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B cBoen monorpadwmm o Kanre m mpobGrieme
asbika Padpasiie DpcaMm passuBaeT MpodHO 00O-
CHOBaHHYIO PeKOHCTPYKIIVIO apXUTEKTOHYeCKO-
ro MecTa si3bIKa B dvtocodmm Kanra ¢ momornpo
TOTO, YTO CaM aBTOp Ha3bIBaeT «TeHeTNYeCK/M Te-
sucom». CorlacHO 3TOoMy Tesucy, B dutocodnn
KanTa 0Oe3 ocBoeHMs: JIMHIBUCTUYECKMX KOMIIe-
TeHIIVV HEBO3MOXKHO ITIOJTyYeHVie TeOpeTUYeCcKIX
U IpaKTUYecKuX arpropHbix nosHaHui. Copep-
JKaHVe KHUTY MOXXKHO pas/ie/IuTh Ha Tpy YacTu. B
IIepBOVI YacTy (BBefIeHMe U IepBasi IJlaBa) DpcaM
orpesiesisieT MpeIMeT VCCIIeOBaHMs, IIpeJICTaB-
J1s1s1 CBOVA Te3VIC U BBIBOJIS Ha IIepe/THIM IJIaH KaH-
TOBCKME IIOHATHUS HpUoOpeTeHMs W 3MUTreHe3N-
ca. Bo BTopoit yacTu (co BTOpo¥1 10 IIATYIO IJIaBy)
OH IOIpoOHee ITporoBapmBaeT CBOVI Te3VC, PEKOH-
cTpyupys dyHKIIUM obpallieHns K SI3bIKy B pas-
HBIX IIpMMepax M3 TeOpeTUUYecKoV ¥ ITpaKTuye-
cxomt prtocodpum Kanra. TpeTbs vacTh (mrectast
I71aBa) ITOCBSIIIeHa OMNVCAHWMIO KaHTOBCKMX MBbIC-
JIeVl O TOM, KaK 4JesloBeK — ¥ KaK MHAMBUL, U KaK
BUJ, — IIproOpeTaeT JIMHIBUCTUYECKMe KOMIIe-
TeHIVI.

Bo BBemeHum DpcaMm mpencTasiisgeT CBOV Te-
HeTUYeCKUVI Te3VC, IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISAA €ro TpeM
pacIpocTpaHeHHBIM ITPOYTeHWsIM, KOTOpble OH
HasbIBaeT KPUTWUYECKVMM, OJIarokesiaTesIbHBIM 1
MakcumamcTckuM.  CormacHO  KPpUTWYEeCKOMY
npourtenmio (Voranu 'eopr l'aman n Vioranu ot-

! T'parckumt yausepcutet viM. Kaprma n @panria.
8010, Asctpus, I'parr, Arremcracce, 11. 25/11.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 28.04.2020 r.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-3-5

© ITackyape P., 2020

BOOK REVIEWS

THE ARCHITECTONIC
PLACE OF LANGUAGE
IN KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

R. Pasquaré'

Review: Raphaél Ehrsam, Le probléme du langage
chez Kant. Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin,
2016, 288 pp.

With this monograph on Kant and the prob-
lem of language, Raphaél Ehrsam develops a
well-argued reconstruction of the architecton-
ic place of language in Kant’s philosophy. The
author terms his argument “genetic thesis”. On
Ehrsam’s genetic thesis, in Kant’s philosophy
the mastery of linguistic competences is indis-
pensable to the acquisition of a priori theoreti-
cal and practical cognitions. The material of the
book can be divided into three parts. In the first
part (Introduction and Chapter One), Ehrsam
frames the subject by outlining his thesis and
foregrounding Kant’s notions of acquisition
and epigenesis. In the second part (Chapters
Two — Five), he then articulates his thesis by
reconstructing the functions played by specif-
ic linguistic instances in Kant’s theoretical and
practical philosophy. The third part (Chapter
Six) is devoted to sketching Kant’s thoughts on
how the human being, both as an individual
and a species, acquires linguistic competences.

In the Introduction Ehrsam presents his
genetic thesis by contrasting it with three
wide-spread readings which he calls critical,
benevolent, and maximalist. On the critical
reading (Johann Georg Hamann and Johann
Gottfried Herder), Kant neglects the philosoph-
ical study of language because his commit-
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dpun Tepmep), Kaunr mpenebperaer durocod-
CKVIM MCCIIeIOBaHVIEM s3bIKa 13-3a CBOEVI IIpUBep-
JKEHHOCTV aIlpMOPHOMY XapaKTepy YCJIOBUIL IO-
3HaHWs, IIPUHYXIAOIIEeN ero CKpbIBaTh JIVTHIBU-
CTUYeCKVe, TO eCTb AMIIMPUYecKNe, YCJIOBHMS II0-
sHaHus. CorytacHO OsaroXkesiaTeJIbHOMY IIpOYTe-
HVIO, MBI BCe JKe MOXKeM acCOLMMPOBaTh SA3bIK Kak
npenMeT mccienosaHms ¢ dwiocodpuen Kanra
HeCMOTpsI Ha ero MOJIHYIO HellpeCcTaBIeHHOCTb
B Hevl. MBI MOXeM Jiej1aTh 3TO, SKCIUIUIUPYS TO,
uto Kant octasut mMmmmnuntHbeM (ITntep Crpo-
coH, Xocsen benya), cucremarusupysi TO, 4TO
KaHT ocraBm1 HecucTeMaTH3pOBaHHBIM (XaHHa
Apennr, Muens KosH-AimiMmn), vimi mpyMeHs st
OCHOBOIIOJIaraolIye Te3VChl KaHTOBCKOV ulo-
codpum IS MicCiIeIoBaHMs A3bIKa ¥ KOMMYHMKa-
unu (Buierensm dpon I'ymOombAT, avckypcrBHas
sTMKa). CorylacHO MaKCHMaJIMCTCKOMY IIpoYTe-
nito (Bormbdpam Xorpebe, Viosedp CrmMoH), s3bIK
VI KOMMYHWMKAIIVS BBICTYTIAIOT KJIIOYOM K ITPOEKTY
KpuTuKH B 11es1oM. CorylacHO reHeT4YecKOMY Te-
3ucy Dpcama, s3bIK 1171 KanTa mpericrasiiser co-
Oom He MHMMBIV, HeCUCTeMaTUYeCKUI VI Bce-
OOBeMITIONINTII MHTepeC, HO 3aHMMaeT CBoe JIeTM-
TUMHOE, CUICTeMaT4eckoe ¥ apXUTeKTOHYeCcKoe
MecTo. B mericTBuTesIBHOCTM, OOJIa/iaHMe CIely-
drgeckMIM  JIMHTBUCTUYECKMMIM  KOMITETeHIIV-
SAMV eCTh HeoOXOIMMOe YyCIIOBMe IproOpeTeHs
aTlIPVOPHBIX TEOPETMUECKIX ¥ IIPAKTIYIECKVIX I10-
3HaHUM. B cBeTe 3TOro MbI MOXXeM paccMaTpMBaTh
KaHTOBCKVe BO33peHs Ha IIPUPO/y s3bIKa Kak 3a-
HMMaIOIIVe apXUTEKTOHIYeCKOe MeCTO B ero u-
jocodunt: TaM, Ihe AedyKUus TeopeTUUecKnx U
IIPaKTUYeCKVX TTO3HAHWUI IIPOU3BOOWNTCS a4 priori,
VIX IIpOOpeTeHIe IIPOVICXOAUT SMIIMPUYECK IT0-
CPeIICTBOM sI3BbIKa.

IIposgcrenne toro, uro KaHT mnoHumaer mof,
probpeTeHMeM, ecThb 3a7a4a IIepBOVI IJIaBbl KHI-
ri. YToOrl 060CcHOBaTE CBOM yTBepXKIeHus, 9To (1)
nproOpeTeHe allPUOPHBIX TIO3HAHWTI OIIVIpaeTCs
Ha o0J1a/TaHVe JIMHTBUCTUYeCKIMIY KOMIIeTeHIV-
gAMU, ¥ 9TO (2) 3Ta CBI3b He TOJIBKO COOTBETCTBY-
eT KaHTOBCKOM dustocodpms, HO SIBJISieTCs ee VH-

ment to the a priori character of the conditions
of cognition compels him to conceal the linguis-
tic, i.e. empirical, conditions of cognition. On
the benevolent reading, it is possible to associ-
ate the subject of language with Kant’s philos-
ophy despite the overall absence of the former
in the latter. One can do so by making explic-
it what Kant leaves implicit (Peter Strawson,
Jocelyn Benoist), by systematising what Kant
leaves unsystematic (Hannah Arendt, Micheéle
Cohen-Halimi) or by transferring pivotal tenets
of his philosophy onto the investigation of lan-
guage and communication (Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, Discourse Ethics). On the maximalist
reading (Wolfram Hogrebe, Josef Simon), lan-
guage and communication are the key to the
critical enterprise as a whole. With his genet-
ic thesis, Ehrsam maintains that in Kant’s phi-
losophy the subject of language, far from being
a spurious, unsystematic or all-encompassing
interest, holds a place which is legitimate, sys-
tematic and architectonic. In fact, the mastery
of specific linguistic competences is the neces-
sary condition of the acquisition of a priori cog-
nitive and practical cognitions. In light of this,
it becomes possible to consider Kant’s thoughts
on language as holding an architectonic place
in his philosophy: whereas the deduction of
cognitive and practical cognitions must be car-
ried out a priori, the acquisition of them occurs
empirically through language.

Clarifying what Kant means by acquisition
is the task of Chapter One. To undergird his
thesis (1) that the acquisition of a priori cogni-
tive and practical cognitions hinges upon the
mastery of linguistic competences and (2) that
this link is not only in keeping with but also
an integral part of Kant’s philosophy, Ehr-
sam needs find in Kant’s philosophy a notion
of acquisition which is both empirical and ca-
pable of preserving the a priori foundation of
theoretical and practical cognition. He argues
that such acquisition is the one which comes to
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TerpajibHOV YacTbIO, 9pcaMy HeoOXOIMMO HamTI
B dwtocodpmm KaHTa Takoe moHsiTHe IIprobpeTe-
HUsI, KOTOpoe ObIIO Obl OJTHOBpEMEHHO 3MIIVPU-
YeCKVM ¥ CIIOCOOHBIM COXPaHUTH allpMOPHOE OC-
HOBaHIe TeOPeTUYeCKMX M IIPaKTIUYeCcKIX IT03Ha-
Hum. OH yTBepXIlaeT, 4To IofobHoe mprodpeTe-
HVe TIOHATUI onvcbiBaeTcs KanTom B § 13 13 pas-
Zlerla O TpaHCLIeHeHTaIbHOV NeOyKLIUM BO 2-M
msgaaum «Kputnkm umcroro pasyma» (B 118—119;
Kant, 2006, c. 187—189). KanT pasinuaeT nemnyk-
uto (Deduktion) vi mproOpetenue (Erwerbung) ka-
Teropuri, OTMeyasi, YTo Iocjle[IHee eCTh IOPOoX]le-
Hue (Erzeugung) v obrnapanue (Besitz). B To Bpems
KaK JIeAyKIIVs HallpapjleHa Ha 000CHOBaHVe BO3-
MOYXHOCTM KaTeropuil U JI0JDKHa ITPOBOAUTBCH A
priori, TipuoOpeTeHNe KaTeropuil ecTb SMIVpPU-
YEeCKMI ITPOLIECC, IO3BOJISIOIIVVI MHOVBVIY IIO-
poxaarh nx u odnagars uMu. [Tockoneky «oOsia-
IaHMe» ODO3HauYaeT IIpaBMJIbHOE VICIIONIb3OBaHVIe
CIIOCOOHOCTeV], a «IIOpOXKIeHVe» — OIBIT, B KOTO-
POM VIHIOMBZ, IIPVIMEHsIeT Ha Jiejle CBOV allpuop-
Hble TTO3HaHM, MOXXHO CKa3aThb, YTO aIllpUOPHBIe
MO3HaHM IIpHoOpeTaroTCsd SMIMpUYecky Oe3 Ka-
KOro-Inb0 Bpera I MX OOOCHOBaHWS a4 priori.
Hanee Dpcam (Ehrsam, 2016, p. 44—48)* obcyxma-
eT KaHTOBCKOe ITIOHSTMe SINUIeHe3lca, COIrJIacHO
KOTOPOMY KOTHUTVBHBIE 1 IIPAaKTUUYeCKye KOM-
IeTeHIIMY PasBUBaIOTCs, TO eCTh IprodpeTaroTcs
4eJIoBeKOM cTajuasibHo. Takum oOpasoM, IoKasas,
YTO ero Te3Nc IIpaBIoNoIo0eH (HeuTo sMIMpuye-
CKO€e MOYKHO Ha3BaTh HEOOXOIVIMBIM YCJIOBUEM 1T
nproOpeTeHNsl allpUOPHBIX II03HaHMIL), Dpcam
JIOJDKeH [I0Ka3aTh ero IPaBWIBHOCTD, TO €CTh UTO
crienyidvdeckast sSMIMpudecKkas Belllb (I3bIK) eCThb
He3aMeHVIMOe CPeIICTBO IProOpeTeHs apuop-
HBIX IT0O3HaHUL. PeKOHCTPyKI1IVs pabOoThI JIMHIBU-
CTUYeCKMX KOMITeTEeHIIUTI B IIpoliecce IIprodpeTe-
HMs KOTHUTUBHBIX Y IPaKTUYeCKMX KOMIIeTeH-
LIV 3aHVIMaeT BTOPYIO YacTb KHUTM (IJIaBbl 2—5).

Bropasi r7aBa mocBAIeHa PEKOHCTPYKIIN
OpUYMH TOro, oyeMy KaHT cumTaet, 4To «43BIK,

2 [larmee B cCBUTKaX Ha KHUTY YKa3bIBAFOTCS TOIBKO CTpa-
HUIIBI B KPYTJIBIX CKOOKax.
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bear in § 13 of the “Transcendental Deduction”
of the B edition of the Critique of Pure Reason
(KrV, B 118-119; Kant, 1998, pp. 220-221). Ac-
cording to Ehrsam, Kant distinguishes between
the deduction (Deduktion) and the acquisition
(Erwerbung) of the categories and specifies the
latter as production (Erzeugung) and possession
(Besitz). Whereas the deduction aims at ground-
ing the possibility of the categories and must be
carried out a priori, the acquisition of the cate-
gories consists in the empirical processes which
enable an individual to produce and possess
them. Since ‘possession” means the proper use
of a faculty and “production” means the experi-
ence through which an individual exercises his
or her use of a priori cognitions, it can be said
that a priori cognitions are acquired empirical-
ly without detriment to their a priori founda-
tion. As a next step, Ehrsam (2016, pp. 44-48;
elsewhere only page-numbers of this work are
indicated in brackets) discusses Kant’s notion
of epigenesis, according to which human cog-
nitive and practical competences develop, i.e.
are acquired, in stages. Thus, after showing that
his thesis is plausible (something empirical can
be said to be the necessary condition for the ac-
quisition of a priori cognitions), Ehrsam has to
show that his thesis is also correct (the specif-
ic empirical thing which is language is an in-
dispensable means to the acquisition of a priori
cognitions). Reconstructing which and how lin-
guistic competences are necessary to develop-
ing cognitive and practical competences will be
the task of the second part of the book (Chap-
ters Two — Five).

Chapter Two is devoted to reconstructing
why Kant holds that “language, more precisely
the use of oral signs, makes possible the emer-
gence of concepts and rationality”? (p. 63). The
problem can be posed in these terms because

2 “[L]e langage, plus particulierement 'usage des signes
oraux, rend possible I’émergence des concepts et de la ratio-
nalité.” All quotes from French are translated by the re-
viewer. All emphases are added by the author.
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a TOYHee, VCIIOIb30BaHMe YCTHBIX 3HAKOB JleJIaeT
BO3MOXXHBIM BO3HVMKHOBEHWe TIOHSTUI ¥ paly-
OHaJIBHOCTW» (p. 63). MBI MOXeM BbIIEJIUTE 3Ty
1po0sieMy, TTOCKOIIBKY caM KaHT B «AHTpoOMosIo-
MM C IIparMaTudecKoy TOUKM 3peHUs» 3asBiIs-
€T, UTO IJIyXOVl OT POXKIeHMs 4eJIOBEeK «He VMeeT
VI He MBICJIUT AeVICTBUTEeIbHBIX HOHSATU» (AA 07,
p- 192; Kanut, 1994, c. 217). Takum oOpaszomM, Tieper
HaMM BCTaeT BOITPOC: KaKye MIMEeHHO CBOVICTBA fle-
JIAIOT «3BYKM PeIIaoIIyM ITOCPeIHVIKOM B BO3HVIK-
HOBEHUM pallVOHaJILHOCTI?..» (p. 84). DpcaM oTBe-
JaeT Ha Hero, KOHCTPyUpys yOenuTe/IbHBIV apry-
MEHT Ha OCHOBAaHWMVI BHVMATEIPHOTO ITPOYTEHVIS
§ 18, 38 1 39 «AnTponosnorun...». CorracHo Dpca-
My, He3BYKOBble SI3bIKM, HallpuMep S3bIK JKeCTOB,
VICTIOJTB3YEeMBIVI TIIYXVIMU OT POXKIIEHUS JIIOIbMU,
IIPeICTaBIIAIOT COOOV OTHEIbHBIV BUI, OOIIero
KJIacca CVIMBOJIMYECKOTO MBIIIIeHs 1 00J1afgaoT
€ro IJIaBHBIM HE0CTaTKOM — OTCYTCTBUEM HOP-
MaTMBHOCTI. TodHee, CHMBOJIMYECKOe MBIIIIJIe-
HVe ecTb JIF000e MBIIIUIeHVe, SMIVIPUYECKI Ipu-
oOpeTeHHOe ITOCPEeICTBOM acCOIIVAIINYI, ITPVBBIY-
KV WIM MMUTaImm. VIMeHHO Tak 0OCTOUT [1esIo C
A3BIKOM JKecTOB, 10331er1, MeTadopamu u T.11. [To-
CKOJIBKY CHMBOJIVYeCKOe MBIIIJIeHVe ITPOM3BOLI-
HO OT OIIbITa, OHO He MOXXeT IIOJHSITHCS 0 YPOB-
Hs1 BCeOOIITHOCTY ¥ HeOOXOIVIMOCTH, JIeXalllx B
OCHOBe HOpMaTuBHOCTH. [loaToMy Jromy, criocod-
HBle VCIIOJIb30BaTh JIMIIIb $3BIK JKECTOB, VIMEIOT
AOCTYII JIVIIb K CUMBOJIMYECKOMY, HeHOpMaTWB-
HOMY MBIIIJIEHMIO ¥ HEeCIIOCOOHBI BbIpaXkaTh 00-
IIYie TIOHSITUS. DTO He 3Ha4MT, YTO «OHU He CIIo-
COOHBI IMETb OIIBIT, CTPYKTY PUPOBAHHBIV B COOT-
BETCTBUM C IIPOCTPAHCTBOM, BpEMEeHeM 11 KaTero-
PVISIMII», HO CKOpee YTO «OHW He 00JIa/fatoT noHA-
MusAMU VI He MOTYT COOTHECTV BbIpa’keHue CBOVX
IpefcTaBieHN ¢ 3akoHaMmm» (p. 87). [IpoTmsornio-
JIOKHOCTB CHMBOJIMYECKOIO MBIIIUIEHMST — [IVIC-
KYpPCMBHOE, TO €CTh TaKOe MBIIIUIeHVe, B KOTOPOM
MIPOV3BOJIbHBIE CIIYXOBble 3HAKM COIIPOBOXKIIAIOT
IIOHATVE, He BBIBOIS €ro M3 OIblTa. lakK, ycTHas
peydb, XOTs TOXe VCIIOJIb3yeT UyBCTBeHHbIe 3HaKM
(mperHa3Ha4YeHHBIe J1J1 BOCIIPUATHUSA 3BYKM), ITe-
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Kant in Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of
View avers that a person deaf from birth lives
“without having and thinking real concepts”
(Anth, AA 07, p. 192; Kant, 2007, p. 300). The
question is thus, What specific properties make
“the auditory medium decisive for the emer-
gence of rationality [...]?”° (p. 84). Ehrsam
answers this question by crafting a sound ar-
gument based on a close reading of §§ 18, 38,
and 39 of Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point
of View. On Ehrsam’s reconstruction, non-au-
ditory languages, such as the sign language of
a person deaf from birth, are a particular case
of the general class of symbolic cognition and
are afflicted by its same capital flaw, i.e. its lack
of normativity. More precisely, symbolic cog-
nition is any cognition empirically derived by
association, habit, or imitation. This is the case
of sign language, poetry, metaphors etc. Since
symbolic cognition is derived from experience,
it cannot ascend to that level of universality
and necessity that makes up normativity. As a
consequence, human beings who are only able
to use sign language have only access to sym-
bolic, non-normative, cognition and are not
able to represent general concepts. This is not
to say that “they are not capable of experience
structured according to space, time and the cat-
egories,” but rather that “they do not possess
concepts and cannot subsume the articulation of
their representations under laws”* (p. 87). The
opposite of symbolic cognition is discursive
cognition, i.e. a cognition in which arbitrary
auditory signs accompany the concept with-
out deriving it from experience. So, the spoken
language has its sense medium as well (audito-
ry signs which are meant to be perceived), but
what it conveys is not a sensible but a concep-

> “Quelles sont donc [les] propriétés |...] des sonorités qui en

font le médium décisif de I"émergence de la rationalité [...]?”

* “[Kant] n’exclut pas [...] que le sourd de naissance [...] pos-
sede une expérience structurée selon 'espace, le temps et les
catégories [...]. Cependant, [...] il ne posseéde pas de concepts
et ne peut soumettre l'articulation de ses représentations a des
lois.”



peraeT Yyepes HMX He UyBCTBEHHOe, a IOHATUW-
Hoe coflepkaHme. Hanbosiee miHTepecHOM YacThIO
IJIaBbl SBJIsIeTCS VMMEHHO paccyXJeHue DpcaMa
0 TOM, KakK pasfesieHre MeXJay HeHOpMaTVBHBI-
MW CMMBOJIMYECKMMM Y1 HOPMaTVBHBIMU IVICKY P-
CUBHBIMU $I3bIKaMV ITPOXOAUT 4Yepe3 camy YyB-
cTBeHHOCTH (p. 89). B memcTBuUTeIBHOCTI BCAKUT
A3bIK — SMIIVMPUYECKNUI, TIOCKOJIBKY COCTOUT W3
3HAKOB, IIPEJICTABIISIONINX COOOV OT/IeJIbHbIE M-
HypuYecKyie BOCIIPUATIS, HO He BCAKUI SI3bIK —
CUMBOJIMUeCKUIL. Pasimume 3aKjIrouaeTcss B TOM,
YTO JIVICKYPCUBHBIE SI3BIKW OIIpesiesIeHbl 4 priori u
JIIITB ITepeIaloTCs SMIVPUYECK, B TO BpeMsl KaK
CUIMBOJIVTYECKVIE SI3bIKV OJTHOBPEMEHHO OITpe]ierle-
HBI U ITepeatoTCs SMIVPUYECKI.

Ilokasas, kak, cormtacHo KanTty, obGramaHwue
CJTyXOBBIMM 3HaKaMW OKa3bIBaeTcsl HeoOXomy-
MBIM IS IIproOpeTeHms] KOTHUTMBHOV KOMITe-
TEeHIMV TIOAYMHEHMs IIpefCTaBjIeHNI 3aKOHaM,
DpcaM MOCBsIIAeT TPeThIO IJIaBy PeKOHCTPYK-
LMY TeHeTndecKom ponm rpammarvkn. Coriac-
HO er'0 Te3NCY, «II0JIb3y4Ch IIpaBiIaMi I'paMMaTy-
KVI CBOETO SA3bIKa», YeJIOBEK «YHUMCA... ynpabaamo
pyHKyuaMy eOuHcmba, Mo ecib CAMUM PACCYOKOM»
(p- 136). Kak v vHOMBMI, He BIaJeOIINUIL CIIyX0-
BBIMV 3HaKaM, CIIOCOOeH CTPYKTYpUpOBaTh CBOV
OIBIT B COOTBETCTBUM C YMCTBIMU (popmMamm, HO
He CII0cOOeH IIOAYMHUTH IIpeCcTaBIeHNs 3aKo-
HaM, TaK ¥ VHIVBU/I, He BJIa[IeOIINi1 TpaBuIaMi
IpaMMaTVKIM CBOETO s3bIKa, CIIOCO0eH popMyIIn-
poBaTh IpaBUJIbHBEIE CYyXX[IeHVs, HO He CIIoOcO0eH
K «IOIOJIHUTEJIBHON pedpyieKcuI Hafl, TpaHCIeH-
IleHTaJIbHBIMY IIPMHOMIIAMM paccyrka» (p. 103),
SIBJISIOIIETVICS HeOTheMJIEMOV YaCThIO OBJIAJIEHUS
CIIOCOOHOCTBIO MBIIIIEHNS. DTO, TIOXKAITy1, caMasi
IIPOTVBOpPEYNBasl YacTh KHUT. ABTOp HaMepeBa-
eTCs TIPOSICHUTD TIOHSITHE «I'PaMMaTUKI MBIIIIe-
Hus» (Grammatik des Denkens), ynommusaaemoe Kan-
TOM B ero «Jleknmsx o Pr1ocodcKov SHIMKIIONe-
IV1», HO IeTaJIbHO 3Ty TeMy He oOcyXaeT. AHa-
JIV3, IPOBeJIEHHBIVI DpcaMoM, OCTaBJIsieT Oe3 OTBe-
Ta BOIIPOC O COOCTBEHHO apXMUTEKTOHYECKOM Me-
cte Toro, yto KaHT Ha3bIBaeT rpaMMaTMKOV MBIITI-
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tual content. The most interesting section of the
chapter is precisely Ehrsam’s account of how
the cleavage between symbolic non-normative
and discursive normative language runs with-
in sensibility itself (p. 89). In fact, all language
is empirical insofar as it consists of signs which
are empirical intuitions, but not all languages
are symbolic. The decisive difference lies in the
fact that discursive languages are determined a
priori and only conveyed empirically, whereas
symbolic languages are both determined and
conveyed empirically.

After showing how, according to Kant, the
mastery of auditory signs is necessary for the
acquisition of the cognitive competence of sub-
suming representations under laws, Ehrsam
devotes Chapter Three to reconstructing the ge-
netic role of grammar. On his thesis, “in master-
ing the grammatical rules of one’s language”,
one “learns [...] to master the functions of unity
which are the understanding itself’> (p. 136). Just
as the individual who does not master audito-
ry signs can still structure his or her experience
according to pure forms but cannot subsume
representations under laws, so the individual
who does not master the grammatical rules of
his or her language can still formulate correct
judgments but cannot perform that “addition-
al reflection on the transcendental principles of
the understanding”® (p. 103) which is an inte-
gral part of one’s mastery of the cognitive fac-
ulty. This is maybe the thorniest chapter of the
book. The author endeavours to elucidate the
concept of “grammar of thought” (Grammatik
des Denkens), which Kant mentions in his Lec-
tures on Philosophical Encyclopedia but does not
to develop in detail. What Ehrsam’s analysis
leaves unresolved is precisely the architectonic

> “En apprenant a maitriser la grammaire d'une langue |[...],
l'individu apprend a maitriser les fonctions de I'unité qui
sont I'entendement méme.”

¢ “[L]a maitrise implicite des regles grammaticales vaut com-
me condition préalable a la réflexion ultérieure sur les princi-
pes transcendantaux de l'entendement.”
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JIeHVsI, KOTOpasi JOJDKHA BKITIOYaTh B cebdsl «orpe-
IleJleHHBIe OOIIMe ImpaBuIa MBIIUIeHMs» (AA 29,
p- 31). DpcaM oTMeUaeT, YTO IePBOVCTOYHVIKI I10-
3BOJISIIOT JIVIIIb CTPOUTH JOTAIIKM, M OCTOPOXKHO
yTBepXKaaeT, 4To KaHT cumTaeT npasisia rpaMma-
TUKV BCEOOITMMM «8 CUAY 11020 haxma, umo Molui-
seHue He cyuwecmByem unave kax 6 caobecroi ghop-
me» (p. 127). [Janee aBTOp HPUXOOUT K BBIBOLY,
UTO KaHTOBCKas I'paMMaTVKa MBIITUIEHUS «/IMeeT
CMBICII B CVJTY CBO€VI CBSI3M C VICCIIeIOBaHVIEM (popM
€IVHCTBA B CYXIEHMSX IIOCPEICTBOM TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTasIbHOM JIorvKm» (p. 135). Ha sty unTep-
IIpeTalyio MOXKHO BO3Pa3UTh, YTO eCIIV eIVTHCTBO
B CY)K/IEHMSIX OIVIpaeTCs OIHOBPEMEHHO U Ha VIC-
I10JIb30BaHVe IpaMMaTHMKY, VI Ha VICIIOIIb30BaHe
TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV JIOTVIKVI, TO OCTAeTCs HesC-
HBIM, KaK BO3MOXXHO MCKJIIOUeHMe SI3bIKa U3 YCIIO-
BUTI MBIIIIEHVS VI €70 PacCMOTpPeHMe TOJIBKO Kak
CpencTBa JOCTVDKEHMSI KOTHUTVMBHBIX KOMIIETEH-
umi. pyruMu cjioBamu, eciy, KakK yTBepXKaaeT
KaHTt, MBI MBICIIM CJIOBaMU ¥, KaK OCTOPOXKHO
3aKIr04aeT DpcaM, PYHKIINS eMHCTBA B CyXKile-
HMSAX JOCTUTraeTCsl MOCPeACTBOM OIHOBPEMEHHO
JIVIHTBUCTMYECKMX VI TPaHCIIEHIeHTAJIbHBIX OITe-
panum, To, Kak yTBepxaaeT Bruterensm JIrorTep-
demnpac (Liitterfelds, 2004, S. 155—156), rpamma-
TUYeCKMe YCJIOBUSL BO3MOXHOCTY S3bIKa JIOJKHBI
TaK>ke OBITB ¥ YCIIOBVSIMY BO3MOXKHOCTY OOBEKTOB
a3bika. OmHaKo, OyIIb 3TO TakK, SA3bIK HEIIPeMeHHO
ObUT OBI BEIHY>KIIEH UT'PaTh POJIb HE TOJIBKO B IIPU-
oOpeTeHMM KOTHUTMBHBIX KOMIIETEHIINII, HO U B
HemyKIWM YUCTBIX ITO3HAHWI, KOTOpPbIe ipso facto
repecTtasiy Obl OBITh UMCTBIMIL.

ITpemmeT yeTBepTOVI I71aBbl — KAaHTOBCKME pas-
MBIIIIeHN 00 MCIIO/Ib30BaHMM IIePBOro JINIIA, TO
€CTh O CLIOCOOHOCTVI TOBOPUTD VIV MBICIIUTD «s». B
KauecTBe IIePBOro I1ara JpcaM OIpeerIsieT CIiell-
vdryeckoe eqVHCTBO, [eslaloliee KaHTOBCKOe «s
MBICITIO» BO3MOKHBIM KaK CHMHTETUYeCKOe eIVH-
CTBO amnepreniu. ABTOp BCTaeT Ha CTOpoHy Po-
6epra bpangoma (Brandom, 1994, p. 187), criops ¢
ITntepom Crpoconom (Strawson, 1966, p. 93), ko-

place of what Kant terms grammar of thought
and outlines as containing “certain gener-
al rules of thought”” (PhilEnz, AA 29, p. 31;
transl. R.P.). Ehrsam stresses that the primary
sources only allow for conjectures and cautious-
ly argues that Kant is saying that “grammatical
rules are taken to be universal by virtue of the
fact that thinking does not exist except in the use of
words”® (p. 127). The author then concludes that
Kant’s grammar of thought “principally de-
rives its meaning in relation to the investiga-
tion, through transcendental logic, of the forms
of unity in judgments” (p. 135). It can be ob-
jected to this interpretation that, if the unity in
judgments is due to both a transcendental log-
ical and a grammatical operation, it is not clear
how language can be excluded from the con-
ditions of cognition and only be considered as
serving as a means to cognitive mastery. In oth-
er words: if, as Kant states, it is in words that
we think, and if, as Ehrsam tentatively con-
cludes, the function of unity in judgments is
accomplished through both a linguistic and a
transcendental operation, then, as Wilhelm Liit-
terfelds (2004, pp. 155-156) argues, the gram-
matical conditions of the possibility of language
should also be the conditions of the possibili-
ty of the objects of language. But, if this were
so, then language would have to play a role not
only in the acquisition of cognitive competences
but also in the deduction of pure cognitions,
which would ipso facto cease being pure.

The subject of Chapter Four is Kant’s
thought on the use of the first person, i.e. on the
ability to say or think ‘I’. As a first step, Ehrsam
defines the specific unity which makes Kant’s ‘I
think” possible as synthetic unity of appercep-

7 Cf. “[E]ine Grammatik des Denkens [soll] bestimmte allge-
meine Regeln des Denkens enthalten |[...].”

8 “[LJes regles grammaticales sont tenues pour universelles
en raison du fait que la pensée n’existe que dans 'usa-
ge des mots.”

> “La grammaire philosophique prend principalement son
sens en relation avec l'étude, par la logique transcendantale,
des formes de ['unité dans les jugements.”
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TOPBIVI, KaK OH CUMTAeT, TI0jIarajl CMHTETIYecKoe
€IVHCTBO aIIleplenIIny 3aBUCIIIM OT BO3MOX-
HOCTV IIPUIIVICHIBATh ceOe CBOV COOCTBEHHBIE KOT-
HUTUBHBIe cocTosiHMsA, U ¢ [larpunmen Kuruep
(Kitcher, 1990, p. 122), koTopasi, 110 MHEHUIO Dpca-
Ma, OTOXIECTBJISIET CMHTETUYEeCKOe eIMHCTBO all-
TIePIENIINY C acCOLMAIIVSIMY, OOBEIVIHSIONTMU
collep’kaHye PasINUHBIX KOTHUTWUBHBIX COCTOSI-
HUV cyObekTa. DpcaM yTBepXKIaeT, YTO CMHTeTH-
YecKoe eIVHCTBO allllepIIeNINy CTAaHOBUTCS BO3-
MOXXHBIM B CUJIy «TOro (pakTa, UTO AEVICTBUE CY-
JKIeHWS OTKPBIBaeT HaM, YTO MBI HE MOXKEM VIMeTh
00H0 TIOHATME, He 0Ds1amast MHOXKECTBOM IIOHATUIT
(p- 167). B xadecTBe BTOpPOro IIIara OH IIpercTaB-
JIeT CBOVI Te3¥C, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY «MeCTOVIMe-

“9” oTpakaeT HpellecTByIOIee [CMHTETH-
yecKoe eIVHCTBO allllepIieniin], a cjeoBaTeb-
HO, pa3BMBaeT 0CO3HAHUE STOTO eAVHCTBA VI Halllel
OTBETCTBEHHOCTM 3a HaIllVl MBICJIVI "I ITOCTYIIK»
(p. 170). PasbscH4s1 cBOVI apryMeHT, DpcaM IIpUBO-
IVT [Ba OPUTIMHAIBHBIX I0BOAA. Bo-iepBhIX, O-
CPeICTBOM BHVMATEJIPHOTO ITPOYTEHNS] KaHTOB-
CKMX JIEKITUT TI0 aHTPOIIOJIOI M JTOKPUTIYECKOrO
Y KPUTUYEeCKOTo IeproIoB DpcaM peKOHCTPYUPY-
€T VCIIOJIb3yeMble TEPMUHBI VI Te 3Tallbl, IIPOXOLIs
uepes KoTopble KaHT (a) IpuXOOUT K pa3IM4eHmIo
Pa3HBIX BUIOB €AVHCTBA, CTABIIVIX B ITOTe aHAJIV-
TUYEeCKVM €IVIHCTBOM aIIIIEePIEITIINV, «S MBICITIO»
u «s», U (b) n3beraet, ka3zasiochk Obl, HeM30eXHO-
ro BbIOOpa MeXAy KOCHBIM pallViOHaJIbHBIM JIOT-
MaTM3MOM ¥ He MeHee ITpO0IeMaTUHBIM SMIIV-
PUYECKMM CKEIITUIIM3MOM B KadecTBe OIOPHI I
3TOTO pasyimyueHns. Bo-BTOPBIX, aBTOp OIMpaeTcs
Ha I[1epBoe MPeIIoKeHVe «AHTPOIIOIOI Y C TIpar-
MaTM4YecKoV TOUKM 3peHns». Tam KaHT 3assiiseT:
«To, 9TO UYesIOBEK MOXET MMeTh IIpeiiCTaBIIeHIe
0 cBoeM I, BecKoOHEeUHO BO3BBIIIIAET €ro HaJl, Bce-
MU OPYTUMM CyIlecTBaMM, XMUBYIIVMMI Ha 3eM-
ne» (AA 07, p. 127; KanT, 1994, c. 142). CoryacHo
DpcaMy, ompefessis MeCTO «si» B IIpellCTaBJIeH-
sx, KaHT He yKa3bIBaeT Ha «g MbIcIo». Ho aT0 1”1
He O3HaydaeT, uTo KaHT oTHesigeT PyHKIINIO «si» OT
CIIOCOOHOCTM BBIPaXKaTh «s1» B si3bIke. Harporus,

HUe

103

R. Pasquare

tion. Against both Peter Strawson (1966, p. 93),
read as maintaining that the synthetic unity of
apperception hinges upon the possibility of at-
tributing to oneself one’s own cognitive states,
and Patricia Kitcher (1990, p. 122), read as iden-
tifying the synthetic unity of apperception with
the associations which unite the contents of
the subject’s different cognitive state, the au-
thor sides with Robert Brandom (1994, p. 187)
and states that the synthetic unity of appercep-
tion is made possible by “the fact that we judge
[i.e. by the fact that the] activity of judging re-
veals that we cannot have one concept with-
out having a plurality of them” (p. 167). As
a second step, he then presents his thesis, on
which “the pronoun ‘I’ reflects the [synthetic
unity of apperception] which precedes it, and
thereby develops the consciousness of this uni-
ty and our responsibility toward our thoughts
and actions (p. 170).” In expounding his argu-
ment, Ehrsam provides two particularly origi-
nal accounts. First, by means of a close reading
of Kant’s pre-critical and critical lectures on
anthropology, he reconstructs the terms and
stages of Kant’s struggle with (a) disentan-
gling the kinds of unity which he finally comes
to distinguish as analytical unity of appercep-
tion, ‘I think” and ‘I and (b) avoiding the foun-
dation of any of them on what seemed to be the
inescapable choice between the rock of ration-
al dogmatism and the hard place of empirical
scepticism. Second, the author dwells on the
opening sentence of Anthropology from a Prag-
matic Point of View. There Kant states: “The fact
that the human being can have the ‘I’ in his rep-
resentations raises him infinitely above all oth-
er living beings on earth” (Anth, AA 07, p. 127;
Kant, 2007, p. 239). On Ehrsam’s reading,

10 “Lactivité de juger révele le fait qu’on ne peut avoir un
concept sans en avoir plusieurs.”

" “[L]e pronom ‘je’ réfléchit [I'unité synthétique de I'apper-
ception] qui le précede, et développe ainsi la conscience de
cette unité et notre responsabilite vis-a-vis de nos pensées et
de nos actes.”
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OH yTBepXIIaeT, YTO VMIMEeHHO JIMHIBUCTIYECKas
BO3MOXKHOCTb BbIpaXkaTbh «si» T103BOJIeT CyOBbeKTy
MBICJIUTB «SI MBICITIO», IIPVI 3TOM HeCYyIIeCTBEHHO,
BBIpa’kaeTcs JIM IlepBoe JIUIIO JIEKCUUYecKN (depes
JITYHOE MeCTOVIMEHVe) VWIIV TpaMMaTiiecKn (Je-
pe3 okoHYaHme miaroia). TakuMm obpasom, Kant
yTBepXKJaeT He He3aMeHVIMOCTD SI3bIKOBOT'O BbIpa-
JKeHUs «s», a CKopee (PYHKIIMOHAIBHYIO 3KBVBa-
JIEHTHOCTb €T'0 JIEKCMYECKOTO 1 TPaMMaTIdecKoro
BBIPa’kKeHIsI.

ObOpariasicb K apXUTEeKTOHMUYECKOMY MeCTy
s3bIKa B IIpakTudeckon dputocodpun Kanra, Dp-
caM IOCBSIIaeT IIATYIO IJIaBy IIPOSICHEHWIO IIPU-
unH ycraHasBaeMon Kanrom B «lIpennonarae-
MOM Hauajle 4eJIOBEYeCKOV VCTOPMUI» HeoOXOomu-
MOVI CBSI3U MeXy «eoBopums [sprechen)... T.e. u3e-
sAcHamoeca [reden], a 3HAUUT, I MbLCAUMDb COOTBET-
CTBEHHO B3aVMOCBSI3aHHBIM HOHATHSAM» (AA 08,
p- 110, Kant, 1993, c. 155) 1 «pa3BuUTHEM B UesIo-
BEUECKIX [EesSHMSIX HPABCTBEHHOIO 3JIeMeHTa»
(AA 08, p. 111; KanT, 1993, c. 155). /1151 oTBeTa Dp-
caMm oOparraeTcs He K HpaBCTBEHHOMY Pa3BUTHIO
poria 4erioBe"ecKoro, KOTopoe MbI HaXOIVIM B KaH-
TOBCKOVI (PryI0cOpmI MCTOPUY, a K HpaBCTBEHHO-
My pa3BUTHIO MHAVBW/A, onvcbiBaeMoMy KarnToMm
B nleffarorvike. Ero oCHOBHOVI BOITPOC: B YeM COCTO-
VT He3aMeHVIMBIV BKJIaJl SI3bIKa B Pa3BUTVE MO-
pasIbHBIX KoMmIleTeHIMN vHAMBUAA? Ilo Dpcamy,
peJIeBaHTHYIO B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe (PYHKIIVIO S3bl-
Ka Hy>KHO paccMaTpMBaTh C IBYX CTOPOH: KakK I1ep-
JIOKYTUBHYIO 11 KOMMYHMKaIIMOHHYI0. Ha ypoBHe
MIepJIOKyTUBHOTO aKTa ajpecHas dopMa KaTero-
pryUecKoro mMMIleparvsa, OyAb OHa [IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HO IIpOoM3HeceHa IV JIVIIb [OMBIC/IeHa (ThL J0JI-
JKeH), OIHO3HAYHO HeoOXomuMa I Iepermadnt
IIPEeCKPUIITYBHOIO XapaKTepa MOpPaJIbHOIO 3aKO-
Ha KaK 00s13aHHOCTY B ITPOTVBOIOJIOXKHOCTb J1ecC-
KPUIITUBHOMY XapaKTepy 3aKOHOB IIPVPOIBI KaK
nevicrBuTesibHOcTH (p. 185—191). Ha xomMmyHMKa-
TUBHOM YpOBHe, KaK yTBepXJaeT DpcaMm, olupa-
gCh Ha «DTUYecKoe ydeHue o Metone» «MeTtadu-
3MKV HPaBOB», HEOOXOIVIM [IVajIor MeX/y yduTe-
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Kant’s locating the ‘I’ in the subject’s represen-
tations does not hint at the ‘I think’. Nor does it
imply that Kant is disjoining the function of the
‘I" from the possibility of its linguistic expres-
sion. On the contrary, Kant is averring that it is
precisely the linguistic possibility of expressing
the ‘I’ that enables the subject to reflect the ‘I
think’, but that it is immaterial whether the first
person is expressed by means of a lexical (the
personal pronoun) or a grammatical (a verb’s
ending) mark. Thus, what Kant is averring is
not the dispensability of the linguistic expres-
sion of ‘I’, but rather the functional equivalence
of its lexical and grammatical expression.
Turning to the architectonic place of lan-
guage in Kant’s practical philosophy, Ehrsam
devotes Chapter Five to elucidating why Kant
in Conjectural Beginning of Human History es-
tablishes a necessity link between the ability to
“discourse [sprechen], i.e. speak [reden] accord-
ing to connected words and concepts” (MAM,
AA 08, p. 110; Kant, 2007, p. 164) and “the de-
velopment of what is moral in his doing and re-
fraining” (ibid., p. 111; Kant, 2007, p. 165). The
author’s framework is not the species’ moral
development in Kant’s philosophy of histo-
ry, but the individual’s moral development
in Kant’s pedagogy. His leading question is,
“In what consists the indispensable contribu-
tion of language to the individual’s develop-
ment of moral competence?” Ehrsam’s account
can be read as tackling the relevant function of
language both as perlocution and communica-
tion. On the level of perlocution, he argues that
the — actually uttered or rationally represent-
ed — address form of the categorical impera-
tive (you ought) is indispensable unequivocally
to convey the prescriptive character of the
moral law as obligation as opposed to the de-
scriptive character of natural laws as factuality
(pp- 185-191). As for the level of communica-
tion, Ehrsam especially draws on the “Doctrine
of the Methods of Ethics” of the Metaphysics of



jeM (VHAMBUIIOM, yXKe OBJIaJIeBIIVIM MOpasIbHBI-
MV KOMIIETEHIIVSMM) U YIeHVKOM (MHAVIBUIOM,
elrle He OBJIAZIEBIIINM VIMM). DTOT AMAJIOr IOJDKEH
BeCTV yueHMKa K IIPU3HaAHMIO «CBOEro coOCTBeH-
HOTO pasyMa KaK MCTOYHMKA MOPaIbHOTIO 3aKOHa»
(p. 217), TO eCTb K OTKPBITUIO B3aIMOOTHOIIIEHT
Me>XXIly MOpaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM, YMCTBIM ITpaKTIye-
CKVIM pa3yMOM ¥ aBTOHOMVIETA.

VccnerioBaB sI3bIK KaK CII0co0 IIprmoOpeTeHms,
chaM B IIOCJIEIHEVL, IIIeCTOW IJIaBe o6pamaeTc;1 K
HeMYy KakK K 00beKTy mprobperenmis. Eciim BTopast
4yacThb KHUIM ObUIa HOCBAIleHa PeKOHCTPYKLINUNU
TOTO, UTO JIIOAM IIPVOOPETAIOT IOCPEICTBOM SI3bI-
Ka, TO TpeTbs OepeTcss OOBSICHUTD, KaK OHU IIPU-
oOpeTtatoT si3bIK. COOTBETCTBEHHO, aBTOP PEKOH-
CTpyupyeT, Kak, 1o MHeHMo KaHTa, (a) MHAVBU-
IIbI yUaTcs BJIaZleTh A3bIKoM, (b) s3bIK BO3HMKaeT y
JIofIeVt Kak Bua, (C) A3bIK 3BOJIOIMOHMpPYeT. YTo
KacaeTcsl IIpVoOpeTeHNs s13bIKa MHOVBUIOM, Dp-
caM IIPMBOOMUT AeTaJIbHOE OIVICaHVie KaHTOBCKOTO
OITPOBEP)KeH NS BpPOXKIEHHOCTM sI3bIKa V1 ero apry-
MEeHTOB B IIOJIB3y 3IMreHe3lca, obparasi ocoboe
BHMMaHMe Ha YBepeHHOCTh KaHTa B 00BbscHeHMM
VHAMBVIYaIbHOIO JIVHTBUCTVYECKOTO Pa3BUTIS
IIOCPEICTBOM BKJTIOUEHHOCTV B S3BIKOBOE CO00-
I11ecTBO. B OTHOIIeHNI BOSHMKHOBEHMS S3bIKa Y
JIIOTIeVT KaK BUa aBTOp ITOKasbiBaeT, urto KaHT c
YBEPEHHOCTBIO OTpUIIaeT 1 HaTypaIMCTUYeCKyIO
Teoputo (Mosec MeHnneribcoH 11 ro3mHM [eprep),
" Teopuio OokecTBeHHOro mpowvicxoxnaeHus (Vo-
rauH [lerep 3rocmmibx u panHUn l'epriep), Ho He
3HaeT, KaK IOACTYIUTHCS K 3TOM IIpolsieMe, He
oIVpascCh LIEJIVKOM Ha OTpUIlaHVe APYyruX IOf-
xomoB. Hakorer, 115t oTBeTa Ha BOIrpoc 00 3BOJTO-
LIV SI3BIKOB DpcaM BBIBOIT, OCHOBBIBASICh Ha CO-
uyHeHMsix KaHTa, 1Ba OCHOBHBIX IIPUHITNIIA: JIVIC-
KYPCMBHOI'O MBIIIUIEHN U KyJIBTYpPHOIO oOMeHa.
CoOTBETCTBEHHO, SA3BIKM 3BOJIIOLVIOHVPYIOT, TO
€CTb CTAHOBSITCS Bce Dosiee 1 0ojIee CIOCOOHBIMM
K Ilepefiave MOHATI, 10 Mepe CHVDKEeHWS Y POBHS
CYIMBOJITYHOCTY VI POCTa KOHTAKTOB HOCUTEJIEN C
IIpeICTABUTEIISIMU APYIX KYJIBTYP.

R. Pasquare

Morals to argue for the indispensability of the
dialogue between teacher (an individual whose
moral competence has already developed) and
pupil (an individual whose moral competence
has not yet developed) to guide the latter to the
recognition “of his own reason as the author
of the moral law”*? (p. 217), in other words, to
the discovery of the relation of moral law, pure
practical reason, and autonomy.

After examining language as a means to an
acquisition, in Chapter Six (the last) Ehrsam
examines language as the object of an acquisi-
tion. If the second part of the book was devoted
to reconstructing what human beings acquire
through language, the third tackles how hu-
man beings acquire language. Accordingly, the
author reconstructs how, on Kant’s view, (a)
individuals learn to master a language, (b) lan-
guage emerges within the human species, and
(c) languages evolve. As for how an individu-
al acquires a language, Ehrsam brings into play
a detailed account of Kant’s confutation of in-
natism and his notion of epigenesis and stresses
Kant’s confidence in explaining individual lin-
guistic development through the immersion in
a linguistic community. As for the emergence
of language within the human species, the au-
thor shows that Kant is as confident in refuting
both the naturalistic (Moses Mendelssohn and
the later Herder) and the divine origin theses
(Johann Peter Stifimilch and the young Herder)
as he is puzzled at how to approach the prob-
lem without too strongly relying on conjec-
tures. Finally, as for the subject of the evolution
of languages, Ehrsam subsumes Kant’s relevant
accounts under the two principles of discursive
cognition and cultural exchange. Accordingly,
languages evolve, i.e. become more and more
capable of conveying rational concepts, the less
symbolic they become and the more exchange
their speakers entertain with other cultures.

12 “[L]e dialogue a autant pour fonction [d’aider I’éléve] a af-
firmer sa propre raison comme I"auteur de la loi morale.”
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B obrmmem u 11estom MoHOTrpadms Padasis Dp-
caMa MOXXeT IT0OXBacTaThCsl YeTKOCTBIO CTPYKTY Pbl
U SICHOCTBIO apryMeHTallyy, a TakKke 3JIeraHTHO-
CTBIO si3bIKa. OHa uIoIOrnMYecK TOYHa, XOpo-
III0 HaIVcaHa M cucTeMaTnyHa. KaHT mokasan
KaK B KOHTEKCTe CBOero BpeMeHl, TakK U B Oostee
HIVPOKOV ONTHKe prytocopmmt paHHEro Momep-
Ha. Bosiee Toro, MoHorpadus mpescrasiser co-
OOVl ITeHHBI BKJIAIO B CIIVICOK JTTepaTyphl, VC-
CJIeyIoIIeVt BOITPOC JIONOJIHEeHMs YMCTOro U pa-
IIMIOHaJILHOIO HeYVCTBIM M SMIVPUYECKIM B pu-
nocodpun Kanra. Xorsa KaHT penkxo paccmarpu-
BaeTCsl B KadyeCcTBe OJHOV M3 KJIIOYeBbIX puryp
B mcTopun prytocodun sA3plka, DpcaM YCIIeIIHO
JIOKa3bIBaeT, UTO OH TOYHO He 00oIlesI 3Ty TeMy
cropoHovi. Eiie BaskHee TO, 4TO DpcaMy yaasioch
MO TBEPAUTH CBOVI Te31C 00 apXMTeKTOHMYECKOM
MecTe s3blKa B TpaHClIeHJIeHTaJIbHOM usIoco-
dpum Kanra.
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Overall, Raphaél Ehrsam’s monograph ex-
hibits a clear structure, lucid arguments, and
an elegant prose. It is philologically accurate,
well-documented, and systematically solid.
Kant is embedded in both his contemporary
context and in the wider framework of mod-
ern philosophy. Furthermore, it is a valuable
contribution to the literature investigating
how, in Kant’s philosophy, the impure and
empirical complements the pure and rational.
Although Kant is not commonly considered
a milestone in the philosophy of language,
Ehrsam succeeds in proving that Kant sure-
ly did not neglect the philosophical study of
language. More importantly, he succeeds in
substantiating his thesis on the architecton-
ic place of language in Kant’s transcendental
philosophy.
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