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I'VCTABA IIITIETA

T.TI. Illedpuna®? U. O. Il]ledpuna’

B cmamve ocmuicauBaemcs 3HaueHue KOHYenmyatb-
Holx ycmanobok Mmmanyuaa Kanma 043 ucmopuveckoi
¢pusocopuu I'yemaba I'yemabobuua Ilnema (1879 —
1937). Dma mema npaxmuuecku He paspabamuvibaracs
uccaedobamenamu mbopuecmba I.I. llnema; onu, kax
npabuio, conocmabaiiu eeo A02UK0-Mermo00L02UHecKue
nocmpoenus ¢ udesmu npedcmabumeneil heHOMeH010-
eun (2. I'yccepav, P. Uneapden u 0p.) u eepmenebmuku
(@. Lrenepmaxep, B. Huavmei, X. Jlunnc, X.-I. I'aoa-
Mep u 0p.). A nomomy aBmopsl. noc1edoBamesvHoO peKoH-
cmpyupyom «cgpepy paseobopa», 6 komopoil popmupoba-
AACh KOHYeNyus «ucmopuueckotl ¢pusocogpuu» Ilnema,
u Boiabasrom mecmo u poav udei M. Kanma 6 winemob-
ckux nocmpoenuax (ocoboe BHumanue yoeasemcs aHmu-
mese «[1ramon — Kanm»). Cpedu «cobeceoruxob» Illne-
ma, 6mecme c komopwsiMu o1 paccysxoaem o Kanme u mem
cambim «Bo30eaviBaem» noae ucmopuuecko gpusocodpuu,
I . Yeananob u 3. I'yccepas, b. Boavyaro u A. Tperde-
senoype, . I'eman u M. Ppuwiaisen-Kérep. B xkauecmbe
npusoxenus nyoauxyomea samemxu Ilnema o Kanme,
xpanawjuecs 6 apxube eco cemou. Omuouenue Ilnema x
Kanmy 6v10 docmamouro caroxxHbiM (KOHeuHo, 1o 004b-
ulell Yacmu KpUmudeckum), U mem He MeHee OH 0moa-
Bax cebe omuem 6 mom, umo Kanm — smo ¢pynoamenm
eBponeiickotl ghuaocopuu U eeo NoNvIMKU paspeuieHus
2HOCe0102Ueckoll npobaemMbl 3acAYKubaom mozo, umo-
01 Beprymubca K HUM U 3aH0B0, ewye pas npoumu mem ny-
mem, komopwim uiea Kanm. ABmopo. nokaswibarom, 4umo
samemxu o Kanme umetom He moAvko uUcCmopuko-guao-
cogpexyto yennocmn. OHu 1036047101 HAM Ce200HA 10-HO-
Bomy nocmompems Ha MHO2Ue MeopemuKo-no3Habamens-
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IMMANUEL KANT
IN THE HISTORICAL PHILOSOPHY
OF GUSTAV SHPET

T. G. Shchedrina’?, 1. O. Shchedrina®

This article assesses the role of Immanuel Kant’s
ideas in the historical philosophy of Gustav Shpet
(1879 —1937). This theme has been largely ignored
by Shpet scholars who have concentrated on compar-
ing his logical-methodological theories with the ideas of
representatives of phenomenology (E. Husserl, R. Ing-
arden and others) and hermeneutics (F. Schleiermacher,
W. Dilthey, H. Lipps, H.-G. Gadamer and others).
Accordingly, the authors consistently reconstruct “the
sphere of conversation” within which Shpet’s con-
cept of “historical philosophy” was formed and reveal
the place and role of Kant’s ideas in Shpet’s theories
(with particular focus on the Plato-Kant antithesis).
Among Shpet’s “interlocutors” with whom he dis-
cusses Kant and thus “ploughs” the field of historical
philosophy are G. 1. Chelpanov and E. Husserl, B. Bol-
zano and A. Trendelenburg, F. Heman and M. Frische-
isen-Kohler. We have attached Shpet’s notes on Kant in
the archive of his family. Shpet’s attitude to Kant was
controversial (while of course largely critical) and yet
he was aware that Kant was the foundation of European
philosophy and that his efforts to resolve the epistemo-
logical problem merit a second, thorough examination
and a retracing of the path followed by Kant. The au-
thors show that Shpet’s notes on Kant have more than
historical-philosophical relevance. They enable us to
take a new look at many theoretical and cognitive prob-
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Hble npobaemsl 1, 4mo ocobeHHo BaxkHo, 3acmabasiom Hac
1epeocMblcAUMb (PYHOAMEHMAAbHbIE TO0A0KEHUA PUL0-
cohuu u mMemoooA0eUY HAYHHO20 NO3HAHUSL.

KatoueBuie caoBa: I. Ilinem, WM. Kanm, ucmopuue-
ckas ghusocogpus, cgpepa paseobopa, udeasusm

I[Tporuio yxke Oortee TpuallaTH JIET C TeX IIOP,
Kak TBop4ecTBO ['ycraBa I'ycraBosraa [llnera oka-
3aJI0Ch B LIeHTpe BHMMaHMA prsiocodos-deHoMe-
HOJIOTOB, ICTOPUIKOB (pryIocopviv, KyJIBTY POJIOTOB,
TICMXOJIOroB. VIMeHHO Tora ofvH 13 PeHOMEeHOIIO-
ros, Bragymup KaymmHuyeHko, mocTaBmsl BOIIpoC
O IIPOAYKTMBHOCTM KOMIIApaTMBUCTCKOIO IIOf-
xoma kK wmccoinenoBanHmio vmert [T IImera: «Mox-
HO JIN... 00cyXziaTh, ckaxeM, TeMbl “IImnier u I'yc-
cepiy’, “Ilnier n dusrenn”, “Ier n ViHrapoen”
Kak TeMbl dwtocodpckme?» (Kammamuenko, 1992,
¢. 37). 3a oM TOIBI MCTOPUKM (Prytocodmm Mpo-
KO WCITOJIB30BAJIVI STOT IIOIXOJI JIjI OCMBICIIEHVIS
IIITeTOBCKMX IITYINT, 00CyX1avch TeMsl «[1lmer
n baxTn», «[IInet n FOMm», «[1lmet 1 A. besbiin» m
np. Tem cambIM mccileioBaTes I IIbITAIVCh HaTU
MeCTO 1715 3TOrO OPUTVIHAJIBHOTO MBICTIUTEIIS B CU-
creMe PVIIOCOPCKMX KOOPOMHAT eBPOIeVICKOro 1
PYCCKOTO MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOTO IIPOCTPaHCTBa.

Ho 3a mipemestaMm 3TVIX COIIOCTABIIEHM JI0 CUX
nop ocraerca Vimmanywmin KaHt, upgen Koroporo
[IieT nmepeocmbiciMBail. Bo3MOXHO, MMEHHO 13-
3a UeTKO BbIPa’kKeHHOIO B TeKCTaxX KPUTMUECKOro,
1o cytu, otHomeHns Ilnera x KanTy Borpoca o
COIIOCTaBJIEHUY VX KOHIIeNTYyaJIbHBIX yCTaHOBOK
y uccilefioBaTesiel He BO3HMKasIo. A MeXay TeMm
KaHT — ogmH M3 BaXKHEWMIINMX «COOeCeIHKOB»
[Irreta®. B maHHOM TEKCTe MBI TOJIBKO KOHTYPHO
HaMeTVM HeKOTOPbIe CIOKETBI JIJISI ITPOIOIKEH S
uccitegoBanuit Temel «lllnet n Kaut» (vmm, xak
o0t ropoputh caM lllmeT, mpencTaBuM cxemy
TTQJTBHEVIIIIVIX BO3MOYKHOCTEVA).

Mutepec x KanTy BosHuK y Illera erre B cTy-
JleH4JecKye rofipl, KOrja OH y4acTBOBaJl B JlesTelIb-

* B ero xabumete Bucemm noprpersl Kanra mn IOma (1
Tlake Haxozlsick B MockBe, OH Ipocul ¢Bolo MaTh Mapiie-
mHy Mocudosny npusestn nx). Cwm.: (I'ycras Hlner.. .,
2005, c. 20—21).

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

lems and, even more importantly, make us rethink the
fundamental tenets of philosophy and the methodology
of scientific cognition.

Keywords: G. Shpet, 1. Kant, historical philoso-
phy, the sphere of conversation, idealism

The work of Gustav Shpet attracted the at-
tention of phenomenological philosophers,
historians of philosophy, culturologists and
psychologists more than thirty years ago
when phenomenologist Vladimir Kalinichen-
ko (1992, p. 37) suggested that the compara-
tive approach could profitably be used in the
study of Shpet’s ideas: “Can one [...] discuss,
for example, the topics ‘Shpet and Husserl,’
‘Shpet and Dilthey,” ‘Shpet and Ingarden” as
philosophical themes?” Since then histori-
ans of philosophy have widely used this ap-
proach in studying Shpet, notably the themes
“Shpet and Bakhtin,” “Shpet and Hume”
“Shpet and Andrei Bely” and others. They
tried to find a “place” for this original thinker
in the philosophical coordinates of the Euro-
pean and Russian intellectual space.

To date, however, these comparisons have
left out Immanuel Kant whose ideas Shpet
reinterpreted. His overtly critical attitude to
Kant was part of the reason why the possi-
bility of comparing the ideas of Shpet and
Kant did not arise. And yet Kant was one
of the key “interlocutors” of Shpet.* The au-
thors will suggest some approaches to the
study of the theme “Shpet and Kant” (or, as
Shpet liked to say, a scheme of further possi-
bilities).

Shpet developed an interest in Kant during
his undergraduate years when he attended

* Portraits of Kant and Hume hung in his study (even
while in Moscow, he asked his mother, Marcelina
losifovna, to bring them). See: (Shchedrina, 2005,
pp- 20-21).
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HocTm Ilcuxomormyeckonm cemvtHapum I. V1. Yerr-
naHosa. B Heit oOcyX[asvch camble HacyIIHbIe
Torga dumocodckme Borpockl. YemaHOB roso-
PWI B BBICTYIUICHUM Ha TOP)KeCTBEHHOM OTKPBbI-
ToM 3acefganum [ Icvxonormdeckon cemmnuapumn 25
despasis 1903 r. 1o ciIydaro IATUIIETHS ee Cyllle-
CTBOBaHMSIL:

B mamem KpyXke, KaK M BO BCeVl PyCCKOWM
VIHTeJUIUTeHIINY, MaTepuaIvi3M ¥ II03UTUBU3M,
IIOYTHM CaMO[ep>KaBHO BJIACTBOBABIIINE, B IIO-
cJIeHee BpeMsl yCTYIIVII MeCcTO (prytocopcKoMy
vaeaavisMy WV, 10 KpaviHeVl Mepe, TeHIeHII
IaTh cebe SICHBIV OTYeT B MIeaIICTMUYeCKOM II0-
HVIMaHUW MUpa. DTO TedeHNe, Hallelree cede
IIPVIOT B HaIleM KPY>KKe, BCTPETWIO I ceOs
HOJJIEPXKKY CO CTOPOHBI TAKOIO K€ TeUeHWs B
pycckon 0oOIIIecTBeHHOV MBIC/IM. B HacTosImmn
MOMEHT 3TO TeUeHMe SIBJIIeTCS IIPeaAMeTOM Bce-
oOmrero BHMMaHMS OJaromapsi —IIOSIBJIIEHVIIO
cboprMKa «[Ipobrems! Mgeam3Ma», M3TAHHOTO
MOCKOBCKMM IICUXOJIOTMUECKMM 0011recTBoM. Ta-
KOro CWJILHOTO YMCTBEHHOI'O HaIpsKeHMs, KO-
TOpOe HEPEXVBAET B HACTOsIIIee BpeMsl pyCcCKoe
00111ecTBO, 51, MPU3HAIOCH, He 3aIl0OMHIO. Bee 11po-
M3BOUT TaKoe BIleyaT/IeHMe, KakK ecn Obl pyc-
CKOVI MHTEe/UINTEeHIINM ObUT ITOCTaBIeH HaCTOVI-
YMBBIV BOIIPOC, Ha KOTOPBIN OHa JOJDKHA JaThb
HeMeJIJIEHHEBIVI Xe OTBeT, BOIIPOC, I/le MCTVHA, B
udeaiusme iy B nosumubusme. VIHTe UIMIeHITAS
OKasaJlach 3axBadeHHOV Bpaciuiox. OHa He ycIie-
Jla IIOOTOTOBUTBECA K OTBeTy. BelercrBue sToro
YMCTBEHHOE COCTOSIHVE HaCTOSIIEro BpeMeHU
MOXKHO XapaKTepu30BaTh KaK COCTOsIHVIe HEKOTO-
POTo HeTOyYMeHW s, s ObI CKa3aJl, pacTepsIHHOCTY
(Oruer..., 1907 c. 4).

B sToMm npertnom xoHTekcte IlmeT oOpariaeTcs
K KaHTy 1 Ha TOM ke TOpkeCTBeHHOM 3aceflaHuU
pernaeT Aokiag «O colyaibHOM Measii3Me», Tie
OTUYeTIIVBO POPMYJIPYET Te3VC O TOM, UTO J171s1 IT0-
HUMaHUs COBPEeMeHHOVI eMy CUTYalluy B Hay YHOM
(v B TOM 4mCIIe colMa/IbHO-TYMaHMTapHOM) TI03Ha-
HUM HeoOxommMo BepHYThes K KanTy. Borrpoc 00
aHTMHOMUY HeOOXOAVMMOCTM U CBOOOIBI — BOT
uTo MHTepecoBasio Illnera Torga (1 ocTaeTcs ax-
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the Psychological Seminary of Georgy I. Chel-
panov where burning philosophical issues
were discussed. Addressing the open session
of the Psychological Seminary on 23 February
1903 to mark its fifth anniversary Chelpanov
said:

In our circle, like among the whole Rus-
sian intelligentsia, materialism and positivism,
which held almost unlimited sway, have lately
been replaced by philosophical idealism or at
least a tendency to give a clear account of the
idealistic view of the world. This trend, which
has found a place in our circle, met with the
support on the part of a similar trend in Rus-
sian social thought. At present this trend is the
subject of universal attention, thanks to the
collection of articles, Problems of Idealism, pub-
lished by the Moscow Psychological Society.
I have to confess that I cannot remember the
kind of intellectual tension that Russian soci-
ety is experiencing at present. It is as if the Rus-
sian intelligentsia has been confronted with an
insistent question it had to give an immediate
answer to, the question of which is true, ideal-
ism or positivism. It caught the intelligentsia by
surprise. It had no time to prepare itself for an
answer. As a consequence, the mental state of
our time can be characterised as a state of be-
wilderment and, I should say, confusion (cit. in
Anonym., 1907, p. 4).

It was in this intellectual context that Shpet
turned to Kant. At the same anniversary meet-
ing Shpet delivered a speech “On Social Ideal-
ism” in which he articulated the thesis that it
was necessary to return to Kant in order to un-
derstand the contemporary situation in science
(including the social sciences and the human-
ities). What interested Shpet then (and remains

relevant today) was the question of the necessi-



TyaJIbHBIM CETOJIHsI). DTOT BOIIPOC, KaK yKa3bIBaJl
cam IlIneT, «BBIIBMHYT Ha MepBbIVI IUIaH, 1 ecTe-
CTBEHHO IIpe’Kiie BCero oOpaTUThCS [IJIs €ro paspe-
LIeHNs K TOMY, KTO BIIepBble nocmabu. e2o co BCei
Pe3KOCTBIO U OTUeTIIMBOCTBIO — Kk Kanmy. Eciu y
Hero ¥ He HavifieM ero pas3peuieHus, TO 3aTO B ero
IIOCTAaHOBKe OyfeM VICXOOUTH Bce-maku om Heeo,
npabuavHasn nocmanoBka BOIIpoca Bellb YXKe COCTaB-
JIeT nyms K ero perteHnio» (Imet, 20108, c. 45).

A gepes rog et nuier 0030p cOOpHMKa CTa-
TeV, M3OAHHOIO HEMELIKVMVI VICCJIeIOBATeISIMI K
100-tetnro co puA cMept Kanra (Iner, 1904;
2010r). 3geck OH CHOBa aKLeHTHpyeT BHUMaHUe
Ha ToM, uTOo KaHT ellle ro-HacTosAIIeMy He IIpO4M-
TaH, a 3HaunT, 1 He 1oHgaT. OH II0j1araeT, uTo He-
00X0IMMO TIOCMOTpeTh Ha KaHTOBCKOe Hacjlerye
CKBO3b IIPM3MY pasBUTWs HayKyu, KOTopas CTpe-
MWTCS K pacHIVPeHMIO Halllero 3HaHMS 0 Mupe U
o cammx cebe. HanOorbImit MHTepec B 3TOM KOH-
TeKcTe y Hero BbI3BaJIa cTaThsd D. [emana «Dwio-
codpckoe HacstencTso VM. KaHta», B KoTOpOm ak-
LIeHTUpPYIOTCs MeTadpusdeckye croxeTsl y KanTa.
[IrieTy TaKasi MHTepIIpeTalysl KaHTOBCKMX Men
Obu1a HamOos1ee Ormmska. Bens B moxstame 1903 . oH
KOHCTaTVpOBaJl, UTO «Oe3 BBeHeHMs MeTadpusu-
KV B HayKy o0omTuch Heirb3s. OHa Ooraue oribITa,
oo Omvoke K Xm3HU. Drotocodpckmit maeanvsm
Ipu3BaH JaTh HaM OOBEKTMBHO OOOCHOBAaHHBIN
STUYECKUV Mfleasl, VI MBI JIOJDKHBI IIOUTU eMy Ha-
BCTpeuy, OCYIIeCTBJIssA 1O Jopore B IIapCcTBO lie-
JleVl Bce SMIMPUYECKM BO3MOXKHBIE COIlVaJIbHBbIe
uneansl» (Otyer..., 1907, c. 3). Co3ByyHBIMU OKa-
3bIBAIOTCS ¥ BOIIPOCHI, KOTOpble IemaH 3amaeT B
3TOVI CTaThe caMoMy cebe 11 BceM ITociIefloBaTeIsiM
KEHUTCOeprcKOro MBICJINTETISE: «...BO-IIEPBBIX, IT0-
ueMy HpsiMble TociiefioBaresn KaHTa HacTOIBKO
OTKJIOHWINCH OT camoro Kanra, uTo nipusenu ero
cobcTBeHHYyI0 rtocoduio B 3abseHme? Bo-BTO-
pBIX, HodyeMy BO3poXxieHue KanTosovt dwioco-
qDVM ele He IIOCTUIJIO CBOEN HeVICTBUTEIBHO
nerm?» (Hmet, 20107, c. 56).

Yepes rox Ilmer momsITasicss OCMBICIINTD 3TN
CIOXKETBI B KOHKYpCcHOM counHeHUHU «[Ipobiema
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ty and freedom antinomy. The question, Shpet
(2010c, p. 45) argued, “has been put to the fore
and to resolve it, it would be natural to turn to
Kant who was the first to put it in a very sharp
and clear form. If we do not find a solution with
him we would still proceed from him, for putting
a question correctly is already a step towards its
solution.”

A year later Shpet (1904; 2010d) writes a
review of a German collection of articles to
mark the centenary of Kant’s death in which
he again stresses the fact that Kant has yet to
be read (and hence understood) properly.
He argues that Kant’s legacy should be seen
through the prism of the development of sci-
ence which seeks to expand our knowledge
of the world and ourselves. In this context he
is particularly interested in Friedrich Heman’s
article “Immanuel Kant’s Philosophical Lega-
cy” (“Immanuel Kants philosophisches Vermdcht-
nis”) which focuses on Kant’s metaphysical
ideas. Shpet could relate to such an interpreta-
tion of Kant’s ideas. In a 1903 report he stated
that “[...] one cannot do without introducing
metaphysics into science. It is richer than expe-
rience because it is closer to life. Philosophical
idealism is called upon to give us an objective-
ly grounded ethical ideal, and we should em-
brace it, implementing all empirically possible
social ideals on the path toward the kingdom of
ends” (cit. in Anonym., 1907, p. 3). Consonant
with this statement are the questions Heman
puts in this article to himself and all Kant fol-
lowers: “[...] first, why have the avowed fol-
lowers of Kant deviated from Kant so far as to
consign his own philosophy to oblivion? Sec-
ond, why has the revival of the Kantian phi-
losophy failed to achieve its true goal?” (Shpet,
2010d, p. 56).

A year later Shpet made another attempt to
come to grips with these questions in a com-
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npuuyaHOCTI ¥ OMa n KanTa» (met, 1907)°,
KOTOpoe OBbLIO YZIOCTOEHO 30J10TOoN Memaiin. [Tpu-
4JeM HaJl0 IMeTh B BUJLY, YTO «IIpo0bJieMa IIpuUyVH-
HOCTY, BbIOpaHHas I aHaim3a wmgent IOma un
Kanra, yxe Torma sosHopasta Illmera He CTOIBKO
KakK ITpobsieMa 00IIesncTeMoriorndecKasi, CKOJIb-
KO Kak (puritocodcKo-MeTofoIormdeckas, BbIBO-
Ismas ero K mpobsjeMam OOOCHOBaHMS 3HAHWIA
B TyMaHUTapHbIX HayKax» (IIpyxwuaun, Hlempu-
Ha, 2012, c. 134). Mnaue rosops, 1lIner He cToib-
KO BeJleT MCTopuUecKyto «becemy» ¢ FOMom 1 Kan-
TOM, CKOJIBKO CIIOPUT C COBPEMEHHBIMI eMy Heo-
KaHTHaHCKMMM ydeHUAMU. OH KOHKPeTU3MpyeT
3TOT acIeKT B jieKimsx 1o jorvke (Imet, 20106,
c. 102—108), TemaTmdeckasi CTPyKTypa KOTOPBIX BO
MHOI'OM 3a/IMCTBOBaHa y HEOKAHTVAHIIEB.

B 1907 r. llImer HaumHaeT BpalllaTbCsd B MO-
CKOBCKVIX MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHBIX KpyTax, I7ie OblIn B
moze maeu Kanra v HeokaHTuaHIIeB. besibivt Berio-
muHaiT: «[IImeTT ToTUac 3aBesica B “ODcreTmke”, Kak
TOJIBKO ITpmexait 13 Knesa BMecte ¢ YesrriaHOBBIM,
repeBefleHHBINI B MOCKBY; B [Iyllle apTUCT, — 3TOT
KPeIKMV IoJIKasIbIBaTelIb KaHTVAHIIEB TPV IIOMO-
my FOMma meHsT: Moe [1eJI0 — CTUXM: HU K YeMy
dmtocodpmna mMHue; ¢ banrpymanTticom, ma 1 co
MHOTVI, CTaJI Ha “Tbl”; OpyXwI ¢ MeTHepamuL; 1 ero
nogBiieHbe Oonpuito» (bemei, 1990, c. 216—217). 1
erre: «KaHTHaHIIBI XOOMIIN Ha OOV B TSKEJIBIX JI0-
criexax, v3mav BeIIIsiAs [ommmadpami; HO BOT BbI-
xomvu1 HImerT, kak [Jasum, 00j1edeHHBIVI HAarOTOM
CKEeNTUIIN3Ma; OH, COPBaBIIN ¢ ceDds, ITycKaJsl IIap
Kereb0aHHEIN: “Tpax” — 1100 T'onmmadpa kostosics»
(Tam xe, c. 277). B aTx HedOpMaIbHBIX AVCKYC-
CUSAX OTTauMBaIach KOHIEMIIUS «MCTOPUYECKON
dumocodpum» Hlnera®. VimeHHO B ee pamMKax, Ha

> OmyOnmMKoBaHO TakXke B: YHUBEPCUTETCKME M3BECTVIS.
Kwues: Tum. VIMnepaTopckoro yH-Ta cB. Brragumupa, 1906.
Ne5. C.1-16; Ne 6. C.17—49 ; Ne 7. C. 51—82 ; Ne 12.
C. 83—-164 ; 1907. Ne 5. C. 165—203. Beemenue ObUIO
ory0ymMKoBaHO B cOopHMKe Tpyxos Ilcmxorormueckornt
cemyHaput: (IImet, 1905).

¢ «Duocodms npesHent [permn IIMPOKO OTKPHITHI-
MM TJIa3aMM IIpeXKie BCero co3epriajia caMoro ceOsl B CBO-
eM “HacrosieM”, OHa HauMHa/Ia C CO3epLaHNs, VI TYT ee
TBOPYECTBO ObUIO CBOOOMHO ¥ TpaHAMO3HO; ee IIaMsTh
He ObUla OOpeMeHeHa, — MMp I Hee ObUI CBEX W IOH.
Mp! HaumHaeM ¢ DaMATH, ¢ “IpenaHmit’, MBI BUIVIM CBOV

MUp CKBO3b “IIBUIb BeKOB”; “IIpefaHbsi CTapMHBI IJIy0o0-
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petition paper, “The Problems of Causality in
Hume and Kant” (Shpet, 1907),> which won the
gold medal. And it has to be borne in mind that
“the problem of causality, chosen for the anal-
ysis of the ideas of Hume and Kant, already at
that time engaged his mind not so much as an
epistemological problem in general as a philo-
sophical methodology problem which would
pave the way toward grounding knowledge
in the humanities” (Pruzhinin and Shchedrina,
2012, p. 134). In other words, Shpet does not so
much conduct a historical “conversation” with
Hume and Kant as argue with contemporary
Neo-Kantian teachings. He elaborates on this
aspect in his lectures on logic (Shpet, 2010b,
pp- 102-108) much of whose thematic structure
has been borrowed from Neo-Kantians.

In 1907 Shpet began circulating in Moscow’s
intellectual milieu where Kant and Neo-Kan-
tians were in vogue. Andrei Bely (1990, pp. 216-
217) recalled: “Shpet became associated with
‘Aesthetics’” as soon as he came from Kiev to-
gether with Chelpanov, having been trans-
ferred to Moscow; an artist in his soul, this
strong teaser of Kantians used Hume to argue:
‘my business is poetry; I have no need for phi-
losophy’; he got to be on first-name terms with
Baltrusaitis, and with myself; he befriended the
Metners; his appearance was refreshing.” And
elsewhere: “The Kantians entered the battle in
heavy armour looking like Goliaths; Shpet was
a David clad in the nakedness of skepticism;
he throws the bowling ball: “‘bang’ — and Go-
liath’s skull splits” (ibid., p. 277). In these in-
formal discussions Shpet honed his concept of
“historical philosophy”.¢ This discussion brings

> The same was published in: University Newsletter
(Kiev, the Imperial St. Vladimir University Press), 1906,
Ne 5, pp. 1-16; Ne 6, pp. 17-49; Ne 7, pp. 51-82; Ne 12, pp.
83-164; 1907, Ne 5, pp. 165-203. The introduction was
published in Shpet (1905).

¢ “The philosophy of ancient Greece looked with wide-
open eyes above all at itself in its ‘present’, starting with
intuition, and there its creative endeavour was free and



MOVI B3IVIAII, Hamboslee OTUYETIIVBO ITPOCTYIIaeT
cMBICI KpuTrdecknx 3amedanui Inera Kanry.

g Hlmera KaHT BhICTyIIaeT Kak «coOecerl-
HUK» [11aToHa, a elle, B Ipyrmx KOHTEKCTaX, —
IOma, T'epnepa, leminura u op. Beaps «mictopu-
yeckas dpriocodpns» — 3T0 OeCKOHEUHBIN «pas-
rosop», BeuHoe «/la» n «Her» monoxwresrbHOI
¥ OTPUIIATENIBHON WHTEeUIEKTYaIbHBIX Tpaan-
1. PooHa4aIbHMIKOM TTOJIOXKMTEIIBHOV (PrTo-
codvm BeicTynas ay1s [Inera ITnaTon, a oTpuiia-
tenpHo — KauT: «Benmmuarmmmm “IIa” n “Hetr”
dvtocodmn 13 Korga-imoo BEICKa3aHHBIX €10 SB-
ngercsa antutesa [iarona n Kanra, motomy 4To
OHa KacaeTcs caMMX Hadasl BO BCeM VX BCeOOBeM-
morrieM cMbiciie» (Imet, 2010a, c. 280). LleT BUt-
VT Hallle OTJIYVe OT aHTUYHBIX MBICIUTEIIEN B
TOM, UYTO MBI ITPOOVMBaeMcsi K CyIlleMy CKBO3b Ha-
IUTAaCTOBAHMS VICTOPUYECKOrO OIbITa. MBI Xn-
BeéM B MCTOPUM, KOTOpasl OKpy>KaeT Hac, ¥ HOTO-
MY JIOJDKHBI IIOHVMAaTh PeaIbHOCTDb He KaK HEeYTO
pa3 1 HaBcerza JaHHOe, HO MeHsIoleecs, JIMHa-
MWYHO€, TO eCTh KaK IIOTOK VICTOPUY, 13 KOTOPO-
IO KaK/IBIVI UeJIOBEeK BbIpe3aeT Ka/Ipbl, COCTABIISS
CBOIO MHAMBUAYaJIbHYIO, HEIIOBTOPUMYIO 3K3U-
CTEHITMAJIbHYIO Y MHTEJUIEKTYaIbHYI0 MCTOPUIO.
Kaxmas n3 3Tux «mMcTopui» yHUKaIbHa, eIVH-
CTBEHHa, KOHKpeTHa.

Takoe orHomtenue Illnera x Kanty (kpurnue-
CKOE, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, U MCTOpPUYEeCcKoe — C Ipy-
rovt) ObUTIO TUIWYHBIM IS PYCCKOVI, IIpUYeM He
TOJIBKO peNIMrimo3Hom, dpriocodun (M. 00 3ToM:
AxyTun, 1990). neT mporoskKaeT PyccKyio MH-
TesuiekTyasbHyIo Tpaguimio (Imet, 2009, c. 52) n
BCyter, 3a FOpKeBmueM cTaBUT BOIIPOC O TOM, Kak

kKo’ — JUIS HaAc Ioayac eOuHCTBeHHBI VMCTOYHWUK,
Bceraga OM3KNMiL, HeoOXommMbIit. MBl CMOTPVM Ha OIHO
C aHTMYHBIM MUPOM, HO IAVTA PEL IS HAC MMeeT HOBOe
cofepyKaHVe ¥ HOBBIVI CMBICIT: [JIS HaC 9TO — IIOTOK Be-
IIen U JIofIeV, TPYAOB U JHeV, BeKOB 1 HapomoB. [1oTok,
KOTOPBIVI IIPOHOCUTCS IIepes, HAuUM yMCTBEHHBIM B30-
POM, eCTb IIpeXK/Ie BCEro HomoK Ucmopui. ...B 3ToM cMbIc-
Je Hama ¢dwiocodusl CTaHOBUTCA MO IIPEVMYIIECTBY
ucmopuyeckotl ¢pusocopueil, — m geM OoJipllie oHa Oymer
IIPOHMKATHCS Vifleerl KOHKPETHOI0, KaK MCTOPIYeCcKoro,
TeM OoJjlee oHa OyIeT CTAaHOBUTECS MCTOPITIECKON (PIIIO-
codpuen» (Lrer, 2005a, c. 195—196).

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

out most clearly the meaning of Shpet’s objec-
tions to Kant.

Shpet sees Kant as an “interlocutor of Pla-
to” and also — in other contexts — of Hume,
Herder, Schelling and others. Indeed, “histor-
ical philosophy” is an endless “conversation”,
an eternal “Yes” and “No” of position and neg-
ative intellectual traditions. According to Shpet
(1997, pp. 49-50; cf. 2010a, p. 280), the progen-
itor of positive philosophy was Plato and of
negative philosophy, Kant: “The greatest “Yes’
and ‘No’ of philosophy, of anything it has ever
stated, is the antithesis between Plato and Kant,
because this antithesis touches on the very
principles of philosophy in their full, all-em-
bracing meaning.” According to Shpet, we dif-
fer from antique thinkers in that we make our
way toward that which has being through lay-
ers of historical experience. We live in history
which surrounds us and so we should under-
stand reality not as something given once and
for all, but as something changing, dynamic,
that is, as the flow of history from which each
person cuts out frames making up their indi-
viduality, a unique existential and intellectual
history. Each of these “histories” is unique, of
its own kind, concrete.

Shpet’s attitude to history — critical on the
one hand and historical on the other — was
typical of Russian (and not only religious) phi-
losophy (cf. Akhuntin, 1990). Shpet (2009, p. 52)
continues the Russian intellectual tradition
and, following Yurkevich (1865; cf. Shpet, 2009,

grandiose; its memory was unencumbered — its world
was fresh and young. We begin with memory, with
‘lore’, we see the world through “the dust of ages’, ‘the
lore of ages long gone by’ is for us often the only source,
always close and necessary. We look at the same things
as the ancient world, but mavta pet carries for us a new
content and a new meaning: for us it is a flow of things
and people, labours and days, ages and peoples. The
flood that rushes before our mental gaze is above all the
flow of history [...] in that sense our philosophy becomes
predominantly historical philosophy, and the more it will
become imbued with the idea of the concrete as historical
the more it will become historical philosophy” (Shpet,
2005, pp. 195-196).
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umen NproOpeTaroT COIMAIBHBIL W KYJIBTYp-
Ho-ucToprueckum ooimmk (cm.: HOpkesuy, 1865;
cp.: lmet, 2009, c. 306—361). 17151 aTOr0 OH COIIO-
CTaBJIseT B JIGKIMSAX IO TeOpUM IO3HAHMS SHU-
cremortormueckue umaeu [Dnarona n Kanra. Ihia-
TOH yTBepXX/JaeT HaJIm4Hoe ObITie, a KaHTa nHTe-
pecyeT cyOBeKT, KOTOPBIVI HaXOOUTCS ¢ ObITeM B
0coOBIX OTHOIIEeHM:IX. B mIpoliecce cpaBHeHMS T10-
syt KanTa n Inarona IllmeTr BeImesigeT IISTh
KpHUTepueB, JIeXXalllX B OCHOBaHWUY VX pa3HOIJIa-
CHUW, U TOKa3bIBaeT, UTO TOJIBKO pryiocodpms Mo-
JKeT MO3BOJINTD «pas3roBapvBaTh» yepes3 BeKa Jaxe
TaKMM aHTaroHucTaMm, Kak [ maron n KaHT.

IInier dopmynupyeT ciiemyromiyie OCHOBHBIE
npuHLMIb [T1aToHa,

B KOTOPBIX pacKpbIBaeTCs yTBepKIaeMoe 1M Ha-
4gas10 0e3yCIIOBHOVI ICTVIHBL: a) VICTVHA I HerO
IIpeIMeTHA M yCMaTPMBAETCs HAIIIIM Pa3yMOM B
vjiee; b) BBICIINI IIPUHIINUIT BCIKOTO YTBepXK/ie-
HUS UCTUHBI €CTh «TO X» B HeVl, T. €. IPVHIINII
TOXKeCTBa; C) IIOJIHOTA MICTVHHOTO OBITNS, IT03Ha-
BaeMasl KaK KOHKpeTHas I1eJIOCTHOCTb OOIIero;
d) mmes BbIpakaeT ero CyIIHOCTb 1 BCAKOe ObI-
THe yTBepXKIaeTcs depe3 IPUIacTHOCTD eVl VIIN
ydacTiie B Hell; e) ves KOHEYHOW CYIIHOCTW,
Osrara pasyMHa, Tak 4TO 3a Pa3yMOM COXpaHSeT-
cst ero aroHOoMms (Lmrer, 2010a, c. 280).

AmnastornynbiM oOpaszom et mperncrasiis-
eT «OCHOBHOe Hadasio KaHTa, 3aKOHOZATeILCTBO
CcyObeKTa», KOTOpOe PacKpbIBaeTCs B CIIEIyIOIeM
BUJIE:

a) B Haydajle IIO3HAHMS JIEKUT COPU3M, BBI-
PaXEeHHBIVI B OUleMMe: VIV IIpeIMeThl, VUIN
IIpeIICTaBJIeHNs, OTPUIIaHVIe IIePBOVI YacTy M-
JIeMMBI JTaeT yTBep>kKieHne BTopolt; b) ToxecTso
€CTb IPUHIINI aHAIUTUYECKVX CYXIeHWUV, He
PacCIIVpSIONIVIX HAaIllero 3HaHWSA, CUHTeTIde-
CKVe CYXK[IeHMS VIMEIOT CBOVIM IIPVIHIIVIIOM «SI
MBICJTIO», a He BBICKa3bIBAIOT MCTMHY; C) OOIIe
IIOJIOKEHWSI Halllero 3HaHWS MMeIOT aOCTpaKT-
HBIVI XapaKTep ¥ IIPeJICTaBIISIOT OO0 He BbI-
CcKasblBaHMs 00 MCTUHe, a olIieo0sa3aTe/IbHbIe
CYyXXIeHMUs, VICTMHHOCTb KOTOPBIX TeM Ooilee,
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pp- 306-361), asks how ideas acquire a social
and cultural-historical character. To this end, in
his lectures on the theory of cognition he com-
pares the epistemological ideas of Plato and
Kant. While Plato affirms being as it is, Kant is
interested in the subject who is in a special rela-
tionship with being. In comparing the positions
of Kant and Plato, Shpet identifies five criteria
that underlie their differences and shows that
philosophy alone can enable even such antago-
nists as Plato and Kant to “converse” across the
ages.

Shpet (1997, p. 50; cf. 2010a, p. 280) formu-
lates the following fundamental principles of
Plato’s,

in which is revealed the basis [nachalo] of
unconditional truth that he affirms: (a) for Plato
truth is objective and is perceived by our reason
in the idea; (b) the highest principle of any
statement of truth is “the same” in it, that is,
the principle of identity; (c) the fullness of true
being, cognized as the concrete integrity of the
general; (d) an idea expresses its essence, and
all being is established through partaking in it
or participating in it; (e) the idea of the finite
essence of the good is rational and thus the
autonomy of this good is preserved in reason.

Similarly, Shpet (1997, p. 50; 2010a, p. 281)
represents “the main principle of Kant, the
subject laying down the law,” in the following
way:

(@) At the beginning of knowledge is a
sophism expressed in a dilemma: either objects
or representations — the negation of the first
part of the dilemma is an affirmation of the
second part; (b) identity is the principle of
analytical judgments, which do not expand
our knowledge — synthetic judgments have
as their principle “I think” but do not express
truth; (c) the general propositions of our
knowledge have an abstract character and are
not statements about truth but are universally
binding judgments, the truth value of which is



YeM OHWU JIaJIbIlie OT JIeVICTBUTEIbHOCTY; d) Kak
VICTOYHMK MO3HAHWMS Mes aHTMHOMWYHA Y MO-
JKeT UIPaTh TOJIBKO POJIb PETYJISTUBHOIO IIPVH-
LIVIIa, B POJIV KOHCTUTYTUBHOTO IIPVHIIMIIA OHa
IIPVIBOIMT TOJIBKO K VJUTIO3VISIM; €) BBIXOZI M3 aH-
TUHOMIWYHOCTY pa3yMa JIEKUT B OTPULIAHWUN €T
aBTOHOMWM ¥ Uepe3 IIpM3HaHMe ero OsarocTu
(Tam xe, c. 281).

Onnaxo, dpopmynmpys 3Tm npuHImnel, et
oTzaeTr cebe OTYeT B TOM, UYTO 3TO JIMIIB CXeMa-
TU3aLMs VICTOPUYECKOro OIIbITa, ¥ IIPOHOJIKaeT
paboTtarh Tak, 9YTOOBI «fIesi» oOpesia mMcTopuye-
CKYIO IUIOTHOCTB, KOHKPETHOCTB. DTOT ITPOIIeCC
«OIIJIOTHEHWS» VeVt OCOOEHHO XOPOIIIO BUAEH B
HepBoV JacTu AyccepTanmm «Vctopms kxak 1mpo-
6r1ema storvkm» (nastee — «VIKIUT»). et nocss-
mmaet KaHTYy crieriasbHYIO IJ1aBy ¥, COIIOCTABIISAS
ero uzeu ¢ dpwiocodpuen ncropun lepaepa, mpn-
XOIUT K BBIBOTY:

Y Kanra Hem nepexoda OT sSMIMPUYecKON 1evi-
CTBUTEIPHOCTVI K MWpPY [OJDKeHCTBOBaHMHA, U
OTHEeCEeHHas B 3TUKY (Pmitocodriss MCTOPUIM TeM
CaMbIM ¥ METOIOJIOTMYEeCK) OTpbIBaeTcs OT IIO-
YBBI JIOTVIKVL: OT OOIIIEeVI JIOTVIKV 1 MeTOHOJIOT VIV K
JIOT'MKe VICTOPUM TaKXKe HeT Itepexofa. V3moxeH-
HBIVI METOIOJIOTTYECKVI ITpOMaX Kanra — ogun
V3 IJIaBHBIX ITYHKTOB pacxoxaeHns Kanra c I'ep-
IIepoM, MICXOAMBIIMM TakKKe M3 MHBIX JIOTMde-
CKMIX IIPeICTaBIeHNTI 00 MCTOPMYIECKOM MeToIe
(ret, 2014, c. 319).

Bo3MOXXHO, 3TOT paspbiB MeX[y «TeopeTunde-
CKMM» U «IIpaKTu4eckuM» y KaHTa mpownsorries
IOTOMY, YTO OH IIO-CBOEMY WHTepIpeTrpoBasl
«upero» IlnaToHa, 0 4eM HeOTHOKpaTHO HVCaIV
MCCIIeioBaTesIv ero TBopuecTBa (CM., Harip.: baywm,
2019). To ecTp B IIepBON YacTM IMCCepTaLIMM aH-
tutesa «[Itaron — Kaut» mposcHgercs, mpmob-
peTaeT MCTOPUYECKyI0 KOHKpeTHOCTE. IIpnmMeya-
TesbHO, uTo I1lreT He TOJIBKO KOHLIENITYaIU3UpPY-
eT «MCTOPUYeCcKYIo dputocoduro» HO M caM cle-
JIyeT II0 ee ITyTH, a HoToMy aHTuTesy «lImaton —
KanT» oH paccmaTpuBaeT M3HYTpW KyJIBTYpPHO-
VICTOPMYECKOI'O CO3HaHVIs, TO €CTh, €CJIVI TOBOPUTh
B TepMMHaX VICTOPUYECKON HayKu, B KOHTEKCTe
dntocodpckont ncropuorpadpmm. Ilozsormm cebe
OOJIBIITY IO IUTATY:
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greater the further they are from reality; (d) as a
source of cognition, anidea is antinomic and can
only play the role of a regulatory principle; in
the role of a constitutive principle it leads only
to illusions; (e) the way out of the antinomies of
reason lies in the negation of its autonomy and
through the recognition of its value.

However, in formulating these principles
Shpet is conscious that this is merely schemati-
sation of historical experience and continues to
work to make “the idea” historically concrete.
This process of the “fleshing out” of the idea is
particularly evident in the first part of the dis-
sertation History as a Problem of Logic (elsewhere
HAPL). Shpet (2014, p. 319) devotes a separate
chapter to Kant, comparing his ideas to the phi-
losophy of Herder and coming to this conclu-
sion:

Kant has no transition from empirical reality
to the world of the ought and the philosophy
of history, being referred to ethics, is thereby
detached from the soil of logic: nor is there a
transition from general logic and methodology
to the logic of history. The above methodological
slip of Kant’s is one of Kant’s main points of
difference with Herder, who also had different
logical ideas about the historical method.

One can perhaps attribute Kant's gap
between the “theoretical” and the “practical” to
the fact that he interpreted Plato’s “idea” in his
own way (as Kant scholars repeatedly pointed
out (see, for example, Baum, 2019)). Indeed, in
the first part of the dissertation the Plato-Kant
antithesis is clarified and made historically
concrete. Significantly, Shpet does not merely
conceptualise  “historical ~philosophy” but,
following its path himself, considers the Plato-
Kant antithesis from within the cultural history
consciousness, that is — to use the terminology
of historical science in the context of
philosophical historiography. We will permit
ourselves a long quotation:
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Muorga KaHTy cTaBsaT B 0COOyIO 3aciIyTry TO
00CTOSITeTIECTBO, UTO OH CAesIajl TOIBITKY BOC-
CTaHOBUTH IIOJIMHHBIVI, IUIATOHOBCKMV CMBICII
TepMMHa «Ufesi» U TaKMM 00pa3oM CriocobCTBO-
BaJI YCTPaHEHWIO TOVI HeoIIpeleJIeHHOCT B YIIO-
TpeOJIeHUM 3TOr0 TepMIMHa, KOTOpas TOCHO-
crBoBata B ¢dmtocodpmm XVIII Beka. Y camoro
KanTa 3TOT TepMIMH npuoOpeTaeT XOTs U TaJIeKO
He IUIaTOHOBCKOE 3HaudeHMe, HO HeKOTOPhIMU
CTOpOHaMI BCe JXe COIlpMKacaeTcs C II0CiIefl-
HMM, TTOcKoIbKy y IltaToHa, BO BCIKOM cilydae,
udee TIPVCYIIIe M PeryJIsTUBHOe 3HaueHme. V mmo-
CKOJIbKY peub ujieT 0 TepMuHax kax c106ax, Kanr,
GeccriopHO, BHOCWIT CBOMIM pacIpesiesieHVieM He
TOJIBKO TBEPHBINI HMOPSHAOK B TEPMWHOJIOTMIO,
HO BMeCTe C TeM C IOJIb30V Id dpwtocodpum
IIPOTMBOMEVICTBOBAJI YKOPEHEHNIO TepMIHa aH-
rrmvickonn  pwtocodmm, idea, obo3HauaBmIero
IIPOCTOE «IIPefiCTaBJIeHVe», a He IIPOIYKT pasym-
Hoeo ycMoTpeHust. Ho ecsii mocmoTpeTs Ha mesio
IO CyIIeCTBY, TO OKaXkeTcd, 1, 4To orpaHnyeHme
«uen»  PpasyMHO-PeryJIsiTUBHOV  PYHKIIMen
copeprieHo KaHTOM IpOM3BOJIBHO WM BOIIPEKU
TpagyumsM IIOJIOXKUTeJIbHOM dutocodmm, 2,
UTO MO3TOMY «3acjyra» KaHra He mpocTupaer-
cs JTajIbllle pacrpeserieHns 106, TaK Kak 3Hade-
Hue TepMuHa «upges» B dprutocodpvnt XVIII Beka,
VIMEHHO B palMOHaJIMICTUYecKon drtocodmm,
He 0bL10 YmepsAHo, a HaIIPOTUB, HOAIePKM1BaJIOCh
ouJeHb HacTOsITeJIbHO. KaHT 3TOTO He 3aMeTww1, 1
10 OYeHb IIPOCTOV IIPUUMHE, IIOTOMY YTO 3Haue-
HVIe TUIATOHOBCKOVI WU KAk npeomerna Henocpeo-
cmBennoeo pasymHoeo, uepe3 Ratio, ycmompenus,
COXPAHUAOCH B THOM CAMOM NOHAMUY ratio, KOTOpoe
Kanr ycrpansan yXe B cBoel HOKPUTUYECKON
drrocodpmm. 1151 ero xe KpuUTUIecKon pruIoco-
dun noHATHEe MIen KaK PeryyaTMBHOIO IIPUH-
ouma sBjsgeTcss KOpoHHbIM moHsTHMeM (Ilmert,
2014, c. 358).

Vicerenyst «KaHTOBCKUIL CIOKET» B VIHTEJUIEK-
TyastbHOV Ouorpadpum IllmieTa, MbI He TOJKHBI 3a-
ObIBaTh O TOM, UTO «MBICJIMTEIIBHBIE» Yachl OIle-
peXaroT «M3gaTeIbcKye» (IpudeM, B ciIydae Co
[ITreToM, 1OBOJIBHO OCHOBaTesIbHO). I1IeT rmyGsim-
KyeT IlepBYI0 YacTh fyccepTanym B 1916 ., Ho nu-
ITIeT ee ropaso paHsblie. K MOMeHTY oTbes[ia B 3a-
rpaHUYHYI0 KOMaHIMpPOBKY (BecHow 1912 r) srta
4JacTh ObUJIa IIpakTUYecKy 3akoHYeHa. B I'éTTuH-
reHe OH IPUHMMAETCH 3a BTOPYIO, T7ie B IIeHTpe
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Kant is sometimes credited with having
attempted to restore the genuine, Platonic,
meaning of the term “idea” and thus
contributed to eliminating the uncertainty in
the use of that term which prevailed in the
eighteenth-century philosophy. With Kant
himself the term acquires a meaning that,
though being far from that of Plato, shares some
aspects with the latter because with Plato idea
has, among other things, a regulative meaning.
As long as terms are discussed as words Kant
undoubtedly with his distribution did not
only introduce strict order into terminology,
but at the same time benefited philosophy by
resisting the establishment of the English term
idea which simply meant “representation” and
not a product of reason. But if we look into the
essence we find that 1, Kant limited “idea” to
the reasonable regulative function arbitrarily
and contrary to the traditions of positive
philosophy and 2, Kant’s “contribution”
therefore does not go beyond the distribution
of words because the meaning of the term “idea”
had not been lost in the eighteenth-century
rationalist philosophy but, on the contrary,
was scrupulously observed. Kant did not
notice this for the very simple reason that the
meaning of Plato’s idea as the object of immediate
reasonable observation through Ratio, survived in
the very concept of ratio which Kant eliminated
already in his pre-critical philosophy. For his
critical philosophy the concept of the idea
as a regulative principle takes pride of place
(Shpet, 2014, p. 358).

Investigating the “Kantian presence” in
Shpet’s intellectual biography, we should
bear in mind that the lag between “think-
ing” and “publishing” can be very considera-
ble (as in Shpet’s case). He published the first
part of his dissertation in 1916, but he wrote it
much earlier. By the time he went on his trip
abroad (spring 1912) that part had been prac-
tically completed. In Gottingen he starts the
second part which is focused on the ideas of



ero BHMMaHwus ugen Bynara, 3ursapra, yisres,
Pukkepra. Ocenbto 1912 1. mponcxoauT ero 3Ha-
KOMCTBO c ['ycceprieM, KOTOPBIV BBICTYIIVII B Ka-
YyecTBe TeOpeTMYecKoro KaTajiusaTropa IJjis CJIo-
BECHOTO «OPOPMIIVMBaHMS» (BBIpaXKEHWSI MBIC-
JIV B CJIOBE) «mcTOpmyecKon dpvuiocodpmm» [lrre-
Ta. IIInet OpT 3axBaveH PeHOMEeHOJIOTMUeCKIMU
unesimu I'ycceprisi, ¢ HUMU OH CBSI3bIBaJI BO3MOX-
HOCTb HepeocMbiciieHs: KaHTa, KOTOPBINI IbITaI-
csl BO3BPATUTBL OBITUVIHBIVI CTaTyC CyOBeKTy ITo-
3HaHMA. borlee TOro, cyas 1o ero coOCTBEHHBIM
AMUCTOISAPHBIM ITpusHaHMaM, llIner vckas ucro-
K11 PeHOMEHOJIOT TYeCKOTO MBIIIJIEHVISI B ICTOPV
durtocodpum n on BunuT ux B IlnaTone. Bo Bro-
pont wactu «VIKIJI» Ilnery croBa Hyxen KanT
Kak «cobecenHmk». Ho ero yxe Gosbllle MHTEpe-
cyer otHommeHne «Kant — I'yccepnb». B I'yccep-
e HInieT BUAesT IpencTaBUTeIIs TOJIOKUTETHHO
dwtocopum. B kuure «fIBjieHue 1 cmpici» (1914),
KOTOpas ObUIa HaIlyicaHa BOCJIef] I'yCCepsIeBCKUM
«Vnedam K umcTot peHOMeHOJIOrMU 1 (peHOMeHO-
sorndeckon pvtocodpmm», Ier mokasasn, B yem
OH BUAWUT MHTeJJIeKTyaIbHYyI0 3aciryry KaxTa.
BrHoBB 1103BOIIVIM Cebe BOJIBIITYIO IUTATY:

...IOJIOXKUTeJIbHas (prytocodms 4acTo BhIpaka-
Jlach KaK B PeIlleHny, TaK U B IIOCTAHOBKe CBOVIX
3a7ja4, ecyIM M He HeINpPaBWIbHO, TO BO BCSIKOM
crydae Henoano. OOpalliast Bce cBoe BHUMaHUe
Ha pellleHe IIpo0IeMbl 0 OBITNI, C IIEPBBIX JXXe
cpoux mmaros (ITaToH) oHa HaxoAuT pasiye
MEX/Iy HeVICTBUTEIIBHBIM ¥ VIeaIbHBIM OBITV-
€M, PaBHO KaK ¥ MeX/y pa3IM4HBIMU BUIaMI
KaKIIOM M3 3TuX PopM OBITMS, HO OHa OKasbl-
BaeTCsl HenoAHOU B TOM CMBICIIe, YTO OHa He 00-
paTwia JO/DKHOTO BHVMMaHMs Ha OBITMe caMoro
IIO3HAIOIIIero cyobekTa. VIMeHHO 3TOT mpobert 1
VICIIOJIB30BasIa C TAaKVM YCIIEXOM HeraTuBHas pu-
mocodust. Ho ator mpobert mpespartiasics Hepe-
KO IIPsIMO B HEJIOCTATOK, B OIIMOKY, KOT/a II0JIO-
XUTeTbHask pvtocodst IIbITaIach IIPEICTaBUTh
OBITME MO3HAIOIEro CyObeKTa KaK SMIIMpide-
CKOe JIeVICTBUTEJIbHOe OBITHe, IOTOMY 4YTO Ta-
KM 00pa3oM B IIOJIOXUTEIIbHYIO rIocoduio
B popMe 110 OOJIBIIIEVT YaCTM IICMXOJIOTMI3MA, HO
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Wundt, Sigwart, Dilthey and Rickert. In the fall
of 1912 he met Husserl who became the theo-
retical catalyst for the “articulation” of Shpet’s
“historical philosophy”. Shpet was captivated
by Husserl’s phenomenological ideas which
he thought could be instrumental in reinter-
preting Kant, who had tried to restore the be-
ing-related status of the subject of cognition.
Moreover, judging from his letters, Shpet
sought to trace the origin of phenomenolog-
ical thinking in the history of philosophy to
Plato. In the second part of HAPL Shpet again
brings in Kant as an “interlocutor”. But he is
now more interested in the Kant-Husser] rela-
tionship. Shpet saw Husserl as a representative
of positive philosophy. In the book Appearance
and Sense (1914), written on the heels of Hus-
serl’s Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenolo-
gy and to a Phenomenological Philosophy Shpet
showed what he considered to be Kant’s intel-
lectual contribution. Once again, a long quota-
tion is in order:

[...] positive philosophy,” both in its solutions as
well as in the formulations of its problems and
tasks, often manifested itself, if not erroneously,
then in any case at least incompletely. Turning all
of its attention to the solution to the problem of
being, positive philosophy discovered with its
first steps (Plato) the distinction between actual
and ideal being as well as that between the
various types of each of these forms of being.
Positive philosophy, however, turns out to be
incomplete in the sense that it has not accorded
proper attention to the being of the cognizing
subject itself. It is precisely this deficiency
that negative philosophy has taken advantage
of with such success. Positive philosophy
attempted to present the being of the cognizing
subject as an actual, empirical being. But in
doing so it often transformed its deficiency into
a shortcoming, a mistake. For in doing so that

7 Shpet invests the term “positive philosophy” with a
different meaning than the representatives of Positivism.
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¥ HaTypayu3Ma BOOOIIe, IIPOHMKaI TOT CaMbIi
HEeJIOCTaTOK — TOJIBKO C APYTMM 3HAKOM, — KO-
TOPBIVI JIEXKNUT B OCHOBE «TeOpUM Mo3HaHMs». M
viMeHHO KaHT TeM 11 3aHsJT CBOe KPYITHOE MeCTO
B mcTopum ¢wrocodnn, 9To OH ycCMaTpuBal,
VHOT/Ia Jake KaKeTcsl, UTo sICHO Buziesl, ocoboe,
He-5MIIMPUYecKoe 1 He-IeVICTBUTeIbHOe, ObITe
cyObeKTa [IO3HaHMSI.

Passurme nonoxwuresbHON pvtocodmm, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, CTaJio BO3MOXKHO B JBOSKOM Ha-
IIpaBJIeHNN: 3al10JIHEeHVE YKa3aHHOI'O Hp06ena "
JajpHenIIas paspaboTKa 3aBellaHHOrO BeKaM,
a BMecTe C TeM 0CBOOOX/IeHMe OT codpm3Ma yepe3s
NpU3HaHVe OJHVM W3 BOIIPOCOB «IIepBOV» hu-
socodpvm BOIIpoca O Obimul TIO3HAOIIETO pasy-
Ma; JaJbHEVIINI IIyTh — 4epe3 yCTaHOBJIEHVIe
OTHOIIIEHVSI 3TOTO Bya OBITHA K IPYIIM BUaM
v popMaM ero u, TaKuM o0pa3oM, BO3BpallleHe
K IOJIOKUTEJIbHOM drtocodun. VIMeHHO 3TIM
myTeM, CKOJIBKO s MOHVMar, M mmeT ['ycceprb
(rret, 20056, c. 47).

3eck /I Hac BakHa He TOJIBKO KOHCTaTalluis
«3aciryr» KanTa, Ho m1 10, B uem IllnieT BugnT orpa-
HUYEHHOCTb €ro KOHIIENTYasIbHBIX YCTaHOBOK.
OH nonaraet, uto KaHT Kak «Hale», Tak 1 «1o-
Tepsi/I» OBITVEe II03HAIOIIEro CyObeKTa, IpudeM
B CWJIy TOTrO, YTO B OCHOBE ero pacCyXIeHW Jie-
XKUT «codpmszm». CyThb 3TOro codmsma — IPOTUBO-
ITOCTaBJIEHVE «IIPEIMETOB» VI «IIPEeICTaBIIEHWI».
Vimenno k stont Teme IlInieT /1051ro m ocHoBaTe Ib-
HO TOTOBWICS. B HOOTOTOBUTEIBHBIX MaTepua-
nax ko Bropont yactu «VIKITJI» Ilner packpeisa-
eT TeMy, KOTOpasi ero BOJIHOBaJIa CO CTYAeHYeCKOM
CKaMBbL.

B apxmBe Enensr Brnagymuposnsr IlacTeprax
coxpanwinck 3ameTku Illnera o Kante, o codms-
Me B ero dpustocodpmn. OHM COOTHOCATCS C TeMa-
TUKOV, KoTopyto Illmer passuBajl BO BTOpOU Ya-
cru «MKITJT». Kasasock ObI, 3aueM HaM CEroHs
HY>XHBI yepHOBbIe 3aMeTKy lllmera, ecymn jtormka
ero paccyxaeHunt o KaHTe 1ocTaTOYHO OTUYeT/IN-
BO IIPOPMCOBaHA MM CaMWM B OITyOJIMKOBaHHBIX
IIPOVI3BeIeHSIX?
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very shortcoming, which, only with a different
sign, underlies the “theory of knowledge”,
penetrated into positive philosophy in the form,
for the most part, of psychologism, though
also in the form of a naturalism in general.
Kant secured his outstanding position in the
history of philosophy precisely by the fact that
he discovered, sometimes even seems to have
clearly seen, the peculiar, non-empirical and
non-actual being of the subject of cognition.

Thus the development of positive philosophy
could proceed along a two-stage path. It could
make up the deficiency mentioned above by
acknowledging as one of the problems of
“tirst” philosophy the problem of the being
of cognizing reason. In this way it further
elaborates its inheritance from past ages while
at the same time liberating itself from sophistry.
The subsequent way is through establishing
the relation of the being of cognizing reason
to the other types and forms of being, and so
it effects a return to positive philosophy. As I
understand it, Husserl follows precisely this
path (Shpet, 1991, pp. 10-11).

What is important here is not only the giv-
ing of credit to Kant but also the fact that Shpet
sees the limitations of his conceptual frame-
work. He believes that Kant first “found” and
then “lost” the being of the cognizing subject,
and he did so because his reasoning was based
on “sophism”. The essence of the sophism is
the juxtaposition of “objects” and “representa-
tions”. A long and thorough preparation led
him to this theme. In the preparatory materials
for the second part of HAPL Shpet tackles the
theme that had engaged his mind since his un-
dergraduate days.

Shpet’s notes about Kant and sophistry in
his philosophy survive in the archive of Yele-
na Vladimirovna Pasternak. They correspond
to the themes Shpet elaborated in the second
part of HAPL. One may wonder why we need
Shpet’s rough notes today if the logic of his
thinking about Kant is clearly stated in his pub-
lished works anyway.



[Ipexiie Bcero 5TV 3aMeTKM IIPEICTaBIISIOT
VICTOPUKO-(PUIIOCOCKIIT  MHTEpeC,
HaM TBOPYECKYIO JIabOpaTOpMIO MBICIINTEIIS, ero

OTKpPbIBasA

OIIIOHeHTHBIN KPYT, MeajibHyl0 OMOIMoTeKy 1
cdepy pasrosopa. Kpome Toro, oHu Ge3yciioBHO
IIPUBHOCST TaKye HIOaHCUPOBKM B pacCy K/IeHMs
[ITrreta o KaHTe, KOTOpbIe OTCYTCTBYIOT B OITyOJIN-
KOBaHHBIX ITPOV3BEAeHNX (ITPOCIIeXMBAIOTCS JIO-
rdecKyie TIeTOYKY, CTaHOBUTCS SIBHOW JIOTMIKA
ero aprymenTanum). V emte. BuntrbiBasich B apxuBs-
Hble MaTepuasibl, IOCBAIIIeHHbIe IIpobiieMe CyOb-
eKT-00BeKTHOVI KOppesIsllny, HadyHaelllb ITOHV-
MaTh VICTOKV VI OCHOBaHWSI COBPEMEHHBIX (PUIIO-
codpcko-MeTomoriormdeckmux Ipodrrem. Tak, mm-
JIeMMa «BOCITPOV3BeJIeHIe — TBOPYECTBO», KaK ee
dopmymmpyer Illmet, criocobcTByeT BBISBIEHVIIO
HOBBIX aCIIeKTOB B ITpo0JieMe BOCITPOM3BOAVIMOCTY
HayJHOT'O 3HaHI.

Eak

3aMeTKM MyOJIMKYIOTCS 110 PYKOIVICHOMY OpU-
rMHaJly, XpaHsdlleMycd B JOMalllHeM apXuBe ce-
Mbi IImera. 3aMeTKM HaxXOOSITCS B CMHEN I1alike,
B IIpaBOM YIJIy KOTOpom inuTepa b obBenena mpo-
CTBIM KapaHpalioM. CKBO3Hasl HyMepalus OTCyT-
cTByeT. Ecjit cyaAnT 110 IoYepKy, KOTOPBIM HaIlu-
CaHBI 3aMeTKM, TO VX HallVCaHVe MOXXHO JaTupo-
BaTh Mex1y 1912 1 1917 .

KypcusoMm BbiiesieHsI cj10Ba 1 dopasbl, Homdep-
KHYTble B PyKOIVCV OIVH pas; IOJYepKHYTHIe
JIBaK/IbI JTaHBI TOJIYKUPHBIM Ky PCUBOM; IIOT4ep-
KHYTbIe BOJIHVICTOVI YepTON BblleJIeHbl ITOJIY K-
HBIM IIprdTOM. MHOrO4mCIIeHHBIe COKpaIlleH s
[IIrieta pacKpbITH Oe3 crielaaIbHbIX YKa3aHUIL.

B yrmoBeix ckoOKax maHBI CJIOBa, I KOTO-
PBIX BO3MOXHO IBOsiKOe ITpouTeHue. KBagparHele
ckoOku npuHazexar [nery.

[TocTpaHnuHble IIpMMeYaHWs ITyOJIMKaTOPOB
TIaHBI B YIJIOBBIX CKOOKax. Pa3po3HeHHbIe 3aMeTKM
B IIyOIMKaLMy OTOENISIOTCS APYT OT Jpyra 3Be3-
ZIouKaMi. ABTOpCKas IYHKTYyalys IIpuOIvDKeHa
K coBpeMeHHom. HasaHme maHo mybmMKaTopaMm.
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First and foremost, these notes are of his-
torical-philosophical interest as they give us a
glimpse of the thinker’s creative laboratory, the
circle of his opponents, bibliothéque idéale and
the sphere of the conversation. Besides, they
contain nuances in Shpet’s thinking about Kant
that are absent in his published works (logi-
cal chains are traced and the logic of his argu-
mentation is revealed). And one more thing;:
Reading the archive materials devoted to the
problem of the subject-object correlation, one
begins to understand the sources and grounds
of modern philosophical methodological prob-
lems. For example, the “reproduction — cre-
ation” dilemma as formulated by Shpet offers
new insights into the problem of reproducibili-
ty of scientific knowledge.

Ok

The notes reproduce the handwritten origi-
nal in the custody of the Shpet family archive.
The notes are in a blue folder which has the
letter b encircled with a graphite pencil in its
right corner. Continuous paging is absent.
Judging from the handwriting, the notes were
written in the period between 1912 and 1917.

Words and phrases underscored with one
line are in italics; those underscored with two
lines are in semi-boldface italics; those under-
scored with a wavy line are in semi-boldface
type. Shpet’s numerous abbreviations are writ-
ten out without any indications.

Words that lend themselves to dual read-
ing and that have been added by publishers
are in angle brackets. Square brackets belong to
Shpet.

Publishers” page notes are in angle brack-
ets. Shpet’s notes are divided by asterisks. The
author’s punctuation has been brought closer
to modern usage. The title belongs to the pub-
lishers.
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I.T. HIaer
<3Bamerkm 0 Kaurte>

Ek okl

VHorma KaHTOBCKYIO AMJIEMMY, — OCHOBBI-
BasiCh, BIIpodeM, Ha camoM KaHTe, — TOJIKyIOT
B CMBICJIe KOppesnum: o0beKT—cyOonekT. Ta-
KOe TOJIKOBaHVIe OCOOEHHO MHTEePEeCHO TeM, UTO
OHO caMo II0 ceOe YHUUTOXAET yXKe «IMIIEMMY»,
<TakK> YTO Ha Mecmo AVNJIEMMBI YTBEpPXIaeTCsI
Koppernsms. VI mevicTBUTeIbHO, IIPU OTBepKe-
HMV 00OVIX UJIEHOB IVJIEMMBL: «BeIllb» — «IIpef-
CTaBJIeHVe» OCTaeTCs YTBepPXKIaTh KOPpeIslluIo,
XOTSI VI He O0BeKT—CYOBeKT, a co3HaAHUA W npeo-
Mmema, Ha Komopuill oHo Hanpabaeno. VI6o cyObekT
caM ecTb OOBEKT 1 00a — «IIpegMeThD .

Hanee, dpopmanpro mmtemma KanTa mmeer
ere Takovi BuA;: Bocnpousbedenue — mbopuecmbo
(npousbederue). Ho oueBMmHO, 94TO 3TO TakKas xe
AnsIeMMa, KaK MeXXIy BCSIKMM aKTOM U erO IIOBTO-
penmvem. [TnmemMma Obuia Obr: (Boc)npousBederue
uau 0anHocms. To ecTh pernpe3eHTaTUBU3M VIV
IIpe3eHTaTuBM3M, — (POPMaIPHO, KaK AVIeMMa,
OHa CTpa/laeT TeM ke HeIOCTaTKOM, YTO KaHTOB-
CKasl, HO Tak popMasibHas® OHa pelaeT BOIIPOC:
KaK 7npexoe BOCIIPOV3BENEHNSI — IIPOV3BeIeHe,
TaK HIpexnae obomx — maHHOCTe. He 3ametus
storo, KaHT HEBOJIBHO caM CTAaHOBUTCS Ha TOY-
KY 3peHIsl pellpe3eHTaTMBI3Ma TaM, I7ie TBopUe-
CTBa " OH JIOIYCTUTb He MOXeT — B TpaHCIIeH-
JeHTaJIbHOV 3cTeTuKe. TyT 107 [aBjieHMeM He-
0o0OxomMMocCTM BEIOOpa B AMjIeMMe OH, He Oymydn
B COCTOSIHMW JAOMYCTUTH TBOPYECTBO, BEIHYXIEH
yTBEPXKAaTh BOCIIPOM3BEIEHIIE, I «Belllb B cebe»
JIJIST HETO CTAaHOBUTCS HACTOSITEILHO HeoOXoIu-
MOCTBIO.

7 <Cp.: «CMBICII — He Belllb, a 0MHouleHIe Bellln (Ha3bl-
BaeMoT1) 1 IpeaMeTa (trofgpasyMesaemoro)» (e, 2007,
c.244).>

8 <Tak B Tekcre.>

G. G. Shpet
<Notes on Kant>

%ok 5%

Sometimes the Kantian dilemma — taking
the cue from Kant himself — is interpreted in
terms of the object-subject correlation. This in-
terpretation is particularly interesting because
it basically eliminates the “dilemma” <such>
that a correlation is affirmed in place of the
dilemma. And indeed, when both terms of the
“thing-representation” dilemma are renounced
it remains to affirm a correlation, though not
between object and -subject, but between con-
sciousness and the object at which it is directed. Be-
cause the subject is itself an object and both are
“objects” .

Further, formally the Kant dilemma looks
like this: reproduction-creation (production). But
obviously it is the same dilemma as that be-
tween any act and its repetition. The dilem-
ma would be: (re)production or a given. That
is, representativism and presentativism, —
formally, as a dilemma it has the same short-
coming as Kant’s but thus formal® it solves the
issue: reproduction precedes production and
likewise givenness precedes both. Overlook-
ing this, Kant involuntarily himself takes the
standpoint of representativism where even
he cannot allow creation — in transcenden-
tal aesthetics. Here, under pressure to make
a choice in the dilemma, not being able to al-
low creativity, he has to affirm reproduction,
and “the thing in itself” becomes imperative

for him.

8 <Cf.“"Meaning is not a thing, but a relation between the
thing (being named) and the object (implied)” (Shpet,
2007, p. 244).>

? <sicl>
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Cogpusm Kanma u payuonasuzm. Pearmzm’

Bor eme urto mHTepecHo B codmsme Kanra.
JInGo mpencTaBiieHNs COOOPA3yIOTCS C BeIlaMy,
mmbo obparHO. OH CTAaHOBUTCS Ha IIOCJIEIHIONO
Touky 3peHusd. Ho xoeo on orsepraetr? bepxim mn
IOM, mycTh 110 €ro MHEeHMIO HeyIOBJIeTBOPUTEIIh-
HO, HO nofonuin K HeMy. OH Bce-TaKM MX OTBep-
raet, 94ToObI ObITH opurmHaiIbHbBIM. Ho ere Bo-
IIPOC: K020 OH OTBepraeT B IIePBOM WIeHe JAVIIeM-
MbI? [lormaTukoB-panyoHanvicros? Ho Benp Huue-
20 10000H020! DTO — JIOXKHOE VICTOJIKOBAHME X I10
TUITy HaVBHOI'O peain3Ma; yxe y JlekapTa BHeIl-
HYe IIPUYMHBL He CyTh IPUYMHBI HaIlluX Vew,

 <Ha norsix xkapaspgamoM:> V3 komenuu [eryra. Cwm.
Tpovuxwun, H. o m. 11, 4 op.

<IIImet 3meck yKaspiBaeT cOKparieHHo Ha Tpy M. M. Tpo-
nnkoro «Hayka o myxe. Ob1ye cBovicTBa V1 3aKOHBI 9eJI0-
BeyecKoro siyxa». Ho Bo BTopoMm ToMe 3TOrO0 Tpynaa Ha c. 4
HeT npuMedanms. e, BeposiTHO, IUTHUPOBAJI 11O IIaMsi-
TM HasBaHMe KHuru Tpouiikoro n ommbces. et vmern
B By kaUry Tpowmiikoro «Hewmerikas ricvxosorus B Te-
KYIIIeM CTOJIETUW», TTIe TaKoe IIpVIMedaHVie eCTb M peUb B
HeM ufIeT MMeHHO o KoMmenuu [eryma. IIpusegemM sToT
OTPBIBOK C IIpMMeYaHVeM U3 KHUIY Tpounikoro moyiHo-
CTBIO, TIOCKOJIBKY OH OY€Hb IT0Ka3aTeJIbHO VIIIOCTPUPYeT
MbIciTb [ITneta. Tpouriknit mumret: «Korma cucrema Jlok-
Ka ObUTa y3HaHa Bo PpaHImm, 0OHa yBjIeKIa 3a cobov Bcex
Ty3eMHBIX VICCIIeoBaTesIeVl Iy Xa; ropasfo 0osee, KpUTH-
my3M JIokka crestasicss Ha BpeMsi MOITHOIO CTPACTBhIO BCex
oOpa3oBaHHBIX (PpaHIIy30B ¥ HallleJI CBOe BOCIIPOWM3Be-
IleHVe B TeaTpaJIbHBIX IIbecax™. *Ha omHy M3 Takmx mbec
ykasbiBaeT M. CtioapT. B xomemuu Fausse Agnés [lety-
IIa, aBTOpa, yMepirero B 1754-M rofy, repOVIHs IIbeckl 3a-
IIMIaeTcs Ieper, KOMIYecKM TpuOyHaIoM MaHepaMu
7 [a’ke BBIpKEHWSIMI JIOKKOBOVI KPUTHKM: “ Bl xoTmTe
MeHS CyAUTb, — TOBOPUT OHA, HO YTOOBL CyANUTh 3APaBo,
HY>KHO MMeTb MHOTO 3HaHWV, IIPUTOM eIlle COMHITEIIb-
HO, ecTb JIV 3HaHMs JOCTOBepHBble... VITak, IIpexse deMm
BBI IIPOVI3HECeTe HaJl0 MHOV IIPUTOBOP, S IPOIILY IIpes-
BapWUTeJIbHO MCCIIe0BaTh BMeCTe CO MHOV HalllVl 3HAHUS
BOOOIIle, CTEIIeHW STMX 3HAHWIL, VX IIpeleIbl, MX HeVi-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTb; — COIJIACUTBCS B TOM, YTO TaKOe MCTVHaA,
VL eCTh JIVI OHa JIeVICTBUTEIIBHO; IIOCJIe TOrO MBI IIOBeieM
paccyxieHne o BCeoOIIMX MpemIokeHnsX, 00 obImx
paBwiIax, O IPeIJIOKEHSIX JIETKOMBICJIEHHBIX 1 O CJIa-
GocTu 11 TBepIOCTYM Halllero IIpocsereHs. .. HekoToprere
CUMTAIOT 3a VCTMHY, YTO YeJIOBeK POANTCS C M3BeCTHBIMU
BPOXXIEHHBIMV HadvajlaMi, M3BECTHBIMW IIepBOHaYaslb-
HBIMV IIOHATVAMV, M3BEeCTHBIMU YepTaMy, KOTOpble KakK
Obl HarleyaTsIeHBl Ha JIyxe, C IIepBOVI MUHYTBI €ro CyIile-
cTBOBaHML. Sl TaBHO pasdupasia 3To MHeHVe 11 Oepych ero
OCIIOPUTB, OIPOBEPIHYTh, YHUYTOXUTD... U T.O. W T.1.”
(Fausse Agnes. Act. III. sc. 2). D. Stewart: Histoire abreg.
d. scien. métaph. trad. par Buchon. Part. II. p. 270» (Tpo-
vrkm, 1883, c. 4—5).>
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kO

Kant’s sophism and rationalism. Realism™

Here is another interesting thing about
Kant’s sophism. It is either representations cor-
respond to things or vice versa. He takes the lat-
ter view. But whom does he reject? Berkley and
Hume would suit him, though not, in his opin-
ion, in an entirely satisfactory way. And yet he
rejects them in order to be original. And one
more question: whom does he reject in the first
term of the dilemma? Dogmatic rationalists?
Nothing of the kind. It is a false interpretation
of them in the spirit of naive realism; already
with Descartes external causes are not the caus-
es of our ideas since the latter are inborn; even
more so with Spinoza where there are two in-
dependently corresponding orders; still more

10 <On the margin with pencil:> From a Destouches

comedy. See Troitsky, S. of S. 11, 4 p.

<Shpet here refers in abbreviated form to
Matvei M. Troitsky’s book The Science of the Spirit.
General Properties and Laws of the Human Spirit. But
there is no note on page 4 of volume two of that work.
Apparently, Shpet was quoting the title of the book from
memory and made a mistake. He had in mind Troitsky’s
book German Psychology in the Current Century which
has such a note mentioning a Destouches comedy. I will
quote the whole passage with the note from Troitsky’s
book because it is indicative of Shpet’s thought. Troitsky
(1883, pp. 4-5) writes: “When Locke’s system became
known in France it carried away all the local researchers
of the spirit; moreover, Locke’s critique became a fad of
all educated French people and was reflected in theater
plays”. 'D. Stewart points to one such play. In the comedy
Fausse Agnés by Destouches, an author who died in 1754,
the heroine defends herself before a comical tribunal in
the manner and even the language of Locke’s critique:
‘you want to judge me, she says, but in order to judge
fairly one must have a lot of knowledge, and then it is
not certain if the knowledge is accurate... So, before you
pass your sentence I ask you to first join me in taking
a hard look at knowledge in general, the degree of this
knowledge, its limits, its authenticity; — and agree on
what is truth, and does it exist at all; then we shall talk
about universal propositions, general rules, about light-
hearted propositions, about the weakness and firmness
of our education... Some consider it to be the truth that
man is born with certain innate properties, known basic
principles, known features which are imprinted on the
spirit, as it were, from the first minute of one’s existence.
I have long been studying this view and I can challenge,
refute and demolish it... etc., etc.” (Fausse Agneés. Act.
I sc. 2). D. Stewart: Histoire abreg. d. scien. métaph.
trad. par Buchon. Part. II. p. 270.”>
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pa3 1ocsieTHMe BpoXAaeHbl; TeM Oosiee y CrmHO-
3bl, T7le JIBa He3aBVCMMO COIJIACYIOLIVXCS HOPsi-
Ka; erle Oosiee y JlentOHMITA, Yy KOTOPOro MoHaja
He umeem oxon. Vtak, Tyt KaHT oTBepraer To4-
Ky 3peHust HauBHoeo peasusma. Ho cam cTaHOBUT-
Csl Ha II0YBY pallMoHanu3Ma. pyrumu ciioBaMu,
OH He pa3pelnI IIOCTaBJIeHHOV pallVIOHaI3MOM
npobsiemel. Ho oH «o0BenuHmwI» MaeannsM Kak
palMOHaJIMCTOB, TaK M SMIMPUKOB. OKa3asiocs,
uTo fca dpustocodust mpuIuIa K CyOBeKTUBU3MY,
OKa3aBIIIeMyCs BO BTOPOM WieHe AnyieMMbl. OcTa-
I0TCs [1Ba ITyTU: yIJ1yOJleHVe B IMMaHeHTI3M (Ha-
van PuxTe) WIM MHTYUTUBU3M (Hadal, BepOsIT-
Ho, Pum)". TlepBoe HeraTuBHO ¥ €CTh METOIOJIO-
rud deHoMeHa/I3Ma, BTOpoe — IIOJIOKMUTEJIbHO
I €CTh MeTOIOJIOr s peasinsMa. MeTtomortorus de-
HOMeHaJIM3Ma eCcTb Teopus Io3HaHMsA. MeTonorio-
r'vd peajivi3Ma ecThb IIPOCTO JIOTMKa, HO OHa JOJIK-
Ha MIMeTb OCHOBaHVs B OIIVICAHW, YTO eCTh (peHo-
MEHOJIOT V4.

Lk okl

[IpesenmamuBusm u penpe3enmamubusm.
Peasusm. Kanm'

B criope Mexxmy peanmsMoM M peHOMeHasIv3-
MOM (M1eaJI3MOM, CYOBEKTMBI3MOM) CYIIIeCTBEeH-
HO PasJInyarh JBa B3IJISA: npe3eHmamubusm vi pe-
npeseHmamubusm.

HawmBHoe co3HaHWe, HaVMBHBIVI peaii3M CTOUT
Ha ITOYBe IIPe3eHTaTMBM3MA, JIJIsl HEr0 MUpP eCTh
TO, UTO U €To IpezcTasiieHs. [lepBas xe meopus
pasesiseT TO M APYToe, CO3IaeT AyasIn3M, ITie He-
IIPEMEHHO TOSIBJISIETCS, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, «BOC-
IponsBefieHMe». TakmM o0pa3oM, HaWBHBIV pe-
aJIVI3M OCTaeTcsl JEeVICTBUTEIIBHO JI0-TeopeTide-
ckM. KTo xoueT Tak M ocTaTbcs Ha 3TOV ITOUBE,
JTOJDKEH He TIOKMJaTh ITpe3eHTarmBu3Ma. [lo-Bu-
OVIMOMY, TYT IBOSIKUW IIyTh: VUIM COJIUIICVI3M,

10 «3epkarto BeernenrHom» ecTh MOHa/Ia, a He yetosek! I B
3TOM 3epKajle OTPaKalOTCs MOHAIIBI 1 VX PasBUTHE, a He
«BHEIITHVIe» ITPeIMEeTEL

1 Xots yxe CriviHO3a, TO-BUAVIMOMY, BUZIETI 3TOT TPETHUIA
VICTOYHUIK.

12 <Jlanree momnvicaHo KapaHpgamoMm:> [Jekapt — JIokk —
JTenGHmIL.
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so with Leibniz with whom the monad has no
windows'. Thus here Kant rejects the view of
naive realism. But he himself takes the stand-
point of rationalism. In other words, he has not
resolved the problem posed by rationalism. But
he “bracketed together” the idealism both of ra-
tionalists and empiricists. Thus, all philosophy
arrived at subjectivism which ended up in the
second term of the dilemma. There remain two
paths: immersion either in immanentism (start-
ed by Fichte) or intuitivism (probably started
by Reid).”? The former is negative and is the
methodology of phenomenalism, and the latter
is positive and is the methodology of realism.
The methodology of phenomenalism is the the-
ory of cognition. The methodology of realism
is simply logic, but it must have grounds in de-
scription, which is phenomenology.

%k

Presentativism and representativism.
Realism. Kant®™

In the argument between realism and phe-
nomenalism (idealism, subjectivism) it is im-
portant to distinguish two views: presentativism
and representativism.

Naive consciousness, naive realism takes
the standpoint of presentativism, it consid-
ers the world to be the same as its representa-
tions. The former theory separates the two and
creates dualism where on the one hand “re-
production” inevitably appears. Thus naive re-
alism remains indeed pre-theoretical. He who
wants to remain on this ground should not
abandon presentativism. There seem to be two
ways: either solipsism, or a transition to the

" “The Mirror of the Universe is a monad, not a person.
This mirror reflects the monads and their development,
and not ‘external” objects.

12 Although already Spinoza apparently saw this third
source.

B <Further added by pencil:> Descartes — Locke —
Leibniz.



MJIV TIepexof], K TPaHCIIeHAeHTHOMY JOJIKeH OBITh
HanaeH. Ho commncmsm ecTb TOJIBKO IIOCIIeIOBa-
TeJIbHas ¥ 3aBeplaroliasg TouKa 3peHus CyObek-
TUBM3Ma. Beskuit MHOM cyOBeKTMBM3M, II0 Cylile-
CTBY, HOJIOBMHYAT, M B CUJIy 3TOI0 HEOOXOIMMO
IpeBpalliaeTcs B AyaI3M U pelpe3eHTaTVBU3M.
Y KanTa TBOpUecTBOM 3aKOHOB HPUPOIBI 00JIa-
JlaeT pacCyI0K, HO B UyBCTBEHHBIX MHTYUIIUAX —
TIOJIHBIV JIyaJIVi3M U pelpe3eHTaTuBI3M, «agu-
yupoBarue». ITosromy KaHT gaxke v He KonepHM-
KaHCTBO 3aTesyl, a camoe OosIblliee «II0mBuUr» Tu-
xo-mre-bpare®.

HaspaHus mpe3eHTaTMBU3M U pellpe3eHTaT-
BU3M — JIy4llle, 4eM, HaIlpyMep, peasin3M U rea-
JIN3M, IIOTOMY 4YTO ITOC/Ie[IHVIe CMEeIIVBaIOTCA C Me-
TadM3M4YecKMM BOIIPOCaMM O IIPUPOe CYIIero.

IIpencraBurenu uncroro ayanvsma — [lekapr,
CrmmHo3a, J1enbrmrl, Takxe JIokk, bepximm — x co-
numncusmy. KaHT — sKj1ekTrueH.

6 ok ok
Qusnocopus. Memagusuka. Pearusm.

IlepBoHauaIbHOE CO3HaHMe 3HaeT, BOOOIIIe ro-
BOps, TOJIBKO OIVH BOIIPOC: U110 ectms? DTOT BO-
IIpOC BjleYeT BOIPOCHL KakK, IIOYeMy U 3adeM, —
oOBsicHeHMe 1 ypasyMeHMe. PermirmosHoe, 13 Ko-
TOpOro BeIXOOUT — 1, HayuHOe, 2, dpustocodpckoe.
IlepBoe ocmaemcs IOrMaTUIeCKIM, BTOpOe HAUU-
Haem ¢ gorMary3Ma: Ha MeCTO HaMBHOTO peaIns-
Ma — meopus HaMBHOIO peain3Ma, IO CYIIeCTBY
Oyaausm. [lyanvism MMeeT J1Ba BbIXOHA: cy0sekmu-
Gusm v obsexmubBusm. IlepBoe: Icmxomormsm,
MMMaTepuaamu3M, WaeaausM; BTOpoe: HaTypa-
m3M, peanvsM. Co3aeTcs HOBas M JIOKHAS IIPO-
OrreMa: OTHOIIIeHMe II03HABATEJIBHOIO IIpoIiecca
¥ TIO3HABaeMOVI Belllyl. DTO pasziesieHNe OCTaeTCs
HeusbeXxHoul IIPEeIIIOCHIIKO. HpeononeTb Cy61>-
eKTUBU3M VMMMAaHEHTHO ¥ IIOJIOKWUTEIBHO MOX-
HO 4Yepe3 OOBEKTWMBM3M, IIOKa3aB, YTO eCTb TPU
BO3MOXXHOCTHM, — Tak Frischeisen-Kohler®, New-

B3 <Cremyrompe fgpa ab3ama — KapaHJaIIoM.>
% <Illmer mmeer B Buay kHWTY: (Frischeisen-Kohler,
1912).>

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

transcendental must be found. But solipsism
is only a consistent and crowning viewpoint of
subjectivism. Any other subjectivism is essen-
tially wanting and of necessity turns into dual-
ism and representativism. With Kant, the laws
of nature are created by understanding, but in
sensible intuitions there is total dualism and
representativism, “affection.” So Kant sought to
emulate not Copernicus, but the “feat” of Ty-
cho Brahe'.

The designations presentativism and repre-
sentativism <are> better than, say, realism and
idealism, because the latter are mixed with the
metaphysical questions of the nature of being.
The representatives of pure dualism <are> Des-
cartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, also Locke, Berkley
<leans> toward solipsism. Kant <is> eclectic.

Ek okl
Philosophy. Metaphysics. Realism.

Initial consciousness knows, generally
speaking, only one question: what is? This ques-
tion entails the questions how, why and what
for — explanation and understanding. Reli-
gious, from which flow — 1, scientific, 2, philo-
sophical. The first remains dogmatic, the second
begins with dogmatism: in place of naive re-
alism there is the theory of naive realism, es-
sentially dualism. Dualism has two outcomes:
subjectivism or objectivism. The former: psy-
chologism, immaterialism, idealism; the latter:
naturalism, realism. A new and false problem
is created: the relation between the cognitive
process and the thing cognised. This distinc-
tion remains an inevitable prerequisite. Sub-
jectivism can be immanently and positively
overcome through objectivism by demonstrat-
ing that there are three options — thus Frische-
isen-Kohler,"® New-Realism.'® Objectivism can

14 <The next two paragraphs are in pencil.>
1> <Shpet refers to: (Frischeisen-Kohler, 1912).>
16 <Shpet refers to: (Holt et al., 1912).>
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Realism®. IlpeomorieTp OOBEKTMBM3M MOXHO,
IOKa3aB JIOKHOCTH IpobiieMbl. — IlpaBuiibHbIN
IyTh: Yepe3 OTIMYeHMe Hay4IHOV IIpOoOIeMBbI OT
dwocodpckon. [JormMaTtnsM HadMHaeT C TeOpUM
u o0BsicHeHMs. Pwiocoduss oOcTaHaBIMBaeTCs
Ha kak v 3a4em. He BBIXofsIas 3a 3TV BOIIPOCHI
dmtocodpua octaHeTcst a0c0410MHOL, TIOTOMY YTO
TOJIBKO OO'bsSICHEH Ve BBOIVT IIPVYVHBI U YCIJIOBUS,
TO €CTh TO, YTO CO3[IaeT OTHOCUTEILHOCTB. I Ipnito-
KeHne PrTocodCcKMX MeTOIOB K OTHOCUTEIIBHO-
My JlaeT OTHOCUTeJIbHOe (pustocodcKkoe 3HaHUE,
Harypdwiocodus, dpwiocodpus ncropum. Abdco-
atomuas pviocopust ycTaHaB/IVIBAeT, 410 echib
(MaTep<maibH>asl, Halpumep, (PeHOMeHOJIOIVi)
¥ KaK MBI IIPVXOOVM K 3TOMY (MeTOHOJIOTs; He
TOJIBKO (prytocodcky, HO 1 Hay4Ho). Bommpoc pe-
ajIvi3Ma V1 IIpOYero CTaHOBUTCS IIPaBVIIBHOV IIPO-
Oriemomt Kak (peHOMeHOJIOrMs MO3HaHMA. — Bo-
IIPOC O «peaJIbHOCTV BHEIIHero Mupa» He ecThb
BOIIPOC peaJir3Ma Vi IIPOYero, a, BO-TIePBbIX, OIUH
Y3 BOIIPOCOB «UTO €CTh», BO-BTOPBIX (KaK BOIIPOC
O «peasyIbHOCTM» IIPOCTO, TO €CTh pPeasbHOCTU
3a BHeITHM), PrI0coPCKOro oObsICHEHN: (MeTa-
JusmKM), KoTopas Bcerja JIorMaTv4Ha I103TOMY,
KaK ¥ HayKa.

Tak xak dustocodnst, o CyIecTBy, KOHKpeT-
Ha, TO ITOCJIeTHSIS COBIIaziaeT ¢ pnrocodrient NcTo-
pumn. CizenoBaTesIbHO, MeTadpr3MKa 1 BOIIPOC O pe-
aipHOCTH <...>'

E
Teopus nosnanus. Kanm

IToxa KaHT «criacaeT» TOJIBKO HAYKY VI VIIIET
ee OCHOBaHWW, OH He BBIXOIUT U3 IIperiesioB Me-
Topostormy. Ho 1iesio MeHsieTcs1, Korfa MbI BCIIOM-
HuM, 4T0, 1o KaHTy, cam mpegMeT 103HaHMs eCcTh
He 9TO MHOe, KaK ro3HaHme. Torga /1evicTBuTe b
HO BO3HMKaeT 3ajlaya Io3HaHMs IT03HaHMs, KOTO-
pasd n ecTb cyObekTMBHas MeTadmsmka. Crrenosa-
TeJIbHO, 1ToKa KaHT cripariBaeT o BO3MOXXHOCTY
HayKy — 3TO OJTHO, a KOT7Ia O BO3MOKHOCTVI CAMOVI
HIPUPOLIBI — 3TO JIPyTroe.

15 <IIImer mmeet B Uy KHUrY: (Holt, Marvin, Montague
etal.,, 1912).>
16 <Ha sTOM pyKoIMCh OOpBIBAETCS.>

be overcome by showing the falsehood of the
problem. — The right way: through distin-
guishing the scientific problem from the phil-
osophical one. Dogmatism starts with theory
and explanation. Philosophy stops at how and
what for. Philosophy that does not go beyond
these questions is bound to remain absolute be-
cause only explanation introduces causes and
conditions, that is, what creates relativity. The
application of philosophical methods to the rel-
ative yields relative philosophical knowledge,
natural philosophy, philosophy of history. Ab-
solute philosophy establishes what is (for ex-
ample, material phenomenology) and how we
arrive at it (methodology; not only philosophi-
cally but also scientifically). The question of re-
alism etc. becomes right as phenomenology of
cognition. — The question of “reality of the ex-
ternal world” is not a question of realism etc.
but first, one of the questions of “what is” and
second (as the question of simply ‘reality”, that
is, reality behind the external) philosophical ex-
planations (metaphysics), which is always dog-
matic, like science.

Because philosophy is essentially concrete the
latter coincides with the philosophy of history.
Consequently, metaphysics and the question of
reality <...>"

%ok o
Theory of cognition. Kant

As long as Kant “rescues” only science and
looks for its foundations, he does not go be-
yond methodology. But things change if we
remember that according to Kant the object of
cognition itself is cognition. Then indeed, the
task of cognising cognition arises, which is sub-
jective metaphysics. Thus, it is one thing when
Kant asks whether science is possible and it is
another thing when he asks about the possibili-
ty of nature itself.

7 <The manuscript ends here.>
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ITpenmer
e |
{ ITpencrasnenue

Kanm
duiaeMma

Jloxk: (rroctaHOBKa JiMs1eMMBI 110 JIOKKa: CITIOp CKEIITUKOB U JJOTMaTUKOB)
Belim; JTokk 536", JTeriormrr 396 m 419, 351, 5, 4852

quCTBEHHOE BOCITpMATME — IIOABEPraeTcsa COMHEHNIO JOCTOBEPHOCTD CyIIeCTBOBaHMA BellleVl: OTBET:
SICHO pasjindaeT MCTMHHOE OT MJIII0O30PpHOIoO, a CJIe10BaTeJIbHO, TEM CaMbIM
IIpV3HAaET «BEIIb».

Jleubnuy: HojiBepraeTcss COMHEHMIO JOCTOBEPHOCTh HEKOTOPBIX IIpeCTaBIeHMIL
OTBET: FapaHTMs B BEUHBIX VICTMHAX U X IIopsKe!
Kanm: 3mapaBBIit CMBICTT = SMIIPU3M 3mpaBbIii CMBICTT Panyionamsm Oxka3noHanmsm
B n3o0paxenuu Kanra. <aHTWYHBIVI>
Teopwst HavBHOTO peaym3Ma. B M300paxerv KanTa
INpenmer 1, X Berp B cebe 2, X Beup — Ge3 “an sich” | 3, X Berp B cebe 4, pemp | Bor, a
| 1 | | 1 B cebe \ Tapmonms, b
a, IpeicTaBjIeHVie | pelpe3eHTalns Ipe3eHTaLVs TBOPYECTBO vmest Momnara, ¢
B, monsaTISL SKJIEKTVIKA ! l
3HaHe 5, Betiib B cebe HUYTOXAET JIVIIEMM
A et . Y | . y KanT oTBepraer
_ B mmmcbMe K ['epir
Unes K JIen6mmity! Py
T'aprman a, K Ilnarony! (kax JleviOmwir cam. S. 5! S. 39)
Tpennenenbypr b, l
Bynnr? c, _
i JeviGrmiia mpobiieMa rapMOHMY He B COTJIACUM IIpeLICTaBIIeHVs
VI BeIllN, a IpeCTaBIeHnI APYT ¢ gpyroM! «MoHamgsl He IMEIOT OKOH»!
CitemoBaTebHO, 3TO BOIIPOC O B3aIMHOM CO3HAHWMY, ITIOHVMAaHWM U TIp.
JleniOnmn TyT Hetrpas. OrpaHNYVII allllepPLEIIINIO MHANBUIOM!
Bo3moxxHocTI
A
- N\
I, TpaHCcUeHeHTHOe TpaHCLeHIEeHTHOe II, o 111, a, TpaucuenperntHoe 11, b, TpancriernerTHOE
_ PpaBHBI WK
1) l 2) | | Koppernsays | (3) T (4) = xoppersiuyst ©) | | TF0BOTI CTereHm
O VIMMaHeHTHOe VMIMMaHeHTHOe VIMMaHeHTHOe VIMMaHeHTHOe
Bre gyteMMebl

OKas3bIBAETCSL:
Hnﬂ a, Kanr cam Ho oH BHe aniteMMBI He, Kak HEVI6HVIH, IIOTOMY YTO OH
BHE VJIeMMbi! IIpe3eHTaTVBEH, a IIOTOMY, YTO OH HaJICTPOII BTOPOVL 9TaX

! (Iomerrayap cp.!): asieHme (0ObEKT IIpeCTaBIIEH ) — IIOHATIE
(cy©BexT) 11 IIOIMEeHWIT BOIIPOC O peaTbHOCTHM BOIIPOCOM 00

KpuTHUimsm!
oobextusHOCTHM! (Cp. Frischeisen-Kohler, Realitdtsproblem. S. 14%)

B, aBrrenme

INousTre - 1dea - nomen - conceptus

! <Cwm.: (JTokk, 1898, c. 536).>

2 <Cwm.: (Leibniz, 1840, p. 396, 419, 351, 5, 485).>

® <Cwm.: (Leibniz, 1840, p. 5, 39).>

# <CM.: «Y MMPOBOTO LIEJIOrO HET APYTovi HAIMYHOCTY, KPOMe KaK B IIOHSITUSIX M CYXXIEHVSIX HayIHOTO ITO3HAHVISL.
Tem cambIM po0IIeMa peasTbHOCTH CBOINTCS K ITpobiteMe o0bekTrBHOCTI» (Frischeisen-Kohler, 1912, S. 14).>
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Kant

Dilemma

(treatment of the dilemma before Locke: argument between sceptics and dogmatists)
Locke 536.! Leibniz 396 and 419, 351, 5, 485>

Object
{ Represlentation }
Locke:
Thing
!

Sensible intuition — questions reality of existence of things: answer: clearly distinguishes true from
illusory, and consequently thereby recognises “the thing”.

Leibniz:

questions veracity of some representations:

answer: guarantee of eternal truths and their order!

Kant:

Object

a, representation
[, concepts

Y, knowledge

Common sense =
empiricism according
to Kant.

Theory of naive realism.

1, X thing in itself
!
Representation
Eclectics
5, thing in itself
+
Idea
Of Hartmann a,
Trendelenburg b,
Wundt? C,

Possibilities
A

Common sense

2, X thing — without an sich

presentation

Eliminates dilemma

!

To Leibniz!

Rationalism
<antique>
according to Kant

3, X thing in itself
!

creation

To Plato! (like Leibniz himself. P. 5! P. 39%)

Occasionalism
4, thing in itself | God, a
= Harmony, b
idea Monad, ¢

|

Kant rejects

in letter to Herz

For Leibniz the problem of harmony is not correspondence of representation and thing,
but of represenatations with one another! “Monads have no windows”! Consequently,

it is a question of mutual consciousness, understanding etc. Leibniz is wrong here.
Limited apperception to individual!

I, transcendental

® |
O

transcendental

(2) | | correlation

immanent

End up outside

Fro a, Kant is himself
outside the dilemma!

l

criticism!

, phenomenon

Concept - idea -

II, o

@ 1

immanent

dilemma:

—

III, a, Transcendental

4)

immanent

correlation

II1, b, Transcendental
equal
e o

immanent

But he is outside dilemma not like Leibniz because he
is representative, but because he added a second story
(cf. Schopenhauer!): phenomenon (object of representation) —

concept (subject) and supplanted the question of reality
with the question about objectivity! (Cf. Frischeisen-Kéhler,
Realitdtsproblem. P. 14%)

nomen - conceptus

! <See : (Locke, 1898, p. 536).>
2 <See.: (Leibniz, 1840, pp. 396 and 419, 351, 5, 485).>
% <See: (Leibniz, 1840, pp. 5, 39).>
* <See: “The world as a whole has no other solidity than in the concepts and judgments of scientific cognition. In this way
the problem of reality is reduced to the problem of objectivity” (Cf. “Das Weltganze hat keinen anderen Bestand als in den Be-
griffen und Urteilen der wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnis. Damit reduziert sich das Realititsproblem auf das Problem der Objektivitiit”)
(Frischeisen-Kohler, 1912, p. 14).>
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ok ok
K cogpusmy Kanma [<ap36> 98]

KanTnancrso 1o cymectsy — dyaausm. V1 aTo
npenmnocsbuika Kaura. Vmeanvcrer ObUmi coBep-
IIIeHHO IIpaBbl, IIOCKOJIbKY HaIlpaBJIsiI BCe YCU-
JIVsl Ha IIpeoiosieHVie 3Toro ayanusma. Ho oHn e
BpeMs MCXOOWIIV U3 ero npusHaHusg. OTBepruyTh
IyasIv3M MOXKHO OBLIIO TOJIBKO OTBEp)KeHWeM pas-
nlejleHUsl, — TaK HauuHaeT lerens («PeHOMEHO-
norus gyxa». Beenenme. Crp. 35 c.’). V1 oH mipas,
KOT/Ja FOBOPUT O «ITy TV €CTeCTBeHHOIO CO3HaAHMsI»
(37), HO caM-TO OH CTAHOBUTCS [JIs IIPEOIOJIeHNs
Iyajiv3Ma Ha OJIHY M3 CTOPOH JvuieMMEL Ionyua-
eTcss — MoHM3M. Ho 3T0 OTHOCUTCS K CYLIHOCTU
BCSIKOT'O MOHWM3Ma: npukpui6ams IBOVICTBEHHOCTb.
HeiicmBumenvroe pasdeserue Bceeda npeodoseba-
emcs UCKAI0HeHHbIM MpembiM, HO BOITPOC: €CTh JIN
O0HO? [1y19 3TOro Hy>XHO OIpeleINTh OCHOBaHNe
TleJIeH s,

B3
Kanr — gmremMa.

B taxom-To romy Kues Obu1 paspylieH Tatapa-
MM DTO IIPOM3OIIUIO WiIM OTTOro, 4to Kues Obut
CJ1a0, VIV OTTOrO, YTO TaTapbl OBLIIV CYUIBHBL Ta-
KOW ke XapaKTep HOCUT KaHTOBCKas AuieMmal
[lo3HaHMe, KaK OTBeT Ha BOIIPOC, €CTb KOppesIs-
1Vl CyObeKTa 1 0ObeKTa, — 3TO KOHCTaTUpPYyeTcs
KaK (paKT ¥ HeJIb34 MCKaTh OOBSICHEHNS B pacuJle-
HeHUN Koppesrsaun! MoXHO cripalimBarh O JI¥o-
OOM MCTOUYHVKE IIO3HAHMS, VI B HEM HOJDKHA 00-
Hapy>XUTbCA 3Ta KOppeJIslyis, pa3 3TO HOoJIoKeHVe
OTHOCUTCSI K CyIIecTBy IIO3HaHWMs. SICHO Takxke,
YTO 3TOT BOIIPOC He OCHOBHOV, IIOTOMY YTO caMma
KOppeJIdliys MOXeT ObITh YCTaHOBJIeHa TOJIBKO Ha
IIo4YBe BOIIPOCA O TOM, 4Mmo ectnb. ITOOBI IIpeBpa-
TUTB 3TOT BOIIPOC B OCHOBHOVI, ObLIV IIPeNIIpUHS-
TBHI BCe YXMILPeHMs ceslaTh M3 cyObeKTa OTBJle-
YeHHBIV honsens.

7 <3pgece m paee Illmer HIpwWBOOWT CTpaHWMIIBI IIO

vsaamto: (l'eress, 1913, c. 35 n wien.).>
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kO
On Kant's sophism [<illegible> 98]

Kantianism is essentially dualism. This is
Kant’s starting premise. Idealists were quite
right in bending their efforts to overcoming
this dualism. But they have always recognised
it. Dualism can only be rejected by rejecting di-
vision. This is the opening of Hegel’s Phenom-
enology of the Spirit. Introduction, p. 35{f*). He
is right when he speaks about “the path of nat-
ural consciousness” (37), but he himself takes
one side of the dilemma to overcome dualism.
The result is monism. But then this is true of all
kinds of monism: fo cover up duality. Real divi-
sion is always overcome by the excluded third, but
the question is, does it exist? This calls for de-

termining the grounds for division.

ek
Kant — dilemma.

In the year so and so Kiev was destroyed by
the Tatars. It happened because Kiev was weak
or because the Tatars were strong. Kant’s di-
lemma has the same character. Cognition, as an
answer to the question, is correlation of subject
and object — this is stated as a fact and there
is no point in looking for an explanation of the
division of correlation. One may ask about any
source of cognition and it must reveal the corre-
lation if this proposition applies to the essence
of cognition. It is also clear that this is not the
main question because the correlation itself can
only be established on the basis of the question
what is? To turn it into the main question every
trick has been used to turn the subject into ab-
stract nonsense.

8 <Hereinafter Shpet cites pages according to the
Russian edition: (Hegel, 1913, p. 35£f.).>
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Lk okl
KanToBckui codpmsm.

I, 1, Hukakoe mcTosikoBaHMe CyOBeKTa He II0-
MoraeT, — BCSAKMUM VJIeaIn3M eCTb CyOBeKTUBI3M
deHOMEHaIMICTUYECKOTO IV  MHTEeJUIeKTyasIu-
CTMYECKOrO TUIIA, resp., CEHCYyaIVICTIYeCKOro VI
JIOTTYeCKOTO.

2, Besikoe TpeTbe HEBO3MOXKHO, IIOTOMY YTO 3TO
He JIOT/I9ecKoe JiejieHne 1o principium divisionis,
a BeIlHOe IIPOTVMBOIIOCTaBJIeHe.

3, Ommbka camoro KaHTa B TOM, 4TO OH BBeJI
3TO TpeThe B BUZle BeIIn B cebe.

4, OnposepxeHne codusma JOIDKHO MIATU He
uepes OIpoBep)keHMe Weaans3Ma [CyOBeKTMBI3-
Ma], TIOTOMY 4TO MjeannsM [cyOpekTmBm3M] (Kpu-
TUIM3M — aprymenTanys Ilemivaral) nuraercs
TOJIBKO OTPUIIAHMEM peasin3Ma [00beKTBI3Ma), a
Jepes yTBepXKIeHVe peaIn3Ma.

5, PeastuiaM TOJIBKO TOra He HornazaeT B copm-
CTMYECKYO JIOBYIIIKY, KOI7la OH caM He IOJHVMa-
€T BOITpOca O «Bellax B ce0e», a TOBOPUT TOJIBKO O
TIeVICTBUTEITbHOCTA.

II, 1, Codpmam BO3HMK 13 >kejlaHMS 0OOCHOBATh
BO3MOXXHOCTb IIO3HaHM, IIO3TOMY 3TOT BOIIPOC
IOJDKeH OBITh paspellleH peasn3MoOM, — TOITIa
TOJIBKO BIIOJIHE yCTpaHseTcs gujieMMa.

2, [IyweMMa cama 3aTpyaHseT pellleHye 3TOro
BOIIPOCa OrpaHMYeHVeM VICTOYHMKOB IIO3HAHMS
4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO ¥ PacCyKOM ¥ OTpuUlIaHUeM
VIHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOV MHTY WLV U pasyMa.

3, [Ipsamornt myTh ee ycTpaHeHUs — B yTBePXKe-
HUY MHTEeJUINTOeIbHON MHTYUIINN, TO eCTh Tpe-
Thd cTylleHb y Kanta [Vernunft — ?].

4, XXeanve KaHra yoBjieTBOpsieTcs yKa3aHW-
eM MJleaJIbHOTO IIpeMeTa 11 oOpartieHveM K [ Tia-
TOHY.

I1I, 1, Ycrpanenue cyObeKkTBI3Ma €CTh YCTpa-
HeHVie TeOpu1 IT03HaHMS B KauecTBe IIPUHIINIIOB,
VI «I1epBoVi PrIocopmm».

2, CneqtoBaTesIbHO, YTBEepKIIeHMe JIeVICTBUTe Ib-
HBIX IIPUHIIUIIOB, B CBeTe KOTOPBIX KAaHTOBCKAs
AuIeMMa TI0JTy4aeT HOBOe 3HaueHMe: CyObeKT U
O0BEKT KOPPEeJIATUBHBI, a IIOTOMY He MOXeT ObITh
BOIIPOCAa O TOM, YTO C 4eM coobpasyercs (ropa u
IIOJIVIHA).

144
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Kant’s sophism.

I, 1, No interpretation of the subject helps —
all idealism is subjectivism of the phenomenal-
istic or intellectualistic type, resp., sensualist or
logical.

2, No third member is possible because it is
not a logical principium divisionis, but objec-
tive contradistinction

3, Kant's error was that he introduced the
third as thing in itself

4, Sophism should be refuted not through
refutation of idealism [subjectivism] because
idealism [subjectivism] (criticism — Shelling’s
argument!) is sustained only by negation of re-
alism [objectivism], but through affirmation of
realism.

5, Realism is not caught in the sophist trap
only when it does not itself raise the question
of the “thing in itself”, but speaks only about
reality.

II, 1, Sophism arose from the desire to
ground the possibility of cognition, such that
the question has to be solved by realism — only
then is the dilemma completely eliminated.

2, The dilemma itself complicates the solu-
tion of this question by limiting the sources of
cognition to sensibility and understanding and
denying intellectual intuition and reason.

3, The straightforward way to eliminate I is
to affirm intelligible intuition, that is, Kant’s
third stage [Vernunft — ?]

4, Kant’s wish is met by pointing to the ideal
object and invoking Plato.

111, 1, Elimination of subjectivism is elimina-
tion of the theory of cognition as principles, or
“the first philosophy.”

2, Consequently, the affirmation of real prin-
ciples in the light of which the Kantian dilem-
ma acquires a new meaning: the subject and
object are correlated, thus making irrelevant
the question of what corresponds to what (the
mountain or the valley).



3, HoBelm Bommpoc BO3HMKaeT, KOrja y3HaeM,
YTO IIpeAMeT ecTb 3MIVpudecKas HAeVICTBUTEeIb-
HOCTb WIN ¥AeastbHast CYIIHOCTE (KOrjla y3HaeM,
UTO «TOpa» ecTh «Be3yBuin»).

4, Tyt onpepesisieTcsl, 4TO 3a7adert riepBovt pu-
JI0COUL SIBIJISIETCS «IIpeIMeT» KaK [IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTB ¥ CyLIIHOCTB, ens.

Kk
Kanma ouremma.

Camag auiemma Kanra (aaTmresuc, Jpoouimn
§ 142%) monyvaeTcs M3 IIpU3HAHMS HAJIMIHOCTY
«aIlpuopHOro 3HaHMs»"”. Ho TyT M MOXHO mOKa-
3aTh, YTO KAHTOBCKOE JIOITyIIleHVe He eHCTBeH-
HO€, CTOUT TOJILKO IIPM3HATh, YTO «IIPeAMeThD» He
CYTh OHW «BeIV» SMIOVpPUIecKoro mmpa. Apy-
TVIMU CJIOBaMM, CTOUT TOJIBKO ITPM3HATh HaJINY-
HOCTB «aIlIpVOPHBIX» IIpeaMeToB! B obmiem Bue,
KOHEUYHO, BCSKUVI peayli3M eCThb TO4YKa 3peHMs
alpYOPHOCTY IIPeAMETOB sl MO3HaHMs, HO s
MIMeIO B BUJIY JIpyroe. AIIpMOPHBIMMU ITpeMeTa-
MU s Ha3bIBalO Te IIpe/IMeThl, KOTOpbIe He BO3HU-
KaroT (M He IIPUXOJIST) B MCTOpuio Mupa. Camo co-
6ot pasymeeTcs, 4TO yIoTpeOsleHHOe MHOIO BbI-
pakeHMe «CTOUT TOJIBKO IPU3HATh» He yKasblBa-
eT Ha MX T'MIIOTeTUYHOCTh, — Torja Kak y Kan-
Ta MMEHHO T'MIIOTe3a, — a TOJIbKO Ha MX aHTU-
TeTUYHOCTH (CJIydarHocTH!), OHU JOJDKHBI OBITH
IIPOCTO yKa3aHbI «B» (pakTe. YcMOTpeHMe ee U
€CTh TaKXXe yTBepXK/IeHVe allpVOPHOCTY 3HAHWSL.
B sTom mctunHBIN 1iytaToHM3M. KaHT xomes 110-
HuMatb [Iitarona srydrmte camoro IliiaroHa, xoTs

8 <Cm.: (Drobisch, 1887, S. 178 —179).>

19 Bompoc O ero CHMHTETMYECKOM XapaKTepe HYXXHO
OCTaBUTh B CTOpPOHe. MBI UMeeM B BUIY TOJBKO
«pacIIMpsIoIee» 3HaHNME, XOTs OBl IIOTOMY, UTO MIHOTO
He ObIBaeT. XOTs B 00IIIeM cjleflyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO BOIIPOC
0 «pacmVIpeHWMN» 3HAHMSA €eCTb BOIIPOC COBEPIIEHHO
TPeThECTEIIEHHBIVI;  CYILIEeCTBEHHO:  VICTMHHO  WIN
HEWCTVHHO Hallle 3HaHMe, a He TO: «PaCIINpPseTCs» OHO
VIV «Pa3bsCHSIETCS»;, 9TO MOXeT OBITh CYIIeCTBEHHO
TOJIBKO C TOUKM 3PEHNS IIeIarOrMuecKorl.

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

3, A new question arises when we learn that
the object is empirical reality or ideal entity
(when we learn that “the mountain” is Vesu-
vius)

4, This determines that the task of the first
philosophy is the “object” as reality and es-
sence, ens.

ek
Kant's dilemma.

Kant’s dilemma (antithesis, Drobisch § 142%)
arises from recognition of the existence of “a
priori knowledge”.?* But this is the chance to
show that Kant’s assumption is not the only
one, all that it takes is to recognise that “ob-
jects” are not only “things” of the empirical
world. In other words, one only has to recog-
nise the existence of “a priori” objects! In gen-
eral, of course, every kind of realism assumes a
priori objects of cognition, but this is not what
I have in mind. In my view a priori objects are
objects which do not appear (or come) into the
history of the world. It goes without saying
that my use of the expression “all it takes is to
recognise” does not suggest their hypothetical
character — whereas with Kant it is precisely
a hypothesis — but only their antithetic (con-
tingent) character!, they need only be indicated
“in” fact. Discerning it constitutes affirmation
of the a priori nature of knowledge. Herein lies
true Platonism. Kant wanted to understand Pla-
to better than Plato himself, although he could
not even understand it better than Brucker!*
Meanwhile to justify his Copernican ambition

19 <See: (Drobisch, 1887, pp. 178-179).>

% The question of its synthetic character has to be set
aside. We mean only “expanding” knowledge if only
because there is no other kind. In general, though, it has
to be noted that the question of “expanding” knowledge
is tertiary; what matters is whether our knowledge is true
or not and not whether it is “expanded” or “explained”;
this may be important only from the pedagogical point
of view.

2 <Brucker Johann Jacob (1696 — 1770), historian of
philosophy, see: (Brucker, 1742). On Brucker’s influence
on Kant see: (Baum, 2019, p. 20).>
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He Moe ero TIOHMMaTh jyuile bpykepa®! Mexmy
TeM IJIsg OIpaBIaHMs CBOEro KOIepHMKaHCTBa
KanTy nipexne Bcero Hy>XHO ObIJIO OBI OITpOBep-
rayTh [InaTtona. Meicab xe IlnaTona scha: @e-
oH 76 d-e?!.

VnTepecHo, uto xorga KanT onmposepraet ujie-
aJI3M II0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K peaJIbHOCTV BHEIITHero
Mupa, OH mpuberaer K crioco0y aHaJIMTUYeCcKO-
My<,> Ilnarony (aHTuTeTnyeckomy?). ITpobnema
ero codms3Ma ecTh, II0 CMBICITY, ITpodJIeMa «pealb-
HOCTI» IipemeTa, KaHT ke fiestaer mpeamer de-
HOMeHaJIbHBIM, BO3HVMKaeT CyOBeKTMBI3M, U ITPo-
Or1ema cTaHOBUTCS ITPOOIIEMOT «OObeKTUBM3Ma —
cyobexkTuBM3Ma». Ho TyT, KoHe4HO, <ecTh> Ipo-
671ema J10 Tex Iop, IToKa peyb 1eT 00 aHasIu3e co-
3HaHMs, a HaUMHaeTCcs OHa, KOrjja BOIIpoC MeT O
dusmorornm 1 ICUXoJIorny U4yBCTBEHHBIX OIIlY-
meHnn [K cpaBHeHMIO ¢ [ImatoHoMm, cMm. Tpenpe-
neHOypr, T. II, cTp. 50477

20 <Bbpykep (Brucker) WMoann-fxos (1696—1770) —
ncropuk dmtocodpumn, cm.: (Brucker, 1742). O BiamstHUM
bpykepa Ha Kanra cm.: (baym, 2019, c. 20).>

2 <Cp.: «...eClIM CyILIeCTByeT TO, YTO IIOCTOSIHHO Y
HAac Ha 43bIKe, — IIpeKpacHOe, U HoOpoe, 1 Opyrue
IooOHOro pora CyIIHOCTM, K KOTOPBIM MBI BO3BOLVM
BCe, TIOJIyYeHHOE B UyBCTBEHHBIX BOCIIPUSTSIX, IPUYIeM
OoOHapy>KMBaeTCsl, YTO BCe 3TO IOCTAIIOCH HaM C CaMOro
Havajla, — ecJIv 3TO Tak, TO C TOW XK€ HeOOXOIMMOCTRIO,
C KaKOVI eCTh 3TM CYILIHOCTH, CyIIecTByeT 1 Hallla [Jyllla,
IpeXxie YeM MBI POAMMCS Ha cBeT. Ecim xe oHUM He
CYILIECTBYIOT, pasBe He IIUIO OBl HaIlle pacCy’KIeHue
COBCEM IO-MHOMY? 3HA4WT, 3TO TaK, VI B PaBHOV Mepe
HeOOXOOVMMO CYIIeCTBOBaHMe ¥ TaKMX CYIIHOCTEV, U
HAITIVIX AYIII ellle [0 Halllero POXKIEHMsI, V1, BUIVIMO, eCiIi
HeT OJIHOT'O, TO HeT U APYyroro?

— ITo-moemy, 310 coBepireHHO Heobxommmo, Cokpar»
(ImaTon, 1993, c. 31).>

2 <Cp.: «Korma ITinaToH B “@emone” mokasbiBaeT IPUIIO-
MMHATeIbHOEe CYIEeCTBO ITO3HAHMS [IOBOIOM, YTO BeIN
Bcerja KaXyTcs HaM OTCTAIOLIMMM OT TOrO, UYeM OBl MM
XOTeJIOCHh WJIV CJIEHOBAsIO OBITh IIO-HACTOSIIEMY, a MeX-
Iy TeM YyBCTBa BCerTia ITPeICTaBIISIOT X HaM TOJIBKO TaK,
KaK OHU [IeVICTBUTEIBHO €CTh: TO MBI JIETKO pacIio3HaeM
371ech IIpeIIiosIaraeMyIo I1ejIb, KOTOpas TUXOMOJIKOM IIpV-
HVMAaeTCsI 32 Mepy, XOTS O HeVl BOBCe 1 He YIIOMIMHAETCSL.
Ty xe camyto 1ieip KaHT HOHSII, KaK MBI BUIENN, B Ka-
YecTBe IIePBUYHOI0, M3Ha4YaJIbHOTO, a priori. Ecrmi, Hako-
Hetr, B ipuBemeHHOM MecTe “®enona” ITtaTon HasbBaeT
paBHOe TaKMM ITOHSATMEM, KOTOPOrO HUIE He HaXOINM
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Kant had first of all to refute Plato. Plato’s idea
is clear: Phaedo, 76 d-e.*

It is interesting that when Kant refutes ide-
alism with regard to the reality of the external
world he resorts to the analytical method, <,>
with regard to Plato (antithetic?) The problem
of his sophistry is basically the problem of the
“reality” of the object. Kant meanwhile makes
the object phenomenal, giving rise to subjectiv-
ism, and the problem becomes one of “objec-
tivism-subjectivism.” But of course there <is> a
problem as long as we are looking at conscious-
ness, and it arises when we are looking at the
physiology and psychology of sensible percep-
tions [on comparison with Plato see Trendelen-
burg, vol. II, p. 504%].

2 <(Cf: "If, as we are always saying, the beautiful
exists, and the good, and every essence of that kind,
and if we refer all our sensations to these, which we
find existed previously and are now ours, and compare
our sensations with these, is it not a necessary inference
that just as these abstractions exist, so our souls existed
before we were born; and if these abstractions do not
exist, our argument is of no force? Is this the case, and
is it equally certain that provided these things exist our
souls also existed before we were born, and that if these
do not exist, neither did our souls?’

‘Socrates, it seems to me that there is absolutely the same
certainty’” (Plato, 2005, pp. 267-269).>

B <Cf.: “When Plato in Phaedo argues that cognition
is essentially ‘recollection” by pointing out that things
always seem to us to be lagging behind what they would
really like or should be, while senses always present them
to us as they really are: we readily recognise here the
supposed goal which is quietly adopted as the measure
although it is not mentioned at all. As we have seen,
Kant understood this goal as the primary, the original, a
priori. If Plato in the cited place of Phaedo designates the
equal by a concept that we do not find anywhere in the
sensible world yet apply it to the objects of senses: this
resembles Kant's identity of self-consciousness as the
ultimate source of any a priori because the equal is what
is identical in quantity.

This may suggest a very close affinity between Kant’s
transcendental idealism and Plato; but this cannot be
allowed because in this case the historical meaning of
the word and the attitude to Berkley would be lost. With
Kant the word idealism does not mean affirmation of the
idea, but the negation of the real in representation. The
teaching of Fichte, Schopenhauer is idealism in the same
Kantian meaning, and this usage is called idealism in the
same Kantian meaning, and the same usage prevails in
Schleiermacher’s dialectics.



NB

I, sMnmpuaecknit peanvsm
II, TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIBHBIN =
IJIATOHOBCKU MIeaI3M
11T, vimest mpyHLIMIIOB

ok ok

B Kante nonaraercs mipeofosieTs Ase Bemn: 1,
IoyanmsMm (Bemib B cebe), 2, cyopekTmBmsM. [Ipeo-
JI0JIeTh Belllb B ceOe IIbITaeTcs yKe MieaInsM, HO
OIIOKa ero B TOM, YTO OH IPUXOONUT, — Kak IIo-
Kasas1 yxe JInOmaH, — K Belu B cebe cO CTOPOHBI
cyonekra! (K 3sHaueHmo «Beru B cebe» bosblraHo
I, 197%)

ITouemy 3a KanTom He 1ociemoBanv wpe-
amere? — CwMm. crareio Hemana B Zu Kants
Gedichtnis®.

Baazodapnocmu: Paboma T.I. lledpunoi Boi-
noaxena 6 pamxkax npoekma VHcmumyma A02uxu,
KO2HUMOA0RUY U PA3BUMUSL AUUHOCTU, 1000ePIKAH-
Ho20 epanmom PH® Ne 22-28-01799 «"Apxué sno-
xu” H.W. XKuukuna 6 xommexcme coBpemenHbix
npobaem memoodosoeuu u gusocopuu Hayku». Mc-
caedoBanue V. O. Lledpunoii ocyuecmbaero 6 pam-
kax IIpoepammer pynoamenmarviuix uccaedobanuii

HIY BIID.

MBI B UyBCTBEHHOM MWMpe, a IlpuIaraeM OfHAaKO X K IIpe]l-
MeTaM 4yBCTB: TO 3TO HaroMmuHaeT KaHTOBy ToXecTBeH-
HOCTBh CAMOCO3HaHMSI, KaK ITOCIIETHVT MCTOYHVIK BCSIKOTO
a priori; TIOTOMy YTO paBHOE eCTb BeIlb TOXXECTBEHHOE B
KOJIYECTBE.

Taxvim 006pa3oM MOXKeT, TI0XKaJIy 1, BOSHVIKHYTh MBIC/Ib
o TecHevmeM cOmokeHnn KaHToBa TpaHCIIeHIEHTAIIb-
HOro wmpeamsMma c IDIaToHOM; HO 3TOTO [OIYCTUTH
HeJIb3sl [IOTOMY, UTO B TAKOM CJTy4ae yTpaTICs ObI MCTO-
pWYecKn CMBICII CJI0Ba, oTHoIIeHMe K bepxiero. Y Kan-
Ta CJIOBO Mlea/IV3M 3HaUWUT Belb He yTBep KieHNe Uiew,
a OTpUIIaHNME PeaJIbHOTO B IIpe/CTaBIeHMN. B TOM Xe
KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe Ha3bIBaeTCsl Wea3MOM ydeHue
Ouxrte, Illomenrayspa, u 3To cjI0BOyHOTpebieHMe ro-
crozicTByer ettle u B [1l1eriepmaxepoBort aieKTrKe.

HasBaHue 3T0 IpUHMMAaET, pasyMeeTcs, COBCEM OpY-
roe sHaudeHye, KOIfa, B CMbIC/IE IIO3IHEVIIINX HeMEeITKIX
dm10c0dOB, OHO CBS3BIBAET VIea/IN3M HEITOCPEICTBEHHO
¢ upeen [1aToHa ¥ OTHOCKUT ero He K Belly IIpeJICTaBIIe-
HM, a K MBICJIN B Betlax» (TpenperienGypr, 1868, c. 504).
Cm. 00 atom taxcke: (met, 2016, c. 24 —25).>
% <Cwm.: (Bolzano, 1837, S.197).>
% <Cwm.: (Heman, 1904).>
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NB

I, empirical realism

II, transcendental =
Platonic idealism

111, the idea of principles

o2k

In Kant, two things are to be overcome: 1,
dualism (the thing in itself), 2, subjectivism. Al-
ready idealism tries to overcome the thing in it-
self, but its mistake, as Liebmann has pointed
out, is that it approaches the thing in itself from
the side of the subject! (to the meaning of the
thing in itself according to Bolzano I, 197*

Why did not the idealists follow Kant? —
See Heman’s article in Zu Kants Gedichtnis®)
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