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INOOJIMHHAJI HEJIb KAHTOBCKOI'O
«OITPOBEP>XXEHWM I UOEATIN3MA»

P.X. de C. Ilepeupa’

Kanm nuxoeoa He Obia yooBremBopen Bepcueti «Onpobep-
xerus» 1787 e. (KrV, B 275 — 279), umo oueBu0Ho yke 1o cHo-
cke 8 npeducaobuu xo mopomy usdanuio «Kpumuku wucmoeo
pasyma». Ha camom deqe Kanm npodosxan nepepadamuvibams
cBoii apeymenm 8 meuenue no kpaiHen Mepe uiecmu Aem nocae
1787 e. I'rabuas npobsema ucmosxobanus «Onpobepixenusn»
saxatouaemcs 6 onpedeseHuu eeo yeai: onpobepeaeics Au He-
ckenmuveckuil UOLAAUCTH, CKENMUK KAPMESUAHCK020 Npouc-
x0xK0eHus uAu cpasy oba. B nocaednem cayuae osnukaem Bo-
npoc, ecms AU cpedu HUX KApmMe3sUaHckutl ckenmuk u3 nepfoeo
«Pasmoviuaenus», ckenmux-udeasucm u3s 6mopoeo u nepbou
uacmu mpemveeo «Pasmbiuiieniis» uAU kakou-mo Opyeoi He-
ckenmuveckuil udeasucm. 5 npedcmabasio u saujuuyar Hobywo
pexoncmpykyuto xaumobekoeo «Onpobepxenus» kax ycneui-
HO020 apeymenma npomub xapmesuarckoeo udearusma Men-
desvcona. Dma pexoHcmpykyus obocHoBbibaenics 102uueckol
cmpykmypoi kanmobcroeo apeymenma, Bvia6aenron uxepom
u cyujecmbenno nepepabomanton 6 ceme uccredoBanuii no-
suyuu Mendeavcona, npoBedentvix Qukom. Kax umenno s ap-
2YMEHMUPYI0 NpeonoumumesbHoCy Moetl uHmepnpemayuu?
Bo-nepboix, 5 0bpawaiocs k 00uUPHOMY KOPRYCY MeKcmYyalb-
Hbix cBudemenvcmb, noxasvibaroujux, umo Kanm doxasvibaem
cywecmboBanue He3abucuMulx om CO3HAHUA Bewjell, — Mo
yKkasviBaem Ha kapmesuanckui udeasusm Menoeavcona kax Ha
eaabryro yeav «OnpoBepxenusn». Bo-6mopwix, 5 noxasvibar,
umo xaumobcxoe «OnpoBepikerue» odbpeueno Ha npobas npu
NonbiMKe 0CNOPUmMs A100ble GopMbL YHUBEPCAALHOR0 CKenm-
YuMa, HO NpU MOM Ycneuino onpobepeaem udeaiusm Men-
Oeabcona.

KaroueBote caoBa: Kanm, udearusm, ckenmuveckuil uoe-
AAU3M, HeCKenmuueckutl U0eaiusm, YHUBEpCatvHblii ckenmu-
Yu3M, OnpobepikeHue CKenmuyuMa, onpobepkerue U0eaiusma.
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Kant was never satisfied with the version of his “Refu-
tation” published in 1787 (KrV, B 275-279). His dissatis-
faction is already evident in the footnote added to the preface
of the second edition of the Critique in 1787. As a matter
of fact, Kant continued to rework his arqument for at least
six years after 1787. The main exegetical problem is to fig-
ure out who is the target of the “Refutation”: a non-sceptic
idealist or a global sceptic of Cartesian provenance or both.
In this last case, a related problem is to know whether ei-
ther of them is the Cartesian sceptic of the first Meditation,
the idealist sceptic of the second Meditation and first part
of the third Meditation, or some other non-sceptic idealist.
I present and defend a new reconstruction of Kant’s “Refu-
tation” as a successful argument against Mendelssohnian
idealism of Cartesian provenance. This defence is based on a
simple logical sketch of the proof provided by Dicker, but es-
sentially modified in the light of Dyck’s insight about Kant’s
opponent. How shall I support my reading? First, by appeal-
ing to overwhelming textual evidence according to which the
proof is of the existence of mind-independent things, show-
ing that Kant’s main opponent is Mendelssohn’s idealism
of Cartesian provenance. Finally, I support my reading by
showing that Kant’s “Refutation” is doomed to fail against
all forms of global scepticism, but is quite successful against
Mendelssohn’s idealism.
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P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

Iamamu npogpeccopa bappu Cmpayoa
BBenenmue

«Omnposepxenne wumeanusma» (KrV, B 275-279;
KanT, 2006a, c. 369—373) mpencrasisger cobomt npu-
babaenue KO BTOPOMY WM3HaHMIO IlepBom «KpuTmkm»,
BKJIfoUeHHOe B Iv1aBy «[locTynaTel 3MIMPUUECKOro
MBIIIUIEHNST BOOOIIe». Ha IepBBIV B3IJISH KaXkeTcs,
uro «OIpoBep>keHMe» COIEPXKUT B cebe KpaTKuit (OIry-
OJIMKOBaHHBIVI TEKCT COCTABJISIET BCETO UETHIpE CTpa-
HWIIBI), HO B TO K€ BpeM: 10 KpariHerl Mepe B OOIIvX
yepTax SCHBI M yOemmTesbHbIVI apryMeHT. OHaKO
IIOCTEIIeHHO MBI OCO3HaeM, YTO 3Ta SICHOCTD JIMIIIb Ka-
XKYIIIasicsl, ¥ 9TO KPaTKOCTh IIpefICTaBIIsieT cOOO0V CKO-
pee mpobiieMy, 4eM IIpoOsiBIeHME A00popeTenn. DTa
HeoITpe/jeJIeHHOCTb YCUJIMBAETCH, €CJIVE Mbl BCIIOMHVM
HaIIPsDKEHHYIO aTMocdepy, CO3TaHHYOo ITyOmKariven
nepsoro msgaHus «KpuUTHMKM» U TOCHOACTBOBABIIYIO
B TedeHVIe HeCKOJIBKVIX IecATVIeTUN ocyle ITyOimKa-
uum Broporo msnanus B 1787 1. Kak samedaer I1. T'an-
ep, BIIOJIHEe BO3MOXHO uTO 1 caM KaHT He BIIOJIHe 0CO3-
HaBaJI, Yero MMeHHO OH XoueT JoonThcs «Orposepke-
HueMm» (Guyer, 1987, p. 280; cm. Taxxe: Ameriks, 2003).

31ech uMTaTelIb BCTPeYaeTCs CO MHOXKECTBOM CJIOX-
Hoctent. IIpexxnpe Bcero KaHT mpuMBOAWUT IIATH OCHOB-
HBIX YTBEpXXeHUV, OITHaKO Mbl He MOXXeM Cpasy IIpu-
HATH VX B KayecTBe MOCBIJIOK ero apryMeHTa M3-3a €ro
HesiCHOM Jiorndeckont ¢opmel. bortee Toro, cam Kanr
HUKOITIa He OBUI YHIOBJIETBOPEH BepCuer], OIIyOIImKo-
BAHHOV BO BTOPOM m3maHuM «KpuTukm 9mcroro pas-
yMa». DTO HEYIOBOJIBCTBME 3aMEeTHO yXe B CHOCKe
K IPeNyCcJIOBUIO KO BTOPOMY M3JaHWUIO, TAe JJIs IIpo-
SICHEeHUSI apryMeHTa OH M3MeHWI (POPMYJIMPOBKY OII-
Horo u3 ero 3tanos. K ciosy, KanT nponorkarnt nepe-
pabarsiBaTh «OmpoBepXXeHME Maeann3Ma» B TeUeHNe
KaK MMHMMYM IIeCTV JIeT: B er0 PyKOIMCHOM Hacile-
IVVL COXPaHWMIIOCHh HeCATh OOIBIINX (PparMeHTOB, Ja-
TUPpYyeMBbIX IeprogoM ¢ 1788 o 1793 r.2

Yro eme xyxe, ¢ 1793 1. IoSABMIIOCE MHOXXECTBO MH-
TepripeTanyit «OnpoBepXeHs» (X CIVICOK OIPOMEH).
dyHaMeHTasIbHas MpobrieMa, KOTOPYIO MBI HamaeM
B JIUTepaType,— Ta e, YTO U B YIOMSIHYTBIX BbIIIIe
dparmeHTax: xoTss KaHT HeomHOKpaTHO yTBepXa-
€T, 94TO ero IIeJIb — HEeKU «IIpobieMaTIecKmIL ve-
aJIM3M», KOTOPBIV OH (0OOCHOBAaHHO VIM HET) IIPUIIN-
ceiBaeT [lekapTy, ocTaeTcsd HesCHBbIM, YTO MMEHHO IIO0-
HIMMAaeTCs TON «IIPOo0JIeMaTVYecKMM WMaeaaT3MOM»

2 Cm.: (Guyer, 1987, p. 287—288; 2006). B sToM oTHOLIeHUN
«'érTyHTeHCKast peneHsusi» Pemepa m Iapse (1782) ([Feder,
Garve], 1989) u kuaura @.T. SIxobn (?acobi, 1787) Taxke chIrpaym
CBOIO POJIb B MOTMBHMpoBaHuy KaHTa K Hammcanmio «Onposep-
KeHUs1». bojlee IeTaylbHOe M3J/I0XKeHVe COOBITHV TOrO Iepuofa
cm.: (Erdmann, 1973).

To the Memory of Professor Barry Stroud
Introduction

The “Refutation of Idealism” (KrV, B 275-279;
Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329) is an addendum to the sec-
ond edition of the first Critique, interpolated into
the chapter on the “Postulates of Empirical Think-
ing in General”. At first glance, the “Refutation”
seems to contain a concise argument (the published
text contains only four pages) and at the same time
it is clear and cogent, at least in its general lines.
Gradually, however, we become aware that such
clarity is only apparent and that its conciseness is a
problem rather than a virtue. This uncertainty is re-
inforced by the dense atmosphere that begins with
the publication of the first edition of the Critigue
and extends into the decades after the second edi-
tion of 1787. As Guyer notes, it is possible that even
Kant himself did not have a clear idea of what he
intended with his “Refutation” (Guyer, 1987, p. 280,
cf. Ameriks, 2003).

Kant’s reader is faced with numerous difficul-
ties. To start with, Kant has listed five main claims.
But we cannot take them as premises of an argu-
ment at face value because its logical form is un-
clear. Moreover, Kant himself was never satisfied
with the version published in the second edition
of 1787. His dissatisfaction with the published ver-
sion is already evident in the footnote added to
the preface of the second edition of the Critique in
1787 where, by way of clarifying the argument, he
changed the formulation of one of the steps. As a
matter of fact, Kant continued to rework his “Refu-
tation of Idealism” for at least six years after 1787.
His surviving Nachlass contains ten long fragments
from 1788 to 1793.2

To make things even worse, since 1793 there
have been numerous interpretations of the “Refu-
tation” (the list is voluminous). The fundamental
problem that we find in the secondary literature is
the very same that we find in fragments from 1788
to 1793. Although Kant asserts and reiterates that
his target is the so-called “problematic idealism”,

2 See Guyer (1987, pp. 287-288; 2006). In this regard, the
Gottingen Review of J. Feder and C. Garve (1782) and the book
of F.H. Jacobi (1787) had also played a crucial motivational role
for Kant’s “Refutation”. See also Erdmann (1973) who provides
us with a historical view of the period.



Y KTO SIBJISIETCS €TO OMIIOHEHTOM B «OIpoBep KeHU».
IlepBas MHTepIpeTaiOHHas IIpo0iieMa 3aKJTIoYaeTCs
B TOM, UTOOBI ITIOHSATH, TOX/IeCTBEHEH JIV «ITpobIeMaTy-
YecKMI MAeaIVICT» BTOPOTO M3HaHMs CKeIITHKY-1/Iea-
MCTy M3 mepBoro («YeTBepTsIVt Hapasormsm»). Vc-
11os1b3yeT KaHT pasHble SIPIIbIKY IJIST OITHOT'O U TOT'O JKe
yUeHMS VIV MeXITy Iy OJIVIKaIsIML IIEPBOTO U BTOPO-
I'0 M3IaHWI ero B3IJISAIbI BCE XXe M3MeHWINCh? Bo BTo-
poM ciIydae IpobrieMaTrdecKuil vaeaancT Ooree He
SIBJISIETCSI CKEIITVKOM?,

Taxxe HY>XHO IIOHSITB, TOX/IECTBEHEH JIM KaHTOB-
CKMV Ipo0IeMaTYecKU MieaIn3M KapTe3aHCKOMY
CKeIITMKY W3 MepBOoro «[asMblIIUIeHMs», CKEITUKY-V-
TleaJIVICTy 73 BTOPOTO VI IIepBOV YacTy TpeThero «Pas-
MBIIUIEHVIS» VI KaKOMY-TO IIPYTOMY HeCKeITI9ecKo-
My MAEaVCTy?. DTOT BOIPOC MMeEET IePBOCTEIIeHHOe
3Ha4eHMe, TIOCKOJIBKY M3BeCcTHO, uTo KaHT He ObUT He-
ITOCPENICTBEHHO 3HAKOM ¢ paboramu [lekapTa, HO 3Ha
0 HUX JIVIITb Uepe3 IocpencTBo Bombeda 1 JlentbrMIIA.
UYro errre xyke, B CBOVIX IHO3IHVX Pa3sMBIITUIEHIX, 3a-
PUKCUPOBAaHHBIX B PYKOIVCHBIX pparMeHTax 1788—
1793 rr,, KanT oObsBiser, uro ero «OnpoBepxeHme»
METVIT 10 MeHBIIIEVI Mepe B IIATh Pa3IMIHBIX MUIIIEHETL:
CKETITUITN3M, MIeasIV3M, CIIMHO3M3M, a TaKKe MaTepa-
m3M 1 IpendetepMuHM3M (AA 18, S. 627—628, Ne 6317;
KanTt, 2000, c. 294—295). Bo3HuKaeT BOIIPOC: YTO 0OIIle-
IO y BCEX 3TMX JOBOJIBHO PasHBIX (PVITOCOPCKMUX HOK-
TpWH, 9TOOBI BCe MX BMeCTe MOXXHO OBIJIO HasbIBaTh
«IpobrIeMaTITIecKIM MaTepyaIbHBIM VMIeaI3MOM»?

S1 mIpeziIiornararo, 4To 3TO O0lllee BbIpajkaeTcsl B KaH-
TOBCKOM OITpezIeIIeH I M/IeaI3Ma, a IMEHHO B YTBEPXK-
IEHWM, UTO «CYIIIeCTBYIOT TOIIBKO MBICIISAIIINE CYIIIeCTBa,
a OoCTaJIbHBIe BelllV], KOTOpble MBI JyMaeM BOCIIPVHVI-
MaTb B CO3€PIIaHUVI, CyTh TOJIBKO ITPEeICTaBIeHI B MBIC-
JISAIIVX CyIIIeCTBaX, IPeICTaBIeHVIs, KOTOPBIM Ha CaMOM
JieJie He COOTBETCTBYET HVMKAKOV BHE VX HAXOMSIIMICS
npenmet» (AA 04, S. 289; Kant, 1994, c. 44). ITomoGro
MaTepraIv3My, VeaI3M IIpefcTaBsieT cobor pasHo-
BIIHOCTh MOHM3Ma. CoryacHO meaivicTaM, Bce PyH-

* HaumHas ¢ KOHIIa ITPOIIIIOrO CTOJIETS U 3aKaH4MBas Ha4aIoM
3TOTO MBI CTAJIV CBUETEIISIMY TTOSIBIIEHVISI OOIIVIPHOTO KOPITy-
ca nurepaTyphl o «ONpoBep)XeHWIO Vheann3Ma». 51 orpaHu-
4ych yIOMMHAHVEM TOJIBKO HEKOTOPBIX paboT, IIPMBIIEKIINX
MoOe BHMMaHMe, B ToM uncite AibMertae! (Almeida, 2013), AxBu-
sel (Aquila, 1979), Amepukca (Ameriks, 2003), bagepa (Bader,
2012), bapmona (Bardon, 2004), Ynurnesna (Chignell, 2010), On-
kepa (Dicker, 2004; 2008), I'aviepa (Guyer, 1987; 2006), XaHHBI
(Hanna, 2000), JToaraec (Longuenesse, 2008), Bar Kiepe (Van
Cleve, 1999), ®oreis (Vogel, 1993) 1 Becrdass (Westphal, 2004).
Hexoropere Gostee paHHVIe PabOTHI TAKKe 3aC/Ty> KMBAIOT BHIMA-
HM, B YacTHOCTY Mccitenosanmst Parixvuarepa (Vaihinger, 1884),
IMpuruapna (Pritchard, 1909) m Cmura (Smith, 1923).

* B 3TOM OTHOIIEHWMNM CM. apTYMEHT K OOBEKTMBHOCTM, ITpell-
craBinerHen CtpocoHoMm B «[Ipememax cmbicita» (Strawson,
1966). B Tom xe xnode bapmoH HemaBHO yTBepXKIal UTO MU-
meHbto KaHTa siBjisieTcss He KapTe3MaHCKMVI CKEITHK, a CKopee
ckernrTraeckmit npeansM IOma (Bardon, 2004).

R.H. de S. Pereira

which he rightly or wrongly attributes to Descartes,
it is not quite clear what he understands under the
label “problematic idealism”, and therefore who his
opponent is in his “Refutation”. The first exegetical
problem is to figure out whether the “problematic
idealist” of the B-edition in the “Refutation of Ide-
alism” is the idealist sceptic of the A-edition (“The
Fourth Paralogism”). Is Kant merely using differ-
ent labels to refer to the same doctrine or has he
changed his mind in between the two editions? In
this last case, the problematic idealist is not a sceptic
anymore.?

A related problem is to know whether Kant's
problematic idealism is the Cartesian sceptic of the
first Meditation, the idealist sceptic of the second
Meditation and first part of the third Meditation, or
some other non-sceptic idealist.* This question is
of the utmost importance because we know that
Kant was not directly acquainted with Descartes’
work, but knew it only through the works of Wolf
and Leibniz. To make things even worse, in a later
reflection in the fragments from 1788 to 1793, Kant
announces that his “Refutation” has at least five dif-
ferent targets: scepticism, idealism, Spinozism, as
well as materialism and predeterminism (Refl 6317,
AA 18, pp. 627-628). This raises the question: What
do all those quite different philosophical doctrines
have in common that warrants naming them “prob-
lematic material idealism?”

I assume here that what they share is expressed
by Kant’s own definition of idealism, namely the
claim that “there are none other than thinking be-
ings; the other things that we believe we perceive
in intuition are only representations in thinking be-
ings, to which in fact no object existing outside these
corresponds” (Prol, AA 04, p. 289; Kant, 2004, p. 40).
Like materialism, idealism is a kind of monism. Ac-

% Since the end of the last century and the beginning of this
one, we have witnessed the emergence of a vast secondary
literature on the “Refutation of Idealism”. I limit myself to
mentioning only some of the works that have drawn my
attention, including Almeida (2013), Aquila (1979), Ameriks
(2003), Bader (2012), Bardon (2004), Chignell (2010), Dicker
(2004; 2008), Guyer (1987; 2006), Hanna (2000), Longuenesse
(2008), Van Cleve (1999), Vogel (1993), and Westphal (2004).
Yet, several older contributions are also noteworthy such as
Vaihinger (1884), Pritchard (1909), Smith (1923).

* In this regard, see Strawson’s Objectivity Argument in his
Bounds of Sense (1966). In the same vein, Bardon (2004) has
maintained recently that Kant's target is not a Cartesian sceptic,
but rather Hume’'s sceptic idealism.
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IaMeHTaJIbHBbIe YePTHI HaIllero Myipa (VUM TI0 KpaviHel
Mepe ero pyH/IaMeHTaIbHble KOHTVHI€HTHBIE UepThI)
OJHOVI IIPVPOIBEI — CO3HaTeIBHOV. B 3TOM cMEICTIe 1e-
aJIn3M eCTh JOKTPVMHAa, HOoAAepKuBaeMas COBepIIIeHHO
pasabIMI drtocodpamm: Jlentbamrem, bepxim u gpyru-
Mn. B I'epmannn Bpemen KanTa BugHemmyM mpeycra-
BUTeJIeM maeasmsMa 0buT MeHnernscor’. To, uto KauT
IIPOTMUBOIIOCTABIISIET WOeaIN3MYy «IyaJI3M», TOJIBKO
HOITBEP>KIaeT MO0 IHTepIIpeTaInio®.

Wrak, ecsiv KaHTOBCKUVI apryMeHT JIydllle paccMa-
TpUBaTh KaK OIIpoBep)keHMe MpeasnsMa MeH/enbco-
Ha, HeoOxofyMa HOBas PeKOHCTPYKIIMS ero Jiorude-
cKov POpMBI, UTO 51 ¥ HaMepeH cielaTe. OTIpaBHOM
TOYKOVI OyHeT IIpocTas JIoridecKas cxeMa JJoKa3arellb-
cTBa, npemyioxenHoro [Iukepom (Dicker, 2004), HO cy-
IIIeCTBEHHO W3MeHeHHoro B csere mupaen Huka (Dyck,
2011), mopnepxxauHom lartepom (Guyer, 2018), KoTOpbIN
yTBepXXIaJsl, YTO IJIaBHOV MUIIEHbI0 «OIIpoBep>KeH s
sBiisteTcsl MeHnenbeoH, a He [lekaptT. B obocHOBaHmMe
3TOV MHTepIIpeTaIny I, BO-IIEPBBIX, O0paIIych K 00-
IIVPHBIM TeKCTYaIbHBIM CBUIETeIILCTBAM, IIOKa3bIBato-
VM, 9TO KaHTOBCKOE JJ0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO IMEET CBOETI I1e-
JIBIO ITPOIEMOHCTPMPOBATh CYIIeCTBOBaHVIE He3aBVICH-
MBIX OT pa3yMa Belllerl ¥ YTO OCHOBHBIM IIPOTMBHVKOM
Kanra sBisteTcst MenpesbcoH, a He [lekapT. Bo-BTopbIx
s apryMeHTUpyo, uro «OIposepxeHNe uealn3sMa»
00pedeHO Ha ITpOBaJI TPV IIOIBITKE ero VCIIOIb30BaHIs
HPOTMB Bcex (POPM ITI00aTbHOIO CKeIITHUITN3Ma, HO OHO
BIIOJIHE YCIIeIITHO IIPOTUB Mieaan3Ma MeH e IbcoHa.

I mpomeMOHCTPUpPYIO B CIeAyIOMIVX ABYX paszesiax
VICTMHHOCTb TaKOI'O YCJIOBHOIO CYXXHEHWS: ecAu apey-
menm «Onpobepkenus» nanpabaen npomub 06yx Hobo-
BpemenHbIX POpM CKenmuUyUsMaA, Mo OH 0bpeteH Ha npo-
6as. Crienyronivie fBa pasfesia IOCBSIIeHbl TOMY, YTO-
ObI TIOKa3aTh, 4To aprymeHT KaHTta OyzeT mevicTBeH-
HBIM IIPOTVB TOTO, YTO OH CaM Ha3bIBaeT MIeaIM3MOM,
a VMIMEeHHO, YTO CYIUIeCTBYIOT TOJIKO MBICIISAIIME CYIIl-
HOCTM, COCTOSHMS KOTOPBIX M3MEHSIOTCS BO BpeMeH.
ComnacHo «OnpoBep>keHMIO», CO3HaHWe W3MeHeHUN
MeHTaJIBHBIX COCTOSIHWUI BO BpeMeHU Bcerma Tpebyer
Yero-To IMOCTOSTHHOI'O, YTO CaMO 0 cebe He MOXXeT ObITh
O0BSICHEHO IPYTVIM MEHTAJTBHBIM COCTOSTHVIEM.

> Cm.: (Dyck, 2011; Guyer, 2018; Dahlstrom, 2018). Juk, Ge3yc-
JIOBHO, OBUI ITePBBIM, KTO 0OpaTwI BHMMaHMe Ha TOT (paKT, 4To
naeay3M MeH/Ie/IbCOHA MOXET ObITh MUIIEHBIO KAaHTOBCKOI'O
«Onposepxenns». OgHako $HOKyc ero paboThl MCKITIOUNUTENTb-
HO MCTOPUYeCKUIL: OH ncciienyeT nepenvcky Kanra ¢ Menmers-
COHOM B TeUeHMe HEeCKOJIbKMX HecsTwiIeTuii. boree Toro, oH
cunraer «OnposepkeHne» He Oojlee YeM OTBETOM Ha KPUTUKY
MeHj1e/TbCOHOM KaHTOBCKOTO MiIeaI3Ma.

¢ KaHTOBCKWUI IyayM3M CKopee deHOMeHaJIbHBIV, a He MeTa-
dusmrgeckumi, Kak y [dexkapTa. I'masaems ynpex Kanra B ampec
VoeayM3Ma 3aKJIIOYaeTcss B TOM, YTO KOHeYHas Ipupopa pe-
aTPHOCTV HOYMeHaJIbHas, a He MeHTaIbHas (cm.: A 367; A 370;
A 379, AA 18, S. 310, Ne 5653 n T.11.).
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cording to idealists, the fundamental features of our
world (or at least its fundamental contingent fea-
tures) are all of one kind — the conscious kind. In
this sense, idealism is a doctrine that quite different
philosophers such as Leibniz, Berkeley et alii have
endorsed. In Kant’s Germany the greatest exponent
was Mendelssohn.” What reinforces my reading is
the fact that Kant opposes idealism to what he calls
“dualism”.®

Now, if the argument is better seen as a refuta-
tion of Mendelssohn’s idealism, a new reconstruc-
tion of its logical form is required. That is one of my
aims. My starting-point is a simple logical sketch
of the proof provided by Dicker (Dicker, 2004),
but essentially modified in the light of Dyck’s in-
tuition (Dyck, 2011), endorsed by Guyer (Guyer,
2018), that the main target of Kant's “Refutation”
is Mendelssohn rather than Descartes. How shall
I support my reading? First, by appealing to over-
whelming textual evidence, showing that the proof
purports to demonstrate the existence of mind-in-
dependent things and that Kant’s main opponent is
Mendelssohn rather than Descartes. Finally, I sup-
port my reading by showing that Kant’s “Refuta-
tion of Idealism” is doomed to fail against all forms
of global scepticism, but is quite successful against
Mendelssohn’s idealism.

How shall I proceed? In the remainder of this
paper, I devote the next two sections to showing the
truth of the following conditional: if Kant’s Refutation
arqument is addressed to the two modern forms of scepti-
cism, it is doomed to fail. The subsequent two sections
are devoted to showing that Kant’s argument is suc-
cessful against what he himself calls idealism, name-
ly that there are only thinking beings whose states
change in time. According to the “Refutation”, con-
sciousness of alterations of mental states in time al-
ways requires something persistent that in itself
cannot be explained by another mental state.

> See Dyck (2011); Guyer (2018); Dahlstrom (2018). Dyck was
certainly the first to call attention to the fact that Mendelssohnian
idealism may be the target of Kant’s “Refutation”. However,
the focus of his paper is purely historical, namely the exchange
between Kant and Mendelssohn over several decades.
Moreover, he considers Kant’s “Refutation” as merely a reply
to Mendelssohn'’s criticism of Kantian idealism.

¢ Kant's dualism is phenomenal rather than metaphysical
like Descartes’. Kant’s main claim against idealism is that the
ultimate nature of reality is noumenal rather than mental (cf.
KrV, A 367; A 370; A 379; Refl 5653, AA 18, p. 310; etc.).



1. IIpoTuB KapTe3MaHCKOI0 CKeNTUIM3Ma
nepBoro «PasMbIITIeHVST»

CamMeIvi IpocTON €cIIocoO IIpefcTaBileHNs KapTesu-
aHCKOTO CHa W3 IIepBOro «Pa3MbIuIeHMs» BBITJISANT
CJIeMyIOTNM 00paszoMm:

1) Ecyiut 5 3HatO, 4TO OOJIBIIIMHCTBO MOMX OOBIYHBIX
yOexxmeHMIT BepHBL (p), TO S 3HAIO, CIUIIO S WUIM HET; 5
3HAlO, UTO 51 He CyMacIIIe/IIIINTL, ¥ 5 3Hal0, 9TO HeT 37I0-
TO TeHMsl, YT00bI 0OMaHyTh MeHs (P D q).

2) Tem He MeHee s He 3HaIO, YTO 5 He CyMaCIIe I
VTV 9TO HET 3JI0T0 TeHWS, VIV CIUTIO S VIV HeT (~q).

3) ITosToMy 51 He MOT'y 3HATh, BEpPHO JIV OOJIBIIIVIHCTBO
MOVIX OOBIIHBIX BepOBaHM [modus tollens n3 1) m 2)].

Bompoc B ToM, Kak aprymeHT KanTa B «Omrposepike-
HVI» JIOJDKEH OIIPOBeprarh I7I00aIbHBIN CKEIITUIIVI3M,
BeIpakeHHBII 1104, Ne 3. [laBariTe cHadasa paccMo-
TpuM, uTo 00 3ToM mmmier KaHT. 3akirogeHne JoKasa-
TeJIbCTBA IIpUHMMaeT popMy TeopeMsL: «[Ipocmioe, HO
IMNUPULECKU OnpedeseHHOe CO3HAHUE Moe2o cOOCTBeHHO-
20 bvimua caykum 0oxasamesscmbom Ovimua npeomeniof
6 npocmparncmbe 6re mena» (B 275; Kant, 2006a, c. 369).

KanaT memaer cremyromive yTBepXOeHWMs B ITOA-
HEeP>XKKY CBOEVI TEOpEeMBL:

i. 51 cosHaro cBOe OBITHE KaK OIIpeJieIeHHOe BO Bpe-
MeHU.

ii. Besikoe ompenernenue BpeMeHM MMeeT CBOeU
OPeOIIoCbUIKOV YTO-TO 1OCHIOAHHOE B BOCHPUATUN
(B 275; Kasr, 20064, c. 369).

iii. Ho aTo mocTostHHOE He MOXeT ObITh CO3epIlaH-
eM BO MHe. B caMoM [iesie, Bce omperiesAroIyie 0OCHO-
BaHVS MOETo OBITHMS, KOTOPble MOXKHO HaTH BO MHE,
CYTb ITpeJICTaBJIeHNs ¥ KaK TaKOBbIe OHV cCaMV HYX7la-
FOTCS B UeM-TO ITOCTOSHHOM, OT/IMYAIOIIEMCS OT HUX,
II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K KOTOPOMY MoIJIa Obl OBITh OIlpefie-
JIeHa CMeHa ITpeJICTaBJIeHN, a CJIefloBaTeIbHO, M MOe
OBITIIE BO BpeMeHW, B TedeHVe KOTOPOro OHV CMeHs-
forest (B XXXIX Anm.; Kanxrt, 2006a, c. 43 cH.).

iv. CjlemoBaTeslbHO, BOCIIPUATVIE 3TOTO ITOCTOSH-
HOTO BO3MOYKHO TOJIBKO TPV ITOMOIIIV Bellly BHe MeHs,
a He IIOCPeICTBOM OIHOIO JIMIIb IIpefCTaBJIeHVIS
O BeIIV BHe MeHs. 3Ha4WT, OIIpeJiesleHvie MOero ObITis
BO BpeMeH! BO3MOYKHO TOJIBKO OJ1aronaps CyIecTBO-
BaHUIO JIEVICTBUTEIILHBIX BellleVl, KOTOphIe I BOCIIPU-
HyMaro BHe cebs (B 275 —276; Kanrr, 2006a, c. 369 —371).

7 Ecyii untath «OIpoBepKeHue» KaK OIPOBEPKeHMe IT100asIb-
HOTO CKEITUIIM3Ma, TO MBI CTOJIKHEMCS C HaWIYYIINM IIpU-
MepoMm Toro, uro Crpayp HasblBaJl «TpaHCIEHIEHTaJIbHBIM
aprymenTom» (Stroud, 1968). O6 aTom cm. Moo kuury (Pereira,
1993) u crarsu (Pereira, 2014, 2016; 2017a; 20176), a Takxe OTBET
Crpayna (Stroud, 2016).
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1. Against the Cartesian Scepticism
of the first Meditation’

The easiest way of regimenting the Cartesian
dream scenario of the first Meditation is as follows:

1) If I know that most of my ordinary beliefs are
true (p) then I know whether I am dreaming or not;
I know that I'm not crazy, and I know there’s no evil
genius to deceive me (p 2q).

2) However, I do not know that I am not crazy,
or that there is no evil genius, or whether I am
dreaming or not (~ q).

3) Therefore, I cannot know whether most of my
ordinary beliefs are true [modus tollens: 1) and 2)].

The question is how Kant’s argument in the
“Refutation” is supposed to refute the global scepti-
cism expressed in (3). Let us first look at what Kant
states. The conclusion of the proof takes the form of
a theorem: “The mere, but empirically determined
consciousness of my own existence proves the ex-
istence of objects in space outside me” (KrV, B 275;
Kant, 1998, p. 327).

Kant states the following steps in support of his
theorem:

i. I am conscious of my existence as determined in
time.

ii. All time-determination presupposes something
persistent in perception (KrV, B 275; Kant, 1998, p. 327).

iii. But this persisting element cannot be an intui-
tion in me. For all the determining grounds of my ex-
istence that can be encountered in me are representa-
tions, and as such they themselves need something
persisting distinct from them, in relation to which
their change, and thus my existence in the time in
which they change, can be determined (KrV, B XXXIX;
Kant, 1998, p. 121n).

iv. Thus, the perception of this persistent thing
is possible only through a thing outside me and not
through the mere representation of a thing outside me.
Consequently, the determination of my existence in
time is possible only by means of the existence of actual
things that I perceive outside myself (KrV, B 275-276;
Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329).

7 Read as a refutation of global scepticism, Kant’s “Refutation”
is the best example of what Stroud has famously called
“Transcendental Argument” (1968). In this regard, see my book
(Pereira, 1993) and papers (Pereira, 2014; 2016; 2017a; 2017b),
and Stroud’s reply (2016).



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

v. A co3HaHVe BO BpeMeHM HeOOXOIVMMO CBSI3aHO
C CO3HaHMEM BO3MOXXHOCTM 3TOTO BPEMEHHOI'O OIlpe-
nejeHus. 3HAuUMT, OHO HeoOXOIVIMO CBA3aHO TakKe
mnc CyH_IECTBOBaHVIeM BelIer BHe MeHS KakK yCHOBVIeM
BPEMEHHOTO OIIpeeJIeHNs; VIHBIMI CJI0BaMM, CO3Ha-
HVe MOero cOOCTBEHHOI'O OBITVS eCTh BMeCTe C TeM He-
ITOCPEJICTBEHHOE CO3HaHVe OBITVS IPYTVIX Belleil BHe
Mens (B 276; Kanut, 20063, c. 371).

ITockoneKy 3TU yTBep)KAeHWs He SBJISIOTCA IIpef-
NOCBUIKAaMM B 4MCTOM BUIE, s IOJIararp, 4ro JIyd-
MMV CIIOCOO BOCCTAHOBJIEHNSI KAaHTOBCKOTO apryMeH-
Ta B «OnpoBepXeHN» — HadaTb C IIPOCTOV CXeMBI,
HpeIoKeHHoN [{KepoM HeCcKOJIBKO JIeT Hasa/l:

1) 41 oco3Haro cBoe cOOCTBEHHOE CYIIIeCTBOBaHVIE BO
BpeMeHV, TO eCTh 51 OCO3HaI0, YTO Y MeH:I eCTh yIIOops-
II04eHHBIN BO BpeMeHM oIbIT (E).

2) 51 Mmory oco3HaBaTh, YTO OIIBIT IIPOVCXOLMNT
B OIlpeJieJIeHHOM BpeMeHHOM IIOpsfIKe, TOJIBKO eciIn
sl BOCIIPVHIMAIO HEYTO IIOCTOSHHOE, 00palasch K Ko-
TOpPOMY s MOIY OIpeHesNTh BPeMeHHOV MOPSHOK
smmsopnos omnbliTa (E D P).

3) Hu omHO M3 MOMX cOOCTBEHHBIX CO3HATEIIBHBIX
COCTOSTHUVI HE MOXXET CJIY>XXUTh 3TOV IIOCTOSIHHOVI CVI-
cremont orcyera (~ C).

4) Camo BpeMs He MOXET CJIy>XXWUTb 3TOV ITOCTOSH-
Hom cucTemon orcueta (~ T).

5) Ecrint (2), (3) m (4) BepHBL, TO 5 MOTy OCO3HaBaTh,
YTO 3MM30/BI MOETO OITBITa IIPOVICXOIAT B OIIperieIeH-
HOM BpeMeHHOM ITOpSIKe, TOIIBKO eCIIV 51 BOCIIPVIHM-
Malo B IIPOCTPAHCTBE BHE MEHSI IIOCTOSTHHBIe OOBEKTHI,
obparmasick K KOTOPBIM S MOTY OIIPeIeNTh BpeMeH-
HOWV TIopsyioK anm3onos Mmoero ombita {[(E O P) &
(~C&~T)]>2(E>0)}.

6) 51 BocnpuHIMaK0 B IIPOCTPAHCTBE BHE MeHs T10-
CTOSIHHBIEe OOBEKTBI, O0pallasck K KOTOPBIM $I MOTY
OTIpENIeNTNTh BPEMEHHOV ITOPSIOK SIM30I0B CBOETO
onrita (E © O) (Dicker, 2004, p. 196).

OcHoBbIBasICh Ha 3TOVI CXeMe, MBI JIETKO YBUIUM,
YTO CYTh KaHTOBCKOIO apryMeHTa MOXeT OBbITh BEIpa-
JKeHa B BUJIe CJIeyIOIIero YCIIOBHOIO CY XKIeHVIS:

7) Ecriut 1 ocosHaro Hajm4ye y MeHsI OIbITa, YIIO-
PsIOYEeHHOrO B OITpefieJIeHHOV BpeMeHHO ITocyIefIoBa-
TeJIBHOCTY, TO 51 HaOJIIo/alo HeYTO IIOCTOSIHHOe, 0Opa-
IIasiCh K YeMy 51 MOT'y OIIpeeInTh BpeMeHHO Iopsi-
TIOK 31307108 cBoero onbiTa (E D P).

8) 51 3Haro, YTO Y MEHS €CTb OIIBIT, YIIOPSIOYEHHBIN
B OIIpelieJIeHHOV BpeMeHHOV ITocsiefnoBarebHoCTH (E).

9) CrtemoBaTeIbHO, ST BOCIIPMHMMAIO HEUTO IIOCTO-
SHHOe, oOpallasicb K KOTOPOMY $I MOTY OIIpeNesInTh
BpPEMEHHOV TIOPsiOK [modus ponens n3 7), 8)] (P).
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v. Now consciousness in time is necessarily com-
bined with the consciousness of the possibility of this
time-determination: Therefore, it is also necessarily
combined with the existence of the things outside me,
as the condition of time-determination; i.e., the con-
sciousness of my own existence is at the same time
an immediate consciousness of the existence of other
things outside me (KrV, B 276; Kant, 1998, p. 327).

Since these steps are not purely premises, I be-
lieve that the best way of regimenting Kant’s ar-
gument in the “Refutation” is to start with the
simple sketch that Dicker proposed a few years
ago:

1) I am conscious of my own existence in time, i.e. I
am aware that I have experiences that occur in a specific
time-order (E).

2) I can be aware of having experiences that occur
in a specific temporal order only if I perceive something
permanent by reference to which I can determine their
temporal order (E o P).

3) No conscious state of my own can serve as this
permanent frame of reference (~C).

4) Time itself cannot serve as this permanent frame
of reference (~T).

5) If (2), (3), and (4) are true, then I can be aware
of having experiences that occur in a specific temporal
order only if I perceive persisting objects in space
outside me by reference to which I can determine the
temporal order of my experiences

{[(E > P) & (~C& ~T)] > (E 2 O)}.

6) I perceive persisting objects in space outside me
by reference to which I can determine the temporal
order of my experiences (E o O) (Dicker, 2004, p. 196).

Based on this sketch, we can easily see that the
crux of the argument of Kant’s “Refutation” can
be summarised in the form of the following condi-
tional:

7) If I am aware of having experience in a suc-
cessive time-order, then I perceive something per-
manent by reference to which I can determine their
temporal order (E o P).

8) I am aware of having experiences in a succes-
sive time-order (E).

9) Therefore, I perceive something permanent by
reference to which I can determine the temporal or-
der [modus ponens: 7), 8)] (P).



Tenepb 1aBaviTe B I1eJ15IX I0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa IIPEJIIIOIIO-
XXMM, 4TO TpeThbe npumMedanme KaHra k ero «Omposep-
JKEeHWIO maeaIri3Ma» ABJISAeTCA OTBETOM Ha TO, YTO A Ha-
3BaJI CIleHapyieM KapTe3aHCKOTro CHa 13 IiepBoro «Pac-
CyXmIeHns» (OUeHb cj1abas TMIoTesa):

ITIpumeuanue 3. VI3 TOro, 4ro It BO3MOXKHOCTU
OIIpefeJIEHHOTO CO3HAHMS Hac caMuX Tpebyercs cy-
IIIeCTBOBaHMEe BHEITHMX IIPEIMETOB, ellle He CIIellyeT,
OyaTo BCAKOE HaITISIHOE IIpefCcTaBiIeHe O BHEITHMX
Belllax 3aK/IIoYaeT B cebe BMeCTe C TeM CyIIeCTBOBaHWe
VX, TaK KaK IIOJOOHOe IIpefcTaBjieHle — IIyCTb OHO
MOXeT OBbITh JIVIIIb HEVICTBYEM CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpa-
XeHMs (B rpe3ax WM B cJIydae Oe3ymus),— ecThb Bce
Ke TOJIBKO BOCITPOVI3BeLleHVIe IPEXXHIIX BHEIITHVX BOC-
MIPUSTUVI, KOTOPbIe, KaK ITOKa3aHO BBIIIIE, BO3MOXHEI
JvIIb Orarofapsi JeVICTBUTEIbHOCTYI BHEIITHUX IIpel-
MeTOB. 3rech HeoOXOmMMO OBUIO TOJIBKO OKa3aTh,
YTO BHYTPEHHMM OIIBIT KaK TaKOBOVI BO3MOXKEH JIVIIIb
Jepes BHEIIHWI ONbIT BooOIe. ITpencTasiisgeT i co-
0oV TOT VI MHOM IpearnosiaraéMbIvi OIbIT He OOVH
TOJIPKO IUIOI BOOOPaKeHWMS — 3TOT BOIIPOC JIOJDKEH
pelarbcs COIJIaCHO OCOOBIM OIIperelIeHMSIM OIIbITa
¥ IIyTeM COOTHECEHMS C KPUTEPVSAMM BCIKOTO Ievi-
cTBuTeIIbHOrO orbiTa (B 278 —279; KanT, 20064, c. 373).

KaHT oTBeTw1 OB KapTe3MaHCKOMY CKEIITHKY, YTO
CHBI, TJUIIONVIHAIVN 1 3a0JIy KIeHMs SBJISIOTCS IIPO-
CTBIMY MEHTaJIBHBIMV COCTOSIHMAMM, TaKXXe YIIOpsIIOo-
UeHHBIMI BO BpeMeHM, VI OIIperesleHVe WX COomepKa-
HMSI B KOHEYHOM MTOre Oy/ieT 3aBMCeTb OT OCO3HAHMS
Yero-To IIOCTOSTHHOI'O VI BHeITHero 111 cyobekTa. Of-
HaKo, YTOOBI y3HaTh, SABJISETCs JIV TOT VIV VIHOVI ITpe]i-
TIoJ1araeMbIVi OIIBIT, TO VIV MIHOe MeHTaJIbHOe COCTOS-
H¥e IIJIONOM BOOOpaykKeHVsl, MEeUTOV, TaJUTIOIMHAIIVIeN
VTV MaHWITYJISIIVEVI, MBI JOJDKHBI PaccCMOTpPeTh KOH-
KpeTHbIe OIlpefeleHNsl KakKAOro KOHKPeTHOrO MeH-
TaJIBHOTO COCTOSIHVMS B COOTBETCTBUWM C KPUTEpUs-
MM TOT'O, YTO CUMTAETCs peasIbHBIM OIIBITOM. Borrpoc
B TOM, KaKOBBI 3TV KPUTEPUTIL

B Habpocke Ne 5400 MBI UriTaeM ciremyroree:

CHOBUIIEHVIS [BBICTpanBaIOTCS | 110 aHAJIOI MW ¢ OomIp-
crBoBaHMeM. [ToMMMO COITIACYIOMIMXCS C HAPYTMMU
JIOIBMM IIPeNCTaBIeHVIMY OOPCTBOBAHMSL y MeHS
HeT [OPYyToro OTIMYUTEIIBHOIO IIpM3HAaKa IIpelMeTa
BHE MEHS; CJIeIOBaTeJIbHO, B IIPOCTPAHCTBE BHE MEHS
HaxOIWTCS TOT (heHOMeH, KOTOPBIVI MOXKeT OBbITb ITI03HaH
II0 IpaBwIaM paccymka. V Bcé e, KaK MOXHO CIIpa-
IIMBaTh, OEVICTBUTEILHO JIMI CYINEeCTBYIOT BHEIIHVE
heromenv? XOTs MBI HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO 1 He OCO3HaeM
B HVIX, YTO OHV BHEIITHNE, T.€. YTO OHV He YNCTble (PaH-
Ta3uy M CHOBUJIEHMSI, HO BCE )K€ OCO3HaeM, UTO OHM —
OPWTIMHAJIBI BCEX BO3MOXHBIX 00pa3oB BOOOpakeHMs
7, CJIEIOBATEIIbHO, CAMV He SIBJISIFOTCS STVMM oOpasaMu
(AA 18, p. 172; Kanr, 2000, c. 103).
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Now, let us suppose for the sake of argument
that Kant’s third note to his “Refutation of Ideal-
ism” is a reply to what I called the Cartesian dream
scenario of the first Meditation (a very remote hy-
pothesis):

Note 3. From the fact the existence of outer
objects is required for the possibility of a determi-
nate consciousness of our self it does not follow
that every intuitive representation of outer things
includes at the same time their existence, for that
may well be the mere effect of the imagination (in
dreams as well as in delusions); but this is possible
merely through the reproduction of previous outer
perceptions, which, as has been shown, are possible
only through the actuality of outer objects. Here it
had to be proved only that inner experience in gen-
eral is possible only through outer experience in
general. Whether this or that putative experience is
not mere imagination must be ascertained accord-
ing to its particular determinations and through its
coherence with the criteria of all actual experience
(KrV, B 278-279; Kant, 1998, pp. 328-329).

In these terms, Kant would be replying to the
Cartesian sceptic that dreams, hallucinations, and
delusions are simple mental states also arranged
in time, whose determination would ultimately
depend on the consciousness of something persis-
tent and external to the subject. However, in order
to know whether this or that alleged experience,
whether this or that particular mental state, is imag-
ination, dream, hallucination, or manipulation, we
should consider the particular determinations of
each particular mental state according to the crite-
ria of what counts as a real experience. The question
here is what are these criteria.

In Reflection 5400, we read the following:

Dreams are in analogy with wakefulness. Except
for waking representations that are consistent with
those of other people I have no other marks of the ob-
ject outside me; thus, a phenomenon outside me is that
which can be cognized in accordance with rules of the
understanding. Yet how can one ask whether there are
really external phenomena? We are certainly not imme-
diately conscious that they are external, i.e., not mere
imaginings and dreams, but we are still conscious that
they are the originals for all imaginings, and are thus
themselves not imaginings (Refl, AA 18, p. 172; Kant,
2005, p. 229).



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

Terrepp 51 xouy oOpaTuTh BHMUMaHME UMTaTelIsd Ha
TOT (PaKT, uTO MeHIeTbCOH IUIIIeT B TOYHOCTM TO JXKe
camoe:

Cocmosnue, 8 komopom npeobaadarom obsexmubrovie c6asu
MexOy udeamu 6 nawieil Oyuie, Mvl HasviBaem 6o0pcmbobariu-
eM. 3HauNTeITbHO OOJIbINas YacThb HAIIVIX IIPeJICTaBIIeH T
B 9TOM COCTOSIHWUW CJIEyeT APYT 3a APYTOM WIU ApPYyT
BO3JIe /IpyTa, He I10 3aKOHaM CIJI Hallleit Jymm, [T.e.] He
IIOTOMY, YTO MBI VX VIMEJIV B IPyTOe BpeMsI pa3oM; He I10-
TOMY, YTO HaIIl yM 3aMeTVJI B HVX CXOICTBO VIV UTO HaIll
pa3syM cuMTaeT VX MBICJIVIMBIMY TaK 1 He MHa4e® (Kypcus
momt. — P.I1.) (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 40)°.

CornmacHo KanTy m MeHnebcoHy, COH B CBOeM
crienIIeckoM CTaTyce VIUTIO30PHOTO COCTOSHVAS
yMa OTJIIMYAeTCs OT peasTbHOIO OITBITa TeM, YTO OH He
B3aMIMOCBS13aH OOBEKTVMBHO C IPYTVIMU MEeHTaIbHBIMI
COCTOSHMSIMY, T.€. pas3IueHie MOXXHO IIPOBECTI B CO-
OTBETCTBUM C TeM, uTo KaHT HasblBaeT «KpUTepUsIMU
BCSIKOTO JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOTO OombITa» (B 278 —279; Kamr,
20064, c. 373).

3mechr umTartesb KaHTa cTajkmuBaeTcs ¢ OniieM-
mom. C OfIHOVI CTOPOHBI, €CJIV CYIIeCTBYIOT KpUTepum
IIJIST OIIpefiesieHNsl TOro, CIIM MBI WJIM HeT, TO COH He
MOXeT OBITb 3(P(PEKTMBHOVI CKEITIYeCKOV TIMIIOTe-
3011, 1 171 [lekapra OymeT coBeplIeHHO OMMOOYHBIM
yTBepPXIIaThb, YTO Y HaC HET KpUTEPUEB MIJIs OTIINUeHM S
CHa OT 6OTPCTBOBAHMSL, TAJUIIOIIMHAIIAT OT ITPaBIVIBO-
TO BOCIPWSTHUS WIN OT VICTMHHOIO yOexmeHus. MEbI
OymeM TOYHO 3HATB, UCIIOIB3YS KPUTEPU, OIlperIeseH-
HBle «3aKOHaMM pacCyIKa» VIV «IIpaBuiIaMy, IIPOIVIK-
TOBaHHBIMY TOHSITUSIMW», KOIMa MbI CITUM, TaJIIFOLIV-
HUpyeM, OpenvM, viIv KOoriaa Mbl BBeZleHBI B 3a01Ty KIe-
Hue. OmHAKO, YTO AejlaeT CKeNTHYeCKyIo TUIoTe3y 3d-
¢eKTMBHO, TaK 3TO HEOIIPOBEP)KMMOCTH TOTO IIpef-
MOJIOXKEHWSI, YTO B MOEM OIIbIT€ HUYEro He M3MEHWT-
Cs1, eCJIV TaKasl TUIIOTe3a oKaxkeTcs BepHom. Ecim y Hac
eCTb KpUTepuy, MO3BOJISAONIVEe HaM 3HaTh, KOIZla Mbl
CITVIM V7TV KOTTIa Hac OOMaHbIBaeT 37I0KO3HEeHHBII Ay X,
TO y Hac HeT 3(PPeKTMBHBIX CKEIITUIECKIX TUIIOTE3.

Ho nipen1ionoXXmm TOIIBKO B IIEJISIX IOKa3aTeIbCTBa,
uTo [lekapT ObUI HeIIpasB, T.e. YTO y Hac JeVICTBUTEITLHO
eCTb KpUTepUY, IIO3BOJISIONINE Y3HaTh, CIIUM JIV MBI,
raJUTIONVHMpPYeM, OpenvM v oOMaHbIBaeMcsL. [lerto

8 3necs 1 mastee nepesoy ¢ Hemerikoro H.A. Imurpwuesoit. — ITepeb.
9 KaHT HOBTOpsieT Ty e MBICJIb B TpeTbeM IIpUMedaHun
K «OnpoBepXeHNIO» 1 B CBOMX OoJiee IO3MHMX pasMbIIILIe-
Husax. Cm. Habpockm Ne 5399 (AA 18, S. 71), Ne 5642 (AA 18,
S. 281—282), Ne 5653 (AA 18, S. 307), Ne 6113 (AA 18, S. 614),
Ne 6315 (AA 18, S. 619—621).
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Now, I want to call the reader’s attention to the
fact that Mendelssohn says exactly the same thing:

The waking condition is what we call the mental state in
which the objective interconnection of ideas is the ruling one.
By far the greater portion of mental representations in
our waking state follow after and together with one an-
other not in accordance with the associative laws of our
mental faculties — that is, not because we happened
once before to have experienced that conjunction of
representations, or because our wit has noticed a sim-
ilarity among them, or because our reason finds that
they are only thus and in no other way able to be the
objects of our thinking [my italics — R.P.] (Mendels-
sohn, 2012, p. 41).}

According to Kant and Mendelssohn, in its spe-
cific condition of illusory state of mind, a dream is
distinguished from real experiences by not being
interconnected objectively with the other mental
states, that is, according to what Kant calls “the cri-
teria of the whole experience” (KrV, B 278-279; Kant,
1998, p. 328).

Here the Kantian reader is faced with a di-
lemma. On the one hand, if there are criteria for
knowing whether or not we are dreaming, then
the dream cannot be an effective sceptical hypoth-
esis, and Descartes would be entirely mistaken in
asserting that we do not have criteria for distin-
guishing dreams from wakefulness, hallucinations
from veridical perception, or from true belief. We
would know, based on criteria determined by “laws
of understanding” or “rules dictated by concepts,”
when we are dreaming, hallucinating or delirious,
or when we are deceived. However, what makes
a sceptical hypothesis effective is the irrefutabili-
ty of the assumption that nothing would change in
my experience if such a hypothesis turned out to be
true. If we have criteria allowing us to know when
we are dreaming or when we are being deceived by
an evil genius, we do not have effective sceptical
hypotheses.

But suppose only for the sake of argument that
Descartes was wrong, i.e. that we really have crite-
ria to know whether or not we are dreaming, hallu-

8 Kant reaffirms the same thought in his third note to the
“Refutation” and in his later “Reflections about the Refutation”.
See Refl 5399, AA 18, p. 71; Refl 5642, AA 18, pp. 281-282;
Refl 5653, AA 18, p. 307; Refl 5653, AA 18, p. 310; Refl 6113,
AA 18, p. 614; Refl 6315, AA 18, pp. 619-620; Refl 6315, AA 18,
p. 621.



B TOM, YTO €CJIV Y Hac eCTb TaKyue KpuTepuu, jioboe
OIIpOBep>XkeHMe CKeNTUIIM3Ma COBEPILIEHHO WM3JINIIIHE:
ecJIv Ha OCHOBaHWMM IIpaBWJI paccynka (yHIopsiovueH-
Hasl CBsI3b IIPeJICTaBJIeHN ) MBI MOXXEM 3HATh, CIIM JIU
MBI, TO COBEPIIEHHO HeoOs3aTeIbHO JOKa3bIBaTh, YTO
MBI OCO3HaeM HeUTO IIOCTOSHHOe B IIPOCTPaHCTBe BHe
Hac. Y Hac yXXe ecTh HeIloCpeJ/ICTBeHHOe J0Ka3aTellb-
CTBO WJIV OIIpOBepKeHVe KapTe3MaHCKOIO CKeIITUIIN3-
Ma, 11 MeHHO 3T0 KauT noxgrsepnnt B ceoeM «HeTsep-
TOM I1apajiorusMe» eie 1o «OIpoBep>KeHmsI»:

V3 BocpuATViI MOXET BO3HMKHYTH IIO3HaHUE
0 IpeaMeTax WIV IIOCPENCTBOM OIHOW JIMIIb WIPHI
BOOOpa’keHWs], VIV e C IIOMOIIIBIO OIIbITa. IIpum sTOM,
KOHEYHO, MOT'YT IOSIBUTBCS JIOXKHBIE IIpeICTaBIeHVIs,
KOTOPBIM He COOTBETCTBYIOT IIPEIMETHI, IIpIJIeM IIpu-
uyHy oOMaHa cJlelyeT MNpWHONucaTh TO WUIO3NMIM BO-
obpaxeHns (B rpesax), TO ommOKaM, KOTOpBIe JOITy-
CKaeT CIIocOOHOCTh CY>XHeHMs (IIpU TaK Ha3bIBaeMOM
oOmaHe 1yBcTB). UYTOOBI 1130aBUTECA 3€Ch OT JIOXKHOM
BUIVIMOCTV, IPUIEPKMBAIOTCS CIIETyIOIIero IIpaByUIa:
OeticmBumenvto mo, umo cBazano ¢ bocnpuamuem coetac-
Ho amnupuyeckum saxonam. Ho mogoGHoro poma oomas,
a Takke OOHapy>KeHMe ero KacaloTcs Kak mpeaTnsMa,
TaK ¥ IyajiM3Ma, IIpydeM 3[ech peub HO/DKHA MITU
TOJIBKO O ¢popMe oIbITa. IS OIIpOBEPXKEHNIS SMIIN-
pVYecKoro mgeav3Ma Kak JIOKHOTO COMHEHVS B 00b-
€KTVBHOV peayIbHOCTV HaIllMX BHEIITHMX BOCIIPVISATINI
IIOCTaTOYHO YK€, [BO-IIEPBBIX], TOr0, YTO BHEIIIHee BOC-
IIpVISITVIE HETIOCPEICTBEHHO JTI0Ka3bIBaeT JIeVICTBUTE b-
HOCTb B IIPOCTPAHCTBE, KOTOPOe, XOTd caMo 1o cebe
M cocTaBiiseT popMy IIpelCTaBIeHuyI, BCé Xe obia-
J1aeT OOBEKTMBHOV PeayIbHOCTHIO B OTHOIIIEHUM BCEX
BHEIIHIIX SBJIEHMI (KOTOpBIe CYyTh He YTO MHOe, KaK
TOJIBKO IIPEJICTABIIEHVIS), ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, TOTO, U4TO Oe3
BOCIIpMSITISL He ObUmM OBl BO3MOXKHBI JTa’kKe BBIMBICEIT
VI Tpe3bl, a IIOTOMY HaII/IM BHEIITHVIM YyBCTBAM, €CIIV
VIMETh B BUJIy Te JaHHbIE, 113 KOTOPBIX MOXKET BO3HVIK-
HYTb OIIBIT, COOTBETCTBYIOT [I€VICTBUTE/IbHBIE IIpeIMe-
TBI B ipocTpaHcTse (A 377 —378; Kart, 20060, c. 473).

DTOT OTPBIBOK M TpeTbe IIpuMedaHe K «Omposep-
JKEHUIO VJTeaIn3Ma», TI0 MOEMY MHEHMIO, SIBJISIIOTCS SIB-
HBIM CBUETENBCTBOM Toro, uro Kaut 6o (i) He mo-
HSsUI KapTe3WaHCKVe CKeNTIYecKye IUIIOTe3bl IIEPBOro
«Paccyxnenns», mmbo (ii) Hukorma He BOCIIpUHVIMAII
uX Bcepbes, mbo (iii) ero mpobsremort GBI He CKeIrTH-
LIV3M, a JIVIIb MeasM. TpeTrs rumoTesa Hanboslee
IIpaBAOIIOO0HA ¢ TOYKM 3peHMs CTPOroV MHTepIpe-
tauyn (cMm.: Dyck, 2011). V1 nMeHHO ee s MCHOJIB3YIO
B 3TOM MccilefloBaHMN. B eHTpe BHMMaHM: «Omposep-
JKEeHVIS» JISXWUT Vdeasn3M, IIOHVIMaeMBbIVl KaK MeTadm-
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cinating and consequently delirious, or whether or
not we have been deceived. The point is, if we have
such criteria, any refutation of scepticism is quite
unnecessary: if, on the basis of rules of understand-
ing (ordered concatenation of representations), we
can know whether or not we are dreaming, then it
is entirely unnecessary to prove that we are aware
of something persistent in the space outside us. We
would already have a direct proof or refutation of
Cartesian scepticism at hand. Now, that is exactly
what Kant affirmed in his “Fourth Paralogism” be-
fore the “Refutation”:

Now cognition of objects can be generated from
perceptions, either through a mere play of imagina-
tion or by means of experience. And then of course
there can arise deceptive representations, to which
objects do not correspond, and where the deception
is sometimes to be attributed to a semblance of the
imagination (in dreams), sometimes to a false step
of judgment (in the case of so-called sense-decep-
tions). In order to avoid the false illusion here, one
proceeds according to the rule: whatever is connect-
ed with a perception according to empirical laws, is
actual. Only this deception, as much as the measures
taken against it, concerns idealism as much as du-
alism, since here it is only a question of the form of
experience. In order to refute empirical idealism, as
a false scruple concerning the objective reality of our
outer perceptions, it is already sufficient that outer
perception immediately proves a reality in space,
which space, though in itself it is only a mere form
of representations, nevertheless has objective reality
inregard to all outer appearances (which themselves
are also nothing but mere representations); and it is
likewise sufficient to refute empirical idealism that
without perception even fictions and dreams are
not possible, so our outer senses, as regards the data
from which experience can arise, have actual cor-
responding objects in space (KrV, A 377-378; Kant,
1998, pp. 429-430).

This passage and the third note to the “Refuta-
tion of Idealism” are, in my judgment, a clear in-
dication that Kant either (i) did not understand the
Cartesian sceptical hypotheses of the first Medita-
tion, or (ii) never took them seriously, or that (iii)
his problem was never scepticism, but only ideal-
ism. This third hypothesis is the most plausible
from a strict exegetical viewpoint (see Dyck, 2011).
And this is the hypothesis I will adopt here. The fo-
cus of the “Refutation” is idealism, understood as
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3uvecKas vaeaaucTidecKasi JOKTPUHA O TOM, YTO Cy-
IIeCTBYIOT TOIBKO MBICIISAIITNE CYIIIeCTBA M X M3MeHs-
IOIIVIeCsl MEHTaJIbHbIE COCTOSHUSL.

(1) Ecotz OBl cyImiecTBOBasIV SMIIVIPIUECKVe KpUTe-
puu (HarmpuMep, KaKas-TO KOTepeHTHOCTB) AJIs Pasiiv-
YeHWsI IIPaBAOIIOI00HOIO 11 HelIPaBIoIOH00HOTO OITkI-
Ta (Kak, Kaxercd, cunrtaeT Kant B «[lapanormsmax»),
To «OnpoBepkeHe Maeaan3Ma» ObUIO Obl HEHY KHBIM
VTV JIVIITHVM.

(2) Ho, cormacHo 17100a/IpHOMY CKEIITULIVI3MY IIep-
BOro «Pa3MbIIUIeHMS», HET HUKAKMX 3MIIMPUYIECKVIX
KpuUTepVeB AJ1s pasrpaHYeHIs MeXXIy IIPaBIoIIogo0-
HBIM Y HEIIPaBIOIIO00HBIM OITBITOM.

(3) Taxmm oOpa3oM, «OIpOBEpXKeHMe Waeanv3Ma»
He SIBJIsieTCsl HeOOXOOVIMBIM [IJIS OIIPOBEpKeHMs ITI0-
OaJIbHOTO CKeIrTHIIN3Ma ITepBoro «Pa3MbIIIITeH M.

(4) CrencTBue: ecyv IPeAIIONOXUTE, UTO «OIposep-
xeHVe» KaHTa He mpezicTaByisieT cOOOV ITpa3IHBIN VIIN
Oecriose3HBIV apryMeHT, TO HeBepHO OyIeT cumrTaTh
€r0 apryMeHTOM IPOTVB IJI00aIBPHOTO CKENTUIIM3MA
HepBoro «PasMbllIIeHs».

2. HPOTVIB CKeIITUYEeCKOro maeasivicra

I7106aJIbHBINT CKENTUIIVI3M IIEPBOTO KapTe3MaHCKO-
ro «Pa3MplIJIeHs1», PacCCMOTPEHHBIV B IIpebIIyIIeM
paszerie, He CJIeflyeT ITy TaThb C CyOBeKTMBHBIM VeasIn3-
MOM, K KoTopoMmy JleKkapT ABVKeTcs BO BTopoM «Pas-
MBIIIJIeHNV». BcmoMyHas 3Ty MO3MIINIO B Havasle CBoe-
ro TpeTrero «’asMbIlIeHMs», [lekapT yTBepXX/1aeT:

OpnHako e IIpexje s IPVHSUI 3a BIIOJIHE OUeBV/I-
HOe ¥ JOCTOBEpHOe TO, YTO IIO3[IHee OTKIIOHWII KaK
coMHUTeTbHOe. YTo 310 ObUIM 3a Bemmm? 3emiist, He0o,
3Be3[Ibl M BCe Ipoydee, BOCHPVHMMAaeMOe MOVIMIL UyB-
crBamu. Tak umo sxe 30ece B0CHPUHUMAAOCL MHOIO KAK
AcHoe? A TO, UTO B MOeM yMe BO3HMKAIOT VeV TaKyx
Belllelt, VWi MBI O HuX. Ho g u Temeps He oTpu-
LIafo0 IPUCYTCTBIA BO MHe 3TuX mpaent. OgHako ObUIo
VI 9TO-TO MHOE, UTO 5 YTBEPKIAJI VI UTO, IIO IIPVBbIUKE
K JJOBEPWIO, 51 CIUTAIT BOCIIPVHVIMABIIIVIMCS SICHO, XOTSI
Ha caMOM JieJIe 5 3TOr0 BOBCe He BOCIIPMHMAIL: VIMeH-
HO, 51 yTBepXXIaJl, Oy[ITo BHe MeHS CyIIeCTBYIOT BeIIlV,
OT KOTOPBIX MCXOMST YIIOMSIHYThIE UIIeN, COBEPIICHHO
M rtogoOHble. Ho Kak pas B 3ToM oTHOIIeHMM g 1100
3a0iy>xpasIcss, 11bo, ecsiv ¥ CyAWI O TOM IIpaBWIBHO,
3TO BBITEKAJIO He V3 MOeV CIIOCOOHOCTM BOCIIPUISATIA
(xypcms mont. — P.I1.) (Hekaprt, 1994, c. 29 —30).

HempsiMont peanuisM — 3TO 3mmcTeMOJIOrMyecKast
TOOKTpPWHA, COIVIACHO KOTOPOW HaIll TI03HaBaTeJIbHBIN
IOCTYI K BHEIIHVIM BelllaM HMKOITIA He ObIBaeT IIps-
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the metaphysical idealist doctrine that there are
only thinking beings and their changing mental
states.

(1) If there were empirical criteria (e. g. coher-
ence of some sort) for distinguishing between veridi-
cal and non-veridical experiences (as Kant seems to
think in the “Paralogisms”), then the “Refutation of
Idealism” would be unnecessary or otiose.

(2) But, according to the global scepticism of
Meditation I, there are no empirical criteria for dis-
tinguishing between veridical and non-veridical ex-
perience.

(3) Thus, the “Refutation of Idealism” is unnec-
essary to refute the global scepticism of Meditation I.

(4) Corollary: assuming that Kant’'s “Refutation”
is not an otiose or useless argument, it is wrong to
read it as an argument against the global scepticism
of Meditation I.

2. Against the Sceptical Idealist

The global scepticism of the first Cartesian Med-
itation discussed in the previous section should
not be confused with the subjective idealism that
Descartes moves to in his second Meditation. Reflect-
ing back on that stance early in his third Meditation,
Descartes claims:

Yet I previously accepted as wholly certain
and evident many things which I afterwards real-
ized were doubtful. What are these? The earth, sky,
stars, and everything else that I apprehended with
the senses. But what was it about them that I perceived
clearly? Just that the ideas, or thoughts, of such things
appeared before my mind. Yet even now I am not deny-
ing that these ideas occur within me. But there was
something else which I used to assert, and which
through habitual belief I thought I perceived clearly,
although I did not in fact do so. This was that there
were things outside me which were the sources of
my ideas and which resembled them in all respects.
Here was my mistake or at any rate, if my judgment
was true, it was not thanks to the strength of my per-
ception [my italics — R.P.] (Descartes, 1996, p. 16).

Indirect realism is the epistemological doctrine
that our cognitive access to outer things is never
direct, but always mediated by causal inferences
from our representations to objects they represent.



MBIM, a Bcerja OIOCpPedoBaH IPUUYMHHBIMI BBIBOIA-
MM M3 HaIlMX IpefcTaBIeHniT K 00beKTaM, KOTOpbIe
oHM oToOpaxatoT. Terteps, eciu st MOy BOCIIPMHMMATD
BHeIITHIe Belll/ TOJIbKO KOCBEHHO, a MMEHHO KaK Bepo-
ATHYIO OPUYVHY IpeCcTaB/IeHU BO MHe, TO Y MeH:
HeT CPeCTB IS SIIVCTEMOJIOITUeCKOro 000CHOBaHMS
TaKoro MPWYMHHOIO BBIBOIA, M MO3TOMY Y MeHsl HeT
3HaHMS O BHELIHMX Belllax. DTo To, uTo KaHT B nep-
BOM M3IaHMM Ha3bIBaeT «CKEIITMYECKVIM MIeaI3MOM»,
a BO BTOPOM — «IIp00JIeMaTUYeCcKIM MIeaIM3MOM»:

CriegoBaTelIbHO, 10eaAlCIOM HYXHO CYUTATb He
TOro, KTO OTpullaeT OBbITVe BHEIIHUX IIPeIMETOB
YyBCTB, a TOJIBKO TOTO, KTO He IIpU3HaeT, YTo ObITue
BHEIIIHMX IIPEIMETOB MO3HAeTCs HeIloCpeCcTBeHHOM
BOCHPUATIEM, ¥ OTCIOfa 3aK/IIodyaeT, 4YTO HUKaKOM
OIIBIT He MOXKeT JaTh HaM COBEPILIEeHHO JOCTOBepHOe
3HaHMe 00 mx gevicrBuTeribHOCTU (A 368 —369; Kawnr,
20060, c. 463).

Wrak, & He MOry, COOCTBEHHO TOBOPSI, BOCIIPVHW-
MaTbh BHEIIHWE Belly, a MOIY JIWIIb OT CBOMX BHY-
TPEeHHMX BOCIHPUSATUN 3aK/IFOYaTh K MX OBITUIO, pac-
CMaTpvBasi 3TV BOCHPUSTUS KaK IeVICTBVAS, Ormvoxari-
IIIeVl IIPUYMHOV KOTOPBIX CJIYXUT HeuTo BHelHee. Ho
3aKJIrOYeHue OT JAaHHOIO JEVICTBUS K OIpeaesIeHHOM
IIpUYVHe HUKOITIA He ObIBaeT JOCTOBEPHBIM, TaK KakK
OIIHO /IEVICTBVIE MOXXET OBITh BBI3BAHO Pa3JIMUHBIMU
nprvrarHaMmm (A 368; Kant, 20060, c. 463).

VimeasmsM  TipefdriosnaraeT, dYTO €OMHCTBEHHBI
HETIOCPEICTBEHHBIVI OIBIT — 3TO BHYTPEHHMI OIIBIT
W 4TO, VICXOJIA M3 3TOTO OIbITA, MBI TOJIBKO 3aKITFOUaeM
0 BHEIITHVIX Bellax, fa 1 TO 0e3 JOCTaTOYHO I0CTOBEepP-
HOCTH, KaK 3TO Bcerga ObIBaeT, KOoraa Mbl 3aK/IF0UaeM OT
OAHHBIX JEVICTBUV K OIIpeie/IeHHbIM IIPUYMHAaM: BeOb
HpWYMHA IIpeICTaBIeHni, KOTOPYIO Mbl, OBITh MOXET
JIOKHO, IIPUIIVICBIBaeM BHEIITHMM BelllaM, MOXKeT HaXo-
ouTecd B Hac camux (B 276; Kart, 20064, c. 371).

B mpuBemenHOM BBIIlle OTpPBIBKe U3 TpeThero «Pac-
CyXXzeHMs» [lekapT TOBTOpsIeT CBOWM IIepBOHAYAIIbHBIE
COMHEHVIST, HO JIeJIaeT 3TO B CBeTe C0gifo U IPYTVIX Bellevs,
TIOJTy9eHHBIX M B XOe paccyXaeHMs. ToIbKo TaK MEI
MO’KEM ITOHSITh, B KAKOM CMBICITe [leKapT MOT HOMITePXKI-
BaTh IIpo0JIeMaTI9ecKmyl vaeaansM. B pamkax BTOopo-
ro «Paccyxxmenns» [lekapT mepexoguT OT IJI00aIBHOIO
cKenTHIM3Ma Iepsoro «PaccyxmeHns» K HEKOTOpOMY
BUy Hpo0JieMaTi4ecKoro mueasansMa. BakHo He du-
TaTh epBoe «PaccykaeHne» B CBeTe BTOPOTO WIIV, TeM
Oorlee, TpeTHETO; B IIPOTUBHOM CITydae MBI MOXXeM Hapy-
AT IIPVHLNI nopadka npuuun (cM.: Guéroult, 1953).
IoBTOpIO CKazaHHOe B IIpeNbIIyIIIeM pasaesie: Ha KapTy
TIOCTaBJIEHBI CKETITIYeCKIe TUIIOTe3k TepBoro «Paccyx-
IeHMs», a He Ipo0iieMa SIMCTEMITYECKOro (HerpsMo-
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Now, if I can perceive outer things only indirect-
ly, namely as the probable cause of the representa-
tions in me, then I have no means of epistemically
justifying such causal inference, and therefore I
have no knowledge of outer things. This is what
Kant in the first edition calls “sceptical idealism”
and in the second edition “problematic idealism”.
Consider this:

By an idealist, therefore, one must understand
not someone who denies the existence of external
objects of sense, but rather someone who only does
not admit that it is cognized through immediate per-
ception and infers from this that we can never be
fully certain of their reality from any possible expe-
rience (KrV, A 368-369; Kant, 1998, p. 426).

Thus, I cannot really perceive external things,
but only infer their existence from my inner percep-
tion, insofar as I regard this as the effect of which
something external is the proximate cause. But now
the inference from a given effect to its determinate
cause is always uncertain, since the effect can have
arisen from more than one cause (KrV, A 368; Kant,
1998, p. 425).

Idealism assumed that the only immediate ex-
perience is inner experience, and that from that
outer things could only be inferred, but, as in any
case in which one infers from given effects to de-
terminate causes, only unreliably, since the cause of
the representations that we perhaps falsely ascribe
to outer things can also lie in us (KrV, B 276; Kant,
1998, p. 327).

In the above-quoted passage from his third
Meditation, Descartes recapitulates his original
doubts, but now in the light of the cogito and his
new acquisitions along his meditative journey.
Only in this sense can we understand in which
sense Descartes could have sustained a “prob-
lematic idealism”. Within his second Meditation,
Descartes moves from the global scepticism of the
first Meditation to a form of problematic idealism.
It is important not read the first Meditation in the
light of the second or, a fortiori, the third; otherwise
we might violate the precept of the order of reasons
(cf. Guéroult, 1953). Reiterating what I said in the
previous section: What is at stake in the sceptical
hypotheses of the first Meditation is not the prob-
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o) JOoCTyIIa K OObeKTaM 3a IpeziesiaMy CO3HaHM (IIpo-
Orrematmaeckmyt mmeansM). CKopee BCero, pedb MIeT
0 TOM, MOYKEM JIVI MBI OBITH OOMaHYTBIMV B OTHOITIEHMV
BCET'0, YTO CUMTAEM CaMO COOOVT Pa3y MEIOIIIVIMCSL.

APryMeHT B IIOJIB3y CKEIITMYIECKOIO MIeaIn3Ma co-
IepXnTcs B «HeTBepTOM ITapasiormusMe» IIepPBoro maiaa-
Hug «Kpurukm» (A 365—367; Kanrt, 20060, c. 459—461),
KOTOPBIV S PEKOHCTPYMPYIO CIeAyoIM obpasom™:

10) Ecytt MBI HMKOITIA He CMOXXeM BOCHPVHMMATH
BHeIITHVIEe Belly HalpsMyIO (HO JIMIIb KOCBEHHO, BbI-
BOIA X KaK Hamboslee BepOATHYIO IPUYMHY HAaIIVIX
vpe (E)), To MBI HMKOITIa He CMOXXeM OBITh YBepeHHBI-
Mu B ux cyiectsopanuu (E o P).

11) MBI IevICTBUTETTFHO HUKOIa HETIOCPeICTBEHHO
He BOCIIPMHMMAEM BeIllV, HaxXOIsIMecs BHe Halllero
pasyma (E).

12) CrremoBareibHO, 3HaHVE O CYIIeCTBOBAHUN Be-
IIIeVl BHe HAIllero pa3yMa COMHWTEIIBHO [modus ponens
10, 11] (P).

KanT yrBepxaet, uto B ero «OnpoBep>kxeHn» UIpa,
KOTOPYIO BeJIET MeaIn3M, 00opadnBaeTcs IIPOTUB cedsl,
MOKa3bIBasl, UTO BHEITHWI OMBIT EVICTBUTEIHHO He-
MOCPEJICTBEHHBIVI, 8 HE BHYTPEHHMV OIIBIT, KaK CUMTa-
eT ckerrTvaeckuyt mmeanvict (B 276, Kanr 2006a, c. 371).
KitroueBor1 Bormpoc 311ech 3aKJII0UaeTcsl B TOM, KaK JI0Ka-
3aTh, YTO BHEIITHMTI OITBIT SIBIISIETCSI HETIOCPENCTBEHHBIM.

Tem He MeHee KaHTMAHCKNII OTBET HAUTV HETPYH-
Ho. KaHTnaHIp!l Mo Obl yTBEpXKaarh, 4To cam [e-
KapT IpM3HaJI OBI, YTO CIIOCOOEH 3HaTh BpeMEeHHYIO
MOCJIeIOBATe/IbHOCTD VI3MEHEHNSI €r0 MeHTaJIBHBIX CO-
CTOSTHUVI, KOIla OH TOBOPUT O CXBaTbIBAaHUM UV Be-
mvavHbL 1 gmcia (cMm.: Almeida, 2013). Crenyrormiit
OTPBIBOK, KaXkeTcs, ITOATBEP)KIIaeT 3TO IIOIO3peHVe:
«TouHO Tak ke, KOrfia s BOCIHPUHIMMAIO CBOe HBIHEIII-
Hee OBITMe ¥ BCIIOMVHAIO, YTO CYIIECTBOBaJI KaKoe-TO
BpeM: 1 TIpeXkIie, KOITIa Y MeH: eCTb pa3JINIHbIe MbIC-
7111, KOJIMYEeCTBO KOTOPBIX 51 OCO3HAI0, 5 IOJIyYaro UIe0
IOJTUTEIBHOCTY M 9¥CIIa, KOTOPYIO BIIOCJIEACTBUV MOTY
IPVMEHUTb K KaKMM-TO OpyIMM BeIlam» ([lekapr,
1994, c. 37—38). OnHako B 3ToM oTHoIeHUM KapaHTu
BeCcbMa IIPOHMIIaTesIeH, KOTa HallOMMHaeT HaM:

[exapT yTBep K/laeT, UTO «s eCTh, g CYIIIeCTBYIO»
He0oOXOIVIMO VICTVHHO KasK/IbIVi pa3, KOTa s IIPOM3HO-
Iy 3TO WIM MBICJIEHHO IIpecTassrio. CcpUIKa Ha ero
VICTVIHHOCTD «KaXK[BIVI pa3», IIO-BUOVMOMY, YKa3bIBaeT
Ha TO, YTO 000CHOBAHHOCTbH C0Qit0 He BBIXOAUT 3a PaM-
KM KaKIIOrO MOMEHTa, Korfia cogito BeIIoyHseTcs. UTo
errle BakHee, HE3aBICVIMO OT TOTO, MHTEPIIPETUPOBATI

10 ComracHo XarHe, «OnpoBepykeHe» HalleJIEHO IIPOTUB CKeIl-
THUdaeckoro maeamsMa (cM.: Hanna, 2000; 2001; 2006).
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lem of epistemic (indirect) access to objects outside
my consciousness (problematic idealism). What is
at stake, rather, is whether we may be being de-
ceived about everything we take for granted.

The argument for sceptical idealism is found in
the “Fourth Paralogism” of the first edition of Cri-
tigue (KrV, A 365-367; Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329),
which I reconstruct as follows:’

10) If we can never perceive external things di-
rectly (but only indirectly by inference, as the most
probable cause of our ideas (E)), then we can never
be sure of their existence (E oP).

11) It is a fact that we never directly perceive
things external to our mind (E).

12) Therefore, knowledge of the existence of
things outside our minds is dubious [modus ponens
10, 11] (P).

Kant’s claim is that in his “Refutation” “the ide-
alistic game turns against itself, showing that the ex-
ternal experience is really immediate” (KrV, B 276;
Kant, 1998, p. 327) and not the inner experience, as
the sceptical idealist believes. The crucial question
here is how to prove that external experience is im-
mediate.

However, we can easily figure out a Kantian
reply. Kantians might claim that Descartes him-
self would have admitted to being able to know
the temporal ordering of the alteration of his men-
tal states when he speaks of the acquisition of ideas
of magnitude and number (cf. Almeida, 2013). The
following passage seems to corroborate this suspi-
cion: “Once again, I realize that I now exist and 1
remember that I existed for some time; besides,
I have several thoughts that I can count; this is how
I acquire the ideas of duration and number that I
can then transfer to other things” (Descartes, 1996,
pp- 44-45). However, in this regard, Caranti is quite
astute when he reminds us that:

Descartes claims that ‘I am, I exist’, is necessar-
ily true each time I pronounce it, or that I mental-
ly conceive it. The reference to its being true ‘each
time” seems to indicate that the validity of the cog-
ito does not go beyond each instant in which the

? According to Hanna the “Refutation” targets the sceptical
idealism. See Hanna (2000; 2001; 2006).



mmm caM [lekapT cogito TakviM 00pa3oM, BO3SMOXKHO, eMy
cr1efioBasTo ObI 3TO cIeraTh, IIOCKOIBKY BBIXOZI C0gito 3a
mperiesibl 0OOCHOBAHHOCTM, KaKeTcsl, TIperiroriaraeT
3aBVICIMOCTB OT TTaMATH. [T0CKOIBKY OHa JIETKO MOXKET
OBITH TIpeBpallleHa B OOMaH 3/IbIM TeHWeM, KaXKeTcs,
[ekapT He MTOTDKeH OBUI PacIpOCTPaHSATh IPETEH3IO
cogito Ha JOCTOBEPHOCTB 3a ITperiesTbl CaMOTO MOMEHTa
MBbIUTeHns. Ecyi 3To Tak, He MOT JIV CKEITTUK TIPOCTO
urHopupoBaTh «OIpoBepXeHNMe», OTpPUIlas, UTO OH
OCO3HAET CBOe COOCTBEHHOE CYIIIeCTBOBAHIIE, ITEPEXN-
Basl TIOCJIEIOBATEIIBHOCTD IIPEIICTABIIEHNUI BO BpeMe-
HN1? (Caranti, 2017, p. 315).

Ha caMoM fierte, IMEHHO 3TO 1 yTBepXKaaeT [ekapT:
«TakvM oOpa3oM, rocsie GoJtee UeM TIIATeTEHOIO B3Be-
mvBaHMS Bcex “3a” 11 “TIpoTmB” s MOITKeH B KOHITe KOH-
LIOB BBIABMHYTbH CJIEAYIOLIYIO IIOCBUIKY: BCSKWUI Pas,
KaK s IIPOVI3HOIIY CJIOBa 4 ecMb, £ Clyujectbyio VIV BOC-
MPUHMMAIO 3TO M3pedeHre YMOM, OHO II0 HeoOXOmy-
MocTu OymeT McTMHHBIM» ([Jexapt, 1994, c. 21—22). bo-
Jlee TOro, [lekapT, KaK M3BeCTHO, YTBEPXKIasI, UTO IIPO-
IefIIasi, HaCTOsAIIas ¥ OyIoyInasi 9acTvi BpeMeHW He
3aBUCHT APYT OT Apyra:

DTM apryMeHTHI OCTaHYTCS B CVUTe TaKe B TOM CITy-
4ae, ecJIn s IIPEeIIIoNIoKY, UTO, OBITh MOXeT, 5 Bceraa
ObUI TaKMM, KaKOB sl HBIHE: CJIOBHO M3 3TOr0 MOIJIO
OBl cilemoBath, OyATO 11 He MOJDKEH MCKaTh KaKOro-TO
TBOpLIA MOero ObITHs. Beb MOCKOJIBKY BCSIKOE BpeMs
KU3HM MOXeT OBITh TIOfIeJIeHO Ha OecumciieHHOe KO-
JIMYEeCTBO YacTevl, 13 KOTOPBIX OIHV HUKOMM 00pa3oM
He 3aBUCST OT IPYIMX, TOT paKT, YTO HECKOJIBKO paHb-
ITIe U CYIIIeCTBOBAJIL, BOBCE He BJIeYeT 3a co0OV HeoOXo-
IOVIMOCTV MOEro HBIHEIITHeTro CYIIeCTBOBAaHMUS — pas-
Be TOJIBKO HeKas IpWYMHa KaK Obl BOCCO3IIACT MEHS
3aHOBO K HACTOSIIEMYy MOMEHTY WUIVI, MHade TOBOps,
MeHs coxpaHnT. OmHAKO 151 JII000r0 BHUMATEIbHOTO
yMa, paccMaTpUBaloOIero Ipuposy BpeMeH!, BIIOJIHe
OUEBVIHO, UTO IS COXPaHeHS JIF000V Bl 1 Kaxk-
IBIVI OTHEJILHBIVI MOMEHT ee CyIIleCTBOBaHW: II0Tpeb-
Ha He MeHbIIasl Cvjla BO3IEVICTBYS, YeM IS CO3uyIa-
HVISI TOVI )K€ CaMOVI BeIly 3aHOBO, eCJIV IO CUX IIOp ee
He ObUIO; TaKMM 00pas3oM, Oy1arofapsi eCTeCTBeHHOMY
CBETy OYeBWIHO: COXpaHeH!e OTIMYAeTCs OT TBOpe-
HVSL T KoymdecTBeHHO (Hekapt, 1994, c. 40 —41).

HEKOTOPBIE micciienoBaresi IIprMHMMarT 3TOT OT-
PBIBOK B Ka4eCTBe apr'yMeHTa B I10JIb3y MHVIMOI'O KapTe-
3MaHCKOIr'o MeTaq)T/ISVILIECKOI’O IIpeAIIoyIOKEeHMsI O TOM,
YTO BpeM:s1 COCTOUT M3 HEAEJIMIMBIX BpeMeHHE;IX aTOMOB,
¥, CJIe[I0BaTeJIbHO, HET HMKaKOM HEIMIPpEPBIBHOCTU MEX-
Ay 3TMU BpeMeHHI;IMVI aToOMaMM MJIVI YeM-TO, YTO MbI
MoryiM Obl Ha3BaTh IIPOOOJDKUTEIIBHOCTBIO, ITOCTOSH-
CTBOM MJIV IIEPMaHEHTHOCTBIO.
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cogito is performed. More importantly, regardless
of whether Descartes interpreted the cogito in this
way, arguably he should have. For the extension be-
yond the validity of the cogito seems to imply reli-
ance on memory. Since this faculty could very easily
be deceptively triggered by the Evil Genius, it seems
that Descartes should not have extended the valid-
ity claim of the cogito beyond the instant. If this is
so, couldn’t the sceptic simply ignore the Refutation
by denying that I am conscious of my own exist-
ence through the experience of a succession of rep-
resentations over time? (Caranti, 2017, p. 315).

Indeed, this is exactly what Descartes claims:
“So, after considering everything very thoroughly, I
must finally conclude that this proposition, I am, 1
exist, is necessarily true whenever it is put forward
by me or conceived in my mind” (Descartes, 1996,
p- 17). Moreover, Descartes notoriously claimed that
the past, present, and future parts of time are inde-
pendent of each other:

I do not escape the force of these arguments by
supposing that I have always existed as I do now,
as if it followed from this that there was no need to
look for any author of my existence. For a lifespan
can be divided into countless parts, each completely
independent of the others, so that it does not follow
from the fact that I existed a little while ago that I
must exist now, unless there is some cause which as
it were creates me afresh at this moment — that is,
which preserves me. For it is quite clear to anyone
who attentively considers the nature of time that
the same power and action are needed to preserve
anything at each individual moment of its duration
as would be required to create that thing anew if it
were not yet in existence. Hence the distinction be-
tween preservation and creation is only a conceptual
one, and this is one of the things that are evident by
the natural light (Descartes, 1996, p. 33).

Now, several scholars have taken this passage as
an argument for the putative Cartesian metaphysi-
cal assumption that time is composed of indivisible
temporal atoms, and hence there is no continuity
between these temporal atoms or anything that we
could call duration, persistence, or permanence.



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

Ecyu 370 Tak, To BTOpasi MpedIocklIKa IIPOCTO pe-
KOHCTPYKIINM, KOTOPYIO S IIPeyIoKwI B pasmere 1 («1
3Hal0, YTO Y MeH:I eCTh OIIBIT, YIIOPSAIOUYeHHBIV BO Bpe-
MeHHOVI TIOCJIefIOBaTeIbHOCTI»), 11 [lekapra Oynmer
HernpuemsleMa. Kakx ormeuayin Taviep m [Iuikep, BHY-
TPEHHUW ONBIT JJaeT HaM VHTPOCHEKTUBHBIN JIOCTYII
K HallleMy HaCTOAIIeMY ¥ IIPOIIJIOMY OITBITY, HO B 3TMUX
OITBITaX HeT HIUEro, YTO MOIJIO OBl OIIpaBHaTh YTBEPXK-
JeHNre, YTO ONVH M3 HUX IpedIIecTBOBaJI APYTMM BO
BpeMeHU B 3aJJaHHOM nopsjke. Iykep BecbMa IIPOHM-
HaTesieH, KOrja 3aMeydaet:

OmnbIT He yBeHUaH MaJIeHBKVMMM YacaMu, TaKUMU
KaK 4ackl B YIJIy TeJIEBU3VIOHHOIO 3KpaHa BO BpeMs
CIIOPTMBHOV TPAHCJISAIINM, KOTOPbIE IIO3BOJIIN ObI
€T0 JaTVpOoBaTh WIV YIOPsHo4YnBaTh. BocrioMmuHaHA
o Oojlee paHHeEM OIBITe, pacCMaTpUBaeMble VCKIIIO-
YUTENTBHO KaK CyOBEeKTVMBHBIE COCTOSHMS CO3HAHWMS
VTV «KasKyITieecss», Takke He COITPOBOXIAIOTCS Oolee
CVUTBHBIM YyBCTBOM WJIVI OITYITIEHVEM «ITPOIIIIOCTIL»,
YeM BOCIIOMVHAHWS O HeIaBHWX IepeXVBaHMIX;
¥ TeM OoJiee BCTIOMVHaeMble WIEHBI psifa B Ooree
OTHAJIEHHBIX BO BPEMEHU IepeXMBaHWUV He JIeMOH-
CTPUPYIOT IIPOrpeccBHO Oojlee TITyOOKOro OIylrie-
Hug npornwioctu (Dicker, 2008, p. 83)™.

bortee TOro, KanT IIPpM3HAaeT 4TO IIPOCTOro OCO3Ha-
HVIs CBOETO CYIIIECTBOBAaHVIS BO BpeMEHNM COBEPIIEHHO
HEIOCTAaTOYHO OJISA apryMeHTaTVBHBIX 11eJIen:

Mexpay TeM MBI JOKa3aIM 37eCh, YTO BHEIIHWV
OIIBIT SBJISIETCS HEIIOCPENCTBEHHBIM B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICITE CJIOBA VI YTO TOJIBKO IIPVI €T0 IOCPENCTBE BO3-
MOJKHO XOTS V1 He CO3HaHMe Halllero COOCTBEHHOIO Cy-
IIIeCTBOBAHVIS, TO BCE XK€ €0 OIpelie/IeHIe BO BpeMeH,
T.e. BHYTpeHHMV ONbIT. KOHeYHO, TpencraBieHne A
ecMb, OyIydn BBIpaKEHMEM CO3HAHWMS, MOIYIIETO CO-
Iy TCTBOBATh BCSIKOMY MBIIUIEHVIIO, €CTh TO, YTO HeIIo-
CpeICTBEHHO 3aKiIouaeT B cebe cyIriecTBoBaHMe CyOb-
€KTa, OHAKO 9TO ellle He N03HAHUEe er0, CTAIO OBITb,
¥ He 3MIOVIpUYecKoe II03HaHNe, T.e. He OIbIT: K OIBITY
OTHOCUTCA KpOMe MBICIVI O YeM-TO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIeM
ellle ¥ co3eplaHie, B JAaHHOM C/Iy4ae BHYTpeHHee CO-
3epliaHiie, B OTHOIIIEHWV KOTOPOTO, T.€. [B OTHOIIIEHMN)
BpeMeHW, CyOBeKT IOJDKeH OBITh OIIpedesieH, a I
3TOTO HEOOXOIMMBI BHEIITHIE IIPeIMeThI, TaK YTo, CJIe-
TIOBaTEJIbHO, CaM BHYTPEHHVVI OITBIT BO3MOXKEH TOJIBKO
OTIOCPEIICTBOBAHHO VI TOJIBKO PV IIOMOIIY BHEIITHETO
onslTa (B 276 —277; Kanr, 2006a, c. 371 —373).

Yro MBI 3HaeM HaBepHsSKa, TaK 3TO TO, YTO Kap-
Te3MaHCKas TIUIIOTe3a He MOXeT IIoIopBaTh cogito
U cogito-ofoOHbIe OTHOBpeMeHHBIe MEBICTIN. TeM He
MeHee OIIpefiesieHVie BpeMeHV MEeHTaIbHBIX COCTOSTHUT

' Cwm. Taxke: (Dicker, 2012).

If so, then the second premise of the simple re-
construction I offered in section 1 (“I am aware of
having experience in a successive time-order”) is
unacceptable in the eyes of Descartes. As Guyer and
Dicker have noted, inner experience gives us intro-
spective access to our present and past experiences,
but there is nothing in those experiences that can
justify the claim that one of them preceded the oth-
ers in time in a given order. Dicker is quite percep-
tive when he observes:

Experiences [do] not come adorned with lit-
tle clocks, like the ones in the corner of a television
sportscast, which would enable you to date or order
them. Nor do recollections of your earlier experienc-
es, considered purely as subjective conscious states
or ‘seemings,” come with a greater feeling or sense
of ‘pastness’ than recollections of your more recent
ones; a fortiori the recollected members of a series of
increasingly temporally remote experiences do not
exhibit a progressively greater feeling of pastness
(Dicker, 2008, p. 83).°

Moreover, Kant recognises that the simple con-
sciousness of one’s existence in time is entirely in-
sufficient for argumentative ends:

Yet, here it is proved that outer experience is really
immediate, that only by means of it is possible not, to
be sure, the consciousness of our own existence, but
its determination in time, i.e., inner experience. Of
course, the representation I am, which expresses the
consciousness that can accompany all thinking, is that
which immediately includes the existence of a subject
in itself, but not yet any cognition of it, thus not empir-
ical cognition, i.e., experience; for to that there belongs,
besides the thought of something existing, intuition,
and in this case inner intuition, i.e., time, in regard to
which the subject must be determined, for which outer
objects are absolutely requisite, so that inner experi-
ence itself is consequently only mediate and possible
only through outer experience (KrV, B 276-277; Kant,
1998, pp. 327-328).

What we know for sure is that the Cartesian hy-
pothesis cannot undermine the cogito and cogito-like
contemporaneous thoughts. Yet, the time-determi-
nation of mental states is a quite different issue in-

10 See also Dicker (2012).
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SIBJISIETCS] COBEPILIEHHO JIPYTON ITPOOIIEMOTI, IIOCKOJIBKY
Ka)keTCsl, UTO OHO 3aBUCUT OT IaMsaTu'?. [JeKapT siCHO
IlaeT IIOHSTh, YTO €0 CKEIITIYeCKMe TMIIOTe3bI IO Phl-
BAIOT HaJIeXXHOCTh IaMsTu: «Mrak, s pormyckaro, 4To
BCe BUAMMOe MHOIO JIOXKHO; 5 IIpeAIIoaral HUKOITa
He CYIIIeCTBOBABIIIVIM BC€, UTO SIBJIsIeT MHe OOMaHuYMBast
IIaMSTBh; S IIOJIHOCTBIO JIMIIIEH YYBCTB; MOV TeJI0, Ouep-
TaHMA (figura), TpOTSXKeHHOCTD, ABVKEHMS I MECTO —
xvMepsl. Ho 4To ke Torma ocraercss mcTvHHBIM? BBITH
MOXXeT, OHO JIVIIIIb TO, YTO He CYIIeCTByeT HITIero II0-
croBepHOro» (Hekapt, 1994, c. 20—21).

TeMm He MeHee, Taxe ecyivt [leKkapT MOT B CBOeT MeTa-
du3IIKe IIPENIIONIOKIATE, YTO MBI 3HAeM BpeMeHHO I10-
PSIOK HaIIvX COOCTBEHHBIX COCTOSTHUI (O €ro JI0Ka3a-
TeJIbCTBA CYIIeCTBOBaHM bora), TO HEYTO CyIIlecTBeH-
Hoe TepsieTcs. [ IpenionoxeHrie, 9T0 MBI 3Ha€EM BpeMeH-
HOVI TIOPSI/IOK M3MEHEHMIT HallliIX COOCTBEHHBIX COCTO-
SHUT, He sBiIseTcs (1) Hy HeoOXOIVIMBIM YCIIOBVIEM IS
dopMyIMpoBaHMS CKENITMYECKOTo maeaansMa, (2) HU
HeOOXOIVIMBIM yCJIOBVEM JIJISI IIPOCTOrO OCO3HAHWISI MO-
ero cyulecTBoBaHusA Bo BpemeHu. CortacHo «HeTsepTo-
My TapajIorv3My», BCE, UTO HeOOXOIMMO It (POpMYy-
JIMPOBAHMS CKEITTUYECKOro Miean3Ma, — 3TO IIPeJIo-
JIOKEHVIe O TOM, UTO y Hac HeT HeITIOCPEeICTBEHHOTO 3111~
CTEMIMUECKOrO JIOCTyTIa K BelllaM BHe HaIllero CO3HaHMS,
KpoMe KaK 4epe3 IIpeJICTaB/IeH s BHELITHMX IIPeIMETOB:

To, o OBITMM Yero MOXHO 3aK/IOUaTh JIMIIb KakK
O IIpUYMHe JaHHBIX BOCIIPUATUN, VMeeT JIVIIb TaKoe
CyIIeCTBOBaHWe, B KOTOPOM IIPVIXOOWTCSI COMHEBATBCH.

Bce BHeIIHMe sBJI€HMS TaKOBBL, YTO MX OBITVE He
BOCIIPMHVIMAETCS HEIIOCPEeNCTBEHHO; O HeM JeJIaloT
3aKJIioYeHne TOJIbKO KaK O IIpUYMHe JaHHBIX BOCIIPY-
SITUTL.

CriegoBaTesibHO, B OBITMIM BCeX HMpPEIMETOB BHEII-
HVIX 9yBCTB MOXXHO COMHeBaTbcs. (A 366 —367; KaHr,
20060, c. 461)%.

B npuBenerHOM BBIIIe OTpHIBKe (B 276; KanTt, 20064,
c. 369) KaHT HeIByCMBICIIEHHO 3asIBJISIET, 9YTO MBI CITO-
COOHBI OCO3HaBaTh CBOE COOCTBEHHOE CYIIECTBOBAHE
BO BpeMeH, He 3Has KOHKPeTHOIO BPeMeHHOIo IIo-
psAIiKa CBOEro OIIbITa.

12 Cm. pabory [Ix. bennera (Bennett, 1966), rie yTBepxaaeTcst, ITo
«OrnpoBepykeHyie» KacaeTcsl IIPeXK]Ie BCero Cy KIeHNMI O IaMsTH.

¥ CM. mpouteHne «YeTBepTOro mapajormsMa», IIPeJIOXKeH-
Hoe Crpaynom (Stroud, 1984). Uto MHTepecHO, MHTepIIpeTaIs
Crpayna compkaer «HeTBepThiit HapaiornsM» KaHTa ¢ m3Bect-
HbIM «JJOoKa3aTebcTBOM BHelIHero Mupa» Mypa. Cm.: (Moore,
1993a; 19930). bosee Toro, 51 oTpuua BeyBrHYyTOe CTpaymoM
TIPe/IIONIoXKeHe O TOM, YTO KAaHTOBCKMV apryMeHT IIPOTWB
CKEIITUIIM3MA OIMPAeTCs Ha TPAHCLIEHIEHTaIbHBIV MIeaIn3M.
O6 nmeasmsme Kanra cm. mou crateu (Pereira, 20178; 2019),
a Take paborel Parvixmurepa (Vaihinger, 1883), Drumicona
(Allison, 2004), ITaTona (Paton, 1970), Ilpaycca (Prauss, 1974),
CrpocoHa (Strawson, 1966), JIsarrona (Langton, 1998).
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sofar as it seems to depend on memory.! Descartes
made it quite clear that his sceptical hypotheses
make the reliability of memory suspicious: “I will
suppose then that everything I see is spurious. I will
believe that my memories tell me lies, and that none
of the things they report me ever happened. I have
no senses. Body, shape, extension, movement, and
places are chimeras. So, what remains true? Perhaps
just the one fact that nothing is certain” (Descartes,
1996, p. 16).

Yet, even if Descartes could assume in his meta-
physics that we know the temporal ordering of our
own states (before his proof of God’s existence),
something essential is being neglected. The as-
sumption that we know the temporal ordering of
the alternation of our own states (i) is not a neces-
sary condition for the formulation of sceptical ide-
alism, (ii) nor a necessary condition for the mere
consciousness of my existence in time. According
to the “Fourth Paralogism”, all that is necessary for
the formulation of sceptical idealism is the assump-
tion that we do not have immediate epistemic ac-
cess to things outside our consciousness, but only
through the representations of those same objects
outside of us:

That whose existence can be inferred only as a
cause of given perceptions has only a doubtful ex-
istence.

Now all outer appearances are of this kind: their
existence cannot be immediately perceived, but can
be inferred only as the cause of given perceptions.

Thus, the existence of all objects of outer sense is
doubtful (KrV, A 366-367; Kant, 1998, pp. 424-425).12

In the passage quoted above (KrV, B 276; Kant,
1998, p. 327), Kant is unequivocal in stating that I
may be aware of my own existence in time with-
out knowing the specific temporal order of my ex-
perience.

1 See Bennett (1966) who claims that the “Refutation” concerns
mainly judgments about memory.

12 See Stroud’s reading of Kant's “Fourth Paralogism”
(Stroud, 1984). Interestingly, Stroud’s reading of the “Fourth
Paralogism” brings Kant closer to Moore’s infamous Proof of
an External World. See Moore (1993a; 1993b). Moreover, I reject
Stroud’s assumption that Kant’s answer to scepticism relies
on his transcendental idealism. About Kant’s idealism see my
papers (Pereira, 2017c; 2019), but also Vaihinger (1883), Allison
(2004), Paton (1970), Prauss (1974), Strawson (1966), Langton
(1998).
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3. MeHe/I1bCOHOBCKMM MOeaIM3M

Teneps s BO3BpaIlaroch K MHTEPIIPETAIN, IIEPBO-
HavaIbHO IpenyioxernHon dvkom (Dyck, 2011), corac-
HO KOTOpOV MeHe/IbCOH, KapTe3VaHCKUI MOeaIviCT
Ha HEMEIIKOV 3eMJIe, SBJISeTCS TJIaBHOV MMUIIIEHBIO
«Onposepxennst npeannsMa» Kanra. Kak ykaseisaer
VK, 3Ty MHTepIIpeTanmio HOaIePKIBaOT TEKCTYasIb-
HBIe CBUIETEIBCTBA; PAaCCMOTPUIM 3TO JOKa3aTeIbCTBO
B HACTOSAIIIEM paserie.

IMpexme Bcero, 4ToObI MOHATH Hyasior Mexay Kan-
TOM 11 MeH/1eJTbCOHOM, MBI TOJKHBI TIOMHUTB, UTO TEP-
MWH «MzeaJIVi3M» Y TIOCJIETHEr0 O3Ha4YaeT VIMEHHO TO,
uro KaHT mogpasymeBaeT mop meannsMoM, a MMeH-
HO MOHMCTWYeCKOe y4eHMe, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY ecTb
TOJIBKO MBICTIAIIMe cyIecTBa: «CilemoBaTesIbHO, ecin
Mmamepuaiusm HEIPUTOOeH AjIsg OOBSCHEHMS MOETo
OBITHS, TO VI CHUPUMYAAU3M TaKXKe HeJOCTaTOYeH IS
3TOVI 1IeJIV; OTCIONA CJIEyeT, YTO MbI HUKaKMM oOpa-
30M He MOXeM 4To-IM0O0 y3HaTh O CBOVICTBAX Halleu
Iy, KOrfa pedb UaeT O BO3MOXKHOCTY ee 000co0sTeH-
HOTro cyIlecTBoBaHMs Boobmie» (B 420; Kant, 2006a,
c. 535). B sToM oTHOIIeHM MeHIeIbCOH 3aIyMbIBaeT
IIVaIIor MEXXITy MOHVICTOM (M€aJIVICTOM) M JyaJIVICTOM:
B TO BpeMs KaK IyaJIUCT IIpMHMUMAaeT CyIllecTBOBaHIe
YEero-TO He3aBVCHMOTO OT MBICIIAIINIX CyIIeCTB, vijiea-
JIVICT OTBepraeT TaKoe IIPeIIoyIoKeHe:

BoruomnieHme Hammx OOBEKTVMBHBIX WIEV COHep-
JKWUT TaKke HeopraHdecKyie CyOCcTaHIVM, (PU3MIecKie
CYIIIHOCTY, KOTOpbIe IIPeCTaB/ISIOTC HaM CYIIIeCTBY-
IOIIMY BHe Hac. VICTMHHO J 3TO IIpercTasiieHMe?
«Het! — oTBeuaeT mpeaymcT, — B TOM, YTO MBI TaK J1y-
MaeM, 3aK/IodaeTcsi OJIM30pYKOCTh HAllleTo UyBCTBEH-
HOTO ITO3HAHWS; 9TO OOMaH YyBCTB, Ybs IIPUYMHA KPO-
€TCsl B HeCOBEPIIIEHCTBEe HaIlIMX CIIOOHOCTel (in unserm
Unverméogen). Mot Gosiee coBepIlieHHBINI pa3yM BHY-
IIaeT MHe, YTO CyOcTaHIIMsI He MOXeT ObITh pusmde-
CKOV». lyammicT, HalpoOTMB, BEPUT, 9TO pasyM Wjea-
JIVCTa IIyTeM OOIIMOOYHBIX YMO3aKIIOUeHNII BBEJL €0
B 3a0JIy>K/IeHIe; OH BEpUT, UTO CYIeCTBYIOT Kak pm3m-
4JecKye, TaK ¥ AyXOBHbIe cyOcTaHII: ITpaBa, KaXaas
V3 HMX He COBCEM TaK, KaK OHM HaM ITPeJICTaBIISIIOTCS,
100 orpaHITYeHVs HAIllero ITO3HAHVISL KOe-9TO M3MEeHM-
7 B MIX pencTrasieHsax (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 49).

O ToM ke TpOTUBOIIOCTaBJIEHU MeaI3Ma U Jya-
JIV3Ma MOXKHO ITpodecTb 1 'y KanTa:

CrremoBaTesIbHO, B OBITMV BCeX IIPEIMETOB BHEIII-
HVIX YyBCTB MOXXHO COMHEBAaTbCA. DTy HEHNOCTOBEp-
HOCTD $ Ha3bIBalO VIeaJIbHOCTBIO BHEIIHMX SBJICHA,

3. Mendelssohnian Idealism

From now on I return to the interpretation orig-
inally proposed by Dyck (2011) according to which
Mendelssohn, a Cartesian idealist on German soil, is
the main target of Kant’s “Refutation of Idealism”.
As Dyck points out, textual evidence abounds for
that interpretation; we shall examine this evidence
in the present section.

First of all, in order to understand the dialogue
between Kant and Mendelssohn, we must remem-
ber that the term “idealism” in Mendelssohn means
exactly what Kant means by idealism, namely the
monist doctrine according to which there would
be only thinking beings: “Thus if materialism will
not work as a way of explaining my existence, then
spiritualism is just as unsatisfactory for it, and the
conclusion is that in no way whatsoever can we cog-
nize anything about the constitution of our soul that
in any way at all concerns the possibility of its sep-
arate existence” (KrV, B 420; Kant, 1998, p. 452). In
this regard, Mendelssohn conceives a dialogue be-
tween a monist (idealist) and a dualist: while the du-
alist accepts the existence of something independent
from thinking beings, the idealist rejects such an as-
sumption:

The full expanse of our objective thoughts also
includes ideas of inanimate substances, physical be-
ings that present themselves to us as located outside
of us. Does this presentation also have truth on its
side? “No!” the idealist answers; “it is due to the
short-sightedness of our sensory perception that we
think so; it is an illusion of the senses whose source
lies in our natural impairments.” “My better reason
convinces me,” he says, “that no substance can possi-
bly be physical.” The dualist, however, believes that
the idealist’s thinking has fallen into error because
of his mistaken premises. The dualist believes that
there are both physical and psychical substances, the
former, however, being not entirely like what they
seem to us to be, for the limitations of our cognitive
faculties alter the way they come to be represented
(Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 49).

The very same opposition between idealism and
dualism can be read in Kant:

Thus the existence of all objects of outer sense is
doubtful. This uncertainty I call the ideality of out-
er appearances, and the doctrine of this ideality is
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a ydeHMe 00 3TOV MIeaTbHOCTV Ha3bIBaeTcs uealus-
MOM; B OTJIYVE OT IIOCJIEHETO YTBEPIKIEHVE O BO3-
MOXXHOVI JOCTOBEPHOCTY IIPEIMETOB BHEIITHIX UYBCTB
HasbIBaeTcs 0yasusmom (A 367; Kant, 20060, c. 461).
TpaHCIIeHIEeHTATPHEIV JKe VIeaIVICT MOXET OBITh
CTOPOHHVKOM SMITMPUUIECKOT0 peaini3Ma, CTajio ObITb,
KaK TOBOPSIT, 0YaA1LCIIOM, T.€. MOXKET JIOITyCTUTb CyIIle-
CTBOBaHVIE MaTepwmy, He BBIXOMS 3a IpemesTbl CaMOoCo-
3HaHWMSA ¥ IpWU3HaBas TOJIBKO JOCTOBEPHOCTH IIpell-
CTaBJIeHUIT BO MHe, T.e. [OH molryckaet] cogito, ergo
sum, v Hudero Oorbirre (A 370; Kanr, 2006a, c. 465).

Teriepr, OCHOBBIBasICh Ha By X ITPVBEAEHHbBIX HIVDKe
dparmerHTax 13 MeHOeNMbCOHA, MBI MOXKEM C/I€JIATh BhI-
BOJI, UTO MOHVCTMYECKWUV Weaju3M OIVpaeTcs Ha
SIHVICTEMOJIOTMYECKU MaeasI3M: He MOXeT ObITh Ma-
TepraIbHON CyOCTaHIMN 3a IIpefesiaMy MBICIISIIET,
IIOCKOJIBKY y Hac HeT IIPsSMOrO 3HMCTeMIUYeCcKOro Ho-
CTyIIa K MaTepyaJIbHBIM BelllaM BHe Hac:

IlepBoe, B HEVICTBUTEIBLHOCTM Yero s yOexreH,—
3TO MOV MBICJIV W IIpeJiCTaB/IeHNs. S| MPUIIMCHIBAI0 MM
VIeaJIbHYIO J1eVICTBUTEJIbHOCTb, ITOCKOJIBKY OHWM MHe
OPUCYII ¥ s BOCIPUHVMAIO MX KakK M3MEHEeHMS MOen
MBICIUTEIIBHOV criocoGHoCTH. JIr060e M3MeHeHMe mpel-
ITOCBUIaeT HeYTO TOMY, UTO M3MeHseTcs. TakvmM obpaszom,
g caM KaK CyOBeKT 3Toro m3MeHeHms o0JIafao JeviCTBI-
TeJIbHOCThIO, KOTOpas He IMIPOCTO neasibHa, HO peasibHa
(Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 10).

MplI IIpOCTO He MOXXeM COMHEeBAaThCs B TOM, YTO OHU
JEVICTBUTEIILHO IIPUCYTCTBYIOT B HaC, YTO OHU SIBJISIFOT-
csl M3MEeHEHMSIMM Hac caMMX ¥ 9TO OHM OOJIafaroT ITo
KpariHel Mepe CyObeKTMBHO JIeVICTBUTeTbHOCThIO. Co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, Hallle COOCTBEHHOe CyITleCTBOBaHVe TakK-
Xe sBJIsieTcs HeoOXOOMMBIM YCJIoBUeM, 0e3 KOTOPOro
He MOXeT ObITh HMKaKMX VCCIIeNOBaHM, Jla M BoobIIe
HMKaKMX COMHEHWI ¥ HUKAKMUX pasMblUleHuit. JlekapT
CITPABEJINBO MIPEIJIOKVII B KaueCcTBe OCHOBAHVISI BCSAKO-
'O Pa3MBIIIUIeHS 3aK/II0YeHIIe: A MblCA10, CAe008aimeAbHo, 5
cyujecmByro. Ecrii MOV BHYTpeHHUe MBICIV U 9yBCTBa BO
MHe JIeVICTBUTEJIbHBI, €CJIVI MHE CaMOMY HEBO3MOXHO He
OpV3HATD CYIECTBOBAHME ITUX VM3MEHEHMV, TO JJOJDKHO
OBITE fTOITyIIIEHO ¥ S1, K KOTOPOMY OTHOCSITCS 3TV VI3MeHe-
Hys. Tam, riie ecTh M3MeHeHWs], JOJDKEH OBITh 1 CyOBbeKT,
KOTOPBIVI ITpeTepIIeBaeT 3TV U3MeHeHWUsL. 5 MblcAt0, cAedo-
Bamenvho, s cyugecmByio (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 38).

«ITpobremaTidgecknyt nageamsM» Kanrta — 3TO
KapTe3uaHCKuit uaeaymsM MeHpebcoHa.

4. ITpoTnB MeH/1eJIbCOHOBCKOTO Mean3mMa
Haunem ¢ Toro, uro, xors KanTt HuUKorga He ma-

BaJI ACHBIX y1(a3aHVH7I, KaK VIMEHHO cCJjleiyeT IIOHVI-
MaTb €ro IiepBo€ yTBEpPXAEHNME «51 cosHaro cBoe ObI-
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called idealism, in comparison with which the asser-
tion of a possible certainty of objects of outer sense is
called dualism (KrV, A 367; Kant, 1998, p. 425).

The transcendental idealist, on the contrary,
can be an empirical realist, hence, as he is called, a
dualist, i. e., he can concede the existence of matter
without going beyond mere self-consciousness and
assuming something more than the certainty of rep-
resentations in me, hence the cogito, ergo sum (KrV,
A 370; Kant, 1998, p. 426).

Now, from the two passages quoted below by
Mendelssohn, we can clearly deduce that monistic
idealism rests on an epistemological idealism: there
can be no material substance beyond the mental be-
cause we have no direct epistemic access to material
things outside of us:

The first things of whose actuality I am assured
are my thoughts and representations. I ascribe to
them an ideal actuality insofar as they reside with-
in me and are perceived by me as alterations of
my power to think. Every alteration presupposes
something that is altered. I myself, therefore, who
am the subject of this alteration, possess an actuali-
ty that is not merely ideal, but real” (Mendelssohn,
2012, p. 12).

We cannot for a moment doubt that they are
actually present within us, that they are alterations
of our very selves, and that they at least possess a
subjective actuality. Thereafter it is our own exist-
ence that is a necessary condition without which
no further discoveries, indeed, no doubting and no
thinking, could ever take place. Descartes correct-
ly posits as the foundation of all further reflection
the proposition [ think, therefore I am. If my inner
thoughts and feelings are actually within me, if the
existence of these alterations of my very self can-
not be merely illusory, then we must acknowledge
the I to which these alterations occur. Where there
are alterations, there must be present a subject
that suffers these alterations. I think, therefore I am
(Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 38).

Kant’s “problematic idealism” is Mendelssohn'’s
Cartesian idealism.

4. Against Mendelssohnian Idealism
To begin with, even though Kant never clear-

ly stated how we should understand his first claim
(i), namely “I am conscious of my existence as de-
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THe KaK OIIpefieJieHHOe BO BpeMeHW» (i), MOXXHO Iipei-
HIOJIOKWTB, YTO €T0 IVIABHBIM IIPOTMBHMKOM BBICTYIIAIT
MennenbcoH. Beuio OBI cIIpaBenyIvBO PEKOHCTPYMPO-
BaTh (i) Kak yTBepXXIeHMe, IIOI00HOe cogito, HalIpyMep:
4 ocosnato cBoe cyuecmbobanue kax mvicafuee dvimue 6o
Bpemenu. Kak MBI Bren, cTaHOapTHOe aHTVCKEIITH-
JecKoe IIpOYTeHVe CTaJIKMBaeTcs C IIpo0IeMoVl OTHO-
CUTEJIPHO BTOPOTO KaHTOBCKOI'O YTBepXKaeHMs: «Bcs-
KOe OITperieJIeHVie BpeMeHM VIMeeT CBOeV IIPeIIIoChll-
KOV UTO-TO NOCHOANHOe B Boctipusa T (ii). [TIpoGiema
ViCde3aeT, eCiIM MBI IIPUMeM, YTO apT'yMeHT HallpaBjleH
IpoTUB Maeanv3Ma MeHenbcoHa: XOTSI MMeIoIeecs
y Hac 3HaHMe, 9TO Hamm COOCTBEeHHbIe MeHTasIbHBIe
COCTOSIHVSI OIIpefIeJIIIOTCsl BO BpeMeHWM, IIpefiCTaBIls-
eT cobovt 11pobsieMy 717181 IJI00aJIBHOTO CKEIITMKa Kap-
TEe3MAHCKOTrO IIPOUCXOXKIEHMS, MeHIeIbcOH He BUANT
B 3TOM ITpo0JIeMBI 17151 cBoero maean3Ma. OH 9yBCTBY-
eT ce0s1 B Oe30macHOCTH, IIpeATIosiarasi, YTo A 0CO3HAI0
cboe cywecmBobanue xax mvicadujee dvimue Bo Bpeme-
HU B ero cobcTBeHHOV oKTpuHe. V160, cornacHo Men-
HeJIbCOHY, BOCIIPVIHMMAsS M3MEHEHVS CBOMX MeHTaIb-
HBIX COCTOSHWVI, YeJIOBEK OCO3HAeT CBOe CyIIeCTBOBa-
HIe Bo BpeMmeHM (cM.: Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 38).

B cBsA3M ¢ 3TVIM MBI IIpeoriosieBaeM BTOpOe IIPelisT-
cTBUe: 3 KOHBIoOHKIMM (i) 1 (ii) cylemyeT, YTo B BOCIIPU-
STUM YTO-TO CyllecTByeT. s mpobieMHOro cyonek-
TUBHOTO VeaIVCTa (HO He /I I7I00aIbHOTO) 3HaHMe
0 CBOEM CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMM CBSI3aHO CO 3HAHVEM VM3MeHe-
HWVI CBOVIX MEHTaJIBHBIX COCTOSHMI BO BpemeHM. Ho
Tellepb MBI CTaJIKMBAEMCSl C TPETBUM IIPEeISITCTBIEM
IJI TPaAgWUIIVIOHHOTO 3MMCTEMIYECKOrO aHTVCKEeIITH-
YecKOro IpOUTeHMS: B KaKoM cMbIcile KaHT 3agBiiser
B (ii), 4TO OmpeneleHVe BpeMeHU IIperiojiaraeT He-
YTO IIOCTOSHHOE B BocIpmsATvm? [IpensTcTBie BHOBB
yCTpaHsieTcsl, e/ BCIIOMHWUTB, YTO 3TO TpeboBaHIe
BBIIBUTaeTcsd caMmuM MeHeIbcoHoM: «JIroboe msme-
HeHVe IIpeAIlochlylaeT HEYTO TOMY, UTO W3MeHSeT-
cs1. Takum oBpasomM, s caM Kak CyOBeKT 3TOro mM3MeHe-
Hst 00JIaialo IeVICTBUTEIIEHOCTBIO, KOTOpast He HPpoCTo
u0eaAbHa, HO pedavHa. I — He IIPOCcTO MOAVPUIKALINS,
HO caMa MOAVMWIIMPOBAHHAs BeIllb: He IIPOCTO MBIC-
JIV, HO MBICTISINEe CyIeCTBO, Ybe COCTOSHIIE VI3MeHs-
eTcsI C TIOMOIITBIO MBICIIEVT ¥ IIpefiCTaBIIeHn > (KypcuB
mort.— P.I1) (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 10).

Ilepset BOIIpPOC, KOTOPBIVI HaM cCJleAyeT 3aaTh:
B ueM >xe KaHT 1 MeHmenbcoH He coracHbI? VIx He-
coryacue CBsI3aHO C KOHEYHOVI IIPUPOION peaTbHOCTHU
VI C KOHEUHOVI IIPUPOJIOVI MBICIISAIIEro yMa. MeHierb-
COH OTBepraeT KaHTOBCKOe IIPeIIIoIoKeHVe O peaslb-
HOM CYIIIeCTBOBaHMV BHEIITHMX Bellell 3a IIpefelaMiu
HeOOXOIVIMBIX WM 3aKOHOCOOOpa3HBIX CBSI3€VT MeX-
Iy HaIIVIMU COOCTBEHHBIMM MIESIMI, ITOJIarasi, 9To ero
pasyM sIBjIsieTcsi CyOCTaHIIMer:

termined in time,” assuming that his main oppo-
nent is Mendelssohn, it is fair to reconstruct (i) as
a cogito-like claim, for example, I am conscious of
my existence as a thinking being in time. As we saw,
the standard anti-sceptical reading confronts the
problem with Kant’s second claim (ii), namely “All
time-determination presupposes something per-
sistent in perception.” The problem disappears if
we consider that the argument is against Mendels-
sohn’s idealism: although self-knowledge of the
determination of my own mental states in time is
a problem for a global sceptic of Cartesian prove-
nance, Mendelssohn does not see it as a problem for
his idealism. He feels safe in assuming that I am con-
scious of my existence as a thinking being in time in his
own doctrine. For according to Mendelssohn, it is
by perceiving the alterations of one’s mental states
that one becomes conscious of one’s own existence
in time (Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 38).

In this regard, we overcome the second obsta-
cle: (i), in conjunction with (ii), entails that there is
something persisting in perception. For the prob-
lematic subjectivist idealist, but not for the glob-
al one, the knowledge that ‘I am’ is bound to the
knowledge of the alterations of one’s mental states
in time. But now we face the third obstacle to a tra-
ditional epistemic anti-sceptical reading: In which
sense does Kant state in (ii) that time-determination
presupposes something permanent in perception?
The obstacle is once more eliminated when we bear
in mind that this is a claim raised by Mendelssohn
himself: “Every alteration presupposes something
that is altered. I, myself, therefore, who am the sub-
ject of this alteration, possess an actuality that is
not merely ideal, but real. I am not merely a modi-
fication, but the modified thing itself: not merely
thoughts, but a thinking being whose condition is
altered through its thoughts and representations”
[my italics — R. P.] (Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 12).

The first question to raise is: Where do Kant and
Mendelssohn disagree? Their disagreement is about
the ultimate nature of reality and about the ultimate
nature of the thinking mind. Mendelssohn rejects
the Kantian assumption of the real existence of out-
er things beyond the necessary or lawful connection
between our own ideas, by assuming that his mind
is a substance:
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— Hpyr, — oTBewas 51, — ecyInt BBl CepPLe3HO, TO S
IyMaro, 4TO BbI XeJlaeTe 3HaTh YTO-TO, UTO IIOIIPOCTY
He sBJIeTCsd MpeIMeTOM Io3HaHMsA. Mbl HaxogymMcd
Ha IpaHV He TOJIbKO YeJIOBeYeCKOTO IIO3HaHVsI, HO
VI BCSIKOTO ITIO3HAHWMS BOOOIIIE, I MBI XOTVIM VAT [Ta/Ib-
IIle, He 3HasI Ky1a. Eciv g BaM roBopio, Ut Belp fesa-
eT WIN IIpeTepIeBaeT, TO He CIIpallyBariTe Jajiee, 4ro
s10. Ecint &1 BaM TOBOPIO, KaKOe IOHATHE BbI TOJDKHBI
IIOJIyYUTH O BEIIV, TO JAJIbHEVIIIINVI BOIIPOC O TOM, ymo
ama Beusb ectnv cama no cebe 1 044 cedsl, He IMEeT CMBICIIa
(xypcms Mot — P.I1.) (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 51 —52).

B To Bpems kak mis MenpgenbcoHa 3TO IIOCTOSIH-
CTBO SBJISIETCSI €OVIHCTBEHHOVI HeMaTepyaIbHOV MBIC-
IIent cyOcTaHIIMeN, KOTopasi CYIIeCTBYeT M COXpaHs-
eTcs cama no cebe 6e3 IPUUMHHO-CIIEICTBEHHOTO B3av-
MOZIEVICTBYIA ¢ 4eM-In0o ettte, 1yt KanTa 3Ta moctodH-
Hasl Bellb ABJIseTCsT He3aBVUCUMOV OT yMa Belllbio, KO-
TOpas BbI3bIBAeT M3MeHeHVe MeHTaIbHBIX COCTOSHMIA
U IIpeJicTaB/IeHa 3TUMM Xe cocTosiHmsAMM. [o ero coO-
CTBEHHBIM CJIOBaM, «CJIeZIOBaTeIbHO, BOCIIPUSTIIE 3TO-
T'O TIOCTOSTHHOI'O BO3MOYKHO TOJIBKO ITPV IIOMOIIIV Beuju
BHe MeH$, a He ITIOCPeCTBOM OHOTO JIUIIb npedcnab-
AeHus o Bery BHe MeHs» (B 275; Kanrt, 20064, c. 369).

31eck MBI BO3BpalllaeMcs K Y TBepXKJeHIIO, UTO 11eJIb
«OTmpoBepXeHMS» COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI TOKa3aTh Cy-
IIIeCTBOBaHMe Belllel], He3aBUCUMBIX OT pasyMa. OngTe
Xe s107I0KOM pasgopa Mexny Kanrtom 1 Menpernbco-
HOM CTaHOBUTCA MeTadpusudecKas IIpuUpora Tex Be-
IIeVl BHe Hac, KOTOpble IIpeficTaB/IeHbl HallleMy pasy-
My, ¥ MeTadusndecKas mpupoga camoro pasyma. Ilo
csioBaM MeHzieIbcoHa, BCE, UTO HaM TpebyeTcs,— 3TO
coesacue Mex0y Hawiumu cobcmbernnvimu npedcmabie-
Huamu. Hammporus, cornacuo Kauty, Tpebyercst mocro-
SIHHBIVI OOBEKT B IIPOCTPAHCTBE.

bearpuc Jlonrnec mosyraraet, yto KanT He BbINION-
HWI CBOero obelllaHMs HOKas3aTh CyIIeCTBOBaHME dUe-
rO-TO OHTOJIOTMYECKY OTJITIHOIO OT HAIIIVIX COOCTBEH-
HBIX MEHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSIHUW, XOTS M 3asBWIL «Mbl
ocTaeMcsl [3auepkHymo: OMHAKO] B UyBCTBEHHOM MUIpe
VI BEIOMBI JIVIIITb OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWMSMM [3auepkHymo:
3aKOHa| paccyka, KOTOpble MBI IIpMIMeHsieM B OIIBITe,
HO OCyIIlecTBJIAeM BO3MOXXHBIVI JIJIsI Hac IIporpecc
K mpegMeTy camMoMy IIo cebe, paccMaTpuBasl BO3-
MOYKHOCTB OITbITa KaK He4TO JAeVICTBUTeIbHOe B IIpesl-
MeTe ombITa» (AA 18, S. 280—-281; Kanrt, 2000, c. 226,
Ne 5642). B 1poTMBOIIOSIOKHOCTB 3TOMY, coryiacHo JIoH-
raec, KanT mokasan (ecoim BooOIIe 49TO-TO HOKasari)
TOJIBKO TO, UTO CyIIIeCTBYeT HeOOXOmMMas CBSI3b MEX/IY
0co3HaHueM HaIlero coOCTBEHHOIO CYIIeCTBOBAHWA BO
BpeMeHW U 0CO3HAHIEeM Yero-TO CTOVKOIo B IIPOCTpaH-

25

R.H. de S. Pereira

“Friend,” 1 replied, “if this is your earnest wish,
it seems to me that you ask to know something that
is absolutely not an object of knowledge. We are
standing at the limit, not only of human knowledge,
but of all cognition in general, and you want to go
still further, but you do not know where to. When 1
tell you, what effect a thing has or how it can be af-
fected by something else, do not ask what it is. When
I tell you what concept to use in order to categorize
a thing, then the further question, what is this thing
in and of itself? has no good reason to be asked” [my
italics — R. P.] (Mendelssohn, 2012, pp. 51-52).

Whereas for Mendelssohn this persistence is
the very immaterial thinking substance that exists
and persists per se without causal interaction with
anything else, for Kant this persistent thing is the
mind-independent thing that causes the altera-
tion of mental states and is represented by those
very states. In his own words: “Thus, the percep-
tion of this persistent thing is possible only through
a thing outside me and not through the mere rep-
resentation of a thing outside me” (KrV, B 275;
Kant, 1998, p. 327).

Here we come back to the claim that the goal
of the “Refutation” is to prove the existence of
mind-independent things. Again, the bone of con-
tention between Kant and Mendelssohn is the met-
aphysical nature of those things outside of us that
are presented to our mind and the metaphysical na-
ture of our own mind. According to Mendelssohn,
all that is required is some agreement between our own
representations. In contrast, according to Kant, what
is required is the existence of a persistent object in
space.

Now, according to Longuenesse (2008), Kant
never delivered on his promise to prove the exis-
tence of something ontologically distinct from our
own mental states as he announces: “We remain in
the world of the senses [crossed out: however], and
would be led by nothing except the principles of the
[crossed out: law] understanding that we use in ex-
perience, but we make our possible progression
into an object in itself, by regarding the possibili-
ty of experience as something real in the objects of
experience” (Refl 5642, AA 18, pp. 280-281; Kant,
2005, p. 267). In contrast, according to Longuenesse,
what Kant proved (if anything) is only that there is
a necessary connection between the awareness of our
own existence in time and the awareness of some-
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CTB€, a HE CBs3b MEXIy 0CO3HAHUEM HaAIIIETO cobcTBeH-
HOro CyImecTBOBaHMS BO BpEMEHUM M CyHIeCTBOBaHUN
Yero-To OHTOJIOTMYECKM He3aBVCMOI'O OT Hac:

YTo oH Ha caMOM eJle JieJlaeT, TaK 3TO IIPOIIBU-
raeTcs OT CO3HAHMUS CIeNnVUIECcKOro OIpeeeHms
CBOETO CYIIIECTBOBAHMS (€0 SMIIMPITIECKOTO OIIpene-
JIEHVSI BO BpeMeHN) K HeoOXOIMMOMY YCJIOBUIO 3TO-
ro CO3HaHWMS, KOTOPOe CaMO eCTh HPYroe CO3HaHVe
(co3HaHMe Yero-To MOCTOSIHHOTO, YTO, IO yTBEPXK-
menvro KaHTa, TOJDKHO OBITH CO3HaHVMEM Yero-TO
B IpocTpaHCTBe). [...] OcTaeTcs HepelreHHBIM BOIIPOC,
SIBJISTFOTCSL JIVI OOBEKTHI, C HeOOXOAVIMOCTBIO OCO3HaBa-
eMble MHOVI KaK OHTOJIOTMYECKM OT/IMYHBIE OT MeHS
VI MOVIX MEHTAJTbHBEIX COCTOSTHUVI, Ha CaMOM [Iejle OT-
JIMYHBIMY OT ME€HSI VI OT MOVIX MEHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSTHUT
(Longuenesse, 2008, p. 33).

B Tom xe myxe Dyutvicon >xairyercs, yTto KaHT Tak
HMKOITIa He M JOCTUT CBOeVl LeJI — HOKasaThb CylIlle-
CTBOBaHME Yero-TO0 OHTOJIOIMYEeCKM He3aBUCUMOIO OT
HaImX COOCTBEHHBIX ITPECTaBIIEHNTI B KAYeCTBE OCHO-
BaHMA )15 OlpelesIeHNs 3MeHeH s HalllVIX MeHTaJIb-
HBIX COCTOSIHUM BO BpeMeHM. 1o cjioBaM DrjincoHa,

HIpeNbIIyIIye IIary YCTaHOBWIIN, YTO TIO3HAHWeE CBO-
€r0 BHYTPEHHEro COCTOSIHVSI OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha 1peo-
cmabAenuls 9ero-To, CyIecTBYIOIIEro B IIPOCTPAHCTBE.
Ho ecyim KaHT cobupaeTcst oIIpoBeprHyTh CKEIITHKa,
TO OH He MOXeT YHOBJIETBOPUTHCS ITUM IOBOJIBHO
CKPOMHBIM BBIBOZIOM. BMecTO 3TOro 0OH IOJDKeH MOKa-
3aTh, YTO S AEVICTBUTEIILHO IIOJIyYaio OIBIT VJIN BOC-
MIpUMHVMAIO, a He TIPOCTO BooOpaskaro VIV BepIo, UTO
s BOCIIPUHMMAIO YTO-TO CYIIEeCTBYIOIee ITOCTOSHHO.
[...] Ckerrrmk Mor ObI ¢ TOTOBHOCTBIO IIPUHSTD CYIIle-
CTBOBaHUe OTHOIIEHVS CBS3M MeXIy YOeXHeHMSIMU
¥, TaKuM 00pasoM, IIpU3HATh HEOOXOIMMOCTb BHEIII-
HUX IIpercTaBieHMi. Yero G OH He CMOT IIPUHSTH,
TaK 3TO YTBEpP KHEHWS O TOM, UTO 3TO JaeT IIPaBo CHe-
JIaTh BBIBOJI O peayIbHOM OIIBITE WIN PeaIbHOM CyIIie-
creoBaHum (Allison, 2004, p. 293).

Yro06BI OBITH YBepEeHHBIMU, MBI IOJDKHBI 3HANNb VTN
npedcmabBaams 3Ty HOCTOSIHHYIO Bellb. Ho 3To eme He
3HA4YWUT, YTO OHA He Abisemics npocmo npedcmabieru-
em 6o mue. OcosHaHMe we20-1mo cyujecmbyioueeo nocmo-
AHHO 0MO0eAbHO 0M MeHs JTOJDKHO IIPUHUMATh PopMy
dyHIaMeHTaIbHOTO IIO3HAHMS BeIM, OTJINMYHONM OT
MO€TO pa3yMa ¥ MOVIX MEeHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSTHWUV, U 3TO
BBI3BIBAET OCO3HAHWVE V3MEHEeHMIT MOVIX COCTOSHUIL BO
BpeMeHI". DTO TOJIOKEHVEe PacKphIBaeTCsd B TPeTheM

¥ B 3TOM OTHOIIEHVM s CJelyl0 MHTeprpeTarym YnrHera
(Chignell, 2010; 2011).
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thing persistent in space rather than the connection
between the awareness of our own existence in time
and the existence of something ontologically inde-
pendent from us:

What he actually does is to progress from the
consciousness of a specific determination of my
existence (his empirical determination in time) to a
necessary condition of that consciousness, which is
itself another consciousness (consciousness of some-
thing permanent, of which Kant maintains must be
the consciousness of something in space). [...] The
question remains whether the objects of which I
am necessarily conscious as objects ontologically
distinct from myself and my mental states are ac-
tually distinct from me and from my mental states
(Longuenesse, 2008, p. 33).

In the same vein, Allison complains that Kant
never accomplished his goal of proving the exis-
tence of something ontologically independent of our
own representation as the ground for determining
the alterations of our mental states in time. Accord-
ing to Allison:

The previous steps have established that the cog-
nition of one’s inner state rests upon the representa-
tion of something persisting in space. But if Kant is
to refute the sceptic, he cannot rest content with this
rather modest conclusion. Instead he must show that
I actually experience or perceive, not merely imagine
or believe that I perceive, something persisting. [...]
[T]he sceptic could readily accept an entailment rela-
tion between beliefs, and thus acknowledge the ne-
cessity of outer representations. What he would not
grant is the contention that this licenses a conclusion
about actual experience or real existence (Allison,
2004, p. 293).

To be sure, we must be aware of or represent this
persisting thing. Still, that does not mean that this
persisting thing is not a mere representation in me.
The awareness of something persisting distinct from me
must take the form of the fundamental cognition of
a thing distinct from my mind and from my men-
tal states and that causes the awareness of the alter-
ations of my states in time.” The third note to the

3 In this regard, I follow Chignell (2010; 2011).



npuMedaHum K «Omposepxenuio». Korma Kaut roso-
puUT 00 orpeniesieHMY BpeMeHY MeHTaJIbHBIX COOBITHTA,
Takmx Kak X win Y, on 0o rooput (1) o Tom, cymre-
crBoBasI v X 1o Y iy Y 1o X, mbo (2) o ToMm, Kak X
1 Y BpeMeHHO CBsI3aHBI C APYI'MMM BelllaMu. Borrpoc
B TOM, KaK y3HaTh, 4T0 X 1 Y CBsI3aHbI BO BpeMeHW UJIV,
KOHKpeTHee, KaK y3HaTb, YTO 3TOT X CyIllecTBOBaJI /10
Y, a He HaobopoT?

IlockoribKy MBI He MOXXeM BOCIIPVHVIMATb BpeMeH-
HOVI TIOPSIZIOK, HaM HY)XKHO YTO-TO «IIOCTOSTHHO CYIIle-
CTBYIOIIIee» B IIPOMEXYTKe MeXxay X 1 Y, 4ToOBI yTBep-
XaaTe, uto X cyiiectBosai 10 Y. CorstlacHo MeHpesns-
COHY, 3TOT IOCTOAHHBIVI JIEeMEHT — CaMO MBbICIIdIIee
cyiecTBo. Tem He Menee MuicaAujee cyujecmbo He A645-
emcs obvexmom Buympenteeo Bocnpuamua. Takum ob-
pa3oM, MBI IOJDKHEI IIPEIIONIOKITE, YTO ApyTasi Bellb
BO BpeMeHM, CKaXeM Z, eCTh Ta caMas «IIOCTOSTHHas
BEIllb BO BPeMEH», C TIOMOIIIBIO KOTOPOVI MBI OIIperie-
JIsIeM BpeMeHHYIO ITocjlefloBaTesIbHOCTE oT X o Y. Of-
HAaKO IIpo0JieMa IOBTOPSIeTCS: eCiIi MBI He 3HaJIM, Kak
OIIpene/INTh BpeMeHHYI0 IT0C/Iel0BaTeIbHOCTE OT X 10
Y, KaK MBI y3HaeM BpeMeHHOe OTHOIIIeHMe Z K II0CITe-
goBareslbHOCT OT X 110 Y? Perpecc sanymeH. Equn-
CTBEHHBIN CII0CO0 OCTAaHOBUTD €r0 — IIPEIITIONIOKNTE,
YTO 3Ta MOCTOAHHAs Belllb eCTh He IIpeJicTaBjieHle BO
MHe, a He3aBMCMMas OT yMa Belllb B IIPOCTPaHCTBe.

TaxvmM obpasoM, HeT HUKaKMX HaJIbHEWIINX IIpe-
IISITCTBUVA 47151 TOTO, YTOOBI IyMaTh, YTO HAIIV CEHCOP-
HBle COCTOSIHWS B CMIIy CBOeVI MeTadu3IdecKom Ipu-
POIBI CYTh IIpefCTaBJIeHs, TO eCTh YyBCTBeHHbIe BOC-
NPUATUS BHEITHUX Belllell. YUWUTEIBas 3TO, COIJIACHO
MO€VI IIepBOHAYaIBHOVI MHTEePHPeTAL KAHTOBCKOI'O
uneansMa B «OIpoBepXeHNM», apTyMeHT IIpUHVIMa-
eT CJIeAyromyo popmy:

a) 41 oco3Haro cBOe CyIIleCcTBOBaHME BO BpEMEHTI (CM.:
Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 38);

b) 51 He Mor GBI OCO3HABaTh CBOE CyIIIeCTBOBaHVE BO
BpeMeHM, ecjIvt Obl He MOI' MHTPOCIIeKTVMBHO 3HaTh, YTO
MOV 4yBCTBEHHBIe COCTOSHVIS M3MEHSIOTCS BO BpeMe-
=1 (Ibid.);

¢) VIHTpoCIIeKTMBHOEe CcaMOITO3HaHMe 3TOro M3Me-
HeHWs IIpefIioaraeT He4TO, COXpaHsIoIeecss B BOC-
HNpUATUN, a MMeHHO CyIlecTBOBaHMe MeHsl KaK He-
MaTeprasIbHON MBICJIUTENIBHON CyOCTaHIMM  (CM.:
Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 10);

Ha uro KaHT oTBeuaeT MeH/ie/1bCOHY:

d) DTrM nocTosIHHBIM He MOry OBITh 51 caM Kak He-
MaTepuasIbHasl CyOCTaHITVSL VIV TOIIBKO JIWIIB IIpel-
CTaBJleHVe BO MHe, TIOCKOJIbKY, BO-TIepBBIX, CO BpeMe-
HeM BCé MeHsIeTCs, I BO-BTOPBIX, BHY TPeHHee BOCITPYs-
TVie TaKOVI HeEMaTepuaIbHO cy6CTaHm/M OTCYTCTBYET;
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“Refutation” reveals this nature. When Kant talks
about the time-determination of mental events like
X or of Y, either he is talking about (1) whether X
existed before Y or Y existed before X, or (2) about
how X and Y are temporally related to other things.
The question is how do I know X and Y are tempo-
rally related or, more specifically, how do I know
that that X existed before Y and not the other way
around?

Since we are not able to perceive the temporal
order, we need something “persisting” in the inter-
val between X and Y in order to claim that X ex-
isted before Y. Now according to Mendelssohn
this persisting item is the thinking being itself. Yet,
the thinking being is not object of an inner perception.
Thus, we must assume that another thing in time,
say Z, is this “persisting thing in time” by means of
which we determine the temporal sequence from X
to Y. However, the problem recurs: if we did not
know how to determine the temporal sequence
from X to Y, how do we know the temporal rela-
tion of Z to the sequence from X and Y? A regress is
launched. The only way of stopping it is assuming
that such a persisting thing is not a representation
in me in time, but rather a mind-independent thing
in space.

Thus, there is no further obstacle to thinking
that our sensory states are, by virtue of their own
metaphysical nature, representations, that is, sensi-
ble intuitions of outside things. Given this, accord-
ing to my original interpretation of Kant’s idealism
in the “Refutation”, the argument takes the follow-
ing form:

a) I am aware of my existence in time (cf.
Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 38).

b) I could not be aware of my existence in time
unless I could introspectively know that my sensory
states change in time (ibid.).

c) Now, the introspective self-knowledge of this
alteration presupposes something persisting in per-
ception, namely the existence of myself as an im-
material thinking substance (cf. Mendelssohn, 2012,
p-12).

Now here Kant is against Mendelssohn:

d) This persisting cannot be myself as an imma-
terial substance or a mere representation in me, be-
cause, first, in time everything changes, and, second,
there is no inner perception of such an immaterial
substance.
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e) CienoBaresIbHO, M3MEHSIONIVECS MeHTalIbHble
COCTOSTHMSL SABIISIIOTCS  usaoxenusamu  (Darstellungen),
a He npedcmabaenuamu (Vorstellungen) B cMmpiciie MeH-
HeJIbCOHA, T.e. KAHTOBCKVIMM CO3ePLAHMIMM KaKOVI-TO
CYIIECTBYIOIIEV TIOCTOSIHHO ¥ IPUTOM He3aBVCVIMO
OT yMa BeIllv;

f) To, uTO JIEXUT B OCHOBE MOEro BHYTPEeHHEro ca-
MOITO3HAaHM WM3MEeHEHWIT MOVIX MeHTasIbHBIX IIperl-
CTaBJICHUV C TedeHVeM BpeMeH!,— II03HaHVe peaslb-
HOCTW, COCTOSIIIIENT 13 He3aBVICMMBIX OT pa3yMa Belllev;

g) V3 €) u f) MBI ITOJTyYaeM CIIeyIoLIvie OHTOJIOI M-
yeckvie BEIBOIBL (1) pyHAaMeHTaIBHAS IpUpOAa TOTO,
9TO MBI Ha3bIBaeM «BHEIITHEeV PeasTbHOCTBIO», COCTOUT
V3 He3aBUCHMBIX OT pa3syMa Belleit; (2) Mbl He sIBJIsieM-
cs1 HeMaTepUaIbHBIMI MBICTIAIIMMY CyOCTaHIIVSIMY,
CYIIECTBYIOIIVIMYL VI OCTAIOIIVIMWCS CAMUMM IIO ceDe,
He TpeOyOmIMMI CyIIIeCTBOBaHMSA KaKOM-Inbo Hes3a-
BUCVIMOVI OT YMa peaIbHOCTL.
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e) Therefore, the changing mental states are
presentations (Darstellungen) rather than representa-
tions (Vorstellungen) in Mendelssohn’s sense, i. e.
Kantian intuitions of some persisting and mind-in-
dependent thing.

f) What underlies my introspective self-knowl-
edge of alterations of my mental representations
over time is the cognition of a reality made up of
mind-independent things.

g) From e) and f) we derive these ontological
conclusions: (1) the underlying nature of what we
call “external reality” is made up of mind-inde-
pendent things; (2) we are not immaterial thinking
substances that exist and persist per se, without the
existence of any mind-independent reality.
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