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UNCTAS 1 HEUMCTA SI PUTIOCOD
B META®MJIOCOPNN KAHTA

9.B. I'apcua’

Memadpurocogpuss Kawma cocmoum us mpex ocHoB-
Hoix uacmeil: (1) cywpocmmuoeo npoexkma («Hmo makoe
usrocodpua?»); (2) memodosoeuneckoeo npoexma («Kak
MbL 3aHuMaeMcs ¢pusocogpuein?»); (3) makcoHomutecko-
20 npoexma («M3 kaxux uacmerl cocrmoum ¢pusocopus u
Kax oHu cBa3ansl Mexoy cobotl?»). [lannas cmamva nocbs-
ujena mpemvemy npoexkmy. B uacmmocmu, 6 neii uccredy-
emcs 00uH U3 Haubosee uHmpuyOuwux u 6 mo sxe Bpems
3a2a004HbLX acnexmob gusocogpuu Kanma: coommouienue
Mmexoy mem, umo Kawm umenyem ¢pusocogpuerl «uu-
cmoil», u ¢pusocopueil «NPUKAAOHOTL», «IMNUPUUHECKOTL»
uAl, KaK ee ewje NpuHAmMo Haszvilbams, «Heuucmon». (Kak
MbL YBUOUM, 044 pACCMOMPeHUs 311020 MPen1beeo Npoexima
HeobXx00uMo marksxe no0pobHo paccmompens 06a Opyeux.)
Mot naan cocmoum 6 caedyrowsem. Bo-nepbuix, s paccma-
mpubato uemvipe 0CHOBHbIE 004ACIU YUCTOT U HEUUCTOLL
husocogpui: (i) «uucmas A02uKa» u <npuKAAOHAs A0UK»;
(i1) «pAYUOHANLHAA NCUX0A0RUSA» U «IMNUPUHECKAS ICUXO0-
ao02usy; (i) «wucmas memagpusuka npupoosvl» U «pusu-
Ka»; (10) «4UCHAs MOPAAb», UAU «MemaQu3uKa Mopaiu»,
U «MOpANbHAA AHIMPONOAORUS», «NPAKMUUECKAs AHNIpPO-
N0A0US», UAU «NPUKAAOHAS MOPAAbHAS (PUAOCODUSL».
Mcxo0s u3 smoeo, 5 Boidessito uemvipe ka104eBbiX pasiuvus
MeX0Yy «HUCOU» U «Heuucmon» purocogpuer. Bo-6mo-
PbIX, A Kpumuiecku paccmampubaio demoipe pasiuHblx
npoumenus 63245006 Kanma na cmamyc «Heuucmou» gu-
Aocogpuu: (a) umo 3mo He nodAunHaA gusocogpus; (6) umo
31O NAOXAA UAU HENOAHOYeHHASA ghusocopus; (B8) umo 3mo
UHCTPYMEHMAALHAA YeHHOCTY; (2) UMo 31m0 Heo0X00UuMAas
wacmo gpusococpuu Kanma xax 6 meopemuueckom, max u 6
npaxmuueckom cmuicae. A ymbepsxoato, umo Kanm ayuuie
Bceeo unmepnpemupyemcs kax copoHHuk 63215006, yka-
sannvix 6 nynxmax (6) u (2) Bviue. B xonye s npedazato
HECKOALKO 3AKAIOUUTNEAbHBLX 3AMEHAHUTL.

KaroueBore caoBa: Kanm, memacpusocogpus, Heuu-
cmas. huA0copus, HUCHAs MOPALb, MOPAALHAS AHINPONO-
A02US, YUCMAA N02UKA, NPUKAAOHAS A02UKA, PAYUOHALb-
HAA NICUX0A02U S, IMNUPUHECKAS NCUX0A02USA, NPUKAAOHAS
amuxa
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PURE AND IMPURE PHILOSOPHY
IN KANT’S METAPHILOSOPHY
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Kant’s metaphilosophy has three main parts: (1)
an essentialist project (“What is philosophy?”); (2) a
methodological project (“How do we do philosophy?”);
and (3) a taxonomic project (“What are the different
parts of philosophy, and how are they related?”). This
paper focuses on the third project. In particular, it ex-
plores one of the most intriguing yet puzzling aspects
of Kant’s philosophy, viz. the relationship between what
Kant calls ‘pure’ philosophy vs. ‘applied’, ‘empirical” or
what we can broadly refer to as ‘impure’ philosophy.
(As we shall see, in order to be able to address this third
project, we shall also need to examine the other two
projects in detail.) My plan is as follows. First, I dis-
cuss four main areas of pure vs. impure philosophy: (i)
‘pure logic’ vs. ‘applied logic’; (ii) ‘rational psychology’
vs. ‘empirical psychology’; (iii) ‘pure metaphysics of
nature’ vs. ‘physics” and (iv) ‘pure morality” or a ‘meta-
physics of morals’ vs. ‘moral anthropology’, ‘practical
anthropology” or ‘applied moral philosophy’. Based on
this, I identify four key differences between pure and
impure philosophy. Second, I critically examine four
different readings of Kant’s views about the status of
‘impure’ philosophy: (a) that it is not genuine philoso-
phy; (b) that it is bad or inferior philosophy; (c) that it
is instrumentally valuable; and (d) that it constitutes
an indispensable part of Kant’s philosophy, both in a
theoretical and practical sense. I argue that Kant is best
interpreted as endorsing readings (c) and (d). Third, I
offer some concluding remarks.
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3.B. Tapcus

BBemenmne

B «Kputnke uncroro pasyma» KaHT Bbigesiser
TP OCHOBHBIe TeMbl (PrI0COPCKMX WMCCiIeIoBa-
HUIL:

«1. Ymo s moey snamu?

2. YUmo 5 doaxen desams?

3. Ha umo s cmeto Hadesamuca?» (A 805 / B 833;
Kamnr, 20060, c. 1011).

A B «Jlormke», wmsmaunoit . B.Veme, Kawur,
KaK VM3BECTHO, 100aBJIseT YeTBePTHIV BOIIPOC, KO-
TOPBIVI, TI0 €ro YTBEpPXIEeHWMIO, OXBaTbIBaeT Bce
OCTaJIbHBIE, a VIMEHHO:

«4. Umo maxoe uesoBex?» (AA 09, S. 25; Kanr,
1994a, c. 280).

DTV BOIIPOCHI OTHOCSATCS KO MHOTVIM IIEHTPAJTh-
HBIM YacTsM dpvtocodpmm KaHTa, TakiM Kak ero
TeopeTmyeckasi prstocoduisi, mpakTrdeckas: ou-
socodpusi, dustocopuss peurum M aHTPOHOIIO-
rusg. Ho ecTh IATBIT — M B HEKOTOPOM CMBICITE,
BO3MOJKHO, Jake Ooslee pyH/TaMeHTaIbHBI — BO-
IIpoc, KOTOpeINt KaHT ToXe paccMarpuBaer:

5. Yro ectp dputocodpmsn??

IlepBele ueTBIpe BOIpOCa IIOAPa3yMeBaloT yUa-
CTVie B TEOPeTM3VPOBAHUM IIEPBOTrO IMOpsaKa IO
IIOBOJIY Pa3/IMYHBIX OVICKYCCUN B paMKax puio-
codvm. HarrpoTuis, mATHIVT BOIPOC IIpeIioyiaraer
ViccIlefIoBaHVe BTOPOro MOpsiiKa, MV MeTadpuio-
codpckoe vccilefioBaHMe, — VCCiIe0BaHVe IPUPO-
1Bl caMomt PVIIOCOPUIL.

S1 ipeyiararo poBeCcTy pas3jindne MeXxay Tpe-
M4 OCHOBHBIMM YaCTSIMM 3TOr0 MeTadmIocodpcKo-
ro viccsiegoBaHys: (1) CyIIHOCTHBIT, (2) METOmOIIOo-
rYecKmi 1 (3) TAKCOHOMMYECKUI ITPOeKTh. Bot

2 IlponmiiaTenpHOe M3IOXKeHMe B3IrIoB KanTa Ha oty
TeMy cM. B craThe: (Lewin, 2021).

® DroT moAXON WIEeT Bpaspe3 ¢ MHeHMeM OBbeprapna,
I'wibepra 1 bépByna, KOTOpble CYMTAIOT, YTO ITIaBHBIMI
BOIIPOCAMU MeTapMIIOCOMDUN SIBIISIIOTCS. «UITO», «KaK» U
«mouemy» dwiocodpun (Overgaard, Gilbert, Burwood,
2013), Torga Kak sl BK/IIOYAIO «ITO» VI «II09e€MY» B TO, UTO S
Ha3bIBAO CYITHOCTHBIM IIPOEKTOM, a «KaK» — B TO, UTO S
Ha3bIBaIO METOIOJIOIMYECKVIM IIPOoeKTOM. OHAKO VX BHU-
MaH¥e IIPeVIMYIIIeCTBeHHO He COCPeNOTOYEHO Ha TOM, 94TO
sl Ha3bIBaI0 TAaKCOHOMMYECKMM ITpoeKToM. JIeBMH 3aTpa-

18

Introduction

In the Critiqgue of Pure Reason, Kant identifies
three main topics of philosophical inquiry:

1. What can I know?

2. What ought I to do?

3. For what may I hope? (KrV, A 805 / B 833;
Kant, 1998, p. 677)

And in the Jische Logic, Kant famously adds
a fourth question which he claims encompasses
all the others, viz.:

4. What is the human being? (Log, AA 09,
p. 25; Kant, 1992, p. 538)

These questions relate to many central parts
of Kant’s philosophy such as his theoretical
philosophy, practical philosophy, philosophy
of religion and anthropology. But there is a
tifth — and in some ways arguably even more
fundamental — question which Kant also con-
siders, viz.

5. What is philosophy??

The first four questions involve engaging
in first-order theorising about various debates
within philosophy. By contrast, the fifth ques-
tion involves a second-order — or metaphilo-
sophical — investigation into the nature of
philosophy itself.

I propose distinguishing between three main
parts of this metaphilosophical inquiry, viz. the
(1) essentialist, (2) methodological and (3) taxo-
nomic projects.” Here is an overview of the ba-
sic questions that each project addresses:

2 For an insightful account of Kant’s views on this top-
ic, see Lewin (2021a).

* This approach overlaps Overgaard, Gilbert and Bur-
wood (2013), who think the main questions of metaphi-
losophy are ‘what’, ‘how” and ‘why” of philosophy,
where I include the ‘what” and “why” in what I call the
essentialist project, whereas the ‘how’ is what I call the
methodological project. They do not primarily focus,
however, on what I call the taxonomic project. Lewin
(2021) addresses all of these issues throughout his dis-
cussion, though he frames the overall issue differently
from me. Lewin mainly aims at arriving at what Kant
would call an imperfect definition of philosophy, based
on Kant's various characterisations of philosophy itself.



KOPOTKUV CIMCOK OCHOBHBIX BOITPOCOB, KOTOpbIe
penraeT KaXXIbIVi ITPOEKT:

(1) CymHOCTHBIV IIPOEKT: UTO TaKoe PuIo-
codpusr? MoxkeM JIv1 MBI IIPeJIOKUTD ee oIrpesierie-
Hue? Yro omimdaer duiocodpuro oT HedmIoCo-
dvn? KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE 11€J1¥, 3a7a4il VI HaMepe-
Hus dprtocodpun? V Kak dpntocodrid BIIVIChIBaeT-
sl B YeJjIoBedyecKoe 3HaHVe B 11eJI0M?

(2) MeTomosrormuecKmi MPoOeKT: KaK MbI 3a-
HuMaeMmcsl utocodmeri? KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE Me-
TO/IbI, C TIOMOIIIEIO0 KOTOPBIX MBI MOXEM JOCTUYb
dwtocodpckoro nosHaHMs Wi noHuMaHuA? Ka-
KOBbl B II€JIOM JIETUTMMHBIE ¥ HeJleTMTUMHBIe
cr1oco0bI prtocodcTBOBaHMS?

(3) TaxcoHOMMUECKMV IIPOEKT: 13 KaKMX Ya-
creit coctouT prstocodmst? Kak Mbl MOXkeM JTydIiie
BCETO OIMCATh 3TV YacTy ¥ KaK OHM CBI3aHbI IPYT
c gpyrom? CylmecTByeT JIu Mepapxmdeckas CTpyk-
Typa B dpwiocodpun? VIHaue roBopsi, CyIIeCTBYIOT
I KaKye-JInbo MpuropuTeTHbIe OTHOLIEHWS MeX-
7y Ppas/IMYHBIMY YacTsAMM, W eCJIM Ja, TO KaKue
YacTy MIMEIOT OOJIBIINIL IIPUOPUTET, UeM JIPyTHe,
a Kakue — MeHbIIMII? Kpome TOro, cyImecTByroT
IV KaKye-JInb0 OTHOIIEHMSI 3aBUCHIMOCTY MeX/Ty
PpasIMYHBIMY YacTsSIMW, VI €CJIU 13, TO KaK HaM cJle-
IlyeT MOHVMAaTh IPUPOILY TaKOV 3aBUCUMOCTII*?

B aTo1 cTaThe 51 coCpeioTouyCh B IIEpBYIO OUe-
penb Ha TpeTbeM IIpoekTe. B wacTHOCTH, 51 McCTe-
IIyIO OVIH 13 HanboJsIee 3aIly TAaHHBIX, HO MIHTepec-
HBIX acIleKToB MeTadpmiocodpmn Kanra, a meHHO
€ro B3Il Ha OOIIVie OTHOILIEHWS MeXIy «du-
cron» dwiocoduert M TaK HasbIBaeMOW «IIpU-
KJIQJJHOVI», <«OMIIVIPUYECKON», VIV «HEYMCTOV»,
dwtocodpment (11j1st KpaTKocTu g 4yacTo Oyny Ha-
3bIBaTh TIOCJIEAHIOI IIPOCTO «HEUYMCTON (PIIoCco-

TVIBaeT BCe STV BOIIPOCHI Ha ITPOTSKEHWV BCETO CBOETO 00-
cyxmaenns (Lewin, 2021), xots oH dopMymmpyeT obIyio
1po0sieMy MHade, 4yeM 4. JIeBUH B OCHOBHOM CTPEMMTCS
HpVIVITVI K TOMY, 49TO Kanut HasBast Obl HeCOBEPIIEHHbIM
onpepesieHneM GwiIocodu, OCHOBLIBAsCh Ha passiny-
HBIX XapaKTepucTiKax camon drurocodpnm y Kanra.

* OueHb TOJI€3HBIE PACCYXIeHNMS 00 OOIIeNt CTPyKType
KaHTOBCKOM pwrocodun cMm. B padborax: (Lewin, 2020;
2021; Jlepun, 2021).
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(1) Essentialist project: What is philoso-
phy? Can we offer a definition of it? What dis-
tinguishes philosophy from non-philosophy?
What are the essential aims, goals or ends of
philosophy? And how does philosophy fit into
human knowledge more generally?

(2) Methodological project: How do we
do philosophy? What are the main methods by
which we can achieve philosophical knowledge
or understanding? In general, what are legit-
imate — versus illegitimate — ways of going
about philosophising?

(3) Taxonomic project: What are the dif-
ferent parts of philosophy? How can we best
describe these parts and how are they related
to one another? Does there exist a hierarchical
structure in philosophy, i.e. are there any prior-
ity relationships between the different parts —
and if so, which parts have more or less priority
than others? Additionally, are there any de-
pendency relationships between the different
parts — and if so, how should we understand
the nature of such dependency?*

In this paper, I shall focus primarily on the
third project. In particular, I explore one of
the most confusing yet interesting aspects of
Kant’s metaphilosophy, viz. his views about
the overall relationship between “pure philos-
ophy’ and so-called “applied’, ‘empirical’” or
‘impure’ philosophy. (For the sake of brevity,
I shall often refer to the latter simply as ‘im-
pure philosophy’.)’ Kant deals with this topic
in many places. Some of the most important
discussions include his treatment of the dif-

* For very helpful discussions of overall structure of
Kantian philosophy, see Lewin (2020; 2021a; 2021b).

°> Kant only uses the terms ‘empirical philosophy’ and
‘applied philosophy’. He doesn’t actually use the term
‘impure philosophy’. This is instead borrowed from
Robert Louden’s highly influential discussions of what
Louden calls Kant’s ‘impure ethics’, related to Kant’s
views about anthropology, religion, aesthetics, philoso-
phy of history etc. (cf. Louden, 2000; 2011; 2018).
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duen»)’. KaHT 3aTparmuBaeT 3Ty TeMy BO MHOIMX
MecTax. HekoTopble 113 HanboJ1ee BaXKHBIX JVICKYC-
CUVI BKJIIOYAIOT €ro TIOXOM, K pas3IvMamsM MeXIy
(1) «amCcTOVI JIOTMIKOVI» U «IIPVIKJIQIIHOVI JIOTVIKOVI»;
(2) «parvoHaIIBHOV IICMXOJIOTEN» W «3MIVIPU-
YeCKOV IICUXOJIOrMeN»; (3) «damcTor MeTadu3mnKo
IPUPOIb» 1 «PUSUKOV»; (4) «dMCTOVT MOPAJIBIO»,
VI «MeTapV3MKOL MOpasIv», VI «MOPaJIbHOV aH-
TPOIOJIOTVEeVT», «IIPAKTUUeCKOV aHTPOIIOJIOI e,
VTV «IIPVIKJIaITHOV MOpasIbHOV (prsiocodpmeri»©.

EcTp Tpu OCHOBHBIE HPUYMHEBEL IIOYEMYy 3Ta
TeMa BbI3bIBaeT MHOI'O BOIIPOCOB. Bo-11epBbIX, MOX-
HO JIVI BOOOIIle CYMTATh HEUNCTYIO Pritocoduio
nofyIMHHOM drtocodmen? KaHT, KaxeTcs, KoJle-
Gr1eTcs1 B 3TOM Borrpoce. VIHorma oH IpsiMo HasbIBa-
eT NPUKIIaIHYI0, SMIVPUYECKYIO VI HeYUCTYIO
dutocodpuro dprtocodpuent. Harpumep, B «Apxu-
TEKTOHVKe YVCTOro pasyma» B riepBont «Kpurimke»
KanT numet: «Besikast dputocodpus ecTb i 1o-
3HaHIMe, OCHOBAaHHOe Ha YMCTOM pasyMe, VJIN IIo-
3HaHMe pas3yMa, OCHOBAaHHOe Ha SMIIVPUYecKIX
npvauunax. Ilepbas nasvibaemes uucmoi, a 6mo-
pas smnupuueckoi usocogueti» (A 840 / B 868;
Kanr, 20060, c. 1053; kypcus moit. — D.I).

A B «Jlexnmsax no stuke Mponrosuyca» Kant
yTBepXKaeT, UTO MOpa/IbHas aHTPOIIOJIOINs, KO-
TOPYIO OH Ha3bIBaeT «BTOPOV YaCTHIO» «OOIIIeN
MpaKTUIecKot duiocodpun», IMpeacTaBiIseT Co-
6ot «philosophia moralis applicata... xyga Bxo-
AT sMOVpUYecKre NpyHOUIIbD (AA 29, S. 599).
DTO IepeKJIMKaeTcsi ¢ 3agBiieHreM KaHTa B 11ep-
Bov1 «KpuTuke» 0 TOM, 4TO SMIIMpUYecKast TICXO-
JIOTISI TIEPeXOUT «B 00JIacThb npukAadHoi dpwio-
codpum» (A 848 / B 876; Kant, 20060, c. 1061).

Ho 5T0 npoTmsopeunT OOIIeNPUHSATOMY IIPO-
uteHMIo KaHTa, corracHO KOTOpoMy OH HacTanBa-

> KaHT MCHob3yeT TOJIBKO TEPMUHBI «IMIIMPUUecKast
dwtocopms» m «apukitagHas dmiocodrs». TepmuH
«HeumcTast pwiocodusi» OH aKTIIecKn He MCIoJIb3yeT.
OH 3aMMCTBOBaH U3 BeCbMa BJIVSATEIIBHBIX PacCy KIeHMI
PobepraJlaysena o ToMm, uro Jlay/ieH Ha3bIBaeT «HEUVCTON
sTuKov» KaHTa, KoTopasd cBsA3aHa co B3rrimamyu Kanra
Ha aHTPOIIOJIOTMIO, PEeJIUINIO, 3CTeTHKY, driocodmo
vicropvm 1 T.71. (cM.: Louden, 2000; 2011; 2018).

¢ CcpUlKM Ha STM pasTUdHBIe OOCYXIeHWs CM. B
paszese 2, BKmodasi cHocky 11, Huoxe.

ferences between (1) “pure logic” vs. ‘applied
logic’; (2) ‘rational psychology” vs. ‘empirical
psychology’; (3) ‘pure metaphysics of nature’
vs. ‘physics” and (4) “pure morality” or a “meta-
physics of morals” vs. “moral anthropology’,
“practical anthropology” or “applied moral phi-
losophy’.®

There are three main reasons why this topic
is puzzling. First, does impure philosophy even
count as genuine philosophy in the first place?
Kant seems to waver on this point. At times,
he straightforwardly refers to applied, empiri-
cal or impure philosophy as philosophy. For in-
stance, in the “Architectonic of Pure Reason” in
the first Critiqgue, Kant writes: “All philosophy,
however, is either cognition from pure reason
or rational cognition from empirical principles.
The former is called pure philosophy, the latter em-
pirical” (KrV, A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695;
my emphasis — E.G.).

And in the Lectures on Ethics Mrongovius,
Kant claims that moral anthropology — which
he calls the “second part” of a ‘general practical
philosophy” — amounts to “philosophia mora-
lis applicata (applied moral philosophy) [...] to
which the empirical principles belong” (V-Mo/
Mron 1I, AA 29, p. 599; Kant, 1997, p. 226). This
echoes Kant’s claim in the first Critique that em-
pirical psychology falls “on the side of applied
philosophy” (KrV, A848 / B876; Kant, 1998,
p- 700).

But this contradicts a common reading of
Kant according to which he insists that philos-
ophy, strictly speaking, is focused on synthetic
a priori cognition. He seems to defend a more
restrictive conception of philosophy at various
places. For example, Kant claims that pure log-

ic — as opposed to applied logic — “alone is

¢ For references to these various discussions, see
Section 2, including footnote 11, below.
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eT Ha TOM, 4TO prstocoduisi, CTpOro roBops, Opu-
eHTUpOBaHa Ha CUHTETMYEeCKoe aIlpyopHOe IIo-
3HaHMe. KaxxeTcs, B pasHbIX MecTax OH 3alll/IlaeT
Oosiee orpaHMYNTESIBHYIO KOHIIEMIINIO PrIOCo-
dvm. Hanpumep, KanT yTBepXx/iaet, 4To uncTas
JIOTVIKa — B OTJIVYMe OT IIPUKJIaJHOV JIOTVIKI —
«TOJIBKO U €CTh COOCTBEHHO HayKa». A TIOCKOJIBKY
OH paccMaTpuBaeT caMy (prIocodmio Kak «Hay-
Ky», TO 3TO BBI3bIBaeT COMHeHVe B PrI0COPCKOM
craryce mpukiagHov toruku (A 838 / B 866; Kanr,
20060, c. 1049; AA 09, S. 24; KanT, 19%4a, c. 279Y'.
A B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMSIX» OH IIMIIEeT, YTO «TaK
KaK s IMeIO 371eCh IIPeIMeTOM, COOCTBEHHO, Hpab-
cmBennyto ¢puaocoguio», CrelyeT «CBeCTV» Hallle
BHMMaHMe K YVCTOV MOpaIi, KOTOpasl «IIOJIHO-
CTBIO OUMIIIeHa OT BCErO AMIIMPUYECKOro U IIpu-
Ha/yIekarrero K aHrponosorumn..» (AA 04, S. 389;
KanTt, 19976, c. 156; xypcus mont. — 3.I0).

Bropormt Bompoc 3akiIodaeTcs B CIIEYIOLIEM:
ZlaXke eciIy MBI IIpU3HAeM, YTO «HEUNCTas», «IIp-
KJIaJIHas», VI «3MIVpryecKas», pviocoduis aB-
nsetcs dputocodpuen nyig Kanra, mogemy aTo Tak?
B «Jlornke» Kant ompenersier dumocodnio Kak
«cucteMy  (PWIIOCOPCKMX 3HAHUM, VIV Parvo-
HaJIBHBIX 3HaHM 13 TToHATN» (AA 09, S. 23; Kanr,
1994a, c. 279). A HeckoyIbKMMM ab3aliamMy paHbIlle
OH ImIIeT: «Mbl OOBSICHWIN palliOHaIbHBIE 3Ha-
HVS KaK 3HaHWMS 13 IIPUHIINATIOB, VI OTCIOHA CIIefTy-
€T, YTO OHW JOJDKHBI ObITE anpuopruimu» (AA 09,
S. 23; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 278; xypcus mon. — D.I0).

Hna Kanra dumocodpmssi — 3To crctema «Iio-
3HaBaTeIPHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTeVT pasyma». A TIo-
CKOJIBKY OH IIpMpaBHVBaeT
CIIOCOOHOCTM pasyMa» K «II03HaBaTeIbHBIM CIIO-
COOHOCTSIM W13 IIPVHIIVIIOB», TO, IIO €r0 MHEHWIO,
«¥3 3TOTO CJIeyeT, YTO OHW JIOJDKHBI OBITH armpu-
OPHBIMI». DTO IIpeIIoIaraeT, YTo Jaxke SMIIPU-
yeckas prtocodmsi T0JDKHa BKJIIOUaTh B cebs He-
KOTOpOe arpuropHoe Io3HaHMe. Takoit BBOA, IIOA-
TBep)KIaeTcsl MBICTIbI0 KaHTa 13 IIpornTpoBaH-

«IIO3HaBaTeJIbHbIe

7 BaXHYIO OTOBOPKY CM. B paboTe JIeBiHa, IOCBSIIIEHHO
pasrpaHydeHro KaHTOM HayKn He B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITe
7 HayKu B cobcTBeHHOM cMbIcite (Lewin, 2021, p. 302).
bortee mompo6HO MBI 0OCYyIMM 3Ty TeMY B pasmerie 2.
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properly science”. And insofar as he sees phi-
losophy itself as a “science’, this raises doubts
about the philosophical status of applied log-
ic (see KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998, p. 694;
Log, AA 09, p. 24; Kant, 1992, p. 537).” And in
the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, he
writes that “since my aim here is directed prop-
erly to moral philosophy”, we should ‘limit" our
focus only to “pure morals” which is “complete-
ly cleansed of everything that may be only
empirical and that belongs to anthropology”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 44; my em-
phasis — E.G.).

The second worry is: Even if we accept that
‘impure’, ‘applied’, or ‘empirical” philosophy is
philosophy for Kant, why is this so? In the Jische
Logic, Kant defines philosophy as “the system
of philosophical cognitions or of cognitions of
reason from concepts” (Log, AA 09, p. 23; Kant,
1992, p. 537). And a few paragraphs earlier, he
writes: “We have explained cognitions of reason
as cognitions from principles, and from this it fol-
lows that they must be a priori” (Log, AA 09, p. 23;
Kant, 1992, p. 536; my emphasis — E.G.).

For Kant, philosophy is a system of ‘cog-
nitions of reason’. And since he equates ‘cog-
nitions of reason” with ‘cognitions from
principles’, Kant claims that ‘it follows that
they must be a priori’. This suggests that even
empirical philosophy must involve some a pri-
ori cognition. This is supported by Kant's view
in the first Critique passage quoted above that
empirical philosophy involves ‘rational cogni-
tion [Vernunfterkenntnis] from empirical princi-
ples” (KrV, A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695).
What is the best way to make sense of such
claims?

7 For an important qualification, see Lewin (2021a,
p- 302) on Kant’s distinction between proper and im-
proper science. We shall discuss this topic in more de-
tail in Section 2.
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HOTO BbIIIle TIepBOro OTpbIBKa «KpuUTHUKM» 0 TOM,
4uTo sMImMpudeckas dwiocodusi IMperrionaraeT
«[TO3HaHMe pa3yMa, OCHOBaHHOe Ha 3MIVpude-
ckux npuHmax» (A 840 / B 868; Kaut, 20060,
c. 1053). Kax sryutire Bcero pazoOpaTbcs B I10100-
HBIX YTBePXKIeHMsIX?

Tperpe 1 mociIenHee OeCHIOKOVICTBO: KaK HaM
IIOHMMAaTb OOIIYIO CBSI3b MEX]TY «3IMIIPUYeCKO»,
«IIPUKJIaTHOVI» VIV «HEUMCTOV» pvytocodpuent n
ocrasibHOM dvtocodpment Kanrta? K coxasnenmto,
KanT HyKOrIa He BbICKa3bIBaJICS IO 3TOMY BOIIPO-
Cy JIOCTaTOYHO $ICHO. SIBjIsieTcst jivi HedmcTast pu-
jocopusl TPOCTO HeydauyHOV VIV OHIMOOYHOM
MONBITKONM 3aHMMaTbess dustocodpuert? Vmm xe
3TO MOIJIMHHAsA, XOTd M BHO HU3IIAsl VIV BTO-
pocopTHasi, gacts dutocodprm Kanra? Vinu B Ka-
KOM-TO CMBICJIe OHa TaK ke BakHa 1 HeoOXxomu-
Ma, Kak yucras ¢pwiocodus? B kauecTse oHOrO
Y3 BapMaHTOB MHTepIIpeTali pacCMOTPUIM BaK-
HyI0 TpaKToBKYy PoGepTom JlayieHom Toro, uto oH
HasblBaeT «He4YMCTOM 3TuKo» KaHTa, KoTopas,
KaK OH yTBep)XKJIaeT, pa3OpocaHa I10 BceM JIMCKYC-
cusam KanTa 06 aHTpomosiornm, pemrnm, UcKyc-
cTBe, OOpa3oBaHWUM, TeJIeoJIOrMY, UCTOPUM U T.J.
C Touku 3penmus JlayneHa, yncrast sTuKa — «0o0-
nee pyHIAMEHTaIbHA» ¥, CJIeOBaTeIbHO, «dyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHO OoJlee Ba)KHa», YeM HeulCTasl 3THKa.
Onnaxo JlayneH yTsepx/iaeT, 4To HeumcTas 3TKa
TeM He MeHee «abCOIIOTHO HeoOXomyiMa BCSKUT
pa3, Korjga KTO-TO JKeJjlaeT IIPMMEHUTDb pe3yJibTa-
TBI TIEPBOVI YacTU [T.e. UMCTOVI 3TUKM| K YesIoBe-
Ky» (Louden, 2000, p. vii). Otcroma 6ortee obrrimit
BOIIPOC: KaK JIyd4Ille BCero IyMaTh O IIPaBUJIEHOM
«pasgesieHuN Tpyda» MeXIy 3TUMMU ABYMsI YacTsi-
Mu prstocodpmn Kanra?

B maHHOVI cTaThe paccMaTpVBarOTCs BCe 3T BO-
npocel. Kak 3amMeTnT HaO/IrOaTe IbHBIV YMTaTeIb,
Tpu IIpo0sIeMbl, 0OCYy XXJaBIIIViecs BbIIlle, COOTBET-
CTBYIOT CYIITHOCTHOMY, METOIOJIOIMTUECKOMY W CU-
cTeMaTH4eCcKOMY ITpoeKTaM, 0DO3HaueHHBIM pa-
Hee. C 3TOVI TOYKM 3peHMsI CTAaHOBUTCH ICHO, YTO
171 TOTO, YTOOBI HOJTHOCTBIO OTBETUTh Ha CHCTe-
MaTmdecKum Borrpoc «Kak Heumicras duiocodmst
CBs3aHa ¢ umcTon dpwiocoduen?», HaM Takxke He-
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The third and final worry is: How should
we understand the overall relationship be-
tween ‘empirical’, ‘applied” or ‘impure’ phi-
losophy and the rest of Kant’s philosophy?
Unfortunately, Kant is never fully explicit on
this point. Is impure philosophy just an abor-
tive or misguided attempt at doing philoso-
phy? Or does it constitute a genuine — though
decidedly inferior or second-class — part of
Kant’s philosophy? Or is it in some ways just
as essential or necessary as pure philosophy?
For one interpretive option, consider Robert
Louden’s influential treatment of what he calls
Kant’s ‘impure ethics’, which he claims is scat-
tered throughout Kant’s discussions of an-
thropology, religion, art, education, teleology,
history etc. On Louden’s view, pure ethics is
“more foundational” and thus “fundamentally
more important” than impure ethics. Howev-
er, Louden argues that impure ethics is none-
theless “absolutely necessary whenever one
wished to apply the results of the first part (i.e.
pure ethics) to human beings” (Louden 2000,
p. vii). This raises a more general question:
What is the best way to think about the proper
‘division of labour” between these two parts of
Kant’s philosophy?

This paper addresses these various issues.
As the observant reader will notice, the three
worries discussed above correspond respec-
tively to the essentialist, methodological, and
taxonomical projects identified earlier. Seen
this way, it is clear that in order to answer ful-
ly the taxonomic question, ‘How does impure
philosophy relate to pure philosophy?’, we
shall also need to address both the essentialist
question, ‘What is philosophy?’ as well as the
methodological question, “What are the differ-
ent methods for undertaking philosophical in-
quiry?’.



00XOIIMMO OTBETUTH KaK Ha CYITHOCTHBIV BOITPOC
«Yto Takoe dpwiocodus?», Tak M Ha MeTOIOJIO-
ruaeckmii Bonpoc «KakoBelI pasjIIHble METOIbI
mpoBezieHMs PMITOCOPCKMX MCCITIeOBAHMTI?».

Mot w1aH 3akiodaeTcs B ciiemytomeM. CHa-
yajla g JaM 0030p OCHOBHBIX PasIMuMil MeX-
Oy «4MCTOVI» ¥ TaK Ha3bIBa€MOVI «IIPUKJIaIHOV»,
«OMIVIPUYECKOT» VUIM «HEeUVCTO» rtocodpm-
er. Bo-BTOpBIX, 5 MCCIIeyI0 YeThIpe BO3MOXKHBIX
criocoba KOHIIENTyaIn3anyiy  OOIIMX OTHOIIIe-
HUVI MeXY TUMMU OBYMS YacTsIMM pvtocopmm.
B-TpeTprx, S chenaro HECKOIBKO 3aK/IIOUNTENIb-
HBIX 3aMeYaHUT O pa3IM4eHN YVCTOro 1 Heun-
CTOTO 1 ero 0oJiee IIMPOKOM 3HAYEeHVIV 115 TIOHVI-
MaHMs MeTadprtocodpnmn Kanra.

1. Uncras v HeuncrTas
dnocodpms Kanra: 0630p

B ueMm 3axsIodaeTcst OTIVUME «UVCTOVD> (PUITO-
copum OT «IMITMPUUECKOTI», «ITPUKJIIATHOV» VI
«"eumcron» dpvtocodpum it Kanra? Hvoke mpm-
BeJIeHbI YeThIPe OCHOBHBIX OTPBIBKA W3 €ro OIly-
O71MKOBaHHBIX PaboT, I7e oH Hanboslee OIPOOHO
obcyxmaeT 310 pasiamune®. (S TUTUpyo Mx mIomi-
PpoOHO, UTOOBI YMTaTEIb MOT CaM YBUIETh, YTO T'0o-
BOpUT 110 3TOMY nosofy KaHrT.)

(1) YNUCTAZ U TTPUKITTAOHAS JIOTMIKA:
(A 53—54 / B77—79; Kanr, 20060, c. 139 —141):
O01ras j1orvka MOXKeT OBITh VIV YMCTOV, VIIN
NpUKIagHO. B mepsoit MbI OTBIeKaeMcs OT
BCeX SMIIMPUYECKMX YCJIOBUI, IIPU KOTOPBIX

8 41 ocraBw Oe3 BHMMaHMS n3IoKeHMe KanTOM pasim-
Ui MEXJIY UMCTOV MeTadpU3MKOVL IIPUPOLIEI U (PU3MKON
B «MeTadmsmdecknx Hadajax ecTeCcTBO3HaHUs» (AA 04,
S. 468 —476; Kanur, 19948, c. 248 —258) B 0CHOBHOM ITOTO-
My, 9TO OHO MeHee IIpsSMOJIMHENHO 1 Oosiee GeccBsi3HO,
ueM gpyrue paccyxperns Kanra, n Bo MHOroM my0mm-
pyeTt ux. EqviHCTBeHHBINT CiTydar, Korga OHM He Iiepece-
KaloTcs, — 3To Tpebosanme KaHTa ogBeprHyTh 4mCTOE
eCcTeCTBO3HaHIe MaTeMaTM3allli, 9TO He VIMeeT OTHOIIIe-
HIA K HalleMy oOcyxzeHwto. IToje3Here paccyxieHms
Ha 3Ty TeMy cM.: (Ameriks, 2001; Sturm, 2001).

23

E.V. Garcia

My plan is as follows. First, I shall provide
an overview of the main differences between
‘pure’ and so-called ‘applied’, ‘empirical’ or
‘impure’ philosophy. Second, I shall explore
four possible ways of conceptualising the
overall relationship between these two parts of
philosophy. Third and lastly, I shall offer some
concluding remarks about the pure/impure
distinction and its broader significance for un-
derstanding Kant’s metaphilosophy.

1. Kantian Pure vs. Impure Philosophy:
An Overview

For Kant, what is “pure’ as opposed to ‘em-
pirical’, ‘applied” or ‘impure’ philosophy?
Found below are four main passages from his
published writings where he most explicitly
discusses this distinction.® (I have quoted them
in detail to allow the reader to see for her/him-
self what Kant says on this topic.)

(1) PURE VS. APPLIED LOGIC (KrV, A 53-
54 / B 77-79; Kant, 1998, pp. 194-195): Now
general logic is either pure or applied logic.
In the former we abstract from all empirical
conditions under which our understanding
is exercised, e.g., from the influence of the
senses, from the play of imagination, the laws
of memory, the power of habit, inclination,
etc., hence also from the sources of prejudice,

8 T've left out here Kant's account of the distinction

between a pure metaphysics of nature and physics in the
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (MAN, AA 04,
pp. 468-476; Kant, 2002, pp. 183-189), largely because it’s
less straightforward and more rambling than — and
largely overlaps — Kant’s other discussions. (The one
case where it doesn’t overlap is in Kant’s demand that
pure natural science be subject to mathematisation, a
demand which is not germane to our present discussion.
For helpful discussions of this topic, see Ameriks (2001)
and Sturm (2001).
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JEeVICTBYeT Halll pacCy[OK, HallpuMep: OT BIIVSI-
HUS 9yBCTB, OT UTPBI BOOOpakeHMsl, 3aKOHOB Ia-
MSATV, CUJIBI IPUBBIYKY, CKJIOHHOCTEM U T.II., —
CTaj10 OBITh, VI OT MCTOYHWMKOB IIPepacCyIKOB 1

ZIake BOOOIIIe OT BCETO, YTO MOXKET OBITh IIpII-
HOVI BO3HMKHOBEHMS Te€X WIV MHBIX TO3HAHW
WJIVI MOXKeT He3aMeTHO BHYLINUTb HaM 1X; BCe 3TO
KacaeTcsl paccy/iKa TOJIBKO IIPpW OIpesleIeHHbIX
00CTOsITeIIbCTBAX €r0 HIpVIMEHEHMs, ¥, YTOOBI
3HaTh X, HeoOXommM orbiT. Obwas, Ho uucmas
JIOTMKA MMeeT J1eJI0 WCKIIOUNUTENIbHO C IIPUH-
UMUIIaMU a priori VI TIpefcTaBiIigeT cobou KaHOH
paccyoka v pasyma... <...> Hayka, xoTopymo
Ha3bIBalO IIPUKJIAIHON JIOTVKO. .. TIpelCcTaBIIsa-
eT pacCyIOK ¥ IIpaBuJla ero HeoOXOIIMOTO yIIO-
TpebisieHNs in concreto, T.e. PV CIIy9amHBIX yC-
JI0BUSIX CyOBbeKTa, KOTOpble MOTYT IIPersiTCTBO-
BaTh WJIV COMIEVICTBOBATh TAKOMY YIIOTpeOIIeHIIIO
paccyzika 1 KOTOpble B VIX COBOKYITHOCTM JAIOTCS
TOJIBKO SMIMpUYecKN. B Helt meT peuys o BHU-
MaHMM, O BCTpedaeMbIX VM IPeIIgTCTBUSX W II0-
CTIETICTBUSIX €r0, O IPOVICXOXKIEHMM 3a0ITysKie-
HUVI, O COCTOAHUM KoyieOaHMs, COMHeHVs, yBe-
PEeHHOCTL ¥ T.II.

(2) PALIMIOHAJIBHAS W OSMITMPUYE-
CKASI TICMXOJIOI' VA (A 847—848 / B 875—
876; Kant, 20060, c. 1059 —1061): Takmm ob6pazom,
BCSL CUICTeMa MeTaU3MKM COCTOUT M3 UeThIpex
IJIaBHBIX YacTteit: 1) onmosoeuu, 2) payuoHassHom
¢pusuosoeuu, 3) payuoHasbHou kocmosoeuu, 4) pa-
UUOHAALHOU 1meos02Ul. <...> BTopoe: rIe XXe OoCTa-
eTCsl SMNUPULecKas NCuxo10eus, — a OHa U3IaBHa
OTCTamBajla CBOe MeCTO B MeTapm3MKe ¥ OT Hee
B Hallle BpeMs OXMOaIM CTOJIb MHOTOIO IS
MpOsICHEHMST MeTapu3MKM, — II0Cjle TOTO Kak
yTpaTWiIv HaleXay a priori JOCTUTHYTh 4ero-To
COOTBETCTBYIOIIIETO ee 3a7adaM? S oTBedaro: oHa
IIepexoauT B Ty 00J1acTh, IZle MeCTO BCeMy CoO-
CTBEHHOMY (3MIIVIPMUECKOMY) eCTeCTBO3HAHWIO,
a VIMEHHO B 00J1acTh HIpuUKIagHON driocodum,
KOTOpasl CBsi3aHa, Mpasjia, ¢ YncTon dpuiocodu-
eV, cogep Kalten B cebe IIPVHLNIIBL I Hee, HO
He JIOJDKHa OBITH cMelniBaeMa ¢ Hero. CiiesioBa-
TeJIPHO, SMIMpUYecKasl IICUXOJIOIVS IOJDKHA
OBITH COBEpIIIEHHO W3THAaHA M3 MeTapV3uKM U

y>Ke COBEpIIIeHHO MCKIII0YeHa 13 Hee CaMo Mle-
evt MeTap3UKIL.
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indeed in general from all causes from which
certain cognitions arise or may be supposed
to arise, because these merely concern the
understanding under certain circumstances
of its application, and experience is required
in order to know these. A general but pure
logic therefore has to do with strictly a priori
principles and is a canon of the understanding
and reason [...] What I call applied logic [...] is
thus a representation of the understanding and
the rules of its necessary use in concreto, namely
under the contingent conditions of the subject,
which can hinder or promote this use, and
which can all be given only empirically. It deals
with attention, its hindrance and consequences,
the cause of error, the condition of doubt, of

reservation, of conviction, etc.

(2) RATIONAL VS. EMPIRICAL PSYCHO-
LOGY (KrV, A 847-848 / B 875-876; Kant, 1998,
pp. 699-700): Accordingly, the entire system
of metaphysics consists of four main parts. 1.
Ontology 2. Rational Physiology 3. Rational
Cosmology 4. Rational Theology. [...] Once
one gives up the hope of achieving anything
useful a priori, where does that leave empirical
psychology, which has always asserted its
place in metaphysics, and from which one has
expected such great enlightenment in our own
times? I answer: It comes in where the proper
(empirical) doctrine of nature must be put,
namely on the side of applied philosophy, for
which pure philosophy contains the a priori
principles, which must therefore be combined
but never confused with the former. Empirical
psychology must thus be entirely banned from
metaphysics, and is already excluded by the

idea of it.



(3) UMCTAS MOPAJIBHAS DUIIOCO-
OV VI TIPAKTUYECKAST AHTPOIIOJIOT VST
(AA 04, S. 388, 389; Kart, 19976, c. 43, 47 —49):
Besikyro dmrtocodnro, MOCKOIBKY OHa OIMpaeT-
Cs1 Ha OCHOBaHWMSI OITBITa, MOXKHO Ha3BaTh IMNUPU-
ueckoll, a Ty, KOTOpasi U3jlaraeT cBoe yueHue VC-
KITIOUUTEJILHO U3 IIPUHIINATIOB 4 priori, — 4ucmoi
dwirocodpmen. <...> Takum oOpazoM, M3 Bcero
IIPAKTIYIECKOrO MO3HAHMS MOPaJIbHBIE 3aKOHBI
BMecTe C VX ITPUHITMIIaMI He TOJIBKO CYIIleCTBeH-
HO OTINMYAIOTCS OT BCETO IIPOYero, 4TO TOJIBKO
3aKiIfo4aeT B cebe XOTh UTO-HMOYAbL SMIIMpIUUe-
CKOe, HO BCcd MopaibHast pvtocodpusi B 11eI0M
TTOKOMTCSI Ha CBOEW YMCTOV YaCTV U, B IIpUMeHe-
HWV K 4eJIOBEeKY, OHa HUJEero He 3aVMCTBYeT 13
3HaHMS O HeM (aHTPOIIOJIOrMN), HO JaeT eMy Kak
PasyMHOMY CyIIIeCTBY 3aKOHBI 4 priori, KOTOpPbIe,
npasja, elle TPeOyIOT WM3OIIPEHHON OIBITOM
CIIOCOOHOCTYM CYXKOeHMs Il TOro, 9TOObI OT4a-
CTV Pas3/IMUNTh, B KaKMX CJIydasiX OHV HaxOIST
CBOe ITpVMeHeHNe, OTYaCTU OTKPBITh UM JIOCTYII
K BOJIE UeJIoBeKa V1 yOeIUTeIbHOCTD IS VICIIOJ-
HEeHIs; Be[b CaM ueJIoBeK adppUIpyeTcs TaKUM
MHOYXeCTBOM CKJIOHHOCTEVI, YTO XOT$I OH U CIIOCO-
OeH K mJiee MPaKTMYeCKOro YMCTOTO pasyMa, Ofl-
HaKO eMy He TaK-TO JIETKO cJleJlaTh ee in concreto
JIeVICTBEHHOW B CBOeM 00pase JKM3HM.

(4) YMCTAS DOUITIOCODNI MOPAJIN
1 MOPAJIbHASI AHTPOTIOJIOI' VI (AA 06, S.
217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51 —53): BooOr1ie roBops, Mo-
paJIbHas aHTPOIIOJIOT S MOTJIa OBI COOTHOCUTBCS
¢ MeTaM3MKOVI HPABOB, CTaTh APYIMM WICHOM
JesleHVsl IIpaKTU4ecKor dwiocodpnmt Kak Ta-
KOBOVI; HO OHa, OIIHAKO, corepkaja ObI TOJIBKO
ydeHVe O CyOBeKTMBHBIX — KaK IIPeIsTCTBYIO-
VX, TaK M OJIarONIPUSATCTBYIOMINX — YCIIOBU-
SIX UCHOAHEHUS 3aKOHOB MeTaduM3MKN HPaBOB B
YeJIoBeYeCcKOV IIPUpoIle, Y4UeHMe O CO3aHWUM,
pacrpocTpaHeHUM U YKpPeIUIeHMM MOpabHBIX
OCHOBOITOJIOXKeHMVT (B O0jacTv BOCHUTaHMS,
IITKOJIBHOTO OOy4YeHMs 1 HapOIHOTO ITpOCBele-
HVSI) M ApyTHe ITOI00HbIe YUeHMs U IIpeica-
HVIS, OCHOBBIBAIOIIVIECS. Ha OIIbITe; 0e3 Mopasib-
HOVI aHTPOIIOJIOTUW HeJIb3sg 0OOMTNCh, HO OHa
HV B KOeM CJTyJae He JJ0JDKHa OBITh ITpe/IrociiaHa
MeTadu3MKe HPaBOB VIV CMelllaHa C Hevl.
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(3) PURE MORAL PHILOSOPHY VS.
PRACTICAL ANTHROPOLOGY (GMS, AA
04, pp. 388, 389; Kant, 1996a, pp. 43, 45): All
philosophy insofar as it is based on grounds of
experience can be called empirical; but insofar
as it sets forth its teachings simply from a priori
principles it can be called pure philosophy [...].
Thus, among practical cognitions, not only do
moral laws, along with their principles, differ
essentially from all the rest, in which there is
something empirical, but all moral philosophy
is based entirely on its pure part; and when
it is applied to the human being it does not
borrow the least thing from acquaintance with
him (from anthropology) but gives to him,
as a rational being, laws a priori, which no
doubt still require a judgment sharpened by
experience, partly to distinguish in what cases
they are applicable and partly to provide them
with access; to the will of the human being
and efficacy for his fulfillment of them; for the
human being is affected by so many inclinations
that, though capable of the idea of a practical
pure reason, he is not so easily able to make it
effective in concreto in the conduct of his life.

(4) PURE METAPHYSICS OF MORALS
VS. MORAL ANTHROPOLOGY (MS, AA 06,
p- 217; Kant, 1996d, p. 372): The counterpart of
a metaphysics of morals [...] would be moral
anthropology, which, however, would deal only
with the subjective conditions in human nature
that hinder people or help them in fulfilling
the laws of a metaphysics of morals. It would
deal with the development, spreading, and
strengthening of moral principles (in education
in schools and in popular instruction), and with
other similar teachings and precepts based on
experience. It cannot be dispensed with, but it
must not precede a metaphysics of morals or be

mixed with it.



3.B. Tapcus

OcHoBbIBasiCh Ha 3TUX OTPBbIBKaX, MbI MOXXeM
BBIJIEJIUTh YeThIpe KIIIOYEBBIX PasInuusl MeXIy
YNCTOV VI HeUnCTON prytocodmert.

IlepBoe 1 Hamboslee pyHIaMeHTaIbHOE 3aMe-
JaHVe COCTOUT B TOM, 4To umcTast dpviocodpus (1a)
alipyopHa, TO eCTb OCHOBaHa MCKJIIOYMTEILHO Ha
aTIpVMOPHBIX IIPUHIINIIAX, TOra KaK HeuwcTas pu-
socodmst (16) 1o KpartHer Mepe YacTMYHO ariocTe-
pUiOpHa 1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, OmMpaeTcsd Ha OIIBIT.
B ciygae (i) umcron sormkm KaHT roBoput, 4To
«BCe B Hel JIOJDKHO OBbITh COBEpIIIEHHO allpVIOpHO».
To ecTp «OHa He MMeeT SMIVPWYECKVIX ITPUHIIV-
IIOB» 1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, «HMUYero He 3aMMCTBYyeT
m3 ricuxortornm» (A 54 / B 78; Kant, 20060, c. 141).
Korma peus mper o (ii) parivoHaIbHOV IICHXOIIO-
TV VIJIVL O TOM, 9TO OH TaK’kKe HasbIBaeT «parluio-
HaJIbHBIM y4eHMeM o aylile», KanT mprsHaeT, 4To
«IIpeIMeT», TO eCTh IIPOCTOe «ITOHSTVEe MBICIISIIe-
rO CyIllecTBa», CBsi3aHHOe C (POpMasIbHBIM IIperl-
CTaBJIeHVeM «d MBIC/IIO», SMIVPUYECKU JaeTcs
HaM 4Jepe3 BHyTpeHHee uyBcTBO (A 432 / B 400;
Kant, 20060, c. 511). Tem He MeHee 1100bIe MeTadm-
3MUecKye VICCIIeIOBAHIS €T0 IIPUPOIbI — IIPOEKT,
KOTOPBIV, TI0 MHeHMIo KaHTa, B KOHEUHOM MTOre
Oecriosie3seH 1 IPUBOAUT K «IMaIeKTUUeCKON BU-
mvmoct» (B 426, KanT, 20060, c. 543), — mormk-
HBI OBITh OCHOBaHBI YMCTO Ha IPUHIINIIAX 4 Priori.
®ustocod moscHseT: «CaMblil He3HAYMTeIbHBIN
OOBEKT BOCHPUATHS (HarIpyMep, XOTs Obl JIVIIB
YIOBOJILCTBYIE VI HEYAOBOJILCTBUE), KOTOPBIN
npvicoeqHMIICA Obl K 00lIeMy ITpeficTaB/IeHWIO
CaMOCO3HaHUs, momuac xe npeBpamus 0vl payu-
OHAAbHYI0 ncuxosoeuto 8 smnupuueckyio» (A 343 /
B 401; KanT, 20060, c. 513; xypcus mot. — O3.I).
Haxonern, KanT yTBepXxmaeT, uTo (iii) umcras mMo-
pasibHas pustocodrisl, Kak OH ee Has3bIBaeT, J10JIK-
Ha OBITH «BIIOJIHE OCBOOOXKIIeHa OT BCero BOOOIIe
SMIIMPUYECKOro 1 IpuHaIeXXalllero aHTpoIIosIo-
rum» (AA 04, S. 389; KanT, 199706, c. 45—47).

HampoTuis, HeunicTasi, TO eCTh «IIpUKJIa/IHaAAL,
VIV «3MIVpUYecKas», dwiocodnss obs3arens-
HO omupaeTcs Ha omnbIT. Ee mpeMeToM sBiisieM-
Cs1 MBI, TO ecTh Jiroiu in concreto. To, uro KanT Ha-
3bIBaeT (i) MPUKJIaIHOV JIOTMKOV, (POKycupyeTcs
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Based on these passages, we can identify
four key differences between pure and impure
philosophy.

First and most fundamentally, pure philos-
ophy is (1la) a priori, i.e. based solely on a pri-
ori principles, whereas impure philosophy is
(1b) at least partly a posteriori, and thus relies
upon experience. In the case of (i) pure logic,
Kant says that “everything in it must be com-
pletely a priori”. That is, “it has no empirical
principles” and thus “draws nothing from psy-
chology” (KrV, A 54 / B 78; Kant, 1998, p. 195.)
For (ii) rational psychology or what he also
calls “the rational doctrine of the soul”, Kant

concedes that the “object” — that is, the mere
“concept of a thinking being” related to the for-
mal representation “I think” — is empirically

given to us through inner sense (KrV, A 432 /
B 400; Kant, 1998, p. 472). Nonetheless, any
metaphysical investigations into its nature —
a project which Kant thinks is ultimately futile
and results in “dialectical illusion” (KrV, B 426;
Kant, 1998, p. 455) — must be grounded upon
purely a priori principles. As he explains: “The
least object of perception (e.g., pleasure or dis-
pleasure), which might be added to the gener-
al representation of self-consciousness, would
at once transform rational psychology into an em-
pirical psychology” (KrV, A 343 / B 401; Kant,
1998, pp. 412-413; my emphasis — E.G.). Lastly,
Kant claims that (iii) what he calls pure moral
philosophy must be “completely cleansed of
everything that may be only empirical and that
belongs to anthropology” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389;
Kant, 1996a, p. 44).

By contrast, impure — that is, “applied” or
‘empirical’ — philosophy necessarily relies
upon experience. Its subject matter is we hu-
man beings in concreto. What Kant calls (i) ap-
plied logic focuses on us qua actual thinking
subjects. It examines “the contingent condi-



Ha Hac KaK Ha peaJIbHBIX MBICIIAIINX CyOBeKTax.
OH paccyXIIaeT 0 «CJIy4YaliHbIX YCIIOBUSIX CyObek-
Ta, KOTOPBbIe MOTYT IIPElsTCTBOBATH VUIVI COJIEVI-
CTBOBaTb» Halllell CIIOCOOHOCTM ITPaBMJIBHO pac-
CY’KIIaTh, IIPUYEM BCe OHV «IalOTCS TOIIBKO SMITV-
puueckn» (A 54 / B 79; Kanr, 20060, c. 141). V1 (ii)
MOpaJIbHasl aHTPOIOJIOrMs (POKyCHpyeTcs Ha Hac
KaK Ha KOHKPETHO BOIUIOIIEHHBIX MOPaJIbHBIX
areHTax. IlockombKy MBI «addummpyemcs Ta-
KM MHOXX€CTBOM CKJIOHHOCTEV» HaM He TaK-TO
JIETKO CJleJIaTh WJIEI0 Halllero MOpaIbHOIO JI0jIra
«in concreto OeVICTBEHHOV B CBOEM o6pa3e JKVIBHDY
(AA 04, S. 389; Kanr, 19976, c. 49), 1 mo3TOMY MBI
HYKJIaeMCsI B IIOMOIIV «IIPUKJIAITHOV ITPAaKTIUe-
ckom prstocopum».

Bropoe 1 TpeTbe OCHOBHBIE OT/IMUVS BBITE-
KaroT 13 1epBoro. KaHT yTBepX/IaeT, 4To UmcTast
dwtocodms (2a) BKIIIOUaeT B cedsi HEOOXOIIMBIE
VICTMHBI, KOTOpBIe (3a) MMeIT YyHMBepcaIbHbIe
rparuIiel. Hammporus, Heuncras dpustocodmst (20)
BKJIIOYAET B ceOs IIPOCTO CITyYariHble VICTUHBI, KO-
Topble (30) OOBIYHO OrpaHMYEHBI YeJIOBEKOM U
KOHKPETHBIMV 00CTOSITeIIbCTBAMY, B KOTOPBIX MBI
HaxonyumMmcs. B oOriem 1 1esioMm umcras puitoco-
dus BKITIOUaeT B ceOsi HeOOXOIVIMble TTPYHIINIIEL,
KOTOpble HOPMaTMBHO YCTaHABJIVBAIOT TO, KaK MBI
IOJDKHBI IyMaTh U AeVICTBOBaTh. KaHT omnviceiBaer
«4UCTYIO JIOTMKY>» KaK JaoIIyI0 «KaHOH pasyMa 1
paccynka» (A 53 / B 77; Kant, 20060, c. 141). ITo3xe
OH IOSICHSIET, YTO ITOHVIMAaeT IO, «KaHOHOM»: «[ Toft
KaHOHOM $I pa3yMel0 COBOKYITHOCTb OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKEHWUV a4 priori, KacaloIMxcsl IPpaBUJIBHOIO YIIO-
TpebrieHNsT HeKOTOPBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV ITO3HaHVIS
BooOIIe» (A 796 / B 824; Kant, 20060, c. 1001).

Uncrast obriast jlorvka CIy>KUT KaHOHOM KakK
171 pacCy/iKa, Tak M I pa3yMa 110 OTHOIIIeHUIO
K nX opMe, IOCKOJIBKY OHa «COIEPXKUT Oe3yc-
JIOBHO HEOOXOAMMBIe IIpaBwla, 0e3 KOTOPBIX He-
BO3MOXHO HMKaKoe yIOTpeOsleHMe paccylka, U
IIOTOMY VICCTIe[TyeT ero, He oOpalliasi BHUMaHMs
Ha pa3Indns MeXIy MIpeaMeTaMy, Ha KOTOpBIE
paccyZioK MoXkeT ObITb HampasiieH» (A 52 / B 76;
KanT, 20066, c. 139). AHasornuaeM 00pas3oMm TO,
uto KaHT HasbIBaeT «4mCTO MOpasIbHOM PVIIOCO-
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tions of the subject, which can hinder or pro-
mote” our ability to reason correctly, where
this “can all be given only empirically” (KrV,
A 54 / B79; Kant, 1998, p. 195). And (ii) moral
anthropology focuses on us qua concretely em-
bodied moral agents. Insofar as we are “af-
fected by so many inclinations”, we are not so
easily able to make the idea of our moral duty
“effective in concreto in the conduct” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 45) of our lives
and therefore need the help of “applied moral
philosophy’.

The second and third main differences fol-
low from the first one. Kant claims that pure
philosophy (2a) involves necessary truths that
(3a) are universal in scope. By contrast, impure
philosophy (2b) involves merely contingent
truths that (3b) are typically limited in scope
to us human beings and the particular circum-
stances in which we find ourselves. Broadly
speaking, pure philosophy involves necessary
principles that normatively govern both how
we should think and act. Kant describes “pure
logic” as providing “a canon of the understand-
ing in general” (KrV, A 53 / B 77; Kant, 1998,
pp- 194-195). Later he explains what he means
by a ‘canon’: “I understand by a canon the
sum total of the priori principles of the correct
use of certain cognitive faculties in general”
(KrV, A796 / B 824; Kant, 1998, p. 672).

Pure general logic serves as a canon for both
the understanding and reason with respect to
their form, insofar as it: “contains the absolute-
ly necessary rules of thinking, without which
no use of the understanding takes place, and it
therefore concerns this [understanding] with-
out regard to the difference of the objects to
which it may be directed” (KrV, A 52 / B 76;
Kant, 1998, p. 194). In a parallel manner, what
Kant calls “pure moral philosophy’ lays down
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¢Juienr», ycraHaBIMBaeT MOpaJIbHbIe 3aKOHBI, KOTO-
pBle TOJDKHBI «COITPOBOXKIATHCS aOCOTIOTHON He-
obxommmocTso» (AA 04, S. 389; KanT, 19976, c. 47).

ITpumeuaTesibHO, uTO Heumcrast dviocoduis
TaK)Ke yCTaHaBJIMBaeT ITpaBuIa TOro, Kak HaM cile-
IyeT AyMaThb U AericTBoBaTh. OIHAKO TaKye IIpe]l-
HVcaHMs ONMPAIOTCS JIVIIL Ha CJIydariHble SMIIN-
pyYecKye VICTVHBI M IPVIMEeHVMBI K HaM TOJIBKO
B Hallleyl KOHKpeTHOV cuTyanuu. ITockorbky de-
JIOBEK — 3TO KOHEUHBIV IIO3HAIOIINI CyOBEKT, TO
MpUKJIaJHas JIOTMKa OIpesiesisieT TO, UTO «COfIeVi-
CTBYeT», U TO, UTO «IIPeIIATCTBYeT» Halllell CII0Cco0-
HOCTV XOPOIIIO pacCy KIaTh, OIMpasich Ha SMIVPU-
yecKye 3HaHMs O paboTe BOOOpakKeHVIs VI TaMSITH,
MIPUBBIUKAX, CKJIOHHOCTSIX, ITIpefpaccy/iKax M T..
V1 1HOCKOJIBKY 4ejioBeK — 3TO KOHeYHOe BOIUIO-
IIIeHHOe CYIIIeCTBO, TO MOpasIbHasi aHTPOIIOJIOT Vs
AHAJIOTMYHBIM 00pa3oM coODIIaeT HaM O pasJInd-
HBIX «IPeATCTBUAX, YMHVMBIX YyBCTBaMV, Ha-
KJIOHHOCTSIMU VI CTPacTsIMU, KOTOPBIM JIIOf Ooslee
VIV MeHee Iom4mHeHb» (A 55 / B 79; KanT, 20060,
c. 143). Ilpu 3TOM OHa IlpefyiaraeT IIpaBWla, IIO-
3BOJIAIONINE 30€eXaTh TaKMX OCHOBHBIX OIIMOOK
Y, TaKMM 00pa3oM, YBeIMUUTh «yOeqTeITbHOCTh»
HaIIIeVl BOJIVI [1JIsL «VICTIOJTHEHWS» TOr'o, 4ero Tpely-
eT oT Hac MopaJib (AA 04, S. 389; Kaur, 19976, c. 49).

YeTsepTOoe 1 mocilefHee IJIaBHOe pasjInyyie
MeX]Jly YMCTOM ¥ HeuucTom dustocodpmert 3a-
KJIFOYaeTCs B X UTOrOBBIX 1iejisix. Yucras dpuio-
codusi — 3TO TO, YTO MBI MOITIM Obl Ha3BaTh (4a)
YUCTO «TeopeTmyecKnM» 3aHsTreM. OHO cocTo-
UT VICKJIIOUMTEILHO B allpyOpHOM MeTaduisnye-
CKOM MCCIIeIOBAaHUM IIPUPOLIBI paccMaTpyBaeMo-
ro mpeaMeTa, Oyab TO MbllIeHMe BOOOIIe (4m-
CTas JIOTVIKa), MBICJISAIINY CyOBEKT (palyioHaIb-
Has IICMXOJIOTMs) VIV MOpalb (4McTas MOpalb-
Has durtocodusd). Hanporus, «ommmpuueckasi»,
VIV «HedwcTas», pvtocodns (40) o cBoent cyTn
ABJISIeTCS «IIPUKJIQTHOV», TO €CTh VIMeeT IIpaKTH-
yecKoe IIpuMeHeHre. DTO TpebyeT HeKOTOPbIX MO-
sacHenv. Kak mer ysuanM, KaHT mcrionbsyeT 110
KpariHeil Mepe TPV PasJINYHbIX 3HaUYeHNs TepMU-
Ha «IIpUKJIagHOV». [ToaToMy HaM HY>XXHO MX pas-
HeJIUTh ¥ OIlpefesinThb, KaKyue M3 HUX Hanboslee
TIOIXOIAT JIJIS HaAIlIMX IIeJIell.
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moral laws that “must carry with [them] ab-
solute necessity” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant,
1996a, p. 44).

Notably, impure philosophy also establish-
es rules for how we should both think and act.
Such prescriptions, however, rely upon mere-
ly contingent empirical truths and apply to us
only given our particular situatedness. In the
light of our status as finite human cognisers,
applied logic identifies both ‘aids” and ‘hin-
drances’ to our ability to reason well, drawing
upon empirical knowledge about the work-
ings of imagination and memory, habits, incli-
nations, prejudices etc. And in the light of our
status as finite embodied human beings, moral
anthropology similarly informs us of various
“hindrances of the feelings, inclinations and
passions to which human beings are more or
less subject” (KrV, A 55 / B 79; Kant, 1998,
p- 195). In doing so, it offers rules for avoiding
such basic pitfalls and thus increasing the “ef-
ficacy” of our wills to “fulfil’ what morality de-
mands of us (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a,
p- 45).

The fourth and final main difference be-
tween pure and impure philosophy lies in their
overall aims. Pure philosophy is what we might
call (4a) a purely ‘theoretical” endeavour. It con-
sists solely in an a priori metaphysical investiga-
tion into the nature of the subject in question,
whether this is thought in general (pure log-
ic), the thinking subject (rational psychology),
or morality (pure moral philosophy). By con-
trast, ‘empirical’ or ‘impure” philosophy is (4b)
inherently ‘applied’, i.e. of practical use. This
requires some clarification. As we shall see,
Kant uses at least three different senses of the
term “applied’. So we shall need to sort through
them and identify which ones are most relevant
for our purposes.



51 Ha30By TIEPBBIVI CMBICII 3TOTO TepMMuHa — (i)
NpUKAaOHOU Kax meopemuueckuti nodxod x cyocy-
Mayuu. To, IoXKaJTyi1, Hanbosiee pacIIpoCTpaHeH-
HBIT c110co0 TIoHMMaHMs dviocodamMy TepMIMHA
«IIPUKJIATHOVI», YTO OTPA’KEHO B TPAAVIIVIOHHOM
pasIumMy MeXy HOPMAaTVBHOV VI IIPUKJIATHOV
3TUKON. B paMKax 3TOro mogxopa, My TOrO, YTO
JaCTO Ha3BIBAIOT «IIPVIKJIAITHOV MOJIEIIBIO», 3ala4a
IIPVIKJIQIIHOVI STVKV COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI ITPOCTO
IIOZIBECTY YaCTHBIe CITyday II0f, OOIIye IIPUHITY-
IIbI, €CJIVI IOCTIeIHVIe IIPeIyCMOTPeHbI HEKOTOPOTI
HOpMaTMBHOM 3Tumdeckon Teopueit (cm.. Caplan,
1980). To ecThb crienMaIMCT II0 IIPUKJIAIIHOV 3TU-
Ke «IIpVIMeHseT» KOHKPETHYI0 HOPMaTUBHYIO Te-
OpVIO, 3a7laBasi BOIIPOC: YTO OBl cIesIasl KaHTHaHel]
(v yTVIITAPUCT, IV CHeIVaIVCT I1I0 STUKe 0-
OpomeTenyt 1 T. 11.) B 3TOVI CUTYyaIlUm?

I'pam Bépp, 3ammimaeT aHaJIOTMYHYO MOEIIb
VHTEPIIpeTalMyI KAHTOBCKOIO TIIOHSATUS «IIPU-
KJIagHasg dpvtocodus». OH mmIIIeT:

IToBcromy B KpuTudeckom dwiocodpun,
oco0eHHO BO BTOpom M TpeThen «Kpurmkax»,
KaHT mbITaeTrcss OpOSCHUTH Pasivuusl MeXIy
AVICKypcamVl, BKJIFOUAIOIIVMM eCTeCTBeHHBIe U
dopmabHBIe HayKM, MOpaJlb, IIOJINTUKY, Tejle-
OJIOTUIO, 3CTeTUKY ¥ JlaXe caMy MeTadpu3MKY.
Tpu «Kputnkm» 1 gonoHUTeIbHBIE pabOTHI O
npuxiIagHon duiocodpnn, Takne Kak «Mera-
dusmuka Mopai» 1 «MeTtadusueckrie OCHOBBL
eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayK», HalleJIeHbl Ha 3TOT pas-
HOOOpPa3HBIV AMalla30H AVICKYPCOB U IIBITAIOTCS
00BscHNUTD MX pasHble xapakreps! (Bird, 2006,
p- 359—360).

ITo3xe OH yTBepX[aeT B OTBeT Ha BO3paxke-
Hvie 0 ToM, uTo (pustocodpms KaHra koM ab-
CTpaKTHa:

KanTa erre MOXHO KPpUTHKOBATh 3a TO, YTO
OH He pa3paboTajl SMIMPUUECKYIO peaI3aliiio
arpMOPHOV KaTeropvaibHOV CTPYKTYPBI, HO 3TO
CKOpee HeflopasyMeHUe, yeM BospaxeHwue. OHO
TIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO [aJIbHEWIIee WCCIIeIOBaHe
MOJTHOV SMIIMPUYECKOV peaTn3alim arpuop-
HOW CTPYKTYypbl He npomubopeuum VHTepecaMm
KanTa, a sB/1sI€TCS X €CTeCTBeHHbBIM pactiipeHi-

E.V. Garcia

I shall call the first sense of the term (i) the
applied as theoretical subsumption approach. This
is perhaps the most common way that philos-
ophers understand the term “applied’, as re-
flected by the traditional distinction between
normative and applied ethics. On this ap-
proach (which is often called “the applied
model”), the task of applied ethics is simply to
subsume particular cases under general prin-
ciples, where the latter are provided by some
normative ethical theory (cf. Caplan, 1980).
That is, the applied ethicist “applies” a specif-
ic normative theory by asking: What would a
Kantian (or utilitarian, or virtue ethicist, etc.)
do in this situation?

Graham Bird (2006, pp. 359-360) defends a
similar model for interpreting Kant’s notion of
‘applied philosophy” and writes:

Throughout the Critical philosophy, and
notably in the second and third Critiques, Kant
attempts to clarify the differences between
discourses involving mnatural and formal
sciences, morality, politics, teleology, aesthetics
and even metaphysics itself. The three Critiques
and additional works of applied philosophy,
suchas the Metaphysics of Morals and Metaphysical
Foundations of the Natural Sciences, target that
diverse range of discourses and attempt to

explain their different characters.

And he later argues, in response to the ob-
jection that Kant’s philosophy is too abstract:

Kant may still be criticized for not developing
the empirical realization of the a priori categorial
structure but this is a misunderstanding rather
than an objection. It points to a further enquiry
into the full empirical realization of the a priori
structure which is not in conflict with Kant’s
interest but a natural extension of it. It points
towards that extension in what he would
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em. OHO TIpefIIOIaraeT 3TO pacIIVipeHyie B TOM,
YTO OH paccMaTpmBall ObI KaK HPUKITQIHYIO (Pu-
1ocoduIo B TakKMx paboTax, Kak «MeTadmnside-
CKVie OCHOBBI €CTECTBEHHBIX HayK» 1 «MeTadn-
3uka moparm» (Ibid., p. 486).

KanT fevicTBUTE/IBHO MHOITIA VCTIONB3YeT Tep-
MUH «[IPUKJIaJJHOV» VIMEHHO B 3TOM CMBICITE.
B «MeTadusnke Mopasii» OH HUIIET:

Ho nopo6Ho ToMy Kak MeTadmsmka mpupo-
OBl [OJDKHA JIaBaTh IIPVIHLINIIBL ITPVIMEHEeHVIS
yKa3aHHBIX BBICIIVX BCEOOIINX OCHOBOIIOJIOXe-
HUI O IIpUpoze BOOOIIe K ITpeiMeTaM OIIbITa,
max u memagpusuxy Hpabob Heav3s ocmabasmo be3
[ee] npuryunob; u mu wacmo dosxwwt 6ydem dpams 6
KkauecmBe npedmenma paccmomperus 0codyo npupooy
uen06eka, KOMopy0 MOXHO NO3HATNG MOALKO U3 OMbl-
ma, 0abbl HA 3MOM NpuMepe NOKA3aAMb NOCAOCHBUS,
Buimexarouyue us 6eeoduyux MOpaALHBIX NPUHUUNOE;
OIIHAKO 3TO HWYYTh HE yMaIsieT YMCTOTBI TUX
IIPUHIIVIIOB U He CTAaBUT IO COMHEHME X IIPo-
VICXOXXeHMe a priori. — Omcroda caedyem: mema-
usuxa HpaBoB He Moxem 0cHOBbLIBAMbCA HA AHMPO-
10402UlU, 1MeM He MeHee MoxKerm Oblmb npuMeHena K
nett (AA 06, S. 216 —217; Kanrrt, 2014, c. 51; kypcus
Mom. — D.T).

Jlaynen onmcbiBaeT 3TOT KOHKPETHBIV IIPOEKT
KaK «oIpezieieH e MOpaIbHBIX 00si3aHHOCTeV! ue-
JIOBeKa KaK TaKOBOT'0», OSICHSIS:

2to npoekT Kanra B «Mertadmsuke Mmopam».
OH mpenmnornaraer HEKOTOpOe MWHMMaIbHOE
KOJIMYeCTBO SMIVIPUYECKVX CBEIeHWUI O meu-
CTBUTEJIHOVI IIPUpPOJie YesIoBeKa: «...9acTHOe...
omnpesesieHre [00s3aHHOCTeN KaK 00si3aHHOCTeV
4eJIoBeKa], BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO TOIZa, KOT/a MBI
II0 9TOrO IIO3HAeM IIpeIMeT 3TOrO OIIperesre-
HUS (4esioBeKa), cOOOpasHO C ero IeVICTBITEIIb-
HBIMV KadecTBaMU, XOTsI OBl JIVIIIb ITOCTOJIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO HEOOXOAVMO IO OTHOIIEHUIO K
monry Boobre» [KpV 5:8% cm.: MdS 6:217]. Vnes
TeM He MeHee TI0-TIpe)XHeMYy COCTOUT B TOM, UTO-
OBl TOITY CTUTB JIUIIIb OYeHb MUHVIMaIbHOE KOJIVI-
YeCTBO SMIIMPUYECKO MHQOpManmm: IOHATYe
yesioBeKa BOOOIIe, a He TOro, KTO HaXOAUTCS B
KOHKPETHOVI KyJIbType, KJIacce, II0Jle VM pace

(Louden, 2000, p. 10).

? Cwm.: (Kanr, 19974, c. 295). — IIpumen. peo.

regard as applied philosophy in such works
as the Metaphysical Foundations of the Natural
Sciences and the Metaphysics of Morals (Bird,
2006, p. 486).

On this reading, Kantian applied philosophy
simply amounts to ‘“applying’ the basic frame-
work of Kant’s critical philosophy to various
subjects such as morality, natural science, pol-
itics, aesthetics, the law etc. Given this concep-
tion, it makes sense for Bird to assume that the
most prominent examples of Kantian ‘applied
philosophy” would be the Metaphysical Foun-
dations of Natural Science and the Metaphysics of
Morals.

Kant does indeed sometimes use the term
‘applied” in this way. In the Metaphysics of
Morals, he writes:

But just as there must be principles in a
metaphysics of nature for applying those highest
universal principles of a nature in general to
objects of experience, a metaphysics of morals
cannot dispense with principles of application, and
we shall often have to take as our object the particular
nature of human beings, which is cognized only
by experience, in order to show in it what can be
inferred from universal moral principles. But this
will in no way detract from the purity of these
principles or cast doubt on their a priori source.
This is to say, in effect, that a metaphysics of morals
cannot be based upon anthropology but can still be
applied to it (MS, AA 06, pp. 216-17; Kant, 1996d,
pp. 371-372; my emphasis — E.G.).

Louden (2000, p. 10) describes this specific
project as the “determination of moral duties
for human beings as such”, explaining:

This is Kant’s project in the Metaphysics of
Morals. It does presuppose a certain minimal
amount of empirical information concerning
the actual nature of human beings: “the special
determination of duties as human duties
[...] is possible only after the subject of this
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I’1aBHas TrpobrieMa MO MOBOY TaKOTO IIpouTe-
HVISI 3aKJIFOYAETCS B TOM, UTO 3TO YYBCTBO «IIPVIMe-
HEeHVs» TIO-TIPeXKHEMY OCTaeTCsl MICKITIOUMTEIBHO B
cdepe umcront prstocodprm. [ericTBuTentpHO, cpa-
3y TIOCTIe OTPBIBKa, B KOTOpoM KaHT 00BsICHSeT, 4T
MeTad3MKa MOpaJIN «He MOKeT OCHOBBIBAThCS Ha
aHTPOIIOJIOT MV, TEM He MeHee MOXXeT OBITh IIpyMe-
HeHa K Hem» (AA 06, S. 217; KanT, 2014, c. 51), on
SIBHO IIPOTWMBOIIOCTaBIISIET «MeTaPU3VKy MOpasIv»
TOMY, YTO Ha3bIBaeT ee «aHaJIoroM», a IMEHHO MO-
pasibHOVI aHTponoorn. CTporo roBopsi, TOIIBKO
MOpaJIBHYIO aHTpornoyiornio KanTt odwurmansHo
IIPU3HAET «OMIIVIPUYECKOV», VUIN «IIPUKIJIaITHO,
drtocodmert, TOCKOJIBKY ee crielyduydecKas 3a-
Jlaga COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI VIMETB JIeJIO TOJIBKO C
«CyOBEKTVBHBIMIU — KaK ITPeIISITCTBYIOIIVIMY, TaK
¥ OJIarOIPVSITCTBYIONIVIMY — YCJIOBUSIMM UCHOA-
HeHUs 3aKOHOB MeTadpV3VKV HPaBOB B YeJIOBeue-
ckom1 mpupoze» (AA 06, S. 217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51).

DTO TIOABOAMT HaC K TOMY, UTO S CUMUTAIO [IBY-
M HavOoslee BaXKHBIMY KaHTOBCKVIMV CMBICTITAMU
TEpPMUHA «[TPUKJIaIIHOV» TI0 OTHOIIEHWIO K «He-
UUCTON», VIV «3MIIVPUYECKO», dpviocodpmm.
HA30By BTOpOe 3HadeHMe 3TOro tepmmHa — (ii)
NpUKAaOHoU Kax 1o0xo0 K peuieHuto npobsem. 1o,
HIOXKaJIyVi, Hanboslee paclipocTpaHeHHOe Hedpuio-
codpckoe ITIOHMMaHMe 3TOro TepMmHa. Harprmep,
B IIPUKJIAJTHOV VIH)KEHEpPUN VIHXKeHep CTaJIKViBa-
€TCS C «ITPO0IIEMOVI TIPOEKTUPOBAHIS» U TOJDKEH
«IIPVIMEHWTB» CBOVI 3HAHWS IS €e PeleHns. DTO
BKJIIOYaeT B ce0s Takme Iary, Kak (1) ompenerte-
Huie TIpo0JIeMBl, (2) McciieioBaHMe 1 COOp JaHHBIX,
(3) renepanust mmen, (4) BEIOOp KpuTepueB ycIe-
xa, (5) ompenereHe wiaHa paboTsl, (6) cozmaHMe
IIPOTOTWMIIA MOZEJIV VI 3CKM3a 1 (7) TecTUpOBa-
Hute perieHs (cM.: Zande, 2006).

Crientyst 3TOVI MOz, MBI MOIJIM OBbI OIVcaTh
mnev Kanra 13 obractu (1a) mpmKiIagHOV JIOTVIKIA
KaK CJTy4art KOTHUTVBHOVI MH)XKeHepuu 1 13 o0JIa-
cTu (2a) MOpa/IbHOVI aHTPOIIOJIOTMM — KakK CIIy-
yart MopasibHOVI MikeHepnmn. B obonx cirygasix

10 Cwm.: (AA 08, S. 276; Kant, 19948, c. 159—160), tre
Kaur mpsmo rosopur o6 wrpkeHepHOM meite. OmHaKo
€ro I1eJIb, IIO-BUVIMOMY, BO MHOTOM ITPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHA
HACTOSAIIEMY OOCYXXIEHWMIO, IIOCKOJIBKY OH CTPEMITCS
3aIUTUTH OOIIYI0 HAyKY OT OOBMHEHNISI B TOM, UTO MBI He
MOYKeM BBIpalboTaTh pelreHme, KoTopoe Obl paboTaio Ha
IIpaKTHKe.
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determination (the human being) is known as he
is really constituted, though only to the extent
necessary with reference to duty generally”
(KpV 5:8; cf. MdS 6:217). The idea, though, is
still to let in only a very minimal amount of
empirical information: the concept of a human
being in general, as opposed to one situated in
a specific culture, class, gender, or race.

The main worry about this reading is that
this sense of “application” still remains square-
ly in the domain of pure philosophy. Indeed,
immediately after the passage where he ex-
plains that a metaphysics of morals “cannot be
based upon anthropology but can still be ap-
plied to it” (MS, AA 06, p. 217; Kant, 1996d,
p- 372), Kant explicitly goes on to contrast a
‘metaphysics of morals” with what he calls its
‘counterpart’, viz. moral anthropology. Strictly
speaking, it is only the latter which Kant offi-
cially regards as “empirical” or “applied” philos-
ophy, insofar as its specific task is to “deal only
with the subjective conditions in human nature
that hinder people or help them in fulfilling the
laws of a metaphysics of morals” (MS, AA 06,
p- 217; Kant, 19964, p. 372).

This leads us to what I think are the two
most relevant Kantian senses of ‘applied” vis-
a-vis ‘impure’” or ‘empirical’ philosophy. I shall
call the second sense (ii) the applied as prob-
lem-solving approach. This is arguably the most
common non-philosophical understanding of
the term. For instance, in applied engineering,
the engineer is faced with a ‘design problem’
and must “apply” his/her knowledge to solve it.
This involves taking steps such as (1) defining
the problem, (2) investigating and gathering
data, (3) generating ideas, (4) selecting crite-
ria for success, (5) determining the work plan,
(6) making a model prototype or sketch and (7)
testing the solution (cf. Zande, 2006).

Following this model, we might describe
Kant’s ideas of (1a) applied logic as a case of
‘cognitive engineering’ and (2a) moral anthro-
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MBI CTaJIKMBaeMCs C OCHOBHOV ITpo0JIeMOV:: Kak
MBI MOXKeM OBITh — WJIM KaK MBI MOXKEM 3aCTaBUTh
apyTux jmoneit OpiTh — (10) IydImmMMu MbIC/InTe-
My (IpVKJIafHas JIOrMKa) MiIn (20) Ty dImmMu
MOpaJIbHBIMY aKTOpaMM (MOpasibHasl aHTPOIIOJIO-
I'Visl), YYUTBIBas HaIlM KOHKpPeTHBbIe CJ1abocTu 1
OrpaHMYeHNs KaK OrpaHNYeHHBIX YeI0BeUeCKIX
cymiects? [lajlee MBI cobupaeM sMIMpUUecKie
3HaHS, MMEIOITVe OTHOIIeHVIe K 3TOVI IIpodyeMe.
J1J1s1 TIpUKITaZIHOM JIOTMKM 3TO TpebyeT mcciieno-
BaHM «CJIy4YalHBIX YCJIOBUV [MBIC/ISIIETO] CyOB-
€KTa», YTOOBbI YBUIETh, YTO MOXET «IIPelsTCTBO-
BaTh VIV COIEVICTBOBATh» MBIIIUIEHIIO, TOTTIa KaK
BCe OHMU «Ial0TCS TOJIBKO AMIIMpudecKi» (A 54 /
B 79; Kanrt, 20060, c. 141). A 1j1st TpUKIIaTHOVI MO-
pasbHON (prstocopum, VIV MOPasIbHOV aHTPOIIO-
JIOTWY, 3TO IIperioJiaraeT VCCIeIoBaHVe «CyOb-
eKTMBHBIX — KaK IPeIsTCTBYIONINX, TaK 1 Osa-
TOIIPUSITCTBYIOIINX — YCIIOBUV UCHOAHEHUSA 3aKO-
HOB MeTaoM3VKI HPAaBOB B YeJI0BEYECKOVI IIPUPO-
ne» (AA 06, S. 217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51).

Hakorer, MbI JOJDKHBI pa3paboTaTrs 1 IIpoTe-
CTMpPOBaTh pa3IMYHble MeXaHW3MBI M METOIBI,
YTOOBI yBUAETh, UTO [IEVICTBUTEIIBHO paboTaeT
IUIS JOCTVDKEHWS TIOCTaBJIeHHOM 3anaun. B «Jlo-
rvke» KaHT mpeyiaraeT B oOIImx dyeprax HamOo-
Jlee TIOIPOOHOe OIVIcCaHMe TOro, Kak Oy/ieT BbIIJIs-
[eTh TOJTHOCTBIO peaI30BaHHAsl IIPVKJIaHasd
JIOTVIKa:

B umcTont j1orvke Mel oTHeIsIeM pacCydoK OT
OCTaJIbHBIX JIyIIEeBHBIX CWJI U paccMaTpuBaeM,
uTO OH [eJIaeT JIMIIb caM 110 cebe. ITpuxiamaas
JIOTMIKa paccMaTpuBaeT pacCyoK B CMeIIeHUN
€ro ¢ ApyTVMU CUJIaMW Y1V, KOTOPEIe BIIVSIOT
Ha ero IewcTBUsS M HPUHAoT eMy IIpeBpaTHoOe
HaIpabJIeHle, TaK YTO OH He cJIeflyeT TeM 3aKo-
HaM, IIpaBWIbHOCTb KOTOPBIX CaM JXKe yCMaTpu-
Baer. — [lpuwiamHas oruka, coOCTBEHHO, He
IOJDKHA OBl Ha3bIBaThCH JIOTMKOV. DTO — IICVHIXO-
JIOTMISI, B KOTOPOVI MBI pacCMaTpyBaeM, Kak 00bId-
HO ITPOVICXOJIUT Hallle MBIIIUIeHIe, a He KaK OHO
IopKHO Itpoucxonutb. IlpaBaa, oHa roBOopuT B
KOHIIe KOHIIOB, UTO eJ1aTh, 9UTOObI, HECMOTPS Ha
pasIyuHble CyObeKTMBHBIE IIPeIISTCTBIA 1 Orpa-
HUYeHNs, IpUMeHeHMe paccydka ObUIo IIpa-
BWIBHBIM; KPOMe TOT0, OJ1arofapst eVt Mbl MOXKeM
y3HaTh, YTO CIIOCOOCTBYeT NpaBWIbHOMY IpPU-
MEeHeHMIO paccCyjiKa, KaKOBbl BCIIOMOraTeJIbHbIe

pology as a case of “‘moral engineering’.’ In both
scenarios, we are faced with a basic problem:
‘How can we be — or how can we make other
people be — (1b) better thinkers (applied logic)
or (2b) better moral actors (moral anthropolo-
gy), given our specific weaknesses and limita-
tions as finite human beings?” Next, we gather
empirical knowledge that bears on this prob-
lem. For applied logic, this requires investigat-
ing “the contingent conditions of the [thinking]
subject” to see what can “hinder or promote”
thinking well, where this “can all be given only
empirically” (KrV, A 54 / B 79; Kant, 1998,
p- 195). And for applied moral philosophy or
moral anthropology, this involves investigating
the “subjective conditions in human nature that
hinder people or help them in fulfilling the laws
of a metaphysics of morals” (MS, AA 06, p. 217;
Kant, 1996d, p. 372).

Lastly, we must design and test various
mechanisms and methods to see what actual-
ly works for achieving the task at hand. In the
Jische Logic, Kant offers in broad outline his
most detailed account of what a fully realised
applied logic would look like and writes:

Applied logic considers the understanding
insofar as it is mixed with the other powers
of the mind, which influence its actions and
misdirect it, so that it does not proceed in
accordance with the laws which it quite well
sees to be correct. Applied logic really ought
not to be called logic. It is a psychology in
which we consider how things customarily
go on in our thought, not how they ought to
go on. In the end it admittedly says what one
ought to do in order to make correct use of
the understanding under various subjective
obstacles and restrictions; and we can also
learn from it what furthers the correct use of

° Cf. TP, AA 08, p. 276; Kant, 1996c, p. 280 where
Kant explicitly discusses engineering. His aim there,
however, seems to be largely the opposite of the present
discussion, insofar as he seeks to defend general science
against the charge that we cannot devise a solution that
works in practice.
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CpeJIcTBa M1l 3TOTO VIV CPEACTBa, IIPeIoXpaHs-
IOIIVe OT JIOTVYECKVX OMIMOOK 1 3a0ITy KIeHm
(AA 09, S. 18; Kanr, 1994a, c. 273 —274).

K coxanenmio, kak orMmedaer [I>)ko0 3mHK-
cToK, KaHT «Ha camoM [esie HUKOIa He IIpejia-
raJI SBHOV IIpUKJIaiHOM JIorvKm» (Zinkstok, 2011,
p- 124). OpHako cuTyalys JIydille B OTHOIIEHWN
KaHTOBCKOVI WOEU «MOPaJIbHOVI aHTPOIIOIOI .
IIpaBna, KaHT Tak>Xe HUKOrIa He pefJiaraeT CBO-
VIM YUTaTeIsIM TIOJTHOCTBIO pa3paboTaHHOM MoO-
paJIbHOM aHTponosornu. Tem He MeHee TO, YTO
JlaymeH ommchlBaeT KakK IJIaBHYIO IIeJIb «HeUU-
cTout >TuKM» KaHTa, — a MMEHHO ero «CUJIbHOe
cTpeMJIeHMe c/iejIaTh MOpasIbHble IIPVHITUIIBI 3d-
PEeKTUBHBIMI B UeJIOBEYEeCKOV XKM3HW» — BBI3bI-
BaeT IJIyOOKoe OecIIOKOVICTBO, JieXKalllee B OCHOBE
MHOIMX pa3MblileHnt KaHTa 10 McKyccTBy, 00-
pa3oBaHIIO, aHTPOIIOJIOI MW, PEJIUTUN Y MICTOPUN
(Louden, 2000, p. 13).

Ha wmpusunyanbsHoM yposHe KaHT mccrieny-
eT, KaK HaM cJIeflyeT 3aHVMaThCsI HpaBCTBEHHbBIM
BOCHMTaHVeM Kak JeTell, TaK M B3pOCJIbIX, IIpefl-
Jjlarasi pa3/IgHble MeTOMIBl, TaKye Kak oOpaliieHe
K HpPaBCTBEHHBIM IIpyIMepaM, MOpasIbHBIM KaTe-
Xy3rcaM, KasymcTuke 1 T.1."" B KauecTBe KOHKpeT-
HOTO IIpyMepa pacCMOTPUM TpPaKTOBKy KaHToM
Upe3MepHOro IipeyBeinyeHnss Bo BTopon «Kpu-
Tuke». Onmpasicb Ha SMOMPUYECcKre 3HaHMS Ha-
eV YejioBeueckor rcuxosiormu, KaHTt cumTaer,
YTO HaM CJIe[TyeT OTKa3aThCs OT IPU3BIBOB K Upes-
MEPHBIM JIEVICTBVISIM, TO €CTh K JIEeVICTBUSIM, KOTO-
pBle KaKMM-TO 00pa3oM BBIXOIST 3a PaMKM UyB-
CTBa [10JITa, B MOpaJIbHOM BOCIIMTaHWM, TTOCKOJIb-
Ky 3TO MOXeT IIPUBEeCTU K «MOpajIbHOMYy 3HTY-
3Ma3sMy» M «JIerKOMBICJIEHHOMY BBICOKOIIapHOMY,
danTacTMUeCKOMY CKJIasty yMa». UToOBI AepKaTh
Hallle caMoJIro0re VI CaMOMHEHVIe TI07] KOHTPOJIEM,
MBI JOJDKHBI BMECTO 3TOrO IIONBITaThCd MPUBUTH
yBakeHMe K caMOMy MOpaJIbHOMY HOJITy — Ha-

T CMm. obcyxnenne KaHTOM 3TMX pasIMyHBIX TeM B

«Yuenun o wmetope...» Bropom «Kpuruxm» (AA 05,
S. 151—161; Kanur, 1997a, c. 697 —727), «Permrvm...» (AA
06, S. 119; Kanur, 19946, c. 104) n «Mertadwnsnke HpaBoB»
(AA 06, S. 410—412, 480—484; Kaur, 2019, c. 89—93,
237 —247).
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the understanding, the means of aiding it, or
the cures for logical mistakes and errors (Log,
AA 09, p. 18; Kant, 1992, pp. 532-533).

Unfortunately, as Job Zinkstok (2011, p. 124)
points out, Kant “never actually offered an ex-
plicit applied logic”. The situation is better,
however, with respect to Kant’s idea of a ‘moral
anthropology’. It’s true that Kant also never of-
fers his readers a fully worked out moral an-
thropology. Nonetheless, what Louden (2000,
p. 13) describes as the main goal of Kant’s ‘im-
pure ethics’, viz. his “strong concern to make
moral principles efficacious in human life”, is
a deep concern underlying many of Kant’s re-
flections upon art, education, anthropology, re-
ligion and history.

At the individual level, Kant examines
how we should engage in moral education for
both children and adults, proposing various
methods such as appeals to moral exemplars,
moral catechisms, casuistry etc.”” For one con-
crete example, consider Kant’s treatment of
supererogation in the second Critiqgue. Draw-
ing upon empirical knowledge of our human
psychology, Kant thinks that we should reject
appeals to supererogatory acts, i.e. acts that
somehow go beyond the call of duty, in moral
education since this can lead to “moral enthu-
siasm” and “a frivolous, high-flown, fantas-
tic cast of mind”. In order to keep our self-love
and self-conceit in check, we should instead at-
tempt to instil reverence for moral duty itself,
e.g. by praising actions done solely for the sake
of moral duty as ‘noble” and ‘sublime” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 85; Kant, 1996b, pp. 208-209).

And at the communal level, Kant explores
how natural impulses such as a concern for

10" See Kant’s discussion of these various topics in the
“Doctrine of the Method” of the second Critique (KpV,
AA 05, pp. 151-161; Kant, 1996b, pp. 259-269), Religion
(RGV, AA 06, p. 119; Kant, 1996e, p. 149) and the Meta-
physics of Morals (MS, AA 06, p. 410-412, 480-484; Kant,
1996d, pp. 538-539, 593-597).
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IIpVIMep, BOCXBAJISISL [AEVICTBIIS, COBEpPIIIaeMble VIC-
KJTIOUMTEITFHO paziyi MOpaJIbHOTO JI0JITa, Kak «OJIa-
rOpOIHBIe» U1 «BO3BHIIIIeHHBIe» (AA 05, S. 85; KaHr,
1997a, c. 507).

A Ha yposHe obOmiectBa KaHT packpeiBaer,
UTO ecTeCTBeHHbIe VIMIIYJIbCBI, TakKue Kak 3abo-
Ta O YeCTV, pa3/ImdHble POPMBI COLVAIM3AIIN,
HarpuMep KYJIbTypa U STUKET, a TaKXe ITOIBIT-
KV OIIpe/Ie/INTh, KaK CO3[1aTh 3TMUUYeCKoe COIpyKe-
CTBO, KOTOpOe OBl B COIMAJIBHOM IUIaHE CTPEeMMU-
JIOCh K «BBICIIIeMY O1ary Kak Osary, obiiemy fjist
BCeX», — BCe 3TO CIIOCOOBI, C IIOMOIITBIO KOTOPBIX
KOHKpPeTHOe 3MIIMpIYecKoe 3HaHVe Halllell Yeslo-
BEYECKOVI IIPVIPOIBI IIOMOTaeT HaM JIyUIlle BBITION-
HATB TpeboBaHMs Mopasn'?. Kak 3ameuaer KauT B
«O IIOTOBOPKE. . .», «3TVIM eIlle He TpeOyIoT OT uesIo-
BeKa, YTOOBI OH, KOT/Ia [IeJI0 MOeT 00 VICIIOTHEH MM
IoJIra, 0mMKa3aAcsa OT CBOEV eCTeCTBeHHOM 11ejTn —
cuacTes» (AA 08, S. 278; KanT, 19948, c. 162). Takum
o0Opa3oM, OCHOBHas 3ajjada MOpasIbHOV aHTpPOIIO-
JIOTMIVI COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI «CIIPOEKTMPOBATH»
METOIBl, MPAKTUKM ¥ COLVIa/IbHbIe MHCTUTYTBHI,
KOTOPbIe, COXPaHsIs UyBCTBUTEIIBHOCTD K HAIVIM
OrpaHMYEeHNSIM ¥ CJTA0OCTSIM KaK YeJIOBEYeCKX
CYIIEeCTB, TIOMOTaIOT peaI30BaTh Pa3IMIHbIe MO-
pasIbHbIe MTealbl.

TpeTun v nocsreqHMIT CMBICII TEPMUHA «IIPU-
KJIaIHOV» — 37O (iii) npuxaadnoi xax nooxod npak-
muyeckoi Myopocmu. DTO 3HaUeHVIe MOXKHO HalITV
y KanTta B 00cy>XaeHMN MOpasIbHOVI aHTPOIIOJIO-
rum B «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEH M. . .». OH IWIIIeT:

Bynyum npriMeHVMa K 4eJI0BeKy, OHa HIUEeTO
He 3aMMCTBYeT M3 3HaHMs O HeM (M3 aHTPOIIOJIO-
TUN), a JaeT eMy KaK pa3syMHOMY CyIIeCTBY alIpu-
OpHBIe 3aKOHBI, KOTOpPble, KOHEYHO, elrle Tpely-
IOT YCVJIEHHOVI OITBITOM CITOCOOHOCTI CY KIEHWIS,
IIJISL TOTO, YTOOBL, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, PaCIIO3HATB,
B KaKMX CJIydasiX OHVM HaXOIAT CBOe IIpVIMeHe-
HVIE, C IPYTOVl CTOPOHBI, IIPOJIOKNUTH MM IIyTh K
BOJIe ueJIoBeKa VI IPUIATh MM CWIy IS VX VC-
rostHeHMs. .. (AA 04, S. 389; Kanr, 19946, c. 157).

12 Tlorre3Hble pacCyXIeHMs Ha 3Ty TeMy CM. B paboTtax
Jlaynena (Louden, 2000; 2011; 2018) n Ywicona (Wilson,
2014).
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honour, various forms of socialisation such as
culture and etiquette, and trying to determine
how to establish an ethical commonwealth that
socially strives to promote “the highest good as
a good common to all” are all ways in which
concrete empirical knowledge of our human
nature helps us to fulfil better the demands of
morality." As Kant observes in “On the Com-
mon Saying”: “the human being is not expected
to renounce his natural end, happiness, when
the issue of obeying his duty arises; for he can-
not do that, no more than any finite rational be-
ing in general can” (TP, AA 08, p. 278; Kant,
1996¢c, pp. 281-282). Thus, the primary task of
moral anthropology is to ‘engineer’” methods,
practices, and social institutions that — while
still being sensitive to our limitations and
weaknesses as human beings — help to realise
various moral ideals.

A third and final sense of the term “applied’
is what I shall call (iii) the applied as practical
wisdom approach. This can be found in Kant’s
Groundwork discussion of moral anthropology.
As he writes:

[...] and when it is applied to the human
being it does not borrow the least thing from
acquaintance with him (from anthropology)
but gives to him, as a rational being, laws a
priori, which no doubt still require a judgment
sharpened by experience, partly to distinguish
in what cases they are applicable and partly to
provide them with access to the will of the human
being and efficacy for his fulfillment of them [...]
(GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 45).

In order to act morally, moral agents need
practical wisdom to discern whether and how
certain moral rules apply to specific situations.
To achieve this, Kant claims that we require

' For helpful discussions of this topic, see Louden
(2000; 2011; 2018) and Wilson (2014).



YroOrl [1ericTBOBaTh MOPAJIbHO, MOpaIbHBIM
areHTaM HeoOXofyiMa IIpaKTu4ecKas MYIpPOCTb,
7abbl TIOHATH, IPUMEHVMBI JIV OIpere/leHHbIe
MOpa/IbHBIE TIpaBWIa K KOHKPETHBIM CUTYally-
M, M eCIM Ja, TO KakuMm oOpasom. [t sToro,
yTBepxxaeT KaHT, HeoOxomyiMa «ycrieHHasI OIIbI-
TOM CIIOCOOHOCTB CYXKIIeHWsI», a OHa 00si3aTeIbHO
3aBVICUT OT KOHKPETHOT'O SMITMPVYECKOro 3HAH.
OcHoBHOe pa3znune Mexay (i), IpUKIIagHBIM KaK
«TeopeTnyecKoe OTHeceHVie», 1 (iii), mpuKIIagHbIM
KaK «IIPaKTU4ecKass MyApOCTb», CBSA3aHO C Iep-
CIIEKTVBOVI, C KOTOPOVI BBIHOCUTCS CY>KIEHUE. B
ciiydae (i) 3TO TOYKa 3peHusl TeopeTrKa MOpasln,
IIBITAOIIEr0Csl OOBCHUTD, KaK Te VIV VHBIe HOp-
MaTVBHBIE IPVHINIIEI COOTHOCSITCS C KOHKpeT-
HOVI 3TMYEeCKOV IMcKyccuent. B cirydae (iii) — 31O
TOYKA 3peHVIsI MOPJIBHOIO areHTa, ITBITAIOIIeTrOCs
IIOHSTh, Yero MMeHHO TpedyeT OT Hero Mopasb B
HAHHOVI KOHKPETHOVI CUTYaLIVVAL.

Taxvm oOpasom, unctas dpniocodus (1a) apiis-
eTCs UMCTO allpUOPHOVA, (2a) BKJIIOUaeT B cedsi He-
oOxomMBble IPYHINIIBL, (3a) MMeeT YHUBEpPCaIb-
HBIVI XapakTep ¥ (4a) sBIISIeTCS TEOPeTMYECKO.
Hampotus, Heuncras dpustocodpms (16) xors Obl
0TYacCTH arocTepropHa, (20) ornmpaeTcs Ha JIMIIb
YCJIOBHBIE SMIIMpUYecKye MCTUHBI, (30) orpaHm-
yeHa paMKaMM 4eJI0BeUecKOro CyIlecTBOBaHMS U
KOHKPETHBIX OOCTOSATEIIBCTB, B KOTOPBIX OH Haxo-
ouTcs, 1 (46) HocuT IIpuKIIagHOM XapakTep. O0-
paTmmMcs Tellepb K TeMe OCHOBHOIO MeCTa Hedl-
crovt pustocodpun B pustocopunt Kanra.

2. O cooTHOLIeHMM KaHTOBCKOV YMCTOM
¥ HeuncTov purocodpumn

Kax sryurrie Bcero oxapakrepnsoBaTh o0IIIee co-
OTHOIIIeHe My KaHTOBCKOVI UVCTOVI M Heun-
cront pwtocoduert? VHave ToBopsi, KaKyio posib
B cucteMe KanTa urpaer Heuwncrast dpviocodus,
ecJIv OHa BOOOIIIe CyIecTByeT? 311ech MOXHO BbI-
IOeINTh TI0 KpayiHell Mepe 4YeThIpe pasjIfdHble
ITIKOJTBL MBICJIN. S paccMaTpmBaro Mx IO odepen,
Iepexozis OT Hamboslee HeTaTVBHBIX K HamOolee
TTO3UTMBHBIM XapaKTePUCTVIKaM.

35

E.V. Garcia

“a judgment sharpened by experience”, where
this necessarily depends upon concrete empir-
ical knowledge. The main difference between
(i) applied as “theoretical subsumption” versus
(iii) applied as “practical wisdom’ relates to the
perspective from which the judgment is made.
For (i), it is the perspective of the moral theorist
trying to explain how certain normative princi-
ples bear upon a given ethical debate. For (iii),
it is instead the perspective of a moral agent
seeking to understand what exactly morality
demands of her or him in this particular situ-
ation.

To summarise, pure philosophy (1a) is
purely a priori, (2a) involves necessary prin-
ciples, (3a) is universal in scope and (4a) is a
theoretical undertaking. By contrast, impure
philosophy (1b) is at least partly a posteriori,
(2b) is grounded upon merely contingent em-
pirical truths, (3b) is limited in scope to hu-
man beings and the particular circumstances
they find themselves in and (4b) is essential-
ly applied. Let us turn now to the topic of the
general place of impure philosophy in Kant’s
philosophy.

2. On the Relationship between Kantian
Pure and Impure Philosophy

What is the best way to characterise the
overall relationship between Kantian pure and
impure philosophy? Put differently, what role,
if any, does impure philosophy have in Kant’s
system? We can identify at least four different
schools of thought here. I discuss them in turn,
proceeding from the most negative to the most
positive characterisations.

1. Impure philosophy as not genuine phi-
losophy. There are two main reasons for think-
ing that Kantian impure, i.e. empirical or
applied, philosophy must be, strictly speaking,
an oxymoron. First, Kant often seems to defend
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1. Heuucmasa gpuaocogpusn xax HenooAuHHas
¢usocogpus. EcTe 1Be OCHOBHBIE IIPUUMHBI CUM-
TaTh, YTO KaHTOBCKasi He4yucTas, TO eCTb SMIIN-
pyyecKas WiV NpuKJIagHas, driocodus TOIDk-
Ha OBITh, CTPOTO rOBOPsl, OKCIOMOPOHOM. Bo-Tiep-
BeIX, KaHT "acTo oTcTamBaeT KpaviHe OrpaHUYN-
TeJIbHYI0 KOHILenuio dwiocodpun. Hanpumep,
B «Metadmsuke HpasoB» KaHT, Kak W3BeCTHO,
yTBepXXIaeT, 4To ero Kpurudeckasi dpumiiocodpns
ABJISIeTCS  eVHCTBEHHOV WCTUHHOM dwiocod-
CKOVI CMICTEMOW, M IIUIIIET:

YTBepXKeHne, UTO 10 IOSBIIEHNS KPUTHUe-
ckom dwriocodpurr He CYIIECTBOBAJIO HMKAKON
dwiocodnm, 3ByUUT apporaHTHO, CeOsIIFoOUBO
VI YHUYVDKUTEIBHO IUIS TeX, KTO He OTKa3aIcs
ellle OT CBOMIX CTapbIX CHUCTEM. ...HO TaK KakK C
OOBEKTVBHOI TOYKM 3pEHMS MOXET CyIIIeCTBO-
BaTh TOJIBKO OJIVIH YeJIOBEYECKUVI pasyM, TO He
MOXKeT CYyIIeCTBOBaTh M MHOIMX uiocodpmii,
T.e. BO3MOJXKHA TOJIBKO OffHA VICTMHHAsI, IIOCTPO-
eHHas Ha IpuHIMIIax, driocodckas crucrema,
KakK ObI MHOrooOpasHO ¥ 9acTO IIPOTMBOPEUVBO
HY Pry10cOoCTBOBAIIN T10 TIOBOAY OJHOTO ¥ TOTO
xe mostoxeHms (AA 06, S. 206 —207; Kanr, 2014,
c. 23).

Ho ecyvt TpyHSATE TpaauIIVIOHHOE JOMYIIIeHE,
uTo Kputndeckas dpusocodpus Kanra saHnMmaer-
CSl VICKJTIOUMTEIBHO CUHTETUYECKVIMY allpviop-
HBIMM [IO3HAHMSIMI, TO M3 3TOTO CJIeyeT, UTO He-
umcTtast prstocoduisi, KOTopast BMECTO 3TOTO SIBHO
oIVIpaeTcs Ha SMIVPUYecKye IIPUHITNIIBL, He MO-
XeT ObITh MCTVHHOV prtocodmert B caMOM CTPO-
rOM KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIE 3TOTO TIOHSITHSL.

Bo-BTOpPBIX, MOXXHO IIOZyMaTh, YTO OCHOBHBIE
IpVIMepbl SMIIVPUYECKON, MJIV IPUKJIIaIHOM, du-
j0codpmy — HarpuMep, IIpUKJIaTHas JIOrMKa VTN
MOpaJsIbHasl aHTPOIIOJIIOTMST — ITPENICTABIISIIOT CO-
0011 Bcero JIMIIb SMIIMPUYECKYIO HayKy, a He Ha-
crosimiyo drtocodnio”. Xepbepr dxermvc Ila-
TOH YTBep)X[IaeT, YTO MOpaIbHasl aHTPOIIOJIOT s
OO/DKHA OBITH MCKITIOYEHA M3 STWKM, VI IIVIIET:

1 TTommmo obcyxmenmvt ITatona m I'perop cMm. Taxke:
(Brandt, 2003; Frierson, 2003; Stark, 2003; Garcia, 2006).

a highly restrictive conception of philosophy.
For example, in the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant
notoriously suggests that his critical philoso-
phy is the only true philosophical system and

writes:

It sounds arrogant, conceited, and belittling
of those who have not yet renounced their
old system to assert that before the coming
of the critical philosophy there was as yet no
philosophy at all [...] Yet since, considered
objectively, there can be only one human
reason, there cannot be many philosophies; in
other words, there can be only one true system
of philosophy from principles, in however
many different and even conflicting ways one
has philosophized about one and the same
proposition (MS, AA 06, pp. 206-207; Kant,
1996d, p. 366).

But if we make the traditional assumption
that Kant’s critical philosophy is exclusive-
ly concerned with synthetic a priori cognitions,
then it seems to follow that impure philoso-
phy — which instead explicitly draws on em-
pirical principles — fails to be true philosophy
in the strictest Kantian sense of the term.

Second, we might think that the main exam-
ples of empirical or applied philosophy, e.g.
applied logic or moral anthropology, merely
amount to empirical science as opposed to gen-
uine philosophy.!? Herbert James Paton (1971,
p. 32) argues that moral anthropology should
be excluded from ethics, writing: “[...] “ap-
plied ethics’ is used [by Kant] for a special kind
of moral or practical psychology [...] There
is, however, no reason why we should regard
such a psychology as practical: it is a theoreti-
cal examination of the causes of certain moral-
ly desirable effects. Still less is there a reason
why we should regard it with Kant as a kind

2" In addition to the Paton and Gregor discussions, see
also Brandt (2003), Frierson (2003), Stark (2003) and
Garcia (2006).
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«..."mpukitagHas 3TMKa” cnosnb3yercs [KanTom]
17151 0003Ha"eHVIsI 0CO00T0 poria MOPaIBHOV IV
MpaKTUYecKoy mcuxosorun... OmHako HeT HU-
KaKVMX OCHOBaHWWM CYUTATh TaKyO IICVIXOJIOTMIO
IIPaKTMUYeCKOI: OHa IIpeJICTaBIIsieT coboN Teope-
TUYecKoe VccilefloBaHNe IIPUYMH OIlpeie/IeHHbIX
MOpaJIbHO JKeJIaTeJIbHBIX CJIeICTBUIL. Tem Oosee
HeT OCHOBaHWII paccMaTpuBaTh ee BMecTe ¢ Kan-
TOM KaK pa3HOBVMIHOCTb IIPVKJIaIHON VIV SMIIV-
puueckort aTukm» (Paton, 1971, p. 32). A Mapu I'pe-
rOp BBICKa3blBaeT COMHEHMs 110 IIOBOLLY TOrO, CJle-
ZlyeT JIvi BOOOIIle CUMTaTh MOPaJIbHYIO aHTPOIIOJIO-
ruio dpustocoduernt, a He, CKaykeM, SMIIVPUYIECKON
IICUIXOJIOT VeV, 3aMedasi Ipy aToM: «HpaBcTBeHHas
aHTPOIIOJIOr M — 3TO... He 3TVKa, a CKopee pa3Ho-
BUJIHOCTB IICVIXOJIOTMM, M3y4eHVie eCTeCTBeHHBIX
IPUYMH, KOTOpble MOI'YT CIIOCOOCTBOBaTh pa3BU-
TUIO HPABCTBEHHBIX CKJIOHHOCTEVI 11 00JIeryeHmIo
Y TIOBBIIIeHMIO 3PEeKTMBHOCTM HaIMX eu-
CTBUV I10 McHonHeHuio noinra. Ilouemy xe Kanr
JIOJDKeH paccMaTpuBaTh 3Ty HayKy KaK pasfiesl Mo-
pansHOM drtocodpun?» (Gregor, 1963, p. 8).
OcHoBHas mpo0rieMa 3TOVI IIepPBOV IIIKOJIBI CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YTO OHa He yUMUThIBaeT To, Kak KanT
o0OBsicHsIeT TIpupony dumocodnn B OPyrmx Me-
crax. Kak MbI yxe HeomHOKpaTHO Buaenu, Kanr
IIPsIMO YTBepXKJaeT CyIlleCTBOBaHMe «3MIIVpuye-
CKOVI», VJIV «IIpUKJIaTHOM», prstocodpmn. Yro Ka-
caeTcsl, B YaCTHOCTM, IIepBOrO BOITPOCa, TO, Ha MOV
B3IJIs]I, IIpo0sieMa BO3HMKAET 13-3a [IByCMBICIIEH-
HOCTM B TOM, KaK MBI IIpVMMeHsieM SIpJIbIK «pu-
socodmsi». MBI MOXXeM WCIIOIB30BaTh €r0 B TOM
CMBICJIe, KOTOPBIVI s HA30BY YMCTO OIViCaTeIb-
HBIM 11 TtogeTHbIM. Kpucrna Kopcraapn, xopo-
110 OOBSCHSAET 3TOT TUII pa3Ingms Ipu odcyXie-
HUY HapyIIeHM KOHCTUTYMPYIOIIMX HOPM, OHa
HOUIIET: «..Mbl MOXXeM KPUTMKOBATh TaKye 00bek-
TBI JI0OO TOBOPH, YTO 3TO IIOXME OOBEKTHI CBOe-
ro porxa (“DTo 1ToXast SHIMKJIIONEINs, OHA HeakK-
TyasibHa”), JT100 TOBOPS, YTO OHM BOOOIIe He SIB-
JISFOTCS. TaKMMM o0bekTamMu (“DTO He 3HIMKIIO-
IeqIyist: 3TO IpocTo cOopHMK MHeHU XIX Beka”)»
(Korsgaard, 2008, p. 8). AHasorm4HbIM 00pa3oM
MOXXHO IHepedpasupoBaTh BbIcKasbiBaHMsA KaHTa
O TOM, 4TO KpuTuyecKas puiocodpms gBiIseTcs

E.V. Garcia

of applied or empirical ethics.” And Mary Gre-
gor (1963, p. 8) raises concerns about whether
moral anthropology should even count as phi-
losophy, as opposed to, say, just empirical psy-
chology, observing: “Moral anthropology is
[...] not ethics but rather a sort of psychology, a
study of the natural causes which can be made
to contribute toward the development of moral
dispositions and toward making our actions in
fulfillment of duty easier and more effective.
Why should Kant regard this science as a divi-
sion of moral philosophy?”

The basic problem with this first school of
thought is that it fails to do justice to Kant’s ac-
count of the nature of philosophy elsewhere.
As we have already seen many times, Kant ex-
plicitly affirms the existence of ‘empirical’ or
‘applied” philosophy.

With respect to the first worry in particular,
I think the problem arises from an ambiguity in
how we use the label “philosophy’. We can em-
ploy it in what I shall call a merely descriptive
versus honorific sense. Christine Korsgaard
(2008, p. 8) nicely explains this type of distinc-
tion when discussing violations of constitutive
norms, writing: “[...] we can criticize such ob-
jects either by saying that they are poor ob-
jects of their kind (‘That’s a poor encyclopedia,
it isn’t up to date.”), or by saying that they are
not such objects at all (“That’s not an encyclope-
dia: it’s just a compendium of nineteenth-cen-
tury opinion!")”. In a similar way, we can
paraphrase Kant’s earlier remarks about criti-
cal philosophy being the only true philosophy
as either saying, “Rival views are philosophy,
just bad or inferior types” or more rhetorically,
“They’re not philosophy at all!” Anticipating
the second school of thought discussed below,
some commentators are tempted to make a
similar move vis-a-vis “pure’ versus ‘empirical’
philosophy.
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3.B. Tapcus

€MHCTBEHHO MCTMHHOW, cKasas: «CornepHudaro-
IIMe B3MIAbl — 3TO pviocodist, TOIIBKO IIyIoXast
VIV HeTIOJIHOLIeHHask» Wi Oojlee PUTOPUYHO:
«OHu1 BooOIIe He durtocodmstl» Ilpensocxmias
BTOPYIO IIKOJIy MBICJIV, O KOTOPOV IIOVIIET peyb
HVDKe, HEKOTOpble KOMMEHTAaTOPbl CKJIOHHBI ie-
JIaTh aHAJIOTMYHBIV XOII B OTHOIIIEHUN «UVICTOVI»
VI «OMIIVIPUYECKOV» PUIocoPmmt.

Yro KacaeTcsi BTOPOro BOIIpOcCa, TO OCHOBHAS
mpo0sieMa 3aKiIrouaeTcst B ToM, yTo IlaTon u I'pe-
rOp UTHOPUPYIOT TOT ¢daKT, uro KaHT npsmo Ha-
3bIBaeT SMIVIPUUECKYIO (PUIIOCOPUIO  «TI03Ha-
HMEeM pas3yMa, OCHOBAaHHBIM Ha 3MIIMPUYECKIX
npyHImITax» (A 840 / B 868; Kanr, 20060, c. 1053).
[TpukiagHas JIorMKa ¥ MopasibHasi aHTPOIIOJIO-
I'Msg — 3TO He MPOCTO sMIMpudeckue Haykn. Ha-
IIPOTWUB, 3TO 3MIMpHUecKas drtocodns, ciryxXa-
ITast 4BHO PallViOHAJIBHOM I1eJI — ITPaBVJIBHOMY
MBIIIUIEHVIO VIV MOPaJIbHBIM JIEVICTBUSIM B COOT-
BETCTBVV C UMCTOVI JIOTVIKOVI VTV YMCTOVI MOpaJIb-
HoM pvstocodriert.

DTO COOTBETCTBYET 00cyXxneHnio Ka"nTom npy-
roVI IPUKJIAIHOM pviocodny, a MMEHHO SMITV-
PVIYecKOVT TICXOJIOrMY, B IiepBot «KpnTuke», rie
OH IWIIET: «5l OTBeYalo: OHa IePeXOauT B Ty 00-
JIaCTh, I7le MecTO BceMy COOCTBEHHOMY (3MIIVIpPU-
YecKOMY) eCTeCTBO3HAHMIO, a MIMEHHO B 00JIacTh
npuxadxot prstocodnn, KoTopas CBsi3aHa, IIpaB-
ma, ¢ uncron dpurtocodment, comepkarien B cebe
IIPVHIIVITBL [IJIS1 Hee, HO He JI0JDKHA OBITh CMeIm-
BaeMa c Hero» (A 848 / B 876; Kant, 20060, c. 1061).

I'maBHBI €110CO0, C TIOMOIMIBIO KOTOPOTO IIPW-
KJIagHas dprstocoduist, Kak BeIpasmics 3eck Kanr,
«CBSI3BIBAETCS» C alPVOPHBIMY IIPVHIINAIIAMY, CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YTO ee CyIlleCTBeHHas 11eJIb VI 3a-
BepIIeHVIe HeOOXOIMMO 3a/1at0TCsl UMCTON PrITo-
codment. Takum obpaszoMm, mpuKIagHas PUIIOCO-
uist mericTBUTEIIBHO cumnTaeTcs prstocodmert, Io-
CKOJIBKY OHa IIpeZICTaBIIsieT COOOVI SMIVIPIYecKoe
3HaHMe, CJIy)Kalllee BBIIIOJITHEHMIO PalliOHaIBHBIX
HOPM MBIIIUIEHVIS U JEVICTBUSL.

2. Heuucmas ¢usrocopus kax naoxasa / de-
¢exmuasn / nenosnoyeunan gpuaocogua. Jaxe
ecJIVI MBI IIpM3HaeM, UTo HeuvcTas pvtocopms —
3TO dwtocoduisd, MbI Bce paBHO OyaeM CKJIOHHBI
paccMaTpuBaTh ee KaK ITPOCTO IIJIOXYIO, JIedek-

And with respect to the second worry, the
main problem is that Paton’s and Gregor’s
objections ignore the fact that Kant explicit-
ly describes empirical philosophy as “ration-
al cognition from empirical principles” (KrV,
A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695). Applied logic
and moral anthropology are not just empirical
sciences. Instead, they are empirical philoso-
phy in service of an explicitly rational end or
aim, viz. correct thinking or moral actions in
conformity with pure logic or pure moral phi-
losophy respectively. This parallels Kant’s dis-
cussion of another applied philosophy — viz.
empirical psychology — in the first Critique
where he writes: “It comes in where the prop-
er (empirical) doctrine of nature must be put,
namely on the side of applied philosophy, for
which pure philosophy contains the a priori
principles, which must therefore be combined
but never confused with the former” (KrV,
A 848 / B 876; Kant, 1998, p. 700).

The main way in which applied philosophy
is, as Kant puts it here, ‘combined” with a pri-
ori principles consists in how its essential aim
or end is necessarily given by pure philosophy.
In this way, applied philosophy does count as
philosophy, insofar as it amounts to empirical
knowledge in the service of fulfilling rational
norms for thinking and acting.

2. Impure philosophy as bad/defective/in-
ferior philosophy. Even if we accept that im-
pure philosophy is philosophy, we might still
be inclined to regard it as just bad, defective, or
inferior philosophy. One passage that seems to
support this interpretation concerns Kant'’s cri-
tique of a morality of ‘popular taste’, where he
writes:

One need only look at attempts at morality
in that popular taste. One will find now the
special determination of human nature (but
occasionally the idea of a rational nature as such
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THYIO VIV HelloJIHOLeHHYIo dpustocodpuro. OnuH
"3 IIPVIMEPOB, MOATBEPKIAOIINX TaKyI0 MHTEp-
IpeTalyio, Kacaercsd KpuTtukn KaHToMm Mopaim
«PaCXOXKero BKyca», T7ie OH IINIIIeT:

Crout TOJIBKO B3IVIIHYTh Ha OIBITHI O HpaB-
CTBEeHHOCTV, HaIlICAHHbBIE B 3TOM W3/IFO0JIEHHOM
CTWIe, KaK CTaJIKMBAeIIbcs TO C 0OCOObIM HasHaye-
HVIeM 4eJI0BevYecKoVl IPUpPOIb! (MHOI/IA, BITpOYeM,
VI C ViZIeerl PasyMHOVI IIPMPOJIbI BOOOIIIe), TO C CO-
BepIIeHCTBOM, TO ¢ OJ1akeHCTBOM, 3/1eCh Havlelllb
MopaJIbHOe UyBCTBO, TaM — CTpax Ieper, borom,
HEeMHOJXKO OTCIOfIa, HEeMHOKKO OTTY/Ia, M BCe 9TO B
YAVBUTEIbHOM CMeIIeHNY, IIPY TOM UTO Jaxe He
IIPVIXOIUT B TOJIOBY CITPOCUTB, CJIeJTyeT JI BOOOIIIe
VICKaTh ITPVHLIVIIEI HPaBCTBEHHOCTY B 3HAHWN Ue-
JIOBEUECKOVI ITPUPOJIbI (KOTOpOe MbI MOKeM ITOJTy-
YNThb BCe-TaKy TOJILKO W3 OITbITA) U eCJIV HeT, ecyIn
3TV TPVHLWIBI MOXHO HaWTW BIIOJIHE 4 priori,
CBOOOITHBIMM OT BCEro SMITMPUYECKOro, IIPoCTO B
YVCTBIX TIOHATHSAX PasyMa U HUITIe ViHade, HU B
MaJIeVIIIeVt X YacTu, TO He CJieayeT JIVi IIPVHSTD
pellleHre COBepIIeHHO OTHEJIUTh 3TO MCCIIeNo-
BaHMe KaK YMCTYIO ITpaKTU4ecKyro duiocoduio
Wi (e TO3BOJIUTEIbHO YIIOTPeOUTh Takoe
obeccrraB/leHHOe Ha3BaHMe) Kak MeTadpu31Ky Hpa-
BOB, JJOBECTU €T0 caMo I cedsl [10 BCel ero I1oJl-
HOTHL. .. (AA 04, S. 410; Kanr, 19976, c. 109 —111).

KanT g9BHO OTBepraeT 3TOT HOIXO[, cOodeTaro-
U7 B cebe KaK YMCThIe, TaK ¥ HEYVCTBIe YepThI,
KaK IUIOXYI0 prstocodmro. 3aMeTmM, OHaKO, YTO
KaHT He yTBepXmaeT 37iech, UTO 3MIIMpUYecKas
dwtocodpusa kak Takosas gedextHa. Ckopee, OH
BCero JINIIb HallajaeT Ha HeOpeXHYo i Oec-
CUCTEMHYIO MeIIaHWMHY YVCTBIX I HEUMCTHIX 3JIe-
MEHTOB, 3alll1IIaeMyI0 OOITleCTBeHHBIM BKYCOM.

Haxe ecrii KaHT B KOHEUHOM cyeTe He CUMUTa-
eT HeuucTyio ¢puiocoduio 1o cBoert CyTu IIIo-
XOV VI iedpeKTHOV, BCe JKe CyIIecTBYeT MHOXe-
CTBO CBUIIETEIILCTB TOT'O, YTO, ITO €r0 MHEHWIO, OHa
SIBHO B HEKOTOPOM CMBICJIe YCTYIaeT umcTon pu-
nocodun. B mpuserieHHOM BhbIlle oTpbiBke KaHT
HeOCIIOPVIMO OTHaeT IIpefrIouTeHVe UVCTOV MO-
panpHOM  pvtocodm, KOTOpasi «COBEPIIIEHHO
arpropHa» M «CBOOOIHA OT Uero-Imdo SMIVpu-
4ecKoro», repeq MopajibHOVI aHTporoioruer. To
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along with it), now perfection, now happiness,
here moral feeling, there fear of God, a bit of this
and also a bit of that in a marvellous mixture,
without its occurring to them to ask whether
the principles of morality are to be sought at
all in acquaintance with human nature (which
we can get only from experience) and, if this is
not the case - if these principles are to be found
altogether a priori, free from anything empirical,
solely in pure rational concepts and nowhere
else even to the slightest extent- instead to adopt
the plan; of quite separating this investigation
as pure practical philosophy or (if one may use
a name so decried) as metaphysics of morals, of
bringing it all by itself to its full completeness
[...] (GMS, AA 04, p. 410; Kant, 1996a, p. 64).

Kant clearly rejects this approach — one
which combines both pure and impure fea-
tures — as bad philosophy. Notice, however,
that Kant is not claiming here that empirical
philosophy as such is defective. Rather, he’s
only attacking a careless or haphazard hodge-
podge of pure and impure elements as defend-
ed by popular taste.

Even if Kant does not ultimately regard im-
pure philosophy as intrinsically bad or defec-
tive, there is still plenty of evidence to suggest
that he thinks it is clearly inferior in some sense
to pure philosophy. In the passage above, Kant
undeniably privileges pure moral philoso-
phy — which is “altogether a priori” and “free
from anything empirical” — over moral anthro-
pology. The same is true, of course, in Kant’s
theoretical philosophy. In the first Critique, he
discusses how metaphysics is traditionally un-
derstood as the “queen of all sciences”, and that
“it deserved this title of honor, on account of
the preeminent importance of its object” (KrV,
A VIII; Kant, 1998, p. 99). But Kant famously
claims that any legitimate metaphysics must
engage in pure philosophy — that is, “a cri-
tique of the faculty of reason in general, in re-
spect of all the cognitions after which reason might
strive independently of all experience” (KrV, A XII;
Kant, 1998, p. 101).



3.B. Tapcus

JKe caMoe, pa3yMeeTcs, CITpaBeJIVBO 1 I1JIs Teope-
Tdeckovt prtocodpun Kanra. B nepson «Kpurn-
Ke» OH pacCy’XIaeT O TOM, YTO MeTadpusmKa Tpa-
IOVIIVOHHO TIOHMMAaeTcs KaK «yapuya Bcex Hayk»
Y UTO «OHa 3acjly>K1Bajla 3TOr0 IIOYeTHOro Ha3Ba-
HUS BBU/LY IIPeVMYIeCTBeHHOrO 3HaueHMs CBoe-
ro npenmera» (A VIIL; Kant, 2006a, c. 11). OnHa-
Ko, yTBepxyiaeT KanT, j1ro0as sakoHHast MeTadu-
3MKa JIOJDKHA 3aHMMAThCS 4mcTon dpustocodiers,
TO €CTh KPUTMKOV «CIIOCOOHOCTY pa3yMa BooOIile
B OTHOIIIEHUV BCeX ITO3HaHM, K KOTOPBIM OH MO-
JKeT CTPeMUTBCS He3aBucumo om 6caxo20 onvima»
(A XII; Kant, 20064, c. 15).

Yucras dustocodus, ocHOBaHHasi Ha UWCTO
aIIpVOPHBIX IIPUHIINIIAX, SIBHO 3aHVMaeT II0JYeT-
Hoe MecTo B obmient dpustocodpun Kanra. Takum
o0pa3oM, BO3HMKAeT BOIPOC: 3a4eM TOI7la 3aHMU-
Marbcs Heuwncron dwiocodpmen? Kakon Bkitan,
ecJIV OH BOOOIIIe eCcTh, OHa BHOCUT B PprsI0copriio?

3. Heuucmaa ¢usrocopua Kkax uncmpymeu-
MmaavHo yennan / npakmudecku Heodxooumas.
HaspiBasi smnmpudeckyio Gwiocopuro  «Ipu-
KJIagHOV», KaHT obparraer BHMMaHMe Ha Ii1y0o-
KyIO VHCTPYMEHTAJIBHYIO II€HHOCTb HeUYVCTON
dvocodpum. Kak mMbI yBuammM, HeuvcTass uio-
codris UTpaeT Kak MOJIe3HYI0 HeraTMBHYIO, TaK 1
TIO3UTMBHYIO POJIb.

Yro KacaeTcsi HeTaTMIBHOW PpOJIM SMITMpUYe-
CKOVI, VIJIVI IPUKJIaTHON, pvstocodnyt, TO OHa, TI0
MHeHuto KaHTa, IToMoOraeT HaM He CTaTh JKepPTBOV
MHOTMIX TUIIMYHBIX KaMHell IIPeTKHOBeH S KaK B
MBIIIIIEHUV, TaK VI B AEVICTBUN. 3MTHKCTOK IIPOHVI-
11aTeJIbHO OMVICHIBAaeT POJIb MPUKJIAJHOV JIOTUKN
st KaHTa, OH mmmeT: «...JIprKIIaiHas JIormKa —
3TO, IO CY T, SMIIVIpUYecKoe yueHme 00 ommoKax:
OHa VMMeeT /IeJI0 C MPeIATCTBUSAMM Ha ITyTU IIpa-
BIUIBHBIX PAcCYXXIEHWI, ¢ TeM, KaK KOHKpeTHBIe
MBICIIUTENI (MOTYT) cOuThCs ¢ myTu. IlosTomy,
paccMmarpuBas To, uro KaHT ropopur o6 ormmb-
KaX ¥ VIX IPUYVHAX, MBI MOkeM OOJIbIIle Y3HAThb O
pVKJIagHOM JIoruke» (Zinkstok, 2011, p. 122).

TouHo Tak >ke MOpaJIBHYIO aHTPOIMOJIOIVIO
MOXXHO paccMaTpmBaTh KaK SMIIVIPUUYECKYIO JOK-
TPUHY IIPOCTYIIKOB, MMEOIIYIO IeJI0 C «CyObek-
TUBHBIMI... YCJIIOBUSAMM UCHOAHEHUSA 3aKOHOB Me-
TapM3MKM HPaBOB B UeJIOBEUECKOV IIPUpore»
(AA 06, S. 217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51).
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Pure philosophy grounded upon purely a
priori principles clearly has pride of place in
Kant’s overall philosophy. Thus, the question
arises: Why bother then with impure philoso-
phy? What contributions, if any, does it make
to philosophy?

3. Impure philosophy as instrumentally
valuable/practically indispensable. By call-
ing empirical philosophy “applied’, Kant draws
attention to the deeply instrumental value of
impure philosophy. As we shall see, impure
philosophy plays both beneficial negative and
positive roles.

In terms of its negative role, Kant sees em-
pirical or applied philosophy as helping us to
avoid falling prey to many typical stumbling
blocks in both thought and action. Zinkstok
(2011, p. 122) insightfully describes the role that
applied logic plays for Kant, writing: “[...] ap-
plied logic is in effect an empirical doctrine of
error: it deals with the obstacles to correct rea-
soning, the ways in which concrete thinkers
(may) go astray. Therefore, by looking at what
Kant says about error and its causes, we can
learn more about applied logic.”

Similarly, moral anthropology can be
viewed as an empirical doctrine of wrongdo-
ing, dealing with “the subjective conditions in
human nature that hinder people [...] in fulfill-
ing the laws of a metaphysics of morals” (MS,
AA 06, p. 217; Kant, 1996d, p. 372).

But impure philosophy also makes positive
contributions. In particular, impure philosophy
helps us to become what we might describe as
both epistemically and morally virtuous. As
Kant explains in the Jische Logic, applied log-
ic not only supplies us with “cures for logical
mistakes and errors”. We can also learn from
it “what furthers the correct use of the under-
standing [and] the means of aiding it” (Log, AA
09, p. 18; Kant, 1992, p. 533). And as discussed
above, moral anthropology aids us in two



Ho neuncras dpvtocodviss BHOCUT 1 HO3UTUB-
HBIVI BKJIa[,. B yacTHOCTY, OHA IIOMOraeT HaM CTaTh
TeMV, KOro MbI MOXEM HasBaTb SIIMCTEMMYECK
¥ MOpaJIbHO HoOporeTernbHbIMI. Kak oObscHseT
Kanr B «Jloruke», mpukiajgHas jIOTMKa He TOJIb-
KO JIaeT HaM «JIEKapCTBa OT JIOTMYECKMX OMINOOK
u 3a0imyXaeHnn». Mbl Takke MOXeM y3HaTb 13
Hee, «4TO CIIOCOOCTBYET MpaBUJIBHOMY IIpVIMeHe-
HMIO paccyKa, KaKOBBbI BCIIOMOraTeJIbHbIe Cpefl-
CTBa JIJIsl 3TOTO VIV CPeCTBa, IIPeIOXPaHSIOIIe
OT JIOTMYeCcKVX OMIMOOK 11 3a0myxxmeHnin» (AA 09,
S. 18; Kant, 19%4a, c. 274). V1, KaK y>Xe roBOpuIOCh
BBIIIIe, MOPaJIbHAS aHTPOIIOJIOT VIS OKa3bIBaeT HaM
IIOMOIIIb B JBYX HaIIpaBJIeHMsX. Bo-1tepBbIx, Kak
yIpaXKHeHVe B MOPaJIbHOVI MHKEHepWU! OHa IIo-
MoraeT HaM «KOHCTPYWpPOBaTh» HPaBCTBEHHO JIy Y-
LIVX JIIOfIeV], TIOCKOJIBKY pedb MAeT O «CO3IaHMUM,
pacIIpoCTpaHeHUN U YKPeIUIEHMV MOPaJIbHBIX OC-
HOBOTIOJIOKEHMT! (B 0071aCTV BOCIIMTAaHWS, IIIKOJTb-
HOTro 00y4eHMs 1 HApOIHOI'o IpocBelleHus) 1 [0]
IPyTVIX TIOIOOHBIX YUeHMSAX U IIPeICcaHMsIX, OC-
HOBBIBAIOIIMXCS Ha omnbITe» (AA 06, S. 217; Kawnr,
2014, c. 51—-53). A BO-BTOpBIX, OHa IIOMOTaeT OTTO-
YMTH HaIIV CY>X[IeHWs 1 TeéM CaMbIM BOCHTHIBAeT
dpoHesvIC, IV TPaKTUYEeCKyI0 MYIPOCTb. DTO He
TOJIBKO IIO3BOJISIET HaM «Pas3JIMuNUTh, B KaKUX CIIy-
4Jasix OHM [MOpasIbHBIe 3aKOHBI| HAXOIIST CBOE IIPH-
MeHeHWe», HO U «OTKpbIBaeT MM JIOCTYII K BOJIe Ue-
JIOBeKa» 1 IIpuIaeT UM «yOeanTeIbHOCTD IS VIC-
rortHeHMS» (AA 04, S. 389; KanT, 19976, c. 47).

OpHako 371ech MbI MOXKEM BBIIBMHYTH ellle 0o-
Jlee cwiIbHOe yTBepXkieHwue. Heuncrass dpwioco-
dust MeeT He TOJIBKO MHCTPYMEHTAJIBHYIO 1eH-
HocThb. Ha camoM fiesie oHa mmpakTudecKn He3aMe-
HyMa. HammprmMep, Kak HopasuTeIbHO yTBepXK/a-
et KaHT B OTHOIIIEHMN HPaBCTBEHHOV aHTPOIIO-
JIOTUIL: «...0€e3 MOpasIbHOV aHTPOIOJIOTMI Helb-
35 ODOVITVIC, HO OHa HU B KOeM Cilydae He I0JDK-
Ha OBITH IIpe/IiocjiaHa MeTadpu3uke HpaBOB VIV
cMerriaHa ¢ Hem» (AA 06, S. 217; KanT, 2014, c. 53).
ITouemy Kant Tak cumraer? Ckopee Bcero, OH
MMeeT B BUIY, YTO HAIM IIPUPOIHBIe CKJIIOHHO-
CTV, B TOM UMCJIe M CKJIOHHOCTb K pagMKaIbHO-
MY 371y, KOTOpO€ «I'yOUT OCHOBaHVIe BCeX MaKCVIM»
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ways. First, as an exercise in moral engineering,
it helps us to ‘design” morally better people, in-
sofar as it “deals with the development, spread-
ing, and strengthening of moral principles (in
education in schools and in popular instruc-
tion), and with other similar teachings and pre-
cepts based on experience” (MS, AA 06, p. 217;
Kant, 1996d, p. 372). Second, it helps sharp-
en our judgments and thus cultivates phrone-
sis or practical wisdom. This not only helps us
“to distinguish in what cases [moral laws] are
applicable”” but also “provides [moral laws]
with access to the will of the human being” and
“efficacy [in the] fulfillment of them” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 45).

However, we can make an even stronger
claim here. Impure philosophy is not merely
instrumentally valuable. In fact, it’s practically
indispensable. For example, as Kant strikingly
asserts about moral anthropology: “It cannot be
dispensed with, but it must not precede a met-
aphysics of morals or be mixed with it [...]”
(MS, AA 06, p. 217; Kant, 1996d, p. 372). Why
does Kant think this? He most likely has in
mind how our natural inclinations — including
our propensity for radical evil which “corrupts
the ground of all maxims” (RGV, AA 06, p. 37;
Kant, 1996e, p. 83) — pose deep hindranc-
es for us that need help from impure ethics to
be overcome. In the end, Kant argues that this
can only be truly dealt with if we form an eth-
ical community which strengthens both our
own and other people’s dispositions towards
the good. This ultimately helps us to real-
ise our moral vocation as a species. For Kant,
these various facts about human psychology,
religion, and history — which are indispensa-
ble for helping us to fully realise the demands
of morality — all fall under the rubric of im-
pure ethics, as opposed to pure moral philoso-
phy as such.



3.B. Tapcus

(AA 06, S. 37, KaaT, 19946, c. 38), co3marot /151 Hac
[71IyOOKMe TIPeIIITCTBIS, [JIsI IIPeOIoJIeH sl KOTO-
PBIX HeoOXoaMMa ITOMOIIb HedncTon 3TUKM. KaHT
yTBep)XIaeT, YTO IO-HACTOSIIEMY CIIPaBUTBCS C
3TVIM MOXXHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, ecjIv MbI oOpa-
3yeM 3TM4YecKoe COOOIIeCTBO, YKpeIUldrollee Kak
Hall cOOCTBeHHBIe, TaK U UyXXiue IIpepaciosio-
JKEHHOCTM K A00py. B KoHeuHOM MTOTe 3TO TIOMO-
JKeT HaM peasin30BaThb CBOe HPaBCTBEHHOE IIPU-
3BaHMeE Kak Buia. PasmuHble paKThl desioBeve-
CKOVI TICVIXOJIOT IV, PETTUI VIV VI ICTOPWY, Oe3 KOTo-
PBIX HEBO3MOYKHO ITOJTHOE OCO3HaHe TpeboBaHMI
Mopasy, KaHT OTHOCUT K HeUMCTON 3THKE, a He K
YVICTOV MOpasIbHOM pryIocodmy KaK TaKOBOL.

4. Heuucmasa ¢urocodpusa xaxk Heomwsemae-
maa wacmo usocopuu KaxK yeA0cmHou Hay-
xu. Hakoner1, Heunctasi dpustocodns, OXaywi,
SIBJISIeTCST HeOOXOIVIMBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM (PMIIOCO-
dun B 1IesI0M, ITIOHMMaeMoV KaK «HayKa». B mep-
o1 «Kputuke» KanT rosoput o dpustocodpnm kak
O «CrCcTeMe MO3HaHWS, VICCTIeTyeMOro JIVIIE B Ka-
4JecTBe HayKM, ¥ IIPUTOM [B 3TOM VCCIIeOBaHMM]
HalleJIeHHOI0 TOJIBKO Ha CHCTeMaTndecKoe eIiH-
CTBO 3TOT0 3HAHMS, CTaJIO OBITH, 402U eckoe COBEP-
IIeHCTBO ero» (A 838 / B 866; Kanr, 20060, c. 1051).

DTO corylacyeTcs C ero omvcaHmeM B «Jlorm-
Ke», IJle OH MUIIeT, YTO K prtocopumt OTHOCST-
Csl IBe BeIlN: «IOCTaTOYHBIV 3aIlac palioHaIb-
HBIX 3HaAHUIL; 60-6mopbix, cricTeMaTdecKasl CBsi3b
STUX 3HAHWUV, WJIVI COeOMHEHMe X B VIee LeJIoro.
dustocodnsi He TOJIBKO [IOIMyCKaeT TaKylo CTpo-
ro CuUcTeMaTU4ecKylo CBs3b, HO JaXke SBJIgeTcs
€IVIHCTBEHHOVI HayKOVI, KOTOpasl MIMeeT CCTeMa-
TUYECKYIO CBSI3b B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICTIe U ITpVa-
€T BceM JIPyTIMM HayKaM CHCTeMaTdecKoe eIViH-
ctBO» (AA 09, S. 24; Kanrt, 19%4a, c. 279—-280).

DTO TIOMOraeT HaM JIydIlle IIPeICTaBUThH BbI-
cKasbIBaHMs KaHTa 0 COOTHOIIEH M YIICTOV 1 OM-
nvpudeckon dprtocodpun. Hamomumm, uto Kanr
yTBepXXIaeT, YTo «BCsiKask pvyiocopusi ecTb MIn
IIO3HaHVe, OCHOBAaHHOe Ha YMCTOM pasyMe, I
IIO3HaHMe pasyMa, OCHOBaHHOe Ha SMIMpuUe-
ckux npuHIMnax. [lepbaa nasviBaemcs uucmoil,
a 6mopas smnupudeckoil pusocogpueri» (A 840 /
B 868; Kanrt, 20060, c. 1053; xypcus Mont. — D.I)).
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4. Impure philosophy as an integral part of
philosophy as a complete science. Lastly, im-
pure philosophy arguably constitutes a nec-
essary component for philosophy as a whole,
understood as a ‘science’.”” In the first Critique,
Kant describes philosophy as “a system of cog-
nition that is sought only as a science without
having as its end anything more than the sys-
tematic unity of this knowledge, thus the logi-
cal perfection of cognition” (KrV, A 838 / B 866;
Kant, 1998, p. 694).

This conforms with his description in the
Jidsche Logic, where he writes that philosophy
involves two things: “[...] a sufficient supply
of cognitions of reason, and [...] a systematic
connection of these cognitions, or a combina-
tion of them in the idea of a whole. Not only
does philosophy allow such strictly systemat-
ic connection, it is even the only science that
has systematic connection in the most proper
sense, and it gives systematic unity to all other
sciences (Log, AA 09, p. 24; Kant, 1992, p. 537).
This helps us put Kant’s remarks about the re-
lationship between pure and empirical philos-
ophy into better perspective. Recall that Kant
claims that: “All philosophy, however, is ei-
ther cognition from pure reason or rational cog-
nition from empirical principles. The former is
called pure philosophy, the latter empirical” (KrV,
A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695; my empha-
sis — E.G.).

In order to realise the ‘end” of philosophy,
i.e. the ‘systematic unity’ of the ‘system of
cognition’ itself, Kant’s philosophy needs to
achieve a systematic connection of all ration-
al cognitions, where this necessarily includes
both pure and empirical philosophy. As Michael
Lewin (2021a, p. 302) helpfully explains: “To
become a science, cognitions should be system-
atized according to principles. But there are two
kinds of principles: empirical principles (of ex-

1 For very helpful discussions of this topic, see Lewin
(2020; 2021a; 2021b).



Yro0bl peannsoBarh «IIefIb» uimocodpnm, To
€CTh «CUCTEMATYECKOE eIVTHCTBO» CAMOVI «CHCTe-
MBI IO3HaHMA», dpwiocodus KaHTa morpKHa [10-
CTUYb CUCTEMATMYUeCKOVI CBS3M BCeX pallViOHAIb-
HBIX TO3HAHMM, Ky[a 00s3aTeJIbHO BXOOUT U Y-
cTas, n sMmupudeckass ¢pwiocodpns. Kak kos-
CTPYKTMBHO mosicHsileT Mwuxans1 JIeBuH, «4TOOBI
CTaTh HayKOVI, IIO3HAHWS TOJDKHBI OBITH CHCTeMa-
TU3MPOBAHbBI B COOTBETCTBUM C npunyunamu. Ho
CYIIeCTBYIOT [IBa BMJa IPWUHIINIIOB — 3MIIUPU-
yecKye MPVHINIBL (IPUHIIUIIBL OIIBITa), COCTaB-
nsmonIe To, 9To KaHT HaskiBaeT “HayKom He B
CcOOCTBEHHOM CMBIC/Ie”, V1 UMCTHIe pallViOHaIbHbIe
IIPVHITAIIBI, KOTOPbIE JIeXXaT B OCHOBe “HayKu B
cobcrBerHHOM cMbIcsie”» (Lewin, 2021, p. 302).

Ho nHeuncras dpumocodms siBiisgeTcs: He IIPOCTO
HEOTHEMJIEMOVI COCTABJISIIOIIEN IJIsI HOCTVIKEH S
11es1ev1 prITocodrL B TOM TEOPETUUECKOM CMBICTIE,
KOTOPBIVI IIpefIioyiaraeT CUCTeMaT9ecKoe eqiH-
CTBO BCEro II03HaHMs, OOBEOVMHEHHOIO B «IEH0
nesroro». OHa TakXXe SIBJISIETCSI HEOOXOIVIMBIM
KOMIIOHEHTOM rtocodmm, IOHMMaeMon B Oostee
IIPaKTUYIeCKOM CMBICTIe, IO OTHOIIEHNIO K TOMY,
uyro KaHT HaspBaeT «1oHATMEM O Mupe». KaHT
niosicHsieT: «[lo nonamuio o mupe (Weltbegriff) ona
ecTh HayKa O TIOCTIeTHUX IIeJIX Ye0BeYecKOro
pasyMa. DTO BBICOKOe IIOHSTMe coolIaeT wto-
cocpunt docmourcmbo, T.e. aDCOIFOTHYIO 1IEHHOCTb.
W mevicTBUTEIBHO, OHA €CTh TO, YTO OIHO TOJIBKO
U VIMeeT BHympeH 010 1IeHHOCTD U BIIePBbIe IIPU-
JlaeT 1IIeHHOCTh BCeM APYyTrmM Io3HaHUsAM» (AA 09,
S. 24; KanT, 19%4a, c. 279).

B «Jleknmsax no antponosornu POpunjeHpe-
pa» KaHT nonpoOHee ocTraHaBiImMBaeTcs Ha TOM,
YTO OH IOHVMAeT O] <MV POBBIM», U1 TuIieT: «ToT,
KTO 00J1aziaeT OOJIBIIINM 00 BEMOM TEOPeTIMYEeCKIX
3HaHWUI... HO He MMeeT HaBbIKa MMM I10J1b30BaTh-
Cs1, TOT BbIy4YeH /1JIs IIKOJIBL, a He I Mupa» (AA
25, S. 469). BaxxHo 0OpaTuTh BHMMaHMe Ha TO, YTO
KaHT mpsiMO IIpOTMBOIIOCTaB/ISET IIPOCTOE TEeo-
peTudeckoe 3HaHVE MVPOBOMY, YTBEPXKOas, 4TO
ToCJIefIHee, B OT/IIUME OT IIePBOrO, ITPerIIosia-
raeT «yMeHVe II0JIb30BaThCs» HAIIVIMM 3HAHUS-
M. OOVH 13 HEMHOTIX KOMMEHTATOPOB, ITABIIVX
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perience) that constitute what Kant calls an “im-
proper science’ and pure rational principles
that ground the “proper science’.”

But impure philosophy is not just integral
for achieving the aims of philosophy in this
more theoretical sense which involves a sys-
tematic unity of all cognition combined in “the
idea of a whole’. It is also a necessary compo-
nent for philosophy understood in more prac-
tical terms, in relation to what Kant calls “the
worldly concept of philosophy”. As Kant ex-
plains: “According to the worldly concept it
is the science of the final ends of human rea-
son. This high concept gives philosophy dig-
nity, i.e., an absolute worth. And actually it is
philosophy, too, which alone has only inner
worth, and which first gives a worth to all oth-
er cognitions” (Log, AA 09, p. 24; Kant, 1992,
p. 537).

In the Friedlinder anthropology lectures,
Kant elaborates upon what he means by
‘worldly’, writing: “The person who has much
theoretical knowledge [...] but has no skill
to make use of it, is instructed for the school
but not for the world” (V-Anth/Fried, AA 25,
p. 469; Kant, 2012, p. 47). Notice that Kant ex-
plicitly contrasts mere theoretical knowledge
with worldly knowledge by claiming that
the latter, unlike the former, involves “skill in
making use of” our knowledge. Lewin is one
of the few commentators to provide a detailed
analysis of Kant’s idea of the ‘worldly concept
of philosophy’. He offers the following inci-
sive account:

Nevertheless,  philosophy is  poorly
understood without the worldly element:
it gives the scholastic endeavors directions
toward the highest practical ends of reason and
questions that interest everyone. The worldly
concept is the one that gives philosophy its
proper meaning as [...] “Pursuit of Wisdom”.
[...] But the worldly concept of philosophy
is neither based merely on skill nor just on
acquaintance and experience with different
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o poOHBIVI aHayV3 uaen Kanrta o «MyupoBoM 11o-
HATUM Pprstocodrn», Muxant JleBun npepjaraet
cJIeAyroIee IIPOHMIATETEHOe M3JI0KeHVIe:

Tem He MeHee Ge3 3TOro MMPOBOTO 3JIEMEHTa
drrocod st MaJIOIIOHATHA: OH Halle/IMBaeT CXO-
JIacTUYecKyie yCTpeMIeHVs Ha BBICIIVE IIPaKTH-
4yecKye IIeJIV pa3yMa ¥ Ha BOIIPOCHI, KOTOPBIE VH-
TepecyIoT KaXaoro. V/IMeHHO MIUpPOBOe IIOHSTIE
npumaer dwiocodmn ee WMCTUHHBI CMBICIL...
KaK «IIOVICKa MYZIpOCTi»... <...> Ho muposoe
noHaTne dwiocodun He OCHOBBIBAeTCS HU Ha
yMeHMsIX, H/ Ha 3HAKOMCTBe WJIV OITbITe oOpa-
IIeHVsI C Pas/IMUHbIMY oObeKTamu. ... 11 KanTa
MyOpPOCTb... ... HepaspBIBHO CBA3aHa C IIOHATVIEM
Bvicuieeo Oaaea (HpaBCTBEHHOCTH 1 COpa3sMepHO-
TO CYACThsI) KaK «IIpeHa3HaYeHMs YeJIOBeKa». ..
(Lewin, 2021, p. 299 —300).

Ecsn JleBuH 1paB, TO MpoBOe IIOHATME (PIIIO-
codpmmt 00s13aTeIbHO BKITIOUAET B Ce0sl TO, YTO MBI
HasbIBa€M HEYVCTOVI, TO €CTh SMITMPUYIECKOV VIV
OpuUKIIagHON, dutocoduert, Mo KpavHell Mepe
B Tpex acTieKTaX. Bo-TIlepBbIX, 3TO IO CBOEV CyTU
«IIpUKJIaJIHas» KOHIIeTIIINS, CBI3aHHas C IIPUoo-
peTeHMeM HaBBIKOB. BO-BTOpBIX, OHa IIpe/Iiosa-
raeT SMIVIPUYeCKoe 3HAKOMCTBO ¢ MmpoM. M Ha-
KOHeIl, B-TPEThIX, B COOTBETCTBUN C M3JIOKEeHVEM
Jlaynenom neuwicron sTmky KaHTa, BKIIIO9aromen
€ro B3IJISIbI Ha IICVIXOJIOTVIO, aHTPOIIOJIOT IO, Te-
JIEOJIOTMIO I VICTOPUIO YesloBeKa, MUPOBOe ITOHS-
e rtocodmm CBsi3aHO € peasM3alier HaMU
«BBICIIVIX ITPaKTUYECKNX IieJlefl pa3yMa», TO ecTb
BBICIIIETO Ojlara KaK «IIOJTHOTO IIPWM3BaHMS BCeX
mofient». [TpymepHoO Tak e paccyxmaer Pymornbd
Maxkpeiis, 00cy>kas 3Ty TeMy Ha MaTepuasie KaH-
TOBCKMX JIEKIIUV IO aHTponosiorm: «l IpakTimde-
CKO€e MIPOBOe 3HaHVIe CTAHOBUTCSI HPaBCTBEHHBIM,
ecJIV OHO HalIpaBJIeHO Ha Vieasibl MyIpOCTI. DTOT
ITOCJIETHVVT BUAZ, 3HAHWMS IIpeIioyiaraeT CIiocoo-
HOCTB CYIUTh O TOM, KaKoBa [IOJDKHa OBITh Hallla
KOHeYHas 11eJ1b, VI TpeOyeT OT Hac pacIIvpeHms Ha-
IIIero Kpyro3opa 3a Ipefiesibl HallliiX aKTyaIbHbIX
IparmMarmdeckmx 3abot» (Makreel, 2001, p. 188).

Taxvmm obpasom, Heuncras dpwiocodpns Kanra
He TOJIBKO He MIMeeT BTOPOCOPTHOIO WUIM HV3IIIe-
ro cTaTyca (I Jake SKOObI He SIBJISIeTCs TIOMJIVH-

things [...] for Kant, wisdom is [...] inextricably
linked to Kant’s concept of the highest good
(morality and proportionate happiness) as the
“entire vocation of all human beings” (Lewin,
2021a, pp. 299-300).

If Lewin is right, then the worldly concept
of philosophy necessarily involves what we’ve
been calling impure, i.e. empirical or applied,
philosophy in at least three ways. First, it is an
inherently “applied” conception related to the
acquisition of skill. Second, it presupposes em-
pirical acquaintance with the world. Third and
lastly, in keeping with Louden’s account of
Kant’s impure ethics which includes his views
about human psychology, anthropology, tele-
ology, and history, the worldly concept of phi-
losophy is related to our realising the “highest
practical ends of reason”, viz. the highest good
as the “entire vocation of all human beings”.
Rudolf Makreel (2001, p. 188) argues along
nearly identical lines when discussing this top-
ic in Kant’s lectures on anthropology: “Practi-
cal worldly knowledge becomes moral when it
aims at the ideals of wisdom. This latter kind
of knowledge involves being able to judge what
our final end should be and requires us to ex-
pand our horizon beyond that of our actual
pragmatic concerns.”

Thus, far from having a merely second-class
or inferior status — or even allegedly not being
genuine philosophy at all — Kant’s impure phi-
losophy plays an essential role for the full re-
alisation of philosophy. This involves both (1)
a more theoretical conception of philosophy as
the systematic unity of all rational cognition
and (2) a more practical conception of philoso-
phy in terms of the ‘worldly concept’, ultimate-
ly directed at achieving the highest good as the
‘entire vocation” of us human beings.
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HoVI prstocodpmiert BOOOIIIe), HO MT'paeT CyIecTBeH-
HYIO POJIb IS TIOJTHOVI peatn3arinm priocodpmm.
Dro npeprnosaraeT Kak (1) Gosiee TeopeTmyeckyo
KOHIerIuio dprrocodnm Kak crcTeMaTdecKoro
eIVHCTBA BCErO PaIVIOHAJIBHOTO IIO3HAHMS, TaK
1 (2) Ooslee IIpaKTMYeCKy0 KOHIIEHIINIO PrIoCco-
vt B TepMMHAX «MVPOBOTO ITOHSTHS», HaIIpaB-
JIEHHYIO B KOHEUHOM cYeTe Ha IOCTVKeHVe BbIC-
1rero Or1ara Kak «IIpeHa3HAYeHVs» YeJIoBeKa.

3ak/IroueHne

Dra AucKyccus Oblla cocpejoToueHa IJIaBHbIM
oOpa3oM Ha TOM, YTO $I Ha3BaJl «TaKCOHOMMIUe-
CKVIM ITpoeKTOM» MeTadwiocodpmm Kanra, TO ecTh
Ha 3ajlade OIperiesIeHNs pa3/IMYHbIX YacTert dpu-
jocodpmm 1 Mx B3auMOcBg3u. [TomyTHO MBI Tak-
Xe paccMoTpeny B3rgabpl KaHTa Ha «cyITHOCT-
HBIVI IIPOEKT», TO eCTh 00bsICHEeHMe IPUPOAE! Pu-
J1I0cOpUL VI ee OCHOBHBIX IIeJIeV, U «MeTOHOJIOI V-
YEeCKIVI IIPOEKT», TO eCTh OOBsICHEHVIE TOrO, KaKye
KOHKpPeTHBbIe METOIBI MBI JIOJKHBI MICIIOIIB30BaTh
Ipu 3aHATHUN drtocoduert.

S1 3ammIarn Tpy OCHOBHBIX Te3vca. Bo-nepBbix,
pasmuenvie Karntom umcrot dputocodpmn m Tak
Ha3bIBa€MOVI HEUWMCTOWV, TO €CThb SMIVPUYECKON
WiV HOpUKIIagHoV, duiocodun IoMoraeT HaM
Jydllle MHOHATH, uTo KaHT monmpasyMeBaeT IO
dwtocodpuent B 11e10M. Bo-BTOpBIX, cepbe3HOe OT-
HOIIIeHVIe K 3TOMY Pa3/INM4MIO CTaBUT O] COMHe-
HVIe paclpocTpaHeHHoe MHeHMe, Oynro 661 KauT
VIMeJI CJIVIIIIKOM Y3KOe ITpeiCTaBJIeHye O TOM, YTO
cuUmMTaTh NOAJIVHHON prstocodpmert. Mel yBupaesm,
uro KaHT He orpaHmumBaeT prI0COPUIO TOIIb-
KO VCCiIefIoBaHVeM CHMHTETMYeCKOro alipropHOro
MO3HaHMs, a YTBepXK/IaeT, UYTO U 4UMCTasl, M SMIIN-
pudeckas dmiIiocodusi UrpaloT CBOIO 3aKOHHYIO
poiib. VI HaKoHell, B-TpeTbIX, 51 yTBepXalo, YTo
KanT paccmarpuBaer oOlye OTHOIIEHVS MeX-
Iy 4MCTOM ¥ HeumncTom driocodmeit KakK Bech-
Ma cj1okHble. C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH SIBHO OTIaeT
IIpeAIIouTeHNe YMCTOV Pryocopmmt Kak B HEKO-
TOPOM CMBICTIe Oosiee (pyHIaMEHTaIbHOMY VUIN
cymtHocTHOMY I1poekTy. C mpyrov cropoHsl, KanT
KaK Obl IIpefIiosiaraet, 9YTo 0e3 HeuvicTom pumio-

45

E.V. Garcia

Conclusion

This discussion has focused mainly on what
I have called the ‘“taxonomic project” of meta-
philosophy for Kant, viz. the task of identify-
ing the different parts of philosophy and how
they are related. Along the way, we have also
examined Kant’s views about the ‘essentialist
project’, i.e. explaining both the nature of phi-
losophy and its primary aims, and the “method-
ological project’, i.e. explaining what specific
methods we should employ when doing philos-
ophy.

I have defended three main theses. First,
Kant’s distinction between pure philosophy
and so-called impure — i.e. empirical or ap-
plied — philosophy helps us to appreciate
better what Kant means by philosophy as a
whole. Second, taking this distinction serious-
ly calls into question the widespread belief that
Kant had an overly narrow conception of what
counts as genuine philosophy. Far from re-
stricting philosophy solely to the investigation
of synthetic a priori cognition, we have seen that
Kant affirms that both pure and empirical phi-
losophy have their legitimate roles. Third and
lastly, I have argued that Kant’s account of the
overall relationship between pure and impure
philosophy is a highly complex one. On the
one hand, he clearly privileges pure philoso-
phy as in some sense the more fundamental
or essential project. On the other hand, with-
out impure philosophy, Kant seems to suggest
that philosophy as a whole would remain in-
complete or not yet fully realised. In the end,
we might insist — to paraphrase Kant’s famous
dictum from the first Critiqgue — that while im-
pure philosophy without pure philosophy is
fundamentally blind or ignorant of the most es-
sential philosophical knowledge, pure philoso-
phy without impure philosophy would remain
a largely theoretical abstraction in our human
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codpmm prstocodms B 11eJI0M OCTaHeTCs HeTIOJTHO
VIV He 10 KOHIIA peasIn30BaHHOM. B miTore MbI Mo-
JKeM HacTauBaTb — Iepedpasupys 3HaMeHWTOe
n3peueHre Kanra n3 nepsovt «Kputnkm», — 4To
ecyn HeumicTast pustocodpmst Oe3 umcron prstoco-
v npuHIMOMAIBHO Cjlella VIV HeBeXXeCTBeH-
Ha B OTHOIIIEHNY HamnboJslee CyIIeCTBEHHBIX (pu-
710copCKMX 3HAHMM, TO umcTass putocodpns Oe3
HeuncTon priocopmy ocTaHeTCs B HalIeVl YesIo-
BeYeCKOV XXVM3HV B 3HAUMTEJIbHO CTeIIeH! Teope-
TYECKO aGCTpaKuMeﬁ, He MIMEIOIIEN HI ITOJIHO-
rO OCO3HaHMs, HY MPaKTUYeCKOro IIpYMeHeHM.

OueBnIHO, YTO TAaHHOE PacCyXKAeHVIe O pa3iv-
UMV 9VICTOV VI HEUVICTOM (Prytocopmyt OTHOCUTCS,
B 4acTHOCTH, K MeTacpmiiocodpun Kanra. Kak Oy-
IeT BBIIVISIIETh TAKCOHOMMYECKMTI ITPOEKT J1J1s1 He-
KaHTMaHCKMX TIOXOO0B, HEOOXOAMMO pellaTh B
KakK/IOM KOHKPeTHOM CJIy4Yae.

baaeodapnocmu. 51 xomea 6vi nobaazodapumo
Mmoeeo Ovlbuteco cmydewma Hukonraca Baaione 3a
upe3Buiuaiino nosesHoe o0CyxOeHUue U KOMMeHMmMa-
puu K 3mot cmamboe.
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lives without full realisation or any practical
employment.

Obviously, this discussion of the pure/im-
pure philosophy distinction pertains to Kant’s
metaphilosophy in particular. What the taxo-
nomic project will look like for non-Kantian ap-
proaches must be taken up on a case-by-case
basis.
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