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Momnorpadmst mpodeccopa B.B. BacuiibeBa mpen-
cTaBsieT cobort pyHIaMeHTaJIbHOe MCTOPUKO-puIIo-
codpckoe mccrrenoBaHme XuU3HM U maen ssuna FOma,
HeBepoATHO Ooraroe MarepwasioM. IlosTomy B cBoeix
pelieH3UN g oOpally BHMMaHWe JIUIIb Ha HEKOTOPBIe
V3JI0)KeHHBIe B KHITE CIOXKeTBL.

CTpyKTypHO KHUTa fAe/TuTcs Ha Tpu dacTu. Ilepsas
CONIEPXKUT CUCTeMaTuyecKoe M3JIokeHMe drtocodnm
IOma B aprymMeHTaTHBHOM KJIfode. Bo BTopom msiiara-
eTcs coflep>kaHne padot IOma, koTopoe aHamM3Mpyer-
Cs1 B CBSI3U C ero buorpadmert. B TpeTret crieryaibHO
pasOupaltoTcs Tpy[HBIe 17 MHTepIpeTarui CIoXe-
TBI pustocodpmm BesmKoro motnaHana. [leppas vacTsb
HpefcTaBsieT coboM  palMoOHAIBHYIO PEKOHCTPYK-
LIVIO, KOTOPYIO OCYIIECTBIISIIOT, Kejlagd ITpefCcTaBUTDb
pasOupaeMoro MBIC/IUTEIIS B KadecTBe HaIllero coBpe-
MeHHUIKa, TOr7Ia KaK BTOpasi v OOJIbIIell 9acThio Tpe-
Thsl SIBJISIOTCSI PEKOHCTPYKIIVIEN VICTOPUYeCKON (CM.:
Popru, 2017). Takast crpykTypa oTpakaer OajiaHC, KO-
TOPBIVI aBTOP HallleJI MeXIy aHaJIUTUYeCK/M IOIX0-
ZIOM U MCTOPUKO-prstocopckmm mccenopaneM. CaMm
3TOT OaJlaHC CTajl pe3yJIbTaTOM OOJIBIIOrO Hay4HOI'O
myTn. B cBomx cobcrseHHO drtocodpckmx paborax,
HaIlMCaHHBIX B JyXe aHaJIUTU4YecKol Tpaauuuyu, Ba-
CWIbeB pasBuBaeT MHorue ngen KOma B KoHTeKcTe co-
BPEeMEHHBIX JIVICKYCCUTI?, a B paboTax MCTOPUKO-prIIo-
copCKMX OH BIVCHIBaeT FOMOBCKVIe KOHLITILIWN B VICTO-
PUYeCKMTI KOHTEKCT. B pelieH3mpyeMovi KHIUTE, XOTs
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2 O mpuHNMIIE TepeHOca IMPOIUIOro ONEITa Ha Oymymimit u
3/IpaBOM CMBIC/Ie KaK MCTOYHVKaX yOeInTeIbHOCTI Te3rca O Ka-
y3aJIbHOVI 3aMKHyTOCTM wmsmdeckoro cM.: (Bacmmees, 2009,
c.205—211); o poym FOma B cTaHOBJIEHUY apryMeHTaTUBHO de-
HOoMmeHOoTMM cM.: (Bacwibes, 2014, c. 9—23); passuTie FOMOB-
CKOro B3IVIs7Ia Ha I1pobsieMy cBoGos1bI Bostu cM.: (Bacwuises, 2017).
* Pa3bop porm IOMa B «IIpo0y>KIeHM OT JOTMaTIUeCKOro CHa»
KanTa cMm.: (Bacuytees, 1998, c. 28 —48); o dwtocodumm cosHaHMs
IOma B KOoHTeKCTe TicXosTorvv 30Xy ITpocsermenys eum.: (Bacu-
sibeB, 2010, c. 143 —236).
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Review: Vadim V. Vasilyeyv,
David Hume and the Riddles of His Philosophy.
Moscow, LENAND, 2020, 704 pp.

Professor Vadim Vasilyev’'s monograph is a
highly facetted historical-philosophical study of the
life and ideas of David Hume. As it is based on in-
credibly copious material, I will draw attention only
to some of its aspects.

Structurally the book is divided into three parts.
The first is a systematic presentation of Hume’s phi-
losophy in an argumentative mode. The second is an
exposition of the thinker’s works woven into his bi-
ography. The third analyses the points of the great
Scotsman’s philosophy which present the most dif-
ficulties of interpretation. In the first part the author
proposes a rational reconstruction usually resort-
ed to in order to present a thinker as our contem-
porary, while the second and the greater portion of
the third part is a historical reconstruction (cf. Rorty,
1984). This structure reflects the balance the author
has achieved between the analytic approach and
a historical-philosophical investigation. The bal-
ance is an outcome of a long scholarly path. In his
philosophical works proper, written within the an-
alytic tradition, Vadim Vasilyev elaborates many of
Hume’s ideas in the context of contemporary discus-
sions,? while in his historical-philosophical works he
puts Hume’s concepts in a historical context.® In the

! Lomonosov Moscow State University,

27 bldg 4 Lomonosovsky Prospekt, Moscow, 119991, Russia.
Received: 08.01.2020.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-1-5

© Loginov E.V., 2020.

2 On the principle of conformity between past and future ex-
periences and common sense as supporting the thesis on caus-
al closure of the physical see Vasilyev (2009, pp. 205-211); on
Hume’s role in the emergence of argumentative phenomenol-
ogy see Vasilyev (2014, pp. 9-23); on the development of the
Humean view of the free will problem see Vasilyev (2017).

* On Hume's role in “awakening Kant from dogmatic slum-
ber” see Vasilyev (1998, pp. 28-48); on Hume’s philosophy of
mind in the context of Enlightenment psychology see Vasilyev
(2010, pp. 143-236).
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OHa U BBIIIUIA M3-TI0T] Ilepa YOeXKIeHHOro CTOPOHHMKA
aHaJMTIYecKor drtocodrm, OOIBIIMHCTBO KITode-
BBIX T€PMEHEBTMYECKIX PeIIeHNIT JeTepPMUHPYIOTCS
BCe )Ke He KOHIIeNITYaJIbHBIMY, a UMCTO (PaKTOIoTde-
CKVIMVI OCHOBaHVISIMIA

HeraTnBHBII CMBICJI OCHOBHOTO Te3Vica KHUTV MOX-
HO cpopMyIMpoBaTh Tak: INOAJIVHHasA duiocodus
IOma masieka OT Tex xapaKTepuCTUK, KOTOpble OObIY-
HO eV 1aroT. FOMa cumTaoT SMIVPUKOM, HO 3TO He CO-
BceM Tak. JOM — CKeOTWK ¥ Bpar 3[paBoro CMbICIIa?
DT0 ckopee HepepHoO. IOM — HarypasnmcT? DTO BepHO
JIIIb OTYACTM.

Yrober pasoOparbest B cytn dwtocodpun Oma,
B.B. Bacmipes obparriaercs K ee ucTokaM. B 1729 r. Bo-
ceMHanmarwieTHuit IOM vcmbITan mpo3peHme, KOTo-
poe IIpeBpaTuIo ero B pniocoda: OTKPHITYIO VM «HO-
BYIO apeHy MBICIIV» aBTOp IIpefljlaraeT IIOHMMaTh KaK
«IOIIPOCTy moOJIe (PrIoCcOdCKOro AMCKypca M apry-
MeHTaumm» (Bacusibes, 2020, c. 151; masiee B KPyIJIBIX
CKOOKax yKasbIBAIOTCS CTPaHWMIIBI 3TOTO W3[IaHM:),
TIOCTYII K KOTOPOMY OOYCJIOBMJIO ITPOSIBUBIIIEECS «He-
mcTorMoe drsiocodpckoe BooOpakeHme» (c. 643). ITo-
CJIeICTBVIEM 3TOTO COOBITMSI CTajla BIOXHOBEHHAs yM-
CTBeHHas pa0oTa, CMeHWBIIasica OOJIe3HBIO, CYIMIITO-
MaM¥ KOTOpovi ObuIM Oeccriivie, yCVJIeHHOe CIIIOHO-
OT/leJIeHMe, BBIChIIIaHWs Ha Hasiblax. [Ipranson cso-
ero Hemyra caMm IOM cumTa HeCOBEpIIeHCTBO JTiUe-
CKMX CVICTEM JIPEBHOCTVI, KOTOPbIe 11 ObUIV IIpeIMeTOM
ero paccyxpenus: kauru Innepona, Cenexn, Ihiy-
TapXa, IIpeIIVChIBAIOIIe HaM PasMBIIIIATL O CMep-
TY, HUIIETe ¥ 60V, XOPOIIV B COYeTaHMM C aKTMBHOW
KVM3HBIO, a OAVMHOKUV MBICTIUTENIb, CJIeAysl yKa3aHV-
SIM IPEeBHVIX, JIVIIb VCTOIAeT CBOU CYITbL. [Ipuanron
TaKoro IrpocdeTa B MopayibHOV Teopum HOM Buer ee
VICKJTIOUMTEJTbHO TUIIOTETUYeCKUIT XapaKTep ¥ HeBHU-
MaHMe K onbITy (c. 143—145). YToOBI mpeonorneTs 3Tu
TPYIHOCTV, OH PeLIVII CTPOUTH (PUITOCOUIO He TUIIO-
TeTMYeCK), a C OOPOV Ha CTPOroe MccjiefoBaHue de-
JIOBEYeCKOVI ITPUPOBL.

C 1729 1o 1731 1. 1OM paboTaeTt Haz, CBOVIM IIePBBIM
Hay4YHBIM IIPOeKTOM. EcTecTBeHHO IIpemIIoIoXmTB,
YTO 3TO OBUIV IIOITOTOBUTEIIbHBIE 3aMeTKM K «I'pakTa-
Ty O 4eJjioBeuecKom mpupome». B.B. Bacuibes cunraer,
4UTO 3TO He TaK. Ero aprymenTanms Takosa: B IVICbEMe
ot 1751 1. FOM cooOrmaeT, uto «TpakTar...» 66T 3arIa-
HVPOBaH /10 AOCTVDKEHVS VIM IBaIlIaTyi OHOIO Tofa.
Ecyiv moHMMathk 3T0 OyKBaJIbHO, TO Hadajio PaOOTHI
Haf «Ipakrarom..» — 1731 r, a He 1729. TekcTE1, co3-
JlaHHble B riepuoy, ¢ 1729 no 1731 r.,, Taxke He MOryT
OBITH IIPOCTO OATOTOBMUTETILHBIMI 3aMeTKaMI: B TOM
xe 1751 1., B gpyroM mmcsMe, FOM cooOrriaeT, uTo He-
JIaBHO CXKET' «CTapyl0 PYKOIVCHYIO KHUTY», KOTOPYIO
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book under review, although it is written by a con-
vinced proponent of analytic philosophy, the major-
ity of key hermeneutic solutions are determined not
on conceptual but on factological grounds.

The negative meaning of the book’s main the-
sis can be formulated in the following way: Hume’s
true philosophy is far removed from its common in-
terpretation. Hume is considered to be an empiricist,
but that is not quite true. Is Hume a sceptic and an
enemy of common sense? Probably not. Is Hume a
naturalist? Only partly true.

To get at the heart of the great Scotsman’s phi-
losophy Vasilyev turns to its sources. In 1729 eigh-
teen-year-old Hume experienced an insight which
made him a philosopher. The author suggests that
the “new arena of thought” he had discovered was
“simply the field of philosophical discourse and ar-
gumentation” (Vasilyev, 2020, p. 151; elsewhere
page-numbers of this work are indicated in brack-
ets), which became accessible to him owing to his
“restless philosophical imagination” (p. 643). The
insight was followed by a period of intense work
which ended in illness, manifested in feebleness, ex-
cessive salivation and a rash on the fingers. Hume
himself attributed his illness to the imperfection of
the ancient ethical systems he studied. The books of
Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch which encourage re-
flections on death, misery and pain may be suitable
for one who leads an active life, but a lone thinker
merely drains his strength by following their ad-
vice. Hume believed that this flaw of moral theory
stemmed from its strictly hypothetical character and
inattention to experience (pp. 143-145). To overcome
these difficulties he decided to build his philosophy
not hypothetically, but proceeding from the study of
human nature.

Between 1729 and 1731 Hume worked on his
first scientific project. It is natural to assume that
these were preparatory notes for A Treatise of Hu-
man Nature. But Vasilyev does not believe this was
the case. This is his argument: in a letter of the year
1751 Hume writes that he planned A Treatise before
he was 21. If one takes this literally then work on
A Treatise began in 1731, and not in 1729. The texts
written in 1729-1731 also could not be just prepara-
tory notes: in another letter written in 1751 Hume
reports that he had recently burned “an old Man-
uscript Book” he had written before he had turned
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Hamwca [0 CBoero AsanuarvieTs. Eciam Obl peus
1IJTa O 3aIlMcKax Wi, Kak mpepnosiaraer M.A. Crio-
apT, O BBINMCKax M3 HpPOYMTaHHBIX KHUT (Stewart,
2005, p. 30), To HescHO, ToyeMy FOM roBopuT 0 KHUTE,
KOTOPYIO OH HANUCAA, VI 3a4eM CKXUTaTh THEBHUK UTe-
Hug (c. 162). B.B. BacuiibeB maxke Oepercss peKOHCTPY-
MpoBaTh cofepXaHue 3Toro Tpyna. Ilpenmerom ero
Obu1a prtocodus permrum, opMort — IIyaeKTIde-
CKO€ CTOJIKHOBEeHUe «HEeyTOMVIMOIO BOOOpakeHMs» CO
CKJIOHHOCTBIO WJIV pa3yMoM. VIHBIMM cJIoBaMW, IepBast
kHmra IOMa Oblyta parHert Bepcuent «/Iyaoros o ecre-
CTBEHHOV PeJINTMW», OIyOJIVKOBaHHBIX IIOCIIe CMep-
i aBTopa. [Ipyumnon yHuutoxenust kKuuru B.B. Ba-
CWIbEB II0JIaraeT BKJIIOYeHMe BCero IIeHHOro U3 Hee
B «/Imamorm».

YcTaHoBMB OCHOBHOE cofiepskaHVe IIepBOro Ieprio-
Jla OMOBCKOT'O TBOPUeCTBa, aBTOP ITePeXOIuUT K M3JI0XKe-
Huto vnen «I'pakrara...». OH OyKBaJIbHO IIOCTPaHUYHO
pasbupaet 3Ty paboTy, YTOOBI 3aJI0KUTH OCHOBY COO-
CTBEHHOVI KOHIIEIIIVV TOTO, B KAKOM ITOPsIIKe co3/IaBa-
JICh KHUTHU «I'pakTaTa...». DTy IIpo0ieMy, BIIepBble I0-
crasiiennyto H. Kemn-Cymurom, B.B. Bacuiibes periraer
CIIeNTyIOIIMM 00pa3oM: CHavasia ObUIV HalViCaHbI BBe-
JeHVe U IlepBasl 4acTh IlepBOV KHWUIY, 3aTeM — BTO-
past KHura, 3aTeM — IEePBBIVI BapyiaHT TpeTbevi KHU-
', 3aTeM — TPeTbs ¥ UeTBepTasl 9acTV IIePBOVI KHUTH,
B KOHIIe — BTOpas YacThb IlepBoit KHUTHU (c. 246). Ca-
MBIM paHHMM pasfesioM «IpakraTa...» SIBJISI€TCS BOCH-
Mas IJIaBa TPeTbeVl YacTV BTOPOV KHUTM — VIMEHHO
OHa MorJIa ObITh co3taHa errte B 1731—1733 rr. (c. 250).

ABTOp [IOKa3bIBaeT CBOIO TEOPMUIO TeKCTOJIOrMye-
cku. Ero riaBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM CTaHOBUTCS CTUJIO-
MeTpUYecKuI aHaJIn3 yIoTpedrieHs cj1oB mind v soul.
Tax xak mocrrerHee Gortee cyOcTalaIbHO, 9aCTOTa €T0
VICTIOB30BaHIA IOJDKHA YMEHBIIIaThCS IT0 Mepe paspa-
6otk FOMoMm cBoent micvxorornm. V1 gevicTBUTEIBHO,
B OeccriopHo GoJlee paHHMX TeKCTax Soul BCTpedaeTcs
Jairle, 4eM B OeccriopHo mo3gHmX. Ha ocHOBaHMM 3TO-
ro npuHOuna BacuibeB 1 pacriosnaraer gactu «I'pak-
TaTa..» XPOHOJIOTMYECKN. DTO, B CBOIO O4Yepefp, II0-
3BOJISIET eMy OOBSCHUTD 3BosTronyio FOMa oT mpocThIx
ricmxosiormdeckmx ommicaru (1731—1733) x peanms-
My 1 HaTypamsmy (1734—1735), xorma MCronb3yroTces
TePMWHEBI BpOJle «KMBOTHBIE IyXW», a OT HUX — K e-
HOMeHaIU3My (IpuMepHO Tocsie 1736 I. 1 BO MHOrOM
o1, BisiHVeM bepxin).

DTOT Xe TeKCTOJIOrMuecKmi1 aHaan3 fgaet B.B. Bacn-
JIbeBY KJIIOY K 3araJiouHovt camokpuTuke FOma B «I Tpu-
noxxenv» 1740 1. V13 «@ryOokoro Mpaka» KOHIIA YeT-
BEPTOV YacTV IIePBOVT KHUTY OBIJIO TOJIBKO IIBa ITYTI:
YCUMIINTB Hallle yOoeXX/ieHre B He3aBVCHMOM OT Hac Obl-
TUW BHEIIHero Mypa WIM HpW3HaTb IIPOTMBOpeUN-
BOCTB HaIIIVIX €CTeCTBEHHBIX yoexeHmit. [lepsrin crio-
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twenty. If he was referring to notes or, as Michael
A. Stewart (2005, p. 30) suggests, to notes of the
books he had read, then it is unclear why Hume re-
fers to a book he had written and why he burned the
notes taken when reading (p. 162). Vasilyev even
attempts to reconstruct the content of the work. Its
subject was philosophy of religion and its form a
dialectical clash of “restless imagination” and incli-
nation or reason. In other words, Hume’s first book
was an early version of Dialogues Concerning Nat-
ural Religion published after his death. The reason
the book was destroyed is, according to Vasilyev,
that all the valuable things from it were included in
Dialogues.

Having established the main content of the first
period of Hume’s work, the author proceeds to pres-
ent the ideas of A Treatise. He scrutinises the work
literally page by page to bolster his own version of
the sequence in which A Treatise was written. Vasi-
lyev solves the problem, first raised by Norman
Kemp Smith, in the following way. The introduc-
tion and the first part of Book 1 were written first,
then Book 2, then the first variant of Book 3, then the
third and fourth parts of Book 1 and last the second
part of Book 1 (p. 246). The earliest section of A Trea-
tise is thus chapter eight of part three of Book 2. It
might have been written in 1731-1733 (p. 250).

The author proves his theory textologically. His
main instrument is stylometric analysis of the use
of the words mind and soul. Since the latter is more
substantial than the former its use should diminish
as Hume’s own psychology was developed. And in-
deed soul occurs in undoubtedly earlier texts more
frequently than in undoubtedly later works. Vasi-
lyev uses this principle to arrange the parts of A
Treatise chronologically. This in turn enables him to
explain the evolution of Hume from simple psycho-
logical descriptions (1731-1733) towards realism and
naturalism (1734-1735), when terms such as “animal
spirits” are used, and from there to phenomenalism
(roughly after 1736 and in many ways under the in-
fluence of George Berkeley).

The same textological analysis gives Vasilyev a
key to Hume’s mysterious self-criticism in the 1740
“Appendix”. There were only two paths out of “the
deepest darkness” of the end of part four of Book 1:
to reinforce our conviction of the existence of an ex-
ternal world independent from us or to admit that
our convictions are contradictory. Hume tested the
first method in part two of Book 1 in which he pro-



cob 6bu1 McIpoboBar FOMOM BO BTOpOVT YacTu IepBOV
KHITV, T7le OH IIpefIionaray oObsCHeHVie depes II0HS-
THe «KVBOTHBIE Iy XW». BUIMMO, 3TO HY>KHO IIOHMMATh
KaK ITOIBITKY B PaMKax CTapOTro IOIXOJIa PEIINTh IIPO-
G71eMBbl, BO3HMKIIINMeE IIpy HoBoM Iofmxore. Ho 3To «ca-
ObIT1» CII0CO0, Beb CaMVI XKVMBOTHBIE TyX — OOBEKTHI
BHEIITHETO MUpa (TYT K TeKCTOJIOTMYeCKOMY aHaJIU3y
B.B. BacwiibeB «11ofikiIrodaeT» paloHaIbHYIO0 PeKOH-
cTpyKumio), ostomy OM «1oipkeH ObUT TTOHSTE Ge3-
aJIbTepHATMBHOCTD BBIBOZIA, UTO Y HaC HeT OCHOBaHMM
BEPUTD B CyIIeCTBOBaHWe BHEITHEeN (PU3IIecKon pe-
astbHOCTIM» (C. 255). A 3TO, B CBOIO OUYeperb, O3HAYaIIO,
YTO MeXaHWM3MBI acCOIMallVV JINIIAINCh OCHOBaHVIS,
BeJIb IIPeXX[Ie OHVI OOBSICHSIIVICH IEVICTBYIEM KMBOTHBIX
nyxoB. be3 3TMx MexaHWM3MOB JIMIIAJIOCh OCHOBaHWIS
U ydeHMe O S KaK O ITy4Ke IleplelIinil: MeHTaIbHBbII
MUp oOJIafiaeT HEKVM BHYTPEHHVM eIVHCTBOM; €ro
He MOXeT obecriednBarhb [Iyllla, COIJIaCHO JoKa3aTeslb-
CTBaM, IIPMBEIEHHBIM B IIaBe «O TOXIECTBe JINIHO-
CTV»; er0 He MOTyT obecrieunBaTh TeJleCHbIe MexaH3-
MBI, IIOTOMY YTO VX CyIIeCTBOBaHMe, COrJIacCHO (peHo-
MeHaJIM3MYy, HeBO3MOXXHO JI0Ka3aTb. Hesp3st He oTme-
TUTB TYT 3BOJIIOLINMIO B3MJIsA0B camoro B.B. BacwiineBa,
KOTOPBIV paHee IoJyiarajl, YTO «HACTOMAIIEN 3arajiKou
ero (fOma. — E.JI) KpuTHUKM COOCTBEHHOM Teopun S
KaK CBSI3KVI IIepIIETIIINT SIBJISIeTCS BOIIPOC, II0YeMy yke
depe3 To7] ITOCIe BBIXO/a YKa3aHHoro (repsoro. — E.JI)
ToMa OH “3a0BIT” O BO3MOXHOCTV (PU3MOJIOTMYECKO-
ro “nonkperuvienns’ ncmxorormu?» (Bacwibes, 2010,
c. 175). Tenieps, BUOMMO, 3arajKa pasragaHa.

Kax a yxe ynomunas, B.B. Bacuibes me cumraer,
uTO TpeThsi KHUTa «I'pakTara...» ObUIa co3aHa oCIes-
Herl. PacrryTaTh HOpsIoK HaIlCaHWV ee IJlaB, OHAa-
KO, He KakKeTCsl eMy BO3MOKHBIM, TaK KaK KHMUTa ITOf-
BepIyiack CUJIBHOV pemakType. CaMblii MHTEPECHBIV,
Ha MO B3IJISAI, pe3yJsibTaT, KoTophbilt B.B. Bacusibes mo-
JIydaeT Ipyt KOMMEHTVPOBAaHMM 3TON KHUIM «IpakTa-
Ta..»— HeOoOBIYHOe MOHVMaHVe 3HaMeHUTOro Te3vca
0 ecmb 1 004xeH B 9TUKe. OOBIYHO STOT TE3VC M3JIararoT
B popMe «3 CyIIero He cjiefyeT JOJDKHOI0» M TpaKTy-
IOT YyTh JIM He KakK ¢pustocodckyto akcuomy. B.B. Ba-
CYIBEB K€ IIOKa3bIBAaeT, UTO eC/IM MBI HeIIperB3sITO
TIocMOTpUM Ha 3ToT dpparmeHT (FOMm, 2009, c. 229), TO
yBuanM, uTo IOM «BOBCe He pa3pbIBaeT HOpMaTVBHOE
u daxTmdeckoe. CMBICII €r0 PacCy’KIeHWN B TOM, U4TO
117151 OOBSICHEHMSI MOPaJIbHBIX (DEHOMEHOB MBI JTOJKHBI
IpVHMMATD BO BHUMAaHe He TOJIBKO BHeITHVIe (paKThI,
HO 1 aKThl BHYTPeHHMX HepexuBaHum» (c. 270, cm.
Takxe c. 434). TyT TpynHO He cornacuTbes ¢ B.B. Bacu-
JIbEBBIM, OJTHAKO 3TO He O3HAYAET, UTO PaCIIPOCTpaHeH-
HOe TIOHMMaHVe IOMOBCKOTO Te3Vica, HeBepHOe C MCTO-
puKo-prIIocodCKON TOUKMU 3peHus, caMo driocod-
CKV1 HEBEPHO.
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posed an explanation through the “animal spirits”
concept. This should probably be understood as an
attempt to use the old approach to solve the prob-
lems that arose in the new approach. But this is a
“weak” method since “animal spirits” are objects in
the external world (Vasilyev here falls back on ra-
tional reconstruction), so Hume “must have real-
ised that there was no alternative to the conclusion
that we have no grounds for believing in the exis-
tence of external physical reality” (p. 255). This in
turn meant that the association mechanisms were
groundless, because previously they were attributed
to the effect of animal spirits. Without these mech-
anisms the teaching on the Self as a bundle of per-
ceptions lost meaning: the mental world has inner
unity; it cannot be ensured by the soul in accordance
with the arguments set forth in the chapter “Of
Personal Identity”; it cannot be ensured by bodily
mechanisms because their existence, according to
phenomenalism, cannot be proved. One has to note
the evolution of Vasilyev’s own view: previously he
believed that “the real riddle of his [i.e. Hume's —
E.L.] critique of his own theory of Self as a bundle
of perceptions was why a year after the publication
of the above-mentioned book [i.e. Book 1 — E.L.]
he ‘forgot’ that psychology could be ‘propped up’
physiologically” (Vasilyev, 2010, p. 175). Now the
riddle has apparently been solved.

I have already said that Vasilyev does not be-
lieve that Book 3 of A Treatise was the last to be writ-
ten. However, he thinks it is impossible to untangle
the factual sequence of its chapters because the book
was heavily edited. However, the most intriguing
result Vasilyev arrives at when commenting on this
book of A Treatise is an unusual understanding of
the famous thesis on is and ought in ethics. Usually
this thesis is presented in terms of “what ought does
not follow from what is,” which is treated almost
as a philosophical axiom. Vasilyev shows, howev-
er, that if we take an unbiased look at this fragment
(Hume, 1960, p. 469) we shall see that Hume “does
not by any means separate the normative from the
actual. The main thrust of his exposition is that in
explaining moral phenomena we should take into
account not only external facts but also the facts of
inner feelings” (p. 270, cf. p. 434). One cannot but
agree with Vasilyev here, but this does not mean
that the widespread interpretation of Hume’s the-
sis, which is wrong from the historical-philosophical
point of view, is wrong philosophically.



E.B. Jlorunos

Ecmn «Tpakrar.» — 3TO «TPOMa[HOe TOTMYECcKoe
CTpOeHMe C MHOXXeCTBOM TeMHBIX IIPUCTPOeK U Ile-
pexomos», To «l/ccirenoBaHye O YeI0BeYecKOM IIO3Ha-
HU» IPUBJIEKAET «BHEITHMM 0JIeCKOM, Yy PaBHOBEIIIEH-
HOCTBIO JIOMMHAHT, YeTKVMM ¥ 3aKpyIJIeHHBIMIU dop-
MyJtamu» (c. 323). B aTovt pabote He 4yBCTByeTCS Mpad-
Horo ckericvica kKoHra 1730-x. pyroe cyiiecTBeHHOe
ormmume «Vccirenosanms...» or «Ipakrara..» — Me-
TofoIorMYeckoe. B mepsornt padore 1mpu oOcyKmeHmMI
dwtocodckon Metomosiorun IOM modTr He rOBOPUT
po HabJIofIeHMe, SKCIepuMeHT 1 ombIT (c. 333), BO
BTOPOVI Ha HMX JeJjIaeTcs CllelaIbHbIN aKleHT. Bme-
CTO 3TUX SMIIMPUIECKMX METOIOB CIIeIIVMPVKON «¥iC-
TUHHOV MeTapM3UKIL» Tellepb OO BSBIISIOTCS «CTPOTMI
aHaJIN3» VI «aKKypaTHBIe VI TOYHbIe yMO3aKIIFOUeH I,
uTto B.B. BacuibeB TpakTyeT Kak JeMOHCTpaIIMio « Ka-
OrHeTHOrO” TpeH/1a B IOMOBCKOVI MeTadmsuke» (. 334).
Tyt IOM cOmpKaeTcss ¢ KiTacCMYecKMM paIiyiOHasIM3-
MoM (c. 116, 362, 629).

ABTOp mHOIYEpKMBaeT, YTO, XOTd B «IpakTare..»
u B «VlccitenoBaHML...» METOOJIOT VS M3JI0KEHA TTO-Pas-
HOMY, TIO CYTV OHa OCTasiack IipexHeint (c. 371). A Bor
HEKOTOpEIe pe3ysIbTaThl ee IPVMeHeHMs M3MeHVIIVICh
pagukansHO. Tak, B «VccmemoBaHMIAL..» HET «IJIyOOKO-
ro Mpaka». OffHa 113 ero IpUYnH — Teopys MexaHM3Ma
CMeIIIeHVIs VIfIeV], Pe3yJIbTaToOM PaboThl KOTOPOTO SBJIs-
eTcCs, B YaCTHOCTY, MJIIIO3Ms He3aBVCUMOI'O CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHVIS BHEIITHEro Mupa, — ToXke OOoJIbllle He IIpWBIIe-
KaeTcs 11 O0bACHeHMs PyHIaMeHTaIbHEIX yOexe-
=it Terrepb Bepa BO BHEIITHUII MUpP — He «T'pyOast M-
JIIO3MSI», & «[IPUPOTHBIV MTHCTUHKT», TO ecTh IOM oTxo-
IWUT TYT OT peHOMeHarmm3Ma (c. 374). A 3T0, B CBOIO Oue-
penb, 0O3HavYaeT, YTO OCHOBAHWS 111 KPUTMKM TeOpUN
4l KaK IIy4Ka mneprenunit ncdes3r. I[louemy e MbI He
HaOITroflaeM pecTaBpanuy TagHov Teopun? B.B. Bacu-
JIbeB CBA3BIBAeT 3TO C IOMYJIAPHBIM XapakTepoM «Vc-
cinemoBaHMs..». Ho ectp 1 umcro dutocodpckme oc-
HoBaHus. B «Tpakrare..» MexaHW3M cMellleHVs MeV
OOBSICHSII ¥ TO, IOUYEMY MBI yMaeM, UTo Hallle S ca-
MOTOXIECTBEHHO. Tak KaK 9TOT OOBSICHUTEIBHBIN Pe-
Cypc B 1IeJIOM IpUBJIeKaeTcs Tellephb JOBOJIBHO Orpa-
HWYeHHO, TpeDOyeTcss HOBOe OOBSCHEHMe TOro, Iode-
My MBI KaxkeMcst cebe caMoToXgecTBeHHbIMI. B.B. Ba-
CVIBEB IIpefrioyiaraeT, YTO MBI MOXeM PeKOHCTPYVI-
poBatk 3TO 00BsiIcHeHMe. B rvicbMe oT 24 o 1746 T.
IOM mmmer I Xoymy, 4TO HaXOOUT €ro TEOPMIO TOX-
JecTBa JIMYHOCTU yIIOBJleTBOpuTesTbHON. Kpurepuem
TOXKIIeCTBa JIMYHOCTY XOyM IpU3HaeT CaMOCO3HaHIe.
B.B. BacuiibeB HpOTMBOIIOCTaBIIA€T €ro TEeOPUIO Teo-
pum Jlokka Ha TOM ocHOBaHMW, UTO y JIoKKa peds meT
0 CO3HaHWUW, a He 0 caMoco3HaHuu (c. 376—377). 51 He
yBepeH, 4TO 3TO IIpaBWIbHO. Y XoyMa B IIepBOM M3/a-

While A Treatise is “a huge Gothic building with
numerous dark annexes and passages” An Enquiry
Concerning Human Understanding “beguiles by its
external brilliance, balance and clear and rounded
formulas” (p. 323). This work is free from the glum
scepticism of the late 1730s. Another important dif-
ference of An Enquiry from A Treatise has to do with
methodology. In the first work, when discussing
philosophical methodology Hume barely mentions
observation, experiment and experience (p. 333),
while in the second book he stresses them. Instead
of the empirical methods he now declares “exact
analysis” and “accurate and just reasoning” to be
the features of “true metaphysics.” This Vasilyev
interprets as a demonstration of the “‘armchair’
tendency in Hume’s metaphysics” (p. 334). This
brings Hume closer to classical rationalism (pp. 116,
362, 629).

The author stresses that although methodology
is described differently in A Treatise and in An En-
quiry its essence remains the same (p. 371). By con-
trast, some results of its use changed radically. Thus
“the deepest darkness” is not present in An Enquiry.
One reason for this is that the theory of the mecha-
nism of confusing ideas, one of whose results is the
illusion of the independent existence of the exter-
nal world, is no longer used to explain fundamen-
tal beliefs. Faith in the external world is now not a
“gross illusion” but a “natural instinct”, i.e. Hume
here departs from phenomenalism (p. 374). This in
turn means that the grounds for a critique of the the-
ory of Self as a bundle of perceptions are gone. Why
then do we not see a restoration of this theory? Vasi-
lyev attributes it to the popularity of An Enquiry.
But there are also purely philosophical grounds. In
A Treatise the mechanism of confusing ideas also
explained why we think that our Self is self-identi-
cal. Since this explanatory resource is on the whole
now used on a limited scale, a new explanation is
needed of why we think of ourselves as self-identi-
cal. Vasilyev suggests that we can reconstruct this
explanation. In a letter to Henry Home of 24 July
1746 Hume finds his personal identity theory sat-
isfactory. Home thinks self-consciousness to be the
criterion of the personal identity. Vasilyev contrasts
Home’s theory and the theory of John Locke on the
grounds that the latter refers not to self-conscious-
ness but just to consciousness (pp. 376-377). 1 am
not sure he is right. Home in the first edition speaks
about “idea or consciousness of himself,” “percep-
tion or consciousness of self,” “feeling of identity”
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HVI TOBOPUTCS 00 «¥Ilee VIV CO3HAHMM ceDsl caMoro»,
«BOCIIPUSATUV VIV CO3HAaHMUM ceDsi», «ayBCTBE TOXIIe-
crBa» (Home, 2005, p. 260—261). Y Jlokka co3HaHMe, KO-
HEYHO, CBS3bIBAeTCA Yallle He C «f», a ¢ «IevicTBIIeM»,
HO BCe >ke OH OyKBaJIbHO ITMIIIET O «CaMOCO3HaHWVD»
B § 16 27-1m1 rmaBel BTOpom KHUIM «OmbiTa O YesloBe-
uveckoM pasymenum» (Locke, 2013, p. 336—349). Kpo-
Me Toro, JIOKK cumTaeTcsi KJIacCMKOM BBICOKOYPOBHe-
BbIX Teopum co3Hanwms (Carruthers, 2017, p. 290). Ot-
T4V MeXy JIByMsl TeOPUAMM eCTh, HO He B TOM, Ha
4TO TYT yKasbiBaeT B.B. Bacuibes: He B akileHTe Ha ca-
MOCO3HaHMM y XOoyMa ¥ JIMIIb Ha co3HaHun — y JIok-
Ka. [les1o ckopee B ToM, uTO JIOKK He TOBOPWUT O HaJIN-
UMy y Hac ecThb udeu ceds, a Xoym — rosoput. B mosz-
HeVIIVX M30aHNSIX CBOero Tpynaa XoyM pasMexyeTcs
¢ JIokkoM y>ke Ha HOBBIX — PWIOBCKMX — OCHOBaHW-
ax (Home, 2005, p. 129—130). Tax mm mHaue, B.B. Ba-
CWIbEeB CYMTaeT, YTO 3TU paccyXaeHms XoyMa Mor-
7 HoATONKHYTh fOMa K MHEHMIO, 9YTO OOJIBIIIHCTBO
OCO3HaBaeMBIX ITepIeNIIUY COIIPOBOXKIAIOTCSI CaMOCO-
3HaHMeM, a 3T0 a0 IOMy KiIFou K OOBSICHEHWIO BO3-
HVKHOBEHW IIpefiCTaBJIeHsI O TOXKIIeCTBe JIMYHOCTM.
Vapmvm cstoBammy, XoyM ykasaia FOMy Ha To mocTostH-
HOe BIleyaT/IeHVe, KOTOpoe IIOCJIeTHUN paHee He MOT
Havitit 'y cebsa*. Tax B.B. BacuiibeB mHTepripeTmpyer
«IIOCTTpaKTaTHBIV B3DIAA IOma Ha 2Ty mpobremy.
Ob6cyxras Teopuio ToxecTsa jimaHocT fOMa, aBTop
KHUTY He YUUTBIBaeT ellle O HOVI 3araJKu, KoTopas, Ha
MOV B3IIA[1, BaXkKHa. 3araJJ04HOV MHe IIpe/ICTaBIIsgeTCs
caMa BO3MOXHOCTb BO3HMKHOBEHMS Yy IOMOBCKOIO Ue-
JIOBeKa OTYeTIMBOVI MJIeW CTPOroro TOXIEeCTBa, ecin
peasIbHOV CBsI3V MeX/Ty 0ObeKTaMy MBI He HabIioiaeM
Y HeT TaKoro BIledaTsieHVs, KoTopoe OblIo OBl ITOCTO-
SHHBIM ¥ HeM3MeHHBIM. BrpodeM, Tesnc o Ba)KHOCTHU
3TON IIpO0IIEMBI TpeOyeT 0OOCHOBaHMS.

A Bor 3HaumMocTe 11 fOma permmrvm obocHo-
BaHMs He Tpebyer. C Touku 3penus B.B. Bacuibesa,
«T71aBHBIV BKJ1a71 fOMa B dmtocoduro perurmm cocTo-
UT, HOXXaJIyV, IMEHHO B ero aHaJIu3e IePCIIeKTVB Bbl-

* Panee B.B. BaciibeB HECKOJIBKO MHAYe OLIEHMBAJI STOT CIOXKET:
IOm B «Tpakrate...» FOBOPWI, YTO HEe BUIINUT B cebe HeM3MeHHOTro
BreuvaTIieHns S, a Xoym Takoe BrieuaTyieHVe BUIell, U «JIereHia
m1acut, uro B Gecerte ¢ Xoymom IOM cornacwics ¢ ero j1oBojia-
vv» (Bacwribes, 2010, c. 168). brrarogapst HOBBIM MCCIIe0BaHISIM
aBTOpa KHUIM Tellepb 3Ta «JIereHsa» o0pocia MojpoOHOCTIMI
" yTOYHeHMsAMM: He «Oecemra» ¢ XoymMoM Momia yoenuts FOma,
a uTeHye pyKomvcy KHUrM Xoyma «2cce O IPUHIIIaX MOpasIn
V1 €CTECTBEHHOVI PeJIUIMI», HAIIVICAHHOVI BO MHOTOM «II0 MOTH-
BaM 1omoBckoro “TpakraTta”» (Tam xe, c. 376); 1 peus IIJIa TaM
He IIPOCTO O HEKOM HEeM3MEHHOM BIledarTieHuu SI, a VIMEeHHO
o camoco3zHaHMM. YToObI aprymMeHT XoyMa MOT ObITh 3 deKTrB-
HbM, JOM cam yxe foIDKeH ObUT OTKa3aThCs OT MCIIOJIb30BaHNS
TeOpUM MexaHM3Ma CMeIIeHVs VeVl TIOTOMY YTO MMEHHO OHa,
a He OJTHV TOJIBKO JJaHHbIe MHTPOCIIEKIIN, JIeXKasla B OCHOBaHWM
Teopum Sl Kak ITyuKa IepIierinii.
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(Home, 2005, pp. 260-261). Locke, of course, more
often than not links consciousness not with “self,”
but with “action,” but literally he writes about
“self-consciousness” in § 16 of Chapter 27 of An Es-
say Concerning Human Understanding (Locke, 2013,
pp- 336-349). Besides, Locke is considered to be a
classic of higher order theories of consciousness
(Carruthers, 2017, p. 290).

There are differences between the two theories,
but they are not the ones Vasilyev points out, viz.
Home stressing self-consciousness and Locke mere-
ly consciousness. The point is that the latter does
not say that we have an idea of Self whereas the for-
mer does. In later editions of his work Home (2005,
pp. 129-130) dissociates himself from Locke on dif-
ferent — Thomas Reid’s — grounds. Be that as it
may, Vasilyev believes that this argument of Home
may have led Hume to conclude that the majority
of perceptions of which we are aware are accompa-
nied by self-consciousness which gave him the key
to explaining the emergence of the idea of person-
al identity. In other words, Home drew Hume’s at-
tention to the constant impression the latter could
not find in himself.* This is how Vasilyev interprets
Hume’s post-Treatise view of the problem. Discuss-
ing Hume’s theory of the personal identity, the au-
thor does not take into account another riddle which
I consider to be important. I think the very possibil-
ity that Hume’s individual could get a distinct idea
of a strict identity if we do not observe a real link
between objects, and there is no impression that is
constant and unchangeable, is a riddle. That said,
the importance of this problem has yet to be proved.

No proof is needed, though, of the importance
of religion for Hume. From Vasilyev’s point of view,
“Hume’s main contribution to the philosophy of re-
ligion probably consists in his analysis of the per-
spective of moving from the conclusion about the

* Earlier Vasilyev had a somewhat different view of this
episode: Hume in A Treatise said that he did not see in himself
an immutable impression of Self, while Home saw such an
impression and “legend has it that Hume in a conversation with
Home agreed with his arguments” (Vasilyev, 2010, p. 168). The
author’s later investigations added details and specifics to the
“legend.” What convinced Hume was not the “conversation”
with Home but a reading, in manuscript, of his book Essays
on Principles of Morality and Natural Religion prompted in many
ways by Hume’s A Treatise (ibid., p. 376); and it was not simply
about an unchangeable impression of Self but precisely about
self-consciousness. If Home’s argument was to be effective
Hume himself must have renounced the use of the theory of
the mechanism of confusing ideas, because it was this theory
and not only introspective data that underpinned the theory of
Self as a bundle of perceptions.
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BOJIa OT I1eJ1eCO00pasHOCTM MVIpa K er0 pa3yMHOVI IIPU-
auHe» (c. 70). Hanbornee maTepecHO B ero dumocodpmm
PeINIMM PacCMOTPEHVIE HETEOJIOIMUECKOT0 OObsICHe-
HUS 11eJ71eCO00PA3HOCTH, TO €CTh SBOJTIOIIMOHICTCKOTO.
B sTtom B.B. BaciibeB BUOUT IipeBocxullieHe Ve
Hapsuna (c. 74—75, c. 589), uTo, pasymeeTcs, He O3Ha-
4aet, Oynro IOM OpLT IIpOTOHAPBMHIICTOM, TIOCKOJIBKY
IOM mpusHaeT, 4TO IpUUYMHA MMUpa VIMeeT OTIaJleH-
HOe CXOJICTBO C YeJloBedecKuM ymoM. IIpocto mns sto-
roO Te3uca He cjleflyeT HMKaKOro PeJIMIMO3HOro cofep-
JKaHMS. B CBSI3M ¢ 3TMIM BO3HMKaET BOIIPOC O TOM, KTO
13 repoes «/l1ajyioros 0 ecTeCTBeHHOV PeJINIUI» BbI-
pakaeT mosuimio asropa. B.B. Bacuiibes yTBepxkiaer,
YTO 3Ty (PYHKUMIO BBIIOJIHSET paccKasuuk Ilamdwr,
Torra Kak dvIoH BOILIOITAeT IOMOBCKOE HEYTOMVIMOE
BOoOOpaxeHme, a KiteanT — 311paBbInt paccyziok (c. 624).

He Bce 1omoBckme 3arajgxm B.B. Bacuiibes perraer
4MCTO MCTOPUUYECKMMU MeTofaMu. bojiblile Bcero mc-
II0JIb30BaHNMeE PallVIOHAIIBHON PEKOHCTPYKIVIM BVIITHO
B OOCYXXIEeHMN MM MeTadW3MKI IPUIVHHOCTM, XOTs
VICTOPUYECKUVI MOMEHT HUKOIZa B PeleH3MpyeMon
KHMTe He yIycKaeTcs 13 Buay. FOM Briepsrle sicHO dop-
MyJIUPYeT IBe KOHKYPeHTHbIe CeTOIHS TeOpUM IIpu-
YMHHOCTI: PEryJISPHOCTHYIO (IIpUYMHA — 3TO 00B-
€KT, 3a KOTOPBIM CJIeZIyeT IPyrou OOBEeKT, ITie 3a BCe-
MM 0OBEKTaMM, CXOTHBIMMU C TIEPBBIM, CIEYIOT 0Obek-
TBI, CXOITHBIE CO BTOPBIM» (C. 29)) 11 KOHTPaKTIUIeCKyIO
(mpm OTCYTCTBUM IEPBOrO 00OBEKTa BTOPOVI HUKOTIa He
cytectsoBast Obl). OHAKO OH CUMTAEeT VX SKBUBaJIeHT-
HBIMV, B TO BpeMsI KaK OHU, BUIMMO, IIPOTMBOpEYAT
IpyT APYTY: IlepBas MoJjlaraeT IPUYMHY T0CTaTOUHBIM
yCJIOBVEM JIEVICTBMS, @ BTopas — HeobxonmmbiM. [Ipo-
TUBOpPEUMsI MOXXHO M30eXaTh, JIUIIb AOITYCTUB, YTO
B Cily4ae IIPUYMHBI HeOOXOIVMOe YCJIOBME COBIIaja-
€T C JOCTAaTOYHBIM. YTOOBI 3aMTUTE 3TOT Te3uc, FOM,
B TONIKoBaHWM B.B. Bacuiibesa, onmposepraer rumoresy
0 BO3MO’KHOCTY KaueCTBEHHO Pa3HbIX IPUYNH Y OTHO-
TUIHBIX coOprTUM (C. 31—32). MicTMHHOCTB 3TOVI I'MIIO-
Te3bl VICKJIFoUasia Obl BO3MOXXHOCTH OTOXKJIECTBJICHWS
HeOOXOIVIMOTO ¥ IOCTaTOYHOIO YCJIOBWIL IEVICTBUS,
BeJIb TOITIa HMKaKas IIprYiHa He ObUIa Obl HeoOXomm-
MBIM YCJIOBMEM JIEVICTBVISA. DTa 3allliTa, omHako, IOMy
ymaeTcs He 10 KOHIIa. Pajiyt Hee oH pas3iindaeT Ipudn-
HY U IIPUYVHSIIOIIN [IeVICTBIE o0wekT. CkaxeM, npu-
YMHOW JABVDKeHV IIapa 1 cjlejiyeT cauraTh He 1ap 2,
a npvokeHVe mrapa 2. Ho 3To mBiokeHMe oueBMIHO He
MOJKeT CUMTAThCS [JOCTAaTOUHBIM YCIJIOBMEM [IBVKEHMS
mrapa 1. Benb ecyin, Hanpyumep, map 1 npukJieeH K Iio-
BEPXHOCTH, TO ABVDKeHMs He OymeT. YroOw! 130aBUTh
Teopwio FOMa ot stont mpoOnemsl, B.B. Bacitees mipen-
JlaraeT MOHVMAaTh IIPUYMHY KaK IIpeIeIbHO MIVPOKOe
IOCTaTOYHOE yCJIOBMe EVICTBNS, UTO JIEKUT B OCHOBE
ero coOCcTBeHHON MeTadpM3VKM MpWYMHHOCTH (C. 35,
cM. nofipobHee: Bacuibes, 2014, c. 39—48).

purposefulness of being to its reasonableness”
(p- 70). The most interesting part of his philosophy of
religion is the consideration of nontheistic, i.e. evo-
lutionary, explanation of purposefulness. Vasilyev
sees this as an anticipation of Charles Darwin’s ide-
as (pp- 74-75, 589), which does not mean that Hume
was a proto-Darwinist, because he recognised that
the reason for the world has little resemblance to the
human mind. It is just that no religious content de-
rives from this thesis. This brings us to the question,
which of the heroes of Dialogues Concerning Natural
Religion expresses the author’s position. Vasilyev
maintains that it is expressed by the narrator Pam-
philus, while Philo embodied Hume’s restless imagi-
nation, and Cleanthes common sense (p. 624).

Vasilyev does not solve all of Hume’s riddles
by applying historical methods. The use of rational
reconstruction is most noticeable when he discuss-
es the metaphysics of causality although the histori-
cal aspect is never left out of sight. Hume formulates
two theories of causality that today vie for domi-
nance: one of regularity (“a cause is an object, fol-
lowed by another, and where all the objects, similar
to the first, are followed by objects similar to the sec-
ond” (p. 29)) and the counter-factual (in the absence
of the first object the second one would never exist).
But he considers them to be equivalent while in fact
they apparently contradict each other: the first con-
siders the cause to be a sufficient condition for ac-
tion and the second considers it to be necessary. A
contradiction can only be avoided by allowing that
in the case of the cause a necessary condition is also
a sufficient one. To defend this thesis Hume, accord-
ing to Vasilyev, refutes the hypothesis that qualita-
tively different causes of similar events may exist
(pp- 31-32). If true, this hypothesis would rule out
the possibility of identification of the necessary and
sufficient conditions of an action because then no
cause would be a necessary condition of an action.
However, Hume’s defence is not totally effective. So
he has to distinguish the cause and the causing ob-
ject. For example, the cause of the motion of Ball 1
should be not Ball 2, but the motion of Ball 2. But
obviously this motion cannot be a sufficient condi-
tion of the motion of Ball 1. If, for example, Ball 1
is glued to the surface there will be no motion. To
relieve Hume’s theory of this problem Vasilyev
proposes understanding the cause as an extremely
broad sufficient condition of action, which underlies
his own metaphysics of causality (p. 35, cf. Vasilyev,
2014, pp. 39-48).
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Hpyromn 3aragkon Teopuu IOma siBisgeTcss HEKOTO-
pasi ee HeJOCKa3aHHOCTB: HaUYMHas C IIOVICKa VICTOUYHM-
Ka maen Heobxommmon csisy, FOM mouemy-To 3aKkaH-
qMBaeT PacCyKAEHMSIMI O IIPUBBIUKE, VI OCTaeTCs He-
[CHBIM, KaKOB peaJIbHBIV, a He (PeHOMEeHOJIOTYeCKU
CTaTyC CBSI3U MeXy IMpu4nHo 1 AevictereM? Curya-
LVSI TIPOACHSETCs, eCIIV 3aMeTUTh, YTO (PeHOMEHOJIO-
TMYeCKUI TOAXOH K IIPWYMHHOCTY XapaKTepeH s
«TpakraTa..», a CKENTUKO-peaIICTMYeCKUT — IIJId
«MccnemoBaams...». [TpyamHOM M3MeHeHMs XxapaKTepa
FOMOBCKOT0 13j10KeHMs B.B. Bacuiibes cunraer «morry-
JIIPU3aTOPCKIT KpeH» «lccienoBanus...» (c. 648). DTo,
OIIHAaKoO, ellle He TeopeTHuecKuil oTrseT. B.B. Bacuibes
TI0JIaraeT, YTO JIYUIIle BCETro TYT IPpUOerHy Th K KaHTOB-
CKOMY pas/IMuMIO aHaJIUTUUECKOTrO ¥ CMHTEeTUYeCcKOro:
aHAJINTIYECKV HeOOXOIMMas CBSI3b He BXOIUT B IIOHS-
TVie IPUYMHBI, HO OHA CMHTETMYEeCKM ¢ HUM CBS3aHa
(c. 39, 341).

K 3BprcTIaHOCTI 3TOT0 KaHTOBCKOTO JIeJIeH IS I
torikoBaHMs IOma B.B. Bacuiibes ere Beprercs (c. 46,
338), xorga pedb momaeT o gpviocopur MaTeMaTUKN
IOma, KOoTOpyI0 OIIMOOYHO CYMTAIOT IIPUMEPOM Ha-
PYIIeHMs. SMIVPVICTCKOTO IIPVHITNIIA, SAKOOBI IIPHCY-
mero dpvtocodnnt aBropa «IpakraTa 0 UesT0BeYeCKON
mpupone» (cM., Hantpumep: ViBanernko, 2012, c. 97). Bo
BCSIKOM CJTy4dae HeKOTOpble TIOJIOKeHMsS MaTeMaTUKU
He SBJISIOTCS, C TOUKM 3peHMs IOMa, aHanmmTUdeckn-
Mu. Putocodnsa MmaTemaTnky FOMa erre v moToMy 3a-
rajiodHa, 9To Pprstocod yHUITOXMII CBOe 3Cce O MeTa-
dmsryecKkx IPUHIIAIIAX TeOMETPUI. B pereH3mMpy-
emont kHure B.B. BacusibeB BoccTaHaBiIMBaeT 00beM
U cofiepyKaHMe 3Toro counHeHm (c. 391—397).

OT IOMOBCKOTO IIOHMMAaHWSI MaTeMaTUKU YA00-
HO IIepemT K €ro pacCyXIeHMIO O KiIaccumKaimm
HayK. 3arajiky TyT COCTaBJIsIeT BOIIPOC O CTaTyce VIC-
TUHHOV MeTadpm3MKN. [TpaBUIbHBIV OTBET ITO3BOJINT,
comtacHo B.B. BacuiibeBy, oTBeprHyTh JIOKHBINI 00pa3
IOMma-ckeniTmka. CKeITMKOM MOXXHO CYMTATh TOJIBKO
JeJIoBeKa, KOTOPBIVI BEPUT B CyIleCTBOBaHVe Hepaspe-
IIVIMBIX TIPOTMBOPEYNII B HaIlleM ITO3HAHWUW, a eciIu
4eJIoBEK, VCCIIeysl TeOpeTIIecKye IIpobIIeMbl, IIPOCTO
OTKpbIBaeT MapasioKChl, KOTOPbIE caM JKe ITBITaeTCs pe-
IIVTH, TO CYUTATh €ro CKeITMKOM Heslb34 (C. 618). IOMm,
nokaspiBaeT B.B. BacwibeB, mericTBUTEIBHO IIbITAJICS
«pacIyTaTb» OTKPBITBIE VIM T'OJIOBOJIOMKV, OrOpUasich,
KOI7la pellleHVe HauT! He Hoiydasoch (c. 622). IOm
ObUI TIO3UTUBHBIM (PUIIOCOOM, UbsS HENUCTOIIMMAs
daHTasms BeyHO IoOpackiBajia eMy XKe caMoMy HO-
Bble TeopeTudecKre TpyaHocTu (c. 623). CBoto mHTep-
IIpeTanyio mpodemsl ckenrtuiaMa y fOma B.B. Bacur-
JIbEB Ha3bIBAET «IIO3UTUBUCTCKON» (C. 637—638). Ckerr-
Tudeckye maccaxn IOma cTouT mpusHaATE MO0 SMU-
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Another riddle of Hume’s theory is a certain in-
completeness: starting with the search for the idea
of the necessary relation the philosopher for some
reason ends with reflections on habit, so that the
real, not the phenomenological status of the link be-
tween cause and action remains unclear. The situ-
ation is cleared up if we consider the fact that the
phenomenological approach to causality is charac-
teristic of A Treatise while the sceptical-realistic ap-
proach is typical of An Enquiry. Vasilyev attributes
the changed character of Hume’s exposition to the
“popularisation tilt” of An Enquiry (p. 648). That,
however, is not a theoretical answer. Vasilyev be-
lieves that the best answer is to invoke Kant’s dis-
tinction between the analytical and the synthetic: an
analytically necessary relation is not part of the con-
cept of cause, but it is linked with it synthetically
(p. 39, 341).

Vasilyev revisits the issue of the heuristic val-
ue of Kant’s distinction (p. 46, 338) when discussing
Hume’s philosophy of mathematics. This is mistak-
enly thought to be an example of the violation of
the empiricist principle allegedly followed by the
author of A Treatise (cf. Ivanenko, 2012, p. 97). At
any rate some mathematical statements are not, for
Hume, analytic. Hume’s philosophy of mathematics
is also enigmatic because he destroyed his essay on
the metaphysical principles of geometry. Vasilyev
restores the volume and content of this work in the
book under review (pp. 391-397).

It is easy to pass from Hume’s understanding of
mathematics to a discussion of the classification of
sciences. The riddle here is the status of true meta-
physics. A correct answer, according to Vasilyev,
would make it possible to reject the false percep-
tion of Hume as a sceptic. Only that person can be
considered a sceptic who believes that there are in-
soluble contradictions in our cognition, but if a per-
son studying theoretical problems simply discovers
paradoxes which he tries to solve he cannot be con-
sidered a sceptic (p. 618). Hume, Vasilyev argues,
did indeed try to “untangle” the riddles he discov-
ered and was distressed when a solution did not
work out (p. 622). Hume was a positive philosopher
whose restless imagination constantly confronted
him with fresh theoretical difficulties (p. 623). Vasi-
lyev describes his interpretation of the problem of
Hume’s scepticism as “positivist” (pp. 637-638).
Hume’s sceptical passages should be described ei-
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30 MUeCKV MY, JIM00 HaIllpaBIeHHBIMI Ha JIOKHYIO Me-
TadmsuKy. Ee oH AeicTBUTeIBHO OCY K/IaeT, 3alluinas
npu 3ToM MeTadusmKy ucTuHHYIO. [locitenHss 3aHu-
MaeTcsi 3y 9eHeM YeJI0BEYeCKOV IIPVPOLIbL, a IMEHHO
TaK Ha3bIBaeMOVI MeHTaJIbHOV Teorpadmeri, OnchIBa-
IOIIeVl pa3Indus MeXIy PasHBIMM OHepalusiMU yMa,
VI OCTOPOXKHBIM TIOVICKOM CBsI3€V1 MeXTy 3TVIMU OIlepa-
OVSMU C HeJIbI0 BBIABUTH HambOosiee dpyHIaMeHTaIb-
HBle TIPVHIINITEL, KOTOPBle HAc OIpedeIsior (c. 368).
DTO He KaKas-TO OffHa HayKa, a CMCTeMa, COCTOSIIas 13
STVIKV, SCTETVKW, IIOJIVMTVKV, JIOTVIKVI U yaeHMs1 00 ad-
dexrax. VIHCTpyMeHTaMV MCTMHHOV MeTapM3UKI SB-
JISTIOTCS SKCIIEPVIMEHT ¥ KapTe3MaHCKVVI METOI,

INo3nTMBHYIO CTOPOHY OCHOBHOTO Te3Vca PereH3u-
PyeMoVt KHUTM MOXKHO BBIPa3UTh TaK: eCJIV MBI OTOpO-
CMM HaZlyMaHHBIe XxapaKTepucTuku dprtocodpun IOma
VI YBUIIVIM €ee IIO[JIMHHYIO CyTh, TO CMOXeM B34Th 3
Hee MHOTO TI0JIE3HOTO /IS pellleHsl HaCYIIHBIX 3aad
COBpeMeHHOVI MBICIIN (C. 659, 663).

Peyensus nodeomobBaena 6 pamxax OesmesvHocmu
Buioarowetica nayunout wikoavt MI'Y um. M.B. Jlomonoco-
Ba «Tpancgopmayuu kyssmypsl, odbujecmba u ucmopuu:
¢husocogcko-meopemureckoe 0CMbiCACHUE.
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ther as episodic or aimed at false metaphysics. He
does condemn the latter while defending true meta-
physics. True metaphysics studies human nature,
i.e. mental geography, which describes the differ-
ences between different mental operations and
probes for links between these operations in order
to reveal the more fundamental principles that de-
termine us (p. 368). This is not one science, but a
system comprising ethics, esthetics, politics, log-
ic and the teaching on affects. The instruments of
true metaphysics are experiments and the Cartesian
method.

The positive aspect of the main thesis of the
book under review can be summed up as follows:
if we set aside fanciful characteristics of Hume’s
philosophy and look at its true essence we can find
there many things that would be helpful in solving
the current tasks of modern thought (p. 659, 663).

This review was prepared as part of the activities of
the Outstanding Scientific School of Lomonosov Moscow
State University “Transformations of Culture, Society
and History: Philosophical-Theoretical Study.”
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