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«TPAHCUEHIEHTAJIBHBIV KOJIJIAIIC»:
AHAJIMTUYECKOE ITPOUTEHUE KAHTA

A.A. MédoBa'?

Uccaedobarue ommanxubaemcs om xanmobckoil no-
cmanobxu npobaemst ycaoBuii BosmoxxHocmu onvima, 6
pamkax kKomopou paccmampubaemcs mesuc o 603MoxK-
Hocmu npedmemod onvima (B 197). Ilpedaaeatomces mpu
e20 uHmepnpemayuu: KpeayuoHUCmcKas, coeAacHo Ko-
mMopotl anpuopHvle CpyKmypsl paccyoxa u pasyma cos-
Oatom npedmemvl onvima; ymepennas, 8 coombemcembuu
C KOMOopoil anpuopHvle CHpYKMypsi paccyoka u pasyma
obsexmubupyrom u UOCHMUDUYUPYIOM  CO3EPYAHUS;
Bepcus mpancyeHOeHmalbHo20 peasusma, npedcmabas-
rouas npeomenmst onvima odvexmubHo cyuecmbyrouu-
mu. Jlasee anarusupyemcsa ocobbiil cmutb npoumenus
Kanma, npedcmabaennviii 6 pabomax I. IDx. [lamona,
I1. @. Cmpocona, . bennemma u Op. u xapakmepusy-
emblil aBmopom Cramvu Kax «noseMutnsii». B pamkax
amoeo cmus npobaema Yycaobuii 603MoKHOCTIU ONbIMA
huxcupyemcs xkax kawouebas, a OCHOBHLIM ee UCHIOUHU-
KOM CMAHOBUMCS apeyMenm Kay3aibHOCMU, ONucaH-
Houil Kanmom 6o «Bmopoul anasoeuu» «Kpumuxu wu-
cmoeo pasyma». B umoee nosemuueckotl npopadomxu
npobaema ycaobuii BosmoxHocmu onvima npedcmaen
Kkax npobaema «HABA3bIBAHUA NPUHUHHO0 NOPAOKA NPU-
pode», no ¢popmyaupobe bennemma. Ommarkubascy
0M NoAYUeHHbIX pe3yavmamob, abmop npediazaem 0Be
cobcmBennvle  popMyAupobKY  YKA3AHHOU NpodAeMbL,
OMpaXxaoujue SMUCEMUHECKYI0 U  OHMOA0RUUECKYIO
mouku 3penus na Hee. B nepBom cayuae ona ocmovican-
emcs Kax npobaema «3amMKHYmoeo Kpyea» nosHanus, 6o
Bmopom — Kax «mMpaHcyeHOeHMasbHbIL KOAAANC», 110
ecmb Kak npobaema Koppesayu pasyma u peasbHocmu,
npuobpematowas, 6 mpancyendeHmaiusme Kavecmoo
«napadoxcasvoil coBmecmumocmu». B saxatouenue Oe-
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“THE TRANSCENDENTAL COLLAPSE™
ANALYTIC READING OF KANT

A.A. Medova "?

The starting point for this study is Kant’s approach
to stating the problem of the conditions of possibility of
experience and the thesis of the possibility of objects of
experience (KrV, B 197). The thesis lends itself to three
interpretations: the creationist interpretation, whereby a
priori structures of understanding and reason create ob-
jects of experience; the moderate interpretation, in which
a priori structures of understanding and reason objecti-
fy and identify intuitions; and the transcendental real-
ist interpretation, which presents objects of experience
as objectively existing. I then analyse the “polemical”
style of the reading of Kant presented in the works of
H.]. Paton, P. F. Strawson, |. Bennett, and others. This
approach focuses on the problem of the possibility of ex-
perience, with its main source being Kant's arqument
for causality in the Second Analogy from the Critique
of Pure Reason. As a consequence of its polemic, this
approach, as formulated by Bennett, treats the problem
of the conditions of the possibility of experience as the
problem of imposing a causal order on nature. Based on
the results of my analysis, I propose two formulations of
the above problem, which reflect the epistemic and on-
tological points of view respectively. In the former case,
we have the problem of the “vicious circle” of cognition,
while in the latter case we have “transcendental col-
lapse” — that is, the problem of the correlation between
reason and reality which acquires the transcendental
property of “paradoxical compatibility”. Finally, I dis-
cuss the importance of the problem, arguing that it is the
foundation of transcendental philosophy, and that which
makes it productive.
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A. A. Ménosa

MOHCIPUPYemCcs nomenyual 0aHHou npobaemst: 000cHo-
Bvibaemcs, umo ona Bvicmynaem Kax NpuHyUNUALLHOE
ocHoBaHue MpaHcyeHOeHMAlbHOT PUA0COPUL 1 UCTIOY-
HUK npo0yKmubrocmu nocieoHeil.

KaroueBvie caoBa: Kanm, memagpusuxa onvima,
npeoMentsL oNbima, a priori, 4ucmsle paccyoouHvie Kame-
20pul, NPUUUHHOCHIL, HEOOX00UMOCHIL, KOHCHIUMYUPO-
Barue 00vekmob onvima

BBemenmne

Onmna M3 caMBIX WM3BECTHBIX (POPMYIIVIPOBOK
Ipo0JIeMBI YCIIOBUTI BO3MOXKHOCTH OITBITa 3By UNT
B riiceMe KanTa k Mapkycy I'epiiy ot 21 despasis
1772 1.: «...Ha YeM OCHOBBIBAETCS OTHOITIEHIE TOTO,
UTO MBI Ha3bIBaeM ITpeJicCTaB/IeHVeM B Hac, K ITpe]l-
MeTy?» (AA 10, S. 124; Kant 1980, c. 527). 3a aTum
BOITPOCOM CTOWUT He TOJIBKO OOOCHOBAHHOCTB C-
CTeMBI TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM pvtocodpmm. B Hem
CBEPHYTHI ITyTV Pa3BUTHS €BPOIIEVICKON SIIVICTe-
MOJIOT MY, OT TeOPWUM IIPEACTaBIeHUN VI KPUTVKNA
IICVIXOJIOTM3Ma [I0 «IIpO0JIeMBI JOCTYIIa» B COBpe-
MEHHOM 3IIVICTEMOJIOTTYECKOM M3 bIOHKTVBI3ME.

Hesnb3g yTBepXXzaTh, UTO 3Ta IIpodseMa OcTa-
jlachk He3aMedyeHHOW B MHOIOYMC/IEHHBIX MCciIe-
moBaHMgxX Haotenms KaHTa, HO TakXXe HeJIb3s
CKaszaTb, YTOObI OHA Oblyla OCMBICJIEHA KaK LIeH-
TpasIbHas IIpo0dJIeMa TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHON PrTo-
codpum1, yunTHIBasi BCIO ITTyOMHY ee IOCTIeNICTBUTL.
B manHOM cTaTbe MBI HaMepeHbI, HACKOJIBKO BO3-
MOYXHO, IIPUOJIVI3UTBCS K OCMBICJIEHUIO ee KOH-
LIeNTyaIbHOrO 3HaueHMsl. MBI CTaBUM 1IeJIbIO 3a-
duKcrpoBaTh IIpobsIeMy yCIOBUV BO3MOXKHOCTV
OIBbITa C MaKCMMAaJIBHOV OCTPOTOW, 3aJIeVICTBOBAB
7T 3TOTO aHAIUTUYECKITI KOHTEKCT IIPOUTEHIS
KanTa, uTOoOBI 3aTEM BCKPBITH €€ IIPeIIOCHIIKI
KaK B paMKax KaHTOBCKOV ¢prsiocodpmn, Tak M C
TOUKM 3PeHMs JIOTVKM II03HaBaTeIbHBIX IIPOIiec-
COB B II€JIOM ¥ TeM caMbIM IIOKa3aTb ee (pyHa-
MEHTaJIBHOCTD IIJISI CVCTEMBI TpPaHCIeH/IeHTaIb-
Horo mneannsMma Kanrta 1 Bcero dpmiocodpckoro
aHa/Iv3a IHo3HaHWS.

AJIbTepHaTVBHBIM ~ KAHTOBCKOMY  KOHTEK-
CTOM BBICTyTIaeT B Halllell CTaTbe perienIis JaH-

Keywords: Kant, metaphysics of experience, ob-
jects of experience, a priori, pure categories of under-
standing, causality, necessity, constituting the object
of experience

Introduction

One of the best-known formulations of the
problem of conditions of possibility of experi-
ence is found in Kant’s letter to Markus Herz
of 21 February 1772: “What is the ground of the
relation of that in us which we call ‘representa-
tion” to the object?” (Br, AA 10, p. 124; Kant,
1999, p. 133). This question pertains not only
to the grounding of the system of transcenden-
tal philosophy. It enfolds the paths of the de-
velopment of European epistemology from the
theory of representations and critique of psy-
chologism, to “the problem of access” in mod-
ern epistemological disjunctivism.

It is not that this problem has been passed
over in the numerous studies of Kant’s legacy;
but considering the depth of its consequenc-
es, its centrality to transcendental philosophy
has not been fully appreciated. In this article, I
will aim to demonstrate its conceptual signifi-
cance. To this end, I will attempt to formulate
the problem of the conditions of possibility of
experience as clearly as possible, bringing in
the analytical context of Kant scholarship in or-
der to reveal its prerequisites in the framework
of Kantian philosophy and elaborating it from
the viewpoint of cognitive processes in general,
in order to show how fundamental it is for the
system of Kant’s transcendental idealism and
the philosophical analysis of cognition.

As an alternative to the Kantian context, in
this article I have chosen to focus on the recep-
tion of the problem in the English-language
philosophy of the twentieth century, notably
by the representatives of the analytical tradition
who polemicise with Kant. I examine the read-
ings of Kant by Peter Strawson and Jonathan
Bennett as well as their forerunner, Herbert
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HOVI TIIpoOJIeMBI aHITIOSA3BIUYHBIMM  (pryTocoda-
My XX B, IPeMMYIIeCTBeHHO ITpeCTaBUTeI MM
aHaJIMTUYeCKOV TpaauIMy KaK Hanboslee Iojie-
MugHOV. MBI oOparraemcsi K mpodTteHmioo Kan-
Ta I1. ®. Crpoconom mn [Ix. bennerTrom, a Taxxe
vx npentectseHHNKoOM . [Ix. Ilaronom, uTo mo-
3BOJIUT IIOKa3aTh MHTEpPeCyIOIlyIo Hac IpodieMy
BO BCel1 ee paJiiKaJIbHOCTIAL.

Brauarsie MbI 0OpaTiMCs K CyTH IIPOOJIEMBI B ee
KaHTOBCKOM 3ByudaHum (1), 3aTem, mcxoisd M3 KaH-
TOBCKMX IIOCBIJIOK, ITpobiieMaTn3upyeM MHOHSATHE
«rIpenMeT ombiTa» (2). Ilocsze Toro Kak mpodrema
OymeT 1ocTaB/IeHa Ha TEPPUTOPUM KaHTOBCKOTO
IVICKypca, MBI TIeperiieM K XapaKTepUCTIKe IoJIe-
Mm4ecKoro cTuist obrenms ¢ Kanrom (3) m morpy-
3UMCcs B pedpiieKciio IIpodsIeMbl YCIIOBU BO3MOX-
HOCTW OIIBITa, IIpofiesiaB ee coBMecTHO ¢ ITatoHoM,
Crpoconom 1 bernerTom (4 m 5). Beigenus «po-
OleMaTVUeckoe 3epHO» B BUJEe apryMeHTa Kay-
3aJIBHOCTV, MBI CMOXKeM TIepeyiT! K aJIbTepHaTVB-
HOVI BepCUM ITOCTAaHOBKM IaHHOW ITpoOseMbl. B
UTOTe PaKypC CMeCTUTCS C SMMUCTeMUYecKoro Ha
OHTOJIOTMYECKNIL, ¥ IpobsieMa IIpefcTaHeT Kak
«TPpaHCIeH/IeHTAJIBHBIV KOJUTaric» (6).

1. KaHTOBCKAas1 MOCTaHOBKA ITP00JIeMbI
YCJI0BMV BO3MOXKHOCTWM ONbITa

Harrra pabora mocBsiitieHa 1pobsieMe, KOTOPYIO
Kaur cumran xiroueBonr misa cedda. Heobxomm-
MOCTb OOBSICHUTB, KaK MEeHTaJIbHOe ITpeJICTaBIIe-
HVIe MOXXeT OTHOCUTBCS K CBOEMY OOBEKTY, COCTaB-
JI5eT BCeOOBeMITIONTYIO 1esIb TepBoit «KpuTmkm»
(Hanna, 2001, p. 67), HO He TombKO ee. [Ipobriema
HeOOXOIVIMOCTY COOTBETCTBUS allpUOPHBIX YCIIO-
BUVI OIIBITA Y MBIIIUIEHVST OOBEeKTVBHOMY HOPSi-
Ky Beller KpacHOVI HUTBIO IIPOXOAUT CKBO3b BCe
KJIIoueBble paboTsl Kanra (A 128; B XVI, B 161—
164; AA 04, S. 297—313; AA 05, S. 180—181).

O0s3arenbHBIM  yCstOBMeM ombiTa it Kas-
Ta SIBJISIETCS CUIHTE3, IIOCKOJIBKY BCe ITpeIICTaB-
JIeHVS OaHBl B VIX W3HAYAIBHOV II€JIOCTHOCTW,
IIPEeAIeCTBYIOIIENl BCAKOMY —aHaJIUTIYeCKOMY
pacwieHeHMIO. BakHeNIyio poiib UIpaloT CUH-
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James Paton, in order to highlight the radical
character of the problem.

First, I look at the way in which Kant for-
mulates the problem (1). Next, I problematise
the concept of the “object of experience”, pro-
ceeding from Kantian premises (2). Once the
problem is mapped onto the territory of Kant-
ian discourse, I will discuss the polemical style
of engagement with Kant (3) and reflect on the
problem of the conditions of possibility of expe-
rience in the company of Paton, Strawson, and
Bennett (4 and 5). After isolating the “problem-
atic kernel” in the form of the causality argu-
ment, we can pass on to an alternative way of
stating the problem. As a result, the focus will
shift from the epistemological to the ontologi-
cal, and the problem will become that of the
“transcendental collapse” (6).

1. Kant’s Statement of the Problem
of the Conditions of Possibility
of Experience

This article is devoted to the problem which
Kant considered to be central. The need to ex-
plain how mental representation can relate to
its object is the overarching goal of the first Cri-
tigue (Hanna, 2001, p. 67); but the need for the
a priori conditions of experience and thought
to correspond to the objective order of things
runs like a red thread through all of Kant’s key
works (KrV, A 128; B XVI, 161-164; Prol, AA 04,
pp- 297-313; KU, AA 05, pp. 180-181).

For Kant, synthesis is an indispensable con-
dition, insofar as all representations are ini-
tially given as whole, preceding any analytical
breakdown. The key role is played by syntheses
of apprehension (Apprehension), reproduction
(Reproduktion), and recognition (Rekognition)
(KrV, A 97), which in turn break up into pure
syntheses which yield a priori diversity (KrV,
B 103). They include spatio-temporal synthe-
ses (for example, the addition of preceding mo-
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Te3bl cxBaTbIBaHMS (Apprehension), Bocripon3se-
neans (Reproduktion) n y3sHaBaHMS B IIOHATUU
(Rekognition) (A 97), cpemyt KOTOPBIX, B CBOIO Ode-
pernb, BBIIEJISIOTCA YWCThle CUHTe3bl, JIarolive
MHoroo0Opasme a priori (B 103). Dto mpocrpas-
CTBEHHO-BpeMeHHble CUMHTe3bl (Halpumep, CUH-
Te3 IIPUCOeAVMHEeHMs MPebIIyIIX MOMEHTOB K
MIOCJIEIYIOIINM) ¥ UWCThIe CUHTEe3bl allpyOpHO-
rO CHMHTeTMYeCKOro eVHCTBa (Harpumep, cyeT
KaK CMHTe3 OJHOPOIHBIX BeJIMYMH). YCIOBUAMM
OITbITa TAKXKe SIBJISIOTCS YVCThIe pacCyIOYHble I10-
HATN, a priori oTHOcAIMecd K IIpegMeTaM Co-
3epllaHNs, TO eCTb KaTeropuyu, BBIBOOVIMBIE U3
JIOrMYecKnx PyHKUUI cyXaeHu. TpexsTanHas
CTPYKTYypa TpaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHbIX YCJIIOBU OIIbI-
Ta TakoBa: 1) JaHHOCTP MHOrooOpasus B UMCTOM
cosepLiaHmy; 2) CHMHTe3 MHOrooOpasmsi Iocper-
CTBOM CITOCOOHOCTV BOOOpakeHWs; 3) TIOHSITHS,
HpUIAIoIIie 3TOMY YMCTOMY CHHTE3Y eIVMHCTBO
(B 104—105).

Cy1ecTBeHHO 371ech TO, 4TO, ITo KaHTy, Bce ocHO-
BOIIOJIOXKEHIS UVICTOTO PacCy/Ka CyTh He Oosee Kak
IIPVIHIINIIBL alIPYOPY BO3MOXKHOCTY ombITa (B 294).
Takum obpasom, mpoOiremMa yCjIOBUI BO3MOXKHO-
CTY OIIBITa ITpeZICTaeT Ilepel HaMM KaK TpaHCIIeH-
JeHTaIbHasl ITpobiieMa 3aMKHYTOro Kpyra ITO3Ha-
Husl, 0OycsIoBJ/leHHasl TpeMs ITPVHLIUIIAIbHBIMY
MOCTYJIaTaMy TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOV prstocopmt:
1) TpVHIIAIIBEI TIO3HAHMS W BOCIIPUATIS ITpefiMe-
TOB ITpe/IIoc/IaHbl TI03HaBaTeIbHONM ¥ UyBCTBEH-
HOVI aKTVBHOCTV, 2) 3TV IIPUHIINIIBL He VIMEIOT 3M-
OVPUYECKOro MPOUCXOXIeHMs, 3) Mbl obOsagaeM
3HaHVeM O0BEKTVBHOI'O TIOJIOKEH S Belllevl.

KanT oTBeprast mjero o TOM, UTO HaIIU IIpe-
CTaBJIeHMsI CyTb OTpPakeHWUsl CIIOCOOOB BO3/eN-
CTBUA IpeAMeToB Ha Hac. Eciim aTo momycTtuTs,
npobsieMa 3aMKHYTOro Kpyra Obljla Obl CHSTa:
IpeaMeT U IpeJicTaB/IeHVie COOTHOCUIIVCEH OBl Kak
npuamnHa U cienctsre. Ho B TpaHcrieneHTa Ib-
Hom cucteme KaHTa [1eicTByeT HPUHIINIL B3aM-
HOVI He3aBVICVIMOCTV 9YBCTBEHHOCTW M paccylIKa:
cosepliaHVie He HYyXIaeTcs B (PYHKIVSX MBIII-
JIeHVsI, OHO MOXXeT OBbITh HeKaTeropuasIbHBIM, TO
€CTb IIpOTeKaTh 0e3 IIprMeHeH s allPUOPHBIX II0-
matum (B 122—123).

ments to those that follow) and pure syntheses
of a priori synthetic unity (for example, count-
ing as a synthesis of homogeneous values).
Conditions of experience also include pure
concepts of understanding that belong a priori
to objects of intuition, that is, to categories de-
rived from the logical functions of judgments.
Thus, the three-stage structure of the transcen-
dental conditions of experience includes: 1) the
givenness of diversity in pure intuition; 2) syn-
thesis of diversity by the faculty of imagination;
and 3) concepts that lend unity to this pure syn-
thesis (KrV, B 104-105).

It is important to bear in mind that, accord-
ing to Kant, all the principles of pure under-
standing are no more than principles of a priori
possibility of experience (KrV, B 294). Thus, the
problem of the conditions of possibility of ex-
perience presents itself as the transcendental
problem of the vicious circle of cognition, ow-
ing to three fundamental premises of transcen-
dental philosophy: the principles of cognition
and perception of objects 1) precede cognitive
and sensible activity and 2) do not have an em-
pirical origin, and 3) we do not know the objec-
tive state of things.

Kant rejected the notion that our representa-
tions are reflections of the ways in which ob-
jects impact us. If the problem of the vicious
circle could be set aside, the object and the rep-
resentation would be related as cause and ef-
fect. But Kant’s transcendental system assumes
mutual independence of sensibility and under-
standing: intuition does not need the functions
of thinking. It can be non-categorical, i.e. it can
do without a priori concepts (KrV, B 122-123).

Another way out of the contradiction would
be to allow that our representation, on the con-
trary, is active with regard to the object. In this
case, the representation would generate the ob-
ject, something which Kant ruled out. Every
phenomenon has something that is imparted
to it by the properties of our sensibility. But it
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Hpyrvm criocoboM BBIXOAA M3 IPOTUBOPEUNs
ObITO OBI OMYCTUTB, YTO Hallle ITpefiCTaBJIeHlie,
HaIIPOTMB, aKTMBHO B OTHOIIIeHNN 00beKTa. Torma
STVM IIpeJiCcTaBJIeHeM IOPOXK/IaeTCs caM ITpeIMeT,
Ho sToro KanT Ttaxke He fgoryckasl. B xkaxmgom ss-
JIEHUV eCTh He4To, YTO COODIIaeTcs eMy CBOVICTBa-
MM Hallley 9yBcTBeHHOCTI. Ho Takke B HeM ecThb
He4YTO, CUTHAJIM3MUpYIOIiee O IIPUCYTCTBUN TIperl-
MeTa, He3aBMCHMOIO OT 4uyBCTBeHHOCTM (A 252).
OH yTBepXIaeT, UTO [axke alpuopHasl IIpupoaa
OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUT paccyjika He CTaBUT MX BbIIIe
BCSKOT'O JIOKa3aTesIbCTBa; OHM IIPOBepsieMbl Ha OC-
HOBe «CyOBeKTVMBHBIX MCTOYHMKOB BO3MOXKHOCTV
3HaHMS O IpenMeTe BooOIe». Takoe sMmmmpde-
CKOe JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO aIlPVOPHBIX IPUHIIVIIOB
«JTayke HEOOXOIVIMO, TaK KaK B IIPOTVIBHOM CITy4ae
BO3HMKJIO ObI IIOJO3peHIe, UYTO 3TV OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKEHVIS1 CYThb ITPOV3BOJIBHO MOICYHY ThIe YTBepXK/ie-
Hys> (A 149 / B 188; KanT, 1999, c. 183).

KanT (a 7o Hero I'o66c, [IexapT n IOm) HaTOMIK-
HyJICd Ha JIaKyHY B OIVCAHWUM IIpollecca IIO3Ha-
HUS: TIOMVIMO UYyBCTBEHHOTO BOCIIPUSITHS €CTh
HeYTO, Oy1arofapsi ueMy IIpeaMeThl JaHbI KaK 00b-
eKTbl OIBbITa. DTO popMaslbHble YCJIOBUS YYB-
CTBEHHOCTVM ¥ MBIIIUIEHMS, ¥ «OHVM HeoOXOIMMO
7 a priori OTHOCATCA K IIpefgMeTaM OIbITa, TaK
KaK TOJIBKO C ITIOMOIITBIO VIX MOXKET OBITh MBICJIVIM
Kakovl Obl TO HYM OBUIO IIpeMeT OIIbITa BOOOIIe»
(A 93 / B 126, KanT, 1999, c. 131).

B «TpaHciieHIIeHTaIBHOM y4YeHUN 00 3J1eMeH-
Tax» «Kputnkm uncroro pasyma» Kanr npenmnpn-
HVYMaeT TpaHCIeHAeHTaJIbHYIO [eOyKLIMIo Yn-
CTBIX IOHSITUM paccy[Ka, 4ToOBl IOKa3aTh, Kak
arpyopHbIe TIOHATUS MOTYT COCTaBJIATh OOBEeK-
TUBHBIe OCHOBaHM4 ombiTa. OH IemyupyeT 1x 13
nzien CoelIHeHMs, TIOCKOJIbKY 3TO TO, YTO HUKO-
M 00pa3oM He MOXKeT OBITh JaHO caMMMM OOBEK-
TaM¥, a TPOU3BOIMUTCS TOJIBKO CaMUM CyOBeKTOM
(B 130). DTa mpIciip KaHTa moATBepXIaeTcs TeM,
YTO OHTOJIOrMYecKasi IpobsieMa «e[IHOIro ¥ MHO-
roro» CTajla VICTOpUYeCK! IepBovt prytocodpcKo
IIpo0sIeMOVL: TIepPBbIM aHTMYHBIM BOIIPOCOM K OBbI-
TUIO OBUT BOITPOC O TalHe ero 11eJI0CTHOCTH, O BCe-
0O111e11 CBSA3M Bellern.
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also has something that signals the presence of
an object that does not depend on sensibility
(KrV, A 252). He maintains that even the a priori
nature of the principles of understanding does
not put them above any kind of proof; they are
verifiable “from the subjective sources of the
possibility of a cognition of an object in gener-
al”. Such empirical proof of a priori principles
is “even necessary, since otherwise the proposi-
tion would raise the greatest suspicion of being
a merely surreptitious assertion” (KrV, A 149 /
B 188; Kant, 1998, p. 278).

Kant (like Hobbes, Descartes, and Hume be-
fore him) was confronted by a lacuna in the de-
scription of the process of cognition: in addition
to sensible intuition, there is something else
owing to which objects are given in experience.
These are formal conditions of sensibility and
thinking which “are related necessarily and
a priori to objects of experience, since only by
means of them can any object of experience be
thought at all” (KrV, A 93 / B 126; Kant, 1998,
p. 224).

In the “Transcendental Doctrine of Ele-
ments” in the Critiqgue of Pure Reason, Kant
makes an attempt at a transcendental deduc-
tion of pure concepts of understanding in order
to show that a priori concepts may be objective
foundations of experience. He deduces them
from the idea of joining because this is some-
thing that can in no way be given by the objects
themselves and is generated only by the subject
(KrV, B 130). This idea of Kant’s is borne out
by the fact that the ontological problem of the
“united and the manifold” was historically the
first philosophical problem: the first, ancient
question of being was the question of the mys-
tery of its wholeness, the universal connection
of things.

Kant argues that the idea of nexus is preced-
ed by a higher order concept that makes syn-
thesis and diversity possible. This is the
concept of unity, which is more fundamental
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KaHT oT™Meuaet, 4TO mfiee COemVHEHMS IIper-
ITIeCTBYeT IOHsTME OoJlee BBICOKOTO YPOBHSI, Jiejla-
IoITlee BOSMOKHBIMY IIPEZICTaBIeHNs O CUIHTe3e U
MHOrooOpasuy, — 3TO IIOHSTVE eIVMHCTBa, Ooree
dyHIaMeHTaIbHOE, YeM KaTeropus eIVHCTBa, I10-
CKOJIBKY «BCe KaTerOpMy OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha JIOIV-
UecKMX (PYHKIIMSX B CYXKIEHMSIX, a B HVX YyKe MBIC-
mTest coenyHenmve. . .» (B 131; KanT, 1999, c. 148). B
WTOTe BCe UVCTBbIE PacCy/IOYHbIe KaTeropum Aemny-
LVIPYIOTCS 113 TIepBOHAYaIbHOVI allllepIenumy —
TPaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO €IMHCTBA CaMOCO3HAHMS
(§16—17). Hackoibko 3TOT (pMHAIBHBIN 3Tall [ie-
AYKIMV TIOCIIeTIoBaTelIeH 11 yOenuTesleH — TeMa
IUIS OTAEIBHOTO MccienoBaHus. Ha Hamr B3,
OH He IIPOJIMBaeT CBeTa Ha II0CTaBJIEHHYO IIpo0JIe-
My KOPpPeJIALNI allpVOPHBIX IOHATUV C IIpeIMe-
TaMV OIIbITa, TIOCKOJIBKY YBOHIMUT pacCyXXIeHue B
CoBepIIleHHO Ipyroe pycio. KaHT He paccMarpu-
BaeT BOIIPOC, MOXKET JIVI «eIVMHCTBO» PasJINIHbIX
acCITeKTOB BellleV «BXOAMTH» B Hallle CO3HaHVE Je-
pe3 Hallli ceHCOpHbIe KaHaJIbI (1, ecyIn Ja, TO Ka-
KM 00pa3oM), TIOCKOIIBKY OH He PacCy’k[IaeT Ha
IICVIXO(PVI3MOIIOTTIeCKOM  YPOBHE, HO [IeVICTBYeT
VICKJTIOUMTEJIPHO B T'PaHMIAX TpaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
Hovt j1ormuky. Ho mipm aToM oH 0OBsicHsIeT mmpovic-
xOXaeHvie (PyHIAaMeHTaJTBHOV WV eVHCTBa
uepe3 IOHSTVE IPUHAIJIEKHOCTI W JTaXKe uepes3
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO MeTadOpy COBMECTHOIO Ha-
XOXKIeHMs B 4eM-1100. Bce MHOrooOpasHsble mperi-
CTaBJIeHNs, TaHHbIe HaM B CO3€PILIaHWMM, JOJDKHBI
00pa3oBbIBaTh €IVHCTBO KaK HAIlVl COOCTBEHHBIE
IIpe/ICTaBIIEHIS, A JIJTS 9TOTO OHV JIOJDKHBI BCe BMe-
CTe IIpUHAJIeXaTh OJHOMY CO3HAHMIO (zu einem
Selbstbewufitsein gehoreten) vyt HaXoIMTHCS BMe-
CTe B OIHOM 00IIeM camoco3HaHUM (allgemeinen
Selbstbewufitsein zusammenstehen) (B 132—133).
Henykuys KaTeropmi 3aKaHUYMBAeTCS IIOCTYIIU-
pOBaHVEM €IMHCTBA aIllIePHEIINy KaK BbICITIErO
MIPVHINIIA IPVYMeHeHs paccyka. Perenne mpo-
Or1eMBI CBSI3M aIllPVOPHBIX OHSATUN C IIpeIMeTaMu
OITbITa TAKOBO: IIOCKOJIBKY SIBJIEHWS JOJDKHBI COO0-
pasoBaThbCs C allpUOPHOV POPMOV UyBCTBEHHOIO
HAaIJISTHOTO IIPeCTaB/IeH s, TO 3aKOHBI SIBJIEHMT
B IIPMPOIe JIOJDKHBI COOOPA30BaThCS C AIIPVOPHON
dopmori paccyiika, a MMEHHO CO CTIOCOOHOCTBIO CO-
eVIHeHVISI MHOrooOpasyst Boobre (B 164).
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than the category of unity because “all catego-
ries are grounded on logical functions in judg-
ments, but in these combination, thus the unity
of given concepts, is already thought” (KrV,
B 131; Kant, 1998, p. 246). Thus, all the pure
categories of understanding are deduced from
the initial apperception, the transcendental
unity of self-consciousness (§16-17). Whether
this concluding stage of deduction is consist-
ent and convincing calls for a separate inves-
tigation. In my view, it does not shed light on
the stated problem of correlation between a pri-
ori concepts and objects of experience because
it side-tracks the argument. Kant does not ad-
dress the question as to whether and how the
“unity” of various aspects of things can “en-
ter” our consciousness through our senso-
ry channels because he does not think on the
psycho-physiological level but works strict-
ly within the bounds of transcendental logic.
But he explains the origin of the fundamental
idea of unity through the concept of belong-
ing and even through a spatial metaphor of be-
ing within something together. All the diverse
representations given to us in intuition should
form a unity as our own representations, and
that means that they should belong to one con-
sciousness (zu einem SelbstbewufStsein gehoreten)
or be located together in one common self-con-
sciousness (allgemeinen SelbstbewufStsein zusam-
menstehen) (KrV, B 132-133). The deduction of
categories ends with the positing of the unity
of apperception as the highest principle of the
use of understanding. This, then, is the solution
of the problem of the link between a priori con-
cepts and the objects of experience: because the
phenomena should correspond to the a priori
form of sensible visual representation, the laws
of natural phenomena should correspond to the
a priori form of understanding; namely, to the
faculty of combining the manifold in general
(KrV, B 164).



O06o0IM CyTh paccMaTprBaeMoVl ITPOOJIeMbl
KaHTOBCKVIM SI3BIKOM:

1) Ham paccyZIOK dYepe3 IIOCPENCTBO CBOVIX
IIpeICTaBIIEeHNI He eCTh IIPUYMHA IIpeaMeTa, HO
U IIpeIMeT He eCTh IIPUUMHA IIPeICTaBIeHNIT pac-
cyaka (A 125—127; A 252; B 135);

2) 9mCTEIe pacCyIOYHbIe ITOHSATUS VI aKCYOMBI
YCTOrO pa3yMa OTHOCUTEJIBHO ITpeIMeTOB BCe XKe
COOTBETCTBYIOT STVM IIpeIMeTaM, XOTsI TaKoe CO-
OTBETCTBME He MOXeT IOJIyYNUTbh HUKAKOW ITOf-
ZlepXKu co cropoHsl ombita (AA 10, S. 130—131;
Kanr, 1980, c. 528);

3) KaTeropmm corepxar B ceOe, CO CTOPOHBI pac-
Cy[Ka, OCHOBaHVIE BO3MOXXHOCTV BCSIKOTO OITBITa
BooO1e (B 167; Kaurt, 1999, c. 170).

2. CnegcTBuUe IIOCTAaHOBKM NPO0OsIeMBI:
BO3MO>KHOCTH OITbITa
KaK BO3MO>XHOCTH IIpeIMeTOB OIIbITa

Ecimt cMecTuTh pakypc AaHHOV IIpoOJieMbl B
KOTHUTVBHYIO IUIOCKOCTb, OHa 3BYYWUT CJIEYIO-
MM 00pa3oM: KaK BOCHPUSTMS M CO3epIIaHMs
IpuodpeTaroT cTaTyc mpeaMeTos ombita? K aTromy
BOIIPOCY VIMeeT IIPsIMOe OTHOIIIeHVe W3BecTHas
ceHTeHIIVsI KaHTa: «...ycsioBust B03moxHOoCHU 0Nbl-
ma BOOOIle CyTh BMeCTe C TeM YCJIOBUSL 603MOx-
Hocmu npedmemob onvima...» (B 197, Kant, 1999,
c. 188).

Dra ¢dpasa OTKpbIBaeT IIPOCTOP JIs MHTep-
IpeTanyy KaHTOBCKOV MeTadpm3uKm ombiTa. Bos-
HMKAIOT KaK MMHVMYM Tpu Bepcunt: 1) Kpeanm-
OHWCTCKasl — allpViOpHBbIe CTPYKTYpPBI paccyiika
U pasyMa CO3/IaloT IIpeMeThl OIIbITa; 2) yMepeH-
Hasl — allpyOpHBbIe CTPYKTYPhl pacCyiKa He KOH-
CTPYMPYIOT IIPeAMEeTHI OIbITa, HO OOBEKTUBUPY-
10T U MAEHTUPUITMPYIOT co3epliaHs, IIpeBpaliias
VIX B IIPeIMeTHI J1JI OCO3HaHM, TO eCTh B MaTe-
puasibl 11714 CBsA3bIBaHMS; 3) BepCys TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOTO peasIv3Ma: eCJIM CyIIeCTBYeT OIIbIT, TO U
€ro 0ObeKThI IOJKHBI O0BeKTUBHO CYIIIeCTBOBaTh,
a 3Ha4YNT, BHEIITHWVI MUP peaJleH.

Bepcus 1 (kpeayuonucmckas). B Hemt mio3HaHMe
IpeiMeTa ITpeJicTaeT YeM-TO CPOIHV CO3[JaHWIO ero
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To sum up the essence of the problem in
Kantian language:

1) Our understanding, through the medi-
um of its representations, is not the cause of
the object, nor is the object the cause of the rep-
resentations of understanding (KrV, A 125-127,
252; B 135);

2) Pure concepts of understanding and ax-
ioms of pure reason concerning objects are
congruent with these objects, although their
congruence cannot be supported by experience
(Br, AA 10, pp. 130-131; Kant, 1999, 133-134);

3) Categories, from the side of understand-
ing, contain the grounds of the possibility of all
experience in general (KrV, B 167; Kant, 1998,
p- 265).

2. Consequence of the Statement
of the Problem: The Possibility
of Experience as the Possibility

of the Objects of Experience

Shifting the angle on the problem toward the
cognitive plane, it can be regarded as follows:
how do perceptions and intuitions acquire the
status of objects of experience? The following
statement of Kant’s has direct relevance to this
question: “The conditions of the possibility of
experience in general are at the same time con-
ditions of the possibility of the objects of expe-
rience” (KrV, B 197; Kant, 1998, p. 283).

This proposition gives room for at least three
interpretations of the Kantian metaphysics of
experience. 1. The creationist one holds that a
priori structures of understanding and reason
create objects of experience. 2. The moderate
version holds that a priori structures of under-
standing do not construct objects of experience,
but objectify and identify intuitions, turning
them into objects of understanding, that is, ma-
terials for conjunction. 3. The transcendental re-
alist’s interpretation is that if experience exists,
its objects must objectively exist; hence, the ex-
ternal world is real.
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MeHTaJIFHOTO IIpoo0Opa3a, KOTOPBIV ITPeIBOCXMIIIa-
eT 11 KOHCTPyHMpyeT caM 3TOT npenmMeT. Heciryuarn-
HO KaHTOBCKOe yuYeHVe O IPOAyKTVMBHOW CIIOCO0-
HOCTM BOOOpa’keHWsl, WV TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM
BOOOpPakeHMVI, IIPUBJIEKIIO K cebe CTOJTb aKTMBHOE
BHMMaHMe 1 o0cyxxaeTcs 110 cux 1op. Tax, Y. Cei-
Jlapc ycMaTpuBaeT IIPsIMYyIO aHaJIOTMIO paboThI BO-
oOpakeHMsI M TO3HaBaTeJILHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN y
KaHTa: koHIenTyaspHBIE CTPYKTYpPbl, KOTOpBIE
PasBUBAIOTCS B MEPLIENITMBHOM OITBITE, COCTaBIIS-
IOT YacTh KOHIIENTYaJIbHBIX CTPYKTYpP, KOTOpBIE
CIIOHTaHHO pa3BMBAIOTCS B BooOpaskeHMM. «B BOc-
IIPUMMYVBOCTYI MBI JIeJIaéM TO JKe CaMoe, U4TO U B
“crioHTaHHOCTI” BOOOpakeHVIsl, HO MBI [leJIaéM 3TO
KaK BOCIIPUVMYVIBBIE K PYKOBOICTBY CO CTOPOHBI
00BEKTOB, KOTOPbIe MBI HaUlMHAeM ITPECTaBIISTh»
(Sellars, 1967, p. 637). PazButuie iepBovt Bepcum CTa-
JI0 aKTyaJIbHBIM 17151 (P€HOMEHOJIOT N, HO OHO He
opranHmy4Ho 11 dpviocodpun KaxTa.

Bepcus 2 (ymepennas). B «Anajoruax orbl-
Ta» KaHT mIpsIMO rOBOPUT O TOM, YTO ObITHE SIB-
JIEHVWVI HeJb3sl CKOHCTpyMpoBaTh («sich nicht
konstruieren laf8t», B 222). Kaxossl e Torma yciio-
BVSI BOSMOXKHOCTV onbiTa? Hambosiee siBHBIN I10-
cpUl KaHTa TakoB: yCIIOBMSI BO3MOXKHOCTM IIpefl-
METOB OITbITa — 3TO BO3MOXXHOCTDH IIOIBEICHIS
BOCIIPUSITU TIOf], alIpVOPHBIe MJIeN, TO eCTh CUH-
TETMUYECKOe eIMHCTBO SIBJIEHVVI COIVIACHO IOHSTHU-
am (A 108 —110).

M. E. CoborieBa mpejiaraeT CJIeIy OO «MsT-
KYI0» BepCUIO 3TOrO Te3Nca: IIpOollelypa CBSA3bI-
BaHMS ¥ YIOpSOYMBaHMS MaTepuasia IJIsi IIo-
3HaHUA npenmectsyer y KanTa cobcTBeHHO
nosHaHuio (B 145). CienoBaresibHO, 117151 BO3HMK-
HOBEHVISI OITbITa Ba)KHBI, KAK OHa II0JIaraeT, He Ka-
YyecTBa IPEIMETOB, a MX CBS3b (XOTS CBSI3HOCTH
HpefrionaraeT ¥ KaKylo-TO KBaIndUKaIlnio BOC-
IIprHMMaeMoro). TpaHcIieHIeHTa/IbHOe CO3HAHe
He TIOIBOAUT BOCHPWSTHMS IO IIOHSTWS, He 3a-
TOHSeT MX B KaTeropuajbHble CXeMBbl, OHO JIVIIb
CTPYKTYPHO VIV TOIOJIOTMYECKN OOBEKTVUBVIPY-
eT MX, TO eCTb MAeHTUPUIIMPYeT, olpeaesiseT Ha
MeHTaJIbHOV KapTe CO3HaHMS KaK «OIHO M TO ke
cosepria"ve». Torma ycsioBre BO3MOXKHOCTH IIperl-
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Interpretation 1, creationist. On this reading,
cognition of the object is akin to the creation
of its mental image anticipating and construct-
ing the object. It is no accident that the Kantian
doctrine of the productive capacity of imagina-
tion, or transcendental imagination, has attract-
ed significant attention and is being discussed
to this day. Thus, Wilfrid Sellars sees in Kant a
direct analogy between the work of the imag-
ination and cognitive faculties: the conceptual
structures developed through perceptive expe-
rience are part of the conceptual structures that
are developed spontaneously in imagination.
“In receptivity we do the same sort of thing we
do in the ‘spontaneity’ of imagination, but we
do it as receptive to guidance by the objects we
come to represent” (Sellars, 1967, p. 637). This
interpretation became relevant to phenomenol-
ogy, but it is revisionist with respect to Kant’s
philosophy.

Interpretation 2, moderate. In the “Analogies
of Experience”, Kant claims upfront that the be-
ing of phenomena cannot be constructed (“sich
nicht konstruieren lifit” — KrV, B 222). What,
then, are the conditions of the possibility of
experience? Kant’s clearest premise is that the
conditions of possibility of the objects of expe-
rience are the possibility of fitting perceptions
into a priori ideas, i.e. synthetic unity of phe-
nomena in accordance with concepts (KrV, A
108-110).

Maja E. Soboleva proposes a “soft” version
of the same thesis: according to Kant, the pro-
cedure of joining and ordering cognitive ma-
terial precedes cognition proper (KrV, B 145).
Consequently, what matters for experience is
not the properties of the objects but their inter-
connection (although conjunction presupposes
a qualification of what is perceived). Transcen-
dental consciousness does not fit perceptions
into concepts or shoehorn them into categorial
schemes, but merely objectifies them structural-



METOB OITbITa — 3TO He COOTBETCTBIE CO3EPLIAH
POIOBMAOBBIM KJIaccupmKaIsaM, He KBaIndriKa-
LIV MIX COIVIACHO IOHATMSAM, a IIPOCTasl IepBrd-
Hasi KOHLIENITyaIn3allyisl BOCIIPUSTII TI0 cxeMe «S
ectb S». TakuM oOpa3oM, paccyIoK He KOHCTPYW-
pyeT IpenMeThl 3 KOHTeHTa OIIyIIeHNi1, a 00b-
eKTUBIpPYeT UyBCTBEHHbIe [IaHHBIe, HUUYETO He
MeHSISI B IX COCTaBe, TEM CaMbIM IIpeBpaliias Mx B
TaKye «MaTepyasIbl», KOTOpble MOXXHO OyneT CBs-
3aTh (C IIOMOIIIBIO KaTeTOpuM) B eAMHYI0 KapTUHY
ombiTa (Cobosesa, 2017, c. 94—95).

Bepcusa 3 (mpancyeHOeHmasvHblll  peasusm).
DTa Bepcusl TPAKTOBKM IIPVBEIEHHOrO B Hadva-
Jle HACTOAINEro pasfesla Tes3uca IIPUMHAIJIEXUT
JIx. berHeTTy. OH OTMEYaeT, YTO, C OIHOV CTOPO-
HBI, 9TOT Te3nc — He 0ojree ueM TaBToOsIOrVIsA. Ko-
HEYHO, YCJIOBS, HeOOXOAVIMBIe [JIsl OITbITa, aBTO-
MaTVYecK HeOOXOOVMBI V1 [JII OOBEKTOB OIThITA.
Ho KanT xouer 311ech cka3aTh HEUTO MHOE: TOJDK-
HBI CyIIIeCTBOBaTh OOBEKTHI OIIbITa, eCjIv BOOOIIIe
cyuiecTByeT onbIT. OH cTpeMUTcs IOKas3aTh, YTO
«He MOXeT OBIThb MHTYWUTMBHOW IIOC/IeIOBATEITh-
HOCTW, COIIPOBOX/IAaeMOVl CaMOCO3HaHMeM, KOTO-
poe He ObIJIO OBI TIepeXVBaHVEM OOBEKTVBHON
cdepnr» (Bennett, 1966, p. 133—134). I[Taccaxxu, raoe
KaHT roBopuT IIpo crHTe3 SIBJIEHNUT COITIACHO IT0-
HSITVISIM, KOTOPBIV JIeJIaeT BCe SIBJIEHMS He TOJIBKO
HeOoOXOIMMO BOCIIPOV3BOAVIMBIMIL, HO U OIpere-
JIeT AJId HuX mpenmet cosepranms (A 108), vn
PO OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HAYVIMOCTH KaTerOpuil, VIJIn
PO CyX[eHNs, MMelole 0ObeKTUBHYIO 3Ha4M-
MocTh (B 126, 142), Hy>)XHO IOHMMATh KaK yKasa-
HVIe Ha TO, UTO 00sexmubnas peassHocms oeicmbu-
meAvHO cyujecmbyem.

Cam KanT dopmyimposasl MHTepeCyIOIIyIo
Hac po0sieMy B BUIIe BBIIIEYIIOMSHYTOW IVIXO-
Tomym. «CyIecTByeT TOJIBKO [Ba IIyTW, Ha KO-
TOPBIX BO3MOXXHO Heo0Xx00uMoe coriacvie OITbITa C
MIOHATUSIMI O €TO IIpeIMeTax: VIV OIBIT feJlaeT
ST HOHSITUS BO3MOXXHBIM, VIJIV 3TV [OHSI TSI 1e-
JIAIOT OIBIT BOSMOXHBIM» (B 166—167; KanT, 1999,
c. 170). Ilepsbiit myTh KaHT pemmTesibHO OTBep-
rajl KaK MCK/IIOUAIOMINI aIllpVOpHBIE 3JIeMEHTHI
OIIbITa, BTOPOV MYTh Ka3aJicsi eMy Oojiee BepOsIT-

A.A. Medova

ly and topologically, i.e. identifies them and lo-
cates them on the mental map of consciousness
as being “the same intuition”.

Thus, the condition of the possibility of ob-
jects of experience is not the correspondence of
intuitions to genus and species classifications;
not their qualification according to concepts,
but the simple, primary “S is S” conceptuali-
sation of perceptions. Thus, understanding
does not construct objects out of the content of
sensations, but objectifies sensible data without
changing anything in their composition, thus
turning them into “materials” that can be put
together (through categories) into a single pic-
ture of experience (Soboleva, 2017, pp. 94-95).

Interpretation 3, transcendental realism. This
interpretation has been proposed by J. Bennett.
He points out that, on one hand, the thesis is no
more than a tautology. Indeed, the conditions
needed for experience are automatically needed
for the objects of experience. But Kant’s point
here is different: objects of experience must ex-
ist if experience exists at all. He wants to show
that “there could not be an intuitional sequence
accompanied by self-consciousness which was
not experience of an objective realm” (Bennett,
1966, pp. 133-134). The main thrust of the pas-
sages in which Kant discusses the synthesis of
phenomena in accordance with concepts, which
makes all phenomena not only reproducible,
but determines the object of intuition for them
(KrV, A 108); the objective significance of cat-
egories; and judgments which have objective
significance (KrV, B 126, 142), should be con-
strued to mean that objective reality does exist.

Kant himself formulated the problem that
interests us here by way of the above-men-
tioned dichotomy: “Now there are only two
ways in which a necessary agreement of ex-
perience with the concepts of its objects can
be thought: either the experience makes these
concepts possible or these concepts make the
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HBIM, C M3BECTHBIMM OTpaHMYeHMSMY, HO VIMeH-
HO OH IO3BOJIsIeT 4YeMy-IM0O CTaTh SMIIMpUUe-
CKV JTaHHBIM, IIpeICTaBJIIeMbIM 1, KaK CJIeJICTBIE,
00BEKTOM OIIbITa.

Kak BuamM, KaHTOBCKasi IpobsieMa yCIIOBUT
BO3MOXXHOCTY OIThITa MHOroacriekTHa. OHa cBg3a-
Ha C Ipo0JieMaMy 1OCTyIIa K OObeKTVBHOV peaib-
HOCTM, oIpefesieHNsl I'paHWUI] IIO3HaBaTeJIbHO
aKTMBHOCTY CO3HaHMs, (OpMMpOBaHUS IIpe-
MEeTHOCTM CO3HaHMs, UTO YKas3blBaeT Ha ee 3Ha4ll-
TeJIBHOCTB ¥ IIPOAYKTVUBHOCTb.

3. ITostemmnueckumn cTmiib uTeHmus Kanura

Hawnbortee ocTpasi peakiiusi Ha paccMaTpuiBa-
eMylo Ipo0OsieMy MMeeT MeCTO B paboTax psiia
dmtocodoB, cBA3aHHBIX C aHAJIUTUYECKOM Tpa-
auiyent. Kak m3BecTHO, BOSHMKHOBeHMe aHaIl-
TUYeCcKo Prtocopmm COrpoBOXKIaIOCh Pe3KO
KPUTMKOVI KAaHTOBCKMX WIOEV W IIOHBITKaMM VX
orposepxeHMs. Takue HNONBITKY ObUIN IIpeIpu-
natel Opere, Paccesiom, Mypowm, Kapnariom, -
KoM, paHHUM ButrenmrentHom (Hanna, 2001,
p- 68). DToT ciop ¢ Ka"Tom 3aTponyi1 ri1yOuHHBIe
OCHOBaHMsI aHAJIUTIYecKo prtocodnm, Chirpail
KOHCTPYKTVMBHYIO pOJIb B ee caMOOIIpeJieleHnM,
O0YCJIOBWJI CITOCOOBI TIOCTAHOBKW €€ KJIFOUeBBbIX
rpobrrem (Maxkeesa, 2013, c. 65).

CortacHo ocTpoyMHOMY 3aMedanuio P XaHHbI,
«KaHT, KOTOpOro Mbl M3y 4aeM CerofiHsl, — 3TO SIBHO
KanT, nmepepaboTaHHBIN 1 IpeCTaBIIeHHbIVI HaM
TeMU, KTO HeIIOCPpeJICTBeHHO y4acTBOBaJI B [I0JIOM
VI VI3BVJIVICTOVI OOpb0e aHaTUTIYeCKOV TpagIiii
c nepsomt “Kpurukon™» (Hanna, 2001, p. 5). AkTns-
HBIMI yYacTHVKaMM 3Tov 00pbObI ObuI beHHerT
v CTpOCOH, 4UbM M3bICKAaHWSI OTHOCATCA KO «BTO-
POV BOJIHe» IIOrpy KeHMs B KaHTOBCKOe HacJleslie
IIpeacTaBuTesIeV aHAJIMTUYECKOV TPaaIIL. 210
Horpy>keHue coctosisiochk B 1960-x IT. 1 OBUIO BbI-
3BaHO NOTPEOHOCTBIO 00OraTUTh IIPOrPaMMy aHa-
JIMTIYecKo priocopmm «OOBIIEHHOTO SI3bIKay,
MeTOIOJIOTMYeCKM HaChITUTh JIVMHIBUCTUYECKU
KYpC VICCIIe[IOBaHN, IepeOCMBICINTD HO3UTVBU-
CTCKMe YCTaHOBKM, IIepecMOTpeTh OTHOIIIeHMe K
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experience possible” (KrV, B 166-167; Kant,
1998, p. 264). Kant brushed aside the first path
because it excludes a priori elements of expe-
rience, leaning toward the second path, albe-
it with certain reservations, because it enables
something to be empirically given, representa-
ble, and thus to be an object of experience.

We see that with Kant, the problem of the
conditions of possibility of experience has mul-
tiple aspects. It is connected with the problems
of access to objective reality, determination of
the boundaries of the cognitive activity of con-
sciousness, and objectification of consciousness,
which points to its significance and productive-
ness.

3. The Polemical Style of Reading Kant

The sharpest reaction to the problem at
hand came from the philosophers belonging
to the analytical tradition. The emergence of
the analytical tradition was marked by intense
criticism of Kantian ideas and attempts to re-
fute them. Such attempts were made by Frege,
Russell, Moore, Carnap, Schlick, and the ear-
ly Wittgenstein (Hanna, 2001, p. 68). The ar-
gument with Kant shaped the foundations of
analytical philosophy, playing a constructive
role in its self-identification and influencing its
approach to key problems (Makeyeva, 2013,
p- 65).

To quote Robert Hanna’s apt remark, “The
Kant we study nowadays is manifestly a Kant
who has been reworked and represented to
us by those who participated directly in the
analytic tradition’s long and winding strug-
gle with the first Critique” (Hanna, 2001, p. 5).
Active participants in this struggle were Ben-
nett and Strawson, whose research belongs
to the “second wave” of the engagement of
members of the analytical tradition with the
Kantian legacy. That engagement took place
in the 1960s and was prompted by the need



Metadmsmuke (Haemi, 2004, c. 88—89). AnamTn-
K1, C offHOM cTopoHbl, unTav KaHra mop yriiom
crmeHTV3Ma 1 sMvpmsMa. C Apyrovi — oHM X/a-
JIVL OT 3TOTO YTEeHVS MHOTOT0, JKejlasl B34ITh MEeTOI
KanTa Ha BOOpyXeHme. DTuM 00BICHIETCH 00-
IIUVI CTUJIb VX peLleTInL.

BoT kxak xapakTepu3yeT CTPOCOHOBCKOe «O0IIe-
Hue ¢ Kanrom» bennert: «OH [CTpocoH] ycrpo-
MJICS KaK JIOMa B KAHTOBCKOM VHTEJIJIEKTYaTbHOM
MUpe 1 Hay4usICsl IBUTaThCs B HeM JIETKO 1 He-
NIPVHYXII€HHO, HO OJIM3KMe OTHOIIeHVS He IIpu-
TYIIUIIVL OCTPOTBI €T0 BOCIIPUSATISL OTHOCHUTEITBHO
TOTO, YTO AOJDKHO OBITH OTBeprHyTo. B wacTHO-
CTW, ero OJIM30CTh K “TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHOMY Vifle-
asm3My”... BbI3Bajla IIOHVIMAaHMeE ¥ TIOYTV COYYB-
CTBUE, HO He TepnmMocTb» (Bennett, 1968, p. 340).
DTU CJI0Ba HNPVIMEHMMBI KO BCeVl «BTOPOV BOJI-
He» M3bICKaHUI B 00JIacTM KaHTOBCKOW (PVIIOCO-
. [1ericTBUTENIFHO, OTHOIIEHVS aHaIUTIYe-
ckux dwmiocodos ¢ KaHToM MOryT HokasaTbcs
dammeapaeiMu. VIx pedpiiekcmro Kanra otim-
YJaeT VMCKJIIOUMTEesIbHAS XVBOCTb, BOBJIEYEHHOCTD
11, B OIIpefieJIeHHOM CMBICIIe, OTCYyTCTBVIE IVieTeTa.
bennert 1 Crpocon paccmarpmusaror KaHTa Kak
COBpeMeHHIKa, CTaBs Iepe, HM CBOM COOCTBEH-
HBIe 3a/1a4M, IPaKTU4YeCK/ UTHOPUPYS MCTOpUYe-
CKVie 0COOEHHOCTY pasBUTIS PII0COPCKON TIPo-
Os1eMaTVKI VI KOHTEKCT KaHTOBCKOT'O MBIIIIJIEH VS
(ecsit He OpaTh BO BHMMAaHVe IIPOV3BOIVIMBIE VIMI
SMM30OMYEecKie CPaBHEHMS KaHTOBCKUX VIV
¢ maessmu IOwma u JIokka). 3Hakomsice ¢ Kanrom,
OHU OIEePXKMMBI JXeJlaHVIeM IIPOBEPUTDH ero mieu
Ha IIPOYHOCTH, ITOCIIOPUTH C HUM, IIOVIMaTh €ro
Ha HeCOOTBETCTBUX, HAMTH c1abble MecTa. Takom
CTWIb pabOThI C MCTOYHVMKOM B 11€JIOM TUIIMYeH
171 aHAJIMTUKOB, IIOHMMAOMMX (rIocoduio
KaK «BHEBPEMEeHHOV IMajior pasyMa», a ee VCTO-
pryecKoe Hacjlefivie B BUle TeOPUil U CUCTeM —
KaK OOBEKTBI TeOpeTMUeCcKNX PeKOHCTPYKIIU
(Maxeesa, 2013, c. 59).

PapvkaneHas nHTepnpertannsa Kanra cmeHn-
Jlack B Ccpefe aHaIMTH4Yecknx dnstocodos 060-
jlee CIIOKOVIHOVI M OOBEKTMBHOW YXXe K Hadary
1980-x rr, uTtO HaOmomaercs B padotax I1. Iam-
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to enrich the analytical philosophy of “ordi-
nary language”, to shore up linguistic research
methodologically, and to rethink its positivist
tenets and revise its attitude to metaphysics
(Chaly, 2004, pp. 88-89). Analytic philosophers,
on one hand, read Kant from a scientistic and
empirical perspective. On the other hand, they
expected a great deal from that reading, wish-
ing to adopt Kant’s method into their toolkit.
This goes a long way to explaining the overall
style of their reception.

This is how Bennett (1968, p. 340) describes
Strawson’s “engagement with Kant”: “He [i.e.
Strawson] has made himself at home in the
Kantian intellectual world, and has learned to
move easily and naturally in it, yet familiarity
has not dulled the sharpness of his perception
of what has to be rejected. In particular, his in-
timacy with ‘transcendental idealism” [...] has
engendered understanding, and almost sym-
pathy, but no tolerance.” This description can
be applied to the whole “second wave” of in-
vestigations in the realm of Kantian philos-
ophy. Indeed, analytic philosophers do not
stand on ceremony with Kant. Their reflections
on Kant are lively, engaged, and sometimes ir-
reverent. Bennett and Strawson think of Kant
as if he were their contemporary, challenging
him to solve their own tasks, practically ignor-
ing the historical features of philosophy and
the context of Kant’s thinking (except for occa-
sional comparisons of Kantian ideas with those
of Hume and Locke). In reading Kant, they
seek to challenge his ideas, to argue with him,
to point out inconsistencies and weaknesses.
This approach to sources is in general charac-
teristic of analysts, who see philosophy as “a
dialogue of reason outside time” and its his-
torical legacy in the form of theories and sys-
tems as objects of theoretical reconstruction
(Makeyeva, 2013, p. 59).

By the early 1980s, analytical philosophers’
approach to Kant became less radical, more re-
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epa, I. Diummcona, P XanHer 1 gp. B koHTekcre
«MeTapM3MUeCcKOro IOBOPOTa» aHAJIUTUUECKON
dmtocodprm  3HauMTeSIbHASL YacTh 3JIeMEHTOB
KaHTOBCKOW JOKTPVHBI TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHOrO
ueaym3Ma Obljla IlepeHeceHa 13 pasiesia «3a0iIy-
KAeHWs» B pasfesl «JocTvokeHns» (Yasbrin, 2004,
c. 89). Tem He MeHee IyX palVKaIbHON pereninm
coxpanwi I>xenvc Ban Kitese, 0600mmBImiz ee
VICTOPUIO B paloTe ¢ KPaCHOPEUYMBHIM Ha3BaHVEM
«[Tpobrremsbr 3 Kanra» (Van Cleve, 1999)°.

Yro xe KacaeTcs 4eTBepTOro ydacTHMKaA IIpo-
11ecca OCMBICIIEHVSI MHTepecyIolerl HaC KaHTOB-
ckovt mpobOsemsl, lepbOepra [Ixevimca Ilarona
(1887—1969), oH m3BecTeH Ipexse BCero Kak -
IJIOMAT, IIPeICTaBIISABIINIY MHTepeckl bpurtanum
BO BpeMeHa 00eVX MWPOBBIX BOVIH ¥ VHTepechl
Mlommananm B MupHoe Bpems. Kak dpurrtocod, ox
cumMTaeTcd KPyIHBIM crenyamvicroM no Kaary, B
4JacTHOCTM 10 ero sTuke. Kasaocsk 6b1, [TaToH, Ha-
YaBIINTI CBOIO HAay4yHYIO Kapbepy B Okcdopre B
1911 ., mpesicTaBIIsIeT COBCEM VIHYIO TPaUIIAIO —
aKazmeMI4ecKy1o, I7TyOOKo MOrpy kKeHHYIO B VICTO-
puKo-dpumtocodpckmnit KoHTeKcT. Ero mpodrenue
KanTa cocrosuioch ropasfgo paHbllle, M OHO He
6bU10 aHayMTHMYecKUM. OIHAKO eMy TakKKe IIpu-
cylla «IpobsiemMaTnyecKas» MaHepa OOIIeHMs C
OTLIOM TpaHcLeHAeHTaIbHOI dwtocodpum. Ero
pabota «KanToBcKkast MeTadmsuKa orbiTa» (1936)
IIpOHM3aHa WCKPEeHHMM >XeJIaHMeM JIOUTU [0
CYyTM KaHTOBCKOIo yueHNs. Bot, k mmpumepy, nac-
CaX, OTKPBIBAIOIIVII Taparpad IIof, Ha3BaHMEM
«TpaHCIIeHIEHTAIIBHBINT CUHTE3 BOOOpa’keHVIs:
«$1 mompITasICa yCTaHOBUTH 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTH KaH-
TOBCKOTO Y4eHVsI, HO JIOJDKeH IIPU3HAThCs, UTO 0
CUIX TIOp HaXoXy OOJIbIlIVie TPYAHOCTU B TOM, YTO
3aKOH IIPUYMHHOCTY, 110 KaHTy, HaBsi3aH sIBJIeHN-
sIM TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHBIM CUHTE30M BOOOpake-
Hus» (Paton, 1936, p. 278). I1aToHa, Oe3 comHeHMs,
MOYKHO OTHECTM K 4mcity pmiiocodoB, IpuaepK -
BaBIIIVIXCS TTOJIEMVYHOTO ¥ AVAJIOTVIHOTO CTVIIS

*Ilepesop HasBaHms «Problems from Kant» kax «ITpoGite-
™Mbl 13 KaHTa» rpaMMariidecku oOpasoBaH 10 aHaJIOTUN
C JTaTMHCKMM BhIpaxkeHMeM «Deus ex machina» («bor m3
MaIIVHBD).
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laxed and objective, as witnessed by the works
of Paul Guyer, Henry Ellison, Robert Hanna,
and others. The “metaphysical turn” of ana-
lytic philosophy saw many elements of Kant’s
doctrine of transcendental idealism trans-
ferred from the list of “delusions” to the list of
“achievements” (Chaly, 2004, p. 89). Even so,
the spirit of radical reception survived in the
work of James van Cleve who surveyed it in a
book, under the telling title Problems from Kant
(1999).

The fourth participant in the discussion of
the Kantian problem to which this article is de-
voted, Herbert James Paton (1887 —1969), is
known mainly as a diplomat who represented
the interests of Britain during the two world
wars, and of Scotland in peacetime. As a phi-
losopher, he is considered to be a major spe-
cialist on Kant, in particular his ethics. On the
face of it, Paton, whose academic career began
at Oxford in 1911, represents a very different
academic tradition, immersed in the histori-
cal-philosophical context. His reading of Kant
took place much earlier, and it was not analyt-
ical in style. But his manner of engaging with
the father of transcendental philosophy was
also “problematic”. His work, Kantian Meta-
physics of Experience (1936), is informed by a
desire to get to the bottom of Kant’s doctrine.
Consider the passage opening the paragraph
“Transcendental Synthesis of Imagination”: “I
have attempted to set forth the reasonableness
of Kant’s doctrine, but I must confess that I still
find great difficulty in the fact that causal law
is for Kant imposed upon appearances by the
transcendental synthesis of imagination” (Pa-
ton, 1936, p. 278). Paton can undoubtedly be
counted among the philosophers who adhered
to a polemical and dialogical manner of en-
gaging with Kant; indeed, he was arguably the
founder of this style.

* The title Problems from Kant harks back to the expression
“Deus ex machina” .



obrmenns ¢ KaaTom, 1 Jake K 4mcIy OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKHVIKOB 3TOT'O CTVIJIAL.

ITaron, bernnert, Ctpocon u oryactt Ban Kite-
Be 3aKOHOMEPHO CTaHOBSATCS HaIlIVIMM KOMIIaHbO-
HaMW 110 OCMBICJIEHUIO IIPpO0sIeMBbl YCJIOBUM BO3-
MOXXHOCTM OIIBbITa. Bce OHV BOCIIPUHSAIIN ee He KaK
OIIVIH M3 MHOXKeCTBa 3M13010B KaHTOBCKOI'O HacJjle-
I, a KaK eViCTBUTeSIbHYIO IIpo0iieMy BO BCell ee
OTYeTJIMBOCTV, MACIIITAOHOCTY VI PafMIKaJIbHOCT,
IIOCKOJIBKY HaOJTIOfaIvi ee B KOHTEKCTe COBpeMeH-
HBIX UM drstocodpckmx 3agad. Ban Kitee Haspail
ee «1pobsreMor epria» 10 MCTOUYHMKY POpMyIIN-
poBky, benHeT — «I1O3MIIMENT HaBsA3bIBAHWS ITPU-
YYHHOIO IopsiaKa», IlaTon — «aprymeHTOM Kay-
3JTBHOCTV» (XOTSI TIOCIIe[THee, CKOpee, Ha3BaHMe
He caMom ITpoOsIeMbl, a ee MCTOYHMKA). [Tpobie-
Ma ObUIa OCMBIC/IIEHa KaK IIpefiesTbHO Cepbe3Hasi,
yrpoxaromiasi, coriiacHo Bam Kirese, BO3MOXHO-
CTV pallIOHaJIbHOIO OTHOIIIeHMs K Mupy. Ha kony
CTOUT camMa BO3MOXKHOCTB CyIIIeCTBOBaHWS arpu-
OPHBIX IIOHATUVI C HEITyCTbIM 3Ha4deHleM, TO eCThb
IIOHSITUV, He BbIBEJIEHHBIX 13 OIIbITa, HO TeM He
MeHee IIPVMEeHVMBIX K 00BbeKTaM ombITa. Ha meste
3TO BOOPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTV palViOHaJIbHBIX CyXK-
nenvn v ioHs T (Van Cleve, 1999, p. 33).

4. ApryMeHT Kay3a/IbHOCTU
KaK MCTOYHMK «3aMKHYTOI0 Kpyra»

Kak mb1 yOemyIvch BbIllle, OTHOCUTEJILHO yC-
JIOBUVI BO3MOXXHOCTW OmnbITa KaHT 3aHSUT CIToX-
HYIO ¥ IOPOTMBOPEUYMBYIO MO3UILVIO, HO 3aHATH
VIHYIO MO3UIIVIO, He HapyIIVB HPUHIINIIEL TpaH-
CIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO Myeaan3Ma, oH He Mor. Obpa-
TVUMCH K aHaJIM3y ee IIPeoCchUIOK, IIpojie/IaHHo-
My Ilatonom, CrpocoHom 1 benneTTOM.

Boripoc 06 yciioBusix BO3MOXXHOCTM OITBITa B
Goslee KOHKPETM3MPOBAHHOM BUJIe MOXHO cop-
MyJIMPOBaTh TakK: II0OYeMY JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTh CO-
OTBETCTBYeT aIlpVOPHBIM IIOHATWUSAM? 31ech B
UTPy BCTyTAKOT 12 KaHTOBCKMX KaTeropumii. XOTs
eCJIV yCJIOBME OMbITa — 3TO BO3MOXKHOCTH Beren
coracHo KaTteropusam (B 291), To mHoroe ocraercst
HedCHBIM. B «AHasyormsx omnselTa» pacCMOTPEHbI
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Paton, Bennett, Strawson, and partly James
Van Cleve are our legitimate companions in ex-
ploring the problem of conditions of the pos-
sibility of experience. All of them perceived it
not as one of the multitude of episodes of the
Kantian legacy, but as a real, clear, major, and
radical problem because they observed it in the
context of the philosophical challenges of their
time. Van Cleve called it the “Herz problem”
after the source of its formulation, Bennett “the
imposition account of causal order”, and Pa-
ton the “causality argument” (although the lat-
ter referred to the source of the problem rather
than to the problem itself). The problem was
viewed as very serious, threatening, according
to Van Cleve, the possibility of a rational view
of the world. At stake is the very possibility of
the existence of a priori concepts that are not
empty, that is, not derived from experience, but
are nonetheless applicable to the objects of ex-
perience. In fact, it is the question of the possi-
bility of rational reasoning and concepts (Van
Cleve, 1999, p. 33).

4. The Causality Argument
as the Source of the “Vicious Circle”

As we have seen, Kant’s position on the
conditions of the possibility of experience was
complex and contradictory, but he could not
take a different stance without violating the
principles of transcendental idealism. Let us
look at the analysis of its prerequisites carried
out by Paton, Strawson, and Bennett.

The question of the conditions of the pos-
sibility of experience boils down to this: why
does reality correspond to a priori concepts?
Kant’s 12 categories come into play here. How-
ever, much remains unclear if the condition of
experience is the possibility of things accord-
ing to the categories (KrV, B 291). “Analogies
of Experience” considers only three categories:
causes, substances, and conjunctiveness. Kant
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TOJIBKO TP KaTeropuiu — IMPUUMHBL CyOCTaHIUN
n obrrmHocTr. KaHT 00BsIcHSIeT, KaK OHM BBOJIST-
Csl B JIeVICTBUMe, KaK OpraHWU3YIOT OpUIMHaIbHBIN
4esIoBedYecKml ombIT. Ho oTHOCUTeNIbHO Apyriux
IIeBSITY KaTeTOpuil COBEPIIIeHHO HIYero He cKasa-
HO. beHHeTT 3a7aeTcsl 3aKOHOMEPHBIM BOIIPOCOM:
€CJIVI OIIBIT CAMOCO3HATEJIBHOTO CYIIIeCTBa OJDKEH
HIOZIIIaIaTh IOf] BCe allpUOpHBIe IOHATUS U KaTe-
ropum 1 pOPMMPOBATHCS MY, TO KaK, HaIIprIMep,
OH MOXXeT OBITB OIlpefiesTeH ITOHATMSMY OTpuUIla-
HWSI, peaJIbHOCTY, CYIIeCTBOBaHMs, TOTaJIbHOCTY
(Bennett, 1966, p. 124)?

Ecyi moctaBuTh BOIIpOC ellle Ooslee KOHKpeET-
HO, OH OyzeT 3BydYaThb TaK: IIOUeMy TaKwue IIOHS-
TUS, KaK «IPUUMHHOCTE» U «CyOcTaHIMs» (CM.
IlepByro 1 Bropyto aHasiormm omneita), HeM3MeHHO
COXPaHSIOT 3HAYMMOCTD B SMIIVIPUYECKOV peaTb-
HOCTY, JieJIasi BO3MOXKHBIM SMIIMPIYecKoe 3HaHVe
(Van Cleve, 1999, p. 32)? B uTore Bce OIIIOHEHTEI
KanTa cocpeoTounsvce Ha apryMeHTe Kay3alb-
HocTi. CyTh €ro B TOM, 4TO, €CJIi MBI He B COCTOSI-
HUY (PVIKCVPOBATh CBSA3b IIPUUVHBI U CITEICTBIS,
MBI He MOKeM 00J1aJ1aTh CBSI3HOCTBIO orbITa (Bro-
pas aHasiorms omnbiTa). PyHIaMeHTaIbHOE IIPO-
TUBOpeure BO3HMKaeT, KaK TOJIBKO BbISIBIIEHVE
HPUYMHHO-CIJIe[ICTBEHHBIX CBA3ell CTAaHOBUTCS yC-
JIOBVIEM BO3MOYKHOCTV OITBITA.

OOparmmcs K IIPOYTEHMIO 3TOM ITpOOsIeMbl
ITatoHOM. VIcxomHBlE IIPENIIOCBUIKM apryMeH-
Ta Kay3aJIbHOCTM, C €r0 TOYKM 3PeHMs], TaKOBbL:
1) 0OBexThI OIbITa CyTh HAOOp SBJIEHWI, CBS3aH-
HBIX Osarofapsi TOMy, 4TO OHM O0OJIafaloT Heoo-
XOIVIMBIM CUHTETUYECKM eIMHCTBOM. lJIaBHas
dopma 3TOrO €aMHCTBA — IIOCIIEIOBATEIIBHOCTB,
OCHOBY KOTOpOVI oOOpasyeT ampwopHas dopma
BpemeHn. KoH1lenTyambHBIM 3¢ppeKTOM IoCsIe10-
BaTeJIbHOCT SIBJISIeTCs Kay3aJIbHOCTB; 2) C OIHOM
CTOPOHBI, cCaMO TI0 ceOe BpeMs He BOCIIPVHVIMAeT-
cs, 3) a C ApyTov — IIOCIIe0BaTeIbHOCTD HAIIIVIX
CXBaTBIBAaHWUVI (aIIIIpereH3nrl) HeIocTaTOYHa IS
TOrO, UTOOBI OIlpaBaTh YTBEpPXKIEHWe O IIOCIIeI0-
BaTeJIbHOCTY B caMMX OOBeKTax; 4) OmHaKo IIpu
BCeX 3TMX YCJIOBMSIX MBI oOJiajiaeM 3HaHMeM 00
0OBEKTVMBHBIX IIOC/IefioBaTe/IbHOCTX Beltlent (Pa-
ton, 1936, p. 262).
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explains how they are actuated and how they
organise the original human experience. But he
says nothing about the other nine categories.
Bennett asks a legitimate question: if the experi-
ence of a self-conscious being must fit into and
be formed by all the a priori concepts and cate-
gories, how should it be defined, for example,
by the concepts of negation, reality, existence
and totality? (Bennett, 1966, p. 124).

Still more concretely, the question may
sound like this: why are such concepts as “cau-
sality” and “substance” (see the First and Sec-
ond “Analogies of Experience”) invariably
relevant in empirical reality, making empirical
knowledge possible (Van Cleve, 1999, p. 32)?
As a result, all the opponents of Kant target
the causality argument. The gist of the argu-
ment is that if we are unable to capture the link
between cause and effect, we cannot have co-
herent experience (the Second analogy of expe-
rience). The fundamental contradiction arises
as soon as revealing the cause-and-effect rela-
tionship becomes the condition of the possibili-
ty of experience.

Let us turn to Paton’s reading of the prob-
lem. In his view, the prerequisites of the cau-
sality argument are as follows: 1) objects of
experience are sets of phenomena that are in-
terconnected because they possess the requi-
site synthetic unity. The main form of this unity
is sequence, based on the a priori form of time.
Causality is the conceptual effect of sequence.
2) But, on one hand, time is not perceived by
itself and 3) on the other hand, the sequence of
our capturing (apprehensions) is not sufficient
to justify a proposition on sequencing in the
objects themselves. 4) Yet, with all these con-
ditions, we possess knowledge of the objective
sequences of things (Paton, 1936, p. 262).

Paton stresses the problem of correlation be-
tween our notions of sequence and reality, ask-
ing the question: on what grounds can causality
be ascribed to the objective relations between ob-



[laToH akIleHTHpyeT HpobsieMy KOppesIsiunm
HaIllVX IpefCTaB/IeHnil O II0C/Ie0BaTeJIbHOCTI
C peaJIbHOCTBIO, MOIHMMAs BOIIPOC: HA KAKOM OC-
HOBAHUU KAY3AALHOCTL MOXKem Oblmb Npunucana
00vexmubHomy omHouieHuto npeomemob onvima?
ITo cyTu, oH ommchIBaeT CTPYKTYPY, HeJIafollyio
BO3MOKHBIM OITBIT B CMCTeMe KaHTOBCKOTO TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOTO Wjleasi3Ma, IIpuyeM [iejlaeT
3TO, TIeAJINPYs BCe ITPOTUBOPEUNBEIE MOMEHTEHL.
VIHTepecHO CpaBHUTH ee CO CTPYKTYypOM YCJIO-
BUII OIIbITa, ITpesiokeHHO CTpOocOHOM B paboTe
«IIpenesbl cmpiciia» (1966). OHa BBIITIAOUT MeHee
IIPOTMUBOPEYNBOVI, HO He MeHee ITpo0sIieMaTUYHOL.

Ha ocHoBe «TpaHcClleHIIeHTaIbHO aHaJIUTU-
K1» CTPOCOH peKOHCTPYMpPYyeT KaHTOBCKIME yCIIO-
BIISL BO3MOYKHOCTV OIIBITa B ITIECTVI JIOIYIIEHMSX:
1) ombIT HposiBIIAeT KauecTBa BpeMeHHOV IocIle-
JIOBaTeJILHOCTY (UTO fiejlaeT BO3MOXKHBIM JIOITy-
IeHye 6); 2) MeXy 4ieHaMy IIPOTSKeHHOIO BO
BpeMeH! psifia IlepeXBaHUI JI0JDKHO OBbITh Ta-
KOe eIMHCTBO, KOTOpOe TI03BOJIseT CYOBEKTY 3TMX
riepeXXVBaHWUI OCO3HaBaTh VX VI IIPUIVCBIBATD MX
cebe; 3) OOBEKTHI OITBbITA JJOJDKHBI OCO3HABATBHCS
KaK OTJINYHBIE OT MX IepeXVBaHWUI B OIbITe (Te-
3uc 0O0BeKTUBHOCTN); 4) 3TV OOBEKTBI IIPOCTPaH-
CTBEHHBI 110 CYIIEeCTBY; 5) IOJDKHa CYIIIeCTBOBaTh
efIMHasl IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BpeMeHHAs paMKa M-
OVPUYECKOl PeaIbHOCTY, OXBaTbhIBaloIllas Bech
OITBIT U €r0 0OBEKTHI, 6) B KOTOPOV COOJTIONAOTCS
olpesieJieHHbIe IIPVHIWIIEI IIOCTOSHCTBA U IIPU-
upyHHOCTY (Strawson, 1966, p. 8).

ITocnenaum nyHKT CTpocoHa — 3TO TO, YTO
IlaToH Ha3bIBaeT apryMeHTOM Kay3aJIbHOCT: UTO-
ObI OITBIT OBLT BOSMOXEH, B MUIpe 00/kHbl COOITIO-
JIaThCsl OIIpelieIeHHble ITPUHIINIIBI IIOCTOSIHCTBA U
HPUYMHHOCTY. TpeTey IyHKTBI B 00emX BepCusix
KOPPeJISITUBHBL: OHM CBsI3aHBI C IIPO0JIeMOT1 Iepe-
Xofla OT YacTHBIX JIaHHBIX CO3HAHWS VUJIM OIIBIT-
HBIX JIaHHBIX K OOBEKTMBHOMY IIOPSIIKY BeIIer.
DrtoT mepexorn oOecrieunBaercst y Kanrta ampu-
opHOVI (opMOVI BpeMeHW. Bpems okasbIBaeTcs
OPUHIMIINAIBHBIM 00pa3soM BOBJIEUYeHO B IIPO-
6r1eMy BO3MOKHOCTM OITBITA. SIBJIsIeTCs I OHO ee
IIPUYVHON?

A.A. Medova

jects of experience? In essence, Paton describes a
structure that makes experience possible within
the system of Kantian transcendental idealism,
highlighting all the contradictions. It is interest-
ing to compare this structure with the one pro-
posed by Strawson in his work The Bounds of
Sense (1966). It looks less contradictory, but no
less problematic.

On the basis of “Transcendental Analytic”,
Strawson (1966, p. 8) reconstructs the Kant-
ian conditions of the possibility of experience
proceeding from six assumptions: 1) experi-
ence has the properties of temporal sequence
(which makes possible assumption 6); between
the members of a string of experiences extend-
ed in time there should be a unity that enables
the subject of these experiences to be conscious
of them and to ascribe them to oneself; the ob-
jects of experience should be seen as different
from the way in which they are experienced
(the thesis of objectivity); 4) these objects are
essentially spatial; 5) there must exist a single
spatio-temporal framework of empirical reality
spanning the entirety of experience and its ob-
jects in which 6) certain principles of constancy
and causality are observed.

Strawson’s final point is what Paton calls the
argument of causality: for experience to be pos-
sible certain principles of constancy and cau-
sality must be observed in the world. The third
points in both versions are related, being con-
cerned with the problem of transition from par-
ticular data of consciousness or experiential
data, to the objective order of things. Kant se-
cures this transition by the a priori form of time.
Time is a fundamental element in the problem
of the possibility of experience. But what is its
cause?

According to Kant, time is the a priori condi-
tion not only of phenomena, but also of the ac-
tivity of understanding which should be based
on the schematism of time. Schemes of under-
standing are in fact a priori definitions of time
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CormacHo KaHTYy, BpeMsi eCTb alIpropHOe ycJIo-
Blie He TOJIBKO SIBJIEHWVI, HO U JIeATeJIbHOCTU pac-
CyZKa, KOTOpas JOJDKHA OCHOBBIBATbCA Ha CxeMa-
TU3Me BpeMeHM. PaccyiouHble CxeMbl CyTh He UTO
VHOE, KaK OIlpeziesIeHNs BpeMeHM a priori (A 145 /
B 184—185). Ha B3misan CrpocoHa, I1aBHasl Ipo-
671eMa, KOTOPYIO MMIUIUIIUTHO IipeciientyeT KaHT
B «AHaJIOTMIX OIbITa», — 3TO IIpo0sieMa pasiin-
UeHMs JIByX PEXKMMOB CBSA3HOCTY OIIbITa VIJIN IBYX
BpeMeHHBIX MOJIYCOB, KOJIb CKOPO BpeMs SIBJISeT-
Csl yCJIOBMIEM 3TOV CBA3HOCTU. Pedpriexcuist ombl-
Ta JI0OJDKHA yJIaBjIMBaTh pasjinyyve Mexay cyOb-
€KTVBHBIM BpPeMEeHHBIM ITOPSTKOM BOCIIPVISTU
VI BpeMeHHBIMI OTHOIIEHVSMI OOBeKTOB, IIpefl-
CTaBJIEHMSIMV O KOTOPBIX SIBJISIIOTCS BOCITPUISITHASL.
Torbko B 3TOM ciTyd4ae MOXKHO HAarlOJIHUTB COIIep-
JKaHVeM oOI1iee IIOHSTE OIbITa OObeKTVIBHOM pe-
aJIbHOCTU ¥, CJle[IoBaTeIbHO, CejlaTh YMOIOCTH-
raeMovi BO3MOXXHOCTH CaMoOro omelta (Strawson,
1966, p. 87). DTO M eCcTh yCJIOBUMS BBIIOIIHEHMS
«KpuUTepus OOBEKTUBHOCTI.

W tem He MeHee H1 CrpocoH, HU IlaToH, HUI
DeHHeETT He CKJIOHHBI BBIBOOWUTH IIpoOIEeMaTid-
HOCTb CaMOVI BO3MOXXHOCTV OIIBITa W3 aIlpuop-
HOCTY BpeMeHU WJIV KpUTepusl 0OBbeKTMBHOCTL.
Ona mcxoguT 13 aprymMeHnTa KaysaabHocTy. [Toue-
My ke OH CTOJIb «oraceH»? PaccMoTpum ero ciien-
CTBVIS TIOFpOOHEe.

Cy1recTByeT ceMaHTIYecKast, MV pedpepeHIIn-
asibHas, POPMYIIMPOBKa Kay3aJIbHOTO apryMeHTa;
ee nipuHMMaIY, B yactHocTy, [Ix. @omop (Fodor,
1990, p. 4—8) u X. Ilataam (Putnam, 1981, p. 26—
38), a XaHHa TaK 11 Ha3bIBaeT IIpo0sieMy 3aMKHYTO-
ro KpyTra IO3HaHMSI — «CeMaHTUYecKov IIpobiie-
Movi». Ee pelreHne mperriosiaraeT IovicK TOYHBIX
YCJIOBUTA, IIPY KOTOPBIX BO3MOYKHO CO3/JaHVe JI1000-
ro KorHuTuBHOro 3HaueHns (Hanna, 2001, p. 67).
B cxomHOM KiIrOWe paccMaTpumBaeT CUTYaruio U
Crpocon. KanTa, Ha ero B3IVIg[l, MHTepecyIoT 00-
IIMe YCJIOBUsSL yIOoTpeOIeHns IOHATIU, U3 KOTO-
PBIX CilefyeT IpU3HaHMe TOro VJIV MHOTO Cofep-
JKaHMS OITbITa KaK VIMEOIIIero HeKOTOPBIVI OOIIINTA
xapakTep. Ecrivt 3Tm1 ycrioBmst cobromaroTcs, ycra-
HaBJIVBaeTCsl MMUHVMAJIBHBIV CTaHJapT TOrO, YTO
cJleiyeT cumTaTh onbITOM (Strawson, 1966, p. 9).
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(KrV, A 145 / B 184-185). In Strawson’s view,
the main problem Kant implicitly grapples with
in “Analogies of Experience” is the problem of
distinguishing the two modes of the unity of
experience or two-time modes, as long as time
is the condition of this connection. Reflection
on experience should capture the difference be-
tween the subjective time order of perceptions,
and the time relations between objects repre-
sented by perceptions. Only then can the gener-
al concept of the experience of objective reality
be given content and, consequently, the possi-
bility of experience itself be explained (Straw-
son, 1966, p. 87). These are the conditions that
meet the “criterion of objectivity”.

And yet neither Strawson, nor Paton, nor
Bennett attribute the problematic character of
the possibility of experience to the a priori char-
acter of time or the criterion of objectivity. Why
is it so “dangerous”? Let us take a closer look at
its consequences.

There exists a semantic, or referential for-
mulation of the causal argument, which was
accepted, among others, by Jerry Fodor (1990,
pp- 4-8) and Hilary Putnam (1981, pp. 26-38),
while Hanna refers to the problem of the vi-
cious circle of cognition as “the semantic prob-
lem”. Its solution calls for the search for the
exact conditions under which cognitive mean-
ing can be created (Hanna, 2001, p. 67). Straw-
son writes about this situation in a similar vein.
He believes that Kant is interested in the gener-
al conditions of the use of concepts that lead to
the recognition of this or that content of experi-
ence as having a general character. If these con-
ditions are observed, the minimal standard of
what can be considered to be experience is set
(Strawson, 1966, p. 9).

The semantic angle on the causality argu-
ment is as follows: a concept may have S as
its designation only if there is a causal connec-
tion between S and our use of the concept. In
other words, “a symbol means cat in virtue of



B cemaHTMUeckOM paKypce apryMeHT Kay3alb-
HOCTM TaKOB: IIOHSTIE MOXET VIMEeTh S B KauecTBe
cBOero 00O3Ha4YeHMsI TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, ecyn
CYILIeCTBYeT IIPUUMHHAS CBI3b MEXy S 1 HallluM
IIpVIMeHeHVeM OHA TS, VIHBIMYL CJIOBAMM, «CUM-
BOJI O3HaYaeT KOIIKY B CMJIy KaKOV-TO HaJeKHOM
HIPVYVHHO-CJIEICTBEHHON CBS3M, KOTOPYIO €ro
3HaKM MMeIoT ¢ kKomkamu» (Fodor, 1990, p. 127).
[TpobGrieMa B TOM, UTO M3HYTPU CBOETO S3bIKOBOIO
OITbITa MBI He VIMeeM JOCTYTIa K 3TOV IIPUUYVMHHON
CBS31, TIO3TOMY Y Hac HeT OCHOBAaHW 3aKJII0YaTh
0 ee IIpupoze.

BoT KaK BBIIVISAUT 3TO IIPOTVBOPEUNie B OHTO-
JIOTVTUECKOM PaKypce: OIIBIT HEBO3MOXKeH 0Oe3 or1o-
pBI Ha 3akoHOMepHOCTH. Ho y Tomosormdecku
VICTOPVYECKN JIOKaJIM30BaHHOTO CyOBeKTa HeT
HMKaK/MX OCHOBaHMI 0000IIaTh 3aKOHOMEpPHO-
CTV COOCTBEHHOTO OIIbITa MMpPa, HalesIsdsl X CTa-
TyCOM HeOOXOIVMBIX 3aKOHOB IIprpos! (Muporr-
Hu4eHKo, 2017, c. 105). CorntacHo KB. Meizsicy, 3To
LleHTpaJIbHasl IMpo0djieMa TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dwtocodmm Kanrta: HeT Takoro mpuHIMIA VIIN
CVICTEMBI, KOTOpBIe IIpuaaBay Obl HammM op-
MaM MBIIIITIeHNS aOCOIIOTHYIO HeOOXOIVIMOCTD 1
13 KOTOPbIX OHM ObLI ObI Hemyrmpyemsl (Meil-
lassoux, 2008, p. 65).

CyTbh Kay3aJIbHOTO apryMeHTa B €r0 OHTOJIOT -
YecKoM paKypce TakoBa: He OyJIib IIOBTOpPeHM Ka-
KVX-JTMOO CBsi3eVl B IIPVPOIe, MBI ObI He IIPUIIIIN K
TIOHSATWIO IIPUYNMHBL, a He IPUAM MBI K HEMY, MBI
He VIMesIM OBl IpefcTaBileHVe 00 OOBEeKTMBHOM
IIOCJIeZIOBATEILHOCTY V1 B TAKOM CITy4ae He VIMeJIn
ObI CpeICTB [IJIsS ONVICAHVIS YeJIOBEUECKOTO OITBITaA.
KonrenrtyaibHas cxeMa, jieXxalriast B OCHOBE apry-
MeHTa Kay3aJIbHOCTH, 1 caMO pa3BepThIBaHNe ap-
ryMeHTa IPUBOISAT K IapaioKCaJIbHBIM BBIBOAM.
Bo-miepBbIX, MHOBTOpeHMe COOBITUII paccMaTpu-
BaeTcd (PakTUUeCcKy KaK HeoOXOmyMoe YCJIOoBYe
ombITa. Bo-BTOpEIX, 4TOOKI 3TO yCII0BME paboTasio,
HY)KHO IIPVM3HATh, YTO IIPUYMHHO-CIIe[ICTBEHHBIE
LIelY Ha YpOBHe HaIlIVIX BOCHPUATUN MUIeHTIY-
HBI VJTV KaKVIM-TO O0pa30M HaXOIISITCS B COOTBET-
CTBUM C IIPUYMHHO-CJIEICTBEHHBIMI IIpOIieccaMmm
BeIIleVt caMuX 110 ceOe, UTO U IIpezrioiaraeT CToIb
BaykHoe i1t KanTa moxsTie Heobxodumocmu.
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some sort of reliable causal connection that its
tokens bear to cats” (Fodor, 1990, p. 127). The
problem is that from within our experience as
language-users we have no access to this caus-
al connection and, therefore, no grounds for
drawing conclusions about its nature.

From the ontological point of view, this con-
tradiction appears as follows: experience is im-
possible unless it leans on regularities. But a
topologically and historically localised subject
has no grounds for generalising the regularities
of its own experience of the world, conferring
on them the status of necessary laws of nature
(Miroshnichenko, 2017, p. 105). According to
Quentin Meillassoux (2008, p. 65), this is the
central problem of Kant’s transcendental phi-
losophy: there is no principle or system that
would make our forms of thought absolutely
necessary and from which they would be de-
ducible.

The ontological essence of the causal ar-
gument is as follows: but for the repetition of
certain connections in nature we would not be
able to arrive at the concept of the cause and,
therefore, would not have a representation of
the objective sequence or the means of describ-
ing human experience. The conceptual scheme
underlying the causal argument and the un-
folding of the argument itself lead to paradox-
ical conclusions. First, repetition of events is
practically seen as a necessary condition of ex-
perience. Secondly, if this condition is to work,
we must admit that the cause-and-effect chains
on the level of our perceptions are identical or
are in some way congruent with the cause-and-
effect processes of things-in-themselves, which
is exactly what the concept of necessity, so im-
portant for Kant, implies.

By following this train of thought we have
already painted ourselves into a corner. For
the Kantian doctrine makes the opposite ar-
gument: one cannot arrive at necessity by ob-
serving, still less by observing the order of our
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ITomoOHBIMI pacCy XIIeHMSAMU MBI yKe 3arHa-
nu cebst B yros. Bemp KaHTOBCKOe yueHUe rOBO-
puT 00 oOpaTHOM: HeJb3sd HPUNTK K HeoOXomu-
MOCTY ITyTeM HalJTIofleHms VI TeM Oorlee — ITyTeM
HaOJIIofeHus 3a HOPSIKOM HaIIMX COOCTBEHHBIX
VJIeVt; Hejlb3sl BBIBECTU OOBEeKTMBHOCTb M3 UMCTO
cyopexTmBHOM HeobxomumocTu (A 368, 379). IbI-
Tasch peabvymmtuposaTh KanTa, ITaToH 00bsdcHS-
eT: B Kay3aJIbLHOM apryMeHTe pedb MAeT JIUIIb O
CBA3M OOBEKTMBHOCTY C HEOOXOIVIMOCTBIO, a He O
TOXJIeCTBe OOBEKTVUBHOW 1 CyOBeKTVBHOM ITpU-
uMHHOCTI: «TaM, Te MBI yOeXIeHbl, 4To sBile-
HW 1715 HaC He BIIVCBIBAIOTCS B MUP KaK CHUCTEMY,
yIpaB/IsieMyIo Kay3aIbHBIMIM 3aKOHAMM, TaM MBI
oTpwIlaeM OOBEKTVMBHOCTB sBJIeHM» (Paton, 1936,
p- 270). Ho ocraetcst Borpoc, yaasocsk au Kanrty
JI0Ka3aTh, YTO HeOoOXOoIMasi II0CIIeJoBaTe/IbHOCTD
€CTb yCJIOBVIE OIIBITa.

5. Bcrpeua Pazyma v Ilpuponsl

OmnpIT cpaBHUTEIBLHOTO uTeHMs nepson «Kpn-
TnK» [latonom, Crpoconom 1 berHeTTOM 103BO-
JIsleT 3aKJII0unTh, yTo KaHT cresan coBepliieHHO
HEOXWMTaHHBIN Iar.

Kak ormeuaer Crpocon, KanT OpUT Offepskmm
OuYeHb CYJIBHBIM VMCKYIIIeHVIeM OTOXIeCTBUThH BCe,
UTO eMy yAaJIoCh YCTAaHOBUTDH B KauecTBe HeoOXo-
IOVIMBIX YCJIOBUV BO3MOXKHOCTVI OIIBITa OOBEKTVIB-
HOI'0 MIpa, C TeM, YTO OH y>Ke cumTasl pyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHBIMM JONYIIEHNSAMY eCTeCTBeHHBIX Hayk,
B vacTHOCTM dmsuku (Strawson, 1966, p. 79). Mo-
XeT MOKas3aThCs, YTO MMEHHO 3TO OH U cesial.
ITatron xoMMeHTHpYyeT «AHAJIOTUM OIBITa» Tak:
€CIIV BCeoOIMII 3aKOH ITPVYIMHHOCTY JIeVICTBUITE-
JIeH, BCe IIPUHIVIIBI pacCyAKa aKTyaJIbHbI VI MbI
JIoNycKaeM eIVHCTBO alllepleniiyuy ¥ BpeMeHU
KaK (pOpMBI Hallleyl 9YyBCTBEHHOCTV, TO IIPUIIOXKe-
HMe 3aKOHa IIPUYMHHOCTY KO BCeM COOBITHSM B
deHoMeHasTbBHOM MUpe ciefyeT y KaHTa Kak He-
m30eXHOe CiIeaCcTBUe. [1erIcTBUTEeIFHO, B 3aKJIIO-
yeHme «AHajsoruit orblTa» KauT tmmmrer: «[lom
HpUpoAoN (B SMIMPUYECKOM CMBICIIe) MBI pasy-
MeeM CBsi3b CyIIIeCTBOBAHS SIBJIEHVII 10 HeoOXo-
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own ideas; one cannot derive objectivity from
purely subjective necessity (KrV, A 368, 379). In
a bid to rehabilitate Kant, Paton (1936, p. 270)
explains: the causal argument is only about the
connection between objectivity and necessity,
not about the identity of objective and subjec-
tive causality: “where we are convinced that
appearances to us will not fit into the world
as a system governed by causal laws, there we
deny the objectivity of the appearances”. But
the question remains whether Kant succeeded
in proving that the necessary sequence is the
condition of experience.

5. Encounter between Reason and Nature

The comparison of the reading of the first
Critique by Paton, Strawson, and Bennet war-
rants the conclusion that Kant took a totally un-
expected step.

Strawson (1966, p. 79) notes that Kant was
possessed by a strong temptation to identify
everything he managed to establish as neces-
sary conditions of the possibility of experienc-
ing the objective world with what he already
considered to be fundamental premises of the
natural sciences, in particular physics. Indeed,
one may get the impression that this is what he
did. Consider Paton’s comment on the “Analo-
gies of Experience”: if the law of causality is
universal and if all the principles of reason are
true, and if we allow the unity of apperception
and time as a form of our sensibility, then the
application of the causal law to all the events
in the phenomenal world follows, according
to Kant, as an inevitable consequence. Indeed,
concluding “Analogies of Experience” Kant
writes: “By nature (in the empirical sense) we
understand the combination of appearances
as regards their existence, in accordance with
necessary rules, i.e., in accordance with laws”
(KrV, B 263; Kant, 1998, p. 320). However, these
primary laws for the first time make experience



IVIMBIM IIpaBuiIaM, T.e. ITo 3aKoHaM. CrreoBaTesib-
HO, CYIIIeCTBYIOT M3BeCTHBIEe 3aKOHBI, U IIPUTOM a
priori, KOTOpbIe BIIEpBbIE JIeJIal0T IIPUPOAY BO3-
MOXXHOV» (B 263; KanT, 1999, c. 229). Onnako Oia-
rofgaps 3TUM IIepBOHAYaJIbHBIMIM 3aKOHAM TakK-
JKe BIIepBble CTAHOBUTCSI BOSMOXKHBIM ¥ CaM OIIBIT.
ITatoH mpamarmyeckn 3akirodaeT: KaHT «He ro-
BOPWUT, 4TO, eCc/Iint (peHOMEeHAJIbHBIVI MUP He COOT-
BETCTBYET 3aKOHY IIPUUYMHHOCTY, y Hac He MOXeT
ObITE ero orbiTa. OH FTOBOPUT, YTO (heHOMEHAALHO-
20 mupa He 0vL10 Obl, ecau 0vl oH He coomBemcmbo-
6anr amomy saxony» (Paton, 1936, p. 277—278; Kyp-
cuB Mo — ML.A)).

2rot xox, KanTa nmopaswt 1 CrpocoHa, x0T 0H
oOcyXIaeT ero Ha IIpyuMepe Opyroro dgparmes-
Ta: «...JIOPSIIOK M 3aKOHOCOOOPAa3HOCTh BHOCSTCS
HaMV caMVMM B IBJIeHs1, Ha3blBaeMble HaMV 1p-
po0otl, VI He MOIJIV ObI OBITH HaVIJIeHbI B SIBJICHISIX,
ecyv1 Obl He ObUIV BJIOXKEHBI [B HIIX| ITlepBOHAYAITH-
HO HaM¥ [caMyMU] M1V IIPVPOIOV HaIlIen [y I
(A 125; KanT, 1999, c. 145). DTO 3HAYNT, YTO Te 3a-
KOHOMEPHOCTVI, KOTOpBle MBI Ha3blBaeM IIPUpPO-
JOVI, MBI BBOIVIM CaMW ITOCPEICTBOM KaTerOpuril.
Ho, ¢ mpyrom cTopoHBI, 3Ta yHOpPsiOYMBarOIas
dyHKIMS KaTeropmil KaK YMCTBIX PacCyOYHBIX
TIOHITUW SIBJISETCA MX eAMHCTBEeHHOM q)yHKLmer?[
B mo3HaHMM. TakyMm oOpa3om «Te3uc o IIperesiax
IIpUMeHeHNMsI KaTeropuil IIpeJcTaBIIsieTcss oopar-
HOVI CTOPOHOVI Te3¥ca O TOM, YTO PacCyAOK OTBET-
CTBEHeH 3a (PyHAaMeHTaJIbHbIN IopsAoK [Ipu-
ponbl» (Strawson, 1966, p. 70). Kpyr metadmsikm
OITBbITa 3aMKHYJICSL.

ITogemy ke 1po0rieMa yCIOBUV BO3MOXKHOCTV
HAIIIeTO OIIbITa, apTVKYJIVIPOBAaHHAs 110 ee JIoTde-
CKOro IIpefiesna, Iiprobpesia y Kanra crosnp mapa-
IoKcasIbHYT0 popMy? Ha 3TOT BoIIpoc ecThb OTBET y
berHeTTa, KOTOPOTO B IEPBYIO OUEpeb 3aMHTEpe-
coBasl pparMeHT «IpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOVI aHaJIV-
TUKW», T1le KaHT nuireT o HejleriocTnt nen, OyaTo
IIpMporIa JO/DKHA CO00pa30BaThCs C CyOBEKTMBHBI-
MV OCHOBaHWMSIMM Halten armeprentiin (A 114), n
npyrue rionobHble pparmeHTs (A 92 / B 124—-125;
B 164; A 196 / B 241). {Ipupona» mpencraeT 31ech
KaK «OOHapy XrBaeMas IIPUpPOLIa», a TO, YTO MOXET
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itself possible. Paton (1936, pp. 277-278) draws
this dramatic conclusion: Kant “is not saying
that unless the phenomenal world conforms
to the law of causality, we could have no expe-
rience of it. He is saying that there could be no
phenomenal world unless it so conformed” (my ital-
ics — MLA.).

Strawson, too, was struck by this move on
Kant's part, although he cites another fragment:
“we ourselves bring into the appearances that
order and regularity in them that we call na-
ture, and moreover we would not be able to
find it there if we, or the nature of our mind,
had not originally put it there” (KrV, A 125;
Kant, 1998, p. 241). This means that we our-
selves introduce through categories the regu-
larities we call nature. On the other hand, this
ordering function of categories as pure con-
cepts of understanding is their only function in
cognition. “Thus, the thesis of the limits of the
application of the categories is presented as the
reverse side of the thesis that the understand-
ing is responsible for the fundamental order of
Nature” (Strawson, 1966, p. 70). The metaphys-
ics of experience comes full circle.

Why has the problem of the conditions of
the possibility of our experience, articulated
to its logical limit, acquired such a paradox-
ical form with Kant? The answer to this ques-
tion was given by Bennett who attended to
the fragment in the “Transcendental Analyt-
ic” in which Kant describes as absurd the idea
that nature should conform to the subjective
grounds of our apperception (KrV, A 114) and
to other similar fragments (KrV, A 92 / B 124-
5, B 164; A 196 / B 241). “Nature” is “discov-
ered nature” and that which can be discovered
by reason should correspond to the conditions
of mental identity.

At this point in our study it is already clear
why Bennett describes the problem of the con-
ditions of possibility of experience as
position of the causal order” on nature. He

“ im-’
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OBbITH OOHaAPY>KEHO Pa3yMOM, TOJKHO COOTBETCTBO-
BaThb YCJIOBVSIM MeHTaJIbHOV MAEHTUYHOCTL.

Ha nmaHHOM 3Tarie Halllero 1ccijiefioBaHMs yxKe
4CHO, ToyeMy beHHeTT HasbIBaeT mpobiieMy yc-
JIOBUVL BO3MOXKHOCTW OIIBITa «HaBsI3bIBaHVEM Ka-
y3aJIbHOIo Topsifika» Ipupore. OH paccmaTpuBa-
eT 3Ty IpoOsieMy KaK CJIeICTBMe «I€HeTMYeCKO»
VIHTepIIpeTalyl TPaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO CHHTe3a.
Bosnmkaer Borpoc, rouemy KaHT He cryiaXusaeT
obHaxxmBIIVecs TIpoTvBopeuns? [lotomy, oTBeua-
eT beHHeTT, 4TO TakoOBa MHTeJUIEKTyaIbHas MaHe-
pa KEHMUTcOeprcKoro MbIC/INTENIS, TAaKOBBI €ro u-
s10codpcKme TIpeIiouTeHs. beHHeTT nosaraet, 4To
7IeJIo TyT He TOJIBKO B CTPYKType KaHTOBCKOW CH-
CTeMBl TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO Mileain3Ma, HO U B
«mtocodpckom xapakTepe» Kanra. EMy Hpasutcs
KMBOIIVICATh ITPUYMHHBIV MOPSAIIOK, 3aredaryieH-
HBIV B peHOMeHaJIbHOM MVIpe YeJIOBeUecKyM pasy-
MoM. Bortee Toro, onviceiBast paccyIoK Kak «3aKOHO-
marests mpypons» (A 126), cpaBHVBast CBOVI «HOBBIVI
CrIoco0 MBIUTeHMs» ¢ MblrieHVeM KorepHn-
Ka (B XV—=XVIII) mwm ommceiBasi IIPeBOCXOICTBO
cBomx maent Ham mpesimu JIokka 1 FOma (B 127),
KanT TarHo Top>kecTByeT 1 3710pajicTByeT. beHner
yTBepXXIaeT, YTO, eCJIV BUMTATHCS, MOXKHO IIOUyB-
CTBOBATh 3JI0paJICTBO aBTOpa (Bennett, 1966, p. 157).

KanT cMmy11aer unrtaresis, cripalivsas, Kak cjle-
AyeT MOHMMATbh TO 0OCTOATEICTBO, UTO IIPUpPOLia
JO/DKHA cooOpa3oBaThCs C KaTeropysMy YyCTOrO
paccyznka (B 163). O nomyimBaeT Maciia B OrOHB,
3asBJIsisl, UTO 3TO 3BYUYUT OYeHb abCyPIHO, CTpaH-
HO, ITpeyBesindeHHO (A 114, 127), Ho Bce ke B UTOre
HacTavBaeT Ha TOM, YTO PacCyIOK eCTb MICTOYHUK
3aKOHOB IIPVIPOZBI M UTO IIPVHIINII 11eJIecoo0pas-
HOCTV IIPUPOABI VI MHOrooOpasis ee sMIMpude-
CKMX 3aKOHOB eCThb TpPaHCLIeH[IeHTaIbHbIV ITPVH-
mun (AA 05, S. 181; Kanr, 2001, c. 105). berHeTT
pucyeT BecbMa OpUTIMHa/IBHBIN HopTpeT KaxTa.
BmecTo mpuBbIgHOrO obpasa cyXxoro u rmegaHTIY-
HOT'O MBICJINTeIIsS TIepe] HaMU IIpeJicTaeT aBaHTIO-
PUCT, KOTOPOMY MMIIOHVPYeT Wles HaBsi3bIBaHs
Kay3aJIbHOTO IIOpsifiKa Ipupoje 3a ee M300peTa-
TeJIBHOCTB, 3a TO, YTO OHa BCe IIepeBOpauMBaeT C
HOT' Ha TrOJIOBY, HO, IJIaBHOE, 3a ee IIOKMpYyIollee
BO3JIEVICTBME Ha UmTaTesIsl.
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considers this to be the consequence of the “ge-
netic” interpretation of the transcendental syn-
thesis. Here the question suggests itself: why
does Kant gloss over the revealed contradic-
tions? Because, Bennett answers, this is Kant’'s
intellectual manner, these are his philosophical
preferences. Bennett attributes this not only to
the structure of Kant’s system of transcenden-
tal idealism, but also to the character of Kant’s
philosophising. He enjoys describing the caus-
al order human reason has found in the world
of appearances. Moreover, Kant feels a sneak-
ing triumph and glee when he describes un-
derstanding as ‘the lawgiver of nature” (KrV, A
126), or compares his “new mode of thinking”
with that of Copernicus (KrV, B XV-XVIII), or
writes about the superiority of his ideas over
those of Locke and Hume (B 127). Bennett
(1966, p. 157) claims that if one reads attentive-
ly “one can feel him [i.e. Kant] gloating”.

Kant confuses the reader by asking what
one is to make of the circumstance that nature
should fit the categories of pure understanding
(KrV, B 163). He adds fuel to the fire by saying
that it sounds absurd, strange, and exaggerat-
ed (KrV, A 114, 127), but in the end insists that
understanding is the source of the laws of na-
ture and that the principle of the purposive-
ness of nature and the diversity of its empirical
laws is a transcendental principle (KU, AA 05,
p- 181; Kant, 2000, p. 69). Bennett paints a high-
ly original portrait of Kant. Instead of the ha-
bitual image of a dry-as-dust pedantic thinker,
Kant comes across as an adventurer who relish-
es the idea of imposing causal order on nature
because it is inventive and turns everything up-
side down, and most importantly, because it
shocks the reader.

In reality, the “imposition strategy” flows
from the causality argument, based as it is on
the combination of causality and necessity. The
simple fact that the cognisable world must
be causally ordered does not seem to mean



ITo cyTm ke «cTpaTervs HaBA3bIBAHVIS» BbITe-
KaeT M3 apryMeHTa Kay3aIbHOCTV, 3a HeVI CTOUT
c6a3b npuvunHocmu u Heobxodumocmu. VI3 mpocto-
ro ¢akxTa, 4TO IO3HABAeMbIVI MUP TIOJDKEH OBITH
Kay3aJIbHO yIIOpsIOUeH, He cileflyeT, Ka3aoch Obl,
TOT (PaKT, YTO MOHSTVE IPUIVHBI JOJDKHO BKITIO-
YaTh KaKOVI-TO HEOMIVPUYECKWUV BUJT HeoOXomm-
MocTi. C camoro Hauajia ObUIO HESICHO, TIOYeMy
TIPUYMHHO-CJIe/ICTBEHHBIE CBS3M TOJDKHBI peasii-
30BBIBATLCS ¢ HeobxommMocThio. OtBer benner-
Ta TaKOB: 3aKOHBI IIPVYMHHOCTU BbIpaXKaroT He-
00XOMMOCTB, TIOCKOJIBKY OHV TOBOPSAT He TOJIBKO
O TOM, YTO IPOVICXOLUT, HO M O TOM, YTO «TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJILHO CIIesIaHo» JJIS TOro, 4YTOOBI 3TO
MOIJIO IIPOVM30MTI B M3BECTHOM HaM Mwupe (Ben-
nett, 1966, p. 158). D10 mMecTo BcTpeun Pasyma u
[Tpuporpl, TOT ITyHKT, B KOTOPOM peaJIbHOCTb 00Y-
csioBsieHa pasymoM. ITornemmaeckoe urenne Kanra
IIPUBOANT K BeIBOAY: KaHT yOexxaeH, 4To KaXXIIbIl
NIPVYMHHBIN 3aKOH BKJIIOYaeT B ceOsl HeoOXomm-
MOCTb U JIeVICTBYeT C HeOOXOAMMOCTBIO. 3a 3TUM
yOexxIieHeM CTOUT [OMYIIIeHVe, YTO M3BeCTHBIN
HOPSIIOK HaBSI3aH MIUPY PacCygKOM.

6. «x3aMKHYTBIVI KpyI»
M «TpaHCIIeH/JeHTaIbHBIV KOJIJIaIIc»

Kak ObUIO CKa3aHO BeIIle, HEPB KaHTOBCKOV
IIpo0IeMBI YCIIOBUVI BO3MOYKHOCTY OITBITa 3aKJIIO-
YeH B HEBO3MOXKHOCTY IIPU3HATh, UTO pas3yM IIpo-
CTO IIPUIIVCBIBAET PeasIbHOCTVI CBOVI KaTeropum 1
CXeMbl. AKLIEHTUPY# 3Ty JIHMI0, CTPOCOH BbIjle-
JISeT B KAaHTOBCKOV MeTadV3VKe OITbITa HOCHIYAaI
obvexmubrocmuy: OMBIT JOIDKEH BKJIFOUYATh OCO3Ha-
Hyle OOBEKTOB, KOTOpOe OTIMYVMO OT IIepeXi-
BaHMS 3TMX 00BeKTOB (Strawson, 1966, p. 8). s
KaHnTa, Kak u 1151 JII000VT Teopwyl IO3HAHWMS, He-
00XOIVIMO yIIepXKIMBaTh pasyIdre MeX/y TeM, KakK
BeIll CYIIEeCTBYIOT B OIBITHO BOCIIPMHVMMaeMOM
MUpE, 1 TeM, KaK OHV BOCIIPMHVIMAIOTCS B MOJTY-
ce X OBITMVICTBOBAHVISL, TO €CTh Pa3yIiavie MeXITy
TIOPSIIKOM Mypa 1 ropsimkoM omerta (Ibid., p. 64).
ITpn sTOM CrlertyeT IOMHUTB, 4TO, 0 KaHrty, cy-
II[eCTBOBaHVE BHEIITHETO MMpa He MOXET OBITh
IOVICKY PCMBHO 000CHOBaHO. JJaHHOCTHh MUpa 1 €To
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that the concept of cause should include some
non-empirical type of necessity. It was not clear
from the outset why cause-and-effect links have
to be actualised as a necessity. Bennett’s answer
is that the laws of causality express necessity
because they say not only what happens but
also what “is transcendentally made” for this to
happen in the world we know (Bennett, 1966,
p. 158). This is the meeting place of Reason
and Nature, the point at which reality is condi-
tioned by reason. A polemical reading of Kant
leads to the conclusion that Kant is convinced
that every causal law includes necessity and
acts necessarily. The underlying assumption is
that a certain order is imposed on the world by
understanding.

6. The “Vicious Circle”
and the “Transcendental Collapse”

As said above, the Kantian problem of the
conditions of the possibility of experience
stems from the fact that it is impossible to agree
that reason simply ascribes its categories and
schemes to reality. Pursuing this line, Straw-
son (1966, p. 8) identifies the postulate of objec-
tivity in Kant’s metaphysics: experience must
include consciousness of objects that can be dis-
tinguished from the experience of these objects.
For Kant, like for any theory of cognition, it is
necessary to maintain the difference between
how things exist in the experientially perceived
world and how they are perceived in the mode
of their existence, that is, the difference be-
tween the order of the world and the order of
experience (ibid., p. 64). And it should be borne
in mind that according to Kant, the existence of
the external world cannot be justified discur-
sively. For Kant, the givenness of the world and
its reality consists in and is guaranteed not by
reasoning, but by the reality of our sensible ex-
perience (Soboleva, 2017, p. 91).
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peansHOCTB U151 KaHTa cocTaBiigeT v rapaHTUPY-
eT He paccyXJeHle, a peaJlbHOCTh Halllero 4yB-
crBeHHoro orbiTa (Cobostesa, 2017, c. 91).

Ho onwir nmpourenns Kanra cobmectHo c Ila-
toHOM, CTpocoHOM 1 DeHHeTTOM, Kasasjock ObI,
IIpyBeJI Hac K COBEpPIIEeHHO ITPOTVBOIIOIOKHBIM
BeIBOZIaM. ITpobrrema ycr1oBmyI BOSMOXKHOCT OITBI-
Ta 3aMKHYJIach caMa Ha ceOe: OIIBIT BO3MOXEH,
ecJIV co3epliaHVs MOT'YT OBITh IIPMBEIEHBI B COOT-
BETCTBYE allPVOPHBIM KaTeropysM (B YacTHOCTY,
IPUYMHHOCTH), 32 O0BEKTMBHOE IIPUCYTCTBYE KO-
TOPBIX B IIPUPOJIe HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD PasyM.

DT BBIBOABI ObUIVM BIIOJIHE OXMIIAEMBI, yUV-
ThIBasl XapaKTePHBIN IJISI aHAJIUTVKOB CTVIb 00-
mieHns ¢ KaHToM — IIpenesIbHO BOBJIEYEHHBIV,
A3apTHBIVT Y MOJIEMUYECKU, COOTBETCTBYIOIINIVL
Halllell 3ajjade 3a0CTPUTh IIPOTUBOpeuns TpaHC-
LIeHJIeHTaJIbHOM IIpo0JIeMBl OIbITa [I0 Ilepefiesia.
K xaxomy e dyHIaMeHTaJIbHOMY IIPOTUBOpe-
upio Mbl npunuin? ITpobriema ycoBuit BO3MOX-
HOCTW OIIbITa CTOJIKHYJIa Hac C HOHATUAMM 3aKO-
HOMEPHOCTV, IIPUYVHHOCTY 11 HeoOxommmocTn. B
rpefesIbHO 0000IIeHHO (POPMYJIMPOBKE OITBIT
HEBO3MOXeH, eciii 1) He pa3IndaroTcs MOPSIoK
MIepeXBaHWUI U TIOPSIIOK PeasIbHOCTY; 2) B OM-
HNVIPUYECKOV peasIbHOCTY He COOJTIONA0OTCs OIpe-
JleJleHHble TIPUHIINITBI TIOCTOSTHCTBA W ITPUYMH-
HOCTW, C KOTOPBIMI I KOPPeJIMPYIOT allpyOpHBIe
noHgTus. [Ipobnema 3meck make He B TOM, YTO
5TV IPVHINIIEL 0a3VPyIOTCS Ha OTHOLIEHUSIX BO
BpeMeH, KOTOpPbIe TOXXe allpUOPHBI, a COOBITHS
IIpeMeThI CaM¥ TI0 ceOe [JOJKHBI OBITh «ITOPSIIKO-
BO mMHAMMdepeHTHBIMI» (Strawson, 1966, p. 83).
ITpoGsiema B TOM, UTO 3TV IPWHIIIIBL JOJKHBI CO-
OrrofaThCs ¢ HeOOXOAMMOCTHIO, TIOCKOJIBKY Hallla
MeHTaJIbHas IIpVpoia yCTpoeHa MMeHHO Tak, a He
VHaye, 11 BCe ee BO3MOXXHOCTW CJIe[IyIOT M3 3TOro
yCTpomcTBa ¢ HeoOxoaumMocThio. Ho HeT HUKaKo-
rO OCHOBaHMS IJTS Ilepexofa OT VeV HeoOXomy-
MOCTVI IIPUHIIUIIOB PaOOTHI pasyMa K uiiee Heoo-
XOIVIMOCTU B IIpupope. bosiee Toro, Hesierko gaxe
IIepenTy OT OOHaApPYXMBaeMOVl B OIbITe Kay3alb-
HOVI HeOOXOAMMOCTY K KOHIIENITyasIbHOV HeoOxo-
IVIMOCTY B CO3HaHMM, Oe3 KOTOPOVI IlepBast HEBO3-
MokHa (Yasein, 2004, c. 102).
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However, the experiment of reading Kant
together with Paton, Strawson, and Bennett
seems to have led us to the opposite conclu-
sions. The problem of the conditions of pos-
sibility of experience turned in upon itself:
experience is possible if intuitions can be fitted
into a priori categories (in particular causality)
which owe their presence in nature to reason.

These conclusions were not unexpected, con-
sidering the characteristic style of analytic en-
gagement with Kant, highly involved, fervent
and polemical, befitting our task of carrying the
contradictions of the transcendental problem
of experience to their limit. What fundamental
contradiction have we arrived at? The problem
of the conditions of the possibility of experience
confronted us with the concepts of regulari-
ty, causality, and necessity. In the most gener-
al sense experience is impossible if 1) the order
of experiences and the order of reality are not
distinguished; 2) certain principles of constan-
cy and causality with which a priori concepts
correlate are not observed in empirical reality.
The problem is not even that these principles
are based on relations of time, which are also
a priori, and that events and objects themselves
must have the feature of “order-indifference”
(Strawson, 1966, p. 83). The problem is that all
these principles must be complied with neces-
sarily because our mental nature is what it is,
and all its capacities necessarily derive from it.
But there is no ground for a transition from the
idea of the necessity of principles of reason to
the idea of necessity in nature. Moreover, it is
even hard to pass on from the causal necessity
found in experience to conceptual necessity in
consciousness, without which the former is im-
possible (Chaly, 2004, p. 102).

This contradiction explains why Kant does
not consider our sensibility and understand-
ing to be the only possible kinds of intuition
and cognition (KrV, A 252; A 254 / B 310). Kant
conceives of other types of intuition, includ-



B cBeTe 3TOrO IMpoTMBOpEUNIs CTAHOBUTCH IIO-
HSATHBIM, NodyeMy KaHT He cuMTaeT HalIu 4yB-
CTBEHHOCTb ¥ PaCCYHOK eIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOX-
HBIMV BUIaMVI CO3epLIaHMs 1 Io3HaHM (A 252; A
254 / B 310). KaHT momyckaeT MBICJIMIMOCTD MHBIX
TUIIOB CO3epLIaHMs, B TOM YVICJle HeUyBCTBEHHOTIO,
TO eCThb He OV PAIOIIerocs Ha allpyopHble (POPMEI
uyBcTBeHHOCTU. C OJHOVI CTOPOHBI, BO3MOXXHOCTD
BEIV HMKOIIA He MOXeT ObITh JOKa3aHa TOJIb-
KO 4Yepe3 HeITPOTVBOPEUBOCTh TIOHSATHS O HeVl, C
OPpyrovi — MBI HE MOYKeM VICKJTIOYUTD APYTOV TUIT
cosepliaHMs Ha JIOrMUYecKnx ocHoBaHMsAX (Mazijk,
2020, p. 27). Ecyint 661 Halm ciocoObl co3epliaHs
I HaIll TUIT Pa3yMHOCTY ObUIV eMHCTBEHHO BO3-
MOXHBIMU (MHBapVaHTHBIMM), TO 3[1eCh BO3HMKIIA
Obl TOTa/IbHAS HEOOXOIMMOCTE, B COOTBETCTBUM C
KOTOPOVI JTOJKEH ObUI ObI HAXOMMUTBCS VI TIOPSIIIOK
HIPVIPOLIBI IS TOTO, YTOOBI pa3yMHOe CYIIIeCTBO B
3TOM MUpe ObIJIO BOSMOXHBIM. EqmHCTBEHHO BO3-
MOYKHBIVI Pa3yM COOTBETCTBOBaJI ObI €IMHCTBEHHO
BO3MOKHOMY MMpY, Harlooove Toro, Kak 3To mMe-
€T MeCTO B TeOpwN IIpeyCTaHOBJIEHHOV rapMo-
Hun. Ho gpyrue ciocoObl cozepriaHms, a cilefioBa-
TeJIBHO, U ApyTiue XVU3HeHHbIe MUPBI BO3MOXKHBL.
Taxum oOpasoM, HeT yHMBepcajIbHOWM IIPUPO-
HOVI HeOOXOIVIMOCTY, KOTOpas o0ecrieunBasia Obl
OIBIT. DTO HECKOJIBKO CMATdYaeT IIPOTMBOpeYe,
HO He CHVMaeT ero: IIpeMeThl OIIbITa CYIeCTBY-
10T 0OBEKTVIBHO, I allPVIOPHBIE ITPVHIIVITHI ITO3HAa-
HVISI JOJDKHBI OBITH K HVIM IIPVIMEHVIMBL

Cdopmynmupyem  mcciienyemyoo — mpobriemy
ele pas, 3aVKCHPOBaB ee B JIByX OCHOBHBIX pa-
Kypcax — SIHNUCTeMUYECKOM ¥ OHTOJIOIMUECKOM.
B mepBoM ciTydae oHa BBIITISAUT Kak IIpoOreMa
«3aMKHYTOI'0 KpyTa» ITO3HaHMS.

Wrak, mopsiIoK Mupa ¥ IOpAOOK OIBITa OT-
JIMYHBL APYT OT Jpyra, pacCydoK M pa3yM HMKO-
M 00pa3oM He IIPUIINCBHIBAIOT PEaIbLHOCTU CBOV
IIPVHIINIIBL, HO B TO K€ BpeMsl «Mbl HEOOXOIMO
JIOJDKHBI a priori mpuIvceIBaTh BelllaM BCe CBOVI-
CTBa, IpUHAJJIeXalle K YiCiIy TeX YCJIOBUA, TIOf,
KOTOPBIMM VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHO MBI CIIOCOOHBI MBIC-
7nTh Belllb» (A 347 / B 405, KanT, 1999, c. 316). I1o-
IIOOHBIX IPOTMBOPEUMBBIX MOMEHTOB IOCTaTOY-
Ho y KanTa. K mpumepy, B «T'paHcrienieHTaIbHON
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ing non-sensible, i.e. based on a priori forms of
sensibility. On the one hand, the possibility of
a thing can never be proved only by pointing
to the non-contradictory character of the con-
cept of the thing; on the other hand, we cannot
rule out a different type of intuition on logical
grounds (Mazijk, 2020, p. 27). If our modes of
intuition and our type of reason were the only
kind possible, (invariant) necessity would be
total, such that the order of nature would have
to correspond to it for a reasonable being to be
able to exist in this world. The only possible
reason would correspond to the only possible
world in the same way as it is envisaged in the
theory of pre-established harmony. But other
modes of intuition and hence other lifeworlds
are possible. Thus, there is no universal natu-
ral necessity that would guarantee experience.
This softens the contradiction a little bit, but
does not remove it: objects of experience exist
objectively and a priori principles of cognition
should be applicable to them.

Let us recap the problem looking at it from
two main angles: the epistemological and the
ontological. In the former case it looks like the
problem of “the vicious circle of cognition”.

Thus, although the order of the world and
the order of experience are different — under-
standing and reason do not ascribe their prin-
ciples to reality — at the same time, “we must
necessarily ascribe to things a priori all the
properties that constitute the conditions un-
der which alone we think them” (KrV, A 347 /
B 405, Kant, 1998, pp. 414-415). Kant has not a
few such contradictory moments. For exam-
ple, in “Transcendental deduction” objects are
described as that which makes our knowledge
necessary; the object keeps at bay the arbitrari-
ness of our knowledge, imposing the necessary
synthetic unity on our knowledge and harmo-
nising it. But in the next paragraph Kant main-
tains that we deal only with the manifold of our
representations, and the X that corresponds to
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AeyKIMM» IpeIMeThl XapaKTepu3yIoTcs Kak To,
YTO COOOIIaeT HallleMy 3HaHWIO HeoOXOIVMOCTE;
IpeMeT MPOTUBOCTOUT ITPOV3BOJIBHOCTY Hallle-
ro 3HaHWs, OH HajlaraeT Ha Hallli TIO3HaHMs He-
00Xxo/IVIMOe CHTeTYecKoe eMHCTBO, 3acTaB/IseT
VIX COIJIacOBBIBAThCS APYT ¢ ApyroM. Ho yxe B cite-
nytomieM abG3aie KaHT yTBepX/aeT, UTo MBI MMe-
eM JIeJI0 TOJIBKO C MHOrooOpasveM Hallux IIpef-
cTaBJleHU 1 TO X, KOTOpOe COOTBETCTBYeT UM U
JOJDKHO YeM-TO OT HUX OTJINYAThCS, eCTh IS Hac
H1uto (A 104—105). CxiiazbiBaeTcs BlleyaT/IeHIe,
YTO IIOHSTVE O0BEKTa eCTh IIPOCTO MOHATHE He-
OOXOIIMMOTO CHHTeTMYECKOTO e[IMHCTBa Wen
(Paton, 1936, p. 265).

DnmcTeMorIorndeckas mpobsieMa, ocTaBleHHas!
KanTom B HacsencTBo Imocstefyroret uioco-
i, siBIIgeTCS MPOOIIEMOVI «3aMKHYTOIO KpyTa:
4TOOBI COOTBETCTBOBATb peajIbHOCTY, IIPUHIIN-
IIBI TTO3HAHMS JIOJDKHBI (POPMIPOBATHCS OITBITOM,
HO OIIBIT HEBO3MOXEH, eciI eMy He IIpefIociia-
HBI IIPUHITNAIIBL TO3HaHMs. TpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHas
npobsieMa 3aMKHYTOrO Kpyra IOJIy4WIa pasBu-
TUe B SIVCTEMIYECKOM AV3BIOHKTUBY3ME B BUJIE
npoOsieM Gasmca m moctyna. Ecm yciosue mosi-
HOIIEHHOT'O OITbITa — 3TO IIPUMEHVMOCTh aIlpy-
OPHBIX TOHATU K CO3eplIaHMAM, TO eCTh VX KOH-
LleNTyaIn3aius, TO BUAETb, YTO MMeeT MeCTO
HekuM akT (FomycTuM, dakT «p»), paBHOCUIIb-
HO 3HAHMIO, YTO 3TOT (pakT mmMeeT Mecto. Ecim
IIOMBICJIVTE B 3TOM HaIlpaBJIeHUV, MOXXHO yTBep-
XIaTh, YTO YeJIOBEeK Y3HAET KOHKPETHBIV SMIIU-
prdecknum  akT IOCPerCTBOM  pedrleKCMBHOIO
He3MIVIPUYECKOro IpoIiecca, TO eCTh YVCTO allpy-
OPHBIM ITyTeM. Bui ieHme Toro, uTo «p», yXe mpef-
rojlaraeT HEKOTOpoe KOHIleNTyaJIbHOe 3HaHVe
TOTO, UTO «P», IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO BCETO JIMIIIb CIIOCO0
y3HaTBb, UTO «p». B 3TOM ciTy4dae HesICHO, KakK co3ep-
IIaHMe MOXeT COCTaBJIATh OCHOBY [IJIsl IIO3HAHMS,
TO eCTb KaK BUJIeHVe TOTrO, UTO «P», MOXeT COCTa-
BUTD 3IVCTEMIYECKYIO OCHOBY 11JIs 3HaHMS 3TOrO
«p»? (Pritchard, 2012, p. 20—21). ViabiMu cj10BaMu,
ecJIV 3HaHVe y)Ke IIPUCYTCTBYeT B IeplIelITYBHOM
OIIbITe IJIV JIOTVYeCKN BBITEKaeT 13 Hero, TO Ka-
KM 00pa3oM OHO MOXKET OCHOBBIBAThCSI Ha HeM?
(ITpuce, 2014).
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them and must differ from them in some way is
nothing to us (KrV, A 104-105). It looks as if the
concept of an object is simply the concept of the
necessary synthetic unity of ideas (Paton, 1936,
p. 265).

The epistemological problem Kant be-
queathed to the philosophers who came af-
ter him is the problem of the “vicious circle”:
to correspond to reality, the principles of cog-
nition should be formed by experience; but ex-
perience is impossible unless it is preceded by
the principles of cognition. The transcendental
problem of the vicious circle was developed in
epistemic disjunctivism in the form of the ac-
cess problem and the basis problem. If the con-
dition of valid experience is applicability of a
priori concepts to intuitions, i.e. their conceptu-
alisation, seeing a certain fact (for example, fact
P) means knowing that it exists. Pursuing this
line of thought we can assert that man learns
a concrete empirical fact through a reflexive,
non-empirical process, that is, in a purely a pri-
ori fashion. Seeing P presupposes a conceptu-
al knowledge that P because it is merely a way
of learning P. If so, it is unclear how intuition
can be the basis of cognition, i.e. how seeing
that P can form the epistemological basis of the
knowledge of P (Pritchard, 2012, pp. 20-21). In
other words, if knowledge already exists in per-
ceptive experience or logically flows from it,
how can it be based on it? (Pris, 2014).

From the ontological point of view the prob-
lem can be called the problem of the transcen-
dental collapse, by analogy with the quantum
collapse. On the quantum level atomic and
subatomic particles represent a superposition
which can take the shape of a list of all possible
configurations of the quantum system. Unlike
the systems of classical reality, quantum sys-
tems are not in a state of certainty, for example,
spatial localisation of particles. The probabilis-
tic character of quantum mechanics lends itself



B oHTONMOrMIUECKOM paKkypce pacCMOTPEeHHYIO
11po0JIeMy MOYKHO HasBaTb npo0.1emotl mpaucyeH-
0eHmaAbHo20 K044a1cd, HaTomoOve KBaHTOBOIO
KoJuIarica. Ha KBaHTOBOM ypoBHe aTOMHBIE U CY-
GaTOMHBIe YaCTHUIIBI ITPEICTABIISIOT COOOV CyTiep-
TIO3UIIVIO, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO MBICJIUTH KaK Ilepe-
YeHb BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX KOH(UTY paliyii KBAaHTOBOV
CHICTEMBL. B oTimame oT crcTeM KITacCUIecKou pe-
aJIBHOCTY, KBAaHTOBBbIE CUICTEMBI He XapaKTepus3y-
IOTCSI COCTOSIHVIEM OIIpeeJIeHHOCTVI, HaIlpyMep
IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHON JIOKa/IM3allver YacTull. Be-
POSITHOCTHBIVI XapaKTep KBAaHTOBOW MeXaHVIKV
yCIIeITHO popMasIv3yeM, HO IIpV 3TOM OH HeoCs-
raeM J1JIs Halllero YyBCTBEHHOTO OIThITa.

DKCIIePVIMEHTBI 110 M3MEePEeHMIO COCTOSTHMI Ya-
CTVLIBI ITOJTHOCTBIO MCKITIOYUAIOT M3 KJIaCCUYeCKOV
PeasIbHOCTM BCe OCTasIbHble BO3MOXKHBIE COCTOSI-
Hus cucTeMbl. OHM Bcerzia MPUBOAMAT YacTUILy B
COCTOSIHVIE OIIpeIeJIeHHOCTY, TO eCTh OIHO3HAY-
HBIX KOHKPETHBIX IIOKasaTresiell ee IIOJIOKEeHMs,
CKOPOCTW, OpMeHTaIV} CIIVHA U T.II. DTO ¥ Ha3bl-
BaeTCsd KBAaHTOBBIM KOJUIAIICOM — «CYII€pPIIOHMW-
pOBaHHas» CUCTeMa KOJUIAIICHUPYeT B COCTOSHIE
OITpelelIeHHOCTN. TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHBIN  KOJI-
JIaTIC 3aKJII0YaeTcsl B TOM, UTO OOBeKTMBHas pe-
aJIbHOCTh, OCHOBaHHas Ha He3aBUCVMBIX OT pas-
yMa 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSX, B IIpollecce ITO3HAHMSA
«KOJUIAIICHpyeT» B KaTeropmy ¥ IIPVMHINIIBL II0-
3HAOIIEro pasyma. Bezp, corlacHO Tak Ha3bIBa-
€MOMY TPaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIbHOMY [I0Ka3aTeJIbCTBY,
ecsi Obl KaTeropmy He ObUIM OOBEKTMBHO eV-
CTBUTEJIBHBIMY, OITBIT ObIT ObI HeBo3MOXeH (Van
Cleve, 1999, p. 73). To ecTb B 00OMX Cily4asx pe-
aJIbHOCTb, OYEBMIIHO IMesl OCHOBAHSI, He3aBVICH-
MBbI€e OT UeJIOBEYECKIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN BOCIIPUSITIAS
" OOBSICHEHMS, KaKMM-TO 0Opa3oM IIpuHMMaeT
dopMy Halrero 4yBCTBEHHOI'O OITBITAa M YKJIa/Ibl-
BaeTCsl B TPAHUIIBI KaTETOPMaIbHOIO OIIVICAHISL

7. 3aKJIroueHue

ITpensioXuB apTUKYJISALVIO KaHTOBCKOV ITPO-
O71eMBbI yCJIOBUTI BO3MOXKHOCTM OIBbITa KaK «3aM-
KHYTOI'O Kpyra» IO3HaHWs MW KaK «TpaHCIeH-
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to formalisation, but it is not accessible to our
sensory experience.

Experiments in measuring the states of a
particle exclude from the classical reality all
other states of the system. They always place
the particle in a state of certainty — that is, with
concrete indicators of its position, velocity, spin
direction, etc. This is called quantum collapse
when the superposed system collapses into a
state of certainty. The transcendental collapse
occurs when objective reality based on regular-
ities independent from reason “collapses” into
the categories and principles of the cognising
reason. For according to the so-called transcen-
dental proof, if categories were not objective-
ly real, experience would not be possible (Van
Cleve, 1999, p. 73). In other words, in both cas-
es reality, which is obviously independent from
the human capacity to perceive and explain,
somehow takes the form of our sensible experi-
ence and is amenable to description in terms of
categories.

7. Conclusion

In articulating the Kantian problem of con-
ditions of the possibility of experience as a “vi-
cious circle” of cognition or as “transcendental
collapse” I did not, for a variety of reasons, set
the goal of proposing solutions to this prob-
lem. To begin with, the statement of the prob-
lem has deep heuristic content and sheds light
on important aspects of cognitive and reflexive
processes. Any proposed solution would seem
wanting and trivial considering the magnitude
of the problem. In other words, articulating the
problem is more important than solving it.

Secondly, as time has shown, the problem
is relevant not only for transcendental philos-
ophy. It has multiple instantiations in different
philosophical traditions and contexts, in analyt-
ical philosophy, cognitive research, phenome-
nology, epistemological disjunctivism, etc.
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JeHTaJIBHOTO KOJIJIaIiCa», MBI 10 Py IIPUYMH He
CTaBWJIV 1IeJIV ITOKa3aTh BapMaHThI peuleHu s STON
po0rieMel. Bo-TiepBBIX, caMa ee IIOCTAHOBKA SIB-
JIgeTcsl TIIyOOKO copiepyKaTesIbHOV, 3BPUCTUYHON
Y IpOJIVBaeT CBeT Ha Ba’KHbIe acleKThI II03HaBa-
TeJIbHBIX U pedIeKCUMBHBIX ITpolieccoB. JIoGor
BapVaHT pelieHns OyIeT BBIIVIAIETh CKyIHBIM 1
TPUBVAJIbHEIM Ha poHe PyHIaMeHTaIbHOCTY Ca-
MoV mpoOsieMbl. VIHBIMM CJTOBaMVi, ITOCTAaHOBKa
3TOM IIpo0JIeMBI IIeHHee, YeM ee pellieHue.

Bo-BTOpPBIX, 9Ta IIpobiieMa, Kak IOKas3ao Bpe-
M3, TIPWIOXKMMA J1aJIeKO He TOJIBKO K TpaHCIIeH-
neHTanbHOM drtocodpun. OHa rMeeT MHOXeCTBO
BO3MOXKHBIX PelleHUl B pasHbIX (PrII0coPCKmx
TPaOMLMSIX M KOHTEKCTaX — B aHAJIMTUYECKON
dntocodny, KOTHUTUBHBIX MCCIIeIoBaHUAX, de-
HOMEHOJIOTMV, SHMUCTeMOJIOIMYEeCKOM  [IM3BIOH-
KTUBU3Me U JIp.

B-TpeTpnx, 3Ta mpobsiema SIBJISIeTCS CHCTEMO-
oOpasyromert [1jIsi BCero TpaHCILIeHIeHTaIbHOrO
uneanm3Ma KaHTa; B THOCEOJIOTTUECKOM PaKyp-
Ce OHa IIpeficTaeT KaK IIpoOsieMa BO3MOXKHOCTV
allpUOPHBIX CUHTETUYEeCKUX CYXIeHWUV, a B OH-
TOJIOTMIYECKOM — KaK ITpo0sieMa CBS3M SIBJIEHU
u Bertien cammx 110 cebe. CortacHo KaHty, ciHTe-
TUYecKoe ITpesicTaBIeHle 1 ero IIpeIMeThl MOI'yT
«BCTPETUTBLCS APYT C IPYroM» TOJIBKO B JIBYX CIIy-
yasgx: ecyI IrpeaMeT oOycIIOB/IVBaeT BO3MOXXHOCTD
IpeficTaBIeHNst WIN ecjIy IIpeficTaBjleHne o0y-
CJIOBJIVIBaeT BO3MOXHOCTB Itpefmeta (B 124—125).
DTa AMXOTOMMS SIBJISIeTCS KJIIOYEBOVI IJIs TpaH-
ClLieHZIeHTaJI3Ma ¥ OIHOBPEeMEHHO BefleT 3a ero
npenenbl. Kak ormeuaer K. Bectdaiie, kaHTOBCKOE
oIvicaHVie HeOOXOIVIMBIX YCIIOBUTL IOCTOBEPHOCTI
aIreplenTNBHOIO YeJIOBeYeCKOro OITbITa ¥ KOTI-
HUTMBHBIX CY>XIEHUV B KOHEYHOM UTOre II0Kas3bl-
BaeT, YTO 3TM JIBa BapyaHTa — He eIVTHCTBEHHBIE.
KanToBcKas Teopris orbITa BefIeT 3a IIpefIesIbl 3TOM
OIIIO3UIINY, JaeT CTUMYJI UCKaThb Apyrue popMbl
CBSI3M IIpeICTaBIIeHUII M WX IIpeIMeToB. bosee
TOTO, aHa/IN3 HEOOXOOMMBIX POpMasIbHBIX U Ma-
TepHraJIbHBIX YCJIOBUV BO3MOYKHOI'O UeJI0Be4eCKOro
OITBbITA BBISIBJISiET YCTOMUVBbIE BHEIIIHWE acIlleKTbl
CeMaHTWYEeCKOI'0 ¥ MEHTaJIbHOIO Coflep’KaHs, KO-

Thirdly, the problem is system-forming for
Kant’s transcendental idealism in general. On
the epistemological level, it is the problem of
the possibility of a priori synthetic judgments,
while on the ontological level, it is the prob-
lem of the connection between phenomena and
things-in-themselves. According to Kant, the
synthetic representation and its object may “en-
counter each other” only in two cases: when the
object conditions the possibility of representa-
tion or when the representation conditions the
possibility of the object (KrV, B 124-125). This
dichotomy is central to transcendentalism and,
at the same time, leads beyond is bounds. As
Kenneth Westphal notes, Kant’s description of
the necessary conditions of the authenticity of
human apperceptive experience and cognitive
judgments shows that these two variants are
not the only ones. The Kantian theory of expe-
rience leads us beyond this juxtaposition and
stimulates the search for other forms of the
combination of representations and their ob-
jects. Moreover, analysis of the necessary for-
mal and material conditions of possible human
experience reveals stable external aspects of se-
mantic and mental content that are totally inde-
pendent of transcendental idealism (Westphal,
2021, p. 10).

The value of the Kantian “transcenden-
tal collapse” is that it steers philosophical
discourse in the direction of two different de-
scriptions under which the problem of the
“constitution” of the objects of experience will
be tackled. The first, the “generating” one,
would view us as creating these objects or at
least their key features, and would describe the
expected cognitive process. The second, “pre-
suppositional” one, has to do with the neces-
sary conditions that must be met if we want to
cognise a phenomenon as an object. Westphal
sees a contrast there because Kant’s transcen-
dental idealism claims to defend a very subtle
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TOpBIE TIOJTHOCTBIO He3aBUCMBI OT TPaHCIIeH IeH-
taipHOrO naeansma (Westphal, 2021, p. 10).

KaHTOBCKMIT ~ «TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHbIVI  KOJI-
JIaTic» IIeHeH TeM, UTO TOIBOAUT (PrIocOPCKIi
OVUCKYPC K JIByM pPasHBIM CMBICJIaM, B KOTOPBIX
3aTeM OyzeT pasBUBaThCs IIpobiIeMa «KOHCTH-
Tylum» 00beKTOB omnbITa. Ilepspivi 13 HUX, «IO-
POXIIAOIINVI», IIpe/IoaraeT co3JaHye HaMu
3TUX OOBEKTOB WIN MO KpariHell Mepe WX KIIIO-
4yeBBIX 0OCOOeHHOCTeN! 1 TpedyeT omnvcaHms IIpe]l-
IojlaraeMoro KOTHUTWMBHOIO IIpollecca. Bropowi,
«IIPeCyNIO3UIIVIOHHBIV» CMBICI KacaeTcs Heob-
XOIVIMBIX YCJIOBWVI, KOTOPBIEe JOJKHBI OBITH YI0B-
JIETBOPEHBI, eCIM MBI XOTMM OCO3HaBaTh JIro0oe
sBJIeHe Kak 00beKT. VI 371eck, Kak orMeuaeT Becr-
dastp, ecTb KOHTpPACT, IIOTOMY YTO TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHBIV MaeannsM KaHTa IipeTeHiayeTr Ha 3a-
IITATY O4YeHb TOHKOV BEPCUN <« IIOPOKIIAOIIEro»
cMBIcIa: corstacHO KaHTy, MBI AeVICTBUTEITBHO CO3-
JlaeM 110 KpaviHeyl Mepe CTPYKTypy OObeKTOB 3M-
NUPUYecKoro omelTa 1 sHaHM:A. Ho ripu aTom do-
Kyc mcciteiopanms KaHTa HaBelleH Ha BOITPOCHI
mocToBepHOCTH, M KaHT pgeMoHCTpaTMBHO orpa-
HUYVBAETCs TOJIBKO ITPeCyTIIO3UIIIOHHBIM CMBbIC-
JIOM «KOHCTUTYIVM 0ObeKTOB», KOTOPBIV JOCTaTO-
yeH J1J1s1 (PUKCALY yCIIOBUV KOHCTUTY MPOBaHS
MPeMETHOCTY 4eJIOBeUeCKOro MBbIIIUIeHs, BOC-
npusaTig nim oneita (Ibid., p. 11).

Ha Hamr B3misi, Hajlmdme «TpaHCIleH /IeHTalb-
HOTO KOJIJIaTica» B KAHTOBCKOVI CVICTeMe He SIBJIsSeT-
csl TYIIMIKOM WIN ee c1aObiM MecToM. Hamporus,
IIOCTAaHOBKA ITPOOJIEMBI YCIJIOBUV BO3MOXKHOCTU
OITbITa CO BCeM ee CJIeMICTBUSIMM COCTaBJIseT HepB
TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIn3Ma KaK CTWIS MBIIUIeHUS U
CUCTeMbl MHTepITpeTaIy MIpa, IIOCKOJIbKY CYyTh
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaI3Ma — 3TO OCO3HaHUe IlapasioK-
CaJIBHOCTY TOTO CIIocoba, KaKMM pas3yM BIIVICaH B
CTPYKTYypy peasibHocTM (Ménosa, 2021; 2022).
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version of “generating” meaning: Kant argues
that we do indeed create at least the struc-
ture of the objects of empirical experience and
knowledge. But Kant concentrates on the ques-
tions of authenticity and pointedly confines
himself to the presuppositional meaning of the
“constitution of objects”, which is sufficient for
the formulation of the conditions of the consti-
tution of the objects of human thought, percep-
tion, or experience (ibid., p. 11).

In my view, the presence of the “transcen-
dental collapse” in Kant’s system is not a cul-
de-sac or a weakness. On the contrary, the
statement of the problem of the conditions
of possibility of experience with all its conse-
quences is the nerve of transcendentalism as a
style of thinking and a system of interpreting
the world; the essence of transcendentalism is
awareness of the paradoxical character of the
way reason fits into the structure of reality (Me-
dova, 2021; 2023).
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