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«3AMETKM O KAHTE» I'YCTABA IIIIIETA:
K BOITPOCY O CMBICJIE
«ITOJIOXXKUTEJIBHOV KPUTUKW»

T.T. I1]ledpuna’, U. O. I]edpuna*

B apxube I.T. IlInema coxpanuiucy pasposHeHHbvle
nodzomobumenvHvie Mamepuasl k e2o «Jlekyusam no me-
OpUU NOSHAHUA» U PYHOAMEHMALLHOMY PUA0COPCKOMY
mpyoy «Mcmopus xax npobaema soeuxu». Cpedu smux
PYKONUCHbLX HepHOBbix HADPOCKOB ecib U 3anuUcU, nocba-
wjennvle M. Kanmy, uacmo xomopuix yoke yBudesa cbem
8 «Kanmobcxom coopruxe» (2022, Ne 3). I1ydaukyemore
HUXKe 3aMemKu npoooKam 3HAKOMUMb YUMAmens. ¢
mBopueckou aabopamopueit Llnema. Eeo cnocod pabomnv.
C KOHYeNnYusMu u uoesamu Opyeux Muvicaumerei oueHbs
nokasamesen UMeHHO NOMOMY, Umo oaem HAM B03MOXK-
Hocmb nocmabums Bonpocst 0 CMbleAe «NOAOKUMEAHOT
KpUMuKu», 0 ee OMAUYUY 01 «KPUMU4ecKo20 memooa»
camoeo Kanma, a maxxe o mom, nouemy cobpemeritvie
UCOpUKO-hu0COpCKUe NONbIMKY AKIMYAAUSUPoBamb
nonamue kpumuxu y Kanma npodosxarom He cmoavko
KaHmobckoe, CKOAbKO uinemobekoe Memo0oA02Uteckoe
0Buxcenue. Ocobyro axmyasvHocms npuobpemaem ce-
200Hs npednpunamasn abmopamu nonvimka no2pysumo
Kkanmobckoe noHumanue kpumuku 6 kowmexcm gpeHo-
MeHO0A02UHeCKU OpueHmupoBanton eepmeHebmutecko
memodosoeuu Illnema.

KatoueBuie caoBa: I. Ilinem, V. Kaum, kpumuxa,
eepMereBmuka, ucmopuieckas puiocopus, noHumarue

3ametkm [1Inera o Kante — 3T0 «1micbMO» IS
cebsi. OH 1mpopabatbIBal CYIIeCTBYIOIINE Teope-
TVKO-TIO3HABaTeJIbHbIe KOHIIEIIIN, B paMKax KO-
TOPBIX IIpeJIarayIiCh pas3/INuHbIe CIIOCOOBI pe-
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GUSTAV SHPET’S “NOTES ON KANT":
ON THE MEANING
OF “POSITIVE CRITIQUE”

T. G. Shchedrina,' 1. O. Shchedrina?

The archive of Gustav Shpet contains scattered
preparatory materials for his “Lectures on the Theory
of Cognition” and his major philosophical work His-
tory as a Problem of Logic. Some of these handwrit-
ten rough notes are devoted to Kant, indeed some of
them have already seen the light of day in the “Kant-
ian Journal” (2022, Ne 3). The notes published below
continue to acquaint the reader with Shpet’s creative
laboratory. His method of work with the concepts and
ideas is instructive in that it enables us to raise ques-
tions about the meaning of “positive critique”, its dif-
ference from Kant’s own “critical method” and why
contemporary historical-philosophical attempts to ac-
tualise Kant’s concept of critique have more to do with
Shpet’s rather than Kant’s methodology. Of particu-
lar relevance today is the authors” attempt to immerse
the Kantian understanding of critique in the context
of Shpet’s phenomenologically oriented hermeneutic
methodology.

Keywords: Gustav Shpet, Immanuel Kant, cri-
tique, hermeneutics, historical philosophy, under-
standing

Shpet’s notes on Kant represent “a letter to
himself”. He reworked contemporary theoret-
ical-cognitive concepts which proposed vari-
ous approaches to the solution of the problem
of historical reality. He did so proceeding from
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IMIeHNsT TTPO0JIEMBI VICTOPUYECKOV [IeVICTBUTEITh-
HocTu. V1 fermair oH 3TO MCXOMIsl M3 CBOEro IIOHU-
MaHMs PUI0COPCKOM JIeATeTLHOCT, CMBICIIO0-
OpasyrolM 3J71eMeHTOM KOTOPOVI SIBJIsSIeTCsS Kpu-
TUKa. JlevicTBUTe/IbHO, MHOTIMe VicCilefloBaTesIn
niostaraymv, uto IllrmeT — BeJIMKOJIeNHBIV aHaJIN-
TUK U KPUTUK — CBOIO IIOJIOKUTEJIBHYIO Me0 He
ycriesI pacKpbITh. A MeXAy TeM yXe B [yccepTa-
uyun «VIctopus Kak Irpo0rieMa JIOTMKI» CMBICIIO-
BO€ SI/IPO ero KOHIIEMIII MCTOPMYeCcKOo prsIoco-
v (LrreT, 20056, c. 196) IIpocexmBaeTcs JOCTa-
TOYHO OTUYeT/IVBO. Yke BO BBedeHwu [Ilmer ripo-
JACHseT OCHOBaHMS CBOEr0 MeTOO0JIOrMYeCcKOro
ITyTU, paccy>Xaas o JIByX BUIaX KPUTUKU — OTPU-
1IaTeJIbHOV M IOJIOKMUTeIbHO. OTpuilaTesibHas
(I MMMaHeHTHas) KpUTUKa — «KpUTHUKa 111
cebs caMoOV1, ¥ He BUTHO, KAKOMY IIOJIOKMTeJIbHO-
My TBOPYECTBY MOXKeT OHa IIOCITY KT, [IOKa IT0JI0-
JKMTEJIBHO K€ He PacKpbITHI 3a7jaul IIOCIIeTHEr0»
(IrreT, 2014, c. 22). Yo e KacaeTcsl TIOJIOXKMUTEITb-
HOVI KPUTUKM, TO OHa

HauMHaeT VMEHHO C TOTO, UYTO pacKpbIBaeT CBOM
1IeJIV1, TIOKa3bIBaeT CBOM MIeasIbl, YKpeIUIsieT VX
VICTMHHOCTB, I B KPWUTWKE JIO)KHOTO BWIUT He
CaMoI1eJIb, a TOJIBKO CPefICTBO OTCTOSITH CBO€ IT0-
JIOXUTeJIbHOe. B KOHIIe KOHIIOB, KPUTMKA I10JI0-
JKUTeJIbHAs MOXKEeT BKJIFOUUTD B ceOs 1 KPUTUKY
VIMMaHEHTHYIO, HO $IBHO, YTO IIPV 3TOM 3Ta M-
MaHEHTHOCTb TepsieT BCce CBOe 3HaueHNe, TaK Kak
Y 5Ta KPUTWKA ITOTUMHSETCS OOHapy>KeHHBIM
Y 3aIuIaeMsiM rgeasaMm u mnesiM. Ho MoxHO
IIOVITV U ellle JTajIbIlle, — B CTPOTOM CMBICIIE VIM-
MaHeHTHasl KpUTHMKa efBa JIV ¥ OCYIIeCTBUMA.
XoTst OBl CKPBITO, HO KPUTWKa BCeTa IMpeIiosa-
raeT HeKOTOpPOe OCHOBaHMe KaK pPeryJIATUBHYIO
VIZIeI0 COOCTBEHHOV pabOTEl, MHaYe OHA PUCKyeT
BBIPOAUTHECS B IIPOCTOE I YTOMWUTEIBHOE OTHI-
CKVBaHMe MeJIKMX HeIOYeTOB, IIPOTVBOPEUNiI B
CJI0Bax M BeIpaKeHMsIX. .. (Tam xe).

Takum «perynarusom» misa Ilmera crasno
OpV3HaHNWe 3HaKOBO-CEMMOTMYECKOro XapakKTe-
pa MCTOpPMYECKOro IIpeaMeTa, VcclefoBaHye Ko-
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his own perception of philosophical activity,
the core element of which is critique. Indeed,
many researchers felt that Shpet, a brilliant
analyst and critic, died before he had time to
present his positive idea. And yet the nucle-
us of his conception of historical philosophy
is clearly discernible already in his disserta-
tion History as a Problem of Logic (Shpet, 2005b,
p- 196). Already in the introduction Shpet
grounds his methodological approach when
he speaks about two types of critique, negative
and positive. Negative (or immanent) critique
is “critique for its own sake, such that one does
not see what positive creativity it can serve un-
til the tasks of the latter have been positively
explained” (Shpet, 2014, p. 22). As for positive
critique:

It starts precisely with stating its goals,
showing its ideals and buttressing their
validity; it sees the critique of what is false, not
as an end in itself, but as a means to uphold its
positive aspect. At the end of the day, positive
critique may also include immanent critique,
but do so overtly, so that the immanence loses
its significance and the critique defers to the
ideals and goals discovered and promoted. And
one can say more: strictly speaking, immanent
critique is hardly possible. Even if in a disguised
way, critique always implies a certain ground
as a regulative idea for its own work, otherwise
it risks degenerating into tedious nit-picking,
the search for contradictions in words and
expressions [...] (ibid.).

For Shpet, such a “regulative idea” was the
recognition of the semiotic character of the
historical subject matter’ which could not be
studied on the basis of sensible experience, or
reasonable capacity for constructing, but only

* Here and elsewhere the “subject matter” is translation
for German Gegenstand and Russian predmet.
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TOPOr0 He MOIJIO ONMPaThCd HY Ha UyBCTBEHHBIN
OITBIT, HY Ha PacCyJOYHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTH K KOH-
CTPYMPOBaHMIO, HO MCKJIFOUMTEILHO Ha CJIOBec-
HO (3HaKOBO) BbIpa’keHHOe CBUIETEeILCTBO (B Ca-
MOM IIVPOKOM €rO MCTOJIKOBAHWM), YTO IIpeJIIio-
JIarajio IIpex/ie Bcero IIOHMMaHVe 1 pa3spaboTKy
repmeHeBTIUecKo Metoposorum. Ilonoxurerns-
Hasl KpUTHKa, Kak ee ompenenn Illmer, crano-
BUTCsS OMHOVI M3 CTyIEHEeN I'e€pMEHEBTUYEeCKON
paboThL

B zamerkax Ilmera o KanTte MbI dakTiyeckn
oOHapyXmnBaeM oOpasel] TaKOro pofa IIOJIOXKMN-
TeJIbHOM KpUTUKM. OHa NPUHIIUIINAIBHO OTIIV-
4JaeTcs ¥ OT TOro, KaK MOHMMaIV KPUTUKY puIo-
codsr XVI—XVIII BB, 11 OT TOro, Kak ee MOHMMAJI
KanrT. B mokanTOBCKOM dhrstocodpmm mpeobriafasa
dpwonormnyueckast KpUTHMKa, HallpaBjleHHas Ha VC-
IIpaBJleHe OMIMOOK B TeKCTaxX (CaMOro pas3yIMyHO-
ro poga — OT IIepeBOIOB aHTUYHBIX aBTOPOB 10
bubmim). ITpu 3TOM, 3ameTnyM, dutonormyeckast
KpUTHMKa MHOITIa COIIPOBOXKalach MCTOPMYECKOV
KPUTMKOVI, 11eJIb KOTOPOV CBOIWIIAch, KaK ITpaBU-
JI0, K BBISIBJIEHUIO YCJIOBUV, B KOTOPBIX TEKCT OB
HarvicaH’. TeM He MeHee JjaXke B TUX IIOIIBITKaX
IpVBJIEYeHNs. MCTOPUYECKOTO MeTofa ISt Kpu-
TUKV VICTOYHMKA COIeprKasICsi CMBICJIOBOVI ITOTeH-
umas1, no3sosisimi IIneTy mocrasuts Borrpoc o
HeVICTBUTEJIBHOCTU MCTOpuUeckoro pasyma. OH
oOpallaeT BHMMaHVe Ha 00a 3TV Buga KPUTUKU B
KHuTe «lepMeHeBTVIKa 1 ee TIpo0sIeMbl», Te TIOf-
poOHBIM 00pa3oM pasOupaeT repMeHeBTUUECKYE

* Tak, pa3sMbIIUIAS O KOHLEMINN «MCTOPUYIECKOro Me-

Tora» O. bepHrenma, IlreT oTMeudaeT, 4TO «yBjledeHMe
olperiesieHIEM MeCTa, XapaKTepa, BOOOIIe yCIIOBUIL 10~
SIBJIEHVISI CAMOTO VICTOYHVKA WJIVI MCTOPWYECKOTO JOKY-
MeHTa OTTeCHsIeT Ha BTOPOV IUIaH BOIIPOC O IIOHVMaHMUI
camoro wmcrouHmka. Kaercs, xak Oynro paspelieHne
3TOTO BOIIPOCA eCTh [IeJI0 caMo cODO0I0 pasyMeroliieecs], He
3aciIy>KMBalolee fgaXke MeTOIOJIOIMYeCKOro BHMMaHVI:
CTOUT TOJIBKO YOEeIMThCS B MOMIVHHOCTY CaMOTO JIOKY-
MEHTa, B €0 JeVICTBUTEIbHOV IIEHHOCT!. .. — YTO Tpedy-
eT 0cobOro MCKyccTBa 1 OOJIBIIIOrO TPyda, — W OCTAaeTCs
ZlaJIbIlle IIPOCTO paboTa YTeHs: [IOHVIMaHe IIPVIIET CaMO
coboro. Kpurika, gpyrmmm ciroBamu, Ge3 ocratka IIpo-
IIaThiBaeT repMeHeBTUKY» (IlImet, 2005a, c. 372).
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on the basis of verbally (semiotically) expressed
testimony (in the broadest sense), which pre-
supposed above all understanding and devel-
opment of hermeneutic methodology. Positive
critique as defined by Shpet is a step in herme-
neutic work.

Shpet’s notes on Kant provide an exam-
ple of such positive critique. It differs funda-
mentally both from how it was understood
by philosophers in the sixteenth to the eigh-
teenth centuries and from how it was under-
stood by Kant. Pre-Kantian philosophy was
dominated by philological critique, aimed
at correcting mistakes in texts (of diverse
kinds, from translations of ancient authors
to the Bible) It has to be noted that philolog-
ical critique was sometimes accompanied by
historical critique which, more often than
not, primarily sought to explain the condi-
tions in which the text was written.* Yet even
these attempts to bring the historical method
to the critique of the source enabled Shpet to
raise the question of the validity of histori-
cal reason. He draws attention to both types
of critique in the book, Hermeneutics and Its
Problems, in which he delves into the herme-
neutic concepts of philosophers from the six-
teenth to the twentieth centuries.” For the

* Thus, reflecting on Ernst Bernheim’s concept of
“historical method” Shpet (2005a, p. 372) notes that
“preoccupation with defining the place, character and
general conditions in which the source or historical
document appeared pushes into the background the
question of understanding the source itself. It is as if the
answer to this question is taken for granted and does
not even merit methodological attention: it is enough to
make sure of the document’s authenticity, its real value
[...] which calls for a special skill and much effort —
and then it remains just to be read: understanding will
come by itself. In other words, critique gobbles up all
hermeneutics”.

> Analysing the philosophical views of Johann August
Ernesti (1707 —1781), Shpet (2005a, pp. 298-299) notes
that it is in his hermeneutics that “historical-philological
critique and interpretation come into their own”.



koHIenmu drmocodpos XVI-XX BB.* Benp Tpa-
exropus asvokeHns Illmera kak dwtocoda —
«Hazaf, oT KaHTa», To ecTh BO3BpallleHVe K MeTa-
dusmke n dputocodprmt ncropum XVIII B. B momc-
Kax CeMMOTWYEeCKMX OCHOBaHWI VICTOPUYECKO-
ro nosHaHms. [lyGnmkyemble HiDKe «3aMeTKM. ..»
OTYeTJIMBO MOKasbIBaloT, modeMy IlreT merTasics
«IONOJTHUTE» KaHTa 11 TeM caMbIM BBIVITH 3a IIpe-
IleJIbl ero IMOHMMAaHMS KPUTHKIAL.
Kax 3ameuaer A. H. Kpymios, nyra Kanra

IJIaBHBIV TIpeIMeT KPUTUKIM — CaM pasyM, cama
II03HaBaTeIbHasl criocobHoCTh: «KpuTnka pasy-
Ma BHOCHUT B 3TOT Mpak (pakesl, HO OCBeIllaeT He
He3BeCcTHbIe HaM 00JIacTV IO Ty CTOPOHY YyB-
CTBEHHOTO MUpa, a 3aTeMHEHHOe IIPOCTPAHCTBO
Harrero coOCTBeHHOTo paccyaka»’... C oTkKasoM
B HalleJIeHHOCTV KPUTMKI Ha KHUTY U CUICTEMBI
CBA3aHa M OCOOEHHO CTPAHHO 3BydYalllas HBIHE,
BO BpeMeHa dpeTuIIM3aIy HayKOMeTPUN, KaH-
TOBCKasl MBICJIb O IUTHMpoBaHMI: «B Habpocke
CHUCTeMBl TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV  prtocodum
CCBUIKA Ha KHUIM CTOJIb )K€ HeoDsi3aTellbHa, KaK
" B reoMeTpum»°... DTO He eCTh HM IIPOIIOBENb
IUIarMara, HU BbIPaKeHVe IIPe3pUTeSIbHOTO OT-
HOIIIeHNsI K COBpeMeHHVKAaM VI IIpeIIeCTBeHHI-
KaM, a IpsIMOe CJIeLICTBIE IIOHMMAaHMS KPUTUKNA
KaK KPUTVIKV CaMOVI ITO3HaBaTeJIbHOVI CITIOCOOHO-
CTU VI TIOVICKA VICTVHBI O0ITeuesIoBe9eCcKM pasy-
MoM (Kpyriios, 2023, c. 230).

[Mer 3Ty crienndUKy KaHTOBCKOV KPUTUKY,
HaIIpaBJIEHHOV IIPOTVB «I0rMaTM3Ma» KHUT W CV-
CTeM, IPeKpacHO OCO3HAEeT ¥ BhIPaXkaeT, IIUTUPYsI
KoMMeHTapwuii ParixyHrepa:

«[TosHaHMe MOJDKHO HproOpeTaThCs IyTeM
4UCM020 pasyma, KOTOPBIVI SBJISETCS COOCTBEH-
HBIM UCHIOYHUKOM TIO3HAHMS ¥ IIOPOXIIaeT II0-

* Pasbupas dwiocodckme Bosspenus Dpuectu (1707 —
1781), Illner orMedYaeT, YTO MMEHHO B €T0 TepMeHEBTIKE
«1IproOpeTaeT CBOW 3aKOHHBIE IIpaBa MCTOPUKO-PWUIIO-
JIorMYecKast KpUTHKa 1 nHTepnperanys» (Imet, 2005a,
c. 298 —299).
> A.H. Kpyryos npmBoauT ccbUIKy Ha 3aMeTKy Ne 5112:
AA 18, S. 93; Kanrr, 2000, c. 91).

A.H. KpyrjoB NpuBOauUT cChUIKy Ha 3aMeTKy Ne 4957:

(
6 .
(AA, S. 41; Kanr, 2000, c. 80).
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trajectory of Shpet’s evolution as a philoso-
pher is “backward from Kant”, i.e. a return
to the metaphysics and historical philosophy
of the eighteenth century in search of semiot-
ic foundations of historical knowledge. The
“Notes...” published below make it clear why
Shpet tried to “add” to Kant and thus tran-
scend his conception of critique.

As noted by Aleksey N. Krouglov (2023,
p- 230), for Kant:

The main object of criticism is reason itself,
the cognitive faculty itself: “In this darkness
the critique of reason lights a torch, although
it does not illuminate the regions unknown
to us beyond the sensible world, but the dark
space of our own understanding” (Refl 5112,
AA 18, p. 93; Kant, 2005, p. 214). Renunciation
of the focus of critique on books and systems
chimes with the Kantian idea about quota-
tion which sounds particularly strange today,
what with the fetishisation of scientometrics:
“The appeal to books is no more necessary in
the outline of a system of transcendental phi-
losophy than in a geometry” (Refl 4957, AA 18,
p- 41; Kant, 2005, p. 201). This is not a plea for
plagiarism, nor a dismissive attitude to con-
temporaries or precursors, but a direct conse-
quence of interpreting critique as critique of
the actual cognitive faculty and human rea-
son’s search of the truth.

Shpet is very much aware of the specificity
of Kantian critique directed against the “dog-
matism” of books and systems and expresses it
by quoting Hans Vaihinger:

“Knowledge should be acquired by way of
pure reason which is its own source of knowledge
and produces cognitive material out of itself. It
is from innate concepts and principles within
reason itself [...] that reality should be cognised
after the example of pure mathematics, “‘more
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3HaBaTeJIbHBIVI MaTepyasl U3 caMoro cedsi. V13 sre-
XKaIlVIX B cCaMOM pasyMe NPUPOXKIEHHBIX ITOHS-
TUVI I OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUVA. .. JJOJDKHO ITO3HaBaTh
OdeticmbumensHOCMb TIO TIPOOOPA3Y HUCHION Marme-
mamuxku, “more geometrico”, dedyxmubro, myTem
AHAAU3A TIOHSTWUV, TIyTeM CVDIOTVICTIYECKOTO
BeiBefieHs» (ILmet, 2014, c. 151; cp.: Vaihinger,
1881, S. 28).

B nmaHHOM paccyxmgeHMr 0coOOro BHMMaHMS
3acTy’KMBaeT KoHcTaranms Toro, 4yro Kanrt dak-
TWYECKY ITPeOI0sIes TO, YTO ObIIO IJIaBHOV TEMOVL
KpUTUKN 0 Hero, — ee durtonornsM. Ho Bme-
CTe C TeM OH OTKa3aJICs M OT VICTOPUYeCKOV KOM-
NoHeHTHI 3Ton KpuTuku. Iler BosBpallaercs B
nokaHTosckuy XVIII B. moTomy, 4To Tam dwioso-
rmyeckas KpUTHKa 1 repMeHeBTHMKa (KaK MCTOJI-
KOBaHVe CMBICIIA) COCTaBJISIIN eaMHOoe 11eJIoe, HO
PV 5TOM He CBOIWJINCH Ipyr K apyry. Kaxmas
V3 HUX BBIIIOJIHSJIA CBOIO (PYHKIIVIO, HaIlpaBiIsi-
SICh Ha «KHWUTY VI CUCTeMbl», BUIS B HUX UCTOPU-
YeCKUV OITBIT HO3HAHUS HeVICTBUTEIIFHOCTV, BBI-
PpaXeHHBIV B cJioBecHOM dpopme. OH cIipaBeIviBO
BospaxaeT Kanry 1 DarixuHrepy, conmmapusupy-
ack ¢ Xp. BosibpoM B TOM, YTO «OIBIT eCTh eIVH-
CTBEHHBIVI WCTOYHWK pacuiuperus Hallero 3Ha-
Hust 0 deilcmBumenvrocmu» (ILmet, 2014, c. 151), a
IIOTOMY

Hallle ITO3HaHVe He eCTh TOJIBKO HAakon.AeHue, HO
€CThb TaKXe IIpUBelleHVe HaKOIUIEHHOTO B IIO-
panok. IlommmHOe pasmuuame panyoHaIM3Ma
OT SMIVIpPM3Ma M HPVIMMUPUTEIIBHBIX IOIBITOK,
Bpole KPUTHUIIV3MA, TOJIBKO B ITOHMMAaHWMM Ca-
MOTO 3TOTO «ITOPSI/IKa» M €ro MCTOYHMKOB. Ecim
SMIIMPWU3M, ONMpasch Ha IOIyIIeHVe HeoO0b-
SICHVIMOTO ¥ «BEPOSITHOTO» «eOMHOO00pasus» B
YYBCTBEHHOM OIIBITE, XOUeT HaWTV 3TOT HOpA00K
IIyTeM «MeXaHWYeCKOT0» COYeTaHWS IIOBTOPS-
OIIIETOCST VI OTHOCUTEIIBHO YCTOMYMBOTO, TO pa-
LVIOHaJIVI3M, HampOTWB, oOpalaeTcs K YMo3pu-
meAbHOMY KOHCTATMPOBAHWMIO TOXKECTBEHHBIX U
CaMOTOXXECTBEHHBIX OTHOITIEHNTI, MJIeaIbHO VIV
palVOHAIBHO, OCMBICTIMBAIOMINX W YIIOPSHIO-
YMBAIONIVIX YyBCTBEHHO ITaHHYIO [IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HocTb (Tam xe).
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geometrico’, deductively, by way of analysis
of concepts, by way of syllogistic derivation”
(Shpet, 2014, p. 151; cf. Vaihinger, 1881, p. 28°).

Of particular interest in the above utter-
ance is the statement that Kant practically over-
came what was the main theme of critique
before him, i.e. its philologism. But at the same
time he cast aside the historical component of
this critique. Shpet returns to the pre-Kantian
eighteenth century because there philological
critique and hermeneutics (interpretation of
meaning) formed a single whole while not be-
ing reduced to each other. Each performed its
own function being directed toward “books
and systems” seeing in them the historical ex-
perience of cognition of reality expressed in
verbal form. He rightly objects to Kant and Vai-
hinger, ranging himself with Christian Wolff,
in that “experience is the only source of expan-
sion of our knowledge of reality” (Shpet, 2014,
p- 151), hence:

Our cognition is not mere accumulation but
also ordering what has been accumulated. The
real difference of rationalism from empiricism
and conciliatory attempts, like criticism, lies
only in understanding this “order” and its
sources. While empiricism, which assumes the
existence of the unexplainable and “probable”
“uniformity” of sensible experience seeks to
find this order by “mechanically” combining
the recurrent and relatively stable, rationalism,
on the contrary, turns to speculative statement of
identical and self-identical relations, ideally or
rationally understanding and ordering reality
given us through senses (ibid.)

¢ Cf. “Die Erkenntniss soll gewonnen werden durch reine
Vernunft, welche eine eigene Quelle der Erkenntniss ist und
Erkenntnissmaterial aus sich selbst erzeugt. Aus in der Ver-
nunft selbst liegenden, angeborenen Begriffen und Grund-
sitzen [...] soll nach dem Vorbild der reinen Mathematik,
,more geometrico”, deductiv, durch Analyse der Begrif-

fe, durch syllogistische Ableitung aus den Grundsitzen die

Wirklichkeit erkannt werden.”



Taxum obpasom, Illmer axieHTHUpyeT BHUMa-
HVIe Ha TOM, YTO OIBIT KaK VICTOYHVK Halllero 3Ha-
HVS O JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY BCeTTIa y>kKe COIePXXUT B
cebe pallMIOHAJIBHBIVI KOMIIOHEHT IIOHVIMAOIIent
nesitesibHOCTH. [IpriMeuaTesIbHO, YTO B ITyOJIMKY-
eMBIX «3aMeTKax...» OH TakXXe aKIeHTUpPyeT BHU-
MaHVe Ha 0cOOOM VCTOJIKOBaHWUM «OIbITa». [Ipe-
Xpae Bcero oH ynommuaeT craTeio H.TI. JleGob-
CKOro o0 aHITIMVICKOM MeTadmsuke, IIpodeccope
HpaBcTBeHHOM prytocodpnm Oxcdoprckoro yHu-
BepcuteTa Tomace I'miite I'pune (1836—1882). Ha
IIECTBEeCAT IISITOV CTpaHWIle CTaTby pedb MaeT
VIMEHHO O CIelnduyeckoM MOHVUMAaHWUM «OIIbl-
Ta» y Kanra u I'puna. Io «ioruke» [leGorbckoro,
«BelIb B cebe» y KaHTa 1osiBiIsieTcs Kak CjlefIcTBIe
TOTO, YTO OH pa3opBaJl PacCyAOK 1 UyBCTBEHHOCTD
(debombckmm, 1914, c. 65—66). Kpome Toro, Imer
aKleHTUpyeT BHMMaHMe Ha mcciiefqoaHuu Iep-
MaHa Jlesepa, KOTOpBIVI TakXke KOHCTaTUpOBaJl,
uTo KaHT ocTaBiI 0OBEKT B CTOPOHE 11 COCPeNoTOo-
UMIICS MCKJTIOUMTEIIHO Ha cyObekTe. V1 HakoHelI,
[Mmer obpamaercs K crarbe Vloranna Bormbda’
(yaenuka . bpenrano) o mertadmsuke P.I.JloT-
1le, TJle MBI OOHapy XXMBaeM aHaJIOTMYHYIO IIIie-
TOBCKOVI MHTepIIpeTalIO OIlbITa, Oasupyrolero-
Csl Ha pa3syMHBIX OCHOBaHMSX.

ITossomMm cebe (Beiter, 3a IlmeTom) rumoTteTn-
YecKy IOMBICIINTE «KpUTKKy» KaHTa Kak cTpa-
TerMIO WCTOJIKOBaHMs. Torjga IosiydaeTcs, 4TO
KanT, KoHIIeHTpupysch Ha KPUTHKE WCKIIIOUN-
TeJILHO CaMOVI II03HAaBaTeILHOV CIIOCOOHOCT, aK-
LIeHTUPOBaJI JINIIEL OJIHY V3 CTOPOH I'epMeHeBTU-
K1, Kortopyio IlImner crpeMmics MOHATH Kak Liejloe,
BKJIIOUaloIriee B cebsd MoMmMo popMaIbHOV Kpu-
TUKW IOVCKYM KOHKPETHOI'O CMBICIIa MCCile/lyeMo-
ro npenmeta. I[Tostomy Ilner KpUTHKyeT HOIIBIT-
K1 dwtosioros (cenytommyx 3a KanTom), Harmpu-
Mep K. IIpaHTiIs, cTpouUTh OTHOIIEHWS MeXIy
«IIOHVMaHWeM» U «KPUTUKOV» VCXOOsA M3 IIPUH-
LIUIIVaJIbHOVI Pa3sOpBaHHOCTM paccy/ika ¥ YyB-

7 3amernm, uro ['puH, Jlesep u Bonbd mossisorcs B
IIIITETOBCKOM «VHJIEKCe VIMEH» BIIEPBbIE, [ja VI B COBpEeMeH-
HBIX MCTOPUKO-PUIOCOPCKMX MCCIIeIOBAHMSX OHM TakK-
JKe IIpaKTIU4YecKy He 3BydYar.
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Thus, Shpet stresses the fact that experi-
ence as the source of our knowledge of reality
always contains the rational component of un-
derstanding activity. It is noteworthy that in
the “Notes...”, here published, he also draws
attention to the special interpretation of “ex-
perience”. First of all, he mentions the article
by Nikolai G. Debolsky on Thomas Hill Green
(1836 —1882), an English metaphysician, pro-
fessor of moral philosophy at Oxford Universi-
ty. On page 65 of the article the author writes
about the peculiar understanding of “experi-
ence” by Kant and Green. According to Debol-
sky’s logic, Kant introduced “the thing in itself”
because he separated understanding from sen-
sibility (Debolsky, 1914, pp. 65-66). Besides,
Shpet draws attention to the research of Her-
mann Leser who also wrote that Kant had put
the object aside and concentrated exclusively
on the subject. And finally, Shpet cites the arti-
cle by Johann Wolff” (a disciple of Franz Bren-
tano) on the metaphysician Rudolf Hermann
Lotze where we find an interpretation of expe-
rience based on reasonable grounds similar to
Shpet’s.

We will permit ourselves (following Shpet)
hypothetically to imagine Kant’s “critique” as a
strategy of interpretation. Then it turns out that
Kant, concentrating on the critique exclusively
of the cognitive faculty, stressed only one side of
hermeneutics which Shpet sought to understand
as a whole. This included, in addition to
formal critique, also the search of the concrete
meaning of the subject matter. Therefore Shpet
is critical of attempts of philologists (who
follow Kant), e.g. Carl von Prantl, to construct
the relations between “understanding” and

7 It should be noted that Shpet was the first to include
Green, Leser and Wolff in the “name index”. Indeed
they are hardly mentioned in modern historical-philo-
sophical research.
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crBeHHOCTV®. [7TyOviHHAs BHYTpPeHHSS IOJIeMU-
ka ¢ KanTom urpaer g Ilnera ocoOyro posb B
chopMupoBaHY KOHIENIIINM TIOJIOKUTETBHOV T
drocodpmm
€M KOTOPBIX SIBJISIOTCS, COOTBETCTBeHHO, ITnaron

OTpULIATeJIbHOV (ormmiieTBOpEeHM-

u Kant’). llImeT xo4eT BEpHYTH «pa3ym» B COIep-
JKaHVe U yXe B KHUTe, HallViCAaHHOW TI0f], BIleyar-
seHueM oT «Vpernt...» I'yccepris, pacKpbIBaeT CBOVI
«vieasr» TOJIOKUTEITBHOV KPUTVIKIL:

CambIV peaKIIVIOHHBIVI MOMEHT B Xofie pmto-
COPCKOTO CaMOPasBUTMS COCTaBIISIET «KPUTVKa»
II0 TOVI IIPUYNMHE, YTO OHA, — KaK 3TO OTHOCUTCS
K cymiHocTu drmtocodnm, — Oymydn Bo3BedeHa
B IPVHIINII, IPVHYXIaeT B pe3ysbTaTe K YHU-
BepCaJIbHOMY OTPUIIAHWMIO ¥ IIPUBaTUBHOMY Ca-
MOJ10BOJIBCTBY. ITozerka oy, ojIoXuTesIbHy o
dwiocopuio B «KPUTHKE» COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
BOIIPOC O TOM, KaK eCThb [IeVICTBUTEeIbHOe, IO-
MeHSeTCs M MICKJTIOUaeTcsl BOIIPOCOM O TOM, Kak
MBI JlocTuraem ero. LleHHOCTB Xe /1orMara yxke
COCTOUT B TOM, UTO OH JIOCTUTaeT; pasyMHasi I104-
BEHHOCTH PacKpbIBaeT HaM VI ITy TV TOCTVDKEHVIS.
OcnoBHast dprrocodckast HayKa He MeeT B BUILY
dokasviBamy, HO IMEHHO II03TOMY OHa He MOXKeT
TleKpeTpoBarTh, a JI0JDKHA 10KA3b/6a1ms TOT Iy Th,
KaKV/M OHa IPVXOOUT K CBOVIM YTBEPXKIEHVISIM.
Pwtocodckoe TeHMaTbHUYaHVe MOXEeT BO3BO-
OWUTh B IIPUHIOWII MHTYUTUBHOE IIpO3peHme, U
yCMOTpeHMe [AeVICTBUTEIbHOIO, II0JI0KUTe/IbHas
dwtocodms maer oTueT B myTaX MCTUHEL IIpen-

8 «Ero <IlpanTiss> mpes ocobOro y4eHMss O MeTOfIe
TIpeICTaBIIAeTCS. TIPOCTO TeOpMert IVCKYPCUBHO-paccy-
mounoro mosHaHusA. CorocTapieHMe ee C TepMeHeBTH-
KOVl KaXeTcs HeMOTMBMpPOBaHHBIM. CrernduaHOCTb
po0sTeM TIOCTIeTHEV! YCKOJTb3aeT OT BHMMaHUsA [IpaHT-
715, MO0 YCKOJIB3HYJIa OT Hero CHenuuIHOCTh CaMOTO
roHnMaHvs. HeKoTophIvi KaMeHb IIPeTKHOBEHS B BUJIe
HeobxomymMocTy pasrpaHvdenust Verstehen mn Begreifen
OH 00olIIesI COBEpPIIeHHO BHEIIHE, He IIOYYBCTBOBAI II0-
TpeOHOCTM IO 3TOMY IIOBOAY 3aIJIIHYTh B CYIIIECTBO
Verstehen Kak akTa coBepIIIeHHO cBoeoOpas3HoOro. Besikoe
paccMoTpeHVe BOIIpoca B HaMpaBJIeHUM, TI0 KOTOPOMY
1ries1 [TpaHTI1B, HIO3TOMY 3apaHee 0OpeUueHO Ha Heyiavy...
Ho wmcropudeckne KOpHM, 00yCIIOBIVBAIOIIVE MMEHHO
3TO HalIpaBJIeHVe U 3TOT IyTb, BOCXOOAT elle K Kanry;
K HeMy, CJIeJIOBATeIIbHO, B 3HAUMTEIIbHOVI CTEIIeHV BOCXO-
IST VI ICTOYHVKY MHOTVIX HEYAa4 B paspeIeHuy Hallew
npobiemsl» (ILmet, 2005a, c. 381).

® Cwm. 00 srom: (Illempura, Lenpura, 2022, c. 133 —134).
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“critique”, assuming that reason and sensibility
are fundamentally separate.® The underlying
polemic with Kant plays a special role for Shpet
in forming the concept of positive and negative
philosophy (as embodied respectively by Plato
and Kant’). Shpet seeks to bring “reason” back
into content and sets forth his “ideal” of positive
critique in a book written under the impression
of Husserl’s Ideas:

The most reactionary moment in the course
of philosophical self-development is a “cri-
tique” for the simple reason that it, being raised
to a principle, as a result reduces the essence
of philosophy to universal negation and priv-
ative complacency. The falsification of positive
philosophy in the “critique” consists in the fact
that the question of how the actual exists is
substituted with and excluded by the question
of how we attain it. The value of dogma con-
sists in what it attains; rational groundedness
reveals to us the path to this attainment. The
fundamental philosophical science does not
intend to prove, and therefore it cannot decree
but must show the path by which it arrives at
its assertions. Philosophical prowess can raise
intuitive illumination and insight of the actu-
al to a principle; positive philosophy gives an
account of the paths to truth. Anticipating yet

8 “His [Prantl’s] idea of a special teaching on method
seems to be simply a theory of discursive-intellectual
cognition. Its comparison to hermeneutics seems un-
motivated. The specificity of the problems of the latter
eludes Prantl, for the specificity of understanding it-
self has eluded him. He sidesteps the stumbling block
in the shape of the need to distinguish Verstehen and
Begreifen in a totally superficial way without feeling
the need, for this purpose, to look into the essence of
Verstehen as a very special kind of act. For this reason,
any attempt to consider the question along the lines
proposed by Prantl is doomed to failure [...]. But the
historical roots of this direction and this path go back
to Kant; consequently, the sources of many failures
to resolve our problem also go back to him” (Shpet,
2005a, p. 381).

% See on this: (Shchedrina and Shchedrina, 2022,
pp. 133-134).



BOCXMIIas pe3yyIbTaT, K KOTOPOMY MbI IIPVIEM,
MBI CKa)KeM, YTO IIOJIOXKWTeIbHasl pvrocodst
JOOJDKHa ITOKa3aThb He TOJIBKO TO, UYTO B ITOIJIVIH-
HOVI [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTV pA3YM HAXOOUN CAMOZO
cebs v yTBepXKaeT B cebe ucmuny, HO OHa JIOJDK-
Ha I10Ka3aTh U KaK IIPVXOINT K cebe pasyM dyepes
nymp ypasymenus (LLmet, 20058, c. 140).

ITonbITKM BO3BpAllleHMsI CMBICJIA B (PUIOCO-
duro (pn coxpaHeHum camopedrtekcum) Iler
HaxoOUT B ¢dpeHOMeHOIOrMM ['ycceprisi, KOTOpbIN
MIIET Pa3yMHOCTb B CO3HAaHWM, HallpaBJIeHHOM Ha
caMm BellV, TO eCTh B HaIIpaBJIEHHOCTV CO3HAHWS
Ha JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTb.

% ok ok

[Ty6nukyemsle «3amerkn o KanTe (moOasiie-
HUsA)» (HasBaHMe JTaHO HyOIMKaTropamu) — 3TO
IiBe (IlepBasi c 000POTOM) pa3pO3HEHHO ITPOHYMe-
pOBaHHBIe CTPaHMUIIBI, COXPaHMBIIIECS B apXViBe
E.B. IlacTtepHak. Ilo cMbICiTy OHM JOJDKHBI pac-
T10JIaraThCsl CIJIeAYIOIMIMM 0Opas3oM: mepBasi CTpa-
HUIIA cJleyeT 3a 3aMeTkomn «Kaum. dwunemma»
(ommyOrmkoBaHa, cm.: lllegpuna, lemprHa, 2022,
c. 140), BTopas — 3a 3ameTkomn «KaumoBcxuii co-
¢usm» (Tam xe, c. 144—145). Ecim cyauTs 1o mio-
4yepKy, KOTOPbIM HaIlCaHBbl 3aMeTKM, TO BpeMms
VX HaIlVICaHMA MOXXHO OIpefeInTh Mexay 1912
n1917 r.

KypcuBom BeisiesieHb! cj10Ba 1 dpasbl, Ioguep-
KHYTbIe OJIVH Pas3; MOJUepPKHYThIe JIBak/Ibl JaHbl
HOJIYKMPHBIM KyPCUBOM, IOJUePKHYThle BOJIHM-
CTOV 4epTONl — IIOIYXXUPHBIM IIpudToM. MHo-
rounciieHHble cokpartreHnd Illmera packpbITel Oe3
CIielyasIbHbIX YKa3aHUIL

[IIrreToBCKMe —COKpallleHMsl, KOTOpble MOX-
HO ITPOYNTATh JIBOSIKO, JaHBI B YIJIOBBIX CKOOKaXx.
Ksamparasle ckookn nnpunHamtexar Hnery. lre-
TOBCKMe 3a4epKVBaHMs BOCITPOM3BEIeHBL.

Bce mnocrpanuuHble mnpuMedaHWs IIpUHaI-
JexaTr nyOonmkaropaM. ABTOpcKas ITYHKTyalus
IpuOIVKeHa K COBPEMEHHOTA.
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to be attained results, we will say that positive
philosophy must show not only that reason finds
itself in authentic actuality and asserts the truth
in itself, but it must also show how reason ar-
rives at itself by way of the path of comprehension
(Shpet, 1991, pp. 123-124; translation slightly
corrected. — Editor).

Shpet finds attempts to bring back meaning
into philosophy (while retaining self-reflection)
in the phenomenology of Husserl who looks for
reason in consciousness directed toward things
themselves, that is, the orientation of conscious-

ness toward reality.

Lk

“The Notes on Kant (Additions)” (publish-
ers’ title) constitute two randomly numbered
sheets (the first one on two sides) preserved
in the archive of Elena V. Pasternak. From the
point of view of meaning the sequence should
be as follows: the first page follows the note
“Kant. Dilemma” (published; see Shchedrina
and Shchedrina, 2022, p. 140), the second fol-
lows the note “Kantian Sophism” (ibid., pp. 144-
145). Judging from the handwriting, they may
have been written between 1912 and 1917.

Words and phrases underlined once are in
italics; those underlined twice are in semi-bold
italics; those underlined with a wavy line are
marked in semi-boldface. Shpet’s numerous
abbreviations are simply spelled out. Shpet’s
abbreviations that are ambiguous are in angle
brackets. Square brackets and crossings-out are
Shpet’s.

All the footnotes belong to the publishers.
Shpet’s punctuation has been updated.
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I.T. IlInem
<Bamertkmu o KanTe (mo06aBieHmst)>

Kanm Oumemma

IOmnup<usm>  Parnmon<aymsm> KanT ymren n3 cobcTBeHHO 3aIamamM
d Belb B cebe  Bellb B cebe X
HpeJicTaBIeHne  MpeJicTaBIeHue YyBCTBEHHOCTH — sBjIeHMe (00beKkT — Illomenraysp') — mMarepust
OTpaXeHMe  VICTOYHUIK
paccymok — [paBWwIo — dopma

(JTamGepT?, Terenc®)
HoxaHT<oBcKas dprstocodms>
parmoHamsMm + smrmpnsM (Leser!!) Kamr!

YYBCTBEHHOE - CY>K[I€HVIe BOCIIPUSI TS —
— 00BeKT OOBEKT — JaHHOCTH
- [sMmmpraeckoe 3HaHue
B CyXaeHve — arocrepuopn | 1
— cyOpekr CyOBEKT — TOpSIOK __, BBIXOIL K pasyMy
paccymouHoe  § -| CyKaeHve — anpuopun Kaut npensunmnrt,
OIIbITa HO 3TO — He 3HaHWue:
peryn<arms>.
Y Heboavcxuii, o I'pune. «Hosbre myen».
Crp. 65 o nosoxy Kanra®
! lonenraysp muIeT: «...”HeT oObekTa 6e3 cyObexra”... 00beKT, JaHHEIV BCeTAa JIMIITh B OTHOLIEHWV K M3BeCTHOMY CyObeKTy,

TeM CaMBIM 3aBVICUT OT IIOCIIE/THEr0, O0YCIIOBIIMBAETCS VIM 1, CJIE[[OBATEIIbHO, €CTh TOJIBKO SIBJIEHNIE, CYIIIeCTBYIOIee He CaMO 10
cebe 11 He Oe3ycitoBHO» (LLomenrayap, 1910, c. 450). KonTekcer sToro ynommuanwms llomnenrayspa cm.: (Imet, 2010, c. 226 —227).
2 VImeercs B Buy VoranH I'enpux Jlambepm (Lambert) (1728—1777) — memenxuvi dprutocod, MaTeMaTyK, JIOTUK, UMK U
actporHoM. Ero rmaBHere miponssenieans — «Hosbmr Opranon, vom Meicim 06 viccteioBaHmy 11 0003HaYeHVY VICTMHHOTO U €TO
PpasmIIeHmY OT 3a0ITy KAeHVIS V1 BUyMocT» (1764) 11 «ApxuTekToHVIKa, 0TV Teopst caMoro IIpocToro v IepBoro B prTocopckoM
VI MaTeMaTIaeckKoM To3HaHvV» (1771) — «oKasasm Hemastoe BIIVsTHYe Ha pvyIocodoB TOTO BpeMeHr — HaItpyMep, Ha ViMmaryta
Kanra v VMorarsa Hukosayca Tererca» (Kpyros, 2006, c. 102). et yromuHaet JlamOepTa Kak IIpeiirecTBeHHMKA Vaen Ars
characteristica combinatoria Jlevibumtia B KHure «[ epMeHeBTIKa 11 ee r1po0riemsbl» (LIet, 2005a, c. 278).

> Vimeetcs B Bumy VMorann Huxomayc Temenc (Tetens) (1736 —1807) — HeMmelKuy u OaTCKUV TICUXOJIOT, dprvutocod, pusmK n
MaTeMaTuK, cM. 0 HeM: (Kyuxos 1996). [1a I1Ineta B JaHHOM CITy9ae BaXkKHO cIIefylolree paccyxaenne Tererca: «<Empfindungen,
oder eigentlich Empfindungsvorstellungen sind daher der letzte Stoff aller Gedanken, und aller Kenntnisse; aber sie sind auch
nichts mehr, als der Stoff oder die Materie dazu. Die Form der Gedanken, und der Kenntnisse ist ein Werk der denkenden Kraft.
Diese ist der Werkmeister und in so weit der Schopfer der Gedanken» (Tetens, 1777, S. 336; I1Imiet, 2014, c. 160). Cp.: «IToaTomy
OLIYIIIEHNS VIV, TOUYHEee, UyBCTBEHHBIE IPEeJICTaBJIeHNs] — 3TO MCXOIHBIV MaTepyasl BCSIKOV MBICIIV M BCSIKOTO 3HAHWMS, HO IPU
3TOM He DoJTee ueM Mx MaTepual wiv MaTepus. Popma MBICIIV VI 3HAHWS. — TBOPYECKUIT Pe3yJIbTaT MBICJIUTEITEHOV CIIOCOOHOCTIL.
OnHa — co3maTenb U IIOCTOITBKY — TBOperl Mbici» (I1IreT, 2014, c. 441).

* [met MMeeT B BUTY KHUTY SKCTPaopAMHapPHOTO ITpodpeccopa DpriaHTeHCKOro yHMBepcuTeTa 'epmana Jlesepa (1873 —1937):
(Leser, 1911), cm. Taxke IIprMed. 7.

’ «Bsmam Ha OIBIT He KaK Ha rojIoe OLIyIleHwe, a KaK Ha HeuTo, opopMIeHHOe MBICIIBIO, pasmerrtercs ['purom ¢ Kaarom. Ho
pasyidre Ux B3DIAOB COCTOUT B TOM, uTo KaHT, KaK ykasaHO BbIIlle, CMOTPUT Ha OIIyIIeHe KaK Ha HepasJIoKMMOe JTaHHOE, K
KOTOPOMY JIVIIIb M3BHE IIPVICOEIVMHSIOTCS 3JIeMEHTHI a Priori; M 5TOT [Tyasii3M 9yBCTBEHHOCTY VI MBIIIUIEHVIS IeJTaeT ITOJIOBUHYATBIM,
HETIONTHBIM caMbIv MTear3M Kanra. Eciv ayBcTBEHHOCTD COBEPIIIEHHO HeITpOHMITaeMa [T MBIIIDIEHVIS], TO B UYBCTBEHHOCTYI JTAaHO
HeYTO Uy>XXII0e MBICTIV, eCTeCTBeHHO BHYITIafoITiee TTOCTIeTHeT ITpeficTaBlieH e O KaKOM-TO HeMbICTIeHHOM VICTOYHMKE ee OOBEeKTOB,
00 VIHOPOJTHOV TSI MBICTV Betut B cebe. C APyTOVT CTOPOHBI, eC/TM MBIC/Tb €CTh JINIITh BHEMTHsII (hopMa TyBCTBEHHOCTV, camMa 10
cebe 0Oe3 4yBCTBEHHOCTV COBEPIIIEHHO IIyCTasl, TO, BBIBOJIS €€ 3a ITpeieibl 4yBCTBEHHOCTV, MBI JI0JDKHBI MBICJIVTD VUTV TOJIOE HIUTO,
VIV HEKOTOpoe ObITie, COBCeM IS Hac HEIOCTYITHOE U HEIIOCTVDKVIMOE, T.€. OITSITh-TaKM Belllb B cebe. Takmm oOpasoMm, ToHsTIe
VHOPOTHOVI [T HAIllero TO3HaHWS Bely B cebe BTopraercs B yuyeHme KaHTa ¢ IByX CTOPOH, 1 CJTAZIUTh C STUM IIOHATHEM €My
HVIKaK He yIIaeTcsl, He yAaeTcs HV OTBEPrHYTh 3TO ITOHATHeE, HYI OITpaBIaTh ero. [ ['prHa ke 4yBCTBEHHOCTB, KOJIb CKOPO OHa eCTh
IIpenMeT II03HAHVIS, caMa pasjlaraeTcs Ha OTHOIIEHI, T.e. IIpeMrosiaraeT MeICIb» (Heborbckms, 1914, c. 65— 66).
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<Notes on Kant (additions)>
Gustav G. Shpet

Kant Dilemma

Empir<icism>  Ration<alism)> Kant escaped from his own trap
a
Thing initself Thing in itself X
representation representation sensibility — appearance — matter
(object — Schopenhauer)
reflection source reason — rule — form
) ) (Lambert?, Tetens?!)
pre-Kant<ian philosopohy>
tionalism + ricism (Leser*
rationalism + empiricism (Leser!*) Kant!
sensible - perception judgment — object * object — givenness
B - [ empirical | - a posteriori | ! Knowledge
judgment Kant £
. . . . — nt for
-| judgment of | - a priori — subject subject — order an o es(eles
reasonable . exit towar
experience reason,
but this is not
knowledge:
regul<ative>.
Y Debolsky on Green ”New

ideas”P. 65 concerning Kant’

! Schopenhauer writes: “[...] “there is no object without a subject’, [...] the object only ever exists with reference to a subject, itis at its
very root dependent on and conditioned by the subject; consequently, it is mere appearance and does not exist unconditionally
or in itself” (Schopenhauer, 2010, p. 461 (514)). For the context of this reference to Schopenhauer see: (Shpet, 2010, pp. 226-227).
2 The reference is to Johann Heinrich Lambert (1728 —1777), German philosopher, mathematician, logician, physicist and
astronomer. His main works — New Organon, or Thoughts on the Investigation and Designation of the True and its Distinction from
Delusion and Appearance (1764) and Architectonics, or the Theory of the Simplest and First in Philosophical and Mathematical Knowledge
(1771) — “have exerted considerable influence on the philosophers of the time, for example, Immanuel Kant or Johann Nikolaus
Tetens” (Krouglov, 2006, p. 102). Shpet mentions Lambert as a precursor of Leibniz’s idea of Ars characteristica combinatoria in the
book Hermeneutics and Its Problems (Shpet, 2005a, p. 278).

’ The reference is to Johann Nikolaus Tetens (1736—1807), German and Danish psychologist, philosopher, physicist and
mathematician (see on him Zhuchkov, 1996). For Shpet here the most important Tetens utterance is the following: “ Empfindungen,
oder eigentlich Empfindungsvorstellungen sind daher der letzte Stoff aller Gedanken, und aller Kenntnisse; aber sie sind auch nichts mehr, als
der Stoff oder die Materie dazu. Die Form der Gedanken, und der Kenntnisse ist ein Werk der denkenden Kraft. Diese ist der Werkmeister und
in so weit der Schipfer der Gedanken” (Tetens, 1777, S. 336). Cf. “Therefore sensations, or more precisely, sensible representations,
are the source material of any thought and any knowledge, but no more than their material or matter. The form of thought and
knowledge is the creative result of the faculty of thinking. It is the maker and insofar the creator of thought” (Shpet, 2014, p. 441).
* Shpet refers to the book by Hermann Leser (1873 —1937), Professor Extraordinary of Erlangen University (Leser, 1911), see
also footnote 7.

5 “The view of experience as bare sensation, as something shaped by thought, is shared by Green with Kant. But the differences
of their views consist in that Kant, as pointed out above, sees sensation as an indivisible given to which a priori elements are
merely added from outside; and this dualism of sensibility and thought makes Kant’s idealism halved, incomplete. If sensibility
is totally impenetrable for thought, then there is something in sensibility that is alien to thought, something that imposes on
the latter the notion of some unthinkable source of its objects, of a thing in itself that is alien to thought. On the other hand, if
thought is merely an external form of sensibility which is in itself totally hollow, then, putting it outside sensibility, we should
think either a bare nothing, or some event entirely inaccessible and incomprehensible to us, i.e. again a thing in itself. Thus, the
concept of a thing in itself that is foreign to our cognition invades Kant’s teaching from two directions, and he cannot cope with
this concept, being unable to reject it or to justify it. By contrast, for Green sensibility, inasmuch as it is an object of cognition,
itself divides into relations, i.e. presupposes thought” (Debolsky, 1914, pp. 65-66).
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HoxanT<oBckas dprtocodvis> CrnenosarensHo, KaHT moypkeH ObUT:
1, oObeKT + 2, 00BbeKT 1, paunoHaJIBHBIN 2, SMOVPUYECKUN
Pa<MOHATIBHBII>  SMII<MPUIECKUI> 00BexT 0o0OBeKT p
\ ) A 7 SMITMPUYECKITI
l cyObekT, 00BEKT ﬂaHHOCTE’
Cy0bmpexT HO 3TO — T
— - afpropys ) - OIIBIT
D ®uxre, KaHT Xe: | palMoH<ajIbHOE>
perpeserTativst ApeArvichbarive npaB<mio>
BOCITPOV3BEICHIIE SaKoHOmAT <€ TFHOCTE> ! _ anpm oproe
OCHOBaHVIEe
\ cy61>eKT
3aKOHOIAT<eJIb HOCTb>
TpaHcIieHIeHTaTTEHBIV MIeaI3M: A, ceHcyam/IsM
KaHT o11s1Th yIresr or cOOCTBEHHO < (Tevixmroruiep®)
\% IVJIEMMBI VI CTaBUT Y B, cyOpexTmBI3M

Mexmy TeM 1 3Ta AujieMMa
OIISITh He BepHa:

a, KaK KyJIbTY pPHO-VCTOpPUYIECKOe

T.€. IpeIMeT B Py IPYIUX
p PALY IPY siBJIeHVe — HayKa

IIpeIMeTOB:
WIV pelrpe3eHTaTUBHO VTN b, xax nmes — normka Kak
3aKOHOJATeJIbHO, T.e. MeTO/0JIOT VS

3HaHUe:

BOCITpOV3BeIeHe WIN IIpov3BeieHe npedmema, (Leser, 537),
HO MOJeT OBITb HV TO, HU IPYTOE€, a CAMbLli npeomernt,
YTO OIISITh ITOKA3bIBaeT HEBEPHOCTD JIVJIEMMBIL.

T.€. 9TO XXe TOr7a JIOrm4eckoe, [nieMma OTBepraeTcsi Ha BCex CTasIysiX, BCIOY

dopMarTbHOE, HOMMHAIIEHOE . .
npe<p>B3dTasl TEOPNs, JO-TEOPUI: 3IPABIV CMBICIT VI T.JI.
3HaHMe? — paspylleHue! pesa Py 2L P P n

dwtocodekast mpobrieMa peasTbHOCTH BBITEKAeT U3 UHOIL
IIOCTaHOBKM BOIIPOCA: ITOUeMy s IIPUIMCHIBAIO 1 KaK ITpe/iMeTaM
peartbHOCTH (cp. Leser, 53%)? Tak y Bobda (JIoTme)’, Tak y
ITnaTona (Codmcer) .

CyOBEKTMBI3M — MeTO] OlIpefieIsieT IIpeaMeT

V13 5TOro BBIBOIIBI [1JISI METOHOJIOL VAL
dwtocodmst —  mpemMeT ompenernsieT MeTOI

¢ T'ycras Temxmiomep (Teichmiiller) (1832 —1888) — mHemenkuit pusmocod, «IIpeICTaBUTETh XPUCTUAHCKOTO TIepCOHaIM3Ma»,
ncropuk prutocodpum. ITo muenviio I1IeTa, «ofmH 13 caMbIX TOHKMX MbICTIMTe IV KOHITa XIX BeKa, CTOPOHHVIK TPaHCIIEH€HTHOM
MeTadV3VKY, IIepCOHAIIVCT 1 BecbMa 311omt Kanttodter <sic!>» (Illmet, 2006, c. 280 —281).

7 Jlesep mvmrreT: «Koneuro, <¢dwrocodpnsa> KarTa o3HagaeT Hanbostee IoceoBaTeTbHBIN ITOBOPOT K cyOBbekTy. Ho Tem cambim
KaHT He ycTpaHIMI Ty THOCEOJIOTMYECKYIO ITpobiieMy, Ty avutemmy. OH IIOIIPOCTY TiepelarHys gepes Hee. OH ITPOCTO €O Beent
OIIpeieTIeHHOCTHIO OCTaBIIseT OOBEKT B CTOPOHE M paccMaTpMBaeT MCKIIOUNTEITHHO TOTTBKO cyobekT. Ho Bemp Torma Tepsercs
IIpefirosiaraeMoe B JII000M TI03HaHMV OTHOIIeHMe K o0bekTy. OmHAaKO OTHOINEeHMe K OOBeKTy, OObeKTMBHAsS 3HaUMOCTh,
IIpeMeTHOe 3HaueHVie Halllero IIO3HaHWS HaCTOJIBKO BaKHO, UTO Oe3 3Toro oTHOIeHMs nipeanoiaraemoe 3sHaHne (Erkenntnis)
OymeT (paKTMYeCKM HecoCTOSATenbHO. VIMEHHO MOTOMY SMIMPWCTBI TaK OWINCH <HAI IPOOJIeMOIT™> K 3TOV OOBeKTMBHOW
3HaumMMocCT. V1 ecTvt OHM TIpY 3TOM He CMOTJIM YTBEPANUTH BO3MOXKHOCTD ITO3HaHMs, To KaHT ¢ caMoro Hadasia OTKa3bIBaeTCs
<OT TaKOV IOCTAaHOBKV BOIIpOCa™> ¥ TOBOPWT: ¢ IIOKa He Oymy ee mcciemosaTh. <Ho> passe B 3TOM ciIy4ae He TepsieTcs
HanOoJIee CYIITHOCTHOE B <ITOHATUV> TI03HaHM? — VIMeeT 1i, K IpUMepy, iepeBo AeVICTBUTEIFHOCTD, HE3aBUCUIMYIO OT MOETO
CO3epIIaOIIero M MBICIIAIIEro cyObeKTa, MiIv HeT — CBOeMY CO3€PIIaHNIO M MBIIIIIEHWIO S BCe JKe IIPUITVCHIBAI0 OOBEKTVBHYIO
peaslbHOCTh ¥ TeM CaMbIM OTHENISI0 MX <co3epIlaHle ¥ MBIIUIeHMe> OT TOJIBKO JIUIIb CyOBEKTMBHBIX COCTOSHUI MOETro
cyonexral» (Leser, 1911, S. 53; mepesop I1.A. Muxariiosa).

8 Cwm. mpumeun. 7.

° VImeetcst B BujLy craTbst yuenmka @. bpenraro, mpodeccopa VMoranta Bosbda (1850 —1897): (Wolff, 1891 —1892).

10 Cp.: «[dyst Tltarora — kak 310 BrgHO B ocoberHoctr n3 “Codwicta” — BOIIPOC O CJI0BAX, MBICIISIX I BEIlax. .. ObUI OHVIM
CBsI3aHHBIM BorrpocoM» (e, 2005a, c. 250; cp.: [TnaTon, 1993, c. 333 —339 (259e —264Db)).
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Pre-Kant<ian philosophy> Consequently, Kant had to:
1, object + 2 object 1, rational object 2, empirical object
rat<ional> emp<irical> \ rical .
- subject, grgl}géflca - givenness
l . Y But thisis — T
- subject _ NN Fichte, Kant: | ration<al> - experience
~ legistat TVEness>s ru<le> 1
representation reproduction tegistat: 1 _ a priori
subject grounding
- v 7
legislat<iM
Transcendental idealism: A, sensualism
Kant again walked away from his (Teichmuller®)

dilemma and puts y B, subjectivism

Y
And yet this dilemma too ) ) a, as cultural-historical
Knowle dge is not right again: 1e. anhsub]eg matter among phenomen on — science
: other subject matters:
Either representationally ) b, as idea — logic
or legislatively, i.e. as methodology

Reproduction or production of subject matter (Leser, 53 ),
but perhaps neither one or the other, but the subject matter itself,

) _ ) which again shows the dilemma is wrong.
i.e. what, then, is logical,

formal, nominal knowledge?
— destruction!

Dilemma rejected at all stages, everywhere preconceived
theory, pre-theory: common sense etc.

The philosophical problem of reality flows from a different posing of the
question: why and how do I ascribe reality to subject matters (cf. Leser, 53°)?
So with Wolff (Lotze)?, So with Plato (Sophist)™.

subjectivism —  method determines subject matter

From this conclusions for methodology:
philosophy — subject matter determines method

¢ Gustav Teichmiiller (1832 —1888), German philosopher, “representative of Christian personalism, historian of philosophy. In
Shpet’s opinion, “one of the most subtle thinkers of the late 19" century, advocate of transcendental metaphysics, personalist
and a vicious Kant-basher (Kanttidter <sic!>)” (Shpet, 2006, pp. 280-281).

7 Lesser writes: “Of course, Kant signifies the most consistent turn toward the subject. Thereby Kant did not eliminate this
theoretical-cognitive problem, a veritable dilemma, but simply stepped over it. He simply leaves the object at the mercy of
fortune and turns entirely toward the subject. This eliminates the attitude toward the object, something all cognition needs.
However, the attitude toward the object, the objective significance and the factual meaning of our cognition is so important that
without this attitude the putative cognition would be untenable. That is why empiricists took such pains over this objective
significance. And if they failed to preserve the possibility of cognition, Kant from the outset casts it aside and says: I will
not even try, for now. Does this not destroy the essence of cognition? — A tree, for example, may or may not possess reality
independent from my contemplating and thinking subject: but I ascribe objective reality to my contemplation and thinking and
thus separate them [i.e. contemplation and thinking] from the merely subjective states oty my subject!” (cf. “Gewif$ bedeutet Kant die
konsequenteste Wendung zum Subjekt. Aber damit hat Kant das erkenntnistheoretische Problem, ja jenes Dilemma nicht beseitigt, sondern
ein{ach iibersprungen. Er laf$t einfach das Objekt definitiv im Stich und rekurriert ginzlich auf das Subjekt. Damit geht doch die von jeder
Erkenntnis verlangte Beziehung aufs Objekt verloren. Die Beziehung auf das Objekt aber, die objektive Giiltigkeit, die gegenstindliche
Bedeutung unserer Erkenntnis ist doch so wichtig, daf3 ohne diese Beziehung eine vermeintliche Erkenntnis tatsdchlich hinfillig wird.
Deshalb hatten sich ja eben die Empiristen mit Recht an dieser objektiven Giiltigkeit so abgemiiht. Hatten sie dabei die Mdglichkeit der
Erkenntnis doch gerade nicht halten kénnen, so verzichtet Kant von vornherein und sagt: ich versuche es gar nicht erst. Sgtiirzt damit
nicht das Wesentliche der Erkenntnis ein? — Mag z.B. der Baum eine Wirklichkeit unabhingig von meinem anschauenden und denkenden
Subjekt haben oder nicht: ich schreibe me inem Anschauen und Denken doch eine objektive Realitit zu und scheide es dadurch von blof3
subjektiven Zustinden meines Subjekts!”) (Leser, 1911, p. 53).

8 See Note 7.

° The reference is to an article by Professor Johann Wolff (1850 —1897), a disciple of Brentano: (Wolff, 1891; Wolff, 1892).

10 Cf.: “For Plato — this is especially clear from Sophist — the question of words, thoughts and things [...] was one interconnected
question” (Shpet, 2005a, p. 250; cf. Plato, 2015, pp. 164-170 (259e-264Db)).
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Emme: [InsieMMBI Hem, TIOTOMY 9TO pedb MIET: a) O BOCIIPOM3BEIeHII Belllell B IIpeCTaBIeHI;
0) o IpenIICHIBAaHMY 3aKOHOB SIBJICHAT.
3HaunT sBJIeHVE (= IIpeICcTaBIeHe) U TaM, VI TaM, — JIyUIeMMa HauMHaeTCsl C MOMeHTa:

BOCIIpOVI3BE/IeHVIe OoTpakaeTcs
SIBJICHVIE €CTh: VI , || VIHa9e: MaTepust dopmupyetcs
IpOM3BesIeH e PMVPY

OxaseiBaetcst, y KanTa xxe — HI BoCITpom3BefieHe, HY IIPOM3BeIeHIe, a UyBCTBeHHasI JAHHOCTD, HO «CJIerast»,
II03TOMY, B KaTeropuu, II03ToMy JyiemMmal

B obmiem, 3anyTaHo, a mydre y Korena:

npemmer: [ BOCITPOVI3BErIeHIe

TWIm
l IIpov3BesieHve HU TO, HVI JIPYTO€, a paspylleHue,
7 ! !
B chopMe ToHsTTIST TaK y beprcoHa, Tak 6pu10 y Deriepbaxa! Bo BesikoMm anormsme!

(KaK IIrpeaMeT MbIIIUICHVIA, Cy)KI[eHVISI)

KanToBCckmit codpmsm

I1 — II 1, [ Ansch 1 . .
penmer osHarme nse '?uurlzg — Gegenstand (als Object der Sinne®), T.e. KaKk sMIprIecKast
(vermogen™) IIeTICTBUTETHHOCTD
2,| Begriff' — Gegenstand (Erfahrung’®) (als gegebene Gegenstiande')
(ITpenmer — mpencrapitenne) 3, Vernunft!” — Gegenstand — V

Anschauung — sMIMpygecKnii IpeaMeT; cofepkaHie, KaK OHO JaHO B AB1eHuu

_ «ITepsas dpurocodmsi»
Vernunft — weasIbHBIV IIpeJIMeT; cofieprKaHme, KaK OHO JIaHO B CYUIHOCHU

Begriff _Horv;qecTﬂ dopma, BBI%aXeHMF, obBeM orpererene,
~kak Anschauung, Tak 1 Vernunft
& paccyiok — npuypounBaHue ¢ Jlormka
3HaueHVe OCMBICIIeHVIe
OGBEeKTHBHOCTD a, IIpeIMeTHBIN a, (aKT) SBJIEHVE =
CyOBEKTMBHBIV ITo3HaHMe (OITBITa) || IpefCcTaBIeHIe
B, obreromHbI B, (orrenka) (mepexxviBaHvIs) CyXKJIeHVIe
Pean<sHOCTH>  — 0OBEKT<MBHBINT> — CyOBEKTUBHBIN'®

THOCeO0JI<OoryecKas™

HCVIXVIKa< IMIMpP<UUECKas™> <—— IeVCTB<UTEIIbHBI> — VDII03<OPHBII>
denomeHosIOrMYeCKas <«— peas<pHbIT> — idealis
MeTau3myeckas <—— IEePBOIPUYNHA

HetteTBiiTetbHOCTS

[PeasrpHOCTE = OCyIIIECTBIIEHE]

Mei a, IPOTUB<OMOJIOKHA> B GOTpoM a, Cama J1e/ICTBUTEIBHOCTD —
TBUTEJIIbHOCTDH
EVCTBUTEIIEHOCTD | y1rro30pHOCTI CO3HAHUM TPaHCIIeH/IeHTHOe — peain3M
KakK BMHVIPT/IquKaﬂ _
CCTBITOI T HOCTD B, mpoTMB<OMONOXHA> B MMMAHEHTHOM || (3, IeICTBUTEIBHOCTE — TOJIBKO SIBIIEHVIE
. TPaHCIIEHAEeHTHOCTU BOCIIPUISITUN KaK || HEKOTOPOVI Belln B cebe — peHOMEHaIM3M

€ro coaep’xaHue

'l IIIrreT IepeBOANT 3TOT TePMIMH KaK «MHTyWIs». OH CIelnabHO OroBapuBaeT 3TO B IIPeIUcIoBnn K pabore «[IpoGrema nmpmamHHOCT
y IOma n KanTa» (Iner, 1907). ITpvMeuaTesteH TakxKe ¥ IIITETOBCKVVI TIepeBOJ], CJIOBa-ITOHATHS giiltig kKak deticmbumenvhuiii. «OOBIKHOBEHHO
o0s3amenvhwit, 3nauumviil, suauawuil (Ilpod. Beemerckmm)». eticmBumenshsii Belb TakKe MMeET JIBOSIKMI CMBICJ, HAIIp., AEeVICTBUTEIIbHBIN
owrer, nacnopt u T.1.» (Tam xe, c. II).

2 Moub, OBITb B COCTOSIHUM (HeM.).

Kak o0bekT uyBCTB (Hem.).

[MonsTne (Hem.).

OrmerT (HeM.).

Kak maHHbBIe TIpeIMeTHI (HeM.).

Pazym (nem.).

13
14
15
16
17
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More: there is no dilemma, because it is about: a) reproduction of things in representation;
b) ascribing laws to phenomena.
Hence phenomenon (= representation) in both cases, dilemma begins from the moment:

reproduction b flected
Phenomenon is: or , || otherwise: matteris ~ { <either>retlected,
production <or> formed

It turns out that with Kant it is neither reproduction nor production, but is given in senses, “blind,”
hence categories, hence the dilemma!
In short, confusing, Cohen does it better:

subject matter: {reproduction }

or
* production neither one nor the other, but destruction,
In the form of concept with Feuerbach! In every alogism!
(as subject matter of thought,
judgment)
Kantian sophism
Subject matter — cognition 1,[Anschauung! G
.1y — Gegenstand . . . . .
(vermdgen™) (als Object der Sinne®), i.e. as empirical reality
2,| Begriff" — Gegenstand (Erfahrung®) (als gegebene Gegenstinde!®)
(Subject matter — representation) 3,( Vernunft”  — Gegenstand — V
Anschauung — empirical subject matter; content as given in phenomenon First philosoph
« »
Vernunft — Ideal subject matter; content as given in essence P Py
Begriff = Logical form,expression as volume definition,
Anschauung, as well as Vernunft understanding coordination, Logic
. )
meaning .
comprehension
Objectivity a, Subject-material a (act) — phenomenon =
subjective Cognition representation
B, generally fit B, (assessment) (of experience) judgment
Real<ity> — object<ive> — subjective ®

epistem<ological>
psyche <empir<ical> <«— real — illus<ory>
[Reality = implemenetation] phenomenological <—real — idealis
metahysical <—— first principle

a, opposite In sound a, reality itself —
Reality as of illusoriness consciousness the transcendental — realism
empirical reality [, opposite of In immanent B, reali.ty - iny as appearance
transcendence perception as of a thing in itself — phenomenalism

its content

I Shpet translates the term as “intuition”. He makes a special note of it in the preface to the work “The Problem of Causality according to Hume
and Kant” (Shpet, 1907). Shpet’s translation of the words and concept giiltig as real is also remarkable: “Usually obligatory, meaningful, significant
(Prof. Vvedensky). Real, too, has a dual meaning, for example, valid ticket, passport, etc.” (ibid., p. II).

12 To be able to (Germ.).

¥ As an object of feeling (Germ.).

14 Concept (Germ.).

5 Experience (Germ.).

16" As given subject matters (Germ.).

17 Reason (Germ.).
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KanT 6eper Anschauung u ero copepxxanne, Gegenstand, als Object der Sinne, «1tpeficraBiieHme»,
SMITMPUYECKYIO I€VICTBUTEIILHOCTD, OOBSIBIISIET A6/1eH1eM; STy TaHHOCTb OH, KaK OIIBIT,
als gegebener Gegenstand'’, mogunHsieT MOHATVAM B CyXXIeHWUM CyObeKTa.

Taxrm obpasom,

1, <mpenmMeT» KaK 3MIIMpIrdecKasl JTaHHAs JeVICTBUTEIbHOCTD BeIllb B cebe

H
()
nepemecTicsa B cpepy cyObekTa, 00pasoBaack Ha €ro MecTe s
IIyCTOTa, KOTOPYIO OH 3aIlOJTHWI TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOCTBIO «BeIl B g SMIIMprYecKasd AeVICTBUTEJIbHOCTD
a, _
cele». =] = sIBJICHME

<3%°>, mpowmsoltiesiiiiee COBIIaIeHIE «IIpefIMeTa» KaK SMIIVPUIECKOT HO siBJIeHMe = CyOBeKTUBHOe
TaHHOV IeTICTBUTE/IBHOCTY C CyObeKTOM KaK OOJIpbIM CO3HaHVeM
3acTaBwIo KanTa oTOpBaTh 113 3TOT0 COBIIaieHNs «HA36anue» CyObeKT
CyOBeKT, — Ha3BaHMe
V1 OTOAIBMHYThH €ro Ha HOBOE MECTO «yCJIOBVsI» ITpe/IMeTa.

'8 Cp. a1y cxemy c ee BapmanToMm: (Imer, 2010, c. 247).
1 Kak [1aHHbIV IpefIMeT (HeM.).
2 JIvicT IOBPeXIeH AbIPOKOJIOM.
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Kant takes Anschauung and its content, Gegenstand, als Object der Sinne, “representation”, empirical reality,

declares them to be a phenomenon, he subordinates this given as experience, als gegebener Gegenstand,' to
concepts in the subject’s judgement.

Thus,

1, “the subject matter” as the empirically given reality shifts B o
to the sphere of the subject, leaving a void in its place, which —§ s
he filled with the transcendence of “the thing in itself.” 2 &

thing in itself

Empirical reality = phenomenon

<3'>, the coincidence of “subject matter” as empirical given But phenomenon = subjective
reality with the subject as sound consciousness has forced
Kant to withdraw “the designation” subject and shift it to the

subject, — designation
new place of “condition” of the subject matter.

18 Cf. this scheme with its variant: (Shpet, 2010, p. 247).
19 Sheet damaged with paper punch.
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Baazodapnocmu. Viccaedobanue V. O. Illedpu-
Houl ocyuecmbaerno 6 pamxax Ilpoepammol ¢pynoa-
Menmavhulx uccaedobarun HY BIID.
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