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Lleavio uccredoBanus abasemcs, Bo-nepboix, pasepa-
Hudenue 0Byx, Ka3a10Cb Obl, CUHOHUMUUMHBLX NOHAMUT
«tpernomen» u «abaenue», Bo-6mopuix — omcaexubarue
pyHKYUT Kax0020 U3 3MUX noHAmuil 6 gpurocogpuu
Kanma u 6 ¢pernomenosoeuveckois mpaduyui. Anaius
npednpunumaemcs Ha ocHobe «Kpumuxu uucmoeo pasy-
ma» Ummanyusa Kanma, yenmpaishvix pabom I0myHoa
I'yccepas u wacaedus Otieena Qurka. Y Kanma pasiuvue
Mex0y 08yms mepmMuHamu HesBHo, 0 gheHoMeHax pes 3a-
xo0um 6 mom momerm, k020a 2060pUMcs 0 KameopuaLb-
HoM npumerenuu paccyoxa. Y I'yccepasn abaenue cbssaro
c 00aacmoto ecmecmBenHoll yemanobxu, 6 mo Bpema xax
heriomer abcorromen. Iosuyus Qurka unmepecra mem,
41Mo OHA omAuvaemcs om 63245006 eaaBHvix npedcmabu-
meseil mpancyenoenmarvtoll ¢pusocodpuu — Kanma u
T'yccepas. Tesucol Qunka, 6 komopuix Bvipaxiena 3ma no-
3ULUS, 2AACAM, UMO ABAEHHOCIb ecb OCHOBaAHUE 111020,
umo cywecmbyroujee ecnv, U 4mo A6AEHHOCIb U eCb
ovimue. Cmuicavl A6aenus kax npomubocmosue2o ety
6 cebe, Komopas 00.1a0aem UCHIUHHbIM, HO HENOCHIUXU-
Moim Ovimuem, y Kanma u aéaenus kax umeroujeco Mecno
6 «omuocumenvHou» cpepe ecmecmBerHoul ycmanoBku y
I'yccepas QUHKOM NOHUMANONICA OMAUUHBIM 00pa3oMm: y
Heeo sbaenue, UAU, KAK OH 4ACHO NuuLen, A6AeHHOCIND,
oxasviBaemcs ycaoBuem cyujecmbBobanua npeomemob. 16-
/erue, NOHAMOoe Hepe3 npusmy ueaobeueckoeo 0bimus, Ko-
mopomy Heumo npedcmabasemcs 6 kauecmbe Vorschein,
npeonoiaeaem UsHA4AALHYI0 OMKpPbIMocms Mupa. Beaed
30 QuHKOM 5 NPOBOKY AHAAUS IMUX N0A0KeHU, Bo-nep-
Buvix, paccmampubas cbem kax Memagusuteckutl ucmou-
HUK no3nanus, 60-6mopsix, mpaxmys ues06exa Kax oco-
6020 poda cyujee, B-mpemvux, npunumas 6o GHumanue
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THE CONCEPTS OF “APPEARANCE”
AND “PHENOMENON"
IN TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY
(KANT, HUSSERL, FINK)
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This study aims, first, to delimit the seemingly
synonymous concepts of “phenomenon” and “appear-
ance” and second, to trace the functions of each in
Kant’s philosophy and the phenomenological tradition.
The analysis is based on Immanuel Kant’s Critique of
Pure Reason and the central works of Edmund Husserl
and Eugen Fink. Kant does not explicitly distinguish
the two terms and only speaks about phenomena when
he deals with the categorial application of reason. With
Husserl, appearance is linked with the area of the nat-
ural attitude while the phenomenon is absolute. Fink’s
position is interesting in that it differs from the views of
the main representatives of transcendental philosophy,
Kant and Husserl. According to Fink, appearing is the
foundation of the fact that what exists is and that ap-
pearing is being. Fink takes a different approach to the
meanings of appearance as opposing the thing in itself
which possesses true but unknowable being (Kant) and
appearance as taking place in the “relative” sphere of
the natural attitude (Husserl): with Fink, appearance
(or, as Fink constantly writes, “appearing”) turns out
to be the condition of the existence of objects. Appear-
ance, understood through the prism of the human being
which perceives something as Vorschein, implies an
inherently open world. Following Fink, I analyse these
provisions and examine, first, light as the metaphysi-
cal source of cognition, second, the human being as a
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docokpamuueckutl cnocod mpaxmoBku Obimus u, 6-uem-
Bepmuix, paccyxoas o popmupobarnuu ocoboeo eo-
MeHO/02U1eck020 A3bika. B pesyivmame uccaedoBanus
npuxoxy x Bui600y, umo memaghusuko-oHmMoA0UUECKUTI
cnocob gheHoMeH0A02UHUeck020 AHAAU3A ABAeHUS, 11pedo-
kenHbill PunKoM, nosbossem no-0py2omy nocMompens
HA NPUHYUN anpuopHocmu u npupody bewsu 6 cebe Kan-
ma u npedaaeaem Hoboe obocHoBanue mesuca [yccepas o
npobAeMAMUYHOCTIU KAHMUAHCKO20 ACHOCHIUYUSMA.

KatoueBuie caoBa: Kanm, I'yccepav, Oticen Qumnx,
Abaenue, peromen, Beuyv 6 cebe, anpuoptoe.

B vicropun dpwtocodn oHATHS «sIBJIeHVe» U
«(peHOMEH», KaK IpaBIIIo, He PasrpaHMUIVBAIOTCS
OJTHO3HAYHBIM 00pa3oM, IIOCKOJIbKY o0a TepMMHa
0003HavYaIoT CI0CO0 JAaHHOCTY IIPEAMETOB B OTIIN-
4yfe OT CYIIeCTBOBAHMS CAMIX IIPEIMETOB V1 TIOHU-
MaloTcs Kak B3avmMosaMerrarorye. C 1osiBieHieM
dpeHOMEHOJIOrMYeCcKOro JIBVKeHMs TaKasi CMHOHU-
MIUYHOCTB IIBYX IIOHSITUI CTaBUTCS IIOf, BOIIPOC.
ITorrpobyeM paszo0OpaTbcst, CyIecTBYeT JIM CMBIC-
JIOBOE OTIVYVIE MEX/Iy IOHSTUSMW «SBJIEHVEe» U
«(eHOMeH» 1 B UeM VIMEHHO OHO 3aKJII0YaeTCsl.

IToBOmOM [IJIs1 3TOTO VCCIIEHOBAHWMS ITOCITYXKV-
u pasmbliuieHns OvireHa @uHKa 0 dpeHOMeHe
U sBJIeHUN B ero pabote «berTme. Vctmaa. Mup.
ITpenBapuTesibHOE paccMOTpeHMe IPobIeMBl TIo-
HaTus “dpenomen”» (Fink, 1958). Ykaxy Ha Kiroue-
Bble MOMEHTBHI Ilepexofia K YKa3aHHOV I1po0ieMa-
TUKe B 3TON pabore. PuHK mmireT: «[Bern], cy-
IIIeCTBYS 045 HAC, CYIIECTBYIOT B KauecTBe (heHO-
MeHOB. [1yTb dprtocodpckovt MBICIIV OIDKEH BCer-
Jla HauMHaTBCS o cdpepbl “peHOMEHOB”, ¢ 001acTN
“marnoro”™ (Fink, 1958, S. 77)%. [Jannoe (Gegebe-
ne) accoLMMpyeTcs Ha 3TOM 3Tarle ¢ ObrTvieM. Yy Th
Hypke DUHK BOIIPOITIaeT OTHOCUTEIIBHO 3TOTO ObI-
THs: «4TO 3HAUUT IS CYIIeCTBYIOIIETO, YTO OHO
“apnsiercs”?» (Ibid.). VI aprymenTanmus passuBba-
eTcs CIJIeAyIoIM 00pa3oM: JaHHoe (CYIIeCcTBYIO-
I1lee) COOTHOCUTCS C 00J1acThio (PeHOMEHOB, OfIHa-
KO, UTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC O CYITHOCTH (pe-
HOMEHOB, HeOoOXOmVMO OOBSACHUTH, UTO 3HAYUT

® 3mech 1 masiee epeBoy] C HEMEIIKOTO aBTopa.
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special kind of being, third, the pre-Socratic treatment
of being and, fourth, the formation of a distinct phe-
nomenological idiom. I come to the conclusion that the
metaphysical-ontological method of phenomenological
analysis of appearance proposed by Fink affords a new
insight into the a priori principle and the nature of
Kant’s “thing in itself” and proposes a new grounding
of Husserl's thesis which questions Kant’s agnosticism.

Keywords: Kant, Husserl, Eugen Fink, appear-
ance, phenomenon, thing in itself, a priori.

In the history of philosophy the concepts
of “appearance” and “phenomenon” are not
usually clearly distinguished since both terms
denote the mode of givenness of objects as dis-
tinct from the existence of the objects them-
selves and are treated as interchangeable. With
the emergence of the phenomenological move-
ment the synonymy of the two concepts has
been put into question. Let us try to sort out
whether there is a semantic difference between
these concepts — “appearance” and “phenome-
non” — and what it consists in.

The stimulus for this investigation came
from Eugen Fink’s reflections on phenomenon
and appearance in his book Sein, Wahrheit, Welt.
Vor-Fragen zum Problem des Phinomen-Begriffs
(Being, Truth, World. Preliminary Investigation of
the Problem of the Concept “Phenomenon”) (Fink,
1958). I shall point out only the key moments
of transition to the above problem in this work.
Fink writes: “They [i.e. things], existing for us,
exist as phenomena. The path of philosophical
thought should always begin with the sphere
of phenomena, with the realm of the ‘given’”?
(ibid., S. 77). The given (Gegebene) is, at this
stage, associated with being. A little further on
Fink asks about being: “What does it mean for

% “Sie [die Dinge] sind, indem sie fiir uns sind, sind als Phi-
nomene. Der Weg des philosophischen Denkens mufS immer
ausgehen vom Bereich der ‘Phinomene’, vom Feld des ‘Gege-

7

benen’.



171 CYIIECTBYIOIIETO «SBJISATBCS», TO €CTh OBITH
denomeHoMm. MbI IpMXOAVM, IO CYTH, K TaBTOJIO-
TMYHOV IIOIBITKE OllpesiesleHNs peHOMeHa W siB-
JeHus: PeHOMeH — 3TO TO, YTO siBjIsieT cedsi, TO
eCTb 3TU /IBa IIOHSTS OIpeeIsioTCs PpyT yepes
npyra. Takum oOpa3oM, BO3HMKaeT OIIyIleHMe,
4TO, TOBOPsI O peHoMeHe U siBjleHnY, PUHK nMmeeT
B BUJy Of1HO M TO Xe. OHaKo B J1aJIbHeNIIIeM OH
IepeKJIouaeT IIpeMeT CBOero aHaIn3a MCKIIIO-
YMUTEIIPHO Ha IIOHSTHE «sBJIeHWe». VI 11 3Toro
eCTh BeCOMble OCHOBaHMs, Ha KOTOpPBIE 51 YKaXy B
3aKJIIOYMTeIbHOVI YacT CTaThU.

VicTopusa paccMOTpeH M IOHATUM «sIBJIeHVIe» 1
«(peHOMEH» KaK ITpo0sIeMbl HauMHaAEeTCs ¢ MOMEH-
Ta BO3HMKHOBEHVSI (PEHOMEHOJIOIMM KakK puiio-
codpcKovI AVCHMUIUIVHBI B Havyasle IIPOIIUIOro BeKa.
B Hacrosiiiee BpeMs 5Ta mrpo0ireMa Takke OCTaeT-
sl KJTIOUeBOV 1151 (peHOMEeHOJIOr MUecKOoro JIBVIKe-
Hys'. Ho TIOCKOJIBKY 3TV TepMWMHBI BOSHUMKIIV B
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOM PrIocopry MHOIO paHb-
11Ie, TO CBOVI aHAJIN3 51 BBICTPOIO CJIEAYIOMIVIM 00-
pasom. IIpexe Bcero HeOOXOIVIMO PacCMOTPETH,
B UeM COCTOUT IIPMHIIMIIMAJIBHOe OT/INYMe 3TUX
IOBYX, Ka3aJ0oCh Obl, CMHOHVMWYHBIX IIOHSITU Y
KanTa B ero BapmaHTe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM (pu-
socodmm (TeM Gostee uto cam OvnireH OUHK B CBO-
1x paboTax JiejTlaeT YacTkle OTCBUIKM K paboTam
KanrTa). ITockonpky @uUHK IIprMHaIJIEXUT K de-
HOMEHOJIOTYeCKOV TPaIUIINM, TO fajiee Heooxo-
IVIMO IIPOCJIEANTH IPVHLINIIBL pa3/IndeHns 3TUX
nouaTui y I'yccepsisi, y KoToporo siBjieHue Urpa-
€T CKOpee BTOPOCTEeIIeHHYIO POJIb 110 OTHOIIIEHVIO
K deHomeny. V1 B 3aKkiIrodeHve s Ieperily Hero-
CpeZICTBeHHO K TeKcTaM DVHKa C 11eJIbI0 BBIABUTD
0COOYIO 3HAUMMOCTD IIOHSTHUS «sIBJIeHVe» 171 ero
dutocodpum.

HeoOxomgmmMo Takke yKas3aTb Ha MeTOHOJIOTM-
yecKye OCHOBaHWs JJIsl IIpOBeleHsl CpaBHeHMs

* Cwm., Hanp., kanrv Maptuaa Cess (Seel, 2003) v 'toHTe-
pa @urass (Figal, 2010), koTopble 1IeMOHCTPUPYIOT BO3-
pacTaroIit MHTepec K mccienyeMont Teme. VIx paborer
TIIOCBSIITEHBI B IIEPBYIO Oueperlb aHaJIN3Y IIOHSATIS «sIBJle-
Hue». Y Kiayca Xensna (Held, 2012) npoGema siBiieHms
Takke TeMaTM3MpyeTcsi Kak ocobasi peHOMeHOsToTmJe-
CKas 1pobsreMa.
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what exists that it ‘appears’?”* (ibid.). His argu-
ment proceeds as follows: the given (existing)
correlates with the realm of phenomena; how-
ever, to answer the question about the essence
of phenomena, one first has to answer the ques-
tion, what does it mean for what exists to “ap-
pear”, that is, to be a phenomenon? We arrive
at what is essentially a tautological attempt
to define “phenomenon” and “appearance”:
a phenomenon is that which appears, i.e. the
two concepts are defined via each other. This
seems to suggest that when Fink speaks about
phenomenon and appearance, he is referring
to the same thing. But further down his analy-
sis switches exclusively to the concept “appear-
ance”. There are weighty reasons for this, as I
will explain in the final part of this article.

The history of the study of the concepts
“appearance” and “phenomenon” as a prob-
lem begins from the moment phenomenology
emerged as a philosophical discipline early in
the last century. Today it remains the key prob-
lem for the phenomenological movement.® But
because these terms sprang up in transcenden-
tal philosophy much earlier, I propose to struc-
ture my analysis in the following way. First of
all, it is necessary to identify the fundamental
difference between the two seemingly synony-
mous concepts in Kant’s version of transcen-
dental philosophy (especially since Eugen Fink
himself in his works frequently invokes Kant).
Because Fink belongs to the phenomenological
tradition it is then necessary to trace the princi-
ples of distinguishing these concepts in Husserl,
for whom appearance is secondary in relation to
phenomenon. And finally I will turn to Fink’s
texts to reveal the special significance of the
concept of “appearance” for his philosophy.

* “Was bedeutet fiir das Seiende, dafs es ‘erscheint’?”

5> Cf. the books of Martin Seel (Seel, 2003) and Gunther
Figal (Figal, 2010), which demonstrate the growing in-
terest in the topic. Their works are devoted above all to
the analysis of the concept “appearance”. Klaus Held
(2012) also thematises the problem of appearance as a
distinct phenomenological problem.
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KaHTMAHCKOM ¥ (PeHOMeHOJIOrMYecKOy Hallpas-
JeHUN B dwiocodpum B MHTepHpeTaluy IOHS-
TUW «dBJIeHVe» U «(eHOMeH»: BO-IIePBbIX, VC-
[IOJIb30BAHVIE STVIX IIOHSTWV HAXOAWTCS B pyciie
obrren TpaHCILIEHIEHTaIbHOV TPpaJuLI, BO-BTO-
peix, DUMHK — OOVH M3 HEMHOIIX aBTOPOB-(peHo-
MEHOJIOIOB, KOTOPBIE BBIXOLVJIN 3a PaMKV CBOEro
HarlpasjieHns 1 padotarm ¢ Tekctammu Kanrta (a
TakXe leresis); B-TpeTbMX, cama IieJIb VCCileloBa-
HUSL COCTOUT B pa3pabOTKe MHTePAVCIIUILIVHAD-
HOT'O TTOIXOfa K aHa/IM3y 3TUX MOHSTWUM, TO €CTh
TaKOTO IIO/IXOJ1a, KOTOPBIVI OOBbeAMHSIeT KaHTYaH-
CKYIO V1 PeHOMEHOJIOrMUeCcKyI0 TpaanuIIV HTep-
HpeTaly sABjieHUsA 1 peHOMeHa.

1. «SIBr1eHMe» n «dpenomen» y Kanra

Y viccnenoBateriert Kanra He cymecTByeT OiHO-
3HAYHOVI TPAKTOBKM IIOHSITUN «sBJIeHMe» U «de-
HoMmeH». [lpescraBisieTcss maske caMo cobovt pa-
3yMEIOILIVIMCS, YTO 3TV TEPMUHBI yIIOTPeOIISIOTCS
KakK cHOHVMBI (cM.: Komapos, 2006, c. 165)°, onHa-
KO TaKasl CXOXKeCTb oOMaHuMBa. TpaKTOBKa TOHS-
TUS «sIBJIEHVIe» VIMeeT O4eHb IINPOKYIO aMIUINUTY-
Iy — OT yTBepXK[eHWs, UTo sIBJIeHVie IIpaBuJIbHee
MIOHMMATB B «(PU31YECKOM CMBICIIe», 110 YTBeprKe-
Hus, uTO siBjieHnst Kanta — 310 cyry60 MeHTaIb-
HBI q)eHOMeH, CBSI3AaHHBIVI C IIpeaCTaB/IeHVIEM
(Pinkard, 2002, p. 26). Tak, T.V1. OnzepmaHn B cTa-
The «[loHsTHe saBneHMs B cucteMe V. KanTa» BbI-
ABUTaeT Te3uc 00 aMOMBaIeHTHOV, CyObeKT-00b-
eKTHOM IIpupoze deHoMeHa, mpuyueM B «Kpuru-

>ITpn aTOM HEOOXOAMMO yKa3aTh Ha TO, YTO CMHOHMMIY-
HOCTb T€PMVHOB PsIOM McCIIefloBaTesierl CTaBUTCs IO
Boripoc. K mpumepy, II.H. PaseeB comHeBaeTcst B Iipa-
BOMEPHOCTI B3aVIMO3aMeHSeMOrO VICIIOJIb30BaHVS Tep-
MIMHOB «sIBJIEHMe» ¥ «(PeHOMeH» B aHIJIUICKOM Iiepe-
Bonte «Kpurukn ancroro pasyma» (Pasees, 1997, c. 200).
H.B. MoTpommioBa yKasbIBaeT: «...0UeHb BaXXKHO HaThb
ceOe OTUeT B TOM, UTO [l OYeHb PacCIPOCTPaHEHHOTO
OommMOOYHOTr0 MHEHMsSI 0 ToM, uTo “deHomen” n “spire-
mne” y Kanra — Oynro ObI 0mHO 11 TO Xe (II04eMy Iiepe-
BOIUMKM Opasii Ha cebs cMeJIOCTh Hake 3aMeHSITh OfHO
CJIOBO [IPYIVIM), HET HUKAKMX OCHOBAHWV, €CiIi, KOHeu-
HO, OIIMpaThCcs Ha olpenerieHns camoro Kanra, a He BbI-
IyMBIBaTh YTO-TO OT cebsi» (MoTtpommiosa, 2017, c. 13).
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It is also necessary to mention the method-
ological grounds for comparing the Kantian
and phenomenological currents in philoso-
phy in interpreting the concepts “appearance”
and “phenomenon”: first, the use of these con-
cepts has been endorsed by the entire transcen-
dental tradition; second, Fink is one of the few
phenomenological authors who have crossed
the boundaries of their trend and worked with
the texts of Kant (as well as Hegel); and third,
the aim of this investigation is to develop an
inter-disciplinary approach to the analysis of
these concepts, i.e. an approach that combines
the Kantian and phenomenological traditions
in interpreting appearance and phenomenon.

1. “Appearance” and “Phenomenon”
in Kant

There is no consensus among Kant scholars
on the interpretation of the concepts “appear-
ance” and “phenomenon”. Indeed, it is taken
for granted that these terms are used synony-
mously (c¢f. Komarov, 2006, p. 165),° but the
similarity is deceptive. Interpretations of the
concept “appearance” vary widely from the
assertion that appearance should be more cor-
rectly understood “in the physical sense”
to the claims that with Kant appearance is a
strictly mental phenomenon connected with
representations (Pinkard, 2002, p. 26). Thus,
Teodor I. Oizerman, in an article entitled “The
Concept of Appearance in Kant’s System”,

¢ It has to be said that some authors question the syn-
onymy of the terms. For example, Danil N. Razeev chal-
lenges the legitimacy of the interchangeable use of the
terms “appearance” and “phenomenon” in the English
translation of the Critique of Pure Reason (Razeev, 1997,
p- 200). Nelli V. Motroshilova stresses that “it is very im-
portant to be aware of the fact that the popular miscon-
ception that “phenomenon” and ‘appearance” with Kant
mean the same thing (which is why translators did not
stop short of replacing one word with the other) is to-
tally groundless, provided of course that we proceed
from Kant’s own definition and do not invent our own”
(Motroshilova, 2017, p. 13).



Ke YVCTOrO pa3yMa» BbIpakeHO ITpeVMYyIIecTBeH-
HO CyOBeKTMBHO-Vea/IVICTIIUeCKOe ITOHMMAaHe
ABJICHUVI B KadecTBe IIpeficTaBjleHn’, a B «Merta-
pu3MYeCcKIX OCHOBaX eCTeCTBO3HaHWsS» — IIpe-
VMIMYIIIECTBEHHO X CyOBeKT-00beKTHOe TOJIKOBa-
Hue (Omsepman, 2002, c. 207—208). Cropasensiu-
BOCTV Pajiyl CTOUT yKa3aTb, YTO IIeJIbIO 3TOV pa-
O0TeI OBUIO He pasrpaHMUeHVe MeXIy SBJIeHU-
eM 1 peHOMEHOM, HO 0OOCHOBaHMe Te3uca O J1y-
aym3Me sBJIeHMs KaK VIMIUIMIIMTHOIO COYeTaHWs
MaTepVaICTYeCKO ¥ WIeasIVICTUIecKo Tpa-
oyt B dpwitocodmn Kanra (Onszepman, 2002,
c. 208) ¢ ToukM 3peHMsT MAPKCUCTCKOM KPUTUKIL.
J171 HaImXx 11eJ1evt BayKeH BBIBOII: TPAKTOBKa siBJIe-
HVsI BO3MOXKHA He B CyT'y0o0 1eaIcT4ecKoM, HO
B Oortee orpeiesieHHOM, OOBEKTHOM CMBICTIE.

Ha pasmrune Mexny siBjieHVeM 1 (PeHOMEHOM
ykasbiBaeT [I.H. bypxanos: «OpHako sBieHue
u peHOMEH — BOBCe He OIHO U TO Xe. PeHOMEH
O3HauaeT HeUTO, BO3HMKAloIlee Ha T'PaHMUIIEe sSB-
JIeHUs U Bellly B ceDe. fIBleHme e mopgpasyMeBa-
eT CBs3b, HOPOXKIAeMYIO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHbIMU
IpVHLOMIIaMM To3HaHMs» (Bypxanos, 2016, c. 35).
JlaHHOe pasrpaHMUeHVe HeCKOJIBKO abCTpaKTHO,
IIOTOMY YTO C HUM, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, HeJIb3s He
COIVIACUTBCS  (SIBJIeHMe [IeVICTBUTEIBHO CBSI3aHO
C TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHbIMIM IIPUHIIUIIAMM IIO3Ha-
HWs, BIIpoueM, Kak 1 ¢peHOMeH), ¢ ipyrovt — e-
HOMEH OIIpezie/IsieTCsl aBTOPOM KaK BO3HMKAIO-
IV Ha TpaHulIie sBJIeHNs 1 Belly B cebe. B aTom
cJlydae MBI MMeeM Kak Obl 7IBa IIOJIfOca — sIBJle-
HVIe 11 Belllb B cebe, MeXTy KOTOPbIMI BO3HMKAET
denomen. Ho Torzia kakoBa cofiepkaTesibHasi IIpu-
porna deHomena? Kak B 3Ty OUIIONISpHYIO MOIEITb
BCTPaMBaIOTCsl HOYMeH U IIpecTaBJIeHie?

LleHTpasIbHBIM BOIIPOCOM B OJHOW W3 CTaTen
J1.H. Pa3zeeBa Obu1a cOOCTBEeHHO ITpo0iTeMa pasim-
YeHWs TIOHSTUN «siBJIeHMe» 1 «deHoMeH». Pesto-
MUpPYs UTOTM CBOErO aHaJIn3a, aBTOp MUIIIET, YTO
ITIO3HaHVIEe TIOCPEICTBOM CIIOCOOHOCTV BOOOpake-
HVS TpaHCHOPMUPYeT sABJIeHMe U IIpeaMeT B de-
HomeH (Pasees, 1997, c. 206). M1 B, 9TO peltia-
IOIITYIO POJIb [IJIs OllpeiesieHNs peHOMeHa MUrpaeT

A.N. Krioukov

suggests that phenomenon has an ambivalent,
subject-object nature, with the Critique of Pure
Reason expressing a predominantly subjec-
tive-idealistic interpretation of appearances as
representations and Metaphysical Foundations
of Natural Science a predominantly subject-ob-
ject one (Oizerman, 2002, pp. 207-208). It has
to be said for fairness sake that the aim of that
work was not to distinguish the concepts of ap-
pearance and phenomenon but to ground the
essentially Marxist thesis about the dualism of
appearance as an implicit combination of the
materialistic and idealistic traditions in Kant’s
philosophy (Oizerman, 2002, p. 208). For our
purpose the important conclusion is that ap-
pearance lends itself not only to a strictly ide-
alistic, but also to a more definite objective
interpretation.

Rafael A. Burkhanov stresses the difference
between appearance and phenomenon: “How-
ever, appearance and phenomenon are by no
means the same. Phenomenon means some-
thing on the border between appearance and
thing in itself. Appearance implies the link en-
gendered by transcendental principles of cogni-
tion” (Burkhanov, 2016, p. 35). The distinction
is somewhat abstract because on the one hand
we cannot but agree with it (appearance is in-
deed linked with the transcendental principles
of cognition, as indeed is phenomenon), but on
the other hand the author defines phenomenon
as something that arises on the border between
appearance and the thing in itself. In this case
we have two poles, appearance and the thing in
itself, between which is located the phenome-
non. But what, then, is the content of phenom-
enon? How do noumen and representation fit
into this bipolar model?

One of Danil N. Razeev’s papers was ex-
pressly devoted to the problem of distinguish-
ing appearance and phenomenon. Summing
up his analysis, the author writes that cogni-
tion through the imaginative capacity trans-
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CII0COOHOCTH BooOpaskeHMs. Heobxommmo Hamom-
HWUTb, YTO JaHHOe IOHATHe BBOoAMTCS y KaHta
B TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOV aHaJINTMKe, KOI7la pedb
3axOAUT COOCTBEHHO OO OIBITHOM IIO3HAHWW, TO
eCcThb IpobsieMe COOTHOIIEHMS allpMOPHBIX Kare-
rOpuT C JaHHBIMM YYBCTBEHHOCTW. 3[1eCh MMeeT-
Cs1 KOCBEeHHOe YKa3aHMe Ha TO, 9TO (peHOMeH CBsi-
3aH C OITpeJIe/IeHHOCTHIO UyBCTBEHHOTO TIO3HAHMS
B omblTe. OIHAKO OCTaeTCsl BOIIPOC: BBIIEIIEHVIE
deHOMeHa TIOCPeICTBOM CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpaske-
HVSI OCYIIECTBJISETCS OJHOBPEMEHHO pa3HOHa-
IpaBJIeHHO — Kak OT SIBJIeHMs, TaK ¥ OT IIperaMe-
ta? Ecyim miepBoe kaxketcs: Oojlee 0OOCHOBaHHBIM,
IIOCKOJIBKY CYIIIeCTBYeT TeHIEHIIVS CMeIIVBaHs
yHKITMOHAILHOCTY siBJIeHUsI 1 (peHOMeHa, TO
BTOpO€e HeOOXOIVIMO ITPOSICHUTb.

H.B. MoTtpommmioBa Bblle/IsleT HeCKOJIBKO «OT-
TEHKOB» pa3JINUueHNs IIOHITUI «(DeHOMEH» U «SIB-
nerne» (Motpoumwiosa, 2010; 2017). Tax, parHMiI
KanT, o MHeHMIO aBTOpa, pasiiyall sSBjleHre Kak
caM aKT SIBJIEHHOCTM, a PV HOMOIIM (peHoMe-
Ha KOHKPeTM3MPOBaJI yXKe IPeIMEeTHYIO CTOPOHY
3TOV SBJIEHHOCTW. B 3TOM cilydae sBJIeHUe OKa-
3bIBAETCSI CBSI3aHO C JOJIOTMYECKVIM IIpVIMEHeHVI-
eM paccyfiKa, PeHOMeH Xe — C pedIeKCHBHOCTBIO
u onblToM. B «Kpurnke umcroro pasyma» pyHk-
umsi deHoMeHa elle Goslee KOHKPeTU3UPYeTCH,
IIOCKOJIBKY ITPV €rO ITOMOIIM ITPOVICXOINT TIOJIBe-
JieHVie CO3epLaHMmV TIOI PacCy[OuHble IOHSATS,
TO €CTh OCYIIeCTBJIZeTCS IPVIMEHEeHe KaTeropuil
K siBjieHaM (MoTporiosa, 2010, c. 85; 2017, c. 14).
@DeHOMEHBI B TAKOM CJTy4yae — CBOeoOpas3Hasi IIperl-
MeTHasl CTopoHa no3HaHus. CyOopayHaIms Mex-
Ay 3HAUYeHWMSIMU [IBYX 3TVX HOHSATUI B «KpuTnke
YIICTOrO pasyMa» BBIIJISANT TaK: siBJIeHVe HeoT/le-
JIMIMO OT ITpeJicTaBjieHns 00 oObeKTe, peHoMeH ke
SBJII€TCS MeTaIlOHSTVEM TI0 OTHOIIEHUIO K sIBJIe-
Huto (Motpormmiosa, 2010, c. 84—85). «ltak, mep-
Mmunosoeudecku “chenomen” uepaem 6 “Kpumuxe uu-
cmoeo pasyma” yeHmpaisHyo poas npesxoe Bceeo npu
PA3bACHEHUU CMbLCAA U (PYHKYUU Kameeopuil pac-
cyoxa» (MoTpormtosa, 2010, c. 85). To ecTs deHo-
MeH VIMeeT OTTeHOK CMBICIIa, CBA3aHHBIN C KaTero-
PpyYaIbHBIM IIPYIMEeHeHVIeM ITO3HaH AL

forms appearance and object into phenomenon
(Razeev, 1997, p. 206). We see that the faculty
of imagination plays the decisive role in the
definition of phenomenon. It should be remem-
bered that Kant introduces this concept into
transcendental analytics when he speaks of
experiential cognition, i.e. the problem of the
relationship between a priori categories and
sensual data. This implies that the phenomenon
is linked with the certainty of sensual cognition
in experience. That, however, still leaves the
question: Is the phenomenon isolated through
the faculty of imagination in different direc-
tions at once, i.e. proceeding from the phenom-
enon and from the object? While the former
seems to be better grounded because there is a
tendency to confuse the functionalities of ap-
pearance and phenomenon, the latter calls for
a clarification.

Nelli V. Motroshilova writes about
“shades” in distinguishing the concepts “phe-
nomenon” and “appearance” (Motroshilova,
2010; 2017). Thus, the early Kant, she believes,
distinguished appearance as the fact of ap-
pearing and used phenomenon to specify the
object aspect of appearing. In this case, appear-
ance is linked with a pre-logical use of reason
and phenomenon with reflexivity and experi-
ence. In the Critique of Pure Reason the function
of the phenomenon is further concretised be-
cause it brings intuitions within the scope of
mental concepts, i.e. applies categories to ap-
pearances (Motroshsilova, 2010, p. 85; 2017,
p. 14). In this case, phenomena are an object
aspect of cognition. In the Critique of Pure Rea-
son the subordination between the meanings of
these two concepts is as follows: appearance is
inseparable from the representation of an ob-
ject, while the phenomenon is a meta-concept
relative to appearance (Motroshilova, 2010,
pp. 84-85). “Thus, terminologically, ‘phenome-
non’ plays the central role in the Critique of Pure
Reason primarily in explaining the meaning and
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PaccmoTprM B OOIIMIX YepTaX, B KAKOM CMBIC-
ne cam KaHT ymorpe0riseT MOHATWUS «SBJIEHWE»
" «deHOMeH», TIpeXxe Bcero B «KpuTuke gmcToro
pasyma»®. OrpenierieHe SBJIEHS CBSI3aHO C XOPO-
1110 M3BECTHOVI IIPeIIOChUIKON KaHTVaHCKOV pu-
J10cOPUM, UTO CYIIECTBYIOT JBe CTOPOHBI 3TOrO
MUpa: MVP, KOTOPbIVI MOXXHO II03HATh, I MUP, KO-
TOPBIVI TIO3HATh Hejb3s. Mup, KOTOPBIV HeJIb3s
IIO3HATh, COCTOUT 13 Belllen B ceOe, VIV CYIIeCcTBY-
IOIIVIX caMM TI0 ceDe; MUp, KOTOPBITI MBI B COCTOSI-
HUY II03HaTh, — 3TO MUP SBJIEHHBIN: «... (B 9yB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMAaeMOM MUPe) MBI Be3le, Jaxe
py ITyOodariiieM VCCIIeNOBaHWUM €ro IIpegMe-
TOB, VIMeeM [1eJI0 TOJIBKO C siBjleHusMu» (B 62—
63; Kanrt, 2006, c. 123). C Toukn 3penuns KaHnra,
MBI B IIPMHINIIE HE MMeeM BO3MOXHOCTV WHa-
Ye cosepriarh Belly, KpoMe KakK B KauecTBe sIBJIe-
Hui1. Ha Hac kak OBl HaJleThl «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
Hble OYKW», OJaromapsi KOTOPBIM MBI HadlHaeM
BUJIETH Belllyl B IIPOCTPaHCTBe 1 BpemMeHN. VImeH-
HO Oy1arofaps 5TOMY CTAHOBUTCSI BO3MOXKHBIM CO-
3epLUarh BeIly BHYTPEHHVIM B30POM OO0 BCSIKO-
T'O HEITOCPEeICTBEHHOI'O OIBITHOIO CTOJIKHOBEHIS
¢ HuMn. OgHO U3 HEeMHOIMX, Hanboslee IUTUPY-
€MBIX, OIpe/lesIeHnI dBjleHus m1acut: «Heorpe-
JOeJIeHHBIVI IIpeaMeT SMIIMPUYECKOro CO3epLIaHist
HasblBaeTcsd Abienuem» (B 34; Kant, 2006, c. 89).
Heonpenenennomy npemeTy IIO JIOTMIKE Belen
JOJDKEH IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISATHCS O PeIesIeHHbBI
npenmeT. IlosToMy Hens3OeXHO BO3ZHMKAIOT BO-
IIPOCHL: MOXKeT JIU sIBJIeHVe 0OpecTy CTaTyc oIrpe-
JeJIeHHOTO IIpeaMeTa, VI eCJIN «1a», TO IIPY KaKmx
ycnousix? Ecim «HeT», TO KaKuM HOJDKeH OBITh
STOT OIIpeIe/IeHHBIV IIpeIMeT 1 KaK OH COOTHO-
cutcs ¢ sBjleHreM? OIpeliesleHHBIV IIpeJIMeT OT-
JIMYAETCS OT BeIly B ceDe myIv 3TO OIHO U TO Xe?

¢ITo nmoBoxy momsATHA «sBieHMe» T.V. Onzepman crpa-
BeIUIMBO OTMeuaeT: «Cpeyt OCHOBHBIX IOHSTUV, CIIEll-
ndryeck XapaKTepus3YIOLIMX TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHBIN
ugeaysM KaHrta, moHATUIO “gBiieHyre” HeCOMHEHHO
IIPVHA/IJIEXUT IIeHTpajibHOe MecTo. [Tpasna, B “Kpurnke
YMCTOro pasyMa”... HeT HM IVIaBbl, HU [JaXe maparpada,
CIIeIMajIbHO IIOCBAIIEeHHBIX 3TOMY HOHATHIO...» (Oisep-
MaH, 2002, c. 196).

7 Cp. ¢ MHTepIIpeTalyen IByX cTOpoH mMupa Kanra xak
OIHOTO YHM(PUIOVPOBAHHOIO Mupa B pabore: (Marshall,
2013).

A.N. Krioukov

function of the categories of reason” (ibid., p. 85).
In other words, phenomenon has a shade of
meaning connected with the categorial use of
cognition.

Let us look at the meaning with which Kant
invests the concepts “appearance” and “phe-
nomenon”, notably in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son.” The definition of appearance is associated
with the well-known prerequisite of Kantian
philosophy to the effect that there are two
sides to this world: the knowable world and
the unknowable world.? “[...] we have noth-
ing to do with anything except appearances
anywhere (in the world of sense), even in the
deepest research into its objects” (KrV, B 62-
63; Kant, 1998, p. 187). On Kant’s account, we
can only observe things as appearances. It is
as if we were wearing “transcendental glass-
es” thanks to which we begin to see things in
space and time. This makes it possible to in-
tuit things with inner vision prior to immedi-
ate experiential encounter with them. One of
the few oft-quoted definitions of appearance
reads: “The undetermined object of an empir-
ical intuition is called appearance” (KrV, B 34;
Kant, 1998, p. 172). Logically, the undeter-
mined object is counterposed to a determined
object. Therefore questions inevitably suggest
themselves: can an appearance gain the status
of determined object, and if “yes” under what
conditions? If not, what should the deter-
mined object be like and how does it relate to
appearance? Is a determined object something
different from a thing in itself or are these the
same thing?

7 T.I. Oizerman rightly says this about the concept of ap-
pearance: “Among the main concepts specifically char-
acterising Kant’s transcendental idealism ‘appearance’
occupies the central place. True, in the Critique of Pure
Reason [...] there is not a single chapter or even para-
graph devoted to this concept [...]” (Oizerman, 2002,
p- 196).

8 Cf. interpretation of the two sides of Kant’s world as
one unified world in Marshall (2013).
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C roHSTMEM «SIBJIEHVIe» CBSI3aHO ITOHSTHE «(e-
HoMeH». [ IpuBeny nurary ns3 naparpadga o mpoTu-
BOIIOCTaBJIeHUN peHOMeHa 11 HoyMeHa B «Kputu-
Ke YVICTOro pasyma», B kotopont KaHT BBOAUT 3TO
noagTre. OH OUITIeT:

TeMm He MeHee Kor7ia MBI Te VIV VIHBIE ITpelIMe-
TBI KaK sIBJIeHVISI Ha3blBaeM UyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPU-
HuMaeMbIMu cymiHOcTsiMU (Phaenomena), omm-
Yasi IIPU 3TOM CIIOCO0, KaK/M MBI X co3epliaeM,
OT MX CBOVICTB CaMmX II0 ce0e, TO yXe B caMOM
HallleM IIOHSTUM [JyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHVIMAae-
MOVI CYIITHOCTV| 3aKJIFOUAETCS TO, YTO MBI KaK OBl
IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIEM 3TVM YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPY-
HVIMaeMBbIM CYIITHOCTSIM VIV Te Ke CaMble CyIII-
HOCTM C VX CBOVICTBAMM CaMVMMU II0 cebe, XOTs
MBI 3TVIX CBOVICTB B HVIX VI HE CO3epliaeM, VIV Ke
IpyTvie BO3MOJXXHBIE BeIlM, KOTOpBIe BOBCE He
OOBEKTHI HAIMX YyBCTB; ¥ MBI paccMaTpviBaeM
VX KaK IIpeIMeThbl, KOTOpPbIe MBICJIUT TOJIBKO pac-
CY[IOK, U Ha3blBaeM VX PacCyIOYHBIMM CYIITHO-
cramu (Noumena) (B 306; Kaut, 2006, c. 405).

W3 camom 3TOV ILIMTATBl MBI MOXXEM BBIBECTV
IIpefiBapuTesIbHOe oIperesieHne ¢eHoMeHa Kak
UyBCTBEHHO BOCITpMHMMaeMon cymiHocTi (Sin-
nenwesen), 4To, IO CyTV, COOTBETCTBYeT OIIperie-
JIHUIO TIOHATUS «siBjleHMe». Ha mepBblIvi B3IVIA
TaKoe OITpeJieJieHie CMHOHVIMIYHO BBIIIIE ITperl-
CTaBJIeHHOMY OITpeieJIeHIIO siBJIeHVs KaK HeoIlpe-
JIeJIEHHOT'O IIpe/IMeTa YyBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epIiaHwsl.
ITosToMy MBI CTaJIKMBaeMCsl C HEOOXOXVIMOCTBHIO
IIPOBeeHNs pa3/Indisl MeXy OTTeHKaMy 3Hade-
HVS TIOHSTUM «sBJIeHne» U «dpeHoMen» y KaHTa.

Pazmruanio Mexxy dpeHOMeHOM 11 HOyMeHOM TaK-
Xe miocsseH § 32 «[Iposeromen...». 3pneck MHbIE
OTTEHKM pas3Ivyusd MeXy STUMMU IIOHSATUSMMA.
KanT B 3TOM naparpade oTOXIecTBIIsieT UyBCTBEH-
Hble Bellly VWIN sIBJIeHWs], YTOUHsIs B CKOOKax, 4To
peub mpet o «Phaenomena». OH nuIIIeT, YTO HOY-
MeHaJIbHBIe CYIITHOCT 71 JPEBHIIX ObUIV UeM-TO
caMo coOoV pa3yMeFOIIVIMCS, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM «CMe-
IIVBaJIV SBJIeHMS C IIpu3pakamm» (AA 04, S. 314;
Kanrt, 1993, c. 99). D10 BaXKHBIVI MOMEHT: IIPUIIVCHI-
BaHMe IIPU3PavHOCTY HOyMeHaIbHBIM CYIITHOCTSIM
ObUIO XM3HEHHOW PpeaIbHOCTHIO JIPeBHVX BBUILY
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The concept “phenomenon” is linked with
the concept “appearance”. Consider this quote
from a paragraph on the juxtaposition of phe-
nomenon and noumenon in the Critique of Pure
Reason in which Kant introduces this concept:

Nevertheless, if we call certain objects, as
appearances, beings of sense (phaenomena),
because we distinguish the way in which we
intuit them from their constitution in itself,
then it already follows from our concept that to
these we as it were oppose, as objects thought
merely through the understanding, either other
objects conceived in accordance with the latter
constitution, even though we do not intuit it in
them, or else other possible things, which are
not objects of our senses at all, and call these
beings of understanding (noumena) (KrV, B 306;
Kant, 1998, p. 360).

From this quotation we can derive a tenta-
tive definition of phenomenon as a being of
sense (Sinneswesen), which essentially corre-
sponds to the concept “appearance”. At first
glance this definition is synonymous with the
above definition of appearance as an undeter-
mined object of sensible intuition. Thus we are
confronted with the need to distinguish the
shades of meaning of “appearance” and “phe-
nomenon” according to Kant.

The difference between phenomenon and
noumenon is the subject of § 32 of Prolegome-
na Here the shades of difference between these
concepts are different. In this paragraph Kant
identifies sensible things and appearances,
warning in brackets that he is referring to phae-
nomena. He writes that noumenal entities were
taken for granted by the ancients “because
they took appearance and illusion to be one
and the same thing” (Prol, AA 04, p. 314; Kant,
2002, p. 107). This is a point to be noted: equat-
ing nominal entities with illusions was real for
the ancients because of the pardonable imma-
turity of their reason and their belief in fantas-
tic worlds. In other words, imagined phantoms



IIPOCTUTEIIBHOV HEe3PEeJIOCTU MX pasyMa M Bephl
B (paHTacTMUeckrie MupeL VIHBIMU cjlOBaM, BbI-
IlyMaHHbIe paHTOMBI (ITpM3paKy) — 3TO HOyMeHBI,
KOTOPBIM ITPOTUBOCTOAT (peHOMeHbI KaK UyBCTBeH-
HBI€ sIBJIEHVISI B KOHKPETHOVI JKVM3HEHHOV peasIbHO-
CTU, OOYCJIOBJIEHHOM OIIBITOM. MOXXHO ITpefIIosio-
JKUTB, 4TO B IposieroMeHax KaHT mcrionesyer de-
HOMEHBI U SIBJIEHVMS KaK HeUTO CXOMHOEe IS OITU-
CaHMs OHOIO 1 TOro Xe (pakra cosHaHms. Ho mo-
CMOTPVM 3aKJTIOYeHNe K 3ToMy Haparpady: «...00
STMX YMCTBIX YMCTBEHHBIX CYIITHOCTSX MBI He 3Ha-
€M ¥ He MOXXKeM 3HaTh HIYero OIIpene/IeHHOro, Tak
KaK HalllVl YVCThle pacCyJO4YHbIe HOHSTNSI, PaBHO
Kak ¥ YMCThIe BO33PeHVIst, OTHOCITCH K IIpeIMeTaM
BO3MOKHOI'O OITBITa, T.€. K IIPOCTHIM UyBCTBEHHBIM
BelllaM, BHe KOTOPBIX 3TV HOHATHS TePAIOT BCAKOe
3HaueHme» (AA 04, S. 315; Kant, 1993, c. 100). Mb1
VIMeEM [IeJI0 CO CJIROYIOIIVIM OTTEHKOM PasyIvuVis:
0 HOyMeHaX MbI He 3HaeM HIYero OIpeaesIeHHOro,
a 3TO 3HA4YWT, YTO HOyMeHaM IIPOTUBOCTOAT peHo-
MeHBI B KaueCTBe OIIpeieJIeHHOrO 3HaHMsA. XOT4 SB-
JIEHVISI TOXe €CTh HeOoIllpeIe/IeHHbIVI IIpeIMeT dyB-
CTBEHHOI'O CO3epliaHVs, OHAKO OHVM He HOYMEeHBL.
Torpa mpenBapuTesIbBHO MOXXHO BBIIBVHYTH I'MIIO-
Te3y, YTO OTJINYMTe/IbHAas XapaKTepucTuKa eHo-
MEHOB JJOJDKHa OBbITh KaKMM-TO 0Opa3soM cBsg3aHa
C OIIpeIeJIeHHOCTBIO.

ITorrpoOyio cyMMMpoBaTh ITPUHIIUIIBI COOT-
HeceHWs NOHSATUN «dBJIeHVe» 1 «deHoMeH». SIB-
JIeHVsI OTHOCSITCS K O0JIacTV TpaHCLIeH[IeHTallb-
HOVI YyBCTBEHHOCTU B II€JIOM, U II0 3TOV IIPUYM-
He KaHT HaspIBaeT 1X «HeOoIIpele/IeHHbIMU ITpe]l-
MeTaMM», (PEHOMEHBI CBSI3aHBI C KaTeropyaalbHbIM
IO3HAaHVEeM, a TeM CaMbIM — C KOHKPeTHBIMU Be-
I1aM¥, ITIO3HaBaeMbIMMU B OITbITe. DeHOMEHBI — 3TO
ABJICHVIS, OIIpe/ieJIeHHbIe B UyBCTBEHHOM OIIBITE.

IIpy 3TOM OCTaeTcst BOIIPOC, KaKyl POJIb 3TO
pasivyeHre MOXXeT UIpaTh I HaIllUX IIOCIIey-
IOIIMX IOTYOUVI IIPU TIepexoae K pacCMOTPEHIIO
IIpo0JIeMBI COOTHOIIEHMS SIBTIeHMS 1 (DeHOMeHa
B PeHOMEHOJIOIMUeCcKOV TpaauLIUi. 31ech 5 yIo-
MsIHY eIlle OJHO 3HauMTeJIbHOe CBOVICTBO SIBJIe-
Hus. KanaT rmirmer:
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(ghosts) are noumena contrasted with phenom-
ena as sensible appearances in concrete reali-
ty conditioned by experience. Arguably, Kant
in Prolegomena uses phenomena and appear-
ances as something similar to describe one and
the same fact of consciousness. But let us look
at the conclusion of this paragraph: “[...] we
do not know and cannot know anything de-
terminate about these intelligible beings at all,
because our pure concepts of the understand-
ing as well as our pure intuitions refer to noth-
ing but objects of possible experience, hence to
mere beings of sense, and that as soon as one
departs from the latter, not the least signifi-
cance remains for those concepts” (Prol, AA 04,
p. 315; Kant, 2002, p. 107). The shade of dif-
ference here is this: we know nothing definite
about noumena, which means that noumena
are counterposed to phenomena as determinate
knowledge. Although phenomena are also an
undetermined object of sensible intuition they
are not noumena. Now we can tentatively put
forward a hypothesis that the distinctive fea-
ture of phenomena must somehow be connect-
ed with determinedness.

I shall now try to sum up the principles
of correlating the concepts of “appearance”
and “phenomenon”. Appearances belong to
the realm of transcendental sensibility as a
whole, which is why Kant calls them “unde-
termined objects”, while phenomena are con-
nected with categorial knowledge and thereby
with concrete things cognised through experi-
ence. Phenomena are appearances determined
in sensible experience. The question remains
as to what role this distinction may play in our
subsequent investigations as we move on to
the problem of the relationship between ap-
pearance and phenomenon in the phenomeno-
logical tradition. At this point I would like to
mention another significant property of appear-
ance. Kant writes:
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...BCSIKOe Hallle co3epIiaHiie eCTh TOJIBKO IIperl-
CTaBJIeHNe O SIBJIEHWW... BEIl[M, KOTOPble MBI CO-
3epliaeM, caMu 110 cebe He TaKOBbI, KaK OHV HaM
SIBJISTFOTCSL, V1 €CJIV OBl MBI YCTPAHWIN Halll CyOb-
€KT VIV e TOJIbKO CyOBeKTVBHBIE CBOVICTBA Ha-
IIIVIX YyBCTB BOOOIIE, TO BCE CBOVICTBA OOBEKTOB
VI VIX OTHOIIEHWS B IIPOCTPAHCTBE U BpPeMeHWU,
JlaXke caMo IIPOCTPAHCTBO W BpeMsl Vcue3In Obl:
KaK SIBJIEHVS OHM MOTYT CYIIeCTBOBAaTh TOJIBKO
B Hac, a He B cebe (B 59; Kanr, 2006, c. 119).

VI3 sTOM LUTaTHI CIIelyeT, UTO, BO-IIePBBIX, SB-
JIEHVISI CYIIIeCTBYIOT B HaC (xOTs M ABJISAIOTCS OTO-
OpakeHVeM BHeIIIHeV BeIN B ce0e) 11, BO-BTOPBIX,
OHV TE€CHO CBSI3aHbBI C HAIIIVIMY ITPEe/ICTaBIIeHVISIMIA.
Bropoit MoOMeHT npuHIIMIIMAaIIeH U CBsI3aH C OIIpe-
JleJICHHOV JIMHVEeV TPaKTOBKM siBjleHnsd y Kanra.
Peub mieT 0 Tak Ha3bIBaeMOM OePKIIMAHCKOM ITOfI-
X0fie, CyTh KOTOPOTO 3aKJIFOYAETCS B TOM, UTO BeCh
SIBJIEHHBIVI MUP €CTh He UTO MHOe, KaK Hallle I1pe/i-
crasjieHme’. DTy MHTepHpeTalio MOXXHO Ha3BaThb
KpaVIHOCbeog. Ho, xkak HU cTpaHHO, VIMEHHO Ta-
KOV MIIeaJIMCTUYeCKUI ITOIXO0I, TaKoe OTOXIIeCT-
BJIeHVIe SBJIEHVIS C IIpeICcTaB/IeHIeM 6y)1eT urparb
BaXHYIO POJIb 11711 (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKIX HTep-
nperany OuHKa, KOTOPBIVE OTOXIECTBIIACT MU
aBjieHV KanTa viMeHHO ¢ IpesicTaBiIeHieM.

IIpexpe yem nepenTit K PeHOMEHOIIOI TUECKO-
MY PacCMOTPEHWIO IIPOOJIEMBI COOTHOITIEHWST SIB-
JleHVs I peHOMeHa, TIOfIBe[ly MUTOT: B OOIIMX uep-
Tax s ODO3HAYMII MapKep, pasrpaHMYMBAIOIINI
sBJleHre 1 (PeHOMEeH,— 3TO OIIBITHOe IIpVIMeHe-
Hyle KaTerOpuii K 4yYBCTBEHHBIM TaHHBIM, a TaKXe
yKasayl Ha OOHY 3KCTpeMaIbHYI0, OOHAKO IIOTeH-
LMaJIbHO BAXKHYIO TPaKTOBKY SIBJIEHVIS B KaueCcTBe

8 TTompoOHBIT 0030p TaKOTO IIOXOAa B KOHTEKCTe CeMaH-
TUUYECKOV MHTepIpeTaluy CBA3KU «IIpeMeT — sBjle-
Hue — Tpesicrasienne» cM.: (Karpeuko, 2018).

K npumepy, IIOHMMaHMe SBJIEHNS TOJIBKO JIVIIb B Kade-
crBe Tipencrasienus T.Vl. OnzepmaH cumMTaeT HeoIlpas-
manabM. OH mmieT: «Bemp cornacHo yuyennto Kaxra, fcs
II03HaBaeMasi peaJIbHOCTh €CTh He UTO MTHOE, KaK COBOKYII-
HOCTb A6senuil. SIBjeHus e ornpenesitorcs KanTom kak
HallIl, JejIoBevuecKne IIpeficTaBiIeHNs, T.e. He4To, CyIlle-
CTBYyIOIIIee JIVIIIb B [IO3HAHWM, KOTOPOe, TaKUM 00pasoM,
TpaKTyeTcs KaK aHaJIV3 1 CMHTe3 IIpeficTasieHmnii. Tem He
MeHee KaHT omrperiesisieT siBJIeHV: 1 KaK IIpeJIMeTHI, TeJla,
BeIlM, KOTOPble BOCIIPMHMMAIOTCS HAIIVIMY YyBCTBaM,
cTas1o ObITh, HasuuecmBytom 0o Besakoeo bocnpusamus» (On-
3epmas, 2002, c. 196).

38

“[...] all our intuition is nothing but the
representation of appearance; [...] the things
that we intuit are not in themselves what we
intuit them to be, nor are their relations so
constituted in themselves as they appear to us;
and [...] if we remove our own subject or even
only the subjective constitution of the senses
in general, then all constitution, all relations
of objects in space and time, indeed space
and time themselves would disappear, and as
appearances they cannot exist in themselves,
but only in us (B 59; Kant, 1998, p. 185).

It follows from this quotation that first, ap-
pearances exist within us (although they reflect
the external thing in itself) and second, that
appearances are closely linked with our rep-
resentations. The latter point is a matter of prin-
ciple because it reflects a certain line in Kant’s
interpretation of appearance. I am referring
to what is known as the Berkeleyan approach
which is that all the apparent world is noth-
ing but our representation.’ This interpretation
may sound extreme.'’ But, oddly enough, this
idealistic approach, the identification of appear-
ance and representation, would loom large in
the phenomenological interpretations of Fink:
Fink identifies Kant’s world of appearances
with representations.

Before I proceed to consider the relation-
ship between appearance and phenomenon
from the phenomenological point of view an
interim summing up is in order. I have gener-
ally indicated the marker that distinguishes ap-
pearance and phenomenon (it is the experiential
use of categories with regard to sensual data)

° For a detailed review of this approach in the context
of semantic interpretation of the “object-appearance-
representation” sequence see Katrechko (2018).

10 For example, T.I. Oizerman disagrees with the
interpretation of appearance merely as representation.
He writes: “According to Kant, all cognised reality
is nothing but a totality of appearances. Appearances,
according to Kant, are our human representations,
i.e. something that exists only in cognition and is thus
interpreted as analysis and synthesis of representations.
Nevertheless Kant defined appearances also as objects,
bodies, things perceived by our senses, hence existing
before any perception” (Oizerman, 2002, p. 196).



IIpeJICcTaBJIeHNs, KoTopasi OyIeT MCIOoIb30BaThCs
B deHomenonormm @rviHKa. MBI BiIesm, 94To 1aTh
OJHO3HAYHYIO TPaKTOBKY (peHOMeHa W SIBJIEHWIS
y KanTa 3aTpynHMUTeIPHO, TO3TOMY I ITPeIIJIOKIIT
OOIIMII IIPUHINIT PasINdus: gBjleHVe — IIpo-
IOyKT TPaHCIEHIeHTaIbHOV 3CTeTVKM, (PeHOMeH
Ke CBs3aH C KaTeropuasibHbIM To3HaHueM. Y T'yc-
ceprs® MeHSIIOTCSL aKIeHTHIL lleHTpasTbHBIM ITO-
HSTVEM OKa3bIBaeTcsl (PeHOMeH, KOTOPBIVI TaKXke
CBsi3aH CO cpepoVl TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO OITbITa.

2. 3HadeHMe MIOHATMS «peHOMEeH»
y I'yccepnsa

B denomenonornm I'ycceprist clI0)XKHO HamiTu
O/IHO3HAYHBbIe JePVHUIINY [IeHTPaIbHOIO IIOHS-
i «deHoMeH». YKaxXy Ha HPUHIMIINAIBHYIO
nosunuio I'yccepris: KOHLEIIWsS KaHTVAaHCKOW

10 Ocy1rrecTBIIeHMe TIepexoia U3 OIHOTO CIIocoba TpaHc-
TIeHfIeHTaTbHOM prytocodmm K IpyroMy TpebyeT ormpe-
JleJIeHHOTO MeTOJI0JIOIM4YecKoro odocHoBaHms. OueBui-
HO, 4TO, HECMOTPSI Ha CXOXKECTb TEPMVHOB «TpPaHCIeH-
JleHTaJIbHBIN», «siBJIeHue», «deHomen» y Kanra n I'yc-
cepiIsi, pedb MIOeT O KOHIIEIIIINSX, Oa3MpyIOMIMXCs Ha pas-
yaHbIx npuHimax. K npuvepy, A.H. Kpyrios ykasbl-
BaeT Ha TO, YTO OIIMOOYHOe ITOHMMaHMe TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyObeKTa BO3ZHMKIIO IO, BIIVISTHVEM TPaayIIiin
IIOHVMaHM TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTo cyobexTa y I'yccepris
(Kpymitos, 2004, c. 291), a TakKe Ha OCYIIECTBIICHHYIO €T0
rocsiefioBaTeIAMmU-peHOMeHOJIOTaMI 1eCTPYKLIMIO CTO-
pvn pwtocodpum (Tam xe, c. 293). C aTrM Hesb3st He CO-
IJIACUTBCS, HO C OJHOV OrOBOPKOVL: B IIpUMHIIMIIe Jro0as
TeMa, 3a KoTopyio I'yccepib Opasics B mcTopmKo-duIo-
codpckoM KiTfove, ObUTa TiepenvicaHa Ha (peHOMeHOJIOTH-
uveckuit MaHep. V1 HeKOppeKTHOe IIOHMMaHVe TpaHCIleH-
IleHTaJIbHOTO CyOBbeKTa Torfa cjlefyeT OTHEeCTM K YmTa-
TesraM ['yccepiiss, KOTOpble He YUYMTHIBAJIV MOMEHT «CBO-
eo0pasusi» ero mMcropuko-durocodpckmx mryauit. Ipu
3TOM OTHOIIIeHVIe e K ncTtopuu dpriocodnmn B peHoMe-
HOJIOTMYeCKOM KJIIoue BIIOJIHe ompasiaHo. ITpumeuare-
steH cremyromy dakt. A.H. Kpyrios ormedaer, uro cam
KaHT 1crornb3yeT 11eHTpasIbHOe, ¢ TOUKV 3PEHVIS €T0 VC-
cJlefioBaTesierl, IOHATVE «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHbEI CyOb-
exT» B «KpuTuke umcroro pasyma» 8 pas, He /1aBas 4eT-
koro ompenenenus (Tam xe, c. 286) (To Xe camoe OTHO-
CUTCS, KaK MBI TOJIBKO UTO BUHEIIN, VI K IIOHSTVSAM «SIB-
sleHMe» 1 «deHomen»). Kak HI cTpaHHO, TaKOW yIIpeK
MOJKHO afipecoBaTb 1 I'yccepiiro, KOTOPEIVI He olpeferis-
eT IeHTpaIbHBIe IIA ero drtocodpmm NoHSATIS «deHo-
MeH» W «sBJIeHMe» OfHO3HauHbIM obpaszom. ITpu sTom
KanT 11 I'ycceprib 0THOCATCS K TOCTAaTOYHO CTPOTMM PuI-
s10codpaM COBEpPIIIEHHO B TPaJMIIVAX HEMEIIKOV CKPYITy-
s1e3HOCTV. MOXXHO cOpMyIMpOoBaTh PUTOPIUECKIIT BO-
MPOC: CIy4YaeH JIV 3TOT MeTOIMUeCKUI «I1pobes» y oborx
CUCTEeMaTUYHBIX U CTPOrmX priocodos?
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and pointed out one extreme but potentially
important interpretation of appearance as rep-
resentation which will be used in Fink’s phe-
nomenology. We have seen that it is difficult to
interpret Kant’s appearance and phenomenon
in an unambiguous way, which is why I have
proposed a common principle of differentiation:
appearance is a product of transcendental aes-
thetics while phenomenon is linked with cate-
gorial cognition. With Husserl, we see a shift of
emphasis" to phenomenon which is also linked
to the sphere of transcendental experience.

2. The Meaning of the Concept
“Phenomenon” in Husserl’s Work

It is hard to find clear-cut definitions of the
central concept of “phenomenon” in Husserl’s
works. But I would like to point out Husserl’s

I Transition from one mode of transcendental philos-
ophy to another calls for a methodological grounding.
Obviously, despite similar interpretations of the terms
“transcendental,” “appearance,” and “phenomenon”,
Kant and Husserl proceed from different principles in
defining them. For example, Aleksey N. Krouglov (2004,
p- 291) notes that Husserl’s tradition of interpreting the
transcendental subject has influenced an erroneous in-
terpretation of the transcendental subject, and that suc-
ceeding phenomenologists had carried out a destruction
of the history of philosophy (ibid., p. 293). One can go
along with this but with one reservation: whatever topic
Husserl looked at from the historical-philosophical an-
gle, he rewrote it in the phenomenological manner. So
Husserl’s readers have only themselves to blame for mis-
interpreting the transcendental subject because they did
not take into account the “idiosyncrasy” of Husserl's
study of the history of philosophy. For all that, the study
of the history of philosophy from the phenomenological
point of view is perfectly justified. Yet another fact noted
by A.N. Krouglov is that, while in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son Kant uses what is believed to be the central concept
of “transcendental subject” eight times, he does not give
a clear-cut definition of it (ibid., p. 286) (the same is true,
as we have just seen, of the concepts “appearance” and
“phenomenon”). Oddly enough, the same charge may be
brought against Husserl who also fails to give clear defi-
nitions of the concepts of “appearance” and “phenom-
enon” that are central to his philosophy. And yet Kant
and Husserl are rigorous philosophers quite in line with
the scrupulous German approach. The rhetorical ques-
tion suggests itself: was this methodological gap in both
these systematic and rigorous philosophers accidental?
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Beln B ce0e /I HETO HellpyeMyleMa. A 3TO 3Ha-
YT, YTO MVIp IIO3HABAEM ¥, eCJIV IIPaBVIILHO IIPU-
MeHseTCsl (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKUiI MEeTOJ], [IJIsI eTo
ITOCTVDKEHMS, He COIEPXKUT HMKAKOTO TPaHCIIeH-
IEHTHOTO «3aKYJIVIChS».

TpaxToBKa MOHATUI «sBJIeHME» U «(PeHOMEH»
y I'ycceprist Takke B KOpHe OT/IMYAeTCs OT KaHTH-
aHCKOVI, TIOCKOJIBKY B €ro (peHOMEeHOJIOIMM IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO 1 BpeMs He O0JIaflaloT TeM e CTaTy-
com, uto y Kanra. C ofHOVI CTOPOHBI, OHI TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHBL, alIPVIOPHBI, HO C IPYTOM — TpaH-
CIIeH[IeHTaJIbHOe CO3HaHMe, o I'ycceprio, B Ka-
KOM-TO CMBbICJIe Oostee pyHIaMeHTaIbHO: OHO CaMO
KOHCTUTYVpPYeT BpeMs U IpocTpaHcTBo. o sTon
Ipy4YMHe sBJleHre, (PeHOMeH, MUP KaK COBOKYTI-
HOCTb SIBJIEHWI V1, KaK CJIJICTBYIE, [IOHSTVIE pealb-
HocTu y I'ycceprist MOTKHBL OBITH COBEPIIIEHHO OT-
JIMYHBI OT KaHTHaHCKOM (rstocodun, HecMOTps
Ha TO YTO pedb TakKXke MJIeT O TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hom pvtocodpmm. Heps aToro pasmanist B TOM, 94TO
aTIpVIOpHBIE IIPOCTPAHCTBO M BpeMsI KaK ITPUIVHBI
HEBO3MOXHOCTY IIOCTUTHYTbH Belllb caMy IIo cebe
y>Ke He gBJISIOTCS OIpefelISIoNMMN 11 PopMu-
poBaHMs cBOeoOpasVis SABJIeHS 1 (PeHOMeHa.

EcTb erie ogmH Ba>kKHBIVI MOMEHT, Ha KOTOPBIN
HeoOXomMMo oOpaTuTh BHVMMaHVE B KOHTEKCTe
corioctasiteHns ['ycceprs ¢ Kantom: peasbHOCTB
CBg3aHa CO CIIOCOOOM CYIIeCTBOBAHMS IIpermMe-
TOB €CTeCTBEHHOV YCTaHOBKM, TO €CThb C VX CIIOCO-
6om gsirerHocTH (I'yccepiw, 2009, c. 143—144). DT0
yTBepXKleHVe IPVUHIIUIINAIBHO [JIs IIPOBeIeH s
JleMapKallVOHHOW JIMHUY MeXy TpaHCleHJIeH-
TaipHbIMU drtocoprammu KanTa n I'yccepria. o
KanTty, peaslbHOCTP — 3TO BCe TO, UTO JaHO HaM
B OIIBITe, KOTOPBIV, CO CBOEVl CTOPOHBI, 00YyCIIOB-
JIeH alpyOpHBIMM (POpMaMM ¥ alIpUOPHBIMU TI0-
HATUSIMY, 11 I'ycceprist ke CyIecTByeT peasib-
HBITI, He HeOOXOOVIMBIN MWP TPaHCHOEHIEeHTHOIO
¥ abCOTIOTHBIVI, HEOOXOOMMBIVI MVP MMMaHEHT-
HOTO, VIJIVI TPAHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO.

®eHomeHoOIOrMsA — Hayka o deHOMeHax. Uro
O3HauaeT 3TOT IIeHTpaIbHBINI TepMUH B (peHOMe-
Hortorum ['yccepiisa? Ipexxzie yeM s mieperniy K He-
MIOCPEZICTBEHHOMY aHaJIM3y ero TeKCTOB, CIesIaio
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principled position, viz., he finds unaccept-
able the Kantian concept of the thing in itself.
This means that the world is cognisable and
if the phenomenological method of cognising
it is used there is no transcendental “hidden”
world.

Similarly, Husserl’s treatment of the con-
cepts “appearance” and “phenomenon” dif-
fers from Kant’s because in his phenomenology
space and time do not have the same status as
in Kant. On the one hand, they are transcenden-
tal and a priori and, on the other hand, tran-
scendental consciousness, according to Husserl,
is in a certain sense more fundamental: it con-
stitutes time and space itself. For this reason
appearance, phenomenon, the world as totality
of appearances and the concept of reality with
Husserl should be totally different from the
Kantian philosophy, even though in both cases
we are dealing with transcendental philosophy.
The root of this difference is that a priori space
and time, which make it impossible to know a
thing in itself, are no longer determining factors
accounting for the character of appearance and
phenomenon.

Comparing Husserl and Kant, yet anoth-
er point should be noted: reality is linked with
the mode of existence of natural objects, i.e.
the method of their appearing (Husserl, 1983,
p. 106). This assertion is key for drawing the
demarcation line between the transcendental
philosophies of Kant and Husserl. According
to Kant, reality is what is given to us in expe-
rience, which in turn is conditioned by a pri-
ori forms and a priori concepts, whereas for
Husserl, there exists a real, not necessary world
of the transcendental and the absolute neces-
sary world of the immanent, the transcendental.

Phenomenology is a science of phenome-
na. What is the meaning of this central term
in Husserl’s phenomenology? Before I pass on
to analysing Husserl’s texts I would like to in-
voke the works of the modern scholar Alexan-



OTCBUIKY K paboTaM COBpeMEeHHOIrO VICcCIleZIoBa-
Terrst Anekcanapa IlHemwrs n monpoOyro paso-
OpaTbCcs C ero TPaKTOBKOV IIOHSTUW «SBJIEHVE»
" «deHOMeH» B paboTax OcHOBaTelIsl PeHOMEHO-
sorv. C toukn 3penus A. I[1IHeruis, oHM He MMe-
IOT YeTKOTO ¥ OJTHO3HAYHOI'0 pa3jIndeHs B eHo-
MeHostorum I'yccepris. ViccrrenoBarters Ipefsiara-
eT pas3/Inyarh JBa CMbIC/IA TIOHATUS «(PeHOMEeH»:
«...peHOMeH ecTh He HeNOCPeICTBEHHO IaHHOe,
HO “saBigeTrcss” UMb orocpenoBaHHO» (Schnell,
2015, S. 20). DTa nmTaTa IMOKas3arejibHa B TOM CMBIC-
Jle, YTO yKa3blBaeT Ha BaKHOe (PYHKIIVIOHAJIBHOE
eIMHCTBO (peHOMeHa ¥ CIIOCOOOB €ro siBJIeHHO-
cTu. B mpuHIMIIe, 371eCh TIOBTOPsIeTCS BBIIIEYKa-
3aHHasl TaBTOJIOrMs: peHOMeH siBisieT cebs. OH-
TOJIOTYeCKOe M3MepeHVe, KaK 3TO CBOVICTBEHHO
denomenorornm I'yccepsisi, He TeMaTU3MpPyeTCs,
" B ero priocodun MMILIUITATHO II0fIpasyMeBa-
€TCsl, UTO, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, €CTh CYIIeCTBYIOIIee
(Seiende), koTopoe MaHMdecTUpYyeT cebd B siBie-
Huax (Erscheinungen), mocste e ocylecTsiieHMs
penykumm deHomeH sBisgeT ceds (das Phanomen
erscheint sich). IIpn TakoM HoHVMMaHMUM KOHIIEII-
Ta «(peHOMeH» MBI VIMeeM [IeJI0 C TeM, O YeM T'OBO-
put A. lllHesu1h, yKas3biBas Ha HeueTKoe pasjinye-
HVIe KOHIIENITOB «(DeHOMeH» 11 «sIBJIEHVIe» ¥ CaMOTr0
I'yccepris. To ecTs, 110 cyTH, PeHOMEH MMeeT Ty XKe
caMyIo MaHMUPECTUPYIOTYIO PYyHKIINIO, UTO U SIB-
sieHvie. V1 1151 TIepBOT o, 1 17151 BTOPOI'O IIepBUYHBIM
OKas3bIBaeTCsI TPAHCIIEHI€HTHBIV, BBIHECEHHBIV 3a
CKOOKM ITpefIMeT, Ha OCHOBe KOTOPOro (pyHKIIMO-
HVIPYeT siBJIeHVe B MIUpPe eCTeCTBEHHOV YCTaHOB-
KV ¥ KOTOPBIVI KOppeJATBeH (PeHOMeHY IIoCiTe
vcrioriHeHmst penyKiy. CriemyeT 3aMeTuTh, YTO
Takoe TIOHMMaHMe peHoMeHa y I'yccepris siBiisgeT-
cs HamOoJslee PacXoXMM: B pefyIMpoBaHHON (e-
HOMEHOJIOI'MYeCKOI ccpepe TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOIO
CO3HaHWS MBI MIMeeM J1eJI0 ¢ (peHOMeHaMM, KOTO-
PpBle KOPPeJISITUBHBI TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOMY MUPY.

A. I1IHeryib yKasbIBaeT U Ha BTOPYIO BO3MOX-
HOCTb TPAaKTOBKV TIOHATWS «(peHOMeH»: «Bropoe
3HaueHMe IOHATUSA (PeHOMeH OTHOCUTCS K “mc-
nonHsomM - pyskimsaM”  (fungierende  Leis-
tungen) TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO CYObeKTUBHOCT»
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der Schnell and try to sort out his interpretation
of the concepts “appearance” and “phenome-
non” in the works of the founder of phenom-
enology. For Alexander Schnell, the concepts
“phenomenon” and “appearance” in Husserl’s
phenomenology are not clearly distinguished.
He proposes distinguishing two meanings of
“phenomenon.” He writes: “[...] the phenome-
non is not immediately given, it ‘appears” only
through mediation”"? (Schnell, 2015, p. 20).
This quote is indicative in that it points out
an important functional unity of the phenom-
enon and methods of its appearing. Basically,
it replicates the above-mentioned tautology:
the phenomenon presents itself. The ontologi-
cal dimension, in line with Husserl’s phenom-
enology, is not thematised, and his philosophy
implies that, on the one hand, there is what ex-
ists (Seiende), which manifests itself in appear-
ances (Erscheinungen), and after reduction the
phenomenon presents itself (das Phinomen er-
scheint sich). Given this interpretation of the
concept “phenomenon” we find what Schnell
is speaking about when he points out that
Husserl himself does not clearly distinguish
the concepts phenomenon and appearance. For
both of them the phenomenon has the same
manifesting function as appearance. For both
of them what is primary is the transcendental
(bracketed) object on the basis of which appear-
ance functions in the natural world and which
correlates with phenomenon after reduction
has been accomplished. It, has to be noted that
Husserl’s interpretation of phenomenon is the
most common one: in the reduced phenomeno-
logical sphere of transcendental consciousness
we deal with phenomena correlated with the
transcendental world.

Schnell mentions another possible interpre-
tation of “phenomenon”: “The other mean-
ing of the concept phenomenon pertains to

12 “Das Phanomen ist somit nicht ein unmittelbar Gegebenes,
sondern ‘erscheint’ je nur durch eine Vermittlung.”
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(Schnell, 2015, S. 21). B aTom BBIpakeHUM KITIOUe-
BBIM SIBJISIETCS CJIOXKHO IepeBOIVIMOe Ha PYCCKUII
a3bIK cijloBocodueTaHme “fungierende Leistungen”,
KOTOpOe g OueHb IPUOIM3UTEILHO TIepeBOXy Kak
«ycrioiHsone PyHKInm». To ecTb dpeHOMEeH —
3TO OPOOYKT caMOV TpaHCLEHIEHTaIbHO cy61)—
eKTMBHOCTW. [TposvBaeT i Takasi TpaKTOBKA Ka-
KOVI-TO CBET Ha IOHSTIEe «(peHOMEH» 1 Ha IIPUH-
LI pa3/indeHns dpeHoMeHa U siBjleHs? B riepont
TpaKTOBKe (DeHOMEH TIOHVIMAETCS KaK SBJISIOIINT
ce0s1, BO BTOPOVI 3aBVCUT OT YCVJIVTL CAMOV TpaHC-
LeHIeHTasIbHOM cyOBpekTrBHOCTI. CaMm A. I11Her-
JIb omIperierrsieT (peHOMeH KaK «OCOOBIVI THII CyIIle-
crBytoiero» (Schnell, 2015, S. 24). CripaseminBo-
CTU pafiyi Hy)KHO 3aMeTUTh, YTO TaKve (popMyIIu-
POBKM TaK>ke JJOCTaTOYHO aOCTPaKTHBI ¥ BPSI, JIN
VIX MOXKHO CUMTATh VICUEPITHIBAIOIIVIMIAL

[pyrag Touka 3peHMsl Ha colepKaHue IOHS-
TUM «peHOMeH» U «siBJIeHVe» IpercTabieHa Kia-
ycoM XeJibioM B cTaThe «Bosspar I'ycceprist x pha-
enémenon ¥ MCTOpMYECKoe MecTo PeHOMEHOJIO-
ruv» (Held, 1980). K. Xeirpz mperjiaraer paccma-
TpuBaTh (peHOMeH y ['ycceprss Kak «sBIIsSIOIIee-
cs1 B coei1 sBiieHHOCTN (das Erscheinende in sei-
nem Erscheinen)» (Held, 1980, S. 90, 92). I'lor, «sB-
nromymMcs» I'ycceprib, ¢ TOUKM 3peHMst Xeslbaa,
IIOHVIMaeT IIpeIMeT B IMMPOKOM CMBICTIe CJIOBa
Kak enmHcTBO siBjleHHOCTH (Ibid., S. 90). B Gosnee
no3iHen ceoert padore K. Xesp moBTOpsieT 3Ty
MBICJTB, YKa3bIBas, YTO (PeHOMEHOJIOI sl — 3TO Ha-
yKa O SBJISIOMIEMCS B ero spjleHHocTu (vom Er-
scheinenden in seinem Erscheinen) (Held, 2012,
S. 17). To ecTb nucKypc 0 dpeHOMeHe B (peHOMEeHO-
JIOT IV TIEPEXOINT B 00JIaCTh PACCY KIEHMWII O sIBJIe-
HWV VI SIBJIEHHOCTV. AHaJIOTVIYHBIVI XOJI MBI BCTpe-
TM y PuUHKa. DTO Xe yKasaHMe Ha XeJlbJa VMe-
€T 1IeJIBIO ITPOIEMOHCTPUPOBATD, UTO «(PEeHOMeH»
U «sIBJIeHe», KaK caMyM ['ycceprieM, Tak 1 ero vH-
TepIpeTaTopaMy paccMaTpuBaeTcsl B CMBICIIOBOT
B3aIMOCB3VI, KOTOPYIO JIydllle BCero MOXKHO BBI-
pasuTh ciioBamm: «PeHOMeH siBisieT cedsi». Ho 06-
paTmMcs K TekcTaM ['ycceprig v mompoOyem paso-
OpaTbcsl, Kak caMm I'ycceprib pasrpaHuYmMBaeT 3TU
J1Ba TIOHATUSL — «(PEHOMEH» U «SIBJICHVIE».

‘performative functions’ (fungierende Leistun-
gen) of transcendental subjectivity”*® (Schnell,
2015, p. 21). Central to this expression is the
word-combination fungierende Leistungen which
I roughly translate as “performative functions”.
In other words, the phenomenon is the product
of transcendental subjectivity. Does this inter-
pretation shed any light on the concept “phe-
nomenon” and the principle of distinguishing
phenomenon and appearance? In the former in-
terpretation phenomenon is seen as self-man-
ifesting, and in the second it depends on the
efforts of the transcendental subjectivity itself.
Schnell defines phenomenon as “a special type
of the existing”'* (Schnell, 2015, p. 24). In all
fairness, such formulations are also quite ab-
stract and can hardly be considered exhaustive.

Another point of view on the meaning of
the concepts “phenomenon” and “appear-
ance” is set forth in an article by Klaus Held
entitled “Husserls Riickgang auf das Phainéme-
non und die Geschichtliche Stellung der Phinome-
nologie” (“Husserl’s Return to Phainomenon
and the Historical Place of Phenomenology”)
(1980). Held (1980, p. 90, 92) suggests that with
Husserl phenomenon is “the appearing in its
appearance (das Erscheinende in seinem Erschein-
en)”. Held (1980, p. 90) believes that by “the
appearing” Husserl means object in the broad
sense as unity of appearance. Klaus Held (2012,
p. 17) repeats this idea in a later work noting
that phenomenology is a science of the appear-
ing in its appearance (vom Erscheinenden in sei-
nem Erscheinen). The discourse on phenomenon
in phenomenology transforms into reasoning
on appearing and appearance. We find a sim-
ilar train of thought in Fink. My reference to
Held is aimed at showing that “phenomenon”
and “appearance” are thought of by Husserl

3 “Die zweite Bedeutung des Phinomenbegriffs betrifft die
‘fungierenden Leistungen’ dieser transzendentalen Subjekti-
vitit.”

14 “]...] eine besondere Art des Seienden.”
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Bo ¢panbyprexmx neximsax 1922 r. (Husserl,
2002) I'ycceprb ompepesisier dpeHOMeH KOCBEHHO,
IIOCPpeICTBOM (PYHKITMOHAIBHOVI CBSI3Y C APYT MU
MIOHATUSAMM, IIPeXJie BCero ¢ peaykuuen. Vcros-
HEeHMe HOCJIeIHeT HeoOXOMMMO IJISI TOTO, YTOOBI
JIOCTUYD aINlOAMKTUYHOCTY CO3HAHMS, OCHOBaH-
HOVI Ha IIPVHIINIIe 3TOJIOrMYHOCTI. BOT HebOoIIB-
ITasi I1TaTa, KOTOpasl 3By4YUT CBOEro pora MaHMW-
dectom peromenosormu: «JInib TOT pakm, 9To
g TaKMM ¥ VMIMEHHO TaKMM 00pa3oM BBIHOIIY CY-
XKJIeHWsl, TaKUM I IMEHHO TaKMM 00pa30oM BBIHO-
IITy IIeHHOCTHBIe CY)XX[IeHWsl, CTaBJIIo Iiepef], cobom
TaKvie 1 IMEeHHO TaKue 11eJIV U T.1I., X (PUKCUpYIo,
JIIIb OH U gBJIsieTca MouM deHOoMeHOM» (Hus-
serl, 2002, S. 77). B MoeM cO3HaHMM MCKJIIOYAIOT-
Cs1 OTCBUIKM K CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMIO TPaHCIIEHIeHTHO-
TO MMpa C ero IpegMeTamy. BaXHBIMI OCTarOTCsA
dakThI T0JIaraHMs MOero cOOCTBEHHOTO eg0 C0gi-
to. Takoe morlaraHve CBA3aHO C caMopedIIeKTIB-
HOCTbIO co3HaHMs. ['yccepip muet: «Kak deHo-
MEHOJIOT g He MOI'y JiejlaThb HUKaKMUX JPyTIUX Bbl-
CKa3bIBaHUV, KpoMe KaK CBgA3aHHBIX C Sl-pedprex-
cuen» (Husserl, 2002, S. 78—79). B aTon xparkon
dpasze o camopedrIeKTMBHOCTY aKTOB CO3HAHWS
3aKJIFOUeH CBOeoOpasHBIN Tal/IKecT ryccepiiaH-
CKOVI MBICJIVI, KOTOPBIVI B Pa3sHbBIX BapMalvisxX I10-
BTOPSIeTCS Ha Pa3/IMYHBIX CTPAHNIIAX €r0 TBOpYe-
CKOro Hacsieysi: (peHOMeHOJIoryecKoe CxBaThIBa-
HVe Bceryia 1 I10 IIPeMYIIecTBY pedrieKCUBHO.

INorrpoOyto memmdprpoBaTh 3TOT HEOOIIBITION
Haparpad 13 JIEKIINT, KOTOPBIVI IIOMOXeT IIposic-
HWUTb M BTOPYIO TPAKTOBKY IIOHSTUS «(PeHOMEH»
A. IInema. [Jannoe mosoxenue ['ycceprist MOXXHO
VMHTepPIIPeTUPOBaTh CJIEAYIOMIIM 00pa3oM: IocsTe
VICTIONIHeHMSI (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCcKO  PeIyKIInm
MBI IMeeM J1eJI0 C allOVIKTYYHBIM, TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIbHBIM (PeHOMeHOM KaK (PyHKIIMOHaJIbHBIM
eIVHCTBOM caMOpedIIeKTUPYIOIIero CO3HaHMA.
ITpy1 5TOM Tak OHATHIVI (PEHOMEH He CIIeLPUIIN-
poOBaH 1 He IepCOHMUPUITMPOBAH KaK VMMEFOIIT
OTHOIIIeHMe K KaKOMY-TTM00 KOHKPETHOMY BHeIII-
HeMy IIpeMeTY VIV HeKOTOpPOMY CyllleMy B Kaue-
cTBe JleHOTaTa. I'yccepiiem mpeyicTaBiieHa, cKopee,
caMa J1eITeIbHOCTb TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOI'O CO3Ha-

A.N. Krioukov

and his interpreters in terms of a semantic link
best expressed in the words: “the phenomenon
presents itself”. Let us now turn to Husserl’s
texts to see how Husserl himself delimits these
two concepts — “phenomenon” and “appear-
ance”.

In his 1922 Freiburg lectures Husserl (2002)
defines phenomenon indirectly through its
functional link with other concepts, above all,
reduction. The latter is necessary to achieve
apodicticity of consciousness based on the
principle of egologicity. Consider this brief
quotation which is a kind of manifesto of phe-
nomenology: “Only the fact that I make judge-
ments in this and precisely this way, deliver
value judgements in this and precisely this way,
set for myself such and precisely such goals,
etc., fixate them, it alone is my phenomenon”*
(Husserl, 2002, p. 77). My consciousness rules
out not only or largely references to the exis-
tence of the transcendental world with its ob-
jects, but rather the very facts of positing my
ego cogito. At the same time all this is linked to
the self-reflectiveness of consciousness. “As
a phenomenologist I cannot make any other
utterances except those connected with my
self-reflection”*® (ibid., pp. 78-79). This short sen-
tence about self-reflectiveness distils Husserl’s
thought, repeated in various versions on vari-
ous pages of his creative heritage: phenomeno-
logical capture is always and mainly reflexive.

I will try to decipher this short paragraph
from his lectures to clarify also the second in-
terpretation of “phenomenon” by Alexander
Schnell. Husserl’s thesis can be interpreted in
the following way: after phenomenological re-
duction is completed we deal with an apodic-
tic transcendental phenomenon as a functional
unity of self-reflecting consciousness. The phe-

15 “Nur die Tatsache, dass ich so und so urteile, so und so
werte, die und die Zwecke mir stelle usw., fixiere ich, nur sie
ist mein Phinomen.”

16 “Ich als Phianomenologe darf keine anderen Aussagen ma-
chen als solche der Ichreflexion.”
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Hus. Ilo Bcem BUAMMOCTY, pedb KaK pas U MAeT
0 deHOMeHe BO BTOPOM CMBICIIe, KaK MBI BUZI/IN
y A.IllHesu1s, KOra OH TOBOPWII 00 MCIIOIHSIO-
X PYHKIMSIX cO3HaHMS. PesysisraToMm siBjsieTcst
HIOHVMaHMe peHOMeHa B ITMPOKOM CMBICTIE, B Ka-
yecTBe 00J1acTV YMCTOrO JejIaHus, KOTopasi ocTa-
eTCsl IIOoCiIe VICIIOJIHeHMs (PeHOMEeHOJIOrMUecKom
penykimn. CxomHble TIoJIoKeHMs ObUIn cpopMy-
nposaHsbl I'yccepriem B ero pannen «Vnee dpeno-
MeHosIormm» — Jeknuax 1907 r., mmpoumMTaHHBIX
B ['érTunrene. [11g gocTvokeHMs cephbl YMCTOrO
deHOMeHa HEOOXOIVMO COBEPIINUTH PemyKIINIO,
4uTOOBI 3aTeM IleperTu B cdepy pedprieKCBHO-
ro abcoJIIOTHOTO CO3HaHMS, B KOTOPOVI MBI IMeeM
neso ¢ dperomeroM (I'ycceprs, 2008, c. 119).

L7151 11e51ert 3Toro McCiIeJOBaHIS, MIOXKaJIy i, ca-
MBIM Ba>KHBIM T€KCTOM OKas3bIBaroTCs «/men K um-
crom deHOMeHOJIOrMM ¥ (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKO
dvtocodpum» (1913) — counHeHMe, KOTOpPOe HAIIN-
CaHO B IIepHO, MeXITy ABYMs yKa3aHHBIMM BbIIIIe
paboTtamut n B koTopoM I'ycceprib crieraibHO Te-
MaTusupyeT IIpodrieMy deHoMeHaIbHOCTHU. YIIOo-
TpeOieHVe TTOHATMS «(eHOMeH» 371ech (PYHKIIV-
oHas1bHO. CorylacHO pacxokeMy OOIIerprHSATOMY
TpeficTaBjieHuIo, nuietT I'ycceprib, siBjleHMe IIpu-
Cyllle JIUIIIb BOCHPUATHMIO BellleVl, KOTOpble BOC-
IPVHMMAIOTCS, BO-IIePBbIX, HeaJleKBaTHO, a BO-BTO-
prix, omHOCcTopoHHE (I'yccepsin, 2008, c. 132). «Berp
C HeOOXOIMMOCTBIO HaeTCs JINIIE “crnocobamu sbie-
HUA", c HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO A0po “OeiicmBumenvHo pe-
npesenmupyemo20” OKpy>KeHO IIpK 3TOM, II0 Mepe
IIOCTUTHYTOCTV, 20pU30HNOM He cobcmBenHo 0aH-
Hotl “conpudannocmu” v Oorlee VI MeHee TyMaH-
HoVI Heonpedesenrocmu» (Tam xe). Peus B aTON M-
TaTe MIEeT O XOPOIIO M3BEeCTHON B PacCy KAEHMSIX
I'ycceprisi Teme: MHOrOYMCIIEHHBIE BOCIIPUATS
Bely PyHAVPYyeMbl TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM «OTTEeHEeHVI-
eM, HroaHcuposaHmeM (Abschattung)» (Giubilato,
2017, S. 46) n 0oOpa3yIoT GeCKOHeUHBIVI TOPU3OHT
BocrpusTys. ['ycceprib nmitteT crietyrortee: «Berib
MBI BOCITPMHVIMaeM Or1arofaps TOMy, YTO OHa “HIO-
aHcupyeTcst” — “mpoerypyeTcsi” 10 BCeM CBOMIM
OIpeJIeyIeHHOCTSIM, KaKye TOJIBKO “IeliCTBUTeIIb-
HO” 1 IO-HaCToAIIeMY “TIonaaoT” B BOCIIPUSTHE.
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nomenon thus interpreted is not specified or
personified as related to any concrete external
object or any entity as the object referred to.
Rather, Husserl presents the activity of tran-
scendental consciousness. Apparently, this ap-
plies to phenomenon in the second sense, as we
have seen when Schnell speaks about the per-
formative functions of consciousness. The re-
sult is the interpretation of phenomenon in the
broad sense, as an area of pure doing that re-
mains after phenomenological reduction has
been performed. Husserl formulated similar
propositions in his early work The Idea of Phe-
nomenology, lectures delivered in Gottingen in
1907. To achieve the sphere of pure phenome-
non it is necessary to perform reduction in or-
der to then move into the sphere of reflexive
absolute consciousness in which we deal with
phenomenon (Husserl, 1999, p. 33).

For the purposes of this study perhaps the
most important text is Ideas Pertaining to a Pure
Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philos-
ophy, written in 1913, in the period between the
two above-mentioned works, in which Husserl
expressly thematises the problem of phenome-
nality. The use of the concept “phenomenon”
here is functional. Conventional wisdom has
it, writes Husserl (1983, p. 94), that appear-
ance only applies to things that are perceived,
tirst, inadequately and second, one-sided-
ly. “A physical thing is necessarily given in
mere ‘modes of appearance’ in which neces-
sarily a core of ‘what is actually presented” is
apprehended as being surrounded by a hori-
zon of ‘co-givenness’ which is not givenness
proper, and of more or less vague indetermi-
nateness” (ibid.). The reference here is to the
recurrent theme of Husserl’s: numerous per-
ceptions of a thing are founded on “foreshad-
owing, nuancing” (Abschattung) (Giubilato,
2017, p. 46) and form an infinite horizon of
perception. Husserl (1983, p. 90) writes: “We
perceive the physical thing by virtue of its be-



Ilepexubanue sxe wne nwoarncupyemcs» (I'yccepis,
2009, c. 128). Ml iMeeM [1eJ10 C BaXXHBIM pa3/Ifnau-
eM MeXJly BOCIpHUATVEM U IlepeXnsaHueM. Ecian
IlepBoe XapaKTepusyeTcs Kak OeCKOHeYHOCTD BbI-
HIEYIIOMSHYTBIX OTTeHEeHWVI, OTHOCAIIVIXCS K Ofl-
HOMY IIpeIMeTy, TO IepeXVBaHVe He HIOaHCUPY-
eTcsl. DTO HNPUHIMIIVAIBHO JJI1 Hac B TOM CMBIC-
Jle, YTO TeM CaMbIM VMIUIMLVpPYeTcd pasjindve
MeX]ly siBjleHVeM ¥ dpeHoMeHOM. TpaHCleHIeHT-
Hoe ObITre r1aHo Sl gepes siiieHms (Tam xe, c. 133).
IIpu BHMMaTeIbHOM IPOYTEeHUM TeKCTa BbICTpau-
BaeTcs Cyleyloliasl rpajamms ¢eHOMeHOJIorye-
CKOTO BOCHPUSITUS: BO-IIEPBBIX, MBI VIMeeM [1eJI0
C e[IVIHOVI BellIbIo, KOTOpasi, BO-BTOPbIX, MOXeT BOC-
[IPVHMMATHCS ITOCPEICTBOM MHOTr000pasisi CIioco-
00B ABJIEHHOCTM W, B-TPETBIX, KOPPEIMPYET C 00-
JIACTBIO  TPaHCLEHIEHTaJIbHOIO IepeXXVBaHMs.
Kaxxmpii MOMEHT TakoV rpafalyiyl OIVChIBaeTCs
I'yccepriem ompenerteHHbIM oOpasom. K mpumepy,
Belllb TPaHCLEHJIeHTHa ¥ He MOXeT HaxOOUTbCS
B oOsmactm cosHaHMs (Tam xe, c. 129), a Takke ecTh
€IVIHCTBO ¥ OCHOBaHMe [IJIsI MHOTOOOPa3HBIX CITO-
cobos sBiieHHOCTM (Tam xe, c. 129, 154). TpaHciien-
JIeHTHOe BOCIIPMSTHE, B CBOIO OUepeslb, KaK pas Xa-
paKTepusyeTcs yepes BblllleyKa3aHHOe OTTeHeHe.
VimenHo Ha 3TOM 3Tare I'ycceprieM BBOISTCS IIO-
HATUS «SIBJIEHVIE», «SIBJIEHHOCTb». EC/Iv 11 BO3MOX-
HO BOCIIpUSITHE TPaHCIIeHJEHTHOV Belllyl, TO OHO
BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO Uepe3 siBJIeHMs, B OopMe TpaHC-
nieHeHTHOTO BoctipuATyd (Tam xe, c. 133). B cBoro
oudepeslb, TPAaHCLIEHIEHTHOE BOCIIPUATIE OTIINYa-
eTcs OT TlepeXVBaHMs TeM, UTO IepeXuBaHue ab-
COJIIOTHO, IMMaHEHTHO, pedpyIeKCMBHO 11 caMM Ile-
peXvBaHWs He MOT'YT SBJISTHCS, B OTJINYMe OT CIIO-
co0OB BOCIIPUSITHSL, 11 He MOTYT OTTeHATbcA (Tam
Xe, c. 124). B aTOM MOMeHTe 3aKJItouaeTcs IPYHIIN-
IyaibHOe pasjinyyie MeXJly eCTeCTBeHHOW ycCTa-
HOBKOVI 11 (DEHOMEHOJIOTTYECKVIM CXBaThIBAaHVIEM.
TpancienneHTasbHast peHOMeHOIOTTYecKasi 00-
JIacTh aDCOTIOTHA.

XOTsI OIHO3HAYHOTO pas3/IMyeHUsl MeXIy IIo-
HATUAMU «(PEHOMEH» U «SIBJIEHVIE» MBI 3/1eCh TaK-
JKe He BCTpeTWIN, IIpelicTaBleHHas apryMeHTa-
1ms ['ycceprisi moMoxeT HaM MX pasTpaHUYNUTE.
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ing ‘adumbrated’ in respect of all the determi-
nations which, in a given case, ‘actually’ and
properly ‘fall within the scope of’ perception.
A mental process [Erlebnis] is not adumbrated.”
We are looking at an important difference be-
tween perception and experience. While the
former is an infinity of above-mentioned fore-
shadowings referring to a single object, experi-
ence is not nuanced. This is a crucial statement
for us because it implies a difference between
appearance and phenomenon. Transcendental
being is given to I through appearances (ibid.,
p. 95). An attentive reading of the text reveals
the following gradation of phenomenological
perception: first, we deal with a single object
which, second, can be perceived through di-
verse appearing and third, correlates with the
area of transcendental experience. Husserl de-
scribes each stage of this gradation. For exam-
ple, a thing is transcendental and cannot be
located in consciousness (ibid., p. 88), and there
is a unity and foundation for diverse meth-
ods of appearing (ibid., p. 93, 107, 114). Tran-
scendental perception in turn is characterised
through the above-mentioned nuancing. It is at
this stage that Husserl introduces the concepts
of appearance and appearing. Perception of a
transcendental thing is possible, if at all, only
through appearances in the form of transcen-
dental perception (ibid., p. 97). In turn, tran-
scendental perception differs from experience
in that experience is absolute, immanent, re-
flexive and experiences cannot be given, unlike
methods of perception, and cannot be nuanced
(ibid., p. 99, 100). Herein lies the fundamental
difference between the natural attitude and
phenomenological capturing. The transcenden-
tal phenomenological area is absolute.
Although the above does not finally clarify
the difference between the concepts of “phe-
nomenon” and “appearance” Husserl’s ar-
gumentation is helpful in delimiting these
concepts. On the face of it, Held’s thesis to
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Ha miepBeIvt B3I7I]1 BCe BBIIVISAUT Tak, OynTo Te-
3uc Xesib/la O TOM, UYTO (peHOMeH HY>KHO IIOHW-
MaTh KakK SIBJILIOIIeeCs] B CBOEV SBJICHHOCTV, MO-
JKeT OBITh SKCIUIMIIMPOBAH C OIIOPOV Ha yKasaH-
Hble cTpaHulpl «Vgen.. . ». V1 nencTBuTebHo, To-
BOps 0 dpeHOMeHOsIOrYecKovt obacty, ['ycceprip
yIoTpeOIseT CJIoBa «sSBJIEHVE» W «SBJIEHHOCTH».
Onnaxko B «/aesix...» MBI MOXkeM OOHapy XUTb HO-
Bble HIOAHCHI pas/IM4YeHVsl OTTeHKOB IIOHATW,
paccMaTpviBaeMbIX B [JaHHOW cTaTbe. Ba’XHBIN
aCIIeKT: sBJIEHVE ¥ CIOCOOBI SIBJIEHHOCTW B OT-
TEHEeHVSIX OTHOCSTCS K TPaHCHEHIeHTHOMY BOC-
OPUSTUIO, MHTEHIMOHAIFHO HallpaB/IeHHOMY Ha
npenMeT. Peub B 3TOM cilyuae Bce ellle He uaeT 00
obstactyt umcto peHOMeHOTTOrMMYeckort. CoOcTBen-
HO 0 PeHOMEeHOJIOT MYeCcKoVi cdepe CO3HaHWS peyb
3axonuT, Ik Koraa I'ycceprib obpariraercs k ab-
COJIIOTHBIM HepexxnBaHuaM. [IoaToMy MOXHO crie-
JIaTh BBIBOJI, UTO SIBJIEHMS KaK CIIOCOO JaHHOCTU
TpaHCHEHAEHTHBIX Belllel B BOCIIPUATUV OTHOCH-
TestbHBL. OOs1acTh (PEHOMEHOJIOrMYecKOro TpaH-
CIIeH/leHTaIbHOTO co3HaHMs, 1o I'yccepso, ab-
COJIIOTHA, a 3TO 3HAYWUT, 4TO M peHOMEeH MOXKeT
OIVICBIBATBCS B CXOXXVIX TeEPMIMHAX a0COTIOTHOCTY
KaK OTHOCSIIIINVICS K 3TOM 00JI1acTu (CM.: Soentgen,
2010, S. 50—51). SIsireHnte B KoHTEKCTE «V1eit K um-
cTov (PEHOMEHOJIOTMI», KaK MBI 3TO TOJIBKO YTO
BUZIeJ IV, OTHOCUTCS He K HeOOXOIMMOMY, a K CITy-
YarTHOMY OBITMIO €CTeCTBEHHOV YCTaHOBKIA

Taxum obpasom, siBienme y I'ycceprist onpere-
JIseTCsl KaK OTHOCSIIeecs: K 00J1acTy «OTTeHsIeMo-
ro», TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOIO, TO eCTh K CIIoco0aM sB-
JIEHHOCTM IIpefiMeTa, (PEHOMEH >Ke OTHOCUTCH
K a0COJTIOTHOVI TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM cdepe co-
3HaHWML.

3. 3HaueHMe IIOHATHUA «ABJICHNME»
B ¢penomeHnosnnornmu OvireHa @PuHKa

Ykasas Ha O0IIyI0 MHTEHIINIO IOHUMaHMs e-
HoMmeHa 1 sByieHns y Kanra u I'ycceprid, s niepe-
XOXKY K PacCMOTPeHUIO JIpyToV IIOo3UIUM B (peHo-
MeHojioruy — KoHuenmuy OnreHa PuHKa, KOTo-
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the effect that phenomenon should be inter-
preted as the given in its appearing can be ex-
plained proceeding from the indicated pages
of Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology. In-
deed, speaking about the phenomenological
area, Husserl uses the words “appearance” and
“appearing”. However, in Ideas we can discover
new nuances in the differentiation of the shades
of the concepts that form the subject of this ar-
ticle. A point to be borne in mind: appearance
and methods of appearing in shades belong
to transcendental perception, intentionally di-
rected towards the object. We are not yet in the
purely phenomenological realm. We only enter
the phenomenological sphere of consciousness
when Husserl turns to absolute experiences.
This warrants the conclusion that appearances
as the method of givenness of transcendental
things in perception are relative. The area of
phenomenological transcendental conscious-
ness, according to Husserl, is absolute, which
means that phenomenon too, can be described
in similar absolute terms as belonging to this
area (cf. Soentgen, 2010, p. 50, 51). Appearance
in the context of Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phe-
nomenology, as we have just seen, pertains not
to the necessary but to the accidental being of
the natural attitude.

Thus, Husserl defines appearance as per-
taining to the area of the “adumbrated,” tran-
scendental, i.e. to the methods of an object’s
appearing, whereas the phenomenon pertains
to the absolute transcendental sphere of con-
sciousness.

3. The Meaning of the Concept
“Appearance” in Eugen Fink’s
Phenomenology

Having outlined the overall intention of
Kant’s and Husserl’s interpretation of phenom-
enon and appearance I now pass on to anoth-



PBIVI JOJITOe BpeMsl ObUI COTPYIHMKOM DAMYyHIa
I'ycceprisi, a Takke paboran BMecTe ¢ Xarierre-
poM. Peur movizeT o ero padorax «berrue. Vctu-
Ha. Mup» (Fink, 1958), «Bcé n Hruaro» (Fink, 1959)
1 «K paHHVIM OHTOJIOTYeCKVIM BO33PEHVISIM B OT-
HOIIIEHW! IIPOCTPAHCTBA, BpeMeHW, IBVDKEeHVIS»
(Fink, 1957).

[Tpexye Bcero ykaxy Ha BaXKHYIO MeTOIMYe-
cKyio mpobOsiemy. OpHO3HauHBIe OIIpeIesleHIs
HIOHATUN (peHOMeHa U siBjleHMsl y PUHKa CII0X-
Ho HavTn. K mpumMepy, mom3aroioBok ero padboTsl
«berrme. Victna. Mup» 3Byuur Tak: «Ipensapm-
TeJIBHOe pacCMOTpeHue Ipo0sieMbl HOHATUS (e-
HOMeH». VI3 Ha3BaHMS CJlefIyeT, 9YTO HOHsSTHE (e-
HOMEHa SIBJISIeTCSI B 3TOVM padoTe IeHTpPaIbHBIM.
ITorrpobyto peKOHCTPyMpOBaTh OOIINIL X0, MBIC-
v Ounka. IlongaTne «deHOMeH» aBTOpP BBOAWT,
paccykmas O JaHHOCTSIX 3Toro Mupa. JlaHHoCTHI
MOHMMAIOTCA O4YeHb IIMPOKO, HO IIpexse Bce-
ro B CBSI3M IIOHSTMEM OKpyxKatoriero mupa (Le-
bensumwelt) (Fink, 1958, S. 50). To ectp TOHS-
Tre dpeHOMeHa, PeHOMeHaILHOIO TPaKTyeTCs MM
B IIpeieJIbHO IIVPOKOM CMBICIe, IIOCKOJIBKY (peHo-
MeHBI — 3TO BCe, UYTO HaC OKpYy’KaeT 11 4TO IIpeHa-
XOVIMO B OKpYy>KarorieM mupe. ITpu aToMm paccyx-
ZleHus 3aTparuBaloT BaXXHYIO IIpo0OIeMaTuKy, Ka-
CAFOIIYIOCS OTHOIIEHMS MEXIY CYIIeCTBYOIIM
(das Seiende), Oertmiem (das Sein), sIBITEHHOCTBIO
(das Erscheinen), ssiennem (die Erscheinung)
11, HakoHell, (peHoMeHOM (das Phdnomen). ®eno-
MeHaJIbHOCTB TIOHVIMAEeTCS B TECHOVI CBS3M C SIBJIe-
HVeM, SBJIEHHOCTBIO. TakuM oOpasoM, mpobremy
PacKpBITHS TIOHATHS «(peHOMEeH», OCMBICIIIEMOTO
KaK JIaHHOCTb OKpy’Katorero mmpa, OuHK nepe-
BOAWUT B IUIOCKOCTh PAaCCy>KIEHWV O SIBJIEHHOCTV,
asneravin (Fink, 1958, S. 51, 65, 79) u cBs3biBaeT ee
C aHAJIM30M TOTrO, KaK BeIllV, IIpeIMeThl, JTaHHO-
CTV, a B OOITeM, IITMPOKOM CMBIC/Ie — (PeHOMEHBI
a6aaomces (sich erscheinen). [TosTomy B 1asibHert-
111eM, ToBopsi 0 peHOMeHax, PUHK KOHIIEHTPUPY-
eTCs Ha aHaJIn3e CIIocoboB siBjleHHOCTH. PaccMo-
TPVIM 3TO IO pOOHEe.

Bo-mieppix, PUHK aKIeHTUpyeT CBOe BHU-
MaHVe (He Oe3 BrmsHMS Xavierrepa) Ha aHaJIV-
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er position in phenomenology. I will talk about
the concept of Eugen Fink, Husserl’s long-time
collaborator who also worked with Heidegger.
I am going to discuss his works Sein, Wahrheit,
Welt (Being, Truth, World) (Fink, 1958), Alles und
Nichts (All and Nothing) (Fink, 1959) and Zur
ontologischen Friihgeschichte von Raum — Zeit —
Bewegung (Early Ontological History of Space —
Time — Movement) (Fink, 1957).

First of all, I should flag an important
methodological problem. It is hard to find a
straightforward definition of the concepts of
phenomena and appearance in Fink. For exam-
ple, the subtitle of his 1958 work Being, Truth,
World reads: Preliminary Examination of the Prob-
lem of the Concept of Phenomenon. The title sug-
gests that the concept of phenomenon is central
to this work. I shall try to reproduce the train
of Fink’s thought. He introduces the concept
“phenomenon” when discussing the givens
of this world. The givens are interpreted very
broadly, but above all in connection with the
concept of the surrounding world (Lebensum-
welt) (Fink, 1958, p. 50). That is, he interprets
the concept of phenomenon, and the phenom-
enal in the broadest possible senses because
phenomena is everything that surrounds us
and pre-exists. His reasoning touches upon im-
portant problems that have to do with the re-
lationship between what exists (das Seiende),
being (das Sein), appearing (das Erscheinen), ap-
pearance (die Erscheinung), and phenomenon
(das Phinomen). Phenomenality is interpret-
ed in close connection with appearance, ap-
pearing. Thus, Fink transports the problem of
disclosing the concept of “phenomenon”, un-
derstood as a given of the surrounding world,
to the area of reasoning about appearance and
appearing (Fink, 1958, p. 51, 65, 79), and links it
with the analysis of how things, objects, givens
and, in a general and broad sense, phenome-
na appear (sich erscheinen). Therefore in the rest
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3e TOVI MHCTaHIIN, KOTOPOVI ObITHe sBIIsIeTCs (er-
scheint sich). B omimume ot I'ycceprisi, y KoToporo
repeXxmBaHye HOCWIO BHEIMYHOCTHBIV Xapak-
Tep, ayicriosuis PrHKa Takas: ObITHe 1 sIBJIeHVe
paccMaTpUBalOTC B MIX CBSI3U C UeJIOBEKOM, Cluje-
cmByroujee Abasemcs uesobexy. PUHK paccyKIaeT
COBEPIIIEHHO B IyXe aHTWYHOVI AMajIeKTVKI, TOBO-
psi, 9TO, K IIpUIMepy, KpyToBpallleHve COJIHIIa, OT-
ieJTeHyie CYIIU ¥ 3€MJIV BO3MOXKHBI JIVIIIIB TIOTOMY,
4TO OBITHIe SIBJIETCH YesIoBeKy Kak 0cOOOMYy Cylile-
CTBYIOIIIEMY, OTJIMYAIoIeMy OT ceDsl Bce OCTaslb-
Hoe (Fink, 1958, S. 79—80, 82). Bo-BropbIx, PMHK
BBIZIBUTAET, C MOeVI TOUKM 3peHs, IIPUHIIMIIAIb-
HBIVI Te3UC: «SIBjIeHHOCTE'! OBITHS eCTh OCHOBAHUE,
roueMy BooOI1Ie ecTh cytecTBytoriee» (Ibid., S. 79).
Hecy1iecTByolliee mepBUYHO, CIIOCOO €ro sBJIeH-
HOCTM BTOpMYeH, HO paBHO 1 HAODOPOT: Mesi, 4TO
ObITVe TIEPBIYHO, a sIBJIeHVIe VIV CITOCOOBI SBJIeH-
HOCTM OBITVSI — BTOPWYHBL, €CTh CBOETo pofa 00-
11lee MeCTO MCTOPUKO-PrII0codCKOro IMUCKypca.

TexcTbl PUHKaA IprIMeYaTesIbHbL TeM, YTO B HUX
3aMeTHO BJIMsiHMe Kak peHOMeHosI0roB — I'yccep-
71 v Xanerrepa, Tak v IIpezcTaBuTeslell HeMell-
KoM Kjtaccudeckomt pustocodpmm — Kanra n Tere-
n4. K ipumepy, rererniebckme moHaTns «fiir sich»
" «an sich» — omHM M3 caMBIX YaCTOTHBIX CJIOB
B dmtocodpckom srekcmkoHe DynHka. Hecmorps
Ha TepMVHOJIOITYecKie 11 coflepKaTeIbHbIe 3ariM-
cTBOBaHM, jieKIm DrHKa MOXXHO CUMTATh IIOBO-
JPOTHOVI TOUKOVI B PeHOMEHOJIOT MTUeCKOM YCMOTpe-
HUM pobiieMsbl siBieHns u ¢eHomeHa. Y I'yccep-
7 eHOMeH — He CTOJIBKO ITpoOsieMa, CKOJIBKO
oneparvBHbIVI TepMyH. Y KaHTa OTTeHOK B pasimu-
UeHWMM SBJIEHVS 1 (peHOMeHa efiBa yiioBuM. Pas-
MbIIleHMs PUHKa, IIpU BCeyl ITPeeMCTBeHHOCTH
TpaguINY, OTINYAIOTCS OT pasMBIIUIEHU €ero
VIIeVIHBIX IIpeIIIeCTBeHHVKOB: IIOHSTUS «sBjle-
HVIE» V1 «SIBJIEHHOCTB» TEPSIIOT CBOE TIOTIVHEHHOe
OTHOIIIEH€e K TTOHSITUIO «(DEeHOMEH» V1 CTAHOBSITCSI
Ba)KHBIM CAMOCTOSATEJIbHBIM TEPMITHOM.

' OrrnaronbHoe  cymiectsuTesibHOe «das Erscheinen»
MOYKHO TepeBOIUTh He TOJIBKO KaK «sdBJIeHMe», HO Kak
«SIBJIEHHOCTB», «SBJIIEMOCTb». B cBomx TekcTtax DOuHK,
paccyxXmas o SBJIEHWV, 9acTO yIOTpeOIsieT 3TO OTIVIa-
TOJIBHOE CYIIeCTBUTeIIbHOe.

48

of his work Fink concentrates on analysing the
methods of appearing. Let us take a closer look
at this.

First, Fink (not without Heidegger’s influ-
ence) focuses on the analysis of being which ap-
pears (erscheint sich). As distinct from Husserl,
for whom experience was extra-personal, Fink’s
approach is as follows: he sees being and ap-
pearance in their connection with the human
being, what exists is presented to the human being.
Fink argues quite in the spirit of antique dialec-
tics, maintaining that for example the rotation
of the Sun, the separation of land and earth are
only possible because being appears to the hu-
man being as a special creature that sets itself
apart from all things extant (Fink, 1958, pp. 79-
80, 82). Second, Fink puts forward what I con-
sider to be a fundamental thesis: “ Appearing'’
of being is the ground for why anything ex-
ists”*® (ibid., p. 79). The non-existent is prima-
ry, the way of appearing of which is secondary,
but also vice versa: The idea that being is pri-
mary and the appearance or ways of appearing
of being are secondary is a kind of common-
place of historical-philosophical discourse.

Fink’s texts are notable in that they show
signs of the influence both of phenomenolo-
gists, Husserl and Heidegger, and of German
classical philosophers, Kant and Hegel. For in-
stance, the Hegelian concepts fiir sich and an
sich are among the most frequently used words
in Fink’s vocabulary. In spite of terminological
and substantive borrowings, Fink’s lectures ar-
guably mark a turning point in the phenomeno-
logical treatment of the problem of appearance
and phenomenon. For Husserl, phenomenon is
not so much a problem as an operational term.
In Kant, the difference between appearance and

7" The verbal noun das Erscheinen can be translated not
only as “appearing” but also as “the state of having ap-
peared” and “potential for appearing”. Fink often uses
this verbal noun when discussing appearance.

% “Das Erscheinen des Seins ist der Grund, dafS tiberhaupt
Seiendes ist.”



BeenieHme mapbl rerejieBCKMX TEPMUHOB «I1JIS
ceOs1» 11 «B cebe» KaskeTcsl Ha IIePBbIVL B3IJISA, Uy Ke-
ponHbIM (peHOMeHOTIOrMYecKon Tpaauimn. Of-
HaKo, KaK MBI 3HaeM, 3TV TEPMIMHBI TaK>Ke MCIIO0/Ib-
30Bas1 CapTp B paboTe «BbITHE 11 HUUTO» B IIPUCY-
Ievt eMy SKJIEKTVMYIHOV MaHepe. To ectn mperie-
JIeHT IIpVIMeHeHsl B PeHOMEeHOJIOT I TePMIHOB
Hed>eHOMEHOJIOTMTYHOTrO, TI0 CYTH, TeKcTa «DeHo-
MeHoJorum gyxa» I'eresis yxe obu1. C gpyrovi cTo-
POHBI, ITOHSTVIE «UeJIOBEK», KOTOPOMY B ero aMOu-
BaJICHTHOM OBITMM CYILIeCTBYIOIlee KakeT ceDsi,
TaKXXe MMeeT JIETKO Y3HaBaeMylO0 KOHHOTAIIVIIO
B CMBICJIe Xamaerreposckoro «Dasein». ITpu aTmx
CMBICJIOBBIX I TEPMMHOJIOTMYECKMX 3alIMCTBOBa-
HusAx Oviren PUHK OcTaeTcsl BEpHBIM I'yccepiin-
aHrieM. CaM axT ero paboTHI C pa3yIMIHbBIM Tep-
MIHOJIOTMTUeCKVIM aTlllapaToM KOCBEHHO YKas3bIBa-
€T Ha TO, YTO paMKM (PeHOMEHOJIOI M He OrpaHM-
YUBAIOTCS TOJIBKO JIUIIBL COOCTBEHHBIM METOIOM,
KOTOpPBIN IIperiarai I'yccepib. Ero mociiemosare-
v (Ha npuMepe DUHKa) MIBITAIOTCS TIPEOIOIETh
rpaHMIIBI KJIacCHUecKoV (peHOMEeHOJIOT M.

B obiieM cMmBbIciie MBI MOXXEM TOBOPUTD O IBYX
TPagMLMsIX TpaHCLeHIeHTalIbHOI dritocodm,
VIMes B BUJTy YIIOMSIHYTBIX aBTOPOB: C OJTHOVI CTO-
POHBI — Kaut n chcepm), C apyrom — Xarimer-
rep, ®unkK n... Tereas. Ecom KanT m I'ycceprb
HaxXo[4TCsl Ha TeOpeTMKO-IIO3HaBaTeJIbHO II0-
surmm, To y leress, Xavmerrepa n durKa cyOb-
eKT-00beKTHOe ITPOTVMBOCTOSIHIME Pa3MBIBAETCS.
K mpumepy, DUHK IINIIET, YTO cXeMa «CyOBeKT —
00BeKT» aOcTpakTHa M opMasibHa, MOCKOIBKY
4JesyIoBeK BCeryia HaxXOAWTCS B OIpeesIeHHOM CU-
Tyalll ¥ BOBJIeYeH B IeJIbIVI KOMILJIEKC CMBICIIOB
(Fink, 1959, S. 42). Peup 3axommT 00 3K3MCTEHIIN-
QJIBHBIX MOTVIBAX, HEM30eXHO CBSI3aHHBIX C IIO-
3HaBaTeJILHBIM aKTOM U BCerjla eMy COITyTCTBYIO-
VX, DTO BBIIAUT KakK Hapadppasa m3 Xaviger-
repa n CapTpa, 1 B 3TOM Te3nice He 3aKITI0YaIoCh
ObI HIUYEro HOBOTrO, ecjI Obl Ha ITOCIIeHYFOIINX
3Tarlax CBOMX paccyxpeHunt (PUHK He IIperjio-
XIJI CBOIO OPUTMHAJIBHYIO TPaKTOBKy MecTa ue-
JIoBeKa B 3ToM gBJisttoliemcs mupe. [IpuBeny erre
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phenomenon is barely noticeable. Fink’s reflec-
tions, for all the continuity of tradition, differ
from those of his predecessors: the concepts of
“appearance” and “appearing” cease to be sub-
ordinate to the concept “phenomenon” to be-
come important terms in their own right.

The introduction of a pair of Hegelian
terms — “for itself” and “in itself” — seems at
first glance to be alien to the phenomenological
tradition. However, we know that Sartre, in his
characteristic eclectic manner, used these terms
in his book L’Etre et le Néant (Being and Noth-
ingness). So, the precedent of the use of phe-
nomenological terms from Hegel’s essentially
non-phenomenological text Phenomenology of
Spirit had been set. On the other hand, the con-
cept “man” to whom what exists presents itself
in its ambivalent being also has a readily recog-
nisable connotation in the spirit of Heidegger’s
Dasein. In spite of these semantic and termino-
logical borrowings, Eugen Fink remains a faith-
ful follower of Husserl. The very fact that Fink
used different terminologies indirectly proves
that phenomenology is not limited to the meth-
od proposed by Husserl. His followers (for ex-
ample, Fink) try to overcome the boundaries of
classical phenomenology.

In general, we can talk about two tradi-
tions of transcendental philosophy, represent-
ed by Kant and Husserl on the one hand, and
by Heidegger, Fink and... Hegel on the other.
While Kant and Husserl take a theoretical-cog-
nitive approach, in Hegel, Heidegger and Fink
the subject-object dichotomy is diluted. For ex-
ample, Fink writes that the “subject-object”
scheme is abstract and formal because the hu-
man being is always in a certain situation and
is included in a complex of meanings (Fink,
1959, p. 42). Here we see existential motives
which are inevitably linked with the cognitive
act and always accompany it. This looks like
a paraphrase of Heidegger and Sartre and this
thesis would have nothing new except that in
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OIHY LIUTATy, B KOTOPOV He IIPOCTO yKa3bIBaeTCs
Ha CUTYaTMBHOCTH IIpollecca ITO3HAHMs 4esloBe-
KOM MMpa, HO TOBOPUTCH, YTO caMa [ylIlla MMeeT
HpocTpaHCcTBeHHOe M3MepeHne (!): «[lyma Bcerga
OTKpBITa B TeJIeCHOV cdepe Belllell — OHa TaKxke
HaXOOWUTCS B IIPOCTPAHCTBE, paBHO KaK ¥ TeJIO ye-
noseka» (Ibid., S. 246). CobcTBeHHO, 3Ty MeTadopy
MOYXXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh CKOpee Kak elrle OfHO yKa-
3aHMe Ha TO, YTO CyOBeKT-00beKTHOe pasrpaHu-
ueHme 1151 OUHKA HeITprieMsIeMo.

@UHK HEOJHOKPATHO IIOBTOpSeT, UTO dYesIo-
BeK — 3T0 ocoObnt T ObrTis (Fink, 1958, S. 79—
80, 82). Ho B uem ocobeHHOCTE? BBenenme ury-
pBI YesioBeKa IJI1d aHaiIM3a (PeHOMeHa W sIBJle-
HUg — MNPUHOUNNWAIBHO. Bo-lepBEIX, pa3sMBbIIII-
JIeHVs O UeJIoBeKe, ero CaMOCTI — 3TO KOCBEHHOe
yKasaHMe Ha Ty, YeTKO OCO3HABaBIITyIOCS K TOMY
BpeMeH! B (peHOMeHOJIOr MY, IIpobsieMy, UTo He-
IIOCPEICTBEHHBIV XM3HEHHBIVI MVP YejIoBeKa I10-
CJle OCYIIecTBJIeHMSI TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOU pe-
AYKIIUM MOXeT OKas3aTbCs 3a0bITBIM. Bo-BTOpBIX,
@UHK B CBOMX PacCyXIeHMIX IBHO TeMaTU3VpPY-
eT TereJjIeBCKyI0 IIpo0sIeMaTuKy, COIJIaCHO KOTO-
POV co3HaHWMe 1 TO, O YeM CO3HaHMe, He MOT'YT Cy-
II[eCTBOBATh OTAEILHO (y’Ke YIOMSIHYTOe OTpU-
I1aHMe CyOBbeKT-00BeKTHOV MaTPUIIEI TTIO3HAHS).
DTO TIONIOKEHME TaKXkKe MOXKET OBITh IlepeBelIeHO
U B IUIOCKOCTH pasMbliieHn I'yccepris o6 wH-
TeHIIVIOHAJIBHOCTY,
IpaBjieHo Ha cBom deHoMeH. Ho pasmbliiyieHys
camoro duHKa B KOpHE OTIIMYAIOTCS OT Tyccep-
JIVIAQHCKOV KOHIIeNUMM. VI TyT MBI, HOXasy¥i, Mo-
JOLUIM K CAMOMY BaXKHOMY MoMeHTY. C fmasibHev-
MMV Pa3MBIIUIEHVSIMI O CrielduKe SBIeHMs
y PuHKa CBsI3aHBI JBa MOTMBA: IIEPBBII — Orpa-
HUYEHHOCTb YeJI0BeYeCKOro IO3HaHWs, BTOPOVI —
JyHKITMOHATIEHOE pa3Iygyie MeXIy IOHATUSMM
Anschein v Vorschein.

ITog, orpaHMYeHHOCTBIO IIO3HAHWMSI VIMeeTCs
B BUJIY TO, UTO UeJIOBeK MOXKET 3HaTh JIMIIIb HaXo-
agieecs: B ccpepe IOCTyIHOro ombita. JKnsHb ge-
JIOBEKa Ha 3eMJIe — 3TO, 110 cjioBaM DUHKA, JIVIIb
ocTpoB B Oe30pexxHON BCesleHHOM. Hedto 1momo6-

KOI'la CO3HaHMe BcCerga Ha-

the following stages of his reasoning Fink of-
fered his original interpretation of the human
being’s place in this appearing world. Let me
cite another quotation which does not merely
assert the situational character of the process
of the human being cognising the world but
says that the soul has a spatial dimension
(sic!): “The soul is always open to the corpore-
al sphere of things — it is also in space like the
human being’s body”" (ibid., p. 246). Indeed,
this metaphor can be seen rather as yet anoth-
er indication that Fink does not accept the sub-
ject-object delimitation.

Fink repeatedly states that the human being
is a special type of being (Fink, 1958, pp. 79-80,
82). But why is this statement remarkable? The
introduction of the figure of the human being
into the analysis of phenomenon and appear-
ance is of fundamental importance. First, re-
flections on the human being and his selfhood
indirectly point to the problem of which phe-
nomenology had become well aware by that
time, viz. that after transcendental reduction
the immediate life world of the human being
may be forgotten. Second, Fink in his argu-
ment clearly thematises Hegelian problematics
whereby consciousness and its subject cannot
exist separately (cf. the above-mentioned nega-
tion of the subject-object matrix of cognition).
This proposition can also be brought into the
sphere of Husserl’s reflections on intentional-
ity when consciousness is always directed to-
wards its phenomenon. But Fink’s reflections
differ from Husserl’s conception in a funda-
mental way. This brings us to what is probably
the crucial point. Fink’s further ruminations on
the features of appearance reveal two motives:
first, the limited nature of human knowledge,
and second, the functional difference between
the concepts of Anschein and Vorschein.

19 “Die Seele ist immer schon in die korperliche Sphire der
Dinge hinein erdffnet, — sie ist auch im Raum, ebensogut wie
der Leib des Menschen.”
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HOe TaK)Xke YTBepXXIaJIock B cBoe BpeMs KaHTOM.
OnbITHOEe MO3HaHME YesloBeKAa CTAHOBUTCS BO3-
MOXXHBIM OJ1arofaps CMHTe3y 4yBCTBEHHOI'O BOC-
OpUSTUS M allPVOPHBIX (POPM IIPOCTPAHCTBa,
BpeMeH! ¥ KaTeropui, KOTOpble [IeJIaloT OcCyIIle-
CTBUMBIM eCTeCTBO3HaHWMe, 1, IIOCKOJIBKY TaKOM
TWII OIIBITa HEBO3MOXEH 117151 MeTap3MKM, MeTa-
dms1Ka He CyllecTBOBajla B KauecTBe HayKn (AA
04, S. 369; KanT, 1993, c. 183). O6bem obacTm 110-
3HaBaeMOTO, YCJIOBMIEM KOTOPOTO SIBJISIeTCSI CBSI3b
YyBCTBEHHOCTH V1 aIlIpMOPHOrO 3HaHMS, OKa3blBa-
eTcd BecbMa orpaHudeHHBbIM. ITo Bcemt BuayVIMO-
CTVI, IMEHHO B 3TOVI CBS311 DVHK TOBOPUT O XKM3-
HVI YeJIoBeKa Kak O XXV3HM Ha «0CcTpose». OgHaKo
y Hero, B ominune oT KaHTa, 1osgsiisieTcss HOBBIV
MOTUB B KOHTEKCTe pacCy kKIIeHWs 00 allprOpHbIX
IIPVHIINIIAX YeJI0BeuecKoro nosHaums. OuHK nu-
I1eT, uTO OBITMe, TN «ist», IIPOHM3bIBAET BCE —
VI MOVI KOHKPEeTHBIVI MUP, ¥ BcesleHHyo. BosHu-
KaeT Pe30HHBIN BOIIPOC: a OTKy[a MBI 3HaeM 3Ty
MeTadpmsmdeckyto ncTuHy? OTBeT MUHKa: MBI BCE
3TO 3HaAeM aIlpVopy, allpyopy HaM M3BEeCTHBI BCe
ocHoBHBIe BUbl ObiTMs (Grundarten des Seien-
den) (Fink, 1958, S. 108—109). C ogHOV CTOPOHBI,
TaKVM 00pa30M IIOHATHIVI OITBIT IIVIpe, YeM y Kan-
Ta, C APYTov — MBI MIMeeM [IeJI0 C SIBHOW arlopu-
er: @UHK TOBOPUT 00 «OCTPOBE» UeJII0BEYECKON
JKM3HW B CMBIC/Te OTpaHVYEHHOCT TI03HAHWS, HO
B TO e BpeMsi 1 00 aIllpMOPHOCTI IJIarosia-CBs3-
K11 «eCThb» (ist); oOs1amasi 4yBCTBEHHBIM ITO3HAHU-
eM, MBI o0JIajTaeM KOHKPeTHBIM OITBITOM Ha 3TOV
3eMJIe-«OCTPOBe», HO B TO )Ke BpeMs KaKVMM-TO 00-
pa3oM, HeCMOTpsI Ha 3Ty OrPaHMYeHHOCTh, 3HaeM
VI BCe TUIIBI OBITHSL.

CreicTBuieM 13 HOBOTO IPVHIIMIIA aIlpyop-
HOCTV OKa3bIBaeTCsl JIPyroy MOIXon B dpeHoMe-
HOJIOTMVI K PeIeHIo IIpo0IeMbl HeTl03HaBaeMo-
cTut Bemu B cebe. VI 31meck MBI CHOBa BO3BpalllaeM-
Csl K MHTepecyIoller Hac TeMe: JJaHHOe pellleHie
CBS3aHO C aHAJIV30M SIBJIEHUS, HO yXXe B IPyroM
KOHTeKcTe. DVHK, TOBOPS O SIBJIEHU, BBOAWUT JBa
HOBbIX NOHATNA. CrIocoO, KaKMM Belllb SIBJISeTCs
(erscheint sich), Mo)XHO ommicaTh ABOSKO: IIOCPeN-
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The limited nature of cognition means that
the human being can only know what is with-
in the sphere of accessible experience. The hu-
man being’s life on earth is but an island in
the boundless universe, as Fink puts it. Kant
made a similar assertion in his time. The hu-
man being’s experiential cognition is made
possible by the synthesis of the sense percep-
tion and a priori forms of space, time and the
categories which make possible natural stud-
ies and since this type of experience is impos-
sible for metaphysics, metaphysics cannot be a
science (Prol, AA 04, p. 369; Kant, 2002, p. 157).
The area which is cognisable, through a link be-
tween sensible perception and a priori knowl-
edge, turns out to be limited. This is probably
why Fink speaks about the human being living
on an “island”. However, unlike Kant, he intro-
duces a new motive into the reasoning about
a priori principles of human knowledge. Fink
writes that being, or ist, permeates everything:
my concrete world and the universe. The ques-
tion suggests itself: how have we come to know
this metaphysical truth? Fink’s answer: we
know all this a priori, we know all the “main
types of being” (Grundarten des Seienden) a pri-
ori (Fink, 1958, pp. 108-109). On the one hand,
experience understood in this way is broader
than with Kant; on the other hand, we are deal-
ing with an obvious a priori: Fink speaks about
an “island” of human life meaning the limited
nature of cognition, but also about the a priori
character of the link verb ist (is): equipped with
sensible perception we have concrete experi-
ence on this island (the Earth) but at the same
time, in spite of this limitation, we know all the
types of being.

The new a priori principle leads to a differ-
ent approach in phenomenology to the prob-
lem of the thing in itself being unknowable.
And this brings us back to the topic of our dis-
cussion. The solution involves analysis of ap-
pearance, but in a different context. Speaking
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cTBOM JI00 Anschein, mnbo Vorschein. Ilop rrepBbiM
TIOHVIMAETCs BV, BUIVIMOCTB, BHEIITHOCTb. B crio-
co0e mpepcTaBIIeHHOCTN Kak Arnschein OblTne siB-
1steT cedsl YesIoBeKy. B aToM TepMuIHe IIpOCTIeXu-
BaeTcsl OTChUIKa K KaHTMAHCKOV MOJIeIN TOo3Ha-
HWSI, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO, KaK ToBopuT PUHK, 0br1aia-
€T HeoTheMJIEMBIM CBOVICTBOM: OBITh aKTyasIy3a-
LIVieV1 IIOCPeiCTBOM IipeficTaBiieHNs (vorstellungs-
méssige Vergegenwartigung) (Fink, 1958, S. 112).
KimroueBot MoMeHT cocTomuT B TOM, 4TO Anschein
ITOHVIMAETCSL B CBsI3M ¢ IipercraBieHveM. Co0-
CTBEHHO, 3TO TOT CaMbIVi IIYHKT, KOTOPbI cOMV-
xaeT @nHkKa ¢ KaHTOM, ITOCKOJIBKY, KaK MBI yXKe
BUIeJIV, OVIH U3 CIIOCOOOB pacCMOTpPeHMs sdBJjle-
HusA y KaHTa — 3TO BapmaHT MHTepIpeTalum siB-
JIeHVIs B KauecTBe IIpeICTaBIIeHVI.

3nece  HeoOXOmMIMO —cAelaTh  OTCTYIUIEHVIE
" yKasaTb, Kak caM @uHK nHTepaperupyer Kan-
Ta B cBOMX pabotax”. LleHTpasibHas Maes COCTO-
uT B ToM, uTo KanTt, no meiciin OuHka, nogpasse-
JISIeT CYIIeCTBYIOIIee Ha TPy OOJIacTi: mepBast —
3TO 00J1acTh CyOBeKTa, BTOpasi — IIPeIMeTOB OITbI-
Ta, TpeThbsi — Belen B cebe (Fink, 1959, S. 61, 73).
Vnes o TpexypoBHeBoM Mupe KanTa mosropsiercs
@DUHKOM B pa3/IMIHBIX TEKCTaX, HO HAC MHTEPeCy-
€T IIpeXJie BCero MHTepIpeTalys obacT cyOn-
eKkTa. BoT mipumep oripeniesieHni1, KoTopble MUHK
JlaeT 3TOV «CyOBEeKTMBHOV» KaHTMaHCKOV oOJIa-
CTI: «BCeOOITHOCTH siBJIeHM» (die Gesamtheit der
Erscheinungen) (Ibid., S. 107), «mup sasiennin» (Er-
scheinungswelt) (Ibid., S. 162), «Mmup-Bpems-1rpo-
CTpaHCTBO siBileHHOCTI» (Welt-Zeit-Raum des Er-
scheinens), mim «Mup Kak sBJIeHMe-BpeMs-TIPO-
crpaHcTBo» (die Welt als der Erscheinungs-Zeit-
Raum) (Ibid., S. 247). I'lo noBoxy pasimuns Mupa
OIbITa ¥ Mupa Belller1 B cebe DUHK MUIIET, YTO
CyIIIeCTBYIOIlee pacliafiaeTcsl Ha «sBJIEHMe», II0-
cTUraeMoe 4ejloBeKoM, KOTOpoe o0pasyeT 0bs1acThb
OITBITA, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, I Ha JIVIIIIb MBICIIVIMYIO,

12 B mccrtemoBaTebCKON JINTepaType CYIIecTByeT Tpa-
IOMIINs TPAKTOBKM siBieHMst KaHTa Kak CyOBeKTMBHOIO
TIpeIICTaBIIEHNIs, YTO TOJTBKO OTYACTY ITO3BOJISIET TIPOBO-
JIMTH TTapaJuTeNV C siBJIeHVeM Kak Anschein y OuHKa.

13 Cwu. 00 aTom Takxe: (Ikeda, 2015).
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about appearance Fink introduces two new
concepts. The method by which a thing is pre-
sented (erscheint sich) can be described in two
ways: through Anschein, or through Vorschein.
The former means “look”, “appearance”, “ex-
terior”. Being presents itself to the human be-
ing as Anschein. This term can be traced back to
the Kantian model of cognition because it pos-
sesses, according to Fink, an inalienable proper-
ty of being actualisation through representation
(vorstellungsmissige Vergegenwdrtiqung) (ibid.,
p- 112). The key point is that Anschein is under-
stood in connection with representation.® This
is what brings Fink closer to Kant because, as
we have seen, one method of considering ap-
pearance, with Kant, is a version of interpreting
appearance as representation.

A digression is in order here to show how
Fink interprets Kant in his works (cf. Ikeda,
2015). The central idea is that Kant, according
to Fink, subdivides everything that exists into
three areas: first, the area of the subject, second,
the area of the objects of experience and third,
the area of things in themselves (Fink, 1959,
p. 61, 73). Fink repeats the idea of a three-tiered
world in various places, but we are interested
above all in the interpretation of the area of the
subject. Here is an example of Fink’s definitions
of the “subjective” Kantian area: “sum total of
appearances” (die Gesamtheit der Erscheinungen)
(ibid., p. 107), “the world of appearances” (Er-
scheinungswelt) (ibid., p. 162), “world-time-space
of appearing” (Welt-Zeit-Raum des Erschei-
nens) or “the world as presented appearance of
space-time” (die Welt als der Erscheinungs-Zeit-
Raum) (ibid., p. 247). On the difference between
the world of experience and the world of things
in themselves Fink writes that matter on the
one hand falls into the “appearance” cognised
by the human being, which forms the area of

2 The research literature traditionally interprets Kant's
“appearance” as a subjective representation, which
makes parallels with Fink’s appearance as Anschein only
partial.



HO HeITO3HABaeMYIO «Belllb B cebe» — c Ipyrom
(Ibid., S. 162). VI3 npvBeieHHBIX OIIpeiesIeHIII CIIe-
nyet, uyto PuHK Basten, 3a KaHTOM cBsi3bIBaeT Mup
OITbITa C MVPOM SBJIEHNVI, He IIPOBOJIs, BIIpOUYEM,
pasrpanndenns y Kanrta Ha dpeHOMeEH 11 siBJIeHVe.

Ecsiv roBopuTh 00 opurvHaIbHON MHTepIIpe-
TallUV TIOHSTUS «sABJleHns» y PuHKa, TO B CBS-
31 C IIOHMMaHMeM siBJIeHNs], SIBJIEHHOCTI B Kaue-
crBe Vorschein. B mepsoM citydae (sBjleHMe Kak An-
schein) yaUTBIBAJICS CYOBEKTMBHBIV MOMEHT ITpefl-
CTaBJIeHVsl, BO BTOPOM CJIydae (sBJIeHVe Kak Vor-
schein) mpo0iieMa sIBJIeHUsI paccMaTpuBaeTcs Ha
OHTOJIOIYeCKOM ypoBHe. CMBICIT 3TOrO HEMeITKO-
ro CJI0Ba JIyYIlle IIPOJIeMOHCTPUPOBATh Ha IIprMe-
pe nuayomel «zum Vorschein kommen», uro o3Ha-
yaeT «0OHApYXXMBaTbCsl, IIPOSIBIATBCS» B CIELV-
dvgecky reosIOrMUYecKOM CMBIC/Ie «BBIXOOUTH Ha
IIOBEPXHOCTB». DTO reosiormyeckoe 3HaYeHMe, Kak
HU CTPaHHO, OoJiee IEeMOHCTPATUBHO IIJIs IPOsiC-
HeHMs CMBIC/Ia 3Toro TepMuHa. Bemp (das Ding)
Kak sBjleHHOCTh (das Erscheinen) xaxer ce0s
Grarogaps TOMy, UYTO OHa ITpOsIBJIseTCH, I10f100-
HO Te0JIOrMYecKMM 3asleXkaM BBIXOfs Ha cBeT. Ta-
KO€e TOJIKOBaHUeE CBA3aHO ¢ MeTadpOpoOv CBeTa: SIB-
JIleHre — 3TO TO, YTO OKasblBaeTcs Ha ceTy. IIpnu
3TOM CBeT IIOHVMAEeTCsI B IIpefeIbHO IIVIPOKOM,
KOCMOJIOTIYeCKOM CMBIC/Ie, He0O KaK VMCTOYHMK
cBeTa B 3TOM MeTadope — 3TO CBeT ObITHs, 3eM-
g — Houb ObrTuA (Fink, 1958, S. 114). ®uHK nu-
ITeT: «S]BJIEHHOCTH O3HAYaeT Bbix00 HAa cBem, KOTO-
PBIVI 0OOBeIMHEIET 1 OXBaThIBaeT BCe OTEIIBLHO CY-
mectsytorree» (Ibid., S. 115). @uHK mocTynupyer
TOT (paKT, UTO OBITME BEIIV COCTOUT B €ro sIBJIeH-
HocTu (Ibid.). DTOT Tesmc mepeximkaeTcs ¢ yxe
YIIOMSIHYTBIM Te3vicoM (PUHKa O TOM, YTO sBJIeH-
HOCTBb €CThb OCHOBaHWe CYIIeCTBYIOIIEro, 0 KOTO-
POM s TOBOPWJI BBILIIE. SIBJIEHHOCTh — 3TO U eCTh
ObITHe Bellln. BbITh 3HAUUT SABJIATHCS B MeTadpm31-
yecKoM cBeTe Hebec.

VITax, IIpyt HOMBITKE MHTEPIpeTaliy HOHA TS
«siBJIeHVe» Mbl VIMeeM CJIeflyIollie CBA3aHHbIe
Mexy codom nmouaTus: Anschein, Vorschein, cseT.
BeI11e13/10)keHHOT0 IBHO HEJIOCTaTOYHO /1j1s1 00b-
SCHeHMs 3HauyeHMs NOHSTUS «siBjieHue» y PuH-
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experience, and, on the other hand, the merely
thought of but unknowable thing in itself (ibid.,
p. 162). It follows from the above definitions
that Fink, after Kant, links the world of expe-
rience with the world of appearances although
Kant does not make a distinction between phe-
nomenon and appearance.

What makes Fink’s interpretation of “ap-
pearance” different from those of others stems
from his interpretation of appearance, appear-
ing as Vorschein. In the first case (appearance
as Anschein) the subjective aspect of represen-
tation is taken into account, and in the second
case (appearance as Vorschein) the problem of
appearance is examined on the ontological lev-
el. The meaning of this German word can best
be demonstrated by the idiom zum Vorschein
kommen, meaning “to come out, manifest itself”
and in geology, “to come to the surface”. The
geological usage, oddly enough, brings out the
meaning of the term best of all. The thing (das
Ding) as appearing (das Erscheinen) presents it-
self because it manifests itself by coming to
the surface like a geological deposit. This in-
terpretation is connected with the light meta-
phor: appearance is what comes to light. Light
is interpreted in the broadest possible, cosmo-
logical, way; in this metaphor heaven as the
source of light is the light of being, and the
earth is the night of being (Fink, 1958, p. 114).
Fink writes: “ Appearing means coming out into
the light, light which gathers together and sur-
rounds each individual being”* (ibid., p. 115).
Fink postulates the fact that a thing’s being con-
sists in its appearing (ibid.). This thesis echoes
Fink’s above-mentioned thesis that appearing is
the ground of matter (see above). Appearing is
the thing’s being. To be means to appear in the
metaphysical light of heaven.

Thus, in attempting to interpret the con-
cept “appearance” we deal with the following
inter-connected concepts: Anschein, Vorschein,

2 “Das Erscheinen ist Hervorkommen in die Lichtung,
welche alles vereinzelte Seiende versammelt und umfangt.”
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Ka, II03TOMY s ITpefijlarato HeCKOJIbKO KOHTEKCTOB,
KOTOpBIe MOTYT HaM ITIOMOYb JIy4llle YSCHUTb 3TOT
TEPMVH.

1. B mokaHTOBCKOVI MeTadpV3MKe MBI YyKe VIMeIIN
CXOXXMV CIIOCOO OTHOIEHMs K ITOCTVIKEHUIO CY-
miero. Peub met ripexxe Bcero o Metoze [lekapra,
IIJISL KOTOPOTO IIEPBBIM ITPVHIIUIIOM ¥ KPUTEPW-
eM IIPaBVWJIBHOTO HayYHOIO OIIbITa SBJISETCS Tpe-
OoBaHIMe BKJIIOUaTh B CBOV CYXXIEHWS TOJIBKO TO,
4YTO IIPEeCTABIISIeTCS SICHO 1 oT4eTInBO (ekapT,
19896, c. 260). B meTone [lekapTa Bce, 9YTO He COOT-
BETCTBYeT IIPMHINITY SICHOCTV ¥ OTYeTIIMBOCTY,
", KaK CJIMICTBUE, TO (TaK MBI MOIJIM OBI yTBep-
KATh), UTO COKPBITO 3eMJIeVl, B TePMMHOJIOI IV
duHKa, OKas3bIBAeTCsI HEMCTUMHHBIM. SIcHOe BOC-
npusTie [leKapT CBA3bIBaeT C OUEBWTHOCTHIO, I10-
HVIMaeMOVI, B CBOIO OUepeib, IT0 aHAJIOI MM C SICHO
PasIMUMMBIMI  ITpeIMeTaMl, Ha KOTOpBbIE MBI
cvotpuM (dexapt, 1989a, c. 332). Barysp, sicHOCTh
YCMOTpeHMs], OYeBUIHOCTh TECHO CBSI3aHBI MeX-
my cobovt B ero dpumstocodpckont metomorormm. Ka-
JKeTcs, uTo aHasorus ¢ [lekaptom 6osiee yeM perte-
BanTHa. OmHaKO HEOOXOmMMO OTMETUTh, UTO Te-
3vicbl DUHKA OTHIONE He CTOUT IIOHMMAaTh B Kave-
CTBe JINIIIb SIVICTEMOJIOTTYeCKOTO yTBepKIeH.
OHu ckopee SBIISIIOTCS HEKOTOPBIMM MeTadpm3u-
KO-OHTOJIOTMYeCKMMM  IIOCTyJIaTaMy, IIOpasy-
MEBAIOIIIMM, UTO HEe TOJIBKO CBET HOJDKEH ITOHM-
MaTbCs KaK MCTOYHVK VIV CPELCTBO IJIS VICTUH-
HOro 1no3HaHMs. To, UTO COKPBITO 3eMJIel], IMeeT
IIPVHIINIINAJIBHOE CBOVICTBO WJIV TIOTEHITVaIb-
HOCTb OBITH BBIBEIEHHBIM Ha CBeT, 11 COKPBITOCTh
B 3eMJIe OTHIOOb He O3HayaeT, 4TO ecIM Ha Hero
HeJIb3s1 B CBeTe HeOec B3IJISTHY Th, TO OHO HEVICTVIH-
Ho. B cBoe Bpems I'yccepib yTBepxaasl, 4To HO-
HsITMe Bellly B cebe KaHTa cBA3aHO ¢ MpUHIINIIN-
aJIbHBIM 3a0JTy>KIIeH1eM, ITIOCKOJIBbKY JIFo0as BeIlh
IIPVHIINIIVAIBHO IT03HABaeMa B ITOTEHITMAJIBHOM
TOPV30HTE BOCIIPUISITIS, €CIIM He B 9TOT MOMEHT,
KOIZja MBI ee He BOCIIPMHIMaeM, TO B OymylmeM
(I'yccepiin, 2009, c. 129—-130).

ITosunmio duHKa, ¢ OAHOM CTOPOHBI, MOXXHO
TpaKTOBaTh Kak IIpofo/bKeHMe jmHuUM ['yccepris:
TO, YTO COKPBITO CermyYac 3eMJIeV, MOXKET CTaThb SIB-
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and light. Since what I have said above clear-
ly falls short of explaining the full meaning of
Finks’” concept of “appearance” I think it would
be helpful to present several contexts that
would elucidate this term.

1. Pre-Kantian metaphysics already had a
similar approach to understanding matter. I am
referring above all to the method of Descartes
whose first principle and criterion of valid sci-
entific experience is the requirement that judge-
ments include only that which is clear and
distinct (Descartes, 1998, p. 11). In Descartes’
method everything that does not meet the re-
quirement of clarity and distinctness and as a
consequence that (we could claim) which is
covered by earth, to use Fink’s terminology, is
not true. Descartes associates clear perception
with being evident, which in turn is understood
by analogy with clearly discernible objects we
are looking at (Descartes, 1985, pp. 207-208). In
his philosophical methodology, view, clear vi-
sion and being evident are closely inter-con-
nected. The analogy of Descartes seems to be
more than relevant. However, it has to be noted
that Fink’s theses should on no account be seen
as mere epistemological judgements. Rather,
they are metaphysical-ontological postulates
implying that not only light should be seen as
the source or instrument of true knowledge.
What is hidden in the ground has an inherent
property or potential of being brought to light,
and hiddenness in the ground is not the same
as saying that, if it cannot be seen in the light of
heaven, it is untrue. Husserl in his time claimed
that Kant’s concept of the thing in itself in-
volves a basic misconception because any thing
is in principle knowable in the potential hori-
zon of perception, if not at the moment we per-
ceive it, then in the future (Husserl, 1983, p. 92).

Fink’s position may, on the one hand, be in-
terpreted as the continuation of Husserl’s line:
what is hidden in the ground may come to light
as a result of tectonic shifts in the future, and
this means that the thing is potentially know-



JIeHHBIM CBeTY B pe3yJIbTaTe TEKTOHMYECKMX pas-
JIOMOB B OyAyIlleM, ¥ 3TO eCTh HOTeHIIMasIbHas
BOCIIpMHMMaeMocTh Bemn. C gpyrom e cTOpo-
HbI, TIo3ums PUHKa KapaVHAJIBHO OTINYaeTcs
oT ryccepruaHckort. To, UTo ellle He SIBJIEHO B CBe-
Te, HO MOXeT IIpeficTaTh HebecaM, alIpUOPHO SiB-
JIIeTCs CYIIECTBYIOIINM, COKPBITO OHO 3eMlel
MJIV HeT, CJlefloBaTesIbHO, SIBJIsSeTCs TIO3HaBaeMbIM.

2. Kak s yxe yKasblBasl, Il PasMBIIUIEHUN
0 sABJIEHUN 1 peHOMeHe TUIMYHBI (ppasbl, KOTO-
pele 1ioBTOpsteT M PunK, Hampumep: «Das Pha-
nomen zeigt sich» («dpeHOMeH KaxeT cebs») MiIn
«Das Phanomen erscheint sich» («pernomen spis-
eTcs»). DTU BeIpaXkeHUsl Mofpa3yMeBaloT HeoOxo-
IVIMOCTB B CMBICJIOBOM [IOTIOJTHEHWM, TIOCKOJIBKY
deHOMEH KaXkeTcs, ABJISeTCS VIMEHHO KOMY-HO0.
[lyreBOmHass HUTH S3bIKa IOApa3yMeBaeT B 3TUX
BBIPaKeHMSIX HaJlM4dye VMHCTaHIIUM, KOTopasi BU-
JIUT CUTYaIUIO U 1J1 KOTOPOM 3TO 3pmMmo. Takort
MHCTaHIIMe BBICTYIIaeT uesioBeK. esloBeK BU-
IUT sBJIsIONIeecd ObITHe B OIlpeJieJIeHHON CUTY-
anvm. K npumepy, jiec MoXxeT ObITH BUJIEH C IIO-
3ULVN ITyTellleCTBeHHMKa, JPOoBoceKa, KapTorpa-
da. Jlec 1t eBpomerira 11 COVPCKOTO OXOTHVKA
He onuH n ToT Xe (Fink, 1958, S. 87). Takoe cuty-
aTMBHOe OTHOIIIeHVe K CYIIeCTBYIOIIeMY ellle pa3
MO UepKMBaeT, UTO UeJI0BeK HeOOXOIVM /I TOro,
YTOOBI CYIIleCTBYIOIlee SIBJISJIOCh, IIpUYeM SIBJIs-
JIOCh OIIpefieJIeHHBIM oOpasoM. BeposdTHO, MeH-
HO B 3TOM CMBICJIe HeOOXOIVIMO IIOHVMATh Te3VC
DuHKa 0 TOM, UTO sIBJIeHVIe eCTh OCHOBaHMe CyIIle-
CTBYIOIIIETO: TO, KaK, KaKiM 00pa3oM CYIIeCTBYIO-
I1Iee sIBJISIeTCS YeJI0BeKY, OIIpeflesIseTCs B ero CUTY-
aty. Mup obpeTaeT cBoe CyIlleCTBOBaHVE B CIIO-
cobe ero gsyrenHocT. [TpuBeny erre ofHy ITMTa-
Ty, B KOTOpov1 PUHK He IIPOCTO TOBOPUT O yeJIoBe-
Ke B BBIIIIEYIIOMSHYTOM CUTYaTVBHOM CMBICTIe, HO
HETIOCPEeICTBEHHO CpaBHVBaeT UeJloBeKa CO CBe-
TOM (a CBeT, KaK Mbl BU/IeJIV,— IIPUHIINII 1 MICTOY-
HVK no3HaHMs): «KoJIb CKOpO CyIIecTBYIOT JIIOIIM,
B OJyIvDKavIeM OKpy>XeHuM cdpepbl XXU3HM YesIo-
BeKa Bcerjia IPOVCXOAUT SIBJIEHHOCTh. JesioBek
cpoxHM cBery B Houn...» (Ibid., S. 96). CobcTBen-
HO, oTOM 1TuTarorn MMHK 3HAUMTEIILHO yCuIvBaeT

55

A.N. Krioukov

able. On the other hand, his position is funda-
mentally different from that of Husserl. What
has not yet come to light but can be presented
to heaven is a priori existent, whether or not it
is hidden in the ground, hence it is knowable.
2. As I have noted, Fink often repeats the
phrases that occur in his reflections on ap-
pearance and phenomenon; for example, das
Phinomen zeigt sich (the phenomenon shows it-
self) or das Phinomen erscheint sich (the phenom-
enon appears). These expressions are in need
of semantic elaboration because the phenome-
non appears to somebody. In these expressions
the guiding thread of language implies the ex-
istence of an entity that sees the situation and
to which it is visible. This entity is the human
being. He sees the appearing being in a certain
situation. For instance, the forest may be seen
by a wayfarer, a wood-cutter or a map-maker.
The forest is not the same for a European cit-
izen and a Siberian hunter (Fink, 1958, p. 87).
This situational attitude to matter highlights
the fact that the human being is necessary for
matter to present itself and present it in a cer-
tain way. This must be the underlying meaning
of Fink’s thesis to the effect that appearance is
the foundation of matter: how and in what way
what exists presents itself to the human being
is determined by the the human being’s situa-
tion. The world acquires existence in the mode
in which it presents itself. Let me give anoth-
er quotation in which Fink does not just speak
about the human being in the above-mentioned
situational sense, but expressly compares the
human being with light (light, as we have seen,
is the principle and source of knowledge): “In-
sofar as human beings exist, in the immedi-
ate surroundings of the human being’s sphere
of life there is always appearing. The human
being is akin to light in the dark [...]"* (ibid.,
p. 96). This quotation of Fink’s significantly
upgrades the role of the human being in the

2 “Sofern also Menschen existieren, geschieht im Umkreis
des menschlichen Lebensfeldes immer ein Erscheinen. Der
Mensch gleicht einem Licht in der Nacht [...].”
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3Ha4eHe 1 PoJIb YeJIoBeKa B aHAJIMTIKE TIOHS TS
ABaeHue: IMEHHO C TIOSIBJIIEHVEM YeJIoBeKa CTaHO-
BUTCSI BOSMOKHBIM BpallleHVie COJTHIIA, OT/IesIeHe
3eMJIM OT cyn. YesioBeK — 3TO Ta MHCTaHIIMS,
KOTOpasi IPW/IaeT CMBICII SIBJISIONIEMYCS IJIs1 HeTO
cyieMy. YesloBeK — CBET B HOYIA

3. Ipyrast BO3MOXXHOCTh TPAKTOBKWM ITOHATVS
ceeta y PuHKa CBg3aHa C €ro TpexypOBHEBHEBBIM
(HEenpa, 3eMJ1s1, He0O), TPaKTNIeCKV TeCHOIOBCKIIM
(TapTap, 3eMJIsl 1 MOpe, HeDeca'), Mmypom. B aToM,
HECOMHEHHO, CKa3bIBaeTCs BIIVsIHME Xarizerrepa.
Y nocremHero yeTBepulia, MV CBSI3b Heba 11 3eM-
7111, O0)KeCTBEHHOTO VI CMEPTHOI'0, COCTaBJIsieT CBO-
eobpa3Hble KOOPHVHATHI CYIIeCTBOBAHWS YeJIo-
Beka. BaxHo: dpeHOMeHOIIOTIYeCKMe KOHIIEMIIN
®unka m Xavjgerrepa, KOTopble MMEIOT CBOVMMM
KOPHSMV aHTMYHbBIE BO33peHVs Ha KOCMOC, SIBJIS-
IOTCS OTHIOAb He 3MVCTEMOJIOrMIeCKIMY KOHIIeTI-
LVSIMVL B CTPOTOM CMBICIIe 3TOro ¢JjioBa. Ilo3HaHMe
IJIg HUX, KaK yKa3bIBaJIOCh, HE cxeMa B3alIMOOT-
HOIIIeHUTI CyObeKTa 11 00beKTa, HO COBOKYITHOCTb
OIIpesie/IeHHbIX CUTYaTMBHBIX YCIIOBUIL: HEKTO BU-
IOUT sBJISIONIeecs CYIIeCcTBYIOIlee B cBeTe Hebec.
TakoB MeTadm3MTUecKMTI TPYHITNI ITO3HAHIS.

4. C mocyleqHMM IIyHKTOM, B CBOIO Oueperb,
CBsi3aH ellle OIVH OYeHb BaKHBIVI MOTWB, CBUZIE-
TEJILCTBYIOIIUIL O JIBOVICTBEHHOVI POJIM sI3BbIKA.
C omHOVI CTOPOHBI, SI3bIK B CBOEM CIIOCODe orvica-
HM yKas3blBaeT Ha cobcTBeHHble mpesesnsl. C apy-
TOl — caM S3BbIK SIBJISIeTCS ITyTeBOIHOW HUTBHIO
aHaJIn3a, TIOCKOJIBKY B SI3BIKOBBIX BBIPaKeHMSIX
JTaeTcsl He CTOJIBKO (paKT COOBITMS, CKOJIBKO CIIO-
cob onmcanusa cobbiTisa. Co BpemeHn Xarjerrepa
TE3VIC O ITyTEBOIHOV HWUTW S3bIKa XOPOIIO VI3Be-
cTeH. B ciiydae xe MeTadusmdeckont peHOMEHO-
storvt PUHKa 3TO MOXKHO XOPOIIO SKCILINIPO-
BaThb Ha IIpMIMepe COBMECTHOIO C Xarerrepom
cemmnHapa o Iepaxiure (Heidegger, Fink, 1996).
B kxadecTBe mpmMepa HpuBeNy B COKpallleHHOV
dopme omHY M3 MHOTOUYMCIIEHHBIX lIeTIOYeK ap-
TYMeHTAIlU/ OTHOCUTEJIBHO 3HaueHMs MeTado-
poI ceTa 13 XI ceMuHapa: YTo Takoe yesioBek Kak
Dasein, uto sHaunT da? — 5710 03HauaeT: Da ecTb

4 Cwm. monipobree: (Poxxanckmit, 1979).
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analytics of the concept of appearance: the ap-
pearance of the human being makes possible
the rotation of the Sun and the separation of
earth from land. The human being is the entity
that lends meaning to matter that presents itself
to him. The human being is light in the dark.

3. Another possible interpretation of Fink’s
concept of light looks at his three-tiered (bow-
els of the earth, the earth and heaven), basical-
ly Hesiodic (Tartarus, earth and sea, heaven?®)
world. Heidegger’s influence is evident here.
With the latter, the fourfold (das Geviert), or
the link between heaven and earth, the divine
and the mortal, forms coordinates of the human
being’s existence. Importantly, the phenome-
nological concepts of Fink and Heidegger, root-
ed in antique notions of the Cosmos, are not
epistemological concepts in the strict sense of
the word. To the ancients, cognition was not a
scheme of relations between subject and object,
but a totality of certain situational conditions:
someone sees appearing matter in the light
from heaven. This is the metaphysical principle
of cognition.

4. Connected with the latter point is an im-
portant motive that brings out the dual role
of language. On the one hand, language in its
mode of description indicates its own limits. On
the other hand, language is the guiding thread
of analysis because language expresses not so
much the fact of an event as the mode of de-
scribing it. The thesis about language being the
guiding thread has been well-known since Hei-
degger. In the case of Fink’s metaphysical phe-
nomenology this can be explicated by citing
the Heraclitus seminar he conducted together
with Heidegger (cf. Heidegger and Fink, 1979).
What follows is an abridged version of one of
the numerous arguments concerning the mean-
ing of the light metaphor presented at seminar
XI. What is the human being as Dasein, what
does da mean? — It means: Da is illumination,

23 For more see Rozhanskii, 1979.



OCBeIlleHHOCTB, OTKPBITOCTh CYIIIECTBYIOIIEro, KO-
TOpOe IIPOTMBOCTOUT YeJIOBeKy.— 3HaHWe, OTHO-
csireecs K CO3HAHUIO, IIpefiCTaBjleHie — 3TO UTO-
To nipyroe.— CosHaHMe Bcerza Ipejrosaraer o-
sunmio da, TO eCcTb HEKOTOpoe oTcTosiHve.— [lpn
3TOM YeJIOBeK — 3TO KaK yCJIOBYe CBeTa [HO3HaHWs,
TaK ¥ BBIXOJI M3 TbMBI HOUM.— YTO MBI MOXEM IIO-
HMMaTh 1ox TeMHoTton? He Tonbko TemeHb. Ho
v coH. VI mpu 5TOM B TeMHOTe 5 BIDKy — YesioBek
1Iof100eH IBYJIMKOMY SIHYCY, KOTOpbINI oOpalrieH
" K cBeTy, 1 K Houw, u T.1. (Heidegger, Fink, 1970,
S. 204—209). TlpuBeneHHasi apryMeHTaIys, KOTo-
PYIO CJIOKHO 00JIeUb B IPUBBIUHYIO HaM apTyMeH-
TaTMBHO-Te3VCHYIO0 (popMy, ITpeficTaBiIsieT cobovt
IpeKpacHbIV oOpasel] 3axXBaTBIBAIOIIVX PacCyk-
TIeHUVI IBYX M3BeCTHBIX dprytocodoB. Mbl MokeMm
He TOJIBKO yKas3aTh Ha TO, UTO CIOCOO ONmcaHms
IIOCPEeICTBOM MeTaPu3MIecKoro s3bIka OT/INYa-
eTCsl OT 3MMUCTEeMOJIOITYeCKOro IIPUHIINIIA IT03Ha-
HMs, KOTOpBINI OasupyeTcd Ha IIpefcTaBIeHUN
(v Kanra B TOM umnciie). Mbl Takxe MoxxeM 0000-
INUTh IIPUHIIUII IIOCTPOeHMs 3TOW apryMeHTa-
1111, ee MOOIUIEKY: CJIOB SI3bIKa SIBHO HeJoCTaTou-
HO J1JI OIVICAaHWS CUTYallVV OTHOIIIeHN JesloBe-
Ka C MMPOM; TO, UYTO OIVICBIBAETCS SI3bIKOM, TOJTK-
HO OBITH IeIdpoBaHO B TEpMMHAX KOHKPETHOM
CUTYyaIIuV, KOTOpasi BCerzia IIpearioaraeT Haju-
ypie OOJIBIIVX KOHHOTAaTUBHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB, YeM
KJIaccYecKoe SIMCcTeMOIorndeckoe CyObeKT-00b-
€KTHOe OTHOIIIeHVIe. [JaHHBIV IIprMep 13 CeMIHa-
pa o lepakimre — oOpasumk IpeoOpasoBaHISA
CJIOB, BBIpa’KEHWI €CTECTBEHHOIO $I3bIKa, VIMEo-
ITIETO OIIpefieleHHble TPAaHMITEl, B 0COObIN uto-
CcopCKMM A3BIK, IPVOTKPBIBAIOIIN HOBBIE TOPU-
30HTBI CMBICJIOB. V1 B 9TOM OTHOILIEHMM VICIIOIB30-
BaHMe XOPOIIO 3a0BITOVI MOENIN T'eCHOIOBCKOIO
MVIpa OKa3bIBAeTCs BIIOJIHE OITpaBIaHHBIM B MeTa-
dusITUecKoM AuCKypce.

3ak/IroueHe
ITonBemeM HekoTopble wToru. S monbITascs

IIPOSICHUTH, KaKMM 00Opa3oM MOryT (yHKIIMO-
HaJIbHO OIpeeIISAThCS M pa3Iindarhcs [iBa, Kasa-

A.N. Krioukov

openness of matter counterpoised to the human
being. — Knowledge, pertaining to conscious-
ness, representation, is something different. —
Consciousness always presupposes position
da, that is, a certain distancing. — A human is
the pre-condition of the light of knowledge and
emergence from the dark of night. — What do
we understand by dark? Not only darkness. But
also slumber. For all that, I can see in the dark-
ness. — A human is like the two-faced Janus
who looks towards light and towards night,
etc. (ibid., pp. 126-129). The argument, which
does not easily lend itself to being presented
in the habitual argument-thesis form, is a fine
example of compelling discourse between two
famous philosophers. Not only can we point
out that the method of describing through
metaphysical language differs from the epis-
temological principle of cognition based on rep-
resentation (and that includes Kant as well); we
can also generalise the principle in constructing
this kind of argument and its implications: lan-
guage obviously does not have enough words
to describe the situation of the human being’s
relationship with the world; what language de-
scribes should be deciphered in terms of the
concrete situation which always presupposes
more connotations than the classical epistemo-
logical subject-object relationship. The above
example from the Heraclitus seminar is a model
of transformation of the words and expressions
of the natural language, which has certain lim-
its, into a special philosophical language which
opens up new horizons of meanings. In that
sense, the use of the thoroughly forgotten mod-
el of the Hesiodic world turns out to be amply
justified in metaphysical discourse.

Conclusion
To sum up. I have tried to clarify how two

seemingly similar concepts, “phenomenon”
and “appearance,” can be functionally defined
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JIOCH OBI, CXOXKMX ITOHATNS, — «(PeHOMEH» W «SIB-
seHue». B dpwiocodpun Kanra oHU mAcHonb3oBa-
JIVICh OYeHb O7m3Ko o cMblicity. OgHa U3 maeanm-
CTUYHBIX TPAKTOBOK IOHSATUS «sSIBJIEHVE» YKa3bl-
BaeT Ha CII0co0 HaIllero IIpeficTaBIeHNs O Belax
B cebe, 4TO CcTajI0 CBOEOOPA3HOVI CTYIIEHBKOV 1151
rnepexofa K KoHuernun PuHkKa. AHajIM3 Hacjle-
nwst I'ycceprist ToKasasl, UTO 3T [1Ba HOHATHS MO-
I'yT He TOJIBKO VCIIOJIB30BaThCsl KaK paBHOMNOPS-
KOBBbIe CMHOHVMBI ((PeHOMEeH — 3TO TO, UTO SABJIS-
eT cebs1), HO I HaXOOUTbCS B COIOMYVHEHN IPYT
K IpYTy: sBJIeHVe CJIy4dariHO 110 OTHOLIeHUIO K ab-
COJIIOTHOCTY (PeHOMEHa.

Y ®@uHKa pasMbIIIUIEHNS O SIBJIeHUN IIproope-
TalOT HOBBIVI OTTeHOK. Ecyin KaHTMaHcKas Tpaan-
LMs IMeeT MecTo B dpeHoMeHostornm PuHKa, TO
VIMEHHO B KOHTEKCTe TPaKTOBKM sIBJIeHVs KaK An-
schein, To ecTb B cMbIcile mpefcTapiieHns. OUHK,
C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, ITPOfI0JIKaeT (peHOMeHOJIoT Mye-
cKyIo Tpaguumio I'ycceprist m Xarvizerrepa, ¢ gpy-
roVl — IpejjlaraeT CaMOCTOSATeIIbHBIV (peHOMeHO-
JIOTYeCKM TIOFIXO]I, K ITpo0JIeMe 3HaHIS: UesToBeK
V3HaYaJIbHO 00JIaflaeT allpyOPHBIM 3HaHVEM 000
BCEeM CYIIIeCTBYIOIIeM B KOCMMYEeCKOM MacIiTale.
ITpu sTOM mIpobsIeMa ITO3HAHMS BeIy B cebe Kak
ObI CHMIMaeTCs], ITIOCKOJIbKY TI03HaHVe He OIVIChIBa-
eTcs B TepMyHax KaHTa 0 J1ocgraeMoCTV OIIbITa,
HO BBICTPaVBAETCs B KOHTEKCTe OHTOJIOTTUECKOrO
paccMoTpeHMs TIpo0sieMbl sBJIeHMs yXe Kak Vor-
schein B MeTadm3mraeckoM cBeTe Hedec.

B xonrerniiimm Onrena @wHka mMMeHHO ITOHS-
THe «siBJIeHNe», a He «dpeHOMeH», KakK y I'yccepris,
UTpaeT KJII0YeBYIO POJIb [1JIsi 000CHOBaHMS peHo-
MEHOJIOTMW TTO3HaHMs. AHaIn3 sIBJIeHNs KaK sB-
JIEHHOCTV B [IBOVICTBEHHOW WIIocTacu Amnschein
u Vorschein 1eMOHCTpUpyeT HaM, 4YTO, C OIHOM
CTOPOHBI, SBJIEHMEe BCerja CBs3aHO C ITOCTUTAfo-
IIIVIM €T0 B CBOEM IIpefICTaBJIeH YeJIoBeKOM (An-
schein), c gpyrov )xe — u 3TO yTBepXieHMe Oo-
jlee pyHIaMeHTasIbHO,— siBjieHMe (Vorschein) oc-
BelllaeMO CBeTOM Hebec, 11 OT 3TOTO yXke allpropu
3aBUCUT HO3HABa@MOCTh KOCMMYECKX JaJlevl IIpo-
CTpaHCTBa U BpeMeHT.
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and distinguished. In Kant’s philosophy the
concepts “appearance” and “phenomenon”
have very similar meanings. One idealistic in-
terpretation of the concept “appearance” points
to the mode of our representation of things in
themselves, which is a stepping stone of sorts
for a transition to Fink’s concept. An analysis
of Husserl’s heritage has shown that these two
concepts can be used not only as synonyms of
the same order (phenomenon is what presents
itself, or appears), but can be subordinated to
each other: appearance is accidental while phe-
nomenon is absolute.

Fink brings a new slant to reflections about
appearance. If there is room for the Kantian tra-
dition in Fink’s phenomenology, it is only in
the context of treating appearance as Anschein,
i.e. as representation. Fink, on the one hand,
continues the phenomenological tradition of
Husserl and Heidegger. On the other hand, he
proposes his own phenomenological approach
to the problem of knowledge: the human being
has innate a priori knowledge of matter on the
cosmic scale. This seems to sublate the problem
of cognising the thing in itself because cogni-
tion is not described in Kantian terms concern-
ing accessibility of experience, but is formed in
the context of ontological examination of the
problem of appearance as Vorschein in the met-
aphysical light of heaven.

In the concept of Eugen Fink the notion of
“appearance”, and not of “phenomenon” as in
Husserl, plays the key role in grounding the
phenomenology of cognition. An analysis of
appearing as presentation from the dual angle
of Anschein and Vorschein demonstrates that, on
the one hand, appearance is always linked with
the representation of the human being who
comprehends it (Anschein), and on the other
hand — a more fundamental thesis — appear-
ance (Vorschein) is illumined by the light from
heaven on which the knowability of the cosmic
depths of space and time a priori depends.



JBnisgeTca i TpakToBKa (DUHKOM IMOHATUN
gBJIeHUs 1 ¢peHOMeHa OKOHuaTeJIbHOV? Borpoc
OcCTaeTcs OTKPBITHIM. B j1000M ci1ydae ero momsIT-
Ka 0e3ycJIOBHO pacIIvpuiia TOPU30HT (PeHOMeHO-
JIOTTYeCKOT0 YCMOTpeHMs ITpo0JIeMbl COOTHOIIIe-
HVIST 9TUX TIOHSATUTL
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Is Fink’s interpretation of the concepts of ap-
pearance and phenomenon final? The question
remains open. In any case, his endeavour ex-
tends the horizon of phenomenological study
of the problem of the relationship between
these concepts.
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