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HECKOJIBKO 3AMEYAHUM
O PASHUIIE MEXY [OBPBEKTVBHbBIM]
YBEXIEHUEM (UBERZEUGUNG)
Y BHYIIIEHHBIM YBEXIEHUEM
(UBERREDUNG)

JI. Mapmunes'

CoenacHo Heckoavkum ompwlbkam U3 O00CHYNHbIX
ucmounuxob, Kanm paspaboman pso udetl o pasiuduu
Mexoy  [obvexmubruim]  ybexoenuem U BHYUuEHHBIM
ybexcoenuem, umeBuwiux ucmoxu 6 Hemeykou mpaou-
yuu, HO noayuubuux 6 eeo UN0KEHUU OPULUHAALHYIO
uHmepnpemayuio. 5 NAGHUPYI0 paccMompems HeKomno-
pbie u3 amux gppaemenmob u obvAcHUmMY, KaK Gu.i0cop
NOHUMAA YKA3AHHOe pasiuvue, Kakoba e2o 3HAUUMOCTb
u nouemy 04s ee0 ycmarnobieHus Heobxoouma guey-
pa dpyeozo. C 3moil yeavio 5 paccmampubarn mexcimol,
onybaukoBannsle 8 kpumuueckutl nepuoo, U KOHCHeKmbl
Aexyutl cmyodenmoB moeo xe Bpemenu. Kpome moeo, 5
cpabuubaro mpaxmobBky oanxoeo Bonpoca 6 yka3aHHbix
ucmouHuxax u 6 yuebnukax, komopvie Kanm ucnoas3o-
Bas npu umenuu cboux kypcob. B Bvi6odax maioke ycma-
HabaubBaemcs cBa3b MexO0Yy paccCMOMpPEeHHOU Memotl U
Kkanmobckumu apeymenmamu 8 3aujumy c60600b. MbicAU
u cr06a. [las amoeo, Bo-nepBuix, A 00bACHAI NOHAMUE
«MPUSHAMDL UTNO-110 UCHIUHHBIM» U e20 OMmAudUe O No-
HAmuA «Bbims UcCmuHHbIM». Bo-6mopuix, s uccaedyio,
41M0 HAYUM «UMemb YoexoeHue» U «umems GHyuieHHoe
ybexdenue». Hakowey, A anaiusupyio sHauexue 3moil
pasHuybl 045 BolABAeHUSA PASAUYUL MEXOY MEePMUHAMU
u paccyxoato o Baxcrocmu c60600st c108a.

KatoueBuvie caoBa: Kawm, npusnams ucmuHHbM,
obsexmubroe yoexoerue, BHyuieHHoe yoexoerue, cB000-
0a car06a
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SOME REMARKS
ABOUT THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
UBERZEUGUNG AND UBERREDUNG

L. Martinez'

According to several passages in the available
sources, Kant developed some ideas about the difference
between being persuaded and being convinced which
have antecedents in the German tradition, but with re-
gard to which he developed ideas of his own. It is my
intention to examine precisely some of these passag-
es. I will explain how the philosopher understood this
difference, what its relevance is and why the figure of
the other is necessary to determine it. For this purpose,
texts published in the critical period and students’ lec-
ture notes from the same period are considered. Fur-
thermore, 1 will compare the treatment of the subject
in these sources and in the textbooks used by Kant in
his courses. In the conclusions, the link between this
issue and Kantian arquments in defending freedom of
thought and expression is also suggested. In order to do
so, I first explain the notion of holding to be true and its
difference from the notion of being true. Secondly, I ex-
amine what it means to be convinced and what it means
to be persuaded. Finally, I analyse the relevance of alter-
ity for the identification of this difference and consider

the importance of freedom of expression.
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BBemenmne

B o101 cTaThe 5 XOTera ObI BBISICHUTH HEKOTO-
pBle acreKThl pasInuimsi MeXAy [00BbeKTMBHBIM]
yOexxieHreM 1 BHYIIIEHHBIM yOeXXJeHreM B COOT-
BeTCTBUM ¢ dpustocodpckon nosuiiuert Vimmanym-
sa KaHta. DTo Ba BapmaHTa IIpM3HaHMS VICTVH-
HocTy (v ipuHATUS — Fiirwahrhalten), KoTopble
OTIINMYAIOTCS IIPUPOHOV CBOero ocHoBaHms. 1o
KanTy, Hamm mpocTble MHeHMS HOOIePKMBAIOT-
s BHYIIIEHHBIM yOeXX/IeHVeM B TOVI Mepe, B KaKov
MBI YBepeHBI B TOM, BO YTO BEPVIM VIV UTO 3HAEM.

1 mymaro, 4To 3TO pasInueHue BaXXHO, TaK Kak,
BO-TIEPBBIX, OHO IIO3BOJIIET HaM PacIo3HaTh IIPo-
CTO MHEHWIE, TO eCTh TOT aCIIeKT HaIIIVIX TIO3UITNTA,
171 KOTOPOro HU OOBEKTMBHBIE, HU CyOBbeKTVB-
Hble OCHOBaHMS He SBJISIOTCS JOCTaTOUYHBIMM,
uToOBI OOecrieunBaTh OOMEH MIesIMU VTV Pa3BU-
BaThb IIPOCTPAHCTBO /A1aJIora, CIIOCOOHOTO BIIMSTH
Ha MHeHMs. Bo-BTOpBIX, 3TO pasiInueHue I103BO-
JIeT HaM yCTaHOBUTB cpepy, B OTHOIIEHMV KOTO-
POTI MBI He YBepeHBI, HO TI0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K KOTO-
port MoxkeM pa3paboTtaTbk o0ocHOBaHMe. DTO cde-
pa Bepsl. VI HakoHel1, MBI OOHapy X1BaeM 00J1acTh,
B KOTOPOVI MICCIIeIOBaHVe OObeKTa IV TEMBI [TaeT
OIHO3HAYHBbIe OTBETHI M B paMKax KOTOPOVI IVC-
KycCusl He IIpeliCTaBiisieTcs liesecooOpasHom. B
IIepBOVI YacT¥ JTaHHOM CTaThy (pasmertsl 1 1 2) s
xoTeJjia ObI TIIATEIBHO IIpOaHaJIM3MPOBATh OCHO-
BaHM [IJI 3TUX pa3JIvMduil, CChlyIasCh Ha KAaHTOB-
CKVIe TEKCTBHI.

B 3-M pasperie s paccMOTPIO MHTEPCYOBEKTIB-
HBI xapakTep yoexaenvs mist Kaara. Ono omnm-
paeTcs He Ha crienyduryecKyie IeTepPMUHAIIN,
a Ha CyOBeKTMBHOCTh KaK TakoByio. Kpurepuem,
MO3BOJISIONIVIM OTJIMYUTH €ro OT HeI0CTaTOYHO-
rO IIpM3HAHMS 9ero-I100 MCTUHHBIM, TO €CTh OT
BHYIIIEHHOTO YOeXIIeHusl, SIBJIIeTCsl CBOero popa
aJIbTepHaTVBHOCTD. TOJIBKO IIpM JOIYIIeHNUN He-
KOero Ipyroro MbI CHOCOOHBI AmddepeHITNpO-
BaTh Hallle yOeXxeHue.

51 mymato, uTo 3Ta 0COOeHHOCTD YOeX IeHMs 1o-
3BOJISIET HaM JIydllle IOHATH Te3nuc KaHTa, BBIIBU-

Introduction

In this paper I would like to recover some
aspects of the difference, according to Imma-
nuel Kant’s philosophical position, between
being convinced and being persuaded of some-
thing. These are two ways of holding to be true
(or assent, i.e. Fiirwahrhalten) that are charac-
terised by the nature of their foundation. For
Kant, our mere opinions are supported by per-
suasion, insofar as we are convinced of what
we believe or know.

I think this differentiation is important inso-
far as it allows us to recognise, in the first place,
an aspect of our positions for which neither
objective nor subjective grounds are sufficient
to support an exchange of ideas or to develop
spaces of dialogue from which opinions can be
affected (i.e. mere opinion). Secondly, more-
over, this differentiation allows us to recover
a sphere about which we are not certain and
about which we can, however, develop reasons.
This is the realm of belief. Finally, we find an
area in which the investigation of the object or
the topic provides unambiguous answers and
in the framework of which discussion does not
seem reasonable. In the first part of this paper
(sections 1 and 2), therefore, I would like to
analyse the ground for these differentiations
carefully, with reference to Kant’s sources.

In the section 3, I will examine the intersub-
jective character of conviction for Kant. It does
not rest on idiosyncratic determinations, but on
subjectivity itself. The touchstone, that which
makes it possible to differentiate it from a de-
ficient holding to be true, that of mere persua-
sion, is some form of alterity. It is only under
the assumption of an other that we are able to
differentiate our conviction.

I think that this feature of conviction allows
us to understand better a thesis of Kant’s devel-
oped in a short text of 1786, entitled “What is
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HYTBIVI M B KOPOTKOM TeKCTe «YTO 3HaunuT opu-
eHTVPOBaThCS B MBIIUIeHUM?» (1786). OH cocTonT
B TOM, UTO IIeH3ypa BjIrsgeT Ha cBoOoay Mbici. Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, pas3BuB Te3nc 00 MHTepCyOBeKTIB-
HOM XapaKTepe JJ0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa YOeXIeHHOCTY, B
HocJIe[THeM pasfesie JaHHOV CTaTbi s pacCMOTPIO,
KaK 3TOT BOIIPOC CBSA3aH C IIpo0IeMOTI [IeH3Y PhI.

1. ITpuzHaHMe Yero-inbo0 MCTMHHBIM,
VIJIVI IPUHSITHE

g Kanrta [o0bekTrBHOe] yOexeHe 1 BHY-
IIeHHOe YyOeXeHMe — 3TO [ABa crocoba mpu-
3HaHMS MCTMHHOCTU. IIpr3HaHMe dero-mmbo vic-
TUMHHBIM — 3TO COOBITVE HAIllero paccyika, TO,
YTO IIPOMCXOOUT B CO3HaHUM cyObekra. KaHT
yTBepxmaeT: «[Ipr3HaHME UYero-ro WCTVMHHBIM
MIMeeT MeCTO B HallleM paccyzke...» (A 820 / B 848;
Kant, 2006, c. 1029). 3aTeMm 0H OOBSICHSET, UTO TOT
¢aKT, 94TO CyOBEKT CUMTaeT HEUTO MCTVHHBIM, MO-
JKeT MMeTh 00beKTVBHOe ocHoBaHMe (Grund) v
Xe He MMeTb ero. C ApPyrov CTOPOHBI, [IJIsI TOTO
9TOOBI ITPM3HABATH YTO-TO VICTVIHHBIM, HEOOXOIV-
Ma npuamHa (Ursache) B yme TOro, KTo paccyx/ja-
et?. TakuM o0pas3oM, IIpr3HaHVe Yero-To VICTVH-
HBIM — 3TO COOBITME B pacCyiKe, KOTOpoe VMe-
eT Hekylo npuunHy (A 820 / B 848; Kant, 2006,
c. 1029).

[Tpr3HaHMe Yero-To MCTMHHBIM IIPeXe Bce-
ro OTIM4aeTcs OT caMovl McTMHHOCTH. KaHT pac-
CMaTpuBaeT IIOHATVE IIPV3HAHWS WCTVUHHBIM B
TpeTbeM pasgesie «KaHOHa 4mCTOro pasyma», B
niepBovt «Kputuke». B 3ToM TekcTe OH yKasbIBaer,
YTO IpWU3HAHME VICTMHHOCTY €CTh HEYTO, IIPOVIC-
xofidIllee B IIpeieslaX Hallero paccynka (A 820 /
B 848; Kaut, 2006, c. 1029). Kpome Toro, B HEKOTO-
pBIX 3aMeTKax 1o jioruke 1780-x rr. Mpl HaxoOVM
yKaszaHyre Ha TO, YTO IIOHSTUS «IIpU3HaHIe de-
ro- b0 MCTUMHHBIM» U «MCTUHa» pasiin4Hbl. Co-
crosiave yma (Gemiit), B KoTopoMm s doBepsato cy-

2 P. Pevtna @oprec cumMTaeT, 4TO CChUIKA Ha IIPUYMHHOCTD
SBIIAeTCS OPMEHTMPOM Il TIOHVMaHWSA KaHTOBCKOTO
B3IV Ha yTBepkaeHne (Reyna Fortes, 2023, p. 140).
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Orientation in Thinking?”. The thesis I am re-
ferring to is that censorship affects freedom of
thought. Thus, after developing the thesis of
the intersubjective character of the proof of con-
viction, I will, in the last section of this paper,
examine how this issue is linked to the problem
of censorship.

1. The Notion of “Holding to be True”
or Assent

For Kant, conviction and persuasion are two
ways of holding to be true. Holding to be true
is an event of our understanding, something
that takes place in the mind of the subject.
Kant states: “Taking something to be true is an
occurrence in our understanding” (KrV, A 820
/ B 848; Kant, 1998, p. 684). Then, he explains
that the fact that the subject holds something
to be true may have an objective foundation
(Grund) or it may lack one. On the other hand,
to regard as true requires a cause (Ursache) in
the mind of the one judging.? Thus, to hold
to be true is an event in the mind, which has
some cause in it (KrV, A 820 / B 848; Kant,
1998, p. 684).

To hold to be true differs in the first place
from being true. Kant examines the notion
of holding as true in the third section of the
“Canon of Pure Reason”, in the first Critique.
In this text, he indicates that to hold as true
is something that happens within our un-
derstanding (KrV, A 820 / B 848; Kant, 1998,
p. 684). Furthermore, in some notes on log-
ic from the 1780s, we read the following. The
notions of “holding to be true” and “truth” are
different. The state of mind (Gemiit) in which I
give credence to a judgement is holding to be true.

2 Reyna Fortes (2023, p. 140) considers the reference to
causality as a touchstone for understanding the Kantian
view of assent.
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JKOeHUt0, eCTh TIPU3HAHVE Yero- MO0 VICTMHHBIM.
KanT nobasiisieT, 94TO CIOPHI BEIyTCS MMEHHO 00
3TOM, TO €CTh O IIPU3HAHUN MCTUHHOCTY, a He O
TOM, WCTVMHHO JIM KaKoe-TO cyxpaeHue (AA 24,
S. 849; Kanr, 2022, c. 260). Hac He BONIHYET 11pO-
Or1eMa COOTBETCTBVIS HAIIVIX CY>XKI€HWI JIeVICTBI-
TeJIBHOMY ITIOJIOKEHMIO Belllerl. BMecTo 3TOro Mbl
03a004eHBl pasMBIIUIEHVEM OO0 WCTMHHOCTHOM
LIEHHOCTY HaIIX COOCTBEHHBIX CY KIIEHMIL.

B KaHTOBCKOWV JIOrMKe VICTMHHOCTEL VIV JIOXK-
HOCTb CY>XXIIEHUVI — 3TO VX PeJISLIOHHOe COBep-
IIIEHCTBO. VICTMHHOCTD CYXXOAEHMS OIlpeesiseTcs
€r0 OTHOIIIeHVIEM K ITPYpozie O0beKTOB. VICTVHHBIE
CYXXIIEHVSI — 3TO Te, KOTOpPble BBIPaXkatoT IIPUPO-
Iy TOTO, YTO eCThb. VIHBIMM cJI0BaMM, CTVHA 00B-
SCHSETC KaK COOTBETCTBVIE CYXKIEHUV TOMY, UTO
oHm 0003Ha4aroT. COrIacHO IOCTYIIHBIM TAHHBIM,
B CBOMX Kypcax IIo jiorvuke KaHT OOBsSICHSII YeThl-
pe Bua COBEpIIeHCTBa HAIllero IIO3HAHWMS®, Ha-
3BaHMSI KOTOPBIX COOTBETCTBYIOT YeThIpeM pyOpu-
KaM, OpraHM3YIOINM TaOJIMIly KaTeropuit (a pa-
Hee — cyxmeHuv) B «KpuTike umcroro pasyma»
(A 80 / B 106; Kant, 2006, c. 173). ITo xormruecTBy
JIOTVTUEeCKVI COBEPIIIEHHOe TI03HAHVE SIBJISIeTCS BCe-
OOIIVIM; TI0 Ka¥eCTBY — OTYETIIVIBBIM; II0 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO — VCTMHHBIM; 10 MOJAJIBHOCT — JOCTOBEp-
HBIM. /I0CTOBEpHOCTB OIperesiseTcsl KakK 3HaHVe
TOrO, YTO Cy’K[IeHVe o0si3aTeJIbHO MCTUHHO. Tpn-
3HaHME Yero-TO MCTUMHHBIM CBSI3aHO C MOJAJIBHO-
CTBIO Hammx cyxaeHum (AA 24, S. 516). B stom
OTHOIIIEHMV MBI MOYXXEM BBIJIEJIUTH PasIVIHbIe
CTeIleHV WJIN YPOBHM IpUHATHUSA. PasHuIla Mex-
ny [o0bekTrBHBIM] yOeXXIeHVreM ¥ BHYIIEHHBIM
ybexeHreM, KOTOPYIO g pa3bsCHIO B CJIeyIOIeM
paszerie 3TOVI CTaThb¥, CBsi3aHa C IIPUBEP)KEHHO-
CTBIO CyOBeKTa TOMY, UTO OH CUMTaeT VICTVHHBIM.

ITpoGiiema, KOTOpPYIO s XO4y ceyiyac paccMo-
TPpeTh, CBsi3aHa C IIPOCTBIM (paKTOM IIpU3HAHMS
4ero-jimbo MCTUMHHBIM. B JaHHOM ciTydae BoIIpoc
He B TOM, YTOOBI BBISICHUTB, SIBJISIETCS JIV CyXKIle-
HMe WCTMHHBIM. HampoTus, MeHsS MHTepecyeT

* Crremyst 3a M. BumarirekoM 11 D. YOTKMHCOM, 5 TIepeBO-
Xy Erkenntnis Kax «11o3HaHMe», a Wissen — Kak «3HaHVe»
(Willaschek, Watkins, 2020).

And Kant adds that this, i.e. holding to be true,
is the phenomenon of the human mind that
is being argued about, and not whether some
judgement is true (V-Log/Wien, AA 24, p. 849;
Kant, 1992, p. 302). We are not concerned with
the problem of whether our judgements corre-
spond to an actual state of affairs. We are con-
cerned, instead, with our consideration of the
truth-value of our own judgements.

In Kantian logic, the truth or falsity of judge-
ments is a relational perfection of them. The
truth of the judgement is defined by a rela-
tion of the judgement to the nature of objects.
True judgements are those that express the
nature of what is. That is to say, truth is ex-
plained as a correspondence of judgements
with that to which they refer. According to the
available evidence, in his logic courses Kant
explained four kinds of perfections of our cog-
nition,®> the names of which correspond to the
four headings which organise the table of cat-
egories (and, earlier, that of judgements) in the
Critique of Pure Reason (KrV, A80 / B106; Kant,
1998, p. 212). According to quantity, the logi-
cally perfect cognition is universal; according
to quality, distinct; according to relation, true;
according to modality, certain. Certainty is de-
fined as an awareness that a judgement is nec-
essarily true. Holding it to be true is linked to
the modality of our judgements (V-Log/Pdl,
AA 24, p. 516). In this respect, we can identi-
ty different degrees or levels of assent. The dif-
ference between being persuaded and being
convinced, which we will explain in the next
section of this article, relates to the subject’s
commitment to what he or she holds to be true.

The problem we are interested in consid-
ering now is linked to the simple fact of hold-
ing something to be true. It is not a question,
in this case, of investigating whether a judge-

* Following Willaschek and Watkins (2020), I translate
“Erkenntnis” as “cognition” and “Wissen” as “knowl-
edge”.
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caM (aKT TOTO, UTO MBI pacCMaTpVBaeM ¥ CUMTa-
eM MCTVMHHBIM TO WJIM MHOe cyXaeHue. PasHuiia
MeX/1y TeM, 4TOOBI IIpr3HaBaTh YTO-I100 MCTVH-
HBIM, 11 TeM, YTOOBI OBITh MCTVHHBIM, OYeHb TOH-
Kasi. KaHT obparriasicss K Hert B CBOMX Kypcax JIO-
TMKH, oOypaskch Ha mporpammy «VI3BiedeHns 13
yueHus o pasyme» leopra @punpuxa Marepa.
B aToM TekcTe mpoOsieMa pasIMUHBIX CIIOCOOOB
MIPU3HAHMS VCTVMHHOCTY Pa3biICHSETCS B paMKax
0OBsicCHeHM I IOHATNSA yBepeHHoCTN. [719 Mariepa
YBEPEHHOCTb — 3TO OCO3HaHMeE MCTUHBIL. YBepeH-
HOe MO3HaHIe — 3TO IT03HaHMe, B KOTOPOM VCT-
Ha HaM sicHa (Meier, 1924, S. 359 (§155)).

B cBs131 ¢ 5TMIM 0OBACHAIOTCS pa3IvdHbIe Iy T
NIpV3HAHMS VICTVMHHOCTY. YBEpPEHHOCTH BJleYeT
3a cobomt y6E)KHEHHOCTb. MueHue, ¢ OpPyrovi CTo-
POHBI, OTHOCUTCS K HEIOCTOBEPHOMY ITO3HAHMIO,
TO €CTh IIO3HAHMIO, IIPM KOTOPOM MBI TOYHO He
3HaeM, VICTMHHO HeuTo v jioxHO (Ibid., S. 461
(8181)). YOexmeHme, B3ATOE B HEraTMBHOM CMBIC-
jle, COCTOUT B OIIMOKe II0jIaraTh, YTO MBI YOex ie-
HBI B TOM, B YeM Ha CaMOM [ieJle He yBepeHBbI. [1o
MHeHMIO Mariepa, OCHOBaHMS [JIsi TaKOrO pora
yOexxaeHnn pasHooOpasHbl M BKJIIOYAIOT B cels
I1JI0X0€e 3HaHVe ITPaByl JIOTVIKY M Hallly IIpeIpac-
cynku (Ibid., S. 474 (§184)).

Kak wmsbI yxe yBumenn, korma KauTt oObsacHST
3Ty TeMY B CBOVIX JIEKIIVSIX, OH IIOMeCTJI IIpo0bile-
My JJOCTOBEpPHOCTVI HaIllero ITO3HaHMS B PyOpUKy
MOZIAJIBHOCTY, B Psifl coBeprieHcTB. CoryacHO ero
MHEHWIO, JIOCTOBEPHOCTH SIBJISIETCS MOJAIBHBIM
COBEpIIIEHCTBOM. DTO O3Ha4aeT, UTO OHa IIpeJICTaB-
J1eT coOOVI CBOVICTBO HAIIero IIO3HAHMS, OIlpe-
IeJisieMoe OTHOIIIeHVeM K HeMy Halllero pasyMa
(AA 24, S. 849; Kanr, 2022, c. 260). B aToM cmbIciTe,
KaK y>Xe ObUIO 3aMeueHo, IpU3HaHe Yero-To Vic-
TUHHBIM, CO CBOEVI CTOPOHBI, SBJIseTcs «(peHoMe-
HOM YeJIOBEeUYeCKON! JIyIN», TaK YTO ero MCCieso-
BaHVIe He KacaeTcs IIpo0sieMbl 3HaHWS TOTO, SBJIS-
€TCsl VUV He SIBJISIeTCS CaMO TTO3HaHVe VICTMHHBIM
(AA 24, S. 849; Kanr, 2022, c. 260).

O0bscHeHMe pasuyuns, KOTOpoe MbI yCTaHO-
BUJIV MEX/Iy YeM-TO CTVHHBIM U TeM, YTO CyO0b-
€KT CUMTaeT VICTVHHBIM, OCHOBBIBAETCS ITIaBHBIM
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ment is true. Instead, we are concerned with
the very fact that we consider and hold an in-
sight to be true. The difference between hold-
ing something to be true and something
being true is subtle. Kant dealt with them in
his logic courses, based on the agenda of Georg
Friedrich Meier’'s Auszug aus der Vernunftleh-
re. In this text, the problem of the various ways
of holding to be true is explained within the
framework of the explanation of the concept of
certainty. For Meier, certainty is the awareness
of truth. Certain cognition is cognition whose
truth is clear to us (Meier, 1752, p. 359 (§155)).

In relation to it, the different ways of hold-
ing to be true are explained. Certainty entails
conviction. Opinion, on the other hand, refers
to uncertain cognition, i.e. cognition of which
we do not strictly know whether it is true or
false (Meier, 1752, p. 461 (§181)). Persuasion,
understood in a negative sense, consists in the
error of considering that we are convinced of
something of which we are in fact uncertain.
For Meier the grounds for this kind of persua-
sion are varied and include a poor cognition
of the rules of logic and our prejudices (Meier,
1752, p. 474 (§184)).

As we have already seen, when Kant ex-
plained this topic in his lectures, he placed the
problem of the certainty of our cognition un-
der the rubric of modality, among its perfec-
tions. Certainty is, according to him, a modal
perfection. This means that it constitutes a fea-
ture of our cognition determined by the rela-
tion of our intellect to it (V-Log/Wien, AA 24,
p. 849; Kant, 1992, p. 302). In this sense, as it
has been noted, the holding to be true, for its
part, is a “phenomenon of the human soul”,
so that his investigation does not deal with the
problem of knowing whether a cognition is or
is not true (V-Log/Wien, AA 24, p. 849; Kant,
1992, p. 303).

The explanation of the difference that we
have developed between something being true
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00pa3oM Ha AOCTYITHOM B TO BpeMsl KOpPIIyce TeK-
CTOB IIO JIOTVIKE. DTO pa3jIndyie MOXXHO OOBSICHUTD
Oosee 1I0pOOHO, ecrv OOpaTUTh BHUIMaHVE, KaK
MBI U c/ieJIajiy, Ha pa3Hble acIeKThl, C TIOMOIIIBIO
KOTOpbIX KaHT wmccenoBan mpupomy CysKIeHwuL:
po0rieMa MICTMHBI paccMaTpyBaiach MM C TOY-
KV 3peHMs OTHOILIEHMS MeXIy CYXIeHUSMU, B
TO BpeMs Kak ITpobrieMa MpU3HaHMS VICTMHHOCTY
CBA3BIBAJIACh C MOTAJIBHOCTBIO CY KIEHUL.

B cBoem kommeHTapum K «KpuTuke umcro-
TO pasyMa», IOCTPOEHHOM IJIaBHBIM OOpa3oM Ha
orryonmkoBaHHOV padote KaHTa, XartaIr Xanm3ér
pasBMBaeT JIMHUIO MHTEPIpeTaIny, KOTopas OT-
mmuaercs ot Moeit. OH orMeuaet, uTo B «KaHoHe»
IpobsieMa MCTMHHOCTY IIPeICTaBIIseTCs B paMKax
VICCIIeIOBAHS IIPAKTIYeCKOTrO pa3yMa, a He B CBs-
3U C aHAJIM30M ITO3HAHMS B IIPSIMOM CMBICTIE CITO-
Ba. [lyrst XariMséra Hanbostee obocHOBaHHas dop-
Ma IIpM3HaAHMS 4ero-mbo VMCTMHHBIM, KOTOPOV,
KaK MBI YBUIVIM B CJIEAYIOIIEM pasfiesie, SIBIIseTCs
[o6bexTIBHOE] YOEXIIEHMe, OT/IYaeTcsl OT CIIeKY-
JIATUBHON yOeXIIeHHOCTI. YOeXIeHHOCTh — 3TO
TaKoe IIpV3HaHVie Yero-iMdo MCTMHHBIM, KOTOpoe
MOXeT OBITh JOCTUTHYTO B IIPAKTMYECKOM KOH-
TeKcTe. VlcciienoBaHvie TIPU3HAHMS YeTro- 100 vic-
TUHHBIM KacaeTcsl CyObeKTa Cy>KIeHWs 1, Hallpo-
TUB, He IIpeJIiojlaraeT VCCIIeNOBaHMS pasyMa B
1iesioM. VIMeHHO B yMe cyOBbeKTa ITPOMCXOIUT TI0-
VICK IIPVUYVHBL, 110 KOTOPOVI YTO-TO IIPUHVIMAETCS
3a uctuHy (Heimsoeth, 1966, S. 776).

2. [O0BexTMBHOE] yOesxneHMe
¥ BHyIIIeHHOe y0e)XaeHne

B pasnmuHBIX MCTOUYHMKAX, JOCTYIIHBIX B TO
BpeMs, BbI/IeJISIOTCS TP CTyTieHu (Stufern) yoexae-
HVS: 3HaHMe, Bepa 11 MHeHe (A 822 / B 850; Kanr,
2006, c. 1031). 51 He Oymy paccMaTpmBaTh VX B TaH-
HOW paboTe. BmecTo 3TOrO 3aMeuy, 4TO HaYMHAS C
paccMOTpeHs IPUPOIBI OCHOBAHW 11715 IIPV3Ha-
Hus Yero-inmbo nctvHHBIM KaHT oTyaer [00B-
eKTUBHOe| yOexIieHre OT BHYIIEHHOIo yOexje-
Hus (A 820 / B 848; Kanr, 2006, c. 1029). Ha mon

100

and the subject’s holding something to be true
has its basis mainly in the corpus of logic avail-
able at that time. It can be explained in partic-
ular detail if one attends, as we have done, to
the different respects in which Kant examined
the nature of judgements: the problem of truth
is considered from the point of view of the re-
lation of judgements, whereas the problem of
holding to be true is connected with the modal-
ity of judgements.

In his commentary on the Critique of Pure
Reason, which is essentially based on Kant’s
published work, Heinz Heimsoeth develops a
different line of interpretation from the one we
have presented. Heimsoeth notes that, in the
“Canon”, the problem of holding to be true is
presented in the framework of the enquiry of
practical reason, and not in relation to the analy-
sis of cognition in the proper sense. For this in-
terpreter, the most valid form of holding to be
true, which as we shall see in the following
section is conviction, differs from speculative
certainty. Conviction is the holding to be true
that we can attain in the practical context. The
examination of the holding to be true is con-
cerned with the judging subject, and does not,
on the other hand, investigate reason in gener-
al. It is in the mind of the subject that the inqui-
ry is to find the cause why something is held to
be true (cf. Heimsoeth, 1966, p. 776).

2. Persuasion and Conviction

In the various sources available at that time,
three levels (Stufen) of conviction are identi-
fied, namely, knowledge, belief and opinion
(KrV, A822 / B850; Kant, 1998, p. 686). I will
not deal with them in this paper. I am interest-
ed, instead, in noticing that, from the examina-
tion of the nature of the grounds for holding
to be true, Kant differentiates persuasion from
mere conviction (KrV, A820 / B848; Kant, 1998,



B3IJISAM, KaK B OOBSICHEHUV TpeX YPOBHeT1, C OTHOM
CTOPOHBI, TaK U B Pas/INueHNN MeXy [00BeKTIB-
HBIM| 11 BHYIIIEHHBIM YOeXIeHUsIMU — C ApPYyTOow,
Ka#nT siceH n ToueH (cM. Takxe 06 sToM: La Rocca,
2018, S. 448).

Ilo sTom mpuuMHe MHTEpIpeTaLs, IIpejlara-
eMasl B 9TOM pas[iesie HaCTOSIIEV CTaTb, AVICTaH-
LIVIPYeTCs OT, OXKaJIy T, CIIMIIKOM IO POOHOrO Mc-
cj1emoBaHMs JaHHO TeMbl. C OIHO CTOPOHBI, DH-
npro UnrHesu1 BeIfIeTIsIeT OOJIbIIIe y POBHE ITpI3Ha-
HVIS 4ero-TO VICTMHHBIM. B cBoer paboTe oH oTMe-
yaeT cjleflyIolIye: 3HaHue, [00bekTrBHOe] yOex ie-
HVe, MHeHVie, BHYIIIeHHOe yOeXxeHue, Bepa. 51 1y-
Malo, 4TO KaK B 3TOM IIepeuncIeHN, TaK U B Kjlac-
cudpmKamMm CcriocoO0oB IIPM3HAHMS VCTVMHHOCTH
OH ITyTaeT JIBa acIleKTa IIPU3HaHMs 4ero-mbo mc-
TUHHBIM, KOTOpPbIe BbIJIeJIEHbI BBIIIE: YPOBHU U
pasinune MeXAy [00beKTMBHBIM] 1 BHYIIIEHHBIM
ybexmenvem. PakTuyuecky OH CpaBHUBaeT [00b-
eKTVBHOe| yOexreHne, BHyIIIeHHOe YOexXieHue
n mHeHne. O0bsicHeHVe YMrHes1a CBSI3bIBAaeT JI0-
CTaTOYHOCTD IIPV3HAHMS Y4ero-JI00 MCTMHHBIM C
TeM, UTO MBI CETOIHS Ha3bIBaeM «00OCHOBAHVIEM»,
VI TIO3BOJISIET PacCMaTpPUBaATh Pas3yIUHbIE CTIOCOOBI
IIpV3HAHMS VICTUHHBIM B cBeTe 3Tom cBs3n. Kor-
7la OH OOBsICHSIeT PasHUILy MeX/y [00beKTUBHbIM]
ybOexeHeM 1 BHYIIIEHHBIM yOeXXeHreM, OH Jie-
JlaeT 3TO B TepMMHaX OOBEKTVMBHON IOCTaTOYHO-
CTVI ¥ HEeIOCTaTOYHOCTM, IIOCKOJIBKY IIOHMMAeT
3TM ABa crioco0a IPUHATIS KaK CyOBeKTMBHO J10-
cratounsle (Chignell, 2007, p. 332).

Kax roBopnsiocs Bblllle, B 3TOVI CTaThe 51 He Oy1y
M3ydaTh BOIIPOC 00 ypOBHSIX IIpMHSATHS. BmecTo
3TOTO MeHs VMHTepecyeT aHaJIn3 PasHUIIBI MeXITy
[0OBpexTMBHBIM]| YOEXII€HEM U BHYIIIEHHBIM yOe-
KAaeHMsMM. TeKcT, B KOTOpOM 3TO pasinune 00b-
siCHsieTCs HarOosee mopobHoO, — 370 pasmern «Ka-
HOHA YVICTOrO pasyMa» Iiof] HasBaHMeM «O MHe-
HUY, 3HaHUM U Bepe» (A 820 / B 848; Kant, 2006,
c. 1029). B Hem KaHT 00bsicHSeT, 4TO [00BEKTMIBHOE]
ybexmeHne — 3To popMa IIpU3HAHMS Yero-Ibo
VICTVHHBIM, KOTOpas JIeVICTBUTEITbHA TSI BCeX, KTO
o0Ostamaet pasymoM. Tem caMbIM OH yKas3bIBaeT, YTO
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p. 684). It seems to me that both in the expla-
nation of the three levels, on the one hand, and
in the differentiation between persuasion and
conviction, on the other hand, Kant is clear and
precise (cf. La Rocca, 2018, p. 448).

For this reason, the interpretation offered
in this section of the present article will dis-
tance itself from what is perhaps the most de-
tailed study of the subject. On the one hand,
Andrew Chignell (2007) identifies more levels
of holding to be true. In his work, he mentions
the following: knowledge, conviction, opinion,
persuasion, belief. I think that both in this enu-
meration and in the classification of the modes
of holding to be true, he confuses the two as-
pects of holding to be true that we have identi-
fied: that of the levels and that of the difference
between being convinced and being persuad-
ed. In fact, he compares conviction, persuasion
and opinion. Chignell’s explanation links suf-
ficient holding to be true with what we now
call “justification” and examines the various
modes of holding to be true in the light of this
identification. When he explains the difference
between conviction and mere persuasion, he
does so in terms of objective sufficiency and in-
sufficiency, for he understands both modes of
assent to be subjectively sufficient (Chignell,
2007, p. 332).

As I have already mentioned, in this article
I will not study the issue of the levels of assent.
Instead, we are interested in analysing the dif-
ference between being convinced and being
persuaded. The text in which this difference
is explained in greater detail is the section of
the “Canon of Pure Reason” entitled “On hav-
ing an opinion, knowing, and believing” (KrV,
A820 / B848; Kant, 1998, p. 684). In it, Kant ex-
plains that conviction is a form of holding to be
true that is valid for all those who have reason.
In this sense, he points out that its foundation is
objectively sufficient. Mere persuasion, on the



JI. Maprunes

OCHOBaHMe 3TOro yOeXmeHUs SBJIsieTcsi OObeK-
TMBHO JIOCTATOYHBIM. BHYIIIEHHOe Xe yOex/ieHve
VIMeeT CBOe OCHOBaHVE B KOHKPETHOM XapakTe-
pe cyonekTa. Ilo sToVt mpudmHe cyXieHne, KOTO-
POe TOJIBKO JIVIIIIb BHYIIIAET YOeXX/IeHe, XapaKTe-
PV3yeTcs 9acTHOV JOCTOBEPHOCTBIO M €T0 HeJIb3s
TpaHcanposaTh. KaHT yTBepkaaet: «Ecim cyxrie-
HYe 3HAYMMO IJIS KayKI0ro, KTO TOJIBKO 00JIagaeT
Ppa3yMoM, TO OHO MIMeeT OOBEKTVBHO JOCTaTOYHOE
OCHOBaHUe, VI TOrAa IIpV3HaHMe VICTMHHOCTY €ro
HasbIBaeTcs [00beKTMBHBIM] yoexdeHuem. Ecrv xe
OHO VIMeeT OCHOBaHVie TOJIBKO B 0COOOM XapaKTepe
cyObeKTa, TO 3TO Ha3bIBaeTCs BHYueHHbIM YbexOe-
Huem» (A 820 / B 848; Kanr, 2006, c. 1029).

B yreKmuisix IIo JIOrMKe 3TO pasjIndne paccMa-
TPMBAETCS CXOXXMM 00pa3oM, HO HECKOJIBKO Dosiee
oA pOOHO. B HUX IIpMBOASTCS TPpU 0COOEHHOCTM
[oO6bexTMBHOrO] yOexIeHMs, KOTOpBIE, OIHAKO,
He XapaKTepun3yIoT BHyIIleHHoe yoexaeHme. [Tpe-
XKIIe BCero, Kak OTMeYasIoch BBIIIEe, 00a OHM SBJISI-
I0TCS (PeHOMeHaMM pacCydKa M B 3TOM CMBICIe
VIMeIOT ocHoBaHVie B cyOrekTe. Ho Tosbko [00bek-
TUBHOe| yOeXxaeHue sBjiseTcs: CyObeKTUBHO 101
HbIM (vollstindig) (AA 24, S. 849; Kanr, 2022, c. 260;
AA 29, S. 543). B xoncniekrax [1énmiia, B yacTHO-
CTW, IIPeZICTaBJIeHbI TP MOJIAJIBHOCTVI TaKOW IT0JI-
HOTBL Jlormyeckast mosTHOTa BBIpaXkaeTcs B TOM,
YTO CyXKIIeHVe MOXeT ObITh cooOIIeHo (mitteilen).
DcTeTmyecKas IIOJIHOTA CBS3aHA C XXVMBOCTBIO CY-
xpaenus (lebendig). Hakonern, ynommHaercs Impak-
TUYecKasi IIOJTHOTa, KOTOpasl CBsI3aHa C BO3MOXKHO-
CTBIO CYXK/IeHMS yIIpaBJIsTh Bosieit. Ha ocHoBaHmM
MTOCJIEAYFOIIVIX XapaKTePUICTVIK V1 OOIIIENt CTPYKTY-
PBI OOBSICHEHUVI pacCMOTPEeHHAsl HaMI XapaKTe-
prsanys yoeXxIeHn I, [O-BUAMMOMY, BKITIOYaeT B
ce0st V1 JIOTMYEeCKYIO 3aBepIIeHHOCTb.

Bropast ocobenHOCTh [0OBeKTMBHOTO] ybOexiie-
HVS 3aKJTIOYAeTCs B TOM, YTO OHO ITPeJICTaeT Kak
cyOBpekTBHO HeobOxommmoe. Takass HeoOXomm-
MOCTb ITOIpa3yMeBaeT, COIJIaCHO MMEIOIVIMCS TI0-
SICHEHWSIM, UTO OCHOBaHVE IJIS IIPUHSTYS JT0JDK-
HO OBITH HaMIeHO B caMOM OoObeKTe. B oimume oT
[0OBexTMBHOrO] YOEeXXIeH s, BHYIIIEHHOe yOeXxIe-
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other hand, finds its foundation in the particu-
lar constitution of the subject. For this reason,
the judgement that merely persuades has pri-
vate validity and cannot be communicated. In
his text, Kant states: “It is valid for everyone as
long as he has reason, then its ground is objec-
tively sufficient, and in that case taking some-
thing to be true is called conviction. If it has its
grounds only in the particular constitution of
the subject, then it is called persuasion” (KrV,
A820 / B848; Kant 1998, p. 685).

In the lectures on logic, the treatment of
this difference is similar, but a bit more de-
tailed. They set out three features of convic-
tion which do not, however, characterise mere
persuasion. In the first place, as we have not-
ed, both are phenomena of the mind and in
this sense have a foundation in the subject. But
only conviction is subjectively complete (voll-
stindig) (V-Log/Wien, AA 24, p. 849; V-Log/Pdl,
AA 29, p. 543; Kant, 1992, p. 302). In the Politz
annotations, in particular, three modalities
of such completeness are presented. Logical
completeness is expressed in that the judge-
ment can be communicated (mitteilen). Aes-
thetic completeness is linked to the liveliness
of the judgement (lebendig). Finally, a practi-
cal completeness is mentioned, which refers to
the possibility of a judgement determining the
will. By virtue of the subsequent characteris-
tics and the general framework of the explana-
tions, the characterisation of conviction under
consideration seems to involve logical com-
pleteness in particular.

The second feature of conviction is that it is
presented as subjectively necessary. Such ne-
cessity implies, according to the available an-
notations, that the basis of the assent is to be
found in the object. Unlike conviction, mere
persuasion has no logical foundation, which is



HVe He MMeeT JIOTMYECKOV OCHOBBI, KOTOpas Jeu-
CTBUTeJIbHA I Kaxgoro. HakoHerll, ykasblBaeT-
Csl TPeTUM acleKT, TeCHO CBA3aHHBIV C BBIIIIEYIIO-
MAHYTBIMI. [OOBeKTMBHOE] yOexmeHme obraia-
eT TaKoV IIPUPOLION, KOIra I Hac HEMBICIIVIMO,
YTOOBI IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOE TOMY, UTO MBI CUMTaeM
VICTVHHBIM, CUUTAJIOCh MCTUHHBIM (AA 24, S. 849,
853; Kanr, 2022, c. 260, 264; AA 29, S. 543).

Ecint yTBepkaeHMe BepHO 1151 KaXXJOro 4esio-
BeKa, II0Ka OH o0JIaflaeT pa3yMOM, TO OCHOBaHWS
17151 HeTO OOBEKTMBHO JJOCTAaTOUHBI, a IIpU3HaHVe
ero MCTMHHBIM HasblBaeTcsl [00beKTUBHBIM] yOe-
xnerviem (Uberzeugung). Takoe ybexreHme o3Ha-
yaeT IIpM3HaHMe Yero-I1bo MCTUMHHBIM Ha paly-
OHaAJIBHBIX OCHOBaHMAX. HeuTo mpercrasisercs
HaM KaK VICTIHHOE, VI MBI IIpeIIIojiaraeM, 4To OHO
JIOJDKHO OBITH MICTMHHBIM [IJISI KaXKIOrO paliyio-
HaJIBHOT'O CYIIeCcTBa, TO eCThb IIJIsi BCeX, KTO MBbIC-
JIAT B COOTBETCTBUVI C TEMV JKe IOHATUHBIMU YC-
JIOBUSIMU ¥ YCJIOBUSIMU BBIBOZA, YTO ¥ MBI Bos-
MOYKHOCTB YOeXXIeHwsl, IOHVMaeMas TaKvM obpa-
30M, BKJIFOUaeT B ceOsi IPeCyIIO3UIINIO. DTa Iperl-
IIOCBUIKA SIBJISIETCS pallVIOHAJIbHBIM OCHOBaHEM
Harrrero 3HaHus. Ecyii Obl cymiecTBoBasii gpyrue
CyIIlecTBa, KOTOpBIe pasfessiyii Obl HaIIy paliyio-
HaJIBHOCTh, TO 3TW CYIeCTBa JOJDKHBI ObLIM OBl
COIVIaCUTBCH C TeM, YTO yOenIo Hac.

C npyrovt CTOPOHBI, ecyu Mpu3HaHVe Yero-JIv-
00 WMCTMHHBIM VMeeT CBOe OCHOBaHVE TOJIBKO B
KOHKPEeTHOM XapaKTepe eIVHWYHOIO CyOBbek-
Ta, OHO Ha3bIBaeTCsd BHYIIEHHBIM YOeXaeHveM
(Uberredung). COOTBETCTBEHHO, Takoe CyXJIeHvie
/IMeeT TOJIBKO YaCTHYIO JOCTOBEPHOCTb, M IIPU-
3HaHMe ero MCTVHHBIM He MOXeT ObIThb Ilepe1aHo
Ipyromy. 1 He MOTY M3JIOKWUTb CBOV CYOBEKTVB-
Hble IIPUYVHBI, 110 KOTOPBIM s CYMTAIO 3TO CYyXKe-
HVie MCTUHHBIM; OHV OTHOCSITCSI TOJIBKO KO MHE, 1
HI K KoMy fapyromy. Eciiu s roBopro, uTo He Mory
ybedums cedst B 4eM-111bO0, TO TO OTHOCUTCS TOJIb-
KO KO MHe; IIpM 3TOM 4 MOI'y Aake BUIETh, YTO
IPyToV, KOTOPBIVI He TaK XOPOIIO pa3OnpaeTcs
B BOIIpOCe, BIIOJIHE MOXeT yOenuTh cebs (AA 24,
S. 853; KanTt, 2022, c. 264).
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valid for everyone. Finally, a third aspect close-
ly associated with those mentioned above is
indicated. Conviction is of such a nature that
it is inconceivable to us that the opposite of
what we hold to be true should be held to be
true (V-Log/Wien, AA 24, p. 849, 853; V-Log/Pdl,
AA 29, p. 543; Kant, 1992, p. 302, 306).

If the assent is valid for everyone, as long
as she has reason, then the reason for it is ob-
jectively sufficient, and the holding to be true
is then called conviction (Uberzeugung). Convic-
tion consists in holding something to be true
on rational grounds. Something is presented to
us as true and we assume that it must be true
for every rational being, i.e. for everyone who
thinks according to the same conceptual and
inference conditions as we do. The possibility
of conviction, thus understood, involves a pre-
supposition. This assumption is the rational
basis of our knowledge. If there were other en-
tities that shared our rationality, those entities
should assent to what convinces us.

On the other hand, if the holding to be true
has its ground only in the particular constitu-
tion of a singular subject, it is called persuasion
(Uberredung). Therefore, such a judgement has
only private validity, and the holding to be
true cannot be communicated. I can give no
account of my subjective reasons for holding
this judgement to be true; they apply only to
me, and to no other. If I say that I cannot per-
suade myself of something, this applies only to
me; I can even see that another, who does not
know the matter so well, might well persuade
him/herself (V-Log/Wien, AA 24, p. 853; Kant,
1992, p. 306).

In his explanation of the difference between
being convinced and being persuaded, Kant
distanced himself from Alexander Baumgarten.
In his Metaphysica Baumgarten presented it in
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JI. Maprunes

B cBoeM 0OBsicHeHMM pasHUIIBI MeXIy [00B-
eKTUBHBIM] yOeXXIeHVeM 1 BHYIIIeHHBIM yOexx ie-
HueM KaHT aucranumpyetcsa ot Asnekcanapa ba-
ymrapTeHa. baymrapren B «Metadusuke» mper-
CTaBWJI ee HeCKOJIbKO MHauve. [171s1 Hero [00beKTIB-
Hoe] yOexxJieHVe 11 BHYIIIeHHOe yOexeHre — 3TO
nBe POPMBI YBEpPEHHOCTH, JOCTUTaeMble HalllVIMU
VHTEJJIEKTYaIbHBIMV ¥ 9yBCTBEHHBIMM CIIOCOO-
HOCTSIMV COOTBETCTBEHHO. YBEPeHHOCTB, COIiac-
HO bayMrapreHy, — 3TO OcO3HaHVe VICTMHHOCTM
No3HaHMS. BHyIleHHOe yOeXxmeHUe — 3TO UyB-
CTBeHHasl YBepeHHOCTh, Torjla Kak [00beKTuBHOe]
yOexJieHre — 3TO WMHTeJUIEKTyaJIbHAsl yBepeH-
HocThk (Baumgarten, 1922, S. 12—13 (§531)).

CorytacHO MIMEIOIIVIMCS Y Hac CBU/IETEIIbCTBAM,
Korga KaHT 3aTparvBast 3T TeMbl B JIEKITUSIX 110
AHTPOIIOJIOT MY, OH OCTaHABIMBAJICS Ha HUX Me-
Hee MOAPOOHO, YeM B Kypcax IIo jioruke. OH, He-
COMHEHHO, He CBSI3BIBAJI 3TO pasjInyye C pas3ind-
HBIMV CHOCOOHOCTSIMV MO3HAHWS. BMmecTo 3TOro
OH IIPEeAIIOIOKINTI, UTO TO, B UYeM MBI yOeXIIeHBbI,
HeV3MeHHO, TOr/ia Kak TO, B YeM HaM BHYIIVUIN
ybexeHne, 3a4acTylO0 BapbUpPYyeTCss U M3MeHs-
etcs. bortee Toro, oH yKasaJl, UTO oIpefiesileHHbIe
JIMYHOCTY ¥ TeMbl Hamboslee BOCIIPUVIMYMBBL K
ybOexuennio. KaHT paccMOTpest HeKOTOpbIe YepThI
XapaKTepoB 11 HEKOTOPble CUTYaIVV, B KOTOPBIX
jlerde BHYIINTH yOexmeHme. B 3amMeTkax BHyIIIeH-
HOe yOeXX7IeHVIe CKopee CBSI3aHO C IIPeIB3STOCTHIO
" ceKTaHTCTBOM (AA 25, S. 904).

Kpome Toro, Kanrt cumraer, 4To BHYIIIEHHOE
yOexaeHne MOXeT ObITb ITPOCTOVI BUAVMMOCTBIO
(Schein)*, ecitu mpuYMHA CyXXIeHWs, KOTopas JIe-
XXUT TOJIBKO B CyOBEKTe, IIPMHMMAETCs 3a 00BeK-
TrBHYI0. Korma 51 roBopro, 4To A yybexoeHa, mpmav-
HBI MOETO IIPVHSTHS JIeXKaT Ha OObeKTVBHOVI IT0Y-
Be. Ecyit MeHS TOJIBKO y06eduu, TO S MpUHMMAIO
CyObeKTVBHBIE IIPUYNHEI 32 OOBEKTVMBHBIE OCHO-
BaHMs Moero npuHATHA. B aTtoM cmbiciie B § 90
«Kputnkm crocobHoctn cyxaeHusi» KaHT yka-
3bIBaeT, YTO JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO, SMIIVPUYECKOe VIV

* Tlonsttme Schein viMeeT TEXHWYECKUIT CMBICIT C pas3iivd-
HBIMM 3HauYeHMAMM BO BceM TBopdecTse KanTa. [j1g ero
nposicHeHus cM. cTaTbio [lerepa Kesntepa, rmocBsmeHHy10
sTomy TepmuHy, B «Kant-Lexikon» (Keller, 2015).
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a slightly different way. For Baumgarten con-
viction and persuasion are two forms of cer-
tainty, attained by our intellectual and sensitive
faculties, respectively. Certainty, according
to Baumgarten, is the awareness of the truth
of a cognition. Persuasion is sensuous certain-
ty, whereas conviction is intellectual certainty
(Baumgarten, 1757, pp. 12-13 (§531)).

When Kant dealt with these topics in the
Anthropology lectures, he did so at less length
than in the Logic courses, according to the tes-
timonies we have. He certainly did not associ-
ate the difference with the various faculties of
cognition. Instead, he suggested that what we
are convinced of is immutable, whereas what
we are persuaded of often varies and alters.
Moreover, he pointed out that certain charac-
ters and topics were more susceptible to per-
suasion. Kant discussed some personality traits
and some situations in which persuasion was
more feasible. In the notes, persuasion is rath-
er linked to partiality and sectarianism (V-Anth/
Mensch, AA 25, p. 904).

Kant considers, moreover, that persuasion
can be a mere illusion (Schein),* so far as the
reason for the judgement, which lies only in the
subject, is taken to be objective. When I say I
am convinced, the reasons for my assent lie on
objective ground. If I am only persuaded, I take
the subjective reasons as objective grounds for
my assent. In this sense, in the Critique of Judg-
ment §90, Kant points out that a proof, whether
empirical or rational, does not persuade us, but
convinces us. For the basis of a proof must pro-
vide a logical basis for cognition (KU, AA 05,
p- 461; Kant, 2000, p. 325). Mere illusion arises
when an assertion that has only private validity

* The notion of Schein has a technical sense with differ-
ent meanings throughout Kant’s oeuvre. For an elucida-
tion of it, see the corresponding entry for the term in the
Kant-Lexikon by Peter Keller (2015).



palVoHaIbHOe, He BHyuiaem HaM ybexoeHus®, a
maeT HaM [o0vexmubHoe] ybexoerue. V160 ocHOBa-
HUe T0Ka3aTelIbCTBa IO/DKHO obecredmBaTh JIo-
I'UecKyro ocHOBY nosHaHMs (AA 05, S. 461; Kawnr,
2001, c. 773). ITpocTas mimtro3ms BO3HMKAaeT, Koraa
yTBepXKIeHle, VMelolTiee JINIIh YacTHYIO IOCTO-
BEPHOCTB, IIPMHMMAaeTcs 3a OObeKTmBHOe. Xari-
M3&T IoJIaraeT, YTO B TAKOM CJTyYae BO3HVKAET WJI-
mo3ust yBepeHHoOCTH (Heimsoeth, 1966, S. 776).

KoneuHo, kpariHe Ba)XHO yMeTh M30eraTsb 3TOM
woto3n. OmHAKo 9Ta 3ajiada He W3 IIPOCTHIX.
Ecrim oObsicHeHME pasinmams MeXay ABYMs CO-
CTOSHUAMU yMa CyObeKkTa — [00beKTBHBIM] yOe-
KJIeHVEeM VI BHYIIIEHHBIM YOeXIeHeM — BIIOJIHe
IIOHSITHO, TO He (PaKT, UTO CyOBEKT B €ro YaCTHOM
OIVHOYECTBe CIIOCOOeH 0e3 JIMIITHMIX CJIOB OIIpe-
IeJINTB IIPUIPOMY CBOETo MPUHSATHS. DTa IIpo0ite-
Ma Hems0exxHa, oco0eHHO i1t pustocoda (AA 05,
S. 462; Kant, 2001, c. 774). [JoikeH CyIIiecTBOBaTh
CrI0co0 pas3InyeHms MeXIy 0OOCHOBaHHBIM IIPU-
3HAHVEM Yero-In00 WMCTUMHHBIM Y BUAVIMOCTBIO
atoro. Paccmorpum coobpaxkenms: Kanra 1o ato-
My HOBOJY B CJIEYIOIIEM pasziesie.

3. [Ipyrov KaKk KpUTepuin OTJININs
[o6BbexTHBHOTO] yOexaeHMs
OT BHYILIEHHOT0 YOe>KaeHM s

ITockopKy BHYIIIEHHOe yOeXX/IeHre — 3TO Bee-
rO JIVIIIB BUAMMOCTb, He 0COOEHHO JIETKO ITpOBe-
CTU pasInune MexXly [00beKTMBHBIM] yOexXIeH!-
eM ¥ BHYIIEHHBIM yOeXIeHVeM ¢ CyOBeKTMBHOM
TOUKM 3peHns. KpurepneM IIpr3HaHMS Yero-in-
60 McTMHHBIM, Oyap TO [00BEKTMBHOe] yOexme-
HVie 1JIV BHYIIIeHHOe yOex[ieHve, aBiisieTcs GHeu-
HAS BO3MOXHOCTH ero cooOriare. Ecitu meno Ha-
CTOJIBKO JIOTMYECKM Oe3yIIpedHO, UTO S MOI'Y CO-
OOIINTE ero Apyromy, g yoexodena (AA 24, S. 855;
Kant, 2022, c. 266).

B cBOeM yMe M30/IMPOBAaHHBIVI CYOBEKT He B CO-
CTOSHUV OIIpeJIeJINTD, SBJIeTCs JIV ero yoexie-
Hyle BHYIIEHHBIM Wi o0beKTMBHBIM. Ho korma

® Nnade: «yeoBapubaem» (Kamt, 2001, c. 773). — Ipumey.
nep.

105

L. Martinez

is taken as objective. Heimsoeth (1966, p. 776)
considers that what emerges then is an illusion
of certainty.

Of course, it is crucial to be able to avoid this
illusion. The task, however, is not a simple one.
While the explanation of the difference between
the two states of mind of the subject, convic-
tion and mere persuasion, is understandable, it
is not the case that the subject, in the solitude
of the private sphere, is able to discern without
further ado the nature of his assent. The task is
inescapable, especially for the philosopher (KU,
AA 05, p. 462; Kant, 2000, p. 326). There must
be a way to discern between a well-founded
holding to be true and an illusion of it. We will
deal with Kant’s considerations in this respect
in the next section.

3. Alterity as a Touchstone
for Differentiating Conviction
from Mere Persuasion

Since persuasion is a mere illusion, it is not
particularly easy to differentiate between be-
ing convinced and being persuaded from one’s
subjective perspective. The touchstone of hold-
ing to be true, whether it be conviction or mere
persuasion, is externally the possibility of com-
municating it. I am convinced when the matter is
so logically perfect that I can communicate it to
another (V-Log/Wien, AA 24, p. 855; Kant, 1992,
p. 307).

Inside the mind, the isolated subject cannot
identify whether he/she is convinced or merely
persuaded of something. But when he/she tries
to explain his/her reasons to another rational
subject, the possibility of communicating them
and submitting them to discussion gives a clue
that the foundations of holding to be true are
not idiosyncratic. In dialogue, the subject can



JI. Maprunes

OH IIBITAETCH M3JIOKUTD APYTOMY pallViOHaJIbBHOMY
CyOBeKTy CBOM pacCy>kKIeHVsl, BO3MOXHOCTb CO00-
IIUTH ¥ OOCYAUTH VX JaeT eMy MOHACKa3KYy, UYTO OC-
HOBaHMSI, KOTOpPble OH CYMTaeT VICTVMHHBIMM, He
SBJISIOTCS criendmaecKkMm. B amasore cyObekT
CriocobeH 3aMeTWUTh, MOTYT JIM OCHOBaHWMS, HeV-
CTBUTEJIBHBIE [IJISI HETO CAaMOTr'o, OBITH [JOHECeHBI 11
HpVI3HAHBI IeVICTBUTEIIBHBIMU U [IJIs1 KOTO-TO PY-
roro. YacTtHasi MM MHTepCyObeKTUBHas 000CHO-
BaHHOCTb OCHOBAaHWII — 3TO KJIIOY, KOTOPHBIN 00-
HapyXMBaeTcsl B MyOImMuHOM cdepe BO3MOXKHON
KOMMYHMKaIIUY ¥ TI03BOJISeT pa3/indarh 3TN JiBe
dopmBbI Ipr3HAHMS Yero-Jmoo MCTMHHBIM (AA 25,
S. 1443). Takum 0Opasom, 51 crioco0eH OOBICHUTD
APYTMM 1 0OOCHOBaTh TOJIBKO TO, YTO OOBEKTMB-
HO yOemisio MeHs, IIOCKOJIbKY TO yOex[eHme, Ko-
TOpOe sBJIseTCsl BHYIIIEHHBIM, He IIPOXOAUT IIpo-
BEpPKY BO3MOXXHBIM PallIOHATBHBIM [IVaJIOTOM.

Wrak, npucyTcTBMe APYroro v ayajor ¢ HuM
CTAHOBATCS IIEPBBIM ¥ OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIINM CITO-
cobom maeHTMdMKaIIMM Hammx yoexmenurn. Ho
5TO HEe eIVMHCTBEeHHBIV CIIOCO0, YIIOMVHAaEeMBbIVI B
VICTOYHVKAaX. B HIX B IlepByI0 ouepes peub MieT
00 VMHAMBUIYaIbHOV MHTPOCIEKTUBHON IIpoIle-
Iy pe, COCTOSIIIIEN! B IIPOBEIEHN HEKOErO MBICITIEH-
HOT'O 3KCIIEpVIMEHTa, B XOIe KOTOPOro MBI CIIpa-
IIBaeM ce0s, MOT'YT JIM Te OCHOBaHsI, KOTOpPbIe
MBI IIPVHVIMaeM KaK VCTMHHBIE, ObITh MCTUHHBI-
MU ¥ I APYTMX. DTa IpoLieaypa MoXXeT IIOMOYb
HaM OIlpefieJINThb, OCHOBAHO JIV Hallle yOoeXaeHe
Ha YacTHBIX IIpMUYMHAX MV JKe, HallpOTMB, OHO
VIMeeT HeKoe OCHOBaHMe, JleJlalolliee ero IIpreM-
JIEMBIM J1JISI COOOITIEHVISL.

JloroyTHMTEIBHBIM ~ OPVMEHTUPOM, KOTOPHBIN
KanT paccmaTprBaeT B KauecTBe BO3SMOXKHOTIO CITO-
co0a orrperiesieHNs HallleVl IIPVBEP>)KeHHOCT CBO-
UM yOeXaeHMsIM, sBjIsieTcd Hallla TOTOBHOCTB K
mmapu (Reiki, 1998, S. 611). Ecriim Ham kaxkeTcst, 94TO
OCHOBaHsI, TIO3BOJISIONIIE HaM IIPV3HABATh UTO-
TO MCTMHHBIM, OOOCHOBAHHBI 11 YTO Hallle CyXKJle-
Hye 00 VICTMHHOCTY VIMeeT II0f1, COOOVI Cepbe3HYIO
IIOYBY, MBI OyJIeM TOTOBBI HOCIIOPUTH Ha UYTO-TO
IIeHHOoe.

Bo Bcex Tpex ciiyuasx dwurypa mpyroro, Oy
TO peasIbHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIVI VIV TOJIBKO ITPeITIo-

notice whether reasons that are valid for him/
herself can be communicated and are consid-
ered valid for someone else. The private or in-
tersubjective validity of the reasons is the key
that differentiates these two forms of holding to
be true and is discovered in the public sphere
of possible conversation (V-Anth/Busolt, AA 25,
p- 1443). Thus, I can only explain to others and
justify what convinces me, since what merely
persuades me does not pass the test of possible
rational dialogue.

Thus, the presence of the other and the di-
alogue with him/her enable a first, and fun-
damental, way of identifying our convictions.
But it is not the only one mentioned in the
sources. The sources also mention in the first
place an individual introspective procedure.
The procedure consists in trying out a kind of
mental experiment by which we ask ourselves
whether the reasons we accept as sufficient to
consider something true would also be true
for other minds. We might find this procedure
helpful in identifying whether the assertion is
based on private reasons or whether, on the
other hand, it has some basis that makes them
communicable.

An additional touchstone that Kant recog-
nises as a possible way of identifying our
commitment to our beliefs is given by our will-
ingness to gamble (cf. Reiki, 1998, p. 611). If it
seems to us that the reasons we have for hold-
ing something to be true are sound and that our
judgement of its truth has substance, we will be
willing to wager something valuable on it.

In all three cases, the figure of the other,
whether an actually existing other or a merely
projected one, is offered as a touchstone for the
determination of the sufficiency of the reasons
for our holding to be true. The possibility of a
rational interlocutor capable of examining and
discussing my reasons makes me capable of de-
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JIaraeMBIVi IPYTOVI, IIpeJijlaraeTcsl B KadyeCcTBe Opyi-
€HTMPa IIPU OIpereSIeHNN JOCTaTOYHOCTY OCHO-
BaHWV IS IIPV3HAHVS VICTUHHOCTY HAIIIero Cy-
XJIeHMs. BO3MOXXHOCTB MMeTh palliOHAJIBHOTO
cobecerTHIMKa, CIIOCOOHOTO ITpOAHAIM3MPOBATH U
00CyIMTh MOV IOBOIIBI, IeJTaeT MeHs CIIOCOOHBIM
OITpeleINTh, €CTh JIV I HUX OOBEKTMBHOE OC-
HOBAHVIE VIV VIX OCHOBAHVEM SIBJISIETCS MOSI KOH-
KpeTHasl CKJIOHHOCTb. PaccMOTpro 3TO B Crietyto-
I1[eM pasziesie.

4. O 3HaUeHM M CBOOOIBI CJI0BAa

3a mpeneslaMy KPUTUYECKON CHUCTEMBI, B KO-
POTKOM TeKCTe «YTO 3HAUMT OPMEHTMPOBATHCS
B MblnuleHUn?» (1786), KanT ncnosnb3yer Heko-
TOpble apr'yMeHTHI B 3aIlIUTy BaXHOCTV CBOOOIBI
MbICIM. HekoTopble acIieKThl, orpaHuUYMBaoIlye
3Ty CBOOOIy, — 3TO HETePHVMOCTb U TeTePOHOM-
Hble TeHJIeHIINN B HaIlIMX paccyXaeHnsix. Tam e
KaHT ykaspiBaeT 1 Ha TO, 4TO I'paX/IaHCKOe ITpu-
HyXXJleHle TOoXe OorpaHM4YMBaeT Hallly CBOOOIy
MBICJIN. B 3a1mty aToro Tesvica oH MpUBOIUT pac-
CyXX[IeHWsI, KOTOpble MOTYT TIOKa3aTbCs CIIOKHBI-
mu. I'o ero cj10BaM, 1eH3ypa BJIMsIeT He TOJIbKO Ha
TO, UTO MOTYT 2060pumib JIIOAV, HO U1 Ha TPaHUIIEI
TOTrO, 0 UeM MM cJremyeT moicaums (AA 08, S. 144;
KanTt, 1994, c. 103).

s KaHTa BO3MOXHOCTH COOOIIATH HaIlIy
MBICJIV BJIMSIET Ha TO, KaK OHU pasBuBaroTcs. O0-
IasICh C APYTVIMU JIFOIBMU, MBI MOXKeM OIIeHUTh
OrPaHMYEHHOCTh 1 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTH HAaIIMX JI0-
BofoB. [lyGImuHOe IpocTpaHCTBO MO3BOJIAeT HaM
IIPOBEPUTH CVJIY HAIIMX PacCy KIIeHUM, M B XOJle
IVICKYCCUM HaIIIV pacCy K/IeHs KOPPeKTUPYIOTCs
U YKPeIUTSIOTCA.

VsyueHne pasnams MeXay [00beKTMBHBIM]
ybexxrieHVeM 11 BHYIIIEHHBIM yOeXX/IeH1eM, a Tak-
e pasbsgCHeHIUe CII0OCODOB OIIperiesIeHNsl 3TOro
pasinums JaeT JONOTHUTEIBHYO0 IPUIMHY IS
TIOZIIeP’KKV CBOOOZIBI CJIOBA ¥ JIJIsi COMHEHUV B
IOIyCTUMOCTY 11eH3yphl. [lybiamuHoe npocrpan-
CTBO, B KOTOPOM palMOHAJIbHBIV APYIroOu 3a7aeT
MHe BOIIPOCHI U TpebyeT OOBsSICHEHMS MOVX [I0-
BOJIOB, IIpefljlaraeTcsl B KauecTBe OpVeHTVpa I
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termining whether there is an objective ground
for them or whether their ground is my particu-
lar disposition. We will discuss this in the next
section.

4. An Insight into the Significance
of Freedom of Expression

Outside the realm of the critical system, in
a short text of 1786 entitled “What is Orienta-
tion in Thinking?”, Kant deploys some lines of
argument in defence of the importance of free-
dom of thought. Some aspects that restrict this
freedom are intolerance and heteronomous
tendencies in our reasoning. In the text, Kant
also points out that civil coercion restricts our
freedom of thought. To defend this thesis, he
presents a reasoning that may seem complex.
According to him, censorship does not only af-
fect what can be said by people, but it can also
affect the limits of what is to be thought by them
(WDO, AA 08, p. 144; Kant, 1989, p. 241).

For our philosopher, the possibility of com-
municating our thoughts impacts on the way
in which they develop. When we are in con-
versation with others, we become able to
appreciate the limitations and presupposi-
tions of our reasons. The public space allows
us to test the strength of our reasoning, and
through debate our reasoning is corrected and
strengthened.

The study of the difference between be-
ing convinced and merely persuaded of some-
thing, as well as the explanation of the ways
of establishing such a difference, provides a
complementary reason to embrace freedom
of expression and to question censorship. The
public space, with the rational other question-
ing me and demanding an explanation of my
reasons, is offered as a touchstone for revis-
ing the foundations of my knowledge, beliefs



JI. Maprunes

mepecMoTpa OCHOBAaHMVI MOVIX 3HAHWU, y6e>1</1e-
Hu v MHeHUM. TpeOoBaHVe KOMMYHMKALIVN I1O-
3BOJISIET HAM YETKO OITpeesINTh, KaKue 13 HaIlxX
yOexmeHM MMeIoT JIorndeckoe oOOCHOBaHMe, a
KaKVe TOJIBKO KaXKyTcsl TaKOBBIMI. BO3MOXXHOCTB
BBICKA3aThCsl V1 BECTV AVaJIOr C OPYTVIMI JIFOObMIL
CTaHOBWTCSI YCJIOBMEM [JISI IIepecMOTpa OCHOBA-
HUVI HaIlIVIX IIpe/IioyiaraeMbIX YOeKIeH VL.

3aK/IroueHve

B 5T0OMI cTaThe MBI PacCMOTpPEIIV PasHUILy MeX-
Iy TeM, YTO 3Ha4NT MMeTb yOeXXIIeHe 1 IIofI1aThb-
Cs1 BHYIIIEHUIO yOeXxaeHms. [1j1s 3Toro Mbl cCHava-
Jla YCTaHOBWUJIN, UYTO VIMeeM JIeJIO C IBYMsI BUgaMu
npuHATH. C OJHOVI CTOPOHBI, OHO OTJINYAETCS OT
VICTVIHBI, KOTOpasl SBJISIETCS PEJISIIMOHHBIM Kave-
CTBOM [IOCTOBEPHBIX CY>KIEHVAL. C OpPyrov CTOpo-
HBI, IPUHSATVIE COOTBETCTBYET MOIAIBHOCTY 3TVX
cyxaeHun. TakuM oOpasoM, oOBsiICHEHMe TPVHS-
TUS (ASSernsus) BIVICHIBAETCS B PaMKVI JIOT TYeCKOV
ITO3UIINY, KOTOpasl OIperesisieT ero Kak ocoboe
JIOTVTUeCKOe COBEPIIIEHCTBO HAIIlero IIO3HAHMSL.

MpI Takke M3ydmiIn pasHUILy MexXay [o0bek-
TUBHBIM]| yOeXIeHneM 1 BHYIIIEHHBIM yOeXxie-
HrieM. KaHT 0OBsICHSIET ee, MCXOIIsl M3 OCHOBaHU
KaJKIIOro CItoco0a IIpv3HaHVS 9eT0-TO VICTUHHBIM.
3peck OH AycTaHLOMpyeTcs oT baymrapreHa, mts
KOTOpOro [00bekTrBHOe| yOexeHe opoXK/IaeT-
Csl HaIllIM paccyO0koM, Torfa KaK 4yBCTBEHHOCTH
MOXET TOJIBKO BHYIIUTH HaM yOexmenwne. Hako-
Hell, MBI YBUIEIV, UYTO XOTS OOBSICHEHVEe TaKOro
pasnmums MOXeT ITOKa3aThCsl IIPOCTOV 3aj1advelt,
VHAVBUAYaIbHBI CyOBeKT He CrocoOeH viccile-
JIOBaTh MOTWMBBI ¥ OCHOBAHWSI CBOErO IIPUHSATVSA
0e3 HEKOTOPOro BMeIlIaTe/IbCTBA CO CTOPOHBI [IPY-
roro. [l Kanra obrieHvie, rmapyt vy poeKIimm
APYTOro — 3TO MeXaHW3MBI, IT03BOJISIONIVE CYyOb-
€KTy B Ka’KZIOM KOHKPETHOM CJIy4ae OIlpeIeInThb
CTeIleHb CBOEro NpMHATHA. VIMEeHHO TI03TOMY BO3-
MOXXHOCTb KOMMYHUMKALIMIM IIPeCTaBjIsIeTcs, B
TOM YVICJIEe ¥ B 9TOM OTHOIIIEHWM, KJTIOYOM K CBO-
GOIIHOMY 11 TOUHOMY MBIITIJIEHMIO.
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and opinions. The requirement of communica-
tion allows us to discriminate clearly which of
our beliefs have a logical basis and which only
seem to have one. The opportunity to express
ourselves and to dialogue with others is a con-
dition for the revision of the foundations of our
presumed convictions.

Recapitulation

In this article we have looked at the differ-
ence between being convinced and being per-
suaded. To do so, we have first seen that we
are dealing with two modes of assent. This
differs from truth, which is a relational qual-
ity of certain judgements. Assent, on the oth-
er hand, corresponds to their modality. Thus,
the explanation of assensus is inscribed in the
framework of a logical position which iden-
tifies it as a peculiar logical perfection of our
cognition.

We have also studied the difference between
conviction and persuasion. Kant explains it by
means of the foundations of each way of hold-
ing to be true. Here Kant distances himself
from Baumgarten, for whom conviction is gen-
erated by our intellect, whereas sensibility can
only persuade us. Finally, we have seen that
while the explanation of such a difference may
seem a simple task, the individual subject is not
capable of examining the motives and grounds
of his/her assent without some form of inter-
vention by the other. For Kant, the communica-
tion, the gamble or the projections of the other
are mechanisms that allow the subject to identi-
fy in each case the extent of his/her assent. This
is why the possibility of communication is pre-
sented, also in this respect, as a key to free and
precise thinking.
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