMOIIO3HAHMIO, HO TeM He MeHee [1aeT
«HeoIIperieJIeHHOe» CO3HaHVIE MOero COOCTBEHHO-
ro Oertmst (B 159, Anm.; KanT, 200606, c. 233, mpu-
Med.). [ToaToMy «4 CyIIecTByIo KaK MHTeJUINTeH-
1Ml [yMOIIOCTUTAONINT CyObeKT]|, co3Haromias
TOJIBKO CBOIO CIIOCOOHOCTBH CBsA3bIBaHMS» (B 15§;
Kanrt, 20066, c. 233), mpruem 6e3 BCSIKOTO OCper-
HIYeCcTBa YYBCTBEHHOCTW: «Takxke 1 0e3 UyB-
crBeHHOCTV» (B 153; Kant, 20060, c. 227). B camo-
CO3HAHWM, TAaKMM 00pa3oM, s OTHaro cebe OTUeT o
CBOeM COOCTBEHHOM CYIIIeCTBOBaHMM, HO OIpere-
JIeHVIe 3TOrO MOETO CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS JaeTCsl TOJIb-
KO B SMITMPIYECKOM CO3EPIIaHIA.

DTO CO3HaHMe CIIOCOOHOCTM CBSI3bIBAHMS, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, He SBJISIeTCsl CO3HaHVEM CHUHTe3a
KaK 0cOo0Oro MOHSTHS (IIpeficTaBiieHie o Sl «Heb-
3¢ 1ake Ha3BaTh IOHATIEM» (A 346 / B 404; Kawnr,
20060, c. 517)). Ckopee, B caMmoco3HaHMM 5] co3HaeT
ce0st B caMoM ocyujecmbieny MBIIIUIEHNS: He KaK
Belllb, 00JIa/JafoIlyI0 CBOVICTBOM MBIIIJIEHNS, a B
caMOVI aKTVMBHOCTM CO3HAaHWVISI HOHSITU, KOTOpasi,
COIJIACHO JIEKIIVISIM TIO JIOTVIKE, VI COCTOUT B CpaBHe-
HUY, pedprrexcrm v aberparvposanmy (Kaxt, 1980,
c. 398). B atoM cmplciie Kutuep cripaBenjiMBo ro-
BOPUT O CBOeOOpasHOM npakmuyeckoM IMO3HaHWUM
KOTHUTMBHOTO S| (CCBIIAsCh 37eCh Ha TPagMIIVIIO,
unymtyio ot K. PertHrosnea) B ToM cMBIC/Ie, YTO
B TPaHCIIEH/IEHTAJIBHOM CAMOCO3HaHMM, KaK " B
cdepe IIpaKTIYeCKOTroO pasyMa, pedb UeT O «dak-
TaX pa3yMa», Ha3bIBaeMBbIX B JJaHHOM CJTy4ae «ak-
taMm cosHaHMs» (Kitcher, 2024, p. 18). DTo nos3Ha-
HMe OCYILeCTBJIZeTCsl He uepe3 YMO3PUTEIbHYIO
KOHCTPYKIIMIO, a yepe3 caMy AesiTeJIbBHOCTb MBIITI-
neHus. CaMoco3HaHMe B TaKOM CJIydyae O3HaudaeT
HeKoe J10- Wi ITpepedieKCVBHOE CO3HaHVIe CO0-
CTBEHHOV BOBJIEYEHHOCTV B CUHTETUYECKOe CBS-
3bIBaHMe IIpeziCcTaBIeHmiT. 5] 3HaI0, UTO MBICITIO, He

7Te3wuc 0 TOM, 9TO B KAHTOBCKOM YUY€HWI O TPaHCLIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOVI aIlllepLIeIINY MbI MOXKeM HalTM yKasaHMe Ha
nopedpieKCMBHOe caMOCO3HaHMe, SBJISeTCs AVICKYCCUOH-
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§25 of the Critique of Pure Reason confirms
this claim: in the original synthetic unity of
apperception “I am conscious of myself not
as I appear to myself, nor as I am in myself,
but only that I am. This representation is a
thinking, not an intuiting” (KrV, B 157; Kant,
1998, p. 259). It does not lead to self-knowledge
but still gives an indeterminate consciousness
of my own being (KrV, B 159n; Kant, 1998,
p. 260n). Therefore “I exist as an intelligence
that is merely conscious of its faculty for
combination” (KrV, B 158; Kant, 1998, p. 260),
without any mediation of sensibility: “even
without sensibility” (KrV, B 153; Kant, 1998,
p- 257). Thus in self-consciousness I am aware
of my own existence, but my existence is
determined only in empirical intuition.

Consciousness of the capacity for
combination is therefore not consciousness
of synthesis as a specific concept. (Of the
representation of I “one cannot even say that
it is a concept” (KrV, A 346 / B 404; Kant,
1998, p. 414)). Rather, in self-consciousness
the I is conscious of itself in the very activity
of thinking: not as a thing that possesses
thinking as a property, but in the activity of
forming concepts, which, according to lectures
on logic, consists in comparing, reflecting and
abstracting (Log, AA 09, p. 94). Kitcher (2024,
p. 18) rightly speaks about a kind of practical
cognition of the cognitive I (citing the tradition
going back to Carl Leonhard Reinhold) in that
transcendental self-consciousness, like the
sphere of practical reason, has to do with “facts
of reason’, which in this case are referred to as
‘facts of consciousness’. This cognition takes
place not through a speculative construction
but through the activity of thinking. Self-
consciousness in this case is pre-reflective
consciousness of one’s involvement in the
synthetic combination of representations.® I

8 The claim that Kant’s doctrine of transcendental
apperception contains an indication of pre-reflective
self-consciousness is controversial. Dieter Henrich,



IIOTOMY, YTO CO3€epIIaio MBICIIAIITYIO CyOCTaHINIO, a
IIOTOMY, UTO B MBIIIUIEHUM }/)ke OCYIIIECTBIISIO CO-
elVIHeHVe IIpelCTaB/IeHn. Bcskoe mpeMeTHOe
ITO3HaHVIe B TAKOM CJTydae BCeT/a «Ha IIar o3am»
y>Ke CBEpPIIVBIIIETOCs CYHTe3a IIPeJICTaBIIEHML.

Korma pasrosop 3axomut o ¢pakre, KOHEUHO,
CYIIIECTBYeT PUCK CMeIaTh TpaHCIeHIeHTalb-
HOE VI SMITMPUYECKOe «sI MBICIIIO». VIX pasidne
MOXXHO CPOPMYIIMPOBaTh CJIEAYIOMINM 00pa3oM.
DMIIMPUYECKOe «S5I MBICJTIO» €CTh CO3HAaHMe CBOVIX
COCTOSHWMVI BO BHYTpPEHHEM 4yBCTBe. TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTaILHOE «SI MBICIIIO» He SIBJISIeTCS TAKVIM CO3Ha-
HVIEM ¥ He MOXXeT OBITh IIpeIMeTOM BHYTPEeHHEero
YyBCTBA. DMIIMPUUECKOe €IVHCTBO CaMOCO3Ha-
Hus (GMmmprdeckoe f1) camo 110 ceOe OKa3bIBaeTcst
CITy9aviHBIM VI 3aBUCSIIMM OT TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HOT'O €JTVHCTBA CaMOCO3HaHWMs, Oraromapsi KOTo-
POMy «BCe JaHHOe B CO3€pPLAHMV MHOrooOpas-
Hoe 00OBeIMHseTCs B HOHATHE 00 oOBeKTe» (B 139;
KanT, 20060, c. 211). ViMeHHO TpaHCIeHIeHTaTb-
Hoe caMoco3HaHMe (fI) 3amaeT «cTaHmAPT» A1 OM-
OVPUYecKoro S, IockosIbKy Os1aromaps TpaHCLeH-
IeHTaJIBHOMY ] JaHHOe BO BHYTpPEHHEM UYBCTBe
6 chopme Bpemeru «MHOrooOpa3HOe IIOTUVIHEHO V3~
Ha4YaJIbHOMY €[IVIHCTBY CO3HAHI», a TAKXKe «Heo0-
XOIIVIMO OTHOCUTCS K OITHOMY VI TOMY Ke 5 MblCA10»
(B 140; KanT, 20060, c. 213). Camo 110 cebe smMmmpm-
yeckoe S He MMeeT M He MOXEeT VIMETH IIOITOOHO-
ro enuHcTBa. CIIeIoBaTeIbHO, «B OCHOBE BCSIKOIO
SMIIMPUYECKOr0 CO3HAHMS “S MBICIIIO, uTO p” Jle-
KUT TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHOe eAMHCTBO CyObeKkTa “a
MbIcTTI0 » (Soboleva, 2024, S. 33).

HbIM. Tak, HatpuMep, 1. XeHprX oTMeuaeT, UTo, pasjindas
uycToe U sMImpudeckoe 51, KaHT TeM He MeHee He BUIWT
B MHTEepIIpeTalit CTPYKTYPbl CaMOOTHOCHIIEVICS CyOb-
€KTMBHOCTV CaMOCTOSITeIbHON (PrIocodcKom  3amaun
(Henrich, 1982, p. 23). bortee TOro, B KpUTIYeCKOV PMIIO-
codpmr HOMMHVIPYET eltle pedprleKCMBHasl TEOPVIsl CAMOCO-
sgaams (Ibid., p. 20). CornacHo XeHpwuxy, Topko ®rixre
BITOCTIEZICTBUM JIeJTaeT HopedsIeKCMBHOe CaMOCO3HaHVIe
caMOCTOSTe/TbHOV TeMovi. Ha Harm B3rIsI, ogHaKo, 1 KaH-
TOBCKOE TpPaHCIIEHIIEHTAJIbHOe «s MBICJIIO» COHEPXKUT B
cebe OCHOBaHMS [IJIS1 TPAKTOBKM €r0 KaK JopedIIeKCBHO-
rO caMOCO3HaHVIS, O YeM CBUIETeIbCTBYeT IIepBOHaYalIb-
HO-CMHTEeTWYeCKWUVI CMBICII TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHOro S1.
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know that I am thinking not because I intuit
a thinking substance, but because in thinking
I already combine representations. Each
cognition directed toward objects is therefore
always “one step behind” the preceding
synthesis of representations.

When speaking of a “fact”, however,
there is naturally a risk of confusing the
transcendental and empirical “I think”. The
difference can be formulated as follows. The
empirical “I think” is consciousness of one’s
states in the inner sense. The transcendental
“I think” is not such consciousness and cannot
be the object of inner sense. The empirical
unity of self-consciousness (the empirical
I) is itself contingent and depends on the
transcendental unity of self-consciousness,
through which “all of the manifold given
in an intuition is united in a concept of the
object” (KrV, B 139; Kant, 1998, p. 250). It is
transcendental self-consciousness (the I) that
“sets the standard” for the empirical I: by
virtue of the transcendental I, the manifold
given in inner sense in the form of time “stands
under the original unity of consciousness”
and “necessarily relates to the one I think”
(KrV, B 140; Kant, 1998, p. 250). The empirical
I itself does not and cannot have such a
unity. Consequently, “at the basis of every
empirical consciousness “I think that p” lies the
transcendental unity of the subject “I think”’
(Soboleva, 2024, p. 33).

for example, argues that although Kant distinguishes
between the pure and the empirical I, he does not
treat the interpretation of the structure of self-relating
subjectivity as an independent philosophical task
(Henrich, 1982, p. 23). Moreover, a reflective theory
of self-consciousness still predominates in critical
philosophy (ibid., p. 20). According to Henrich, it is
only with Fichte that pre-reflective self-consciousness
becomes an independent philosophical theme. In my
view, however, Kant’s transcendental “I think” itself
provides grounds for such a pre-reflective interpretation,
as indicated by the original synthetic meaning of the
transcendental .

o Cf. “[...] jedem empirischen Bewusstsein ‘ich denke p’ die
transzendentale Einheit des Subjekts ‘ich denke’” zu Grunde
liegt.”
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TpancuenneHTransHoe 51 n smnupudeckoe 1
[IO3TOMY He IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHBI IPYT IPYTY (CM.:
Kpyrmnos, 2005, c. 291). Pasnuune TpaHCIleHAeH-
TaJIBHOTO I SMIIVIPUYECKOTO «s MBICIIIO» CIIe[lyeT
IIOHMMAaTh KaK pas3Indye ABYX YPOBHeN MCCIIeIo-
BaHM4. DMIMpudeckoe Sl 1aHO BO BHYTpeHHeM
YyBCTBE ¥ MOXXET CTaTh ITPeIMeTOM CaMOIIO3Ha-
HVISI; OHO OIIpefiesIsieTCs BO BpeMeH! 1 IIoTydaeT
colepkaHiue uepe3 MHOroobpasve BHYTpPEHHMX
cocrosiHMIL. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOE XKe «SI MBICITIO»
He JJaHO KaK OOBeKT 11 He COIePXKUT TaKOro MHOTO-
obpasus. OHo BbICTyIIaeT popMovi, Or1arogaps Ko-
TOPOVI IIPeICTaB/IeHNsI MOTYT OBITE CBSI3aHBI, 0CO3-
HaHBI KaK MOV ¥, CJIeJIOBaTeJIbHO, BOOOIIE CTaTh
corepKaHeM BO3MOXKHOTO CAMOITO3HAHAS.

TpaHCIleHIeHTaIIPHOE CaMOCO3HaHVE B 3TOM
CMBICITe MBI paccMaTpyBaeM KakK IOICTYII K TOMY,
uyro K. ro3MHr ¢ omopon Ha MHTepIpeTalumn
Kanra panauM M. Xarierrepom HasbiBajl peHO-
MeHOJIOTMTUeCKOV TOPM30HTHOV MOJIEJIBIO0 CaMOCO-
sHaHus (cM.: Diising, 1997, S. 145—147). KoneuHo,
offo0Hasi TPaKTOBKa TpaHCIIEHIEHTaIbHOIO Ca-
MOCO3HaHMS SABJISIeTCS CKOpee pPasBUTMEM MBIC-
mm Kanrta, yem m3oxeHMeM ero coOCTBEHHOV
TeOPUM CyObeKTUBHOCTY, XOTsI KAHTOBCKAsl TPaH-
CIleHleHTaIbHast pvtocoduist TaeT Bce OCHOBa-
HUSL [T TTIOHOOHOV MIHTepIIpeTaruL.

CorylacHO TakOMY B3IJISIMTY, 3TO HeIIpeIMeTHOe
«3HaHMe ce0s1», OTKpBIBaIoIleecs B CAMOCO3HAHM,
VIMeeT XapaKTep HeTeMaTU4eCKOV CaMOOTHeCeH-
HOCTU CyOBeKTMBHOCTW. braromaps TpaHCIeH-
JIeHTaJIbBHOMY CaMOCO3HAHWMIO sI MOTy B pediek-
CUBHOM aKTe memamu3upobams CBOVI COCTOSHVS
Kak mMou (cm.: HrosuHr, 2007, c. 57). Taxxe s mory
abcTparmpoBaTb 13 3TOrO OIIBITA JIOTM4YecKoe S
Kak popMasIbHBIVI CyOBeKT MblluleHMs. Ecim xe
3TO JIormyeckoe S TUIIOCTa3upyeTcsi, BO3HMKAET
vnes MeTadusdeckoro cyobekra — mymm. Op-
HaKoO 3Ta uies y>Xe He IIPUHAIJIeXUT TeopeTiye-
CKOMY CaMOITO3HAHMIO U IOy YaeT JIeTUTUMHOCTb
TOJIBKO B IHOM, ITPAKTMUeCKOM KOHTEKCTe.

TpaHcIIeHIeHTaIPHOE CAaMOCO3HaHVIE ITOHVIMA-
eTcsl B TAKOM CJIydae KaK caM ITo ceOe He CXBaThIBa-
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For this reason, the transcendental I and
the empirical I should not be treated as
opposites (see Krouglov, 2005, p. 291). Their
difference is better understood as a difference
between two levels of analysis. The empirical
I is given in inner sense and can be an object
of self-knowledge; it is determined in time
and gains its content through the manifold of
inner states. The transcendental “I think” is not
given as an object and does not contain such
a manifold. It is the form by virtue of which
representations can be combined, understood
as being mine and thus become the content of
possible self-knowledge.

Transcendental self-consciousness in that
sense can be regarded as an approach to what
Klaus Diising (1997, pp. 145-147), drawing on
the early Martin Heidegger’s interpretation
of Kant, called the phenomenological horizon
model of self-consciousness. Admittedly, this
interpretation is more a development of Kant’s
thought than an exposition of his own theory
of subjectivity, although Kant’s transcendental
philosophy provides ample grounds for it.

On this view, non-objective “knowledge of
oneself” disclosed in self-consciousness has
the character of a non-thematic self-relation
of subjectivity. Through transcendental self-
consciousness I can, in an act of reflection,
thematise my states as mine (see Diising, 2007,
p- 57). I can also abstract from experience
the logical I as a formal subject of thinking.
When the logical I is hypostatised, the idea of
the metaphysical subject (the soul) emerges.
But this idea does not belong to the realm
of theoretical self-knowledge and gains
legitimacy only in a practical context.
this case, self-
consciousness is the
ineliminable and original horizon of thinking
itself — a horizon that cannot itself be grasped
in thought and within which alone objective

In transcendental

understood as



eMBIV B MBICJIVI HEYCTPaHMMBIN (M M3HaYaIbHBITI)
20pPU30H1 CAMOTO MBIIIJIEHNS, «<BHYTPM» KOTOPOTO
TOJIBKO ¥ BO3MOXXHO OOBEKTVMBHOE ITO3HAHVIE, TOI-
Jla KaK caM TOPV30HT HUKOI/Ja He MOXKeT ObITh 00b-
exkTuBupoBaH (cM.: Diising, 1997, S. 145), HO MoXxeT
OBITB BBIPaKEH Uepe3 «si MBICIIIO» (QaHAIUTIYecKoe
€IVMHCTBO aNIeprenini) KakK MapKep IIpVHajl-
JIEKHOCTY MHe BCeX Moux IipercTasiieHui. OHO
VIMeeT MeCTO JINIIIb (POHOBO, OTHAKO CBUIETEIb-
CTBOM B TIOJIB3Y €I0 CBOEOOpa3HOro «CaMO-TIPVCY T-
CTBUS» SIBJISIETCSI TO, UTO BCSIKMTI pa3 MBI MOXXeM
COBEpIITNTD Te VIV VIHbIe SMIIVIPIYecKyie aKThl, Te-
MaTu3upylolre poHoBoe «3HaHMe cedsi», Kak, Ha-
IIpVIMep, aKT BOCITOMVIHAHWS, BHUMaHVS I T.1.
Bosppammasicb k cosHaHMIO ceDsi B KauecTBe
CcyObekTa B ITPOTMBOIOJIOKHOCTh ITPEIMETHOMY
CO3HAHMIO, MOXKHO BCyIef, 3a XariflerrepoM oxapak-
TepV30BaTh TPaHCIIEH/IeHTaIbHOE «S MBICTTIO» KaK
«s1 cBaspIBato» (Ich verbinde) (Xamperrep, 2013,
c. 319). TpaHcleHIeHTa/IbHAS ANIIEPLEIIINS «S
MBICITIO» TIOJTyYaeT TO3UTMBHBIN CMBICTI He B Ka-
YecTBe ITPEIMETHOIO IIPefICTaBIIeHVs O HeKOeM
cyObeKkTe, a B KadeCTBe VCXOIHOV CIIOCOOHOCTV
(Urvermogen) cBsi3bIBaHMSI, OTKPBIBAIOIIEN M3Me-
peHMe «MHe-TIpyHajjIeXXHocTn» (Mirzugehorig-
keit) Kak TOpM30HT BCSKOTO BO3MOYKHOTO OITBITa
(cm.: Heidegger, 1995, S. 389—390). Vnaue rosops,
IIO3UTMBHBIV CMBICJT TPaHCIIEHIEeHTaIbHOTO Ca-
MOCO3HaHWsI COCTOUT He B 3HAHMM O TOM, UTO Ta-
Koe f1, a B TOM, YTO BO3MOKHBIVI OITHIT M3HAYAILHO
CTPYKTYPUPOBaH KaK MOil OIIBIT.

3ak/IroueHne

ITpoBemeHHBINT aHaIN3 IIO3BOJISIET YTOYHUTH
CTaTyC KAaHTOBCKOI'O «4d MBICJITIO» U ITOKa3aTh, UTO
OHO He CBOOUTCA K OJHOMY 3HaudeHMIo. B Tpanc-
HeHIEeHTAJIbHOV HeOyKLVM KaTeropmi TpaHC-
IeHIeHTaJIbHOe CaMOCO3HaHVe BBICTYyIaeT Kak
YCJIOBVE BO3MOXXHOCTW €IMHCTBA OITbITa: MHO-
rooOpa3HOe IIPeNCTaBJIEHNII MOXeT CTaThb MOVIM
OIIBITOM TOJIBKO B TOM CJIyYae, eCJIy OHO CUHTe-
TMYeCKM CBA3aHO B OIHOM CO3HaHWI. HpI/I 2TOM
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cognition is possible. Although this horizon
can never be objectified (see Diising, 1997,
p. 145), it can be expressed through the “I
think” (the analytical unity of apperception) as
a marker that all my representations belong to
me. It is present only in the background, but its
distinctive “self-presence” is evidenced by our
ability to perform empirical acts that thematise
this background “knowledge of oneself,” such
as acts of recollection, attention etc.

Returning to consciousness of oneself as a
subject, as opposed to consciousness of objects,
we can, following Heidegger (Heidegger,
2001, p. 367), describe the transcendental
“I think” as “I bind together” (Ich verbinde).
The transcendental apperception “I think”
acquires a positive meaning not as an objective
representation of a particular subject, but as
the original capacity (Urvermdgen) for binding,
which opens up “the dimension which
guarantees the possibility that something
belongs to me” (Mirzugehdrigkeit) as a horizon
of possible experience (see Heidegger, 1997,
pp- 264). In other words, the positive meaning
of transcendental self-consciousness does not
consist in knowledge of what the I is, but in
the fact that possible experience is originally
structured as my experience.

Conclusion

Analysis has yielded a more precise
reading of Kant’s “I think” and shown that
it cannot be reduced to a single meaning. In
the transcendental deduction of categories
transcendental the
condition of the possibility of the unity of
experience: the manifold of representations
can only become my experience if it
is synthetically bound together in one
consciousness. The original synthetic unity

self-consciousness is
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ITepBOHAYAIPHO-CYIHTETYeCKOe  €IVHCTBO  all-
HepLenun ¥ aHaJIUTI4YecKoe eIVHCTBO, YKasbl-
Barolllee Ha 3Ty OpMy, 00pasyIoT IIeJIOCTHYIO
CTPYKTYpy caMmoco3HaHms. CJlemoBaTesIbHO, VC-
XOIHBIM (PeHOMEHOM CyOBeKTMBHOCTH SIBJISeTCs
He 000c00TeHHBIT CyOBeKT, KOTOPOMY 3aTeM ITpy-
MVICBIBAIOTCS TIPeICTaBJIeHNs], a CUHTeTU4ecKas
IIesITeIIHOCTD, Orlaromapsl KOTOPOW IIpecTaBile-
HVS MOT'YT OBITh OOBbeIVIHEeHbI B OJHOM CO3HaHWN.

Ananmm3 «[lapasormsmos...» II0Kasajl, 4To MX
OCHOBHOVI KpUTMYeCKN madoc HallpasjieH IIpo-
TUB TUIIOCTa3MpPOBaHMS 3TOro enmHcTBa. KaHT
TIEeVICTBUTEIIBHO PacCMaTpPUBAET «s MBICIIIO» IIpe-
XK7e BCero KakK JIOTMYeCKUI CYOBEeKT MBIIIlTe-
HUS — IIYCTYIO (popMy, COIIPOBOXKHAIOIIYIO BCe
HIpefiCTaBJIeHNs ¥ He [AOIIyIo 3HaHUSA O CyOb-
eKkTe camMoM II0 cebe. VIMeHHO 3TO Jiormueckoe Sl
KanT HasplBaeT TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHBIM CyOBbek-
TOM, ¥ OHO K€ CTAHOBWTCSI MICXOAHBIM ITyHKTOM
PaLIVIOHAJIBHO-TICVIXOJIOTMYECKOT  VJUTIO3UIL:  €T0
ITOCTOSTHCTBO B MBIITUIEHNV OIIIMOOYHO ITPVHVIMa-
eTCsl 3a IIOCTOSTHCTBO MBICTIIIeV cyocTaHmm. Of-
HAaKO 13 3TOTrO He CJIeflyeT, YTO KaHTOBCKas TpaH-
CIleHAeHTaIbHas (prytocodmst MCKIIIOYaeT VHOE,
Heslormyeckoe ToHMMaHme . Ykasanme Ha TO,
UTO «KpOMe 3TOTO JIOIMYeCcKOro 3HaueHms 4 y Hac
HeT HMKAKOr'o 3HaHMs 0 CyObekTe caMoM 1o cebe»
(A 350; KanTt, 20064, c. 443), B 1IepByI0 O4Yeperb OT-
HOCUTCH K cyOcTaHIMan3anym 51 1 0ObsICHeHIIO
Mo0e20 OIIbITa, TAHHOTO BCerzia B KaKOVI-TO 1nepcrnek-
mu6e, 13 Beller], KOTOpble MBICJIATCS 3a IIpefiea-
MW IIePCIIEKTMBBI M0e20 OITbITA.

Camo nouamue cyObeKTa BO3HMKaeT BTOPIU-
HO — KaK pe3yJIbTaT pa3/IM4HBIX CIIOCOOOB TeMa-
TU3aIIMY M3HAYaJIBHOV CMHTETUYEeCKO CaMOOT-
HeceHHOCTH. Jlormnueckoe S ecTb aOcTpakums mn3
3TOV CTPYKTYPbL;, MeTadusndeckoe S Bo3HMKa-
€T PV TUIIOCTa3VPOBAHNM JAHHOM aOCTPaKIINIL.
Haxoner1, smmprdeckoe Sl cTaHOBUTCS BO3MOX-
HBIM KaK IIpeIMeT BHYTPEHHEero 9yBCTBa TOJIBKO
IIOTOMY, UTO MHOrooOpasve BHYTPEHHIX COCTO-
AHUV yXXe TIOHYMHEHO TpaHClIeHIeHTaIbHOMY
eIVIHCTBY aIlllepleIIA.

Tem caMbpIM TpaHCIIEHJIEHTAJIbHOE CaMOCO-
3HaHMe VIMeeT IIO3UTUBHBIN CMBICJI B KauecTBe
CcyObeKTa, HO CMBICTI 3TOT OKa3bIBaeTCsl Herperl-
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of apperception and the analytical unity
that points to this form constitute a unified
structure of self-consciousness. Therefore, the
original phenomenon of subjectivity is not
an isolated subject to which representations
are subsequently ascribed, but a synthetic
activity through which representations can be
combined in one consciousness.

The analysis of “Paralogisms” has shown
that their main critical thrust is directed
against hypostatisation of this unity. Kant
“I think” to be above all a
logical subject of thought, an empty form
which accompanies all representations and
yields no knowledge about the subject in itself.
Kant calls this logical I the transcendental
subject, which is the starting point of the
rational-psychological illusion: its constancy
in thought is mistaken for constancy of a
thinking substance. This is not to say that
Kant’s transcendental philosophy rules out a
different, i.e. nonlogical interpretation of the
I. The statement that “apart from this logical
significance of the I, we have no acquaintance
with the subject in itself” (KrV, A 350;
Kant, 1998, p. 417) applies primarily to the
substantialisation of the I and to attempts to
explain my experience, which is always given
from a certain perspective, in terms of things
conceived as existing beyond the perspective
of my experience.

The concept of the subject is secondary,
arising from different ways of thematising
this original synthetic self-relation. The logical
I is an abstraction from this structure; the

does consider

metaphysical I emerges when this abstraction
is hypostatised. Finally, the empirical I
becomes possible as the object of the inner
sense only because the manifold of inner states
is already subordinated to the transcendental
unity of apperception.



MerHBIM®. OHO He HaeT caMorosHaHus Sl u He
JaeT cosepliaHMs MbICIIAIent cyOcranimm. Tem
He MeHee B OCYIIeCTBJIeHVM MBIIIUIeH!SI OHO B
OIIpeJieJIeHHOM CMBICITE «3HAeT celsi»: yepe3 Hero
BeIpaXKeHa JiopediekcuBHasg QopMa caMOOTHe-
CeHHOCTM, Oarofapss KOTOPOW IIpeCTaBJIeHVs
MOr'yT ObITh OOBe/IVHeHbl Kak Mou. B aTom oTHO-
IIeHMV TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOe «s MBICIIIO» BIIVSIeT
" Ha cpepy 4yBCTBEHHOCTW: BHy TpeHHee UyBCTBO
He IIPOM3BOIUT eIMHCTBO SMIMpuyeckoro S; Ha-
IIPOTUB, SMIIMpPUYECKOe CaMOCO3HaHMe IIojTyda-
eT CBOe eMHCTBO, Oy/yum IoJYMHeHHbIM ¢dop-
Me TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO CaMOCO3HaHWsl, UTO U
MOYKHO TIOHVMMAaTh KaK M3HadajIbHOe BO3JIeVICTBIe
paccynka Ha uyBcTBeHHOCTH (B 153; KanT, 20060,
c. 227). OT pacKpeITVS TOrO, KaKMM MIMEHHO oOpa-
30M OCYIIeCTBJIATCS 9TO «BO3IEVICTBIIE», 3aBVCUT
He TOJIBKO ITOHMMaHMe CIIoco0a, KaKMM CyObek-
TUBHOCTb KOHCTUTYMpPYeT caMy ceOsl J1JIs TI03Ha-
HVsI, HO ¥ IOHMMaHVe KOHCTUTYUPOBaHM IIpe/l-
METHOCTM KaK TaKOBOVI, ITOCKOJIbKY OHa MOXKeT
OBbITH siBJIeHa MHe B MOeM CO3HaHMM. DTOT BOIIPOC
TpeOyeT HaIbHEVIIIIero pacKpbITUs pelernTiBHO-
ro 2JIeMeHTa B CIIOHTaHHOCTW TpaHCIleH/IeHTalb-
HOIO CaMOCO3HaHWs, TO €CTh CTPYKTYPbI CaMo-
adppurpoaHmnsi CyOBEKTUBHOCTY, I BBIXOHUT
3a paMKM JIaHHOV cTaTbu. VIMeHHO 371ech, OfiHa-
KO, OTKPBIBaeTCsl BO3SMOXKHOCTD ITPOIO/DKUTD [IU-
aJIor KaHTOBCKOVI TeOPUI CAaMOCO3HaHWS C COBpe-
MeHHOV (PeHOMEeHOJIOTMYeCKOV Tpafuiyeri II0
BOITPOCY IIOCTPOeHMs TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV Teo-
puy CyOBeKTBHOCTL.

8 Kax u jtormdeckoe 5, OHO XapaKTepU3yeTCs TeM, UTO SIB-
ngercsa popmont. Ho atoir popme Tem He MeHee IIpucy-
Ila ompeneieHHas 0aHHOCHb, KOTOPYIO MOXHO Ha3BaTb
«opmabHOV AaHHOCTBIO» (cM.: Morfis, Hatzimoysis,
2026). Ecimm omBIT BCSAKUI pa3 MMeeT CTPYKTYpPY OIIbITa
OT [epBOro JIMIIA, TO CaMa 3Ta CTPYKTypa IIpeArioiara-
eT popMaJIbHYIO «IJIsi-MeHsI» JaHHOCTH OIIbITa, KOTOPYIO
MBI OXapaKTepM30BaIM KaK «MHe-IIPUHAIJIEXXHOCTb». B
3TOM CMBIC/Ie KAaHTOBCKO€ «sI MBICIIIO» COMVDKaeTcs ¢ de-
HOMEHOJIOTMTYECKMM IIOHSATMEM «MUHVMaJIBHOIO SI»
(minimal Self). Cp.: «CyOpekT wm I, Ha KOTOpOe CChI-
JlaeTcs caMoco3HaHMe (self-awareness), He eCTb HEUTO OT-
JIeJIbHOE OT OIIbITa VIV HaXOZISIIeecs 3a ero Ipejiesiamu,
a TaKXKe He IIpeJCTaByIsgeT cOOOV HOBBIVI VIV HOIOJIHN-
TEJIBHBIVL OIIBIT; 3TO IIPOCTO OCOOEHHOCTH TWIN (DYHKIIVSA
ero [ombrTa] manHOCTM» (Zahavi, 2020, p. 14).
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Thus, transcendental self-consciousness has
a positive meaning as a subject, but it does
not have an objectifying character.’ It does
not yield self-knowledge of the I nor intuition
of the thinking substance. Nevertheless, in
thinking it does in a certain sense “know
itself”: through it a pre-reflective form of
self-relation is expressed, by virtue of which
representations can be combined as mine.
In that respect the transcendental “I think”
influences the sphere of sensibility: the inner
sense does not create a unity of the empirical
I; on the contrary, empirical self-consciousness
gains its unity by being subordinate to the
form of transcendental self-consciousness,
which can be seen as the original affection
of sensibility by the understanding (KrV,
B 155; Kant, 1998, p. 258). Clarifying how this
“affection” takes place is necessary not only
for understanding how subjectivity constitutes
itself for cognition, but also for understanding
the constitution of objectivity as such, insofar
as it can appear to me in my consciousness.
This question calls for further study of the
receptive element in the spontaneity of
transcendental self-consciousness, the structure
of subjectivity’s self-affection, which goes
beyond the framework of this article. Yet it is
precisely here that the possibility opens up for
continuing the dialogue between Kant’s theory
of self-consciousness and the contemporary
phenomenological tradition concerning the
development of a transcendental theory of
subjectivity.

0 Like the logical I, it is a form. But this form also
has a mode of givenness that can be described as
“formal givenness” (cf. Morfis and Hatzimoysis, 2026).
While experience always has a first-person structure,
this structure itself presupposes a formal “for-me”
givenness, which we have described as “belonging to
me”. In that sense the Kantian “I think” comes close to
the phenomenological concept of the minimal Self. Cf.
“The subject or self referred to in self-awareness is not
something apart from or beyond the experience, nor is
it a new and further experience, but simply a feature or
function of its givenness” (Zahavi, 2020, p. 14).
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