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KPUTUKA I.T. HITTETOM
«MCTOPUM» Y . KAHTA

A.H. Kpyeao08'!

B pabome 1916 e. «Mcmopus kax npodiema 10euxu»
I.I'. llInem npednpunumaen Nonwvimky pekoHCMpyKkyuu
1eA0CMHOU  KAHMOBCKOU  UCMOpU4ecKoil  KOHYenyuu,
(hpazmenmapHo paccolnantoll no pasAuMHbIM CIIAMbAM
u HeboAbuwuM pabomam Kpumuueckoeo nepuood. Pexon-
cmpyxyus Gvicmpaubaemca Llnemom Boxpye xanmob-
ckoil pabomuvl «Moes Bceobujeir ucmopuu 6o Beemup-
HO-2PaXKOAHCKOM NAaHe», a eaBHoe BHUMaHUe Yoeasencs
anpuopHotl Humu 6 ucmopuu, a He SMAUPUHECKOU UCO-
puu. Obujas oyerxa Ilnemom 6xaada Kanma 6 pasbumue
UCMOPU1ecKotl HAYKU Pe3Ko HeeamubHas: kanmuancmebo
Bpaxc0edHo ucmopusmy u ABUAOCL NOMeXOU HA NYmu
pasbumus ucmopuu kax Hayku. besycioBrvim docmoun-
cmbom uccaedoBanus lnema abasemcs deMoHcmpayus
ucmoputeckozo konmexcma 63242008 Kawnma, ora ueeo
Inem anarusupyem pabomor Xp. Boavgpa, Xp. A. Kpy-
sus, I. @. Matiepa, V. T. T'epdepa u dpyeux eBponeiickux
Mblcaumenetl, a maxxe pasoop KanmoBckoeo NoHAMuUA
uenoBeuecmba (Menschheit). Ho npu amom 044 nosuyuu
IInema xapakmepHo Heuemkoe pasiuveHue npedcmab-
senua Kanma 06 ucmopuu xax ucmopuueckom npoyec-
ce (Geschichte) u kanmoBckoeo NOHAMUA UCTOPUU KAK
ucmopuueckon Hayku (Historie), a maxxe Hedocmamou-
Hoe npubsevenue smuueckux mpakmamof Kanma oas
nposcrenus eeo 63244006 Ha UCOPUIO U ee YeAl.

KatouebBvie cr08a: ucmopus, ucmopureckas HayKa,
aNpuopHAs HUMb 6 UCMopuU, Memoooi02Us UCTOPULL,
HInem, Kanm, I'epoep

HecmoTpst Ha TO 9TO B KPUTWYECKWUVI IIePUO/,
V. KaHT HeomHOKpaTHO oOOpalliayl CBOVI B30p Ha
11po0JIeMBI MICTOPWI V1 JTaKe HaIIvicasl Pl CTaTevs,
IIOCBAIIIEHHBIX 3TON IIpo0sieMaTiKe, OHa BCe e
ocTaBaJlach y Hero Ha 00OYMHe ero IJIaBHBIX Pu-
socodpckmx MHTepeco. TeM He MeHee TO HeMHO-
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GUSTAV SHPET’S CRITIQUE
OF KANT’S “HISTORY”

A.N. Krouglov*

In his 1916 book, History as a Problem of Logic,
Gustav Shpet undertakes the task of reconstructing the
whole Kantian conception of history, previously scat-
tered in various articles and minor works of the criti-
cal period. He builds the reconstruction around Kant’s
Idea for a Universal History from a Cosmopoli-
tan Perspective, with a focus on the a priori “thread’
in history and not empirical history. Shpet’s general
assessment of Kant’s contribution to the development
of historical science is sharply negative: Kantianism is
hostile to historicity, and it hinders the development
of history as a science. An undeniable merit of Shpet’s
investigation is that he demonstrates the historical
context of Kant’s views — to which end he brings in
the works of Christian Wolff, Christian August Cru-
sius, Georg Friedrich Meier, Johann Gottfried Herder,
and other European thinkers — analysing, as well, the
Kantian concept of mankind (Menschheit). But Shpet
does not clearly distinguish Kant’s conception of his-
tory as an historical process (Geschichte), and histor-
ical science. Further, he pays insufficient attention to
Kant’s ethical treatises in clarifying his views on his-
tory and its goals.

Keywords: history, historical science, a priori his-
tory, methodology of history, Shpet, Kant, Herder

Although Kant, in his critical period, re-
peatedly addressed the topic of history, even
writing a series of articles devoted to its prob-
lems, it was generally marginal with respect
to his philosophical interests. Even so, the lit-
tle that he did say about history in the last
twenty years of his life had some resonance,
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roe, uto KaHT 3a nocsieiHme aBaanarh JieT cBoeu
JKM3HU BBICKa3asl 00 MCTOPUM, BBI3BAJI0 HEKOTO-
prIvt pe3oHaHC — IpaBaa, TPEeUMYIIeCTBEHHO B
cperie ¢pustocodos, a He MUCTOPUKOB. 1OBOJIBHO
paHO cpeau mccilefjoBaTesient Teopuectsa Kanra
BCTaJI BOIIPOC O TOM, B KaKOW Mepe CTaTbi U OT-
HejIbHBIe paccyxaeHns KanTa MOXXHO cooTHecTu
C OCHOBHBIMM BBIBOJIaMM €ro KpuTudeckom ¢u-
stocodum, BbICKa3aHHBIMM IJIaBHBIM OOpa3oM B
«Kputuke gvicroro pasyma», m AVCKYCCUM Ha 3Ty
TeMy IPOJIOJDKAIOTCS T10 HacTosiIee BpeMsl.

I.T. IIIrieT 06paTmIcss K KAaHTOBCKVM ITpeJICTaB-
JieHMAM 00 ncTopum Gosiee cTosleTws Hasajl, a Oc-
HOBHBIe MTOTV €ro pa3MbIIUIEHUV HallUIM CBOe
oTpakeHMe B 0OCTosTesIbHOV paboTe «lIcTopus
KaK IIpo0sieMa JIOTMKW», IIepBasi 4acTb KOTOPOV
BIIepBble OblTa onyOmmkosaHa B 1916 1. (cm.: Ilner,
2014). 1 xotst KaHT He siBjideTcd IJ1aBHBIM repoeM
JAaHHOTO IIPOV3BeeHNsI — eMy ITOCBAIIeHa JINIIb
O6sbITIast yacTh 3aBepIIAOIIEN IISTOV IJIaBbl, —
ckazaHHoro 3zech IllmeTom BHOJIHE HOCTaTOYHO,
YTOOBI OLIEHUTH CYJIbHBIE U CJIa0ble CTOPOHEI €ro
B3myIsma Ha KaHTa.

B cBoenn knure Illmer wccremyer MHOrodvic-
JIeHHBle SMM30dMYecKre BbICKasblBaHM:A KaHTa
00 wmcTopuM, IMpaKTUYecKy HUYero He yIIycKas
n3 Buay. B pesynbrare emy ypaercs cucrema-
TU3UPOBATh 3TN (PparMeHTbl, (PaKTUUeCKu pe-
KOHCTPYUPYsl VIV JaXe CO3[JaBasi HEYTO Bpofe
VICTOPVMYECKOVI KOHIIEIILII Kanra, KOTOpOM Y Ké-
Hurcbeprckoro dpusocoda B SKCITIUIIMTHOM BJIe
He nMeJI0ck. llenTpom pexkoHcTpykuym i [e-
Ta CTajla KaHTOBCKasi CTaTbd «VIgest BceoOrent
VICTOPUIL BO BCEMVPHO-TPa’KIaHCKOM IUIaHe»,
yBueBlasd ceeT B 1784 1. B «beprHckoM exxeMe-
cauHUKe» (cM.. AA 08, S. 15—31; KanT, 2024). O
KOPPEKTHOCTV TaKOV PeKOHCTPYKILINM, pasyMe-
€TCsl, MOXKHO CIIOPUTB, OJHAKO B JIIOOOM ciTydae
pyccknmM rstocodpom ObIa ITpojiesiaHa KpOIoT-
JviBasi I HeopAuHapHas paboTa. Hesb3d ckasars,

2 Illrer mepeBOOWT Ha3BaHMe KaHTOBCKOW CTaTbl
mnHaue: «Vmes BceoOIIer MCTOPUM B KOCMONOAUNUHECKOM
orHomreHnm» (Imet, 2014, c. 299, 303 mpumeu., 304
npumed.; Kypcu Mot — AK.). Cm. 06 3TOM Takxe:
(Mwukermaa, 2018, c. 136).

62

albeit mainly with philosophers and not histo-
rians. Fairly early on, Kant scholars grappled
with the question of to what extent Kant’s arti-
cles and isolated statements correspond to the
main conclusions of his critical philosophy —
expressed above all in the Critiqgue of Pure Rea-
son — a discussion that continues to this day.

Gustav G. Shpet turned his attention to
Kant’s ideas about history more than a cen-
tury ago, setting forth his reflections in a sub-
stantial work, History as a Problem of Logic, of
which the first part was published in 1916 (cf.
Shpet, 2014). Although Kant is not the main
subject of this work — only the greater part of
chapter five is devoted to him — what is in-
cluded is quite enough with which to assess
the strengths and weaknesses of Shpet’s view
of Kant.

In his book, Shpet examines Kant’s numer-
ous, scattered remarks on history. He sys-
tematizes these fragments, reconstructing or
creating something like a Kantian conception
of history which Kant himself never explicit-
ly set forth. Central to Shpet’s reconstruction
is Kant’s article, “Idea for a Universal History
from a Cosmopolitan Perspective”,” published
in 1784 in “Berlinische Monatsschrift” (InG, AA
08, pp. 15-31). While the accuracy of this recon-
struction is debateable, we can safely credit the
Russian philosopher with his painstaking and
far from ordinary workmanship. This is not
to say that there were no such works in Kant
scholarship before Shpet wrote his study; in-
deed, Shpet himself cites Paul Menzer’s book,
Kant’s Doctrine of the Development in Nature and
History (Menzer, 1911). Still, in spite of some
precedents, for the beginning of the twentieth
century, Shpet’s book about Kant was innova-
tive.

2Shpet (2014, pp. 299, 303n, 304n) translates “weltbiirger-
lich” into Russian as ‘cosmopolitan’, whereas until now
the expression ‘world citizen” has been preferred. See
also Mikeshina (2018, p. 136).



4TO KO BpeMeHM HarvcaHms vcciegosadms le-
Ta TIOOOHOTO poia COUMHEHMV B KaHTOBEIEHWN
He mMesiock Boce — IllmeT m caM ccbutaeTcs Ha
npousBenenue Ilaynas Menmepa «KanTosckoe
y4eHMe 0 pa3BUTUH B IIpupoze 1 cropum» (Men-
zer, 1911). Ho HecMOTps Ha OT/Ie/IbHBIe IIpelieieH-
Tbl, KHUTa [1Irera st Havasta XX B. B OTHOIIEHUU
KarnTa Obli1a BCe Jke IOCTAaTOYHO HOBATOPCKOTA.

B pexoncrpyxiym IeTom KaHTOBCKMX IIpef-
CTaBJIeHUI 00 VCTOpWUM CilefyeT oOpaTUTh BHI-
MaHIMe Ha HEKOTOpble XapaKTepHBble OCOOEHHO-
ctu. Bo-niepsrix, IlIneT HeIBYyCMBICJIEHHO CTaBUT
aKIeHT Ha allpMOPHON UCTOPUN, SMIMpHYecKas
JKe VICTOPWSI ITPY 9TOM OTXOAMT Ha BTOPOV IlaH. B
11€JIOM 3TO COOTBETCTBYET TOMY IIOAXO[1Y, KOTOPBIV
npemiarai n cam KaHT, coBepIiieHHO HeoXMIaH-
HO [IJIsk CBOMIX YMTaTesIer HadaBIV pacCyXIaTh
¢ cepenyHbl 1780-X I'T. O HEKOVI alIPUOPHOVI HUTW B
victopun. Bo-BTopblx, mockonbky KaHT nossiiser-
Cs1 I7IaBHBIM 00pa3oM JINIIB B IISITOV I7IaBe KHUTH,
OH OKas3bIBaeTCsl BIIMICAHHBIM B HIVPOKU MCTOPH-
4JecKMM KOHTeKCT, 1 3TuM KHura lllmera Beiron-
HO OTJIMYaeTcs OT OOJIBIIMHCTBA paboT 00 mcTo-
pun y KaHrta, HammcaHHBIX Ha PYCCKOM $3bIKe,
BILJIOTH [0 Harmx gHen. B mccienoBanmu Illeta
B IJIaBaX CO BTOPOVI [0 YeTBepTYIO JlaHa XapaKTe-
PVICTMIKA IIpeCTaBIIeHNII 00 MICTOPUL TaKVX BaXk-
HBIX IpedlrecTBeHHMKOB KaHTa, Kak XpucTraH
Bornbd, Xpructuan Asryct Kpysum u I'eopr @pu-
npux Marviep. He 3a0BITBHI IIpM 3TOM ¥ CTOJIb pe-
JIeBaHTHBIE I ITpobsieMel nctopun y KanTa He-
MellK/e cOBpeMeHHUKI (mitocoda, Kak VloraHH
Hukomnayc Tetenc u, B riepByto ouepenp, Vloranx
Tordpun Tepmep®. D10 onHa M3 Hambosee CVIIb-
HBIX CTOpOH counHeHus IlInera. B-TpeTbnx, Knu-
ra Illmrera okasasiacb TOBOJIHLHO penkon pa60T0171,
B KOTOPOVI BCepbe3 00CyXIIaeTcsi MOHATYE YesIo-
BedecTBa (Menschheit) y Kanra (cm.: Ilet, 2014,
c. 285—301, 311—313). DTOMy crIOCOOCTBOBAJIO CO-

*B Gosree rio3IHee BpeMsi Ha PyCCKOM SI3BIKE MCTOPVYIECKIUT
criop I'eprmepa m KanTa OBIT OTpakeH B MCCIIeOBaHUM
A.B.Tympru (I'ymeira, 1963). Yxe B HBIHeIIHeM BeKe
9TOT CIIOp, PaBHO KaK M KaHTOBCKMe IIpeficTaB/IeHns 00
VICTOPUY, 3aTpOHYJ1 B cBoet MoHOrpadvm 2. 1O. Cornosres
(Cornosres, 2005).
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Let us note some characteristics of Shpet’s
reconstruction of the Kantian view of histo-
ry. First, Shpet’s clear focus is a priori history,
leaving empirical history in the background.
On the whole, this is in line with the approach
of Kant himself who, in the mid-1780s, unex-
pectedly for his readers, began speaking about
some kind of an a priori thread in history. Sec-
ondly, because Kant does not crop up until
the book’s fifth chapter, he is already set in a
broad historical context, which distinguishes
Shpet’s book favourably from the majority of
Russian-language works about Kant’s history,
down to our own day. Chapters two through
four characterize the views on history of such
important forerunners of Kant as Christian
Wolff, Christian August Crusius, and Georg
Friedrich Meier. Such German contemporaries
of Kant as Johann Nicholaus Tetens and, above
all, Johann Gottfried Herder, too, get their
share of attention.’ This is one of the strengths
of Shpet’s work. Thirdly, Shpet’s is one of the
few works that seriously discuss Kant’s con-
cept of mankind (Menschheit) (cf. Shpet, 2014,
pp. 285-301, 311-313). This is partly due to the
fact that Shpet compares Kant's views with
those of Herder, who placed the concept of
mankind, as well as that of humanity (Human-
itit), at the centre of his Ideas for the Philosophy
of the History of Mankind. Despite the key role
the concept of mankind plays in Kant’s theo-
retical and, even more so, practical philoso-
phy, it was for a long time a kind of blind spot
in Kant scholarship, with significant works on
the topic beginning to appear only in the past
few decades (see Chaly, 2021, pp. 327-343).
Shpet appreciated the importance of this Kan-

*In the Russian-language literature of more recent times,
the historical debate between Herder and Kant was
reflected by Arseniy V. Gulyga (1963). Already in this
century, the debate, as well as Kantian ideas of history,
were addressed in a monograph by Erikh Yu. Solovyov
(2005).
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nocrasiieHve Ilnerom B3msAnos KanTa co B3mis-
namu leprmepa, Kotopelil B LieHTp cBomx «Vpem
K dwiocodpun mcTopuy dYesoBedecTBa» IIOCTa-
BIWJI KaK IIOHATVE 4eJloBe4YecTBa, TaK M IOHSTHe
rymanHoctu (Humanitit). HecMoTpsa Ha ximroue-
BYIO pOJIb, KOTOPYIO IIOHSITIE UeJloBevuecTBa Mrpa-
eT KaK B TeOPeTMUUIeCcKOl, TaK ¥ OCOOeHHO B ITpak-
Taeckon dpustocodpun KaHTa, 0HO 1107Ir0e Bpems
OCTaBaJIOCh B KAKOVI-TO Mepe CJIeIIBIM IISITHOM KaH-
TOBeIeHNsI, 11 3aMeTHBIe ViccileloBaTesIbCKe pa-
OOTBI Ha 3Ty TeMy CTaJIV TIOSIBJISITHCS JIVIIID B T1O-
ategHue gecatmiieTns (cM. o0 satom: Chaly, 2021,
p- 327—343). IlImreT >xe OIEHWMJI Ba’XHOCTb 3TOTO
KaHTOBCKOT'O IOHSATHA ellle B Hadasle XX B., XOTs
BCe JKe He CTaJI [IePexXOIUTh IIPV TOM OT IIpodIieM
VICTOPUM K IIpo0JIeMaM 3TUKIL.

Ho eciu roBoputhb 00 0011mix orteHkax ImeTom
poym KaHTa B pasBUTUM MCTOPUYECKMX ITpefiCTaB-
JIEHVIVI VI VICTOPMYECKOVI HAayKM, TO OHM HeyTellln-
TenbHBL. ComnacHo Ilnery, KanT cBonuT koHeu-
HYIO 1IeJIb VICTOPUM (M IIPUPOMIBI) K JOCTVIKEHVIIO
IopUInYecKyx 1 noiamtidecknx mestent. Ilner or-
BepraeT nosuiino KaHra, coryiacHo KOTOpon «gu-
A0COPUS UCMOpUU, KAK PAYUOHAALHOEe YueHue 00
ucmopuu, HeBo3MOXXHA; HAYKA UCMOpuu, kak coo-
cmBenno Hayka — HeBo3MOXHA; caMoe DoJIblliee, YTO
371eCh BO3MOXKHO, 3TO — OIIVCaHVe U CCTeMaTiJe-
CKOe M300pakeHNe BO BpeMeHM V1 MecCTe, JTajleKoe
ot paHra Haykw» (ILnet, 2014 c. 307). [lIeT nosara-
€T, YTO KaHTOBCKas «TouKa 3peHms» (TaMm xe, c. 316,
341) Ha MCTOPMIO OKa3aslach IOJTHOCTBHIO OecIiIon-
HOVI, TIOCKOJIBKY MCXOfyla M3 COBEPIIIEHHO OIIV-
GounbIx ocHOBaHUM. [IpryeM McxomHbBIe Ipemnro-
ceuIky KaHTa «oKasaIvch BpeIHBIMU U [IJISL HETO
CaMoro, M... [jIs ero rnocienosaresiern» (Tam xe, c.
319). IlInier nmomuepkmBaeT, uro KaHT BKIIIOUaeT B
CBOIO (PMIJI0COUIO VICTOPU COBEPIIIEHHO Uy KIIble
VICTOpUM 3JIEMEeHTHI, B CMJIy 4Yero OHa IIpeBpallla-
eTcsl B HeKyIo abCTpakIInio 1 cucteMy. Bee s3To B
KOHEYHOM cYeTe IIPUBOAUT K YHUUTOXEHWIO 00b-
eKTVBHOIO VCCIeoBaHMS U K CyOBeKTMBU3MY B
aypHoM cMbicyie crioBa (Tam ke, c. 340—341).

[IIneT oT™MeuaeT, YTO UCTOPMA KaK HaykKa, paB-
HO KaK ¥ caM MCTOPUYEeCKUTI ITPOIIecc, He HaXOOUT
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tian concept back in the early twentieth centu-
ry — although he stopped short of passing on
from the problems of history to the problems
of ethics.

As for Shpet’s overall assessment of Kant’s
role in the development of historical ide-
as and historical science, it is not comforting.
As Shpet sees it, Kant reduces the end goal of
history (and nature) to the attainment of legal
and political goals. Shpet (2014, p. 307) rejects
Kant’s view that “the philosophy of history as a
rational teaching is impossible; the science of histo-
ry as a science proper is impossible; the most that
is possible is a description and detailed por-
trayal in time and space, which is a long way
away from the rank of history”. Shpet claims
that the Kantian “viewpoint” (ibid., pp. 316,
341) on history is ultimately barren due of its
misconceived foundations. Moreover, Kant’s
starting premises, “turned out to be harm-
ful for himself and [...] his followers” (ibid.,
p- 319). Shpet stresses that Kant includes in his
philosophy of history elements that are total-
ly alien to history, owing to which it becomes
an abstraction and a system. All this ultimate-
ly destroys objective investigation and leads to
subjectivism, in the bad sense of the term (ibid.,
pp. 340-341).

Shpet holds that neither history as a science
nor the actual historical process lends itself to
a satisfactory explanation if one proceeds from
the key propositions of Kant’s critical philos-
ophy. Whereas Kant’s philosophy seeks the
foundation of science in recurrent phenom-
ena, history, in contrast, has to do with the
non-repeatable, inconstant, and accidental. In
the Baden Neo-Kantianism which thrived at
the time that Shpet was writing his book, this
proposition is an important stimulus for the
development of the special method of history
and science of culture/spirit. But all this re-
mains irrelevant for Kant and his reflections



YIIOBJIETBOPUTEIILHOTO PeIIeHs VICXOMIs M3 KIIo-
YeBBIX YCTAaHOBOK KaHTOBCKOV KPUTWYeCKomn u-
smocodpmn. Ecim kaHTOBcKast dpvtocodpms mILeT
OCHOBaHWMe U OIOpY [1JI1 HayKM B ITOBTOPSIIOIIVIX-
sl SIBJIGHMSIX, TO VICTOPWS], HAaIIPOTUB, IMeeT J1eJ10
C 4eM-TO HeIOBTOPSIOIINMCS, C HETIOCTOSIHHBIM 1
cJIlydallHBIM. B MHTeHCMBHO pa3BMBaBIIeMcs BO
BpeMeHa HammcaHus kHuru Illnera GameHckoM
HEOKAHTMAHCTBEe 3Ta KOHCTaTaIlVs IOCITYXKMila
Ba’KHBIM CTVIMYJIOM JIJISL PasBUTVS 0COOOrO MeTO-
7la ICTOpUM ¥ HayK o KyJsType / o ayxe. Ho ms
camoro Kanra u ero pedriekcum o0 vicropum Bce
3TO OCTaeTCsl HepeJleBaHTHBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY B paM-
Kax ero pvrocodpryt 3TOT KOH(PIIMKT MOXeT ObITh
paspeliieH 100 JIMIIIeHVeM UCTOPUN crierduy-
HOCTM 1 peyKIIMM ee K MHBIM, eCTeCTBeHHBIM Ha-
yKaM, JIn0o e 1 BOBCe M IMMIMHAIIVeV VICTOPUN 113
cocraBa Hayk. CormacHo IlleTy, «B ocobeHHOCTN
g KaaTa mcTopms siBjIsieTcs YHUYTOXAOITNM
apryMeHTOM IIPOTWMB €ro IIPMHIINIIOB, TaK Kak
37iech He TOJIBKO He MOXeT ObITh peunt 00 “armpm-
OPHBIX CMHTETUYeCKMX CyXIeHusx’, Ho — dTo,
MOXeT OBbITh, ellle BakKHee, — 37IeCh HM C KaKou
CTOPOHBI He MOXeT OBbITh IIPUJIOKEH KpUTepuit
VICTVIHBI B BUJIe HEOOXOIVIMOCTY ¥ OOIIerofHOCTI
cyxaeaun» (Tam xe, c. 347—348). I[TogBons Heko-
Topble nrory, Illmer noguepkuBaeT, YTO, HECMO-
Tpsd Ha HNPUHOUNNAIBHYIO BpakaeOHOCTh KaH-
THaHCTBa mcTtopusMy, KaHT u ero duiocodpms
He CMOIJIM 3ajiepKaTh pa3BUTHS CaMOW VCTOPU-
YecKoV HayKV — OHO WJIeT CBOVMM COOCTBEHHBIM
ryTeM. VI Bce e coBceM 0e300MTHOV KaHTOBCKast
KpuTudeckas dpusocoduis I UICTOPUYeCcKoN Ha-
yku, 1o IllreTy, He ocTajiach: «..IIOCKOJIBKY CY-
II[eCTBYeT B3auMOJIEVICTBIE MeX/y pasIMYHbIMU
oOJ1acTAMM 3HaHMS M IIOCKOJIBKY JIydllle Ipesl-
CTaBUTeJIV CIlellMaIbHBIX HayK Bcerga IIpuCIIy-
HIVBaJIVICh K TOJI0CY prytocopmm 1 J1axe JeviCTBY-
IOT B HaIIpaBJIEHWMM TOV VIV VIHOVI COBPEMEHHOW
durtocodpum, MOCKOIIBKY BOOOIIE MCTOpUYecKast
MeTOIOJIOT Vsl 3aBUCUT OT PrITOCOPCKUX ITPeIIIo-
CBUIOK, ITOCTOJIBKY KaHTMAHCTBO OBbLIO ITOMEeXOV 1
11 Hayku victopum» (Tam xe, c. 349).

Ho HecMOTps Ha yIOMSIHYTBIe BBIIIE CVJIbHBIE
cropoHsl riomxofa IllreTa K peKOHCTPYKIMM KaH-
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about history, since, within his philosophical
framework, this conflict can be resolved either
by stripping history of its special character
and reducing it to other, natural sciences, or
by dropping history from the category of sci-
ence. According to Shpet, “especially for Kant
history is a devastating argument against his
principles because here not only there can be
no question of ‘a priori synthetic judgments’,
but even more importantly, there is no way
the criterion of truth in the shape of necessi-
ty and universal utility of judgement can be
applied” (ibid., pp. 347-348). Shpet draws the
interim conclusion that, despite Kantianism’s
deep-seated hostility toward historicity, Kant
and his philosophical influence could not hold
back the development of historical science,
which follows its own path. Still, Shpet ad-
mits that Kantian critical philosophy was not
entirely harmless with respect to historical sci-
ence: “[...] because there is interaction between
different areas of knowledge and because the
foremost representatives of the specialized
sciences have listened to the voice of philos-
ophy and even acted in line with this or that
modern philosophy, inasmuch as historical
methodology depends on philosophical prem-
ises Kantianism has been a hindrance to the
science of history” (ibid., p. 349).
Notwithstanding the above-mentioned
strengths of Shpet’s approach to the recon-
struction of Kant’s views on history, some
weaknesses and omissions creep in. The first
of these is that, in analysing Kant, Shpet does
not clearly distinguish between history as
an historical process (Geschichte), and histo-
ry as a science (Historie). In Kant, especially in
the 1780s, we find some reflections on history
(Geschichte), as well as philosophical attempts
to penetrate the depths of world history (IWelt-
geschichte) (IaG, AA 08, pp. 29-30). This in fact
accounts for the German philosopher’s frag-
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TOBCKVIX BO33PEHMVI Ha VICTOPVIO, B HEM IIPOSIBIIS-
IOTCS VI OIpefeieHHble CIa00CTV ¥ YITyIIeHWs.
IlepBoe 113 HIX KacaeTcs oTcyTcTBus y LlneTa mpn
aHas3e KaHTa 4eTKOVI AVICTMHKITAY MEXIY VICTO-
puert Kak mcropudeckyM IrporieccoM (Geschichte)
U VicTopuent Kak mctopudeckot Haykon (Historie).
Y KanTa — ocoberto B 1780-e IT. — mMeeTcs He-
KOTOpOe 4mciio pasMmbinuleHnnt 06 vicropvm (Ge-
schichte), a Taxkxke o ¢usocopckux HOIBITKaX
IIPOHUKHYTbH BIJIyOb BcemupHOV mctopum (Welt-
geschichte) (AA 08, S. 29—30; Kaur, 2024, c. 44-47),
KOTOpBIe KaK pa3 ¥ IOPOIVUIN y HeMeIIKOro puio-
codpa dpparmenTsr 00 anpropmsme (AA 08, S. 18,
29-30; Kanr, 2024, c. 32, 44—47) B 5K30TMYECKOM C
TOYKM 3peHVs UTOroB «KpUTHKM 4iCTOrO pasyMa»
pasnerte. Ho mopio0HOE paccMOTpeHVe COBepIIeH-
HO HeIBYCMBICJIEHHO IIpoTuBonocTasiseTcs Kan-
TOM «TOJIBKO SMNUPUUECKU COCTABIISIEMOVI ICTOPUTL
(Historie)» B cobcTBeHOM cMmbIcite (AA 08, S. 30;
Kanr, 2024, c. 46). Ecyim m 3ajaBaThCsl BOIIPOCOM
o ToM, nHTepecyeT i1 KaHTa mcToprueckas: Hay-
Ka KakK TaKoBasl, TO B JIyUIlleM CJIydae MOXKHO yKa-
3aTh Ha MOIOOHBIe 3aMeUaHVIs 00 SMITVPITUECKIIX
ormcaHusax ucropun (Historie), koTopele, Oymyun
0003HaUeHHBIMN, MCKIIOYaoTcss KaHToMm 13 ero
HasbHemMx prtocodpckmx pasMbliiuieHu. Be-
posTHO, TiomobHas ncropus (Historie) cocrout 3
arioCTEPVIOPHO-CUHTETYECKX CYXXIeHWUII, U 3a-
JlaBaTh KaKOV-TO CHeLVaJIbHBIV BOIIPOC O BO3MOX-
HOCTVI TAKOBOVI ICTOPWY KaK HayKu rtocste «Kpnuru-
KV YMCTOTO pasyMa» He VIMeeT CMBICIIa, IIOCKOJIbKY
37ech OTCYTCTBYeT Kakas-Inbo mpobiema. [oso-
Psi 00 arprOPHON UCTOPUM, 00 «anpuopHoil myTe-
BOIHOV HUTW» BceMmpHOM mctopun (AA 08, S. 30;
Kanr, 2024, c. 46), KanT nogpasymesas HPOHMUKHO-
BEHIE «B30POM B TaVTHBIVI MEXaHM3M» YCTPOVICTBa
npuponsl (AA 08, S. 29; Kanr, 2024, c. 45), koTOpBIT,
OBITE MOXeET, OTKPOIOT [1JIs1 cebs Oymymine Kerte-
pe1 1 HetoToss! (cM.: AA 08, S. 18; KanT, 2024, c. 32).
B 3TOM CiTyyae MBI cMOITIVI ObI TOBOPUTE HE TOJIBKO
O IIPOITUIOM, HO ¥ B OIIpeJIeJIeHHOVI Mepe IIPOrHO-
3UpoBaTh M IpefcKasblBaTh Oypylilee, OTKpbIBasi
«YTeIIUTEeIPHYIO IepCIeKTUBY IpsayIero» (AA
08, S. 30; Kanr, 2024, c. 46).
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ments about apriorism (ibid., pp. 18, 29-30)
which appear odd in view of the overall re-
sults of the Critique of Pure Reason. But Kant
unequivocally contrasts this view with His-
torie, or “accounts of actual history that are
merely empirically grounded” (IaG, AA 08,
p- 30; Kant, 2006, p. 16). If we are to serious-
ly ask ourselves whether Kant is interested in
historical science as such, we can do no better
than point to the remarks about historical ac-
counts of history (Historie) which Kant men-
tions but does not pursue. Apparently, such
history (Historie) consists of a priori synthetic
judgments, such that it makes no sense to ask
about the possibility of such a history as a sci-
ence because there is no problem there. Speak-
ing about history a priori, the “guiding thread
a priori” of world history (ibid.), Kant had in
mind the understanding of the “secret mech-
anism of nature’s organization” (InG, AA 08,
p- 29; Kant, 2006, p. 15), which future Keplers
and Newtons would perhaps discover (cf. IaG,
AA 08, p. 18). In this case, we can speak not
only about the past but to some degree fore-
cast and predict the future, discovering “a
consoling outlook on the future” (laG, AA 08,
p- 30; Kant, 2006, p. 16).

By Shpet’s account, Kant’s intent appears
somewhat different: Kant “asks how a philos-
ophy of history (resp. a science of history) is
possible and answers how the historical pro-
cess is possible” (Shpet, 2014, p. 343). Strictly
speaking, the “philosophy of history” is Herd-
er’s term (Herder, 1977); although Kant at least
speaks about “[a] philosophical attempt to de-
scribe the universal history” (IaG, AA 08, p. 29;
Kant, 2006, p. 14). But Kant does not ask about
the possibility of history as a science. His mi-
nor works of the 1780s devoted to historical
problems may at times sound ambiguous, but
he never raises the question about history as
a science and its possibility in the second edi-



B ucronkoBanum xe Illmera sameicenn Kanra
IpesicTaeT HecKoJIbKo MHaue: KaHT «cnpawuba-
er, Kak BO3MOXXHa pu.10coghus ICTOPUU (resp. Ha-
yKa mcTopun), a ombeuaemn, Kak BO3MOXeH VCTO-
pudeckuit npoyecc» (LLmet, 2014, c. 343). Crporo
rosopsi, pustocodpmst ncropum — TepmuH lepre-
pa (Tepmep, 1977), xots 1 KaHT Kak MYMHMMYM TO-
BOPUT O «PWIOCOPCKOM TMOIBITKE paspadoTaTh
BCeOOIIyI0 BCeMUpPHYIO mcTopuio» (AA 08, S. 29;
Kanr, 2024, c. 44). Ho KaHT He 3amaBai BOIIpoc o
BO3MOYKHOCTY MCTOPMM KaK HayKu. V1 XOTs ero He-
Gorprtme padoter 1780-x IT., HOCBsAIIIEHHBIE VICTO-
pUYecKoVl IIpodrieMaTiKe, TIOPOVI M 3BydaT BeCh-
Ma JIBYCMBICJIEHHO, TPV BOIIPOCa O BO3MOXKHOCTM
HayK BO BTOpOM M3aHmM «KpuTHKM 4ncToro pas-
yma» (B 20—22; Kanr, 2006, c. 73—77) BorrpocoM
00 mcTOoprYecKoVl HaykKe MM HUKOIJIA He [IO0IOJI-
HsUINCh. Bormpoc 00 mcTopunt Kak HayKe 11 ee BO3-
MOYXHOCTM — 3TO 3aKOHHBIN Borpoc Illmera. Ho
K COBOKYITHOCTV KaHTOBCKMX BBICKa3bIBaHWIL 00
VICTOPUM €r0 MOXKHO IIPVMMEeHSITh B IIOJIHOV Mepe,
JIITG HUBEIUPYS IIPUHLIMUIIMAIIBHOE pasiindye
Mexay Geschichte (c HageXxmovt Ha HaxoXzeHwe
B Hell allpyvoOpHbIX 371eMeHTOB) M Historie (1me-
IOIIelT Cyry00 SMIVIPUYECKUVI XapaKTep), a Tak-
)Ke UTHOPUPYS IPUYNHBI SKCIUIUIIMTHOIO OTCYT-
cTBUs TToToOHOrO Boripoca y KaHra (B oTHOImIeHMM
Historie Bommpoc 0 Hayke TpuBMaJieH 1 OTBET OJe-
BUIIeH, B TO BpeMs Kak Geschichte He ecTp «Hay-
Ka» ¥ IIOTOMY BOIIPOC O HeVl He MOXeT OBITh 3a-
naH). bostee Toro, Kak pas B 3TOM cjIydae He criaceT
U anesuIAnys K OCHOBHBIM CJIE[ICTBUSM KaHTOB-
CKOT'O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOI'O Mjleasn3Ma. B oTHo-
meHUY PU3NKM KaK HayKy O SBJIEHMSX U CaMMX
SIBJIEHVIVI MOXXHO ObLTO OBI IOIIpoOOBaTh CTepeTh
rpaHNIly, y4YWUTbIBas 3HAMEHWUTBIVI KaHTOBCKWN
Te3uc 13 «[IporreroMeHoB. . .»: «..paccydok He uepna-
em cBou 3axonsl (@ priori) us npupoosl, a npeonucel-
Baem ux eit» (AA 04, S. 320 (§ 36); KarT, 1994, c. 80).
Ho 5T0 HEBO3MOXXHO B CJTy4yae VICTOPW, B OTHOIIIe-
Hum Kotopow [Ipupona* (i mipoBupmeHve (AA

* TlockolpKy BCe CyIIeCTBUTeIbHBIE B HEMEIKOM
s3bIKe MWIIIYTCS C 3arjlaBHOV OYKBBI, PYCCKUV II€PeBO]l
KaHTOBCcKoro mnoHsATMs Natur Kak «[Ipupomsl» WIN
«[Ipupopp» sBJIsIeTCs copep KaTeJIbHBIM TOJIKOBaHVIEM
HepeBoAYMKa.

67

A.N. Krouglov

tion of the Critique of Pure Reason (B 20-22). The
question about history as a science is a legit-
imate one for Shpet. But it can only be fully
applied to the whole body of Kant’s utteranc-
es about history if we ignore the fundamental
difference between Geschichte (hoping to find
a priori elements in it) and Historie (which has
a strictly empirical character), and ignore the
reason for which this question is not explicit-
ly asked by Kant (with regard to Historie, the
question about science is trivial and the an-
swer is obvious; whereas Geschichte is not a
“science”, such that the question cannot be
asked). Moreover, an appeal to the main con-
sequences of Kant’s transcendental idealism
does not help here. With regard to physics as
a science of phenomena and the phenomena
themselves, one might try to erase the bound-
ary considering the famous Kantian thesis
from Prolegomena (§ 36): “[...] the understand-
ing does not draw its (a priori) laws from nature,
but prescribes them to it” (Prol, AA 04, p. 320;
Kant, 2004, p. 112). But that is not possible in
the case of history, with respect to which na-
ture (or providence — IaG, AA 08, p. 30; Kant,
2006, p. 16) creates its own plan which histo-
ry implements. Nature forces the human race
during the course of history to achieve “a civil
society which administers right universally” (1aG,
AA 08, p. 22; Kant, 2006, p. 8). These are two
different “natures”; indeed, the polysemy of
the Kantian concept of nature is a major prob-
lem of Kant'’s critical philosophy.*

The tension between the a priori thread of
history and empirically unfolding history af-
fects the way Shpet interprets Kant’s view of
truth. The introduction to transcendental logic
in the Critique of Pure Reason with its famous

* Another philosophical chapter in which the ambiguity
of “nature” manifests itself with explosive force, though
in a different way than in the philosophical reflections
on history, is natural right (Naturrecht); see more on this
in Krouglov (2025, pp. 40-56).
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08, S. 30; KanT, 2024, c. 46)) co3maeT IU1aH, KOTOPBIN
vicTopus 1 peasm3syet. [Ipupona npuHyXagaeT de-
JIOBEYeCKUTI POof], B XOfe MCTOPUM K JOCTVDKEHWIO
«Bceobujeco npaboboeo epaxodarckozo obujecmba»
(AA 08, S. 22; Kanr, 2024, c. 36). DTo 1BE pasHble
«IIPVIPOABI», I MHOTO3HAYHOCTh KaHTOBCKOIO IIO-
HSTUS IPUPOIbl — OIIHA U3 CYIIIeCTBEHHBIX IIPO-
0r1eM KaHTOBCKOV KpUTIMYecKom dprtocodpmir’.
HampsokeHne MeXIy aliprOpHOV HUTBIO MICTO-
puM M SMIVPUYECKM COCTaBJISIEMON VICTOPVEN
CKa3aJsioch B TpakToBKe llIreToM mipobrems! vicTu-
Hbl y KanTa. BeTynmTeibHBIV paszies B TpaHCIeH-
HeHTaIbHOV JIorvKe «KpuUTMKI 4mncToro pasyma»
CO 3HaAMEHUTBIM BOIIpocoM «Ymo ecmv ucmuua?»
(B 82; Kant, 2006, c. 145) oka3zasicd KaMHeM IIpeT-
KHOBEHVIS J1JI4 11eJIOT0 psfia PyccKmx dpmtocodos
B Hadaste XX B. B 1912 1. B. @. DpH B cTaThe «Kpu-
TVKa KaHTOBCKOT'O TIOHSTVS VICTVHBD> 13 KAHTOB-
CKOTO Te3ca O HEeBO3MOXXHOCTM Bceobujeeo Mate-
PVaJIBHOTO KPWUTepWsl WCTVMHBI CIelayl BBIBOL O
HEBO3MOKHOCTV BOOOIIIe KaKOTO-I100 MaTeprab-
HOT'0 KpUTepus UCTUHEI (cM.: DpH, 1912). Yetsipe
roga coycts Iner mpunmcan KanTty xpurepun
VICTUHBI B BUZle HeOOXOIVMMOCTY M BCEOOIIHOCTM
(«obmieromHoCcTM») cyxaenut. Ho au B «Kputuke
YJCTOrO pasyMa», B KOTOPOVI MIEeT peyub O MaTepy-
aJIbHBIX ¥ (POpMasIbHBIX KPUTEPMSIX UCTVHBI, HU
B MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX KOHCIIEKTaX JIEKIIUT IO JIO-
rvike, HeocTyHbIX [1meTy®, B KOTOpbIX TOBOPUT-
Cs1 O CWUTBHOM (CoTyIacue APYTHX) U CJ1aboM (camo-
CTOsITe/IbHAs OIleHKa) KpuTepun McTuHbBI, KaHT
HVKOI/Ia He paccMaTpyBajl BCeOOIITHOCTh 1 HeOO-
XOIAVIMOCTb B KadeCcTBe KpUTepysi UCTUHBI — CTPO-
rasi BCeoOIIHOCTh 1 Oe3yciioBHast HEOOXOIVIMOCTh
ABJISIOTCS. 3HAMEHUTBIMY KaHTOBCKMMM IIpV3Ha-

> Opyrum dwiIocodckmM pasmesioM, B KOTOPOM 3Ta
ZIBYCMBICJIEHHOCTD «IIPUPOMBI» IIPOSBIISIETCS. C HOBOW
B3PBIBOOIIACHOV CWJION, XOTSI W WHade, HEXeIN B
dwrocodpckont  pedrekcumt 00 MCTOPUM,  ABIISETCS
ecrecTBeHHOe (TIpmpojiHoe) mpaso (Naturrecht); cm. 00
stoM ntoxpobree: (Kpyrios, 2025, c. 40 —56).

¢ BOJIBIIMHCTBO 3ammcerl KaHTOBCKMX JIKIIU I10 JIOTVIKE
ObUIM OITyOJIMKOBaHBL NI B 1960-X IT., a HEKOTOpPBIE 1
eltle TOo3Xe.

7 CM. KIIaccudecKoe WCCIeOBaHWe 3TOro BOIIpoOca:
(XuHCcke, 2007, c. 99 —120).
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question, “What is truth?” (KrV, B 82; Kant,
1998, p. 197) turned out to be a stumbling
block for a number of Russian philosophers in
the twentieth century. In his 1912 article, “Cri-
tique of Kant’s Concept of Truth”, Vladimir
Ern proceeds from Kant’s thesis about the im-
possibility of a universal material criterion of
truth, concluding that there can be no material
criterion of truth in general. Four years later,
Shpet ascribes to Kant necessity and universal-
ity (“universal applicability”) of judgments as
the criterion of truth. But neither in the Critique
of Pure Reason, which deals with material and
formal criteria of truth, nor in the numerous
notes from the lectures on logic — to which
Shpet had no access® — which discuss the
strong (agreement of others) and weak (in-
dependent assessment) criteria of truth, does
Kant consider universality or unconditional
utility to be criteria of truth;® strict universal-
ity and unconditional utility are famous Kant-
ian properties of knowledge and cognition a
priori (cf. KrV, B 3-6). A posteriori knowledge,
too, can be true. Thus, contrary to Shpet, the
absence, among judgments about history, of a
priori synthetic judgments does not speak for
or against the truth of judgments.

Where Kant, in his philosophical reason-
ing, does speak about historical cognition (his-
torische Erkenntnis) (see, for example, KrV, B
863-865), this is a result of Wolffian influence,
and only remotely connected with the notion
of history pursuing the Kantian a priori thread.
One characteristic provision of Wolffian phi-
losophy is the distinction between historical,
mathematical, and philosophical knowledge
(cf. Wolff, 1740, pp. 3-7 (§ 7-14)), a distinction
which, incidentally, did not pass unnoticed by

®The majority of notes on Kant’s lectures on logic were
not published until the 1960s and some even later.

See the classic study of the question in Hinske (1998,
pp- 74-90).



KaMM allpMOPHOTO 3HAaHMS ¥ IO3HaHMA (cM.. B
3—6; Kant, 2006, c. 53—57). VMctHHBIMU Xe MoO-
I'yT OBITH M arlocTepropHble Mo3HaHMs. Takum 00-
pasom, Borpeku lllmeTy OTCyTCTBME Ccpedy CyX-
IOeHuU? 00 WCTOPUM aIpUOPHO-CUHTETIYECKIIX
CYXXeHUT He TOBOPUT HU B MOJIb3Y, HU IIPOTUB
VICTUHHOCTY VIMEIOIIVIXCS CYKIEHUTA.

Ecyim xe y KanTa B dpumstocodpckmx paccykiie-
HVISIX BCe e MIeT pedb 00 MCTOPMYeCcKOM IO3Ha-
Hum (historische Erkenntnis) (cm., Hanpumep: B
863 —865; Kanrt, 2006, c. 1047—1049), To 3TO CIIen-
CTBUe BJIVIAHUS BOJIbpraHcKom dputocodpun, 1 K
IIpescTaBieHnsIM 00 MCTOpUM Ha OCHOBe aIrpu-
opHomt HUTH y KaHTa 3TO mMeeT BecbMa KOCBEH-
Hoe oTHomeHVe. OHO M3 XapaKTepHBIX IOJIOXKe-
HUV BoIbMaHCKon duiocodpunt — pasiandeHye
VICTOPMYECKOTro, MaTeMaTu4eckoro u dusocod-
ckoro nozHaHM (cM.: Wolff, 1740, p. 3—7 (§ 7—14)),
¥ TaHHOe pa3/IndeHie, KCTaTy, He OCTaJioch Oe3
BHMMaHMd llmera (cm.: et 2014, c. 150, 207
cp. c. 348). Ho mcropmueckoe mo3HaHMe BOIbdU-
AHCKOTO THIIa XOPOIIIO YKJIaIbIBAETCS B IIPENICTaB-
JeHns 00 SMIMPUYECKOM OIVICAHUW WCTOPUN
(Historie). Ciiempl MMEHHO 3TOro BOJIbVAHCKO-
ro pasInyeHns: ¥ OOHAPYXMBAIOTCS B JIOTVIKE U
MeTadmsmke KaHTa maske B KpUTUUECKUT TIEPU-
071, TO eCTh yKe IIoCJIe PelInTeIbHOIO pasphiBa C
BOJIbpMaHCKOV priocodmert KaK B METOI0JIOI -
YecKoM, TaK ¥ B COflep>KaTeJIbHOM IUIaHe.

AxrtienT Iera Ha craresax Kanra 1780-x rT,,
a TakKXXe OTKa3 OT IIpMBJIeUeHMs I pas3bsiCHe-
HMS IIOCTaBJIeHHBIX ITpo0ieM KaHTOBCKMX Tpak-
TaTOB IIO 3TUKe, IIpUUeM [Ja’ke HeCMOTpsl Ha He-
OHOKpaTHBble ymoMmMyHaHMA camuM [llmerom
BpeMeHHOV Om3ocTr paboTsl Hatt «Vteeit BceoO-
ITIeT1 ICTOPUM BO BCEMVPHO-TPak[IaHCKOM ITaHe»
(1784) 1 «OcHoBomoioxkeHVeM K MeTadpv3Ke Hpa-
BOB» (1785) (cM.: TaMm xe, c. 304, 312), mpuBes1 K TOMY,
YTO Yy pyccKoro dpmstocoda BOZHUKIIO HEYCTpaHM-
Moe [IJISI Hero HeOyMeHUe: «..II0UYeMY, B CaMOM
Zierie, “rpakaHcKoe o0recTBo” 11 “coro3 Hapomos”
IOJDKHO paccMaTpyBaTh KaK BBICIITY O 11 KOHEUHYIO
1leJ/Ib He TOJIBKO MCTOpmy, HO M Iipuponsr? Ilox-
JIVIHHO JIV BCS 1IEHHOCTD PeJIUTUV, HayKW, VICKYC-
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Shpet (2014, pp. 150, 207; cf. p. 348). But his-
torical knowledge of the Wolffian type fits
neatly with the idea of the empirical descrip-
tion of history (Historie). Traces of this Wolf-
fian distinction are found in Kant’s logic and
metaphysics, even in the critical period; that is,
after he broke with Wolffian philosophy both
in terms of methodology and substance.
Shpet’s emphasis on Kant’s articles of the
1780s, and his refusal to invoke Kantian trea-
tises on ethics in order to explain problems —
though Shpet more than once mentions the
closeness in time between “An Idea for a Uni-
versal History from a Cosmopolitan Perspec-
tive” (1784) and Groundwork of the Metaphysics
of Morals (1785) (see ibid., pp. 304, 312) — re-
sulted in a puzzle for the Russian philosopher:
“[...] why indeed ‘civil society” and “unity of
peoples” should be seen as the supreme and
ultimate end not only of history, but also of
nature? Is it true that the whole value of reli-
gion, science, art, and literature, etc. should
be just a means of attaining ‘legal” or politi-
cal ends? What a pathetic and trivial meaning
has Kant ascribed to the historical and world
order!” (Shpet, 2014, p. 315). Kant may well
be reproached for overrating and even, in a
way, sacralizing law; but exaggeration of cer-
tain Kantian theses set forth in articles from
the critical period prevents Shpet from seeing
Kant’s main motive, which has nothing to do
with legal or political goals. This Kantian mo-
tive would have dispelled Shpet’s puzzlement.
The Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals and
the Natural Right Course Lecture Notes by Fey-
erabend show convincingly that Kant speaks
about the special position of man in terms
of his will, which is neither absolutely kind,
nor absolutely evil. This is what distinguish-
es man both from God and from animals. As
a result of this special position, human beings
must order, and submit to their own laws,
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CTBa, JINTEPATyPHI U IIP. — JOJDKHBI OBITH TOIIBKO
CPencTBOM ISl IOCTVDKEHMS! KaKMX-TO “Iopvan-
veckmX” IV HOMUTUYecKmxX 1ertert? Kakor sxait-
KUV 1 HUYTOXHBIVI CMBICTT OTKpbUT KaHT B micTO-
puudeckoM 1 MuposoM mnopsjkel» (Imet, 2014,
c. 315). KaHTa BIIOJIHE MOXXHO yIIpeKaTb B IIPeBO3-
HeceHUM ¥ Jake HeKOell CaKpaIn3aluu IIpasa,
OTHAKO IIpeyBeJIueHe OTHAeSIbHBIX KaHTOBCKMX
TEe3VICOB, WM3JIOKEHHBIX B CTaThsIX KPUTHUUECKOTO
nepuora, He 11o3BojigeT IlleTy yBuIeTs IJlaBHBIN
KaHTOBCKMI MOTMB, KOTOPBIVI HUKAaK He CBSA3aH C
IOPVIIVYECKUMI VIV TIOJIUTUYECKUMMU  IIeJISIMMU.
DTOT KaHTOBCKMII MOTMB BIIOJIHE ITPOSICHSIET He-
noymenve Ileta. «OcHoBoMONMOXeHVIE K MeTadpu-
3VIKe HpaBOB» VI eIlle He M3BeCTHBIE B TOIbI XIM3HN
ITrreta kaHTOBCKMe JieKuun «EcTecTBeHHOe ITpa-
Bo (Mertepaben» yOenmTeIbHO ITOKAa3bIBAIOT, UTO
KanT BeieT peub 00 0cOOOM MeCTOIOIIOKEHU Ue-
JIOBEKA C ero He abCOJTIOTHO J00povt, HO 11 He abco-
JIFOTHO 3JIOVI BOJIeVL. DTO OT/INYaeT YyeJloBeKa KaK OT
bora, Tak 1 oT XMBOTHBIX. CJIeZICTBMIEM 3TOTO OCO-
Ooro IosIoKeHVIs YeioBeKa SIBJISIeTCS 11715 Hero He-
00XOIVIMOCTB YIIOPSIZIOYNTD U ITOCTaBUTH IO/, CBOV
coOcTBeHHBbIe 3aKOHBI CBOIO CBOOOLY, UHCIMpPYMeH-
1M0M 4ero B OTHOIIIEHV BHEIITHel CBOOO/IBI 1 BbI-
crynaet npaso (cm.: Conosbes, 2005, c. 137—-138). 11
B 3TOM CMBIC/Ie pasinune Mexay Kanrom u Iep-
7ilepoM, IIPOBO3ITIACUBIINM: «[ YMAHHOCHIL — Ueab
ye06eueckoil npupoosl, U paou ee 00CMUXeHUs npe-
0as Boe cyovby uesoBeuecmba 6 pyxu camux aw0oei»
(Tepmep, 1977, c. 428), majieko He TaK BeJIVKO, KaK
3TO MOXKeT II0Ka3aThCs Ha TIePBBIVI B3IJISA/,
Haxownerr, nBe ocobernocTn mosiemuiky llme-
Ta ¢ KaHTOM 110 moBOIly McTOpMM OOpalliaroT Ha
ce0s1 BHMMaHMe VIMEHHO CerojHs. Bo-IepBeIX,
[IIrieT coBepIIIeHHO CIIpaBeJIVBO ITOKa3asl JIBYC-
MBICJIEHHOCTb ¥ IIPOTMBOPEUYMBOCTD (€C/IN yUU-
ThIBaTh Ty Xe «KpUTMUKy 4YMCTOro pasyma») KaH-
TOBCKOTO TIOHATMS allpVOPHON HUTW B VICTOPUN
C TOYKM 3peHMs TPaHCIIeHIEeHTaIbHOTO V/IeasIn3-
Ma. IIpaBma, Bce pabotsl KaHTa KpuTiideckoro Ire-
pvoma paccmarpmsaroTcs Illerom ckopee B Ka-
JeCcTBe HEKOeVI eOVHOV HeM3MeHIeMOVI KapTUHBIL,
UTO HECKOJIBKO CTPaHHO ISl IIPOV3BEIEeHIS O Me-
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their freedom, the external part of which law
is an instrument (cf. Solovyov, 2005, pp. 137-
138). In this sense, the difference between Kant
and Herder, who declared: “Humanity is the
end of human nature, and with this end God
put the fate of mankind in their own hands”
(Herder, 2024, p. 425), is not as great as it may
seem at first glance.

Finally, two features of Shpet’s polemics
with Kant have particular relevance today.
First, Shpet quite rightly points out the ambi-
guity and contradictions (think of the Critique
of Pure Reason, for example) in the Kantian con-
ception of an a priori thread of history from the
standpoint of transcendental idealism. True,
Shpet sees all of Kant’s works of the critical
period rather as a single unchanging picture,
somewhat strangely for a work about method-
ology and the content of the historical science.
Even in the 1780s, Kant’s thought was mov-
ing from the first edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason to Prolegomena, and then to the second
edition of the Critique. In 1787, he dropped a
good many of the assertions made in 1781 and
1783. Likewise, he adjusted some of his theses
from the 1784 article on enlightenment in the
later treatises (Critique of Judgment and Anthro-
pology from a Pragmatic Point of View). In all the
major ethical tracts of the critical period, Kant
changed his formulation of the categorical im-
perative and, indeed, the classification of im-
peratives. But after 1784 Kant never revisited
the key arguments from the Idea.” Absolutiza-
tion of this particular work of Kant’s for the
purposes of a reconstruction of his ideas about
history may seriously distort the dynamics of
Kant’s views.

Kant himself was, to some extent, aware of
the problematic character of the a priori thread:

7 Although in Kant’s later works, one can find some
elaboration of his ideas about antagonism or the
development of human predispositions.



TOHOJIOTM U1 COfepPXKaHUM VMCTOPUYEeCKON HayKI.
Haxxe B 1780-x rt. MpIc/ib KaHTa Haxomyiack B TIO-
CTOSIHHOM JBVDKEHMM OT IepBoro manaHms «Kpu-
TUKMV 9VCTOro pasyMa» K «[IposleromeHam. . .», a 3a-
TeM 1 KO BTOpoMy M3gaHmo «KpuTukm 4mcToro
pasyMa». OT HeMaJI0ro 4mciia CBOMX YTBepXKAeHW
1781 n 1783 rr. Kant B 1787 r. oTKa3asics. PaBHbIM
00pa3oM OH CKOPPeKTUPOBaJl U Psifl CBOVIX Te3VCOB
U3 CTaThy O IIpocBelieHMN 1784 1. B HO3IHMIX Tpak-
TaTax («Kpurnka criocobHOCTM CyKaeHms» 1 «AH-
TPOIIOJIOT S C IIPArMaTUYeCcKOVl TOUKV 3PEeHVIsD).
Bo Bcex KpyIIHBIX 3THYeCcKIX TpaKTaTaxX KpUTuJe-
ckoro nepuora KanT rsmeHs1 ceon popMyipos-
KV KaTeropmdyecKoro MmIlepaTiBa, PaBHO KakK U
camy KilaccudmKaumio nMieparnsos. Ho x xitro-
4YeBBIM paccykaeHusM n3 «Vmen...» 00 ncropun
B y3KOM cMbIciie csioBa Kant nocie 1784 r. mpak-
Trdecky Oosiee He obOparrasics®. AGcorroTM3ays
VIMEHHO 3Ton1 paboTsl KaHTa 11715 peKOHCTPYKIMM
ero IIpefCTaB/IeHNiI 00 MCTOpUM MOXeT CylIle-
CTBEHHO VCKakaThb JVMHaMWYHbIe B3IIAabl KanTa.

[TpobrremMaTYHOCTD alIPMOPHOV HUTU B VICTO-
pUM B oIpeesleHHON Mepe OCO3HaBaJl U caM
Kanrt: (I IpaBna, nbITaThCst HAMCATb UCHIOPUIO, VIC-
XOIIs M3 VIZIEVI O TOM, KaK JIOJDKEH CIIOKUTBCS XOI
Berler;, ecyii Obl OH OCYIIECTBIISUICS COOOpPa3sHO
oIpesieJIeHHBIM PasyMHBIM 1IeJIsIM, ITpeJicTaBIIs-
€TCsl CTPAaHHBIM ¥, TI0 BUIVIMOCTY, HeJIeIIbIM Ha-
MepeHMeM; C TaKVM 3aMBbICJIOM MOXeT II0JTyUUThb-
csl, KaKeTcs, TOIBKO poman» (AA 08, S. 29; Kawr,
2024, c. 44—45). Tem He MeHee B 3TOM DoJlee yeM
cTpaHHOM TIoHSTMM KaHTa cKpbIBasicsi OOJIBIION
BHYTpPeHHWVI IOTeHIIMasl, CJIOBHO VJUIIOCTPUPY-
IOIIINVI TereJIeBCKIie PasMBIIIUIEHNS O TUIOHOTBOP-
HOCTV ITPOTMBOpeuns, KOTOPbIVI 3aTeM — B pas-
HBIX HallpaBJIeHVIX He COBCEM B KaHTOBCKOM, HO
¥ He MOJIHOCTBIO B HEKAaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe — IIO-
CJle IpoeKTa «KPUTUKM VCTOPUUYECKOro pasyMar
Buuterenibma [IystbTes B TOV WIIV MHOV Mepe ObIT
pean3oBaH B paboTtax Murtesist Dyko, B KauecTse
VICTOPVUYeCKOro aIllpyopy MCTOJIKOBABIIIETO BbIAB-

8 Xors B Oostee mo3mHVIX TTpom3BeeHMax KaHTa 11 MOXHO
HaWTU OIpeJieJleHHOe pa3BUTHe KaHTOBCKMX Wieyut o0
aHTaroHM3Me VIV O Pa3BUTUN YeI0BeYECKIX 3aJaTKOB.
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“It is indeed an odd and seemingly inconsist-
ent approach to want to narrate a history ac-
cording to an idea of how the course of the
world would have to progress if it is to be ade-
quate to certain rational aims; it may seem that
such a project could yield only a novel” (laG,
AA 08, p. 29; Kant, 2006, pp. 14-15). Neverthe-
less, this more than “odd” notion had great
potential, foreshadowing Hegel’s thought on
the fruitfulness of contradiction which was
subsequently, in various directions — not
quite in the Kantian way but not fully in the
non-Kantian way either — realized to various
degrees in Wilhelm Dilthey’s project of a “cri-
tique of historical reason” by Michel Foucault
(1994, pp. XXII-XXIV; 1972, p. 127), who inter-
preted as historical a priori the epistemes he
had revealed; or that of Kurt Hubner (1985,
pp. 255-256; 2002, pp. 85-87, 269-270) who
isolated a group of principles of historically
changeable a priori propositions underpinning
science and justified by the historical back-
ground. Hubner subsequently extended these
historically changeable a priori propositions to
myth. Having noted all this, it would probably
be too much to expect a talented translator of
Hegel to have divined such an historical po-
tential back in 1916.

Secondly, Shpet was one of the first in Rus-
sia to pay attention to the Kant—Herder con-
troversy about history, which is of course
to his credit. Moreover, he insightfully not-
ed as one of the key points of divergence be-
tween Herder and Kant their attitude towards
the question of mankind (Shpet, 2014, p. 326).
Shpet looks at the problem from many differ-
ent sides, including from the point of view of
the bearers of “humanity” in history. But al-
though Shpet directs the question to Kant,
“how should one understand ‘mankind’?”
(ibid., p. 313), he overlooks one circumstance.
Whatever flaws in content or methodology one
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JseMble M ammcTeMbl (cM.: Pyko, 1994, c. 34—-35;
1996, c. 128), i Kypra XioOHepa, BBIIeIVBIIIETO
IPYIIly YCTaHOBJIEHWUV MCTOPUYECKN W3MeHYM-
BBIX AlIPVIOPHBIX ITOJIOKEHWVI, JIEKAIIVIX B OCHO-
BaHMM HayKM ¥ HaxOHAIIVIX CBOe OIlpaBIaHle B
VICTOpUYecKoM (pOHe, a 3aTeM paclpoCTpaHMBIIIe-
r'O 3TV UCTOPUYECK! M3MeHYVBbIe allpHOpHbIe I10-
JioxeHVs v Ha Mud (cM.: XroOHep, 1994, c. 78, 215;
1996, c. 235). ITpaBma, camo 3T0 OXmaaHMe OT Ojle-
cTdIero nepeponuvka leresisi, uToObl OH yXe B
1916 r. yragas mogoOHBIN ITOTEHITMAJI VCTOpIYe-
CKOTO aIIpropW sIBJIgeTcsl, BEPOsITHO, BCe JKe YeM-
TO Upe3MepPHBIM.

Bo-Broperx, IlIleT Kak MMHMMYM OIVIH U3 IIep-
BbIX B Poccunt obparwics k criopy Kanra u I'epre-
pa o0 ncTtopum, M B 3TOM COCTOUT €ro HeCOMHEH-
Hasl 3acilyra. bojlee TOro, OoH IIPOHMIIATEIIBHO
3aMeTWJI, YTO K KJIFOUeBBIM TOUKaM VX pacxoxie-
HIS IIPUHAAJIeXUT «oTHOIIeHMe Tepnepa 1 Kan-
Ta K Bompocy o “uesiopedectse”...» (Llmet, 2014,
c. 326). Oty npobremy Illmner paccmaTpuBaer ¢ ca-
MBIX Pa3HBIX CTOPOH, B TOM YVCJIe U C TOUYKU 3pe-
HMs HOCUTeJIeVl «JejloBeuecTBa» B vcrtopun. Ho
xots ImeT nipsamMo popMysmpyeT B OTHOIIEHUN
KanTa Bompoc, «kak IIOHMMAaTh “desioBedecTBO” ?»
(Tam xe, c. 313), omHO dakTMUeCcKOe 0OCTOSTE b-
CTBO OCTaJIOCh 3a IIpefieslamMyu ero BHMMaHms. Ka-
K1ie OBbI cofiepKaTeTbHbIe VIV MeTOIOJIOrTUecKyie
V3bsHBI HY1 OOHApY KMBaJICh B Ho3mmu [eprepa,
OHa — B OCOOEHHOCTM [IJI BpeMeHV HeMeIIKOrO
ITpocsermieHnst — BO MHOTOM ObIJTa VICKJTIOUVITETb-
HOVI, 100 ITpeorIorIeBasia eBPOIIOIIEHTPVI3M U BBICO-
KOMepHOe ITpeHeOpekeHe B afipec He3ara HOoeB-
poIeVicKiX HapomoB U KyJIsTyp. I'eprnep Bkirrodaer
B CBO€ pacCMOTpeHMe VCTOPMUYeCKOro IIpoliecca
IIpaKTUYecKy Bce Hapompl 1 pervoHsl: 31o n Ku-
tani, u VIapgocran, n Eruner, 1 Mexpaypeune, u
Adpuxka, 1 Esporia, nouepkmBasi IIpy 3TOM:

...CUACThe IIOCEINIIO UesIOBeKa 31eCh VIJIVI TaM W
CITOCOOHOCTM UeJIoBeKa, Mepy M XapakTep pazio-
CTeVI ero U Ievasier OIpefevIo B 3aBVICVIMOCT
OT CTpaHBbl, BpeMeHW, OPTaHNYeCKOTO CTPOeHNs,
00CTOSAITeITbCTB, B KOTOPBIX OH X1BeT. TpebosaTs,
9TOOBI IS CBOEr0 CYacTbsl oOwMTaTesv Bcex va-
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may find in Herder’s position, it was in many
ways exceptional for its time, especially in the
German Enlightenment, because it overcame
Euro-centrism and arrogance with regard to
non-West European peoples and cultures.
Herder includes in his account of the historical
process practically all the world’s peoples and
regions: China, Hindustan, Egypt, Mesopota-
mia, Africa, and Europe. He writes:

[...] Fortune (Gluck) [...] has placed him in
this locality or that one, and has determined
the capacity of his enjoyment, the kind
and measure of his gladness and sorrows,
according to the country, time, organization,
and circumstances in which he lives. It would
be mad pride to presume that, in order to
live happily, the inhabitants of the rest of
the world must be Europeans: for would we
ourselves have become what we are if we had
lived outside Europe? He who put us here, and
others there, gave them an equal right to the
enjoyment of earthly life (Herder, 2024, p. 219).

Moreover, in Russia, this feature of
Herder’s philosophy of history was deeply ap-
preciated and he had the sympathy of sever-
al generations of Russians on account of his
positive and hopeful attitude to the Slavs (cf.
Drews, 1990).

Although in Kant’s articles on history®
‘mankind” refers above all to the genus, as
Shpet rightly notes, the question — especial-
ly against the background of Herder — of who
Kant included in the genus that acts in history
suggests itself. In some of his important ethical

8The concept of Menschheit turns out to be polysemantic
with Kant, such that it is not always possible to convey
it in Russian translation. In addition to the collective
concept of “people” and ‘the human race’, which it means
in history articles, the same word is used to denote
‘humanity” — although in the latter case Kant sometimes
uses other words, for example Menschlichkeit (humanitas)
and Humanitit.



CTeVl cBeTa CTaHOBWINCH eBpoIleriiamMy, — 3TO
HepasyMHas TOP[bIHS, — pa3Be MBI caMy CTaIu
651 mommmMo EBporrer Tem, yem mbI ctam? ToT xe,
KTO ITOCeJIMJT HaC 37eCh, APYTVIX OCeJIVII TaM, U Y
HIX Te e, 4YTO y Hac, IlpaBa HaclaX[IaTbCsd 3eM-
Hoto xm3HbIo (lepmep, 1977, c. 221).

Bbosee Toro, kak pa3s B Poccum XIX B. 3Ta uep-
Ta dprtocodnn cropum lepaepa Obita ¢ Graro-
JIapHOCTBIO OTMeYeHa, 1 3a IO3UTVUBHBIVL, ITOJIHBIV
HaJleXbl B3[JIALL Ha caBgH [epnep ymocromics
CHIMIIATUV HECKOJIBKMX IOKOJIEHWUVI POCCUSIH (CM.
00 sTom: Drews, 1990).

Xots «uesioBeuecTBO» KaHTa B cTaThgX 110 MICTO-
pun’ — 3TO, KaK crpasemBo oTMmedaer lllmer,
IIpeXJie BCero poj, BO3HMKAaeT — OCOOeHHO Ha
done I'epaepa — BoIpoc, KTO MMEeHHO BKJIIOYaJl-
cs1 KanToMm B 3TOT pon, OeVCTBY IO B VICTOPWUAL.
[lo MeHbIIIelT Mepe B psijie BaXKHBIX 3TUUECKMX
TpakTaToB KaHT He OTOXIIeCTBIIsI JIIOAEN 1 pas-
YMHBIX CYIIIECTB, a CUMUTaJI IIePBbIX JIVIIb OIHO
U3 Pa3sHOBUJIHOCTEV BTOPBIX, POPMYJIMPYs Hpu
3TOM MOpaJibHble TpeboBaHMS VIMEHHO IS pas-
yMHBIX cyiecTB. [Io KoHIa cBoent xmsHu KaHT
ObU1 yOeXxieH B CylllecTBOBaHMY 0OMTaeMBbIX Ijla-
HeT rtoMuMo 3emun. Ho Hapsay ¢ sTuM mmpoxkmm
TOJIKOBaHMEM pPa3yMHBIX CYIIeCTB LeJIbIl PpL,
yTBepxxaeHunt KaHTa cBUETe/IbCTBYET B MOJIb3Y
Y3KOT0 TOJIKOBaHM «dejloBedecTBa». Tak, B M31aH-
vomt @. T. Purkowm erie B 1802 1. «Dmsmdeckort reo-
rpadv» Kanrta 6e3 oOuHAKOB yTBepXkaaeTcs: «B
JKapKMx CTpaHax 4eJIoBeK B3pociieeT BO BCeX OT-
HOIIIeHVSIX paHbllle, He IOCTUTraeT, OlHAKO, COBep-
IIIeHCTBa YMepeHHBIX 30H. YesioBeuecTBO B CBOEM
HanOoJIbIIIeM COBEepIIeHCTBe gBJIsieT ceOsi B pace
Oerbix. Yxe xenrole mHAeNIIH (Indianer) mveror
MeHBIIN TajlaHT. Herpel cTosiT HAaMHOrO HIIKe,
a HIDKe BCero CTOUT 4YacThb aMepPMKaHCKMX Hapo-

?Camo moasaTHe «Menschheit» oxasersaercst y Karra mrO-
TO3HAYHBIM, U 9TO JIaJIeKO He BCET/Ia yJaeTcs epernaTh B
pycckoM Tiepesopie. [ToMmMo 3HaueHMs coOmpaTeTbHO-
TO TIOHATHS JIIOfIeV, 9eJI0BeYeCcKoro Pofia, YTO IMeeT Me-
CTO B CTATBSIX I10 ICTOPWVI, 9TO K€ IIOHSTIE UCIIOJIb3YeTCs
v 171 0003HAUEHMST YeJTOBEYHOCTH, XOTS B TIOCIIEITHEM
ciaydyae KaHT mMHOrZa IIpUMEHSIET ¥ MHBbIE IIOHATHS —
«Menschlichkeit (humanitas)» 1 «Humanitét».
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treatises, at least, Kant did not identify ‘peo-
ple’ with ‘“intelligent creatures’, considering
the former to be a species of the latter while
formulating moral principles precisely for in-
telligent creatures. Until his death, Kant was
convinced that there existed inhabited planets
other than the Earth. But along with this broad
interpretation of intelligent creatures, several
of Kant’s assertions betray a narrow interpre-
tation of “mankind”. Thus, Kant’s Physical Ge-
ography, published by Friedrich Theodor Rink
in 1802, reads: “In the torrid zones, humans
mature more quickly in all aspects than in
the temperate zones, but they fail to reach the
same [degree of] perfection. Humanity has its
highest degree of perfection in the white race.
The yellow Indians have a somewhat lesser
talent. The Negroes are much lower, and low-
est of all is part of the American races” (PG,
AA 09, p. 316; Kant, 2012, p. 576).° Regrettably,
Shpet left untouched this aspect of the “histo-
ry of mankind” according to Kant and Herder,
which in our day is the subject of heated dis-
cussions both in global Kant scholarship and
in broader circles outside academia.
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