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I'VCTAB IIITET, UMMAHYWJI KAHT
N TEPMUHWUCTCKAJS JIOTIKA

M. Henn'

Conocmabaas 6 pabome «f6renue u cmolca» mpan-
cyendenmarvHyto soeuxy Mmmanyusra Kanma ¢ mpaou-
YuoHHoU npobremamuxoi ¢purocogpuu Asvika, I'ycmab
[Inem cuea ymecmmvim u KOHYenmyaissHo sgpgpexmub-
HbIM 00pamumucs k cpedHebexoBomy cXOAACUUeCKOMY
cnopy 06 yHubBepcarusx. Ilosonee, 8 mexcme «I'epmered-
muxa u ee npobaemul», o cHoba BosBpawaemcs K 3motl
Juckyccuu u 3ameuaem, umo 6 ee pamkax gopmupoba-
Aach, mpaduyus «mepmunucmexoi» roeuxu XIII 6. I1ao-
domBoprocms makoeo nodxoda Llnem cBasviban c paspa-
bomanHoi um KoHyenyuetl Bnympenneil gpopmol cr06a.
Tepmunucmcekas s0euka ocHoBaHa HA onpedeseHUU U
amaiuse makux mepmunol, xax significatio, suppositio,
expositio, exponibilia, u Illnem, paccmampubasn ux, Oe-
MoHcmpupyem co3Byunocms cboetl KoHyenyuu c mep-
munucmexon 102uxoi. Ommarkubascy, om A02UHECKUX
paspabomox  XIII 6., on npedsaeaem cBoi Bapuanm
npeodosenus npomubopeuuii, obHapyxubaemvix 6 kpu-
muueckotl ¢pusrocogpuu Kanma. Ilpobrema ommouenus
UHMYUYUU U NOHAMUA 0cmaiack, no mueruto Illnema,
HepaspeuieHHol  mpaHcyeHOeHMAAbHbIM — UOALUSMOM
(Onxe HecmMomps. Ha MO, UMO KAHMOBCKUT «CXeMa-
musm» npedcmabasem cobotl NOUCK MAKO20 PeULeHU).
Oma npucywjan kanmuancmby npobaema aAbasemca 044
IInema cBoeobpasmon mouxoil ommarkubanus, u o
Bo3Bpawyaemcs k Heil Ha Bcem npomsaxeHuy c6oeeo mbop-
uecmba. Hac 6yoym ocobenHo unmepecoBams makue eeo
npousBedenus, kax «d6renue u cmvica», ede Ilnem pac-
wiupsaem npobaiemamuxy geromerosoeuu 3. I'yccepas, u
«Brympennas gpopma car06a», ede on nepeocmwicaubaem
¢usocogputo sasvika B. pon T'ymborvoma. M 6 mom u 8
opyeom cayuae IlInem noxasvibaem, umo nu I'yccepato,

! Bopno, @panrys.
Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 10.12.2023 e.
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IMMANUEL KANT AND GUSTAV SHPET:
CONVERGENCES AND DIVERGENCES

GUSTAV SHPET, IMMANUEL KANT
AND TERMINIST LOGIC

M. Dennes'

In his book Appearance and Sense Gustav Shpet,
comparing Immanuel Kant’s transcendental logic with
the traditional problems of the philosophy of language,
thought it appropriate and conceptually effective to
turn to the medieval scholastic debate on universals.
Later, in the Hermeneutics and Its Problems, he
goes back to this discussion and notes that it was the
framework in which the thirteenth-century tradition
of “terminist” logic was formed. Shpet attributed the
fruitfulness of this approach to his concept of the inner
form of the word. Terminist logic is based on the defini-
tion and analysis of such terms as significatio, suppo-
sitio, expositio, exponibilia, and Shpet, in examining
them, demonstrates the consonance of his concept with
terminist logic. Proceeding from thirteenth-century
logical studies, he proposes his own approach to resolv-
ing the contradictions found in Kant's critical philoso-
phy. Shpet believed that transcendental idealism failed
to resolve the problem of the relation between intuition
and concept (even though Kantian “schematism” was
a search for such resolution). This inherent Kantian
problem is for Shpet a take-off point to which he kept
returning throughout his career. I will pay particular
attention to such works as Appearance and Sense,
in which Shpet broadens the problematics of Husserl’s
phenomenology, and The Inner Form of the Word,
in which he reinterprets Humboldt’s philosophy of lan-
guage. In both cases Shpet shows that neither Husserl
nor Humboldt managed to overcome the Kantian con-
tradiction. So the reference to Kant is a starting point
from which Shpet proceeds to put forward and consoli-
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Hu T'ymboavdmy He yoasoce npeodosems kanmobckoe
npomubopeuue. Tax umo ccviaka wa Kawma — 3mo cBoe-
20 pooa ocHoBanue, ommaskubasace om xkomopozo Ilnem
Bvi0Bueaem u 3akpenssem cBou eunomesvl. Vimenno 6
mepmunucmexon aoeuke XIII 8. IlInem yBudum opueu-
HAALHBLTL cnocob npeodoserus kanmobekoeo npomubope-
uysa U HANpaBum Hac K 0CMblCAeHUI0 npodaem ¢puaoco-
uu A3viKa.

KatoueBvie caoBa: I'ycmaB Ilnem, Vmmanyua
Kanm, mepmunucmckas soeuxa, puiocogpus A3vika,
Grympennas gpopma ca06a, cmpykmypa caoba

Ananus B3manos [Inera n KanTa B TpakToB-
Ke dprstocodmm g3bIKa 1 JIOTMKY OTHIOIb He orpa-
HUYMBAeTCs B JaHHOM CJIydae LeIssMU VICKITIO-
YUTEIPHO MCTOPUKO-PUIIOCOPCKOTO yTOUHEHVIS
KOHKPETHOI'O CIO)KeTa B VX SIMCTeMOJIOTMYeCcKIX
KOHIIeNIInsX. B ocHOBe Halllero mHTepeca JIeXKUT
VI MOMEHT aKTyaJIM3aliy VX MeTOHOIOrMYecKmX
TIO/IXOJIOB [IJIs COBpeMeHHBIX MccilefioBaHmit de-
HOMeHa si3blKa. MBI PacCMOTPUM WX B KOHTEK-
CTe Tex IIPOLIeCccoB, KOTOPble TPaHCHOPMUPYIOT
COBpPEeMEHHYIO VHTEeJUIEKTYaJIbHYIO0 KYJIBTYpy W
MPOSIBJIAIOTCA KaK B OTeUeCTBEHHOV, TaK U B MU-
poBoVt prI0cOdCKOVE MBICIIV IIPY PacCCMOTPEHUN
po0sieMbl BeIpakeHMs B XuBon peunt. Illneros-
CKas TpakToBKa mpet KaHTa 1mos3BosigeT B 3TOM
IIaHe BHeCTM B 0O0JIacTh II03HaBATeIBLHOWV IIPO-
6r1eMaTMKM 371eMeHThI IIOHVMaHWs ee VICTOKOB U
Ty TeV perreHms.

B aTo11 cB31 OTMETIM ITpeXx[ie Beero, uto KanT
TaK WIM VHa4ye IIPUCYTCTBYeT IPaKTUYeCKU BO
Bcex pabotax Illmera (c 1914 mo 1927 r), To ecTh
oT «fIBieHus v cmbiciia» (1914) mo «BuyTpeHHen
dopmsl coBa» (1927). ITpuyem Bo Bcex paboTax
MIPOCMaTPVBAETCS YCTOMYNMBast TPAeKTOPYIs IIITIe-
TOBCKOV MHTepIIpeTalny KaHTOBCKOM (UIIOCO-
¢un. IlIner paccmarpusaeT KaHTa Kak IJ1aBHOTO
IIPEICTaBUTENIST «OTPULIATeIbHO»  prytocodpmm
(cm. 00 stom: lempuna, Hlenpura, 2022), a ioTo-
My, o ero MHeHMIo, KaHTa 11iensaT Oosiblile 3a ero
KpUTWYecKrie BbIBOIBI, YeM 3a 11eJIOCTHYIO puIo-
CO(PCKYIO TTO3UIINIO.

Vxe B «SIBenun n cmpiciie» Ilner ykaseiBaer
Ha r1po0siemy, ipucytyro dvtocodpmn Kanra: sTo
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date his hypotheses. It is in thirteenth-century terminist
logic that Shpet will see an original way of overcoming
the Kantian contradiction and direct us toward inter-
preting the problems of the philosophy of language.

Keywords: Gustav Shpet, Immanuel Kant, ter-
minist logic, philosophy of language, inner form of the
word, word structure

Analysis of the views of Shpet and Kant
with regard to the philosophy of language
and logic is not, in our case, limited to histor-
ical-philosophical clarification of a concrete
issue in its epistemological concepts. My in-
terest is also prompted by the goal of making
their methodological approaches relevant to
the modern studies of the phenomenon of lan-
guage. I will examine them in the context of
the processes which transform modern intel-
lectual culture and are manifested in the phil-
osophical thought in Russia and the world in
dealing with the problem of expression in liv-
ing speech. From that point of view Shpet’s
interpretation of Kantian ideas enables us to
introduce into cognitive problems elements
of comprehension of its sources and paths to-
wards its solution.

It should be noted that Kant is in one way
or another present in practically all of Shpet’s
works (from 1914 to 1927), i.e. from Appearance
and Sense (1914) to The Inner Form of the Word
(1927). In all these works we see a sustained
trajectory of Shpet’s interpretation of the Kant-
ian philosophy. Shpet considers Kant to be the
chief representative of “negative” philosophy
(see Shchedrina and Shchedrina, 2022), which is
why, in his opinion, Kant is given credit more
for his critical conclusions than for an integral
philosophical position.

Already in Appearance and Sense Shpet points
to an intrinsic problem in Kant’s philosophy.
This is the abiding dilemma between intellec-
tualism and intuitivism, arising from the un-
resolved question concerning the nature of the



HelpeooJleHHasl JujleMMa MeX1y VHTeJlJIeKTya-
JIV3MOM Y MHTYUTWBM3MOM, BO3HMKIIIAS 13-3a He-
PeIIeHHOro BOIIpoca O IIpUpofie MOHATS U IIPU-
pore umHTymuuu: «KaHTOBcKoe pellleHMe 37eCh
BOOOIIIe HV TPV YeM, TaK KaK 3 By X HEeIIOHSATHBIX
Belllerl HeJlb3d [leJjlaTh OfHY IIOHSATHYIO, — MHTY-
ULV VI TIOHSATYe — He “JacTu” 1 He aOCTpaKIIML.
Bompoc mpocTo-HampocTo maer o TOM, KAk Mol
noHuMAaeM TIOHATUS Y, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KaAK Mbl
noHuMaeM VIHTYUIIMV, @ MOXXHO IIOCTaBUTh U BO-
IIpOC, KaK MBI IIOHVIMaeM MOHSITHS C “TIOIBOAVMBI-
mu” o, Hux uHTynysMn. [Toka HeT oTBeTa Ha
aToT Borpoc...» (et 20056, c. 81). ITo MmHeHMIO
IIr1eTa, ¢ TOVI ke caMOVI ITPOOIIEMOVI CTOJIKHYJICS 11
I'yccepiib; BOIIpeKM BceM CBOVIM YCVUIVISIM OH TOXe
He Mor ee pemnTb. Benb on (I'ycceprib) coxpaHmit
TOJIBKO 7IBa BUAa WMHTYUIIUV, 3MOETUYECKYI0 U
4yBCTBEHHYIO, TOT/la Kak crelyduka IrIeToBCKOo-
O TOIXOIa, YXKe C «f61eHus u cMblcAa», COCTOUT B
TOM, UTO OH J00aBJIsieT TPeTUM BUJI MHTYUIUN —
«HTEeJUINTOeIBbHY0»:

...371eCh PeUb UJIET TOJIBKO O PofaX MHTY VIV,
Y3 KOTOPBIX KaKIBIII MOXET VMMeTb CBOU BB,
¥ VIMEHHO B 3TOM pas3/IM4ui POIOB JIEXUT BCs
TPYHAHOCTB IIpobsiemsl. Bemp Best mctopus dwto-
codpvm JaeT TOJIBKO 3TO pasfiesieHye: YyBCTBeH-
HOe M pasyM, — B pasHBIX ¢popMax, IO, BUIOM
pasHbIX Teopuyi, 06 ogHOM MeT peus y Iliato-
Ha, [lexapra, KanTa, — 1 He mpas i1 Tenieps I'yc-
cepJib, MpU3HaBas IePBUYHYIO JaHHOCTb TOJIBKO
3a YyBCTBEHHBIMU VHTYWUIVISIMU VI VHTYWULIVIS-
Mu cymtHocTr? Mbl He OyzieM 371ech MCITpaBIIATh
ITnaTona min [lekapra, HO oOpalliaeM BHUMaHe
Ha 00paTHYIO CTOPOHY 3TOTO OCHOBHOTO (bWIIO-
codpcKOrO pasziesieHs: BCIOy, Ile OHO IIPVBO-
IOWUTCSL B TOV VIV IHOV (pOpMe, MBI BCTpedaeM U
KOpeHHOe 3aTpyaHeHue B pwIiocodpmm Ipu 1mo-
IIBITKe ITepeKMHYTh MOCT Yepe3 IIporacTh, oopa-
3YIOIIYIOCS MeXAy Ha3BaHHBIMM ABYMs pofamMu
VICTOYHVKOB ITO3HaHMA. BOT cobcTBeHHO 0 HEM 1
vzeT y Hac peus... (Ilmet, 20056, c. 121).

Onnaxo 1InieT noguepkmBaeT TOT 2JIEMEHT, KO-
TOPBEIVI MOr ObI 1O3BONIUTH KaHTY meperiarHyThb
IIpoIacTh MeX/y WUeaIM3MOM VI CeHCYasI3MOM:
9T0 cxeMaTm3M. «YueHme KaHTa o cxemaTmsMe eCcTh

11

M. Dennes

concept and the nature of intuition: “Kant’s
solution here is in general of no concern, since
from two incomprehensible things it is impos-
sible to get a single comprehensible one. In-
tuition and concept are not ‘parts’ and not
abstractions. The question simply concerns how
we are to understand concepts and, correspond-
ingly, how we are to understand intuitions. [...]
we can also ask the question how we are to un-
derstand concepts with intuitions ‘subsumed’
under them. As long as we have no answer to
this question [...]” (Shpet, 1991, pp. 51-52). In
Shpet’s opinion, Husserl faced the same prob-
lem; try as he would, he could not solve it. For
he (Husserl) preserved only two kinds of in-
tuition, eidetic and sensible, whereas the dis-
tinctive feature of Shpet’s approach, beginning
from Appearance and Sense, is that he adds a
third type of intuition, which he calls “intelli-
gible”:

[...] it is merely a question of the genera of
intuitions — each genus can have its own spe-
cies. But it is precisely in this distinction be-
tween the genera that the entire difficulty of the
problem lies.

The entire history of philosophy certainly
gives only the division between the sensuous
and reason, in various forms and under the
guise of various theories. We find one of these
in Plato, Descartes and Kant. And is Husserl
not right in recognising originary givenness
for only sensuous intuition and intuitions of
essence? We are not considering correcting ei-
ther Plato or Descartes here. Rather, let us turn
our attention to another side of this fundamen-
tal philosophical division. Everywhere that we
find this division, regardless of its form, we en-
counter a basic difficulty with that philosophy’s
attempt to throw a bridge across the precipice
generated between these two generic sources of
cognition. Properly speaking this is the point
(Shpet, 1991, p. 101).

However, Shpet stresses the element that en-
abled Kant to step over this precipice between
idealism and sensualism: this is schematism.
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GeccrITbHBIN TTOPBIB 3aIIOJIHUTD Ty IIPOIACTh, KO-
TOPYIO OH caM CO3[1aJI cBoe1 AyyieMMort. . .» (Ier,
200506, c. 122). VimeHnHO K 3TOMY T10710keHMIo ITer
BepHeTcs B 1927 1. B KHure «BHyTpeHH:d dpopMa
crtoBa». OgHaKo, 3aberasi Briepes, MOXKHO CKa3aThb,
uTo Kaxnpivi pas Illmer nomuepkusaeT Heymady
KaHTOBCKOTO CXeMaTM3Ma B pelleHuN BOIIpoca
O IIpUpOe «OTHOIIEHVs IIpeaMeTa ¥ IIOHSATWS»
(Tam xe, c. 123). MBI 3HaeM, 4TO B 3TOM COCTOUT U
OCHOBHas IpobsieMaTiKa CpeTHeBeKOBOVI JIOT KV
U ee IIpeciIOBy TOro criopa 00 yHuBepcanmusx. Ceoe
«paspelrieHne» 3toro cropa lllmner mpencrasu B
rase VII «fIBieHms v cMbIciia». A 5TO O3HAYaeT,
Ha MOV B3IJISAII, YTO CCBUIKM Ha JIOruKy CperiHeBe-
KOBb SBJISIOTCS He IIPeIIIOChIIKOV, a IOITBepPXK-
IIeHVIeM ero peleHMs.

DTU CCBIIKM HOSIBJISAIOTCA KaK B OITyOJIMKOBaH-
HBIX, TaK ¥ B HeM3[JaHHBIX PV €ro >XM3HU TeK-
CTaX, KOTOpble COCTaBJISIOT KOPIIyC €ro IeJIoCT-
Hom dpvtocodpnm ciosa. IIpexae Bcero Mul MeeM
B BUJIy YIIOMMHaHVe IpobsieMbl YHUBepcaIuil B
KHUTe «[epMeHeBTMKa 1 ee IpoOJIeMbl», ITle OH
yTBepXXaeT, 4TO «CpellHeBeKoBasl JIOMKa C ee
IparolileHHBIM CIIOPOM 00 YHMBepcaInsiX, OCO-
GeHHO B JIViIle HOMVHAJIVICTOB, ¥ B HanboJlee sp-
KOV 1 3axBaThIBarolier opme y Buisressma Ok-
KaMa, BeCbMa MHOTOCTOPOHHE 11 IIIyOOKO CyMeJIa
pa3zobpaTh MMeHHO JIOTMUYeCKYI0 TeOPUIO 3HaKOB»
(IrreT, 20054, c. 276). Ilo3nHee yrioMHAHMS 3TO-
TO CpeIHeBeKOBOIrO CIIopa MBI OOHapyX1BaeM BO
«BryTpenHen ¢popme ciioBa». Bce oHM TO3BOIISIOT
ety BHYTpU dprstocodnn si3biKa (IIprdeM Tou
durocodpum g3bIKa, KoTopas cama INTyOOKO yKO-
peHeHa B MCTOpUY 3araHON prytocodmm) HaTH
3JIeMeHTBI, IIOATBepXKIaloIe II0AX0, KOTOPhIN
OH pa3BMJI Ha OCHOBe (eHOMeHOsIorum I'yccep-
71 (OTK/IMKasich Takke 1 Ha KaHTa). DTrimu arte-
MeHTaMW SIBJISIOTCS HeKOTOpble TOHATWS, Haxo-
AdIIecs B CO3Byunm ¢ TeMu, koTopble IIneT cam
BBIZIBMHYJI B KOHTeKcTe dpeHoMeHos1ormm. ITpowic-
XOIUT IepeHOC CTPYKTYPbI CJIOBa M BBIPAKEHMS C
ee 3j7IeMeHTaMU B JIPyTOV KOHTeKCT U Ha OCHOBe
ApyTuX HOHATUI. VIHTepecHO IIpOCiIeiuThb, KaK
VIMEHHO ITPOVICXOAVT TaKOVI IIepeHOC.
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“Kant’s theory of the schematism is a power-
less outburst to fill in the abyss he himself cre-
ated with his dilemma” (ibid., p. 102). Shpet
would fall back on this proposition in The Inner
Form of the Word (1927). However, while antic-
ipating somewhat, I can say that Shpet invari-
ably stresses the failure of Kant’s schematism
in grappling with the “question of the relation
between the object and the concept” (ibid.). As
we know, this is also the main problem in me-
dieval logic and its notorious debate about uni-
versals. Shpet presented his “resolution” of
the argument in Chapter VII of Appearance and
Sense. This means, in my opinion, that reference
to medieval logic is not a prerequisite, but a
confirmation of this solution.

These references crop up both in works
published and not published in his lifetime
that constitute the entire body of his philos-
ophy of the word. I am referring above all
to the mentioning of the problem of univer-
sals in the Hermeneutics and Its Problems, in
which he writes: “[...] medieval logic with its
valuable dispute about universals, particu-
larly by the Nominalists and in a sharper and
more comprehensive form by William of Ock-
ham, succeeded in providing precisely a deep
and many-sided analysis of the logical theo-
ry of signs” (Shpet, 2019, p. 26). Later we find
references to this medieval disputation in The
Inner Form of the Word. Between them they en-
able Shpet, within the philosophy of language
(namely the philosophy of language which is
itself rooted in the history of Western philoso-
phy) to find elements that bolster the approach
he developed on the basis of Husserl’s phe-
nomenology (responding also to Kant). These
elements are concepts which chime with those
Shpet put forward himself in the context of
phenomenology. What happens is the trans-
fer of the structure of the word and expression
with its elements into a different context and on
the basis of other concepts. It would be interest-
ing to trace how such a transfer takes place.



CHayajyia HaITOMHVIM IIOJIOKUTEJIBHOE CyXKIle-
Hre Ilnera o durtocodpun Ilbepa Abernsipa. Bo
BTOPOVI YacTM «SI3bIKa M CMBIC/Ia» (paboTa Taxxke
He Oplta orryOimkosaHa mpu xusHM 1llnera), on
mmreT: «4ro Kacaetcst camoro Abersipa [1079—
1142], T0, O-BMOMIMOMY, OH CTAHOBUTCS Ha Ty TOY-
Ky 3peHsI, KOTopasi IBJIeTCs HanbosIee IIpaByIb-
Hom» (Ilmet, 20058, c. 573). DTO 3HAUUT, YTO OH
olieHMBaeT roaxor Abestsipa, onvpasch Ha TO, YTO
caM ompenenvul KaK ITpaBUJIBHOE OTHOIIEHVE K
A3BIKY. V1 B CBS3V1 C 3TMM OH 100aBJIsieT: «Bo BcsakoM
cilydae, OHa (Touka 3peHus Aberspa. — M. [1) ne-
j1aeT Oecriosie3HBIM CIIOP O TOM, CYIIECTBYIOT JIU
CJIOBa, BOBCe JIMIIIEHHBbIe 3HAUeHMs], ¥ YCTpaHsIeT
MeXaHW4ecKoe pellleHre BOIIpoca O pa3Inmdinim Ka-
TeropeMaTn4ecKnx W CUHKaTeropeMaTidecKyx
BBIP@KEHUTI I TeM CaMBbIM IIO3BOJISET YIIIyOUTb
3TO pas3fyne A0 ero MPVHIMIINAIBHOIO 3Have-
Hus» (Tam xe, c. 573 —574).

DTO, MOXeT ObITh, He OpocaeTcs B IJIa3a, HO
OUYeHb Ba)KHO IJIs HOHMMaHMS IIpodreM durio-
codmu s13bika. C omHOM cTropoHsl, IIneT BeIferns-
eT y Abesisgpa TeMaTuKy, KOTopasi cTajla IIpVopu-
TeTHOV B TepMuHVCTCcKOM jtoruke XIII B. (1, Takmm
oOpa3oM, HaumHad ¢ AbGesigpa, OH OTKpbIBaeT HaM
IIyTh 151 OOpallieHNs K 3TOMY BpeMeHM), a C Ipy-
TOVI CTOPOHBI, CChIIasich Ha AOessipa, oH IIpefia-
raeT pelleHue Borpoca, nocrasjeHHoro B XIII B.,
B KOHTEKCTe pa3paldaTbIBaeMOVI IM FepMeHeBTIUue-
CKOVI METOMOJIOTMN ISl paspereHns OVIEMMBI,
KoTopyIo yeuaen y Kanra. [oBopst o «1peryiorax m
COIO3ax», KOTOPBIE, IO CyTH, «He 0003HauJaoT “Be-
mrert’”’, Kak 3TO [eJIaloT MMeHa U IJ1arojibl», OH IIVi-
IIIeT: «...OHV He JIVIIIeHbI 3HaUeHNs], HO OHU VIMe-
10T “HecopepirieHHOe 3HaueHme» (Llmet, 20058,
c. 574). D10 3HAUMT, 4YTO Hy1s Aberisipa, Kak M IS
[MeTa, cyImiecTByeT IpeXje BCero O3Hadarollast
dyHKIMSA S3bIKa U 9TO 3Ta PYHKIIMS peasn3yeT-
Cs1 Be3Zie B SI3bIKe VI Yepe3 BCe ero 2JIeMEHTHI.

W nevicTBUTENTBHO, KOIZIa MBI TOBOPUM O
«KOHILIeNTyam3Me»” Abessipa, MMEHHO 3TO MbI

251 VICTIONTB3YIO STOT TEPMUH, XOTS OH He IPWHST HEeKOTO-
phIMU (DpaHIly3CKMMM CIIeLaIMcTaMiu, HarpuMep Ajte-
HoM J1e JInbepa.
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Let us first recall Shpet’s positive judgment
of the philosophy of Pierre Abelard. In Part
Two of Language and Sense (also not published
in Shpet’s lifetime) he writes: “As for Abelard
(1079 —1142) himself, apparently he takes the
most correct view” (Shpet, 2005, p. 573). This
means that he assesses Abelard’s approach,
proceeding from what he himself described as
the correct attitude to language. And in this
connection he adds: “In any case this (Abelard’s
point of view — M. D.) renders useless the ar-
gument as to whether there exist words totally
devoid of meaning and eliminates the mechan-
ical solution of the question of the distinction
between categorematic and syncategorematic
expressions and thereby permits to deepen this
distinction to its fundamental meaning” (ibid.,
pp. 573-574).

This may not catch your eye, but it is very
important in terms of comprehending the prob-
lems of the philosophy of language. On the
one hand, Shpet singles out Abelard’s themes
which were central to thirteenth-century ter-
minist logic (and thus, beginning from Abe-
lard, enables us to turn to that time) and, on the
other hand, citing Abelard, he offers a solution
to the question raised in the thirteenth centu-
ry in the context of the hermeneutic method-
ology he developed to resolve the dilemma
he saw in Kant. Speaking about “prepositions
and conjunctions” which actually “do not de-
note ‘things” as do nouns and verbs”, he writes:
“[...] they are not devoid of meaning, but they
have ‘imperfective meaning’” (Shpet, 2005,
p. 574). This means that for Abelard, like for
Shpet, there exists above all the signifying func-
tion of language and that this function is re-
alised everywhere in language through all its
elements.

And indeed, this is what we mean when
we speak of Abelard’s “conceptualism”.? The

2 ] use this term although some French specialists, e.g.
Alain de Libera, do not accept it.
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U mMeeM B Bujly. VI3BeCTHBII COBpeMeHHBIN
MenyeBrcT AsieH fe JInbepa XxopoIrio mokasbiBaeT
TO, UTO Ba’KHO y ADejIsgpa: 3TO He «Belln» (res), He
«MarepmasbHas popMa cjIoBa» (voces), a TaK Has3bl-
BaeMble Serniones, TO eCTh «CJIOBa B CeMaHTMYECKOM
acrieKTe MHTeHLMYM o3HadaTh» (Libera, 2014, p. 70).

3ameTnM, UTO B «JIeKIMSIX IO CpeTHEBEKOBO
dunocodprm»  (Jlexrmm..., 2010), omyGrmkoBas-
HBIX B IpUJIOKeHNUM K KHUre «Drtocodms 1 Ha-
yKa», T7le COOpaHbl COXpaHMBILIVECS B apXViBe JIeK-
v era, B 4-11 ekt (Tam xe, c. 385—396)
eCTb CTpaHMIlA, Ha KoTopovt Alessp IpecTas-
JIeH KaK OfIHa V3 «HaJII00O0IBITHENIINX» (PUTryp
CpenneBekoBbsi. Peub m11eT MMeHHO 0 ero KOHIIer-
TyaJIVi3Me ¥ O MecCTe, 3aHSITOM VM B cIiope 00 yHU-
Bepcassax (Tam xe, c. 386). Ho mmockosibKy «aBTOp-
CTBO YCTaHOBUTH TOYHO He ymasiochk» (Illempuma,
2010, c. 482), MmbI He OyieM aKIIeHTMpPOBaTh BHUMa-
HIe Ha 3TOM TeKcTe (XOTs U IoHmMaeM, yto Illner
HaBepHsIKa ObLI 3HAKOM C TOYKOVI 3peHMs, M3JI0-
JKEHHOVI B 3TUX «JIeKmmsix.. .»).

Ob6patmmcs k orryorkosanHom 11IeToM KHY-
re «BHyTpeHHds1 dpopMma cjI0Ba», TakK KakK B 3TOM
TekcTe IllmeT, yxe He ccbulasich Ha Abesigpa, BO3-
BpalllaeTcsd K TeMaTuKe KaTeropemMaTuyecKux U
CMHKaTeropeMaTm4ecKux BelpakeHun. Ho B man-
HOM CJIy4dae HaM Ba’XHO OTMeTUTb, UTO OH OTHO-
cut ee 1nipssMo K XIII B. 1 BBOAUT OIHOBpEeMeHHO
B CBOVI aHaJIM3 Te TIOHATVS TEPMUHWUCTCKOV JIOT V-
K11, KOTOPbIe TI03BOJIAIOT eMY BepHYThCs K KAHTOB-
CKOVI IVJjIeMMe B KOHTEKCTe IIPEIJIOKeHHOV VM B
«SIBJIEHUM VI CMBICIIe» «CTPYKType CJIOBa M BbIpa-
KeHMs». OOpaliasich K KAHTOBCKOMY cxeMaTu3MYy,
OH MoKasbiBaeT, uTo KaHTy Bce-Taku He yJ1ajioch
pelmTh IpobsieMy OTHOIIeHMs pasyMa M 4yB-
crBeHHON MHTYMUMM. OH nmeT: «[lo cobcTeen-
HbIM oroBaM KaHTa, “cXeMbl YMCTBIX HOHATUI
paccyzika CyThb MCTUHHBIE V1 eIVHCTBEHHBIE YCIIO-
BUsI, KOTOpPBbIe MOTYT JIOCTaBUTb 3TUM IOHSTUSIM
omHowleHue k obsexmam, m.e. snauexnue”» (Llmer,
2007a, c. 434). OnHako, no mueHMio IlInera, cxema-
TV3M He IIPMHOCUT HaCTOSIINI OTBET Ha BOIIPOC,
KacaroIuics BBIPa3mTeIIbHOM (pyHKLU/m SI3bI-
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prominent modern medievalist Alain de Libera
(2014, p. 70) shows well what is important for
Abelard: it is not “things” (res), not “the mate-
rial form of the word” (voces), but what he calls
sermones, i.e. “words in the semantic dimension
of the intention to signify” .’

It would not be irrelevant to note that in
“Lectures on Medieval Philosophy” (Ano-
nym, 2010), published in the supplement to the
book Philosophy and Science, containing surviv-
ing Shpet lectures, in Lecture 4 (ibid., pp. 385-
396) there is a page which describes Abelard
as one of the “most curious” medieval figures.
This is a reference to his conceptualism and the
place he occupies in the debate on universals
(ibid, p. 386). But because “authorship could
not be established exactly” (Shchedrina, 2010,
p. 482), I am not going to fix attention on this
text (though I understand that Shpet definite-
ly was acquainted with the view presented in
these “Lectures”).

Let us turn to The Inner Form of the Word,
published by Shpet. In this book, without citing
Abelard, he revisits the theme of categoremat-
ic and syncategorematic expressions. But in this
case it is important to note that he refers this
theme directly to the thirteenth century and
simultaneously introduces in his analysis the
concepts of terminist logic which enable him to
turn back to the Kantian dilemma in the context
of “the structure of the word and expression”
he proposed in Appearance and Sense. Concern-
ing Kant’s schematism, he shows that Kant,
at the end of the day, failed to solve the prob-
lem of reason and sensible intuition. He writes:
“According to Kant’s own words, ‘the schemes
of pure concepts of understanding are the true
and only conditions that may lend these con-
cepts a relation to objects, i.e. ‘meaning” (Shpet,
2007a, p. 434). However, in Shpet's view,
schematism does not yield a true answer to the

* Cf. “[...] les mots dans la dimension sémantique de
Uintention de signifier”.



Ka. «...KaHT pasgupaer MpllUTeHMe 1 UyBCTBEH-
HOCTB...» (Tam xe, c. 435). V1 maspiiie OH KOMMeH-
Tupyer KaHTa, m3jiarast cBo0 TOUKY 3peHMsl Ha
11po0sieMy COOCTBEHHBIMM CJIOBaMV-TIOHATVISIMIAL:
«V1, c Ipyrov CTOPOHBI, CiIV IIOHATUSA — He FOTo-
Bble (POPMBI, HamsAubawuuecs Ha npeomem... “mo
npaBvIaM” ¥ cOOOpa3sHO CMBICITY, TO 3TH IIpaBU-
JIa M Hy>)KHO TIOHMMAThb Kak pOpMBI 00pa3oBaHMs
CaMVIX TIOHSITUVL, 0(DOpMAEHH020 CMbLCA0B020 co0ep-
JKAHUA, KaK A420pUmMMbl IIPVEeMOB, Bedyujux K 3a-
HeYaTIeH IO, BbipaskeHuto U coo0ujeHun cMoicAd B
crcTeMe yCJIOBHBIX BHEIIHMX 3HaKOB...» (Tam e,
c. 435; xypcus mont. — M. JT)).

Dra unTara nokaseisaet, uto lllmet, vcxons n3
cxemarmsma Kanra, rosoput yxe He o KanTe, Ho o
CBOeM IOHMMaHWY 0OPMIIeH S TIOHATII VI TTO/I-
pasyMeBaeT IIpoliecc oOpa3oBaHMs «BHYTPEHHMX
CJIOBECHO-JIOTMUYeCKMX ¢opm». «Tak, — mmier
[IIrreT, — He TOJIBKO ITPEOI0JIeBAETCS BCAKMVI KOH-
LIeNITya/In3M, HeyBsAIaeMbIVl IyX KOTOPOro BUTaeT
u Hax cxemamn Kanra, — (MO0 ero cxembl MOX-
HO ITOHVIMATh. .. KaK CBOeTo poria KOHIIeITyaIn3M
BTOPOVI CTeIleH)), — HO TaK 3aKJIaZlbIBaeTcs U OC-
HOBaHMe [IJIsL TOV pafyKaIbHOM pedOpMBbI JIOIM-
KVI, 0 KOTOpOVI ObljTa peusb BbIIIe» (TaMm xe).

I[IreT 3HaeT, K yUeMy OH caM cTpeMuTcs. [opops
o KanTte, oH OTKpBIBaeT MyTh K TOMY, YTOOBI pac-
KPBITh CBOE ITOHVIMaHVe U IPeJIOKUTD pellleHe
BOITpPOCa 00 OTHOIIIEHWVI IIOHATHS VI COIep KaHMs
4yBCTBEHHOVI MHTYUIIMN. [1JIs1 9TOro OH y>XKe MMe-
€T B CBOEM pacIIOpsDKeHMV IIOHATUVIHBIV arlla-
paT — MMEHHO TOT, KOTOPBIVI OH caM pa3padoTail
Ipyu 000CHOBaHMM IPOOJIEMBI «CTPYKTYPBI CJIOBa
U BbIpakeHUs» B «Baenuu u cmovicae». Ho Terepnb
eMy HY)XHO IIOKa3aThb 3Ty IIpo0jieMy B KOHTEK-
CTe ee VCTOpUYeCKoro craHosieHms. [Tosromy on
cHavasia obpaTwmica K I'ymOonpary m moroM, de-
pe3 Hero, HaMepeBaJICsl BEpHYThCS K CAMOMY IJIaB-
HOMY Ilepuofy ee paspuTius — K CpeHeBeKOBBIO.
Y T'ymbornbaTra OH B3sI IOHSTHE «BHYTpPEHHeN
dopmbl», a obpareHne kK CperHeBeKOBBIO TI03BO-
JIgeT eMy 100aBUTh Ty paboTy Hall CJIOBOM, KOTO-
past HeoOXomyMa 151 TOro, UTOOBI IIepeHeCT ! T10-
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question concerning the expressive function of
language. “[...] Kant tears apart thinking and
sensibility [...]” (ibid., p. 435). And furthermore
he comments on Kant, spelling out his point
of view on the problem in his own word-con-
cepts: “And on the other hand, if concepts are
not ready forms pulled onto an object [...] ‘ac-
cording to rules” and congruently with meaning,
these rules should be understood as forms of
the concepts themselves, shaped as sense content,
as algorithms of devices leading to the record-
ing, expression and communication of meaning in
the system of conventional external signs [...]”
(ibid., p. 435; my italics — M. D.).

This quotation shows that Shpet, proceed-
ing from Kant’'s schematism, goes on to speak
not about Kant, but about his own comprehen-
sion of how concepts are formed, implying the
process of the formation of “inner verbal-logi-
cal forms”. “Thus not only is all conceptual-
ism overcome, whose perennial spirit is wafted
over Kant’s schemes (because his schemes can
be understood [...] as a kind of conceptualism
of the second degree), but so is laid the founda-
tion for the radical reform of logic referred to
above” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 435).

Shpet knows what he is after. While speak-
ing about Kant, he paves the way towards un-
folding his comprehension and proposing a
solution of the question of the relation between
the concept and the content of sensible intui-
tion. He already has the conceptual toolkit for
this, the one he worked out himself when deal-
ing with the problem of “the structure of word
and expression” in Appearance and Sense. Now,
however, he needs to look at this problem in
the context of its historical evolution. That
is why he first turns to Humboldt and then,
through him, intends to go back to the key pe-
riod of its development, the Middle Ages. From
Humboldt he took the concept of “inner form”
and, turning to the Middle Ages, could add the
verbal work that is necessary to transfer the
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HATUVHBIN alrapar "3 «BjleHud 1 cMbIciIa» B
paMKu ucrtopum duocodpum g3blKa, TPOAEMOH-
CTpUpPOBaTh ITPOAYKTUBHOCTb OTKPBITUS CTPYK-
TYPBI CJIOBa M JaTh OCHOBBI (JIOTMYeCKue ¥ MeTo-
J0JIorMYecKyie) 11714 IIPVIMeHeHsI 3TOrO OTKPBITHS
KO BceM 00JIacTsIM 3HaHMA (TO eCTh IIpUAaTh eMy
yHUBepcasIbHOe 3HaueHe).

Wrak, et obpairjaeTcss K TepMMUHUCTCKON
norvke Cpe/THeBeKOBbsl W BblAeJISeT ITOHATWS
(TepMIMHBI), KOTOpPbIe MO3BOJISIOT €My II0-HOBOMY
dopmypoBaTh OTKpBITHE, cAeslaHHoe B 1914 T.
OcwMmpblcvBast MCTOpUYeCKoe pasBUTHe ITPodJIeMbl
MOTEeHIIVaJIbHOVI  ITPOTVBOPEUMBOCTYL  TIOHATS,
et mmtupyer Ilerpa Vcranckoro (ok. 1220—
1277) v uepes Hero cpa3y BO3BpalllaeTCsl K TeMaTy-
Ke KaTeropeMaTMUecKMX ¥ CHHKaTeropemaride-
CKMX BblpakeHUV. YIIOTpeOIsisi B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe
noHATHe exponibilia, 0OH KOHCTaTHpyeT, UTO IIpo-
1IecC BBISIBJIEHMSI CMBICTIa (expressia) Bcerya siBiisi-
eTcs, 110 cyTH, popmornt expositio. [lIner ormevaer
«gpe3BbIYaliHO Ba’kHOe 3HaueHMe SKCIIOHMOVIIb-
HBIX IIPeIJIOKeHUN Y MeTOHa IKCHO3UUUU I
PacKpBITVSL WCTVHHOW HPUPOALI CYXIeHWUs U
npenyoxenns» (Imet, 2007a, c. 412, mpumeyu.) n
CHOBa oOOparraeTcsi K KEHUrcoeprckomy dusioco-
dy, mpusHasas, yrto «y Kanma moHsITVE 3KCIIO-
3ULUY UTpaeT BUAHYIO poiib» (Tam xe). OgHako
TYT e MUIIeT, uTo «y KaHTa ecTh pacxoxaeHue
MeXAy OOIIMM onpedeseHuem TepMWHA U Npu-
MeHeHueM caMoro Ipuema skcnosuiuu B TpaHc-
LeHleHTasIbHOM DcTeTuke (B. S. 38ff), 3actaBus-
mee Qaixuneepa (Kommentar, Bd. II. Stuttgart,
1881. S. 155) mpu3HaTh IpUMeHeHMe 371eCh Tep-
MmuHa “Henonxorsimm”» (Tam xe). Ilner mpuso-
AUT oIlpeesieHve SKCIIOHMOVUIBHBIX CY KIIeHWI B
TpakToBKe KaHTa, momuepkmsasi, uro KanT omnpe-
HeJIsieT VX «KaK CYXXIeHMsl, B KOTOPBIX COIepXKIT-
Cs1 B CKpBITOM pOpMe yTBepXK/ieHVe 1 OTpULIaHue,
IpydeM yTBepXK/ieHVe BbICKa3bIBaeTCsl SIBHO, a OT-
puitaame — ckperro» (Tam xe, c. 413, mpumeu.). V1
Hajlee 3aMedaeT: «ompesesieHe Kanra — mmpe
¥ MHTepecHee, YeM yKa3aHMsl, KOTOpble MOXHO
BCTPETUTD Y HOBBIX JIOTMKOB...» (TaM xe). OgHaxo
cam KaHT oTHOCUT 3TO ompefiesieHe He K JIOTMKe,

conceptual apparatus from Appearance and Sense
to the realm of the history of the philosophy of
language. He was able to demonstrate the pro-
ductiveness of the discovery of word structure
and provide (logical and methodological) foun-
dations for the use of this discovery in all ar-
eas of knowledge (i.e. he could lend it universal
significance).

So Shpet turned to the medieval termin-
ist logic and singled out the concepts (terms)
which enabled him to reformulate the discov-
ery he made in 1914. Looking at the histori-
cal development of the problem of potentially
contradictory character of concept, Shpet cites
Peter of Spain (circa 1220—1277) and through
him goes back to the theme of categorematic
and syncategorematic expressions. Using the
concept of exponibilia in this context, he states
that the process of revealing the meaning (ex-
pressia) is always essentially a form of exposi-
tio. Speaking about the “exceedingly important
role of exponible sentences and the method
of exposition for revealing the true nature of a
judgment or sentence” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 412n),
Shpet again turns to Kant, recognising that
“with Kant, the concept of exposition plays a
prominent role” (ibid.). But he stresses in the
same breath that “with Kant there is a diver-
gence between the general definition of the term
and the application of the device of exposition
in Transcendental Aesthetics (B. S. 38ff.), which
made Vaihinger (Kommentar, Bd. II. Stuttgart,
1881. S. 155) concede that the use of the term
here was ‘inappropriate’” (ibid.). Shpet cites
the definition of exponible judgments accord-
ing to Kant, stressing that Kant defines them as
“judgments which contain in a disguised form
predication and negation, predication being
explicit and negation implicit” (ibid., p. 413n).
Then follows the remark: “Kant’s definition is
broader and more interesting than those we can
hear from the new logicians [...]” (ibid.). How-
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a K 'paMMaTHKe, 1 II0TOMY et cumraeTr HeOO-
XOAMMBIM BEPHYTBCI OT KanTa x Cpe,ZLHeBeKOBOVI
sioruke. YToOn1 YJIOBUTB CMBICJI 5TOIO BO3Bpallle-
HW, HeOGXO,ELT/IMO 34eCh IIponmUTMPOBaTh I1I0JIHO-
CTBIO pacCyxIeHvie [Imera:

Ha ToMm ocHOBaHMM, YTO SKCITOHMOWIIbHBIE CY-
XKIIeHWs 3aBUCAT OT YCJIOBUI SI3bIKa, 110 KOTOPBIM
3apa3 BeIpaXkaeTcd JiBa cyxkaeHus, Kanr cumrai,
YTO IIOIeXallyie SKCIIOHMPOBAHUIO CYXKIEHWS
OTHOCSTCH He K JIOTVKe, a K pammamuke. OmHaKoO,
VIMesd B BUJLy, YTO SKCIIOHMPOBaHME TaKMX CYyXK-
JeHWUV JeJlaeTcs C HeJIbI0 PacKPBITH HesBHBIX
CMBICJIOB IIPEJIOXKEHVIs, X, CKOpee, CJIe[yeT OT-
HeCTU depes eepMerebmuky B Ouaiekmuxy v B jio-
IMYeCKYI0 TEOPVIO HEITOCPEICTBEHHBIX BHIBOIIOB.
ITocnentee, KcraTu, COOTBETCTBYeT TpaIuIVIN
Cpe/THeBeKOBOVI JIOTVKM, BHUMaTeJIbHO paspala-
TBIBaBIIIeV IIpobi1eMy exponibilia v cBs3pIBaBIIEN
ee C Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIMU consequentia... (Tam xe).

Bosspamasice Kk cperrHeBekoBont sioruke, Ilmer
aKIIeHTVpPYeT B HeVl TO, YTO Hanboslee COOTBETCTBY-
€T ero MOAXOY: «Y CpeIHEeBeKOBBIX JKe JIOTMIKOB, C
I[Terpa VicraHcKoro, orpeserieHvie SKCIIOHOVITh-
HOTO IIpelJIoKeHVs JaeT IIpaBo HaXOIUTh BO BCS-
KOM 1pedAoxeHuy SKCIIOHMOVITBHOCTE» (Tam Ke).
W ou murtupyer ero: «Propositio exponibilis est
propositio habens sensum obscurum expositione
indigentem propter aliquod syncategorema in ea
positum implicite vel explicite in aliqua dictione»
(Tam xe). To ectp myrs Illrera 3mech BakKHO, UTO
SKCIIOHMOMITBHOE IIpeJIoKeHNe COIEPXKUT B cebe
«CKPBITBIVI CMBICII», KOTOPBIVI MOXKET OBITH ITPOsIC-
HEeH TOJIBKO TPV HaJIMYIMM CITyKeOHOTro (CMHKaTe-
ropeMaTinJeckoro) cjosa’. B xonrie xonros Illmer
Harresl csoe! OH koMMeHTHpYeT: «Ho ecym ore-
HVBaTh 3HaYeHVe CJI0Ba C TOYKM 3peHMs ero KOH-
TeKCTa, TO BCSIKOEe CJIOBO MOXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh
KaK cuHKareropemy» (Tam »ke). DTo 3Ha4mMT, 4TO
711000e€ CJI0BO JIF00Oro rpaMMaTNYeCcKOro THIla Vc-

> Cp. dppanysckni iepeson: «La proposition exponibile
estune propositionayant unsens obscur, exposant (mettant
en évidence) l'indigence relative a un syncategoréme se
trouvant, au sein d'une expression, dans une position
implicite ou explicite» (Chpet, 2007, p. 165).
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ever, Kant refers this definition not to logic but
to grammar, which prompts Shpet to go back
from Kant to medieval logic. To capture the
meaning of this retreat it is necessary to quote
Shpet’s statement in full:

On the grounds that exponible judgments
depend on the conditions of language under
which two judgments are expressed at once,
Kant believed that the judgments being
exponed pertain not to logic but to grammar.
But considering that the exponing of such
judgments is made in order to reveal hidden
meanings of a sentence, they should rather be
referred through hermeneutics to dialectics, i.e. to
the logical theory of immediate inferences. The
latter, incidentally, corresponds to the tradition
of medieval logic which was attentive to the
problem of exponibilia and linked it to so-called
consequentia [...] (ibid.).

Going back to medieval logic, Shpet empha-
sises what mostly corresponds to his approach:
“With medieval logicians, from Peter of Spain,
the definition of an exponible sentence confers
the right to find exponibility in any sentence”
(ibid.). He quotes it: “Propositio exponibilis est
propositio habens sensum obscurum expositione in-
digentem propter aliquod syncategorema in ea pos-
itum implicite vel explicite in aliqua dictione [...]”
(ibid.). For Shpet it is important here that an
exponible sentence contains a “hidden sense”
which can be clarified only through the pres-
ence of an auxiliary (syncategorematic) word.*
At the end of the day Shpet found what he
sought! His comment: “If we are to assess the
meaning of a word in terms of its context, any
word can be seen as a syncategoreme” (ibid.).
This means that any word of any grammati-
cal type is used by the speaker always to intro-
duce a certain tinge or emphasis, i.e. to include

* Cf. French translation: “La proposition exponible est
une proposition ayant un sens obscur, exposant (mettant en
évidence) I'indigence relative a un syncategoreme se trouvant,
au sein d'une expression, dans une position implicite ou
explicite” (Chpet, 2007, p. 165).
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TIOJTB3YeTCsI TOBOPSIIIVIM BCeryia, YTOOBI BBECTH Ka-
KOVI-TO OIIPeIeJIeHHBIVI OTTE€HOK WJIV aKIIeHT, TO
€CTb BKJIIOUNTDH B BBIPa’KeHVIE OITpefieJleHHOe KO-
JIVYEeCTBO CBOETO CYOBEKTMBHOIO OIIBITa, IIPUIATh
[IlepBOHAYAIPHBIM  3HAUEHWSIM  OIperle/IeHHBIN
CMBICIT C HeJIBIO [1aTh IOHSATH UTO-TO OIIperiesieH-
HOe, OTHOBpEeMeHHO OOBeKTVBHOe M CyOBeKTVB-
HOe, TOT «KBas3u-IIpeaMeT», Oy1arogapsi KOTOPOMY
mo0oe 51 In «MIMpeK» MOXKET HalITV CBOe MeCTO B
CBOEM COLIVIOKYJIBTYPHOM MVpe. DTOT BBIBOI BO3-
BpallaeT Hac K Tomy, uro IlIner mucas, Kommen-
Tupyss AOenspa. [ Hero BaXHO IIPeONOsIeTh
pasidre KaTeropeMaTHYecKmX ¥ CHHKaTerope-
MaTUYeCKMX BbIPa’KEHMVI, ITOKa3aTh, YTO €CTh OC-
HOBHasl CTPYKTypa, KOTOpasi HpHCylla JII00oMy
S3BIKOBOMY aKTy COOOIIIeHMs ¥ KOTopas pyKOBO-
OWUT — DJIaBHBIM OOpa3oM depe3 caM ITpoliecc Oc-
MBICJIEHUSA — BCEM OHTOJIOTMYECKOW jIedTeIbHO-
CTBIO YeJIOBEKaA.

B derBeprom miaBe «Buympenuen cpopmui
cs06a» 11ImeT, ToBOPSE 0 MOPOTIOrMYeCKMIX VI CUH-
TaKCM4IecKnX popMax U MMesi B BUIY BbISBIIEHVIe
OCHOBHOVI CTPYKTYPBbI BbIpakeHMs B KOHTEKCTe
drstocodpum si3bIKa, SBHO OCYIIECTBIISET IIepexor],
OT TEPMUHOJIOTUM «SIBJIeHVS U CMBICIIa» K Tep-
MVHOJIOTMVI CpeHeBeKOoBOVI JIormkiu. OH IINIIIeT,
uTo «Mopdosiornueckme opMbl caMu 110 cede,
T.e. He B VIX CMHTaKCYeCKOM IIpMMeHeHWV, 3Ha-
YEeHWMI Y CMBICJIOB HE VIMEIOT... He BBIIOJIHSIOT
curHuduKaTMBHON (PYHKIINM, U Tespective, He-
ITOHATHBI (camm 1o cebe)» (Tam xe, c. 379). B cBs3un
C 5TUM OH BOCITPOM3BOAUT y>ke cOpMyJIMpOBaH-
HOe VM paHee olIpefiesieHNe cjIoBa: «Boobiie e
caMO CJIOBO €CThb HeKOTopasi “Bellls’, VMMeoIIas
CBOM OHTUYecKVe POPMBI, C MM IPUCYIIM 0CO-
0biM comlepKaHMEM, KOTOpOe BXOAUT, KaK CMBICI,
B 0cCODOBIe CJIOBa: CJIOBA-3HAKM O CJIOBax-BeIllax.
DTU CJI0Ba, TaK CKas3aTb, BTOPOro IOpsIKa (CyI-
MO3MIIMOHAJIBHBIE IIPeAVKATHI)... OHU TPeOyIoT,
KOHEYHO, JIJISI CBOEr0o OT/INUMSI 0CO00ro umeroba-
Hus» (Tam xe, c. 380).

W MMeHHO B CHOCKe, OTHOCAIIEVICS K 3TOMY
dparmenty, IlIner ocy1ecTssigeT epexor K Tep-
MVHOJIOTMIV TEPMUHWUCTCKOV JIormku CpegHeBe-

in an expression a certain amount of subjec-
tive experience, to invest the primary meanings
with a certain sense in order to convey some-
thing definite, simultaneously objective and
subjective, the “quasi-object”, thanks to which
I or “So-and-So” may find their place in their
socio-cultural world. This conclusion takes
us back to what Shpet wrote as a comment
on Abelard. For him the important thing is to
overcome the distinction between categorem-
atic and syncategorematic expressions, to show
that there exists the basic structure inherent in
any language act of communication which con-
trols — mainly through the process of compre-
hension — the whole ontological activity of the
human being.

In Chapter 4 of The Inner Form of the Word
Shpet, speaking about morphological and syn-
tactic forms with a view to revealing the ba-
sic structure of expression in the context of the
philosophy of language clearly switches from
the terminology of Appearance and Sense to the
terminology of medieval logic. He writes that
“morphological forms in themselves, i.e. not in
their syntactic application, do not have mean-
ings and senses [...] do not have a signify-
ing function and are thus not understandable
(in themselves)” (ibid., p. 379). In this connec-
tion he reproduces his earlier definition of the
word: “In general the word itself is a ‘thing’
which has its ontological forms, with its inher-
ent special content which is present as meaning
in special words: word-signs and word-things.
These are words, as it were, of the second order
(suppositional predicates) [...] they demand,
of course, a special designation to distinguish
them” (ibid., p. 380).

It is precisely in the footnote to this frag-
ment that Shpet switches to the terminology
of medieval terminist logic. Like the thir-
teenth-century philosophers, he works on cat-
egorical definitions, distinguishing word-thing
and word-sign and showing how in a certain
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KoBbs. OH Tak ke, Kak ¢wiocodrr XIII B, pado-
TaeT HaJl KaTeropuajbHBIMI OIlpeslesIeHUsIM,
OT/IMYasi CJIOBO-BeIllb OT CJIOBa-3HaKa ¥ IIOKa3bl-
Bas, KaK B OIpelleJIeHHOVI CUTyalluy (Hallpumep,
Korga ymnoTrpebrsercs: cyddpuKc poamTeIbHOro
mazie’ka) oOpas3yIOTCsl CJI0Ba-3HAKM CJIOB-BEIIeN.
J1 He cTaHy LUTUPOBATh Bech IpumMep. 51 TOJIBKO
MOIUYepPKHY, YTO MMEHHO TO, K YeMy OH IIpuIle],
CJI0BO-3HaK cJioBa-Bery, llIner HasbIBaeT «peastb-
HOVI cyTosuiiyer». OHa MosABIISeTCs, HallpyMep,
Ha MecTe «HOMWHaJIbHOV» (CYMIIO3UIINM) U «3a-
CTaBjIgeT yKasblBaTh Ha HEKOTOpYIO MonauduKa-
ILIVIIO peasTbHOro ObITHS» (TaMm xe, c. 381, iprme.).

SIBHO, uTo llImIeT yoTpebiiseT MOHATVE CYIIIO-
3UIIMV, YTOOBI IIpeICTaBUTh HOBBIM 00pa3oM 3Jie-
MEeHTBI ¥ IIPOIecC OCYIIECTBJIEHWUS CTPYKTYpPBI
cs10Ba 11 BeIpaskeHws. Vimenno y Ilerpa Vicrancko-
ro oH 310 Haxogut. VI B camoM pene, [letp Vcnan-
ckumt ObpUT B XIII B. caMBIM V3BECTHBIM IIpeJCTa-
BUTeJIeM ITapVDKCKOM IIKOJIBI  CXOJIaCTMYeCKON
sorviku (Libera, 2007, p. 295—299), ero «Iractatus /
Summulae logicales» cityxmi ygebHMKOM 110 ca-
Moro XV B, I IMEHHO B €T0 yYeHWUM ITpeJICTaBIsgeT-
Csl VI aHJIM3MpPYeTcsl IIpobJieMaTKa Cynnosutyui,
KOTOpas SIBJIAeTCs OIHVM U3 1IeHTpaIbHbIX TIOHS-
TUV cXoJIacTUKM 3Toro Bpemenu. I1lmer sanMcTBy-
€T y Hero pasHble BU/Ibl CYHIIO3UIINI (IIPOCTYIO,
MaTepUaIbHYIO M JIMYHYIO) U C VX IIOMOIIBIO JTaeT
MOHATH, YTO MMEHHO HOIpasyMeBaeTcsl IOfI, JIIo-
ObIM OIperiesieHVeM, Ha3HauYeHVeM VIV HaVIMeHO-
BaHMeM. TeMaTnKa CyIIIO3MITNM, IIPMOABIIAACH K
yKa3aHHOMY BhIIIle BOIIpocy o0 exponibilia, T103Bo-
nget llnery nepexoquTh OT TOrO, YTO IO pa3yMe-
BaeTcs, K TOMY, YTO BbIpakaeTcsl, TO eCThb [1aTh I10-
HSITh, KaK BbIpakaeTcs o pa3syMeBaemoe’. DTuM

* MoxHO cocitaTecsd M Ha «ODcTeTmdeckye dQparMeH-

Tbl», THe BO Bropou dactu Illmer obparaer BHMMaHMe
Ha IIPOLIecC, KOTOPBIVT MOXET OCYIIIeCTBUTBHCS Ha OCHOBE
suppositio u significatio, 1 I 3TOroO IIEPEXOONT K ITOHS-
TUVHOMY allllapaTy Ha PyCCKOM S3bIKe, II0JIb3Y5Ch TAaKMMI
TepMMHaMM, KaK «II0fIpa3yMeBaeMOCTb», «IIOfIpa3yMeBa-
eTcs» VWIN «TTofipasyMeBaeMoe». Cu., Harrpumep, (LLmeT,
200706, c. 229), T/1e MBI HAXOJIMM TaKOe JKe M3JIOKEHVIE IIPO-
OJ1eMaTVKI IIOCPENCTBOM 3TMX TEPMUHOB, KaK BO «BHy-
TpeHHel popMe cJI0Ba» IIOCPeICTBOM IOHSTII expositio,
exponibilia, suppositio, significatio v T. 1.
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situation (for example, when the genitive-case
suffix is used) word signs of word-things are
formed. I am not going to cite the whole exam-
ple, I will merely stress that Shpet designates as
“real supposition” precisely what he arrived at,
i.e. the word-sign of the word-thing. It surfac-
es, for example, in place of the “nominal” sup-
position to point to a modification of real being
(ibid., p. 381n).

Obviously, Shpet uses the concept of sup-
position to present in a new way the elements
and the process of structuring the word and
expression. He finds it in Peter of Spain. In-
deed, Peter of Spain in the thirteenth centu-
ry was the best-known representative of the
Paris school of scholastic logic (Libera, 2007,
pp- 295-299), his Tractatus / Summulae logicales
served as a textbook until the fifteenth century
and it is his doctrine that presents and analyses
the problematics of supposition, one of the cen-
tral concepts of scholasticism of the time. Shpet
borrows from him various types of supposi-
tion (simple, material and personal) to show
exactly what is meant by a definition, desig-
nation or name. Supposition, coupled with the
above-mentioned question of exponibilia, en-
ables Shpet to pass on from what is implied to
what is expressed, i.e. allows us to understand
how the implied is expressed.” In this way
Shpet uncovers for us the inherent process of
constitution, the shaping of the concept, in oth-
er words, “the inner form of the word” corre-
sponding to what he earlier (in Appearance and
Sense) meant by “the structure of the word and
expression”.

> Ican also cite Aesthetic Fragments where in the second
part Shpet looks at the process which can be based on
suppositio and significatio, to which end he switches to
Russian concepts using terms like podrazumevayemost’,
podrazumevayetsya” and podrazumevayemoye. See, for ex-
ample Shpet (2007b, p. 229), where we find the same
rendering of the problem with the help of these terms
as in The Inner Form of the Word through the concepts of
expositio, exponibilia, suppositio, significatio etc.
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crocobom Illmer HaM OTKpBIBaeT caM IIpOIIecc,
HPVCYIINI KOHCTUTYVPOBAHMIO, TO €CTh 0POpM-
JIEHWIO, TIOHSITS, VHBIMU CJIOBaMU — «BHYTp€eH-
HIOIO (POPMY CJIOBa», COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO TOMY, UTO
OH paHbllle (B «AB1eHuu u cmbvicie») IMeJl B BUILY
T0f1, «CTPYKTYPOVI CJIOBa U BbIPaskeH .

B 3axsmrouenme s xoresa Obl IOTYEPKHYTH CIle-
ayromee. Y Ilnera camoe Ba)KHOe 4acTO HaXOUT-
Cs1 B CHOCKaX: 3TO TO, UTO OCTaeTCsl CKPBITHIM B Ca-
MOM TeKCTe, UTO IIOfIpasyMeBaeTcsi, HO BCe-TaKu
CYIIEeCTBYeT, UTO HaHO, XOTsS VI HeIpsIMbIM oOpa-
30M. fI B 3TOM yOemmiach, Korja IpodnTaia 1 Ie-
peseita KHUTY «SBjieHme u cMbici» (Chpet, 2013),
I7le B TIOCJIe[THeVI CHOCKe IIOCIIefTHeVl IJIaBbl (pu-
socod cceutaercs Ha Ilasia dopeHcKoro, yTou-
Hsig pasHUIy Mexay duiocodmert 1 pesTuruen.
To >xe camoe mporicxonuT Bo «BHyTpenHeit popme
cstoBay, TAe IlneT npeycTapiisgeT HEKOTOPHIE 3le-
MeHTbI TePMMUHWUCTCKOV JIOTMKM VIMEHHO B CHO-
ckax. OH Kak OyZITO HapO4HO 3TO JIejIaeT, YTOObI
BOBJIeUb prtocoda-unTaTesis B CBOVI MHTeIUIeK-
TyaJIbHBIVI IyTh, JaTh €My B CHOCKaX MaTepuall
IIJIST BO3MOXKHBIX «MOAMPUKAIINT» (BapUaLnil)
IPVOTKPBITE 0COOBINT cMbIcI. Tlorpyxasich B cHO-
CKM, 4YMTaTe]Ib COOCTBEHHBIM aKTOM OCMBICIIe-
HWSI MOXXET OCBOUTH 3TOT TeKCT, IIPOHVKHYTH B
ero BHYTPeHHIOIO (POpMy, COTBOPUTH ee BMecTe
co IlInmerom. Mel MMeeM fieJ10 37ech He TOJIBKO C
coyvacTreM, HO ¥ C COTBOPeHMeM, C YyIoM B3au-
MOIIOHMMaHMs, ¢ TeM, 4To caM IllrmeT HasbiBaeT
«KOHTe€HMaJIbHOCTBIO». BOT 4TO OH mvicast 00 3ToM
B KOHIIe kHU2U «Brympenuas popma caoba»: «<XKn-
BO€ yJacTie B CAMOM TBOPYEeCKOM aKTe, aKTMBHOe,
a He IHEPTHOe BOCIIPUSATYIE IIPOAyKTa 3TOrO TBOP-
4ecTBa, BXIMBaHMEe B HET0, — BCe 3TO [ieJlaeT Hac
caMmX, co3epHalolInX, HacJaKHAIOIIXcsd U BO-
MPOMIAIOIINIX O CyObeKTe, ero YIYaCTHUKAMM U CO-
yuactHUKaMu» (Let, 2007a, c. 500).

S maBHO MOYYBCTBOBajla, YTO 3TW CCHUIKM Ha
noruky CpellHeBeKOBbs, XOTd KaK OyATO CKpBI-
TBIe, TPAIOT BAXXHYIO POJIb B TBOpYecTBe I'ycTaBa
Ireta. B cBsA3M ¢ 3TMM 1 yIyIyOwmsIachk B JIMTepary-
PY O CperlHeBeKOBOVI JIOTVKe ¥ CIiope 00 YHUBep-
carmsax (Kaury AsteHa fe JInbepa, HaripriMep), HO
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In conclusion I would like to make the fol-
lowing observation. Shpet often says the most
important things in footnotes: this is what re-
mains hidden in the text, what is implied but
nevertheless exists, what is given, albeit indi-
rectly. This was brought home to me forcibly
when I read and translated Appearance and
Sense (Chpet, 2013), where in the last footnote
to the last chapter he invokes Pavel Floren-
sky to clarify the difference between philos-
ophy and religion. The same happens in The
Inner Form of the Word, where Shpet introduces
some elements of terminist logic in footnotes.
He seems to be doing it deliberately in order
to draw the philosophical reader into his intel-
lectual journey, to give him material for pos-
sible “modifications” (variations), give him a
glimpse of some special meaning. By immers-
ing oneself in the footnotes, the reader engag-
es with the text, penetrates into its inner form,
creates together with Shpet. We are looking
here not just at participation, but at co-crea-
tiveness, the miracle of mutual understanding,
what Shpet calls “congeniality”. This is how he
put it at the end of The Inner Form of the Word:
“Engaged participation in the creative act, ac-
tive and not inert perception of the outcome
of this creativity, becoming part of it — all this
turns us, those who observe, enjoy and inquire
about the subject, into participants and fel-
lows” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 500).

I have long sensed that these references to
medieval logic, seemingly hidden, play an im-
portant role in Gustav Shpet’s work. This led
me to delve into the literature on medieval log-
ic and the debate on universals (books by Alain
de Libera, for example), but it is only now,
when putting all this material together, that I
fully appreciated the role these footnotes play,
not only in reproducing the dynamics of the
structure of the word and expression and the
creation of the inner form of the word, but in



JIVIITB cefrdac, codmpasi BeCb 3TOT MaTepuasl, [OHs-
J1a, KaKyI0 pOJIb UTPAlOT 3TV CChUIKM He TOJIBKO B
BOCITPOVM3BeIeHNM JMHaMVUKM CTPYKTYPHBI CJI0Ba 1
BBIpa)KeHNs VI B COTBOPEHMY BHYy TpeHHell POpMBbI
CJIOBa, HO ¥ B CaMOM IIpollecce pasBUTHs TBOpUe-
crBa Ineta. Eciin dpusocodpmss Kanra crata mis
[IrreTa MMITYJIECOM K CO3aHMIO COOCTBEHHOV (p1-
710cO0pUM, TO CCHUIKM Ha CXOJIACTUYECKYIO JIOTH-
Ky JlajIi eMy BO3MOXXHOCTb IT€PeOCMBICIIUTE CBOe
repBoHavaIbHOe «(peHOMEeHOJIOrMYeCcKoe» OTKPHI-
TVie B JIOTVIYECKOM VI OHTOJIOTMUeCKOM KOHTEeKCTax.
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Shpet’s whole creative process. Whereas Kant’s
philosophy gave Shpet an impulse to create his
own philosophy, the appeal to scholastic logic
enabled him to rethink his initial “phenomeno-
logical” discovery in the logical and ontological
contexts.
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