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TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHBIVI CUHTETVU3M
B.T. KPYTA M ETO PELIEITLIVISI
B. 1. KYPSIBLEBIM-IJIATOHOBBIM

II. O. Poxxun’

Pycckuni gpusocogp B. I1. Kyopsabuyeb-I1lramonob 3ua-
komuaca ¢ udesmu Kawma, onupasce wa mpyos. cBoux
cmapuwux cobpemennuxob, 8 uucie xkomopuix 0via u ab-
mop KOHUenyuu MpaHcyeHOeHMalbHoe0 CUHMEeMU3Ma
B.T. Kpye. Odnaxo cmenens u cheyugpuxa iusnus e2o
¢usocopckux udeir Ha meopuio nosranus Kyopabue-
Ba-Ilramonoba no ceni OeHv ocmaromcs Heuccare0oBam-
HolMU. [11a moeo umobsl sanoinums smy AaKyHy, onpe-
Oeasl0mcs  OCHOBHbIE  uepmbl  MPAHCYeHOeHMAAbHO20
cunmemusma u 06a3obvle ycmaHoBKu meopun NMOHAHUA
Kpyea, a markike ux cneyugpuxa no omHouwleHu0 K Kam-
mobckomy  mpancyendenmaiusmy. 3amem ycmanabau-
Baemcs xapaxmep 3naxomcmba KyopabuyeBa-I1lramoroba
¢ pabomamu Kpyea u npousbooumcs cpabrumessHblil
anaius 63215008 oboux gpusocogpoB. B pesyavmame noxa-
3aHo, umo meopemuueckas gusocopus Kpyea npedcmab-
Asem coboil cMmech KanmoBcKko2o mpancyeH0eHmalusma u
ybexxoenuil 30paboeo cmuicaa. Y cmarobaero, umo Kyopab-
ueb-I1ramornoB 00604bHO PaHO NO3HAKOMUACA C UOeAMU
«DyHoamenmanvHotl pusocogpuu» u «Cucmemol meope-
muueckotl pusococpuu» Kpyea. ITpu smom on Bvicmynan
npomub gpusocogpun 30paboeo cMvicaa, XOMA MAK xe, Kak
u Kpye, 6v1600us bvimue peasvioeo 1 u0ea1bHO0 MUpa
u3 ¢gpaxma camocosnanus. Kpome moeo, Kyopsabuyeb-Ilia-
moHo8, 6 omaunue om Kpyea, npunucoibaem anpuopHoim
hopmam no3nanus He moavko cybsexmubHoe, HO U 00veK-
muéroe 3nauerue. Haxorey, desaemcs 61600 o mom, umo
mparcyeHdenmarvHoill Monusm Kyopsabueba-Iliamornoba
uMeem 2eHemuueckyo c6A3b C MpancyeHOeHmalbHbIM
cunmemusmom Kpyea u npedcmabasem coboil eeo mo-
Oucpuxayuto ¢ memagpusuneckum yxiornom. Moeu Kpyea
o0HapyxuBaromces ocobbim 00pasom 6 meopemuko-no3Ha-
BameavHbix YyemanoBkax pycckozo gpusocogpa: 8 memo-
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TRANSCENDENTAL SYNTHETISM
OF W.T. KRUG AND ITS RECEPTION
BY V.D. KUDRYAVTSEV-PLATONOV

D. O. Rozhin'

The Russian philosopher Victor D. Kudryavtsev-
Platonov was introduced to Kant's ideas through the
works of his older contemporaries, one of whom was
Wilhelm Traugott Krug, the author of the concept
of transcendental synthetism. However, the degree
and character of the influence of his philosophical
ideas on Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s epistemology
remain unexplored to this day. To fill this gap I
have examine the main features of transcendental
synthetism and the basic tenets of Krug’s theory of
cognition as well as their specific relation to Kant’s
transcendentalism. 1 then describe the character
of Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s acquaintance with the
works of Krug and compare the views of these two
philosophers. I demonstrate that Krug’s theoretical
philosophy is a mix of Kantian transcendentalism
and common sense convictions. I establish that
Kudryavtsev-Platonov  became acquainted with
Krug’s Fundamental Philosophy and The System
of Theoretical Philosophy quite early on. He was
an opponent of the philosophy of common sense
although, like Krug, he derived the being of the real
and ideal world from the fact of self-consciousness.
Unlike Krug, Kudryavtsev-Platonov ascribes to a
priori forms of cognition not only subjective but also
objective meaning. I conclude that Kudryavtsev-
Platonov’s transcendental monism is genetically
connected with Krug's transcendental synthetism,
i.e. its modification with a metaphysical slant.
Krug’s ideas show themselves in a peculiar way in
the Russian philosopher’s epistemological ideas: in
the methodology of deriving the main principles
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dosoeuu BviBedenuss ocHOBHbIX NpuHYUNoB dhusocogpuu,
6 cmpykmype meopuu no3HAHUA, a makke 6 MoM, Kakoe
Mecto nocaedHut omBooum etl 6 cucmeme gpua0cogckoeo
3HAHUA.

Karouebvre caoba: Kpye, KyopaBueB-ILiamonob,
Kanm, mpancyendenmarvioiii CuHmemusm, mpancyen-
0eHMabHbLL MOHUM, ANPUOPHbIE hOPMbL NO3HAHUA, Dbi-
mue, MblulieHe

BBenenmne

B. . Kynpssues-IIimatonos  (1828—1891, pa-
nee — KympsiBlies) sIBJIsieTCsI OTHOV M3 KJTFOUEBBIX
duryp B mcTOpUM PYCCKOM TyXOBHO-aKajeMu-
veckom1 drtocodny, pasmesIsBIINX MAeV TPaHC-
LIeHJIeHTa/I3Ma, OJHAKO B COBPeMeHHBIX Vccle-
JOBaHMSIX MPaKTUYeCcKy He yJie/IsieTcsl BHUMaHVe
VICTOUHMKaM pelenimy MM 3Tux upeir. boree
TOTO, IO CVIX IIOP HeT IIOJTHOVI SICHOCTY B TOM, KaKoe
3HaueHMe KypssiieB mpuaBall B Ha3BaHWUM CBOe
KOHIIEMIINIM — TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI MOHU3M —
TePMIUHY «TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHBI», XOTs 3Ta IIpo-
6r1ema ObuTa paHee obosHadyeHa A. H. Kpyriiosbim,
CIleJIaBIIVM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE IIPeIIoIOKeH s
(Kpyros, 2009, c. 478 —479). B psnie HegaBHUX ViC-
CJIefIoBaHUTL OBUIO TTOKa3aHoO, YTo KoHIerms Ky-
IpsiBlleBa HEIIOCPEIICTBEHHO CBs3aHa C KaHTOB-
CKMM ampuopmsMoM (cM., Hamp. Poxwun, 2023;
2024a; 20246), 1 BroHe BO3MOXHO, uTo Kympsis-
1IeB YHOTpPeOsIsI oIpefiesieHre «TpaHCIeH IeH-
TaJIbHBIV» B OJIM3KOM K KaHTOBCKOMY IIOHVIMa-
HMIO cMblcsle. Hanboriee BeposITHBIM MCTOYHMIKOM
IJIg VIHTepIIpeTaluy TpaHcleHIeHTanmsMa Ky-
npssLesbIM KpyTy10B HasbiBaeT prtocodcKyro cu-
creMy Bwieresrbma Tpayrora Kpyra (1770—1842)
(Kpymtos, 2009, c. 482), koTopy*0 ITOCIIeIHIV OIIpe-
HeJIsI KaK «TpaHCIeHIeHTa/IbHBIVI CMHTeTU3M» U
HIpeICTaBnI B paboTe «DyHIaMeHTaIbHas PrIo-
copus» («Fundamentalphilosophie», 1803).

Xotd 3™ dpustocodpckme KOHLeNUuy — TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTa/IbHBIVI CUHTETM3M ¥ TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHBIVI MOHU3M — W BBICTpaMBaJIUCh CHCTeMa-
TUYECKM, VX SAPO COCTABIISIOT TeOPVs MO3HAHMS
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of philosophy, in the structure of cognition and in
the place the latter assigns to it in the system of
philosophical knowledge.

Keywords: Krug, Kudryavtsev-Platonov, Kant,
transcendental synthetism, transcendental monism,
a priori forms of cognition, being, thinking

Introduction

Victor D. Kudryavtsev-Platonov (1828 —
1891, elsewhere Kudryavtsev) is one of the
key figures in the history of Russian religious-
academic philosophy who shared the ideas of
transcendentalism. However, modern studies
scarcely pay any attention to the source from
which he derived these ideas. Moreover, it is
still not quite clear what meaning Kudryavtsev-
Platonov attached to the term “transcendental”
in the name of his concept, “transcendental
monism”, although Aleksei N. Krouglov (2009,
pp. 478-479) has pointed to the problem and
made some relevant suggestions. Some recent
studies have shown that Kudryavtsev’s theory
is directly connected with Kant’s apriorism
(see e.g. Rozhin, 2023; 2024a; 2024b), such that
Kudryavtsev uses the term “transcendental”
in a sense that is close to Kant’s. Krouglov
(2009, p. 482) believes that the most probable
source of Kudryavtsev’s interpretation of
transcendentalism is the philosophical system
of Wilhelm Traugott Krug (1770—1842), who
defined it as “transcendental synthetism” and
presented it in his work Fundamental Philosophy
(Fundamentalphilosophie, 1803).

Transcendental synthetism and transcen-
dental monism are philosophical concepts
which, though designed as systemic, have as
their core the epistemology and ontology seen
as two sides of one discipline, i.e. metaphysics.
Arguably, this ‘merging’ of epistemology and
ontology by Krug and Kudryavtsev is due to
the close interconnection between these areas



VI OHTOJIOTM$I, pacCMaTpuBaeMble B e[IVTHCTBe, KaK
JB€ CTOPOHBI OHHOV IVICIIMIUIVIHAPHOV obJ1a-
cT — MeTadusuKu. MoXHO mpefmnoiaraTs, 4YTo
110/J00HOe «CIIMAHVe» TeOpUM IIO3HaHMs U OHTO-
norvm y Kpyra n Kynapssiiesa oOyciiosiieHO Tec-
HOVI B3aVIMOCBSI3bIO 3TVX 00J1acTent prtocodpcKoro
3HaHMs, KOTOpas HanOojlee sBHO ObLIa Iomuep-
KHyTa B KaHTOBCKOM «KpHTuKe 4mcToro pasyman.

Mor nau moBImATh — UM KaKuM oOpasoM —
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI CMHTETM3M, I B OCOOeHHO-
CTVL €r0 TeOpeTUKO-IIO3HaBaTe/IbHble YCTaHOBKM,
Ha KOHIIEMIINIO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO MOHM3Ma,
B TOM 4mcjle Ha BocrpuaTre KyapssiieBbIM KaH-
TOBCKOI'O TpaHCIeHAeHTaym3Ma? YToOsl OTBe-
TUTB Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, CHa4yaJIa Ha OCHOBE OLIeHOK,
IIpe/JIOKEeHHBIX MCTOpUKaMu dputocodpnm, Oyer
orpesenieHo MecTto Kpyra B mcTopuy HeMelkon
durtocopum. 3arem OymyT perrpeseHTHPOBaHBI
KOHLIEIIIVM TpaHCIeHeHTaJIbHOIO CUHTeTU3Ma
Kpyra, npexme Bcero ee 0a3oBble TeOpeTKO-IIO-
3HaBaTeJIbHble YCTaHOBKM, a TakKXe OIlpefieieHa
UX crenyduKa o OTHOIIeHUIO K KaHTOBCKOMY
TpaHClLeHleHTam3My. [lajiee OymeT ycTaHOBIIeH
xapakTep 3HakoMcTBa Kynpssiiesa ¢ pabGortamm
Kpyra, B TOM umnciie ¢ mipuBIiedeHVieM apXUBHBIX
MaTepuaJioB 13 pykonmcHoro donga Kynpsasiie-
Ba. Hakonerr, OyyT conocrasiens! dpniocodckme
koHuenmy Kpyra u Kynpsisiiesa i1t ompepesie-
HUs XapakTepa BimsHMs et Kpyra Ha Teopuio
IO3HaHMs Pycckoro dwiocoda, a Takxke Ha ero
BOCIIPUSATIE KAHTOBCKOT'O TpaHCIIeHleHTaIM3Mal.

Kpyr 1 ero mecro
B MICTOpUM HeMeInKov dpurocodpmmn

Ha ceropmsammnum nens nms B. T. Kpyra xak B
Poccum, Tak 1 3a pyOeskoM M3BeCTHO TOJIBKO Orpa-
HUYEeHHOMY YMCIIy CHelMasIiCTOB II0 VCTOPUN
HeMenkon dpwiocodpum koHua XVIII — Hauasa
XIX B. Bosee Toro, HeKOTOpBIE VICCTIEIOBATEIIN, Ha-
npumep I C. Xappuc, cunrarot, uro Kpyr He Obi1
BBIJTAIOIIVIMCS MBICJIVITEJIEM U 3aCiTy KMBaeT MecTa
B Hay4YHBIX IIpYMeYaHMsIX K VICTOPUM HEMeIIKOro
uJIeaI3Ma TOJIBKO 110 IBYM IOBOJIaM: BO-TIePBBIX,

D. 0. Rozhin

of philosophy which is highlighted in Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason.

Could transcendental synthetism and
especially its epistemological ideas have
influenced (and if so, how) the concept
of transcendental including
Kudryavtsev’s perception of Kantian
transcendentalism? To answer this question
I first determine Krug’s place in the history
of German philosophy as seen by historians
of philosophy. I will then present Krug's
concept of transcendental synthetism with
emphasis on its basic epistemological principles
and point out its difference from Kant's
transcendentalism. Next, I will consider how
Kudryavtsev was acquainted with Krug's
works, based partly on archive materials from
Kudryavtsev’'s manuscripts. Finally, I will
compare the philosophical concepts of Krug
and Kudryavtsev to determine how Krug's
ideas influenced the Russian philosopher’s
theory of cognition and his perception of
Kantian transcendentalism.

monism,

Krug and his Place in the History
of German Philosophy

Today, in and outside Russia, the name
of Wilhelm Traugott Krug is known to only
a few historians of German philosophy of
the eighteenth and the early nineteenth
centuries. Indeed, some researchers, e.g. Henry
Stilton Harris, believe that Krug was not an
outstanding thinker and merits a place in
academic footnotes to the history of German
Idealism only on two counts. First, because
he played a role in the emergence of Hegel's
mature system, and second, because after
Kant’'s death Krug was elected to the Albertina
Chair of Logic and Metaphysics (Hegel, 2000,
pp- 293-294). Although Harris is not quite
giving Krug his due, one has to admit that
Krug, overshadowed as he was by his great
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B CBSA3M C TeM, YTO OH CHIIpajl HeMaJIOBaKHYIO
poiib B cTaHOBJIeHUN 3peston cuctemsl [ B. @. Te-
rejisi, BO-BTOPBIX, B CBsi3u C M3OpaHmueMm Kpyra Ha
Kadenpy JormKy M MeTapumsvky AJIbOepTUHBI
nociie cmept Kanra (Hegel, 2000, p. 293 —294).
HecMmoTpsi Ha HecIlpaBeJIMBYIO OLIeHKY Xappu-
ca B orHomteHmy Kpyra, HeJlb3si He IpWU3HATh, YTO
TIOCJIeTHUVI, OKa3aBIIIVICh B TEHM CBOVIX BEJIVIKVIX
coBpemeHHUKOB V1. T. ®uxre, ®BJI. 1llerummara
u leresiss, He BoIlleI B MCTOPUKO-PWIIOCOPCKUT
KaHOH KaK 3Ha4VMMBIV MBICIINUTeIb. YTO KacaeTcs
PYCCKOVI MBICJIV, TO JIJI Hee, KaK Oy/ieT IToKa3aHo
Hxe, Kpyr — He noctoponHss durypa. Ho mpu
3TOM [I0 CMX IOp HeT MCCIIeOBaHMIL, TIOCBSIIeH-
HBIX BJIIVISHUIO €rO B3IVIAI0B Ha OTeUeCTBEHHYIO
dmtocodro.

Kpyr ponwica B cembe nomeniuka B 1770 T. B
HebostpIlioM TocesieHun Panuc okosio Burren-
Gepra. B 1788 1. on moctymwi B Burrenbeprekumm
YHVMBEPCUTET Ha TeoJIOrMYecKuil paKyJibTeT, rie
€ro yumTesieM ¥ IIOKpOBUTesIeM ObLI BIIMSTEIb-
HBIV IIpoTecTaHTCKMUI Oorocsiop @. d. Pentaxapr,
(1753—1812). B 1791 r. Kpyr mosiy4wns cTereHb
nokropa dpwiocodpumn. B 1792 1. on otpaBmics B
VleHy, r1e IO3HAKOMWJIICS ¢ KQHTOBCKOVI (pvII0CO-
duent 1of1, pyKoBOICTBOM HeMellKoro dwiocoda
K.JIL. Pevtaromnpaa (1758—1823) (cm.: Prantl, 1883).
PertHrosb, K 3TOMy BpeMeHU, XOTS M CUMUTaJICS
OTHVIM M3 CaMBIX aBTOPUTETHBIX MOMYJISPU3aTO-
POB KpuTHUecKon usiocodun, IIpon3Besl peBu-
310 KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOTO Wjlea-
JIV3Ma, IPEJIOKMB CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO CHCTEMY
07, Has3BaHMEM «3dJIeMeHTapHas Qwtocodis»
(cm.: Breazeale, Walsh, 2022). BriosiHe BeposiTHO,
uTo PvTocoPCKmIL IpoeKT PeitHroipaa Mor or-
pasuThCs Ha B3rIAzgax Mosiomoro Kpyra mpm ms-
yUYeHUM KaHTOBCKOIO KpUTHUIIM3Ma. PerHroms[
cTpeMwicss 000CHOBaTh PWIOCOPUIO B KadecTBe
CTPOroN HayKyu IIyTeM IIpUBEHEHNsS ee B CUCTe-
Mmy. IlocrieniHee TiperirionaraeT HeCKOJIBKO KpuTe-
pVieB: BO-TIEPBBIX, BO3MOKHOCTB BBIBEIEHNS BCEX
3JIEeMEHTOB CHUCTeMBbI M3 IepBOro IpMHINMIIA —
«IIpUHIIUIIA CO3HAHMS» BO-BTOPBIX, IOCIIEIOBA-
TEJIBHOCTb MEeXIy BCeMU 3JIeMeHTaMV ¥, B-Tpe-

contemporaries such as Fichte, Schelling and
Hegel, is not part of the canon of the history of
philosophy. But for Russian thought, Krug is
not an irrelevant figure as will be shown below.
And yet, to date, his influence on Russian
philosophy has not been studied.

Krug was born into a landowner’s family
in 1770. He entered the theological faculty of
the University of Wittenberg in 1788 where
he studied under Franz Volkmar Reinhard,
an influential German philosopher (1753 —
1812). Krug was awarded the degree of Doctor
of Philosophy in 1791. In 1792 he went to
Jena where he was introduced to Kantian
philosophy by the German philosopher Karl
Leonhard Reinhold (1758-1823) (see Prantl,
1883, pp. 220-221). Reinhold by that time,
although he was considered to be a major
populariser of critical philosophy, had revised
Kant’s transcendental idealism and proposed
a system he called “elementary philosophy”
(see Breazeale and Walsh, 2022). Reinhold’s
philosophical project may have influenced the
views of young Krug when he studied Kantian
critique. Reinhold tried to ground philosophy
as a rigorous science by putting it into a system.
The latter should meet several criteria. First, the
possibility of deriving all the elements of the
system from the first principle, “the principle
of consciousness”, second, consistency of all
these elements and third, completeness of the
system (ibid.). The principle of consciousness,
according to Reinhold, consists in that “the
subject in his consciousness distinguishes the
representation from the subject and object and
relates the representation to both” (Reinhold,
1790, p. 167).

In 1794 Krug went to Gottingen for
one semester before returning that same
year to Wittenberg where he became a
Privatdozent at the local university and
made an unsuccessful attempt to secure a
professorship at the philosophical faculty.
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TBUX, 3aBepIIeHHOCTh cvicteMsl (Ibid.). TTpyHImn
CO3HaHWM:, COIVIACHO PeVtHrosIpIy, cCoCTOUT B TOM,
YTO «B CO3HAHWUM CyOBEKT OT/IMYaeT IpesicTaBile-
HMe OT cyObeKkTa 1 0oOBeKTa ¥ COOTHOCUT IIperl-
crasyieHMe ¢ odommm» (Reinhold, 1790, S. 167).

B 1794 r. Kpyr Ha oguH ceMecTp OTIIpaBWICS B
['éTTyiHTreH 1 B TOM Xe rogy Bo3BpaTwicd B Bur-
TeHOepr, I7le B MeCTHOM yHMBepCUTeTe TIOIyUnI
3BaHVe IIpUBaT-IOLIeHTa V1 Oe3yCITeITHO TIOIbITal-
Cs1 3aHSTh JOJDKHOCTB ITpodeccopa dprstocodpcko-
ro dakyserera. [lo cBoero mpubertisg B 1805 r. B
Kénurcoepr Kpyr my6iamyHO BBICTYIIaeT IIPOTUB
®uxte B «[IicbMax 0 HaykoyueHUm» («Briefe {iber
die Wissenschaftslehre: Nebst einer Abhandlung
tiber die von derselben versuchte Bestimmung
des religiosen Glaubens», 1800), mporus Llleuinn-
ra B «[Tucemax o HoseviieM mpeanvsme» («Briefe
tiber den neuesten Idealism: eine Fortsetzung der
Briefe tiber die Wissenschaftslehre», 1801), a 3a-
TeM OTBeYaeT Ha KPUTWUECKYIO 3aMeTKy leress
«Kaxk 3mpaBbIVi CMBICJI IIOHMMaeT drstocodpmio»
(«Wie der gemeine Menschenverstand die Philo-
sophie nehme», 1802) crarpein «Kak He3mgpaBbIVt
CMBICIT TTIOHMMaeT dumstocopmio» («<Wie der unge-
meine Menschenverstand die Philosophie neh-
me», 1802). Taxxe npotms Illesumara n Terens
ObUTa HampasseHa craThbsi Kpyra «[IporuBopeune
pasyma ¢ cammM coborn» («Der Widerstreit der Ver-
nunft mit sich selbst», 1802) (Prantl, 1883, S. 221).

B 1801 r. Kpyr omybnmkosan «[Ipoekr HOBO-
ro opraHoHa ¢pusocodpum» («<Entwurf eines neu-
en Organons der Philosophie, oder Versuch tiber
die Prinzipien der philosophischen Erkenntnis»),
B KOTOPOM IIPeAIIPVHSII HOMBITKY IIepecMOTpPeTh
cucremy KanTa. B ToM ke romy oH crast mpodec-
copoMm Bo PpaHkdypre-Ha-Marine. B 1803 r. Kpyr
V3aJl TIePBbIVI KPYIIHBIN TPy, «DyHIaMeHTaIb-
Hasi prstocoduisi», B KOTOPOM pa3BUJI MZIeV CBOEro
«Opranona». B 1804 r. Kpyr xeHnics Ha reHepasib-
ckom fiouepu BruteresibMuHe ¢oH 3eHre 1 TIONTy-
YMIT HECKOJIBKO MPeJIOKeHNII PaboThl, OIHO 13
KOTOPBIX — 3aHSTh OCBOOOIVBIITYIOCS ITOCIIe CMep-
™1 Kanra xadenpy B Kénurcbeprckom yHmsep-
cutete. VIimenno 3meck Kpyr Havan my6iamkoBaTh
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Before he arrived in Konigsberg in 1805 Krug
publicly challenged Fichte in the Letters on
the Doctrine of Science of Knowledge; together
with a Treatise on the Attempted Definition of
Religious Belief (Briefe iiber die Wissenschaftslehre:
Nebst einer Abhandlung iiber die von derselben
versuchte Bestimmung des religidsen Glaubens,
1800), Schelling in the Letters on the Newest
Idealism; a Continuation of the Letters on the
Doctrine of Science (Briefe iiber den mneuesten
Idealismus: eine Fortsetzung der Briefe iiber die
Wissenschaftslehre, 1801), and then responded
to Hegel’s article “How the Ordinary Human
Understanding Takes Philosophy” (“Wie der
gemeine Menschenverstand die Philosophie nehme”,
1802) with an article “How the Non-Common
Sense Takes Philosophy” (“Wie der ungemeine
Menschenverstand die Philosophie nehme”, 1802).
Krug also challenged Schelling and Hegel in
the article “The Contradiction of Reason with
Itselt” (“Der Widerstreit der Vernunft mit sich
selbst”, 1802) (cf. Prantl, 1883, p. 221).

In 1801 Krug published The Outline of a
New Organon of Philosophy, or an Essay on the
Principles of Philosophical Knowledge (Entwurf
eines neuen QOrganons der Philosophie, oder
Versuch iiber die Prinzipien der philosophischen
Erkenntnis), in which he attempted to revise
Kant’s system. That same year he won a
professorship in Frankfurt am Main. In
1803 Krug published his first major work
Fundamental Philosophy, in which he developed
the ideas of his Organon. In 1804 Krug married
a general’s daughter, Wilhelmine von Zenge,
and received several employment offers,
including the chair at Konigsberg University
which became vacant after Kant’s death. There
he began publishing his three-volume work
The System of Theoretical Philosophy (System
der theoretischen Philosophie, 1806, 1808, 1810).
In 1809 Krug accepted an invitation from
Leipzig University, where he taught until his
death. When assuming his new position Krug
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CBOe TpexToMHoOe coumHeHVe «CricTeMa TeopeTu-
uveckon dpustocodpum» («System der theoretischen
Philosophie», 1806, 1808, 1810). B 1809 r. Kpyr mpu-
HsUI IIpUIVIaleHne oT JIeMIIIMIcKoro yHMBepCu-
TeTa, T7e IIperofaBasl 10 KoHIa Xu3Hm. [Ipu BeTy-
IJIEHVV Ha HOBYIO JIOJDKHOCTBh KpyT BBICTYTINIT €
orposepxeHvieM «DeHOMeHOJIOr MY Ty Xxa» [eres.
Taxoke B Jleniniiire oH M3AaI APYTryIO CBOIO KPyTI-
HyI0 paboTy B 3 TOMax 1of1, HasBaHVeM «CrcTema
npaxTmdeckon dpmtocodpum» («System der prakti-
schen Philosophie», 1817, 1818, 1819).

B 1820 r. Kpyr npeAnpuHsI HOIBITKY KOPOT-
KO W3JIOXKWUTB CBOM B3Il B «CIIpaBOYHMKE TI0
dutocodpmm 1 dputocodpckort uTeparype» (CM.,
HaIrpvMep, TpeTbe M3aHue 3Ton padboTel: Krug,
1828), a B xoHI1Ie 1820-x M31a7T cOOCcTBeHHBIN «O0-
UM cjIoBaph (prytocodckmx Hayk» B 4 Tomax
(«Allgemeines Handworterbuch der philosophi-
schen Wissenschaften», 1827—1829). Criicok Tpy-
nos Kpyra Ha camyio pasHOOOpasHYIO TeMaTu-
Ky HacuuTbIBaeT He MeHee 189 mammMeHOBaHWMIL.
B 1842 r. Kpyr orry6rmikoBast aBToomor padio oy,
HasBaHVeM «Ki3HeHHbIV Ty Th Kpyra B I1ecTn Be-
Xax, OIVCcaHHBIX MM caMuM» («Krug’s Lebensreise
in sechs Stationen von ihm selbst beschrieben»)
(Prantl, 1883, S. 221—222).

W3 Guorpadum Kpyra yxke MOXHO cpesaTh
BBIBOJ], YTO OH OBUI 3HAKOM C KaHTOBCKOV (brIo-
codpuert 1 CTpeMmJICs Ha Hee OIepeThcsl B CBOMX
drtocodpckmx momckax, KOTOpble IV Bpaspes
¢ npearmcTryeckummu cuctemamut Puxre, [lersr-
nuara n leresrss. Ho co cTOpoHBI ero coBpeMeH-
HUKOB — VICTOPUKOB (PpVJI0COUM — OTHOIIIEHe
Kpyra x xanTOBCKOVI pvstocodpmm 1osrydasio IIpo-
TUBOPEUVIBbIE OIIEHKIA.

M.D. Opoman (1805—1892) momerriaeT duio-
codpckme B3rAnbl Kpyra B pasgen «Mopndwu-
KallMM KaHTOBCKoro ydeHus» (Erdmann, 1848,
S. 345), a ero camoro Ha3sbpIBaeT IIOJIyKaHTMAH-
em (Halbkantianer), ockosibKy B €ro B3ITIsimax
HAIlUTVI OTpa’keHMe KaHTOBCKUI KPUTWUIIV3M W
«BOJTB(PVIAHCTBO, ITepelIefiIee B 3 PaBbIVi CMBICIT»
(Ibid., S. 346). Takoe codyeTaHMe, CUMTaeT DpOMaH,
ObLTIO 00YCIIOBIIEHO OITHOV 113 3a71ad, CTOSBIIIVIX T1e-
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published a challenge of Hegel's Phenomenology
of Spirit. Also in Leipzig he published another
major work in three volumes entitled The
System of Practical Philosophy (System der
praktischen Philosophie, 1817, 1818, 1819).

In 1820 Krug attempted to set forth his
views in the Handbook of Philosophy and
Philosophical Literature (e.g. see the third
edition of this work: Krug, 1828), and in
the late 1820s he published his own General
Dictionary of Philosophical Sciences in 4 volumes
(Allgemeines Handwdrterbuch der philosophischen
Wissenschaften, 1827 —1829). The list of Krug's
works on a huge variety of topics runs to at
least 189 titles. In 1842 Krug published his
autobiography entitled The Lifepath of Krug
in Six Stations Described by Himself (Krug's
Lebensreise in sechs Stationen von ihm selbst
beschrieben) (Prantl, 1883, pp. 221-222).

Already Krug’s biography shows that he
was familiar with Kant’s philosophy and
sought to proceed from it in his philosophical
quests which challenged the idealistic systems
of Fichte, Schelling and Hegel. But his attitude
to Kant’s philosophy met with a mixed reaction
among the historians of philosophy of his time.

Johann Eduard Erdmann (1805—1892)
places Krug’s philosophical views in the
section “Modifications of the Kantian Doctrine”
(Erdmann, 1848, p. 345) and calls him a semi-
Kantian (Halbkantianer) because his views
reflect Kantian critiques and “Wolffianism
which has become common sense” (ibid.,
p- 346). Erdmann attributes this combination
to the fact that one of his tasks was to take
Kantian analysis of consciousness to the
principle where it defies analysis and coincides
with the facts of common sense, i.e. the self-
evident facts that cannot be proved (ibid.,
pp- 367-368). Indeed, Erdmann writes, Krug
himself conceded that he “never was a Kantian
in the true sense of the word”, but merely “took
the Kantian philosophy as the starting point



pen, Kpyrom, a MMeHHO — J10BeCTV KaHTOBCKU
aHaJIN3 CO3HAHMS 10 IIPUHIINIIA, KOTOPbIV KaK Ta-
KOBOVI yXKe He MOXXeT OBbITh IOIBEPrHYT aHaJIN3Y,
a coBla/iaeT ¢ paKTaMM 37IpaBOro CMBICJIA, TO €CTh
CaMOOYeBMITHBIMM (paKTamM, KOTOpble HEBO3MOX-
Ho ntokasarts (Ibid., S. 367—368). 1a n cam Kpyr, -
IeT DpaMaH, IPU3HaBaJICs, 9YTO «HMKOI/Ia He 0BT
KaHTMaHIIeM B IOIJITHHOM CMBICJIe 3TOTO CJI0Bay,
HO HeKOI7Ia «B3sJI KAHTOBCKYIO (prytocodmio B Ka-
4yecTBe OTIIPaBHOVI TOUKM TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, UTO B TO
BpeMs OHa Obllla B MOfie», ¥ BCKOpe He Oe3 BiIvsi-
Hu4 PertHxapia oH Havyasl paclio3HaBaTh B Hell He-
mocrarkm (cM.: Krug, 1828, S. XII—XIII; Erdmann,
1848, S. 370).

DpAMaH OTMedaeT, YTO, XOTs AeKJIapupyeMasi
He3aBUCMMOCTb Kpyra oT KaHTOBCKOV JOKTPVHBI
He CTOJIb BeJIMKa, TeM He MeHee BepHO, UTO IIOITy-
JIIpHOE BOJIBPUMAHCTBO, KOTOpOe IIpefiCcTaBiIsieT
Pertnxapn, yxe B nepsov pabote Kpyra craHoBUT-
Cs1 HACTOJIBKO CYIIIeCTBeHHBIM 3JIeMeHTOM, uTo le-
rejIb Ha3blBaeT ero IIPYMepPOM TOro, KaK 3/paBbIi
cMBICIT BocrpuHMMaeT duitocodpuio (Erdmann,
1848, S. 370—371). Bo Bcex cBOMIX MCCIIEIOBAHMSIX,
yKasblBaeT DpaMaH, Kpyr HuKorma He MoOr BbIVI-
TV 3a paMKM BOJIbVAHCKOV SMIIMPUYECKOV IICH-
XOJIOTMV; SMIIMpUYecKoe «S» [jIg Hero — He4To
rOTOBOE, B KOTOPOM OH OOHapy XuBaeT M3Havdalb-
HBIVI CMHTe3, JIeXKallluil B OCHOBe (PaKTOB CO3Ha-
Hus (Ibid., S. 378 —379).

ITockoribKy DpaMaH B cBomx (pustocodckmx
B3mIsIax ObUI rerenpsHIieM (Schoeps, 1959) u, Be-
POSTHO, B o1leHKe Kpyra mcxonm1 3 cOOTBeTCTBY-
IOITIeV ITO3MIIVY, HeJIb3sl He YIIOMSAHYTh KPUTUKY
camoro Jererst B agpec Kpyra. Teresib ormedaer,
uro Kpyr fesaer sMmmmpuueckoe co3HaHUe Iiep-
BbIM IIPVHIIMIIOM CBOMIX CHEKYJIAINV, a BCe ero
corep)KaHue 1 BCe, UTO B HEM MBICJIUTCS, CUUTaeT
vctuHHBIM. CyTb cuHTeTH3Ma Kpyra Ieresns mpo-
HWYeCKN IIpeylaraeT IOHMMAaTh KaK «KYBIIMH?,
B KOTOPOM Kak (paKThl KaKMM-TO CJIyYalHBIM 00-
pasoM comep)KaTcsl PeviHIoJIbOBCKasl BoHa, KaH-

2 «KyBrmma» 1 «Kpyr» — wmrpa cimos. @ammms Kpyra
OMOHVMWYHA HEMEeLIKOMY CJIOBY, KOTOpOe Ha PyCCKUI
S3BIK ITePEBOINTCS KaK «KyBIITVH».
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because it was in vogue at the time”, and before
long, and not without Reinhard’s influence,
began to see its shortcomings (see Krug, 1828,
pp. xii-xiii).

Erdmann (1848, pp. 370-371) notes that
although Krug’'s professed independence
from Kant is not so pronounced, nevertheless
it is true that already in Krug’s first work the
popular Wolffianism represented by Reinhard
looms so large that Hegel cited it as an example
of how common sense perceives philosophy.
Erdmann notes that in none of his works does
Krug go beyond the framework of Wolffian
empirical psychology; to him the empirical “1”
is something ready-made in which he sees the
initial synthesis that lies at the basis of the facts
of consciousness (ibid., pp. 378-379).

Because Erdmann’s philosophical views
were Hegelian (Schoeps, 1959, p. 569) as was
his assessment of Krug, mention of Hegel's own
critique of Krug would not come amiss. Hegel
notes that Krug makes empirical consciousness
the first principle of his musings and considers
its whole content and everything thought in it
to be true. Hegel (2000, p. 304) ironically likens
the essence of Krug's synthetism to “a jug? in
which Reinhold’s pure-sweet [Reinholdisches]
water, beer that went flat in Kant’s corner
[Kantisches abgestandenes], enlightening syrup
(‘Berlin” brand) and other similar ingredients
that just happen to be around, are contained
as ‘actual facts’; the jug is the synthetic bond
of all these — (= ego)”. Then, Hegel goes on,
‘someone’ comes along and brings formal unity
to this confusion by comparing and separating
things and finally reports all this. As for the
difference between Krug’'s transcendental
synthetism and transcendental idealism, Hegel
notes that the latter in answering the question
what ought to be thought, does not turn to
empirical consciousness (ibid.).

2”Jug” and “Krug” is a play on words because Krug is
the German word for “jug”.
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TOBCKOe CKVICITIee IIVBO, ITPOCBEIAIOMINII CUPOII,
Ha3BaHHBIVI OepIVHW3MOM, W IPyTie IOmOOHBIe
VIHTpeIeHThl; KYBIIMH — 3TO MX cuHTe3 (das
Synthetische) = I» (Hegel, 1986, S. 202—203). 3a-
TeM, IIPOfIoJDKaeT leresib, «KTO-TO» HPUXOOUT U
BHOCUT (pOpMasIbHOe e[IMHCTBO B 3Ty IIyTaHWMILY
IIOCPEeICTBOM CJIMYeHMs W pasfiesieHns Bellen U,
HaKOHell, cocTaBisieT 000 BceM 3TOM oTdeT. UTo
KacaeTcs Pas3yIi4avis MeXy TpaHCIeHIeHTaTbHBIM
cuHTeT3MoM Kpyra m TpaHCleHIeHTaIbHbIM
uleasM3MoM, To, cortacHo leresto, TociieTHNT,
oTBedas Ha BOIIPOC, YTO IOJDKHO MBICJIUTB, He 00-
paliiaeTcs K aMImpudeckomMy cosHaHmo (Ibid.).

Hdpyroit wmcTOpuk HeMelKom driocodpmn
9. X.T. Pentaromnep, (1793—1855) orHOcuT Kpyra
KaHTOBCKOW IIIKOJIe KpWUTH4YecKo dutocodmm,
pasBuBabient uaen KaHta 1o jiorvke, metadm-
3UKe, TICMXOJIOTMI, eCTeCTBeHHOMY IIpaBy 1 u-
mocodpvm permmruu (Reinhold, 1830, S. 138—139).
Kpyr, mimer PertHrosea, 3meck 3aHMMaeT I0YeT-
HOe MeCTO, HO IIpV 3TOM He BHOCUT CyIIleCTBEHHO-
ro BKJIa/la B 00OCHOBaHMe U PasBUTVe KAHTOBCKMX
upnen (Ibid., S. 311—312). Vneto cunTeTmsma Kpyra
Pevtarosibg, xapakTepusyeT Kak HedmIocopcKyro,
GeccMBICJIEHHYIO ¥ TIOBEpXHOCTHYIO, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky B Hell oTBepraioTcs Oosiee riryOoKme 1 cyIe-
CTBeHHBbIe [JI TeOopuu IMO3HaHWUS HpPOoOJIeMBbI U
pesysIbTaThl VCCileJOBaHMT, 0OYCIIOBUBIIIE [TaJThb-
HeVIINI IIporpecc HeMelKov dpuiocodum mocsie
Kanra (Ibid., S. 316—317).

Magmmi coppemeHHUK Kpyra, nctopuk dpu-
socodpumn D. Vbepser (1826—1871) cumTaet, 4TO
Kpyr oTHOcmiics K KaHTOBCKOW IIIKOJIE JIOTMIKM
¥ pa3BMBal JIOTMKY B TOM Xe 1yxe, 4to 1 KaHT
(Ueberweg, 1857, S. 45). [laHHBI B3IVIsSAH, IIOA-
JepXuBaeT COBpeMeHHas  ViccilefioBaTe/IbHUIIA
JIx. Xevic, corsiacHO KOTOpPOV OCODEHHOCTh YKa-
3aHHOV IIIKOJIBI COCTOUT B TOM, UTO BCe ee IIpefl-
cTaBuTeIN, B ToM unciie v Kpyr, mpuiepXxmpasivich
KaHTOBCKOT'O ITOHVIMaHMs JIOTUKM KakK popMaiib-
HOVI, a IMEHHO — OT/INYaJIVi (POPMAaJIBHYIO JIOT M-
Ky KaK HayKy O MBIIIIIEHN, aOCTparnpyomnryocs
OT JIIOOBIX OTHOIIIEHWIT K 0ObeKTy, COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, He3aBUCUMYIO OT IICHXOJIOTMNM U MeTadpusu-
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Another historian of German philosophy,
Ernst Christian Gottlieb Reinhold (1793 —1855),
identifies Krug with the Kantian school of
critical philosophy who developed Kant’s ideas
on logic, metaphysics, psychology, natural law
and the philosophy of religion (Reinhold, 1852,
pp. 138-139). Krug, Reinhold writes, occupies a
distinguished place here, but his contribution
to the grounding and development of Kantian
ideas is insignificant (ibid., pp. 311-312).
Reinhold describes Krug’s idea of synthetism
as non-philosophical, senseless and superficial
because it ignores the more profound problems
and research results which are essential for the
theory of cognition and which ensured further
progress of German philosophy after Kant
(ibid., pp. 316-317).

Historian of philosophy Friedrich Ueberweg
(1826 —1871), a junior contemporary of Krug,
believed that Krug belonged to the Kantian
school of logic and developed logic in the same
vein as Kant (Ueberweg, 1857, p. 45). This
approach is shared by the present-day scholar
Jeremy Heis, who notes that the school’s
distinctive feature is that all its representatives,
including Krug, adhered to the Kantian concept
of logic as formal, i.e. they singled out formal
logic as a science of thought that abstracts itself
from any relations to the object and accordingly
is independent from psychology and
metaphysics, from transcendental logic as the
science of cognition (Heis, 2019, p. 29). Finally,
one more contemporary of Krug, Karl Fortlage
(1806 —1881), took the view that Krug was
developing the idea of a merging Kantianism
and sensualism (Fortlage, 1852, p. 347).

Some present-day scholars, too, tend
to regard Krug's philosophical views as
a combination of Kantian intuitions and
common sense. For example, Adolf Kemper
(1988, p. 63, 68) maintains that for Krug
common sense is key, but at the same time his
philosophy is a product not of common sense



K1, OT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO JIOTVIKM KaK HayKy O
nosHaunu (Heis, 2019, p. 29). Hakowers, ere onyH
coppemeHHUK Kpyra, K. Poptiare (1806—1881)
cunTasi, uto Kpyr passuBail maero ciamMsHUS KaH-
TraHcTBa U ceHcyanmsMa (Fortlage, 1852, S. 347).
Cpenu coBpeMeHHBIX MCCiIejoBaTesIel TaKxkKe
BCTpeYaeTCs ITO3MIINSI, COIVIaCHO KOTOpowm pmiio-
codpckme B3DIAnbl Kpyra ImpefcrasisioT codeTa-
HVe KaHTOBCKVIX MHTYVLIVI M 3PaBOro CMBIC-
na. Tak, A. Kemmiep yTBepXJaeT, 4TO OTIIPaBHOW
TOYKOWV IJI4 prra SIBJISIETCSI 3[paBbIVI CMBICII, HO
B TO XXe BpeMs ero pwiocodusi IpefcTaBisieT co-
0oV MPOAYKT He 3[OpaBOr0 CMBICTIA, a CIIEKYJIs-
umu (Kemper, 1988, S. 63, 68). Kpome Toro, mccie-
JoBaTesIb oOpalllaeT BHMMaHMe Ha To, 4yTo Kpyr
caM TIpedIIpUHSII MCCIleloBaHNe COBMECTMOCTY
TPpaHCIIEHIeHTaJIbHOTO CUHTeTU3Ma C y4YeHUeM
KaHTa, B pe3ysibTare 4ero mpuiiesl K BBIBOLY, YTO
OH YeTKO IPUAEPKMBAETCSI KAHTOBCKOV CHCTEMBI,
KOTOPYIO HeIlpaBVJIBHO Ha3bIBaTh TpaHCIIEH/IeH-
TaJIBHBIM MIeaIN3MOM, BeIb Ha caMOM Jejle OHa
OTHOCUTCS K TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY CHTETU3MY
(Ibid., S. 110—111). Xappwc o JaHHOMY IIOBOJLY 3a-
MedaeT: 1o MpoHuM cyasobsl KaHT, B 1799 1. 3agB11B-
IIIVVI B OTKPBITOM IIVICBMe («3asiBJIeHVIe TIO TIOBOLY
HayKoyueHUs Drxre»), 4TO KPUTUKY CJIeAyeT II0-
HMMAaTh OyKBaJIbHO 1 pacCMaTpVBaTh TOJIBKO C I10-
3UITAT 3paBOrO pacCyyiKa, I0CTaTOYHO Pa3BUTOrO
17151 aOCTPaKTHOTO MBIIIJIEHNS], TIONTy4unyl cebe B
IIpeeMHVIKV MBICJINTEIIS, HapsDKaBIIeTro 3paBbIvt
CMBICJI B CLIEHMYECKMUII KOCTIOM «TpaHCILIeH/IeH-
TasibHOTrO cHTeTM3Ma» (Hegel, 2000, p. 293 —294).

TpaHceHOeHTaNbHBIN cMHTETN3M Kpyra
M ero aHaJIMTUKA II03HaBaTeIbHBIX
CIIOCOOHOCTEeN

Kpyr crpemwics mpuparh IO3HAHMIO IIPOY-
HYIO0 Hay4YHYIO OCHOBY IIOCPEICTBOM OOHapyKe-
HWSI PeasIbHOrO M MIeaIbHOTO IIPUHIINIIOB, 000-
CHOBAaHHBIX He ITyTeM JIOTMUEeCKVX JJOKa3aTeJIbCTB,
a camom mx dakrmuHOCThIO (cM.: Kemper, 1988,
S. 69—71). g storo HeMerkuit ¢vtocod ab-
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but of speculation. He also draws attention
to the fact that Krug himself had undertaken
an investigation into the compatibility of
transcendental synthetism with Kant’s
teaching and came to the conclusion that he
strictly adhered to the Kantian system which
is wrongly called transcendental idealism,
whereas in reality it belongs to transcendental
synthetism (ibid., pp. 110-111). Harris notes
in this connection that by an irony of fate
Kant, who declared in a 1799 open letter
(“Public Declaration concerning Fichte’s
Wissenschaftslehre”) that criticism should
be understood literally and be considered
only from the standpoint of common sense
sufficiently developed for abstract thinking,
ended up having a successor in the person of a
thinker who dressed common sense in a stage
garb of “transcendental synthetism” (see Hegel,
2000, pp. 293-294).

Krug’s Transcendental Synthesis
and his Analysis of Cognitive Faculties

Krug sought to put cognition on a solid
scientific basis by discovering real and ideal
principles grounded not by logical proof but
by factuality (see Kemper, 1988, pp. 69-71). To
this end he abstracts himself from the external
world in order to focus on the inner world:
as a consequence, for him the main object of
cognition is the “I”. Krug (1803, pp. 59-62)
posits the cognising “I”, or the philosophising
subject, as the real principle of philosophical
knowledge which makes any philosophical
knowledge (including the ideal principles)
possible.

The ideal principles in turn are subdivided
into material, or constituting cognition, and
formal, or regulating cognition (making it
scientific). The material principles consist in
the facts of consciousness understood as the
initial synthesis of being and knowledge in the
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CTparmMpyeTcs OT BHEIIHero Mupa, 4ToObl cdo-
KyCHpOBaTbCsl Ha MUpe BHYTPEHHeM: KaK CJIefl-
CTBUe, IJIaBHBIM IIPeIMeTOM ITO3HaHMs I Hero
BBICTYIIaeT «f». B KauecTse peasibHOrO IPUHIIV-
na dpuiocodpckoro ro3HaHMs, O1arogaps KOTOpo-
My CTaHOBMTCSI BO3MOXKHBIM BCsIKOe prytocopckoe
IIO3HaHMe (B TOM YICIIe U MjleaIbHble ITPUHIINITBI),
Kpyr omnpepernser mosHaromee «5», vm dwio-
coderpyromero cyorekra (Krug, 1803, S. 59—62).

VneastbHBIE IPUHIINIIEL, B CBOIO OYepelb, TOI-
pasfesioTcs Ha MaTepuasibHble, VIV KOHCTU-
TyUpyIOlIMe II03HaHue U popMaIbHbIe, WIIN pe-
TyJIVpyIollye TO3HaHMe (Jearolye IOo3HaHVe
Hay4HbIM). MaTreprasibHble IPUHITUAIIBL 3aKJTI0Ya-
I0TCsL B paKTax CO3HaHM, TIOHMMaeMOro Kak ms3-
HavaJIbHBIV CVHTe3 ObITs 1 3HaHMs B «S» (Ibid.,
S. 68). Beicimit MaTepyaIbHBIN IIPVHIINIT PUIIO-
codpckoro Mo3HaHMs 3aK/II0YaeTCsl B IOJIOKeHMN:
«s1 mesrernier» (Ibid., S. 76—77). B cosmanmm, 6e3-
YCIJIOBHO, JTaH TOJIBKO SMIIVPUYECKIV CIHTe3, HO B
€ro OCHOBe JIEXUT TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHbIVI CHTe3,
KOHCTUTYMPYIOIINI CO3HaHVe U IIpeJIIIecTBYIo-
MV KKIOMY MOMEHTY BpeMeH, KOIfia 4esIoBeK
ocos3HaeT sMmmprdeckuit cuHTes (Ibid., S. 97—98).

@opMastbHbIe TPUHLINIIBL orpenessaoTes Kpy-
roM KakK 3aKOHBI, CBg3bIBaolye aKThl CO3Ha-
HM M CO3JaloIIe 3 MHOXXeCTBa OTIeIbHBIX I10-
sHaHVM enuHCTBO (Ibid., S. 87—88). «AbcomoTHas
rapMoHMs “S1” BO Bcerl ero [1eATesIbHOCTY SIBJISIeT-
Csl BBICIIIEV LIeJIbI0 PUIoCOPCTBOBAHMS» — 3TO
BBICIIINTI (POPMAJIBHBIV IPUHIINIT (PIIOCOPCKOrO
nosHaHu (Ibid., S. 90). Ha ocHoBaHMM Tpex mpe-
CTaBJIeHHBIX IPUHIINIIOB KpyT BBIBOOAUT BBICIINT
npyHOUI dwiocodpun: «fl mgesdTereH n cTpem-
JIIOCH K a0COJTIOTHOVI TApMOHMY BO BCEVI MOeT1 fiesi-
testbHOCTI» (Ibid., S. 93).

YKa3zaB Ha M3Ha4YaJIbHBIV VI allpVOPHBIVI CUH-
Te3 ObITMS 1 3HaHMS B «S» KaK Ha IepBOHAYAIIb-
HBIV (paKT, HOCPeICTBOM KOTOPOro KOHCTUTYMPY-
eTcs cosHaHMe Kak Takosoe (Ibid., S. 97—98), Kpyr
OOHapyXMBaeT B HeM IoJIaraHVie peaIbHOCTH I
Yero-To, UTO «s caM ecTb (f)», m duero-to, «aeM s
caM He SIBJISIOCH», TO eCThb I ObITis. bertue du-
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“1” (ibid., p. 68). The highest material principle
of philosophical cognition is contained in the
proposition “I am active”® (ibid., pp. 76-77).
In consciousness, of course, only empirical
synthesis is given, but its foundation is
transcendental synthesis which constitutes
consciousness and precedes every moment
in time when man is conscious of empirical
synthesis (ibid., pp. 97-98).

Krug defines formal principles as laws
which link the facts of consciousness and
create a unity out of a multitude of separate
cognitions (ibid., pp. 87-88). “ Absolute harmony
of the ‘I’ in all its activity is the supreme
goal of philosophising.”* This is the highest
formal principle of philosophical cognition
(ibid., p. 90). Proceeding from the above three
principles Krug (1803, p. 93) derives the highest
principle of philosophy: “I am active and I seek
absolute harmony in all my activity”>.

Having pointed to the initial and a priori
synthesis of being and knowledge in the “1” as
the primary fact through which consciousness
as such is constituted (ibid., pp. 97-98), Krug
discovered within it a positing of the reality
of something that “I am myself (I)”° and
something which “I am not”’, i.e. being. He
proposes to consider ‘being’ as real (das Reale),
and knowledge as ideal (das Ideale). In order to
determine whether we have the right — and
to what extent — to present ourselves and
external objects as real, Krug asks the question,
‘How do the real and the ideal correlate with
each other?” He proposes two strategies for
finding an answer. Under the first strategy
one thing must be designated as primary
and the other thing as derivative. There are
two variants here: either the real is primary

3“[...) ich bin thitig [...].”

*“Die absolute Harmonie des Ichs in aller seiner Thitigkeit ist
der oberste Zweck des Philosophierens.”

5“Ich bin titig und suche absolute Harmonie in aller meiner

Tatigkeit.”
6“[...] ich selbst bin (das Ich) [...].”
7% [...] was ich selbst nicht bin [...].”



j10cod IpeziylaraeT cunTarh peasibHbIM (das Reale),
a 3HaHme — wnaeabHBIM (das Ideale). Iist Toro
YTOOBI OIIpeeSTNTh, VIMEeeM JIVI MBI IIPaBO — W B
KaKOVI CTeTIeHV — IIPeJICTaBIsATh ceOsl VI BHEIITHIe
BeIlV KaK peasibHble, KpyT cTpeMnTcs paspermmTsb
BOIIPOC: KaK peayIbHOe U MjeaIbHOe COOTHOCATCS
npyr ¢ gpyrom? dusiocod mpesjiaraeT JiBe cTpa-
Ternm novicka orsera. CorylacHO IepBOVI, HY>KHO
IIPU3HATh YTO-TO OFHO IIepPBOHAYAJIBHBIM, a JIpPY-
roe Ipov3BOAHBIM. V1 37ech ecTh [Ba BapyaHTa:
7100 peasTbHOE IIepPBOHAYAJIBHO, a MjieaIbHOe BTO-
PUYHO, TOrAa MBI IMeeM JIeJI0 C peaIi3MoM, 1100
HaoOOPOT, M TOr7a MBI VMeeM [eJl0 C Weasvs-
MoM. PaccmarpuBasi 1o ouepenyt peasinsm 1 mziea-
3™, KpyT mpuxoauT K 3aK/II04eHIIO O HeCOCTOs-
TeJIBHOCTY 000VX BapVaHTOB peasIi3alliy IIepBovl
crpareruu (Ibid., S. 108 —111). Tak, mocsieroBaTeTb-
HBIVI peasIn3M IPVXOOUT K MaTeprasIn3My, corac-
HO KOTOPOMY WJleasIbHO€e IIPOVICXOIUT M3 MaTepum
(Ibid., S. 111—114), a nociiemoBaTeILHBIN MII€aI3M
BBUIMBAETCsl B HUTVUIVI3M, TO eCTh IIPUBOAUT K VIC-
Ye3HOBEHMIO KakK cyObeKTa, Tak 1 oObekra (Ibid.,
S. 116 —117). O0a, peani3aM 1 MeaIn3M, IPOTUBO-
pedar IpakTUYecKM MHTepecaM uejloBeKa Kak
CBOOOTHOTO CyIIeCTBa: IIePBbIVI — IIOCKOJIBKY IIO-
MelllaeT 4YesloBeKa IIOJIHOCTBIO B [IeTePMUHMPO-
BaHHBIVI MUP IPUPOOBI, BTOPOI — B CUJIYy TOIO,
UTO yCTpaHseTCs JIeVICTBUTeIIbHBIVI MUpP Kak cde-
pa OpWIOKEHMSI HPaBCTBEHHBIX YCWIINM dYeJlo-
Beka (Ibid., S. 121—122). B orHomeHun penmurumn
MaTepVayv3M nopoxmaet rmanrensM (Ibid., S. 113 —
116), a mean3M BefeT K ayTOTeN3MY, TO ecTb bo-
rom mpososmiataercst «5» (Ibid., S. 127—128). Kax
CTIEJICTBUE, TIepBasi CTpaTerus paspelleHns IIpo-
671eMBI COOTHOITIEH VIS MBIIIIJIEHVIS V1 OBITVIS OKa3bl-
BaeTCs HelTpreMJIeMOVI HY B CIIEKYJISITIBHOM, HI B
IIpaKTYeCKOM, HU B PeJIUTVIO3HOM IIJIaHe.

Torma octaeTcs BTOpas cTpaTerus:: peajyibHOe
U MeasibHOE CJleflyeT paccMaTpumBaTh KakK M3Ha-
YasIbHO JaHHBIE U CBS3aHHBIE IPYT C APYroM U
CUMTaTh BbIBEJEHME OIHOIO W3 JIPYroro HeBO3-
MOXHBIM, 9TO Kpyr m HasblBaeT TpaHCIeHJIeH-
TaJIbHBIM CHHTeTM3MOM. Takoil cuHTe3 TpaHC-
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and the ideal is secondary, and that means
realism, or vice versa, and then it is idealism.
Examining by turns realism and idealism, Krug
concludes that neither option of implementing
the first strategy is tenable (ibid., pp. 108-
111). Consistent realism leads to materialism
whereby the ideal originates from matter (ibid.,
pp- 111-114), and consistent idealism becomes
nihilism, i.e. both the subject and the object
disappear (ibid., pp. 116-117). Both realism and
idealism contradict the human being’s practical
interests as a free being: the first because it
places the human being totally within the
deterministic world of nature, and the second
because it eliminates the real world as the
sphere of application of the human being’s
moral efforts (ibid., pp. 121-122). With regard to
religion, materialism leads to pantheism (ibid.,
pp- 113-116), and idealism to autotheism which
proclaims the “I” to be God (ibid., pp. 127-128).
As a result, the first strategy of resolving the
problem of the relationship between thought
and being turns out to be unacceptable, either
on the speculative or on the practical or
religious levels.

That leaves the second strategy which
considers the real and the ideal as givens
connected with each other, while deriving one
from the other is impossible, which Krug calls
transcendental synthetism. Such synthesis is
transcendental: on the one hand, it is the initial
act of consciousness and is therefore impossible
to explain or fathom. On the other hand, it is
the basis of everything empirical, hence is not
transcendental, i.e. does not go beyond the
framework of philosophising and does not look
for the primary principle (ibid., pp. 129-132).
Krug believes that

transcendental synthetism recognises as
natural and necessary for every reasonable
person a threefold conviction: that of one’s own
being, that of the being of the things outside
oneself as well as the commonality existing
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LIeH/IeHTaJIeH, C OIIHOV CTOPOHBI, IIOTOMY YTO
SIBJISIETCS I3HAYaJIbHBIM (PaKTOM CO3HAHWISI, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, HeOObscHUM 1 HerocTvokuM. C Ipy-
TOVI CTOPOHBI, OH JIEXXUT B OCHOBE BCETO SMIIVIPU-
YeCcKOro, a 3HauMT, He TpaHCIIeHIeHTeH, TO eCTh
He IIepexonuT 3a IpaHMIBl PrtocodCcTBOBAHS
VI He MITeT TpaHCIleHAeHTHOoe IlepBoHadasio (Ibid.,
S. 129—132). Kpyr 1osniaraer, 4To

TPaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHBINI CUHTETV3M IIpU3Ha-
€T eCTeCTBEeHHBIM U HeOOXOAVIMBIM UIS KaX-
ZIOTO 3 PaBOMBICIIAIIETO YeIoBeKa YOeXxeHme
TPOSIKOTO pofia: B COOCTBEHHOM OBITVV, B OBI-
TUV Belllell BHe ero, a Takke B OOIIHOCTH, Cy-
IIIeCTBYIOIIEeV MeX/y HUM ¥ STUMU BelllaMu, U
yTBEpXXaeT, 9TO 3TV YOeXOeHMs COBEpIIeHHO
He HY>XIaIoTcsl B 000CHOBaHMM [T0Ka3aTelIbCTBa-
MV CO CTOPOHBI PMII0COCTBYIOIIErO pasyMa, HO
TeM He MeHee SBJISIOTCS HeIIPeJIoXKHO JI0CTOBEep-
HBIMV, ITOCKOJIBKY ITepBoHauaibHbl (Ibid., S. 138).

PasMmpliuisss o [OesaTeIbHOCTM HaImero «Sl»,
Kpyr ykasbiBaeT Ha ee [BOVICTBEHHYIO IIPUPO-
Iy — TeopeTmdecKyIo 1 IIpaKTuyecKyto. TeopeTu-
4ecKasi JeATeJIbHOCTh COCTOUT B ITPeICTaBJIEHV O
4eM-T00 ¥ B TIO3HAHW, 3aBVCAIIIEM OT JaHHOTO
IIpeJICTaBJIeHNs, IIpaKTNYecKass — B CTPeMJIEHUN
K gemy-1r0o0 (Ibid., S. 173). B TeopeTndecko:, Kak
U B IIpaKTU4IecKon, aesrernpHocT KpyT yeMmarpu-
BaeT TPV MOTEHIINI: UyBCTBEHHOCTB, VIHTEJUIEK-
TyassbHOCTB (Intellektualitédt) u parmonansHOCTS,
73 KOTOPBIX BO3HVMKAIOT M3Ha4aJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHO-
cTu aymmn. B TeopeTmueckom mesiTe/IbBHOCTU yKa-
3aHHBIe TIOTEHIIUM IIpeCcTaBIeHbl 4yBCTBEHHO-
crpio, paccygkoM (Verstand) m TeopeTwdeckmm
pasyMmoM (theoretische Vernunft) (Ibid., S. 179).

VcertenoBarmeM mo3HaHMs, cortacHo Kpyry,
3aHMMaeTcd MeTadus3MKa — HaykKa, M3ydaroriasi
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHYI0 OCHOBY HaIllero o3HaHMs,
TO €CTh TO, UTO OIIpeieJIeHO B OTHOIIIeHM Halllero
nosHaHwus a priori (Krug, 1830, S. 3—6). MeTtadu-
3MKa CTPEMUTCS OIpelesTNTh TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hble YCJIOBVSI YeJIOBEYECKOro IO3HAHWS — VIHBI-
MU CJIOBaMV, OTKPBITH TIepBble 11 HanboJlee o01ve
norsTVs 1 ipuHIMIE (Ibid., S. 6—8). Metadwisu-
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between oneself and these things, and claims
that these convictions need no grounding by
proof on the part of the philosophising reason,
and yet are unassailably true inasmuch as they
are primary?® (ibid., p. 138).

Reflecting on the activity of “I”, Krug notes
its dual nature, theoretical and practical.
Theoretical activity consists in representation
of something and in cognition which depends
on this representation, and practical activity
consists striving towards something
(ibid., p. 173). In the theoretical as well as in
practical activity Krug sees three potentialities:
sensuality, intellectualism (Intellektualitit) and
rationality from which the original faculties
of the soul arise. In theoretical activity these
potentialities are represented by sensuality,
understanding (Verstand) and theoretical
reason (theoretische Vernunft) (ibid., p. 179).

According to Krug (1830, pp. 3-6), the study
of cognition is the domain of metaphysics —
the science that studies the transcendental
basis of our cognition, i.e. what is known
about our cognition a priori. Metaphysics seeks
to discover the transcendental conditions of
human cognition, in other words, the first
and most general concepts and principles
(ibid., pp. 6-8). Krug subdivides metaphysics
into pure metaphysics (ontology), which
establishes transcendental principles and
concepts in themselves, i.e. how they relate
to objects (Gegenstinde) in general, and
applied metaphysics which determines how
transcendental concepts and principles relate to
certain objects (ibid., p. 16).

in

8 “Der transzendentale Synthetism erkennt die jedem
Menschen wvon gesundem Verstande natiirliche und
nothwendige dreyfache Uberzeugung von seinem eignen
Seyn, von dem Seyn andrer Dinge aufer ithm, und von der
zwischen ihm und diesen Dingen stattfindenden Gemeinschaft
als giiltig an und behauptet, daf$ diese Uberzeugungen gar
nicht durch Beweise von der philosophirenden Vernunft erst
zu begriinden, aber nichts desto weniger unumstofilich gewifs
sind, weil sie urspriinglich sind.”



Ky HeMelKu1 dprstocod 1ofpasyiesiseT Ha YMCTYIO
MeTapM3MKy (OHTOJIOTMIO), yCTaHABJIMBAOIIYIO
TpaHCIeH/eHTaIbHble TIPVHINIIBL ¥ TTOHSTUS
camm 110 ce0e, TO eCTh KaK OHV OTHOCSTCS K IIpefI-
MeTaM (Gegenstand) BooOrite, 1 IIPUK/IaTHYIO Me-
TapU3MKy, OIpenesIdIoNnyo, Kak TpaHCLeHIeH-
TaJIbHble IIOHSTMS ¥ IIPUHINIIBI OTHOCATCS K
orpezesreHHbIM IpegMeTaM (Ibid., S. 16).

Ownrosnorus, numet Kpyr, ncxogut ms cyxie-
HUS «s TIO3HAIO», IIPeCTaBISIONIero Hermocper-
CTBEHHO JOCTOBEPHBIN (PaKT co3HaHWMS. [JaHHOe
cyXxaeHue riocod HasblBaeT BBICIINM MaTepu-
arpHBIM npuHIMIoM MeTtadrsukm (Ibid., S. 20).
I'maron «3Hath» (Erkennen) Kpyr ompeneriser kax
IIpefcTaBjieHNe 4ero-imdo B KadecTBe OIIperie-
nenHoro npenmeta (Gegenstand), To ecTh «3HaTh»
O3Ha4yaeT OTHOCUTH COOCTBEHHBIE ITPeICTaBIIEHS
K IIpeIMeTy MOETO TI03HaHVIs,, KOTOPBIVI IT0JIaraeT-
Csl KaK HEYTO peasIbHOE, B OTJIMYVE OT IIPOCTOrO
npeficTaBIeHMs. VICTMHHOCTD 3TOW IIPeNIochUI-
KV He MOXeT OBITh BhIBemeHa 13 0ojiee BHICOKOIO
IIPVHIIVIIA, HO COOEPXKUTCS B M3HAYAJIBHOVI CBSI3U
OBbITVISI I 3HAHUS — B TPAHCIIEH/IEHTAJIBHOM CVH-
Te3e peasIbHOIO 1 MIeasIbHOro. VIMeHHO 371ech, 110
MHEHWIO HEMEITKOIO MBIC/INTeIs, OOHapy K/BaeT-
Cs1 «abCOJTIOTHBIVI ITpezies] BCSIKOM (prtocodpmm», 1,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, JJaHHAas IIPeIIIOChUTKa HeoO'bsic-
HyMa 11 HeriocTvokmMa (Ibid., S. 20—-21).

Wrtak, «tostoxeHme “s1 mo3Haro”... SKBUBaJIEHT-
HO CJIeyIoIleMy IOJIOKeHMIO: “CyllecTByeT pe-
ajJIbHOe, KOTOPOMY COOTBETCTBYIOT OITpesiesieH-
Hble IIpeJICTaB/IeHNs B HaC 1 KOTOpoe TI03HAeTCs
HaMV VIMEHHO 4Jepe3 3T mpepacTasiteHms » (Ibid.,
S. 21). Kak crieficTBiMe, peajIbHOCTh ITO3HABaeMOIO
IIpVI3HAeTCs HEeIOCPeCTBEHHO B CaMOM aKTe IIo-
3HaHMs, 3HaUNT, nuieT Kpyr, «pwmiocod He Mo-
JKeT OTHENNTD PeaJIbHOCTh BeIell OT HMX CaMMX,
OOBSICHUTH ¥ TIOHSTH €e KaK Belllb, CYIIeCTBY-
IOIIYIO caMy IIo cebe, 1 IIOJIy4YUTh 3HaHMe O pe-
QJIBHOCTVI BeIlleyl OTOeJIBbHO OT 3HaHMS Berle»
(Ibid., S. 23). Bmecte ¢ Tem B nnosHaHuUM KpyT BbI-
ZIerIseT JiBa B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIX (paKToOpa: BO3HU-
KaIOILINV M3 IesITeJIbHOCTU [Ty I CYGBGKTMBHBIVI,
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Ontology, writes Krug, proceeds from
the proposition “I cognise”, which is the
immediate authentic fact of consciousness.
He calls this judgment the highest material
principle of metaphysics (ibid.,, p. 20). He
defines the verb “to cognise” (Erkennen) as
representation of something as a certain object
(Gegenstand), i.e. “to cognise” means to refer
my own representations to the object of my
cognition which is posited as something real
as distinct from a simple representation. The
trueness of this premise cannot be derived
from a higher principle, but is contained in
the initial link between being and knowledge,
in the transcendental synthesis of the real and
the ideal. It is here, Krug maintains, that lies
the “absolute limit of all philosophy”?, and
accordingly his premise is unexplainable and
unfathomable (ibid., pp. 20-21).

Thus, “the proposition ‘I cognise’ [...]
is equivalent to the following proposition:
‘there exists the real, which is matched by
certain representations within us and which
is cognised by us precisely through these
representations’”" (ibid., p. 21). Consequently,
the reality of the objects cognised is recognised
in the act of cognition, hence, writes Krug,
“the philosopher cannot separate the reality
of things from the things themselves, explain
and understand the thing as a thing existing
in itself, and gain knowledge of the reality
of things separately from the knowledge
of things”' (ibid., p. 23). At the same time
Krug singles out two inter-connected factors
in consciousness: the subjective, or formal
element emerging from the activity of the soul

2 [...] der absolute Grinzpunkt alles Philosophirens [...].”
10“Der Satz: Ich erkenne [...] ist [...] gleichgeltend dem
Satze: Es giebt ein Reales, dem gewisse Vorstellungen in uns
entsprechen und welches eben durch diese Vorstellungen von
uns erkannt wird.”

1 Daher kann aber auch der Philosoph nicht die Realitit der
Dinge von denselben losreifien, als ein fiir sich bestehendes
Ding erkliren und begreifen, und eine von der Erkenntniss
der Dinge abgesonderte Erkenntniss der Realitit des Dinge
sich verschaffen [...].”
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v OpMaJIbHBIN, 3JIeMeHT U IIPVBHECeHHBIV B
Oymry OOBEKTVBHBIV, VJIVI MaTepUaIbHBIV, dJle-
MeHT (Ibid., S. 25; cp.: B 34; KanT, 2006, c. 89—91).
Orcrona ¢dusocod pemyumpyeT BbICIIMiz ¢op-
MaJIBHBIVI TIPVHITNAI MeTapU3MKM, VIV BBICIINI
3aKOH TI03HaHWS: BCe, UTO AyIlla BOCIIPMHVIMAeT B
peasIbHOV BeIIV 10 ee IepBOHAYaIbHOMY 00pasy
HEeVICTBYSL, JOJDKHO IIpVHAJIeXaThb eV, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky OHa sBJIsieTcs IIpeMeTOM Io3HaHMs. VIHbpMMI
CJIOBaMM, BO BCSIKOM ITO3HAHWM MBI IOJDKHBI ITpefl-
rojlaraTb Hapsy C peaJbHOCTBIO TI03HaBaeMOIo
TaK>XXe TI03HAaBAeMOCTBb 3TOVI BeIlM B ee peasIbHO-
ci. B mpoTmBHOM ciTydae Gecriosnie3HO MCCIIeIO-
BaTh 3aKOHBI TIO3HAHVIS, BBIXOISIINE 3a IIPeIesThl
3aKOHOB MBIIIIJIEHNs], KOTOpble yXKe yCTaHOBMJIa
sorvka. CrleioBaTesIbHO, MPeaMEeThI MBI MOXKeM
VICCIIeNIOBaTh KaK IIpeMeThl IIO3HaHMs, TO eCThb
BeIllM TSI Hac, HO HMKOITIa KaK BeIly caM¥ IIO
cebe, TO ecTh He3aBUCVMO OT HAIIero ITO3HAHMS
(Krug, 1830, S. 27—28; cp.: B 59; Kanr, 2006, c. 119).

IorrpITKa Xe TIO3HAHMS Bellleyt caMmx 1o cebe
BBIXOAWT 3a aOCOTIOTHBIN TIperiesT pritocodpcTBo-
BaHWS ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, SIBJISIETCS TPaHCIIEH-
JEHTHOVI 3ajaveri, OTMEHSIOIeV V3HaYaIbHYIO
CBSI3b peasIbHOTO 1 MI€aJIBHOTO B MBIIIIJIEHN, TT0-
CKOJIBKY CTPeMWUTCS WCCIIeIOBaTh peajibHOe BHe
3aBUICMIMOCTY OT TPaHCIIEHJIEHTaJIbHOTO CUHTe3a
(Krug, 1830, S. 29). Camo HoHATHME «BeIy caMOV
1o cebe» Kpyr xapakTepusyeT Kak TOJIBKO «Or'pa-
HU4MBaIIee MOHATHe ITO3HaHMS» («ein blosser
Granzbegriff der Erkenntniss»), ykasbiBaroiiiee Ha
rpaHMILy, BHYTPWU KOTOPOV MOXeT ObITb 3 dek-
TVMBHA CIIOCOOHOCTH ITO3HAHWS VI MOXeT ObITh 00e-
CIIeYeHO WCTMHHOe cofepkaHue Io3HaHmsA. Ilo
collep>KaHMIO Belly caMy 110 cebe HaM COBepITIeH-
HO HeM3BECTHBI V1 HEJIOCTVIKVMBI 17T HaIIlero I10-
3raHm (Ibid., S. 29—30). TakuMm oOpasom, maHHBIE
HaM IIpeJIMeThl II03HaHMs (peaJIbHble Bellly) CyTh
SIBJIEHVIS; TIpeMeTaM ITO3HaHMS IIPOTVBOIIOIONK-
HBI HOyMeHB!I (MbIcMble Betnn) (Ibid., S. 31; cp.:
B 307; KanuTt, 2006, c. 405—407).

OO oTHOIIEHUNM CBOeV MO3UIMK KacaTeJTbHO
[IO3HABAaeMOCTY ITpPeIMeTOB IIO3HAHWS ¥ Belen
camux 1o cebe K KAHTOBCKOMY TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HoMy mnpeann3My Kpyr 3asBiiseT ciremyrorriee:

44

and the objective or material element (ibid.,
p- 25; ¢f. KrV, B 34; Kant, 1998, pp. 172-173).
From this the philosopher deduces the highest
formal principle of metaphysics, or the highest
law of cognition: all that the soul perceives in
the real thing from its initial mode of action
must belong to it because it is the object of
cognition. In other words, in all cognition we
must posit, along with the reality of what is
cognised, also the cognisability of this thing
in its reality. Otherwise it would be futile to
investigate the laws of cognition which go
beyond the laws of thought already established
by logic. Hence, we can study things as objects
of cognition, i.e. as things for us, but never as
things in themselves, i.e. independently from
our cognition (Krug, 1830, pp. 27-28; cf. KrV,
B 59; Kant, 1998, p. 185).

The attempt to cognise things in themselves
transcends the absolute limit of philosophising
and is thus a transcendental task which cancels
the initial link between the real and the ideal
in thought insofar as it seeks to research
the real independently from transcendental
synthesis (Krug, 1830, p. 29). Krug characterises
the concept of “thing in itself” as merely
“limiting the concept of cognition” (ein
blosser Grenzbegriff der Erkenntniss) indicating
the boundary within which the cognitive
faculty can be effective and the true content
of cognition can be ensured. Content-wise,
things in themselves are totally unknown
and incomprehensible for our cognition (ibid.,
pp- 29-30). Thus, the objects of cognition given
us (real things) are phenomena; the objects of
cognition are opposed by noumena (things
thought) (ibid., p. 31; ¢f. KrV, B 307; Kant, 1998,
p. 360).

As for the relation of his position on
cognisability of the objects of cognition and
things in themselves to Kantian transcendental
idealism, Krug (1830, pp. 32-33) has this to say:



Vrtak, ecyim TpaHCIeHIEHTaIbHBEIV (TakkKe
dopMarTbHBIT WIM  KPUTWYECKUIT) Weasii3M,
Kak ero HasbiBaeT KaHT, He oTpuIlaeT peasbHOe
ObITVIe 0OBEKTOB ITO3HAHS, HO JIUIIIb YTBEPKIa-
€T, UTO OHM ITO3HaBaeMbl He KaK BeIlll CaMU 10
cebe, a JIMIb KakK SIBJIEHNS... €CJIM, TaKuM 00-
pasoM, OH TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHBIV ITpefIMeT II0-
jlaraeT B OCHOBY $BJIEHWUVI, HO yTBEepXK/IaeT ero
HEJTOCTVDKMMOCTE Yepe3 Hallli ITpeficTaBIIeH s
VIV Hero3HaBaeMOCTb ¥ OOBSBIISET ero Ipo-
CTBIM HOYMEHOM B OTPWUIIATEJIBHOM CMEICTIE, TO
TPaHCIIeHIeHTAJIbHBIV VIealn3M B 3TOM CMBbIC-
Jle, TIOXKaJTyVi, BITOJIHe JIOITyCTVM, XOTsI TOT7Ia ero
npaBiIbHee ObUTO OBl Has3bIBaTh TPaHCIIEH/IeH-
TabHBIM cuHTeTI3MOoM (Krug, 1830, S. 32 —33).

B mpoTtusHOM cilydae, Korga yTBepiKaaeTcs,
YTO BHEIIHWUI MUP — 3TO OTPa’keHve Halllevi BHY-
TpEeHHeVI IeITeJIbHOCTY, a TIOHSTVIE BEIVl CaMOVI
110 cebe IMpM3HaeTCsI HUYTOXHBIM, 3aMedaeT Kpyr,
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIV MeasIv3M IepexoanuT ad-
COJIIOTHBIVI ITpefIert prTocopcTBOBaHMS VM CTaHO-
BUTCS TPaHCIIeHIEHTHBIM, TaK )Xe KaK 1 B cIyJae
yTBEpP>XKIIEHVsI, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY SIBJIEHVISI TOX-
ZleCTBEHHBI BelllaM caMmmM 110 cebe (Ibid.).

VicertenoBaHMe 3aKOHOB IO3HAHVS BO3MOXKHO
TOJIBKO ITOCPEICTBOM aHajIy3a caMoV CIIOCOOHO-
CTV TIO3HAHMS BO BCeX BUAaX ¥ HaIIpaBJIeHMSIX ee
IesITeJIBHOCTH, T103ToMy KpyT mepexommt K pac-
CMOTPEHMIO TpeX IOTeHIINV TeOpeTUYecKou fesi-
TEJIBHOCTV HaIIero «5» B Tpex COOTBETCTBYIOIINX
pasmernax: «AHaJIUTUKA YyBCTBEHHOCTW», «AHa-
JIUTVIKA paccyliKa» 1 «AHanuTuKa pasyma» (Ibid.,
S.33-34).

YyBCTBEHHOCTb SIBJISI€TCS CIIOCOOHOCTHIO [Ty I
nontydarhk mperncrasieHus (Vorstellung) mocpen-
crBoM adpdurimposanus. B pesysbrare mesrens-
HOCTM UyBCTBEHHOV CITOCOOHOCTV BO3HMKAIOT
BocrrpusATua (Wahrnehmungen), v coseprianms
(Anschauungen), 1 omrymenns (Empfindungen)
(Ibid., S. 36). Bocipustne, corimacHo Kpyry, ecTs
HeTIoCpeJICTBeHHOe ITpeficTaB/leHie 00 oOBeKTe
B COOTBETCTBUM C IIPEIIeCTBYIONINM BIIVSHVIEM
aymm. TepMUHBI «co3epIiaHVie» U «OITyIIeHvie» B
IITPOKOM CMBICTIE VICIIOJIB3YIOTCS KaK paBHOLIEH-
Hble [JIsi 00O3Ha4YeHWsl YyBCTBEHHBIX ITPeCTaB-

45

D. 0. Rozhin

Thus, if transcendental (also formal or
critical) idealism, as it is called by Kant,
does not deny the existence of the objects
of cognition, but merely asserts that they
are cognisable not as things in themselves
but merely as phenomena [...] if therefore
it puts the transcendental object at the basis
of phenomena, but asserts it is unattainable
through our representations or unknowability
and declares it to be a simple noumen in the
negative sense, then transcendental idealism
in that sense is probably quite attainable,
although it would then be more correct to call it
transcendental synthetism'.

Otherwise, when it is claimed that the
external world is a reflection of our inner
activity and the concept of the thing in itself
is nullified, transcendental idealism, as
Krug notes, mutates into an absolute limit of
philosophising and becomes transcendental,
just as in the case of the claim that phenomena
are identical to things in themselves (ibid.).

The study of the laws of cognition is
possible only through analysis of the faculty
of cognition in all shapes and directions
of its activity. This is why Krug passes on
to the study of the three potentialities of
the theoretical activity of our “I” in three
corresponding parts: “Analysis of sensuality”,
“Analysis of understanding” and “Analysis of
Reason” (ibid., pp. 33-34).

Sensuality is the capacity of the soul to
receive representations (Vorstellungen) through
affection. The activity of senses creates

2 “Wenn nun der von Kant sogenannte transzendentale
(auch formale oder kritische) Idealismus das reale Sein
der Erkenntnissgegenstinde nicht leugnet, sondern nur
behauptet, dass dieselben nicht als Dinge an sich, sondern
blofs als Erscheinungen [...] erkennbar seien; wenn er mithin
den Erscheinungen zwar einen transzendentalen Gegenstand
zum Grunde legt, aber dessen Unerreichbarkeit durch unsre
Vorstellungen oder  Nichterkennbarkeit behauptet und
denselben fiir ein blofles Noumen in negativer Bedeutung
erklirt: so kann der transzendentale Idealismus in diesem
Sinne wohl zugelassen werden, ob er gleich dann schicklicher
ein transzendentaler Synthetismus [...] genannt wiirde.”
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seHV1 BooOme (cp.. B 33—34; KanT, 2006, c. 89).
CoseprianmeM B Y3KOM cMbIciIe prytocod HasbIBa-
€T IIpeJICTaBIIeH NS 3peHs, [IOCKOJIBKY B HIIX HaVl-
Gortbllast 4yBCTBEHHAsI SICHOCTh OOBeKTMBHOIO, a
OLIyIIleHVeM — IIpe[CTaB/IeHVs, BO3HMKAIOIIe
IIOCPENICTBOM APYIMX OPraHOB UyBCTB, I7Tle Ha-
OrroraeTcs OoJiblliee BIVISIHVIE COCTOSIHUL YTV
Ha Bocripusitie (Krug, 1830, S. 37).

Haree Kpyr nepexonuT K MccieoBaHUIO TOTO,
KaK/M 00pa3oM BO3HMKaeT ITpeficTaBjIeHVie By IIIe:
YTO HEOOXOAMMO [Iyllle, YTOObI HEYTO JaHHOe
OBUIO €0 CXBayeHO ¥ BO3HUKIIO IIpeJiCTaBIIeHME,
TO eCTh K VCCIIe[IOBaHUIO (POPM UYBCTBEHHOCTL.
Hemertkmit pmstocod oT/myaeT B IpercTaBIeHnN
TO, UTO JJAHO, — MaTepUIO — ¥ CII0co0, byraromaps
KOTOPOMY BO3MOXXHBI UYBCTBEHHBIE IIpeiCTaBle-
HUs, — POpMy — KakK OIIpefie/IeHHOe allpyopHoe
yCJIOBVIE BO3MOXKHOCTV UYBCTBEHHBIX ITPEIICTaB-
nermit. Kpyr BblesniseT 1nBe (OpMBI UyBCTBEH-
HOCTW: [IJISI BHEIITHETO YyBCTBA — IIPOCTPAHCTBO,
nyid BHyTpeHHero — Bpems (Ibid., S. 38 —40). ITpu
3TOM OH ITOJYEPKIBAET, UTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO U Bpe-
Ms He SBJISIFOTCSI HY PeasIbHbIMM BelllaMy, He3a-
BVICMBIMM OT HaC, HM CBOVICTBaMM TaKMX BeIlen,
HVI IIPOCTBIMI OTHOCUTEIBHBIMY ITOHATVSIMY, HUA
Jaxke IyCTBIMM BBIIIyMKaMV, a BBICTYIIAIOT IIep-
BOHAYAJIBHBIMU IIPEICTABJIEHMSIMY 9yBCTBEHHO
cnocoonoctn aymm (Ibid., S. 42—43). Bvecre ¢ Tem
Kpyr xapakrepnsyeT IIpoCTpaHCTBO U BpeMs KaK
4yCcThle, OOIIMe 1 HeoOXOmVMBble UyBCTBEHHBIe
IIpeZICTaBIIEH IS, VIJIVI CO3ePLIa s, HO B TO JKe Bpe-
Mg oOpalljaeT BHMMaHVe Ha TO, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO
¥ BpeMs BO3HMKAIOT allpVMOPHO, a He SBIISIOTCS
BpoxaeHHbMI (Ibid., S. 48 —49). Hakoner:, nipen-
CTaBJIeHMsI IIPOCTPAHCTBA M BpPeMeHM, COIJIacHO
Kpyry, obrafaroT TpaHCIeHIeHTaIBHO V/Iealb-
HOCTBIO ¥ SMIIMpudeckon peasbHOCTBHIO (Ibid.,
S. 52; cp.: B 36—53; KauT, 2006, c. 93—113).

Haree Kpyr mepexoamT K McciieJoBaHIIO pac-
CYJOYHOVI IeTeJIbHOCTY, KOTOPYIO pacCMaTpyiBa-
eT He aHAIUTUYeCKM — KaK IIPOCTOe MBIIIIeHe
C €ero 3aKOHAMM, a CMHTeTUUYEeCKM — KaK MBIIIIIe-
Hue peanbHbIX IpenmMeTos (Krug, 1830, S. 65; 1806,
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perceptions (Wahrnehmungen), or intuitions
(Anschauungen) and sensations (Empfindungen)
(ibid., p. 36). Perception, according to Krug, is
an immediate representation of the object in
accordance with the preceding influence of the
soul. The terms “intuition” and “sensation”
in the broad sense are used interchangeably to
refer to sensuous representations in general (cf.
KrV, B 33-34; Kant, 1998, p. 172). Krug (1830,
p- 37) uses intuition in the narrow sense to
refer to representations of sight because they
offer the greatest clarity of the objective and
sensation to refer to representations that arise
through other senses where states of the soul
influence perception more.

Krug then turns to the study of how
representation arises in the soul: what the
soul needs to be able to capture what is given
and produce a representation, i.e. the study
of the forms of sensuality. In representation,
Krug distinguishes what is given — matter —
and the method that makes sensuous
representations possible — form — as a certain
a priori condition of the possibility of sensuous
representations. He identifies two forms of
sensuality: for the external feeling (space) and
for the internal feeling (time) (ibid., pp. 38-40).
He stresses that space and time are not real
things independent from us, nor properties of
such things, nor simple relative concepts, nor
even figments of imagination, but they are
initial representations of the soul’s sensuous
capacity (ibid., pp. 42-43). At the same time
Krug describes space and time as pure, general
and necessary sensuous representations, or
intuitions, while stressing that space and time
exist a priori and are not inborn (ibid., pp. 48-
49). Finally, representations of space and time,
according to Krug, are transcendentally ideal
and empirically real (ibid., p. 52; cf. KrV, B 36-
53; Kant, 1998, pp. 173 —182).

Krug (1830, p. 65; 1806, p. 20) then passes
on to the study of understanding, which he



S. 20). AnasimTirdeckoe MbllIeHMe prtocod pac-
cMarpuBail B 1-M ToMme cBoeit «CrcTeMbl TeOpeTH-
yveckom prstocodpmm» 11071, HasBaHMeM «YdeHUe O
MBIIIITeHM, VI J1orvka» (1806). 3meck dvtocod
yKa3bIBaeT Ha BBICIIVI MaTepVaIbHBIVI ITPUH-
LIUII TeopeTmdecKon dutocodpum: «5» TeopeTn-
yeckn AesTesibHO (theoretisch thétig), mockompky
oHO mpericTasigeT u no3Haet (Krug, 1806, S. 6); a
TaK>ke Ha BBICIINY (pOpMasIbHBIVI ITPUHIIAII Teo-
peTmyeckomt usocodpun: «Bce, 4TO abCOTIOTHO
TapMOHWYHO BITVICBHIBAETCS B BO3MOXKHYIO CUICTEMY
vaer v IMO3HaHWM, MICTUMHHO; BCe, UTO He BIIVICHI-
BaeTcs, JIokHO» (Ibid., S. 7—8). Jlormka, cormacHO
Kpyry, — 3T0 y4ueHMe 0 UMCTOM MBIIIJIEHUN V1 €T0
3aKOHOMepHOCTSIX. CITOCOOHOCTH MBIITUIEHNIS TaK-
JKe MOXKHO Ha3BaTh PacCyZIKOM WJIV pa3yMoOM, KO-
TOpbIe B IIVPOKOM CMBICIIe TOXIIeCcTBeHHBI. Cire-
ZIOBaTeJIBHO, JIOTIKAa MOXET OBITh OIIpefiesieHa Kak
HayKa O 3aKOHOMEPHOM VCIIOJIb30BaHUM paccyaKa
u pasyma (Ibid., S. 16, 20).

B oTHomeHMM paccygodHOV esTeTbHOCTU
MeTadpm3MKa 3aHMMAeTCs WCCIIeoBaHMeM CIIO-
coba MBIUIEHVS peasIbHbIX IIPEIMeTOB ITOCper-
CTBOM ITOHSTVVI B COOTBETCTBUM C M3HAYAJTBHBIMU
3aKOHaMM MM dpopMaMm paccyaka (cp.. B 79—
82; Kanr, 2006, c. 143—145). Ilontyuast yepes uys-
CTBEHHOCTb MHOrooOpasue Bellleyl B IIPOCTpaH-
CTBe ¥ BpeMeHM, pacCyIOK OT/eIseT 1 pa3jIindaeT
XapaKTepUCTMKIM YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMMAaeMBbIX
IIpeIMeTOB, pedprieKCHpYyeT O BBISIBJIEHHBIX Xapak-
TepPUCTUKAX KaK O IpMHAIIeXAIX APYT APYTY,
OOBeIVHSET MX B €IVHCTBO BBICIIIETO IIpefICTaBIle-
HVSI, VIV B BBICIIIee eIMHCTBO CO3HaHMs, 00pasys
TaKVIM 00pa3oM IIOHSTHE, VI, HaKOHeIl, COOTHOCUT
oOpa3oBaHHBIe IOHSTHS C 1yBCTBEHHO BOCITPVIHVI-
MaeMBIMU IIpeMeTaMV, YTOOBI OTIINYUTD IPYT OT
ZipyTa oIpefielleHHbIe 1M Beln. VIMeHHO B TaKov
ZIesATeJIbHOCTU U COCTOUT, corytacHo Kpyry, cuH-
TeTdeckoe MpinuieHve (Krug, 1830, S. 65— 67):
«II03HaBaHMe, TI03TOMY, €CTh He YTO MHOe, KakK
oOpa3oBaHIMe 11 OTHeCceHWe MOHATUI K JaHHbBIM
IpeMeTaM, O1aromaps YeMy OHV OTJIMYAOTCS OT
IPyI¥X Kak omperesieHHble Bemm» (Ibid., S. 67—
68; cp.: B 102—104; KanT, 2006, c. 169—171).
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examines not analytically, simply as thinking
with its laws, but synthetically, as the thinking
of real objects. He examined analytical thinking
in the first volume of his System of Theoretical
Philosophy titled “The Doctrine of Thought,
or Logic” (1806). In it he points to the highest
material principle of theoretical philosophy:
the “1” is theoretically active (theoretisch thitig),
because it represents and cognises (Krug, 1806,
p. 6); as well as the highest formal principle
of theoretical philosophy: “All that absolutely
harmoniously fits into the possible system of
ideas and knowledge is true; all that does not
fit in, is false”® (ibid., pp. 7-8). Logic, according
to Krug, is a teaching on pure thinking and
its regularities. The capacity to think can also
be called understanding or reason, which are
broadly identical. Consequently, logic can
be defined as the science of rule-based use of
understanding and reason (ibid., p. 16, 20).

As for the activity of understanding,
metaphysics studies the method of thinking
real objects through concepts in accordance
with initial laws or forms of understanding
(cf. KrV, B 79-82; Kant, 1998, pp. 195—-197).
Receiving through the senses the multiplicity
of things in space and time, understanding
separates and distinguishes the characteristics
of sensually perceived things, reflects on
the revealed characteristics as belonging to
each other, combines them into a unity of
higher representation, or the highest unity of
consciousness to form a concept and, finally,
relates the concepts formed to sensually
perceived objects in order to distinguish things
it has determined from each other. Krug (1830,
pp. 65-67) describes this activity as synthetic
thinking: “cognition is thus nothing other than
the formation and attachment of concepts to
given things, owing to which they differ from

B “Was in ein mdgliches System absolut harmonischer
Vorstellungen und Erkenntnisse pafst, das ist wahr; was
nicht, unwahr.”
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JJ1s OTKpBITVS M3HAYaJIbHBIX (POPM MBIIILTe-
Husg Kpyr oOparraercs, xak 1 Kaut (B 95—107;
Kamnr, 2006, c. 161—173), x n3HavaIbHBIM pOpMaM
CYXKII€HWVI, TTOCKOJIBKY OHW JIOJDKHBI HaXOIWUTb-
Csl B CaMOM TOYHOM OTHOIIIEHUN K IepBOHaYaIb-
HBIM pacCyZOYHBIM MOHSATUAM, VIV KaTeropusiM
(Krug, 1830, S. 73), KOTOpBIe XapaKTepu3yIOTCH UM
KaK YWCThle, OOIIMe 1 HeoOXOIVMBble ITOHSITHS.
Haree Kpyr feaeT oroBopky, 4To 1o, Kareropu-
SIMM TIOHVMMAIOTCSI He TOJIBKO ITepBOHAYaIbHbIE
paccyziouHble TIOHSTHUS, HO ¥ BCe IepBOHAYaIb-
Hble IIpeMKaThl IIPeIMeTOB MO3HaHMs. Tak Xxe
Kak 1 B jioruke (cm.: Krug, 1806, S. 92—93), B me-
Tapr3vKe TOHSTUS IIPUMEHUTENIBHO K IIpeaMe-
TaM MOXKHO pacCMaTpVMBaTh C TOUYKY 3pEeHIS X KO-
JIV9eCcTBa, Ka4eCTBa, OTHOIIEHNS I MOHAIBHOCTH
(Krug, 1830, S. 75—76; cp.: B 105—108; Kant, 2006,
c. 171-175). 3pecy Kpyr ciiemyet 3a Tabrmiient Ka-
Teropuii KaHTa ¢ TOV pasHuULIeN, 4TO IIPUNCHIBa-
eT IIepBOVI KaTeropmy KadecTBa — peajIbHOCTI —
Oostee BBICOKOE [IOCTOVMHCTBO IIO OTHOIIEHUIO K
npyrum Kareropusm (Krug, 1830, S. 78), mockois-
KY, KaK ObIJIO TIOKa3aHO BBbIIIIE, MBI, 110 KpyTy, Bcer-
7la TIpefTioyiaraeM peasIbHOCTh IIPeIMeTOB IT03Ha-
HUS VI BCer[ia MM IIpeuIpyeM 3Ty peasbHOCTh
KaK (pyHIaMeHTaIbHBIN IIpeaynKar B MbIcin. Crie-
ZIOBaTeJIbHO, B CUCTEMATMYeCKOV TeOpMM IT03Ha-
BaterrbHOM criocobHOocT (Theorie des Erkennt-
nissvermaogens) KaTeropwsi peajbHOCTU AO/DKHa
IIpe/IIecTBOBaTh BCeM APYIMM ¥ ObITh IOCTaBJle-
Ha BBIITIe OCTAJIBHBIX KaTeropmi Kak Iiepsasi, Win
nepsuuHasi, kareropus (Ibid., S. 26—-27).

Pasym (Vernunft) Kpyr ompenessger xax crio-
COOHOCTB TTO3HaBATh M3 IIPUHIINIIOB, VJIN VCKATh
yCJI0BUSL 111 JAHHOTO OOYCJIOBJIEHHOI'O, TO €CTh
vcKkaTe Oe3yciiosHoe, 1 Abcostrot (Ibid., S. 169—
170; cp.: B 355—356; Kant, 2006, c. 461—463). Ab-
COJIIOT He JjaH B OIIbITe, II03TOMY, 110 MbIciu Kpy-
ra, pasyM J0J/DKeH wcciiefioBaTb AOCoIoT B cebe 11
uepes cebs. Y Kpyra pasym mpercraer Kak cBoe-
00pa3HBIN MCTOYHVK BO3MOXKHBIX IIPEJICTaBIIeHNT
VI 3HAHVV, HE3aBVICVIMBIVI OT BCSIKOTO OITBhITa, CJIe-
JIOBaTEJIBHO, OH MOXKET OBbITh Ha3BaH YVCTHIM TeO-

other things as definite things”'* (ibid., pp. 67-
68; cf. KrV, B 102-104; Kant, 1998, pp. 210—211).

To discover primary forms of thinking
Krug, like Kant (KrV, B 95-107; Kant, 1998,
pp. 206-213) turns to the initial forms of
judgments since they should correlate exactly
with the primary concepts of understanding,
or categories (Krug, 1830, p. 73), which he
describes as pure, general and necessary
concepts. Krug makes the reservation that by
categories he means not only primary concepts
of understanding but all the primary predicates
of the objects of cognition. Like in logic (see
Krug, 1806, pp. 92-93), metaphysics can study
objects in terms of their quantity, quality and
relations to modality (Krug, 1830, pp. 75-76;
cf. KrV, B 105-108; Kant, 1998, pp. 211-214).
Here Krug (1830, p. 78) follows Kant’s table
of categories, except that he ascribes to the
first category of quality — reality — higher
value than to other categories, because, as has
been pointed out above, we always posit the
reality of the objects of cognition and always
predicate their reality as the fundamental
predicate of thought. Consequently, in the
systematic theory of cognitive capacity (Theorie
des Erkenntnissvermdgens) the category of reality
must precede all the other categories and must
be put above the other categories as the first or
primary category (ibid., pp. 26-27).

Krug defines reason (Vernunft) as the
capacity to cognise from principles, or to
inspect conditions for a given conditioned,
i.e. to search for the unconditional, or the
Absolute (ibid., pp. 169-170; cf. KrV, B 355-
356, Kant, 1998, pp. 387 —388). The Absolute
is not given in experience, such that reason
should explore the Absolute within itself
and through itself. For Krug reason is, as it
were, a source of possible representations and
knowledge independent from any experience,

““Das Erkennen ist daher nichts anders als ein Bilden und
Beziehen von Begriffen auf gegebne Gegenstinde, wodurch sie
als bestimmte Dinge von andern unterschieden werden.”
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PeTUYecKMM pa3yMoM, a IIOHATHS, K KOTOPbIM OH
IIPUBOONT, — YMCTBIMY HOHATUAMN pasyMa, VI
TpaHCIeHIeHTAJIBHBIMIY ViiesiMiL. XOTsI VeV eCTh
He UTO VTHO€, KaK BO3BeJIeHHBIe B CTelleHb 0e3yciIoB-
HOCTM KaTeropmy, pasHMIIa MeXy HUMW COCTO-
UT B TOM, YTO IOCIJIETHIIE OTHOCATCS K IIpeMeTaM
BO3MOXKHOTO OITBITa, B TO BpeMsi KaK IlepBble — K
Abcormroty. Ho BMecTe ¢ TeM j1r00ast OIBITKA MBIC-
7MTh AGCOITIOT KaK ITpeIMeT HeBO3MOXKHa Oe3 pac-
cypounbix kareropum (Krug, 1830, S. 174—175; cp.:
B 380—385; Kaur, 2006, c. 489—495).

J1714 TIoVCKa 11 oITpeiesieH sl YMCThIX Uelt pas-
yMa Kpyr oTTajKmBaeTcs OT B3alIMOCBSI3VI MeX-
Iy dopMaMy yMO3aK/IIOYeHMs pa3yMa KaK JIOTM-
YecKOVI CLIOCOOHOCTM ¥ YMCTBIMU MAeSIMU pasyMa
KakK MeTadrzmdeckon criocobHocTn. Takmm oOpa-
30M, HeMeLIKUTI (pryIocod yKasbiBaeT Ha IICHXO0JI0-
TMYecKYIo MIelo (MIek0 A1), KOCMOJIOTMYecKyIo
mzero (MIIero Mypa Kak I1eJI0T0) VI TeOJIOIMUYeCKy o
uneto (naeto o boxectse) (Krug, 1830, S. 176 —177).
[TocpercTBOM WMIIeVi YUCTBIVE Pa3yM HPUBOLUT
B CHUCTeMY BCe CBOV ITO3HaHWM:, HauMHas OT IIO-
3HaHMS ce0s, Oyl K MO3HAaHUIO MUpPa, a depes
Hero — K Ilepsocymectsy. ComepxaHue wmpen,
oTMeuaeT PriIocod, Mo CBOeMY XapaKTepy CBepX-
YyBCTBEHHOE, 3HAYNT, VJIeV CYyTh HOyMeHBI U HU-
KaKoe 3HaHMe O 0e3yCJIOBHOM B CTPOIOM CMBICITE
HEBO3MOXKHO, TaK ke KaK HeBO3MOXHO JOKa3aThb
IIOCPEICTBOM CIIEKYJISIINI HY OOBeKTMBHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTB TPAHCILIEHICHTAIBHBIX VIIeVI, HVI TO, UYTO
Ve — «XVIMepbl, KOTOPBIM BOOOIIe HIYEro He
cooTBeTCTBYeT, Kpome MbIcin» (Ibid., S. 181; cp.:
B 390—-394; Kanr, 2006, c. 501—-505). B utore o
CBEPXYYBCTBEHHOM MBI He MOXKeM HIUero 3HaTh,
HO MBI MOXeM, corsiacHo Kpyry, BepuTh B cBepx-
YyBCTBEHHOE Ha CYOBEKTVBHBIX ITPaKTMYeCKIX
OCHOBaHMSIX, TO €CTh C MOPAJIBHOV yBePEeHHOCTHIO
(Krug, 1830, S. 179—181; cp.: B 825—828; KaHT,
2006, c. 1003—1007).

Ha ocHoBaHWMM HpecTaBIIeHHBIX BBIIIE VICTO-
PUKO-PMIIOcOPCKIMX OIIEHOK, a Takke aHasIu3a
KOHIIEMIINY TPaHCIEeHIeHTaJIbHOTO CHHTETM3Ma
Kpyra MoXHO cziesiaTh BEIBOJL O TOM, UTO €T0 Teope-
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hence it can be called pure theoretical reason
and the concepts it leads to can be called pure
concepts of reason, or transcendental ideas.
Although ideas are just categories elevated to
the degree of unconditionality, the difference
between them is that the latter are objects of
possible experience whereas the former are the
Absolute. At the same time no attempt to think
the Absolute as an object is possible without
the categories of understanding (Krug, 1830,
pp- 174-175; cf. KrV, B 380-385; Kant, 1998,
pp. 400 —403).

To search and define pure ideas of reason
Krug proceeds from the interconnection
between the forms of inferences of reason
as a logical faculty and pure ideas of reason
as a metaphysical faculty. Thus he identifies
the psychological idea (the idea of the soul),
the cosmological idea (the idea of the world
as a whole) and the theological idea (the
idea of Deity) (Krug, 1830, pp. 176-177).
Through ideas pure reason systematises all
its knowledge, starting from knowledge of
itself, the soul, knowledge of the world and
through it, the First entity. The content of ideas,
Krug argues, is essentially supra-sensual, so
ideas are noumena and no knowledge of the
unconditional in the strict sense is possible, just
as it is impossible to prove by speculation the
objective significance of transcendental ideas
and that ideas are “chimeras to which nothing
corresponds except thought”® (ibid., p. 181; cf.
KrV, B 390-394; Kant, 1998, pp. 405-407). As a
result, we cannot know anything about the
supra-sensual, but we can, according to Krug
(1830, pp. 179-181), believe in the supra-sensual
on subjective practical grounds, i.e. with moral
conviction (cf. KrV, B 825-828; Kant, 1998,
pp. 673-674).

The above historical-philosophical assess-
ments and the analysis of Krug’'s concept

1541...] es seien jene ldeen nichts als Schimdren, denen gar
nichts aufSer dem blofen Gedanken entspreche.”
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TdecKas dpwiocodrs MpUHMMaeT BO BHUMaHMe
PAIL TOJIOKEHWMV KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHCIIeHeHTa-
JIM3Ma, HO Ga3oBas IIpeIrochlIKa BCe JKe BBIXOAUT
3a paMKM Y4YeHUs KEHUTCOeprcKoro MbICIITe-
ng. KaHTmaHcKasg cocTaB/IsolIasi cocpernoTode-
Ha IIperMYyIecTBeHHO B OoJjlee IO3AHMX Tpydax
Kpyra 11 kacaeTcst yueHms1 00 anipropHbIX popMax
4yBCTBEHHOCTH, PaccyIKa U TeOPeTIIecKOro pas-
yMa, B TO BpeMsI Kak B Oojlee paHHen «DyHaaMeH-
TaJIbHOM (prstocodmm», IJie BIIepBble IIpelyIokeHa
KOHIIETIIVIS
Ma», OOHapPyXMBaIOTCs gBHBIE CJIefbl BOIbUaH-
CKOVI SMIIMpHYecKom Icmxosornm (cm.: JKydxos,
2001, c. 19) u ycraHOBOK brmsIocodpmmt 34paBOro
CMBICJIa. DTO IIPOSBIIsieTCs IIpeX[e BCero B OIo-
pe dwtocodcKkoro cozHaHMs Ha CaMOOUYeBVIHBIe
daxTel co3HaHMH, IJII KOTOPOro aOCOIIOTHBIM
npeziesioM priocodcTBOBaHMS BBICTyIIaeT M3Ha-
JaJIbHBIVI CMHTe3 MBIIITIeHns 1 0T [Tpu aTom,
cortacHO Kpyry, B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM CHTe3e
Hnpu3HaTCs 0e3 Kakmx-JImbo J10Ka3aTeJIbCTB TpU
«HEeOOXOIVIMBIX» U «eCTeCTBEHHBIX» YOeXKIeHVs: B
VieaJIbHOM OBITVV, B peajIbHOM OBITUM U B OOIII-
HOCTM Mexay HuMu. Takowt B3IIsAd, IIpelcTas-
JISIIOLIVVI B KAHTOBCKOV II€PCIIEKTVBE [I0rMYy, He-
IpUTONHYIO 111 crieKysisituu (B 765—766; Kanr,
2006, c. 71), obycrosiieH TeM, yTo Kpyr momerria-
eT dwiocodcKoe co3HaHVE B T'PaHUIIBI SMIIVPU-
ygeckoro «fI». TakuM obpaszoMm, MeXy paHHUMU U
Gostee mosnHMMM B3riggamu Kpyra nmeercs gB-
HOe pacxoXkJleHue: ycTaHOBUB B «DyH/1aMeHTaIb-
HOM (prytocodpmm» abCOMIOTHYIO T'paHUIly PuTo-
codCcTBOBaHMS JAHHBIM B «f» criHTE30M OBITHS U
MBIIIUIEHNS, OH B Oojlee MO3THMX paboTax CTpe-
MUTCS VCCJIEZIOBATh alpyopHble (POpMBI ITO3Ha-
HMs IOCPeICTBOM aHasIu3a OIIbITa, Wi (PaKTOB
CO3HaHM:I, KOTOPbIe TI0 OIpeJIeIeHNIO CITyYaiiHbl
" He 00amaroT BCeOOIIHOCTBIO M HeoOXOoMMO-
cTrio. bortee Toro, Kpyr sBHO BBIXOOWT 3a paMKU
KaHTOBCKOTO MOHMMaHMs MeTadu3MKM KaK Hay-
KV, KOTOPYIO COCTaBJIAIOT CHMHTETUYeCKIe II0JI0-
XeHms a priori (B 18; Tam ke, c. 71). B aTom ot-
HOILIeH BITIOJIHe cITpaBesyivBa olleHKa K. Kénke:

«TPaHCHEHIEHTa/IbHOI'O CUMHTETN3-
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of transcendental synthetism warrant the
conclusion that although his theoretical
philosophy does take into account some
provisions of Kantian transcendentalism, his
basic premise goes beyond the framework
of Kant’s doctrine. The Kantian component
is concentrated mainly in Krug's later works
and is connected with the doctrine of a priori
forms of sensibility, understanding and
theoretical reason. Meanwhile, his earlier work,
Fundamental Philosophy, in which the concept
of “transcendental synthetism” first appears,
reveals clear traces of Wolffian empirical
psychology (see Zhuchkov, 2001, p. 19) and
the principles of the philosophy of common
sense. This shows first and foremost in the
reliance of philosophical consciousness on self-
evident facts of consciousness for which the
initial synthesis of thought and being is the
absolute limit of philosophising. On Krug’s
view, transcendental synthesis accepts without
any proof three “necessary” and “natural”
convictions: the ideal being, real being and
the link between them. This view, which in
the Kantian perspective is a dogma that is not
subject to speculation (KrV, B 765-766; Kant,
1998, pp. 642-643), stems from the fact that
Krug places philosophical consciousness within
the empirical “I”. This shows the difference
between Krug's earlier and later views: having
drawn, in Fundamental Philosophy, an absolute
boundary of philosophising in the synthesis of
being and thought within “I”, in his later works
he tries to explore a priori forms of cognition by
analysing experience, or facts of consciousness
which are, by definition, random and are
neither universal nor necessary. Moreover,
Krug obviously goes beyond the framework of
the Kantian view of metaphysics as a science
constituted by synthetic a priori propositions
(KrV, B 18; Kant, 1998, p. 145). One can
go along with Koehnke (1991, p. 43) who
wrote that Krug did not need a theory of the



Kpyry He TpeboBasiach Teopyis BOSMOKHOCTM, VIV
IPaHMUIl, IO3HAHWS, a ero «y4eHue O ITO3HaAHWI»
(Erkenntnislehre) He siBiigeTcsi «Teopmen mo3Ha-
Hus» (Erkenntnistheorie) (Kohnke, 1991, p. 43).
Bmecte ¢ Tem Kpyr paspesisier KaHTOBCKMV B3IJIS]]
Ha HeII03HaBaeMOCTh Belllelt caMumx I1o cebe (B 66;
Kawnr, 2006, c. 127) v HEeBO3MOXHOCTH ITO3HAHWS
IIOCPEeICTBOM VeVl YMCTOTO TeOPeTMUYeCcKOro pas-
yMa, 00JIacTh MpVIMeHeHMsI KOTOPbIX — IIPaKTH-
yeckmy MHTepec (cM.: B 825; Tam xe, c. 1001).

Mpen Kpyra B 1eknmsix no metadpusmnke
Kynpssuesa-Ilinaronosa

3nakoMcTBOo Kynpsisiiea ¢ dutocodpckmmm
B3rggamMu Kpyra yxoguT KOpHSMU ellle B TOJIbl
ero obyuenms (1848 —1852) B MOCKOBCKOVI [Ty XOB-
Ho akazmemuu (gastee — MJIA). Tlo xpavizen
Mepe B HeM3[JaHHbBIX pykonucsax Kynpssiiesa, oT-
HOCHIIIVIXCSL K paHHEMY Ieprofly ero IperofaBa-
TEIbCKOV JIesTeIbHOCT B MJIA, MOXHO HamTH
He TOJIbKO yrioMmHaHus camoro Kpyra, Ho m 13J10-
KeHMe ero mzert. Peub mieT o KOHCIIeKTe JIeKIINII
1o MeTadm3VKe, XpaHAIIeMcsl B OT/esle pyKOMu-
cev1 Poccuiickovt rocyiapcTBeHHOM OMOIMOTeKN B
BUle IBYX MaHYcKpunTos: 1) «Jlekuym 1o mera-
Jusuxke 1854»; 2) «"AHayMTIKa 4yBCTBEHHOTO I10-
3HaHMA", “AHaJINTMKA PacCyAOYHOrO IO3HaHMA,
“AHarMTMIKa YMCTBEHHOIO MO3HaHMSA — Kypc
ek 1854, 1856, 1874».

«JIexim o MeTadpm3VIKe» MPEACTaBIIAIOT CO-
Oor1 ITporTeNIeBTIYeCKMUTI MaTepyiasl 11718 BCero Kyp-
ca B Buje 4deTblpex 3aHATUINL. [lepBble qBa mocss-
IIIeHBI BOIIPOCaM O TOM, YTO Takoe dntocodrs,
KaKOBO ee 3HaueHMe B Poccun u 3a pybexxoM, 4To
TaKoe VICTMHA ¥ 4TO TaKoe MeTadu3lKa, a TpeTbe
U YeTBepToe — paszdbopy driocodpckoro morma-
TW3Ma, 3paBOrO CMBbIC/IA, CKeNITUIIM3Ma, KPUTK-
LI13Ma ¥ B3aIMOOTHOIIIEH Vs peaIbHOTO U ViflealTb-
Horo. 31eck KynpssrieB HeOITHOKpaTHO CChbIIAeTCS
Ha «DyHmameHnTabHYyI0 driocoduro» Kpyra,
TOUHee, Ha Haparpad u3 «ydeHus o Hadajax» O
pasmunm Mexay dniocodert 1 «odImM pasy-
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possibility or boundaries of cognition and that
his “doctrine of cognition” (Erkenntnislehre), is
not “a theory of cognition” (Erkenntnistheorie).
At the same time Krug shares Kant’s view on
unknowability of things in themselves (KrV,
B 66; Kant, 1998, p. 188) and on impossibility
of cognition through ideas of pure theoretical
reason whose area of relevance is practical
interest (see KrV, B 825; Kant, 1998, p. 673).

Krug’s Ideas in Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s
Lectures on Metaphysics

Kudryavtsev’s first exposure to the
philosophical views of Krug goes back to the
years of his study at the Moscow Theological
Academy (elsewhere MTA) (1848 —1852). At
least his unpublished manuscripts belonging
to the early period of his teaching at the
MTA contain references to and renderings
of his ideas. The reference here is to the notes
of lectures on metaphysics available at the
manuscript department of the Russian State
Library in the shape of two manuscripts:
1) “Lectures on Metaphysics 1854”; and
2) “Analytics of Sensual Cognition, Analytics
of Understanding Cognition and Analytics of

Intellectual Cognition — Course of Lectures
1854, 1856 and 1874”.
“Lectures on Metaphysics” constitute

propaedeutic material for the entire course
in the shape of four classes. The first two are
devoted to the questions ‘what is philosophy’,
‘what is its significance in Russia and beyond’,
‘what is truth” and ‘what is metaphysics’, and
the third and fourth classes are devoted to
philosophical dogmatism, common sense,
scepticism, criticism and the relation between
the real and the ideal. Here Kudryavtsev
refers more than once to Krug’'s Fundamental
Philosophy, specifically to the paragraph from
the “teaching on first principles” about the
difference between philosophy and “common
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Mom» (Kynpssries-ITiaronos, 1854, i1. 24; cp.: Krug,
1803, S. 168), Ha cTpaHUIIEI ¢ IIUTaTaMu 13 Drix-
Te (Kynpsisres-ITinaronos, 1854, 1. 28—29; Krug,
1803, S. 117, 122) u1, ri1aBHOe, Ha KOHIIENIINIO Pn-
710cOPCKOTO, MIIV TPAHCIIEHAEeHTAJIBHOIO, CHTe-
tusMa Kpyra (Kyapssres-IIiatonos, 1854, 1. 32).
Taxoke pycckmit dpvtocod ccpitaeTcs Ha pasziesisl
«YueHms 0 MeTOne» 13 Tov e paboTsl Kpyra, Kor-
71a 3aXOIUT peub 00 olIIMX Hadatax dprstocodmn,
B YacTHOCTU O dwiocodpckoM gormarmsme (Tam
xe, 11. 20; cp.: Krug, 1803, S. 305) 1 o ckenTuiisme
(Kynpssues-I1imaTonos, 1854, 11. 26; cp.: Krug, 1803,
S. 308). BmecTe ¢ TeM Orvke K KOHITY PYKOIMCH
BCTpeYaroTcsl HesBHBIE OTCBUIKM KO 2-My TOMY
«Cucremsl TeopeTmueckon dpuiocodpum» Kpyra. B
YaCTHOCTWY, peub MaeT 00 MCTOpuY TEPMIMHA «Me-
Tadpm3mKa», pasaereHny MeTapM3MKM Ha YMUCTYIO
VI IPUKJIAZIHYIO, @ TaKXXe 00 MMeHOBaHMI YMCTOM
MeTadpV3MKM YIeHVeM O TIO3HaHWM U B TO e Bpe-
M OHTOJIOTVEV, TIOTOMY YTO IIOCJIeAHSIS 3aHsTa
VICCJIEMOBAHVIEM CAMOVI CIIOCOOHOCTV IO3HAHWIS
(Kygpssues-IlinaTonos, 1854, 1. 34—35; cp.: Krug,
1830, S. 3—4, 16, 19).

OtnocutennbHO  PMIIOCOPCKOro  CMHTETM3Ma
KympsiBlLieB nminetT, uTo B HEM IepBOHauYasIbHBIM
IIPVHIIVIIOM IT0jIaraeTcsi paKT caMOCO3HaHMs, KO-
TOpPOe eCTh HavaJIo BCSIKOTO ITO3HAHIS 11, B YaCTHO-
cTn, Metadpmsukm. [Tocpencrsom anasmsa Harero
IIO3HAHMS MBI OOHaApyXVBaeM B HEM TpU KOpeH-
HbIX yOexneHMs, WIM Hadala, He TpeOyrommx
HMKaKOro JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa: CyIlecTBOBaHME Ha-
IIIeTO «s», CyIlleCTBOBaHMe «He-s» ¥ CyIlecTBOBa-
HVie OTHOIIEeHNS MeXTY «si» 1 «He-si». [TociieqHim
yOexaeHneM yTBepXaaeTcs HAeVICTBUTEIbHOCTD
Hamtero nosHanus (Kyngpssues-IlnaTonos, 1854,
71. 32). Hasiblile pycckui ¢pviiocod oTMedaeT, uTo
B IIPeJICTaB/IeHHBIX Havajlax 4ero-To HeI0CTaeT, a
VIMEHHO 0oJIee BBICOKOI'O BceoOIero, HeoOXOmi-
MOT'O ¥ HeCOMHEHHOT 0 111 prII0codpCKOro ro3Ha-
HMS Hadasla, YeM HeIIOCpelICTBeHHOe yOexIeHve
(Tam xe, 1. 33). B ;1060M ciTygae HeOOXOAVIMO CHa-
YJajla OTTaJIKMBAThCS OT IIepBOHAYaIBHBIX (hak-
TOB CO3HaHWS, KOTOpBIe IOJDKHBI CTaTh IIpeaMe-
TOM PWIOCOPCKOro M3ydeHUs (KPUTUIECKOro
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reason” (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 24; cf. Krug,
1803, p. 168), the pages with quotations from
Fichte (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 28, 29; Krug,
1803, p. 117, 122), and most importantly, Krug’s
concept of philosophical, or transcendental
synthetism (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 32). The
Russian philosopher also refers to sections
from “The Doctrine of Method” from the
same work of Krug when he speaks about the
general principles of philosophy, in particular
about philosophical dogmatism (ibid., sheet
20; c¢f. Krug, 1803, p. 305) and about scepticism
(Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 26; cf. Krug, 1803,
p- 308). At the same time closer to the end
of the manuscript oblique references crop
up to the second volume of Krug’'s System of
Theoretical Philosophy. In particular, they have to
do with the history of the term metaphysics, the
division of metaphysics into pure and applied,
as well as the naming of pure metaphysics as
a doctrine of cognition and at the same time as
ontology because the latter explores the faculty
of cognition (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 34-35; cf.
Krug, 1830, pp. 3-4, 16, 19).

As regards philosophical synthetism,
Kudryavtsev writes that its primary principle
is the fact of self-consciousness which is
the beginning of all cognition, including
metaphysics. Analysing our cognition we find
three root convictions, or principles, which
need no proof: the existence of our “I”, the
existence of “non-I” and the existence of the
relation between “I” and “non-1”. The last
principle affirms the reality of our cognition
(ibid., sheet 32). Next, Kudryavtsev notes that
something is missing in the above principles,
namely, the universal which is necessary
and indisputable for philosophical cognition,
a principle that is higher than any specific
conviction (ibid., sheet 33). In any case it is
necessary to begin with the primary facts of
consciousness which should be the subject



pasbopa). CooTBeTCTBEHHO, HEOOXOIMMO OIperie-
JINTH, 9TO HETIOCPEICTBEHHO IIPMHA/JIEXNUT IIep-
BOHAUaJIbHO, allpMOPHO HaIlleMy «s»;, YTO TaKoe
IIO3HAHVE, KAaKOBO OTHOIIIEHVIE 3aKOHOB HAIIIero
MBIIIUIEHMS 1 3aKOHOB ObITHsL. IlomoOHast MeTozmo-
jlormyeckas ycraHoska y Kyzmpssiiesa accormmpy-
eTCsl ¢ KPUTUIIM3MOM 1, TI0 MHeHMIo dwtocoda,
TI03BOJISIET TIEPENITH K IIOCTPOEHMIO TIOJIOXKITE b~
Hom MeTadpmsuku (Tam xe, 11. 33—34). Cucremy Ta-
komt MeTacpmsukm KympsiBlieB mpefijiaraeT Ha3BaThb
OOBEKTMBHBIM W/IeajIn3MOM, IIOCKOJIBKY OHa He
OIPaHMYMBAETCA TOJIBKO CYOBEKTMBHO-M/IeaIb-
HOVI IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTBIO, HO IIPV3HAEeT MIeasIn3M
TIeVICTBUTEIIBHBIM JIJIsI OOBeKTMBHOIO MIMpa U CTa-
paeTcs HaMTU CBsI3b M €IVHCTBO MeXIy peaib-
HBIM U neabHbIM (TaMm xe, 71. 34).

Yactps dwtocodpckoro Io3HaHMS, 3aHMMAIO-
Iasicsl TIOVICKOM OCHOBHBIX Hadasl MBIIIUIeHS
¥ ObITIS, @ TaKXKe OIperlesIeHVeM VX B3alIMOOT-
HOIIIeHMsI, MOXeT ObITh Ha3BaHa, cortacHo Ky-
IpsIBLIEBY, YMCTOV MeTadM3MKOV 1100, COrIacHO
VICTOYHVIKY, 113 KOTOPOT'O OHA 3aVIMCTBYeT CBOV ITO-
3HaHVs, CyOBbeKTUBHOV MeTaU3MKONL. DTa JacTh
MeTapM3MKY, IUIIeT pycckuit dpustocod, mmeer
pas3yuHble Ha3BaHVS: OHTOJIOIMSI, THOCEOJIOT IS,
«Kputuka uncroro pasyma» y Kanra, «/lormka»
y Terens, nHa nonsax KynpsBiieB Takke IIpUBOAUT
TepMuH, BcTpedarommiics y Kpyra: «reine Erken-
ntnislehre» («y4eHue o uMcTOM IO3HAHWUWM»), HO
caM pycckum dpuitocod ocTaHaBiIMBaeTcss Ha Oo-
Jlee yIIOTpeOMTeIbHOM Ha3BaHUM — «OHTOJIOTVASI».
Hpyrasg dwacTb MeTadm3MKM, XapaKTepumsyeMas
KaK IIpUKJIaJHas, MM OObeKTVBHAS, IMeeT CBO-
VIM TIpeIMeTOM 1ziet0 AOCOITIOTHOTO B ee IIPOosiBIIe-
HUW B JEVICTBUTEJIBHOM MUpe W IO pas/iesiseTcs
Ha ecTeCcTBeHHOe OorocsioBue (yueHue ob Abco-
JIIOTHOM CaMOM B ce0e), ITHEBMATOJIOTMIO (YUueHe
0 TIposiBIIeHVV AGCOJTIOTHOT'O B Iy XOBHOM MMpe) 11
KOCMOJIOTMIO (YUeHUe O IIposiBIeHn 1 AOCOTIOTHO-
ro B uyBcTBeHHOM Mupe) (Tam xe).

Hebe3piaTepecHo u To, uto Kympssiies B «Jlek-
HIMSAX 10 MeTapm3MKe» eOVHOXAbl YIIOMMHAeT
VI BUTHEVIINX IIPeACcTaBuUTesIeVl ITOT/IaHICKOM
IIKOJIBI 34paBoro cmeiciia — T. Pupa, [Ix. burTn,
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of philosophical study (critical scrutiny).
Accordingly, it is first necessary to determine
what belongs to the “I” a priori; what is
cognition and what is the relationship between
the laws of our thought and the laws of being.
Kudryavtsev believes that this methodological
approach, associated with criticism, makes it
possible to start building positive metaphysics
(ibid., sheets 33-34). He suggests calling such
metaphysics objective idealism, because it
is not limited to subjective-ideal reality, but
recognises idealism as real for the objective
world and tries to find a connection and unity
between the real and the ideal (ibid., sheet 34).
The part of philosophical knowledge dealing
with the search for the basic principles of
thought and being, as well as the definition of
the relationship between them may, according
to Kudryavtsev, be called pure metaphysics
in accordance with the source from which
it draws knowledge, subjective
metaphysics. This part of metaphysics,
writes the Russian philosopher, has various
appellations: ontology, epistemology, Critique
of Pure Reason with Kant, Logic with Hegel.
On the margins he mentions Krug’s term reine
Erkenntnislehre (doctrine of pure cognition),
but he himself settles for the more frequent
term “ontology”. The other part of metaphysics
characterised as applied or objective, is
engaged with the idea of the Absolute and
its manifestation in the real world. It is

its i.e.

subdivided into natural theology (teaching on
the Absolute in itself), pneumatology (teaching
on the manifestation of the Absolute in the
spiritual world) and cosmology (teaching on
the manifestation of the Absolute in the sensual
world) (ibid.).

It is worth noting that Kudryavtsev in
“Lectures on Metaphysics” mentions (once)
prominent representatives of the Scottish
school of common sense, Thomas Reid, James
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k. OcBanpra, . Crioapra (Tam xe, 1. 22) — B
KOHTeKCTe paccykiaeHun o dpniocodmm «obIero
CMBICJIa», KOTOPBIVI OH OIlpefiesisgeT KaK «dyBCTBO
VICTVIHBI, O0Illee BCeM JIIOIISIM VUIN. .. DoJIblent ya-
CTVL VIX», VIJIVI «BCEOOIIITI pasym», CITy Kamim Kpu-
TepuieM O4eBUIHOCTU M JocToBepHOCcTH (Tam xe).
ITpn aToM pycckum dpmtocod oTMedaeT SBHBIN
«aHTUPWIOCOPCKNUI XapaKTep» TaKOro HallpaB-
neHus. B dpuitocodun smpasoro cMmbiciia, OuIneT
Kynpssiies, oOrivie Hauasia, a BMeCTe ¢ HYMV 3aKO-
HBI TIO3HAHMS U OBITUS OTKPBIBAIOTCS He IIPY TI0-
MOILIIV HeTIOCPeIICTBEHHBIX ITpeICTaBIeHnI U JTaH-
HBIX (PaKTOB, a TOCPEACTBOM YOeXKIeHVI 3[PaBOro
cMbicia. Ho camm yGexxieHns 30paBoro cMbIciia,
B CBOIO O4epejlb, IIPeJICTaBJIAI0T TaKXXe HepelleH-
Hyto 1mpobremy (Tam xe, 1. 22—23) 11, IO MHEHMIO
pycckoro dpwiocoda, He SIBIAIOTCS HavaIoM Bce-
obmm u 6e3ycsioBHO-MCTUHHBIM (Tam xe, 1. 24).
BriocsiesicTBum IpesicTaBiieHHBIV pa3dbop u-
710copuM 3APABOrO CMBIC/IA TIOIYUUT OTpakKeHvie
B cTatbe Kypssiiesa «O6 ocHOBHBIX Hadasiax pu-
socodckoro nosHaHus» (1885). 3mech pycckmi
dunrocod Takke BBICTyIIaeT C KPUTUKOV OCHOB-
HOro IIpMHIIMIIA 3paBOro CMBICJIa — IIPUHIIN-
I1a 4yBCTBa, VIV Bephl, Kak pyHIaMeHTa 3HaHWs,
OCHOBHBIM BBbIpasuTejleM KOTOPOro OH Ha3bIBaeT
@.T. Sxobn (1743—1819) (Kympssues-I1naToHoB,
1914a, c. 21—22). B pesyibraTe aHajn3a KiItoue-
BBIX YCTaHOBOK prtocodpmm 3apaBoro cMbicia Ky-
IpsABLIEB IIPUXOOUT K BBIBOIY, YTO Hauasla 37pa-
BOTO CMBICJIa He MOTYT OBITh IIPM3HAHBEI CTPOTO
Hay4HBIMM IIPUHITUIaMMU PYII0cOdCKOro Mo3Ha-
HMs, Bedb I II0C/Ie[IHer0 HeoOXOIMMO paliuo-
HastbHOe obocHoBaHMe (TaMm xe, c. 27—29).
Crenyromiast pyKonmch «/AHaJIMTIKa YyBCTBEH-
HOro Io3HaHMs”, “AHaJINTMKA PacCyIOYHOrO IIO-
3HaHMs” ¥ “AHaJIMTVIKa YMCTBEHHOrO TIO3HaHMA »
ABJIIeTCSL TPONOJDKeHNMeM Kypca IIo MeTadpusu-
ke (cMm.: Poxwm, 202506, c. 32) n nocssiiieHa THOCe-
OJIOTMYeCKON ITpo0sieMaTiKe, KOTOpas, COIVIaCHO
paHee pPacCMOTPEHHOV PYKOIMCK, OTHOCUTCH K
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Beattie, John Oswald, Dugald Stewart (ibid.,
sheet 22) when discussing the philosophy
of “common sense” which he defines as
“a sense of truth common to all people or
[...] most of them”, or “universal reason”
which serves as a criterion of veracity and
authenticity (ibid.). Kudryavtsev notes the
obvious “anti-philosophical character” of
this trend. The common sense philosophy, he
writes, discovers the general principles and
the laws of cognition and being, not through
immediate representations and factual data,
but through the judgments of common sense.
But the common sense judgments, in turn, are
problematic (ibid., sheets 22-23) and are not
universal and patently right (ibid., sheet 24).

The above analysis of common sense
philosophy would later be reflected in
Kudryavtsev’s article “On the Main Principles
of Philosophical Cognition” (1885). The article
is also critical of the main principle of common
sense, i.e. the principle of feeling, or faith as the
foundation of knowledge, naming Friedrich
Heinrich Jacobi (1743—1819) as the main
representative of that trend (Kudryavtsev,
1914a, pp. 21-22). On the basis of his analysis of
the key principles of the common sense school
Kudryavtsev concludes that these principles
cannot be seen as rigorous scientific principles
of philosophical knowledge, for the latter calls
for a rational grounding (ibid., pp. 27-29).

The next
Sensuous

of
of
Understanding Cognition” and “Analytics

manuscript, “Analytics

Cognition”, “Analytics
of Rational Cognition” is a continuation of
the metaphysics course (see Rozhin, 2025b,
p- 32) and is devoted to epistemological
problems which, in accordance with the
manuscript considered above, pertain to pure
metaphysics. The text of the manuscript was



uncTovt MeTadmsuke. TekcT MaHyCKpHIITa HEOTHO-
KpaTHO pellaKTMpOoBasiCs aBTOPOM, Ha YTO yKasbl-
BaIOT COOTBETCTBYIOIIMe 3amvcy B pykormcn (Ky-
npssues-I iaronos, 1854—1874, 1. 38, 105). 3mecs,
HeCMOTPsI Ha OOJIBITIVIVE TI0 CpaBHEHMIO ¢ «Jlekmy-
SIMU TI0 MeTadm3VKe» 00BbeM, BCTPedaeTcsl BCEro
HEeCKOJIBKO CChUIOK Ha Kpyra: BHOBb Ha CTpaHMILY
3 «DyHmaMeHTaIbHOM ytocodmm» C IIUTaTON
3 Ouxre (Tam xe, 11. 76; cp.: Krug, 1803, S. 122) n
Ha 2-1 ToM «CucTeMbl TeopeTHUdecKo ¢uIoco-
dvm» (Kyapssues-Iinatonos, 1854 —1874, 11. 22, 27),
B YaCTHOCTM Ha pasjesl Iop HasaHmeM «Crcre-
MaTidecKoe IIpeficTaBjieHVe BceX KaTeropui 1 X
CTIEIICTBUIL — MaTeMaTWYecKMX ¥ OVHAMIUYECKIX
Kareropui» (cm.: Krug, 1830, S. 84), a Taxxke Ha pac-
cyxneHuss Kpyra o cxemarmsMe M TpaHCLIEHZIeH-
TasIbHOM BooOpaskeHmm (cM.: Ibid., S. 91—94).

[TprmeyaTesTbHO 1 TO, UTO Ha3BaHVe PyKOMVICH
Kynpsisriepa 0:1113K0 coBIT1ajiaeT c Ha3BaHMSAMM pas-
ZleJIoB y4eHMs O INo3HaHuM Kpyra: «AHammMTmKa
4yBCTBEHHOCTI», «AHAJIMTVKA pacCyaKa» 1 «AHa-
JUTUKa pasyMa». Ilpasaa, B JajpHenImmx myonm-
KaIlMsIX CBOMIX WVCCIIEIOBAaHMV IO TeOpuM IIO3Ha-
HVS pyccKuit pniocod Bce Tpu IIpeficTaB/IeHHBIE
pasmerna nepenMenyeT B «MeTtadusmaecknit aHa-
JIN3 AMIIMPUYECKOro Io3HaHUs», «MeTadusmde-
CKMVI aHaJIN3 PaIlMOHAIBHOIO MO3HaHMs» U «Me-
TadpV3MUeCcKMII aHaJIN3 MJ1eaIbHOTO ITO3HAHVIS».

Ha ocHOBaHUM IIpeiCTaBIIEHHOTO aHaIM3a
elrle TPYJHO YCTaHOBUTH TOUHBIE T'PAHMUIIBI BIIV-
auns Kpyra Ha Kypgpssuesa. OpHako sICHO, 9TO
pycckuit prtocod He MOXKET IPUHSTH B KauecTse
IepBOHAYaIbHOTO IIpMHIINIIA PYIIOCOPCKOro Io-
3HaHMS OTCBUIKY 3 paBOro cMbIciIa K pakTam co-
3HaHMA. [laslee HaM HEOOXOIVIMO TIEPeVIT K CO-
IIOCTaBJIEHUIO, BO-TIEPBBIX, TPAHCIIEH/IEHTaJIbHOTO
CHMHTeTVU3Ma ¥ TpaHCIIeHJeHTaJIbHOTO MOHM3Ma
11, BO-BTOPBIX, TEOPETMKO-TIO3HABATeIbHBIX VHTY-
mim obomx dprrocodoB, Kacaromyxcsl arprop-
HBIX (POPM ITO3HAHMSL.
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repeatedly edited by the author, as witnessed
by the corresponding alterations to the text
(Kudryavtsev, 1854, 1856, 1874, sheets 38,
105). Here, in spite of the larger volume of
text compared to “Lectures on Metaphysics”,
only a few references to Krug occur: again
to the page from Fundamental Philosophy
with a Fichte quote (ibid., sheet 76; c¢f. Krug,
1803, p. 122) and volume 2 of The System of
Theoretical Philosophy (Kudryavtsev, 1854,
1856, 1874, sheets 22, 27), including the
section titled “Systematic Representation
of Categories and Their Consequences —
Mathematical and Dynamic Categories”
(see Krug, 1830, p. 84), as well as Krug’s
thoughts on schematism and transcendental
imagination (see ibid., pp. 91-94).

It is also worth noting that the title of
Kudryavtsev’'s manuscript is very similar to
the headings of the sections of Krug’s teaching
on cognition: “Analytics of Sensuousness”,
“Analytics of Understanding” and “Analytics
of Reason”. True, in further publications of
his researches into the theory of cognition, the
Russian philosopher changed the titles of all
three sections to “Metaphysical Analysis of
Empirical Cognition”, “Metaphysical Analysis
of Rational Cognition” and “Metaphysical
Analysis of Ideal Cognition”.

The foregoing analysis still falls short of
establishing the exact boundaries of Krug's
influence on Kudryavtsev. However, it is clear
that Kudryavtsev cannot accept the reference of
common sense to facts of consciousness as the
primary principle of philosophical cognition.

We now have to compare, first, transcen-
dental synthetism and transcendental monism
and second, theoretical and cognitive intuitions
of the two philosophers concerning a priori
forms of cognition.
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Upneu Kpyra
B CHICTeMe TpaHCIleHJeHTaJIbHOI0 MOHM3Ma
Kynpsisiesa-Ilnaronosa

Kynpssues Tak xe, Kak v Kpyr, crpeMnurcst oT-
KPBITh OCHOBHBIE Hadasla VIV IIPUHIIAIIBL JOCTO-
BEPHOCTV HAyYHOTO IIO3HAHWMS — HEeYTO Heco-
MHeHHOe 11 He TpeDyIolllee CBOETO JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBa
(Kympssues, 1914a, c. 1-2). Pycckmit dpmitocod BbI-
ferIsieT TPY BUJIA 3HAHMS: ) 3HaHVe He CTPOro Ha-
y4HOe; 0) 3HaHVMe Hay4YHOe; B) 3HaHMe PrIocod-
ckoe. IlepBbIit BUJI 3HAaHMS OCHOBaH, IO CyTH, Ha
yOeXIIeHsIX, B TOM UVCITe U TTOJIOKeHMX 3 paBo-
rO CMBIC/Ia, HE3aBUCVMO OT TOTO, VIMEOT JIVI OHU
panoHaibHoe obocHopaHMe. HayuHoe sHaHMe
TpebyeT SMIMPUYecKoro MiIv palioHaIbHOIO J10-
KasaTeJIbCTBa ¥ OCHOBAHO Ha aKCHoOMaX, TO eCThb
TIOJIOXKEHWSIX, Ube JJOKa3aTeIbCTBO B TPaHMIIaxX ca-
MoV1 HayKu HeBo3MoKHO. Hakoner1, dpustocodckoe
3HaHVe CTPEeMUTCS pallIOHaJIbHO OOOCHOBATh BCe
Hallle 3HaHVe, a MIMEHHO — VICCJIeIOBaTh OYeBU]I-
Hble HadaJla VI OCHOBaHMs JAPYTMX HayK 1 o0Irero
cosHaHMs. Ho cama dpwtocodus Takke HyXIaeT-
Cs1 B HECOMHEHHOM W JIOCTOBepHOM Hauasle (Tam
Xe, . 2—5).

ITouck ocHOBoOMOJIAraOIIVX IPUHITAIIOB (Pu-
nocodpum KynpsiBries Ipepjiaraer HadaTb ¢ 00-
palleHms K caMOMY pasyMy, [JIsl 4ero OH aHaJIu-
3upyeT popMysTy aOCOJTIOTHOTO CKENTUIIM3MA «s
CcOMHeBaroch BO Bcem» (TaM ke, c. 44—45). Ocras-
7151 B CTOPOHe BCe JIormdeckme xombl Kympsbiie-
Ba, CJleJlyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO B UTOre PyccKum u-
710cop BBIBOOWUT TPY OCHOBHBIX Hadala HaIllero
nosHaHMs: 1) McTYHA cOOCTBEHHOIO COCYIIeCTBO-
BaHN4 (IepBOHAYaIbHBIN (PAKT CaMOCO3HaHMS),
2) ObITHe «He-s1» M 3) MIIes VICTMHHOIO 3HAHWUS U
obrTist (Tam xe, c. 47—51). Tpu ykazaHHBIe MCTU-
HBI TI0O3HaHMS, 10 MHEHUIO pyccKoro dwiocoda,
MIPUBOIAT K IIPU3HAHMIO CYIIIeCTBOBaHM CyObek-
TUBHOTI'O MVPa, 0OBEKTVBHOTO MIMpa V1 aOCOITIOTHO
coseprierHoro CytrecTsa, copMertatorero B Cebe
MOJIHYIO UCTUHY ObITusA ¥ 3HaHMUs — bora (Tam
xe, c. 53). Hasee KynpsiBiieB cBOOIUT Tpu OOHapy-

Krug’s Ideas
in Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s System
of Transcendental Monism

Kudryavtsev (1914a, pp. 1-2), like Krug,
sought to discover the main principles of
validity of scientific knowledge, something
indubitable and not requiring proof. He
distinguished three types of knowledge:
a) knowledge that is not rigorously scientific;
b) scientific knowledge and c) philosophical
knowledge. The first type is essentially based
on convictions, including common sense
judgments, whether or not they have a rational
grounding. Scientific knowledge requires
empirical or rational proof and is based on
axioms, i.e. propositions that are impossible
to prove within the boundaries of science
itself. Finally, philosophical knowledge aims
to provide a rational grounding of all our
knowledge, i.e. to investigate the obvious
principles and grounds of other sciences and
universal consciousness. However, philosophy
itself also needs an indubitable and valid basis
(ibid., pp. 2-5).

Kudryavtsev proposes to begin the search
for fundamental principles of philosophy
by turning to reason itself and to this end he
analyses the formula of absolute scepticism, “I
doubt everything” (ibid., pp. 44-45). Leaving
aside all his logical moves, it has to be noted
that Kudryavtsev arrives at three main
principles of our knowledge: 1) the truth of
its own coexistence (the initial fact of self-
consciousness), 2) the existence of “non-I” and
3) the idea of true knowledge and being (ibid.,
pp. 47-51). Kudryavtsev maintains that the
three above-mentioned verities of knowledge
prove the existence of the subjective world,
the objective world and the absolutely prefect
Being, combining within Itself the whole truth
of being and knowledge — God (ibid., p. 53).
Kudryavtsev then brings the three principles

56



JKEHHBIX HadaJla K OJJHOMY O0lIlleMy IlepBOHavaIy
Ha TOM OCHOBaHWMM, YTO OOIIMM ISl HMX IIOHSITH-
eM sBiisteTcs OprTre. Omipesiesisisi, Kakoe ObITiie MO-
KeT OBITh OJTHOBpEMEHHO OOIIVM [JIsl IBYX IpY-
I'VIX, OH IIPUXOONT K BBIBOAY, YTO TAaKOBBIM MOYKET
ObITH TOIBKO abcorrroTHOe ObITHe (Tam xe, c. 54—
55). 11 mmenHo OvrTme abcomrorHoro CyirecTsa,
o MbIcn KypsiBiieBa, I03BOJIsIe€T paliOHAIBHO
OOBSICHUTH CyIlleCTBOBaHME Mupa (Pr3M4ecKoro
I JIyXOBHOTO ¥ CaMy JIOCTOBEPHOCTB IO3HAHMS O
HeM (Tam xe, c. 55—56).

TaxuM o6pasom, HauasioM rTocodckoro mo-
3HaHMSA PyccKum riocod mpusHaeT uziero ab-
comorHoro CymectBa — wupmeto boxectBa. DTO
HaJyaJIo OH Ha3bIBaeT peasIbHBIM, TO eCThb OIlperie-
JISIONIVMM COflep’KaHMe, TOCKOJIBKY ITOCPeICTBOM
ero obecrieumBaeTcs 11 prstocodnnt HeCOMHEH-
HOCTb CaMBIX IIPEIMETOB ee VICCIIeOBAHMS —
bora, pusmyeckoro mupa 1 myxosHoro mupa (Tam
Xe, c. 57). Bmecte ¢ Tem KynpsiBiies BeizesiseT dop-
MaJTBHBIVI TIPVHIINTI, OIIPeHesISIONINT CIIOCO0 10~
3HaHUS — «CaMOJJOCTOBEPHOCTH Halllero pasymMa»,
BBIPOKEHHYIO B JIOTMYECKVX 3aKOHax MBIIIIe-
Hud (Tam xe, c. 60). CooTBeTCcTBEHHO, HEOOXOI M-
MO CYMTaTh VICTMHOV TO, INIIET Prstocod, 4To C
HVIMM COTJIaCHO, M JIOXKBIO, YTO M IIPOTUBOPEYNT
(Tam xe, c. 64—65).

[anee, aHamM3upysl 4yBCTBEHHOE IIO3HaHMe,
KynpsiBlieB BbIIEIsleT B HeEM IIpMHAaJJIeXallui
HaM Cy6’BeKTT/IBHbII7[ VI IPUBXOOSIIIV VI3BHE 00B-
eKTUBHBIN 371eMeHThI. Kak ciieficTBre, Mbl MeeM
IIeJI0 He C BelllaMlM caMMMM 1O cebe, a ¢ sSIBJIeHVI-
amu (Kygpsisues, 19146, c. 83). 11t KaxXgoro sjie-
MeHTa CYIIIeCTBYIOT CBOVI OHTOJIOTMUYEeCKVe OCHO-
BaHM: [IJIs1 CyOBEeKTMBHOIO 3JleMeHTa — ObITHe
IIyXOBHOe, VIV HeMaTepuasbHOe, 1J1 O0beKTB-
HOro — ObITVe (PU3MYecKoe, VIV MaTepyaIbHOe
(Tam xe, c. 102). IIpr3HaHMe ABYX OTOEIBHBIX, He-
3aBUCVIMBIX IPYT OT ApyTa BUAOB ObITHA (MaTepu-
aJIBHOIO I HeMaTepVaJIbHOI0) ITOPOXKIAeT OHTO-
JIOTVYECKUV, VI CyOCTaHIMaIbHBIN, OyasiunsM,
YTO CTABUT IO, COMHEHVE BO3MOXXHOCTH IIO3Ha-
HMSI KaK TaKOBOTO, TaK Kak cyOcranHIinm, Oymy-
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to a common first principle on the ground that
they all share the concept of being. In defining
what being can be simultaneously common to
the remaining two, he comes to the conclusion
that it can only be absolute being (ibid., pp. 54-
55). It is the being of the Absolute Being,
Kudryavtsev believes, that offers a rational
justification of the existence of the physical
and spiritual worlds and the authenticity of the
knowledge thereof (ibid., pp. 55-56).

Thus, Kudryavtsev considers the beginning
of philosophical knowledge to be the idea of
the Absolute Being, the idea of God. He calls
this principle real, i.e. content-defining, because
it secures for philosophy the indubitability of
the very objects of its study: God, the physical
world and the intellectual world (ibid., p. 57).
At the same time he points to the formal
principle which determines the mode of
cognition: “the self-authenticity of our reason”
expressed in logical laws of thought (ibid., p.
60). Accordingly, he writes that what agrees
with them is true and what contradicts them is
false (ibid., pp. 64-65).

Further, turning to sensuous cognition,
Kudryavtsev identifies in it our subjective and
external objective elements. Consequently, we
deal not with things in themselves, but with
phenomena (Kudryavtsev, 1914b, p. 83). Each
element has its own ontological justification: for
the subjective element it is intellectual, or non-
material being, and for the objective element
it is physical, or material being (ibid., p. 102).
Recognition of two separate and independent
beings, material and non-material, creates an
ontological, or substantive dualism, which
questions the possibility of cognition as such
since substances, being opposites, cannot
act upon each other (ibid., pp. 141-142). But
the opposition is not absolute, moreover,
there is something the material and the non-
material have in common, namely limitedness
manifested in the forms of space and time
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YUY ITPOTMBOIMOJIOKHBIMY, He MOT'YT HEeVICTBOBATh
apyr Ha gpyra (Tam xe, c. 141—142). Ho sTa nipo-
TUBOIIOJIOKHOCTh He VMMeeT abCOJIIOTHOIO Xapak-
Tepa, Oojlee TOro, MeXiy MaTepuabHBIM 1 He-
MaTepuaJIbHBIM €eCThb HeuTo oOIlee, a VIMEHHO
OrpaHMYeHHOCTh, BbIpakeHHasi B ¢popmax IIpo-
CTpPaHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHU, OOBICHSIONINX, B CBOIO
ouepeslb, B3aMOIEVICTBIE MEXIy HAIUM «» U
BHemtHUM MupoM (Tam xe, c. 143). ITpu sTom Ky-
IpsABLIEB IIpefIiojlaraeT cCyllleCTBOBaHMe Ooilee
«TECHOVI BHYTpPEHHEeV CBsI3M» MEeXIY IyXOBHBIM
VI MaTeprasIbHbIM U JIOYCKaeT, YTO B OCHOBaHUM
0DOVIX JISXKMT OIHO M TO e OBITHMe, a MMEHHO a0-
coimroTHOe ObITie (Tam xe, c. 144).

Hy>XHO OTMeTUTb, UTO TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHbIN
MOHW3M SIBJISIeTCs pe3yJIbTaToM pellleHs ITpooJie-
MBI COOTHOIIIEHVSI HAIlIVIX 3HAHW 1 IIpefiCTaBIIe-
HU C IeVICTBUTeIbHBIM ObITHeM (TaMm ke, c. 69—
70). CTparerms novcka pereHms 3ToN IIpo0ieMsl
y KynpsiBlieBa cvyIbHO HarloMMHaeT Ty, YTO IIpe]l-
cTaBjleHa B «DyHOaAMeHTaJIbHOV vIocodm»
Kpyra. Pycckuit dpmstocod paccmarpusaet 110 OT-
IeJTbHOCTY pearviaM 1 myearmsM (Tam xe, c. 98—
99). Tak xe xak 1 Kpyr, Kynpsislies yTeepxaer,
YUTO peas3M BelleT K MaTepuraIi3My, He CIIoco0-
HOMY OOBICHUTH IIPOVICXOXAEHMEe VIeaIbHO-
ro (Tam xe, c. 127), B TO BpeMsi KaK maeans3M He
CrI0co0eH OOBACHUTDH ITPOVICXOXK[IEHVe MaTepu-
anpHOrO Mupa (Tam xe, c. 149) n BmecTe ¢ 0OBeEK-
TOM yCTpaH4eT Takxke cyopekra (Tam xe, c. 154). B
MIPaKTUYeCKOM OTHOIIEHWN MaTepuasv3M IIpef-
CTaBJIsleTCs pa3pyLIUTeIbHBIM B HpPaBCTBEHHON
cepe (Tam xe, c. 134—135), Tak ke Kak 1 mzea-
mm3M (Tam ke, c. 168), o Tovt mpu4MHe, 9TO B 000-
VX VICYe3aeT CaMOOIIPeIesIsieMOCTh JejloBeKa Kak
cBobomHoro cyiectsa. B pesynesrate Kympssiies
OPUXOOUT K 3aK/TFOUEHMIO: «HEeCOCTOSTEIbHOCTD
yKa3aHHBIX OJHOCTOPOHHWX BO33PEeHU... BeleT
Hac K IIPU3HAHWIO ABYX BUJIOB CYIIIEro’ C PaBHbI-
MM IIpaBaMM Ha CaMOCTOSTeIbHOe CYIIeCTBOBa-
Hu1e» (Tam xe, c. 182).

*Pedb mpieT 0 IyXOBHOM V1 BeIlleCTBEHHOM (VIeaJIbHOM 1
peasibHOM).
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which, in turn, explain the interaction between
“1” and the external world (ibid., p. 143).
Kudryavtsev suspects the existence of “closer
internal connection” between the intellectual
and the material and does not rule out that
both are founded on one and the same being,
i.e. absolute being (ibid., p. 144).

It has to be kept in mind that transcendental
monism is the outcome of the solution of the
problem of the relation of our knowledge
and representations to real being (ibid.,
pp. 69-70). Kudryavtsev’s strategy of solving
this problem is strongly reminiscent of the
strategy Krug presents in his Fundamental
Philosophy. The Russian philosopher examines
separately realism and idealism (ibid., pp. 98-
99). Like Krug, he holds that realism leads to
materialism, which is incapable of explaining
the origin of the ideal (ibid., p. 127), while
idealism is incapable of explaining the origin
of the material world (ibid., p. 149), eliminating
the subject along with the object (ibid., p. 154).
In practice, materialism is destructive in the
moral sphere (ibid., pp. 134-135), and so is
idealism (ibid., p. 168), because both eliminate
self-determination of the human being as a free
being. As a result, Kudryavtsev comes to the
following conclusion: “the untenability of the
two one-sided views [...] leads us to recognise
two types of existence'® with equal right to
independent existence” (ibid., p. 182).

In his ontology Kudryavtsev, like Krug,
in analysing different stages of cognition,
identifies their a priori subjective forms: space
and time for sensibility and pure categories for
understanding (see Rozhin, 2023, pp. 49-55),
ideas for reason (see Rozhin, 2024b, pp. 123-
127). The distinction between subjective
forms and content of knowledge leads both
philosophers to the conclusion that cognition
is about phenomena and not about things in

16 These are intellectual and material (ideal and real).



B cBoen onronmorum Kynpssries, Tak ke Kak
u Kpyr, aHaymsupyst pasjivdHble CTYIEeHM IIO-
3HaHMS, HAXOOUT MX allpuOpHble CyOBbeKTBHBIE
dopMBL: 11 YYBCTBEHHOCTM — ITPOCTPAHCTBO U
BpeMs, IJId pacCyllKa — YMCTble KaTeropuu (CM.:
Poxwn, 2023, c. 49—55), my1st pasyma — migen (CM.:
Poxun, 202406, c. 123—127). Paznuuenue cyOobek-
TUBHBIX (POPM U COllep>KaHMsI 3HaHMS BefleT 000-
X Pr10codoB K BBIBOY O TOM, UTO B IIO3HAHUM
MBI VIMeeM JIeJI0 C gBJIeHVMMY, a He C BelllaMU ca-
Mumu 1o cebe. Ho eciin Kpyr Bestenn 3a KanTom
yTBep)KAaeT MX Hello3HaBaeMOCTh B CVWJIy TpaHC-
IIeHJIeHTaJIbHOV VIeaJIbHOCTV II03HaBaTeIbHbIX
dopwm, To Kyapssiies cuntaeT nHauve. [lesio B ToM,
YTO B BOIIPOCe 3HaueHMs allproOpHBIX popM Mo-
3HaHVS T10 OTHOIIEHUIO K JeVICTBUTEIIbHOMY Obl-
TUIO OH IpuHMUMaeT mosurnio A. D. Tpennernen-
Oypra u ®. A. ToiyOmHCKOro, corzacHo KOTOpPOW
anpuopHble (POPMBI YYBCTBEHHOCTM W paccy-
Ka MMeIOT He TOJIBKO CyOBeKTUBHOe, HO M O0B-
eKkTrBHOe 3HaueHme (cM.: Poxmn, 2023, c. 63—64;
2024a, c. 351—352; Rozhin, 2025, p. 78—85). Yro
KacaeTcsl KaHTOBCKOV TabiImITel KaTeropmii, To Ky-
IpsIBLIeB B IVIaHe CUCTeMaTMUecKOro IIoCTpoeHs
IIPEeAIIOYNTAET eVl BhIBeIeHe KaTeropuin Terenem
"3 OJTHOrO Haudajla — moHsTus ObiTus (Kympsas-
ues-IIr1aTonos, 19148, c. 172—173), uTo MO CMBICITY
Omke K Tabymile kareropuit Kpyra. K obrmactu
IIpVYIMEeHeHMs pacCyHouYHbIX KaTeropun Kynpss-
11€B OTHOCUT IIOMVMO YyBCTBEHHOTO eIlle 11 CBepX-
YyBCTBEHHOE OBITIe, UTO IPOTMBOPEUUT B3IJIS-
naMm Kanrta u TpeHpmenenOypra Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC
(Poxwun, 2023, c. 53, 60) n oxa3pIBaeTCsi yCJIOBHO
6mmvoke K mosunmm Kpyra: uToObI MBICTIUTE AGCO-
JIIOT KaK IIpeIMeT, HeOOXOIVIMBI pacCyIOuHble Ka-
teropun. Tem ne menee Kpyr, B omvmmume ot Ky-
IpsiBlieBa, OTPUIlAeT OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HAYVIMOCTB
TpaHCIleHIeHTaJIbHbBIX 1el, Ipr3HaBasi BCIel 3a
KanToM TOIBKO MX CyObeKTMBHOe 3HaueHue I
TeOpeTNYecKOro pasyma.

ITommmo Toro uto Kpyr nosinsi Ha paspaboT-
Ky TpaHCLieHeHTalbHoro MonmsMa Kypgpsisuesa,
OH OKa3aJI BJIVsHMe Ha PrI0cOPCKyIO MeTOI0II0-
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themselves. However, while Krug, following
Kant, maintains that they are unknowable
because cognitive forms are transcendentally
ideal, Kudryavtsev thinks otherwise. On
the issue of the significance of a priori forms
relative to actual being, he embraces the
position of Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg
and Fyodor A. Golubinsky whereby a priori
forms of sensibility and understanding have
not only subjective, but also objective meaning
(see Rozhin, 2023, pp. 63-64; 2024, pp. 351-352;
Rozhin, 2025a, pp. 78-85). As for the Kantian
table of categories, Kudryavtsev (1914c,
pp- 172-173), in terms of systematic structure,
prefers Hegel’s approach, i.e. deriving
categories from the concept of being as a
single principle, which is essentially more like
Krug’s table. Kudryavtsev includes in the area
of application of categories of understanding
not only sensuous, but also supra-sensuous
being, which is at odds with the views of Kant
and Trendelenburg on this issue (Rozhin,
2023, pp. 53, 60) and is rather closer to Krug’s
position: to think the Absolute as an object,
categories of understanding are necessary.
Even so, unlike Kudryavtsev, Krug denies the
objective significance of transcendental ideas
recognising, after Kant, only their subjective
meaning for theoretical reason.

Apart from influencing Kudryavtsev’s
development of transcendental monism, Krug
also influenced his philosophical methodology.
For example, Kudryavtsev looks for general,
real and formal, principles of philosophical
knowledge, derives the idea of real and ideal
being from self-consciousness and proposes
ontology in which he investigates a priori
forms of sensibility, understanding and reason.
Finally, like Krug, the Russian philosopher,
though taking a negative stand towards
the philosophy of common sense, uses the
dogmatic method in building his philosophical
system.
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ruto pycckoro dpwiocoda. Tak, Kynpsasies mier
o0rmre Havaa PUII0COPCKOro MO3HAHUS — pe-
aJIbHBIV 11 (pOpMasIbHBIV IIPVHIINIIBIL, 113 CAMOCO-
3HaHWS BBIBOAUT YOeXIeHWs B ObITUM PeasIbHOrO
VI M/ieaJIbHOro OBITS, J1ajlee IIpefyIaraeT OHTOJIO-
I'MI0, B KOTOPOV VCCIIeyeT allpyvopHBIe POPMBI
UyBCTBEHHOCTH, paccyika M pasyma. Haxowrer,
Tak xe Kak u Kpyr, pycckum dwiocod, Hecmo-
TPps Ha TO YTO BbIpakaeT HeTraTVBHOe OTHOIIIEHVe
K dprtocodum 311paBoOro CMbICIIa, TOJIb3YeTCs 10T -
MaTMYeCKM MeTOIOM B IIOCTPOeHUN cBoel du-
JI0COPCKOTI CCTEMBL.

3ak/IroueHe

3Hamenutsle Bompockl KaHTa «uro g Mory
3HaTE?» (B 833; KanT, 2006, c. 1011), «<kak BO3MOX-
Ha MeTadm3VKa Kak Hayka?» (B 22; Tam xe, c. 77)
«KaK BO3MOXXHBI CMHTeTUYecK/e CY>XIAeHs a pri-
ori?» (B 19; Tam xe, c. 73) BeIpaXkalOT B HEKOTOPOT
CTelleH CyITHOCTh KaHTOBCKOIO TpaHCIIeH/JeHTa-
JIV3Ma, CTPeMSIIIerocs Ipex]ie BCero orpenaeInTb
BCe TIOHATVS ¥ IIPVHIINITBL, Oy1arofgapsi KOTOPbIM
BO3MOXKHO aIlpyOpHOe 3HaHVIe 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
cama MeTtadmsmka. Kéunurcbeprexkmuin dpnocod B
nepsont «KpuTuke» mileT OTBeT Ha BOIIPOC O I'pa-
HUIIaX 4eJI0BeueCcKoro I03HaHIs yepes olpeierie-
HUe YCJIOBUW U MX XapaKTepa, HO caMoe IJIaBHOe
— WccIIeyeT BO3MOKHOCTD ITO3HAHWUS M3 YVCTO-
ro pasyMa. TakoBa cyTe KpuTHuiMsma. B cirydae
Kpyra n KygpsBresa oTBeThl Ha IIOCTaBJIeHHBIE
KaHTOM BOIIpOCHI ITOJTyYaroT JJorMaTdeckoe pas-
peliieHe IIpeXx/ie BCSIKOrO VCCIIeI0BaHIS BO3MOXK-
HOCTeV TI03HaHMs, X0Td 00a driocoda yHaeIsoT
BHVMaHMe VCCIIeIOBAaHMIO ITO3HAHWS U CTPEMSIT-
CsI YCTAaHOBUTB YCJIOBMSI YeJIOBeUeCKOro ITO3HAH .

Kynpssues seen 3a Kpyrom, kak ObIIo ITOKa-
3aHO, onMpaeTcs Ha paKT caMOCO3HaHMH, U3 KO-
TOPOrO BBIBOAUT TPV MICTMHBI IO3HAHM, U IPU-
XOIUT K YTBEPXKII€HWIO peasIbHOCTY MBIIIUIEHWS 1
ObITIS, a TAaKXKe COOTBETCTBIS MeXIy HUMM B IIO-
sHaHUM. [Tpu aTOM pycckuit dpustocod elrie B paH-
HVe TObl CBOEV IIPEIoIaBaTeIbCKOV JIesITeIbHO-
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Conclusion

Kant’s famous questions “What can I
know?” (KrV, B 833; Kant, 1998, p. 677), “How
is metaphysics possible as a science?” (KrV, B
22; Kant, 1998, p. 147) and “How are synthetic
a priori judgments possible?” (KrV, B 19; Kant,
1998, p. 146) express to some extent the essence
of Kantian transcendentalism which seeks
above all to determine all the concepts and
principles which make a priori knowledge and
hence metaphysics itself possible. In his first
Critigue Kant seeks an answer to the question
about the limits of human knowledge by
determining conditions and their character, but
most importantly, he explores the possibility
of cognition out of pure reason. This is the
essence of criticism. In the case of Krug and
Kudryavtsev, they give dogmatic answers to
Kant’s questions before any investigation of
the possibilities of cognition, although both
philosophers pay attention to the study of
cognition and try to establish the conditions of
human cognition.

Kudryavtsev, following Krug, as has been
shown here, proceeds from the fact of self-
consciousness, from which he derives three
truths of knowledge and comes to assert the
reality of thinking and being, and their mutual
correspondence in knowledge. The Russian
philosopher, early on in his teaching at the
Moscow Theological Academy, stressed that
being and thought demand a higher, universal
and necessary principle than direct persuasion,
and that is absolute being. By introducing
this concept in his teaching, he did not only
provide a metaphysical (transcendental) basis
for the concept of transcendental synthetism,
something Krug would have objected to,
but came to a different real principle of
philosophical cognition, namely the idea
of Deity, while the two philosophers were
in agreement with regard to the formal



ctut B M/IA obparmasi BHMMaHMe Ha TO, YTO IS
OBITVISL VI MBIIIUTeHMS TpebyeTcst Oolee BBICOKOE,
BCceoOIIIee 11 HeOOXOIVIMOe Hayaslo, YeM HeIlocpesl-
CTBEeHHOe YyOexIeHme, — aOCOIIOTHOe ObITHe.
BBerns 5TO TIOHATHE B CBOe ydYeHWe, OH He TOJIb-
KO JIOTIOJTHWJI KOHIEIIIVIO TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHO-
rO CMHTEeTM3Ma MeTan3MIecKon (TpaHCIIeHIeHT-
HOVI) OCHOBOVI, IpOTMB 4Yero Kpyr Obl Bo3paxai,
HO U IIpUIIIesI K APYTOMYy peasIbHOMY IIPVHIINITY
dmtocodckoro rosHaHMS — K mzee boxecTsa, B
TO BpeMsi KaK (POpMaJIbHBIVI IIPVHIIVII CAMOIOCTO-
BEpPHOCTV MBIITUIeHMS y 000mX prstocodoB ocTasl-
Cs1 CXOXMM. B pamkax KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIM3Ma BBefleHVe MeTadr314ecKoro IpyHIINMIIA
B Bue boxxecTBa B 00JIacTh ITO3HAHMS SIBJISIETCS
HEJIOIYCTVIMBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY BBIXOIMT 3a ITpeJIesIbl
BO3MOYKHOTO OITBITA.

Bmecre c Tem KanT, Kpyr u Kynpssies copnaza-
IOT BO B3IVISI/Ie Ha XapaKTep UesI0BeUecKoro Io3Ha-
HsI, OOYCJIOBJIEHHOTO OOBeKTUMBHBIM M CyObek-
TUBHBIMI 3JIeMeHTaMM (allpMOpHBIMM popMaMu
IIO3HAHWIS) 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MIMEIOIIETOo /1eJI0 C
SIBJIEHVISIMY, a He ¢ BelljaMy camyMu 110 cebe. Ho
pycckuit pustocod He corjiamiaeTcsd C TeM, 4TO
arpuopHble (POPMBI ITO3HAHWS YyBCTBEHHOCTN U
paccy/ika MMeIOT TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHBIN Xapak-
Tep, U Bolen 3a TpeHmeneHOyprom npumaeT MM
Takke oOBeKTUBHBIN xapakTep. Kak ciienicTsue, y
KanTa Kynpssiies 3aMcTByeT KOHIIEIIITNIO arTpu-
opr3Ma, MOOVMUIIMPOBAHHYIO C IIOIPAaBKOV Ha
uneu TpenperrenOypra m ['oiyOunckoro.

VtaK, MOXXHO C/1eJ1aTh BBIBOJL O TOM, YTO KOH-
LIeMIMs TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOro MoHm3Ma Ky-
IIpsIBIIEBa, HAITpaBJIeHHAs Ha pellieHe IIpo0sieMbl
COOTBETCTBVISI MBIIIUIEHNS U OBITHS, TaK XKe KaK "
CyOCTaHIIMAJIBHOTO [yasiv3Ma, VMeeT IeHeTude-
CKYIO CBSI3b C KOHIIEIIIIVEN TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOIO
cuHTeTn3Ma Kpyra u npescrasiisier cobovt ee Mo-
IudUKaIMio ¢ MeTadpu3MUecKM yKIIOHOM. YTo
KacaeTcs TpaHCIeHIeHTaIn3Ma, B mporpamme Ky-
IpsiBlieBa II0 VCCJIeZIOBAHMIO YCJIOBUV YesloBeye-
CKOTO TI03HaHM HalmomaeTcs: cuHTe3 myen Kan-
Ta, TpeHnenenbypra, lomyOuHCcKoro 1 oT4acTin
I'eresnss, B TO BpeMs Kak BimsHue Kpyra MoXHO

61

D. 0. Rozhin

principle of self-authenticity of thinking. In
the framework of Kantian transcendentalism
the introduction of the metaphysical principle
in the shape of Deity into cognition is
inadmissible because it goes beyond the
boundaries of possible experience.

At the same time Kant, Krug and
Kudryavtsev are on the same page as regards
the character of human knowledge, conditioned
as it is by objective and subjective elements (a
priori forms of knowledge) and dealing with
phenomena and not things in themselves. But
Kudryavtsev disagrees with the view that
sensibility and understanding as a priori forms
of cognition have a strictly subjective character,
and, following Trendelenburg, ascribes to
them an objective character. As a consequence,
Kudryavtsev borrows Kant’s idea of apriorism
but modifies it in line with the ideas of
Trendelenburg and Golubinsky.

The overall conclusion is that Kudryavtsev’s
concept of transcendental monism, aimed
at solving the problem of correspondence
between thought and being, like that of
substantial dualism, is genetically connected
with Krug’s concept of transcendental
synthetism and represents its modification with
a metaphysical slant. As for transcendentalism,
Kudryavtsev’s programme of investigating the
conditions of human cognition is a synthesis of
the ideas of Kant, Trendelenburg, Golubinsky
and partly of Hegel, whereas Krug’s influence
can be discerned in the methodology of
deriving the main principles of philosophy,
the structure of the Russian philosopher’s
epistemology and its place in the system of
philosophical knowledge.
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