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OAPBMHWM3M KAK HEJOCTAIOIITEE 3BEHO
KPUTUUYECKOW ®VMJIOCOPVU KAHTA

U.K. Karunun'

S ucxoxy u3 npednosoKeHus, 4mo npuuuHoil mpyoHo-
cmeti 8 usaoxenuu cboeeo samwvicaa Kanwmom u, coomBem-
cmbenno, no0cnyoOHOU NPUHUHOT KPUMUHYECK020 OMHOUieHUS
1 AMOMY 3AMbICAY CO CTMOPOHBL MHOUX ¢hur0cogpob HoBeitueeo
Bpemenu a6asa10ce omcymembBue 6 eeo pacnopsxenuu Heobxo-
Oumoeo meopemuueckozo 36exa, ¢ 66ederuem Komopoeo Bcs eeo
cucmema noayuasa Ovl 0o4ee HadexHoe HayuHoe 0bocHoBaHe.
Takum 36eHom mHe Budumcs 0apBurusm, 0alouyutl nookpene-
Hue xatouebomy, Ho 6 mo sxe Bpems He 000CHOBAHHOMY Me3ucy
«Kpumuxu vucmoeo pasyma» — me3sucy o cyujecmbobanuu
cunmemuveckux cyxoenutl anpuopu. Cunmes dapbunusma c
Kpumuueckoi gpuaocogpuets mpebyen, 00HaKo, cyujectnbernHo
nepecmpotiku nocie0Hetl, max Kax HeKkomopble ee kAouebvie Mo-
Mmenmul 8 HoBom cBeme oxaszblbatomcs caabbimMu U mpedyom ne-
pecmompa uau daxe nepebopomob. IlepBuiti nepeBopom, uccae-
doBannuiil 6 cmantve, nepeonpedesaent UCIOUHUK HPOUCX0HOe-
HUS Kame2opuil, KOmopblil menepb 00HapyxKubaemcs He «cbep-
xy», ede e2o uckas Kanm, mo ecmv He 6 102utieckux pynkuyusx,
coeaacno memagpusuneckoi 0e0yKyuu, u He 6 camocosHaHui,
KaK 31Mo 0eKAApUpYemcs mpancyeHoeHmaibHoll oedykyuet, a
«CHU3Y», B uncmunkmax, ecau paccmampubams ewsu 6 360-
AOYUOHHOM U3MepeHuu. Bmopotl nepebopom neperocum cbo-
000y Boau, naxodsauyioca y Kanma 6 oonotl onmosoeuueckoi
Kop3uHe ¢ Bewyamu camumu no cebe, «66epx», Ha Opyeott Smax
nupamuob. OHMoA02Uil, b.4a200aps 3amere 0Yyasusma Ha NApa-
AU3M, NOCKOALKY OYAAUSM CAUUKOM Y30K, Umobbl Bmecmums
8 cebe Bce aBmoHOMHbIE KOMNOHEHINbL KPUMUUECKOU hUA0CO-
¢uu. Taxum obpasom, oyx u cboboda Haxodsm cebe Hoboe Me-
c1mo, omoesvHoe oM cehepul husuneckoil npupoosl; kamezopus
npucnocobaenus 00escHAem, kax B03moxHo cocyuecmbobarivie
PpasHblX 0HMOAORUT; Npobaema 0BYx uxmMepnpemayuil mpanc-
yeHOeHmaAbHOoe0 udedasusma (0ByxmupHas vs. 06yxacnexmuas)
Haxooum cBoe peuterue 6 ux NpUMUpeHu.
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Tapmman, mpancyendenmarvhas guiocogpus, 3604101U0H-
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

DARWINISM AS THE MISSING LINK
IN KANT’S CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY

LK. Kalinin'

I proceed from the hypothesis that the difficulties in
Kant’s presentation of his plan and, accordingly, the implic-
it reason for the critical attitude to this plan on the part of
many contemporary philosophers stem from the fact that he
had no theoretical link at his disposal which would offer a
more solid scientific grounding for his entire system. I be-
lieve that Darwinism is such a link which bolsters the central
but ungrounded thesis of the Critique of Pure Reason on
the existence of a priori synthetic judgments. The synthe-
sis of Darwinism and critical philosophy dictates, however,
a substantial restructuring of the latter since some of its key
elements prove to be weak in the light of modern studies
and need to be revised or even reversed. The first reversal
explored in this article determines the origin of the catego-
ries which are now revealed not “from the top down” where
Kant sought them, i.e. not in logical functions in accordance
with metaphysical deduction and not in self-consciousness as
transcendental deduction claims, but “from the bottom up”
if one considers things in the evolutionary dimension, i.e. in
the instincts. The second reversal shifts the freedom of will
which Kant placed in the same ontological basket with things
in themselves at “the top,” to another level of the pyramid of
ontologies, by changing dualism to pluralism because dual-
ism is too narrow to accommodate all the autonomous com-
ponents of critical philosophy. Thus spirit and freedom find
a new place separate from the sphere of physical nature; the
category of adaptation explains how different ontologies can
coexist; while the problem of two interpretations of transcen-
dental idealism (two-world vs. two-aspect interpretation)
finds a solution through their reconciliation.

Keywords: Kant, Konrad Lorenz, Nicolai Hartmann,
transcendental philosophy, evolutionary epistemology,
categories, synthetic judgment a priori, adaptation.
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N.K. Kanuuun

BBenenmue

OmuvM 13 dpyHAAMEHTaIBHBIX PasINYni, pasie-
JIAIOMIMX 3allafgHyo dwIocodnio Ha [Ba jlareps —
KOHTVMHEHTAJIBHYIO VI aHAJIMTUYECKYIO, — CITYKUT VX
OTHOIIIeHMe K HayKe: B TO BpeMsl KaK IlepBas AVCTaH-
LMpyeTcs OT Hee, Haxofsd CBOV MHTepecC B MCCileoBa-
HVM CMBICJIOB, & He IIPUYVH COOBITNIL, BTOpasi, Ha000-
POT, cTapaeTcs CTepeThb C Hel BCsKMe IpaHmIbl. Kpn-
TUgecKas prtocodpra KaHTa B paMKax 3TOV OIIIO3V-
LV, 0COOEHHO YUUTBIBas OPUIIMAIBHBIV Pa3phblB poO-
JOHa4YaIbHMKOB aHAIMTUYeCKOV TPaauIiM C HUM, He
HaxoAuT cebe CTPOro orpeziesIieHHOIO MecTa: XoTs de-
HOMEHOJIOTMYecKye M 3TUYecKye TeMbl M KOHTEKCTBI
TpeOyIOT BKJIIOUeHNsI ee B OVIH JIareph C SK3VCTeHIIV-
aIM3MOM V1 (PeHOMEHOJIOT eV, HO TI0 KPUTEPUIO YHIY-
TOXKEHWS TPaHNUI] MeXIy ritocodmert, HayKov 1 JIo-
I'MKOV ee IIPVHITNIIBI COBHAIAiOT C MO3UTUBUCTCKVIMM
ybexmennsavu I. @pere, b. Paccena v P. Kapnara.
INosTOMy MOXXHO IIPeIIONIOKNUTE, 9T0 KaHT ObLyI OBI rO-
TOB IIPVHATH M acCCMMMIIVPOBATh naeu [lapsuHa, oKa-
JKVICh OHU B €T0 pacopspkeHv. Ho mapBrHM3M 3HAUUT
nma dpwnocodrm KarTa ropasgo 6osibiire, 4eM IIpocTo
HOBBIVI IYHKT CBSI3M C HayKovL. /lejio B TOM, 4TO mjeun
KanTa MOXXHO paccMaTpuBaTh B POJIV «MOCTa» MEX[Ty
IOBYMsl 00O3HaUeHHBIMM JIarepsiMi, eCJIVl XapaKTepu-
30BaTh aHAJIMTUYECKYIO TPaOMIINIO KaK yBJIeKaloIIy-
Iocsl mpu4MHaMy B yilepd cmbiciaM. Crapasich Hari-
TU CIIOCOO COBMeIIeHNs HBIOTOHOBCKOTO (bM3IUecKo-
rO JleTepMMHIM3Ma, OT KOTOPOIo HeJIb3sl OBIJIO IIPOCTO
TaK OTMaxHYTbCs, CO CBODOZIOV BOIIM — «OIPaHWYNUTh
pasyM, 9ToOBI 0cBOOOIUTE MecTO Bepe» (B XXX; KanT,
2006, c. 33), oH, KaxeTcs, omepeniI cBoe Bpems. Kax
vmen [lapsyHa MOITIM OBI IIOMOYb €My Ha 3TOM TPYZ-
HOM ITyTV OOBeIVHEHVS Hay4YHOTO 3HAHWUS C IIeHHO-
CTAMM, 51 TIOIIBITAkOCh BBISICHUTE B JAHHOM CTaThe.

Ha uro s Mory onmpatrbcsl B CBoeM MCCiIeJoBaHUM?
CuHTe3 SIMCTEMOJIOTMM C SBOJIIOIVIOHHOV Teopuern
cTasl (PyHOAMEHTOM [JISI Pa3BUTMS SBOJIIOIVIOHHON
SMVICTEMOJIOT MV, M3BECTHON YMTaTesIlo IIpeXkie Bce-
ro mio paboram K. Ilormepa (Ilommep, 1983). Crenyer
YTOYHUTB, OFHAKO, YTO JaHHas AVCHVIIINHA 0 pas-
HerisgeTcs BHYTpu ceOsi Ha iBe BeTBY, 1 [lommep passu-
BaJl OfJHY M3 HUX — 3BOJIIOLMOHHYIO SIMCTEMOJIOI VIO
TEOpWV, 3aHMMAIONIYIOCS BOIIPOCOM POCTa IIpeXre
BCEro SMIIMPUYECKNX 3HAHUI. Borrpocom ke pa3ssu-
TVsI KOTHUTMBHOTO allliapaTa, vwin, B TepmmHax Kan-
Ta, allPVOPHOIo 3HaHWs, 3aHMMAaeTCs Apyrasi BeTBb —
3BOJIIOIIMOHHAs SIMCcTeMosIorns MexaHnsmos (Gontier,
2019; Bradie, Harms, 2016). IMeHHO B OTHOITIEHU TIO-
ctepHert KaHT MoXeT cumTaThCs IIpefTedert, XOTs. ero

Introduction

One of the fundamental differences that divides
Western philosophy into two camps — the conti-
nental and the analytical — is their attitude to sci-
ence: while the former distances itself from science
focusing attention on the study of meanings rather
than the causes of events, the latter, on the contra-
ry, seeks to erase all boundaries between the two.
Within the framework of that juxtaposition, Kant’s
critical philosophy, especially since the fathers of
the analytical tradition have officially broken with
Kant, does not find a strictly determined place. Phe-
nomenological and ethical themes and contexts re-
quire that it be included in the same camp with
existentialism and phenomenology, but in terms of
destroying the boundaries between philosophy, sci-
ence and logic its principles coincide with the posi-
tivist convictions of Gottlob Frege, Bertrand Russell
or Rudolf Carnap. It is possible therefore that Kant
would have been prepared to accept and assimilate
Darwin’s ideas if he had had them at his disposal.
However, Darwinism means much more for Kant’s
philosophy than simply another link with science.
Kant’s ideas can be seen as a “bridge” between the
two above-mentioned camps if the analytical tra-
dition is characterised as a tradition that is attract-
ed by causes at the expense of meanings. Seeking
to combine Newton’s physical determinism, which
could not just be brushed aside, with freedom of
will — “to deny knowledge in order to make room for
faith” (B XXX; Kant, 1998, p. 117), he seems to have
been ahead of his time. In this article I will try to ex-
plain how Darwin’s ideas could have helped him on
this difficult path of marrying scientific knowledge
to values.

What starting-point can I give to my inves-
tigation? The synthesis of epistemology and the
evolutionary theory provided the foundation for
the development of evolutionary epistemology,
known to the reader above all from the works of
Karl Popper (1994). It has to be stressed, however,
that this discipline is subdivided into two branch-
es of which Popper developed one, the evolution-
ary epistemology of theories, dealing with the issue
of growth above all of empirical knowledge. The
issue of the development of the cognitive appara-
tus or, in Kant’s terminology, a priori knowledge, is
the province of the other branch, the evolutionary
epistemology of mechanisms (Gontier, 2019; Bradie
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ydeHVe ObIIO ellie JIVIIEHO 3BOJIIOVIOHHOV COCTaBIIA-
fomtent. VinTepriperarnyis yuennsi KanTa B ceeTe apBu-
HM3Ma [I0 CMX IIOp He IpwMBJIeKajla OOJIbIIOro ¢uro-
codpcKoro MHTepeca ¥ MMeJIa MeCTO B OCHOBHOM BHY-
TPpU 3TOVI BTOPOVI BETBV 3BOJIIOIIMOHHOV SIIVICTEMO-
jorvim. §1 OyImy OTTaJIKMBaThCS OT PEBOJIIOLIVIOHHEBIX B
3ToM HampasyieHvn pabot K. JlopeHIia, yanTsiBasi I10-
sunmn I. orwmvepa® 1 K. Cvura. OgHako BHUMaHVe
3TUIX aBTOPOB, 3a McKIoueHmeM JlopeHrtia, Obi1o orpa-
HITYeHO BayKHOV, HO Y3KOVI 30HOV IIpO0JIeMaTVIK ITPO-
VICXOXTIeHMs Kareroputi. VIx obmmit pesymbsraTr cpas-
HeHWs JIByX Y4YeHWUV BbIpakaeTcsl B yOeXkmeHwum, co-
[JIaCHO KOTOPOMY JIapBMHM3M «IIpeoyjosieBaeT» (Smith,
1991, p. 35, 47) KaHTOBCKYIO TEOPUIO alIPVOPHOTO 3Ha-
Hys. [1o MoeMy Xe MHEHMIO, TapBVHW3M MOAM(UIIN-
pyeT dpmtocodpmro KaHTa, oMorast BOITIOTUTH B paM-
Kax Oosiee Oe3yKOPM3HEHHOV C HayYHOV TOUKM 3PEeHVIS
CYICTEMBI TIOFICITYTHYIO UIEI0 «MOCTa» MeXAy IpUau-
HaMlM ¥ CMBICJIaMV, OCTPOaKTyaJIbHYIO [IJIS JII000ro
BUI/Ia OHTOJIOI VI9eCKOTO yasIn3Ma.

MoyXHO BBIAETTUTD [IBa Pa3HBIX, XOTS M B3aIMOCBSI-
3aHHBIX THIIa Tyaym3Ma y KaHTa: MomaIbHBI 11 OHTO-
morvgeckuvi. [lepBevt M3 HUX apTUKYIUPYeTCS B OI-
TIO3UIINM MOJIaJIbBHOMY MOHW3MY aHaJIMTUYeCcKoV Tpa-
IV, OCHOBAHHOMY Ha YOeXXIIeHMM, UTO CYILeCTBY-
IOT TOJIBKO JIOTMYeCKVIe VIV CBOAVIMBIE K HVIM IIOCpe]I-
CTBOM COIEpPKaTeIbHOIrO aHaJI3a IOHATUI aHaJIUTV-
dJecKkme HeoOxommMble MCTUHBL COOTBETCTBEHHO, MO-
TaJTbHBIVL TyaJni3M IIpefriosiaraeT, YTO CYIIeCTBYIOT
TaKXXe CHHTETUYecKue IIOJIOKEeHWs, KOTOpble MOTYT
OBITH HEOOXOIVIMBIMIU ¥, CJIE0BATEIILHO, alPVIOPHBIMI
uctvHaMmu (Hanna, 2008, p. 164)°. KanTy He ymaiocsk
7I0Ka3aTh MOIAJIBHBIV JIyaIV3M C TOVI CTeTIeHbIo yoerm-
TeJIBHOCTY, KOTOpasl OKa3ajlach ObI JJOCTaTOYHOW IS
ero ofmoOpeHs OOIBITMHCTBOM (prstocodoB. MHeH1Ie,
yTo «KaHT B [IeVICTBUTEILHOCTY He MIMeeT SICHOW U 00-
ITeVT KOHIIEMIIMY CUMHTETINYEeCKOTo arpriopy BooOIe»
(Strawson, 1966, p. 43) pacripocTpaHeHO HaCTOJIBKO, UTO
naxe B pamKkax TeMbl «KaHT v [JapBua» pasgaroTcs erre
Gorree >xecTkme, ueM y 1. CTpocoHa, OI1eHKM: «...MBI MO-
JKeM JIETKO BUIETh CeTOIHS, UTO Mes “CMHTeTMYeCKOrO
arpropn’, Kak II0I03peBaloch C caMOro Havasla, ecThb
IIPOCTO Iy TaHMIIA B TosioBe» (Smith, 1991, p. 40).

Yro KacaeTcs BTOpOro pora [iyajansMa — OHTOJIO-
TMYeCcKOTo, iyaIn3Ma IpeJICTaBIeHN I 1 Bellell CaMux

2 Ero ocHoBHble e v Oubimorpadmns paboT mpeJicTaBIeHbI
B KHure Pasbda Xaprmana: (Hartmann, 2017).

* «MopasmbHBEIM» TaKOVI Ayasiv3M Has3BaH, OUeBMJIHO, ITOTOMY,
YTO HEOOXOVIMOCTB SIBJISIETCS KaTeropueri MOaIbHOVL JIOTVIKIL.
boslee KOPPEKTHBIM, HO MeHee 0JIaro3By4HbIM Ha3BaHMEM ObLT
ObI «/TyasI3M HeOOXOIMIMOCTET».
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and Harms, 2016). It is with regard to the latter that
Kant can be seen as a forerunner although his doc-
trine still lacked the evolutionary component. Up
to the present the interpretation of Kant’s teaching
in the light of Darwinism has attracted scant philo-
sophical interest and has occurred mainly within
this second branch of evolutionary epistemology. I
will proceed from the revolutionary works of Kon-
rad Lorenz taking due account of the positions of
Gerhard Vollmer? and Christopher Smith. How-
ever, these authors, with the exception of Lorenz,
concentrated on an important but narrow body of
problems: the origin of categories. The shared result
of their comparison of the two teachings is summed
up in the conviction that Darwinism “overtook”
(Smith, 1991, p. 35, 47) the Kantian theory of a prio-
ri knowledge. In my opinion, however, Darwinism
modifies Kant’s philosophy by helping to convey
within the framework of a more rigorous scientific
system the underlying idea of a “bridge” between
causes and meanings, which is vital for any kind of
ontological dualism.

One can identify two different, albeit intercon-
nected, types of dualism in Kant: the modal and the
ontological. The former is articulated through op-
position to modal monism of the analytical tradi-
tion, based on the conviction that there exist only
logical truths or the necessary analytical truths re-
ducible to them through semantic analysis of con-
cepts. Accordingly, modal dualism presupposes
that there also exist synthetic propositions which
may be necessary and therefore a priori truths
(Hanna, 2008, p. 164).> Kant failed to prove modal
dualism convincingly enough to be approved by
the majority of philosophers. The opinion that
“Kant really has no clear and general conception of
the synthetic a priori at all” (Strawson, 1966, p. 43) is
so widespread that even harsher assessments than
Strawson’s can be encountered in the framework of
the topic “Kant and Darwin: “[...] we may easily see
nowadays that the idea of the ‘synthetic a priori’ is,
as was suspected from the first, merely a muddle”
(Smith, 1991, p. 40).

As for the second kind of dualism i.e. ontolog-
ical or the dualism of representations and things

2 His main ideas and bibliography of his works are contained
in the book by Ralph Hartmann (2017).

® Such dualism has been probably called “modal” because
necessity is a category of modal logic. A more correct but less
sonorous name would be, in my opinion, “dualism of neces-
sities”.
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o cebe, TO cyleyeMbIl U3 Hee PafdMKaJIbHBIV arHO-
CTULIV3M OKa3bIBaeTCsl OCHOBHOVI IIPUYWHOV IIpey-
OexrieHNs OOJIBIIMHCTBA (PUII0CODOB MPOTUB TpaH-
clleH/eHTaJIbHOM ustocodpum B 1eioM. Ho Kakosbl
ansTepHaTUBB? Kiaccuaeckum dpyHgaMeHTaIN3M, KO-
TOPOMY 3TOT Iya/IM3M IIPOTMBOCTOUT, OIMpPaeTcs Ha
ofHy OpMY 3aBUCHMOCTY, JIeJIAfOIyI0 BO3MOXKHBIM
€IVTHCTBO JIIO0OV TeOPeTMYeCcKOV CUCTEMBI, — JIOTV-
YeCcKyIo, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPOVI BCe 3HAHVE JIOTDK-
HO BBIBOIMTECS 13 HEKOETO «(pyHIaMeHTa» JelyKTVB-
HBIM yTeM. Y KaHTa errie He ObIsT0 TIOf, pyKOVI TPyTOM
IOCTaTOYHO OTYeKaHEeHHOM (POPMEBI 3aBUCVIMOCTVI OH-
TOJIOTVIYEeCKY PA3HBIX CYIITHOCTEV IPYT OT IPyTa, KOTO-
PYIO MOXXHO OBLIO OBI IPOTVMBOIIOCTABUTE (PyHIaMeH-
TaIM3My, — TOVI (POPMBI, Ha KOTOpov OyZeT ocHOBaHa
BITOCJIEZICTBIIVI TEOPVIsI €CTeCTBEHHOrO 0TOOpa 1 3aTeM
3BOJTIOLVIOHHAS AMVMCTEMOJIONVsS M KoTopyio [lapsua
HasBaJI IPUCIIOco0sIeHeM. VIMEeHHO ¢ TOMOIIIBIO 3TOM
opMBI CBsI31, OlIeHeHHOV Ha (P1I0COPCKOM yPOBHE,
MOryT OBITB, Ha MOV B3IVISI, YCIIEITHO OOOCHOBaHBI
KaK OHTOJIOTMYECKNVI, TaK ¥ MOOAJIbHBIVL TyaJIvi3M.

MoxxHo cka3aTh, 9T0 X0Ts1 KaHT fektaprposail cBOo
«OIHY-eIMHCTBEHHYIO 3a7a4uy» B popMe BOIIpoca: «kax
BosmoxkHbl cunmemuveckue cyxoenus a priori?» (B 19;
KanT, 2006, c. 72—73) v mocTponsI Ha AOIYIIEHW Ta-
KVX CYXJIeHUM BCIO CBOIO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYyIo bu-
stocodriio, OH He CMOT yOeanTeIbHO OTBETUTH Ha IIO-
CTaBJICHHBIVI BOIIPOC, TeM CaMbIM OCTaBWB CBOIO CVICTe-
My 0e3 mipouHoro dpyHmaaMenTa. [lostomy, ecru dputo-
copCKIT OCMBICTIEHHBIVI TAPBVHM3M CMOXET JIaTh VICKO-
MBIVI OTBET, MBI BIIpaBe CUMTaTh ero HeJJOCTaIOIIVIM 3Be-
HOM TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHO duytocodpmm. A e OH K
TOMY Ke OTBETUT Ha BOIIPOC O IIPVPOJIe eIMHCTBa pas-
HBIX CTOPOH Pa3HBIX AyaI3MOB BO Beex Tpex «KpuTu-
Kax» KaHTa, MBI BITpaBe CaMTaTh €ro HeJIOCTAOIIVIM 3Be-
HOM Bcent KpuTmdeckon dprtocodprn. CooTBeTCTBEHHO
3TVIM ABYM 3a/ladaM — 0OOCHOBaHMIO KaK MOJIaJIbHOIO,
TaK ¥ OHTOJIOTMYECKOro Ayasu3Ma (B JaHHOM CITydae
He KOHKPETHOTO, a abCTpaKTHOI0) — MOsI CTaThs OyrieT
COCTOSATD M3 [IBYX YacTevl. B mepBor1 (ueThIpe HepBbIX I1a-
parpadpa) s IoKaXy, KaK peBOJIIOLVS, ITpOVI3BeNeHHas
HapsuHoM, IepeBopaumBaeT IOPSIOK ITPOMCXOXKIe-
HVISL KaTeTOPN, OIIpoBeprasi TeM caMbIM MeTadom3irde-
CKYIO JedyKLWIO U CTPYKTYPHBIVI IOPSIOK TPaHCLIeH-
JeHTaJIbHOV Aedy Ky KaTteropuit KaHra. DToT BbIBOT,
He HOB B TeMe cpasHeHus Kanra ¢ Japsuaom. Ho go
CMX TIOp He 00palliajioch JOJDKHOTO BHUMAHMS Ha TO,
YTO 3Ta JKe PeBOJIIOIN OOOCHOBBIBAET MOHAIBHBIV TY-
aJIn3M, IIpefoCTaBIIsAs 0COOYIO, HAPBMHVICTCKYIO MHTeP-
IpeTalnio Mjee allprOPHOro CUHTe3a.

in themselves — the radical agnosticism that flows
from this is the main cause of the prejudice of the
majority of philosophers against transcendental
philosophy in general. But what are the alterna-
tives? Classical fundamentalism, which this dual-
ism opposes, relies on one form of dependence that
makes the unity of any theoretical system possi-
ble — the logical one in accordance with which all
knowledge must be deduced from a certain “foun-
dation”. Kant did not yet have to hand a sufficiently
clear-cut form of interdependence between onto-
logically different entities that could be opposed to
fundamentalism, the form which would later pro-
vide the basis for the theory of natural selection
and then evolutionary epistemology which Darwin
called adaptation. It is with the help of this form of
connection, assessed at the philosophical level, that
in my opinion both the ontological and the modal
dualism can be grounded.

One may argue that although Kant enunci-
ated his “single problem” in the form of the ques-
tion “How are synthetic judgments a priori possible?”
(B 19; Kant, 1998, p. 146) and used such judgments
to scaffold his transcendental philosophy, he could
not convincingly answer this question, thus leaving
his system without a solid foundation. Therefore if
philosophically significant Darwinism can provide
the required answer, we have reason to consider it
to be the missing link of transcendental philosophy.
And if it also answers the question of the nature of
the unity of different aspects of different dualisms in
all three of Kant’s Critigues, we have reason to con-
sider it to be the missing link of his entire critical
philosophy. In accordance with these two tasks —
justification both of the modal and ontological du-
alism (abstract and not concrete in this case) — my
article will consist of two parts. In the first part (the
first four sections) 1 will show how the revolution
carried out by Darwin overturns the order of the or-
igin of categories, thus refuting Kant’s metaphysical
deduction and structural order of transcendental de-
duction of categories. This conclusion is not new in
the task of comparing Kant and Darwin. However,
up until now not enough attention has been paid to
the fact that the same revolution justifies modal du-
alism, presenting a special (Darwinist) interpreta-
tion of the idea of synthesis a priori.
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Bropyto uacTk cTaThi (IBa IIOCTIeHVX IHaparpada)
s TIOCBSIIILY BOIIPOCY O TOM, KaKMM 0Opa3oM oIpeme-
JleHHOe (PrITocOCKOe pacIIMpeHVe JapBUHM3Ma MO-
XeT CITy>XUTh OOOCHOBaHMEM He TOJIBKO MOIIaJIbHOTO,
HO 1 oHTOJIOrMYeckoro ayanmsma KanTa. Takum pac-
IIpeHreM MOXHO cumuTaTh Mommdukanyio Jlopen-
1IeM B 3BOJIIOLVIOHHOM J1yXe (prIocodcKovt crcTeMbl
Hwukomnas I'aprMmaHa, poxpcrBenHon cucreMe Kanra B
cujly cBoero orpuiianus MoHusMa. Cucrema I'aprma-
Ha — JlopeHIia momoraet, BO-IIepBBIX, YTOUHUTH OH-
TOJIOTMYECKYIO cpepy [efiCTBMS allpMOPHOTO CUHTe-
3a, TI0CTaBMUB OoJlee Mmupokue, yeMm y Kanra, rpanu-
LIBI €T0 ITPYMEHVMOCTY, BO-BTOPBIX, SKCIIUIPOBATh
drtocodckoe 3HaUEHVE TOHATVS ITPYUCIIOCOOIIEHIIS W,
B-TPETBUX, PEIINUTb OCTPYIO B Cpelle KOMMEHTaTOpPOB
KanTa mpobriieMy mHTepripeTarinm (IBa Mupa vs. ABa
acIieKTa) ero TpaHCIeH/IeHTasIbHOTO MjeasIi3Ma.

ITo crommam JlopeHI1a: IpOMCXOXK/IeHVe KaTeropui

Kanrosckmin IyaJsivi3M ITPe/ICTaBIEH W 1 BEILIEVI Ca-
MMx 1o cebe, 0cCOOEHHO ecyIM ero MOHMMAJIV B I1apa-
ZIMTMe JIBYX MUPOB, BMeCTe C ero HeOOXOIVIMBIM CJIefl-
CTBUEM — yTBep>KIeHVeM O Hello3HaBaeMOCTV ITOCIIe]I-
HWX — BBI3BIBAJI Y NOCJIENYIOIIVIX ITOKOJIEHNIT (PrIo-
codpos ycrorrumBoe HenpuaTue. Haunnas ¢ @uxre Bes
HeMeIIKas MaeanncTrdeckas purocodis, iepeHMast
y KanTa 1 Harpy»ast coOCTBEHHBIM CMBICJIOM €TO0 V-
aJIeKTVKY, BBIKMIIbIBAJIa 3a OOpPT KOHIIENT BeIlew ca-
MUX 110 cebe KaK IIPOTVBOPEUVBBIN VI VI3JIVIITHUM 3J1e-
MmeHT. C.H. BysrakoB, OTKpBITBIVI 11 SHEPIMIUHBIV afiBO-
kar [lesmara, kputukys KaHTa 3a TO, 9TO «MeXy
CyOBEKTOM 1 O0BEKTOM BO3BUIJIACH, Ka3ajo0Ch, HEBI-
IIvIMasi, HO HelIpOHMIIaeMasi CTEKJISTHHAsI CTeHa», BbIpa-
JKaJl PeIMMOCTb «pa3OuUTh 3Ty CTEKIITHHYIO CTEHY U
JINIIB TaKMM ITyTeM IPOpBaThcsi K OOBeKTMBHO JIevi-
cTBUTeIbHOCTI» (Bymrakos, 1990, c. 51). oBopst 0bpas-
Ho, riocsze KaHTa Bee KpymHBIe drmstocodnl pasOmBan
IIOCTPOEHHYIO MM CTeHY ¥ BMecTe C Hell — ero jya-
JIM3M, CJIefys TOMY CaMOMY CTpeMJIEHUIO paspyIIalo-
IIIET0 BCe TPaHMIIBI CIIEKYIIATMBHOIO pasyMa K cosfia-
HUIO 3aBepIIIeHHOV MeTadpu319ecKoVl CUCTeMBI, KOTO-
poe 11 OBIJIO IIpeIMeToM KaHTOBCKOV KPUTHUKIL. B 3Toi
TeMe pasBUTHE MMPOBOV (prsIocodmm BepHYIIOCh Ha
JIOKaHTOBCKMW yposeHb. Ho HeoOxomumo yunThIBaTh
PV 3TOM ¥ IIPUYMHY TaKOro HeraTMBHOrO st Kan-
Ta VCX0/1a, 3aKJII0YeHHYIO, He B IIOCIIE[THIOI0 OYepeb, B
HIPVHINIINAIPHOM arHOCTUIIM3Me TpaHCIeHIeHTalIb-
HOT'O VIeaIn3Ma.

DTy mpobiieMy 3j1eTaHTHO PeIINl, OCTaBasiCh
Ha OyaJVICTMYeCKMX TO3MLMAX, BBIAAIOMINIICS Owo-
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The second part of the article (the two last sec-
tions) are devoted to answering the question, how
can some philosophical extension of Darwinism
provide justification not only for Kant’s modal but
also ontological dualism. Such an extension is argu-
ably provided by Lorenz in the evolutionary spirit
of Nicolai Hartmann’s philosophical system which
is akin to Kant’s system in that it rejects monism.
The Hartmann-Lorenz system helps, first, to formu-
late more precisely the ontological sphere to which
synthesis a priori is applicable by marking broader
boundaries of its application than Kant’s, secondly,
to explicate the philosophical meaning of the con-
cept of adaptation and thirdly, to solve the problem
of interpretation (two-worlds vs. two-aspects) of his
transcendental idealism which exercises commenta-
tors of Kant.

In the Wake of Lorenz: the Origin of Categories

Kant’s dualism of representations and things
in themselves, especially as understood in the
two-worlds paradigm, together with its necessary
consequence — the assertion that the latter are un-
knowable — was flatly rejected by the following
generations of philosophers. Beginning with Fichte
the entire German idealistic philosophy, borrow-
ing from Kant and investing his dialectics with its
own meaning, jettisoned the concept of things in
themselves as contradictory and redundant. Sergey
N. Bulgakov (1990, p. 51), an avowed and ener-
getic advocate of Schelling, criticising Kant for
“erecting what would seem to be an invisible yet
impenetrable glass wall between subject and object,”
expressed his determination “to smash this glass
wall as this is the only way to reach objective real-
ity.” Figuratively speaking, after Kant all the major
philosophers “smashed” the wall he had built and
in the process smashed his dualism in line with the
desire of speculative reason that destroys all borders
to create a complete metaphysical system, which
was the target of Kant’s critique. Within this area
the development of world philosophy reverted to
the pre-Kantian level. But one has to take into ac-
count the cause of such a negative outcome for Kant
which is, not least, the fundamental agnosticism of
transcendental idealism.

This problem was elegantly solved without
abandoning the dualist position by the outstanding
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sior-ssoriononucT Konpay Jlopentr B ceoem Habpo-
CKe JTapBMHUCTCKOV MHTepIIpeTali KaHTOBCKOV Te-
opuw T03HaHMs, omyonmkosaHHoM B 1941 r. (Jlopemis,
2000), erre 10 OCHOBHEBEIX padOT, IIPVHECIIVIX eMY W3-
BeCTHOCTD. [lo3mHee B cBoert KHUTe «OB0OpOTHAS CTO-
poHa 3epkasia» (1973 1.) oH Oosee TIOIpPOOHO aHaIM3N-
PYeT CTPYKTYPY M 3BOJIIOLINIO KOTHUTVBHOIO allliapa-
Ta 4YesloBeKa, OTMEXKEBBIBASICh, OJTHAKO, y>K€ OT TpaHC-
neHOeHTapHOrO MaeammsMa Kawura (Jlopewr, 1998,
c. 249—252) v TIpOTMBOIIOCTABIIAS €My IMIIOTeTIde-
CKUVI peayi3M — KOHIIEIINIO, CPOPMYIIMPOBAHHYIO
SBOJIIOIMOHHBIM anvicTemosiorom . KammGertom. -
ITOTETMYECKUTI pealn3M IIOCIIEHETO OJIM30K «KPUTU-
yeckoMy peasmsMy» K. Ilommepa u mpefcrasiigeT co-
0OVI KOHIIETIIINIO PeaTbHOCTM KaK ITOCTOSTHHO Bepu-
dpummpyemornt runoresst (Campbell, 1959, p. 156) B Tom
CMBICJIe, UTO MBI He MMeeM ¥ He MOXXeM VIMEeTb TaKMX
HaJIeXXHBIX OCHOBaHWII 3HAHWS, KOTOPbIE YIOBJIETBO-
puii Obl pyHIaMeHTaIMCTOB. JIOpeHI] B I'MIOTeTU-
YeCKOM peasIn3Me ycMaTpuBaeT, KpOMe BCEro Ipodye-
TO, TO, UYTO «KAaTeropum 11 (POPMBI CO3ePIIaHMS UeJI0Be-
YeCcKOro II03HaBaTeJIFHOIO allllapaTa IIPeICTaB/IsSIOTCS
YeM-TO OYeBVIHBIM 00pa3oM BOZHUIKIIIMM B XOJIe 3BO-
mmonyy ¥ “riogxopsamymM” K yCJIOBUSIM BHECYOBEKTVIB-
HOI'0 MIMpa — aHAJIOTMYHBIM 00Pa30M ¥ 110 aHAJIOI Y-
HBIM [TPUYMHAM, KaK JIOLIaMHOE KOIIBITO “TIomXoanT”
K TIOBEPXHOCTW CTEIM VUIM IUIaBHMK PBHIOBI K BOIE»
(JTopesrs, 1998, c. 276 —277) — Te3uc, BIepBble OTYET-
JIVBO apTUKYJIMPOBaHHBIN UM eltie B 1941 1.

XOTSI TPaKTOBKM T'MIIOTETMYECKOrO peasim3Ma He-
CKOJIBKO PAaCXOJISTCS Y ABYX YIIOMSIHY TBIX aBTOPOB, 3Ta
KOHIIEIIIIVS TeEM He MeHee B CBOeM OOLIeM sijipe OTIN-
4JaeTcsl OT TPaHCIEHIEHTAIBHOIO VieaIn3Ma IBYMs
OCHOBHBIMI UepTaMM. Bo-TIepBbIX, KaK CIIpaBeJIBO
yKasblBaeT JIopeHII, allpMOpHBIM arIlapar II03HaHWS
MOYKET OBITB TOJIBKO B OTHOIIEHWVI MHIVIBIIOB, TO €CTh
B OHTOI€HETMYECKOM acIleKTe. B oTHoIIeHMM ke uesto-
BeKa KakK BUJia, TO €CTh B (PVJIOT€HETYECKOM acIIeKTe,
C YYeTOM BCeX eTo IIPeXXHIX 3BOJTIOIVIOHHBIX CTYIIeHe
pasBUTHS, OH — ucmopuvecku B03HUKuiUI MeXaHV3M
(JTopesrr, 1998, c. 251—252). VI, BO-BTOpPBIX, KaK CJIef-
CTBVE IIEPBOT'0, 3BOJIIOIIVIOHHBIE SITMCTEMOJIOIVI OTKIIO-
HSIIOT KaHTOBCKOE yOeXXIIeH e, UTO Mbl He MOXKEM HlUte-
20 CKasaThb 0 popMe Belllei caMmX IIo cebe, TTOCKOIIBKY
ecJIv1 ObI MBI ITPEACTABIISUIN MX B COBEPIIIEHHO JIOXKHOM
CBeTe, TO Y Ke HalllVi JasieKvie IIpeIKN Ha JII0OOM ydacT-
Ke BCeVl SBOJTIOIIVIOHHOV eIV He CMOIIV ObI BEDKUTH
(Jlopent, 1998, c. 254). [ToaTOoMy, XOTS MBI HEe MOXEM
C TaKOVI )K€ YBEPEHHOCTHIO, KAKYI0 HaM BHYIIIAIOT JIO-
rYecKyie VICTVHBL, YTBEPXKIIaTh, UTO, HAIIPUMEp, IIPo-
CTPAHCTBO, KOTOpPOe MBI BOCIIPMHMMAEM, TaKOBO Ha
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evolutionary biologist Konrad Lorenz in his sketch
of the Darwinist interpretation of the Kantian theo-
ry of cognition published in 1941 (cf. Lorenz, 2009),
i.e. before the major works that made him famous.
Later, in his book Behind the Mirror (1973), he analy-
ses in more detail the structure and evolution of
man’s cognitive apparatus while distancing him-
self from Kant’s transcendental idealism (Lorenz,
1977, pp. 7-10) and contrasting it with hypothetical
realism, a concept formulated by evolutionary epis-
temologist Donald Campbell. The hypothetical re-
alism of the latter is close to Karl Popper’s “critical
realism” and conceives of reality as a constantly ver-
ified hypothesis (Campbell, 1959, p. 156) in the sense
that we do not have and cannot have foundations
of knowledge reliable enough to satisfy the funda-
mentalists. Lorenz (1977, p. 37) finds in hypothet-
ical realism, among other things, the fact that “the
categories and modes of perception of man’s cogni-
tive apparatus are the natural products of phyloge-
ny and thus adapted to the parameters of external
reality in the same way, and for the same reasons, as
the horse’s hooves are adapted to the prairie, or the
fish’s fins to the water” — the thesis he first clearly
articulated back in 1941.

Although the two above-mentioned authors di-
verge somewhat in their treatment of hypothetical
realism this concept nevertheless in its common core
differs from transcendental idealism in two main
features. First, as Lorenz rightly points out, the cog-
nitive apparatus can only be a priori with regard to
individuals, i.e. in the ontogenetic aspect. With re-
gard to man as a species, i.e. from the phylogenetic
angle, bearing in mind all its previous evolutionary
stages of development, it is a mechanism that evolved
historically (Lorenz, 1977, pp. 9-10). And secondly, as
a consequence of the first, evolutionary epistemolo-
gists reject Kant’s conviction that we can say nothing
about the form of things in themselves. If we per-
ceived them in a totally false light even our distant
ancestors could not have survived at any stage of
the evolutionary path (Lorenz, 1977, p. 12). There-
fore if we cannot say with the same confidence that
logical truths would have us believe that, for exam-
ple, space which we perceive is actually as we per-
ceive it, and indeed classical physics after Einstein
denies this, we can rely on our idea of space if not in
the relativity theory, at least in our practical activi-
ties. In the light of the theory of natural selection we



caMoM [ieJle, Ja M KylaccudecKas pusMKa Iocsie DViH-
IITEeVHA 3TO OTPUIIAET, HO MOXXeM Ha/JleXXHO OIupaThb-
Csl Ha Hallle IIpe/CcTaB/IeHne IIPOCTPaHCTBa ecyIii He B
TEOPUM OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTY, TO IO KparnHer Mepe B Ha-
IIeyl HpaKTWYecKoy AesdTelIbHOCTI. B cBeTe Teopun
€CTEeCTBEHHOI'0 0TOOPa MBI MOXKEM OBITb YBEPEHBI, YTO
HalIllM allpyOpHbIe POPMBI TIO3HAHWS NPUOAUSUNEALHO
COOTBETCTBYIOT CTPYKTYpaM HOYMeHaIbHOI'O MIUpa.

Ho pacxoxieHust cOBpeMeHHOW 3BOJIIOLIVIOHHOV
srcTeMostorvm ¢ KaHToM — 3TO «CeMerHbBIN CIIop», a
4TOOBI apTUKYJIMPOBATh CBOIO ITO3UIINIO B (PyH/IAMEH-
TaJIbHOM Pa3sMeXXeBaHWI C aHaJIMTU4YecKon driocodpu-
€1 TI0 BOIIPOCY O CYIIECTBOBAHMM aIlPMOPHBIX CHMHTE-
TUYECKVIX CY)KIEHVIVI, I BEIHYXKIEH COXPAHATH TepMVI-
Hosiormio Kanra. Kak Oymer mokasaHo HUKe, KOHIIEII-
LIVIS1 TTPYCIIOCOOIIEHTIS C IIOMOIITBIO €CTECTBEHHOT0 OTO0-
pa, orpoBeprasi B AeTajIsiX, HOATBEPXXIaeT 1 yCujIviBaeT
MOMAJIBHEIN Myarm3M KaHTa B mpuHITNITE, CTIOCOOCTBYS
PasBUTHIO M yCWIEHUIO (prIocodCcKovl MO3UITNIM TIO-
CJIEITHErO B KOHTEKCTE CIIopa ¢ aHaJIUMTIYECKOVI IITKOJIOVA.

CBoert BOJIIOLIMIOHHOM TPaKTOBKOVI HopeHu CMT-
YaeT PUTropv3M KaHTOBCKOVI VIXOTOMWUM BEIEN CaMIX
1o ceOe M TIpeACTaBIeHNTI, OHOBPEMEHHO He «pa3ou-
Basl CTEKOJI» ¥ He OTKa3bIBasICh OT IIPVUHIIVIIIVMAIILHO-
ro myasmvsMa. «MocT» Hajl 3UsBIIeN paHee IIPOIIacThIo
MeXX/1y ABYMSI OHTOJIOI MTYeCKMMI MpaMVI ObLT HaviJleH
B IIPVHITNIIE IIPUCTIOCOOITEH S B 5BOITIOIIOHHO 3HaAYN-
MOM MacInTabe prsioreHesa CTpyKTypa KOTHUTVBHOTO
arrrapara IOCTeIleHHO IIPUTHpaIach M IIpucIiocaldv-
BaJIach K CTPYKType 0OBbEKTUBHOIO MIpa B TOVI )Ke Mepe
V1 HaIIpaBJIeHVM, KaK KOHKpeTHOe coflepKaHvie 3HaHW
TIOZpacTaroIIero pebeHKa IIOCTEIIeHHO Bce Oorlee afiek-
BaTHO OTpakaeT HOJIOXKeHVIE [1eJ1 B peayIbHOCTV Ha IIpOo-
TSDKEHVU €TI0 B3POCIIEHVIS VI KU3H B 1I€JIOM.

51 661 moronHWIT aprymeHTanyio Jloperiia o6 3Bo-
JIFOLV alIPUOPHOIO 3HAHMSI YMECTHOV B [TAaHHOM CITy-
Yae aHaJIOT' VeV C «BOJIIOLIVIEV» KOMITBIOTEPOB, KOTOPYIO
caM OH, YYWMTbIBasi BpeMs €ro TBOPYECTBa, IIPOBECTU
ellle He MO coflepKaHe’ KeCTKOTO AVCKa KOMITBIOTepa
CTOUT B TOM >X€ OTHOIIEHVN K «MITKOMY» IIPOrpaMM-
HOMY obecriedeHMIO ¥ K BBOAHBIM JaHHBIM, B KaKOM
BPOX/IEHHBIVI allllapaT TIO3HAHMS YesloBeKa, obecrieun-
BaeMbIV €ro TeHeTUYeCKMM KOIOM, CTOUT K HayKam u
OITBITY, IIPMOOPETaeEMBbIM VM B TeueHvie XI3H!. V1 Tou-
HO TaK X, KaK eMKOCTb, CTPYKTypa M Ka4eCTBO TeXHVI-
YeCKOI'O COOEePXKaHVIA KeCTKMX AVICKOB M3MEHSIIVICh OT
OJIHOI'O IIOKOJIEHVSI KOMIIBIOTEPOB K IPpyroMy Ha IIpo-
TSDKEHU IeCATVIIeTU, allpYOPHBIVI, TeHeTUYeCK! 3a-

* KaHT MoT ObI CKa3aTbh «MpaHcyeH0eHmaibHoe COlepIKaHie», 9TO
3HAYNT «allPUOPHBIE (DOPMBL».
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can be sure that our a priori forms of cognition ap-
proximately correspond to the structures of the nou-
menal world.

However, the divergence between modern evo-
lutionary epistemology and Kant being merely “a
family quarrel” I had to preserve Kant’s terminolo-
gy to articulate my position in the face of the more
significant opposition to analytic philosophy on the
issue of the existence of a priori synthetic judgments.
As will be shown below, the concept of adaptation
through natural selection, while rejecting Kant’s du-
alism over details, confirms and reinforces it in prin-
ciple, thus developing and reinforcing the latter’s
philosophical position with regard to the dispute
with the analytical school.

Lorenz’s evolutionary interpretation mitigates
the rigorism of the Kantian dichotomy of things in
themselves and representations while not “smash-
ing the glass” and not renouncing dualism in princi-
ple. “The bridge” over the previously gaping ravine
between the two ontological worlds was found in
the shape of the adaptation principle. On the scale of
phylogenesis that is significant from the evolution-
ary point of view, the structure of the cognitive ap-
paratus was gradually fitted into and adapted to the
structure of the objective world to the same degree
and in the same direction as the concrete content
of a growing child’s knowledge reflects the state
of affairs in reality in an ever more accurate way
throughout the period of his growth and throughout
life in general.

I would complement Lorenz’s argumentation of
the evolution of a priori knowledge by what I believe
to be an apposite analogy with the evolution of com-
puters which he himself of course could not have
drawn, considering the time when he lived: the con-
tent* of their hardware is in the same relationship
to the software and to input data as man’s inborn
cognition apparatus, ensured by his genetic code, is
to sciences and the experience acquired during his
lifetime. Just as the capacity, structure and quality of
the technical content of the hardware has changed
from one generation of computers to another over
the decades, the a priori and genetically given cogni-
tive apparatus of man and his forerunners improved

* Kant might have said “transcendental content”, which means
“a priori forms”.
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IJaHHBIVI KOTHUTVBHBIV arlllapaT JyeIoBeKa Vi ero IIpej-
IIECTBEHHVKOB COBEPIIEHCTBOBAJICS Ha ITPOTSKEHUN
MVUIJIVIOHOB JIET VIX 3BOJIIOIIVIOHHOI'O PasBUTVIA. TToaTo-
MYy allpMOPHOCTH KaTeropraabHOTO arlrapaTa YejioBeka
OTHOCWTEJIbHA B TOVI JK€ Mepe, B KaKOV V1 aIlpMOPHOCTh
cofiepKaHMs JKeCTKOTO [IVICKa KOMITBIOTEPOB.

Kateropumu cybcTaHIIMM M IPUYMHHOCTH

PaccMoTpyM Terepb, KaK KaTeropyyt CyOCTaHLIVV 1
IPUYVHHOCTY, Hanboslee 4acTo yIIoMyHaeMble CaMM
KaHTOM, IOJIy4YaloT HOBYIO MHTepIIpETALNIO B CBETe
COBpEMeHHOVI OVOJIOT N 1 TICVIXOJIOTMATL.

B cBoert «Kputnke» KaHT micrionb3yeT, He 0COOEHHO
pasmgasi, IBa pasHBIX TI0 CTeleHV abCTPaKTHOCTM Ba-
pviaHTa IOHATVS CyOCTaHIINY, KOTOPBIe MOYKHO OXapak-
TepV30BaTh KaK OTHOCUTEIIBHBIV ¥ aOCOTIOTHBIN (CM.:
Allison, 2004, p. 242). AbBcomoTHOe IOHVMMaHVe Cy0-
CTaHIUM — Kak cyOcTpata fcex BOSMOXKHBIX SIBJICHVIT —
IOMMHVIpYeT B IIaparpade, CIIeInaIbHO IIOCBSIIEeH-
HOM aHasm3y 3Ton Kateropum (B 224—232; Kanr, 2006,
¢. 311—-321). OueBMIHO, YTO TaKoe IIOHMMAaHVe HeIb3s
HasBaTb alIPUMOPHOVT POPMOVI TIO3HAHSL, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO
ABJIIeTCs pesysIbTaToM drstocodekort pedprrekcut. [py-
roe Xe TIOHVIMaHVIe, BEIpakeHHOe, HallprMep, BO dopar-
MeHTax B 149, 186, 288, 289, 300 n 322 (Kant, 2006, c. 223,
267,385, 399, 423), oka3bIBaeTCs B CBETE YIIOMSIHY TOV (Pr-
s10codpCcKOv pedprieKCHy OTHOCUTEIIBHBIM, TaK KaK opra-
HM3yeT KapTUHY He MMpa B I1eJI0M, a OT/IeIbHBIX 00b-
€KTOB, 00JIa/IaOIIVX TIOCTOSTHCTBOM JIVIITh Ha IIPOTSIKe-
HWI OIIpeeIeHHOro Ieprosia BpeMeHn. Tem He MeHee
VIMEHHO TaKoe IIOHVMMaHVIe TIOJTHOCTHIO OTBevaeT IIpel-
CTaBJIEHMIO 00 amproOpHOM popMe VT KOTHUTVBHOM
MexaHM3Me KaK crnocobe II03HaHNs, a He pe3yJibrare JIo-
rmudgeckoro pasMblnuleHus. [Toxoxe, uro KauT Brioxmt
B y)Ke M3BeCTHOe CO BpeMeH ApIICTOTeIIs IIOHTIe CyO0-
CTAaHIIUV B €T0 aOCOJTIOTHOVI BepCUM HOBOE, TPAaHCIIeH-
ZleHTaJIbHOe, 3HaueHle, TIOATOTOBJIEHHOe KOHIIeTIIIVIeNt
MoHap, J]ertbamIIa — CcyOCcTaHIIMI BO MHOXKECTBEHHOM
uyciie. VinTepripeTnpy« nosunyio KaHra, m3okeHHYyO
B YKa3aHHBIX BbIIIIe (pparMeHTax, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, UTO
pyHKIMS KaTeropmy CyOCTaHIIUM 3aKJTIOYeHa B BBITION-
HeHVM TaKOVI JKe POJIV B OTHOITIEHMM CO3epIIaHM, Ka-
KYIO JIOTMYeCKUTI CYOBeKT B aHaINTITIECKOM CY>KIeHM
BBITIOJTHSIET B OTHOITIEHWY IIPeVKaTa, — POJIV «KOHTeVI-
Hepa», 1 KaHT He ycTaeT mog4epKmBarb, YTO CyOCTaH-
LIV1sT BO3MOYKHA TOJIBKO KaK TaKOV JIOTMYECKMUL CyOBEKT,
HO HIKOITIa KaK IIpeayKar. JIpyrimu ciioBaMm, eyt Mbl
IIOZICTaBMM TIOJT KaKOVI-TO (pparMeHT MHOIOOOpa3HOro B
CO3eplLIaHMV, VIMEIOIIETroCsl y Hac B HaJIMYWM, KaTero-
puto cyOcTaHIMM, TaK YTO 3TO MHOrOOOpasHOe CTaHO-
BUTCS €e «IIPeIMKaTOM», TO IOJTyYVMM 3MIIVPUYECKITL
00beKT. VI 3Ty oreparyio BBIIIOJIHSET Halll KOTHUTVB-
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over millions of years of their evolution. Therefore
the a priori character of man’s cognitive apparatus is
relative to the same extent as the a priori character of
the content of the computer hardware.

Categories of Substance and Causality

Let us now consider how the categories of sub-
stance and causality, which are most frequently
mentioned by Kant himself, are reinterpreted in the
light of modern biology and psychology.

In his Critique Kant uses, without particular-
ly attempting to distinguish them, two concepts of
substance that are abstract to different degrees and
can be characterised as relative and absolute re-
spectively (cf. Allison, 2004, p. 242). The absolute
concept of substance — as the substratum of all pos-
sible phenomena — informs the section specially
devoted to the analysis of this category (B 224-232;
Kant, 1998, pp. 299-304). Obviously, this interpreta-
tion cannot be called an a priori form of cognition
because it is a result of philosophical reflection. An-
other interpretation, expressed for example, in frag-
ments B 149, 186, 288, 289, 300 and 322, turns out,
in the light of the above-mentioned philosophical
reflection, to be relative because it organises not
the picture of the world as a whole but of individ-
ual objects which are constant only over a certain
period of time. Nevertheless, this understanding
fully accords with the idea of a priori form or cog-
nitive mechanism as a mode of cognition and not as
a result of logical reflection. It looks as if Kant in-
vested the concept of substance, known since the
times of Aristotle in its absolute version, with a
new, transcendental meaning prepared by Leibniz’s
concept of monads, substances in the plural. Inter-
preting Kant’s position set forth in the above frag-
ments one can say that the function of the category
of substance consists in fulfilling the same role with
regard to intuition as the logical subject in an ana-
lytical judgment performs with regard to the predi-
cate, the role of “container,” and Kant never tires of
stressing that substance is possible only as a logical
subject and never as a predicate. In other words, if
we put the category of substance under some frag-
ments of the manifold of intuition that we have so
that manifold becomes its “predicate” we will get
an empirical object. This operation is performed by
our cognitive apparatus without our conscious will.



HBIVI allllapaT Oe3 HaIllerl CO3HaTeJIbHOV Boym. 51 Oyrmy
VIMETb B BULY JIVIIIIB 3TO IIOC/Ie[THee ITIOHVMAaHVe KaTero-
pym cyOcTaHIMN B IIpesIaraeMoy MHOVI MHTepIIpeTa-
LIV €€ B CBeTe JIapBMHM3Ma. 3aMeuy, YTO CyOCTaHIINS B
a0COJTFOTHOM 3HAYeHMI He CIIOCOOHA J1aTh HaM HUKaKO-
TO SMIIMPIIECKOro 00BeKTa, KaKas ObI Macca MHOTOO0-
Pa3HOro B CO3epLIaHMM JIJIS ITOrO HU VCIIOJIb30Baslach,
1, 3HAYNT, KaTEropueyt B CTPOTrOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA He SIB-
nistetcst. Ckopee, 9TO JIVIITB CTHOHVIM KOCMOJIOT TIeCKOT
VIZIeV, TIJTOA, «9VICTOTO pa3yMa, IIpOoaHaIM3UPOBaHHBIN
KaHTOM B «AHTMHOMMSIX YMCTOTO pasyMa».

CoBpemeHHas IICMXOJIOTMS Pa3sBUTUS BBISCHWIIA,
YUTO pasIndaTh OOBEKTHI 1, C JPYToVl CTOPOHBI, y3Ha-
BaTh y’Ke 3HAKOMBIVI OOBEKT, TO eCThb IIOJIb30BaThCs, B
tepmmHax KanTta, kareropwmernt cyOcraHImm, pebeHOK
HauMHaeT ¢ aTn Mecanes (Maddy, 2007, p. 247). Ile-
HeJsiora M3y JT0BOJIBHO MOAPOOHO M3JIaraeT MCTO-
PMIO BOITPOCA M JIeTaIN SKCIIEPVMEHTOB IICVIXOJIOr0B C
MJIa/IeHIIaMI, OCHOBBIBAsICh Ha OOIIMPHOV JIUTepaTy-
pe. VI3 ee omvicaHMsI CTAHOBUTCST OYEBMIHBIM, UTO KOT-
HUTVIBHBIVI MEXaHI3M, UMeHYyeMbli1 y KaHTa KaTeropu-
ert cyOcTaHIIMY, COBpeMeHHasl HayKa Ha3blBaeT «00b-
extoM Criesike»®, xoTs HU caMa Manmu, Hi1, TeM Oosiee,
TICVIXOJIOTVI IIPSIMO He IIPOBOMISIT TAKOTO OTOXIECTBIIe-
Hys. JIs TICMXO0JIOroB KpUTEPUEM IOSIBJIIEHWS B pas-
BIBAIOITEMCSI aTlllapare TI03HaHWS IeTeVl CIIOCOOHOCTI
CUMTATh VCYE3HYBIINV M3 MO 3peHNs 00BeKT IIpo-
TIOJDKAIOIIVIM CBOE CyIIIeCTBOBaHWe CITyKiMJjla VX peak-
UM YAMBIIEHWS IIpY OOHApy)KeHWM, UTO IIpeIMeTa,
VICYEe3HYBIIIETO 3a 3KPAaHOM B XOfle 9KCIIepVIMeHTa, TaM
HeT (HeT, KOHe4YHO, Oslarofapsi He 3aMe9YeHHOMY VIMU
oOMaHy CO CTOPOHBI KCIIEPYMEHTATOPOB).

OueBnIIHO, YTO 3Ta CIIOCOOHOCTD (= KaTeropus) Io-
SIBJISIETCSI B amlIlapaTe ITO3HAHWMS COITIACHO T'eHeTude-
CKM 3aJJaHHOMY I'padmKy passutus. 1o aTmx xe 1op
pebeHOK BUINUT MJIM OIIyIIaeT MUP KaK KaJIelI0CKO-
IMYIecKyIo gepety OecCMBICTIEHHBIX TIOKa [IJIsI HEeTO SIB-
JIEHWVI, Y €T0 OILIYIIEeHNs «JIOBSTCS» TOJIBKO MHCTUH-
KTaMW, KOT/ia, HalIpyMep, OH pearnpyeT IUIaveM Ha He-
KOMOPTHBIE YCIIOBVSL.

INepeBenst paccMOTpeHVIEe STOTO BOIIPOCa C OHTOre-
HETMYECKOT0 B PVITOTeHETMYECKUT PAKY PC, MBI MOXKEM
OBbITH YBEPEHBI B TOM, YTO BCE BBICIINIE XMBOTHBIE —
IITUIIBI VI MJIEKOIMTAIOIIE — O0JIaaroT STOVI KaTero-
pviert, a TakXKe MMeeM OCHOBaHMS ITPEITONIOKUTh, YTO
Y HUBIINX )KVBOTHBIX, KaK 1 Y MJIaIeHIIEeB JI0 IISTI Me-
CsilieB, ee HeT. Harrpumep, HaceKOMBIe, BITOJTHE BEPOSIT-
HO, 0OxofsATCs Oe3 Hee, pearnpysi He Ha KaTeropmalb-
HO 0(pOpMIIEHHBIE OOBEKTBHI, a JIMIIIb Ha CO3ePLIaHMs, C
IIOMOIIIBIO MHCTVHKTA.

° o vMeHM y4eHOVI, BIlepBble IOAPOOHO OIMCaBIIIeV 3Ty KOT-
HUTVBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD KaK BPOXKIEHHYIO.
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I will be referring only to this, the last understand-
ing of the category of substance in my proposed in-
terpretation of it in the light of Darwinism. I have
to note in this connection that substance in its abso-
lute meaning is incapable of producing any empiri-
cal object, whatever mass of the observed manifold
is used for the purpose, and hence is not a category
in the strict sense of the word. Rather, it is a syno-
nym of the cosmological idea, a fruit of “pure rea-
son” analysed by Kant in “The Antinomy of Pure
Reason”.

Modern developmental psychology has found
that a child begins to distinguish objects and, on
the other hand, to recognise a familiar object, i.e.
use what Kant calls the category of substance, from
the time it is five months old (Maddy, 2007, p. 247).
Penelope Maddy, making use of a vast literature,
fills in the background and the details of psycholo-
gists” experiments with babies. From her description
it becomes clear that the cognitive mechanism that
Kant refers to as the category of substance modern
science calls “Spelke-object”,® though neither Maddy
nor psychologists expressly equate them. For psy-
chologists, the sign that the child’s developing cog-
nitive apparatus acquires the ability to consider that
an object that has disappeared from its field of vi-
sion continues its existence was their reaction of
surprise when discovering that the object that had
disappeared behind the screen during the course of
the experiment was not there (it did not notice its re-
moval by the experimenter).

Obviously, this ability (= category) appears in
the cognitive apparatus in accordance with the ge-
netically given schedule of development. Until that
moment the child sees or perceives the world as a
kaleidoscopic string of as yet meaningless phe-
nomena and its perceptions are “captured” only by
instincts when, for example, the child reacts to dis-
comfort by crying.

Shifting the angle from the ontogenetic to the
phylogenetic, we can be sure that all the higher ani-
mals — birds and mammals — possess this category
and we can suppose that lower animals, as well as
babies until they are five months old, do not have it.
For example, insects apparently manage without it,
reacting not to objects categorised but only to intui-
tions through instinct.

® Named after the scientist who first provided a detailed de-
scription of this cognitive ability as being inborn.
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PaccMoTpuM Temeph HOpyryio anpuopHyo dop-
My HaIllero pacCylKa — IPUYMHHOCTD. Tak Kak Kant
CYMTal ee TIePBBIM IPUMEPOM CHUHTETMUYECKOIo CY-
xpenns anpuopu (B 13; Kanr, 2006, c. 65), BbIsicHeHMe
ee BO3MOKHOCTM ITOMOXKeT ITPOJIUTh CBET Ha IPUPOIY
BCeX MOIOOHBIX cyxeHni. OnsATh-TaKy, C TOYKM 3pe-
HMsI COBPEMEeHHOVI HayKV MBI MOYKeM ITPeIIIONIOKUTE,
49TO, BO-TIEPBBIX, B KOHTEKCTE SBOJIIOIMV KaTeTOPVIs
IIPUYMHHOCTY B KOTHUTVIBHOM allliapare IIPOVICXOINT
13 Oe3ycIIoBHOTO pedpiieKca B ITOBEIEHYECKOM KOJIEK-
ce (Jlopenrr, 1998, c. 254, 330—333). IToaToMy, ecitt MBI
HavimeM OOBbSICHeHVe I VIMIIEPATMBHOCTVI, C KaKOWm
(PYHKIIMOHMPYIOT B TIOBEIEHN XVBOTHBIX pedIIeKChI,
TO MBI CJIeJIaeM XOTs ObI ITar B OOBSICHEHMIM BO3MOX-
HOCTU U CMHTEeTUYeCKUX Cy>XXIIeHWU arpropn. Bo-To-
PBIX, IPUYMHHOCTD, KaK OUYeBVIHO ¥ APyTUe KaTero-
pvY, 3aKpemnIack B KOTHUTVBHOM allllapare, 0 00-
pasity pedpiiekcos, Oaromaps Bce TOMY JKe eCTeCTBeH-
HOMY OTOOPY: MOXKHO ITPEIIIIONIOKNTD, YTO MHAVBULIBL,
oOJajiarole €ero, IMOJIydYaIii SBOJIIOIIVIOHHOE IIpen-
MYIIIECTBO B OOpb0e 3a XXW3HB, a SMIOMPUUIECKOe 3Ha-
HVIe OKPY’KaIOIIero M1pa, OU9eBW/IHO, JaBasIo €ro — II0
CpaBHEHMIO C TeMV, KTO 9TOVI KaTeropuiert He obsIamart.

HeoOxomymMocTh-2, Kak s 0003HaTy arrpropHO-CIH-
TETUYECKYI0 HEOOXOIVMOCTb B IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTD
aHaJIMTUYECKO HeoDXoamMocT-1, MoxeT ObITh 00b-
sICHeHa cJlemylommM oOpasoM. YUro KacaeTcs Oesyc-
JIOBHBIX pedIeKCoB, TeHeTndecKasl IIporpaMMa IIVK-
TyeT BO BCeX CJIydasxX HeOOXOIVIMOCTH OIperesieH-
HOW peakIMM Ha ompefesleHHBIN cTuMyJl. Ilpemrio-
JIOKVMM, YTO TOJILKO B 60 % JKM3HEHHBIX CJIydaes IIpa-
B0 «Ecmmt A, TO B» OrarompmsTHO 1S BBDKMBAHS
Y pa3sMHOXeHMs ocoOm. XoTs B ocTaiibHbIX 40 % city-
4JaeB 0cOOb C TaKOVl KOMaHJION B CBOEM Te€HOTUIIe Oy-
zeT TMOHYTB, TEM He MeHee I'eH C 3TUM IIpaBWiIoM Oy-
JIeT IIOCTEIIeHHO PACIIPOCTPAHSITHCSA. A BMeCTe ¢ 3TUM
eCTeCTBeHHBIVI 0OTOOp OyzeT IpeomosieBaTh caMa Heo0-
XOIMMOCTB-2 KaK TakoBasd. Harre 3HaHMe, uTO ycrienn-
HBIVI T€H JlaeT He aOCOJIFOTHBIN YCIIeX, a TOJIBKO OTHO-
CUTEeJIbHBIN, — BHeIITHee ¥ IIPUMEHVIMO K TIOMYJISIIUI
ocober1 OITHOro BUIa WJIV K HEKOM peIrpe3eHTaTBHOMN
BeIOOpKe. OTIeIBHBIV JKe OpraHV3M OCYIIEeCTBIISeT re-
HeTUYecKylo KOMaHJly B peXume a0coAi0mHo20 Iof-
uyHeHMs. TOJIBKO B 9TOM CMBICJIE MOYKHO TOBOPUTB 00
aITpMOPHON HEOOXOIMMOCTY CMHTETUECKIX TTOJIOXKe-
Huit. HeobxonomMocTs-2 BMEHeHa HaM €CTeCTBeHHBIM
orbopom. IlocTaBe HarmM JajieKre IIPeIKN ee TIof, CO-
MHEeHVe, eciIvi ObI TMIIOTEeTMYECKI OHM MOIJIV 3TO CiIe-
JIaTh, — W Hac Obl CerojIHs He CyIecTBoBasio. Vmrepa-
TUBHOCTB, TAKMM 00pa3oM, BMEHSETCS CMHTETIYECKIM
aITPVIOPHBIM CBSI35IM VI3BHE, VI IIPOVICTEKAeT He 13 OCHO-
BaHVIA, KaK B HeoOxommmMocT-1, a 13 criefcrsus. I'py6o

Let us consider another a priori form of our un-
derstanding, causality. Since Kant considered it to
be the first example of synthetic a priori judgment
(B 13; Kant, 1998, p. 131), the clarification of its pos-
sibility may throw light on the nature of all similar
judgments. Again, from the point of view of mod-
ern science we can assume that, first, in the context
of evolution the category of causality in the cogni-
tive apparatus originates from the unconditioned
reflex in the behavioural code (Lorenz, 1977, p. 12,
97-100). Thus, if we find an explanation for the im-
perative way in which reflexes function in the be-
haviour of animals, we will make at least a step
forward in explaining the possibility of a prio-
ri synthetic judgments as well. Secondly, causali-
ty, as apparently other categories, has been fixed
in the cognitive apparatus in the same way as re-
flexes thanks to natural selection: one can imag-
ine that individuals that possessed this category
gained an evolutionary advantage in the struggle
for survival — and it was apparently provided by
empirical knowledge of the surrounding world —
compared to those who did not.

Necessity-2, as I propose to call the a priori-syn-
thetic necessity as distinct from analytical Necessi-
ty-1, can be explained in the following way. With
regard to unconditioned reflexes, the genetic pro-
gramme in all cases dictates the need for a definite
reaction to a definite stimulus. Let us suppose that
the rule “If A then B” favours the survival and prop-
agation of an animal individual in only 60% of cas-
es. Although the animal with such a command in its
genotype will perish in the remaining 40% of cases,
nevertheless the gene with this rule will gradual-
ly spread. Simultaneously Necessity-2 as such will
overcome natural selection. Our knowledge that a
successful gene produces only relative and not abso-
lute success is external and applies to the population
of animals of one species or some representative
sample. A separate organism carries out the genetic
command in the absolute obedience mode. It is only
in this sense that we can speak of a priori necessity
of synthetic claims. Necessity-2 is imputed to us by
natural selection. Had our distant ancestors called it
into question, if they could have done it hypothet-
ically, we would not exist today. The imperative is
thus imputed to synthetic a priori links from out-
side and stems not from the ground as in Necessi-
ty-1, but from the consequence. To put it crudely,

60



TOBOPSI, IIPUHIIVII 3TVX CBSI3€71 OTHOCUTEIIBHO pedprrek-
COB TaKOB: €CJIVI MBI )XVBBI (= CJIEZICTBIE), TO VICXOLS 13
31M020 hakma TaKve-TO ¥ TaKMe-TO JKeCTKMe peryIisp-
HOCTM B IIPOIIIOM ObUIN TIJTsT TOro HeoOxommmel. Ho
4TOOBI MBI MOIJIV CZIeJIaTh TaKOe 3aKJIFOUeH e, MOZaslb-
Hasl CuJjla 3TOrO IIPMHIINIIA JOJDKHA OBITH OIIPOKVIHY-
Ta B IIPOLUIOe U IIPVBS3aHa K TeM CBSI35M yXKe TOrIa.
[lo-BuayMOMY, MIMEHHO TaKOV PO HEOOXOHVMMOCTW,
HEOOXOIMMOCTH «B KPEINT», BMEHsIeTCs pedpriekcam 1
3aMMCTBYETCS 3aTeM IIPUHIIUIIOM IIPUYMHHOCTY, 3a-
KpeIuIsisiCh €CTeCTBEHHBIM 0TOOpoM. B mosiHOM corvia-
CUM C IIPUHITAIIAMY KaHTOBCKOW TPaHCIIEHIeHTaTh-
HOVI JIOTVIKV, OHV OeCCMBICIIEHHBI CaMM 110 cebe 11 1iMe-
IOT 3HauYeHNe TOJIBKO B VX IIPUMEHEHUM K OIIbITY, 00-
Jlee KOHKPETHO B [IAHHOM CJIy4ae — K BBDKVBAHUIO.
XOTst MBI paccMOTpesi He COOCTBEHHO ITPUHIINIT
HNPUYMHHOCTYI — IIpeIMeT KaHTOBCKOTO WCCIIeoBa-
HWS, a, €CJIT MOXKHO TaK BBIPA3UTBCS, €ro Herocpesl-
CTBEHHOTO IIpeIIeCTBeHHNKa — 0e3yCsIoBHEIN ped-
JIeKC, OT KOTOPOTO 3TOT IIPWHIIMII 3a/IMCTBOBaJI CBOIO
MOJIQJIBHYIO CVULY, €CTh BCE OCHOBAHMS CUUTATh, YTO He-
00XOIIMMOCTB-2 MOXKET OBITh BBISBJIEHA Y BBICIIIVIX XKV-
BOTHBIX B €€ KOTHUTMBHOM (2 He IOBEIeHYECKOM, KaK
B ciIy4ae pedpirekcos) mpumMenenmm. Tak, Vsau Iletpo-
Bty [1aBjioB, Kak MBI 3HaeM M3 IIIKOJIBHOIO y4eOHMKa,
OTKPBUI CyIIIeCTBOBaHME YCJIOBHBIX PedIeKCcoB B pe-
3yJIbTaTe SKCIIEPVIMEHTOB C ITOIOIIBITHOV cobaxkori. I'lo-
CJTe OIIpeJiesIeHHOro KOJIMYecTBa ITOBTOPOB, KOI/a IT0-
CJIe 3aKMTaHMS JIAMIIOYKY TIOSIBJIsIach efa, codaka Ha-
JMHaJIa CEKPETMPOBATH JKEJTYIOUHBIV COK TI0CTIE 3aXKM-
raHWs CBeTa 1 J10 rosiByieHms efipl. CIte10BaTesIbHO, CBET
M eIy OHA Ha4VHaIa CBSI3bIBATH B MOHAJIBHOCTI HeoO-
xopymocty. Ho 310 He cobGeTBerHO pedireke, KOTOPBIM
B JIJAHHOM 9KCIIEPVIMEHTE SIBJISIETCH BbIJIeJIeHVie CODAKOM
JKeJIYOYHOIO COKa B OTBET Ha HOBBIN CTUMYJL. CBs3b
CBeTa C €10V MOXKeT ITOHVIMATbCS MMEHHO NPUYUHHOU
CBS3BIO B KOTHUTMBHOM cMbIciie. CrerieHb ee 00OCHO-
BAHHOCTM — Y)K€ COBEPIIIEHHO JIPyTOV BOIIPOC. XOpO-
110, eCyIVI HavjeHHasl CBsI3b JIOTMUYeCKM OOOCHOBaHa,
4uTO TpebyeTcs: ISl PacCyXXIeHWIT JeJlIoBeKa, KOTOPbIN
JIETKO JIOKaXKeT, YTO CBET HE MOXXET OBITH IIPWYVHON
€J1bI, HO eCJIV y XVBOTHBIX OHAa He 0OOCHOBaHa JIOTMye-
CKVI, TO 9TO CBUIETEeJIbCTBYET B II0JIb3Y TOrO, UYTO KaTe-
TOpUM MOT'YT IIPVUMEHSTECS 00 IOSIBJIEHNS JIOIMUeCKO-
TO MBIIUIEHNS. 3HAYNT, 3JleMeHTapHble KOTHUTVIBHBIE
MeXaHV3MBI VCIIOJIb3YIOTCS YoKe BBICIIVIMY JKMBOTHBI-
MW, BCEMU MJIEKOITMTAIOIIVMI M TITUIIAMU. YCIIOBHBIV
pedrtexc B 11eJI0M CMeJI0 MOXKHO Ha3BaTb OTHOV M3 IIep-
BBIX (DOPM 3MIIMIPUYECKOTO 3HAHVIS B 3BOJIIOIIMOHVIPY-
tortert ripupoyie. Ilomuepkry, 3aberast Briepes, 4To I10-
TIOOHBIE (hpaemenmapHbie 3HaHVS He HYXHAIOTCI HU B
€IIVIHCTBE aIlIepIieNIIniL, HYI B allllepLerIny BooOIe.

I.K. Kalinin

the principle of these links with regard to reflexes is
as follows: if we are alive (= consequence), then pro-
ceeding from this fact such and such rigid rules in
the past were necessary for this. But for the possi-
bility of drawing such a conclusion, the modal force
of this principle must be directed to the past and
must have been tied to those links already. Appar-
ently it is such a necessity, a necessity “on credit,”
that is imposed on reflexes and is then borrowed by
the principle of causality, which was fixed by natur-
al selection. In full accordance with the principles of
Kantian transcendental logic, they make no sense in
themselves and only have meaning when applied to
experience. In this case to survival.

Although we have examined not the principle
of causality proper — the subject of investigation
for Kant but, in a manner of speaking, its immedi-
ate forerunner — the unconditioned reflex from
which this principle borrowed its modal force, there
are ample grounds for asserting that Necessity-2
can be found in higher animals in its cognitive (not
behavioural, as in the case of reflexes) application.
Thus Ivan Pavlov, as we know from our school text-
book, discovered the existence of conditioned re-
flexes through his experiments with dogs. After a
certain number of repetitions when food arrived af-
ter a lamp was lit the dog began to secrete gastric
juice after the light was put on even before food
appeared. Consequently, it began to link light and
food in the modality of necessity. But this is not a
reflex proper which in this experiment is the secre-
tion of the gastric juice in response to a new stim-
ulus. The connection between light and food can
only be understood as causal connection in the cog-
nitive sense. The degree to which it is justified is an
entirely different question. It would be gratifying
if the connection found is logically justified; logic
is required for man’s reasoning and he would eas-
ily prove that light cannot be the cause of food. If,
however, it is not justified logically by animals this
shows that categories can be applied before logi-
cal thinking appears. Hence animals, all mammals
and birds, already use elementary cognitive mecha-
nisms. The conditioned reflex as a whole can safely
be considered as one of the early forms of empirical
knowledge in evolving nature. Looking ahead, let
me stress that this fragmentary knowledge does not
require a unity of apperception, nor apperception in
general.
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Vinea agantanyiyi KOCHUTVBHBIX MEXaHW3MOB K pe-
aJIPHOCTY, TIOApasyMeBaeMasi MPUHIIVIIIOM eCTeCTBEH-
HOro oTOopa, BBEIEHHOIO 3BOJIIOIVIOHHBIMM 3IIVICTe-
MOJIOTaMU B TEOPWIO ITO3HAHWMSI, MO3BOJISIET IIPEIIo-
JIOKUTB, YTO IIPUPOMY caMy II0 cebe CTPYKTypupyeT
YTO-TO ITOXOXKee Ha ITPUYMHHOCTD, SIBJISIOIIYIOCS Ka-
TEeropuern Halllero arrapara, — HeKas IPOTOIIPUYIMH-
HOCTbB, CJIOKHOCTH KOTOPOV MBI IIOCTUYb HE B CUJIax
¥ KOTOpasi JOJDKHaA OXBaThIBaTh cODOV KaKMM-TO 00-
pasoM «MHOETEPMUHM3M» KBAaHTOBOVI MEXaHWKM KakK
cBOVL 0cOOBIN City4art. Kareropust ske IpyumHHOCTY 110
CBOEMY IPOVICXOXKIEHWIO SBJISIETCS HE SMIIMPUYECKIM
OTpakeHVEM IIPOTOIPUYMHHOCTY, XOTs VI aJaIlTipo-
BaHa K HeVl, a VICIIOJIb30BaHMEM B HOBOVI POJIU yXKe Cy-
IIIeCTBOBABIIIETO MeXaHM3Ma, OKa3aBILerocs y mpupo-
IbI «II01T, PyKOVI».

K pasnn4eHnro 4yBCTBEHHOCTH M paccyaKa

ObparmmMcst Teriepb K TeMe, obovperHov Jlopen-
LIeM ¥ APYTMMW JapBUHUCTCKMMY MHTepIpeTaTopa-
Mm KaHTa, B KOTOpOVI AapBUHM3M MOATBEepXKIaeT mpa-
BOTY IIOCJIEZTHETO B BOIIPOCE HE3ABVUCUMOCTU HAPYT OT
IOpyTa 9yBCTBEHHOCTV W pacCylKa, HECMOTps Ha TO,
4TO «MBICTIM Oe3 coflep>kaHMs IIyCThI, CO3epLiaHms Oe3
nousTum ciens (B 75; Kant, 2006, c. 139; cMm. Takxe:
B 122—123; KanrT, 2006, c. 192—193). B «[Ipmmeuanum
K aMmdunbomm pedrieKTUBHBIX HOHATUI» KaHT pas-
JIMYVUI VIX C IIOMOIIBIO 0COOOV TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIEHOV
pedpriekcny, IOOBEPrHYB KPUTMKE TEHOEHINM K CTV-
panwuo pasivunn y Jlenbunria u JTokka. Ho 26040y u-
0HHOe 0DOOCHOBaHVIE VX pa3yIn4ns Oorree JOCTYITHO 1S
TIOHVMMaHVS ¥ TeM caMbIM bostee 3¢dpdpexTmsHO. CocTo-
WUT OHO B TOM, YTO PACCYAOK B VICTOPMKO-3BOJTIOITVIOH-
HOM KOHTeKCTe — OoJlee TIO3THUV IIPOITYKT 3BOJIIOLINTL
IO CPaBHEHMIO C UyBCTBEHHOCTHIO. XPeCTOMaTUVIHYIO
ameOy, HaIIpMMep, OTJINYAEeT IIOJTHOE OTCYTCTBUE JTaXKe
HaMeKOB Ha KaKVe-TO 3apOZIbIIIeBble POPMBI paccyiKa.
Opnako oHa sIBHO 001a/iaeT 9yBCTBEHHOCTBIO, C IIOMO-
IIIBI0 KOTOPOVI HaXOAWT CBOIO IUIIY U M30eraer orac-
HocTert. Ho ecitv 4yBCTBEHHOCTB, KaK 3TO BBITEKAET 13
KaHTOBCKMX PacCy>KIeHUV, CIYXUT A TOTO, YTOOBI
JlaBaTh ChIPOV MaTepumall sl IIoc/Ienyomert oopadoT-
K1 €T0 pacCyZIKoM, 0e3 KOTOPOro OHa «cJIeTia», TO JJIs
Yero OHa TeM JXVMBOTHBIM, Y KOTOPBIX paccyaka HeT?
OTtBeT IIpoCT: UyBCTBEHHOCTh BCEX OPTaHM3MOB B XKM-
BOVI IIPUpPOJIe M3HAYaIbHO ObLIa IIpelHa3HadYeHa /I
CHaOXeHMST UHCMUNKIMA, VIV, MHade, TeHeTUIecKou
IporpaMMBbI TIOBelleHMs, MHQOpPMaIIell O BHeITHeN
cpere. Opra"el 4yBCTB TPaHCIMPYIOT MH(POPMAIIIO
Oe3 pasbopa, «cjleno», Ha JATYMKM MHCTVHKTOB, a Te
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The idea of adaptation of cognitive mechanisms
to reality implied in the natural selection principle,
introduced by evolutionary epistemologists into the
theory of cognition, warrants the hypothesis that
nature itself is structured by something that resem-
bles causality, which is a category of our apparatus,
a kind of proto-causality whose complexity we are
unable to comprehend and which must somehow
cover the “indeterminism” of quantum mechanics
of which it is a particular case. The category of cau-
sality in its origin is not an empirical reflection of
proto-causality, although it is adapted to it, but con-
stitutes the use in a new role of an existing mecha-
nism that nature “had handy.”

On Distinguishing Sensibility and Understanding

Let us now turn to the theme which has been
sidestepped by Lorenz and other Darwinist inter-
preters of Kant in which Darwinism confirms the
rightness of the philosopher on the issue of sensi-
bility and understanding being independent of
each other, despite the fact that “Thoughts with-
out content are empty, intuitions without concepts
are blind” (B 75; Kant, 1998, pp. 193-194; c¢f. B 122-
123; Kant, 1998, pp. 222-223). In the “Remark to the
Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection” Kant dis-
tinguished them through transcendental reflec-
tion, criticising the tendency of Leibniz and Locke
to obscure the differences. But an evolutionary jus-
tification of their difference is more readily under-
standable and therefore more effective. It consists
in the fact that understanding in its historical evolu-
tionary context is predated by sensibility. The well-
known amoeba, for example, does not have as much
as a hint of an embryonic form of understanding.
But it clearly has sensibility with the help of which
it finds food and avoids danger. But if sensibility,
as follows from Kant’s reasoning, serves to provide
raw material for subsequent processing by the un-
derstanding, which is “blind” without it, how does
it benefit the animals who have no understanding?
The answer is simple: the sensibility of all organ-
isms in living nature was initially meant to supply
information about the external environment to the
instinct or, put in another way, to the genetic pro-
gramme of behaviour. The sense organs transmit in-



00pabaTkIBalOT 1 CKAHUPYIOT ee, pearnpys 1o ¢popmy-
Jle «CTUMYJI — peaKIlMsi» Ha Te ee (pparMeHTEl, KOTO-
PpBle 3HAUVIMBI 17151 KVM3H. JesIoBeK, Kak JIi000e XKMBOT-
HOe, IIPOJIOJDKaeT pearrpoBaTh Ha BHEITHVE CTUMYJIBI
VHCTVHKTWUBHO, KOIZa IejlaeT 4TO-TO HEeOCO3HAHHO,
HaIIpyIMep VCIIBIThIBaeT 0a30Bble SMOIIVINM, BOCIIPUHI-
Masl BHeEIIHMe COOBITMS, VUIVI BBIIOJIHSET (PU3MOIIO-
rimdeckme pyHKIVm. Paccy/iok mipm 3ToM hapasieds-
HO W C 3aml03[1aHVeM oOpabaThIBaeT HEKOTOpBIE KyCKI
TOVI JKe caMoV1 MH(OpMaImy, KoTopas IlepBoHavaIbHO
ObUIa ITpeTHa3HaueHa Mt 00pabOTKM 110.4bK0 MHCTVH-
kToM. OOpa3HO BeIpaXkasich, pacCyIOK — JIUIIIb 810opoil
3puUTesIb B KMHOTeaTpe; KMHOTeaTp CYIIecTBOBaJI ObI 1
IIponorKasl ObI PYHKIIMOHWPOBATh V1 Oe3 Hero mpu Ha-
JIMYUY TIEPBOTO 3pUTeIIs (= MHCTMHKTA). B HeoOxomy-
MBIX CJIy4asiX PacCyIOK He padpVHMPOBAHHOIO THOCE-
0JIOT9ecKoro cyOobekTa, Kak y KaHTa, a mpakTmdecko-
ro JiedaTeist KOppPeKTUpyeT MHCTUHKTEL, IIPOVU3BOJILHO
TOPMO3S MIX TI0 HeOOXOIMMOCTH (KaK, HallpuMep, IIpu
roxozie K 3yOHOMY Bpady), ¥, eCcJIVl TaKoe IIOBezeHe
BeJIO B IIPOIIUIOM K yCIIeXy, TO TeHbl, OTBETCTBEHHBIE 3a
dopMmpoBaHMe paccyka, Mojaydaan CTUMYJI K pac-
mpocTpaHeHuio. Takmm oOpa3oM, B KOHTEKCTe 3BOJIIO-
I PacCydOK BO3HMK KaK ITOMOITHWK / COIEPHVK
1711 VTHCTMHKTOB (B 3aBUCIMOCTY OT MEPbI COBIIa/IeHIIs
pereHmyI, IIPUMHVIMAEeMbIX PacCyqKOM M MHCTVHKTa-
MM aBTOHOMHO) B ero prHKH,VH/I KOMaHIHOI'O ITyHKTa
TIOBEJIEHMSI OpraHM3Ma, VCIIONIb3Ys JJIs ce0sl yKe Ha-
Jla’kKeHHoe (He 1171 Hero!) 4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO MH(OpMa-
nyoHHoe cHaOxeHMe. 3. Dperir yOenTesIbHO TI0Ka3asl
CBOVIMM VICCIIEZIOBAaHVISIMYL, UTO BJIVITHIE VIHCTVIHKTOB
Ha JesIoBeKa ITpOI0JDKaeT CYIIeCTBOBATE, 1 IIPOOIIEMBI,
HOpOXXaeMble HaI4dyieM pa3HbIX KOMaHIHEBIX ITyH-
KTOB IIOBE€I€HVIA1 Y€JIOBEKa, TOCTaTOYHO aKTyaJIbHBI.
DjeMeHTapHBIMM POpPMaMM pacCcyaKa, eciIv ITOHVI-
MaTb I10]], HUMV HaOOp KaTerOpwuL, IeJIarOIIX BO3MOX-
HBIM OIIBIT, 00JIafafoT yKe BbIcIIVe XnBoTHBIe. Cobaka,
CKOJIb OBbI LIOPOJIMCTOV OHA HY Oblyla, He POXK/IaeTCst yKe
«BOCIWTAHHO», — IS 3TOTO TpebyeTcs ompererieH-
HBIVI IVIKJT TPEHMPOBOK. L1715 ee AVIKVIX COpOIMYeN! Tpe-
HVPOBKV 3aMeHSIIOTCS [aBJleHreM OKpY Kaloleil cpe-
Ipl B pesysibrare B j1000M ciIydae XMBOTHOE PYKOBOZ-
CTBYeTCS B CBOEM IIOBEIIEHMV He TOJIBKO MHCTMHKTaMW,
HO 11 IproOpeTeHHBIM 3HaHMeM. Ho TpeHMpOBaTH, CKa-
XeM, KaKoe-H1Oy/Ib HaceKoMoe VUIM Aake IIpecMbIKa-
Ioreecs yxe GeccMBICJIeHHO B CHJ1y OTCYTCTBMS Y HUX
TpeOyIOmVIXCS [IJT 3TOTO YCIIOBUI — KaTeTrOpPWIAL
ObparnM Teltepb BHUMaHME Ha JIOJITUM CIIOP KOH-
LOernTyarcToB 11 HEKOHIEIITYaJ/IVICTOB I10 IIOBOAY He-
KOHIIENITYyaJIBHOTO COflepkKaHMs 3HaHMs, The obe cTo-
poHbl ccbutarorcs Ha Kanra. Viexons w3 mapBuHNMCT-
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formation indiscriminately, “blindly,” to the meters
of instincts which in turn process and scan it, react-
ing according to the “stimulus-reaction” formula
to the fragments that are relevant to life. Man, like
any animal, continues to react to external stimuli in-
stinctively when he does something unconsciously,
for example, he experiences basic emotions when
perceiving external events or performing physiolog-
ical functions. Meanwhile understanding process-
es in parallel and with a lag some fragments of the
same information initially intended to be processed
only by instinct. Figuratively speaking, understand-
ing is only the second spectator in a cinema; the cin-
ema would exist and continue functioning without
him as long as the first spectator (= instinct) was
present. When necessary the understanding of a
practical agent, who is not a pure epistemological
subject, as with Kant, corrects the instincts, shutting
them out when necessary (for example, when vis-
iting a dentist) and if such behaviour succeeded in
the past then the genes responsible for the evolution
of understanding had a stimulus to spread. Thus, in
the context of evolution understanding appeared as
a helpmate to or rival of instincts (depending on the
degree to which decisions made by understanding
and instincts autonomously coincide) in its function
of command centre of an organism’s behaviour, us-
ing for itself the information supply already estab-
lished (but not for it!). Freud showed convincingly
by his research that man is still influenced by in-
stincts and the problems created by the rivalry of
various command centres of man’s behaviour are
quite troublesome.

Higher animals already have elementary forms
of understanding as a set of categories that make
experience possible. A dog, whatever its pedigree,
is not born “educated.” It requires a cycle of train-
ing. For its kin in the wild, training is replaced by
the pressure of the surrounding environment. As
a result, in any case the animal is guided in its be-
haviour not only by instincts but also by acquired
knowledge. However, it makes no sense to train an
insect or even a reptile because they do not have the
necessary conditions, i.e. categories.

Let us now draw attention to the long-running
dispute between conceptualists and non-concep-
tualists over the non-conceptual content of knowl-
edge in which both sides invoke Kant. Proceeding
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CKOVI TOUKV 3peHsI, MOXKHO CJIeJIaTh BBIBOJI, YTO ITPaBbl
B HeM KOHIIENTYaJIVCTHI, eciIV, KaK Ipu3HaeT mobop-
HUK IIPOTMBOIOJIOXKHON ToukM 3peHms P. Xanna, «ue-
KOHIIETITyaJIbHOe coflepyKaHle — 3TO KOTHUTHBHOE CO-
nepxanue» (Hanna, 2005, p. 251), n o HUM, HEKOH-
LeNTyaJIbHBIM COfep)KaHMeM, IIOHMMAaeTcs TO, YTO
KanT HaspIBasI coseprjaHieM.

AprymMeHTanuss IpoOTUB IO3UIINM XaHHBI MOXeT
ObITh Crremytortiert. VIcxomst M3 KOHLIEIIIUY «IBYX 3pU-
TeJlell B KMHOTeaTpe», YYBCTBEHHOCTh Haps/Iy C TeM,
YTO SBJISIETCS HEOOXOAMMBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM 3MIIVPU-
YeCKOro 3HaHWMs, OCTAeTCsd He3aBUCUMOWM OT ITOHATWUN
B ee paboTe Ha «IIePBOTO 3pUTEIIs» Jake y deloBeKa
BO B3POCJIOM ¥ 37I0POBOM COCTOSIHVINM, He TOBOPS yiKe
0 MJIafIeHIIaX WJIV HUSIIUX >XUBOTHBIX, JIVIIIEHHBIX
«BTOPOro 3puTesisi» Boodire. [Toaromy roBoputs, 4ro
4yBCTBa SABJIAIOTCSA B 9TOM CJIydae colepKaHweM 3Ha-
HUS, WIN «KOTHUTVIBHBIM COAepXKaHVEM», HeBepHO,
Iake HECMOTPsI Ha TO, uTo caM KaHT HasbIBasI co3epria-
HVe TI03HaBaTeJIBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO M IIPUYMCIISUT K
3HaHMAM KaK ITOHATNS, TaK 1 cozepraHmg (B 376 —377;
KanT, 2006, c. 486—487). 3mech 0H MOT MMeTb B BUIY
Co3epHaHMs B CTaTyce KOMIIOHEHTa pe3yJIbTVpYIole-
rO 3HaHMS, HEOOXOIVMO OPOPMIIEHHOTO IIOHATVSIMIAL.
B ipyrom ciiydae OH yTBEpXKIaeT, YTo SIBJIeHMs 0e3 mx
MOAYMHEHNsI PacCy/IKy SIBJISIOT COOOM «xaoTudecKoe
cmerrreHme» (B 123; Kawnrt, 2006, c. 193), uro Bpsm i
MOYKHO Ha3BaTb 3HaHVeM. Cam XaHHa HeSIBHO II0JIb3Y-
eTCs1 TIOMOIITBIO KaTeropul, Kora IpecTaBIIsieT siBjle-
HUS B HPOpMe «MHIVBUIYaJIBHBIX MaTepPUaIbHBIX 00b-
exToB» (Hanna, 2005, p. 282). Cripasenmmso i 3T0?
KaHT mevicTBUTEIPHO VMHOIMA CUMTAII sIBJIEHVIE 00BheK-
TOM, HO — «HeOIIpeeJIeHHbIM OOBEKTOM SMITVpIUe-
ckoro coseprans» (B 34; Kant, 2006, c. 90). [To-moemy,
HeonpedeseH bl OOBEKT HEJIb3sI Ha3BaTh HV VIHIVIBU-
IyaJIbHBIM, HY MaTepyaIbHBIM.

OueBnTHO, YTO TIOTTHOIIEHHBIE SMIIMPIIecKyie 00b-
eKThI He MOT'YT BOCIIPMHVMAThCS CyOBeKToM Oe3 mic-
II0JIb30BAHMS KaTeropmum cyocraHumm. SIBjieHMs 1103-
TOMY — He OOBEKTBI, 10 KpaviHer Mepe He onpedeseH-
Hble OOBEKTEI, TaK KaK OHM eIlle He IOy ImyIn OObeKTI-
BaIM VI He COXPAHSIIOTCS B ITaMSITH OpraHM3Ma I10CiTe
TOro, KaK BBIIIOJTHWMIIN (MJIM TeM Oojlee He BBIIIOIHU-
JIV) CBOIO (PYHKIIMIO CTVIMYJIa MHCTUHKTOB. [ToaToMy
B JIaHHOM cIiope Hanbojiee OJIM3Ka K MCTMHE, TI0-BU/IV-
MOMY, MO3UIV, HasblBaeMass XaHHOV TpeTber ocJla-
Os1eHHOMI BepCuer KOHIIENTYyaIr3Ma, 3allVIIaioert
€/IMTHCTBEHHBIVI Te3VIC, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY «BCe KOTHU-
TMBHBIE CIIOCOOHOCTM IIOJTHOCTBIO JI€TEPMIHPOBaHbI
KOHIIEIITyaJIbHBIMU  criocoOHocTsiMm»  (Hanna, 2005,
p- 250), mm, BBIpaXkasich IIPOITE, UYTO BCE AMITMPUUe-
CKVie 3HaHMS [IeTepPMIHVIPOBAHbI KaTerOPVSIMML.
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from the Darwinist point of view, one can conclude
that the conceptualists are right if, as the advocate
of the opposite view, Robert Hanna (2005, p. 251)
admits, “non-conceptual content is cognitive con-
tent,” and if non-conceptual content is what Kant
called intuition.

The case against Hanna's position may be as fol-
lows. Proceeding from the analogy of “two spec-
tators in a cinema”, sensibility, apart from being a
necessary component of empirical knowledge, re-
mains independent of concepts in its work for the
“ftirst spectator,” even for a grown-up and healthy
adult, to say nothing of infants and lower animals,
who do not have a “second spectator” at all. Thus
it would be wrong to say that feelings are the con-
tent of knowledge or “cognitive content,” even de-
spite the fact that Kant himself referred to intuition
as cognitive ability and included both concepts
and intuition within knowledge (B 376-377; Kant,
1998, pp. 398-399). Here he may have had in mind
intuition as a component of the resulting knowl-
edge which must be formed into concepts. In an-
other place he says that phenomena, which are not
subordinate to understanding, represent “confu-
sion” (B 123; Kant, 1998, p. 221), which can hardly
be called knowledge. Hanna (2005, p. 282) himself
implicitly uses categories when he calls phenomena
“individual material objects”. Is this true? Kant did
sometimes consider appearance to be an object but
“an undetermined object of an empirical intuition”
(B 34; Kant, 1998, p. 172). In my opinion, an unde-
termined object cannot be called either individual or
material.

Obviously, full-fledged empirical objects can-
not be perceived by a subject without using the cat-
egory of substance. Therefore phenomena are not
objects, at least not determined objects because they
have not yet been objectivised and are not stored in
the organism’s memory after they have fulfilled (or
even more so, not fulfilled) their function of stim-
ulating instincts. Therefore in this argument the
position that Hanna (2005, p. 250) calls the third
weakened version of conceptualism is closer to the
truth, as it upholds the sole thesis whereby “all cog-
nitive capacities are fully determined by conceptual
capacities,” or, put more simply, that all empirical
knowledge is determined by categories.



Kpurnka mertadusmaeckon n
TpaHCIEeHIEeHTAIbHOV eIy KU

BeiBemenme KaHTOM KarTeropmit M3 JIOTMYECKVIX
dyHKIMI B MeTapum3MIecKol IeIyKINM BbI3BIBAET,
Cpeny IpoYero, BOIIPOC IIO IIOBOAY Hac/IeloBaHMS Ka-
Teropuert IPUYMHHOCTY MOIAJIBHOV CVJIBL «TUIIOTETH-
YEeCKMX CY)XXIEHW1», [IOCTABJIEHHBIX e/l B COOTBETCTBIE
(B 95; Kanr, 2006, c. 161). I'mmoreTndeckme Cy KmeHMs
KaHT xapakTepn3oBasl KaK «OTHOIIIEHVIE OCHOBAHM K
arrencremio» (B 98; Kant, 2006, c. 165), mopoxmas TeM
caMBIM HeoIIpesieleHHOCTb. C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, eCyIl,
IIpUHMMAas BO BHUMAaHVIE VX I'MIIOTeTYHOCTD, 3TN Cy-
JKJIEHVISI He aHaJIUTITYECKIe, TO BCTaeT BOIIPOC: T/€ B Ta-
Ormmrte sormaeckvx pyHKITUV OCHOBHAS (PYHKIIVIS JIO-
TMKV — JIOTMYecKoe CIlefloBaHwe, VIV JeIyKIVs B JIO-
rYecKoM cMbiciie? Eciiv e, ¢ Ipyrovt CTOPOHBI, IIpu-
HVMMasl BO BHMMaHME VX XapaKTePUCTMKY KaK «OTHO-
IIIeHMST OCHOBAHMI K CJIEJICTBIIO», OHM BCe-TaKM BBIpa-
KafOT OTHOIIIEHVIEe eIy KIIVIVI, VI €CJIVI KaTeTOPVIVL BEIBO-
VMBI M3 IIOCTaBJIEHHBIX MM B COOTBETCTBUE JIOrIYe-
CKMX (DYHKIMV MITV JTasKe TIPECTaBIISIIOT COOOVT «Ty XKe
camyito dpyukmyio» (B 104; KanT, 2006, c. 172), To mouemy
IIPUYMHHOCTD IIPAaBOMEPHO paccMaTpvBaTh Kak IIpe-
eMHMKa VIMEHHO JIOIMYecKoro cijiemosanvs? KaHTt He
OCTaBIWJI OTBeTa Ha 3TOT HAIIPAIIVBAIOIIUTICS BOIIPOC,
a Be[b B HEM 3aKJIIOYeH HPUHIINIIVAIBHBIVI IJISI BCEV
€r0 TPaHCIIEH/IEHTaTbHON (PYIOCOMII CMBICII, TaK KaK
€CJIVI OTHOIIIEHVIE OCHOBAHMII K CJIEICTBIIO, 10 BCEVI BU-
IIVIMOCTM, aHAJIUTIYECKOe®, TO OTHOLIIEHVE TPUYMHHO-
CTV, Ha YeM OH HacTanBaJl, — CMHTeTHUYeCKoe. DJIJIVCOH
OOBSICHWII 3TO TaK, YTO Kay3aJIbHOCTh — «OTHOIIIEHVe
peavioeo (HeXXesIv IPOCTO) JIOTMYECKOTO OCHOBAHMS K
€ro CJIEJICTBUIO», a JIOTMYECKOe CJlefIoBaHMe — «POJIO-
BOe» II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K KaysasbHocTi (Allison, 2004,
p- 151). Ho xak MeI MOXkeM, Bciter 3a KaHToM, pasmmyaars
aHaJIVITIYeCKyie VI CHTeTIYeCKye CYXKIeHsl, eCJIN II0-
CJIefTHVe KaKVMM-TO TaHCTBEHHBIM 00pa3soM ITPOVCXO-
TISIT OT TIEPBBIX WJIV JTaKe, KaK CUMTaeT DIUIVICOH, SIBIIS-
IOTCA VX NOABMOOM? A VIMEHHO TaK BBIJISIAUT IIPOVIC-
XOXIEHVEe KaTeropuy IIPUYMHHOCTY U3 TUIIOTeTIYe-
CKMX cyXaeHnit. Kak coBMeCTUTB 3TO ¢ OrperieseHus-
MV, TAaHHBIMY caMM KaHTOM, corrtacHO KOTOPBIM CIH-
TeTU9ecKyie CyXXIeHNs, B OTINYVe OT aHAIUTIYECKHX,
1100aBIISIOT K CyOBeKTy cyKieHwMs HoBoe 3HaHMe? [log
YIPO3011 OKa3bIBaeTCs MOINAIBHBIV Ayaln3M — Kpae-
YTOJIbHBIVI IIPUHIIUII BCEVI TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO ch[-
nocodum. Pasuble gacti «KpuTHUKM 4MCTOrO pasymMar»
OKas3bIBAIOTCS He COITIACYIOMIVMWICS IPYT C APYroM U

¢ Jlormdeckvie BEICKa3bIBaHMs 00bIMHO, B yacTHOCTH Y. KyartHom,
CUYMTAOTCS TTOAKIIACCOM aHAITUTUYECKIIX BICKA3bIBAHVVL.
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Critique of Metaphysical
and Transcendental Deductions

The fact that Kant derives categories from log-
ical functions through metaphysical deduction
prompts, among other things, the question of in-
heritance by the category of causality of the modal
force of “hypothetical judgments” that correlate
with it (B 95; Kant, 1998, p. 206). Kant described hy-
pothetical judgments as a relation “of the ground to
the consequence” (B 98; Kant, 1998, p. 208), thus cre-
ating ambiguity. On the one hand, if, because they
are hypothetical, these judgments are not analytical
then the question arises: where in the table of logi-
cal functions is the main function of logical conse-
quence or deduction in the logical sense? If, on the
other hand, proceeding from their description as a
relation “of the ground to the consequence,” they
do after all express the relation of deduction and
if categories can be derived from the correspond-
ing logical functions or even represent “[t]he same
function” (B 104; Kant, 1998, p. 211), then why can
causality be treated as a successor of logical conse-
quence? Kant has left no answer to thisquestion, and
yet it carries a meaning that is fundamental for his
entire transcendental philosophy since if the relation
of the ground to the consequence appears to be an-
alytical,® then the relation of causality, as he insist-
ed, is synthetic. Allison (2004, p. 151) offered this
explanation: causality is “the relation of a real (rath-
er than a merely) logical ground to its consequent,”
and logical consequence is “generic” with respect to
causality. But how can we, following Kant, distin-
guish analytical and synthetic judgments if the latter
in some arcane and mysterious way originate from
the former or even, as Allison believes, are their
subclass? And yet this is what the derivation of the
category of causality from hypothetical judgments
appears to be. How is this to be squared with the
definitions given by Kant himself whereby synthet-
ic judgments, as distinct from analytical ones, add
new knowledge to the subject of the judgment? This
threatens modal dualism, the cornerstone principle
of all transcendental philosophy. Different parts of
the Critique of Pure Reason, then, do not agree with
one another and cannot but summon the ghost of

¢ Logical judgments are usually considered, for example by
Willard Quine, to be a subclass of analytical judgements.
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HeBOJIbHO BBI3bIBAIOT Ipuspak KyartHa ¢ ero coMHeHMsI-
MM B pas3/INuMOCTV aHJINTIYECKIX VI CUHTeTUYeCKIX
cyxmeHunt BooOre. KaxxeTcs, 9To eqVHCTBEHHOM Ile-
JIBIO MeTapM3MIeCcKOm AeIYKIINY, IIPOOJIEMHOV TaKKe
C IPyTMIX TOUEK 3peHus, aByIsgeTcs XejlaHve KanTa oT-
Me>KeBaTh KaTeropui OT JIFOOBIX POpM UyBCTBEHHOCTH,
TaK VI VHade 00OCHOBAB MX aBTOHOMWIO B OTHOIIIE-
HUM TIOCJIETHVIX. B TeopeTmdecKmx paMKax JapBUHI3-
Ma, KaK MbI yBUE/IV, TakKasi aBTOHOMHOCTb [IeVICTBU-
TEJIBHO TIO/ITBEP)KIAeTCs], HO OHa He TpeOyeT COMHU-
TeJTBHBIX ITOATIOPOK THITa MeTadVI3IecKOV eIy KIIVTL.

DBOJIIOLIMIOHHBIN B3IVISAZ, Ha IIPOMCXOXKEHMe KaTe-
TOPUM BHOCUT CYIIleCTBEHHBIe KOPPEKTMBbI — O Ka-
KOTI CTeTIeH Y, 3TOT BOIIPOC TpebyeT Ooslee IPMCTaIBHO-
rO M3y4YeHUsI — W B TPaHCLIEHIeHTaJIbHYIO Ae/TyKIINIO,
KOTOpasi IIpeicTaBiisieT CODOV IIPeCIIOBYTO TPYIIHOE,
CIJTOXHOE SIAPO «KpUTHUKM 4mcToro pasyma» Kak J1j1s 1Io-
HIMMaHMS ero YnTaTel MY, Tak 1, 110 Ipu3HaHmo Kan-
Ta, 7151 ero pOopMYJIMpPOBaHMS CaMIM aBTOpoM. Bkpat-
Ile, KaTeropmy, 1o MHeHMIO0 KaHTa, HEBO3MOXHEBI Oe3
eVHCTBa TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO allllepIIey, KOTo-
poe, B CBOIO Odepe/b, BEIBOIWUTCS 13 CAMOCO3HAHMS, U3
CO3HAHMS TOTO, UTO BCe MOVI IIPEICTaBIIeHVIS TIPUHA-
ntexxart MHe (B 131—132; KanT, 2006, c. 203). OcHOBaHMS
IS HAIllero BO3paskeHMs IIPOTMB TaKOro pofia reHea-
JIOTIV KaTeTOPUTL COCTOAT B cilenytorieM. KaHT He emn-
HOX/IBI B CBOVMX pabOTax yKasbIBaeT, UTO OTINYME Ue-
JIOBEKA OT KMBOTHBIX COCTOUT B €0 CIIocoOHOCTY 00J1a-
IaTh CaMOCO3HaHMeM’, HaXOIs UyBCTBEHHOCTb WX 00-
IIIeVT CITOCOOHOCTRIO, IIPYIUeM Topas/io Oosiee pasBUTON
y KMBOTHBIX. Ho 0 TOM, 4TO )XMBOTHBIe 00J1aI1a0T KaTe-
ropuamy, KanT ymarunsaet. Takum o6pasom, nostyva-
€TCsl, YTO, eCJIN YCJIOBMEM BO3MOYKHOCTU KaTerOpuil sB-
JISIeTCS CaMOCO3HAHME, TO BO3MOYKHOCTH ITOJIH30BAThCS
HOHSTUSMM — He TOJIBKO KaTeTOPVSIMI, HO U SMIIVPU-
YeCKVIMU OHATVSAMM, 00pa3yeMbIMVI C TIOMOIIIBIO KaTe-
TOpUM, — IPUHAIJIEXWUT TOJIBKO YeJIOBEKY.

Ho >T0 He Tak. BricIve JXMBOTHBIE — MJIEKOIIMTAIO-
IIVe Y IITULBL — SBHO IOJIb3YIOTCS ITIOHATUSAMI B CBOEM
noBefeHMM. VIX JeTeHBIN M3YYaroT OKPY KON X
MWIp ¥ CBOVICTBA BeITlenl paayi IproOpeTeH s OITbITa, KO-
TOPBIM OyIyT TIOJIB30BATHCS B T€UEHIe OCTAaILHON CBO-
et Xu3HI. JKMBOTHBIE CITIOCOOHBI K 00y YeHI0, KOTOPOe
HEBO3MOXXHO 0e3 aIpMOpHO 3aJaHHBIX ITPEIIIOCHIIOK,
0e3 Kareropmvt, HO OJTHOBPEMEHHO JIMITIEHBI CAMOCO3Ha-
HI, B UyeM 5 coraceH ¢ Kantom. CrieffoBaTesibHO, Ipu-
MephbI TI0JIb30BaHVsI KaTeropysIMiU CyOCTaHIIUN ¥ TIPV-
YMHHOCTYI JKMBOTHBIMY (PasTbCUUITMPYIOT HallpaBiie-
HIe «CBepXY BHWM3» TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHON HeyKIIUN
Kanura. KaTeropum He 3aBUCST OT caMOCO3HaHMS, VI MX

7 51 ©6imaromaper M.JI. EBcTirHeeBy 3a IIpeIOCTaBIIeHE €ro 00-
IIVMPHOVI OJI00PKY BbICKasbiBaHMM KaHTa 0 XMBOTHBIX.
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Quine with his doubts as to whether analytical and
synthetic judgments can be distinguished from each
other at all. It seems that the only aim of metaphys-
ical deduction, problematic also from other points
of view, is Kant’s wish to separate categories from
any forms of sensibility by grounding their auton-
omy with respect to the latter in one way or anoth-
er. Within the theoretical framework of Darwinism,
as we have seen, such autonomy is confirmed, but it
does not require dubious props such as metaphysi-
cal deduction.

The evolutionary view of the origin of categories
introduces important corrections — to what extent
is a matter for closer inspection — into transcen-
dental deduction which is the notoriously difficult
and complicated core of the Critigue of Pure Reason
both for readers and, as Kant confesses, for the for-
mulation by the author himself. In a nutshell, cate-
gories, in Kant’s opinion, are impossible without a
unity of transcendental apperception which in turn
is derived from self-consciousness, from the con-
sciousness that all my perceptions belong to me
(B 131-132; Kant, 1998, p. 246). The grounds for our
objection to this kind of genealogy of categories are
as follows: Kant points out more than once in his
works that the difference of man from animals con-
sists in his ability to have self-consciousness;” they
share the capacity of sensibility, which is more de-
veloped in animals. But Kant says nothing about an-
imals having categories. Thus, it appears to be the
case that while self-consciousness is a precondi-
tion of categories the capacity of using concepts —
not only categories but empirical concepts formed
through categories — is possessed only by man.

But that is not the case. Higher animals — mam-
mals and birds — clearly use concepts in their be-
haviour. Their little ones explore the surrounding
world and the properties of objects to gain experi-
ence which they use throughout the rest of their
lives. Animals are capable of learning, which is
impossible without a priori prerequisites, without
categories, but at the same time have no self-con-
sciousness, a statement about which I am in agree-
ment with Kant. Consequently, the examples of
animals using categories of substance and causality
falsify the “from top to bottom” direction of Kant’s

7 1 am grateful to Maxim D. Evstigneyev for providing me
with a copious selection of Kant’s statements on animals.



TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHas JeAyKiud B usjiokeHHon Kan-
TOM (popMe HeBepHa, TaK )Xe KaK OHU He 3aBUCST U OT
JIOrMuecKmx yHKIIT 10 TOVI XKe ITPUYMHe — U3-3a OT-
CYTCTBUS JIOTMTUECKOTO MBIIUIEHNS KaK y XMBOTHBIX,
TaK U Y IATUMeCIYHBIX MJIajleHIIeB, UTO OIIpOBepraer,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, MeTapU3MIeCKYIO JTeTyKIIMIO.

K Takomy ke BBIBOIY, a MMEHHO — «pacCyxie-
Hre “Henykivm” HeHamesxHo», mpuxonat I1. lamep,
Ix. Ban Kiese u P. Xaya/u1, comiacuBInmch, 4To Mo-
CTpOeHVe ee apryMeHTalluM BbIpakaeTcsl B HUCXOX-
IeHUY OT eIVHCTBa aIlepleniinyt K MHOTUMHsIeMO-
My KaTeropmsaM eqVHCTBY OOBEKTOB. Xayasul ompeie-
JIgeT 3TOT Ppe3yJIbTaT KaK «TPeTuil IIyHKT IIporpecca
B cOBpeMeHHOM KaHToBeneHUV» (Howell, 2013, p. 44).
31ech MOXXHO TOJIBKO KOHCTaTHPOBATh, UTO JApBUHU-
CTCKVe MeTOMbI VICCIIeIOBAHMS BOIIPOCa II0 CBOUM pe-
3yJIbTaTaM COBIIAJIV C HEAPBVHVICTCKVIMIL.

Ho eciim camoco3HaHMe B BOIIpOCe IIPOMCXOXKe-
HVS KaTeropuil He MIpaeT KIIIOYEBYIO POJIb, TO YTO
MorJIo 3acTaBuTh KaHTa mymars nHave? HamomHto, oH
Ha4dMHaeT TpaHCIeHAeHTAIbHYIO AedyKIIMIO CJIoBa-
Mt «[J0TDKHO OBITE 803M0XHO, YTOOBI 5 MbICAK COIIPO-
BOXX/IAJIO BCe MOV IIPEJICTaBJIeHNs; B IIPOTVBHOM CIIy-
4Jae BO MHe IIPeCTaBIIsUIOCh ObI HEYTO TaKOe, YTO BO-
BCe HeJib3st Ob110 Ot MBICTTMTE» (B 131—132; KasxT, 2006,
c. 203). DTo Ha epBBIVI B3IIA]] HEOCIIOPVIMOE YTBepIKile-
HIMe OKa3bIBAeTCsI JIETKOBECHBIM B CBETE COBPEMEHHOI
rcvxostornm. O4ueBMIHO, UTO pedpiIeKCMs «sI MBICITIO»
SBJISIETCS. aKTOM MHTPOCTIEKIINY VIV, eCJIV MOXKHO TaK
BBIPA3UTHCS, KOHIIENTyaIn3alivert «BHy TPEHHero 4yB-
CTBa», eCJIM MCHOJb30Bark TepMyuH Kanrta. Ho Gortee
BHVIMATEILHBIVI aHAJIV3 IBY X BUIOB YYBCTB, KOTOPBIMU
onepupyeT KaHT B «T'paHcIieHIeHTaIbHO JIOTUKE», —
BHEIITHETO ¥ BHYTpPeHHero — II03BOJISieT CiellaTh BbI-
BOII, UYTO PacCy[OK ITpeJHa3HaueH IIpeXie BCero It
KOHIIENITyaIu3aIuy GHeuiHe20 9yBCTBa, TO eCTh I
0POPMIIEHTISI 3TOTO YYBCTBA B TIOHATWSAX, [IJI IIOBe-
TIeHVIsI CO3epLIaHMI O] IIOHATHM. BHy TpeHHee ke 4yB-
CTBO ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, €ro KOHIIeNTyajIu3alusg —
9TO JEVICTBUS MHTEJUIEKTa OoJiee BBICOKOV CTYIIEHNI.
He wmorma s crIocoOHOCTh MHTPOCIIEKITUY POAMTHCS
73 HeOOXOIVMIMOCTY HOHVIMATh MOTVIBBI IIOBEIEHVISI CO-
IJIEMEHHVKOB B COOOIIIeCTBaX IIepBOOBITHOIO YeJIoBe-
Ka KaK CpeJICTBO TaKOro IOHMMaHMs (cM.: Smith, 1991,
p- 48 cH.), 03HAMEHOBaB TeM CaMBIM MCTOPUUECKOe CO-
ObITIIe — TIepexor OT XKMBOTHBIX K UestoBeKy? Eciu Tak,
TO OTCIOfIa BIIOJIHE IOITYCTMMa MBICIIb, UYTO Oojlee HM3-
Kasl CTyIIeHb KOHIIEIITyasIi3ally BO3MOXKHA 0e3 OffHO-
BPEMEHHOIO CyIIeCTBOBaHMs 0osiee BBICOKOVI. B Takom
ciTydae cyOBeKT KOHIIENTyasIi3aly IIepBoro poaa He
IIOJDKEH 3HaTh BOOOIe 00 ormeparinsix CBOero paccys-
Ka, TIPOXOSIINIX JIJISI HETO «B TEMHOTE», TO eCTh B Oec-

I.K. Kalinin

transcendental deduction. Categories do not de-
pend on self-consciousness and their transcenden-
tal deduction in the form set forth by Kant is wrong,
just as they do not depend on logical functions for
the same reason, i.e. because animals as well as
five-months-old babies lack logical thinking, which
therefore refutes metaphysical deduction.

The same conclusion, that “the case of ‘Deduc-
tion”” is not tenable, is arrived at by Paul Guyer,
James Van Cleve and Robert Howell, who agree that
its argumentation is expressed in descent from the
unity of apperception to the unity of objects sub-
ordinate to categories. Howell (2013, p. 44) defines
this result as “the third point of progress in modern
Kant studies.” I can only state that Darwinist meth-
ods of studying the issue have produced the same
results as non-Darwinist ones.

However, if self-consciousness does not play the
key role in the issue of the origin of categories what
could have induced Kant to think otherwise? I will
recall that he begins the transcendental deduction
with the words: “The [ think must be able to accom-
pany all my representations; for otherwise some-
thing would be represented in me that could not be
thought at all” (B 131-132; Kant, 1998, p. 246). This
apparently irrefutable claim proves to be untenable
in the perspective of modern psychology. Obvious-
ly, reflection (“I think”) is an act of introspection or,
conceptualisation of the “inner sense”, to use Kant’s
term. A closer look at the two types of senses Kant
refers to in the “Transcendental Logic” — the outer
sense and the inner one — warrants the conclusion
that understanding is intended above all for concep-
tualisation of outer sense, i.e. to formalise this sense
in concepts, to subject intuitions to concepts. Mean-
while the inner sense and, accordingly, its concep-
tualisation are acts of the intellect of a higher level.
Could the capacity of introspection have been born
of the need to understand the motives of the behav-
iour of fellow tribesmen in primitive communities
as a means of such understanding (cf. Smith, 1991,
p- 48), thus marking a historic event — the mor-
phing of animals into man? If this is the case one
may well conclude that a lower level of conceptual-
isation is possible in the absence of a higher one. In
this case the subject of the first kind of conceptuali-
sation is not supposed to know about the operations
of its understanding which happen “in darkness,”
i.e. in the unconscious. Then the transcendental de-
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cosHaresIbHOM. Torma TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHas Ay KLV
KaTeropuyl HMUKaK He MOXeT HadWMHAThCs C IIpemIio-
CBUIKVI O CAMOCO3HAHWM: YCIIOBVIS «BUIAVIMOCTI» OIlepa-
LWV MBIIUIEHWS He JOJDKHBI OBITH IIPVPaBHEHEI K yC-
JIOBMSIM VX CyIrlecTBoBaHMs. KaHT 31eck crasi, mo-su-
AVIMOMY, IIPOCTO YKEPTBOW HEIOCTaTOUYHO PasBUTHIX B
€r0 BpeMs 3HaAHWV O IIPUPOJIe CO3HAHVIS W OTCYTCTBIS
IIpefiCTaBJIEHMTI O Oecco3HaTeTbHOM BOOOIIIE.

OmpoBeprays IpoBosryalieHHbT KaHToM ITyTh
IIPOVICXOXK/IEHVSI KaTeropuii, OIHOBPEMEHHO Clefly-
eT OBITh OCTOPOXXHBIMI, YTOOBI He BIIaCTh B IIPOTHU-
BOIIOJIOKHYIO OIIVOKY, IIOCUMTaB, YTO JaPBUHW3M pe-
abvMTUpyeT MX SMIIMPUYECKYIO AedyKomio. Takas
oIIMOKa MOXKET CJIeZIOBaTh W3 CIIVIIIKOM YIIPOITIeHHO-
ro HOHMMAaHMs HAPBUMHWUCTCKMMM KpuTukamy Kan-
Ta IPOVICXOXKAEHVISE KaTeropuil B (PVJIOreHeTIYeCKOM
acIiekTe KaK ITpOVICXOXIeHWUs a posteriori. Xots Jlo-
PeHII OrpaHMYMIICS HesICHOM opa3ort «PyHKOMS ee
(T.e. opraHmM3anuy opraHos 4yBcTB. — }.K.) 0bOyciios-
nieHa vicropvaeckim» (Jlopemrr, 1998, c. 252), o dorur-
Mep, HallpyMep, CIMTaeT, 9YTO «TeHeTndecKas MHQop-
Manus npuodpemena (kypcus mont. — M.K)... OHa, cite-
IIOBATEJIbHO, (huUL02eHeMUUecKy anocmepuopHa» (IINT.
no: Hartmann, 2017, p. 56). CMUT B aHaJIOTMTYHOM [Ty Xe
BTOPUT €MY: «DBOJIIOLIVIOHVCT. .. IT0JIaraeT, YTO KaTero-
PV Ha caMOM JieJle IIPOVICTEKAOT V13 IIPUPOIEI B IIPO-
Ilecce OpPraHMYECKOV SBOJIIONMN ¥, CJIeOBaTeIBHO,
vMetoT, Boripeku KanTy, “aMmmpiraeckoe” IIpomcxoxk-
meHue» (Smith, 1991, p. 47).

Ilo GomemmoMy cueTy Takas OlleHKa HeBepHa, IIO-
CKOJIBKY KaTeTOpUN 1 B (PYIOreHe3e He IIPOVICXOMST M3
ombITa B cMbIciie Jlokka vyt FOMma, He mmproGpeTaroTcst
KaK y>Ke HeUTO TOTOBO€, a Pa3BUBAIOTCS ITyTEM IeHeT V-
YeCKMX MYTaIUil U NpucnocodeHus ¢ TIOMOIIBIO ecTe-
CTBEHHOTO 0TOOpa. [la 1 KaK TeopeTidecKu KaTeropu,
Jaxe B (OVJIOreHeTYeCKOM acIlekTe, MOI'yT OBITh IIpH-
oOpeTeHBI HaMV aIllOCTEPVOPY, eCIIV JIsL CaMOVl BO3-
MOYKHOCTVI TaKOTO criocoba IIproOpeTeHmMs yKe Heoo-
XO[IVIMBI alIpVIOpHBIE MEXaHWM3MBI, TO eCTh Te JKe KaTe-
ropvm? Ecyii sMmnvipukm, He 03ab0oueHHEBIe VX IIPU3Ha-
HVeM, MOIJIV ObI IIPOUTHOPVPOBATh 3TO 3aMeUaHIIe, TO
sl He BVDKY, KaK 3TO MOIJIV OBI CIeJIaTh 3BOJIIOIVIOHHEIe
3MMCTEMOJIOTM: KaK MOXKHO OBITH ITOCIIeOBAaTeIIbHBIM,
Hpr3HaBasi HeOOXOIVMOCTh aIlpMOPHBIX MeXaHV3MOB
IJIS aroCTePUOPHOTO 3HAHMS B OHTOI€HETMYeCKOM
acIieKTe, OTpHUIIasi 3Ty XKe HeOOXOOMMOCTD IIJIsl SIKOOBI
aTtoCTePVOPHOTO 3HAaHWA B acTieKTe douytoreHesa?

B mrore BrIIIenprBeieHHas apryMeHTalIusl 1103B0-
JISIeT CJIesIaTh BBIBOM, UTO AeAyKIIMs KaTeropyii Hallle-
ro nosHaHMs B cMeIcle KaHTa MOXeT cumMTaThCsi TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV TOJIBKO B OHTOTEHEeTVYEeCKOM acITek-
Te C TOVI CYIIeCTBEHHOW IIOIIPAaBKOW, YTO X MICTOYHVIK
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duction of categories cannot start with the self-con-
sciousness premise: the conditions of “visibility” of
thought operations must not be equated to the con-
ditions of their existence. In the event Kant appar-
ently was the victim of the insufficient knowledge
at that time concerning the nature of consciousness
and he lacked any notion of the unconscious.

Having refuted the path of the origin of cat-
egories proclaimed by Kant, one has to be careful,
however, not to succumb to the opposite mistake
by concluding that Darwinism rehabilitates their
empirical deduction. This mistake may be the re-
sult of a simplistic understanding by Kant’s Dar-
winist critics of the origin of categories from the
phylogenetic aspect and of the origin a posteriori.
Although Lorenz (1977, p. 9) confined himself to a
vague statement “its function [i.e. the function of
the system of sense organs — I.K.] is [...] historical-
ly evolved,” Vollmer (1988 cited in Hartmann, 2017,
p- 56), for example, believes that “this genetic infor-
mation has been acquired [...]. It therefore is a pos-
teriori phylogenetically.” Smith (1991, p. 47n2) echoes
him: “The evolutionary biologist, however, suggests
that the Categories themselves are indeed derived
from nature, during organic evolution, and in con-
sequence indeed have, contradicting Kant, an ‘em-
pirical” origin.”

At the end of the day this assessment is wrong
because categories, even in phylogenesis, do not
arise from experience in the sense of Locke or
Hume; they are not acquired readymade but evolve
through genetic mutation and adaptation by way of
natural selection. And indeed, how can categories
theoretically be obtained, even from the phyloge-
netic angle, a posteriori if the very possibility of such
a path already requires an a priori mechanism, i.e.
the self-same categories? While empiricists, uncon-
cerned with their recognition, might have ignored
this remark, I do not see how the same can be done
by evolutionary epistemologists: how can one be
consistent, recognising the need for a priori mecha-
nisms for a posteriori knowledge in the ontogenetic
sense while rejecting this need for purportedly a pos-
teriori knowledge in the phylogenetic sense?

As a result, the above argument warrants the
conclusion that deduction of the categories of our
cognition in the Kantian sense can be seen as tran-
scendental only in the ontogenetic aspect with the
important correction that their source is not in the



HaXOoMTCs He B CaMOCO3HaHMM, a B reHax. B dustorene-
TWYIECKOM JXe acIleKTe OHa He SIBJISIeTCSI HU TPaHCIeH-
TeHTaJIBHOV, HU sMrvpudeckont. OHa — 3604101 u0H-
Hasl, IBVDKVIMAsI IIPYICTIOCOOIIEHVIEM, VI BBIBOIMT ITPOVAC-
XOX/IeHVie KaTeTOPUI 13 MHCTUHKTOB.

KaTeropvm HpHCHOCOﬁJ’IEHVIH B cucTeMe
OHTOJIOI'MYECKOI'0 IVII0pasIiM3Ma

Terrepr mepevizmem ot mpobsieM MO3HAHMS W M3yda-
IOIIEVT €ro IIPUPOY W CTPYKTYPYy TpaHCLeH IeHTaIIb-
Hovi dvtocopun K Ooslee IMIMPOKOV TeMe, OXBaThIBa-
fortert Bce Tpu «Kputnkm» KanTa, — mpobiieme cBsi3u
B OIHOV CVCTeMe pa3HBIX OHTOJIOrMV. Bermre yxe ro-
BOPWMJIOCH, UTO TIOCIIeTyIOIMe TIOKOIeHMs dniocodos
OTMaXHYJIVICh OT KAHTOBCKOIO JIyajIi3Ma BMeCTe C I10/-
pasyMeBaeMoVi MM ITpO0sIeMOV CBSI3M (PU3IYeCKOro Jie-
TepMMHM3Ma C YeJI0BeUeCcKVIMM IIeHHOCTSIMU 71 CBOOO-
ot Boy. JapBMHM3M MOXKET CBhITPaTh PelIarollyro
POJIb B BO3BpALLeHUN Ayan3Ma U, IIupe, [Iopains-
Ma KaK ero «pacIivpeHs» Ha IepBble TO3UIINUN B CO-
BpeMeHHOV vI0codm MOCPEICTBOM IIpeioCcTaBIIe-
HVS B PyKn $pri1ocopoB KaTeropui IIPUCIIocobIeH s,
OCMBICJIEHHOV Ha pry1ocodpckoM ypoBHe. [11s1 m3jioxe-
HVsL CBOVIX MBICJIEVI IO 3TOMY HOBOMY $I VICIIOJIB3YIO CVI-
cremy H. laprmana, Mmoguduimposannyio Jlopeniiem
B 3BOJIIOLIMIOHHOM Ty Xe. [ToO0UHBIM HO3UTUBHBEIM 3-
dexToM MoeVt peKOHCTPYKLMV CTaHeT pellleHye criopa
COBpeMeHHBIX KOMMeHTaTopoB KaHnTa 1o mosomy Toro,
KaKas M3 MHTepIIpeTaluil ero TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOrO
ngeanvsMa — JIByXMUPHas VI JIByXaclleKTHasl — $IB-
JISIeTCS BEPHOTA.

Ho npexxpe ueM s mepeviay K M3JI0KeHWMIO CYCTeMBI
laprmana — JlopeHria, 06ocHYIO, ITOUeMy paccMOTpe-
HVe OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOV IIPO0IeMaTuKV KPUTUYECKON
drtocodmnt mpeAIoOUTHUTEIbHEE B PaMKax IIFOPasIn3-
Ma, a He AyajIn3Ma, Kak 3To gesair Kanr.

o, mmopanmaMoM fasiee st Oymy IOHMMAaTh He
IUIIOpasIn3M cyOcTaHOmi B myxe JleriOHmMITa, a mIopa-
JIV3M TTapaJiviTM VJIVI TOYeK 3peHis, IIOJI0OHBIX IO CBO-
et bopMe aHTPONOIEHTPU3MY VIV TeOLleHTPU3MY,
KOTOPBIM HEKOTOPbIe CTOPOHHVIKM By XaCIIeKTHOV VH-
TepripeTanyy TpaHCHeHJeHTaJIbLHOrO Mjlean3Ma yIio-
TIo0IIAIOT (peHOMeHaIbHBINI 11 HOyMeHaJIBHBIVT MVPBI
Kanra. CooTBeTCTBeHHO, «<MUP», VIJIV «OHTOJIOT M, Oy-
IIyT BO MHOT'OM IIOHVMMATbCSI MHOVI B Iy Xe «acIleKTa»®.

ITpobiieMy myasni3Ma B KOHTEKCTE €ro CpaBHEHMS C
IUIIOPaIN3MOM MOXKeT VJIIIOCTPVUPOBATh CJIey IOV
IIMPOKO LIUTUpPyeMblii accak Kanra:

8 B cienyrorem naparpade, oHAKO, «aCIeKTHBIV» ITOIXOL, K

AyaJisMy U IUIIOpaIn3sMy 6yneT peATUBU3IPOBAH.

69

I.K. Kalinin

self-consciousness but in the genes. Phylogenetical-
ly, however, it is neither transcendental nor empir-
ical. It is evolutionary, driven by adaptation, and it
derives the origin of categories from instincts.

The Category of Adaptation in the System
of Ontological Pluralism

Let us now pass on from the problems of cog-
nition and transcendental philosophy which stud-
ies its nature and structure to a broader topic that
covers all the three Kantian Critiques, viz. the prob-
lem of connecting different ontologies within a sin-
gle system. As noted above, the next generation of
philosophers brushed aside Kantian dualism along
with the problem of the link between physical de-
terminism and human values or the free will they
imply. Darwinism can play the decisive role in
bringing dualism and, more broadly, pluralism as
its “expansion” back to the dominant position in
modern philosophy by providing philosophers with
the category of adaptation understood at the philo-
sophical level. To present my ideas on this matter
I use the system of Nicolai Hartmann, modified by
Lorenz in the evolutionary spirit. A positive side ef-
fect of my reconstruction will be the resolution of
the controversy among modern commentators of
Kant as to which interpretation of Kant’s transcen-
dental idealism — two-world or two-aspect inter-
pretation — is true.

But before I proceed to present the Hartmann-
Lorenz system I would like to explain why it is
preferable to consider the ontological problems of
critical philosophy in the framework of pluralism
rather than dualism, as Kant did.

By pluralism I understand not the pluralism of
substances in the spirit of Leibniz but the plural-
ism of paradigms or points of view, similar in form
to anthropocentrism or theocentrism which propo-
nents of the two-aspect interpretation of transcen-
dental idealism liken to Kant’s phenomenal and
noumenal worlds. Accordingly, in many ways I will
interpret “the world” or “ontology” in the spirit of
“aspect”.?

The problem of dualism in the context of its
comparison with pluralism may be illustrated by the
following widely quoted passage from Kant:

8 In the next section, however, the “aspect” approach to dual-
ism and pluralism will be relativised.
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Ho ecrim xpuTika He 3a0iTy>Kmajach, Haydasl Hac
paccMaTpuBaTh OOBEKT B 060AKOM 3HAUEHUU, & VIMEHHO
KaK sBJIeHNe VWIM KaK Belllb caMy IIo cebe; eciIn JaH-
Has KPUTMKOVI JeTyKIIVS PacCyJOYHBIX [IOHSTU Bep-
Ha 1, CJIeJIOBaTeIIbHO, 3aKOH Kay3aJIbHOCTV OTHOCUTCS
TOJIPKO K BelllaM B IIepBOM 3Ha4eHW, T. €. IIOCKOJIbKY
OHII CYTh IIPEIMETHI OITBITA, MEX/Yy TeM KaK BeIIl BO
BTOPOM 3HA4YeHWN He IMOIYMHEeHbI 3aKOHY IIPUYMH-
HOCTW, — TO, He 0OSCh BIIACTh B IIPOTMBOpEYVIe, OIHY
VI Ty e BOJIIO, B3STYIO B SIBJIEHUM (B HaOJIIOIIaeMbIX
IIOCTYIKAaX), C OAHOV CTOPOHBI, MOXXHO MBICJINTB KaK
HeoOX0ommMMo coo0pasyIoIyIocs ¢ 3aKOHOM IIPUPOLIBI
VI TIOCTOJIBKY He c60600HY10, C PYTOVI XKe CTOPOHBI, KaK
IpVHAIJIEXaIyIo BeI caMovt 10 cebe, cTajio OBITB,
He IIOIYMHEHHYIO 3aKOHY IIPWPOMBL M IIOTOMY Kak
c6oboonyro (B XXVII—XXVIII; Kart, 2006, c. 30 —31).

OBBIYHO 3TOT OTPBIBOK HIPUBOAMTC B 3aLIIUTY IBYX-
acITeKTHOV VHTEepIIpeTalyi TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOIO
vmeanysMa. 5l e xody oOpaTUTh BHMMaHVIe Ha JPyTron
COITYTCTBYIOIINI 3TOV MHTepIperany HioaHc. CBo-
Ooma BoymM, Kak MBI BUAMM, JIOKanmsyercss KaaTom B
MMpe Beller cCaMyX 110 ce0e, TIOHMMaeMBbIX IIPEX]Ie Bee-
ro KaK BHeIIHVe HaM Pr3MgecKye CyIITHOCTH, UYTO Ka-
JKETCsI 10 MEHBIIIeN Mepe CTpaHHBIM. [lyacTidecKkast
MaTpWuIia OKa3bIBAeTCs CIIMIIIKOM Y3KOVI IJISI BCEX OHTO-
Jjioruii, Koropble KaHT xoueT 00BATH B CBOEVI CHICTEME, 1
HEKOTOPble 13 HVX OH BBIHY’K/IEH YKJIa[bIBaTh B OITHO
IIPOKPYCTOBO JIOKe. MOXKeT OBITE, TUTIOPaIVCTIUeCKUT
dpopMmart srydrrre oTBevas ObI €ro 3aMbICITY?

Huwixosart I'apTmaH, kKak ObI 0TBedast Ha 3TOT 3aIIpoc,
BBIZIBVIHYJI MIZIEI0 O YeTBIpeX CJIOAX (CTpaTax) peasbHO-
ctt (em.: Hartmann, 1953), xotopsle JlopeHIT HasbIBaeT
TaK)Ke yPOBHSMM VIHTETpallVV: HEOPraHWYeCKUl, Op-
TaHWYeCKUW, IICUXIYECKII 1 1y XOBHBIV. XapaKTepHOV
17151 IX OTHOLLIEH VS MEXXTy COOOVI SIBJISIETCS CTpOras Ofl-
HOCTOPOHHSISI 3aBVICVIMOCTD: BCE OpraHITYeCKOe OCHOBBI-
BaeTcsl Ha (PU3MYECKMX M XMMUYEeCKMX IIporieccax, HO
He HaoOOpoT. V Tak HasIbille BBEpX II0 MepapXIdecKornt
rimpammyie: «[lepemertiasics OT CJ1041 K CJIOIO Yepes pasie-
JISFOIIIVIE VIX TPaHMUIIBL, MBI KKV pa3 OOHapY KMBaeM
OJTHO VI TO YK€ OTHOITIeHVIe OCHOBAaHHOCTY Ha “Hvisiem”,
00YCJIOBJIEHHOCTY 3TUM “HM3IIMM” 1 B TO JKe BpeMsI ca-
MOCTOSITeTTRHOCTH BBICITIETO B €0 CBOEOOpasmi 1 coo-
CTBEHHOV 3aKOHOMepHOCTI» (Jlopentt, 1998, c. 277).

Hartee Jlopen1i utupyet l'aprmana: «JIerko yemor-
PeTh, YTO B YCTPOVICTBE PeajIbHOrO MVpa CYILeCTByeT
HEKOTOpOe pacciloeHwe; HellpeyOesKIeHHbIN B3IJIAL
IIPOCTO HeM30eXKHO OOHapyXMBaeT ero. Il oHO B caMoM
Ierte OBUIO 3aMedeHO yXe maBHO. Ho mpencrasieHme
O PacCIIOEHHOCTM He MOIJIO OBITh OecITperrsiTCTBEHHO
IIPVHATO II0 TOVI IIPUYMHE, YTO €My BCIOZy IIPOTUBO-
CTOSsUT nocmyaam edurncmba mupa, Gui06unymolil cnexy-
Aamubuvivm muiuisenuem» (Jlopent, 1998, c. 278 —279).
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But if the critique has not erred in teaching
that the object should be taken in a twofold meaning,
namely as appearance or as thing in itself; if its
deduction of the pure concepts of the understanding
is correct, and hence the principle of causality applies
only to things taken in the first sense, namely insofar
as they are objects of experience, while things in the
second meaning are not subject to it; then just the
same will be thought of in the appearance (in visible
actions) as necessarily subject to the law of nature
and to this extent not free, while yet on the other
hand it is thought of as belonging to a thing in itself
as not subject to that law, and hence free (B XXVII-
XXVIIL; Kant, 1998, p. 116).

Usually this passage is invoked to defend the
two-aspect interpretation of transcendental idealism.
However, I would like to draw attention to another
nuance that accompanies such interpretation. As we
see, Kant localises free will in the world of things in
themselves understood primarily as physical entities
external to us — a strange statement, to say the least.
The dualist matrix turns out to be too narrow for all
the ontologies which Kant seeks to embrace in his
system, so that he has to put some of them in the same
Procrustean bed. Perhaps the pluralistic format might
serve his purpose better?

Nicolai Hartmann (1953), as if answering that
question, put forward the idea of four strata of re-
ality which Lorenz also refers to as levels of inte-
gration: inorganic, organic, psychic and spiritual.
A salient characteristic of their interrelationship is
strictly one-way dependence: everything organ-
ic is based on physical and chemical processes, but
not vice versa. And this continues upward through
a hierarchic pyramid: “From stratum to stratum,
passing across the successive divisions, we find
everywhere this principle of dependence on the
stratum below, yet at the same time the autonomy
of the superimposed stratum with its own structures
and its own laws” (Lorenz, 1977, p. 38).

Lorenz then goes on to quote Hartmann (1964
cited in Lorenz, 1977, p. 39): “It is patently obvi-
ous to any unprejudiced observer that the world is
built up by stratifications. This was realised early
on. The only reason why it was not accepted with-
out opposition was because it conflicted with the
premise of speculative philosophy that the world is



XapakTepusyst B 1ieJioM KoHIermuo [aprmana, Jlo-
PEHLI BBIJIETISIET JIBE ee IIPUHIIMITVaIbHBIE YePTHL: C Of1-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, OHa CTPOTrO aHTMPEeTYyKIIVOHUCTCKA:
HEeBO3MOYKHO CMBICII KM3HV BBIPA3UTh B UVICTO (PU3U-
UeCcKMX TepPMUHaX, [IepeXMBaHMS — B TepMUHax Ovo-
JIOTUIY, a pa3yM peayLypoBaTh K IIepeXVBaHVISAM, XOTS
KaKIBbII OOJlee HM3KUI yPOBEHD SBJISETCS YCIIOBVIEM
Gostee Bbicokoro. C gpyrovt cTopoHsl, JlopeHIr BMecTe
¢ TapTMaHOM 3HEPrMYHO KPUTMKYET IIPOTVMBOIIOIOXK-
HYIO KPafHOCTh — pasliesieHVie Mypa Ha JXeCTKMe JIV-
XOTOMWM C IIPOIACTBI0 MEXIy ee CTOpOHaMM, Hallpu-
Mep B aDCOJTFOTHOM ITPOTMBOIIOCTABJIIEHU UeJIOBeKa
kmBOoTHBIM. Kaxk riniet Jlopent,

OIHOCTOPOHHee IIPOHMKHOBEHVE CII0eB VIV YPOB-
HeVl MHTerpauuy IIPUBOAUT K TOMY, Y1M0 K HUM He
NPUMEHUMA POpMa MbitiAeHUS, 0CHOBAHHAS HA B3aUMHO
uckAouawux npomubonosoxxocmsax... B Hukorma He
ecTh He-A, a Bcerma A+B, C ects A+B+C u Tax masiee.
Ho xoTst B Ie7ICTBUTEIbHOCTY HEYMECTHO OAUVHATD
CJION PeasyIbHOTO MUpa IM3BIOHKTMBHBIM ITOHSATVIM,
TaKye IIOHATWUS YTHe3IWINCh OecunciieHHbPIMM Hapa-
MM B HallleM MBIIUIEHWUN... IIPUpoIa U OyX, TeIo U
ZlyIlla, )XMBOTHOE ¥ 4YeJIOBeK, eCTeCTBO VI BOCIIMTaHVIe
(/Topent, 1998, c. 281).

B nesiom Teopws cji0eB HallOMMHaET XOPOLIO W3-
BeCTHBIVI SMepIKeHTus3M, Ho JlopeHIl HacTambaeT
Ha OTJIMYMMU IepBoVl OT BToporo. IlosTomy moHATMIO
SMepIPKeHTHOCTH OH ITpefIounTaeT BBeIeHHOe VM ca-
MVM HOHATHe PyJIBrypalliy, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY HO-
Basl peayIbHOCTh KaKIBINI pa3 CO3MIaeTCs umezpayuei
3JIEMEeHTOB, HacCeJISIFOIIVIX HVDKHYE CJIOV, TaK YTO XOTS
BCe 2JIeMeHThbI HOBOVI PeaIbHOCTYL MOJKHO HalITV HVIKe,
ee caMy — HeT.

Ho ecnut takme HeomHOMepHBIe (DeHOMEHBI, KOTO-
peie Jlopenry BeipakaeT dopmysion «A+B+C», mpen-
CTaBJISAIOT COOOV HpPVMEephl eIMHCTBA Pa3HBIX CJIO-
€B peaJIbHOCTV, TO YeM SIBJISIeTCs CBsI3b MeXIy CJIOs-
Mn? Ecym 3TO Ta XXe camasi IPUYMHHOCTB, KOTOPOV
MBI CBSI3bIBae€M COOBITVSL BHYTPU (PU3MUECKOTO MMpa,
TO IpaB MapKCK3M, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY, KaK M3BeCTHO,
MIpOrpecc OT IPOCTOTrO K CJIOKHOMY JeTepMUHUPOBAH
u HemsbexeH. IapTman 1 Jlopenti, HaobopoT, HacTa-
VBalOT Ha CJIydallHOM XapaKTepe IIOsIBJIeHMs HOBBIX
ypoBHeV HTerpanumn. Jlormdeckoe ciieroBaHue TOXe
JOJKHO OBITH OTBEPIHYTO C IIOPOra, TaK KaK KakIIbIvi
HOBBIVI YPOBEeHb He MOYKeT ITpeJICTaBIIATh COOOI HeUTO
y>kKe Haxofslreecs B IIpeXKHeM, HysIeM. TakuM OTHO-
IIIeHVIeM MOYXKET OBITh TOJIBKO ITpHCIIOcoOIeHe.

ITpuBeny mpuMep OTIWUMS IIPUCIIOCOOJIEHWSI OT
npuumHHOCTH. Tlocsiemuss TpakTyeTcss kak HeoOXo-
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a unity.” Characterising Hartmann’s conception as
a whole, Lorenz singles out two fundamental fea-
tures: on the one hand, it is strictly anti-reduction-
ist: it is impossible to express the meaning of life
in purely physical terms, emotional experiences in
terms of biology and reduce reason to experience,
although every lower level is a precondition of a
higher level. On the other hand, Lorenz, together
with Hartmann, vehemently criticises the other ex-
treme — the division of the world into rigid dichot-
omies with a gap between the sides, for example, in
the absolute opposition of humans and animals. As
Lorenz writes,

[...] the law of contradictory opposites does not
apply to the unilateral penetration of strata of levels
of integration. B is never non-A but always A + B;
Cis A + B + C, etc. Although it is inappropriate to
use mutually exclusive concepts when dealing with
different levels of existence, numerous such pairs of
terms have crept into our thinking [...] — mind and
nature, body and soul, man and animal, etc. (Lorenz,
1977, p. 42).

On the whole, the theory of strata resembles
well-known emergentism, but Lorenz insists that
the former differs from the latter. Therefore he pre-
fers to the concept of emergentism the concept of
fulguration he has himself created, whereby a new
reality is always created through integration of el-
ements inhabiting the lower strata such that, al-
though all the elements of new reality can be found
below, the reality itself cannot.

But if such non-unidimensional phenomena
which Lorenz expresses in the formula “A+B+C”
are examples of the unity of different strata of a
reality what of the connection between the stra-
ta? If it is causality which we use to link the events
within the physical world, then Marxism is right in
asserting that progress from the simple to the com-
plex is determined and inevitable. Hartmann and
Lorenz, on the contrary, insist that the new level
of integration appears by chance. Logical conse-
quence must also be rejected out of hand because
each new level cannot be something that is already
in the former, lower level. Such a relationship can
only be adaptation.

Let us consider an example to see the difference
between adaptation and causality. The latter is in-
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IOVIMOCTB CJlefioBaHMst cOObITH B 3a cobbrTiem A. ITpn-
criocobsieHVIe ke O3HadaeT, UTo 3a coObITeM A B pu-
JIOTeHeTMYeCKOM MacIiiTabe MOT'YT B paBHOVI V1 CJTydari-
HOVI CTeTleHM crlefoBaThk coObITus B, C v D, mpraem
PaBHOBO3MOXKHOVI aJIBT€PHATMBOV B MOXkeT OBITH Jaske
anTu-B. Hanpumep, lapsuH B KauecTBe IIpuMepa JIevl-
CTBMSI €CTECTBEHHOrO OTOOpa OIVCHIBal M3MEHEHWS
B MOpOJIOrMy HaceKOMBIX, IIOMABIINX Ha OKeaHCKe
OCTpOBa: IO, AEVICTBVIEM CVJILHBIX BETPOB, CAYBaOIIIVIX
HaCeKOMBIX B OKeaH, KPbIIbS OIIHOVI VIX YaCTH yBeJINI -
JIVCP, a APYTOV, HA00OPOT, Aerpagnposan. Takum 00-
PpasoM, KTO-TO 13 HVIX CMOT JIyYIlle COIPOTMBIIATHCS Be-
TPY, a KTO-TO IIpefIiodesI He jleTaTh BoobIe: o0e cTpa-
Tervy Benm K ycrexy (Hoxmms, 2010, c. 83). To xe camoe
OTHOCWTCS He TOJIBKO K MOP(OJIOriN, HO VI K IIOBEIeH-
YecKMM IIfTaMaM. TakmmM oOpa3oM, IpucrocobrieH e,
He IPOTMBOpeYa Kay3aJIbHOCTV, ITO3BOJISET MHIIVIBU-
IlaM IIPOSIBJISITH CBODOIY BBIOOpPa, BBICTYIIAIOIIYIO OC-
HOBaHVeM 1 A1 cBobons! Bosn. CBoboma BeIOOpa Kak
B OyKBaJIbHOM, TaK U MeTapOPMIEeCKOM — IS XKMBOT-
HBIX — CMBICJIe BefleT K pasHoobOpasuto. Ho 3Ta xe cBo-
Oorta MoXKeT, Ha000POT, OBITH yCIIOBMEM OfHOODpasms,
KOI/ja pedb MAeT O MOPaJIbHOV OTBETCTBEHHOCT, O Ka-
TETOPUYECKOM mMIlepaTuBe B TepmmHax Kanta. MbI
BUVIM, OIHAKO, YTO OIHOOOpasue IomoOHOro poma
He MOXeT ObITh JeTepMMHMPOBAHO BHEIIHVIMM II0 OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K BOJIe YesloBeKa IpmumHamy. OHO MOXeT
OBITH IIPOYKTOM JINIITE CBOOOIHOrO BeIOOpa. Ha aToM
IyTV MOXKHO HawTu Ooslee 0OOCHOBaHHOe pellleHVie
TpeThent aHTMHOMMY KaHTa, momyckarorieir ogHOBpe-
MEHHO KaK IIPUYMHHOCTD, TaK Y CBOOOY.
PacripocTpaHeHve IeVICTBYIS 3BOJIIOLVIOHHBIX IIPUH-
LIVITIOB Ha 3IMCTEMOJIOTMIO B TAKOM (PrI0cOpCKOM KOH-
TeKCTe BIIOJIHEe OXW[IaeMo. B HOBOM cBeTe Bce Hallle 3Ha-
HMe IIyTeM CHeIM(UIecKoro ecTeCTBEHHOro oTOopa
«IIPUCIIOCAONIMBAETCS» K OOBEKTVBHOW [IEVICTBUTEIIb-
Hoctu. Ilo MHenuro Tlonmepa, Teopun KOHKYpUPYIOT
MeXX[1y cobOov1 HaTlofio0vie OpraHm3MoB B IIPUPOZIE, 1 BbI-
JKIMBaeT Ta, KOTOpasi JIyd4llle OOBICHSeT peasbHOCTD 1,
B IIIIPOKOM CMBICIIe, Oostee ycrientHa. 3HaunT, [lormep
paccMaTpuBall 3HaHVe U IeVICTBUTEIPHOCTh KaK He3a-
BUICMBIe CTPYKTYPHI B Tyxe KaHTa, X0OTsI B oTJIMYme OT
HIOCTIETHETO BT BOSMOXKHOCTb VIX COOTBETCTBIS OiIa-
rofapsi a0anmayuy OIHOV 13 HVIX K PYTOV ITy TeM ITpo0
v vctipassieHns ommbok (Popper, 1994, p. 24, 92)°.
Bortee Toro, 3HaYeHIe TIPUICITIOCOOIIEHIS HE OT paHVI-
4yyBaeTcs OMOJIOrveN W 3MMcTeMosiorver. S CKiIoHeH
B CBSI3ML CO BCEM BBIITIeCKa3aHHBIM Hazle/IUTh IIOHSTVe

9K coxartermio, Ilommep He BO3BeI TeM He MeHee IIPVCIIOCO-
GreHme Ha ypoBeHB (HMII0COPCKOVI KAaTeropui, TIOATBEPKIeHIe
YeMy MBI YBUIVIM 9y Th HVDKE.
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terpreted to mean that event B necessarily follows
event A. Adaptation means that event A phyloge-
netically can equally and fortuitously follow events
B, C or D, with anti-B being as possible an alterna-
tive as B. For example, Darwin cites as an instance
of natural selection changes in the morphology of
insects which find themselves on oceanic islands:
under the impact of strong winds that drive the in-
sects towards the ocean one part of them grew big-
ger wings while the other part saw them diminish
in size. Thus one of these groups was better adapted
to resisting wind and the other preferred not to fly
at all: both strategies were successful (cf. Dawkins,
1999, p. 42). The same applies not only to morphol-
ogy but also to behavioural clichés. Thus adap-
tation, while not contradicting causality, enables
individuals to exercise freedom of choice which is
also the foundation of free will. Freedom of choice,
both in the literal and metaphoric meaning (for an-
imals), leads to diversity. But freedom may, on the
contrary, be a precondition of uniformity when
we speak of moral responsibility and the categori-
cal imperative in Kant’s sense. We see, however,
that this kind of uniformity cannot be determined
by causes that are external to the human will. It
can only be a product of free choice. Following this
path one may arrive at a more grounded solution of
Kant’s third antinomy which allows simultaneously
for causality and freedom.

The spread of the effect of evolutionary princi-
ples to epistemology in the philosophical context
was to be expected. In this new light all our knowl-
edge is “adapted” to objective reality through a spe-
cific kind of natural selection. In Popper’s opinion,
theories compete among themselves like organisms
in nature and the theory that survives is the one that
better explains reality and is, in the broader sense,
more successful. Thus Popper (1994, pp. 24, 92)
considered knowledge and reality to be independ-
ent structures in the Kantian sense although, unlike
the latter, he thought that their correspondence was
possible thanks to the adaptation of one of them to
the other through trial and error.’

Moreover, the significance of adaptation is not
limited to biology and epistemology. In the light of
all the above I am inclined to award to the concept

? Unfortunately Popper, did not elevate adaptation to the lev-
el of a philosophical category, proof of which we shall see be-
low.



IIPUCIIOCOOIIeHIS CTaTyCOM KpaeyToJIbHOTO IIPUHITNIIA
11711 BCeX SMIIMPUYECKMX HaykK, ITpeIMeT KOTOPBIX BbI-
XOWIT 3a IIpefieIbl HeopraHMuecKoy MaTepuIL: ecyIu TO,
UTO COOTBETCTBYeT IIPMUYMHHOCTY B MUpe Bellleil ca-
MUX 110 cebe, — IPOTOIPUYMHHOCTD — JIEVICTBUTEIIb-
HO CTPYKTYpUpyeT (pu3MuecKnii MUp, TO IIPUCIIOCO-
OjleHMe — 3TO TOT HOIOJIHUTEIBHBIV K HeVl BUJ CBs-
311, KOTOPBIVI CTPYKTYpUpyeT OoJiee BEICOKIE 3TaXK! pe-
aJIBHOCTVI V1 CBSI3bIBAET VIX C 0a30BbIM YPOBHEM.
byayun apTukymMpoBaHHBIM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVM
00pa3oM, 3TO IIOHATVE MOXKET IIOMOYb PEeIINTh IIPVH-
LMIVaJIbHbIe HpoOJIeMbl, (PUKCHpyeMble CIIelasm-
CTaMM Jla’ke B CaMOVI SBOJIIOLIIOHHOV SIVCTeMOJIOT M.
Opna M3 HMX, ciIy’kallasg CUMIITOMOM HeIOOLeHKM
3HaUeHNs IIPVCIIOCO0IIeH IS, COCTOUT B MHIVIMOM Heco-
OTBETCTBUN APYT APYTY LiesIeVt pasBUTWs HayKu 1 Ovio-
JIOTM'9eCKOVI 9BOJIIOITNY, YTO IO phIBaeT caM MJeoJIor -
Jeckui (pyH/JaMeHT 3BOJIIOLVIOHHOV SIIVICTeMOJIOT V:

CranpmapTHble TpaOMIVIOHHBIE TOYKM 3peHMs Ha
IIOSIBJIEHVIE VI POCT HAy4YHOTO 3HAHMSA BVIAT HAyKy
KaK IIporpecc, KOTOPBII IIPM COOTBETCTBYIOMIMX YC-
JIOBVISIX PAIVIOHAJIBHOTO 1 CBOOOJTHOTO MICCIIEIOBAHIS
MPOM3BOAUT CYMMY 3HaHWV, HEYKJIOHHO HpubvoKa-
orytocs K uctvHe. CeyTeKIMOHMCTCKIe Moper Ovo-
JIOTMYECKOVI SBOJIIOLIVIV, C IPYTOVi CTOPOHBI, B I1€JI0M
paccMaTpMBalOTCA KaK He IIporpeccuBHEIe... broro-
rydecKasi 3BOJIOLNS IIPOAYLMPYET CKOopee pas3HOoo-
Opasute, ueM CXOXXJIEHVE B OJJHOVI TOUKe. DBOJIFOIOH-
Hasi sricremosiorvs [lormepa meItaeTcs OXBaTUTB 00e
[cTpaTernu], HO memaer atTo ¢ Tpynom. Kornernmyisa Ha-
y4HbIX pepoyronnyt KyHa miprsiiekaria mpeBapuTesib-
HO HapBVHMCTCKYIO MOZeJIb, HO I10ciIe KpuTuku KyHn
oTKasasicg OT Hee... TyJIMUH... Ipe/iCTaBIIsIeT IpuIMe-
yaTe/lbHOe MCKIodyeHue. 110 ero MHEHUIO, ITOHSITVIS
PalVIOHAIIBHOCTYI — HUMCTO «JIOKJIbHBIE», ¥ CaMU
IIOIIBEP>KEHEBI 9BOJIOLVIL. DTO, B CBOIO OUepelb, KaKeT-
cs1, BJIe4eT HeOOXOIVIMOCTh PaCIIpPOIAaThCs C JI000V
«1leJIeHaIlpaB/IeHHOCTBIO» B HAayYHOM VICCIIeIOBaHUN
(Bradie, Harms, 2016).

Orta nipolireMa «pasHBIX IieJIel», OJJHAKO, TTOPOXIIe-
Ha HemopasyMeHMeM U OBbICTPO perraeTcs, ecyiv Mbl T10-
CTaBVM B COOTBETCTBIE VICTUHE B HayKe B KaueCTBe KO-
HEYHOV! 11eJIV ee PasBUTHKS He pasHOoOpasye B IIpUpo-
Tle, 9TO SIBHO OIIMOOYHO, a npucnocobseHue. VIMeHHO
OHO BBICTYyIa€T ABVDKYIIEV IIPUYVIHOV ¥ KOHEYHO 1ie-
JIBIO 3BOJTIIOLIVIY, B TO BpeMs KaK pasHooOpasve — 3TO
JIVIIIB CPeICTBO ee IOCTVDKeHMs. B Taxkoi myicnosmiim
pa3sHOOOpasnio OpraHM3MOB B XXMBOW IIpuUpose Oyjer
COOTBETCTBOBATh B HayKe He VICTMHA, KaK CErOHS ITPV-
HSITO CUUTATh, a aHAJIOTMYHOEe pasHooOpase 3HaHU 1
VX yBeJMuMBaroIiascd cuenvdvkanys. Veruay mnpu
3TOM, OCOOEHHO B paMKaX 3BOJIIOIIMOHHOM 3IMCTEMO-
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of adaptation the status of cornerstone principle for
all the empirical sciences whose subject transcends
the limits of inorganic matter. While proto-causali-
ty, which corresponds to causality in the world of
things in themselves, really structures the physical
world, adaptation is an additional type of connec-
tion that structures higher levels of reality and links
them with the basic level.

Articulated in this way the concept may be in-
strumental in solving fundamental problems which
specialists find even in evolutionary epistemology
itself. One of them, a symptom of underestimation
of the significance of adaptation, consists in an al-
leged discrepancy between the goals of the devel-
opment of science and biological evolution, which
undermines the very ideological foundation of evo-
lutionary epistemology:

Standard traditional accounts of the emergence
and growth of scientific knowledge see science
as a progressive enterprise which, under the
appropriate conditions of rational and free
inquiry, generates a body of knowledge which
progressively converges on the truth. Selectionist
models of biological evolution, on the other hand,
are generally construed to be non-progressive [...].
Rather than generating convergence, biological
evolution produces diversity. Popper’s evolutionary
epistemology attempts to embrace both but does so
uneasily. Kuhn’s “scientific revolutions” account
draws tentatively upon a Darwinian model, but
when criticized, Kuhn retreated [...]. Toulmin [...] is
a noteworthy exception. On his account, concepts
of rationality are purely “local” and are themselves
subject to evolution. This, in turn, seems to entail the
need to abandon any sense of “goal directedness” in
scientific inquiry (Bradie and Harms, 2016).

The problem of “different goals,” howev-
er, stems from a misunderstanding and is readily
solved if we juxtapose to scientific truth as the ul-
timate goal of scientific development not diver-
sity in nature — which is obviously wrong — but
adaptation. It is adaptation that is the driving cause
and ultimate goal of evolution whereas diversity
is merely a means towards achieving it. In this ac-
count it is diversity of knowledge and its growing
specificity which corresponds to diversity of organ-
isms in living nature, not the truth. Meanwhile the
truth, especially in the framework of evolutionary
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JIOT'MV, BIIOJIHE MOXKHO VIHTepPIIPeTHPOBaTh B TepMIHaX
npucriocoorteHms. bosiee TOro, 51 He BUDKY IIPEIIITCTBU,
9TOOBI paccMaTpMBaTh IIPWUCIIOCOOIEHMe B IMTMPOKOM
CMBICTIe CJIOBA KaK I1eJIb He TOJIBKO OVOJIOr1T4ecKovt 3B0-
JIOOWN VT HAyYHOTO 3HaHNMs, HO BOOOIE BCSKOrO
nporpecca. CKa’keM, COLMAJIBHBIVI ITPOrpecc HeMBbIC-
JIiM Oe3 pasBUTH pasHbIX (popM TorreparTHOCTI. Hao-
0opoT, acKaIaLys KOH(IIMKTOB, HAIIpVIMepP B MEXKIyHa-
POITHOM MacITabe, MOXKET IIPUBECTN K VICYe3HOBEHIO
He TOJIBKO ITVBIJIM3AIINIY, HO VI YeJIOBEeUeCTBa B IIeJIOM.

BcriomHMM B 3TOM CBSI3M, 4TO caM JlapBuH cora-
CVJICS C OOHVM W3 CBOVIX KOJIJIET, UTO BhIpakeHWe «Bbl-
JKMBaHME IIPUCIIOCOOJIEHHBIX», BBEIEHHOEe B 000OpOT
I CnercepoM, TO4Hee BbIpakaeT CyThb €ro TeOPWM, He-
KeJI «eCTeCTBeHHBIVI OTOOpP», KOTOPBIM (TOCJIOBHO:
«IIPVIPOAHBIV 0TOOP») IOPOXKIasl HeHY KHBIe MUCTIIHe-
CKMe KOHHOTaIuM, corylacHo KoTopeiM [Ipmpora B Ka-
4JecTBe SIKOOBI HEKOErO PasyMHOI'O CYIIeCTBa IIPOV3BO-
IMT BOJIEBOVI IIeJIeHallpaBJIeHHBIVI OTOOP OpraHV3MOB.
OpHako K TOMy MOMEHTY BBIpakeHVie «eCTeCTBeHHBIN
0TOOpP» CTaJIo y>Ke YCTOSIBIIIMIMCS MeMOM (cM.: JJoKIMH3,
2010, c. 305—306).

Konmnermrist lapTvana — JlopeHtia BummTcst Oortee
YTOHYEHHOVI, YeM B MapKCM3Me, BepCUeV MaTeprains-
Ma, HaXOJISIIIerl TOUKM COITPVKOCHOBEH N C TyaIi3MOM
KanTa B mpusHaHMM OITpeiesIeHHOro pojia aBTOHOMUL
IICVIXMYECKOTO ¥ Pa3yMHOIro, HO He ¢ IyaimsMoM e-
Kapra. Ecm gy exapra u KapTesmaHIleB (paBHO 1
1715l CTOPOHHMKOB pallVIOHaJIBHOV IICKIXOJIOIMM, KakK
oHa npesictasiieHa KanTtom B ero «Kputuke gmcroro
pasyMa») «ayIia, He Oyaydn 1e/IMMOVI 1 COCTOSIIEN 13
KaKMX-I10O0 YacTerl, He MOXKeT IIOrMOHY Th, 1, CJlefloBa-
TeJIPHO, OHa OeccmepTHa» (ApHo, Huxkoss, 1991, c. 311),
To B cucteMe [apTmana — JlopeHria oHa — mIIb OT-
HOCUTEJIBHO CaMOCTOSITe/IbHASI CyOCTaHIVIs, IIPOLyKT
OIIpesieJIeHHOrO CIIoco0a VMHTerpalyuy KOMIIOHEHTOB
Gorlee HM3KOro yPOBHSL. 3HAYNT, eIV He caMa Jy1ia, TO
ee MaTepvaJIbHasi OCHOBA BCe-TaKM JiejiMa. TakuM 00-
pasoM, ¢ IpeKpallleHVeM VHTerpaluu pejleBaHTHBIX
MaTepyasIbHbIX KOMIIOHEHTOB IIpeKpalnaercsi 1 Obl-
TYe Ay, DTO OTYacTU coryiacyercs: ¢ MHeHueM Kan-
Ta, YTO CyOCTaHIVIS IyI — 3TO PeryJIsITUBHAS, a He
KOHCTUTYTMBHAs Mesl. Bce-Takv MHe IIpeficTaBiIseTcs,
uto B «[lapasormsmax umcroro pasyma» KaHt 1brtasics
JOCTUYB ITpaBe[IHBIX 11ejlefl — OIIpOBepKeHMs paliyo-
HaJIBHOW IICVIXOJIOTMI — C IIOMOIIBIO CJIOKHBIX U He-
Oe3yKopM3HEeHHBIX apryMeHTOB. EMy moctaTogHO OBUIO
ObI yKaszaTh Ha CMeIlIeHue PaIliOHaIbHBIMI IICHIXO0JI0-
raMy IByX Pa3HbBIX MOIYCOB CyOCTaHIINV, O KOTOPBIX 5
YIIOMMHaJI BBIIIIE, — OTHOCUTEJIBHOIO, B KadecTBe Ka-
TETOPUM PacCyliKa, ¥ aOCOTIOTHOTO, B KauecTBe TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaIbHO Men pasyMa. B TepmmHax oHTOIIOI -
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epistemology, can well be interpreted in terms of
adaptation. Moreover, I see no obstacle to consider-
ing adaptation in the broad sense to be the goal not
only of biological evolution or scientific knowledge,
but of all progress in general. For example, social
progress is inconceivable without the development
of various forms of tolerance. On the contrary, the
escalation of conflicts, for example on the interna-
tional scale, may lead to the disappearance not only
of civilisation but of the human race as a whole.

It will be recalled in this connection that Darwin
agreed with one of his colleagues that the expres-
sion “survival of the fittest” introduced by Herbert
Spencer, more accurately reflects the essence of his
theory than “natural selection,” which gave rise to
unwelcome mystical connotations whereby Nature
as a kind of intelligent entity purposefully selects or-
ganisms. However, by that time the expression “nat-
ural selection” had already become an established
meme (cf. Dawkins, 1999, pp. 179-180).

The conception of Hartmann-Lorenz appears to
be a more subtle version of materialism than Marx-
ism, a version that has common ground with Kant’s
dualism in recognising a kind of autonomy of the
psychic and the intelligent, but not with Cartesian
dualism. While for Descartes and the Cartesians
(equally for the advocates of rational psychology as
represented by Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason)
“[...] since the soul is in no way divisible or com-
posed of parts, it cannot perish, and consequent-
ly is immortal” (Arnauld and Nicole, 1996, p. 237),
in Hartmann-Lorenz’s system it is just a relative-
ly independent substance, the product of a certain
mode of integration of components at a lower level.
Hence, if not the soul itself then its material substra-
tum is, after all, divisible. Thus, the being of the soul
ceases with the cessation of the integration of rele-
vant material components. This partly agrees with
Kant’s opinion that the substance of the soul is a
regulatory and not a constitutive idea. Even so, I be-
lieve that in “The Paralogisms of Pure Reason” Kant
sought to achieve right goals — refuting ration-
al psychology — with the help of complicated and
somewhat flawed arguments. It would have been
sufficient if he had pointed to the confusion by ra-
tional psychologists of two different modes of sub-
stances that I mentioned above — the relative, as a
category of understanding, and the absolute, as the
transcendental idea of reason. In terms of ontolog-



4ecKoro IUTIopasin3Ma Takoe pasjIndeHne O3HavaeT To,
4TO CyOcTaHINS, (PYHKUVOHVPYIOIIAs Ha HEKOTOPOM
BBICIIIEM YPOBHE, He MOXXeT VIMEeThb aOCOTIOTHBINI MOJIYC
6a30B0ro ypOBHSI.

Pacxofisich ¢ ugean3MoOM, OHTOJIOTMYeCKUT IUTIopa-
JIN3M, C APYTOM CTOPOHBI, He CMBIKAeTCd 1 C MaTepua-
JIM3MOM MOHVCTUYIECKOro TosrKa. OT MapKCHUCTCKOV BEp-
CVIVI MaTepraIi3Ma 3Ty KOHIIEIIINIO OT/ITIaeT yoexxe-
HVIe, 9TO AyIla U, IITNpe, MeabHoe — 3TO He aTpuodyT
MaTepuu, a ee CJIyYaviHbIVI IIPOIYKT, UMEIOIINVI TeM He
MeHee COOCTBEHHBIE 3aKOHBI CBOero mposisjieHus. V B
11eJI0M BCe IBVDKEHe OT IIPOCTOrO K CJIOKHOMY, IMEHY-
eMoe TIPOrpeccoM, — 3TO He OOBEKTMBHAS 3aKOHOMep-
HOCTB, B KOTOPOV JTFOIIV, JIUIIIEHHBIE CBOOOJTEI BOJIV, BBI-
MIOJIHSAIOT POJIVI MapMOHETOK B Y)Ke HaIlMCAHHOV ITbe-
Ce, a Iy Th CJIYYaTHOTO OCYIIIECTBIIEHMSI BOSMOXKHOCTETA.
Ortcrofa crremyeT, 9TO MBI He 3aCTpaxOBaHbI KaKVMV-TO
OOBEKTMBHBIMIM 3aKOHAMWM PasBUTHS OT Aerpafaliuii,
OT CJIy4YalTHOTO YHUYTOXEHUS BCEX CIIOEB PeaTbHOCTY
BbIIIle 0A30BOrO MaTepraIbHOr0. DHEPIMYHBIM ITPOIIa-
TaHIVCTOM HOMOOHBIX VIEN CTasl I Pyrov 3BOJIIOIIVIOH-
"B snuctemorior — Crusen TysMuH, BBeAIINMI 1I0-
HSITVIe SKOJIOTYeCKOV TapaJAnIMbI B Hayke. OH IpoTH-
BOITOCTABJI €€ TOCIIOZICTBYIOIIEV «acTPOHOMMYECKOV»
(merepmmumcTckort) napagurme (Tynmmna, 1984), uro
CO3BYYHO 3all[MIIIaeMOMY MHOVI Te3VICy O pasiesIeHuUN
OHTOJIOTMVI Ha CTPYKTYpUpyeMble IPUYMHHOCTHIO U
IpUCIIocoOIIeHIEM.

Yro Kacaercst Konuenuy Hukosas laptMana, cso-
GozxHOM OT ee MHTepIIpeTariuy JlopeHiieM, B cBoent PyH-
TTaMeHTaJIBPHOV YacTM OHa OTKJIOHSIETCS OT TPaHCIIeH-
meHTarmm3Ma KaHTa m B TepMMHAX IOCIIETHETO IIpef-
CTaBJIsIeT COOOVI ONIVH 113 BAPMAHTOB TPaHCIIeHIeHTaTh-
Horo peanmsMa. CaMbIM HeIlpueMJIeMbIM C KaHTMaH-
CKOVI TOUKM 3peHus rpexoM [apTMaHa sIBJIsIeTCsl OHTO-
morvsanus uM Kareropuit (cm.: Poli, 2017). Coriacto
lapT™Many, KaTeropum — 3TO IIPVHIINIIBL, CTPYKTYpPH-
pyomIve Ovimie BeIelt, 3JIeMEeHTOB KaK HeopraHude-
CKOVI IPUPOMR], TaK U KaXKIOTo IIOCIIeIYIOIIero CJIost
BooO111e. PasHble OHTOJIOrMYeCKYe CJIOM OO beIMHAIOTCA
y Hero He mIpwcrocobeHneM, a oOIIMMM M BceM Ka-
TETOPUSMIL «...IHTerpallysl B €IUMHCTBO OHTOJIOTMYe-
CKMX CTpaT 3VDKIeTcs PyHIaMeHTaIbHO Ha TOM (pak-
Te, UTO 3J7IeMeHTapHble KaTeropmy IIPOHMKAIOT BBEpPX B
00J1acTh 3HAYMTEIIHHO DOJIEe BEICOKOVI CTPYKTYPBI 1 YTO
5TO IPOHVMKHOBEHVIE COITPOBOXKIIAETCS X ITOCTOSTHHO
Monmdmkarmerr» (Hartmann, 1953, p. 73). BospaskeHns
IpOTWB 3TOV mo3umyy [apTMaHa MOTyT OBITH CHSTBI,
ecJIV ero KaTeropuy MOHMMAaTh KaK 3aKOHOIIATeIbCTBO,
crienudpmaecKoe st KaKIOM M3 OHTOJIOTMYECKMX pe-
aJTbHOCTEN: B (PU3MKe — CBOV 3aKOHBI, B OVOJIOTMM —
cson. Ho, ¢ gpyrom cropoHsl, HeT M yOemTeTbHBIX
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ical pluralism such distinction means that the sub-
stance functioning at a higher level cannot have an
absolute mode of the basic level.

Differing from idealism, ontological pluralism,
on the other hand, is not materialism of the monistic
persuasion. The conception differs from the Marxist
version of materialism in that it considers the soul
and, more broadly, the ideal not as an attribute of
matter but its accidental product which, howev-
er, manifests itself according to its own laws. And
on the whole the movement from the simple to the
complex known as progress is not an objective law
under which people deprived of free will are pup-
pets in the already written play, but a path of acci-
dental materialisation of opportunities. From this it
follows that we are not guaranteed by any objective
laws of development against degradation, against
accidental destruction of all the levels of reality
above the basic material level. A vigorous propo-
nent of such ideas was another evolutionary epis-
temologist, Stephen Toulmin, who introduced the
concept of ecological paradigm in science. He op-
posed it to the prevalent “astronomical” (determin-
istic) paradigm (Toulmin, 1972), which coincides
with the thesis defended by me of the division of
ontologies into those structured by causality and
those structured by adaptation.

As for the conception of Hartmann, apart from
its interpretation by Lorenz, it diverges in its fun-
damental part from Kant’s transcendentalism and,
in terms of the latter, is a variant of transcenden-
tal realism. Hartmann’s worst sin from the Kant-
ian point of view is his ontologisation of categories
(cf. Poli, 2017). According to Hartmann, categories
are principles that structure the being of things, ele-
ments both of inorganic nature and every following
stratum in general. He explains the unity of differ-
ent ontological levels not by adaptation but by their
shared categories: “[...] the integration into unity
of the ontological strata rests fundamentally on the
fact that elementary categories penetrate upwards
into the field of far higher structure and that this
penetration involves their continual modification”
(Hartmann, 1953, p. 73). Objections to Hartmann’s
position can be retracted if his categories are under-
stood as legislation peculiar to each ontological re-
ality, physics having its own laws and biology its
own. But on the other hand, there are no convinc-
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KOHTpapryMeHTOB IIPOTVIB €0 MHEeHWs, 9YTO BpeMsi, Ha-
HprMep, MOXeT OBITh OHOV M3 OOBeMHSIONNX BCe
oHrorornu dpopmornt (cm.: Hartmann, 1953, p. 77).

ITpummpeHme NByX MHTEepIIpeTallUil
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJILHOT0 MaeaIn3Ma

[IBe KOHKYpUPpYIOLIVe CEeronHs B KaHTOBEIEHWN
VHTepIIpeTaluni TPaHCIEHIeHTaIbHOTO  Vieasin3-
Ma — JIBYXMMUPHAas WM IIByXacIleKTHasi — OIMHaKO-
BO ODOCHOBaHHO aleJUIMPYIOT K TekcTaMm Kanra. Dii-
JIMCOH yIIoMmHaeT, uTo Ilpudaapn BMeHs1 faxke camo-
My KaHTYy 06e MHTepripeTalinmy, HasblBasg 9TO IIyTaHU-
nent (Allison, 2004, p. 6). Bar KiieBe mosTomy mpmssl-
BaeT cfeslaTh BHIOOp Ha OCHOBe KpuTepus dpuiocod-
ckomt ynossiersoputesibHocTH (Van Cleve, 1999, p. 146),
YTO IIPEJICTABIIAETCS Pa3syMHBIM, XOTS €r0 COOCTBEH-
HBIVI BBIOOP B IIOJIB3y JBYXMMWPHOVI MHTEpPIIpeTalm
HeyOermmTesteH. B mocienHee BpeMsl Kak MTOr Hepas-
PEIIMBIX CIIOPOB CTaJIV HOSIBIISITBCS BEPCUV IIPVIMMU-
penms aByx cropoH. M. O0epcT, B 4aCTHOCTY, He BU-
OUT IIPUYVH, [I0YeMy [Be MHTepIIpeTaluy He MOTyT
OBITH COBMeCTUMEBL PassmiueHie IBjIeHnyl 1 Belllen ca-
Mux 110 cebe nodpasymeBaem pasiaeHVie IBYX acIlek-
TOB IOCJIETHMX Ha TOM OCHOBaHWM, YTO, KaK TOBOPWJI
KanT, sBjIeHMSI HEBO3MOXHBI 0€3 TOro, uTo SIBIISET-
ca (B XXVI=XXVIL; KanT, 2006, c. 29). Co cBoent cTo-
POHBI, KOHIIEIIIVS JABYX aCIIeKTOB nodpasymebaem Cy-
IecTBOBAHVIE IBYyX pa3HbIX IIOJIFOCOB OJJHOTO 113 acIleK-
ToB — oTHomreHns adpdpexrarmu (Oberst, 2015, p. 60—
61). [1Ba acriekTa 11 /1Ba IOJIIOCA (= /1Ba MMpPa) OTHOTO 13
acIIeKTOB, TaKMM 00pa3oM, — 3TO He KOHKY pUpPYIOIIIyie
B3IVISAIZIBI, a J[Ba KOMIIOHEHTa OIHOWV M TOW >Xe, Dojiee
CJIOKHOVI, YeM B 3TVX B3IJIAIAX, KapTUHBL Takou BbI-
BOJI, TI0 MOEMY MHEHWIO, €CJIV 11 He BbIpakeH SKCIUIV-
LWTHO, TO BBITEKaeT 13 pasMelrieHny ObepcTa.

3arpynHeHMe IS MIEV IPUMMUPEHNS BBI3bIBAET
JIVIITb BOIIPOC, TIOYEMY IIPOAYKT addpexrarmm — siB-
JleHVe — JOJDKeH, 110 KaHTy, npuHamexars gpyromy
Mupy. V1 3meck HaM Ha IIOMOIIIb ITPVIXOOWUT TeOPVsi MHO-
rocsroviHovt oHTostormy laptmana — JlopeHria. B tep-
MMHax KoHIenimm dyssryparmm JlopeHiia sSBieHms
TOJDKHBI OBITH IIPOAYKTOM OCOOOTO pofia MHTeT pariimi
Beter caMux 1o cebe. C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, ITePBbIe TIPU-
HaJIJIEXaT K JIPYTOV OHTOJIOTMYECKOV CTpaTe, HeXeIn
HIOCIIeIHIe, TaK KaK Ha Y POBHe Belllell CaMIX ITo cebe He
MOYKET OBITh HVMKAaKVX SIBJIEHW, ¥ TIOTOMY 3[1eCh IIpU-
MEHVM KOHIIEIIT 1By X MUpOB. C Ipyrom — sBJIeHS He
MOTYT CyIIIeCTBOBaTh Oe3 TOro, UTO SABJIsieTCd. DTa Xa-
PpaKTepUCTVIKa SIBJIeHN TIOfTIaaeT IO KOHIIEIIT IBY X
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ing arguments against his opinion that time, for ex-
ample, can be one form that unites all ontologies (cf.
Hartmann, 1953, p. 77).

Reconciling Two Interpretations
of Transcendental Idealism

The two rival interpretations of transcendental
idealism — the two-world and two-aspect — that to-
day prevail in Kant studies are equally justified in
invoking Kant’s texts. Allison (2004, p. 6) notes that
Prichard even attributed to Kant himself both inter-
pretations, describing this as confusion. Van Cleve
(1999, p. 146) therefore urges making the choice on
the basis of the “philosophical satisfaction” criteri-
on, which is reasonable, although his own choice in
favour of the two-world interpretation is unconvinc-
ing. More recently, insoluble arguments spawned
attempts at reconciling the two sides. Michael
Oberst, for example, sees no reason why the two
interpretations cannot be compatible. The distinc-
tion between phenomena and things in themselves
implies the difference of two aspects of the latter on
the grounds that, as Kant said, an appearance is im-
possible without what is appears (B XXVI-XXVII;
Kant, 1998, p. 115). On the other hand, the concept
of two aspects implies the existence of two different
poles of one of the aspects, which is the relation-
ship of affectation (Oberst, 2015, pp. 60-61). Thus
two aspects and two poles (= two worlds) of one of
the aspects are not rival views but two components
of one and the same picture more complicated than
that produced by the two views. This conclusion, in
my opinion, if not explicitly expressed, flows from
Oberst’s reflections.

The stumbling block for the idea of reconcilia-
tion is the question why the product of affectation
(the phenomenon) must, according to Kant, belong
to another world. And there the Hartman-Lorenz
theory of multi-stratum ontology comes to the res-
cue. In terms of Lorenz’s concept of fulguration,
phenomena must be products of a special kind of in-
tegration of things in themselves. On the one hand,
the former belong to a different ontological stratum
than the latter since there can be no phenomena at
the level of things in themselves, which is why the
concept of two worlds can be applied here. On the
other hand, phenomena cannot exist without what
manifests itself. This characteristic of phenomena
tallies with the concept of two aspects. The essence
and spirit of the proposed reconciliation are con-



acriektoB. CyTh U AyX IIpefjlaraeMoro NpUMUpPeHUs
IepeJIaoT BB PUBeIeHHbIe IINTaThI 13 paboTs! JTo-
penta (JIopents, 1998, c. 278 —279, 281), mpemynpexnia-
IolIVie OJJHOBPEMEHHO KaK IMPOTUB paliKaJIbHOIO pe-
IYKIVOHM3MA, TaK M IIPOTUB JOrMaTUUYeCKMX IVXOTO-
MU ecii «B HUKoOrma He ecTh He-A, a Bcerga A+B»,
TO MOXXHO, KOHEUHO, XapaKTepr30BaTk 3TO B ogHOCTO-
PpOHHe KakK He-A, a MOXXHO 1 pelylMpoBaTh ero Tak-
JKe OJTHOCTOPOHHeE K A, OTBJIeKAsICh OT IIPOTMBOIIOJIOX-
HOVI TOUKV 3peHMsI paay KaKOro-TO YacTHOTO TI03HaBa-
TeJIBHOT'O MHTepeca, HO HeJIb3sl a0COIIOTM3POBaTh HIA
OIIHY W3 3TVX HO3ULNI B PVITOCOPCKOM 0000IIIEHMTL.
He TosbKO sIBJIeHMS, HO BCe CYIIHOCTU BTOPOTO U
BBIIIIe OHTOJIOTMYECKMX YPOBHEN MOIYMHEHBl TaKou
JBOVICTBEHHOVI IIPVIPOIE, OTPa’kaeMoVi B pasHbIX MH-
TepripeTaluisix. Belllle 51 yxe ymoMmHasl, 4TO JIylia
cBODOOIIHA OT MaTepPVaJIBHOTO MIUpPa JIVIIIb B OTHOVI CBO-
€1 MIIIOCTacu, B [IPYTOVI SIBJISISICH ITPOIYKTOM CJIOXKHOV
VIHTeTpalliiii MaTepraTbHBIX KOMIIOHEeHTOB. KakmmM-To
HayKaM, HalpuMep TyYMaHWTAapHBIM, YIOOHee VICXO-
IUTh M3 MOHMMaHMS YejloBeKa KaK PasyMHOTO CyIlle-
CTBa 3a IIperesaMy MUpa XMBOTHBIX, IPYIMM — Ta-
KVM, KaK OMOJIOrvis, — HeJIb3sl He CUMTaTh ero, Hao-
OopoT, OMHMM M3 IIpefCcTaBITeeN 3Toro Mupa. Ilpm-
MeHeHVe TOW VIV MHOW MHTepIIpeTaluy ONVCAHUS
aKTOB 3aBMUCUT OT KOHTEKCTA, OT HAIIlero MHTepeca
aKIIeHTMPOBATh JINOO pasyIdre OHTOJIOIMIA B OOIIen
vepapxum 100, Ha00OPOT, X OOIINII KOpeHb: (pak-
THI Pa3sHBIX OHTOJIOTUN — B YAaCTHOCTM, BeIM caMu
110 cebe 11 gBJIEHNST — VIMEIOT OOVH o0 cyOcTpar,
OIIHY MaTepuIO, ITPMHAa/JIeXXa B 3TOV YacTU OJTHOMY U
TOMY k€ MUPY, HO CTPYKTYpUPOBaHbI PasHbIMU Op-
MaMV, KOHCTUTYUPYS C 3TOV CTOPOHBI pa3Hble MUPHIL.
TaxkmM 0Opas3oM, ABe MHTepIIpeTarnyl OTpaXaloT CO-
oot nBe CTOPOHBI, IPVCYIIVE SIBJIEHVIO: OHO, C OHOV
CTOPOHBI, IIpeLICTaBIIsIeT COOOM acIeKT 00beKTa B MIIpe
Belllert camux 110 cebe, pesysibrar adpdupoBaHms u,
C IPYyTov, KOHCTUTYMpPYyeTcs: pOpMaMM UMCTO arIprop-
HOrO XapakTepa, 3aJafolIMI COBePIIIeHHO MHYIO OH-
torroruto. IloaTomy Oymer ommOkow, TaBast OHY WH-
TepIipeTanio TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO VeaIn3Ma, OT-
Beprarb Apyryio. Eciv mByxacrekTHasi MHTepIIpeTa-
Vs IPYTVIMU CJI0BaMV BEIpakaeTcsI KaK OTHOMIUPHas,
TO «MUpP» B JaHHOM CJIyd4ae JJOJDKeH IOHMMAaThCd Kak
onuH 0a306bLil MUP, YTO He VICKJTIOYaeT CyIlleCTBOBaHe
TIOTIOITHUTEIIBHBIX MUPOB €ro MHTepIperanmi. Takas
TPaKTOBKa, Ha MOV B3IVISIA, IPUIAeT TpPaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJILHOMY Mjleasn3My Oorree mryOokoe dpumstocodckoe
3By4aHMe, 4eM B OIHOCTOPOHHVIX TTOIIXOIaX.
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veyed by the above quotations from the work of
Lorenz (1977, pp. 39, 42), which warn simultaneous-
ly against radical reductionism and against dogmat-
ic dichotomies: if “B is never non-A but always A +
B,” then of course one can characterize B one-sid-
edly as non-A, or one can reduce it, also one-sided-
ly, to A, ignoring the opposite point of view for the
sake of a particular cognitive interest, but one can-
not make an absolute of either of these positions in a
philosophical generalisation.

Not only phenomena but all the essences of the
second and higher ontological level reveal such dual
nature reflected in different interpretations. As I
have mentioned above, the soul is free of the mate-
rial world only in one of its aspects while in anoth-
er aspect being the product of complex integration
of material components. Some sciences, for example,
the humanities, are more comfortable in proceed-
ing from the concept of man as an intelligent crea-
ture outside the animal world, while other sciences,
such as biology, cannot but consider man to be one
of the representatives of that world. The applica-
tion of one or the other interpretation of the descrip-
tion of facts depends on the context, on our wish to
stress either the difference of ontologies in the com-
mon hierarchy or, on the contrary, their common
root: the facts of different ontologies — for example,
things in themselves and phenomena — have a com-
mon substratum, the same matter, belonging in this
aspect to the same world but are structured by dif-
ferent forms stating different worlds from that side.
Thus the two interpretations reflect the two sides of
a phenomenon: it is, on the one hand, an aspect of
an object in the world of things in themselves, the
result of Affizierung and, on the other hand, is consti-
tuted by forms of a purely a priori character that dic-
tate a totally different ontology. It would therefore
be a mistake, while giving one interpretation of tran-
scendental idealism to reject another. If the two-as-
pect interpretation, in other words, is expressed as
a one-world interpretation then “the world” in this
case must be understood as one basic world, which
does not rule out the existence of additional worlds
of its interpretations. This treatment, in my opin-
ion, lends transcendental idealism a more profound
philosophical character than one-sided approaches.
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3akjIroueHme

B 3axstrogeHme 1 xoTes1 ObI IIOBTOPUTH TE3VCHL, KOTO-
pble BUISITCS MHe KITIOUEBBIMM B PasBUTUV TEMBI CUH-
Te3a yuenuv Kanra n lapsuHa:

— Wzes alpVMOPHOrO CMHTe3a, BeIpakeHHas Kan-
TOM B Te3WCe O CMHTETMYECKNX CY>KIEHWSIX alpuropu,
sBIIsieTcsl TIIyOoKom priocodpckort MHTywmIIMer, 0e3
KOTOPOV HEBO3MOXKHO TIOCTPOUTH TIOJTHOIIEHHOE TIOHS-
Tre mporpecca. COOTBETCTBEHHO, HEOOXOOMMO Ouep-
TUTb IPaHNLIEI ee IpyMeHeHvIs. CIHTe3 CIIyKIUT OCHO-
BOVI TTOSIBJIEH IS HOBOT'O, YeM OBbI 3TO HOBOE HM ObITO —
3HAHMEM VUIVI HOBOVI OHTOJIOTMYECKOV PeasIbHOCTBIO.
ITosTOoMy ITOHSTME aIIPUOPHOrO CUHTE3A 1ieJiecoo0pas-
HO pacIIVIPWUTB 3a IIpeJiesIbl TOJIBKO CYXKIeHMWT, 3a TIpe-
TIeJTBI TOJIBKO KOTHUTWMBHOI'O allllapaTa, IIOIYHWB 3TO-
My IOHSITUIO ¥ OVMOJIOT IO, HO CJIe[lyeT OCTAaHOBUTHCS B
3TOM pacIIvpeHun Tiepes, 6a30BbIM OHTOJIOIMYECKVIM
YPOBHEM BellleVi caMVIX 10 ceOe, He JIOIyCKasl ero Ty/a;

— Mopja/IbHas CWJIa allpMOPHOIO CHMHTe3a ITPOVIC-
TeKaeT He «CHW3Y», KaK B aHAJIMTUYECKIX CYKIEeHIX,
IIpeAnKaT KOTOPBIX yKe BKJIIOYeH B IIOHSATHE CyObek-
Ta U He IIpefICTaBIsieT cOOOVI HOBOTO 3HAHMS, a «CBEP-
Xy»: B TepMMHaX KoHIermu ¢ysipryparmmm JlopeHiia,
TOJIBKO JIJIsI OCYIIECTBJIEHMSI HOBOVI OHTOJIOIMYECKO
PeasIbHOCTY M TOJIBKO B ee Tapajaurme Heobxoouma
crienudpriyeckast MHTerpalysi KOMIIOHEHTOB 0a30BOv
OHTOJIOI VL. BHY TPV ke IIOCIIeIHeVI TaKasl MHTer paLys
He Heo0x00UMa VI IIOTOMY MOXeT ObITh paspyleHa. Ka-
TeropudecKmi nMmreparns Kanra crremyer noHmMars
B TOM Xe Kirtode. [ToaToMy cuHTeTMUecKas: HeoOXOIu-
MOCTB aKTyaJIbHa TOJIBKO IIJIsI «BEPXHVIX» YPOBHEN pe-
QJIBHOCTY ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TOJIBKO [IJISI VIX VICCIIeI0-
BaHM:. AHaJMTUYeCcKas IIKoIa prtocodmm, UCKITIo-
Jas ee M3 CBOEro apceHasia, oOpekaeT ceds Ha Jiornye-
CKoe " «(m3IIecKoe» 3aTBOPHMIECTBO, HA HEBO3MOX-
HOCTB ajIeKBaTHO acCUMVUIVIPOBATh B CBOVIX TEPMIHAX
KaK CMBICJIBI U [IEHHOCTY, TaK VI IIPOrPecc B 1IeJIOM;

— TOJIBKO [AyasIv3M VIV, IIVIpe, IUTIOPasIv3M, MOXKeT
OBITE OCHOBOVI Hay4YHO OOOCHOBaHHOW dutocodmm,
ITO3BOJISIIOIIEN TTOCTaBUTB BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTW W
HpUpoAe CBSI3MI MEXAY PasHBIMIU OHTOJIOTMYECKH-
MW MUpaMy, MeXIy OpUYrMHaMM M cMbIciaami. Ecian
nyaymsMm KaHTa ocTaBuil 3TOT BOIIPOC OTKPBITBIM, TO
JapBMHM3M JlaeT Ha Hero CBOV OTBET: TaKasl CBS3b BO3-
MOYKHA C TIOMOITIBIO TIpMCTIoco0ieHMs. B cBoro ouepens
IIpYUCIIOCOOTIeHe B KadecTBe pvyTOcOCKI OCMBICTIEH-
HOVI KaTeropuy, Kak HeJI0CTalolee 3BeHO, JIErMTIMU-
PYeT Ayanm3M U ITIOpaIv3M.
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Conclusion

In conclusion I would like to repeat the theses
that I think are key in the development of the syn-
thesis of the teachings of Kant and Darwin:

— The idea of the synthesis a priori expressed
by Kant in his thesis on the synthetic a priori judg-
ments is a profound philosophical intuition without
which it is impossible to form an adequate concept
of progress. Consequently, it is necessary to deter-
mine the boundaries of its applicability. Synthesis is
the basis for the emergence of the new, whether it
is knowledge or a new ontological reality. Therefore
the concept of the synthesis a priori must be expand-
ed beyond mere judgments, beyond mere cognitive
apparatus, subjecting biology to this concept. How-
ever, one should stop short of expanding this to the
basic ontological level, to things in themselves;

— The modal force of the synthesis a priori
comes not “from below,” as in analytical judgments
whose predicate is already included in the concept
of subject and does not represent new knowledge,
but “from the top”; in terms of Lorenz’s fulguration
concept it is only to implement a new ontological re-
ality and only in its paradigm that specific integra-
tion of the components of basic ontology is necessary.
Within the latter such integration is not necessary and
therefore can be disregarded. Kant’s Categorical
Imperative should be understood in this way. The
synthetic necessity is therefore relevant only to the
“higher” levels of reality and consequently only to
their study. The analytical school in philosophy, by
excluding it from its arsenal, dooms itself to logical
and “physical” seclusion as it is unable to adequate-
ly assimilate in its terms either the meanings and
values or progress as a whole;

— Only dualism or, more broadly, pluralism,
can be the basis of a scientifically grounded philos-
ophy that can raise the issue of the possibility and
nature of the link between different ontological
worlds, between causes and meanings. While Kant's
dualism left this question open, Darwinism offers its
own answer: such a link is possible through adapta-
tion. In turn, adaptation as a philosophically mean-
ingful category, as the missing link, justifies dualism
and pluralism.
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