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ABTOp Ha3BaJl cBOXO KHUTY «PDuytocodckas cu-
crema Kanra». Takoe Ha3BaHMe 3acTaBiIgeT 3ay-
Marbcs. Kak aTo — «cucrema Kanrta»? Benb kputu-
YeCKMM MeTOM, CO3IaHHBIN KéHVIrc6eprCKVIM qm—
710co0dpOM, M3HAYaJILHO HeceT B cebe M0 yCIIOB-
HOCTY BCSKOTO IIOCTPOEHM YMa, a CVCTeMa Beera
HallejleHa Ha 3aBepIIIeHHOCTb Y TOTaJIbHOCTb.

Cosmectmmbl v KaHT 1 crictema?

OnyOrmmkoBaHHBIe counHeHMs driocoda mayic-
KpPeTHBI: KaXKIIbIVI TEKCT 3aKOHUYEeH U coflep>KaTelIb-
HO, VI KOMITO3UIIMOHHO. []a)ke BbICKasaHHbBIe PrIo-
codpckue men CyIIecTBYIOT B CBOeVI OTAJIbHOCTH,
XOTs M OTCBUIAIOT ApYT K Apyry. Ho meicas dputo-
codpa, ero unmesseKkmyaivtoe cosepyanue He aVic-
KpeTHBL. MBICIIb ¥ MHTeIeKTyaIbHOe co3eplia-
Hue dprtocodoM Mypa — 3TO XMBasi ¥ IIOCTOSH-
Hasi paboTa OCMBICTIeHs BOJIHYoIIe dpriocoda
uen / mpobsieMsl / 3arafikui, ¥ 3Ta MBICJIb He MO-
JKeT He OBITH 11eJIbHOVI, OITperieJIeHHOV U CVCTeM-
Hovt / cucremarmueckoit. ITostomy JI. A. Kaymn-
HVMKOB OTKa3bIBaeTCsA OT ITPMBBIYHOIO JieJIeHVs
TBOpYecTBa KaHTa Ha OOKPUTUYECKUTI U KPUTH-
YecKUV IeprozIpl, a IIpefjIaraeT CMOTPeTh Ha pas-
BuUTHE (Pristocodpckoro MmpoBosspeHms KaHnra kak
Ha «MeTaMopd03 HaceKOMBIX C IIPOXOXIeHVeM
CTaZIVVi pa3sBUTV OT JIMYMHKY K KYKOJIKe U OT Hee
K B3pocyiont 6abouke» (Kamunamkos, 2021, c. 56)2.
3HaunUT, HY)XHO HamTu To B MbIciin KaHTa, 4TO,
pasBuBasiCh, COXpaHseT CBOVI VIEVIHBIVI CMBIC]T.

1 CaMapCKmZ HallMOHAJIbHBIN mcciie10BaTe IbCKUM
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2 Jlaslee B CChUTKaX Ha KHWUTY YKa3bIBAIOTCS TOJBKO
CTPaHUIIEI B KPYIJIBIX CKOOKaX.
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[Kant’s Philosophical System. Conception and
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The author has entitled his book Kant’s Philo-
sophical System. This title may give one pause.
Kant’s system? The critical method developed
by Kant implies that all intellectual constructs
are relative, whereas a system always aspires to
be complete and total.

Are ‘Kant” and “system’ compatible?

The philosopher’s published works are dis-
crete, each text being complete in content and
composition. Even his philosophical ideas ex-
ist separately, albeit the link between them is
there. But the philosopher’s thought, his intel-
lectual intuition are discrete. Kant’s thought and
intellectual contemplation of the world repre-
sent living and constant work of mulling over
the idea/problem/riddle which engages his
mind, and such thought cannot be anything
but whole, definite and systemic/systematic.
Which is why Kalinnikov renounces the habit-
ual division of Kant’s work into the pre-critical
and critical periods and chooses to liken the de-
velopment of Kant’s philosophical worldview
to the “metamorphosis of insects that pass-
es through stages from larva to pupa to ful-
ly-grown butterfly” (Kalinnikov, 2021, p. 56).2
Hence in Kant’s thought we should look for
that which, while evolving, preserves its
ideational meaning,.
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Ho re 11 xak 0OHapyXUTb caMy MBICIIb PUIIO-
codra, ecI OCTaIVICh TOJIBKO €T0 TeKCTHI? B k13HM!
cammx TeKCToB! B ToM, Kak OHUM BJIMSIOT Ha [IpYy-
r'vie TeKCTBI, KaK TeKCTHI IlepekiInKatoTcs. [Ipocre-
JKMBasi, HamprMep, Kak cjioBo KaHTa oT3pIBaeTcA
B MBICJISIX M UyBCTBaX PYCCKMX priocodos 1 Io-
3T0B, KaJIMHHIMKOB He IpOCTO pacimpsieT rpaHu-
IIBl PYCCKOV KaHTVaHBI CBOVMIMVI XOPOIIIO M3BECT-
HBIMU CTaTBsIMU VI KHUTaMM, HO TeM CaMbIM IIpV-
o0II1aeTcsl K COCTOSIHMIO KAHTOBCKOVI MBICIIN, K ee
JKM3HEHHOV Cile, K TOMY IIOPSIIKY MBIC/IV, KOTO-
PBIVI OIpenesyl CTpOeHVe KaHTOBCKOM (PVII0Co-
dvm. Tak xxe cMoTpuT KasMHHMKOB 11 Ha TEKCTBI
camoro Kanra. EMy BakHO yBUIIETb X KaK CJIeIbI
peam3ariny 3apOAMBIIETOCS B CO3HAHMM (PUITO-
codpa 3ambIciIa.

BHuMaTteslbHO umTasi caMmble IIepBble PabOThI
KamnTa, KoTOpBle, KaK CUmTaeTcs, [IOCBAIIEeHbI TOJIb-
KO ecTeCTBeHHO-Hay4YHO ITpoOiiemaTke, Kama-
HVKOB BBIJIeJIZeT B HUX Ty PUIIOCOPCKYIO Mo,
KoTOpas OyneT BOJIHOBaTb MBICIB (prslocoda Ha
MPOTSDKEHMM BCeVl €ro XXM3HN. DTO, 10 MHEHUIO
aBTOpa KHWUIW, Vfiesl Mypa Kak IIeJIOro, eIVIHCTBO
KOTOPOro o0ecriednBaeTcs IIOBCIOAY [eVICTBYIO-
IIeVi TOHKOV MaTepueri, TOTOBOV IIPUHSTh JII000M
o0k 1 dopmy (c. 25—26). KasmmHHMKOB IOKas3bl-
BaeT, KaK 3Ta MBICJIb O e[IMHCTBe MIpa OOHaAPYXKU-
BaeT cebs B epBov o1y 0s1KoBaHHOM padoTte Kan-
Ta — COYMHEHMUM O XXMBBIX CJIaX, 3aTeM pa3BuBa-
eTcs B padote «Bompoc o ToM, cTapeeT yi 3emiIs
C (m3MUecKoy TOUYKM 3peHMs», B MarucCTepCKO
AviccepTaliy 00 OrHe 1 HaKOHeI] CTAHOBUTCS Be-
nyiient B «Opus postumum». Takosa jimHMS pas-
BUTNS 00KkmpuHabHotl 9act dprtocodprm Karra,
TrojlaraeT aBTOp KHWUIM. Bropas ee wacte — kpu-
muveckas pviocodpust — MoJIydaeT CBOO TIOIHYIO
peanmzarnio B «KpuTmkax», XOTs nes TpaHCIIeH-
HeHTaM3Ma, cunTaeT KaJMHHIKOB, 3apoXKIaeTcs
B IIepBBIX paborax KaHTa, TOCBAIIeHHBIX ysicHe-
HUIO V/IeVl eIVIHCTBAa MUpa, OHa JKe BOOyIIIeByIsdeT
MBICIIB pvstocoda 1 Ipy paboTe Ha/l, TIOC/IETHVIM
ero countHeHVeM «O0 OCHOBaHHOM Ha allpyIOPHBIX
HNpVHLNIIAX Ilepexofie OT MeTapr3ndecKyx Hadall
€CTeCTBO3HAHM K (Pr3MKe».
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But where and how can we discover the
philosopher’s thought if all we have is his
texts? The answer is, in the life of the texts
themselves. In how they influence other texts
and how the texts correlate with one another.
For example, in tracing how Kant’s ideas are
echoed in the thoughts and feelings of Russian
philosophers and poets, Kalinnikov does not
merely extend the boundaries of the Russian
Kantiana by his well-known articles and books,
but thereby approaches the state of Kant’s
thought, its power and course which determine
the structure of his philosophy. And this is also
the way Kalinnikov approaches Kant’s texts.
He seeks to find the traces of implementation
of the concepts born in the philosopher’s con-
sciousness.

In closely reading Kant’s early works which
are thought to be devoted entirely to problems
of natural science, Kalinnikov identifies the
philosophical idea which informs his thought
throughout his life. The author calls it the idea
of the world as a whole, whose unity is ensured
by matter which is ubiquitous and is ready to
assume any form (pp. 25-26). Kalinnikov shows
that the idea of the unity of the world reveals
itself in the very first published work of Kant,
devoted to the living forces, is then developed
in “The Question, Whether the Earth Is Ageing,
Considered Physically”, in the magisterial dis-
sertation on fire and finally becomes central in
the Opus Postumum. So much for the doctrinal
part of Kant’s philosophy. The second part —
critical philosophy — is fully developed in the
Critigues, although Kalinnikov believes that the
idea of transcendentalism is already present
in Kant’s early works in which he explores the
idea of the unity of the world, and inspires his
last work On the Transition, Founded on A Prio-
ri Principles, from the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science to Physics.



Tpwu gacTy KHUTYM [OJDKHBI, IIO MBICIIN €e aB-
TOPa, PacKphbITh JIOTUKY pa3BUTHA PrIIOCOPCKON
cucreMbl KaHTa, BBIpaCTaroIIeV 13 3TOV VUIEN.

B wactu mepsont «“/lokpurnueckoe” TBOpue-
crBo KaHTa Kak WMCTOK CHCTeMBbl KPUTWYECKON
TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHO aHTponoiorun» Kaimh-
HVKOB, aHaJIM3MPYs PabOTHI 3TOrO Meproza, Ipu-
XOAUT K 3aKJIIOUeHMnIo, «4To B cosHaHuM Kanra
MHTepec K ecTeCTBO3HaHMIO KaK orope puioco-
dum Bce Gosiee OINOIHLAETCS BO3pacTaHVEM VH-
Tepeca K aHTPOIIOJIOTMM, K TIOHMMAaHMIO, YTO BCe
TariHbl Prytocodny MMeIT CBOVI KJIIOY B TaKoW
TaliHe, KaK ueJioBek» (c. 45). HeciryuariHo camyto
3Ha4YMMYI0 paboTy 3TOoro nepuonga — «Bceoburyro
ecTecTBeHHYIO MCTOPUIO U Teopuio Heba» — KanT
3aKaHYMBaeT CJIOBAMIL

[ericTBUTENIFHO, KOTJa AyX VCIIOJIHEH pas-
MBIIIJIEHMI, IIOMOOHBIX HACTOSIIMM... TOITA
BUJI 3Be3JHOrO HeOa B SICHYIO HOYb JOCTaBJISIeT
TaKOe yJ/IOBOJIbCTBYIE, KAKOe VICITBITHIBAET TOJIBKO
Ormaroponnast myiia. [Tpu Bceobiiem 6e3morBum
IPUPOIbI ¥ CIIOKOVHBIX UYBCTBAX 3arOBOPWUT
TOI/la CKpBITAs ITO3HABaTeJIbHASl CIIOCOOHOCTH
GeccMepTHOTO yxa Ha HEM3BSICHUMOM S3bIKe U
BHYIIIT HepasBUTBIE IOHSTVS, KOTOPble MOX-
HO, IIpaB/ia, II0YyBCTBOBAaTh, HO HeJIb3S OMVCATh
(AA 01, S. 367; Kanrt, 1994, c. 260).

Tax B dwmtocodpckom cosHanum Kanrta 3a-
poXaeTcs mesl aHaIn3a s3bIKa IT03HaBaTeJIbHOM
CIIOCOOHOCTY, KOTOpas, KaK IIOKas3blBaeT aBTOpP
KHUTY, B «['pe3ax AyXOBUMAlla, IIOBEPEHHBIX I'pe-
3aMy MeTapU3MKI» 3acTaBiIsieT BUAETh B MeTa-
umsMKe HayKy «0 epanuyax uesobeteckoeo pasyma»
(c. 53) 1 KoTOpas 3aBeprTCs cozganveM «KpnTn-
KV 4MCTOTO pasyMan.

Ilepsble paboTs! KaHTa cBIIETEIIBCTBYIOT, CUM-
TaeT KaJIMHHWMKOB, YTO, «II0 CYTHU [IeJ1a, CO3PesIo
3€PHO, 13 KOTOPOro TOTOBO OBLIIO BBIPACTVI HOBOE
1leJloe — CHUHTe3MpyIollas Bce IOCTVDKeHUs dpu-
jocoduy, MMeBIIIVie MecTO B ee WCTOpPUM, Kpu-
TUYecKasi TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHas crcTeMa» (c. 58),
II7Is1 KOTOPOVI ObUIM OAVMHAKOBO BaKHBI KaK JIOK-
TpVHAJIbHAS, TaK VI KpUTUYecKasl 9acTU CYICTEMBL.
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The three parts of Kalinnikov’s book purport
to reveal the logic of Kant’s philosophical sys-
tem arising from this idea.

In the first part “Pre-critical Work of
Kant as the Source of the System of Critical
Transcendental Anthropology” — Kalinnikov,
analysing the works of that period, comes to
the conclusion that “in Kant’s mind interest in
natural sciences as the basis of philosophy is in-
creasingly complemented by a growing inter-
est in anthropology, the understanding that the
clue to the mysteries of philosophy is contained
in the mystery of man” (p. 45). It is no accident
that Kant’s most important work of that period
ends with the following words:

In fact, when we have completely filled our
dispositions with such observations and with
what has been brought out previously, then
the sight of a starry heaven on a clear night
gives a kind of pleasure which only noble
souls experience. In the universal stillness of
nature and the tranquillity of the mind, the im-
mortal soul’s hidden capacity to know speaks
an unnamable language and provides inchoate
ideas which are certainly felt but are incapable
of being described (NTH, AA 01, p. 367; Kant,
2008, p. 160).

Thus Kant conceives the idea of analysing
the language of the cognitive faculty which,
as the author shows, in Dreams of a Spirit-Seer
Elucidated by Dreams of Metaphysics, sees meta-
physics as the science “of the limits of human rea-
son” (p. 53), and is crowned with the Critigue of
Pure Reason.

Kalinnikov finds already in Kant’s early
works the “seed out of which would grow a
new whole — the critical transcendental system
synthesising all the achievements of philosophy
in its history” (p. 58), the system for which the
doctrinal and critical parts were equally impor-
tant.
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Yacte BrOpas, «CucremHocTh “KpuTnkm dam-
croro pasyma’ u cucrema Kanra», kak BUIHO 13
ee Ha3BaHs, TIOCBsIIIeHa He IIPOCTO 00CYXIIeHMIO
cvcteMbl «KpUTHKM UMCTOTO pasyma» MIIU CHUCTe-
MBI Beet prtocodpum KaHra, a ToMy, Kak B caMOM
rnoctpoeHmn nepsont «KpuTHK» BbICBeUBaeTCs
11eJIOCTHOCTb KaHTOBCKOM wutocodpum. Tpakrar
«Kputrka 4mcToro pasyma» He OrpaHUYMBaeT-
Cs1 THOCEOJIOT eV, «KaK ero TPaJWIIVIOHHO ITOHVI-
MaloT, a eCTh B TO JXe BpeMsl OUepK BCell CUCTEMBI,
B pasBepHyTOM Buje IpesicTaB/IeHHBII KaHToM
ToipKo Tpems “Kpurukamn™ (c. 70). Kaymuan-
KOB CMOTPUT Ha TeKCT «KpuTuKM 4mcroro pasy-
Ma» KaK Ha CBOeoOpa3HBIVI ITaJIMMIICeCT, Korja 3a
IIpefiCTaBJIeHHBIM TEKCTOM KPUTWYecKon ¢uio-
codmm BBICBEUMBAETCS «TEKCT» 3a/lyMaHHOV CU-
CTeMBbl. ABTOp IIOKa3bIBaeT, KaK B IIpoliecce IIpo-
asvokeHns: Mbiciiv KaHTa 110 1y T pasBuTus Kpu-
TUYECKOV MEeTOHNOJIOrUN ¥ POpMUPOBAHNS TPaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI VJIeV ITIOCTeIIeHHO BbIPVCOBbIBa-
eTcsl KapTiHa HOBOV MeTadpVI3KIA

Bospaxas Kapity fIcriepcy, KOTOpBIVI HAXOAUT y
KanTa Tonpko ayxoromum uybcmbenrocms | pac-
cyook, paccyook / pasym, npupoda / c0600a v To-
IBITKY C TIOMOIIBIO «pedyIeKTUPYIOIIerl CIIoco0-
HOCTU CYX[IEeHWs» KaK-TO YIIOPSIOYNUTH CHCTe-
MaTUKy w3jIokeHns, KaaMHHMKOB packpbiBaeT
He TOJIBKO CUCTEMHYIO yIIOpSIOYeHHOCTb CaMMX
«Kputuk», HO 1 crcTeMHOe BUJIeHMe MIUpa, IIpefi-
CTaBJIeHHOe B HMX. ABTOpa MHTepecyeT He TO, KaK
pematorcst KaHToM THOCeosiormdeckue Ipo0iie-
MBI, YTO IIpeKpacHO M3Yy4YeHO, a TO, KaK B IHOCe-
OJIOTTYeCKMX ITpo0JIeMaXx BBICBEUBaeTCs IOKTPU-
HaJIbHasl CTOpOHa KaHTOBCKoOW ¢pustocodpmm. Ilo
MbIciu KajlMHHMKOBa, 3TO IpeJicTaB/IeHNe O Iie-
JIOCTHOCTU M e[IMHCTBe Mupa 3apoansiochk y Kan-
Ta B €0 PaHHMX paboTax 1 MOIYYWIIO pa3BUTHE B
«Kpurnkax». Vaes Mypa Kak peryJIsiTUBHas uoes
pasyMa, corjlacHO TpaHCIIeH leHTaIbHOM (prsIoco-
dum, HampasisieT paccyok Ha opMUpOBaHVEe
dursmgeckont KapTUHBI MUpa, HO M caMa TpaHC-
LleHJIeHTasIbHas1 dvtocodmd, cunrtaeTr KanmuHn-
KOB, MMIUIVIIMTHO HeceT B ceOe HeKoe MeTadusu-
yeckoe ITpeJiCTaBjleHVe O Mupe Kak 1esiom. Ilo-
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Part two, “The Systemic Character of the
Critique of Pure Reason and Kant’s System”, as
its title suggests, is devoted not only to dis-
cussing the system of the Critique of Pure Reason
or the system of Kant’s philosophy as a whole,
but to showing how the very structure of the
first Critique highlights the integrity of Kant’s
philosophy. The treatise Critique of Pure Rea-
son is not limited to epistemology “as it is tra-
ditionally understood, but is an outline of the
whole system presented at scale only in the
three Critiques” (p. 70). Kalinnikov sees the text
of the Critique of Pure Reason as a palimpsest
where beneath the text of critical philosophy
is revealed the “text” of the conceived sys-
tem. The author shows how, as Kant’s thought
moves toward developing a critical methodol-
ogy and a transcendental idea, there emerges a
new metaphysics.

Challenging Karl Jaspers who finds in Kant
only the dichotomies sensibility /understand-
ing, understanding/reason, nature/freedom
and an attempt to use the “reflective capac-
ity of judgment” to bring some order to the
system of presentation, Kalinnikov reveals
not only the underlying system of the Cri-
tiques, but the systemic vision of the world
they present. The author is interested not in
how Kant solves epistemological problems, a
well-studied territory, but in how epistemo-
logical problems bring out the doctrinal side
of Kant’s philosophy. Kalinnikov takes the
view that the notion of wholeness and unity
was born in his early works and was devel-
oped in the Critiques. According to the tran-
scendental idea of philosophy, the idea of
the world as the regulative idea of reason di-
rects reason to form the physical picture of
the world, but Kalinnikov believes that tran-
scendental philosophy itself implies a cer-
tain metaphysical notion of the world as a
whole. He believes that the latter is rooted in



cJlefiHee, TI0 MBICJIVI aBTOpa KHUTY, YKOPEeHeHO B
KaHTOBCKOM MOHSATUV BO3MOXXHOI'O OITbITa, OCHO-
BaHMs KOTOPOro paspabaTbiBaeT TpaHCIIEH/IeH-
TaJIbHas dprstocodmsi.

«Boo0rie kxaTeropmi MogajIbHOCTH, — CYMTa-
et KaymmHHMUKOB, — 3aHMMaloT B cucreme Kan-
Ta 0c000Oe MeCTO, IO CYTU /eI, C VIX TIOMOIITBIO U
BO3IBUTaeTcs crcreMa. <...> Kareropwm momaiib-
HOCTV UT'PalOT pellaloilyio pojlb B IOCTPOeHUN
CHUICTeMBI KpUTHUYeCKON (prstocopmmt Kak 11eI0ro»
(c. 94—95). Ontmpasich Ha 3TOT TE3VC, aBTOP KHUTM
CUMTaeT, UTO eCJIN eCTb B03MOXKHbLI OIIBIT, TO €CTh
VI OIIBIT OeticmBumeavhblil, a TAKXKe OIBIT Heo0x00U-
Mmutil. VI Torma KaskZIoMy 13 3THX OIIBITOB OyAeT OT-
KpbIBaTbCs CBOVI MUP. MMp BO3MOXXHOTO OITbITa —
3TO «MUP KaK I1eJI0e», «MUP Belreit B cebe», Mup
ZIEVICTBUTEIIBHOTO OIIBITa — MUP SIBJIEHUT, a MUP,
OIIpele/IAIOMNIL VI HATIPaBJIAIOIINI SIBJIeHUs, —
Mup HeobxomgmmocTu (c. 95). VI KanmmuaHmKoB [o-
Oapiisiet: «[lejieHVIe TaKOroO pofa MOXKHO IIpeJICTa-
BUTH KaK TPV BKJIIOYEHHBIX JIPYT B Ipyra Kpyra.
KanT nicas no aromy nosozy: “CKyIocTb Hallmx
OOBIYHBIX YMO3aKJIIOUEHNT, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX
MBI y3HaeM 00 OOIIVIPHOM IIapCTBe BO3MOXKHOCTY,
I7e BCe JeVICTBUTeIbHOe (BCce ITpelIMeThI OITbITa)
cocTaBJIsgeT JIMIIb MaJIyIO YacTh, BOODIIe OpocaeT-
st pe3ko B 1aza”’» (Tam xe).

Ho MHe nipeficTaBIsg€TCs, UTO aBTOP 3/1€Ch OIIN-
Gaerca. Cremyer oOpaTnTh BHMMaHVE Ha Havalo
LIMUTaTEl 13 HepBoit «KpUTHUKI», KOTOPYIO IIPUBO-
IIUT aBTOpP B IIOATBEPKIEHVIe CBOETO 3aKJTIOUeH IS
KanT orMmeyaeTt, uTo makoe mpeficTasiieHe 0b OT-
HOIIIEHVIVI OITbITa BO3MOYKHOTO V1 IEVICTBUTEIIEHOIO
BO3HUKAET B XOZle 00b/0eHH020 PacCyKIeHMS («CKy-
JIOCTh HAIIMX 00b/4HbIX YMO3aKJIIOUeHUM»). [i1d
KpuTH4deckon dwiocodpun, Kak HeOoTHOKpPaTHO
3aMmeuaeT KaHT, ecTb «OOVH-eIVHCTBEHHBIV BCe-
oxBaTeIBatoIuit oneIT» (B 284; KanT, 2006, c. 379),
KOTOPBIN 1 eCTh TO, uTo KaHT 0OBIYHO Ha3bIBaeT
603MOJKHBLI OIIBIT, TaK KaK «PaCcCyIOK a4 priori TaeT
OIIBITY 6000uje TOJIBKO IIpaBWIa IO CYyOBEKTUB-
HBIM 1 (POpMaIbHBIM YCJIOBUSAM 4YBCTBEHHOCTM
VI aIfepleniny — IpaBiIa, 0e3 KOTOPBIX OIBIT
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the Kantian concept of possible experience for
which transcendental philosophy develops
the grounds.

Kalinnikov points out that “the categories of
modality occupy a special place in Kant’s sys-
tem for they essentially support the whole sys-
tem. [...] The categories of modality play the
decisive role in the building of critical philos-
ophy as a whole” (pp. 94-95). Proceeding from
this thesis, the author argues that if there is pos-
sible experience there is also real experience, as
well as necessary experience. And then each of
these experiences reveals a different world. The
world of possible experience is “the world as
a whole”, “the world of things in themselves”,
the world of real experience opens up the
world of phenomena and the world of necessi-
ty determines and guides phenomena (p. 95).
Kalinnikov adds: “This kind of division can
be presented as three circles within one anoth-
er. As Kant wrote, ‘the poverty of our usual in-
ferences through which we bring forth a great
realm of possibility, of which everything actual
(every object of experience) is only a small part,
is very obvious’” (ibid.).

I would take issue with this last statement.
We should pay attention to the beginning of
the quotation from the first Critique which the
author uses to bolster his conclusion: Kant
notes that this notion of the relation between
possible and actual experience arises in the
course of usual reasoning (“the poverty of our
usual inferences”). As Kant repeatedly stresses,
for critical philosophy there is “a single all-en-
compassing experience” (KrV, A 232 / B 284;
Kant, 1998, p. 331), which is what Kant usual-
ly calls possible experience because “The under-
standing gives a priori to experience in general
only the rule, in accordance with the subjective
and formal conditions of sensibility as well as
of apperception, which alone make it possible”
(KrV, A 230 / B 283; Kant, 1998, p. 331; my ital-
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Hebosmosxen» (B 283; Kanrt, 2006, c. 379; xypcus
Mont. — B.K\). B cBsi3ut ¢ 3TMM cilefiyeT BCIIOMHUTD
V1 OCHOBHOVI Bopoc «KpuUTUKIm» — Kak 603M0xHbL
CHHTeTUYecKye Cy K/IeHVs allpuopu. DTy 603M0x-
HoCmb VI aHAJIM3UIPYeT KpuUTudecKas pvtocodris,
pacKpbIBasi OIBIT IIO3HAHVIS.

Beixor 3a mpepesibl BO3MOXKHOTO OITBITa, TO
€CTb OIIbITa, KOTOPBIVI OCHOBAH Ha IIpaBuIax 4yB-
CTBEHHOCTM 1 paccyzKa, Obls1 Obl BO3MOXeH, ecIn
Ob1 ObLIM ApyrUe POPMBI CO3epliaHMs U APyTrie
dopmMBI paccyrka, KOTopble Mbl, 110 MbIcii Kan-
Ta, IPeJICTaBUTh U IOHATH He MoXeM. [ToaTomy B
«Kputnke uwncroro pasyma» KaHT orpanmdmnsa-
eTCsl KpUTWYECKVIM aHaJIN30M 603MO0XHO020 OIIbITa,
«OCTaBUB BCe OCTaJIbHble BOIIPOCHI Hepa3bsiCHEeH-
HBIMY 00 0abHeniuie20 ucciedobanus» (B 285; Kanr,
2006, c. 381; xypcus Mom. — B.K.). DTO «IaibHen-
Ilee MCcilefloBaHMe» — aHaJIU3 OMaIeKTUKI pas-
yMa, a 3aTeM U WM3JIOKeHVe JTOKTPUHBI, KOTopoe
KanTt npenmnpumert B «Opus postumumb.

OpHako cama HOKTpMHa/IbHasl Wies IIOCTO-
AHHBIM (POHOM YK€ COIPOBOX[IaeT KaHTOBCKMIA
KPUTHUYECKUTI aHaJIV3 OIBbITa MO3HAHMS U OTHO-
IIIeHs YeJjloBeKa ¢ MUpoM. VIMeHHO To, KaK OHa
npercrasiieHa B repBont «KpuTmke», m paccma-
TpuBaeT Ka/IMHHMKOB. A IIpeJicTaBleHa OHa, KakK
CIIpaBe[lJINBO CUMTaeT aBTOP KHWUIY, IIOHSTHEM
Beuyu, 0bvexma Booduje.

KanToBCcKOe TIOHSITHe Belly B ce0e, KaK M3BeCT-
HO, BCeraa CTaHOBWIOCH 11t pry1ocopoB KaMHEM
npeTkHoBeHMs. Kak IMOHSATE, 4TO, «XOTd 4yBCTBEeH-
HO BOCIIPMHIMMaeMbIM 00BbeKTaM HeCOMHEHHO CO-
OTBETCTBYIOT YMOIIOCTMTaeMble CYLIHOCTY, ITyCThb
3TO CYIIHOCTM, K KOTOPBIM Hallla CIIOCOOHOCTH
UyBCTBEHHOTO CO3epliaHMs He MMeeT HMKAKOIo
OTHOIIIeHN, TeM He MeHee Halllil PacCyIOYHBle
HOHATNS, OyayuM JIUIIh popMaMi MBIITUIEHWS
71 HaIlIMX YYBCTBEHHBIX CO3EPLIaHMV, HUCKOIIb-
KO He pacIpoCTpaHsoTcsl Ha 3Tu Ben» (B 308 —
309; Kanr, 2006, c. 407)? C ogHOVI CTOPOHBI, Heco-
MHEeHHO eCTb OOBEKTEI 3a IIpefieslaMyl UyBCTBEHHO-
CTW, HO 1meM He MeHee pacCyIOK II0YeMy-TO X MbIC-
JIUTH He MOXKET, XOTs CaM JKe CO3/1aeT «IIpeJicTaBIIe-

ics — V.K\). It is worth recalling that the main
question in the Critique is how are a priori syn-
thetic judgments possible? It is this possibility
that critical philosophy examines in revealing
the cognitive experience.

It would have been possible to go beyond
the possible experience, i.e. experience based
on the rules of sensibility and understanding
if there were other forms of intuition and oth-
er norms of understanding which, Kant claims,
we cannot imagine or understand. Therefore, in
the Critique of Pure Reason Kant confines him-
self to critical analysis of possible experience,
leaving “the matter in obscurity pending fur-
ther treatment later on” (KrV, A 232 / B 285;
Kant, 1998, p. 332; my italics — V.K.). “Further
treatment” is analysis of the dialectic of reason
followed by the presentation of the doctrine
which Kant would undertake in the Opus Pos-
tumum.

However, the doctrinal idea provides a con-
stant background to Kant’s critical analysis of
the cognitive experience and the human’s rela-
tions with the world. Kalinnikov concentrates
on how the idea is presented in the first Cri-
tigue. He rightly believes that it is represent-
ed through the concept of the thing, the object in
general.

The Kantian concept of the thing in itself
has always been a stumbling block for philos-
ophers. How should we interpret the statement
that “although beings of understanding certain-
ly correspond to the beings of sense, and there
may even be beings of understanding to which
our sensible faculty of intuition has no relation
at all, our concepts of understanding, as mere
forms of thought for our sensible intuition, do
not reach these in the least”? (KrV, B 308-309;
Kant, 1998, p. 361). On the one hand, there are
undoubtedly objects beyond the limits of sensi-
bility, and yet reason somehow cannot think
them although it itself creates a “representa-
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HVie 0 npedmeme camom no cebe» (B 306; Kart, 2006,
c. 405). IToaTomy Takovt 00BeKT JIMbO oTOpachIBa-
1, Kak PrixTe, He JKeJlasi OrpaHNYMBATh BCECVIIb-
HBIVI pa3yM, JIMOO TPaKTOBaJIM ero Kak HeKoe Mp-
palmoHasIbHOe Havyaslo, Kak IllomeHrayap.

KanmmHaMKOB mmpeaiipuHmMMaeT IOIBITKY IIPo-
BeCTH jieJleHNe TIOHATVS Bellell BooOIlle 1o pas-
HBIM OCHOBaHMSIM — OHTOJIOIMYEeCKVIM, KOHCITVO-
JIOTMYecKrM (OT JIaT. conscientia — cosHaHMe) 1
THOCEOJIOTMYeCKUM (C. 96). DTUMM pacCy KIIeHMs-
MM aBTOp KHUTY, KaK MHe IIpeICTaByIsgeTcCs, BHO-
CUT CBOVI BKJIa[l B MHTEepHIpEeTalNiO Ba’KHEVIIIIErO
KOHIIeIITa KaHTOBCKOM dprstocodpmn. OH cTpeMuT-
Cs1 ITIOKa3aTh, YTO Belllb B cebe — 3TO He TOJIBKO fe-
MapKalIOHHOe IIOHSITIe, VMelolllee HeraTVBHBIN
CMBICJI, HO ¥ TIOHSTVe, 3acTaBJIsoliee BUIETh OC-
HOBY sBJIEHUV B Belllax caMuXx 110 cebe. Bpsim j1v1 co
BCeMM yTBepXaeHMsaMU mpodeccopa Kammnan-
KOBa MOYKHO COIJIACUTECH, HO BaKHO TO, YTO CaMa
ues Ben B cebe, BeIIBUHYTass KaHTOM, OKasbl-
BaeTCsd, KaK yTBepXKJaeTcs B KHUTe, KpariHe IIpo-
JIYKTVBHOW, 3acTaBiisid PyIoCOPUIO ITOCTOSHHO
pasgBUraTh JIeMapKallIOHHYIO JIMHUIO, IIpodep-
UYeHHYIO 3TVM IOHATVIEM. DTO 0COOEHHO OTYeTIIN-
BO IIposiBiIsieTcsl Torfa, Korga KaHT obOparraercs
K aHaJIM3y VICTOPUYECKON 1 KYJIBTYPHOV cdepsl,
I7e «<HOpMaM KakK BelllaM YMOIOCTUIaeMbIM COOT-
BETCTBYIOT TaKvie coflepKaTeIbHble HOyMeHBbl, KaK
JI0JIT, MOpaJIb, IIPaBo, a TaKXXe TaKue, Kak cBOOo7Ia,
1106po...» (c. 110). 'HOCceonormueckast Moyiesb, pas-
paboraHHas B «KpuTHKe 4mCTOro pasyMa» «ode-
criedyBaeT BO3MOXHOCTb IOCTVDKEHWMS Bbicuie20
0402a VI KOHEYHOVI 1IeJIM 4eJjioBeduecTBa Kak yap-
cmba yesetl, IOKa3biBasg, — yTBepXKaaeT Kamma-
HVKOB, — KaK COBEpIIIEHCTBYeTCS MUP SIBJIEHUT],
pacimpsisack M yIiyOsdsch 10 Mepe IIO3HaHMS
MUpa Belreil B ceOe, UYTO M BBICTYHAeT yc106uem
IOCTVDKVIMOCTYL KOHEYHOM 11erv» (c. 114).

51 He MOT'y CcOIJIaCUTBCS C BBIpa’keHVeM aBTopa
KHUTW «110 Mepe no3nanus Geujetl 6 cebe», mIoToMy
YTO B 3TOM CJIy4ae Belllb B ceDe IIpeCTaBIIseTCs
KaK He4To euje He IIO3HAHHOE, KaK TO, Ha 4TO pac-
IIpOCTpaHseTCs Mo3HaHMe. Bellb B cebe Kak mmest
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tion of an object in itself” (KrV, B 306; Kant, 1998,
p. 360). Therefore such an object was either cast
aside not wishing to limit the omnipotent rea-
son (Fichte) or interpreted as an irrational ele-
ment (Schopenhauer).

Kalinnikov attempts to differentiate the con-
cept of things in general according to differ-
ent principles, viz. ontological, consciological
(from Latin conscientia, or consciousness) and
epistemological (p. 96). I believe that in this
way the author makes a contribution to the in-
terpretation of a key concept of Kantian philos-
ophy. He seeks to show that the thing in itself
is not only a concept of demarcation with a
negative connotation, but a concept that makes
one see the foundation of phenomena in the
things in themselves. One can hardly go along
with all the claims made by Kalinnikov, but
what is important is that the idea of the thing
in itself put forward by Kant turns out, as the
book rightly claims, to be highly productive,
causing philosophy to constantly extend the
demarcation line drawn by this concept. This
is particularly clear when Kant turns to the
analysis of the historical and cultural matters
where “norms of understanding correspond
to such substantive noumena as duty, morals,
law as well as freedom, good [...]” (p. 110).
The epistemological model developed in the
Critique of Pure Reason “makes it possible to
achieve the highest good and humanity’s ulti-
mate goal of the kingdom of ends”, demonstrat-
ing how, according to Kalinnikov, “the world
of phenomena is improved by broadening and
deepening, which is the condition of achieving
the ultimate goal” (p. 114).

I cannot agree with the author’s expression
“as the world of things in themselves is cognised”
because it represents the thing in itself as
something that has not yet been cognised, as
something to which cognition is being spread.
The thing in itself as an idea points to the ac-
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yKasblBaeT Ha camo Ovimue Bemm (ObITVE camoil
BeIIN), KOTOpOe JAEeVICTBUTEIIBHO SIBJISIeTCS YcA08u-
eM JTOCTVIKeHMS 11eJIeVi yejIioBeka. Berrp B cebe st
KanTa oTKpBIBaeTCS KpUTVIKE, KOTOpast BUANT 00-
HOBpemeHHO Belllb KaK sBJIeHVe 1 KaK Belllb B cee.
Kax sBjeHue Bellb OTKpbITa UyBCTBEHHOCTU U
pacCcyaIKy MM OTKpbITa UyBCTBEHHOCTBIO U pac-
CYZIKOM, a BeIllb cama I1o cebe B ee O€30THOCUTEITb-
HOCTM K Hallleil 4yBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ IOHVMMaHWIO
OTKpPBIBAeTCs JIJIsI HaC TOJILKO KaK yCJIOBMe Hallle-
IO CYIIIeCTBOBaHMs, OTKPbIBAETCS IIPAKTIYECKOMY
nosHaHmio (cM.: B IX—X; KanT, 2006, c. 11). «OnHa-
KO, — 3aMedaeT KaHT, — mpm aTOM... y Hac Bceria
JIOJDKHA OCTaBaThCd BO3MOXKHOCTB €CJIV M He 10-
3HaBamy, TO IO KpaviHeVI Mepe TaK>Ke MblCAUNb STV
IIpeIMeTHI (TO eCThb IIpeaMeThl onbiTa. — B.K.) Kak
Beru camu 1o cebe» (B XXVL; Kanr, 2006, c. 29).

ITpoBemennb KasImHHMKOBBIM BO BTOPOV Ya-
CTV KHUTM aHaim3 «KpuUTHUKM 4mcToro pasyma»
C TOYKW 3peHMsl IIPOsBIIeHNs B Hell IOKTpVHaIb-
HBIX MOeV KaHTOBCKOV CUCTEMBI y6em/1Teano 110-
KasbIBaeT, YTo XoTs «KpuTuka» M ecTb TpakraT o
MeTojie, «HO TeM He MeHee B HeVl COIeP)KUTCS 10~
Hblil OdepK MeTadpM3MKY, KacaloIIuiics BOIIpoca 1
0 ee TpaHMIIAX, ¥ O BCeM BHyTpeHHeM ee pacuJie-
HeHum» (B XXII—-XXIIL KanT, 2006, c. 25; Kypcus
Mmom. — B.K\). Ho xots KanT n1 chaernarn Takoe 3assite-
Hue B IIpenucioBun Ko BTopoMy msgaHmio «Kpu-
TUKI YVCTOTO pa3yMa», Bce-TaKy HeOOXOIVIMOCTb
COBEpIINTDb B MeTaU3lKe «II0JTHYIO PEeBOIIOLINIO»
OCTasIach. DTO ¥ HOTPeOOBasIo TOM PadOTHI, KOTO-
pad oTpaswiack Ha cTpaHuiiax «Opus postumumy».
Amnarnmsy HasHadeHUs «Opus postumum» B dpuio-
codpckont cucreme KaHTa 1ocssiiiieHa TpeTbs 4acTb
xHurm J1. A. KanvyHankosa.

Kax 13BecTHO, YepHOBOVI XapaKTep IIOCjIeIHe-
ro Tpyna Kanra nopoxpaeT pasHble ero MHTep-
peTaluy — ¥ B IJIaHe TOro, KakoBa ero KOMIIO-
3UIIMSL, M B IJIaHe TOro, KaKOBO ero Has3HaueHle
u copgepkanue. KanyHaMkoB cMoTpuT Ha «Opus
postumum» Kak Ha HeOOXOIVMMBINI 3Tall B Pa3Bu-
VL MbICTII KaHTa, CMBICII KOTOPOTO «HeJIb3s I10-
HSITh, He IIPUHSIB BO BHUMaHMe CUCTeMBI B 11eJI0M,
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tual being of the thing (the being of the actual
thing), which is indeed the condition of achieve-
ment of humanity’s goals. For Kant the thing
in itself opens up to critique which sees the
thing simultaneously as a phenomenon and a
thing in itself. As a phenomenon the thing is
open to sensibility and understanding or is dis-
covered by sensibility and understanding and
the thing in itself regardless of our sensibility
and understanding opens up to us only as the
condition of our existence which lends itself
to practical knowledge (cf. KrV, B IX-X; Kant,
1998, p. 107). “Yet [...] even if we cannot cog-
nize these same objects as things in themselves,
we at least must be able to think them [i.e. the
objects of experience — V.K.] as things in them-
selves” (KrV, B XXVI; Kant, 1998, p. 115).

In the second part of his book Kalinnikov
analyses the Critique of Pure Reason, looking
for manifestations of the doctrinal ideas of the
Kantian system and shows convincingly that,
being a treatise on method, it nevertheless “cat-
alogs the entire outline of the science of meta-
physics, both in respect of its boundaries and
in respect of its entire internal structure” (KrV,
B XXII-XXIII; Kant, 1998, p. 113; my italics —
V.K.). But although Kant makes this statement
in the Preface to the second edition of the Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason, the need for a “total revolu-
tion” in metaphysics has remained. This is the
task addressed in the Opus Postumum. The sig-
nificance of the Opus Postumum in Kant’s philo-
sophical system is analysed in the third part of
Kalinnikov’s book.

Kant’s last work has features of a rough
draft, which gives rise to various interpreta-
tions of the work’s purpose and content. Kalin-
nikov sees the Opus Postumum as a necessary
step in the development of Kant's thought
whose meaning “cannot be understood with-
out taking into account the system as a whole,
and the system cannot be understood without



a CrCTeMy HeJlb3s ITIOHSTh, He YUUThIBask Ha3Have-
Hug “Opus postumum™ (c. 134). V1 aBTOp KHUTH
uHTepnpeTupyer «Opus postumum» Mcxonst u3
«rroHMMaHMs crcTeMbl KaHTa Kak TpaHCIeH/eH-
TaJILHOVI aHTPOIIOJIOI VYA, OLVIpalOIIierics Ha IIpVH-
LIVITT MamepuaisHoeo edurcmba mupa» (Tam xe).

ComepxaHme ¥ HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTH IIOCIIEIIHEV
paboter KanTa, cornacHo KanmaHuKoBy, ornpese-
JIsIeTCsl BO3POXK/IeHVeM ero MHTepeca K eCTeCTBeH-
HO-HayYHOVI IIpo0JIeMaTVKe, KOTOpasi Terepb pac-
CMaTpuBaeTcs C JOCTUTHYTHIX B «KpuTukax» BbI-
COT TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHOV drtocodmm. [Tockorts-
Ky TpaHClLIeH/IeHTaJIbHas PprIocodust MCXOOUT 13
TOT'O, UTO BCSIKOMY OIIBITY IIPEIIIeCTBYIOT a priori
ero opMBbl, KOTOpBIe [eJIaf0T OIBIT BO3MOXKHBIM,
IIOCTOJIBKY VIMEHHO 4YeJIOBeK C ero CIIOCOOHOCTS-
MV IO3HaHMs, CY>XIIeHWs VJIV JeVICTBUS JI0JDKeH
CTaTh IIPeIMETOM ¥ OPMEHTUPOM Pritocodpcko-
ro memuleHus. ITostomy, cunrtaer KaavHHMKOB,
«Opus postumum» Kak IOKTpMHaJIbHas 4YacTb
CUCTeMBI JI0JDKHa ObliIa JaTh Hay4YHYIO KapTUHY
MIpa KaK MaTepraIbHOIO I1eJI0ro, obecrieunBaro-
IIlero cyIecTsoBaHMe Yesioseka (c. 150). B Takom
cjlyyae IUIaH pabOThI JOJDKeH COCTOATh M3 Tpex
paszfernos: «1) TeopeTndecKyie OCHOBaHMS HayKy O
HEeXMBOVI MaTepum — (PU3MKa, IIOCKOJIBKY 3aKOHBI
HEXIMBOVI MaTepM CBOVICTBEHHBI KaK >KMBOVI, TaK
Y MaTepuu OfyIIeBJIeHHOV; 2) TeopeTuIecKie oc-
HOBaHWs HAayKM O XM3HM — Onostorum, Oasmpyro-
Ievics Ha Onodwsuke v OvoxmMmy; 3) TeopeTn-
yecKyie OCHOBBI HayKM O ueJjloBeKe 1 OOIIecTBe —
aHTPOIIOJIOI MW, COLIVIOJIOIWY, VICTOPUV, BO3MOX-
HOCTBb KOTOPBIX 3ajI0keHa B pu3mKe 1 O1oIornm»
(c. 150—151). Takas maTepHpeTanus Tpyda Kan-
Ta, HECOMHEHHO, ITpeJICTaBIIgeT MHTepec, TeM 0o-
jlee YTO aBTOp IIOKas3bIBaeT IIOTEHIIMAJIbHYIO Ha-
YYHYIO TIEPCIEKTUBY MHOI'VIX VIJIEV VI TIOJIOXKEHWITA,
BBICKa3aHHBIX KaHTOM B 2TOVI padoTe.

Opnako B cdopmynmpoBaHHoM KamHHIKo-
BBIM IIOHMMaHMM 3a7ad «Opus postumum» Iie-
JlaeTcsl aklleHT Ha aHa/Iu3e YHMBepcaJIbHOW Ha-
Typdnitocodckort KapTUHBI Mypa, KOTOPYIO pas-
paGarbiBaer KaHT, a HOCTVOKeHMSI KPUTMYECKON
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taking into account the purpose of the Opus
Postumum (p. 134). He interprets the Opus Pos-
tumum proceeding from “the interpretation of
Kant’s system as transcendental anthropology,
based on the principle of the material unity of the
world” (ibid.).

The content and the main thrust of Kant’s
last work, according to Kalinnikov, are deter-
mined by his revived interest in natural sci-
ence which he now surveys from the heights
of transcendental philosophy as achieved in
the Critiques. Because transcendental philoso-
phy proceeds from the assumption that all ex-
perience is preceded by its a priori forms which
make experience possible the human being
with his/her capacity to cognise, judge and
act should be the object and reference point
of philosophical thought. Kalinnikov believes
that the Opus Postumum as the doctrinal part
of the system was called upon to provide a sci-
entific picture of the world as a material whole
which ensures man'’s existence (p. 150). In that
case the work should consist of three sections:
“1) theoretical foundations of the science of in-
organic matter, physics, because the laws of
inorganic matter apply both to living and an-
imate matter; 2) theoretical foundations of
the life science, biology, based on biophysics
and biochemistry; 3) theoretical foundations
of the science of the human being and soci-
ety, i.e. anthropology, sociology, and history
which are made possible by physics and biolo-
gy” (pp. 150-151). This interpretation of Kant’s
work is undoubtedly interesting, all the more
so because the author shows the scientific po-
tential of many of the ideas and propositions
Kant enunciates in this work.

However, Kalinnikov’s interpretation of
the tasks of the Opus Postumum focuses on
the universal natural science picture of the
world developed by Kant while the achieve-
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dvtocodmmt OTXOOSAT P 3TOM Ha BTOPOVI IIJIaH.
YrorpebiieHne Takmx TepMMHOB, Kak «Omodu-
3MKa», «OVIOXVIMMS», «COLIMOJIOTS», BHOCUT B 3TY
VHTepIIpeTaluio JIeMeHT HeHY>KHOV MOJIepHU-
3aluM KaHTOBCKMX IIpeficTaBiieHni. Kpome Toro,
yroTpe0sieHVie TEpPMIHOB TUIIa «KMBas MaTepyisi»,
«OfylleBJIeHHasT MaTrepus» IIPSIMO IIPOTMBOpPe-
uUT 1IpencTasieHnsaM KaHTa o MaTepui, Kak OHa
IIOHVMaeTcs MM B JJaHHOM Tpyze: «Kupas Mare-
pus — sto cotradictio in adjecto, yrpassistrormi
NPVHLONUII He MaTepuajieH», M B JIPYyrOM MecTe:
«MoryT cylecTBOBaTh XXVBBIE 1me1d (He MaTepuisi).
IIpunyun xusnu ne mamepuasen» (AA 22, S. 481;
KanrT, 2000, c. 502). Mo)XHO Ip1BeTCTBOBATh CTPeM-
JIeHVe aBTOpa oKas3aTk, uTo KanT Obu1 mpuBepkeH
viee eIVHCTBA MUPa ¥ YTO 3TO eIVHCTBO IOJDKHO
VIMeTh eCTeCTBEHHO-Hay4YHOe OOBsICHEHMe, O YeM,
KaK CITpaBelJInBo 3aMedaeT KaJMHHMKOB, TOBOPST
BbIIBUTaeMast KaHToM mjiest ocobort HayKm (Turep-
m3MKM) 1 ero MHOrOUMCIIeHHbIe YTBEPXKIEeHMS O
TeJIax M ABVDKYIIVX CYJIaX MaTepui, KOTOpBIe JaeT
onsIT. Ho Bpan, it 310 03HauaeT, yto KaHT mcxo-
OUT M3 TpV3HAHWS IIPUHIIAIIA MAMepuassHo2o
eduncméa mupa B TOM CMBICIIe, KOTOPBIVI IIpUa-
Bajla 3TOMY IIOHSTUIO HO3[IHenIas dprtocodms
(= Bce TOJDKHO OBITH OOBSICHEHO KaK MaTepyisi MJIN
ObITH ITPOV3BOIHBIM OT Hee). A yTBepXAeHUs O
TOM, YTO CO3HaHIe eCTh CBOVICTBO Marepum (c. 152)
VIV UTO YeJIOBEK CYyIIeCcTBO colyasibHoe (c. 185),
KOTOpBbIe HepeIKO BCTpevaloTcs B pelieH31pyeMont
KHITe, Taf0T OBOJ, [IJIsI TAKOTO TOJIKOBAHWSI TIOHSI-
TS «MaTeprasIbHOe eIVTHCTBO MUpa.

Mexy TeM aBTOp cCIIpaBe[lJIMBO yKa3blBaeT Ha
TO, UTO, IIOCKOJIBKY KaHT Ha3bIBaeT rOTOBSIITYIOCS
paboty «Ilepexomom oT MeTadpm3MUecKMX Haydal
€CTeCTBO3HAHWS K (DVI3VIKe», CTIOBO «Hepex00» SIBIIs-
eTcsl B Hevl OCHOBHBIM (c. 152). Te arrpriopHble Hava-
J1a, KOTOpble OTKPBIBAIOTCS TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO
dwtocodmert, morpkHEL, 110 MbIc KaHTa, cTaTh
CYIIIECTBEHHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM IOKTPMHAJIBHOW Ya-
cTu ero cuctembl. KaIMHHIMKOB cYMTaeT, YTO BbI-
dcHenve KanToM pormm MeTadmsmyeckux Hadall
€CTeCTBO3HAHWIS «TOBOPWUT, BO-TIEPBBIX, O POV Me-
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ments of critical philosophy recede into the
background. The use of such terms as “bio-
physics,” “biochemistry” and “sociology” un-
duly modernises Kant’s ideas. Besides, the
use of such terms as “living matter”, “animate
matter” is at odds with Kant’s notions about
matter presented in this work: “Living matter
is a contradictio in adjecto: The guiding princi-
ple is immaterial”, and elsewhere: “There can
be living bodies (not matter). The vital prin-
ciple is immaterial” (OP, AA 22, p. 481; Kant,
1993, p. 137). We can go along with the au-
thor’s wish to show that Kant was wedded to
the idea of the unity of the world which must
have a natural science explanation, as wit-
nessed (Kalinnikov rightly notes) by Kant’s
idea of a special science (hyperphysics) and
his numerous references to bodies and moving
forces of matter yielded by experience. But it
is unlikely that Kant recognises the principle
of material unity of the world in the sense with
which later philosophy invested it (= every-
thing must be explained as matter or as its de-
rivative). And frequent assertions in the book
under review that consciousness is a property
of matter (p. 152) or that man is a social crea-
ture (p. 185) suggest this interpretation of the
concept of “material unity of the world”.

And yet the author rightly points out that
because Kant calls his forthcoming book Tran-
sition from the Metaphysical Foundations of Nat-
ural Science to Physics, the word “transition”
is key (p. 152). According to Kant, the a priori
principles discovered by transcendental phi-
losophy should be an important element of
the doctrinal part of his system. Kalinnikov
assumes that Kant’s clarification of the role of
metaphysical principles of natural science “at-
tests, first, to the role of metaphysical propo-
sitions as foundations of natural science and
second, to the transition from there to physics”
(p. 153). This, the author argues, ensures grad-



TaPU3MIeCKIX TIOJIOKEHUTI 17151 TIOJTy YeH Vs OCHO-
BaHWII HayKy O IIPUpPOLEe ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, O IIepexo-
Tie oT HuX K dusmke» (c. 153). DTmM, 1o MBIC/IN aB-
TOpa KHUTH, JOCTUTAeTCs TTOCTETIEHHBIV «I1epexo]]
K TeOpeTnYecKVM IIPVHIINIIAM BCe MeHBIIIeVI CTe-
IeHy abcTpaKium 1 OOITHOCTH, IOKa MBI He [10-
CTUTHEM MHOroOOpa3HOro MaTepuasia, Jarolile-
rocs 4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO, KOHKPETHBIMI OpraHammu
uyBcTB» (TaMm xe). ABTOp, onmpasich Kak Ha Mare-
puastel «Opus postumumy», Tak 1 Ha JpyTrue Tpy-
1b1 KaHTa, mokaseiBaeT, Kak, 10 ero MHEHWIO, 3TOT
repexoji, copeplaeTcs oT dpuiocodpum yepes yHU-
BepcaJIbHBIN ypoBeHb (PU3nKM K dusmke specialis,
a OT Hee K IPyIVM cIlelVaIbHbIM HayKaM. Kasms-
HVKOB IIOYepKMBaeT IIpo30psmBocTb KaHTa B ero
TIOHVIMaHWV Pa3BUTVISL HAYKW, XOTsI BPSIZI, JIVI BCe CO-
I7IacATCs C Te3VICOM aBTOpa, uTo ycmsamm «Opus
postumum» usmKa mprodpesia HOBBIV, IO CYyTU
CBOETI ITOCTHEKITACCITUeCKTL, XapakTep (. 162).
MHe aJIb, 4TO IIpY aHaJIM3e VAN «Ilepexoia»
npodeccop KanmHHMKOB ynennsi Majo BHMMa-
Hs TOVCKY KaHTOM Tex arrpropHBIX Havyasl, KOTO-
prle naBasiv ObI BOSMOXKHOCTD YBUAETh 3TOT IIepe-
X0f, OT MeTadM3MKM K eCTeCTBO3HAHWIO B paKyp-
ce kpuTmdeckom dpvutocodpmn. Cam KanTt Heckosb-
KO pa3 oTMeYaeT: «DTO YAMBUTEIIBHO; 3TO KaXKeT-
Csl JaXke COBEpPIIIEHHO HEeBO3MOXKHBIM — ITpeficTa-
BUTD a Priori BOCIpUATIS 044 HYKO 0nbima, Vi TeM
He MeHee 0e3 3TOoro He ObUIO OB HMKAKOV PU3VIKY,
B KayecTBe KOTOPOV BBICTYIIaeT cycTeMa 3TUX BOC-
npustu» (AA 22, S. 504; Kanr, 2000, c. 515; kyp-
cuB Moni. — B.K). VI B gpyrom mecte: «2TO yau-
BUTEJIBHO, 3TO KaXkeTcsd [Ja’ke HeBO3MOXXHBIM
IIPEeNICTaBUTDb 0BuUXyujue cuibl MaTepum (IevCTBY-
IOIITVe IIPVYVIHBI BOCIIPUSTU KaK SMIIVPUYeCKIX
IIpezicTaBJIeHn I, KOTOpble MOXeT MMeTb CyObeKT)
a priori, T.e. He3aBMCHMO OT OIIbITa, VI TeM He Me-
Hee 3T0 — HeobOxofuMoe TpebosaHMe [1j1d pu-
sukm» (AA 22, S. 397; Kant, 2000, c. 455; xkypcus
Mom. — B.K\). VIMeHHO B 3TOM HOVCKe allpYOPHBIX
Havasl 603M0)KHOCMU OIbITa, TOTO OIIbITa, O KOTO-
poM rosopwia «KpuTuKa 4mcToro pasyma», Xopo-
ITI0 IIPOCTIEXMBAETCS CBSI3b KPUTWYECKON W JIOK-
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ual “transition to theoretical principles that be-
come less and less abstract and general until we
reach manifold material given to us through
senses” (ibid.). Proceeding from the Opus Postu-
mum and Kant’s other works the author shows
how this transition takes place from philoso-
phy through the universal level of physics to
physics specialis, and from there to other spe-
cialised sciences. Kalinnikov stresses Kant's
foresight in understanding the development
of science, although the author’s claim that the
Opus Postumum lends physics a new, essential-
ly post-nonclassical character is unlikely to be
universally accepted (p. 162).

I wish Professor Kalinnikov in analysing
the idea of “transition” paid more attention
to Kant’s search for the a priori principles that
would show this transition from metaphysics
to natural science from the perspective of crit-
ical philosophy. Kant himself observes in sev-
eral places: “It is strange — it even appears
impossible — to present perceptions a prio-
ri for the sake of experience; yet, nevertheless,
without this, no physics, as a system of ex-
perience, would emerge” (OP, AA 22, p. 504;
Kant, 1993, p. 148; my italics — V.K.). And
elsewhere: “It is strange, it even appears im-
possible, to present the moving forces of matter
(the causes of perceptions as empirical repre-
sentations the subject may have) a priori, i.e.
irrespective of experience, and yet it is a nec-
essary requirement for physics” (OP, AA 22,
p. 397; my italics — V.K.). It is this search for a
priori principles of the possibility of experience,
experience referred to in the Critique of Pure
Reason, that highlights the link between the
critical and doctrinal parts of Kant’s philoso-
phy. The discovery of such a priori principles,
and according to transcendental philosophy
they can be found only in reason (the subject’s
consciousness), would give the human being
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TpUHasIbHOM YacTten dpustocodprm Karra. O6Hapy-
JKeHVe TaKMX allpyOPHBIX HadaJl, a OHM, COIJIaCHO
TpaHCLleHAeHTaIbHOV driocodmm, MOryT ObITh
TOJIBKO B pasyMe (CO3HaHMM CyOBeKTa), OTKPBUIO
ObI uestoBeKy (1 Hayke) JOCTYII K BeIly caMOV T10
cebe. Ho BBISABUTE 3TN anpriopHble POPMBL, KOTO-
PpBle MOV ObITh TOJIEKO (POpMaMM KaKOTO-TO UHO-
20 OIIbITa, OTJIMYHOTO OT YK€ M3BeCTHOro pusmKe
(Hayke, Kak ee moHMMaeT «Kpurmka»), KaaTy, k
coxasleHIIo, He yaasiock. He yaanoce He motomy,
UTO He XBaTWJIO CWI WJIN TaJlaHTa, a IIOTOMY, UTO
KaK reHum, OTKPBIBIINV 3Py KPUTUYECKOV MbIC/IN
B (prstocodpumt 1 HayKe, OH IIOHSJI, UTO KeJlaHVe
pasyma 3psI [Ipocsertiennst Bce 0ObATE 1 Bce 00b-
ACHUTD eIVIHOVI CVICTeMOVI IIPOTVBOPEUYNUT CaMOMY
IPVHLINITY KPUTUYECKOV MBICIIVAL

DTO U [ieJIaeT BeJIMKOro KEHUICcOeprcKoro MbIc-
nmTens ¢puiiocodoM Ha Bce BpeMeHa.

Kaxmast 13 Tpex 4acTemt KHUTM IIpelBapsieT-
cs noprperom Kanra. Mer Buayv KanTa pasHoro
BO3pacTa, HO BUJIVIM OJTHOIO M TOTO e JeJIoBeKa.
Tax 1 dutocodckme nponssegenms Kanrta — o
Ppa3sHOM, OHU CTaBAT M PeIIaloT pasHble IIpooIie-
MBI, HO BO BCex HUX JXMBeT OffHa oOIiasi dpwio-
codpckasi MBICIIb O eIHCTBe Mupa. Ee 11 BbicBeun-
BaeT aBTop KHUrK. He co BceMu yTBepXXIieHMAMM
J1. A. KasiMHHMKOBa MOXKHO COIJIaCUTbCS, HO HeJlb-
35 He IIpU3HaTh, YTO padoTa, M IIpojie/laHHasl, 3a-
CJTy>KMBaeT BBICOKOVI OIIEHKN ¥ HeM3MeHHO OyzeT
OOy XKaTh YMTaTesIsl K pasMBIITUIEHMIO Hall Ha-
cIIeqIvieM BeJIMKOro MbicimTerts n3 Kéunrcbepra.
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(and science) access to the thing in itself. Un-
fortunately, Kant failed to identify the a priori
forms which could be only forms of some oth-
er experience different from that already known
to physics (science as understood in the Cri-
tiqgue). He failed not because he lacked strength
or talent but because, being a genius who ush-
ered in an era of critical thought in philosophy
and science, he realised that the ambition of En-
lightenment-era reason to embrace everything
and to explain everything through a single sys-
tem runs counter to the very principle of critical
thought.

This is what makes Kant a philosopher for all
times.

Each of the book’s three parts begins with a
portrait of Kant. We see Kant at different ages,
but it is one and the same man. Likewise, Kant’s
philosophical works are about different things,
address different problems, but one and the
same philosophical thought of the unity of the
world throbs in all of them. The author of the
book under review brings out that thought. Not
all Kalinnikov’s claims are indisputable; what is
indisputable is that the work accomplished by
Leonard Kalinnikov merits recognition and will
encourage the reader to reflect on the heritage of
Kant, the great Konigsberg thinker.
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