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TE3MC KAHTA
«BBITVIE HE ECTDb PEAJIbHBIV ITPEOVKAT»
B TOJIKOBAHMM XAVIEITEPA

E. C. Mapuykoba'

Cmamus nocbawena anaiusy pevenyuu xiwoue6o-
20 KanmoBckoeo nosoxenus «boimue He ectib peatbiblil
npeduxam» 8 cpusococpckom npoexme Mapmuna Xail-
deeeepa. OcHoBHoe BHUuMAHe cOCpedonoueHo HA UHIep-
npemayuu, npedsoxennon Xatoeeeepom 6 AeKyUOHHOM
kypce «OcHoBHble npobaemvl peromenorouu» (1927),
20e kanmoBckoe noaoxerue paccmampubaencs kax 00uH
u3 uemvipex (pyHOAMEHMAALHbIX me3ucof o Ovimuu 6
ucmopuu usocogpuu. B cmamve nposicusemca ucmo-
PUKO-PUAOCOPCKUTI KOHmMeEKCm KAHMOBCKOT KpUumuku
oHmooeuteckoeo dokasamesscmba Ovimusa boea. B oc-
HoBe 3motl kKpumuku obnapyxubaromea mpu 63aumoc-
BasamHble KOMNOHEHINbL: A02UHeCKAs, 2HOCe0A02UHeCKAas
u onmosoeuneckas. Iasee packpvibaemcs cneyugpuxa
KaHMOBCKO20 NOHAMUIHO20 annapama — noopodHo pas-
Oupatomea kaoueBvie 045 NOHUMAHUSA KAHMOBCKO20 Mie-
3UCaA NOHAMUA <PeasbHOCHIb», «PeaibHblil NpeouKant»,
«Obimue», a makxe NPOACHAEMCA COOMHOUIEHUEe IMUX
noHAmMUU ¢ kanmoBckotl mabauyerl xkameeoputl. Buisc-
Haemcs, umo Xaildeeeepa UHMmMepecyem He CHOAbKO CO-
Oepikanue KaHmMoBCKOU KpUMuKu OHMOAOSUHECKO20 aAp-
2yMeHma, ckoAvko BuiB00uMas U3 He20 UHmepnpemayus
Kanmom xatoueBuix 045 paspabomxi (pyHOAMeHMAAbHOU
oHmoA02UU NOHAMULL «Obimue» U «cyujecmbobarue».
Xatideeeep c600um HenposcHeHHOCHb NOHAUT ObimUs U
cyujecmBobanus y Kanma k npodaeme onpedeserus nous-
mus «Bocnpusmue» u, nodBepeas Kpumuke KaHmobckoe
omosxdecmbaenue cyujecmbobanusa c «Bocnpusmuem»,
dokasviBaem, umo cyujecmbobaniie He Mosxem ObLMb MOX-
decmBerno Hu axmy Bocnpusamus, Hu BocnpuHuUMaeMomy
obsexmy, Hu «Bocnpunamocmu» (Wahrgenommenheit).
Xanoeeeep ynpexaem Kanma 6 neomuemauBocmu u om-
cymcembuu nosumubHo20 onpedeseHus NOHAMUA Cyuje-
cmBoBanus, umo, 00HAKO, He OMMeHsen 044 Heeo YeHHO-
cmu kaumoBckoeo mesuca kak omnpabroeo nyHkma o4
pasBumus cobcmBentort pyHOAMeHMANBHOU OHINOA0UU.
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KANT’S THESIS
“BEING IS NOT A REAL PREDICATE”
INTERPRETED BY HEIDEGGER

E. S. Marchukova

The focus of this article is an interpretation of the
key Kantian thesis, “being is not a real predicate”,
advanced by Heidegger in his lecture course, The
Basic Problems of Phenomenology (1927) wherein it
is presented as one of the four fundamental theses on
‘being” in the history of philosophy. The article describes
the historical-philosophical context for Kant’s critique
of the ontological proof of the existence of God. This
critique is based on three interconnected components:
logical, epistemological, and ontological. Next, it
describes the specificities of the Kantian conceptual
apparatus, with a detailed analysis of concepts key
to understanding Kant’s thesis — ‘reality’, ‘real
predicate’, and ‘being’ — and explains the relation of
these concepts to the Kantian categories. I submit that
Heidegger is interested not so much in the content of the
Kantian critique of the ontological argument as in Kant’s
interpretation of the concepts of ‘being” and “existence’,
which are central to the development of a fundamental
ontology. Heidegger reduces the opaqueness of these
concepts to the problem of the definition of the concept
of ‘perception’; and, challenging Kant's identification
of existence with ‘perception’, arques that existence
cannot be identical either to the act of perception,
or to the perceived object, nor to its ‘perceivedness’
(Wahrgenommenheit). Heidegger accuses Kant of a
lack of clarity, and of a positive definition of the concept
of ‘existence’ — which, however, does not undermine
the relevance of Kant's thesis as a starting point for his
own fundamental ontology. I demonstrate that, in spite
of its shortcomings, Heidegger sees the Kantian thesis
as a solid foundation upon which to pursue further
the project of building ontology as phenomenology.
This, however, calls for a more solid grounding and
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Iloxasaro, umo, nHecmomps Ha Bvlabaernble HedoCmAamKu,
Xandeeeep 6udum 6 kanmobckom mesuce NPoUHbILL (PyH-
Oamenm 044 OavHeriulel paspabomKi npoekma nocmpo-
eHUs OHMOAO0RUU KAK (beHoMeroA0euu, mpedyousutl,
00Hako, bosee paduxasbHo20 000CHOBANUA U NPOACHEHUA
eopusonma, 6 komopom cmaBumcs 6onpoc o Ovbimuu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: bvimue, cywecmbobanue, peats-
Hulll npedukam, Gocnpusmue, OHMOAOSUUECKULL apey-
menm, Kanm, Xaiideeeep

BBeneumne

Obospesas kopryc paboTt Xarmperrepa, Tpya-
HO He 3aMeTWTb, HACKOJIBKO BaXHYIO pOJIb B IIO-
CTpoeHUM ero PpuI0codCKOro MmpoeKkTa ChIrpajio
yuyenne Kanra. Xammerrep oOpariaercss K ¢u-
mocopum  KanTa, mpemsarag OpUIrMHaIBHYIO
VHTePIpeTallnio ¥ KPUTUKY €ro Waevi, B cile-
ayronimx pabortax: «OcHOBHBIe IpobsieMbl deHo-
Menosiorum» (1927) (Heidegger, 1989; Xamperrep,
2001), «®PeHOMeHOIOrMYeCKasl WHTepIIpeTals
KaHTOBCKOM “Kputukn umcroro pasyma™ (1927)
(Heidegger, 1995), «KanT 1 npobiema Mmetadu-
sukm» (1929) (Xanperrep, 1997), «Borpoc o Bemm.
K yuenmio KaHTa 0 TpaHCIeleHTaJIbHBIX ITPVIH-
nunax» (1935) (Heidegger, 1984), «Tesuc KanTa o
obrTim» (1961) (Xamperrep, 1993). K stomy crim-
CKy TaK>ke CTOUT oTHecTH «beITrie 1 BpeMsi» (1927)
(Heidegger, 1967; Xavinerrep, 2015): xoTs 3Ta pabo-
Ta ¥ He TIOCBsIleHa 1emKoMm dutocodprn Kan-
Ta, HEKOTOpBIE ee Taparpadsl cofepkar IIeHHbIe
VI IOBOJIBHO OOIIVIPHBIE KPUTHUYECKVIe paccyKile-
Hus Xangerrepa o noHnManun Kantom Bpemenn
VL O €ro oIlpeyiesileHNI TIOHSATUS «ObITVIe».

B sToit cratee s cdoKycupyroch mpeumylile-
crBeHHO Ha «OCHOBHBIX ITpoOiieMax (peHOMeHO-
JIorMy». DTa paboTa IpecTaBiIsieT coOov JIeKITN-
OHHBIVI KypC, MPOYNTAaHHBIVI XariJIerrepoM JIeTOM
1927 r. B Map0Oypre. I71aBHas 11€J1b 3TOrO Kypca co-
CTOsiIa B TOM, UTOOBI BBECT CIIyIIaTesiet B heHo-
MEHOJIOTMUYEeCKYIO0 OHTOJIOTUIO — ITPOeKT, paspa-
OarbIBaeMbIVi XarjerrepoM BOKPYT IIOIHSITOM B
«bbITMM M BpeMmeHV» TIpo0OIeMBI BO30OHOBIIEHIS
Boripoca o Oerrunt. CoryacHo Xarierrepy, «B3sitast
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clarification of the horizon within which the question of
‘being’ is raised.

Keywords: being, existence, real predicate,
perception, ontological argument, Kant, Heidegger

Introduction

Surveying the body of Heidegger’s works,
it is hard not to notice the importance of
Kant’s doctrines for his philosophical project.
Heidegger invokes Kant’s philosophy, while
offering an original interpretation and critique
of his ideas, in the following works: The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology (1927) (Heidegger,
1982; 1989), Phenomenological Interpretation of
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (1927) (Heidegger,
1995; 1997), Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics
(1929) (Heidegger, 1962b; 1997), What Is a
Thing? (1935) (Heidegger, 1967b; 1984), and
“Kant’s Thesis about Being” (1961) (Heidegger,
1993; 1998). The list should also include Being
and Time (1927) (Heidegger, 1962a; 1967a):
although the work is not entirely devoted to
Kant’s philosophy, some of its paragraphs
contain valuable and extended remarks on
Kant’s interpretation of time and definition of
the concept of ‘being/.

My article focuses mainly on The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology, a course of lectures
Heidegger delivered in Marburg in the summer
of 1927. The main aim of the course was to
introduce the audience to phenomenological
ontology, a project Heidegger developed to
reopen the debate on ‘being’ raised in Being and
Time. According to Heidegger (1962a, p. 61; cf.
1967a, p. 37), “With regard to its subject-matter,
phenomenology is the science of the Being of
entities, ontology.”

The aim of all ontology, Heidegger argues,
should be to clarify the meaning of the being
of the existent as distinct from the extant.
But there are a number of difficulties along
the way, including those of a grammatical,



co cTopoHbI corlepkanms (sachhaltig) dperomeno-
JIOTVs1 €CTh HayKa O OBITUVI CYIIIer0 — OHTOJIOT Vs>
(Heidegger, 1967, S. 37; cp.: Xainerrep, 2015, c. 37).
DyHIaMeHTaTBHOV LIEJIBIO BCSIKOVI OHTOJIOT VL,
comiacHO Xaverrepy, JOJDKHO OBITh IIpOsCHeHVe
cMbIciIa OBITHS cyIero 8 omauvue ot cyrero. Ho
3TO CONPSsDKEHO C PSIOM TPYIHOCTEVI, B TOM YMC-
Jle TpaMMaTIYecKOro, MeTOI0JIONYecKoro 1 rep-
MEHeBTIYeCKOro XapaKTepa: Belb OITHO [1eJI0 CO00-
IIaTh O cyujeM B popMe ITOBECTBOBAHMS, VI COBCEM
Ipyroe — CXBAaTUTH CylIee B ero Ovimuu. VIHBIMI
cJIOBaMVI, IJIaBHAs VI BMeCTe C TeM caMasi TpyIHas
poOsiema (PeHOMEHOJIOI MY, IIPEe/IIIIeCTBYOIas
dyHIaMeHTaIbHON 3a]ade IIPOSICHUTD CMBICIT ObI-
TUs, — pasjivdeHue ObITHS 1 cylero. Bce panHme
TIOITBITKY OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC O CMBICTIe OBITHS, TIO
MHeHMIO0 Xarjerrepa, OKa3aJIICh HECOCTOATelIb-
HBI, paBHO KaK ¥ (POPMBI BOITPOITIAHS O OBITHA.
Crenys cdopmynmpoBaHHON B «BbITHM U Bpe-
MeHW» 3ajjade IIO3UTUBHOV HeCTPYKLWUIM OHTO-
JIOTMVI, KOTOpasi MOXeT OBbITh IIpOBeJleHa «TOJIBKO
IIPYMEHUTEIIBHO K pelllafolIM y3/IaM» ee VICTO-
pun, Xavizerrep B MapOyprckumx JieKImsix pason-
paeT YeThIpe Te3uca O OBITUM, pa3paboTaHHBIE B
VICTOPUKO-PVIIOCOPCKOT TpaauIinmL. Xavijgerrep
VIMEeHYeT VX cIlefyfomym obpasom: «Tesvc Kanra:
ObITVe He eCThb peasIbHBIVI IIpeanKar», «Bocxoms-
U K APUCTOTEIIIO Te3UC CpeqHeBeKOBOVI OHTO-
jorvn: OBITUIO CYyIIero IIpMHa/JIeXaT YTo-ObITie
(essentia) m ObITHe-B-HaTIITUMM (existentia)», «Te3wc
oHTosiornu HoBoro BpeMeHm: 0CHOBHBIE CTIOCOOBI
ObITIIS CyTB OBITVIE IPUPOMEI (Tes extensa) v1 ObITHE
yMa (res cogitans)», «Teswuc jorukm: Bcsikoe cyiiee
Oe3 y1repOa 11715 IPUCYIIIET0 eMy criocoba ObITH I1o-
3BOJISIeT Ha3bIBaTh Ce0si VI TOBOPUTH O ceDe Iocperi-
cTBOM “ecTn’. BeITHe Kak Komysia» (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 32—33; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 29). Yxe n3 oriasiie-
HusA nepont dacTu «OCHOBHBIX IIpo0iieM deHo-
MEHOJIOTVV» CTAHOBUTCSI OYEBVIHBIM, UTO (PUIIO-

2 1ns Xavigerrepa «eHOMEHOJIOTVS» — IIpeXIe BCero
C110c00 MPOPabOTKY BOIIPOCa O CMBICITE OBITIS, «Mernooi-
ueckoe nonsmue» (Methodenbegriff), xapakTepusyroliee «He
comepykaTesIbHOe 4110 TIPeIMeTOB (PII0coCKOro mccire-
ToBaHMs, HO mX kak» (Heidegger, 1967, S. 27; Xavinerrep,
2015, c. 27).
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methodological, and hermeneutic character: for
it is one thing to talk about entities, and a totally
different thing to capture the extant in its being.
In other words, distinguishing ‘being’ from
‘existence’ is the main, and at the same time,
the most difficult, problem of phenomenology;?
distinguishing ‘being’ from entities must
precede the fundamental task of explaining
‘being’. Heidegger considers all earlier attempts
at asking and answering the question of the
meaning of ‘being’ to be failures.

In line with the task of the positive
destruction of ontology formulated in Being
and Time, which can be accomplished “only
with regard to stages of that history which are
in principle decisive” (Heidegger, 1962a, p. 44),
Heidegger, in the Marburg lectures, examines
four theses about ‘being’ developed in the
philosophical tradition. He puts them in the
following way: i) “Kant’s thesis: ‘Being is not
a real predicate’”; ii) “The thesis of medieval
ontology which goes back to Aristotle: To
the constitution of the being of a being there
belong (a) whatness, essence (IWassein, essentia),
and (b) existence or extantness (existentia,
Vorhandensein)”; iii) “The thesis of modern
ontology: The basic ways of being are the being
of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res
cogitans)”; and iv) “The thesis of logic: Every
being, regardless of its particular way of being,
can be addressed and talked about by means of
the “is’. The being of the copula” (Heidegger,
1982, p. 15; cf. 1989, pp. 32-33). The table of
contents of the first part of The Basic Problems of
Phenomenology already shows that Heidegger
considers Kant’s philosophy to be a “decisive
stage” in the history of ontology. To varying
degrees, Heidegger turns to Kantian doctrine in

2 For Heidegger (1962a, p. 50; cf. 1967a, p. 27),
“phenomenology” is above all a method of approaching
the question of the meaning of being, “a methodological
conception”  (Methodenbegriff), ~which “does not
characterize the what of the objects of philosophical
research as subject-matter, but rather the how of that
research”.
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codpmsa Kanra crasza mis Xamjerrepa OmgHUM 13
TaKMX «PeIIaoIVX Y3JI0B» B ICTOPVV OHTOJIOT VM.
K xanToBckoMy yueHuio Xavijerrep B OojibIert
VUIVI MEHBIIIeV CTelleHM oOparraeTcss Ipy aHaIu-
3e KaX/I0r0 M3 YeThIpex IepeuncIeHHBIX TE3VICOB O
ObrTi. OHAKO B paMKaXx 3TOVI CTaThU S OTpaHM-
1yCch pa30opOM TOJIBKO IIEPBOTO Te3Nca.

VItak, epBblii Te3uc O ObITVV, KOTOPBIV BbIfe-
sisieT Xanzjerrep B MCTOPUKO-PIIIOcOPCKOM Tpa-
AVIIAW, IIpesicTaBiigeT cobon nmpuseaeHHyo Kan-
ToM B «KpuTmke umcroro pasyma»’, a MMEHHO B
pasnerie «I'paHciieieHTa/IbHas AMaleKTKa», CeH-
TeHIIMIO: «BeITHe (Sein) He eCTh peasIbHBIN Ipey-
KaT». DTOT Te3uc KaHT dpopmynpyeTt B KOHTEKCTe
CBOeVl KPUTWMKM TaK Ha3bIBA€MOIO OHTOJIOTVIYe-
CKOro JToKasaresbcTBa ObrTmst bora' (B 620—630;
Kant, 2006a, c. 765—777). Ilpexye yeM mpucTy-
OUTh K aHaJIN3y (PeHOMEHOJIOIMYeCKOro TOJIKO-
BaHM4 XarerrepoM MHTepecyIoIero Hac Te3uca,
HeoOXOAMMO yKa3aTh Ha COIep’KaTeJIbHBIV KOH-
TEKCT €ro ITOSIBIIEHVIS VI IIPOSICHUTD, B YeM, COO-
CTBEHHO, COCTOUT IIpeMeT KaHTOBCKOV KPUTUKIL.

OpwenTalys OHTOJIOTMM Ha Mjeto bora mMeer
IABHIOIO VICTOPUIO I YXOAUT KOPHSIMM ellle K ITe-
purony HajlaXXVMBaHVs OTHOILIEHWUI MeX1ly aHTIY-
HOM prstocodment 1 XPUCTMAHCKOV TpaauIivern, K
JJINTEJIBHOMY M HeITIPOCTOMY IIPOIIeCcCy 3aMMCTBO-
BaHMS ¥ IIepeTOJIKOBaHMS XPUCTUAHCKUMM Teo-
JIoramMu pa3paboTaHHOTO B aHTMYHOV OHTOJIOI N
MOHATUITHOTO VHCTPYMEeHTapys 171 IIOCTPOeH s
XPVICTMAHCKOIo yueHus o ObITun. B pamkax aTon
CTaTbM HaC MHTepecyeT TOJIBKO OffHa M3 MHOXe-

* CTOUT OTMETUTB, UTO IIpeBaPUTEIIbHBIE PACCYXKIEHVIS O
BO3MOYKHOM JI0Ka3aTe/IbcTBe ObiTis bora, rime KanT Taxoke
pasbsicCHsSeT WMHTepPeCcyoIMiI Hac Te3lC, COIepKaTcs
B ero JoKpuTmdeckor pabore 1763 r. «EmmHCcTBEeHHO
BO3MOXXHOE OCHOBaHMe IS [JOKa3aTeIbCTBA OBITHS
(Dasein) bora» (cm.: AA 2, S. 63 —163; KanT, 1994).

¢ Crout 00paTnTh BHMMaHMe Ha 3ameuanue A.JI. JloGpo-
XOTOBa O TOM, YTO B CAMOM BBIPKEHUM «I0KA3aTeILCTBO
oIV bora» mprMeHNTeIbHO K OHTOJIOIMTYeCKOMY apry-
MEHTY OJIHO M3 Tpex CJIOB Bcera OyaeT ymmmHmM: 1) ecrin
IIPVHATH €0 KaK JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO OBbITVIS, HeJIOKa3aHHbBIM
OCTaHeTCs TOXIecTBo Ot 11 bora; 2) ecyivt IpUHSATH ero
KaK OIVicaHMe CyITHOCTH bora, Heltoka3zaHHBIM OCTaHeTCs
Ero ObITite; 3) €cvi IPUHSATB JIUIITE TO, 9TO YTBEPIKIAETCS
B HeM 0 ObITnmt bora, oHO IepecTraHeT OBITH JOKa3aTelIb-
crBoM (cMm.: [loGpoxoros, 1986, c. 155).
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his analysis of each of the four above-mentioned
theses about ‘being’. In this article, however, I
will confine myself to the first thesis.

The first thesis on being which Heidegger
singles out in the historical-philosophical
tradition is Kant’s statement in the Critique of
Pure Reason,® in the chapter on “Transcendental
Dialectic”: “Being (Sein) is [...] not a real
predicate” (KrV, A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998,
p- 567). Kant formulates this thesis in the context
of his critique of the so-called ontological proof
of God’s existence (KrV, A 592 / B 620-630;
Kant, 1998, pp. 563-569).* Before I embark on
the analysis of Heidegger’s phenomenological
interpretation of the thesis, it is necessary to
give an idea of the context in which it appeared,
and to clarify the object of Kant’s critique. The
orientation of ontology toward the idea of God
has a long history, rooted in the period when
the relationship between antique philosophy
and the Christian tradition was being
established — the prolonged and complicated
process of borrowing and reinterpretation by
Christian theologians of the conceptual toolkit
developed in antique ontology to build the
Christian teaching on being. For the purposes
of this article, I am interested only in one of the
many lines of scholastic philosophy; namely, the
one which goes back to St. Augustine and links
the concept of ‘being” in man’s soul with ‘being’
as such. This is known as “the ontological
argument”.

*It is worth noting that early remarks on the possible
proof of God’s existence, in which Kant explains the
thesis that concerns us here, are already contained in
his pre-critical 1763 work, The Only Possible Argument in
Support for a Demonstration of the Existence of God (BDG,
AA 02, pp. 63-163; Kant, 1992).

* One should note Aleksandr L. Dobrokhotov’s
observation that, in the expression “proof of the existence
of God” in relation to the ontological argument, one of
three words is always an odd one: 1) if it is taken as “proof
of the existence of God’, the identity of being and God
remains to be proven; 2) if it is taken as a description of
the essence of God, then His being remains to be proven;
3) if one accepts what it says about the being of God, it
ceases to be a proof (cf. Dobrokhotov, 1986, p. 155).



cTBa CPOPMMPOBABIINXCA B CXOJIACTUUECKOVI OH-
TOJIOTMV JIMHUV — Ta, YTO BOCXOIUT K ABI'YCTUHY
U CBA3bIBaeT IIOHsTVE OBITHA B AyIlle YyesloBeKa U
ObITHe KaK TakoBoe. Peub myieT o0 Tak Ha3blBaeMOM
OHTOJIOTMYeCKOM apryMenTe. Kak ormeuaer Xari-
Ierrep, HeT HUYEro yIWBUTEJIBHOIO B TOM, UTO
KaHT, KpuTMKysd OHTOJIOrMYeckoe JloKasaTeslb-
cTBO ObITMA bora, TaMm, rme mMeer mesio ¢ IIO3Ha-
BaeMOCTBIO COBEpPIIIEHHO OIIpeJleJIeHHOrO CYIIero
(bora), 3aHAT pa3bsiCHEHVEM CaMOro OOIIero Io-
HaTusg Oertus (Heidegger, 1989, S. 37—38). Kant
IIPVIMBIKAET K «BeJIVKOVI TPaIWIINY aHTUYIHOM U
CXOJIACTMYECKOVI OHTOJIOTMW»: OyaydM MO OIpe-
JleJIeHVIO BBICIIVIM ¥ COBepPIIIeHHeVIIINM CYIIVIM,
Bor siBiisieTcst cBOero popa «OHTOJIOTMYECKMM 00-
pasIioM» J1JIs1 BCSIKOTO TBApPHOTO CYIIETO, TIO3TOMY
CTpeMJIeHVe OCMBICIIUTh ObITHe TBapHOIO Cyllle-
rO 13 OBITHS COBEPIIIEHHOTrO CYIIIero, To eCTh bora,
BIIOJIHE eCTecTBeHHO u obocHoBaHO. IloaTomy,
00BsicHsIeT Xariferrep, He CTOUT yAUBIISATHCS KaH-
TOBCKOMY Pa3bsICHEHUIO TIOHATNS OBITUS B CBS3U
C BO3MOXXHOCTBIO TT03HaHMs bora.

B ncropuko-dumtocodpckoit Tpaamim OHTOIIO-
TMYeCKNUIT apryMeHT IPVHSITO CBA3bIBATh C VIMe-
HeM AHcesrbMa KeHTepbOepurickoro. B HeGosbiiom
countHeHUM «Proslogium seu alloquium de Dei
existentia» (cMm.: Anselmus Cantuariensis, 1938;
AnceribM  KentepOepuiickuii, 2011)  AmncesibMm
dopmypyeT ero cieayonMM o0pa3oMm:

V1 HecOMHEHHO, YTO TO, OOJIBIIIE Yero HeJIb3s
IIOMBIC/IUTh, HEe MOXET CYIIecTBOBaTh TOJIIBKO B
yme. V0o maxke ecymi OHO CYIIIECTBYeT TOJIBKO B
yMe, MOXXHO TIOMBICIIUTE €ro CyIIlecTBOBaHMe U
B IEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTI, YTO OOJIbIlle [deMm cyIie-
CTBOBaHIe TOJIbKO B yMe]. CrleoBaTesIbHO, ecin
TO, OOJIBIIIE Yero HeJIb3sl IIOMBICIIUTD, CYIIeCTBY-
eT TOJIBKO B yMe, TOI7la TO, OoJIbllle Yero Heyb3s
IIOMBIC/TUTH, €CTh TO, OOJIbIIIe Yero ITOMBICTIATH
MoxxHO. Ho, HecomMHeHHO, 4TO 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO.
CrernoBaTesIbHO, HEUTO, OOJIBIIIE UeTO HeJIb34 I10-
MBICJIUTB, CyIIIeCTByeT Oe3 COMHEHVs U B yMe, U
B nevicteuTesibHOCTH (Ibid., p. 101 —102; mepesor,
Mont. — E.M.; cp.: AHcerrbM KenTtepOepuiickums,
2011, c. 231).
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Heidegger (1982, p. 29; cf. 1989, pp. 37-38)
argues that there is nothing wrong with the
fact that Kant, in criticizing the ontological
proof for the existence of God, “where he
is dealing with the knowability of a wholly
determinate, distinctive being, namely, God”,
is engaged in explaining the most general of
all the concepts of ‘being’. Kant here places
himself within “the great tradition of ancient
and Scholastic ontology” (ibid.). As the
supreme and most perfect being by definition,
God is an “ontological example” (ibid.) for
all the creatures, which is why the desire to
understand the being of everything created,
proceeding from the being of the supreme
being, i.e. God, is quite natural and justified.
Therefore, Heidegger notes, it is not surprising
that Kant explains the concept of ‘being’ in
connection with the possibility of knowing
God.

In the history of philosophy, the ontological
argument is traditionally associated with the
name of Anselmus Cantuariensis (1938, pp.
101-102; 1979, p. 8) who frames it in a short
work entitled Proslogium seu alloquium de Dei
existential in the following way:

And assuredly that, than which nothing
greater can be conceived, cannot exist in the
understanding alone. For, suppose it exists
in the understanding alone: then it can be
conceived to exist in reality; which is greater.
Therefore, if that, than which nothing greater
can be conceived, exists in the understanding
alone, the very being, than which nothing
greater can be conceived, is one, than which
a greater can be conceived. But obviously this
is impossible. Hence, there is no doubt that
there exists a being, than which nothing greater
can be conceived, and it exists both in the
understanding and in reality.?

> Cf. “Et certe id quo maius cogitari nequit, non potest esse in
solo intellectu. Si enim vel in solo intellectu est, potest cogitari
esse et in re, quod maius est. Si ergo id quo maius cogitari non
potest, est in solo intellectu: id ipsum quo maius cogitari non
potest, est quo maius cogitari potest. Sed certe hoc esse non
potest. Existit ergo procul dubio aliquid quo maius cogitari
non valet, et in intellectu et in re.”
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1. AHaIM3 KaHTOBCKOV KPpUTUKNU
OHTOJIOIMYeCKOro apryMeHTa

KaHT mMeHyeT 3TOT apryMeHT OHTOJIOTMIYe-
CKMM [OKa3aTeJIbcTBOM ObITms bora. B xanToB-
CKOVI KPUTMKE OHTOJIOTMYECKOr0 apryMeHTa, Ha
MOVI B3IVISIZT, MOXXHO BBIJEJIINTE HECKOJIBKO CMBIC-
JIOBBIX Y3JI0B, BOKPYT KOTOPBIX BBICTPAVIBAETCS €TI0
3HaMeHUTOe KPUTIYeCKoe paccyXaeHve. MoxXHO
ObUIO OBI yc/106HO Ha3BaTh VX Pa3IMYHBIMU Me-
TOZOJIOTMYECKMM  TIOIXOMaMV, BKJIIOUAFOIIIVIMIA
JIOTMTUECKYI0, THOCEOJIOTMYECKYIO I OHTOJIOTIYde-
CKYIO KOMITOHEeHTHL. Ho TIOIBITKa BBIUJIEHEHWS
OTHEJTBHBIX METOOJIOIMYEeCKNX IIPVEMOB B pac-
cyxueHny KaHTta o HEBO3MOXXHOCTV OHTOJIOTMUe-
CKOT'0 JTOKa3aTesIbcTBa ObITis bora Oblita ObI cimIi-
KOM ITPeTeHIIVIO3HBIM IIPENIIPUATIIEM, K TOMY JKe
He 100aBJISIOIINM KaKO-IM00 VMCKITIOUMTEIbHON
IIOJIE3HOCTY [JISL IIOHVIMAHMS CYTV KaHTOBCKOV
KPWUTVKV OHTOJIOIMYECKOro aprymeHra. [Toaromy
3TV TECHO CBS3aHHBIE VI IePeKJIVKAIOIIVecs Kak
0bl pa3IMUHBIe TIOAXOABl S 0003HAUy JIMIIL KaK
TOYKM OIOPEI, ITo3BoJIsAroNIe KanTty aprymeHTn-
pOBaTh CBOe pacCy>kKIIeHVe pa3HbIMI CIIOCO0aMIL.

Jozuueckasn xomnonenma. Kax MbI BUIMM,
OHTOJIOTVIYECKUII apryMeHT IIpeCTaBiIsieT Co-
0011 110 CyTM JOKa3aTeIbCTBO OT IIPOTMUBHOrO. o-
Ka3aTb OT IIPOTMBHOTO MOYXHO aHAJIMTUYECKIIE,
VIV IOSICHSIIONIIVIE, CYKIEHVISI, TO €CTh T€, B KOTO-
PBIX CBS3b CyOBeKTa ¥ IIpeyKaTa MBICIITCS de-
€3 TOXIIeCTBO, IIOCKOJIBKY ITPeKaT COMEePKUTCS
B TIOHSATUM cyOBekTa (cM.: B 11-12; KanT, 2006a,
. 63). SBisieTcs TV aHAJIUTUYECKVIM BBICKa3bIBa-
Hue «bor cymecTsyer»? KaHT IIbITaeTCA IIOKa3aTh,
YTO OHTOJIOIMYECKOe JOKa3aTeIbCTBO ObITrs bora
(B dopmymmpoBke AHcesIbMa) 10 pOopMe BBICTPO-
€HO TaKMM 00pa3oM, kak ecAu 0bl BHICKa3bIBaHVIE
«bor cyirecTByer» ObUIO aHAJIMTUYECKUM — TO
ecTb B IIOHATUM bora (Kak B cyObekTe) ¢ HeoOXo-
AVIMOCTBIO 3aKJIIOYEHO €ro CYIIeCTBOBaHVE (Kak
IIpeVKar), a y>ke MCXOMs M3 3TOr0 HeTPYAHO JI0-
Kas3aTb, YTO MBI He MOXeM HeIIPOTVBOPEYNBO
MBICJIUTh bora HecyIecTBYIOIINM, IIOCKOJIBKY B
TOXIIECTBEHHOM CYXKIeHUW HeJIb3s HeIIpOTUBO-
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1. Analysis of Kant’s Critique
of the Ontological Argument

Kant refers to the argument as ontological
proof of God’s existence. As I see it, the
Kantian critique of the ontological argument
contains several semantic hubs around which
his famous critical reasoning is built. They
may be tentatively described as different
methodological approaches, which include
logical, epistemological, and ontological
components. However, an attempt to single
out separate methodological devices in
Kant’s argument against the possibility of
ontological proof of God’s existence would
be overly ambitious; and besides, it would
not be helpful in any exceptional way in
understanding the essence of his critique. This
is why I propose to treat these different — and
closely interconnected — approaches as props
which enable Kant to shore up his argument in
various ways.

The logical component. We see that the
ontological argument is essentially a proof
by contradiction. Proof by contradiction
is possible with regard to analytical or
explanatory judgments; that is, those which
establish a link between subject and predicate
through identity, inasmuch as the predicate
is contained in the concept of the subject (cf.
KrV, B 11-12; Kant, 1998, pp. 130-131). Is the
utterance “God exists” analytical? Kant seeks
to demonstrate that the ontological proof of the
existence of God (as formulated by Anselmus)
is structured as though the utterance “God
exists” were analytical, i.e. the concept of
God (as subject) assumes its existence (as
predicate) such that, proceeding from this,
it can readily be proved that we cannot think
God as non-existent without a contradiction.
In an identity judgment, the predicate cannot
be negated without contradiction, since it



PeurBO OTPUIIATh IIPEAVKAT, COXPaHss PV 3TOM
cyobexT. Ho eciim B TOXIIeCTBEHHOM CY>XKAeHUM
MBI OTpuIIaeM cybsekm Bmecme co Bcemu e2o npe-
ouxamamu, TO HUKAKOrO IIPOTMBOpeunss He Oy-
zer. ITosromy, rosoput KanT, B Berpakennm «bora
HeT» He COIepPXXWUTC IIPOTUBOPEeUNsi, IIOCKOJIBKY,
oTpuiias 6bITHe bora, MBI OTHOBpeMeHHO OTpHIIa-
€M BCe ero IpeIuKaThl BMecTe C CyObeKTOM.

Vtak, BpicKasbiBaHMe «bor cyrectsyer» (paBs-
HO KaK ¥ «Ta MJIV MHas Belllb CyII[eCTByeT») He MO-
JKeT IPeJICTaBIISITh COOOV aHAIIMTITYeCKoe Cy>Kle-
HVIe, TIOCKOJIBKY B 3TOM CJIy4ae yTBepKIeHVeM O
OorTum bora x mMuiciim o bore Hmdero He mobas-
JIeTCS: «...B TAKOM CJIydae Ballla MBICJIb OJDKHA
OBITB MJIVI CAMOVI 3TOVI BEIIIBIO, VIJIV JKe BbI ITPeJIIIO-
jlaraete, 94TO ObITVIE IIPVMHAJIEXNUT K BO3MOXKHO-
CTV Bellly, 1 3aTeM yBepsieTe, OyaTo o [ee] ObITHM
BBl 3aKJIIOUMIIN U3 [ee] BHYTpeHHEV BO3MOXKHO-
CTW, a 3TO eCTh JINIIb XKaJIKas TaBTosorus» (B 625;
Kanrt, 20064, c. 771). A ecyiut e IIpU3HATB, YTO CY-
XaeHune «bor cyiiecTByeT» cuHTeTHYeckoe (Kak
BCe CYKIEHMS O CYIIIeCTBOBaHMM), TO B 3TOM CIIy-
Jae yyKe HeJIb3sl yTBep>KIIaTh, UTO IIpeaKar CyIIle-
CTBOBaHWS HeJIb3sl OTPUIIATh 0Oe3 MpoTmBOpedns,
IIOCKOJIBKY «3TO IIPEMMYIIEeCTBO IIPHCYIIe TOJIBKO
aHAJIUTUYECKOMY CY>XIEHWUIO, OT/IMYMUTeIIbHBIN
IIpU3HAK KOTOPOro MMEHHO Ha 3TOM ¥ OCHOBBIBA-
etcs» (B 626; KanT, 20064, c. 771).

Tax KaHT 00OCHOBBIBAeT HECOCTOSITEIIHHOCTH
OHTOJIOTMTYECKOrO apryMeHTa depe3 aHaJIU3 BbI-
cKasbIBaHM: «bor cylecTByeT» Kak Cy>k[IeHWs Cy-
IecTBoBaHMs. [loxkasyvi, 3mech MOXHO CKasaThb,
uro KaHT mpuMeHsieT kak 0b/ OHTOJIOTMYECKUII
apryMeHT K OHTOJIOTMTUeCKOMY apryMeHTY: eciIu
MBI XOTMIM IIOKa3aThb JIOTMYECKOe IIPOTMBOpeUne
BbICKasbIBaHMA «bora HeT», ToO MBI ¢ HEOOXOIMMO-
CTBIO TOJDKHBI OMVIPAThCS Ha 3aKOHBI (POpMaTh-
HOVI JIOTVIKM, HO, OIIMpasiCh 3a 3aKOHBI (popMasIb-
HOI JIOTVIKY, IIPUIeM K OUeBUTHOMY BBIBOIY, YTO
JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBO JIOITYECKOV ITPOTUBOPEUMBOCTI
BBICKa3bIBaHMs «bora HeT» camMo SIBIISIETCS JIOTVI-
YeCcKy IPOTVBOPEYVIBBIM.

TI'noceonozuueckans womnonewma. B camom
Havasle pasfgenia «O HEBO3MOXHOCTV OHTOJIOII-
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cannot be negated while preserving the subject.
But there is no contradiction if, in an identity
judgment, we negate the subject together with
all is predicates. This is why Kant says there is
no contradiction in the expression “There is
no God”: in denying the existence of God, we
simultaneously negate all its predicates, along
with the subject.

Thus the utterance “God exists” (like “this
or that thing exists”) cannot be an analytical
judgment because “[...] then with existence you
add nothing to your thought of the thing; but
then either the thought that is in you must be
the thing itself, or else you have presupposed
an existence as belonging to possibility, and
then inferred that existence on this pretext
from its inner possibility, which is nothing but
a miserable tautology” (KrV, A 597 / B 625;
Kant, 1998, p. 566). And if we concede that the
judgment “God exists” is synthetic (like all
judgments about existence), then we cannot
claim that the predicate of existence cannot
be negated without contradiction because
“this privilege pertains only in the analytic
propositions, as resting on its very character”
(KrV, A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998, p. 566).

Thus, Kant proves that the ontological
argument is untenable through an analysis of
the proposition “God exists” as a proposition
about existence. It can be said that Kant here
seems to be applying an ontological argument
to the ontological argument: if we want to
show a logical contradiction in the utterance
“there is no God” we must perforce proceed
from the laws of formal logic; but based on
the laws of formal logic, it is obvious that
proof of the logical contradiction within the
utterance “There is no God” is, itself, logically
contradictory.

The epistemological At
the very beginning of the chapter “On the

component.
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YecKoro mIokasaresbcrBa OblTmsa bora» Kanr 3a-
SIBJISIET, UTO IIOHSATME aDCOTIOTHO HEeOOXOOVIMOIO
CyIIIeCTBa «CJIYXKUT CKopee I1JIs TOro, YTOOBI Orpa-
HUYMBATh PacCyIOK, YeM 0Ooramiarh ero HOBBIMM
npenmeramm» (B 620; Kant, 2006a, c. 765). Kpuru-
Ka OHTOJIOTMYECKOro apryMeHTa CTPOWUTCH M Ha
TOM ODOCTOSATEJILCTBE, UTO B PACCYKIEHMSIX O IIO-
HATUV aOCOJIIOTHO HEeOOXOAVMOro CyIlecTBa Ha
IIPOTSDKEHMM BCeyl MCTOPUKO-PrIIOcOPCKON Tpa-
IOVITAV KaK OBl Iy TalOTCs cpephl JIOTMKM, THOCeO-
JIOTVIVI VI OHTOJIOT MY, IIOCKOJIBKY «yCWMJIVS HallpaB-
JISUTVCH He CTOJIBKO Ha TO, YTOOBI ITIOHSTH, MOXHO
JIVI I KaKVIM 00Pa30M MOYKHO XOTsI ObI TOJTBKO MBIC-
JIUTH TaKyIO Belllb, CKOJIBKO Ha TO, YTOOBI [JOKa3aTh
ee ObiTHe» (B 620; KanT, 20064, c. 765). Mexny Tem
BCe IIpuMepbl, roBopuT KaHT, K006l 00BsICHSIO-
IIye TOHATMEe O0e3ycJIOBHO HeOOXOOVIMOIO, «OT-
HOCSITCS TOJIBKO K CYok0eHUAM, a He K Beujam M MX
obrTrio. Ho GesycrioBHast HEOOXOIMMOCTE CyKe-
HU He eCTb a0COTI0THAS HeOOXOIMMOCTE BeIller»
(B 621; Kanr, 20064, c. 767).

ITortoxxeHVIe TEOMETPUM O TOM, UTO TPEYTOiIb-
HVIK VIMeeT Tpu yIJia, Oyjyum Oe3yciioBHO HeoO-
XOOVIMBIM, He O3HayaeT, YTO HeOOXOOMMBI CaMii
TPU yIJIa, a JIUIIIb YKa3bIBaeT, YTO ecAu ectmb Tpe-
YTOJIBHUK, TO 6 HeMm HeOOXOOVMO WMMEIOTCS Tpu
yria. AOCOmOTHas HeOOXOOVMMOCTb CYXKIeHVIS
yCTaHaBJIVBaeT JIVIIb HEOOXOIVIMOCTD npedukama
B cyxaeHvm. ITpomorrkas meicne KanTa B cTpo-
TOM COOTBETCTBUVI C IIPVBEIEHHBIM BBIIIIE 3aKITIO-
YeHMeM, MOXXHO CKa3aTh, YTO BKJIIOUEHIE OBITVIS
B IoHsATMe bora B KauecTBe IIpeAMKaTa IIPUBEIIO
Obl Hac K CJIeyIonen (T/I HUKaKOM z[pyroﬂ) CeH-
TeHOMM: «ecau ecmy bor, To OH ¢ HeobxommMo-
CTBIO cyImecTByeT». [loiydaeTcsi, uTo camo 3TO
«ecJINl ecTb» siBjigeTcs ycaobuem cyuecmbobanus
TOTO, YTO eCTh. DTO CyXKIeHUe CIIpaBeINBo, HO
camo 1o cebe OHO HUKAK He 00OCHOBBIBAET HEOD-
XOIOMMOCTb cyujecmbBobanusi oObeKTa, B IIOHSITE
KOTOpOro BK/ItoYeHo ObITre. Ha Mot B3misan, Kaut
IIBITaeTCs IIOKa3aTh, UYTO B 3Ty JIOBYIIKY VJLIIO-
3UM JIOCMYECKOVT HeOOXOMMMOCTVI JIETKO MIOIAaCTh
TeM, KTO CKJIOHEH IleperuieTaThb ¥ CMeIBaTh 00-
JIaCTVI THOCEOJIOT VIV, JIOTVIKU ¥ oHTOTormm. Hike
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Impossibility of an Ontological Proof of God’s
Existence”, Kant declares that “the conception
of an absolutely necessary [...] serves more to
set boundaries to the understanding than to
extend it toward new objects” (KrV, A 592 /
B 620; Kant, 1998, pp. 563-564). Critique of the
ontological argument rests on the fact that,
throughout the history of philosophy, the
spheres of logic, epistemology, and ontology
seem to be entangled: “one [...] has taken
trouble not so much to understand whether and
how one could so much as think of a thing of
this kind as rather to prove its existence” (KrV,
A 592 / B 620; Kant, 1998, p. 564). Meanwhile,
Kant argues, all the examples purportedly
explaining the concept of the absolutely
necessary are “taken only from judgments,
but not from things and their existence.
The unconditioned necessity of judgments,
however, is not an absolute necessity of things”
(KrV, A 593 / B 621; Kant, 1998, p. 564).

The geometrical proposition that a triangle
has three angles, while being absolutely
necessary, does not mean that the three angles
themselves are necessary — it merely says that
if there is a triangle, if necessarily has three
angles. The absolute necessity of a judgment is
established only by the necessity of a predicate
in a judgment. Elaborating Kant’s idea strictly
in accordance with the above conclusion, it
can be said that the inclusion of ‘being’ in the
concept of ‘God’ as a predicate would lead us
to the following (and no other) sentence: “if
God exists, He exists necessarily”. Thus “if X
exists” is the condition of the existence of what
exists. This proposition is fair, but does not
in itself justify the existence of the object, the
concept of which includes ‘being’. In my view,
Kant tries to show that those who are prone
to confuse the spheres of epistemology, logic,
and ontology all too easily fall into the trap of
the illusion of logical necessity. Further down,



KanT npemocreperaet mpoTuBs TOro, 4TOOBI OT BO3-
MOYKHOCTY IIOHSITUV (JIOTYeCKOVI) MBI TOTYaC e
3aKJIOYaI K BO3MOXKHOCTM Bellerl (peasibHOV)
(B 625; Kant, 20064, c. 769).

Oumoaozuueckas komnoHenma. B orHoIe-
HUM OHTOJIOIMYECKOro CTaTyca IIpeaMeTa, KOTO-
PBITI HeJIb3sI OTPULIATh (3TOT CTaTyC COOTBETCTBY-
eT TOHATUIO BcepeasIbHENIIero cyIrecTsa), Kanr
IIPSIMO TOBOPWT, YTO BBICTYIIAeT IIPOTMB ITPEMIIIO-
JIOXKEHMS O TOM, UTO CYILIeCTBYIOT 0e3Y/c106H0 Heoh-
xooumvle cybwexmul (B 623; Kant, 2006a, c. 769). On-
TOJIOrMYecKasl KOMIIOHEeHTa KaK TaKoBasi, TO €CThb
BO3MOXXHOCTb BOOOIIe CYAUTb O cyujecmbobanuu
npenMeTa, 110 KaHTy, BoBCce TOJDKHA OBITH MCKITIO-
yeHa 13 00JIacTU YMCTOrO MBIIIIEHIS, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky OCO3HaHUIe BCSKOTO CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS «IIeJTVIKOM
IIpUHAIJIEXNUT K eIVMHCTBY ombITa» (B 629; Kanr,
2006a, c. 775). OnHako KaHT He yTBep)XHaeT, 4To
HEBEpHO caMO 1pednooxeHue O CyIecTBOBaHUN
BHe 00JIacTVI OITBITa, OH TOBOPUT JINIIIB, YTO MBI HE
pacrioslaraeM HUKaKUMM CpefCcTBaMM, YTOOBI 3TO
IIpeIIoNIOKeHNe TTOATBEPaANTh. MOXHO CKa3aTh,
uto KaHT BBICTyIIaeT HPOTMB TaKOrO IIPEeIIoso-
JKeHM JIVIIb B CYJIY HeCOCTOSTEeIIBHOCTY CaMoOV
IIOCTAHOBKM BoIIpoca. To ecTh IOIBITKAa BBIBECTU
n3 noHaTusa bora Ero cymecrsosanue, mpeanpu-
HsTas B paMKaxX OHTOJIOTIYeCKOro apryMeHTa, 13-
Ha4ya/IbHO OblyIa 0OpeueHa Ha IIPOBaJl, IIOCKOJIBKY
cama IpobriemMa He JIOJDKHA 1 He MOXKeT OBITh 000-
3HaUYeHa UMEHHO MAaKuM 00pasom.

Bospaxxennss Kanrta oOyciosieHrpl, Ha Mom
B3IJIS[I, B TOM YMCIIe M pas3IMaysIMy B IOHMMaHUM
MM CaMVM VI CXOJIaCTaMV COOTHOIIEHWUS Obimus
8 Bosmoxnocmu v Owmus 8 OeticmBumenvrocmu
KaK ITpo0JIeMBl, a TaKXe PSIIOM TepMMHOJIOTve-
CKVIX TOHKOCTeVI, TPeOYIOIIVIX CIIeIaJIbHOrO BHI-
MaHMs. UTOOBI pa3o0paTbcs B 3TOM, MOIpPOOyeM
MBICJIEHHO, IIPeJICTaBMB cedsi Ha MecTe CXOJIaCTOB,
3agars KaHTy Bormpoc: Korga peus mzeT o bore kak
CyOBeKTe, B OTHOIIEHW KOTOPOro (Kak m JI000-
TO JIPYTOro JIOTMYecKoro cyobeKTa) Ovimue He MO-
KeT BBICTYIATh peasIbHbIM IIpeIKaToM, TIofpas-
yMeBaeTcs cyuyHocms bora vt Ero umoinocms?
O KakoM MMEeHHO IOHATUM UeT peub! Bormpoc
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Kant warns against immediately inferring
from the possibility of concepts (logical) the
possibility of things (real) (KrV, A 597 / B 625;
Kant, 1998, p. 566).

The ontological component. As for the
ontological status of the object, which cannot be
denied, this status corresponds to the concept
of the all-real entity: Kant says upfront that
he is against the proposition that there exist
absolutely necessary subjects (KrV, B 623; Kant,
1998, p. 565). The ontological component as
such — that is, the possibility of judgement
about the existence of an object — does
not have to be excluded from the realm of
pure thought, according to Kant, because
consciousness of any existence “belongs
entirely and without exception to the unity
of experience” (KrV, B 629; Kant, 1998, p.
568). However, Kant does not deny existence
outside experience altogether; he merely says
that we have no means of ascertaining this
hypothesis. It can be said that Kant objects to
this supposition only because the question
itself is untenable. In other words, the attempt
to derive the existence of God from the concept
of God, undertaken as part of the ontological
argument, was doomed from the start because
the problem should not and cannot have been
framed in this way.

I believe that Kant’s objections stem partly
from the differences between him and the
Scholastics on the relation between being
as a possibility and being in reality, and from
several terminological niceties which merit
special attention. To unpick this situation,
let us mentally put ourselves in the place of
the Scholastics and confront Kant with the
following question: when we speak about
God as the subject with respect to whom
(like to any logical subject) ‘being’ cannot
be a real predicate, are we speaking of the
essence of God or His quiddity? This is not an
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HerrpasgHet. Hamprumep, ®oma AKBUHCKNU, He-
CMOTps Ha KaXXYIIYIOCS PaBHO3HAUYHOCTBH ITOHS-
TUVI CyHIHOCTM (essentia) v gTontHOoCcTH (quidditas),
BCe JKe IIPOBOINWI MEXIy HUMM pasinane. «A
Ms “9TOVMHOCTE, — ToBopuT Poma B «O cyieM
VI CYIITHOCTW», — OepeTcsi OT TOro, uTo obo3Hava-
eTCsI TIoCpencTBoM onpenerteHns. “CymrHocTs ke
HasblBaeTcd [TakK| IOTOMY, YTO Uepes3 Hee 11 B Hell
cylree mMeeT [cBoe] cymiecTBoBaHme» (Poma Ak-
suHckmL, 2004, c. 137; cp.: Thomas Aquinas, 18830,
p- 394 (cap. I, 2)). IloHsiTas Tak YTOMHOCTH COOTBET-
CTByeT ToMy, uTo KaHT mompasyMmeBaeT IIof, IIpe-
IIVIKaTOM, — CMBICJIOBOE COZepXKaHVe IIpeIMeTa
IIOHATVS, TO €CTh OIperierieHIe, KOTOpOoe MOXeT
ObITH IIpMOaBIeHO K IIOHSTUIO BEIV, PaclInpss
TEM CaMbIM ero CoflepyKaHue.
KanT rosopur:

Ecrn 51 Gepy cy6pekt (Bor) BMecTe co Bcemm
€ro IpeauKaTamu... M roopio boe ecmpv v
ecmb Boe, TO 1 He HMpMOaBIIsI0 HUKAaKOTO HOBOTO
IIpeaVKaTa K IIOHATHIO bora, a TOJIBKO ITo1araro
cyOBeKT cam 110 cebe BMecTe CO BCEMU €ro IIpe-
IMKaTaMW, I IIPUTOM KaK npedmert B OTHOIIIEHN
K MoeMy noxsamuto. Oba OHV JOJDKHEI IMETH CO-
BEpPIIIEHHO OfVTHAaKOBOe CofepKaHwe, ¥ IIOTOMY
K IIOHSTUIO, BBIPaXKaIOIeMy TOJIBKO BO3MOX-
HOCTb, HUYEro He MOXeT OBITh IIp1baBiIeHo, IIo-
TOMY UTO 51 MBICJIIO €T0 IIpeMET IIPOCTO KaK JTaH-
HBIVI (ITOCPEICTBOM BbIPaKEHWS: OH ecmib). Takum
o0pa3oM, B [IeVICTBUTEIILHOM COMIEpPXKUTCS He
OoJplire, UeM TOJTBKO B BO3MOXXHOM (B 627; KaHT,
20064, c. 773).

VItax, ecii B KOHTEKCTe OHTOJIOIMYECKOro ap-
ryMeHTa pedb MIeT MMeHHO o umotunocmu bora,
TO KpuTuKa KaHTa mpencrasisieTcs cripaBeljiv-
BOV. MBIC/TEHHBIT 3KcTIepuMeHT (DOMBI’, yKa3sbl-

> Kak ormeuaer Xamperrep, ®oma pasdupaer oHTOIO-
IMYeCKMI apryMeHT B ueTbIpex Mectax: B «In Libros
Sententiarum Petri Lombardi», I, dist. 3, qu. 1, art. 2 ad 4
(Thomas Aquinas, 1998, p. 32 —33); BO-BTOPBIX, B «Summa
theologica», I, qu. 2, art. 1 (Thomas Aquinas, 1875, p. 14—
16); B-TpeThIX, B «<Summa contra gentiles», I, cap. 10—11
(Thomas Aquinas, 1905, p. 8 —10); B-ueTBepTHIX, B «De
veritate», qu. 10, art. 12 (Thomas Aquinas, 1883a, p. 403 —
409). Hy>kHO OTMETUTB, UTO OITpoBepkeHe PoMort OHTO-
JIOTVYeCKOro apryMeHTa BBICTpaMBaeTCsd BOKPYT Te3vca O
TOM, 4TO 4eJIOBeKy B IIPMHIINIIe HeIOCTYIIHO 3HaHVe HU

idle question. Thomas Aquinas, for example,
despite of the apparent identity of the concepts
of essence (essentia) and quiddity (quidditas),
made a distinction between them. Quiddity,
he writes in Being and Essence, “is taken from
the fact that what is signified by the definition
is the essence. But it is called essence from the
fact that through it and in it a real being has
existence”® (Thomas Aquinas, 2004, p. 45; cf.
1883b, p. 394 (cap. I, 2)). Quiddity, understood
in this way, corresponds to what Kant means
by ‘predicate’, i.e. the content of the object of
a concept; that is, the definition which can
be added to the concept of a thing, thereby
broadening its content.
Kant writes:

[...] if I take the subject (God) together with
all his predicates [...] and say God is, or there is a
God, then I add no new predicate to the concept
of God, but only posit the subject in itself with
all its predicates, and indeed posit the object in
relation to my concept. Both must contain exactly
the same, and hence when I think this object as
given absolutely (through the expression, “it
is”), nothing is thereby added to the concept,
which expresses merely its possibility. Thus the
actual contains nothing more than the merely
possible (KrV, A599 / B 627; Kant, 1998, p. 567).

So, if the ontological argument is about
God’s quiddity, Kant’s critique appears to be
valid. Thomas’s thought experiment,” which

8“Quiditatis vero nomen sumitur ex hoc, quod per diffinitionem

significatur. Sed essentia dicitur secundum quod per eam et in
ea ens habet esse.”

"Heidegger notes that Thomas examines the ontological
argument in four places: first, in In Libros Sententiarum
Petri Lombardi 1, dist. 3, qu. 1, art. 2 ad 4 (Thomas
Aquinas, 1873, pp. 51-52); second, in Summa theologica
I, qu. 2, art. 1 (Thomas Aquinas, 1875, pp. 14-16); third,
in Summa contra gentiles 1, cap. 10-11 (Thomas Aquinas,
1905, pp. 8-10); and fourth, in De veritate, qu. 10, art. 12
(Thomas Aquinas, 1883a, pp. 403-409). Thomas builds
his refutation of the ontological argument around the
thesis that knowledge about quiddity and the essence of
God is inaccessible to man. In other words, we cannot
derive proof of the existence of God from the concept

74



BaIOIIIVVI Ha TO, YTO MBI OJIMHAKOBO MBICJIM, 4TO
€CTh YeJIOBEK VIIM 9TO eCTh (PeHMKC, He3aBVCIMO
OT TOTO, CYIIECTBYIOT JIV OHV B AEVICTBUTEIEHOCTI
(v He3aBVICVIMO OT TOr'O, 3HaeM JIV MBI 00 11X CyIIe-
CTBOBaHWM), CJIy>KUT IOIATBEpPXKIeHWeM ¥ Te3vca
KanTa «bbITe He ecTb peasIbHBIVI IpeAMKaT», U
ero yTBepXKeHMsl, YTO CyXKJeHle O CyllecTBOBa-
HUM JTO/DKHO OBITH VMCKJTIOUEHO 13 00/I1aCTU YMCTO-
TO MBIIIJIeHMS], TIOCKOJIBKY IIpUHAJIeXUT edVH-
cTBy onblTa. Ho Tak jim Bce $ICHO M OHO3HAYHO
B OTHOIIEHWV KaHTOBCKOV KPUTWKWM OHTOJIOIM-
YecKOro apryMeHTa, eCJIV peub UIEeT O CYuyHoCHu
bora? Benp 11j1s1 cx0J1aCcTOB MBIC/IVIMas CYIITHOCTD
VI CYIITHOCTb HaJIMYHOV, TO €CTh B JeVICTBUTEIIbHO-
CTVI CYIIIECTBYIOIIIEV], BEIIV He CYyTh OIHO M TO JKe.

[TomuepkHy, 9TO O CIIpaBeJIBOCTH IIPVIBEIEH-
HBIX Cy>KII€HWVI VIJIV O TOM, KaKasl [IO3MIIVS BEPHa,
a Kakag ommbodHa, pedb BoBce He maeT. B cpen-
HEBEKOBOVI TPaAWMIIUM IIOHATUS «OBITHE», «Cy-
Imee», «CyIHOCTb», «CYIIeCTBOBaHVIe» Hepa3pbIB-
HBI, a IIpo0JIeMa X COOTHOIIEHVS VI Pa3/INUeHs
ABWJIaCh OBOMIOM J1J1Sl MHOTOBEKOBOVI IVICKYCCHUL.
B yuennn KanTa peasibHOCTB, 1TOf, KOTOPOVE TIOA-
pasyMeBaeTCs BelllHasi OIlpeie/leHHOCTh, TO eCTh
CYIIIHOCTB, OTHOCUTCH K KaTeropuy KauecTsa, TOr-
Jla KaK CylIllecTBOBaHMe — K KaTeropuy Mofajib-
HocTi. CorocTaBjieHVe ABYX PasHBIX «OITMK»,
CXOJIAaCTVUeCKOV I KaHTOBCKOVI, B BOIIPOCaxX OH-
TOJIOTMW — VIHTepecHas ¥ MacIITaOHasi TeMa /115
OT/IE/IBHOIO VICC/IemoBaHMsl. B KOHTeKkcTe HacTosI-
ITIeVI CTaThY OBIJIO BaXKHO XOTSI ObI ITOIIBITATHCSI Ha-
IITyIIaTh VI PacIIO3HATh BO3MOXKHBIE TOUKM PACXOXK-
OeHMs B IIOHMMaHMM cxoactaMiu v KaHTtoM Kak
OynTo Obl OmHOV M TOVI XKe IIPOOJIEMBI, a TaKXke
IIPOBECTU 3TY YCJIOBHYIO T'PaHMUILY.

0 UTOMHOCTY, HU O cyltHocTy bora. To ecTh MbI He MOXeM
BBIBECTV JIOKa3aTeIbCcTBO ObITVs bora m3 moHsTus bBora,
ITOCKOJTBKY y HaC HeT CaMOTO 3TOTO TIOHATHS, VI TIO3TOMY
MBI He MOXeM 3HaTh O CyIIeCTBOBaHWUM KakK IpUHazjle-
KarreM 3TOMY ITOHSTVIO. XaryIerrep oTMedaeT, uto KaaT
BEepHO «yXBaTbIBaeT HEpPB» OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO JIOKa3a-
TeJibcTBa ObITHs bora, HO B cBoeM BBIBOJIE 3aXOAUT Hallb-
1te, vem doma, yTBepKIIasi, UTO CyIIecTBOBaHVe BOOOIe
He OTHOCUTCS K ompenereHHocTn moHsaTus (Heidegger,
1989, S. 42 —43; Xanperrep, 2001, c. 37 —38).
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shows that we think alike what is man and
what is phoenix, regardless of whether they
exist in reality (and regardless of whether or
not we know about their existence), goes to
confirm Kant’s thesis that “being is not a real
predicate”, as well as his claim that judgment
about existence must be excluded from pure
thinking because it belongs to the unity of
experience. But is everything about the Kantian
critique of the ontological argument so clear
and unambiguous when it comes to the essence
of God? For the Scholastics, the thought essence
and the real essence of an existing thing are not
the same.

It must be stressed that at issue is not the
validity of the above judgments, nor which of
them are true or false. In the medieval tradition,
the concepts of ‘being’ (esse), ‘existent’ (ens),
‘essence’ (essentia), and ‘existence’ (existential)
are inseparable, and the problem of their
interrelation and distinction was the subject of
a centuries-long debate. In Kant’s teachings,
‘reality’, meaning thing-determinateness, that
is, essence, belongs to the category of a quality,
whereas ‘existence’” belongs to the category
of a modality. A comparison of two different
“optics” — Scholastic and Kantian — in terms
of ontological issues is an interesting and
large-scale theme that merits special study.
In the context of this article, it is important to
(at least gropingly) identify possible points of
divergence between the Scholastics and Kant
on seemingly one and the same problem, and to
mark this tentative boundary.

I also believe it was wrong to accuse Kant
(as happened in the history of philosophy) of
equating God and 100 talers (read: any thing).

of God because we do not have the very concept; hence
we cannot know about existence as belonging to this
concept. Heidegger (1982, p. 32; ¢f. 1975, pp. 42-43) notes
that Kant “attacks the real nerve” of the ontological
proof of the being of God, but goes further than Thomas
in claiming that “existence does not belong to the
determinateness of a concept at all”.
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Ilosararo Tak>ke, YTO HeIIpaBUJIBHO 3/1eCh yIIpe-
KaTh KaHTa (Kak cydasioch B MCTOPUKO-PUIIO-
codpcKov TpazuIVN) VMEHHO B TOM, UTO TOT HPU-
pasas1 bora 11 100 Tasiepos (dmTart: TIOO0YIO BEIllb).
KanT nmpekpacHo nonnmMarsi, 4to noHstue bora —
oco0oe TIOHSTME, KOTOpOe BKJIIOYaeT B ceds BCIO
IIOJIHOTY peaIbHOCTH V1 KOTOPOMY He MOXeT COOT-
BeTCTBOBATh HMKaKas Belllb. KaHT 11 He IIbITaeTcs
OTOXAeCTBUTH bora jiroboMy ApyroMy IIOHSTMIO.
OH uIIIb TOBOPUT, UTO «OTCYTCTBYE IIPOTUBOpPE-
Uyl B IOHATUM J1aJIeKO ellle He CJIYKUT JI0Kasa-
TeJILCTBOM BO3MOXXHOCTY ITperMeTa» (B 624; Kanr,
20064, c. 769).

2. [TorATUMHBIN anliapaT
KaHTOBCKOTIO Te3rca

[Ipexye dWeM mepeniTy HEIIOCPEACTBEHHO K
aHaJIM3y TOJIKOBaHMs XarijerrepoM KaHTOBCKOIO
Te31ca, Hy>KHO pa300paTbcsi B KAHTOBCKOM TOJI-
KOBaHWY Psifia BaXXHBIX /IS TOVI TEMBI TIOHSI T,
uro Xampgerrep u npemsiaraer (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 46; Xannerrep, 2001, c. 42). PaspsicHeHMe, Ha MOV
B3IVISAT, HEOOXOIMMO IJISI KaXKIOrO IIOHSTVS B BbI-
paxeHnM «bBITHe He eCTh peasIbHBIV ITPeaKaT».

OnHVM 13 BaXKHEVIIIVX OJIsl HAIlell TeMBbl SB-
ngetcs noHgTre peasvHocmu (Realitdt). Y Kanra
OHO yTIOTpeOJIsieTcs He B TOM JKe CMBICTIe, B KOTO-
POM OHO VCIIOJIB3YeTCS CETOIHSI, KOIa FOBOPAT O
PeayTbHOCTY BHEIITHEro M1pa; Y Hero OHO He TOX-
JIeCTBEHHO IIOHSTWIO JeVICTBUTEILHOCTY VIJIU TI0-
HATHUIO cyImecTBoBaHMs. Ilof peasibHOCTEIO / pe-
anpHBIM KaHT mompasymeBaer BemiHOCTH (die
Sachheit) (B 182; KanT, 20064, c. 260), TO ecTs BelIl-
HYIO OIpeesIeHHOCTD, CYIIHOCTb, TO, YTO IIPU-
Ha/JIEKUT Bely (res), CMBICJIIOBOe COIepKaHue
BO3MOXHOW Belln (Bue 3abucumocmu OT TOTO, Cy-
IIIecTByeT JIV Belllb, MIMeeTCsl JIM OHA B JIeVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTM). Xavzerrep rosoput, uro y Kanra
«IIOHSTMEe peaJIbHOCTV pPaBHO3HAYHO IIOHSATUIO
IJIATOHOBOM 10éd, 3TO TO B CyllleM, YTO MOIpas-
yMeBaeTCsl B BOIIpoOce: Tl €0TL, 410 eCTh cylee?»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 45—46; Xannerrep, 2001, c. 41).
VIHBIMU CITTOBaMM, peasIbHOCTb €CThb onpedeseHue
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Kant knew full well that the concept of God
was special, including, as it did, the whole
reality, and to which no thing can be equated.
Kant does not try to identify God with any
other concept. He merely says that “a non-
contradictory concept falls far short of proving
the possibility of its object” (KrV, A 596 / B 624;
Kant, 1998, p. 566).

2. The Conceptual Apparatus
of Kant’s Thesis

Before we dive into the analysis of
Heidegger’s interpretation of the Kantian
thesis, we need to find our bearings in relation
to Kant’s interpretation of certain concepts
important to our theme, which is exactly what
Heidegger (1982, p. 35; 1989, p. 46) proposes to
do. In my view, every concept in the expression
“being is not a real predicate” needs to be
explained.

One of the key concepts for our theme is
that of ‘reality” (Realitit). Kant does not use
this term in the same sense as it is used today
when we speak about the reality of the external
world. For him, it is not identical to our concept
of ‘reality’ or of ‘existence’. By ‘reality’/the
‘real’ Kant means thinghood (die Sachheit)
(KrV, B 182; Kant, 1998, pp. 274-275), i.e.
thing-determinateness or essence; that which
belongs to the thing (res), the semantic content
of a possible thing (irrespective of whether the
thing exists in reality). Heidegger (1982, p. 34;
cf. 1989, pp. 45-46) says that for Kant, “The
concept of reality is equivalent to the concept
of the Platonic idea as that pertaining to a
being which is understood when I ask: Ti esti,
what is the being?” In other words, reality is
determination (Bestimmung) of the thing-content
of a res. Determination is that which determines
a thing, i.e. is included in the quiddity of a



(Bestimmung) BemHoro comepskaHusi HEKOTOPO
res. OmpefiesieHrie — TO, UTO OIIpefiesigeT HeKOTOo-
PYIO Belllb, TO €CTh IIPUBXOAUT K «4TO» BEIIN (CM.:
B 626, Kanr, 20064, c. 770; Heidegger, 1989, S. 45;
Xanperrep, 2001, c. 41).

[IpenukaToM B IIMPOKOM CMBICTIe VIMEHYeT-
Cs1 BBICKA3aHHOE B CY0eHUl, a Cy>KIeHVe B CBOIO
oueperib, comtacHo KaHTy, mpescrasiisieT cobort
c643b 4ero-To ¢ 4eM-To (B (POpMaIbBHOM OTHOIIIe-
HUM — CBs3b CyObeKTa 1 npenukara). Kant mpe-
ZoCcTeperaeT OT CMEIIeHNS 102Uteck020 IpeamnKa-
Ta C peasvHuiM. Jloeuneckum npeduxaniom, TOBOPUT
KanT, MoXeT cjIyX1Tb BCe UTO yrOTHO, B TOM YNC-
Jle VI caM CyOBbeKT, IIOCKOJIBKY popMasIbHas JIOI -
Ka — 3TO OTBJIEUEHHAsI OT BCSIKOIO COMepyKaHIs
o0sacTh; popmasIbHas JIOrMKa OTBJIeKaeTCs OT CO-
Zep’KaTesIbHOCTY CyObeKTa 1 IIpefyKara 1 TeMa-
TU3MPYeT TOJIBKO popmy IIpenyuKaluim (OTHOIIIe-
HVie, CBsI3b, pasaerteHne). Ho peavruiil npeduxam,
TO €CTb OnpedeleHue, €CTh TO, 9YTO «IIpNOaBIIseTCs
K TIOHSITUIO CyObeKTa ¥ pacIIpsieT ero, clefioBa-
TEeJIBHO, OHO Y)Ke He JIOJDKHO COIEepPXKaThCs B HeM»
(B 626; Kant, 20064, c. 771). Takum obpasom, 1mpo-
671eMa CBOIMTCH K BOIIPOCY: MOXKET JI Obliiie Bbl-
CTyIaTb B Ka4eCTBe MIMEHHO peabH020 IIpeayKara,
TO €CTb SIBJISIeTCS JIV OBITVIE TIOHSTVIEM «O YEM-TO
TaKOM, UTO MOIJIO OBl OBITH IIpMOaBJIeHO K IOHS-
TVIO Belmy»? KaHT pemmresbHO yTBepXXKaaeT —
HeT, ObITVe He eCTh peasIbHBIN IIpefyKaT, «OHO
€CTh TOJIBKO MO3UYUOHUPOBaAHUE BEIIV VIIV HEKO-
TOPBIX OITpefIeIeHniI caMo I1o cebe» (B 626; Kanr,
20064, c. 771; xypcus mort. — E.M.), a B jtornueckom
BBICKA3bIBaHVI OHO He 0oJjlee YeM ITIarosI-CBsi3Ka.

s Ooree eTayibHOTO IIPOSICHEHMS, dYTO
nMeHHO KaHT nopmpasyMeBaeT IOI «peaIbHBIM
IIpeauKaToM», OyIeT HeJIUIITHMM COOTHECTU WH-
TepecyIolye Hac IOHSATUS ¢ KaHTOBCKOV TabiIu-
Liey1 KaTeropuii, 4To u festaeT Xanpaerrep. Karero-
pum, comtacHo KaHTy, BbIpakaioT He OOBEKTHI, a
oItepaumm paccyaka, PyHKIIMM MbIIUleHus. Ta-
OnIza KaTeropmil BBICTPOEHa B COOTBETCTBUM C
TabsIMIIeVt Cy XXIIeHM1, TO eCTh (PYHKIIV MBIIILTe-
Hys. Ecyiv paccy1ok MOXKHO IIpeicTaBUTh KaK CITO-
COOHOCTB COCTABJIATH CYXKIeHM IO POpMaIbHBIM
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thing (cf. KrV, A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998, p. 567;
Heidegger, 1982, p. 34; 1989, p. 45).

The ‘predicate’, in the broad sense, is that
which has been uttered in a judgment; and a
judgment, in turn, according to Kant, is the link
of one thing to another (in formal terms, the
link between subject and predicate). Kant warns
against confusing the logical predicate with the
real one. Anything can be a logical predicate, Kant
says, including the subject itself, because formal
logic is an area abstracted from any content —
formal logic is not concerned with the content
of the subject and predicate. It thematizes
only the form of predication (relationship, link,
separation). By contrast, the real predicate, i.e.
the determination, “goes beyond the concept
of the subject and enlarges it. Thus it must
not be included in it already” (KrV, A 598 /
B 626, Kant, 1998, p. 567). Thus, the problem
boils down to the question: can being be a real
predicate, “a concept of something that could
add to the concept of a thing”? Kant’s emphatic
answer is ‘no’, being is not a real predicate —
“It is merely the positing of a thing or of certain
determinations in themselves” (KrV, A 598 / B
626, Kant, 1998, p. 567; my italics — E.M.), and
in a logical utterance, it is just a link-verb.

To further clarify what Kant means by ‘real
predicate” it would be helpful to juxtapose
the concept that we are interested in with the
Kantian table of categories, something which
Heidegger does too. Categories, according
to Kant, express not objects but operations of
the understanding, functions of thought. The
table of categories corresponds to the table
of judgments, i.e. the functions of thought.
While ‘understanding’ can be seen as the
capacity to form judgments according to the
formal rules of linking one with the other (any
joining presupposes a possible unity with
respect to which the link obtains), categories
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IpaBWJIaM CBsI3V OJHOTO C APYIMM (a BCsIKOe 00b-
eIMHeHNe IIpefirosiaraeT HeKOTOpOoe BO3MOXKHOe
€IVIHCTBO, B OTHOIIIEHMVI KOTOPOTO VI IIPOVICXOINAT
CBSI3bIBaHIE), TO KaTETOPUN IIPEACTABIISIOT OO0V
BO3MOXXHBIe (POPMBI e/IMHCTBA TOT'0, YTO CBS3bIBAET-
cs1 B cyKaeHun. Vl peatbHOCTB, 11 OBITHE, COTTIAaCHO
KanTy, mpencrasiisior cobovt KaTeropmm, a MMeH-
HO — Takve pOpMbI eIVHCTBA. PeasTbHOCTD IIpU-
HaJIJIeXUT KaTeropuy KadecTsa ¥ B COOTBETCTBUN
¢ Tabmmient pyHKIMV MBIIUIEHVS IIpeICTaBIIsa-
eT cobort PopMy eIMHCTBa yTBEPIUTEIIBHOIO CY-
XK1eHmus. ITpoTMBOIIOIOKHOCTBIO PeasIbHOCTY, Ta-
KM obOpasoM, sBisteTcss Heranust (Negation), To
ecThb oTpullaTesibHOe cyxaeHue. bertme (Dasein)
HPVHAJIEXNUT KaTeropuy MOOAJIBHOCTV M COOT-
BETCTBYeT acCepTOPUUYECKUM CYKIeHWsM, TO eCTh
TaKMM, B KOTOPBIX YTBepXKIIeHIe VIV OTpUIlaHVie
NIPUHVIMAETCST KaK IeVICTBUTEIbHOE, VICTVMHHOE.
MopnanpHOCTE, corslacHo KaHTy, 3T0 Takas yHK-
LS Cy>KAeHMII, KOTopasi Hu4dero He mpubasiiser
K VX COlep’KaHMIO, «a KacaeTcsl TOIIBKO 3HAYeHVIs
CBSI3KM I10 OTHOIIIEHMIO K MBIIIUIEHVIO BOOOIIIe» (A
74; Kanr, 20060, c. 117), TO ecTh MOJAJIBHOCTB BbIpa-
KaeT MO3MIINIO TTO3HAOIIETO 10 OTHOIIEHNN K Cy-
XaeHnto. ITpoTuBOIOIOKHOCTBIO MOHSATUIO «OBl-
THe» (KoTopoe OepeTcsi 37lech B Iape C IIOHATHEM
«HebbITre» (Nichtsein), TTOCKOJIBKY B KaTeropmsx
MOJIQJIBHOCTVI MBI OTBJIEKaeMCsI OT TOT'O, SIBJISIETCS
JIVL CY>K/IeHVIe YTBEPAVTEIIBHBIM VIV OTPULIATE Tb-
HBIM), TAaKVIM 00pas3oM, SBJIsieTcs He Heralys (Kak B
CJIydae C peasibHOCTHIO), @ «BO3MOXKHOCTh — HEBO3-
MoxHOCTE» (Moglichkeit — Unmoglichkeit) v «te-
obxommMocTh — ciry4dantHocTh» (Notwendigkeit —
Zufalligkeit).

VITak, MOXXHO CKa3aTh, YTO IO OOJIBIIIEV YacTu
VIMEHHO CITelipvKa KaHTOBCKOIO ITOHVIMaHWS
peayIbHOCTU 4BJISeTCSl KJIIOYOM K OCMBICIIEHVIIO
€ro KPWUTWMKV OHTOJIOTMYECKOro JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa
ObrTiss Bora, KoTOpoe, B CBOIO O4epelb, BBICTPO-
€HO BOKPYT IIOHSITUS BCepeasIbHEVIIero Cylile-
cTBa (ens realissimum). I'lo KauTy, moiHoTa moHs-
T BcepeasibHewIero cymectsa (der Begriff des
allerrealisten Wesens) (B 624; Kanr, 20064, c. 768)
3aKJIIOYaeTcsi He B BBICIIIeVI CTeIIeH) ero JevICTBY-

are possible forms of the unity of that which
is linked in a judgment. According to Kant,
reality and being are categories, that is, such
forms of unity. Reality pertains to the category
of unity and, in accordance with the table of
thought functions, is a form of the unity of
an affirmative proposition. The opposite of
reality is thus negation, i.e. a negative judgment.
Being (Dasein) belongs to the category of
modality and corresponds to assertorical
(affirmative)
which assert or negate something real or true.
Modality, according to Kant, “concerns only
the value of the copula in relation to thinking
in general” (KrV, A 74 / B 100; Kant, 1998,
p- 209), i.e. modality expresses the position
of the cognizing person in respect of the
judgment. Thus, the opposite of the concept
of “being” (which is here paired with “non-
being” (Nichtsein), because the category of
modality is not concerned with whether or
not a judgment is affirmative or negative)
is not negation (as in the case of reality) but
“possibility — impossibility” (Mdglichkeit —
Unmdglichkeit) and “necessity — contingence”
(Notwendigkeit — Zufilligkeit).

Thus, it is the peculiarity of Kant's
understanding of reality that more often than
not is the key to understanding his critique of
the ontological proof of God’s existence which,
in turn, revolves around the concept of the
‘most real” being (ens realissimum). According
to Kant, “the concept of a most real being”
(der Begriff des allerrealisten Wesens) (KrV, A
596 / B 624; Kant, 1998, p. 566) consists not in
its being ‘most real” but in the rich content, the
fullness of substantive determination. In other
words, that “than which nothing greater can be
conceived” is the being which cannot fall short
of some positive reality (to which ‘being” does
not belong).

judgments, i.e. judgments
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TeJIBHOCTY, a B MaKCMMaJIbHO OoraTom copepska-
HWY, B TIOJIHOTe COlepKaTeJIbHOTO OIpeflesIeHNs.
To ectp B dopmynmpoBke AHceslbMa «TO, OOJIb-
IIe Yero HeJIb3sl IIOMBICIINTD», O3HadaeT B TOJIKO-
BaHMM KaHTa cyIiecTBo, KOTOpOMy He MOXeT He
JloCTaBaTh KaKOW-IMOO IO3UTUBHOV peasIbHOCTV
(k Koev1 ObITHe He OTHOCUTCSI).

3. TonkoBaHme Xavimerrepom Te3mca Kanra

s Xarigerrepa mogpoOHBIVT aHAIN3 KaHTOB-
CKOVI KPUTVKV OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO JOKa3aTeIbCTBa
ObrTist bora BaXkeH IIpeXx/ie BCEro IS IIPOsICHe-
HWSL TIOHATUY OBITHSA 1 CyIecTBoBaHMS. To ecTh
Xarizerrepy MHTepecHa He CTOJIBKO IIpobsieMa J10-
KasarejbcTBa ObITMs bora Kak TakoBasi, CKOJIBKO
pasesicHeHMe KaHTOM ITOHSATWII, KITIOYEBBIX LIS
XaviJIeITePOBCKOrO IIPOeKTa ITIOCTPOEHVSI OHTOJIO-
vy KaK peHOMEHOJIOT A

st Xaviperrepa O4YeBMIHO, YTO BbIpaXkeHUe
«eCTb», yHOoTpebiiseMoe B CMbICJIe KOITYJIbl, TO eCTh
IJIaroJIa-CB3KM, B BBICKA3bIBAHMISIX (POPMBI «A eCTh
B» cylmecTBeHHO OT/IMYaeTCst OT TOTO JKe «ecTb» B
IIpeJIOKeHUN «Belllb eCTb», TO eCTh «Belllb CyIIle-
cTByeT». Ecyiui ObITHIE He ecTh peasIbHBIN IIpeAMIKaT,
TO, CIIpalvBaeT Xaverrep, «kak MOXHO ornpede-
AUMb 0bimue no3uUmMubHo M 4eM OTIINYaeTCs OT I10-
HATUS OBITMSI BOOOIIe IIOHSTHE CYIeCTBOBAHIAS,
Haymumsa?» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 54; Xamperrep,
2001, c. 47). O ccputaeTcsd Ha padoty «EgmHCTBeH-
HO BO3MOXHO€ OCHOBaHWe [JIsS 0Kas3aTejIbCTBa
ObrTia bora», roe KanT, mpsiMo ykasbiBas Ha pas-
savie ObITVS U CYIIIeCTBOBaHSI, TOBOPUT:

ITongrne mosumyu (Position) vt mosarasms
COBepIIIeHHO ITPOCTO ¥ COBIIAlaeT C IOHSTHEM
ObITIIsE BOOOIIIE. [lajiee, HEUTO MOXKET MBICIIUTBCS
KaK I10JI0)KeHHOe Bcero Jimiiib (blofS) oTHOCHTE B
HBIM 00pa3oM WiV, TOYHee, — KaK OTHOIIIeHIe
(respectus logicus) yero-To, IIOHATOTO B KayecTse
IIpu3HaKa HEKOTOPOV BeLM K CaMOVI 3TOVI Belly,
¥ Toraa ObITue, T.e. TIOJIaraHie 3TOTO OTHOIIIe-
Hus [A ecTpb B, ecTh He 4TO MHOe, KaK IIOHSTHE
cBs3u B cyxaeHmn. Ho ecimm paccMmarpuBaeTcs
He MPOCTO 3TO OTHOIIIeHMe [T.e. ecyin OBITHE U
“ecTp” ymorpebiisieTcsi He IIPOCTO B CMBICTIE KO-
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3. Heidegger’s Interpretation
of the Kantian Thesis

For Heidegger, a detailed analysis of the
Kantian critique of the ontological proof of the
existence of God is of the utmost importance
for clarification of the concepts of ‘being’” and
‘existence’. Heidegger is interested not so much
in the problem of proving the existence of God,
but in how Kant elaborates the concepts that
are key for Heidegger’s project of grounding
ontology as phenomenology.

Heidegger has no doubt that the “is” used as
a copula, or link-verb, in utterances in the form
of “A is B” is essentially different from the “is”
in the sentence “a thing is”, i.e. “a thing exists”.
If being is not a real predicate, then, Heidegger
(1982, p. 39; cf. 1989, p. 54) asks, “how can
being be determined positively and how does the
concept of existence, of extantness, differ from
the concept of being in general?” Heidegger
cites Kant’s work, The Only Possible Argument
in Support for a Demonstration of the Existence
of God, which says the following about the
difference between being and existence:

The concept of position is utterly simple
and is one and the same as the concept of
being. Now something can be thought as
posited merely relatively, or, better, we can
think merely the relation (respectus logicus)
of something as a mark to a thing, and then
being, that is, the position of this relation [“A is
B”], is nothing but the combining concept in a
judgment. If what is had in view is not merely
this relation [i.e. if being and “is” are used not
merely in the sense of the copula, “A is B”] but
instead the thing as posited in and for itself,
then this being is tantamount to existence [that
is, Vorhandensein] (Heidegger, 1982, p. 39; cf.
1989, p. 52; ¢f. BDG, AA 02, p. 73; Kant, 1992,
p- 119).®

8 The text in square brackets has been added by
Heidegger. He quotes Kant’s Beweisgrund from the 1922
edition.
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myJel — A ecThb B], Ho Be1rp, mooXkeHHas B cebe
v [yist cebsi, To OBITHE 371eCh — TO K€ camoe, uTO
cymlectBoBaHue [T.e. Hasmume] (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 52; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 47—48; cp.: AA 02,
S. 73; Kant, 1994, c. 394)°.

Xanperrep BeIsiBisgeT y KanTa 3710 pasmmyne
OBITH V1 CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS M Pe3IOMIPYeT, YTO Obl-
THe (Sein) ciieyeT MHTepHPeTNPOBaTh KaK «IIpo-
cto nonaranue» (bloPer Position), a cyiecTBoBa-
Hre (Dasein) — kak «abcosIfoTHOe IoJIaraHue»
(absoluter Position).

«[TpocTo rostarase», roBoput Xarnjerrep, 3Ha-
YUT «OBITVIE YeM-TO», TO €CTb IIoJIaTaHVe peaibHo-
cmeil BeIy, oOpasyIomInX ee IIOHATIE U OIpere-
nsrommx ee Bosmoxrocme. Ilpencrasisss cobom
MIpeaVKaT, «IPOCTOe IIOJIaraHVe» ITPOVICXOIUT
BCerza OTHOCUTEIBHBIM O0Opa3oM. «AOcCoIoTHOe
IIoJjIaraHue» COOTBETCTBYET BBICKA3bIBAHMIO «He-
uTo cyiecTByeT (ist da), aksucTupyet (existiert)»
¥ He IpeariosaraeT MOero OTHOIIEHVS K BeIu
VJIVI HEKOTOPOTI ee peasTbHOCTH. B BhICKa3bIBaHM
«Belllb CYIIIeCTBYeT, MMeeTCsl B HaJlM4ui», TOBO-
put Xavimerrep, s Iojlarao Bellb Oe30THOCUTEIb-
HO, B ceDe 1 Jy1s1 ceDs1, «IIOMMMO BCSIKOIO OTHOIIIE-
HUs, He peJIsTUBHO, HO abcormoTHOo» (Heidegger,
1989, S. 52; Xanpnerrep, 2001, c. 48). 1, kak roBOpUT
Xanperrep, no Kanrty ObITiie He eCcTh pealbHBIN
IpeIVIKaT HU B CMBICJIE «IIPOCTOrO IIOJIAaTaHVIs»,
HVI B CMBICJTe «a0COJTIOTHOTO IIOJTaraHIs.

CornacHo Kanuty (Xamperrep muier majiee o
ABYX pasHBIX BapMaHTax ITOCTAHOBKM BOIIpOCa B
OTHOIIIEHWV! TIOJIaraHMs AeVICTBUTEILHOV, CyIile-
CTBYIOIIIEVI Belll), CJIeAyeT pas3iIfNdaTh, 410 IoJo-
JKeHO (was da gesetzt sei) 1 kak 3TO TIOTIOXeHO (wie
es gesetzt sei) (Heidegger, 1989, S. 55; Xavnerrep,
2001, c. 50). OTBeuas Ha mepBbIN Borpoc, KaHT ro-
BOPWT, UTO B JIEVICTBUTEJILHOV BEIIIN ITOJIOKEHO He
OorIbllle, YeM B IIPOCTO BO3MOYKHOVI, TIOCKOJIBKY BCe
oIperiesieHVIs U IIPeIVIKaThl IeVICTBUTEIIBHOIO MO-
I'yT colepXaTbcs M B ee BO3MOXXHOCTH. Ho oTse-
TOM Ha BTOPOV BOIIpOC OyZeT yTBep)KIeHWe, UTO

¢ Kak ormeuaer nepeBomumk A.I. YepHSKOB, TeKCT B
KBaZIpaTHBIX CKOOKax Jo0aBsieH Xarmerrepom. Xarmierrep
uutupyet «Beweisgrund...» mmo msganmio 1922 r.
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Pointing out that Kant distinguishes ‘being’
and ‘existence’, Heidegger concludes that
being (Sein) should be interpreted as “merely
position” (blofer Position), and existence
(Dasein) as “absolute position” (absoluter
Position).

“Mere position,” Heidegger argues, means
“being something”, i.e. the positing of the
realities of a thing which form its concept
and determine its possibility. Representing a
predicate, “mere position” always happens
relatively. “Absolute position”, meanwhile,
corresponds to the utterance “something
exists” (ist da / existiert) (Heidegger, 1982,
p- 39) and does not imply my attitude to the
thing or some realities thereof. In the utterance
“A exists”, “A is extant”, says Heidegger
(1982, pp. 39-40; cf. 1989, p. 52), I am positing
“without relation, non-relatively, absolutely”.
As Heidegger says, for Kant, being is not a real
predicate, either in the sense of mere positing,
nor in the sense of absolute positing.

According to Kant (Heidegger here speaks
of two different ways of asking a question
about the positing of a real, existing thing), one
has to distinguish between “what is posited
(was da gesetzt sei)” and “how is it posited” (wie
es gesetzt sei) (Heidegger, 1982, p. 41; cf. 1989,
p- 55). Answering the first question, Kant says
that no more is posited in an existing thing
than in a merely possible thing because all
the attributes and predicates of an existing
thing may be contained in its possibility. But
his answer to the second question claims that
more is posited through actuality (BDG, AA 02,
p- 75; Kant, 1992, p. 121). To avoid confusion,
Kant recaps: “[...] nothing more is posited in
an existent thing than is posited in a merely
possible thing (for then one is speaking of the
predicates of that thing). But more is posited
through an existent thing than is posited
through a merely possible thing, for positing
through an existent thing involves the absolute



TIOCPEICTBOM JIeVICTBUTEILHOCTH TIOJIOXKEHO O0iTh-
e (AA 02, S. 75; Kant, 1994, c. 396). Bo mustexa-
Hue nmyTaHnibl KaHT pestoMupyer: «B cyiecTByro-
IT1[eM TIojIaraeTcsl He OOJIbIlle, YeM B YeM-TO TOJIBKO
BO3MOXXHOM (1100 B TaKOM CjTydae pedb UIeT TOJIb-
KO O ero IpeiyKarax), OJJHaKO ITOCPeICTBOM CYy-
ITIeCTBYIOIIIErO IIoJIaraeTcsl OOJIbIlle, YeM IOoCperl-
CTBOM TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHOIO, MOO CyIllecTByIoIIee
KacaeTcsi TakKe M aDCOJTIOTHOTO IoJIaraHms Bely»
(AA 02, S. 75; Kanr, 1994, c. 397). Ilogsons wmror
aHaJIM3y KaHTOBCKOI'O Tesuca, Xarerrep roBOpuT,
YTO «CB3b, ITOJIOKEHHas B aOCOTIIOTHOV MHOZUIINN
(Position), ecTh OTHOIIIEHE cCaMOTrd CyIIeCTBYIOIIe-
o IIpe/IMeTa K CBOeMY IOHSTHIO. .. TaKMM 00pasoM,
KaHT XxoueT ykasaTp, UTO CyllleCTBOBaHVIe MBICIIUT-
cs He B IIpefIMKaTe, HO B CyObeKTe IpeyIoKeHs»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 55—56; Xaiinerrep, 2001, c. 51).

ok ok

Kak yxe ObUIO cKasaHO, myrst Xavimerrepa vH-
Tepec IIpefCTaB/IsAIOT IIpeX/ie BCero caMy IIOHS-
TV OBITVIS M CyIIIeCTBOBaHM B ToyikoBaHMM KaH-
Ta. Xavjerrep IbITaeTcs OTBETUTh Ha BOIIPOCH,
pocturaer i KaHTOBO 0OBbsiCHeHVE OBITMS Kak
IrojlaraHusl TOVI CTelleHU SICHOCTY, Ha KOTOPYIO
IIpeTeH/IyeT, COCTOATelIbHA JIV BOODIIle TaKasl VH-
TepIpeTalus U «He BelleT JIV, 4ero 100poro, Te-
3uc “BeITMe paBHO IIOJIaraHUIO, CyIleCTBOBaHUEe
paBHO abCOIIOTHOMY IIOJlaraHui0” B TEeMHOTY?»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 57; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 52).

Xanizierrep HauMHaeT C Pas3bsiCHEHUS IIOHH-
TS «II0JIaraHye», HaMepeBasCh IIOHaYaIy CTPOro
HpUaepXuBaTbcsd OO0BsicHeHMs camoro KaHra, a
3aTeM OILIeHWMTH, HACKOJIBKO KaHTOBCKOE OOBSICHe-
HIe «0OOCHOBAHO C TOYKM 3PeHMs CBOeVl IIPaBo-
MepHOCTHU 1 cBoem HeobxopumocT» (Heidegger,
1989, S. 61; Xavtmerrep, 2001, c. 56).

Kax MOXXHO OBIO 3aMeTHUTB, U B CJTydae IPOCTO-
ro IoJIaraHus, 1 B CJIy4dae abCOIFOTHOT O IOJIaraHys
VIMeeT MeCTO HeKMV CMHTe3. B ciryuae mpocToro rio-
JlaraHus, KOTOPOMY COOTBETCTBYeT BbICKa3bIBaHVe
«A ectb B», — mpenuKaTMBHBIN CUHTE3, TO €CThb
IIprcoeiViHeHMe IIpefinKaTta K cyopekry. Taxom
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positing of the thing itself as well” (ibid.).
Summing up his analysis of the Kantian thesis,
Heidegger (1982, pp. 41-42; cf. 1989, p. 55-56)
writes that “The relation posited in absolute
position is the relation of the existent object
itself to its concept [...]. Kant wishes to indicate
by this conversion of the proposition that
existence is thought not in the predicate of the
proposition but in its subject.”

%ok

As mentioned above, Heidegger is interested
primarily in how Kant interprets the very
concepts of ‘being’ and ‘existence’. He asks
whether Kant’s explanation of being as
‘positing” attains the degree of clarity it claims
and, indeed, puts such interpretation into
question: “Does the thesis that being equals
position, existence equals absolute position,
perhaps lead us into the dark?” (Heidegger,
1982, p. 43; cf. 1989, p. 57).

Heidegger (1982, p. 45; cf. 1989, p. 61)
begins by explaining the concept of “position’
with the initial intention of sticking to Kant's
interpretation before assessing how “well
founded” that explanation is “in its right and in
its necessity”.

As can readily be seen, both simple
positing and absolute positing involve a kind
of synthesis. In the case of simple positing
(“A is B”), this is predicative synthesis, i.e. the
addition of a predicate to the subject. Such
synthesis, Heidegger notes, has to do with the
real certainties of the thing and their relations,
and belongs to the sphere of content-bearing
relations. In absolute positing (“A exists”),
there is existential synthesis, i.e. that which
is posited in the utterance and that which is
added to the concept is “a relation of the actual
thing to my own self”; it is the relation of the
whole content of the concept, its full reality,
to its object: “This object is posited absolutely.
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CMHTe3, KaK OTMedaeT Xarijlerrep, KacaeTcs peaib-
HBIX OIIpesieJIeHHOCTeV! Bellly ¥ VX OTHOLIeHWU,
IBVDKeTCs B cdpepe cofieprKaTeIbHBIX CBsizell. B ad-
COJIFOTHOM ITOJIaraHMM, TO eCTh B 3K3VCTeHIIalb-
HOM BBICKa3bIBaHUM «A CYIIIECTBYeT», 3aKIIIOYeH
9K3MCTeHIIMAJIbHBIVI CMHTe3 — TO, YTO MoJIaraeTcs
B BBICKa3bIBaHMM TaKOI'O TWUIIA, U TO, UTO 00aBIIs-
eTCs K TIOHSTUIO, eCTh «OTHOIIIEHEe JIeVICTBUTE b
HOVI Bl KO MHe CAMOMY»; 3TO CBSI3b LI€JIOCTHOTO
coriep)KaHMs IIOHSITHS, TO €CThb ero IIOJTHOV pealb-
HOCTV, CO CBOMIM IIPeIMeTOM: «DTOT IIOCIIeIH
(sc. mpenmert) nipocto nonaraercs. [Ipu sk3ucren-
LIMaJIbHOM ITOJIaTaHMVI MBI JIOJDKHBI BBIVITY 3 IIpe-
mestbl ToHATY. CB3b TIOHATHS C IIPEIMETOM, T.€. C
JeVICTBUTEeIIbHBIM, €CTh TO, YTO CMHTeTUYeCKI ITpY-
coentiHgeTcs K noHATHIo» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 54—
55; Xammerrep, 2001, c. 50). Takum obpa3oM, B k-
3VICTEHIIVa/IbHOM BBICKA3bIBAHUM «A CYyIIeCTByeT»
A mornaraetcst abCoTIOTHO (BMeCTe cO BCEMU CBOVI-
MU peasIbHBIMM IIpeyKaTaMu), ¥ K 3ToMy A mpu-
COeNIMHLeTCs IIojlaraHye, KOTOpoe IIpeJCTaBiIsdeT
co0OVI HEKYIO CBsI3b — «OTHOIIIEHVE I1eJIOCTHOIO
corlepkaHms (A) K MoeMy MblieHMO Bery. Ilo-
CPeZICTBOM 3TOr0 OTHOIIEHMs IIOJIOKeHHOe BCTY-
I1aeT B CBs13b ¢ cocTosiHreM Moero I (Ich-Zustand)»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 61; Xarimerrep, 2001, c. 56). I'To-
CKOJIBKY TOJIBKO MBICJIIMOe A, ToBOpuUT Xarijer-
rep, y>ke HaxoAWUTCS CO MHOV B YMCTOM OTHOILIIe-
HUM MBIIUIeHNs, B pe3yJIbTaTe IIPVICOeIVTHeHs
aOCOJTIOTHOTO TOJIaraHVIsL 3TO TOJIBKO-TIPeiCTaBIe-
Hue A (das Nur-Vorstellen von A) craHoBuTCs yem-
TO MHBIM. To ecTb aOCOIOTHOe TojIaraHue — 3TO
OTHOIIIeHVe ITpe/iMeTa IOHATIS KaK COOTBeTCTBY-
IOIIEr0 3TOMY IIOHSATWIO OellcmbumessHoeo Cylile-
IO K TIOHSTHIO KaK TOJIBKO MBICJIMIMOMY. Xarifierrep
pestomupyet: «CytrecrsoBanue (Existenz, Dasein)
BBIpa’kaeT, TeM CaMbIM, OTHOIIIeHe 00beKTa K CIIO-
cobHocty nosHaHus» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 61; Xan-
nerrep, 2001, c. 56).

Hasnee Xanigerrep obparaercs k pasgerny «llo-
CTyJIaThl SMIIMPUYECKOIO MBIIIUIEHWUs BOOOIIe».
ITocTysnar mo3HaHMSA HEVICTBUTEIBHOCTY IJIACUT:
«...TO, UTO CBSI3aHO C MaTepUaJIbHBIMU YCJIOBUS-
MU OIIBITa, (OmIyItieHms) deicmbumensro» (B 266;

In positing existence we have to go outside
the concept. The relation of the concept to the
object, to the actual being, is what gets added,
or ap-posited, synthetically to the concept”
(Heidegger, 1982, p. 41; c¢f. 1989, pp. 54-55).
Thus, in an existential utterance (“A exists”),
A is posited absolutely (together with all the
real predicates); and added to A is the positing
which is “the reference of the whole thing
(A) to my thought of the thing. By means
of this reference what is thus posited comes
into relation to my ego-state” (Heidegger,
1982, p. 45; cf. 1989, p. 61). Because the merely
thought A, says Heidegger, is already in a
pure relation of thought with myself, “the
mere representing of A (das Nur-Vorstellen von
A) becomes different due to the addition of
the absolute positing” (ibid.). In other words,
absolute positing is the relation of the real
object to the thought object. Heidegger sums
it up thus: “Existence consequently expresses
a relationship of the object to the cognitive
faculty” (ibid.).

Heidegger then turns to the chapter
entitled “The Postulates of Empirical
Thinking in General”. The postulate of
the cognition of reality is framed in the
following way: “That which is connected
with the material conditions of experience
(of sensation) is actual” (KrV, A 218 / B 266;
Kant, 1998, p. 321). This means, says Kant,
that cognition of the reality of things calls for
perception; that is, conscious sensation. The
being of a thing, according to Kant, cannot
be derived solely from the concept of thing,
even if it is a full concept and we can think
the thing with all its inner determinations.
Being (Dasein) is synonymous with reality
(Wirklichkeit), and cognition of the being of
the thing, Kant writes, is inseparable from
its perception, depending entirely either
on the direct perception of the thing whose
being is to be cognized, or on its links with
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Kanr, 20064, c. 359). Oto 3HaunT, rosoput Kanr,
4TO IS TO3HAHUS OelcmbBumesvHocmu Belen
TpebdyeTcs Bocnpusmue, TO €CTh OCO3HAHHOE OIITy-
1ieHe. beiTre Bety, corstacHo KaHTy, Heslb3s BbI-
BECTW V3 OIHOI'O JIVIIIb ITOHSITS BEIIIV, Take eCIn
5TO HOHSTHE IIOJIHOE VI MBI MOXKEM MBICJIUTD BeIllb
CO BCeEMM ee BHYTPEHHVMU OIlpefiesleHUsMI. bbl-
e (Dasein) CMHOHMMWYHO IEVICTBUTEITBHOCT
(Wirklichkeit), n mosHanme OpITVIS Belyi, TOBOPUT
KanT, HepasppIBHO cBsA3aHO c ee ocnpusmuem
1IeJIMIKOM 3aBVICUT OT Bocnpusmu s b0 Hermocpes-
CTBEHHO caMOVI Belly, ObITyie KOTOPOVI HY>XHO I10-
3HATB, JIVI0O ee CBS3M C IPYTVMM HeVICTBUTEIbHbI-
MW BOCHPUSTUSIMYM COITIACHO aHAJIOIVSIM OITbITA:
«ecJIV TIOHATVE IIPENIIeCcTBYeT BOCIIPUSTUIO, TO
5TO O3HAYaeT JINIIb B03MO)XHOCHb €r0, VI TOJIBKO
BOCIIPVMSITIE, Jarolllee MaTepuiasl IJjIs TIOHSTHS,
ectb enuHcTBeHHBII npmsHak (Charakter) deii-
cmBumenvrocmu» (B 273; Kanurt, 2006a, c. 367; Kyp-
cus Mont. — E.M.). Xarizerrep 3akjitodaet, 4To I
Kanra BoctipusTiie — 3TO «TO, B IIpeziesiax I0Cs-
raeMOCTV 4Yero JIeKWUT CylllecTBOBaHMe, 1eVICTBU-
TeJILHOCTB, 3K3ucTeHINs Beln» (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 62, Xanperrep, 2001, c. 57), u B aToM i1 KaHTa
BBbIpa’kaeTcs creldrIecKurt xapakTep abcooT-
HOTO TTOJTaraHs KaK BOCIIPUSTHS .

Kareropmm BO3MOXHOCTV, IEVICTBUTETBHOCTY
VI HEOOXOIIMIMOCTY KaK IIpeyKarhl (KOTOpble, KaK
oTMedvaeT Xavifierrep, MOKHO HasbIBaTbh IIpeIViKa-
TaMM TOJIBKO HeCOOCTBEHHBIM O0Opa3oM) cyObek-

"Hy>XHO OTMETUTb, YTO «BOCIIPVTIIE» SBIJISeTCS 11715 Xavi-
Zlerrepa OIHVM M3 KIIOUEBBIX OHATUV IS pa3paboTKm
9K3UCTeHNMaIbHOM aHaymMTHKY Dasein. OHO 11071p00HO
pasOupaetcst M He TOJIBKO B CBsi3u ¢ pustocopment Kan-
Ta, HO TaKXXe B CBSA3VI C YUeHVSIMI CpeTHeBeKOBBIX MBICIIN-
TeJIell, B YaCTHOCTY IIPV aHayIn3e Te3lca CpeJHeBeKOBO
OHTOJIOTUV: OBITUIIHOMY YCTPOEHWIO CYIIEro MpVHaI-
JiexxaT 4To-ObITre 1 OblTnme-B-Hamrumm (cM.: Heidegger,
1989, S. 108 —172; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 99—160); como-
CTaBJIeHMe pe3yJIbTaTOB pacCyXIeHwir Xariierrepa o
«BOCHPWSTUI» VI CBSI3aHHBIX C HVM IIOHSTWSX B 00emx
TpaVILIMsIX OTKPBIBaeT, Ha MOV B3IVIA, HOBBIVI TOPV30HT
MoHMMaHMs ero diocodckmx mocrpoennit. O TojIKoBa-
"M XavgerrepoM paccyxaennuii u Kanra, v cxormactos,
a TakKe O cofep>KaTeJIbHbIX TOHKOCTSIX OHTOJIOITYeCKIX
TIOHSITUIL B 9TOM KOHTEKCTe IIMCaJI BBIIAIOIINIICS OTede-
crBeHHbI MbICJIUTeNb A.T. YepHaxkos (cm.: YepHsIKOB,

2001; 2016).
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other actual perceptions by analogy with
experience: “For that the concept precede
the perception signifies its mere possibility;
but perception, which yields the material
for the concept, is the sole characteristic of
actuality” (KrV, A 225 / B 272-273; Kant,
1998, p. 325; my italics — E.M.). Heidegger
(1982, p. 46; cf. 1989, p. 62) concludes that, for
Kant, perception is that “which intrinsically
bears within itself the reach to the actuality,
the existence or, in our terminology, the
extantness, of things” and this, according
to Kant, manifests the specific character of
absolute positing as perception.’

The categories of actuality, possibility,
and necessity, as predicates (which for
Heidegger (1982, p. 46; cf. 1989, p. 62) can be
called predicates only in an improper sense)
are subjective and, according to Kant, add
cognitive power to the concept of a thing (KrV,
A 234 / B 286; Kant, 1998, p. 332). Here, as
could be expected, Heidegger, famous for his
particularity about definitions, seems to catch
Kant out committing an inaccuracy; although
Kant, who took great pains to explain concepts
thoroughly and in detail (Heidegger (1982,
p. 44; cf. 1989, p. 59) takes a jab at a “certain
fussy circumstantiality characteristic of Kant”),
can hardly be accused of carelessness.

“When we say that in apprehending the

? It should be noted that, for Heidegger, ‘perception’
is one of the key concepts in developing existential
analysis of Dasein. He scrutinises it not only in
connection with Kant’s philosophy, but also in
connection with the teachings of medieval thinkers
and, in particular, in analysing the thesis of medieval
ontology: to the constitution of the being of a being there
belong essence (essentia) and existence (existentia) (cf.
Heidegger, 1982, pp. 77-121; 1989, pp. 108-172). In my
opinion, a comparison of Heidegger’s thinking about
‘perception” and the concepts associated with it in both
traditions opens a new horizon in understanding his
philosophical ideas. The outstanding Russian thinker
Alexey G. Chernyakov (2001; 2016) has written about
Heidegger’s interpretation of Kant, the Scholastics, and
about the fine details of ontological concepts.
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TUBHBI 1, corrlacHO KaHTy, mpuOaBIIsioT K ITOHS-
TUIO Bemmy criocobHocTe mosHauwms (Heidegger,
1989, S. 62, Xamperrep, 2001, c. 57, B 286, Kawr,
2006a, c. 383). 3mech, Kak M CJI€IOBAJIO OXKXMIATH,
Xavizierrep €O CBOVICTBEHHOVI €My IIPUAVNPYMBO-
CTBIO K OIIpefieIeHNsIM CJIOBHO M3o0imyaaer Kan-
Ta B HETOYHOCTW. XOTs yIpekHyTh KaHTa, kOoTO-
PBIVI, KaK M3BeCTHO, Ipwlaraa OosIbIve yCusIms
7T 1eTaJIbHOTO VI OCHOBATEJIBHOIO ITPOSICHEHVIS
TeX VIV MHBIX IOHATUM (Kak Xarjerrep KOJIKO
3aMedaeT, «C XapaKTepHOVI 111 Hero IlepeMOHHO
obcrogrenpHOCTBIO» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 59, Xan-
nerrep, 2001, c. 54)), B HeOpe>XXHOCTV HEBO3MOXKHO.

Korpa MbI TOBOpUM: «K BeIlV, JaHHOV B OIIbI-
Te B Ka4uecTBe [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOV, IPVICOeNHSIET-
CsI CIIOCOOHOCTH ITO3HAHWS, BOCIIPUSTIIE» — YTO
VIMeeTCsl B BUY, KaK 3TO ITPOVCXOAUT U YTO BO-
o0111e 3HAaYNUT — TIPMOABUTH K TOJIBKO MBICJIVIMO-
My IIpeIMeTy CYyOBeKTVBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB, VIV
BOCIIpUsITMe? — CIIpalllyBaeT Xavijgerrep (Cm.:
Heidegger, 1989, S. 63, Xavnerrep, 2001, c. 58). Ka-
KM 00pa3oM MBICJIEHHBIVI IIpeaMeT (B KauecTBe
rpriMepa 371ech DepeTcst «OKHO») HaJIeIsieTcs BOC-
HpUsATIEM, U KaK 100aBsieHe CyObeKTMBHOV CIIO-
COOHOCTV TTO3HAHMS K MBICIIVIMOMY OOBEKTY 00e-
CrieuynBaeT ero CyllecTBoBaHme? Xarizerrep He 6e3
vpoHUM Jo0aBIgeT: «4To ke 3TO Takoe — YpeBa-
TOe BOCIIPUSTVEM OKHO, CHaOXXeHHBIN “abcoitoT-
HBIM nojsraragveM” HoM? MBICIIMMEBL JIM BOOOIIe
TTof00HBIe KOHCTPYKIMM? MoXeT v JTake camast
nbUIKask paHTa3Msl M3MBICJIUTE IOAOOHBIX yPO-
1IeB — OKHO, ypeBaroe BocripusTrieM?» (Ibid.; Tam
xe). KoHegHo, 9TO0bI CHATH 3TO CIIpaBeINBO BO3-
HVIKIIIee OITyIIeHVe 3aMellaTeIbCTBa, ITOPOXKIeH-
HOe IOI00HOVI MBICJIEHHOVL KOHCTPYKIIVIEV, CJIEIO-
BaJIo ObI pa3o0paThcs, UTO MMEHHO IO pa3yMeBaeT
KanT nosg moHATHEM «BOCTIPUSITIIE.

Ho Xarierrep roBoput, 94TO KaHTOBCKOE TOJI-
KOBaHMe CaMOro IIOHSITUS CyIIeCTBOBaHMS, VIV
SK3VICTEHIINM, He JIOIyCKaeT VHOVI MHTepIlpeTa-
LIVIVI €TO YTBEPXKAeHVS O J00aBIIeHMM K BEIITN BOC-
IIPUSATHS, PaBHO KaK M CCBUIKA Ha BOCIPUSITHE
He IIPOSCHSIET IIOHSTME CYyIIecTBOBaHWS; OyaTo
661 KaHT He ocTaBisieT BO3MOXKHOCTM JIydlIlle I10-
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thing as existent the faculty of knowledge,
or perception is added to it”, what is meant,
how does it take place, and what in general
does it mean to add the subjective faculty,
or perception, to an object that is merely
thought? — asks Heidegger (1982, pp. 46-47;
1989, p. 63). How is a thought object (in this
case, “a window”) endowed with perception,
and how does the addition of a subjective
faculty of knowledge to a thought object ensure
its existence? — he wonders. And, Heidegger
adds, with more than a touch of irony, “What
is a window with a perception attached to it,
a house furnished with an ‘absolute position’?
Do any such structures exist? Can even the
most powerful imagination conceive such a
monstrosity as a window with a perception
attached?” (ibid.). Of course, if we are to get
rid of the justified sense of embarrassment
generated by this mental construction, it would
be proper to establish what exactly Kant means
by “perception’.

But Heidegger says that the Kantian
interpretation of the concept of ‘existence’
(existentia) does not allow for any other
interpretation of his thesis about adding
perception to the thing, just as the reference
to perception does not clarify the concept of
‘existence’; it is as if Kant leaves no chance of
better understanding what he means. Thus
far, what Heidegger sees in Kant’s thinking is
that: “To say that the perception that belongs
to the subject as its manner of comportment
(Verhaltungsweise) is added to the thing
means the following: The subject brings itself
perceivingly to the thing in a relation that is
aware of and takes up this thing ‘in and for
itselt’. The thing is posited in the relationship
of cognition. In this perception the existent,
the extant thing at hand, gives itself in its own
self. The real exhibits itself as an actual entity”
(ibid.).



HSTh, 4TO JKe OH MMeeT B Buay. /g Xangerrepa
u3 paccyxaennn Kanra Ha 3ToM 3Tare odeBuI-
HO JIMIIIb OJHO: «TO, YTO BOCHpPUATHE, IIpUHAI-
JeXaliee CyObeKTy KaK ero CIoco0 [esTesIbHO-
cru (Verhaltungsweise), moGaprsieTcst K Bemw,
O3HauaeT, YTO CyObeKT B BOCHPUSATUN BCTyIIaeT
C BeIIIbI0 B HeKoe BHIMMaroIIlee 1 IIpUHMMaloIIee
OTHOIIIeHVIe. Bellls BOBjIeKaeTcsl B OTHOIIIEHE I10-
3HaBaHMs. B TakoM BOCIIpUSATHM CYIIeCcTBYIOIIIee,
HaJIMYHOe JIaeTCsi caMo 110 cebe. PeasibHOe yiocTo-
BepsieT cedsl Kak fericTBuTesibHOoe» (Ibid.; Tam xe).

Xamperrep IosICH4eT, UTO CyIlleCTBOBaHMe Kak
TaKOBOe He eCTh BOCHpusTHe. B camoM ferte, o-
CKOJIBKY 00 aKTe BOCIIPUSITHMS MOXKHO CKa3aTh «OH
€CTb» OH IIPEJCTaBIIsieT co0OV, TOBOPUT Xaryer-
rep, «HEYTO Cyllee, CIocod IesTeIbHOCTHM, OCYy-
IIIeCTBJIIeEMOVI CyIIMM S, HeuTo [eVicTBUTeIbHOe
B JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOM cyObekTe» (Heidegger, 1989, S.
64; Xarpnerrep, 2001, c. 59). Ho camo BocripusTue,
TIOHATOE KaK JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOE B [IEVICTBUTEIILHOM
cyOBeKTe, He eCTh HI caMa JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTh KaK
TaKoBasi, HV JIEVICTBUTEILHOCTEL 00BbeKTa. B sToM
Xanperrep, 6esyciioBHo, mpas. Ho mpencrasiisieT-
Csl COBepIIIeHHO HejslenbIM, uTo KaHT, pasbscHss
IIOHSTIIE «CYIIIeCTBOBaHM», B CAaMOM JIeJle VIMeJl B
BU/IY «dpeBaToe BOCIIPUSATVIEM OKHO».

Benp KaHT B cTporom cMbIciie He OTOXIECTBIIA-
eT MOHATUS «BOCHPUSTIE» U «CyIIeCTBOBaHMe.
Xotg Xanzerrep u 3amedaeT, uTo KanT «roBoput
3TO IIOCTOSIHHO» — «CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE PaBHO abCo-
JIIOTHOMY IIOJIaTaHUIO, PaBHO BOCIIPUSITUIO», —
3TO YTBepX[eHNe, Ha MOV B3IVIAM, JIVIIb IIOA-
yepKmBaeT MbICIIb KaHTa O TOM, YTO, €CIM MBI
HaMepeBaeMcsl CYAUTb VIMEHHO O cyujecmbobanuu
BeIlV, HaM HeOoOXOOMMO 3aJericTBOBaTh 00e CIIo-
COOHOCTMI — ¥ PacCyHoOK, M UyBCTBEHHOCTD, IIO-
CKOJIBKY «0e3 UyBCTBEHHOCTV HW OIVH IIpeIMeT
He ObUT ObI HaM 0aH, a Oe3 paccyiKa HvI OIIVIH HeJlb-
3s1 6pU10 OBI MBICTUTE» (A 51; KanT, 20060, c. 91;
Kypcus Mont. — E.M.), To ecTb BO3MOXXHO IIO3Ha-
HVe Belllyl KaK cyujecmbynouei, JIVIIb ecJIn Belllb
dana HaM B uyBcTBeHHOM ombiTe. Korma KaaT ro-
BOopuUT: «ECiy MOHSATHME HpeIecTByeT BOCIIPUS-
TUIO, TO 3TO O3HAYaeT JIVIIb BO3SMOXHOCTb €TI0,
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Heidegger explains that existence as such
is not perception. Indeed, if one can say “it is”
about the act of perception, Heidegger (1982,
p. 47; cf. 1989, p. 64) argues, then perception
is “something actual in the actual subject”.
But perception itself, understood as the actual
in the actual subject, is neither reality itself,
nor the reality of the object. Heidegger is
undoubtedly right on that. But it is utterly
absurd to believe that Kant, in explaining the
concept of existence, indeed had in mind “a
window fraught with perception”.

Kant, strictly speaking, does not equate
the concepts of “perception” and “existence”.
Although Heidegger claims that Kant says
so constantly — “existence equals absolute
positing, equals perception”, this merely
underscores Kant’s message that if we want
to judge precisely about the existence of a
thing, we have to bring in both faculties —
understanding and sensibility — because
“Without sensibility no object would be given
to us, and without understanding none would
be thought” (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant, 1998,
p. 193; my italics — E.M.), that is, a thing can
be cognized as existing only if the thing is given
to us in sensible experience. When Kant says
“For that the concept precede the perception
signifies its mere possibility; but perception,
which yields the material for the concept,
is the sole characteristic of actuality” (KrV,
A 226 / B 273; Kant, 1998, p. 326), he, strictly
in line with his terminology, merely claims
that one cannot speak about the existence of
a thing unless one is certain that it exists in
experience (or in possible experience in the
sense of a comparable a priori, if the thing is
connected with some perceptions according
to analogies of experience). In other words,
the object must lend itself to being perceived.
Perception is understood as the area within
which cognition of the being of things is at all
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TOJIBKO BOCIIpUSATHE, Aalolllee MaTepuasl [jisd IIo-
HSATWS, eCThb eIVHCTBeHHBIV HpPU3HAaK [IeVICTBU-
tenpHOCTV» (B 273; Kamt, 2006a, c. 367), oH, B
CTPOrOM COOTBETCTBUV CO CBO€Vl TepMIHOJIOIV-
eVl, TOJIbKO yCTaHaBJIVIBaeT, YTO TOBOPUTH O CY-
IIIeCTBOBaHMM BellV MOXXHO, JIUIIB yIOCTOBEpPVB-
IIIVICh B €e HaJIMYMW B OIBbITe (M1 B BO3MOXXHOM
OIIbITe B CMBICJIe CpaBHUTEIBLHOIO a priori, ecym
BeIIlb HAXOIWITCS B CBSI3M C HEKOTOPBIMI BOCIIPVS-
TUSIMM COIVIACHO aHaJIOTVSIM OIIBITa). VIHBIMM CIT0-
BaMI, OOBEKT JOJKeH MMeTh BO3MOXKHOCTE OBITh
BOCIIPMHSITBIM. BocripusiTiie moHMMaeTcst Kak 00-
JIaCTh, B TpaHMIIaX KOTOPOV TOJIBKO M BO3MOXKHO
IIO3HaHVIe OBITHS Belllel: «Hallle II03HaHVie ObITIS
Belllelt IIPOCTVPaeTCsl HaCTOJIBKO, HACKOJIBKO ITPO-
CTVIPaeTCs BOCIIPYVISITHIE VI €TO Pe3yJIbTaT COIJIaCHO
sMImpudecknM 3akoHam» (B 273; Kant, 2006a, c.
367). DtuM paccyxgeHmeM KaHT nonrsepxkraer
CBOVI TE€3VIC O TOM, YTO B OJTHOM JIVIITb OHATUM (in
dem bloPen Begriff) Beriy He1b3st HaVITV IPU3HAK
ee HasiuHoro ObITus (Dasein), a TakuM npusHa-
KOM $IBJIsIeTCsI BOCIIPUSATYE, U1 He Oosiee TOro.
Ilomararo, yTto Xamjerrep akLeHTUPYeT BHWU-
MaHVe Ha $IKOObl oToXxnecTsiieHnn KanToMm mmo-
HATUI «CyIIeCTBOBaHME» W
TeM, YTOOBI IIPOBECTM pasjInure MeXAy ak-
toM BoctpusTus (Wahrnehmen), Bocripunmma-
embiM (Wahrgenommenes) 1 BOCIPUHSTOCTBIO
(Wahrgenommenheit), a Takxe MeXxay BOCIIpUHS-
TOCTBIO 1 HaimumeM HaymaHoro (Vorhandenheit
des Vorhandenen). A obcTosTesibHOe ITpOsICHeH e
3TMX MOHATUI 111 PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKOro TOJI-
KoBaHM4 Te3vca KaHTa mpocTo HeoOXonmmo.
Haree Xavizerrep JesaeT HOIBITKY VCTOJIKO-
BaTh KAHTOBCKOE «BOCIIPYMSTIE» He B CMBICIIe aKTa
BocripusiTvs, BocnpuHMMaHusa (Wahrnehmen),
BOCIIPVIHVMAIOIIIEV! JIeSITeJIbHOCTY, HO B CMBIC-
se Bocnpunamoeo B akTe BocupusaTus (das
Wahrgenommene). Bens nHOIIa, 3aMeuaet Xarize-
ITep, CJIOBO «BOCIPUSITVIE» YIIOTPEOIISIOT 1 B 3Ha-
UeHWM «BOCIIPVIHATOE», KOITIa TOBOPSIT, HallprMep,
«s1 DOJIE3HEHHO 3TO BOCIPUHSII», M B 3TOM CJIydae
VIMEIOT B BUJLy, 4YTO OOJIe3HeHHBIM ObIIT He caM aKT
BOCIIPUATIS, HO VIMEHHO BOCIIPUMHSITOE B 3TOM

«BOCIIpVIATVIE» C
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possible: “wherever perception and whatever
is appended to it in accordance with empirical
laws reaches, there too reaches our cognition of
the existence of things” (ibid.). This reasoning
confirms Kant’s thesis that it is impossible to
find the sign of a thing’s actual being (Dasein)
in the concept alone (in dem blofen Begriff)—
only perception can be such a sign.

I think Heidegger stresses Kant’s alleged
equating of “existence” and” perception” in
order to draw a distinction between the act
of perceiving (Wahrnehmen), the perceived
(Wahrgenommenes), and  perceivedness
(Wahrgenommenheit), as well as between
perceivedness and the extantness of what exists
(Vorhandenheit des Vorhandenen). A thorough
clarification of these concepts is a must for
explaining Kant’s thesis phenomenologically.

Heidegger then takes a shot at explaining
Kantian ‘perception’, not as an act of
perception, but as that which is perceived in
an act of perception (Wahrnehmen); perceiving
activity, but in the sense of that perceived in
the act of perceiving (das Wahrgenommene).
Sometimes, Heidegger (1982, pp. 47-48) notes,
the word ‘perception’ is used in reference
to the ‘perceived’, as when one says, for
example, “The perception I had to have there
was painful” meaning that what was painful
is not the act of perceiving, but what has been
perceived. Heidegger asks: can existence be
identified with that which exists? Yet this, too,
here does not get us any nearer to clarifying
the meaning of “existence” because perception,
understood as something perceived, Heidegger
argues, cannot be existence as such, for in that
case (understood as the perceived existing)
existence itself would have to be something
actually existing, i.e. something real. But
existence understood in this way would
contradict Kant’s thesis that ‘being is not a real
predicate’. To put it another way, according to



aKkTe OoJle3HEHHO IlepexmBaeTcs. MOXHO 11, 3a-
JlaeT BOIIPOC Xarijierrep, OTOXIeCTBUTD CYIIeCcTBO-
BaHMe C BOCIPUHATBIM cylrecTsyrommm? Ho u
371ech MBI HMKaK He IIPOJIBUTaeMcs B IIPOSICHEHNN
3HAYeHMsl «CyIIeCTBOBaHVIs», ITIOCKOIBKY BOCIIPU-
STV, TIOHSTOe KaK HeYTO BOCIIPUHSITOE, TOBOPUT
Xarmierrep, Takke He MOXeT OBITH CYIIeCTBOBa-
HVeM KaK TaKOBBbIM, Bef[b B 3TOM CJIydae (IOHSToe
KaK BOCIPWHSATOE, KaK BOCIIPMHSITOE CYIIECTBY-
IoIIlee) CyIIlecCTBOBaHVe CaMoO JOJDKHO OBITh HEKO-
TOPBIM HEVICTBUTEIIBHBIM CyIIIM, TO €CTh UYeM-TO
peastbHBIM. Ho Tak moHsiTOE cyImecTBOBaHMe IIPO-
TuBOpeuwIo Obl Tesucy KaHrta «beiTme He ecTb
peasIbHBIN IIpeyKar». VIHade roBOpsl, COIVIACHO
KaHTOBCKOMY Te3VICY, IeVICTBUTEIIFHOCTE (OBITHIE,
CyIIlecTBOBaHMe) KaK TaKOBas He MOXeT ObITh paB-
Ha BOCIIPUHSATOMY [IeVICTBITEILHOMY.

Wrak, MbI Bcjlenm 3a XamierrepoMm BBISCHU-
JIV, 9TO CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE He TOXIIeCTBEHHO aKTy
BOCHPUSATIS ¥ He TOXIECTBEHHO BOCIIPVHVIMA-
eMoMy cymecTsyromiemy. Torma Xavimerrep me-
JlaeT «IIar HascTpeuy KanTy» 1 mIpeanpuHu-
MaeT IIOIBITKY OTOXIECTBUTBH CyIIleCTBOBaHMeE C
ovimuem-Bocnpunsamoim  (Wahrgenommensein  des
Wahrgenommenen), ¢ focnpunamocmuio BOCIpU-
HsaToro (Wahrgenommenheit). B 3ToM ciydae Ha-
J4gve CyIIecTBYIOIIel Bellly BblpakaeTcs B MO-
MeHTe BOCIIPUHSATOCTY, AEVICTBUTEIbHOe CyIllee
CTaHOBUTCS JOCTYIIHBIM [JIS Hac B KauecTBe Ha-
JINYHOro 4epes pocrpusaTue. V1 Torma Xamper-
rep yTBepX/aeT, 4YTo Ha si3blke KaHTa BOCIpms-
TVie O3Ha4asIo OBl TO YK€, UTO VI «BOCIIPUHSTOCTH»
(Wahrgenommenheit), «OTKpbITOCTb B BOCIIpPWU-
aruv» (Entdeckheit im Wahrnehmen). VMubmvn
cjioBaMm, Xavizierrep IojlaraeT, YTO TaKOW CMBICTT
TIOHATNS «BOCIIPUSTHE» ObLT OBl Hamboslee azek-
BaTHBIM KaHTOBCKOMY TIOHVMAaHMIO.

Onnako Xarijerrep 3aKjIo4aeT, UTO ITOCKOJIBKY
y camoro KaHTa HesIb3d HamTM KaKMx-JIMOO ykKa-
3aHM Ha CIIeMUKY ero TOJIKOBAHMS «BOCIIPYS-
TVs1», TO KAHTOBCKOE ITPOsICHEHVIe TTOHSTHS CyIIle-
CTBOBaHMS HEOTYETIVBO U [IOIYCKaeT, BOIIPEKM
yTBepKaeHMo camoro KanTa, 60s1bIIIyIO CTelleHb
SICHOCTU. VIMEHHO HEBHSTHOCTH IIOHSTHUS «BOC-
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the Kantian thesis, reality (being, existence) as
such cannot be equal to perceived reality.
Thus, following Heidegger, we have
found that existence is not identical to
the act of perceiving, or to the perceived
existent. then takes
‘step to meet Kant halfway’ and attempts
to identify existence with the being-perceived
of the perceived (Wahrgenommensein des
Wahrgenommenen) — with its perceivedness
(Wahrgenommenheit). In this case, the
extantness of the existing thing is expressed
in the moment of perceivedness; the actual

Heidegger another

existing becomes accessible to us as being
extant through perception. Then, Heidegger
asserts that, in Kant’s idiom, perception would
have the same meaning as ‘perceivedness’
(Wahrgenommenheit), ‘uncoveredness in
perception’ (Entdeckheit im Wahrnehmen). In
other words, Heidegger believes that this
meaning of the concept ‘perception” would be
closest to Kant’s.

However, Heidegger concludes that because
we cannot find in Kant any references to the
specificity of his interpretation of “perception’,
Kant's clarification of the concept of ‘existence’
is vague and, contra Kant himself, open to a
higher degree of clarity. It is the opaqueness
of Kant’s interpretation of ‘perception’ that
makes it impossible to find in Kant any positive
definition of the concept of ‘existence’.

Moving forward, Heidegger (1982, p. 48),
seeks to reveal what he calls a fatal flaw in
Kant’s approach (when fundamental concepts
like “being” and “existence” are at issue),
adopting “an interpretation of perception most
favorable for Kant”. He identifies ‘existence’
with “perceivedness’ and accordingly, with
‘absolute positing” (Gesetztheit); and ‘being” in
general with “positing” in general (ibid., p. 43).
Heidegger (1982, p. 49; c¢f. 1989, p. 66) then
writes: “We then ask whether something is
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npusiTe» B paccyxaeHusix KaHta He faeT BO3-
MOXXHOCTb OOHapyXWUTb Y HEro Kakoe-Inbo mo3su-
TUBHOe OITpefiesieHie TIOHSTS «CYIIeCTBOBaHVe».

Hasee, mibITasich BeIsIBUTH Y KaHTa, 110 cj10BaM
Xaﬂnerrepa, Fy6T/IT€J'[bHBIT7[, B CJIy4ae Korja pevb
uageT o pyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX HOHATUAX «ObITHe» 1
«CyIIIeCTBOBaHMe», M3bSH, OH, IIPUHVIMAas «Hanbo-
Jlee OraronpusATHYIO 1 KaHTa MHTepIIpeTaliio
BOCIIPUSTYS», OTOXIECTBIIsieT CyllleCTBOBaHMe C
BOCIIPUHSITOCTBIO ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, C a0COIIOT-
Hovt nosiokeHHOCTHIO (Gesetztheit), a ObITHIE BOOO-
ITle — CII0JIOKEHHOCTHI0 BooO11Ie. [lartee Xarerrep
CIIpallBaeT: «...BePHO JIY, YTO HeUTO CyIIeCTByeT
rocpencTBoM BocipuHATOCT? OOpasyeT i Boc-
IPVHSTOCTh HEKOTOPOIO CYILETO ero CyIIecTBO-
BaHMe? BepHo 111, 4TO CcylecTBOBaHwMe, JIEVICTBY-
TeJIBHOCTb ¥ BOCITPUHSTOCTh — 3TO OTHO U TO Xe?
Ho Benb OKHO He oOpeTaeT cBoOe CyIlleCTBOBaHe
Oaromaps TOMY, 4TO s €ro BOCIIPMHVMAIO, Hao-
OOpOT, 51 MOTr'y ero BOCIIPVHSATH, €CJIVi OHO CyIlle-
CTBYeT U 1n0CcK04bKY OHO cyIecTByeT» (Heidegger,
1989, S. 66; Xanperrep, 2001, c. 61). OgeBnIHO, YTO
CyIIleCTBOBaHVe Belly JAO/DKHO IIPeIecTBOBaTh
BOCIIPVHSITOCTY, TIOCKOJIBKY VIMEHHO CYIIIeCTBOBa-
Hue obecrieunBaeT BOCIIPMHIMAEMOCTh TOIO, YTO
OyzeT BOCIIPMHSATO, a He Ha00OPOT (B IIPOTMBHOM
cJIy4ae BOCIIPVHIMMATB OBUIO OBI IIPOCTO HEYETO).
B sToMm Xarzerrep, GesyciioBHo, ipas. [lajiee oH ro-
BOPUT: «BocmipusiTite vimvt abCOITIOTHOE TToJIaraHye
€CTh BO BCAKOM CJIydae CIocod JocTyma K CyIe-
CTBYIOILIEMY, HAJIMYHOMY, CIIOCOO €ro pacKpbITHS;
HO PacKpBbITOCTh TeM He MeHee He eCTh HayIndue
HaJIMYHOIO, CYIeCTBOBaHMe CYIIeCTBYIOIIEro»
(Ibid.; Tam »xe). Haymame, cyiiecTBoBaHMe IpCy-
11le CYIIecTBYIoIeMy 1 0e3 TOro, YToObI OHO OBLIIO
packpsiTo (entdeckt). VI B aTom Xarerrep, koHeu-
Ho, mpaB. Ho cMero mpeanonoXuTe, 4ro Xavpjer-
rep HEeCKOJIBKO TOPOIMTCS 371eCh IIPeNCTaBIISATH
CBOe paccykJleHVe MMEHHO KaK KOHTPapryMeHT
K nosunmmu Kanrta. Benp B camoMm neste, Kant He
3aXOOUT HACTOJIBKO JaJIeKO B OOBICHEHUM ITOHS-
TUS «CyIIecTBOBaHMs», a, HAIIPOTMB, OCTaHaBJIV-
BaeTcs 1 He J1aeT KaKOro-jI0o TIO3UTVIBHOTO OIIpe-
HerieHVis. BeIBOIBI, K KOTOPBIM IIPUXOOUT 37€Ch

existent by virtue of its being perceived. Does
the perceivedness of a being, of an existent,
constitute its existence? Are existence, actuality,
and perceivedness one and the same? The
window, however, surely does not receive
existence from my perceiving it, but just the
reverse: I can perceive it only if it exists and
because it exists.” Obviously, the existence of
a thing must precede its perceivedness, since
existence ensures the perceivability of that
which will be perceived, and not vice versa
(otherwise there would be nothing to perceive).
Heidegger has a point there. He continues:
“Perception or absolute position is at most
the mode of access to the existent, the extant;
it is the way it is uncovered; uncoveredness,
however, is not the extantness of the extant,
the existence of the existent” (ibid.). Extantness,
existence are properties of the existing,
even without its being uncovered (entdeckt).
Heidegger, of course, is right on this. But I
would hazard a suggestion that Heidegger
shows undue haste in presenting this reasoning
as a counterargument to Kant’s position.
Indeed, Kant does not go this far in explaining
the concept of “existence’ — on the contrary, he
stops short of giving any positive definition.
Heidegger’s conclusions, to my mind, reflect
his own elaboration of the theme in a way he
thinks Kant would have been likely to, but did
not choose to do. Kant, while including the
concept of ‘perception’ in his argument, does
not define the concept of ‘existence” and, in the
strict sense, speaks not so much about existence
as about the possibility and limits of cognising
things as existent.

Conclusion
Heidegger draws two conclusions from

Kant’s interpretation of ‘existence’. First,
Heidegger considers Kant’s interpretation
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Xavizierrep, Ha MOV B3IJIsAII, 0OYCIIOBJIEHBI €ro co0-
CTBEHHBIM pa3BepTBHIBAHVEM TEMBI B TOM KIIIOUE,
Kak, 10 ero MHEHIO, 3TO Moz v caenaTh KaHT, HO
He crenai. KaHT, BKIIIOUasi IIOHSITVE «BOCIIPUSI-
TVe» B PacCy>kK/IeHVie, He JIaeT OIperiesieHe [I0HS-
TUIO «CYyIIIeCTBOBaHME» ¥, B CTPOIOM CMBICJIe, TO-
BOPWT He CTOJIBKO O CYIIIeCTBOBAHMM KaK TaKOBOM,
CKOJIBKO JIVIIITb O BO3MOXKHOCTY M TPaHUITaX VIMEH-
HO 103HAHU S BeIIIV KaK CYIIIeCTBYIOIIEVL.

3akiIroueHme

VI3 KaHTOBCKOV MHTepIIpeTalni CyIecTBOBa-
Hus Xavigerrep fejaeT [IBa BbIBoda. Bo-Iiepsblx,
uHTepnpeTanys KaHToM HOHATHMS CylllecTBOBa-
HU IIpeficTaBIsgeTcs Xargerrepy HeoT4YeTIMBON
1 TpebyeT OoJlee UeTKOrO M MOIPOOHOTO pasbsc-
HeHMs. B camom neste, KaHT ToBOpUT B OTHOIIIE-
HUV TIOHSTUS CYIIeCTBOBaHMS, YTO <«IIOHSTHE
TOro, 4TO TIOHJIEXUT OOBICHEHUIO, JIUIIIh B OYeHb
MaJIOVl CTEIIeHV CTAHOBUTCS 0OjIee OTUYETIIMBBIM
yepes yKaszaHMe Ha cyllecTsoaHve. OgHaKko mpu-
poria IpeaMeTa B €ero OTHOIIIEHUM K CTIOCOOHOCTI
HalIllero paccylka BooOIlle He IOITycKaeT Oosee
BBICOKOVI cTelleHU [sgcHOCcTM]» (AA 02, S. 73—74;
Kanrt, 1994, c. 394). Bo-BTOpBIX, rOBOpUT Xaviier-
rep, «Jlaxke B pesysbTaTe CaMOro JoOpoxkesiaTesnb-
HOTO TOJIKOBAHMS» KaHTOBCKAsl MHTepPIIpeTarls
MOHATUS «CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS» OCTaeTCsl COMHUTEIIb-
ot (Heidegger, 1989, S. 67; Xaitnerrep, 2001, c. 61).

Onnako, 3axitodaet Xavigerrep, xots KaaT He-
JIOCTaTOYHO OTYET/IIBO BUAUT «TOPU30HT, U3 KO-
TOPOrO " B KOTOPOM... XOUYeT BBICTpamBaTh CBOVI
pa3bsICHEHNSL. .. IIOTOMY, YTO OH C CaMOro Hauajla
He oOecrieunBaeT /1151 ceOsl 3TOT TOPU3OHT B COOT-
BETCTBUM [C TIpeMeTOM VICCIIeIOBaHVIsA| 11 He TIOf-
TOTaBJIVIBAET €r0 SIBHO IIJISL CBOMIX HYXKI», OH [IBU-
XeTcsi B BepHOM Harpasiienun (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 67; Xanpmerrep, 2001, c. 61—62). Takm oOpasom,
KaHTOBCKasl MHTepIIpeTalys ObITIS U CyIIecTBO-
BaHs, BBIBOAMMas 13 Te3nca «bbITie He ecThb pe-
aJIbHBIV IIpeVKaT», IpefcTasisieTcs Xargerrepy
TIOIXOMSIIEVT OCHOBOVI [JISI TIOVICKA ITO3WTMBHOIO
OITperiesieHNsl 9TVX TOHSITHU, a caM Te3NC — JIOo-
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of the concept to be opaque, and needing a
clearer and more detailed explication. Indeed,
speaking about the concept of ‘existence’,
Kant writes that “it is only in a very small
degree that our definition renders distinct
the concept of that which is defined. But the
nature of the object in relation to the faculty of
our understanding does not admit of a higher
degree of distinctness” (BDG, AA 02, pp. 73-
74; Kant, 1992, p. 119). Second, Heidegger
(1982, p. 49; cf. 1989, p. 67) claims that “even
when given the most favourable reading”,
the Kantian interpretation of the concept of
‘existence’ remains dubious.

However, Heidegger concludes, although
Kant does not quite clearly see “the horizon
from which and within which he wants to
carry through the elucidation because he did
not assure himself of this horizon in advance
and prepare it expressly for his explication”
(ibid.), he is moving in the right direction.
Thus, Heidegger concludes that the Kantian
interpretation of ‘being’ and ‘existence’,
derived from the thesis “being is not a real
predicate”, is a valid foundation for the search
of appositive definitions of these concepts; and
the thesis itself is a solid enough basis for the
elaboration and pursuit of his own ambitious
project of ontology as phenomenology. But the
problematic content of the thesis, according
to Heidegger, calls for “a more fundamental
formulation” and “a more radical foundation”
(ibid.) — a task he would later tackle in his
lectures.
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