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OTKPbBITOE ITPUMEHEHWE PA3SYMA:
COKPAT 1 KAHT

A. A. Dabaxan'

Kanma cpabrubarom ¢ Coxpamom, nockoavky smu 06a
¢usocogpa Bo mnoeom noxoxu. Oba movicaumens A6as-
omes yenmparvHviMu pueypamu cboeeo Bpemenu. Kanm
cobepuiun nepebopom 6 usocogpuu HoBoeo Bpemenu,
3AHUMASACH BOoNpOCamMU IMUKU U SNUCTIEMOAOUU; TAKOLL
e nepeBopom 6 OpeBHeepeneckoti ghusocodpuu ocyuje-
cmBua Coxpam. Obpaz Coxkpama npodosxaen 600xH0b-
AAMb coBpemenHblx ucciedoBamened, a 0CHOBHbIE Hepibl
3moeo 00pasa — payuoHassHocms u nybauurocms. O Co-
Kpame 206opsm kax 00 apxupayuoHasucme u ocHobamesne
Hayku u gusocogpuu 6 yesom. Kpome moeo, on npaxmu-
KkoBa cpusocogpuro nybauuHo, Boicmynas 6 3mom cmoicae
anmunodom 0py2020 OpeBreepeueckoeo gpusocopa — Ilu-
¢haeopa, doxmpunsl komopoeo oviiu mairsimu. Coeours-
scy 6 obpasze Coxpama, nybAUUHOCIb U PAYUOHAALHOCTITD
B3aummo 00yca0b6aubarom opye opyea. Imo 6robb coruxa-
em OpeBHeepeueckoeo ghusocogpa c Kanmom, komopuiii Boi-
06uHYA KOHUEeNYu0 nY0AUUHO20 U HACHIHO20 UCNOAb306a-
Hus pasyma. Ce200Hs mepMuH «nydAuuHOCHb» caedyem
3ameHums 0osee MOUHbIM MEPMUHOM <OMKPbITIOCHTbY.
Kax u nybauunocms, omxpsimocms nodpasymebaem 0o-
CIYNHOCb 3HAHUA 045 KAK MOXHO D0AbUIE20 HUCAA A10-
Oeil. O0naxo omxpbimocms — 3mo bo/ee WUpPOKoe NOHA-
mue: oHa no3Boasem u odsAcHumMb B3auMocbasb c60600b
pasyma u e2o nydauurocmu, o komopotil 206opum Kanm,
u npoBecmu demapxayuonmyio sunuto mexdy Cokpamom
U Opyeumu nYoAUUHBIMU UHIMEANeKIMYALAMU — COhu-
cmamu. Ecau copucmol cmpemuaucy K Auunoil Gvieode u
nonyasprocmu, mo 015 Coxpama sausmue gpusocogpuei
Ovi10 hopmoti camonoxepmbBobanus Ha 0.41a20 odbujecmba;
amo npubeso cogpucmob x peasmubusmy, a Cokpama —
OMKPBLUIMUIO PAULOHAALHO20 MbliiieHUs. BoiBoo cocmoum
6 mom, umo OMKpbIMOCHy, NOHUMAEMAS Kak Oochyn-
HOCMb 3HAHUA U BO3MOXKHOCTIL €20 pasbumus, abisemcs
KA104eBbIM KOMNOHEHINOM PAUUOHAAHOCHIU.

KatoueBvie caroBa: Kanm, nybauuroe npumenerue
pasyma, payuonasvrocms, Coxpam, aHmuunas ¢puioco-
us, cogpucmol, nappectis, OMKpPbIIOCHID
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

OPEN USE OF REASON:
SOCRATES AND KANT

A.A. Elbakyan®

Kant is compared with Socrates because the two
philosophers have much in common. Both thinkers were
central figures in their time. Kant revolutionised the
philosophy of the modern period dealing with questions
of ethics and epistemology; Socrates brought about a
similar revolution in ancient Greek philosophy. The
image of Socrates continues to inspire modern scholars,
the main features of this image being rationality and
publicity. Socrates is seen as an arch-rationalist and the
founder of science and philosophy as a whole. Besides,
he practised philosophy publicly, being an antipode of
another ancient Greek philosopher, Pythagoras, whose
doctrines were secret. Coming together in the image of
Socrates, publicity and rationality mutually condition
each other. This again is a feature shared with Kant
who put forward the concept of the public and private
use of reason. Today, the term “publicity” should be re-
placed by the more accurate term “openness.” Like pub-
licity, openness implies accessibility of knowledge to
the largest possible number of people. However, open-
ness is a broader concept: it makes it possible both to ex-
plain the interconnection between the freedom of reason
and its publicity advocated by Kant and to draw a de-
marcation line between Socrates and the Sophists who
were also public intellectuals. Whereas the Sophists
sought personal gain and popularity, Socrates viewed
the practice of philosophy as a form of self-sacrifice for
the good of society; this led the Sophists to relativism
and Socrates to the discovery of rational thinking. The
conclusion is that openness, interpreted as accessibili-
ty of knowledge and the possibility of its development,
constitutes the key component of rationality.

Keywords: Kant, public use of reason, rationality,
Socrates, ancient philosophy, Sophists, parrhesia, open-
ness
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BBemenmne

KaxTt, 6e3 coMHeH1sI, SIBJISI€TCSI MBIC/ITESIEM, KO-
TOPBIVI COBEPIINII IIepeBOpOT B dpustocodpmm. Bra-
avimup CortoBbeB myicasl, uTo pyIocoPCKmnin Kpu-
TuimsM KaHTa cras IIOBOPOTHOW TOYKOVI B VICTO-
VIV 4eJI0Be9YeCKOVI MBICIIV, a BCe pa3BuTHe (PrIoco-
v Hazto ey Th Ha 11Ba epuona: fo Kanra 1 ro-
cite (CoroweB, 1988, c. 441). Bo MHOroM HeMerKmit
dmocod noxox Ha Cokpara (Kreeft, 2009; Velkley,
1985) He TOJIBKO COmepKaTeNIbHO, HO ¥ 10 CTeIleHM
coero BimgHM. IlogobHo Kanry, Cokpar memut
VICTOPUIO aHTMYHOM (prtocodnnt Ha [iBa Tieprofa.
Ecrit pasHMe rpeveckyie MBICIINTEIV 3aHVMAJIVICh
HoVICKOM (pyH/JaMeHTaJIbHbIX OCHOBaHWUW OBITMS,
To COKpaT COBEpIII «aHTPOIOJIOTTIeCKMTI TT0BO-
POT»: C 3TOr0 BpeMeHW IJIaBHBIM IIpeMeToM pu-
siocodpmm cTasmv 4yesioBeK u obriecTBo. CBueTe b-
CTBO 3TOMY MOXXHO HanTu y Lyniepona:

...0T gpeBHenter prtocodpnm 1o camoro Co-
KparTa... IJIaBHBIM IIpeaMeToM drurocodmm OpuIn
uyciIa U IBVDKEHNS: OTKyJla Bce OepeTcs, K yemy
IIPUIXOIINT, KAKOBa BeJI4VHA CBETVII, PaCCTOSHYS
Me>XITy HUMW, Iy TV UX VI Ipourie HeOecHble sBITe-
Hus. CokpaT nepsbiit ceerl dprtocoduio ¢ HeOa,
IIoceJTWT B TOPOAaX, BBEJI B [JOMa V1 3aCTaBIUI pac-
Cy>KIaTh O KM3HV ¥ HpaBax, o0 1o0pe 1 371e.

PasHOOOpa3Hble ero crocoOwl cropa, Oorat-
CTBO IIPEZIMETOB V1 BeJIVdVie JapOBaHVIs, YBEKOBe-
YeHHbIe TaMATBIO U MvcaHmsMy [ D1aToHa, mopo-
IOV MHOXKECTBO Pa3sHOTOJIOCHIX (prytocodckmx
mxoi (Uymepown, 2017, c. 278).

Ha mpoTsbkeHU MHOIMX BeKoB 0Opa3 Cokpara
BIIOXHOBJISIET CaMBIX PasHbIX MbIcmTesiert. K Hemy
obOparrarorcsi MHOTVe PVII0COPCKMEe IITKOIBL: OH
CTaHOBUTCS KaK oOpaslioM Myzapelia ¥ HIpVYIMepOM
11 oA paykaHMsl, TaK M 0OBEKTOM KPUTHUKM, B 3a-
BVICMIMOCTY OT MHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHbIX YCTAaHOBOK TOVI
v rHovt mikosel (Kapasaesa, 2018, c. 5). XpucTn-
aHckre dustocodr! yeuaernv B CokpaTe MydeHM-
Ka, KOTOPBIT ObUT OCy>X7IeH OOIIeCTBOM ¥ Ka3HeH
3a cBou McTMHHBIe yoexmenus (IlaHTtesees, 2013,
c. 669). KimmeHT Anekcanmpuvickmit HasbiBasr Co-
KpaTa lIeHTpaIbHOV (PUTypoVi IpedecKkort (prsioco-
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Introduction

Kant is indisputably a thinker who initiated a
revolution in philosophy. Vladimir S. Solovyov
(1988, p. 441) wrote that Kant’s philosophical
critique was a turning point in the history of
human thought, such that the whole develop-
ment of philosophy should be divided into two
periods: before and after Kant. The German
philosopher is in many ways similar to Socrates
(Kreeft, 2009; Velkley, 1985), not only in sub-
stance but also in the extent of his influence.
Like Kant, Socrates divides the history of an-
cient philosophy into two periods. While earli-
er Greek thinkers searched for the foundations
of being, Socrates brought about “an anthropo-
logical turn”: from then on the main subject of
philosophy has been man and society. This is
witnessed by Cicero (1990, p. 85):

[...] from ancient philosophy down to
Socrates, [...] the subjects treated were numbers
and motions, and from what sources all things
originated and to what they returned. The sizes
of the stars, the distances between them, and
their paths were enthusiastically investigated,
and all celestial phenomena. But Socrates was
the first to summon Philosophy down from
heaven, settle her in cities and even bring her
into homes, and make her inquire about life
and morals and things good and evil.

11. His varied techniques of discussion
and range of topics and intellectual stature,
immortalised in Plato’s written record,
produced several types of philosophers holding
different views.

The image of Socrates has inspired many
diverse thinkers for centuries. Many phil-
osophical schools turn to him: he is both a
model wise man and an example to be emu-
lated and a target of criticism, depending on
the intellectual attitude of this or that school
(Karavaeva, 2018, p. 5). Christian philoso-
phers saw Socrates as a martyr who was con-



dun, a Dpasm PorTepmamcKuii roBOpuI 0 HeM Kak
0 «BOIVIOIIeHMN HacTosero dpviocoda» (Kapasa-
eBa, 2020, c. 50). Takum >ke OH OCTaeTcsl U B IJIa3ax
COBpeMeHHBIX MccIlefloBaTesIert.

ITockoneky Cokpart siBjisieTcs LIeHTpasIbHOV (pu-
rypont ¢pmiocodckovi aHTUYHOCTY, VcCIlefloBaHe
ero obpasa ITpesicTaBjIsieT 0coObIt MHTepec. Takoe
VCCTIefIOBaHVIe MOKeT IIPOJIUTH CBET Ha HEKOTOpbIe
Ba)KHBIE ITPOOJIEMBI COBpeMeHHOM dpvtocopmm —
B YaCTHOCTY, Ha ITpo0sieMy palloHaIbHOCTH. -
TI0Te3a JaHHOV CTaTh/l COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OTKPBI-
TOCTD SIBJISIETCS KJIFOUEBOVI ITPEIIIOCHIIKOV pariu-
OHAJIBHOTO MBIIUIEHNs. DTO OyleT IOKa3aHO Ha
IIprIMepe TOro, KaK OTKPBITOCTh U PallVIOHaJIBHOCTh
coenmHsitoTcs: B oOpase Cokparta. Ilo3mHee sTa mnes
HalllIa CBOe OTpakeHVie B KOHLIeIIINY ITyOIaHo-
ro InpuMeHeHMs pasyMa y KanTa; B cBsi3u ¢ oTUM
B CTaThe paccMaTpPMBaIOTCS B3aVIMOCBS3b U OTIIV-
up1st OIIM3KMIX TIO CMBICITY TIOHATU «OTKPBITOCTE» U
«ITyOIIMYHOCTB» Y IPUBOAUTCS 0OOCHOBaHVe TOTO,
uTO B IIpomsBereHnsix KaHTa peub maeT MMeHHO
00 omKpbimom VICTIONb30BaHUM pa3yMa, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky TEpPMUH «OTKPBITHIV» SBJISIeTCS Hambosiee KOp-
PEKTHBIM 10 CMBICITY BapVaHTOM IIepeBofia HeMell-
Koro cjiosa dffentlich B KOHTeKCTe ITpOM3BeIeHU
Kamnra. IlociieqHmm paszien cTaTbyl HOCBAIIeH aHa-
JIN3Y OTKPBITOCTY B KyJIBTyPe I'PeUecKOro IojIvica:
VIMEHHO OTKPBITOCTb oT/In4aeT CokpaTa OT Apyrix
1Ty OJIMYHBIX MHTEIIEKTYasIoB — COUCTOB.

Panmonansabmt Cokpar

CospemeHHble PrI0cOdBI HAXOHAT B aHTUY-
HOM MYy/Ipelie mjleasl paliOHaJIbHOIO MBIIIIEHV.
Hanpumep, y Kpucrtai Dy MOXKHO ITpoYecTb cile-
IyTolee:

CokpaT BBICTyIIaeT HOMVHaJIBHBIM ITIaBOVI B
VICTOPMY 3aTlaJHOV (PrI0comM 11 3a9acTyo BOC-
NpVHMMAaeTcsl KaK IJIaBHBIV ITOOOPHMK pasyMa
¥ palMoHaIbHOCTH. B wmcTopum coBpeMeHHOM
KIaccrgeckon n dwtocodekort Mpic Cokpat
BOCITPMHMMAeTCd KaK oOpasel] parioHaJIbHOCTI
¥ pa3yMa, OCHOBaTeJIb TPaJUIINI palVIOHAJILHOTO
IIoVCKa 1 3aragHov dpriocodnm B 1iejioM. <...>
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demned by society and executed for his true
convictions (Panteleev, 2013, p. 669). Clement
of Alexandria called Socrates the central figure
of Greek philosophy and Erasmus said that he
was “an embodiment of a true philosopher”
(Karavaeva, 2020, p. 50). This is how he is seen
by present-day researchers.

Because Socrates is the central figure of an-
cient philosophy the study of his image is of
particular interest. Such a study may shed light
on some important problems of modern philos-
ophy, notably the problem of rationality. My
hypothesis is that openness is the key prerequi-
site of rational thinking. I propose to illustrate
this by showing how openness and rationali-
ty are combined in the image of Socrates. The
same idea was later reflected in Kant’s concept
of the public use of reason; in this connection I
examine the interconnection and difference be-
tween the similar concepts of “openness” and
“publicity” and argue that Kant had in mind
precisely the open use of reason because the
term “open” is the most appropriate translation
of the German word dffentlich in the context of
Kant’s works. The final part of the article is de-
voted to the analysis of openness in the culture
of the Greek polis: it was openness that distin-
guished Socrates from the other public intellec-
tuals, the Sophists.

Rational Socrates

Modern philosophers consider the ancient
sage to be the ideal of rational thinking. Crystal
Addey (2014, p. 51) writes:

Socrates stands as a figurehead in the history
of Western philosophy and is often perceived
as the champion of reason and rationality.
Within the history of modern classical and
philosophical scholarship, Socrates has been
perceived as the paragon of rationality and
reason, the founder of both rational enquiry
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XoTb HeTaBHO [3TO MHeHVIe] VI CTOJIIKHYJIOCH C He-
KOTOPBIMV TPYIHOCTSIMM, IipericTasiieHe o Co-
KpaTe KakK 00 apXmparyoHaIVcTe CeTOIHs OCTa-
eTcsl IOMVHUpYIoIiert Toukon 3peHust (Addey,
2014, p. 51).

ITpy 5TOM «pallMOHAIIBHOCTB» MOXXHO CUMTATh
OTHOCUTEJIBHO HOBBIM TEPMIMHOM (PVIIOCOGCKOTrO
AVICKypca, KOTOPBIN CTaJl IIMPOKO HPUMEHSATbCS
TOJIBKO HaumHasg ¢ XX B. — TOraa >kKe BOSHMKIIU
VI MHOT'OUVICJIEHHBIe KOHIIEMIIV Y, KOTOpbIe II0-pas-
HOMY VIHTepIIpeTrpoBasIv JaHHOe ITOHATHe, 3-3a
4ero OHO CTaJIo OHVM U3 Hambosiee AMCKYCCUOH-
HbIX. HecMOTps Ha 3T0, IpaKTUYecK Bcera B Ka-
yecTBe 3TaJIOHA pallYOHaJIBHOIO IO3HaHMS pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcsl COBpeMeHHasl HayKa, a caMO ITOHSI-
TUe «PallVIOHAJIBHOCT» BBICTyIIaeT CUHOHVIMOM
«pasyMHOCTV». CerofgHsi palyiOHaJIbBHOCTh OCTa-
eTCsI OJTHOM 13 Hamboslee «aKTyaJIbHBIX, MHTepec-
HBIX M MepCHeKTMBHBIX TeM (PuI0codCcKoro wmc-
areposanus» (Llysiera, 2019, c. 226).

Eciu roBopuTh 0 TOM, KaK MCTOPMYECKM CKJIa-
apIBasics 0Opa3 paroHaibHoro Cokpara, TO eCcTb
CokpaTa KaK pallViOHaQJIbHO MBICJISIIETO VHIV-
BIJIa, TO €ro IITPUXV MOXHO yBUIIETb yXe B pa-
O6otax Dpasma Porrepmamckoro. DpasM yKasbl-
BaJI Ha To, 4To, 1o CoKpary, eIMHCTBeHHBIN Iy Th
K CYaCTBIO — 3TO YCTPOWUTH CBOIO XXM3HB B COOT-
BETCTBUM C Pa3yMOM, a He IIO BeJIeHWUIO CTpacTel
(Opasm, 1987, c. 115; cMm. Takxke: Kapasaesa, 2020,
c. 49). Tem He MeHee 1 Dpasma CokpaT — Hpe-
XX7e Bcero oOpasell XpUCTMAHCKON J0OpoeTes.
CoBpeMeHHBIVI TIOAXOL, K MHTepIIpeTalny oOpa-
3a Cokpara, r7e IJIaBHBIV aKIIeHT JiejlaeTcs VIMeH-
HO Ha pasyMe M palliOHaJIbHOCTW, ITOSIBWIICS, 110
Bcent BuayMocty, Torrbko B XVIII B, BMecTe ¢ du-
sococpuent yrunmmrapusma. Orstocodsl BUKTOPU-
aHCKOVI 3110X1, ITpofospKas Tpaauumio Bospoxe-
Hus, Bugenu B CokpaTe He TOJIBKO MCTMHHOIO
durocodpa 1 mpaBegHMKa, HO MyYeHMKa, IT0T00-
Horo Xpucty (cm.: Kraut, 2022). OgHako cyTh ero
KOH(IMKTa ¢ OOIIecTBOM 3aKJIIodasiach Tellepb B
ToM, uTo COKparT cTajl OCHOBaTeJIeM COBpeMeHHO-
ro, HayYHOr'o B3IJIsiZla Ha MUP.
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and the Western philosophical tradition. [...]
Despite recent challenges, the view of Socrates
as an arch-rationalist remains the predominant
perspective today.

“Rationality” is a relatively recent term of
philosophical discourse and did not gain cur-
rency until the beginning of the twentieth
century, which saw such a proliferation of in-
terpretations of this concept that it became one
of the most debated ones. Even so, the stan-
dard of rational thinking is almost invariably
considered to be modern science and the con-
cept of “rationality” is a synonym of “reason-
ableness”. Today rationality remains one of
the most “relevant, interesting and promis-
ing themes of philosophical research” (Shulga,
2019, p. 226).

If we look at how the image of the ratio-
nal Socrates, i.e. Socrates as a rationally think-
ing individual, took shape historically, some
touches can be seen already in the works of
Erasmus of Rotterdam. Erasmus (1905, pp. 89-
90) pointed out that, according to Socrates,
the only road to happiness is to arrange one’s
life in accordance with reason and not the bid-
ding of passions (cf. Karavaeva, 2020, p. 49).
Nevertheless, Erasmus considered Socrates to
be a paragon of Christian virtue. The modern
perception of Socrates, which stresses reason
and rationality, probably appeared only in the
eighteenth century together with the philoso-
phy of utilitarianism. Philosophers of the Victo-
rian era, continuing the Renaissance tradition,
saw Socrates not only as a true philosopher
and a righteous person, but also as a Christ-
like martyr (see Kraut, 2022). But the essence of
his conflict with society now lay in the fact that
Socrates became the founder of the modern sci-
entific view of the world.

Friedrich Nietzsche, too, considered Socrates
to be the founder of rationality. He wrote that
the rational, “Apollonic” element in human be-



Ocnosarestem panyoHasibHocTy cunTa Cokpa-
Ta 1 Ppunpux Hurie, nycasmmii, 4ro pamyo-
HaJIbHOMY, VIV «aIloJUIOHYeCKOMY», Hadasly B ue-
JIOBeKe ITPOTMBOCTOUT MHCTVHKTUBHOE U CTUXWUVI-
HOe «IVoHMCcHVICKoe». CoKpaT OBUI IIepBOIIPOXOZI-
11eM, KOTOPBIVI IIpMHeC palyiOHaI3M B €Bpoller-
CKYIO KYJIBTYpY, 4TO M CTajlo, coriacHo Huiite,
npuuayHON ee yrnagka (Humme, 2012, c. 191-192,
195—196; cm. Taxxe: Moukms, 2005, c. 3,35—41, 194).

Bocmpuarne CokpaTta B KadecTBe OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKHVIKA pallyiOHaJIbHOTO MeTOo/la XapaKTepHO He
TOJIBKO 151 3apyOeXHBIX, HO U ISl OTeYeCcTBeH-
HBIX MblcauTesient 1 gutocodos. Tak, coryacHo
koHLenuy Cepres ABepuHIleBa, palliOHaJIM3M
poXIaicsa ABaXapl, 00a pasa IIpOoM3BOLIs PEBOJIIO-
uwuto. IlepBasi peBosrons cjryumsiack BO BpeMeHa
Cokpara, a BTopas cBs3aHa c nmeHeM DpsHcruca
bakoHa (ABepuHiies, 1989, c. 336).

Pycckime HeOKaHTMAHIIBI, KPYITHEVIIINM IIpef-
CTaBUTeJIeM KOTOPBIX sBJIsieTcsa AJjiekcaHIp Bse-
JleHCKUM, Takke Buaenv B CokpaTe MBICIIMTeEIS,
OTKpBIBIIIETO pa3yM ¥ Hay4dHoe 3HaHMe (cM.: Mo-
yasioBa, 2020, c. 143). Camo yuenue Cokpara mHo-
JIy9nsI0 Has3BaHMe «3TUYECKUV pallVIOHATIVI3M».
Corytacio Cokpary, 4esioBeK ¢ ITOMOIIBIO CBOEro
pasyMa IIO3HaeT BepHble 3TUYecKye IPVHIINIIBI
VI HOPMBI, TO €CTh OHU He SIBJISIOTCS pe3yJIbTaToM
IIPOV3BOJIBHOTO BEIOOpA.

HekoTopyro 1pobiemy [1isi peKOHCTPYKIIVV
VICKJTIOUMTEJIBHO PaliiOHaJIbHO MBICIIAIIEro u-
jocoda cosmaer manMmoH Cokpara. Hampumep,
crarpio Tomaca bpukxayca m Hwukomaca Cmwura
OTKpBIBaeT CJIeJIyIomIMI Taccax: «/Ijs mccemno-
Baresiet aiMoH Cokpara Bcerfa ObUI MCTOUHM-
KOM HeMaJIoro cTeiia. ITpobiema, KoHe4HO, B TOM,
uto COKpary HperionaraeTcs CJIyXKUTh 00pasioM
pallMIOHAJIBHOCTM — IIPUMEePOM “OCMBICIIEHHOM
JKM3HW, KOTOPBIVI OITpeieJIeHHO He T03BOJIVIT ObI
MppalIOHaIbHOVI Yellyxe Ol pele/IsTh ero MbICIIV
u pevicteus» (Brickhouse, Smith, 2005, p. 43).

VItak, miepBoit M caMoV1 SIpKOV 4epTom oOpasa
Coxkpara gBJIsieTcs ero paroHaIbHOCTh. Crlemyro-
I1IeVl, IIPaKTUYecKy HaCTOJIBKO JKe SPKOV, HeOTh-
eMJIEMOVI COCTaBJISIONIeN obpas3a aHTMYHOro du-
nocodpa Oblia myoymryHocTh. OHa OyneT paccMo-
TpeHa Jjajiee.
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ings was opposed to the instinctive and spon-
taneous “Dionysian” element. Socrates was a
trail-blazer who brought rationalism to Euro-
pean culture that would trigger, as Nietzsche
(1999, pp. 62-67) states, its decline (cf. Mochkin,
2005, pp. 3, 35-41, 194).

The perception of Socrates as the founder
of the rational method is characteristic of Rus-
sian thinkers and philosophers as well. For ex-
ample, according to Sergey S. Averintsev (1989,
p- 336), rationalism was born twice, each time
bringing about a revolution. The first revolu-
tion occurred in the time of Socrates and the
second is associated with the name of Francis
Bacon.

Russian Neo-Kantians, the most important
of whom was Alexander I. Vvedensky, also saw
Socrates as the thinker who discovered reason
and scientific knowledge (see Mochalova, 2020,
p. 143). The teaching of Socrates, dubbed “eth-
ical rationalism”, maintained that the human
being uses reason to cognise the right ethical
principles and norms, i.e. they are not chosen
at random.

Socrates’ daimonion created something of a
problem for the reconstruction of the image of a
perfectly rational philosopher. For example, the
article by Thomas C. Brickhouse and Nicholas
D. Smith (2005, p. 43) opens with the following
words: “Socrates” daimonion has been a source
of considerable embarrassment to scholars. The
problem, of course, is that Socrates is supposed
to be a paragon of rationality — an exemplar
of ‘the examined life’, who, we must surely not
suppose, would allow irrational nonsense (such
as paranormal phenomena) to influence his
thoughts or actions.”

So, the first and most salient feature of the
image of Socrates was his rationality. The sec-
ond, equally salient, feature and an inalienable
element of the ancient philosopher’s image was
publicity. It will be considered below.
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Cokpart: myO/JIMYHBIN MHTE/1JIEKTyall

B coBpemenHom dwiocodckort mTepary-
pe cioxwmicd obpas Cokpara Kak HIyOIMYHOTO
VMHTeJUTeKTyala. Hampumep, cormacHo [aBumy
Hoxkcy, Cokpar ObUT mepBbIM IIpodpeccopoM, IMo-
CKOJIBKY OH Bcerjia paboTasi Ha ImyOimke — a cJio-
BO «IIpodpeccop» Ha JIATMHCKOM SI3bIKe OyKBaIb-
HO O3HauaeT «IyOmuHbI yunTtenk» (Knox, 1998,
p. 119). Kpuctvan Barvinbepr cpaBHmBaeT Cokpa-
Ta ¢ EBpurmiom: oba oHM OBIIV TIPMIMEPHO OIIHO-
ro Bo3pacTa, 00a XXVJIM B OJJHOM ropojie BO BpeMe-
Ha ero paciiseta — 1 0ba ObUIV M3BECTHBIMU «ITy-
OrmanbIMI MHTesUIeKTyatamm» (Wildberg, 2006,
p. 24). B I Tupe» CokpaT n3obpaskeH KaK yumTeIlb,
pabota xoToporo Oblyla yepecuyp ITyOiImaHON —
CJIVIIIIKOM ITy OJIMYHOVE [IJIS ero coOCTBeHHOV e30-
racHocTH (Lamberton, 1995, p. 139).

Cokpar B 3TOM CMBICTIE SBJISIETCS JIUTEpaTyp-
HbIM aHTUIIONOM [Tndaropa. Ecyin o Cokpare pas-
JIMYHBIe aBTOPBI TOBOPAT B IEPBYIO Ouepelb Kak
0 gesioBeke I1y0myHOM, TO ITndparop, HarrpoTms,
IIpefiCTaB/leH B IIO3IHEAHTWYHBIX VCTOYHMKAX
KaK cosjaresib TaHoro ydenus. CorjlacHO omnm-
canmio SIMBimxa Xajkujackoro, yuenue Indaro-
pa cocTosyio M3 OByx uacteit. OmHa 9acTbh, KOTO-
past ObUIa TIOCBSIIIEHa TOMY, KaK IIpaBVJIBHO Opra-
HM30BaTh CeMeVIHYIO 1 MOJIMTUYeCKYIO XIM3Hb, OT-
KPBITO IIPOIIOBeIOBasIach [1JIsi Beex jirofent. [pyras
vacTh yueHwus ITudaropa, koropas Kacaaack 60-
Jlee TTyOOKVX BOIIPOCOB peturum u dpuiocodum,
Obula HemyOIMYHOV: OHa ObUIa IIpeHa3HaueHa
TOJIBKO OT/IEJIbHBIM y4YeHVKaM, KOTOpBIe ITPOXO-
OVITVI CTPOTUV VI IJINTEIEHBIN 0T6op Y OOJIKHBI
ObUTM xpaHnTh MotdyaHMe (SAmBimx, 2002, c. 56—
57). VIMeHHO Ha 3TOM TalfTHOM 3HaHWM JeJIaIv OC-
HOBHOVI aKIIeHT II03JHeaHTVUYHbIE aBTOPBI B CBOVIX
usjIoxeHMsix yaeHns I ludaropa.

VHtepecHo, uto B nasiore «Iearer» Cokpar ro-
Boput 1 o IlpoTarope kak o dpusocode, yueHme
KOTOPOrO OBITO TaltHBIM, — XOTSI 37IeCh 3TO CKOpee
nponus: «Torma, xkianyce Xapuramy, IIporarop
ObUI IIpeMydp ¥ 3TM 3arajlouHble CJIoBa OpoCuI
HaM, BCSIKOMY COpPOZTy, yUeHMKaM JKe CBOVIM BTallHe
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Socrates: The Public Intellectual

In modern philosophical literature Socrates
has the reputation of being a public intellec-
tual. For example, according to David Knox
(1998, p. 119), Socrates was the first profes-
sor because he always worked in public, and
the word “professor” literally means “public
teacher”. Christian Wildberg (2006, p. 24) com-
pares Socrates to Euripides: both were about
the same age, both lived in one city at the time
of its flourishing and both were famous “public
intellectuals.” In the Symposium Socrates is por-
trayed as a teacher whose work was too public,
i.e. too public for his own safety (Lamberton,
1995, p. 139).

In that sense Socrates is a literary antipode
of Pythagoras. While Socrates is described by
various authors as above all a public person,
Pythagoras, by contrast, is presented in late an-
cient sources as the creator of a secret teaching.
According to Iamblichus of Chalcis, Pythago-
ras’ teaching consisted of two parts. One part
was about how to organise family and polit-
ical life properly and was openly preached
for all people. The other part treated of more
profound religious and philosophical ques-
tions and was not public. It was intended
only for some pupils who underwent a rigor-
ous and prolonged selection and had to keep
silent (Iamblichus, 1989, pp. 31-32). The late an-
cient authors presenting Pythagoras’ teaching
stressed this secret knowledge.

Interestingly, in the dialogue Theaetetus
Socrates calls Protagoras, too, a philosopher
whose teaching was secret, but that was prob-
ably irony: “Was Protagoras a man with no
gaps in his wisdom, who issued that hint to
us nondescript masses, while he told the truth
to his disciples in secret?” (Plato, 2014, p. 18).



pacckasait uctuny» (ITnaron, 2007, c. 245). B omm-
ume ot [Iporaropa, Cokpar ObUT TOTOB BecTn pu-
s10codpcKme OVICKYCCHM ¢ JII0ObIM uestoBeKoM. Kak
ormeuaet [lebpa Hews, «Cokpar Best ancKyccmm
Ha arope ¥ B APYTVX IyOJIMYHBIX M YaCTHBIX Me-
CTax C caMbIMU Pa3HBIMM JIIOIBM: CTApPbIMU VI MO-
JIOOBIMY, MY)KYMHAMU ¥ XKeHIIMHaMy, padaMu 1
CBOOOTHBIMY — TO €CTh ITPaKTUYECKV C KeM yTOI-
HO, KOTO €My y/1aBajloch yOemTh IIPUCOeIIHUTh-
Csl K €r0 MeTOIy BOIIPOCOB-M-OTBETOB [1JIs1 00Cy k-
ZleHsI cepbe3HBIX Borpocos» (Nails, 1995, p. 296).

ToBopst 0 myOIMYHOM XapaKTepe aHTWYHON
durocodpum Bpemen Cokpara, Cepren Jlebemes
IIpesijiaraeT KOHIIEIIINIO «[IByX BEKTOPOB» — TO-
PM30HTaIbHOTO 1 BepTuKaibHoro (Lebedev, 2019).
Pannme rpedeckmue HaTypdmiocodsl MpescTas-
JIAIOT BepPTUKaJIbHBIV BekTop. OHM He Oecrioko-
VWIVICh O TOM, YTOOBI MMeThb YYEeHVKOB U Ilepefia-
BaTh CBO€ 3HaHUe; IO3TOMY OHM YaCTO OCTaBaJINCh
HETIOHATBIMY, ITOABEPrajIviCh HaCMeIIIKaM CO CTO-
POHBI TOJIIIBI VI OTBeYasIM Ha 3TO IIpe3peHueM K
OospimHCTBY. OHAKO CUTYaLIVIs MEHSeTCs C BO3-
HUKHOBeHVeM COUCTUKN — yHIaMeHTalb-
Ho mHoro Buga dputocodpun. CoducTsl caenanm
dwI0coprI0O OCHOBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM [IOCTU-
JKeHMsI COLMaJIBbHOTO ycIiexa — BJIacTH, M3BeCTHO-
cTu, GoraTcTBa, TO €CTh BCEIO TOTO, YTO He VIMe-
JI0 HMKAKOro 3HaueHus [JIsi MBIC/IUTesIelt Oosee
paHHero Bpemenn. Kax cjienictsue, my0oImyHOCTb
y cOVCTOB CTajla HeOOXOAMMBIM 3JIeMeHTOM pu-
nocodwum, a cama puaocodpmsi — JOCTYITHON I
mpokmx Macc. Vicrosb3yst Tepmmnosoruio JleGe-
ZleBa, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTb (PUJIO-
copryt CTaHOBUTCS TOPM30HTAJIBHOVA

Ha sToM Xe 5Tare BO3HMKaeT AMasiormdecKasi
dopma dprtocodcTBOBaHMS B3aMeH MOHOJIOTO-T10-
TUYecKon ¢opMbl, KOoTopas Oblyla XxapakKTepHa
111 paHHeV HaTypduiocodum, — Kak pesysibraT
TOro, YTO COPVCTHI 3apabaThIBaIN COLVAIBHBIV
KarmnTajl, 1obexgas IPOTUBHIUKOB B ITyOJIMYHBIX
criopax. HecmoTpst Ha To uro CoKpaT BO MHOTOM
IIPOTVBOIIOCTABIISIET cedsi codricTaM, OH BCe JKe SB-
JIeTcs HacJIelTHMKOM TpaayLnu cOPVCTOB B TOM,
YTO IPAKTUKYeT PryIocoduio Iy OIMaHoO.
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Unlike Protagoras, Socrates was ready to con-
duct philosophical discussions with anyone.
As Debra Nails (1995, p. 296) notes, “Socrates
conversed on the agora and in other public and
private places with a variety of different peo-
ple (young and old, male and female, slave
and free) — that is, with virtually anyone he
could persuade to join with him in his ques-
tion-and-answer method of conversing about
serious matters.”

Speaking about the public character of
ancient philosophy at the time of Socrates,
Sergey P. Lebedev (2019) proposes the concept
of “two vectors”, the horizontal and the ver-
tical. Early Greek natural philosophers repre-
sent the vertical vector. They did not bother to
have disciples and share their knowledge; that
is why they often were not understood, jeered
at by the crowd to whom they responded with
scorn for the majority. The situation changes
with the emergence of Sophism, a fundamen-
tally new type of philosophy. Sophists made
philosophy the main instrument for achieving
success, i.e. power, fame, wealth and every-
thing else that had little meaning for earlier
thinkers. Accordingly, for the Sophists, pub-
licity became a necessary element of philoso-
phy and philosophy became accessible to the
masses. Using Lebedev’s terminology, it can
be said that the vector of philosophy becomes
horizontal.

This stage saw the emergence of the dia-
logic form of philosophical discourse which
replaced the monologue-poetic form character-
istic of early natural philosophy as a result of
the fact that Sophists desired to garner social
capital by defeating their opponents in pub-
lic debates. Although Socrates in many ways
claims to be an opponent of the Sophists, he
is an heir to the Sophists’ tradition in that he
practises philosophy publicly.
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B ouens moxoxeMm Kiroue paccyxpaer Map-
Ta HyccOayM, coriiacHO KOTOpOV ecThb [iBe KOHIIeTI-
v pvtocodpum. [lepsast 3axirrogaercst B ToM, 9TO
vsyuyeHre priocodpum JOCTYIIHO JIVIITb HEMHO-
T'VIM JIIO[ISIM, KOTOPbIe IIPeIpacIioiIoKeHBl K 3TOMY
IIPUPOLIOV, a TaKXXe B HEKOTOPOVI CTeIleHN J0CTaT-
KOM V1 COITMaJIBbHOV ITo3u1Ivent. 3agada drstocodpnn
37ech — OIMCaHVe HEKOTOPBIX BEUHBIX MCTUH. Ta-
Kasi prtocodrss He CTpeMUTCS K IIPaKTIUecKom
MYIIPOCTY, a CKOpee IIpe3VipaeT ee, HallpaBJIsis Je-
JIOBEKa K TEOPeTIYeCKOV co3epIiaTesIbHOV JKM3HA.
Bropas xonuens vicxogut ot Cokpara 11, HaIllpo-
TUB, NOAYepKMBaeT IIpaKTUYeCcKnl xapakTep u-
socodpum, 3a7ad4a KOTOPOVI — pallviOHAJIBHBIV TI0-
VICK JIy4IIleV XKVU3HU [IJIs1 YejloBeKa ¥ Bcero ooltle-
crBa. B aTOM cityuae dutocodpckoe obpasoBaHe
JOIDKHO PaCIIpOCTPAHATHCS MaKCMMAITBHO IIVIPO-
KO — OHO IIPUTOTHO IS BCeX pallMiOHAJIBHBIX JIFO-
fier1, KOTOpble CIIOCOOHBI paccyXaaTh. A ydeHMK
y>ke He SIBJISIeTCsI IaCCVBHBIM TIOJTyvYaTesieM VICTUH
V3BHE, a aKTMBHO Y4YacTBYeT B IIporiecce OOy UeHsI.
Hyccbaym momuepkiBaeT, UTO IlepednciieHHbIe
JTEMEHTHl — IIPaKTHYecKas OpVeHTAIIVs, aKTVB-
HOCTb ¥ BCEOOIIIHOCTb — TeCHO B3aMMOCBSI3aHBI
apyr ¢ gpyroM (cM.: Nussbaum, 1988).

Huipnpu Képrma B paboTe, KoTOpasi MOCBIIIe-
Ha I1po0JIeMe IOCTyTIa K CeKpeTHO MH(opMarinm,
TaK)Ke HasbIBaeT ITyOJIMYHOCTD «COKpATVUeCKVIM»
a1temeHTOM. [Ipy 3TOM OHa VMMeeT 3HVCTEMOJIOr V-
yecKoe 3HaueHMe: apryMeHTHpoBaHe Ha ITyorvKe
CO3[IaeT «HEeOOXOMMMOCTD TIIATEJIBHO apTUKYIIV-
poBaTh CBOIO MO3UIINIO, 3allIMINATh ee OT HeoXMN-
HJaHHBIX KOHTPapryMeHTOB, IPVWHVMaTh BO BHU-
MaH¥Vie IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIE TOUKM 3peHVs], PacKpbl-
BaTh I10CJIeZIOBATeILHOCTD PacCy KIEeHWII 11 OTKPbI-
TO JEKJIapVpOBaTh IIPVHIINIIE], K KOTOPBIM arles-
mpyeT paccykpatormi» (Curtin, 2014, p. 688).

TakmMm oOpaszom, B mcTOpMKO-drtocodpckon
Tpaguuyy CoKpaT BBICTyIIaeT KaK palyioHaIb-
HBIVI ¥ KaK ITyOJIVYHBIVI MBICIIUTEIb: 3TY [IBE 0CO-
OGeHHOCTM SIBJIAIOTC HamOoslee IpKMMI dyepTaMu
ero obpasa. Tak mogTBepXXjaeTcs rUIoTes3a O TOM,
YTO PaIlMOHAJIBHOCTE U ITyOJIMYHOCTD B3aIMOCBS-
3aHBl, a MIyOJIMYHOCTD BBICTYTIAET IIPETIOCHIIKON
VJIVL YCIIOBYIEM [1JIs1 TIOSIBJIEHMS M pa3BUTHS paliy-
OHAJIBHOTO IIVCKYpca.
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Reasoning in the same vein, Martha Nuss-
baum speaks about two conceptions of phi-
losophy. The first holds that the study of
philosophy is within the intellectual reach of
only very few people, who have a natural bent
for it and also, to some extent, have wealth and
social status. The task of philosophy here is to
describe some eternal truths. Such philosophy
does not seek practical wisdom and rather de-
spises it, directing the human being towards
the theoretical, contemplative life. The other
conception goes back to Socrates and, by con-
trast, stresses the practical character of philos-
ophy whose task is rational search for a better
life for human beings and the whole of socie-
ty. In that case, philosophical education should
be as widespread as possible, being suitable for
all rational people who are capable of reason-
ing. A disciple is no longer a passive recipient
of truths from outside but is actively involved
in the process of teaching. Nussbaum (1988)
stresses that all these elements — practical ori-
entation, activity and universality — are inter-
connected.

Deirdre Curtin, in a work devoted to the
problem of access to secret information, also
refers to publicity as a “Socratic” element. She
is concerned with the epistemological aspect:
arguing in public implies “the necessity to ar-
ticulate one’s position carefully, to defend it
against unexpected counter arguments, to take
opposing points of view into consideration, to
reveal the steps of reasoning one has used, and
to state openly the principles to which one ap-
peals” (Curtin, 2014, p. 688).

Thus, in the historical-philosophical tradi-
tion Socrates is a rational and a public thinker:
these two features are the most salient features
of his image, supporting the hypothesis that
rationality and publicity are interconnected,
with publicity being the prerequisite or condi-
tion of the emergence and development of ra-



Ho camoe r1aBHOe: CokpaT IIpeJicTaBiIseT Co-
Oort Hambostee xapaKTepHBIVI IIpUIMeEp ITyOrmd-
HOTO IIpMMeHeHMsl pa3yMa, O KOTOPOM TOBOPWJI
KanT. K sron xonnenmn Kanra MbI oOpaTmmMcs
B CJIeflyIoleM pasyierie.

Kant: Hayka
u 1y 019 HOe IIpMMeHeHe pasyMa

OrtBeyast Ha Bopoc 0 TOM, uTo Takoe IIpocse-
mieHve, KaHT ITpoBOIUT IpaHMITy MeX1y ITy0smd-
HBIM ¥ YaCTHBIM WCIOJIb30BaHMeM pasyma. Pu-
nocod maeT crrenyloniee orpeneneHue: «[lom my-
OIIMIHBIM XXe ITpVIMeHeHVieM COOCTBEHHOTO pasyMa
s TIOHMMaIO TaKoe, KOTOpOe OCYIIeCTBIISeTCsl KeM-
TO KAK YHeHblM TIepef] BCevl yumaroujeil ImyOKOL.
<...> ...KaK y4eHbIVI, OH MMeeT IIOJIHYIO CBOOOY, 1
3TO JIa’Ke ero oI — COoolIIaTh MyOsIKe Bce CBOV
TIIATeJIbHO IIpofdyMaHHBle ¥ OlaroHaMepeHHbIe
MbIcT...» (AA 08, S. 37—38; Kant, 1994, c. 31-32).

Taxrm oOpasom, cornacHo Kanty, mmyOmraHoe
IIpVIMeHeHNe pa3yMa XapaKTepHO ISt HayKu 11, 0o-
Jlee TOroO, SIBJISIeTCs JOJITOM ydeHoro. Bukrop Ky-
IIPVSTHOB TI0j1araeT, uTo KaHT BhICTyIaeT «Hambo-
Jlee TIOCJIeZIOBaTeIbHBIM W SIPKVIM  BbIpasuTesieM
vmen nyormraHocT pasymar (Kympussos, 2020,
c. 51), onaaxo KaHT 371ech He BbI/IBUTaeT HOBOVI KOH-
LIETIIINY, & CKOpee OIVChIBaeT HeKoe oOIliee ITOH-
MaHVe HayKy, KOTopoe cJIoKWIoch K KoHIty XVIII B.

K stomy Bpemenn B Esporte yxe cdopmmposa-
JIOCh MHTeJUIeKTyalIbHOe COODIIecTBO, TaK Hasbl-
BaeMasi peclyOsIvKa yUeHBIX, COCTOSBINAs U3 y4de-
HBIX MY>KeV pasHOV HalVIOHAJIbHOVI VI PeJIvIVIO3-
HOVI IIPVIHAIJIEXKHOCTI; OHU BeJI MEeXIy cobomn
VMHTEHCUBHYIO IlepenucKy. VIMeHHO pecryOrvka
yUeHBIX CTajIa «IUTaIoLIeN IIyOImMKov» 1S mep-
BBIX HayYHBIX )Xy PHaJIOB, €CJIV UCIIOJIb30BaTh Tep-
muHosnornio Kanra. IToaToMy mogsienne mHCTH-
TyTa Hay4YHBIX >XypHaJIOB O3HaMeHOBaJIO cOOOV
paaVKaIbHOe M3MeHeHVe B ITIOHVMMaHWY Hay YHOM
panyoHaIbHOCTH. I71aBHas anmcTeMosiornyeckast
mzes, KOTOPYIO 3aK/IIovuaeT B cebe crcTeMa Hayd-
HBIX XYPHAJIOB, — 3TO «IIOHVMMaHVe pa3yMa Kak
VHCTAHIINY, YKOPEeHEeHHOV B ITyOJIMYHOM IIpO-
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tional discourse. Most importantly, Socrates is
the most typical example of the public use of
reason Kant speaks about. The next section is
therefore devoted to Kant.

Kant: Science
and the Public Use of Reason

Answering the question “What is enlighten-
ment?” Kant draws a boundary between public
and private use of reason. He gives the follow-
ing definition: “By the public use of one’s own
reason I understand that use which someone
makes of it as a scholar before the entire public
of the world of readers. [...] But as a scholar he
has complete freedom and is even called upon
to communicate to the public all his carefully
examined and well-intentioned thoughts [...]”
(AA 08, p. 37-38; Kant, 1996, p. 18-19).

Thus, according to Kant, the public use of
reason is a characteristic of science and indeed
is the scholar’s duty. Victor A. Kupriyanov
(2020, p. 51) believes that Kant is “the most
consistent and brilliant advocate of the idea of
the publicity of reason”, but he does not put
forward a new concept, but rather describes a
common perception of science that took shape
by the late eighteenth century.

By that time Europe already had an intel-
lectual community, “The Republic of Letters”,
consisting of learned men of various nation-
al and religious affiliations; they correspond-
ed among themselves intensively. The Republic
of Letters became “the world of readers” of
the first scholarly journals, to use Kant’s ter-
minology. Thus, the emergence of the insti-
tution of scholarly journals marked a radical
change in the perception of scientific rational-
ity. The main epistemological idea of the sys-
tem of scholarly journals is the “understanding
of reason as something embedded in the pub-
lic space” (ibid., p. 54) because “recognition of
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crpaHcTBe» (TaMm xe, c. 54), moTOMy YTO «IIpU3Ha-
HMe ITyOIMYHOCTY pasyMa M3Ha4aIbHO 3aJ10KeHO
B Mlee Ie4aTHOVI KHUTY U, IIpeX]ie BCero, Xy pHa-
na» (Tam xe, c. 51).

DnmcTeMosiorudeckast posib IMyOIMKM COCTOUT
B TOM, UTO OHAa BBICTYIIaeT MHCTPYMEHTOM Bepu-
duxkanym 3HaHMA. B jIeKIMgax 1o aHTpPOIOIOrim
Kant nomuepkmsaeT, uTo mmyOmKaliys padboT sBiis-
eTcsl ITIaBHBIM CIIOCOOOM HaMTV VICTUHY, «100 [J1s
yCTaHOBJIEHVS! VICTVIHBI HeT VIHOT'O ITyTH, KaK TOJIb-
KO eCJIVI OfIVIH 4eJIoBeK BBICKaXkeT Cy>KJIeHVe O Hell
V1 COOOIIIUT 3TO CBOe Cy>KIIeHVe IPyTVM JIFOMSIM. . .»
(AA 25, S. 881; tut. o: Xurcke, 2007, c. 101). Vimen-
HO TI09TOMY CTpeMJIeHVe K TOMY, YTOOBI JIeJTUThCs
CBOVIMW Pa3sMBIIUTEHMSAMM C IPYTVIMU, 3aJI0KEeHO
B 4eJIoBeKa IIPUPOION: «...TIOCKOJIbKY YeJIOBEK MOT
ObI CHITBHO 3a0JTy KIIaThCS B CBOEM YacTHOM CYJKIle-
HUM ¥ XUTb B BOOOpa’kaeMOM OJIa)KeHCTBe BeJIv-
KVIX TIO3HAHWU, ITPVPOJIa HOCTaBIIIa ITy OJIVKY TIOfI-
JIMHHBIM CYAbeVl HalllIX MBICJIEN. . .», — yTBepXKIia-
et Kanr (Tam xe). OTcroa cjieiyeT, 4To B IMCKYC-
CUM MOXeT IIPMHVMATh y4JacTie BCIKII YeJIOBeK:

T'oBopsT, OyITO HEXOPOIIIO, YTO CErOfIHS BCS-
KWVI YIMeeT IIpaBo JyMaTh VI IIVCaTh 10 TeOJIOTH-
4yecknM BolrpocaM. Ho coobienne ects mpupos-
HOe BjleueHMe; 100 Kak e OyZeT ycTaHOBJIeHa
VICTVIHA, eCJIVI MBI 3aMKHeM Hallle MHEHVe TOJIbKO
Ha Hac camux? VITak, 3To IpUpOIHOe BIIeYeHwe,
OUYeBUIIHO, VIMeeT IIeJIbIO OIperielieHVie desIoBe-
YeCKOT0 pojia IIOCPeICTBOM OOIIeOCTYITHOM VIC-
TUHBI; BeIb OJTHO CY>K[IeHVe VICIIPaBIsSeT Apyroe,
VI IIOTOMY HAKJIOHHOCTb IPOBEpPATH HAIW CY-
XKIIEHMS Pa3syMOM JIPYIMX €CTh TaKoe CPeJCTBO,
KOTOPOTO He MOXXET OTBEPrHYTb W CaMBIVI MY-
npsiv yernosek (Tam xe).

I'71aBHBIVI BBIBOJI, KOTOPBIVI OTCIOZIA CJIfIyeT, CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YTO IyOJIMYHOCTb €CTh «CYIITHOCT-
Has xapaKTepucTHKa pasyMHOCTW», IO KpaviHer
Mepe OTHOCUTEJIBHO TOTrO, KaK pa3yMHOCTb ITOHVI-
MaeTcsi B COBpeMeHHOV HayKe.

B ouenn Grm3koM Kimroue paccykzaeT u JleGe-
7ieB, KOHIIETIIINSI KOTOpOro Obljla paccMOTpeHa pa-
Hee. ComtacHo JleGerieBy, cyObeKkTOM NO3HaHWS
B COBpeMeHHOV Hayke 1 usiocodnm BbICTyHaeT

the public nature of reason is inherent in the
idea of the printed book, above all the journal”
(ibid., p. 51).

The epistemological role of the public is
to be an instrument of verification of knowl-
edge. In his lectures on anthropology Kant
stresses that the publication of works is the
key method of finding the truth, “for there is
no way to establish the truth other than if one
person makes a judgment on it and commu-
nicates this judgment to other people [...]"?
(V-Anth/Mensch, AA 25, p. 881). That is why
the desire to share one’s thoughts with others
is built into human beings by nature: “because
man might be greatly deluded in one’s private
judgment and live in an imagined bliss of vast
knowledge, nature has made the public the
true judge of our thoughts [...]”,* Kant main-
tains (ibid.) Hence any man can take part in a
discussion:

They say thatitis not good that anyone today
has the right to think and write on theological
questions. However, this is incorrect because no-
one can forbid me to think and communication
isanatural drive; otherwise how can the truth be
established if we keep our opinion to ourselves?
This natural drive is clearly aimed at forming
the human race through commonly perceived
truth; for one judgment improves another, and
the inclination to check our judgments against
the reason of others is a means even the wisest
of men cannot reject (ibid.).*

2 “[...] denn es geht micht anders an, dafl Wahrheit
ausgemacht werde, als dafs ein Mensch dariiber urtheilt, dieses
sein Urtheil andern Menschen mittheilt [...].”

5 “[...] denn da der Mensch in seinem Privaturtheile sich
sehr irren und in einer getriumten Gliickseeligkeit von vieler
Einsicht leben konnte, so hat die Natur zum wahren Richter
unserer Gedanken das Publicum gesetzt [...].”

* “Man sagt, es sey nicht gut, dafi heutzutage in theologi-
schen Sachen einem jeden freistehe zu denken und zu schrei-
ben was er will, aber dafs ist unrecht, denn das dencken kan
mir ja keiner verbieten, und das Bekanntmachen ist aber ein
Trieb der Natur; denn wie soll Wahrheit ausgemacht wer-
den, wenn wir die Meinung nur in uns selbst verschlieflen?
Dieser Trieb der Natur hat also offenbar zur Absicht, das
menschliche Geschlecht durch gemeinschaftliche Wahrheit zu
bestimmen; ein Urtheil verbessert doch das andere und daher
ist der Hang, unsere Urtheile an fremder Vernunft zu priifen,
ein Mittel, das der Weiseste nicht ausschlagen kann.”
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«He CTOJIBKO WIHAVIBMIYaIIbHBIVI VICCIIe0BATeIIh,
CKOJIBKO COOOITIECTBO COPEBHYIOIIVIXCS MEXITy CO-
0o mcciemoBaTesen U maxe VIHCTUTYTOB», MHBI-
MV CJIOBaMVI, IIPOLIeCC HHO3HAH SIBJISeTCs B CBOE
ocHose 11y0rmmuHbIM (Lebedev, 2019, p. 177).

OTKPBITOCTB " HYGJ'II/I‘IHOCTB

B opurunansHoM Tekcte KaHT, rosops o Immy-
OIMYHOM WCIIOIB30BAaHUNM pasyMa, IIpVIMeHseT
HeMeIIKoe cJIoBO Offentlich: «B xauecTBe e yueHo-
ro, KOTOPBIV Yepe3 CBOV IPOW3BeIeHVs] TOBOPUT
C HaCTOsIIeV My OJIVKOVI, a IMEHHO C MUPOM, CTa-
710 ObITh IpU nydauunom [offentlichen] npumene-
HUU CBOETO pa3yMa, CBAIIIeHHVK pacriojiaraeT Heo-
IpaHMYEHHOVI CBOOOIOVI TTOJIb30BaThCs CBOVIM pa-
3yMOM ¥ TOBOPUTH OT cBoero mmeHm» (AA 08, S.
38; Kanr, 199, c. 33).

Kak B coBpeMeHHOM PYCCKOM, TaK 1 B aHIJIUM-
ckoM nepesorax Kanra ciioBo dffentlich iepesene-
HO KaK «IIyOJIMYHBIN», YTO B 11€JIOM COOTBETCTBY-
eT ero CJIOBApHOMY 3HaueHWMIo. BmecTe ¢ Tem cio-
Bapy 1afOT U JIpyTHe, aJIbTepHaTUBHbIe BapVaHThI
repeBofia, Takye KakK «OTKPbITBIN», «O0IIeI0CTyII-
HBIV» (3aniieBa, 1998, c. 129; Paxmanos 1 p., 1983,
c. 350). DrieKTpOHHBIN cjI0Baph [ly/ieHa IpuBOOUT
CIlefTyIoIIyie 3Ha4eHMsl 3TOro CJIoBa: TO, YTO KaXk-
IBIVI MOXET BUJeTb U CJIBIIIaTh; He CeKPEeTHBIV,
nocrymabit s Beex (Offentlich, 2023). Kak 6y-
JleT TI0Ka3aHo Jajlee, IMEHHO CJI0BO «OTKPBITBIVI»
SIBJISIeTCs HantOoJIee TOYHBIM VI BEPHBIM TEPMITHOM
11 niepesofia KaHTa, Tak Kak OHO MMeeT ropas-
mo Oosiee OoraTyro ceMaHTWKY ¥ TIO3BOJISIET ITO-
MeCTUTb paccyxieHns KaHTta B mmpokuit gpwio-
cOopCKMT KOHTEKCT.

CoBpeMeHHasi 3MUMCTEMOJIOTUS  JOCTaTOYHO
MHOI'O TOBOPUT 00 OTKPBITOCTV; IIPV 3TOM MIMeeTCs
B By He OOIeIOCTYITHOCTD MJIN ITyOIIMYHOCTB,
a OTKPBITOCTD IJIsI KPUTUKM. TaKor IOmxof, CBs-
3aH ¢ nMmeHeM Kapria Iomnmepa 11 ero KoH1ierniyert
KpuTudeckoro paimoHavsma. CornacHo Ilormre-
Py, Iporpecc HayKy IIPOVCXOANUT Iy TeM OCTOSH-
HOVI KPUTVKM IIPVHATBHIX Ha JaHHBII MOMEHT Te-
Opu ¥ KOHIIEIILINV, B pe3yJIbTare KOTOPOVI JIOXK-
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The main conclusion that follows from this
is that publicity is “an essential characteristic of
reasonableness”, at least in terms of how reason
is understood in modern science.

Lebedev, whose concept has been analysed
earlier, reasons in much the same way. Accord-
ing to Lebedev (2019, p. 177), the subject of
cognition in modern science and philosophy is
“not so much an individual as a community of
competing individuals or even institutions”, in
other words, the process of cognition is essen-
tially public.

Openness and Publicity

In the original text Kant, speaking about the
public use of reason, uses the German word
dffentlich: “[...] as a scholar, who by his writings
speaks to the public in the strict sense, that is,
the world — hence a clergyman in the public
[6ffentlichen] use of his reason — he enjoys an
unrestricted freedom to make use of his own
reason and to speak in his own person” (WA,
AA 08, p. 38; Kant, 1996, p. 19).

Both in contemporary Russian and English
translations of Kant the word dffentlich has been
translated as “public,” which generally corre-
sponds to the dictionary meaning. At the same
time dictionaries offer alternative variants of
translation, for example, “open” and “generally
accessible” (Zaitseva, 1998, p. 129; Rakhmanov,
et al., 1983, p. 350). Duden’s electronic dictio-
nary gives the following meanings of the word:
“what everyone can see and hear; not secret, ac-
cessible to all” (Duden, 2023). As will be shown
below, the word “open” is the most accurate
and correct term for translating Kant since it
has a broader semantics and makes it possible
to place Kant’s discourse in a broader philo-
sophical context.

Contemporary epistemology often speaks
about openness meaning not its general acces-
sibility or publicity, but openness to criticism.
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HBble KOHIIEMIIVV OIPOBEPraloTCcs M BMECTO HMX
BeIIBUratoTcs Hosele (Ilommep, 1983, c. 226 —230).
INonmrep 3aTeM mpMMeHMIT 3TOT ITOAXOM, B COITMAIIb-
HoM purstocodpum, IIPeJIoKMUB TEPMIUH «OTKPBITOe
o0r111ecTBO» 11151 0003HAUEHVSI TAKOTO COITMAIIBHO-
rO YCTPOVICTBa, KOTOpPO€e CIIOCOOCTBYeT IIOCTOSH-
HOMY IIPOTpeccy M PasBUTUIO, U IIPOTUBOIOCTA-
BIJI OTKPBITbIe OOIIeCcTBa 3aKPBITBIM, CYIIECTBY-
IOIIMM B paMKax Heu3MeHHBbIX Taly, 3aKOHOB U
obpruaes (ITommep, 1992), uTo moBOIIPHO OIM3KO K
IIOHMMAHWIO OTKPBITBIX M 3aKPBITBIX OOIIECTB y
dpanirysckoro dputocoda Aupu beprcona (bepr-
coH, 1994). Takum o0Opa3oM, «OTKPBITOCTE» CTajla
O3HauaTh JOIYCTUMOCTb KPUTVMKI 1 BO3MOKHOCTB
PasBUTUS 1 M3MEHEHWS 1O, BO3IEVICTBMEM 3TOM
KPUTUKM. B TakoM 3HaYeHMM 3TOT TEPMUH WC-
nosib3yeT Biramyimup LLIBBIPEB, Korma roBOpuUT 00
OTKPBITOM ¥ 3aKPBITOVM pallMoHaIIBHOCTI. Ecim
3aKpbITasi pallVOHAJIBHOCTH IIEVICTBYeT Bcerda B
paMKax oIlpefieJIeHHOV TeOpwVI, KOHIIEIINI VIV
KapTMHBI MVPa, TO OTKPbITasl IIpeIojiaraeT Bo3-
MOYKHOCTB KPUTMUECKON pedprIeKCM M BBIXO/a 3a
paMKM MCXOOHBIX IpeAanockuiok (IBerpés, 2003).
B Hayke B mopasiisgromieM OOJIBIIMHCTBE CIydaeB
paboTaeT 3aKpbITasl palIOHAJIBHOCTH: OHA IIPO-
SBJISIeTCS B YTBEPXKIEHWN OIIpeie/IeHHOV TeOpUin
VTV KOHIIEIIIINT, ee pa3paboTKe 1 pacIpocTpaHe-
HYM. OIHAKO TOJIBKO OTKPBITAS PallVIOHAIBHOCTD
IIpezicTaByIsgeT COOOV pallIOHaJIBHOCTD «Ha BBICOTe
ee BO3MOKHOCTeV», Or1aromapsi KOTOPOVI ITPOVICXO-
IAT TIOCTOSTHHOE Pas3BUTHeE TO3HABATEIBHBIX BO3-
MOYKHOCTEV! YeJIoBeKa 1 pacllipeHyie TOPU30HTOB
noctvokeHms peansHocTn. ComtacHo IIIBeIpéBy,
pas3imuvie OTKPBITOV M 3aKPBITOV pallyiOHAIbHO-
CTV OJIM3KO K pa3jIM4eHMIO pasyMa ¥ paccyaka y
Kanra n l'erestst (Tam xe, c. 60).

IToHnMaHMe OTKPBITOCTY 3HAHMS KaK JOCTYII-
HOCTM €ro I IMIVIPOKOV ITyO/IMKY MOXKHO HavITV
B pabore Anmza IllTerH3asblia: OTKPBITOE 3Ha-
HMe eCTh TaKoe 3HaHMe, IOCTYII K KOTOPOMY BO3-
MOXeH 11JTs1 BceX M Kaxkgoro. lllrertH3aseil roso-
PWIT O TOM, UTO TOJIBKO OTKPBITOE 3HAHE SIBJISeT-
Csl paIIOHAJIBHBIM, TIOCKOJIBKY pallViOHaIVI3M —
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This approach is associated with Karl Popper
and his concept of critical rationalism. Accord-
ing to Popper (1985, pp. 279-281), scientific pro-
gress takes place by way of constant critique
of current theories and concepts as a result of
which false concepts are refuted and new ones
are put forward in their place. Popper (2020)
went on to apply this approach to social phi-
losophy proposing the term “open society” to
denote the social order which contributes to
constant progress and development and con-
trasting open societies with closed ones which
live in the framework of perpetual taboos,
laws and customs. This is close to the con-
cepts of open and closed societies advanced by
the French philosopher Henri Bergson (2002).
Thus, “openness” has come to denote openness
to criticism and the possibility of development
and change under the influence of criticism.
Vladimir Shvyrev (2003) uses the term in this
meaning when he speaks about open and
closed rationality. Whereas closed rationali-
ty always proceeds within the framework of a
certain theory, concept or picture of the world,
open rationality presupposes possible criti-
cal reflection and the possibility to go beyond
the initial premises. Science in an overwhelm-
ing majority of cases operates within the para-
digm of closed rationality: assertion of a certain
theory or conception, its elaboration and dis-
semination. However, only open rationality is
“full-fledged” rationality, thanks to which the
human being’s cognitive potential constant-
ly grows and the possibility of understanding
reality broadens. Shvyrev believes that the dif-
ference between open and closed rationality is
similar to the difference between reason and
understanding according to Kant and Hegel
(ibid., p 60).

We can find an understanding of openness
of knowledge as its accessibility to the gener-
al public in the work of Adin Steinsaltz: open
knowledge is knowledge accessible to each and



3TO0 dopMa CyIIecTBOBaHUS Wieasa OTKPBITO-
ro 3HaHu (Ilrena3aneil, 1997, c. 78). B kauecTse
rprMepa obIIecTBa, I7ie IPaKTUKOBaJIOCh OTKPbI-
TOe 3HaHMe, aBTop IpuBoaUT pesHioro ['perio.
OpHako B 11eJI0M 111 COBpeMeHHOV 3IVCTeMOJIO-
IV TIOHMMaHVe OTKPBITOCTU KaK ITyOImM4HOCTI
HexapaKTepHO.

Eciit e TOBOPUTH O COBpeMeHHOV Hayke, TO
37eCh IIOHSITHE «OTKPBITOCT»
JKeHVeM 3a OTKPBITBHIV JOCTYH K Hay4yHOMY 3Ha-
HIIO, KOTOpoe Habpasio OOJIBIIYIO HOIYJISSPHOCTD
B ITOCJIe[THMe ABaAlaTh jieT. Pedub meT 06 OTKpHI-
TOM [IOCTyIle K Hay4HbIM XypHajaM. K Koniry
XX B. CTOMMOCTD IIOAIVICKM Ha Hay4YHBIe Xy pPHa-
JIbI CWJIBHO BBIPOCIIa, B pe3yJsIbTaTe 4yero OHM CTa-
JIVI He[IOCTYTIHBI [IJT Ty OJIVIKY B 11€JIOM, a AOCTYII
TIJI cCaMMX YUYeHBIX cTajl orpaHuYeHHbIM. IToaTo-
MY HOSIBWJIOCH ABVIKeHVe YUeHbIX 1 OubsmoTeKa-
peVt, KOTopble CTajli BBICTYIIaTh 3a yCTpaHeHue
JrHaHCOBBIX OapbepoB, 3a OeCIUIaTHBIN, IV CBO-
GomHBIV, AOCTYII K XXypHasilaM (cM.: MOCKOBKMH,
2008). Ha mepBeInt B3I, MOXKET IIOKA3aTbCsl, YTO
peyb MAeT TOJIBKO O COLMaJIbHO-3KOHOMIYeCKO
1pobsieMe, OJJTHAKO caMy y4eHble BUIST B 9TOM U
IIpOTMBOpeUe IIPUHIINIIAM Hay4HOW 3TUKM, KO-
TOpOe IPeNsTCTBYeT Hay YHOMY IIporpeccy. bosee
TOTO, COBpeMeHHOe ABVDKeHNe 3a OTKPBITHIN [10-
CTYI K pe3yJIbTaTaM MHTeJUIeKTyaIbHOV JesiTeIIb-
HOCTV HaIIpsIMYIO CBSI3BIBAIOT C ITOSIBJIEHVIEM CU-
cTeMbl Hay4HBIX XypHasoB B XVII B, koToprle B
CBOe BpeM4 cJiejlajlyi Hay YHOe 3HaHVe OTKPBITBIM,
TO €CTh OOIIEIOCTYIIHBIM, VI ITyOIMYHBIM, O
yeM HofpoOHee TOBOPMIIOCH B IIPeIBIAYIIeM pas-
nese. Toryma mpowsoliyia epBasi HayYHasi peBOJIIo-
I1V1s1, @ CETOIIHS IIPOVCXOIUT BTopad (cM.: Bartling,
Friesike, 2014)%.

CBsA3aHO C OBU-

> Hapo 0TMeTUTS, IIpOoLIecC IepPexosa K OTKPBITOV Hay-
Ke COIPsDKEH ¢ OOJIBIIMMI IIpodJIeMaMit: HallpuMep, ce-
TOHHS OOIIENIPUHSATON CTala IIPAaKTHKa, KOIZIa aBTOP
Hay4HOVI CTaTbV [OJDKEH CaM OIUIa4YMBaTh ITyOJIMKAIIVIO
COOCTBEHHOVI CTaThU B XXypHaJle, IIPU 3TOM B 3apyOex-
HBIX V3aHMSIX LIEHBI MOTYT IOXONUTB [I0 HECKOJIBKVIX ThI-
4 J0JUIapOB — MHBIMI CJIOBaMVl, BMECTO 6apbep013 pARRS- |
YyTaTeeN MOSBWINCE Oapbepbl st aBTopos. Cosmamme
GapbepoB /U1l aBTOPOB — IIOPOYHAs IIPAKTIKA, OIHAKO
OHa He SBIIIETCS HeOOXOIMMBIM yCJIOBUEM IUIS OTKPBI-
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every person. Steinsaltz (1997, p. 78) says that
only open knowledge is rational because ratio-
nalism is a form of the existence of the ideal of
open knowledge. He cites ancient Greece as an
example of a society where open knowledge
was practised. However, the notion of open-
ness as publicity is not characteristic of modern
epistemology.

Speaking about modern science, the con-
cept of “openness” here is connected to the
movement for open access to scientific knowl-
edge, which has become very popular in the
past twenty years. This is about access to sci-
entific journals. The cost of subscribing to sci-
entific journals had risen dramatically by the
end of the twentieth century, so that they be-
came inaccessible for the public at large and
accessible only on a limited scale to the scien-
tists themselves. This gave rise to a movement
of scientists and librarians for the removal of
financial barriers and for free access to jour-
nals (cf. Moskovkin, 2008). It may seem at first
sight to be only a socio-economic problem, but
scientists see here a challenge to the princi-
ples of scientific ethics which impede scientif-
ic progress. Moreover, the modern movement
for open access to the results of intellectual ac-
tivity is directly associated with the emergence
of the system of scientific journals in the seven-
teenth century which in its time made scientific
knowledge open, i.e. accessible or public. More
has been said about this in the previous section.
That period saw the first revolution in science
and today we are witnessing a second revolu-
tion (cf. Bartling and Friesike, 2014).°

® It has to be noted that transition to an open science

involves serious problems: for example, today it has
become common practice for the author of a scientific
article to pay for the publication of his/her article in a
journal, with prices in periodicals outside Russia reach-
ing several thousand dollars. In other words, instead of
barriers for readers there have emerged barriers for the
authors. Creation of barriers for the authors is a deplor-
able practice, however, it is not a necessary condition
of open access as witnessed by the case of many publi-
cations in Russia and abroad which are free for readers
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Taxvim 0oOpas3oM, B cOBpeMeHHOVI HayKe CJIOXKV-
JIOCh IIOHVIMaHWe «OTKPBITOCTV» KaK HOCTYITHO-
CTVI 3HAHWMS [T IIyOJIVIKY, B TO BpeMsi Kak pwio-
codprist HayK IPOIOJIKaeT B 11eJI0M ITOHMMATh OT-
KpbITOCTh 110 [lommepy (cm., Hampumep: Longino,
1990; Montmarquet, 1987; Baehr, 2011). DTo pa3Ho-
I7IacVie BO3HMKJIO, BEPOSITHO, IIOTOMY YTO [IBVIKe-
HVIe 3a OTKPBITBIV IOCTYII, OyAyd4n OJHWUM W13 Ca-
MBIX SIPKUX (PEHOMEHOB COBpEMEHHOVI HayKw, 10
CUIX TIOp He IOy YmJIo TeopeTndecKoro dpmsiocod-
CKOI'O OCMBICJICHVISL.

Tax v MHaYe MOXKHO TOBOPUTB O IBYX CMBIC-
JlaX OTKPBITOCTV. DTO TOIMETVWII W CIIEeLVIaIVCT
110 Teopun KommyHmKarm Ckot [Ixerikobe. Ot-
KPBITOCTB, TI0 €70 MHEHWIO, — 3TO OfTHa W3 IJIaB-
HBIX LIEHHOCTeV! B Teopum apryMenTarm. OmHa-
KO B JIUTEpaType TEPMUH 0MKpPbINOCHb BCTpeya-
€TCd B JIByX CMBICJIaX — SIMCTEMUYECKOM W CO-
LIVIaJIBHOM. DIVICTEMITYECKYI0 OTKPBITOCTD [ keri-
KOOC ommchIBaeT KaK OTKPBITOCTh KPUTMUECKYIO,
OTOXJIECTBJISISI €€ CO CBOOOIOV MBICIINA:

37eck  OTKPBITOCTE ~ ODO3HauUaeT  YTO-TO
Bpozle OTCYTCTBUSA IIpenyOexmeHmii  (open-
mindedness — OyKB. «OTKpPBITOCTb yMa». — A.D.)
II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K apyTruM mpaesim. OHa nompasy-
MeBaeT TOTOBHOCTb paccMaTpuBaTh aJIbTepHa-
TUBHBIe TOUKM 3peHns. OHa TpebyeT HeKOTOpO¥t
HeoITpeJle/IeHHOCTY, HeJIOrMaT4ecKOoy yCTaHOB-
KM, KOTOpas Mpu3HaeT BO3MOXXHOCTb OIIMOKM B
paccy>XieHsX, WIK, 110 KpariHer Mepe, UX yJIyd-
meHns. OTKPBITOCTh B 3TOM CMBIC/Ie TIOfpasy-
MeBaeT TOTOBHOCTb IPVHMMAaTh KPUTHKY, TIIa-
TeJIbHO paccMaTpyBaTh IIPeIMeT CO BCeX CTOPOH,
ITOOIIPSTh HOIBITKY cambcrdmIpoBaTh (Teo-
pruto — A.D.). OTKPBITOCTb B 9TOM CMBICIIE — 3TO
cBoboma Meiciu (Jacobs, 2003, p. 149).

TOTO JOCTyTIa, KaK BUIHO Ha IIpyMepe MHOTMX 3apy0ex-
HBIX M OT€YEeCTBEHHBIX M3IaHWI, KOTOpble OeCIUIaTHEI 1
IUIs 9nTaTesient, 1 wid apTopos. OQHMM 13 HepPBEIX XYp-
HAaJIOB C TIOJIHOCTBIO OTKPBITBIM JIOCTYIIOM CTaJIO M3[IaHVe
First Monday, BbIITycKaemoe Ha CyOCvany OT yHUBEpCHUTe-
ta (Valauskas, 2015). )KypHai1 BXOIUT B IIepBbIVI KBAPTWIIb
II0 FOPVIAMYECKVM HayKaM, a IT0 KOMITBIOTepHBIM U MHTep-
HeT-HayKaM — BO BTOpom KBapTwib. Cpeay oTedecTBeH-
HBIX >KyPHaJIOB MOXKHO Ha3BaTh «KaHTOBCKMIT COOpHMK»,
«Vnmen m uneasnsl», «DamcTemMororus u drtocodns Ha-
yKu». JKypHaJibl OTKPBITOrO HOCTYyIIa, KOTOpble He Tpe-
OyToT omIaTHI OT aBTOPOB, HaMboJIee PacITpOCTpaHeHb B
MaTeMaTMKe ¥ colMaIbHbIX HayKax (Bjork et al., 2016). I'To
MHEHMIO aBTOpa JaHHOV CTaTbli, IMEHHO TaKasl MOIelb
PpaboTBI AOJIKHA CTaTh CTAaHAAPTOM [IJIs HayKy OyIyIIero.
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Thus, modern science understands “open-
ness” as accessibility of knowledge to the pub-
lic, while the philosophy of science continues
by and large to interpret openness according
to Popper (see e.g., Longino, 1990; Montmar-
quet, 1987; Baehr, 2011). The difference prob-
ably arose because the movement for open
access, while being a high-profile phenomenon
in modern science, has yet to be theoretically
studied.

Be that as it may, we can speak about two
meanings of openness. This has been noted by
Scott Jacobs, a specialist on the theory of com-
munications. He argues that openness is one of
the key values in the theory of argumentation.
However, in the literature the term openness is
used in two different meanings, epistemic and
social. Jacobs (2003, p. 149) describes epistemic
openness as critical, identifying it with freedom
of thought:

Openness here means something like open-
mindedness toward differentideas. Itinvolves a
willingness to entertain competing viewpoints.
It requires a tentativeness, a non-dogmatic
attitude that acknowledges the possibility of
error or at least of improvement in thinking.
Openness in this sense involves a willingness to
entertain criticism, to engage in careful scrutiny
of all sides of a position, to encourage efforts at
falsification. Openness in this first sense, then,
amounts to a call for freedom of inquiry.

By contrast, socio-political openness, accord-
ing to Jacobs, is essentially the same as public-

ity:

and authors. One of the first journals with totally free
access is First Monday, subsidised by a university (Va-
lauskas, 2015). The journal is in the first quartile on ju-
ridical sciences and in the second quartile for computer
and internet sciences. Among the journals in Russia we
can mention Kantian Journal, Ideas and Ideals, Epistemol-
ogy and Philosophy of Science. Free access journals which
do not charge authors are most common in mathemat-
ics and social sciences (Bjork, et al., 2016). This writer
believes that this mode of operation should become the
standard of future science.




A BOT COLIMAJIBHO-TIONNTIYECKAsl OTKPBITOCTB,
110 [1xenkoOCy, B CYILITHOCTY TO )K€ caMOe, YTO IIy-
OJIMYHOCTB:

OTKpBITOCTh 371€Ch O3Ha4daeT YTO-TO Bpoie
OTKPBITOTO [IOCTYIa K IIPOIlecCy IPUHSTUS pe-
meHuv B obOmrectBe. OHa mompasymeBaeT To-
TOBHOCTbH BKJIIOUNTB B IIPOIIECC BCe 3aMTHTepeco-
BaHHBIe CTOPOHBL. OTKPBITOCTH B 3TOM CMBICITE
IoJIpasyMeBaeT TEePIMMOCTb K COIVIaJIbHBIM
pasIMuMaM, YCTaHOBKY Ha IIPUSTHE U ITOOIIpe-
HWS1 COMAIIBHOTO pa3HooOpasms. OTKPHITOCTE B
3TOM CMBICTIe — 3TO0 cBoOoma yuactus (Ibid.).

HecmoTpst Ha TO YTO aBTOp BEPHO IIOIMeYaeT
Ha/I4gyie y OTKPBITOCTM JABYX CMBICJIOB, C pasfie-
JIeHVIeM Ha «3IVICTEMUYeCKYI0» U «COIMaTbHO-TIO-
JIUTUYECKYI0» OTKPBITOCTh TPYIHO COITIACUTHCS.
Berp 1oHSATVIE KPUTIYECKO OTKPBITOCTVI VIMEeT
He TOJIBKO 3IMCTEMIYECKYIO, HO U O4YeHb OOJIb-
IIyI0 COLVAJIBHO-TIOINTUYECKYI0 Harpysky. bo-
jlee TOTrO, OHO M3HA4YaJIbHO BO3HMKJIO B COIIMAJIb-
HoM prytocodui; YTO KacaeTcss OTKPBITOCTH ITy-
OJIMYHOM, TO M B 3TOM CJIy4ae OTKPBITOCTb VIMeeT
3MMCTEMITUECKOe 3HAYeHWe, a IJI 00OCHOBaHWS
3TOrO IOJIOXKEHVSI MOKHO KaK pa3 oOpaTuThCs K
pabortam KaHra.

Jlerko 3aMeTUTb, YTO, TOBOPS O PA3JINUNN IIy-
OJIMYHOTO ¥ YaCTHOro IIprMeHeHVs pasyMa, KauT
OOBEIMHSET <«3HVUCTEMUYECKYIO» W  «COLMaIb-
HO-TIOJITUYECKYI0» OTKPBITOCTh, CBOOOLY KPUTH-
K1 1 11yOimuHocTh. KaHT HacTavBaeT Ha Heorpa-
HWYEHHOM ¥ CBOOOITHOM ITyOJIMYHOM VICITOJIB30-
BaHWM pasymMa — B TO BpeMsI KaK 4aCTHOE JOJDK-
HO OBITh OIPaHMYEHO: «...NY0AUUHOe TIOJTb30BaHVe
COOCTBEHHBIM pa3yMOM Bcera HOJ/IKHO OBITh CBO-
OOIHBIM, VI TOJTBKO OHO MOYKET JIaTh IIPOCBEIIeHVIe
monsm. Ho uacmuoe noavsoBanue pasymoM Hepe-
KO ZIOJDKHO OBITH OYeHBb OI'PaHIYeHO, HO TaK, UTO-
ObI 0COOEHHO He ITPersTCTBOBATh PA3BUTHIO IIPO-
cermeHus» (AA 08, S. 37, Kant, 1994, c. 31). Hacr-
HOe IIpVIMeHeHVIe pa3yMa, 1o KaHTy, Meer MecTo
TOIJIa, KOTZa YeJIOBeK HAaXOOWUTCS Ha KaKOM-JIV-
00 TocTy MM TpaxkaHcKov cryxboe. 3meck KaaT
HIPVIBOOUT HIpuMep oduliepa, KOTOPBIV IOJDKEH
BBITIOJTHUTB IIPVKa3, a He PasMBIIIUISATH O ero Iie-
siecooOpasHocTi. CBAIIEHHVIK JIOJDKEH ITpOIIoBe-
JIOBaTh B paMKax, I03BOJIEHHBIX I[IePKOBBIO:
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Openness here means something like open-
access to social decision-making and public
choice. It involves a willingness to include
all interested parties. Openness in this sense
involves a tolerance of social differences, a
non-parochial attitude that accepts and even
welcomes social diversity. Openness in this
second sense, then, amounts to a call for
freedom of participation (ibid.).

Although the author rightly points out that
openness has two meanings, one can hardly
concur with the division into “epistemic” and
“socio-political” openness. The concept of crit-
ical openness carries not only an epistemic but
also a heavy socio-political load. Moreover, it
initially appeared in social philosophy; as for
public openness, in this case openness has an
epistemic meaning, and to validate this propo-
sition we can turn to Kant’s works.

It will readily be seen that speaking about
public and private use of reason Kant brack-
ets together “epistemic” and “socio-political”
openness, freedom to criticise and publicity.
He advocates unlimited and free public use of
reason whereas private use should be limited:
“The public use of one’s reason must always
be free, and it alone can bring about enlighten-
ment among human beings; the private use of
one’s reason may, however, often be very nar-
rowly restricted without this particularly hin-
dering the progress of enlightenment” (WA,
AA 08, p. 37; Kant, 1996, p. 18). Private use of
reason, according to Kant, occurs when a per-
son holds some post or is in the civil service.
Kant cites an example of an officer who must
fulfil an order without reflecting on whether it
makes sense. The priest should preach within
the limits allowed by the church:

So too, a clergyman is bound to deliver his
discourse to the pupils in his catechism class
and to his congregation in accordance with the
creed of the church he serves, for he was em-
ployed by it on that condition. [...] For what he
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TouHO Tak ke CBSIEHHOCTYXXWUTEIb 00sS3aH
YUTaTh CBOV IIPOIIOBENM Yy4YeHMKaM, oOydaro-
IIVMCS 3aKOHY O0XXbeMy, ¥ CBOMM ITpUIXOXKaHaM
COIVIaCHO CVIMBOJIY IIEPKBV, 0O OH C TaKVM YCIIO-
BUeM 1 Ha3HadveH. <...> B camoM 1ierte, TO, ueMy oH
YUWUT KaK CBSIIIeHHOCITY XKIUTelIb, OH M3/1araeT Kak
HEeUTO TaKoe, B OTHOIIIEHMN Yero OH He cBODOIeH
YYUTB 110 COOCTBEHHOMY pa3yMeHUIO, a [I0JDKeH
M3JIaraTh COITIACHO IIPeAIIVICAaHWIO U OT VIMEeHU
Koro-to zpyroro. OH MOXeT CKa3aTh: Hallla Iiep-
KOBb YUUT TaK-TO VI TaK-TO; BOT [IOBOJIbI, KOTOPBIE
ona npusoant (AA 08, S. 38; Kanr, 1994, c. 32).

B T0 Xe Bpems n oduriep, 1 CBAIIEHHUK MOJI-
HOCTBIO CBOOOTHBI B CBOMIX MBIC/ISIX, €CJIV pedb
UJIeT O IyOJMYHOM IIPUMeHeHUNM pasyMa, KOTO-
poe XxapaKTepHO 111 Hay K

[Odpuriiepy] xkax yueHOMY HesIb3s 3aIlpeliaTh
IejaTh 3aMedaHusT 00 ommbOKax B BOWMHCKOW
cITy>k0e V1 ITpeyIaraTh 3TO CBOeVI Iy OJIviKe [y1st 00-
cyxpaeHus. <...> [CBsIeHHVK] KaK y4YeHbIVl, OH
VIMeeT ITOJIHYIO CBOOO/Y, VM 9TO Jake ero JIONr —
coobmaTe ImyOIImKe Bce CBOM TITATEIbHO IIPOILY-
MaHHble 1 OjlaroHaMepeHHble MBICIIV 00 OIO-
Kax B [JepKOBHOM CVIMBOJIE V1 CBOVI IIPEIOKEH VIS
O JIyd4IlIeM YCTPOVICTBE PEJIUIVIO3HBIX W IIePKOB-
HbIX 1e11 (AA 08, S. 37 —38; Kanr, 1994, c. 32).

PasferreHne OTKPBITOM M 3aKpBITOV PaIlvo-
HastbHOCTH 'y IIIBBIpEBA OIM3KO K pasiesleHMIo
HY6J'H/I‘-IHOFO I 4aCTHOT'O HPVIMEHGHT/Iﬁ pasyMa y
Kanra. IlyGmmmuHoe nipviMeHeHVEe pasyMa OTKPbI-
TO B TOM CMBICJIe, UTO OHO HIUeM He OrpaHIYeHo,
MBICITb 3/1€Ch TIOJTHOCTHIO CBOOOTHA.

Taxvm oOpa3om, MMEHHO MHTepIIpeTanys IIy-
OrmmaHOCTM Kak omkpsimocmu y KanTa siBigercs
Hanborree TOYHBIM OTpakeHVeM cMbIciia. Kpome
TOTO, Y TIOHSATVS OTKPBITOCTY VIMEETCS ellle OIVH
CMBICJIOBOVI OTTEHOK, KOTOPHBINI OyJIeT pacCMOTpeH
nasee Ha nipuMepe CokparTa.

Ilappecus: orkpbIiThiii Cokpart

Kak Op110 ckasano panee, CokpaT OyIM30K CO-
duicTaM B TOM OTHOLIEHWM, YTO IPAKTUKyeT pu-
socodputo 1mybimuno. Bmecte ¢ TeM obpas codu-
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teaches in consequence of his office as carrying
out the business of the church, he represents as
something with respect to which he does not
have free power to teach as he thinks best, but
which he is appointed to deliver as prescribed
and in the name of another. He will say: Our
church teaches this or that; here are the argu-
ments it uses (WA, AA 08, p. 38; Kant, 1996,

p- 19).

At the same time both the officer and the
priest are totally free in their thoughts when we
speak about the public use of reason character-
istic of science:

He [the officer] cannot fairly be prevented,
as a scholar, from making remarks about errors
in the military service and from putting these
before his public for appraisal. [...] as a scholar
he [the clergyman] has complete freedom and is
even called upon to communicate to the public
all his carefully examined and well-intentioned
thoughts about what is erroneous in that creed
and his suggestions for a better arrangement
of the religious and ecclesiastical body (WA,
AA 08, pp. 37-38; Kant, 1996, p. 19).

Shvyrev’s distinction between open and
closed rationality is close to Kant’s distinction
between public and private use of reason. Pub-
lic use of reason is open in the sense that it is
not constrained by anything, thought is totally
free here.

Thus, it is Kant’s interpretation of publicity
as openness that most accurately expresses the
meaning. The concept of openness has yet an-
other shade of meaning which will be consid-
ered below using the example of Socrates.

Parrhesia: The Open Socrates

As has been said earlier, Socrates is close
to the Sophists in that he practises philosophy
publicly. At the same time, the image of the



CTa — 3TO CKOopee 00Opa3 XMTPOyMHOro OOMaH-
II[VKa, HO He pa3yMHO pacCy>KIaloIero yesioBeka.
CrenioBaresibHO, IyOJIMYHOCTL He 00sg3aTesIbHO
HofIpasyMeBaeT palliOHAJIBHOCTD; OIHAKO B 00-
pase Cokpara IIyOJIMYHOCTE M PallMOHAJIBHOCTD
HepaspbIBHO CBg3aHbL YTOOBI paspelnTh [aH-
HOe IIpOoTMBOpedre, odparmmcsa K «BaTmKaHCKO-
MY COOpaHMIO M3pedeHn» DIUKYpa. 31ech MOX-
HO HaWTH BbICKa3blBaHMe, KoTopoe oTaasser Co-
KpaTa OT copmCTOB U cOIMVKaeT ero ¢ HaTypdu-
socodpammt: «S mipepriouest Obl, MICCIIeAys TIPUPO-
1y, OTKPOBEHHO, KaK OpaKyJl, BelllaTh II0JIe3HOe
BCEM JIIOMISIM, XOTs OBbI ¥ HUKTO He ITOHSJT MEeHS,
4yeM, TIPUCIIOCOOIIASACh K JIIOICKMM MHEHMSIM, II0-
KMHATh B OOWINM YAeJIsieMyIO XBaly OT TOJIIIbD»
(nukyp, 1947, c. 617; cm. Taxke: Erler, 2011, p. 155).

IlnTaTta pacKpblBaeT 3MMUKypeVicKoe IIOHU-
MaHMe TOro, Kak AO/DKeH OBITh ycTpoeH dwIo-
codpckmmt auckypc. C ofHOV CTOpPOHBI, driocod
CTPEMUTCS JOHECTV CBOV JOKTPUHBI 0 ayaUTO-
pvt. OgHaKO OH He JKeJlaeT JIFOObIMM criocobamm
IIOJTyYNUTh ee ofoOpeHVe VIV CHUCKATh B ee IJla-
3ax IOMYJISPHOCTb, YTO OBLIO IVIAaBHOVI 1IEJIBIO CO-
ducros. dwtocod B maHHOM cilydae HPaKTUKY-
eT «0e3yCJIOBHYIO OTKPBITOCTE», TOBOPUT BCe, UTO
cUMTaeT BEPHBIM, ¥ CIIOKOVIHO OTHOCUTCSI K TOMY
aKTy, YTO OH MOXET CTOJIKHYTHCS C HEITOHVIMa-
HMeM. B mpuBeneHHOM TeKcTe DIMKYpa IOHSTIe
«OTKPOBEHHOCTV» IIepelaeTcsl JpeBHer pedecKM
CJIOBOM «Ilappecus» KOTopoe OyKBaJIbHO O3Ha-
YaeT OTKPBITOCTh, OTKPOBEHHOCTB, VIV IIPSIMO-
Ty. Hampumep, ApucroTennb ynorpeOiisieT cI0BO
«rappecus» B «HukoMaxoBovi 3TuKe», Korga ro-
BOPUT O TOM, KaKVM JIOJDKeH OBITh BeJIMKOIYIII-
HBIVI JesioBek: «HeHaBucTh ero 1 gpyx6a Heobxo-
IOVIMO JIOJDKHBI OBITH SIBHBIMM (BB VI TaUTBCS, U
IIpaBlie y[esIsaTh MeHbllle BHUMAaHMs, 9YeM MOJIBe,
CBOVICTBEHHO POOKOMY); 1 TOBOPUT, U JEVICTBYET
OH sBHO (OH CBOOOIEH B pedax, IIOTOMY YTO IIpe-
3MpaeT TPYCOB, VI OH IPaBAVB [Bceraal, 3a VICKITIO-
yeHMeM IIPUTBOPCTBA IIepeq, TOJIOoN)» (ApucTo-
Testb, 1983, c. 133 (1124b)). 3mecy cMmBICIIOBOE 3HA-
UeHle JpeBHErpedeckoro TepMMHa «IIappeciisi»
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Sophist is rather like that of a smart trickster
and not like a person who thinks reasonably.
Consequently, publicity does not necessarily
imply rationality; however, publicity and ra-
tionality are inseparably bound up in the im-
age of Socrates. To resolve this contradiction
let us turn to the Vatican Sayings by Epicurus.
It contains an utterance which distances Soc-
rates from Sophists and brings him closer to
natural philosophers: “I would rather speak
with the frankness of a natural philosopher,
and reveal the things which are expedient to
all mankind, even if no one is going to under-
stand me, than assent to the received opinions
and reap the adulation lavishly bestowed by
the multitude” (Epicurus, 1987; see also Erler,
2011, p. 155).

The quotation reveals the Epicurean notion
of what philosophical discourse should be. On
the one hand, the philosopher tries to bring his
doctrine across to the audience. But he does
not try to win its approval by fair means and
foul or to gain popularity in its eyes, which was
the main goal of the Sophists. The philosopher
practises “total openness”, says what he con-
siders to be true and reacts calmly to the pos-
sibility of being misunderstood. In the above
text of Epicurus the concept of “frankness” is
denoted by the Greek word parrhesia which
literally means openness, candor, forthright-
ness. For example, Aristotle (2000, p. 71) uses
the word parrhesia in the Nicomachean Ethics,
when he describes what a magnanimous per-
son should be like: “He must also be open in
his likes and dislikes, since hiding one’s feel-
ings is characteristic of a fearful person, and
he cares more for the truth than for what peo-
ple think. And he must speak and act openly;
for the fact that he is inclined to look down on
people and to speak the truth, except when he
speaks self-deprecatingly to the masses, makes
him free in his speech (1124b).”
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reperaHo CJIOBaMM «SIBHBIVI» U «IIPAaBOVIBBIVI»; OfI-
HAaKO CyIIlecTByeT 1 Oojlee paHHM IIepeBO 1aH-
HOTO IIpov3BefleHNsl ApUCTOTeIsl, B KOTOPOM [1JIst
rieperiauy 3Ha4eHsI VICIIOIIb3YeTC s CJIOBO «OTKPBI-
ThI»: «OH HEOOXOIVIMO JOJ/IKEH OBITh OTKPBITHIM
BparoM 1 OTKPBITBIM JPYToM, TaK KaK TOJIBKO Oo-
SI3JIVIBBIVI CKpBIBaeT cBou 4yBcTBa. OH Oostee 3a60-
TUTCS 00 VICTVIHE, YeM O MHEHWM JIFOZIeVI, II03TOMY
ero cjioBa M fiejla OTKPBITHL 11 Becex. OH OTKpo-
BEHHO BBICKa3bIBaeTCs, OO IIpe3npaeT JIIOIeN; ITo-
3TOMY-TO OH TOBOPUT BCeTzia IIpaBy, 3a UCKITIoue-
HIeM VPOHWUI: MPOHMIO JKe OH JIIOOUT B oOpartie-
HUM € TOo» (Apucroresib, 2020, c. 77).

OTKpPBITOCTB, 0 KOTOPOVI TOBOPUT APUCTOTEITH,
VIMeeT CBOe Haudaslo B adpMHCKOV ITOJIMTIYECKON
KYJIBTyPe, B KOTOPOVI YeCTHOe BhICKa3bIBaHVIe CBO-
€ro MHeHMs II0 HOJIMTUYEeCKMM BOIIpOcaM CUM-
TaJIoCh O0SA3aHHOCTBIO KaXKIOro rpaKJaHMHa —
JaXke B TOM CJIyd4ae, KOrJla 3TO MOIJIO OBITH Orlac-
HBIM J1JIS1 HETO.

Mueste @yKO HOCBATVII 5TOMY BOITPOCY IIVIKJT
JIEKINT TI07], Ha3BaHMeM «Peub 1 MCTMHa», B KO-
TOPBIX OH IOAUYEPKMBaJI MBIC]Ib O 3aKOHOMEPHOT!
B3aMIMOCB43V1 [IApPPeCc C PUCKOM 1JI BbICKas3bIBa-
IOITIErocsl ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTBIO TOBOPUTD MICTUHY BO-
IIPeK! OIIaCHOCTY JIMYHO IS celst: «...0 KOM-JIN-
60 MOXXHO CKa3aThb, UTO OH IIpUMeHseT Iappecuio
I 3aCJTy>KMBaEeT TOTO, YTOOBI CUMTAThCA ITappecia-
CTOM, B TOM ¥ TOJIBKO TOM CJIy4ae, ecyIv eCThb OIIpe-
JleJIeHHBIVI PUCK, OIpefiesileHHasl OIaCHOCTh, CO3-
IaBaeMasl IMEHHO TeM, YTO OH BBICKa3bIBaeT VIC-
TUHY. <...> Iappecus CBsi3aHa C OIACHOCTBIO W,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, MY KeCTBOM. DTO MY>KeCTBO CKa-
3aTh MCTMHY BoIlpekm oracHocTu» (Dyko, 2020,
c. 97-99).

Bricka3spIBasich IIpsiMO, UeJIOBeK IofBeprasl cedst
OCO3HAaHHOMY PVICKY OBITH OTBEPrHYTHIM, HO IIPU
3TOM OH OCO3HAHHO IIleJI Ha TaKOW PUCK, TIOHW-
Masg, YTO IIOMOTaeT IOJIVICY IIPUHMMATD IIPaBVIb-
HBle pelreHNs. AHaJIOTMYHBIN IIOAXOH MOXHO
YBUAETH B IIPVBEIEHHOV BBIIIIe IITaTe M3 SMMKY-
PpevicKoro TpakTara: puIocod CTpeMUTCs K TOMY,
4TOOBI TIOMOYB BCEM JTIOMSIM, HEJISICh C HUMU TEM,

The openness Aristotle refers to has its ori-
gin in Athenian political culture in which the
honest expression of one’s opinion on political
matters was considered to be a duty of every
citizen, even at one’s own peril.

Michel Foucault devoted to this issue a se-
ries of lectures under the heading “Speech
and the Truth” in which he stressed the log-
ical interconnection between parrhesia and
the speaker’s risk and the ability to speak the
truth in spite of the danger for oneself: “Some-
one is said to use parrhesia and merits consid-
eration as a parrhesiastes only if there is a risk
or danger for him or her in telling the truth.
[...] Parrhesia, then, is linked to courage in
the face of danger: it demands the courage
to speak the truth in spite of some danger”
(Foucault, 2001, pp. 15-16).

In speaking candidly, a person exposed
him/herself to the conscious risk of being re-
jected, but they ran that risk consciously, real-
ising that they were helping the polis to make
the right decisions. A similar approach can
be seen in the above quotation from the Epi-
curean treatise: the philosopher seeks to help
people, sharing with them what he considers
to be the truth, but in the process risks being
misunderstood by some people. It is in effect
a form of self-sacrifice for the good of society.
Sophists, on the contrary, renege on this tra-
dition and seek to gain popularity, i.e. seek
personal benefit, even if that would involve
sacrificing the truth. Parrhesia for the ancient
Greeks always implied the quest of the truth,
“the courage to speak the truth,” to use the
words of Foucault.

What distinguished Socrates from the
Sophists was that he sought the truth above
all, and not victory over the opponent at any
cost. The image of Socrates is the ideal of a vir-
tuous citizen in whom openness has the status
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YTO CYMTAET MCTVHOV, HO IIPV 3TOM IIOfIBEpraeT
ce0st pyCKy OBITH STVMM JIFOABMIM HEIIOHSTHIM. 1o
CyTH, 5TO HeKas popMa CaMOIIOKepTBOBaHMS Ha
6maro obmectBa. CoducTbl, HAOOOPOT, OTCTyHa-
IOT OT 3TOV TPaAUIIUN U CTPeMITCS K TOMY, YTOOBI
3aBoeBaTh KaK MOXXHO OOJIBIITYIO IOIYJISIPHOCTB,
TO eCTh CTPeMSTCS K JIMYHOV BBITOfle — Jaxe
eCIIV pafay 3TOr0 HPUAETCS HOXKEPTBOBATh VICTV-
Hom. Ilappecust ke 11 ApeBHMX I'PeKOB, HAIIPO-
TUB, BCeT7la TopasyMeBala IIOVICK VICTVHBI, «My-
JKeCTBO CKa3aThb MCTUHY», Kak oTMedaeT Dyxko.

Cokpara oT cOdMCTOB OT/IINYAJIO CTPeMIIeHIe B
IIepBYIO oueperlb K CTVHE, a He K o0ezie Hafl, OIl-
OHeHTOM J1I0OBIMYU MeToaMm. Obpa3 Cokpara —
3TO Mfeasl JOOpOIeTeIbHOrO TpakdaHNHa, B KO-
TOPOM OTKPBITOCTBH BO3BefleHa B abcoitoT. Takmm
Cokpar mpeacTaeT B CBOEVI ITOCIIeTHeV pedil.

B nmanore «['oprun» Cokpar, corsacHo ITnaTo-
HY, Ha3bIBaeT IIPSIMOTY, VJIV OTKPBITOCTH, OTHVIM
Y3 TJIaBHBIX KauecTB HapsIy ¢ YMOM U JOOpOTOT,
KOTOpBIe HeoOXOIMMBI dpvtocody:

51 mostarato, uTOOBI Ha/IEXKHO VICIIBITATh YLy
B TOM, IIPaBWJIBHO OHA XMBET VIV HeT, Halo 00-
JlafjaTh TpeMsl KadecTBaMy — 3HaHWeEM, 100po-
JKeJIaTeIbCTBOM W IIPSIMOTOV, ¥ ThI oOJlajiaerb
BCceEMU TpeMs. S "acTo BCTpedaro JIIofel, KOTo-
pble He MOTYT MeH$ VCIIBITBIBATh 110 TOVI IIPUYN-
He, 9YTO He YMHBI — B OT/IMuwe OT Tebs. [Ipyrue
YMHBI, HO He XOTSIT TOBOPWUTH IIPaBiy, IIOTOMY
YTO PaBHOAYIIHBI KO MHE — B OTJINTYVIE OT TeDsl.
A stn gBoe uyxesemues, I'oprumt u Ilos, oba
YMHBI, 00a MOV IPY3bs1, HO IM HeZIOCTaeT IIPSIMO-
TbI, OHM CTBILINBEI cBepx Meprl (IDliaTor, 1990,
c. 526 —527).

Taxvm obpasom, mappecusi moKasbIBaeT JOIOII-
HUTEJIbHBIVI CMBICJIOBOVI OTTEHOK OTKPBITOCT,
KOTOpasl BOBCe He SIBJISIeTCS TIOJIHBIM CMHOHVIMOM
nyomruHocti. CirejoBaTesIbHO, VIMEHHO OTKpBbI-
TOCTb TIOfIpa3yMeBaeT palliOHaJIbHOCTb: XOTs 3TO
HOHATHME U OJIM3KO IIO CMBICITy K HyOIM4YHOCTH,
HO BCe e SBJIsieTCs OoJIee TOUHBIM, TIOCKOJIBKY IT0-
3BOJISIET IIPOBecTU pasymune Mexay CokpaToM 1
codmctamm.
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of something absolute. This is the Socrates we
see in his last speech.

In the dialogue Gorgias Socrates, according
to Plato, names frankness as one of the main
qualities, along with intelligence and kindness,
that the philosopher needs:

I have noticed that anyone who is to make
an adequate test as to whether a soul is living
well or the reverse must have three qualities,
all of which you possess: understanding,
goodwill and readiness to be perfectly frank. I
encounter many people who are not qualified
to put me to the test because they are not wise
like you; others are wise but unwilling to tell
me the truth because they have not the same
regard for me as you; and our two guests
here, Gorgias and Polus, though they are
well disposed towards me as well as wise, are
nevertheless somewhat lacking in frankness
and more hampered by inhibitions than they
ought to be (Plato, 2004, p. 72).

Thus, parrhesia reveals an additional shade
of meaning of openness, a shade which is not
a synonym of publicity. Consequently, open-
ness implies rationality: although this concept
is close to publicity it is more accurate because
it reveals the difference between Socrates and
the Sophists.

Conclusion

Kant’s philosophy is relevant at all times: it
explains the enigmatic figure of the ancient phi-
losopher Socrates and the current movement
for open access to scientific knowledge. The
foundation of both is a special interpretation
of reason which sees reason as a collective phe-
nomenon. This perception captures the image
of Socrates, this approach is the basis of mod-
ern science — Kant called it the “public use of
reason”. However, as has been shown above,
instead of the term “publicity” scholarly publi-
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3aK/IroueHve

Durtocodpnsa KaHTa akTyaibHa BO Bce BpeMeHa:
OHa OOBSICHSIET U 3aralouHyo purypy aHTUYIHO-
ro ¢pustocodpa Cokpara, 1 COBpeMeHHOe [IBVDKeH Ve
3a OTKPBITBIN JOCTYII K Hay4YHOMY 3HaHMIO. B oc-
HOBe V1 TOTO 1 JIPYyTroro — ocoboe MOHMMaHe pas-
yMa, B COOTBETCTBMV C KOTOPBIM pa3yM paccMa-
TPpMBaeTCsl KaK KOJUIEKTUBHBIN peHOMeH. VImen-
HO TaKoe ITIOHMMaHUe IiepefiaeT obpas Cokpara, 1
VIMEHHO TaKOW IIOIXOJI SIBJISIETCSI OCHOBOVI COBpe-
MeHHOVI Haykn — KaHT HaspiBasl ero <«ryommu-
HBIM IIpVIMeHeHVeM pasyMa». OgHaKo, Kak ObUIO
IIOKa3aHOo BBIIIIe, BMECTO TEPMMHA «ITyOJIMYHOCTb>
B Hay4HBIX ITyOmKatmsix mo dpvtocodpvm Kanra
KaK Ha PyCCKOM, TaK M Ha aHIJIUVICKOM sI3bIKe ce-
TOIIHSI CJleflyeT MCIOJIb30BaTh OoJiee MMPOKUI 1
Gosiee TOYHBIVI TEPMUH «OTKPBITOCTD».

OTKpBITOCTD  SIBJISI€TCA OUYeHb OJIM3KMM  TIO
CMBICITY ¥ BMecCTe ¢ TeM OoJlee IITMPOKMM IIOHATY-
eM TI0TOMY, UTO BKJIIOYaeT B ceOsl I1eJIbIVl CIIeKTP
3HaueHUTI, TaKye KaK OTKPBITOCTh K MI3MEHEHUIO 1
pasBuTuio. OMHOBpEeMeHHO C 3TVUM OHa SIBJIgeTCs
U ropasno Ooslee TOUYHBIM TIOHSATVIEM, OCKOJIBKY
IIO3BOJISIET OJHO3HAUHO pa3e/IuTh U IPOTUBOIIO-
ctaBuTh MeToIbl CokpaTa 1 cOUCTOB.

Takvm obpaszom, ceroHs MOXXHO TOBOPUTH 00
«OTKPBITOM IPVIMEHeHW M pasyMa» KaK OCHOBe pa-
LIMOHAJIBHOCT U B (pustocodnm, 1 B cOBpeMeH-
HOVI HayKe.
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cations on Kant’s philosophy in Russian and in
English today should use the broader and more
precise term “openness”.

Openness is very close in meaning and at
the same time is a broader concept because it
includes a whole spectrum of meanings, such
as openness to change and development, and
at the same time is a more accurate concept
inasmuch as it makes it possible to distinguish
clearly and juxtapose the methods of Socrates
and the Sophists.

Today we can speak about the “open use of
reason” as the basis of rationality in philosophy
and in modern science.
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