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KAHTUAHCKAJA N AHTUKAHTUAHCKAJ
DONITIOCODPUII AA3BIKA

U. A. Muxaiiro8?!

Paccmompenvt 06e  ocHoBHble Mmodeau  ghusocogpun
asvika. TlepBas, kanmuanckas, UCXooum u3 UHCMpymen-
MAAvHOU pyHKUUU A3bika kak cpedcmba o0003HaueHUA
MeHmaavho2o codepxkarus. Cpedu ee MHOOUUCACHHBIX
npedcmabumenetl 045 MUNOA0UUECKO20 AHAAUA Bbi-
oparvl Ummanyus Kanm u D0myno T'yccepav. B smoi
mpaduyuu A3vikoboe Buipaxenue, mo ecmv Buiparxerue,
uMmeroujee raqerue, onpedessencs 006eKmubHol udeatb-
HOCbI0 3HAUEHUT! («npabua»), OAHHbIX Yepe3 UHIesleK-
myasvHble akmol cydvexma. Iaabras 3a0aua 3axaouaemcs
6 makcumaivHo adexBammom pukcupobanuu moeo, umo
«yemampubBaemcs» 6 cosnanuu. B amoit modeau caoba
HeusbexHo paccmampubaromces 6 kauecmbe «Memok»,
«IMUKEMOK», He UMEIUUX CAMOCOAMENbHOU CUABL.
IIpobaema nodobHozo nodxoda cocmoum, 8 HeBO3MOXHO-
CMu YKAasamo Kpumepu, 10 KOmopbiM 1o UAU UHOe CA0-
6o caedyem cuumams adexbamuvim. Kpome moeo, smom
100x00 npubooum k co3darnuio Bce HoBvix husocogckux
A361K06, Komopble 004%HbL 00HOBpeMeHHO 1 npomubono-
cmabasame ceds mpaduyuu, u npemenoobams Ha ee 00HOb-
senue. [Tokasaro, umo Bnoare cucmeMamusuHas KpUmMuKa
Kanmobckoeo nodxoda co cmopors. Moeanna I'eopea I'ama-
Ha u Moeanna T'omgppuoa T'epdepa ne abasemcs docma-
MOYHOU 045 NOCMPOEHUSA AAbIMepHAMUBHOL uocogp-
CKOTL CUCHeMbl, NOCKOAbKY HOCUM NpeuMyuecnbento
peAu2uo3HblIL Xapakmep u He npeosazaent YeAoCmHyio Cli-
cmemy obocHoBanusa 3HanusA. Cpedu wupokoeo cnexmpa
AHMUKAHMUAHCKUX NO3UKUTl 6 omHouleHuu npupoosl
A3bika 0CHOBHOE BHUMAHE YOeAAemCs KOHYeNY UL A3bIKa
I'yemabBa Inema. Ona momubupobana memu e 3a0a4a-
MU C030aHUs YHUBEPCAAbHOU CUCEMbl SHAHUS, UMO U
heromeroroeus Iyccepas, 00HAKO € CAMO20 HAUALA UCXO-
0um U3 NPUHYUNUAILHO UHBLX npedcmabienuil o ¢uio-
cocpckom 3Hanuu. B omaunue om I'yccepas, 014 molcau
KOMOpo20 XapaxmepHa peBoAIOYUOHHAA PAOUKAALHOCIIY,
LTnem Bvi0Bucaem udearvl «HoAOKUMEABHOCTIU», <KOH-
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KANTIAN AND ANTI-KANTIAN
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE

L. A. Mikhailov?

This paper examines two models of language phi-
losophy. The first is the Kantian philosophy which sees
language as an instrument of conveying mental con-
tent. I have selected Immanuel Kant and Edmund Hus-
serl from amongst its numerous representatives. In
this tradition, a language expression, i.e. an expression
that has meaning, is determined by the objectively ide-
al character of the meanings (“rules”) given through
the subject’s intellectual acts. The main task is to fix
with a maximum degree of accuracy what is “seen” in
consciousness. This model inevitably considers words
to be “markers” or “labels” which have no intrinsic
power. The problem with this approach is, first, that
it is impossible to determine the criteria by which this
or that word should be considered adequate. Second,
this approach leads to the creation of ever new philo-
sophical languages which simultaneously challenge the
tradition and yet claim to be a renewed version of it. It
is shown that the fairly systematic critique of the Kant-
ian approach by Johann Georg Hamann and Johann
Gottfried Herder falls short of proposing an alternative
philosophical system because, having a religious foun-
dation, it does not offer a complete grounding of knowl-
edge. In the wide range of anti-Kantian positions on the
nature of language Gustav Shpet’s concept of language
is singled out. It pursues the same task of creating a
universal system of knowledge as Husserl’s phenom-
enology, but it proceeds from fundamentally different
notions of philosophical knowledge. Unlike Husserl,
whose thought is marked by revolutionary radicalism,
for Shpet ideal knowledge is “positive”, “concrete”,
“full” and “dynamic”. He considers philosophising
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. A. Muxaiinos

Kpemnocmu», «noAHOmMbl» U «OUHAMUSMA» HAYUHO0
3nanus. Puiocogpcmbobarivie, Kpome 1moeo, Mpaxmyemcs
Kax ouasexmuuroe, ouaioeuyeckoe no cBoetl npupode. Pe-
3yavmamom peasusayuu pusocogpuu 6 coombemcmbuu
¢ IMuMu udeasamu cmanoBbumcs KoHuenyus 6ceodujeil
A3bIKOBOCIU HAULE20 NO3HAHUA, NPUHYUNUAALHO 3HAKO-
Bo-cr0BecHoeo xapakmepa HAUie20 ONbIMA.

KatoueBuie croBa: Kanm, ['yccepav, Llnem, Taman,
A02UKA, OHIMOAORUS, A3bIK, 2PAMMAMUKA, CeMAHIMUKA,
ouasexmuxa, 0uaioe

BBenenmne

[IBe Momei TIOHMMaHMS S3bIKa, YCIIOBHO pas-
IieJIeHHBIe B Ha3BaHMM CTaThY, IO pa3yMeBaloT CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO KOHIIEIIIIN 5I3bIKa, KOTOPBIe MBI Ha-
xoguM B pabotax VMMmanywia Kanra u I'ycrasa
I'ycraBouya Ilneta. ITpoTmBonocTasieHe 3TmX
Moyieier1 II0Ka3aTeIbHO B TOM OTHOIIIEH W, YTO I10-
crrenoBaresvt KaHTa 110 HEKOTOPBIM BOITpocaM IIpy-
XOAAT K TeOpVsiM, CYIIeCTBEHHO OT/IMYAIOIIVIMCS
OT TOro, 4To OBUIO IIpenjIokeHO B paboTtax dm-
s1ocodpa, MIen KOTOpPOro OHM, IO MX MCKpPeHHeMY
ybexmenmio, rpogorpKaroT. IleT BeIOpaH B Kade-
CTBe IIpVIMepa COBEPIIIEHHO IPYTOV TPaauIIII —
TPaKTOBKM $3bIKa, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO CUMTATh Kap-
IVHAIBHO ITPOTMBOMIOIOKHOM Tosumy KaHTa, n
B 9TOM CMBICJIe 0003HaYaeMOVT MHOIO KaK aHTVKAH-
TraHcKasl. CorocTapsieHe 3TO MOJENN C KaHTH-
AHCKOVI 0COOEHHO TIOKa3aTeIbHO BBUY TOTrO, YTO
vnen Kanrta cayxar mis Ilnera m mcTogyHMKOM
TBOPYECKOTO PasBUTVSL COOCTBEHHOM prytocodmn,
VI MaTepyasIoM ISt JOCTaTOYHO OCTPOVI KPUTVKIAL.
CoueraHue 3TMUX ABYX OOCTOSITENIBCTB ITO3BOJIUT
JIydIlle TIOHSITh MOTVIBBI BBIIBVDKEHVSI HOBOVI, aH-
TUKAHTVAHCKOM prtocodnm S3bIKa.

[JoMuHMpyIolllee IIpefcTaBieHne o UIOCo-
v s13pIKa cerofHs, KaK IIpaBiJIo, CBI3aHO C aHa-
mmtdeckon dpurtocodpmert (Dummett, 1973; 1993;
Burge, 1992), noatomy dntocodmro g3plka cumTa-
IOT TI0 YMOJTYaHWMIO AHAAUMUYecKol hurocopueti
A3blKA. DTa TpagVIIVs HaCTOJIBKO YCTOMYVIBA, UYTO
JTO CVIX TIOP IS JIETUTUMAIIMVI CAMOCTOSITETTBHOTO
3HaueHVs HeMeLIKOV TpaanLmy pnviocodmm A3bl-

to be dialectical and inherently dialogic. The result of
philosophy meeting these ideals is the concept that our
knowledge is centred on language and our experience
has a sign-verbal character.

Keywords: Kant, Husserl, Shpet, Hamann, logic,
ontology, language, grammar, semantics, dialectics, di-
alogue

Introduction

The two models of interpreting language
juxtaposed in the title of this article refer, re-
spectively, to the language concepts that we
find in the works of Immanuel Kant and Gus-
tav Shpet. The contrasting of these models is
telling, in that the followers of Kant on some is-
sues arrive at conclusions that differ from those
offered by Kant, whose ideas they sincerely be-
lieve they are developing. I have chosen Shpet
as a representative of a totally different tradi-
tion, a treatment of language that is arguably
opposite to that of Kant. This is why I refer to it
as anti-Kantian. The juxtaposition of this theory
to that of Kant is particularly revealing because
the ideas of Kant are for Shpet at once a source
of creative development of his own philosophy
and a target of sharp critique. The combination
of these two circumstances will make it possi-
ble to better understand the motives behind the
advancement of a new, anti-Kantian philoso-
phy of language.

The dominant perception of the philoso-
phy of language today has its roots in analyt-
ical philosophy (Dummett, 1973; 1993; Burge,
1992), such that the philosophy of language is
by default seen as analytical philosophy of lan-
guage. So strong is this tradition that to this day
to legitimise the intrinsic value of the German
tradition of the philosophy of language refer-
ences are often made to the analytical tradition
(Cloeren, 1988). A growing number of studies,
of course, have recently offered an alternative
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Ka 3a49acTYIO MCIIOIB3YIOT OTCHIJIKM IMEHHO K aHa-
mmtdeckon Tpaauimu (Cloeren, 1988). Koneuro,
B IIOCJIe/IHee BpeMs yBeJIM4MBaeTCsl KOJIMYeCTBO
VICCIIeIOBAaHUT, aBTOPBI KOTOPBIX IIperjlararT
ansTepHaTuBy 3Ton Mofenu (Forster, 2010). B ne-
MeIIKO- ¥ aHIJIOA3BIUHBIX MCCIIeOBaHMAX pasrpa-
HIYeHre MeX]1y «oO1en» dutocodnen s3bIka 1
ee aHaJIMTUYECKOV Bepcyierl IIPOBEeCT HeCKOJIBKO
npoitie Or1aromapsi IapHBIM BbIpakeHMsIM Philos-
ophie der Sprache / Sprachphilosophie u Philosophy
of language / language philosophy coOTBeTCTBEHHO,
B KOTOPBIX BTOPOVI JIEMEHT Iaphbl, KaK ITpaBuiIo,
oOo3Ha4aeT Kak pa3 dpustocoduio si3blKa, paspa-
GaTeIBaeMyIO B JTyxe aHaJIMTUYeCKO TpauIIA.
(B pycckosI3bIYHBIX ITyOIMKaIMsX 3TO pasjimdue
BOCITPOM3BECTU He y/IaeTcsl.)

1. KauTtnanckast pminocodpms s3pika

Ilepexons K mepsovi, Ha3BaHHOV HaMM KaHTU-
AHCKOVI, MOJIeJIV KOHILIETITyaIN3aluy A3bIKa, HaM
puIeTcd HaTh elle [IBa BaXKHBIX pasbsACHEHVI.
IlepBoe OypeT KacaTbcs TOTO, B KAKOV Mepe OITpaB-
IIaHHO BOOOIIIe TOBOPUTH O «PWyIocopum d3bIKa»
MBICJINTEJIA, KOTOPBIVI He CUMTaJI SA3BIK 3aCITy K-
BaloIllel BHUMMaHMA CaMOCTOSATEILHOV Hpo6ne—
MOVI, a pacCMaTpuBaJl ero CKopee KaK HeuTO WH-
cTpyMeHTasibHOe. Bropoe OymeT KacaTbcs TOrO,
HaCKOJIBKO OITpaBJaHHO Ha3bIBaTh TaKOe VIHCTPY-
MEeHTaJIbHOe OTHOIIIeHVEe K A3bIKY IMEHHO KaHTM-
aHCKOM prytocoduert s3bIKa.

1.1. A3tix 6 pusrocogpuu Kanma

Wrak, sBisieTcss M SA3bIK IIpOOJIEMOV KaH-
TOBCKOV (prstocodpmm? B cpaBHeHMM co Bceit mo-
CJIEAYIOMIEVI TPAOVLIVIEVl PasMbBIIUIEHUS O $3bI-
Ke KakeTcs], 4To 0 dvtocodpmm s3bpika KaHTa Mbl
JIOJDKHBL TOBOPUTBH CKOpee B IEePEeHOCHOM CMBIC-
je. VIMEHHO TaK, BCSIKUI pa3 IOOUYepKMBasi yc-
JIOBHOCTB 3TOVI (POPMYJIMPOBKM, 00 3TOM IIUIIYT
COBpeMeHHBIe VICCTIe[IOBATeNIN, OTMedasl, YTO BO
Bcex Tpex «Kpmtmkax» KaHT «TImaTepHO m30era-
€T VICIIOJTB30BaHMS TaKMX TEPMIMHOB, KaK “A3bIK’,
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to this model (Forster, 2010). In the German-
and English-language studies the distinction
between the “general” philosophy of language
and its analytical version is somewhat easier
thanks to the twin expressions Philosophie der
Sprache / Sprachphilosophie and Philosophy of
language / Language philosophy respectively, in
which the second element of the pair usually
refers to the philosophy of language developed
in the spirit of the analytical tradition. (The dis-
tinction has been impossible to reflect in Rus-
sian-language publications).

1. Kantian Philosophy of Language

Passing on to the Kantian model of concep-
tualisation of language, two important clari-
fications are in order. The first has to do with
the question whether it is at all legitimate to
speak about the “philosophy of language” of
a thinker who did not consider language to be
a problem worth paying attention to since lan-
guage is something instrumental. The second
question is: How justified is such an instrumen-
tal attitude to language in the Kantian philoso-
phy of language?

1.1. Language in Kant’s Philosophy

So, is language a problem in Kantian philos-
ophy? Compared with the subsequent tradition
of reflections on language it would seem that
we can talk about Kant’s philosophy of lan-
guage mainly in the metaphoric sense. This is
what modern scholars do, stressing that in all
three Critiques Kant “scrupulously avoids using
such terms as ‘language’, ‘sentence’, and “word’
in fundamental explanatory roles” (Forster,
2012, p. 488; see also Waxman, 2005, p. 103).
Throughout the past decade, whenever the
problem of language in Kant was mentioned
one had to be content mainly with references to
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“npensoxenne”’, “cioBo” B IPUMHIIMIIMAIIBHON
OOBSICHUTEITBHOV POJIV» Y OTBOAUT SI3BIKY JIVIIITH
nogumHeHHY0 pob (Forster, 2012, p. 488; cM. Tak-
xe: Waxman, 2005, p. 103). B TeueHme niocsieziHero
HEeCSITUIIETUS. eCJIVI VI KacaJIVICh ITpo0sIeMBbl SI3bIKa
y KaHTa, TO 10BOJILCTBOBAThCA IIPUXOAMIIOCH B OC-
HOBHOM CCBIIKAMM Ha BTOPOCTeIIeHHBbIe paloThI,
HaIlpyMep Ha JIeKIUM 10 JIoruke. PasposHeHHBIe
3ameuaHuss KaHTa Ha 3TOT cueT JIMIIL OATBEP-
JKJIaJIVl BTOPOCTEIIeHHBIVI [1J1SI HETO XapaKTep 3TO
pobriemel. KaHT nipu3HaeT, KOHEYHO, YTO «HAaIIle
IO3HaHVe HYXJaeTcs B OIlpefieJIeHHOM WMHCTPY-
MeHTe, I IM SIBJIsieTcs sI3bIK» (AA 24, S. 812; cp.:
Kant, 2022, c. 220), ogHako HaTV B €ro Tpydax
pasBepHYTble  XapaKTePUCTUKM, Kacalollyecs
IIPVIPOIIBL SI3bIKa, JOBOJIBHO CJIOXKHO.

B mosmHMX paboTax mHOHMMaHMeE s3bIKa He-
CKOJIBKO MeHseTCs. «BCsaKumit sI3pIK ecTh 00O3Haue-
HVIe MBICTIEVI», IIpyYeM OOO3HaueHe MBICIIeNT TIpY
IIOMOIIN $3bIKa — «IIPEBOCXOIHEVIIIIA CII0CO0»
(AA 07, S. 192, Kant, 2024, c. 240). Ho Temeps ka-
JKeTcsl, YTO Hapsay C KOMMYHMKaTUBHOV (PyHK-
1yert (moHuMaHve Aapyrux) KaHT oTBoouT 43bIKy
3aMeTHO OOJIBIIYIO POJIb: SI3BIK — 3TO U CPeICTBO
HOHVMMAaHMS YeJIOBeKOM caMoro cedst. BooOrie
«MBIIIUTEHVe — 3TO TOBOPEHVE C CaMVM CODOI» 1,
CJIefIoBaTesIbHO, «BHYTpeHHee... CAbluianue ceds»
(Ibid.; Tam >xe). BosHMKaeT TOJIBKO OIIVH BOIIPOC: B
yeM MeHHO KaHT OTBOAUT S3bIKY OOJIBIITYIO POIIB?
B nmosnanvm? B svanon gymesHon xnsan? Eciam
B 1798 1. KaHT ompepnerisieT MblIIeHVe IIPYIMEPHO
TaK ke, Kak 1 B «KpuTiKe 4mcTOro pasyma», — Kak
OCYIIeCTBIIAIONIYIOCsl  Orlarofapsi  AesATeJIbHOCTI
paccyziKa CIioCOOHOCTB IIPeJICTaBIISATh ceOe HeuTo
uvepes rioHATNA (AA, 07, S. 196, KanT, 2024, c. 244),
TO SIBJISI€TCS JIVI MBIIIJIeHVe KaK «FOBOpeHVe» 3K-
BUBAJIEHTOM «IIPEICTaBJIEHVSI IIOCPEINCTBOM IIO-
HATUI»? EfBa j1v, IIOCKOJIBKY MeX/y 3HaKOM KakK
CJIOBECHBIM 3HAKOM ¥ ITOHSITVEM BCe JKe IIpojleraeT
PpaspbIB. 3HaK «COIIPOBOXK/IAET ITOHSTHE TOIIBKO KaK
CTOPOX, YTOOBI TPV CITy4ae BOCIIPOV3BOANUTE €ro»
(AA 07,S.191; Kanr, 2024, c. 239). O6opoT «a1pm ci1y-
yae» TI0fIpa3yMeBaeT, YTO CB3b 3HaKa C IIOHSTVEeM
He SIBJISIeTCS. HeoOXOOMMoIL: B priocodmmt cioBa-
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secondary works, e.g. lectures on logic. Kant’s
scattered remarks on that score merely con-
tirmed that for him the problem was secondary.
Kant recognises that “Our cognition has need
of a certain means, and this is language” (V-Lo/
Wiener, AA 24, p. 812; Kant, 1992, p. 271), but it
is hard to find extended statements on the na-
ture of language in his works.

The attitude to language changes somewhat
in later works. “All language is a signification
of thought and, on the other hand, the best way
of signifying thought is through language, the
greatest instrument for understanding our-
selves and others” (Anth, AA, 07, p. 192; Kant,
2007b, p. 300). But now it looks as if, along with
the communicative function of language (un-
derstanding others), Kant assigns to language
a more noticeable role: language is a means of
the human being’s understanding himself. In
general, “Thinking is speaking with oneself [...]
consequently it is also listening to oneself in-
wardly” (ibid.). The only question that arises is
in what exactly does Kant assign a major role
to language? In cognition? In personal mental
life? If in 1798 Kant defines thinking approxi-
mately in the same way as in the Critique of Pure
Reason as “the faculty to represent something
by means of concepts” through understand-
ing (Anth, AA 07, p. 196; Kant, 2007b, p. 303),
is thinking as “speaking” an equivalent of “rep-
resentation by means of concepts”? Hardly,
because there is a gap between a character as
a verbal sign and a concept. “The character ac-
companies the concept merely as guardian (cus-
tos), in order to reproduce the concept when
the occasion arises” (Anth, AA 07, p. 191; Kant,
2007b, p. 299). The phrase “when the occasion
arises” implies that the link between character
and concept is not obligatory: in philosophy a
concept cannot be created or “constructed,”
unlike in mathematics where “construction” is
expressed through symbols (KrV, B 762; Kant,
1998, p. 641), which would make mathemati-



MV HeJIb35I HY CO3/1aTh, HU «CKOHCTPYMPOBATh» TI0-
HSTVE, B OT/ITYMe OT MaTeMaTMKY, B KOTOPOV Ta-
KO€e KOHCTPYVpOBaHVe BEIPaKeHO B BIZIE CYIMBOJIOB
(B 762; Kant, 2006, c. 929—931), uto fgermaeT MaTemMa-
THUYeCKOe O3HAaHVIe HAaTJISTHBIM U BIIOJTHE aIloVK-
TUYHBIM, ITO3BOJISISI HAUMHATh C OIIpeJieieHnT ], He
Moryiyx ObITh ommoounsMu (B 759; Kant, 2006,
c. 925—-927). B pumsocodpum xe IoKazaTesIbCTBa CO-
IIPOBOXIAIOT IIPEIMET B MBIITUIEHNV TIOCPEIICTBOM
omHMX TOseKO croB (B 763; Kanr, 2006, c. 931) a
caMM OIIpezieJieHVIsI PeIKO OBIBAIOT BIIOJIHe Oe3y-
npeuHbiMi. B «AnTpononornm» KaHT crout Ha
TIO3UIIVISIX HENIOBEPUs K SI3bIKY KaK BBIPaKEHUIIO
He TOJIBKO BHYTPEHHEVI «MBICIIATEITBHOV XXV3HD,
HO V1 BHeIITHero To3HaHus. OH npenynpexmaaer o
«CMeIIIeH M 3HAKOB C BelllaMi» — BeIlVi COBCEM He
00s13aTeTTbHO JOJIDKHBI COOOpa3OBBIBATBCS CO 3Ha-
Kamut (AA 07, S. 194; Kant, 2024, c. 242). OrpaHu-
YeHHOCTb SI3bIKa B [TO3HAHWMM CTaHeT TeM Oojtee Ha-
IJISIITHOVL, €CJIV IIPVIHSATD BO BHUIMAHUeE, YTO V1 CaMO
TIOHSITIE, TIOPOV «COITPOBOXK/IaEMOEe» CJIOBOM, 00-
Hapy>X/BaeT CBOV IIpefleJIbl — OHW IIPOSBIISIOT-
Csl B IEPBYIO O4eperb B CIOCOOHOCTVM K OTOOpa-
JKEHVIO 3CTeTMYeCKMX WIeVl, KOTOPbIM He MOXKeT
OBITH aIeKBaTHO «HUKAKOe NOHAMUEe», VI TeM Dortee
«HVIKAKOVI SI3BIK HE B COCTOSIHWM ITOJIHOCTBIO [O-
CTUTHYTb» 3TU WUIOEN W cAeJlaTh VX IMOHSTHBIMI
(AA 05,S. 314; Kanr, 2001, c. 425).

1.2. A3v1k kax cpedcmbo

B «xaHTMaHCcKO» Mopesivi IMOHMMaHMs s3bIKa
MHOTO€ Pas3bsiCHSIOT KOHLEMIVM MBIC/IUTeSIeN,
XOTSI ¥ 3HAUUTEJIBHO OTCTOAIIMX OT 31oxu Kan-
Ta 10 BpeMeHM, OfHaKO JOCTaTOYHO OJIM3KMX K
HeMy 110 nyXxy. OgHuM 13 Takmx sBisgercs 9. ['yc-
cepsib, TeM Ooslee BaXKHBIVI B JTAHHOM KOHTEKCTe,
TIIOCKOJIbKY VIMEHHO B II0JIeMMKe C ero (heHOMeHO-
jorvet popMupyeTcs ofHa W3 «aHTUKaHTHaH-
ckmx» moperteit s3pika (I. IneTa).

2 B opurunaie: «...sich nur durch lauter Worte (den
Gegenstand in Gedanken) fuhren lassen». Takim oOpa-
30M, TIPe/TIOKEHHOe MHOIO TTPOYTeHVe pacXoImUTCs ¢ 00-
IIeIIPUHSTBIM.
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cal cognition visible and quite apodictic, mak-
ing it possible to begin with “definitions” that
“can never err” (KrV, B 759; Kant, 1998, p.
639). In contrast, in philosophy proof accom-
panies the object in thought by mere words,?
while definitions themselves are seldom im-
peccable. In Anthropology Kant mistrusts lan-
guage as an expression, not only of the inner
“intelligent life”, but of external cognition, for
example. He warns that “signs are confused
with things” (Anth, AA 07, p. 194; Kant, 2007b,
p. 302), things do not have to conform to signs.
The limitations of language in cognition be-
come even more visible if we bear in mind that
the concept itself, sometimes “accompanied”
by a word, shows its limits, manifested above
all in the capacity to reflect aesthetic ideas no
concept, still less “language [...] can quite ful-
ly capture” these ideas and “render [them]
completely intelligible” (KU, AA 05, 314; Kant,
2007a, p. 142).

1.2. Language as a means

Much in the “Kantian” model of language is
explained by the concepts of the thinkers who,
though distanced from Kant in time, are close
to him in spirit. One such philosopher is Ed-
mund Husserl, who is all the more important
in this context because it is in the polemic with
his phenomenology that one of the anti-Kantian
models of language (Shpet) is formed.

The aim of Husserl’s analysis of logical
forms is to reveal them “in fully concrete fash-
ion” (Husserl, 2001, p. 167). True, this is proba-
bly not the “fullness” and “concreteness” Shpet
would later speak about in Appearance and
Sense. Initially, Husserl notes, the logical is giv-

2 In the original: “[...] sich nur durch lauter Worte (den
Gegenstand in Gedanken) fuhren lassen” (cf. “can only
be conducted by means of mere words (the object in
thought)” (Kant, 1998, p. 641). Thus, my reading diverg-
es from the generally accepted one.
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Lens T'yccepia B dpeHOMEHOJIOrMUeCKOM aHa-
JIM3e JIOTMYecKnX POpM — BBISIBJIEHVE VX «KOH-
KpeTHOM TIOITHOTED ('ycceprts, 2024, c. 19). Ilpas-
71a, 3TO, IO BCEV BUAMMOCTY, He Ta «IIOJTHOTa» U
«KOHKPETHOCTB», O KOTOPBIX Oy[eT IOTOM T'OBO-
puts Ilner B «IBnenvn n cmeicie». [lonauairy,
ormeuaeT ['ycceprib, jlormueckoe 1aHO HaM B He-
KOTOPOV HeCOBepIIIeHHO (popMe, TO eCTh IOHS-
TUVI, BbIpaXEHHBIM Uepe3 HeIOCTOSIHHOe («KoJle-
Orrrorieecs») sHadueHMe cjioBa. I1ockosibKy mcTMHa,
a TaKKe Hay4Has TeOpMs MOXeT ObITb IIPOYHBIM
JIOCTOSIHMEM HayKM JIMIIb B 3adUKCHMPOBaHHOM
dopme, TeopeTmUecKoe WcCilefIOBaHMe Bcerda
IIpeJicTaB/IeHo B BbIcKasbIBaHMAX (Tam xe, c. 16—
17). BeickasbiBaHMs, CyXOeHUs Oe3 SI3bIKOBOrO
BBIP@)KeHNsI CyIeCTBOBaTh He MOTYT, ¥ IIOTOMY
VJTeaIbHble 0ObEKTHI «/TaHbI ITPeXX/Ie BCEro B 'paM-
MaTmudeckoMm opessHum» (Tam xe, c. 17—18). TlyTs
YCMOTpPeHMsI JIOTMYecKuX POpM JIEKINT, TaKMUM 00-
pasoM, uepes CJIOBO — HO, B OTJIMYMe OT IIOCTIeTy-
IOIIVIX TeOPUT A3bIKa, OH KaK OBbI «MVHYeT» CJIOBO:
B MOJIeJIM sI3blKa KaHTMAHCKOI'O TUIIa OHO, IIOXO-
JKe, BOCIIPMHMMAETCS KaK <«HeM30eXHoe 3710»°.
To, 4T0 B TIOBCEZTHEBHOM OOpaIlleHMM S3BIK SBIIS-
€TCSl CPEeIICTBOM ODO3HA4YeHVIsI peasIbHBbIX Belller,
He BBbI3bIBaeT COMHEHMUI. B TpaHcIleHIeHTaIbHOM
JKe VICCTIe[IOBaHUM SI3bIK CJTYXKUT CpeiICTBOM Map-
KVMPOBKY, 0003HaueHMsl HAIllMX MBICIIeN], B Oosiee
o0ITeM IUTaHe — TOTrO, YTO MBI Ha TOM VUIVI MIHOM
3Tarle HaIlero WCCIeOBaHMs «yCMaTpUBaeM»,
JuKkcnpys 3T0 HOHATUIIHO. «VIn TepMUHOIIOTU-
yecKi», — pobasisgeT TyT xe ['yccepip (Husserl,
19764, S. 139—140 (§ 66)). VITax, HEUTO MHTYUTUBHO
HaMM yCMOTPEHO — ¥ TyT e JOJDKHO OBITh 3aKpe-
IUIEHO C IIpVIMeHeHVeM CJIOBa B «BepHOM IIPCIIO-
cobrieHmm (Anpassung) K MHTYUTUBHO CXBayeH-

* B 3TOM CMBICTIE CUMIITOMATUYHO, YTO 'yccepiib Bee-Ta-
KM IIPUBOWT M3BEeCTHOe BhIpakeHme MedricToderr (ciie-
Ha 4 B wactu 1 «Paycra» VI.B. T'ére) mpu obcyxmenvm
CBOeVI Teopwy 3HaUeHms: «[ Iie HetocTaeT IIOHSITN, B ITOLI-
XOJISAIIMY MOMEHT IIofiBopaumBaeTrcs cjioso» (Husserl,
1984, S. 72). Vicnosp3oBaHHBIE B PYyCCKOM IIepeBolie Ba-
PMAHTBI — «...MOXXHO CJIOBOM 3aME€HUTBb», a TaKXKe «...
SIBJIIETCS. B HYKHBIVI MOMEHT CJI0BO» (cp.: I'yccepits, 2024,
c. 84) — Tep4IOT OTTEHOK JIETKOTO IIpeHeOpekeHs K CJI0-
BY, IPUCYIINI 000VIM HEMEIKVIM OpUTIHaIaM.
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en to us in an imperfect form, i.e. in a concept
expressed through an inconstant (“oscillating”)
meaning of the word. Because truth, as well as
a scientific theory, can be an “abiding posses-
sion of science” only in a fixed form, theoretical
research is always represented “in acts of ver-
bal expression” (ibid., p. 166). Utterances, judg-
ments cannot exist without being expressed in
language, such that ideal objects are “in the first
instance, [...] given [...] in grammatical cloth-
ing” (ibid.). Thus, the path of discerning logi-
cal forms lies through the word but, unlike in
the subsequent language theories, it “bypass-
es” the word, as it were: in the Kantian-type
models it seems to be perceived as “an inevi-
table evil.”?> That language is a means to sig-
nify real things in day-to-day communication
is not open to question. In transcendental re-
search language is a means of marking, signi-
fying our thoughts, more generally, of what is
“seen”, marking it conceptually. “Or termino-
logically”, adds Husserl on the spot* (Husserl,
1976a, pp. 139-140 (§ 66)). So, we have seen
something intuitively and it instantly has to be
captured “in faithful conformity (Anpassung) to
the essence seized upon intuitionally” (Husserl,
1983, p. 151; cf. Husserl, 1976a, p. 140 (§ 66)).

* Therefore it is quite symptomatic that despite his own
reservations Husserlneverthelessrefers to Mephistophe-
les” well-known dictum: “Wo die Begriffe fehlen, da stellt
ein Wort zur rechten Zeit sich ein” (Goethe, Faust, scene 4,
part I; Husserl 1984, p. 72 [§ 19]). Cf.: “Where ideas fail
us, words come up at the right moment” (Husserl, 2001,
p- 209). Both Russian variants (“could be replaced by a
word”, or “[...] a word appears at the right moment”)
seem to miss an apparent slighting tone present in Hus-
serl’s as well as Goethe’s texts.

* In German: “[...] und fixieren sie begrifflich, bzw. ter-
minologisch” is given in my translation. New English
version renders this with “fix them conceptually and
terminologically” (Husserl, 1983, p. 151). However, I
would like to retain the difference between “conceptu-
al” or “terminological” as two not identical ways of sig-
nifying what is given in intuition. The often-criticised
old Boyce Gibson’s translation is on this occasion more
accurate: “[...] and fixate them conceptually or termino-
logically” (Husserl, 2012, p. 129; the 1+ edition was pub-
lished 1931).



Hovi cymiHocTv» (Husserl, 1976a, S. 140 (§ 66); cp.:
I'yccepiin, 2009, c. 201). Ho uTo o3HavaeT 3To «IIpu-
criocobieHme»? Ecim cjioBa Kak MeTKM HUKa-
KOV COOCTBEHHOW «CVJIBI», «OHeprum» He MMEIOT
U cJIy’KaT JIVIIb CPefICTBOM MapKMpOBaHUS YBU-
JIEHHOTO, TJie KPUTEPUI «BEPHOCTV» HOBOTO Tep-
mvmHA? TloHMMaHMe s3bIKa KaHTMAHCKOrO THIIa
He MOXeT He VICXOOWUTb M3 «IIpe3yMIIIuM azek-
BaTHOCTM» TEPMWHOB, KOTOpBIe OHO VICIIOJIb3Y-
eT. «bosIblite (YeM HEOHATHOCTM), — IIPU3HAETCs
Kant, — ... omacarock IpeBpaTHOroO MCTOJIKOBa-
HVISI HEKOTOPBIX TEPMIHOB, KOTOPBIE 51 BEIOMpaI C
BeJIMYArIIIey TINATeILHOCTBIO, YTOOBI IIpaBUIIBHO
yCBOWJIV IIOHSATVE, Ha KOTOPOe OHM YKa3bIBAIOT...»
(AA 05, S. 11; KanT, 1997, c. 303). Vrak, TepmuH
11711 OOHAPY XKVMMOTo B pedprieKcum BeIOVIpaeTcs fia-
JIeKO He CJIydarHbIM oOpasoM. OmHako HU OOVH
M3 IIpeJCTaBUTesIeNl «KaHTMAHCKOV JIMHUW» II0-
HVIMaHV sI3bIKa He MOXeT yKas3aTh IIpaBWIo VI
3aKOHOMEPHOCTb, B COOTBETCTBUY C KOTOPBIMU Ta-
KVie TepMUHBI BBIOVpatoTcs. EqMHCTBEHHBI «3a-
KOH» 3]1eCh, ITO-BUIVIMOMY, B TOM, YTOOBI BBIOpaH-
Hble 0003HaYeHNsI He COBITAJIaIN C TeMM, KOTOpbIe
y>ke MMeIOT aBHIO U JOJITyIo Tpanuiyio. VHa-
e TOBOPsI, OHM JIOJDKHBI OBITH HOBbiMu. VIMeHHO
TaK apryMeHTupyeT I'yccepiib, 00BsiCHSS, TIOUeMy
cTapaeTcs n30eraTb KaHTOBCKVIX BBIPasKeHWV 4 pri-
ori VI a posteriori: M3-3a «3aIlyThIBAIOIIEV HesCHO-
CTVI VI MHOTOCMBICJIEHHOCTVI», CBSI3aHHBIX C STVIMU
TepMIMHaMM B OOBIZIEHHOM CJIOBOYIIOTPeOsIeHI, a
TaKXXe «/3-3a VMEIOIIVIX 1y PHYIO cJ1aBy dustocod-
CKMX y4eHMWV, TepelyleTeHHbIX C HUMM B KauecTBe
nypHoro Hacienust mpouuioro» (Husserl, 1976a,
S. 8). Anastormyso ['ycceprib BMeCTO KaHTOBCKOV
«vifeV» [1eJlaeT BBIOOP B MOJIb3Y «TePMIHOJIOTIUe-
CKM He3azlevicTBOBaHHOrO “arimoca™ (Ibid., S. 8).
Obo3HaueHHbIe TPYIHOCTU IPUBOAAT K TOMY,
YTO IIOCJIEfIOBATEIIbHOE IIOCTPOEHMe TaKoro poa
dwiocodum  dakTMUeckn IIpeBpalllaeTcs B
co30anue HoB020 A3bika, VI 3[1eCh CTOPOHHWMKI VH-
CTPYMeHTaJIbHOTO IOJIXO/Ia K SI3bIKYy OKa3bIBalOT-
sl Tiepe]] ouepeHON TPYAHOCTBIO: TePMUHBI [1J1s
«HOBOIO» YCMOTPEHHOIO COHIep>KaHMs JOJIDKHBI,
COOTBETCTBEHHO YCMOTPEHHOMY, ObITh HOBBIMU —
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But what does “conformity” mean? If words
are marks that have no “force” or “energy” and
serve merely to mark what is seen, where is the
criterion of the “correctness” of the new term?
The Kantian-type perception of language can-
not but proceed from “a presumption of ade-
quacy” of the terms it uses. Kant admits: “[...]
I am worried more (than about not being un-
derstood) about being now and then misinter-
preted with regard to some expressions that I
selected with the greatest care in order to keep
them from missing the concept[s] to which they
point” (KpV, AA 05, p. 11; Kant, 2002, p. 16).
Thus, the term for what is seen in reflection is
by no means chosen at random. Yet no repre-
sentative of the “Kantian line” of interpreting
language can point to a rule or pattern in ac-
cordance with which terms are selected. The
only “law” seems to be that the chosen signifi-
cations should not coincide with those which
have a long and old tradition. In other words,
they should be new. This is precisely how Hus-
serl explains why he tries to avoid the Kantian
expressions a priori and a posteriori: “because of
the confusing obscurities and many significa-
tions clinging to them in general use, and also
because of the notorious philosophical doc-
trines that, as an evil heritage from the past, are
combined with them” (Husserl, 1983, p. XXII;
cf. Husserl, 1976a, p. 8). Similarly, instead of
Kant’s “idea” he opts for a terminologically un-
claimed “eidos”, “technical expressions that
fall entirely outside the frame of historically
given philosophical language” (Husserl, 1983,
p. XXIIL; ¢f. Husserl, 1976a, p. 8).

Because of the difficulties referred to above,
consistent building of such a philosophy
amounts to devising a new language, confront-
ing the advocates of the instrumental approach
with a new challenge: the terms of the “new”
content must accordingly be new, but they
must have some connection with the previous
philosophical tradition: “it will not do to choose
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OHaKO IIPV 3TOM BCe XK€ MMETh KaKyiO-TO CBSI3b
C IpeplIecTByromern prIocodcKo Tpaaniiyent:
«Heroke BBIOVIpaTh VICKYCCTBEHHBIE BbIpakeHVs,
COBCEM BBIXOMMIIVIE 3a IIPeesIbl MCTOPUYECKOro
dutocodpckoro sasbika» (Husserl, 1976a, S. 9, cp.:
I'yccepiip, 2009, c. 24). Bripouem, k Hauainy XX B.
TpeboBaHVIe OIpere/IeHHOV IOV TPafgWIIVIOH-
HOCTM PpII0cOPCKOV TEPMUHOJIOIUN YXKe He dB-
JieTcd HellpeMeHHBIM, U I'ycceprib dakTiueckm
CO3[IaeT CBOVI OTAEIIBHBIVI YHUBEPCYM COBEPIIIEH-
HO HOBOW (PrI0COPCKOM TEPMMHOIOIMN. A BOT
Kanty mpuxonurcest cBoe MCIIONIb30BaHMe A3bIKa
onpasabiBaTh. O «KpuTyke MpaKTU4ecKoro pasy-
Ma» KaHT niuier Tak:

B sTOoM mccitenoBaHMM S He OIacaloch yIipe-
Ka B TOM, YTO XO4Y BBOAVTB HOBBIN SI3BIK... <...>
BeyryMbIBaTh HOBBIE CJIOBA TaM, I/e B SI3bIKe HET
HeIOCTaTKa B TepMWMHax IS HaHHBIX IIOHS-
TUW, — 3TO pebsuecKoe CTpeMIIeHVe BbIIeISThb-
Cs1 M3 TOJIIIBI €CJIV He HOBBIMMU I BEPHBIMI MBIC-
JISIMV, TO HOBBIMM 3aIUIaTaMl Ha CTApOM IUIAThe.
Ecrmim mosTomMy umTartenm... 3HaIOT Oosiee HOITy-
JISIpHBIE TEPMUHBI, KOTOPbIE CTOJIb K€ COOTBET-
CTBYIOT MBIC/IV, KaK COOTBETCTBOBAJIV, II0 MOEMY
MHEHUIO, YIIOTpeOsIieMble MHOIO Te€PMUHBI, VIV
Ha/IeI0TCs HOoKa3aThb HMYTOXHOCTb CaMWMX 3TUX
MBICJTEVI, a 3HAYUT, M KaXI0TO0 0003HAYATOIIIETro
VX BBIpa)K€HNs, TO B IIEPBOM CIIydae s Oymy mMm
OueHb 00si3aH: Belb S XO4YYy TOJIBKO OJHOTO —
OBITB IIOHATHIM, @ BO BTOPOM OHV OKaXYyT YCIIyTy
dmmocodpmm. Ho nokyma camm MoV MBICTIU eltie
He II0KOJIeOJIeHbl, I OUYeHb COMHEeBAICh, UTOOBI
OBUIO BO3MOXKHO HAWTM JISI HUIX COOTBETCTBYIO-
e ¥ IPUTOM OoJiee yrIoTpeOuUTeIbHEIE BBIpa-
xenns (AA 05, S. 10; Kant, 1997, c. 301, 303).

HoBooOpa3oBaHMIO CJIOB JO/DKHBI OBITH ITO-
cTaBJIeHbI rpaHmibl, cunTaeT Kant. Ho uto mor-
JI0 OBI OIIpeNesIsiTh 3TU I'PaHMUIIBI? DTOT BOIIPOC
ocTaeTcs He 10 KOHIIa IIPOSICHEHHBIM. Bo BeskoM
cirydae, KaHT yKasbiBaeT, KOMY 1 B KaKMX CJTydasix
JTO3BOJIVITEITBHO CO3/IaBaTh HOBBIE CJIOBA: «...0paTo-
PY, KaK TaKOBOMY, He00360.11111e4bH0 CO3aBaTh HO-
BbIe CJIOBA M CJIOBOCOYETAHIIS; TIOATY JKe 3TO 10 M3~
BECTHOW cTerieHn nosfosumenvto..» (AA 05, S. 11,
Anm.; Kant, 1997, c. 303, nmpumeu.). Cebst camoro
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technical expressions that fall entirely outside
the frame of historically given philosophical
language” (Husserl, 1983, p. XXIII; ¢f. Husserl,
19764, p. 9). At all events, by the beginning of
the twentieth century the requirement that
there be a share of traditional terminology is
no longer binding; indeed, Husserl creates his
very own universe of totally new philosophical
terminology. Kant, in contrast, has to justify his
use of language. About the Critique of Practical
Reason he writes:

I am not worried at all, in regard to this
treatise, about the reproach that I want to
introduce a new language [...] To contrive new
words where the language already has no lack
of expressions for given concepts is a childish
endeavor to distinguish oneself from the crowd,
if not by new and true thoughts then at least by
new patches on the old garment. If, therefore,
the readers of that work know of more popular
expressions that are yet just as adequate to the
thought as mine seemed to me, or if perhaps they
would venture to establish the nullity of these
thoughts themselves and thus simultaneously
of any expressions designating them, then by
the first they would greatly oblige me, for I want
only to be understood, but for the second they
would deserve well of philosophy. However,
as long as those thoughts continue to stand, I
very much doubt that expressions adequate to
them and nonetheless more prevalent are likely
to be found for them (KpV, AA 05, p. 10; Kant,
2002, p. 16).

Kant believes that there should be limits to
the coining of new words. But what should
these limits be? The answer remains unclear.
In any case, Kant states who and what may be
permitted as a new coinage: “[...] to an orator,
as such, it is not permitted to coin new words or
constructions; to a poet this is to some extent
permitted” (AA 05, p. 11n; Kant, 2002, p. 17n).
Kant, of course, does not see himself as a poet.
So he does not consider the terms he introduces



KaHT BUanT, KOHEYHO, He KaK I103Ta. DTO 3HAYUT,
YTO BBOJVIMBIE VIM HOBble TEPMWHBI OH paccMa-
TpUBaeT He KaK CO3IaHHBbIe HOBBlE. B 3TOM 3ame-
YaHWV «HOBBIV S3bIK» VIMeeT 3HadeHVe si3bIKa He
BIIOJIHE (MHTepCYOBEKTVBHO) ITIOHSTHOTO.

1.3. AI301k u epammamua

st KaHTa OCHOBHBIE BUIBI SI3LIKOB — TaK Ha-
3bIBaeMble XXVBBIE SI3bIKM (TO, YTO MBI CETOHS Ha-
3BaJIV «OOBIIEHHBIMM SI3bIKaMI1») VI «MePTBBIE SI3bl-
Kk» (AA 09, S. 46; KarT, 19806, c. 353), 3 KOTOpbIX
HanOoJIee TIPUOPUTETHA JIaThIHB!. [loMyIMO TOTO,
171 peaT3alinyl COOCTBEHHO HAy4YHBIX 3aad Cy-
IIIECTBYeT «y4YeHBIN S3bIK». Ha Hero cienyer opu-
E€HTVPOBATBCS «IJISI TOTO, YTOOBI ITOT SI3BIK VIMeJT
rpaMMaTVKy, KOTopasl He IIO4MHeHa IPUXOTIN-
BBIM IlepeMeHaM MOIbl», HO COXpaHsila Obl «CBOV
Hen3MeHHBble mpaswia» (AA 05, S. 232, Anm,;
KanT, 2001, c. 223, mpumed.). «Y4eHbIV S3bIK», WII,
KaK MBI OBbI CKa3aJIy, sI3bIK HayKyi, OOHapy X1BaeT
OITpezieJIEHHBIN IapaUIeIN3M C «MEPTBBIM SI3bl-
KOM», CITy>KaIl[VIM TI0I0OVieM VifieasTbHOV TpaMMa-
UK. CIpYyKmypa A3viKa, e20 «102UKa» ecib npexoe
Bceeo epammamuxa. OHa eCTb COBOKYITHOCTD «Oec-
KOHEUHBIX IIPaBWI» WU SBJISIeTCS PacCydOYHbBIM
yueHuem (AA 24, S. 790; Kant, 2022, c. 195). Do
3HA4YWT, YTO Ppaccy[oK, IIOHVMaeMblIVl KaK CII0co0-
HOCTb K IIpaBMJjIaM, OIpefiesiseT TO, «KaK Hallla
Ayllla CoeIMHseT IIOHATHUS»; TaKMM ke oOpasoM,
KaK COeIVHEHbI ITOHSI TSI, JOJDKHBI COeIMHSITHCS 11
citoBa (AA 24, S. 790; Kanr, 2022, c. 195). Coenmre-
HVIe CJIOB eCTh, TaK CKa3aTb, SMIIMPUYECKUTI CUH-
Te3, OH JIOJDKEH ONMPaThCS Ha allPVOPHBIV CHIHTE3
paccynka (B 140; Kant, 2006, c. 211—-213). «Ciosa
CyTBb MaTepws, a TpaMMaTVKa ecTb popMa sI3bIKa»
(AA 24, S. 790—791; KanrT, 2022, c. 196). V1Tax, cBs-

* C oTuM 0BCTOSTETBCTBOM OBUT CBsI3aH ITPOEKT IIepeBo-
na «Kputukm umcroro pasyma» Ha JIQTMHCKWUU SI3bIK KaK
OOIIeNIOHSTHBIV IJISl HAyYHOI'O COODIIecTBa TOro BpeMe-
HIL. BripoueMm, 11 3TOT «0O0paTHBIN IIepeBO» MIMEET CBOU
TpynHocTn. «CMmoxere i Bel, — crpammmsaer KanT of1-
HOT'0 13 CBOVIX alpecaToB, — IIepeBeCT CJIOBO II0jIaraHue
Ha JIATMHCKWUM S3bIK, YTOOBI OHO OBITO COBEPIIIEHHO I10-
HATHO?» (AA 11, S. 515; KanT, 19808, c. 593).
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to be new coinages. In this remark “new lan-
guage” means a language that is (inter-subjec-
tively) not entirely understandable.

1.3. Language and Grammar

For Kant the main types of language are
so-called living languages (what we call to-
day “everyday language”) and dead languages
(Log, AA 09, p. 46; Kant, 1992, p. 11), among
which Latin has pride of place.’ In addition,
there is the “learned language” for scientific
purposes proper. It should be emulated “to en-
sure its having a grammar that is not subject to
the caprices of fashion, but has fixed rules of its
own” (KU, AA 05, p. 232n; Kant, 2007a, p. 63n).
The “learned language”, or what we would call
the language of science, is in some ways similar
to a “dead language” in that it is a kind of ide-
al grammar. The structure of language, its “logic”,
is above all its grammar. It is a body of “endless
rules” (V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24, p. 790; Kant, 1992,
p- 251) and “a doctrine of the understanding”
(ibid.). This means that understanding, seen
as amenability to rules, determines how “our
soul combines concepts”, “so must words also
be combined” (ibid.). The combining of words
is, so to speak, empirical synthesis, it has to
be based on a priori synthesis of understand-
ing (KrV, B 140). “Words are the matter of lan-
guage, but grammar the form” (V-Lo/Wiener,
AA 24, pp. 790-791; Kant, 1992, p. 251). Thus
the combining of words is empirical, it cannot
claim to be universally significant. Logic, which
has to do only with the form of understanding,
can derive the rules of combining concepts. Be-

> This circumstance is connected with the project of

translating the Critique of Pure Reason into Latin as the
generally understood language of the scientific commu-
nity of the time. However, this “back translation” may
also present problems. Kant asks one of his address-
ees: “Could you also make clear what you mean by the
word ‘Beilegung’ in Latin?” (Br, AA 11, p. 515; Kant,
1999, pp. 481-482).
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3bIBaHME CJIOB eCThb CBSA3bIBaHVE SMIIMPUYECKOe,
OHO 3aBeZIOMO MOXET IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha BCeOOIITyI0
3HAYMMOCTb. BBISBUTH IIpaBula COeIVHEeHMs II0-
HATUW — a 3HA4WT, VI COeMHEeHN CJIOB — MOXeT
JIOTVIKA, VMIMeloITas [1eJ10 JIUIIIb C POpMOVI paccy/l-
Ka. [TockopKy rpamMmarvika IoriajiaeT B 3TOM CITy-
4ae B cpepy KOMIIeTeHIIMM JIOTMKY, 3aKOHOMEePHO,
4To 1 Ilepeq, Hevl TaK>ke MOXKHO IOCTaBUTh 3a7avdy
BBISIBJIEHVISL UVICTBIX, alIPYOPHBIX (POPM.

Cama KOHIIeNINS U0ea1bHOl TPaMMaTKY, KO-
HeuHO, y KaHTa ellle OTCyTCTBYyeT, OJHaKO OHa —
3aKOHOMepPHOe CJIefICTBIIe TeX TeOpuil, KOTOpble Ha
Hero onmpatorcs. I1o anasormm ¢ TeM, Kak «4mcTas
JIOT'MIKa», TO eCTh cdepa alIprOpHOro, IIPOTUBOCTO-
UT JIOTVIKE B ee IIPaKTIYeCKOM IIpVIMeHeH MM, BceM
Pa3IMYHOro poia TeEXHNYEeCKM MHCTPyMeHTapy-
SIM, ITPAKTUYEeCKVM PYKOBOZICTBAM (TO €CTh JIOTMIKe
Kak Kunstlehre), «<TO4HO TaK e B rpaMMaTUeCcKOV
cdepe otaesseTcs, Tak cKa3aTh, YMCTO FpaMMaTy-
JeckKoe, T.e. UMEHHO aIllpuopHoe (1aeaibHas dop-
Ma sI3bIKa, KaK IIPeBOCXOHO TOBOPWJIV) OT SMIIN-
puueckoro» (I'ycceprib, 2024, c. 369). Otcpuikn K
KanTy 31€ech He TOIIBKO OYeBUIIHBL, HO U B SKCIUIN-
LUTHOV popMe HofaTBepKaaoTcd cammm ['yccep-
JIeM: TepMMH «4MCTasi TpaMMaTMKa» BBOAWIICS KaK
aHaJIOI KAHTOBCKOTO «4YVICTOTO eCTECTBO3HAHWIS»
(Tam xe, c. 372). «Ymcrasg rpaMMaTiKa» Wi, Kak
KOHKpeTu3upyeT ['yccepsib B HOCTIeIYIOIINX M31a-
HUsX «JIormueckmx mcceioBaHUM», «4UCTO-JIO-
rMyueckass rpaMMaTiKa», Apriori, ecTb BooOOIIe
TO, O€e3 uero HeBO3MOXXHO s3bIKO3HaHMe. «OnHa-
KO HEBEPOATHBIV HEJOCTAaTOK COBpPEeMEHHOV Ha-
YKI O sI3bIKe» COCTOUT, 1o I'ycceprtto, B TOM, UTO
OHa BOBJIeKaJIaCch B OOBsICHEHMe si3bIKa KaK Cpefl-
CTBa yesioBeueckoro oOrenus (st ['ycceprisa aTo
«OMIIUPU3M», «IICVIXOJIOTM3M») U «He yBUzesIa Iie-
JIOTO MUpa MeaIbHbIX 3HaYeH NI, TO eCThb, B OIIpe-
IleJIeHHOM CMBICIIe, 3a JlepeBbsiMi — Jleca. 1o, uTo
JlaeT BBIpaKeHUIO KaK TaKOBOMY €IVMHCTBO, eCTh
B IIepBYIO ouepelb 3HaudeHwe... Apriori 3Haue-
HUS JOJDKHO KaKMM-TO O0OpasoM OTpaXaTbCd B
rpaMMaTiKe, B s3bIKe. UTO BO3MOXHO 1 UTO He-
BO3MOXKHO, YTOOBI B peuy IOCIIOICTBOBAJIO eIMH-
CTBO CMBICJIa M YTOOBI OHa BOOOIIe Oblya Kakoil-
/100 pedbio — oHpeiesIsieTcs YMCTO a priori, 1 3To
Apriori 114 rpaMMaTHKa Tak ke BaXKHO, KaK U 11
morvka» (Husserl, 1996, S. 98).
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cause grammar then comes into the competence
of logic, it too can be tasked with revealing
pure a priori forms.

Kant, of course, does not have a concept
of an ideal grammar, but it is a logical conse-
quence of the theories based on Kant. By anal-
ogy with the way “pure logic”, i.e. the sphere
of the a priori, is juxtaposed to various techni-
cal instruments and practical manuals (logic
as Kunstlehre), “so in the grammatical sphere
the so-called purely grammatical, i.e. the a pri-
ori element or ‘idealised form of speech’, as
it is well called, separates itself from the em-
pirical element” (Husserl, 2001b, p. 73). Ref-
erences to Kant here are not only evident, but
explicitly confirmed by Husserl himself: the
term “pure grammar” was introduced as an
analogue of Kant’s “pure science of nature”
(ibid., p. 75). “Pure grammar” or, as Husserl
specifies in the following editions of Logical In-
vestigations, “pure logical grammar” a priori, is
something without which linguistics is impos-
sible.

“However, a huge shortcoming of contem-
porary linguistics”, according to Husser], is that
it has become engaged in explaining language
as a means of human communication (Husserl
calls it “empiricism” and “psychologism”), and

it has not seen the whole world of ideal
meanings (therefore, as it were, the forest for
the trees). What gives unity to the expression as
such is naturally first and foremost its meaning
[...] The a priori of meaning must somehow
be reflected in the grammar, in the language.
What is possible or is not possible for unity of
meaning to be able to prevail in discourse, and
for it in general to be able to be one discourse,
is determined purely a priori. And this a priori is
just as important for the grammarian as it is for
the logician (Husserl, 2019, p. 104; cf. Husserl,
1996, p. 98).



1.4. «Kanmuancxuir»
UAU <CUHCIMPYMEHMAALHBLI» 100X00?

KoppekTHO v HasplBaTh TaKOW MHCTPYMeH-
TaJIbHBIV TIOOXO, K S3BIKY COOCTBEHHO «KaHTM-
aHcknM»? VHaue: gsistercss i KaHT Hamboriee
SPKVM, HanOoslee TUIIVMYIHBIM €ro BeIpasuTeeM?
J17151 OTBETa Ha 3T BOIIPOCHI HEOOXOAMa KOHKpe-
TU3alys pa3/INYHbIX BApMaHTOB HOHVMAaHVS A3bl-
Ka. 3a OCHOBY BO3bMeM TePMWHBI, Y>Ke VCIIOIb30-
BaHHBIe [IJIs1 €70 XapaKTepUCTUKN («MHCTPYMEHT»,
«cpencTBO»). «KaHTMaHCKas» Mopenb ecTh IIOf-
XOII, pacCMaTPUBAIOIINIL S3bIK KaK UHCPYMeEHN,
cpedcmbo miisi obo3HaueHMs e «/IHCTpymeH-
TaJIBHOCTB» WCHOJIB3yeTCs B KadecTBe OTHOIO W3
OTJIMYUTEIJILHBIX IIPU3HAKOB J1JI5 IOBOJIBHO IIOITY-
JISPHOV B Hallle BpeMsi KJIaccudmKarium, Koropas
6bu1a nipemyiokena M. Kymem (Kusch, 1989). Bro-
PpoVi BIVATEITBHOVI JIMTHUEN SBJISIETCS ITIOHVIMaHVe
g3bIKa KaK «yHVBepCaIbHOVI CpeJibl», OIpelesIaro-
IT[eVl Hallle TI03HaHMe Mupa. VI3 Hanboree m3BecT-
HBIX MBICJIUTEJIEN K II€PBOVI JIMHUV HPUYIUCIISIOT
I'yccepris, ko BTOpont — mo3Hero M. Xanperrepa,
nio3gHero ke JI. Burrenmireita, a takxe I.-I. Ta-
JlaMepa. DTa BTOpasi [O3NLVS BbIpaXkaeTcs B Clle-
IYIOMINX yOeXXIeHMsIX: BCSIKOe IIOHMMAaHVe VIMeeT
A3bIKOBOVI XapaKTep; KaK ¥ IIOHVMaHVe, A3bIK He
ecTb MHCTpyMeHT. [ lapauienvsm Mex1y IoHVMa-
HVEeM W S3bIKOM YacTO BbIpa’kaloT TaK>Xke C IIOMO-
IIIBIO CJIELYIOIIEro Te3vica: BCe, YTO MOXKET OBITh
IIOHATO, JaHO B cdepe S3bIKa, M HA0OOPOT, Bce
A3BIKOBOE JIOCTYITHO MOHVIMaHWMIO.

ITonMmaHMe #d3bIKa KaK MHCTPYMeHTa OCHO-
BbIBAeTCs, B CBOIO O4epelpb, Ha TaK Ha3bIBa€MOM
sI3bIKOBOM HOMMHaJIVI3Me — IIpeCTaBJIeHNV, YTO
S3BIK OTOOpa’kaeT peasIbHOCTD, a CJIOBA TPV 3TOM
SIBJISIFOTCS «MeTKaMIM», 0003HAvYaIOImMMI Belr. B
3aBUICVIMOCTVI OT HAIIIVIX KOTHUTUBHBIX CTIOCOOHO-
CTeVl 3TU «MeTKI» MOT'yT ObITh OoJlee I MeHee
aZieKBaTHBI TOMY, UTO II03HAeTCs, HO OOBIKHOBEH-
HO K HUM, CJIOBaM, TOJIKHO OTHOCUTBCS C M3BECT-
HOVI foJier1 ocTopoxXHOCTH. Cpeay CTOPOHHUKOB
TaKOI'o OTHOIIEHV K SI3bIKY CITeKTP HO3MIIVIV He-
oOpruartHo pasHooOpaseH. B 3amiaiHOeBporiericKont
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1.4. “Kantian”

or “Instrumental” Approach?

Is it correct to call such an instrumental ap-
proach “Kantian”? To put it another way: is
Kant its most brilliant and typical represen-
tative? To answer these questions we have to
take a closer look at variant definitions of lan-
guage. Let us proceed from the terms already
used to describe it (“instrument”, “means”).
The Kantian model sees language as an instru-
ment, a means of signification of ideas. “Instru-
mentality” is used as a distinctive feature of
the currently popular classification proposed
by Martin Kusch (1989). The second most in-
fluential definition is language as a “universal
environment” which determines our cognition
of the world. Of the best-known thinkers, the
first line is represented by Husserl, and the sec-
ond by the later Heidegger, later Wittgenstein
as well as Hans-Georg Gadamer. The second
position holds that all understanding has a lin-
guistic character; like understanding, language
is not an instrument. The parallel between un-
derstanding and language is often expressed
through the following thesis: all that can be
understood is given in language, and vice ver-
sa, all that is linguistic can be understood. The
concept of language as an instrument is in turn
based on linguistic nominalism, the idea that
language reflects reality and words are “marks”
signifying things. Depending on our cognitive
prowess, these “marks” may be more or less
adequate to what is being cognised, but usually
words should be taken with caution.

This attitude to language reveals a wide
spectrum of positions. The most widely rep-
resented approach in the Western European
philosophical tradition is, in various forms, cau-
tious in assessing the role of language in the
cognitive process. For Plato the word (name)
is but the first of the three stages preceding
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drtocodpckot TpagmIv HavOosIee MIPOKO ObIT
IIpeZICTaBIIeH TIOMIXOMI, B Pa3sHBIX popMax BeIpaka-
IOIIVVI OCTOPOXKHOE OTHOIIIEHVIE K SI3bIKY B IIO3Ha-
BaTeJIbHOM Irpottecce. [y ITmaToHa cj1oBo (vims)
eCTh JIIIIb IlepBasl M3 TpexX CTyIleHeV, IIpelie-
CTBYIOIIMX OOCTVDKeHMIO 3HaHUS . «[lo3HaHMe,
IIOHVIMaHVe W IIpaBuWIbHOe MHeHMe» (ITmaros,
1994, c. 494 (342c)) oTHENIAIOTCH OT «IIPOCTO CJIO-
Ba» JIOCTaTOYHO oT4yemInBo. He cs10BO, HO ITOHU-
MaHVe «Hanboslee poICTBEHHO, OIM3K0 1 TI0/100-
HO» ToMy, 4To no3Haetcst® (Tam xe, c. 494 (342d)).
«Crr0BeCHOe Xe Hallle BbIpakeHVie» HeI0CTaTod-
HO: «II03TOMY-TO BCSIKMVI IMEIOIIVVI Pa3yM HIKOT-
Jla He OCMEJINTCS BBIPAa3UTh CJIOBAMM TO, UTO SIBU-
JIOCh TUIOZIOM €T0 Pa3MBIIIJIEHNS, 1 OCOOEHHO B
TaKOVI HernbKov (popMe, KaK IIVICbMeHHbIe 3HaKI»
(Tam xe, c. 494 (343a 2—3))’. [IprmepHO Tak Xe Xa-
paKTepu3yeT «MHCTPyMeHTaJIbHOe» IIOHVIMaHVe
SI3bIKa, «OCOOYIO KapTUHY [IEVICTBIS UeJI0BeUeCcKo-
TO s13bIKa» BUTTeHINTEVH: «CjioBa sI3bIKa VIMEHY-
IOT IIpeIIMETBI — IIPEJIOKEHNSI CYyTh CBsI3b TaKMX
HaVIMEHOBaHWT1», COOTBETCTBEHHO, «KaXX/I0e CJIOBO
VIMeeT KaKoe-TO 3Ha4YeHVie». «DTO 3HaueHe COOT-
HeCeHO C JaHHBIM cJI0oBOM. OHO — COOTBETCTBY-
oIV TaHHOMY CJIOBY 00BeKT» (BMTreHLUTeI?IH,
1994, c. 80). Butrenirern Ha3bIBaeT TaKoe ITOHM-
MaHWe S13bIKa aBI'YCTVHMAHCKVIM.

Havitit xakoe-To MHOe IIOHVMAaHVe SI3bIKa BO3-
MOYXHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, eCJIVi MBI OTKaXkKeM-
Cs1 OT TIOHVIMaHWS €ro 110 MHCTPYMEHTaIbHOV MO-
nermt. Yro, offHAKo, ITOABNUTAeT K TOMY, UTO TaKoe
«VIHOe» TIOHVIMaHWe $I3bIKa VICKATb BCe-TaKM HA00?
51 morararo, YTO MOTMBAMM K M3MEHEHWIO IIOHVI-
MaHW S13bIKa OKa3bIBAIOTCS Hepas3pelleHHbIe IIpo-

> «..JlepBoe — 3TO MMsl, BTOpOe — OIIpefieJieHIe, Tpe-

Tbe — M300paKeHMe»; YeTBepTasl CTYIIeHb — «3HaHVe»
(ITnaTon, 1994, c. 493 —494 (342b)). Lllner, BipoueMm, orie-
HUBaeT posb [l1aToHa [T TTOHMMAHMS SI3bIKa BCEIIeITO
[TOJIOKUTENIBHO, Haxoyst B «Tearere» popMyIty «OIHO
TO Xe MbICIb 1 cioBo» (Imet, 20058, c. 510; cp. c. 660).
BripoueM, pekoHcTpyKIyst mosuryy [11aToHa B OTHOIIIE-
HWM 5I13bIKa OYZIeT 3aBUCETh OT PasJIMUHBIX CMBICJIOB, B KO-
TOPBIX OH FTOBOPWT O «JIOTOCE.

¢ JIng ItaToHa TO, Ha YTO HaIleJIeHO ITO3HAHMe, eCThb
«ofyIiHHOe ObITre» (IltaTon, 1994, c. 493 (342b)).

7 CXOOHYIO MO3UIIVIO B OTHOIIEHMM S3bIKa MOXKHO Havl-
T TaKKe B INTaTOHOBCKOM «Kpatiiie».

knowledge.® “Knowledge (episteme), reason
(nous), and right opinion” (Plato, 1997, p. 1660
(342c)) are set off from “simply a word” clear-
ly enough. It is not the word, but reason that
“is nearest the fifth in kinship and likeness”
(ibid. (342d)) to what is being cognised.” Our
language is, however, weak: “On this ac-
count no sensible man will venture to express
his deepest thoughts in words, especially in
a form which is unchangeable, as is true of
written outlines” (ibid. (343a 2-3)).® Wittgen-
stein (2009, p. 5) characterises the instrumen-
tal concept of language in a similar vein as
“a particular picture of the essence of human
language”: “the words in language name ob-
jects — sentences are combinations of such
names”, accordingly, “every word has a
meaning”. “This meaning is correlated with
the word. It is the object for which the word
stands” (ibid.). Wittgenstein calls this under-
standing of language Augustinian.

A different concept of language can be
found only if we cast aside the instrumen-
tal model. What, then, prompts us to look for
a different concept of language? I believe that
the motives for changing our concept of lan-
guage are the outstanding problems in the
general scientific picture of knowledge. This
happens, for example, when it turns out that
some problems — undoubtedly important and
necessary — “drop out” of the general pic-

¢ “[...] first, the name; second, the definition; third, the

image; knowledge comes fourth” (Plato, 1997, p. 1659
(342b)). Shpet, however, assesses Plato’s role in under-
standing language entirely positively, finding in The-
aetetus the formula “thought and word are the same”
(Shpet, 2005, p. 510; cf. p. 660). Having said that, the re-
construction of Plato’s position on language would de-
pend on the various meanings in which he speaks about
“logos”.

7 Fgor Plato (1997, p. 1659 (342b)) what is aimed at cog-
nition is “truly real being”.

8 A similar position on language can be found in Pla-
to’s Cratylus.
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O1eMbl B OOIlleHay4YHOV KapTMHe 3HaHMSA. IDTO
IIPOVICXOIUT B TeX, HaIIpyMep, CJIyvasix, Kormaa o0-
Hapy>XMBaeTcsl, YTO HeKOTOpble IIpodsieMebl, Oes-
YCJIOBHO BaKHBbIe VI HEOOXOHVIMBIE, «BBIIAIAIOT»
13 OOIIert KapTVHBI, MM TaM He HaXOIMTCS MecCTa.
Kak ecyim Ovl mipm cOOpKe CJIOKHOTO MexaHM3Ma
OCTaBaJIVCh «JIUIITHVIE» MeTaln. B «SI3bIke 1 cMBbIC-
1e» I1InieT Kak pas3 MCIOJIb3yeT STOT apryMeHT, OT-
Meuasi, YTO TaKOBasl «JTMIITHSIS», He TIPUBSI3aHHAS K
11eJIOMY «/IeTaIb» eCTh BOIIPOC O TIOCTVDKEHW (VTN
IIOHMMaHMM) CMBICIa®. 113 Bcex aHTMKaHTUaHCKIX
TIOIXOMIOB K SI3BIKY VIMEHHO Teopwmio s3bIka Illmera
s nastee Oyy paccMaTpyBaTh Hanbosiee oI poOHO.

2. AHTMKaHTMaHCKasA dpnrocodpns si3bIKa

2.1. O630p anHMuKaHMUAHCKUX NOSUYUIL

Mpbl Buzenn, 4TO caMO IOHATHE «KaHTMaH-
CTBO» B s3BbIKe JIOCTATOYHO YCJIOBHO: MBI OepeM
Kanra B KauecTBe O[IHOTO 113 OCHOBHBIX BbIpasuTe-
JIEVI 3TOVI HO3VIIVIN, IIOCKOJIbKY VIMEHHO B IIOJIEMU-
Ke C HUM (a TaKXXe B PasBUTUM €r0 Men) 3aKITio-
yaslach OffHa M3 JIMHU pa3BUTHA IIpobieMaTKIL.
I'pynma dpvtocodoB 11 yueHBIX, TTO3UIIIO KOTO-
PBIX B OTHOITIEHWM S3bIKa MOXKHO 0003HAYMTh KaK
«aHTUKAHTVMAHCKYIO», TIOBOJILHO IIMPOK. BbIpa-
JKeHVe «aHTUKaHTMaHCKas uiiocodms A3blKa» B
y3KOM CMBICJIe TOofIpasyMeBaeT B IIepByIO oueperlb
Takmx Kputukos Kanra, xkak I'aman u I'epmep. B
KpuTHKe [amMaHa npeTeH3UM K KpUTMUIeCKo pu-
socodpmm KaHTa 1o 11oBofIy sI3bIKa SIBJIAIOTCS XOTS
Y BaXKHEWMIIMM 3JIeMEeHTOM aHTMKaHTWaHCKOM
IIO3MIIMY, HO BCe Ke JIMIIBb ee YacThlo. [amaHa He
ycTpanBaeT IIPOeKT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOV Kpu-
TUKM pa3yMa B LIeJIOM.

[NepBoe ouniieHne dprtocodnm 3aKTFOYAIIOCH
B 0OCOOEHHOCTNM B YaCTIYHO JIOKHOW VWIM YacTy-
HO HeyIIaBIIIeVics ITOIIBITKE CIIeIaTh pasyM He3a-
BUCUMBIM OT Besikoro Hacnenus (Uberlieferung),

8 «Haykn, m ocobeHHO MeTadm3NKa, paccKasblBaIN O
CMBIC/Ie, KaK OH ecTb. JIormka HeMasIo 3a00T IIOJIOXWUIA
Ha TO, YTOOBI Y3HAaTh, KaK OH BbIpakaercs. Ho kak oH mo-
CTUTaeTCsl — Ha 9TO JIOTVKa He 00si3aHa ObUTa OTBeuaTh, a
MeTadmsmke 310 ObUIO Bce paBHO» (LlImer, 20058, c. 471).

I. A. Mikhailov

ture, where there is no room for them. It is as
if in assembling a complex mechanism some
“extra” parts were left over for which no use
was found. Shpet uses this argument in Lan-
guage and Sense, noting that such an “extra”
part that does not fit into the whole is the ques-
tion of fathoming (or understanding) meaning.’
Among the anti-Kantian approaches I will sin-
gle out in what follows for the most detailed
scrutiny Shpet’s theory of language.

2. Anti-Kantian Philosophy of Language

2.1. An Overview of Anti-Kantian Positions

We have seen that the concept of “Kantian-
ism” in language is contingent: we look at Kant
as one of the main representatives of this po-
sition because it was in polemical discussion
with him (and in developing his ideas) that the
study of the problem has been moving forward.
The group of philosophers and scientists whose
position on language can be described as “an-
ti-Kantian” is fairly large. In the narrow sense,
the expression “anti-Kantian philosophy of lan-
guage” refers to such critics of Kant as Hamann
and Herder. In Hamann’s critique objections to
Kant's critical philosophy over language, while
being an important element of the anti-Kan-
tian position, are only part of it. Hamann (2007,
pp. 207-208; cf. Hamann, 1999, p. 284) is unhap-
py about the whole project of transcendental
critique of reason.

The first purification of reason consisted in
the partly misunderstood, partly failed attempt
to make reason independent of all tradition
and custom and belief in them. The second is
even more transcendent and comes to nothing
less than independence from experience and

? “Sciences, especially metaphysics, have been speak-
ing about meaning as it is. Logic has exerted consid-
erable effort to learn how meaning is expressed. As to
how it is understood, logic was not obliged to answer,
while metaphysics did not care” (Shpet, 2005, p. 471).
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TpaauIM 1 Bepbl. Bropoe erie Oostee TpaHcIeH-
IIeHTHO VI HalleJIeHO He MeHee KaK Ha OCBOOO-
KIIeHVie OT OITbITa U €0 OOBIIeHHOV MHAYKIINL. .
TpeTnii, BRICIINI U B TO K€ BpeMs 3MIIMpuJe-
CKUVI IIyPV3M 3aTparvBaeT s3bIK — €IMHCTBEH-
HBIVI IIEPBBIVI U1 IIOCJIEIHUI OPraHOH M KpUTEePIUIL
pasyma... (Hamann, 1999, S. 284).

Ob1medriocodckort 0OCHOBOVL, ¢ KOTOPOVI OCY-
ImecTsisiercss oTta Kputmka KaHra, sBisercs
ybexxaenne l'amaHa, uTo mpobsieMa eMHCTBA Uy B-
CTBEHHOCTM ¥ pacCyjiKa, OfHa M3 BaXHEeWIINX B
«KpuTnke umcToro pasyMa», Bcerja yxe IpucyT-
CTBYyeT B CTPYKTypax si3bIKa’.

ITpumepst I'amana u I'eprepa 1okaspIBaroT, UTO
ogHOBpeMeHHO ¢ KanToM cyiecTBoBasia v apyras
MozIesTb OTHoIIeH K s13bIKy. K xoniry XVIII . He-
PeITKO MOXKHO BCTPETUTD OLIEHKV POJIN SI3bIKa, CY-
IIECTBEHHO OT/IMYAOIIMECS OT KaHTOBCKOI'O IIO-
HUMaHM4. SI3bIK 1 ustocodms, KOHCTaTHpyeT
Conomon MarivoH B 1791 ., «TecHemmmM oOpa-
30M CBSI3aHBI [IPYT C IPYTOM», OHU «B PaBHOM COOT-
HOIIIEHVIA. .. BO3BBIIIIAIOTCS Y IIPUXOIST B YT 0K»
(Marimos, 2022, . 11). DT0 00CTOSITEeITBCTBO OH CUM-
TaeT «CJIVIIKOM V3BECTHBIM», «ITOOBI MHe HY)KHO
ObUIO Ha HeM IOAPOOHO ocTaHaBIMBaTHCs» (Tam
Xe). OmHaKo 1 B 3TOM CJTy4ae S3bIK Bce-TaKy MbIC-
JINTCS KaK HEUTO TeXHMUYeCKoe, MHCTPyMeHTalb-
Hoe. SI3bIK BO3HMK KaK CpefICTBO OOIIeHMs MeX]1y
JIIONIBMM, «OOMeHa MBICTIVI Ha MBICTIN», B pe3yJIbTa-
Te KOTOPOrO IIPOVICXOANT X B3aVIMHOE «IIPUyM-
HOoXeHMe» (MariMOH ymomo0JisieT 3TO ITPOVICXOX-
IleHvVie sI3bIKa «KoMMepHmm»). Ho 3To 3HaumT, uto
«sI3BIK M300peTeH He drtocodamm, a OOBITHBIMM
JIOBMI», Y PYII0cOd He MOXeT BBICTYTIaTh 371eCh
B POJIM «3aKOHOJATENIs» W, CIIE[JOBATEIBHO, «He
MOXKeT BBOAUTD B SI3bIK HOBbIE CJIOBa U Jlake IIpo-
V3BOJIBHO OIIpefesIsiTh 3HaueHme crapeix» (Tam
Xe, c. 16). VIHBIMM CJTOBaMM, Jake IIpeJicTaBIieHVie
0 OOoJIBIIIeVT 3HAYVIMOCTY SI3bIKA BCe-TaKM He 3aTpa-
rvBaeT 0a30BYIO MOfle/Ib — IIpeICTaBJIeHe O ero
dyHmaMeHTasIbHON (PYHKIIMY O0O3HAYEHSI.

? Cp.: (Muxamwios, 2009, c. 300; x xpurnke [amarom
KanTa cm. Takke: (Alexander, 1966).
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its everyday induction. [...] The third, highest,
and, as it were, empirical purism is therefore
concerned with language, the only, first and
last organon and criterion of reason.

The general philosophical basis of Hamann’s
critique of Kant is the conviction that the prob-
lem of the unity of sensibility and reason, one
of the key problems in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, is always present in language structures.'

The examples of Hamann and Herder show
that simultaneously with Kant there existed an-
other model attitude to language. By the late
eighteenth century one could come across as-
sessments of the role of language substantially
differing from Kant’s. Language and philos-
ophy, argued Solomon Maimon (1791, p. IX),
“are closely connected with each other”, they
“equally [...] rise and decline”. He considers
this circumstance to be “too well known for me
to dwell on it”."! Yet even in this case language
is seen as something technical, instrumental.
Language arose as a means of communica-
tion between people, “exchange of thought for
thought”, which results in mutual “multiplica-
tion” (Maimon likens the origin of language to
“commerce”). But this means that “language
has been invented not by philosophers, but
by ordinary people”, so that the philosopher
cannot “lay down the law”, and consequently
“cannot introduce new words and even arbi-
trarily define the meaning of old ones”*? (ibid.,
p- XVI). In other words, even if language has
broader significance, its main function is sig-
nification.

10 Cf. Mikhailov (2009, p. 300); on Hamann’s critique of
Kant see also Alexander (1966).

" Cf. ,Sprache und Philosophie sind aufs genaueste mit-
einander verkniipft. Beide steigen und fallen in gleichem
Verhiltnisse. Dieses ist zu bekannt, als dass ich mich dabei
aufzuhalten notig hitte.”

12°Cf. ,[...] kann keine neue Worte in der Sprache einfiih-
ren, auch nicht die Bedeutung der alten nach Willkiir bestim-
men.”



VItak, WMHCTpYMeHTaJIbHBIVI TIOOXOH K S3bI-
Ky OCHOBBIBAa€TCS Ha TOM, UTO SI3bIK COOCTBEHHOVI
«CWIbl», «3HEPIMI» He VIMeeT — pas3Be 4ToO 3Ta
cWwiIa HeraTuBHa (3aTyMaHmBaeT npaen). OpgHaxo
Hapsy C IOHMMaHMeM s3blKa KaK VHCTPyMeH-
Ta, JINIIH OTOOPA’KaIOIIEr0 peasbHOCTh, B 3arlajl-
HOEBPOIIEVICKOV TpaauIiu CYIIeCcTBOBala TaKxXe
U [Ipyrasi, He MeHee MOIIIHas Tpaayuys IOHVMa-
HVIA sI3bIKa. 3[1eCh OH BBICTYTIaJI KaK aKTMBHAs TBO-
psAIas cwia. YCIIOBHO Ha30BEM ee «3HEePIUITHOVD.
CorytacHO XpUCTMAHCKOM IOKTpuHe, bor — kak
Ci10BO — HpUCYTCTBYeT B pasyMe U AyIlle JIIofev,
maxe si3pruHMKOB. Cii0oBO, i, B HoBoMm 3aBeTe,
«JIOTOC», €CThb CJIOBO-pasyM >KMBOTBOp:ILiee, [a-
fomiee, poxpgaroree xn3Hb (Logos spermatikos).
Kax n3BectHo, B Hauaste XX B. B PyCCKOVI peJINIV-
o3HON pustocodnmn pasBopadrBasiach ocTpas Io-
JIeMVIKa 10 3TOMY BOITPOCY, BOLLIE/IIIasl B ICTOPUIO
Kak crop o0 mmsciasum. O0 ston dustocodpvm
sI3pIKa KaK 00 «aHTMKaHTVMAHCKOV» MBI TOBOPUM
He B TOM CMBICJIe, YTO OHa KPUTVMKOBaJIa TIO3MIINIO
KanTa (xpuicTmaHcKast Tpaauiiys 3af0JIro Ipe-
mectBoBasia KaHTy), HO B TOM, UTO OHa VICXOOWUT
"3 OPVHIWUIIVAIBHO MHOW YCTaHOBKM IO OTHO-
HIeHUIO K s3bIKY. Ilogxom K sI3bIKY, KOTOPBIVI MBI
Ha3BaI «3HEPIMITHBIM», B 3HAUYMTEIIBHOW Mepe
oIVipaeTcs Ha XPUCTVAHCKYIO TPAINUIINIO. YIIOMS-
HYTBIE BBIIIIe IIPYIMepHl «aHTUKaHTVAHCTBa» B OT-
HOIIIEHWM S3bIKa, KaK IIPaBIo, ObLIN YKOPEHEeHBI
B PEJINTVIO3HOM BO33PEHMM Ha MUP VX IIPeICTaB-
Tesiert. Bo3aMoyKHa JIv1 TIO3MIIVSL TIO 3TOMY BOIIPOCY,
KOTOpas, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, OblIa ObI aHTMKAHTH-
aHCKOVI, C IPYTOVl )ke — He ObUIa ObI OCHOBaHa Ha
pemrun? O4ueBUIHO, TAKOVI BAPVIAHT CYILIECTBYeT,
IIpyYeM OH, B CBOIO OYepelb, OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha He-
CKOJIBKMX MoTIestsix: «oHTosorndeckor» (I. Irer,
M. Xavimerrep, I.-I. Tamamep), OmxeBropvicTcKom
(V.O. Kyain, oruactu JI. Butrenmrens) 1 aHa-
mmtndeckn-tiparmMarvcrckon (K. -O. Anens). V13
HVIX TJIaBHBIM OOBEKTOM BHMMaHMS OyeT Ta, 94TO
npepJioxeHa [Imerom.

Yxe 1o I'amaHOBOVI KpUTVIKe MOXKHO OBUIO 3a-
METWUTD, UTO, XOTS SI3bIK U SIBJISIETCSI OIHMM W3 OC-
HOBHBIX «KaMHeV IIPeTKHOBEHVIS», pedb TPV 3TOM
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Thus, the instrumental approach to language
is based on the premise that language does not
have its own “force” or “energy”, except that
this force may be negative (fudging ideas).
However, along with the concept of language
as an instrument that merely reflects reality,
the Western European tradition had a different
and no less powerful tradition of the concept
of language. In that tradition, it was an active
creative force. Let us call it “energeic”. In the
Christian doctrine God as the Word is present
in the mind and soul of people, even of pagans.
The Word, or “Logos” in The New Testament, is
the life-giving word-reason (Logos spermatikos).
In the early twentieth century there was a fierce
debate in Russian religious philosophy on the
issue which went down in history as imyasla-
vie (name-glorification). I call this philosophy
of language “anti-Kantian” not in the sense that
it criticises Kant’s position (the Christian tradi-
tion long pre-dated Kant) but because it pro-
ceeds from a fundamentally new approach to
language. What I call the “energeic” approach
is to a large extent based on the Christian tra-
dition. The above-mentioned examples of “anti-
Kantianism” with regard to language were as a
rule rooted in the religious views of its repre-
sentatives. Can there be a position on the issue
which, on the one hand, is anti-Kantian and, on
the other hand,is not based on religion? Obvi-
ously, it exists, and indeed it is based on sev-
eral models: “the ontological” (Gustav Shpet,
Martin Heidegger, Hans-Georg Gadamer),
behaviourist (Willard Van Orman Quine, to
some extent Ludwig Wittgenstein) and analyt-
ical-pragmatic (Karl Otto Apel). I will focus on
the model proposed by Shpet.

Already in Hamann’s critique one could no-
tice that, although language is one of the main
“stumbling blocks”, it is really about the gen-
eral approach to cognition. Thus, Hamann
rails against the “cleansing” of the experience



. A. Muxaiinos

umeT o0 oOIIeMMpPOBO33peHYecKMX MOAXOHax K
nosHaHMIO. Tak, [aMaH BO3MyIIeH «O4mITIieHieM»
OIIBITA OT «TPANIINV» (IIOJ] KOTOPOVI OH IIOHVIMa-
eT B IIepBYIO odepellb peAuu03HYy10 TPagWIINIO).
MoXHO cKa3aTb, UTO BCSIKWUI pa3 OIPeHesIsroTCs
VICXOITHBIE OCHOBAHS HAIIIeTO ITO3HAHWS MVIpa, 1
«SI3bIK» OKa3bIBAETCS IJIABHBIM YYaCTHWMKOM ITVX
cnopos. Eciii Tak, To KakoBbl HadasIbHbIe MOT-
BblI 1llrTeTa B BBIABVDKEHUM VM IIPVHIIMIIVAIBHO
VHOV KoHULenumm g3bika? IlepBblil oTBeT, KOTO-
pBIvi KaxeTcs: ectecTBeHHbIM: Illmer ommpaercs
Ha I'YMaHUTapHO-MICTOPUYECKYIO TPaaWIINIO, BOC-
XOAVIBIIYIO K TPydaM VCTOPVIKOB-(PVIIOJIOrOB Ha
py6exxe XVIII—XIX BB. ¥ TPpOAOIKMBIITYIOCH B Me-
TOMOJIOTMV VICTOpUYecKoro 3HaHus B. [lusibres;
[IreT ommpaetcss Ha eepmeHeBmuneckyto Tpagy-
LIVIO. B ero coumHeHmsIX MBI IIOCTOSTHHO HaXOVIM
MHOTOYVICJIeHHbIe TOMY ITOATBepX/IeHWs. DTOT
€CTeCTBEHHBIVI OTBET, OTHAKO, He IIPMBHOCUT eIlle
SICHOCTB B BOIIpOC O ToM, nouemy Illmer obparmra-
€TCs VIMEHHO K 9TOVI TPaaninm, Kakue obredu-
socodpcKme 3a/1aun OH IIpu 3ToM perttaeT. [Tpuse-
HeHHbIe IIpVMepbl 13 MariMoHa ITOKas3bIBaIOT, Ha
MOVI B3IJISIZ], YTO OIIHO JIVIIB YOeXIeHue B «0Co-
0011 BaXXHOCTI» si3bIKa He (popMUpYeT ellle IIpe-
TIOCBIJIOK JIJISI CO3[IaHMsI HeKOeVl I0-HaCTOSIIeMy
OTJIVYAIONIEVICS KOHIIEIIIIVIN — JJIsI 5TOr0 HeoOxo-
AVIMO, YTOOBI B camont puiocodpmm ObUINM ITOCTaB-
JIeHBI OoJlee MacIITaOHBIE 3a/Ja4N.

2.2. Aumuxaumuancm8o I. Illnema

3 Bcex «aHTMKaHTUMAHCKMX» IIO3UIIUM B IIO-
HVYMaHWMM s3bIKa Hanbojlee W3BECTHBI T€, YTO
npuHaiexam Xavpgerrepy, I'agamepy wu Bur-
reHmTenHy. HavMeHee m3ydeHHOV, HO IIPUTOM
He MeHee pa/IVIKaIbHOVI Oblila KOHIIEIIINS SI3bIKa
[Irieta. Ee ocobblii 117151 Hac MHTepec 00ycIIOBIIeH
Tpems nipyuavHaMy: 1) et He TOIIBPKO HadMHAeT
CTPOUTH ee 3aMeTHO paHee TPeX BblllIeHa3BaHHbIX
dwtocodoB, HO U M3j1araeT ee B TPyZdax, BbIIIE/-
mmx panee «CrmMBormyecknx dpopm» Kaccmpepa;
2) paaguKaJIbHOCTBIO cBoelt KoHuemnuy et He
yCTyIaeT HUKOMY U3 COBPEMEHHVKOB W IIOCIIe-
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of “tradition” (meaning above all religious tra-
dition). Arguably, every time the principles of
our cognition of the world are discussed, “lan-
guage” turns out to be the main protagonist
of these debates. If so, what prompted Shpet
to put forward a fundamentally new con-
cept of language? The first answer that comes
to mind is that Shpet proceeded from the hu-
manitarian-historical tradition going back to
the works of historian-philologists of the turn
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and
continued in Wilhelm Dilthey’s methodolo-
gy of historical knowledge; Shpet follows the
hermeneutic tradition. There are extremely nu-
merous confirmations of this in his works. Al-
though this answer is natural, it fails to explain
why Shpet falls back on this tradition and what
general philosophical tasks he pursues. The
above cited examples from Maimon show, to
my mind, that the thesis concerning the “spe-
cial importance” of language is not a sufficient
prerequisite for creating a really different con-
cept: that calls for philosophy itself to set more
ambitious tasks.

2.2. The Anti-Kantianism of Shpet

The best-known anti-Kantian positions on
language are those of Heidegger, Gadamer
and Wittgenstein. Shpet’s concept of language
was the least studied and, at the same time, the
most radical. Three reasons make it especially
interesting for us: 1) Shpet does not only begin
developing it significantly ahead of the three
above-mentioned philosophers, but he sets it
forth in works that pre-date Cassirer’s Philos-
ophy of Symbolic Forms; 2) Shpet’s concept is
as radical as those of any of his contemporar-
ies and followers; 3) unlike Heidegger or Ga-
damer, Shpet develops his concept of language
“from within” Husserl’s transcendental phe-
nomenology.



nosaresielt; 3) B omIume oT Xampgerrepa v la-
IaMepa, cOOCTBEHHYIO KOHIeIIuIo si3biKa Illmer
HauylMHaeT pas3BUBaTh «M3HYTPW» IyccepsieBCKOM
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOV (PeHOMEHOJIOI A

MBI TOBOPWIIN, UTO IIPEAIIOCBIIKIM IIPVHIIVIIN-
aJIbHO VMHOVI KOHIIEMIINM sI3bIKa CYTh BCerjia MHa-
ye TIOCTaBJIeHHBIe OOIIedmIocodcKme 3amadn.
Kaxobr onm B ciryuae Illera? SI mosararo, 4dro,
pasfesisisg B 11eJIoM (PeHOMEeHOJIOTMYecKyIo IIpo-
rpammy I'yccepsis, et Takke MCXonuT 13 HeoO-
XOAMMOCTY IIOCTPOeHMs YHUBEpPCaIbHOV CUCTe-
MBI 3HaHWS', OT prytocodpmm HeoOXommM «00uyull
B3IV, Ha MUP», «eduHoe ocHoBaHMe» (ILlmer,
2005a, c. 36). Vickomas crucTeMma JO/DKHA IIO BO3-
MOXXHOCTY HamOosree CKJIaIHBIM, CBSI3HBIM OOpa-
30M BKJIIOUMUTB B cebd Bce 00J1acTV I'yMaHUTApHO-
T'O 3HaHMS, «yKa3aTk eMy ero coOCTBeHHbIe KOpHY,
VICTOYHWK, HAYAAA4, TIOOBECTV BceoOImm dyHIa-
MEHT IIOf], BCIO TpOMajly COBPeMEeHHOIo 3HaHVI»
(Tam xe, c. 39). DTO TpenIIONaraeT OCMBICIIEHVIE
crenndVKM pa3TMaHbIX obacrert 3HaHMs". Ka-
Kvie e 370 obrmactu? «VcTtmHa, moOpo m KpacoTa»
C JaBHMX IIOp CUMMBOJIVM3UPYIOT Hanbosiee obiiee
pasziesieHre Ha TeOpeTUYecKyIO U IIPaKTUYecKyIo
durtocoduio, a TakKe Ha HayKy O ITPeKpacHOM.
CooTBeTCTBeHHO, JIOTMKA, 3TMKa ¥ 3CTeTHKa CTa-
HOBATCSI TeMW O0JIacTSMM, TPAaHMUIIBL U IIPVUPOIY
KOTOPBIX IIPEICTOUT OoJlee YeTKO OIIpelesInTh.
Koneuno, Hapsny ¢ stumu Haykamu Illmner yuae-
JIgeT 3HauuTeSIbHOe BHMMaHMe TakXe IICHXOJIO-
iy, opopmmBIIericsa K Hadairy XX B. B OTHeIIb-
HYIO HayKYy, ¥ UICTOpUM (IIOCIIeIHss SIBJIeTCs AJ1s
Hero, TaK CKa3aTh, CePAIIEeB/HON I'YMaHUTAPHOIO
3HaHMA). OgHaKo (PYHKIINIO HOBOVI TEOPUM S3bIKa
g Oyny mpociieXxmBarh jajiee B OCHOBHOM IIpVIMe-
HUTEJIBHO K 3TUM TpeM obsacTsam 3HaHUs. [Tpo-

10" KoneuHo, mpefykaT yHUBepcambHocTH y Ilmera ma-

JIeKO He BCerja yKasaH B siBHOM Buye. OmHako obrmas
TEHEHIVS [IPOCIIEXBAETCS JOCTATOUYHO OTYETIIVBO. «S1
npusHa PryIocoduIo TOJIPKO KaK 3HaHMe», — 3asBilsd-
et I1lmreT, mpudem «drutocodmst Kak 3HaHME eCTh BBICIIIAs
VICTOpMYecKas U guaJleKTidecKasi CTyIeHb dpriocodmm»
(Lrrer, 2008, c. 40).

T «VcToprueckoe eOVHCTBO HAyYHOTO 3HAHUS IIpef-
rnosaraer Qwiocodckoe ocMbIciIeHMe nuddepeHIa-
LIV IIPEIMETHBIX o0Js1acTeri», Kak OTMedaeT B 3TOVI CBSI3U
T.T. Wlenpuna (Llexpwmra, 2010, c. 11).
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As I said, the prerequisites of a fundamental-
ly new concept of language are always general
philosophical tasks set in a different way. What
are these tasks in Shpet’s case? I believe that
in sharing, on the whole, Husserl’s phenome-
nological programme Shpet (1991, p. 176) also
proceeds from the need for a universal system
of knowledge,” and philosophy must provide a
“general view of the world”, a “solitary founda-
tion”. The system should, in the most coherent
way possible, include all the areas of humani-
tarian knowledge “to indicate to each their own
roots, sources, principles, leading to the univer-
sal foundation underlying the entire colossus of
contemporary knowledge” (ibid., p. 179). This
calls for an awareness of the specificities of var-
ious areas of knowledge.’ What are these ar-
eas? “Truth, goodness and beauty” have from
time immemorial symbolised the most gener-
al distinctions between theoretical and practi-
cal philosophy, as well as the science of beauty.
Accordingly, logic, ethics and aesthetics are
the areas whose boundaries and nature should
be most clearly defined. Alongside these sci-
ences, Shpet, of course, pays much attention to
psychology which became a science in its own
right by the beginning of the twentieth century,
and history (the latter being, for him, the core
of humanitarian knowledge). But I will trace
the function of a new theory of language in re-
lation to these three areas of knowledge. Let us
continue to discuss the specificities that Shpet
is looking for. What are the tasks which Shpet
sets for philosophy? Why does hermeneutics
crop up in the framework of the phenomenologi-
cal discourse?

B Needless to say, the predication of universality with
Shpet is by no means always explicit. But the general
trend is evident. “I recognise philosophy only as knowl-
edge, Shpet (2008, p. 40) declares, adding that “phi-
losophy as knowledge is the highest historical and
dialectical stage of philosophy”.

14 “Historical unity of scientific knowledge presuppos-
es awareness of the differentiation of subject areas,” ac-
cording to Tatiana G. Shchedrina (2010, p. 11).
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HOJDKVM O0Cy>XIleHMe crielnduKy 000CHOBaHMS,
Koropoe uietr Illner. Kakosel 3amaum, KOTOpbIe
[IIner m3HavajIbHO CTaBUT Iepen, dpuiocodmen?
[Touemy B pamKax ¢peHoMeH0.402UUeck020 0OOOCHO-
BaHW4 3HaHWS BAPYT HOABIIsieTCS epmeHeBmuxa?

2.3. PeBoatoyus uau 36oarouua?
ObwemupoBosspenueckue opuenmupst Illnema

OTBeThbl Ha 3TV BOIIPOCHI S HAXOXy B pasiin-
umm AByX munod 0bocHobanus 3HAHUA: OIVIH BIIOJI-
He 0oco3HaHHO BbIOMpaeT Ilmet, K mpyromy cTosb
JKe OCO3HAHHO ¥ MeTOOMYeCKM II0CIIeioBaTesIb-
HO CKJIOHSIIOTCS [IBa €ro OIIIIOHEHTa B IIOHWMa-
Hum sa3bika — Kant u I'ycceprb. Pasmume s1mx
IBYX TUIIOB B CaMOM OOIIleM BHIle MOXHO 000-
3HAUMUTHh KaK pasimame paoukasbHo20 W Jaxe
peBoatyuonHo20 BapraHTa 0OOCHOBaHMS — W Ba-
puraHTa «360410410HHO20», OIIMPATIOIIETOCs Ha Tpa-
OVITAIO VI VICIIOJIB3YIOIIero ee. JleVICTBUTEIIBHO,
KOIZja peyb 3aXOOUT O KapAWMHaJIbHBIX V3MeHe-
HUSX CTWISL MBIIUIEHMS, PUTOpUKa TPYIOB Kak
KanrTa, Tax u I'ycceprisg gacTo mcrosib3yeT Metado-
PBI «PeBOJTIOLVS», «pa3prIB» 1 T.II. Kak 13BecTHO,
KanT BbICOKO 1IeHUT «peBosronmio» KornepHuika,
Jla VI CBOIO KPUTMKY pasyMa >kejlaeT CTPOUTH KaK
aHaJIOTMYHYIO, TOJIBKO yXe ¢pu.rocopckyto, peBo-
mmornio™. B rekcrax I'ycceprist ata MeTadopa BeTpe-
yJaeTcs He TaK 4acTo, OJJHaKO Take oDO3HauaeT
BCer/la «[I0BOPOTHBIe» MOMEHTHI B ICTOPUY 3allajl-
Hoepponevickont Meicivt (Husserl, 19766, S. 10, 97,
106), mpryeM 3ByumT Tak, Kak I'yccepsib mmpercras-
JISeT IeVICTBME VM CBOel COOCTBeHHOVI cpeHOMeHo-
JIOTUIV: «PeBOJIIOIIMIOHVIPOBaHVe Bcell KyJIBTYPBbI,
PEBOIIOIIVIOHMPOBaHVE BCETO THUIIA OBITHMS UerIo-
BeuecTBa KaK TBOPAIIETO KYJIBTYPY», «PeBOJIIO-
LVoOHMpoBaHMe mcropuyHocT» (Husserl, 19760,
S. 325) 1 T.. XOTS IpuBeIeHHbIe CJIOBa CKa3aHbI
IIPO JIpeBHer pevyecKyIo KyJIbTy Py, «peBOJIIOIIOHe-
pom» I'yccepitb cumTaeT v cebst camoro™.

2. B «KpuTnke 4ncToro pasyma» 3HaMEHWTHIE TaCCaXKi
cm.: (B XI—XIII, XXII; Kaur, 2006, ¢. 13—17, 23). O Heo0-
XOIIVIMOCTH «PEBOJIIOIINN B 00pase MBICITIEN YeSTOBEKa» CM.
tarke: (AA 06, S. 47; Kant, 19804, c. 119).

3 OnpaspbiBas Itepell BOOOpa’kaeMbIMV OIIIOHEHTaMI
CBOM aIleJUTALINN K paliOHaJIBHOCTY, OH 3aMedaeT: «MHe
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2.3. Revolution or Evolution?
Shpet’s General Worldview Principles

I find answers to these questions in the dif-
ferentiation of two types of justification of knowl-
edge: Shpet consciously chooses one of them
while his two opponents in the interpretation
of language — Kant and Husserl — conscious-
ly and methodically lean toward the other. In
the most general way, the difference between
these two types can be said to be the difference
between the radical and even revolutionary jus-
tification and the evolutionary variant, based on
and using tradition. Indeed, speaking about
cardinal changes in the style of thinking, the
rhetoric in the works of Kant as well as of Hus-
serl often uses the metaphors of “revolution”,
“rupture” etc. Kant, famously, has high regard
for the Copernican “revolution” and he wants
to see his critique of reason also as a revolution,
here, however, only in philosophy.”® In Husserl’s
texts this metaphor occurs less frequently, but
he, too, refers to “turning points” in the histo-
ry of Western European thought (Husserl, 1970,
pp- 8, 68, 91; cf. Husserl, 1976b, p. 10, 97, 106),
and sounds as if this is how he (Husserl) thinks
of the effect of his own phenomenology: “rev-
olutionisation (Revolutionierung) of the whole
culture, a revolutionisation of the whole man-
ner in which mankind creates culture. It also
means a revolutionisation of [its] historicity”
(Husserl, 1970, p. 279; cf. Husserl, 1976b, p. 325)
and so on. Although the above words refer to
ancient Greek culture, Husserl, too, considers
himself as a revolutionary.'®

5 In the Critique of Pure Reason see famous passages in
B XI-XIII, XXII. On the need for “a revolution in the atti-
tude in the human being” see RGV, AA 06, p. 47 (Kant,
2009, p. 54).

16 Justifying in front of his imagined opponents his ap-
peal to rationality, he writes: “I would like to think that
I, the supposed reactionary, am far more radical and
far more revolutionary than those who in their words
proclaim themselves so radical today” (Husserl, 1970,
p- 290; cf. Husserl, 1976b, p. 337).



Yro xe xacaercs Illnera, To 0H HeolHOKpaT-
HO yKasblBaeT Ha TPaaWIIMIO KaK Ha OpUEeHTHp.
Tosops1, uTo dwiocodus Kak 3HaHVE eCTh «BbIC-
Iasi CTyIeHb» uitocodpum BooOIIe, OH TYT ke
no0aBJigeT: «...HO 3TMM He OTpHUIlaio, a, Harpo-
TUB, yTBepXJal HaJINYHOCTh IIperBapuTesIhb-
HOW VICTOpUM, B TeueHMe KOTopom dumtocodms
cmanobumcs B 3HaHue» (IIInet, 2008, c. 40). Beu-
7y 3TOr0 VICTOPUYECKOIOo W3MepeHMs OTHOIIIe-
Hue K pepomoumn y Illmera mo xpaviHen mepe
ckenTrdeckoe. OHa He coOIyIacyeTcsl C €ro 3BOJIIO-
LIMIOHHO-VICTOPUYeCKM MUPOBO33peHVeM B Ile-
JIOM, OKa3bIBasiCh OIYCTOIIAIOIIeV B CaMOM IIO-
CJIe[THeM W3 ee BOIUIOIIeHWMI — POCCUVICKOM. Yke
CBOMI IepBbIVt onyOimkoBaHHBI TpyZ Llmner Ha-
4YMHaeT C IIPOTMBOIIOCTaBIIeH s Pprtocodpum «I1o-
3UTVBHOV» 1 «HeraTuBHON». [lepBast «<HOCUT yBa-
KeHMe K pvIocodCcKov Tpaaulini», IIpefjiaraeT
«II0JIOKUTeJIbHbIe 3a7ladil», Torja Kak IOoCiIe/THss
OTpuUliaeT «eIMHCTBO B pa3BUTUM drstocodpckon
MBICJIN», BBICTyTIaeT C PEBOJIIOIMOHHBIMU ¥ pe-
dopmMaTopcKMu IJIaHaM U, ITPOSIBIIAeTCs B HUTU-
JI3Me, CKeIITULIV3Me, PesIsTUBU3ME, ITO3UTUBU3-
Me (ImeT, 20054, c. 41).

VITax, peBoionyis opbIBaeT C MICTOpVeV, TOra
KaK «3BOJIIOLVS» JOJDKHA TIOCTOSIHHO Ha Hee OIu-
paTtbca. Ho Tem cambIM IIOKasaHa CBSA3b OIlperie-
JIEHHOT'O TUIIa 00OCHOBaHMS 3HAHWUS C Ucmopuet.
A the TyT MecTo A3bikYy? [1j1s penuruosHovt u-
s10codmM A3bIKa BOIIPOC 3TOT PUTOPUUECKIU, TI0-
CKOJIBKY HpuoOIIeHre K (MCTOpMYecKon) Tpaau-
LIV KaK pa3 M MOXeT ITPOVICXOIIUTh TOJILKO Uepes
nprobiieHne K (boxecTsenHOMY) ci1oBy. Ho ecym
[IIrreT opueHTHUpPOBaH Ha PVIOCOPUIO HAyUHYIO,
HeOOXOIVIMO TIPeJIOKUTE KaKylo-TO MHYIO MO-
JleJIb CBSA3U MCTOpUU U si3bIKa. CTOJIb JKe OHATHO
OTHOIIIEHVE K A3bIKY pallOHaINCTIYeCKON (1 pe-
BoTIOITMOoHHOM!) prstocodpmm Toro TMIIa, KOTOPYIO
passusaroT Kant u I'ycceprs. [Ipasma, Tommeko I'yc-
cepJib JOBOAUT OCMBICIIEHVe 3TOVI CBsI3M JI0 IIpe-
JIeJIbHOVI OTUeTJIIBOCTIL: PeBOJIIOLIVIOHHOCTbD B PUI-

KaKeTCsl, UTO 51, MHVMBIVI peaKIVIOHep, 3HaYUTeIbHO pa-
IVIKaJIbHee I HaMHOTI'O PEeBOJIIOLVIOHHEee TeX, KTO Cerofl-
HSI CTOJIb palivKasleH Ha cioax» (Husserl, 19760, S. 337).

I. A. Mikhailov

As for Shpet, he repeatedly points to tradi-
tion as his benchmark. In claiming that phi-
losophy as knowledge is the “highest stage”
of philosophy in general, he adds in the same
breath: “this is not to deny, on the contrary, I
affirm the existence of pre-history in the course
of which philosophy becomes knowledge”
(Shpet, 2008, p. 40). In view of this historical di-
mension Shpet’s attitude to revolution is scep-
tical to say the least. Revolution is at odds with
his evolutionary-historical world view and it
is devastating in its latest embodiment in Rus-
sia. Shpet begins his first published work by
juxtaposing “positive” and negative philoso-
phy. The former “in its very essence respects
the philosophical tradition” (Shpet, 1991, p. 3),
setting “positive tasks”, whereas the latter de-
nies “unity in the development of philosophical
thought” (ibid.), and reveals revolutionary and
reformist plans; these manifest themselves in
nihilism, scepticism, relativism and positivism.

Thus revolution breaks with history, where-
as “evolution” should always be based on it.
This shows the link of a certain type of justifi-
cation with history. But where does language
come into it? For the religious philosophy of
language this is a rhetorical question because
communion with (historical) tradition can take
place only through communion with the (Di-
vine) Word. If Shpet is committed to scientific
philosophy, he has to offer some other model of
the unity of history and language. The attitude
to language of the rationalist (and revolution-
ary!) philosophy adopted by Kant and Husserl
is also understandable. True, Husserl puts the
perception of this link in the starkest form: rev-
olution in philosophy is above all a break with
the language of the previous tradition, with the
“book wisdom” of tradition. This is the mes-
sage of Husserl’s famous address “to things
themselves”: Not from the ‘masters of the past’
are we to learn the secrets of the world — we
should rather “open the Book of Nature itself”
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710copVM €CTh B IIEPBYIO OUepehb paspbll c A3bikom
MIpeIIeCTBYIOIEeN TPAOUIINM, ¢ «KHVDKHOV MY-
ApOCTbIO» Tpaguuun VIMEHHO 3TO 3aKJIIOUeHO
B 3HaMeHWTOM IIpum3biBe ['ycceprs «K camMmM Be-
IIlaM»: He Y MacTepPOB IIPOIIUIOro, He 13 X TEKCTOB
MBI JOJDKHBI Y3HaTh TallHbl MVpa, HO «OTKPBITh
KHUTY Opupoabl B opurnHaste» (Husserl, 1986, S.
206). deHOMEHOJIOT ST MICXOAUT M3 TOTO, YTO CJIO-
BO — HeHaJle)XHOe BbIpakeHle CMBICIIa, a Cylile-
CTBYIOMINT (PrITOCOGCKI A3BIK HEITPUTOIeH 1151
CTPOroVI HayKy, IIOCKOIIBKY €ero IOHSTUsS ¢op-
MUPOBaJIVCh HECUCTeMHBIM, XaOTWMYHBIM 0Opa-
30M ¥, €CJIV BOCIIOJIb30BaThCs BhIpaskeHVieM D. ba-
KOHa, «HeIIpaBWIBHO OTBJIEYeHBI OT Bellei». Y
IIrreTa, KOHEYHO, TOXKe BCTPEYAIOTCS CXOIHO 3BY-
varyue dopmynmposkn™. OFHAKO 3TO CBS3aHO C
deHOMEHOJIOTYeCKOV KPUTMKOM TICHXOJIOrM3Ma
B MOHMMaHWUM si3bIKa (mosuums, Kotopyto Ilmer
pasnenseT ¢ I'yccepriem). Yke K MOMEHTY cBoe
craxuposku y I'yccepiist B ['éTTunrene et o6-
Jlajjajl XOPOLIVMM 3HaHMSIMM (PUIIOIOrMYecKO U
VICTOPWYECKOV TPagIIVIV, TI0O3TOMY HOcJIe 1Ty Om-
Kaimn B 1914 1. «fIBjieHMs M cCMBIC/Ia», paboOTHI, B
KOTOPOVI ellle IIPOCJIeXMBAETCsl 3aMeTHOe BIIVS-
Hue ['ycceprisi, oH f1aeT 061bIITyI0 CBOOOMY pasBep-
TBIBAHWIO JPYrOro HallpaBJIeHMs CBOVIX MHTepe-
COB, B pe3yJIbTaTe yero IosisiseTcs «Vcropus Kak
mpoOsema Jtorukm» (1916). «SIBneHMe m cMBICIT,
«SI3BIK 1 cMBICT» — 11Ba mpomsseneHys IleTa, B
KOTOPBIX pa3BuBaeTcs HoBas utocodmst si3bIKa.
Camoe 1iepBoe 000O3HauUeHMe TOro, K Y4eMy OH CTpe-
MuUTCA B pustocodpnn, Hamevarolee, YTO MOXeT
noTpeboBaThCs pa3paboTKa HOBOVI MOJIEJIN SI3bIKa,
JaHo yXxe B «fBjeHun m cMbicsie». KoHKpeTnsm-
Py 3a7ia4uy1 OCHOBOIIOJIaraloIer («<OCHOBHO») Ha-
yku, [1InieT 3aMedaeT: 3Ta HayKa «JOJ/KHa OBITH He
TOJIBKO 00meopemuteckot Vi 4ucmoil o CBOeN 3a-
flade, HO TaKXXe 104HOU VI KOHKPemHoil TI0 BBIIIOJI-
HEeHUIO ee U pa3ymHoil 1o coemy myTn» (Ilmer,
2005a, c. 39). Kak Ha AOCTVKEHMe 3TOVI ey Oy-

4 Hampumep, KOTa OH TOBOPWT, UYTO CBOMM BO3HWMKHO-
BEHIEM IIOHATVE OITbITa OBUIO 005I3aHO BeCbMa 3I0POBOVL
peaxumy «IIPOTUB CJIOBECHBIX (POPMYJI B IIOJIb3Y CMBICIIA
u Beren» (Lmer, 20056, c. 197).
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(Husserl, 1986, p. 206; my transl. LM.; Husserl
is clearly referring to the problem of mathe-
matisation of nature which he later discusses
in Crisis, cf.: “the interest in true knowledge of
the world itself, nature itself” (Husserl, 1970,
p. 57)). Phenomenology proceeds from the
idea that the word is not a reliable expression
of meaning and that the existing philosophical
language is unfit for rigorous science. This is
because its concepts had been formed in an un-
systematic, chaotic way and, to use Francis Ba-
con’s expression, “are improperly inferred from
things”. One can of course come across simi-
lar-sounding statements in Shpet.!” But these
have to do with the phenomenological critique
of psychologism in the conception of language
(a position Shpet shares with Husserl). Already,
by the time he came to work under Husserl in
Gottingen, Shpet had a sound knowledge of
philological and historical tradition. Therefore,
after the 1914 publication of Appearance and
Sense in which Husserl’s influence is most ap-
parent, he diversified his interests. This led to
the publication of History as a Problem of Logic
(1916), Appearance and Sense, Language and Sense,
two works in which a new philosophy of lan-
guage is elaborated. The first indication of what
he sought in philosophy, hinting that a new
model of language may be required, is already
contained in Appearance and Sense. Specifying
the tasks of the foundational (“main”) science,
Shpet (1991, p. 178) remarks that it “must be
not only pre-theoretical and pure in conception
but also complete and concrete in its execution,
as well as rational in its choice of path”. How
the achievement of that goal will be aided by a
new theory of language will be explained anon.
In the meantime, let us take a closer look at
Shpet’s general philosophical tasks.

7 For example, when he says that the concept of ex-
perience appeared as a healthy reaction against “verbal
formulas in favour of sense and things” (Shpet, 2019, p.
274).



meT palboTaTh HOBasi TEOPWS SI3bIKa, ITPEICTOUT
Pa3bsCHUTH 4yTh Io3xke. [loka ke paccMOTpUM
riofipoOHee obmedmtocodckme 3agaum [lmera.

2.4. Obwegpurocogpckue 3adauu Ilnema

[MreT cnenyer (eHOMEHOIOrMYecKo Viziee
OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHMSI 3HaHMA®, 0 dwtocodpum Mo-
XeT WOTV pedb TOJIBKO TaM, «Iie VIMEeT MeCTO
VICKaHVe IIepBbIX Hadajl, OCHOBAaHUM ¥ IIPVHIIN-
nos» (IlImet, 2014, c. 25). IIpn 3TOM OH XOYeT co-
BEpPIIIEHHO OCOOEHHOI0 OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIS: TI0JIO-
JKUTEJIBHOT0, IIeJTFHOT0, COXPaHSIOIIEro IIeHHOCTh
VICTOPMYECKOV TpaJuIiy, KOHKPETHOIO, TO eCTh
ZIEMOHCTPVIPYIOIIIETO CBOO CBS3b C IIPAKTIUECKOV
KVM3HBIO UeJIoBeKa, Ja IIPUTOM ellle ¢ COLVIaIbHO
IIpaKTI4IecKot XX13HbI0. Kak atoro joourscs? He-
IIOCTAaTOYHO Beb CKaszaTh «/laBamTe Oymem yBa-
Xarb UCTOpuIo» Min «CII0BO He eCTh IIPOCTO ITHU-
KeTKa». [TocKOJIbKY peub 1eT cpa3y O HECKOIBKIX
KPYIIHBIX OHTOJIOTMUYECKMX cdepax, HeoOXomymma
efBa JIM He IMapaJUlelbHasl padoTa B KaXKIOM U3
HIUX — JIa ellle TaK, YTOOBI B KOHIIE KOHIIOB KaXkKI0e
KOHKpeTHOe pellleHVie B TOVI JIV VHOW cdepe OKa-
3aJI0Ch KOT€PEHTHBIM C PEIIeHVISIMI B IPYTHX.

CooTBeTCTBEHHO 3TOVI DOjIee KOMIUIEKCHO ITO-
HSITOW 3a71ade HeoOXOIIMO MHOI'OCJIOVHOE 1ICCiTe-
ZIOBaHMe: BO-TIEPBBIX, HEOOXOMMMO (A) IOKa3arsb,
KaKOBO JIOJDKHO OBITH HOHMMaHMe duiocodum,
KOTOpO€e OTBeYaJIo Obl )KeJlaeMOMY HOBOMY IIOHW-
MaHMIO OCHOBaHWV 3HaHMS, creludmdecku du-
710cOpCKMX (TO eCTh He B3STBHIX IO 00paslly ecTe-
CTBO3HAHWSI WIV TOYHBIX HayK), He Bpak/1eOHbIX
VICTOPMYECKON TpaJuiini, ¥ KOTOpoe IIpU 3TOM
0Ka3aJI0Ch ObI BIIOC/IEICTBUM COBMECTUMBIM C HO-
BBIM IIOHVIMaHVIEM $I3bIKa (KOTOPO€, BIIPOYEM, ellle

1 VIMeHHO B 3TOM CMBIC/IE OH ITOCTOSTHHO TOBOPUT O

dwmnocodpun n peHoMeHOTIOTUN KaK «OCHOBHOVI» Ha-
yke. (Hlmer, 2005a). Ha Mot B3Iysad, To, 9TO MMeeT B
ugy llmer, Goree TOYHO o00O3HAYaeTcs TEPMIIHOM
«OCHOBOTIOJIAraoIrasi» / «IoJIararollias OCHOBBI» Ha-
yka (Grundwissenschaft,  Grundlagenwissenschaft,
grundlegende Wissenschaft). Bripouem, B mepsele 11Ba 1ie-
caTwIeTyst XX B. COOTBETCTBYIOIIIVIE TEPMIUHBI (He TOJIBKO
y I'ycceprst, HO m y Opyrvx HEMELIKX aBTOPOB) OOBIKHO-
BEHHO ITepelaBaJIiCh CJIOBOM «OCHOBHOVI», «OCHOBHAST».

I. A. Mikhailov

2.4. Shpet’s General Philosophical Tasks

Shpet (2014, p. 25) follows the phenomeno-
logical idea of the principles of knowledge:'
one can only speak about philosophy where
“one is aware of the search for the first ele-
ments, foundations and principles”. He wants a
very special kind of principles: positive, whole,
preserving the value of historical tradition, and
concrete, i.e. having to do with the human be-
ing’s practical life, indeed with social practical
life. How can this be achieved? Surely, it is not
enough to say, “Let us respect history” or “a
word is not just a label”. Since this affects sev-
eral major ontological spheres, parallel work is
needed almost in each of them, and then in a
way that eventually each concrete solution in
this or that sphere would be congruent with the
solutions in the other spheres.

This more complex task calls for multi-layer
research: it is necessary first (A) to show what a
concept of philosophy should be if it is to lead
to a desired new understanding of the founda-
tions of knowledge, specifically philosophical
(not modelled on natural or exact sciences), not
hostile to historical tradition and which would
subsequently be compatible with the (yet-to-
be-formed) new concept of language. Second
(B) it is necessary to work out a new concept
of logic and theoretical-cognitive acts; the con-
cept of logic should be congruent with the new
concept of philosophical knowledge; historical
tradition should be presented as its natural sub-
ject; from within logic, the sphere of theoretical
cognition, a trail should be visible towards the

8 That is why he constantly speaks about philoso-
phy and phenomenology as the “basic” science (Shpet,
1991). In my opinion, what Shpet has in mind is more
accurately conveyed by the term “foundational / laying
the foundations of science” (Grundwissenschaft, Grundla-
genwissenschaft, grundlegende Wissenschaft). As a matter
of fact, in the first two decades of the twentieth cen-
tury the corresponding terms (with Husserl and other
German authors) were usually conveyed by the word
“main”.
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IpezicTouT HavTy). Bo-BTopeiX, HeoOxommmo (B)
BBIPa0OTaTh KaKoe-TO HOBOe TIOHVMaHVie JIOTVIKN
Y TeopeTnYecKN-TIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIX aKTOB; 3/1€Ch
HY)KHO JaTh IIOHMMaHVIe JIOTVKI TaK, YTOOBI OHO
COIJIaCOBBIBAJIOCH C HaMeYeHHBIM ITOHMMAaHVEeM
dmtocodpckoro 3HaHMS; UYTOOBI VCTOpUYecKas
TpaauIys MOIJIa OBITh ITOKa3aHa KaK eCTeCTBEeH-
HBIVI IIpeIMeT ee; YTOOBI M3HY TP JIOTMKM, 13 cpe-
PBI TEOPETMUECKOT0 ITO3HAHVIS, ITPOCMaTpuBaiach
TPOIVHKA K «IIPAKTUUECKOMY», «KU3HEHHOMY»'®;
4TOOBI y>XKe IIpU paccMOTpeHun cdepsl JIorde-
CKOrO MOXKHO OBIJTO OBl MOOKJIIOYUTH ITPOOIIeMBI
IIOHMMAaHMS ¥ MHTepIpeTauy; IoKasaTh, Kak
MeHsJIcsL ObI BHEIITHMV OOJIVK JIOTVKM B [Ty Xe Beex
aTMx TpaHcdopmanmit. Tperes rpymnna sagau (C)
HarleJTleHa Ha CO3[IaHe COOCTBEHHO HOBOVI TEOPUT
sI3bIKa — ee JacTo HasbIBaoT cemmoTykon Ilmera.
Haxkoreri, Heobxonmmo (D) Ha ocHOBaHMM pasbl-
CKaHM B KaXXIOV M3 3TVX 0o0JIacTer roKas3arb, Ka-
KOBBI MOT'YT OBITh pellleHs 15 OTIeIbHBIX HayK;
K 3TOMY OJIOKY BOITPOCOB 51 OTHOIILY VICCIIe[IOBaHIS
[IIrreTa B 0671aCT 3CTETMKM M IICXOJIOT L.
HunasnexTtuka. Ileppoe, uto TpebyeT pasbsicHe-
Husg, — 3T0 mpupona dwiocodpum (A). Crycrs
BCETO JIBa rojia Iocsie «SIBieHns 1 cMbiciia» (1914),
paboTel, KOTOpasi COBEPIIIEHHO SIBHO BBICTpOe-
Ha B paMKax (peHOMEeHOJIOIMUeCcKOV IIPOrpaMMBI,
et ompenessieT dmIocodpmo Kak VMMEOIIYIO
«CYIIIeCTBEHHO NMaIeKTUYeCKUT Xapakrep». [u-
aJIeKTMKa ITOHVMAeTCs B COKPATOBCKO-IIATOHOB-
CKOM CMBICJIE, KaK «cofmecmHoe mviuiseHue» (et
20056, c. 191). [nasnexTrka BMecTo PeHOMEHOJIO-
run? Ilouemy Bapyr? AKTyanmsanyus aHTUYHOW
VeV AVaJIeKTVKM U ee VCIIOJIb30BaHue 115 OIIpe-
fejieHVs IpUpPOoAbl priocoprm B HOBEIIIe YKe
BpeMeHa ObUIN BHepBble IipeyioxkeHbl @. [len-
epMaxepoM, W, y4WTblBasg HeraTuBHOe OTHO-
mreHvie Kanrta x amanexktuke (cp.: AA 24, S. 793;
Kant, 2022, c. 199), aT0o OBIJIO HOBAaTOPCKOE IIpefl-
soxeHve. Ero MoTuBanms 3axkirodaiachk B Cilemy-
torrieM. Eciim dpwtocodmst mevicTBuTeNIbHO HayKa,
dyHIaMeHTasIbHAS IS BCEX OTHEIBHBIX CHCTEM

16 B 1914 r. et dpopmysmpyet 3T0 B popMe BOIIpoca:
«Kak cTaHOBMUTCS JIOTYeCKOe HOHAMe OPYAVIeM XKIU3HW, a
He yHUuToXeHMeM ee?» (I1met, 2005a, c. 116).
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“practical, the real-life”;'” such that already in
considering the sphere of the logical the prob-
lems of understanding and interpretation could
be introduced to show how the look of logic
would change in the spirit of these transforma-
tions. The third group of tasks (C) is aimed at
creating a new language theory proper, often
referred to as “Shpet semiotics”. Finally, (D) on
the basis of research in each of these areas it is
necessary to show what the solutions may be
for individual sciences; I refer Shpet’s research
in aesthetics and psychology to this body of
questions.

Dialectics. The first thing that calls for a
clarification is the nature of philosophy (A).
Just two years after Appearance and Sense (1914),
a work obviously in the framework of the phe-
nomenological programme, Shpet defines phi-
losophy as having “essentially a dialectical
character”. Following Socrates and Plato, he
describes it as “collaborative thinking” (Shpet,
2019, p. 270). Dialectics instead of phenome-
nology? How can this be? Actualisation of the
antique idea of dialectics and its use to define
the nature of philosophy in recent times were
first proposed by Friedrich Schleiermacher
and, considering Kant’s dislike of dialectics (cf.
V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24, p. 793; Kant, 1992, p. 254),
this was an innovative proposal. Its motiva-
tion was as follows. If philosophy is indeed
a science, fundamental for all the individu-
al systems of knowledge, it should blend the
“highest”, universal knowledge and the princi-
ples of its scientific structure. Dialectics is the
identity of the higher, universal knowledge.
In other words, “Philosophising is the attain-
ment of knowledge, accompanied by a clear
awareness of the process of its realisation”?

¥ In 1914 Shpet (1991, p. 90) formulates this in the form
of a question “How does the logical concept become an
instrument of life and not its destroyer?”

2 Cf. “Das Philosophiren ist das Zustandebringen einer
Erkenntnif$, verbunden mit dem klaren Bewuftseyn ihrer
Zustandebringung.”



3HaHVs, TO B HeVl IOJDKHBI ObITh Hepa3pbIBHO CO-
eIVHeHBI KaK caMO «BBICIIIee», BceoOIIlee 3HAHIIE,
TaK ¥ IIPVHIIUIIBI €r0 Hay4YHOV KOHCTPYKIINM, TO
ecThb IIOCTPOeHMsI 3HaHM. [lyaleKTvKa IIpeicTaB-
JseT coboVl MIAEHTUYHOCTE BBICIIIEro, Bceobllle-
ro 3HaHusA. VlHaue roBops, dutocodcTBOBaHE
ecTh TaKoe JOCTVDKeHIe 3HaHMs, KOTOpoe CBs3a-
HO C SICHBIM CO3HaHMeM IIpoliecca ero JOoCTVIKe-
Hug (Schleiermacher, 2002, S. 6). HeoxmpanHbIM
oOpasoMm 3T0 TpeboBaHMe caMOpedIeKCMBHOCTY
dutocodum, B pasHO popMe BbICKa3bIBaBIIIeecs
He ToyTbKO I1I1eitlepMaxepom, HO I MHOTMIMU JIPY-
TVIMI TIpeICTaBUTeIIAMI HeMeIIKOro mieasinsma,
BIIOJTHE COIJIaCyeTCsi C ero pa/iuiKaIM3pOBaHHON
dopMoI1, KOTOPYIO MBI HaXOAMM B HeMeIIKo (pe-
HomeHojtoruy Hadasia XX B. Paspgersier ee m Iner.
Tax, HarrpuMep, B «SIBjIeHUNM 11 CMBICIIe» OH T'OBO-
PUT 0 HEOOXOIVIMOCTY 117151 PEHOMEHOJIOT M «JTa-
BaTh cebe caMOVI OTYeT B CBOEV [esiTeIbHOCTH, TI0
Mepe TOro KaK OHa pa3BepThIBaeTcsl, — ¥, TaKUM
oOpa3oM, cilefjoBaTe/IbHO, He TOJIBKO ITPOBEpPSTH
CBOM IIIar¥, HO 1 BblpabaThIBaTh ceOe HEKOTOphIe
perynsatuse» (Ilnet, 2005a, c. 94). Vrtak, ykasa-
HUe Ha «IMaJIeKTUKy» Ha ypOBHe OOIlleMeTOoro-
JIOTVYeCKMX YCTAHOBOK ITOMOXKET BIIOCJIENICTBUN
Pa3bsICHEHMIO TOrO, KaK C SI3bIKOM CBsI3aHa €ero
KOMMYHVKATVBHAs (PyHKIIVSL.
INonoxxurenpHOCTh. C TaKOV XapaKTepPUCTV-
KOV, KaK «TI0JIOKUTEIBHOCTB», MBI YKe CTaJIK/Ba-
JIMCh TIpU OOCY>KAEeHMI OOIIIero xapakTepa TOTO
obocHoBaHM4 3HaHMs, KoTopoe miet Imet. «[lo-
JIOKVTEJIbHBI» («[TO3UTUBHBIN») BBICTyIIaeT 371eCh
aHTOHVIMOM K PeBOJIIOIIMIOHHOCTH U faxe pedop-
MaTopCTBY", o pasyMeBasl yBakeHVe K ITperlIe-
CTBYIOIIEV VICTOPVWYECKOV Tpaawuilny, He-CKell-
TULIN3M, INonoxmnTernbHas
dmtocodms «He ecTb HoBas dpytocoduis», HO pu-
nocodpust uctunHag (Inet, 2014, c. 21). «[loso-
KVUTEJTBHOCT» COIVIACyeTCsl C IMaleKTIYIeCKUM
xapakTepoM (priocodnn Kak Ha ypoBHe obIrieMe-

AHTUPEJIATVIBU3M.

17 1llrieT HacTaMBaEeT, YTO B €0 IIPEIJIOXKEHVSIX «HET HU

MaUIevIIIert IIpeTeH31I Ha KaKyro Obl To Hi ObUIO pedop-
My prtocodpun» (I1Inert, 2014, c. 21).
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(Schleiermacher, 2002, p. 6). Surprisingly, the
requirement of self-reflection of philosophy ex-
pressed in various forms not only by Scheier-
macher but by many other representatives of
German idealism, quite agrees with its radical-
ised form that we find in German phenomenol-
ogy of the early twentieth century. It is shared
by Shpet. For example, in Appearance and Sense
he urges the need for phenomenology to report
“to itself on its activity while it establishes it-
self. Consequently, therefore, phenomenolo-
gy not only checks its steps but also produces
for itself certain regulatives [...]” (Shpet, 1991,
p- 70). Thus, a reference to “dialectics” at the
level of general methodological principles
would later help to explain how the communi-
cative function is connected with language.

Positivity. We already encountered the char-
acteristic of “positivity” when discussing the
general character of the justification of knowl-
edge Shpet is searching for. “Positive” is here
an antonym of revolutionary and even re-
formist,” as it means respect before previous
historical tradition, non-scepticism and anti-rel-
ativism. Positive philosophy “is not a new phi-
losophy”, but a true philosophy (Shpet, 2014,
p. 21). “Positivity” accords with the dialecti-
cal character of philosophy both at the level of
general methodological ideals,”? and in the di-
rect sense, as dialogue, as a series of ‘yes” and
‘no’, i.e. as individual positions correlating with
and permeating each other (ibid., p. 23), and not
preoccupied with asserting one’s own private
truth.

2 Shpet (2014, p. 21) vehemently denies that there is
“even a trace of a claim to some kind of reform of phi-
losophy”.

2 Positive critique (as opposed to “negative” critique)
“begins precisely with the statement of its goals, shows
its ideals, affirms their truth” (Shpet, 2014, p. 14), which
I also consider to be a manifestation of the ideal of
self-reflectiveness.
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TOHOJIOT TYeCKMX MIeaIoB'®, TaK 1 B IIPSIMOM CMBIC-
Jle, KaK [I1aJior, Kak «HekoTopoe “ma” v “Het”», TO
eCThb KaK MHAVBUIya/IbHble TTO3UIINY, COOTHEeCeH-
Hble IPYyr C IPYroM, <«IIPOHV3BIBAIOIIVE» IPyT
npyra (Tam xe, c. 23), a He 3aHATHIe yTBepXKIeHVEM
B IIEPBYIO OYepeb COOCTBEHHOVI, YaCTHOV MCTWH-
HOCTA

KonkperHocTs. IlenbHOCTH. ITostHOTA (YpO-
BeHb B). Ciiemyromiyio BaXHYIO XapaKTepuCTH-
Ky dwiocodun paeT rpymia IIpeaynKaroB, W3
KOTOPBIX «KOHKPETHOCTB» SIBJISIETCSI IIEHTpalb-
HeM. [Ipyanyn xkonkpernocty mis Ilnera Ha-
CTOJIBKO BaKeH, YTO OH VICIIOJIB3YeT ero KakK OIHY
U3 CYIIHOCTHBIX XapaKTepUCTUK riocodcko-
rO MBIIIUIEHVS B €r0 OTJIMYMM OT BCEro JAPYroro
3HaHUS: «.y uIocopun... OauH IIpeaMeT —
KOHKPemHblil; TIpeMeT KOHKPEeTHOV IeVICTBUTE b
HocTH! <...> ¢husocogpckoe sHanue ecmv bce2a u 1o
cyuecmBy 3uanue Konxkpemnoe u yeavroe» (Illmer,
20056, c. 192)"; «...dwmocodckoe peleHVE 110
CYILIECTBY CBOEMY eCTb pellleHVe KOHKpemHoe...»
(Tam xe, c. 197). IToHATINS «KOHKPETHOCTW», «II0JI-
HOTBI», «IIeJIBHOCTW», «ITOJIOKVTEITBHOCTI», KOTO-
peiMu 1TIeT gacTo MOIb3yeTcs: B Ka4ecTBe CUHO-
HUMOB, HYXX/IalOTCsl, KOHEUHO, B pa3bsicHeHUN. B
3aBepIlieHNe cBoell cTaTbu «Dustocodns u 1CTo-
pus» ImeT maxe ccpiylaeTcsi Ha LIEJIYIO Tpaiu-
uuto poccuvickont dpustocopun — I1. FOpkepnya,
Bi1. Conosbesa, kH. C. Tpybernixoro n J1. Jlormarnna
(Tam xe, c. 199), 1 MOXXeT ITOKA3aThCsl, YTO KaXKIIbIV
Y3 IIpeAMKaTOB MHoIpa3yMeBaeT IIPVIMEPHO OTHO 1
TO >ke. Ha Mov1 B3IJ1s]1, 371eck MBI IMeeM J1eJI0 C pas-
JIMYHBIMU MleajlaMy HayYHoro 3HaHms. Kaxapii
U3 IIpeaunKaros yxe B Tpynax Ilnera mmeer Go-
Jlee CIiellViaJIbHBIVI CMBICTI ¥, KpOMe TOr'o, pasjInd-
HBIM 00pa3oM IOHMMaeTCsl Y KaK0ro 13 Ha3BaH-
HeIx [Irerom dprtocodos. [penmkar «nosxomui»

1 TlomoxwTenpHass KpUTMKa (B IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHOCTD

KPUTHKE «OTPUIIATEeIbHOV») «HAYMHAeT MMEeHHO C TOrO,
YTO pacKpbIBaeT CBOW IIeJIN, IIOKa3bIBaeT CBOWM VIealIbl,
yKperuiseT mx uctnHHOCTh» (Ilmer, 2014, c. 14), uto =
TaK)Xe CYUTAI0 OJIHVUM U3 IIPOSIBIIEHNII Mleaia camoped-
JIEKCUBHOCTA

¥ TTpw 3TOM OT/IVHVIE OT YaCTHOTO 3HaHMA (KOTOPOE TaK-
Ke MOXeT ObITh 0OpallieHo Ha KOHKPETHOE U IIeJIbHOe) B
TOM, UTO «KaKyIO ObI TeMy... HU B3sIa pvtocodmisi, oHa
TOTYAC IpeBpalllaeT ee B TeMy OOIIYIO ¥ IPVHIIMIIAIIb-
ayio!» (Lmet, 20056, c. 192).
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Concreteness. Integrity. Fullness (level B).
The next important characteristic of philos-
ophy is the group of attributes in which the
central one is “concreteness”. So important is
the principle of concreteness for Shpet that he
uses it as an essential feature of philosophical
thought as distinct from all other knowledge:
philosophy has “one object, a concrete one.
This object is concrete reality! [...] philosophi-
cal knowledge is always and essentially concrete,
integral knowledge” (Shpet, 2019, p. 270);% “[...]
the philosophical solution is essentially a con-
crete solution [...]” (ibid., p. 274). The concepts
of “concreteness”, “fullness”, “integrity” and
“positivity” which Shpet often uses as syn-
onyms require a clarification. At the end of his
article “Philosophy and History” Shpet refers
to a whole tradition in Russian philosophy —
Pavel Yurkevich, Vladimir Solovyov, Sergey
Trubetskoi and Lev Lopatin (ibid., p. 276) and
it may seem that each of the attributes means
more or less the same thing. In my opinion,
we are looking here at different ideals of sci-
entific knowledge. Each of the attributes in
Shpet’s work has a more specialised meaning
and besides, is interpreted differently by each
of the philosophers he mentions. The attribute
of “fullness” implies above all the universality,
all-embracing character of philosophy’s ambi-
tions; it chimes with what Shpet (1991, p. 12)
agrees on with Husserl: “Phenomenology ac-
tually wishes to study ‘everything’, although
in another attitude than that in which the oth-
er sciences go about their studies.” As a syn-
onym of “fullness”?, “integrity” implies also

2 The difference from particular knowledge (which
may be about something concrete and whole) is that
“Whatever be the topic, [...] philosophy immediately
transforms it into one that is general and fundamental!”
(Shpet, 2019, p. 271).

2 “[...] philosophy is directed toward the all, ‘every-
thing’ [...]. That is, it is directed essentially toward the
concrete and integral” (Shpet, 2019, p. 270).



TIofTpasyMeBaeT IIpeXk/ie BCero YHUBEpPCaIbHOCTh,
BCEOXBATHIBAIOIINII XapaKTep HPUTI3aHUN pu-
j10copvVL; OH BIIOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET TOMY, B UeM
et cormacen c I'ycceprem: «...deHOMeHOIO-
IS JIeVICTBUTEJIBHO JKeJlaeT M3ydaThb “Bce”, TOIIb-
KO B VIHOVI YCTaHOBKe, YeM 3TO JIeJIafoT IpyTvie Ha-
yku» (Imet, 2005a, c. 49). BoicTynasg crHOHMMOM
«ITOJTHOTBY, «1jeAbHOCHb»  TIOFpa3yMeBaeT TakK-
JKe BHYTPEHHIOIO B3alMOCBSI3aHHOCTB, yIIOPSiIO-
YeHHOCTb 3/IeMeHTOB. B mickoMoM dpeHOMeEHOTIOr -
YecKOM OCHOBaHMM pritocodnm, KOToOpoe WIIeT
IIIreT, «To/KHO OBITH He TOJIBKO fce, HO U Kax0oe
Ha cBoem mecme» (Tam xe, c. 42).

duaammu3M. KoHKpeTHOe He TOJIBKO Xapak-
TEPU3yeTCs «IIOJTHOTOV» M II0 CBOEMY CYIIECTBY
«auHaMmaHO» (Inet, 20056, c. 195). Ilox, «imHa-
MW3MOM» IO pa3yMeBaeTcs, BO-TIEPBBIX, TO, UTO
dwtocodprd MMeeT CYIIHOCTHO AVasIOrMYecKu
XapakTep (CM. BBIIIIE) VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, Haxo-
OUTCS «B IBVDKEHUM». Bo-BTOpBIX, dmtocodris
He eCTh TexXHMKa VICIIOJIb30BaHWs TOTOBBIX pellle-
Hu?. B-TpeThux, dpniocodust He ecTh HaKOILIe-
Hue??. Ho uto oHa Torma ecth? — «Bcerma HoBoe
¥ HOBOe TIOpPOXJIeHVe», BO3HMKAIOIIee, OTHAKO,
He Ha ITyCTOM MecCTe, a CTaBslIee c60u IIpo0IIeMsbl,
uIylnee c6ou pereHns: Ha OCHOBaHMM CYIIIeCTBY-
tortient Tpanuimm (Tam xe, c. 199).

2.5. Peaausayus odbuegurocopcrkux
NPUHUUNOB NPUMEHUINEALHO K A3bIKY

Kak pomkHa BBINISA/IETH Teopws s3bIKa, KO-
TOpas y/IOBJIeTBOpsijla ObI BCeM 3TMM YCIIOBUSM,
HO TPV 3TOM He omnmMpasach ObI Ha XpUCTMaH-
CKYIO KOHIIEIIIINIO OOrofyXHOBEHHOCTW CJIOBa?
Vicionib3yeM cHadasia HavOoslee obiiyio (1 Hau-
Gortee mpocryro) dopmyny: Ilnem ucxodum u3

20 «Dumocodms... Hampasigercss Ha “Bce”... T.e. OHa

HAaIIpaBJIIeTCs Ho Cyujectfy Ha KOHKPETHOEe U LeJIbHOe»

(et 20056, c. 192).

2 «Dwrocoduss — He HayKa B CMbICIIE MEXaHIUIECKIX
OpMyJI M He WCKYCCTBO B cMbIciie TexHmKu!» (Imer,

20056, c. 192).

2 «Dwurtocodpckast TpaIuiMs He eCTh Iepeada OT IIOKO-

JIEHVS K IIOKOJIEHVIO 3apbITOrO B 3€MJIIO TajJlaHTa», He KO-

OMpoBaHMe KM3HEHHOro omblTa mpenkos (Lmer, 20056,

c. 199).

I. A. Mikhailov

inner coherence, ordering of elements. In the
phenomenological foundation of philosophy
Shpet stresses, “not only must everything be
included [...], but each item must also be in its
proper place” (ibid., p. 4).

Dynamism. The concrete is not only char-
acterised by “fullness” but is essentially “dy-
namic” (Shpet, 2019, p. 273). “Dynamism”
means, first, that philosophy inherently has a
dialogic character (cf. above) and according-
ly is “in motion”. Second, philosophy is not a
technique of using pat solutions.” Third, phi-
losophy is not accumulation.”® What, then, is
it? “Always an ever new begetting” that does
not, however, happen in an empty place, rais-
ing its own problems, seeking its own solutions
on the basis of the existing tradition (ibid.,
p. 276).

2.5. Realisation of General Philosophical
Principles with Respect to Language

What should the theory of language be if it
is to meet all these conditions without falling
back on the Christian concept of language as
being God-given? Let us first use the most gen-
eral (and simple) formula: Shpet posits the in-
herently language-based character not only of our
cognition, but of all human culture. More than
once he introduces aphorism-like formulas to
express this principle. For example: “There is no
thought without language” (Shpet, 2005, p. 500).
Or the famous statement in Aesthetic Fragments
that seems to repeat Hamann’s expressions:

# “Philosophy is not a science in the sense of a set of
mechanical formulas, nor is it a form of art in the sense
of a technique” (Shpet, 2019, p. 270).

% “The philosophical tradition, according to Shpet,
is not passed from one generation to a generation of
buried talent” (Shpet, 2019, p. 276), not a copying of the
life experience of ancestors.
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. A. Muxaiinos

NPUHYUNUAABHO A3b1K0B020 Xapakmepa He 1MO0AbKO
Bceco Hauieeo no3HaHus, Ho u Beeti veaoBereckon
kyavmypsi. OH He pas mpesyiaraeT apoOpyUCTUUHO
3Bydarye pOpMyJIbl, BEIPaKaloIIyie STOT IIPVH-
unt. Haopumep: «Moicau nem 6es caoBa» (Lrer,
20058, c. 500). V1 m3BecTHOE 3asiBIIeHME 13 «DCTe-
TUYECKVIX PparMeHTOB», KaK Oy TO ITOBTOPSIIOIee
BeIpakeHMs lamaHa: «“Yncras”, Oe3 jormdyeckmx
(cyoBecHBIX) POPM, MBICIIB €CTh NONSeNns, HeMbIC-
sMocTb» (IrreT, 1989, c. 455).

[NonoxurenpHOE 3HaueHMe CTPeMJIEHVIS YBU-
JIeTh B SI3bIKE CHCTEMY CMBICIIOHAEIISIOIIVIX [IeVi-
CTBUM paccyqKa (CO3HaHMS) 3aKJIIOYAeTCs B TOM,
YUTO B IIPOTMBHOM CJIy4ae MbI Oy/ieM OTHOCUTH K
o0J1acTy SI3bIKa TO, UTO SI3BIKOM, TIO CyTH, ellle He
sBiisieTcs. i1 sToro B 0051aCcTi TOro, YTO OOBIK-
HOBEHHO OTHOCHT K 43bIKY, HEOOXOIVIMO OTIeINTh
9JIEMEHTBI, IMEIOIIVie 3HaYeHe, OT TeX, KOTOpble
B IIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY HI4Yero He BelpaxatoT (I'yc-
cepip, 2024, c. 41—48 (§ 1—3)). 3HaKM Xe, KOTO-
prle 00IajatoT 3HAUEHMEM, 3Hauaujue Bulpaxenis,
3aTeM WMCCIIeAYIOTCsl Ha IIpeIMeT TOro, UTo fesla-
€T VIX 3HaJalllIMV, HeUTO BbIPa’KafomIVIMI. DTOT
VICTOYHVK — He B KOMMYHMKATVBHOV (PYHKINN
3HaKa, He B HaMepeHMN 9To-JI1M00 coO0mMTh Apy-
romy uesioBeky (Tam xe, c. 50—54 (§ 7—8)) 1 maxe
He B MEHTaJIbHBIX aKTaX IIPUIAHMS 3HAYeHWs CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIIEMY BBbIPaKeHWIO™, HO B Wealb-
HBIX eIMHCTBAX, JIOKAIIMX B OCHOBE «MHOrooOpa-
31151 BOSMOXKHBIX akToB» (Tam xe, c. 95 (§ 24)). Dot
IIy'Th, IIPEAOXPAHSIOMINIL OT IICVXOJIOIM3Ma B II0-
HVIMaHWMU S3bIKa, KaK pas3 v BezieT ['ycceprist k myee
YMCTON JIOTMIKVM. AHTUIICMXOJIOTM3M pasesiseT
u Illret, BbIAeNsIs B 00JIacTy CJIOBa «3BydYalllu
3BYK», «CJIOBECHYIO (POpMYITy», He JAIOIIYIO eIlle
cwmpbicia 1 Bereit (e, 20056, c. 197)*. 3Hak ecTb
3/1eCh JIeVICTBUTEIbHAS Belllb. TouHee, caMo pas-
JIMYeHMe MEXITy «3HaKOM» VI «BeIllbIO» ITOKa elre
OTCyTCTBYeT. Kak TO/BKO «MBI BOCIIPMHMMAaEM
“Berrp” He TOJIBKO KaK “ecTeCTBEHHYIO”, HO U KaK
3HaK, Mol yoke moicaum (net, 20058, c. 562). et

2 00 sroMm xe ImeT: Iepexon, 0T PU3MIECKOrO 3HAKA

K JIyIIIEBHBIM IIPOIIeCCaM — «3TO IIEPEeXO] OT PeaTbHOVI
Ber K peastbHOM» (Iret, 20058, c. 559).

% Boobuie rnaBy «Pasmerervie 3HaKOB» 13 «SI3bIKa
CMBIC/Ia» MOXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK aHaJIoOr Ilaparpa-
¢doB, pasBomsAIMX 3HaK 1 3HavYeHne, B [lepBoM Jiormue-
cxoM mccrtefosanum (I'ycceprs, 2024, § 1—-7).

“Pure’ thought without logical (verbal) forms
is unthinkable nonsense” (Shpet, 1989, p. 455).
The positive significance of the wish to see
language as a system of sense-giving acts of
understanding (mind) lies in the fact that oth-
erwise we would include in language what is
in effect not language. To this end, in the area
usually referred to language, we should sepa-
rate meaningful elements from those that “do
not really express anything” (Husserl, 2001a,
pp- 183-186 (§ 1-3)). The signs that have mean-
ing, meaningful expressions, are then studied in
order to find out what makes them meaning-
ful. This source lies not in the communicative
function of the sign, not in the intention to tell
something to another person (§ 7-8), not even
in our mental acts of sense-giving,” but in ide-
al unities that underlie the “diversity of possi-
ble acts” (§ 24). This path, which is a guardrail
against psychologism in interpreting language,
leads Husserl to the idea of pure logic. Shpet
shares anti-psychologism in isolating “the au-
dio sound”, “the verbal formula” which does
not yet convey the meaning of things (Shpet,
2019, p. 274).”® The sign here is a real thing.
More precisely, the distinction between “sign”
and “thing” does not yet exist. As soon as “we
perceive ‘a thing’ not only as ‘natural’, but as a
sign we already think (Shpet, 2005, p. 562). Shpet
pays great attention to the process of transition
from non-thinking to “thinking”. Mere per-

ception “is not yet cognition” (ibid.) Inciden-

2 Shpet (2005, p. 559) writes in the same vein: transi-
tion from the physical sign to mental processes is “tran-
sition from a real thing to a real thing”.

% In general, the chapter “Separation of Signs” in Lan-
quage and Sense can be seen as an analogy of paragraphs
which set off the sign and meaning in the First Logical
Investigation (Husserl, 2001a, pp. 183-190 (§ 1-7)).
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yzessieT OoJbllloe BHUMaHUe IIPOIleccy Iepexo-
Jla OT He-MBIIUIEHMS — K «MBIIUTeHVo». [Ipo-
CTOe BOCIIpUSITHE «ellle He ecThb Io3HaHMe» (Tam
xe). Kcrarm, v mpemmeT, BocIpyHMMaeMbli HAaMU
KaK DCTeTMYeCKMI, TakK)Ke He OTHOCWUTCS eIle K
cdepe MBIIUIEHMSI — OH «IIOMEIAeTcsl KakK Obl
“Mexxmay” IIpeIMeTOM AeVICTBUTEIIbHbBIM, BEIIbIo, 11
maeabHO MBICIMMBIM» (e, 2007, c. 313). ITpo-
BOJIHVIKOM B cdpepy MBIIIUIEHWs CTAaHOBUTCS CJIO-
BO, IIOHATVIE™: 3TO HE TOJIBKO CPEICTBO MBICIIV, HO
” cama MbICTIb. VIHave, cornacHo InieTy, n ObITH
He MOXeT, TaK KaK MBICJIb KaK OCyIllecTBJIeHHas
MBICJIb BCerya JlaeTcss HaM B 0(POPMJIEHHOM BHIe
(LLreT, 20058, c. 554—555). To >ke KacaeTcs U «4u-
CTOrO IpegMeTa» — 3TO BCerja OTBjledeHue, CIIo-
€00 M37I0KeHSL, «MBI MOYKEM TPaKTOBaTh IIPEIMET,
Kkak ecau 0b. OH ObUI Oe3 comep>kaHMs, HO He 3HAeM
Takux nperameros» (Tam xe, c. 499—-500). Cymmu-
Py, SI3BIKOBOVI XapaKTep IIIIETOBCKOVI KOHIIEII-
LWV A3bIKa MOXKHO OTPasUTh B CJIeAYIOIIEV CXeMe.

Cxema: SI3pIkoBas peaspHOCTH IlInera

Har{paBneHI/xe TIOCTVDKEeHMA

I. A. Mikhailov

tally, the object we perceive as aesthetic also
does not yet belong to the sphere of thinking,
it is “located, as it were, ‘between’ the real ob-
ject, thing and the ideally thought one” (Shpet,
2007, p. 313). The word, concept is the guide to
the sphere of thinking:* it is not just a means
of thinking, but thought itself. Shpet (2005,
pp- 554-555) argues that it cannot be otherwise
because thought as a realised thought is always
given us in a certain form. As for the “pure ob-
ject” this is always a diversion, a mode of ren-
dering, “we can interpret an object as if it had
no content, but we do not know of such objects”
(ibid., pp. 499-500). Summing up, the linguistic
character of Shpet’s concept of language can be

presented in the following scheme:

Scheme: Shpet’s Language Reality

Direction of cognition

Obuacmyp Bocnpusmus Obaacmb NOHUMAHUA, MblUACHUSA Sphere of perception Sphere of understanding, thinking
_ CJIOBO JIOTVIYECKVIE [«UVICTas) .
SByHarim 3ByK - sound word (concept) logical | «pure»
(morsiTIIE) dopmbl | popmbl forms form
«& B LR %
§§ ® < § 5
& o &S 2
Jo x & o S
I 22 i -5 D 2,
BeIIIb, &5 %, EX thing, < g ®F
Belllb T 2 «UVICTBIV thin, i 3 &l . «pure»
b |scrermaeckn| & § % Hperver ng, | aesthetically | & object pu
BUIMMAst | pocripi- & TIperMeT visible percepted object
A
HUMaeMast
Y Y
parvioHasTbHas JIeVICTBUTETBHOCTD rational reality
Y Y
HeVICTBUTEeIIbHOCTb reality

% Jns lInera — cuHOHUMBL: «IIOHATHE ECTH CIOBO, U CIOBO
ecth nousaruey» (Llnet, 20058, c. 505).

» For Shpet (2005, p. 505) these are synonyms (“The
concept is a word, the word is a concept”).
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Onmpasick Ha 3Ty CxeMy, 3aBepIIM HeCKOJIb-
KM Pa3bICHEHUSIMY, JIeMOHCTPUPYIOIIVIM,
uTO MeHsSeT IpeIoKeHHasl MOJIelTb S3blKa B I10-
HUMaHUM prtocodnmt 1 B 4eM OHa PacXOIUTCS C
KaHTVMAHCKOV JIVHVIEVI B TEOPVISIX O SI3bIKE.

1. Xots B oTOM cxeMe 00/1acTh BUAMMBIX BeIllen
He MpPUHAJIEXUT ellle, COOCTBEHHO, K CJIOBeC-
HO-3HAKOBOVI peasIbHOCTY, 00JIacTh 3Ta BCe-TaKM
BKJIIOYEHa B CXeMY SI3BIKOBOVI MOJIEJIN AeVICTBU-
TEJIBHOCTM IS TOTO, UTOOBI IOOUYEepPKHYTH V-
HaMWM3M CTaHOBJIEHVIS SI3LIKOBOrO cMbIcyia. I1ler
OTMeuaeT, YTO, KaK TOJIBKO «3Ta Belllb BCTYyIIa-
eT B IIpUCylllee eVl OTHOIIeHVe K IPyroMy de-
MY-TO, OHa ce0sl YHMYTOXaeT» — B TOM CMBICTIE,
UTO «OBITME 5MUX 3BYKOB, 511020 KyCcKa TPAIKU
IJIs 3HaKa CO 3HadyeHVeM — HeCyIIeCTBeHHO»,
oHa ctaHoBUTCH 3HakoM (Tam xe, c. 517). Ha3pas
OTHOIIIeHNe K 4UeMy-To npucyujum sery, Ilmer
YKOPEHWI OUHAMU3M, OIVIH W3 IIPUHIIUIIOB CBO-
enn pustocodun (CM. BbIIle), yKe Ha YpOBHEe OH-
TOJIOIMY, KaK OBl elrie JIMIIIeHHOV CJIOBeCHON 000-
smouky. OTHaKO HeJIb3$1 CKa3aTh, YUTOOBI CJIOBECHOE
OTCYTCTBOBAJIO Ha 3TOM YPOBHE COBEPIIEHHO.
YrnomnHast ObITHE «3MUX 3BYKOB», «311020 KycKa
TPsKM», 1IreT BOCIIpOM3BOIUT apryMeHTaIIo
«DeHOMeHOIOrMM Ay Xa». YKe camast IIpocTast IIo-
IIBITKA CXBATUTh IIPEeIMET B €r0 MHAVBUIYyaIbHO-
CTVI VI KOHKPETHOCTW, YKa3bIBaeT [eresrb, BBIBOOUT
Hac 3a IIpeerIbl 3TOro Impeamera: YToOsl 0003Ha-
UUTH €r0 KaK eqMHIYHBIV, HaM y>ke HY>KHBI «BCe-
o0IIVie», TeHepaIN3VPYIOITe OIIpeaesIeHs (CM.:
l'eresnp, 2000, c. 55—61). AHaJIOTMYHO 1 3[1€Ch MBI
BPSIZL JIU BOOOIIIe MOIJIVI ObI TOBOPUTH O KaKMX OBl
TO HI ObUIO Belllax, ecjiv Obl yke He Ipuberain
K CJIOBECHOVI KaTeropm3alyi («3To», «<BOT» ¥ T.IL.).
J[yiHaMM3M Ha ypOBHE «IIPOCTO Beller» elre 0o-
Jlee OTYETIVIBO IIPOSBIISIETCS HAa YPOBHE 3HAaKa.
«3HaK... TpeOyeT IIPOIOIIKeHs ABVDKEHS: 3/1eCh
octaHOBUTHCS Henrb3s» (Let, 20058, c. 518). TTox-
pasyMeBaeTcsl TO, YTO MBI OOBIKHOBEHHO VIMe-
eM B BUIY, TOBOps O IIOHSTHOCTM 3HaKa. 3HaK
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With the help of this scheme let us end
with several clarifications which demonstrate
what changes the proposed model of language
brings to the concept of philosophy and where
it diverges from the Kantian line in theories of
language.

1. Although the sphere of visible things does
not yet belong to verbal-sign reality, it is in-
cluded in the scheme of the language model of
reality to stress the dynamism of the creation of
linguistic sense. Shpet points out that as soon
as “this thing enters into its intrinsic relation-
ship with something other, it destroys itselt”
in the sense that “the being of these sounds, of
this piece of cloth does not matter as a sign with
meaning”, it becomes a sign (ibid., p. 517). By
saying that a relation to something is intrinsic in
a thing Shpet staked a claim for dynamism, one
of the principles of his philosophy (see above)
already at the ontological level, still devoid, as
it were, of a verbal shell. However, it would be
wrong to say that the verbal was totally absent
on that level. In referring to the being of “these
sounds”, “this piece of cloth” Shpet reproduces
the argument of the Phenomenology of Spirit. The
mere attempt to capture an object in its individ-
uality and concreteness, Hegel argues, takes us
beyond the limits of that object: To signify it as
a singular object we need “universal,” gener-
alising definitions (cf. Hegel, 1977, pp. 90-91).
Similarly, here, too, we could hardly talk about
any things unless we had already resorted to
verbal categorisation (“this”, “this-such”, etc.).
Dynamism on the level of “just things” is mani-
fested still more clearly on the level of the sign.
“The sign [...] demands further movement: one
cannot stop here” (Shpet, 2005, p. 518). This re-
fers to what we usually mean when speaking
about the sign being understandable. A sign is
understandable if it establishes a link between
what is given in senses as well as the ideal
forms of this given (ibid., p. 522). In the pro-
posed scheme these two directions are shown
by arrows denoting “reference” and “inter-
pretation;” “the inner form of the word as that



IIOHSITEH, ecyIn OJ1arofaps eMy ycTaHaBJIVBaeT-
Cs CBSA3b MEXIy YYBCTBEHHO JJaHHBIM U MeasTh-
HBIMU dpopmamMm 3Toro ganHoro (Tam xe, c. 522).
Ha mipesiyioxkeHHOVI cxeMe 3TV [1Ba HaIlpaBJIeHMs
OTOOpa’keHbI CTpesIKaMy, 0O0O3HAYAIOIIVIMI «pe-
depeHITNIO» 1 «MHTepIIpeTalNio»; BHYTPeHHS
dopma cstoBa — TO, «yepes umo M Orarogaps
yeMy IPOUCXOOUT HOHUMAHUE, 3HaueHWe — CyTb
camo rioHnMaeMoe» (Tam xe, c. 620).

2. IIpyMeuaTesIbHO, UTO 3TU pa3bsaCHEHMs I10-
Kas3bIBalOT Takke, KaK Ha YpOBHe KOHKPeTHOV OH-
TOJIOI'M A3bIKa pean3yroTcs obredntocodpckme
IIPVHINITBL, 13 KOTOpbIX mcxogut lllner, B gact-
HOCTY >KVM3HEHHOCTU U noHombl. EnyHCTBO uyB-
CTBEHHO JITAHHOTO C MHTeJUIEKTYaIbHbIMI popMa-
MM oOpasyeT «cofiep’KaHMe... B CBOEV IIOJTHOTE»,
a 3TO «KWM3Hb MHTEJUIEKTa ¥ BCEro CO3HaHWIS»
(Tam xe, c. 522). «CopepxaHne B CBOEV IIOJTHOTE»
¥ KOHKPETHOCTM IIofpa3yMeBaeT, UTO IIpUpoda
3HaKa KaK OTHOIIeHMs TpeOyeT ydeTa KOHKpeT-
HOCTW OCYIIlecTBjIeHMs 3To HoyHoThL [lomHoTa
3Ta MMeeT KOMMYHVKATUBHBIVI XapaKTep — 4To, B
CBOIO Ouepe[ib, Ha ypoBHe 00111ep110codpcKoM OT-
paxkaeT yOexieHve B 0uaieKmuyueckomM XapaKrepe
drtocodprm®.

3. XoTra Belb 3CTeTUYECKN BOCIPUHMMae-
Masi HaXOIWUTCS «MeXIy» OOJIaCTBIO YMCTO Belll-
HOT'O ¥ CJIOBECHO-TIOHSTUITHOTO, BCEOOIIe-sI3bIKO-
BOVI XapaKTep HeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTH KaK pas3 /ieslaeT
BO3MOKHBIM IIOCIIe[IyIolllee BKJIIOYEHWe 3CTeTH-
YecKoro B Hay4Hoe paccMoTpenue. Eciim Mbl To-
BOPVIM O KapAMHaJIBHBIX IIpo0IeMax pasIvMaHbIX
o0J1acTert 3HaHMS, TO BeIb OIHO 13 3aTpydHEHW,
BO3HMKIINX MMEHHO B pe3ysIbTaTe pa3BUTIUA KaH-
TOBCKOM (prIocodm, 3aKIIFOUaIoch B TOM, YTO
HaMeTwIach TEHIEHINS K OTHbeOUMHEHUIO «IIpe-
KpacHOro» (¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3CTETVUKM) OT
TOT'O, YTO MOXKET VI JOJDKHO OBITH IpeIMeTOM Ha-

% TlogpoOHee 0 Ayayornaeckovt mpupone dpriocodmm
7 VICIIOJIb3yeMOVL B 3TOM CBs3u MeTadope «cdepa pasro-
Bopa» cm.: (Lempuna, 2008, c. 25—31).
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through which or thanks to which understanding
takes place, the meaning is that which is under-
stood” (ibid., p. 620).

2. It is remarkable that these clarifications
also show how the general philosophical prin-
ciples from which Shpet proceeds — trueness
to life and fullness — are realised on the level
of concrete ontology. The unity of what is giv-
en in senses and intellectual forms creates “con-
tent [...] in all its fullness”. And that is “the life
of the intellect and the whole consciousness”
(ibid., p. 522). “Content in all its fullness” im-
plies that the nature of the sign as a relation
must take into account the concreteness of this
fullness. Fullness has a communicative charac-
ter, which in turn reflects, on the general philo-
sophical level, the conviction that philosophy is
dialectical.*®

3. Although an aesthetically perceived thing
is located “between” the area only of things
and the verbal-conceptual area, the fact that
language permeates reality makes it possible
to include the aesthetic in scientific inquiry.
Speaking about the cardinal problems of vari-
ous areas of knowledge, one of the difficulties
created by the development of the Kantian phi-
losophy is the tendency to exclude “beauty”
(and accordingly, aesthetics) from what can
and must be the object of scientific cognition.
“There is no science of the beautiful, but only
a critique. Nor, again, is there such a thing as
beautiful science, but only beautiful art” (KU,
AA 05, p. 304; Kant, 2007a, p. 134) — this is a
characteristic Kantian utterance on that score.
This position is based on Kant’s definition of
taste: “We might even define taste as the facul-
ty of judging what makes our feeling in a given
representation universally communicable without
the mediation of a concept” (KU, AA 05, p. 295;
Kant, 2007a, p. 125). “Without the mediation of
a concept” means also without the mediation of
language. If “everything in the world happens

% For more detail on the dialogic nature of philosophy
and the “sphere of conversation” metaphor used in this
context see Shchedrina (2008, pp. 25-31).
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y4HOro mnosHanmus. «Her Haykm o IpekpacHOM,
€CTh JINIIIb KPUTHKa [[IpeKpacHOro|], HeT Irpekpac-
HOW [M3SIITHOVI| HayKW, €CThb JIVIIb M3SIITHbIE VIC-
KyCCTBa» — TaKOBO OIHO W3 XapaKTePHBIX BbI-
ckaspiBaHMM KaHTa Ha aToT cuer (AA 05, S. 304;
Kant, 2001, c. 403). Dta 1o3mIIMsi OCHOBBIBAETCS
Ha ToM, Kak KaHT ompenesseT CyIIHOCTb BKyca:
€ro «MOXKHO ObLIO OBI [Ta’ke OITpeeINTh Kak CIIo-
COOHOCTB CyXX[IeHWs O TOM, YeMy Hallle YyBCTBO
B [IaHHOM IIpefCTaBJIeHUN IIpuaaeT 6Gceoduyyio
coobuyaemocms 6e3 mocpercTBa oHATIS>» (AA 05,
S. 295; Kant, 2001, c. 381). «be3 nocpencrsa 1o-
HSTUS» O3HAYaeT: TakXe 1 0e3 IocpenHMyYecTBa
si3pIKa. Eciim «Bce B Mype IIPOVICXOINT TI0 ITpaBu-
mam» (AA 24, S. 790; KanT, 2022, c. 195), a nozHaem
MBI 3TV IIpaBUJIa «M3 caMUX cebds», TO CyOBEKTVB-
HOCTb B Pas3JIMUHBIX UIIOCTACAX — «PacCyHdOK»,
«pasyM», Iy X», «CO3HaHVe» — SIBJISeTCS [JTABHBIM
«3aKoHofaresieM». Ee CTpyKTypbl YHUBEpPCaIIbHBL,
alpUOPHBL. DTO 3HAUMUT, YTO OHWM CBOOOIHBI OT
HeoOXOIMMOCTH OBITh HEeIIpeMeHHO BbIpaKeHHbI-
mu (cp.: I'yccepin, 2024, c. 122 (§ 35)). s Hlera
HeITpVeMJIEMO, BO-TIEPBBIX, CTOJIb IIPUHIIUIIVAITb-
HOe pasBelleHVe HayKy 1 McKyccTBa. Ero riiaBHas
1eJIb, KaK MBI OTMeYaJIvi, 3aK/II0YaeTcs B HaXOX-
naeHUM 6 00ujeil cucmeme HAYUHO20 3HAHUA TaKOTO
BceoO111ero 000CHOBaHMS, B KOTOPOM Oy/ieT Iipef-
CTaBJIEHO BCe, BCeMY Haw/eTcsl «CBOe MeCTO» — a
IIOTOMY OT/e/IbHas JIMHWS er0 TPYHOB HallesleHa
Ha HaxOXX/IeHle aJIbTepPHATMB 3TOV IO3MIINN. Ba-
PUAHTBI pellleHVs IIpelcTaB/IeHbl B «DCTeTude-
CKMX pparMeHTax», B KOTOPBIX aBTOP II0JIEMM3U-
PYeT ¢ 3TUM HPUHIINUIIOM ocTpo 1 xkecTKo (LLmerT,
1989; 2007).

[TpuBeneHHBIe OCOOEHHOCTM TEOPUM SI3BIKA
IIIrieta, dpopMupyemort B orope Ha KJIaCCUKOB
dutorntormyi, TepMeHeBTMIKI ¥ ICTOPUYeCKOM Ha-
YK, a TaKXe B HeM3MeHHOV ToJIeMuKe ¢ popMa-
ym3MoM KaHTa, JaroT BapraHTHI pelieHs 11 HeKO-
TOPBIX IPYTVIX IIpobsIeM (B 4aCTHOCTY, IIpOOIeMBbl
BO3MOXXHOCTVI TBOPYECTBA SI3BIKE).

according to the rules” (V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24,
p- 790; Kant, 1992, p. 251), and we cognise these
rules “from within ourselves”, then subjectiv-
ity in its various aspects — “understanding”,
“reason”, “spirit”, “consciousness” — is the
chief “law-maker”. Its structures are universal,
a priori. This means that their being expressed
is contingent (cf. Husserl, 2001a, p. 233 (§ 35)).
For Shpet, such a principled separation of sci-
ence and art is unacceptable. His main goal, as
we have noted, is to find in the general system
of scientific knowledge a universal justification
in which everything will be represented, there
will be room for everything. This is why one
strand of his research is aimed at finding al-
ternatives to this position. Variants of solution
are presented in Aesthetic Fragments in which
the author takes a tough stand against the said
principle (Shpet, 1989; 2007).

The above characteristics of Shpet’s theory
of language based on the classics of philology,
hermeneutics and historical science, as well as
Shpet’s perpetual polemic with Kant’s formal-
ism, suggest variant solutions of some other
problems as well (in particular, the problem of
the possibility of creativity in language).
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