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IIPOBJIEMA COOTHOIILIEHMSI
ATIIEPLEITLIVIVI, CAMOCO3HAHWISI
V1 COSHAHMSI B KPUTUYECKOV
®UIIOCOPUN M. KAHTA

U.E. Andpuano8'

Kanm He Oaem uemkux u AcHuX onpedeseHut an-
nepuyentyuu, CO3HAHUA, CAMOCO3HAHUA U HNoBceMecHHO
ucnoAv3yem 3mu c106a kax CUHOHUMDL, U3-3a 4eeo Bo3-
Hukaem npobiema cOOMHOUEHUS IMUX CNOCOOHOCHIET.
Baxxnocmu amoti npobaemvl onpedeasienics KoAOCCAAbHOU
3HAUUMOCTIBIO KAXKOOTL U3 YKASAHHBIX chocobHocmeil, 6
HenocpedcmBernotl cBasu c xomopbuimu Kanmom gpop-
Mmyaupylomes kawouebvle 3a0a4u MpaHcyeHOeHMAaLbHOT
¢usocogpuu. B nepByro ouepeds 3mo obHapyxeHue kame-
eopuil paccyoxa u 0okazameabcmbo npabomepHOCHIU UX
UCNOAB30BAHUSA, UIMO YCAOKHACT PA3HUYA Mex0Yy U30a-
Husamu «Kpumuku vucmoeo pasyma», Kacarwoujascs xax
apeymenmayuu 6 pasdese 0 0eOyKyul Kameeopuil, max
u nonumanusa Kanmom annepyenyuu. IToamomy abmop
nvimaemcs BulACHUML Yemkoe HA3HAHeHUe Kaxoou u3
YKA3AHHBIX cnOcoOHOCmell, 4 makxe YCMAHOBUMb UX
omHoutenus opye ¢ opyeom. [lis amoeo on anarusupyem
(PYHKYUOHANLHBIE POAU CO3HAHUA, CAMOCOSHAHUS U aN-
nepyenyuu 6 peutenuu 21abnuix 3a0au nepbou «Kpumu-
ku». Ilokasano, umo cosHanue Abasemcs pegpiexcubHoi
no3HaBamevHoll cnocobHoCbIo, Komopas omkpuvibaem
docrmyn x npedcmabaenusm 6 wawieil oyuie, no3bossem
UX paiuuams, a makxe npubrocums 6 Hux eounHcmebo.
Camocosmanue Bvicmynaem cnocobom pyHkyuoHupoba-
HUS CO3HAHUSA, KOMOpbll daem Bo3MOXKHOCHIL UCCAe00-
Bamv mpu 00vexma cosHanus: Grympennue u BHeunue
npedcmabaenus 6 cybsekme, cunmemuueckyio oesament-
Hocmb paccyoka u Hawly oyuly. Annepyenyus s615emcs
AAMUHCKUM auasoeom nousmus Selbstbewufitsein u
Hanpabaena Ha uccaedoBanue eourcmba Hawux npeo-
cmabaenuii. Tax kax Kawm pasiuuaem muoxecmbo Bu-
008 edurcmba, umeiomcs, coombBemcmbento, U pasHole
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THE PROBLEM OF THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN APPERCEPTION,
SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS
AND CONSCIOUSNESS
IN KANT’S CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY

LE. Andriianoo!

Kant does not provide clear-cut definitions of ap-
perception, consciousness, and self-consciousness and
everywhere uses these terms as synonyms, which cre-
ates the problem of the relationship between these fac-
ulties. The importance of this problem stems from the
colossal significance of each of the above-mentioned
faculties which are intimately connected with Kant’s
formulation of the key tasks of transcendental philoso-
phy. The prime task is to discover the categories of un-
derstanding and to prove the legitimacy of their use,
a task that is further complicated by the difference be-
tween the editions of the Critique of Pure Reason in
terms of the argumentation in the section on the deduc-
tion of categories and Kant’s concept of apperception.
Accordingly, the author seeks to clarify the purpose of
each of the above-mentioned faculties and to establish
their inter-relationship. To this end the author analyses
the functional roles of consciousness, self-consciousness
and apperception in solving the main tasks of the first
Critique. It turns out that consciousness is a reflexive
cognitive capacity which provides access to represen-
tations in our soul and allows us to distinguish them
and to connect them. Self-consciousness is the mode of
the functioning of consciousness which makes it possi-
ble to study three objects of consciousness: internal and
external representations of the subject, the synthetic
activity of understanding and our soul. Apperception
is the Latin synonym of the concept of Selbstbewufst-
sein and is aimed at studying the unity of our represen-
tations. Because Kant distinguishes multiple kinds of

! Lomonosov Moscow State University.

27 bldg 4 Lomonosovsky Prospekt, Moscow, 119991,
Russia.

Received: 07.07.2019.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-3-2

© Andriianov L.E., 2020

KanmoBexuii cooprux. 2020. T. 39, Ne 3. C. 24 —53.

Kantian Journal, 2020, vol. 39, no. 3, pp. 24-53.



HaumeHoBanus annepyenyuu. Vcenosvsobanue Kanmom
nouamus Apperzeption 8 kauecmBe anaioea camoco-
3HaAHUA 00yca064eH0 mem, 4mo o paspabamovlBaem KoH-
yenyuio cosHanus 6 pamxax sefnbHuye-601bpUAHCKOT
mpaouyuu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: Kanm, paccydox, cosnanue, an-
nepyentyus, caMoCO3HAHUe, MPAHCYEeHOeHMAAbHAA (U-
Aocopus

BBenenmne

Kaxmm obpa3oM COOTHOCSTCS KITIOYEBbIE LIS
KpuTndeckont dustocodpmm KaHrta mnosHaBaTeTh-
HbIe CITOCOOHOCTL: aIllleplielivis, CO3HaHMe 1 ca-
MocosHaHue? C OfgHOV CTOPOHBI, 3TW IOHSATWA
UTpaloT BaKHEWIIYIO Pojib B TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HoM dprtocodpum B 11eJI0M, a C IPyront — cTpaja-
IOT OT HeflocTaTKa sICHOCTH. [lociiemHss ocoben-
HOCTb ITPOSIBJISIETCS JINOO B IIepeKpPeCcTHBIX Aedn-
HUIMAX, KOT7la alIleplielliys, CO3HaHMe 1 caMo-
CO3HaHVe OIIpeeJIAIOTCs IPyT Yepes Apyra, JI1bo
B aMOMBaJIEHTHBIX KOHTEKCTaX, M3 KOTOPBIX CIle-
IOyIOT pasHble 3HaueHMs JaHHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVL.
ITposicHro 00e cuTyary Ha IIprMepax.

B §16 paspena o memykumm Kateropuit («O0
VI3HAYaJIbHO-CIHTETMYEeCKOM €[IVHCTBEe arlep-
tenummn») KanT gaer msBecTHyI0 0OpMCOBKY MO-
HATUS alllleprentmi: «51 Ha3plBaro ero (OTHOIIe-
HVle MeXAy MHOroodpasveM B CO3epLIaHUM U «s
MBICTIO». — M.A) uucmoil annepyenyuei... Bedb
OHO €CTb... CAMOCO3HaHMe. .. EAyHCTBO ero s Hasb-
BalO TaKXe MpPaHCYeHOeHMAAbHbIM eIVIHCTBOM Ca-
Moco3HaHMsL...» (B 132; KaxT, 20060, c. 203), TO ecTb
KaHT scHO yKasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO aIIlepLENIIIO
cJlefryeT MOHMMATh Kak camoco3HaHme. Ho fastee,
OykBaJIbHO BO BTOpOM ab3alle TOro e maparpada,
MBI BCTpeJaeM ITacCa’k, B KOTOPOM aIlIepIIeTIIIvs
paccMarpmBaeTcs KakK CO3HaHMeE U JaXke KaK pac-
cynok. PaccmoTprM 3TOT dpparmenT: «/ITaK, Imiib
Or1aromapst TOMy, YTO 51 MOT'Y CBsi3aTh MHOT0OOpas-
HOe JITaHHBIX IIPeICTaBIEHUII B 00HOM CO3HAHUU,
VIMeeTCsI BOSMOXKHOCTH TOT'O, YTOOBI S ITPeCTaBIIsIT
cebe moxdecmBo cO3HAHUA B CAMUX IMUX npedcmab-
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unity, there are different names for apperception. Kant
uses the concept of Apperzeption as a synonym of
self-consciousness because his concept of consciousness
follows the Leibniz-Wolffian tradition.

Keywords: Kant, understanding, consciousness,
apperception, self-consciousness, transcendental phi-
losophy

Introduction

What is the inter-relationship between the
cognitive faculties that are key to Kant’s criti-
cal philosophy: apperception, consciousness
and self-consciousness? On the one hand, these
concepts play a crucial role in transcendental
philosophy as a whole and on the other hand
they are wanting in clarity. The latter feature is
particularly manifest in cross-definitions when
apperception, consciousness and self-con-
sciousness are defined via one another, or in
ambivalent contexts from which various mean-
ings of these faculties emerge. Let me give ex-
amples of the each of the two situations.

In § 16 of the section on the deduction of
categories (“On the original-synthetic unity of
apperception”) Kant offers his well-known ex-
planation of the concept of apperception: “I
call it [i.e. the relation between the manifold
of intuition and ‘I think” — I.A.] the pure ap-
perception, [...] since it is [...] self-conscious-
ness [...]. I also call its unity the transcendental
unity of self-consciousness [...]» (KrV, B 132;
Kant, 1998, pp. 246-247), i.e. Kant clearly indi-
cates that apperception should be understood
as self-consciousness. But further down, in fact
in the second paragraph of the same section,
we encounter a passage in which apperception
is seen as consciousness and even understand-
ing. Let us have a closer look at this fragment:
“Therefore it is only because I can combine a
manifold of given representations in one con-
sciousness that it is possible for me to repre-
sent the identity of the consciousness in these
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AeHUAX; VHBIMU CJIOBAMWV, AHAAUMUUECKOE €IH-
CTBO aIIeprHeniny BO3MOXKHO, TOJIBKO eCIV IIperl-
MOJIOKUTDE HaJjIuyie HEeKOTOPOIO CUHMemuuecko-
eo enyHCTBa anneprenuni» (B 133; Kant, 20060,
c. 205). BamMaresTbHO IIpoaHaIM31pOBaB JaHHBIN
dparMeHT, MOXXHO ITPEITIONOXUTH TOXKIECTBO all-
TIepLIeTIIIY VI CO3HaHMS, Bellb KaHT IIpsiMo CBS3BI-
BaeT, BO-TIEPBBIX, «TOXIECTBO CO3HAHMS» W «aHa-
JINTUYECKOe eIMHCTBO alllleplLeNIIni», a BO-BTO-
PBIX, CBSA3b «IIpefCcTaBJIeHVI B OIJHOM CO3HAaHUW» U
«CYHTEeTUYEeCKoe eIVMHCTBO amreprentym». HaH-
HOe cooDOpakeHVe HeOIHOKPATHO IIOKperuIseT-
Csl IO Mepe UTeHMsI pasfiesia O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HOVI JeayKLIMV KaTerOpurL Mpbr1 BCTpeYaeM OYeHb
CXOXKVie, BO3MOYKHO [Ia’kKe TOXKIIeCTBEHHBIE, ITOHSI-
TUS: «eIVHCTBO CO3HAHWS» W «€IVHCTBO arlrep-
eI, «CUHTEeTMYECKOe eIVIHCTBO CO3HAHIS»
Y «CUHTeTVYecKoe eIMHCTBO ammeprentm». He
oIIpoBepraeT Hallle pacCy KJeHVe ¥ IepBoe M3fa-
Hue «Kpurtuku urcroro pasyma». Tam KanT yeTko
orpeiesigeT alIleplellio yepe3 cCo3HaHe: «2TO
YCTOe, M3HAUAJIbHOE, HEM3MEHHOe CO3HAHWe S
X094y Ha3BaTb MIPAHCYEHOEHMAALHOU annepyenyi-
eti» (A 107; Kant, 2006a, c. 157). OgHako, eciv 00-
paTuUTh BHMMaHe Ha M3BeCTHBIVI KOMMeHTapuii, B
KoTopoM KaHT mposicHsIeT paccMOTpeHHBIV HaMU
panee maccax (B 133; Kant, 20066, c. 205), Bo3HI-
KaeT nyTaHuia. Pusiocod IPUXOANUT K BechMa He-
TPUBUAJIBHOMY 3aKJIIOUEHUIO: «..CHMHTeTUYecKoe
€IVIHCTBO allllepleNiy eCTh BBICIINUM MYHKT, C
KOTOPBIM CJIe[lyeT CBs3bIBaTh BCe yIIOTpeOsieHve
paccyzKa, Jake BCIO JIOTMKY M BCJIell 3a HeVl TpaHC-
LleHJleHTaIbHYyI0 driocoduio; Gostee Toro, 3Ta
CII0COOHOCTB 1 ecTh caM paccyaok» (B 134 Anm.,;
KanT, 20060, c. 205 mpumed.). KaHT, Kak MBI BU-
IVIM, OTOXJIECTBIISZET CUHTETUYECKOe eIMHCTBO
amrepLeniuy 1 CIIOCOOHOCTh MBIIIUIEHNS, ellle
Goriblrie 0OOCTpsId Hallly IIpoOIeMy.

ITomoGHEble, ecstt He Oorlee cepbe3HBIE, CIIOXK-
HOCTW Hac Xy T IIpU aHaJIu3e «CO3HaHMs» U «Ca-
MOCO3HaHMs». Bo-TIepBBIX, MBI HUTTIe He OOHapy-
JKMM OIHO3HAUHBIX M YETKMX OIlpefiesIeHuI pac-
CMaTpUBaeMBbIX ITOHSTUI. Bo-BTOpBIX, COBceM He
SICHO, KaK COOTHOCSTCSI CO3HAHME ¥ CaMOCO3Ha-
Hye. OueHb JIeTKO HaMTH CJIydan X CMHOHVMMY-
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representations itself, i.e. the analytical unity of
apperception is only possible under the pre-
supposition of some synthetic one” (KrV, B 133;
Kant, 1998, p. 247). An attentive analysis of this
fragment suggests an identity of apperception
and consciousness, for Kant directly connects,
first, “identity of the consciousness” and “ana-
lytical unity of apperception”, and second, the
combination of “representations in one con-
sciousness” and “synthetic unity of appercep-
tion”. This judgment is repeatedly confirmed
as we read the section on the transcendental
deduction of categories. We come across very
similar, perhaps even identical concepts: “unity
of consciousness” and “unity of apperception”,
“synthetic unity of consciousness” and “syn-
thetic unity of apperception”. This argument is
not even refuted by the first edition of the Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason. In it, Kant defines apper-
ception through consciousness: “This pure,
original, unchanging consciousness I will now
name transcendental apperception” (KrV, A 107;
Kant, 1998, p. 232). However, confusion ensues
if we pay attention to the well-known comment
in which Kant explains the above passage (KrV,
B 133; Kant, 1998, p. 247). The philosopher
comes to a non-trivial conclusion: “[...] the syn-
thetic unity of apperception is the highest point
to which one must affix all use of the under-
standing, even the whole of logic and, after it,
transcendental philosophy; indeed this faculty
is the understanding itself” (KrV, B 134n; Kant,
1998, p. 247n). We see that Kant identifies syn-
thetic unity of apperception and the faculty of
thinking, thus compounding our problem.

No less serious complexities are in store for
us when we come to analysing “conscious-
ness” and “self-consciousness”. First, we do not
find any unambiguous and clear definitions of
the concepts. Second, the relationship between
consciousness and self-consciousness is any-
thing but clear. Instances of the terms being



HOTO VICTIOJIB30BaHMs. PaccMOTpMM IS IIpmMe-
pa cJleyIoIInIl OTPhIBOK M3 pasesia O AedyKIINm
KaTeropuit: «..0HM (MHOrooOpa3Hble IIpeCTaB-
JIeHUs cozepliaHms. — V.A.) JOIDKHBI MeTh BO3-
MOXHOCTB OBITH CBA30HHbIMU B OIHOM CO3HAHWVI,
TaK Kak 0e3 3TOV CBA3M 4Yepe3 HUX HUYTO HeJIb-
39 MBICJIUTH VUIM TI03HATh, IIOTOMY YTO B TaKOM
cJIydae JTaHHBIe IIpericTaBIeHNs He MMesIn Obl 00-
IIIero aKTa arlrepLer: A4 MblCAI0 VI B CVITY 3TO-
o He CBI3BIBAJIVICH ObI B OJJHOM CAMOCO3HAHWVI»
(B 137, KanT, 20060, c. 209). JauHbI1 (pparMeHT
CO BCell OYEBMIHOCTBIO JAEMOHCTPUPYET TOXIe-
CTBO «OITHOTO CO3HAHWS» WM «OIHOrO0 CaMOCO3Ha-
Hus». HemasioBaskeH u ipyrovt MomeHT. Ha cTpa-
HuIlaX «KpUTHMKM 91CTOro pasyma» MBI BCTpeda-
eM OueHb OJIM3KIe K «CaMOCO3HAHVIO» IOHSTVIL:
«CTIOCOOHOCTH Oco3HaHMA cebsi» («das Vermogen
sich bewust zu werden», B 68; Kaxt, 20060, c. 131),
«0CO3HaHMe caMoro cebsi» («das Bewufitsein sein-
er selbst», B 158; KanT, 20060, c. 233), «mxpencras-
seHne 000 MHe» («die Vorstellung meiner selbst»,
A 371; Kanr, 2006a, c. 467) v 1p. MOXXHO JI11 OTOX-
IIeCTBJISITh IIpVIBE[IeHHbIe ITOHSATMS C CaMOCO3Ha-
HueM? B-TpeTbux — m 3T0, oXKaIyVi, caMasi 3aIty-
TaHHag IIpo0iieMa, — KaHT mcronp3yeT IIOHsATHe
«CaMOCO3HaHVIe» B pasHBIX 3HAUEHMSAX?, KOTOPbIE
HEIIPOCTO BBISBUTD M COOTHECTU HAPYT C IPyTOM.
Camoco3HaHMe BBICTYIIA€T Y HEro KaK OCO3HaHe
aIpropHOro paccyrouHoro cuHaTesa (B 134; Kanr,
200606, c. 205), kak oco3HaHMe cebs, Harero S
(B 405; KanT, 20060, c. 517) 1 Kak 0co3HaHMe IIpef-
crasiieHU Bo MHe (A 370; KanT, 20064, c. 465).
Vtak, ipuBefieHHBle (DparMeHTHl KaHTOBCKMX
TEKCTOB SICHO ITOKa3bIBAIOT,
Hy KaHTOM MOHATUI «alllepLeLs», «CaMOCO-
3HaHMe» VI «CO3HaHWMe» VIMEIOTCS CYIIleCTBEHHbIe
CIJIOXKHOCTW®, BBIPa’KaIoIIVecss B OTCYTCTBUM YeT-
KOCTW, OITHO3HAYHOCTVI M I10CJIeI0BaTeIHHOCTA.

4YTO B WCIIOJIB30Ba-

2 O pasHBIX 3HAUEHMSIX IIOHSTUS «CaMOCO3HaHUE» B
TpaHcHeHneHTaIbHOM prutocodprm V. KarTa em.: (Zoller,
2015a, S. 2070).

* TepmuHosornueckre ciaoxHocT y KauTa ormeuaror
mHorme mccaemosaterm: K. Amepuke (Ameriks, 2000a,
p. 238), . bpyxk (Brook, 1994, p. 46), A.H. Kpyrnos (Kpy-
7108, 2005, c. 290) u 1p.
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used synonymously can readily be found. Let
us consider, for example, the following passage
from the section on the deduction of categories:
“[...] they must be capable of being combined
in one consciousness; for without that nothing
could be thought or cognised through them,
since the given representations would not have
in common the act of apperception, I think,
and thereby would not be grasped together in
a self-consciousness” (KrV, B 137; Kant, 1998,
p. 249). In this fragment “one consciousness”
and “a self-consciousness” are clearly identical.
Another important consideration is that in the
Critique of Pure Reason we encounter concepts
that are very close to “self-consciousness”: “fac-
ulty for becoming conscious of oneself” (KrV,
B 68; Kant, 1998, p. 189), “consciousness of
oneself” (KrV, B 158; Kant, 1998, p. 260), “the
representation of my Self” (KrV, A 371; Kant,
1998, p. 427), etc. Are these concepts identical
to self-consciousness? Third — and this is per-
haps the knottiest problem — Kant uses the
term “self-consciousness” in various mean-
ings® which are difficult to isolate and compare.
Self-consciousness may refer to the conscious-
ness of the synthesis of the understanding a
priori (KrV, B 134; Kant, 1998, p. 247), as con-
sciousness of oneself (KrV, B 405; Kant, 1998,
p- 260) and consciousness of representations
within me (KrV, A 370; Kant, 1998, p. 427).

The above fragments of Kant's texts clear-
ly reveal serious problems in Kant’s use of the
terms “apperception,” “self-consciousness” and
“consciousness”,? i.e. a lack of clarity, univocity
and consistency.

To solve the problem stated in the title of
this article, the following questions need to be

2 On the different meanings of the concept of self-con-
sciousness in Kant's transcendental philosophy see
G. Zoller (2015a, p. 2070).

* Many scholars have noted terminological problems
with Kant: K. Ameriks (2000a, p. 238), A. Brook (1994,
p- 46), A.N. Krouglov (2005, p. 290) and others.
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YroObl pemmTh IIpodsieMy, cdopMysIpoBaH-
HYIO B Ha3BaHMM CTaTbV, HY>)KHO HalTV OTBETHI
Ha crremytorive Borpockr (1) Yro ciremyer moHm-
MaTh IIOfl, «aIlllepIeriyer», «CaMOCO3HaHVIeM»
U «CO3HaHMeM»? (2) SIBIstoTcs JIM HOHSTUS «all-
riepienims» (1 ee BOSMOXKHbBIE BEPCUNL: «3MIIVPU-
yecKasl alllepreris», «JucTasi arlleprerys»
U «TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe e[IMHCTBO arlleplier-
LIAV») M «CAMOCO3HaHVIEe» (11 ero BEPCUIL «3IMIIV-
pUYecKoe CaMOCO3HAHME», «dICTOe CaMOCO3Ha-
HUe» VIV «TPaHCLeH/IeHTaJIbHOe eIMHCTBO Ca-
MOCO3HAHWMS1») TOX/IECTBEHHBIMM II0 CMBICTTYy? B
cJlydae TOJIOKUTEIBHOIO OTBeTa Ha ITOCIIeTHUN
BOIIPOC HEOOXOAMMO OOBSCHUTH VCIIOIb30BaHVe
KanTomMm pasHbix TepMuHOB (Apperzeption n Selb-
stbewufStsein) miist 0603HaAYEHVISI OHOV CITOCOOHO-
ctu. ITpoTMBONOIOKHBIN BBIBOJ, TaKXe HOTpeOy-
eT pasbsicHeHUs1. Ecyiu HoHATHS 0003HavaoT pas-
Hoe, TToyeMy KaHT 1criosip3yeT «armeprientiyo» 1
«CaMOCO3HaHMe» KaK CMHOHMMBI? AHaJIOTVYHbIE
TPYIHOCTM KaCarOTCs Map «alllepLeIs» 1 «CO-
3HaHVe», «CO3HAHMe» 1 «caMoco3HaHMe». (3) Bep-
HO JIV TIpeJIIIoJIoKeHe O TOX/IeCTBe «arleplier-
IU» (M ee COOTBETCTBYIOMIVX BePCUIL: «3MIIVPU-
YECKOVI arllepLerui», «JUCTOV alllleprierIii»
U «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO eIMHCTBa arleplier-
LIVIV») VI «CO3HAHMS» (I €ro BepCUiL: «dMIIMpuYe-
CKOT'O CO3HAHWSI», «9VMCTOrO CO3HAHMS» U «TPAHC-
LIeHJIeHTaJIbHOIO CO3HaHMs»)? (4) Il HakoHell, Kak
COOTHOCSITCSI CO3HAHMVE VI CAMOCO3HaHMe, a TaKXkKe
vIx MogudrKaumm?

ITomxoapl M MeTOObI VCC/IeIOBAHM A

B miccrremoBaTesibCcKoVL JITEpPaType MOXKHO 00-
Hapy>XWUTb TPW JIVHWUM aHa/Iu3a yKa3aHHBIX BO-
IIPOCOB: IIPOOIIEMHO-TeHeTNYeCKyI0, KOHTEKCTY-
aJIbHO-VICTOPUYECKYIO ¥ ITpoOJIeMHO-aHaIUTH-
uveckyto. [lepBast McxonouT M3 M3ydeHMs VICTOKOB
Ipo0sIeM KaHTOBCKOV prytocodmyt 1 OCHOBaHM
VX pelreHus. B Harrem ciryyae mmpo0iieMa COOTHO-
ITIEH VIS aITIePLIeITI, CAMOCO3HAHMS VI CO3HAHWS
SIBJISIETCS KITIOUOM K PeIlleHIO IIeHTPaJIbHOV ITPO-
O71eMbI Bcevl KaHTOBCKOM pvtocopum — AemyK-
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answered: (1) What should be understood by
“apperception”, “self-consciousness” and “con-
sciousness”? (2) Are the terms “apperception”
(and its possible versions: “empirical appercep-
tion”, “pure apperception” and “transcendental
unity of apperception”) and “self-conscious-
ness” (and its versions: “empirical self-con-
sciousness”, “pure self-consciousness” or
“transcendental unity of self-consciousness”)
identical in meaning? In case of an affirmative
answer to the last question it is necessary to
explain Kant’s use of different terms (“Apper-
zeption” and “Selbstbewufitsein”) to denote one
and the same faculty. The opposite conclusion
would also call for a clarification. If the terms
have different meanings why does Kant use
“apperception” and “self-consciousness” as
synonyms? Similar difficulties arise with regard
to the pairs “apperception” and “conscious-
ness”, “consciousness” and “self-conscious-
ness”. (3) Is the assumption of the identity of
“apperception” (and its variants: “empirical
apperception”, “pure apperception” and “tran-
scendental apperception”) and “consciousness”
(and its variants: “empirical consciousness”,
“pure consciousness” and “transcendental
consciousness”) true? (4) And finally, what is
the relationship between consciousness and
self-consciousness and their modifications?

Approaches to and Methods of Research

The literature reveals three lines of research
into the above issues: problem-genetic, contex-
tual-historical and problem-analytical. The first
proceeds from the study of the sources of the
problems of Kant’s philosophy and grounds for
their solution. In our case the problem of the
relationship between apperception, self-con-
sciousness and consciousness is the key to
the solution of the central problem of Kant's
philosophy, i.e. the deduction of categories.
Because Kant devoted a whole decade to de-



1y Kareropui. [Tockoribky paspaboTke 11 ocMBbIC-
JIleHnIo 3Tovi KoHnennmy KaHT mocBaTml mesoe
JlecsATUIeTe, BO3HMKaeT eCTeCTBeHHOe CTpeMJle-
HUe, BO-TIEPBbIX, TIOHATh T'€He3VC ITpo0JIeMbl fie-
IyKIIUM Kateropuit B TBopuectse KanTa, BO-BTO-
PBIX, OOHapPYXUTh MCTOKM ee perneHus. Vccie-
mosaren paccMarpusaemort yHUM (B.B. Bacu-
nweB, I1. Tanep, K. Cepk-XaHcceH 1 [1p.), Kak IIpa-
BIJIO, COCPEIOTOYMBAOTCS Ha aHaJIn3e PyKOIIVC-
Horo Hacjenus KaHrta, ocobeHHO cepuu 3ame-
TOK 1774—1775 rT. n3 «[1yicOyprckoro Haciems»
(AA17,S. 643 —674; Kanr, 2000, c. 39—56). VimenHO
37ech BIIepBble ITOFBIISIeTCs KJIIOYEeBOVI 2JIeMeHT B
peleHny IeAyKIUM KaTeropui — IOHATHe all-
nepreniyu. o storo KanT He mpITajics pemmThb
3a71a4y KPUTUKIM depe3 eIVMHCTBO Halero fI, kxo-
TOpOe MOXXHO OOHApyXMTb B aIlleplLeninm (CM.:
Bacuibes, 2010, c. 333; Guyer, 1987, p. 31—-32; Ser-
ck-Hanssen, 2008, p. 141).
KonTekcryanpHO-MICTOpUYecKas JIMHWUSA aHa-
JM3a IIpefjlaraeT He MeHee OOOCHOBaHHBIN IIO-
JIIOC MccIleioBaHMs. MHOrouncieHHbIe IIpescTa-
BuTen 3toro B3misda (B.B. Bacwiwes, B.A. XKyu-
k0B, @. Bynnepmux, I11. XecOproren-Bassrep 1 11p.)
OTMeYalOT BaXKHEVIITYI0 POiIb PryIocoOPCKIX Avic-
KyCCUVI TOro BpeMeHU o cosHaHun. HecmoTps Ha
PEeBOJTIOIVIOHHOCTD V1 HOBM3HY HEKOTOPBIX paspa-
6oTtok KaHTa, cilemyeT mipmsHaTh, YTO paccMaTpu-
BaeMble VM ITpo0JIeMBbl ¥ pellleHNs He BO3HUKIIN
B P1II0cOPCKO-MCTOPUYECKOM BaKyyMe. DTO 0Co-
OGeHHO KacaeTcsl ero MMIUIMIIMTHBIX 1 Majlopaspa-
OGOoTaHHBIX B3IVISIZIOB OTHOCUTEIIBHO IIOHSTU all-
neprLeniuy, cosHaHus 1 caMocosHaHus. Ciero-
BaTeJIbHO, eCTh Pe30H KaK B MCCIIe[IOBaHUM KOH-
TekcTa, B KoropoM B XVIII B. popmmposanices dpu-
JI0COPCKO-TICHXOJIOrMYecKye KOHIIeMIINY, TaK U B
obHapy>keHMM pelierniiyy KantoM pazpaboTok ero
kosuter. C 3ToVi TOUKM 3peHms Hepa3paOoTaHHOCTh
€ro TeOpUM CO3HAHMS BIIOJIHE MOXET OOBACHATH-
Cs1 TeM, UTO OH pacCMaTpuBaJl TpaAUIVIOHHOe yue-
HVe O CO3HAHMUM, KaKMM OOHAPYXXWJI €r0 B BOJIb-
dmaHCKO cucTeMe, JTOCTAaTOYHBIM ¥ COBMECTU-
MBIM CO CBOVIMM KPUTUYECKVMW PacCy KIeHUsMM
(Wunderlich, 2005, S. 1; Bacwiwes, 2005, c. 240).
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veloping and thinking about this concept the
natural impulse is, first, to understand the gen-
esis of the problem of the deduction of cate-
gories in Kant’s work, and second, to find the
sources of its solution. Those who pursue this
line (Vadim V. Vasilyev, Paul Guyer, Camilla
Serck-Hanssen and others), usually focus on
Kant’s manuscripts, especially the series of
1774—1775 notes from Duisburg Nachlafi (Refl
4672-4684, AA 17, pp. 643-674; Kant, 2005,
pp- 153-257). It is there that the key element in
the solution of the problem of deduction of cat-
egories — the concept of apperception — first
appears. Previously, Kant did not attempt to
solve the tasks of the Critique through the unity
of our Self, which is found in apperception (cf.
Vasilyev, 2010, p. 333; Guyer, 1987, pp. 31-32;
Serck-Hanssen, 2008, p. 141).

The case for the contextual-historical line
of analysis is no less valid. The numerous rep-
resentatives of this trend (Vadim V. Vasilyev,
Vladimir A. Zhuchkov, Falk Wunderlich,
Stefan Hefibriiggen-Walter and others) note
the very important role philosophical debates
about consciousness played at the time. Al-
though some of Kant’s ideas were revolu-
tionary and novel, one has to admit that the
problems he considers and the solutions he
offers did not arise in a philosophical-histori-
cal vacuum. This applies especially to his im-
plicit and not sufficiently elucidated views
concerning the concepts of apperception, con-
sciousness and self-consciousness. Therefore,
there is a reason both to study the context in
which philosophical-psychological concepts
were formed in the eighteenth century and to
look at Kant’s reception of the ideas of his col-
leagues. From that point of view the fact that
his theory of consciousness is undeveloped
may well be a sign that he considered the tra-
ditional teaching on consciousness that he
found in the Wolffian system to be sufficient
and compatible with his critical reasoning (cf.
Wunderlich, 2005, p. 1; Vasilyev, 2005, p. 240).
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ITpobrieMHO-aHaIMTIUECKAsT JIVHWS HallpaB-
JIeHa Ha KOHKpeTHBbIe ITpo0JIeMbl KaHTOBCKOM bvi-
s1ocopum 11 X BO3MOXKHOe pellleHre B pycjle aHa-
JIATUYECKON Tpaguiyiu. B aToM cMbicite paboTta
IT. Crpocona «T'he Bounds of Sense» (Strawson,
1966) sBiIsieTcsA, Oe3ycIIOBHO, KJIIOUEBOW 1 OTIIpaB-
Hov. OHa He TOJIBKO BBI3BaJIa VIHTEpEC aHAJIUTU-
KOB K KaHTOBCKOM (pvyiocodpryi, HO ¥ HO3BOJINIIA,
BO-TIEPBBIX, [I0-HOBOMY B3IJISIHYTh Ha CTapble IIPo-
Or1eMBI 71, BO-BTOPBIX, IIPVBHECTV aHAJIVTIUECKIT
MeToy B vcciefoparme Kanra. Ho ects 1 ciopHast
CTOpPOHA JAaHHOV CTpaTernit: padoThl aHAIUTVIKOB
ropovi ocoBpeMeHMBaT KaHTa, BEIpBIBas €ro pe-
IIeHMs U3 TPaauImy PrIocodCKov ICHXOIOr N
XVIII B. OTHOCKTENIBPHO Halllero IpefMeTa B aHa-
JINTVYEeCKOM KaHTMAHCTBE MOYXXHO BBIIETIUTDH [IBE
TPYIIBL VICC/IeoBaTeselt: YCIIOBHBIX SMITVPUKOB
(I'T. Crpocon, I1. l'anzep, C.T. Ilayasu1), KOoTOpBIE OT-
CTaMBAIOT SMIIMPUYECKYI0 TPaKTOBKY arlIeprier-
LMV, CAMOCO3HAHWMS ¥ CO3HAHWMS, W WIIeaIViCTOB
(I Drwmcon, K. Amepuke, IT. Kutuep 1 1p.), BbICTY-
TAOIINIX 33 COXPpaHeHVe 1 000CHOBaHe TPAHCIIEH-
JeHTaJIBHOTO B3[JIS1/Ia Ha yKa3aHHbIe CIIOCOOHOCTL.

Tpu mvHMM aHaM3a MMEIOT CBOVI CVUIBHBIE U
CJ1adble CTOPOHBI, HO MX OOIIMM SIIPOM BO MHO-
roM sBJIsieTcs IIpo0JIeMHOe paccMOTpeHVe puto-
codmm Kanra. [eHeTrraeckmit momgxon CTpeMIUTCS
SKCITUIVIPOBATh 1 PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTh VICXOIHBIE
vHTYynUy KaHTta B perieHmn mpodieM ero du-
nocodprm. KoHTeKCTyaTbHBIV TIOIXONT aHAIV3UPY-
eT CBs13b pelrreHN T KaHTa ¢ BO33peHMSIMI €T0 Bpe-
MeHn. HakoHel1, aHasiMTaecKas Tpaaniiys Hello-
CPeACTBEHHO IIpeiyiaraeT IIpOOJIeMHO-apryMeH-
TaTVIBHOE PacCMOTpeHVe KaHTOBCKOVI (PVIIOCO-
. Ha ctpanmitax «KpuTuKm 9mcToro pasyma»
cam KaHT He ycTaeT HanoMMHATH HaM, 4TO IIPU
paboTe Haz STUM COYMHEHVEM VICXOOUT M3 KOH-
KpeTHBIX IIpobrteM (B 7, B 22, B 438, B 491 u np),
nesent (B 539, B 635, B 677 u op.) n 3agau (B 692,
B 698, B 792 u np.). CirenoBaTesibHO, HaVUIY YIIVIM
criocoboM pelrreHVsE cPOPMYJIMPOBAHHBIX BBIIIIE
BOIIPOCOB OyzeT Mx IpobJieMHOe pacCMOTpPeHMe,
Tpebyrolliee OIIpeNie/INTh 11eJIb U IJIaBHbIe 3a1a4n
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The problem-analytical line of research is
concerned with specific problems of Kant’s phi-
losophy and their possible solution in accor-
dance with the analytical tradition. From that
point of view Peter Strawson’s The Bounds of
Sense (1966) is undoubtedly the key reference
point. It did not only attract analytical inter-
est to Kant’s philosophy, but made it possible,
tirst, to look at old problems in a new way and
second, to introduce the analytical method
into Kant studies. One aspect of this strate-
gy is, however, debatable: analysts sometimes
modernise Kant, plucking his solutions out of
the philosophical psychology tradition of the
eighteenth century. In view of our subject, two
groups of researchers can be identified in an-
alytical Kantianism: those who, for want of a
better word, can be called empiricists (Peter
Strawson, Paul Guyer, C. Thomas Powell), and
who accordingly espouse an empirical treat-
ment of apperception, self-consciousness and
consciousness, and the idealists (Henry Allison,
Karl Ameriks, Patricia Kitcher and others), who
seek to preserve and ground the transcendental
view of these faculties.

The three lines of analysis each have their
strengths and weaknesses, but their common
nucleus is in many ways the problem-orient-
ed study of Kant’s philosophy. The genet-
ic approach seeks to explicate and reconstruct
Kant’s initial intuitions in solving the problems
of his philosophy. The contextual approach
analyses the connection of Kant’s solutions
with the prevailing views of his time. Finally,
the analytical tradition offers directly a prob-
lem-argumentative analysis of Kantian philos-
ophy. In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant himself
never tires of reminding us that in his work he
proceeds from concrete problems (B 7, B 22,
B 438, B 491 among others), goals (B 539, B 635,
B 677 among others) and tasks (B 692, B 698,
B 792 among others). Consequently, the best
way to solve the questions formulated above



niepsovt «KpuUTukm», a 3aTeM 1 (PyHKIMOHAIBHOE
3HauYeHVe ammepreniy, CO3HaHWs ¥ CaMOCO3Ha-
HUS [1J1 peayiu3aliyyl TUX LeJIn U 3a1ad’.

BHuMaresibHOe IpouTeHMe ITPeIuCIOBUN K
000MM M3[IaHMAM ¥ BBeIeHUs ITO3BOJISIOT YeTKO
SKCIUIMLIVPOBATh IJIaBHBIV 3aMbICesT COUMHEHMI:
«[1esto TOVt KPUTMKM YMCTOTrO CIIEKYJISTUBHOIO
pasyMa COCTOWUT B IOIBITKE M3MEHWUTH ITPeXHUN
MeTOf], VICCJIe/IoBaHMs B MeTadpu3MKe, a VIMEHHO
COBEpPLINThL B HeVl IIOJIHYIO PeBOJIIOLIVIO, CIIelys
IIpVIMepy TeOMeTPOB M eCTeCTBOVICIIBITaTesIelt. JTa
KPUTHMKa eCTb TpakTaT o Metoze...» (B XXIL; Kanr,
20060, c. 25). To ectpb yeavto «Kpumuku uucmozo
pasyma» Abasemca paspabomxa memooa uccaedo-
Banus nosnabamesvHblx cnocobHocmeu yeaobexa, B
0cobeHHOCTN pasyMa, 1 e20 npumererue. C yue-
TOM YCIIEIITHOV PeBOJIIOINUM B CIIOCOOe MBIIlTe-
HsI, KOTOPYIO COBEpPIIVIIV TeOMeTPhI U eCTeCTBO-
vcnbITaTe iy, KanTa MHTepecyroT alpropHbIe Oc-
HOBaHVISI HAIIIVX TIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTETA.
VIMeHHO OHVM — HPWHIINIIBI, IIpaBujIa ¥ OCHOBO-
II0JIOXKEeHMs 4 priori — POPMUPYIOT, O IIPeIIo-
noxeHMIo dusocoda’, Hall ombIT. [laHHOe yTOU-
HeHVe KOHKpeTM3MpyeT yKasaHHYIO Iiejib. Peub
teriepp nonieT (1) o paspaboTke MeTonma mcciTe-
IOBaHMS aIlIPVMOPHBIX ITO3HABATEJIBHBIX CIIOCO0-
HocTeVl, (2) 0 ero mHpyMeHeHUN C 11eJIbI0 BbISBIIe-
HVs allpYOPHBIX HPUHIINAIIOB, IIPaBUJI I OCHOBO-
TIOJIOKEHMV Halllero IO3HaHMs 1, HaKoHell, (3) o
IIpoBepKe 3aKOHHOIO MCIIOIb30BaHM TaHHbBIX OC-
HOoBaHMIL. B ciydae ycnexa sto nossonur Kanry
B Oy/yIIleM IIOCTPOUTD 3aBepIIeHHYIO drtocod-
CKYIO CHCTeMy pasyMa: MeTadpu3uKy IIpUpOIbl 1
Hpasos (B XLIIL; KaxT, 20060, c. 47).

* Cxoxmit 1onxoy, ncciteopanms rpepiaraer 1. Kur-
gep. C ee TOYKM 3peHWMs, KOHIENIVIO alllleprerim
HeJIb3s paccMaTpyBaTh KaK OTIeIbHOE, pa3paboTaHHOe 1
npunmceiBaeMoe ToipKo Kanty yuenne. Ckopee, B3N
HEeMEILIKOTO MBICJIVITEIIS Ha CO3HAHVe, CaMOCO3HAHVIe 1 all-
TepUenInio clelyeT OIpeaesiTh KOHTeKCTyasIbHO, B 3a-
BIUICVIMOCTV OT KOHKPeTHBIX 3a7a4 1 aprymeHnTos (Kitcher,
2015, S. 281).

> ViMmeercs B BUIy WM3BeCTHOe IpemnrosioxeHne Kanra o
TOM, 4TO OOJIee yCIIeIIHOe pellleHie 3a1ad MeTadu3Ku
BO3MOXKHO, €CJIMI COBEPIINTH KOIEPHMKAHCKYIO PEeBOJIIO-
LVIIO B MBIIUTEHUL: «...MBI 4 priori II03HaeM B BeIllax TOJIKO
TO, uTO camm B HuX Biioxwm» (B XVIIL; Kanxt, 20060, c. 19).
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is the problem-oriented approach which re-
quires identification of the goal and main tasks
of the first Critique, and then the functional sig-
nificance of apperception, consciousness and
self-consciousness for accomplishing these
goals and tasks.*

An attentive reading of the “Prefaces” to
both editions and of the “Introduction” leaves
no doubts as to the main conception of the
work: “Now the concern of this critique of pure
speculative reason consists in that attempt to
transform the accepted procedure of meta-
physics, undertaking an entire revolution ac-
cording to the example of the geometers and
natural scientists. It is a treatise on the method
[...]” (KrV, B XXII; Kant, 1998, p. 113). That is,
the aim of the “Critique of Pure Reason” is to de-
velop a method of studying man’s cognitive facul-
ties, especially reason, and its use. Considering
the revolution in the mode of thought accom-
plished by geometers and natural scientists
Kant is interested in a priori grounds of our cog-
nitive faculties. Kant believes that it is a prio-
ri rules, principles and foundations that shape
our experience.” This clarification specifies the
indicated goal. It is (1) development of a meth-
od of studying a priori cognitive faculties, (2) its
application to reveal a priori principles, rules
and foundations of our cognition and finally
(3) verifying the legitimacy of the use of these
foundations. If successful, this would enable
Kant to build a complete philosophical system
of reason: the metaphysics of nature and mores
(KrV, B XLIII; Kant, 1998, p. 123).

* Patricia Kitcher suggests a similar research approach.
From her point of view, the concept of apperception
cannot be considered as a separate doctrine developed
by and attributed only to Kant. Rather, Kant’s view of
consciousness, self-consciousness and apperception
should be defined contextually, depending on specific
tasks and arguments (Kitcher, 2015, p. 281).

> The reference is to Kant's famous suggestion that
metaphysical tasks can be more successfully accom-
plished through a Copernican revolution in thought:
“[...] we can cognize of things a priori only what we our-
selves have put into them [...]” (KrV, B XVIIL; Kant,
1998, p. 111).
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Peanmszanus 3asBJIeHHBIX IIOAIeJIeNl OCY-
mecTsisgercs KaHToM uepe3s KOHKpeTHBIe 3ajia-
un. Cpeny X MHOXeCTBa Ba>KHO BBIIEJIUTD TP
0buyr0, Haubosee MpyoHYyI0°® VI NCUX0A02UHECKYTO.
IlepBast sBiseTcda KIJIIOUEBOW 3ajaderi BTOPOW
HOJIIIeNIV ¥ VIMeeT M3BeCTHYI0 (POPMYIIMPOBKY:
«Kax Bo3moxHbL cunmemuveckue Cysk0eHus a prio-
ri?» Bropasd TakXXe OTHOCUTCH K 3a7ladaM BTOPOU
HIOJIIIeNIN M pacCMaTpuBaeTCs, 10 CJI0BaM CaMOro
Kanrta, B camoM ciioxxHOM pasperie «Kputukm» —
«O menyKImm 4uCThIX MOHATUN paccyaka». OHa
VIMeeT He MeHee V3BeCTHYI0 (POpMYyJIMPOBKY: Ka-
KM 00pa30oM YiCThIe MIOHSATHS paccygKa «MOTYT
OTHOCUTBCSA K 00beKTaM, BOBCe He I10JIy4YaeMbIM
13 Kakoro-Huoyap oneita?» (B 117; KanT, 20060,
c. 185—-187) — u mpentionaraeT arrpuopHOe I0-
Ka3aTeJIbCTBO BCeobIIero 1 HeoOXOIVIMOTO COOT-
BeTCTBUSI MeX/y BCeMM KaTeropusiMu U Ipef-
MeTtamut. [lcuxosoeuueckas 3ajada OTHOCUTCS K
TpeTbe HO1IesIV Y KPUTUYeCK) pacCMaTpyBaeT
BO3MOXXHOCTH ITO3HAHMS HAaC caMMX KaK CyObek-
TOB IIO3HaHM:. B KaHTMaHCKOM Tpaguuum 3TOT
BOITPOC MCCIIeyeTcsl BMecTe ¢ ITpo0JIeMovt COCTO-
ATeJIbHOCTY IICVIXO0JIOr MM KaK HayKI.

14 perieHns 3Tux Tpex 3agad OyayT MCIIONb-
30BaHbI OHATNS aNllepleriiy, CAMOCO3HaHWS 1
CO3HAHWs, YTO IIO3BOJIUT BBISIBUTH U ITPOACHUTH
dyHKUMM 3TUX HOHATHU, a CJIe[IOBaTeIbHO, 1 MX
3HaueHMe. CBom (PYHKIIMOHAIBHO-IIPOOIEMHBIN
aHaJIN3 g HA4YHY C PacCMOTPeHNs POJIV CO3HaHWS
B perrieHnM 3afad «KpuTHKI 91CTOro pasyMa, 3a-
TeM oOpalllych K M3yUeHUIO POJIV CAMOCO3HAHWS
VI aIlreplemnimn.

® DT MMeHOBaHUSA He SBJISIOTCS OOIIEYIIOTpeduTeITh-
HBIMU ¥ JTAHBI aBTOPOM CTaThV Ha OCHOBaHMI KOHTEKCTa,
em.: B 19 («VI. Obwasa 3a0aua yucmoeo pasyma») u A XVI
(«51 He 3HAIO APYIVIX MCCIIeJOBAHWII, KOTOPEIE It 000-
CHOBaHMS CIIOCOOHOCTY, Ha3bIBaeMOVI HaMM PacCyIaKOM,
VI BMeCTe C TeM JUT YCTaHOBJIeHVIS TIPaBWJl U TPaHWMIT ee
yrorpebsieHvs ObuIv OBl BasKHee, YeM Te, 4TO ITPOBeIeHEI
MHOVI BO BTOPO¥I ITaBe “TpaHcIieHIeHTaIbHOV aHa ITH-
k1’ 11071, 3ar71aBvieM “ [leqyKITyist 9vICTBIX IIOHSATVVE pacCy -
ka”. IlycTe oHM M cTOWIVI MHe HamOOJIBIIIETO TPya...»
(Kasrt, 20064, c. 19)).
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Kant seeks to implement the stated subgoals
through concrete tasks. Among the many tasks
three must be singled out: the general, the most
difficult® and the psychological. The first is the key
task of the second subgoal and is famously for-
mulated as “How are synthetic judgments a priori
possible?” The second one also refers to the sec-
ond subgoal and is examined in what Kant him-
self considers to be the most complicated section
of the Critiqgue, “Transcendental Deduction of
the Pure Concepts of the Understanding”. The
most difficult task is equally famous — how pure
concepts of the understanding “can be related to
objects that they do not derive from any expe-
rience” (KrV, B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220) — and
presupposes a priori proof of universal and nec-
essary correspondence between all the catego-
ries and objects. The psychological task, part of
the third subgoal, critically examines the possi-
bility of cognising ourselves as subjects of cogni-
tion. In the Kantian tradition the issue is studied
along with the problem of the validity of psy-
chology as a science.

To solve these tasks, I propose to use the
concepts of apperception, self-consciousness
and consciousness, which will make it possible
to reveal and clarify the functions, and hence
the meaning, of these concepts. I shall start my
functional-problem analysis with a look at the
role of consciousness in solving the tasks of
the Critique of Pure Reason before turning to the
study of the role of self-consciousness and ap-
perception.

¢ These designations are not in general use and have
been invented by the author on the basis of context. See:
B 19 (“VI. The general problema of pure reason”) and
A XVI (“I am acquainted with no investigations more
important for getting to the bottom of that faculty we
call the understanding, and at the same time for the de-
termination of the rules and boundaries of its use, than
those I have undertaken in the second chapter of the
Transcendental Analytic, under the title Deduction of the
Pure Concepts of the Understanding; they are also the in-
vestigations that have cost me the most [...] effort” —
Kant, 1998, p. 103).



Posib cO3HaAHMA B pelIeHUN 3a1a4
«Kputukm uncroro pasyma»

ITovick peltieHMsI MHTEpeCyIOIIMX Hac 3agad
IIpefroyiaraeT Io3HaBaTeIbHbIE ITPOIeCChl, KOTO-
pble HeBO3MOXHBI Oe3 yuacTus cosHaHus. KanT
IIPsIMO 00 3TOM IIUIIIET BO MHOT'MIX MeCTaX, Hallpu-
Mep B HepBoM u3gaHuM: «Bce coseprianms cyTb
IS HaC HUYTO M HWCKOJIBKO He KacaloTcd Hac,
ecJIi OHM He MOTYT ObITh BOCHPWHSTHI B CO3Ha-
Hun...» (A 116; Kant, 2006a, c. 167). DTo mpocToe,
Ha TIEPBBIVI B3IVISA/, TIOJIOKEHVE BMeCTe C KOIep-
HVKAHCKOV MOJIEJIBIO MBIITIJIEHVIS ITPUBOANUT K He-
TPVIBMAJIBHBIM CJIEZICTBUSIM.

ITep6Boe: okasbIBaeTcs], UTO aOCOITFOTHO BCe HAIIIN
3HaHMS OrpaHMYEeHbl MUPOM IIpercTaBiieHu. B
obomx m3manmsx nepsont «Kputukm» 1 B «l[Ipo-
JIeTOMEHax...» KaHT HOCTOSHHO HalloMMHaeT 00
3TOM umTareto. Takoe BHMMaHVe K 3TOMY BOIIPO-
Cy HecJIy4allHO, Bellb pasjIMdeHue IIpericTaBIle-
HI (0 Belax) M Belley caMux 110 cebe IT03BOJIsSIeT
KanTy noreHnmaspbHO pelmnTh [IBe BaKHeVIve
Ipo0JIeMBL: C OHOW CTOPOHBI, 00OOCHOBaTh BO3-
MOYXHOCTh Hay4HOIo (BCeoOIlero 1 HeoOXomMo-
T0) ITO3HAHMS, a C APYTONl — COXPAHUTDH YeJIOBEKY
cBobomy. Ecrii HeoOXommMMocTh BO3MOXKHA TOJIBKO
B MUIpe IIpefiCTaB/IeHVIVi, MBI BIIOJIHE MOXXeM 00JIa-
ZIaTh CBOOOIOV B MVIpe BelIlert caMuX I10 ceOe.

Bmopoe: m100ble mpenMeThl MO3HAHUS — KakK
BHYTpeHHIe, TaK 11 BHEIIIHVe — CJIeAyeT paccMa-
TpVBaTh TOJIBKO KaK COBOKYITHOCTH ITpeJCTaBJle-
HVVI, KOTOPBIe MBI KaK/M-TO 00pa3oM IOJTydmIv,
ynopsnouvuin u ceazaim. Ilo sagymke Kanra, Ta-
KOe TIOHVIMaHVie ITpoliecca oIy YeHs 3HaHWU OT-
KpPBIBaeT BO3MOXKHOCTD [IJISI IX KPUTMUYIECKOV IIPO-
BepKkIL. B camoMm ferte, eciiit Kakoe-T100 ITpercTaB-
JIeHVe O IIpeaMeTe M O cebe caMOM BO3HVIKaeT
Y3 HEIpaBWIBHOIO IIPVIMEHEeHNs II03HaBaTeIb-
HBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVI, ero Hy>KHO IIpM3HaTh HeoOb-
eKTMBHBIM 1 0TOpocTh. OIHAKO IPOIYKTMBHOE
Ha TIepBBIVI B3IJISA, IIOJIOKEeHVe 00epHYIIOCh I
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM crcTeMbl KaHTa 1 mmpobrte-
Mamn. [lepBas cBg3aHa C IO3HaHMEM BHEITHMX
IIPeIMETOB: €CIIVI OHW SIBJISIOTCS IS HaC TOJIb-
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The Role of Consciousness in the Solution
of the Tasks of the Critique of Pure Reason

The search for the solution of the tasks that
concern us here presupposes cognitive process-
es that are impossible without bringing in con-
sciousness. Kant expressly states this in many
places, e.g. in the first edition: “All intuitions
are nothing for us and do not in the least con-
cern us if they cannot be taken up into con-
sciousness [...]” (KrV, A 116; Kant, 1998, p. 237).
This seemingly simple proposition, coupled
with the Copernican model of thought leads to
non-trivial consequences.

First, it turns out that all of our knowledge
is limited to the world of representations. Kant
constantly reminds us of this in both editions
of the first Critique and in the Prolegomena. Such
attention to the issue is not accidental, because
the distinction between representations (of
things) and the things themselves enables Kant
to potentially solve two highly important prob-
lems: on the one hand, to ground the possibility
of scientific (universal and necessary) cogni-
tion, and on the other hand, to preserve man’s
freedom. While necessity is possible only in the
world of representations we can feel free in the
world of things in themselves.

Second, any objects of cognition, both inter-
nal and external, should be seen only as a total-
ity of representations which we have somehow
obtained, ordered and combined. Kant believed
that such understanding of the process of ob-
taining knowledge paved the way for their crit-
ical verification. Indeed, if a representation
of an object or of oneself arises from an incor-
rect application of cognitive faculties, it should
be cast aside as non-objective. However, what
appears to be a helpful proposition presented
Kant’s transcendental system with some prob-
lems. The first one has to do with the cogni-
tion of external objects: if they are, for us, only
representations determined by the subjective
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KO TIIpefICTaBJIeHMSIMM, KOTOpBIe OIIpeesIsioTCs
CyOBeKTMBHBIMY (pOpMaMM ITO3HAHWS, MBI MOXKEM
MOTEeHIIaJIbHO YCOMHUTBCS B CyIIeCTBOBaHUM
peansHOrO MMpa. OOBMHEHVEe KpUTHUUYECKo -
socodmm B OepxiTmaHCKoM meansme’ KauT cum-
TaJI abCcy pIHBIM®, HO TeM He MeHee cIieJIajl HeKOTO-
phble IpaBKy BO BTOpoM m3gaHum «Kpurnkim». Ha-
prMep, 700aBWI B pasziesl, OCBSIIEHHbIV OCHO-
BOIIOJIOXKEHMSIM paccyziKa, pparMeHT 00 oIrpoBep-
xennmn npeamsma (B 275, Kant, 20060, c. 369).
Bropas mpo0Orema KacaeTcs rmo3HaHMs ceOs. B Ha-
4JasIbHBIN epuroy, paboTel Hax «Kputnukorn» KaHT
cYMTal BO3MOKHBIM IIO3HaHMe Hallleyl Ty Kak
BeIIV CaMoVi 110 ce0e’, HO TIOTOM M3MEHWI CBOIO
ro3umio. C TOUKM 3peHns HEKOTOPBIX VICCIIeIO0-
BaTesieVl, KapaMHAJIBHBIV IIePeCMOTP B3IJISIIOB Ha
npvpony Sl ycroXHWI M Jaxe cieslajl HeBO3-
MoOXHBIM 1 KaHTa memgykimio xareropunt (Ba-
cubeB, 1998, c. 132).

Tpemve: cynuTh O Halllell IIO3HaBaTeJILHON Jie-
ATEeJIBHOCTY MOXKHO TOJIBKO B CBeTe IIOJIy4YeHMWs
Y OpraHmsaumny npepcrasjieHni. TeKcTbl repBot
«Kpnutnkm», «[IporeromeHos..» 1 «AHTpPOIOJIO-
TU...» TIOATBEPXKIAIOT 3TOT Te3uc. KaHT, 3HakoMs
JyTaresiert ¢ IO3HaBaTeJIbHBIMI CITOCOOHOCTSIMA,
BCerja WCIIOIb3yeT IIOHSTHe «IIpeiCTaBJIeHVie»
(Vorstellung) m uwacto — «cmocob mpepcTasiie-
Hus» (Vorstellungsart) v «crocobHOCTH mper-
craieHus»’. OH IOCTYJIMpPyeT HEOOXOMMMYIO

7 O BO3HUMKHOBEHMI KaHTO-OepKINaHCKOIO BOIIPOCA CM.:
(Bacwtbesa, 2009).

8 Cporo mosmimio 10 3ToMy Bompocy KaHT HasbBai
TPaHCILIEHIEHTAIEHBIM VIeIN3MOM ¥ SMIIMPUIECKIM
peaymsmoM (A 369 —370; Kart, 2006a, c. 465), To ecTb IIpH-
3HaBaJI CyIIeCTBOBaHMe MaTepuy, HO IIPUIIMCHIBaJI (Pop-
MaM II03HaHWS MeasibHyo pupony (B 66; Kaut, 20060,
c. 129). ITpu 3TOM HEVICTBUTEIBHOCTb BHEIIHETOo MMpa
B nlepBoM m3gaHmny KaHT mokaseiBasl uepe3 pakT HeIlo-
CPeIICTBEHHOTO CO3HaHWMS YyBCTBEHHBIX JaHHBIX (A 371;
Kagr, 2006a, c. 467).

? Hampumep, B pykommcsx cepenuabt 1770-x rr. Kaxr
CJIENYIOIIM 00pa3soM OIlpeliessul aIlllepLenio: «ATl-
IIePLIEIIIINS eCTh BOCIIPUATIE ce0s caMOro KaK MBICIIAIIIe-
ro cyowekTa BooOrte» (AA 17, S. 647; Kanr, 2000, c. 42).

10 JTaHHOe ITOHATHME IIPECTaBIIIeT CODOV IepeBoy, pas-
HBIX HeMeITKOS3bIYHBIX TepMMHOB: Vorstellungsfahigkeit
(B 34), Vorstellungsvermogen (B 129), Vorstellungskraft
(B 130). OHo, Ha MOV B3IUISifl, CMHOHVMWYHO WHTEpe-
CyIOIMVM Hac TOHSTMSAM Apperzeption, Bewufstsein u
Selbstbewufstsein.

forms of cognition, we may potentially put in
question the existence of the real world. Kant
considered the accusation of Berkeleyan ide-
alism” which some levelled at critical philoso-
phy to be absurd,® nevertheless he made some
emendations to the second edition of the Cri-
tiqgue. For example, he added a fragment about
the refutation of idealism to the section devot-
ed to the foundations of understanding (KrV,
B 275; Kant, 1998, p. 326). The second problem
has to do with cognition of the self. At the ini-
tial stage of his work on the Critique Kant be-
lieved it was possible to cognise our soul as a
thing in itself,” but he later changed his stance.
Some researchers feel that a drastic revision of
views on the nature of the Self made the deduc-
tion of categories difficult or even impossible
for Kant (Vasilyev, 1998, p. 132).

Third, we can judge about our cognitive ac-
tivity only in the light of obtaining and or-
ganising representations. The texts of the first
Critique, Prolegomena and Anthropology bear out
this thesis. Kant, in acquainting the reader with
cognitive faculties, always uses the term “rep-
resentation” (Vorstellung) and frequently “way
of representing” / “kind of representation” /
“species of representation” (Vorstellungsart) or
“faculty of representation”.’® He postulates a
necessary link between consciousness and cog-

7 On the origin of the Kant-Berkeley issue see Vasilye-
va (2009).

8 Kant described his position on the issue as transcen-
dental idealism and empirical realism (KrV, A 369-370;
Kant, 1998, pp. 426-427), i.e. he recognised the existence
of matter but ascribed an ideal nature to the forms of
cognition (KrV, B 66; Kant, 1998, p. 188). As for the re-
ality of the external world, Kant proved it through the
fact of immediate consciousness of sensible data (KrV,
A 371; Kant, 1998, p. 427).

? For example, in the 1770s manuscripts he defined ap-
perception as “the perception of oneself as a thinking
subject in general” (Refl 4674, AA 17, p. 647; Kant, 2005,
p. 160).

1 This concept is a translation of various German
terms: Vorstellungsfihigkeit (B 34), Vorstellungsvermo-
gen (B 129), Vorstellungskraft (B 130). In my opinion, it is
synonymous with the concepts that interest us here: Ap-
perzeption, BewufStsein and SelbstbewufStsein.
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CBSI3b MeX/y CO3HaHMeM U IT03HaHVeM (CM., HaIlp.:
B 137—138; KanT, 200606, c. 209) 1 orpaHn4msaeT
rocslefIHee MVIPOM IIpefiCTaB/IeHN («...JI0O3HaHMe
€CTh IIeJIOCTHOCTEH COMNOCTABMMBIX ¥ CBSI3aHHBIX
MeX[1y cobor mperictasiieHnm» (A 97; Kant, 2006a,
c. 145)). DTo o3HavaerT, uTo Bce 3amaum «KpuTnxm»
pelIaioTcss Ha ypOBHE OCO3HAHHBIX (CO3HATeIb-
HBIX) IIpEeJICTaB/IEHNII Yepe3 VX aHaIn3.
BaykHeVIIImM 11aroM Ha 3TOM ITy TV OKa3bIBaeT-
csl o pobHast KilaccuVIKaysl JOCTYIHBIX IS
Hac IIpezicTasiieHn, Kotopyto KauT Oynmer paspa-
OarbIBaTh Ha ITPOTSDKEHUM BCEX CBOMIX KPUTUIUe-
CKMX mccrenoBadmil. Ee HeoOXommMocTh BhITEKa-
€T 113 BCEro BBIIIeCKa3aHHOIO VI CBOIMUTCS K JIBYM
KJTIOYEBBIM ITyHKTaM. Bo-TIepBBIX, CO3HaTeIbHBIE
IIpefICTaBJIeHs IOJDKHBL JIN0O cofepXaTh B cebe
pe3yJIbTaThl AesITeJIBHOCTY TI03HABATeIIbHBIX CIIO-
cobHOCTe1, MO0 OTpa’kaTh VX HEIOCPEICTBEeH-
HYIO aKTMBHOCTb. [loTeHIIMasIbHO 3TO [JaeT BO3-
MOYXHOCTD [IJIs1 OOHaApPy>KeHMsI VICTOYHIMKOB aIlpy-
opHoro cuHTe3a (06was 3amada «Kputnkm»). Tax
KakK AyIra obragaet, ¢ mosumuy KaHrta, MHOXe-
CTBOM aIIPVIOPHBIX II03HABATeIbHBIX CITOCOOHO-
cTeit!, MX cileflyeT pasfesTh U OTHAENISATh APYT OT
npyra. OcobeHHO BaXkHO IIOCTIe[THee, BeIlb CMellle-
HVe VICTOYHVMKOB TI03HaHWUs — pedb UIET O UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV VI pacCyAgKe — IIPUBOOWUT K MHOXe-
CTBYy OIIMOOK, HampuMep K «Memapusuieckou
owubke noocmanobru» (AA 02, S. 412; Kant, 19940,
c. 311) mnm «amdpubonmmm pedIIeKTUBHBIX IIOHS-
> (B 326; KanT, 20060, c. 427). Bo-BTOpBIX, MHO-
T'Vie IIpeJICTaBIIeH Vs 13-3a VIX He3aKOHHOTO ITPOVIC-
XOXIIEHWS HYKIAIOTCS B KPUTIUECKOV IIPOBEPKe.
Omna ocymiectsisteTcst KaHTOM OITSITB XXe yepes co-
PTUPOBKY ¥ aHaIN3 IIPEeIICTaBIeHNIT (1CUX04102U-

11 KaHT cunTall, 4TO B [OyIlle YejloBeKa HaXOLMUTCS He-

CKOJIBKO OT/eJIbHBIX 1 He CBOAVIMEIX JIPYT K APYTy IIO3Ha-
BaTeJIbHBIX criocoOHocTert. CKakeM, B IIEPBOM M3IaHNN
«Kpurnkn» KaHT oTMeuan 4yBCTBEHHOCTB, BOOOpaKe-
Hue n annepuentyio (A 115; Kanr, 2006a, c. 167). Asb-
TepHATWBHAs TOYKa 3peHns IpuHaiexaita Xp. Boisdy,
CYMTaBIIIEMY, YTO BCe ITO3HaBaTeJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHOCTM C-
XOMISAT M3 OHOV IIO3HaBaTeILHOW CVWIbI — CIIOCOOHOCTM
npencrasitenns (Wolff, 1725, S. 468). ITogpoOHoe niccrte-
IIoBaHVE O KOJIMUecTBe criocobHocrert aymm y Kanra n
Bosbdra cm.: (HefSbriiggen-Walter, 2004).
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nition (see, for example, B 137-138; Kant, 1998,
p. 249) limiting the latter to the world of rep-
resentations (“[...] cognition [...] is a whole of
compared and connected representations” —
KrV, A 97; Kant, 1998, p. 228). This means that
all the tasks of the Critique are solved at the lev-
el of conscious representations through their
analysis.

An important step down this road is the
detailed classification of accessible represen-
tations Kant would develop in the course of
all his critical investigations. The need for it
stems from all that has been said above and
boils down to two key points. First, conscious
representations must either contain the results
of the use of cognitive faculties or reflect their
immediate activities. Potentially, this makes it
possible to discover the sources of a priori syn-
thesis (general task of the Critique). Because the
soul, in Kant’s opinion, has multiple' a prio-
ri cognitive faculties, they should be distin-
guished and separated from one another. The
latter is particularly important because confu-
sion of the sources of cognition — sensibility
and understanding — is fraught with many
mistakes, for example the “metaphysical falla-
cy of subreption” (MSI, AA 02, p. 412; Kant,
1992, p. 408) or “the amphiboly of the con-
cepts of reflection” (KrV, A 269 / B 325; Kant,
1998, p. 371). Second, many representations,
owing to their illegitimate origin, need to be
critically verified. Kant accomplishes this,
again, by sorting and analysing representa-
tions (the psychological and other tasks of the
“Transcendental Dialectic”). We must, accord-

11 Kant believed that the human soul had several sep-
arate cognitive faculties that were not reducible to one
another. For example, in the first edition of the Critique
Kant notes sensibility, imagination and apperception
(KrV, A 115; Kant, 1998, p. 236). Christian Wolff held an
alternative view. He thought that all the cognitive fac-
ulties sprang from one cognitive power, the representa-
tion faculty (Wolff, 1725, p. 468). Hefsbriiggen-Walter
(2004) provides a detailed enquiry into the number of
faculties of the soul recognised by Kant.
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yeckas VI IpyTvie 3amaun «IpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHON
IVaJIeKTVKI»). MBI BEIHY>KIIeHbI Beiier 3a KanToM
BBIIEJINTh M KJIaccUPUIIMPOBaTh KIIIOYeBble 11
JaHHOI'O MCCIIeloBaHMs IIpeJICTaBJIeHisl, KOTOpble
SBHO WJIV CKPBITO BcTpeuaroresa B «Kpurtnke um-
CTOrO pasyMa»:

— IO JIOCTYIy CyOBeKTa K ITpelICTaBIIeHVISIM:
CO3HAame 1bHble (<<$[CHbIe», «HesdACHBbIe» U ,Z[p.) u bec-
CO3HAMeAbHblE (<TEMHBIE»);

— 10 criocoly mpesicTaBiieHus: uybcmbernole
(coseprianme) 1 paccydouHbvie, VUIVI VHTEUIEKTY-
aJIbHble (ITOHSTMSI);

— IO POV B NO3HAHWW: IIPeIOCTaBJIAIONIVIe
corlep>KaTesIbHBIV MaTepuall (Mamepus) i OpraHu-
3yfomue ero (popma);

— TI0 IIpeJIMeTy IO3HaHMs (TO eCTh 110 TOMY, Ha
YTO HaIIpaBJIeHO ITO3HaHWe): BHYymperHe 11 BHeuiHue;

— 10 crocoly MoydeHus HOBOTO ITpeJicTaBlIe-
HVIS: AHAAUMUYeCKUe VI CUHmemueckue;

— TI0 VICTOYHWKY TIO3HAHWS: ANOCHIEPUOPHDbIE W
anpuopHole.

ITposicHIO KOPOTKO AaHHYIO KJIacCUUKAIINIO.
Ilox, remuBIMU TIpefIcTaBleHMAMY KaHT moHVIMa-
eT cdepy UyBCTBEHHBIX CO3€pIIaHMUI M OIIylile-
HUVI, KOTOpble Mbl He OCO3HaeM, XOTsl ¥ MOXKeM C
YBEPEHHOCTHIO 3aKJII0YaTh, uTO 1X nMeeM (AA 07,
S. 135; KanT, 19%4a, c. 151). B nx HemsMepumoMm
MHOXeCTBe CO3HaHUe BbICBeuyBaeT OYeHb MaJlylo
JIOJIIO IIPe/iCTaBIIeHTI, KOTOpBIe MBI Ha3bIBaeM CO-
3HATeJIbHBIMM, WJIV JIOCTYIHBIMM I Hac. OHU
MOT'YT OBITH pa3HOVI CTeTleHV VMHTeHCUBHOCTI: OT
[CHBIX 11 OTYETJIVIBBIX JI0 TIOUTY He OCO3HaBaeMbIX.
ViccrenoBaHye HaXOISAIIMIXCS B HaIIIeV Ty 1ile 0CO3-
HaHHBIX IIpefcTaBieHn (6aromapsd JoiaroMy m
IIPOHMIIATeJIBHOMY HaOJIIOIeHNIo, BHMMAaHMIIO,
pedpriekcumt 1 paccyxaeHuaM) 1o3posiger Kanrty
BBIZIEJTTH VX O0JIBITIOE pasHooOpasme. Oco3HaHe
TOr0, KaK/M 00pa3oM MbI HEeIIOCPeICTBEHHO TI0JTy-
yaeM (BOCITPMHIMMaeM) ITpeJicTaBjIeHNs O IIpefiMe-
Tax, KaHT Ha3bIBaeT 4yBCTBEHHOCTHIO, KaKM 00-
Pa3oM OCMBICIIsieM VX (CBsI3bIBaeéM MHOXECTBO Uy B-
CTBEHHBIX IIpefICTaBIeHUN B OJHO) — PacCyIKOM.
[Tpn 5TOM B [I€ATeIPHOCTY TI03HABATEIbHBIX CIIO-
cobHOCTeV! BayKHO OTJIMYATh TO, YTO OHU [IOCTaB-
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ing to Kant, identify and classify the represen-
tations that are key for this investigation and
that are explicitly or implicitly present in the
Critique of Pure Reason:

— According to the subject’s access to rep-
resentations: conscious (“clear”, “unclear”, etc.)
and unconscious (“dark”);

— According to way of representation: sensi-
ble representations (intuition) and representations
in the understanding, or intellectual representa-
tions (concepts);

— According to their role in cognition: pro-
viding content (matter) and organising it (form);

— According to the object of cognition (what
cognition is directed to): internal and external;

— According to the way of obtaining a new
representation: analytic and synthetic;

— According to the source of cognition: a
posterior and a priori.

I will briefly explain this classification. By
“dark representations” Kant means the sphere
of sensible intuitions and sensations we are
not conscious of, though we can confident-
ly say that we have them (Anth, AA 07, S. 135;
Kant, 2007, p. 246). Of their untold multitude
consciousness shines the light only on a tiny
portion of representations which we call “con-
scious”, or “accessible to us”. They may vary
in intensity: from clear and distinct to almost
unconscious. The study of conscious repre-
sentations in our soul (through prolonged
and penetrating observation, attention, reflec-
tion and reasoning) enables Kant to isolate a
great variety of them. Kant uses the term “sen-
sibility” to refer to the consciousness of how
we directly obtain (perceive) representations
of objects and understanding to refer to the
way we understand them (unify a multitude
of sensible intuitions into one). In the activity
of cognitive faculties it is important to distin-
guish what they convey — the empirical ma-
terial (matter) — from what they add — order,



JIAIOT — SMIMPUYECKUI MaTepuall (MaTepuio),
OT TOTO, YTO OHM J00aBJIAIOT OT celsi — yTIopsi-
JIOUYeHHOCTb, CMHTe3, eAnHCTBO (popmy). Ilepsrle
IIPeZICTaBIIEHST VICXOISIT OT OOBEKTOB IIO3HAHMIS,
BTOpBle — OT CyOBekToB. COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIpe]l-
CTaBJIeHVs], CBsI3aHHEBIE C CYOBEKTOM U €TO aKTVIB-
HOCTBIO, CJIeflyeT Ha3blBaThb BHYTPEHHVIMI, C IIO-
3HAHVEM OTJIMYHBIX OT HaC 00OBEKTOB — BHEIITHI-
Mu. HoBble IipeficTaBIieHst MBI MOXKEM IIOJTy4aTh
AHAJIVTUYECKV, eCJIV BBISIBIISIEM VIX B CTapbIX de-
pe3 pas3jio)keHMe Ha YacTV, VIV CUMHTETUYeCcKw,
KOT/Ja OHU SBJISIIOTCSI pe3yJIbTaTOM COeIVIHEeHMs C
HoBbIMU. CHHTe3 IIpeficTaBIeHN OCYIIeCTBIIseT-
cs1 7100 Ha OCHOBAHMY OIIbITa (AIIOCTEPVIOPHBIE),
mmbo Oraromaps He3aBUCHMBIM OT BCSIKMX UYB-
CTBEHHBIX JAHHBIX ITO3HABATE/IbHBIM CIIOCOOHO-
CTSIM (aIIpUIOPHBIE).

AHarm3  TIpemyIOKeHHOWM  KJIaccuduKalmm
IIpeICTaBJIEHUTI ITO3BOJISIET CPOPMYIIPOBATh He-
CKOJIBKO Ba)KHBIX BBIBOIOB O CO3HaHMM. Bo-Tiep-
BBIX, OHO IIPeIOCTaB/IseT IOCTYIl K IIpeficTaBJle-
HMgIM, 0e3 uero Mbul He MOIJIV Obl MMeTh 3HaHW
0 cebe 1 0 Mupe. Bo-BTOpBIX, CO3HaHWMe II03BOJIS-
€T pasInyaTh M OTINYATh? OCO3HAHHBIE IIPEel-
CTaBJIeHVs IPYT OT IpyTa, XOTh 3TO U TpebyeT, 1o
crmoBam KaHTa, IIpOHMIIATETBHOCTY ¥ BpeMeHIA.
B-TpeTBnx, cpeny OCO3HAaHHBIX IIPeNCTaBIIEH
MOYKHO OOHapY>KITb He TOJIBKO YYBCTBEHHBIV Ma-
Tepyajl OTHOCUTEIIFHO OOBEKTOB IIO3HAHWS, HO U
camu popmsbl ntosHaHMA. [lon nocnenamy Kanr
IIOHMMaeT CII0CO0 OpraHM3aMyl  OTHOMIEHWI
MeX/1ly IIpeficTaBJIeHMAMI. DTOT CIIOCOO0 MOXeT
OBITh UyBCTBEHHBIM, KOITIa MBI IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO
KOOPOVHMpPYeM U TeMIIOpaJIbHO YIOpPsiAodYMBaeM
SMIIMpUYecKNe JaHHBbIe, I PacCydOYHBIM, KOria
MBI MIX CBS3bIBaeM, CO3[aBas IieJioe IIpefiCTaBiIe-
Hue. KanTa cpenyu atux popM MHTepecyIoT, Kak

12 CrouT 3aMeTNUTh, YTO HaHHAS (PYHKLWSA CO3HAHW CO-
OTBETCTBYET BOJIb(VAHCKOW Tpaauimn. B csoert «Me-
tadpmsuke» Xp. Bonbd paccMaTpmBaeT cosHaHMe Kak
CITOCOOHOCTE  Pa3IMdaTh MpefMeTsl: «TakmM obpaszoMm,
MBI OOHapy>KMBaeM, YTO MBI TOIZja OCO3HaeM Belly, KOT/ia
MBI OT/IM4YaeM VX Opyr oT apyra» («Wir finden demnach,
daf$ wir uns alsdenn der Dinge bewust sind, wenn wir sie
von einander unterscheiden», Wolff, 1725, S. 454, § 729).
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synthesis and unity (form). The former type
of representation proceeds from the objects of
cognition and the latter from the subjects. Ac-
cordingly, consciousness of representations
connected with the subject and its activity
should be called “internal” and those connect-
ed with the cognition of objects that are dif-
ferent from us, “external”. We can obtain new
representations analytically if we extract them
from the old ones, divide them into parts, or
synthetically if they are combined with new
ones. Synthesis of representations is effected
either on the basis of experience (a posteriori) or
thanks to cognitive faculties independent from
any sensible data (a priori).

The analysis of the above classification of
representations suggests several important
conclusions about consciousness. First, it pro-
vides access to representations, without which
we would be unable to have knowledge about
ourselves and the world. Second, consciousness
makes it possible to identify and distinguish'?
conscious representations from one another al-
though this, as Kant notes, requires penetration
and time. Third, conscious representations may
contain not only sensible material concerning
the objects of cognition, but also the forms of
cognition. By the latter, Kant understands the
way of organising the relations between rep-
resentations. This way may be sensible, when
we coordinate and temporally order empirical
data, and intellectual, when we connect them to
create a whole representation. Of these forms
Kant is interested, as I have mentioned, in a pri-
ori-synthetic types of links. I will show below
how they are discovered through conscious-

2 It is worth noting that this function of consciousness
corresponds to the Wolffian tradition. In his Metaphys-
ics Christian Wolff (1725, p. 454, § 729) considers con-
sciousness as the ability to distinguish objects: “Thus
we discover that we are conscious of things when we
distinguish them from one another” (cf. “Wir finden dem-
nach, daf wir uns alsdenn der Dinge bewust sind, wenn wir
sie von einander unterscheiden”).
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s yXKe OTMedasl, allpYOPHO-CUHTETIYECKVIEe BUIIbI
ces3ert. KakmM o0pa3oM BO3MOXXHO MX OTKPBITVIE
uepe3 CO3HaHNe, s MOKAXY Jayiee. B-deTBepThIX,
CO3HaHMeE ITOTEHIIMAIBPHO ITO3BOJISIET HAIIPaBUTH
doKyc To3HaHMS Ha Hac caMuX («<BHYTpeHHee Co-
3HaHMe», B 294; Kant, 20060, c. 390). B aToM ci1ydae
00BEKTOM HalIllero CO3HaHMS OyayT BHYTpPeHHUVE
IIpeJICTaBIIEH L.

Y cosHaHMs ecTh ellle OgHA OuYeHb BaXKHas
yHKIOMI — CcrOCOOHOCTH BHOCUTH €OVIHCTBO B
pasposHeHHBble IipencraBieHns. OmHAKO pasro-
BOP O Hevl, UTOOBI 1130eKaTh TePMIHOJIOT MTYeCKOV
Iy TAaHWUIIBL, JIyYIlle HA4MHATh II0CJIe TOTO, KaK MbI
IIPOSICHMM COOTHOIIIEHVIE CO3HAHWS 1 CAMOCO3Ha-
Hyst. TakviM 00pa3oM, MOXKHO ClieJIaTh CJIIYIOIIIVe
BBIBOZBL 1. Peasmm3ariyist 1ienmt iepovt «KpuTmki,
pellleHne ee 3a/1a4 1 MPoOIeM OCYIIeCTBIISIOTCS
uepes VCCIIeIOBaHe VI aHaIN3 JIeSITeJTBHOCT CO-
3HaHMS U ero copepxanms. 2. CosHaHMe obraa-
€T OYeHb BaXXHBIMY (PYHKIIVISIMVL: OTKPBIBAET JI0-
CTYII K IIpeJICTaBJIeHVsIM B Halllell IyIIle, II03BO-
JISIET X, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, pasjinyaTh M WMCCIIe-
JI0BaTh, a C APYrovi — BHOCUTH B HVX €IVHCTBO.
Kanra cpemm Gorpirioro pasHooOpasisi OCO3HaH-
HBIX IIpeCTaBIeHNII MHTEPeCyIoT IIpeXxie Bce-
rO alpUOPHO-CUHTETNYECKIe OTHOIIIEHMS MeX-
Iy TIpe/ICTaBIIEHMSIMY, TO €CTh (POPMBI IIO3HAHASL.
Ho 151 TOrO, 9TOOBI BBISIBUTB V1 ITPOJIEMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh IIPAaBOMEPHOCTD VICITONIB30BaHMS 3TUX (PopM
IIO3HAHMS, CJIelyeT Pa3o0paThCs C HOHSATIEM «Ca-
MOCO3HAHIE»,

Posp caMoco3sHaHMSA
B pelleHuM 3aga4d nepson «Kpmurmnkm»

OOGHapyXnTh sICHOe 1 YeTKOe 3HadyeHVe IIOHs-
TUS «CaMOCO3HAHVE» B KPUTIYecKovt cortococpum
KanTa He Tak mpocTO. DT CIIOXKHOCTY S YK€ OT-
MeuaJl: OTCYyTCTBMe IeVHULINY, CUHOHVMWYHOE
VICTIOJIb30BaHVe Hapsy C CO3HAaHWeM W aIlep-
LerIyieVi, BBIIOJIHeHVe pasHbIX dyHKmin Kpo-
Me TOro, JJaHHBIVI TEPMWH, 10 CPaBHEHWIO C JBY-
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ness. Fourth, consciousness potentially makes
it possible to focus cognition on ourselves (“in-
ternal consciousness” — KrV, B 294; Kant, 1998,
p- 337). In this case internal representations are
the object of our consciousness.

Consciousness has yet another very impor-
tant function: the ability to unify disparate
representations. However, to avoid terminolog-
ical confusion it makes sense to start the con-
versation about this function after clarifying
the relationship between consciousness and
self-consciousness. Thus we arrive at the fol-
lowing conclusions: 1) The goals and tasks of
the first Critique are accomplished through in-
vestigation and analysis of the activity and
content of consciousness. 2) Consciousness per-
forms very important functions: it provides ac-
cess to representations in our soul, making it
possible, on the one hand, to distinguish and
investigate them and, on the other hand, to
unify them. In the diversity of conscious rep-
resentations Kant is interested above all in
a priori-synthetic relationships between rep-
resentations, i.e. in the forms of cognition. But
in order to reveal and demonstrate the validi-
ty of the use of these forms of cognition, we
should first sort out the concept of “self-con-
sciousness”.

The Role of Self-Consciousness
in Accomplishing the Tasks
of the First Critique

It is not particularly easy to tease out a clear-
cut meaning of “self-consciousness” in Kant’s
critical philosophy. I have already indicated
these difficulties: lack of definition, synony-
mous use along with consciousness and apper-
ception, and performance of different functions.
Besides, Kant uses the term infrequently by
comparison with the other two terms.” Still,

13 The term occurs 15 times in the first edition of the Cri-
tigue and 22 times in the second.



Ms ApYyruMMM, vcrosb3yeTcs KanTom HeuacTo®.
PaspenmTh oTMeueHHBIe CJIOKHOCTV TeM He Me-
Hee BO3MOXHO. Ecim MBI mpoaHaimsupyeMm Bce
KOHTEKCTBI, B KOTOpbIX KaHT 1icriornb3yeT nmoHsiTve
CaMOCO3HaHM, Mbl OOHapyXXMM y Hero Tpu yxe
yIIOMSIHYyThle (DYHKIIMW: OCO3HaHMe ITpeJiCTaBIIe-
Hum Bo MHe (A 370; KanT, 2006a, c. 465), oco3Ha-
HVe aIllpyOPHOrO pacCyIO4HOro cuHTesa (A 112;
Kanr, 20063, c. 163) 1 ocosnanme cebs (B 405; Kanr,
20060, c. 517). HeTpyaHO 3aMeTUTb, UTO BBISBIIEH-
Hble (YHKLIMM CaMOCO3HaHM:A KaKMM-TO obpa-
30M CBSI3AaHBI C JESTEIIBHOCTBIO CO3HAHMS, a TaK-
Xe C oﬁmeﬁ, mpyanoa U NCUX0402uueckon 3amada-
Mu «KpUTHKI», TO3TOMY VX Ba’KHO MCCIIe[IOBaTh
VI IPOSICHUTb.

(@) Camocosnarue kak ocosHanue npedcmabireruil
6o mue. HemiocpencTBeHHO B 3TOM 3HaueHM KaHT
paccMaTpuBaeT IOHATHE «CaMOCO3HaHUe» B Iiep-
BOoM m3maHum «KpuTukm», B paMKax 4eTBepTOro
napasiormsMa. Keass gokasaTb COBMECTVIMOCTD
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO Meaan3Ma ¥ SMIIMpuye-
CKOro peasvsMa, KéHUrcoeprckmui dpniocod He-
CKOJIBKO pa3 CChUIAeTCs Ha JIeITeIIbHOCTb CAaMOCO-
3HAHI:

...B CBETe HAIIleTO YUYeHVIs... MOXKHO, CChIIasiCh
Ha CBUIIETEILCTBO OIHOTO JIUIIL HAIlero CaMo-
CO3HaHMS, IIPU3HATD VI TEM CaMbIM OOBSIBUTB J10-
Ka3aHHBIM OBITME MaTepuy, KakK ¥ ObITre MeHS
CaMoOro KaK MBICIIAINEro CyIlecTBa. B camom
Ierie, 51 Bellb OCO3HAIO CBOW IIPeICTaBIIeHIs, CITe-
IIOBaTEJIbHO, STU IIPeICTaBIeHNs CYIIeCTBYIOT;
CYIIECTBYIO U s caM, obOrajarommi umMu. <...>
CiienoBaTesIbHO, BHEIIHVE BeIIV CYIIeCTBYIOT
TOYHO TaK Xe, KaK s, ¥ O TOM W JIPyTrOM HeIlo-
CPEeICTBEHHO CBUJIETEIIbCTBYeT MOe CaMOCO3Ha-
HIte... (A 370—371; Kanr, 20064, c. 465, 467).

Paccyxnenme KanTa MOXHO pPeKOHCTpPyMpO-
BaTh CJIeIyIoIM oOpa3oM. BHeltHMe mpegMeTsl
SIBJISIFOTCSI TOJIBKO IIPEICTaB/IeHVISIMIL 1 HaXOIsIT-
C4dB Cy61>e1<Te, KOTOPBIVI VIX BOCIIPVHIIMAET. O pen-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTY Hallero Sl v mpeameTax BHeIIIHe-

B B mepsoM m3maanm «KpuUTukm» TepMuH BCTpedaeTcs
15 pas, Bo BTOpoMm — 22.

I.E. Andriianov

the difficulties are not insurmountable. If we
analyse all the contexts in which Kant uses the
concept of self-consciousness we find the three
above-mentioned functions: consciousness of
representations in me (KrV, A 370; Kant, 1998,
p. 427), consciousness of the synthesis of under-
standing a priori (KrV, A 112; Kant, 1998, p. 235)
and consciousness of self (KrV, B 405; Kant,
1998, p. 415). It is not hard to see that these
functions of self-consciousness are somehow
connected with the activity of consciousness as
well as with the general, difficult and psychologi-
cal tasks of the Critiqgue, which makes it impor-
tant to investigate and clarify them.

(a) Self-consciousness as consciousness of repre-
sentations within me. Kant directly considers the
concept of self-consciousness in this meaning in
the first edition of the Critique in the framework
of the fourth paralogism. Wishing to prove the
compatibility of transcendental idealism and
empirical realism Kant refers to the activity of
self-consciousness several times:

Thus our doctrine removes all reservations
about assuming the existence of matter based
on the testimony of our mere self-conscious-
ness, and it declares this to be proved in the
same way as the existence of myself as a think-
ing being. For I am indeed conscious to myself
of my representations; thus these exist, and
I myself, who has these representations. [...]
Thus external things exist as well as my self,
and indeed both exist on the immediate testi-
mony of my self-consciousness [...] (KrV, A 370-
371; Kant, 1998, p. 427).

This piece of Kant’s reasoning can be re-
constructed in the following way: External ob-
jects are mere representations and are within
the subject that perceives them. Our self-con-
sciousness testifies to the reality of our Self and
the objects of the external world. Our self-con-
sciousness is also considered — which is very
important for my study — to be consciousness
of our representations of the world and our-
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TO OIIBITAa CBUIETEIbCTBYET Hallle CaMOCO3HAHE.
OHO TakXe paccMaTpPMBaeTCs, YTO OUEHBb BaXKHO
IUISL MOETO VICCIIEIOBAaHMS, KaK CO3HaHMe HaIIX
TpeJicTaBIeHn i 0 Mupe 1 o cebe. CrienoBaTesIbHO,
ecyn 710007 OOBEKT ITO3HAHMS SIBJISETCS TOJIBKO
COBOKYITHOCTBIO ITPEACTaBJIEHMUVI VI HaXOOWTCS B
Hac, TO CO3HaHMe, OTKpPBIBAOIIlee JIOCTYII K STUM
IIpeJICTaBJIEHSIM, I CAMOCO3HaHIE, aKIIeHTUPYIO-
IIlee BHMMAaHVIE JINIIb Ha VX CyOBeKTMBHOM pac-
ITOJIOKEH W, €CTh OJIHA ¥ Ta K€ CLIOCOOHOCTb.

TakuM oOpa3om, MOXXHO CO BCeVl OYEBUIHO-
CTBIO CIIeJIaTh BBIBOZ O pedIeKTMBHOM IOHVIMa-
Hun KantoMm cosHanmsi. OHO ecTh OCO3HaHVE
IIpeJICTaBJIeHNI BHYTPV Hac, WIN (B TOM YVCIIe)
camocosHaHme. O0BeKThl pedIeKTMBHOIO CO3Ha-
HVS B 3aBUCVIMOCTY OT HallpaBJIEHVSI BHUMAHWS,
KaK OBIJIO MHOVI OTMEYeHO B paszielle, IIOCBSIIeH-
HOM CO3HAHMIO, MOT'yT OBITH pasHBIMI. B cooTBeT-
CTBUM C BBISIBJIEHHBIMM 3a/1auamu riepsont «Kpu-
TUKW» HaC JI0JDKHBI MHTEPecoBaTh, KOHEUHO, TPU
BIZIa IIPeACTaBJIEHVIL: YyYBCTBEHHBIE U PacCyI0U-
Hble (HOPMBI TIO3HAHMS, Hale 51 U arprOpPHBIN
cuHTe3. B oTOM pasfesie ocTaeTcs OCBETUTh, Ka-
KM oOpa3oM KaHT oTkpsIBaeT ¢ moMomipio ped-
JIEKTVIBHOTO CO3HAHVISI / CaMOCO3HAHNS Uy BCTBEH-
HBIe 1 PacCyI0uHble (POPMBI TIO3HAHMISL.

B dyHKUMOHMPOBaHMM YYBCTBEHHOCTM Kak
crynieHu niosHaHus KanT oOparrjaer Harte BHMMa-
HVe Ha JIBe OCOOEHHOCTV OpraHM3aIN TAHHBIX.
Bo-11epBbIX, MBI CITOCOOHBI KaKVM-TO 00pa3oM pas-
JIYaTh BHYTPEHHVE VI BHEITHVE IIpelICTaBIIeHS
B HaIlleM CO3HaHMM / caMOCO3HAaHMMN. Bo-BTOPBIX,
5TV IBa TWIIA ITPEICTABIICHNV IMEIOT CBOVI CIIELIV-
drueckne uepThl. BHelHMe mpencTaBIeHNs 10~
3BOJISIIOT IIOJIyYaTh OYePTAHNS, BeJIVMUNHY IIpel-
METOB, a TaKXe VIX PacIIOJIOKeHIe OTHOCUTEIb-
HO JIpYT Apyra. BHyTpeHHMe yKa3bIBalOT Ha VIHOV
TUII OTHOIIEHWV MEX/Y IIpelICTaBIeHVSIMIL I10-
CJIeIOBATEIIbHOCTD, OIHOBPEMEHHOCTh W ITOCTO-
stcTBO. CIleioBaTelIbHO, MBI 00J1a/1aeM IIPOCTpaH-
CTBEHHBIM ¥ TEMIIOPAJIBHBIM CITOCO0AMV KOOPIV-
Hanuu mpefcTasiieHnit. [IockoIbKy TOJIBKO depes
HVIX BO3MOXKHO CO3€pIIaHVie BHEIITHVIX VI BHYTPeH-

selves. Thus, if any object of cognition is mere-
ly a totality of representations and is within us,
then consciousness, which gives access to these
representations, and self-consciousness, which
focuses only on their subjective position, is one
and the same faculty.

Thus one can safely conclude that Kant’s in-
terpretation of consciousness is reflexive. Con-
sciousness is awareness of representations
within us, or also self-consciousness. The ob-
jects of reflexive consciousness may vary de-
pending on the direction of attention, as I have
mentioned in the section devoted to conscious-
ness. In accordance with the tasks of the first
Critique, we should be interested of course in
three types of representations: sensible and in-
tellectual forms of cognition, our Self and a prio-
ri synthesis. In this section it remains to discuss
how Kant discovers sensible and intellectual
forms of cognition through reflexive conscious-
ness / self-consciousness.

As regards the functioning of sensibility as
a stage of cognition, Kant draws attention to
two features of the organisation of data. First,
we are capable of of distinguishing in some
way internal and external representations in
our consciousness / self-consciousness. Sec-
ond, these two types of representation have
their specific features. External representa-
tions provide the outline, the size of objects
and their position relative to each other. Inter-
nal ones point to a different type of relations
between representations: sequence, simultanei-
ty and constancy. Thus, we possess spatial and
temporal methods of coordinating representa-
tions. Because it is only through them that ex-
ternal and internal phenomena can be intuited
and geometry and algebra can be explained,
one can conclude that they have an a priori
character.

We encounter similar logic in discovering
intellectual forms of cognition (concepts). First,
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HVIX SIBJIEHWVI, a TaKXXe OObsICHEHVIE TeOMETPUN U
asireOpbl, MOXXHO cJIeJIaTh BBIBOII, UTO OHM oOJIa/ia-
IOT aIlIPVIOPHBIM XapaKTepPOM.

B obGnapy>xeHun paccygodHbix ¢opM II03Ha-
HUS (IOHSTUM) MBI YBUOVM CXOXYIO JIOTMKY.
Bo-niepBbix, KanT oT™MedaeT mpupoay vHTe IJIeK-
TyaJIbHBIX ITpeAcTaByieHni. OHM MMeIOT OoIocpe-
JOBAaHHBIVI, CIIOHTAaHHBIVI M VHTErpPaTUBHBIVI Xa-
pakTep. Ecii uyBcTBeHHBIe ITpeJicTaBjleHNs I1ac-
CMBHO ¥ HeIIOCPEeAICTBEHHO IIPeOCTaB/IAIOT HaM
IIpeaMeT (Yepes OLIYIIeHNs), TO pacCyI0UHble OT-
JIMYalOTCs caMOJeATe/IbHOCTBIO U BCerja Halpas-
JIeHBl JIVIIb Ha ApyTue mpenacrasieHns. VIHTerpa-
IIMIOHHAs IIPUPOJIa pacCyI0UHbBIX IIpecTaBIeHn
COCTOUT B TOM, UTO BCe ITOHAT U CYXXJIeHWs, Je-
pe3 KOTOpble MBICJIUT PacCyAOK, OCHOBaHBI Ha
dynkumax enuHcerBa. Tlog HuMu KanT nonmma-
eT eIMHCTBO JesATeJIbHOCTM, IIOCPeCTBOM KOTO-
POV pa3JIuHBble IIpeJICcTaBIeHVs [IOABOIATCS IO,
ongHo oOrriee mpencrasiedve (B 93; Kant, 20060,
c. 157). Takum oOpa3oM, Bce pacCyZOuHBIe IIpef-
CTaBJIeHWs SBJISIOTCS CIIOHTAaHHBIMM (PYHKITNS-
MU eAVHCTBa, KOTOPbIe COIPOBOXAAIOT 1 OIIpefie-
JIEHHBIM 00pa30M CBA3bIBAIOT APYTHe IIpeicTaBIe-
HM B OIIHO oO11ee.

Bo-Bropeix, KanT HemMHOro yTouHseT Kjaccu-
duKamMoo pacCcydOYHBbIX IHpefcTapileHuin. Tax
KaK OHV MMEeIOT OIIOCpeJOBaHHBIV XapaKTep, BO3-
MOKHBI pasIM4Hble BapMaHThI VX OTHOILIEHMS K
cosepraHmio. Kak MMHMMYM MOXHO BBIAEJIUTH
dopmaIbHBIe pacCydouYHble IIpefcTaBlIeHMUs W
npernMeTHble. [lepBble OTBJIEKarOTCSA OT BCAKO-
r'O OTHOIIIEHMS K OOBeKTy ITO3HAHMS W SIBJISIOTCS
TV (POpPMaIbHBIMMU U, CJIeZIOBaTesIbHO, allpyop-
HBIMM JIOTMYecKuMy PyHKUMsMI. BTopele, Ha-
IIPOTWB, HaIpaBJleHbl Ha IIpefMeT IO3HaHWA U
VIMEIOT oIpefesieHHoe cofepxkaHue. [lorrydaercs
cIlenyrolas KylaccuduKaliys MHTeIUIeKTyaIbHbIX
dyHKLIMI eIMHCTBa:

— TIO COfepXKaHWIO: IMNUPUYeCcKUe VI HUCble;

— IO CTIOCOOY MOJTyYeHsl HOBOTO IIpeJiCcTaBIIe-
HUSE AHAAUNUYeCKUe VI CUHINemMUuecKue;

— II0 HAIIPaBJIEHHOCTY Ha OOBEKT ITO3HAHIS:
hopmasvHble VI npeomMemHble.
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Kant notes the nature of intellectual represen-
tations. They have a mediated, spontaneous
and integrative character. Whereas sensible
representations present the object to us pas-
sively and immediately (through sensations)
intellectual ones are active and are always
directed only to other representations. The
integrative nature of representations in the un-
derstanding lies in the fact that all the concepts
and judgments through which the understand-
ing thinks are based on the functions of unity.
By these Kant means unity of activity through
which various representations are correlat-
ed with a single common representation (KrV,
B 93; Kant, 1998, p. 205). Thus, all the represen-
tations in the understanding are spontaneous
functions of unity which accompany and in a
certain way link other representations into a
single whole.

Second, Kant slightly modifies the classifica-
tion of the representations in the understand-
ing. Because they have a mediated character
their relationship to intuition may vary. At a
minimum, we can identify formal representa-
tions and object representations. The former ab-
stract themselves from any relationship to the
object of cognition and are merely formal and
consequently a priori logical functions. The lat-
ter, on the contrary, are directed towards the
object of cognition and have a certain content.
We arrive at the following classification of the
intellectual functions of unity:

— According to content: empirical and pure;

— According to the way of obtaining a new
representation: analytic and synthetic;

— According to being directed to the object
of cognition: formal and object-directed.
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UricTble CHHTeTHYeCKMe IIpeIMeTHBbIe IIOHS-
st KaHT HasbiBaeT KateropmsiMu (B 128; Kawr,
20066, c. 199). Vix xiroueBoe OT/IMUMe OT JIOrvve-
CKMX (POPM COCTOUT B TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOM CO-
nepxxanuu (B 105; Kant, 20060, c. 171).

B-tperbux, Kaut Haxogut B dpopMaibHOM yII0-
TpebieHnM paccyaKa Bce JIorndeckne (PyHKIUNI
e[IVHCTBa, COCTaBjIsgeT VX IOJIHYIO Kilaccudrka-
LIVIIO, & 3aTeM OTOXXIECTBIISIET C KaTeropmsMu (Me-
Tacpmsmdeckas menykums). Iocnegauii mar Kanr
OOBSICHSIET TEM, UTO PACCyIOK COBEPIIIEHHO Vcuep-
IbIBaeTCs JIOTMYecKuMY PyHKIMSAMMY, a ero CIIo-
cobHOCTH BriontHe m3Mepsiercs umu (B 105 Kanr,
20060, c. 173). TakuM oOpasoM, Yepe3 aHaINU3 MH-
TeJUIeKTYyasIbHbIX IIpeiCTaBJIeHn! B CO3HaHUM /
camocosHaHMM KaHT oOHapyXuBaeT Bce JIBeHall-
LIaTh KaTeroOpuil paccyKa.

(b) Camocosnanue xax anpuopHoe 0cCO3HAHUE
edurcmba u cunmesa. Kak MbI BBISICHVMIIV, KaTero-
PUV IMEIOT alIPVIOPHBIV XapaKTep M IIOTeHIIaIb-
HO BBICTYIIAIOT PacCyOYHBIMM CIIOCODaMM Opra-
HM3aIlV 9yBCTBEHHBIX TaHHBIX. Ho ecTh 111y Hac
OCHOBaHMSL [JIsI IIOC/IEHErO IIOJIOKEHVSI — Belb
IIpeIMeThI OIbITa MOT'YT ABJISATHCS HaM Oe3 Heob-
XOAVMOIO OTHOIIeHUs K (PYHKIIMSAM paccyjka?
BosHukaeT mpoOiieMa 00BEKTMBHOCTH MCIIOIB30-
BaHM: Kareropun (A 90; Kanr, 2006a, c. 135; B 122;
Kanrt, 20060, c. 189), vy, KaK MBI ee 0003HAYMIIV,
Haubosee mpyoHaa 3agada «Kpurnkn». HaromHro,
ee CyTb CBOIUTCA K HeOOXOIVIMOCTH JI0Ka3aTh, YTO
BCe KaTerOpu JI0JDKHBI BBICTYIIaTh BCEOOIIVIMU 11
HeOOXOAMMBIMM yCJIOBUSMM IIO3HAHMS IIpeaMe-
TOB. B IIpoTMBHOM Cily4ae MbI JOJDKHBI IIPU3HATH
npemgMeTHble (PYHKIMM pPaccyliKa BBIMBICIIOM W
oTOpocuThb Mx. KaHT npecTaBul iBe Bepcum pe-
IIIeHVIs 5TOV 33JIa4Ml — B IIePBOM VI BO BTOPOM W3-
maHMN. B 000mX BapraHTax cO3HaHMe, CAMOCO3Ha-
HYe ¥ alleplLenis UIrpaioT KIIIOUeBYIO POJIb.
OnHaxo BBIABUTE sCHOe PyHKIIMOHAJIBHOE 3Have-
HUe 3TUX CIIOCOOHOCTeV B OenyKIIVV KaTeropui
OITATH ke HelpocTo. Oco0eHHO 3TO KacaeTcs arl-
neprentum. [JoctaTouHO oOpaTUTh BHMMaHVeE Ha
MHOroo0Opasve ee BuIoB. KaHT BbIessieT nepBo-
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Kant calls pure synthetic concepts categories
(KrV, B 128; Kant, 1998, p. 226). Their key dif-
ference from logical forms consists in their
transcendental content (KrV, B 105; Kant, 1998,
p. 211).

Third, Kant finds in the formal use of un-
derstanding all the logical functions of uni-
ty, completes their total classification and then
identifies them with categories (metaphysical
deduction). Kant justifies the last step by stat-
ing that the understanding is completely cov-
ered by logical functions which totally measure
its faculty (KrV, B 105; Kant, 1998, p. 212). Thus
Kant identifies all the twelve categories of the
understanding through an analysis of intellec-
tual representations in consciousness/self-con-
sciousness.

(b) Self-consciousness as a priori consciousness of
unity and synthesis. We have seen that categories
have an a priori character and are potentially in-
tellectual ways of organising sensible data. But
do we have grounds for the latter proposition?
After all, the objects of experience may be pre-
sented to us without necessarily being related to
the functions of understanding. Thus the prob-
lem of objectivity in the use of categories (KrV,
A 90 / B 122; Kant, 1998, p. 222) arises, or, as
we have referred to it, the most difficult task of
the Critique. It will be recalled that it is about
the need to prove that all the categories must be
universal and necessary conditions for the cog-
nition of objects. Failing that, we have to recog-
nise that object functions of understanding are
imagined and to cast them aside. Kant presents
two versions of solving this task in the first and
second editions respectively. In both cases con-
sciousness, self-consciousness and apperception
play the key role. However, identifying the ex-
act functional meaning of these faculties in the
deduction of categories is also a challenge. This
is particularly true of apperception. Suffice it to
look at the diversity of its types. Kant identifies



Ha4aJIbHYIO, YMCTYIO, SMIIMPUYECKYIO, TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTaJIPHYI0, aHAJINTUYECKYIO, CUHTETIYeCKYIo,
HeoOXOIVIMYI0, OOBEKTUBHYIO U PyTVie BB all-
e pIIeIINL.

71t Toro uToOBI pasoOpaTbcsl B JaHHBIX BU-
Jlax amnmneprenimm 1 ee pojin B IeqyKimu, PyHK-
MOHAJIBHOIO aHaIn3a HeIocTaTouHo. VICIop30-
BaHMe KaHTOM JIaTMHCKOTO TepMMHa BBIHYX/Ia-
eT Hac cJeslaTh HeOOJIbIIIoe MCTOPUKO-prIocod-
CKOe OTCTYIUIeHVe. Ba)KHO MOHATH, IOYeMy VI [T
vero KaHT pervut mcionp3oBaTh B CBOEM VICCITe-
ZIOBaHMUM CO3MaHHBIN JleriOHMIIEM TepMUH «arl-
neprieriims». ONVH 13 OTBETOB MBI MOYKEM C JIeT-
KOCTBIO OOHapyXuTh Ha cTpaHmIax «Kpurukm»
(B 403; KanT, 20060, c. 515), rae dpopMympyroTcs
IIBa VIHTepecHBIX Te3ruca. Bo-riepsbrx, KaHnT oTme-
YJaeT, UTO BCe VICIIOJIb3yeMble JIATVIHCKVE TePMVIHEI
yIOTpeOISAIOTCS B3aMeH pPaBHO3HAYHBIX HeMell-
KVIX. BO-BTOpPBIX, [JIs JIydIllero IIOHVMMaHMS TeK-
cra «Kputukm» KaHT mpenriouernr He cosfgaBaThb
HOBble TEPMIHBI, a VICIIO/Ib30BaTh VIMEIOIIeCs U
co crapeiM ynorpebienuveM. CiremoBaresIbHO, all-
meprentiys OOJDKHA paccMaTpUBaThCS HaMU B
JIEVIOHMIIMAHCKOM CMBIC/Ie™ 1 MMeTh HeMeLKMII
a"astor. Ecyim mpoaHammsmMpoBaTh HEMHOTOUVIC-
JIeHHBbIe KOHTEKCTBI, B KOTOpbIX JlenbHMII yro-
TpebiIsieT TePMUH «allllepLernys», a Takxke VC-
cIlefioBaTesIbCcKyIo JmTeparypy (Maviopos, 1973,
c. 184; Wunderlich, 2005, S. 11), moxxHO OOHapy-

4 Ha 3TOT cueT B McCIIeIOBaTeJIbCKO JIUTEpaType eCTh
IIBe IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIE TOYKM 3peHns. OmHVM aBTOPbI
AT KaHTa IpeeMHMKOM 1 HOCiIeioBaTeleM Tpaji-
un JleviOuvia 1 Bosibda (Rosefeldt, 2000, S. 213; Brook,
1994, p. 59; Mamarnos, 2005, c. 58), npyrmue, HaoOOPOT,
HOBaTOpOM W Jaxe pesosrormorepom (Guyer, 1987,
p- 32; Ameriks, 20000, p. XII). 5I cKJIOHSIOCH K IIEPBOV
Touke 3peHUs. Bo-mepsbix, KanT Hurge xHe paer ompe-
JIeJIeHVs amIepIeriny, TOJIbPKO ee HEeKOTOPBIX BUIOB.
CiiemtoBaTesIbHO, OH IIpefliojiaraeT, YTO YWTaTeIN 3Ha-
0T JaHHOe MoHsTHe. Ho 3T0 BO3MOXXHO JmIb IIpu 00-
IIEeYIOTPeONTeIbHOM 3Ha4eHWN TepMMHA. Bo-BTOPBIX,
KaHT HaMepeHHO WCIIOJIb3yeT cTapble TEPMWUHEL B MIX C-
XOITHOM 3Ha4eHWN. B-TpeThuix, mcciiemoBaresi cripases-
JIMBO OTMEeYalOT MHOXKeCTBO IapasUlesierl B IOHUMAaHUM
CO3HaHWM:, CaMOCO3HaHMs U anmeprieniumu y JlerOnmiia,
Bossdpa 1 Kanra. OHM KkacaroTcsi, HarpyuMep, KOHIIeIl-
OV SICHOCTVI ¥ OTYeT/IMBOCTY HaIlMX IIpefiCTaBIeHM
VIV TIOHVIMaHVISI CO3HAHVS Yepe3 pasjIdeHie JaHHBIX.

I.E. Andriianov

initial, pure, empirical, transcendental, analytic,
synthetic, necessary, objective and other types
of apperception.

Functional analysis is not sufficient to sort
out these types of apperception and its role in
deduction. Kant’s use of the Latin term merits
a short historical-philosophical digression. It
is important to understand why and for what
purpose Kant decided to use the term “apper-
ception”, introduced by Leibniz in his investi-
gation. One answer can be easily found in the
pages of the Critique (KrV, B 403n; Kant, 1998,
p- 413n), where two interesting theses are for-
mulated. First, Kant notes that he uses all the
Latin terms in place of synonymous German
ones. Second, to make the text of the Critique
more understandable Kant chose not to create
new terms but to use existing terms in their
old meanings. Thus we should perceive “ap-
perception” in the Leibnizian sense' and have
a German analogue. If we analyse the few
texts in which Leibniz uses the term “apper-
ception” and the research literature (Mayorov,
1973, p. 184; Wunderlich, 2005, p. 11), we find
two meanings of the term. “Apperception” is
understood as becoming conscious of the sub-
ject’s unconscious states, for example, percep-
tion (Leibniz, 1989b, p. 637), or as becoming
conscious of one’s internal cognitive activi-
ty (Leibniz, 1989a, p. 549). In the former case

4 In the literature one finds two opposite points of
view on that score. Some researchers see Kant as an heir
and successor of the Leibniz-Wolff tradition (Rosefeldt,
2000, p. 213; Brook, 1994, p. 59; Izmailov, 2005, p. 58),
while others, on the contrary, see him as an innovator,
even as a revolutionary (Guyer, 1987, p. 32; Ameriks,
2000Db, p. XII). Iincline to the former view. First, Kant no-
where gives a definition of apperception, only of some
of its types. Thus he assumes that the readers know this
concept. But that is only possible if the term is in com-
mon use. Second, Kant deliberately uses old terms in
their original meanings. Third, scholars rightly note nu-
merous parallels in the interpretation of consciousness,
self-consciousness and apperception by Leibniz, Wolff
and Kant. They have to do, for example, with the con-
cepts of clarity and distinctness of our representations
or understanding consciousness by distinguishing data.
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XUTB Y JAaHHOTO TepMMHa [IBa 3HaYeHms. Arrep-
LIeTIIIsI IIOHMMAaeTC s VJIV KaK OCO3HAHVie HeoCo3-
HaHHBIX COCTOSHUM CyObeKTa, HampuMmep Iep-
nertmn (JlenGrmr, 1982, c. 406), mm Kak oco3Ha-
HVie CBOeV BHY TpeHHEeN IT03HaBaTeJIbHOVI IesITeITb-
HocTu (JIeviOHmi, 1984, c. 373). KaHT He mcrosnb3y-
eT TEPMUH «allllepleniys» B IIepBOM 3HaueHW,
TaK KaK IepIIeNIIns yKe paccMaTpyBaeTCs M Kak
cosHaresTpHOe ITpercTasiieHe (B 376; Kant, 20060,
c. 485), a ynorpe0isieT ero BO BTOPOM CMBICTIE, HO B
cBete perrteHns 3anad «Kpurtnkm». B «degyxumm
KaTeropmit» 00OMX WM3IaHWUM arleprenins pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcs KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH, KOTOpasl IIO3BO-
JI1eT OCO3HATh KJII0UeBOe alIpMoOpHOe YCIJIOBYe BO3-
MOYXHOTO OITBbITa"® — eOMHCTBO co3HaHmA (A 94;
Kant, 2006a, c. 143; B 131; Kant, 20060, c. 201).
Yepes ero ananms KaaT mu Oymer ocyliecTBIIsSTh
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBO BCEOOIEro M HeOOXOOMMOro VIC-
I10JIb30BaHM KaTerOpuiL.

Ho uto Takoe emmHCTBO co3HaHMS? 371eCh MBI
OITSATh CTJIKMBAEMCsI C TPYJHOCTSIMM, TaK KaK aB-
Top «KpuUTHKIM» WMCHOIB3yeT MHOXEeCTBO BUIOB
€IVHCTBAa, He OTHEIISAS U He TIPOSICHSS VX B I0CTa-
TouHOM Mepe. C MOelT TOUKM 3peHMs, MOXKHO BbI-
IeJINTh CIIeAyIolIyie OCHOBHBIE BUIBI €IVHCTBA
CO3HAHVISL:

— II0 HaXOXIEeHWIO: BHYympenHee VI BHeuiHee;

— IO BUIY CBSI3U: cYyOvexkmubroe (accolyaTmB-
Hoe) 1 00vexmubHoe;

— IO BUIY eOWMHCTBA: HyMepuueckoe (IVCIIeH-
Hoe) 1 kauecmbBenHoe;

— TI0 PO B TIO3HAHUL: MPAHCYeHOeHMAAbHOE,
anaiumuyeckoe, CUHmMemu1ecKoe.

Ilog, BHYTpeHHUM eOVHCTBOM CO3HaHMSA IIO-
HVMaeTCsl eIVHCTBO CyObeKTa (TO ecThb Hac ca-
MIX), TTOJT BHEIITHMM, COOTBETCTBEHHO, — OOBeKTa
(Bcero Toro, 4To MBI IIO3HaeM BHe Hac). Ecyii cBsA3b
MeX]1y ITPeNICTaBJIeHNSIM VIMeeT BCeOOIIVVL 11 He-

15 T. 1lémwrep mpeyiaraeT aHaJIOTMYHOe ITOHVIMAHVE all-
nepriermy. C ero TOYKM 3peHus, CyOBeKTUBHO IIpO-
apjIsgeMas alllleplielivis, WMeIoIas BMecTe C TeM
TOXX/IeCTBEHHBIV 1 MHTepCyObeKTUBHLIN XapaKTep, HeoO-
XOJIIMa JUTS BBISIBIIEHUSI OOBeKTUBHBIX MeXaHU3MOB TIO-
3HaHwms (Zoller, 20156, S. 145).

Kant does not use the term “apperception”
because he already considers “perception” to
be conscious representation (KrV, B 376; Kant,
1998, p. 398). He uses apperception in the sec-
ond meaning, but he does so with a view to
solving the tasks of the Critique. In the “De-
duction of Categories” in both editions the
term refers to the faculty that enables us to
become conscious of the key a priori condi-
tion of possible experience,” i.e. the unity of
consciousness (KrV, A 94 / B 127; Kant, 1998,
p- 225; KrV, B 131; Kant, 1998, p. 246). Kant
would use it to prove the universal and neces-
sary use of categories.

But what is the unity of consciousness? Here
we are again facing difficulties because the au-
thor of the Critique refers to many types of uni-
ty without sufficiently isolating and elucidating
them. In my opinion, the following main types
of the unity of consciousness can be identified:

— According to location: internal and external
unity;

— According to the type of connection: sub-
jective (associative) and objective unity;

— According to the type of unity: numerical
and qualitative unity;

— According to the role in cognition: tran-
scendental, analytic, synthetic.

By “internal unity” of consciousness I mean
the unity of the subject (i.e. ourselves), by “ex-
ternal unity”, accordingly, the unity of the ob-
ject (all that we cognise outside ourselves). If
the connection between representations is uni-
versal and necessary, it forms an objective uni-
ty,'¢ if it is associative and accidental, it forms
a subjective unity. “Qualitative unity” refers to

15 Giinter Zoller offers a similar understanding of ap-
perception. In his view, subjective apperception, which
is both identical and intersubjective in nature, is neces-
sary for identifying objective mechanisms of cognition
(zoller, 2015, p. 145).

16 Objective unity can also be mathematical (unity of
the objects of intuition) and dynamic (unity of coexis-
tence of the objects of intuition with regard to one an-
other) (KrV, B 110; Kant, 1998, p. 215).
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OOXOIMMBIVI XapaKTep, OHa OOpa3yeT OObeKTUB-
HOe eIMHCTBO', eciIM acCOUVATVBHBIV, CITydar-
HBII — cyOBekTuBHOe. KaduecTBeHHOe eIMHCTBO
OTHOCUTCS K 00beKTaM U ITpeJIIosiaraeT eIHCTBO
COYeTaHVISI VI COIVIACOBAHMS JJAHHBIX OTHOCUTEIIb-
HO MX HO3HaHMS. VIHBIMU cjI0BaM, OOBbEKTOM SIB-
JISIeTCS TO, UTO He 3aBVICUT OT CyOBeKTa 1 ITO3Ha-
eTcs BceMu ofHaKoBo. HyMmepraeckoe eyiHCTBO
CO3HaHMI, HAIIPOTVB, OTHOCUTCS TOJIBKO K CyOh-
eKTy ¥ COCTOUT B BO3MOXXHOCTV OCO3HAHWMS YVC-
JIEHHOI'O TOX/IeCTBa HAC CaMMX B OTHOIIIEHW BCeX
npezacTasieHuyt. Korma Mbl OPUMBHOCKMM  eOMH-
CTBO B IIpOIlecC ITO3HAHS, OHO VIMeeT CUHTeTIUe-
CKMVI XapaKTep; KOrfa MbI OCO3HaeM ITpVBHeCEeH-
HOe paHee eINHCTBO, OHO, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 00JIa-
JlaeT aHajMTI4Yeckon npupopon. Hakownerr, ecin
€IMHCTBO CO3HAHMS IIO3BOJISIeT OCO3HATH aIlpu-
OpHBIe YCIIOBYS ITO3HAHVIS, OHO CUMTAeTCs TpaHC-
HEeHTeHTa/IbHBIM.

[TposicHMM B OOIIMX YepTax poiIb IIpeICTaB-
JIEHHBIX €IVTHCTB CO3HAHWS B peIeHnN Hauboee
mpyonou 3amaun «KpuTuki». Mel y>ke BBIICHWUIIV,
YTO MO3HaHVeE IIPeIMeTOB IIperosiaraeT oIy yJe-
HVle MHOXKeCTBa JaHHBIX U MX OIpeieJIeHHYIO Op-
ragmsario. Tak ke Halll [IOBCeIHEBHBIV OIIBIT I10-
KasbIBaeT HaM, YTO BOKPYT Hac eCTh OIHU U Te e
OOBEKTHI ¥ OTHOIIIeHMSI MeXy HUMU (KauecTBeH-
HOe eIMHCTBO 00bekToB). C KaHTOBCKOW TOUKM
3peHMs, 3TO O3HaYaeT JIVIIb OTHO: MBI IIPUBHOCUIM
B OTM IIpeJCTaBIIeHNs BceoOlriee 11 HeoOXomyMoe
CUHTEeTMYeCKoe ennHCTBO. Ho uTo mo3BosisseT Ham
3TO fernaTh?! EOMHCTBO CO3HAHMS ¥ KaTerOpwL.
JJ1s1 mokasaTesibcTBa 3Toro Tesvica KaHT BbIcTpan-
BaeT OIIpeie/IeHHYIO LIeTIOYKY paccykaeHun. Baa-
yajie OH OOpalllaeT Hallle BHMaHVie Ha TO, UTO MBI
CIIOCOOHBI B IIpoLIecce TIO3HAHMS OCO3HABATh CBOE
TOX/IeCTBO OTHOCUTEJIBHO IPYTVIX IIpeICTaB/IeHNII
(HyMeprUuecKoe eOVMHCTBO YMCTOM W3HadaIbHOM
arrreprienImy). DTO TIOJIOKeHVe SBIISeTCST aHaIV-
TUYECKVIM (QHJIMTIYECKOe eIVHCTBO alllepliert-

16 O0BEeKTMBHOE EOVHCTBO MOXET OBbITh TakXe Mare-
MaTUYeCKMM (EVIHCTBO IIPEIMETOB CO3EPLIaHMs) W V-
HaMI4eCcKMM (€IMHCTBO COCYIIECTBOBAHNS IIPEIMETOB
cosepliaHMsl 110 OTHOIIeHMIO IpyT K apyry) (B 110; Kanr,
20066, c. 177).
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objects and presupposes a unity of combination
and concord of data in terms of their cognition.
In other words, the object is what does not de-
pend on the subject and is universally under-
stood in the same way. “Numerical unity” of
consciousness, on the contrary, refers only to
the subject and consists in the capacity to be-
come conscious of numerical identity of our-
selves with regard to all the representations.
When we introduce unity in the cognition pro-
cess it has a synthetic character; when we be-
come conscious of unity introduced earlier, it
possesses an analytical character. Finally, if uni-
ty of consciousness makes it possible to become
conscious of a priori conditions of cognition, it
is considered to be transcendental.

Let us sketch out the role of the above uni-
ties of consciousness in solving the most difficult
task of the Critigue. We have already estab-
lished that the cognition of objects involves
obtaining a multitude of data and a certain or-
ganisation of the data. Our daily experience
also shows us that we are surrounded by the
same objects and the relations between them
(qualitative unity of objects). From Kant’s point
of view this means only one thing: we are in-
troducing these representations into a univer-
sal and necessary unity. What enables us to do
so? The unity of consciousness and categories.
To prove this thesis Kant presents a chain of
reasoning. First he draws our attention to the
fact that we are able, in the process of cogni-
tion, to be conscious of our identity with re-
gard to other representations (numerical unity
of pure initial apperception). This thesis is an-
alytic (analytic unity of apperception) and ena-
bles us to reveal the a priori ground of cognition
(transcendental unity of apperception). It lies
in the fact that if we are conscious of a multi-
tude of representations in one consciousness
they must be interconnected in the framework
of one apperception (synthetic unity of apper-
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LIVM) ¥ TIO3BOJISIET BBISBUTBH aIIPVIOPHOE OCHOBa-
HVe TIO03HaHMS (TpaHCIeH[IeHTaJIbHOe €IVIHCTBO
armeprerniyy). OHO COCTOUT B TOM, YTO, €CJIV MBI
OCO3HaeM MHOXKeCTBO IIPeJICTaBJIeHUTI B OTHOM CO-
3HaHMW, OHM JIOJDKHBI OBITH CBS3aHBI MEXY CO-
0ol B paMKax OIHOV alllepHeniny (CMHTEeTV-
UecKoe eIVHCTBO arreprerty). OObeniHeHVe
HIpeJICTaBIIEHVII MOXET ObITh CITyJaltHbIM, CyObek-
TUBHBIM (3MIIVIPUYECKOe eIVHCTBO alllIePLIeTIIIVIV)
VI OOBEKTMBHBIM (OOBEKTVMBHOE €IVHCTBO all-
neprenimy). B mepBoMm ciiydae eIVHCTBO 3alaeT-
Cs1 SMITVIPUUECKVIMY YCIIOBUSIMYL, BO BTOPOM — Ka-
teropusiMi. CrieioBaTeIbHO, VIMEHHO KaTeropuu
IIPVIBHOCST OOBEKTVIBHOE €IVHCTBO B ITPEICTaB-
JIeHs 11 HeOOXOIVIMBIM 00pa3oM OpraHmU3yIoT MX,
Jler1ast BO3MOXKHBIM ITO3HaHVE OOBEKTa.

Wrak, anmepreniins ucrosb3yercs KaHntom B
JIeVIOHUITMAaHCKOM CMBICJIe ¥ ODO3Ha4aeT HaIlly
CIIOCOOHOCTH B IIpOllecce IIO3HAHMS CO3HABATH
€IMHCTBO CO3HaHMS. TaK KakK eIMHCTBO OT/INYa-
eTcst OopIIMM pasHooOpasmeM, KaHT mcronb3y-
€T COOTBETCTBYIOIVIe HalMMeHOBaHW arlIleplier-
. AHaJIOrOM JIATVHCKOIO TepMuHa Apperzep-
tion BBICTyIIaeT HeMelLlKoe cJIoBO SelbstbewuStsein.

(¢) Camocosnanue kak oco3nanue ceds. [laHHOe
3HaueHVe ITOHSATUS «CaMOCO3HaHVEe» MBI MOXeM
BCTPETUTH IIPV PacCMOTPEHMM BOIIpOCa O BO3-
MOYKHOCTY HO3HaHM4 cebs, TO eCTb CyObeKTa vin
aymm. Eciiv mpoBonwTh Hapasuiesis ¢ IO3HAHU-
eM BHEIITHVIX 00BbeKTOB, Mbl OOHaPY KVM 3[1eCh KaK
CXOITHBIe YepThl, TaK ¥ 0COOEHHOCTN. Bo-TiepBhIX,
HaM HeIOCTYIIHBI BeIly caMy 1o cebe, M TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV CyOBeKT He SIBJISeTCs MCKIIIoue-
HyieM. HecMOTpst Ha TO 9TO B IOKPUTUYECKUT TIe-
puor, KaHT cumTal BO3SMOXHBIM MHTEJIJIEKTyaIb-
Hoe co3epliaHMe, Ha cTpaHuLax «KpuTukm» ero
TTO3UIIVST OJTHO3HAYHA: MBI HE VIMEeM 1 He MOXXeM
VIMeTh HMKAKOrO 3HaHMS O pealbHOM CyObek-
Te (A 350; KanT, 2006a, c. 443; B 404; KanT, 20060,
c. 517). Bo-BTOpPBIX, B IIO3HAHMM KaK BHEIITHX O0Bb-
€KTOB, TaK ¥ caMMX ce0s MBI JOJDKHBI COOTIONATh
KJIIOUeBOe ITPaBUJI0 KpUTHUYecKom dnstocodpumt:
COXPAHSATH pasjIndvie MeXAy 4yBCTBEHHOCTBHIO 1
paccyakoM. VIHBIMM CJTOBaM¥M, CaMOCO3HaHMe pac-
I1ajlaeTcsl Ha 4YyBCTBeHHOe U paccyiodHoe (B 155;
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ception). Unification of representations may be
accidental, subjective (empirical unity of apper-
ception) or objective (objective unity of apper-
ception). In the former case unity is imposed
by empirical conditions and in the latter case
by categories. Consequently, it is categories
that introduce objective unity into representa-
tions and organise them in the necessary way
to make cognition of the object possible.

Thus, Kant uses “apperception” in the Leib-
nizian sense to refer to our ability, in the pro-
cess of cognition, to be aware of the unity of
consciousness. Because unity is very diverse,
Kant uses corresponding names of appercep-
tion. An analogue of the Latin term Apperzep-
tion is the German word SelbstbewufStsein.

(c) Self-consciousness as consciousness of
oneself. We may encounter this meaning of
“self-consciousness” when considering the pos-
sibility of cognising oneself, that is, the subject
or the soul. To draw a parallel with the cog-
nition of external objects, we find here both
similarities and distinctions. First, things in
themselves are inaccessible, the transcenden-
tal subject not being an exception. Although in
the pre-critical period Kant believed intellec-
tual intuition to be possible, his position in the
Critique is unambiguous: we do not have and
cannot have any knowledge of the real subject
(KrV, A 346 / B 404; Kant, 1998, p. 414; KrV,
A 350, Kant, 1998, p. 417). Second, as in cognis-
ing external objects, in cognising ourselves we
must comply with the key rule of critical phi-
losophy: to preserve the distinction between
sensibility and understanding. In other words,
self-consciousness splits into sensible and in-
tellectual (KrV, B 155; Kant, 1998, p. 258; Anth,
AA 07, p. 134; Kant, 2007, p. 246), therefore
everything we can learn about our soul must be
learned through the organising activity of these
cognitive faculties. Third, Kant distinguishes
“self-cognition” (Selbsterkenntnis / Erkenntnis



Kaut, 20060, c. 231, AA 07, S. 134; Kaut, 1994a,
c. 150), moaToMy Bcé, 4TO MBI MOXXeM y3HaTh O Ha-
IIIeV1 J1yIIe, TOJDKHO OCYIIeCTBIIAThCS Yepe3 opra-
HU3YIOIIYIO JIeATeJIbHOCTb 3TUX II03HaBaTeIbHbIX
criocobHocTevt. B-Tpetsnx, KanT pasgesser camo-
nosHaHme (Selbsterkenntnis / Erkenntnis seiner
selbst) 1 camocosnanme (Selbstbewufitsein) (B 158;
KanTt, 20060, c. 233), oTmMeuas orpaHMYeHHOCTb
VIV Jayke HEBO3MOXKHOCTD IIepBoro. Tak Kak mep-
Bble [IB€ OCOOEHHOCTM B OIlpeieJIeHHOV CTelleH!
ObUII pacCMOTPEHBI BBIIIe, HAM OCTAeTCs KOPOTKO
VICCIIeNIOBATH TTOC/IeHIO. Ee MoxxHO mepedpopmy-
JIMPOBATh B BUJIE JIBYX BOIIPOCOB: II0OYEMY MBI CTIO-
COOHBI ce0s Oco3HaBaTh, HO He II03HaBaTh? M UTO
OCO3HaeT Hallla JTyIIia O caMov cebe?

HauHy c 4yBCTBEHHOrO CaMOCO3HaHWM, VI
BHyTpeHHero uyscTBa. Ilog HuM KanT nonmma-
eT co3epliaHMe HaIMX BHYTPEHHMX COCTOSHWV
m Hac cammx (B 49; KanT, 20066, c. 109). @opmors,
IIOCPENICTBOM KOTOPOVI [aeTcsl M yIopsifounBaeT-
csl BHyTpeHHe 4yBCTBO, sABjIsieTcs Bpems. Ciierno-
BaTeJIbHO, CAMOCO3€epIIaHie BO3MOXXHO TOJIBKO KaK
OCO3HaHMe JIyIIOV CBOVIX BHYTPEHHVIX UyBCTBEH-
HBIX IIPeCTaBIEHUN TPV MX TEMIOpPaJIbHOM Op-
raamsanym. Kak oHo ocymecrsigercsa? KanT or-
MeyaeT, YTO 371eCh HaJINIIO Tapagokc. OH coCcTOUT
B TOM, YTO UyBCTBEHHOE CaMOCO3HaHVIe VIMeeT Ofl-
HOBPEeMEeHHO ITaCCVBHBIN M aKTVBHBIN XapaKTep,
TaK KaK peayimsyeTcsi depe3 camoadpuiimposa-
Hute. [TposicaIo 3TOT MOMeHT. Tak Kak HaMm HeJlo-
CTYIITHO HeIloCpe/ICTBeHHOe CO3HaHMe caMux cedsi,
TO eIVMHCTBeHHBIM WMCTOYHWKOM 3HAHWUWM O cebe
gBJIsieTCs BHyTpeHHee BocrpusaTvie. OHO, B CBOIO
ouepeslb, BO3MOXXHO IIpM ABYX YCJIOBUSAX: €CJIN
YyBCTBEHHOCTD IIOCTaBJIIET HaM MHOTr0OOpa3Hoe
0 HaC CaMMX ¥ eCJI MBI MOYKEM ero OCO3HaTh'® (To

17 [Nauus g camocosHaHus KaaT oOo3HadaeT pasHbI-
MV TEPMMUHAMU: «CO3HAHVIE CXBAaThIBAHS», «BHYTPEHHee
YYBCTBO», «3MITMPMUECKas allllepLeNysl», «CaMOCo3ep-
LIAHVIe».

18 C mosummm Kanrta, MBI He MOXXeM OCO3HAaTb MHOIO-
oOpasHoe, ec/Ii OHO He CBSI3aHHO ¥ He IIO[IBEIEeHO 01
€IVHCTBO alllepHenuit. B mpoTnsHOM ciIydae Bce Oymer
HaXOOUTHCA B XaOTMYECKOM CMeIIIeHMI [0 TaKOVl CTerle-
HVI, YTO MBI He CMOXKEM OIIpeIe/INTh HY OJHOrO O0beKTa.
Taxvm 06pasom, BeICTpamBaeTcs Cleqyomas II0c/IefoBa-
TEJIBHOCTb. MBI cO3HaeM OOBEKTBHI, eCiIi pasiiiMyaeM WX.
Ho 4to0sbl pasimuaTh JaHHBIE, MCXOHMAIIE OT O0OBEKTOB,
OHVI JTOJDKHBI OBITB CBSI3aHBI 11 00beIVIHEHbI B paMKax Ofl-
Horo co3HaHms (cM.: Bacwiwes, 2010, c. 351).
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seiner selbst) and “self-consciousness” (Selbst-
bewufitsein) (KrV, B 158; Kant, 1998, p. 260),
noting that the former is limited and even im-
possible. The first two features having been dis-
cussed earlier, it remains to take a look at the
last one. It can be reformulated in the shape of
two questions: Why are we able to be conscious
of but not to cognise ourselves? What does our
soul know about itself?

Let us start with sensible self-conscious-
ness,'” or the inner feeling. Kant interprets it as
intuition of our inner states and ourselves (KrV,
B 49; Kant, 1998, p. 180). The form through
which the inner feeling is given and ordered is
time. Consequently, self-intuition is only possi-
ble as intuition by the soul of its inner sensible
representations organised in time. How is this
done? Kant notes a paradox. Sensible self-con-
sciousness is simultaneously passive and active
as it is realised through self-intuition. Let us
clarify this point. Since immediate conscious-
ness of ourselves is inaccessible to us, the only
source of knowledge about the self is inner per-
ception. The latter, in turn, is possible on two
conditions: if sensibility carries diverse infor-
mation about ourselves and if we can be con-
scious of it'® (i.e. survey, gather and connect
data in one representation). In the former case
we have intuition of sensibility of a passive
subject on the part of a transcendental subject
and in the latter case on the part of understand-
ing. Thus, we are able to intuit ourselves only
as a phenomenon and only through self-intu-
ition (KrV, B 156; Kant, 1998, p. 259). Here we

7 Kant uses various terms to denote this type of
self-consciousness: “apprehension”, “inner sense”,
“empirical apperception”, “self-intuition”.

8 From Kant’s point of view we cannot comprehend
the manifold if it is not connected with and subordinat-
ed to the unity of apperception. Otherwise everything
would be intermixed so chaotically as to make it im-
possible to determine a single object. The following se-
quence thus forms itself: We are conscious of objects if
we distinguish them. But to be distinguished data em-
anating from objects must be connected and unified
within one consciousness (cf. Vasilyev, 2010, p. 351).
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ecTb 0003peTh, coOpaTh M CBsI3aTh JTaHHbBIE BMe-
CTe B OJJHOM IIpeJicTaBiieHUM). B mepsoM ciiydae
MBI OyzieM mMeTh aduipoBaHie 4yBCTBEHHO-
CTV ITaCCUBHOI'O CYOBbEeKTa CO CTOPOHBI TPaHCIIEH-
JleHTaJIbHOTO CyObeKkTa, BO BTOPOM — CO CTOPO-
HBI paccyaka. CreroBaTeIbHO, MBI CITOCOOHBI CO-
3epath cebs TOJIBKO KaK SIBJIEHVIE VI TOJIBKO Yepes
camoaddpurmposanme (B 156; Kant, 20060, c. 231).
3mech IIpociIeXyBaeTcs apasllesib ¢ BOCIIPUATH-
€M BHEIIHVX 00bEeKTOB, OTHAKO OHA ITPOSIBIISIEeTCS
He BO BceM. BpeMsi Kak equHCTBeHHas (popMa BHY-
TPpeHHero co3epliaHus He I03BOJIsgeT O0OHaPyXUThb
B HaCc HEYTO HeW3MeHHOe VI COXpaHSIoIeecs, a
TOJIBKO cMeHY orpenesieHnit (A 381; Kanrt, 2006a,
c. 477). Takum 0Opa3oM, HaM HeIOCTYITHO arpu-
OpHOe CHTeTIYecKoe Io3HaHe aymm. Kak roso-
put KaHT, 3T0 mprMeuaTesibHOe pasiimdye MexX1y
BHYTPEHHVM YYBCTBOM VI BHEIITHVIM.

Hawm ocTtaeTcs pa3o0paTbcsi ¢ pacCyJOYHBIM ca-
MOCO3HaHMeM, VI umcTov amnnepiiemniyent. Kak
ObUIO TIOKA3aHO BBIIE, YNCTYIO allllepIIeriiio’’
KaHT paccmarpmBaeT Kak allproOpHOe OCO3HaHVe
IYIIIOV CBOEro HyMepudecKoro efHcTBa. Ho urto
oHo o3HauaeT? C peHOMEHAJILHOV TOUKM 3peHMs,
pedr maeT O BOSMOXXHOCTM CO3HaHMS / CaMoCo-
3HaHMS cebs B KadecTBe OOIIero cyObekTa Bcex
BO3MOXHBIX ITpeficTasiieHnit (A 350; Kant, 2006a,
c. 441; B 132; Kawnrt, 20060, c. 203). VIMeHHO ero MBI
VIMeHyeM «S», «sI MBICIIIO» MM « ecMb». Ho mH-
TepecHee 11 BakHee (DYHKIIVIOHAIBHBIVI B3ITISAI Ha
IJaHHBIV BOIIPOC, TaK KaK OH oOpalllaeT Hallle BHI-
MaHMe Ha TO, Kak oOpa3yeTcsl TOXIeCTBO UMCTOM
anmeprieniym. B odomx m3parmsax KauTt HaunHa-
eT cBoe OOBsICHEeHVIe C Y Ke M3BeCTHOI'O HaM Te3yca:
TOXX[IECTBO HAIIero $1 BO3MOYKHO JIVIIIIb TPV OCO3-
HaHUM AYIION HeoOXOAMMOro eIVMHCTBA CUHTe-
3a COIVIACHO TIOHSTMSAM, TO ecThb IrpasuiaM (A 108;
A 112; B 134; B 135). Ho mouemy cuHTe3MpyIOmIIas
HesiTeJIBHOCTD paccyfika oOpasyeT HyMepuyeckoe
€IVHCTBO YVICTOV ammeprienumn? Bumgnmo, ms-
3a TOro, YTO CMHTEe3 OCO3HAeTCs HaMM KaK HeKoe
enuHoe nevictsre MbluieHM: (A 108; Kaxt, 2006a,
c. 159; B 153; Kant, 20060, c. 227), vy TOXIeCTBO

9 B mepsom m3manvy KaHT Tak orpernesisieT 4nCTyIO arl-
IIePLIEIIVIO: «...JIOJIHOE TOXIECTBO CaMOro ceOst IIpuL Beex
BO3MOXXHBIX ITpeyicTaBiieHmsix» (A 116; Kanr, 2006a, c. 167).

can see a parallel with the perception of ex-
ternal objects; however, it is not manifested in
everything. Time as the only form of inner in-
tuition does not permit us to discover in our-
selves something immutable and lasting, but
only a change of definitions (KrV, A 381; Kant,
1998, p. 432). Thus, a priori synthetic cognition
of the soul is inaccessible to us. As Kant notes,
this is a remarkable difference between inner
and external feeling.

It remains to look at self-consciousness in
the understanding or pure apperception. As in-
dicated above, Kant sees pure apperception’ as
the soul’s consciousness of its numerical unity.
But what does it mean? From the phenomenal
point of view this has to do with the possibility
of consciousness/ self-consciousness of oneself
as a general subject of all possible represen-
tations (KrV, A 350; Kant, 1998, p. 416; KrV,
B 132; Kant, 1998, p. 247). We refer to it as “1”
(“I think”, “I am”). But a functional view of the
issue is more interesting and important because
it draws our attention to the way identity of
pure apperception is formed. In both editions
Kant starts his exposition with the familiar the-
sis: the identity of Self is only possible when the
soul is aware of the necessary unity of synthe-
sis according to concepts, that is, rules (A 108,
A 112, B 134, B 135). But why does synthesis-
ing activity of the understanding form numer-
ical unity with pure apperception? Apparently
because we perceive synthesis as a single act of
thinking (KrV, A 108; Kant, 1998, p. 233; KrV,
B 153; Kant, 1998, p. 257), or as identity of the
functions of synthesis (KrV, A 108; Kant, 1998,
p- 233). However, this statement also calls for
elucidation. What does the given unity of the
activity of the understanding consist in? It is
the common form of cognitive activity of ob-
jects (A 129, A 363, A 382, B 404, B 406), in oth-
er words, one and the same method by which

9 In the first edition Kant thus defines pure appercep-
tion: “[...] the thoroughgoing identity of oneself in all pos-
sible representations [...]” (KrV, A 116; Kant, 1998, p. 237).
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dyuxumn cuHTtesa (A 108; Kant, 2006a, c. 157).
Ho m sTa MbIc/Ib TpebyeT mosicHeHMs. B uem co-
CTOUT JIJaHHOe eIVHCTBO [1eATeIbHOCTU pacCy-
Ka? D10 — eamHas popMa MO3HaBaTeJIbHON [es-
TeIbHOCTY TIpemeToB (A 129; A 363; A 382; B 404;
B 406), aEBIMYM CJIOBAaMM, OIVIH ¥ TOT e CIIOCOO,
KaK/IM MHOroo0pasHOe B UyBCTBEHHBIX ITpeJICTaB-
JIEHUSAX OTHOCUTCA K OHOMY cosHaHMio. Crieno-
BaTeJIbHO, YMCTYIO alllleplelINIo HyKHO paccMa-
TpVBaTh He KaK CO3HaHVe ce0sl, a KaK OCO3HaHVe
CIIOHTaHHOV ¥ 3aKOHOCOOOPA3HOV HAesSTeTbHOCTI
paccyika, KOTOpasi TOXIECTBEHHBIM CIIOCOOOM
CBSI3bIBA€T M IIPUIAET eIMHCTBO BCEM IIpeJICTaB-
nervsiM®, Takoe mOHMMAaHMe IIOJTHOCTBIO CHUIMa-
eT BOITPOC O TOXIeCTBe allllepLerini 1 paccyaKa,
3asBiieHHOM KaHTOM BO BTOpOoM m3maHum «Kpu-
tukm» (B 134 Anm.; KanT, 20060, c. 205 mpumeu.).

He BBI3BIBaeT CJIOKHOCTM U ITpo0sieMa caMoIIo-
3HaHM. 118 oIy YeHs allpUOPHBIX CUHTeTHYe-
CKMX 3HAHWW O JIyllle HeJOCTaTOYHO OCO3HaHMs
B UVCTOV aIIlepLeNini ee TOXIeCTBeHHO [es-
TestbHOCTV. Ilo3HaHME KakK BHEIIHWMX OOBEKTOB,
TaK 1 caMoro ceds mpefrionaraeT He TOIIBKO 0CO3-
HaHHOe MBIIIJIEHVe, HO ¥ co3epliaHyie MHOroo0-
pasHoro, 4epe3 KoTopoe gaeTcs o0beKT. Eciit Mbl
HapylIllaeM 3TO IIpaBMJIO M TeM CaMBbIM TMIIOCTa-
3UpyeM e[ITHCTBO MBIIIIJIeHVS], TI0TyYaloTCs JIOXK-
Hble MeTapM3MYecKM YMO3aK/IIOUeHUsI O Iylile
(mapasIormsmel).

VTak, oTHOCUTEILHO CO3HaHM cedst MBI 0DJ1a-
JlaeM NIByMd BUIaMU IIpefCTaBIeHUN: BHYTpPeH-
HVM 9YBCTBOM VI YMCTOVI allllePLEIIIIEV. Hecmo-
Tps Ha To uTo KaHT Ha3bIBaeT 1Xx caMOCO3HaHMEeM
(w1 aneprieryeri), 3To pasHble 1 He CBOfVIMble
IOPpyT K OpYyTy BUABL B mlepBoM cilydae MBI CO3Ha-
eM, KaK CyOBeKT sIBjIsieTcss HaM, BO BTOPOM — Kak
OH OTHVIM ¥ TeM )Ke 00pa3oM (TO eCTh TOXKIIeCTBEeH-

% Takoe IOHVMMaHVE KAHTOBCKOVI alllIePLEIIIVI MOXKHO
oOHapyxuthb yxe y duxre. DTOT e B3IJLAM, pasHeIsSioT
1 MHOI'Me coBpeMeHHbIe nccrrenoparer: K. Cepk-XaHc-
ceH (Serck-Hanssen, 2008, p. 148), K. Amepuxc (Ameriks,
2000a, p. 241), I'. Drommcon (Allison, 1983, p. 144), IT. Kur-
uep (Kitcher, 2015, p. 281) u gp. Takum oGpasom, ari-
IepLIeNIs SBJIIeTCS He CO3HaHMeM celsl, a CO3HaHMeM
YCIIOBUV, KOTOPBIE IIO3BOJISIOT CO3HABAaTh BHYTPEeHHIE U
BHerltHVEe 00bekThI (Cobortesa, 2018, c. 137).
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sense manifold relates to one consciousness.
Thus, pure apperception should be interpret-
ed not as consciousness of oneself, but as con-
sciousness of spontaneous and law-governed
activity of the understanding which, by an
identical method, links and confers unity on
all representations.?” This interpretation elim-
inates the question of identity of apperception
and understanding stated by Kant in the sec-
ond edition of the Critiqgue (KrV, B 134n; Kant,
1998, p. 247n).

The problem of self-cognition also pre-
sents no challenges. To obtain a priori synthetic
knowledge about the soul it is not enough to be
conscious in pure apperception of its identical
activity. Cognition of external objects as well as
of the self implies not only conscious thinking,
but intuition of the manifold through which the
object is given. If we break this rule and thus
hypostasise the unity of thinking we get meta-
physically false judgments about the soul (par-
alogisms).

Thus, we have two types of representations
concerning consciousness of ourselves — inner
feeling and pure apperception. Although Kant
refers to them as self-consciousness (or apper-
ception) these are different and not coexten-
sive types. In the former case we are conscious
of how the subject is presented to us and in the
latter case of how, by one and the same method
(i.e. identically) it intellectually organises rep-
resentations. Thus, we have before us totally
different objects of consciousness: the soul and
its intellectual activity. It is only by a stretch
that we can refer to the latter as “I”.

2 We find this interpretation of Kant’s apperception al-
ready in Fichte. This view is shared by many modern
scholars: C. Serck-Hanssen (2008, p. 148), K. Ameriks
(2000a, p. 241), H. Allison (1983, p. 144), P. Kitcher
(2015, p. 281) and others. Apperception, then, is not con-
sciousness of oneself, but consciousness of the condition
which permits being conscious of inner and external ob-
jects (Soboleva, 2018, p. 137).
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HO) pacCy/I04HO opraHm3yeT Iipefcrasienus. [lo-
JIy4aeTcs], 4TO Ilepes] HaMl COBEpIIeHHO pasHble
00BEKTHI OCO3HAHWSL: AyIIIa U ee pacCydodHas e-
ATeTbHOCTh. HasbiBaTh TIOCIIEMHIOD «fI» MOYKHO
TOJIBKO YCJIOBHO.

3ak/1roueHve

15 paspeltieHns BoIrpoca o ToM, KakuM obpa-
30M COOTHOCSITCS aIlIlepleliys, CO3HaHVe Y CAMO-
COo3HaHMe, ObIJI0 HeOOXOIVIMO, BO-TIEPBBIX, SKCILIVI-
LIMpOBaTh Ha3HaueHVe KaXI0M 13 3TUX CIIOCOOHO-
CTeV ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, YCTAHOBUTb YETKUW U SICHBIN
XapaKTep MX OTHOIIEHWUV OpPYr K Apyry. Tekcro-
JIOTMYECKUVI aHAJIN3 OIIPeesIeHNI 1 KOHTEKCTOB
VICTIONIb30BaHMSI TIOHSATUI CO3HAHMs, CaMOCO3Ha-
HMs M allepHeniuy He JaeT Hy)KHbBIX pe3yJibTa-
TOB, Oos1ee Toro — 3amyThiBaeT. [IprunHa mpocra:
KanT He mcnionb3yeT paccmaTpyiBaeMble TTOHSTVAS
OIHO3HAYHO ¥ IIocjlefoBaTesibHO. IloaTomy crio-
coboM peltteHNs ABYX BOSHMKIINX 3a/a4 ObUI BbI-
OpaH yHKIIMOHAIBHO-TIpOOIeMHEIVI MeTor. Ero
CYTb CBOOWUTCA K BBIACHEHUIO (PYHKIIVMOHAJIBHOM
oIV CO3HAHMs, CAMOCO3HAaHMA U alllleplenimn
B pellleHn KJTIoueBbIX I1pobiieM nepsovt «Kputn-
Ku». [o mToram ero npriMeHeHMs MOXXHO c/ieJIaTh
CJIeyrollyie BBIBOIBL.

(1) CosHaHme siBisgeTcs: pedrIeKCMBHOM ITO3Ha-
BaTeJIbHOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO, KOTOpasi BBITIOJTHS-
eT TPy BaXHble PyHKINUN: OTKPBIBAeT JOCTYI K
Ipe7icTaBIeHNsIM B Hallleyl jyIile, IO3BOJIsSeT WX
pasiinyarh, a TakXe IIPYBHOCUTD B HYUX €[IVTHCTBO,
00beVHsS B OITHO IIpeficTaBIIeHIe.

(2) CamocosHaHVIe BBICTYIIaeT CIIocoboM (pyHK-
LIVMIOHVPOBAaHMS CO3HAHMS: IIO3BOJISIET WCCIIEIIO-
BaTh IIpeJCTaBJIeHNs], Haxoidllyecs B Halleu
gymie. B aToM cMplciie camoco3sHaHMe IIOJIHO-
CTBIO COBIaJIaeT ¢ cosHaHMeM. OIHaKO KJIFOUeBbl-
MM O0BeKTaMM, B OTHOLIeHMY KoTopbix KaHT mc-
TIOJIB3YeT CIIOCOOHOCTH CaMOCO3HaHWMS (MJIM, CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO, CO3HaHWs), SIBJISIOTCS CUHTeTIYe-
CKOe e[IVIHCTBO IpesicTaBieHnyt 1 ayma. To ectsb
caMoco3HaHVe (MJIV CO3HaHMe) IO3BOJIsieT CO3Ha-
BaTh HaC caMMX M HaIlly TI03HaBaTeIbHYIO [es-
TeJIbHOCTb.
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Conclusion

To solve the question of how appercep-
tion, consciousness and self-consciousness re-
late to one another it was necessary, first, to
explicate the purpose of each of these faculties
and second, to establish a clear-cut character
of their inter-relationship. Textological analy-
sis of definitions and contexts of the use of the
terms “consciousness”, “self-consciousness”
and “apperception” is futile, and indeed con-
fusing. The reason for this is simple: Kant does
not use these concepts univocally or consistent-
ly. Therefore, I chose the functional-problem
method to accomplish the two tasks that have
cropped up. It basically seeks to clarify the func-
tional role of consciousness, self-consciousness
and apperception in solving the key problems
in the first edition of the Critique. The use of this
method yielded the following conclusions.

1. Consciousness is a reflective cognitive fac-
ulty which performs three important functions:
it gives access to representations in our soul, al-
lows us to distinguish them and to introduce
unity by combining them into one representa-
tion.

2. Self-consciousness is a method of the
functioning of consciousness: it makes it pos-
sible to investigate the representations that
reside in our soul. In that sense self-conscious-
ness is coextensive with consciousness. But
the key objects with regard to which Kant
uses the faculty of self-consciousness (or, ac-
cordingly, consciousness) are synthetic uni-
ty of representations and soul. In other words,
self-consciousness (or consciousness) makes it
possible to be conscious of ourselves and of our
cognitive activity.

3. Apperception, in turn, is a sort of self-con-
sciousness. Its distinctive feature is that it focus-
es on becoming conscious of and investigating
the unity of our representations. Because Kant
distinguishes many types of unity, there are dif-
ferent names for apperception. The key types are



(3) Anmeprieniivisi, B CBOIO OYeperp, SIBIISETCS
BIIIOM caMoco3HaHMs. E€ ocobeHHOCTH cocTOUT B
TOM, YTO OHa (POKYCHpPYeTCsl Ha OCO3HaHUM U VC-
CJIeZIOBAaHMM €IVHCTBA HaIIVX IIpeCTaBIIeHNU.
Tak kak KaHT pasniyaeT MHOXeCTBO BUIOB eV IH-
CTBa, VIMEIOTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO, pa3Hble HavMe-
HOBaHMs anreprerym. K KirrogeBsIM BiIaM OT-
HOCSTCS alIepreniiys CIIOHTaHHOV aKTMBHOCTY
paccyzika 1 amnrepleniins BHy TpeHHero 4yBCTBa.
HecmoTps Ha TO 4TO 00a BapmaHTa CaMOCO3HAHS
KaHT MMeHyeT OHVM TEPMVHOM W CBS3BIBAET C
OITperie/IeHHBIM BUIOM €IVHCTBA, OHV OTHOCST-
Csl K COBEpIIEHHO pa3sHBIM OOBEKTaM CO3HaHMS.
B niepsoM citydae peub maeT 00 OCO3HAHWV eIV H-
CTBa CMHTETWYeCKOV JIeATeJIbHOCTI paccyiika, TO
€CTb IIPaBWJI, IOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX MBIIIIIEHVIE
CBSI3bIBAET ¥ TIOIBOIANT IO €VHCTBO MHOXECTBO
percTasiieHnit. Bo BTopoM — o cyObekTuBHOM
Y TEMIIOpaIbHO OPraHM30BaHHOM €[IVIHCTBE BHY-
TPeHHero 4yBCTBa, TO eCTh TOr0, KaK AyIla HaM
SIBJISI€TCSL.

@
Apperzeption B KadecTBe aHasIora IIOHSATUIO «Ca-
Moco3HaHMe» (Selbstbewufitsein) oObscHseTCS
ucTopuKo-durocodpckon crenydukon. Hessu-

Vcnonw3oBanme KaHTOM TIOHSATUS

pasd Ha HOBU3HY ¥ PEeBOJIIOLIMIOHHOCTbL HEKOTO-
PBIX KPUTMUYECKMX II0JIOKEeHU, KEHUTCOepreKmm
durtocod paspabareiBaeT cOOCTBEHHBIE KOHIIETI-
LMV CO3HAHMS VI CAMOCO3HAHMS B paMKax Jieno-
HUIIe-BOJIb(PMAaHCKOV TPagULIUA.
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apperception of the spontaneous activity of the
understanding and apperception of the inner
feeling. Although Kant uses the same term for
both types of self-consciousness and identifies
them with a particular type of unity, they belong
to totally different objects of consciousness. In
the former case we speak about consciousness of
the unity of the synthetic activity of understand-
ing, i.e. rules whereby thinking links and impos-
es unity on a multitude of representations. In the
latter case we speak about subjective a temporal-
ly organised unity of the inner feeling, that is, of
how the soul presents itself to us.

4. Kant’s use of the term Apperzeption as a
synonym of self-consciousness is due to histori-
cal-philosophical reasons. In spite of the novelty
and revolutionary character of some of his crit-
ical propositions, Kant develops his concepts of
“consciousness” and “self-consciousness” in the
framework of the Leibniz-Wolffian tradition.
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