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DONIIOCODPU XMUN KAHTA
M KOCMOJIOTI'MsI HUIIIIIE:
O MATEPUAJIBHOVI TEPMEHEBTVIKE
AJIXUMUN 1 KWHOBAPW.
YACTb 1

B. Babuu'

Obpawasce k pasmviuisenuam Kanma o xumuu kax
HAYKe, A MaKxe K eeo onpedeseHU0 HaAyKu Kax maxobot,
0anHas cmambvs nepeocmuicauBaem kanmobckoe Hacaeoue
6 xonmexcme ucmopuu xumuu. Kanmobekasn «Bceobujas
ecmecmbenHas UCMOpUs U meopus Heba» paccMampu-
Baemcsa uepe3 npusmy coBpemenHbLX AKCUOMAMUUECKUX
cucmem ¢ onopoil Ha pabomy acmpogpusuka Pydosvcpa
Kypma (1956) u Huywearickoe noHuMaxue A0UKU U
npuuunnocmu (Huywe ccoiraemces na meoputo Kanma 6
cBoem nodpodbHom pasbope 00coKpamoBckoll KoCMOA0UU
Anaxcaeopa). Hapady c pasmvluiiseHusmu 00 aixumuu
BHuMmanue yoeasemcsa UCMOpUU U UCTNOpUOPpAPUU XU-
MUU, a makxe coBpemenHbIM ucciedobanuam 6 obaacmu
¢pusrocogpuu xumuu. ITockoavky ocHoBbL xumuu no choeil
cymu He ABAANOMCA MAMEMAMUHECKUMU, OHA, CO2AACHO
Kanmy, e mosxem 8 noamoil mepe yoobaremBopams kpu-
mepusam «Hayku». AHaloeuuHoe paccyxoeHue npume-
HUMO U K AXUMUU (UAU CRAUPUL), KOMOPAsS MAKKe He
npusuaemcs Haykoil. I'epmenemuveckuil nooxoo k ucmo-
puu u gpusocogpuu Hayku npedcmabasemcs niodombop-
HbIM KaK 045 NOHUMAHUA KaHmMoBcko20 npedcmabienus o
XUMUU KAK HAYKe, MAK U 044 AHAAU3A e20 00paujeHUs K
cnazupueckomy «uckyccmby» Illmans, a maxxe x npu-
Booumomy um npumepy usmeHuuboix cboiicmé cyavguoa
pmymu — xkunoBapu (HgS). OoHo u3 xatouebuix cBoticmb
KuHoBapu, 3Hauumoe 6 0AHHOM KOHIeKcme, — U3MeHe-
Hue yBema BeujecmBa (nepexod om kpacHo2o k uepHoMY)
8 3abucumocmu om ocbewjenus. Taxaa usmenuubocmo
caykum  memagpopoil memamopgposa, cmabaujei 100
Bonpoc yHubepcarvHoCmy XumMuueckux npunyunob. du-
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY OF CHEMISTRY
AND NIETZSCHE’S COSMOLOGY:
ON THE MATERIAL HERMENEUTICS
OF ALCHEMY AND CINNABAR.
PART I

B. Babich?

By reading Kant on chemistry as a science, in-
cluding his definition of science as such, this essay
reviews Kant and the history of chemistry. Kant’s
Universal Natural History and Theory of the
Heavens are read in terms of contemporary axiomat-
ic systems, via the astrophysicist Rudolf Kurth’s 1956
account, as well as Nietzsche’s account of logic and
causality. Nietzsche cites Kant’s theory in the context
of a sustained discussion of Anaxagoras’ pre-Platonic
cosmology. The paper includes reflections on alche-
my, the history and historiography of chemistry, and
recent contributions to the philosophy of chemistry.
Since the foundations of chemistry are essentially
non-mathematical, it cannot, following Kant, fully
meet the criteria of a ‘science’. The same argument
holds for alchemy (‘chymistry” or spagyric), which is
likewise not regarded as a science. Hermeneutic his-
tory and philosophy of science are useful, not only for
developing an understanding of Kant’s conception of
chemistry as a science, but also of his invocation of
Stahl’s spagyric ‘art’, and his example of the mutable
properties of a specific ore of mercury, Zinnober or
cinnabar (HgS). A significant property of cinnabar
(HgS) in this regard is that it changes colour, turning
from red to black, depending on exposure to light. This
can be interpreted as a metaphor illustrating problems
of metamorphosis, and calling into question the wide-
spread application of chemical principles. Together
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socogpus Kanma Bxkyne c eeo kpumuxotl Xumuu co3oaem
npeonocsLAKY 044 0abHellue20 UsyueHus nonamui, 6oc-
XOOAUUX K AAXUMUHECKOU MPaoutuu.

Karouebote caoBa: Kanm, Huywe, xocmosoeus,
arxumus, xumus, chymistry, cnasupus, sepmenebmude-
ckas gpuaocopus HayKu, UCHOpUopapUs HAYKU

BBemenmne

B mamHOM paboTe paccMaTpuBaIOTCS B3ITISIIBI
KanTa Ha xvMuIo Kak HayKy B paspese repMeHeB-
TUYeCKO 1 (peHOMeHOJIormUecKot priocodpnm
HayKy ¥ mctopuorpadwvm. Hume pamykaimso-
BaJl KAHTOBCKYIO KPUTMUUYECKYI0 PryIocoduio, ro-
JIOXKWB ee B OCHOBY CBO€eVI COOCTBEHHOV KPUTUKMU
HAy4YHOTO aHTPOIIOMOpM3Ma ¥ VICTOKOB JIOTV-
K11, OpOCVIB BBI30B IIPVBBITHOMY BOCIIPVSITIIO BCe-
JIEHHOVI KaK OpraHmsMa (XapaKTepHOMY [1JIs IljIa-
TOHOBCKOVI KOCMOJIOTMV) JIM K& KaK MexaHV3Ma
(Hyme 2014, c. 431—432)%. OpHako j1r000e m3Jio-
JKeHVe HUIIIIeaHCKov dmstocodnm HayKu Ipel-
TIoJIaraeT ellle He CBEPIIVBIIVIVICS CABUT ITapaIr-
MBI BHYTPU CaMOVl TPaaulIVOHHOM duiocodpmm
Hayku (Babich, 1994, p. 14; cm. Taxoke: Zwart, 2019).
B cBoro ouepeny, Huritrre, mpmOerast K IBHOV KaH-
TOBCKOVI aJIUTIO3UM, YTBepXKasl, uTo mMeHHO KaHT
IIOCTaBWI BOIIPOC O HayKe KaK TaKOBOV, IIpefl-
CTaBUB ee KaK «He4yTo cropHoe» (Hwiimre, 2012a,
c. 10)>. Hummre yrBepkmaet, uto mo KanTa HUKTO
He IIpo0JIeMaTn31poBasl HayKy, II00OHO TOMY Kak
caM OH BIIepBble ITOCTAaBWJI IIOf] COMHEHMe IIPaBIy
n j10Xb (Nietzsche, 1980a, S. 13; 19806, S. 873 —874),
Borrporttast: «[1oj10KviM, MBI XOTUM VICTVHBI, — 0M1-
ye20 ke Mbl He XOTVM ckopee HellpaBibI?» (Huriire
2012r, c. 13)~

CpaBHuTeIBHBIE VICCTIeOBaHMs  rtocodpmm
Humimre v KaHTa, a Takke paboTHI, ITOCBSIIIEHHBIE

2 Cm.: (Babich, 2021a; Dahlstrom, 2019/2020), a Takxe
(Babich, 2010a).

*3pech 1 gastee counHenviss Hure nyrupytores no Ior-
HOMY COOpaHIIO COUMHEHNTL, BBIXOAVBIIIEMY ITOL] STUOTL
MuctnryTa dprstocodpvm ¢ 2005 o 2014 r.

* bortee mogpoOHO O «HeraTMBHON OHTOJIOTMM» Huymrme
cm.: (Babich, 20206).
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with his criticism of chemistry, Kant’s philosophical
reflections open up possibilities for further research
into concepts that first arose with alchemy.

Keywords: Kant, Nietzsche, cosmology, alchemy,
chymistry, spagyric, hermeneutic philosophy of science,
historiography of science

Introduction

This essay addresses Kant on the status of
chemistry as a science, drawing on the tools
of hermeneutic and phenomenological philos-
ophy of science and historiography. Nietzsche
(1980a, pp. 467-468) radicalised Kant's crit-
ical thought for the sake of his own critique
of scientific anthropomorphism and the ori-
gin of logic, as well as his challenge to the
tendency to conceive the universe as either or-
ganism, as in Plato’s cosmology, or as mech-
anism.? But any articulation of Nietzsche’s
philosophy of science presupposes a still-to-
be-achieved paradigm shift interior to tradi-
tional philosophy of science as such (Babich,
1994, p. 14; see also, overall: Zwart, 2019). For
his part, using an expressly Kantian allusion,
Nietzsche argued that he had raised the ques-
tion of science as such — specifically as “ques-
tionworthy” (fragwiirdig)® — claiming that no
one before him had ever posed the question of
science “as a problem,” as he had earlier raised
the question of truth and lie (Nietzsche, 1980b,
p- 13; 1980c, pp. 873-874). He asks “Assuming
we want truth, why not much rather untruth?”*
(Nietzsche, 1980d, p. 15).°

Scholars who take up the question of
Nietzsche and Kant, or Nietzsche and science,

2See Babich (2021a) and Dahlstrom (2019, 2020) in addi-
tion to Babich (2010a).

* All quotes from Nietzsche’s works not otherwise at-
tributed are given in the author’s English translation.

* Cf. “Gesetzt, wir wollen Wahrheit: warum nicht lieber
Unwahrheit?”

>See here on Nietzsche’s expressly ‘negative ontology’
Babich (2020b).



BO33peHMsIM Hulile Ha HayKy, Kak IIpaBujIo, He
CTaBAT IOJI BOIIPOC HU caMy HayKy, HU pWIIOCO-
o HayKM 1 ¢ HACTOPOXKEHHOCTBIO OTHOCATCS K
HUIIIIIeaHCKOV kKpumuxe Borpomtanms’. [Tpu stom
B IIeHTpe BHMMaHMs HaCTOLIIIeVI CTaTbil — CTaTyC
XVMUM KaK Hayku. VIHTepec kK dpwtocodpum xu-
MWV, BKJTIOYasi BOIIPOC O ee Hay9HOM CTaTyce, OT-
pakaeTcsl B pocTe UycyIa VICCIIeJoBaHMYA T10 TaHHOM
TeMe, XOTs, B OTIn4Me OT dpvtocopum PusnKy,
dumrocodris XxvMmYL IpeacTaBIIsieT cOOOV OTHOCH-
TeJIbHO HOBOe HallpaBieHue®, oriepupyIoliiee Tep-
MIUHOM «IIOJJIVHHOCTB» (propriety) m 3asiBiIso-
ITee IIpeTeH3MM Ha CTaTyC «IIOJIMHHOIO» (proper)
(Berg, 2011) B nipoTMBOBeC «HeMNOIJIMHHOMY». Ta-
KM o0pasoM, 371eCh BOCIIPOM3BOIVUTCS OIIIO3M-
s eigentlich / uneigentlich, o xparinein mepe
OTYaCTM COOTHOCMMAsi C COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM XaVi-
nerreposckmuM ToHsiTeM (Eigentlichkeit). B 1e-
JIOM CTaTyC XMMMUM KaK HayKu cjleflyeT aHaJIu3u-
poBaTh B OoJTee IMPOKOM KOHTeKCTe dpritocodmmt
HayKl, I7le XMMUM HedyacTo yIeJIsieTcsl BHMMa-
H1e (cM. obcyxneHwme, Bkitodatorriee I1. [Trorema
Kak dpusuko-xumuKa n @. [Tanera: (Babich, 20108,
p. 361—362), a Taxxke oTChUIKY K P. Xappe B KoH-
TeKcTe oOIIero nmpeHeOpeXxeHMsI XUMUeEN B paM-
Kax dwtocodpum Hayku (Ibid., p. 364)).

Xvmuik [TaneT yrioMmHaeT «9acTo HUTHPyeMoe
BeICKasbiBaHMe KaHTa, uTto “B j1FOOOM UacTHOM
y4eHUM O IpUpore MOXHO HalTM HayKu B coO-
CTBEHHOM CMBICJI€ JIVIITb CTOJIBKO, CKOJIBKO VIMeeT-
cs B Het MaTeMaTukn”. Eciv puHSTE 3TO OIpe-
nernenmne, KaHT coBepIlieHHO BepHO He BKJIIOYaeT
XVIMUIO B UMCJIO HayK, TaK KaK XMW IO CyIle-
CTBy HeMaTeMaTW4Ha; BUeJl OH 3TO siCHee, YeM
Oos1ee mosmHMe PrIOCOdBI, OKMIABIIINE, YTO XU-
Mus niepenieT B pusuky» (Paneth, 1962, p. 7). Hu
B KOelI Mepe He yTBepXkias TOTO, UYTO XVUMUs He
aBJIgeTcs Haykow, IlaHeT momyepKmBaeT, YTo Xu-

> IIpu 5TOM BaXXHO YHOMSHYTb CTaTbW, BOLIEJIIVE B
(Brobjer, Moore, 2004), a Taxoxe pabots! (Heit, 2010; Abel,
1984; Babich, Cohen, 1999a; 19990).

¢ Cm., Hanmpumep: (Nye, 1994; Van Brakel, 2006; Brock,
2000; Harré, 2005), a Taxxe cratby, Boresie B (Philoso-
phy of Chemistry, 2015; McIntyre, 2007).
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tend to put nothing about science or the philos-
ophy of science into question, and are leery of
Nietzsche’s critique of questioning.® At issue in
this essay is the status of chemistry as a science.
Interest in philosophy of chemistry, including
the scientific status of chemistry, corresponds
to a growing literature. Unlike philosophy of
physics, however, philosophy of chemistry is a
recent development,” often articulated in terms
of “propriety” and claims to “proper’ title (Berg,
2011), by contrast with the improper, i.e., eigent-
lich/uneigentlich — a distinction at least part-
ly related to Heidegger’s use of Eigentlichkeit.
Overall, one must set reflection on the status
of chemistry as a science within the broad-
er framework of philosophy of science where
chemistry is not typically represented (for dis-
cussion, including Pierre Duhem as physical
chemist and Fritz Paneth, see Babich (2010c,
pp- 361-362) with reference to Rom Harré on
the more general neglect of chemistry internal
to philosophy of science overall (ibid., p. 364)).

Writing as a hemist Paneth (1962, p. 7) re-
minds us of “the oft quoted statement of Kant
that “in any particular discipline of the study
of nature one can find only as much actual sci-
ence as there is mathematics’. If one accepts this
definition, Kant is perfectly right not to include
chemistry amongst the sciences, since chem-
istry is essentially non-mathematical; he saw
this more clearly than later philosophers, who
expected chemistry to pass into physics.” Far
from conceding that chemistry is not science,
Paneth argues instead that, owing to its com-
plexity, chemistry is not to be reduced to phys-
ics (see on Paneth: Scerri, 2005).®

¢ But see, e.g., the contributions to Brobjer and Moore
(2004) as well as to Heit (2010), Abel (1984) and to
Babich and Cohen (1999a; 1999b).

7On this, see e.g., Nye (1994) and Van Brakel (2006); see
also Brock (2000), Harré (2005), McIntyre (2007), Scerri
and Mclntyre (2014).

8For Paneth — using the language of warfare also found
in Kant — on the “vast borderland between physics and
chemistry”, see Soddy (1923, p. 305). However, for the
softening of this debate over the course of a century
more broadly, see Cat and Best (2023).
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ML BBULY CBOEVI CJIOKHOCTV HecBofMMa K pusu-
ke (o ITarere cm.: Scerri, 2005Y’.

[Tumrymmme o0 mMcTopmm XMMUM MCCilejoBaTe-
JIVL HepeIKO VCIBITBIBAIOT 3aTPyAHEHMs, paccMa-
TpuBasi Bo33peHns KaHTa, Tak KaK OH «II0[ICTpau-
BaeT CBOIO (PMIJIOCOCKYIO CUCTeMY» IIOfI, «HOBbIe
JIJIsL CBO€VI 3ITOXM HayKu o Marepun» (Mahootian,
2013, p. 171). B aTom cBs3u moMmmo crarbu Opuz-
MaHa (Friedman, 2012) MOXXHO yIIOMSHY T pabOTBI
Maxnantit (McNulty, 2016 1 ocoberrno McNulty,
2014), a Taxxe Jlemancku (Lemanski, 2016) 1 ITede-
pe (Pecere, 2021) B kauecTBe HanboIIee CBEXMX VC-
cjieoBaHML, NocBsAeHHbIX [eopry Dpacry IllTa-
mo (1660—1734). PyrenGepr (Ruthenberg, 2009)
HpeApUHMMaET TOIIBITKY BO3BeCTr PVI0COPUIO
xvimum IlaneTa (v ero B3IVIAOBI Ha CJIOKHBIN BO-
Ipoc M30TomoB) K Bo33peHusiM Kanta. Toxporep
(Gaukroger, 2016, p. 112—113) ynomwunaet Illra-
714, ccbutasich Ha Perwwia (Reill, 2005) n Ban Bpa-
kestg (Van Brakel, 2006), B pycize TpaguIiioHHOTO
MpOUTeHMs KaHTOBCKOTO pasrpaHuuenus: «Hay-
KOV B coOcmBenHoM CMBICITe MOXKHO Ha3BaTh JIMIIIb
TY, IOCTOBEPHOCTh KOTOPOV alToAMKTIYHa; TI03Ha-
HMe, CIIOCOOHOe VIMeTBh JIVIITb SMIVPUYEcKyIo [10-
CTOBEPHOCTD, €CTh 3HAHUE JINIITh B HeCOOCTBEHHOM
cMpiciie. CricTemMariyeckoe Iiejioe TIO3HaHMS MO-
XKeT y’Ke TI0 OJTHOMY TOMY, YTO OHO CUCTeMaTide-
CKOe, Ha3bIBaTbCAd HAYKOU, a eci OOBbedVHeHVe
MO3HAHWV B 9TOVI CHCTEME €CTh CBsI3b OCHOBAHW
VI CJIEOCTBUVL — HaXe payuoHAAbHOU HAYKOVL Ho
ecJIV 3TV ee OCHOBaHM VIV IIPVHIINIIEI (KaK, Ha-
IIpVIMep, B XMMIM) BCe )Ke B KOHeUHOM MTOTe JIVIIb
SMIIVMPVUYHBL, a 3aKOHBI, 113 KOTOPBIX JaHHbBIE pak-
ThI OOBSICHSIIOTCSL pa3yMOM, CYTh JIVIIIb SMIVPU-
4JecKye 3aKOHBI, TO OHU He COIPOBOXIAIOTCS CO-
3HaHVEM UX Heo0X00uMocmu (OHV JOCTOBEPHBI He
aTIOAMKTIYECKN), VI TOra I1eJIoe He 3acIyKMBaeT
B CTPOrOM CMBICJIe Ha3BaHMsl HayKy, ITOYeMy XU-
MUIO ¥ HajljleXXaso Obl HasbIBaThb CKOpee CHCTe-

"Taxke o ITaHeTe v MCITOTTB30BaHWY SI3BIKa BOEHHOVI Me-
tacpopuky y KaHTa TTpmMeHUTETHHO K «OOIMPHOT TI0-
IpaHMYHOV 00IacTi MeXIy (PU3MKON M XUMME» CM.:
(Soddy, 1923, p. 305). Tem He MeHee Oojiee ITOPOOHO
CMsTYeHVIe HaKasla IVICKYCCUVL B TeUeHVe CTOJIeTV Pa3o-
Opano B (Cat, Best, 2023).
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Writing on the history of chemistry, some
scholars have trouble with Kant, arguing that
he “bends his philosophical system” to adapt
to the “newly emerging sciences of matter of
his time” (Mahootian, 2013, p. 171). Thus, in
addition to Friedman (2012), one can compare
McNulty (2016 and especially 2014), as well as
Lemanski (2016) and Pecere (2021) among the
more recent scholars to discuss Georg Ernst
Stahl (1660—1734). Importantly, Ruthenberg
(2009) reads Kant in order to explain Paneth’s
philosophy of chemistry and the complex ques-
tion of isotopes. Gaukroger (2016, pp. 112-113)
broaches a brief discussion of Stahl, citing Reill
(2005) along with Van Brakel (2006). Gaukroger
follows the conventional reading, as Kant
makes his own distinction:

What can be called proper science is only
that whose certainty is apodictic; cognition that
can contain mere empirical certainty is only
knowledge improperly so-called. Any whole of
cognition that is systematic can, for this reason,
already be called science; and, if the connection
of cognition in this system is an interconnection
of grounds and consequences, even rational
science. If, however, the grounds or principles
themselves are still in the end merely empirical,
as in chemistry for example, and the laws from
which the given facts are explained through
reason are mere laws of experience, then they
carry with them no consciousness of their
necessity (they are not apodictally certain), and
thus the whole of cognition does not deserve the
name of a science in the strict sense; chemistry
should therefore be called a systematic art
rather than a science (MAN, AA 04, p. 468;
Kant, 2004, p. 4).

Science itself is at issue.” In German, the
Duden dictionary features a definition of WWis-
senschaft, in qualifying parentheses, as “(an
established, ordered, regarded as certain)

For a preliminary discussion of science in the context
of the philosophy of science per se, see, again, Babich
(2021a).



MaTMYeCcKVM VCKyCcCTBOM, 4YeM Haykoi» (AA 04,
S. 468; Kanr, 19946, c. 249).

Peun 31eck meT o Hayke Kak Takoort®. CraTss,
rocesitieHHas1 ciioBy Wissenschaft B crtoBape He-
MellKoro sisplka Duden, compoBoxiaeTcsi pszioM
IIpVBeIeHHBIX B CKOOKaX YTOUHSIOIINX OIIpezeste-
HUIT: «(000CHOBaHHOE, YHOPsiJOYeHHOe, CUMTal0-
Ileecs JIOCTOBEPHBIM) 3HaHMe», a cjioapb Wahrig
ompeneisier Wissenschaft xkak «ymnopsimoueHHYyIO,
IIoCjIefloBaTeJIbHO ~ BBICTPOEHHYIO, — COIJIacOBaH-
Hy!0 00sacTh mo3HaHMI». Shorter Oxford English
Dictionary ynoMmHaeT cpely KJIFOYeBBIX XapakK-
TePUCTUK HayKu «cucteMaTnyHocTh». Cam KaHt
rofruepKmBaeT B «MeTadusueckix Havaslax ecre-
cTBO3HaHMA» (1786), 4TO «BCAKOE yUeHe, eIy OHO
cucmema, T.e. HeKasi COBOKYITHOCTb IIO3HaHMsI, YIIO-
psizioYeHHas coOOpa3HO MPVHIIMIIAM, Ha3bIBaeTCs
Haykov» (AA 04, S. 467; KanT, 19946, c. 248 —249).

B xoHTeKkcTe crcTeMaTMYHOCTY M KaHTOBCKMX
oIIpefieIeHN I B CTPOrOM CMBICIIe, XMMUS, Oyaydm
«CUCTeMaTNYecKM VCKYCCTBOM», OyIleT paccMa-
TPMBATHCA KaK YacTh HAyKM IIOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky IOCJIeIHAsI BKITIOYaeT B ce0s Bce YIOpsI0ueH-
HOe — OT JIOTMKM U MaTeMaTVKW A0 (PU3MKN.
OnHako, Kak Bcerja, Ha MepBbIV IUIAH BBIXOIUT
BOIIPOC HEOOXOIVMMOCTM, TIOCKOJIBKY «OCHOBa-
HUS VUIV IIPVHUMIIBL (KaK, HalpyMep, B XVMIN)
BCe JXe B KOHEUHOM WTOre JIMIIb SMIIVIPUYHBD,
1, CJlefIoBaTeIbHO, HeOOXOOVMMOCTD 3/1eCh OTCYT-
CTBYeT: «OHM He COIIPOBOXJAIOTCA CO3HaHVEM
vx HeoOxommmocT» (AA 04, S. 468; KanT, 19940,
c. 249), — mumet KanT, 1o0asiss B ckoOkax, 9To
TaKye OCHOBaHMS «IOCTOBEPHBI He allofMKTIJe-
ckn». KaHT 3aaeTcss BOIIpocoM, MOXHO JIM Ha-
3bIBaTh XVMMUIO «HAyKOW», OIpedesiss IIpU 3TOM
«HayKy 8 cobcmbennom cmoicae» KaK «JINIIb TY, 0-
CTOBEPHOCTH KOTOPOV anoAuKTu4Ha». [TogobHas
JIOCTOBEPHOCTB, OTJINYAOIIAsCA OT ITPOCTOV 3M-
IIVPUYECKOV JJOCTOBEPHOCTM, CBA3bIBAETCS C IIPU-
MEeHVMOCTBIO HayKy K (peHOMeHaJIbHOMY MUDY.
g KaHTta «HeoOXomyMOoCTh 3aKOHOB HepasphIB-
HO CBsi3aHa C caMMM IIOHSITVEM IIPUPOLIBL, a M03-

8 dyrmaMeHT I 0OCY>XKOeHVsI HayKM B KOHTeKCTe -
s1ocodmm HayKu Kak TaKoBout Taxke cM.: (Babich, 2021a).
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knowledge”."® The Wahrig dictionary defines
Wissenschaft as “an ordered, logically construct-
ed, coherent range of knowledge”;! while the
Shorter Oxford English Dictionary includes
the term “systematic” as key to its definition
of science. Kant himself, in his 1786 Metaphys-
ical Foundations of Natural Science, emphasis-
es that “Every doctrine that is supposed to be
a system, that is, a whole of cognition ordered
according to principles, is called a science”
(MAN, AA 04, p. 467; Kant, 2004, p. 3).

To this extent, what Kant distinguishes in
a rigorous sense as “systematic art” makes it
seem that chemistry would be part of science,
to the extent that science includes the well-or-
dered as such, from logic and mathematics to
physics. But at issue as ever is necessity. Where
“the grounds or principles themselves are still
in the end merely empirical, as in chemistry,
for example” — in other words, whereby neces-
sity fails or there is, Kant says, “no conscious-
ness of their necessity” (MAN, AA 04, p. 468;
Kant, 2004, p. 4) — the foundations in question
are “not apodictically certain”. Thus, Kant asks
whether chemistry ought to be named a “sci-
ence,’ defining “proper science” as “only that
whose certainty is apodictic”, and hence to be
distinguished from mere empirical certainty.
This is relevant for the applicability of science
to the phenomenal world. For Kant, the “neces-
sity of laws is inseparably attached to the con-
cept of nature, and therefore makes claim to
be thoroughly comprehended” (MAN, AA 04,
p- 469; Kant, 2004, p. 5). At stake, then, is not
simply whether chemistry may qualify as sci-
ence, but the essence of Kant’s critical philoso-
phy concerning what in general may rightfully
be regarded as science as such. In the case of
chemistry, explicating manifest phenomena on
the basis of “chemical principles” (chymischen

10Cf. “(ein begriindetes, geordnetes, fiir gesichert erachtetes)
Wissen” .

L Cf. “ein geordnetes, folgerichtig aufgebautes, zusammen-
hingendes Gebiet von Erkenntntissen”.
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TOMY HeITpeMeHHO JI0JDKHa ObITh ycMOTpeHa» (AA
04, S. 469; Kanr, 19946, c. 250). [Tpobiema, Takmm
00pasoM, 3aKJI04aeTcsl He IIPOCTO B TOM, MOXKET JI
XVIMWSI CAMTAThCS HayKOW, HO 1 B CAaMOVI Cy TV KaH-
TOBCKOV KpUTMUYeCcKom prsiocodpumt — B TOM, UTO
BOOOITIe MOXXeT OBITh IpaBOMEPHO IIPM3HAHO Ha-
YKOVI KaK TakoBOVL. B cirydae xvmum oObsicHeHMe
ABJICHUVI TIOCPEJICTBOM «XMMWYeCKMX ITPUHIIN-
noB» (chymischen Prinzipien) «ocTaBiiseT Heko-
TOPYIO HeyJIOBJIeTBOPEHHOCTD, IOCKOJIbKY Heslb-
34 yKa3aTb HUKAaKMX allPVMOPHBIX OCHOBAHW 3TVIX
IPVHLONUIIOB KaK CJIy4YaliHbIX 3aKOHOB, II0YepIl-
HYTBIX M3 OIHOrO JINIIL ombITa» (Tam xe). 3gech
KaHT nmeet B Bty sMrmpraeckui dakt’.

PaccMoTpeHMe xyMuM KakK HayKM B VICTOPU-
UecKOM acIleKTe TpedyeT cMerreHwmst ¢okyca pu-
jocoda HayKM B IPOCTPAHCTBO MEX/Y XVIMMe
U aJIXMIMUeV, BKJIIoYasl aHaJIu3 TaK Ha3blBaeMbIX
«mtocodos orus» mwim «draocodos coeyHe-
HMs» (TIOCTIETHMX TaKKe HasblBaIll CIIaTVpVIKa-
Mu). BelllleckasaHHOe OTHOCUTCH K pPasIMUHBIM
BUIaM IVUCTWUIAIINY, BKJIIOYasi IIeperoHKy BUHaA.
XKan-Xak Pycco (Rousseau, 1999, p. 37), Hanpu-
Mep, YIIOMMHaeT chasupuueckoe uckyccmbo, mom-
UepKuBasi, YTO OTHOI'O JIMIIIb BKYCa HETOCTaTOYHO
JUIsL paclio3HaBaHWs CIIPTOB, TO eCTh 171 pasyin-
YeHMsI CMeceyl U VX COCTaBHbIX YacTeVl, JOIOIHsI-
IOIIero ITpakTuUyYeckoe ¥ MeIMIIMHCKOe IIpuMe-
HeHVe MUHepaJIbHBIX XVMWYeCKMX COeIVHEeHU
(Takme coelVHEHWs VCIIOIB3YIOTCS ¥ IIOHBIHE).
MoxHO yTBepXIaTh, UTO PacCMOTpeHMe XVIMUM
KaK «CHCTeMaTI4ecKoro MCKyccTBa» IIpejroiara-
eT obOpallieHVie K KAHTOBCKMM BO33peHMsM Ha XV-
MUIO KaK Ha VICKYCCTBO M IIPaKTHUKY, YTO BKJIFOUaeT
u KpuTudeckoe yrnioMyHanue Ilrans, n ero cob-
CTBEHHBIV MHTepec K MaTepyaIbHbIM CBOVICTBAM
OT/IeJIbHBIX XMMUUYECKUX COeIMHEeHNI, TaK1X Kak
KVMHOBaph, TO ecThb cyibduy pryT (HgS).

XOTsL maHHBI BOIPOC He MOXET OBbITh 371ech
paccMOTpeH IIOApPOOHO, BaXHO YUMUTBIBATh, Kak
royepKmBail B ToM uviciie 1. Devtepabeny, (1924 —
1994), uTO pOJIb PUTOPUKM B COBpPEMEHHOW Hay-
Ke — Hapaay ¢ duiocoduent M ucTopuen Hay-
KM — 3aKJIIoYaeTcs B TOM, Kak ckasasl Oe1 Huiirre,

® O pasnmuuuy MexXy «pealn3sMOM» W «peayv3alivers»
cM.: (Buchdahl, 1992, p. 105—106) n no3gaee (Hoffmann,
2007; Bensaude-Vincent, 2009).
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Prinzipien) tends to leave a residue of “dissat-
isfaction, because one can adduce no a priori
grounds for such principles, which, as contin-
gent laws, have been learned merely from ex-
perience” (ibid.). Here, Kant is concerned with
empirical fact.'

A historical discussion of chemistry as a
science requires that the philosopher of sci-
ence read between chemistry and alchemy, in-
cluding the so-called ‘philosophers of fire’ or
‘combination’: these last are the spagyrists.
Spagyrists create various distillations, includ-
ing wine. Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1999, p. 37)
speaks of “the spagyric art”, arguing that taste
alone is insufficient for the sake of discern-
ing spirits; that is, in order to differentiate be-
tween mixtures and their component parts, in
addition to the material, medical applications
of mineral chemical compounds (and it should
be noted that such are in use to this day). I ar-
gue that reflection on chemistry as a “system-
atic art’ presupposes attention to chemistry as
an art or practice for Kant. This includes his
critical reference to Stahl, along with his own
focus on the material properties of specific
chemical compounds such as cinnabar, or mer-
cury sulfide (HgS).

Although this cannot here be explored in
full, it is crucial to consider, as Paul Feyera-
bend (1924 —-1994) does, the role of rhetoric
in contemporary science itself, in addition to
the philosophy and history of science — that
is, as Nietzsche says, ‘what things are called’.
At stake are conventions: the terms in which
themes are brought forward, invoked, refer-
enced, or cited for disciplinary analysis and
expression. Hence, McNulty echoes Fried-
man’s “traditional” locution from the “Chem-
ical Revolution” in Friedman’s book on Kant

20n the distinction between “realism” and “realisation”,
see Buchdahl (1992, pp. 105-106); see also, more recently,
Hoffmann (2007) and Bensaude-Vincent (2009).



«KaK Ha3bIBAIOTCS BeI». Peub MIeT 0 KOHBEHIIN-
SIX, O TeX TePMMHAX, B KOTOPBIX TeMbI (POpMYIIN-
PyIoTCs, 0003HaAYaIOTCs, YIIOMUHAIOTCS Y LIUTUPY-
I0TC C 11IeJIBIO M3JIOKEeHMS WIIV aHaJIM3a B paMKax
KOHKPEeTHOV AVCUVMIUIVMHBL Tak, cremysi Tpaiu-
1y, 3asiokeHHO PpupamanHom B KHure «KaHT
U TOYHBIE HAayK/» B paMKax aHaIn3a «X/Mide-
ckont pepormori» (Friedman, 1992, p. 265), Mak-
HaJITVI OUIIET O «(JIOTMCTVYECKOV XMWV, Ha-
npumep Teopra Ilrams» (McNulty, 2016, p. 64).
BeIpakeHMe «riormncTiaecKast XMus» IIpeIcTaB-
JISIeTCSI HECKOJIBKO YCJIOBHBIM, B OTJIMUME OT Tep-
MMHA «CIIATVpVUYecKasi XVMMMs», TakKXKe CBS3bIBa-
emoro ¢ Illramem”. Putopmdecknmut cpencTBamm
OCYIILIECTBIISIETCS OTChUIKA K «HETIOIMHHOV» (TO
ecTb (IIOrVCTIYeCKOV, CIIarpyyecKor) HayKe, 1
TeM caMBbIM yTBEPJK/IaeTCs Hay YHBIVI VIV KBa3VHa-
YUHBIVI CTaTyC XMMWM (JacTo 1 HeOe30CHOBaTe Ib-
HO pacCMaTpPVBaeMbIl KaK PaHIOBBIVI ITOPSIOK),
IIOHVIMaeMOVI B TepMIHAX Hay4YHOI'O ¥ HeHayYHO-
ro. I'lpencrasisercs, uro KaHT TakXe IIpraepXxm-
BAETCSI IIOIOOHOTO MepapXIecKOro MopsiiKa (XOTs
371eCb MOXXHO YCMOTPeTh HapylIlleHVe MCTOpude-
CKOVI ITOCIIETIOBATEIbHOCTH), TIOCKOIIBKY OH BBIIle-
JISeT HayKy B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE, COOTHOCS €€ C
OCOOBIM CTaTyCOM XVIMMM B KOHTEKCTe MaTepuy 11
37IeMeHTOB. BBIXOZIS 3a IIpefiesibl OCHOBHOTO ITpefl-
MeTa JIaHHOTO aHaJIV3a, MOXKHO yTBEPXK/IATh, UTO K
3TOV KaTeropuy IIPUHAIJIEXNUT 1 TO, uTo Hurre
(Hyre, 2014, c. 495) HasbIBaeT «npeao0usamu Ha-
YKU», CpeIIV aJIeIITOB KOTOPBIX OH COITIaCHO TpPazy-
LIV BUAUT «KYIECHVMKOB, aJIXMMIKOB, aCTPOJIOrOB
u BempM» (Tam >ke), Torma kak Llltane xapakrepu-
30BaJI CBOKO KOHIIEIIIVIO KaK «BCEOOIIIYI0 XVIMIIO»,
BKJTIOYAIONTYIO JIeMEHTBI 3UMOA0UU VI 2AAypeul
¥ (4TO BO MHOT'OM ITepeKJIMKaeTCs C KAaHTOBCKVIMML
pacCcy>KIeHVsIMI O IIPUPOLIe OTHS) NUPOmexHUuKi,
HapsIy ¢ MEOVIIMHCKVMMY HallpaBJIeHVISIMV, CTaB-
MMV YacThIO ayIxuMudeckovt Tpagmuymu (Stahl,
1747, p. 2).

ABTOp TAaHHOVI CTATBV VICXOIUT M3 TIOJIOKEHT
«KOHTVHEHTaJIbHOV» VICTOpUM U prstocodpumt Ha-
ykun', yTBepXKgas, 4To Kak pniocodpuio HayKwu,

10 Cm. o sromy mosomy (Chang, 2015; Smets, 2008), a
takoke (Metzger, 1930).
' CM., HarIpuMep, CTaTby, oIy OIMKOBaHHEIe B COOPHIKe
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and the Exact Sciences (Friedman, 1992, p. 265)
concerning “the phlogistic chemistry of, for
instance, Georg Stahl” (McNulty, 2016, p. 64).
‘Phlogistic chemistry” is a conventional choice
as opposed to the rubric of spagyric chemistry
otherwise associated with Stahl.”® The rhetori-
cal force invokes the ‘improper” (i.e., phlogis-
ton science, spagyric) and thereby the scientific
or quasi-scientific status (often taken, not un-
reasonably, as a ranked order) of chemistry,
understood in terms of what does and does not
count as a science. Kant would seem to fit —
though it may be argued, historically, that this
is solecism — in this order or rank, since he
distinguishes science proper and this can be
matched with the distinctively scientific status
of chemistry in material or elemental terms.
Though not my main focus here, I argue that
this also comprehends what Nietzsche (1980a,
p- 538) names the several distinct “Preludes
to science”,'* which he conventionally differ-
entiates as including “magicians, alchemists,
astrologers, and witches” (ibid., p. 539). By con-
trast, Stahl (1747, p. 2) characterised his project
as a “universal chemistry”, invoking zymotech-
nics and halotechnics, along with — and this
would bear on Kant’s own work on fire — py-
rotechnics, in addition to the medical applica-
tions that were part of alchemy.

I am informed by “continental” history and
philosophy of science,”® in that I argue that
both the philosophy and history of science
should be read hermeneutically and phenome-
nologically for the sake of rigour in the case of
chemistry. Hence, if Jan Faye, speaking not of
chemistry but art history as analogue, under-
takes to argue contra Gadamer — and con-

B See here Chang (2015) and Smets (2008); see also
Metzger (1930).

4 Cf. “Vorspiel der Wissenschaften” .

> See, for example, the contributions of Babich and
Ginev (2014).
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TaK ¥ VICTOPUIO HayKM CJIeflyeT pacCMaTpuBaTh B
repMeHEeBTIYECKOM V1 (heHOMEHO0102UUueCKOM KITIoUe
payt coOITIOeHVISI CTPOTOCTYI IIOIIXOa, YTO CITpa-
BeINBO U B ciiydae xumun. f1. darie, paccmaTpu-
Bas He XVMMMIO, HO VICKYCCTBOBe/IEHIe, CTPEMITCS
moKasarhk (ocmapmBas nosuimio lagamepa 11, Kak
orMeTm1 661 Peviepabenyy (Feyerabend 1984), mo-
surmio  Astonza Pwiis), 9TO WCKyCCTBOBeIeHUVe
IIpezicTaBiIgeT codbom amnmpryeckyto HayKy (Faye,
2014, p. 280)"* n, crrenoBaTeNIbHO, IIOJIEXUT SM-
OVPUYECKOMY, a He repMeHeBTMUYECKOMY aHaJIV-
3y (Ibid.). ITpu aTOM, BOIIpeKM 3aKIIOYMTEIIEHOMY
Tesvicy arie, B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe CTOUT OOpaTUTh
BHMMaHMe Ha pabotsl [peccen (Dressen, 2017) n
babna (Babich, 2022a), ormeuarorinx, 4To BHUMa-
HVIe VICCIIeIOBaTesIs JIOJDKHO OBITh HAITPaBIIeHO He
TOJIBKO Ha boTTmdesuin (4To 6bUI0 OBI «OMIIOKOT
XyIIOXHVKa», coritacHo Iliarony), Ho 1 Ha Jlyku-
aHa, Ms KOTOPOro paHee TPaAWUIIMOHHO YIIOMW-
HaJIOCh B JTAHHOM KOHTEKCTe, HO B JIaJIbHEVIIIIeM
VICYe3/I0 M3 HAYYHBIX M3BICKaHUM (00 3TOM CM.:
Babich, 20226).

BO3MOXXHOCTY TepMeHeBTIYeCKOro 1 peHoMe-
HOJIOTIYeCKOTO TIOIXOIOB K drutocodmmt HayKu
YacTO OCTAIOTCS B TEHWM IOJIMTUYECKNX 3JIeMeH-
TOB (MHOTHa KJlacCUPUIIMPyeMbIX, KaK OTMedYa-
JIOCh BBIIIIE, KAK «PUTOPVYECKIIE»), IIPUCYIIVX B
TOM 4ucile pustocodpun HayKu ¥ VUCTOPUM Hay-
KI. DTO KacaeTcsl M pas3Induil MeXIy aHaJIUTU-
uecKnMM PrIocodmsMm 1 UCTOPUSMI HayKu (K
KOTOPBIM IIPVHAJIEXNT OOJIBIIVHCTBO TPaIUIIV-
OHHBIX V[HTepnpeTaum?I), C OIHOWVI CTOPOHBI, U VIC-
KJTFOYMTEIBHO «KOHTWMHEHTAJIbHBIMI» TI0[IXO/a-
MW — C OPYTOVL.

Cospmanme dwiocodpum HayKy, «IOCTOVIHOV
3TOr0 Has3BaHMs», KaK cKasaa Obl KaHt, m cro-
COOHOVI CyaUTh O HayKe U He-HayKe, pas3/In4arb
U «IeMapKMpoBaTh» MX, — OCOOEHHO >KeJIaHHOe
JAOCTVKEHVEe B 310Xy, 03a00YeHHYIO IIpobiieMort
riceBfioHayky. HekoTopsle ¢rtocodsl cumrTaror
3amadert prstocodut HayKy BbISBIIEHME ITOTEH-
LMaJIbHO IIPOAYKTMBHBIX HayUHBIX MapagurM U

(The Multidimensionality..., 2014).
20O Bozspenmsix I'amamepa m Hurime Ha Hayky oM.
(Babich, 2025a).

tra Alois Riehl, as Feyerabend (1984) would
have maintained — that art history is an “em-
pirical science” (Faye, 2014, p. 280)* and thus
subject to “empirical scrutiny” (ibid.) rather
than hermeneutic, this must meet the objec-
tion from Dressen (2017) and Babich (2022a)
that Faye refers to Botticelli as the sole source
for this claim (this is the “artist’s fallacy’, ac-
cording to Plato), and should consider Lucian,
a once-commonplace reference that has fall-
en out of scholarly awareness (on this last, see
Babich, 2022b).

The resources for hermeneutic and phenom-
enological approaches to philosophy of sci-
ence are often obscured by political elements
(sometimes, as noted above, included under
the umbrella of ‘rhetoric”) internal to the phi-
losophy and history of science, including dif-
ferences between analytic philosophies and
histories of science (comprising the great ma-
jority of readings such that these may be called
‘mainstream’), and expressly “continental” ap-
proaches.

Typically, one has supposed that a phi-
losophy of science ‘worthy of the name’, to
use Kant’s language, might be able to adjudi-
cate, differentiate, or ‘demarcate’ science and
non-science, an especially coveted achievement
in an era concerned with supposed pseudo-sci-
ence. Other philosophers suppose the task of
philosophy of science to be identifying poten-
tially productive scientific paradigms or re-
search programmes (the more truly scientific,
as opposed to the merely seeming- or pseudo
sort) and so to serve as a kind of Hume-esque
‘standard” — not of taste, but knowledge/ the-
ory." Science, to the extent that it is in its mod-
ern articulation concerned with explanation,

1 On Gadamer and Nietzsche on science, see Babich
(2025a).

7See on Hume's ‘standard of taste” the various theoretical
contributions to Babich (2019).
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HayYHO-VICCIIe/IOBaTeJIbCKMX — ITporpaMM  (OTJIN-
YaKoIIMXcs IOJIMHHOM Hay4YHOCTBIO OT HayKo-
00Opas3sHBIX U IICEBIOHAYYHBIX BapMaHTOB). Takum
oOpasoM, dmtocodrss HayKM CTAaHOBUTCS «HOP-
MOVI» B IOMOBCKOM CMBICJIe — HO MepwJIoM He
BKYCa, a TeopeTudecKoro 3HaHusa". B Tom Mepe,
B KaKOW COBpeMeHHas Hayka cocpefoTOYeHa Ha
00BsiCHeHUM, TpeACKasaHUM U BepudmKaImmu,
OHa sIBJIsieTCsl IpeMeToM pryiocodum HayKu, KO-
TOpasi, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OOBSCHSET, ITpeficCKa3bIBa-
eT U, OIIATh Xe, Bepucpuyupyem HayKy — WM, KakK
TOBOPAT B aHIJIOA3BIYHBIM IIPOCTPAHCTBE B (IIOCT)
MaHIeMUITHYIO 310Xy, the science.

Hwummre o gormvaeckom ypobopoce
M KaHTOBCKOV «CTpaHe MCTUHBI»

B cBoer1 mepsoit kumnre o Tpareanmu 1872 r. Hu-
IIIe TIOMTHSIJT BOIIPOC O HayKe Kak Takosovt (Hurirre,
2012a, c. 107—108), oOpaTmBIINICh K IIPVBEIECHHON
KanTtom mertadope «CcTpaHBl MCTMHBD (IjMTaTa
HVDKeE), TAe OH CpaBHMBaeT HayKy C IBVDKEHMEM
BOKPYT «Ilepudepuin», TO eCTb «IPaHUL» U «IIpe-
JIeJIOB», TEM CaMBbIM ITOJTUePKIBasl ee OrpaHYeH-
HOCTHb VI IIPpOo0JIeMaTMYHOCTh. B Oosee mosmHeM
«CaMOKPUTUYHOM» Ipenuciosun 1886 r. Huiire
JIOTVIYEeCKVI BEIBOIVT TaK Ha3bIBaeMyIo «IIpobiieMy
poraryto» (Hwure, 2012a, c. 10). Tem cambiM Ha
IIepeIHI IUTaH BBIBOAVITCS TO, K 4eMy Xarijerrep
oOpalriaeTcs B CBOMIX PasMBIIIUIEHNSAX O HaykKe (1
sorrportanny). Cam Hurrire sBHBIM 00pa3oM cChI-
JlaeTCsl Ha KaHTOBCKMeE «MeTadm3yecKre Havdasla
eCTeCTBO3HAHM», TIOAYepKIBasi, 4YTO «IIpodseMa
HayKl He MOXXeT ObITh IT0O3HAaHA Ha I109YBe HayKI»
(Hwxme, 2012a, c. 11)°.

be3 coBokymHOCTNM (paHTA3MOB'® VI TOTO, UTO
lamamep HasbiBaeT mpemyOexpeHvsMu, a Huil-
me — yBepeHHOCThIO (Hurie, 2012a, c. 58), Heib-

3 Cwm. 110 1I0BOILy «HOPMBI BKyca» y FOMa TeopeTirueckme
pabotsl, Bomrenme B (Babich, 2019).

4 Cm. mozipobree: (Babich, 2008; Heit, 2010).

15 Bes ccputky Ha Hurtre em. Taxcoke: (Ferrini, 2013).
16/IMeHHO 3TO ITOOpa3yMeBaeTcs IO, IIOCTIeIHVIM TePMIU-
HOM B HasBaHuM Tpya Ilerpoysa (Penrose, 2017).
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prediction, and control, would then be the
theme of philosophy of science, which would
accordingly explain, predict, and, again, control
the specific science in question; or, as we say
in these post- or still-pandemic times, “the sci-
ence’.

Nietzsche on the Logical Ouroboros
and Kant’s ‘Land of Truth’

In his 1872 and first book on tragedy,
Nietzsche (1980b, pp. 118-119, see 97-98; 1967,
pp- 112-113, see 94-95) had raised the question
of science as such by invoking Kant’s circum-
navigational metaphor of ‘the land of truth’,
as a circling of its ‘periphery’ at its ‘bound-
aries’ or ‘limits’(1980b, pp. 101-102/1967,
pp- 97-98); and, so limited, as critically prob-
lematic. In his subsequent 1886 auto-critical
preface, Nietzsche (1967, p. 18) logically high-
lights what he characterises as “a problem with
horns”,"® thereby underlining what Heidegger
would take up in his own reflections on science
and questioning. Nietzsche includes explicit
reference to what Kant calls the Metaphysical
Foundations of Natural Science, emphasising that
“the problem of science cannot be recognised
within the territory of science”" (ibid.; transl.
corrected — B.B.).

Lacking a constellation of phantasms,®
or what for Gadamer are ‘prejudices’ and
for Nietzsche (1967, p. 95) are ‘convictions’,
one cannot explain the possibility of the pro-
gress of science: “There would be no science,”
Nietzsche writes, “if it were concerned only
with that one nude goddess and with nothing

8See, for discussion, Babich (2008) and Heit (2010).

Y Cf. “[...] das Problem der Wissenschaft kann nicht auf dem
Boden der Wissenschaft erkannt werden” (Nietzsche, 1980a,
p.)- See also — but without reference to Nietzsche —
Ferrini (2013).

2This is the point of the final title term of Penrose (2017).
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39 OOBSICHUTBH caMy BO3MOXKHOCTB ITporpecca Ha-
yku: «He ObUIO ObI HMKaAKOV HayKw, ecjiv Obl el
ObUIO [meJyIo TOJILKO IO 00HOU 3TOWM Harowm Oorm-
HU U HU J10 4ero gpyroro» (Hure, 2012a, c. 90).
Ecs1v1 O6b1 eAMHCTBEHHO 3HAYMMBIM OCTaBaJIOCh CY-
ry0o sMImpryecKoe MCCiIeIoBaHMe, TO, IO CJIO-
BaM Huiirre, gestoBek okasasicst Ob1 0OpeueH pHITh
«IBIPY IIPSIMO CKBO3b 3eMJTI0» (TaM >ke), 4To B IIpak-
TUYeCcKoV ccpepe ycyryOiisisiock ObI TeM, UTO, efjBa
HauyaBs KOIIaTh (MIpa CJIOB, OTCBhUIAIONIAS K HOBO
MaTepyaIbHOV (PVIIOJIOT MV VIV apXeOoJIOT M), VC-
crlefioBaTesIb 3azlbIXasicsl Obl B KiTyOax IIbUIN, IOM-
HSTOV yCUJIMSAMM OecumciIeHHBIX KOJIJIET.

Monudunupyss  npusegeHHYIO — MeTado-
py, Huiiirie oObsicHSIET cBOe BUIeHME aHTUYHON
dwtonoru: OH ONMCHIBaeT ee KaK «KeHTaBpa»,
BKJTIOUAIOIETO Te€PMEHEBTVKY IIOMVMO apXeo-
JIOTVYECKOTO0 aHa/IM3a MaTepuayioB (B TOM YVIC-
Jle OuosiorMio M XMMMIO: MuTTaimn yTBepXia-
€T, YTO XMW B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe — OOJIbIlle, YeM
npocto Mmeradopa (Mittasch, 1952, S. 35—36), a
Miomntep-Jlaytep (Miiller-Lauter, 1999) wu npy-
r'vie VICCITenoBaTesIy IIOKas3asiy, YTO 3TOT BBIBO
pacrpocTpaHsgeTcss ¥ Ha KJIETOUHYIO OMoJIoriio),
VICTOpHOrpadduIIo U MICKYCCTBOBEIEHIE, TPeYecKy o
VI JIATVIHCKYIO T'PaMMaTVIKY, JIVHIBUCTHKY, a TAKXKe
MeTpuYecKoe CTUXOCITIOKeHMe (M s IojIararo, 4To
VIMeeTCsl Mapasulesib B MbIcn Huitre xacarens-
HO Hayk B 1ejiom). CornlaciHo Hurire, vccrieosa-
TeJIb, «KaK M XYHOXKHMUK, HaXOOUT OecKOHeYHoe
YIIOBOJIBCTBVIE B HAJIMYHOV EVICTBUTEIBHOCT,
VI 3TO 4yBCTBO OHTMYECKOrO JI0BOJIbCTBA OT paka-
€T €ro OT «IIPaKTMYeCKOV STVKM IIeCCMI3Ma U OT
€r0 30PKMX JIMHKEEBBIX IJIa3, CBETSIIVXCS JIVIIIb
BO ThMe» (Hurrme, 2012a, c. 90).

ITocko/IBbKY OTCBIJIKA K CBETSIIMMCS «JIVHKe-
eBbIM DIaszaM» (leuchtenden Lynkeusaugen) so
MHOI'OM IIPOHMKHYTa 330T€PUKOVI, MHOI'VIe VCCIle-
ZIoBaTesIV TOYEPKMBAIOT COCPEIOTOUeHHOCTh Ha
MVCTUYeCKOM, OOpaIlieHHOM B ceDsl B3ITIS/IE, «OC-
JIeTUIeHHOM» (Kak ImuiteT caM Hurrirre B errte Gostee
330TepUUecKOM KITIOYe) ¥ 3aMyTHEHHOM TeMHBI-
MW IISITHAMVI, TIOSIBIISIFOIIVIMVICS, €CJIVI CITMIIIKOM
II0JITO CMOTpeThb Ha sspkuii ceeT (Tam xe, c. 59—60).
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else.” Were the only thing that mattered sheerly
empirical research, one would be abandoned,
Nietzsche argues, to digging “a hole straight
through the earth” (ibid.), worsened in the prac-
tical realm since no sooner would one under-
take to dig (the joke plays on material philology
or archaeology) than one would be choked in
a cloud of dust thrown up by one’s myriad
co-worker’s efforts.

Varying the metaphor, Nietzsche undertook
to illuminate his science of ancient philology,
defined as a ‘centaur’ which included herme-
neutics, in addition to archaeological analysis
of materials (involving biology and chemistry;
Mittasch (1952, pp. 35-36) argues that chemistry
was more than a metaphor and Miiller-Lauter
(1999) and others have shown that the same ar-
gument may be made for cell biology), histori-
ography and art history, Greek/Latin grammar
and linguistics, along with poetic meter (and
I have argued for the parallel in Nietzsche’s
thought with respect to the sciences in general).
Nietzsche (1967, p. 94) compares, “like the art-
ist”, the researcher’s “infinite delight in what-
ever exists” as an ontic self-contentedness that
shields him from “the practical ethics of pessi-
mism with its Lynkeus-eyes that shine only in
the dark” (ibid.).

The last reference to “shining Lynke-
us-eyes” (leuchtenden Lynkeusaugen) is rath-
er esoteric, and thus some scholars emphasise
the focus on an uncanny, self-turned glance;
“blinded”, as Nietzsche (1967, p. 67) says, still
more esoterically, with spots of darkness after
staring too long at a bright light. Yet the Jes-
uit physicist and philosopher of science and
space perception, Patrick Aidan Heelan, S.J.
(1926 —2015) has helpfully explained the met-
aphor with reference to Galileo as “lynx-eyed”
specifically, an argument which is also rel-



CeameHHUK-Me3ynT, Pusuk, dwiocod Hay-
KU ¥ VCCilefloBaTelIb BOCHOPUSATHS IIPOCTPaHCTBa
I'1. . Xutan (1926 —2015) mipeytoXmi1 MHTEpeCcHOe
00bsicHeHMe TaHHOV MeTadOpPBbl, B YaCTHOCTM CBSi-
3aB ee C IIpUMeHgBIIMMcA K [aimiero snmreToM
«PBICBEITIa3bIi». DTO COOOpakeHVe VIMeeT OTHO-
mreHVe 11 K deviepabeH0BCKON KpuThke lamtes
KaK (paKTMUecKM CIIOCOOCTBOBABIIIETO Pa3BUTUIO
KOCMOJIOI' MM, KOTOpOe TaKxke IHOoATBepXK1aeT IIpo-
BeJIEHHYIO BbIIlle TapaUleib MeXAy (uIonoru-
yecKort Haykovt Huirinie (1o MeHbI1Ier Mepe, HO He
VICKJTIOUTEJIBHO) U PU3MUYeCKOV HayKoVl paHHero
Hosoro Bpemenn: «Pumckast Akagemus geu JInn-
ven (mpeniecTBeHHMIIA HbIHerHern [larickon
aKaJeMuyn Hayk), K KOoTopou IpuHamiexan la-
JIvsIer:, ObUIa OIHOV 13 IepBbIX aKaJeMuli HayK B
Esporte. Yuenrte pansero Hosoro BpemeHn cum-
TasIy, 4YTO BOCIIPMHIMMAIOT POPMY, YMCIIO U KOJIV-
YeCTBO BeITel] B3ITISIOM Oosiee OCTPHIM, YeM UesIo-
Begecku» (Heelan, 2002, p. 446).

DTOC HayKM B JIeVICTBUWM — He TPUBUaJIbHBIN
BOIIPOC, Kak oTMedas1 PerviepabeHy B Oostee 110371-
Hel1 pabote (Dertepabenn, 1986, c. 253), ykaspiBast
Ha decTomoOne lammiess 1 ero ynopcTso B IIpo-
nBvDKeHUM cBoent Teopumn”. Ho, xak yTBepxmaer
Humite, ertie Oortee ryOnTesteH peTmIM3M, cCOCpe-
IOTOYEHHBIV Ha OOrvMHe VICTMHBI — caMol A.e-
meiie. Pedb mmeT 0 IJIEeHUTEIIBHOM OOBEKTe 1CCiTe-
JI0OBaHVIsl, HEPA3PhIBHO CBI3aHHOM C MHTEPEeCoM K
apTedakTy mcciiefoBaHMs KaK TAKOBOMY: «XYIOX-
HVIK ITPVI BCSIKOM Ppa300JIaueHm VICTMHBI OCTaeTCs
BCe JXe IIPVUKOBAaHHBIM BOCTOP)KEHHBIMI B30paMm
K TOMY, 4TO U Telleps, IIocjle pa3odriadeHns, OcTa-
JIOCh OT ee moKposa» (Hurre, 2012a, c. 90). He-
BO3MOXXHO I€peOleHUTh CWIIY XYy[JOXKeCTBeHHO
OIEeP>XXVMIMOCTL: CKOJIBKO ObI HM OBUIO M3BJI€YEHO
M3-TIO]T 3eMJIVI, OYapOBaHMe VCCIIeioBaTesIs IIperl-
MeTOM He ricye3aeT. B cBoro ouepenp, «TeopeTide-
CKUTI 4YeJIoBeK pazlyeTcsi COpOIIeHHOMY IIOKPOBY
Y BUANUT I ceOs BBICHIYIO I1eJ1b HacJIaKAeHs
B IIpollecce Bcerja yaavyHOro, JI0CTUraeMoro coo-
CTBEHHOVI C1JION pasobravenms» (Tam xe).

17 TTompobHee cM. paboty aBropa: (Babich, 2020a).
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evant to Feyerabend’s critique of Galileo as
the materially-enabling condition of cosmol-
ogy. This also confirms the above parallel be-
tween Nietzsche’s philological and (at least
but not only) early modern physical science:
“The Roman Academia dei Lincei (predecessor
of the present Papal Academy of the Scienc-
es) to which Galileo belonged, was the name of
one of the earliest academies of science in Eu-
rope. Early modern scientists saw themselves
as seeing more keenly than merely human eyes
the shape, number, and quantity of things”
(Heelan, 2002, p. 446).

The ethos of science at work is not merely a
matter, as Feyerabend (1975, p. 113) has more
recently argued, of highlighting propagan-
da and self-advancement such as in the case
of Galileo,” but is more pernicious: the fetish-
ism attendant on the goddess of truth, that is
Aletheia herself, as Nietzsche argues. At stake is
the seductive object of research, coupled with
the artifact of research as itself of interest. Thus,
“Whenever the truth is uncovered, the artist
will always cling with rapt gaze to what still
remains covering even after such uncovering”
(Nietzsche, 1967, p. 94). By contrast, the scien-
tist or “the theoretical man enjoys and finds sat-
isfaction in the discarded covering and finds
the highest object of his pleasure in the pro-
cess of an ever happy uncovering that succeeds
through his own efforts” (ibid.).

It should be striking that in focusing, as
Kant does, on the limits of science, Nietzsche
invokes the covert (Socratic) optimism of logic
as necessitating what he describes as inevitable
shipwreck, drawing for this approximative im-
agery from the Critique itself (mentioned above
in terms of a geographer’s or cartographer’s
metaphor), tracing “the territory” of pure un-
derstanding;

21 For discussion, see Babich (2020a).



b. babuy

ITpumeuarensHo, uro Hurire, mogobro Kan-
Ty, COCPeIOTOYMBAeTCs Ha TpaHMIIaX HAYKM, IIPN
3TOM yKa3blBasg Ha CKPBITBIVI (COKpaTMYeCKTI) OIl-
TUMW3M JIOTVKY, BeIyIIINii, 110 ero cJoBaM, K He-
130eXHOMY KopabsleKpyIIeH 0. 31ech OH IIpube-
raeT K yCJIOBHOMY 0Opa3y, BOCXOISIIEMYy K caMOV
«Kputnke» — yIoMsSIHYTOMY BBIIIIE CPAaBHEHWIO C
reorpacdoM wiIn KapTorpadom, odepumBaroniiM
«TepPUTOPUIO» UMCTOTO pacCyIKa:

Ho sra cTpana okasajack OCTpPOBOM, CaMOVI
MIPUPOIION 3aK/TIOYEHHBIM B HeV3MeHHbIe TPaHU-
1161. OHa ecTh CTpaHa UCTUHBI (MHTPUTYIOIIee Ha-
3BaHMe), OKpy>KeHHasl OOIIMPHBIM 1 OyIITyIOITM
OKeaHOM, 3TMM MeCTOIIOJIOKeHVeM VUIIIO3MA,
I7ie TyMaHBI ¥ JIb/IBI, TOTOBBIE BOT-BOT PacTasiTh,
Ka)kyTcsl HOBBIMM CTpaHaMM ¥, ITOCTOSTHHO 00-
MaHBIBas ITyCTBIMV HafleXIaMy MOpeIuIaBaTesIs,
JKaKIYITIero OTKPBITUVL, BTSTVBAIOT €T0 B aBaHTIO-
PBI, OT KOTOPBIX OH HMKOI/IA Y>kKe He MOKeT OTKa-
3aThCsl, HO KOTOpBIe OH TeM He MeHee HVKaK He
MOXeT J10BecTM 710 KoHIIa (A 236 / B 295; Kanr,
2006, c. 391 —393; nep. yrouneH. — Pert.).

B «Poxnenwu Tparegumn. . .» Huiire onviceiBaet
Kana 1 lllonenrayspa Kak kapTorpados «HeMell-
KOro JyXa», pasBesiBIINX Y[OBJIETBOpPeHHOe Ha-
CJIakeHue cyllecTtBoBaHveM ydeHoro Cokpara,
O4YepTUB ¥ TEM CaMbIM yKa3aB I'pPaHUIIbI, VI IIpe-
J1eJIbI, CMBICTIA SIBJIEHISI, «TparnvecKoe I03HaHVe»
(Hymre, 2012a, c. 93) xotoporo Hurrire HassiBa-
eT «IVMOHVCOBCKOM MyZpocThio» (Humme, 2012a,
c. 99). Te xe mpicurenu (Hutie ¢ eopvkoii vipo-
HUeN 3asBUT, 4To «pnstocodpus co Bpemen KaHra
MepTBa» (Hutrre, 2007, c. 467)) 3aTem oOparmator
KPUTWYECKMT B3IJISA]T Ha caMmx cedst. Takmm oOpa-
30M, pasBuBasd X 3MCTEMOJIOIMYeCKY0 KPUTUKY
ertle tastbiite, Hutiime pasmeIiuisger:

...BeJIKMe, IVPOKO OfIapeHHbIe HaTyPhl, Ha-
ZleJIeHHble HEBEPOSATHOV IIPO30PIIMBOCTBIO, CY-
MeJIV BOCIIOJIb30BaThCsL OPYKMEM caMOVi HayKU,
uTOOBI BOOOIIe OOBSICHNUTD IPaHMUIIBL 11 00YCIIOB-
JIEHHOCTb IIO3HAHWS VI TeM CaMBbIM PeInTeIbHO
OTBEPTHYTh IPUTS3aHVe HAyKM Ha YHUBEPCAIb-
HOe 3HaYeHVe V1 YHVUBepCaJIbHbIe I1eJIV; BbISICHe-
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But this land is an island, and enclosed in
unalterable boundaries by nature itself. It is the
land of truth (a charming name), surrounded
by a broad and stormy ocean, the true seat of
illusion, where many a fog bank and rapidly
melting iceberg pretend to be new lands and,
ceaselessly deceiving with empty hopes the
voyager looking around for new discoveries,
entwine him in adventures from which he can
never escape and yet also never bring to an end
(KrV, A 236 / B 295; Kant, 1998, p. 354).

Nietzsche describes Kant and Schopen-
hauer in The Birth of Tragedy as cartographers
of the ‘German spirit’ who shattered the sat-
isfied delight in existence of the scientific
Socrates by mapping, and thus demonstrating,
the “bounds” (Nietzsche, 1980b, p. 101; cf.
Nietzsche, 1967, pp. 97-98) or limitations of
sense appearance, the “tragic insight” of which
Nietzsche (1967, p. 98) articulated as “Diony-
sian wisdom” (ibid., p. 103). Those same think-
ers (Nietzsche (1980e, p. 517) will ruefully claim
that “philosophy since Kant is dead”) then pro-
ceed to turn the critique on themselves. Thus,
taking their epistemological critique even fur-
ther, Nietzsche reflects:

great, universal intellects have, with
unbelievable sagacity, known how to employ
the instruments of science itself in order to
demonstrate the limitations and conditionality
of knowledge in general and thus decisively to
deny science’s claim to universal validity and
universal goals: with this demonstration for
the first time, was recognized that delusion as
such which took itself, by means of causality,
to be able to penetrate the innermost essence of
things® (Nietzsche, 1980b, p. 118; cf. Nietzsche,
1967, p. 112).

2 Cf. “[...] haben grosse allgemein angelegte Naturen, mit ei-
ner unglaublichen Besonnenheit, das Riistzeug der Wissen-
schaft selbst zu beniitzen gewusst, um die Grenzen und die
Bedingtheit des Erkennens tiberhaupt darzulegen und da-
mit den Anspruch der Wissenschaft auf universale Geltung
und universale Zwecke entscheidend zu leugnen: bei welchem
Nachweise zum ersten Male jene Wahnvorstellung als solche
erkannt wurde, welche, an der Hand der Causalitdt, sich an-
maasst, das innerste Wesen der Dinge ergriinden zu kénnen.”



HIe BCero 3TOro BIIepBble IO3BOIWIIO ITO3HATh
VWUIIO30PHOCTh TOTO IIpeJiCTaBlIeHNsl, KOTOpoe
CaMOHaIesHHO [OIyCKaJlo BO3MOXXHOCTb Ha
OCHOBaHWMM 3aKOHAa IIPUMYMHHOCTU MPOHMKHO-
BeHIs B camylo cyThb Bemen (Hwime, 2012a,
c. 107—108).

VIMeHHO B 3TOM 3aKJIFOYaeTCs AyX TOro, 4ro
HT/H_H_He Ha3bIBa€T «TparnmiyeckKviM II03HaHMEeM»,
CTapasiChb y3peTb €ro OTAaIeHHbIe ITOC/IeNCTBVIA:

OrpoMHOMY My>XecTBY M1 MyApocTu Kanma v
Illoneneayspa ypamock opepXXaTb TPYAHEWIIYIO
obeny — 1moOey Halr CKPBITBIM B IIPUPO/IE JI0-
TVIKVM OITVIMM3MOM, KOTOPBIVI, B CBOIO OYeperb,
IIpe/ICTaBIIsIeT COOOI0 OCHOBaHIEe HallleVl KYJIbTY-
pBL. B TO BpeMs Kak 3TOT OIITMMWM3M, OIMpPasCh
Ha He TIOyIeXaBIllie B €ro Iila3ax COMHEHWUIO
aeternae veritates, BepwI B IIO3HaBaeMOCTb W
Pa3pemmMOCTh BCeX MMPOBBIX 3arafiok, a IIpo-
CTPAHCTBO, BpeMs ¥ HIPUYMHHOCTb ITOHMMAI
KaK COBepIlIeHHO Oe3yc/IoBHBIe M OOIe3sHauu-
Mble 3aKOHBI, KaHT OTKpBUI, 4TO 3TM IHOCIIe-
HVe, COOCTBEHHO, CITy KaT JIVIIB 1JIsL TOTO, YTOOBI
BO3BECTM UICTOEe sBJIeHMe, co3daHme Maru, B
CTelleHb eIVIHCTBEHHOVI ¥ BBICIIEV PeaIbHOCTH
7 IIOCTaBUTh €ro Ha MeCTO COKPOBEHHEeVIIIeN
VICTMIHHOWI CYIITHOCTY BeIlleVi, a [JeVICTBUTEIbHOe
MO3HaHMe 3TOVI TTOCJIeMHEeVI CejlaTh TeM CaMbIM
HEBO3MOXKHBIM, TO eCTb, IT0 BelpakeHmnto [1lomnen-
rayapa, ellle Kpelrde YChIIUTh CIIAIIEero u rpess-
mero (Tam xe, c. 108).

37eck OTChUIKA K CHVEHTVCTCKOMY OITHMM3-
My BHOBb BBIBOIWUT Ha IepeqHWUN IUIaH Meal VC-
IIOJIb30BaHMsI HayKM KaK 2JIMKCHpa, oOJIajaroliie-
IO CWJIOV «yJIydlllaTh» CylllecTBoBaHMe. bostee Toro,
CHOBa ITPOBOAMTCA Hapajulesib Mexay KaxTom
n CoKpaToM B TepMIHAaxX W300IMYeHHON VIUIIO-
31V, KPOIOIIEVICS «B HeOpaX 3TOV COKPATMYECKOM
Kyinerypel» (Tam xe, c. 107) v mbimyien gexap-
TOBCKVM ONTHMM3MOM'®. AHTUIOT, IOIOOHO TeM-

8 Cm. mompoOuee: (Babich, 2016, p. 170—171; Ferrini,
2013), rme meradopa y Kanra paccmarpmBaerca depes
HIpu3My BO33peHMIT I'eresisi M oIpoBepraercs IIMPOKO
pacrpocTpaHeHHOe MHeHMe, OyaTo KaHT Mor mcnosb3o-
BaTh MeTadopy bakoHa (XxOTs TaKOVI BEIBOZ, JIEXKWT Ha I10-
BEPXHOCTM, IIOCKOJIBKY KaHT IIOCBATIII €My CBOIO IIePBYIO
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This is the spirit of what Nietzsche names
‘tragic knowledge’, taking an insight to its fur-
thest consequences. Thus:

The gigantic bravery and wisdom of Kant
and Schopenhauer accomplished the most
difficult victory, victory over the optimism
hidden in the essence of logic, which is in
turn the foundation of our culture. If Kant had
believed in the knowability and penetrability
of all the world’s riddles, based on the to
him innocuous aeternae wveritates, treating
space, time, and causality as completely
unconditional laws of the most universal
validity, Kant revealed how these actually
only served to elevate mere appearance, the
work of Maya, to the sole and highest reality
and to set it in place of the innermost and
true essence of things, thereby making actual
knowledge of this impossible, i.e., according to
a Schopenhauerian saying, lulling the dreamer
ever more soundly to sleep® [...] (Nietzsche,
1980b, p. 118; cf. Nietzsche, 1967, p. 112).

Here, as the reference to scientistic opti-
mism also underlines the ideal of using science
as nostrum, with the power to “improve” upon
existence, Nietzsche again parallels Kant and
Socrates, speaking in terms of the convicted il-
lusion “concealed in the womb of this Socratic
culture” (Nietzsche, 1967, p. 111) and its raving

B “Der ungeheuren Tapferkeit und Weisheit Kant's und
Schopenhauer’s ist der schwerste Sieg gelungen, der Sieg
tiber den im Wesen der Logik verborgen liegenden Opti-
mismus, der wiederum der Untergrund unserer Cultur ist.
Wenn dieser an die Erkennbarkeit und Ergriindlichkeit al-
ler Weltrithsel, gestiitzt auf die ihm unbedenklichen aeternae
veritates, geglaubt und Raum, Zeit und Causalitit als ginz-
lich unbedingte Gesetze von allgemeinster Giiltigkeit behan-
delt hatte, offenbarte Kant, wie diese eigentlich nur dazu
dienten, die blosse Erscheinung, das Werk der Maja, zur ein-
zigen und héchsten Realitit zu erheben und sie an die Stelle
des innersten und wahren Wesens der Dinge zu setzen und
die wirkliche Erkenntniss von diesem dadurch unmoglich zu
machen, d. h., nach einem Schopenhauer’schen Ausspruche,
den Triumer noch fester einzuschlifern.”



b. babuy

HBIM IIITHaM, VICLIEJISIOIIVIM OCJleIUIeHHbIe CBETOM
«rmasa JIvmkes», mosiBiIsieTcs TOra, KOryja, Kak Mmu-
et Huiire B cBoert HeollyO/IMKOBaHHOV JIEKIIV
«COI(paT VI TpeuecKast Tparears», «Ha HepI/IqI)EPT/H/I
OKPY>KHOCTV» B30p YeJIoBeKa «yIIpeTcsl BO UTO-TO
HerrpoHuItaeMoe» (Hure, 20126, c. 260 —261). Orm-
CbIBasl 3TOT (HOyMeHaJIbHBIV) «y>Kac», Huiiirre yrio-
H001sieT KpUTMYeCKyI0 KaHTOBCKYTO JIOTVIKY 3Mee,
KOTOpasi «CBMBaeTCsl KOJIbIIaMM BIIOJIb 3TUX I'PaHMI]
VI HaKOHel], KycaeT ce0si 3a XBOCT», UTOOBI cesiaTh
BO3MOXXHBIM «IIPOPBIB K HOBOVI (pOpMe TIO3HaHWs,
K mpazu4eckomy no3Hanuo, KOTopoe IIpOoCTO HeBO3-
MOXXHO OyJIeT BEIHOCHTB, He Ipuberas K 3alluTe 1
JIeKapCTBY B Bujle MCKyccTBa» (Tam xe, c. 261).

ITpoGrieMa KaHTOBCKOTO «OCTPOBa» VICTVHBI 3a-
KJIFOUaeTCsl B HeBO3MOXKHOCTV YBU/IETh ero IIOJIHO-
CTBIO, VI TPAarvyecKnil y>Kac BbI3bIBAIOT CJIeJICTBIS
(a 3HaUMUT, M CMEJIOCTh) IIPO3PEeHs], YTO, B CBOIO
ouepeslb, IepeK/IMKaeTcs C JIaKaHOBCKOVI IIpoO-
6rremont PeastbHOro (cM. taxxke: Ferrini, 2013). Co
CBOeVl CTOpoHBI Huiiiie BBIBOOUT Ha IepemHUN
IUIaH «BeYHOE SIZIPO Belllel» KaK TaKOBOe, TO eCTh
«Belllb B cebe», IomYepKMBas IIPOTUBOPeUVe MeX-
Jly OMaCHOCTBHIO IIPUCYIIEro eyl ONTUMMU3Ma ¥ He-
OOXOIVMIMOCTBIO MIJUIFO3UIA.

Huimeasnckmin
«B3m1A Ha Mneunsin IlyTe»

B «Becenon nayke» Hwrime HasbiBaeT KOCMOC
«BceM [My3bIKaJIbHBIM] ITpon3BeaeHvieM» (Huiie,
2014, c. 428). Llestb u cilyyart — aHTPOIIOMOPPHBIe
MIOHATMS, TaK XXe KaK 1 «3CTeTuYecKre 1 Mopalb-
HBle CyXIeHWs» (3IeCh BHOBb OYeBNIHA OTCHUI-
ka k KanTy). Ha aTomM ocHOBaHMM, ITpOoTHBOpeya
KanTy, Hurrme BeicTyniaer ¢ mpuseisom: «OcTepe-
JKeMcsl YTBepXK[1aTh, UTO B IPUpPOe CYIIeCTBYIOT
3akoHbD» (Tam xe). [Tosnnee, B maparpade 22 Tpy-
na «[lo Ty ctopony nobpa m 31a», Hurilre BeICTY-

KPUTHMKY). 371€Ch CIeAyeT YIOMSHYTb, 4TO JAHHOe VIC-
CJlefIoBaHMeE OIMPAeTCsl Ha He YIOCTOMBIIIEECS OJDKHO-
ro BHUMaHWM IIpefcTasiieHne o KanTe kak Metadopucre
(“als Metaphoriker”), npemioxkernHoe Xancom DavixmH-
repom. Cum. taxke: (Feloj, 2011; Thielke, 2003).
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‘optimism’ together with Descartes.* The an-
tidote, like the dark spots healing the damage
done by the researcher’s light-burned ‘Lynke-
us eyes’, whereby, as Nietzsche (1980g, p. 639)
writes in his unpublished lecture “Socrates
and Greek Tragedy”, encountering the same
“boundary points at the periphery, he stares
into the unilluminable”?. To describe this (nou-
menal) ‘horror’, Nietzsche describes critical
Kantian logic as a snake coiling “around itself
at these borders and ultimately biting its own
tail” which then inaugurates a “new form of
knowledge, tragic knowledge, which just in or-
der to be endured, needs art as protection and
therapeutic”? (ibid., pp. 639-640).

The problem with Kant’s ‘island” of truth is
the impossibility of surveying it utterly. The
tragic horror results from the consequentiali-
ty (and thus the bravery) of the insight — and
this, in turn, is Lacan’s problem of the Real
(see also, again: Ferrini, 2013). For his part,
Nietzsche foregrounds both the “eternal core of
things” — that is the “thing-in-itself” — along
with the contest between the dangers of opti-
mism and the necessity of illusion.

Nietzsche’s ‘Blick
in die Milchstrasse’

In The Gay Science, Nietzsche (1980a, p. 468)
describes the cosmos as “the whole musical
mechanism”?. Purpose and accident are an-

#For discussion, see Babich (2016, pp. 170-171) as well
as Ferrini (2013), on the metaphor in Kant, via Hegel,
which puts paid a popular conviction that Kant might
be rendering a Baconian metaphor (easy enough, as
Kant dedicates his first critique to him), reminding us
that our investigations take their point of departure
from the otherwise insufficiently adverted to Hans Vai-
hinger’s reading of Kant “als Metaphoriker”. See also
Feloj (2011) and Thielke (2003).

B Cf. “Grenzpunkte der Peripherie, wo er in das Unaufhellbare
starrt”.

% Cf. “neue Form der Erkenntniss durch, die tragische Er-
kenntniss, die, um nur ertragen zu werden, als Schutz und
Heilmittel die Kunst braucht”.

¥ Cf. “das ganze Spielwerk” .



IIUT C KPUTMKOW KOHIIEMIINM «3aKOHOMEPHOCTV
IpUpPOAB» (CHOBA IIprberas K KAHTOBCKOV TePMU-
HOJIOT M), O KOTOPOVI «Bbl, (PU3MKM, TOBOPUTE C Ta-
KoV ropaocTeo» (Hurre, 20121, c. 34).

B «Becestovi Hayke» Huriiie wssaraer co0-
CTBEHHOe IIOHVMMaHIMe KaHTOBCKOIO cxeMaTu3Ma,
Kacaloleecss He TOJIBKO ITPOVICXOXKIIEHWS 3HaHMS
11 TeHe3Vica JIOTVIKY, HO U ITPUYMHHOCTY, ITPUBOJIS
B KauecTBe IIpyrMepa XMMIUYecKuT IIpoLiecc.

MpbI HasbIBaeM 3TO «O0bICHEHVEM», HO 3TO —
«OMMCcaHMe»: BOT UTO OT/IMYaeT Hac OT Oojiee
IOpPEeBHUX CTyIIeHeW TIIO3HaHWMS M HayKu. MEI
OIVICBIBAEM JIydllle, a OOBSICHEHWS HaIlV CTOJIb
JKe HUKUYEMHBI, KaK " y BCeX IIPEeXHMUX JIIOfeN.
MBI OTKpBUIM MHOTOCTYIIEHUATyIO IIOCJIeIIOBa-
TeILHOCTH TaM, I7le HaVMBHBIN UeJIOBeK U VcCiIe-
IoBaTesIb, MPVHAIeKANI K Oojlee ApeBHUM
KYJIBTyPaM, BUIIeJI JIVIIIb IBOSIKOe, «IIPVYVHY» 1
«CJIeICTBIUE», KaK OBUIO IIPVHATO TOBOPUTD; MBI
IOBEIM IO COBEpIIeHCTBa OOpa3 CTaHOBJIEHIS,
HO He BBIIIUIN 3a PaMKM caMOro 3Toro odopasa. B
KaJK[IOM CJTydae psifl «IIPUYMH» IIPeICTaeT Ieper]
HaMm¥ B Topasfo OoJiee 3aKOHUEHHOM BUJIE; MbI
3aKJIIOYaeM: CHadajla AOJDKHO IIPOM3OMUTV BOT
3TO, Ha0BI BOCIIOC/IEZIOBAJIO BOH TO, — HO IIPU
3TOM MBI He NOHUMAeM POBHBIM CYETOM HIIYETO.
KauecTBo, HarpumMep, Ipu KaXkIoM XMMIYECKOM
COENIVIHEHWN TIO-IIPeXXHEMY BBIIJISIIANUT «UyIIOM»,
KaK VI BCSIKOe IOCTYIIaTeIbHOE IBVDKEHE; HUKTO
eIre TOJIKOM He «OOBSICHWI» ToTuKa. [la M Kak
Mo Obl MBI OOBSICHUTH ero! MbI onepupyem
CIUTOIIb ¥ PSIOM HECYIIeCTBYIOIIVIMY BelljaM:
JIMHVSAMY, IIOBEPXHOCTSMM, TeJIaMy, aTOMaMW,
IOeVIMBIMV BpeMeHaMVi, HeJIVIMBIMI IIPOCTpaH-
CTBaMM — KaKoe TYT MOXKeT OBITh elrle 0ObscHe-
HVe, KOT/la MbI 3aBe[JOMO BCe IIpeBpaliiaeM B 00-
pas, Hat obpas! (Hurre, 2014, c. 432).

Huirre cepitaercst Ha Kanra u paduxaiusupy-
em ero vaeu, yTBepxKaas, 4To «aCcTpaIbHBIN pac-
IOPSI/IOK, B KOTOPOM MBI XXVBEM, €CTh VCKITIoUe-
Hue» (TaM xe, ¢. 427). DTa 0cO0eHHOCTB, JIeXXaras
B OCHOBE ITepPCHEeKTMBIICTCKOVI TepMEHEeBTVKY Ha-
yku Huime (Babich, 1994; 2010a; 20106), moxet
VHTEPIIPETUPOBATECS WHA4e, IIPUYeM CJleyeT
OTMETUTD, UTO MMEHHO OHa «CracaeT (PeHOMEHbI»,

B. Babich

thropomorphic notions, together with — and
note here, again, the clear reference to Kant —
our “aesthetic and moral judgements,”? such
that, so Nietzsche contends, contra Kant’s ar-
gument, “We should beware of saying there are
laws in nature”? (ibid.). Later, in Beyond Good
and Evil, §22, Nietzsche (1980d, p. 37) assails
the concept of that same “conformity to law”*,
again in Kantian terms, of which “you physi-
cists speak so proudly”3'.

In The Gay Science, Nietzsche articulates his
own take on Kant’s schematism, not only on
the origin of knowledge and the genesis of logic
but causality, using the example of a chemical
process along the way:

“Explanation” is what we call it: but it is
“describing” [...] “cause” and “effect”, as the
saying goes; we have perfected the image of
becoming but have not gotten beyond the image
behind the image. The series of “causes” stands
in each case much more completely before us;
we conclude: this and that must precede in
order for that to follow — but thereby we have
comprehended nothing. Quality, for example, in
the case of every chemical process, appears as
a ‘miracle” as ever before, so too every forward
motion; no one has “explained” the push. And
how could we ever explain! We operate with
things that do not exist: lines, surfaces, bodies,
atoms, divisible times, divisible spaces — how
should explanation even be possible when we
begin by making everything into an image, to
our image!* (Nietzsche, 1980a, p. 472)

B Cf. “dsthetischen und moralischen Urtheile” .

» Cf. “Gesetze. Hiiten wir uns, zu sagen, dass es Gesetze in
der Natur gebe” .

O Cf. “ Gesetzmuissigkeit der Natur” .

SLCS. “ihr Physiker [der] so stolz redet”.

2 Cf. “’Erklirung’ nennen wir’s: aber ‘Beschreibung’ ist es,
was uns vor dlteren Stufen der Erkenntniss und Wissenschaft
auszeichnet. Wir beschreiben besser, — wir erkliren ebenso
wenig wie alle Friiheren. Wir haben da ein vielfaches Nach-
einander aufgedeckt, wo der naive Mensch und Forscher -
terer Culturen nur Zweierlei sah, ‘Ursache” und ‘Wirkung’,
wie die Rede lautete; wir haben das Bild des Werdens vervoll-
kommnet, aber sind tiber das Bild, hinter das Bild nicht hinaus
gekommen. Die Reihe der “Ursachen’ steht viel vollstindiger
in jedem Falle vor uns, wir schliessen: diess und das muss erst
vorangehen, damit jenes folge, — aber begriffen haben wir da-
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IIpefriosiaras, B OTJIUMe OT HOpsifiKa VIIN 3aKOH-
HOT'O YCTPOVICTBA, UTO «OOLINII XapaKTep MmMpa,
HaIIpOTWB, U3BEYHO XaOTWYeH», ergo He B CMBICIIe
OTCYTCTBUSI HEOOXOIMMOCTM — OoOpaTuTe BHUMA-
HVe Ha KaHTOBCKYIO TOUHOCTh — a B CMBICJ/Ie He-
JIOCTaTKa «IIOpPsIIKa, YjleHeHMsI, POPMBI, KPacoTBHl,
mygpocti» U T.A. (Hue, 2014, c. 428). B sTom
CMBICJTe, YUUTBIBAs, YTO YIIOMSIHYTHIN «acTpaib-
HBIVI TIOPSZIOK» — OTCBUIKA K TEOPUV BCEJIEHHO
KanTa (Huiire nutupyet «BceoOrryto ectecTeH-
HYIO VICTOPUIO ¥ TeOpuIo HeOa» B CBOVIX JIEKITUSIX
B barporite o TparmueckoM Beke I'peryivi m B Ky p-
Ce JIEKIIUVI, IIPOYMTAHHOM B baserste), Bo «B3IiIsze
Ha Miteunpn I1yTe» Takke CUMTHIBaeTCS KAHTOB-
CKUM A3bIK, TaK Kak Huilie yTBepxgaeT, 4To mo-
ITOOHBIVI B3IJISI]T BBI3bIBAeT «COMHEHMeE, HeT JIV TaM
Oostee TpyOBIX M HIPOTMBOPEUMBBIX [IBVIKEHMV,
PaBHBIM 0O0pa3oM 3Be3[] C BEUHO-IIPSMOJIVHEVI-
HBIMI TPaeKTOPMSIMU IIaJleHMs 1 ellle 4ero-jiv-
60 anasiormuHoro» (Tam xe, c. 427). Obparmasice
K IPSIMOJIMHEVHBIM TpaeKTopusM 3Be3r, Hurire
CTaBUT TIOJI BOITPOC KaHTOBCKYIO HeOYIISIPHYIO I'-
IIOTe3y.

YyTb Gosiee yeMm dyepes3 mojiBeKa IIOCIIe CMep-
T Hurire, 1o cjrydaro AByXCOT/IeTVs KaHTOB-
ckomm «Bceolmient ecrecTBeHHOM VICTOPUU 71 T€O-
pun Heba», acTpodu3MK 1 akcroMaTuk Pynonbd
Kypr (Kurth, 1956, S. 59) paccmaTpuBaeT MCTOUHM-
KV KaHTOBCKOTO BIIOXHOBEHMSI HaulHasl C TEOPUN
T. Pavita 0 Miieunom Iyt 1 mogpobHo anammsm-
pyeT HnapaJuiesiv B II0C/Ie/ly IoIyie ITePYUOJIbl: COPOK
set cnycts ¢ 1. -C. Jlamtacom (1796) m «situme-
cATh JIeT ciycTs» ¢ D. Aparo. VI Kypr npubasiis-
eT [OMNOIHUTEeIBHYIO cchUIKy Ha V. X. JlambGepra.
HecMmoOTpst Ha TO YTO COOTBETCTBYIOIIME OTKPbI-
TS, BKJTIOYasi SMIIVIPpUYecKye vcciteqoBanms lep-
1m1es1s1, ObUTV C/IeTTaHBI HE3aBVICHIMO OT KaHTOBCKOT
KoHUernmy, KypT cunraer 11estecooOpasHbIM pac-
cMaTpuBaTh OCHOBHYIO rurioTe3sy KaHTa kak 4acTb
«Harevt Hayku» (Ibid.), To ects acTrpodmsmkm.

Kypt cBsaspiBaeT xoHIlenmmio Kanra co «Bce-
oOImert  ecrecTBeHHeVI VICTOPMEV W Teopuen
Heba» — TpPyHOM, HammMcaHHBIM (riocodpoM B

Nietzsche invokes and radicalises Kant’s
thought when he speculates that the “astral
order in which we live” could be regarded as
“an exception”® (ibid., p. 468). This singularity,
the basis of Nietzsche’s perspectivalist herme-
neutics of science (Babich, 1994; 2010a; 2010b),
can be read alternatively such that — and it
should be noted that this ‘saves the phenome-
na’ — by assuming, in contrast to order or law-
ful arrangement, that the “total character of
the world is, to the contrary, chaos to all eter-
nity”. This is not in the sense of there being a
lack of necessity (note the Kantian precision),
but a lack of “order, organization, form, beau-
ty, wisdom”?* etc. (Nietzsche, 1980a, p. 468). To
this extent, given that his reference to “the as-
tral order” is a reference to Kant’s theory of the
universe (Nietzsche cites Kant’s General Histo-
ry and Theory of the Heavens in his lectures on
the tragic age of Greece in Bayreuth, as well as
in his university lecture courses in Basel), he
also references Kant’'s language of “a glance at
the Milky Way”,* contending that such a glance
permits ‘doubts” as to whether one might not
find there “much more rough and contradic-
tory movements, in addition to stars with eter-
nally linear trajectories and the like”* (ibid.). By
invoking linear courses for the stars, Nietzsche
challenges Kant’s solar nebular hypothesis.

Slightly more than half a century after
Nietzsche’s death, writing on the occasion of
the 200" anniversary of Kant's Universal Nat-
ural History and Theory of the Heavens, Rudolf

mit Nichts. Die Qualitit, zum Beispiel bei jedem chemischen
Werden, erscheint nach wie vor als ein ‘Wunder’, ebenso jede
Fortbewegung; Niemand hat den Stoss ‘erkldrt’. Wie konn-
ten wir auch erklidren! Wir operiren mit lauter Dingen, die es
nicht giebt, mit Linien, Flichen, Korpern, Atomen, theilbaren
Zeiten, theilbaren Riaumen —, wie soll Erklirung auch nur
moglich sein, wenn wir Alles erst zum Bilde machen, zu un-
serem Bilde!”

% Cf. “Die astrale Ordnung, in der wir leben, ist eine
Ausnahme; diese Ordnung”.

¥ Cf. “Ordnung, Gliederung, Form, Schonheit, Weisheit”.

% Cf. “ein Blick in die Milchstrasse”.

3 Cf. “viel rohere und wiedersprechendere Bewegungen |[...],
ebenfalls Sterne mit ewigen geradlinigen Fallbahnen” .
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BospacTe 31 roma He3adodro A0 TabvIMTAIINW,
" TpeMms ero Ooslee paHHUMM paboTaMy, ITOCBSI-
IIIeHHBIMV €CTEeCTBEHHBIM HayKaM VI, B YaCTHO-
CTU, «aCTPOHOMMYECKMM ¥ reodu3nyiecKnM Ipo-
Giemam» (“astronomische und geophysikalische
Einzelprobleme”) (Ibid., S. 57). Takum obpasom,
KypT mpocrexxuBaeT BiusiHVe KaHTOBCKOV KOH-
LIeNIIIVY Ha JTaJIbHeIIIIee pa3BUTVe HayKN BIUIOTh
no mybnmkanyum D. Xab01a 1926 r. Vintepec Kyp-
Ta KOHIIENTYaJIbHO VIMeeT TepMeHeBTIYeCKUII
XapakTep, TaK Kak, IIyOJIVKys CBOIO IIEpPBYIO pa-
6oty Ha maHHy0 TeMy, KaHT, BeposiTHO, oco3Ha-
BaJI HaJIM4Me B HeVl aTeVCTUYeCcKM OKpallleHHO-
ro KOMIIOHEHTa PeJIUTVO3HOIO «BOJIBHOLYMCTBa»
(“Freidenkerei”) (Ibid., S. 61). Counnenme wmor-
JIO BBI3BIBATh ITOJO3PEHMs, TIOCKOJIBKY CO BpeMeH
IITonemes 1o mpUYMHAM KaK MOJIMTUYECKMM, TaK
11, UTO He MeHee 3HaulMO, TeOpeTMYecKM CUmTa-
JIOCh, YTO MOPSIOK Ha Hebecax HaxOAUTCS B pyKax
TocniomHmx. YunTeiBasi KOHTEKCT, B KoTopoMm KaHT
cosmasasl ceoto paboty, Kypr (Ibid., S. 63) cosep-
ITIeHHO OOOCHOBAHHO OOparaeTcs K «(Pu3MKo-Te-
OJIOTMYeCKOMY [I0Ka3aTeIbCTBY OO0XXeCTBEHHOIO
Hauasta» (“physiko-theologischer Gottesbewies”),
roBops 0 00XKeCTBEHHOM KakK O «BCeBeIyIleM, Bee-
MoryimeM» (“allweise, allmédchtig”), Torma xax
COBpeMeHHBble y4YeHble IUIABHO U «HeKpUTIUe-
CKI1» TIEPeXOJISIT C sA3bIKa OOKeCTBEHHOTO Ha SI3bIK
«IIPVIPOMIBL», YTBEPXK/IAsl, YTO «IIPUPOLIa pasyMHa»
U «Ipyrpofa IIpocTa U IpeKpacHa», 4YTO CO3BYYHO
yTBepxaeHvsaM Hurre.

g Kypra nipuaanue mpupore «palryioHalb-
HOCTW» — OCHOBHas ITpe[IIOoChlIKa JII000ro ecTe-
CTBEHHO-HAy4HOI'0 M3bICKaHWS U, CJIeOBATeIBHO,
HeoOXxoMMasi 4depTa «IOIJIMHHOIO BBIPa’KeHMs
Bepel» (Ibid.). Dta mpenroceliika, Kak 3amedaer
KypT, mormarmdHa A0 TOV CTelleHM, YTO «He MO-
XeT ObITh HU NOATBEPXKeHa, HV OIIPOBEPrHYyTa»
(Ibid.). Takum obpasom, mitst Kypra maxke 6asosoe
IOMyIIeHNe PalViOHaJIBHOCTY SBJISIETCS «JIVIIIh
aIIIpOKCUMATVUBHBIM», IIPU 3TOM «BCer[la OCTaeT-
Csl pallVIOHaJIbHO HeyCTPaHVMMBIVI OCTaTOK, KOTO-
PBIVI MBI XOTSI IIOCTOSTHHO B XOI€ VICC/IEIOBAHWUI
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Kurth (1956, p. 59), astrophysicist and axioma-
tician, reviews Kant’s sources of inspiration.
Kurth begins with Thomas Wright’s theory of
the Milky Way, detailing parallels at subse-
quent intervals, forty years later with Laplace
(1796), and “fifty years later” with Arago, add-
ing a reference to Lambert. Despite the clear in-
dependence of related discoveries, including
the empirical research of Herschel, Kurth un-
derlines that Kant’s basic hypothesis should be
included in “our science” (ibid.) — that is, astro-
physics.

For Kurth, Kant’s project concerns the natu-
ral history and theory of the heavens (the uni-
verse as a whole), written at the age of 31 just
before Kant writes his Habilitation, with three
publications concerning natural science — spe-
cifically, “astronomical and geophysical prob-
lems”. Kurth (1956, p. 57) thus reads Kant’s
nebular hypothesis of the solar system through
to Hubble in 1926. Kurth’s concern is concep-
tually hermeneutic given that, at the time Kant
published his first essay, he would have been
mindful of a certain atheistically tinged com-
ponent of religious “freethinking [Freidenkerei]”
(ibid., p. 61) where this would have been sus-
pect (for political and not less theoretic reasons,
God being the arbiter of order in the heavens
since Ptolemy). Thus, given Kant’s own context,
Kurth (1956, p. 63) can invoke a ‘physico-theo-
logical proof of deity” and speak of the divine
as ‘omniscient, omnipotent’; where, by contrast,
scientists today “uncritically” switch out the lan-
guage of deity for that of ‘nature’, smoothly
converting “nature is reasonable” and “nature
is simple and beautiful”? (I note that there are
parallels with Nietzsche’s arguments here).

For Kurth, the attribution of ‘rationality” to
nature is the basic presupposition of all nat-
ural scientific research and, axiomatically, a
presupposition characteristic of “a genuine

¥ Cf. “Die Natur ist ‘verniinftig’, die Natur ist “einfach” und

ist ‘schon’.
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CTPEeMMMCSI YMEHBIIINUTh, HO TOJTHOCTBIO OT HEro
130aBUTHCS MBI He MOXKeM». B 3TOM oTHOIIIeHMM (11
371eCh aKIIeHT JIeJIaeTCs Ha SKCIIepVIMEHTaIbHOM 11
SMIMPIYIecKoM) dopMalbHas PallVIOHAJIBHOCTD
He MOXeT ITPeIIJIOKNTD «HUKAKOTO KPUTePIs JJ1s
IIpaKTUYIecKmX vcciregoanmin» (Ibid.). XoTs 3aua-
CTYIO IIpeNIoJIaraeTcs, 4To «IIPOCTOTa» W «Kpa-
COTa» CO3OAIOT IOJIE3HOE IOIIOJIHWMTEIHFHOE V3Me-
peHMe, OHV He MOTYT IOATOIKHYTh K HayYHOMY
TIOVICKY, ITOCKOJIBKY «KpacoTa He SIBJISeTCs KpuTe-
puem uctuHB (Ibid., S. 64). To ke oTHOCUTCS U K
«IIPOCTOTe», LIApAIIeN B JJabopaTopmy II0 IIparMa-
TUYeCKVM VI TeEXHWYeCcKUM IpyrarHaMm. [Tpu sTom
Kypr mnomuepkmsaet, BrOopst Huime («ictmna
OueHb, OueHb cJIoKHa» (Hwre, 2013, c. 64)): «Ha-
IIPOTMB, B IIPVPOIE SIBJIEHNS XOTSI He BCerza, HO
uacTto cstokHBD (Kurth, 1956, S. 63). KypT obparra-
eT BHUMaHVe Ha paHHMe pa3MblirieHnss Hurire
0 Mo/e3Hocmu OIIMOKY HEeTOUYHOro HaOJIIOHeHIs
m nocrrertHeIx 0006menmumn (Ibid., S. 65), momo6HO
Huymiire, paccMaTpuBaBilieMy MaxXOBCKUM ITPUH-
LIVTI SKOHOMWV MbIIUTeHus. Ky pT BbiesisgeT Kitro-
UeByIO POJIb IIPOCTOTHI IIPU KOHIIENTYyasIM3aliiin
npovicxoxaeHns Beenennon: «Xaoc — 3To camoe
IIPOCTOE COCTOsTHME TTocsie HeOprTns» (Ibid., S. 72).
DTO B 0COOEHHOCTV BEPHO, €CII «IIPOCTOTa eCTh
Y OcTaeTcd O0IIecyOBeKTUBHOV MeTOIYecKou
MaKCVIMOW, JIMIIIEHHOV JTOCTOBEPHOI'O OOBeKTUB-
Horo 3HavyeHMs» (Ibid.).

Kypr sakanumsaeT cBov 0030p OTCHUIKOM K
KPUTUYECKMM ¥ Hay4dHBIM pasfesiaM 13 palor
KaHTa, MocBsIieHHbIM «O0MTaTeIIsIM IPYTUX IjIa-
Het» (Ibid., S. 73; cm. Taxke: Clark, 2001; Schmid,
2019; Wille, 2005). ITprimedarespHO, YTO IIPEIIIO-
noxxeHne KanTa o mogoOny MHOIIJIaHeTHO pariy-
OHAJIBHOCTYM HaIIleV OO0 TaKOVI CTEeIIeHM YKOpeHe-
HO B 00J1acTV ITOVICKa BHE3€MHOVI XXV3HVI, YTO Bepa
Kypta B TO, 4TO COBpeMeHHBIN UeJIOBeK TOJDKEH
ObITH OOJIee BOCIPUMMUMB K KOHIIEHIINI Pa3HO-
00pasysi pasyMHOVI XXWU3HU, KaXkeTcs dpe3MepHO
OITVIMVCTMYHOV U IO IIPOIIeCTBUN IIIeCTUAECITI
BoceMu jteT. CoracHo Kypry, He MOXeT cymiecTBo-
BaTh OOMJIVISE pa3yMHOV KM3HM, IIOIO0OHOVI Halllew,
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statement of belief”® (ibid.). This is dogmatic,
as Kurth observes, to the extent that “it can nei-
ther be proved nor refuted” (ibid.). Thus, for
Kurth, even the ground assumption of ration-
ality is “only approximative”: “a rationally un-
resolved residue always remains which we try
to minimise through ongoing research but can-
not be made to vanish”®. To this extent (and
here the focus is on the experimental and the
empirical), a formal rationality can offer “no
criterion for the praxis of research”*! (ibid.). Al-
though it is often assumed that the perspec-
tives of ‘simplicity” and ‘beauty” provide useful
support, these assumptions are deficient as in-
spirations for scientific research, since “beau-
ty is not a criterion of truth”** (ibid., p. 64). The
same holds for “simplicity’, which rules in the
laboratory for reasons of pragmatic or techni-
cal convenience whilst, as Kurth emphasises
(and as Nietzsche does: “the truth however is
very, very complicated”* 1980f, p. 67), “in na-
ture, by contrast, the phenomena are, if not al-
ways, often complicated”* (Kurth, 1956, p. 63).
Kurth notes Nietzsche’s early reflections on
the helpful error of imprecise observation and
overhasty generalisations (ibid., p. 65). Just as
Nietzsche includes Mach’s thought-economy,
Kurth emphasises the crucial role of simplici-
ty with respect to conceptualising the origins of
the universe: “Chaos is the simplest state after
nothingness”* (ibid., p. 72) if simplicity, Kurth
maintains, “persists as a general subjective
methodological maxim without reliable objec-
tive validity”* (ibid.).

8 Cf. “ein echter echter Glaubenssatz”.

% Cf. “denn sie kann weder bewiesen noch widerlegt warden” .
OCf. " nurapproximative, stets bleibt ein rational unaufgeldster
Rest, den wir in stetiger Forschungsarbeit zwar zu verkleinern
suchen, aber nicht zum Verschwinden bringen kénnen.”
“LCf. “kein Kriterium fiir die Praxis des Forschens” .

22 Cf. “ Schonheit ist nicht Kriterium der Wahrheit”.

B Cf. “aber die Wahrheit ist sehr, sehr compliciert”.

“Cf. “In der Natur dagegen sind zwar nicht immer, aber oft
die Erscheinungen komplex” .

5 Cf.“Das Chaos sei der einfachste Zustand nach dem Nichts” .
“ Cf. “Einfachheit ist und bleibt eine allgemeinsubjektive
methodische Maxime ohne verlifliche objektive Geltung”.



IIOCKOJIBKY OHa TpeOyeT HayInus BOIbI 1 OIIperie-
JIEHHOT'O JIMaria3oHa TeMIIepaTyp, YTO He TOJIBKO
SIBJISIETCS.  VICKITIOUMTEIBHBIM CTedeHVeM OOCTo-
STEJIbCTB, HO W IIperionaraeT cooroeHne psaa
mornonHUTeIbHbIX yerosum (Kurth, 1956, S. 74).

KypTt BocipuamMaet pabory Kanra kax «vcro-
PUIO BCEJIEHHO1», COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO «COBpPeMeH-
HBIM IIpeJicTaBleHnsM 00 acTponHomuw» (Ibid.,
S. 75). HecmoTpst Ha TO UTO B €CTECTBEHHBIX Ha-
yKax HepeIKO COBepIIaloTCs OfVIHAKOBble OT-
KPBITVS, a VAU PeIUIUIINPYIOTCS, IIPOIOJDKaeT
oH, «KpuTnka pasyma» TOJIBKO OFHA, I 3aayMa-
Ha OHa Oppra «mime enuHOXARN (Ibid., S. 77).
BaxHO HOMHWMTB, Ha 4YTO OOpalllaeT BHVUMAaHVE
u Denepabenn (Devtepabens, 1986), uto pas3su-
TVe HayKl, KaK IIpaBuiIo, He TpeDdyeT JIeTabHO-
ro pasbopa paHee BbIIIe[NIINX ITyOrmKarmi. M
IIPV BCEM TOM, YTO KaHTOBCKVIE Vien Oe3yCcJIOBHO
BOCXOIAT K Panty, KypTt gemoHcTpupyet, 4To cam
HeMeIIK1i1 prstocod He MMesT BOSMOXKHOCTY 3Ha-
KOMUTbCS ¢ paboTamu Parita B opurmnase. [los-
ToMy KaHT muTupyeTcst pefiko, a ero KOHIIEIIVs
OOBIUHO CBS3BIBaeTCS ¢ 0ojiee II03IHel Teopven
Jlaruraca. Opnako Kypt yreepxpaaer, uro Kanr,
He Oymyum mpodeccroHaIbHBIM YYeHBbIM, MMeJl
BJIVISTHIIE, COIIOCTaBMMOe (IIOTOOHO ero cOOCTBeH-
HBIM OTCBUIKaM K KorepHmKky) ¢ Tem, Ha KoTOpoe
HIpUTA3aJIN YueHble, Hampumep Kersiep (oH Braes
ce0si B caMOyBEpPEeHHOCTV IIPOCBEIeHMs «Kpe-
110M OoKecTBeHHOro B xpame mpupoasl» (Kurth,
1956, S. 78)). 3HaHVEe KAaHTOBCKMX pabOT II03BOIINI-
o Kypry B34Th Bepx Haji viccireqioBaresisiMm bet-
XOBEHa: eMy YHaJIOoCh IIPOIeMOHCTPUPOBATh, YTO
KOMIIO3MTOP unTasl «BceoOIInyo 1cTopuio mpupo-
e KanTa (Ibid., S. 79).

g Kypra coBepiiieHHO He0OXOHVMO, UTOOBI
MBI 1130aBWJIVICh OT CyeBepuii, KacaloIIXCs TOTo,
YTO MBI Has3blBaeM «HacTogIler Haykov» (“the
science”), B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOV 3TO JIaeT IIPVBU-
nerny MateMmaruke. OH oTMedaeT, yTo naxe Ily-
aHKape, caM OyZay4n MaTeMaTMKOM, He oOpaTwil
BHVIMAaHMS Ha KaHTOBCKMe I'pyOble MaTemaride-
ckme ommokm. Kypt, kak u Xavimerrep, mosaraer,
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Kurth closes his overview by invoking the
least critical/scientific of Kant’s sections con-
cerning the ‘inhabitants of different planets’
(Kurth, 1956, p. 73; cf. Clark, 2001; Schmid,
2019; Wille, 2005). Significantly, Kant’s assump-
tion that these inhabitants would have a ration-
ality like our own continues to dominate the
search for extra-terrestrial life in the universe,
so much so that Kurth’s conviction that we are
more receptive to the conception of different
varieties of alien intelligence, i.e., intelligence
not like our own, appears overly optimistic
sixty-eight years later. As Kurth continues to
argue, there could not be an abundance of intel-
ligent life similar to our own just to the extent
that material conditions like water and temper-
ature are measurable, and just these appear to
be not merely exceptions, but also in need of
a broad range of ancillary conditions (Kurth,
1956, p. 74).

Kurth recounts the reception of Kant’s work
as the “history of the universe”, correspond-
ing to the “current idea of astronomy” (ibid.,
p- 75). Kurth is quick to point out that in the
case of the natural sciences, convergent dis-
coveries and hence replicated ideas are the
rule — but there was just “one Critique of Rea-
son” and it was “conceived once only”* (ibid.,
p. 77). Crucially, and this relates to some of the
same points Feyerabend (1975) underlines, sci-
ence typically proceeds without a review of
the literature; and even Kant, for all his un-
disputed dependence on Wright (as Kurth'’s
argument demonstrates), never had the occa-
sion to consult Wright’s work in the original.
Thus, Kant does not tend to be cited. His the-
ory is typically liaised with Laplace’s later the-
ory, but Kurth (1956, p. 78) argues that even if
Kant was not a professional scientist, his influ-
ence was comparable (like his own references
to Copernicus) to the more cosmic ambitions

¥ Cf. “eine Kritik der Vernunft aber wurde nur einmal
gedacht”.
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UTO KPUTWYECKM BaKHBIM IS HayKW SIBJIS€TCS
«vpinuieHne» (Ibid., S. 80). AkileHT Ha KOCMOJIO-
rmveckont peHomeHOornm KaHta 1ipezicrasiisier
Mneunbmn IlyTe Kak OVMHaAMWYECKYIO CHUCTEMY C
IepcreKTMBaMI M yIJIaMy, pacCTOSHUSAMM U Ha-
HNPpsDKeHMSAMY, KJTI0Y K IOHVMaHMIO KOTOPBIX —
«HabmoeHme» (Ibid., S. 65 — 3meck oboOIaeTcs
aprymenTanys Kanra).

Beirre, 1o o63opa pabotel Kypra, Gpuio OT-
MedeHo, yTo Hwrme Bropur KanTy He TOIBKO
B «Becesiont Hayke», HO U B CBOMIX JIEKIIVISIX O JIO-
COKPATMYeCKO KOCMOJIOTMM, a TaKXe B JIEKIIV-
gx, MpounTaHHbIX B baviponTe n basene. Hume
UUTUPYeT ¥ KOMMEHTVPYeT KaHTOBCKUI OpUI-
HaJIBHBIVI MBICJIEHHBIVI SKCIIEPVIMEHT: «S] VICTIBITHI-
BalO yJIOBOJIBCTBUE, — roBopwI KaHT, — BuIeTh
0e3 ToOMOIIV ITPOM3BOJIBHBIX ITOCTPOEHMUV, KaK
II0 BEYHBIM 3aKOHAM IIBVDKEHWSI BO3HMKAET UyIl-
HOe L1eJI0e, HAaCTOJIBKO [TONO0HOe Halllern MW POBOM
crcTeMe, YTO 51 He MOT'Y y[ep>KaTbcsl OT TOrO, UTO-
ObI He cUMTaTh €ro e. MHe KaXkeTcs, YTO MOXXHO
ObUIO OBl B HEKOTOPOM CMBIC/Ie CKas3aTb Oe3 gep-
socTi: “IlaviTe MHe MaTepwio, S cO3laM W3 Hee
Mup!”» (Hure, 20128, c. 361; cm. Takke: AA 01,
S. 230, 266; KanT, 19%4a, c. 123).

Hutupys «BceoOriyto ecTecTBeHHYIO WCTO-
puro 1 Teopmio Heba» KanTa, Hurirre obpariaer-
Cs1 K BOIIPOCY O TeHe3vce BeerreHHOV Kak TaKOBOVL:
«YTO e IOIDKHO OBIJIO ITPOM3OMTH C 3TUM XaOTH-
JecKMM OecriopsIKoM IlepBOHAYaIbHOTO CMellle-
HVS BEIleV 10 Hadajla OBVDKEeHSI, YTOOBI 13 HEero
HOJTyumyIcsl, Oe3 BCSIKOTO IIpmOaBJIeHMsI HOBBIX
CyOCTaHIINI U CVJI», YTOOBI B 3TOM «XaOTMIECKOM
MecyBe» TIOSIBUJICS. «IIePBBIVI TOJTYOK», Oaromaps
KOTOPOMY BO3HVK «VIMEIOIIVTICS ITepes] HaMV MVIP
C BbIBEPEHHBIMM Iy TSIMU 3Be3[l, C BEUHBIMU 3aKO-
HaMW CMeH BpeMeH Tofia V1 JTH¢, C ero pasHoo0pas-
HOVI KpacOTOM U TIOPSI/TKOM, — KOpodue, uTob 113 Xa-
oca noiyumics kocMoc?» (Huire, 20128, c. 359).

Ccpltasgich Ha KOCMMYECKYIO Teopuio AHaKca-
ropa, WCKJIIOUAIOIIyIO Ipucyiee AHTUYHOCTU
«qyJlecHOe BMeIaTeIbCTBO MI(OJIOrMUeCcKUX 7
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of other scientists (Kepler, for example, saw
himself “as a priest of divinity in the temple
of nature”*) in the self-assertion of the Enlight-
enment. Knowing Kant’s work, Kurth counters
the editors of Beethoven’s Diaries, arguing that
Beethoven had read Kant’s Universal Natural
History (ibid., p. 79).

It is imperative for Kurth that we free our-
selves from the superstition concerning what
we call “the science” to the extent that this
privileges mathematics, noting that even Poin-
caré, himself a mathematician, failed to ad-
dress Kant’s irrecuperable mathematical errors.
For Kurth, like Heidegger, critical for science
is “thinking” (ibid., p. 80). The focus on Kant's
cosmological phenomenology thereby attends
to the phenomenon of the Milky Way as a dy-
namic system, including perspectives and an-
gles, distances and tensions, for which further
“observation holds the key” (ibid., p. 65 — here
summarising Kant’s argument).

Prior to the above review of Kurth, I not-
ed that Nietzsche echoes Kant not only in The
Gay Science, but in lectures on pre-Platonic cos-
mology given in Bayreuth and in Basel, where
Nietzsche cites and glosses Kant’s original
thought experiment:

“I am enjoying the pleasure,” said Kant, “of
seeing a well-ordered totality creating itself,
without the aid of arbitrary fictions, only by the
impulse of ordered laws of motion, which is so
similar to that world system which is our own,
that I cannot keep from taking it to be the same.
It seems to me that one might say at this point,
without presumption, ‘Give me materiality and
I shall build a world from it!"” (Nietzsche, 1962,
p. 110; cf. Nietzsche, 1980c, p. 867; see also NTH,
AA 01, p. 230, 266; Kant, 2012, p. 200, 230).

By citing Kant’s Universal Natural History,
Nietzsche refers to the genesis of the universe
as such: “What had to be accomplished in that
chaotic pell-mell of primeval conditions, before
all motion, in order that out of this, without

8 Cf. “als Priester Gottes im Tempel der Natur”.



TEVICTUYECKMX 3JIEMEHTOB ¥ aHTPOIOMOP(HBIX
1esievt 1 niotpebHocTe» (Tam xe, c. 361), Hurrrre
00BsICHSET, KaK MIMEHHO HayKa MoIJia Obl BOSHWK-
HYTb B aHTVYHOCT. B 4acTHOCTY, OH yTBEpIXK/IaeT,
49TO AHaKCarop «Mor Obl TOBOPUTBH TeMM e Top-
OeIMM cJioBaMy, Kak KauT B cBoent “EcTecTBeHHON
ycTopum Heba ». VIcriornb3ys g3bIK TpeThen «Kpu-
TUKM», Huilie BeICTpanBaeT ciieyoliee paccyx-
IeHVIe:

PasBe He BBICOKa M He IIpeKpacHa MBICIIb,
CBOsINAsl BCIO KpacoTy HeOa M yIMBUTEJIbHOE
YCTPOVICTBO HeOeCHBIX ITyTel 3Be3/] K IIPOCTOMY,
YICTO MeXaHNYeCKOMY ABVDKEHMIO 1 KaK OBl ITOfI-
BVDKHOVI MaTeMaTudecKon purype, ctajao ObIT,
He K BOJIe U pyKe KaKOro-To «0ora v3 MaIlHbI»,
a K BuOpa1my, KoTopas,, pa3 Ha4aBIINCh, B CBO-
eM JaJIbHEVIIIeM XO/Ie CTAHOBUTCS HeOOXOIMMO
7 OIlpefeIeHHO ¥ IIPOM3BOANUT HAEVICTBUS, KO-
TOpBbIe IOOOHBI MYJIPeNIIMM pacdeTaM CaMoV
OCTPOVI MBICII ¥ 06)ZLYMaHHeT7H_HeI7I 11eJ1eCO0-
OpasHoCTH, Ha caMoM Jiesie He Oymyun vimm (Tam
Xe; cM. Takoke: Babich, 2021a, p. 36 —38).

3pgech MOXHO BCIIOMHUTH My3 Ilnarona, wc-
IIpaBJIAIoMMIX Mpeneccuio cdep B KoHie «locy-
JapcTBa»  (MaTeMaTMKO-My3bIKaIbHOe
JleHue), WiIn JeMoHa MakcBesla, HO, KaK yxke

BbIYVIC-

yIIOMMHAJIOCh B «Becesionn Hayke», <«IIMKJINYe-
CKVe IBVDKeHMsSI COCeIHMX HaM 3Be3f» (Hwure,
2014, c. 427) MOryT paccMaTpuBaThCd KaK CHHIY-
JIIPHOCTB. B cBoei1 Gostee paHHerN jleKLNM, IIPoO-
YMTAaHHOM B Baﬁpor?[Te, Huriire Bo3BogmT KaH-
TOBCKYIO TMIIOTe3y K AHaKcaropy, orMedasi, 4To
KanT He ccbUIaeTcss IIpM 3TOM Ha JIpeBHerpeue-
ckoro dwtocoda. OnuceiBaer Hutrire n AHakca-
TOPOB «BUXPh» — «KaK Oy[ITO BCe 371eMeHTHI ObIIIN
VICTOTYEeHBI B CTYyIIe, IIpeBpallleHbl B IIbUIb U pac-
cesiHBI Tellephb B Xaoce, KakK B Kparepe» (Hurie,
20128, c. 356), — TIOIMOOHBIN PE3OHUPYIOIIEN BU-
Oparni, KoTopasi CTAaHOBUTCS «HeOOXOIVIMOM 7
OITpeiesIeHHOV 11 ITPOM3BOONT AevicTBIs» (Tam xe,
c. 361), vv XXe JIBVDKEHWIO T10 CIIVIpaIvi VI KPyTy
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the increase of new substances or forces,”* —
hence “that first impulse” needed to generate out
of this “chaotic confusion” — “the extant world
with the regular orbits of the stars, with the
lawful forms of the seasons and times of day,
with its manifold beauty and order, in sum, in
order thereby that out of chaos a cosmos be-
comes?® (Nietzsche, 1980c, p. 864; cf. Nietzsche,
1962, pp. 106-107).

Invoking Anaxagoras’ cosmic theory, and
the exclusion in antiquity of “mythological and
theistic miraculous interventions and anthro-
pomorphic goals and purposes”, Nietzsche ex-
plicates what would have had to be at stake in
order for there to be science in antiquity at all.
He argues that “Anaxagoras could have used
similarly proud words to those employed by
Kant in his Natural History of the Heavens.” As
Nietzsche reasons, using the Kantian language
of the third critique,

Itis, to be sure, a sublime thought to trace the
splendour of the cosmos and the astonishing
arrangement of the stars’ orbits back in
its entirety to a simple, purely mechanical
movement and, as it were, to a moving
mathematical figure, ergo not to the intentions
and intervening hands of a machine-god
[Maschinengottes], but only a kind of oscillation
which, if once begun, is necessary and
determined inits course and efficacy resembling
the wisest calculation of ingeniousness and the
most thoughtful purposiveness, without being
them®! (Nietzsche, 1980c, pp. 866-867; see also
Babich, 2021a, pp. 36-38).

¥ Cf. “Was mufSte mit jenem chaotischen Durcheinander des
Urzustandes vor aller Bewegung gemacht werden, damit aus
ihm, ohne jeden Zuwachs neuer Substanzen und Krifte” .

0 Cf. “die vorhandene Welt mit den regelmdifSigen Bahnen
der Gestirne, mit den gesetzmifiigen Formen der Jahres- und
Tageszeiten, mit der mannichfachen Schonheit und Ordnung,
kurz damit aus dem Chaos ein Kosmos werde?”

SLCY. “Ist es doch ein erhabener Gedanke, jene Herrlichkeit des
Kosmos und die staunenswiirdige Einrichtung der Sternen-
bahnen durchaus auf eine einfache rein mechanische Bewe-
gqung und gleichsam auf eine bewegte mathematische Figur
zurtickzufiihren, also nicht auf Absichten und eingreifende
Hiinde eines Maschinengottes, sondern nur auf eine Art der
Schwingung, die, wenn sie nur einmal angefangen hat, in ih-
rem Verlaufe nothwendig und bestimmt ist und Wirkungen
erzielt, die der weisesten Berechnung des Scharfsinns und der
durchdachtesten Zweckmdfigkeit gleichen, ohne sie zu sein.”



b. babuy

(mepy®PNO1LG), YTBepXKaas, YTo AHaKcarop «ObUT
IIepBbIM, KTO OTKPBII COXpaHeHVie SHeprum U He-
pymmMocTb MaTepum» (Nietzsche, 1995, S. 308).

Heobxo0umocmys 1yt Hunie — KiIiod Ko Bee-
My, ¥ 3[eCh OH OIIIIOHMpPYeT TeM, KTO HellpaBIIb-
HO TOJIKyeT AHaKcaropa, OOBMHSISI €T0 B «aHTPOIIO-
MopdHoVI Testeostorm». Takum obpasom, Hurrrre
obpalaeTcss K «CUJIBHOMY» W «TOPHOMY>» HOCTU-
KeHMo AHaKcaropa, cpaBHIMBas ero ¢ «BceoOrtiernt
ecTecTBeHHOV wcropuerr» KaHTa, moBTOpssi, 4TO
«Cwla v ropaocTh 3TOVI KOHIIEIIIMW B TOM, YTO
OHa BBIBOIVT BeCh KOCMOC CTAHOBJIGHVIS 113 JIBVIXKY-
IIerocsi Kpyra, MeXxay TeM Kak Ilapmenvy cumrarn
VICTVIHHO CyIllee MepPTBBIM, IIOKOSIIIVMCS IIapOM.
Ecrmit 3TOT KpyT BliepBble IBUHYT ¥ IIPUBELNEH BO
BpaitieHue cwioro Niisa, To Bech OPIOK, 3aKOHO-
Co0Opa3sHOCTh M KpacoTa Mypa SBJISIOTCH CIIeJICTBY-
eM 3Toro riepsoro Torruka» (Hurrme, 20128, c. 361).

BelleckasanHoe mposivBaeT CBeT Ha OTBeET,
nanae Hurme dusukam B ero tpynme «l[lo Ty
CTOPOHY A00pa 1 31a»: BO BCeJIEHHOM CyIIeCTByeT
TO JKe JIOTMYecKoe PO, Ta JKe TPaeKTOPWs M TOT
Ke TOpsiIOK He OJiarofapsi YCTPOVICTBY 3aKOHOB
Hpupoasl (paBeHCTBY) WJIM IOCJIeoBaTeIbHbIM
MposiBJIeHVeM Oora VIn leMInypra, yIioMHaBIIIe-
rocsi BblIlle «0ora 13 MalllHBD, TO eCThb «He 1omno-
M}/, 9TO B HeM LIApsIT 3aKOHBI, a IIOTOMY, UTO abco-
JIIOTHO Hem 3aKOHOB M KaXk7lad BJIacTh B Kakjioe
MT'HOBeHVIe BBIBOOWUT CBOe IIOC/IeflHee 3aKJIioue-
Hue» (Hume, 20125, c. 35).

Bo Bcex cBomx pabotax Huirire yrBepxraer,
4uTO (PEHOMEHBI COITIaCyIOTCS C JIFOOOM W3 3THUX
MHTeprpeTalni. /laHHasg KpUTUKa HOCUT TOUYed-
HBIVI VI MeXaHWYeCKII1 XapaKTep, Kak ObUIO ITOKa-
3aHO BbIIIIE, VI aHAJIOTMYHBIV apIyMEHT O BO3MOX-
HOCTY KOCMWYECKOro TIOBTOpSIeTCSl B KOHIIE €ro
Gosiee MO3IHEroO IOJIEMUYECKOrO Pa3sMbIIIIIeHVS
«K reneasiorn Mmopasi».

B dokyce muTepeca Hwime, Tak ke Kak m
Kanra, n FOma, — jormueckas HeoOXOOMMOCTH
(Nothwendigkeit, davdykn), wmMeroras Kirode-
BOe 3HadeHMe 1 Hayku. Tak, B «Becesiont Hayke»
Hymre (2014, c. 431) ananmsupyeT «IIpOMCXoX/ie-
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One may think of Plato’s muses correct-
ing the precession of the spheres at the end of
the Republic (a mathematically musical calcu-
lation) or one can think of Maxwell’'s demon;
but, as we have already cited The Gay Science,
the “cyclical movements of the neighboring
stars”>* (Nietzsche, 1980a, p. 467) might well be
the singularity. In his earlier Bayreuth lecture,
Nietzsche traces Kant’s hypothesis to Anaxag-
oras, emphasising that Kant omits this anteced-
ent reference, describing Anaxagoras” ‘vortex’,
“stirred about in the chaos as though in a mix-
ing jar”>* (Nietzsche, 1980c, p. 861) as a kind of
resonant oscillation “necessary and determined
in its consequences”>* (ibid., p. 867) or spiraling,
circular motion (mepiywpnotg), claiming that
“he was the first to discover the conservation
of energy and the indestructability of matter”
(Nietzsche, 1995, p. 308).

Necessity is for Nietzsche key to it all, in op-
position to those who misunderstand Anax-
agoras by accusing him of ‘anthropomorphic
teleology’. Thus, Nietzsche adverts to Anax-
agoras’ ‘grand” and ‘proud’ achievement by
comparing it to Kant’s Universal Natural Histo-
ry, repeating that “That conception derives its
greatness and pride precisely from the fact that
it derives the entire cosmos of becoming from
the moving circle, whereas Parmenides viewed
truly existing being as a static, dead sphere.
Once that circle is moved and set in motion by
the Nous, all order lawfulness and beauty of the
world are the natural consequence of that first
impetus”®® (Nietzsche, 1980c, p. 866).

2 Cf. “so Formvolles, wie die kyklischen Bewegungen unserer
Nachbar-Sterne”.

3 Cf. “so dafs sie nun in jenem Chaos wie in einem Mischkrug
durch einander gertihrt werden konnten” .

> Cf. “nothwendig und bestimmt ist und Wirkungen”.

% Cf. “Jene Conception hat gerade ihre Grofle und ilren Stolz
darin, daf8 sie aus dem bewegten Kreis den ganzen Kosmos des
Werdens ableitet, wihrend Parmenides das wahrhaft Seiende
wie eine ruhende todte Kugel anschaute. Ist jener Kreis erst
bewegt und durch den Nous in’s Rollen gebracht, so ist alle
Ordnung GesetzmifSigkeit und Schonheit der Welt die natiir-
liche Folge jenes ersten AnstofSes.”



HVIe JIOTTYeCKOro» KaK TaKOBOT'0, TeHeaIorM4ecKy
00OCHOBBIBas YCJIOBVS PasBUTMS VI BOSHMKHOBeE-
HVISL JIOTVIKVL B ICTOpVYecKmit ItockocTn. Corac-
Ho Huiiirre, jtorvka BO3HMKIIA «13 He-JIOTMYECKO-
ro, IAPCTBO KOTOPOTO II€pPBOHAYAJIBHO, IOJDKHO
ObITB, OBIJIO OTPOMHBIM». Pasmums Bcerma OyayT
CYIIIeCTBOBATh, M JJIs1 TOTO, YTOOBI (hOpPMasIbHO 1
JIOTVIYeCK! YOeIMThCS B HECYIIIeCTBEHHOCT 3TX
pasIymn, B peaIbHOV XIM3HY ITOTpeboBaIoch Obl
BpeMsl, IOCTaTOYHOE JIJISI TOrO, YTOOBI eCTeCTBEeH-
HBIVI OTOOP OJ1aronpUsATCTBOBAI TEM, KTO JIeVICTBY-
eT 6e3 MOIOOHOV pa3yMHOV OIVISAKN B «OTHOIIIe-
HUY TNV WIN BpaXdeOHbIX emy 3Bepen» (Tam
xe). VI Takout mcxon OyAeT mparMaTu4HBIM, IO-
CKOJIBKY OH pelllaeT CYIIeCTBYIOIIYIO IIpodiiemy,
KakK cKasasl 0bl dpustocod Haykm Jlappm Jlaymamn.
[Tpv1 5TOM TeH/IEHITNS «BO BCEM CXOXKEM TOTYAC Ke
yTaZpIBaTh TOXAECTBO» IIpercTaBisercs Hure,
rprberarorieMy B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe K KAHTOBCKOMY
SI3BIKY, «HEJIOTVYHOVI», «/00 Ha JieJie He CYIeCTBY-
eT HI4Jero ToxaecrBeHHOro» (Tam >xe). 3mech ke
OH TIOTYePKIBaeT, 9YTO MIMEHHO 3TO HeCOBIIazleHe
TOX/IECTBEHHOTO «3aJIOXKVJIO BIIEPBBIE BCIO OCHOBY
sorukm» (Tam xe).

B sToMm e ximroue Huriire ripopornkaeT paccy k-
HeHus 0 Hayke B pabote «Ilo Ty cropory mobpa 1
371a» ¢ Tiof3arosioskoM «I Ipesromyist k prstococpum
Oyny1mero». 3meck OH paccMaTpuBaeT TO, UYTO OH,
KpOMe IIPOYero, Ha3bIBaeT «IJTyTION T0OPOVT BOJIent
K “Bepe”», MPOMCXOMSIeN 13 IepCreKTUBUCTCKO-
rO cOOOpakeHVsl, YTO «HAIIIV YyBCTBa TI03/THO Ha-
y4aroTcsl, M HYKOIZla He Hay4aloTCs BIIOJIHE, OBITH
TOHKMMW, BEPHBIMU, OCTOPOXHBIMWM OpraHaMu
niosHaHMs. Harmemy miasy mipu cirydae jrerde Boc-
IIPOV3BOANTE YK€ MHOT'O pa3 BOCIIPOM3BEIEHHYIO
KapTUHY, HeXeln yaepXuBaTb B cebe OTIMYM-
TeJIbHble, HOBbIe UepThl KaKOro-HMOy/b BIIedar-
nennsk» (Hurme, 20121, ¢. 106). DToT nipumep oT-
cbUIaeT K Ooslee paHHeN TéTeBcKovt MeTadope 13
paboTer «O0 MCTVIHE M JDKM BO BHEHPaBCTBEHHOM
CMBICIIe», TTIe pedb MIET O JIVICTe U JiepeBe. B cBete
deHOMEHA ITPOCMOTPOBOI'O UTEHVISI, CBOVICTBEHHO-
rO 5KPaHHOV 3I10Xe, a TaKXKe B3IJIS0B KOTHUTVB-

B. Babich

Here one can begin to understand
Nietzsche’s reply to his physicists in Beyond
Good and Evil: one has the same logical core
and course and order in the universe, not ow-
ing to a scheme of natural law (equality), or as
a consequent expression of deity or the demi-
urge (the “machine-god” cited above); that is,
“not because laws rule in it but because they
are absolutely lacking, and every power in
every moment draws its final consequences”*®
(Nietzsche, 1980d, p. 37).

It is Nietzsche’s contention, sustained
throughout his work, that the phenomena will
support either interpretation. The criticism is
point-mechanical, as we have seen; and a par-
allel argument concerning cosmic possibility
recurs at the close of his subsequent polemical
reflections, On the Genealogy of Morals.

Like Kant and like Hume, Nietzsche is con-
cerned with nothing less crucial to science than
logical ‘necessity’ (Nothwendigkeit, &vdaykn).
Thus, in The Gay Science, Nietzsche (1980a,
p. 471) is concerned with the “origin of logic’
as such. He outlines the conditions for the de-
velopment and genesis of logic, as a matter of
history, arguing that logic came into being in
human cognition “certainly from illogic, the
realm of which must originally have been im-
mense”.” Strictly speaking, there will always be
differences; and to make the formal, logical de-
termination that these differences make no dif-
ference would take time enough (in real life),
to select against such acuity in favour of those
who had recourse to no such prudential reserve
“with regard to nourishment or with regard to
animals dangerous to him”® (ibid.). The achieve-
ment is a pragmatic one: solving a problem, as

% Cf. “einen ‘nothwendigen’ und 'berechnbaren” Verlauf aber
nicht, weil Gesetze in ihr herrschen, sondern weil absolut die
Gesetze fehlen, und jede Macht in jedem Augenblicke ihre
letzte Consequenz zieht” .

% Cf. “Gewiss aus der Unlogik, deren Reich urspriinglich
ungeheuer gewesen sein muss.”

% Cf. “in Betreff der Nahrung oder in Betreff der ihm
feindlichen Thiere”.
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HOV (PU3MOJIOTMY VI TICMXOJIOTMM Ha CETOIHSIII-
HWVI OITBIT IIPOCMOTPA W UTeHMs BbIBOfbI Huriire
IIPEJICTABIISIIOTCS B 3HAUYNTEIIBHOV CTEIIeHM aKTy-
aJIBHBIMI, TIOCKOJIBKY OH (POKYCHpYeTCs Ha WJl-
JII0311, OOMaHe, 4kuU. B 11e710M, ITOIIBITOXIBAET OH,
«MBI B TOpa3o OOJIbIIelt Mepe XYAOXKHVIKY, HeXe-
JIVL 9TO HaM m3BecTHO» (TaM e, c. 107)Y.

Taxmm obpasom, Hwiiirre BbIfernsier B MHTEP-
IIpeTaruy IEMEeHT ITPOEKIINIL:

Hepenko mocpenyt 0XXuBJIEHHOTO pas3roBopa,
B 3aBVICHIMOCTV OT MBICJIVI, KOTOPYIO BBICKa3bIBa-
eT MOV coDeceHMK WV KOTOpas KakeTcsl MHe
BBI3BAaHHOV B HEM MHOIO, 5l BVDKY €ro JINIIO Ha-
CTOJIBKO OTYeT/IVBO, BVDKY B HEM TaKoe TOHKO
omperieJieHHOe BBbIpakeH!e, YTO CTelleHb 3TOU
OTYETIIMBOCTY HaJIeKO IIPEBOCXOIUT CUAY MOeV
3pUTENIBHON CIIOCOOHOCTV, — TOHKOCTb WIPHI
MYCKYJIOB ¥ BBIpasKeHVe IJ1a3 00/4Hbl OBITh, OUe-
BUTHO, IIPVICOYVHEHBI MHOIO. [ 1o Bcevt BeposiTHO-
CTW, JINIIO MOero coOeceTHMKA BhIpa’kaslo YTO-TO
VMHOe WIN JlaXe COBCEM HMUETo He BhIpa’kaylo
(Tam xe).

HesaxxHo, nzieT 11 peub 0 KapTUHe, My3bIKaJlb-
HOM IIpOM3BeIeHUV VIV JAPyTOM 4YeJIOBeKe, CO-
riiacHo Huiiiie, GOJIBITMHCTBO ITpeIriouTeT Opu-
T'MHaJTy Konuio (VI KaHTOBCKYIO cxeMy). VIHbIMU
CJIOBaMM, YeJIOBeK ITpeArodunTaeT Bellyl TaKOBbI-
MM, KaKOBBIMM OH VX ce0e IIpesicTaBIsgeT.

B TO xe Bpems, 1 B 3TOM 3aKJIIOUaeTCS CYTh
KpuTuky Huliire, MMeHHO TaKOB MexXaHW3M IIpe/l-
paccynka. V, Kak M3BeCTHO cerofHs, MMeHHO Ha
3TOM OCHOBaHBI IICVXOJIOrTYecKyie MaHVITYJISIAN
B COIIVIQJILHBIX CeTHX.

W3 Toro xe coobpaxeHMsl, KOTOpoOe IIPUBO-
IWT K KAHTOBCKOVI TEOPUVL «MJIEUHBIX ITyTeVI U TY-
MaHHOCTeVI» VI IIePeIOBOVI KOCMOJIOI MV, CJIeMyeT:
«C TOUKM 3peHMd Halllero pasyMa IIpoMaxy CyTh
IpaBWla, VCKJIIOUeHWs OTHIONb He COCTaBJISIOT
TaVIHOWI 1IeJIVi, VI BCe IIPOM3BeleHVie M3BeUHO II0-
BTOPsIeT CBOVI MOTVIB, KOTOPBIVI HMKOITIa He MOXeT

19 Cm. 006 atom: (Babich, 202506); a Takxe /1ajiee B CBSI3U C
pob1eMovt MCKycCcTBeHHOro nHTesvtekTa: (Babich, 2023).

the philosopher of science Larry Laudan would
say. But this tendency “to treat the similar as
identical”® is, Nietzsche argues (using Kantian
language to do so), an “unlogical inclination —
because in-itself there is nothing identical”®
(ibid.), emphasising that it is just this non-coin-
cidence of the identical that “created the very
foundation of logic”®" (ibid., pp. 471-472).

The focus on science continues in Jenseits
von Gut und Bose, Nietzsche’s Prelude to a Phi-
losophy of the Future.®> Here, Nietzsche (1980d,
p. 113) goes on to reflect on what he also
names “the good stupid will to believe”, which
derives from the perspectival fact that “our
senses learn late and never completely to be re-
fined, true, careful organs of knowledge. Our
eyes in response to any given occasion find it
easier to reproduce an image they have often
generated before than to register what is vari-
ous and new in an impression”®. The example
echoes Nietzsche’s earlier, Goethean, reference
to a leaf in Uber Wahrheit und Liige, refracted
with respect to a tree which, given our con-
sciousness of readerly scanning in an age of
screen time and the cognitive physiology/ psy-
chology of reading/ scanning as we say today,
seems virtually current (indeed, as a focus on
social priming), as Nietzsche focuses on the
illusion, the deception, the lie: in sum, “one is
much more of an artist than one thinks”® (ibid.,
p. 114).%

Nietzsche thus highlights the element of
projection in interpretation:

¥ Cf. “das Aehnliche als gleich zu behandeln” .

S0 Cf. “denn es giebt an sich nichts Gleiches” .

L Cf. “alle Grundlage der Logik geschaffen”.

82Cf.“ Vorspiel einer Philosophie der Zukunft — der Untertitel
des gesamten Werkes”.

8 Cf. “unsre Sinne lernen es spit, und lernen es nie ganz, fei-
ne treue vorsichtige Organe der Erkenntniss zu sein. Unserm
Auge fillt es bequemer, auf einen gegebenen Anlass hin ein
schon dfter erzuegtes Bild wieder zu erzeugen, als das Abwei-
chende und Neue eines Eindrucks bei sich festzuhalten” .

8 Cf.“man ist viel mehr Kiinstler al man weiss”.

% See also Babich (2025b); see further, and in connection
with Al, Babich (2023).
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ObITH Ha3BaH MeJIOMeN], — 1a VI CaMO CJIOBO “TIpo-
Maxu” ecTh yXKe aHTpOHoMOpdM3M, 3aK/IoYaro-
it B cebe yripex» (Hurre, 2014, c. 428)%.

Jlornka: Kycaromiasi ce0s1 3a XBOCT

XpoHOJIOrMYecK He CTOJIb HajleKui, Kak
KanT, ot coBpeMeHHoro nonnmanms Hayku, Hpi-
II1e CYMTaeT aJIXVMMWMIO OIHOV M3 IJIaBHBIX IIpe[-
MIeCTBEHHUI] HAyKW, TTO3BOJIMBITIEN TIOCITIE/THEN
CTaTh TeM, YTO OHa ecTb. Kak Obljla cka3aHO BHIIIIE,
OH YIIOMMHAJI aJIXVMWIO CPemu «npestodutl Ha-
yxu» (Humme, 2012, c. 495). Borpoc mpenmocsl-
JIOK B 3HA4YMTEJILHOV cTerneHu 3aHmmasl Huie,
yTBep>XKIIaBIIlero, YTo yxke rpeku obiamaav BceM
HeOOXOIMMBIM —
CKUMM " PUWIOCOPCKMMY MHCTPYMEeHTaM1 —
IJId CTAaHOBJIEHVS Hay K, OHAKO TaK 1 He OCyIlle-

MaTeMarTm4dYeCcKmmmy, Jiormye-

CTBIUIV IIEPeXOlT K TOMY, YTO Ha3bIBaeTCsS HayKOV
B COBPEMEHHOM TIOHVMaHUM?.

Beile mipmBopmiiack nmrara n3 Huwrire, rie
OH OIIVCBIBAJI JIOTMIKY, JleJIast OOBEMHYIO OTCBUIKY
k KanTy (1 onenrayspy). On ykaseiBal Ha TO,
YTO JIOTMIKA CTAJIKMBAETCS C OrPaHMYVBAIOIIVIMI
ee TOYKaMy (0 ITOJOOHBIX OrpaHMYEHMSIX IICal
1 CTpOCoH), 1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, OHa «CBVBAETCS
KOJIBIIAMW BZIOJIb TVMIX TPAHMI] ¥ HaKOHeIl Kyca-
eT cebs 3a xBocT» (Hurmre, 20126, c. 261)*. Kak Hu1
YIVMBUTEJIBHO, COIep)KaTejlbHas OCHOBA SI3bIKa
Hutiiie Tak v He IIpuBIIeK/Ia IOJDKHOTO BHMMA-
HUS VICCIIeloBaTesen>.

3a peaKMMM MCKITIOUEHMSIMI COTIOCTaBIIEHIS
KanTa 1 Hutiirie 06X0msiT CTOPOHOV 3MMCTEMOITO-

2 Cwm.: (Abel, 1984, S. 357 —358, 346 —347), re Abestb cChl-
maetcs Ha Henésa 1 Masutapme, 9ToOBI pasiimaaTh MHOXe-
CTBO CWJIOBBIX IIPOLIECCOB, WIM, KaK CKasasl Obl Yawrxen,
KoHKperuit. Cm. Taxke: (Babich, 1994; Small, 2001).

2l CMm. obcyxxeHVe TIPUYMH, 110 KOTOPbIM OHM 3TOrO He
cnenamt: (Babich, 2014; 2015).

2 JTonosIHUTEIIbHBIE CChUIKM MOXHO Hamtu B (Babich,
20206).

ZITpu atoM cM., Harpumep, (Zittel, 1995, S. 32—33), o
HUIMIeaHCKnX obpasax 3Meu m macryxa cm.: (Babich,
20216, S. 404 —405).
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In a lively conversation I often see before me
the face of the person with whom I am speaking
so clearly and subtly determined by the thought
he is expressing or which I believe has been
called up in him that this degree of clarity far
surpasses the power of my capacity of vision: —
so that the fine play of the facial muscles and
the expression of the eyes must have been my
confabulation. In all likelihood the person had
an entirely different expression, or none at all®
(Nietzsche, 1980d, p. 114).

For Nietzsche, whether in painting, in mu-
sical pieces, or in another human being, most
of us prefer the copy, or Kantian schema, to the
original itself. In other words, we prefer things
as we imagine them to be.

At the same time — and this is heart of
Nietzsche’s critique — this is also how preju-
dice works and, as we know today, this is also
how social media manipulation works via psy-
chology.

The same reasoning that leads to the for-
mulation of Kant’s own theory of “milky ways
and nebulae”, along with cutting-edge cosmol-
ogy, entails that: “Judged from the perspective
of our reason, unsuccessful attempts are by far
the rule; the exceptions are not the secret goal,
and the whole musical mechanism eternally
repeats its tune, which must never be named
a melody — and ultimately even the phrase
“unsuccessful attempt’ is already an anthropo-
morphism which already includes a rebuke”*’
(Nietzsche, 1980a, p. 468).%

% Cf. “In einem lebhaften Gespriich sehe ich oftmals das Gesicht
der Person, mit der ich rede, je nach dem Gedanken, den sie
dussert, oder den ich bei thr hervorgerufen glaube, so deutlich
und feinbestimmt vor mir, dass dieser Grad von Deutlichkeit
weit iiber die Kraft meines Sehvermdgens hinausgeht: — die
Feinheit des Muskelspiels und des Augen-Ausdrucks muss
also von mir hinzugedichtet sein. Wahrscheinlich machte die
Person ein ganz anderes Gesicht oder gar keins”.

7 Cf. “Von unsere Vernunft aus geurtheilt, sind die verun-
gliickten Wiirfe weitaus die Regel, die Ausnahmen sind nicht
das geheime Ziel, und das ganze Spielwerk wiederholt ewig
seine Weise, die nie eine Melodie heissen darf, — und zu-
letzt ist selber das Wort ‘verungliickter Wurf” schon eine Ver-
menschlichung, die einen Tadel in sich schliesst”.

%8 See Abel (1984, pp. 357-358, as well as pp. 346-347),



b. babuy

r'MYecKye BOIIPOCH! Tiepsont «Kpntukm»* 1 cocpe-
AOTOUMBAIOTCS MOYTYU VCKJIIOYMTEIBHO Ha Tpe-
Thenl «KpuTuke», TeM caMbIM OrpaHMuYMBas, Kak
ckasas1 Oer Huitiirre, ero «papgmkanmsanio» Kaara.
Tam, roe Hurimme npunepxmBaeTcss KpUTUYECKO
nosutny, ciienys 3a lllomeHrayspoM, GobIIVH-
CTBO WMHTEpPIIpeTalnV II0 CeVl JOeHb CBSI3bIBAIOT
JaHHYIO MO3VLINIO U COIYTCTBYIOLIYIO apryMeH-
Tarmo c Iereem?.

OTCBUUIKM K 39BOJIIOLVIOHHOV TeOopwuy ITpOVIC-
xoxaeHns COJTHeYHOV CHUCTeMBbI KaXyTcsl Oosiee
IepCHeKTVBHBIMI JIJIsI aHaIn3a, YeM OTCHUIKM K
aJIXVIMUW, eCJIV TaKoBasd (KaK M camMa XVMMsI) MO-
JKeT paccMaTpMBaThCsl KaK MMeIoasl eIyHYIo
TPpagUIINIO (JIOCTaTOYHO BCIIOMHUTDH HaIVIOHAJIb-
Hble pasnand Mexnay JlaByasee n Ilpucmin, a
Takxe Hapsy ¢ KanTom u Illtasem paboTasiiie-
ro B XIX B. IOcTyca ¢on JInbrxa v xe yroms-
HYTOro B HavdaJle JaHHOI'O VccileJloBaHWs YYeHOro
niepsont nosioprHBL XX B. ITaHeTa). Masionepcriek-
TUBHBIM IIPEJICTaBIIgeTCsd Pa3dop MeHSBIINUXCS C
rogamMy CHMBOJIOB 1 OObI4aeB, He TOBOpPs yXe O
pasHoOOpasmy Tpaguinil M HOIBITKAX IIpOCie-
AUTb VICTOKM 3TOVI Pa3HOBWIHOCTU IlapslaTaH-
CTBa, CTaBIIIeV M3BeCTHOM KaK TOProOBJIs 3MeMHbBIM
MacJIoM («3MenHas» MeTadpopa HeOpUTrMHaIbHA U
BocxonuT K I immHMro).

Kax nokasan ITpuHunme, vcropus aaxmmMum
BecbMa 3allyTaHa, B OCOOEHHOCTM eCyIM paccMa-
TpUBaTh HEMEIIKYIO TpaJuIVio Hapaay ¢ dppaH-
mysckom m anmymiickon (Principe, 1998; cM. Tak-
ke Franz, 1979). BaxxHO OTMeTUTH, UTO TIOMVIMO
[TpyHuMIIe K TeMe 330TepudecKoro obparrascs
A. bénpnepib (Boelderl, 1995), nccienys «l'mre-
pvion» I'énpaeprimaa n ¢purypy VoranHa Basen-
TnHa AHpApes. VicTopmyeckass Tpaguiins CUUTa-

2Yro KacaeTcsl MCK/IIOUEHUT, CM. PabOThI, IIpe/iCTaBIIeH-
uele B (Babich, Cohen, 1999a; 19996), a Taxxe orryoim-
koBaHHEbIe B (Heit, 2005; Baumgartner, 2005, Windgétter,
2005; Gentili, 2013), mapsmy ¢ (Babich, 1994, p. 85—86;
20108), a Taxke (Babich, 2016, p. 170—172).

» Cm., Hanpumep: (Gottschlich, 2015), Torma kax Tpagy-
LIMOHHBIE MCCIIeNOBATENIM-AHAIUTUKI OCTAIOTCS B PycIIe
Gostee crpororo nopxopa (Doyle, 2012; Rayman, 2014);
CM., KpOMe TOro, pabOoThI aBTOpa HACTOSIIEN CTAaTbi O
Hurrre m FOme, a Taxcke (Kail, 2009).
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Logic: Biting Its Own Tail

Closer than Kant as he was to contemporary
perspectives on the sciences, Nietzsche regard-
ed alchemy as among the enabling antecedents
that permitted science to come forth as science,
once again, among many “Preludes to science”
(Nietzsche, 1980a, p. 358). The question of ante-
cedent conditions was important for Nietzsche,
who argued that the Greeks had already dis-
posed of everything necessary, mathematically,
logically, philosophically, for the development
of science without, however, proceeding to de-
velop what we today would call science.®

Above, we cited Nietzsche’s logical descrip-
tion of logic with extended reference to Kant
(and Schopenhauer) as colliding with its own
“boundary points” (Strawson emphasises these
same ‘bounds’), whereupon “logic coils around
itself at these limits and ultimately bites its own
tail”” (Nietzsche, 1980b, p. 101; cf. Nietzsche,
1967, p. 98).” Striking as it is, the substance of
Nietzsche’s language here has attracted only
cursory attention.”

With rare exceptions, the literature reading
between Kant and Nietzsche sidesteps the ex-
plicitly epistemic concerns of the first Critique,”
tending to focus instead almost exclusively on
the third, and thus limiting, to use Nietzsche’s
own terms, his ‘radicalisation” of Kant. Where-
as Nietzsche remains on critical grounds,

where Abel refers to Deleuze and Mallarmé to distin-
guish among an array of power-processes, or as White-
head would say: concrescences. See also Babich (1994)
and Small (2001).

%For discussion as to why they did not, see Babich (2014;
2015).

"0“die Logik sich an diesen Grenzen um sich selbst ringelt und
endlich sich in den Schwanz beisst” .

71 For further references, see Babich (2020b).

2But see, for example, Zittel (1995, pp. 32-33); and for a
discussion of Nietzsche’s imagery of the snake and the
shepherd, see Babich (2021b, pp. 404-405).

7 For exceptions, see the contributions to Babich and Co-
hen (1999a; 1999b) in addition to the contributions of
Heit (2005), Baumgartner (2005), Windgétter (2005) and
Gentili (2013) as well as Babich (1994, pp. 85-86; 2010c) in
addition to Babich (2016, pp. 170-172).



eT aJIXMMUIO «IICeBJIOHAYKOVI», a «3MeTHOe MacjIo»
(c mpeBHOCTM accouMMpyeMoe ¢ KMHOBaphiO) CTa-
JI0O CMHOHVMMOM OecCIIO/Ie3HBIX 3JIMKCHPOB, IIOTa-
KaHMs TIIETHO >KaKAYIINM IIOJIy4YUTb 30JI0TO U
ToMy mogobHOro*. CiremoBaresIbHO, 1I000e yIIo-
MVHaHVe aJIXMMUV CBS3bIBaeTCsd CO CTpeMJleHue
IOJTy YMTh 30JI0TO B OyKBaJIbHOM WJIV TIEPEHOCHOM
cMBbICIIe”.

B coBpemenHo driocodckort 1 MCTOpIUe-
CKOVI aHIJIOSI3bIYHOVI JIUTepaType Ipu 00CyxKie-
HUM XMWV KaK TaKOBOW ITpefreva JaHHOW Ha-
yku oOo3HawaeTcsi TepMmHOM chymistry (cm.:
Newman, Principe, 2002; Principe, 2008; 2014).
JlaHHOe pUTOpMYecKoe M JIMHI BUCTIYeCKOe HOBO-
BBeJleHVe MOXET pacCMaTpuBaThCs KaK CBEepIIVB-
mmvics ¢dakt. TakmM oOpaszom, uTOOBI M30€XaTh
OTCHUIKM K IIPV3HAHHOVI IICEBIOHAYKOVI aJIXVIMVIVA,
VICCIIeioBaTeN I VCIONB3YIOT TepMuH chymistry,
YTO coueTaeTcsi, OBITh MOXET, ¢ ellle OoJjlee maryo-
HOVI CKJIOHHOCTBIO IIMTUPOBATh JIVIIE M30paHHbIX
YUeHBIX, IIPeJICTaBJISIONIVX TaHHYIO TpaguLIIO.

«3MerHoe MacJIo», II0 KpariHey Mepe B MeTOH M-
MMYeCKOM CMBICIIe, MOXKHO CB43aTh (KakK U «KPOBb
IlpakOHa» — ellle OJHO ODO3HaueHVe KMHOBapM)
¢ o0racTeio 3aHATUN crlarMpukos. Crarmpuss —
3TO CHMHTEeTWYeCKOe IIOHSTVe B KAHTOBCKOM CMBIC-
Jle, STUIMOJIOIYeCKN BOCXOfIsIiiee K IpeBHerpeye-
CKMM KOPHSM on® (pasfessTb) u Gyelpeo (BHOBb
COe[IMHSATE). DTO TepMMH ucHosb3oBasica Ilapa-
11eJIbCOM, KOTOPBIVI, pasyMeeTcs, yIoTpeOIIsiI ero
B KOHTEKCTe Tepanmu U MeguIinHbL CII0BO «CIa-
TUpwUsi» TakKKe COOTHOCUTCH, KaK IOIYepKuBaeT
Panuep IIropman (Schiirmann, 2003), co cpen-
HEBeKOBOW 1 TeoJIornJecKovt dopmyriont solve et
coagula. JTaHHas STVIMOJIOTVS OKa)XKeTCs U B IT0JIe
3penus Kanra.

Berire ObI710 OTMeUeHO IIMPOKOE MCIIOJIb30Ba-
Hie TepMyHa chymistry B coBpeMeHHOV 1CTOPYO-

% Cwu. cHoBa (Eliade, 1978), a Taxcke (Smith, 1994); 06 mcTo-
Py TepMIMHA B KOHTEKCTE JINTepaTy PHOV FepMEeHEBTUKI
cm.: (Martels, 2000).

#Cm.: (Linden, 2003), Tak Xak cama TpaguLs yIoTpeodte-
HVSI HOCUT OTYET/IVIBO OOpa3HBINT XapakTep.
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following Schopenhauer, to this day most read-
ings shift the grounds and thus the argument to
Hegel ™

Reference to the evolutionary theory of the
genesis of the solar system can seem more
promising than reference to alchemy — as
though alchemy might, any more than chem-
istry itself, be regarded as a single tradition
(think only of the national differences between
Lavoisier and Priestly; but also, in addition
to Kant and Stahl, the nineteenth century Jus-
tus von Liebig or, in the tenth century, think
of Paneth with whom we began), parsing
symbols and conventions that varied over the
years, not to mention the different traditions —
along with the claim to trace this famous char-
latan tradition, here with a prosaic reference
to snakes (the tradition goes back to Pliny), as
‘snake-oil’.

Historically, as Principe (1998) has shown
(see also Franz, 1979), the history of alchemy is
complicated, especially if we bring in the Ger-
man tradition as well as French, English, and
other traditions. This is an important point as,
having mentioned Principe who discusses the
esoteric, one can also read Artur R. Boelderl
(1995) with respect to both Holderlin’s Hyper-
ion and Johann Valentin Andreae. Historical
convention holds that alchemy is a “pseudo-sci-
ence’; and we recall that ‘snake oil” (there is,
from antiquity, an association with cinnabar)
signifies a non-functional nostrum, pandering
impotently to the desire for gold and the like,”
such that anyone who makes such references
regards the production of actual gold in literal
or actual fact as its sole ambition.”

7 See for example, Gottschlich (2015) while more main-
stream analytic scholars have their own restraints Doyle
(2012) and Rayman (2014) but see, in addition to the
present author on Nietzsche and Hume, Kail (2009).

> See here, again, Eliade (1978) along with Smith (1994)
and for a history of the term in the context of literary
hermeneutics, Martels (2000).

76 See Linden (2003) as the tradition itself is expressly
figurative.
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rpadvn HayKu, Hapsifly C TeHIeHIIVell He paccMa-
TpUBaTh VMCCIIeIOBaHMS 1 TePMUHOJIOIMIO OoJlee
PpaHHMX aBTOPOB KaK HeKMI MOHOINUT. [Tpu sToM
repMeHeBTIYecKasl pviocodpus HayKu OTOpachl-
BAeTCsI BMECTE C «T€PMETUYECKOV Tpaguilver»
U «OKKYJIBTHOM pustocodmert», KOTOpble TeM He
MeHee paccmarpuBanvick @. Veinrre (Vevire, 2020;
2025) n B. [Ix. T. 1oO6c (paboTsl mociIeqHe 3ava-
CTYIO He TI0JIyYaroT JO/DKHOrO BHMMaHMs). Takum
o0Opa3oM, B McCileIoBaHMSX yYIIOMWHAETCs JIVIIb
OrpPaHMYEHHBIVI KPYT YYeHbIX, OOJIBIINMHCTBO M3
KOTOPBIX VIMEIOT aHIJIOCAKCOHCKOe ITPOVICXOXKIIe-
Hye®. TTomoOHBIVI OIXOII CIIOCOOCTBYET aHaIu-
TUYEeCKOMY IIepPeOCMBICIIEHVIO VICTOPUN HayKM U
OrpaHMYMBaeT BO3MOXXHOCTb PAaCCMOTPEHMS ajlb-
TepPHATMBHBIX TOYEK 3peHMs, 4YTO, 0 MeHbIIeN
Mepe ¢ nosunyu DerviepabeHsia, HOIpEIBaeT 3Ha-
YMMOCTB SIVCTEMIYECKOT0 IUII0pasI3Ma.
[TpuHuMIIe HaYMHaAEeT CBOM TPyl «AMOMIIO3-
HbIV aztenT» (Principe, 1998) ¢ morpyxenms unra-
TeJIsl B KOHTeKCT PeJINTMO3HBIX IIpeciiefIoBaHNUTA,
IIOCKOJIBKY aJIXMMMS CB3aHa ¥ CO «3[I0pOBbeM
AyIIv», a 0bcyxaeHve [IprHYmIIe alXMMI9ecKmx
TPYHOB, acCOIUMPOBaHHEBIX ¢ Bacuimem BasenTn-
HoM (Valentine, 1678), momMoraeT Ham 3ayMaThbCs
o lllrase u ero otHomeHnu K xumun. Kant odpa-
masica K Herotony, xotoporo Ix. M. KernHe, kak
M3BECTHO, Ha3BaJl «ITOCJIeHVIM 13 MaroB» (Keynes,
2010). Dtor croxeT o HploToHe M anxumum mopu-
HaJIJIEKUT K TpagyLIUI U3y YeHNs 330TepudecKon
po0sieMaTVKI B aHIJIUVICKOM KOHTEKCTe, TOria
KaK B HEMEeIIKOM KOHTeKCTe VcciIefoBaTes oOpa-
marored K ['ére, a B mranpsiHckoM — K [xopna-
Ho bpyno® (Giglioni, 2014a; 20140), HecMoTps Ha
CKeNTr4ecKoe OTHOIIIeHVe CO CTOPOHBI COBPeMeH-
HBIX aHAJIUTUYECKIX MCTOpUOrpadoB Hay KA.
JlaHHBIe BBIBOIBI HE MOTYT CUMTAThCS VCUEp-
HbIBaOIIM. [lajIbHeNIIIero paccMOTpeH s Tpe-

#Hanpumep, uccirenosanme (Dobbs, 1975), mpumensioriee
«mopxopt, Kapiia OHra», nostyuaer npeHeOpeXxmTetbHY 0O
onenky B (Eddy et al., 2014, p. 5).

¥ [Tpu 3TOM 0 TTpeHeOPeXNTeTFHOM OTHOIIEHN K ['éTe B
Awmepuke cm.: (Dahms, 2019).
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Today’s philosophers and historians of sci-
ence tend to speak of ‘Chymistry” for the sake
of their discussions of chemistry as such (for
example, Newman and Principe (2002) and
Principe (2008; 2014)). This rhetorical or lin-
guistic shift can have the consequence of indi-
cating, as “received” terms do, that the matter
is decided — a finished affair. Thus, to avoid
reference to alchemy qua pseudo-science, to-
day’s scholars have opted to speak of ‘chymis-
try’, along with the perhaps more pernicious
habit of citing only certain scholars on this
same tradition.

‘Snake-oil’, at least metonymically regard-
ed, may be connected (as dragon’s blood, and
as another referent for cinnabar) to the spagyr-
ist’s undertaking: a “synthetic” conception, both
in Kant’s sense, and as etymologically derived
from the ancient Greek on®, ‘to separate’, and
ayeipw, ‘to bring together again’, drawn from
Paracelsus (who was, to be sure, concerned
with therapeutic or medical applications) and,
to this extent, also connected, as Reiner Schiir-
mann (2003) has emphasised, with the me-
dieval and theological solve et coagulo. The
etymology will matter for Kant.

I noted the scholarly preference in today’s
history of science for “Chymistry”, and the ten-
dency to bracket the research and terminology
of earlier scholars, often excluding hermeneu-
tic philosophy of science together with the
“hermetic tradition” and “occult philosophy”
invoked by Frances Yates (1964; 1983), as well
as the important but often neglected Betty Jo
Teeter Dobbs among others, leaving only space
for a select number of (typically) Anglophone
scholars.”” This tactic tends to support analyt-
ic reframing as historiography of science, mak-
ing it more difficult to bring in other voices for

7 E.g., Dobbs (1975), adopting “the approach of Carl
Jung”, earns a dismissive note in Eddy et al. (2014, p. 5).



Oyer mpobiema Bo33peHuit Kanra Ha Xxmmmio,
KOTOpasi, KaK OTMeuasloch B Hadajle HaCTOSAIIEeV
paboTel, OTHIONB He IIpefcTaBiisieT cobort Oesyc-
JIOBHO ITPU3HAHHYIO «HayKy»™'.

Baazodapnocmu. Abmop Bvipaxaem npusua-
meavHocms Mapko Byyyonu, ToBapoy Keteuary,
Imuauo Mayuye, nokotinomy Ixony Monmeomepu,
Jloypency Ipunuune u Kennemy Becmepary 3a yua-
cmue 8 0bcyxKOeHU.

A6mop baaeodapHa 3a codepikamenvHoe 00ujeHue
nokounomy Tpeiicu Cmponey, a maxxe Lony aro-
cmpomy u3 bocmornckoeo ynubepcumema 3a npu-
Breuenue Bnumanus k npobieme «camoil uoeu u-
Aocopuu Hayxku». ABmop npusnamesvta Podxepy
[lenpoysy 3a becedy 3a YxuHOM, NOCBAUEHHYIO AK-
CUOMAMUHECKUM CUCTIEMAM U COCMOABUYI0CA Ha
pecmubare “How the Light Gets In” 6 cenmsbpe
2024 2. Pannue Bepcuu omoesvHbix yacmet HACIMO-
Aujell cmamuvi, cyuwjecmbenno nepepadbomarole 045
danHoeo usdawus, Oviau onybauxoBans. 6 pabome
(Babich, 2021a).
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(what Feyerabend at least maintained as) the
value of epistemic pluralism.

Principe (1998) begins his Aspiring Adept
by reminding us of the context of religious
persecution, as alchemy also concerns the
‘health of the soul’, and Principe’s discussion
of the alchemical writings associated with Bas-
il Valentine (1678) helps us to think through
the connection with Stahl and his relation to
chemistry. Kant was concerned with Newton,
famously named by John Maynard Keynes
(2010) the “last of magicians”; and the topic
of Newton and alchemy is the subject of a re-
search tradition on the English side of an es-
oteric discussion which, in Germany, includes
Goethe and, in Italy, Bruno Giglioni (2014a;
2014b),” despite the negative reception/ res-
ervations of recent analytic historiographers
of science noted above. There is yet more here,
and to turn to this requires further discussion
of Kant and chemistry — itself, as noted at the
outset, by no means an unambiguously es-
teemed “science.””
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