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BJIY>KITAHVE B ®UT'YPAX CVJIJIOTMI3MA:
O BO3MOYXHOWV KOTHUTVBHOM
CUUJIOTUCTUKE KAHTA

JI. C. Cupomxuna’

B mpaxmame V. Kanma «Jloxwnoe myopcmbobarive
6 uemvipex ¢pueypax» npocmampubaomcs 102u4eckui,
2Hoceo02uteckuil 1 K0eHUMUBHO-NCUX0A02UHECKUTL CO-
Oepxameavtvle naacmol. Tpu pakypca penpesenmayuu
YMO3axKA0ueHUutl npakmuuecku He ougpgpepenyupobatvl.
B nepBoti uacmu cmamuu 0bcyxxoaemcs s02uteckoe 1 oH-
110.1020-2HOCE0A02UMECKOe COOePIKAHUE MPAKMAMma C ue-
/10 BuLAB8UMb NPeOnocsLAKU KoeHUMUBHOU uHmepnpema-
yuu cusroeusmol. Bo 6mopoil uacmu npeonpurumaenics
nonwsimKa SKCHAUYUpoBams KoeHUmubHoe codepkarie
pabomsl u dams cucmemuoe npeocmabierue koeHUMUb-
Hoix cBoiicmb cuaroeusmob 8 xanmobBckom ux BudeHuu.
KanmoBexuil cuaioeusm xapakmepusyemcs kax unmen-
AekmyasvHoe Oeiicmbue, HanpaBienHoe HA YcmpaHeHue
Bosnuxwien 6 nosmanuu cumyayuu HeomuemauBocmu
U cocmosuee U3 HeCKOALKUX MblCAUTEAbHBIX NPoYedyp.
KoenumuBnvle cboticmba cuaroeusmol obnapyxubaiom-
ca 6 obwjent xapakmepucmuke Kanmom ymo3axaoueHuil
U 6 uacmHbIX NPU3HAKAX 0MOeAbHbIX hueyp. B mpemveil
uacmuy Camoll pewiaemcsa 3a0aua pekoHcmpykyuu 603-
MOXHOU KoeHUmubHou cusroeucmuxu Kauma 6 mex
acnexmax, xKomopovle npocmampubaromea 6 eeo mpaxma-
me, HO uM He o0cyxoaromces. OcHoBanus peKoHCmpYKy Ul
yemampubaromes 6 pasauuenuu Kanmom 08yx cnocobob
hopmyaupobarus ymosaxaoueHutl, 00UH U3 Komopulx oH
o0bo3Hauaem mepmurom «8 ¢popme cyxoenuti». Vcxoos
U3 3M020 PaA3AUHAIOMCA POPMAALHBILL U «OHIMOA02UYe-
CKULL» CUAA02U3MYL 110 THUNY cBA3eil Mex0y HacmAMU no-
colaok. OHmoo2uueckuil CUAL02USM XAPAKIEPUIYenIcs
Kkax coomBemcmbyouwuil, 8 omaudue om opmaibHoeo,
Bvicuium npabusam no cBoemy codepsxaruto. Ha smom oc-
HoBanuu npoyedypa nocmpoeHus Bvi6oda daxe no cobep-
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ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

WANDERINGS IN SYLLOGISTIC FIGURES:
ON KANT’S POSSIBLE COGNITIVE
SYLLOGISTICS

L.S. Sirotkina®

Kant’s treatise “The False Subtlety of the Four
Syllogistic  Figures” has logical, epistemological,
and  cognitive-psychological  implications. — These
three perspectives on his conclusions are practically
undifferentiated. The first part of this article discusses
the logical and ontological-gnoseological content of
the treatise in order to reveal the prerequisites for the
cognitive interpretation of syllogisms. The second
part is an attempt to explicate the treatise’s cognitive
content, i.e. a systemic representation of the cognitive
properties of syllogisms, as understood by Kant.
Kant’s syllogism is characterised as an intellectual
act aimed at eliminating opaqueness in cognition and
consists of several mental procedures. The cognitive
properties of syllogisms are discoverable in Kant's
general characterisation of syllogisms, as well as in the
characteristic marks of individual figures. The third
part is an attempt to reconstruct Kant's cognitive
syllogistics from angles which can be discerned,
but are not explicitly discussed, in the treatise. This
reconstruction is based on the distinction Kant draws
between two modes of formulating conclusions, one of
which is “in the form of judgements”. Here, formal and
“ontological” syllogisms are distinguished by the type of
relation that obtains between parts of the premises. An
ontological syllogism, unlike the formal kind, conforms
to the most stringent rules in terms of content. The
procedure of making an inference, even according to a
perfect figure, is described as ‘composite’, involving, as
it does, the transformation of a formal syllogism into
an ontological one, or the supplementing of the formal
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JI. C. Cupotkuna

uleHHotl (huype onucolbaemcs kax cocmabras — npeono-
Aa2a10WAS MPAHCHOPMAUUIO0 POPMANLHO20 CUAA0UIMA B
oHmo02uHeckutl Aubo bocnosmenue popmasLHo20 CUALO-
2U3MA NPOMEXYMoUHbIM Bb16000M, 100600AUUM HACTU
cuss0eusmMa nod Kameeopuu, colepxaujuecs 6 Bvicuiux
npabusax. Owubku nocmpoerus 6v160008 6 unoubudy-
AAbHOT KOZHUUUU CBA3bI6AI0MCA C UChOoAb30BaHueM 6 Hell
«hopmul cyokdeHuil», 3amemusuen cba3u, scHoe npeo-
cmabaenue KOMopwIx Heo0X00uUMo 045 caedoBanus Bovic-
wium npabusam. B saxatouenuu cmamvu cucmemmo xa-
paxmepu3yencs koeHumubHoe codepxariie mpakmama, a
makke HAMeUAIomcs Koenumubucmcekue ucciedobament-
ckue nepcnexkmubol, nopoxoaemvle UOSMU MPaKmama u
cBasannvle ¢ usyuenuem pasbopauubanua cuiroeusmod 6
KOHUMUBHOU PealbHOCIU.

KaroueBoie caroBa: Kanm, dokpumumeckuil nepuoo,
«Jloxnoe myopcmbobanue 6 uemvipex gueypax cualo-
2u3Ma», A02UHeCKas npoyedypa, CUAL02USM, KOHUMUB-
HAS CUAAORUCTUKA

1. BBegenme

«JIoxxHOEe My[IpCcTBOBaHMe B YeThIpex Purypax
CWJUIOTM3Ma» — HeOOJIBIIION II0 00beMy ¥ MHTeJI-
JIEKTyaJIbHBIM YCVJIVISIM aBTOPpa (110 ero coocTBeH-
HOMY YTBepPXIEHWIO) IOKPUTUYECKUI TpaKTaT
WM. KanTa. Besikoro, KTo CKOJIBKO-HUOYIb HaCIIbI-
IIIaH O COIep>KaHUM TPaIWUIIVOHHON JIOTVKY, Ha-
3BaHMe oOpalllaeT K JIOIMUYEeCKON IpobsiemMaTyike
Y OTCBUIa€T K apUCTOTEJIeBCKOW CUJIIOIVCTVIKE
(c TIOCIIeAYIOIMIVIMM ee TIOTIOJTHEHMSIMM): B paboTe
aBTOp OOCYXHaeT 11e1ecoo0pa3sHOCTDb BbIIeJIeHVIS
VI MI3yUeHMs 9eThIpexX (PUryp CryuIormsMa.

Mpes KaHTa cocTOUT B TOM, UTO pas3jInyeHVe
¥ BOOOIIe KOHCTPYMpPOBaHVE CYIJUIOTMCTIYECKIIX
dopM, ompeneisieMbIX pa3sHBIMU ITOJIOKEHVISIMI
CpeIHero TepMiMHa B TIOCBUIKAX, HE TOJIBKO Helle-
JlecooOpasHoO, HO BPEeIHO M He COOTBETCTBYeT Ha-
3HA4YeHWUIO JIOTMKY BHOCUTD IIPOCTOTY ¥ SICHOCTH B
viccIIemyeMble 0OBeKTHI. I1osIo)Ke s JIOrKM O BTO-
pov — 4YeTBepToVi pUrypax CUJUIOrM3Ma, coriac-
Ho no3uruy KaHTa, He MOTyT HaBaTh «caMoe sic-
HOe IIOHSITIE 00 YMO3aK/IIoueHsIx». [ToaToMy oHI
He MOT'yT OBITh IIPEIMeTOM JIOTMTUECKOTO M3JI0XKe-
HMS, TaK KaK «I1eJIb JIOTVKV — He 3aIlyThIBaTh, a

syllogism with an intermediate inference which brings
the parts of the syllogism under the categories contained
in the highest rules. Errors in inferences in individual
cognition are attributed to the use of the “form of
judgements”, which obscures the connections that must
be clearly understood according to the highest rules.
In conclusion, the author systematically presents the
cognitive content of the treatise and outlines cognitive
pathways that are generated by the ideas of “The False
Subtlety” and connected with the study of the unfolding
of syllogisms in cognitive reality.

Keywords: Kant, pre-critical period, “The False
Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures”, logical
procedure, syllogism, cognitive syllogistics

1. Introduction

“The False Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic
Figures” is Kant’s relatively modest pre-critical
piece, both in terms of its size, and the effort
that went into writing it (according to Kant’s
own admission). For anyone at all familiar
with the subject of logic, the title conjures
up Aristotelian syllogistics (and subsequent
additions to it); the content addresses the
practicability of isolating and studying the four
syllogistic figures.

Kant argues that distinguishing and
constructing syllogistic forms determined
by different positions of the middle term in
the premises is unhelpful, and even harmful
because it is at odds with the mission of logic:
to bring simplicity and clarity to the objects
of investigation. Kant maintains that logic’s
judgements on syllogistic figures II—IV cannot
“represent the syllogism in clearest form” (DfS,
AA 02, p. 56; Kant, 1992b, p. 99). Therefore,
they cannot be the object of logical presentation
since “the purpose of logic [...] is not to confuse
but to clarify, its aim is not to obscure but
clearly to reveal [...]” (ibid.). Kant describes
the distinction of several figures and different
modes in logical theory as “false subtlety”.
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pacIyTeIBaTh, He M3JlaraTh 4TO-TO B CKPbITOV op-
Me, a JJOCTUTaTh SICHOCTH...» (AA 02, S. 56; Kanr,
19946, c. 34). PasrpaHnueHe B JIOTMYECKON TeO-
PV HECKOJIBKVIX PUTyp M pasHbIX Mopycos KanT
XapaKTepu3syeT KaK «JIOKHOe MyJIPCTBOBaHVIe».

[TpyumHza CTOJIb KaTerOpWYHOV OLEHKU W3-
JlaraeTcsi B TpaKTaTe sIBHO. Momycel Tpex «He-
HY)KHBIX» (PUTYyp IIOCPeICTBOM IpOollefyp He-
IIOCPe/ICTBEHHBIX BBIBOJIOB CBOAATCA K MOycaM
IIepBOVI — COBepIIeHHO, YncTol — durypel Ee
YMCTOTa OOYCIIOBJIBAETCS TeM, YTO «OfIHa TOJIBKO
OHa COfIepXuUT B cebe BCio cwly BeiBoma» (AA 02,
S. 58; Tam xe, c. 37). DTa «cujia», B CBOIO OYeperb,
oIIpefiesIsieTCs TeM, YTO TOJIBKO II0 TIepBOM (PUTy-
pe BBIBOJL, HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHO CTPOUTCS IO «BbIC-
IIVIM IIpaBuIaM» Beex yMosakirroueHmuit (Nota no-
tae, nannee — NN, 1 Repugnans notae, nanee — RN).
B ocrasibHBIX purypax pacrionoxeHvie TepMIHOB
TaKOBO, YTO MpsIMOe ITpVIMeHeHWe BBICIINX IIpa-
BIJI OKa3bIBAETCs HEBO3MOXKHBIM.

CponuTcd I coflepkaHue TpaKTaTa K M3JI0Ke-
HWIO UJIeV, M3BeCTHBIX O BpeMeH ApucrtoTests (J1y-
kaHMH, 1984, c. 108)? SIBiisleTcst M1 OHO VMICKIIIOUVI-
TeJILHO JIOrMJeckyM? MOoXXHO JI11 yTBepXKAaTh, UTO
KanT, nomarasmmi efpa i1 He OeccMBICIIEHHOM
CJIy4aliHOCTBIO BO3HVKHOBEHVIE B VICTOPUW JIOTV-
YeCKOVI MBIC/IVI YUeHWsI O TPeX M3 YeThIpex BO3MOXK-
HBIX PUTYP CHJUIOTM3Ma U ITyCTOV TPaToV BpeMe-
HWU TI0CTIeJTyIoIIee M3yudeHe 3TUX MCKYCCTBeHHbIX
KOHCTPYKTOB, TpaTuJI COOCTBEHHBIe CUJIBI Ha 00-
Cy>KJIeHVie MaHUITY IV TePMUHAMV ITOCBIJIOK?

Ilosylararo, 4TO Ha 3TOT BOMNPOC CJleflyeT JaTh
oTpuiaTesibHEIN OTBeT. Pabora KanTa, Ha Mom
B3IJIsi[], MHOTOCJIOVIHA: B HEVI IIOMVIMO COOCTBEHHO
JIOTMYeCKOro IIpocMaTpuBaeTcs THOCeOoJIormdge-
CKOe 1 KOTHUTVMBHO-TICKXOJIOrMYecKoe copepKa-
Hue?’. Jlornmdeckme v THOCEOIOTYECKYIe aCTIeKThI
TpaKTaTa IIpoaHaIM3VpoBaHbI B paboTax A. be-
cepa, B. H. bprommmakuna, A. Banso, M. Barasro,

2 Cnenys wnesim  B.H. Bprommmukmuaa — (BpromHKmH,
2004), B TpakTrare MOXXHO YCMOTPETh U IIPOOJIEMATHKY
dwtocodrn I0rMKY, a IMEHHO oOpalieHvie K mpobieme
COOTHOIIIEHMS JIOTMYEeCKMX IIPOIeflyp ¥ eCTeCTBEHHOTO
MBIIUTEHVSI B KOHTEKCTe TIOVICKA ITOCBUTOK JIST BEIBOZA U
000CHOBaHVISL CAMOTO BEIBOZA (B COBPEMEHHOVI TEPMIHO-
JIOTMIM — IIOVICKA BBIBOZIA).

L.S. Sirotkina

The reason for such a categorical assessment
is explicitly stated in the treatise. Through
procedures of immediate inference, the modes
of the three “unnecessary” figures are reducible
to the first, perfect and pure, figure. Its purity
is due to the fact that it “has the power to
generate the conclusion” (DfS, AA 02, p. 58;
Kant, 1992b, p. 102). This “power”, in turn, is
determined by the fact that it is only in the first
figure that the conclusion is drawn according
to the highest rules of all syllogisms (Nota
notae, elsewhere NN, and Repugnans notae,
elsewhere RN). The position of the terms in all
the other figures precludes the direct use of the
highest rules.

Does the content of the treatise boil down
to a rendering of ideas known since Aristotle
(Lukanin, 1984, p. 108)? Is it concerned solely
with logic? Is it the case that Kant, who
believed that the emergence of the doctrine of
three out of four possible syllogistic figures was
little short of an accident and that subsequent
study of these artificial constructs was a waste
of time, himself, expended effort on discussing
manipulations of the terms of premises?

I think the answer to these questions must
be negative. In my view, Kant’s work has
multiple layers: in addition to the logical,
it has also epistemological and cognitive-
psychological content.? The logical and
epistemological aspects of the treatise have
been analysed in the works of Arman Besler,
Vladimir N. Bryushinkin, Alberto Vanzo,
Mihaela Vatavu, Konstantin V. Lemeshevsky,
Huaping Lu-Adler, and Kirk D. Wilson.?

2 Following Vladimir Bryushinkin (2004), one can
discern in the treatise reference to problems in the
philosophy of logic, viz., the problem of the relation
between logical procedures and natural thinking, in
view of the search for premises for deduction and
grounding of the conclusion itself (deduction-search, in
modern terminology).

*The logical-epistemological aspects of the treatise have
been discussed in the context of the study of Kant's
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K. B. Jlememiesckoro, X.Jly-Anmep, K. Ywicona®.
OpHaxko B KOTHUTMBHOM paKypce KaHTOBCKasl pa-
6oTa He OblJIa CAMOCTOSITEJTBHBIM ITpeIMETOM aHa-
mm3a. Hexoropele HecucTeMmarudeckue 3ameya-
HMS IOIOOHOTrO poia OOHAPYKMBAIOTCS B CTaThsIX
A. becnepa, A. Banzo, M. Barasro, [1. [1asta Pocsr,
X. Jly-Aniep. KorHUTMBHBIE peMapKi cOCpeoTo-
4YeHBI B paMKax Tpex KoHTekcToB. KonTekcr 1 —
npupora KaHTOBCKOro cwuiormsma. Jly-Amiep
(Lu-Adler, 2015) 1 Jamnma Poca (Dalla Rosa, 2020)
MOTYepPKMBAIOT ee IIpOollecCcyasIbHBIN XapaKTep
IUIs. HecoBepIIIeHHBIX MofycoB. becitep, mporu-
BOITOCTABJISAS BBIBOJIBI TI0 TIePBOVI ¥ IIpoumnM pu-
rypaM, ycMaTpuBaeT BepOsITHOe pasjindrie B TOM,
YTO BTOPBIE BO3MOXKHBI TOJIBKO B KOTHUTVBHOV pe-
anpHOCTU (Besler, 2022). KonTekcr 2 — mpasuia
HeCOBEPIIIEHHBIX MOJIYCOB ¥ MX IIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIN
craryc. [laymia Poca paccmarpuBaeT mx IIpyiMeHe-
HMe KaK KOTHUTVBHBIVI aKT, COCTOAIIN 13 Tpex
oreparnuyl, 1 OTMedaeT JeCKPUIITUBHBIN (11714 KOT-
HUTVBHOV peajIbHOCTM) XapaKTep 3TUX IIpaBul B
oTIM4YVe OT HOPMaTMBHOCTY ITpaBuJI IlepBovt pu-
rypsl (Dalla Rosa, 2020). Kontekcr 3 — KaHTOB-
CKOe BUIeHVe BO3MOKHOCTH PacCy KIeHMU 110 He-
COBepIIIeHHBIM MOycaM TOJIBKO Yepe3 peIyKIINIo
K MopycaM Tiepsont ¢purypsl. becitep BblgBuraer
TE3VC O TOM, UYTO HOIOOHBIVI CTIOCO0 pacCy KaeHws
He COOTBETCTBYeT TOMY, YTO IIPOVICXOLAUT B peasib-
HOM ITO3HaBaTeJIbHOM I1poriecce (Besler, 2022).

B cBeTe KOrHUTMBHOIO IIOBOPOTa COBPEMEHHO
HayKM COOTBETCTBYIOIIlee ITpOUYTeHMe TpaKTara
KanTa oTKpbIBaeT orpesiesieHHbIe MCCiIefloBaTe b
CKMe IIepCIIeKTUBBL B 3ToVi cBd3M B cTaThe IIpef-
HpYHMUMaeTcss MONBITKa AnddepeHmposarh

% JIOrMKO-THOCEOIOTMUeCcKye aceKThl TpaKTaTa poaHa-
JIM3VPOBAHEL B KOHTEKCTe M3Yy4YeHVsI KAHTOBCKOV OIIeHKM
poym cwuiorn3moB B mo3HaHmm (Vanzo, 2018), oren-
KV BBICIIVIX IIpaBwI cvutornsmos (bprommakimsH, 1986;
Vanzo, 2018), BO3MOXHOCTV PeIyKIIMV MOJIyCOB HeCco-
BepireHHBIX duryp (Jlememresckurr, 2009; Wilson, 1975),
CYIIHOCTY Cy>XKaeHMs u ymo3saxmoueHws (Vatavu, 2019;
Lu-Adler, 2015). MccienoBaresm, ykasbiBag Ha Hau-
4iie IByX CTpaTeruii 000CHOBaHVs BBIBOIOB 110 HecoBep-
IIeHHBIM urypam (110 IpaswiaM U depe3 pemyKIio),
orMedasy, uro KaHT ciertat BEIOOP B IIOJIB3Y TOJIBKO pe-
OYKIMM, W IOA4YepKMBaIM IIpo0IeMaTIHOCTh (B dacT-
HOCTM, HEIOJIHOTY) IIPeIjIOKeHHOro MM OOOCHOBaHVIS
CBefIeHVIsI MOITyCOB BTOPOVI — YeTBepTOM PUryp.
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However, Kant’s work has not been examined
specifically from the cognitive point of view.
Occasional unsystematic remarks of this
kind can be found in the articles of A. Besler,
A. Vanzo, M. Vatavu, H. Lu-Adler, and Davide
Dalla Rosa. Such remarks are concentrated
in three types of context. The first context
regards the nature of the Kantian syllogism.
Lu-Adler (2015) and Dalla Rosa (2020)
stress its processual character for imperfect
modes. Besler (2022), juxtaposing conclusions
according to the first and other figures, discerns
a possible difference in that the latter are
possible only in cognitive reality. The second
context concerns the rules of imperfect modes
and their cognitive status. Dalla Rosa (2020)
sees their use as a cognitive act comprising
three operations and notes the descriptive
character of these rules for cognitive reality,
in contrast to the normativity of rules in the
first figure. The third context is discussion of
the Kantian view that reasoning according
to imperfect modes is only possible through
reduction to the modes of the first figure. Besler
(2022) claims that this method of reasoning
does not correspond to what happens in the
real cognitive process.

In light of the cognitive turn of modern
science, a corresponding reading of Kant's
treatise opens up certain research perspectives.
This article attempts to differentiate the
semantic aspects of Kant’s text (logical,
epistemological, and cognitive-psychological),
and reconstructs the cognitive aspect in

assessment of the role of syllogisms in cognition (Vanzo,
2018); of the highest rule of syllogisms (Bryushinkin,
1986, Vanzo, 2018); of the possibility of reduction
of modes of imperfect figures (Lemeshevsky, 2009;
Wilson, 1975); and of the essence of judgement and
inference (Vatavu, 2019; Lu-Adler, 2015). Pointing to the
existence of two strategies for grounding conclusions
according to imperfect figures (by rules and through
reduction), researchers noted that Kant had opted only
for reduction, and questioned the grounds (and their
completeness) for reducing modes of figures II—-IV.



CMBICJIOBbIe PaKypPChl KaHTOBCKOTO TeKCTa (JI0ru-
YeCKMV, THOCeOJIOTMYeCKU ¥ KOTHUTUBHO-TICH-
XOJIOTVIYeCKNL), PeKOHCTPYMUpPOBaTh KOIHUTWB-
HBIVI B €r0 CBSI34X C JPYTMMM, a TaKXe HaMeTUThb
VICCIIe[IOBaTeIbCKIIe ITePCIIeKTMBEI, ITOPOXKIaeMble
maesaMm «JIoKHOro MyZIpCcTBOBaHMSL. . .».

2. PuUrypol CMJIJIOIM3Ma: JIOTUKO-
THOCeO0JI0TMYeCKU acleKT

Pasnane mepsot M Ipoumnx puryp cuiuio-
r'M3Ma IOYepKIMBasIoch elle ApucroTesieM (Apu-
croTeitb, 1952): mepBas urypa sBisieTcs CoBep-
IIIeHHOW, IIpouYue IIOCPeICTBOM OIIperleIeHHbIX
IIpOLIeAyp CBOAMMBI K Hell. DTO 00CTOATeIbCTBO
He yMaJlgeT 3HaueHWs pa3HbIX (PUTYp U He JInIla-
eT MX MecTa B Mo3HaHUM. B wacTtHOCTH, JlaMGepT
B «HoBoMm Opranone» ormeuas, uto Bropas pu-
rypa MOXeT VCHOJIb30BaThCA [IJIS pa3/IMnueHns Be-
IIeVl, TpeThbd — IS JJOKa3aTesIbCTBa IIPUMepPOB 1
VICKJTIOUeHUVI, YeTBepTas — [1JIs VICKJIIOYeHMs OT-
HoIleHUT Mexnay sumamu n pogamm (Lambert,
1764, S. 140—141). OnHako KaHT BBIZIETIEHME BTO-
pov — yeTBepTON (PUTypP XapaKTepu3yeT JI0BOJIb-
HO JKeCTKO KaK «JIOXKHOe MyJpCTBOBaHVIe» VI BbIpa-
JKaeT coXkaJIeHVe I10 ITIOBO/y HeollpaBIaHHbBIX TpaT
BpeMeHM U CMJI YMHBIX JIIOZIeVl Ha M3ydeHre 00b-
eKTOB, He MIMEeIOIINX KaKOV-JIM0O0 ITo3HaBaTeJIbHOM
rieHHoCcTH (AA 02, S. 56—57; Kanr, 19946, c. 34—
35). dymaetcsi, 4To 0ba TepMMHa B 3TOVI HeJleCT-
HOVI XapaKTepUCTVKe cofepKaT ITyOOKve CMBIC-
JIBI VI HY KJAIOTCS B TIOSICHEHWL.

ITouemy «mympcTBoBaHMe»? CylllecTBeHHOe OT-
JIgVie COBepPIIeHHBIX U HeCOBepIIIeHHBIX CUIIO-
rusmoB KaHT ycMaTpuBaeT He B pe3yJIbTaTUBHBIX,
a B IIpollecCyaIbHBIX XapaKTepuCTHKaxX pacCyk-
JleHUV 10 3TUM (purypam: CWUIOrM3M IO Hep-
BOM (purype BKJIIOYaeT Te M TOJIBKO Te YMCTBeH-
Hble aKTbl, KOTOpPble HEOOXOIVIMBI ¥ JOCTaTOYHBI
T yMO3aK/IrodeHms.. B To Jxe BpeMs cvyuIormsMbl
10 BTOPOW — YeTBepTOVl puUrypam xapaKTepusy-
IOTCS1 CBOETO pojia IIPOLIely PHOV M30BITOYHOCTHIO
(BKJIIOYAIOT He MeHee ueThIpeX aKTOB) U ITyTeM
IIPOCTENIIVIX ITpeoOpa3oBaHMII CBOASTCS K IIep-
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conjunction with the others, suggesting some
avenues for research generated by notions of
“The False Subtlety”.

2. Syllogism Figures:
Logical-Epistemological Aspect

The difference of the first figure from the
others was already stressed by Aristotle (2009):
the first figure is perfect, while the others can
be reduced to it through certain procedures.
This does not mitigate the significance of
various figures and does not deprive them of
their place in cognition. Lambert (1764, pp. 140-
141) in Neues Organon pointed out that the
second figure can be used to distinguish things,
the third to prove examples and exceptions, the
fourth to exclude the relations between species
and genus. Kant, however, characterises the
distinction of the figures II—1V flatly as “false
subtlety”, lamenting the fact that intelligent
people waste their time and effort on the study
of objects which have no cognitive value (DfS,
AA 02, pp. 56-57; Kant, 1992b, pp. 99-100).
I believe that both terms in this unflattering
characterisation carry profound meanings and
need to be explained.

Why “subtlety”? Kant sees an essential
difference between perfect and imperfect
syllogisms not in the resultative but processual
characteristics of reasoning according to these
figures: the first-figure syllogism includes
those and only those mental acts which
are necessary and sufficient for making an
inference. Meanwhile, the second through
fourth figures are marked by a procedural
redundance (including no less than four acts)
and are reducible to the first figure through
simple transformations, thereby needlessly
complicating cognitive procedures.

Why “false”? Kant does not challenge the
tradition which maintains that reasoning
according to these figures leads to the truth
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BOVI purype, IpencTapiigs coOovi, TakuM obpa-
30M, HeollpaBJaHHOe YCJIOKHEHVe I03HaBaTeIb-
HBIX IIPOLIeITY P.

ITouemy «toxHOE»? Benp KanTt He criopur c
TpaauIVieVi, YTBep)KIaroler, YTO pacCyXIeHVs
0 3TUM (PUTrypaM € TaKoV ke HeoOXOIVIMOCTBIO
NPUBOOAT K WCTMHE, KaK ¥ COBepIIeHHas Ilep-
Bag purypa, — C TOYKM 3peHus pe3yJibTaTa OHU
nneaTnaHbl (AA 02, S. 55; Tam xe, c. 34). 3HaunrT,
VX MOXHO OIIeHUTh KaK HellpaBWIbHBIE (B CUITY
IPOLIeyPHOM M30BITOYHOCTY), Hellejlecoodpas-
Hble, HaKOHeIl, HeKpacuBble, HO He JIOXHBIE'? B
TeKCTe COlepXXuUTcsd sBHBIV oTBeT KaHTa Ha 3TOT
BOIIPOC: «...OCTaJIbHBIe TPY CIIocoba 3aKJIIOYeHMs
B KadecTBe ITpaBIJI YMO3aKJIFOUeHMs BOOOIIe mc-
TVUHHBI, HO B Ka4eCTBe TaK1X, KOTOpbIe coiep KasIn
ObI IIPOCTBIE U UMCTBIe 3aKJIIOUeHVIsI, OHV JIOKHBD»
(AA 02, S. 56; Tam xe, c. 35). DTO BBICKa3bIBaHVIE
VICTUHHO IIPV YCJIOBUV, YUTO «IIPOCTOTa» W «dV-
CTOTa» SIBJIAIOTCA 3HAYMMBIMM KadecTBaMM YMO-
saxrodeHuit. Vg Kanrta 3TO [1evicTBUTEIIbHO
Tak. Ho mo kaxon nipramne? Hesnb3a nu yemoT-
peThb Oosiee ITyOOKVie KOPHM KaHTOBCKOTO IIpefl-
CTaBJIEHVS O «JIOKHOCTI» Tpex dpuryp? Ilomnararto,
OCHOBaHUe /)15l yTBepPAUTEIbHOTO OTBeTa Ha 3TOT
BOIIPOC 3a/JaHO THOCEOJIONMYeCKMM KOHTEKCTOM
TpakTara KanTa — ero moHmMaHmeMm CyIIHOCTU
MO3HaHMA (B TOM Bule, B KaKOM 3TO IOHMMaHVe
oTpakeHO B «JIO)KHOM My[OpCTBOBaHWMN...») U ee
BOILIOIIEHMS B JIOTMYeCKX popMax MBIIIICHNS.
PexoHcTpympyeM BO3MOXXHBIE YepThI TOVI HOCe-
0JIOrMM, KOTOpas IpocMaTpuBaeTcs B «JIokHOM
MY PCTBOBaHWUM. . .».

1. IlpocTeriiiasi OHTOJIOrO-THOCEOJIOTIYecKast
CTPyKTypa, obecrieumBarolias BO3MOXHOCTb OT-
4UeT/IMBOrO MO3HaHMs, IIpeJicTaB/IeHa O0beKTaMI
ABYX TUIIOB: BelllaMU (IIpefMeTaMM) 1 Bbljesisde-
MBIMI Y HUX IIpr3HaKaMu. HekoTopble mpusHakm
HeIOCPpeICTBEHHO MPUCYIIM BelllaM, Opyrue sB-
JIAIOTCA MPpU3HaKaMV IIPU3HAKOB U B CUJIy 3TOTO
TaK>ke IIPUCYII IIpeMeTaM.

2. OruemMBOe TIO3HaHMe oOOecreUNBaeTCs
HpoleaypaMn ABYX TUIIOB: HeOCpeICTBeHHbIM

*3amMedy, 9YTO B COBPEMEHHOVI JIOIVIKE TEPMUH «JIOKHBIVI»
He IIPVIMeHsIeTCsI K YMO3aK/TIOUeHVISIM.
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as surely as the perfect first figure; they are
identical in terms of result (DfS, AA 02, p. 55;
Kant, 1992b, p. 99). Hence, they can be said
to be incorrect (procedurally superfluous),
impracticable, even inelegant — but false?*
The text contains an explicit answer to this
question: “the remaining three modes of
inference, construed as syllogistic rules in
general, correct, but construed as containing
simple and pure inference, they are mistaken”
(DfS, AA 02, p. 56; Kant, 1992b, pp. 99-100).
This statement is valid on the condition that
“simple” and “pure” are meaningful properties
of inferences. For Kant, this is indeed the case.
But why? Could Kant’s concept of the three
figures’ being false have deeper roots? I believe
that an affirmative answer to this question
is dictated by the epistemological context of
Kant's treatise, including his comprehension of
the essence of cognition (the way it is reflected
in “The False Subtlety”) and its embodiment
in logical forms of thinking. Let us reconstruct
the possible features of the epistemology
discernible in “The False Subtlety”.

The simplest ontological-epistemological
structure that ensures the feasibility of distinct
cognition is represented by two types of
objects: things (objects) and their characteristic
marks. Some characteristic marks are inherent
in things, while others are characteristic marks
of characteristic marks and are thus also
inherent in objects.

Distinct cognition is ensured by two types
of procedures: (a) immediate comparison of the
object and a characteristic mark and (b) mediate
comparison when the characteristic mark is
cognised as (not) inherent in a thing because
it is (un)inherent in another characteristic
mark of the thing. The form of the process and
result of immediate comparison is a judgement

*Incidentally, in modern logic the term “false” is not
used with regard to inferences.



CpaBHeHMEM IIpeIMeTa ¥ IpU3HaKa ¥ OIoCpe-
JIOBaHHBIM CpaBHEHVEM — TaKMM, PV KOTOPOM
IIpWU3HAK II03HaeTCsl KakK (He)[IPUCYIU Belly B
CWJIY TOTO, YTO OH (HE)IIPUCYII] IpyroMy IIpu3Ha-
Ky atom Bemn. DopMmoNt mpoliecca M pesysibTa-
TOM HeIIOCPeICTBEHHOI'O CpaBHEHMS SBJISIeTCS CY-
KAeHMe (KaK akT M Kak IIpeiokeHvie); popMoit
IIporiecca OIOCPeIOBAaHHOIO CPpaBHEHMS — YMO-
3aKJIOYeHVe (CYJUIOTU3M), pe3yJIbTaTOM — COBO-
KYITHOCTBb ITpeJIOKeHUV, CBsI3aHHBIX OIIOCpesl-
CTBYIOIIMM TepMMHOM (cpenHum). CyxaeHue 1
yMO3aKJIl0YeHre, TaK/M 00pas3oM, — 3TO CpaBHe-
HUs OpenMeTa 1 IpysHaka. OHM IpeCcTaBIIsSIoT
cobort TI03HaBaTeIbHbIe IIPOLENYPHI, SBIISIOTCS
OCHOBHBIMM (popMaMm MO3HaHMs, 00ecIIeunBaro-
IIVIMV OTUET/IMBOCTD VI TIOJTHOTY TIOHSTHUTA.

3. OCHOBHBIMM KOHCTUTYTWMBHBIMI CBOVICTBa-
MM OHTOJIOTMM ¥, KaK CJIe[ICTBYe, IIPUHIINIIA-
MM, OIpeAesISIoNIMMI OIIOCpeloBaHHOe IT03Ha-
HVIe Pa3yMHBIX CYIIIeCTB, BEICTYTIAOT CIIeAYIOIIIE:
IIpV3HaK IIpM3HaKa Belly eCcTh IIPM3HaK caMom
Bery (NN), 1 To, YTO HPOTUBOPEUNUT IIPU3HAKY
BeIy, IIpoTuBopeunt 1 camont e (RN). Dtu
IIpaBMJIa OIPEeHesISIIOTCS. CaMOV CTPYKTY POV Obl-
TUSL M SBJIAIOTCA 0a30BBIMM YHUBepCaJIbHBIMU
npyHOUIaMy mosHaHus® (AA 02, S. 49; Tam xe,
c. 26—27). I'lo olleHKaM mcciiefioBartesievt, 3TV Ipa-
B/WIa OBUIM OPUTMHAIBHBIMM YTBepPXKIeHMAMNI
KanTa, 11 nx aHasiorv He oGHapy KeHBbI Y ero mpesl-
mecTBeHHMKOB (Vanzo, 2018, p. 172).

4. basoBble ImpaBIIa OIIOCPEIOBAHHOIO ITO3Ha-
HUS — 3TO IIpaBWIa BCAKOTO YTBEpPOAMUTEIBHOIO
VIV OTPULIATEIPHOTO YMO3aKJIIOUeHMs. YMo3a-
KJIIOUeHMe, IIOCTPOeHHOe CTPOro B COOTBETCTBUM
C 3TMMM IIpaBWIaMy, — COBepIIeHHOe VIMEeHHO B
CWIIY CJleIoBaHMsl BBICIIMM IIpaBijlaM IO3HaHMS.
BosmoxxHBI yMO3aKiIIOUeHMsI, IIOCTpOeHHBle Oe3
SIBHOTO OTpPa’keHWS BBICIIVIX IIPaBWJL, OHWI SIBJIS-
IOTCSI HECOBEPITIEHHBIMIA.

®Iosrararo, 9TO VIMEHHO II0 TOVI IIPWYVHE 3TU IIpaBvla
SIBJISIFOTCS BBICIITVIMY, HE CBOZIVIMBIMYL HUA K KaKVIM [IPYTUM;
HaITpOTUB, TPAAMIIMOHHO CIMTABIIIVIECS TIEPBBIMY ITPaBU-
samy ymosaxouenuyt Dictum de omni v Dictum de nullo
BBIBOASTCA 13 HYX: ITpaBiia Dictum oTHOCATCS K TOHATH-
aM (MBICTIsIM), TipaBwila Nota — K cTpykType ObrTist (AA
02, S. 49; Kanrt, 19940, c. 26; cm.: bprorakms; 1986, c. 35).

L.S. Sirotkina

(as an act and as a sentence); the form of the
process of mediate comparison is an inference
(syllogism); and the result is a combination of
sentences linked by a mediate (middle) term.
Judgement and inference are thus comparisons
of the object and the characteristic mark. They
are cognitive procedures, and the main forms
of cognition that ensure the distinctness and
completeness of concepts.

The main constituting properties of
ontology and, consequently, the principles that
determine the mediated cognition of rational
beings, are as follows: a characteristic mark of
a characteristic mark of a thing is a mark of the
thing itself (NN), such that what contradicts
the mark of a thing contradicts the thing itself
(RN). These rules are determined by the very
structure of being and are basic universal
principles of cognition® (DfS, AA 02, p. 49;
Kant, 1992, p. 91). Researchers attest that these
rules were first formulated by Kant, since no
analogues have been found in the work of his
predecessors (Vanzo, 2018, p. 172).

The basic rules of mediate cognition are the
rules of every affirmative or negative syllogism.
A syllogism made in strict accordance with
these rules is perfect precisely because
it follows the highest rules of cognition.
Syllogisms made without clear conformity
to the highest rules are possible but they are
imperfect.

Only the first figure corresponds to
the highest rules. The remaining ones are
imperfect, redundant, “obscuring” cognition.
They make the concepts full but do not make
them distinct.

°] believe that this is why these rules are the highest and
cannot be reduced to any other rules; on the contrary, the
inference rules Dictum de omni and Dictum de nullo,
traditionally thought to be the first rules of inference,
are derived from them: Dictum refers to concepts
(thoughts), and Nota rules refer to the structure of being
(DfS, AA 02, p. 49; Kant, 1992b, p. 91; see: Bryushinkin,
1986, p. 35).
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5. BelcmviM mpaBuiIaM COOTBETCTBYeT TOJIb-
Ko nepsasi ¢purypa. OcrajibHble — HecOBepIleH-
HBI, M30BITOYHBI 11 ITO3HAHIS, «3aTeMHSIIOT» €ro.
ObGecnieunBas MOJTHOTY TIOHSTIUV, OHV He oDecIie-
YMBAIOT SICHOCTD ITO3HAHISL.

Taxvm obpasom, BTOpasi — deTBepTasi pUrypsl
HapyIIaloT camy yHJaMeHTa/IbHble TPYHIINIIBI
MO3HaHMS, 11eJIb KOTOPOro — OTYeT/IMBOCTb U £C-
HOCTh. OHM He TOJIBKO He MMEIOT HeHHOCTM IS
IO3HaHWs, HO M BpedHbl Jid Hero. He moatomy
1, cpeny mpodero, KaHT xapakTepusyeT mx Kak
JIOXKHBIE?

OmnpenersleHHBIM IVICCOHAHCOM TI'HOCEOJIOrye-
CKOVI VIHTepHpeTalluy CyXIeHWU M YMO3aKJIIo-
UeHWV 3BYYMT, Ha IIEPBBINI B3I, TPaKTOBKa
KanToMm ymoszakimroueHns Kak cyxaenus (AA 02,
S. 48; KanT, 19946, c. 25). BprommHKIMH OIleHBaeT
ee Kak IIpefireuy cdopMMpoOBaBIIerocs MosgHee
BBICKa3bIBaTeJIbHOIO IIOJIXOAa K pacCy XIeHVsIM
(bprommHkmH, 1986, c. 32). B aTom cityuae ymosa-
KJIIOYeHMe [OJDKHO XapaKTepu3oBaTbCs HeIpo-
1leccyasIbHO M B OIIpelleJIeHHOM CMBbIcile 6e30THO-
CUTEJIPHO K TI03HaHUIO KaK ITpolieccy — JO0JDKHO
paccMaTpuBaThCS TOJIBKO KaK CBSI3b TpeX IIOCHI-
JIOK 110 mcTrHHOCTU. [Ipy Takom 1iopxore BoIrpoc
00 OCHOBaHWMSIX BBIBOIA, OYEBMIHOCTM / Heoue-
BUJTHOCTV €ro IIOCTPOeHMs, CpaBHUTEJIBHBIX 0CO-
OGeHHOCTSIX PUTYp M MOOYCOB He MMeeT 3Haue-
HUSI — OHU BCe TOXIECTBEHHBI C TOUKM 3PEHMNS
COXpaHeHVs VICTVHBI (IIPVI MCTMHHOCTY ITOCBUIOK
rapaHTUPYIOT WCTMHHOe 3aKyrodeHue). OmHaKo
ro1oOHast MHTepIIpeTalns, O4eBIUIHO, He Vcuep-
IIbIBaeT KaHTOBCKOe IIOHVMaHUe YMO3aKJIoue-
HUs: Oyaydn cyXaeHneM, OHO obJlafiaeT IIpu3Ha-
KaMWM Cy>KJeHWs, KOTOpoe, B CBOIO O4epeslb, eCTh
CpaBHeHMe IIpeIMeTa C IIPU3HAKOM; COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, 11 YMO3aKJIlOUeHVie IIpeficTaBIseT cooom
aHaJIOTMYHOe [eVICTBIe, HO coBeplllaeMoe Ha OC-
HOBaHWM OIOCPeICTBYIOIIEro IIpr3HaKa.

B «Jloxnom mypapcrsoBaHmu...» KaHT oTBep-
raeT TPaKTOBKY HeIIOCPeICTBeHHBIX 3aKJIIOUeHUT
KaK YMO3aKJIIOUeHUVI: HeIlOCpeICTBeHHbIe «BOBCe
He eCTh YMO3aKJIIOUeHVIs», TIOTOMY YTO «13 OTHO-
rO Cy>XIeHWs UCTMHHOCTD APyroro Io3HaeTcs He-
IIOCPEeICTBEHHO, 0Oe3 cpemHero TepmmHa» (AA 02,
S. 50; KanT, 19946, c. 27). Kakor cMBICIT IMeeT 3TO

Thus, figures II-1V violate the fundamental
principles of cognition, which seeks clarity and
distinctness. They are not only useless, but
harmful for cognition. Could this be one of the
reasons why Kant characterises them as false?

Kant’s interpretation of inference as
judgement seems, at first glance, to be at
odds with the epistemological interpretation
of judgements and inferences (DfS, AA 02,
p. 48; Kant, 1992, p. 90). Bryushinkin (1986,
p- 32) considers it the forerunner of the
proposition approach to reasoning. In this case,
the inference should be characterised non-
processually, and in a certain sense irrespective
of cognition as a process, i.e. only as a link
between three premises by the truth. Given
this approach, the question of the grounds of
the inference — its structure being obvious or
not obvious, comparative properties of figures
and modes — becomes irrelevant, since they
are identical from the point of view of the truth
(i.e., both guarantee a valid inference given
true premises). However, this interpretation
obviously does not exhaust the Kantian
interpretation of syllogism: being a judgement,
it has the properties of a judgement which,
in turn, is a comparison of the object with its
characteristic mark; accordingly, a syllogism
is an analogous act, only it is performed on the
basis of a mediate mark.

In “The False Subtlety”, Kant rejects the
interpretation of immediate inferences as
syllogisms because “from one judgement
the truth of another judgement is cognised
immediately without an intermediate concept”
(DfS, AA 02, p. 50; Kant, 1992b, p. 92). What is
the meaning of this distinction? Constructions
which have essentially identical logical
characteristics have different epistemological
characteristics, which Kant deems to be
regulative. In this as in other cases, Kant
consistently adheres to an approach which goes
far beyond formal logic.
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pasimume? KoHCTpyKImy, TOXAeCTBEeHHBIEe B CY-
I1IeCTBEHHBIX JIOTYECKMX XapaKTepUCTUKaX, VIMe-
IOT pas3/IuHble THOCEOJIOTVYeCKVe IIPV3HAKM, U
VIMeHHO OoHM 151 KaHTa gBJISIOTCS peryisTUBHBI-
M. B 3TOM Bompoce, kKak u B mpounx, dpniocod
I0CJIe[IOBaTeIbHO peasin3yeT HOIXO, [1ajleKO Bbl-
XOISIIVVE 32 PaMKV (POPMaIBHOTO JIOIVTUECKOTO.

S He cTaHy YTy OJIsTBCS B aHAJIVI3 MeCTa V1 POJIn
«JIoXKHOrO MyApCTBOBaHMS...» B Pa3sBUTUM THO-
ceonormyecknx ument Kanra — 3to caemamm gpy-
rvie viccrieioBaTen (cM., Harmpumep: Vatavu, 2019).
ITo mx olleHKaM, B TpaKTaTe HaMeudalOTCsl KOHTY-
poI Maen 6ynymer71 TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIILHOW JIOTVIKIA.
3ech ke BaKHO IIOJIUepKHYTh HedOpMaIbHOCTh
HoIxoa K MHTepIpeTalyy CYUIOTM3MOB, BBIBO-
TISAIIETO VX 33 PaMKM JIOTMTYECKOTO PacCMOTPEHVISt
B IIIIPOKOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO THOCEOJIOTMTUECKOV ITPO-
OrieMaTVKML. B TO )Xe BpeMs BaXKHO OTMETUTB CIIefTy-
fo1ee: B «JI0)KHOM My[IpCTBOBaHMIA . .» OOHAPY K-
BaIOTCS TOJIBKO HEKOTOpPBIe ITpo0sIecKu OymyIrert
JIOTVIKM TIO3HAHMSI — OO0 OYMILEHHOIO OT IICVIXO-
sorum purtocodpckoro aHaymsa ro3HaHMs Kan-
TOM OBLJIO ellle TIOYTHU ABAIIaTh JIeT. 3Iech Xe I10-
3HaBaTeJIbHBIE aKThI IIPEACTaBIISIOTCS He TOJIBKO B
o0111edp110c0PCKOM, HO 1 B JIOTMIKO-KOTHUTVIBHOM
KJIIOYe, PacCMaTPVBAIOTCs, Cpeay IIpoYero, in con-
creto. T1cVIXOOrMCTCKIMVE TTOIXO, K peripe3eHTalim
CYXXIIEHUVI I YMO3aK/IIOUeHUI KaK aKTOB yMa, Op-
TaHWYHBIN JJIA JIOTMYECKOV MBICJIV [TOKAHTOBCKO-
ro nepviona, B «JIoKHOM MyapCTBOBaHMIAL..» 00-
HapyXmnBaeT cebs co Bcell oueBMIHOCTHIO (Besler,
2022, p. 202) 11, c OIHOV CTOPOHBI, ITOIUEPKMBAET
CBOETO pofia «3TAIIHBIN» XapaKTep paboTHI (B Hel
elfle HeT HUYETO 3aBepIIeHHOro, KpoMe KPUTVKI
HeCOBepIIIeHHbIX PUTYP), C APYron — 3ajaeT It
COBPEMEHHOTO VICCIIeIOBaTe IS OPVEHTVIPBI KOTHVI-
TUBHOTO WM3y4YeHMs JIOTMYeCKMX IIPOLeyp ecTe-
CTBEHHOI'O MBIILIIEHTVISL.

3. CuyntormcrmueckKne aKThI:
KOTHUTUBHBIN paKypc KaHTOBCKOTO
TpaKTaTa

MozxHo 51 paccMmaTtpuBath paboTy KaHTa B Kor-
HUTUBHOM paKypce? OcobeHHO eciIv IIPUHSTE BO

L.S. Sirotkina

I will not go into a detailed analysis of the
place and role of “The False Subtlety” in the
development of Kant’s epistemological ideas.
This has been done by other researchers (see,
for example, Vatavu, 2019), who see in it
the beginnings of the future transcendental
logic. What needs to be stressed is the
informal approach to the interpretation
of syllogisms, which takes them outside
the logical framework into the wide space
of epistemology. At the same time, it is
important to note that “The False Subtlety”
has only the glimmerings of a future logic
of cognition: Kant is almost twenty years
away from a philosophical analysis of
cognition cleansed of psychology. Here,
cognitive acts are approached not only in the
general, philosophical but also in the logical-
cognitive way, and considered in concreto.
The psychologistic approach to representing
judgements and syllogism as acts of the mind,
which was a feature of pre-Kantian logical
thought, is very much in evidence in “The
False Subtlety” (Besler, 2022, p. 202). On one
hand, it highlights the “phased” character of
his work (there is nothing final in it other than
the critique of imperfect figures); and on the
other hand, it offers benchmarks for scholars
studying the logical procedures of natural
thought.

3. Syllogistic Acts:
The Cognitive Aspect of Kant’s Treatise

Can Kant’s work be legitimately analysed
from the cognitive point of view? Especially
considering that, in his later works, Kant
denies the logic of natural reasoning or, as
he calls it, “psychology” (Log, AA 09, p. 13;
Kant, 1992a, p. 529), or “applied logic” (Log,
AA 09, p. 18, Kant, 1992a, pp. 532-533), the
status of a logical science, whereas “The False
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BHVMaHVIE TO, YTO JIOT'MKe eCTeCTBEHHBIX PacCyk-
JeHuV, IV, KaK Has3blBajl HEUYTO IOJO0OHOe caM
Kanrt, «icmxomormm» (AA 09, S. 13; Kant, 1994a,
c. 269) wm «IrpukitagHou jtoruke» (AA 09, S. 19;
Tam xe, c. 273), cam dwtocod B Gostee TO3THMIX
paboTax OTKasblBaeT B IIpaBe MMeTb CTaTyC JIO-
rYecKor Hayky, a «JIokHoe MynpcTBoBaHUe...»
10 3aMBICITy — Jlormdeckas pabdora? [lymaercs,
YTO SKCIUIMKAIVS KOTHUTVBHO OPWMEHTVPOBaH-
HBIX 3JIeMEHTOB corep)kaHMs He OyneT «iperpe-
IIIeHVieM» IIPOTMB 3aMbIciIa aBTopa. OTMeuy, UTo B
«JIo)XHOM My pCTBOBaHUMN...» KaHT He mmogHMMa-
eT pyHAaMeHTaIbHBIX BOIIPOCOB O CYIITHOCTM JIO-
I'MKM KaK HayKM, HO paccMaTpVBaeT OTHOCUTEIIb-
HO Y3KYIO0 IIpo0JieMy, coBpeMeHHOe oOpalleHve
K KOTOPOV B KOHTEKCTe KOrHUTVBHOIO IIOBOPOTa
JIOTVIKV TeOpeTUYecKM ¥ MpaKTUYecKy 3HauVIMO.
Kpowme Toro, mcropmko-dpniiocodckmit KOHTEKCT,
B KOTOpPOM OBbUI HaIlMcaH TpaKTaT, He IIpodriema-
TU3MPYeT, HO, HaIIPOTUB, HOAJepPXMBaeT BaJIVl-
HOCTb TaKoro Iojxofa. MemHCTpMMHOe Harlpas-
JIeHVe perrpeseHTaIy pOpM MBICIII Ha MOMEHT
HamvicaHs «JI0KHOro MyapcTBOBaHMSL...» OBIIIO
IICVIXOJIOTVICTCKYL ~ OPMEHTMPOBAaHHBIM:  JIOT1IUe-
CKVie (POPMBI XapaKTepPM30BaJIVICh B VIX CBSI3M C (pe-
HOMEHOM ecTecTBeHHOro MbinuieHus (Kpyrsios,
20216, c. 16). B sToM KJTFOUe HaIIVICAHBI JIOTTYECKVIe
paboter Tomasus (Kpyrios, 2021a, c. 15), Boeda
(Boried, 1765), Kpysus (Crusius, 1762), baymen-
crepa (baymericrep, 1823, c. 15) u gp. HecmoTps
Ha TO YTO KaHTOBCKasl TPaKTOBKa yMO3aKJIIOue-
HUM B «JIOKHOM MyApCTBOBaHWUMN...» B OIpere-
JIEHHOM CMBICJIe He COBIIajlaeT C BOJIbPOBCKOVL, B
11€JI0M C TOYKM 3peHMs MCTOPUKO-PMI0COPCKOro
KOHTeKCTa VCCiIeIoBaTesI XapaKTepu3yIoT «JIox-
HOe MYJIPCTBOBAaHME...» KaK «KaHTMAHCKYIO CHO-
cKy K Jioruke Bomeda» (Vatavu, 2019, S. 551), a
COOCTBEHHBIN TEOPeTMKO-PVIIOCOPCKMT TTOIXOT,
KanT BeICTpamBaeT 1o3Xe, B paboTax KpuTude-
ckoro repuona. HakoHer, HeKOTOpble pU3HaAKM,
npunvicekiBaeMele KaHTOM cryuiormsmaM, OaroT
OCHOBaHMs TOBOPUTB O TOM, YTO B «JIo)kHOM My-
IOpCTBOBAaHUM...» KaHT He HPOBOOUT «UVCTHIVD»
TIOIXOMT, K YMO3aKJIIOUeHSIM, a XapaKTepu3yeT VX

Subtlety” is conceived as a logical work. I do
not think that an explication of its cognitively
oriented elements would “sin” against the
author’s intention. In this treatise, Kant does
not grapple with fundamental questions
concerning the essence of logic as a science,
focusing on a relatively narrow problem which
has acquired new theoretical and practical
significance because of the cognitive turn in
logic. Besides, the historical-philosophical
context in which the treatise was written does
not problematise but, on the contrary, bolsters
the validity of such an approach. At the time
“The False Subtlety” was written, mainstream
cognitive studies were psychology-oriented:
logical forms were characterised in conjunction
with the phenomenon of natural thinking
(Krouglov, 2021b, p. 16). The logical works
of Christian Thomasius (cf. Krouglov, 2021a,
p. 15), Christian Wolff (1770), Christian August
Crusius (1762), Friedrich Christian Baumeister
(1747, p. 13), and others were written in the
same vein. Although the Kantian treatment of
inferences in “The False Subtlety” diverges in
some ways from that of Wolff, in terms of the
history of philosophy, researchers describe
“The False Subtlety” as “a Kantian footnote to
Wolffian logic” (Vatavu, 2019, p. 551); Kant’s
own theoretical philosophical approach does
not emerge until later, in the works of the
critical period. Finally, some properties Kant
ascribes to syllogisms suggest that “The False
Subtlety” does not take a “pure” approach to
syllogism, but characterises them as realities of
natural thinking (Vanzo, 2018, p. 175). I will try
to recreate the cognitive depiction of syllogisms
in Kant’s treatise.

First, we can look to the conditions that
determine the unfolding of syllogistic acts.
Syllogisms, according to Kant, are constructed
like answers to intellectual situations involving
a lack of clarity concerning the connection
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KaK peayy ecTecTBeHHOro MbinieHms (Vanzo,
2018, p. 175). IlompoOyio Bocco3maTh KOTHUTVIB-
HBIVI a0pVIC CYJUIOIM3MOB B TOM BUZIE, B KAKOM VX
IIpeficTaBiIsgeT B cBoeM TpakTaTe KaHT.
Bo-miepBbIX, 3TO KacaeTcsl YCJIOBUW, HeTepMMU-
HUPYIOIIVX Pa3sBopadBaHMe CHUJIJIOIMCTIYeCKIX
aktoB. Cruutormnsmsel, o Mbicii KaHta, crposites
KaK OTBeT Ha MHTeJUIeKTyaIbHYIO CUTYaLVIO He-
SICHOCTY CBSI3€VI MeX/Ty BeIIIbIO U IIPU3HAKOM /115
[IO3HAIOIIET0 — YMO3aKJIIOUeHMe «IIPOJIMBaeT
CBET» Ha 3TY CBSI3b: «...IMEHHO IIOTOMY, YTO IIPO-
TUBOpeUre MeXIy ITPeIVKaTOM ¥ CYObeKTOM s
He Bcerja ycMaTpuBalo ¢ JOCTaTOYHON SICHOCTBIO,
MHe, HaCKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOXKHO, ITPVIXOAUTCS IIPU-
OeraTh K BCIIOMOTaTeJIbHOMY CPeICTBY, UTOOBI 00-
JerdyuTh cebe TMOHMMaHVE dYepe3 ITPOMEXYTOu-
HBIVI TIpy3HaKk» (AA 02, S. 48; KanaT, 19946, c. 25).
ITpumeuarenbHO, uTto nasiee KaHT momguepkmBa-
eT 3HaueHMe HeIOCPe[CTBEHHOV IIpeCcTaB/IMO-
CTV IIpM3HaKa. YMO3aK/IIOUeHMsl, TaKUM 00paszoMm,
BBICTYTIAIOT He TOJIBKO KaK MHCTPYMEHT o0pa3o-
BaHVS CY>KAEHNII, HO 1 KaK KOTHUTVBHBIV MeXa-
HI3M IIPOSICHEHMS CBsi3ell ITO3HABaeMBIX OOBeK-
TOB, JOCTVKEHVISI OTUYETIIVIBOCT TIOHSITVATL
Bo-BTOpBIX, 3TO KacaeTcss KOTHUTMBHBIX (paKTo-
OB, obecrieunBarOIIX 00pa3oBaHVE JIOTMUECKVIX
dopm mbic. [TprMeHNTEIBHO K Cy>KAEHMSM 3Ta
XapaKTepuCTKa VIMeeT BIIOJIHe KOTHUTWUBHOE 3BY-
uvaHue: KaHT cTaBUT BOIIPOC O «TavTHCTBEHHOVI CIJIE,
KOTOpasi ielaeT BO3MOKHBIMMU CY>KIEHVISH», 1, OTBe-
4asi Ha Hero, xapaKTepusyeT ee «KakK CIIOCOOHOCTb
BHYTpPEHHET0 4YyBCTBa, T.€. CIOCOOHOCTBH meslaTh
CBOM COOCTBEHHBIe IIpeCTaBIeHNsl IIpeIMeTOM
cBomx MbIcsien» (AA 02, S. 60; Tam xe, c. 40; Bara-
BIO Ha3bIBaeT 3Ty CIIOCOOHOCTB CO3HaHMeM: Vatavuy,
2019, S. 531). B «JIoxxHoM MyzmpcTBoBaHMN. . .» KaHT
He 3aJIaeTCs BOIIPOCOM O TOWI «CHjIe», KOTOpas IIo-
3BOJISIET CTPOUTH YMO3aKJIIOUeHs], fejlast OYeBI/l-
HOVI CVJTy BBIBOZIA, B CBSI3VI, BEPOSITHO, C TE€M, UTO
yCMaTpuBaeT 3TOT MeXaHW3M B OCO3HAHHOM Clle-
ZIOBaHWM MBIITUIEHVS BBICIITMM ITpaBiuIaM. OmHaKo
MOXKHO IIPEeITIONIOKITB, UTO, Pa3ByBasi MBICIIb B CO-
OTBEeTCTBYIOIIeM HarlpasjieHn, priocod Mor Obl
3a7laThCs BOIIPOCOM O TOM, KaK MMEHHO ([Iocpe]i-
CTBOM KaKMX ITPOIIECCOB) OOecrieunBaeTcs CIIeIo-

L.S. Sirotkina

between a thing and its characteristic mark
for the cognising subject: the syllogism “sheds
light” on this connection: “[...] it is equally
obvious that, since I do not always recognise
the conflict of a predicate and a subject with
sufficient clarity, I must, whenever possible,
employ something to help me to facilitate my
understanding by means of an intermediate
characteristic mark” (DfS, AA 02, p. 48; Kant,
1992b, p. 90). Significantly, Kant further
emphasises the importance of immediate
representation of the characteristic mark.
Thus, syllogisms are not only tools for forming
judgements, but
for clarifying the relations of objects being
cognised, and for achieving distinctness of
concepts.

Second, there are cognitive factors that make
possible logical forms of thought. “Judgement”,
for example, has a cognitive meaning: Kant
raises a question about “the mysterious power

cognitive mechanisms

which makes judging possible” which he
answers by pointing to the “faculty of making
one’s own representations the object of one’s
thought” (DfS, AA 02, p. 60; Kant, 1992b, p.
104; Vatavu (2019, p. 531) calls this faculty
consciousness). In “The False Subtlety”, Kant
does not ask about the “power” that enables
one to form a syllogism, making the power
of inference evident, apparently because he
sees it as the mechanism for the conscious
subordination of thinking to the higher
rules. However, it is possible to imagine that,
pursuing this line of reasoning, Kant might
have raised the question of how (i.e. through
what processes) the subordination to higher
rules of inference is ensured, or even what
mechanism coerces thought into generating the
inference. However, Kant did not set this task
in “The False Subtlety”.

Third, the thesis is supported by Kant's
description of the cognitive mechanisms
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BaHIe BBICIIVM IIpaBWIaM YMO3aK/TIOUeHUT VIIH,
HaKOHell, KaKoV MexaHW3M olecrieurBaeT IPUHY-
IUTeIbHOe BO3IEVICTBYIE Ha MBICIIb, TIOPOXKIAoIiee
BbIBOZI. OfiHaKO Nofo0OHas 3a1a4a B «JIokHOM My-
IPCTBOBAHMIA. . .» TIEPeL] aBTOPOM He CTOsUIA.

B-TpeTbux, Tesuc nopepxuBaeTcs coobpake-
Husamyu KaHTa, cBSI3aHHBIMM C OIVCaHMeM II03Ha-
BaTeJIbHBIX MeXaHW3MOB MOJIyYeHs 3aK/II0UeHU
1o BceM durypam. OcHOBaHMS BbIBOJA TPaKTy-
IOTC4 aBTOPOM KakK OOIIye IIpaBuIa, II0 KOTOPBIM
B XOJIe YMO3aKJIIOYalOIIell AesiTe IbHOCTY TI0JTy Ya-
IOTCS1 3aKJIIOYEeHIS 110 BCeM «3aKOHHBIM» 1 «He3a-
KOHHBIM» (pUTypaM. DTO OOCTOATEIIBLCTBO IIO3BO-
JIleT HEeKOTOPBIM VICCIIeIOBaTeIsIM TPaKTOBaTh
BBICIIIVIE ITpaBIJla CYJUIOTM3Ma (1171 YTBepAUTe b
HBIX I OTpUIIATeJIbHBIX YMO3aKJIIOUeHMT) KaK 3B-
puctukm (Jlemeriesckuri, 2009, c. 44).

Wrak, ymo3akioueHue (CMJIJIOTM3M) ITpeficTa-
eT KakK: a) IIporieccyaibHOe oOpa3oBaHue, 0) Iiper-
CTaBJIsIOIIee cOOOV aKT CpaBHEHNs, B) VIMeloIllee
MOTMBAILIMOHHYIO IIPeOoChUIKY B popMe CcTpeM-
JIeHUs clelaTh OTYeT/IMBBIM HesiCHoe 3HaHUe,
I) cocToglllee M3 HeCKOJIbKMX aKTOB, II) HEeKOTO-
pBle 13 KOTOPBIX OCYIIECTBIISIOTCS B VMIUIMIINT-
HOM (popMe, — MHBIMU CJIOBaMM, KaK HEKOTOpoe
VIHTeJUIeKTyasIbHOe JIeVICTBYe, HallpaBJleHHOe Ha
yCTpaHeHVie BO3HUKIIEV B VHAVBIUIYaIbHOM II0-
3HaHWV CUTYaLVV HeSICHOCTY, HEOTUYETIIMBOCTL.

Taxvm o0bpasom, B 00ujetl xapaKTepuCTUKe CUII-
JIOTM3MOB  (YMO3aK/IIOUeHWUI1) VMHTerpupOBaHBbI
obrmedniiocodckme ¥ KOTHUTMBHO-TICVIXOJIOT M-
yecKye KOMITOHEeHTHI. [IonoHuUTeIpHY 0 MHMOp-
MallMio KOTHUTMBHOTIO XapaKTepa [aeT uachiHoe
ornmcanvie KaHTOM CryIIOrn3MoB 110 pasHbIM pu-
rypam.

CryII0rm3MBl TI0 IIepBoVl PUType CTOAT 0coD-
HSIKOM OT BCeX IPOYMX CYJUIOTVMCTUYECKMX KOH-
cTpyKuuit. VIx mpoTMBONOCTaB/IeHWe MMeeT TPy
ocHoBaHMs. O T'HOCEOJIOIMYECKOM peub IIjia
BBIIIle. BTOpoe — TpaaMIMOHHOe JIOrMYecKoe,
oIpeziesisieMoe TI0JIOKeHeM TePMIMHOB B IOCHLI-
Kax. Tperbe — xoranurmsHOe. OHO ITpoCMaTpu-
BaeTcsl, C OJIHOV CTOPOHBI, B ITPOIleccyasIbHOV Xa-
pakTepucTiKe PUTyp, C APYrol — B ONMCAHUN
HEKOTOPBIX YaCTHBIX IPU3HAKOB HECOBEPIIIEHHBIX
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for obtaining inferences according to all
the figures. He interprets the grounds of
inference as general rules according to which
inferences are made for all, “legitimate” and
“illegitimate”, figures. This circumstance
prompts some researchers to treat the highest
rules of syllogism (for affirmative and negative
inferences) as heuristics (Lemeshevsky, 2009,
p. 44).

Thus, an inference (syllogism) is: a) a
processual entity; b) represents an act of
comparison; c) has a motivational prerequisite,
in the form of the wish to clarify opaque
knowledge; and d) consists of several acts, e)
some of which are effected implicitly. In short,
it is an intellectual act intended to eliminate a
lack of clarity in individual cognition.

Thus, the general characteristic of syllogisms
(inferences) integrates general philosophical
and cognitive-psychological components.
Kant’s particular description of the various
figures provides additional information about
the cognitive nature of syllogisms.

Syllogisms according to the first figure
stand apart from all other syllogistic structures.
There are three grounds for opposing them.
The epistemological ground has already been
mentioned above. The second is the traditional,
logical ground, determined by the position of
terms in the premises. The third is cognitive,
which is visible, first, in the processual
characteristic of the figures; second, in the
description of some particular properties of
imperfect figures; and, finally, in “the power of
inference” concept which Kant uses to describe
a pure figure.

From the processual point of view, Kant
describes the first figure in two ways. On one
hand, it is atomistic: its structure does not
have “inserted” procedures, but immediate
inferences, so that the inference is made
immediately from two premises (AA 02,



duryp 1, HakoHell, B IIOHSATUM «CWJIa BBIBOMA»,
ycrosib3yeMoM KaHToMm 1 onmcaHmsl 4mcTomn
durypsl.

C mporreccyansHon Toukm 3peHmsa Kanrt xa-
pakTepusyeT nepsyio ¢urypy asogko. C on-
HOW CTOPOHBI, OHa aTOMapHa: B ee CTPyKType
HeT «BCTaBOYHBIX» IIPOLIEAYP — HEOCPeNCTBEeH-
HBIX 3aKJIIOUeHWVI, B CMJIy 4Yero BBIBOJ, COBepIlla-
eTCs HeIIOCPeICTBEHHO M3 ABYX IOChIIOK (AA 02,
S. 50; Kanr, 19946, c. 27). Ha coBpeMeHHOM $3BI-
Ke TI0[JOOHYIO IpoLleAypy cilefioBasio Obl Ha3BaThb
sorndgeckont ortepauyent (CuporkmnHa, 2021, c. 21).
C mgpyrovt cTOpOHBI, YMO3aKJIIOUeHWs 10 IIepBOu
durype mMMer0T TpexudsleHHYIO CTPYKTypy: ABa
aKTa — CY)XXIeHWs, TPeTU — COOCTBEHHO BbI-
BOJI, TO €CTb Ilepexoy], OT IMOCBUIOK K 3aKJII0UeHMIO.
B sToM cMmbIciie Bcs mporienypa siBseTcs CIIOX-
HOVI — He oIlepaluer, a IeViCTBUEM. Kakom xe
CTaTyc Torga mMmeeT IIOAOOHBIN cyytormnsm? [ly-
Maetcs, uTto KaHT B «JIo)KHOM MyZIpCTBOBaHUMA. . .»
He guddepeHIIpyeT JIOTMYecKe 1 BHeJIorde-
CKMe XapaKTepVICTUKWM CWJUIOTMCTUYECKMX YMO-
3aKJIIOYEHNI — VIMEHHO B 3TOM KOPEHWUTCS He-
KOTOpasi HeOIIpeIeJIeHHOCTh IIpOoIlecCyaIbHOrO
cTaryca repsovt purypsl. OTMeXxeBaB MX JIpyT OT
JIpyTa, CMJUIOIM3M 10 COBepPIIIeHHOV (pUrype ¢ JIo-
I'MTYUECKOV TOUKM 3peHVs MOXKHO ObIJIO ObI KBasIn-
duLMpoBaTh KaK JIOIMUYecKyIo orepalinio, TO eCTh
HeJIeJIVIMBIV Ha COCTABJISIONIVIE aKT MBIIIIIEHVIST; C
3MVCTEMOJIOTYEeCKO — KaK COCTaBHYIO ITpolle-
Iy Py, YacTVt KOTOPOVI MEIOT pasHYIO IIPUPOY.

CrpykTypa HeCOBepIIeHHBIX CHUJUIOIM3MOB
Oostee crtoxHas. [loMyMO NepedncITeHHBIX IS
nepBoVi (PUTypbl aKTOB, OHM BKJIIOUAIOT JpyTue
JIeVICTBMSI, B YaCTHOCTY IIPOMEXYTOYHBIe 3aKJII0-
ueHMs (OHM nompoOHO ormicaHel B: Wilson, 1975,
S. 406—415). KaHT moguepKuBaeT, YTO CUJIa BBI-
BOJIa B HVX «OCHOBBIBAeTCSI Ha MOJITYaJIMIBOM ITPU-
COBOKYIIJIEHMIM 3TOrO HEIOCPeICTBeHHOro 3a-
KJIIOUeHMs, KOTOpoe 37IeCb HeOOXOIMMO XOTsI Obl
nogpasyMesarb» (AA 02, S. 51; Kant, 19946, c. 28).
C J1ormueckovt TOUKM 3peHNsI OHU SIBJISIIOTCS AeVi-
CTBUSMM (COflep>KaT He MeHee [IByX aKTOB), KaK 1
¢ BHestormyeckomn. ITommmo storo, KaHT Hamesnsiet
HecoBepIlleHHble CYJUIOIMCTMYeCKe aKThl YacT-
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p. 50; Kant, 1992b, p. 92). In the contemporary
idiom, this procedure should be called a
logical operation (cf. Sirotkina, 2021, p. 21).
On the other hand, inferences under the first
figure have a three-member structure: two
acts are judgements, and the third is inference
proper — that is, transition from the premises
to the conclusion. In that sense, the whole
procedure is composite: not an operation,
but an act. What, then, is the status of such a
syllogism? It seems to me that Kant in “The
False Subtlety” does not distinguish logical
and non-logical characteristics of syllogistic
inferences, and herein lies a certain ambiguity
of the processual status of the first figure. By
separating them from one another, a perfect-
figure syllogism can be characterised, from the
logical point of view, as a logical operation,
an indivisible thought-act; and, from the
epistemological point of view, as a composite
procedure whose parts have different natures.

The structure of imperfect syllogisms is
more complex. In addition to the first-figure
acts mentioned above, they include other acts,
notably intermediate conclusions (described
in detail in Wilson, 1975, pp. 406-415). Kant
stresses that the power of the conclusion in
them “depends upon the tacit addition of this
immediate inference, which has to be present
if only in thought” (DfS, AA 02, p. 51; Kant,
1992b, p. 93). From both the logical standpoint
and non-logical standpoints, they are actions
(consisting of at least two acts). Besides this,
Kant attributes to imperfect syllogistic acts
particular properties directly linked with
individual cognition. These include, among
other things, the “unnaturalness” of inferences
according to the fourth figure.

I would like to single out the special role
of the notion of “power of inference” among
the characteristics of inference Kant uses to
describe the perfection of a figure: only “the
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HBIMM IIpV3HAKaMV, HEeIIOCPEeICTBEHHO OTChUIa-
IOIIVIMY K MHAVBUAYyaTbHOV KorHumym. K HyM
OTHOCWTCS, B YaCTHOCTY, «HEeeCTeCTBEHHOCTE» BbI-
BOJIOB TI0 YeTBepTOM purype.

Oco0yto postb, Ha MOVI B3IJIST, B XapaKTePUCTH-
Ke YMO3aKJIIOUeHNI 10 PasHbIM (PUTypaM Urpaer
IIOHSTVIE «CIJIa BBIBOIA», KoTopoe KaHT micriomns-
3yeT, OMWCBIBAsl COBEPIIIEHCTBO (PUTYPBL «TOJIBKO
riepBas pUTypa... COmepXXnT B cebe BCIO CVITY BbI-
Bota» (AA 02, S. 58; Tam xe, c. 37). Yo mpericrasiis-
eT coDOVI 9Ta «CrJIa» M YTO 3HAYUT «00IaaaTh BCel
cuyton»? B «JIo)kHoMm MypcTBOBaHMN. ..» KaHT mc-
TIOJTB3YeT 3TO IMOHSTVE 0e3 CeMaHTMYeCKMX YTOU-
HEHWV, OIHAKO OHO HYX/IAeTCS B IIOSICHEHWNL.
BoiBoz| cam 10 cebe — «cuuIbHAs IIPOLEAypa: B
KOPPEKTHO TIOCTPOEHHBIX IeIyKTVBHBIX PacCyk-
HEeHVSX AEVICTBYeT «IIPVHYAWTeJIbHas Cla Ha-
IINX pedert», MHIYLMPYIOMas IOCTPOeHVe 3
VIMEIOITIVIXCSI TIOCBIJIOK HOBOI'O BBICKA3LIBAHMSI CO-
BepIIIeHHO OIpeiesleHHbIM 00pa3oM. MoXXHO ObLIO
OBbI cYMTaTh COOTBETCTBYIOLIIEE BhIpakeHe He 00-
Jlee YeM MeTapopoVs, HO OHO BCTpeYaeTcs B Tpak-
TaTe HECKOJIBKO pa3 IIPUMEHMTEIFHO KaK K CYIIIO-
I'VI3MaM 10 pa3sHbIM (pUTrypam, TakK V1 K Cy>KIeHVSIM
(AA 02, S. 58, 60; Tam xe, c. 37, 40). Cuty BBIBOZIa,
VIMEFOIITYI0, Cy[Isi TI0O KAHTOBCKOMY TEKCTY, pa3Hble
CTeTIeHVI ITOJTHOTHI IIPOSIBJIEHVIs], HYKHO ITOHVIMATh
KaK HeKYIO KOTHUTMBHYIO XapaKTePUCTUKY IIPO-
I1ecca BbIBOZIa. BeposTHO, peub miieT 00 04eBIIHO-
CTVI — OTYETIIMBOCTY — Mpoyecca BEIBOIA IIJIS pac-
CY>KTAIOIIIETO, olDecrreurBaeMoVi COSHAHIEM CBSI3eT
MeX/Ty TePMIMHAMM IIOCBUIOK: YeM OueBIIHee IS
paccy>KIaloIIero Cs3b MeX/y CyOBeKToM U Iipe-
AMKaTOM OyIyIIero 3aKyIFoueHVs IIpeficTaBIeHa B
IOCHIIKAX, TeM OOJIbIIIert CryIo o0IagaeT BBIBOL.
ITockorbKy B ITepBOVI (MUY pe BBIBOL, yCMaTpUBaeT-
CsI HEITOCPEICTBEHHO, OH obJ1ataeT Becert HOJTHOTOVL
cwibl. B ocTanbHBIX UTypax BBEIBOI KOTHUTVBHO
cr1abee (IIPVI TOVA JKe JIOTIUECKOV «CTAJIe»).

Tax, mpUMeHUTETIFHO, C ONHOW CTOPOHBI, K
YMO3aKJIIOUeHVISIM B IIeJIOM U, C IPYToil — K pas-
HBIM (PUTypaM CYJUIOTM3MOB, BEICTpaMBaeTCsI KOT-
HUTVBHOE cofiepKaHme «JI0KHOro MyIpCcTBOBa-
HUs...». [loguepkHeM: OmHMMas B 3TON pabore

first figure [...] has the power to generate the
conclusion” (DfS, AA 02, p. 58; Kant, 1992b,
p- 102). What is this “power” and what does
it mean to “have” this power? In “The False
Subtlety”, Kant does not explain this concept
semantically; yet a clarification is in order.
Inference, in itself, is a “strong” procedure:
correctly structured deductive argumentation
involves the “compelling power of our
words” which induces the formation of a new
judgement from available premises in a strictly
definite way. One might dismiss this as a mere
metaphor, but it occurs in the treatise several
times in connection with syllogisms according
to different figures, as well as with judgements
(DfS, AA 02, pp. 51, 58, 60; Kant, 1992b, pp. 93,
102, 104). The power of inference which,
judging from Kant’s text, may manifest itself
more or less fully, should be understood as a
cognitive characteristic of the inference process.
Plausibly, this refers to the obviousness, i.e.
distinctness, of the process of inference for the
speaker, which stems from an awareness of
the links between the terms of the premises:
the more obvious the link between the subject
and predicate of the would-be inference in
the premises is to the speaker, the greater the
power of the conclusion. Because the inference
is seen directly in the first figure, it has the full
power. The inference is cognitively weaker
in the other figures (given the same logical
“power”).

Thus, the cognitive content of “The False
Subtlety” is formed, on one hand, with regard
to syllogism in general and, on the other, with
regard to different figures of syllogisms. Let
us stress that in raising in this work what is a
logical problem, Kant goes beyond it, into the
sphere not only of epistemology, but arguably
of cognitive studies as well. The three angles
of representation of inference in “The False
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cOOCTBEHHO JIOrMYecKyio Ipobsiemy, KaHT BbI-
XO[IUT 3a ee Ipefieibl B cdepy He TOJIBKO THOCe-
OJIOIMY, HO M, MOKHO CKa3aTh, KOTHUTUBUCTVIKIL.
Tpu pakypca pernpeseHTalINy YMO3aK/IIOUeHUN B
«JIo>)KHOM MYZIPCTBOBAHUIA. ..» (JIOTMYeCKIL, THO-
CeoJIOrMYecKmy ¥ KOTHUTMBHBIN) ITpaKTUYecKu
He uddepeHiipoBaHbl. MoXXHO ObUIO OBl OXM-
JaTh, YTO B IocCsIeAymomnx padorax KaHt paso-
BbeT ¥ TIHOCEOJIOrMYecKoe, M KOTHWUTMBHO-TICU-
Xojlornuyeckoe HarpasiieHue. OfHaKO MBICITb
dwtocodpa ckoHIIeHTpUpOBaack BOKPYT pyH/Ia-
MeHTaJIbHBIX BOIIPOCOB ITO3HaHM:. TeM He MeHee
«MHOT'OCJIOVTHOCTB» KaHTOBCKOTO TIOfIXOa K YMO-
3aKJIIOUeHNSIM B «JIOKHOM My[IpCTBOBaAaHWIL...»
JaeT OCHOBaHMsS cpOpMyJIMpOBaTh HEKOTOpble
IOJIOKeH M, aKIeHTUPYIOoIe KOTHUTUBHBIE Xa-
PaKTePUCTUKI YMO3aKJTFOUeH WA

4. PeKOHCTPYKLMA BO3SMOXXHOM
KOTHUTUBHOW CUJIJIOTUCTUKA

[IycTe cHIUIOTM3M [IEVICTBUTEIIBHO SIBJISIETCS’
VMHCTPYMEHTOM pa3yMHOIo IIO3HaHMs, paccMa-
TpuBaeMoro in concreto. OpueHTUpPYsICb Ha OHTO-
JIOrO-THOCEOJIOrMYecKyie OCHOBaHMs yMO3aKJIloge-
HWVL VI PyKOBOZICTBYSICH TeM OOCTOSITEITHCTBOM, UTO
HaJI/avie HeKOTOPBIX IIPOIIENlyP B COCTaBe CVIUIO-
rm3Ma BbICTyTaeT, 1o KaHTy, ero KOHCTUTYTWB-
HBIM IIPV3HAKOM, TIOIIBITAlOCh PEKOHCTPYMPOBATh
He ccpopMysTMpoBaHHBIE B «JI0KHOM My pPCTBOBa-
HU. ..» VX BO3MO)XHBIE KOTHUTVBHBIE XapaKTepy-
CTUKN. B 3TOM KOHTeKcTe BO3HMKaeT HeCKOJIBKO
BOITPOCOB: KaK VMMEHHO pa3BOpauMBalOTCs yMO3a-
KJTIOYaroIllyie aKThl B eCTeCTBEHHOM MBIIIIICHN;
KaK OCYIIECTBIISIETCSI aKT Iepexora OT IIOCBUIOK
K 3aKJIIOYeHMIO (KaKoyl MexaHM3M oOecrieurBaeT
IPUHYONUTEIBHOE BO3IEVICTBYIE Ha MBICITb, IIOPOX-
Jaroriee BBIBOM); €CITVI VIMEeeT MeCTO CJlefIoBaHue
IIpaBWJIaM, TO KaK oOecItedrBaeTcst IeVICTBYIE STUX
BBICIIIVIX ITPaBUJI YMO3aKJTIOUeHVIsT; eCTh JIV HeKasl
yHMBepcasIbHas (3aKOHOCOo0Opa3Hasi) MofiesTb IIpo-

¢ PeasTbHOCTD Ppa3BopaurBaHNMA €CTeCTBEHHBIX pPacCyX-
IOEeHUV B COOTBETCTBUNM C CVJUIOTMCTUYECKVMI CXeMaMu
caMa Tpe6yeT TIOATBEPXIIEHV.
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Subtlety” (the logical, epistemological, and
cognitive) are practically undifferentiated.
One might have expected Kant to develop the
epistemological and cognitive-psychological
strands But the
philosopher’s thought focused instead on
fundamental questions of cognition. Even
so, the “multi-layered” Kantian approach to
inferences in “The False Subtlety” offers indices
of some cognitive characteristics of syllogisms.

in subsequent works.

4. Reconstruction of Possible Cognitive
Syllogistics

Let syllogism indeed be® an instrument
of reasonable cognition considered in
concreto. Proceeding from the ontological-
epistemological foundations of inference,
and from the fact that the presence of some
procedures in the syllogism is, according to
Kant, its constituting characteristic mark, I
will try to reconstruct their possible cognitive
characteristics, not formulated in “The
False Subtlety”. Several questions suggest
themselves: how do syllogistic acts unfold
in natural thinking? How is the transition
from premises to conclusion effected (what
mechanism ensures the coercive influence on
thought to generate the inference)? If rules
are followed, how are these highest rules
enforced? Is there a universal (law-like) model
of the procedure of syllogism and, if so, are
there differences between the model and the
real, unfolding syllogistic acts? What is the
“power of inference”, and how do the inference
rules form its basis? What are the cognitive
differences between the four figures? I will
try to reconstruct possible answers to these
questions.

¢ That natural reasoning proceeds in accordance with
syllogistic schemes is a proposition that has yet to be
confirmed.
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LIe/Ty Pbl YMO3aKJIIOUeH Vs V1, eCJIV 1, UIMEFOTCS JIN
pasums MeXAy MOJeJIbI0 M peaIbHO pasBopa-
YUBAOIIVIMICS CUJIIOTMICTUYECKMMM aKTaMVE; 9YTO
IIpeJICTaB/IsIeT COOON «CHyla BBIBO/A», KaK VMMeH-
HO IpaBWla YMO3aKJIIOYeHUVI CJIyXKaT ee OCHOBa-
HVeM; KaKOBbl KOTHUTVBHBIE pa3/INuusl deTbIpex
Juryp? Ilpennpumy MOOBITKY CKOHCTPYMPOBaTh
BO3MOXKHBIE OTBETBI Ha IIOCTaBJIEeHHbIe BOIIPOCHL.

4.1. Kax pasBopauuBaromca ymosaxatouarouue
axkmol 6 ecmecmBennom molureHuu’?

XapakTepusysl cvUIOrM3M Kak akT, KanT He
BKJTIOYAET ero sIBHO B KOHTEKCT IT03HaBAaTEIIbHO
curyauyt. OmHako jrobast crmcreMa BBICKa3bIBa-
HUVL €CTh pe3yJIbTaT HeKOTOPBIX IIPOM3BOIVIMBIX
Pa3yMHBIM CyIIIeCTBOM YMCTBEHHBIX aKTOB (aKTa).
Kaxk passopaumBaroTcst 3T akTbl? Bo3MOXXHBI 1Ba
IyTr oOpa3oBaHMs YMO3aK/IIOUeHU KaK CUCTeM
BBICKa3bIBAHIIL:

a) «BOCXOISIINV» — CYyXOeHMe (3aKIoue-
Hue OyIyIIiero cwyulorisMa) umeeTcs, TpedyeTcs
ero obocHOBaHMe Yepe3 oriocpenosaHme, 1o Kan-
Ty — BHeceHMe SICHOCTY B CBsI3b CyOBeKTa U Ipe-
IVIKaTa;

b) «HUCXOOAIIMVI» — TIOCBUIKM 3ajlaHBI, 3a-
Jlaya 3aKJII0YaeTCsl B IIOCTPOEHM BBIBOIA.

B «Jloxnom wmynppcrsoBanvm...» Kanr He
nuddepeHIpyeT SBHO 3TM IIyTH, OJHAKO B
TpaKTaTe oOparliiaeTcs 1 K BocxonsiieMmy (AA 02,
S. 49; Kanrt, 19940, c. 26), 1 K HucxogsieMy (AA
02, S. 51; Tam xe, c. 28). KaTeropmsuposa j Obl
KanT cTosb pasHble aKkThl IME@HHO KaK YMO3aKJIIo-
ueHMs, ecy Obl TIofBepr mx aHaiamsy? Paccmo-
TPVIM BHVUIMAaTeJIbHee 3T Iy TH.

B mepBom ciiydae KOHCTpyuMpoBaHMe IIOCHI-
JIOK, U3 KOTOPBIX BBIBOIWUTCH 3a/laHHOe CyXXeHle
(3aKIIIoueHue), OCHOBBIBAeTCs Ha IIOVICKe OIlocpe-
AyIoIIero Ipr3HaKa. BeefeHne Takoro npusHaka
obecrieunBaeT cpaBHeHMe uepe3 Hero. CpasHe-
Hie Yepe3 OIOCPenyIOIINT IIPU3HAK eCcTh yMO3a-
xnodeHne. Takmm oOpasoM, Ipolieaypa, MCXos-
IT1asi U3 HaJIMYHOTO pe3yJIbTUPYIOIIEro CyKIeHs

7 Haiwia Poca ycMaTpyiBaeT KOTHUTHBHBIV MEXaHV3M YMO-
3aK/TIOYEHNVI 110 HeCOBepIIeHHBIM (PUrypaM TOJIBKO B
MTpOM3BOJICTBe HeTocpercTBeHHoro BhiBoa (Dalla Rosa,
2020, p. 95).
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4.1. How Do Syllogistic Acts Unfold
in Natural Thinking?”

In characterising syllogism as an act, Kant
does not explicitly include it in the cognitive
situation. However, any system of judgements
is the result of some mental acts (or act) of a
thinking being. How do these acts unfold?
There are two ways of forming syllogisms as
systems of judgements:

“the ascending”: a judgement (the
conclusion of a future syllogism) is there; what
is needed is its grounding through mediation,
what Kant describes as clarifying the links
between the subject and the predicate;

“the descending”: the premises are there; the
task is to draw the conclusion.

Kant in “The False Subtlety” does not
explicitly differentiate these pathways, but he
does employ both the ascending (DfS, AA 02,
p- 49; Kant, 1992b, p. 91) descending forms
(DfS, AA 02, p. 51; Kant, 1992b, p. 93). Would
Kant have categorised these different acts as
inferences if he had analysed them? Let us take
a closer look at these pathways.

In the first case, the premises from which
the judgement (conclusion) is deduced are
constructed from the mediate characteristic
mark. The introduction of such a characteristic
mark makes possible a comparison through it.
Comparison through a mediate characteristic
mark is an inference. Thus, the procedure
derived from the resulting judgement and
consisting in the search for mediation is to be
recognised as a syllogism?®.

In the second case, the mediate characteristic
mark is already given; there is no need to
search for it. The relations between concepts

7 Dalla Rosa (2020, p. 95) discerns the cognitive
mechanism of syllogisms only in the generation of the
unmediated conclusion.

8 In “The False Subtlety” Kant practically identifies
inferences (deductive) with syllogisms.



VI COCTOSsIIIIast B IIOVICKe OIIOCpeIoBaHVIs, JOJDKHA
OBITh ITPV3HAHA CYJUIOIMI3MOM®.

Bo BrOpoM citydae orocpemyrommii IIpy3sHaK
yXe 3a7laH — ero IOVUCK He TpelyeTcs. DKCIUIN-
Kalys OTHOIIEHMV MEXAy IOHSATVSIMU U3 pas-
HBIX ITOCBUIOK ITPOVICXOONT, C (pOpMasIbHOM TOUKM
3peHNs], 4Yepes3 WCKIIIOUeHNe CpeIHero TepMMHA.
OrcyTcTBUIE  pe3yJIBTUPYIOIIETro CYXKIEHWS CBU-
JIeTeJIbCTBYET, C OTHOVI CTOPOHEL, 00 OTCYTCTBU CU-
TyaLy HesSICHOCTVI OTHOILIEHWV IIpeaMeTa M Ipu-
3HaKa, C JPyrov, eCJIV 3aKJIF0YeHVIE VI3 VIMEFOIIIVIXCS
IIOCBUIOK OyZIeT IIOCTPOEHO — O TOM, YTO CUTYaIys
HesICHOCTU ¥ He BO3HMKHeT. Ecyim paccMarpuBarhb
YMO3aKJIIOUeHe KaK KOTHUTVIBHBIVI aKT ITPOsICHe-
HVSI OTHOILIEHUT MeXIy CyOBeKTOM M IIpernKa-
ToM (AA 02, S. 49; Tam e, c. 26), TO KOHCTPYKIIVIO,
TPaJVILIMOHHO KBaJIMPUIIMPyeMyl0 KaK yMo3a-
KJIFOUeHVe, IIpV3HaBaTh TaKOBBIM HET OCHOBaHVL.
Onnako, omperiesisiss yMo3aK/IlodeHe Kak dpopMmy
nosHaHud, KaHT nomuepkmBaeT yHBEPCAJIbHOCTD
OIIOCpeIoBaHMS KaK HEOOXOIVIMOTO 1, BUIVIMO, J10-
CTaTOYHOIO CBOVICTBA yMO3aKJIIoueHUs: «Bcskoe
cyokdeHue uepe3 0nocpedcmBoBantblll NPU3HAK ecimb
ymosaxatouenue» (AA 02, S. 48; Tam xe, c. 25). Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, IIpy HUCXOISIIEM Iy T oOpasyeTcst
VIMEHHO YMO3aKJIFOUeHVe, HO yCTaHOBJICHVE CBSI3U
MEXy IIpeaMeTOM M IIPV3HaKOM IIpM3HaKa IIpo-
VICXOWT Cpa3y B SICHOVI 11 OTUeT/IBOV (popMe.

Hucxomstimi v BOCXOIAIINY aKThI MIeHTYHBI
[0 pe3yJIbTary U CYINeCTBeHHO pasjIMYHBI I10 IIPO-
LIely PHBIM XapakTepucTukaMm. Bmecre ¢ Tem, crre-
nys Mpicyiv KaHTa, 11x HeoOXomyMo OTHeCTH K OfI-
HOMY TUIIy — YMO3aK/IIOUeHMSM (CHJUIOTM3MaM)
Oraromapsi HAIMYMIO OMOCperioBaHMs’. B cBsi3u ¢
3TUM B BO3MOXHOVI KOTHUTWBHOW CUJUIOTIVICTVIKE
IIpolielypa OIoCperoBaHMs BbICTyTIaIa Obl, Bepo-
SITHO, OOHMM 73 0a30BbIX ITO3HABATE/ILHBIX aKTOB.
KaxkoBa ero npupora 1 Kak OH pasBopadnBaeTcs B
3aauax BOCXOISILIETO M HYCXOMIIEro TUIIOB!'?

8 KaaT B «JIOXKHOM MyHpPCTBOBAaHWW...» (HaKTUUECKU

OTOXIECTBIISIET YMO3aK/IIOUeHMs (IIeTyKTVBHBIE) C CHJI-
JIOTVI3MaMIL.

°VIMeHHO OTCYTCTBVIE OIIOCPEIOBAHWS He TT03BOJIseT paH-
HeMy KaHTy OTHecTn HeltoCcpeICTBEHHBIE BBIBOABL K yMO-
3aKJTFOUEHVISIM.

1" HekoTOpEIe cBemeHvIst 00 3TOM MBI ITOJTy9aeM HeIIoCperl-
CTBEHHO 13 KAHTOBCKOTO TEKCTa.

L.S. Sirotkina

in different premises are explicated, from the
formal point of view, through the exclusion of
the middle term. The absence of the resulting
judgement, on one hand, attests to the absence
of indistinctness in the relations between the
object and the characteristic mark; and on
the other hand, if an inference is made from
available premises, it shows that a situation
of uncertainty does not even arise. If we view
inference as the cognitive act of clarifying the
relations between a subject and predicate
(Dfs, AA 02, p. 49; Kant, 1992b, p. 91), there
are no grounds for considering the structure
traditionally qualified as inference as such.
However, in defining an inference as a form
of cognition, Kant stresses the universality
of mediation as a necessary and apparently
sufficient characteristic of the inference: “[...]
every judgement which is made by means of a
mediate characteristic mark is a syllogism” (DfS,
AA 02, p. 48; Kant, 1992b, p. 90). Thus, an
inference is precisely what is produced in
the descending pathway; but the connection
between the object and the characteristic mark
is clear from the start.

The descending and ascending acts are
identical in terms of their result, but essentially
differ in terms of procedure. At the same time,
following Kant, they should both be considered
inferences (syllogisms) because of the presence
of mediation.” Therefore, in a possible cognitive
syllogistics, the mediation procedure would
probably be one of basic cognitive acts. What is
its nature, and how does it unfold in ascending
and descending acts?"

In the ascending syllogism, mediation is
achieved through the search for a “mediate”
characteristic mark: an unknown which, being
a characteristic mark of the subject of the

?It is the absence of mediation that prevents the early
Kant from referring to immediate conclusions as
inferences.

10 We learn something about this directly from the
Kantian text.
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B BoCxopsiieM CWIIIOTM3ME  OIOCpeIOBaHVe
JOCTUTaeTcsl IIyTeM IIOMCKA «IIPOMEXYTOYHO-
ro» IIpU3HaKa — HeW3BEeCTHOro, KOTOpoe, Oymyun
IIPU3HAKOM CyObeKTa 3aKJIIOUeHNs], caMo oOIasia-
€T IMpPU3HAKOM, 3adVKCHPOBAaHHBIM B IIpeJIVKa-
Te. B «JloxHOM MynpcrBoBaHUN...» KaHT He mo-
SICHSIeT YMCTBEHHBIVI MeXaHW3M TaKoro Iomcka'.
DTO 3BpUCTUYECKAs 1, BEPOSITHO, HedpopMasIbHas
IIpoLIe/Typa, KOTOpast IIPOM3BOANTCS B IVIOCKOCTY
«OBITUVIHOIO» MBIIIIJIEHVSI — MBIIIUIEHVSI 00 00b-
eKTax ObITVS, a He oIeprpoBaHMs TepMUHaMI. B
Ka4yecTBe OCHOBAHMSI OHA MOXKET, BEPOSITHO, IMETh
IIpeJICTaB/IeHe, TaK KaK ee Pe3yJIbTaTOM SIBJISIOT-
cst cyxaeHms (mocelikv). Eciim Bechk cyvmiormery-
YeCKMVI aKT B 1IeJIOM eCTh aKT pa3yMa, TO CaMo OIIO-
CperioBaHVie B BOCXOSIINX CUJUIOTV3Max B 3TOM
CJIy4ae BKJIIOYAeT akT IipercraBieHus. C KOrHU-
TVBHOVI TOYKV 3PEHVS TIOCTPOEeHVIe BOCXOISIIErO
CWUIOrM3Ma OKa3bIBAETCSI COCTAaBHBIM aKTOM, KO-
TOPBIN, Oy 1y4n ONVICAHHBIM HEKOTOPBIM HaOOpOM
IIpaBIUI, MOXKET pacCMaTpPVBAThCS KaK 9BPVICTIKA'2.

B HucxomsmemM CruIormsMe OIOoCpeoBaHVe
3apMKCUPOBAHO B IIOCBIIKAX — MEXaHWM3M ero

' Kak He feraer aroro, Harpumep, n Boibed. Hecmorpst
Ha TO YTO OH pacCMaTpMBaeT YMO3aK/IIOUeH!sl B KOHTeK-
cTe TIpo0OIIeMBI OTKPBITHS, BOITPOC O TOM, KaK 0Opa3yroT-
Cs1 IIPOMEXKY TOUHBIE BBICKa3bIBaH (MEeHbIIIVe IIOCBUIKM),
ocraetcs y Hero 6e3 orsera (Kpyrios, 20218, c. 42).

12 BprOMIMHKIMH, OCHOBBIBAasCh Ha paccyxneHmsax Kan-
Ta B «KpurTnke uncroro pasyma», paccMaTpuBaeT ee Kak
Ipolle/lypy IOMCKa BbIBOJIA, OCYIIECTBIISIEeMyIO B ecTe-
CTBEHHOM $I3bIKe U CBA3aHHYIO C IIOCTPOEHMEeM CUCTeMbI
IIOCBUIOK, M3 KOTOPBIX Ha OCHOBaHWUV IIpaBII JIOIMYeCcKO-
IO CJIefIoBaHMsI MOXeT ObITh ITOJTy4eHO MCXOHOe BhICKa-
spiBaave (bprommuki, 2004, c. 71). OgHako IIpu Takom
VIHTepIIpeTalui IIPOLeAypPhl OCTAeTCs OTKPBITHIM BO-
IIpOC 0 MexaHM3Me IToVCKa II0ChUIOK. B KauecTse Hero Mo-
T'yT BBICTYIIATh!

1. TTowck cyXneHw 1, y’Ke MMEIOIIVXCs B MHIVMBUIyasIb-
HOM YMCTBEHHOM OIIbITe. BO3MOXXHO, IME@HHO 3TO 1MeeT
B Buay Kanr, korma nvmmet: «Ecn. .. BBIBOJ, 3a/1aH Kak Cy-
JKIIeHue, 9YTOObI II0CMOTpPeTh, He BBbITeKaeT JIM OH U3 yXKe
JaHHBIX CY>K/IeHWL... TO 5 Iy B pacCy/Ke yTBepK/IeHue
3TOro BLIBOJIA, & MMEHHO He HaXOWUTCH JIM OHO B paccys-
Ke IIpV OIIpeJie/IeHHBIX YCIIOBVSIX COIVIACHO O0IIeMy Ipa-
Bwty» (B 361; Kanurt, 2006, c. 467 —469).

2. Tlouck orocpeyIoIiero NpusHaKa /1jisi peleHus ypas-
HeHM:A «S ecTb X 11 X ecTb P». I1pu oTcyTeTBUM B paccyrike
«y>Ke JaHHBIX CY>KIeHWUI» IIOVCK IpuU3HaKa CTOUT Ipu-
3HaTh eIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM 00paso-
BaHI ITIOCBUIOK MCKOMOTO CHJUIOTM3Ma.

resulting judgement, itself has a characteristic
mark fixed in the predicate. In “The False
Subtlety”, Kant does not clarify the mental
mechanism of such searching."! This is a
heuristic and apparently informal procedure
that takes place at the level of thinking on
being: thinking about the objects of being, but
not operating with terms. It is likely based on
representation since its result is judgements
(premises). If the whole syllogistic act is an
act of reason, the mediation in ascending
syllogisms includes the act of representation.
From the cognitive point of view, the building
of an ascending syllogism turns out to be a
composite act which, being described by a set
of rules, may be seen as heuristics'.

In the descending syllogism, where
mediation is fixed in the premises, the
mechanism is fundamentally different. How
is the connection between the object and the
characteristic mark established? Let us examine
the case of the first, perfect figure.

" Nor does Wolff, for example. Although he examines
inferences in the context of the problem of discovery, the
question of how mediate judgement (lesser premises)
are formed remains unanswered (Krouglov, 2021c,
. 42).
gBryushinkin (2004, p. 71), proceeding from Kant’s train
of thought in the Critique of Pure Reason, considers it to
be a procedure of deduction search in natural language
involving the construction of a system of premises from
which the initial utterance can be derived, on the basis
of the rules of deduction. However, that interpretation
leaves unanswered the question of the mechanism of the
search for premises. Such a mechanism may be:
1. The search for judgements that are already part of
the individual mental experience. This may be what
Kant means when he writes: “If [...] the conclusion is a
judgement given as the problem, in order to see whether
it flows from already given judgements, [...] then I seek
whether the assertion of this conclusion is not to be found
in understanding under certain conditions according to
a universal rule” (KrV, B 361; Kant, 1998, p. 390);
2. The search for a mediate characteristic mark to solve
the equation “Sis X and X is P”. In the absence of “given
judgements” in the understanding, the search for a
characteristic mark must be recognised as the solely
possible instrument for forming the premises of the
syllogism.
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PYHKIMOHMPOBAaHMS HPUHIININAIIBHO — VHOL.
Kaxk ycranasnvBaeTcs CBsI3b MEXy IIPeIMETOM 1
IIpU3HAKOM ITpy3HaKa? PaccMOTprM MexaHM3M Ha
IIpyIMepe TIepBOV, COBepPIIIeHHON (PUTYPhIL.

4.2. Kak ocyujecmBasemcs nepexoo om nocwt-
A0K K 3axatoueturo (6v1600)? Koenumubnas
MOOenb YMo3aKAt0ueHU

KitroueBbIM CTPYKTYypPHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM HMCXO-
JAIIIero CYJUIOTM3Ma SIBJIsieTCsl COOCTBEeHHO Ilepe-
X0, OT MOCBUIOK K 3akirtoueHuto. [To Kanry, atoT
repexoy], OCYIeCTBJIseTCsl Ha OCHOBaHWUM IIpa-
B NN vm RN. Kak nmeHHO akTyammsupyroT-
cs ipaswia NN 1 RN v Bo3HUKaeT oueBMIHOCTE,
IIO3BOJISAIONIAsl paccy KJIaoleMy cBs3aTh Kpar-
HUe TepMUHBI B OIHOM cyxpeHun? ITpowcxo-
IUT JIV UX cpabaTeIBaHVe «aBTOMaTUYeCcK» VJIn
«CrJla BBIBO@» JIEVICTBYeT KaK aKT OCO3HaHMS
CBA3eVl TepMMHOB M orepupoBanus nmmu? Kant
He aHa/JIM3UpyeT SIBHO 3Ty IIpoliiemy B «JIox-
HOM MYAPCTBOBaHMI. ..», OJHAKO C OIIOPOVI Ha ero
TeKCT MOXXHO cpOpMyJIMpOBaTh HEKOTOPbIe ITpesl-
TI0JIOXKEeHMsI O MexaHW3Me OIloCpe/ioBaHMs depes
JIeVICTBVIe BBICIIIVIX ITpaBUJL.

[TpyHIIMIIMAJIBHO BO3MOXKHBI HECKOJIBKO Bap-
aHTOB 3TOr0 MexaHW3Ma:

* JIeVICTBUe ITpeJICTaB/IeHVIs: OHO YKOPEHEeHO BO
BHEpacCy/JOYHOV JIedTeJIbHOCTI U ITpefiosiaraeT
IIOCTpOeH Ve (HesIBHOe 1JIV HaMepeHHOe) 00pas3oB,
perpe3eHTUPYIOINX OTHOIIEHMSI MeXAy OObek-
TaMW, MBICJIMBIMY B ITOCBUIKAX, TO €CTh ITpesIIo-
JlaraeT Ilepexof, OT CYXXIeHUM K COOTBeTCTBYIO-
IIVIM VIM IIPeJICTaBJIeHMSM;

e JIEVICTBME pasyMa: OHO OCHOBAaHO Ha $IB-
HOM VIV HeIBHOM IIPOLIecCyasIbHO pa3BepHYTOM
IIPYIMEHEeHUV VUIM HeKOeM BHeIIpolleccyaIbHOM
dYyHKIMOHVPOBAHMM BBICIIIETO IIpaBIIa.

EcTe BecoMblVi CHEKYJISATUBHBIVI ~apryMeHT
IJId OTKasa OT Wjeu IIpeficCTaB/IeHWUs KaK Mexa-
HU3Ma CBA3bIBAHWS KpaliHMX TEePMMHOB IIOCHI-
nok. IlpencrasiieHne ecTh HU3IINIL YPOBEHB IIO-
3HaHMs, CyXJeHVe — HaJCTpavBarolINUCs HaJl
HVIM ¥ IIPeOJIOJIeBaOIIII ITPpO0JIeMbl, CBSI3aHHBIe
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4.2. How is the Transition
from Premises to Conclusion Effected?
The Cognitive Model of Inference

The key structural element of the descending
syllogism is the transition from the premises
to the conclusion. According to Kant, this
transition is governed by the rules NN or
RN. How are rules NN and RN actualised in
order to make it possible to connect the major
and minor terms in one judgement? Does it
happen “automatically” or does “the power of
inference” function as an act of becoming aware
of the relations between terms, and operating
on them? Kant does not explicitly address this
problem in “The False Subtlety”, but the text
contains some indications of the mechanism
of mediation through the application of the
highest rules.

In principle, several versions of this
mechanism are possible:

« The action of representation: it is rooted
in activities outside of understanding,
and involves the construction (implicit or
deliberate) of images representing the relations
between objects that are thinkable in premises,
i.e. envisaging the transition from judgements
to corresponding representations;

« The action of reason: it is based on explicit
or implicit processually unfolded use, or some
extra-processual functioning, of the highest
rule.

There is a weighty speculative argument
against representation as a mechanism
linking the major and minor endmost terms
of premises. Representation is the lowest level
of cognition; judgement is superimposed on
it and overcomes problems connected with
the possibilities of representation, namely,
indistinctness of what is cognised. The
inference ensures full cognition of the concept
against the background of clarity achieved
through judgement. Let us imagine that the
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C BO3MOYXHOCTSIMY ITPEJICTaBIIEHS], a IMEHHO He-
OTYEeTIIMBOCTh IT03HABA€MOTO. YMO3aK/IIOYeHVe
obecrieyrBaeT IIOJIHOTY IIO3HAHWMsS IOHATUSA Ha
doHe gcHOCTM, HOCTUTAEMOVI TIOCPEIICTBOM Cy>KIe-
Hys. [IpenmnonoxmM, 4To IIpoMeXyTOYHBIM 3Be-
HOM MeXJy IIOCBUIKaMM ¥ 3aK/IFOUueHVeM SBJIS-
JI0Ch OBI BTOPVYHOE ITpeICTaBJIeHIe CBSI3M BEIIV U
IIpV3HaKa ee IIpM3HaKa. Torja sCHOCTD perpeseH-
TalVy IIPEeIMETOB ¥ IIPU3HAKOB Oblla ObI BHOBb
yTpadeHa. Kpome Toro, paxTmdeckn ymosakiirode-
HVie BO3HMKaJIO OBbI TOJIBKO IO BUAVMMOCTY (S3BIKO-
BOVI popMe), HO He IIO CYIIeCTBY, TaK KaK pe3yJib-
TUpYyIOllee CyXaeHvie ObIyIo OBl MCKITIOUMTETHHO
pe3yJIbTaToM IIpeCTaBIIeH s, MHIYLVPOBAHHOIO
apyrimu cyxaenvamm. Mor i KanT gorryctuts
BO3MOXKHOCTB TIOZIOOHOTO «pa3pbIBa», IIPUBOISIIIE-
ro K JIecTpyKimm cusuiornsma? Ilosmararo, 9ro Her.
CHIBHBIM, XOTSI M1 He COBCeM IIPO3pauyHBbIM apry-
MEHTOM B HOIIEPXKKY 3TOrO Te3Vica SBJIsSeTcs Ha-
nerteHrie KaHTOM cvyuIornsma «CvION BBIBOMA»: B
cJjIydae IIOBTOPHOTO IIpe/iCTaB/IeHNsl yMO3aKITIoue-
HVe yTpaTusio Obl ee, CJlelOBaTeIIbHO, VI COOCTBEH-
HYIO IIPVIPOLY.

BeIBOMI, OUEBVTHO, CTPOMTCS Ha IEVICTBUM pas-
yMa — CJlefIoBaHMM BBICIIEMY IIpaBWIy yMoO3a-
xtoueHns. KakoB B TakoM ciTydyae MexXaHW3M Jevi-
CTBU ITpaBria? PaccMOTpro KaHTOBCKWUV IIPUIMEpP
CVWJUIOTVICTYECKOTO PacCy KIeHMs (I SICHOCTM
VI3JI0)KEeHVIS IIPUBELLy €O IOJTHOCTHIO).

KanT pasinuaer u npmuBoauT ase opMyIin-
POBKI CUJITIOrM3Ma: «B popMe CyXaeHum» (A)
¥ He MMeloIyto Takon ¢popmsl (B) (AA 02, S. 48;
Kanr, 19946, c. 25):

A. Bce pasymHoe
€CTb JIyX.

B. BeiTh yxoMm
ecTb IIPU3HaK pa3yMHOIO.
Yesropeueckas myiia
pasyMHa.

PasymHOe ecTb ITpusHaK
YeJI0BEYeCKOVI TYIIIN.

YestoBeyeckas gy1ia
€CTb JIyX.

BbITh yxoM ecTb Ipu3HaAK
JeJI0BevecKov Ay

Ilo cytn, KauT dukcupyeT Hekum mgyayimsm
CWUIOrM3Ma B «dopmMe CyXaeHum» (A) v BTOpOro
yMo3akjiroueHus (B), He mMeroriero Takov ¢op-
MBI YTo mmpefcTasiisieT codovt B 11 kakoe OTHOIIIe-
Hu1e oHO nMeeT K A? Paccmorpum dpopmy B BHU-
MaTeJIbHee.

intermediate link between the premises and
the conclusion is a second representation of the
link between the thing and the characteristic
mark of its characteristic mark. This would
again rob the representation of objects and
their characteristic marks of clarity. Moreover,
in effect the inference would arise only in
appearance (in language form) but not in
essence since the resulting judgement would
stem exclusively from representation induced
by other judgements. Could Kant have
allowed the possibility of such a “rupture”,
which would destroy the syllogism? I think
not. A strong though not entirely transparent
argument in support of this view is the fact
that Kant attributes to the syllogism “the
power of inference”: in the event of a repeat
representation the inference would have lost
this power and hence its own nature.

The conclusion obviously flows from the
effect of reason, following the highest rule of
inference. What, then, is the mechanism of
the operation of the rule? I will analyse Kant's
example of syllogistic thinking (for the sake of
clarity I will reproduce it in full).

Kant distinguishes and cites two
formulations of syllogism: “in the form of
judgements” (A) and without such shape (B)
(DfS, AA 02, p. 48; Kant, 1992b, p. 90):

A. [A]ll that is rational
is a mind;

B. Being a mind is a
characteristic mark of

) ) that which is rational;
the soul of man is rational;

Rational is a
characteristic mark of
the human soul;

therefore, the soul of man
is a mind.

Being a mind is a
characteristic mark of
the human soul.

In effect, Kant records a kind of dualism
of the syllogism: “in the form of judgements”
(A), and the second inference (B), which does
not have such form. What is B, and how does it
relate to A? Let us take a closer look at form B.
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 OOparriaer Ha ce0si BHMMaHMe TIOPSIOK CIle-
JIOBaHMS CYXXIEeHUV — OH HeTUIIMYeH I 1ep-
BOVI (pUTYpPBI M HalloMMHaeT deTBepTyto. CTporo
roBOpsl, paccykieHue B BooOle He 3amaer du-
TYPy CUJIJIOTM3Ma, IIOCKOJIBKY COAEPXKUT UeThIpe
TepMuHa, a He Tpu. C POpMaIBHON TOUKM 3pe-
HVs BO3HMKAaeT pas3pblB Ha MecTaxX CpeIHero Tep-
MIMHa: popMaIbHOe OIIoCpeioBaHVe OTCYTCTBYeT,
CYJUIOT3M He 00pasyeTcs U M3 IBYX 10Ty YeHHBIX
IIOCBUUTOK (POPMAJIBHO BOOOIIIe HIYETro He CIemy-
eT. SIByisieT 711 coOOTI 3Ta KOHCTPYKLIVIS YMO3aKITIO-
ueHne? Tekcr «JIoXKHOToO MyJIpCTBOBaHUSL. . .» JaeT
IIOCTaTOYHO OCHOBAHWIL /JIsi OYEBUIHO YTBEpPIN-
TeJIBHOrO KaHTOBCKOIo oTBeTa. 3HauuT, 11t Kan-
Ta orocpenoBaHve B B ectb. Uto oHO cobovi mpert-
crapiigeT? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC OOHAPY KMBAETCs
Opu aHaIM3e pas3Induil «pOopMbl CyXIeHMUS» U
TOW, KOTOpas, 1o KaHTy, TaKOBOVI He SBIISIETCS.

« B mocpuikax o0oMX paccyXOeHWil CBSI3KU
dopMasIbHO HOCAT HPeAVIVPYIOMNI XapaKTep
(«ecTb»). OgHako B popMe B 1osBIIsIeTCsl TEpMIUH
«IIpu3HaK». KakoB ero ¢opmMaibHBI CTaTyC B Cy-
KIeHMAX? MOXXHO IPeNroyioXnTh, YTO OH SIBJIS-
eTcsd 4YacThlO TepMIHA «eCTh IIpM3HaK», CeMaH-
TUYECKV SKBUBAJIEHTHOTO TEePMUHY <« IIPUCYII»
(«siBJISI€TCA TIPM3HAKOM IIpefaMeTa» 3HAYUT «IIpu-
cyur eMy»). Ecim mmperriosnioxeHne BepHO, TO IIO-
CBUIKV HOCSIT PeJIAIVIOHHBIN (He aTpuOyTMBHBIN)
XapaKTep, TEPMUH «€CThb IIPU3HAK» BBIpa’kaeT OT-
HOLIIEHVIe MeXITy IByMsI CyObeKTaMy CyKIeHns. B
ueM crenmduka 3Toro otHomleHms? OHo Hedop-
MaJIbBHO — 3TO OTHOIIEHVe MeXIy OOBeKTaMw,
MBICJIIMBIMI B Cy>KI€HMM, HO He MeX/y oObeMa-
My rioHATHI . TTochUTKY opMEBI A comrepixar Ipe-
OVIAPYIOIIVE CBS3M MEXIy IOHSTUSIMM, OIUM-
Hsttonecs npasuity Dictum (dpopmMasibHble CBA3M
(AA 02, S. 49; Tam xe, c. 26)), a TIOCBUIKM (POPMBI
B — nedpopmasIbHBIE CBSI3V MEXy OOBeKTaMU, pe-
IIpe3eHTVPYeMbIMI TEPMUHAMI. DTV CBSA3V HOCAT
OHTOJIOTMYECKIII XapaKTep, U BCe CyXKIeHe ecTb
MBIC/Ib 00 OOBbeKTaxX peaIbHOCTM U OBITUIIHBIX CBS-
39X MEXITy HUMI'™.

BTIpusHaK «OBITH AyXOM» TIPUCYII] YeJI0BeUecKOov AyIIe,
HO He ITOHSTUIO IyIIIL.

4B oTirame oT «(POPMBI CYXKIIEHNTIT», B KOTOPOVI TIPeI-
Oypyfolias cesi3Ka puKcupyeT popMasibHOe OTHOIIIEHVe
MEXTy TTOHSTUSIMIL.

L.S. Sirotkina

« One is struck by the sequence of judge-
ments, which is atypical of the first figure and
is reminiscent of the fourth figure. Strictly
speaking, argument B does not have the syl-
logism form because it contains four and not
three terms. From the formal point of view, a
rupture occurs in the places of the middle term:
formal mediation is absent, the syllogism is not
formed, and formally nothing can be deduced
from the two premises. Is this construction
an inference? The text of “The False Subtlety”
gives adequate grounds for a patently affirma-
tive Kantian answer. So, for Kant, there is me-
diation in B. What exactly is it? The answer
comes out in the analysis of the differences be-
tween “the form of judgement” and that which,
according to Kant, is not.

o In the premises of both arguments the
links have the predicative form (“is”). But in B
the term “characteristic mark” crops up. What
is its formal status in judgements? It may be a
part of the term “is a characteristic mark” which
is semantically equivalent to the term “is inher-
ent in.” If this supposition is valid, the premises
have a relational (not attributive) character, and
the term “is a characteristic mark” expresses the
relation between two subjects of the judgement.
What makes this relation special? It is informal,
being a relationship between objects thought in
the judgement, but not between the volumes of
the concepts.”® The premises in form A contain
predicating links between concepts which con-
form to the Dictum rule (formal links: DfS, AA
02, p. 49; Kant, 1992b, p. 91), and the premises
in form B contain informal links between ob-
jects represented by the terms. These links have
an ontological character and the whole judge-
ment is about the objects of reality and the be-
ing links between them."

B The characteristic mark “being a mind” refers to the
human soul and not to the concept of soul.

4 As distinct from “the form of judgement”, in which
the predicating link fixes the formal relation between
concepts.
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« Teriepb HeCJIOXHO PelINTH BOIIPOC O HaJIU-
umm orocpenoaHus B popMe B. B kadecTse cperi-
Hero TepMIHa BBICTYIIaeT «pa3yMHOe», OJJHaKO He
KaK TIOHSTME, HO KaK OOBEeKT COOTBETCTBYIOLIEN
oHTOJIOrMN. B JanHOM citydae 370 npusHak. Ormo-
cpenoBaHMe B B HOCUT He dpopMasIbHBIN (JI0r1de-
CKVHZ), a OHTOJIOTMTYECKUTI XapaKTep. CYH_IECTBy}OT,
BUIVMO, IBa THUIIa OIIOCPeIOBaHMs B YMO3aKJIIO-
ueHMsIX: popMasibHOe 11 HedpopMaIbHOe — OHTO-
JIOrYecKoe.

« 311ech, OJIHAKO, BO3HMKAET ellle ofiHa IIpobiie-
Ma. Ecimm cBsism B TIochUIKax HOCST HedopMailb-
HBIVI XapaKTep, TO UCTMHHOe 3aK/II0YeHVie MOXKeT
OBITH TapaHTUPOBAHO TOJIBKO TPV HEKOTOPBIX OH-
TOJIOTIYeCKMIX JIOMYIeHMX, 3a1afoIMX TTapamMe-
TPBI peasIbHOCTY, B IPaHMIIaX KOTOPOVI IOJI00HbIe
cBs3m OyIoyT OTpakaTh CYIIECTBYIOIIee VI Hews-
MeHHO BOCITPOM3BOIsIIIeecs MoJIoKeH e [1el (IIpu
00o0meHnn 1nonobHast popMa yMO3aKITIOUeHMs
MOXeT OKa3aThCsl JIarollleVl JIOKHOe 3aKJIoueHve
U3 VICTMHHBIX IIOCBUIOK™). YTo 3TO 3a momyiie-
H1? BuaymMo, Takort OHTOJIOrMYecKOVI ITpecyIIo-
3UIIMEN gBJIsieTCs TIoJIoKeHMe, 3aprKCpoBaHHOe
B mipaBiytax NN 1 RN: ecsi B oHTOI0rMM 1IOJIO-
JKeHwe JieJI TaKOBO, YTO ITPU3HAaK IIpM3HaKa Bellu
eCTh MIPU3HAK Belllyl WIN TO, YTO IIPOTUBOPEUNT
IPV3HAKY (HECOBMECTVMO C HUM), HIPOTUBOPEUYNT
VI CaMOVI BeIIy (HeCOBMECTVIMO C Hel), TO «OHTOJIO-
TMYeCKU CYJUIOTM3M» TapaHTUpPYeT UCTMHHOCTD
3aKJIFOUeHM ITpY UICTUHHOCTY MOCBUIOK. VIMeHHO
B CWJIY OHTOJIOTMYECKOr0 XapaKTepa YMO3aKJIioue-
Hu 110 popMe B pabotaror mipasruza NN 1 RN.

Takvm obpasom, popma B koHCTUTYTMBHA 118
ymosakiodeHus. [1o cytn, KanT nokaseisaet, uTo
IOCTpOeHe BbIBOJIa OCHOBBIBAETCsI Ha OHTOJIOI V-
YeCcKMX OTHOIIEHMSAX OOBEKTOB 11 OIleprpOBaHNN
3TVMW OTHOIIEHMAMM B MBIIUIEHUM — VIMeH-
HO Ha 3TOM ITyTH BBICBOOOXKIaeTcs Cula BbIBOHA.
OcTaeTcst OTKPBITBIM BOIIPOC O MeXaHW3Me ee fIevi-
CTBUSL. DTOT MeXaHW3M, KaK IIpefICTaBJIseTCs], MO-
JKeT pa3BopadMBaThCs OIHVIM M3 [IBYyX CIIOCOOOB:

15 Tak, ec/iv Ha MeCTO TePMUHA «eCTb IIPM3HAK» IIOCTa-
BUTH JIPyroe OTHOIIeHVe, HapUMep «I0OUT», TO IO-
JIYYMM YMO3aKJIIOUeHMe C IIPOOIeMaTaHO VCTUHHBIM
saxroueHvem (A mobut B, B ymobur C, 3Haumt, A sio-
our C).
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« We can now readily answer the question
as to whether there is mediation in form B. The
middle term is “reasonable”, not as a concept,
but as the object of corresponding ontology. In
this case, it is a characteristic mark. The media-
tion in B is not formal (logical) but ontological.
There seem to be two types of mediation in in-
ferences: the formal and the informal, or onto-
logical.

« Here, however, another problem crops
up. If the links in the premises have an infor-
mal character, a true conclusion can be guaran-
teed only if certain ontological allowances are
made which fix the parameters of reality within
which such links would reflect the existing and
invariably reproduced state of affairs (in gen-
eralisation, this form of inference may end up
delivering a false conclusion from true premis-
es®). What are these allowances? Such an onto-
logical presupposition is the situation recorded
in rules NN and RN: while in ontology, the sit-
uation is that a characteristic mark of a charac-
teristic mark of a thing is a characteristic mark
of the thing, or that which contradicts the char-
acteristic mark (is incompatible with it) contra-
dicts the thing itself (is incompatible with it),
the “ontological syllogism” guarantees a valid
conclusion if the premises are true. Rules NN
and RN work owing to the ontological charac-
ter of inferences in form B.

Thus, form B is constitutive for an inference.
In fact, Kant shows that a conclusion can pro-
ceed from the ontological relations between
objects and the handling of these relations in
thinking, which unlocks the power of inference.
The question of the mechanism of its action re-
mains open. The mechanism may unfold in one
of two ways:

15 Thus, if in place of the term “is a characteristic mark
of” a different relation is substituted — for example
“loves” — we get an inference of dubious validity (A
loves B, B loves C, hence A loves C).



1. B Buzie mpon3BOJIBHOTO (HaMepeHHOro) IIpu-
MeHeHMsl BBICIIIero IpaBula MBICIIAIINM Cyllle-
cTBOM. B 3TOM CiTyuae mospKeH, O4eBUIIHO, pa3Bep-
HYTbCSL CJIEYIOMINUIT (POPMasIbHBIV CUJLIIOTM3M:
IIpV3HaK IIpV3HaKa eCTh IpW3HaK Bemn, A ecTb
IIpM3HaK IIpM3HaKa, 3HAYMT, A ecTh IpPU3HAaK
Beln. B 3TOM cjlyuae OHTOJIOIMYECKUN CUILIO-
I'M3M BKJIIOYaeT B ceOs popMasIbHBIN ¥ OKasbIBa-
eTCs HeCOBepIIeHHBIM (BKJ/IIOUaeT ITPOMEXYyTOU-
HOe 3aKJIIogyeHve’®).

2. Bpicmiee mpaBWJIO eCTh HeKas allpyviopHast
dopma MbIUIeHMS, obOecriedmBaroIiast IIPUH-
IUIVAIBHYI0 BO3MOXXHOCTB IIOJTyUYeHMs OIocpe-
JOBAaHHOIO 3HAHWM, OHa JIEVICTBYeT Kak JIrI000T1
BPOXEHHBIVI MeXaHU3M — BHe IITPOM3BOJIBHON
aKTMBHOCTM paccyxpatoriero. [lepedpasupys
camoro KaHTa, MOXXHO OTMETWUTB, UTO, IIO TIONIO-
Ouro KaTeropuit paccyka 1 (popM IIpocTpaHCTBa
1 BpeMeH, BbICIIIee IIpaBuyIo «CyTh He DoJlee Kak
hopmuvl MbluLIEHA, coOepXKalliyie B cebe JINIIIb JIO-
TMYeCKyI0 CIOCOOHOCTB a4 priori OOBeOVHSATH B
OIHO CO3HaHVe MHOrooOpasHoe», TaHHOe B IIO-
ceuikax (B 306; Kant, 2006, c. 403 —405). Ecyv BbIc-
Illee TIPaBUJIO AEVICTBYeT KakK arpropHas dopma,
TO OHTOJIOIMYECKMV CVJUIOIM3M TIO TIepBOvI (PUTY-
pe SIBJISIeTCS COBePIIIEHHBIM.

HeT mocTaTouHBIX OCHOBAaHWMII IIOJIaraThb, UTO
arpuopnsM (Onsepman, 2001) y DOKPUTITYECKOTO
KanTa mpepmosiaras JievicTBie BBICIINX ITpaBIAI
yMo3zaxIrodeHnit. OmHaKo B paBHOVI Mepe HeT Oc-
HOBaHU U 1714 IIPV3HaHS HealIPYOPHOIo Xapak-
Tepa 3TuX IpaBl. KpoMe Toro, yHMBepCcaIbHOCTD

1TTocpuikal: A ectp mmpm3HaK B.

ITocruika 2: B ects npusHak C.

Saxmouenne 1: 3Haunt, A — 3TO OpU3HAK MNpU3HaKa
apenmeta C.

ITockuika 3: [Tpm3HaK IIpM3HaKa ecTb IIPU3HAK IIpeIMeTa.
3axmouenne 2: 3HaunT, A ecTh pusHaK C.

17 Belcie IpaBula BBICTYIAIOT He KaK PeryJIsTUBHBIE
HOPMBI, HO KaK eCTeCTBEHHble 3aKOHBI, II10 KOTOPBIM
dYHKUMOHMPYeT MBIIIUIEHVe pa3yMHBIX CyIIecTB IIO-
CTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO $BJISIeTCS MbIIIUIeHreM 00 00b-
eKTax ObITvsi. BeposiTHO, TI03TOMY B caMOVI IIpOLenype
YMO3aKIIIOUeHVIsI CyOImporenypsl IIpVIMEHEHVIsI BBICIIIe-
ro IIpaBWwIa B KaHTOBCKOM OIIMCAHMM HeT U, OYeBUIHO,
He MOXeT OBITb. B 3TOM cMbICile HeJlb3s COITIACUTBCS C
K.B. JlemereBcknM: BbICIIee ITPaBWIO 3BPUCTUKOV He
apirsiercs (Jlemerresckmi, 2009, c. 44).
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L.S. Sirotkina

1. As the deliberate application of the
highest rule by a thinking being. This would
take the form of the following formal syllogism:
the characteristic mark of a characteristic
mark is a characteristic mark of a thing, A is a
characteristic mark of a characteristic mark,
hence, A is a characteristic mark of a thing. In
this case, the ontological syllogism includes
a formal one, and turns out to be imperfect
(includes an immediate inference').

2. The highest rule is an a priori form of
thinking'” which makes it possible in principle
to obtain mediated knowledge; it functions as
an inborn mechanism outside the arbitrary
activity of the thinking subject. Paraphrasing
Kant, it can be said that, like the categories of
understanding and the forms of space and time,
the highest rule is “nothing other than forms
of thought, which contain merely the logical
capacity for unifying the manifold [...] a priori”
given in the premises (KrV, B 305-306; Kant,
1998, p. 360). If the highest rule acts as an a
priori form, the ontological syllogism according
to the first figure is perfect.

There are no sufficient grounds for believing
that apriorism for pre-critical Kant implied
the use of the highest rules of inferences
(Oizerman, 2001). Likewise, there are no
grounds for claiming that these rules are not
a priori. Furthermore, their universality in
inference thinking and the effect of “the power
of inference” seem to suggest their inborn

o Premise 1: A is a characteristic mark of B.

Premise 2: B is a characteristic mark of C.

Conclusion 1: Hence, A is a characteristic mark of object C.
Premise 3: A mark of a mark is a characteristic mark of
an object.

Conclusion 2: Hence, A is a characteristic mark of C.
7The highest rules are not regulative norms, but natural
laws according to which rational creatures think insofar
as they think about the objects of being. This may be why,
in the procedure of inference, Kant does not describe the
sub-procedures of the application of the highest rule.
Therefore, I cannot go along with Lemeshevsky (2009,
p. 44): the highest rule is not heuristics.



JI. C. Cupotkuna

VX JUIS YMO3aKJIIOUalOIero MBIIUIeHWS W Jeu-
CTBUE «CWIBl BBIBOa» TOBOPSIT CKOpee B IIOJIb3Y
VIX BPOXIEHHOTO, JIOOIIBITHOrO xapakrepa'. Koc-
BEHHBIVI apryMeHT, IIOOJeP>KMBAIOIIVVI JTAHHBIV
Te3uc, HaxoguM B ctarbe K. Torumn. ABTOp, OCHO-
BbIBasICh Ha aHa/IM3e Ooslee Mo3IHMX, YeM «JIoxk-
HOe MyJIpcTBOBaHMe...», padboT KaHTa, yTBepxia-
eT, YTO 3aKoHBI MbIIIIeHUs y KaHTa HocaT He
HOPMAaTVBHBIN (IIPeNVChIBAIOIIN), a KOHCTUTY-
TUBHBIV XapakTep: npaswia Tuia NN orpenesis-
IOT, UTO TaKOe BBIBOJI, V1 00ecrieunBarOT KaHOH I
pasdeHns BBIBOJA M He-BbIBOJIA; eC/IV He4TO He
COOTBETCTBYeT 3aKOHaM JIOTMKM, TO OHO YyMO3a-
xroueHveM He gsiisieTcs (Tolley, 2006, p. 391).

Taxmm obpa3zoM, KOrHUTUBHAsI MOJIeJIb HUCXO-
ALIIero yMo3aKJ/IFoueHwsl, OTpakaroliasi ero KoH-
CTUTYTUBHBIE IIPU3HAKM, MOXeT ObITh OIvcaHa
CJIeAYIOMIIM 00pa3oM: OIoCcpefioBaHVe B CUILIO-
r'M3Me HOCUT OHTOJIOrMUYecKuil (HedpbopMaIbHBIN)
XapaKTep, BBIpaXalOIIUVICSd B (PUKCUPOBAHUM
(He)IIPUCYIIIHOCTM HEeKOTOPOro IIpu3HaKa IIpe]l-
MeTy ¥ JPyroro mpusHaka — 3TOMY IIpU3HaKy
(ITOCpeTHMKOM BBICTYIIaeT IPM3HAK KaK OOBEKT
OHTOJIOTMN); B CWJIY 3TOTO aKTyasIusupyeTcs (ie-
JleHaIlpaBjleHHO WJIVM HeIIPOM3BOJIBHO) BhICIIIee
MpaBMJIO YMO3aKJIIO4eHMsl 00 OTHOIIeHUW IIperl-
MeTa ¥ IIpM3HaKa IIpM3HaKa, Jiejlaloliee o4eBu/l-
HBIM [IJIsl pacCy KIIaloIero criocod cBsi3u dacTen
IIOCBUIOK B 3aKJIIOYEHMV, BBICBOOOXKIaeTcs «Cula
BBIBOIIa», IIPOVICXOWT OCO3HAHHOE CBSI3bIBaHIIE
IpV3HaKa IIpM3HaKa U IIpeMeTa, KOHCTPYUpyeT-
Cs1 HOBOe CYXKJIeHe.

4.3. OcywecmBaaromea au cuiso2ucmuueckue
axmol ecmecmBento2o MovluAeHUA
8 coomBemcmbuu ¢ mooeavto?

KanT onenusaer niepyto ¢purypy Kak cosep-
IIeHHYIO, IIOCKOJIBKY B ITpOLIe/lypPYy YMO3aKJIIO-
UeHMsl 10 Hell He IIPUMeIIVBAIOTCs, C er0 TOUKNU

! BO3MOXKHO, IMEHHO TaKOVI XapaKTep IeVICTBI IIPaBIIT
NN u RN nexxurt B ocHoBaHUM IIpericTaBieHunt Kanra o
TOM, 9TO YMO3aK/IIOUeHs 110 HeCOBEPIIIeHHBIM puUrypam
COBEpIIAOTCS Ha OCHOBE MX PeAyKLMM K CYJUIOTM3MaM
II0 IIepBovI urype.
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and pre-experience character.” Clinton Tolley
makes an indirect argument in favour of this
thesis. Proceeding from the analysis of Kant’s
works written after “The False Subtlety”, he
claims that, for Kant, the laws of thinking are
not normative (prescriptive) but constitutive:
rules of the NN type define what inference
is and provide a canon for distinguishing a
conclusion from a non-conclusion; if something
does not correspond to the laws of logic, it is
not an inference (Tolley, 2006, p. 391).

Thus, the cognitive model of descending
inference, in terms of its constitutive features,
can be described in the following way:
mediation in a syllogism has an ontological
(non-formal) character expressed in the fixing
of the (non-)presence of a characteristic mark
in the object and another characteristic mark
of that characteristic mark —the mediator is a
characteristic mark as an object of ontology; this
actualises (wittingly or unwittingly) the highest
rule of inference with respect to the object
and the characteristic mark of a characteristic
mark, which makes evident to the speaker the
mode of the link between parts of premises
in the conclusion, such that the “power of
inference” is released; the characteristic mark of
a characteristic mark is consciously linked with
the object (a new judgement is constituted).

4.3. Do Syllogistic Acts of Natural Thinking
Follow a Model?

Kant considers the first figure to be perfect
because no external procedures interfere
with the inference procedure. In other words,
in thinking according to the first figure,
the highest rules function obviously and
immediately, ensuring a direct transition

8 Perhaps this character of the action of rules NN and
RN is the basis of Kant’s view that inferences according
to imperfect figures are made on the basis of their
reduction to first-figure syllogisms.



3peHus, HUKaKue MHBbIe IIporieny pbl. VIHbIMY cI1o-
BaMM, B pacCy>XIeHMsIX II0 IepBoVi purype BbIC-
e Ipasuia (PYHKIVOHUPYIOT SBHO ¥ HeIo-
CpeICTBeHHO, obecrieunBas IIPsIMOVI ITepexor, OT
OJIHOrO KpariHero 4jleHa Tpyajibl TEpPMUHOB IIOCHI-
JIOK K Ipyromy (B popMe MHTeIIJIEKTYaIbHOV OlTe-
paluM — OHOAKTHOV IIPOLIEY Pbl).

OnHako, Kak IIpeficTaBIIsieTCs, eCThb CYIeCTBeH-
HOe IIPeIIATCTBYe AJISI CTOJIb TPVBMAJIBHOM TPaK-
TOBKI IIpOLIElypHl Ilepexofda: «(OopMbI cCyXile-
HU», PUKCUpYyIoIe dopMaibHble OTHOIIEHS
TOHATW, MaCKUPYIOT OHTOJIOTMYeCKe OTHOIIIe-
HVS COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX OOBEKTOB M — CJIeAyeT
IIPEAIIONIOKNUTE — OCJIa0JISIIOT HEIOCPeNCTBeH-
HOe JIeVICTBYe BBICIIVX IIPaBWII I PacCyXaaro-
I1Iero, eCJIV He VICKJIIOYalOT ero IOJIHOCThIO. [Ipu-
MEHUTEJIPHO K eCTeCTBeHHBIM YMO3aKJIIOUeHVISIM
BO3HMKaeT CBOero poza AyayinsM OpMBI 1 CyIIl-
HOCTM yMoO3aKjtoueHunit. O3HavaeT I 3TO, YTO
«CHJIa BBIBOIa» IIepecTaeT ObITH JEeVICTBYIOIIEVI CUI-
JIOVI, cCaMOTIOpOXKAatoITle 3aKiitoueHme? Paboraor
JIV BBICIIIVIE TTpaBWIa, KOr/ia MOChUIKM cpopMyIIu-
poBaHBI B «popMe cyXIeHni»? B pamkax KOrHu-
TUIBHOI'O IOAXOMa K aHam3y maen «JIoxHoro my-
JPCTBOBAHMSL. . .» IIEHTPaJIbHBIV BOIIPOC COCTOUT B
CJIelyIOIIeM: ecJIV MOCBIJIKU ¥ 3aKJIIOYeHNs ecTe-
CTBEHHBIX YMO3aKJIIOUeHN BIpaXkatoTcs B «op-
Me CyXX[IeHU», KOTOpasl OTJINYaeTCsT OT KOHCTU-
TYTMBHOM (OHTOJIOIMYeCcKOVt) (POpMBI CHIIJIOrM3Ma
KaK (pOPMBI MO3HAHMS, TO KaK Pa3BOpaAUMBAIOTCS
peasibHbIe YMO3aKJIFoUaroIlyie IIporey pbl?

JJ1s1 HUCXOIAIIVIX CYJUIOTM3MOB BUISTCS BO3-
MOXXHBIMV HECKOJIBKO MeXaHVI3MOB:

1. EcTecTBeHHBIE yMO3aKJIIOYeHMsI MOIYT OC-
HOBBIBAaTbCA HEIIOCPEJICTBEHHO Ha OIlepupoBa-
HV1Y (popMasIbHBIMY OTHOIIEHVSIMY TEPMWHOB I10
npaswiam Dictum, npoussogabiM oT NN 1 RN.
YuwnTeiBasg, uTO s3bIKOBasg (popMa ecTeCTBEHHOW
MBICJIVI SKCTEHCYOHAaJIbHA, MOXKHO ITPeJITIOJIOKNUTh,
YTO IIPU BCTpeYe C KOTHUTVUBHOWM 3aJavert MHIY-
LVIpyeTcss UMEHHO 3TOT MexaHwm3M. OpueHTalys
Ha popMaJIbHbBIe CBS3V IIOHSTUT B OITpefieJIeHHOM
CMBICJIe «yYBOIUT» MBICJIb OT OTpa’kaeMOVl B HMX
peasTbHOCTH, MBIIIUIEHVE IIproOpeTaeT xapakrep

L.S. Sirotkina

from one extreme member of the triad of
terms to another (in the form of an intellectual
operation, which is a one-act procedure).

However, there is a serious obstacle in the
way of such a trivial depiction of the transition
procedure: the “forms of judgements”, which
fix the formal relations between concepts,
mask the ontological relations between
corresponding objects and thus weaken, if not
nullify, the immediate effect of the highest
rules for the thinker. This creates a kind of
dualism of form and essence for natural
inferences. Does it mean that the “power of
inference” ceases to be an active power which
generates the conclusion? Do the highest rules
work when the premises have the “form of
judgements”? From the perspective of the
cognitive approach to “The False Subtlety”, the
central issue is as follows: if the premises and
conclusions of natural inferences are expressed
in “the form of judgements”, which differs
from the constitutive (ontological) form of the
syllogism as a form of cognition, how do real
inference procedures unfold?

For descending syllogisms, I see several
possible mechanisms:

1. Natural inferences can be based directly
on operations with the formal relations of terms
according to Dictum rules derived from NN
and RN. Considering that the language form
of natural thought is extensional, it is fair to
assume that an encounter with this cognitive
task triggers precisely this mechanism.
Orientation toward formal links between
concepts, in a certain sense, “diverts” thought
from the reality they reflect, such that thought
acquires the character of manipulations of
terms. In this case, the resulting judgement is
unlikely to express new knowledge since it is
detached from “perceptions”. What comes to
the fore is the logic of formal relations of whose
cognitive potential Kant was rather skeptical
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MaHUITYJIAIUY TepMUHaMI. B aToM cityuae mosry-
yJaemoe Cy>XJleHVe eflBa JIM BbIpa’kaeT HOBOe 3Ha-
HMe, TaK KaK OTOpPBaHO OT «CO3eplLiaHM». 371ech
BBICTYIIaeT Ha IIepBbIV IUIaH JIOTKa (POpMaIbHbIX
OTHOIIIEH WV, BO3SMOXXHOCTV KOTOPOVI B IIO3HAHUM
KanT onenmsai BecbMa cKky1io (cM.: Mosser, 2004,
p- 3). CosepiireHCTBO HepBOVI PUTYPBI IPU 3TOM
coxpaHsieTcs (BCTaBOUHBIe ITPOLIeTypbl He BO3HM-
KaloT), TaK KaK CBA3b KpalHMX TePMHOB yCTaHaB-
JIVIBaeTCsl, 10 CyIIecTBy, Ha OCHOBaHWM CBOVICTBA
TPaH3UTVUBHOCTYM JIOTMYecKoy CBs3n. VIMeHHO
3TOT IIyTh KaXKeTCsl COOTBETCTBYIOLIVIM peaIvisiM
ecTecTBeHHOro MbinuleHud. OpHako KaHT cko-
pee ycMaTpuBaeT VMHOV MeXaHW3M — TOT, KOTO-
peITt oDecrieunBaeT aKTyaIM3alliioO BBICIIVIX IIpa-
BIWIL B IIPOTVMBHOM CJIy4dae OH eJiBa JIV YTBepXKaaJl
ObI HEBO3MOXKHOCTD BBIBOJIA II0 YTBEPAMUTEIbHBIM
MopycaM geTBepTovt purypsl (AA 02, S. 54; Kawnr,
19946, c. 32). Ha30By 3TOT IIy Th OIIOCPEIOBAHHBIM.

2. OnocpenoBaHHBIN ITyTh — Yepe3 CBOero poza
OHTOJIOTVIYECKVIT «ITePEBO/I» TIOCHUTOK. MBICTISIIINT
areHT OCYIIECTBJIZeT VHTepHpeTaliio ITOChUIOK 1
oty daeT popMy, B KOTOPOVI MOT'Y T ITPSIMO J1eVICTBO-
BaTh mpasyia NN 11 RN: «/Iy111a yesioBeka pasyMHa»
repeBOANTCA Kak «[lyIlia yesoBeka vMeeT Mpu3HaK
“OprTE pasymaON»”. OIHAKO OHTOJIOTMTYeCcKe OT-
HOLIIeHVIS B «popMax Cy>KIeHWUV» UMIUIVIIATHBL, 1
VIX SKCIUIVIKAIMs — CaMOCTOsITeIbHasi KOTHUTWB-
Had 3aj1a4a. Kak oHa periaercs, ecjii oHTOsIOTVI49e-
CKOoe oOpallleHVie [IeVICTBUTEIIHHO SIBJISIeTCS Mexa-
HM3MOM eCTeCTBEHHBIX PacCy KIIeHM?

A. YunTbIBas1, 4TO CyXJIeHVe ABJIsSeTCs Pe3yslib-
TaTOM YYyBCTBEHHOI'O MO3HaHM:, MOXHO IIpeIIo-
JIOKUTB, YTO oOpallieHvie IIPOVICXOINUT «aBTOMaTH-
YeCKI»: SI3bIKOBbIe KOHCTPYKIIUM aKTyaIu3UupPYyIOT
OTIINTBIE B HUX CO3epLaHMus — ITPUMeHUTEIIbHO
K KaX/OW IIOChUIKe HabJIIofjaeTcs CBOero popa
MOBTOpPHOE IIpeJicTaB/IeHNe, BBICTYyIIalolllee CBO-
eoOpa3sHBIM «OHTOJIOTMYECKVIM ITePeBOIYVIKOM»

B «JloxxHoM MynpcrBoBaHUN...» KaHT mpmsomwut asa
Ppa3IM4YHBIX BapyaHTa OHTOJIOTMYECKMX (POPMYIIMPOBOK
rocbUIoK (AA 02, S. 48, 51; Kanr, 19946, c. 25, 29): (a) «A
ecTb Ipu3HaK B» m (0) «B mMeer mpusnak A». ITpsimomy
passopaunsanmio mpasnit NN 1 RN coorsercTByeT dop-
Ma (a). VMimenHo ee KaHT mportmBoriocrasisier «dopme
CyXmeHnv»; dopma (6), HaITpoTVB, B TEKCTe MpefijiaraeT-
sl KaK HeKasl HapasuIesb «popMe Cy>KIeHWUI».
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(cf. Mosser, 2004, p. 3). The first figure remains
perfect (no extra procedures are inserted) since
the link between the major and the minor terms
is established basically on the grounds of the
transitivity of logical connection. This path
appears to correspond to the realities of natural
thinking. But Kant seems to see a different
mechanism, one that actualises the highest
rules: otherwise, he would hardly maintain
that it is impossible to draw a conclusion from
affirmative modes of the fourth figure (DfS, AA
02, p. 54; Kant, 1992b, p. 97). I will call this a
mediated path.

2. The mediated path is a kind of ontological
“translation” of premises. The thinking agent
interprets the premises to get a form in which
rules NN and RN apply directly: “The soul
of man is rational” translates as “The soul of
man has the characteristic of “being rational”."
However, ontological relations in “the forms
of judgement” are implicit, such that their
explication is a cognitive task in its own right.
How is it tackled if ontological conversion is
indeed the mechanism of natural reasoning?

A. Keeping in mind that a judgement
is the result of sensible cognition, it is fair
to assume that the conversion takes place
automatically: language structures actualise
those perceptions cast in them. For each
premise, there is a kind of repeat representation
which is an “ontological translator” of formal
objects (descriptive and logical terms in the
premises). It is possible that Kant would have
allowed such a cognitive “seesaw” for natural
processes.

¥In “The False Subtlety”, Kant cites two variants of the
ontological formulation of premises (DfS, AA 02, p. 48,
51; Kant, 1992, p. 90, 94): (a) “ A is the characteristic mark
of B” and (b) “B has the characteristic mark of A”. Direct
use of rules NN and RN is matched by the form a). Kant
opposes it to “the form of judgements”; form (b), on the
contrary is offered in the text as a parallel to “the form
of judgements”.



dopMaTBHBIX OOBEKTOB (HECKPUITTVBHBIX M JIOTI-
YecKMX TEPMMHOB B IIOCBUIKax). EcTh HekoTopas
BEpOSITHOCTH TOro, uto KaHT momyckan Obl BO3-
MOYXHOCTb TaKVX TIO3HABaTeJIbHBIX «Kadeslein s
€CTeCTBEHHBIX IIPOLIECCOB.

b. VIHov1 BapmaHT pasBepThIBaHMS OIIOCPEO-
BaHHOW ITPOLIeIypEl IIpefIioaraeT IIPOU3BOIIb-
HOCTb PaCCy>KIAIOIEro B OCYIIeCTBJIEHUV OHTO-
JIOTVIYeCKOro ImpeoOpa3oBaHMs TIOCBUIOK: KaKas
IIOCBIJIKa HaIlpaBJIeHHO IIpeoOpasyeTcss B OHTO-
JIOTMYeCcKy1o popMy JIs IIOC/IeAyIOIIero IIpo-
M3BOJIBHOTO JKe IIPVIMEeHeHNs BBICIIEro IIpaBula.
Taxkoro poma cxoracTuyeckue yIpakHeHUs yMa
BBILJISIISIT UPEe3BBIYAIHO VICKYCCTBEHHBIMU ——
CJIOXKHO IOIYCTUTH VX BO3MOXHOCTB VIS ecTe-
CTBEHHOI'O MBIIIJIEHVsSI BHe HEKOTOPBIX 00pas3o-
BaTeJIbHBIX MHUIIMATKB. BMecTe ¢ TeM TOOOHBIN
CrIoco0, 3aJaHHBIN aJITOPUTMIYECKV ¥ OIVICAH-
HBITI HeOOXOAVMBIM CBOZIOM ITPaBMJI, MOXET CITy-
JKVITBb XOPOIIIEVI SBPUCTVKOVI IIPVI OCBOEHVIV HaBBI-
KOB IIOCTPOEHNS CYJUIOTMCTIYECKMX BBIBOTOBY.

B BO3MOXXHOVI KOTHUTVMBHOVI CMJUIOIVICTHKE pa-
OounM B OIleHKe pa3BepTHIBAHMS €CTeCTBEHHBIX
YMO3aKJTIOUAIOIIVIX IIPOLIENYP SIBJISITCS, OUeBVI-
HO, BapraHT 2-A: KaHT daxTmyeckn npsmo me-
MoHcTpupyeT ero (AA 02, S. 51; Tam xe, c. 29),
VICTIOJTB3YsI BTOPYIO (POPMY OHTOJIOTMUECKOTO CYJI-
nornsma®. KocBeHHO 5TO OO TBEepXKAAeTCs CyxKiie-
HEeM O HeBO3MOXXHOCTV BBIBOJIOB IIO yTBepIu-
TeJIBHBIM MOJlycaM 4YeTBepTOM (PUTYPBIL: eciiy Obl
IeVICTBOBaJIO IIpaBwIo Dicturm, BEIBOOBI CIIeIOBa-
710 OBl IpU3HATh BO3MOXHBIMI. B mepsont dury-
pe cTelleHb MaCKMPOBKV KOHCTUTYTVBHOV CTPYK-
TYPBI CVJUIOTM3Ma MVHVMAaJIbHa — (popMasIbHas

2 3amedy, 4TO ITOI00HOE AVIAKTIYECKOEe CPEICTBO He VIC-
TIOJTB3YeTCsI TPV OOy UeHWUN TPaIUIIVIOHHOV JIOTVIKE.

2 CTOUT OTMETNTb, 4TO B CiIydae, ecivt Obr KanT OpUT 1TO-
CJIeioBaTelleH B IIpeCTaB/IeHMVI OHTOJIOTMUeCKOV (DOPMEI
CYWUIOrVM3Ma, TO eCTh IIpM3HaBajl Obl B KayeCcTBe TaKOBOWI
TOJIBKO Ty, KOTOpasi TOYHO BOCIIPOV3BOINT CPOPMYITHPO-
BaHHbIe 1M 11paBmyta NN 1 RN (AA 02, S. 48; KaxT, 19940,
c. 25), BapuaHT 2-A ObUI ObI He MeHee IPOOJIeMHBIM, YeM
3aKTIOUEHNS 110 HeCOBEpIIeHHBIM (GurypaM, TakK Kak
Hpexmionarai Obl oOparieHie — He POpMajIbHOE, a OH-
TOJIOTMYECKOe — IIOCBUIOK ITPY TIePeBOIe MX U3 «(POPMBI
CY>KIEHNS» B KOHCTUTYTUBHYIO CIJUIOTMCTIYECKYIo (pop-
My: ymra genoseka pasymHa — JlyIa dejioBeKka vMe-
€T TIpU3HAK pasyMHOCTM — Pa3yMHOCTB ecTh IIpU3HaK
nyr. AHaJIOTVYHO ¥ C MeHBbIIIe ITOChUTKOTL.

L.S. Sirotkina

B. Another variant of a mediated procedure
implies the arbitrariness of the thinker in the
ontological transformation of the premises:
each premise is purposefully converted into
ontological form for arbitrary use of the highest
rule. Such scholastic mind exercises look highly
artificial: natural thinking is hardly capable
of them without educational initiatives. At
the same time, this method, provided with an
algorithm and described in a code of rules,
may be good heuristics in learning the skill of
making syllogistic inferences.”

Variant 2-A may work in a possible cognitive
syllogistics assessing natural inference
procedures: Kant practically demonstrates this
(Dfs, AA 02, S. 51; Kant, 1992b, p. 94) using
the second form of ontological syllogism.*!
It is indirectly confirmed by the claim that it
is impossible to derive conclusions using the
affirmative modes of the fourth figure: if the
Dictum rule applied, conclusions would have to
be recognised as possible. In the first figure, the
degree of masking of the constitutive structure
of the syllogism is minimal; the formal and
ontological (second variant) forms are closest
to each other and sufficiently indistinguishable
to enable the use of the highest rule without
introducing intermediate judgements into the
procedure.

At the same time, the expression of an
inference in “the form of judgements” as
a possible important consequence has the

» Parenthetically, such a didactic tool is not used in the
teaching of traditional logic.

1t is worth noting that if Kant were consistent in
presenting the ontological form of syllogism, i.e.
recognised only the form exactly reproducing his rules
NN and RN (DfS, AA 02, p. 48; Kant, 1992, p. 90),
variant 2-A would have been no less problematic
than inferences according to imperfect figures since it
would presuppose the conversion — not formal but
ontological — of premises from “the form of judgement”
into a constitutive syllogistic form: The soul of man is
rational — The soul of man has the characteristic mark
of rationality — Rationality is the characteristic mark of
the soul. Ditto the lesser premise.
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VI OHTOJIOTMYecKasi (BTOpPOVI ee BapmaHT) POPMBI
Hanbosiee OJIVI3KM IPYT APYTY, I Mepa X Hepas-
JIMYVIMOCTY JJOCTaTOYHA [JIg MHAYIIMPOBaHMSA
BBICIIIETO IIpaBiila Oe3 BHeceHWsl B IIPOIeNypy
IIPOMEXYTOUHBIX CYKIIEHWVA.

BmecTe ¢ Tem BbIpakeHMe yMO3aK/IIOUeHUs B
«dopMe CyXIIeHU» B KauecTBe BEPOATHOIO BaXk-
HOTO CJIE[ICTBUS VIMeeT BO3MOXKHOCTb MaHWITYIIV-
poBaHVIsA TepMIMHaMM IIOCBUIOK 1 YMHOXKeHVe Yvic-
Jla CrocoOOB pellpe3eHTalNV YMO3aK/TIOYeHUT B
€CTeCTBeHHBIX PacCy XIIeHUSAX — paccyXIeHNs 110
pa3uHbIM purypaMm cruiornsMos. OHU B 3TOM
CBSI3Y ITPMIOOPETAIOT OCOOBIVI KOTHUTVBHBIN CTaTYC.

KaxoB KOTHUTVUBHBIV CTaTyC BTOPOIL — YeTBep-
Tov1 puryp u npasmiia Dictum? Heobxonymeivm
NpU3HAKaMM «He3aKOHHBIX» (PUTYp, OUeBUIIHO,
ABJISIOTCS CIIeIyIOIIe:

e VIX VICTOUHUK KOPeHUTCS B (popMyIImpoBa-
HUV eCTeCTBeHHBIX yMO3aK/IIO4eHUil B dopme
CY>KOEHWUV, SKCIUIULIMPYOILIEN cpopManBHbIe OT-
HOIIIeHVsT TePMIMHOB IOCBUIOK ¥ IOPOXKIAoIIent
BO3MOXKHOCTb ITepeCTaHOBKM 3TVIX TePMWHOB;

« OHM He JIOITyCKalOT ITPSIMOTO JeVICTBUS BBIC-
mx npawl: akTyanmsanysa NN 1 RN Bosmox-
Ha TOJIBKO IIyTeM IIpeoOpa30oBaHMUI Yepe3 BKIIIO-
yeHVie TPOMEeXYTOUHBIX ITPOLIeAyP (B YaCTHOCTW,
HeIIoCpe/ICTBeHHBIX BbIBOJIOB);

* B CWJIy BBIIIECKA3aHHOIO B CTPYKTYPHOM OT-
HOILIEHMY OHU ITPEJICTaBJIAI0T COOOV CcOCTaBHBIE
IIPOLIeTy PbL;

« OHV VMEIOT MeCTO B eCTeCTBEHHBIX pacCyK-
JAeHMAX, HO I10 3TUM «(puUrypaM MOXXHO HOJTy4aTh
IIPaBVUIBHBIV BBIBOJI. .. TOJIBKO OKOJIBHBIM ITyTeM»
(AA 02, S. 55; Tam xe, c. 34).

* BBIBOJIBI ITO HVIM BO3MOXXHBI TOJIBKO TPV YCIIO-
BV ITpOLieccyaIbHOVI BOSMOXKHOCTM VX PeITy KLV
K COBepIIIeHHOV (purype; eciam HeJlb3d perylu-
poBaTh K epBovi PUType, TO «CY>KIeHMs MOV He
npuBenyT K BeiBoy» (AA 02, S. 52; Tam xe, c. 30);
II0O3TOMY B yTBepOWUTEJIbHBIX MOJlycax ueTBep-
TOVI (PUTYPBI «COBEPIIIeHHO sICHO OpocaeTcs B IJla-
3a, YTO Cy>XIIeHWe, cofepyKalliee BbIBOM, B TOM €ro
BI7le, B KAKOM OHO IIepe]] HaM, BOOOIIle He MOXeT
BBITEKATh 113 ITOCBITIOK» (AA 02, S. 54; Tam xe, c. 32).

OOGcyxasi yMO3aK/IIOUeHMsI 110 He3aKOHHBIM
durypam, KaHT noguepkmpaeT, 4To paccyxie-
HWS IT0 HYM CTPOSITCS ITOCPeNICTBOM ITpeolOpa3oBa-

possible result that the terms of premises
are manipulated, and the number of ways of
representing inference in natural discourse —
reasoning according to the various figures of
syllogisms — is multiplied. In this respect, the
syllogism figures receive a special cognitive
status.

What is the cognitive status of figures 11—
IV and the Dictum rule? The following are the
clearly necessary features of “illegitimate”
figures:

« they are rooted in the formulation of nat-
ural inferences in the form of judgements ex-
plicating the formal relations between terms of
premises and making possible the permutation
of these terms;

« they do not permit of direct action of the
highest rules: actualisation of NN and RN is
only possible through transformations that in-
clude intermediate procedures (in particular,
immediate inferences);

« on the strength of the above, structurally
they are composite procedures;

« they occur in natural reasoning, but for
these figures “valid inferences may be drawn
[...] only indirectly” (DfS, AA 02, p. 55; Kant,
1992b, p. 99).

« Inferences according to them are possible
only if there is a processual possibility to
reduce them to a perfect figure; if they cannot
be reduced to the first figure “my propositions
do not form a valid inference” (DfS, AA 02,
p- 52; Kant, 1992b, p. 95); this is why, in the
affirmative modes of the fourth figure, “it is
obvious that the conclusion, as it is presented
here, cannot follow from the premises at all”
(DfS, AA 02, p. 54; Kant, 1992b, p. 97).

Discussing inferences according to
illegitimate figures, Kant stresses that discourse
according to them involves transforming them
through certain mental acts into the first figure,
and drawing a conclusion on the basis of rules
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HMS VX ITyTeM HeKOTOPBIX MBICJIUTEILHBIX aKTOB
K IepBoyl purype 1 MOCTpOeHMs BbIBOJA Ha OC-
HosaHum rpasuiI NN n RN. B sTom cityuae npa-
Bvia Dictum, ocHOBaHHBIE Ha SKCTEHCVOHAJIBHBIX
CBSI3IX TEPMMHOB IIOCBUIOK, CTAaHOBSITCSI HEKMMMU
danTOMaMM, He CYILIECTBYIOIIVIMU B €CTeCTBeH-
HoM MbinuteHn. C gpyrovt ctoponsl, KaHT, 00-
cyXxgas B «JIoKHOM My pcTBOBaHMMN. ..» IIpaBula
Dictum B KOHTeKCTe OTHOILIEHWUV 3TUX IPaBWI C
NN n RN, nmoguepkmsaet, uto Dictum o60CHOBBI-
BaeTCs Yepe3 BBICIIVIE IIpaBila, TO eCTh SIBJISeTCs
IIPOU3BOAHBIM OT HUX. 3HaunT, Dictum dpyHKIMO-
HUpPYeT B KauecTBe ITpaBijla YMO3aK/IFOUeHWL.

5. 3akiroueHme

BosHukaer riosiHe oueBmHas koyuimsms. [Tpu-
YMHY ee MOKHO YCMOTpeTh B HepasndueHnn Kan-
TOM MOJIeJIBHOV ¥ (paKTMUeCKOV (ecTeCTBeHHOV)
dopm ymosaxroueHm. Ilo-BuamMoMy, TIOITBIT-
Ka PeKOHCTPYMpPOBaTh KOTHWUTWBHBIE CIIEICTBVIS
mpent «JIo)KHOro MyJIpCTBOBaHMS...» IIPUBOANT K
OOHapY>KeHMIO JIByX CAMOCTOATEIIbHBIX «TLIaCTOB»
IIpo0JIeMBbl yMO3aKJIIOUAIOIIVIX aKTOB: KOHCTUTY-
TUBHO-THOCEOJIOTTYECKOTO ¥ COOCTBEHHO KOIHU-
TUBHO-TICVIXOJIordeckoro.  Ecim  paccmarpusathb
yMO3aKJIIOueHe KaK YHVBEpPCAJIbHBIV IS pas-
YMHBIX CYIIIECTB VMHCTPYMEHT IIO3HAHMS, TO OHO
IOJDKHO CTPOUTBCS Ha OCHOBaHWMM BBICIIVIX ITpa-
BIJI, OIOCPeIoBaHMs MPU3HAKOB U, CJlefloBaTesIb-
HO, TIO0 IIepBOVI (PUType; BBIBOMIBI IO OCTaJIbHBIM
durypamM BO3SMOXKXHBI TOJIIBKO B CVITY VX PEAYLIVIPY-
€MOCTM K TIepBOVI (KpoMe HEBO3MOXKHBIX, ITo KaHTy,
Mozycos Baroco i Bocardo). Eciivi xxe paccmarpuBath
CWIIOTM3M KaK (PeHOMEH MBICIIMTEIBHO JIesi-
TeJIBHOCTV Pa3yMHOI0, HO HeCOBepIlIeHHOTO IH/IN-
BUJIa, TO 3aKJIIOUYeHVsI MOTYT OBITh IIOJIyUYeHB! Ha
OCHOBaHUM ITpaBwJI Dictum B CBSA3M C T€M, YTO yMO-
3aKJTIOYEHVs IIpeZICTaBIIeHbl B (pOopMe CYXKIEHWIL.
HunddepeHniiyaniyss KOHCTUTYTUBHOIO 1 dpeHOMe-
HaJIBHOTO PaKypcOB JlaeT CIIeAyIONIylo KapTUHY
ITPM3HAKOB YMO3aKJTIoUaroIier JesTeJIbHOCTH:

2[To-BrayMOMY, CXOXKasl MBICIIb €CTh y beciiepa, KOTOpBIit
HIOJTUePKIMBaeT, UTO «IIpeJicTaBIieH e MOle/IV CIIorye-
CKOTO BBIBOJIA, He SBJIAIOIIeVICS I1epBOM (PUTYpPONL... He
COOTBETCTBYET TOMY, UTO ITPOVICXOMIUT Ha caMOM jejle B
“KOrHUTVBHOWM peasibHOCTI » (Besler, 2022, p. 200).
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NN and RN. In this case, Dictum rules based on
extensional links between the terms of premises
turn into phantoms which do not exist in natural
thinking. On the other hand, in “The False
Subtlety”, discussing Dictum rules in the context
of the relations of these rules with NN and RN,
Kant stresses that Dictum is grounded through
the highest rules, i.e. is derived from them.
Hence, Dictum functions as a rule of inference.

5. Conclusion

An obvious contradiction arises. The reason
may be Kant’s failure to distinguish model and
actual (natural) forms of inference.”? Evidently,
the attempt to reconstruct the cognitive
consequences of ideas in “The False Subtlety”
uncovers two independent “layers” of the
problem of inference acts: the constitutive-
epistemological and cognitive-psychological
proper. If we consider the inference to be a
universal tool of cognition used by intelligent
creatures, it should be based on the highest
rule, mediation of characteristic marks, and,
consequently, according to the first figure;
conclusions according to other figures are
possible only because they can be reduced to
the first figure (except the Baroco and Bocardo
modes, which Kant considers impossible). If
we consider the syllogism as a phenomenon
of thinking of a rational but imperfect
individual, inferences can be obtained on the
basis of Dictum rules because conclusions may
be represented in the form of judgements.
Differentiation of the
phenomenal approaches yields the following
picture of the characteristic marks of inference
activity:

constitutive and

2Besler (2022, p. 200) is thinking on the same lines when
he writes that “the representation of a non-first-figure
pattern of syllogistic inference [...] fails to correspond to

1

what actually happens in ‘cognitive reality””.
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KOHCTI’ITyTVIBHbIe
IIpU3HaKN aKTa
YMO3aK/IIOUeH M

®deHOMeHaIbHbIE
(KOTHMTMBHBIE) IIPU3HAKN
aKTa yMO3aKJTIOUeHVsT

« OcHoBaHUA yKOpeHe-
HBI B CTPYKType O®ITHS,
OTpa)keHHOW B KaTero-
pUsAX «IIpeAMeT» U «IIpU-
3HaK».

o Tlocbikm  m  3aKimHO-
JeHVe (QUKCUPYIOT He-
dopmMasnibHBle  OTHOIIIe-
HVISI MeXTy IIPeIMETOM 1
IIPU3HAKOM, IIPU3HAKOM
VI OT/IaJIeHHBIM IIpU3Ha-
KOM VI COCTaBJISIOT OHTO-

JIOTVYEeCKVIL CUJIJIOTVI3M.

o BeIBO;T B OHTOJIOTMIUE-
CKOM CWJUIOIM3Me OCy-
ITIEeCTBIISIETCS TIOCpe]I-
CTBOM JIE€VICTBUSI 3aKOHOB
mpmieans (NN m RN),
OTpakaroIInx ObITUIIHbIE
CBSI3U IIpeIMeTOB U IpU-

3HaKOB.

» TompKko  paccyxmeHvs
110 TIepBON pUrype sBjs-
IOTCA  COOOpPa3sHBIMM  3a-
KOHaM MbIlUIeHus. Bce
npoune GUTYPHI U30BI-
TOYHBI ¥ He3aKOHHBEI U
obecrieunBaloT  BO3MOXK-
HOCTB BBIBOJIa TOJIBKO Ue-
pes3 peayKuuio K IepBovt
durype.

o «DopmMa cyXIeHUs» —
mpoOyleMHOe  MecTO B
STOVI MOfIey, He aHaJIu-
supyemoe Kanrom. Ona
MOXXeT OBITH VICTOIIKOBA-
Ha KaK (peHOMeH, cITy»Ka-
N «MOCTOM»  MEX]Iy
MBIIIIJIeHVeM KakK yHU-
BepcaJIbHBIM ~ CBOVICTBOM
BCAKOTO Pa3syMHOTO Cy-
IIecTBa ¥ VHAVBUIYyalb-
HBIMV aKTaMV eCTeCTBeH-

HBIX YMO3aKJTIOUeHWTA.

o «@opMa cyXOeHUsS» —
crocod  dopmyMpoBaHs
YMO3aKIIIOUeHUSA B
CTBEHHOM MBIIIIJIEH V.

ecre-

« DTa popMa IOITyCcKaeT Ma-
HUIIYJISAIUY TePMUHAMIU 7
BefleT K BapuvallyisM CIIOCO-
GoB paccyxmeHuss — uUry-
paM cyuyuIormsma.

« KoncruryTnsHble npnsHa-
KV YMO3aKJTIOUeHVIsI B HUX He
SKCIUIMIIIPOBAHBI, BKJIIOYAs
nepsyio purypy.

« B mepBont cdurype «popma
CYXIeHUs»  MaKCMMasTbHO
Gr1M3Ka K OHTOJIOTMYECKOMY
CWJUIOTM3MY; B  OCTaJIbHBIX
OHa MacKWMpyeT OTHOIIEeHV
MeX[y IpeaMeTaMil U IIpu-
3HaKaMI.

o «@opMa CyX[IeHUs» WH-
IyLUpPYyeT pacCyXAeHWs II0
npaswiam Dictum Ha ocHOBe
SKCTEHCMOHAJIBHBIX OTHOIILIe-
HUV TEPMUHOB ITOCKIJIOK.

o Paccyxpennss mno  Dic-
tum JIMHOIAIOT eCTeCTBeHHOoe
MBIIIIJIEHVIEe ero KOHCTUTY-
TMBHOI'O CBOVICTBA OBITH aK-
TOM TIO3HAHISL.

« Ilpouenmypa paccyxaeHvs
no Dictum
7100 Ha peTyKIIUU HecoBep-
IMIeHHBIX MOJYCOB K HepBOVI
durype, mnbo Ha TPAMBIX
BBIBOZIaX M3 3a[JaHHBIX ITOCHI-
JIOK.

OCHOBBIBaeTCsA

« B aTOM ci1yuae paccyxpe-
Hug 110 Dictum moryT BecTn
K ommbKaM — HeIpaBuIb-
HBIM yMO3aKJIIOUeHVsIM, VJIN
JIOTVYeCKVM TIapaJIorv3Mam,
Kak 1osxe, B «Kpuruke um-
CTOr0 pasyMa», X Ha3blBa-
et Kaur (B 399; Kant, 2006,
c. 511).
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Constitutive
marks
of the inference act:

Phenomenal
(cognitive) marks
of the inference act:

« Grounded in the
structure of being reflected
in the categories “object”
and “characteristic mark”.

o The premises and the
conclusion fix informal
relations between the object
and the characteristic mark,
the characteristic mark and
the remote characteristic
mark, and constitute an
ontological syllogism.

in the
syllogism is

o The conclusion
ontological
achieved through the action
of the laws of thinking (NN
and RN),
the relations

which reflect
of being
between objects and their
characteristic marks.

+ Only reasoning accord-
ing to the first figure is
congruent with the laws of
thinking. All other figures
are redundant and illegit-
imate, and make inference
possible only through re-
duction to the first figure.

o The “form of judgement”
is a problematic element
in this model, which Kant
does not analyse. It can
be interpreted as a phe-
nomenon that provides a
“bridge” between thinking
as a universal characteristic
mark of every intelligent
creature and individual
acts of natural inference.

o The “form of judge-
ment” is the way of for-
mulating an inference in
natural thinking.

o This form permits of
manipulations with terms
and leads to various
modes of reasoning, i.e.
the figures of syllogism.

o The constitutive char-
acteristic marks of the
inference in them are not
explicated, including the
first figure.

o In the first figure, the
“form of judgement” is
the closest approximation
to the ontological syllo-
gism; in the other figures,
it masks the relations be-
tween objects and charac-
teristic marks.

o The “form of judge-
ment” induces reasoning
according to Dictum rules
on the basis of extension-
al relations between the
terms of premises.

o Dictum reasoning de-
prives natural thinking of
its constitutive character-
istic mark of being a cog-
nitive act.

« Reasoning according to
Dictum is based either on
the reduction of imperfect
modes to the first figure,
or on direct inferences
from the given premises.

o In this case, reasoning
according to Dictum may
lead to errors, i.e. wrong
conclusions or “paralo-
gisms”, as Kant would
call them later in the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason (KrV,
B 399; Kant, 1998, p. 411).



3aBepiiasd aHaIM3 <«IlepuUdepUmHbIX» Waen
TpakTara «JIoXHOe MyppcTBOBaHMe...» IOIYep-
KHY: B ompererleHHOM cMbicile KaHT B «JIokHOM
MyOpPCTBOBAHMUI...» 3a/iaeT KOTHUTWUBHBIE OpPU-
eHTUPBl W3yYeHMUs CUUIOTMCTUYeCKMX YMo3a-
xiroueHni. CoobpakeH1d, U3JI0KeHHbIE B TPak-
TaTe, MOOYXIIa0T cOpMYJIMpPOBaTh HECKOIBKO
VICCIIENIOBATEIIBCKMX TIPO0sIeM, YXOOSIIX B IIIO-
CKOCTb 3KCIIepVIMEHTaJIbHOV JIOTMKW ¥ KOTHUTU-
BUCTUKN. CTPOWUT JIM ecTeCTBeHHOe MbIIIJIeHe
dopmaIbHBIe BBIBOBI (Ha OCHOBAHWMM JIOTMUe-
CKVMX OTHOIIIEHWVI TEPMIHOB) VIJIV CKOpee OIepu-
pyeT srieMeHTaMM KapTuHbl Mupa? Ecim ctpour,
TO IIPMMEHUTEJIBHO KO BCEM JIM YeThIpeM (pury-
pam? «PaboTatoT» JI11 B €CTeCTBEHHOM MBIIIIIe-
HUWM, V1 €CJIV [1a, TO KaK MMEeHHO, Ha KaKVX OCHOBa-
HWSIX, BBICIIVIE ITpaBuJla CUJUIOrM3MOB? fIBiisercs
JI paccy>kiieHue II0 TIepBot purype cBoero poaa
BPOX/IEHHBIM MeXaHM3MOM yMo3akirtoueHu? Ka-
KOBBl €eCTeCTBeHHble MeXaHWM3MBbl pacCyXIeHU
110 HecoBepIlleHHBIM pUrypaM; MMeeT JI MeCTO
penykums K mepsont purype? SBiIsioTcs 1 3T
MeXaHW3MBbI YCTOMYMBBIMIY MOJIEJISIMV €CTeCTBEeH-
HBIX PacCyXIeHWU VUIM MOJe/Ib VHIYLUpPYyeTcs
eIVHNYHBIMM YCJIOBUSIMM KOHKPETHOW MBICIIV-
TepHOV 3amaun? CylmecTByeT JIM 3aBUCHIMOCTD
MeXIly BEpOSITHOCTBIO OIIVOOYHOIO «BBIBOHA» U
CTEIIeHbBIO HeCXOZCTBA «(POPMBI CYXKIEHWS» MOMY-
ca C OHTOJIOTMYeCKVIM CYJUIOIM3MOM? DTV I MHO-
rve Opyrue BOIPOCHl IOPOXKIAIOTCS MBICIISIMM,
n310keHHbIMM KaHTOM B MajleHbKOM TpaKTaTe O
durypax cuuiormsMa v Opupoae yMo3aKJIoue-
HWUV, I MOTYT CTaTh IIpo0sieMaMy KOTHUTUBHBIX
VICCIIeIOBAHWVL JIOTMUECKVX ITPOLIeTy P.
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Completing the analysis of “peripheral”
ideas in “The False Subtlety”, it must be
stressed that, in a certain sense, Kant in “The
False Subtlety” sets cognitive benchmarks for
the study of syllogistic inferences. The ideas set
forth in the treatise stimulate the formulation
of several research problems which move into
the sphere of experimental logic and cognitive
studies. Does natural thinking build formal
conclusions (on the basis of logical relations
between terms), or rather operate elements
of the image of the world? If it does, does
it do so with respect to all the four figures?
Do the highest rules of syllogisms “work”
in natural thinking, and if yes, how, exactly,
and on what grounds? Is reasoning according
to the first figure an inborn mechanism of
inference? What are the natural mechanisms
of reasoning according to imperfect figures —
does reduction to the first figure take place?
Are these mechanisms stable models of natural
reasoning, or is the model induced by the one-
off conditions of a concrete thought task? Is
there a dependence between the probability
of a mistaken “conclusion” and the degree to
which “the form of judgement” deviates from
the model with ontological syllogism? These
are only some of the questions generated by the
ideas Kant sets forth in this short treatise on the
figures of syllogism and the nature of inference,
which can inform cognitive research on logical
procedures.
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