VK 1(091):168.5

YHVBEPCYM HAYKIA.
APXUTEKTOHMYECKWVE VIZIEV HAYKY,
OTPACJIEV I YACTEV HAYYHOTO 3HAHVIS
B ®MJIOCODUY KAHTA

M.P. JTeBun'

Mo mesuc saxaouaemcs 8 caedyroujem: Kanm cosoar
BeeoxBamviBaroujee cucmemamu4eckoe onucanue cnocobHocmu
41CI020 PASYMA K NOCHIPOCHUIO CUCHIeM (ApXUimneKoHuye-
CKOIl CHOCOBHOCIIU HUCHI020 PA3YMA), KOTHOPOE MOKHO YCHEUIHO
npumerams u pasbubams 6 cobpemennvix ycaobusx. Pasym (6
Y3KOM cMblcae) omBedaem 3a popmupoBanue kKapmuHsl Yynopsa-
douenHol HAYUHOIL CucteMbl, Bkatouaoyei 6 ceba apxumeximo-
Huyeckue ueu HAyku, camy HAyky u OMpacAu HAY4HO20 3HA-
HuA. B nepBom pasdese cmamwu nocpedcmbom onpedeseHus u
ycmanobaenus B3aumochszu Mexoy makumy NOHAMUAMU, KAK
(a) cnocobrocms pasyma, (6) udeu (kax npunyunst), (6) menod
u (2) Hayku pasyma, s packpwiBato mo, umo Kanm nodpasyme-
Baem nod apxumexmonuneckumu udesmu. Haree 6o 6mopom
pasdese 5 AHAAUSUPYIO KAHIMOBCKOe NOHUMAHUE 1eA0CHTHO20
HAYHUHORO 3HAHUSA, 4 MAKKe HAYUHO20 Npo2pecca U npediazaio
npobecmu Oucpgpepernyuayuio uemvipex ypobreil npumeHeHus
apxXumexmonuHeckux uoetl, ONUPAACs NPU I1MOM Ha 0dpas eap-
MOHUYHO YcmpoerHol Bceentot, komopsiti daem Ham Kanm 6
cBoem mpaxmame «Bceobujas ecmecmBernnas ucmopus u meo-
pus neba» (1755). 5 maroke ymbBepsxkoato, uimo kaxoyio B03Mox-
HY10 UOe10 pasyMa MOKHO (NOMUMO ee OCHOBHOT hyHKyUU) pac-
cmampubams u 8 kauecmbe apxXumekmoHUUecKol KOHYenyuu
yembepmoeo ypobus, 6 cayuae ecau ona sA6Ho npedcmabanemcs
HAaM Kkak 00sekm uccaedobanuil (Hanpumep, puiocopckux), mo
ecmy 6 memodosoeuneckoi nepcnexmube. B nocaeonem (I1I)
pasdese 5 packpwibato nomenyuas meopuu Kanma, ykassiBas na
1m0, KaK 3ma cucmemoodpasyouas Memooos0eUeckas yHk-
YA HUCII020 pasyma npumeHsaemca 6 nacmosuyee Bpemsa 6 npo-
epamme cpusocogpcxux uccaedobanuti Kapaa-Ommo Aneas.

KatoueBore caoBa: pasym, udeu, HayKu, CUCHIEMHOCHTb,
ucnoavsobanue pasyma 6 cobpementoil husocogpuu.

BBenenmue

B 1O BpeMs Kak KaHTOBCKasl dpwtocodpus HayKw,
cofepxaHyue IJIaBbl «ApPXMUTEKTOHMKA YWUCTOrO pasy-
Ma» «KpuTykm amcToro pasyma» (1781) v Teopwst pery-
JISTUBHBIX VIVl OKa3aJIUCh B LIEHTpe MHOIMX IIOCTIeN-
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THE UNIVERSE OF SCIENCE.
THE ARCHITECTONIC IDEAS OF SCIENCE,
SCIENCES AND THEIR PARTS IN KANT

M. Lewin'

I argue that Kant has developed a broad systematic ac-
count of the architectonic functionality of pure reason that
can be used and advanced in contemporary contexts. Rea-
son, in the narrow sense, is responsible for the picture of a
well-ordered universe of science consisting of architectonic
ideas of science, sciences and parts of sciences. In the first
section (I), I show what Kant means by the architectonic
ideas by explaining and interrelating the concepts of (a) the
faculty of reason, (b) ideas (as principles), (c) method, and
(d) sciences of reason. Thereafter (1I), I think through his
holistic understanding of science and scientific progress
and suggest differentiating between four levels of use of ar-
chitectonic ideas, drawing on the metaphor of a well-struc-
tured universe as imagined by Kant in his work on the Uni-
versal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens. I also
claim that each possible idea of reason can be (apart from its
primary function) additionally regarded as a fourth-level
architectonic concept when explicitly conceived as an object
of (e.g. philosophical) studies, i.e. from a mere methodologi-
cal perspective. In the final section (I1I), I unveil the poten-
tial of Kant’s theory by pointing out how this architectonic
methodological function of pure reason is tacitly used in
Karl-Otto Apel’s contemporary philosophical research pro-
gramme.

Keywords: reason, ideas, sciences, systematicity, use of
reason in contemporary philosophy.

Introduction
While the Kantian philosophy of science, the

“Architectonic” chapter of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son and his theory of regulative ideas have become
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HVIX VICCJIeIOBaHMVI?, TIOCBSAIIeHHBIX dritocodpmm Kan-
Ta, TeMe CaMMX «apXMTeKTOHWMYEeCKVX Vei» He ObIIo
yIIeJIeHO A0CTaToYHOro BHMMaHMs. CIpaBeyMBOCTU
pany Halo 3aMeTWTh, YTO MHOI'Vie aBTOpbI oOpaliaroT-
¢l K KAaHTOBCKOMY IIOHSITVIO MJIeV HayK, HO TPV 3TOM
KacaloTcsl CKOpee CMeXHBIX TeM, He 3aHMMasiCh yIJIy-
OJIeHHBIM MCCIIeOBaHVeM U OOBSICHEHVEM KOHKpeT-
HOM (PyHKIIMOHAIIBHOCTY YWMCTOTO pasyMa B OTHOIIIe-
HyM 1I0f00HBIX MAerr. [TomHIMaeMble cCOBpeMeHHBIMI
VICCTIEZIOBATEIISIMI BOIIPOCHL BKJIIOYAIOT B ce0sl CIlemy-
IOMTYI0 ITpOOJIeMATMKY: CUCTEMaTVYHOCTD ¥ B3aVMOC-
Bs13b HayK (McRae, 1957), cBs3b MeXIy oTpaciisiMu Ha-
VKU ¥ (IpaKTWYIecKrMM) IestamMm pasyMa (Sturm, 2020;
Gava, 2014), cToprdecKrte KOPHW CVUCTEMBI ITOHSTU
KaHTOBCKOV prtocodpmm (cm.: Switzer, 2014; Sturm,
2009, p. 131—146) n 1.7 51 Xe X049y IIONTY MHBIM ITyTeM
VI COCPeIIOTOUMTHCH VMIMEHHO Ha apXUTeKTOHWYeCKO
deticmbennocmu, cnocodbHocmu m npoyedype Oeiicmbus
pasyMa (B y3koM cMbIcie)’. Sl yTBepxmaro, uro KauT pas-
paboTast y4yeHre 0 MeTOIOIOrMYecKovl (PyHKITVMOHAIIb-
HOCTM YMCTOTrO pa3yMa B OTHOIIIEHWI Hay YHOV ITPaKTH-
KV CHCTEMATMYeCKOTrO IUIaHVPOBAHNS, Pa3BUTHS, IIO-
JIyUeHVs M yIOPpsIOYeH Vsl 3HAaHUV 1107, PyKOBOICTBOM
apXMTEKTOHIYIECKIX My, KOTOpoe IIvpe 1 Oorade 110
cofiepKaHMIO, 9eM 3TO YacTo ITpeJICTaBjIeHO B COBpeMeH-
HOM KaHTOBe[IeHMIL. bolee TOTo, 51 CTpeMIIIOCh ITOKa3aTh,
YTO IpeaMeT MOMIX VCCTIeIOBAaHMM — He IIPOCTO, TaK
CKa3aTb, «9KCIIOHAT» B «My3ee VCTOpum (prsocodm,
a BaXXHBIVI TEOPETUYECKVT MaTepuasl, KOTOPbIVI MOXXHO
IIPVIMEHATD VI pa3BUBATh B COBPEMEHHBIX YCIIOBSIX.

2 CyIecTByeT JJ0CTaTOYHO MHOT'O CBEXXMX ITy OJIMKAIIVTL ITO pas-
JIMYHBIM acIleKTaM KaHTOBCKoW dwtocodpum Hayku. [Tepeunc-
JINTH VX ITOJTHOCTBIO B paMKaX MO€VI CTaTbU He IIpeJICTaBIseTCs
BO3MOXKHBIM. /17151 M3y deHws oO1iero xapakTepa dwocodum Ha-
yku Kanra cm., Hartpumep: (Sturm, 2009; Kant and the Sciences,
2001; Friedman, 1992; Kitcher, 1983). ITocitename myo6rmkanm
no teme apxmurekToHukm Kanra: (Gava, 2014; Switzer, 2014;
Manchester, 2008), o KoHIeNIM peryIsSTUBHBIX Maevt Kanrta
v X PYHKIINVI, CBSI3aHHBIX ¢ HayKow, cM.: (Meer, 2019), o Teme
TpaHcIeHaeHTanbHBIX Mpen B 1ertom: (Willaschek, 2018; Bunte,
2016; Pissis, 2012; Klimmek, 2005).

* Vimew HayK He CJleflyeT IIyTaTh C TpPaHCIIEHeHTaIbHBIMI
VIIIesIMV, YVCIIO KOTOPBIX OrpaHM4eHo, a (PyHKIMA (KakK pery-
JIATVBHBIX ViJIeVl) coBepllieHHO nHad. VIx Taxke He cilefyeT pac-
CMaTpVBaTh M B KadyecTBe IOJIBUJIOB «PeTyJIITMBHBIX WJIEN» B
mestoM. 118 ToJTHOTO 1 TabymMaHOro ob30pa (cemut) BUIOB WjIevt
B dmtocodum KaHTa 11 COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX PasIMUHbBIX PyHK-
oy pasyMa (B Y3KoM cMbiciie) cM. paboty (Lewin, 2021, B neua-
). HekoTopble 13 TeKyIIyx pe3yJIbTaToB MOMX MCCIIEIOBaHMI
ObUIn omyOskoBaHeL B paborax (Lewin, 2018; JTesus, 2020).

* 3pech S CIIeIyr0 KaHTOBCKOMY Pas3IMYMIo MEX]y pasyMoM (B
Y3KOM CMBICIIE), KOTOPBIV CBSI3aH MCKITIOUNTEIBHO C UIESMU U
IIPVHIIMITAMI BBICIIIETO TIOPSI/IKA, ¥ PasyMoM B OoJiee IIMPOKOM
CMBICIIe, KaK HeKVM IIeJIbIM, 00pa30BaHHbIM 13 PallVIOHAIbHBIX
CII0cOOHOCTEV, BKJIIOYasl PaccyIoK 1 pasyM (B Y3KOM CMBICTIe).
ToBopsi MpocTO 0 «pasymMe» B HEKOTOPBIX MeCTaX 3TOVI CTaTbH, s
VIMeIO B BUJLy IlepBoe 3Ha4YeHwe.
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the focus of recent research,” the topic of “architec-
tonic ideas” has not received enough attention and
has been addressed only in passing. Although, ad-
mittedly, not a few authors mention the Kantian
notion of ideas of sciences, they are rather concerned
with adjacent topics than with an in-depth explora-
tion and explanation of the concrete functionality of
pure reason regarding this kind of ideas.? The topics
include the systematicity and the interrelation of the
sciences (cf. McRae, 1957), the relation between the
sciences and the (practical) ends of reason (cf. Sturm,
2020; Gava, 2014), the historical roots of the Kant-
ian conceptual framework (cf. Switzer, 2014; Sturm,
2009, pp. 131-146) etc. I want to choose a different
path and focus on the architectonic functionality, ca-
pability and procedure of reason (in the narrow sense)
per se.* I argue that Kant has developed an account
of the methodological functionality of pure reason
regarding the scientific practice of systematic plan-
ning, developing, acquiring and ordering of knowl-
edge under the guidance of architectonic ideas, which
is broader and richer in content than often presented
in Kant research. Moreover, I aim to show that it is
not — so to speak — a mere “exhibit” in the “muse-
um of the history of philosophy”, but an important
and plausible theoretical endeavour that can be ap-
plied and advanced in contemporary contexts. I will
proceed as follows: First (I), I will explain the basic

2 There are too many recent publications on different aspects
of the Kantian philosophy of science to list them all here. For
analyses which include general inquiries into the nature of the
Kantian philosophy of science see e.g. Sturm (2009), Watkins
(2001), Friedman (1992) and Kitcher (1983). For recent publi-
cations on Kant's Architectonics see Gava (2014), Switzer (2014)
and Manchester (2008). For Kant’s concept of regulative ideas
and their science-related functions see Meer (2019), for tran-
scendental ideas in general Willaschek (2018), Bunte (2016),
Pissis (2012) and Klimmek (2005).

* The ideas of sciences are not to be confused with the tran-
scendental ideas, whose number is limited and whose function
(as regulative ideas) is completely different. They are also not
merely a subtopic to “regulative ideas” in general. For a com-
plete and tabular overview over the (seven) kinds of ideas in
Kant and the corresponding different functions of reason in the
narrow sense see Lewin (in press). Some of the ongoing results
of my studies were also published in Lewin (2020) and some of
the initial deliberations in Lewin (2018).

* T herewith follow the Kantian distinction between the reason
in the narrow sense (which is exclusively concerned with ideas
and principles of higher order) and the reason in the wider
sense (as the whole of the rational faculties including the un-
derstanding and the reason in the narrow sense). By speaking
simply of “reason” in some passages of this paper, I will mean
the reason in the first sense.
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51 Oyny mevicTBOBaTh CIIEAYIOLIMM OOpa3oM: B pas-
merte | 1 OOBSCHIO OCHOBHBIE IIOHSITHS, C KOTOPBIMM
Oymy paboTars: (a) ciocobHOCTH pasyMma, (0) mmen (kax
IPVHINIIEL), (B) MeTOx 1 (T) Haykn pasyMa. Iocrte aTo-
ro B pasmese 1l s BbIAeITIO YeThIpe YpOBHS IIpUIMeEHe-
HMSL apXUTEKTOHMYECKMX VeV, ONMpasch IIPU 3TOM
Ha o0pa3 rapMOHWYHO yCTPOEHHOV BCeJIeHHOV, KOTO-
peii maet Ham KaHT B TpakTare «BceoOrrjas ectecTBeH-
Has vicTopms U Teopws Heba» (1755). B mocemaem pas-
merste (I1I) s mokaky Ha IIpUMepe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO-
ro nparmaTtnsma Kapira-OtTo Amesis, Kak MeTOJIOJIO-
rudeckast PyHKIVS YMCTOrO pasyMa (KOTopas 3acily-
JKMBAEeT CBOEro COOCTBEHHOIO JIOJDKHOIO OO'BSICHEHVIS)
YCITETITHO TIPVMEHSIeTCS B COBpeMeHHO prtocodmm.

I

B rraBe «ApXmMTEKTOHMKA YMCTOro pasyMa» «Kpu-
TUKM 9MCTOro pasyma» (1781), a takxke B «Jlexirmsix
o storuke» (1800) Kaut yTBepxmaer cienyromee: «Bo
BCeX HayKaX, 0COOEHHO JXe B palViOHaJIbHBIX, Mzles Ha-
YKV eCTh OOIINII IUIaH VIV OYepK, CJIeIOBATEIIbHO —
00BeM BCcex OTHOCSIIMXCS K HayKe 3HaHM. Takas mes
LIeJIOTO — IIepBOe, YTO HY>KHO BWUIETh U VICKATh B Ha-
yKe, — SBJISIETCS apXWUTEKTOHMYECKOM, KakK, HaIlpu-
Mep, mpaes HayKu o mipase» (AA 09, S. 93; KanT, 199406,
c. 348). [ToaToMy He3aBMCHMO OT TOTO, IMEEM MBI JIeJI0
C CHCTeMaTMYeCcKM 3HaHVEM, COIepP)KallMCs B ecTe-
CTBEHHBIX HayKaX, OPUCIIPyIeHIIM v doumstocodmm,
MBI JIOJDKHBI IIPV3HATD, UTO «B KaXKIIOV CHCTEME JI0JDK-
Ha OBITH myes, BBICTyIAIOIIAs KaK I1ejIoe 1 Ol perests-
forrast I1aH 1 1etb. CaMa Xe 3Ta vesl IIPerCcTaBiIs-
eT cobovi crcTeMaTyeckoe enmHCTBO» (AA 24, S. 530).
B 5Tmx v momoOHBIX MM BBICKA3LIBAHVSIX, TTIOCBSIIEH-
HBIX «VICKyCCTBY IIOCTPOeHMs crcTeMbl» (A 832 / B 860;
KanT, 20064, c. 1043), KanT omnmiceiBaeT orrpeiesieHHY IO
METOJIOJIOIMIO VI IIOHVMaHVe TOro, KaK ydeHble IIpo-
V3BOIAT W MOJIYYalOT CUCTeMaTudecKye 3HaHVS, VIC-
ITOJIB3Y$l CBOVI CIIOCOOHOCTM pa3yMa (B Y3KOM CMBICIIE).
ITpu sTOM Ha/lo noHMMark, uto s Kanrta camo 11o-
HATHE «Vfes» IpelHasHauYeHO WCKITIOYNTEIBHO I
0003HAUEH s CAaMOr0 BBICOKOI'O ¥ CAMOI'O YMCTOIO M3
BO3MOXXHBIX 00pa3oB MbIciM. Tak, B ero MeTadpusnke
MBICJIUTEIIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTET! pasyM (B Y3KOM CMBIC-
Jle), TIO-ZIPYTOMYy VMMEHYEMBIV «CIIOCOOHOCTBIO JaBaTh
IIPUHIIIIB», OTBEYaeT 3a CO3[aHue ¥ pean3arinio
TaKOTO pofia IIpefCTaBJIeHNIl, HallpaBJIAIOmX HaIry
BOJIIO ¥ HaIll pacCy/IoK. brraromaps aTovt mx dpyHKImm
VIIeV MOKHO paccCMaTpuBaTh B CJIEAYIOIINX 3HAUEHMSIX:
KaK ITPeATIOChIIKY, 3a71a4Vl, IIeJIN, TIPOOJIEMBI VIV B 1ie-
JIOM IIPVHLIVIIBI BBICIIIETO IIOPsIKa, KOTOPBIMU Pa3yM
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concepts I will be working with: (a) the faculty of rea-
son, (b) ideas (as principles), (c) method, and (d) scienc-
es of reason. After that (II), I will distinguish four
levels in the use of architectonic ideas, using the
metaphor of a well-structured universe as imagined
by Kant in his work on the Universal Natural History
and Theory of the Heavens. In the final section (III), I
will show through the example of Karl-Otto Apel’s
transcendental pragmatism how the methodologi-
cal function of pure reason, which deserves its own
proper account, is tacitly used in contemporary phi-
losophy.

Kant states in the “ Architectonic” chapter of his
first Critigue and in his lectures on logic, that “[i]n
all sciences, above all in those of reason, the idea of
the science is its universal abstract or outline, hence
the extension of all the cognitions that belong to it.
Such an idea of the whole — the first thing one has
to look to in a science, and which one has to seek —
is architectonic, as, e.g., the idea of jurisprudence”
(Log, AA 09, p. 93; Kant, 1992, p. 591). Whether we
are dealing with systematic knowledge of natural
sciences, jurisprudence or philosophy, we have to
recognize and presuppose that in “every system
there must be an idea as the whole which deter-
mines the arrangement and the purpose, and this
idea represents the systematic unity”® (V-Lo/Pdlitz,
AA 24, p. 530; transl. M.L.). Kant develops in these
and similar passages on “the art of systems” (KrV,
A 832 / B 860; Kant, 1998, p. 691) a certain method-
ology and understanding of how scholars produce
and acquire systematic knowledge using their fac-
ulty of reason in the narrow sense. For Kant, the
term “idea” is strictly reserved for designating the
highest and purest kind of mental representations.
In his metaphysics of mental powers, reason in the
narrow sense, alternatively called “the faculty of
principles”, is responsible for creating and imple-
menting this kind of representations to guide our
will and our understanding. Due to this function,
they can be regarded as presuppositions, tasks, pur-

5 “In jedem System muf eine Idee als das Ganze seyn, die die Ein-
teilung und den Zweck bestimmt, und diese Idee macht die systema-
tische Einheit aus.”



Hen30eXXHO oOpeMeHseT HAaCc B HECKOJIBKMX pasjInd-
HBIX 00J1acTsx AevicTsus 1 3HaHM. OHAKO CaMo I10-
HATME «TIPVMHIUID» B dprstocodpmm KanTa HOCUT Heor-
peneneHHBINT XapakTep. Hammpumep, oHO MoXeT 0O3Ha-
4JaTh, COIJIACHO CeMaHTVIKe HeMelKoro ciioBa Grundsatz,
oITpesiesieHHOe 00s3aTesIbHOE IIPaBIJIo, OCHOBaHHOE Ha
ITO3HABATEJIBHOVI CIIOCOOHOCTY 11 BBIpakeHHOe B hopme
yMo3axaoueHus. B TaKOM 3Ha9eHMM €ro0 MOXKHO OTOX-
TIeCTBUTD C IPVHINUIIOM paccynka. OmHako B CTydasix,
KOI7Ia OHO VICIIOJIB3YeTCs B3aMO3aMEHSIEMO C «VIeev»
(A 569, 619, 672 / B 597, 647, 700; KarT, 2006a, c. 727, 795,
857), oHO yKa3bIBaeT (Ha OCHOBE CMBICJIOBOTO COIIEPIKa-
HWS JIaT. principium "Hadasio’) olnpeesieHHYIO OTIIpaB-
HYIO TOUKY, BooOpaskaemyto (vorgestellt) vy cpopmm-
POBaHHYIO pa3yMOM (B Y3KOM CMBICTIe). B Takmx ciry4a-
SIX TIPUHIINII SIBJIS€TCS HEeKMM IIIaroM BIIepef], OKula-
HVEM pe3yJibTaTa, K KOTOPOMY JIOJDKHBI IIPUBECTI BCE
YCUIIMSL paccy/ika B COYETAHMM C Pa3jIMYHBIMM ITa-
IIaMM II03HaHMS. DTOT CKa4OK o0pasyeT pas3pblB MeX-
1y pakTgecKmM (00yCII0BIIEHHBIM) M BOOOpakaeMbIM
(ycrtoBreM), B pe3yJIbTaTe 4ero pasyM IIpuiaeT IoCiIes-
HeMy (pOpMy abCOIIOTHOCTM W IJIaBE€HCTBA Hafl Ilep-
BBIM I PYKOBOIWUT PacCyZKOM M BOJIEVI AEVICTBOBATh B
COOTBETCTBUM C IIPVHIIUIIOM, YTOOBI IIPEOJOJIETh STOT
paspsiB. 1 3T0M 1Iem pasyM popMyIMpyeT MaKCy-
MBI, Uepe3 KOTOPbIe OH pacIIpseT IIpeICTaBIIeH s, Ta-
KVie KaK, Halpumep, «0eckoHeuHocms BceseHHo», 0O Ta-
KOT'0 pofia 3aj1ad, KaK npo0oaxail npoyecc uccaedobanus
U NOHUMAHUA BceseHHOU, kak ecau Obl oHa ABaAsach
beckoneunon (cm.: A 672 / B 700; KanT, 2006a, c. 857;
A 685 / B 713; Kanr, 2006, c. 873).

OOrriee onpenerneHve vmen (VI IIPVWHIINIIA), KO-
Topoe KanT mpusogut B Havasle «IpaHcIieHeHTaIb-
HOVI MaJIeKTVKV», OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha ITOHSATUM pa3yMa,
«IJIs1 KOTOPOr'o B YyBCTBaX HE MOXET OBbITh JIaH HUKa-
KOV aJIeKBaTHBIV ITpenMeT» (A 327 / B 383; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 493). TyT, mpaBma, Haflo yYMTHIBATh, UTO caMo II0 cebe
3TO TIOHSTVIE UJIEV BXOIWT B pa3psif], TEPMIHOJIOI M, OT-
HOCSIIIEVICS K TEOPETMKO-PMII0COPCKIM ITOCTPOEHVISIM
KaHTOBCKO (prstocodpun (CBA3aHHBIM C OOBSICHEHMEM
IIPOTVBOIIOCTABIIEHVIS. «KOHIEIIN pasyMa» (A) «00Bb-
eKTy, TaHHOMY B 4yBcTBax» (B)), 1 He gaBiseTcs BceoOB-
eMJTIOIIVM orpererieHmeM. Kpome Toro, KanT mosmHee
HEeCKOJIBKO V3MEHWII (POPMYIIMPOBKY 3TOTO OIIperesie-
HVIS TI0CTIE VI3YYeHMS IPYTnX (PYHKIIUI «CIIOCOOHOCTY
IlaBaTh [IPVHLINIIE» B Pa3/IMYHBIX OOJIACTSIX YerloBede-
CKOVI 1eTeTLHOCTYI, OCOOEHHO B OTHOIIEHUWV VICKITIO-
UUTEIBPHOIO CTaTyca 3CTeTYecKMX Mien. B kadecTtse
npuMepa Ooslee OOIIero BapmaHTa OIIperesIeHMs II0-
HATUS «fiesk» CIleflyeT o0paTUThC K KaHTOBCKOV pa-
6ote «O mnemarorvke» (1803), B KOTOPOVT MOXHO HalITI

29

M. Lewin

poses, problems, or in general: principles of higher
order that reason inevitably imposes on us in sever-
al different fields of acting and knowing. The term
“principle” is ambiguous in Kant. It may mean —
according to the German word “Grundsatz” — a
certain binding rule based on a cognition and in
form of a sentence. The principles of understanding
are examples of this. In cases, however, when it is
used interchangeably with “idea” (cf. KrV, A 569
/ B597, A 619 / B 647, A 672 / B 700; Kant, 1998,
pp- 552, 577, 606 etc.), it indicates — based on the
Latin “principium” (beginning) — a certain starting
point imagined (vorgestellt) or projected by reason
in the narrow sense. In such cases, a principle is a
leap ahead, an anticipation of a result that all efforts
of understanding in combining different elements
of cognitions should lead to. This leap produces a
gap between the actual (conditioned) and the imag-
ined (condition), whereby reason gives the latter
the form of absoluteness and priority over the for-
mer, and commands the understanding and the will
to act according to the principle and to bridge this
gap. For this purpose, reason formulates maxims; it
expands representations such as the infinity of the
universe to sentences, such as continue the process
of discovery and understanding of the universe as
if it were infinite (cf. KrV, A 672 / B 700; Kant, 1998,
p- 606; A 685 / B 713; Kant, 1998, p. 613).

The general definition of idea (or principle) that
Kant gives us at the beginning of the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”, is of a concept of reason “to which
no congruent object can be given in senses” (KrV,
A 327 / B 383; Kant, 1998, p. 402). It is, however,
bound to the terminology of his theoretical philos-
ophy (to the opposition “concept of reason” (A) vs.
“object given in senses” (B)) and is not an all-en-
compassing definition. Kant will slightly change it
after examining several other functions of the fac-
ulty of principles in different fields of human act-
ing, especially with respect to the exceptional status
of aesthetical ideas. An example for a more gener-
al version can be found in his Lectures on Pedagogy:
“An idea is nothing more than a concept of perfec-
tion which is not yet to be found in experience”®

¢ “Eine Idee ist nichts anderes, als der Begriff von einer Vollkommen-
heit, die sich in der Erfahrung noch nicht vorfindet.”
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crlefyroliee BbICKasbiBaHMe: «VIfest eCTh He UTO MHOE,
KaK IIOHSTIME O COBEpPIIEHCTBE, ellle He OCYyIIeCTBIICH-
HoM Ha ombITe» (AA 09, S. 444; KanuT, 19948, c. 402). Oc-
HOBHasI MBIC/Ib, BEIPa’KeHHas B 9TOM OITpelle/IeHN, CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YUTO CYIIIECTBYeT IIPeAIIOIOKeHIe O YeM-
TO HACTOJIBKO COBEPIIIEHHOM (YMCTOM ¥ 3aBepIIIeHHOM,
=A), 4TO KOHKpPeTHOe " PeajIbHO CYyIIIeCTBYIOIIee UTo-
TO (=B) He cOOTBETCTBYeT BBIABMHY THIM K HEMY M/Iealb-
HbIM TpeboBaHMsiM. Harpumep, kak yreepxgaer Kanr
B cBOeV TpeThert «KpuTrke», Takas 3cTeTdecKast nyesl,
KaK ITpeKpacHOe, Ha caMOM JieJIe VICXOAUT He 113 Hallle-
ro pasyMma, a U3 Hallley CIIOCOOHOCTV K BOOOpPasKeHMIO
(dparTasmposanmio — Einbildungskraft). Ogxako 3To
oIperiesieHVie BCe JKe IIOfTIa/iaeT 10 olIree TTOHSTIE
VIIIeVI, TIOTOMY YTO IIPe/iCTaBJIeHe O IIPeKpacHOM Ha-
CTOJIBKO HEYJIOBMMO, UTO HaIll PacCyIOK He MOXeT ero
IIOJTHOCTBIO OXBAaTUTh U ommcarh (cM.: AA 05, S. 313—
317, 342—344; Kawnr, 2001, c. 425—435, 493—497). AHa-
JIOTMYHO 3TOMY, Korga KaHT ropoput o0 maesx Hayk B
ry1aBe 00 apXMTEKTOHVKE YVCTOro pasyMa B CBOE Iiep-
Bovi «KpuUTHKe», OH IIPOBOAUT pasiIndme Mexay (A) am-
CTBIM TIOHSATMEeM Hayku u (B) cxemoil, comepxamernt B
cele IUTaH M 2JIEMEHTHI HayYHOro 3HaHMA. VX B3anmo-
CBSI3b, KOTOpasl TakKke MOXKET OBITH OIVCaHa B Tep-
MMHaX COBEPIIEHHOro o0pasiia ¥ HeyIadHOV KON
(A 838 / B 866; Kant, 20064, c. 1049—1050), s1exxmT B oc-
HOBe BCex HayK 0 pasyMe: «HMKTO He IIbITaeTcs co3marhb
HayKy, He rIoJ1arasi B ee 0CHOBY mero. OgHaKo mpu pas-
paboTke HayKm cxeMa M JIaXXe JlaBaeMas BHauaJle Jie-
pvHMIIMS HayKM BecbMa PeIKO COOTBETCTBYIOT Wiiee
CXeMBl, TaK KaK OHa 3aJI0KeHa B pa3yMe II0I00HO 3apo-
IIBIIITY, BCEe YaCTV KOTOPOTO ellle He pa3BUTHI U efBa JIn
TOOCTYIHEI JaXke MUKPOCKOIITUECKOMY HaOITIOeHIO»
(A 834 / B 862; Kanr, 2006a, c. 1045). CrrerroBaTesibHO,
4ycTas KOHLEMIIVS HayKu — 3TO (A) Heollpe/iesleHHas
¥ HeyJIoBMMas vfesl, KOTopasi MOXKeT OBITh JaHa HaM
TOJIBKO YaCTUYHO i1 concreto; KpoMe Toro, oHa ectb (B)
HEeYTO, JJAaHHOe HaM B OIVCAHU U B CHICTEMATYeCKO
cxeMe HayKV, IIPY 3TOM HVKOIZIa IIOJTHOCTBIO He COOT-
BETCTBYS €€ VICXOIHOMY ITPeICTaBIIEHIIO VIV O0pasILy.

51 mpemyIararo 0003HAYUMTE 3TV HayIHO-TIpaKTIde-
cKMe udeu Kax apxumexmonuueckue (cMm.: AA 09, S. 93;
Kanr, 19946, c. 397, A 833 / B 861; Kanr, 20064, c. 1045)
VI Memodooeuyeckie. DTO IIO3BOJINT YeTKO OTIIU-
YUTh MX OT TPaHCLEHIEHTAIBHBIX, TeOPETUUYECKIIX,
MPaKTUYeCcKMX, 3CTeTUYECKNX, PeIUTMO3HBIX, IIOJIV-
TUYECKVIX ¥ TOMY ITOJOOHBIX IIPUHIINIIOB pasyMa. O0-
JIaCTb VX IIpVIMeHeHnsI — pOopMMpOBaHMe CYCTeMaTH-
YeCKMX €IVIHCTB 3HaHWMI, OCOOEHHO, KaK yTBEpXKIaeT
Kant, B Haykax o pasyme. [71aBa «ApXUTeKTOHVKA 9V-
cToro pasymMa» B «Kputuke umcToro pasymMa», a Takxe
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(Pad, AA 09, p. 444; transl. M.L.). The basic deter-
mination expressed in this definition is that there is
an assumption of something so perfect (demanding,
pure, and complete) (=A), that a particular some-
thing (=B) does not meet the posited demands. For
example, an aesthetical idea like the beautiful does
not really originate from our reason, but from our
faculty of imagination (Einbildungskraft), as Kant
states in the third Critique. It falls, however, under
the general definition of ideas, because the imagina-
tion of beautiful is so elusive that our understand-
ing cannot fully reach and describe it (cf. KU,
AA 05, pp. 313-317, 342-344; Kant, 2000, pp. 191-195,
217-219). Analogously, when Kant speaks of ideas
of sciences in the chapter on the architectonic of pure
reason in his first Critique, he differentiates between
(A) a pure concept of a science and (B) a schema,
which contains the outline and a subdivision of the
elements of a science. Their interrelation, which can
be also described in terms of a perfect archetype
and a not-fully-appropriate image of the same thing
(ectype) (cf. KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998, p. 694),
underlie all sciences of reason: “Nobody attempts to
establish a science without grounding it on an idea.
But in its elaboration the schema, indeed even the
definition of the science which is given right at the
outset, seldom corresponds to the idea; for this lies
in reason like a seed, all of whose parts still lie very
involuted and are hardly recognizable even under
microscopic observation” (KrV, A 834 / B 862; Kant,
1998, p. 692). Hence, a pure concept of a science is
(A) a vague and elusive idea, which can be given
only partially in concreto, and it is (B) in a descrip-
tion and systematic schema of a science, which nev-
er completely matches the original representation or
the archetype.

I suggest calling these scientific-praxis-related
ideas — to clearly distinguish them from the tran-
scendental, theoretical, practical, aesthetical, re-
ligious, political etc. principles of reason in the
narrow sense — architectonic (cf. Log, AA 09, p. 93;
Kant, 1992, p. 591; KrV, A 833 / B 861; Kant, 1998,
p- 692), or methodological ideas. They are used to
create systematic unities of knowledge, especial-
ly, as Kant states, in the sciences of reason (cf. Log,
AA 09, p. 93; Kant, 1992, p. 591). The “Architecton-



IOJTOOHEIE €Vl BBICKAa3bIBaHNs, IOCBSIIIEHHbIe «VCKYC-
CTBY IIOCTPOEHWISI CCTEM», He TOJIBKO OTBEYAIOT Ha BO-
IIPOC O TOM, KaK MeTadm3nyecKas cricTeMa MOXKeT ObITh
IIOCTPOeHa 13 MaTepyasia, TIIaTeIbHO VICCIIelOBAHHOIO
1 BBIOpaHHOT0 (p1yI0cOPOM IIKOJIBI TPaHCLIeHIeHTa Tb-
Hom dustocodmm, HO U, KO BCceMy IIpodeMy, cofeprKar
acriekTsl obmient rtocodun panMoHAIBHEIX HaykK
KanTa. Cama xe mporienypa dpopMupoBaHs (A) MeTo-
TIOTIOTMYeCKMX (apXMTeKTOHMYecKmXx) e 1 (B) ocHos-
HBIX IIPVUHIIAIIOB XapaKTepHa [JIs TpaHCIeH/IeHTaslb-
HOI pryocopmit (TO eCcTh KPUTHUIecKo rstocodmm
KakK 2JIeMeHTa MeTan3MKI), MeTa31K, aHTPOIIOJIO-
TUM, STUKY, IOPVUCIPYIEHIINY, eCTeCTBO3SHAHUA U T.]I.
Bce orm sBsttored (1) Haykamm (B oOrieM MOHVIMaHWUM
KanToM TepMmmHa «Hayka»®), KOTOpble (2) parioHasIb-
HBL B TOM CMBICJIe, UTO IIPEACTABIISIOT COOOV He IIpo-
CTOe (3MIIVpIYecKoe) HaKoIIeHVie PaKTOB, a COCTaBJIs-
10T (3) crcTeMy, BKITIOUAIOITyT0 B cebs: (4) obrme 11emm,
OCHOBHBIE 3a/1a4M VI IIPUHITUITEL pasyMa’, a Takxke (5)
COOTBETCTBYIOIINe M MeTofbl. [Tpy aToM myHKTHI (3)—
(5) mMmetoT permatortiee 3HaUeHME 1711 POPMUPOBAHIL
XapaKTepPUCTUK JIOCTOBEPHOCTM ¥ BCEOOITHOCTM Ha-
yuHoro 3HaHMsA. ITo Mbeicsi KaHTa, crcTeMa HaydHBIX
3HaHWW He JO0JDKHa ObITh cpopMMpOBaHa Ha OCHOBe
IIPOCTOVI KOMIIVUISIINY ee JacTeVl (IlepBOHaYaIbHBIN 1
OOIIIVTI CMBICIT Ip.-Tped. 000TH A ‘Tierloe, COCTaBIeHHOe
U3 gacTell’ OT Ap.-Tped. 00VIOTAVAL ‘COeqVIHWUTh, O0benu-
HWTB, COOpaTh YTO-TO BMecTe'). Berpakasick MeTadopu-
4ecK!, HeIOCTATOYHO IIPOCTO HOAOMpaTh IOIXOI I
IpyT OPYyTy 371eMeHTHI TOJIOBOJIOMKM VI COeIVIHATD VX,
Tlayke VICTIOJIB3YSL PV 9TOM CTPOIWV, HaIIpUMep Mare-
MaTW4ecKny, Meron’. B IIpOTMBOIIOIOXHOCTE 3TOMY
yUeHBIVI JOJDKEH VMIMeTh VOeI0 pasyMa KaK V3Hadalb-
HO IIpeficTaBuMOe HesiCHOe 11300paskeH1e BCevl TOJI0BOo-
JIOMKVI VI OIIpefeJIsATh ero 1IeJIb IIpeXkie, YeM IpPUCTY-
aTh K COEOVHEHWMIO W yIOPSAOYMBAHMIO COCTaBHBIX
9JIEMEHTOB BCEVI CKJIaJIbIBAEMOVI MM Hay4HOW KapTu-
HBI B eIMHOe 1esioe. VnmocTpaliyert K JaHHOV MBbIC-
nn sBsietcst pabota Kanra «Vpest BceoOrert netopmm
BO BCEMVPHO-TpakIaHCKOM ItaHe» (1784). B memn (A)
OH pa3BMBaeT KOHLETIIIMIO NCTOPMYeCKOV HayKu, OCHO-
BaHHOVI Ha 1jlee O IIpeJIoIpesie/IeHHOCTY YeJI0BeUeCKo-
TO pasyMa, COCTaBJISIOIIEro OTHY V3 HalllX eCTeCTBeH-
HBIX CIIOCOOHOCTeV, K TOMY, YTOOBI TIOJTHOCTBIO peajiy-
30BaTh CBOVI ITOTEHI[aJI B IIepCIIeKTVBe BCeVl ueslopede-
ckont mcropun. 3ateM (B) KauT pemaer mcropvko-du-

° TloppoOGHbIit 0030p koHuenuuy Hayku Kaxra cm.: (Sturm,
2009, S. 128 —182).

¢ CBsI3b MEXJTy NPaKTIIeCKVIMU IIeJISIMI PasyMa U apXUTEeKTO-
HIYEeCKUMI eIVHCTBaMM HOApOOHO paccMaTpuBaeTcs B pabo-
tax (Gava, 2014; Sturm, 2020).

7 O KkputndeckoM oTHoIeHny KaHTa K MaTeMaTH4eCcKOMy Me-
TOJTy TIOCTPOeHWsI cucTeM (Ha mmpumepe Boredpa 1 Meriepa) cm.:
(Meer, 2019, S. 151 —154).
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ic” chapter of the first Critiqgue, as well as the re-
lated passages on the “art of systems” do not only
answer the question of how a metaphysical system
can be built out of the material thoroughly exam-
ined and chosen by a transcendental philosopher,
but also contain aspects of Kant’s general philos-
ophy of rational sciences. The procedure of creat-
ing (A) methodological (architectonic) ideas and
(B) basic outlines is common among transcenden-
tal philosophy (i.e. critique, as part of metaphysics),
metaphysics, anthropology, ethics, jurisprudence,
natural sciences etc. They all are (1) sciences (in
Kant’s broad understanding of the term “science”),”
which are (2) rational in the sense that they are not
a mere (empirical) accumulation of facts, but make
up a (3) system under (4) the general purposes, es-
sential ends and principles of reason,® and (5) cor-
responding methods. The points (3)-(5) are crucial
for certainty and universality of a science. In Kant’s
peculiar and — against the backdrop of the previ-
ous history of philosophy — innovative view, a sci-
entific system is not and should not be based on a
mere compilation of parts (the original and general
meaning of the Ancient Greek “ovompa” (a whole
compounded of parts) is based on “ooviotaval”
(to combine, to unite, to set something together)).
Metaphorically speaking, it is neither enough to col-
lect similar puzzle pieces nor to unite them — even
using a strict, e.g. mathematical, method.” A scien-
tist has and should have an idea of reason as a pre-
liminary vague picture of the whole puzzle, and
determine its purpose, before combining and or-
dering the pieces to a whole of a science. An exam-
ple for this is Kant’s own Idea for a Universal History
with a Cosmopolitan Purpose (1784). In this essay (A)
he develops a concept of a historical science based
on the idea that human reason — being one of our
natural capacities — is predestined to reach its full
potential throughout the course of history. And (B)

7 For a detailed analysis of Kant’s concept of science see Sturm
(2009, pp. 128-182).

& The relationship between the practical ends of reason and
architectonic unities is discussed in detail in Gava (2014) and
Sturm (2020).

° For Kant's critical attitude towards the mathematical method
of construction of systems (by example of Wolff and Meier) see
Meer (2019, pp. 151-154).
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stocodpcKme HabPOCKM, yKa3bIBas IIPV ’TOM Ha HECKOJIb-
KO Ba’KHBIX MOMEHTOB, KOTOpBIE CJIEYeT Y4YUTHIBATH
PV peaIM3amiyl OCYIIecTBIITeMOro UM mpoekra. Kak
MBI BUAMM, Oe3 371eMeHTOB (A) 1 (B) mcTopmst Kak HayKa
ObuTa OBI HITYEM MHBIM, KaK IIPOCTHIM HaOOpOM 3HAHWT
O CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVIX MICTOPUYECKIX PpaKTax.

W3 BbIIITeCKa3aHHOIO CIIEMTYET, YTO apXUTEKTOHMYe-
CKMe (MeTOIOJIOrMYecKye) IIPVHITUITBL SIBJISIOTCS He-
IpeMeHHBIM yCJI0BUeM (POpMIMPOBaHWLs 1 IprodpeTe-
HMS CUCTEeMaTUYecKVX 3HaHWI B 00JIacTV HayK O pa-
syme. [loHmMaHMe 1X (PYHKIMV CTAHOBUTCS YacThIO
OOIIIerT METOIOJIOI M ITOCTPOEHMS CUCTEMBI Hay4IHO-
ro sHanud. [Ipu atom, no Kanry, MeTor, B TeopeTiye-
CKOVI (apXMTEKTOHWYECKOV) IEPCIIEKTIBE COCTOUT «B
TaKOM OOpase HeVICTBUIL II0 npuxyunam pasyma, oma-
rojapsi KOTOPOMY €IMHCTBEHHO ¥ MOXKeT MHOrooOpas-
HOe B TTIO3HAHMM CTaTh cucteMoi» (AA 05, S. 151; Kanr,
1997, c. 697). DTo TIOHATHE He CJIeyeT CMeIINBaTh HI
C MeTOIaMM B TIEPCIIEKTVIBE MIPAKTIIECKOrO IIpVIMeHe-
HVS pa3yMa, HVI C METOaMM B SMIIMPUYECKIX HayKax.
Tax, B xoHI1Ie «KpUTHKM ITpaKTIdecKoro pasyma» (1788)
MBI HaXOIVM METOZOJIOT VIO, KOTOpasi KacaeTcs Iefaro-
TMYeCKVX ¥ AUAAKTIYeCKUX BOIIPOCOB «yCTaHOBJIEHS
Y KYJIBTYPBI MCTMHHO MOPaJIBHOTO OOpasa MBbICIIeN»
(AA05,S.153; KaxT, 1997, c. 703). [1paBma, Hajo cKasars,
4YTO TeopeTuyecKasl (apXMTeKTOHMYEecKas) MeTOHOJIo-
IS C TOYKM 3PeHSI KaHTVMAHCTBA SBJISIeTCS YacThIO JIO-
TVIKV, KOTOpasl MCCIIeyeT CIIOCOOBI OIIeprpOBaHsL CH-
CTeMaTWYeCKVMV Hay4YHBIMM 3HaHMSAMMU. Ee rr1aBHas
1elb — Ao0euyeckoe cobepuieHcmbBobarue nosHaHUsA, KO-
TOPO€e «COCTOUT B OTYETIIMBOCTY, OCHOBATEJILHOCTY 11 B
CYICTEMATYeCKOM VIIOPSIOYEeHNN ero B 1esIoe HayKiu»
(AA 09, S. 140; Kanr, 19946, c. 389). OTo «cmcTemarmye-
CKOe yTIOpsiZJoYeHe B IieJIoe HayKi», eIV OHO JIOJDKHO
OBbITH YeM-TO OOJIBIIINIM, YeM ITPOCTBIM COOMpPaHVeM CO-
CTaBHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB, ITpeXXJie BCero JO/DKHO OBITH OCHO-
BaHO Ha CIIOCOOHOCTM pasyMa (B Y3KOM CMBICIIE) CO3/ia-
BaThb VI PeaJIN30BbIBATh APXUTEKTOHIIIECKVIE VIJIEA.

II

Ecym Bce-Takm KaHT 1paB 11 ONvICAaHHBIV BBIIIIE 00-
pas IeVICTBUVE SIBJISIETCS OOIIVM JIJISL BCeX paliyiOHaIb-
HBIX HayK, TO €CTh eCJIV MbI IPMHVIMaeM ero MO3UIINIO
He TIPOCTO 3a HeKMM (PaKT B mMcTopum pvtocodpmmt n3
Ppaspsaa yCTapeBIIVIX TEOPUT, HO KaK peaIbHYIO MCCIIe-
JI0BaTeJILCKYIO IPOrpaMMy U HOTEeHIIMaIBHO I0JIe3HOe
HIpeyIoKeHVIe ISl TIOHVMaHVIs 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTeNT Ha-
YYHOVI JIesITeJIbHOCTY, TO HaM IIOHafgo0uTcs Ooslee cu-
CTeMaTUYHOe M3JIOKeHMe MeTOHOJIOTMM ITPUMeHeH s
4gycToro pasyma. OCHOBBIBasiCh Ha IIpeqBapUTEIIbHBIX
TePMIMHOJIIOTTIECKIIX TIOSCHEHMSIX, JAHHBIX MHOU B
IIepBOM pasfielle HacTOSIIEeN CTaThl, I X049y OTBETUTH

he sketches and points out several important mo-
ments that should be considered during the realisa-
tion of this project. Without (A) and (B), history as a
science would be nothing more than knowledge of
existing historical facts.

The architectonic or methodological principles
are therefore inevitable conditions in the field of
sciences of reason for the construction and acquisi-
tion of systematic knowledge. The understanding of
their functions is a part of the general methodology
of scientific systems. A method, in theoretical (archi-
tectonic) perspective, is for Kant “a procedure ac-
cording to principles of reason, through which alone
the manifold of a cognition can become a system”
(KpV, AA 05, p. 151; Kant, 2002, p. 189). This is nei-
ther to be confounded with methods in practical
perspective nor with methods in empirical sciences.
At the end of Critique of Practical Reason we find a
methodology which deals with the pedagogical and
didactical issues of “founding and cultivating gen-
uine moral attitudes” (KpV, AA 05, p. 153; Kant,
2002, p. 191). The theoretical (architectonic) method-
ology is, however, in the Kantian view a part of log-
ic, which examines ways to operate with systematic
scientific knowledge. Its main goal is the logical per-
fection of cognition, which “consists in its distinct-
ness, thoroughness, and systematic ordering into the
whole of a science” (Log, AA 09, p. 140; Kant, 1992,
p- 630). This “systematic ordering into the whole of
a science” — if it should be more than a mere ac-
cumulation of parts — is, above all, based upon the
capacity of reason in the narrow sense to create and
implement architectonic ideas.

II

If Kant is right, and this procedure is common
to all rational sciences, and if we take his position
as not a mere fact in the history of philosophy and
an outdated theory, but as a research programme
and a potentially helpful suggestion to understand
the logic of scientific practice, we need a more sys-
tematic account of the methodological use of pure
reason. Based on the preliminary terminological
clarifications in Part (I), I want to answer the ques-
tion whether there are different “planes” or “lev-
els” in the use of methodological ideas. Are, e.g., the
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Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, CYIIIECTBYIOT JIV pa3JIUHbIe «ILIOC-
KOCTV» WJIVI «yPOBHV» B WCIIOJIB30BAHMI METOIOJIO-
rdecknx mpent. Harpyimep, BKJIIOYEHBI JIM MAen Beel
IOPUCIIPYIEHIINI VJIV BCEOOIIIENt VICTOPUM C BCEMMUP-
HO-TPa’k[TaHCKOM IIeJIBI0 B HEKYIO ODIIYIO CTPYKTYpPY
Hayku? I[TogoOHBI 1 OHM HEKOV 00pa3sHON «MaTper-
Ke», COCTaBJIEHHOVI M3 OOJIBIINX 2JIEMEHTOB, 3aKJII0Ya-
IOITX B ce0e MEHBIIVe JIeTalIV, UJIV JKe OHU ITpefiCTa-
IOT IIepes] HaMM B BUJie padodumMx 3CKM30B, HAOPOCKOB
Ha 9mcToM JmcTe Oymarn? OTBedasi, 51 cobMparoch 0-
OpaTbcs 0 CYTM LeJIOCTHOTO WM3JIOKEHMS HayKM, Kak
ee noHmMaeT KaHT, BKITIOUast CBSI3b METOI0JIOI MTUECKVIX
IIPUHIIVIIOB ¢ APYTVIMY THUIIAMV IIPEeJICTaBJIeHIII O Pa-
3yMe ¥ BO3MOYKHOCTBIO OIPEJIesISTh CTeNeHb IIPHPOCTa
3HaHWV TI0]T, PYKOBOJICTBOM METOIOJIOT MTYeCKOVI MJIEN.

He MoxeT ObITh HMKaKMX COMHEHWII B TOM, UTO VIC-
arenoanve KaHTa, MHOCBSINEHHOE TIOHVMMAHWIO IIPU-
porBl HayKM, OOYCJIOBJIEHO €ro MHTEPEeCOM K BO3MOXK-
HOCTSIM MeTaPV3MKI B €e CBSI3M C SMIIVMPUUECKVIMU U
vcToprYecKnMy HayKamy. OnHaKo ObI1o OBl OmmOKov
IIpeJIToJIaraTh, YTO €ro CHUCTEMATOJIONMS OCHOBaHa Ha
yPaBHUBAHUM «HAyKM» C «MeTapU3MKOV» B TOM CMBIC-
Jle, UTO IOCTIETHSIS, €CJIVI MOXKHO TaK BBIPasnThCs, OymeT
BBICTYIIaTh (Kak B oOpase [lekapToBa AepeBa) KOpHeM
BCEX PYIMX HAyK.

Ob6pa3 Hayky, KoTopeI gaeT HaMm KaHT, ckopee TOT,
YTO IIpeJICTaBIIeH HaM B ero JIOKPUTIUecKort pabote «Bee-
o0Ias ecrecTBeHHas MCTOpWs 1 Teopust Heba» (1755). B
HeV! TIepefT HaMI IIpefiCTaeT BceJleHHas, cofeprKalas B
ceOe MasIble crCcTeMbI HeOeCHBIX O0BeKTOB BHYTpU Dosiee
kpyrHbIX'. Hayka, vicxoms n3 storo obpasa, — 3T0 «Cu-
cTeMa crcTeM», (A) oOrast iest BCero HayYHOrO 3HaHVIS
uestoBeKa BMecTe ¢ (B) orpenesieHHOV cxeMovt MITH TIpe]I-
BapUTEJIbHBIM ITOHVMMaHMEM COOTHOIIIEHVSI ee COCTaB-
HBIX JIEMEHTOB, TO €CTh OTpacjlell HAyYHOIO 3HaHWS'.

8 B moxpwurmyeckoit paborte «BceoOiasi ecrecTBeHHasl VCTO-
pust v Teopms Heba» (1755) KaHT omepupoBasT TaKuM IOHSTH-
eM, KaK «CHCTeMHOe yCTpPOVICTBO Muposmaams» (AA 01, S. 246;
Kant, 19%4a, c. 138) — pesysbraT pabotsl bora, mpezcrarore-
TO TIepef HaMW B KadecTBe «BeJIMKoro 3omdero» (AA 01, S. 256;
Kant, 1994a, c. 148). /1711 0OBsicHeHMST yCTPOVICTBA BCEJIEHHO
KanT mpuberan x momorry agastornit (AA 01, S. 253 —258; Kawnr,
1994a, c. 142 —149). ITogo6Ho ToMy Kak 1TaHeTsl B COTHeTHOM
crcTeMe BparaioTcs Bokpyr CoitHIla, Bce 3Be3bl B MileuHOM
ITyTi, B CBOIO OdYepelb, HOJDKHBI BpaIaThCsS BOKPYT OOIero
1eHTpa nputspkeHns. To Xke caMoe OTHOCUTCS U K TaJIaKTIKaM,
«MJIEUHBIM IIyTSIM» caMyM 1o cebe. Takim oOpasom, 1o aHaJIo-
TVV, apXUTEKTOHWYECKIE MIeN — 3TO TaKye TPaBUTAlIIOHHbIE
LIEHTPbI, BOKPYT KOTOPBIX BPAIIAIOTCS CHUCTEMATHUYecKie 3Ha-
HMSL. B TO BpeMs Kak $ IIpeJijlaraio IIPOBECTU pasyiMuie MeXIy
qe"n;x(prsI YPOBHSIMM B IIpe/IIojiaraeMoM oOpase BCeJIEHHOV Ha-
VKU (CO3MAHHOV YeJI0BEYECKIM gasyMOM ¥, CJIEIOBATEIIbHO, TI0-
HaTHOM emy), KaHT B cBOeit paboTe roBoput 0 OecuncIieHHOM
MHOJeCTBE MVUPOB U CUCTeM (CO3MaHHBIX borom).

° VIHTepecHBle 3aMeyaHVs 10 TOBOMy MbIci KanTa 060 Beeit
Hag‘Ke KaK O «pacIUIbIBYATON Milee» CM. Takke B pabote: (McRae,
1957). K coxatennro, Mak-Pae He mcciiefioBasl B JOCTaTOYHO
Mepe CyTb JIAaHHOT'O BOIIpOca.
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ideas of the whole of jurisprudence or of the univer-
sal history with a cosmopolitan purpose embedded
into some general structure of science with princi-
ples above and below them? Are they boxes inside
a bigger box and contain smaller boxes inside them,
or are they just sketches on a blank paper? In an-
swering this question, I will think through Kant’s
holistic account of science, the relation of method-
ological principles to other kinds of ideas of reason
and the possibility of differentiating between grades
of growth of knowledge under the guidance of a
methodological idea.

There can be no doubt that Kant’s inquiry into
the nature of science is led by his interest in the pos-
sibility of metaphysics and its relation to empirical
and historical sciences. It would, however, be a mis-
take to assume that his systematology is based upon
an equation of “science” with “metaphysics” in the
sense that the latter (if possible) would be — like in
the Cartesian tree metaphor — the roots of all other
sciences. Kant’s image is rather — as presented in
his pre-critical work on the Universal Natural History
and Theory of the Heavens — the one of the universe
containing smaller systems of celestial objects with-
in bigger ones.” Science is a “system of systems”,
(A) a general idea of the whole of human scientif-
ic knowledge with (B) a certain sketch or preunder-
standing of the relation of its parts, i.e. of sciences."
Philosophy, metaphysics (as part of philosophy),
Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Purpose, juris-
prudence etc.

" In his pre-critical work Universal Natural History and Theory
of the Heavens (1755) Kant was concerned with what he called
the “systematic constitution of the universe” (NTH, AA 01,
p. 246; Kant, 2015, p. 214) as a work of God, “a great architect”
(cf. NTH, AA 01, p. 256; Kant, 2015, p. 222). To understand
the structure of the universe, Kant was thinking in analogies
(cf. NTH, AA 01, pp. 253-258; Kant, 2015, pp. 220-223). Just
as planets in the Solar System orbit around the Sun, all stars
in the Milky Way must in their turn move around their com-
mon gravitational centre — and the same applies to the galax-
ies, the “Milky Ways”, themselves. The architectonic ideas are
such gravitational centres with systematic knowledge circling
around them. While I suggest differentiating between four
planes in the suggested metaphor of the universe of science
(created, and therefore comprehensible by human reason),
Kant, in this text, was however thinking of an overwhelming
unimaginable infinite progression of analogically constructed
unities (created by God).

' For interesting remarks on Kant’s idea of the whole of the
science as a “vague idea” see also McRae (1957). Unfortunately,
McRae did not inquire into its concrete structure.
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ITpu sTom KaHT, roBops 0 Takux pasferax 3HaHMs, KakK
duocodpmst, metadpmsnka (Kak vacTh riocodpum), udes
Bceobuyeii ucmopuu 60 6ceMupHO-eparkoanckom niare, Opy-
CHPYHEHIIVIS 1 T. 1., YTBEPXKIA€eT, 9TO

He TOJIbKO KasKJasi 3 HUX caMa 1o cebe pacwieHe-
Ha COOTBETCTBEHHO WJlee, HO M BCe OHMU Iieslecoo0pas-
HO O6'be,HV[HeHbI B CucTreMe 4YeJyIOBeYeCKOro 3HaHM:A
KaK 9acTV eVHOIO IIeJIOrO M JOIYCKAIOT apXUTEKTO-
HIIKY BCETO YeJI0BeYeCcKOro 3HaHVIA, KOTOPYIO He TOJIb-
KO BO3MOJKHO, HO jaXe VI HeTPY/JHO CO3JaTh B Hallle
BpeMs1, KoT/ia coOpaHO WITM MOXeT OBITh B3SITO U3 Pas-
BaJIVH CTaphIX 3TaHNVI TaK MHOTO MaTepwmaia (A 835 /
B 863; Kant, 20064, c. 1047).

TaxviM oOpasoM, CIIocOOHOCTB HaBaTh IIPUHIIVIIBL B
ee MeTOJIOJIOITYeCKOM WJIV apXUTeKTOHWYeCKOM IIpy-
MeHeHWN CBsi3aHa ¢ Hanbosree oOIMM, crCcTeMaTde-
CKMM ¥ TIOJIHBIM OTOOpa’keHVMeM Hay4HBIX 3HaHMIL
DTO HamMBBICIIAS W caMas CJIOKHAs 3alada, KoTopas
crout miepern pasymoM. [aree, (1) ecyim Hayka Ipeq-
CTaBJIsieT CODOVI CHCTeMY CHCTeM, a (2) crcTeMa, B CBOIO
odepe]ib, IIPe/iCTaBIIseT COOOVI 11eJI0e, COCTaBJIeHHOe 113
COBOKYITHOCTM 3HaHWV, IOJyYeHHBLIX Ha OCHOBE ap-
XUTEKTOHWYECKOro MpuHINIA, U (3) ey BBICIINM W
HIOJIHBIM ITOHSITVIEM SBJISeTCA VIes 11eJI0ro, 00pa3oBaH-
HOTO 3 BCETO MHOXECTBa BO3MOYXKHBIX UeJIOBeUeCKMX
3HaHWV, TO TOrJa JOJDKHO OBITh CHCTeMaTHYeckoe jie-
JIeHVe 3TOTO 11eJIOr0 B COOTBETCTBUM C UJIesMU pasyMa
Ha MeHBIIIVie COCTaBJISIONINE eT0 CUCTeMBL. Sl mpeia-
rafo IIPOBECTY Pa3JIylie MeXIY YeThIPbMs Y POBHSIMMU
METOJIOJIOTMTUeCKVIX TIPUHITUTIOB («VIIeU B iziee», KOTO-
pBle comlepXKarcd B «CUCTeMe CUCTeM») JIsi TOTo, UTo-
ObI TIOJIyuNTh IIpeficTaBiieHre O PyHKIIVOHAIBHOCTI
pasyMa (B Y3KOM CMEBICTIE) B €TO apXWTEKTOHMYECKOM
npuMeneHnn. [lep6viii i HanbosTee BBICOKMTI yPOBEHb
IpeJICTaB/IeHsl HayYHOV CMCTEeMaTUYHOCTY C BBbIIIe-
OIVCAHHBIM OTHOIIIEHWeM «obpasell / KOIWs» VI
«pest / 3CKMU3» — 3TO udes Hayku kax maxoboi. Kon-
LIETIMY HayK, TaKMX KakK puiocodns vy IOpUCIIpy-
HeHITNs, — 3TO IIPOCTO MV CYICTEM CPeyt APy X CH-
CTeM WWIN «TaJIaKTVK» BO BCEeJIEHHOVI HayKW, Vi, CJIe[o-
BaTeJIbHO, OHVI HaXOHATCS Ha 6mopom ypOBHE IIpyMe-
HEeHIsI MeTOIOJIOTMYeCcKOro UMCToro pasyma. B monu-
MaHumM KaHTa dpntocodpms (kak 1 IOPUCITPYHAEHIINs,
0 KOTOPOVI TOBOPVJIOCH BBIIIIE) €CTh «MfIes BO3MOXKHO
HayKM, KOTopas HUT/e He JaHa in concreto, HO K KOTO-
POVI MBI IIbITaeMCS IIPUOIV3NUTECS PasIMYHBIMU ITy-
TSIM, ITOKa He OyZeT OTKpbITa eIMHCTBeHHas, CYJIBHO
3apocias 9yBCTBeHHOCTBIO TPOIMHKA U TTOKa YesloBe-
Ky He y/IacTCsl, HACKOJIBKO 3TO JI03BOJIEHO eMy, C/ieJlaTh
IO CVIX IIOp He yIaBaBIIIyIOCs KOIIMIO paBHOVL 00pasiy»
(A 838 / B 866; Kant, 2006a, c. 1049).

are not merely each articulated for themselves
in accordance with an idea but are rather all in turn
purposively united with each other as members of
a whole in a system of human cognition, and allow
an architectonic to all human knowledge, which at
the present time, since so much material has already
been collected or can be taken from the ruins of col-
lapsed older edifices, would not merely be possible
but would not even be very difficult (KrV, A 835 /
B 863; Kant, 1998, pp. 692-693).

The faculty of principles in its methodological
or architectonic use is therefore concerned with the
most general, systematic and complete image of
scientific knowledge. This is reason’s highest and
most demanding task in this field. Subsequently, (1)
if science is a system of systems, and (2) if a sys-
tem is a whole of cognitions based on an architec-
tonic principle, and (3) if the highest and complete
notion were the idea of the whole of all possible hu-
man knowledge, there must be a systematic sub-
division of it into smaller systems under ideas of
reason. | suggest differentiating between four lev-
els of methodological principles (“ideas within
idea” in “system of systems”) to get an overview of
the functionality of reason in the narrow sense in
its architectonic use. The first and highest level of
representation of scientific systematicity with the
above-described relation of archetype / ectype or
idea / sketch is the idea of science as such. Concepts
of sciences like philosophy or jurisprudence are just
ideas of systems among other systems or “galaxies”
in the universe of science, and are, therefore, on the
second level of the use of methodological pure rea-
son. In Kant’s understanding, philosophy (just as
jurisprudence, as cited above) “is a mere idea of a
possible science, which is nowhere given in concre-
to, but which one seeks to approach in various ways
until the only footpath, much overgrown by sensi-
bility, is discovered, and the hitherto unsuccessful
ectype, so far as it has been granted to humans, is
made equal to the archetype” (KrV, A 838 / B 866;
Kant, 1998, p. 694).

Kant's own “sketch” of the idea of philoso-
phy is based on a distinction between pure (cog-
nition from pure reason) and empirical (rational
cognition from empirical concepts) philosophy.
The former is subdivided into propaedeutic (cri-
tique or transcendental philosophy, which is also
metaphysics in a wider sense) and metaphysics (cf.
KrV, A 841 / B 869; Kant, 1998, p. 696). The idea
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KanToBckum «3ckms» mgen dnaocodnn oCHOBaH
Ha PasHUIIe, CYIIECTBYIOIEN MEXTy YMCTON (3HaHMe,
OCHOBaHHOE Ha UVICTOM Pa3yMe) VI SMIIVPIYeCcKO (3Ha-
HIe pasyMa, OCHOBaHHOe Ha SMIVPUYeCKVX TIPUHIIV-
nax) dustocodwmert. ITpr aToM mepBast 3 HUX, B CBOIO
odepenp, HeINTCA Ha MPOIENeBTUKY (KPUTUKY WIIN
TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHYI0 PrIocoduio, To ecTb MeTadu-
3MKY B OOJiee IIMPOKOM CMBICIIE) U caMy MeTapV3UKy
(cm.: A 841 / B 869; Kanr, 2006a, c. 1053). CrermoBaresib-
HO, Mziest MeTapM3MKM He JIOJDKHA CMeIVBAThCs C 00-
et vpeent dovytocodpvn. S mpepsararo (I1J1s JTydIrnero
IIPOSICHEHVISI 3TOVI MBICIIN) TIepeBECT BCe METOIOJIOT V-
dJecKrie VeVl OTpacyierl HaydYHOro 3HaHM (BKJIIOYast U
CoCTaBHBIe JIEMEHTEI X CAMVIX), TO €CTh «CO3Be3[IMi» B
«raJIaKTVKax», Ha mpemuil ypoBeHb CHICTEMATIIHOCTL.
Ha aToM ypoBHe MBI BCTpedaeM Takye oOpasIipl / KO-
i, Kak (1) «mpaes metadpmsukm» (A 849 / B 877; Kanr,
20064, c. 1063), Taxke MMeHyeMast «mzeet pvtocodpmm
4ycToro pasyma» (A 847 / B 874; Kaurt, 2006a, c. 1061),
VIV ViZiesl Hay KV, KOTOpasi «CTOJIb JXKe CTapa, Kak Vi CIle-
KYJIATUBHBIVI desioBedeckKui pasym» (A 842 / B 870;
Kanr, 20064, c. 1055); (2) «maest TpaHCIIeHAEHTaIbHOM
durocodpnm» (A 01; Kanr, 20060, c. 83), koropas Hauu-
Hasi ¢ «KpuTHKm umcToro pasyma» mojaydaeT pasBuUTHe
BO Bcex npomssenenusax Kanra'?; (3) «imes v Heobxo-
IMMocTh MeTadmsuky Hpasos» (AA 06, S. 214; KanT,
1994r, c. 235); (4) BBIIIEyIIOMSAHYTas «MjIes BceoOIen
VICTOPVY BO BCEMVIPHO-TPask/TaHCKOM IIJTaHe»; (D) myien
«npaba eocyoapcmba Hapodod (us gentium)», «npaba
epaxxoanuna mupa (ius cosmopoliticum)», yOmmaHOrO
mpasa 1 T.1. (AA 06, S. 311; KanT, 1994r, c. 343).

DTU «CO3BE3AUS» BHYTPU «TaJlaKTUK» «HayK pa-
3yMa» MOYKHO, B CBOIO OUYepeb, ITOpa3/ieINTh Ha ellle
Oorree MesKve OOBeAMHEHNIS (YTOOBI OCTAaThCA B paM-
KaX B34TOro MHOIO oOpa3a BCeJIEHHOV HayKW, IIpyMe-
HVM TepPMUH «IUTaHeTapHBIE CYICTEMBI»). Bce 3TO MOX-
HO pacCMaTpyBaTh KaK OCHOBaHVE JIJIS apXUTEKTOHVI-
YecKOro IIpVIMeHeHMs YMCToro pasyma. Ilpn stom cu-
cTeMa 3HaHWV eCTh CMCTeMa IT03HaBaTEeIBHBIX CIIOCO0-
HOCTeV], IIONUMHEeHHBIX MeTOIOJIOIMTYeCKOMY IIPVIHIIV-
ny pasyma ((A) obpaser; n (B) cxema). MBI mocTuraem
yembepnoeo M IOCTIETHETO YPOBHS B TOM CJIydae, eyl
VeV, KOTOpPBbIe COCTaBJISIOT OTpPaciIib Hay4HOIO 3Ha-
HVISI, Y’Ke HeBO3MOXKHO PaslIesInThb Ha Oostee MeJIKue co-
CTaBHBIEe JIEMEHTHI I IX MOXKHO OOBEIVHUTE TOJIBKO
BO B3aMIMOCBSI3aHHBIE IIETIOYKIM. Takoy IIpuMmep IIpe-
CTaBJIsgeT cOOOVI Maes YncToro MeInuieHvs. [Ipu aTom
KaHT sicHO [TaeT OHSATH, UTO W/ies TPaHCILIEHIeHTaIb-
HOVI JIOTYIKM KaK 9acTV TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV (pryIoco-
v ocHOBaHa MMEHHO Ha 3TOV KOHIIETIIIV:

10 Kpartkwuvi 0630p pa3BnTVS KOHIIEINY TPaHCLIEH/IeHTaIbHOV
dwtocodpum Kanra npericrapien B pabore (Forster, 2015).

M. Lewin

of metaphysics is, therefore, not to be confounded
with the general idea of philosophy. I suggest —
to make it clear — allocating all methodological
ideas of the parts of sciences (including the parts
inside the parts of sciences), i.e. of “stellar group-
ings” within “galaxies”, to the third level. On this
level we find such archetypes/ectypes as (1) “idea
of metaphysics” (KrV, A 849 / B 877; Kant, 1998,
p. 700), alternatively called “idea of a philosophy
of pure reason” (KrV, A 847 / B 874; Kant, 1998, p.
699) or idea of a science which is “as old as spec-
ulative human reason” (KrV, A 842 / B 870; Kant,
1998, p. 696); (2) “idea of transcendental philos-
ophy” (KrV, A 01; Kant, 1998, p. 127) behind the
Critique of Pure Reason which evolves throughout
Kant’s works;"? (3) “idea and necessity of a meta-
physics of morals” (MS, AA 06, p. 214; Kant, 1991,
p.- 43); (4) the above-mentioned “idea of universal
history with a cosmopolitan purpose”; (5) ideas “of
a Right for all nations (ius gentium)”, of “cosmopolitan
Right (ius cosmopoliticum)”, of public law etc. (MS,
AA 06, p. 311; Kant, 1991, p. 123).

These “stellar groupings” within the “galax-
ies” of “sciences of reason” can be subdivided into
smaller unities (to stay with the metaphor of the
universe of science: “planetary systems”). This may
be considered as the ground-level of the architec-
tonic use of pure reason. How far does it reach? A
system of knowledge is a system of cognitions un-
der a methodological principle of reason ((A) ar-
chetype and (B) outline). The fourth and final level
is reached if ideas which construct a part of a sci-
ence cannot be subdivided into smaller ones and
can be only interconnected in a network. An exam-
ple for this is the idea of pure thinking. Kant states
clearly that the idea of transcendental logic as a
part of transcendental philosophy is based upon
this concept:

In the expectation, therefore, that there can
perhaps be concepts that may be related to objects
a priori, not as pure or sensible intuitions but rather
merely as acts of pure thinking, that are thus concepts
but of neither empirical nor aesthetic origin, we
provisionally formulate the idea of a science of pure

12 For a concise overview of the development of Kant’s con-
cept of transcendental philosophy see Forster (2015, pp. 2319-
2325).
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VTak, B OXXMoaHWy TOTO, YTO BO3SMOYXHBI IIOHSTIS,
a priori oTHOCAImVecs K IIpeaMeTaM He KaK YuCThble
WIVI YyBCTBEHHBbIE CO3€pIIaHVsl, a TOJIBKO KakK Jevi-
CTBVS YVICTOT'O MBIIUICHMS, CTAJIO OBITh, IIOHATMS, HO
He SMIIVIPUYECKOTO V1 He YYBCTBEHHOTO ITPOVICXOXKIIEe-
HMsI, MBI yoKe 3apaHee ycTaHaB/IMBaeM Vielo HayKu O
UMCTOM paccyzKe 11 OCHOBaHHBIX Ha pasyMe 3HaHMSIX,
Osrarofiapst KOTOPBIM MBI MBICJIVIM IIPEIIMETHI COBEP-
1IeHHo a priori. Takad Hayka, onpeieIsioniast IIpoviC-
XOX[eHne, o0beM 1 OOBeKTMBHYIO 3Ha4MMOCTB IIO-
JTOOHBIX 3HAHMM, JOJDKHA Ha3bIBAThCS TPAHCIIEHIIEH-
TaJIbHOV JIOTMKOML... (A 57 / B 81; Kant, 20064, c. 145).

UnicToe MBIIIUIEHVE KaK WjIesl HelloCPeNCTBeHHOro
dopMUpOBaHS KOHIIEIINIL 11 IIPVHIINIIOB, II0JTy YeH-
HBIX OJ1arorapsi alprMopHBIM CIIOCOOHOCTSIM paccy/iKa
7 pasyMma, sIBJISIETCSI METOMOJIOTIYEeCKOVI KOHIIEIIIIVEN
4eTBepPTOro yposHs. IIpu 5TOM TpaHCLleHIeHTaIbHAS
JIOTMKa — 3TO €IMHCTBO ITO3HaBaTeIbHBIX CIIOCOOHO-
CTeVl, yCTaHaBIIMBAIOIIVIX eIMHCTBO (PYHKIIVIOHAIBHO-
CTW YMCTOrO MBINUIEHNS, HaIIpyMep HOpsIKa ¥ KOJIU-
JecTBa yMO3aKJIIOUeH NI 9VCTOro pa3yMa B «['paHcIieH-
HOEeHTaJIbHON ayasieKTrKe». COOTBETCTBEHHO, VIes Yn-
CTOVI BOJIV (IIPaKTMYECKOVI CBOOOBI, UMCTOrO MpaKTH-
UeCKOro pasyMa), KJII0UeBOe SBPUCTIYECKOe IIOHSTIE,
Jlexalriee B OCHOBaHMM «KpUTVKM IPaKTIYeCcKOro pa-
syMa» 1 «MeTadu3MKI HPaBCTBEHHOCT», CTAHOBUTCS
LIEHTPOM IIPUTSDKEHVSI COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX 3HAHMIL.

Criemyst 3TMM MBICJISIM HEMHOTO [IaJIbIIle, 5 OBl CKa-
3aJ1, UTO BCe UVCThIe IIOHSTS pa3yMa, C KOTOPBIMVL MBI
CTaJIKMBaeMCsl BHYTPU 1 BHe KaHTOBCKMX pabOT, MOTyT
IOIOJTHUTEIIFHO PacCMaTpUBATHCS KaK METOIOJIoTYe-
CKVe (apXMUTeKTOHMYECKNe) IIPVHLVIIBL PV YCIIOBIV,
YTO OHW SIBHO BOCIIPVHVIMAIOTCS KaK O0OBEKTHI VICCITeI0-
BaHMS (TIPEAIIONIOXMM, priocoda). 51 TIOIbITaroch 00b-
SICHUTB 3TO Ha ITpuMepe. TpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHBIN MjTeal
(Bor B 4mCTO TEOpeTIUeCKOV! IlepCcIIeKTBe) B «KpuTike
YMCTOrO pasyMa» IIpefcTaBisieT cobot JI1bo JorMaTi-
JecKoe TPaHCIeHIeHTHOe IIOHSTHE (€CIIM CIIOCOOHOCTD
CyXXJIeHWsI 0OOMaHyTa), JIM0O0 peryJIsITUBHBIV IIPVHIINIL.
B mocrieiHeM ciIydae eCcTeCcTBOVICIIBITaTe/Ib MOXET CH-
cTeMaTu4ecK/ aHaJIV3VPOBATh IIPVUPOLY, CIIENysl SBPU-
CTUYECKOI 1iiee O Ll',eJ'IeCOO6pa3HOCTVI BCeJIEHHOVI, KaK
ecyv Obl OHa ObLTa co3maHa Orraromapst HEKOVI BBICIIIENT
npraviHe. C MeTOIOIIOr TYecKovt TOYKY 3peHMsl, Hallpy-
Mep KanTa xak dusocoda, «Vmean umcroro pasyma»
SIBJISIETCS TVIABOVI B «IpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHON [IVaJIeKTI-
Ke» VI — KaK 4VCTOe IOHSTIEe — OOBEKTOM V3YUeHVIs.
B 3TOM paKypce OH BbIpakaeT CCTeMaTI9ecKoe eIH-
CTBO HO3HAHWMV OTHOCUTEJILHO BBIBOIIOB M KaTErOpwui,
VICIIOJIBb3YEeMBIX JIJISI OCMBICJIEHIISI 3TOrO IIOHSTVIS, OLLIV-
OOK CTIIOCOOHOCTI CY>KIIEHMS, PeTyIITUBHOV (PYHKIIV-
oHaTbHOCTM 1 T.J1. COOTBETCTBEHHO, MjIes IIPeKPacHOro
VICHIOJIB3YyeTCsl XYAOKHMKOM HalpsAMYIo, a He Tak, Kak,

36

understanding and of the pure cognition of reason,
by means of which we think objects completely a
priori. Such a science, which would determine the
origin, the domain, and the objective validity of such
cognitions, would have to be called transcendental
logic [...] (KrV, A 57 / B 81; Kant, 1998, p. 196).

The pure thinking as an idea of spontaneous cre-
ation of concepts and principles a priori by the fac-
ulties of understanding and reason is a fourth-level
methodological concept. The transcendental logic is
a unity of cognitions related to the functionality of
pure thinking — e.g. the procedure and number of
inferences of pure reason in the “Transcendental Di-
alectic”. Accordingly, the idea of pure will (of prac-
tical freedom, of pure practical reason) is a heuristic
key concept behind the Critique of Practical Reason
and Metaphysics of Morals, and is a gravitational cen-
tre of corresponding cognitions.

Following these thoughts a little further, I
would go so far as to say that all pure concepts of
reason we encounter inside and outside Kantian
works may be additionally considered as method-
ological (architectonic) principles under the condi-
tion that they are explicitly conceived of as objects
of a study (e.g. of a philosopher). I will try to ex-
plain this by an example. The transcendental ide-
al (God, in a merely theoretical perspective) in the
Critique of Pure Reason is either a dogmatic tran-
scendent concept (if the power of judgement is de-
luded) or a regulative principle. In the latter case
a natural scientist may systematically analyse na-
ture by following the heuristic idea of the purpo-
siveness of everything — as if it were created by a
higher reason. From a mere methodological point
of view, e.g. of Kant as a philosopher, the “Ide-
al of Pure Reason” is a chapter within the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic” and — as a pure concept — an
object of study. In this perspective, it expresses a
systematic unity of cognitions regarding the infer-
ences and the categories used to think this concept,
the mistakes of the power of judgement, the regula-
tive functionality etc. Correspondingly, the idea of
beautiful is used by an artist directly and not — e.g.
by a philosopher who works in aesthetics to under-
stand this concept — as an object of studies. In the
same way, the invisible church is an example for re-
ligious concepts of reason, but from the perspective
of Kant as a scholar this idea is necessary to analyse



Harpumep, y driocoda, KOTOPbIVT paboTaeT ¢ 3CTeTH-
4ecKoM ITpo0JIeMaTVKOVL, YTOOBI IIOHSTh 3Ty KOHIIEII-
VIO, — TO eCTh KaK OOBEeKT VccireioBaHms. ToIHO Tak
)Ke HeBUIVMasl IepKOBb IIPeCTaBIIseT coOOV IIprMep
B KOHTEKCTe PeJIVIIVIO3HBIX KOHLIEIIINII pa3yMa, HO, C
Toukm 3peHMs KaHTa Kak y4eHoro, aTa mest Heooxomu-
Ma TS aHaJIM3a BO3MOXKHOCTU «Peyirum B Iipejierax
TOJIBKO pa3yMa». Tak e ¥ myieu TocyIapcTBa, Tocyaap-
CTBEHHOV KOHCTUTYLWM ¥ OOIIEeCTBEHHOIO OTroBOpa
(gacto popmynmpyemele y KanTa Kak «fes lepBoHa-
4aJIbHOTO IOrOBOPa») MOTYT MpUHAIJIEXATh CyIe0HO
VJIV TIOJIUTWMYECKON ITPAKTUKe, HO JIJIS YYeHOro-Iipa-
BOBeTIa WIM (prtocoda-IIpaBoBeia 3T0 00pasIbl eVH-
CTBa 3HAHWI, BCTYIAOIINE B IIPOTUBOpEYNEe C X BO-
IUIOIIEHVISIML B PeaJIBHOCTb (KOIIVISIMIA).

CoryracHO MOEMY ITPeJIOKEHUIO YIIOPSIOYNTD KaH-
THMAHCKOe yUeHVe 00 apXUTEKTOHMYECKOM VCIIOIb30Ba-
HUM 9¥CTOTO pa3yMa Iy TeM YCTaHOBKY I'PaHUI] MEX/IY
YeTBHIPHMSI Y POBHSIMY METOIOJIOTMYECKVIX IIPVHIIVIIOB,
CIIeyIONTe IIPVIMEPBI MOTYT CTaTh BO3MOXKHBIMU TJI-
JIIOCTPAIVISIMU LIETIOUeK «IfeVl B VIIee» VI COOTBETCTBY-
FOITIVIX «CVICTEM B CUICTEME» BO BCEJIEHHOV HayKIL:

(I) mpesa mayxkm — (II) umea dpwrocodpmmr — (III)
vaes ancton dustocodprm, mmes MeTadpV3MKY, VAest
TpaHCLeHAeHTAIBHON prytocomy, nyes TpaHCIIEeH-
TeHTaTbHOV JTOTMKM — (IV) maes amcToro MeIIeHs;

(I) mmest mayxn — (II) maes mpasa — (1) npges my-
Ormanoro npaBa — (IV) mmes obrectBeHHOTO 710TO-
BOpA.

BcesleHHas HayKu pacTeT 1 PacIIVIPseTCs, eCIIv pas-
BITVE OTMeYaeTCs Ha BCeX TVX YETBIPeX YPOBHSIX Me-
TOHOJIOT MTYeCKIMX IIPVHINIIOB. B cBs3m ¢ aTmim KanT ro-
BOPUT O «pa3BepThiBaroriemMcs pasyme» (A 835 / B 863;
Kant, 2006, c. 1047) — TepMuMH, KOTOpPBIV OyIeT IO3/1-
Hee VCIOIb30BaH leresieM B mHOM cMblciie!. Takvim
o0Opa3oM, pasyM (B y3KOM CMBICJIE) COBEPIIIAET HEKM
IIPBDKOK BIlepen 1 POPMUPYET CMYTHBIE 3BPUCTIIYE-
CKV1e KOHIIETIIIVVI, KOTOPBIE OIIPEAeIISIOT BOJIIO T MBIIII-
JIeHVe YYeHOro (He3aBVCUMO OT TOTO, SBJISIETCS JIVI OH
VIccIIefioBaTesieM, IIperiofaBaTelleM VUIM CTYIEHTOM).
C O1HOVI CTOPOHBI, POCT 3HAHUW B PallVIOHaJILHBIX Ha-

" A. Hynrio coBepIIeHHO CIIpaBeyINBO yKasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO
reresieBcKasi KOHIIETIINS (CaMOPaCKPBIBAIOIIeVICs) men (Takxke
0003HaYaeMOVt TaKVMM ITOHATHSIMY, Kak abCOIIOTHAs Vjiesi, pa-
3yM, pa3yMHOCTb, CyObeKT-00BEKT 1 T.J1.) IMEET CKOpee MeTO0-
JIOrVUecKoe 3HaveHme nyeana drutocodekoit crcrems! (Nuzzo,
1995). OmHaKo He crTefyeT My TaTh 3TO MTOHATIE C TPAHCIIeH/IeHT-
HBIM WIeasioM (IIpezcrasiieHreM bora). Hackosbko s Mory o6
3TOM cyauTh, Hy11110 He roBOpuT 00 apXMTEKTOHUYECKNX (METO-
IIOJIOTMYECKIX) MIesIX, BbIIess (KaK 9TO JieaeT OOJIbIIMHCTBO
nccrentoBartesient KanTa) Tormbko Tpu TuIa nyent B prtocodpum
KaHTa: TpaHCIeH IeHTaIbHbIe, MOPaJIbHBIE V1 3CTETIYECKIE (CM.:
Ibid., S. 97) — u TeM cambIM OCTaBIsIs O€3 BHUMAHWS 9Ty 3HAUN-
MYIO 9acTh TEKCTa B caMOM KoHIIe «KpuTuku arncroro pasymar.

37

M. Lewin

possibility of Religion within the Bounds of Bare Rea-
son. The ideas of state, state constitution and social
contract (often formulated as “idea of the original
contract” in Kant) may belong to judicial or politi-
cal practice, but for a legal scholar or a legal philos-
opher they are archetypes of unities of knowledge
(with competing ectypes).

Following my suggestion to bring order into
the Kantian account of architectonic use of pure
reason by differentiating between four levels of
methodological principles, these could be possible
examples of sets of “ideas within idea” and corre-
sponding “systems within system” in the universe
of science:

(I) idea of science — (II) idea of philosophy —
(II) idea of pure philosophy, idea of metaphysics,
idea of transcendental philosophy, idea of transcen-
dental logic — (IV) — idea of pure thinking

(I) idea of science — (II) idea of jurispru-
dence — (III) idea of public law — (IV) idea of so-
cial contract

The universe of science is growing and expand-
ing if progress is made on these four levels. Kant
speaks in this regard of a “self-unfolding of rea-
son” (my translation for: “sich blofi auswickelnden
Vernunft” — KrV, A 835 / B 863; cf. Kant, 1998,
p. 692) (a term that will be later prominently used
by Hegel in a different way),"® Reason in the narrow
sense leaps ahead and creates vague heuristic con-
cepts that guide the will and the understanding of
a scholar (regardless of whether she is a researcher,
lecturer or student). On the one hand, the growth
of knowledge in rational sciences is dependent on
this function. On the other, there are the success-
ful and unsuccessful attempts to define these con-
cepts and to develop fitting systems of cognition
(ectypes) which lead to a clearer conceivability of
architectonic ideas. The progress in rational scienc-
es is therefore based on this interplay of archetypes

5 Nuzzo (1995) points out quite rightly that Hegel’s concept
of the (self-unfolding) idea (also called: absolute idea, reason,
reasonability, subject-object etc.) rather has the methodologi-
cal sense of an ideal of a philosophical system. It is not to be
confounded with the transcendental ideal (representation of
God). As far as I can see, by differentiating — as the majority of
Kant scholars usually do — between only three types of ideas
in Kant (transcendental, moral and aesthetical, cf. Nuzzo, 1995,
p. 97), she does not thematise the architectonic (methodologi-
cal) ideas and misses this interesting passage at the end of the
Critique of Pure Reason.
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yKax 3aBUCUT OT 3Tovt pyHKImM. C Ipyrom xe — ecTb
yCIeIIHble VI HeyJadHble IIOIBITKI OHpPEeNeInTh 3T
KOHIIEIIIIVN ¥ pa3paboTaTh MOIAXOIAIIIE CYICTEMBI I10-
3HaHMA (KOIMM), KOTOpBle IPUBOISAT K OoJiee siCHOMY
OCMBICJIEHVIO apXUTEeKTOHWYecKnX myern. Takym obpa-
30M, IIPOrpecc B palViOHAJIPHBIX HayKax OCHOBAaH Ha
3TOM B3aMMOJIEVICTBII 00pasIoB 1 KOIINVI, a MCTOPWS
HayKM, Kak IokasbiBaeT KaHT Ha mipuMepe MeTadsy-
KU B IIOCJIe[THeN iaBe nepBot «KpuTukm», mpescras-
JIsIeT cODOVI ICTOPUIO CTapBIX 3[IaHWI, KOTOPOVI CII0CO0-
CTBOBaJIO OOIee MOHVIMaHMe 1 passuTue nien. Creno-
BaTeJIbHO, MOXKHO IIPOBOIUTD Pasjinyme MeX/Iy OIeH-
KaMI B poCTe 3HAHWMV 110 OTHOILIEHWIO K caMOVi Mee,
a TakK)Xe MeX/y CTeleHsIMV sICHOCTVI B M[esIX Ha Bcex
3TUX ueTblpex ypobHsx. dwtocodmss, HamIpuMep, SIB-
JISIeTCST ViJIeaIbHOVI KOHIIEIIIIMEVI TOTO, YTO €eIlle Ipes-
CTOUT OTKPBIThH, @ UEV VI CUCTEMBI TPETHETO U YeTBEP-
TOr'0 YPOBHEVI BCE eIlle MOI'yT BHECTV M3MEHEHIST B 3Ty
KOHIIETIIIVIO. DTO U eCTh Ta OAMHaMMUYHAasl 11eJI0CTHAas
KapTVHa Hay YHOV ITpaKTUKK, KOTopyto KaHT 1aeT Ham
B CBOVIX Pa3MBIIIJIEHUSIX O JIOTVIKE HayYHOIO MCCIIeI0-
BaHMA (B CBOEVI apXMTeKTOHWYeCKOV MeTOIO0IOT V).

IT1

Ecnm Xe MBI Bce-Takym XOTMM OBITH UeM-TO OOiIb-
IIIVIM, YeM IIPOCTO «IMIICOBBIM ciiertkoM» (A 836 / B 864;
Kanrt, 20064, c. 1047) ¢ cosnanms KaHTa, TO MBI JIOTDKHBI
IIPOBEPUTH, 00JIA/IAET JIVT TEOPUS APXUTEKTOHMYECKIIX
VIZIeVI BCe TeM Ke HaeXXHBIM, ITOJIe3HBIM 1 000CHOBaH-
HBIM CTaTyCcoM, KaK 1 IIpexxze. [les1o B ToM, 9TO 10 1po-
HUM CyAbObI MHOTME IOCTHUIEAIIVCTITYECKIEe (PUII0CO-
b1 XIX—XX BB., IIPSIMO 3asIBIISIBIIIVIE, YTO OHU «ITPEOI0-
JIeJIV» KaHTOBCKYIO («CyOBEKTVBHYIO», «yCTapeBIIYIO»
Y T.JI) TOYKY 3PeHMs, MOJIYaJIMBO WICIONIB3YIOT CBOVI
pasyM (B y3KOM CMBICIIe) IJIs1 pabOTHI Hafl CBOMMMU (pu-
JI0COPCKMMM ITpOeKTaMM. Sl ITOKaXKy 3TO Ha IIpuMepe
mpancyendenmavioezo npaemamusma Kapia-Orro Are-
JIs. 37ech HaJIO CKas3aTh, uTo Arresib v Xabepmac IibITa-
FOTCSI HaVITU CII0co0 MCIOJIb30BaTh TO, yTo KaHT HasbI-
BaeT «MIesMI pasyMa», B KOHTEKCTaX COBPEMEHHOCTV,
BCTparBas MX B CTPYKTYPbl KOMMYHUKATUBHOVI Pariy-
OHAJTBHOCTM ¥ IIPAKTUKV TIOBCETHEBHOVI XV3HU U VH-
TepIIpeTpys KaK «IeTpaHCLeHIeHTaIN3POBaHHbIE»
vneaymsupyomie npennocsuiky (Habermas, 2003,
p- 83—130)"2. Bce aT0 (xax u1 jr0bOM Ipyron dprutocod-
CKUVI IIPOEKT) camo 1o cebe SIBJISIETCS BIIOJIHE 3aKOHHOV
VI CAMOCTOSITEITEHOV VICCITEIIOBATEITECKOV ITPOrPaMMOTL.
Ho Gosiee mpricTayIbHBIV B3IJISII Ha COOTBETCTBYIOLIVIE

12" Anestb mpefiriodert ObI TOBOPUTE O MpaHCGopMaLui TPaHCIIeH-
neHTabHOM rtocodum B 3ToM KoHTeKcTe. CM.: (Apel, 19%4a,
p. 235—237).
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and ectypes, and the history of a science — as Kant
shows by the example of metaphysics in the last
chapter of his first Critique — is a history of fallen
edifices which contributed to a general understand-
ing and evolution of an idea. Hence, it is possible
to differentiate between grades in the growth of
knowledge in relation to an idea as well as between
grades of clarity in the ideas on all four levels. Phi-
losophy, e.g., is an ideal concept of what is yet to
be discovered, and third- and fourth-level ideas
and systems can still bring a change into this con-
cept. This is the dynamic holistic picture of scientif-
ic practice that Kant gives us with his thoughts on
the logic of scientific research (in his architectonic
methodology).

I11

If we want to be something more than a “plas-
ter cast” (KrV, A 836 / B 864; Kant, 1998, p. 893) of
Kant’s mind, we should examine whether the the-
ory of architectonic ideas is still a reliable, help-
ful and well-grounded position. Ironically, many
post-idealistic authors in philosophy in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, who explicitly claim
to have “overcome” the Kantian (“subjective”,
“outdated” etc.) standpoint, tacitly use their rea-
son in the narrow sense to create their philosoph-
ical projects. I will show this using the example of
Karl-Otto Apel’s transcendental pragmatism. Apel
and Habermas try to find a way to make use of
what Kant calls the “ideas of reason” in contem-
porary contexts by embedding them into the struc-
tures of communicative rationality and everyday
life practice and understanding them as “detran-
scendentalised” idealising presuppositions (see
Habermas, 2003, pp. 83-130)." This is — just as any
philosophical project — per se a legitimate and au-
tonomous research programme. But a deeper look
at the corresponding texts and passages reveals that
(1) both communicative rationalists are aware of
only a very limited number of kinds of ideas (see,
e.g., the list in Habermas, 2003, p. 87), (2) which
may be partially the reason for the poor articulation
of their actual functionality (see the point (a) below)
as well as (3) for the unnecessary polemics against

" Apel would prefer to speak of a transformation of transcen-
dental philosophy in this context (cf. Apel, 1994a, pp. 235-237).



TEKCTBI 1 OTPBIBKYM MOKasbiBaeT, uTo (1) oba koMmMyHmM-
KaTVBHBIX palMOHAJIMCTa O0JIafaloT BecbMa OrpaHU-
UeHHBIM IIpeJICTaBJIeHVieM O HUNCile pa3HOBIMIHOCTEN
vzen (cM., HarrpyMep, crvicok B: Habermas, 2003, p. 87),
4TO (2) OTYACTV MOXET OBbITH IIPUYVIHOVI IJIOXOVI apTH-
KyJISLVM MX (Mer) paKTideckovt (PyHKIIVOHAIBHOCTY
(cM. IyHKT (a) HYOKe), (3) @ OTYACTV — W3JIVIITHET ITojle-
MIYHOCTY, HallpaBjleHHOV npoTvs KanTa (cM. cHOCKY
13 HYKE). 31eCh 1 Hasiee s He Oy/y Kacarbcs yIiiyOreH-
HOTO aHaJIM3a ¥ OOCY KIeHs M3JIOKeH Vs ryert Ateris
W ero ¢prITocodpCKOV o3I B IeJIoM. Most 11esTb
COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI ITPOCTO yKasaTh Ha HEKOTOpPBIe
13 HaBeIIVBaeMbIX VIM SIPJIBIKOB, KOTOpPbIE IIOIPEIBAIOT
TeVICTBUTEIIPHYIO CIULY VI BaXKHOCTh KAHTOBCKMX TEO-
pvint naevt pasyma. KT0-TO, KOHEYHO, HIOIIBITAeTCS «IIe-
TpaHCIEHIEeHTPOBaTh» APXUTEKTOHWYECKMe UIen U
BCTPOUTBH VX B I10JIe KOMMYHMKATMBHOIO aKTa W paliy-
oHatbHOCTL. [Tpy 3TOM eMy, IipaBia, IIPUIETCs CIIeHo-
BaTh BeCbMa COMHWTEJIFHOMY Te3VCY O TOM, YTO TpaH-
CIIeH/IEHTAJIFHOCTh  MCKJIIOUaeT KOMMYHMKAaTVBHBIE
akThl. Ho cHauasia emy Bce-Taky HY)KHO Oy[IeT YSCHWUTB
IJIs cedsl, UTO apXUTEKTOHWYECKIe VeV CyIIeCTBYIOT
Ha caMOM JIeJIe, YCTIEIITHO TPV 3TOM paboTaroT U IIpviMe-
HATOTCH, U TIOHSITh VIX KOHKPeTHbIe (PyHKIINL.

[1st Atierist FOBOPUTP O CIIOCOOHOCTAX (CMJIax) pac-
CyOKa ¥ pa3yMa COBEpIIEHHO M3JIMIIHE, TaK KaK 3TO
IIPOCTO He COOTBETCTBYET B €r0 IIOHVIMaHWI COBPeMeH-
Hovi jiornke Haykw. Crapble TeopeTndecKyie MOeIIn
pasyMa [IOJDKHBI OBITh 3aMeHeHBI O0IIerT KOHIIeITIviern
palVoHaIBHOCT (V1 371eCh OH CJleflyeT, Kak 1 Xabepmac,
mparMaTideckor Tpagunuy Bebepa, Burrenmrrer:-
Ha u Ilonmepa), 1 mpeXxe Bcero KOMMYHUKATVIBHO
PallMOHAIPHOCTBIO. B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTe KOHIIeIIIIVs
TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOCTY IIProOpeTaeT «OOHOBIEHHOE»
3HaueHMe. «YCIJIOBMS BO3MOXKHOI'O OITBITa» CJIeJTyeT VIC-
KaThb He B CyObeKTe 1 ero yMe, a B akTaxX oOITieHms KaK
IIpaBWIax ¥ IPerocklIKax, KOTOpkle BOOOpaXkaeT
HpedBVONT KaXKIBIVl YUaCTHMK AVCKypca. ITockobKy
HUKTO He MOXXeT HMKOMM 0Opa3oM m30eXXaTb MJIu ce-
PBe3HO abCTparnpoBaThCs OT 3TUX IIPaBWJII U IIPeJIIIo-
CBUIOK, He3aBVICHIMO OT TOT'O, HAXOWTCS JIV OH B IIOJIN-,
IVa- VI MOHOJIOTe, AIle/Ib HPUXOOUT K BBIBOMY, UTO
OKOHYaTeJIbHOe O0DOCHOBaHMe palVIOHaJIbHOCTH, 3TV-
K1 1 prstocodry Kak TaKOBBIX BIIOJIHE BO3MOXKHO. Of1-
HaKo, II0 €r0 MHEHWIO, aBTOPEI, paboTaole B paM-
Kax HapagurMbl CyObeKTUBHOM prtocodpmm pasyma u
3MMCTEMOJIOIMY, CKJIOHHBI (KaK U ee POIOHadaIbHUK
exapT) K «abCcTpaKTHBIM 3a0JIyK/IeHVSIM»: OHV FOBO-
PST O «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV armepiienun» (KaaT)
IV O «caMorosioxkeHum SI» (DuxTe), UTHOpUPY: IIpo-
1IeCCHI 1 TIpaByyIa KOMMYHMKATVBHOIO AEVICTBIS.

Sl xody moKasaTh, YTO, OTKa3aBIIVCh OT «CTapom
TpaHCIeHeHTaIbHOU pvtocodpumt cosHaHms» (Apel,
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Kant and ad hoc modifications (see the footnote 17).
In what follows, I will not be concerned with an in-
depth analysis and discussion of Apel’s account of
ideas or his position in general. My goal is simply
to point out some of his shortcuts that undermine
the actual power and importance of Kant’s set of
theories regarding the ideas of reason. One can, of
course, try to “detranscendentalise” the architec-
tonic ideas and embed them into the communica-
tive acting and rationality (if one follows the highly
problematic thesis that transcendentality excludes
communicative acting and if one does not recog-
nise that for Kant scientific practice (e.g. the work
on the idea of metaphysics) is a collective enterprise
of the community of former, contemporary and fu-
ture scholars), but one has first to know that there
are architectonic ideas, that they are actually used,
and understand their concrete functions.

For Apel, to speak of faculties (powers) of un-
derstanding and reason is completely redundant
and it simply does not fit the contemporary log-
ic of science. The older theoretical models of rea-
son must be replaced — and herein he follows,
like Habermas, the pragmatist tradition, Weber,
Wittgenstein and Popper — by a general concept of
rationality, and primarily: communicative ration-
ality. The concept of transcendentality receives a
new, “updated” meaning in this context. The “con-
ditions of a possible experience” are not to be found
in the subject and its mind, but in the acts of com-
munication, as rules and presuppositions, imagined
and anticipated by every participant in a discourse.
Since nobody can in any way avoid or seriously ab-
stract from these rules and presuppositions, regard-
less of whether she is in a poly-, dia- or monologue,
Apel concludes that an ultimate grounding of ra-
tionality, ethics and philosophy as such is possible.
The authors, however, who work within the para-
digm of subjective philosophy of mind and episte-
mology are — like its initiator Descartes — prone
to “abstractive fallacies”: they speak of a “transcen-
dental apperception” (Kant) or of a “self-positing of
the I” (Fichte) disregarding the processes and rules
of communicative acting.

I want to argue that by abandoning and trans-
forming the “older transcendental philosophy of
mind”* (Apel, 1988, p. 112, transl. M.L.), espe-

15 “[...] dlteren Transzendentalphilosophie des Bewusstseins.”
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1988, p. 112) — u mpexme Bcero peysb 371ech UIET O KaH-
TOBCKOVI TEOPWUI pasyMa, — a 3aTeM TpaHcopMmpo-
BaB ee, AlleJlb, B CBOIO Ouepeflb, caM yTpaumBaeT pu-
JI0COPCKMII anmapar IOHVIMaHMS M VCTOJIKOBAHVS
CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX AEVICTBUM KaK priiocod, TO ecTh
TepsieT BO3MOXKHOCTh OBITh OOJIee OCO3HAHHBIM B HIIX.
ITpw 3TOM cam OH IIprIMeHsieT Oe3 TOJKHOTO TOMY 000-
CHOBaHMS apXUTEKTOHMYECKIe MeN (a) 4eTBEPTOro U
(0) TpeTpero mopsizika, a Takxe IpOLERypPY, KOoTopast
He BIIOJIHe OOBSCHVIMA C TOUKM 3peHMs TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOTO IIparMaTi3Ma 1 HO-IIpeXXHeMy TpeOyeT 11y1s
cebsd TeopeTYecKoV OCHOBBI KaHTOBCKOW TpaHCIIeH-
ZleHTaJIbHOM prtocopmm cO3HaAHMSL.

(@) Ilpexme Bcero paccMOTpPUIM KOHIIEIIINIO VifIe-
aJIBHOTO KOMMYHUKamubHoeo coobujecmba — OmHO U3
Hanboslee BaXKHBIX IOHATUN B (PUIIOCOPCKOM IIPOeK-
Te Anesrs. Io ero ciioBaM, udeasvHoe KOMMYHUKAMUBHoe
coobuyecmbo — TOT 0Opaser], KOTOPBIVI BCET Ia IIPeJICTaB-
et cebe 1 KOTOPOro oXyjaeT KaKAblil YIacTHUK Oe-
cefipl. DTO 3TaJIOHHOE JIONOJIHEHVIe K peaIbHOMY KOM-
MYHMKATMBHOMY coo0miecTBy. Bo Bcex Hammx akTax
apryMeHTaIl 1 KOMMYHMKAIIM, Aa’ke B MOHOJIO-
re, MBI IOJDKHBI OpaTh Ha ce0st postb ombemcmbermuix
U paBHonpabrbix MapTHEPOB, KOTOPBIe IIPVHIIVIINAIIb-
HO cnocobrsr docmuys koxcencyca (Apel, 1996, p. 47—51,
235—236). OxoH4YaTesIbHOEe OOOCHOBAHME ParlVIOHAIIb-
HOCTW, 3TUKV 1 (PMIIOCOPUI CTAHOBUTCS BO3MOXKHBIM
Or1aromapsi HEIIPeOHOIMIMOMY XapaKTepy YCIIOBUT KOM-
MYHMKALVV, KOTOPBIe BKJIFOYAIOT B ce0st OXKIaHVie viie-
aJIPHOTO KOMMYHWMKAaTMBHOIO cooOriecTsa. VIHTepec-
HO, UTO 3Ta KOHIIEMIN, KaK IIOHMMaeT ee ATlesIb, Me-
€T CTaTyC, AHAJIOTMYHBIV «PeryJISTUBHON maee» «Kpu-
TUKM umcToro pasyma» Kanra. Harpumep, cam Arerrs
yTBepXKIaeT, 4TO IIOHsSTHMe WeabHOr0 KOMMYHUKa-
TMBHOTO COOOIIIeCTBa HOCUT «XapaKTep HeKOM “perysis-
TUBHOM MfIen», KOTOPOV, Kak ToBopuT KaHT, «He MoxeT
OBITH TaH B UyBCTBaX HUKAKOV afleKBaTHBIN IIPeIMeT»
(Apel, 1988, S. 101; cMm. Taxke: Apel, 1996, S. 236—237).
AT1esib, OJTHaKO, He IIOrPy’KaeTcsi B 3Ty TeMY HacTOJIBKO
I71y0OKO, KaK 3TOrO XOTeJIn ObI OT HeTo VCCIIefloBaTes I
KaHTa, 11 ero HeOCTaTOUHBIV aHAIN3 TaHHOV IIpo0IIe-
MBI IIOBOOMT 110 KpaviHe Mepe K [IByM KpaTKUM IIy-
TSIM pereHvs. Bo-nepboix, Atiesib He IPOBOANT pasivi-
9yl MEXAY ITPaKTUYeCKMMY ¥ TPaHCIIeHeHTaIbHbI-
MU MMM VI COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMV (PYHKIVISIMU UMCTO-
ro pasyma. VlcToIKoBaHwMe mievi, Ha KOTOpble OH CChlIa-
eTcsl, KaK YIIOMVHAIIOCh BbIIIIe, OF pAaHITYeHO TeopeTide-
ckomt pvtocodpmert. Ho, kak ykasbiBaeT Ha 3T0 KaHT B
caMoOM Hauajle TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM AMaIeKTUKM, CY-
IIecTByeT pasHmIla Mexmy (1) TeM, 94To s MOT'y cKasaThb
«3TO moavko vmes» (A 328 / B 384; Kant, 2006a, c. 495),
" (2) mpieert Kak 00s3aTeIIbHBIM YCIIOBVEM LTS IIPAKTV-
YeCcKOro IIpyMeHeHMsl pasyMa. TpaHClleH[IeHTasIbHble
KOHIIEIIINY PasyMa IeVICTBUTEIIBHO SIBJISIOTCS 1M04bK0
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cially Kant’s theory of reason, Apel, in turn, loses
possibilities and an apparatus to understand and
explain — i.e. to become more conscious of — his
own actions as a philosopher. Apel uses, without
giving a proper account of it, (a) fourth- and (b)
third-level architectonic ideas, a procedure that is
not fully explicable by the transcendental pragma-
tism and that still requires the theoretical frame-
work of the Kantian transcendental philosophy of
mind to be understood.

(a) First, consider the concept of an ideal com-
munication community, which is one of the most
central terms in Apel’s philosophical project. Ac-
cording to Apel, the ideal communication community
is something that is always imagined and antici-
pated by every discourse participant. It is an ide-
al add-on to the real communication community. In
all our argumentative communicative acts, even in
a monologue, we must assume responsible and equal
discourse partners who are principally able to reach
consensus (cf. Apel, 1996, pp. 47-51, 235-236). The
ultimate grounding of rationality, ethics and phi-
losophy is possible because of the uncircumventa-
bility of the conditions of communication, and this
includes the anticipation of an ideal communica-
tion community. Interestingly, this concept has, as
Apel understands his own position, a status sim-
ilar to the “regulative idea” in the Critique of Pure
Reason. He states, the notion of ideal communica-
tion community has “the character of a ‘regulative
idea’, — to which, as Kant says, — ‘nothing congru-
ent can be given in the senses’”® (Apel, 1988, p. 101,
transl. M.L., cf. Apel, 1996, pp. 236-237). Apel does
not, however, go as deeply into this topic as Kant
scholars would wish him to do, and his insufficient
analysis leads to at least two shortcuts: Firstly, Apel
does not distinguish between practical and tran-
scendental ideas and the corresponding functions
of pure reason. The definition of ideas to which he
refers is, as mentioned above, restricted to theoret-
ical philosophy. But as Kant already puts it at the
beginning of the transcendental dialectic: there is
a difference between (1) something of which I can
say “it is only an idea” (KrV, A 328 / B 384; Kant,
1998, p. 402) and (2) an idea as an indispensable
condition for practical use of reason. Transcenden-
tal concepts of reason are indeed only ideas, inso-
far as we can, e.g., think of an infinite universe, but

16 “[...] den Charakter einer ‘requlativen Idee’, der — nach Kant —

‘nichts Empirisches villig korrespondieren kann’.



10eAMi, TIOCKOJIIbKY MBI MOXKEM, HaIIpyIMep, MbLCAUTNb O
OeCKOHEYHOVI BCeJIEHHOV, HO HeCIIOCOOHBL npedcmabums
abcoITIOTHOe 11eJ10e BCex SIBJIEHMUV BO BCEX €TO JIeTasIsIX.
Bce 3To ommmM4aeTcs OT MPOCTHIX IIPAKTIYECKVIX VeV
YroOrI mevicTBOBaTh MY/IPO, MBI IOJDKHBI CO3aTh KOH-
nenmyio Myapocti. A mio KanTy, myzpoe perreHne —
3TO pellleHe, IIPUHITOe B COOTBETCTBUN C Mleert My/I-
poctu (cM.: A 569 / B 597; Kant, 2006a, c. 538). B ciry-
4ae IIPaKTMYeCcKOro MprIMeHeHNs Halllero pasyMa MbI
MOXKeM HYaCTUYHO IIPOIEeMOHCTPUPOBATh pPeasTbHOCTD
VeV B HaIIMX VIMIIEpaTUBax M PeaIbHBIX [IeVICTBIUSIX.
Taxum obpasoM, neasibHOe KOMMYHMKATVBHOE CO00-
IIECTBO — 3TO He IIPOCTO Wjesl, a TO, YTO MOXKET OBIThH
B OIIpezieJIeHHOVI CTeTIeHN TaHO in concreto, a IMEHHO B
peaslbHOM KOMMYHMKATMBHOM cooOrrectse. Kaxmbrit
YYaCTHUK OVICKYCCUV IOJDKEH IIpedrionararb v IIpef-
BUJIETh B IPYIMIX PaBHBIX M Pa3yMHBIX ITAPTHEPOB IO
IIVaJIory, M peaibHble (PVIIOCOCKIe MM TIONIUTIYe-
CKMe f1ebaThl TOKa3bIBaoT, UTO 3TO He IPocTo mies. Ta-
KVIM 0OpasoM, He IIPOBOZIs pas/Ivdiis MKy CyIIecTBY-
TOITVMMY TUIIAaMU VIIeVI, ATIeNTb yITycKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTD
IIpU3HATh peasIbHBIN ITOTeHIIMaI KaHTOBCKOV Teopuit
pasyMa (B y3KOM CMBICJIe) M IIOJTyYUTh PacIIvipeHHOe
TIOHVIMaHVe JIOTVIKV ¥ TTOJIOKeHVIS ITpaKTUYecKy HeoO-
XOIIVIMBIX MfleaIbHBIX ITPEeIIOChUIOK .

Bo-6mopubix, oH He 3aTyMbIBAaeTCS O METOHOJIOrYe-
cKom (PYHKIMW KOHIIEIIIIMM VifieaIbHOrO KOMMYHVIKa-
TMBHOI'O cOO0IIecTBa. A 3TO, B CBOIO OYeperlb, BKJIIOYaeT
B ce0s1 OTBET Ha BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIVI MOYKHO CUMTATh MeTa-
prTocoCKMM 1IN MeTaTeOPeTUIeCKMM: UTO S fIeIato,
KOI'Zla IIPeCTaBIIAI0, OOBSICHSIIO VI BBIIBUTAI0 KOHIIEI-
1o pasyMa? I[lepen Hamv HeM30e)KHO BCTAOT [IBe IIep-
CIIEKTVIBBL: PAlVIOHAJIBHOIO areHTa, KOTOPBIVI OCHOBBI-
BaeT CBOV VIMITEPaTMBEI V1 AEVICTBYIS Ha Vifiee MjIeaIbHo-
ro KOMMYHVKaTVBHOIO COOOIIIeCTBa VI VIM SIBJISIeTCsL, Ha-
IpyMep caM Ariesb, OOIIAIOIMINIICS CO CBOVMMWM HaCcTO-
AMVMI ¥ OyIyIIMMY YUTaTeIsIMU B CBOMX paboTax;
i aBTOpa (prstocoda), KOTOPBIVE CO3IAET M OIVICHIBa-
€T 3Ty MIeI0 B TepMIMHAX CBOEro MCCIIeoBaHs. B mep-
BOM CJTy9ae MOYKHO TOBOPUTE O IIPaKTIYeCKOM IIpVIMe-
HEHW 91CTOrO pa3yMa, BO BTOPOM — O CyTy0o MeTomo-
JIOTMYeCKOM €ro MCrosb3oBaHmu. OCHOBHaS IIejb I10-
CJIETHETO COCTOUT He B TOM, UTOOBI [IeVICTBOBATh ITpak-
TUYECKV B COOTBETCTBUM C KaKOV-INOO MIIeer:, a B TOM,
4TOOBI CO37laBaTh HayYHBIE 3HAHVIS B OTHOIIEHWVI TIJTU
B pe3yJIbTaTe ee, TO eCTb OOBEIMHATH TIO3HAHWS U ap-
TYMEHTHI B CHICTEMY B paMKaX OJJHOT'O MJIV HECKOJIBKIX
(B3aMIMOCBsI3aHHBIX) [IEHTPaJIBHBIX YVMCTBIX IIOHATUL.

1 BmecTo 3TOT0 ArIelIb UINET CrI0co0 00beIMHNTD KaHTOBCKYIO
KOHIIEIIIINIO Mieil (KOTOpBIe, 10 ero MHEHWIO, 6ce SIBIISIOTCS
PeryJISTBHBIMM 1 HE JIaHBI i1l concreto) C FereJIeBCKVM IIOHSTIEM
pasyMa, TaHHBIM B fievicTBuTesibHOCTI (Apel, 1988, S. 69 —102).
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are incapable of imagining the absolute whole of all
appearances in all its details. This is different from
simple practical ideas. To act wisely, we must cre-
ate a concept of wisdom. A wise decision is a deci-
sion made in accord with the idea of wisdom (see
KrV, A 569 / B 597; Kant, 1998, p. 552). In the case
of the practical use of our reason we can partially
demonstrate the reality of a concept in our imper-
atives and real actions. The ideal communication
community is therefore not a mere idea, but some-
thing which can be to some extent given in concre-
to, namely in the real communication community.
Every participant in an argumentative discourse
must presuppose and anticipate equal and reason-
able conversation partners, and functioning philo-
sophical or political debates demonstrate that this is
not a mere idea. Thus, by not distinguishing differ-
ent types of ideas, Apel misses the chance to recog-
nise the actual potential of the Kantian theory of
reason in the narrow sense and to get a broader un-
derstanding of the logic and the status of practically
indispensable ideal presuppositions.” Secondly, he
does not reflect on the methodological function of
the concept of the ideal communication community.
This involves answering the question, which can be
considered to be of a metaphilosophical or metathe-
oretical nature: What am I doing when I am intro-
ducing, explaining and putting forward a concept
of reason? Two perspectives must be distinguished,
the one of a rational agent, who bases his impera-
tives and actions on the idea of the ideal commu-
nication community, and this is also Apel himself
communicating with his present and future read-
ers in his works, and the one of an author (philos-
opher) who is creating and describing this idea in
terms of his research. In the first case one can speak
of a practical use of pure reason, in the second of a
methodological use. The main purpose of the latter
is not to act practically in accordance with an idea,
but to produce scientific knowledge in relation to or
resulting from it, i.e. to combine cognitions and ar-
guments into a system under one or more (correlat-
ed) central pure concepts.

(b) Hence, Apel is using (without realising it)
his practical and methodological functions of pure
reason within his project on the fourth level which
are described in detail in the “older transcen-

7" Apel (1988, pp. 69-102) does instead seek for a way to com-
bine the Kantian concept of the ideas (which are in his view all
regulative and not given in concreto) with the Hegelian notion
of reason given in the actuality.
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(6) CrremoBaresibHO, Ariesib B paMKax cBoero ¢uio-
CO(PCKOro MpoeKTa HeOCO3HAHHO ITpMMeHseT IIpaKTy-
4JecKye I MeTOIOJIOruecKe (PyHKIIMW YMCTOrO pas-
yMa 4eTBEPTOr0 apXTeKTOHIYECKOIO IOpPsiIKa, KOTO-
Ppble HOAPOGHO OITMCAHBI B «CTAPOV TPAHCIIEH/IeHTa b
Hom puytocodpum cosHaums» (Apel, 1988, S. 112). bo-
Jlee TOTO, Udeu MpaHcyeHOeHMaAbHO20 NPAMANUIMA T
ouckypcubHol 3muky Kak dacTu wIocodckoro 3Ha-
HVSL IIPEJICTaBIIAIOT COOOV apXMTEKTOHWYeCcKe IpIH-
MBI TpeThero nopsnaka. Oba 3TMX NOHATHS SBIISIOT-
Cs1 apxeTHIIaMVI CHICTeM 3HAHWVI, OIVICAHHBIX VX aBTO-
poM B camoM Havaste. Kaxkmast w3 oTmx mpeit, Kak ro-
sBoput KaHT, «3aj10)keHa B pasyMe IIOIOOHO 3apOIbIIILY,
BCe YacTV KOTOPOTO eIlle He Pa3BUTHI 1 eJ1Ba JIVI [JOCTYII-
HBI JTa’ke MUKPOCKOIIITUecKOMY HabJTioreHmEo» (A 834 /
B 862; Kant, 20064, c. 1045). OcHOBHBIe paboOTHI Atiesist
VI €T0 OIyOJIMKOBaHHbIe JIEKLIVVI — 9TO PeIIPOmyKIIVIVL,
HIOIIBITKYI ITOMEINTBCS CBOVIMI OTKPBITVMSIMM V1 TIO3Ha-
HWSAMY, OCHOBAaHHBIMM Ha (PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX Mesx
VICCIIETIOBATEIIBCKMX IIPOEKTOB ¥ IIO3VLINV (KOTOpBIe
ellle He JaHbI VIV TOIBKO YaCTVYHO JaHEL B OIIBITE).

3akjIroueHme

ApXuUTeKTOHMYeCKasi METOHOJIOT ST — BayKHemIas
Teopwsl, He TOJIBKO OTHOcsAMIasicss K KaHTy kak wmcro-
pUYecKon JIMYHOCTY, HO ¥ IIpeJICTaBIIsoNIas caMo-
cToATeNIbHBIN MHTepec. OHa IperocTaBiIsseT HaM arl-
mapar I ITOHVIMaHWS JIOTMKV Hay9HOV ITPaKTUKI
B paIlMIOHAJIBHBIX HayKax, KOTOpas MOXET ITOJTy4YnTb
IasIbHeVIIIiee pa3BUTIE B COBPeMeHHBIX yciIoBusx. Kak
OBLIO ITOKA3aHO B IIEPBOM pasfiesle JAaHHOV CTaThM, U3-
stoxeHMe KaHTOM apXMTEKTOHWMUECKMX MIIEN SIBJISeT-
CSI 9aCTBIO €r0 OOIIero McCiIeoBaHMs IIPVIPOMBI UM-
CTOro pasyma, KOTOpPBIV, OyAyuu yMCTBEHHOW CIIO-
COOHOCTBIO, OTBEYAET 3a UMCTHIe IIpeacTaBiieHs. OHMI
CIIyXaT HIPearochlyIKaMy, KOTOPble COBEPIIAIOT MPbI-
JKOK, CTaBSIT 3a/lau JIsl HAIlIMX BOJIM M paccyaka. VIx
HOIJIMHHAg MeTofoJIornyeckast (OYHKIIMS, ONMChIBa-
emas KaHTOM B TepMMHax OTHOIIEHMS «Komms / 00-
pasell», — 3TO KOHCTPYKTMBHas KOHIIEIITyaIn3alius
HayKl KaK TaKOBOVI, pallMOHaJIbHBIX HayK, X dacTen
VI OIIpeJieIeHHbIX 0a30BbIX MV C IeJIbI0 IUIaHVPOBa-
HVS, PasBUTHS, IIpMoOpeTeHMs M 0DOOIIEeHMS CrCTe-
MaTu4decKux 3HaHu. lapHeVImmi aHaIn3 BO BTO-
POM Ppasferie TI0Ka3ajl, YTO MOXXHO BBIJIEJIUTE YeThIpe
YPOBHsI HEIIPEPBhIBHO PACTYINEV M PaCIIVPSIOIIEVICS
«BCEJIEHHOVI HayKW», IIPEeICTaBIEHHOV apXMTEKTOHM-
geckmmu naesmm Kaxra: (I) Hayka kak TakoBas, Kak
CHUICTeMaTIYecKoe eIVHCTBO BCETO UeJI0BeUecKoro 3Ha-
Hust; (II) KoHKpeTHBIe pallViOHasIbHBIe HayKu, TaKue
Kak pwtocodpmst mnm ropuctipynertius; (1) pasgernst
¥ HarIpaBJIeHNs B 3TUX HayKax, TaKye KakK 3T1Ka, MeTa-

dental philosophy of mind” (Apel, 1988, p. 112).
Moreover, the ideas of transcendental pragmatism
and discourse ethics as parts of philosophy repre-
sent third-level architectonic principles. They both
are archetypes of systems of knowledge pictured
by their author at the outset. Each of these ideas,
as Kant puts it, “lies in reason like a seed, all of
whose parts still lie very involuted and are hardly
recognizable even under microscopic observation”
(KrV, A 834 / B 862; Kant, 1998, p. 692). Apel’s ma-
jor works and published lectures are ectypes —
efforts to impart his discoveries and cognitions
based on fundamental ideas of research projects
and positions (which are not yet, or only partially,
given in experience).

Conclusion

The architectonic methodology is an important
theory, not only regarding Kant as a historical per-
son, but also in its own right, concerning its pur-
posive content. It provides us with an apparatus to
understand the logic of scientific practice in ration-
al sciences, which can be developed further in con-
temporary contexts. As shown in the first section of
this paper, Kant’s account of architectonic ideas is
a part of his general inquiry into the nature of pure
reason, which, being a mental faculty, is responsi-
ble for pure representations that serve as presuppo-
sitions, leaps ahead, demanding tasks for our will
and our understanding. Their genuine method-
ological function that he describes in terms of an
archetype-ectype-relation is the constructive con-
ceptualisation of science as such, of rational scienc-
es, their parts and certain basic ideas for the sake
of planning, developing, acquiring and ordering
of systematic knowledge. The further analysis in
the second section has shown that it is possible to
distinguish four planes of the continuously grow-
ing and expanding “universe of science” repre-
sented by architectonic ideas in Kant: (I) science as
such as a systematic unity of all human knowledge;
(I) the specific rational sciences, such as philoso-
phy or jurisprudence; (III) the parts and directions
within these sciences, such as ethics, metaphysics,
transcendental philosophy, public law; (IV) all the
different “ground-level” ideas like the invisible
church, pure thinking or the social contract when
they are explicitly considered as objects of studies.
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dwsmKa, TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHas puitocoduast, Iy omd-
Hoe 11paBo; (IV) Bce MHOroobOpasue pasjIMaHBIX UIEV,
TaKMX KaK HeBuoumas yepkoBv, uucmoe Mol 1eHie VIV
obujecmbennviii 00206op, KOra OHM paccMaTpyBaIOT-
csl B KadecTBe 00BeKTOB vicciiefioBaHms. HakoHerl, xak
3TO TaKXKe yKa3blBaJloCh, IIOCTMOIEPHIUCTCKasT KPUTH-
Ka Wiy TpaHcdopMalinsg KoHIennuu pasyma Kanra,
a TaK)Ke HaCTOMYMBOCTB, IIPOsIBJIsieMas B OTHOIIEHWI
OTKasa OT OoJiee CTapbIX 3IMCTEMOJIOIYECKIX VICCIIe-
ZIOBaTeJIbCKMX IIPOrpaMM, MOTYT IIPUBECTH K IIOTepe
BaXKHBIX 3HaHUI. dearenvrocts Kaprra-Otro Anesis
Kak (pvtocoda Obuta ObI HEBO3MOXKHA 0e3 MeTOJI0II0-
I'MYeCKOTo M3MepeHNs IIPYIMEeHeHs YVCTOro pasyMa,
TO eCTh Oe3 Mievl AVCKY PCUBHOVI 3TUKV, TPaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOVI IIparMaTVIK/ V1 V1eaIbHOrO KOMMYHUKATVIB-
HOT'0 COODITIeCTBa, KOTOPBIE IIPECTaBIISIOT apXUTEKTO-
HWYecKVe Vfieu TPEThEero 1 YeTBePTOro HopsiKa.

Baazodapnocmu. Dma cmamvs ocHoBana Ha mex-
cme moe20 Bvicmynienus 6 pamxax Tpemvei mexoyHa-
POOHOTUL AemHel WKoAbL N0 U3yueHurw Hacaeous Vmma-
nyusa Kanma, npobedennon Axademuen Kanmuawnoiu 6
Bbaamutickom ¢pedeparvrom ynubepcumeme um. V. Kanu-
ma (Kaaununepad, Poccus). 4 xouy nobaaeodapums Beex,
KMo npoxkommeHmupoBas u odcyous co MHOU mamepua-
AbL CTAMbU, BKAI01A5 AHOHUMHO20 PeUeH3eHa, 3a 104e3-
Hble 3ameuanis, a maxxe Aapouna Xueeunc-bpaka, komo-
puitl nomoz ompedakmupobams ee AHeAUNCKUT 1MekC.
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Finally, as pointed out, the postmodern critique or
transformation of Kant’s concept of reason and the
insistence on the necessity of abandoning the old-
er epistemological research programmes may lead
to a loss of important knowledge.’® Karl-Otto Apel’s
action as a philosophical author would not be pos-
sible without the methodological dimension of use
of pure reason; it is without the ideas of discourse
ethics, transcendental pragmatics and ideal com-
munication community that represent third- and
fourth-level architectonic ideas.
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