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OCOBEHHOCTW TOJIKOBAHMI
TEPMMHA «CJIEHOBAHWME» Y "1. KAHTA

A. B. Ilempoeckas'

CoBpemennas popmarvhas aoeuxa, umetouas cboe
ocrobanue 6 roeuneckom npoexkme V. Kanma, unmepnpe-
mupyem Aoeuveckoe ciedobarue Kak popmatvioe, 4mo
npuBooum «k codepkamesbHuiM Napadokcam coeouHeHus
A100bIX Mbicael 1 nomepe cAe0obanus kax maxoboeo.
Hauunas ¢ A. Tapckoeo coBpemennas ucmopus A02uxu
Bosbpawaem npobaemy Aoeuteckoeo credobanus 6 pycio
noucka omHouieHus caedcmbuil, uau 0bocHobarus. B cBo-
eil dokmopckotl pabome o npupoode A02UUecKol popMats-
nocmu k. Maxcpapaein omcmaubaem mouky 3penus,
C021ACHO KOMOpoil napadokcyl (hopMasbHbIX Meopuil A0-
auueckoeo credoBanus cBs3anst ¢ nomepeil MpaHcyeHoeH-
mMaavHou ghus0cogpckoil cucmemorl so2uxy obocHoBanus 6
nocaexanmoBekon oeuteckon mpaduyuu. MoxHo noaa-
2amv, 4mo obpaujerue K AHAAU3Y A02UHECKOLl MepMUHO-
s102uu credobanus 6 gpynoamenmarvHolx pabomax Kanma
«Kpumuxa uucmoeo pasyma» u «Kpumuxa cnocobrnocmu
cyxoenus», 6 cpabrenuu c mepmunosoeueil 6 paHHux
npousBederusx («I1posrecomenax» u npunucslbaemix eao
abmopcmbBy sexyusx no ao2uxe), nosboium Brecmu sc-
HoCMb 6 NOHUMAHLE ONMHOUIEHUS 102U1eCcK020 cAe00BaHUA
8 ghopmarvrom u HeghopmarsbHoM cMmuicae. B kauecmbe oc-
HOBH020 noHsAmus «credoBanue» 8 mepmurosoeuu Kanma
paccmompeto nonsmue Folgerung, komopoe umeem 3ua-
uenue c1e006anUs 6 102UHeCKUX U HeA0UHECKUX KOHITeK-
cmax. [IpoanarusupoBars poocmBennvie nonamus: Folge,
Abfolge, folglich u m.0., ycmanoBaervl pasiuyuis ¢ OAuU3KuU-
MU UM 110 CMbICAY A02UHECKUMU MEPMUHAMU «YMO3AKAI0-
uenue» (Schlufl) u «3axarouenue» (Konklusion). Haxoneu,
npeonpuHAmA NONbIMKA uHmepnpemupobams nocma-
HOBKY npobaembl 102uUecko20 c1edobanus 6 ¢popmasbHOu
/02uKe uepes anaiu3 ro2uveckux mepmunob Schlufifolge,
Folgerung u Konsequenz (xoncexBenyus). B pesysvmame
amaiuza abmop npediaeaem paccmampubams «cae0oba-
Hue» (Folgerung) y Kawma xax nonamue mpancyeHoeH-
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PECULIARITIES OF KANT’S
INTERPRETATION OF THE TERM
‘CONSEQUENCE’

A. V. Petrovskaya'

Modern formal logic, which is based on Kant’s log-
ical project, interprets logical consequence as formal,
which leads to substantive paradoxes that combine
any thoughts at all and so to the loss of consequence as
such. Beginning with A. Tarski, modern history of logic
brings the problem of logical consequence into the realm
of search for the relation of consequence, or grounding.
In his doctoral dissertation on the nature of logical for-
mality ]. MacFarlane claims that the paradoxes of for-
mal theories of logical consequence stem from the loss
of grounding by the transcendental system of logic in
the post-Kantian logical tradition. Arguably, analysis
of logical terminology of consequence in Kant’s seminal
works — Critique of Pure Reason, Critique of the Pow-
er of Judgment — in comparison with the terminology
of earlier works, Prolegomena and lectures on logic at-
tributed to him will clarify the question of the relation of
logical consequence in the formal and non-formal sense.
The key concept of consequence in Kant’s terminolo-
gy is Folgerung, which denotes ‘following” in logical
and non-logical contexts. I have also analysed related
concepts: Folge, Abfolge, folglich etc., established dif-
ferences between logical terms with similar meaning
‘inference” (Schluss) and ‘conclusion” (Konklusion).
Finally, I make an attempt to formulate the problem of
logical consequence in formal logic through the logical
terms Schlussfolge, Folgerung and Konsequenz. On the
strength of my analysis I propose to consider Kant's
consequence (Folgerung) to be a concept of transcen-
dental logic that reflects the relation of consequence and
grounds formal consequence.

Keywords: logical following, consequence, Kant,
general logic, transcendental logic, formal logic

! Russian State University for the Humanities.
6 Miusskaya sq., Moscow, 125993, Russia.
Received: 05.02.2024.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-2-2

Kanmosckuii coopruxk. 2024. T. 43, Ne 2. C. 50— 78.

Kantian Journal, 2024, vol. 43, no. 2, pp. 50-78.



MAAbHOLL A02UKU, OMPAXAIOujee OmHouleHue c1e006anus
u obocHoBvIBatoujee hopmasbHyIo KoHcekBeHyuio.

KatoueBovie caoBa: soeuueckoe caedoBarue, KoH-
cexBenyus, Kanm, obujas 102uka, mpancyeH0eHmalbHas
A02UKA, POPMAALHAS N0CUKA

BBenenmne

DKCIUIVKAIIVIO OTHOIIEHVSI JIOTVYEeCKOTro Cile-
JoBaHMs, WM KOHCeKBeHIIMM (consequentia),
II0 IIpaBy CUMTAIOT OJHOV W3 IIeHTPaJIbHBIX 3a-
nau jtormkn. CorsacHo onpepertenuto A. Tap-
CKOT0, JAaHHOMY B KJIaCCMUYECKO [JIsi COBpeMeH-
Hom siormku crarbe (Tarski, 1936)% ormueckoe
CJIefIoBaHVIe — 3TO OTHOIIIEHVe HeOOXOIVMMOTO 11
hopmaavHoeo CIIeNOBaHWMS, VIV JK€ «UTO W3 4Yero
npaBwIbHO crrenyeT» (Read, 1994, p. 1). I1pobGite-
Ma CJIeloBaHMs IIOHMMaJIach C aHTUYHBIX Bpe-
MeH B KOHTEeKCTe IIOKas3aTeJIbHBIX PacCyKIeHWV,
IIOCBIIKV 1 3aKJIFOUeHe KOTOPBIX CBSI3aHBI OTHO-
IIeHVeM JIOTTYeCKOro CJIefIoBaHMs (HarprMep, B
«AHaMTUKax» APUCTOTeNIs), M IIPU WM3y4YeHUN
VIMIUIVIKAIIVIY, T7le OTHOIIIEHVE CIIeZIOBaHS OIIpe-
TieJIsieT HelloCPeICTBeHHYIO CBsI3b aHTelle/leHTa U
KOHCeKBeHTa (0COOeHHO HIMPOKO ITpobiieMa dop-
MaJIbHBIX ¥ MaTepuasIbHBIX KOHCEKBEHIIUM 00-
CY’KIIaeTcs B CXOJIACTMYECKOV JIOTMKe). B stormye-
CKMX IITyaysax smoxu ITpocBerenms ormdaeckoe
CJIefIoBaHVIe CTaJl0 IIPEeIMETOM PacCMOTPEeHWs
IIPaKTUYeCKOV (paccykKaeHVe U T0Ka3aTeIbCTBO)
I TeOpeTUYecKom (MMIUIVKATVBHbIE CYXAeHMs 1
IelyKTUBHBIE YMO3aKJIFOUeHMs) JIOrMK. B Harm
Ke THU JIOTI9ecKoe cjiefloBaHe B CTPOrOM CMBIC-
Jle I3y4JaeTcs B paMKax (pOpMasIbHBIX JIOT MTIeCKIIX
TeOPUIL, a AVICIIUIUIVHBI JIOTYEeCKOro TOJIKa (Te-
opus apryMeHTaluy, SIVCTeMOJIOrns, (Prioco-
dus A3bIKa U T.J.) CMOTPST Ha IIpo0sieMy IIupe,
IIOTHVIMasi BOITPOCHI peJIeBAaHTHOCTH, II0CTaTOY-
HOCTM, 000CHOBAaHHOCTY Ilepexofia oT A K B.

CoBpeMeHHBIe JIOTVYecKie TeOPUV paccMaTpy-
BAIOT OTHOIIIEHVE JIOIMYECKOrO CJIeIOBaHMs Kak

2 TTosgHee crartbd ObUIa TiepeBeieHa Ha aHIJIMVICKUN
a3pIk: (Tarski, 1956).

A. V. Petrovskaya

Introduction

Explication of the relation of logical follow-
ing which for a long time was a synonym of
the term consequentia, is rightly considered to
be one of the central tasks of logic. Accord-
ing to Alfred Tarski (1936), in his article re-
garded as a classic in modern logic,* logical
consequence is the relation of necessary and
formal consequence, or “what follows correct-
ly from what” (Read, 1994, p. 1). The prob-
lem of consequence had been mooted since
ancient times in the context of proving rea-
soning, whose premises and conclusions are
associated with the relation of logical conse-
quence (e.g. in Aristotle’s Analytica) and in the
study of implication where the relation of con-
sequence determines the immediate link of the
antecedent and consequent (the problem of
formal and material consequences looms large
in scholastic logic). In the Enlightenment log-
ical studies logical consequence became the
subject of practical logic (reasoning and proof)
and theoretical logic (implied judgments and
deductive conclusions). In our day the logical
consequence in the rigorous sense is studied
in formal logical theories, while the near-logi-
cal disciplines (theory of argumentation, epis-
temology, philosophy of language etc.) take
a broader view, raising the questions of rele-
vance, sufficiency and the grounding of transi-
tion from A to B.

Contemporary logical theories consider the
relation of logical consequence to be “formal”
(neutral toward content) and universal, hence
“necessary”. However, this approach leads to
a paradoxical situation: by putting aside con-
tent, logical consequence makes it possible to
link anything with anything, thus losing con-

2 The article was later translated into English (Tarski,
1956).
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«dopmasibHOe» (HEMTpaJIbHOe K CONEPXKaHMIO) 7
YHMBepcasIbHOe, a 3HAYUT, 1 «Heobxomyumoe». Of-
HaKO TaKoe ITOHVIMaHVe BeeT K IapajoKCaIbHOM
cUTyanmm: abCTparmpysch OT Comep>KaHvis, JIOTde-
CKOe CJTeITOBaHVIe TIO3BOJISIET COIMHSITH BCE CO BCEM,
Tepsisi, IO CyTH, COOCTBEHHO CJIefIoBaHVe, TO eCcTh
0OOCHOBBIBAFOIITYIO CBSI3b OIJHOVI MBICIIVI C IPYTOVAL
Emie B cxoracTiaeckont Tpaayiiym, TOCIIOACTBOBaB-
mrert Ha 3ape Hosoro Bpemenu, dpopmasisHOe cite-
JIOBaHVe BO MHOI'OM OITpeIesIsiyIoCh OHTOJIOrYe-
CKVMMV VIHTYUIIVMSIMM CBEPXUYYBCTBEHHOV Cdepbl
TUIOTETVYECKOro OBITISI BO3MOXKHBIX CYIITHOCTEVI,
HO y>Ke HeCKOJIbKO CTOJIeTMV JIOTMKa JIMIIIeHa Ta-
Koro obocHoBaHms. B cBs3u ¢ st Tapckwmmi, moz-
vepkmBaeT K. DTuemeHIM, BO3BpaTWICS B Pyc-
JI0 TIOVICKa MHTYWIIN® COOTHOIIEHMS CJIe[ICTBU
VI COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX CBOVICTB JIOTMYEeCKOW VICTV-
Hbl (Etchemendy, 1990, p. 1—2). OgHako Hu pelite-
Hue Tapckoro, HU MHocsleyolIye MHTepHpeTanun
JIOTIYeCKOTO CJIe[IOBAHVIS B TEOPETUKO-MOIIIbHBIX
VI TeOpeTMKO-JIOKa3aTe/IbCTBeHHBIX IIOAXOHax He
HpemIoKWIN yoenuTepHoro orseTa. IIpobiema
0o0ocHOBaHMS (POPMaIBHOTO CJIE[IOBAHMS OCTaeT-
Cs1, ¥l OHa 0COOEHHO 3aMeTHa, KOTzia CpeICTBaMY JIO-
TMYeCKMX TeOPUIL MBI IbITaeMCs SKCIUIMLIVIPOBAaTh
paccyxaeHns oOblleHHOro si3blka. [lorararo, uTo
I IOHVIMaHMS IIPVPOLIBL JIOFMYeCKOro cilefioBa-
HVIS TI07Ie3HO OOpaTUThCS K VICTOKaM CTaHOBJIEHVIS
JIOTVIKM KaK (pOpMaJIbHOV Hay K.

OmHMM 13 TaKMX MCTOKOB COBpeMeHHOM dop-
MaJIbHOV JIOTVIKV SIBJISI®TCSI JIOTMYECKUV IIPOeKT
KaHTa, KOTOpPBIVI B CBOe BpeMsI BbI3BaJl 3HAUYUTeIIb-
HBIVI IHTEpeC y HperiogaBaTesient STOV AVCITUILIN-
HBI, 9YTO CITIOCOOCTBOBAJIO €ro MOCIIeYIOIIVIM YIIPO-
IIEHUIO U TIONyJIspU3alui. DTy TOUKY 3peHws
OTCTaMBaeT JIOKTOpcKas paborta [Ix. Makdaprien-

? TepMuH «MHTYWUIMS» 3[eCh W Jajlee Oymer yIoTpe-
OJIATbCS He B KAHTOBCKOM, a B COBPEMEHHOM CMBICIIE,
KOTOPBII MOXXHO OOHapyXXMTb, HaIlpMMep, B TeOpUHU
I1. boroccsHa: MHTYWMITNS — 3TO MHTeJUIEKTyasIbHas BU-
amMocThb (intellectual seeming), KoTopasi JaHa KakKIOMY
YeJIOBEKY B KauecTBe HeOOXO0OVIMOVI, OUEeBVIHOVI VIJIV po-
CTOVI ICTUHBL. B TaKoV TpaKTOBKe MHTYMIIVS pacCMaTpy-
BaeTCs KaK allpropHOe 00OCHOBaHVIE, CaMO HaXO/AIIIeecs
IIpY 3TOM 3a IIpefieslaMy obocHoBaHM:. ITogpobHee cM.:
(Boghossian, 2016).

sequence proper, i.e. the grounding connec-
tion of one thought to another. As late as in
the scholastic tradition, which held sway at the
dawn of the Modern age, formal consequence
was largely determined by ontological intu-
itions of the supra-sensible sphere of hypothet-
ical being of possible entities, but for several
centuries now logic has been deprived of such
justification. In this connection John Etchemen-
dy (1990, p. 1-2) stressed that Tarski reverted
to the search for intuitions’ of the relation of
consequences and the corresponding proper-
ties of logical truth. However, neither Tarski’s
solution, nor the subsequent interpretations of
logical consequence in the model theory or the
proof theory produced a convincing answer.
The problem of grounding formal consequence
remains, becoming particularly noticeable
when logical theories are used to explicate the
reasoning of daily language. I submit that to
understand the nature of logical consequence it
would be helpful to turn to the sources of logic
as a formal science.

One such source of modern formal logic
is Kant’s logical project which in its time at-
tracted wide interest among teachers of this
discipline, subsequently contributing to its
simplification and popularisation. This is the
view promoted in John MacFarlane’s doctor-
al dissertation on the nature of logical formal-
ity.* It argues that the formality of Kant’s logic

? Here and elsewhere the term “intuition” is used not in
the Kantian but in the modern meaning which we find,
for example, in Paul Boghossian’s theory: intuition is in-
tellectual seeming, given to human beings as a neces-
sary, evident and simple truth. This interpretation sees
intuition as a priori grounding which itself is outside
grounding. For more see Boghossian (2016).

* Thus, MacFarlane (2000, p. II) argues that Kant’s log-
ical theory can be considered as strictly formal (“top-
ic-neutral”) in three meanings of formality: (1) it
provides constituent norms for thought as such, (2) it
is indifferent to concrete identities of objects and (3) it
totally abstracts from the semantic content of thought:
“[...] these three notions [of formality — A.P.] come to-
gether in the context of Kant’s transcendental philoso-

phy.”
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Ha 0 IIpMpoie JIormdeckot popMastbHOCTI . B Hent
IIOKa3bIBaeTcsl, YTO (popMasIbHOCTB JIormkn y Kan-
Ta ObUTa OOOCHOBaHa €ro TpPaHCIIEHIIEHTAIBHON
dwtocodmer, a He IIPOCTO IMOCTYJIMpOBaHa Kak
takoBasg (MacFarlane, 2000). JIormdecknit IpoeKT
Kanrta — oOmrag (urmcrast) 1 TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHAS
jorvka. Ilpemmerom oOMmIeVt JIOTMKM OKa3bIBAOT-
cs1 BceoOIme, popmaibHBIE (B CMBICIIE HeCorep-
JKaTeJIbHOCTY), CJlefIoBaTeIbHO, YHUBepCcaIbHbIe
CTPYKTYPBI MBICJIVL. A B TPaHCIeHIeHTaJIEHOV JIO-
r'vKe IIpo0IeMaTU3VPYIOTCS VX OHTOJIOTMYecKye
¥ STIMICTEMOJTIOIMUecKme ocHoBaHMsI. BeceoOrtme s1o0-
rirdeckvie popMel 11 popMaIbHOE OTHOITIEHVIE CTle-
ZIOBaHMS TIOJTy YatOT CBOe OOOCHOBaHVIE B KaueCcTBe
HEOOXOIVIMBIX CITOCOOOB OTHOINIEHMSI K OOBEKTY
IIpeICTaBIeHNsT M OrPaHMYMBAIOTCS TPaHCIIEH-
ZIeHTaJIBHOV JIOTMIKOVI, KOTOpasl, B CBOIO OYeperb,
OrpaHMYVBAETCs ITpefielaMyt BOSMOKHOT'O OITBITa.

KaHTOBCKMIT JIOrMYecKmii IIPOEKT BBICTYIIVIT
HEKOTOPBIM VMHTEIPAaTOPOM CXOJIaCTMYEeCKON Tpa-
ovyn. OH pasBuBajl JIOTMUYECKYIO Ilapagurmy
cpoero BpemeHn (Xp. Boinbd, I d. Mariep u 11p.’)
¥ cier1aJl BO3MOXKHBIM TIOBOPOT OT TPaZMUIIVIOHHON
JIOTVIKY K JIOTVIKE COBpeMeHHOVI. B o0rien jiorvke
KanT paboTai B paMKax IIO[ICTAHOBOYHOV TpPaK-
TOBKM (POpMaIbHBIX KOHCEKBEHIIMTI CXOJIacTuye-
CKOVI TpaguIIVY, He 00CYXK/Iasi BOIIPOC I'PaHMI] Ta-
Koro popmastbHOro IiprtokeHms. OHAKO BMECTO
OHTOJIOTMTYECKVIX OCHOBaHWV, IIPUHSTBIX B CXO-
JIACTMYEeCKOV TPaJUIINY, B TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO
norvke KaHT yTBepXKIaeT 3IMCTeMOJIOTMYeCKUT
CTaTyC KOHCTUTYTVUBHBIX [IPUHIIATIOB MBIIIIJIEHVIS
(cy>xmeHM) M AOKasaTeJIbHOTO pacCyXOeHMs, a
TaK)Ke YHUBEPCaIbHOCTh aIllPVMOPHBIX IIOHSTWU,
KOTOpBIE «BCerJla MMEIOT MeCTO JIUIIL Kak dop-
MaJIbHbIe ¥ OOBEKTVBHBIE YCJIOBUS OIBITa BOOO-
me» (B 271; Kant, 2006, c. 365).

* Tak, Maxdapserns gokasblBaeT, YTO JIOTMYecKasl Te-
opms KaHTa MOXeT cumTaThCcs CTporo opMasibHOV,
«HEVTPAJIbHOV K COMIep)KaHMIO» B TpeX CMbICIax op-
MaybHOCTH: (1) obecrieunBaeT KOHCTUTYTVBHBIE HOPMEI
IUIS MBIIUIEHVS KaK TaKoBOro, (2) Oespas/myuHa K KOH-
KPeTHBIM MIeHTUYHOCTSIM O0BeKTOB 1 (3) IOJIHOCTHIO ab-
CTparMpyeTcss OT CeMaHTUIeCKOTO COIepKaHMs MBICII:
«...otn Tpu nouATHS (PpopmaribHocT. — A.I1.) 0Obenu-
HSIOTCS B KOHTEKCTe TPaHCLeHIEHTaIbHOV KaHTOBCKOV
dunocodpum» (MacFarlI;)me, 2000, p. II).

> CM. 00 3TOM monpoOHee B IPeANCIOBUN K WM3IaHWIO
«Benckont nmornkm» (Kanr, 2022, c. 5—194).

A. V. Petrovskaya

was grounded by his transcendental philos-
ophy and not merely posited. Kant’s logical
project is general (pure) transcendental logic.
The object of general logic is general, formal (in
terms of having no content) and consequent-
ly universal thought structures. Transcenden-
tal logic problematises their ontological and
epistemological foundations. Universal logical
forms and the formal relation of consequence
are grounded as necessary means of relation to
the object of representation and are limited by
transcendental logic which, in turn, is limited
by possible experience.

Kant’s logical project was an integrator of
the scholastic tradition. It developed the logical
paradigm of his time (Christian Wolff, Georg
Friedrich Meier et al.’) and enabled a turn to
be made from traditional logic to modern logic.
In general logic Kant worked in the framework
of substitutive interpretation of formal con-
sequences of the scholastic tradition without
discussing the limits of such formal applica-
tion. However, instead of ontological ground-
ing accepted in the scholastic tradition, Kant in
transcendental logic affirms the epistemologi-
cal status of constituting principles of thought
(judgments) and proof-oriented reasoning
as well as the universality of a priori concepts
which are “[...] always only formal and ob-
jective conditions of an experience in general”
(KrV, B 271; Kant, 1998, p. 324).

In the opinion of Conrad Asmus and Greg
Restall (2012, p. 28), the main significance of
Kant is that he considered logic to be a science
of forms of judgment and formal rules of any
thought. It was this that “broadened the char-
acteristic of formal consequence beyond the
study of schemes” (which was the case in the
scholastic tradition) and as a result extended

> For more detail see the preface to the Russian edition
of The Vienna Logic (Kant, 2022, pp. 5-194).
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I'maBHas 3aciyra Kanra, o maenmro K. Acmy-
ca u I. PecTasuia, 3aKjIf0O4aeTCsl B TOM, UTO OH CUM-
TaJI JIOTYKY HayKovi 0 popmax cyKIeHuit n ¢pop-
MaJIbHBIX IIpaBWwiIaX BCSKOM MBICIN. VIMeHHO
3TO «pacHIMPUIIO XapaKTepPUCTUKY OopMasIbHO-
rO CJIefIOBaHVA 3a IIpefiesIbl M3yUeHMs cxeM» (Kak
3TO OBUIO B CXOJIACTMYECKOV Tpagummm) (Asmus,
Restall, 2012, p. 28) 1 B pe3ysibTaTe BbIBEJIO JIOTIKY
Ha HOBble pyOeXXu, XOTsl 11 He IO3BOJINJIO el YeT-
KO OUepPTUTb CBOV I'PAHMUIIBI VI PELINTh IIpobIie-
My cBoero IpenamMeTa. MakdapriertH ogdyepKuBa-
€T, UTO B JJaJIbHEVIIIIeM JIOTMKY ObUIV BEIHYK/IEHBI
OTKa3aTbCsl OT CTPOrovt (PopMayIbHOCTVI KaHTVAH-
CKOVI JIOTVIKVI, UTOOBI ITOIBITATBCSI PEIINTD IIPO-
Or1emy JIorYecKoro ciefoBaHms. TpyIHO cKasaTh,
CBs13aH JIV TaKOV IIOBOPOT CO CTAaHOBJIEHVIEM CUM-
BOJIMYECKOV JIOTVIKVM VIJIVI C T€M, UTO II0CTEIIeHHO
IIOCJIeKaHTOBCKasl popMasibHas JIOIMKa OTKasa-
Jlach OT 3HAYMMOCTM (PWI0copcKoro obocHOBa-
HUS CJleioBaHMA. Bo3MOXXHO, oOparieHme K oOc-
HOBaM JIOTMYeCKOVl TePMMHOJIOTUN CJIefIOBaHMs
IIO3BOJINT IIPOSICHUTB 3TOT BOITPOC.

Bompoc ToskoBaHMd ciienoBaHms Ka"nTom Tpe-
OyeT oOpallieHNs K €ro JIOTMYeCKOV TePMIHOJIO-
rum. Ee HI0aHCBI MOTYT BHECTH MICKOMYIO SICHOCTB
U B COBpeMeHHOe cj10BoyrioTpebienme. O jormde-
ckom TepMuHosiorun Kanra, kak 11 o ero jiormde-
CKOM ITpOeKTe B I1eJIOM MOXKHO CKa3aTh, UTO 3/1eCh
HOBaTOPCTBO COCEICTBYeT C Hacjle[lyieM CXOJIacTy-
4ecKoV TpaauIuiL. 171 mepegadrt OTHOIIIEH VIS JI0-
I'MYeCcKOro cyiefoBaHms priocod Kak mprberaeT K
TPpaJUILVIOHHOMY TEPMIUHY «KOHCEeKBEHIIVIs», TaK 1
VICTIONB3yeT ToHATHe Folgerung («ciiefacTByie») v
ApyTve MOHATHSA, IIpou3BodHbIe OT cjioBa Folge
(«T10CII€/10BaTeIBHOCTD»). DTO HAIISIIHO CBUIIe-
TeJIbCTBYET O HeO[HO3HAUYHOCTV TPaKTOBKM JIOIV-
YecKOro cJjiefjloBaHwsl, 1 KOTOPOro ellle He CyIile-
CTBYeT CTPOroro TepMIMHOJIOTMYeCKOro arrapara’.

¢ JlorvaeckuM TepMWHOM s Oyfy J/lajlee Ha3bIBaTh IIO-
HATVE C YCTOVYVIBBIM JIOTMUECKMM 3HadeHUeM VI OIIpe-
feJleHVeM BHYTPV TeOpUM; JIOTMYECKMM OyJly CuMTaTh
IIOHSATVIE, KOTOPOe IIOJIydaeT OIperiesieHHOe JIOTTIecKoe
conepxanme. [T0CKOJIBKY JIOTVUeCKVe TIOHSATS SBJISIOT-
sl TIPOM3BOIHBIMYI OT TTOHSTUVI OOBIIEHHOTO s3bIKa (He-
JIorMgecKoe yIroTpeOiieHue), s CYUTaI0 BO3MOXKHBIM W
HeoOXOIMMBIM KOCHYTLCS MX TPaMMaTUYecKMX XapaKTe-
PUCTVK V1 B 9TOM KOHTEKCTe OCTaBJISIIO 3a OO0V ITpaBo Ha-
3BIBATB MX «CJIOBOM».
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the frontiers of logic, though it did not enable
it to define clearly its boundaries and solve the
problem of its object. Macfarlane stresses that
subsequently logicians had to give up the strict
formality of logic to try to solve the problem
of logical consequence. It is hard to say wheth-
er this development was brought about by the
emergence of symbolic logic or by the fact that
post-Kantian formal logic gradually began to
attach less importance to philosophical ground-
ing of consequence. Perhaps a look at the foun-
dations of logical terminology may shed some
light on the issue.

The question of Kant’s interpretation of con-
sequence cannot be answered without turn-
ing to his logical terminology. Its nuances may
clarify modern usage as well. It can be said
about Kant’s logical terminology and his logi-
cal project as a whole that here innovation goes
hand-in-hand with the legacy of the scholas-
tic tradition. Kant refers to the relation of log-
ical following variously by the traditional term
“consequence”, i.e. the concept of Folgerung,
and other derivatives of the word Folge, or “se-
quence”. This demonstrates the ambiguity of
the interpretation of logical consequence for
which there is no rigorous terminological appa-
ratus.®

In my article I examine Kant’s interpretation
of consequence and look at the terminology he
uses. The article has four parts. The first part
considers the semantic sources of Kant’s logical
term “consequence” (Folgerung), for which pur-
pose I consider a number of everyday words

¢ Elsewhere by ‘logical term’ I mean a concept with an
established logical meaning and definition within the
theory; that concept is logical which has logical con-
tent. Because logical concepts are derivatives of daily
language concepts (non-logical use) I believe it is possi-
ble and necessary to touch upon their grammatical fea-
tures and in this context I reserve the right to call them
‘words’.



B cBoen crarbe s mpemiararo oOpaTMTBCS K
aHaJIM3y TIOHVMMaHMS clenoBaHus KantoM 1 pac-
CMOTPEeTb TEPMIHOJIOTMIO, KOTOPYIO OH IIPV 9TOM
VICTIONB30BaJI. PaboTta pasmerieHa Ha deTwlpe Ya-
cTy. B IrepBoVt acTy paccMaTpMBarOTCS CMBICIIO-
Bble VICTOKM KaHTOBCKOIO JIOIMYEeCKOTO TepMMHa
«cnencreue» (Folgerung), miist dero g aHammsu-
PYIO PsiI TIOHATUI OOBIIEHHOrO $I3bIKa, VICIIONb-
3yeMbIx dpustocodom: Folge, Abfolge n folglich. Bo
BTOPOM pasfiejie s ITOKasbIBalO PasjIinums MeX-
oy mepeceKaromyMmucs nHoHATHsMM Folgerung
(cr1emctBume, BBIBOM), Schluf (3axsIroueHe, BBIBOM) 11
Konklusion (3axitouenmte, Borsom). TpeTnit pasment
OTBeuaeT Ha BOIIPOC 00 aKTe CJIeIOBaHVIS, JJEMOH-
crpupys, nodemy Folgerung He cBommrcs k Kon-
sequenz. DTOT pasfiel OTpakaeT OCHOBHYIO MJIEI0
CTaTbM: KQaHTOBCKAas JIOTMKA pacCMaTpvBaeT Cle-
JIOBaHMe He TOJIBKO KaK (POpMasIbHYIO CBSI3b MBIC-
JIeVi, HO VI KaK paliOHa/IBHBIV aKT, OTpa’kKaroIu
OTHOIIIEHe CJIefIoBaHMs. B deTBepTOM pasmerie
IIOKas3bIBaeTcs, 4To IoHATMe Folgerung moxer
yHOTpeGJIﬂTLCﬂ KaK OTHEJIbHBIVI PallviOHaJILHBIV
aKT, OCYIIIeCTBIIIEMBIVI B IIPAKTMKE PacCy KIeHMI
VI HECBOAVIMBIVI K (DOPMaIIBHOV KOHCEKBEHIIVIVL.

1. VicTokm J1ormuecKomn TEePpMMHOJIOI M.

Folgerung, Folge, Abfolge v folglich

B kadecTBe OCHOBHOIO IIOHATUS C/Ae008aH1is
B JIOTMMYEeCKMX pa60Tax Kanra paccMaTprBaeTCA
Folgerung. Ha pycckuim sI3bIK OHO B 3aBUCHMOCTU
OT KOHTEKCTa IIE€PEBOAUTCA KaK «BbIBOI», «CJIEM-
CTBUE», «CJIeIOBaHVIEe», " Oaxe
«yMoO3aKJIoueHe»’. Takoe pasHOOOpasme Iiepe-

«3aKJIFOUYeHe»

7 YMozawmoyeHVe KaK yCTOMYMBOE IIOHSTHE B JIOTW-
Ke CKOpee COOTBETCTBYeT HeMellkomy Schlufy / Vernunfts-
chlufi, saxmouenme — Konklusion, uto OymeT mompobHee
o0cyXXIaTbCsl BO BTOPOM paspiesie cTaTbi. [IoHATIS BBIBO-
Tla ¥ CIIencTBys (WUIM CIIeOBaHMs) YIIOTPeOIIIIOTCs B IIe-
peBoax KaK CMHOHVMMYHBIE, IIOCKOJIBKY 111 KaHTa erie
He aKTyaJIbHO MX pasjifMdeHye, IIPUHATOe B COBPeMeH-
HBIX TEOPEeTMKO-MOLENIBHBIX M TeOPEeTUKO-IOKa3aTelIb-
HBIX Hopxonax. YToObl He Ieperpy>KaTh CTaThIO JIUIITHE
TEPMMHOJIOTMEVI, MBI TakCKe OylieM IofpasyMeBaTh, YTO
3a HVYMM CTOUT OIMH ¥ TOT X€ CMBIC/I CJIeIOBAHMS VIV
BBIBOIA OIHOVI MBICJIVI 3 IPYTOVA.
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the philosopher uses: Folge, Abfolge and folg-
lich. In the second part I show the differenc-
es between overlapping concepts of Folgerung
(consequence, inference), Schluss (conclusion,
inference) and Konklusion (conclusion, infer-
ence). The third part answers the question of
the act of consequence and demonstrates why
Folgerung is not reducible to Konsequenz. This
part reflects the main message of the article:
Kant’s logic sees consequence not only as for-
mal connection of thoughts, but as a rational
act reflecting the relation of consequence. The
fourth part shows that the concept Folgerung
may refer to a rational act performed in the
practice of reasoning and not reducible to for-
mal consequence.

1. The Sources of Logical Terminology:
Folgerung, Folge, Abfolge and folglich

The main concept of logical following in
Kant’s logical works is denoted by Folgerung.
Depending on the context it is variously trans-
lated as ‘con clusion’, ‘consequence’, ‘follow-
ing’ and even ‘inference’.” Such diversity of
translations of one and the same word sug-
gests, on the one hand, that Folgerung is not
used in Kant’s logic and philosophy as a rigor-
ous term and, on the other hand, it may be due
to imperfect Russian translation. I will show
below that Kant’s use of Folgerung is far more

7 ‘Inference’ as an established logical concept corre-
sponds rather to the German Schluss / Vernunftschluss,
‘conclusion’ corresponds to the German Konklusion,
which will be discussed in more detail in the second
part of the article. The concepts of conclusion and con-
sequence (or logical following) are used in translations
as synonyms because for Kant the distinction accepted
in modern theoretical modeling and theoretical proof-
ing approaches is not yet important. Not to overload
the article with excessive terminology I will assume that
they have the same meaning of logical following or in-
ference of one thought from another.
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BOZIOB OJTHOTO CJIOBA, C OIIHOW CTOPOHBI, KOCBEH-
HO TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO B JIOTMKe U dpuyiocodpnn
KanTa Folgerung He wcrionb3yeTcs B BuUje CTpO-
TOro TepMMHA, a C APYTOl — MOXeT OOBSCHSTh-
cs1 1 IpobrieMaMy He Beeria KOPPeKTHOTO PyCcCcKO-
SI3PIYHOTO TepeBofa. [lastee OyreT ToKa3aHO, 9TO
KaHTOBCKOe yrioTpebrienme Folgerung ropasmo mo-
cJlefioBaTesIbHee, UeM 3TO MOXKET ITOKa3aThCs, ey
OIMPaThCs TOJIBKO Ha ITeCTPYIO TEPMIHOJIOTUIO B
repeBojax ero paboT Ha pycckui si3plK. Opuru-
HaJIbHOe yTIoTpeOsleHVe Ha IOPSIOK CTPOXe, U
OHO MOXeT OBITh MCTOJIKOBAaHO KaK yCTOVYMBBIN
TepMUH /151 0003Ha4YeHsI CJIe[IoBaHMs B KaHTOB-
CKOM JIOTTYEeCKOM ITPOEKTe.

Kaxk 11 OoIbIIMHCTBO COBpeMeHHBIX JIOTMYeCcKIX
nioHsATHv, Folgerung sBisieTcss NPOM3BOIHBIM OT
c71oBa O0ObIZIeHHOTO si3bIKa®: Folge (v folgen), uto
TIepeBOANTCA Ha PYCCKUM S3BIK KaK <«II0CIIe/IoBa-
TEJIBHOCTB», «IIOCJIEZICTBYIe» (VIJTV «CIIeIOBaTh»). 3a
HpyIMepaMI MOXKHO 00paTuThbcs K pabotam KanTa:

Tpu Mopmyca BpeMeHU — 3TO HOCHOAHHOCHID,
nocaedoBameavrocms (Folge) vt 00HoBpemerntocmsb
[6vimusa] (B 219; Kanr, 2006, c. 305; 3meck n1 fasiee
B IIUTaTax coxpaHsieTcst Kypcus KaHTa, Bbesie-
HIs TIOJYXKUPHBIM TIPUHAJJIe)XaT aBTOPY CTa-
Tem1. — A.IL).

...€CTb JI TaHHOe MHOTrooOpa3HoOe Kak IIpe]l-
MeT OITbITa HEYTO OIHOBPEMEHHO CYIIIeCTBYIO-
Ilee 1IN mocIegoBaTesIbHOe (folge) [Bo Bpeme-
H1| (B 225; Ka#rT, 2006, c. 313).

ITpencTapiieHns o YacTsx [sBIeHM:] cIemyroT
(folgen) mpyr 3a mpyrom. Cuedyrom (folgen) ym
OHI IPYT 3a IPYToM Takxke B mperMerte... (B 234;
Kanr, 2006, c. 323).

B pmanpnetmem (Folge) Oymer moxasaHo...
(B 144 —145; Kanr, 2006, c. 217).

3pech crleryeT oOpaTUTh BHMMaHMe Ha 3Hade-
HVEe CJIOB «II0CJIe0BATEeIILHOCTE», «CIIeAYIOT ApYT
3a IPyroM», «I1ajibHeviee». VIMeHHO 3TOT CMBICII,
Kak OyreT IOKasaHO [jajiee, COXPaHSIOT JIOrvde-
ckve noHATHsA. CoBpeMeHHOe ITOHVMaHMe CJIefI0-

¥ DTy mpobrieMy B KOHTEKCTe JIOTMUECKOTO CIIeOBaHMs
nogHuMaroT A. Tapckuit u [Ix. DTdeMeHaN.
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consistent than it may seem if one proceeds
from the variegated terminology used in the
Russian translations of his works. The original
usage is far more rigorous and can be regarded
as an established term to denote following in the
Kantian logical project.

Like the majority of modern logical con-
cepts, Folgerung is derived from a word of dai-
ly language:* Folge (or folgen), which translates
as ‘sequence’, ‘consequence’ (or ‘to follow’). Ex-
amples can be drawn from Kant’s works:

The three modi of time are persistence,
succession (Folge), and simultaneity [of being]
(KrV, B 219, Kant, 1998, p. 296; hereinafter,
Kant’s italics are retained in the quotations,
boldface emphasis belongs to the author of the
article — A.P.).

[...] this manifold, as object of experience, is
simultaneous or successive (folge) [in time] [...]
(KrV, B 225; Kant, 1998, p. 300).

The representations of the parts [of a
phenomenon] succeed (folgen) one another.
Whether they also succeed (folgen) in the object
[...] (KrV, B 234; Kant, 1998, p. 305).

In the sequel (Folge) it will be shown [...]
(KrV, B 144-145; Kant, 1998, p. 253).

Attention should be paid to the meaning of

o

the words “succession,” “succeed” and “se-
quel”. This is the meaning that logical concepts
preserve, as will be shown below. The modern
meaning of “logical following” evolved grad-
ually, not least under the influence of Kant's
philosophy. Folge is the preferred term for con-
veying the meaning of consequence in the tran-
scripts of Kant’s lectures on logic. For example,

in the Jasche edition it crops up with reference

¥ This problem is raised in the context of logical
following by Tarski and Etchemendy.



BaHMS (POPMMPOBATIOCH TIOCTEIIeHHO. BeposTHO,
He IIOCJIE[THIOI POJIb B 3TOM IIpoIiecce ChIrpajia
u dpustocodpmsa Kanra. B koHcIIekTax KaHTOBCKMX
JIEKIIVVI 110 JIOTVIKe TIOHsTVe Folge siBIsieTcst OCHOB-
HBIM [J15 Iepefiadnt 3HaueHms cefcTsms. Hampn-
Mep, B usganum I.b. Verite OHO TIOSIBIISIETCS TIISI
Ieperiaum CBsI3KV «OCHOBaHWe — CJIefICTBYEe / HOo-
crrenyroree» (der Grund — die Folge) B runoreTn-
ueckOM CyXkpeHu: «Marepust eunomemuueckux
CY)KIEHUM COCTOUT W3 IBYX CYXXIEHWN, COenu-
HEHHBIX OIIHO C JpyruMM Kak ocHoaHMe (Grund)
u crienctsue (Folge)» (AA 09, S. 105; Kaut, 19946,
c. 360). Tasiee MOXXHO OOpaTUTh BHMMAaHVE, YTO
TUIIOTeTIYeCcKOe CyXIeHNe «ComepXuT» (enthalt)
OCHOBaHWI€ U CJIEJICTBYIE, VIV [IBE YacTV, KOTOPbIe
«BemyT cebs» (verhilt sich) kak ocHoBaHMe 11 ciTeI-
crue (Ibid.,; Tam xe). Taxxe Folge yrorpebser-
csi 1 B OoJlee IMIMPOKOM 3HAUEHWMM — CJIEZICTBIIE
nipy obocHoBaHMYM 3HaHMIL. Hampumep, conepxa-
TeJIbHAS 3HAUYVMMOCTD WJIV JIOTMYecKasl BaXKHOCTb
3HaHMS 00OCHOBBIBAETCS TEM, UTO TaKoe 3HaHMe
paccmarpuBaeTcs «kak ocHosaHme (Grund) mis
MHOTOUVICJIEHHBIX ¥ 3HAYMTEIbHBIX CJIeACTBUM
(Folgen)» ¢ mnpumeuanvem «non multa sed
multum»’ (AA 09, S. 40; iepesort mort. — A. I1)".
B «Kputuke gmcroro pasyma» u B padbore «O
€IVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM JIOKa3aTeIbCTBe Obl-
st bora» IOKPWUTMYECKOro Ilepmora HeCKOJIb-
KO pa3 BCTpedaeTcs moHsiTHe Abfolge, KoTopoe Ha
PYCCKMI SI3bIK OIISITB K€ YMECTHO IIePeBOIUTh KaK
OTHOIIIeHMe cJlefloBaHMsA. TakuM obpa3oM IOCTy-
naet b. V1. demopos, korma 1epeBoauT 3TOT Tep-
MuH y b. boneriano (Bosnbiiano, 2003)". Ha an-
rrmickumt Abfolge ToXXe MOXXHO IlepeBecTy Kak
consequence v entailment, xoTs B HOBeriIIIe! T1e-
PeBOIYecKOV TpamuIlNy IIpeodsIajiaeT IIepeBor,

? «He MHOTO, HO MHOTOE» (JIaT.).

' B mepesome M.K. Mapkosa n B. A. Xyuxosa: «...1mo-
CKOJIPKY OHO paccMaTpMBaeTcsi KaK OCHOBaHMe I MHO-
TOUVCIIEHHBIX U CYIIeCTBEHHBIX BbIBOIOB» (KaHT, 19946,
c. 296).

' Tak, HasBaHme § 162 «Verhaltnifs der Abfolge» ns «Ha-
ykoyuenmsi» («Wissenschaftslehre») b. bosibirano (Tom 2)
nepesoantcs b. V1. @enoposbivm Kak «OTHOIIIEHME CI1ef0-
BaHus» (Bosbriano, 2003, c. 185).
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to “ground — consequence / successive” (der
Grund — die Folge) in the hypothetical judg-
ment: “The matter of hypothetical judgments
consists of two judgments (Urtheilen) that are
connected with one another as ground (Grund)
and consequence (Folge)” (Log, AA 09, p. 105;
Kant, 1992, p. 601 (§ 25)). Further, one could
note that the hypothetical judgment “contains”
ground and consequence, or two parts which
“behave” (verhidlt sich) as ground and conse-
quence (ibid.). Also, Folge is used in the broader
meaning of “consequence grounding knowl-
edge”. For example, the content or logical
importance of knowledge is justified by consid-
ering such knowledge to be the ground (Grund)
for numerous and significant consequences
(Folgen)”® with the note “non multa sed mul-
tum”'° (Log, AA 09, p. 40; my transl. — A.P.).

In the Critique of Pure Reason and in the work
of the pre-critical period, The Only Possible Ar-
gument in Support of a Demonstration of the Exis-
tence of God, the concept Abfolge occurs several
times and this can also be translated into Eng-
lish as “consequence”. Rolf George acts like-
wise in translating this term in Bernard Bolzano
as “ground and consequence”." Abfolge can
also be translated as “entailment”, although
in the translation of Bolzano’s works the pre-
ferred term is “grounding”,'” which is closer
to the way Bolzano himself interprets the term
(Dragalina-Chernaya, 2020, p. 87). Kant does
not use Abfolge in the strictly logical sense even
when he explains the work of “logical follow-
ing” in a hypothetical judgment compared with

9 Cf. “[...] as ground of many and great consequences”
(Kant, 1992b, p. 550).

' “not many things, but a large quantity” (Lat.).

" Thus George translates the title of § 162 “Verhiltnifi
der Abfolge” in Bolazno’s Theory of Science (Wissenschafts-
lehre) as “The Relation of Ground and Consequence”
(Bolzano, 2022, p. 245).

12 See: Tatzel (2002), Rumberg (2013), Poggiolesi (2016).
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grounding'?, vt 0OOCHOBaHVE, YTO OKasbIBaeT-
cs1 «Omoxe [K] aBropckon (T.e. borertano. — A.I1)
TpaKTOBKe 3Toro tepmimHa» (dparaiHa-HepHas,
2020, c. 87). Y KanTa Abfolge B cTpOro j1ornieckoM
CMBICIe He YIIOTpeOsIsdeTcs Jaxke B CTydae IoscHe-
HUsL paOOTHI CJIeOBaHMS B TMIIOTETNYECKOM BbI-
CKa3pIBaHWUM MO0 CPaBHEHWUIO C JM3BIOHKTVBHBIM:
«...IVI3BIOHKTVBHOE CY)KIIE€HVIe COHEPXXUT OTHO-
IIIeHVe ABYX VI OoJjlee TIOJIOXEHWIT IPYT K ApPY-
ry, Ho He oTHorreHue (Verhdltnis) crnemoBanms
(Abfolge), a oTHOIIIEHME JIOIMYECKON IIPOTUBO-
roJyIoKHOCTI» (B 98—99; mepeson mont. — A.I1)".
Onnako HampamvBaeTcs BOIrpoc, rmodemy Kanr B
3TVIX PEIKMX CITydasix IpuoeraeT K MOHATHIO Ab-
folge, a He yosiieTsopsiercs Folge'.

OO1ImiT JIeKCMYeCcKMil CMBICIT ab- O3HadaeT 13-,
Bbvi-, IOSTOMY TIpU CpaBHeHWUM ITOHATUI Folge
Abfolge MOXXHO TPeIOJIOKNUTD OT/INYVE IIPOCTOrO
CJIETICTBUSL OT BBITEKaHMs CJIe[ICTBUSA / IIOCIIeNo-
BaTesIbHOCTI. [Ipyrumu ciioBamm, Folge MoXeT 110-
HMMATbCs KaK HeuTo eqVHIYIHOe, a Abfolge HesiBHO
TOBOPUT O KAaKOM-TO IIOPOXKIAIOIIEM IIPVHIINIIE
TIOCIIeIOBATEIIBHOCTY MIJTV YepeioBaHVs. B Beire-
HpVBeeHHON yTaTe Abfolge yCIIOXKHSIET TIOHSTIIe
CJIETIOBAHVIST: Pedb WJIET He IIPOCTO O CIIEACTBUN
(Folge), a o mpuHIIMIIe OTHOIIEHM CJIeJOBaHMSI.
JasipHeniIe penkve IIPUIMepPBl yIIOTpeOseHms
KanTom Abfolge moaTBepXK1ai0T 3Ty TeHAEHITNIO K
MTOHVMaHUIO JJAHHOTO TIOHATUS B CMBICIIe TI0CTIe-
JIOBaTeJIbHOCTIA:

...MeXIly TeM BCe IOCJIeAYIOIIVe COCTOSHIISL
MOXHO IIPMHSTH 3a IIOC/Ie/IoBaTeIbHOCTh /
gepeny ciemcrBuin (Abfolge) o ogHMM yMIIb
3aKoHaM pupopsl (B 477 —478; mepesop Mo, —
A.IL)".

12 Cwm.: (Tatzel, 2002; Rumberg, 2013; Poggiolesi, 2016).

3 Cp. ¢ nepesoioM B pemakumn H. B. MoTpormioont
u T.B.J1yraa: «...IM3BbIOHKTUBHOE (pa3s[eInTesIbHOe)
Cy>XKIIeHVe COAepXUT OTHOIIEeHWe ABYyX VI OoJIbIlle II0-
CBUIOK APYT K APYTYy, HO He OTHOIIIeHe CJIefJOBaHNs, a OT-
HOIIIeHVe JIOTMYecKOl IIPOTMUBOIOJIOKHOCTH...» (KaHT,
2006, c. 165).

4y Kanra 1o cobpanmio counnenum ITpycckont akaze-
Mum Folge ynorpebisiercst 1777 pas, Abfolge — Bcero 7 pas,
n3 HUx 1 — B uepHOBUKaX 1 110 3 pa3a B «KpuTnke uncro-
ro pasyma» u B «EQVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM OCHOBAaHMM
11 ObrTs Bora».

5 Cp.: «...MeX[y TeM KaK Bce IOCJIe[lyIOIIye COCTOSH
MOJKHO paccMaTpuBaTh Kak CJIefloBaHle T10 OIHVM JIVIIIb
3akoHam npuponub» (Kaxt, 2006, c. 601).

a disjunctive one: “[...] a disjunctive judgment
contains the relation of two or more judge-
ments to each other, but not the relation (Ver-
hiltnis) of sequence (Abfolge), but the relation of
logical opposition” (KrV, B 98-99; my transl. —
A.P.).” However, the question suggests itself:
Why does Kant in such rare cases resort to the
concept of Abfolge, not being content with Fol-
86?14

The general lexical meaning of “ab-” is

/AT

“from”, “out of”, such that a comparison of the
concepts of Folge and Abfolge suggests a differ-
ence of simple consequence from the flow of
consequence/sequence. In other words, Fol-
ge may be understood as something singular
and Abfolge implicitly refers to some genera-
tive principle of sequence or alternation. In the
above quotation Abfolge complicates the con-
cept of “following”. Other rare examples of
Kant’s use of the concept of following confirm
the tendency to interpret this concept in the

sense of sequence:

[...] since one can take all subsequent states
for a sequence / series of consequences (Ab-
folge) according to mere natural laws (KrV, B
477-478; my transl. — A.P.);"

[...] this resolution and this act do not lie at
all in the sequence (Abfolge) of mere natural
effects and are not a mere continuation of the
same [...]” (KrV, B 478; my transl. — A.P.);'¢

" Cf.in translation by Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood:
“[...] the disjunctive judgment contains the relations of
two or more propositions to one another, though not the
relation of sequence, but rather that of logical opposi-
tion [...]” (Kant, 1998, p. 208).

' In the collected works published by the Prussian
Academy Kant uses Folge 1777 times, Abfolge only
7 times, of which one is in the rough draft, and three
times apiece in the Critique of Pure Reason and The Only
Possible Argument.

'3 Cf. ”[...] since one can take all the subsequent states
to be a result of mere natural laws” (Kant, 1998, p. 486).
16 Cf. ”[...] this decision and deed do not lie within the
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...9TO pelleHNe M 3TOT IIOCTYTIOK BOBCe He Jle-
KaT B mocaenoBaTesbHocTH (Abfolge) ommmix
JIVIIb AeVICTBUN IIPUPOMBI U He SBJISIOTCS Ofl-
HVIM JIUIIIb X IpofoDKeHreM... (B 478; mepesorn
Momt. — A.I1)%.

...mocjiesroBaTesIbHOCTL  (Abfolge)  m3Mme-
HeHumm B Mupe... (...Abfolge der Weltverdn-
derungen...) (AA 02, S. 124; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 452).

...B €CTeCTBEHHOM IIpomcTeKanmm (ungekiin-
stelten Abfolge) cronp pasHOoOOpasHOV Kpaco-
THL... (AA 02, S. 132; mepeBon mom. — A.I1)".

Bocxuiiene BwITekanmem (Abfolge) citen-
CTBUS M3 IIPUYMHBI Ipekpartaercs... (AA 02,
S. 152; mepeson mom. — A.I1)"%.

Bce TO, Ubs BHyTpeHHSISI BO3SMOXXHOCTB COCTO-
VT B OTHOIIIEHNV, IMeeT OCHOBaHWe. DTO TOXIIe-
CTBeHHOe IToJI0KeHue. Bece cocraBHoe. Besikad 1mo-
ci1enoBaTeIbHOCTD (abfolge). Yo mpomcxommr.
Bce 1enrecoobpasHoe (AA 28, S. 115 (Ne 5198);
riepesop, Mmomt. — A. I1.)".

B ommume ot Abfolge, ipu ymnorpeOieHuUM
Folge peun myieT 0 caMOM TTOJIOKEHWUV VIV TIpe]i-
JIOKeHWV, KOTOPOe BBICTYTIaeT CJIJICTBIIEM, a He O
IIpUHITNIIE CJlefIoBaHMs. BO3MOXHO, IMEHHO 3TOT
KOHTEKCT U TIOJITOJIKHYJI bosibliaHo K TOMY, 4TOOBI
clleJ1aTh M3 HOHATUS Abfolge IOrMuecKmit TepMuH
«CJIefioBaHVe», TIOHVMAeMBbIlI KaK «OCHOBaHVIe».
Cam ke KaHT 11151 OTpakeHVsI OTHOIIIEHIS CIIeI0-
BaHMs yallle IIpuberaeT K yroTpebsIeHnIo IIpous3-
BOIHOTO OT Folge — Folgerung, a He k Abfolge.

Y Kanra BcTpeuaeTcst He TOJIBKO caMO TIOHATVe
Folgerung, Ho v omHOKOpeHHBIe ¢ HUM cjloBa — fol-
gern (cytemosaTh / BeIBOOUTHCH), folglich (ciemosa-
TestbHO). Folgerung, folgern v folglich yrioTpe0risitoTcsi B
JIOTMYeCKVIX KOHTeKCTaX paccyskaeHvst HedpopMaTb-
HO: HaIlpyMep, «...JIOTMYecKoe pacCMOTpeHMe CO-

!¢ Cp.: «...3TO pellleHMe ¥ 3TOT IIOCTYIIOK BOBCE He CO-
CTaBJISIOT CJIETCTBVL VI IIPOCTOrO IIPOIOJDKEHVIS OFHUX
TOJIBKO IIPVMPOAHBIX HevicTBuii...» (Kant, 2006, c. 603).

7 Cp. c mepesosiom b. A. DoxTa: «...B eCTeCTBeHHO I10-
CTIeIIOBaTEIPHOCTI CTOJTb MHOTOOOpasHOV caMo cobovt
pacKpbIBatoIevics: KpacoTsl...» (Kant, 19%4a, c. 462).

8 Cp.: «l IepecTaro YAMBIIATECS CIT€TOBAHVIO IEVICTBS
Y3 IIPUYMHBL, KaK TOJIBKO 51 OTUET/IMBO 1 JIETKO IIOHMMA0
IIOCTATOYHOCTb IIPUYMHEI I oToro mevicrsusi» (Kawr,
1994a, c. 485—486).

! 3mech BHOBB IOUEPKMBAETCS YHUBEPCAIBHOCTD, 3aK0-
HOOOPa3HOCTH ITOCIIETOBATEITEHOCTI: «BCSIKasl TTOCIIEIOBa-
TeJIBHOCTB» («alle abfolge»).
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[...] the series (Abfolge) of modifications
which the world undergoes [...] (Abfolge der
Weltverinderungen) (BDG, AA 02, p. 124; Kant,
1992¢, p. 165);

[...] of the unsophisticated sequence (Ab-
folge) of such manifold beauty [...] (BDG, AA 02,
p- 132; my transl. — A.P.);"

Admiration about the sequence (Abfolge) of
an effect from a cause ceases [...] (BDG, AA 02,
p- 152; my transl. — A.P.);"

Everything whose inner possibility consists
in relation has a ground. This is an identical
sentence. All the composition. All the sequence.
What is happening. Everything is expedient”
(Refl 5198, AA 28, p. 115; my transl. — A.P.)."”

As distinct from Abfolge, Folge refers to the
proposition or sentence that is a consequence,
and not to the principle of consequence. Per-
haps this context prompted Bolzano to turn the
concept of Abfolge into the logical term “logical
following” in the sense of ground. Kant himself
more often than not expresses the relation of
logical following by a derivative of Folge — Fol-
gerung, and not Abfolge.

Kant uses not only Folgerung, but words of
the same root, folgern (to follow logically / de-
rive), folglich (consequently). Folgerung, folgern
and folglich are used in logical contexts of rea-
soning in a non-formal way: for example, “[...]
logical judging according to concepts (from
which no direct inference (Folgerung) can ever
be drawn to the feeling of pleasure and dis-
pleasure) [...]” (KU, AA 05, p. 170; Kant, 1987,
p. 7). Occasionally, folgern and folglich are used

succession of merely natural effects and are not a mere
continuation of them” (Kant, 1998, p. 488).

7 Cf. “[...] of the natural sequence of beauty, which is
so manifold [...]” (Kant, 1992c, p. 173).

'8 Cf. “My amazement at the succession of an effect
upon its cause ceases [...]” (Kant, 1992c, p. 192).

19 Here the universality and consistency of the sequence
are again emphasised: “all the sequence” (“alle abfolge”).
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IJIaCHO TIOHSATVISIM (OT KOTOPBIX HeJIb3s 3aKJII0YaTh
(Folgerung) HerocpeicTBEHHO K YYBCTBY YIOBOJIb-
CTBUS 1 HeyHIoBOIbCTBIS). . » (AA 05, S. 170; KanT,
2001, c. 75). Ho m3penxa folgern w1 folglich ynorpe-
OJIsAIOTCS CTpOXKe B CBS3M C CHMJUIOTVI3MaMIL «...
BCe pa3syMHOe eCTb JIyX, [IyIlla 4YeJioBeKa pa3yMHa;
ciregoBarestbHO (folglich), mya vestoBeka ecTs myx»
(AA02,S.48; KanT, 19948, c. 25) vt ¢ opyTvMm yMo-
3axmodeHvsiMI: «Ecim K orsTmo (Begriff) mpuico-
enyHsteTcss fevicteue paccynka (Urtheilskraft), To
13 JAaHHOTO To3HaHMs BeIBOAMUTCA (folgert) mosHa-
HWMe JIpyro Belly, HarpymMep “Bee jrony cMepTHB,
cnenoBaresibHO (folglich), HexkoTopble [cMepTHBIe]
SIBJISTIOTCS JTIorpMm . ..» (AA 16, S. 692 (Ne 3168); mie-
pesor Moit. — A.IL).

Mexny TeM B psifie cily4daeB BMecTo folglich yrio-
TpebiigeTcs also. bosiblioe KOJIM4ecTBO TaKMX CITy-
4JaeB B Pa3IMUHBIX BapMaHTaX BCTpeYaeTcs B KaH-
TOBCKMX JIEKIIMSX 1O Jjioruke®. JleKumm mmeroT,
KOHeYHO, OoJjlee YIIPOIIEHHBIVI TePMVHOJIOTYe-
CKMVI allIIapaT, IIOCKOJIBKY PeIaloT ICKITFOUMTe b
HO y4eOHBIe 3a/1a4V1, a VI VIX aBTOPCTBO IO OIIperie-
JIEHHOVI CTelleHM cTiopHoO. TeM He MeHee B APYTHX
paboTtax KaHTa Taxxe yacTo BCcTpedaeTcs also —
CaMOCTOSITeJIBHO WJIN B coceficTBe C folglich. Ha-
rpuMep, B «KpuTHKe 9rCcTOro pasyMa»: «...s 0CO3-
HAfo TOJIBKO TO, UTO €CTh BO MHE... CJIeIOBATEIHHO
(folglich), [mpoGriema] Bce errie ocraercst Hepas-
peltieHHOM... TOJIBKO S OCO3HAIO CBOE CYIIECTBO-
BaHIe BO BpeMeHMU (ciemoBaTenbHO (folglich), 1
OITpeIe/IEeHHOCTD €r0 B HEM)... DTO OCO3HAHVe MO-
€ro CyIIeCTBOBaHM: BO BpeMeHM CBS3aHO, TAKUM
obpasoM (also), ¢ oco3HaHMEM OTHOIIEHNUS K Ue-
My-TO KpOMe MeHsl, 11, cjIefioBaTeIbHO (also), 3To
OITBIT, a He BbAyMKa..» (B XXXIX—XL Anm.; 1ie-
pesor, Movt. — A.IL)*. Takoe pasnudne He Bcer-
Jla B IIOJIHOVI Mepe MOXKeT IlepelaTb PYCCKUI ITe-

? Hamnp.: «/rtak (= ciegosarensHo. — A.Il), jormka
€CTh HeYTO OoJIblllee, 4eM TOJIBKO KpuTnka» (AA 09, S. 16;
Kanrt, 19946, c. 270), wum «CrieioBaTe/IbHO, yMO3aK/IIOge-
HMe BOOOIIe eCTh BbIBelleHIe OIHOIO Cy>KIeHMs U3 ApY-
roro» (AA 09, S. 114 (§ 41); KanT, 19946, c. 368).

21 Cp.: «...BeJb HEIIOCPECTBEHHO CO3HAIO TOJIILKO TO, UTO
HaxomuTces Bo MHe... CiiemoBaTe/IbHO, BCe ellle OCTaeTCs
HepelleHHBIM [Boripoc]... TakuM 0O6pa3oM, 3T0 co3HaHVE
MO€eTo OBITVS BO BpeMeHV TOYHO TaK JKe CBSI3aHO C CO3Ha-
HMeM OTHOIIeHVs K 4eMy-TO HaXOJISIIeMycs BHe MeHs,
CJIeioBaTesIbHO, OIIBIT, a He BbIAyMKa...» (Kawmt, 2006,
c. 43, mpumeu.).

in a more rigorous sense in connection with
syllogisms: “[...] all that is rational is a mind;
the soul of man is rational; therefore (folglich),
the soul of man is a mind” (DfS, AA 02, p. 48;
Kant, 1992a, p. 90) or with other inferences: “If
the subsumption of a concept (Begriff) is add-
ed by the power of judgment (Urtheilskraft),
then the cognition of another thing is inferred
(gefolgert) from a given cognition, e.g. “All men
are mortal, consequently (folglich) some [mor-
tals] are men’ [...]” (Refl 3168, AA 16, p. 692; my
transl. — A.P.).

Meanwhile also is used in some cases in-
stead of folglich. Variants of such cases occur
in large numbers in Kant’s lectures on logic.?
Lectures, of course, have simpler terminology
because their purpose is exclusively education-
al, and indeed, their attribution is to some ex-
tent debatable. Even so, also occurs frequently,
alone or along with folglich, for example, in the
Critique of Pure Reason: “[...] I am only aware of
what is in me [...] consequently (folglich), it [the
problem] still remains unresolved [...]. But [ am
aware of my existence in time (consequently
(folglich), and the determinability of it in this)
[...]. This consciousness of my existence in time
is therefore (also) identically connected with
the consciousness of a relation to something
other than me, and it is therefore (also) experi-
ence and not fiction [...]” (KrV, B XXXIXn-XLn;
my transl. — A.P.).*! The distinction cannot al-

» For example, “Logic is thus more than mere critique”
(Log, AA 09, p. 16; Kant, 1998, p. 530; my italics — A.P.),
or “An inference is thus in general the derivation of one
judgment from the other” (Log, AA 09, p. 114 (§ 41);
Kant, 1998, p. 609; my italics — A.P.).

2 Cf. I am immediately conscious to myself only of
what’s in me [...] consequently it still remains undecid-
ed [...]. Yet I am conscious through inner experience of
my existence in time (and consequently also of its de-
terminability in time) [...]. This consciousness of my ex-
istence in time is thus bound up identically with the
consciousness of a relation to something outside me,
and so it is experience and not fiction [...]” (Kant, 1998,
p- 121).

60



pesor: «B manmpHenmem / Bnociaencreum (Folge)
sl TIOKaXKy, YTO abCOJIIOTHAsI HeOOXOIMMOCTb OT-
HIO/Ib He BO BCeX CJTyYasiX 3aBUCUT OT BHY TPeHHeN
[HeoOxommmocT] 1, cimemoBaresrbHO (also), He
JIOJDKHA paccMaTpyBaThCs KaK paBHO3HAYHAS evi»
(B 381; mepeson mom. — A.I1)*. MoxHO IIpefIio-
JIOKWUTB, UTO 3a TaKMUM CJIOBOyIIoTpebsieHeM fol-
glich crouT Bee >ke MHTYMIIVSI HEKOTOPOTO JIOrMye-
CKOTO (pallMOHAaJIBHOTO) JIeVICTBS, B TO BpeMs KaK
also yriorpebrisieTcst (popMaIbHO TPV M3JIOKEHW
IIPVIMEPOB YMO3aKJIIOYeHWMV, II0 CMBICITy CKOpee
KaK Hapedye «TaK» VUIV COI03 «MTaK», «TaK UTO»,
TO €CThb B BUJle HEKOEeV KOHCTATaI[IA.

2. Pazmuamst MeXXy JIOTMIecKMM
tepmuHamu Folgerung, Schluf, Konklusion

OOGparriaer Ha cebst BHMMaHVE TO, YTO B KAHTOB-
CKVIX coumHeHmsIx Folgerung ynoTpe0riseTcs He Tak
4JacTo, ocobeHHO B cpaBHeHUM ¢ Folge vnn folgen.
Yarre sBcero Folgerung BcTpeuaercs B «JIokHOM
MYIPCTBOBAaHUN O YeThIpex PUrypax CUIIOru3-
Ma», «EIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM OCHOBaHWIA..»,
«Kpurnke gvicroro pasyma» n «Kpurtuke crocod-
HOCTVI CY>XKII€HVSI», TO €CTh B IIPOM3BEIeHSIX JIOI V-
YeCKOro xapakrepa. B ocTaibHBIX TeKCTax, BKITIOYast
JIEKIIVM TIO JIOTMKe (sic!), yroTpebrieHms: equHMY-
Hble. B abcomroTHOM OosbIIMHCTBe citydaes Fol-
gerung ynorpeOisercss KaHTOM 1M Kak IIOHSITHE
HeTI0CPe/ICTBEHHOTO  CJITICTBUSL B yMO3aKJTIOde-
HWVI, VWUIV KaK BBIBOJ, ITOAIeP’KMBaeMBbINI JOKa3a-
TeslbcTBaMM. B miepBom cirydae Folgerung yKasbiba-
eT VI Ha IIOHSTE «HEIOCPEIICTBEHHOe CJIEMICTBIIE»
(consequentia immediate / unmittelbarer Schluf3),
M Ha caMO OTHOIIIeHVe HeIOoCPeCTBeHHOIo cile-
nosaHus. Oba ymoTpeOrieHMs He HpPOTMBOpeuar
IPYT JIPYTY, a ABJISIOTCA B3aVIMOJOIIOTHSAIOIIVIMIL
B «JIo)kxHOM MyApCTBOBAaHWIA. ..» TIOHSTHE «CJIeI0-
BaHVs» 0OOOCHOBBIBAETCS TEOPETMYECKN B CBS3U C
OCHOBHOVI Mieell — CBe[IéHs Bcex PUryp Ccuiuio-

2 Cp.: «bomee Toro, B maybHeNIIIEM 5 TTOKaXy, UTO ab-
COJIIOTHAsI HeOOXOMIMMOCTb OTHIOIB He BO BCEX CIIydasix
3aBVICUT OT BHY TPEeHHelT HeOOXOIMMOCTH U, CJIefIoBaTeIb-
HO, He JIOJDKHA pacCMaTPUBAThCH KaK paBHO3HAYHas ei»
(Kast, 2006, c. 491).
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ways be fully conveyed in the translation: “I
will show in the following (Folge) that an abso-
lute necessity by no means depends on the in-
ner [necessity] in all cases and therefore (also)
does not have to be regarded as equivalent
with it” (KrV, B 381; my transl. — A.P.).2 It is
possible that the use of folglich is prompted by
intuition of some logical (rational) act whereas
also is used formally in examples of inferences,
more in the sense of the adverb “thus” or the
conjunctions so that, i.e. in the sense of a state-
ment.

2. Differences between the Logical Terms
Folgerung, Schluss, Konklusion

It is noteworthy that in his works Kant uses
Folgerung less frequently than, for example, Fol-
ge or folgen. It occurs most frequently in “The
False Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures”,
The Only Possible Argument, Critique of Pure Rea-
son and Critique of the Power of Judgment, i.e. in
works of a logical character. In the other texts,
including lectures on logic (sic!), these words
are used sporadically. In the absolute majority
of cases Kant uses Folgerung either in the mean-
ing of an immediate conclusion in an entailing,
or as proof-backed conclusion. In the former
case Folgerung points both to the concept “con-
sequentia immediata” (unmittelbarer Schlufs), and
to the relation of immediate consequence. The
two cases do not contradict, but complement
each other. In “The False Subtlety” the concept
of following is grounded theoretically in con-
nection with the main idea, reduction of syl-
logistic figures to the first one with the help of
immediate syllogisms. Already in that work we

22 Cf. “Indeed, in what follows I will show about abso-
lute necessity that it by no means depends in all cases on
what is internal, and so must not be regarded as signi-
fying the same as what is internal” (Kant, 1998, p. 401).
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rv3Ma K IIepBOVI C IOMOIIIBbIO HerloCpeiCTBeHHbIX
CYJUIOTM3MOB. YoKe B 9TOVI paboTe IpociieXXnBaeT-
sl cTporasi TepMUHOJIOT VS

...IlpaBWIbHas IOcaeqoBaTeabHOCTE (Folge)
[B cwwolormsme] BO3MOXHA... IIOCPEICTBOM...
oOpartieHnsi OOJIBITIET ITOCBUIKM. ... HUYTO TJIEeH-
Hoe He MpocTo, ciaegoBarenbHo (folglich), Hu-
YTO IIPOCTOE He TJIEHHO; TOT/la YMO3aK/IIoUeHle
(Schluf8) ocraercss cmemIaHHBIM, IIOTOMY YTO
cwia ymosaxmouenns (Schlufikraft) B Hem oc-
HOBBIBAe€TCSI Ha MOJIYaJIIBOM ITPVICOBOKYILIe-
HVW 5TOrO HEIOCPeICTBEHHOIO 3aKJTI0YUeHVs
(unmittelbaren Folgerung)...» (AA 02, S. 51; me-
peson yrouHeH. — A. [1)%.

...5 3aKJTI0Yal0 IIpaBWIIBHO, Oarogapsi TOJIb-
Ko cwie ymosakmoueHus (Schlufikraft), mo-
CKOJIBKY M3 IPeUIOKeHVs HU OAVIH AyX He [e-
JIVIM TIyTEM HEIIOCPeACTBEHHOI0 3aK/II0YUeHVIsI
(unmittelbare Folgerung) BbITeKaeT: ciemo-
BaTesIbHO (folglich), HuaTo meMoe He ecTb AyX,
orcrozia cienyer (folgt)... (AA 02, S. 52; nepesor
Momt. — A.IL)*.

B «Kputnke gmcroro pasyma» KanT onpemess-
et Folgerung Kax IojioeHue, cJiefyoliiee 13 TOro,
YTO ITOJIOKEHO B OCHOBY”. OH HPMBOAUT CIIefy-
oIV IpuMep: «B monoxxenun (Satze) bce ar00u
CMepmHbl yXKe copepKarcs ToryiokeHMs (Sétze)
Hekomopbie 400U CMEPHIHbL, HeKOMOopble CMepiHble
CYmb A100U, HUUNIO He CMepImHoe He ectb yeaobexk,
U IIOTOMY BCe OHV CyThb HeNoCpelCcTBeHHBIe
caeacTeusa (unmittelbare Folgerungen) n3 nepso-

«...JIpaBWIBHBINI BBIBOZ, BO3MOXKEH... IIOCper-
oOparriernss  OOJIbIIENT ITOCBUIKU.... HUYTO
TIIEHHOE He ITPOCTO; CJIEI0BATETbHO, HUYTO IIPOCTOE HeT-
JIEHHO; TOIJIa YMO3aK/IIOUeHMEe OCTAeTCs CMeEIIaHHBIM,
IIOTOMY YTO CIJIA BBIBOJIA B HEM OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha MOJIUa-
JIMBOM IIPVICOBOKYIUIEHMI 3TOrO HEIIOCPEACTBEHHOTO 3a-
wroueHms...» (Kanat, 19948, c. 28).
# Cp.: «...TO g 3aKJTIOYal0 IPaBMIBHO, HO BBHIBOJ, VIMe-
€T 371eCh CIJIY TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO W3 IIEPBOTO IIperyIo-
JKeHVSL Hu 00UH 0yx He 0eAuM TIyTeM HeIlOCPeNCTBEHHOTO
3aKJIIOYEeHMs BbITEKaeT: ¢1e008ameabvio, Huumo oeaumoe He
ecmb 0yx, a OTCIOIA BCe yXKe CJIeyeT COIIACHO oOIeMy
IpaBIWIy BCeX yMO3aKIIOYEHWII COBEPIIEHHO IIPaBWUIb-
Ho» (KasrT, 19948, c. 30).
» CMm.: «B KaXOoM yMO3aK/IIOYeHWV eCTh IIOJIOJKeHMe,
IIOJIOKEHHOE B OCHOBY, 3aTe€M II0JIOXKEHIe, BhITEKaIoIee
"3 Hero, T.e. BbIBOI...» (B 359 —360; Kanr, 2006, c. 467).

can trace rigorous terminology:

. “[...] the valid sequence (Folge) [in the
syllogism] is possible [...] by [...] inversion of a
larger premise [...]: nothing perishable is sim-
ple, consequently (folglich), nothing simple is
perishable; so the conclusion (Schluff) remains
mixed, because the power of the inference
(Schlufikraft) is based on the silent addition of
this immediate conclusion (unmittelbaren Fol-
gerung) [...]” (DfS, AA 02, p. 51; my transl. —
A.P)®

[...] I conclude correctly, thanks only to the
power of inference (Schluf$kraft), since from a
proposition no spirit is divisible by immedi-
ate conclusion (unmittelbare Folgerung) flows
through: consequently (folglich), nothing divis-
ible is spirit, hence follows (folgt) [...] (DfS, AA
02, p. 52; my transl. — A.P.).**

In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant defines
Folgerung as a statement that follows from the
initial statement.” He cites the following exam-
ple: “In the statement (Satze) all people are mor-
tal, there are already statement (Satze) some
people are mortal, some mortals are people,
nothing immortal is men, and therefore they
are all immediate conclusions (unmittelbare Fol-
gerungen) from the first sentence” (KrV, B 360;
my transl. — A.P.).* As pointed out above, Fol-

3 Cf.”[...] the conclusion is valid only [...] in virtue of a
[...] conversion of the main premise: nothing perishable
is simple, so nothing simple is perishable; the syllogism
is still a mixed inference, for its power to establish a
conclusion depends upon the tacit addition of this
immediate inference [...] (Kant, 1992a, p. 93).

# Cf. “My inference is valid, but what gives it its
power to establish the conclusion is this: from the first
proposition: no mind is divisible, there follows by means
of an immediate inference the proposition: so nothing
divisible is a mind; after that everything validly follows
in accordance with the universal rule governing all
syllogisms” (Kant, 1992a, p. 95).

» Cf. “In every inference there is a proposition that
serves as a ground, and another, namely the conclu-
sion, that is drawn from the former [...]” (KrV, B 359-
360; Kant, 1998, p. 389).

% Cf. “In the proposition All humans are mortal there
lie already the propositions ‘Some humans are mortal,”
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ro mosioxkeHms» (B 360; mepeBorm momt. — A. I1)*.
Kak ormedasioch Bblllle, B KaHTOBCKMX JIEKIIV-
gax 1o Jioruke Folgerung mouty He BCTpedaeT-
cs?’. B pasmernie 06 ymoszakimoueHMsX «Jlormkm»
Vemte untaem crienyroree: «Bce ymosaksroueHmst
(Schliisse) sBnsroTCS WWIM HenocpedcmBeHHbIMU
(unmittelbare), v onocpedoBannvimu (mittelbare).
HenocpedcmBennoe ymosaximodenvie (unmittelbar-
er Schlufl) (consequentia immediata) ecTb BbIBe-
nenue (Ableitung) (deductio) ommHoro cyxmeHus
(Urtheils) 3 gpyroro 6e3 mocpenyrolero cyxuie-
HuA (judicium intermedium)» (AA 09, S. 114 (§ 42);
KanT, 19946, c. 368). Ynorpebienue Ableitung (de-
ductio) Kak «BbIBefIeHVIe» BMECTO «CJIefIOBaHVIe» 3a-
CITyKVMBaeT OTZEITHHOIO MCCITe/TOBaHAS.

K coxasrennio, B MoHyMeHTaIbHOV «BeHCKOM
JIOTVIKe» HeT pasjiesla 00 YMO3aKJIIOUeHMsIX, KOTO-
PBIVI CMOT OBI IIPOSCHUTD pasjIndiie MeXIy YIIO-
TpeOrenmem Folgerung w  Ableitung. BosmoxHo,
TepMuH Folgerung He ocTasicsi B CTyZIeHYECKMX Py-
KOIIVICSIX, TIOCKOJIBKY KaHT He akIleHTMpOBaJI BHU-
MaHWe Ha TaK/X TepMIUHOJIOIMTYeCKIX TOHKOCTSX.
Hpyroe Bo3MOXHOe OOBscHeHMe: IOHATHE Fol-
gerung He ynoTpe0ssieT B cBoeM «VI3BieueHmm 13
ydeHms pasyma» [. @. Mariep®, a MeHHO Ha 3TOT
y4eOHMK orvpasicss KaHT IIpy YTeHMm JIeKIIVTA TTO
jorvke. B BoibdumaHCKoOM Tpaauimum, B KOTOPOV
npovicxofawio gpustocodpckoe craHopleHre Marn-
epa, aHasioroM 171 Folgerung BBICTyTIAlIO JIaTVH-
CKoOe TIOHSITHe consequentia® HakoHerl, MOXXHO BbI-

2% Cp.: «B cy>xxpermm Bee 4100u cmepmmbl yKe comepKaTcs
CY>KIIEHVSI HeKOmopbie A1001 CMepHIHbL, HEKONOpble CMepTiHble
Cymb A100U, HUUINO He CMepIiHoe He eciib ueA06ek, Vi TIOTOMY
BCe 3TM CYXXIEHMS CYyTh HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHbIE BBIBOMBL 113
rrepBoro rosioxenus» (Kanr, 2006, c. 467).

2 VlckIroueHne COCTaBIIseT JIMIIb ITIepBoe IIpMMedaHie K
§ 44 (AA 09, S. 115; KanT, 199406, c. 369).

» B Oojstee obumpHOM, HO 1 O0JIee HOIYJIIPHOM «Yue-
HIUM pasyma» Martep Bce Xe M3penKa VCIOIb3yeT 3TOT
TepMuH. O pasHMIIe MeXIY OByMs BapyaHTaMI « Y deHs
o pasyme» Mariepa cum.: (XapuToHoBa, 2022).

¥ CM. cj1oBapb HEMeIKO-JTaTUHCKMX COOTBEeTCTBUM pu-
s10copcKOro s3plka XpwucTuaHa Bosbda, cocTaBieHHBIN
ero ntocnenosarerteM K. I'. JTromosrm: (Ludovici, 1737, S.
239, 253). TIpercTaBIIsiIoT MHTEpeC ¥ J1Ba IIPOV3BOIHBIX OT
Folgerung momsiTust, mpusoanMeIx JIromosun: Folgerung-
smeister, vioIvi consequentiarius (B COBpeMeHHOM HEMEeITKOM
g3bIKe YIIPSIMOTO B OTCTaMBaHMI IIPVHIIUIIOB deJloBeKa
yalre HasbIBaloT He Folgerungsmeister, a Prinzipienreiter,

A. V. Petrovskaya

gerung is almost never used in Kant’s lectures
on logic.”” In the part of The Jasche Logic on in-
ferences we read: “All inferences (Schliisse) are
either immediate (unmittelbare) or mediate (mit-
telbare). An immediate inference (unmittelbarer
Schlufs) (consequentia immediata) is the deriva-
tion (Ableitung) (deductio) of one judgment (Ur-
theils) from the other without a mediating
judgment (judicium intermedium)” (Log, AA 09,
p. 114 (§ 42); Kant, 1992b, p. 609). The use of
Ableitung (deductio) as “derivation” instead of
“consequence” calls for a separate study.
Unfortunately, the monumental The Vienna
Logic does not have a section on inferences that
could clarify the difference between the use of
Folgerung and Ableitung. Perhaps the term Fol-
gerung did not find its way into students’ notes
because Kant did not dwell on such termino-
logical niceties. Another possible explanation
is that the word Folgerung is not used by Georg
Friedrich Meier in his Auszug aus der Vernunft-
lehre,”® the textbook on which Kant based his
lectures on logic. In the Wolffian tradition in
which Meier was steeped the analog of Fol-
gerung was the Latin concept consequentia.”

‘Some mortal beings are human beings,” ‘Nothing im-
mortal is a human being,” and these propositions are
thus immediate conclusions from the first one” (Kant,
1998, p. 390).

7 The only exception is the first note to § 44 (Log, AA
09, p. 115; Kant, 1992b, p. 610).

# In the more voluminous, but less popular Vernun-
ftlehre Meier occasionally does use this term. On the
difference between the two variants of his doctrine of
reason see: (Kharitonova, 2022, pp. 83-86).

¥ See the dictionary of German-Latin correspondences
in Christian Wolff’s philosophical language compiled
by his follower Carl Guinther Ludovici (1737, pp. 239,
253). Interestingly, Ludovici cites two derivatives from
Folgerung: Folgerungsmeister, or consequentiarius (in mod-
ern German a person stubbornly upholding principles is
more often called not Folgerungsmeister, but Prinzipienre-
iter, literally “principle rider”), and Folgerungsurtheil as
iudicium discursivum. In the latter case discursiveness of
ajudgment is opposed to intuitiveness. See also Meier’s
Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, § 319: “Proofing judgments
are valid only through experience or they are not. The
former are intuitive judgments (iudicium intuitioum), and
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ABUHYTB IIpeAronoxenme, uto KaHT He oTHOCWIT
Folgerung x moHSATHSAM (pOpMasIbHOM JIOTMIKM, ITO-
CKOJIBKY TIOYepKMBasl HEIIOCPeCTBEHHYIO IpU-
pomy BeIBEZIeHV s B TAKOM YMO3aK/IIOYeHWH 1 YIIO-
Tpe0JIsiI ero IperMyIIeCTBeHHO B TePMIHOJIOT
TPaHCIeHIeHTAJIBHOV JIOT VKA.

Moxmo yTeepxnaaTh, yTo KaHT nomuepkuBaer
TepMMHOJIOTYecKoe otanune Folgerung xak He-
IIOCPEICTBEHHOI0  (BO3MOXKHO, HedOopMasIbHOIO)
CJIEAICTBUS OT APYTMX CMEXHBIX JIOTMYEeCKMX II0-
HATUN — Schluff, KoTOpoe OH IIOHMMaeT KaK yMO-
saxirrouenvie, 1 Conclusion (Konklusion) — 3akito-
uvenye. Oba TOCIeAHNIX TepPMMHA VCIOIB3YIOTCA
3HauMTesIbHO 4aille, yeM Folgerung. Camoe gpkoe
BBICKa3bIBaHMe O pa3IMyeHuUn MoHATU Schlufl v
Folgerung, KOoTOpble B JIOTTYECKOV TEPMIHOJIOT M
VIMeIOT IlepeceKarolyecs 3HadeHms:, KaHT ciernarn
B «I'paHcrienieHTaIbHON JIOTMKe» B «KpuTuke
YMCTOro pasyMa»: «B KaXJoMm yMo3aK/II0UeHUN
(Schlusse) ectp monoxeHme (Satz), IOIOXeEH-
HOe B OCHOBaHIe, 3aTeM JpyTroe, BbITeKarolllee
u3 Hero, T.e. BbIBOA (Folgerung), u, nHakowner,
koHcekBeHIIMsA (Schlufifolge, Konsequenz), xoro-
past Hen30eXHO CBs3bIBaeT MCTMHHOCTB IIOCIIeN-
Hero C VMCTMHHOCTBIO Ileporo» (B 360; mepesor
Mot — A.IL)*. DTOT maccaxx IpumeyaTesieH cpa-
3y HecKOJIbKMMM MoMeHTaMu. IIpexpie Bcero o
yKasblBaeT Ha BaKHOCTb HOHSATUN C.1e0cmbus W
YMO3AKAI0UEHUS, a TaKXKe JaeT MM OIperesTeHs.
YMo3akiIrogeHie — 3TO JIOrmdecKasl Orepariys,

OYKBa/IbHO: «BCAIHVK Ha IIPMHIMIIaX»), U Folgerungsur-
theil xax iudicium discursivum. B mociieqHem ciydae ayc-
KYPCUBHOCTb CYXXIIEHWSI €CTh €ro IPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHE
vHTYUTUBHOCTIL. CM. Takke «VI3BjledeHme w3 ydeHVS
pasyma» Marnepa, § 319: «JlokasaTerbHblE CYXXIeHWMS
ZIOCTOBEPHBI JIOO TOJIBKO Yepes OIBIT, JInbo HeT. Ilep-
BBIE SIBIISIIOTCS UHMyumubnsimu cykdenuamy (iudicium
intuitivum), BTOpEIe XXe — OuCKYpCUBHbLIMU CYXHOeHUAMU
(iudicium discursivum). Co3seprarorriee CyxXIeHue co-
CTOWUT VCKITIOUUTEIIFHO W3 SMIIVIPUYECKUX ITOHSITUN T
SIBJISIETCS HETIOCPEJICTBEHHBIM OITBITOM U eIMHUYHBIM CY-
xreHveM» (AA 16, S. 674). ITompoGHee 06 3ToM POTHBO-
nocrasieHvn cM.: (Kpyrios, 2023).

30 Cp.: «B kaXmoM yMO3aKITFOUeHI eCTh [IOJIOKEHe, T10-
JIOXEHHO€ B OCHOBY, 3aTeM II0JI0)KeHVe, BhITeKaloIllee 13
Hero, T.e. BBIBOJI, ¥, HaKoHell, 3axnodenue (Schlufifolge,
Konsequenz), xoTopoe HeM30eXHO CBsI3bIBAaeT WCTVIH-
HOCTb BBIBOJIa C VMCTVMHHOCTBIO OCHOBHOIO ITOJIOXKEHVIS»
(Kasr, 2006, c. 467).

Finally, we can surmise that Kant did not con-
sider Folgerung to be a concept of formal logic
because he stressed the immediate nature der-
ivation in such inference and used it mainly in
the terminology of transcendental logic.
Arguably, Kant stresses the terminological
difference of Folgerung as the immediate (pos-
sibly informal) consequence from other related
logical concepts, i.e. Schluss, which he inter-
prets as inference, and Konklusion as conclusion.
Both terms are used much more frequently than
Folgerung. Kant’s most succinct statement on
the difference between Schluss and Folgerung,
which have overlapping meanings in logical
terminology, was made in “Transcendental
Logic” in the Critique of Pure Reason: “In ev-
ery inference (Schlusse) there is one statement
(Satz) laid down in the ground, then another
that flows from it, namely the conclusion (Fol-
gerung), and finally the consequence (Schluf-
folge) (Consequenz), according to which the
truth of the latter is inevitably linked with the
truth of the former” (KrV, B 360; my transl. —
A.P.).** This passage is remarkable on several
counts. First of all, it points to the importance
of the concepts of consequence and inference, and
defines them. Inference is a logical operation
consisting of the grounding proposition, the fol-
lowing proposition and consequentia.’' There-

the latter discursive judgments (iudicium discursivum).
Intuitive judgment consists exclusively of empirical
concepts and is immediate experience, and a singular
judgment” (cf. “Die erweislichen Urtheile sind entwe-
der bloss durch die Erfahrung gewiss, oder nicht. Jene
sind anschauende Urtheile (iudicium intuitivum), diese
aber Nachurtheile (iudicium discursivum). Das anschau-
ende Urtheil besteht aus lauter Erfahrungsbegriffen,
und ist eine unmittelbare Erfahrung, und ein einzelnes
Urtheil”) (AA 16, p. 674; my transl. — A.P.). For more
on this contradistinction see: (Krouglov, 2023).

% Cf. “In every inference there is a proposition that
serves as a ground, and another, namely the conclusion,
that is drawn from the former, and finally the inference
(consequence) according to which the truth of the con-
clusion is connected unfailingly with the truth of the
first proposition” (Kant, 1998, p. 389).

31 The question of the preservation of the truth in the in-
ference will be discussed in the following part.
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KOTOpasi COCTOUT M3 OOOCHOBBIBAIOIIETO IIOJIO-
JKEHWIsI, BBITEKAIOIIETO TIOJIOKEHMS I KOHCeKBEH-
umir’. Tem cambiM Folgerung okasbIBaeTcs CTPYK-
TYPHO ITOAYMHEHHBIM YMO3aKJTFOUeHWIO: BXOIAWT B
dopMy yMO3aKIIFOUeHMS B Ka4ecTBe CaMOr'o «BbI-
TEKaIOIIero» BbIBOIA, TO €CTh He TOJIKO BbITEKa-
IOIIIETrO IIOJIOXKEHVIS, HO M TOVI CUJIBL, KOTOpas 3a-
CTaBJIsIeT TIepexXOIUTh OT MOCBIJIOK K 3aKJTIOUeHMIO.

B «JIoxnoM MympcTBOBaHWUML...» MOXHO BCe
Xe OOHapyXuTh mpuMmep pasivaus Konklusion
u Folgerung: «...mojyvaeM OO caMO 3aKJIIOUe-
Hue (Conclusion), 6o noroxenme (Satz), 3 xo-
TOPOrO OHO BBITEKAeT KaK HeIocpelCcTBeHHOe
creacTeue (unmittelbare Folgerung)...» (AA 09,
S. 58; mepeson, mont. — A.I1)*, To ectb Konklusion
HeTIOCPeICTBEHHO cIleftyeT Kak Folgerung, sBissicp
ero ciiefictBueM. Folgerung — 3To He IIpOCTO TOJTy-
JyBIIeecs TIOJIOKeHe, HO U 102uyeckoe deticmbue
no e20 BviBederuto, TO €CTb HeKOMOpas UHMYULUA
caedoBanus. HarloMHIO, UTO 5 MCTIONB3YIO TepMUH
«MHTYWULNS» B COBPEMEHHOM ITOHVIMaHWMI (CM.
rprMed. 3 K HacTOAIIEVI CTaThe), a He B ero KaH-
TOBCKOM CMBICJIe CO3epIIaHWsl, TIOCKOJIBKY B KOH-
TeKcTe prtocodmy KEHNMTCOePrcKOro MbICIIVTEIIS
Folgerung sBiIsleTCS pallVIOHAJIBHBIM [IEVICTBUIEM.
KocBeHHBIM TIOITBEpXKIEHVIEM CKa3aHHOTO MOXKET
CITy>XUTh CJIeAyIolas IpuMedaTesIbHasi MBICIIb
V3 JIEKOUV II0 JIOTMKE IIOA pedaKIiven Verrre:
«...3aximoueHre (Konklusion) maercss ToTuac ke
(sogleich gegeben), xak ToBKO HaHBI (gegeben)
IIpeIIoChUIKM 11 KoHcekBeHIMsA (Konsequenz)»
(AA 09, S. 121 (§ 59); mepeBon mont. — A.IL)*.
31eck TIOYepPKMBAETCS B HEKOTOPOM CMBICIIE aB-
TOMaTWYeCKIV, IIPOV3BOIHBIVI XapaKTep orocpe-
IIOBAHHOTO 3aKJIFOUEHVIs, a MeXaHM3M COOCTBEH-
HO CJIefIoBaHM (BbIBe[IeHMs]) OIlycKaeTcs (HaeTcst
(gegeben), a ne cienyert). Ilo sTON IMpUuMHe He
ynorpe0sisieTcs v Folgerung.

3! Bompoc coxpaHeHMs MICTVHBI B YMO3aKITIOUeH! OyeT
paccMOTpeH B CJIeAyIoleM paszerie.

32 Cp.: «...TaK 4TO IIOJIy4aeM JIMOO caMO 3aK/IIOYeHue,
7100 IpeyIoXKe e, 13 KOTOPOro OHO BBITeKaeT KaK He-
IocpezicTBeHHOE citericTre. ..» (Kant, 19948, c. 37).

3 Cp.: «Bo BCIKOM yMO3aKJIIOUEHMM pasyMa CJIEIICTBUE
TlaeTcs TOTUAC JKe, KaK TOJIbKO JaHbI IIPeAIIOChUIKI U CII0-
cob BeiBos1a» (KanT, 19946, c. 374).
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by Folgerung becomes structurally subordinate
to inference: it is part of the form of inference
as the conclusion that “flows”, i.e. not only the
proposition that follows, but the impulse for
transition from premises to the conclusion.

“The False Subtlety” still contains an ex-
ample of the difference between Konklusion
and Folgerung: “[...] so that either the conclu-
sion (Conclusion) itself, or the statement (Satz)
from which it flows though immediate conse-
quence (unmittelbare Folgerung) [...]” (DfS, AA
02, p. 58; my transl. and italics — A.P.),** i.e.
Konklusion immediately follows as Folgerung,
being its consequence. Folgerung is not sim-
ply the resulting proposition, but also a logical
act of deriving it, i.e. an intuition of consequence.
A reminder would not come amiss here that
I am using the term “intuition” in its modern
meaning (see footnote 3 herein), and not in the
Kantian meaning of contemplation because in
the context of Kant’s philosophy Folgerung is
a rational act. Indirect proof of this is the fol-
lowing remarkable idea expressed in The Jische
Logic: “[...] the conclusion (Konklusion) is giv-
en immediately (sogleich gegeben), as soon as
the premises and the consequence (Konse-
quenz) are given (gegeben)” (Log, AA 09, p. 121
(8§ 59); my transl. — A.P.).* This stresses the
somewhat automatic, derivative character of
mediated conclusion while the mechanism of
consequence (derivation) is dropped, it is given
(gegeben), and does not follow). This is why Fol-
gerung is not used.

This supports the surmise expressed earlier
in this part of the article. With Kant, the con-
cept of Folgerung, in spite of having a defini-

32 Cf.”[...] so that either the conclusion itself or a propo-
sition from which the conclusion follows by immediate
inference [...]” (Kant, 1992a, p. 102).

3 Cf. “In every inference of reason the conclusion is
given as soon as the premises and the consequentia are
given” (Kant, 1992b, p. 616).
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Taxmm oOpasom, ITpeariookeH e, BEIIBIHYTOe
paHee B 3TOM pasfiesle, Hojly4aeT 0OOCHOBaHUe.
ITonsitme Folgerung y KaHTta XOTh M MMeeT enu-
HWYHOe OIpeJiesIeHVie VI KOHTEKCT yIoTpeOieHms
B Ka4yecTBe IOHSTYS «HEIIOCPEIICTBEHHOIO 3aKJII0-
UeHWs», He SBJISETCS CTPOIMM JIOTMTYeCKUM Tep-
MyHOM popmasTbHOM (001Iert) jormkn. OHO ToJI-
KyeTcsl KaK palliOHaJIbHOe EVICTBYIE VI OCTaBIISIeT
OTKPBITBIM BOITPOC CBOEV MPWUPOLIbl BHYTPU U 3a
HpeieslaMyl JIOTVIKY, a TaKXe B CHCTeMe II03HaBa-
TeJIBHBIX CITOCOOHOCTeV, paspadboTanHoy KaHToM.
K exoxvm saximrouenvisiv ripurnest Y. C. Inpc erme
B koHIle XIX B. B KemOpumxckmx seximsx 1898 r.
OH CJIeAlYIOIIVM OOpa3oM OT3bIBaeTcsi 00 aHasIu-
3e paccyxjeHun (cvuutornsmon) Kanrom B «JTox-
HOM MYJIPCTBOBaHUM. ..»: «KaHT HUKOrIa He 3a/1y-
MBIBAJICS HAJl TeM, KaKOBa MOXeT OBbITh IIpMpoza
HenocpedcmBeriHvix B6160006: OH CKPBLUI 3TOT BOIIPOC
OT cebs caMOoro ¢ IIOMOIIBIO CJIOBECHOI'O YXMIIpe-
HWsI, Ha3BaB 3TW BBIBOIBI Folgerungen (ciiefacTBist)
U oTpullasd 3a HUMM IpaBo HasbIBaTbcst Schliisse
(ymosaxsmrouenwst)» (ITipc, 2005, c. 160).

ITnpc cunraet, uto KanT npuaepxuBasics Takom
MO3UIINY, YTOOBI MOAKPEIIUTD CBOIO KilaccudmKa-
LIMIO: yMo3aKIodeHus pasyMa (Schliisse) 11 Herto-
cpericTBeHHBIe BbIBOIOBI paccyrka (Folgerungen).
OpHako IpOTMB 3TOr0 KOCBEHHO MOTYT CBUIIE-
TeJTLCTBOBATD JIEKIIUW TIO JIoTVKe Vlere, B KOTO-
peix  Folgerung orcytcTByeT: «HemocpencTsen-
Hble yMo3akitodeHMs (unmittelbaren Schliisse)
Ha3bIBAIOTCS TaKXXe YMO3AKAIOUEHUAMU Ppaccyoxa
(Verstandesschliisse)...» (AA 09, S. 114 (§ 43); KanT,
199406, c. 368). B aTmx ntexuysx Folgerung BcTpeya-
€TCs JIVIIIb OHAXXIIbl — B IIPUIMeYaHUN K pasiie-
JIy O HETIOCPEeICTBEHHBIX YMO3AK/IIOUEHNISX, O YeM
y>ke TOBOPWIIOCH BhIIIe. ITpn aToMm B ipumMepe dur-
TypUpyeT He HeNOCPeCTBEHHOE, a OIOCpeIoBaH-
HOe yMo3aKJItoueHve: «/100 3/1ech s Hy>Kaaroch 111
Bvi600a (Folgerung) erie B IOCPEACTBYIOIIEM CYy>KIle-
Hum: Kavi yestosek; a 6r1arofapst 9ToMy HOBOMY TIO-
HATUIO MaTepusl CyXJIeHus nsMmeHsetcs» (AA 09,
S. 115 (§ 44); Kant, 19946, c. 369). [Toxoxas cutya-
1yt HaOrmoraeTcst 1 B «KpuTuke 94mcToro pasymar,
xorga KanT 3amaer kiaccudmkanyio Herocpes-
CTBEHHBIX ¥ OIOCPEIOBAHHBIX YMO3aK/IIOUeHMT
U peKOMEeHJIyeT CUMTATh IepBble YMO3aKJIFOUeHV-
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tion and usage context, is not a rigorous logical
term of formal (general) logic. It is interpret-
ed as a rational act and leaves open the ques-
tion of its nature within and without logic, as
well as in the system of cognitive powers devel-
oped by Kant. A similar conclusion was arrived
at by Charles Sanders Peirce in the late nine-
teenth century. In his 1898 Cambridge lectures
he made this observation on Kant’s analysis of
reasoning (syllogisms) in “The False Subtlety”:
“[...] Kant had never thought of inquiring what
the nature of those immediate inferences might
be; but had hidden the question from himself
by a verbal device consisting in calling them
Folgerungen and denying to them the title of
Schliisse” (Peirce, 1992, p. 133).

Peirce thinks that Kant takes this stance to
shore up his classification: inferences of reason
(Schliisse) and immediate conclusions of under-
standing (Folgerungen). However, this view is
indirectly challenged in The Jische Logic which
do not have Folgerung: “Immediate inferences
(unmittelbaren Schliisse) are also called inferences
of the understanding (Verstandesschliisse) [...]”
(Log, AA 09, p. 114 (§ 43); Kant, 1992b, p. 609).
In these lectures Folgerung crops up only once,
in a footnote to the chapter on immediate infer-
ences, as has been mentioned earlier. And the
example contains not immediate but mediat-
ed inference: “For here I need for the deduction
(Folgerung) the mediating judgment, Caius is a
man; through this new concept, however, the
matter of the judgments is altered” (Log, AA
09, p. 115 (§ 44); Kant, 1992b, p. 610). A similar
situation is observed in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son when Kant offers a classification of immedi-
ate and mediated inferences and recommends
considering the former to be inferences of un-
derstanding and the latter inferences of reason
already after the general formula of inferences
with Folgerung, referred to in the above quota-



sIMV Paccyzika, a BTOpble — pasyMa y ke 1ocsie 00-
et popMyIIbl yMo3akroueHmit ¢ Folgerung, o6-
cy>kgaemoni B nuTare Boiine. Tem cambim Folgerung
OKas3bIBaeTCsl OOIIVM TePMIHOM OTHOIIIEHMS CITe-
JOBaHMsS B ODOMX THITAX YMO3aKJIIOUeHMs. DTO
MOXXeT CBUJIeTeILCTBOBATh O ToM, uTo Folgerung y
Kanra o0Go3HauaeT He TOITBEKO POPMY YMO3aKJTIO-
YeHMs paccynka, Kak cumran [Inmpc, HO 1 Hekyro
MO3HABATeJILHYIO OIePaliIo, B KOTOPOV aKLeHTV-
pyeTcs CBOVICTBO HENOCPEeICTBEHHOV BBIBOIVIMO-
CTW, VI cjiegoBaHvs. VIMEeHHO TaKylo Hemocpem-
CTBEHHYIO BBEIBOIVIMOCTE OH XOTeJI IIOYePKHYTh B
CTPOTrOM TePMVHOJIOIMYECKOM ITPOTVBOIIOCTaBIe-
HuM «J IoKHOro MyapcTBOBaHMSL. . .». Bripouem, Bo3-
MOXKHO, TaM VICIIOJIb30BaJICs. PaHHWIL, elle He 10
KOHIIa c(pOpMIPOBaHHBIN IIOHSATUIIHBIV aIlliapar.

3. AKT cirepoBanms: modemy Folgerung
He cBoauTcA K Konsequenz

Hacrasa ouepens oOpaTnTh BHMMaHMe Ha CJIO-
BoynorpeOiieHne «Schlufifolge (Konsequenz)»,
KOTOpOe BCTpeTwIoch HaMm BO (pparmeHTe B 360.
Cnoso Schlufifolge obpasoBaro u3 cjioB Schluf§ v
Folge, n ero MOXXHO IOHMMATb, Ha MOV B3IJISI,
OyKBaJIbHO KaK II0CJIe[I0OBaTeJIbHOCTh yMO3aKJIIo-
yeHMs. B JIoriueckoM cMbICiIe OHO MOXeT BBICTY-
maTh cMHOHMMOM KoHcekBeHIMM (Konsequenz),
v J1ordeckoro cienosanst. Ciioso Schluffolge
elrle HeCKOJIBKO pa3 BcTpedaeTcs B «KpuTuke um-
CTOrO pasyMa», B KOHTEKCTe PacCyKIeHWIT THIIa
«BBIBOJ], TAKOB» WJIN «OTCIOfla cilefyeT» («und die
Schluf$folge ist»), «3TOT BBIBOM, CIIUIIIKOM XOPOIIIO
m3Becten» («Diese Schluf$folge ist zu bekannt»),
«BBIBOJI M3 3TOrO He TaK JIETKO IOHATH» («davon
ist die Schlufifolge nicht so leicht einzusehen»). Bo
BCeX TIOIOOHBIX CJIydasX pedb MAeT O paccyie-
HW B 11€JIOM, TO €CTh IO pa3yMeBaeTCsl TI0CIIeIO-
BaTeJIBHOCTh YMO3AaK/TIOYEHVVL.

Schlufifolge BcTpeuaeTcs 11 B «JI0XKHOM MyIpCTBO-
BaHUIAL. . .» B KOHTEKCTe HEITOCPEeIICTBEHHOrO BEIBOIA.
Hamprimep, «KaXapIvi pa3 3a OOJIbITIeV TIOCBIIKOM [5I
MOTy] MBICJIUTE HEIOCPeJICTBeHHO BbITEKaIOIIUI
13 Hee BbIBOZ, (unmittelbare Schlufifolge), Tak uTo
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tion. Thus, Folgerung turns out to be the general
term of the relation of following in both types
of inference. This may be seen as evidence that
for Kant Folgerung is not so much a designation
of the form of inferences of understanding, as
Peirce believed, but a cognitive operation in
which the feature of immediate derivation, or
logical following, is stressed. This is the point
of the terminological juxtaposition in “The
False Subtlety”. Having said that, the termino-
logical system used in this early work had not
yet jelled.

3. The Act of Logical Following;:
Why Is Folgerung Not Reducible
to Konsequenz

Now the time has come to pay attention to
the word use Schlussfolge (Konsequenz), encoun-
tered in fragment B 360. The word Schluss-
folge is formed from the words Schluss and
Folge, and can be literally interpreted as the se-
quence of inference. In the logical sense it may
be a synonym of consequence (Konsequenz). The
word Schlussfolge is used several more times
in the Critique of Pure Reason in the context of
reasoning of the kind “the conclusion is as fol-
lows”, “hence” (“und die Schlufsifolge ist”), “this
is known all too well” (“Diese Schlufsfolge ist zu
bekannt”), “the conclusion from this is not that
easy to see” (“davon ist die Schlufifolge nicht so
leicht einzusehen”). All such cases refer to rea-
soning as a whole, which implies a sequence of
references.

Schlussfolge occurs also in “The False Subtle-
ty” in the context of immediate inference. For
example: “I am thus enabled to think after each
premiss its immediate implication (unmittel-
bare Schlussfolge). In this way, the sequences of
inferences (Schlussfolgen) acquire the relation
which they must have in a syllogism, according
to the general rule” (DfS, AA 02, p. 53; Kant,
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sti1 BeIBOABI (Schlufifolgen) okaseiBaroTcst mocTas-
JIEHHBIMI B T€ OTHOIIIEHVSI, KOTOpPble OHV BOOOIIe
JOJDKHBI IMETB COIIacHO o011ieMy ITpaBiuty» (AA 09,
S. 53; Kant, 19948, c. 31). Kak Opw1o mokasaHo B Iipe-
ABIIyIIeM pasfieile, B KOHTeKCTe HerlocpeCTBeH-
HBIX BbIBOIOB KaHT warre npuberaer K TepMuHY
Folgerung. Pazmmuna mexay Schlufifolge v Folgerung
IpY THPOTMBOIIOCTABJIEHNI HEeIOCPeCTBEHHBIX
VI OIIOCPEIOBAaHHBIX BBIBOJIOB KaXKYTCs OoJlee KOH-
TEKCTYaJIbHBIMV VUIVL K€ MOTYT CBUJIETEIbCTBO-
BaTh O CTAHOBJIEHWUVI JIOTMTYECKOV TePMWHOJIOI VL.
Tem crioxHee okasbIBaeTcs BOIPOC O IMOHMMaHWUM
JIOrMYecKoro crenosaHvsi KaHTOM, TTOCKOJIBKY IIO-
CleffHee SBJIIETCSl OPraHMYHOV YaCThIO yMoO3a-
KITIOYeHMsI KaK pallMOHaJIBHOTO MAeVICTBUS, WU
00OCHOBAHHOIO PACCy XIIeHVIs], VI pacIIpsieT KpyT
CMEKHBIX TI0 CMBICITY JIOTVIYeCKVIX TIOHSTV, BKITIO-
Jasi, KOHEUHO, ITIOHATVIEe KOHCeKBeH Ul

B «Jloruke» Vleme Konsequenz ymorpebrisiercst
B JIByX CJIy4asix: IIPVIMEHUTEIHO K TUIOTeTIde-
CKVIM CY>KIIEHVSIM V1 B YMO3aKJ/IIoueHsX. B iepsom
ciydae mioHATHe Konsequenz ompesesisgeTcs Kak
npepcrasiedue (Vorstellung) o rumorerndeckoM
BUiZIe CBS3M CYKAeHnT (antecedens n consequens™)
B CO3HaHUM (TOYHee, HaIIpaBJieHHOe K eIHCTBY
cosHaHM WiIn obpasytoiiee ero: «zur Einheit des
Bewusstseins»), koropoe «obpasyeT ¢popmMy rurio-
TETUYUECKVIX CYXXIEHMIT», «POPMY KOHCEKBEHIIVV
(«die Form der hypothetischen Urtheile», «die
Form der Konsequenz»). B texiinsx nmeetcs: mpu-
MeuaHwue, uTto Konsequenz B TUIIOTETUYECKMX CY-
XKIIEHMSIX SIBJISIeTCSl TeM JKe, UeM SIBJIsieTCs CBsI3Ka
(Copula) B xaTeropmueckmx CyXIeHWsX, TO eCTb
dopmont (Form); moxxHO 106aBUTH, POPMONL CBSI-
31, MaTepyer KOTOPOVI BBICTYTIAIOT Ba CY KIeHMs
(Urtheile). B camvix jrek1yisix 3Ta MBIC/Tb BBIpakeHa
OykBasibHO: «...die Richtigkeit (mpaBusbHOCTE) der
Verkntipfung (cBsa3u) — die Form der Konsequenz
(bopma koHcekseHIum)...» (AA 02, S. 105106
(§ 25); Kant, 19946, c. 360). DTO OCHOBHOE 3HaYeHe

¥ Consequens win posterius (Nachsatz) obosHauaer cy-
XIeHIe, KOTopoe comepxut Folge v oTHOCKUTCS K Cy-
XKIIEHNMIO OCHOBaHWMST Kak Folge, TO ecTh mocstemyfomiee
rorioxenme. Cum.: (AA 02, S. 105—106 (§ 25); Kanr, 19940,
c. 360).

1992a, p. 96). As shown in the preceding part,
in the context of immediate inferences Kant
more often uses the term Folgerung. The differ-
ences between Schlussfolge and Folgerung in the
juxtaposition of immediate and mediated infer-
ences seem to be more contextual or may attest
to logical terminology in the process of being
formed. This complicates the issue of Kant’s in-
terpretation of logical following because the lat-
ter is an organic part of inference as a rational
act or a grounded reasoning and extends the
range of related logical concepts, including, of
course, the concept of consequence.

In The Jasche Logic Konsequenz is used in
two cases: with reference to hypothetical judg-
ments and to inferences. In the first case Konse-
quenz is defined as representation (Vorstellung)
of the hypothetical type of connection between
judgments (antecedens and consequens®®) in con-
sciousness (more precisely, directed toward
“the unity of consciousness” (“zur Einheit des
Bewusstseins”), which “constitutes the form of
hypothetical judgments” (“die Form der hypothe-
tischen Urtheile”), “the form of the consequentia”
(“die Form der Konsequenz”). A footnote in the
lectures says that Konsequenz in hypothetical
judgments is what the connection (Copula) is in
categorical statements, i.e. Form, it may be add-
ed, the form of connection, whose matter is two
judgments (Urtheile). In the lectures this idea is
expressed literally: “[...] die Richtigkeit (correct-
ness) der Verkniipfung (of the connection) — die
Form der Konsequenz (the form of the consequen-
tia) [...]” (Log, AA 02, pp. 105-106 (§ 25); Kant,
1992b, p. 602). This is the core meaning of
Konsequenz, implication, the following of one
judgment from another and the form of the con-
nection between judgments and propositions.
However, it does not mean the act of logical fol-

¥ Consequens, or posterius (Nachsatz) denotes a judg-
ment which contains Folge or relates to the first proposi-
tion as Folge, i.e. the following proposition. See Log, AA
02, pp. 105-106 (§ 25); Kant, 1992b, pp. 601-602.
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Konsequenz — VIMIUIVIKAIVsl, CJIeIOBaHVe OIHOTO
CyXXIeHMs M3 IPyroro (3a Apyrum) 1 popma cBsi-
3U CYKIEHWI VIJIV TIOJIOXKEHWVA. O HaKo OHO He 03-
HavaeT aKTa CJIeIOBaHM> VIV BbIBEIeHVs OHOM
MBICJIV M3 JIPYTOV, TIOCKOJIBKY He pacKpbIBaeT Xa-
paKTepa CBSI3M MeX/Ty OCHOBaHMEM U CJIEJICTBUEM,
KOTOpast COCTOUT, COOCTBEHHO, B CJIEIOBAHMV VIV
BBIBEZICHI IIOCTIe[THEro 13 IIePBOro.

B yMo3zakitroueHMsIX (BTOPOVI CITy4ar IpuMeHe-
Husl) Konsequenz yrnotpe0risieTcst Toxke Kak ¢op-
Ma BbIBOZIa (CJIeZioBaHMs): «B IIepBBIX ITOJIOKEHISIX
(Vordersétzen), vm mpennoceuikax (Pramissen),
COCTOUT MaTepusi [yMO3aK/IIOUeHW]; B 3aKJIIoue-
Hun (Konklusion) ke, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO COIEPXKUT
(enthalt) Konsequenz, cocronT dpopma yMo3aKIIfo-
ueHU pasyma*® (die Form der Vernunftschliisse)»
(AA 02, S.121 (§ 59); mepeBom movt. — A.I1)*. [Apy-
TMI cJloBaM¥, POPMOVI YMO3aKJIIOUeHWs SBJIs-
eTcsd BbIBOJ, (3aKJIIOYeHVe), ITIOCKOJIBKY OH cofep-
KT KOHCEKBEHIINIO KaK CIIOCOO CBSI3M Cy>KIIeHMs
(cyremeTBMsA) M CyKAEeHMIT ocHOBaHMS. Takas Tep-
MMHOJIOTMS IlepeK/IMKaeTcs C KOMMeHTapwisi-
Mu Kanra k jtoruke Marnepa: «Bce ymosakiroue-
Hus (Vernunft schliisse) comepxar (enthalten)
KoHcekBenyuu (conseqventz) OIHOTO CYXKJIEHMs
(Urtheils) 3 gpyroro...» (AA 16, S. 707 (Ne 3195);
niepesoy], Movt. — A.IL).

BosBparmasice Kk cMbicity Schluf$folge, MoXXHO OT-
MEeTUTh €r0 HEeKOTOpOe CMBICJIOBOe OTIN4YMe OT
Konsequenz v Folgerung. HecMoTpst Ha TO 4uTO TIO7,
KOHCeKBEHIIMell IOHMMAeTCsl MHTYWUIS CJIeflo-
BaHWSL OT CYXIeHUsS K CYXIIeHUIO, ITOociIefloBa-

* B maHHOM KOHTEKCTE 51 VICIIOJIB3YI0 000POT «aKT CITefi0-
BaHVIs1», YTOOBI OT/IEINTH pacCMaTPUBAEMYIO MHTYUIIVIO
CJIeIIOBAHMSI OT M3BECTHBIX TEPMIHOB COBPEMEHHOV JIO-
TVIKVI C VIX CMBICJIOBBIMY Harpy3KaMu (JIOTMIecKoe ciIefo-
BaHeE, BBIBOI).

3 VImm mpocTo  «yMO3aKJIIOYEHUW», IIOCKOJIBKY, Be-
POSITHO, VIMEHHO 3TOT TepMwH — Vernunftschluff — wm
TTOCITY>KVJT OCHOBOVA JIJISt PYCCKOVI KaJTBKY TIOHSATHS «YMO-
3aKJIIOUeHe» (eCIIM OIyCTUTh TO OOCTOSTEIIBCTBO, UTO B
KpuTHdeckovi putocodpum yMm O6voke K paccyriKy, 9eM K
pasymy).

77 Cp.: «B moceUIKax, WM IIPeIocbuIKax, COCTOUT Ma-
Tepusl yMO3aK/TIOUEHUVI pasyMa; B CIEACTBUM Ke, II0-
CKOJIBKY OHO COTIEPXKUT CTI0COO BBIBOJIA, COCTOUT (hopma
yMo3aKIiodeHn1 pasyma» (Kant, 19946, c. 374).

A. V. Petrovskaya

lowing* or derivation of one thought from an-
other because it does not show the character
of the connection between the ground and the
consequence, which consists in fact in the logi-
cal following or derivation of the latter from the
former.

In inferences (the second use) Konsequenz is
also used as a form of conclusion (following):
“The matter [of conclusions — A.P.] consists of
the premises (first propositions) (Vordersitzen),
or presuppositions (Primissen); in the conclu-
sion (Konklusion) consists the form of inferences
of reason (die Form der Vernunftschliisse), inso-
far as it contains (enthilt) the consequence (Kon-
sequenz)” (Log, AA 09, p. 121 (§ 59); my transl.
— A.P.).*° In other words, the form of infer-
ence is conclusion insofar as it contains conse-
quence as a means of connecting the judgment
(consequence) to the grounding judgment. This
terminology echoes Kant’s comments on Mei-
er’s logic: “All inferences (Vernunftschliisse)
contain (enthalten) consequences (consequentz) of
one judgment (Urtheils) from another [...]” (Refl
3195, AA 16, p. 707, my transl. — A.P.).

Going back to the meaning of Schlussfolge,
we should note its semantic difference from
Konsequenz and Folgerung. Although conse-
quentia denotes intuition of following from
judgment to judgment, the sequence of judg-
ments in it formalises the means of con-
nection or points to the same (“die Form der
Konsequenz”). It is the form of connection that
is grounds for dividing inferences by types
(categorical, hypothetical, disjunctive): [...]
the consequence (Konsequenz) of one judgment
(eines Urtheils) from another. This is the ba-
sis for the division of all inferences of reason

3 In this context I use the word combination “act of fol-
lowing” to separate the intuition of following from the
terms of modern logic with their implications (logical
following, conclusion).

36 Cf. “The matter of inferences of reason consists in the
antecedent propositions or premises, the form in the
conclusion insofar as it contains the consequentia” (Kant,
1992b, p. 616).
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TeJIBHOCTB CYXIIeHWU B Hem dpopMasmsyeT CIIo-
cob cBsI3m WM yKasbiBaeT Ha Hero («die Form der
Konsequenz»). VIMeHHO crioco0 CBsI3M 1 SIBJISIET-
Csl OCHOBaHMEM [IJIs JIeJIeHWsl yMO3aKJTIOYeHUT
o BUAAM (KaTeropmdeckue, TUIIOTETYECKUe,
OV3BIOHKTMBHBIE): «...BBIBOZ, (Konsequenz) on-
Horo cyxpaeHus (Urtheils) us gpyroro. Ha stom
VI OCHOBBIBAETCS JieJIeHVe BCeX YMO3aKITIOUeHM
(Vernunftschliisse) Ha KaTeropmueckmue, I'UIIO-
TeTU4ecKre 1 OU3bIOHKTMBHBIe» (AA 02, S. 122
(§ 60); mepesosy momt. — A.IL)*. Folgerung xe ort-
HOCUTCSL TIpeXJle BCero K HerocpeICTBeHHON
KOHCEeKBeHIIVY, HedopMaIn3yeMoMy TUILY CJle-
moBaHMS. B 4epHOBBIX 3aMeTKaX K y4eOHVKY JIO-
rukyu Mariepa ecth Takas dpasa: «Conseqventiae
immediatae. JleMOHCTpaluss ONHOV  TOJIBKO
dopmbl ymoszakarouernst (Form des Schlusses)
vwm ciaencTeus (Folgerung) ommoro cyxmeHms
us gpyroro» (AA 02, S. 691 (Ne 3168); mepesor,
Mot — A. I1.). Takum oOpasoM, popma yMO3aKITIO-
UeHMs OTpakaeT CJIefICTBYE OHOTO CYXKIeHWs 13
APYTOro, HO He CMHOHVMWYHA 3TOMY IEVICTBUIO
(Folgerung). OcoOeHHOCTI TaKOro CJI0BOYIIOTpe-
Or1eHMd VI IOHMIMaHWS BBIBOZIA, VIV CJIeIOBaHNS,
KaK MEHTaJIBHOV OIlepariyi — HeIOCPeACTBeH-
HOCTBb, €CTeCTBEHHOCTb, VHTYWUTWBHOCTb, a He
opmarvrocme kax cxemamuunocms. TeM camMbIM
YCTaHOBJIEHO CYITHOCTHOe OTIn4ve ¢opMab-
HOro KoHTeKcTa Schlufifolge n HedopmaIBHOrO
Folgerung, a Takke OT/IMYMe MOCIEIHETO OT KOH-
CEeKBEHIIVIVL

4. Folgerungen Kax cj1ecTBuUsA
B pacCy>KIeHUM

[Nonsitme Folgerung B JIOTMYeCKOM ITpOEKTe
KanTa MOXeT ymoTpeOrsThCs M KaK OT/IeTbHBIV
paIOHaIBHBIVT aKT, OCYIIeCTBIISIeMbII B ITpak-
TUKE PacCy>XIeHUIT ¥ HeCBOIVIMEIV K popmastb-
HoOVt KoHcekBeHIMM. Schlufifolge cOmxaeT 3Ha-

3% Cp.: «...BBIBOJI OJHOT'O Cy>K1IeHus u3 apyroro. Ha stom
VI OCHOBBIBAETCS JIeJIeHIE BCeX YMO3AKIIIOUeHNII pasyMa
Ha KaTeropudecKue, eunomemuueckue v OU3bIOHKIMUBHbLe»
(Kant, 19946, c. 375).

(Vernunftschliisse) into categorical, hypothetical
and disjunctive” (Log, AA 09, p. 122 (§ 60); my
transl. — A.P.).*” Folgerung refers first and fore-
most to immediate consequence, the non-for-
malisable type of following. In the rough notes
to Meier’s textbook of logic we come across this
phrase: “Consequentiae immediatae. Demonstrate
only the form of conclusion (Form des Schlusses)
or consequence (Folgerung) of one judgement
from the other” (Refl 3168, AA 26, p. 691, my
transl. — A.P.). Thus, the form of inference re-
flects the following of one judgment from an-
other, but is not synonymous with this action
(Folgerung). This use of words and interpreta-
tion of the conclusion, or logical following as
a mental operation highlights such properties
as spontaneity, naturalness and intuitiveness
and not formality as schematicism. This establish-
es the essential difference of the formal context
of Schlussfolge from the informal Folgerung, and
the difference of the latter from consequence.

4. Folgerungen as Consequence
in Reasoning

The concept of Folgerung in Kant’'s logi-
cal project may refer to a single rational act in
the practice of reasoning not reducible to for-
mal consequence, i.e. in practical philosophy.
Schlussfolge brings the meanings of logical fol-
lowing and conclusion closer together in the
concept of consequence which may in the fu-
ture play a role in blurring their meanings in
modern logic. One notes its similarity to the
more modern concept of Schlussfolgerung,*
which can be translated as logical conclusion or

3 Cf. “[...] the consequentia of one judgment from an-
other [...]. And on this is grounded the division of all
inferences of reason into categorical, hypothetical, and dis-
junctive” (Kant, 1992b, p. 616).

# Kant does not use it, but it is used in Andrey K. Su-
dakov’s translation of the Russian publisher’s foreword
to the Critique of the Power of [udgment into German in a
bilingual publication of Kant (2001, p. 52).
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yeHMe CJIefIOBaHMS U 3aK/IIOUeHUs B IIOHATUU
KOHCEeKBEeHIIMM, YTO, BO3MOXXHO, B JlajIbHemIIeM
CBITPAET CBOIO POJIb B Pa3MBIBAaHWII VX 3HAYEHWT
B COBpPEeMEeHHOV JIOTMKe. JIF0OOITBITHO 1 ero CXO-
cTBO ¢ Oortee coBpeMeHHBIM MOHsSTHEM Schlufifol-
gerung®, KOTOpoe MOXXHO IlepeBecTV KakK «JIOrM-
YEeCKMVI BBIBOM» VIV «JIOTMYECKOe PacCy KIeHVe».
D10 0boCcHOBaHO OoJiee IIMPOKMM KOHTEKCTOM
yniorpebnenvs nousaTvs Folgerung B mpakTyike Ha-
YYHOro J0Ka3aTesIbcTBa 1 B pabortax KanTa.

Bo BBemenmm k «KpuTuke umcroro pasyma»
BCTpedaeTcd Maccak O 3HaueHUM dutocodpnm
Borbdpa 11 HaydHOrO MCCIIeIoBaHVISL, KOTOPBIN
3aKaH4VBAETCS CJIOBAMIL «...KaK VIMEHHO CJIeflyeT
BCTyIIaTh Ha HaJleXXHBIVI IIYTh HayKW C TIOMOIIIBIO
3aKOHOCOOOpAa3HOrO yCTaHOBJIEHWS IMTPVHIINIIOB,
OTUETIVBOIO OIperesIeHIsI TIOHATI, VICIIBITaH-
HOVI CTPOTOCTM JIOKa3aTeJIbCTB ¥ ITpefioTBpallie-
HMs CMeJIbIX CKaukoB B BbIBomax (Folgerungen)»
(B XXVTI; Kanrt, 2006, c. 39). B nannowM cityuae KanT
niepedpasupoBasl  POPMYIMPOBKY 3HAMEHUTO-
ro duocodcko-MaTeMaTHueckoro Metoga Bosb-
da, KOTOpPbIV OBLI IOJIOXKEH TIOCJIEHVIM B OCHOBY
ero ¢usocodum 1 ciegoBaHVe KOTOPOMY OBLIO
pelaoM CBUAeTeIbCTBOM TOrO, YTO TOT WUJIU
VIHOVI MBIC/IVITeIIb IIPVHAIIJIEXWT IIIKOJIe BOITbU-
annes”. Tak Folgerung okasbiBaeTcs B psmy oc-
HOBHBIX [EVICTBUII Hay4YHOTrO ITO3HaHMS (ITpak-
TUYECKOTO IPWIOKEeHMsI JIOTMIKW): OIlpeJiesIeHs
NOHAMUT, YCTAHOBJIEHVSI 3aKOHOB VI IIPVIHIIVIIOB,
cTpormux 0dokasameAbcmé VI TIOCITIEIOBATEIIBHBIX
Bv160008 (Folgerungen). Ecyi B TeopeTiueckor J1o-
ruke Folgerung ykaspiBaeT Ha yTBepXKeHVIe, KOTO-
poe crleflyeT VIV BBIBOOAMTCA 1O popMme M3 ITaH-
HOTI'O OCHOBaHVsl, TO B ITPaKTMYeCKOV JIOTMKe peyb
UIeT O NPUWJIOKEHUN TeOPUM K IPaKTUKe Vccyie-
ZIOBaHMS, TO €CTh O 3aKJTIOYEeHIsIX, 000CHOBAaHHBIX
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBaMI.

¥ Ono He ynioTpeOisteTcss KaHToM, HO BcTpedaeTcs B ITe-
pesome A.K. CynmakosblM «BBemenms» pycckmx mspgare-
sent K «Kputuke criocoGHOCTM Cy>KIeHusI» Ha HeMeIKIi
s3bIK B ABYys3braHOM w3maHum Kanra (cm.: Kamr, 2001,
c. 52).

4 Cm. 006 sTOM mogpobuee: (Kpyrios, 2022).
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logical reasoning. This is justified by the broad-
er context of the use of the concept Folgerung
in the practice of scientific proof and in Kant's
works.

The introduction to the Critique of Pure
Knowledge has a passage on the significance of
Wolff’s philosophy which ends with the words:
“[...] the way in which the secure course of a
science is to be taken, through the regular as-
certainment of the principles, the clear deter-
mination of concepts, the attempt at strictness
in the proofs, and the prevention of audacious
leaps in inferences (Folgerungen) [...]” (KrV, B
XXVI; Kant, 1998, p. 120). Kant paraphrased
the formulation of Wolff’s famous philosoph-
ical-mathematical method that formed the ba-
sis of his philosophy and was a sure sign that
the philosopher who followed it belonged to
the Wolffian school.*” Thus, Folgerung turns out
to be one of the main acts of scientific cogni-
tion (practical application of logic): definition of
concepts, establishment of laws and principles,
rigorous proofs and consistent conclusions (Fol-
gerungen). While in theoretical logic_Folgerung
refers to a proposition that formally follows or
is derived from the first proposition, in prac-
tical logic we are looking at the application of
theory to research practice, i.e. at proof-ground-
ed conclusions.

Kant revisits this theme in the Critique of the
Power of Judgment in which he argues that be-
cause the will is associated with freedom, the
principles of will [...] are called laws, and alone
constitute, together with their consequences
(Folgerungen), the second part of philosophy,
namely the practical” (KU, AA 05, p. 172; Kant,
2000, p. 60). Such conclusions for rational cog-
nition of nature are drawn through inferences
from principles given by understanding: “[the
reason] can only [...] draw inferences (Schliisse)
from given laws (Gesetzen) to conclusions (Fol-

3% See more on this in Krouglov (2022).



A.B. Tlerposckas

B «Kpurnke crocobHOCTM cyXxpeHvs» Kant
BO3BpalllaeTCsi K 00CY KIEHWIO 3TOVI TeMBI, Y TBEePXK-
fasi, YTO, IOCKOJIBKY BOJIS IOAIaaeT IIOf IIOHS-
TVe CBOOOIBI, TO IIPVHIIVIIBI BOJIV «Ha3bIBAIOT-
Csl 3aKOHaMU 1 BMeCTe CO CBOVIMU CJIeACTBUSAMM
(Folgerungen) TOJBKO ¥ COCTaBJISIOT BTOPYIO
4JacTb uiocodpuy, a MMEHHO IIPaKTUUYEeCKYIo»
(AA 05, S. 172; Kant, 2001, c. 83). Takue BbIBOIBI
IS pa3yMHOT'O ITO3HAHMS IPVPOIBI HOJTyYaloTCA
IyTeM yMO3aKJIIOYeHWVI 13 IIPVUHIINIIOB, IIOCTaB-
JIIEMBIX PACCyKOM: «...ITyTeM YMO3aKJIIOYeHWI
(Schliisse) menars 13 manHbIX 3ak0HOB (Gesetzen)
BBIBOIBI (Folgerungen), koTopble HMKOIIa He BbI-
XOIISIT 3a Ipenestnl Ipypoab (AA 05, S. 175; Kanr,
2001, c. 87). DTo BaxkHOe 3amMedaHme drtocoda,
KOTOpoe yOenuTesIbHO IIOKa3bIBaeT, HACKOJIBKO
eMMHOoOOpa3Ha ero TEpMIMHOJIOI S B JIOTMKe 11 -
s1ocodput.

B «EOMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM OCHOBAHWIAL...»
Folgerung ymorpeOnsieTcss B KOHTEKCTe JIOKas3a-
TeJIbcTBa ObITHS bora: «...MpuBOAWMII TOKa3aTeIb-
crBa (Beweistiimer), He IIpeTeHysl Ha TO, UTO-
Obl yXe Telepb OTUETIMBO IIOKas3aTh MX CBS3b
(Verkniipfung) c BerBogamm (Folgerung)» (AA 02,
S. 67; Kanr, 19944, c. 386), 1 nastee no tekcry Kant
B 3TOM JXe CMBICJIe TOBOPUT O CJIEICTBUSIX, KOTO-
PpBle BBITEKAOT M3 IIOJIOKEHWI, ¥ BBIBOZIAX M3 pac-
CY>KIEHUTI O co3ziaTelie Mupa.

B koHTekcTe mokasaTenibcTBa Folgerung mo-
BOJIBHO YacTo BCcTpedaercs 1 B «KpuTnke dmcro-
rO pasyMa», JIOTMYecKye IIUTAThI 13 KOTOPON yKe
o0cy>XIaImch BbIllle. B fomoiHeHMe K HUM CTO-
UT yKasaTb Ha TO, YTO IIpU OOCYXHIeHWM OCHO-
BaHWUV pas3JIMyueHns IIpeaMeToB Ha Phaenomena
u Noumena B «TpaHCIIeHIEHTaIBHOV aHAIUTH-
ke» KaHT 3asBiiseT: «...0TCIofa HejIb3s M3BJIeYb
Hukakoro BeIBoga (Folgerung)» (B 301; nepe-
Bofl, Movt. — A.IL)*. Vlnu, oOcyxaas dncToe Ipu-
MeHeHMe pasyMa, OH IIOYepKMBaeT:
cieacTeus (Folgerungen) BeITekaroT 13 Hero [1s
SMIIMPUYECKOro YIoTpebdsieHms paccyaka» (B 355;

«...KaKue

1 Cp.: «...He B COCTOSIHWM. .. M3BJIeUb OTCIONIa KaKie-JIv-
60 BBIBOIIBI» (KanT, 2006, c. 399).

gerungen) that still always stop at nature” (KU,
AA 05, p. 175; Kant, 2000, p. 62). This is an im-
portant remark which shows convincingly the
uniformity of his terminology in logic and phi-
losophy.

In The Only Possible Argument, Folgerung is
used in the context of proof of the existence of
God: “[...] adduced arguments (Beweistiimer)
without presuming to claim to be able, for the
moment, to show distinctly their connection
(Verkniipfung) with the conclusion (Folgerung)”
(BDG, AA 02, p. 67; Kant, 1992¢, p. 112), and
further Kant speaks in the same vein about the
consequences that flow from the propositions
and conclusions of the discourse about the Cre-
ator.

In the context of proof Folgerung is not in-
frequently used in the Critique of Pure Reason,
the logical quotations from which have been
discussed above. Additionally, it should be
noted that in discussing grounds for divid-
ing objects into phaenomena and noumena in the
Transcendental Analytic Kant declares: “[...] not
even the least consequence (Folgerung) is to be
drawn from it” (KrV, B 301; Kant, 1998, p. 357).
Or, discussing pure application of reason, he
stresses “[...] what consequences (Folgerungen)
flow from it for the empirical use of the under-
standing” (KrV, B 355; Kant, 1998, p. 392); or in
discussing the transcendental ideal he writes:
“[...] just as none of the consequences (Folgerun-
gen) flowing from such an ideal” (KrV, B 608;
Kant, 1998, p. 558). Similar use of Folgerung oc-
curs in other works, for example in the state-
ment, “As premature and erroneous as his
(Hume’s — A.P.) conclusion (Folgerung) was,
nevertheless it was at least founded on inqui-
ry [...]” (Prol, AA 04, p. 258; Kant, 2002a, p. 55).
Thus, Kant uses Folgerung in the context of his
own reasoning and applies to his reasoning the
same rigorous rules on which logical conclu-
sions are based.
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Kanr, 2006, c. 473); viivi ke Ipv1 00Cy KIeHU M TPpaH-
CIIeHJIEHTaJIBHOTO WjleaJla IINIIET: «...TOYHO TaK
Xe 1 Bce cyiefcTBuA (Folgerungen), BeITekarorye
M3 Takoro mpaeaia...» (B 608; Kant, 2006, c. 751).
Amnartormasoe ynorpebiieHne nmeet Folgerung v B
IPpyTVIX COUYMHeHMsIX, Harpumep: «Kak ObI HY ObUT
orpomeTumB 1 HeBepeH BbIBOT, (Folgerung) IOma,
OH OBIJI OCHOBaH II0 KparHeV Mepe Ha 1ccilefioBa-
Hun...» (AA 04, S. 258; Kanr, 1994r, c. 9). Tem ca-
MeiM KaHT ynorpeOisier Folgerung B KOHTEKCTe
COOCTBEHHBIX PaCcCyXIeHUV U IIPUIMEHSeT K CBO-
VIM PacCy XIEeHVSIM Te JKe CTPOrvie IIpaBuIa, Ha KO-
TOPBIX CTPOSITCS JIOTYECKVIe BBIBOIBL.

B mpakTmdyeckon dpuocopun KaHt ¢ momo-
mpf0 HoHATHS Folgerung TomdepKmBaeT pasHU-
1y MeXAy [eVICTBMeM IIPMHIINIIA VUIM 3aKoHa
(Gesetz), npennmcanms (Vorschrift), momoxenns
(Satz) ¥ uUMCTBIMM WUIM TIPOCTBIMM BBIBOJAMM
(Folgerungen) mus uux. B «IleppoMm BBemeHUNU B
“KpUTHKy CIIOCOOHOCTM CYXAeHMs », KOrfla pedb
UJIeT O TeOMeTpUUecKo 3ajiade OCTPOoeHs KBa-
npata, KaHT oTMeuaeT, YTO Takoe IIOCTpOeHVie
«IIpeJICTaBIIsIeT cOOOV IIpaKTIUecKoe MOJIoKeH e,
HO oH[0] ecTb umcTOe ci1eAcTBHIe (reine Folgerung)
us3 reopum» (AA 20, S. 198; Kanr, 2001, c. 843). ITpo
TIOHATME OOBeKTa BOJIM (BbICIIIee OJ1aro) oH 3aMme-
YJaeT, YTO OHO «JIVIIIb KOCBEHHO, KaK CJIeJICTBIIe
(Folgerung), mpwHa/IeXUT K IPaKTUIeCKOMY
npenmvicanmo» (AA 20, S. 197; Kanurt, 2001, c. 845).
OrHocutenpbHO pasnesioB durocodpmmt B 11eJI0M
Kak crcteMbl KaHT 3asBiisieT, UTO ¢ HUMM HeJIb3s
nyTaTh «IuiIb caeacreue (Folgerung) vmm mpu-
MeHeHMe dwiocodpun K JaHHBIM CJIydasiM, He
Tpebyroriee ocobbIx mpuHIMIIOB» (AA 20, S. 199;
Kant, 2001, c. 841). bosee Toro, 3mech gaxe BCTpe-
YaeTCsd TaKOV KaHTOBCKMM ITacCaxK: <<Cy>K,H€HVIe 0
KpacoTe [[Ipom3BelleHn | MCKYCCTBa JOJDKHO pac-
cMaTpMBaThCs 3aTeM MPOCTO Kak BbIBof, (blofie
Folgerung) ns Tex >ke IIPMHIINIIOB, KOTOPBIE JIeXKaT
B OCHOBe Cy>KJIeHWs 0 KpacoTe B Irpupozie» (AA 20,
S. 251; Kanr, 2001, c. 955). Folgerung yroTtpebisert-
cs1 v OyKBaJIBHO, B Ka4eCTBe JJOKa3aHHBIX ITOJIOKe-
HU: «@1oceqHu 661600 (letzte Folgerung) ws Bee-
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In practical philosophy Kant uses the con-
cept of Folgerung to stress the difference be-
tween the effect of a principle or law (Gesetz),
precept (Vorschrift), statement (Satz) and pure
or simple conclusions (Folgerungen) from them.
In the “First Introduction to the Critique of the
Power of Judgment”, speaking about the geo-
metrical problem of building a square, Kant
notes that such building “[...] is a practical
proposition, but a pure consequence (reine Fol-
gerung) of the theory” (EEKU, AA 20, p. 198;
Kant, 2000, p. 5). Referring to the concept of
the object of will (the supreme good), he re-
marks: “[...] still this belongs only indirectly,
as a consequence (Folgerung), to the practical
precept” (EEKU, AA 20, p. 199; Kant, 2000,
p- 6). Referring to the sections of philoso-
phy as a whole system, Kant writes that they
should not be confused with “[...] that which
is merely a consequence (Folgerung) or an appli-
cation of it to given cases, requiring no special
principles” (EEKU, AA 20, p. 197; Kant, 2000,
p. 5). Furthermore, there is the following pas-
sage: “The judging of artistic beauty will sub-
sequently have to be considered as a mere
consequence (blofle Folgerung) of the same
principles which ground the judgment of nat-
ural beauty” (EEKU, AA 20, p. 251; Kant, 2000,
p. 50). Folgerung is also used literally as prov-
en proposition: “The final conclusion (letzte Fol-
gerung) of this entire section (Abschnitt) [...]”
(KrV, B 294; Kant, 1998, p. 337); and even as
the title of the “Corollary” section in the Cri-
tique of Practical Reason (KpV, AA 05, p. 22;
Kant, 2002b, p. 34).

To sum up, consequences (Folgerungen) in
practical philosophy are applications of the
laws, principles, precepts and propositions to
concrete cases. The use of the word stresses
their secondary, derivative character, immedi-
ate logical following of rational phenomena of
a higher level, even value judgments (Beurtei-

lung).
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ro aroro pasgena (Abschnitte)» (B 294; Kanr, 2006,
¢. 391) n make Kak 3arsiaBue s paszesia «BoiBom»
B «KpuTuke mpaktmdeckoro pasyma» (AA 05,
S. 22; KanT, 1997, c. 329).

Wrak, cieactsust (Folgerungen) B mpakTiue-
cKovi prytocopmm OKa3bIBAIOTCS IIPMIIOKEHVISIMIL
3aKOHOB, IIPVHIINIIOB, IIPEANCAaHN 1 ITOJIOXe-
HUV K KOHKPeTHBIM cily4asM. B ynorpebrenun
MIOHATVS TIOMYEPKMBAETCS VIX BTOPUYHOCTD, IIPO-
V3BOHOCTD, HENOCPECTBEHHOe CilefloBaHNe pa-
LIVIOHAJIBHBIM (peHOMeHaM 0ostee BBICOKOIO YPOB-
Hsl, TaXKe CyXIIeHMsIM-olleHKaM (Beurteilung).

3aK/1roueHve

Kaxercs, uTo jiormdeckasi Tpaguivs KaHTU-
aHCTBa yKOpeHsieT B (POpMasIbHOM JIOTVIKE eVIH-
CTBEHHBIVI TEPMUH [1JI1 0003HaUYeHMsI JIOTYecKo-
ro ciefoBaHMs — KoHcekBeHIMIO (Konsequenz,
Schlufifolge), ykasbiBarollylo Ha QopMy CB3M
MBICIIeVt B yMo3akrroueHmn. OnHako Ha feste Kant
HNPUHIVIVAIBHO Pa3BOIUT TOHSATVE KOHCEKBEH-
IV KaK (POpMasIbHOTO CJIeIOBaHMS W IIOHSTVE
HeTIOCPe/ICTBEHHOr 0 cyieioBanms Folgerung Kax He-
dpopMaTbHOT MHTYUIINY B CMBICTIE OTpaskeHsI ee
B CXeMaTWYHOV CTPYKType BbIBOfIa. B y3koM KOH-
TekcTe obrent sjoruky Kanra Folgerung BpIcTyIIaeT
OyKBaJIbHO — KaK TepMMH /Il 00O3HaYeHVs He-
MOCPEICTBeHHBIX YMO3aKJ/IIOUeHUI B IIPOTVBOBEC
OIIOCPeOBAaHHBIM, a TaKXKe KaK BBIBOZL YMO3aKITIO-
YeHWVI, BBITEKAIOIIN 13 MOCBUIKY / TIOCBHUIOK. B
Gortee IMIMPOKOM Ke KOHTEeKCTe 0OOCHOBaHMS 00-
ment jioruku Folgerung orpaxaer HedopMaib-
HYIO UJIef0 BbIBOJIA VJIV CJIefIOBaHMS M MOXeT II0-
HMMAaTbCS KaK TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHOe OCHOBaHVe
dopmanpHO KOHCekBeHITMN. Takoe THoOJIOKeHMe
71eJT MOXKHO MHTepIIpeTpoBaTh KakK BaKHOe YCJIo-
Brie IIpo0sieMaTn3aliny JIOTMYeCKOro CIIefIOBaHIs
B COBpEeMeHHOVI JIOTMKe paccy KaeHu1. Tem caMbiM
IIOHMMaHMe ocoOeHHOCTeNt ynoTpebienus Fol-
gerung KaHTOM 10Ty 9aeT CBOIO aKTyasIbHOCTb.

IongaTue Folgerung B mormueckovt cucreme Kan-
Ta VICTIOJIb3yeTCsl KaK MVMHUMYM [BOsiKo. ITpexe
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Conclusion

The logical tradition of Kantianism seems
to embed in formal logic a single term to de-
note logical following, and that is consequence
(Konsequenz, Schlussfolge), which points to the
form of the connection of thoughts in an in-
ference. But in reality Kant distinguishes in
principle the concept of consequence as for-
mal following and the concept of immediate
following, Folgerung as an informal intuition
in the sense of its reflection in the schematic
structure of the inference. In the narrow con-
text of Kant’s general logic Folgerung is liter-
ally a term denoting immediate inferences as
opposed to mediated ones, and as the conclu-
sion of inferences flowing from the premise /
premises. In the broader context of ground-
ing of general logic Folgerung reflects the in-
formal idea of conclusion or logical following
and can be seen as the transcendental ground
of formal consequence. This state of affairs is
arguably an important condition of problema-
tisation of logical following in the modern log-
ic of reasoning. This highlights the relevance
of understanding the nuances of Kant’s use of
Folgerung.

The concept of Folgerung in Kant’s log-
ical system is used in at least two ways. First
of all, being subordinated to inference and
consequence, Folgerung does not lend itself to
problematisation and apparently cannot be ex-
pressed in formal logic. Kant stresses that the
logical conclusion happens “immediately” or
is “tacitly added” and is contained in the con-
clusion itself. It goes without saying that in-
tuitions of following are outside the rigorous
formal logical system. However, being embed-
ded in the inference or reasoning, Folgerung is
recognised as a necessary and organic condi-
tion of the rational cognitive process. Obvious-
ly, Folgerung can be seen as a concept of logical



BCero, KakK MoIUMHeHHOe YMO3aK/IIOYeHMIO 1 KOH-
cexkseH11M, Folgerung He mpobnemaTmsupyetcs (11,
BUJIVIMO, He MOXeT OBbITh BbIpakeHO) B (popMaslb-
Hov jiorvke. KaHT moguepKmBaeT, 4To JIOrMIecKui
BBIBOJL IIPOVICXOIUT «MIHOBEHHO» VIV «MOJTYaIIV-
BO IIPVICOBOKYIUISIETCS» VI HAXOOWTCS B CAMOM 3a-
xmodeHnn. Kak camo coOovi pasymerortieecst vn
OYeBUJTHOEe, VHTYMUIIVM CJIeOBaHMs OKa3bIBaIOT-
s BHe CTPOro (popMasIbHOV JIOTTUeCKOVI CYICTEMBL.
OnHako MMeHHO KaK BCTPOeHHOe, yKOpeHeHHoe
B yMO3aKJIIOYeHVe WM paccyxaeHue, Folgerung
IpuU3HaeTcsd HeOOXOIVMBIM OpraHMYecKuM ycIIo-
B/IeM pallVIOHaJILHOTO ITO3HaBaTeJIbHOI'O IIpoliec-
ca. OueBunHo, Folgerung MOXHO CUMUTATh IIOHATH-
€M JIOTYeCKOT0 CJIe[IOBAHMSI KaK [I03HaBaTeJIbHOM
orepaunuy, OTpakaolleyl WMHTYUIIUIO cJlefioBa-
HVISL, WJIV PallVOHAIBHBIV aKT HeIlOCPeICTBEHHO-
TO BBIBEMIEHVISI OIHOV MBICIIV M3 IPYTOV JINOO 11X
cBsi3u. CTaHOBJIEHVe TaKOro IIOHVIMaHMs TepMIHa
OUYeBUTHO IEMOHCTPUpPYeT CMellleHNe aKlleHTa C
OHTOJIOI MY HPeIbIIYIIel CX0IaCTIYeCKOVI TpaIy-
LMV Ha 31MCTeMOJIOT IO, peainsyemyto KanToMm B
€ro JIOTTYeCKOM IIPOeKTe.

To, uro KanTt coxpanser nHedopmasbHOe II0-
HIMMaHWe JIOTMYeCKOro cjlefJloBaHMs B CHUCTeMe
JIOTVIKV VI CO3/JaeT YCJIOBMS [IJIsSL €TO JaJIbHeVIIIIert
dwtocodckont mpobrieMaTv3aniy, He SBIISeTCS
TOJIBKO MOUMIM IIpefriosiokeHneM. Tak, HecMOTps
Ha O4YeBMJTHO yCTapeBlllee cofepKaHvie oOIert JIo-
ruky KaHTa 11 cOBpeMeHHBIX JIOTMYEeCKMX Teo-
puii, B XXI B. yXXe IIpeIIpyHMMAaJIVCh IIOIIBITKI
dopmaMzam «TpaHClIeHIeHTaIbHON JIOTVIK»
VI Jake IepecMoTpa OCHOBaHMII €ro oOrer Jjiorv-
KM TaKMMM aBropamy, Kak T. Auyproru 1 M. Ban
JTambarren, P. OBanc, A. Credenconn, M. Cepror,
C. Kosau 1 gpyrumu (Achourioti, van Lambalgen,
2011; 2017; Evans, Sergot, Stephenson, 2019; Kovac,
2020). B wactHOCTM, paspabaTbiBasi opMaIb-
HOe JI0Ka3aTeJjIbCTBO IIOJIHOTHI KaHTOBCKOM JIO-
TUKI CyXIeHwi1, Auypmoru n BaH Jlambarnren
VHTEPIPETUPYIOT TUIOTeTHUYeCcKre CYXIAeHMs
(caMoOcTOATEZILHO M B CTPYKType yMO3aK/Iroye-
HUI) KaK «JIMIIEH3MI0 Ha BbIBof» (Achourioti, van
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following as a cognitive operation reflecting
the intuition of following, or a rational act of
immediate derivation of one thought from the
other or their connection. The emergence of
such interpretation of the term demonstrates
the shift of emphasis from the ontology of the
previous scholastic tradition toward epistemol-
ogy in Kant’s logical project.

I am not alone in suggesting that the fact
that Kant retains the informal notion of log-
ical following in the system of logic and cre-
ates conditions for its further philosophical
problematisation. Thus, despite the obvious-
ly outdated content of Kant’s general logic
for modern logical theories, the twenty-first
century has already seen attempts to formal-
ise “transcendental logic” and even revise
the grounds for Kant’s general logic by such
authors as Theodora Achourioti and Michi-
el van Lambalgen (2011; 2017), Richard Ev-
ans, Marek Sergot and Andrew Stephenson
(2019), Srec¢ko Kovac (2020) and others. For ex-
ample, in developing the formal proof of the
completeness of Kant’s logic of judgments,
Achourioti and van Lambalgen (2017, p. 856)
interpret hypothetical judgments (alone or in
the structure of inferences) as “a licence for in-
ferences”. This raises the question, what is log-
ical following in Kant’s system? They believe
that “Kant does not have a single entailment
relation, as in modern logic, but only local en-
tailment relations defined by specific inferenc-
es” (ibid., p. 867) The logical properties of the
hypothetical judgment, Achourioti and van
Lambalgen continue, “change when it is con-
sidered in a causal context, i.e. in transcenden-
tal logic” (ibid., p. 857). All this highlights the
terminological and substantive importance of
the interpretation of entailment in Kant’s log-
ical project.
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Lambalgen, 2017, p. 856). B cBsi3u1 3TMM BO3HMKaeT
BOITPOC O TOM, UTO COOOVI IIPENCTABIISET JIOrIve-
ckoe ciregoBaHme B cucteme Kanra. OHM 11oyara-
I0T, uTO «y KaHTa HeT eqHOTrO OTHOIIEHVIS JIOT V-
YeCKOro CJIeJIOBaHVIsI, KaK B COBPEMEHHOVI JIOTIKE,
a MMEIOT MeCTO JIMIIb JIOKaJIbHBIE OTHOIIICHS,
orperiesisieMble KOHKPETHBIMY YMO3AKJIFOUeH S
Mm» (Ibid., p. 867). Jlormdeckme >ke CBOVICTBA I'IIO-
TETUYECKOTO CYXXIEeHWs, IIPOI0IDKAI0T AuyproTH
v BaH Jlam0asireH, «MeHSIOTCS, KOrZla OHO pac-
CMaTpvBaeTcs B IPUUVMHHO-CIIEICTBEHHOM KOH-
TEKCTe, TO €CTh B TPAHCIEH/IEHTAIBHON JIOTTIKE»
(Ibid., p. 857). Bce aTo cBU/IeTEILCTBYET O TOM, Ha-
CKOJIBKO BaKHBIM C TEPMVIHOJIOITUECKOVI VI COIEP-
JKaTeJIbHOV CTOPOH OKa3bIBaeTCs BOIIPOC IIOHVIMA-
HVS CJIeIOBAaHMS B JIOrMYeckoM nmpoekte KanTa.
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