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MEXAY KAHTOM U TPEHIEJTEHBYPI'OM:
K BOIIPOCY O I'EHEAJIOI'MV TEOPUWN
ITIOSHAHVISI KYAPABLEBA-IINTATOHOBA

II. O. Poxxun'!

B. 1. Kyopabuyeb-ILiamono8 — o0un u3 Guonenuiux
npedcmabumeneis pycckoi 0yxo8Ho-axademuyeckoi ¢u-
Aocopuu Bmopoii norobunvt XIX 6., uvs meopus nosna-
HUSL Hocum ABHbLTL 0mnedamox KanmoBcKkou meopemu-
ueckoil pusococpuu. Kyopabueb ne moavko 0bi1 X0pouio
snaxom ¢ mbopuecmbom Kkénuecbepeckozo MbicAUMENs,
HO U NPeOAOKUN KPUMUHECKU NepeocMblCAeHHY 10 Bepciiio
KanmoBckoeo yuenus o npocmparcmbe, Bpemeru u paccy-
dounvix xamezopusx. Ho 6vi1 au pycckuil gpusrocogp opu-
eunaser 6 c6oem npoumenuu u kpumuxe Kanma? B noso-
Hux padomax Kyopabuyeb nepeoko ccviaaemcs Ha pabomsl
@. A. Tpenoesenbypea, 6321506l KOMOpoeo 0ka3biBatomcs
0oBoavHo Oau3ku pycckomy cpusocogpy. Moxem Ovims,
Kyopabyeb vuman Kanma uepes onmuxy Tpenoesenoyp-
ea? Jlas moeo umoObl nociedoBamesvHo omBemums Ha
amom Bonpoc, Oaromcsa obujue Xapakmepucmuku meo-
puil nosnanus Tpendesenbypea u Kyopabyeba, a marxe
npousBooumcs conocmabaenue ux 632431006 ¢ 0nopoil Ha
ucmounuxu. [lasee c npubaeuenuem apxubrozo mamepu-
asa packpviBaemca xapaxmep 3nakomcmba Kyopsabuyeba c
pabomamu Kanma u Tpenderendypea. Buiscnaemcs, umo
Kyopsabueb yxe 8 panrue 200vt cBoeil npenodabameasckorl
deAameavHOCIU OblA XOPOULO 3HAKOM C (hUAOCOPCKUMU
udesmu Kanwma, Ho He no nepboucmounuxam, a npeu-
MYyujecmbento no HemeykuM UCHOPUKO-GIUAOCOPCKUM
usnoxenuaM. Y cmanabaubaemcs, 4mo mexoy yueHuAMU
0 npocmparicmbe, Bpemenu U paccyoouHbIX Kameeopusx
Tpenoenendypea u KyopabueBa umeromes cxoocmba, max
JKe Kax u 6 omHoueHuu ux Kpumuxu coombemcmebyiouye-
20 kanmobckozo yuenus. Haxoney, 6 pannux pyxonucax
Kyopabuyeba obnapysxubatomcs cbudemerscmba 6 noavsy
eeo sHaxomcmBa c udesmu Tpenoesrendypea. Coesar Bovi-
600 o mom, umo Tperdesenbype okasas Bausanue Ha pas-
pabomxky cobcmbernoii meopuu nosHanus Kyopsabuyeba, u
amom ¢pakm HeobxXo0UMO yuumulBams npu npoumeHuu
2Hoceo02ueckux pabom pyccko2o guocoga.

KaroueBuie croBa: Tpenoeaendype, Kyopsabyeb-Ilaa-
morob, Kanm, npocmparcmbo, 6pems, kameeopuu, 06u-
JkeHue, cosepyanie, Obimue, MoludieHIe
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BETWEEN KANT AND TRENDELENBURG:
ON THE GENEALOGY OF KUDRYAVTSEV-
PLATONOV’S THEORY OF COGNITION

D. O. Rozhin!

Viktor D. Kudryavtsev-Platonov is one of the most
prominent representatives of Russian religious-aca-
demic philosophy of the second half of the nineteenth
century whose theory of cognition bears an imprint
of the Kantian theoretical philosophy. Kudryavtsev
was not only thoroughly familiar with the Konigsberg
thinker’s work, but offered a critically reinterpreted
version of Kant’s teaching on space, time and catego-
ries of understanding. But was the Russian philoso-
pher original in his reading and critique of Kant? In
his later works Kudryavtsev often cites the works of
Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg whose works turn out
to be very close to the Russian philosopher. Could it be
that Kudryavtsev read Kant through Trendelenburg’s
optics? To answer this question consistently I give out-
lines of Trendelenburg’s and Kudryavtsev’s theories of
cognition and compare their views on the basis of the
sources. I then draw on archive materials to character-
ise Kudryavtsev’s acquaintance with the works of Kant
and Trendelenburg. It turns out that Kudryavtsev was
well-versed in Kant’s philosophical ideas already in the
early years of his teaching activities — but not from
primary sources, but largely through German histori-
cal-philosophical renderings. I establish similarities be-
tween the teachings of Trendelenburg and Kudryavtsev
on space, time and the categories of understanding and
their critique of the relevant Kantian teaching. Finally,
Kudryavtsev’s early manuscripts attest to his acquain-
tance with Trendelenburg’s ideas. I conclude that Tren-
delenburg influenced Kudryavtsev’s own theory of cog-
nition, a fact that should be borne in mind when reading
the Russian philosopher’s epistemological works.

Keywords: Trendelenburg, Kudryavtsev-Platon-
ov, Kant, space, time, categories, motion, intuition, be-
ing, thinking
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BBemenmne

®dutocodpckme B3MIAABI Bukropa [IMutpue-
Brua Kynpssiiea-Iiarorosa (maee Kynpsisiies)
C MOMeHTa MX pUKcalMu II0 cevt AeHb IOJTy4YaloT
HeOJTHO3HAYHble OLIeHKV CO CTOPOHBI MCCileloBa-
tenevi. OmHM 1CCIeoBaTe IV Ha3bIBAIOT €r0 MIen
opurnHaibHbIMI (BBemenckur, 1905, c. 60—61;
Konosasosa, 2010, c. 63). Ipyrue aBTOpbI, Ipeu-
MYIIIeCTBEHHO CBeTCKOIO HallpaBjleHus, OTpU-
AIOT MX CaMOOBITHOCTH VI CAMOCTOSITEJIBHOCTH
(LIBBIK, 1995, c. 22).

Hert enviHOro MHeHMsI cpeiy vicciiefioBaTesIevt 1
B BorIpoce 00 orHoreHmu KyapsiBiieBa K KaHTOB-
CKOMY TpaHCLeHeHTann3My. B. B. 3enbkoBckuii,
HaIpyMep, yTBepXJasl, YTO IIOf «TpaHCIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOCTBIO» KynpsBlieB IOHMMaJI He TO, YTO II0-
HuMman Kant (3enbkosckmiz, 2001, c. 479—480).
A. V. Abpamos 1 M. J1. KabaHoBa, HaIIpOTMB, CUM-
TalOT, 4YTO «TpaHCleHOeHTam3M» Kymopssiiesa
uHcOupuposaH uesMmu Kanra (A6pamos, 1994, c.
93; Kabarosa, 2006, c. 14).

Taxvim 0Opa3oM, mccrieoBaHe THOCEOIIOTTYe-
ckux npevt KyapsislieBa cTajikvBaeTcs C IByMs CY-
IIIeCTBEHHBIMU ¥ 00yCJIOBJIVBAIOIIVIMI APYT APY-
ra BOIIpOCAMM: CTelleHb OPUTMHAJIBHOCTY B3IVIS-
noB Kynpssiiesa 11 mx cBsI3b ¢ HEMEIIKOV TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaJIbHO Cpmnoco@pmeﬁ. B pmannon crarbe
OyayT 3aTpoHyTHE 00a BOIIpOca, HO B Oojlee y3KMX
paMKax — rHoceosiorumt Kympsisiiesa u ee cBs3u C
Teopwuen no3HaHMs KaHTa.

Hero B ToM, UTO pycckumt dpuiocod mpemsio-
JKIJI TaKyI0 THOCEeOJIOT VIO, KOTopasi, C OHO CTO-
POHBI, omMpaeTcs Ha KaHTOBCKOe MeTadusiide-
CKOe VCTOJIKOBaHVe allpyOPHBIX (POPM UyBCTBEH-
HOCTM U paccyfKa, a C JIpyroll — OTBepraeT mx
TpaHClleHleHTaIbHOe oObsicHeHwme. o cyTu, Ky-
IpsABLIEB pa3paboTasl COOCTBEHHYIO BEPCUIO Teo-
pUM IIPOCTpaHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHM U y4YeHMUs O pac-
CYHOYHBIX KaTeropusx, KoTopas IIpeTeH/yeT Ha
opurvHaabHOCTh (Poxuis, 2021a; 20210).

Jloka3aTesTbCTBO MV OITpPOBEpPKeHMe Te3nca 00
OPUIMHAIBHOCT THOceosiormdeckux wupent Ky-

Introduction

The philosophical views of Victor D.
Kudryavtsev-Platonov (elsewhere Kudryavtsev)
since their publication to this day have met
with conflicting reactions from researchers.
Some consider his ideas to be original (Vveden-
sky, 1905, pp. 60-61; Konovalova, 2010, p. 63).
Other authors, mostly of the secular persuasion,
deny his originality and independence (Tsvyk,
1995, p. 22). Likewise, there is no consensus on
the question of Kudryavtsev’s attitude to Kant-
ian transcendentalism. Vasily V. Zenkovsky
(2001, pp. 479-480), for example, claimed that
Kudryavtsev’s “transcendentalism” was not
the same thing as Kant’s. Aleksandr I. Abramov
(1994, p. 93) and Mariya L. Kabanova (2006,
p- 14), on the contrary, believe that Kudryavt-
sev’s “transcendentalism” was inspired by
Kant's ideas.

Thus, the study of Kudryavtsev’s epistemo-
logical ideas confronts two important and mu-
tually conditioning questions: the degree of
originality of Kudryavtsev’'s views and their
connection with German transcendental phi-
losophy. This article will touch upon both these
questions, but from a narrower perspective,
viz. Kudryavtsev’s epistemology and its links
with Kant’s theory of cognition.

The point is that the Russian philosopher
has proposed an epistemology which, on the
one hand, is based on the Kantian metaphysi-
cal interpretation of a priori forms of sensibility
and understanding and, on the other hand, re-
jects their transcendental explanation. In effect,
Kudryavtsev has developed his own version
of the theory of space and time and the teach-
ing on the categories of understanding which
claims to be original (Rozhin, 2021a; 2021b).

To prove or to refute the originality of
Kudryavtsev’s epistemological ideas it is nec-
essary to compare them with similar ideas of
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IpsiBIieBa TpeOyeT VX CpaBHeHs ¢ Havbosiee Or1v3-
KVIMU TIO [Ty Xy MzesiMy coBpeMeHHbIX KyapsiBrieBy
HeMelK1X dprtocodos. Takosbl B3rIaabr Ppumgpu-
xa Apoieda TpernernenOypra (1802—1872), reopvist
ITO3HaHMsI KOTOPOro pw OJIvpKariIeM paccMoTpe-
HUV OKa3bIBaeTCsl JIOBOJIPHO OJIM3Ka Teopum IIo-
sHaHusA KynpsiBiiesa, B CBA3M C YeM 3aKOHOMEpPHO
BO3HMKaeT Borrpoc: Mor ji Kyapsisiies mpounTarsb
Kanra, ontnpasice Ha TperpesieHOypra?

J71g TOro 4ToOBI OTBETUTH Ha 3TO BOIIPOC, He-
00XOIMMO CHaYaJsIa /1aTh O0IIMe XapaKTepUCTKI
(1) Teopun nosnanms TpenpernenOypra, koTopas
M3JI0KeHa B OJTHOM W3 ero IJIaBHBIX COYMHEHWN
«Jlornueckue wcciieioBaHus», 1 (2) Teopum IIo-
sHaHMd Kynpssiiesa, mpescTaBieHHON B COUYMHe-
Husix «MeTadusiueckny aHaIu3 SMIIVPUYECKO-
ro nosHaHus» (1886), «[IpocTpaHcTBO M Bpems»
(1886—1887) 1 «MeTadmsmueckumt aHaIu3 paru-
OHaJIbHOrO no3HaHMs» (1887—1888). 3aTem ciemy-
eT (3) IposCHUTH XapaKTep 3HakoMcTBa Kympss-
11eBa C OCHOBHBIMM paboTamy KaHTa KpuTidecko-
ro nepuoga 1 (4) onpeaennTh xapakTep 3HaKOM-
crBa KynpsiBiieBa ¢ TeopeTMKO-TI03HaBaTeIbHbIMU
unesamu TpennernenOypra: (4.1) BbIACHUTE, ObLT JIN
pycckuit dprtocod 3HaAKOM C KITFOUeBBIMU KOH-
tenysamMu TpenaesienOypra B o0y1acTu Teopun
MIO3HaHMs, a Takxe (4.2) COOTHECTV VX OCHOBHBIE
rHOceosIormdeckue vaen. s perienns 3afgad (3)
u (4.1) GyyT mpvBIIedeHbl /1Ba PyKOIVMCHBIX MaTe-
puasna Kynpasiesa — «/13 ucropum Hosow dwto-
codpum (Jlexm<mr> 1858 ) » 1 TeKcT ¢ oOIIMM Ha-
3BaHMeM: «AHaJIUTVKa YyBCTBEHHOIO IO3HAHMS.
AHaJIUTHKa pacCyJOYHOro Mo3HaHMs. AHaIUTH-
Ka YMCTBEHHOTrO TIO3HaHMs» (Kypc jrekimm 1854,
1856, 1874 rr.).

1. Mo>xxHo 51 Ha3BaTh TpeHnesneHOypra
KaHTMaHIeM?

s poccuvickoro  uurarens  TpeHpereH-
Oypr — ¢durypa mMasionsBecTHasi, IIpy TOM YTO €rO
IJIaBHBIV TPy, «JIorndeckme vccreyioBadms» ObLT
riepeBesieH B 1868 I. Ha PycCKUM SI3BIK M IIOJIB30-

D. 0. Rozhin

the German philosophers of his time. Such
are the views of Friedrich Adolph Trendelen-
burg (1802 —1872), whose theory of cognition
turns out to be rather similar to Kudryavtsev’s,
which logically suggests the question: could
Kudryavtsev have read Kant through Trende-
lenburg’s eyes?

To answer this question it is first necessary
to characterise (1) Trendelenburg’s theory of
cognition spelled out in Logical investigations,
one of his main works, and (2) Kudryavtsev’s
theory of cognition presented in Metaphysical
Analysis of Empirical Cognition (1886), Space and
Time (1886 —1887) and Metaphysical Analysis of
Rational Cognition (1887 —1888). It is then (3)
necessary to clarify the character of Kudryavt-
sev’s acquaintance with Kant’s main works of
the critical period and (4) determine the char-
acter of Kudryavtsev’s acquaintance with the
epistemological ideas of Trendelenburg: (4.1) to
find out whether the Russian philosopher was
familiar with Trendelenburg’s main concepts
in the theory of cognition as well as (4.2) corre-
late their main epistemological ideas. To solve
tasks (3) and (4.1) I will draw on two Kudryavt-
sev manuscripts, “From the History of Modern
Philosophy (lectures 1858)” and the text under
an umbrella title “ Analytics of Sensuous Cogni-
tion. Analytics of Rational Cognition. Analytics
of Intellectual Cognition” (course of lectures,
1856, 1874).

1. Can Trendelenburg Be Called
a Kantian?

For the Russian reader Trendelenburg is a
little-known figure in spite of the fact that his
main work, Logical Investigations, was trans-
lated into Russian in 1868 and enjoyed some
popularity. In historical-philosophical studies
outside Russia, too, his name is known mainly
to specialists. As Frederick Beiser (2013, p. 2),
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BaJICsl HEKOTOPOVI ITOITYJISIPHOCTBIO. B 3apybesxHoM
VICTOPUKO-(PrII0codpcKOV HayKe 3TO MMS TOXKe M3~
BECTHO B OCHOBHOM TOJIBKO crrermaymcram. Kak
3aMedaeT OOVH M3 HEMHOI'MX COBPeMeHHBIX WC-
citenoBaresient  pviocodpckoro Hacirenust TpeH-
nerntenOypra d. K. barzep, HecMoTpst Ha OosbImioe
BJIVISIHVIE TIPVL XKV3HV, OH OBLJT 3a0BIT IIOCIIE CMep-
T (Beiser, 2013, p. 2).

ITpumepno ¢ koHila XX B. cuTyanys C vccile-
HoBaHMeM TBopuecTBa TpeHzereHOypra HeCKOIb-
Ko m3MeHwmIack. Tak, bavisep ynommnaer vicererio-
BaHud K. Xp. KéHke, masiive «HOBBIVI VIMITYJIBC»
B msyueHun TpeHnerneHOypra, m coBpeMeHHBIe
paboThEl UTaIBSIHCKMX cIeluaancTos D. dyranm
u M. I'sunortnt (Ibid.,, p. 12—13). B oredecTBen-
HoM juTepaType Ha TpennesienOypra obparvin
BHVMaHMe B pasnnuHbIx acriektax T.b. [iyray,
H. A. Imutpuesa, M.P. [lemun. B 2017 r. mmpou-
30IUIO 3HauMTe/IbHOe coObIiTiie — M. P. leMuH n
H. A. [ImuTpurieBa n3aasiv Ha PyCCKOM S3bIKe OIHY
3 DIaBHBIX paboT TpeHnenenOypra «DemeH-
ThI JIOrUKM Apucrorens» (Tpernenentypr, 2017).
EcTte u pOpyrmue oTeuecTBeHHBIE VCCIIeIOBaHMS,
TaK WIM MHade 3aTparmsaroiye driocodckme
B3IJISAIIBI HeMellKoro dpusiocoda, HO OHM He HOCAT
CIIelaJIbHOIO XapaKTepa.

1.1. OctoBuvie nonamus
¢usrocopuu Tpenodesenbypea

I71aBHBIM VICTOYHVIKOM J1JIsI pelipe3eHTallI OC-
HOBHBIX ITOHSITUVI VI KOHIIEIIIIVIVI TeOPVIVI TTO3HAH VI
Tpenpernen0Oypra BbIcTyTIAIOT «JIormdeckue viccie-
JIOBaHVIs», KOTOPBIE BBIIepyKasIv TPV M3aHMs elrle
[PV €ro XM3HW VI BIIOCJIEZCTBMY BHEC/IV BKJIJI B
dopMupoBaHe HEOKaHTMAHCKOV ITPOrpaMMBbl
dmtocodpmnt o oTHoIEeHMIO K Hayke (IMuTtpu-
eBa, 2007, c. 47). Kak ormeuaer KéHke, rmepBoe 13-
naave (1840) Hecer Ha cebe oTHEUaTOK KPUTMKM
dmtocodmn I'eresst, Bo Bropom (1862) Tpenneren-
Oypr BHOCUT HEKOTOpbIe [IOIOJTHEHS 0e3 cepbes-
HBIX M3MeHeHWI TeKCTa IIpeIbIAyIIIero n3aaHusd, a
TaK>ke BIIepBble BBOIVT IOHSATIE «TeOpyisi HayKi»

38

one of the few modern students of Trendelen-
burg’s philosophical legacy, put it, although he
was very influential in his lifetime, he was for-
gotten after his death.

From about the end of the twentieth century
the situation with regard to the study of Tren-
delenburg changed somewhat. Thus, Beiser
mentions the works of Klaus Christian Kohnke,
which gave “a new impetus” to the study of
Trendelenburg, and modern works by the Ital-
ians, Edoardo Fugali and Matteo Guidotti (ibid.,
pp- 12-13). In Russia, Trendelenburg drew the
attention of Tamara B. Dlugach, Maksim R.
Demin and Nina A. Dmitrieva. In 2017 a mile-
stone event saw the publication in Russian of
one of Trendelenburg’s main works, Elementa
Logices Aristotelicae (Outlines of Logic) (Trende-
lenburg, 2017). There are other Russian stud-
ies which touch upon the views of the German
philosopher, but they are of a more general
character.

1.1. The Key Concepts of Trendelenburg’s
Philosophy

The man source representing the key con-
cepts of Trendelenburg’s theory of cognition
is Logical Investigations, which saw three edi-
tions during his lifetime and subsequently con-
tributed to the formulation of a Neo-Kantian
programme of philosophy with regard to sci-
ence (Dmitrieva, p. 47). According to Kohnke
(1991, p. 22), the first edition of 1840 bears an
imprint of critique of the philosophy of Hegel,
in the second of 1862 Trendelenburg introduc-
es some additions without serious changes in
the text of the previous edition and introduc-
es a new concept “the theory of science”. Final-
ly, the third edition of 1870, as Trendelenburg
himself attests, is based on the second one, be-
ing its enlarged version (Trendelenburg, 1870,



(Kohnke, 1991, p. 22). Hakoger, TpeTbe M3maHVe
(1870), 1o cBUAeTebCTBY camoro TpeHzierreHOy pra,
OasupyeTcs Ha BTOpOM, OyIydn ero pacIIpeHHOI
Bepcuent (Trendelenburg, 1870, S. XI). Ha pycckmit
SI3bIK 9Ta pabota Oblta rrepeBerieHa E. Koprmem 1o
BTrOopoMy m3naHmio (Tpernenendypr, 1868a; 18680).
3aberas Brepen, orMedy, uto Kynpssiies moib-
30Basicd m3gaHueM 1840 T, o uem CBUIIETEIIbCTBY-
IOT CCBUIKM B €ro pykommcsax u crarbax (Kympss-
ries-I ltaroros, 1905, c. 201; 1914a, c. 47, 63; 1914r,
c. 110, 142, 150, 170; 1854 —1874, 71. 21, 26, 35), uTo He
VICKJIIOYaeT ero 3HaKOMCTBa C PyCCKVM IlepeBOIoM
BTOPOTO M3JaHMs, MIMEBIIMCS B O1bioTeke Mo-
CKOBCKOVI JTyXOBHOVI aKaJIeMWV, I7ie B TO JXe BpeMsl
OTCYTCTBOBaJI ero HeMellkuit opurvHai (Crictema-
TWYEeCKUI KaTasior.. ., 1890, c. 109).

ImaBaBIN  PrIIOCOPCKUTI BOITPOC, MHTEPeco-
BaBIIMY TpeHneieHOypra, — BOIIPOC O COOTHO-
IIeHVI OBITVSI VI MBIIIUIEHVIS. 1711 OTBeTa Ha Hero
TpenpneneHOypr omnmpaeTrcs Ha Hacieave Apu-
crorens. IlocileqHmyI, TpOYNTaHHBIN KaK «MeTa-
vBrdecKmt peancT», MPEHOCTaBIIsyI OCHOBA-
HYe IS peaOvIMTalMM yTpayeHHOro eIVHCTBa
MbIntuieHns u Oerts (Jdemmn, 2017, c. 62—63, 65).
Bornrosan TpenpmerreHOypra m caM cTaTyc BHeIII-
Hero 0OBEeKTVBHOIO MWMpPa?, VIJIV, TI0 BEIPaKEHVIIO
T. b. [I;1yray, mokasaTebCTBO HE3aBUCHMOCTY ObI-
vt oT MbluteHns ([yray, 2002, c. 139). IToato-
My, IpU3HaBasl MeXJly HUMW COOTBeTCTBIe, TpeH-
ZlesleHOypr oTKasbIBasicd OT WX IIOJTHOTO OTOX-
nectsiienus (Tam xe, c. 154).

Kaxk y>xe 6b1110 oT™MeueHo, TpeHziesleHOy pr cTpe-
MWUTCH cieslaTh PrIocouio «Teopuert HayKi», o-
J1arasi, 9To MIMEHHO (prytocodpust 3VDKIeTCs Ha SM-
OMpUYecKnx Haykax, a He Haobopor (Beiser, 2013,
p- 28). DTO HOBOJIBHO Ba’kHas MHTEHIINS, OIperie-
JIIOIIAs HaIIpaBJIeHHOCTD BCell ero pryIocodpckomt
IIPOrpaMMBI M OOBSICHSIONIAS, TIOYeMY OH He CMOT

2 Tpennernenbypra, kak u KawnTa, mHTepecoBasr BOIIpoc,
9TO cOOOVI IPEJICTABISIOT ITPEIMETEI, CBOVICTBA KOTOPBIX
COCTaBJIAIOT (PyHAAMEHT HAay4YHOIO 3HAHWS KaK TaKOBO-
ro. KaHr, 1o MHeHmo [Ijryray, oTKasaicst OTBedaTh I10JI0-
JKMTEJTHHO Ha BOIIPOC O OBITMV KaK IIPeIIIOChIIKE 3HAHVS
(Ayrag, 2022, c. 47). TpenperneHOypr, Kak ObUIO yKasa-
HO, PeIVI IOWTHY Iy TeM IIPU3HAHWS aBTOHOMUY OBITVSL.
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p. XI). The Russian translation was made from
the second edition by Evgeni Korsh in 1862.
Running ahead, I would like to note that Ku-
dryavtsev used the 1840 edition, as witnessed
by the footnotes in his manuscripts and arti-
cles (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1905, p. 201; 1914a,
p. 47, 63; 1914c, p. 110, 142, 150, 170; 1854 —
1874, fol. 21, 26, 35), which does not rule out
his being acquainted with the Russian transla-
tion of the second edition which was available
at the Moscow Theological Academy where the
German original was absent (Troitsky, 1890,
p- 109).

The main philosophical question that en-
gaged Trendelenburg’'s mind was the question
of the relation between being and thought. To
answer this question Trendelenburg proceeds
from Aristotle. The latter, read as a “metaphysi-
cal realist”, provided grounds for rehabilitation
of the lost unity between thought and being
(Demin, 2017, pp. 62-63, 65). He was also ex-
ercised by the question of the status of the ex-
ternal objective world,? or, as Dlugach (2002,
p- 139) put it, the proof of the independence of
being from thought. Thus, while admitting the
correspondence between them, Trendelenburg
refused to fully equate them (ibid., p.154).

As noted above, Trendelenburg sought to
make philosophy a “theory of science”, be-
lieving that it was philosophy that was based
on empirical sciences and not vice versa (Beis-
er, 2013, p. 28). This is a very important intent
which shows the direction of his entire phil-
osophical programme and explains why he
could not become a consistent Kantian. The
contradistinction between thought and be-

2 Trendelenburg, like Kant, was interested in what the
objects were whose properties form the foundation of
scientific knowledge as such. Kant, according to Dlu-
gach (2022, p. 47), refused to give an affirmative answer
to the question of being as the prerequisite of knowl-
edge. Trendelenburg, as pointed out above, chose to fol-
low the path of recognising the autonomy of being.
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CTaThb TIOCJIeMIOBaTeIbHBIM KaHTMaHIeM. Camo
IIPOTVBOIIOCTaBJIEHVIe MBIITUTEHS V1 OBITVIS eltle co
BpeMeH [leKapTa pOXXHasio M3BECTHYIO IIpobieMy
«CO3HaHMe — TeJIo», KOTopasl pellasiach B OCHOB-
HOM AByMs criocoOamit. [TepBeIvt cOCTOUT B CHATUN
IIPOTMBOPEYVIS Yepe3 BbIBeIIeHVIe ObITVIS M3 MBIIII-
JIeHVIsI KaK IlepBOHavasIa VI Ha00OPOT, B Pe3yJIb-
TaTe Yero MbI TI0JTy9aeM 100 MaTepyransM, JIoo
vgeasv3M. [J1aBHOe [JOCTOMHCTBO 3TOrO CIIOCO-
0a — mpeororieHMe CyOCTaHIIVAIBHOTO AyaIn3Ma
VI TIepexoll K MOHVICTIYECKOVI OHTOJIOrvv. OCHOB-
HOe 3aTpy/IHeHVIe 3aKJTI0YaeTCs, O[JHAKO, B HepeJle-
BAHTHOCTVI JJaHHBIX YeJIOBEUECKOrO OIIbITa IIOCITe-
JIOBaTeJIPHO Pa3sBUTHIM U 3aKOHUEHHBIM MaTepyia-
JIV3MY VI ViZIeaI3MYy 10 OT/IeIBHOCTIA

Broport criocob crpemmTcs 000CHOBATh B3amMO-
JIeVICTBVIE MBIIIIJIEHVIS VI OBITVIS Yepe3 VX eIVIHCTBO
B OIIOCPE/IYIOIIeM 3JIeMeHTe, COXPaHSIS TPV 3TOM
OHTOJIOTMUECKMI CTaTyC Kaxyoro. TpeHperieH-
Oypr, mpu3HaBaBIINII OCOOBIV CTaTyC KakK OBITHS,
TaK I MBIIIIEHNS], OTHOCUTCS K TOVI IpyTiIe (puIo-
co0B, KOTOpPbIE pelajy IIpodIeMy «CO3HaHME —
TEJIO» BTOPBIM CITOCOOOM, HO IPV 3TOM OH BUIETI
CBOIO 3a/1a9y B 00OCHOBaHMV aIIOAMKTITIECKOTO Xa-
paKkTepa SMIIVIPUYECKOro 3HaHMS. VIHbIMM ci1oBa-
MU, YeJIoBeUeCcKOe ITO3HAHVIEe JOJDKHO OBITH ajiek-
BaTHBIM aBTOHOMHOMY OBITWIO, TO €CThb IIOJDKHO
OBITH 3HaHMEM O BelllaX B ce0e, a He IIPeJICTaBIIATh
co0ov1 TOJIBKO Berny 11t Hac. [TosTomy oH HaumHa-
€T TIOVICKM IlepBOHAadYaJla, IIPUCYIIEero Kak OBITHIO,
TaK VI MBIIUIEHNIO, VI HAXOOWUT €ro B KaTeropmm
nevokeHus (Tpenpenenbypr, 18680, c. 523 —525).

[IBVDKeHMe — 3TO IJIaBHOE IOHSTVIE BCEVI Teo-
pvm nosHaHMs TpeHzereHOypra, IpeCTaBIIsIO-
Imee cOOOVI TapaHT COOTBETCTBUS MBIIIIEHNS W
OBITVSI, TIOCPENCTBOM KOTOPOTO OH IIpeosIosieBa-
€T KaHTOBCKYIO IIPOIACTh MEXIY OOBEKTVBHBIM
u cyOpeKTMBHBIM. [IjIyrau obpalijaeT BHMMaHVe
Ha T0, uTo 11711 TpeHyienieHOypra IBVDKeHIe — 3TO
CcyOCTaHIIVS, CYIIeCTBYIOIIas B CyOBEKTVBHON
u obwpekTMBHON popmax. CyOpekTmBHasE popMma
IBVDKeHVIs, OOHapy KVBaeMasi B MBIIIUIEHUW, VIMe-
€T allpUOPHBIN XapaKTep, OObeKTMBHas Xe op-
Ma BbIpa’keHa B HaJIM4YeCTBYIOIIeM ObITiY 1 OOHa-
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ing itself gave rise since the time of Descartes
to the notorious “consciousness-body” prob-
lem which was solved in two main ways. The
tirst removes the contradiction by withdraw-
ing being from thought as the first principle
or vice versa, as a result of which we get either
materialism or idealism. The main merit of this
method is the overcoming of substantive du-
alism and the transition to monistic ontology.
The main difficulty is, however, the irrelevance
of the data of human experience for consist-
ently developed and complete materialism and
idealism taken separately.

The second method sought to ground the in-
teraction between thought and being by uniting
them in the mediating element while preserv-
ing the ontological status of both. Trendelen-
burg, who recognised the special status of both
being and thought, is one of those philosophers
who solved the “mind —body” problem in the
second way, but he saw his task in explaining
the apodictic character of empirical knowledge.
In other words, human cognition must be ad-
equate to autonomous being, i.e. it should be
knowledge about things in themselves and
not just represent things for us. That is why
he starts looking for the first principle inher-
ent in being as well as in thought, to find it in
the category of motion (Trendelenburg, 1862b,
pp. 490-491).

Motion is the key concept of Trendelen-
burg’s entire theory of cognition, which guar-
antees the correspondence of thought and
being, whereby he overcomes the Kantian
gap between the objective and the subjective.
Dlugach draws attention to the fact that for
Trendelenburg motion is substance that exists
in subjective and objective forms. The subjec-
tive form of motion, revealed in thought, has
an a priori character, while the objective form is
expressed in being and is revealed in thought
a posteriori. The combination of the two forms,



PYXMBaeTcsl B MBIIIUIEHU B BUIe alloCTePVIOPHO-
ro. CodeTaHne OByX yKa3aHHBIX (POPM, COIIAaCHO
TpennenenOypry, maer onbITHOe 3HaHMe (IiTyray,
2002, c. 145—149, 167). banzep oTMeuaeT, 4TO KOH-
terys IBvoKeHMs TpenpereHOypra, oxBaTbhIBa-
IOIast ¥ BHEIIHWUV, I BHYTPEHHUV MUP YeJIoBe-
Ka, BO3HMKaeT 13 et Apvicrotesis n KanTa: riep-
BBIVI «TIOKa3aJI eMy IpuMaT ABVDKeHWS BO BHeIII-
HeM MIpe», BTOPOVI «II0Ka3aJl eMy ero IIprMaT» BO
BHyTpeHHeM (Beiser, 2013, p. 40). Ho kak armocTe-
PVIOpPHBIe 37IeMeHTHI BHEIITHero Mypa IIPOHMUKAOT
B MBIIIIJIeHVe?

TpennenenOypr npenaraer BTopoe KIIIOUeBOe
IIOHSATHEe — co3epliaHMe. VIMeHHO IoCpenCcTBOM
co3epliaHMs IIpeAMeT BBOOAWTCS B MBIIUICHE.
Camo co3epriaHMe SIBJISIETCS OIHWMM W3 VICTOYHVI-
KOB ITPOTMBOpEUMsl B MBIIIUIEHUN, YTO OOBSCHS-
eT MBIIIIJIeHVe KaK CoflepKaTesIbHBIN U Pa3BUBal0-
mmics nporecce (Hemmn, 2017, c. 62—63, 68). ITpn
3TOM MBIIIUIEHVE 1 cO3epliaHue, corlacHO Tpen-
IeJleHOypry, Hepas3pbIBHO CBA3aHBL «YestoBede-
CKOe MBIIIIJIeHVIe JXMBET CO3eplIaHVieM M YMVpaeT
C TOJIOAY, KOTZja BBIHY K/IEHO IMTAThCSI COOCTBEH-
Hot yTpobon» (TperneneHOypr, 1868a, c. 110).

OnpenenBIINCh C OCHOBHOV TOHAJIBHOCTBIO
dwtocodpekort mpiciin TperaerreHOypra 1 ¢ KiTo-
4yeBBIMM KOHIIEITaMM €ero CHCTeMbl, MOXKHO ITe-
PenTI K perpe3eHTalnl ero B3IJISAA0B Ha IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO U BpeMsi.

1.2. Konyenyua npocmparcmba u 6pemenu
Tpenodeaenbypea

VIsnoxeHne Teopun IIPOCTPAHCTBA VI BpeMeHM
B «Jlormaeckmx mcciaeqoBaHIAaX» COCTOUT U3 IBYX
JacTei — KpPUTUYeCKOM ¥ Ho3uTuBHOWM. Ilep-
Basl ITIpeJiCTaB/IsieT coOOV PeKOHCTPYKITUIO B3IJIS-
JIOB Ha IIPOCTPAHCTBO 1 BpeMsi KaHTa 1 KoHTpap-
rymeHTHl Tpenpmenen0Oypra (Tam xe, c. 143—144).
51 monpobHee 0CTaHOBITIOCh Ha KOHTPapryMeHTax.

KanT, KaK M3BecTHO, IIpuIIIesI K BBIBOLY O TOM,
YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMs CyThb UVCTBIe CO3ep-
IIaHMS U allpyopHble POPMBbI YyBCTBEHHOI'O I10-
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Trendelenburg argues, yields experiential
knowledge (Dlugach, 2002, pp. 145-149, 167).
Beiser (2013, p. 40) notes that Trendelenburg’s
concept of motion, embracing the human be-
ing’s external and internal world, arises from
the ideas of Aristotle and Kant: the former hav-
ing shown “the primacy of motion in the outer
world” and the latter “its primacy in the inner
world”. But how do a posteriori elements of the
external world find their way into thinking?

Trendelenburg offers the second key notion,
intuition. The object is introduced into thought
by intuition. Intuition itself is a source of con-
tradiction in thinking, which explains think-
ing as a substantive and developing process
(cf. Demin, 2017, pp. 62-63, 68). Thought and
intuition, according to Trendelenburg (1862a,
p. 109), are inseparably interconnected: “Hu-
man thinking lives by intuition and starves
when it has to feed on its own innards.””

Having determined the tonality of Trende-
lenburg’s philosophical thought and the key
concepts of his system, we can pass on to exam-
ining his views on space and time.

1.2. Trendelenburg’s Concept
of Space and Time

The presentation of the theory of space and
time in Logical Investigations consists of two
parts, the critical and the positive. The first is
the reconstruction of Kant’s views on space and
time and Trendelenburg’s counter-arguments
(ibid., pp. 155-157). I will dwell on these argu-
ments in more detail.

Kant, of course, came to the conclusion that
space and time are pure intuitions and a priori
forms of sensible cognition which have only a
subjective character (B 66; Kant, 1998, p. 171).

3 “Das menschliche Denken lebt von der Anschauung, und
es stirbt, wenn es von seinen eigenen Eingeweiden leben soll,
den Hungertod.”
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3HaHMs, KOTOPble MMEIOT TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHBIN
xapakrep (B 66; Kant, 2006, c. 127). Tpennenen-
Oypr He coryamaeTcs ¢ TakuM BbIBooM KaHTa,
TaK KaK «TOIJIa BCe MMPOCO3epliaHie yiIeTydrBa-
eTCs B SIBJIeHIeE, a OT SIBJIeHNs 10 IIpu3paKa OgVH
mar» (Tpennenendypr, 1868a, c. 145). VHbIMMI cI10-
Bam, BbIBOT, KaHTa, mo MHeHmio TpenaereHOyp-
ra, CTaBUT IIOJ COMHEHVIE JJOCTOBEPHOCTH 3MIIVI-
pudeckunx Hayk. [Iporus aprymenTa KanTa o Bos-
MOYKHOCTM UVICTOVI MaTeMaTVIKI B TIOJIB3Y CyOBbek-
TUBHOCTVI IIPOCTPaHCTBa U BpeMeHM (B 55—56, 64;
KanT, 2006, c. 115—117, 125) TperpaeneHOypr 3ame-
4aeT, YTO B TAKOM CJTy4ae MBI OyieM HeCIIOCOOHBI
OOBSICHUTBD IIpaKTUYeCKIe pe3ysIbTaThl IPVKIa/l-
HOW MaTeMaTuku. [pyroe BospaxeHue Tperme-
JleHOypra CBsI3aHO C OTCYTCTBMEM KaKMX-TIM0O
00BsicHeHUT co cTopoHbI KaHTa 1o mosomy Toro,
KaK BpeMs, oIIpefiesisieMoe KaK BHYTpeHH:sIS dop-
Ma 4YyBCTBa, MOXeT sIBJISITbCS B Bemax (TpeHme-
neHOy pr, 1868a, c. 147—148). Hakorer1, TpeTbe BO3-
pakeHue COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO «KaHT HUITIe He I10-
KasaJl, KaKMM oOpa3oM yxke MMeIoIIyecss B Hac
dopMBI TTpOCTpaHCTBA ¥ BpeMEHM CIIMBAIOTCS BO-
€IVHO 1 TIOPOXKIAIOT ABvoKeHme» (Tam xe, c. 153;
nepesof, yrouHeH. — /1. P).

TpenmeneHOypr He BUANUT BO3MOXHBIM OObsIC-
HUTBH IIPUPOAY IBVDKEHMs CpelCTBaMy KaHTOB-
CKOVI TEOPVM ITIPOCTPAHCTBA VI BpeMeHN. Bpickasbl-
Bas KpUTHUECKVe 3aMedaHVs, TpeHzereHOypr B
TO JKe BpeMsI HUI B KOeM CJIyuae He BBICTYIIaeT IIpo-
TUB CYOBEKTMBHOCTY ¥ alIpUMOPHOCTY IIPOCTpaH-
CTBa 11 BpeMeHM Kak popM mo3HaHMs, y KaHTa ero
CMYyIIIaeT CJIOBOCOYETaHMe <«TOJIBKO CYOBEeKTVB-
Hble»: «4T0 00a OHV TOJIBKO CyOBEeKTMBHEIL, 3TO VIC-
KJIIOJaroltiee “TosIbko” He OCHOBAaHO POBHO HY Ha
uveM... Ho uTo MerraeT M OBITH BMeCTe 11 4eM-TO
obbexTmBHBIM?» (Tam xe, . 151).

B coBpemeHHEBIX MCTOPUKO-PUIIOCOPCKUX WC-
CJTeIOBAaHMSX IIpeCTaBIeHHasl BBIIIE KPUTMKA
TpennenenOyprom Kanrta nomyumiia HasBaHMe
«rrpobert TpennenenOypra»® (Trendelenburgsche

* TpeHpeneHOy pr 1os1araj, 4To HaIlleI B KaHTOBCKOM W3-
JIOKEHWV OCHOBHBIX IIPVHITMIIOB ITO3HAHWMS ITpOOeTHI,
KOTOpBIe [eJIafoT Teopuio KeHmrcOeprckoro drurocoda
VSI3BVIMOVL M HY)KIAIOTCS B BOCIIONIHeHMM (cM.: TpeHneren-

Oypr, 1868a, c. 154).
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Trendelenburg (1862a, p. 158). disagrees with
this Kantian thesis because “then the entire
worldview vanishes into the phenomenon, and
it is only one step from phenomenon to phan-
tom”.* In other words, according to Trende-
lenburg, Kant’s conclusion calls into question
the veracity of empirical sciences. To counter
Kant’s argument about the possibility of pure
mathematics in favour of the subjectivity of
space and time (B 55-56, 64; Kant, 1998, p. 166,
170) Trendelenburg argues that in that case we
would be unable to explain the practical results
of applied mathematics. Trendelenburg’s oth-
er objection is that Kant does not have any ex-
planation as to how time, defined as the inner
form of feeling, can be represented in things
(Trendelenburg, 1862a, pp. 160-161). Final-
ly, the third objection is that “Kant has not ex-
plained anywhere how the forms of space and
time, which are lying ready within us, merge
and produce motion”® (ibid., p. 166).

Trendelenburg does not see how nature can
be explained by means of the Kantian theory of
space and time. In making his critical remarks,
Trendelenburg, however, does not challenge
the subjective and a priori character of space
and time as forms of cognition, he is confused
only by the expression “only subjective”: “That
both are only subjective, the excluding ‘only” is
not based on anything [...]. But what prevents
them from being at the same time something
objective?”® (ibid., p. 162).

In modern historical-philosophical research
the above critique of Kant by Trendelenburg

+ “[...] so verfliichtigt sich damit die ganze Weltansicht in
Erscheinung, und Erscheinung ist vom Scheine nicht weit
entfernt.”

> “Kant hat nirgends nachgewiesen, wie die in uns bereit
liegenden Formen des Raumes und der Zeit zusammengehen
und die Bewegung hervorbringen” .

¢ “Dass Raum und Zeit etwas nur Subjektives seien, dies
ausschliessende ‘nur’ ist nicht begriindet [...]. Was verhindert
sie aber zugleich etwas Objektives zu sein?”



Liicke) 11 «oTKJIIOHeHHad ajlbTepHaTVBa» (neglected
alternative) (CoGosnesa, 2017, c. 92). Dta kKpuTHKa
He TOJIBKO coflepKasiachk B «Jlormuaeckmx wiccre-
JIOBaHMAX», HO Halllla IIPOJIOJDKeHVie B 3HaMeH -
ToM criope Mexny TpenpaeneHOyprom n Kyxo @u-
1IepoM O IIpaBMJIBHOM IOHVMAaHUW KaHTOBCKOV
TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOV 3CTETUKM (CM. TIOfpobHee:
Hemmn, 2010), yto, o MHeHMIO barizepa, mociy-
JKIJIO IJIaBHBIM KaTasI3aTOPOM HeOKaHTMaHCKOIO
nevokeHns B 1860—1870-x rr. (Beiser, 2013, p. 107).
Criop mpro0Opert MWpPOKIUII pe30HaHC, B HEM IIpU-
HUMaJIM ydacTue He TOJIbKO TpeHmeneHOypr mu
durep, HO Jaxke Mx ydeHuKn (cm.: Bestos, Tetro-
eB, 2017, c. 97). IIpumedaressHo, uTo X. PavixmH-
rep mocjie OKOHYaHMs JVICKYCCUV HacduTasl OKO-
JI0 TIATUAECSTU KHUT, OpOIIIOp M CTaTe, OCBs-
IIIeHHBIX 3TOMY criopy (Beiser, 2013, p. 107).

PaccmaTpusai u cam Kant mpoGiiemy, xoto-
pyto TpenneneHOypr Ha3Bajl OTKJIOHEHHOV ajlb-
TepHaTtnBon? B «IpaHCIieHeHTaIbHOV 3CTeTU-
Ke» OH yJeInsI BHMMaHVe TOJIBKO ITPYMeHEeHWIO
IIPOCTPAHCTBA U BpeMeHV K SMITMPUIeCKIM 00b-
eKTaM ¥ OT[IeJIbHO IIPYMeHeHMIO X K HOyMeHaM,
HO He ITpoaHa/IM31poBajl TOT CiIydari, Koraa Ipo-
CTPaHCTBO ¥ BpeMs MOT'YT ObITh IIPYIMEHEHBI Cpa-
3y IO OTHOIIEHUIO U K dpeHOMeHaM, M K HOyMe-
HaMm. OTciofa OTKJIOHEHHYIO aJIbTepHaTVBY ellle
Has3bIBAIOT TPeTheVl aJIbTepPHATMUBON (IJI1s KpaTKoO-
cTu ee obosHawaloT «3A»). I. Bépn cumTaet, uTO
KanT paccMmarpumBast pocTpaHCTBO 1 BpeMsi B OT-
HOIIIEHW I HOyMeHaJIbHOT'O My pa 1, COOTBETCTBEeH-
HO, OTKJIOHWJI TpeThio ajibTepHatusy (Bird, 2006,
p. 487). O. KanTepuan He comialiaeTcs C JaHHOM
rio3uIvier, nosnarasi, 9ro KauT mpeHebperaeT Tpe-
Thell aJIbTepHATMBOV, TaK KaK He ITpOBeJI pasii-
uyle MeXy IIpOVMCXOXAeHueM uaen u cdepont
ee npuMeneHuns (Kanterian, 2013, p. 267—268),
HO paccMaTpuBaJl OH ee WIU HeT, VccilefloBaTesIb
ACHBIVI OTBeT He HaeT: «KaHT ymmbo mpormycTml,
70O AOITYCTWII JIOKHOCTh TPeThell ajIbTepHaTH-
BbD» (Ibid., P 269).

«OTKJIOHeHHas1 aJbTepHaTUBa» peHyesieH-
Oypra, ocHOBaHHas Ha €ro BO3pa’keHMsX, BbICKa-
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is known as “Trendelenburg’s gap”’” (Trende-
lenburgsche Liicke) and the “neglected alterna-
tive” (Soboleva, 2017, p. 92). This critique was
presented in Logical Investigations and was fol-
lowed up in the famous Trendelenburg-Fisch-
er debate on the correct interpretation of Kant’s
transcendental aesthetics (for more detail see
Demin, 2010), which in Beiser’s opinion (2013,
p. 107) was the main catalyst of the Neo-Kant-
ian movement in the 1860s —1870s. The argu-
ment gained wide resonance, involving not
only Trendelenburg and Fischer but also their
disciples (see Belov and Tetyuev, 2017, p. 97). It
is notable that in the wake of the debate Hans
Vaihinger counted about fifty books, pamphlets
and articles devoted to it (Beiser, 2013, p. 107).

Did Kant himself address the problem Tren-
delenburg called the “neglected alternative?”
In The Transcendental Aesthetic he paid atten-
tion only to the application of space and time
to empirical objects and separately to their ap-
plication to noumena, but he did not analyse
the case when space and time can be applied
simultaneously to phenomena and noumena.
Hence the neglected alternative is also called
“the third alternative” (3A for short). Graham
Bird (2006, p. 487) believes that Kant consid-
ered space and time in relation to the noumenal
world and accordingly rejected the third alter-
native. Edward Kanterian (2013, pp. 267-268)
disagrees with this position believing that Kant
neglects the third alternative because he draws
no distinction between the origin of the idea
and the sphere of its application, but he does
not give a clear answer as to whether “Kant has
indeed ignored, or assumed the falsity of, 3A”
(ibid., p. 269).

Trendelenburg’s “neglected alternative”,
based on his objections voiced already in Log-

7 Trendelenburg (1862a, p. 166) believed he had found
in Kant’s exposition of the main principles of cognition
some gaps which make his theory vulnerable and need
to be filled.
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3aHHBIX eIle B «Jlormueckmx wcciIeOBaHMSX»,
yTOUHsIach B IojieMuke ¢ Puirepom. B vacTHo-
ctu, TpeHnereHOy pr BusIe I B KAHTOBCKOVI TEOPUT
MIPOCTPAHCTBA M BpeMeHM IBe ciaabocTu (maiee
pedb OyAeT MATY TOIBKO O IIPOCTPAHCTBE): PesIsi-
TUBU3M IIPOCTpaHCTBa (UTO OyAeT ¢ reomMerpuent
Y CYILIECTB C YyBCTBEHHOVI OpraHm3arueri, OT/Ind-
HOVI OT Hallley1?) ¥ ero CJIy4JarHBIN XapaKTep (4To
OyneT c reoMeTpuiers, eciIu Hallla YyBCTBEeHHasI Op-
raHu3alys U3MEeHUTCS TaK, YTO MBI IlepecTaHeM
BOCIIPVMHVMAaTh €BKJINI0BO IIpocTpaHcTBo?). To 1
Apyroe Kak II0 OT/[IeJIbHOCTY, TaK U B COBOKYIIHO-
CTV HOIpbIBaeT HEOOXOOVMMOCTh M YHUBepCaIb-
HOCTb TeOMeTPUL.

Jlyullie TIOHSTH CYyTh OTKJIOHEHHOV aJIbTepHa-
TUBBI TIO3BOJIAET pelpe3eHTal sl KaHTOBCKOVI Te-
OpvM IIPOCTPAHCTBa U BpeMeH! B cTaTbe TpeH/e-
neHOypra «O mpoberte B JokasaresibcTBe KaHTOM
VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHOV  CYOBEKTMBHOCTY ITPOCTpPaH-
CTBa VI BpeMeHI»:

1. ITpocTpaHCTBO HEOOXOIMMO ¥ YHUBEPCAJIHHO.

2. Ecyivt mpocTpaHCTBO HEOOXOAVIMO 11 YHUBEP-
CaJIbHO, TO OHO aIIPVIOPHO.

3. Ecsiv mpoCTpaHCTBO allpyiopHO, TO OHO CYO0B-
€KTVBHO.

4. Ecriv mpOoCTpaHCTBO CYOBEKTUBHO, TO OHO U
He 00BEKTMBHO.

5. VItak, mpocTpaHCTBO CyObeKTUBHO, a He 00b-
extrBHO (Trendelenburg, 1867, S. 228).

Koneuno, y KanTa y4yeHus o mmpocTpaHCcTBe B
TaK1x (POpMYJIMpPOBKax Mbl He oOHapyxmm. Tem
He MeHee TpenyiesleHOypr MMeHHO B YeTBEPTOM
IIyHKTe yCMaTpuBaeT HeOOOCHOBaHHOE CO CTO-
ponrsl KaHTa mpeneOpexxeHMe ajbTepHaTMBHON
BO3MOXKHOCTBIO ITPV3HATh He TOJIBKO IPOCTpaH-
CTBO " BpeMsl KaK CyObeKTVBHBIe (POPMBI UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV, HO U VX IPVHAJJIEKHOCTH BelllaM
B cebe. Kak 3ameuaer A. IlInext, Tpennenenoypr
[I0-CBOEMY ITOHMMaJI «OOBEKTMBHOE» 1 «CyOBbek-
TUBHOe», IPUYeM B JIBYX aclleKTax — ITPUJIOKN-
Moctu (applicability) n nmpomncxoxaenmus. B otHo-
meHuy niepsoro acriekta Ilnext mpemiaraer Ta-
Koe 00bsicHeHMe nosuiym TpeHzerreHOypra: ecin
HeKasl CTPyKTypa IIPWIOXKMMa K 3aBUCHMBIM OT

ical Investigations, was honed in the polemic
with Fischer. For instance, Trendelenburg saw
two weaknesses in Kant’s theory of space and
time (elsewhere I will talk only about space):
the relativism of space (what would happen to
geometry if it were practiced by creatures with
an organisation of senses different from ours?)
and its accidental character (what would hap-
pen to geometry if our sensual organisation
changed in such a way that we would cease to
perceive Euclidian space?). Both the former and
the latter, separately and together, undermine
the necessity and universality of geometry.

The essence of the neglected alternative is
clarified in Trendelenburg’s rendering of Kant’s
theory of space and time in his article “Ueber
eine Liicke in Kants Beweis von der ausschliessend-
en Subjectivitit des Raumes und der Zeit” (“On
the Gap in Kant’s Proof of Exclusive Subjectivi-
ty of Space and Time”):

1. Space is necessary and universal.

2. If space is necessary and universal, then it
is a priori.

3. If space is a priori it is subjective.

4. If space is subjective it is not objective.

5. Hence space is subjective and not objec-
tive (Trendelenburg, 1867, p. 228).

Of course, we will not find such formula-
tions in Kant’s teaching on space. Neverthe-
less, Trendelenburg claims that in the fourth
item Kant groundlessly neglects the alternative
of recognising not only space and time as sub-
jective forms of sensibility, but their belonging
to things in themselves. As noted by Andrew
Specht, Trendelenburg had his own interpre-
tation of the “objective” and “subjective” in
two aspects, applicability and origin. Concern-
ing the first aspect, Specht offers the following
explanation of Trendelenburg’s position: if a
structure is applicable to mind-dependent en-
tities, it is subjective, and if to mind-independ-
ent entities, it is objective. As for origin, if a
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pasyma (mind-dependent) cymiHOCTSIM, TO OHa
CyObeKTVBHA, eciI K He3aBUCHMBIM OT pasyMa
(mind-independent) cymiHOCTSIM, TO OOBbEKTMBHA.
Yro KacaeTcsi MPOVCXOXK[IEHWs, eCIu CTPYKTypa
BO3HMKAeT B KOHEYHOM pa3yMe, OHa CyObeKTUB-
Ha, eC/IVl OHa BO3HVKaeT BHe KOHEYHOIO pasyMa,
TO oHa oObekTBHA. Ho KaHT B TakoM cityuae vic-
KJTFOUYaeT BO3MOXXHOCTb OOBEKTMBHOIO IIPOCTpaH-
CTBa B JIBYX YKa3aHHBIX CMBICJIaX «00beKTVBHOI0»
y Tpenpenen0ypra, Tak Kak B OITHOM CJIy4ae pedb
UIeT O HPWIOKMUMOCTY (POPMBI ITpOCTpaHCTBa
K BelllaM B ce0e, a B IpyTroM IIPsIMO TOBOPUTCS O
IIPOVICXOXKIEHM «O0BeKTUBHOIO» ITPOCTPAHCTBa
He3aBUCVMO OT 4esloBedyeckoro pasyma (Specht,
2014, p. 526—527). B sToM1 cTaThe, Kak u B «Jloru-
YecKMx Mccile/loBaHMsAxX», TpeHieleHOypr yKasbl-
BaeT Ha /IBa Blla IPOCTPaHCTBa — CyOBEKTUBHOE
(opma ayBCTBEHHOr0 ITO3HAHISA) 11 OOBEKTVBHOE
(cBomicTBO Beren B cebe). Ho dumep, o 3ameda-
Huto Illnexrta, cumMTaeT, 4YTO Teopus IPOCTpPaH-
crBa TpennernieHOypra BefieT K BBIBOY O Cyllle-
CTBOBAHWM TOJIBKO OIIHOIO peajIbHOTO IIPOCTpPaH-
CTBa, HE3aBVCVMOIO OT pa3yMa, a B pasyMe BO3HU-
KaeT ero KOImusl, KOTOpasi 3aBUCUT OT peasIbHOro.
TpennenenOypr Bospaswml Takovl TpaKTOBKe COO-
CTBEHHOVI TeOPUM IIPOCTPAHCTBA M 3aMeTWJI, YTO
CyOBeKTMBHOE BOCIIPUSITIIE IIPOCTPAHCTBa eCTh He
Abbild vt Nachbild (xomvist vyt OCTaTOYHOe 130-
Opaxenne), a Gegenbild (mpoTuBoobpas, Wi 3ep-
KaJIBHOE OTpakeHMe) OOBEKTVMBHOIO IIPOCTpPaH-
crBa. B aToM cmbiciie TpenperreHOy pr paccMaTpy-
BaeT IIPOCTPaHCTBO KaK OOO3HaueHMe IOHATHS,
TaK KaK OHO He OTHOCUTCSI HelOoCpe/ICTBEHHO K
KOHKPETHOVI CTPYKTYpe, a CKOpee ee OIIMCHIBa-
et (Ibid., p. 531). KaHT, Kak M3BecTHO, BO BTOPOM
m3gaHum «KpUTukm 4mcToro pasyma» $ICHO yKa-
3aJjI, 4TO IIPOCTPAHCTBO — YCJIOBME BO3MOXKHOCTU
BellleVl, a He 3aBucslliee OT HUX OIlpefiesieHue, I1o-
3TOMY OHO eCTh YVICTOe CO3epIlaHWe, a He oOIee
nonsitue (B 38—39; Kanr, 2006, c. 95).

Kaxk 651 To HM ObLI10, TpeHmereHOy pr cTpeMmnT-
cs He TOTaJIBHO OMpoBeprHyTh KaHTa, HO BOCIos-
HWUTH CyIIEeCTBYIOIIVE Ha ero B3IJIAL IIpoleTsl B
KaHTOBCKOVI TeOpPWMM IIPOCTPAHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHM.

D. 0. Rozhin

structure arises inside the finite mind it is sub-
jective, and if it arises outside the finite mind
it is objective. But Kant in this case rules out
the possibility of objective space in Trendelen-
burg’s two meanings of the “objective” since
in one case it is about the applicability of the
form of space to things in themselves, and in
the other case “objective” space originates in-
dependently of the human mind (Specht, 2014,
pp. 526-527). In this article, as in Logical Investi-
gations, Trendelenburg speaks about two kinds
of space, the subjective (sensible cognition)
and the objective (property of things in them-
selves). But Fischer, as Specht notes, believes
that Trendelenburg’s theory of space leads to
the inference that only one real space exists
independently from mind, and mind produc-
es its copy which depends on the real. Trende-
lenburg objected to this treatment of his theory
of space and argued that subjective perception
of space is not Abbild or Nachbild (copy or re-
sidual image), but Gegenbild (counter image or
mirror reflection) of the objective space. In that
sense Trendelenburg considers space to be a
definition of a concept because it does not di-
rectly pertain to a concrete structure, but rath-
er describes it (ibid., p. 531). Kant, of course,
clearly stated in the second edition of the Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason that space is the condition
of the possibility of things and not a definition
that depends on them, which is why it is pure
intuition and not a general concept (B 38-39,
Kant, 1998, pp. 157-158).

Be that as it may, Trendelenburg seeks not
to refute Kant across the board, but to fill what
he considers to be gaps in Kant’s theory of
space and time. So, from the moment Trende-
lenburg started work on Logical Investigations
his task was to ground, in addition to the sub-
jective character, also the objective character of
space and time. It is to explain the dual status
of space and time that he turns to the category
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ITosTomy 3amaua TpeHnerneHOypra ¢ camMoro Ha-
yasia paOoThel Hap «JlormgeckmMm mcciIenoOBaHM-
AMI» COCTOsJIa B TOM, UTOOBI 0OOCHOBATh, IIOMM-
MO CYyOBEKTMBHOIO XapakTepa, OObeKTUBHBIN Xa-
paKkTep IpocTpaHCTBa 1 BpeMeHM. i1 o0bscHe-
HMS ABOVIHOTO CTaTyca IIPOCTPaHCTBa ¥ BpeMeH!
OH KakK pa3 oDOpallaeTcd K KaTeropuu JBVKeHMs,
KOTOpOe OIMHAKOBO HPMHAJIEKUT KaK OOBbek-
TUBHOMY BHEIITHEMY MWUpY, TaK " CyOBbeKTMBHO-
My BHyTpeHHeMy Mupy (TpennenenOypr, 1868a,
c. 153—154). HakoHer1, BaXXHO IIPOSICHUTB BOIIPOC,
B yeM Tpennesnen0Oypr cornacen ¢ Kanrtom.

CorocTaBjieHMe TeOpPUII IPOCTPAHCTBA U Bpe-
MeHV 00OMX MBICTIUTESIeN TOKa3bIBaeT CIIeIyIo-
e cxofcTsa: 1) mpocTpaHCTBO M BpeMs — CO-
3eplaHnd ¥ OPMBI UyBCTBEHHOIO II03HaHWMS; 2)
3TV (POPMBI MMEIOT aIlpMOPHBIVI B KaHTOBCKOM
CMBICJIe XapaKTep, TO eCTb caMy He 00yCJI0BJIeHbI
OIIBITOM ¥ OIHOBPEMEHHO BBICTYHAIOT YCJIOBU-
smvm 1t ontbita (B 38—39, 42, 46, 49; KanT, 2006,
c. 95, 99, 105, 109; TpenneneHOypr, 1868a, c. 154—
156). Bmecte ¢ Tem TpenpereHOypr mommdmiim-
pyeT ydyeHune KaHTa o mmpocTpaHCTBe 11 BpeMeHU
B COOTBETCTBUM C aKTyasIbHOM I €0 BpeMeHU
YCTaHOBKOV Ha 0OOCHOBaHVe HayYHOI'O 3HaHMs, C
OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, IIpVHMMas TOUKY 3peHnst Kan-
Ta Ha CyOBEKTVBHOCTH IIPOCTPAHCTBA U BpEMeHW,
C IpyTON — [OIOJIHSA ee apT'yMeHTaMI B IIOJIb3y
VX 0OBbEKTVBHOIO XapaKTepa.

1.3. Yuenue Tpenodeaenbypea
0 Kamezopuax paccyoka

Hamre nosnanwme, cortacHo KanTy, He wmcyep-
IIbIBaeTCs TOJIBKO YYBCTBEHHBIMM CO3€pLIaHNS-
MM, HO HeOOXOIVIMO BKJIIOUaeT B ceds 1 paccymod-
Hble IOHSTNS, C KOTOPBIMI CO3epLiaHMs JOJDKHBI
ObITh cBs3aHEI (B 75—76, 165; KanTt, 2006, c. 137—
139, 241—-243). IloaTomy TpeHmeneHOypr B cBoent
TeopuM MOo3HaHM4 Bciter, 3a KanToM obpartaercs
K PpacCcyJOYHOMY IIO3HaHMIO, I7le KJIIOUeBYIO POJib
WUTPAIOT YVCTBIe TIOHSATVS, VJIV KaTeTOPUA.

TpenneneHOypr 3mech BHOBb HauMHaeT C Kpu-
Tiku Kanra. Ilo ero MHeHMIO, KAHTOBCKOE yue-

of motion, which belongs equally to the objec-
tive external world and to the subjective inter-
nal world (Trendelenburg, 1862a, pp. 166-167).
Finally, it is important to clarify where Trende-
lenburg is in agreement with Kant.

A comparison of the two thinkers’ theories
of space and time reveals the following simi-
larities: 1) space and time are intuitions and
forms of sensible cognition; 2) these forms
have an a priori character in the Kantian sense,
i.e. they are not conditioned by experience and
at the same time are conditions of experience
(B 38-39, 42, 46, 49; Kant, 1998, p. 157-158, 159,
162, 163; Trendelenburg, 1862a, pp. 166-168).
At the same time, Trendelenburg modifies
Kant’s teaching on space and time in accord-
ance with the bidding of his time to ground
scientific knowledge; on the one hand he ac-
cepts Kant’s view of the subjectivity of space
and time and, on the other hand, he comple-
ments it with arguments in favour of their ob-
jective character.

1.3. Trendelenburg’s Doctrine
of the Categories of Understanding

According to Kant, our cognition is not
confined to sensible intuitions, but of neces-
sity includes the concepts of understanding
with which intuitions must be linked (B 75-76,
165; Kant, 1998, pp. 193-194, 263-264). There-
fore Trendelenburg in his theory of cognition,
following Kant, turns to rational cognition in
which pure concepts, or categories, play the
key role.

Here Trendelenburg again begins with the
criticism of Kant. In his opinion, Kant’s “doc-
trine of categories repeats the mistake that
crept into the view of space and time”® (Tren-
delenburg, 1862a, p. 327),i.e. according to Kant,

8 Cf. “[...] so setzt diese Auffassung der Kategorien den in
der Ansicht von Raum und Zeit begonnenen Irrthum weiter

fort[...]".
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HVe O KaTeropusX «IIPOHOJDKaeT IIOrPEITHOCTE,
3apOAMBIIIYIOCS. BO B3IVIsifle Ha IIPOCTPAaHCTBO U
BpeMsi», TO eCTh, corytacHo KanTy, dpopmsl paccy-
JIOYHOTO IIO3HAHWUS TOXEe VIMEIOT M04bK0 CY0vek-
mubnuiil xapakrep (TpennenenOypr, 1868a, c. 305).
Jlornka obocHoBanmst TpennesreHOyprom oobek-
TUBHOI'O XapaKTepa pacCy[JOYHBIX KaTeropuil Ta-
Kas ke, KaK M B CJIydae IIPOCTpaHCTBa M BpeMe-
H1. COOTBeTCTBEHHO, [IBVDKEHMe IOpOXaeT He
TOJIBKO IIPOCTPAHCTBO M BpeMs, HO M pacCyIou-
Hble Kareropuit: «LlapcTBo IBVDKeHMS ecTh BMecTe
1 ITAPCTBO 3TUX KaTerOPWIL VI IIPUTOM — YTO BCer-
A OCTaHEeTCs CyIIeCTBEHHENIIEeV CTOPOHOV BEIBO-
Jla — CTOJIBKO XKe B MUpe ObITHS, CKOJIBKO U B CHJIe
MbIUIeHMs» (TaM e, c. 348).

He obxomut cropoHon TpenpaeneHOypr onwe
13 KJTIOUeBbIX pasziesioB «KpuTuKM 4mucToro pasy-
Ma, TIOCBSAIIIeHHBIV TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO ey K-
LIV KaTerOpuIL. On KPUTUKYeT KAaHTOBCKUVI ITOM-
xofl, yTBepxKaas, uro KaHT He cMor cBsi3aTh 00b-
eKTUBHOe e[ITHCTBO CAMOCO3HAHMA C CyOBeKTMB-
HBIM, VIV TPaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHbIM, eIIHCTBOM Ca-
MocosHaHms (Tam xe, c. 333). TpenpaenenOypr He
noHmmMaeT, kak KanT sbiBes1 12 dopm cykieHmi
1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, YMCThIe PacCy/IOUHble KaTero-
PUM U3 eAMHCTBa caMOCO3HaHM:: «OT MCTOYHMKA
€IVHCTBA B CAMOCO3HAHMN K CIIOco0aM VIV BU-
JlaM eIVHeHMs B KaTeropusx Iiepexoa HeT; IIpu-
XOUTCH HepelpbIrHy Th Oe3mry» (TaMm e, c. 349).
Taxxe TpenpmereHOypr ocrmapmBaeT TOT CIIOCOO,
KOTOPBIV ITpeyIoxmI KaHT [y1s mpuyioxkeHMs IIo-
HATUM K CO3epLIaHMIM, a IMEHHO CXeMaTM3M Uu-
creix ioHsATUN (Tam xe, c. 350—351).

VITax, ocHOBHBIe Bo3pakeHNs TpeHmereHOy pra
IpoTus yueHMst KaHTa 0 paccy1ouHBIX KaTeropu-
SIX MOXKHO IIP€/ICTaBUTh B CJIIYIOIEeM BUIe: a) Ka-
TEropmy He SBJISIOTCS BUAMM «CUHTETUYECKOrO
eIMHEeHMs CaMOCO3HATeJIbHOCTI»; 0) Kareropmm
VIMEeIOT He TOJIBKO CYOBEeKTVMBHBIV, HO " OOBeK-
TUBHBI XapakTep; B) TpeHesieHOypr BbICTyIIaeT
IPOTUB CxeMaTM3Ma 4MCToro paccynka; r) Kanr,
o MHeHuIo TpenpereHOypra, He yKasail IlepBo-
HayaJlo ISl KaTeropum u sl cosepliaHmim. Bce
yKa3aHHbIe BO3pakeHWs, corlacHO TpeHmerreH-

47

D. 0. Rozhin

the forms of rational cognition have only the
subjective character. In grounding the objective
character of categories of understanding Tren-
delenburg follows the same logic as in the case
of space and time. Thus, motion generates not
only space and time, but also categories of un-
derstanding: “The kingdom of motion is at
the same time the kingdom of these categories
and — whatever remains as the most essential
aspect of the inference — as much in the world
of being as in the power of thought”® (ibid.,
p. 368).

Trendelenburg also pays attention to one
of the key sections of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, the one devoted to the transcendental de-
duction of categories. He challenges Kant’s
approach, claiming that Kant failed to link the
objective unity of self-consciousness with the
subjective, or transcendental, unity of self-con-
sciousness (ibid., pp. 352-354). Trendelenburg
does not understand how Kant deduced the
12 forms of judgments and, accordingly, cat-
egories of understanding from the unity of
self-consciousness: “Between the source of uni-
ty of self-consciousness and the types of uni-
ty in the categories one has to leap across an
abyss”! (ibid., pp. 368-369). Trendelenburg also
challenges the method Kant proposed for ap-
plying concepts to intuitions, namely, the sche-
matism of pure concepts (ibid., pp. 369-370).

Thus, the main objections Trendelenburg
has to Kant’s teaching on the categories of un-
derstanding are as follows: a) categories are
not types of “synthetic unity of self-conscious-
ness”!; b) categories have not only a subjective
but also an objective character; c) Trendelen-

9

“Das Reich der Bewegung ist zugleich das Reich dieser
Kategorien und zwar, was immer die wesentlichste Seite der
Ableitung bleibt, ebenso sehr in der Welt des Seins als in der
Macht des Denkens.”

0 “Von der Quelle der Einheit im Selbstbewusstsein zu den
Arten der Einigung in den Kategorien ist ein Sprung tiber
eine Kluft.”

1 “[...] der synthetischen Einheit des Selbstbewusstseins

L.].
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Oypry, CHUMaIOTCS TOIIBKO TOI/a, KOr7la B OCHOBa-
HVIe BCeX allpyOpPHBIX (POpM ITO3HAHMS IoJIaraeT-
Cs1 «3VDKIMTesIbHOe fIBvbkeHMe» (TaMm xe, c. 352).

ITockompKy MOBVDKEHME ITOPOXKIAeT, COIIAaCHO
TpenpneneHOypry, dopMBI IpOCTpaHCTBA 11 BpeMe-
HU ¥ pacCyJIouHble KaTeropuy, a Takke ObITHe 1
MBIIIIJIEHVIE, TO TIEPBbIE SBJISIOTCS He TOJIBKO pop-
MaMM IT03HaHM$, Kak mosarayi KaHT, HO 1 dop-
MaMM OBITMSI BHEIITHMX OOBEKTOB. B 3TOM citydae
BO3HIKaeT BOIIPOC: KaKoBa pasHMUIla MeX[y IIpo-
CTPaHCTBOM, BpeMeHeM V1 KaTeropusaMu paccyaKa
KaK alpyvOpHBIMM popMaMyl TIO3HAHMS, C OIHOM
CTOPOHBI, 1 KaK popMaMy HaCyIIHOrO OBITMS —
C mpyrovi?

@opmel TI03HaHMS A1 TpeHaeneHOypra Ho-
CST BCEOOIINVI XapaKTep, 10 CyTU allpUOPHBIN, a
dopMBI OBITHST — eIVHWYIHBIN VHBIMU CJIOBAM,
dopMBI MBIIITTEHNS MeaIbHBIL, a (POPMBI OBITHS
vaausuayasnbHbl (TpenneneHOypr, 18680, c. 527).
ITooOHast TpakTOBKa IIPOCTPAHCTBA, BPEMEHM U
PacCyIOUHBIX KaTerOpuil TI03BOJISIeT eMy, BO-TIep-
BBIX, COXPAaHUTb BO3MOXXHOCTb JJOCTOBEPHOIO IIO-
3HaHM4 (OIHA M3 IVIaBHBIX MHTEHIINN ero duio-
codpCKOro TIPOeKTa), a BO-BTOPBIX, M30€XaTh TOX-
JlecTBa MBICIIV M OBITMSA (IIPU3HAKM TOJIEMUKU C
I'ereszem). OTcroma citeyeT, UTO, C OAHOWM CTOPO-
HBI, MBI He MOYXeM TIO3HATh HeVICTBUTEILHOCTD Ta-
KOT1, KaKas OHa ecTh, Ha Bce 100%, Tak Kak popMBl
MBIIIUIEHS COOTBETCTBYIOT popMaM ObITMS, HO
He MIeHTUYHBI M, C IPyTol — VIMEHHO yKa3aH-
HOe cooTBeTCTBIe TpeHaeTeHOypr KjIafieT B OCHO-
BaHMe aIlOAMKTMYECKOro XapaKTepa Halllero Io-
3HAHWSL

B KOHTeKcTe IIpeCTOosIIero CpaBHeH NS B3ITIs-
nos TpenpnenenOypra 1 Kyapsisliesa BaxxHOV 4a-
CcThI0 «JIOrMYecKmMXx WMCCIIeOBaHM»  SIBJISIIOTCS
pasmblnuieHns TpeHaereHOypra o Ge3ycsIoBHOM,
KOoTOpoe «dutocodckas abcTpakiins 30BeT abd-
COJIIOTHBIM, a OoJiee XmBasi Bepa IIpsgmMo borom»
(Tam xe, c. 450). 3mech IpMMeYaTesIHFHO TO, YTO IO-
cperncTBoM men o bore, KoTopasi JIEXXUT B OCHOBa-
HUM OBITUST Y MBITIUIEHVIS, BCET/Ia UITIETCS eIVH-
CTBO peasibHOro u mpaeasbHoro (Tam xe, c. 499).
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burg is against the schematic character of pure
understanding; d) Kant fails to identify the first
principle of categories and intuitions. All the
above objections, Trendelenburg argues, can
only be withdrawn if “creative motion”'* is put
at the foundation of all a priori forms of cogni-
tion (ibid., pp. 370-371).

Because, according to Trendelenburg, mo-
tion generates the forms of space and time and
categories of understanding, as well as being
and thought, the former are not only forms of
cognition, as Kant believed, but also forms of
the being of external objects. Then the question
suggests itself, what is the difference between
space, time and the categories of understand-
ing as a priori forms of cognition, on the one
hand, and the forms of day-to-day being on
the other?

For Trendelenburg (1862b, p. 493) the forms
of cognition have a universal, essentially a pri-
ori character, and forms of being are singular;
in other words, forms of thought are ideal, and
forms of being are individual. Such treatment
of space, time and the categories of understand-
ing enable him, first, to preserve the possibility
of authentic cognition (one of the key goals of
his philosophical project) and second, to avoid
identity of thought and being (signs of polemic
with Hegel). It follows that, on the one hand,
we cannot know reality as it is 100%, as the
forms of thought correspond to forms of being
but are not identical to them and, on the oth-
er hand, Trendelenburg puts the above-men-
tioned correspondence at the basis of the
apodictic character of our cognition.

In the light of the following comparison of
the views of Trendelenburg and Kudryavtsev
an important part of Trendelenburg’s Logical
Investigations is reflections on the uncondition-
al, which “philosophical abstraction calls the
absolute and the livelier faith simply God”"

”

12 “[...] der construktiven Bewequng [...]".
B “[...] die philosophische Abstraktion das Absolute, der
lebendigere Glaube nennt es Gott.”



TpennenenOypr ykasbplBaeT, UTO paccMaTpyiBae-
MBble KaXK[IBIVI caM II0 cebe peasivsM M MIIeaan3M
BellyT K OTPUIIAHMIO 0e3yCJIOBHOTO ¥, KakK Cefl-
CTBUeE, K OTPUIIAHNIO O0)KeCTBEeHHOVI BOJIVI B MVIpe
(Tam xe, c. 521).

B pesysnpraTe ananmsa Tekcra «Jlormdeckux vic-
CJIefIoBaHMIT» OOHAPY XKMBaeTCs JOBOJIIBHO Cephbe3-
Hasl pasHUIla MeX]ly TeopeTUKO-TIO3HaBaTeIbHbI-
My B3mrsimamu Kanrta m TpenperenOypra. XoTs
IIOCJIeIHUT $IBHO onmpasicsi Ha uien «Kpurtn-
KV YMCTOrO pasyMa», Ha3BaThb ero KaHTHaHIIeM B
CTPOIOM CMBICJIE CJIOBaA HeJIb3sl.

2. Teopws niosHaHMA
B. 1. KynpsisueBa-Ilinaronosa

Teopus nosnanusa Kypgpsisresa® BxoguT B co-
CTaB OHTOJIOIMW W SBJISieTCs IIpeBapsIoler Ya-
CTBIO IIPeJIOKeHHOV M MeTadpV31UecKOV CHCTe-
MBI Bce yuenme o nosHanum y Kympssiiesa rie-
JIUTCA B COOTBETCTBUM C TpeMs BUIaMM IIO3Ha-
HUS: SMIOVPUYECKMM (= YyBCTBEHHBIM), paccy-
JIOYHBIM 1 YMCTBEHHBIM (= MeasibHbIM). VIHTepe-
CyIolIye Hac KOHLEIIINY IIpeICTaBIeHbl B CIIefTy-
formx pabortax Kynpssiesa: «MeTtadmsmaeckumt
aHaIN3 SMIIVPUYECKOro IO3HaHMs», «[IpocTpan-
CTBO " BpeMs» 1 «MeTadnsnuecKun aHajIn3 pa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOTO ITO3HAHWIS.

ITog smmmpuueckuM mo3HaHueM Kynpss-
11eB IIOHMMaeT IT03HaHMe IIOCPeICTBOM BHEIITHMX
uyBcTB HernocpeacTseHHO (Kynpssies-ITiaro-
HOB, 191406, c. 68—71). B maHHOM Bule ITO3HAHWMS
OH BblfIeJIsieT CyOBeKTUBHBIN 1 OOBEKTVBHBIN
3JIEMEHTBL: TepBBIVI IIPUHAIJIEXUT IIO3HAIOIIe-
My CyOBeKTy, BTOPOV IIPUBHOCUTCS B €r0 CO3Ha-
Hue n3BHe (Tam xe, c. 83). IIpenmMeTsl BHelIHero
MUpa CTaHOBSTCS 4yepe3 BHeIIHMe YyBCTBa [10-

* KympsiBiies ObIT YYeHWKOM ¥ ITpOJIOJDKaTesIeM B3ITIS-
nioB mpodeccopa Kadpenprl JIOrMKM 1 MeTadmsmkmu Mo-
CKOBCKOM pAyxoBHOM akamemuy D.A. TonyOuHCcKoro
(1797 —1854). IlpumedaTesIbHO, YTO THOCEOJIOTMTYECKVIEe
ycraHoBku 'orrybuHckoro n Kympsisiiesa Bo MHOTOM CO-
BIIA/IAIOT, B paboTax 3Tmx $pmwiocodos TakKe 0OHAPYKI-
BaeTCss MHOTO Iapajulejiell B OTHOLIeHMM peleniui u
KpuTHKM Teoperndaeckmx vzent Karra (cMm.: Poxin, 20218).
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(ibid., p. 425). What needs to be stressed is that
the idea of God, which underlies being and
thought, always seeks unity of the real and the
ideal (ibid., pp. 468-469). Trendelenburg points
out that realism and idealism considered by
themselves lead to the negation of the uncondi-
tional and as a consequence to the negation of
the divine will in the world (ibid., p. 488).

An analysis of the text of Logical Investiga-
tions reveals a serious difference between the
theoretical-epistemological views of Kant and
Trendelenburg. Although the latter clearly pro-
ceeded from the ideas of the Critique of Pure
Reason, he cannot be called a Kantian in the
strict sense of the word.

2. Theory of Cognition According
to Kudryavtsev-Platonov

Kudryavtsev’s theory of cognition' is part
of ontology and an introductory part of his
metaphysical system. His theory of cogni-
tion is divided in accordance with three types
of cognition: empirical (= sensible), related
to the understanding and related to reason
(= ideal). These conceptions are spelled out
in the following works by Kudryavtsev: Meta-
physical Analysis of Empirical Cognition, Space
and Time and Metaphysical Analysis of Rational
Cognition.

By empirical cognition Kudryavtsev means
cognition directly through external sens-
es (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1914b, pp. 68-71).
Within this type of cognition he singles out
the subjective and objective elements, the for-
mer belonging to the cognising subject and the
latter introduced into his consciousness from

14 Kudryavtsev was a pupil and follower of the views of
Fyodor A. Golubinsky (1797 —1854), Professor of Logic
and Metaphysics at the Moscow Theological Academy.
It is noteworthy that the epistemic ideas of Golubinsky
and Kudryavtsev have many similarities and their works
reveal many parallels in the reception and critique of
Kant’s theoretical ideas (see Rozhin, 2021c).
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CTOsTHVIEM ITO3HAIOIIETO CyObeKTa, BBI3bIBasi B IIO-
ctenHeM nipesictasieHus (Tam xe, c. 165). Ho st
IIpeJicTaBjIeHNsl He OTpakaloT [IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTD
TaKoV, KakKas OHa eCTh Ha CaMOM Jiejle, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky «KauecTBO OIIYIIeHWs He eCTh CBOVICTBO OIIIy-
I11aeMoro oobeKTa, HO BUIOV3MeHeHle YyBCTBa B
omy1atorieM cyobekre» (Tam xe, c. 90). IToaTo-
My MO3HAIOMINT CyOBeKT VIMeeT [1eJI0 C SIBJIeHNS-
Mmu (Tam xe, c. 114), 9TO B TO )Xe BpeMsI He O3HaA4YaeT
OTCYTCTBVE BO3MOXKHOCTM IIOJIy4eHWs JOCTOBep-
HOT'O 3HaHMs O Belllax: «... TaK Ha3bIBaeMble CyOb-
eKTVBHBIe CBOVICTBA Belllell MOI'yT CJIyXXWUTh K IIO-
3HAHWIO CBOVICTB OOBEKTMBHBIX, HSCMOTPs Ha BCe
HecxorcTBo ¢ HuMm» (TaMm xe, ¢. 200). Takvm oOpa-
3oM, KyapsiBrieB, KOHeUHO, He OBUI CTOPOHHVIKOM
3epKaJIbHOTO OTPa’kKeHMs IIPeIMeTOB BHEIITHEro
MMpa B HallleM CO3HaHMV, HO BCe XKe IIoJ1arajl, 4To
MeX]ly MpeaMeTaMy KaK TaKOBBIMM M oOpaszamm
3TVIX IIPEIMETOB B CO3HAHWN — OTHOIIIeHVe 0oJle-
e-MeHee TouHOro cootseTcTBus (Kympssiies-ITia-
ToHOB, 1905, c. 218).

B xauecTBe 001X pOpM SMIMPUYECKOrO TI0-
sHaHud KyznpssileB ykaselBaeT ITPOCTPAHCTBO U
Bpems. CBoe ydeHMe 0 HUX pusiocod mpesicTabiIs-
eT CJIeAYIOmMM 0Opa3oM: CHadajla OH pelipe3eH-
TUpPYeT TeOpUIO IIPOoCTpaHCTBa 1 BpemeHu KamnrTa,
3aTeM BBICKa3bIBaeT K HeVl KpUTHUUYeCKue 3aMeda-
HU VI, HAKOHell, ITpejjjlaraeT CBOV pacCy KIeHs.

Kynpssues cortacen ¢ KanTom B TOM, 4TO IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO ¥ BpeMsl IIpUHAJJIeXaT IIO3HaloIle-
My CyOBeKTYy, TO eCTb OHV CyOBbeKTUBHBI, IMEIOT
aTIPVOPHBIN XapaKTep ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, XapakK-
Tep BCEOOITHOCTM ¥ HEOOXOOVMMOCTY, SBJISIOTCS
co3eplaHMsAMM W YCIIOBUAMM BO3MOXKHOCTY OITbI-
Ta (Kynpssues-ITinaronos, 19148, c. 210—211, 223 —
224). Ho mpuHIMnmasnbHoe Hecoriacue Kynpss-
eBa ¢ KaHTOM coCTOUT B TOM, UTO HOCJIETHIV He
IIpV3HAET 3a IIPOCTPAHCTBOM U BpeMeHeM O0Bbek-
TUBHOTO 3Ha4YeHWs B IIpeIMeTaXx OIIbITa, B TO Bpe-
M3 KaK corviacye JeVICTBUTeIBHOCTYL V1 allPYOPHO-
ro IIO3HAHMS ee ITPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHBIX
CBOVICTB yKas3blBaeT Ha OOBEKTVMBHBIV XapaKTep
npocrpaHcTea 1 BpeMeHn (Tam xe, c. 236—238,
241—-244). Otu paccyxpaenus: Kynpssiiepa oueHb
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outside (ibid., p. 83). Objects of the external
world are internalised through external senses
of the cognising subject, evoking representa-
tions within the latter (ibid., p. 165). However,
these representations do not reflect reality as
it really is because “the quality of the sensa-
tion is not the quality of the sensed object, but
a change of the sense in the sensing subject”
(ibid., p. 90). That is why the cognising subject
deals with phenomena (ibid., p. 114), which
does not, however, mean that it is impossible
to obtain authentic knowledge about things:
“[...] so-called subjective properties of things
may serve the cognition of objective properties
in spite of being different from them” (ibid.,
p- 200). Thus, although Kudryavtsev did not
subscribe to the notion that our consciousness
mirrors objects of the external world, he still
believed in a more or less exact correspond-
ence between objects as such and the images
of these objects in consciousness (Kudryavt-
sev-Platonov,1905, p. 218).

Kudryavtsev considers space and time to be
the general forms of empirical cognition. He
unfolds his teaching in the following way: first
he presents Kant’s theory of space and time,
then he makes critical remarks about it and fi-
nally, offers his reflections.

Kudryavtsev agrees with Kant that space
and time belong to the cognising subject, i.e.
they are subjective, have an a priori character
and accordingly the character of universality
and necessity, being intuitions and conditions
of possible experience (Kudryavtsev-Platonov,
1914c, pp. 210-211, 223-224). But his fundamen-
tal disagreement with Kant is that the latter
does not recognise space and time as having
objective meanings in the objects of experience,
while the concord of reality and a priori cogni-
tion of its spatio-temporal properties attests to
the objective character of space and time (ibid.,



HarloMuHaloT maen TpeHmereHOypra, xoTd pyc-
cKmit pnitocod 311eck Ha Hero He CChblJIaeTCs.

Pazmgasi IpoCTPaHCTBO U BpeMs KaK POpMBI
ro3HaHMA 1 popMBI orpaHmueHHOro obITs, Ky-
IpsIBLIeB OOBACHSAET PasHUIY MeXAY HUMU TeM,
YTO B IIO3HAHWV OHU V/I€aJIBHEL, a B IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTV OHV MOT'YT TOJIBKO IIPUOJIVDKAThCS K CBOET
MIeaIbHOV popMe’, KpOMe TOTO, IeVICTBUTE/ IbHbIE
IIPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMs He 00J1afiatoT IIPU3HAKOM
OeckOHEUHOCTV, B OT/IMYMeE OT MaearbHbIX (Tam
Xe, c. 244, 269—270). UTo KacaeTcs IIpOCTpaHCTBa U
BpeMeH! KaK CyObeKTMBHBIX (POPM, TO OHU, Mes
He3aBCVIMOe OT OIIbITa IIPOVICXOXK[IeHVe, OOHapy-
JKMBAIOTCS V1 TIOCTEIIeHHO (POPMUPYIOTCS IO, BIIV-
auveM onbiTa (Tam xe, c. 276—277). Kynpssiies
ccbUIaeTcd B 3ToM Borpoce Ha Kanra: «Emre Kan-
TOM CITpaBeJIMBO 3aMeUYeHO, UTO a priori omeiTa
BOBCe He 3HAUWUT — COBEpPIIEHHO He3aBVCUMO OT
OIIBITa, HO TOJIBKO BMeCTe C OIIBITOM; O IIPOCTpaH-
CTBe VI BpeMeHU OH IIPSIMO TOBOPUT, YTO eCIIV Obl
He JIeVICTBOBaJIM Ha Hac HMKaKye BHeIIHVe BIle-
JaTsIeHVs, TO He ObIsIO ObI B HaC 1 BO33PEHMII IIPO-
cTpaHcTBa 1 BpeMeHI...» (Tam xe, c. 290).

s pycckoro dwtocoda ciiabas cTopoHa KaH-
TOBCKOVI TeOpUM HPOCTpaHCTBA M BpeMeHM 3a-
KJIIOYaeTcsd B IIpeficTaBieHUM POpM UyBCTBEH-
HOT'O IIO3HAHMS TOJIBKO KaK CyOBeKTMBHBIX, YTO
IIPOTMBOPEUNT OOBIIEHHOMY ¥ HayYHOMY CO3Ha-
HUIO 1 BOOOIIIe BefleT K pa3pyIIeHNI0 BO3MOKHO-
ctu goctoBepHoro nosHaHud (Kynpssues-ITtaro-
HOB, 19146, c. 180). ITpu sTom KyzpsiBlies roraraer,
YTO Teopns CyObeKTMBHOTO IIPOVICXOXKAEHS IIPO-
CTpaHCTBa M BpeMeHMU JlejlaeT BO3MOXHBIM ITpefl-
rojiokeHue 06 mx oObekTMBHOM 3HaueHUM (Ky-
npsslies-I taronos, 19148, c. 236, 238).

> KympsiBiieB yKasblBaeT, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMs
KakK (popMBl OBITMS 11 KaK (POPMBI ITO3HAHWS He SBJISIOT-
Csl «aDCOMIOTHO TOXKIECTBEHHBIMW», HO «aHAJIOIVYHBI-
MI», «OoJlee VIV MeHee COOTBETCTBeHHBIMM». [TomHsTIA
MpOCTpaHCTBa 1 BpeMeHM B HallleM pasyMe 00JaJaroT
OpU3HaKaMV, VIMEOIIVMY 3HadeHve TOJIBKO IS Hallle-
ro nosHaHus. K takum npusHakaMm Kynapssiies oTHocUT
paloHabHOe U CyOBEeKTUBHOE TIOHSTME OeCKOHEYHO-
cTu. B mevicTBUTeNBPHOCTM JAHHOMY ITOHSATWIO, COITIACHO
pycckoMy drtocody, HUYEro He COOTBETCTBYET, a B Ha-
IIeM ITO3HaHMM eMy OTBedaeT caMO ITO3HaHVe KaK Heo-
rpasmdeHHoe npenenamu 0brTris (Kygpsisies-I biaToHoB,
19148, c. 269—270).
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pp. 236-238, 241-244). This reasoning is very
similar to Trendelenburg’s ideas, although he
does not cite him.

Distinguishing space and time as forms of
cognition and forms of finite being, Kudryav-
tsev attributes the difference between them to
the fact that they are ideal in cognition, but in
reality can only approach their ideal form."”
Besides, real space and time do not have the
property of infinity as distinct from ideal ones
(ibid., pp. 244, 269-270). As for space and time
as subjective forms, they, having an origin in-
dependent of experience, reveal themselves
and are gradually formed under the influence
of experience (ibid., pp. 276-277). On this point
Kudryavtsev refers to Kant: “Already Kant
rightly noted that experience’s a priori does not
mean that it is totally independent of experi-
ence, but is only together with experience; of
space and time he says directly that if we were
not exposed to some external impressions there
would be no sense of space and time within us
[...]” (ibid., p. 290).

For the Russian philosopher a weakness
of Kant’s theory of space and time consists
in that it presents forms of sensible cogni-
tion only as subjective, which is at odds with
day-to-day and scientific consciousness and
in general denies the possibility of authen-
tic cognition (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1914b,
p. 180). Kudryavtsev believes that the theory of
the subjective origin of space and time makes
it possible to posit their objective significance
(Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1914c, pp. 236, 238).

15 Kudryavtsev points out that space and time as forms
of being and as forms of cognition are not “absolutely
identical” but “analogous”, “more or less correspond-
ing”. The concepts of space and time in our mind have
properties that matter only for our cognition. Kudryavt-
sev considers the rational and subjective concept of in-
finity to be one such property. In reality this concept,
according to the Russian philosopher, has no correspon-
dence and, in our consciousness, it corresponds only to
cognition itself as not being limited to being (Kudryav-
tsev-Platonov, 1914c, pp. 269-270).
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Wrak, comamiasicb IOYTH IIOJTHOCTBIO C KaH-
TOBCKMM MeTadpM3MIeCcKM VICTOIIKOBaHVEM IIPO-
cTpaHcTBa 1 BpeMeHM, KynpsiBlieB He ImpuHMMa-
€T ero TpaHCIIEHJEHTAJIbHOIO OOBSICHEHWS, TO
eCTb yueHMs 00 X CyOBeKTUBHOM XapaKTepe: «...
He B CJIADOCTVI OCHOBHBIX ITOJIOKEHWUTI VIV TIOCHI-
JIOK MBI JIOJDKHBI MICKaTh cj1abovt croponsl KaHTO-
BOVI TeOPUM IIPOCTPAHCTBA M BpeMeHV, HO B Bbl-
BOJIe 3aKJIIOUeHMs M3 3TUX IMOCBUIOK...» (Tam e,
c. 236). ITpu aTOoM yKasaHHBIe ITOCBUIKM M3-3a He-
BEepPHBIX BBIBOZIOB, 110 MHeHMIO KynpsiBlieBa, He Te-
psAIoT B cBoent coctosATessbHOCTU (Tam xe, c. 274—
275), nmoatomy Kynpsisries, kak n TpenpneneHOypr,
CTPeMUTCSI Ha OCHOBaHMM 3TVX IIOCBUIOK, TO €CTh
ydeHMsI 00 alpUOPHOCTM IPOCTpaHCTBa 1 Bpe-
MeHV, IIPeJIOKUTDh CBOIO MOOMMPUIIPOBAaHHYIO
BEPCUIO TeOPUI IIPOCTPAHCTBA VI BpeMeH, 3a1loJl-
HUB «npo6em>1» KaHTOBOVI TpaHCIEHIeHTaJIbHON
3CTEeTUKIL.

Bsmrsan KyapsierieBa Ha palyoHaIbHOe ITO3Ha-
HMe IIpe[cTaB/leH B paboTe «MeTadusmdeckun
aHaJIM3 PalMOHAJIBHOTO TI03HAHWIS».
pycckomy dwiocody, paloHasIbHOe II03HaHVe
IpoMCXOOUT tocpenacTsoM moHATU (Kynpss-
ues-I iaTonoB, 19147, c. 1). SImpo Bcert KOHIENIINNI
patoHasibHOro mosHaHus KygpsiBliea — yue-
HMe O YMCTBIX KaTeropmsix paccynka® (Tam e,
c. 40), a MIX VICTOUHMKOM SIBJISIETCSI CAMOCO3HAHe
(Tam xe, c. 158). I'lo cBOEMYy IIPOVICXOXKIEHMIO Ka-
Teropuy IpuHazJeXaT BcelleJo PacCyAKy, Co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, VMMeIOT CyObeKTVUBHBIN XapaKTep
VI He3aBUCUMBI OT OIIbITa, TO €CTh allpVOPHBL, HO
IIPOSIBJIAIOTCS TOJIBKO B OITBITE U IO CJTydalo OIlbl-
Ta (Tam xe, c. 89).

O HesMHUMpUUYECKOM XapakKTepe KaTeropui
CBUIETEILCTBYIOT TaKue X CBOVICTBa, KaK Bce-
o0mrHOCTE 1 HeobxomymMocTh (Tam xe, c. 99—100).
ITpu sTOM camu 110 ceOe KaTeropmm 4mCTOro pac-
CyZIKa He JJafOT HMKAKOro 3HaHM, TaK KaK «JeJIo-
Beyeckoe II03HaHUe eCTh pe3yJIbTaT B3aVMOJlel-
CTBUA OBYX (PaKTOPOB: IO3HAIOIIEro U II03HaBa-

CorytacHo

®B cBomx paborax Kympssiies ymorpebiser B KauecTse
CMHOHMMa paccyjIKa TakKe IIOHATHE «Pa3yM».

In sum, while accepting almost entirely the
Kantian metaphysical interpretation of space
and time, Kudryavtsev rejects its transcenden-
tal explanation, i.e. the teaching on their sub-
jective character: “[...] we should see the weak
side of Kantian theory of space and time not in
the weakness of the core provisions or premis-
es, but in the inference from these premises
[...]” (ibid., p. 236). Kudryavtsev believes that
the wrong inferences do not render the premis-
es untenable (ibid., pp. 274-275), therefore Ku-
dryavtsev, like Trendelenburg, tries to use
these premises, i.e. the teaching on the a priori
character of space and time, to propose his own
modified version of the theory of space and
time by filling the “gaps” in Kantian transcen-
dental aesthetics.

Kudryavtsev spells out his view on ra-
tional cognition in his work Metaphysical
Analysis of Rational Cognition. The Russian phi-
losopher holds that rational cognition takes
place through concepts (Kudryavtsev-Pla-
tonov, 1914d, p. 1). The core of his concept of
rational cognition is the doctrine on pure cat-
egories of understanding'® (ibid., p. 40), and
their source is self-consciousness (ibid., p. 158).
In terms of origin, categories belong entirely to
understanding, hence they have a subjective
character and are independent from experi-
ence, i.e. a priori, but they manifest themselves
only in experience and on the occasion of expe-
rience (ibid., p. 89).

The non-empirical character of categories is
evidenced by such properties as universality
and necessity (ibid., pp. 99-100). In themselves
the categories of understanding do not deliv-
er any knowledge since “human cognition is
the result of interaction between two factors:
the cogniser and the cognised, of independent
activity of reason following certain laws and

1 In his works Kudryavtsev also uses the concept of
“reason” as a synonym of “understanding”.
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€MOro, CaMOCTOSITeJIBHOV, IIO WM3BECTHBIM 3aKO-
HaM COBepIIAlOIIeNics [1eATeIbHOCTM pasyMa U
BOCIIPYHMMAaeMbIX JYIIO 00BbeKTOB, Ha KOTOpoe
(T.e. Ha nmo3HaBaemoe. — /I. P) mipocTupaeTcs 3Ta
nesATelIbHOCTh. OTCYTCTBYE OHOTO M3 3TUX pak-
TOPOB c/ies1ajio Obl HeBO3MOXKHBIM ¥ CaMO IT03Ha-
Hue» (Tam xe, c. 157). Yro ke KacaeTcsd MexaHU3-
Ma B3aMIMOZEVICTBUSI PpacCydOYHBIX KaTeropmi u
4yBCTBEHHBIX co3eplianuii, To Kynpsslies He OT-
putiaet uneto KanTa, corslacHO KOTOPOV 3TO B3au-
MOJIEVICTBIIE cOoBepIIIaeTcs yepe3 (popMy BpeMeHN.
OcHOBOIIOJIOXKeHM YMCTOro paccyiKa, BO3HMKa-
IOIIVie M3 COeIMHEHVs PacCyIOYHBIX KaTeropui
1 pOPMBI BpeMeH, SIBJISIOTCS allpYOPHBIMMY ITpa-
BUJIaMV, HeoOXOIMMO OOyCJIOB/IMBAIOIIVIMM TI0-
3HaHMe (Tam xe, c. 100—102).

Kareropumn paccyzmka moMmmo cyObeKTVBHO-
ro xapakTepa MMeIOT, comiacHO KynpssiieBy, u
00BEKTVBHOE 3HaueHle, YTO YCMaTpPUBaeTCs B CO-
BIIQJIeHMV PallVOHAJIBHOIO IIO3HAHMSA C SMIIN-
pUYecKMM 3aKOHaMIM — VHBIMMU CJIOBaMU, B CO-
I7IaCV MBICJIVL C [AeViCTBUTeIbHOCTBIO (TaM ke,
c. 121-123). KynpsiBlieB He ocTaHaB/IMBaeTCs Ha
IpU3HaHUM OOBEKTVBHOIO 3HAYeHMs KaTeropurl
U YTBEep)K/IaeT, YTO OHU He TOJIBKO (POPMBI O3Ha-
HVIs, HO I (POPMBI OBITHS, — ¥ B 3TOM IPVHIIVIIN-
asbHO pacxonutcst ¢ KaHnToMm.

B cepy npunoxenns xareropun Kympsisiies
BKJIIOYaeT He TOJIBKO YCJIOBHOe ObITHe, HO 11 Oe3yc-
JIOBHOe CBepX4uyBCcTBeHHOe OpITue. «Ha mpaso Ta-
KOro HNpwIOXeHusl, — nuieT dpuiocod, — yKa-
3bIBaeT yKe CaMblIl XapaKTep KaTeropu4ecKmx 1o-
HATUM KaK Oe3ycJIOBHO BCeoOIIMX M HeoOXomnm-
MbIx» (Tam xe, c. 171).

He obxonut KympsiBlieB BHMMaHMEM ¥ TpaH-
CLIeH/IeHTaJIbHYyI0 JedyKiuio Kateropum Kamnra,
11eJIb KOTOPOV PycCKUM pmiiocod BUAUT B BbIBe-
JIeHUW «IIpaBa MPWIOKeHWUsl KaTeropum K IIpe]l-
CTaBJIeHMSIM ¥ K SMIIMPUYECKOMY COfepKaHWIO
Hartrtero nosHauus» (Tam xe, c. 106). Ilo MHeHMIO
Kynpssiiesa, KanT ykasaHHO 11e/111 cBOew! ey K-
1IMeVl He JOCTUT, TaK KaK He CMOI II0OKa3aTb Heob-
XOIVIMBIVI XapaKTep CBA3V MeXIy MBICIIVIMBIMU
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the objects perceived by the soul (i.e. the cog-
nised — D.R.) which this activity embraces.
Without any one of these factors cognition it-
self would be impossible” (ibid., p. 157). As re-
gards the mechanism of interaction between
categories of understanding and sensible intu-
itions, Kudryavtsev does not deny Kant’s the-
sis whereby interaction takes place through
the form of time. The principles of pure un-
derstanding arising from the fusion of catego-
ries of understanding and the form of time are
a priori rules which condition cognition (ibid.,
pp- 100-102).

According to Kudryavtsev, the categories of
understanding, in addition to being subjective,
also have objective significance, as witnessed
by the correspondence of the rational cognition
with empirical laws, in other words, the ac-
cord of thought with reality (ibid., pp. 121-123).
Kudryavtsev does not stop at recognising the
objective significance of categories and main-
tains that they are not only forms of cognition,
but also forms of being, a point on which he
fundamentally diverges from Kant.

In the sphere of application of categories
Kudryavtsev includes not only conditional be-
ing, but also unconditional supra-sensible be-
ing. “The validity of such application”, he
writes, “is borne out already by the very char-
acter of categorial concepts as unconditionally
universal and necessary” (ibid., p. 171).

Kudryavtsev also pays attention to Kant’s
transcendental deduction of categories, which
he believes is necessary to justify “the right of
applying categories to representations and to
the empirical content of our cognition” (ibid.,
p- 106). Kudryavtsev claims that Kant’s deduc-
tion fails to achieve the above goal because he
fails to demonstrate the necessity of the link
between the objects thought. For his own part
Kudryavtsev sees only one way to achieve
the goal set by Kant, and that is to recognise
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npeamMetamu. Co cBoert CTOPOHBI PyccKui puio-
cod BUIANT TOJIBKO OVIH CIIOCOO TOCTVIKEHVIS T10-
craBrleHHOV KaHTOM I1e/T11 — IIpM3HATh, 9YTO CBSI3b
Me>XX]ly HaIllIMM ITpefiCTaBIeHMAMIM OCHOBaHa Ha
OEeVICTBUTEIbHOVI CBS3VI MEXIY IIpeIMeTaMu, BbI-
3bIBAIOIIVIMM y Hac IIpeficTaBieHus. bosee Toro,
npezsaraeMasd KaHTom nefykiyis KaTeropum Ha
OCHOBaHMUM CYOBEKTMBHOIO e[IMHCTBa CAMOCO3Ha-
HMs, 10 yTBepXKaeHmo KyapsislieBa, He 1I03BOJIS-
eT BBIBECTV HeOOXOIMMBIN XapaKTep KaTeropwmi
(Tam xe, c. 106—107). Ho 31meck BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC:
UTO TOTa MOXET CJIyXXWUTb rapaHTMell COOTBeT-
CTBMS HaIlIMX IIO3HaBaTeIbHBIX POPM 1 JIeVICTBI-
TesibHOro ObITA? KyIIpsiBlieB OTBeUaeT: «Mbl VIMe-
eM IIpaBo MCcKaTh ee (rapaHTuio. — /I. P) BHe Hac,
B JIEVICTBUTEIIFHOM COIJIacuM OBITVS C 3aKOHAMMU
HaIIlero MBIIIJIEHVS ¥, OKOHYATeJIbHO, I 00B-
SICHEHVISI BO3MOYKHOCTY CAMOT'O 3TOTO COIJIacus, B
TOVI BBICOYAVIIIIEVI ITPUYMHE, KOTOpas CIIYKUT I1ep-
BOVICTOYHVIKOM KaK MBIIIJIEHNS, TaK M OBbITHS, —
B Cy1ectse Beicodariiiem» (Tam xe, c. 124—125).
HaxoHerl, Hy>)KHO YHOMSIHYTb M O LieHTpalb-
HOW KOHIeNIMy Teopun nosHaHug Kympssiie-
Ba — O TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOM MOHM3Me. OHa BbI-
pacTaeT Ha IIOYBe yXKe YKa3aHHOIO pas3/IM4eHws
ABYX 3J7IeMeHTOB Halllero Mo3HaHMs — OOBeKTVB-
Horo u cyobexkTuBHOro (Kympssiies-IliaToHos,
19146, c. 83—84). OHTOIIOrYeCKOVT OCHOBOV O0B-
eKTVBHOI'O 3JIeMeHTa TI03HaHW BBICTyTIaeT ObITie
BHeIITHee, UyBCTBEHHOE, MaTeplajibHOe, OCHOBO
CyOBEKTMBHOIO 3/IeMeHTa — BHYTpeHHee, 1y XOB-
Hoe, HeMaTepuaibHOe (Tam xe, c. 102). ITpuanmas
BO BHIMMaHMe IIpo0ieMy B3aIMOIEVICTBISL MBIIII-
JIEHVISI VI BHEIITHero OBITVS, C KOTOpOV Hen30ex-
HO CTaJIKMBaeTCs CyOCTaHIIVaJIbHBIV [1yasIu3M,
KynpsiBrieB He mpumaeT abCoIIOTHOrO xapakTepa
MIPOTMBOMNOJIOKHOCTY CYOCTaHIMI M YKasbIBaeT
Ha OOIIMTI 37IeMeHT, XapaKTepHBIN 1111 HUX 000-
VIX, — OHMW IIPeCTaB/IAIOT OrpaHNYeHHOe, YCII0B-
Hoe ObITHe, UTO BeIpakaeTcs B popMax IIpOoCTpaH-
cTBa 1 BpeMeHN. VIMeHHO IIpOCTPaHCTBO 1 BpeMs
KaK (pOpMBI ITO3HAHWS I IeVICTBUTEITBHOTO OBITHS
TIOKA3bIBAIOT CBSI3b MEX]y MaTeprasIbHBIM W He-
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that the link between our representations is
based on the real link between the objects
which cause our representations. Moreover,
Kudryavtsev claims that the deduction of cat-
egories on the basis of the subjective unity of
self-consciousness proposed by Kant does not
permit deriving the necessary character of cat-
egories (ibid., pp. 106-107). This prompts the
question: What, then, can guarantee the corre-
spondence of our cognitive forms and the real
being? Kudryavtsev answers: “[...] we have the
right to search for it [the guarantee — D.R.]
outside of us, in the real accord of being with
the laws of our thinking and, finally, to explain
the possibility of such accord by the highest
cause which serves as the primary source both
of thought and of being, viz. the highest Being”
(ibid., pp. 124-125).

Finally, we should mention transcenden-
tal monism, which is central to Kudryavt-
sev’s theory of cognition. It emerges from the
already-mentioned distinction between two
elements of our cognition, the objective and
the subjective (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1914b,
pp- 83-84). The ontological basis of the objec-
tive element of cognition is external, sensible,
material being and the basis of the subjective
element is the internal, spiritual, non-materi-
al (ibid., p. 102). Being mindful of the problem
of interaction between thought and external
being, which inevitably confronts substantial
dualism, Kudryavtsev does not impute an ab-
solute character to the opposition of substances
and points to the common element characteri-
stic of both: they represent limited, conditio-
nal being, as expressed in the forms of space
and time. Space and time as forms of cognition
and real being show the link between the ma-
terial and non-material worlds and essential-
ly explain the interaction between thought and
being (ibid., pp. 141-143). Kudryavtsev does not



MaTepyraJIbHBIM MUPOM W, II0 CYTH, OOBSCHSIOT
B3aMIMOJIEVICTBIE MeX/1y MBIIIUIeHVeM U ObITveM
(Tam xe, c. 141—143). Ha atom KynpsiBrie He ocTa-
HaBJIVBaeTCsi — OH WUIIeT MHOoe O0biICHeHMe BO3-
MOXXHOCTM MO3HaHMs M HaxomuT ero B bore xax
00BeAMHSAIOIIEM Havasle yXOBHOVI VI MaTepyallb-
Hom cTopoH OerTus (Tam e, c. 185). Takoe 0Obsic-
HeHVe CBA3M MeXy ABYMs IPOTVBOIIOIOKHBIMM
BraMu ObITVS TIpyAaeT KoHnenmy Kynpsisriesa
CyIlpaHaTypaJIICTUYeCKUT XapaKTep 1 cOIvKaeT
ee C KOHIIeMIIMelt IIpeTyCTaHOBJIEHHOV TapMOHMAL.
Ho bor, cortacHo pycckoMy dpniocody, mpemycTa-
HaBJIVBaeT He CJIydayHO U He KaK/bIVl KOHKpeT-
HBIVI aKT B3aVIMOJEVICTBUSI HeMaTepuaJIbHOIO U
MaTepraJIbHOIO, a yCTaHaBJIMBaeT MeXaHWM3M WX
B3aMIMOIEVICTBISI, TIOCPENCTBOM (POPM U 3aKOHOB
MBIIIUIEHNS ¥ POPM 1 3aKOHOB OTpaHMYeHHOIO
obrrus (Kynpssies-Inaronos, 1914r, c. 124—125).
Wrak, dpumocodckme pasmbinuienus Kynpss-
1leBa, IIOCBAIIEHHbIe UyBCTBEHHOMY IIO3HAHMIO,
mopexjae Bcero ero opMaM — HPOCTPAHCTBY U
BpeMeHV, ¥ paliOHaJIbHOMY ITO3HaHWIO, SIBHO ITe-
pecekaroTcs ¢ ngesmy KaHra, B 4acTHOCTY B OTHO-
meHnn popM UyBCTBEHHOCTV M UMCTBIX KaTero-
pU7 paccyka KakK CyOBeKTMBHBIX M allpUOPHBIX
r1eMeHTOB No3HaHM4. Ho pycckuit dpuiocod, co-
IJlallasich C CyOBeKTMBHBIM 3HaueHMeM KaTero-
puU, CTpeMUTCS 0OOCHOBATh M MX OOBEKTVUBHBIN
xapakrep. IIpn cpaBHeHUM drtocodpckmx mmen
Tpennenenbypra m KynpsiBiieBa BO3HMKAIOT IIO
KpariHer Mepe JIBa BOIIpoca: BO-IIePBBIX, ObUIa JIn
KpuTHKa B afgpec KanTa passura camum Kynpss-
1IeBBIM VIV OHA 3alIMCTBOBaHa M3 APYTMX UCTOU-
HMKOB? VI BO-BTOPBIX, IIPM KaKMX 00CTOATe/IbCTBaX
Kynpsisries nosnakommics ¢ puocoduent Kanra?

3. beu1 i KynpsiBuieB 3HaKOM
¢ padboramm KaHnra?

[TpoGeMaTyHOCTh ~ BOIIPOCA, BbIHECEHHO-
ro B HasBaHMe 3TOro IIofpasferia, OOyciIoBIIe-
Ha TeM, YTO B OIJHOW M3 CaMbIX paHHUX PYyKO-
nucent Kynpssuesa «V3 ncropum Hosont durio-
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stop there, and looks for a different explanati-
on of the possibility of cognition — to find it
in God as the uniting principle of the spiritual
and material sides of being (ibid., p. 185). Such
an explanation of the link between the two op-
posite sides of being lends Kudryavtsev’s con-
cept a supra-naturalistic character and makes
it similar to the concept of pre-established har-
mony. But God, the Russian philosopher ar-
gues, does not pre-establish accidentally and
not every specific act of interaction between
the non-material and the material, but establis-
hes a mechanism of their interaction through
forms and laws of thought and forms and laws
of finite being (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1914d,
pp- 124-125).

In conclusion, Kudryavtsev’s philosophical
reflections devoted to sensible cognition, above
all its forms, i.e. space and time and rational co-
gnition, clearly chime with Kant’s ideas, in parti-
cular on the forms of sensibility and the pure ca-
tegories of understanding as subjective and a pri-
ori elements of cognition. But Kudryavtsev, while
agreeing with the subjective significance of ca-
tegories, seeks to ground their objective char-
acter. A comparison of the philosophical ideas
of Trendelenburg and Kudryavtsev prompts at
least two questions: first, did Kudryavtsev cri-
ticise Kant on his own or was the critique bor-
rowed from other sources? Second, under what
circumstances was Kudryavtsev introduced to
Kant’s philosophy?

3. Was Kudryavtsev Familiar
with Kant’s Works?

The problematic nature of the question
in the title of this section stems from the fact
that in one of his early manuscripts, “From
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codpvm (Jlexm. 1858 1) » B 3HAYMTETIBHOW YacCTU
nocsdaieHHon KanTy, naen Hemerikoro dusio-
codpa TepecKasbIBAIOTCS IO HECKOJIBKMM COYV-
HEeHMSIM. DTO WCTOPUKO-pviocodckme pado-
Tl O.X.I. Pemnronsaga «’yKOBOOCTBO IO Bce-
oOmrent mucropumn dutocopmm Ajid Bcex Hayd-
HO oOpasoBaHHBIX Jrofen» («Handbuch der
allgemeinen Geschichte der Philosophie fiir
alle wissenschaftlich Gebildete»), V.5. Dpn-
MaHHa «ONBIT HAyYHOTO WM3JIOKEHWS MCTOPUN
coBpeMeHHOM dwtocopum»  («Versuch einer
wissenschaftlichen Darstellung der Geschichte
der neuern Philosophie»), VI.T. K. X. KuseBerrepa
«[TorbITKa ITOHSATHOTO M3JIOKEHMS IS HEIIOCBsI-
IIIeHHBIX Ba’KHEVIIVX WCTUH COBpeMeHHOU u-
nocodum» («Versuch einer fasslichen Darstellung
der wichtigsten Wahrheiten der neuern
Philosophie fiir Uneingeweihte»), K. ®opmiare
«[eHeTnueckas vcropus driocodum co BpemMeH
Kanra» («Genetische Geschichte der Philosophie
seit Kant») (cm.: Kynpssues-IlinaTtoHos, 1858,
n. 2), 0. Iamnepa «Mcropus Harypdwmioco-
vt ot bokona fo Hammx gHen» («Geschichte
der Naturphilosophie von Bacon bis auf unsere
Zeit») m VL.T. byse «YueOHuK mo wmcropumn u-
jocodun M KpUTHUYecKasl JuUTeparypa II0 3TOV
Teme» («Lehrbuch der Geschichte der Philosophie
und einer kritischen Literatur derselben») (Tam
xe, J1. 28). Ilepeunciennsle paboTer Kynpssiies
VICTIOJIB30BaJl TOJIBKO [IJISL M3JIOKEHUS B3IJISIOB
Kanra, 6e3 KpuTIUUecKmx OleHOK. B To e Bpems
B IIPMJIOKEHUM K YKa3aHHOW PYKOIIVCK eCTh OT-
PBIBOK C M3JIOKeHVeM B3IIIsiioB KaHTa 1 a1emen-
TaMU KPUTUKMY, T7Ie BCTpedaroTcs cChUIKM Ha «Cu-
CTeMY JIOTMIKV VI ICTOPWIO JIOTMTYEeCKVIX JOKTPUH»
(«System der Logik und Geschichte der logischen
Lehren») ®. VGepsera, BTopoit ToM «VcTopum Ma-
TepuayM3Ma M KPUTUKM ero 3HadeHWs B Halllu
naM» («Geschichte des Materialismus und Kritik
seiner Bedeutung in der Gegenwart») ®. A. Jlan-
re (Tam xe, 1. 97) u, vare, Ha «CricreMy MeTadn-
3UKU M riocodum peTurum: BeIBeIeHHYIO 13
€CTeCTBEHHBIX OCHOBOIIOJIAraloIIVX yCJIOBUN Ue-

the History of Modern Philosophy” (Lectures,
1858)”, much of which is devoted to Kant, Ku-
dryavtsev renders the ideas of Kant on the
basis of several studies. They include the hi-
storical-philosophical works of Ernst Christi-
an Gottlieb Reinhold Handbuch der allgemeinen
Geschichte der Philosophie fiir alle wissenschaftlich
Gebildete, Johann Eduard Erdmann Versuch ei-
ner wissenschaftlichen Darstellung der Geschich-
te der neuern Philosophie, Johann Gottfried Karl
Christian Kiesewetter Versuch einer fasslichen
Darstellung der wichtigsten Wahrheiten der neu-
ern Philosophie fiir Uneingeweihte, Karl Fortla-
ge Genetische Geschichte der Philosophie seit Kant
(see Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1858, fol. 2), Juli-
us Schaller Geschichte der Naturphilosophie von
Bacon bis auf unsere Zeit and Iohann Gottlieb
Buhle Lehrbuch der Geschichte der Philosophie
und einer kritischen Literatur derselben (ibid., fol.
28). Kudryavtsev used the above works only
to present Kant’s views without any critical re-
marks. At the same time the supplement to the
above-mentioned manuscript has an extract
setting out Kant’s views with elements of cri-
tique, containing references to System der Logik
und Geschichte der logischen Lehren by Friedrich
Ueberweg volume two of Geschichte des Mate-
rialismus und Kritik seiner Bedeutung in der Ge-
genwart Friedrich Albert Lange (ibid., fol. 97)
and, more frequently, to System der Metaphy-
sik und Religionsphilosophie: aus den natiirlichen
Grundverhiltnissen des menschlichen Geistes ab-
geleitet Friedrich Eduard Beneke (ibid., fol. 99,
102, 103).

In the manuscript Kudryavtsev also men-
tions Kant’s main works of the critical period:
Critique of Pure Reason, Prolegomena, Metaphys-
ical Foundations of Natural Science, Critique of
Practical Reason, Critique of Judgment, but more
often than not cites the above-mentioned
works of Reinhold, Erdmann and Fortlage,
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JI0BedecKoro pasyma» («System der Metaphysik
und Religionsphilosophie: aus den nattirlichen
Grundverhiltnissen des menschlichen Geistes
abgeleitet») @. D. benexe (Tam xe, 71. 99, 102, 103).

KynpsiBlieB B pykommcy Takke YIIOMMHAEeT
m1aBHBle paborel KaHTa KpuTwmdeckoro mepwmo-
ma — «Kputuky umcroro pasyma», «lIponerome-
HbD», «MeTadmsryeckrie OCHOBaHIS €CTeCTBO3Ha-
HUs», «KpUTUKY ITpakTrdeckoro pasyMa», «Kpu-
TUKY CIIOCOOHOCTVI CY>K/IeHVIs1», HO B OCHOBHOM OH
CCBUIAeTCSI Ha yKa3zaHHble paboTel PertHrosibmia,
Opaomana 1 Popmiare, a MecTaMyl IPOCTO Iepe-
BOJUT Ha PYCCKUII SI3BIK BBIZIEPXKKM 13 «PyKoBozI-
cTBa» Pentaronsia. loxogut go Toro, yto Kynpss-
1eB gaeT umurary us «[Iposeromen» Kanra (Tam
xe, 11. 20), koTOpas OblIa 3aMIMCTBOBaHA He 13 IIep-
BOVICTOYHMKA, a 13 TOro xe «PykosomcTsa» (Rein-
hold, 1830, S. 30—32), Topko B Goslee cokparteH-
HOM BUJIe, O YeM TaK)Ke KOCBEHHO CBU/IeTeJILCTBY-
eT COBIIa/IeHVe MeX/ly KOMITO3uIIven TekcTa «Py-
KOBOZICTBa» M TeKcTa pykonwcu. Hanee Kympsas-
1IeB CChUIaeTcsl Ha paborsl KaHTa erre mBa pasa:
B IIEPBBIV Pa3 OH LIUTUPYeET IO-PycCKM HeMeIIKoe
msnanue «lIponeromen» Kanra (Kynmpssiies-ITia-
TOoHOB, 1858, 1. 25), B mpyrom Mecte, B IpuUIOXe-
HUY K PYKOIVCH, MIMeeTCsI 3aIlVCh C YIIOMMHaHW-
eM MbIcv KaHTa «... orpaHMYNTH 3HaHVE, YTOOBI
OCBOOOINTH MECTO Bepe...» M3 2-TO IIPEeIVCIIOBS
«KpuTukm gmcroro pasyma», HO CO CCBUIKOV Ha
«Cucremy metadmsukim» beneke (Tam xe, 1. 99).
B pesysibraTe anaimsa pykonvceit MOXXHO 3aKJTIO-
unTh, 4TOo KyapsBlieB Ipy MOATOTOBKE MaTepu-
aJIoB K Kypcy JIEKIUV 10 ucTopum duiocodpum
msJiaran B3raabpl KanTa mpenMyliiiecTBeHHO I10
VICTOPUKO-(PIIIOCOCKOT VCCIIeIOBATEIILCKON JIV-
TepaType, a He 110 rleppoucTouHmnKaM. CrremyeT jim
orcrofia BbIBOMI, uTo KynpsiBiies He OblsT 3HAKOM C
[IePBOVCTOYHMKAMM?

[TprGrm3nThCs K OTBETY Ha IIOCTaBJIeHHBIV BO-
IIPOC MO3BOJIeT aHaJIN3 MICTOUYHVKOB B JIPYTOVI Py-
xonmcy Kyopsisiiesa, xpaHsiitierics B OTziesie pyKo-
mmicent PI'b. B Hee BKJIfOYeHBI TEKCTHI IO Ha3Ba-
HUAMM «AHaJIUTUKa YyBCTBEHHOIO IIO3HaHIS»,
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and sometimes simply translates into Russian
extracts from Reinhold’s Handbuch. Indeed,
in one place Kudryavtsev gives a quotation
from Kant’s Prolegomena (ibid., fol. 20), bor-
rowed not from the original but from the same
Handbuch (Reinhold, 1830, pp. 30-32), only in
a slightly abridged form, as witnessed indi-
rectly by the coincidence of the composition
of the text of the Handbuch and the text of the
manuscript. Further, Kudryavtsev cites Kant’s
works twice more: the first time he quotes in
Russian the German publication of Kant’s Pro-
legomena (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1858, fol.
25), in another place, in the supplement to the
manuscript, he quotes Kant’s words “[...] to
deny knowledge in order to make room for
faith [...]” from the second preface to the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason with reference to System
der Metaphysik Beneke (ibid., fol. 99). The anal-
ysis of manuscripts suggests that in prepar-
ing materials for his course of lectures on the
history of philosophy Kudryavtsev present-
ed Kant’s views, drawing mainly on histori-
cal-philosophical research literature and not
on the originals. Does it follow that Kudryavt-
sev had not read the originals?

We can move a step further towards the
answer by analysing the sources in anoth-
er Kudryavtsev manuscript which is in the
custody of the Manuscript Department of
the Russian State Library. It includes texts
entitled “Analytics of Sensible Cognition”,
“Analytics of Rational Cognition” and “An-
alytics of Intellectual Cognition” (elsewhere
“Analytics of Cognition”) dated 1854, 1856
and 1874 respectively. The latter shows that
Kudryavtsev repeatedly edited the manu-
script. Here there are references to the second
German edition of the Critique of Pure Reason
(Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1854 —1874, fol. 15)
and to the 1783 German edition of Prolegom-
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«AHaJIMTUKaA PacCyIOYHOrO ITO3HAHUSA» U «AHa-
JINTVIKa YMCTBEHHOI'O ITIO3HaHMs» (Jajlee — «AHa-
JIMTVIKYM TIO3HaHUS»), narupyemble 1854, 1856 u
1874 rr. coorBeTcTBeHHO. IlOoCieHee cBUIETEIIH-
cTByeT 0 ToM, uTo KyapsiBlieB pyKoIVich HEOTHO-
KpaTHO peIaKTUpOBaJl. 3/1eCh BCTPeYalOTCs CChITI-
KV Ha 2-e HeMeITKoe m3aHme «KpuTnkm ancroro
pasyma» (Kynpsisries-Iitaronos, 1854 —1874, 1. 15)
“ Ha HeMellKoe m3gaHMe «Iponeromen» 1783 r.
(Tam >xe, 1. 34—35). OBe CCBUIKM OTHOCSTCS JINOO
K 1854, mnbo k 1856 ., Tak Kak CJIeAyIOT 4O Hadasia
6roxa ¢ nometkont Kygpssuesa «Vcop. B 1874 r.»
(Tam >xe, 1. 38), COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3[1€Ch MBI VIMe-
eM /IeJI0 C caMBbIMM paHHMMMU (PaKTaMy 3HAKOM-
crBa KypsiBlieBa ¢ HeMelIKOS3bIYHBIMY paboTamm
KanTa. Yto KacaeTcss KOHTEKCTa, B CBSI3U C KOTO-
PBIM YIIOMMHAIOTCS yKasaHHBIe coumHeHms Kan-
Ta, TO CChIJIKa Ha «KpUTMKY YMCTOro pasyma» ga-
eTC 110 TOBOJY M3BeCTHOrO KaHTOBCKOIO Iaccaka
VI3 IIPeIVCIIOBIIS KO BTOPOMY M3IIAHMIO O «CKaH/Ia-
71te B purtocodprm» (B XLI; KanT, 2006, c. 43). Ceput-
k1 Ha «[IposieroMeHbI» IPUBOAATCS B OITHOM CIIY-
4ae B CBsi3M C maeent KaHTa o ToM, 9TO paccymok
3aMMCTBYeT 3aKOHBI IIPUPOIbI He 13 IIPUPOLIbI, a
13 cebst caMOro v IpefCTaBIeHNn 1, B IPYIOM — B
CBSI3M C IIPOM3BOJIBHBIM IIEPEBOIIOM 113 HEMEITKOrO
msnanus «[Iporreromen» ¢ paccyxnenmammu Kan-
Ta O IIOCTIIpeIMKaTaX, BbIBe[IEHHBIX ApHCTOTe/IeM
(cm.: AA 04, S. 323; KanrT, 1994, c. 83—84). brraroma-
ps 9TUM CCBbIJIKaM, OOHapy>XeHHBIM B PYKOIIVCH,
BEPOSITHOCTH TOro, uTo KympsiBiieB ObIT 3HAKOM C
OpPUTMHaIBHBIMIM KAaHTOBCKMMM TeKCTaMIU KPUTH-
YeCKOro IIeprofia, CTajla 3HAUMTEeIIbHO BBIIIIE, XOTS
VI CCBUIKM MOIVIV OBITH 3aMMMCTBOBAHBI M3 CCIIe-
JIOBATEIIbCKOM JINTEPATy Pbl, KaK YKa3aHHasl BbIIIle
nurarta KanTa ns «PykoBoncrsa» PeriHromnbaa.
Taxmum obpasom, pamnum Kyppssres, obpa-
IIABIINT IIPUCTAJIBHOE BHMMaHMe Ha dpuitocod-
ckme maen KanTta n npuberasimin K X KpUTH-
Ke, JIOBOJIBHO PEeIKO CChUIAeTCsl Ha TEKCThI CaMOTO
KanrTa, 13 vero ciienyet, 4To 3HaKOMCTBO Kynpss-
11eBa B PaHHUI I1ePHOy], €r0 TBOpUYeCTBa ¢ KPUTH-
uveckom dustocodpuert 1MesIo IIperMyeCTBeHHO
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ena (ibid., fol. 34, 35). Both references are dat-
ed either 1854 or 1856, because they precede
the part with Kudryavtsev’s marking “Edit-
ed 1874” (ibid., fol. 38), which means that we
are looking at the earliest facts of Kudryavt-
sev’s acquaintance with Kant’s works in Ger-
man. As for the context in which the above
works by Kant are mentioned, the reference to
the Critique of Pure Reason is made a propos the
famous Kantian passage in the preface to the
second edition about the “scandal of philoso-
phy” (KrV, B XLI; Kant, 1998, p. 121). Refer-
ences to Prolegomena are made, in one case, in
connection with Kant’s idea that reason draws
the laws of nature not from nature, but from
within itself and from representations and,
in the other case, in connection with a loose
translation from the German edition of Pro-
legomena with Kant’s remarks on post-predi-
cates derived by Aristotle (see AA 04, p. 323;
Kant, 2002, p. 115). These references, discov-
ered in the manuscript, increase the proba-
bility that Kudryavtsev was familiar with the
original Kantian texts of the critical period,
although the references, too, may have been
borrowed from the research literature, like the
above-mentioned Kant quotation from Rein-
hold’s Handbuch.

Thus, early Kudryavtsev, who paid close
attention to Kant’s philosophical ideas and
occasionally criticised them, rarely quotes
the Kant texts directly, which means that in
the early period of his work his acquaintance
with the critical philosophy was largely me-
diated. This in turn gives grounds for look-
ing for the sources that were really key for
Kudryavtsev’s theory of cognition. Although
the 1858 lectures suggest that these were the
above-mentioned works of Reinhold, Erd-
mann and others, they are not focused on cri-
tique of Kant's ideas, so that they could hardly



OIIOCpeIOBaHHBIV XapaKTep. DTO, B CBOIO oUeperlp,
OaeT OCHOBaHMeE IJIS IIOVICKOB KJIFOUEBBIX [IJIS Te-
opuu nosHaHud Kynpsisresa mcTodHMKoB. XOTs
B JIeKIIMsAX 1858 I. TaKOBBIMI BBICTYIIAIOT BBIIIIEY-
Ka3aHHBIe paboThl PertHronpaa, DpnmaHHa 1 Ip.,
OHM He COCPeIOTOYeHBI Ha KPUTMKE KaHTOBCKIX
VeI, TaK UTO BPSiZL JIVI MOIJIVI CJIYKUTEH OCHOBaHM-
eM [IJ14 TOU Mom/lchIKauMM KaHTOBCKIX MOeN, KO-
Topasi OOHapy>XMBaeTcsi B Teopuu Io3HaHms Ky-
OpsBLEBA.

4. OcobeHHOCTM peLlenIInm
KynpsasoessiM-I11aToHOBBEIM
TeopeTHKO-II03HaBaTeIbHOV KOHIIeNIIMM
TpennenenOypra

4.1. Xapaxmep 3naxomcmbBa Kyopabuyeba
c pabomamu Tpenderenbypea

CoBceM mHade OOCTOUT [EJI0 CO 3HAKOMCTBOM
KynpsiBuesa c dwiocodpckmmu unesmmu Tpen-
IlesieHOypra m ero BO3MOXXHOM BJIVITHMM Ha BOC-
npuaTte Kynpssuesbim  dustocopun  Kanra.
Hawnborree parHMe cBUIeTEIBCTBA STOrO 3HAKOM-
CTBa OTHOCATCA K y>Ke YIIOMIMHAaBIIIeVICs PYKOIIN-
cu KyznpsiBrieBa «AHaymMTHKM ITo3HaHMs». [loBor,
1o koropomy Kynpssiies obparraercst k TpeHie-
JIeHOypry, — ydeHue O KaTeropusx, IipudeM JiBe
CCBUIKM Ha C. 283 1-11 vactu 1-ro m3manms «Jloru-
veckmux wccrienosanuin»  (Kympssiies-IInaToHos,
1854—1874, 1. 21, 35) 1 omgHa — Ha c. 281 Toro e
niponsBeenms (Tam xe, 1. 26).

B Gosee nosaHeit pabote «Metop, dpurtocodprm»
(1884) Kynpsblie, paszOumpast OyareKTIYeCKu
metop Teresst, cchtaeTcst Ha «Jlorvueckme viccrie-
nosaHus» TpenpernenOypra (Kympssues-IliaTto-
HOB, 1905, c. 201). B coumnennmn «O0 OCHOBHBIX
Havalax ¢uiocodckoro mosHaHms» Kympsslies
BHOBbB OTCBHIIAET K «JIormuecKmM mcciieqoBaHVISIM
II7TSL 3HAKOMCTBa ¢ pa3bopom mmaneKTuku lererrs
TpenpenenOyprom (Kynmpsisues-ITinatonos, 1914a,
c. 47, 63). 3HaunTeIPHASA YacTh CCBUIOK Ha Tpen-
nerteHOypra crernada KynpssiessiMm B «Metadu-

D. 0. Rozhin

have provided grounds for the modification of
Kantian ideas that we find in Kudryavtsev’s
theory of cognition.

4. Reception of Trendelenburg’s
Theoretical-Cognitive Conception
by Kudryavtrsev-Platonov

4.1. The Character of Kudryavtsev’s
Acquaintance with the Works of Trendelenburg

The issue of Kudryavtsev’'s acquaintance
with the philosophical ideas of Trendelenburg
and his possible influence on Kudryavtsev’s
perception of Kant’s philosophy is quite a dif-
ferent matter. Early signs of such acquaintance
go as far back as Kudryavtsev’s above-men-
tioned manuscript “Analytics of Cognition”.
Kudryavtsev turned to Trendelenburg in con-
nection with the teaching on categories, with
two references to p. 283 of Part 1 of the first edi-
tion of Logical Investigations (Kudryavtsev-Pla-
tonov, 1854 —1874, fol. 21, 35) and one to p. 281
of the same work (ibid., fol. 26).

In a later work, “The Method of Philoso-
phy” (1884), Kudryavtsev, examining Hegel's
dialectical method, cites Trendelenburg’s Log-
ical Investigations (Kudryavtsev-Platonov,
1905, p. 201). In his work “On the Main Prin-
ciples of Philosophical Cognition” Kudryavt-
sev again refers to Logical Investigations for
Trendelenburg’s analysis of Hegelian dialectics
(Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1914a, pp. 47, 63). A
significant part of Kudryavtsev’s references to
Trendelenburg occurs in “Metaphysical Analy-
sis of Rational Cognition” (1887 —1888) and has
to do with the structure of Kant’s system of cat-
egories and the shortcomings of Hegel's dia-
lectical method (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1914d,
pp. 43,110, 142-150).
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3MYeCKOM aHaJIM3e palliOHaJIbHOTO IIO3HaHWs»
(1887—1888) oTHOCUTEIPHO HOCTPOEHMS KaHTOB-
CKOVI CMICTEMBI KaTeropuil M HeIOCTaTKOB d1iaJIeK-
Trdeckoro Metona lererts (Kympssres-I1iaToHos,
1914r, c. 43, 110, 142—150).

Haxkoner, cceutaercs Kypssiies 11 Ha 2-10 4acThb
«JTormueckmx vmccjIeqoBaHMI» B OTHOIIIEHWI BO3-
MOXHOCTM IIpWIOKeHMs KaTeropwuii K bory. Drta
CchUIKa /)1 Hac HanboJlee cyllleCTBeHHa, TakK Kak
KynpsiBlies 311eck He TOJIBKO HallOMIMHAaeT, YTO Ka-
Tteropun TpeHeneHOypr BBIBOOUT W3 IIOHSTMS
IIBVDKEHVISI, B CBS3VI C YeM KaTeropmy MMeloT 00b-
eKTVBHOe 3HaueHVe TOJIbKO JJId MUpa, a He I
bora, HO 1 ykasbiBaeT, IoueMy OH He COIJIaceH C
HeMelIKMM dwmiocodoM — IocslefioBaTeIbHOe
passuTHe B3mIsiAa TpeHereHOy pra Ha KaTeropum
«BeJleT K COBePIIIeHHOMY YHUUYTOXEHWIO BO3MOX-
HOCTM KaKoro To Hu Obu10 mo3HaHms o bore» (Ky-
npssiies-I itaronos, 1914r, c. 170). ViMeHHO T1OITBIT-
Ka pycckoro dwiocoda cOXpaHUTh allOAVMKTUY-
HOCTB PallVIOHaJIBHOV TEeOJIOrMM SIBCTBEHHO 000-
3HauMIa TOYKY pacXxoxiaeHwus B3MIsAA0B Kynpss-
nesa u TpenperneHOypra. TakuM oOpasom, To3z-
Hun Kynpssres Touno He paspesis B3rsy, Tpen-
nerleHOypra Ha JIBVDKeHMe KaK IlepBOHa4asIo Obl-
THUSI Y MBIIIJIEHMS], YTO HECKOJIBKO OTHAJIsIeT 000-
VIX MBICJIUTeJIeVI IPYT OT ApyTa B 00s1acTVi Teopum
nosHaHMs. Ho Tak i obcrouT neno ¢ Kynpsisiie-
BbIM B paHHVIe I'ofibl ero prIocodcKoro myTm?

ITposgcHuTh xapakTep 3HakoMcTBa Kympsisiie-
Ba B 1850-e rT. ¢ pustocodpckmmm naessmu Tperje-
JleHOypra mo3BosIsgeT aHa/IM3 BBOLHON 4YacTU Py-
KOIVCcH «AHaJIMTUKN HO3HAHMIT», OTHOCSIIIIEVICS K
1854 —1856 rT.

O KanTte 3axoauT peub yke Ha 2-M JIVCTe, T7ie
KynpsiBueB paccmaTpuBaeT CyOBeKTMBHBIV Vifle-
asv3M, IIpeficTaBUTelleM KOTOPOro OH CYMTa-
er Kanra. B ouenb cxaron dpopme, HarloMyHaro-
11evt OOJIbIle TE3VCHI IS aMSATU VIV KPaTKU
KOHCIIEKT JIeKIIVM, HeXeJIM CBS3HBI TeKCT, pyc-
ckumt pustocod obo3HavaeT CyTh CyOBEKTMBHOIO
naeavsMa 1 ero Hegocratku. B HegocraTkax Ky-
IpsIBLIEB OTMeYaeT MIMEHHO TO, UTO HamOosIee Bax-

Finally, Kudryavtsev cites Volume 2 of Log-
ical Investigations in connection with the possi-
bility of applying categories to God. For us, this
is the most important reference since Kudryavt-
sev does not only recall that Trendelenburg
draws categories from the concept of motion, so
that categories have objective meaning only for
the world and not for God, but also states why
he disagrees with the German philosopher: con-
sistent development of Trendelenburg’s view
on categories “totally destroys the possibility
of any knowledge about God” (Kudryavtsev-
Platonov, 1914d, p. 170). It was the Russian phi-
losopher’s attempt to preserve the apodicticity
of rational theology that marked the point of
divergence of the views of Kudryavtsev and
Trendelenburg. Thus, the later Kudryavtsev
clearly did not share Trendelenburg’s view of
the primacy of motion with regard to being and
thought, which does not by any means distance
the two thinkers from each other in the area of
the theory of cognition. But was this the way
matters stood with Kudryavtsev in the early
years of his philosophical journey?

Analysis of the introductory part of the man-
uscript “Analytics of Cognition” (1854 —1856)
sheds light on the character of Kudryavtsev’s
acquaintance with Trendelenburg’s philosoph-
ical ideas in the 1850s.

Kant crops up already on folio 2 where
Kudryavtsev writes about subjective idealism
of which he believes Kant to be a representa-
tive. In a very crisp form that looks more like
jottings for memory-support or a summary
of a lecture than a coherent text, the Russian
philosopher describes the essence of subjec-
tive idealism and its shortcomings. Among
the shortcomings Kudryavtsev notes precise-
ly what is most important for this article: “the
fallacy of Kant’s conclusion that the subjective
element in our cognition does not correspond
to reality” (Kudryavtsev-Platonov, 1854 —
1874, fol. 2).
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HO /IS JAHHOW CTAaTBI: «... HEBEPHOCTDH 3aKJIIO-
ueHnss KaHTa 0 HeCOOTBETCTBUM CyOBEKTVBHOIO
37IeMeHTa B HaIlleM ITO3HaHUW — JIeVICTBUTETHHO-
crwy’ (Kympsisres-IinaTtonos, 1854 —1874, 1. 2).

Crremyolriee MHTepecyolllee HaC yIIOMMHaHVe
o Kanre Kynpssles fies1aeT B OTHOIIEHUW ITPO-
CTpaHCTBa M BpeMeHU KaK CyOBeKTMBHBIX PopM
uyBcTBeHHOrO nto3HaHms (Tam xe, i1. 3). 3pech Ky-
IIpsBLIeB KPaTKO IepesiaeT Cy Th KaHTOBOVI KOHIIeTI-
LMV ITPOCTPAHCTBA ¥ BpeMeHM, a Takke IIpejjia-
raeT cBou 3aMeuaHUs: «HeBepHOCTD 3aKiIIOUeHMs
0 CyOBEKTMBHOM TOJIBKO 3HaU€HMY IIPOCTpaHCTBa
VI BpeMeHW... 3aKJIIo4eHye O IpeArioaraeMoM
Kanrom 3HaueHmn ero teopun miist Metadpusmkn
1 MaTeMaTuKm» (TaM xe, 11. 4). [lasiee ciiemyeT Ham-
Oosiee BaXKHBIVI IIACCaX:

ITpocTtpancTBOo M BpeMsi Kak dOPMBI  UyB-
CTBEHHOTO OBITUS VI OrpaHMYEHHOI'O IT03HAHMS.
BsanMHas cBSI3b IPOCTPAHCTBA V1 BpeMeH! 1 I10-
IbITKa HaWTHU ODIee HadaIo mx. Takoe HadaiIio
eCTb TIOHSITIE IBVDKeH. [IBVDKeH e, KaK Xapak-
Tep BpeMeHV; [IBVDKeHMe B [IPOCTPAHCTBe: BHeIII-
HeM, MHTeJUIEKTYJIbHOM 1 aOCOJTIOTHOM; 3aMeHa
IOHSITUS IBVDKEHMe, TIOHATVeM M3MeHeHme. 13-
MeHSIeMOCTh, KaK ¢popMa OrpaHMYEHHOTO Obl-
TUS I Ha4ajio IIPOCTpaHCTBa 1 BpemeHu. [Ipm-
MUpEeHIe peaylbHOTO M CyOBeKTMBHOTO B3IJIAIa
Ha IIPOCTPAHCTBO M BpeMsl B IOHSTUW O HUX...
ITpoctpaHCcTBO M BpeMs KaK (pOpMBI He TOJIBKO
ObITMSI, HO M MO3HAHV. 3aKOH M3MEHSIEeMOCTV
eCTb BCeoOIINTI 3aKOH KaK CyOBeKTMBHOIO, TaK 1
00BeKTUBHOro ObITH. V3MeHsIeMOCTh KaK 3aKOH
IICUXMYECKOVI XXM3HM; IBVDKEeHMe, KaK OOIIi 3a-
KOH ObITnst mpupoasl. He3aBucMocTs OT BHeIII-
Hero OIIbITa IPOVICXOXIeHMsS POpM IIPOCTpaH-
CTBa VI BpeMeHM B HarlleM r1o3HaHuM (TaM xe).

Kynpsisiies, Kak 11 B 60siee IMO3IHMX ITeYaTHBIX
paboTax, Ipu3HaeT 3a IIPOCTPAHCTBOM ¥ BpeMe-
HeM KaK CyOBeKTMBHBIN, TakK ¥ OObeKTUBHBIN Xa-
pakTep, TO eCcTh CUMUTaeT X popMamMyt O3HAHWS
" OTHOBpeMeHHO popMaMy OrpaHMYeHHOro Obl-

7TlyHKTyamus v TIOUepKUBaHWs 37IeCh U fajlee IIepera-
I0TCA B COOTBeTCTBUM ¢ pykomwceio. CokpaleHus pac-
KPBITEI TI0 yMOJTIaHUIO.
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Kudryavtrsev’s next reference to Kant that
interests us has to do with space and time as
subjective forms of sensible cognition (ibid.,
fol. 3). Here Kudryavtrsev describes in a nut-
shell the Kantian concept of space and time and
makes his remarks: “The fallacy of the inference
about the solely subjective significance of space
and time [...]. Kant’s conclusion about the sig-
nificance of his theory for metaphysics and
mathematics” (ibid., fol. 4). The most important
passage follows immediately:

Space and time as forms of sensible being
and limited cognition."” Interconnection of
space and time and attempt to find their com-
mon origin. The origin is the concept of motion.
Motion as the character of time; motion in space;
eternal, intellectual and absolute; Replacement
of the concept [“]motion[“] with the concept
[“]change[“]. Changeability as the form of lim-
ited being and the beginning of space and time.
Reconciliation of the real and subjective view
on space and time in the conception thereof [...].
Space and time as forms not only of being, but
of cognition. The law of changeability is a uni-
versal law both of the subjective and objective
being. Changeability as the law of mental life;
motion as the universal law of the being of na-
ture. Independence of the origin of the forms of
space and time in our consciousness from exter-
nal experience (ibid.).

As in his later published works, Kudryav-
tsev considers space and time to be both subjec-
tive and objective in character, i.e. sees them as
forms of cognition and simultaneously as forms
of finite being. Most importantly, he points to
motion as the single common principle for both
forms of space and time. This idea is the key
concept of Trendelenburg’s theory of cogni-
tion. It is remarkable that Kudryavtsev does not
cite Trendelenburg here or elsewhere although,

7 Underscoring here and elsewhere correspond to the
manuscript. — D.R.
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Tns. Ho camoe m1aBHOe — TO, uTo KynpsiBlies yka-
3bIBaeT [yIs 00OMX BUIOB (POPM IIpOCTpaHCTBa U
BpeMeHM eflTHOe ollllee Ha4ajlo — ABVDKeHMe. A
3Ta MBICIIb — KJIFOUYeBasi KOHIIEMIIVS TeOPUN I10-
sHaHus TpennenenOypra. YousuresasHo, uTo Ky-
ApsABLIEB HU 3[1€Ch, HU B IPYTOM MecTe He cocJjIaJl-
cs1 Ha TpeHnerreHOypra, xoTd KO BpeMeH!U Haru-
caHus 3ToM paboThl, K cepenuue 1850-x rr., yxe
OBLI 3HAKOM C ero «JIormueckmMMm MCCiIegoOBaHI-
samu». Eciiv roBOpUTH O TIOHATUM «M3MeHeHVIe»,
TO OYeHb BeposATHO, uTo KyapsiBlies 31ech mMeeT
B BuAy nougrue Tpennenen0Oypra die Verinderung
(M3MeHeHe), VCIIOIb30BaHHOE TTOCJIENHIM B IJla-
Be «Die Bewegung» («/Ipvxenme») (Trendelen-
burg, 1840, S. 119). Bo sropom msmanumn Tpene-
neHOypr ncnonesyeT To Xe roHsTHe (Trendelen-
burg, 1862, S. 151), a B pycckoM nepesojie «Jlormye-
CKMX MCCJIeNOBAHVIVI», BLIIIOJITHEHHOM 10 M3IaHWIO
1862 ., E. Kopi mepesest 1aHHOe IIOHATHE Kak
«IIepeMeHa», a B IPyroM MecTe — KaK «IlepeHa-
uenmue» (TpennenenOypr, 1868a, c. 137).

Ha 5-m mucre pykonicn Kynpsslies nmpepjiara-
eT Te31CHO pa3bop yueHUn o kareropmsix Kanra
u lerestst v ix KpUTHUKY, HO 3[1€Ch PyCCKUM PurIo-
cod y’ke HUYEro He MUIIIET PO KaTeropuio ABV-
JKEHNsI B OTHOIIEHUN PacCydOYHBIX KaTeropuri,
XOT4 yKasbIBaeT Ha VX He TOJIbKO CYOBeKTVBHBIN,
HO 11 00bekTVBHBIN XapakTep (Kynpssies-Iliaro-
HOB, 1854 —1874, 11. 5).

CopepxaHne «AHaJIUTUK HO3HaHWMS» MOKa3bl-
BaeT, 4To KyzpsiBlieB 3HasI O KOHIIEIIINI IBVIKe-
Husg TpeHpmeneHOypra, HO yIIOMUHaeT OH O Hell
TOJIBKO ITPMMEHUTEIBHO K IIPOCTPaHCTBY U Bpe-
MeHM. BeposTHO, BO BpeMsi paOOTHI Hafl CBOVIM TeK-
CTOM PYCCKUM PVIIocod yKe Oco3HaBaJl IIOCIIe-
CTBUSI OT BBIBEMIEHMSI KaTeropwil M3 [IBVDKEHMS
KaK IepBOHAavajsla, O YeM OH BITOCTIE[ICTBU HallV-
et B «MeTadr3geckoM aHasIn3e paliyioHaIbHO-
ro nosHaHus». TeM He MeHee OOHapy>keHHOe B Py-
KOIVICK BbICKas3bIBaHMe KympsiBiieBa O IBVDKEHUN
KaK o0IlleM Havasle [jIs IIPOCTpPaHCTBA U BpeMe-
HU SIBJISIeTCS apIr'yMeHTOM B IOJIb3Yy TOTO, UTO Te-
He3uC TrHoceostormyeckux maen Kynpssiiesa, 1 B

by the time the work was written, in the mid-
1850s, he was already familiar with his Logical
Investigations. Speaking about the concept of
“change” it is highly likely that Kudryavtsev
has in mind Trendelenburg’s die Verinderung
(change) used by the latter in the chapter “Die
Bewegung” (“Motion”) (Trendelenburg, 1840,
p- 119). In the second edition Trendelenburg
(1862a, p. 151) uses the same concept.

On folio 5 of the manuscript Kudryavtsev
gives an overview of Kant’s and Hegel’s doc-
trines of categories, but says nothing about the
category of motion in relation to the categories
of understanding, while pointing to their objec-
tive as well as subjective character (Kudryav-
tsev-Platonov, 1854 — 1874, fol. 5).

The content of “Analytics of Cognition”
shows that Kudryavtsev was aware of Trende-
lenburg’s concept of motion, but mentioned it
only in relation to space and time. Apparently,
when working on this text, the Russian philoso-
pher was already conscious of the consequenc-
es of drawing categories from motion as the
first principle, something he would later write
about in “Metaphysical Analysis of Rational
Cognition”. Even so, Kudryavtsev’s statement
about motion being the common principle of
space and time, discovered in the manuscript,
suggests that Kudryavtsev’s epistemological
ideas, in particular the views on Kant’s theory
of cognition, hark back, among other things, to
the ideas of Trendelenburg. At the same time, it
is unclear from the manuscript to what extent
the theses on space, time and motion are rele-
vant to Trendelenburg’s concept of motion.

The conclusion that Kudryavtsev was well
aware of Trendelenburg’s ideas is borne out
not only by Kudryavtrsev’s references to Tren-
delenburg, but also by obvious coincidences of
the two philosophers’ views.

62



YacTHOCTM B3IJISII0B Ha Teopuio nosHaHus KanTa,
BOCXOJIIUT Cpeiyt ITpoYero K prytocodpcKmmM miesiMm
TpenpenenOypra. B To e BpeMd 13 paccMOTpeH-
HOVI PyKOIIVICY OCTaeTCsl HesICHBIM, HaCKOJIBKO BbI-
CKasaHHBbIe Te3WChl O IPOCTPaHCTBE, BpeMeHU U
JIBVDKEHWM peJleBaHTHBI CaMOV KOHIIEIILIVN JIBU-
xeHwusi y TpeHperrenOypra.

Beisort o Tom, uto KyzapsiBlie Ob1i1 XOpoOIIIO 3Ha-
KoM c uzesimu TpenpesieHOypra, MOXHO cIeJIaTh
Ha OCHOBaHUWM He TOJIBKO cChUIOK KympsiBlieBa
Ha TpenpeneHOypra, HO VI SIBHBIX COBITQZIEHNVI BO
B3ITIsIIaX 000mx prIocodoB.

4.2. Hackoavko 0ausku 832440061
Tpenodeaenbypea u Kyopabuyeba?

ITpu comocTapieHNM FHOCEOJIOTMYeCKUX yCTa-
HOBOK TpenpereHOypra m KyznpsiBlieBa MOXHO
BBIZIEJIUTH Cileytolue obmive mmen: 1) oba dpwto-
codpa OCYyIIEeCTBIISIOT MOUCK €IVMHOTO OCHOBaHMS
171 OBITMS VI MBIIIITIEHNS, KOTOPbIe B IUIaHe IIPo-
VICXOXK/IeHMsI PaBHO3HAYHBL; 2) B 00J1acTVi Teopum
nosHaHMd TpennernenOypr, kak 1 Kynpsisiies, 00-
HapyXnBaeT OOBeKTUBHYIO 1 CyObeKTUBHYIO CO-
CTaBJIAIONIVe, TIOf] TIOCJIeHeVI VIMEeIOTCS B BUIY
arpuopHble (POPMBI ITO3HAHMS — IIPOCTPAHCTBO,
BpeMsl 1 KaTeropuu, KOTOpble SIBJISIOTCS He TOJIb-
KO CyOBeKTMBHBIMY (POpMaMM MBIIIIJIEHS], HO 1 B
TO Xe BpeMs 00beKTMBHBIMU (popMaMy OTrpaHU-
YeHHOTo, VI KOHEeYHOro, ObITus; 3) mpocTpaH-
CTBO, BpeMs 1 KaTeropmm Kak arpuopHble dop-
MBI VIMEIOT HeOIIbITHOe ITPOVICXOXKIeHVe, HO IIpo-
ABJISIOTCS BCer/ia B OIIBITE Vi I10 TIOBOJLY OINbITa Kak
CcyOBeKTMBHBIE (POPMBI — OHM BCer[ia IIPUBHOCAT-
Csl B IIPOIIeCC MO3HAHWMS TO3HAIOMIVM CyObeKTOM
", B OTJIMYME OT peaIbHBIX IIPOCTPaHCTBa, Bpe-
MeHU VI KaTeTOpuVL, OHV MeasIbHbL; 4) I 000mX
BayKHa Hepas3pbIBHAasI CBA3b [IVICKY PCMBHOI'O CITOCO-
0a ro3HaHMA 1 YYBCTBEHHBIX CO3€PLIaHM.

IToMMMO OOIIHOCTV HEKOTOPBIX acIleKTOB OT-
HOCUTEJIBHO (PMIOCOCKMX yCTaHOBOK, MeXy
TpenpnenenOyprom n KyapsiBlieBbIM ecThb coBIIae-
HUs B KPUTMKe KaHTOBCKOIO TpaHCIIeH/IeHTallb-
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4.2. How Close were the Views of
Trendelenburg and Kudryavtsev?

A comparison of the epistemological ideas
of Trendelenburg and Kudryavtsev reveals the
following common theses: 1) both philosophers
look for a single ground of being and thought
which are equivalent in terms of origin; 2) in
the theory of cognition Trendelenburg, like
Kudryavtsev, find the objective and subjective
components, the latter meaning a priori forms
of cognition, i.e. space, time and the categories
which are not only subjective forms of thought,
but simultaneously objective forms of limited,
or finite, being; 3) space, time and categories as
a priori forms have a non-experiential origin,
but always manifest themselves in experience
and in connection with experience as subjective
forms; they are always introduced into the pro-
cess of cognition by the cognising subject and,
unlike the real space, time and categories, they
are ideal; 4) for both the inseparable link be-
tween the discursive method of cognition and
sensible intuitions is essential.

In addition to some common aspects in
philosophical principles, Trendelenburg and
Kudryavtsev concur in some criticisms of
Kantian transcendental idealism. Both phi-
losophers also ask the question why Kant re-
fused to grant a priori forms of cognition not
only subjective but also objective meaning.
Likewise, both philosophers are critical of the
transcendental deduction of categories. Thus,
Kudryavtsev’s theory of cognition, set forth
in the works of the 1880s, does indeed have
ideas, including critique, that are close to
Trendelenburg’s views spelled out in Logical
Investigations. Still, this is not a sufficient rea-
son to claim that Kudryavtsev has poached
some theoretical epistemological ideas from
Trendelenburg, all the more so since the former
cites the latter sparingly.
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Horo maeaymsMa. Oba dwiocoda, TOMMUMO TIpo-
4ero, 3a/1af0Tcs BOIIpocoM, moueMy KaHnt oTkasart-
csl IPUJIATh allpUOPHBIM (popMaM ITO3HAHWUS He
TOJIBKO CyOBEKTMBHOE, HO 1 0OBeKTMBHOe 3Haue-
HMe, Takke 00a KPUTMKYIOT TpaHCIeHJIeHTaIb-
HYIO JeqyKIInio Kareropuit. Takum obpasom, B Te-
opuu niosHaHMs KyapsisrieBa, IIpeficTaBIeHHO B
paborax 1880-x IT., HemicTBUTeIbHO OOHapYXMBa-
IOTCSL MJIeM, B TOM YMCIIe M KPUTMKa, OJm3Kue K
B3rIAnaM TpenperrenOypra us «Jlormueckmx mc-
CJIefioBaHUTI». TeM He MeHee 3TOro BCe ellle HeIo-
CTaTOYHO [JIs TOrO, YTOOBI yTBEPXKHATh O 3auM-
crBoBaHUM KyApsBIIEeBBIM TeOpeTMKO-TIO3HaBa-
TesIbHBIX Maent TpenperreHOypra, Tem Ooslee 4TO
IIePBBIVI He TaK YK YacTO CChUIAeTCs Ha COUMHe-
HWS TI0CIIeTHETO.

3aKk/IroueHe

VITak, B cTaThe ObUIO IMOKAa3aHO, BO-TIEPBBIX, UTO
Kynpssues B paHHWUI IIepyof, CBOeVt IperoaBa-
TEeJIBCKOMI [IesITeJIBHOCTY PEIKO CChIIaeTCsd Ha KaH-
TOBCKVIe TEKCTBI, HO IIPeVIMYIIIeCTBeHHO IlepecKa-
3bIBa€T VIX II0 HEMEIIKOV MCTOPVKO-P1II0codCKOM
JIUTepaType, UTO ObUIO BBIABIIEHO OjIaropaps aHa-
3y pykormcu Kypapssiiesa «V3 nctopun Hosovr
dutocodpun (Jlexui<mr> 1858 r.)». Bo-BTopeix, Ky-
IpsIBLIEB HEOTHOKPATHO OTChIIAeT CBOEro UuTare-
74 K «JlormdeckmM vicciieioBaHusiM» TpeHyierieH-
Oypra Ipv M3J10)KeHV CBOETo YUeHNsI O pacCyI0d-
HBIX KaTeropusix, a TakKe JeMOHCTPUPYeT 3HaKOM-
CTBO C KJTIto4eBout mpeent TpeHmerieHOypra — KOH-
LIeIIIIVieV IBVDKeH N, O YeM CBUJIeTeJIbCTBYeT paH-
Hsg pykommck KynpsiBiieBa, IOCBsIlleHHasl aHa-
JIN3y Tpex BUIOB Mo3HaHMs. HakoHerl, B-TpeTbx,
rHoceostorndeckue B3msaabl Kynpssuesa n Tpen-
HerteHOypra OOHapyXMBarOT MeXy cobom 3Ha-
unTeIbHBIe CXOICTBa. IIpercrapiieHHbIe pe3yIib-
TaTbl B COBOKYITHOCTV TOBOPAT B IOJIb3y TOTO, YTO
Ka#nT c 60os1bl11e11 BepOsITHOCTBIO MOT OBITH ITPOY-
TaH KyznpsiBriesbiM yepe3 pmIocopcKyro ONTUKY
TpenpertenOypra. B To xe BpeMs 3Tux aprymen-
TOB €JIBa JIV JIOCTATOYHO [1JIsl TOro, YTOOBI yTBep-
KIIaTh VICKJTFOUNTEIIBHYIO POJIb TeOPUY ITO3HAHVS

Conclusion

To sum up, this article shows, first, that
Kudryavtrsev in the early period of his teach-
ing activities seldom refers to Kantian texts, but
mostly presents them on the basis of German
historical-philosophical literature, a fact that
I have revealed by analysing Kudryavtsev’s
manuscript “From the History of Modern Phi-
losophy (Lectures 1858)”. Secondly, Kudryavt-
sev repeatedly mentions Trendelenburg’s
Logical Investigations in presenting his teach-
ing about the categories of understanding and
demonstrates his awareness of Trendelenburg’s
key idea of motion, as witnessed by Kudryavt-
sev’s early manuscript devoted to the analysis
of three types of cognition. Thirdly and lastly,
the epistemological views of Kudryavtsev and
Trendelenburg reveal many similarities. The
aggregate results presented here suggest that
Kudryavtsev probably had read Kant through
Trendelenburg’s philosophical optics. How-
ever, these arguments are hardly sufficient to
justify claims of an exceptional role of Tren-
delenburg’s theory of cognition in the genesis
of Kudryavtsev’s teaching on cognition, and
concerning the Russian thinker’s acquaintance
with Kant’s ideas and critique. They are, how-
ever, sufficient grounds for taking Trendelen-
burg into account when reading Kudryavtsev’s
epistemological works.
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TpennerenOypra B reHesvce y4eHus O TIO3HaHUN
KynpsisrieBa, Tak e KakK ¥ B OTHOIIEHUV 3HAKOM-
CTBa PYCCKOI'O MBICJIUTEIISA C MACIMU M KPUTUKOM
KauTa. TeM He MeHee MX TOCTAaTOYHO, UTOOBI I1e-
J1aTh ToIpaBKy Ha TperereHOypra mpu mpodre-
HWVI THOCeoJIormdeckmx padot Kympsisresa.

Bbaazodapnocmu. [lannas nybiuxayus nooeo-
moBaena npu gunarcoboi noddepxke Munucmep-
cmBa nayxu u Gvicuieeo 0opaszobanus Poccutickoi De-
depayuu, npoexm Ne 075-15-2019-1929 «Kanmuan-
CKAA PAUUOHALLHOCb U ee nomenyuar 6 cobpemen-
HOU HayKe, MeXHOA0RUAX U COYUAABHBIX UHCTNUMY-
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Hoeo ynuBepcumema um. Y. Kanma (Kasununepao).
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