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3adaua abmopa — nokasams cyujecmberHoe pasiu-
uye 632414006 Kanma u Xaideeeepa Ha Ovimue. C 3moil
yeavto anasusupyemcs paboma Xarideeeepa «Kamm u
npobaema memagpusuku», Kk komopou oH Bo3Bpawaics c
1927 0o 1964 2. B wetl Brumarue yoessemcs He moAbko
udesam «Kpumuxu uiucmozo pasyma», Ho u 0okpumuse-
ckoti pabome Kawma «EdurcmbBenno 603moxHOe 0CHO-
Banue 0aa doxasamesvcmba ovimus boea» (1763), 8 xo-
mopoti Kanm 6nepboie 6 cboem mbopuecmbe nocmabui
Bonpoc o bbimuu 6 a6rom Bude. Xatideeeep cocpedomonu-
Baem 30eco 632440 HA MpaHcyeHOeHMAAbHOU cuie B000-
pakeHUs He MOoAbKO KAK HA «o0ujeM kopHe» uybemben-
HOCMU U paccyoxa, HO U Kax Ha 0CHOBHOU cnocobHocmu
onmosoeuneckoeo noswanus. Own ybasvibaem ee c perio-
MeHoMm Bpemenu, 00kasviBas, umo ¢ IMUM (heHOMEHOM
cBasan u npedmem sHanus xax maxobou. Ira Xarioeeee-
pa, npaboa, 3Haqenue uMeen He eOUHUHHbLIL IMIUpULe-
ckuti npedmem, Ho Bceobujutl ymonocmueaemulil 00sexm,
8 poau xomopozo mosxem Bvicmynums u dvimue. Beaeo-
cmBue 31moeo oH npoBooum pasiutue Mexoy smnupuet u
uybembenrocmoto: eaxas smnupua vyybembenna, Ho He
Bcaxas uybcmBennocms smnupuuna. TpeyeorvHuk 6000-
uje, cobaxa 6oobuje u m.n. umetom odpas, Ho He eOUHUY-
Hblll, a 00pas-cxemy. B smom naane Xatideeeep dokasviba-
em, umo Bpems Kax 4ucmoe cosepyanue — mo «noie»,
6 xomopom uepmum cBou 00pasvi-cxemwvl cnocodbHOCHIL
Boobpaxenus. Dmo nose Abasemcs 20pU30HMOM npeo-
MemHocmu, mo ecniv B03MOXKHOCIbIO NoABAeHUS BHeIM-
nupueckux npedmeno8, 6 mom uucae u ovimus. buimue
Bvicmynaem moeada He KaK KAHMOBCKUIL HOYMeH, He KAk
X, a kax co30anHbLil cuoi Boobpaxenus uybcmbennsli,
XOMmA U HeIMNUpuHeckuil 00vexm, xak Koppessim Beemy
nosuabaemomy. Tax nonamoe Ovimue co30amo Hes06exom,
1021MOMY He MPaHCUeHOeHNHO, 4 UMMAHEHMHO emy. Ab-
mop makxke ommenaent, 4mo npu xapaxmepucmuxe Obvi-
mus Xatideeeep 10CHeneHHo nepexoount om «Bpemenu»
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

THE PROBLEM OF BEING:
KANT AND HEIDEGGER

T. B. Dlugach'

My task is to demonstrate substantial differences
in the views of Kant and Heidegger on being. To this
end I analyse Heidegger’s work Kant and the Prob-
lem of Metaphysics which Heidegger was writing
intermittently during the period from 1927 to 1964. It
deals not only with the ideas of the Critique of Pure
Reason but also with Kant’s pre-critical work, The
Only Possible Argument in Support of a Demon-
stration of the Existence of God (1763), in which
Kant explicitly addressed the question of being for the
first time. Heidegger focuses on the transcendental
power of imagination not only as the “common root”
of sensibility and understanding, but also as the fun-
damental faculty of ontological cognition. He links it
with the phenomenon of time, arquing that the object
of knowledge as such is also linked with this phenome-
non. True, for Heidegger what matters is not a singu-
lar empirical object, but the universal noumenal object,
including being. Consequently, Heidegger draws a dis-
tinction between empirics and sensibility: all empirics
is sensible, but not all sensibility is empirical. A trian-
gle in general, a dog in general, etc. have an image, but
it is not a singular image, but a schema. Heidegger ar-
ques that time as pure intuition is the “field” in which
the imagination faculty draws its image schemas. This
field is the horizon of objectness, i.e. the possibility of
emergence of non-empirical objects, including being.
Being, then, is not a Kantian noumenon, not an X, but
a sensible, albeit non-empirical, object created by the
power of imagination, a correlate of everything cog-
nisable. So understood, being is created by the human,
therefore it is not transcendent but immanent to him/
her. I also note that in characterising being Heidegger
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K «npousbedenuro uckyccmba», 6 komopom cuia 6006-
PaXxkeHUs He Npocmo Ompaxaem peasbHoCHb, a co30aer
MHoO2lUe pasHoo0pasHbie MUpbL.

KaroueBvie caoBa: Kanm, Xaiideeeep, mpancyeH-
OenmanvHas cuaa 6000paxenus, HoymeH, npeomen, Bpe-
M5, cosepyanie, 4yBcmBeHHOCHb, UMMAHEHTTHOCTTb

1. BBegenme

B cepenume 1920-x rr. orpoMHoe BIIMSIHVE
npuobpesia dwiocodpus Mapruna Xarpgerrepa.
Ero pabora «bertme n Bpemsi» (1926) oOosHaum-
Jla HOBOe HaIlpaBJIeHVe B COBpeMeHHOV (prIoco-
dv: Xamperrep monbITacs II0-HOBOMY IIOHSTH
CMBICJI CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS 4esloBeKa. VIHTepec miist
Hero IIPeJICTaB/IsIo yXe He TIO3HaHMe, UYTO ObLIO
MeVIHCTPVIMOM IPeXHMX PVYIOCOPCKUX YCUIINT,
a caMo CyllleCTBOBaHMe 4ejioBeka. Takasi moTped-
HOCTb Obl/Ta BbI3BaHa, B 4acTHOCTY, IlepBort Mupo-
BOVI BOVIHOVI, B JKepHOBa KOTOPOW II0IIAJI0 Hacejie-
HVe MHOTMX CTPaH Mupa.

Koneuno, 1 no Xarizerrepa ObUI1 MBICIIUTEIIN,
VMHTEepeCcoBaBIIIVecs. He MO3HAHNEM, a IMEHHO CY-
IIlecCTBOBaHVEM KyJIBTYpHOro cyobekra: beprcos,
Hwnme, I'ycceprib, @peniz, lonenraysp oromnuim
OT IIpV3HAHV ITO3HAHVS ITIaBHOV ITOTPeOHOCTHIO
uvestopeka. Ho Toipko Xarimerrep cMor Ipercra-
BUTB B IEJIOCTHOCTV HOBBIVI, OPVEHTVPOBAHHBI
He Ha HayKy, a Ha MHOU criocod ¢usiocodcTBo-
BaHms Meton. Kak ormeuaer E. B. ®ajéB, «oueHb
MHOT'Me MBICIIsAye Jroay B EBporie Toro Bpeme-
HVI, MeX/Ty IBYMS MVPOBBIMI BOVIHaMV, OITyIIla-
JIV HeYTO Harofoome “mHsmmm peaspHOCTI
BeIlV CTAHOBSITCS ITYCTBIMM, OeccMBICTIeHHBIMM,
yCKOJIb3alomMMm B cBoent acpemepHocTn. Coot-
BETCTBeHHO, Dasein, KoTopoe B Belllax oOpeTaeT
OCHOBY IJII CaMOYIOCTOBepeHUsl, TepseT 3K3U-
CTeHIIMAJIBHYIO onopy» (Pasiés, 2008, c. 58). O Tom
xe rmcai X.-I. Tagamep:

...Hy>KHO TIOIIBITAThCSI HAIJISIAHO MIPEeICTaBUThH
cebe karacTpody Havasta n ucxona Ilepsoit Mu-
poBOVI BOWIHBI, OKasaBIIleVl KOJIOCCAJIbHOEe BO3-

T.B. Dlugach

gradually moves from “time” to “work of art” in the
frame of which the power of imagination does not sim-
ply reflect reality, but creates multiple diverse worlds.

Keywords: Kant, Heidegger, transcendental power
of imagination, noumenon, object, time, intuition, sen-
sibility, immanence

1. Introduction

Martin Heidegger’s philosophy became
hugely influential in the mid-1920s. His work,
Being and Time (1926), ushered in a new trend
in modern philosophy: Heidegger attempted to
reinterpret human existence. He was interest-
ed not in cognition, which was the main target
of previous philosophical strivings, but in the
very existence of man. This became a felt need,
among other things, owing to the First World
War which visited untold suffering on people
in many countries.

Heidegger, of course, was not the first think-
er who was interested not in cognition, but in
the existence of the cultural object: Bergson,
Nietzsche, Husserl, Freud and Schopenhau-
er had ceased to regard cognition as the prime
human need. But it was Heidegger who came
up with a new method of philosophising that
was science-oriented. As noted by Egor V. Fa-
lev (2008, p. 58), “many thinking people in Eu-
rope of the time between the two world wars
felt something like ‘an inflation of reality’: things
were becoming vacuous, meaningless and elu-
sive. Accordingly, Dasein, which acquires the
basis for self-assertion in things, loses its existen-
tial basis”. Hans-Georg Gadamer (1994, pp. 3-4)
put the same message in the following way:

To grasp this one must visualize the
catastrophe of World War I and what its
outbreak and development meant to the
cultural consciousness of European humanity.
The bourgeois society, spoiled by the long
period of peace, had developed a belief in
progress and a cultural optimism that came to
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T.b. lnyrau

JleVICTBMe Ha KYJIbTypHOe CO3HaHVe eBpoIlevi-
CKOro 4ejioBedecTBa. Bepa B mmporpecc, KOTopyo
J1eTIesyio TpaKIaHCKoe OOIIeCcTBO, M3HEeXeHHOoe
3a AoJrve TOABl MUPHOTO BpeMeHM U IIpevic-
IIOJIHEHHOE KYJIBTYPHOTO ONTMMW3Ma B CBS3M C
IIpezIoIaraeMbIM HacTyIUIEHVeM JINOepaTbHO
3110X71, OBbUIa ITOJTHOCTBIO pa3BesiHa yparaHoM BO-
VIHBI, OKa3aBIIeVICd B MTOre abCOIFOTHO He IIOX0-
Kevl Ha Bce ITpeJIblTyIiye BovHbL. <...> ...I1y6o-
KWV KYJIBTY PHBIVI KPU3NC. .. JOJDKEeH ObUT HalTu
cBoe (pwiocodckoe BBIpakeHMe, M IIPOV30IUIO
3TO Ipexie Bcero B I'epManHmy, HaslsIoM 11 rubesib
KOTOpoV1 ObUIN HamboJslee dBHBIM, HanboJslee Ka-
TacTpOPUYHBIM IMIPOsiBIIeHNeM Bceolimero aod-
cypaa (I'amamep, 2008, c. 10—11).

B s>tmx ycinoBusx TpeboBasiock 0OOCHOBAThH
IIpaBOTY 4YeJIOBEYeCKOV XXM3HY, IIprdeM 000CHO-
BaTh ee, eCJIV 3TO BO3MOXXHO, PyHIaMeHTaIIbHO,
Ha Oase ObITHsI BoOOMIe. VI mosiBisiercs: Xavier-
rep, KOTOPBI «3aHOBO B3IVISTHYJI Ha desIoBeue-
CKYIO 5K3VICTEHIIVIIO B I1eJIOM — V3HYTPU Xapak-
TEPHOV JJIsl Hee TIOTrpaH4IHOV cutyaryi» (Tam
xe, c. 15).

Borpoc, KoTopbIi BOJTHOBAJI €ro VI B KOTOPBIVL
OH BJIOKWI BCe THeTyIIlee CaMOOIIyIIeHVe TexX
jeT, OBUI IpeBHEVIIVIM VI OJHOBPEeMEHHO IIep-
BBIM BOIIPOCOM MeTadU3MKM — 3TO OBUT BOIIPOC
0 ObITMM, O TOM, KaK 3TO KOHeUHOoe, cJy1aboe, 0Co3-
HaroIllee CBOIO CMepPTh UesloBedecKoe BOT-ObITue,
BOIIPeKM CBOeV COOCTBEHHOV BpeMeHHOCTH, MO-
KeT IIOHMMaTh ce0si B cBoeM OBITHM, IpUYeM B
KauecTBe TaKOro OBITHMS, KOTOpoe He sBJIAeTCs
Herailyer, HeK/ M HeJOCTaTKOM, BCero JIVIIITb M-
MOJIETHBIM ITaJIOMHIYECTBOM 3€MHOTO 4eJIoBeKa
B 3TOVI XKM3HU pafy IprobIIeHns K 6oXecTBeH-
HOVI BEYHOCTM, HO KOTOpO€ VCIIbIThIBaeTCs ue-
JIOBEKOM KaK 0coOeHHOCTh ero Obrtus (I'amamep,
2008, c. 17—-18).

Orkas Xampgerrepa oT IOHATUTHOCTY B (PUJIO-
cocpum 03HauasI OTKa3 OT VCKJIIOUMTEIbHON POV
TaKVX Hay4YHBIX IOHSTUM, KaK CyOBEeKT, OObeKT,
3HaHVe, MHOTO 3HaYMBIINX /1711 HayKu. OObIeH-
Hble, OOBIUHBIe ITOHSTHS, TOUHee, CJIOBa, ITpefI-TIo-
HSATUVIHBIe 0003HaUeH1s1, BaXKHbIE B XKVU3HI: CTPaXx,
3abo0Ta, BOIIpOIlIaHVe, — Ha4MHAIOT IIprodpeTaTh
Goriblllee 3HaUeHNe, YeM Hay4dHble TepMUHBL OT-
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characterize the liberal age. All of this collapsed
in the storm of the war, which in the end was
completely different from all those that had
precededit. [...] the profound cultural crisis [...]
would have to express itself philosophically,
and it is just as obvious that this would be
especially pronounced in Germany, whose
radical transformation and collapse was the
most visible and catastrophic expression of the
general absurdity.

This spelled the need to justify human life
in the most fundamental way possible, on the
basis of existence in general. Then Heidegger
appeared who “characterized human existence
as such by way of a reference to the notion of
a boundary situation and brought it newly in
view” (ibid., p. 8).

The question that so moved him and to which
he brought the entirety of the troubled self-
esteem of those years was the oldest and first
question of metaphysics: the question of Being.
He asked how a finite, frail human Dasein —
one whose death is certain — could understand
itself in its Being in spite of its temporality;
indeed, how it could experience Being, not as
a privation, as a defect, or as a merely fleeting
pilgrimage of earthlings journeying through
this life toward a participation in the eternity
of the divine, but rather as the distinguishing
feature of being human. It is astonishing how
this fundamental intention of Heidegger’s
questioning, which presupposed a constant
dialogue with metaphysics and with the
thinking of the Greeks, as well as with the
thinking of St. Thomas, Leibniz, Kant, and
Hegel, was completely missed at first by many
contemporaries who shared Heidegger’s
philosophical interest (ibid., pp. 9-10).

Heidegger’s renunciation of the conceptual-
ism of philosophy meant rejection of the excep-
tional role of such scientific concepts as subject,
object, meaning, i.e. concepts that meant so
much for science. Ordinary, everyday concepts,
or rather words, pre-conceptual designations
of vital things, such as fear, anxiety, question-
ing, were beginning to mean more than scien-



crofia 1 OyfieT Iposierathb Iy Th KO BTOPOMY 3Tally
TBOpuecTBa Xariferrepa — IIpU3HAHMIO TI03THYe-
CKOTO si3bIKa Oojlee Ba)KHBIM ISl XKM3HU 4YesloBe-
Ka, 4eM si3bIK HayKn. IToka ke OH WIIIeT KOpHU, 13
KOTOPBIX BBIpacTaeT HeHay4Has ITI0OBCETHEBHOCTb.
J171 TOro YTOOBI OTUETIIVIBO Pa3IIIsAieTh PhITBY-
HBI 1 yxabbl Iyt Xangerrepa B 1910—1920-x rr.,
HaJIo 1O KOHITa OCMBICIIUTB, KaKyIo 3a7jadqy OH JIJIs
cebsi cTaBWI. B 3TOT mepwmon BO3HMKIIA HeoOXo-
IOVIMOCTB IIOHSTH CMBICII ITporpecca v 11eJIv [1ajTb-
HeVIIIIero CYIIeCcTBOBaHMS dYesloBedecTBa. He To,
KaK OH II03HaéT, a TO, KaK OH XXMBET U KaK JI0JDKeH
XWTb, — BOT KaKwue 3a/a4ui CTaBwI cebe Xarimer-
rep. VI B aToM OBIITO CyIllecTBeHHOe oT/Iume pu-
JI0COPCKIX OOBACHEHUT IePBOVI TIOJIOBUHEI XX B.
OT MPpeIIeCTBYIOMNX (PrIocodCKIX paccyKie-
HUM. YT0OBI YyACHUTH cBOM (ProcodcKme Ipro-
puTeThl, Xavgerrep IOJDKeH ObUI OTKa3aThCs OT
TOTr0, UTO OBUIO B pvstocodmm IIpeXxzie, ¥ BHUIMA-
TeJILHO BHUKHYTb B ITpOIIJIble prsiocodcKme J10-
cTvokeHMs — Apwucrotents, [Inarona, Jlenbamia,
®pena, Karra. MHOrme crpasuiisl padotsr Xan-
nerrepa «KaHT 1 mipobrrema MeTadvsukm» (1927)
TIOCBSIIIEHBI aHAJIN3Y KaHTOBCKVX ITOIIBITOK 000-
CHOBaTh OBbITVIE, TIO3TOMY VIMeeT CMBICII IO POOHO
OCTAHOBUTBCS Ha KAHTOBCKVIX PACCYKIAEHVISX.

2. KaHT 0 OBITHMM

Hago HamoMHUTB, YTO eBpomerickas HaykKa
cdopmuposaiack B 1660-x IT. 1 ee aJeKBaTHe-
mMu  npepctapuTesmu  Oputn I Taymwoten u
V. HetotoH. Yepes cTo jieT 1ociie BbIXOHA B CBET
«MaremaTndecKx Hadajl HaTypaJIbHOM (uIoco-
dvm» (1687), rnasHon paboTtel HetoToHa, rie m3-
Jlarajrich OCHOBHBIE 3aKOHBI €CTeCTBO3HaHUS U
3aKkoH TaroteHms, KanT 3axoren dprtocodckn oc-
MBICJIUTH COflep’KaHVe HayYHBIX VCCIIeIOBaHU 1
BO3MOKHOCTh pasBUTUs Hayku. B «Kpurtuke um-
CTOTrO pa3yMa» OH JI0Kasasl, UTo HayKa faeT obpa-
3ell TI03HaHMS Beex Belllevl, BCevl IIPVPOJIbl, ABUTa-
JCh Yepe3 YyBCTBEHHOCTh ¥ PacCy/IOK K pasyMy.
CriocoboM OcCMBICIIEHMS CTasl JIOTMYeCKU-TIeayK-
TUBHBIVI METOI, C IIPYMeHeHVeM KOTOPOro 13 He-
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tific terms. This paved the way for the second
stage of Heidegger’s work, namely, the claim
that poetic language was more important for
human life than the language of science. In the
meantime he is looking for the roots from which
non-scientific daily life grows.

To get a clearer view of the pits and bumps
on Heidegger’s road in the 1910s-20s we have
to understand fully the task he set himself.
There was a need to understand the meaning
of progress and the goals of further existence
of humankind. To understand not what man
cognises, but how he lives and ought to live —
these are the tasks Heidegger set himself. This
was the crucial difference in the philosophical
interpretations of the first half of the twentieth
century from previous philosophical thinking.
To clarify his philosophical priorities, Heideg-
ger had to renounce preceding philosophy and
delve into the past philosophical achievements
of Aristotle, Plato, Leibniz and Kant. Many
pages in Heidegger’s work Kant and the Problem
of Metaphysics (1927) are devoted to the analy-
sis of Kant’s attempts to ground being, a fact
which calls for a closer look at Kant’s reasoning.

2. Kant on Being

European science was formed in the 1660s,
its foremost representatives being Galileo and
Newton. A hundred years after the publication
of Newton’s main work, Mathematical Principles
of Natural Philosophy (1687), which formulated
the main laws of natural science and the law of
gravity, Kant attempted to comprehend philo-
sophically the content of scientific research and
the possibilities of science development. He
proved in the Critique of Pure Reason that sci-
ence set an example of cognition of all things
and of nature in its entirety, moving from sensi-
bility and intuition to reason. The way of com-
prehension was the logical-deductive method,



T.b. lnyrau

KOTOPBIX BaKHBIX ITPEIIIOCHUIOK BBIBOMISTCS BCe-
BO3MOKHBIE JTaJIbHEVIIIIVe CIIeICTBIS M TaKUM 00-
Pa3oM CTPOUTCS BCS CHICTeMa HayYHBIX ITOHSTUIL

IlpaBna, KanT mokasaji, 4To 4esloBeKy ITpUCY-
IV VI HeHayYHBle PacCy KAeHs, 1171 KOTOPBIX He-
XapaKTepHO CTpeMyleHVe K (POPMMPOBAHMIO IIO-
HSTUV, VI KacalOTCS OHVI IIpeXK/ie Bcero cdep Hpas-
CTBEHHOCTM 1 3cTeTMKN. Ho Oosiee BaXHBIM 1
KanTa 1 maornx dpwiocodpos XVII—XX BB. ocTasa-
JIOCh BCe ke OObsCHeHVe HayYHbIX 3HaHWI, a He TO,
B KaKOM MMpe 4eJIoBeK KMBEeT, KaK OH JIEVICTBYeT.
®nytocod cTaBUT Teper, coOOoV BOITPOC He TOJIBKO O
TOM, KaK V3 OCHOBHBIX Hay4YHBIX ITOHSATUM JelyK-
TUBHBIM ITyTeM BBIBOISTCS BCEBO3MOXKHBIE CIIefl-
CTBVSI, HO 1 O TOM, OTKY/Ia TIOSIBJISIIOTCS CaMy 3TU
ocHoBaHMs. KaHT cdopmysinpoBasl BOIIpoC 0 Kpu-
TEPVSIX MICTVHHOCTY 3HaHMS, TO eCTh 00 OTHOIIIe-
HVM MBI K OBITMIO, OO0 OTHOIIEHWVI 3HAaHWMS K
Mupy. Tak v 1osiBiIsIeTCs TO camoe OBbITVIe, KOTOPBIM
B Havasle 1920-x IT. oueHb 3anHTEpecoBasicd Xaviie-
rrep. KaHT ObUT BBIHYXXI€H IIpM3HATH, UTO TapaH-
TUV VICTVIHHOCTYU HeT. Jla, 9TO KacaeTcsl CVCTEMBI
BBIBOJIOB, Mbl YBepeHBI: eIV HeT IPOTUBOpeuns
Me>X/1y BBIBOJIaMM VI OCHOBAHMSIMY, TIOCBUIKaMM, TO
BBIBOZIBI BepHBL. HO OTKyma OepyTcs camy OCHOB-
Hble TOckUIKN? HpioToH, HariprMep, BooOIIe OTKa-
3bIBAJICS CTABUTH BOIIPOC O TOM, UTO TaKOe TATOTe-
HIe — 3TOro OH He 3HaeT U Jlake He XOueT 3HaTb.
J1oCTaTOYHO TOrO, YTO OHO CYILIECTBYET, M BBIBOIBI
O TIOBEJIEHW TeJl 11 MOPsI CBUIETeIIbCTBYIOT O CY-
mectBoBaHMM TsroTeHMs. Ho KanTa xak dprtoco-
da Takoe 3asBIeHMe He ymosieTBopsuIo. OTKyda
HploToH mosty4msl 3HaHMe O TATOTeHUM — He U3
majieHms ke Ha 3eMstio somoka? CormacHo Herorto-
HY, OCHOBHBI€e TIOHSTVSI BBITEKAIOT 13 IIPOCTOrO Ha-
OrrrormeHIsE HEKOTOPbIX OIbITOB. Ho 3T0 He Tak. [1j1s
TOr0 YTOOBI BBECTV B HAyYHBIVI OOOPOT ITYCTOTY,
HazI0 ObUIO AOJITO IyMarth, Aa I IpvIyMasiach OHa
TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO BMeCTO «Tejla» HBIOTOH BBe
«CUITy», B TOM 4VICJIe I CUJTy TSATOTeHms. Testo ObUIo
3aMeHeHO CIJION, HO roueMy? DTa 3aMeHa BbI3Bajla
y YYeHBIX MacCy HeZIOyMeHMIL.
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applying which consequences are derived from
certain important prerequisites to build a sys-
tem of scientific concepts.

True, Kant acknowledged that the human
being was also prone to non-scientific reasoning
which did not seek to form concepts and had
to do mostly with the spheres of morality and
aesthetics. But it was still more important for
Kant and many seventeenth- to twentieth-cen-
tury philosophers to explain the specificity of
scientific knowledge, rather than the world in
which humans live and how they act. The phi-
losopher asks himself not only how all kinds
of consequences are derived from the main sci-
entific concepts through deduction, but also
where these main principles come from. Kant
raised the question of the criteria of the valid-
ity of knowledge, i.e. of the relation of thought
to being, of the attitude of knowledge to the
world. This introduced the notion of being
which so interested Heidegger in the early
1920s. Kant had to admit that there are no ul-
timate guarantees of truth. Indeed, as regards
the system of conclusions, we are sure that if
there is no contradiction between the conclu-
sions and the grounds, the premises, then the
conclusions are right. But where do the basic
premises come from? Newton, for example, re-
fuses even to raise the question of what gravity
is. He does not know it and does not want to
know. It is enough that it exists, and the con-
clusions about the behaviour of bodies and the
sea attest to the existence of gravity. But Kant
as a philosopher was not content with such a
statement. Where did Newton get the notion of
gravity? surely not from the fact that an apple
falls to the ground. According to Newton, the
main concepts flow from simple observation of
certain experiments. But that is not the case. In
order to introduce the vacuum into scientific
discourse one had to think a great deal and, in-
deed, Newton only hit upon it because in place
of “body” he introduced “force”, including
the force of gravity. The body was replaced by
force. Why? It was the cause of much puzzle-
ment among scientists.



M Kanr xak dwmtocod ocMbICIIMBaeT BOIIPOC,
OTKyJa «OepyTcs» Te IIpeIMeThl, XapaKTepUCTI-
K1 KOTOPBIX CTaHOBATCS OCHOBAaHMSAMM HayKM.
JHenyKTMBHBIM ITyTeM MX He IOJIy4MIb — TaM
MMeeT 3HaueHMe JIUIIb OTCYTCTBUE IIPOTUBOpE-
uysl MeXJly OCHOBaHMSAMM U BbIBogamu. Het nix
" B MHOYKIIUY — TaM HeT BceoOITero 3HaHMs, TO
€CTh 3aKOHOB, a JINIIIb Pa3pO3HeHHbIe CBeIeH .

I'me >xe Ty mpenMeThl, CBOVICTBa KOTOPBIX CO-
CTaBJIAI0T dyHOaMeHT Hayku? Il cyllecTByroT
v oHn? Bemb M3 cyMMBI BceX BBIBOIIOB He CIIeTy-
€T, UTO OCHOBaHMe OTHOCUTCS K cyujecmByouum
npenMeTtaM. [laxke Korga Mbl OOpaTHBIM ITyTeM
IIBVDKEMCS OT BBIBOZIOB K OCHOBAHUIO, 3TO He O3Ha-
YyaeT, YTO OHO eCTh. YUeHBIVI He 3aJyMBIBaeTCs O
HeM, HO MBI, p1II0cOdBbI, He MOXKeM OCTaBUTb 3TOT
nyHKT Oe3 BHMMaHMA. B «KpuTtnke umcroro pas-
yMa» TaKoe OCHOBaHMe OyjeT Ha3blBaTbCs sBJle-
HueM. VI3 Hero nosjydaercs: 3HaHMe IIOCPEICTBOM
4yBCTBEHHOCTH U paccyznka. Ho 3a siBjieHmeM cTo-
uT HeuTo HemspecTHoe. ITo KaHTy, MBI HeoOXOIM-
MO JIOJKHBI ITPeJITIONIOKUTE HeYTO B KauecTBe Oc-
HOBaHMS 3HaHMS, HO 3TO He 3HaHMe O IIpelIMeTe,
9TO CKOpee udes mpernmera, 1 Oe3 Hee 0DOMTVCH
HeJIb35, TaK KaK MHaJe II03HaHVe IIOBVCHeT B BO3-
nyxe. @axTdecku KaHT cTaBuT BoIpoc o mpef-
MeTe BHe 3HaHMs, 0 ObITHM BHe NTO3HaHMA. VIMeH-
HO OHO 3aMfHTepecyeT Xarijierrepa mpexze Bcero.

Sl cumTaro, uyro oTrkas KaHTa OoTBeTUTH II0JI0-
JKMTEeIBHO Ha BOIIPOC O OBITMM KaK IIpeIIiochlIKe
3HaHVS 00yCIIOBJIEH 0COOBIM XapaKTepoM HayYHO-
ro sHaHusa Hosoro spemenn. Ero ocobeHHocTh, 0
ueM cBuIeTesIbcTBYeT caM KaHT, — B aKcriepriMeH-
Te. BceM 113BeCTHO, KaKyI0 POJIb IIPUIICHIBAET IKC-
neprMeHTaM KaHT. B «KpuTinke umcroro pasyma»
pedb BO MHOT'OM MeT O TOM, YTO YUYeHBbIVI BTATVBa-
eT M3ydaeMblVl IpeJIMeT B SKCIIEPMMeHT U ITPO3-
BOAMT C HUM pasHble, M CaMVM IIpeIyCMOTpPeH-
Hble JericTBusl. OH 3HaeT, 4TO B 3TUX AEVICTBUAX
OOHapy>XKMBaIOTCs CBOVICTBA ITpeMeTa. Ho oH He
3HaeT TOTO, YTO BBIXOAWT 3a T'PaHMUIIBI SKCIIEPU-
MeHTa. A 3TO — caM IpelIMeT. YUeHBIN IIOCTHTa-
€T 3KCIIEPVIMEHTVIPYEMBbIVI, OLIBITHBIVI IIPEIMET, HO

T.B. Dlugach

As a philosopher, Kant confronts the ques-
tion where the objects, whose characteristics
become the foundations of science, come from.
They cannot be arrived at through deduction
which is only concerned with the lack of con-
tradiction between the grounds and the con-
clusions. Nor can they be obtained through
induction which has only scattered pieces of in-
formation and not general knowledge, i.e. laws.

Where are the objects whose properties
form the foundation of science? Do they exist
at all? For it does not follow from the sum of
the conclusions that the ground refers to ex-
isting objects. Even when we move in reverse
from conclusions to the ground, it does not
mean that it exists. This does not bother the sci-
entist, but we philosophers cannot ignore this
point. In the Critique of Pure Reason the ground
is called “phenomenon”. Knowledge is derived
from it via sensibility and intuition. But behind
the phenomenon lies something unknown.
According to Kant, we must assume some-
thing as the ground of knowledge, but this is
not knowledge about the object, but rather an
idea of the object, and we cannot do without
it because otherwise cognition would hang in
the air. In effect, Kant raises the question of
the object outside knowledge, of being outside
cognition. It is the latter that would interest
Heidegger above all.

I submit that Kant’s refusal to give a positive
answer to the question about being as the pre-
requisite of knowledge stems from the character
of scientific knowledge in the modern period.
As Kant himself attests, its distinctive feature is
the experiment. Kant, of course, attached par-
ticular importance to experiment. Much of the
Critique of Pure Reason revolves around the fact
that the scientist draws the object studied into
the experiment and performs on it various acts
of his own choosing. He knows that the ob-
ject’s properties are revealed through these ac-
tions. But he does not know what is beyond the
boundaries of the experiment. And that is the
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He IpeaMeT caM I10 cebe. YueHbIl 3HaeT Te CBOVI-
CTBa, KOTOpBle OOHAPYXMBAIOTCS B X0l 3KCIIepu-
MeHTaJIbHbIX Bo3aeVicTBuil. OHaKO caM IIpeiMeT
ocTaeTcs BHe 3KcIleprMeHTa. Bor moyemy Heroton
OTKa3aJiCsi OTBeYaTh Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, UTO IIpef-
CTaBJIgeT cobovl TATOTeHMe, BOT noyeMy KanT 000-
3Ha4WII cCaM ITpeJIMeT KakK Belllb caMy I1o cebe.

Ho nmyxHa ObUIa TeHMasIbHOCTh KaHTa, 4TOOBI
IIPUMTH K BBIBOALY: KaKOe-TO ITpeJicTaBjIeHVe O ca-
MOM ITpe/IMeTe Hajlo MIMeTh, IIYCTh Jlake B Heollpe-
HesieHHOV popMe men IIpeaMeTa WIN J1axke B OT-
punaresibHOM — BELIV CaMOV 110 cebe. bes npen-
CTaBJIEHVIS O HeVl HeJlb3sl OOBSICHUTB, O UeM 3HaHIE,
K 4eMy OTHOCWUTCS 3KCIlepyMeHTasIbHOe 3HaHUe.
W oueHB Ba’kHO, UTO 3TOT BOIIPOC 3aMHTepecoBall
Kanra c camoro Hauasia ero dpmstocodckon ms-
H1 — c 1755 1. VImeHHO Torma oH mmImer paboTy
«HoBoe ocserrienme miepBbIX IPUHIINIIOB MeTadm-
3MYeCKOr0 ITO3HAHVS» VI B HEVI CTaBUT BOIIPOC O ObI-
TUV caMOM I10 ceDe, IIpaB[ia, ellle B Blzle BOIIpoca O
cymiectsoBaHuM (cM.: [ryray, 2002, c. 29, cp. c. 27).

B cBomx momickax KauT nmpoTrmsocTonT yoexre-
HMSM VMEHUTBIX HEMELIKMX MeTadu3MKOB Haul-
Hasi ¢ Xpuctrana Boribda. KanToBCKIe comMHeH s
BBbI3BaHBI aHAJIM30M MeTOH0B (POpMasIbHON JIOT V-
KV, IIyTeM KOTOPOV IBVDKYTCSI y4eHble YMBbl, 00-
AyMbIBasl SKCIlepyMeHTaIbHble aHHble. Koneu-
HO, IIPOTMBOPeUNsl MeX/1y OCHOBaHMAMU W CJIel-
CTBUSAMM B PacCyXIeHMsIX ObITh He JOJDKHO, BeIb
VHaye Hapyllasicsd Obl 3aKOH TOX[IeCTBa; HeJIb3s
OIpeNieINThb, HallpuMep, Iap Kak durypy, obia-
JAIOIYI0 OCTPBIM YIJIOM, MHade Obl Bce popmy-
JIbI, BEITEKAIOIIIe 113 OIIpefiesleH s I1apa KakK Kpy-
ra, TO €CThb ero JiaMeTp, paJnychl 1 IUIOIIab, Ha-
pyumivce. Ho kak MbI onmpenesnm cam map? OT-
KyZla 3TO oIpefesieHye bepeTcsi?

Tak, ecsit MBI 3HaeM, UTO KHUTa — 3TO IIpef-
MeT [JI YTeHMs, MBI C JIETKOCTBIO IIOVIMEM, 4TO
TaKoe IepervieT, TUIorpadckre 3HauKy, 0OJIOX-
Ka; a ecsi Mbl He 3HaeM? Eciiv HaM ITOKas3bIBaloT
COBepIIIeHHO He3HAKOMBIVI IIpeIMeT, TO MBI, XOTs
VI MOJKeM BOCIIPMHMMATh €r0 YyBCTBeHHO KakK uep-
HBIVI, IJIAIKWV, TPEYTOJIbHBIVI, IUIOTHBIV, BCE paB-
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object itself. The scientist studies the object of
the experiment, but not the object-in-itself. The
scientist knows the properties that are revealed
in the course of the experiment. The object itself
remains outside the experiment. That is why
Newton refused to answer the question what is
gravity; that is why Kant designated the object
as the thing-in-itself.

It took Kant’s genius to come to the conclu-
sion that one had to have some notion of the
object itself, even in a diffuse form of an idea
of the object or even in the negative idea of the
thing-in-itself. Without some notion of it, it is
impossible to say what knowledge is about
and what experimental knowledge refers to. It
is important that this question interested Kant
from the very beginning of his philosophical
career, since 1755 when he wrote Principiorum
primorum cognitionis metaphysicae nova diluci-
datio, in which he raises the question of being
in itself, albeit still in the shape of the question
about existence (Dlugach, 2002, p. 29, cf. p. 27).

In his works Kant challenges the convic-
tions of eminent German philosophers, be-
ginning with Christian Wolff. Kant’s doubts
are prompted by his analysis of the methods
of formal logic which learned brains used in
mulling over experimental data. Sure enough,
there should be no contradictions between the
grounds and the consequences because oth-
erwise the law of identity would be broken;
a sphere cannot be defined as a figure with a
sharp angle; otherwise all the formulas stem-
ming from the definition of a sphere, such as
diameter, radii, and area would be violated.
But how would we define the sphere? Where
does the definition come from?

Thus, if we know that a book is there to be
read we can readily understand the meaning
of binding, typographical symbols and cover.
And what if we do not know? If we are shown
a totally unknown object, even if we perceive
it with our senses as black, smooth, triangu-



HO 13 COBOKYITHOCTM 3TMX CBOVICTB He CMOXXeM
OIIpeJIeINTh €ro, He CMOXKeM I10Ka3aTh, YTO OH CO-
6omt mpencrasisieT. Mpl OymeM IIOXOXM Ha Map-
TBIIIKY, KOTOpas TO IIOHIOXaeT, TO IMOJIVIKeT OUKIL.
CyMMa CBOVICTB (ITpeIMKaToB, Kak 0OO3HavYaeT MX
dopmaTbHas JIOTMKa) He JaeT 3HaHU O IIperMe-
Te (j1ormyeckoM cyobexTe). CyMMa IIpeJKaToB He
paBHa cyObeKTy. VI He JaeT JoKa3aTesIbCTB ero Cy-
1mectBoBaHMs. KaHT noaTomMy fesaeT BbIBO: pop-
MaJIbHasl JIOTMKa He JIaeT 3HaHM: O IIpefiMeTe (Co-
Zlep’kaHMM) 3HaHMs, OHa KacaeTcs JIUIIb ero pop-
Mbl. [ToaToMy, aHaIM3Mpys 3HaHMe, Mbl JOJDKHBI
OIMpaTbCs He TOJIBKO Ha 3aKOHBI TOXeCcTBa U
IpoTuBOpeunsi, Tpedyemble OpMaIbHON JIOTW-
KOVI, HO 1 ellle Ha OIVH 3aKOH — 3aKOH JI0CTaTOY-
HOIo OCHOBaHW:A. 37ech KaHT ykasbiBaeT Ha 3Ha-
MEHWUTOro HeMeIIKoro MeTadmsmka XpucTuaHa
Asrycra Kpysmns, onmonenTa Bosbda.

B mamm gum r-u Kpysun B coeir dpwioco-
vt mBITasICA TaTh MeTadU3MUeCKOMY 3HaHMIO
COBepIIIeHHO VHOVI BUJ], TeM, YTO OTKa3aJl 3aKOHY
IIPOTVMBOPEYNs B IIPUBIIIEr OBITH BCEOOIINM 1
BBICIIIVIM ITPUHIIAIIOM BCEro MO3HaHM, a Takxke
TeM, 4TO BBeJI MHOIO IPyIMX HeroCpelCTBeH-
HO JOCTOBEPHBIX M HeI0Ka3yeMBbIX ITPVHIINUIIOB
Y yTBepXdajl, 4TO WX IpPaBWIbHOCTb MOXXHO
IIOHATHh W3 IPUPOABI HAIlero pacCyaKa, PyKo-
BOJICTBY#Ch IIPABWIOM: TO, UTO $I MOT'Y MBICIIUTD
TOJIPKO KaK MICTMHHOe, MCTMHHO (AA 02, S. 293;
KanT, 19648, c. 267).

DTto ykasaHMe j1si KaHTa odeHb BaXHO, Tak
KaK OH y)Ke IOJIOIIe]I K MBICJIM O TOM, YTO eCThb
CYXX[IeHWs OIBITHBIE, a He JIOrMYecKiue, KOTopble
TeM He MeHee COCTaBJISIOT OCHOBY yMO3aKJIlode-
Hus. CoracHo Kpysuto, mponorpkaet KaHT, Bern
BCJIEICTBYIE TOTO, UTO OHM CYILIEeCTBYIOT [IeVICTBU-
TeJIPHO, He TPeOyIOT JOKa3aTeIbcTBa haKTa cBoe-
ro cylmectBoBaHMs. KaHT Tak He IyMaeT 1 MIIeT
IIOKa3aTeJIbCcTBa CylrecTBoBaHMs. He 3alymem o
TOM, 4TO 3TO eire 1750-e 1T, M B HOIIBITKax 00o-
cHOBaHMA ObITVsE KaHT BBOOUT peasvtble OCHOBa-
HVSL, OTJINYHBIE OT JIOTMYECKMX.
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lar, and hard, all the same we cannot define it
and show that it is proceeding from the sum
of these properties. We would be like a mon-
key that first smells and then licks eyeglasses.
The sum of properties (or predicates, in formal
logical terms) does not yield knowledge of the
object (logical subject). The sum of predicates
does not equal the subject. Nor does it prove
its existence. This leads Kant to the conclusion
that formal logic does not provide knowledge
about the object (content) of knowledge but has
to do only with its form. Therefore, in analys-
ing knowledge we have to proceed not only
from the laws of identity and contradiction re-
quired by formal logic, but also from the princi-
ple of sufficient reason. Here Kant invokes the
eminent German philosopher Christian August
Crusius, an opponent of Christian Wolff:

The philosophy of Crusius has recently
claimed to give metaphysical cognition quite
a different form. It has done so by refusing
to concede to the law of contradiction the
preeminent right to be regarded as the supreme
and wuniversal principle of all cognition.
Crusius introduced a large number of other
principles which were immediately certain
and indemonstrable, and he maintained that
the correctness of these principles could be
established by appeal to the nature of our
understanding, employing the rule that what
I cannot think as other than true is true (UD,
AA 02, p. 293; Kant, 2011, pp. 240-241).

This is an important statement of Kant’s
since it indicates that he had already ap-
proached the idea that there exist notions de-
rived from experience and not logic and which
nevertheless lie at the basis of an inference. Ac-
cording to Crusius, Kant continues, because
things exist in reality they require no proof.
Kant does not think so and seeks proof of the
fact of existence. Let us remember that this was
still in the 1750s and, seeking to ground be-
ing, Kant introduces real as opposed to logical
grounds of being.
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B camom neite, ero (Kpysus. — T./1.) npgeasns-
HOe OCHOBaHVIe COBIaIaeT C OCHOBAaHMEeM I103Ha-
HWS, I B 3TOM CJIydae JIeTKO IIOHSTh, YTO eCIIN 5
4TO-HMOYIb YK€ paccMaTpuBalo KaK OCHOBaHMe,
TO 51 MOTY BBISIBUTB OTCIOIa M ciezfcTsue. ITos-
TOMY, COIJIACHO €ro IOJIOKeHMSM, 3aIlamHbIi
BeTep ecTh peaJlbHOe OCHOBaHIe Tyd U BMecCTe C
TeM ViieaJTbHOe OCHOBaHMe, TIOTOMY YTO, VICXOMS
13 3TOTO OCHOBaHMs, 51 MOI'Yy TIO3HATh U ITpeIBU-
metb nx. [To HammIM e MOHSTUSAM, peatbHoe OC-
HOBaHVe HUKOITAa He MOXeT OBbITh 102UueckuM
OCHOBaHVEM ¥ JIOXK[Ib OIIpeIeIsIeTCs BETPOM He
[0 3aKOHYy TOXIecTBa. PaccMOTpeHHOe Hamm
BBIIIIe pa3/Iayie MeXIy JIOTMYEeCKOU ¥ pealb-
HOVI IPOTVMBOIIOJIOXXHOCTHIO aHAJIOTMYHO TOJIBKO
YTO YKa3aHHOMY Pas/IMUVIO MeXIY JIOTMYeCK/ M
u peaslbHBIM ocHOBaHMeM (AA 02, S. 203; Ka#r,
19646, c. 122; xypcus mont. — T./1.).

KaHnT npenriounTtaeT Has3bIBaTh 3TOT 3aKOH 3a-
KOHOM OITpeieJIsIIOIIero, a He I0CTaTOYHOrO OCHO-
BaHN; Beb VMMEHHO Ha ero Oase orpeesiseTcs
cylecTBoBaHMe ITpeamMeTa. Ho 3TOT 3ak0oH Kak Obl
«He3aKOHHOe IUTs» POpMasIbHO JIOTVIKY, OH Ka-
JKeTcsl YeM-TO MHTYUTUBHBIM, OH He KacaeTcsl Bbl-
BOIOB, a 3aTparmsaeT Mx noceuiku. VI KaHt erme
pa3 IO UepKIMBaeT, YTO CBsA3b CyObeKTa ¢ Ipeu-
KaTOM YVICTO JIOrmdeckasi, HO «OTHOIIIEHST JTI0OBIX
IIPeIVKATOB K X CyOBeKTaM HUKOITIA He O3HaYa-
IOT Yero-TO CYIIeCTBYIOIIEro, n0o B TaKOM CiIydae
CyOBEKT Ho/KeH ObLI OBl yoKe ObITh IIPeITIoIoKeH
B KauecTBe cyuecTymomiero» (AA 02, S. 74; Kanr,
1964a, c. 404). XKax TammHaBO BCiIe 3a Xavjerre-
POM COBEPIIIEHHO IIPaBVIIBHO, Ha MOV B3IJIsi, 00-
paraeT BHMMaHMe Ha T, uTo KaHT cBoernt pabore
«EOvHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOE OCHOBaHVE JIJIsI [OKa-
3aresbcTBa ObITHs Bora» (1763) ctaBuT BOpoc He
CTOJIBKO O OBITMM bora, CKoJIbKO 0 OBITHV ITPUPO-
HBIX Bellleyl — Bellb KOIr[ia MbI TOBOPVIM, UTO Jiepe-
BO CyIIIeCcTBYeT (is), cobaka CyIIecTByeT, peub et
He 00 VX peasIbHOM CYIIIeCTBOBaHWM, a O CBA3U
JIorm4eckmx cyowpekTa n mpeamkara (Taminiaux,
1991, p. 70—71; cp.: Xavtmerrep, 2001, c. 32)%.

2 IIpn stom TammubO, cchUlasick Ha Xarigerrepa,
orMedaeT, uto KaHT [moctaToyHO HeOpeXHO IIpu
obo3HaueHM OBITHS yITOTpeOIIsdeT pasHble TEPMUHBI —
Dasein, Existenz, Wirklichkeit (Taminiaux, 1991, p.71):
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Crusius’s ideal ground is identical with the
ground of cognition; and in that case it is easy to
understand that if I already regard something
as a ground, I can infer from it the consequence.
Hence, according to his principles, the west
wind is a real ground of rain clouds; but it is
also an ideal ground, for I am able to recognise
and protect the latter by appeal to the former.
But according to our concepts, the real ground
is never a logical ground, and the rain is not
posited by the wind in virtue of the rule of
identity. The distinction between logical
opposition and real opposition, which we drew
above, is parallel to the distinction between the
logical ground and the real ground, which is
under discussion here (NG, AA 02, p. 203; Kant,
1992a, p. 240; italics T.D.).

Kant prefers to call this rule the rule of de-
fining and not sufficient reason; for it is on its
basis that the existence of an object is deter-
mined. But this rule is an “illegitimate child”,
as it were, of formal logic, it appears to be
something intuitive, not touching the conclu-
sions, but only their prerequisites. Kant reiter-
ates that the link between the subject and the
predicate is purely logical, but “[t]he relations
of predicates to their subjects never desig-
nate anything existent; if they did, the subject
would then have to be already posited as exist-
ent” (BDG, AA 02, p. 74; Kant, 1992b, p. 120).
Jacques Taminiaux (1991, pp. 70-71), follow-
ing Heidegger (1982, p. 28), quite rightly in my
opinion, draws attention to the fact that Kant in
his work The Only Possible Argument in Support
of a Demonstration of the Existence of God (1763)
raises the question not so much of the existence
of God as about the being of natural things:
when we say that a tree is, a dog is, we refer not
to their real existence, but to the link between
the logical subject and predicate®.

2 Taminiaux (1991, p. 71), citing Heidegger (1982, p. 28),
notes that Kant is rather careless in using various terms
to denote being — Dasein, Existenz, Wirklichkeit: “For us,
in contrast, the word ‘Dasein’, does not designate, as it
does for Kant, the way of being of natural things. It does



s KaHTa moka HesicHO, Kak Or1arofiapsi Tomy,
YTO eCTh HeYTO, eCTh €llle 1 YTO-TO APYyTroe: «...KaK
HEUYTO BBITEKAaeT M3 Yero-To IPYroro He IO 3aKO-
Hy TOXZecTBa (ToXap 13 Tyun. — 1.J]), — mmuiIer
OH, — OOBSICHEHVIE 3TOTO 51 OXOTHO OBI TIOCITyIIIa»
(AA 02, S. 202; KanT, 19646, c. 121). B ommiramm pe-
aJIFHOTO OCHOBAHVISL OT JIOTTYECKOrO KPOeTCs U TO,
YTO B PeasTbHOCTMI BO3SMOXXHBI IPOTMBOpEUNST —
371ech [1Ba IIpeayKaTa OHOVI ¥ TOW JKe Bellly Mo-
I'yT OBITh IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHBIMIL TaK, KOpadiIb, Ha-
XOISIINTICS B MOP€E, MOXKET VCITBITBIBATh IIPOTMBO-
MOJIOKHBIE TEUEHVISI, BCJIELICTBYIE Yero HAXOMWMTCS B
II0KO€, HO TIOKOVI eCTh HeuTo, a He HuuTo. KaHT co-
BEPIIIT HACTOSIINI (PVIIOCOPCKITI TIOMIBT, TIOKa-
3aB OrpaHMYeHHOCTb (POPMasIbHBIX PacCy KIeHWU,
KOTOPBIMI PYKOBOJICTBOBaJIVICh BCE €CTECTBOVICITBI-
TaTelIv, Y IIPeIIoNIoKIII HeKOTOpble JIpyTve pac-
CY>KIIeHVsI, OTHOCSIIMeCs He K popMe, a K cofiep-
KaHwro 3HaHMs. B mepsont «KpuTtike» oaM OymyT
OTHeCeHBbI K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO JIOT'MIKe, HO TI0Ka
ente KanT per ee. CymiecTsoBaHMe He OTKPbIBa-
€TCS B UVCTO JIOTMUECKVIX TIOCTPOEHVISIX, BHOBb ITOI-
yepKMBaeT OH, OHO BbICKa3bIBaeTcs KaK aOCOJIIOT-
HOe TIOJIaraHVe, yTBepXKIIeHVe Uero-To 0e3 mpudm-
HBI, 03 JIOTIKI, OHO eCTb peasIbHOe OCHOBaHVIE.

PeajibHOe cylllecTBOBaHVe YU4eHbIM He yUUThI-
BaeTcs. Takoe ObITHMeE 111 yUEHOTO — HWYTO, WIIN
uyctoe OblTme. Tak OCMBICIVII CyIlleCTBOBaHMe
II03HaBaeMoro IpeaMeTa leresrs, TouHO IIpoped-
JIEKTUPOBaB Hay4yHoe nosHaHMe. KaHT Kak OyaTo
TOXKe CTOUT Ha 3Tux nosunysx. Ho oH yxe rnoHu-
MaJl, 4TO C PUI0COCKOVI TOUKM 3peHMs HYKHO
OCMBICIIUITB ¥ TO, YTO BBIXOWT 3a TPAHMIIBI SKCIIe-
PVIMEHTa, XOTs 3TO Bpozie Obl 11 HeBO3MOXKHO. BbI-
TWe J1JI1 Hero He CHMMAaeTCd B CYIIIHOCTH, Kak Oy-
met y Teress, a coxpaHsieT cBoe HEIOHATHOE 3Ha-
yeHMe: TaK IOgBJIsieTCsl Belllb caMa II0 cebe — cy-
IIIeCTBYIOIasi Ha TpaHulle 3HaHM U B TO e Bpe-

«...0j11 Hac coBo Dasein obo3HauaeT, HalpoTwB, He
crioco® ObITms mpupomHom Berny, kak y Kanra. Ono
BOOOIIIe 0DO3Ha4UaeT He CII0COO OBITh, a OpemesieHHOe
cylliee, KOTOpoe eCTb MBI caMW, YesoBeueckoe Dasein. Mel
Bcerna — HekoTopoe Dasein. <...> Crroco6 ObrTrist Dasein
MBI OIpefesisieM TEePMVHOJIOTMYECKM KaK IK3UCHIeHUYUIO
(Existenz)» (Xamperrep, 2001, c. 32).
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It is still unclear to Kant how something is
because something other is: “[...] what I should
dearly like to have distinctly explained to me,
however, is how one thing issues from another
thing, though not by means of the law of iden-
tity (rain from a cloud — T.D.)” (NG, AA 02,
p- 202; Kant, 1992a, p. 239). The distinction be-
tween the real and logical ground is that in
reality contradictions are possible: here two
predicates of one and the same thing can be op-
posite; thus a ship at sea may be exposed to op-
posite currents owing to which it is in a state of
rest, but the rest is something and not nothing.
Kant performed a veritable philosophical feat
by demonstrating the limitations of formal rea-
soning which guided all the natural scientists
and positing some other reasoning that has to
do with the content and not the form of knowl-
edge. They would be part of transcendental
logic in the first Critique but in the meantime
Kant was still searching for it. Existence does
not reveal itself through purely logical con-
structions, he stresses again, it is expressed as
an absolute positing, when something is assert-
ed without cause, without logic, and it is the
real ground.

The scientist does not take into account
the real existence. For a scientist such being is
nothing, or pure being. This is how Hegel in-
terpreted the existence of the cognised object
in precisely reflecting scientific cognition. Kant
seems to share this view. But Kant already un-
derstood that from the philosophical point of
view it was necessary to interpret what tran-
scends the boundaries of an experiment, even
though it seems to be impossible. For him, be-
ing is not sublated in essence, as with Hegel,
but retains its yet-to-be-understood meaning:
thus is born the thing-in-itself which straddles
the boundary of knowledge. Thinking must

not designate a way of being at all, but rather a specif-
ic being which we ourselves are, the human Dasein. We
are at every moment a Dasein. [...] To this way of the Da-
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sein’s being we assign the term “Existenz’, ‘existence’.



T.b. lnyrau

M$ BBIXOZAINAs 3a Hee. MBIIIUTeHMe JO/DKHO IIPU-
3HaTb OBITVIE CAMOTrO IIpeMeTa, YUUTHIBATh €0 CY-
IIIeCTBOBaHME, <100 TO, UTO C HEOOXOTMMOCTBIO T10-
Oy>KmaeT Hac BBIXOOWUTB 3a IIpeJIeibl OIbITa 1 BCeX
SIBJIEHWV, eCTh 0e3ycA06H0e, KOTOpOe pa3yM HeoO-
XOVIMO ¥ BIIOJIHE CIIpaBelJIVIBO MIIIET B Belllax ca-
MUX 10 cebe B JOIOIHeHVe KO BceMy 0OyCIIOBIIeH-
HOMY, TeM CaMBbIM TpeDOys 3aKOHUeHHOr'o psja yc-
mosum» (B XX; Kant, 20060, c. 21). YenoBeyeckoe
ro3HaHMe 00yc106/1eH0 YyBCTBEHHOCTBIO ¥ pac-
CYIKOM, HO eCJIVI CTaBUTh BOIIPOC O TOM, C YeM OHO
JIOJKHO COOTHOCUTBCS, B YeM VICKaThb CBOVI KpHTe-
pus, To 3TO0 — Oe3ycsIoBHOe, HaxofsIreecs, KaK Hi
CTPaHHO, 3a IIpeeslaMy MBIIUIEHNS, TO eCTh 0bl-
mue. V1 KaHT 3/1ech BbICKa3bIBaeT KakK Oy/ITO OueHb
CTPaHHYIO Belllb: KpUTePUt 3HAHVS HaXOITCS He
B BelllaX, IIOCKOJIBKY MBI VX 3HaeM, a B Belllax, Io-
CKOJIBKY MBI X He 3HaeM, TO eCTh B BelllaX, He 3a-
BUCSIIIMX OT HAIIlero 3HaHMS O HUX, CYIIECTBYIO-
VX, JTaXKe eCJT HUKAKOTO 3HAHMS HeT.

3. PauHn11 3Tanl TBOp4YecTBa Xanjgerrepa.
beiTiie 1 Bpems

Xarirerrep cHa4asia IBITAETCS BBISICHUTH, UTO
Takoe ObITye BooOIIe, uTo 0e3 OLITHMS KaK TakKo-
BOrO0 HET YejIoBeKa ¥ uTO 0e3 ueoBeKa, KakK H
cTpaHHO, HeT ObrTms. Hu mirst ogHOro ms mpyrmx
JKVIBBIX CYIIIECTB 9Ta MBIC/Ib He VIMeeT CMbICIIa, TI0-
TOMY YTO OHM He 3aJlyMBIBAlOTCSI O CBOEM Hadva-
se 1 xoHIle. OBOCHOBaHMe TOJIKOBaHMS (yHIa-
MEHTaJILHOVI OHTOJIOIMY HeOoDXOHMVMO HaTaJIK/-
BaeTcs Ha IoHsATHe ObITrs. ODOCHOBAThH O3HAUAET
CJIerIaTh IIPO3PAYHbIM, [IPOSICHUTH OITperieJIeHHOe
Cyllee, a VIMEHHO CyIllee TOrO, KTO CIIpAIl/BaeT.
W BOT 2TO cyIllee, KAKOBBIM MBI CaMU SIBJISIEMCS,
CIIpalmBaeT, «KakKuM o0pa3oM BOT-OBITIE, KOTO-
poe BCSAKIIL pa3 CYIIeCTBYeT KaKMM-IM00 omperie-
JIEHHBIM, HO TIepBOHAYaJIBHO He II03HaBaTeJIbHbIM
VI He TOJIBKO ITO3HABaTeJIBHBIM CIIOCOOOM, pa3Mbl-
Kaerm CBOVI MUP, B KOTOPOM OHO yKe IIpeObIBaeT»,
TO eCTh ObITHe BooOIIIe (Xanmerrep, 1998, c. 169).
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recognise the being of the object itself and take
its existence into account, “[f]or that which nec-
essarily drives us to go beyond the boundaries
of experience and all appearances is the un-
conditioned, which reason necessarily and with
every right demands in things in themselves
for everything that is conditioned, thereby de-
manding the series of conditions as something
completed” (KrV, B XX; Kant, 1998, p. 112). Hu-
man cognition is conditioned by sensibility and
understanding, but if the question is raised of
what it should relate to, and what its criterion
is, it is the unconditioned which, oddly enough,
is outside the boundaries of thinking, i.e. being.
Here Kant makes a rather odd statement: the
criterion of knowledge is not in the things inas-
much as we know them, but in things inasmuch
as we do not know them, i.e. in things that do
not depend on our knowledge of them and ex-
ist even if there is no knowledge.

3. Early Period of Heidegger’s Work.
Being and Time

Heidegger first tries to clarify what is “being
in general”, since there is no human without
being and since, oddly enough, there is no be-
ing without the human. This idea has no mean-
ing for any other living beings because they do
not think about their beginning and end. The
grounding of the interpretation of fundamental
ontology cannot afford to sidestep the concept
of being. To ground means to make transpar-
ent, to clarify something existing, precisely, the
essence of the one who does the asking. So the
Dasein, which we all are, asks “[h]Jow [...] the
Dasein, which at any given time is in a particu-
lar but primarily non-cognitive and not mere-
ly cognitive mode of being, [does] disclose its
world in which it already is” (Heidegger, 1985,
p- 162), i.e. being in general.



Tepmue Dasein — BOT-ObITVie — O3Ha4aeT IS
Xarierrepa dejiopeueckoe CyIlleCTBOBaHMe, OIlpe-
TIeJIVIB KOTOpOe UeJIoBeK MOXKeT OHATh OCHOBY ObI-
TS Boob1te. Beskoe 1060 ghusocogpuu ecv c1060 0
Obimuy — 3TVM HOJIOKEeHVeM MOXKHO OIpee/TNThb
Kpero dyHIaMeHTaIM3Ma Xavigerrepa (cm.: Xam-
nerrep, 2016, c. 11). 1 oHO 13 BaXKHBIX CJIOB — CJIO-
BO ApucToTesisi. BeipakeHHOe B HeM IlepBOoe MBbIC-
JINTEJIPHOE 3aKOHHOe ITOHVMMaHVe IIPVPOAbl MH-
TepecyeT Xarjerrepa He CTOJIBKO Kak IlepBoe CJIo-
BO 3aI1afiHOM (prytocodm, He CTOIIBKO KaK IepBoe
CJIOBO 3amajHOro (pwmsmka, CKOJIBKO KakK IIOCIIesl-
HUV OT3BYK IIe€pBOHAYaIbHOTO MBIIIIJIEHNS O Obl-
TUM, KOTOPOe TIOJTHOCTBIO ITPeIIecTBOBaIo Apu-
CTOTEJIIO U JOCTaJIOCh €My B HacJIe[ICTBO.

Xarierrep BBOIUT B apyUCTOTeJIeBCKOe TIOHVIMa-
HVIe TIPVIPOIBL CJIOBO O OBITMM KaK O TaKOM CYIile-
CTBe, KOTOpOe caMO ce0si IIPOM3BOANT M BEIBOAUT K
OTKPBITOVI HECOKPOBEHHOCTV, 00O3HaYaeMoi JIpy-
MM cjloBoM — «vcTuHa» (Heidegger, 1977, S. 349
(322)). TakoMy HOBVDKEHMIO MBICIIV IIPOTMBOCTOUT
BO3HIKIIIee Topas/io IO3Ke TeXHIUecKoe OCBOeHe
MIpa, KOTOpoe Xarerrep xapakTepusyeT YHUYTO-
KaroIIVIM CJIOBOM: UYJIOBUIITHOe pa3pacTaHVe Tex-
HVKI He JieJlaeT CyIlleCTBOBaHMe desjioBeKa Oolee
olecrieueHHBIM, OoJlee TrapaHTVMPOBaHHBIM. Tex-
HUKa 11 00yCJIOBJIVBaeT IpeBpallleHe yeroBeka B
cyOBeKT, a Mupa B 00beKT. IIpasra, 1 gepes Takoe
HeaIeKBaTHOe VICTOJIKOBAHME ObITVSL 9TO TeXHIUe-
CKOe OTHOIIIeHVe K IIpuponae ¥ MUpy — OAVH U3
IIPOCBETOB OBITVISL, V1 OHO ITPENCTaB/IeHO B (PryI0COo-
v Kanra. Xavimerrep He yImyckaeT 13 Buay 0Ob-
sgcHenns Kanra, manable M B «KpuTnke gmicroro
pasyMa»: «bbimie SIBHO He eCTb peaIbHBIV IIpeiy-
Kar, T.e. IIOHSITIE O YeM-TO TAKOM, YTO MOIJIO ObI BXO-
IIVTH B IIOHIATVIE TOVI VIJIV VIHOV BEIL[VD» (Xamxerrep,
1993, c. 362; cp.: A 598 / B 626; Kant, 20060, c. 771).

Pa3bupast oueHb KOPOTKO, KaK IIOHVIMaeTcs Obl-
e KaHTOM B IOKpUTHYeCKMX paboTax u B Iiep-
Bom «Kputuke», Xarierrep cHadasia FOBOPUT O €rO
HerntoHATHOCTN. [ToHsTHE ObITHS Yy KaHTa mosiara-
eTCs pacCyAKOM, HO IIOCKOJIBKY B JaHHOM CJIydae
OTCYTCTBYeT CO3epliaHie, IIOCTOJIBKY 3TO IIOHSTe
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The term Dasein — here “being” — means
for Heidegger human existence, by defining
which the human can understand the founda-
tion of being in general. Every word of philosophy
is a word about being. — This maxim defines the
credo of Heidegger’s fundamentalism (cf. Hei-
degger, 2014, p. 5). One such important word
is the word of Aristotle. His intellectual legiti-
mate understanding of nature interests Heide-
gger not so much as the first word of Western
philosophy, not so much as the first word of a
Western physicist, as the last echo of the prima-
ry thinking about being which predated Aris-
totle and was inherited by him.

Heidegger (1977, p. 349 (322)) introduces
into the Aristotelian concept of nature a word
about being as an entity which reproduces itself
and leads to open disclosure indicated by an-
other word: “truth”. This thinking is opposed
by technical development of the world which
happened much later and which Heidegger de-
scribes in devastating terms: monstrous growth
of technology does not make human existence
any more prosperous or more secure. Tech-
nology turns the human into a subject and the
world into an object. True, even in such an in-
adequate interpretation of being, it is a light
patch represented in the philosophy of Kant.
Heidegger is mindful of Kant’s clarifications in
the Critique of Pure Reason: “Being is obviously
not a real predicate, i.e., a concept of something
that could add to the concept of a thing” (KrV,
A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998, p. 567; cf. Heidegger,
1998, p. 338).

In his brief analysis of Kant’s interpretation
of being in pre-critical works and in the first
Critique Heidegger begins by noting that it is
obscure. Kant’s concept of being is posited by
understanding, but because intuition is, in this
case, absent the concept has a negative connota-
tion. In fact, according to Heidegger, with Kant
it is an object of transcendental logic as a tran-



T.b. lnyrau

JAaHO JIVIIb B HeraTMBHOM KiTtoue. DakTmuecKku,
no Xawjerrepy, oHo okasblBaeTcs y Kanra 1ipes-
MeTOM TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOV JIOTVIKVM KaK TpaHC-
I[IeHIEeHTAILHBI O0OBeKT, KaK JIOIMTUeCKI Cy61>-
eKT 0e3 mpenyKaroB. MblI He 3HaeM O HEM HUYEro,
KpOMe TOr'0, 4YTO OH eCTb. XOTs 1 3TO He[IOKa3yeMo,
BO BCSIKOM CJTy4dae MeTofdaMy OO111evt JIOT VKA

OcmbiciimBast mokputdeckme paborst Kanra,
Xarngerrep muIer:

Msb1 HaxommM yke 3mech Tesuc Kanra o Obl-
UM, IpUYeM TOXe B IBOSKON popMme oTpuIiia-
TEJILHOIO M yTBePAUTEILHOIO BbICKa3bIBaHWIA.
PopMysmpoBKa 00OMX BBICKa3bIBAaHWMI W3BECT-
HBIM 00pa30oM COOTBETCTBYeT (POpMyJIMPOBKE B
«Kpurnke umcroro pasyma». OrpuriaresbHoe
BbICKa3blBaHMe B YIIOMSAHYTOM IOKPUTUYECKOM
TpakTaTre macuT: «CylllecTBoBaHMe BOBCe He
ecTh IMpeauKaT WIN OIlpefesieHne KaKov-Imbo
Bellln». YTBepauTeIbHOe BbICKa3blBaHMe IJ1aciT:
«[ToHsTHe IIOIaraHMs... COBEPIIeHHO IIPOCTO 1
TOXIeCTBEHHO ¢ ObITreM BooOIIe» (Xarimerrep,
1993, c. 364).

Xarierrep ommpaeTcst 37eck Ha COOCTBEHHOe
KaHTOBCKOe TIOHMMaHMe: 1o KaHty, mpeamer —
3TO HEYTO, IIPOTMBOCTOSINEe 3HAHMIO O HeM,
TO ecTh MbInuteHmto. Kaxercst, uro KaHTt roso-
PUT TOJIBKO O IIpeIMeTax BO3MOXKHOIO OITBITa, HO
JIeJI0 B TOM, YTO OIBITHBIV IIpPeIMeT BTATVBaeT-
Cd B MBIIIUIEHE, OH CTAaHOBUTCS MBICIIMTEIIBLHBIM
IIPeIMETOM, CJIeIOBATEIIBHO, YKe He IIPOTMBOCTO-
uT emy. Torma B mowickax IIpeaMeTa, MHOMJIVIHHO
MIPOTVMBOCTOSIIETO MBIITUIEHNIO, CJIeflyeT Ha3BaThb
€ro KOppeJIsT.

Taxovt BBIXOJI YesloBeKa, B TOM Uwmcile B IT03Ha-
HWW, 3a CBOU I1peerTbl Xarierrep HasbIBaeT TPaH-
CHEeHIeHIMel ¥ MMEHHO ee CUMTaeT IJIaBHBIM
CBOVICTBOM UeJIOBEUECKOro OBITMS, a TaKXKe BO3-
MOYKHOCTBIO OHTOJIOTMUYECKOro MHO3HaHVs. beiTie
CTPaHHOIO, HE3IMIIMPWYECKOro IIpeaMeTa MOX-
HO CYUMUTATh TAaKMM SHAHVMEM — OHTOJIOIUECKVIM.
MosxHO 0003HaUMTE ITpeMeT, Kak 0003HavYaeT ero
Kant, — HOymMeHOM.

HanpHenmmit pa3dop KaHTOBCKOIO Te3nca O
OBITMM ¥ KAHTOBCKOI'O ITOHMMaHWs ObITvsST Xari-
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scendental object, as a logical subject without
predicates. We know nothing about it except
that it exists, although this cannot be proved, at
any rate not by the methods of general logic.
Commenting on Kant's pre-critical works,
Heidegger (1998, p. 341) writes:

Here we already find Kant’s thesis about
being, and even in the twofold form of the
negative and the affirmative assertion. The
wording of both assertions agrees in a certain
manner with that in the Critique of Pure Reason.
The negative assertion goes like this in the
precritical work: “Existence is not a predicate
or determination of anything whatever.” The
affirmative assertion goes: “The concept of
positing or asserting [...] is completely simple
and identical with that of being in general.”

Heidegger here proceeds from Kant’s own
interpretation: according to Kant, the object
is something opposing knowledge about it,
i.e. thinking. Kant seems to be speaking only
about the objects of possible experience, but the
point is that an experiential object is drawn into
thinking to become an object of thinking and
consequently, no longer contradicts it. Then
in search of an object that genuinely opposes
thinking we should name its correlate.

Heidegger describes such egress of man
beyond his confines, including in cognition,
as transcendence, considering it to be the
main attribute of the human being and the
possibility of ontological knowledge. The be-
ing of a strange non-empirical object can be
seen as such knowledge — ontological. The
object can be indicated, following Kant, as a
noumenon.

Heidegger lays out further analysis of
Kant’s thesis on being and Kant’s interpreta-
tion of being in the above-mentioned work,
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. It is a meas-
ure of the importance Heidegger attached to



Zlerrep MoapoOHO M3jiaraeT B YIIOMSIHYTOV paboTe
«KanT 1 mpobema MeTadpmsukm». Hago ckaszars,
yToO K Hel Xar?merrep BO3BpalllaeTCsl BIUIOTH 10
1964 1., 9TO TOBOPUT O TOM, HACKOJIBKO OBIJIV Bask-
HBI M3JIOKEHHbIe TaM njen. B HeKoTopoM cMBbIciTe
OHV TOABITOXMBAJIV XallZIeITePOBCKIe JIEKIIVV O
KanTte B MapOypre B 1927 1. 11 Oyt cocperioToue-
HBI Ha HOHSTUM OBITHSL.

Xarierrep TOMYepKMBaeT, UTO OIIperiesieHve
ObrTisi — BakHas (prutocodpckas 3amada, UYTO OH
BO300OHOBJISIET €€ M XOueT II0Ka3aTh: [JIS deyIoBe-
Ka OHa He IIPOCTO ITPOsIBJIEHIIe YVCTOrO JIFO0OITHIT-
CTBa, a IOVICK V3HAYaIbHOI'O OCHOBAHIS CBOEVI XKI3-
H1. KakeTcs], 4T0, IOCKOJIBKY YeJIOBeK CYIIeCTBYeT,
3 TIOHATWS O ero CYIIeCTBOBaHMI MOXKHO BbIBECTV
oHMMaHMe ObITrs BooOIe. Ho okasbiBaeTcs, uTo
3TO He O4YeHb IIPOCTO: KaK IOIONTH K HEMY?

ITo sTomy mosopy cam KanT mmcam: «Hamm
IIpeJICTaBJIeH s TOJDKHBI ObITh Y Ke TaHBl PaHbIIIe
BCSIKOT'O aHaJIv3a MX, M Hy OQHO IIOHSTHE He MO-
XKET 10 C00ep)KAHUI BOSHUKHYTH aHAIVTIIECK»
(A 77; Kanr, 2006a, c. 121). Xangerrep ke 3aMeda-
eT: «...e[IVIHCTBO HEe €CTh MTOI COCTABJIEHMS dJjIe-
MEHTOB, HO CaMO HOJDKHO OBITh M3HAYAIBHO €Iu-
HamM» (Xarmerrep, 1997, c. 33). Bee omnytenms
JIOJDKHBI OBITH IIPOCMOTpPEHBI M IOHATHL Ha POHe
4ero-To eaynHoro. VI TeM He MeHee, XOTd OIIyIile-
HMS M3HAYAJIBHO IT'OTOBBI K OOBeIMHeHIo, 00be-
IOVHWUTB X He MOTYT HU co3epliaHue, HU paccy-
nok. st aToro Tpebyercss ocobast ClIOCOOHOCTS,
KOTOpasl OCHOBaTeJIbHO He ObUIa paspaboTanHa
HV B OJJHOM M3 IipefitecTsyomyx Kanry durio-
copcKMX yUeHUI, — CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpakeHMs.
Ona Kak ObI co3maeT 151 MBICTIV 00pa3 11eTI0OCTHO-
o IIpeMeTa, CTOPOHaMM KOTOPOI'O SIBJISIOTCS OT-
ZleJIbHBbIe CBOVICTBA — TeIUIoTa, purypa, seT u T.4.
OHa Kak ObI prcyeT 13 OIIyIIeHN I IIpeIMeT; OHa
ero Bo-oOpaxaeT. V1 KaHT o0BsicHsieT: «CrHTe3 Bo-
o0rrie... ecTb MCKJIIOUUTEIBHO IEeVICTBUE CIIOCOD-
HOCTV BOOOpa’keHVIs, CJIETION, XOTS ¥ HeoOXOmm-
Mov1, PyHKIMM AyIIn; Oe3 3Tot (PyHKIMM MBI He
vMerIV ObI HMKAKOTO TIO3HAHMS, XOTS MBI U PEIKO
oco3HaeM ee» (A 78; Kant, 2006a, c. 121).

T.B. Dlugach

the ideas presented in it that he kept coming
back to the book until 1964. In a certain sense
they summed up Heidegger’s 1927 lectures on
Kant at Marburg and were focused on the con-
cept of being.

Heidegger stresses that the definition of be-
ing is an important philosophical task and that
he is resuming it in order to show that for man
this is not just a manifestation of idle curiosity,
but the search for the Ursprung, the origin of
human’s life. It would appear that because man
exists the concept of being in general can be de-
rived from the concept of man’s existence. But
things turn out to be not so simple.

Kant wrote this about it: “Prior to all anal-
ysis of our representations these must first be
given, and no concepts can arise analytically
as far as the content is concerned” (KrV, A 77;
Kant, 1998, pp. 210-211). Heidegger for his
part remarks: “[...] the unity is not to be the
result of a collision of the elements, instead it
is now itself to be the original unifying” (Hei-
degger, 1997, p. 42). All the sensations should
be examined and understood against the back-
ground of the unity. Even so, although sensa-
tions are inherently prepared for unification,
they cannot be unified either by intuition or
by understanding. It calls for a special faculty
which had not been adequately developed in
any pre-Kantian philosophical teachings, the
faculty of imagination. It seems to create for
thought an image of a whole object of which
specific properties — warmth, figure, colour,
etc. — are different aspects. It draws the ob-
ject, as it were, out of sensations, turning it
into an image. Kant goes on to explain: “Syn-
thesis in general is [...] the mere effect of the
imagination, of a blind though indispensable
function of the soul, without which we would
have no cognition at all, but of which we are
seldom even conscious” (KrV, A 78; Kant,
1998, p. 211).
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Mnoro pa3 Xampgerrep HacTOMYMBO BO3Bpa-
1masicd K padbote «KaHT v mpobiieMa MeTam3MKID»,
VI 3TO JOBOJIBHO CTPAaHHO, TaK KaK yke HaIlcaHO
1 orryOmkoBaHO «BbITre 11 BpeMsi», Ile yKa3aHbl
Iy TV OHTOJIOIMYECKOTO IO3HAHMS, a TaKXe IIperl-
JIO)KeHO ITOHMMaHVIe ObITs uepes Bpems. Vl TeMm He
MeHee Xavifierrep MIeT U JpyTvie Iy TV Y HaXOAUT
VIX WCKJIIOYMTESIbHO B [eVICTBUM TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOVI CLIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpakeHMsI, KOTOpOe, Ha
€ro B3IJIAl, siBjIgeTcs IylaBHOM TeMom «KpuTuku
4pcToro pasyma». OHa, 10 €ro MHEHUIO, OTHOCUT-
Csl He K y4YeHMIO O TI03HaHMY, a K y4eHUIo 0 pyH-
IaMeHTaJIbHOVI OHTOJIOI M, BHY TPV KOTOPOVI Bak-
HYIO pOJIb UI'paeT MMEHHO CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpa-
XeHns. Ho mpexie yem mepemTy K 3TOV 3arajiod-
HOVI criocoOHOCTM y Xariierrepa, BepHeMcsi K Tpa-
IOVITMOHHBIM KaHTOBCKVM YCTaHOBKaM.

Bcemn nipusnano, yto Kanr mpeoposien orpa-
HUYEHHOCTh ¥ CeHCyaJI3Ma, ¥ pallMOHaJIV3Ma,
B34B M3 KaXXOr0 yUeHMs OfVH 3JIeMeHT U oObe-
JAVIHVIB €T0 C JPYTUM — CO3epliaHVe C PacCyKOM.
Ho 3nech elrie HeT npeoiosieHsl; OHO HaUMHAeTCs
TaM, I7ie Jyiia (yM, MBIIIUIeHVE) CTAaHOBUTCS TOM
IJIOCKOCTBIO, KOTOpasi FOTOBa BOCIIPMHSATH BHEIII-
Hee Bo3fericTBie. He smmmpusm 1 He To, 4TO pas-
JIVYHBbIe OIIYIIeHNs, KOTopble TpelyeTcsi oObe-
AVHWUTB, yXKe M3HaudaJbHO SIBJIAIOTCS 3JIeMeHTa-
MM OJHOT'O ¥ TOTO e IIpefiMeTa, TO eCTh T'OTOBBI
K CMHTe3y 110 CBOeMY BHYTpPeHHeMY Coflep>KaHMIO,
a HeKOTOpoe IpeJicTaB/IeHVe O 11eJIOCTHOM IIpefl-
MeTe IIpefBapsieT Hallle II03HaHMe. Takoe cocTo-
guve gy JI. C. YepHsK ommcal Kak IIacCuB-
HOe COCTOsIHVMe W3HadajIbHO aKTMBHOV MBICII,
IIO3BOJIAIONIEN TIaCCMBHO BOCIIPUHMMATH BHeIII-
Hee BosflericTBre (Yepnsk, 2014, c. 302). Crocob-
HOCTb BOOOpakeHMs MOSIBJISETCS yKe B CaMOM Ha-
vaste niepBont «KpuTuKm» 1 oHMMaeTcs Kak 00'b-
efIVHeHVe, CVIHTe3 TI0JIyYeHHBIX CYOBEKTOM OIIly-
mieHM. Benp 11X Hao cBsA3aTh, YTOOBI OHM IIperl-
CTaJIM KaK 3JIeMeHTBHI OHOro IIpeaMeTa. DTO U
OCYIIIeCTBIIIeT CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpakeHMs; OHa
BKJIIOYaeT IIPU3HAKM B COCTaB eVHOIO IIperMeTa,
Kak OvI cosmaBas ero. OHa yKasbIBaeT Ha IIpeMeT
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Heidegger goes back to his work, Kant and
the Problem of Metaphysics, again and again,
which is rather strange considering that Being
and Time was already written and published
and it charted the path of ontological cognition
and explained the concept of being through
time. And yet Heidegger looks for other paths
and finds them only in the transcendental fac-
ulty of imagination which he considers to be
the main theme of the Critique of Pure Reason.
In his opinion, it pertains not to the teaching on
cognition, but to the teaching on fundamental
ontology, within which the power of imagina-
tion plays an important role. Before passing on
to this enigmatic faculty of Heidegger, let us
look back at Kant’s main tenets.

It is universally acknowledged that Kant
managed to overcome the limitations both of
sensualism and rationalism, picking one ele-
ment of each teaching and combining it with
the other, intuition with understanding. But
the job is not yet complete; overcoming begins
where the soul (mind, thinking) becomes open
to external influence. It is not empiricism and
not the fact that various sensations that need
to be unified are inherently elements of one
and the same object, i.e. are ready for synthesis
in terms of their inner content, but that a cer-
tain representation of a whole object precedes
our cognition. Lion S. Chernyak (2014, p. 302)
described this state of soul as the passive state
of inherently active thought that makes it open
to external influence. The faculty of imagina-
tion makes its appearance in the very begin-
ning of the first Critiqgue and is interpreted as
unification, synthesis of the subject’s sensa-
tions. For they need to be connected if they
are to represent elements of one object. This is
the job done by the faculty of imagination: it
includes attributes within a single object, as if
creating it. It points to the object and in that
sense is a productive force. At the same time



VI B 9TOM CMBICJIE SIBJISI€TCS ITPOMYKTUBHOVI CUJIOVA.
Ho B TO ke BpeMsi IO3HAIONINTI CyObeKT IOHVMa-
€T, UTO OHa CO3/IaeT TOJIBKO ITpeIMeThI BO3MOYKHO-
IO OIIBITA, a He peasIbHbIe IIPeIMETHI.

Haspiite cvita BooOpaskeHVsl HauHaeT UrpaTh
e1ie GOJIBIIIYIO POJIb, OCOOEHHO B pasfiesie O cxeMa-
Tn3Me, riae KaeT pasmbIisgeT, Kak IIPUMeHNUTH Ka-
Teropui K SIBJIeHMSIM. DTO 00beIiHeHe JOIDKHO
OBITH OIOCPEIOBAHO YEM-TO, UTO, C OHOV CTOPO-
HbI, YYBCTBEHHO, a C JPYIrov — VHTeJUIeKTyalb-
HO ¥ 4YTO JaeT BUJ IIpeIMeTa BO BceoOrein dop-
Me, TO eCTb TPeyroJIbHMK BOOOIIe, JOM BOOOIIIE,
cobaka BooOrrie 1 T.1. (cM.: A 141 / B 180; Kawnr,
200606, ¢.259). Ho Takme mpeameThl CyIIeCTBYIOT
TOJIPKO KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHble, 1100 3MITVPU-
YJecKvie ITpeIMeThI BCerTia eVHIYHBL 311ech «BUI»
npegMeTa MMeeT ocoOwlt XapakTep. Ero mocras-
€T cula BOOOpakeHMsl, HO OHa Tellepb He OOy-
cr1oBJIeHa amnpuert. Herrb3s vt Torma mpenmorto-
XXWUTB, YTO CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpPakeHMsI MOXeT [10-
CTaBJIATh 3HaHWMeE U O OBITVN, BBIXO/ISIIEM 3a paM-
KV TTO3HaHVIsA, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO TOXKe TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIbHBIV ITpeaMeT? VI Xarvimerrep MbICJIUT VIMeH-
HO Tak. VIMeHHO cr1a BOOOpaskeHs JaeT BO3MOX-
HOCTh OHTOJIOTMIYECKOTO IIO3HAHWS, yTBep)KIaeT
OH, IIpeX]ie BCero IOTOMY, 4YTO OHa — OCHOBA BCS-
Koro ro3HaHMs. Benp KaHT onpenenii ee kak «00-
IV KOPeHb» YyBCTBEHHOCTHU 1 paccyrika (B 863;
Kanr, 20060, c. 1047) n mmcat o0 Helt KaK O TauH-
CTBEHHOVI B IJIyOVHe uesIoBeYecKoVl Ay IV CIIOco0-
HOCTH. []0Ka3aTesIbCTBY TOTO, YTO MMEHHO TpPaHC-
ILleH/IeHTaIbHasl CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpPakeHMs OCy-
ITIECTBIISIET BBIXOJ 3a IIPeerIbl II03HAHMS K OHTO-
JIOTYeCcKOMY 3HaHMIO, Xariferrep, o CyTu fea,
IIOCBSIIaeT BCIO pabory «KaHT m mpobiema Me-
Tadpm3MKM». 311ech Ha IIEePBBIV IUIAH BBIXOIUT IIO-
HSITVIE «CXeMbI-00pa3a». «OOBIYHO MBI Has3bIBaeM
o0pa3oM BUII OIpe/ieJIeHHOrO CYIIero, IOCKO/Ib-
Ky OHO OTKPBITO KaK HeuTo HaaHoe. OHO mIper-
jaraet Buf,... Kpome toro, “o0pa3” MoxeTr mmeThb
ZIOBOJIBHO IIIMPOKOe 3HaueHMe Buia BooOlre, Oe3
oIperiesieHsl TOro, CTAHOBUTCS JIVI CO3epliaeMbIM
B 3TOM BIIe HeKOe CyIllee VIV He-CyIriee» (Xarimer-
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the cognising subject understands that it cre-
ates objects only of possible experience, and
not real objects.

Further, the power of imagination begins to
play a still bigger role, especially in the Chap-
ter on schematism where Kant reflects on how
to apply categories to phenomena. This unifi-
cation should be mediated by something which
is, on the one hand, sensible and, on the other
hand, intellectual, and which yields the view
of the object in a universal form, i.e. a triangle
in general, a house in general, a dog in general
etc. (¢f. KrV, A 141 / B 180; Kant, 1998, p. 273).
But such objects exist only as transcendental,
because empirical objects are always singu-
lar. Here the “aspect” of the object has a spe-
cial character. It is delivered by the power of
imagination, but now it is conditioned by em-
pirics. Could it be that the faculty of imagina-
tion can also deliver knowledge about being
which goes beyond the framework of cogni-
tion because it, too, is a transcendental object?
Heidegger thinks along the following lines: it is
the power of imagination that makes ontolog-
ical cognition possible, above all because it is
the foundation of all knowledge. For Kant has
defined it as the “general root” of sensibility
and the understanding (KrV, B 863; Kant, 1998,
p. 693) and wrote about it as a mysterious fac-
ulty deep inside the human soul. Heidegger ef-
fectively devotes his entire work, Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics, to proving that it is the
transcendental faculty of the imagination that
goes beyond cognition to ontological knowl-
edge. Here the concept of “schema” comes
to the fore. “First of all, image can mean: the
look of a determinate being to the extent that it
is manifest as something at hand. It offers the
look. [...] Then, however, ‘image’ can also have
the full range of meaning of look in general, in
which case whether a being or a non-being will
be intuitable in this look is not stated” (Heide-
gger, 1997, p. 65). I will say about the intuita-
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rep, 1997, c. 52). O cosepiiaeMOM B 3TOM Buzle, I10
Xavizerrepy, s CKa’ky HECKOJIBKO II03)Ke, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky cerryac Oojlee BakeH BOIIPOC 00 OTJIMYMU «CXe-
MBI-00pa3a» OT IIpocTo oOpasa. Bemp mHTepecHa
cxeMa-o0pa3 KaK IIPOAYKT [IesITeIbHOCTI CIIOCO0-
HOCTVI BOOOpaskeHMsl.

Hambosee 113BecTHBIN BUJ, CYIIIETO — 3TO €ro
oOpas, maHHBI B cosepiaHun. Ho B pasgerie o
cxeMaTm3Me KaHT yKasbpIBaeT Ha ero HeaMIIMpirde-
CKIV BU/; TPeyToIbHUK BooOIIe, cobaka BOOOIIIe
v T.14. OH JaeT JINIIb IPaBuiIo OObeIVHeH VIS MHO-
rooOpasHOro B eMHCTBO. V] «XOTs cxeMy 1 CJlef1y-
eT OT/IYaTh OT o0pas3a, — mmieT Xavjgerrep, —
HO OHa BCe e 1IMeeT OTHOIIIeHe K YeMY-TO TaKo-
My Kak o0pa3, T.e. 0Opa3HBIN XapaKTep HeoOXoau-
Mo mpucyir cxeme» (Tam xe, c. 55). [evicTBurerns-
HO, XOTS TPeYTOJIbHUK He co3epliaeTcs SMIIMprde-
CKM, OH MIMeeT HEKOTOPHIVI IIPEAMETHBIVI BI/I. s
CBSI3U € 3TVM Xanjerrep pasompaeTr COOTHOITIEH e
BceoOIIIero n equHMYHOro. JIrodoe emqyHITYHOE, TO
€CTh cOo3epriaeMbIVi OOBEKT, TOHMMAaeTCs, 110 Xar-
Jierrepy, CKBO3b IIPV3MY BCEOOIITHOCTH, TPaHCIIeH-
IEeHTaJIBHOCTIL «...y)Ke B HeIlOCpeCTBEHHOM BOC-
IPUATUY HAJIMYHOTO, HAIIlpIMep — 3TOTO JIOMa,
HeoOXOIIVIMO VIMeeTCs CxeMaTU3UpyIolee IIperl-
Bocxmtatoriee BueHme (Vorblick) wero-to xak
7oMa BOOOIIe, NI M3 IIPed-CTaB/IeHNs KOTO-
poro BcTpedarorieecs: [HaM| MOXeT ITOKa3aThb ceOs
KaK JIOM, IIPeJIOKUTh BUJ, “HajIMyHOro aoma’»
(Tam xe, c. 57). DMOupudeckoe IIOHSATHE Ha ca-
MOM [IeJle OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha CxeMax, KOTOpBIe JI0-
CTaBJISIOT eMy 00pas3, HO cxeMa He MOXKeT OBITb J10-
CTUTHYTa MHOrooOpasveM 4YyBCTBEHHOIO CO3ep-
IIaHVs, OHA TpaHCIIeH/IeHTasIbHa, TO eCTh CyIile-
CTBYeT TOJIBKO B YMe.

Xavigerrep CTaBUT BOIIPOC O TOM, MOXET JI
TpaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHasl CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpake-
HUS JaTh IIpefCcTaBieHne O ObITUY, SBJISIeTCs JIN
OHa HAOEXHBIM METOIOM IOCTVDKEHMS OHTOJIO-
rudeckoro nosHaHvs. V1 oreevaet: ma. TpaHcieH-
IleHTasIbHasI CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpaskeH!s Co3mgaeT
IIpeIMeThl, HeOOXOIVIMBIe IS II03HAHWSI, — OITO-
cpenyet Kareropuu u sBjieHust. Kpome toro, Xan-

58

ble in this look according to Heidegger a little
later, but first the question of the difference of
schema image from simple image needs to be
clarified. The schema image is interesting as the
product of the activity of the power of imagina-
tion.

The best known look of being is its im-
age given in intuition. But in the Chapter on
schematism Kant points to its non-empiri-
cal look: a triangle in general, a dog in gener-
al etc. He provides only the rule of connecting
the manifold into a whole. Heidegger (1997,
p. 68) writes: “The schema is indeed to be dis-
tinguished from images, but nevertheless it
is related to something like an image, i.e., the
image-character belongs necessarily to the
schema.” Indeed, although a triangle is not in-
tuited empirically it has an object look. In this
connection Heidegger examines the relation
between the general and the singular. Accord-
ing to Heidegger (1997, p. 71), any singular, i.e.
the intuited, object is understood through the
prism of universality, transcendence: “Thus
in the immediate perception of something at
hand, this house for example, the schematizing
premonition [Vorblick] of something like house
in general is of necessity already to be found.
It is from out of this pro-posing [Vorstellung]
alone that what is encountered can reveal itself
as house, can offer the look of a ‘house which
is at hand’.” The empirical concept is based
on schemas which deliver the image, but the
schema cannot be achieved by the diversity of
sensible intuition, it is transcendental, i.e. it ex-
ists only in the mind.

Heidegger asks whether the transcenden-
tal faculty of imagination can deliver a rep-
resentation of being, and whether it is a reliable
method of achieving ontological knowledge.
His answer is yes. The transcendental facul-
ty of imagination creates the objects necessary
for cognition, it mediates categories and phe-
nomena. Besides, Heidegger is aware that ac-



Zlerrep BUANT, YTO, coryiacHo KaHTy, criocoOHOCTB
BOOOpa’keHMsI eCcTh CIIOCOOHOCTH, KOTOpasi aeT
Ha4asIo VI YyBCTBEHHOCTM, U paccyaKy: «Kaxercs
HeOOXOIVIMBIM YKa3aTh... Ha TO, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT
IIBa OCHOBHBIX CTBOJIA YeJIOBEYECKOIo ITO3HaHM,
BBIpacTaroIiye, ObITh MOXeT, M3 OHOro 0O0IIero,
HO HeV3BeCTHOrO HaM KOPHS, a UIMeHHO uyfcmben-
HOCMb VI paccyo0ok: IOCPEICTBOM YYBCTBEHHOCTV
IIpeIMeThI HaM 0aonicsl, PacCyAKOM >Ke OHVI MbiC-
aamca» (B 29; Kant, 20060, c. 83). Ho ecsiit Bo BBe-
nervn K «Kpurtnke» KaHT BbIcKa3bIBaeT MBICITb 00
o0r1ieM KOpHe B BUe IIPeNIIoJIOKeHNs], TO B pas-
nerte «I'paHcIleHIeHTaIbHOE yUeHMe O MeTore»
OH IIMIIIET 00 5TOM COBEpINIEHHO YTBepPAUTEeIbHO:
«OOmmiT KOpeHb Halley CIIOCOOHOCTVI TIO3HAHAS
pasaBavBaeTCs 1 IIPOM3BOIUT IBa CTBOJIa» (B 863;
KanT, 20060, c. 1047).

Xarvierrep VICXOOWUT W3 9TOTO BBICKA3bIBAHAS
0e3yCII0BHO, OH KPUTHUKYET TeX, KTO CIMUTaeT IIa-
BY O CXeMaTV3Me TYMaHHOVI VI HEeIIOHSTHOV, — Ha-
IIPOTVB, OH YOEeX/IeH B ee TOYHOCT M ITOCIIe[0Ba-
TerpHOCTH. OH KpUTHKYyeT 1 camoro KanTa 3a To,
YTO TOT B CBOEM pabodeM K3eMIUIsIpe IIepBOro M3-
naaus «KpuTnki» 3aMeHsieT BbIpakeHMe «(pyHK-
IV AyTIV» Ha «yHKIIMIO paccyaka» (cM.: A 78 /
B 103; KanuT, 20060, c. 171; cp.: Xanzerrep, 1997, c.
93)°. OH nosaraeT Jajiee, 9YTO TaKoe M3MeHEHIE,
IO CyTH, BemeT Bcio «KpuTuky» K Oe3nHe, coBep-
IIIEHHO VICKaXkasi ee CYIIHOCTb.

Ecm xe TpaHCLleHIeHTaIbHASI CIIOCOOHOCTH
BOOOpakeHMSI OTpMIlaeTCs KaK COOCTBEHHO
MPVHLONIINAIBHAS CIIOCOOHOCTB, YTO IIPOVICXO-
IIUT BO 2-M U3IaHUM, 1 ee PYHKIMA IlepeaeTcs
paccyiKy KakK VCKIIOUUTESIbHO CIIOHTaHHOCTH,

* Xammerrep cchiylaeTcs Ha M3IaHHbIe beHHO DpMaHOM
KaHTOBCKVE PYKOIIVICHBIE 3aMeTKW, C/IeJlaHHBIe Ha CTpa-
HUIIAX aBTOPCKOT'O 9K3eMIUIIpa 3TOTO M3[IaHWs, B YacT-
Hocty Ha 3anvck XLI (Nachtrége..., 1881, S. 24). Onnako
YCTaHOBUTH, HAaCKOJIBKO ODOCHOBaH OBII BBIOOP 3TOTO
VICTOYHVIKA Xar/IerrepoM [yl KpUTuKY B afpec Kaxra, Te-
IIepb MIPaKTUYECKV HEBO3MOXKHO: CaM aBTOPCKMV 3K3eM-
IUIsAp OBUT yTpadeH B Tiepuof], Broport MupoBov BOVIHEL, a
M3/IaHVe DpJiMaHa CYUTaeTCss KaHTOBelaM HeJloCTaTOu-
HO HaJIeXXHBIM, IIOCKOJIBKY ITyOJIMKATOP [IOIyCKasl IIpo-
VI3BOJTBHBIE TIPOTIYCKM B Tleperiade KaHTOBCKMX 3aMeTOK
(Lehmann, 1955, S. 511).

T.B. Dlugach

cording to Kant the faculty of imagination is
a faculty from which stem both sensibility and
understanding: “ All that seems necessary [...] is
that there are two stems of human cognition,
which may perhaps arise from a common but
to us unknown root, namely sensibility and
understanding, through the first of which ob-
jects are given to us, but through the second
of which they are thought” (KrV, B 29; Kant,
1998, pp. 151-152). But while in the introduc-
tion to the Critigue Kant enunciates the idea of
the common root as a hypothesis, in the “Tran-
scendental Doctrine of Method” he writes
about it candidly: “the general root of our cog-
nitive power divides and branches out into two
stems” (KrV, B 863; Kant, 1998, p. 693).

Heidegger accepts this statement without
reservations, he is critical of those who con-
sider the Chapter on schematism to be vague
and obscure. On the contrary, he is convinced
that it is precise and consistent. He criticis-
es Kant himself for replacing the expres-
sion “function of the soul” with “function of
the understanding” in his author’s copy of
the first edition of the Critique (Heidegger,
1997, p. 113; ¢f. KrV, A 78 / B 103; Kant, 1998,
p. 211).> He believes that this alteration leads
the whole Critigue towards an abyss and total-
ly distorts its essence.

If, however, as occurs in the second edition,
the transcendental power of imagination is
deleted as a particular grounding faculty and if
its function is taken over by the understanding
as mere spontaneity, then the possibility of
grasping pure sensibility and pure thinking
with regard to their unity in a finite, human

* Heidegger is referring to Benno Erdmann’s publica-
tion of Kant’s handwritten notes on the pages of the au-
thor’s copy, in particular, entry XLI (Erdmann, 1881,
p- 24). However, it is impossible to authenticate Heideg-
ger’s choice of this particular source as the target of crit-
icism of Kant because the author’s copy was lost during
World War II and Erdmann’s publication is thought by
Kant scholars to be insufficiently reliable because Erd-
mann made arbitrary omissions in Kantian notes (Leh-
mann, 1955, p. 511).
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TO CTAHOBWITCS] HEBO3MOYXHO ITOHSTH YMCTYIO 9y B-
CTBEHHOCTE ¥ YVCTOE MBIIIUIeHVe B OTHOIIICHVVI
VX eIVHCTBA B KOHEUYHOM YeJIOBEYECKOM pasy-
Me 71 JaKe IOCTaBUTh camy Ipobremy. Tak uTo
IIOCKOJIBKY TPaHCIeHJIeHTaJIbHAsl CIIOCOOHOCTD
BOOOpa’keHVsI Ha OCHOBAHWM CBOEVI HePas3JIOX-
MOVI M3HAYaJIbHOW CTPYKTYPBbI OTKPBIBAeT BO3-
MOXHOCTb OOOCHOBaHMS OHTOJIOTMYECKOrO IIO-
3HaHWS VI TEM CaMBbIM — MeTaM3VIKM, IIOCTOJIBKY
niepsoe m3gaHne! octaeTcs OJIVDKe BHyTpeHHEMY
yCTpeMJIeHMIO ITpo0IeMaTKY 0OOCHOBaHMS Me-
tadnsuku (Xanmerrep, 1997, c. 114).

Xarvierrep 3amedaeT IpV 3TOM, UTO, M3MEHSIS
HeCKOJIBKO IJIaBy O cxeMarTn3Me, KaHT He n3MeHMIT
pasmer o IemyKIIUy KaTeropuii, TAe CIIOCOOHOCTh
BOOOpakeHMsI TaKXe WUIPaeT VCKIIOYUTEIbHYIO
poiib — MOXeT ObITh, Jlake Oojlee CyIlleCTBeH-
HYIO, YeM B pasfiesie 0 cxeMaTm3Me. Benb Tam peub
VeT O IIpeaMeTax /ISl IIO3HAHMS, a B IIePBOM —
o mpemMerax BooOIe. bes kxareropmit HeMbICIVI-
MBI HUKaKye IIpeMeThI OIbITa, OHV JIAfOT IIpefl-
MeTBI BOOOIIIE, a He TOJIBKO ITPeTMETHI BO3MOXKHO-
ro onbita. CrpanHon njs KaHTa, kKak oTMedaer
Xarngerrep, criocOOHOCTE BOOOpakeHM SIBJISETCS,
BO3MOYKHO, ITO TOVI ITIPMUVHE, UTO OHA He BIIVICHIBa-
eTCsl HU B 3CTeTUKY, HU B JIOTMKY ¥ OKa3bIBaeTCs
«Oe3moMHOTI». B TO >ke Bpems Xavimerrep, BEposT-
HO, TIpaB, OTHeCS 3Ty CIIOCOOHOCTBb K OHTOJIOTIUe-
CKOWI, TaK KaK OHA IIPOVM3BOANT HESMIIVPUUECKIe
IIpeMeThl, CJIefIOBATeIbHO, MOXeT BOCCO3IATh U
ObrTrie. CTpaHHOCTH TPaHCIEHAEHTAJIBHOV CIIO-

* Xamperrep rosaraer M3JI0KEHHYIO B II€PBOM M3HaHUM
«KpuTnkm» TouKy 3peHMs Ha TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHYO CIT0-
COOHOCTB BOOOpakeHMsI OoJlee BEpPHOV, YeM BO BTOPOM.
OHa Ipr3HaeTCs TaM KOPEHHOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO YesloBede-
CKOTO ITO3HAHVIS, KOTOPast OIIpeJIeIIsieT U YyBCTBEHHOCTb,
VI IIO3HaHMe. B HeVl COenMHSIOTCS BOCIIPUMMYMBOCTD U
CIIOHTAaHHOCTB, VI OHa HajleJIfeT CIIOHTaHHOCTBIO U UyB-
cTBa, U pasyM. To, 94TO UyBCTBEHHOCTH cO3maeT obpas,
0eccIIopHO; HO 1 PacCyHOK CO CBOMIMM KaTerOpusIMMU, I10-
maraet . @. KitenK, Taxke co3gaeT oOpas, Tak Kak Kare-
TOPUM yCTPEeMIIEHB! Ha SIBJIEHMS. B paccymoYHOM IUIaHe
obpasz — 310 0Opas-cxema; HO TeM He MeHee 3T0 o0pas, 1
BCJIEZICTBYIE STOTO «BpeMs — 3TO camoaddnimpoBaHme
S» (Klenk, 1953, S. 65). VHaue roBopsi, 4yBCTBEHHOCTD
VI paccyoK — [IBa O0COOBIX criocoba Mo3HaHWS OBITHS, U
Xampgerrep paccMarpmBaeT mx, 1o MHeHwo KileHka, He
IICYIXOJIOTMTYECKV, @ OHTOJIOTMIECKIL.
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reason diminishes, as does even the possibility
of making it into a problem. However, because
the transcendental power of imagination, on the
grounds of its indissoluble, original structure,
opens up the possibility of the laying of a
ground for ontological knowledge, and thereby
for metaphysics, then for this reason the first
edition* remains closer to the innermost thrust
of the problematic of a laying of the ground for
metaphysics (Heidegger, 1997, pp. 137-138).

Heidegger notes, though, that while tweak-
ing the Schematism chapter Kant did not
change the chapter on the deduction of catego-
ries in which the faculty of imagination is ex-
tremely important, perhaps more important
than in the chapter on schematism. The latter
deals with objects for cognition and the for-
mer with objects in general. No objects of ex-
perience are thinkable without categories, they
give objects in general and not only objects of
possible experience. Heidegger suggests that
Kant considers the faculty of imagination to be
strange because it does not fit either into aes-
thetics or into logic and turns out to be “home-
less.” At the same time, Heidegger is probably
right in considering this faculty to be ontolog-
ical because it produces non-empirical objects
and consequently can recreate being. In my
opinion, part of the strangeness of the transcen-
dental faculty of imagination is rooted in the
fact that its constructions are enigmatic, for, ac-

* Heidegger considers the view on the transcenden-
tal power of imagination presented in the first edition
of the Critique to be more correct than in the second. It
is recognised there as the root faculty of human cogni-
tion which defines both sensibility and cognition. It com-
bines receptivity and spontaneity and endows both the
senses and the reason with spontaneity. That sensibility
creates an image is indisputable; but also understand-
ing with its categories, G. F. Klenk believes (1953, p. 65),
also creates an image, because the categories are direct-
ed to the phenomena. In the understanding the image is
an image-scheme; but nevertheless it is an image, and in
consequence of it “time is self-affection of ‘I'” (cf. , Zeit
ist Selbstaffektion des Ich”). In other words, sensibility and
understanding are two particular ways of cognising be-
ing, and Heidegger regards them, according to Klenk,
not psychologically, but ontologically.



coOHOCTV BOOOpaskeH sl KOpeHWIach 1 B TOM, 4TO,
Ha MOV B3IJISIZI, ee TIOCTPOeHNsI 3ara/JOYHbl, BeIb,
cortacHO KaHTy, OHSATH, YTO HpenCTaBiIsieT COo-
6o IIpefIMeT, MOXKHO TOJIBKO IIOCTPOUB ero: «Mbl
He MOXXeM MBICJIUTb JIVHWIO, He 1po600s ee MBbIC-
jeHHo...» (B 154; KanT, 20060, c. 229). Ho kxak mo-
CTPOWUTH, €CJIV ThI He 3Haelllb, YTO CTPOUTH? Xar-
zerrep 3zech OoJsiee IOciIefioBaTelIeH, IpU3HaBasd
cBODOTY TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM CIIOCOOHOCTY BO-
oOpakeHMs OT SMIIVIPUYHOCTY, OT HAJIMYHOCTL.
BHOBB 11 BHOBB Xarigerrep moBTopsieT CBOU [10-
BOZIBI OTHOCUTEJILHO TOTO, YTO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hasi CIIOCOOHOCTb BOOOpakeHMs SIBJIS€TCSI OCHO-
BOVI OHTOJIOTMYecKoro mosHaHus. OH yTBepXia-
eT, yTo «ecyit KaHT B IJIaBe 0 cxeMaTu3Me CTaBUT
po0sieMy TIOHATUIIHOCTY IIPa-IIOHSATI V1 pellla-
eT ee MpY IIOMOIIY CYIITHOCTHOIO OITpeJiesieHs
3TVMX HOHATU KaK TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHbIX CXeM, TO
ydeHMe O cxeMaTW3Me UVCTBIX MOHSITUM paccy/l-
Ka SIBJISeTCs pellaloIieil cTagyvert 0OOCHOBaHMS
metaphysica generalis» (Xarmerrep, 1997, c. 63);
«rpobrieMa cxeMaTV3Ma YMCTBIX OHSATUM paccy/l-
Ka — 3TO BOIIPOC O BHYTPeHHeV CyIITHOCTV OHTO-
jorvgeckoro rosHaHms» (Tam xe). [To ybexmermio
Xamperrepa, KaHT MeTadmsiraeck BoriporiraeTt 00
OCHOBaHMW BHYTPeHHel BO3MOXXHOCTV OHTOJIOI V-
YecKoro 3HaHMs 1 OOHapy X1BaeT ero B TpaHCIIeH-
JIEHTaJIBHOV CITIOCOOHOCTM BooOpakeHMs. OHa Ha-
1leJIeHa Ha OHTOJIOTMUecKoe TI03HaHe, TIOCKOJIBKY
MOXKET TBOPUTD 00pa3sbl, TO €CTh BUJIBI TeX IIpeaMe-
TOB, KOTOpPbIe He BOCIIPMHIMAOTCS SMIIVPUYECKH,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHa — He TOJIBKO pelTpolyKTUBHas, HO
U IIPOAYKTVBHas criocobHocTh. OHa cBOOOIHA 110

> Tobwac Tpamre cumraet, 4ro, corrlacHO Xavimerrepy,

mmobast dpwiocodust — 3TO IMaNIeKTVKA, KOTOpast JIBOVI-
CTBEHHA, TO €CTh O0beNMHSET BOCIIPUMMYMBOCTD CO CITOH-
TAHHOCTBIO. DTO OTHOCUTCA K OOpasHOCTH, ITaBaeMoVl
BocriprsiTieM. Ob6pa3 — 3TO HEYTO IIOJIIyUeHHOe U OIIHO-
BpeMEHHO CO3JaHHOe (hpaHTa3Mell, 3TO BBIMBICEII, VJUIIO-
3mst 1 oTpaxkeHwne. [TostoMy «drtocodus Kax... Teopns
obpasa ectb Teopust panTasmu...» (Trappe, 2000, S. 165).
Drta TemMa — oHTONormdeckas. JIyis bora Her HuKakom
po0sIeMbl B COeVHeHMYI OBITS 1 3HAHVIS, /IS YeJIoBeKa
BBUIy €r0 KOHEYHOCT eCTbh. Ho uestoBek BEIXOOWT 3a paM-
KV KOHeYHOCTM Oraropapst ¢paHTas3mu, OCyIeCTBIIIeMOv
IPOIYKTUBHOVL CWION BOOOpa’keHNs. ABTOP CBSI3bIBaeT
ee Co cxeMaTu3MOM, Ifie KaTeropun paccyiika o0ycIoBie-

T.B. Dlugach

cording to Kant, one can only imagine an ob-
ject by drawing it: “We cannot think of a line
without drawing it in thought” (KrV, B 154;
Kant, 1998, p. 258). But how to draw if you do
not know what to draw? Heidegger is more
consistent here, recognising that the transcen-
dental faculty of imagination is free from em-
piricism, from the givenness. Heidegger repeats
again and again his argument that the transcen-
dental faculty of imagination is the foundation
of ontological knowledge. He claims that “If
Kant poses the problem of the conceptuality of
the primal concept in the Schematism chapter
and if he resolves it with the help of the essen-
tial determination of these concepts as Tran-
scendental Schemata, then the Doctrine of the
Schematism of the pure concepts of the under-
standing is the decisive stage of the laying of
the ground for Metaphysica Generalis” (Heideg-
ger, 1997, p. 79); “The problem of the Schema-
tism of the pure concepts of the understanding
is the question concerning the innermost es-
sence of ontological knowledge” (ibid., p. 78).
Heidegger is convinced that Kant metaphysical-
ly queries the foundation of the inner possibili-
ty of ontological knowledge and discovers it in
the transcendental faculty of the imagination.
It is aimed at ontological knowledge because it
can create images, i.e. the types of objects that
are not perceived empirically because it is not
only reproductive, but also a productive facul-
ty.” It is independent of givenness and herein

5

Tobias Trappe believes that according to Heidegger
any philosophy is dialectical, which is dual in that it
combines perceptiveness with spontaneity. This applies
to the images given by intuition. The image is something
obtained and at the same time created by fantasy, it is
imagination, illusion and reflection. Therefore “[...] phi-
losophy as [...] the theory of image is the theory of fan-
tasy [...]” (cf. “[...] Philosophie als [...] Theorie des Bildes ist
Theorie der Phantasie [...]") (Trappe, 2000, p. 165). This
is an ontological theme. For God combining being and
knowledge is not a problem; but it is a problem for man
because man is finite. However, man transcends his fi-
niteness thanks to fantasy stemming from the productive
power of his imagination. The author links it to schema-
tism where the categories of understanding are condi-
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OTHOIIIEHVIO K HaJIMYHOMY, U B 9TOM ITPOSIBJIA€TCS
ee TBOpUecKasi Molllb. «Eciin oHTOsOrnmyeckoe mo-
3HaHVIe SBJIFeTCS CXeMOOOPA3YIOIIVIM, TO 3TO 3Ha-
YUT, YTO OHO CAMOCTOSATEILHO TBOPUT (0OpasyeT)
et By, (06pas)» (Tam xe, c. 68). [Tprruem ee 00-
pasbl CrIelVIPVUHBL ecJIV SMIVPUYecKoe BOCIIPU-
gaTVe J0CTaBjIgeT OOMH o0pa3 IIpeaMeTa, TO Cxe-
Ma — 3TO e[VHCTBO BCeoOIIero ImpapuIa IJIs BO3-
MOXXHBIX HaIJISITHBIX IIpeficTaBleHni. B maHHOM
cirydae Xavijierrep copepIlieHHO BepHO XapaKTepu-
3yeT HOyMeH, MJIu ObITVe: HoyMeH HeoOXOIVM, OH
«HeuYTO»;, UKC, — ImUTupyeT oH KaHTa, — «MOXeT
CJIY KUTB JIMIITE KOPPeJISTOM e[IVTHCTBa aIlreplier-
LMK 1)1l eIMHCTBa MHOTOOOpa3HOro B 4yBCTBEH-
HOM CO3epliaHMV, VIV e[IVIHCTBa, IIOCPeICTBOM
KOTOPOTO PaccyIOK OO0BbeAVHsSeT MHOrooOpasHoe
B oHsTHe IpenMeTa» (A 250; KanT, 2006a, c. 327;
cp.: Xangerrep, 1997, c. 69). DToT KOppessaT mpes-
CTaBJIsieT COOOVI «UVCTBIVI TOPU30HT», <yCMaTpyBa-
eMoe “HamnpoTuB’», 3TO «IIpeaMeT BoobIe» (Xari-
nerrep, 1997, c. 70).

3ameuaHMe oueHb Ba)kHOe, Bellb KaHT Kpome
BeIIT caMoV I10 ceDe, 3a KOTOPOVI CKpBbIBAeTCs [Ievi-
CTBUTEJIBHBIV IIPeIMeT, BBOAUT ellle IIOHATHe pe-
asvrocmu (B CBS3Y C allpYOPHOCTBIO OIILYIIIeHVIV)
KaK IIOHSITMe VIMEeHHO O IIpeliMeTe BO-BHe, IIO-
3BOJIAIONIEM OTJIMYUTHL OT 3HaHWS IpeaMeT BHy-
mpu camoro 3HaHwus. Y Xarigerrepa szech ObITve
oIperieIsieTcs B KOHTeKCTe TI03HaHMs (KaK Koppe-
JIAT €ro); Ho BooOIIe cTpemyleHMe Xavijerrepa —
OIpeNeInTh ObITVE fHe TIO3HAHWS, Yepe3 BpeMs.
Omnpenensis cxemy-oOpas, Xavjerrep paciimpsier
MOHSATVE YYBCTBEHHOI'O U IO YePKIBaeT, YTo CJle-
JIyeT OT/INYaTh ee OT 00pasa, XOTsI OHa Bce JKe VMe-
eT OTHOIIIeHVe K YeMy-TO TaKOMY, Kak o0Opas3.

Xarigerrep fiajee muimeT o ToM, uro 1ig Kan-
Ta MIMarvMHATVBHBIV XapaKTep CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOO-
pakeHMs ObUT OUeBUIIEH: ens i1maginarum ecTb Iu-

lies its creative power. If ontological knowing
is schema-forming, then therewith it creates
(forms) from out of itself the pure look (image)
(ibid., p. 85). Its images are peculiar: while em-
pirical perception yields only the image of the
object, the schema is a unity of the general rule
for all possible visual representations. Heideg-
ger here very precisely characterises the nou-
menon, or being: the noumenon is necessary,
it is “something”; “X”, he quotes Kant, “can
serve only as a correlate of the unity of apper-
ception for the unity of the manifold in sensible
intuition, by means of which the understanding
unifies that in the concept of an object” (KrV,
A 250; Kant, 1998, p. 348; cf. Heidegger, 1997,
p. 86). This correlate is “pure horizon”, “the Be-
ing-in-opposition”, “object in general” (Heideg-
ger, 1997, p. 87).

This is an important remark, for Kant, in ad-
dition to the thing-in-itself behind the actual
object, introduces the concept of reality (in con-
nection with the a priori nature of sensations)
as the concept of the object outside, which
helps to distinguish the object within knowl-
edge from knowledge. Heidegger here deter-
mines being in the context of cognition (as its
correlate); but in general Heidegger seeks to
determine being outside of cognition, through
time. Determining the schema, Heidegger
broadens the concept of the sensible and stress-
es the need to distinguish it from the image, al-
though it does have something to do with what
is called image.

Heidegger writes that Kant took the char-
acter of the faculty of imagination for grant-
ed: Ens imaginarium is a pure form of nothing,
i.e. of what is not being in the sense of a given.
Pure space and time are nothing, i.e. they are

HBI co3flaHVieM 00pa30B. 3HaHVe HaIIPaBJIeHO 3/1eCh He Ha
OfIVIH TIPeIIMET, a Ha TOPM3OHT IIPEIMETHOCTY, KOTOPHIVI
aBTOP HasblBaeT «UTPOBBIM TpocTpaHcTBoM» (Ibid., S.
170) m B KoTOpOM 110Ka3biBaeT ceOs ObrTme. CriocobHOCTH
BoOOpakeHMs, TI0 XamIerrepy, Kak IoJIaraeT aBTop, ITe-
PEeXOMINUT B UTPY U CBA3BIBAETCS C CMHTE30M, /TaBasi 3HaHe
(Ibid., S. 173).
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tioned by the creation of images. Knowledge is directed
not toward one object but toward a horizon of object-
ness which the author calls “the playing space” (“Spiel-
raum”) (ibid., p. 170) and in which being manifests itself.
The author takes the view that the power of imagination,
according to Heidegger, transforms itself into play and
blends with synthesis yielding knowledge (ibid., p. 173).



cTasgt (popMa HUYTO, TO €CTh TOT'O, UYTO He eCThb CY-
Ilee B CMbICJIe HaJIMYHOro. YmcToe MpocTpaHCTBO
U BpeMsi CyTb HUYTO, TO €CTh He IIpe[IMeThl; B TO
JKe BpeMsi 0 HUX CJIeflyeT ellle pa3 3ayMarbcs. V1
paspaboTka BoOoOpakeHMsI MeT [ajiee MO JIMHUN
YCTaHOBJIEHVs €rO CBSA3M CO BpeMeHeM, ITOCKOJIbKY
BpeM:si Hepa3pbIBHO CBSA3aHO B [IO3HABaeMbIM ITpefl-
METOM.

DTUM BaXKHBIM IIOsICHeHVeM Xarierrep AOHos-
HSeT Y TOJIKOBaHVE HesITeIBHOCTU CIIOCOOHOCTM
BOOOpakeHMsI, M TIOHMMaHMe coseplaHus. [en-
CTBUTEJIBHO, I7Ie MOXKET CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOPasKeHs
HaMTV MEeCTO IIJISI CBOeW HedTeJIbHOCTV U JIJIS CBO-
X O0BEKTOB, KaK He B I0JIe co3epliaHms? Benpb ee
00BEeKTHI 1 OOBIYHBI, I HCOOBIYHBI, TaK KaK OHU 00-
pasbl-cxeMBbl. Brif y Hx coBceM He SMITMPUYeCKUT,
OHVI He BOCIIPMHVMaeMbl SMIIMPVYHO; HEKOTOPbIe
IlyMaloT, 3aMeuaeT Xarilerrep, YTo B UCTOM COo3ep-
IIaHVM HUYEr0 He CO3epIIaeTcs, HO 3TO HEBEPHO:
Takoe IIOHMMaHVe [JaeT TOJIbKO HeraTyBHOe OIlpe-
TieJIeHue, a CyIIecTByeT U IIO3UTVBHOe. DTO — BO3-
MOYKHOE CO3epliaHVie, 3TO — II0jIe IIPeIMEeTHOCTA.

TpancrienneHTaIbHAS CLIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpaske-
HA JeVICTBYeT, MbI IOMHVM, KaK IIPOIyKTVBHad 1
KaK perpofyKTuBHas — 0e3 IpucyTCTBUS IIperl-
MeTa; KaK IPOIyKTVMBHAasg OHA JIEVICTBYeT II0 CO3-
JIAaHWIO O0BEKTa, B TOM UMCJIe ¥ TaKOro, KOTOPBIV
CYIIIeCTByeT TOJIBKO KaK cxeMa-oOpa3 B UNCTOM
1ojle co3epriaHms. «4mcToe cosepliaHue. .. IO CBO-
eVl CyIITHOCTU SIBJISIeTCS UVCTOVI CIIOCOOHOCTBIO BO-
oOpakeHMs1, KOTOpas 13 ceOst camort, obpasys [mx],
rofjaeT BUIbI-(00pasbl)» (Tam xe, c. 81). bygyun
BO3MOYKHOCTBIO «TIOfJaBaTh OOpPa3bl», UMCTOE CO3ep-
IIaHVe — TOPW30HT IIPEIMETHOCTV, KOTOPBI IT0-
JlaeT M3HAYaJIbHO IpeIMeT YMCTOro CO3epliaHMs
KaK ITpeJIMeT YMCTOV CIIOCOOHOCTY BOOOpakeHVIs.

Unictele pOpMBI co3epliaHMsS He eCThb IIpel-
METBl, OHM — VX yCJIOBUS, VI IIOTOMY «CO3epIiae-
MO€e B UVICTOM CO3epILiaHMM KaK TaKOBOM €CThb ens
imaginarum» — BooOpa’keHMe, TO eCcThb HaInd-
Hoe, 3aBeprraeT Xargerrep (Tam xe, c. 82). V nasee
cJIefyeT, eVICTBUTEeIILHO, TI0 CBOeMy HeOOBIYHOMY,
HO TOYHOMY CMBICJIY VICTOJIKOBaHWS IIOHVMAaHUe
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not objects; at the same time they merit a sec-
ond look. The examination of imagination pro-
ceeds to establish its link with time inasmuch
as time is inseparably connected with the object
being cognised.

By this clarification Heidegger makes an im-
portant contribution to the interpretation both
of the faculty of imagination as activity and
of the concept of intuition. Indeed, what bet-
ter place for the faculty of imagination to ex-
ercise its activity than the field of intuition? Its
objects are ordinary and extraordinary at the
same time because they are schemata. Their
look is anything but empirical, for they are not
perceived empirically; some think, Heidegger
remarks, that in pure intuition nothing is intu-
ited, but this is not so: this is the result of a neg-
ative definition, but there also exists a positive
one. This is possible intuition, this is a field of
objectness.

The transcendental power of imagination,
as we remember, is both a productive and a re-
productive faculty, i.e. without the object; as a
productive power it creates the object, includ-
ing one that exists only as a schema in the pure
field of intuition. “Pure intuition [...] according
to its essence [it] is the pure power of imagina-
tion itself which formatively gives looks (imag-
es) from out of itself” (Heidegger, 1997, p. 99).
Being the possibility of “delivering images”,
pure intuition is the horizon of thingness which
presents what is initially the object of pure in-
tuition as the object of the pure power of imag-
ination.

Pure forms of intuition are not objects,
they are their conditions, which is why “[w]
hat is intuited in pure intuition as such is an
ens imaginarium”, i.e. imagination, i.e. the giv-
en, Heidegger (1997, p. 101) concludes. And he
proceeds to lay out an unusual but precise in-
terpretation of sensibility: since the transcen-
dental power of imagination creates schemata it
is sensible although not empirical. The intuition
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UyBCTBEHHOCTH: pa3 TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHas CIIo-
COOHOCTH BOOOpakeHMs co3aeT 0Opasbl-CXeMBI,
TO OHa YyBCTBEeHHa, XOTb 1 He sMmprydHa. Coszep-
IIaHMe eOVMHMYHOIO IIpeaMeTa Beerfa SMIVpPId-
HO ¥ YyBCTBEHHO, a BOT UMCTOe Cco3epliaHue, IIo-
faroliee oOBEKT B BUjle CXeMbl-00pas3a, 4yBCTBeH-
HO, HO He smIpruHo. KoHeuHOe co3epriaHmie co-
CTOUT B BOCIPUATUN cebs — IOHaroIero; HoO He
KaXk[loe YyBCTBEHHOe SMIMPUYHO, YyOexsaer
Xanperrep (Tam xe, c. 81—83). Bocripusitne uys-
CcTBeHHOM adpdeKTaly He COCTaBIIseT CYIITHOCTh
UyBCTBEHHOCTH; TaK, CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpPakeHsI
UyBCTBEHHA, HO HeJIb3d CUUTATh ee HM3IIeN IO
CPaBHEHMIO C SMIMPUYECKOV CYIIHOCTBIO, 371eCh
HeT mepapxuy, noguepkmsaeT Xanperrep. [lo or-
HOIIIEHNIO K UMCTOMY CO3epPILIaHMIO IIpeIMeThl He
eCTh HMUTO, OH — HEUTO ¥ YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPU-
HIMMAIOTCSI KaK IIpeIMeTHl, 3TO «HeUYTO IIpefeb-
HOe IJISL BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX ITPEIMETOB KaK IIpefl-
crosimx» (Tam xe, c. 70).

VI3 paccMOTpeHHOro OTpbIBKa BUAHO, 4TO Xavi-
Jlerrep CYMTaI ITIABHOV CIIOCOOHOCTHIO TTO3HAHVIS
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpake-
Hus. Bropast criocoOHOCTE — pacCyOK, KOTOPBIN
MO UVHSETCS ell. XOTs Telepb BOSHUKAIOT IApPY-
r'vie TPYAHOCTI: BO-TIEPBBIX, He Vc4e3aeT JIM TOI-
Jla TIOHATHe «KOpHs»? Bo-BTOpBIX, He OKa3bIBaeT-
Cs1 JIVI TOT/ja MBIIIITIEHVIE B TIOIMYVIHEHHOM II0JIOXKe-
HUM y CO3epLIaHMs, VIV, KaK TOBOpUT Xarierrep,
He IIpeBpalliaeTcs JIV TOCIIOANH B CIIyTY?

MoxeT BOSHUMKHYTBH ¥ BOIIPOC O TOM, IIOde-
My Xargerrep Tak CTPEMUTCS OoxapaKTepr30BaTh
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 CIIOCOOHOCTh  BOOOpaske-
HUS Yyepe3 UyBCTBEHHOCTh, TOUHee, IIOUTU CBECTN
IepByI0 KO BTOpovt? 3aleras BIiepes, MOXXHO CKa-
3aTh, YTO IIPUUMHA B TOM, YTO OH XOYeT IIOHSTH Je-
JIoBe"eCcKoe ObITie 11 OBITVe BOOOIIe Yepe3 BpeMsl.
A Beqib IMEHHO co3epIiaHVe IIperioaraeT BpeMs,
Xamzerrep gake TOBOPWUT, UTO CO3epIiaHMeE Bpe-
Menut. Ho i sToro Xamperrepy Hy>XXKHO IIperl-
BapUTEJIbHO [I0Ka3aTh, UTO MBIIIJIEHe — U pac-
CYHOK, M pa3yM — KO BpeMeHM caMy 1o cebe He
MIPUBOMAT, TaK KaK HaxXOAAT CBOIO OCHOBY B TpaH-
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of a singular object is always empirical and sen-
sible, whereas pure intuition which delivers an
object in the shape of a schema is sensible but
not empirical. The ultimate intuition consists
in the perception of oneself, the one who de-
livers; but not everything sensible is empirical,
Heidegger maintains (cf. ibid., pp. 99-101). Per-
ception of sensible affectation is not the essence
of sensibility; thus, the faculty of imagination
is sensible, but it cannot be regarded as being
below the empirical essence; there is no hierar-
chy there, Heidegger stresses. With regard to
pure intuition objects are not nothing, they are
something and are perceived by the senses as
objects, “That which makes up in advance the
rough sizing up of all possible objects as stand-
ing-against” (ibid., p. 87).

It will be seen from the above passage that
Heidegger considered the transcendental pow-
er of imagination to be the key faculty of cogni-
tion. The other faculty is understanding which
is subordinate to the former. That said, other
difficulties crop up: first, does the concept of
the “root” perhaps disappear? Second, does not
thinking find itself in a subordinate position
vis-a-vis intuition or, as Heidegger puts it, does
not the master become a servant?

The question may arise, why is Heidegger
so intent on characterising the transcendental
power of imagination through sensibility, or
rather, almost on reducing the former to the lat-
ter? Running ahead, it can be said that the rea-
son is that he wants to understand the human
being and being in general through time. And it
is intuition that implies time, Heidegger in fact
says that intuition takes time. But in that case
Heidegger first needs to prove that thinking —
understanding and reason — do not in them-
selves lead to time because they find their basis
in the transcendental power of imagination. At
tirst glance it seems incontrovertible that think-
ing in the Critique of Pure Reason constitutes the
essence of cognition and is its main theme: af-



CIIeH/IeHTaJIBHOM CIIOCOOHOCTM BooOpakeHMs. Ha
TIEPBBIVT B3IJISAM, KaXKeTCsl OeCCTIOPHBIM, YTO MBIIII-
seHne B «KpuTHKe YMCTOro pasyma» COCTaBJIsieT
CYThb IO3HAHWS U SBJISETCS €ro IJIaBHOV TeMOL:
Berpb «KpuTnka» — 3TO KpUTMKa MMEHHO YVICTO-
ro pasyma. /g KaHTa mokasaresbCTBOM 3TOrO
BBICTYIIa€T CIIOCOOHOCTH UMCTOTO pasyMa J1aBaThb
CUHTeTH4ecKue cyxneHusd a priori. Ho, mo Xarize-
ITepy, 3TUM esATeJIbHOCTh pasyMa He VcuepIiblBa-
€TCs: MOXeT ObITh, B OOJIBIIIENT Mepe ee XapaKTep-
3yeT CIIOCOOHOCTH AaBaTh npabu.ia. A IJIsi TOro 4To-
ObI ITpaBIa OBUIN BKIIIOYEHBI B €IVIHYIO CTPYKTY-
Py 3HaHUS, OHU JIOJDKHBI MIMETb OCHOBY TakKXe B
eIMHCTBe alllleplLeliny, B eIMHCTBe CaMOCO3Ha-
Hus, «S». KaHT yOexmaeT B TOM, 4TO amepriern-
LM He MMeeT OTHOIIeHMs KO BpeMeHN. Xarjer-
rep JKe xo4eT JJ0Ka3aThb, uTo KaHT 31ech He BIIOJIHe
rocsiefioBaTesIeH B CBOMX PacCyXKAeHMAX U YTO U3
HVIX MOXXHO cZleJIaTh COBEPILIEHHO JpyTVie BbIBOIbL.

Tax, ecstv MBI TOBOpPUM 0 «fI», O TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHOM €[IVIHCTBE alllleplenIiny, TO BEIpaskeHe
«5 MBICITIO» BCerja O3Ha4aeT CBs3b IIpelIMeTa Co-
3epLIaHMs C KaTeropyert, OCyIIeCTBIISIOIIel! eVH-
CTBO; a KaTeropvsi — HaIlpuMep, «s MBICJIIO Cy0-
CTaHIIMIO» — BCerja CBsi3aHa C TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaTb-
HOVI CITOCOOHOCTBIO BOOOpakeHsl, TO eCTh arlrep-
LIV CBA3aHa C TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM CII0CO0-
HOCTBIO BOOOpa’keH!sl, CJleIoBaTeIbHO, 1 CO Bpe-
MeHeM. Xavifierrep MuIIeT 37eCh, YTO eMHCTBO He
BBITEKaeT M3 CUHTe3a paccyjika, OHO 3apaHee yc-
MaTpuBaeTcsl B IofarolieM oOpase. DTO edyHS-
Illee IIPVMHOCUT co3epriaHue. [lasiee OH IpMBOOANT
I MHOXXECTBO [I0Ka3aTeJIbCTB, UTOOBI yOeITh, 4TO
YMCTOe TIOHSTHE TaKXKe 3VDKIAETCS Ha TpPaHCIIeH-
JIEHTaJIBHOVI CITOCOOHOCTM BOOOpakeHsI — depe3
cosepliaHMe — ¥ YTO BO3HMKAEeT OHO 13 UyBCTBEH-
HOCTM®. V] TIOHSITME CTPOUTCSI He Ha YMCTOM pac-

¢ T'apm bamxam moxasemBaer, 4to, XoTs KaHT cumran

UyBCTBEHHOCTBh IIaCCUBHOV, «IJIaBHOe yOexIeHue Xari-
Jlerrepa COCTOWT B TOM, YTO YYBCTBEHHOCTb OOJIazaer
CBOeVI COOCTBEHHOV CIIOHTAaHHOCTEIO» (Banham, 2005, p.
11). Dro yOexxmeHMe OCHOBBIBAETCSI Ha OTOXKIECTBIICHNN
XavimerrepoM eOVHCTBA CO3€pLIAHNMS VM eIMHCTBA 3Ha-
Hys. TpyaHOCTD 31ech 0OOHAPYXMBAETCS B YTBEPXKACHIN
Kanra, uTO, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, CO3epIiaHle IIPeLIIecTBY-
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ter all, the Critique is critique of pure reason.
For Kant, proof of this is the ability of pure rea-
son to produce a priori synthetic judgments. But
Heidegger notes that this does not exhaust the
activity of reason: perhaps it is even more im-
portant that it can lay down rules. If rules are
to be included in a single structure of knowl-
edge they must have a basis also in the unity
of apperception, in the unity of self-conscious-
ness, in the “I”. Kant holds that apperception
has nothing to do with time. Heidegger strives
to prove that Kant is not quite consistent in his
reasoning and that it may lead to totally differ-
ent conclusions.

Thus, if we speak about “1”, about the tran-
scendental unity of apperception, the expres-
sion “I think” always denotes the link of the
object of intuition to the category that ensures
unity; and category, in turn, for example, “I
think substance”, is always connected with
the transcendental power of imagination, that
is, apperception is connected with the tran-
scendental power of imagination and conse-
quently with time. Heidegger writes here that
unity does not flow from the synthesis of un-
derstanding, but is discerned in advance in the
delivering image. The unity is brought by in-
tuition. He then cites many instances to prove
that the pure concept also rests on the transcen-
dental power of imagination — through intui-
tion — and that it arises from sensibility.® The
concept, too, is not based on pure understand-
ing. It is not for nothing that Kant speaks about
schematism. And the idea of reason as the uni-

¢ Gary Banham (2005, p. 11) shows that although Kant
considered sensibility to be passive, “[t]he basic sugges-
tion of Heidegger’s interpretation is [...] that sensibili-
ty has its own spontaneity”. This conviction is based on
Heidegger’s identification of the unity of intuition and
the unity of knowledge. The snag is Kant’s claim that
on the one hand intuition precedes any concept and on
the other that the concept determines sensibility, which
manifests itself in the primacy of synthesis which be-
longs to understanding as a category. According to Kant,
intuition is singular and therefore cannot deliver unity
of perception and thus must belong to understanding.
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cynke, HemapoM KaHT rosoput o cxemarmsme. [a
" m7ies pasyMa Kak eJHCTBa BCEro BOCIIPUHIIMA-
€MOTO eCTh JINIIIb CIIOCOOHOCTH BOCIIPUIATHS U B
3TOM CMBICJIe — JIVIIIb YVCTOE Co3epIiaHe.

Xarizierrep KpUTHKYyeT TakKe TeX HeOKaHTVaH-
11eB, KOTOPbIe XOTST IIPEICTaBUTh ITPOCTPAHCTBO
¥ BpeMsi KaK KaTeropuu ¥ HOOUYMHUTD 3CTETUKY
norvke. OH BOOOIIIe OTpUIIAET JieJTeHVe CIIOCOOHO-
CTeVl Ha BBICIIIVIE VI HUBIIVE. YKOPEHMB PaccymoK
U pa3syM B CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpakeHMs, Xaviier-
rep Bo3pa’kaeT IIpOTMB Toro, uro y KaHra screTn-
Ka IKOOBI pacTBOpsieTcs B j1oruke. Het, HaoGopoT,
cama «KpmTrKa» IOApBIBaeT TOCIOICTBO pasyMa
u paccyznka (Tam xe, c. 141), cunTaet oH.

MOXHO yCOMHUTBCS B TaKMX 3aKJIIOUEHVISIX.
Mo>XHO YCOMHUTBCS V1 B TOM, UTO BpeMs CO3MiaeT-
sl co3epIiaHVeM, a TaKKe B TOM, UTO ObITHE Xapak-
Tepu3yeTcsi BpeMeHeM, HO HeJIb3d He IIPU3HaTh,
YTO VI YyBCTBEHHOCTB, VI PacCyJIOK OITpeJiesIeHbI
TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIM BOOOpaskeHVIeM.

4. Ha my T K XyZ0>KeCTBeHHOMY TBOPEHMIO

B TpaHcIieHIeHTaIbHON CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpa-
KeHnst KaHT BbIpasmil o0miyio criocoOHOCTH de-
JIoBeKa K TBOpuUecTBy. B cdepe uyBcTBeHHOCTHU
OHa TIPOSBIISIETCS KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH OYepumBaTh
Jurypsl, B TOM umiciTe HeOBIBaIBIX ITpeIMeTOB. B
paccyzouHom cpepe OHa BbIpa’kaeTcsl B TOM UMIC-
Jle B BUJIe CIIOCOOHOCTY 00pa3oBbIBaTh TIOHSITHS O
TPpaHCIIEHIeHTaIbHBIX BCEOOIMX ITpeIMeTax.

KanT x0Tes1 Obl cBeCTV TBOPYECTBO IIEJIMKOM K
paccyziKy, ¥ 3TO TIOHATHO: XOTs Xavijerrep v Bo3-
paxaert, 111 KaHTa 3T0 BasKHO, IIOCKOJIBKY €ro pu-
jocodpusl OpMeHTHpOBaHa Ha HayKy. Xarmjerrep
JKe XOUeT CBSA3aTh TBOPYECTBO C YYBCTBEHHOCTBIO,
a He C pacCyJIKOM, TIOCKOJIBKY U4yBCTBEHHOCTb OO-
Jlee OM3Ka IIpeMEeTHOVI HeHay4YHOW OOBIIeHHO-

€T BCAKOMY ITOHATUIO, a C )IpyFOVI — TIOHsATVE JeTeEPMII-
HUPYyeT 49yBCTBEHHOCTDH, UTO BbIpa’kaeTCsl B IIEPBUYHOCTIL
CUHTEe3a, ITpVMHaJIe)XXalllero B KauecTBe KaTeropmm K pac-
CYOKY. CortacHo KaHTy, co3epraHmre eaMHIMYIHO U I103-
TOMY He MOXET aTb eOVHCTBa BOCIIPUATVIS, OHO, TaKMM
06pa30M, HAOJDKHO OTHOCUTBHCA K pacCyaKy.
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ty of everything perceived is merely the capac-
ity of perception and in that sense represents
only pure intuition.

Heidegger also criticises those Neo-Kantians
who want to present space and time as catego-
ries and subjugate aesthetics to logic. In gener-
al, he rejects the division of faculties into higher
and lower. Embedding understanding and rea-
son in the power of imagination, Heidegger
objects to aesthetics being dissolved in logic, ac-
cording to Kant. No, on the contrary, he argues,
the Critique itself undermines the dominance
of reason and understanding (ibid., p. 141).

One may question these conclusions. One
may question also that time is created by intui-
tion and that being is characterised by time, but
one has to concede that both sensibility and un-
derstanding are determined by transcendental
imagination.

4. On the Road to Artistic Creation

In the transcendental power of imagination
Kant expressed the general human capacity for
creation. In the sphere of the senses it manifests
itself in the capacity to draw figures, including
those of objects that have never existed. In the
sphere of understanding it manifests itself in
the capacity to form concepts of transcenden-
tal universal objects. Kant would have liked to
reduce all creativity to understanding, which is
understandable; although Heidegger objects,
this is important for Kant since his philoso-
phy is science-oriented. Heidegger, on the oth-
er hand, seeks to link creativity with sensibility
and not with understanding because sensibility
is closer to non-scientific mundanity. It may be
that all reduction is limited, but the power of
imagination remains, in all its guises, an abid-
ing foundation of cognition.

The desire to understand being through
time, i.e. to understand being through man’s



ctu. Bo3sMoXxHO, j11000€ cBefIéHMIEe OrpaHIeHOo, HO
crIa BOOOpaskeHMsl OCTaeTCsl IIPY BCeX ee BOILIO-
IIIeHVSIX HeYCTPaHVMBIM OCHOBaHVeM IT03HaHMS.

Vxe B «BBITMM ¥ BpeMeHI» ObUIO BBICKAa3aHO
KeJIaHVIe TIOHATH ObITHe uepe3 BpeMs, TO eCThb I10-
HATH ObITME Yepe3 ObITMe yesioBeKa B VICTOPUMN.
bynymias duocodnst mokaxeT, ObUIO JIM TaKoe
oITperiesieHVie BEPHBIM IV HeT. BayKHO TO, 4TO OHO
BXOIWIO B TPAHMITEI aHAJIV3a [IO3HAHMS He TOJIBKO
Kak HesHaHVe (y KaHTa), HO 1 Kak HEeKOTOpoe I1o-
HyMaHMe. VI XOTs MHOIrIa MOXXeT BOSHVKHYTh BIle-
JaT/IeHVe, 9YTO BpeMsI CBSI3aHO IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM C
cosepIiaHMeM, Ha caMoM Jiejte Xarierrep cBsi3blBa-
eT BpeMsi C JIeITeIbHOCTBIO CMHTe3a, TO eCTh B OC-
HOBHOM C ITPOAYKTMBHBIM BOOOpakeHVeM, KOTO-
poe, KOHEUHO JKe, OCHOBaHO Ha cosepriaHum. Ha-
OpacbIBaHMe BpeMeHU YejIOBeYeCKOrO CYIIEeCTBO-
BaHM Ha ObITVe — HOBIIIECTBO Xavijierrepa, OH X0O-
YeT OIpeesINTh ObITHE KaK BpeMsl, 3TO cBoeoOpas-
Hasl VMHTepHIpeTalys KaHTOBCKOIO TOJIKOBAHIAS,
¥ VIMEHHO cBoeoOpasHasl. Kak m3BecTHO, cuHTe3
OLIYIIIEHUV B ITpeJIMeTHOe 11eJIoe ITPOVICXOAUT BO
BpeMeH. DTOT cmHTe3 KaHT HasBasI cHTe30M arl-
nperensuu (A 120; Kant, 2006a, c. 173; cp. Xarize-
rrep, 1997, c. 103). Ho ecTb eltie cuHTe3 perrpogyk-
LIMI: KOTZla MBI BOCIIPOM3BOLAVM IIpeIMeT IO Tla-
MSTH, MBI IOJDKHBI YIepXX1BaTh B yMe 00pa3 mpeJi-
MeTa — 3TO HaJIy4yie IIPOIUIOro B HACTOAIIIEM, YTO
O3HauaeT IogBJIeHNe BpeMeHu (Xavizerrep, 1997, c.
104). OgHako pemnrarom, 1o Xarierrepy, okasbl-
BaeTcs 3aberaHue BIiepe, — CUHTe3 PEKOIHUIINL
IIpeficTaB/IeHNe O OyaylieM IIpeMeTa, YTO OCHO-
BBIBaeTCs y>ke He Ha BOCIIPUSATUN ¥ He Ha HaMs-
TV, a Ha NOHAMUU, B KOTOPOM OOBEIVHSIOTCS IIPO-
IIUIoe, HacTosIee 1 Oyayiree mpenMeTa. Hobin
CMHTe3 O3HayaeT, 10 Xariflerrepy, He TOJIBKO TOX-
JIeCTBO IIPOIIUIOrO M HACTOAIIEro, HO TOXIECTBO
BOOOIIle, B TOM umciie B IrpsigyieM. V1 aTa Toxme-
CTBEHHOCTH JaHa B IOHSTUM. OHO 1 €CTh eIH-
CTBO I BCeX TOX[IeCTBeHHBIX IpenMeTos (Tam
Xe, c. 106). V1, Takmm 00pa3oM, 3TOT CMHTe3 OKa3bl-
BAEeTCs Ha Jiejle TIePBbIM, OIIPeesISIONIIM 1 IIep-
BBIVI, VI BTOPOVI, I OH TaK>ke BHOCUT BpeMs.
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being in history, was already declared in Be-
ing and Time. Future philosophy will show
whether or not such a definition was right.
The important thing is that it was within the
boundaries of the analysis of cognition not
only as non-knowledge (Kant), but also as
some kind of understanding. Although one
may sometimes get the impression that time
is mainly connected with intuition, in reali-
ty Heidegger associates time with the activity
of synthesis, i.e. mainly with productive im-
agination, which of course is based on intui-
tion. Throwing the time of human existence
on being is Heidegger’s innovation, he seeks
to determine being as time, an unconvention-
al interpretation of Kant, to put it mildly. The
synthesis of sensations into the object whole
takes place in time. Kant called it Synthesis of
Apprehension (KrV, A 120; Kant, 1998, p. 239;
cf. Heidegger, 1997, p. 125). But there is also
synthesis of reproduction: when we repro-
duce an object from memory we must keep
in mind the image of the object, the presence
of the past in the present means the introduc-
tion of time. This is Synthesis of Reproduc-
tion (Heidegger, 1997, p. 127). However, what
Heidegger considers to be crucial is the antic-
ipation — synthesis of recognition, the idea
of the object’s future, which is based not on
apperception and not on memory but on the
concept which brings together the past, pres-
ent and future of the object. According to
Heidegger, the new synthesis means not only
the identity of the past and present, but iden-
tity in general, including in the future. The
identity is given in the concept. It is the unity
of all identical objects (ibid., p. 129). Thus the
synthesis turns out to be the first one, which
determines the first and the second, and it too
introduces time.

The interpretation of “I think” or “I-apper-
ception” in connection with time is more of a
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borlee ci1o)kHOV OKasbIBaeTCs WHTepIIpeTa-
1y «$l MBICITIO», WIN «s-allIepLeninn», B CBs-
31 CO BpeMeHeM, 4ero s yxke KocHysack. [To Kan-
Ty, BCe HaIll 3HaHWsS OTHOCATCS K HaIlleMy eIui-
HOMY CO3HAHMIO. «DTO II€pBOHAYAIbHOE VI TPaH-
ClIeH/leHTa/IbHOe YCJIOBMe eCTh He YTO MHOe, KaK
mpancyendenmarvas annepyenyus. ... HeBosmox-
HBl HMKaKye IO3HaHMs B Hac, HMKaKasl CBS3b U
eIVHCTBO VX 0e3 TOro eyHCTBa CO3HaHMs, KOTO-
poe IIpeIIecTByeT BceM JaHHBIM CO3epIIaHUN 1
JIVIIIb B OTHOLIEHWN K KOTOPOMY BO3MOXKHO BCSI-
Koe IIpeficTaBJIeHNe O IIpefMeTax. DTO YMCToe, M3~
HavaJIbHOe, Hey3MeHHOe CO3HaHVie 51 X049y Ha3BaTh
mpancyendenmavHou annepyenyue» (A 106—107;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 157). OHa mojpkHa paccMaTpuBaTh-
Cs1 KaK HeoOXOIMMoe ycyIoBye J1sl TIO3HAaHMs, TaK
KaK B IIPOTMBHOM CJIydae He ObUIO Obl e/IMHCTBa
BOCHIpUSTHS IIpefMeTa. B Heln — HeoOxommmoe
€IVIHCTBO CaMOCO3HaHMsL: «Bce BO3MOXHBIE sIBIIe-
HVS KaK IIpeICcTaBIIeH s IIpUHaIeXXaT K BO3MOX-
HOMY 1IeJIOCTHOMY camoco3HaHMIo» (A 113; Kanr,
20064, c. 163). CrrenoBaTesIbHO, OHO IOJDKHO OBITH
IIOCTOSTHHBIM U HeM3MEHHBIM, VIHaJe IIpericTaBIle-
HMs pacChIayIviCh ObI ¥ He BO3HMKaJIO Obl HUKa-
KOTo MOHATUS O Ipenmere. Takum oOpasom, ca-
MOCO3HaHMe CyIIlecTByeT KaK Obl BHe BpeMeH,
He CBA3aHO C HUM — Tak TosKyeTcst y Kanra. Ho
Xarzerrep Xo4eT JOKa3aTh, YTO 3TO He COBCEM TaK.
119 3TOro OH IpearpMHUMAaeT CBOeoOpasHYIO
VIHTepIIpeTalluIio, MCXOOsl IpY 3TOM W3 IIOsICHe-
Hust KaHTa OTHOCKUTEITBHO TOTO, UTO BpeMs V1 ITPo-
CTPaHCTBO apPUIIMPYIOT HOHSATUS IIperiCTaBIle-
"Hum. Ho adpdunmposars — 3HaUMT BO3IEVICTBO-
BaTh Ha HeuTo BoBHe. OfHAaKO BpeMs He SIBJISeTcs
IIpeIMeTOM: OHO «He SIBJISIeTCS YeM-TO HaJIMIHbBIM
¥ BOOOIIle He HaXoAWTCs rie-To “BoBHE » (Xarime-
rrep, 1997, c. 109). Ho eciii oHO He HaxomWUTCs U
He BO3/IeVICTBYeT BOBHE, 3HAYNT, OHO BO3/IEVICTBYeT
Ha cebs, sABigercs camoadpdpunmpyommm. «Bpe-
M9 II0 CBO€VI CyIITHOCTM eCTh uncToe adpduimpo-
BaHMe cebs camoro» (TaMm xe), yBepen Xarerrep.
W Takoe TOIKOBaHME TpedyeTcs eMy IJIsi TOTO,
9TOOBI IPEICTaBUTh BpeMs He KaK IpWU3HaK M
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challenge, as I have already mentioned. Ac-
cording to Kant, all our knowledge belongs to
our integral consciousness: “[...] this original
and transcendental condition is nothing other
than the transcendental apperception. [...] no cog-
nitions can occur in us, no connection and unity
among them, without that unity of conscious-
ness that precedes all data of the intuitions,
and in relation to which all representation of
objects is alone possible. This pure, original,
unchanging consciousness I will now name
transcendental apperception” (KrV, A 106-107;
Kant, 1998, p. 232). It has to be seen as a nec-
essary condition of cognition because otherwise
there would be no unity of perception of an
object. It is the necessary condition of the uni-
ty of self-consciousness: “All possible appear-
ances belong, as representations, to the whole
possible self-consciousness” (KrV, A 113; Kant,
1998, p. 235). Hence it must be constant and un-
changeable, otherwise representations would
fall apart and no concept of the object would
emerge. Thus, self-consciousness exists outside
of time, as it were, and is not connected with it,
on Kant’s account. Heidegger, however, wants
to prove that this is not quite the case. To this
end he adopts a peculiar interpretation pro-
ceeding from Kant’s clarification that time and
space affect the concepts of representations. But
affecting means influencing something outside.
However, time is not an object: it “is neither at
hand nor is it generally ‘outside”” (Heidegger,
1997, p. 132).

But if it is not outside and does not influence

17

the outside it influences itself, and is self-af-
fecting. “According to its essence, time is pure
affection of itself” (ibid.), Heidegger main-
tains. He needs this interpretation in order to
present time not as the property or attribute
“I think” — it is independent in that it is dis-
tinct from “I”. “I” is cleansed of time and time
of “1”.



CBOVICTBO «S] MBICJTIO» — OHO CaMOCTOSITETBHO B
CMBICJIe OT/INUMSA OT «fl». «Sfl» odniaercs ot Bpe-
MeHU, a BpeMs OT «SI».

«$» Tak >ke OuMITaeTCs OT MBIIIJIEHWSI, JTa VI OT
YyBCTBEHHOCTV, IIOTOMY YTO IIpefICTaBIIsieT co0ov
ocnoBy miozHaHMs. Ho ecimi ouncTnThb «f» OT Beero
3TOro, YTO OCTAaHETCS OT Hero, KaK OHO TOITIA ITO-
HyMaeTcsl? TolIpKO KaK HeYTO, IIPOTMBOCTOSIIee
IIpeaMeTaM TO3HaHMA. «S MBICIIIO» eCTh JIMIIb
KOPPEeJIST eaVHCTBA allllepLenyy A1 eIMHCTBA
MHOroOOpa3HOrO B UYBCTBEHHOM CO3€pIIaHMM,
KOI7Ia paccyIOK 0ObeIMHsIeT 3TO MHOrooOpa3Hoe B
HOHATUM HeKoToporo npenMeta. VI Xavperrep mo-
SICHSIeT J1ajlee, YTO TOT KOPPEJIAT V1 €CTh TOPV3OHT
IIpeIMETHOCTY BOOOIIe, BCETO TOrO, YTO CyIIle-
CTByeT «HanpoTus» (3HaHus) (Tam xe, c. 111). Ho
«S]» TIPOTMBOCTOUT JIIOOOMY IIpeIMeTy IO3HaHMS
He II0TOMY, UTO BOMpaeT ero B ceds, CTAHOBUTCS
3HaHMeM O HeM: IIPeIMeTHOCTb «PUCYeTCs» IIpo-
IOyKTUBHBIM BoOOpakeHMeM. OHO e B IIpoliec-
ce CO3IaHM IIpeaMeTa IOSBIISIeTCS. CO BpeMeHeM.
Tax, «fI» xoTopoe, corslacHO Xavizerrepy, He ecTb
TOJIBKO «SI-TT0O3HaHVIe», COeOMHSETCS CO BpeMeHeM:
«...9VICTas IeATeIbHOCTh BOOOpakeHs], KOTOpas
30BeTCs UMCTOV, TIOCKOJIBKY B ceDe caMovt oOpasyeT
CBOIO KoppeJisiTuBHYIO cTpyKTypy (Gebilde), mormx-
Ha, KaK caMa II0 cebe cBsi3aHHAsI CO BpeMeHeM, 00-
pa3oBbIBaTh MMeHHO BpeMs» (TaMm xe, c. 101).

Bo3MOXXHO, Takoe IIOHMMaHVE He eCTb COBep-
IIIEHHO BEpPHOE, MOXeT ObITh, M XaviIerrepos-
CKYIO MHTepIIpeTalio KaHTOBCKOTO ITOHMMAaHS
He CJleflyeT CYMTaTh abCOJIIOTHO TOUHOV, HO SICHO
OJIHO: CBSI3b OCHOBBI IO3HAHMS, «SI», CO BpeMeHeM
oueBnaHa. VI mia Xavigerrepa «f» — 3To He TOJIb-
KO «fI-TI03HaHMe», Kak 3T0 OblI0 y [ekapTa 1, 110
MHeHwuIo Xangerrepa, y Kanra.

[ Xanjerrepa Tak Ba)XHO YCTaHOBUTD CBSI3b
IIPOIYKTMBHOIO BOOOPakeHMsI CO BpeMeHeM, II0-

7 P. DHCKaT aHaIM3UPYeT CBSA3b « Sl MBICITIO» CO BpeMeHeM
uepes akT Cy>XIeHUs U IPUXOAUT K BeIBoy, uro y Kanra
«OBITHIE MBICJIAIIETO M BBIHOCAIIETO CyXXIeHne cyObekTa
WM3HAYaJIbHO OCYIECTBIIAeTC BO Bpemenu, a MbluileHue
BBIHOCSITIETO CYyXK7eHne cCyOBbeKkTa ecTh W3HadaTbHas
dopma bvimus Takoro cyobekra» (DHckat, 2020, c. 22).
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“1” is also cleansed of thinking and indeed
of sensibility because it is the foundation of cog-
nition. But if “I” is cleansed of all these things
what remains, how is it then to be understood?
Only as something that opposes the objects of
cognition. “I think” is but a correlate of the uni-
ty of apperception for the unity of the mani-
fold in sensible intuition, when understanding
unites the manifold in the concept of a certain
object. Heidegger goes on to explain that this
correlate is the horizon of objectness in gener-
al, of everything that exists “in-opposition-to”
(knowledge) (ibid., p. 135). But “1” is opposite
to any object of cognition not because it absorbs
it into itself and becomes knowledge of it: the
objectness is “drawn” by productive imagina-
tion. In the process of object creation it comes
along with time. Thus, “I” which, according
to Heidegger, is not only “I-cognition,” blends
with time: “Pure imagining, however, which is
called pure because it forms its fabric [Gebilde]
from out of itself, as in itself relative to time,
must first of all form time” (ibid., p. 123).”

Perhaps such an interpretation is not entire-
ly accurate, perhaps Heidegger’s interpreta-
tion of Kant’s thought is not absolutely precise,
but one thing is clear: the link between the “I”,
the foundation of cognition, and time is obvi-
ous. For Heidegger “1” is not only “I-cognition”
as with Descartes and, in Heidegger’s opinion,
also with Kant.

Why is Heidegger so keen on establishing
the connection between productive imagina-
tion and time?” Because time is inseparably
connected with the object of cognition. But was

7 Rainer Enskat (2020, p. 22) analyses the link between “I
think” and time through the act of judgment and comes
to the conclusion that with Kant “the being of the sub-
ject that thinks and passes judgment is intrinsically hap-
pening in time and: The thinking of the subject passing
judgment is the original form of such a subject’s being”
(cf. “Das Sein des denkend-urteilenden Subjekts vollzieht sich
urspriinglich in der Zeit, und: Das Denken des urteilenden
Subjekts ist die urspriingliche Form des Seins eines solchen
Subjekts”).
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TOMY 4YTO BpeMs Hepas3pbhIBHO CBS3aHO C IIpeMe-
ToM T103HaHM. Ho pa3Be 3T0 He OBIIIO OYEBMITHO C
caMOro HavaJjia aHaJIv3a 3HaHms? Bce mesro B ToM,
uro Ay Xavizerrepa vMeeT 3HadeHUe OCOOBIV
mpeaMeT — He eIVMHUYHBIV SMIIVPUYeCKNI, a Ta-
KOVI HEIIOHATHBIN, KaK ObITye, HaxoIdIeecs 3a
npefesiaMy 3HaHMA. 37ech IPUXOOAT Ha IaMsTh
JIOKas3aTesIbCTBa XargerrepoM Toro, YTo UyBCTBEH-
HOCTH ObIBaeT HESMITMPUYHON: BCSIKAS SMIIVIPIUY-
HOCTb YYBCTBeHHa, HO He BCAKas 4yBCTBEHHOCTH
SMIMpUYHA. TpaHClleH/IeHTaJIbHble IIpeIMeTbl
4yBCTBEHHBI, XOTSI ¥ He SMIVPUYHEL, — 00 3TOM
roBopAT oOpa3sbl-cxeMbl. TaKyio 4YyBCTBEHHOCTB
MOYKHO OTHeCTU K ObITuIO. VI orpoMHOe 3HaueHMe
3fech A1 pustocoda MMeeT aHaJIU3 YUCTOrO COo-
3eplaHMd Kak BpeMeHV. OHO — TOPU30OHT IIpel-
METHOCTV, TO €CTh BO3MOXXHOCTD ITOSIBJIEHWS JTFO-
Ooro mpenMeTa. B camoMm fierte, rie criocoOHOCTH
BOOOpakeHVsI MOXET HaMTV IIPOCTPAHCTBO [IJIS
cBomx cosgaHum? I'me aTu cozgaHms MOryT oope-
CTU 4yBCTBeHHOe HamroiHeHMe? CoOCTBEHHO To-
BOps, BCSL pa3paboTKa TeMbl IPOAYKTUBHOIO BO-
oOpaxxeHms TpeOyeTcs Xariferrepy iJjis TOro, 4To-
Obl JOKa3aTb BO3MOXKHOCTEH IIOCTVDKEHWMS OBITVS
He KaK HOyMeHa, He Kak X, a KaK IIpeJiMeTa, XOTs
v HeoObruHOTO. Cr1y1a BOOOpaskeHMs CO3IaeT STOT
npenMeT He-lo3HaHMA. A Kakon? Il 3gech 1oss-
JISieTCsl HOBBIVI TePMMH — OBITMS KaK IIpOV3Be-
HeHMs VICKyccTBa. briaromaps cuite BooOpaskeHMs
MUp IperCcTaeT YesIOBeKY B BUe pa3HOOOpas-
HBIX 00pa30B, CO3aHHBIX VIM CAMVIM ¥ IIOTOMY He
TpaHCIIeHIeHTHBIX, a MMMaHeHTHBIX. 115 JoKa-
3aTeJIbCTBA 3TOrO ¥ OblIa HamvcaHa padota «KaHT
I Impobrrema Metadm3vky». Ha nepBein miaH mis
Xamerrepa BbIIIUIa 1103314 KakK HauOoslee KyJib-
TYPHO OCMBICJIEHHBIVI OOBIIEHHBIV IIPU3HAK Obl-
. Ilociie 1933 1, kak orMedaeT TaMmHbO, Xaii-
ferrep mepexoduT K pedpiekcum o 1moasum ['éis-
neprvHa. [7TyGOKO OCMBICIIVIB BCIO IIpeJIIIecTBY-
Io1y10 pustocoduio, Xavimerrep obOparraercs K
VICKYCCTBY U JleJlaeT OHVM W3 IJIaBHBIX acIIeKTOB
OBITVISA yKe He BpeMs, a TeXHD, TO eCThb JesiTeIb-

it not obvious from the very beginning of the
analysis of knowledge? The point is that Hei-
degger is concerned with a special object, not a
singular empirical one, but the mysterious be-
ing which is beyond knowledge. This brings
to mind Heidegger’s argument that sensibility
can be non-empirical: all empiricism is sensible,
but not all sensibility is empirical. Transcen-
dental objects are sensible though not empiri-
cal, as witnessed by schemata. Such sensibility
can be referred to being. Analysis of pure in-
tuition as time is here hugely important. It is
the horizon of objectness, i.e. the possibility
of the emergence of any object. Indeed, where
can the power of imagination find space for
its creations? Where can these creations ac-
quire sensible substance? At the end of the
day Heidegger elaborates the theme of pro-
ductive imagination solely in order to prove
that being can be grasped not only as a noume-
non, not only as X, but as an object, albeit an
unusual one. The power of imagination cre-
ates this object of non-cognition. But what ob-
ject? Enter a new term: being as a work of art.
Thanks to the power of imagination the world
is seen by the human being in the shape of di-
verse images created by him/her and therefore
not transcendent, but immanent. It is to prove
this thesis that the work Kant and the Prob-
lem of Metaphysics was written. Heidegger be-
comes preoccupied with poetry as culturally
the most meaningful ordinary attribute of be-
ing. After 1933, Taminiaux notes, Heidegger
takes up the poetry of Holderlin. Having pro-
foundly studied all preceding philosophy, Hei-
degger turns to art and makes one of the main
aspects of being not time but techne, activity of
creating works of art.® “The thinking of Being is
not merely the highest form of praxis, but also
essentially the highest form of poiesis” (Tamin-

8 It should be recalled that a similar idea of the need to
think being as a work of culture was expressed by the Rus-
sian philosopher Vladimir S. Bibler (1991, p. 9).
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HOCTB IIO CO3[IaHMIO ITPOVM3BEIeHMUN VCKYCCTBa®.
«Mpl1uTeHVe 0 OBITVNM He SIBJISeTCs BbIcIen (op-
MOV ITpaKCca, HO gBJIsieTCs BhICIIer (pOpMoVi IIo-
muca» (Taminiaux, 1991, p. 216). YesoBeueckast
CYIITHOCTb OOHapyXX1BaeT ceOsl B IIPUCOeITHEHMU
K ObITIIO TexH?. Heslb3d He OTMETUTB, UTO B CITy-
Yyae TexH? POJIb IPOIYKTMBHOIO BOOOpa’keHMs
BO3pacTaeT. beITye IIpecTONT 3/1eCh KaK HECOKPBI-
TOe, sIBHOE, KaK MHOXKECTBO 00pa30B, MICKYCCTBO He
HOIJIOIIAeTCS HAJIMYHOCTBIO, OHO BCEITIA BBIXOMT
3a ee IpeielIbl B Oy/ylliee, JaBas, KpoMe BpeMeH-
HOTO OITpeziesieHs ObITIST, MHOrooOpasvie ObITHs.

B pabore «/cToK XyHmokecTBeHHOro TBOpe-
Hus» (1935) Xanperrep nepexoauT K aHaINU3y Xy-
JIOKeCTBEHHOI'O TBOpYeCTBa B IiejioM. Peub mpeT
He TOJIBKO O II033MM, a O XYI0KeCTBEHHOM I0JIOT-
He 11 O CKYJIBIITYPe, XOTsI OH IIPO0JDKaeT CYMTaTh
IO33MI0 CYTHIO VCKYCCTBa. Bermkme mponssere-
HVIS IIOTOMY SIBJISIIOTCSL BEJIVIKVIMYL, YTO OHM pac-
KPbIBAIOT CYIIIHOCTH OBITVIS B €e HeCOKPBITOCTY, B
ee VICTMHe. 3a BelllaMM XYJI0KeCTBeHHOI'O TBOpe-
HMs BCeria CTOUT HeUTO MHoe: «XyJoXKeCTBeHHOe
TBOpPEHVE BCEOTKPHITO BO3BeIlaeT 00 MHOM, OHO
eCTb OTKpOBeHMe nHoro» (Xavizerrep, 2008, c. 87),
¥ OHO HMKOT/Ia He ObIBaeT IIpOCTO Bellbio. brraro-
Japsl XyJOXKeCTBeHHOMY TBOPEHMIO Mbl IIOHVMa-
eM, 4To Takoe nctuHa (Tam xe, c. 121), monmMma-
eM TBOpeHIe TBopeHMeM. Tak, HamprMep, Ha Kap-
TuHe Ban I'ora, m300paarorer rmapy carior, 1aeT-
Cs1 He TIPOCTO OIIVICaHVIe STVIX CAlloT, & OTKPHIBAeT-
Cs1 CYTh KPeCTBhsTHCKOT'O TPYZIa, ITOKa3bIBaeTcsl, Kak
KPeCThSHIH TsDKeJI0 paboTaeT Ha 3eMJle, BCKallbl-
Bas ee, 3TV CaIlory IPHoOpeTaroT KOPWYHEBBIN 1
pa300ITaHHBIN BU. DTO CBUIETEILCTBYET O Kpe-
CTBSIHCKOM TpyJle B Mupe. Xy[JoKecTBeHHOe TBO-
peHIMe OTKpBIBaeT CYIITHOCTh YeJI0BeYeCcKOro Obl-
TSI, KOTOpOe He TOJIBKO ¥ He CTOJIBKO YTWIINTap-
Ho. [loueMy 3TO TaHO YeJIOBeKY, HEM3BECTHO; BO3-
MOYKHO, IIOTOMY, UTO 4UeJIOBeK — Mepa Bcex Belllerl.
«YertoBeKk — 3TO Takoe ObITHE B MUpe, KOTOPOe,

8 Hamo BCIOMHUTB, UTO HOIOOHYIO Xe MIIeo 0 HeobXo-
IVIMOCTM MBICIIUTB OBITHE KaK npousfedeHiie KyJIbTYPbl
BBICKa3bIBal poccuvickuit drtocod B. C. bubnep (bu-
Orrep, 1991, c. 9).
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iaux, 1991, p. 216). Human essence reveals itself
in joining techne and being. It has to be noted
that in techne the role of creative imagination
is enhanced. Being is presented as not hidden,
as overt, as a multitude of images, art is not ab-
sorbed by being, always reaching beyond its
limits into the future.

In his work The Origin of the Work of Art
(1935) Heidegger analyses artistic creation as a
whole. Not only poetry, but also painting and
sculpture, although he still considers poetry
to be the essence of art. Great works are great
because they reveal the essence of being in its
non-hiddenness, in its truth. “The work makes
publicly known something other than itself, it
manifests something other” (Heidegger, 2002,
p- 3), and it is never just a thing. Thanks to a
work of art we understand what is the truth
(ibid., p. 121), we understand creation through
creation. Thus, in Van Gogh'’s painting showing
a pair of boots, we have not only a description
of these boots, but gain an insight into the peas-
ant’s toil, how hard he tills the land, and these
boots become brown and loose. This attests to
the peasant’s work in the world. Art reveals the
essence of the human being, which is not solely
or largely utilitarian. Why this has been given
to man is unclear, perhaps because man is the
measure of all things. “Man is the kind of being
in the world which, being inside being is asso-
ciated with being, is concerned about it, worries
about it, asks questions about it and queries it”
(Mikhailov, 2008, p. 28). Thus Heidegger radi-
cally changes Kant’s idea of being.

5. Conclusion

At the start of his creative career Heidegger
defined being through time and even identified
the two concepts. But at the second stage he
turns his attention to artistic creation where the
word image becomes key. This is not a concept
but rather an insight.
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IpeObIBasi B OBITIN, COIIPSDKEHO C OBITVIEM — O3a-
OoueHO 1M, ITeUeTCs: O HeM, 3aJ1aeTCsl BOIIPOCOM O
HeM 1 BolpoiaeT ero» (Mmxamios, 2008, c. 28).
Taxvm oOpasom, Xarerrep paguKaIbHO MeHSeT
KaHTOBCKO€e IIOHMMAaHVe ObITVIS.

5. 3aks1roueHue

B Hauasie cBOero TBOpUECKOro Iy Ty Xavijerrep
orperiesisiyl ObITHe Yepe3 BpeMsl, Ta’ke OTOX/IeCT-
BJ1sUT 3TV TIoHsATHS. Ho Ha BTopom aTarre oH oOpa-
IIfaeT CBOe BHVIMaHVe Ha Xy[IO0KeCTBEHHOe TBOP-
YeCTBO, 371eCh /ISl HEro IJIaBHBIM CJIOBOM CTaHO-
BIITCSL CJIOBO «OOJIMK». DTO He IIOHSTHE, a CKopee
IIOCTVDKEHMIE.

Tema crocoOHOCTV BOOOpakeHMSI 3aHMMAeT
VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHO BakKHOe MeCTO B rtocodpmm
Xarizierrepa, IIOTOMy 4TO JaeT €My BO3MOXXHOCTB
ITO3UTVBHO OITPeNeINTh OBITVE: 13 HEIOCTVIKVI-
MOTO MKCa OHO ITpeBpalliaeTcss B Oorarsivi, pasHo-
O0pa3HO pacIiBeUeHHBIVI ¥ JaXke YyBCTBEHHBIN
npenMet. [ TprraeM ripemMeT, HAXOAAIINVICS He BHe
4eJIoBeKa, a BHYTPU €ro Mypa. DTO JOCTUTAETCS
YCTaHOBJIEHVEM CBS3M BOOOpaXkeHMS C UyBCTBEH-
HOCTBIO 71 CO BpeMeHeM. beccriopHo, 4To BHUMa-
Hue Xarijierrepa K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHOM CITIOCO0-
HOCTM BOOOpa’keHNMs TakKxKe OOYCJIOBJIEHO TeM,
YTO, TI0 €r0 MHEHWIO, OHa IIOMOTaeT IIOHSTh ObITVIe
y>Ke He IIPOCTO KaK BpeMeHHOe, a KakK IIpefICTaB-
JIEeHHOe Uepe3 XyA0XKeCTBEHHOe TBOPUYECTBO, UTO U
CTAHOBWTCS TJIaBHBIM BO BTOPOVI ITEPVO]T [IeSTe b
HocTy Xavizerrepa. B aToMm cirydae Mup [1y1s 4esio-
BeKa — 3TO MHOrooOpasyie BUIOB OBITHS.

51 chernara ObI TaKoOM BBIBOJ: CTPEMSICh OTTOJI-
KHYTbh HayKy B VMICTOpMYecKOe IIpOIIUIoe, Xarize-
ITep MEePeXOOUT OT IOHSTUWIHOIO OIlpelleIeHVs
ObITIS (BpeMeHM) K OeCIOHATUVIHBIM OIIperieie-
HVISIM VI MITIET VX B OOBIYHOM IIOBCETHEBHOM SI3bI-
Ke, O0JIafjaroieM MHOTVIMM CMBICJIAMM, KPEITKO
IIPUBSI3aHHBIMM K CYIIHOCTY OBITVS. A KBMHTIC-
CeHIVIS OOBIYHOIO SI3bIKa — 3TO I033MsI, IMEHHO
OHa /jaeT OBITUIO BBIPaKEHME; SI3bIK — 9TO «IOM
ObITIS». Tak OT TpaHCIIeHAEHTHOCTY ObITHS Xari-
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The theme of the power of imagination
looms large in Heidegger’s philosophy because
it enables him to define being positively: from
an incomprehensible X it turns into a rich, vari-
colored and even a sensuous object. What is
more, the object is not outside of man but with-
in his world. This is achieved by establishing a
connection of imagination with sensibility and
with time. It cannot be gainsaid that Heideg-
ger’s attention to the transcendental faculty of
imagination is partly due to his conviction that
it helps to understand being not as temporal,
but as represented through artistic creation,
which becomes the focus of his interest in the
second period of his career. Thus the world is
for man the manifold of types of being.

I would draw the following conclusion:
seeking to push science back into the historical
past, Heidegger abandons conceptual defini-
tion of being (time) in favour of non-concep-
tual definitions drawn from ordinary daily
language which has many meanings bound up
with the essence of being. The quintessence of
ordinary language is poetry which expresses
being; language is “the home of being.” Thus
Heidegger moves from the transcendence of be-
ing to its immanence and its expression in the
word.

The twentieth century, especially its be-
ginning, unfolds a picture of incredible ex-
periments with language, invention of new
meanings of what seemed to be transparent
words. These experiments took place at the
time in Germany as well as in Russia. In Russia
Shklovsky and Khlebnikov offered examples of
the search for new meanings. A new poetry and
a new art were born. Cubism showed the hu-
man being’s understanding of him/herself: the
understanding of how a new world can be as-
sembled from various parts.

Heidegger puts artistic creation at the focus
of his thinking precisely because it is a vehi-



Jlerrep IepexouT K ero MMMaHeHTHOCTH, K BBIpa-
JKeHHOCTU B CJIOBE.

XX Bek, 0coDeHHO ero HavaJio, /1aeT KapTUHY
HeMBICJIVIMBIX YIIPaKHEHUM C S3bIKOM, 1300pe-
TeHVsI HOBBIX CMBICJIOB, Ka3aJI0Ch ObI, BCeM SICHBIX
cs10B. ITof1o6GHBIe OIBITHI MOXKHO HaOJIIOATh B 3TO
BpeMs Kak B [epmanum, tak 1 B Poccum. Ipu-
Mepbl TIOVMCKOB HOBOT'O CMbIC/Ia JaioT B Poccum n
[IxstoBckmm, 1 X71eOHMKOB. 371eck poXIaeTcs: HO-
Basl 11033151 M HOBOE MCKYCCTBO — KyOw3M, ITOKa-
3BIBAIONINTI CAaMOIIOHVIMaHVe YeJloBeKa: ITOHVMa-
HVe TOro, KaK 13 pa3HbIX JleTajlerl MOYKHO coOpaTh
HOBBIVI MVP.

Ycranoskon Xanpgerrepa crajia njes, Hallpas-
JIeHHasl Ha XyHOKeCTBeHHOe TBOpeHMe, KaK pa3
IIOTOMY, UTO 3[1€Ch IeVICTBYeT IIPOIyKTVBHas CVjla
BOOOpakeHNsl, KOTopasl IIOPOXJIaeT ero OTKpbI-
TOCTb W pas/IM4YHbIe ero BUbL, IIPeACTaBjIss Ta-
KM 00pa3oM pasHoobOpasue Mypa. XygoKecTBeH-
HOe TBOPYeCTBO — 3TO He NOHMMaHMe ObITUS, a
VIMEHHO €r0 MHOCTVDKeHVe, IOCTVKEeHVe B ero OT-
KPBITOCTH 11 MHOTOOOpasut.

ITo-Bupymomy, oOparttieHmne Xarigerrepa K wc-
KyCCTBY B KOHEUHOM cyeTe ObLIO OIIpesiesieHO TeM,
uTO KyJIbTypa XX CTONeTs Havajla COCPeaOTOUM-
BaThCsl Ha CaMOV3MEHEeH M ¥ CaMOIIO3HaHWM Cy0'b-
exta. OT BO3IEVICTBMSA Ha OOBEKT, UTO CBOVICTBEH-
HO ITpoMbIuIeHHOCT 1 Hayke XVII—XX BB. 11 uTO
OCTaBJISUIO B TeHM oOpallieHvie CyObeKTa Ha CaMOro
cest, eBporiericKasi VI aMepyKaHCKasl ITVBVIIM3aIyst
C XOIIOM Hay4HO-TeXHIYEeCKOV PeBOJIIOLNN Hepe-
XOIWT K OOJTee r'yMaHVCTIYECKVIM B3aVIMOJIEVICTBI-
sIM JIIOTIEVI, yCVUIVIBaeT oOparteHme Ha cebs. VI mo-
HVIMaHVe cebs eCcTh OHOBPEMEHHO IIOCTVDKEHVIe
MMpa KaK MMMaHEeHTHOIo, a He Haxo[4IIlerocsd 3a
rpaHuUIIel YeJIOBeUeCcKOro CyIeCTBOBaHMSI.

Cnmcok mureparypsl

bubaep B.C. Or HayKoydeHWSI K JIOTMKE KYJIBTYPBL
M. : Hayxka, 1991.

I'ndamep X. I Ilytn Xamperrepa: VicciemoBaHmis 1o3z-
Hero TBopuecTBa / miep. ¢ HeM. A. B. JIaBpyxmHa. MuHCK :
[Tporten, 2008.
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cle of the creative power of imagination, which
opens it up and produces its diverse types, thus
representing the diversity of the world. Artistic
creation is not understanding but embracing of
being in all its openness and diversity.

At the end of the day, Heidegger probably
turned to art because twentieth-century cul-
ture was concentrating on self-change and
self-knowledge of the subject. As the scientif-
ic and technological revolution progressed, the
European and American civilisation passed
on from influencing the object, which was
characteristic of industry and science in the
seventeenth to twentieth centuries, to more
humanistic interactions between people, to in-
terest in the self. Understanding oneself is com-
prehension of the world as being immanent
rather than being located outside the bounda-
ries of human existence.
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